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Executive Summary
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Introduction
A Director’s Conceptual Design Review of the Muon g-2 Project was held on June 5-7, 2013 at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.  The object of this review was to assess the status and adequacy of the overall CMS Detector Upgrade conceptual design effort to meet the requirements for a DOE Critical Decision 1 (CD-1) “Approve Alternative Selection & Cost Range”. 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 Muon g-2 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: _Toc330973132]Charge Questions
Are the science goals and physics requirements clearly stated and documented?  Have the science goals and physics requirements been adequately translated into technical performance requirements and specifications?

Is the design technically adequate? Is the design likely to meet the technical requirements needed to carry out the scientific goals?

Can the design be constructed, inspected, tested, installed, operated and maintained in a satisfactory way?

Is there adequate supporting documentation to support the conceptual design and the transition to developing the preliminary design?

Are the risks (on technical, cost, and schedule basis) of the selected base design approach and alternatives understood and are appropriate steps being taken to manage and mitigate these risks?  Have areas been identified where value engineering should be done?  If value engineering has been performed is it documented?

Are the project organization and lines of responsibility clearly defined and sufficient to ensure the successful engineering and design of the project?  Are the design interfaces between the Accelerator Systems, Experimental Facilities, and Conventional Facilities groups understood and well enough defined to ensure a coordinated effort and an integrated design, including the Muon Campus AIPs/GGPs? Is there a reasonable plan in place for implementing configuration management to ensure changes to the technical requirements/specifications are controlled and communicated to all affected groups?
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