2027 activity priorities (continued)
Draft Minutes
[bookmark: _Toc1]Key Takeaways
· The meeting focused on 2027 activity priorities under the FP9 Budget Extension reserve list framework, continuing discussions from a previous session.
· Budget priorities 1–4 remain unchanged and accepted by the PMU; priorities 5 and 6 require further input before relative prioritization can be completed.
· No indication of available budget volume for priorities 5 and 6 has been received; the Bureau meeting on Friday is expected to provide initial guidance.
· Xavier Litaudon (WPTM/TSVV) presented a detailed analysis of the impact of a ~28% PPY reduction in 2027 on TSVV deliverables, code capabilities, and scientific topics, noting nonlinear effects on scientific coherence and cross-team collaboration.
· Key risks from TSVV budget constraints include: loss of participants due to insufficient involvement, reduced code training and dissemination, discontinuity of theory/simulation/validation activities, and potential loss of UKAEA involvement in TSVV-H (HFPS).
· Frank Jenko (DSO) presented priority tasks for the Digital Solutions for Fusion Office, including: mission funding gap of 28K€, 15K€ for ACH travel support, and a strong call for increased AI investment (AI projects cut from 14 to 2 during the FP9 transition). He highlighted the US Genesis Mission ($2B/year) as a benchmark and proposed AI-assisted IMASification of JET data, agentic AI for code development, as high-priority items.
· Carlo Sozzi (WPSA) presented the 2027 diagnostics plan, covering systems approved for OP3 installation (FILD, Gamma Spectrometer, Runaway Electron Monitor), systems in advanced approval for OP4, and a list of new diagnostic proposals with no current budget in 26–27 (requiring ~48 PMs additional support).
· Carlo noted that Fusion for Energy (F4E) contracts are expected to cover engineering/procurement for several systems, but not installation costs; SNE (Seconded National Expert) coverage is being explored.
· Sebastijan Brezinsek (WPPWIE) provided an update on JET post-mortem analysis, including a budget redistribution plan using unspent container funds (~68K€ total) to cover LIBS analysis, runaway damage studies, and reference tritium sample production. He also flagged that ITER has stressed the importance of JET dust analysis for their licensing procedure, which was not originally in scope.
· Emmanuelle Tsitrone and Nicola Vianello (WPTE) presented a detailed assessment of the impact of reduced experimental time on TE devices in 2027 across three scenarios (Scenario 0/1: 27.5–30%, Scenario 2: 35%, Scenario 4: 40%/35%). Scenario 0/1 results in significant reductions across ITER-relevant topics including integrated scenarios, tungsten control, disruption/runaway mitigation, and wall conditioning.
· A discussion was held on JT-60SA tungsten phase scientific priorities, with participants providing feedback on formulation of four high-level priority items. Suggestions included: explicit mention of ITER relevance and avoidance of the term "DEMO" given differing EU/Japanese definitions.

[bookmark: _Toc2]Q & A Summary
[bookmark: _Toc3]Budget Status and Prioritization Process
Sebastijan: Are the FTD budget requests truly additional (on top of unallocated existing budget), and why do some items reference 2026 if the reserve list is for 2027?
Marco: Confirmed that the reserve list is explicitly for 2027. The presence of 2026 items in FTD slides is unclear and not understood. FTD still has unallocated budget from ongoing calls, and these requests are on top of that.

Question: What is the expected outcome of the Bureau meeting and the GA process for the reserve list?
Marco: Three reserve list proposals will be presented as a complete list without internal prioritization. The GA may ask STAC, or STAC together with PMU, to provide a prioritization. No indication of available budget volume exists yet. The PMU is unlikely to provide prioritization independently. The GA in October will have clearer information once DTT underspending is confirmed and the question of repurposing 2021–2025 budget for 2026–2027 is resolved with the European Commission.

