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Executive Summary
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Introduction
A Director’s CD-1 Review of the LHC CMS Detector Upgrade Project was held on July 16-18, 2013 at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.  The object of this review was to assess if the project meets the Critical Decision 1 (CD-1) “Approve Alternative Selection & Cost Range” CD-1 requirements as specified in DOE O 413.3B.  Additionally, the committee assessed the Project’s progress on addressing the recommendations from the Director’s Impendent Conceptual Design Review conducted on May 14-16, 2013 and the Director’s Cost and Schedule Assessment was performed on May 15-16, 2013.  The charge included a list of topics and specific questions to be addressed as part of the review.  The assessment of the Review Committee is documented in the body of this closeout presentation.
Each section in this closeout presentation is generally organized by Findings, Comments and Recommendations.  Findings are statements of fact that summarize noteworthy information presented during the review.  The Comments are judgment statements about the facts presented during the review and are based on reviewers’ experience and expertise. The comments are to be evaluated by the project team and actions taken as deemed appropriate. Recommendations are statements of actions that should be addressed by the project team.  The remainder of this presentation has the answers to the review charge questions.
[bookmark: _Toc242514143][bookmark: _Toc242518877]The LHC CMS Detector Upgrade Project is to develop a response to the review recommendations and present it to the Laboratory Management and regularly report on the progress during the Project’s Project Management Group Meetings (PMGs) and at the Performance Oversight Group (POG).  The recommendations will be tracked in the iTrack system where progress to closure will be tracked.
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[bookmark: _Toc361263670]Charge Questions
Has the Project developed a quality resource loaded schedule that includes the entire project’s scope of work and is it achievable?

Are the estimated cost and proposed schedule ranges realistic, consistent with the technical and budgetary objectives, and justified by the supporting documentation?  Has all the work been appropriately identified, estimated and scheduled, including the work associated with performing the preliminary design, final design and value engineering activities?

Has the Project implemented a Risk Management Process by identifying risks, performing a risk assessment and started developing mitigation plans at an appropriate level for the CD-1 stage?

Is the Project Team adequately staffed and does it possess adequate experience to successfully carry out the Project?

Is the current staffing level adequate to complete the work to achieve CD-2? If not, has the appropriate staffing level been identified in the schedule and has a staffing plan been developed to acquire the future staffing needs?

Are ESH&Q aspects being properly addressed given the project’s current stage of development?

Are the draft Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) achievable based on the design, cost range and schedule range presented?

Is the scope of work clearly defined between what is funded by DOE or NSF, and is this reflected in the cost, schedule and risk assessment presented to the committee?

Has the relationship been clearly defined between the LHC CMS Detector Upgrade Project and International CMS at CERN?

Has the project acceptably addressed the relative recommendations from the Director’s Independent Conceptual Design conducted on May 14-16, 2013 and the Director’s Cost and the Schedule Assessment performed on May 15-16, 2013?

Is the documentation required by DOE O 413.3B and Fermilab’s Project Management System in order and is the Project ready for a DOE CD-1 review scheduled for August 26-27, 2013?
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