Meeting Notes for
NOvA Working Group Meeting (WGM)
Wednesday, June 29, 2005

2 – 4 pm Snakepit

Attendees: Jeff Appel, Bob Bernstein, Greg Bock, Dave Carlson, Bob Cibic, Joe Collins, John Cooper, Steve Dixon, Harry Ferguson, Bill Freeman, Bill Griffing, Dean Hoffer, Paul Kesich, Vic Kuchler, Suzanne Pasek, Dave Pushka, Gina Rameika, Ron Ray, Ken Stanfield, Jim Strait, Ed Temple, Bob Tschirhart, Steve Webster, and Gary Feldman (by phone)
1) Relate progress on the NOvA Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) – Cooper, Ray
Discussion of the proposed WBS structure as presented by Cooper: WBS 2 - Someone commented that “Strategic Materials” raises flags and indicates nuclear materials. Item was previously called “Phased Procurements,” could now change to Master Contract? 
WBS 3 – Someone asked where is the networking infrastructure? Someone commented that fiber should be included in site work. Jeff Appel asked how much of the Front End <detectors/electronics?> is different for the near VS the far detector and how would you know where to credit the first one received. Cooper commented that the near detector should be the first one completed. Someone also asked how would you split strategic materials between the near and far detectors. 3.3-Simulations: Discussion ensued as to whether this should be included in the project or if it should be part of the experiment. Someone commented that the simulations may cause changes to the design and that would affect the project. Having this in the project structure might be a dangerous approach that may hurt you in a DOE review. More discussion: At some point a question will be asked and you will have to decide to do it as planned or make a change. Change control should be used to handle this. Simulations may not be reviewable in a standard way. Also, if physicists are not available to do the testing and labor from Computing division is substituted, it will then become a cost to the project. Freeman commented that DOE points to that reason for including it in the project. Rameika stated that MINOS had this under the experiment and if they decided to make a change they used project change control procedures. The executive committee recommended the change. Feldman commented it was a possible serious issue may not want to be reviewed, but parts may be on the critical path. Bernstein commented the project will want to know info such as number of FTE’s. If not identified, they may assign too few scientists. Appel stated that the experiment should manage this with MOU’s, etc. Question was asked whether R&D should be included in the project? Ed Temple suggested a separate leg to the WBS but use the same structure.

Cooper displayed a slide with the proposed L1 managers. Discussion ensued regarding the problems that reviewers have when a single name appears in more than one box. Strait commented The L1 manager job for the detector is a large job and not the same as the deputy project manager and one person can’t do both. Could decide you don’t need a project deputy. Kuchler commented that it was not a good idea. Need a PM and a deputy and the individual parts of the project also need a devoted manager.
2) Planning for July Preliminary Director's Review of NOvA – Cooper, Temple

· Agenda, Review Committee Members, Review Steps / Procedures

A list of the review committee members was provided. One Argonne person was on the list, the rest are Fermilab. Appel asked what level of review are we preparing for. Temple responded the results of this review in a timeframe of CD0. Cooper stated the charge reads like a prep for CD1 but the project is not ready at this point. Stanfield commented that he would not put a cost range for the project forward, but would provide schedule and cost estimate only. Strait mentioned that JLAB is preparing to put forward a technical and cost range for a pending review. Temple commented that SLAC light source did not put a range forward. Someone commented that BTeV was held to CD2 standards at CD1. Stanfield suggested providing a well supported cost estimate and schedule and the review may result in a range.
Discussion arose about what money was needed for a CDR. Cooper stated that a cost estimate from FESS for CDR included the need to hire 2 consultants plus some FTEs in FESS and the range was estimated at $125k to $175k. Also, bids are due back on the EAW work by July 19th. When we know that amount, may have some $$ for CDR. 
Cooper – for “Early thoughts on decommissioning”, need input from Don Cossairt. The overall NOvA cost estimate information is old, can’t update it for this review. Need to make plans and time frames to develop the schedule. Temple commented that the focus of this director’s review is to “get a look at where we are.”
· Talks posted on Directorate website Thursday, July 16 before review.  Talks in tabbed notebooks at the review.  Desirable for standard template in landscape format (2-sided, “flip on long edge”)

