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Introduction
A Director’s Independent Design and CD-2/3A Review of the Utilities Upgrade Project was held on October 20-21, 2014 at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.  The purpose 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) 2/3A (CD-2, Approval of Performance Baseline and CD-3, Approval to Start Construction Phase A) requirements as specified in DOE O 413.3B.  To meet the design requirements for CD-2 the design must be at the preliminary level or greater, and for CD-3A the design must be at the level of final or near final design.  
Additionally, the committee assessed the Project’s progress on addressing the recommendations from the Director’s and DOE CD-1 reviews
The assessment of the Review Committee is documented in the body of this closeout presentation, which consists of two major sections. The first section provides assessments of design and management. Each area within this first section is organized by Findings, Comments and Recommendations.  Findings are statements of fact that summarize noteworthy information presented during the review.  Comments are judgment statements about the facts presented during the review and are based on reviewers’ experience and expertise. 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 includes the committee’s answers to the review charge questions.
The UUP 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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Charge Questions
4.1 Are all Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) sufficiently defined and documented to establish the project performance baseline?  Are preliminary designs for all project scope, final design for Phase-A scope, and the respective design review reports complete?  Similarly, is the CD-3a scope towards achieving the KPP’s sufficiently defined and documented?

4.2 Is the Project’s design appropriately developed and documented in the UUP Technical Design Report (TDR)?  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?

4.3 Has the Project developed a resource-loaded schedule that includes the Project’s full scope of work? Is the schedule realistic and achievable?
  
4.4 Are the cost and schedule estimates complete and credible?  Do they include adequate scope, cost and schedule contingency?

4.5 Has the Project documented the Basis of Estimate (BOE) that supports the baseline cost and schedule presented?

4.6 Are the project cost and scope consistent with the draft Project Execution Plan and preliminary performance baseline?  Has the schedule been appropriately updated?  Is adequate cost, schedule and scope contingency identified to mitigate risk prior to and after CD-3a?  Is an Earned Value Management System employed and ready to begin monthly PARS-II reporting in a timely manner?

4.7 Has the Project implemented Risk Management by identifying risks, performing a risk assessment (qualitative and quantitative) and developing mitigation plans?  Are there any interdependencies with other projects or significant research operations?  If so, have they been identified and are there plans in place to mitigate risk for the CD-3a scope?

4.8 Is CD-4 achievable with the Project’s risks and within the DOE approved Total Project Cost?

4.9 Has the Project updated required project management documents per DOE Order 413.3B for CD-2/3 and per the Fermilab Project Management System?  Are the solicitation documents accurate and sufficiently mature to support the procurement and/or construction of the Phase A scope under CD-3A?  Are the Acquisition Strategy and Acquisition Plan updated and approved?  Are cost estimates reconciled and bids or quotes in-hand?

4.10 Are the Project organization and staffing levels adequate to initiate construction and manage the work to achieve CD-4?

4.11 Are ESH&Q aspects being properly addressed at this stage?  Are the Hazard Analysis Report and the final NEPA determination issued and are the permits in place to allow CD-3a scope to commence?

4.12 Does the Project’s process for monthly progress reporting satisfy DOE and Laboratory requirements?

4.13 Has the Project appropriately addressed the recommendations from prior reviews?

4.14 Is the UUP Project ready for a DOE CD-2/3a review in December?
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Overview The Commitee i to conduct a Director's CD-2/3a Review of the Utiities Upgrade Project
(UUP) to assess i the project meeis the Critical Decision 2/3a (CD-2, Approval of Performance
Bascline and CD-3a, Approval to Start Construction, Phase A) requircments as specified in DOE
Order 413.3B. UUP received CD-1 Approval on November 15, 2010. The project is scheduled for a
DOE CD-2/3a Review on December 9-10, 2014,

Project Description The scope of this project includes design and construction of an upgraded High
Voltage Electrcal System (H/V) and Industral Cooling Water System (ICW). The High Voltage
Electrical Upgrade includes replacing the Master Substation Control Building and all associated
inerior components 5, obsolete unit transformers and end of life feeder cables. The
Industrial Cooling Water Upgrade includes installing and replacing the ICW watermain, upgrading the
master pumphouse and adding secondary pumphouses

Prior Reviews A DOE CD-0 Review of the UUP Project was conducted in July 2009, which resulted
in CD-0 Approval on Septerber 18, 2009, followed by Director's CD-1 Review of UUP on August 6,
2010, and a DOE Ci “The project obiained CD-1 Approval on
November 15, 2010. hall assess the Project’ progres h
recommendations from the

for CD-213a The review commitice s of the proj
including the completeness and self<consistency of the technical scope and final de

3 ement systems and staffing. The comiitce shall evaluate the
current schedule, taking risks into consideration, and determine if the Projects scope of work can be.
accomplished within the approved Total Project Cost (TPC) by the CD-4 date, The commitiee is to
assess if the Project team is in place to implement full consiruction while providing monthly
status/progress reports to DOE and Lab Management on costischedule against the Project Plan. The

minittee shall assess and confirm that ESH&Q has been adequately addressed.

