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The la.st run of January on the no lifutime has given the fo1-
lowi-ng result :

o , - + ,7 .^-f61t- = Lo) ; rU seco

'Ihe figure is lrery preliminary anc) subject to slight correc-
tlons. It is in rough agrcement r,;ith the l-asb emulsion ro"tol)
(r.9J.5 sec) ancl the photoproduction experimentz/ (t.Z i r.4 sec).
This run convincecl us that the methoc-L lr,orks ancl can give a much

better accuracy"

Our large error. is clue to three fa"cts,

f) She lifctime is silaLler than expected, so for the same statis-
tics the relar,ti-ve error is larger;

2) In orcier to prevent the i-nternal beam from hitting the frane
of the targets lire had to userrkicker magnets" which reduce the
target eff iciency :Lnc1 so our counting rilte I

3) Our production running-tirne, v,rers actually ?-S-blf!s oglv. This
is because the terrget setting v'ras much rnore critical than ex-
pectecl and took us a lot of time.

The sensitivity to the shortcr lifetime (f) can be increased
by using a thinner target. Although we cannot obtain much improve-

ment on point 2, we think that wlth more machine time we should. be

able to reduce the error of the irellsurcment at least in the ratio
of the squa,re roots of the effective running tirnes.

In conclusion vre r,roulcl like to ask lor 12 shifts full machine

time + { shifts of parasitic time for setting up.
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REQUEST FOR MACHINE TIME ON no LIFETIME EXPERIMENT 

‘ w. 
G. von Dardel, D. Dekkers, R. Mermod, {($j 

M. Vivargent, G. Weber and K. Winter. 

The last run of January on the no lifetime has given the fol— 

lowing result: 

no = 1.5 : 'g lO~16 sec. 

The figure is very preliminary and subject to slight correc— 

-tions. It is in rough agreement with the last emulsion workl) 

(1.91 .5 sec) and the photoproduction experimentz) ( 1 . 7  i 1.4 see). 
This run convinced us that the method works and can give a much 

better accuracy. 

Our large error is due to three facts. 

1) The lifetime is smaller than expected, so for the same statis— 

tics the relative error is larger; 1 

2) In order to prevent the internal beam from hitting the frame 

of the targets we had to use "kicker magnets" which reduce the 

target efficiency and so our counting rate; 

3) Our production running—time was actually g_§hifts only. This 

is because the target setting was much more critical than ex— 

pected and took us a lot of time. 

The sensitivity to the shorter lifetime (1) can be increased 

by using a thinner target. Although we cannot obtain much improve- 

ment on point 2, we think that with more machine time we should be 

able to reduce the error of the measurement at least in the ratio 

of the square roots of the effective running times. 

In conclusion we would like to ask for 12 shifts full machine 

time + 4 shifts 0f parasitic time for setting up. 
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