DUSEL Beamline Working Group Meeting #25
March 9, 2009 – Snake Pit
Summary

Present:  Jeff Appel , Nancy Grossman, Chris Laughton, Mike Martens, George Velev,  

               and Bob Zwaska
Guests:   Dean Hoffer
Video:   Bob Wagner and from ANL

 Absent: Mike Andrews, Dixon Bogert, Alan Bross, Sam Childress, Don Cossairt, 
              Dave Harding, Jim Hylen, Vic Kuchler, Byron Lundberg, Elaine McCluskey ,
              Rob Plunkett, and Gina Rameika
              Mary Bishai and Milind Diwan from BNL 

              John Corlett and Mike Zisman from LBNL.
Next Mtgs.: Here is the upcoming presentation schedule:

  3/16  NuMI Near Detector Uses and Lessons Learned

                Zarko Pavlovic

  3/23  J-PARC Vist Report 

                Jim Hylen and Sam Childress

  3/30  No Meeting

Other Possibilities:

           Near Detector Needs for DUSEL

           Reviews and Preparing for Them 

           Integration Issues (e.g., cables, etc.)

           Power Supplies 
Additional Agenda Items for Upcoming Meetings

          Mechanism(s) for getting neutrino community input/buy-in on a set of beam 
                 parameters                      

          Measurements related to the causes of corrosion in the NuMI tunnels

Action Items 

           Think about how to specify measurements related to the causes of corrosion in the    

                  NuMI tunnels.  

           Find out what reports might exist at J-PARC on this topic (Jim).  
Reviews and Preparing for Them - Dean Hoffer
As usual, see the AD documents data base for the presentation slides: 
        http://beamdocs.fnal.gov/SNuMI-public/DocDB/ShowDocument?docid=384
The slides are only a starting point for the discussions. What is recorded here is primarily from those discussions during the presentation.  
Dean Hoffer, of Fermilab’s Office of Project Management and Oversight, made a presentation on current practice on project reviews by the Directorate and DOE. There are three types of DOE reviews, each varying as a function of the size of the project, and two types of Director’s reviews.
Director’s Reviews started out to be preparation for the DOE Critical Design (CD) Reviews, coming a month or so in advance. However, the Director’s Reviews have come to take on an importance of their own, 1) giving the DOE confidence when the Director’s Review goes well that the DOE Review can proceed and 2) allowing DOE to have a higher confidence that the project’s technical scope, cost, schedule and project management has been vetted in detail prior to their review. Typically, one set of DOE project reviews is organized and chaired by Dan Lehman, Director of the Office of Project Assessment of the Office of Science. When projects have joint funding (e.g., with the NSF), agency reviews may be jointly organized. In addition to these “internal” DOE Reviews, projects of a certain size must also have an External Independent Review (EIR), organized by the Office of Engineering Construction Management (OECM), a part of the Office of Management which has an independent line to the top of the DOE from the Program Offices (e.g., the Office of High Energy Physics). So, the OECM has its own agenda and emphases. The OECM uses contractors to do their EIR reviews. These contractors have been unfamiliar with HEP and DOE laboratories, and therefore needed a lot of background explanation, etc. More recently, however, the teams have had repeat reviewers and have started more up-to-speed. These EIR’s are required before CD-2 for projects above $100M (was for above $20M), and before CD-2 and CD-3, separately, for projects costing more than $750M.  
Experience has been that if there is real support for a project at high levels of the DOE, the review process does not have to slow down moving through the CD process – assuming that no major problems are uncovered in reviews. For example, MINERvA had a combined CD-1,2,3a review, following separate Director’s Reviews at each of these levels of progress. At the time, there was concern that the DOE might not have been supportive of the project, since the usual CD reviews were not being scheduled. On the other hand, MINERvA is not at the scale of a DUSEL project. BTeV did not have strong support at the DOE, since even after separate Lehman CD-2 and CD-3 reviews with strong recommendations for CD-2 and 3 approval, the DOE did not grant CD-2 before eventually cancelling the project.

Director’s reviews have developed a reputation for being “tougher” than the DOE reviews. Since they are held only four to six weeks before DOE CD reviews, there is not much time to fix problems uncovered. So, the Director’s reviews should not be viewed as “dry runs” with some things missing. Dry runs should be done within the project before Director’s Reviews. Because of the delays in NOvA funding, there were actually three Director’s Reviews before the DOE CD-2,3a Review.  
The review process, effort, and milestones should all be built into project planning. On the other hand, the travel costs for outside reviewers are paid for by the Office of Project Management and Oversight.

Typically, full written reports from Director’s Reviews are available a week after the review itself; written reports from DOE CD Reviews, may be a month or later after the reviews. Normally, close-out sessions have an oral presentation of all the important findings, comments, and recommendations from the review. There is an opportunity at these close-out sessions to respond very briefly if there are disagreements.  However, usually the verbal report by the reviewers is followed by simple “thanks” all the way around. Sometimes, something is added to the written report, but not without discussion first.

A new form of Director’s Review is likely to develop – Design Reviews. In the past, the Laboratory has taken the position that designs are reviewed as part of existing Director’s Reviews. However, for big projects, we can expect to need full, formal, separate reviews of designs, specifications, drawings, etc. before CD-1, CD-2, and CD-3. Such reviews would consider only the technical designs for projects, not management, cost, or schedule.  Those would continue to be the focus of the Director’s and DOE’s CD reviews. 

Dean noted that as a result of CD Reviews of the National Synchrotron Light Source-2 (NSLS-2) in which he participated, there were improved designs. This raised the question of the extent to which reviews provide an “opportunity” for injecting alternative approaches, and forcing reviewers’ viewpoints on project managers. In principle, consideration of alternatives is a part of the CD-1 stage of a project. It might be appropriate to hear of alternatives at such a time, but not later unless the base design is flawed. Again, in principle, the chair of the review has the responsibility to keep the review on track according to the charge given to the committee. In fact, it is also important for the project to pay attention to the charge as it prepares for a review.
It can be important to have a consistent slide format for review presentations as a demonstration that the project team has gelled, and that they are working together coherently. Not only should the slide format be consistent, but it also helps if the coverage and order of broad topics is the same from subproject to subproject. This helps reviewers follow the presentations, too. Such clarity leads to better reviewer responses to the presentations. Clearly, inconsistencies in presentations are to be avoided. All presenters should take ownership of their part of the project; never say that what they are showing was dictated from above! This can be more difficult for projects with distributed responsibilities (e.g., with university and/or foreign-funded collaborators are describing their contributions to a project).  

Contingency is a particularly sensitive subject, with Lehman and OECM reviews taking different approaches. Lehman Reviews tend to want lots of contingency when risks are evident. OECM EIR’s tend to want lower contingency with risks mitigated as part of the baseline costs.  For example, in the design of ASIC’s, the number of design cycles could be optimistic in one case, with lots of contingency to cover possible need for additional cycles – or conservative in the other case, with the extra design cycles built into the baseline cost and schedule. These are judgment calls.  One must justify what is done, based on experience and how much is new (i.e., what the risk may be).

The Office of Project Management and Oversight currently has eight written procedures to help projects, with more coming. At Fermilab, all projects of $5M and up are expected to use the same systems for management (e.g., management software for scheduling, earned-value calculations, and accounting). Note that this should allow better use of support personnel across projects at the Laboratory. Finally, it was noted that although projects tend to start with direct, current-fiscal-year cost estimates and some global overhead (indirect costs), as the project matures and gets closer to approval to spend project money, it is necessary to use full then-year costs with more sophisticated indirect costs included. That is how the project will be managed and reviewed.