[bookmark: _Toc4]TSVV Budget Constraints and Impact (WPTM)
Marco: Can you upload the TSVV slides to Indico for reference in future reprioritization discussions?
Xavier: Confirmed the slides are available and can be uploaded.

Marco: Is the ~900K€ TSVV budget request inclusive of the PL and PSO salary costs?
Xavier: Confirmed the total includes PSO and PL costs.
Marco: Clarified that the PL/PSO salary items are treated as a separate "priority zero" category, not part of the reserve list discussion proper.

Sebastijan: Should the TSVV impact analysis also include consequences for ACH and HPC usage, to show that reduced manpower leads to reduced computational resource utilization?
Xavier: Agreed this is a good point and committed to adding a slide showing the balance between TSVV budget and HPC/ACH resource usage.

Sebastijan: Could savings be achieved by holding only one general TSVV meeting across the two-year period (2026–2027) instead of one per year?
Xavier: Acknowledged this could save mission costs.
Gloria: Noted that the total mission budget is approximately 90K€, half the TSVVs have already held their annual meeting, and the saving would not be large. For those who have not yet hold a meeting to have only one over the two years can be an option.

Marcin: Should the TSVV impact analysis indicate which items are on the critical path for ITER or modeling readiness?
Xavier: Acknowledged the suggestion but noted the difficulty in defining "critical path" without a clear reference target. 

[bookmark: _Toc5]DSO Priorities and AI (Frank)
Marco: Has the potential of AI tools (e.g., Claude Code, agentic AI) to accelerate code development been discussed within the TSVVs, and could it affect the originally estimated coding timelines?
Xavier: Confirmed this had not been considered in the TSVV planning but agreed from personal experience that AI tools could save significant time.
Frank: Added a clarification that reduced TSVV activity would not meaningfully reduce HPC utilization, as the systems are already heavily oversubscribed; a 20% reduction would still leave them oversubscribed.

[bookmark: _Toc6]WPSA Diagnostics (Carlo)
Marco: Can you clarify how the SNE impacts the mission and salary costs in the SA budget?
Carlo: Explained that SNE funding from F4E covers 12 months in 2027 for on-site presence. Once SNEs are agreed, mission costs are resolved, but salary costs become constrained. The net budget gain is limited; the strategic benefit is on-site presence during installation and commissioning.
Marco: Requested an updated table showing budget figures assuming SNE agreement, and asked Carlo to verify consistency with numbers provided by Eva, in coordination with Botond and Joao.

Marco: What is the status of the F4E procurement agreements, and what does EUROfusion need to provide before F4E can sign contracts?
Carlo: Explained that F4E contracts can be signed once the procurement agreement between F4E and QST is in place. Until then, EUROfusion must support development to a sufficient level of design maturity. F4E contracts will not cover installation costs.

[bookmark: _Toc7]WPPWIE - JET Post-Mortem Analysis ( Sebastijan)
Xavier: Is there a duplication between the WPPWIE request for runaway-induced PFC damage modeling and activities in WPTM?
Sebastijan: Clarified that the item was previously presented on behalf of Svetlana and spans TM, TE, and PWIE. It was removed from the PWIE list. The originally anticipated engineering grant funding for this work has been redirected, leaving Svetlana's group potentially without support. Suggested a trilateral discussion between Xavier, TE, and PWIE.

Marco: Should JET dust analysis be elevated in priority given ITER's expressed interest for their licensing procedure?
Sebastijan: Agreed that dust analysis should be elevated, potentially moving it from priority 3 to a higher priority. However, noted that access to JET vessel for dust collection may be late (possibly FP10), and that ITER's interest is specifically for their safety case. Emphasized the need for scientifically controlled interpretation rather than simple hoovering and weighing.
Emmanuelle: Noted uncertainty about JET capability for dust collection and fuel retention measurement, and flagged that ITER's update timeline may be too soon for JET data to be useful.

