I describe the FTK experience, but it is just an example to start a discussion with other upgrade projects, to find a common background and propose a modification to the rule that is causing problems.
There is a problem for talks, proceedings and papers that join in the same presentation the HW description of the system and its performances based on simulation studies.
If the performances are presented with plots obtained with the simulation, the author list has to be the default author list, the "Atlas Collaboration" and this rule has negative consequences:
(1) Keeps out all the people that for some reasons are not part of the author list. A lot of people that worked on the hardware are in this condition, engineers and technological researchers in particular, since they never qualified, or because they belong to CMS. However they are the IP owners of the built object and it is absolutely wrong to leave them outside of the author list. Typical examples in FTK are persons that designed the AMchip and the AMBoards, they have important responsibilities in the project, and they absolutely need and want to sign both the HW description and its performances. They are in the best condition to apply for funds and this kind of publications (the most complete and beautiful) are important for their career development and their capability to win funds. Not allowing them to sign has a negative impact on our capability to get funds.
(2) Overloads papers characterized by a limited result content, whose work is clearly done by a small number of persons, with thousands of names. The inconsistency between the “work  and result content” and the “number of authors” reduces strongly the capability to use efficiently these publications to apply for funds and to defend already won funds. Applications todays require few publications (usually 3 for each member of the applying team) very related to the application argument, with a limited number of authors that should in large fraction correspond to the applicant names and very high H-index that show the impact on science or society.   
(3) INFN funds common projects to CMS and ATLAS, but in this moment we cannot publish together. We need a new policy that allows CMS-ATLAS authors on the same paper. This is a new situation that needs to be supported by a more open and collaborative attitude. In particular in the area of online tracking ATLAS will provide a lot of material, experience and technological developments to CMS and if the ATLAS persons will not sign the CMS developments we will loose a big amount of results that naturally would belong to our researchers.
PRELIMINARY ATTEMPTS to find a solution DURING THIS LAST YEAR: they teach us which is a possible solution, and what has low probability to work:
(1) When I addressed for the first time the problem to the FTK collaboration the proposed solution was to have person outside the default author list in the Acknowledgements. This solution is clearly not acceptable: thousands people (ATLAS collaboration) almost not involved in the specific upgrade sign the work of persons that did the work, being the owner of the IP and being only mentioned in the acknowledgement section. I stated clearly that any of these persons (they were roughly 20 at that time) could have written to the Journal explaining how unfair the author list of that paper was.
(2) As a second temporary solution it was suggested to keep the performance and the hardware publications separated, so that no hardware description would appear in the paper with performance (signed by the ATLAS collaboration) and no performance would appear in hardware papers. Paper on hardware would be signed by a limited list of authors, complete with all people, also the ones outside the ATLAS author list. But this is again a  wrong solution  and can not work, since:
a. People like to present both arguments at conferences and they actually did it last summer and autumn. The solution they found was to go to the conference, present both arguments and NOT publish the proceeding.  Nobody signs any paper any more, young researchers loose the possibility to publish.  If in the past they could publish ~3 papers per year, in the last year they signed no significant global FTK paper.  This is a bad results for young people that today are the favourite to apply for funds or defend already funded projects.
b. Engineers and technological researchers want to sign also the performances of their devices and this is perfectly reasonable.  FTK allows to reconstruct primary vertexes or b-quarks or tau-leptons in real time, and these are beautiful arguments that can be part of their curricula and their applications. I have seen engineers in our group to explain very successfully the importance of FTK at the beginning of their conference presentation, and they are very good in doing this. Speaking of primary vertexes, or track efficiencies and fakes, or tau algorithms is not as complex as speaking of SUSY complex events or Higgs properties. They are “high level technological staff” and it would be frustrating for them to be totally outside of the “physics case of the object they build”.
(3) A further possibility suggested was to find a way to put all the designers in the ATLAS author list, but this solution, even if certainly much more correct than the ones above, it is again unsatisfactory for many reasons:
· As said above, papers with few pages and a limited scientific content like the physics case for a specific upgrade, would be signed by an enormous number of authors, highly reducing the value of the publication. I am coordinating a European project on FTK and I am requested to present results both on the HW and performances. The fact that the paper is signed by 4000 physicists makes really low value the paper and cannot be presented to EU. EU is particularly interested at the IP of the work funded by them. They fund a much smaller group of people and they really do not like such a large number of authors in deliverables or results presented by us.  They suggest in response to our last report: “The management team, together with the supervisors should come up and proceed with execution of a more ambitious plan in terms of results dissemination through Journals and Conference participations”.  In addition thousands of authors reduce a lot the capability of a paper to support an application. We have young researchers that can apply to high quality programs, and they need high quality publications with a limited number of authors.
· Technological researchers are often disqualified at competitions if they appear to be in so large lists of authors and if the candidate has signed physics papers whose content is almost unknown for them. They need good quality papers related to what they have created and built and good H-index for those publications. They do not need to sign physics papers they only need that the FTK papers are correctly cited in the physics papers, so the H-index of the FTK papers acquires the right value.
· What I mention above is true in general. We should limit the exponential increase of number of authors that are not strongly correlated to the published argument. As an example, people contributing to the ATLAS simulation are certainly a subset of the ATLAS collaboration, certainly not 4000 persons. So it is not clear why the rule wants the whole ATLAS collaboration signing the upgrade paper that shows simulation results. We can try to identify them and recognize their contribution (see below in the proposal different ways to do it).
 
In conclusion here comes our proposal to overcome the described problems. We propose that papers including hardware description and performances of an upgrade based on simulation is published with a restricted list of names including ONLY  persons that really worked on the subject of the publication, independently of their affiliation to ATLAS or CMS. Atlas Collaboration will be reserved for papers that contain real data.

People that worked on software general tools for the simulation could be included by:
(1) Citing a reference suggested by them, so increasing their H-index
(2) Putting them also in the acknowledgements, in addition to the reference
(3) [bookmark: _GoBack]Putting their names in the author list, if points (1) and (2) are not enough. However we really think that keeping the list limited to persons that did specific work for the upgrade and citing papers of groups that “provided general tools” is the right way to make publication really competitive for fund seeking.
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