‘The review commiltee should addess the follo in determining the Project
readiness for CD-2/3a:

Technical
1. Are all Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) sufficiently defined and documented to establish
the project performance baseline? Are preliminary designs for ll project scope, final design
for Phase-A scope, and the respective design review reports complete? Similarly,is the CD-
3a scope towards achieving the KPP's sufficiently defined and documented?

I the Project's design appropriately developed and documented in the UUP Techaical Design
Report (TDR)? Is the final design sufficienly mature such that the Project can initate
procurements and start consiruction?  What outstanding design risks remain? For those
elements of the design that are not yet finalized, has the Projeat shown that there are no major
risks or issues that impede a clear path to @ final desig

Cost/Schedule/Funding

3. Has the Project developed a resource-loaded schedule that includes the Project's full scope of
work? Is the schedul realistic and achievable?
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4. Are the cost and schedule estimates complete and credible? Do they include adequate scope,
cost and schedule contingency?

Has the Project documented the Basis of Estimate (BOE) that supports the bascline cost and
schedule presented?

6. Are the project cost and scope consistent with the drafl Project Execution Plan and
preliminary performance baseling? Has the schedule been appropriately updated? Is
adequate cost, schedule and scope contingency iden prior to and after
€D3a? Is an Eamed Value Management System employed and ready to begin monthly
PARS-I reporting in & timel

Management

7. Has the Project implemented Risk Management by identifying risks, perfomming a risk
assessment (qualtative and quantiative) and developing miligation plans? Ate there any
interdependencics with ofher proj ant research operations? If so, have they
been identified and are there plans in place to mitigaterisk for the CD-3a scope?

15 CD-4 achievable with the Project'srisks and within the DO approved Total Project Cost?
Hias the Project updated required project management documens per DOE Order 413,38 for
CD-2/3 and per the Fermilab Project Management System? Are the solicitation documer
sccurate and suficiently mature to support the procurement andor construction of the Phase
A scope under CD-3A? Are the Acquisition Strategy and Acquisition Plan updated and
approved? Are cost estimates reconciled and bids or quotes in-hand?

10. Are the Project organization and saffing levels adequate to iniiate
the work to achicve CD~4?

11, Are ESH&Q aspects being properly addressed at this stage? Are the Hazard Analysis Report
and the final NEPA determination issued and are the permits in place to allow CD-3a scope o

12. Does the Project’s process for monthly progress reporting satisfy DOE. and Laboratory
requirements?

13. Has the Project appropriately addressed the recommendations from prior reviews?
14. s the UUP Project ready for s DOE CD-23%a review in December?

In responding o the questions above, the committee should present findi
secommendations at a closcout meeting with the UUP Project and Fermilab management. A written
report s requested within two weeks after the completion of the review:

Approval:
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DRAFT AGENDA
Mondav, October 20,2014

EXECUTIVE SESSION - Snake Pit (WHNE)

800-845  AM 45 Executive Session Mare Kaducal
Randy Ortgi

OVERVIEW PLENARY SESSION - Curia I (WH2SW)

8:45-9:1 AM 30 Welcome and Fermilab Context Kent Collin

9:15-10:15 Project Overview Russ Alber

10:15-10:30 BREAK - Outside Curia IT (WH2SW)

10:30- 11330 Cost & Schedule Jon Huat
1130-1200  PM ES&H Tack Cassidy

12 M LUNCH - 2* Floor Cross-Over

PLENARY SESSION - Comitium (WH2SE)

1:00 PM 60  WBS2HighVoltage Randy Wielgo:
200-300  PM 60  WBS3 Industrial Cooting Water Chuck Federowicz

15 BREAK- Snake Pit (WHINE)

PARALLEL BREAKOUT
3155 ™M 105 n 1: Management, Cost & Schedule — Snake Pit (WHZNE)
- 2: ES&H ~Theory (WH3NW)
sion 3: Technical (Tndustrial Cooling Water & High Voltage) - Racetrack (WHTXO)

500-600  PM 60  Executive Session— Snake Pit (WHNE)

Tuesdar, October 21,2014

a5 wers to Day 1 Questions ~ Saake Pit (WH2NE)
aM Executive Session / Report Writing

10:0  AM BREAK - Snake Pit (WHINE)
10301200 PM Esccutive Session / Report Waiting (Box Lunch provided to Reviewer

12:00-1:00  PM Closeout Presentation — Racetrack (WHTX0)
1:00 2% Adjoum
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