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Executive Summary
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Introduction
A Director’s Independent Design and CD-2/3 Review of the Mu2e Project was held on July 8-10, 2014 at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.  The objects of this review was to assess the level of maturity of the Project’s design and to determine if the project meets the Critical Decision (CD) 2/3 (CD-2, Approval of Performance Baseline and CD-3, Approve to Start Construction) requirements as specified in DOE O 413.3B.  To meet the design requirements for CD-2 the design has to be at the preliminary level or greater, and for CD-3 the design has to be at the level of final or near final design.  
Additionally, the committee assessed the Project’s progress on addressing the recommendations from the prior reviews: DOE CD-3a conducted June 10, 2014; three DOE Mini-Review teleconferences on September 26, 2013, April 9, 2013, and November 19, 2012; DOE CD-1 Review conducted on June 5-7, 2012; Director’s CD-1 Review was held on April 3-5, 2013; and the Director’s Conceptual Design Review conducted on May 3-5, 2011.  The charge included a list of 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.
This closeout report is broken down into two basic sections. The first section provides the assessments of the project’s design of technical deliverables and project management. Each area within this first section 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 second section of this presentation has the committee’s answers to the review charge questions.
The Mu2e 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 to closure, in the iTrack system.  Documented status of the project’s resolution of the recommendations will need to be available for future reviews.
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6.1  Is the Project’s design appropriately developed and documented in the Mu2e Technical Design Report (TDR)?  Does the design satisfy the performance requirements to carry out the scientific mission?  Is the final design sufficiently mature such that the Project can initiate procurements and start construction? What outstanding design risks remain? For those elements of the design that are not yet finalized, has the Project shown that there are no major risks or issues that impede a clear path to a final design?
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6.2 Has the Project developed a resource-loaded schedule that includes the Project’s full scope of work? Is the schedule realistic and achievable?  



[bookmark: _Toc392505867][bookmark: _Toc392512936]6.3  Has the Project developed a schedule with logically sequenced activities and interdependencies to satisfy project milestones and generate critical path schedules?



[bookmark: _Toc392505868][bookmark: _Toc392512937]6.4  Are the cost and schedule estimates complete and credible?  Do they include adequate scope, cost and schedule contingency?
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6.5 Has the Project documented the Basis of Estimate (BOE) that supports the baseline cost and schedule presented?
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6.6  Is the scope of work clearly defined between what is funded by DOE, what is funded by other funding agencies or institutions, and is this reflected in the cost, schedule and risk assessment presented to the committee? 
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Management
[bookmark: _Toc392505872][bookmark: _Toc392512941]6.7  Has the Project implemented Risk Management by identifying risks, performing a risk assessment (qualitative and quantitative) and developing mitigation plans?

[bookmark: _Toc392505873][bookmark: _Toc392512942]6.8  Is CD-4 achievable with the Project’s risks and within the DOE approved Total Project Cost?

[bookmark: _Toc392505874][bookmark: _Toc392512943]6.9  Has the Project updated required project management documents per DOE Order 413.3B for CD-2/3 and per the Fermilab Project Management System?

[bookmark: _Toc392505875][bookmark: _Toc392512944]6.10 Are the Project organization and staffing levels adequate to initiate construction and manage the work to achieve CD-4?

[bookmark: _Toc392505876][bookmark: _Toc392512945]6.11  Are ESH&Q aspects being properly addressed at this stage?

[bookmark: _Toc392505877][bookmark: _Toc392512946]6.12 Does the Project’s process for monthly progress reporting satisfy DOE and Laboratory requirements?

[bookmark: _Toc392505878][bookmark: _Toc392512947]6.13 Has the Project properly addressed the recommendations from the recent DOE CD-3a Review, the DOE CD-1 Review, the Director’s CD-1 Review and the Independent Conceptual Design Review? 

[bookmark: _Toc392505879][bookmark: _Toc392512948]6.14  Is the Mu2e Project ready for a DOE CD-2/3 review in August?Cost Schedule, Management, and ES&H Charge Questions?
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