20-Nov-05


Minutes of 

MINERvA Working Group Meeting (WGM)

Wednesday, November 23, 2005

1:15 – 2:15 PM Snake Pit

Action Items:  

a) Debbie and Nancy to give Dean a web page to point reviewers to for review (done)

b) Dean to give Minerva PM the format for the cost summary table (done) 

c) Look for PMT expert to serve on review committee (Peter Shanahan pointed out that Hogan who is on the review committee already is also a PMT expert)

d) MINERvA PM to put “10-page powerpoint document that was given to Greg for CD0- documentation” as first link on Director’s review materials.  

Agenda Topics:

1) Feedback on interchanges between the Directorate and OHEP [Mont]:  Still no news as of 11/23, but email from Procario to Mont (11/29) indicates that  “We sent the MINERvA CD-0 to OECM for review”

2) Discuss MINERvA Timeline[Ed] (no changes here)

3) Discussion of preparations for Directors CD-1 Review
a) Presentations [Debbie] Practice talks for everyone to happen next week.

b) Resource Loaded Schedule [Nancy, TJ] We have updated the project, leveled resources, came up with a forward funding scenario that brings the slowest part of the project closer to finishing when the other tasks finish.  

c) Cost estimates (including G&A discussion) [Nancy, Debbie] (see item a) of open action items. 

d) Review Webpage (talks, schedule material, cost material, CDR, other reference materials) [Debbie]  Need to give Ed/Dean the web page link, even if all the talks aren’t final.

e) CD-1DOE Documentation (PMP, PEP, Acquisition Strategy) [Dave] Copies of draft PMP, PEP, and Acquisition plan are on docdb and are awaiting comments.
4) Present 1-page Schedule summary [Debbie]  Done—got many helpful comments (see action item d below)

5) Status of Open Action Items from 15-November meeting:

NEW:

a) Mont to clarify what whether or not we can take advantage of the pass-through rate that CMS used.  Discussion via email ensued:  each institution has to have >100k in R&D/MIE to get pass-through overhead rate on R&D/MIE piece, respectively  This rule was not followed for the Rochester MOU’s because it came in near the end of the fiscal year and we wanted to get it through first rather than worry about the overhead rate. .
b) Ed to poll the reviewers to see who would prefer a notebook and hard copies of the review material as opposed to getting everything  electronically. This is not yet done.

c) Debbie/Nancy to tell Gina about the idea of installing a shorter drip ceiling in NuMI near hall. Done, Gina is fine with this.

d) MINERvA to present 1-page schedule summary at the next meeting. Done!  Several suggestions were made for increased clarity:  mark when CD-0 Date is (assume it’s the day after the Director’s Review), mark when other CD-1,2,3 dates are likely to be.  Need to point out that pre-CD0 tasks were generic.  Also, we shouldn’t put installation items into the 1-page summary.

OLD:

e) Someone (?) to send Kevin the CD-0 documentation mission needs for “alternatives considered” document, needed for CD-1. (still not done)

f) Gina will send Nancy/Debbie MINOS risk management procedure and probability impact matrix. Received PowerPoint presentation describing procedure, awaiting  MINOS risk management plan document. (done, Gina says there is no MINOS risk management plan document)

g) Debbie/Nancy to formalize configuration management plan. Discussed but still to be documented. (still not done)