· Kephart “Proton Driver” talk template for presentation content
    

3) Key Aspects of Configuration Management – Temple

Temple provided information on configuration management and wants to go over it in a separate session. 
4) Brief update of status of Action Items from previous WGMs – Cooper

a) Draft a short “white paper” laying out the managerial controls and reporting requirements we want to have in place if University of Minnesota constructs the building under a grant from the DOE. [John Cooper with input from Rameika, Bock & Strait] Cooper has a copy of the MOU for Soudan facility and hopes to have something on the white paper by next week.
b) Prepare a paper describing the Orr-Buyck Rd alternate site similar to the Miller / Marshak note on the Ash River Trail site.  [Cooper, Miller, & Marshak] Marshak & Miller are at the second site today with a free consultant from SEH and hope to pick a specific location.
c) Pursue the EAW with intent to learn ASAP whether an EIS is really likely to be required.  [Cooper & Kesich]  Need the EAW to evaluate. Kesich stated Orr/Buyck seems less likely to need EIS, but it depends on how it is engineered.
d) Work with Fermilab procurement (Joe Collins) to develop and place (an RFP?) and environmental studies contract ASAP!  [Cooper, Ray, Kesich]  RFP out with responses due by July 19th. Collins commented that there is a lot to do on procurements and project needs an acquisition strategy. Early procurement involvement can get things started. There is a large sole source foreign procurement for fibers. Collins stated need to get started on this now. Hoffer clarified the question raised at a prior WGM about the “Procurement Liaison” being someone in BSS while the procurement tracker/expeditor is someone in the project office. 
e) Identify Minnesota Environmental contractors who could begin the EAW work this summer. Check on U of MN football stadium contractor and get suggestions from Chris Laughton. [Cooper, Ray, Kesich] RFP was sent to five vendors with response due by July 19th. 
f) Prepare a paper giving the pros and cons of the NOvA site and building being a state action versus a federal action.  [Cooper & Ray with input from Bock] Cooper stated this is tied up with item a and hopes to have something by next week.
g) Propose a specific task performance and management model for design and construction of the NOvA building.  [Cooper & Ray with input from Kuchler (& Lackowski)] Proposed: design at Fermilab, execute at U of MN. Temple asked if U of MN colleagues are on board with this approach. Cooper points to item m below.
h) Develop a plan and make assignments for creating the detailed NOvA WBS. [NOvA Project Management] Project got a good start and presented it earlier.

i) Directorate formally appoint NOvA Project Manager (and Deputy?)  [Montgomery] Aesook will be at Fermilab in two weeks and will discuss requirements for new projects with Mont.
j) PPD Division Office to make a plan for locating the NOvA Project Office. [Strait & Crisler] Strait stated 13 NW currently has a set of 5 cubicles with only 1.5 people, plus there is some space outside the area. Ron Ray discussed this with Crisler. 
k) Discuss administrative support staffing needs for project office. [Strait & Phillips] The Neutrino Department’s ½ administrative person was lost to LSS. Strait has discussed with Phillips and has plans for a full-time replacement. Strait suggested we ask reviewers whether they want hard copies or electronic documents for the review.
l) Determine whether an EAW is required for the near detector and what type of document or action is needed. [Lutha & Griffing] Kesich talked to Griffing and will talk to Jon Cooper (DOE) & Lutha. No EAW required for near detector, need to determine what to attach EAW to for the far detector.
m) Discuss the approach of Fermilab designing and U of MN performing construction of the far site with others at U of MN. Determine whether NOvA can use the existing Soudan PMG as a vehicle for communications and resolving conflicts. [Cooper & Marshak] Cooper to modify MOU document from Rameika. Propose adding 2 U of MN people and 2 Fermilab people to Soudan PMG for NOvA issues. Marshak to document.
n) Prepare a write-up on the site selection process including physics related requirements/ implications. [Cooper & Ray] Feldman’s talk and the proposal cover this?
Next Meeting July 6, 2005
