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	Alain Blondel 

Alain.Blondel@cern.ch
 Dan Kaplan 

Kaplan@fnal.gov

	18 September 2003

to

Ghislain Grégoire (Belgium)
Jean-Michel Rey (Saclay, France)
Vittorio Palladino(Italy)
Yoshi Kuno (Japan)

Frank Linde (NL)

Alain Blondel (Switzerland)

Ken Long (UK)

Dan Kaplan (US)

Cc: Paul Drumm 


Object:  Status of MICE – request for financial information
Dear collaborators,

After several years of efforts we are coming now very close to a very important milestone: the approval of MICE. As you know, the proposal submitted in January 2003 was reviewed by the International Peer Review Panel (IPRP) with very clear conclusions:

1. International Peer Review Panel (…) which strongly recommends approval of the project.
2. The proponents and RAL are encouraged to proceed towards the difficult but essential step of achieving adequate funding and resources.
Please find enclosed a letter that we received a few days ago from Prof. Ken Peach, head of the Particle Physics Division at RAL that clarifies the situation as seen from the RAL management. Ken Peach is urging us to clarify the situation with respect to the funding agencies, so as to allow him to proceed with negotiations (and support!) with the funding agencies around the world, and we should do this as soon as possible. 

Could you please address us as soon as possible but no later that the end of September, a brief description of where you stand, to whom funds have been requested and for what amount of time, what in kind contribution you expect and whether you can go along with the common funds proposal that was issued in July and which is recalled in appendix. 

Our technical coordinator, Paul Drumm, is preparing a financial matrix which will be complemented with the information that you will be giving us. 

Many thanks, 

Alain  Blondel, Dan Kaplan 

Proposal: MICE Common funds
1. what for?

-- the MICE common fund will be used to provide common services beyond the contributions promised by the collaborators, as well as to provide a certain amount of cash flexibility.

In the times of preparation for the experiment, the common funds may be used to 
  -- provide for services and investments that the collaboration has decided to provide in common.

In the times of running the experiment, the common funds may be used for

  -- Operating costs of the experiment;
  -- Maintenance and possible repairs;
  -- Additional requirements or common projects in the areas of software data storage, publications, etc...

2. How much?

The common funds contributions will be decided by the Collaboration Board every year. Nevertheless a guideline must be given initially concerning the amount that should be quoted in the initial request to the funding agencies, and for the first year. An estimate and a proposal for the contributions is being prepared by the project manager (Paul Drumm).

3. How?

The common funds contribution will be counted on a  per capita basis; exceptions to this rule should be the object of a dedicated request by the concerned institute and agreed upon by the collaboration board.

Common funds will be due as soon as the experiment is approved and paid as soon as possible within the following year.

The bookkeeping and accounting of the common funds will be the responsibility of the project manager, who will provide regularly a report to the collaboration board. The funds will be kept on a dedicated account at RAL.
Prof. Alain Blondel



Prof. Dan Kaplan,

University of Geneva,



Illinois Institute of Technology,

Switzerland.




USA.

Dear Alain and Dan,

Funding for MICE

As you are aware, I have been engaged in informal discussions with a number of funding agencies about the status of funding for MICE. 

The situation in the UK is that the proposal from the UK members of the MICE collaboration has been considered by the PPARC Peer Review Panel and the subsequently by the Science Committee. While the scientific aims of the project are strongly endorsed, the proponents have been asked to examine the consequences of only part of the resources that they requested being available from the UK – an indicative figure of £10M is mentioned, to included all associated costs (including staff and contingency). While this is less than recommended by the peer review panel, it nevertheless represents a considerable potential investment in the project.

What is now needed is a clear picture of the funds likely to be available from the principal partners. I believe that the informal discussions mentioned above, and earlier contacts with funding agencies, have started the process. What is now needed is a more formal series of bi-lateral discussions with funding agencies and the appropriate members of the collaboration, with a view to obtaining some written assessment of the likely, or potential, contribution. Until it is clear that the project is likely to be funded at an adequate level, it is unlikely that any agency will be able to give a commitment that is any firmer than that given by PPARC. However, it is essential that we collect this information as soon as possible.

I therefore seek your help, and that of you collaborators, in assessing the current funding situation.

Yours sincerely

Ken Peach