[bookmark: _Toc8]WPTE Experimental Time Scenarios
Marco: Can you clarify the scenario numbering — is Scenario 1 the 27.5% or the 30% allocation?
Emmanuelle: Confirmed that in the WPTE slides, Scenario 1 = 27.5%, Scenario 2 = 35% for all machines, Scenario 4 = 40%/35%. Agreed to align numbering with the reserve list slides circulated by Marco, where Scenario 1 = 30%.

Marco: Regarding the ADC/PEX upgrades and the EFPW recommendations — how does the current scenario planning account for the grant deliverable on FPP-relevant scenarios?
Emmanuelle: Explained that in Scenario 0/1, exploration would be narrowed to a single ADC configuration rather than the full parameter space, meaning the PEX upgrade would not be fully exploited. The grant deliverable report can still be written but will reflect limited scenario coverage.
Nicola: Confirmed that the grant deliverable can be produced but noted the limitation to a single scenario in metallic devices, calling for further exploration in FP10.

Sebastijan: Regarding RMP experiments — is the focus on tungsten control or ELM control, and is this in the basic AUG program?
Nicola: Clarified that the issue is twofold: (1) there are currently no RMP suppression scenarios in purely wave heated ITER-like plasmas on AUG, which is needed to de-risk SRO operation; (2) low-rotation scenarios with RMPs affect tungsten screening and influx, requiring new dedicated experiments. Sebastijan suggested this should be framed more explicitly as ELM control demonstration.

Marco: Could RMP experiments on current TE devices inform future JT-60SA metal wall operation, given that JT-60SA has RMP coils and will eventually move to a tungsten wall?
Nicola: Agreed that carbon-phase JT-60SA data will provide valuable information, and that once tungsten is available on JT-60SA, the corresponding ECRH power and RMP spectrum should allow informed operation. Noted the RMP spectrum on JT-60SA is not too different from current devices.

Sebastijan: How are machine operation costs calculated when the fraction of experimental time is reduced — do fixed costs remain constant, making each pulse more expensive?
Emmanuelle: Confirmed this is theoretically correct; if a machine operates fewer days due to budget restrictions, fixed costs remain, making each operational day more expensive. However, the current budget model uses a fixed EC contribution agreed at GA level, averaged from historical machine cost reports.
Botond: Explained that the current 2026–2027 machine operation cost is based on a five-year historical average of reported costs. The link between actual pulse numbers and yearly budget is not straightforward and cannot be systematically reconciled from reports. The agreed GA-level EC contribution is what effectively determines the budget line.

[bookmark: _Toc9]JT-60SA Tungsten Phase Scientific Priorities
Yevgen: Is the current formulation of the four high-level JT-60SA tungsten phase priorities acceptable, and should no-ELM regimes be explicitly named?
Marco: Explained that no-ELM regimes are included via the comma-separated phrasing in priority 1, without mandating that all high-performance scenarios be no-ELM. Invited alternative phrasings to be submitted within two weeks.
Yevgen: Supported keeping the no-ELM reference as a EUROfusion priority, noting QST may have their own priorities, and the project-level formulation may be more general. Suggested adding explicit reference to high-QDT equivalent gain factor in the context of JT-60SA (which will not have DT).

Carlo: Should the priority slide include a reference to the machine configuration and upgrades required to achieve the stated scientific objectives, for audiences less familiar with the machine?
Marco: Agreed this should be addressed in a preamble or contextual text accompanying the four bullets, rather than modifying the bullets themselves.

Xavier: Should the wording be reconsidered as potentially too restrictive, and should ITER be explicitly mentioned?
Marco: Agreed that the phrasing may be too restrictive given machine limitations, and that explicit mention of ITER is appropriate given the rationale for moving JT-60SA to a metal wall. Committed to updating the formulation.
Xavier: Also suggested adding "access conditions" language (access, demonstrate, sustain) and noting the importance of the L/H transition and the burning plasma access topic, which is a key item in the ITER research plan.
