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Subject : 
D-Zero Response to Nov 2002 PMCS Review

Date: 

December 12, 2002

A copy of the final report from the Project Management Control System review for the Run IIb CDF and D-Zero Detector Upgrade Projects, held in November 2002, is attached.  The responses of D-Zero to each of the recommendations are embedded in the report, indicated in italics.  In summary, D-Zero is in the process of implementing all the recommendations of the review committee.  No issues or points of disagreement have been identified.

FINAL REPORT

Background

The Committee was assembled at the request of Paul Philp, DOE Run II Project Manager at Fermilab to “give DOE a level of confidence that the project control system will be operated in a compliant manner (with DOE Order 413.3) and produce reports with valid data” for the Run IIb CDF and D-Zero Detector Projects.

Membership of the Committee

The review committee members were:

Ken Domann – NuMI Project Office

Sherie Landrud – CMS Project Office

Marsha Liczwek – Fermilab Budget Office

Connee Trimby – Fermilab Budget Office

The Review Process
The review took place on November 13 and 14, 2002.  Paul Philp developed the charge to the Committee, the agenda and the areas of focus. The morning of the first day was spent viewing presentations and interviewing project controls and management staff.  The afternoon and the second day were spent in follow up and preparing the draft report.

Review Comments / Recommendations

1) Is the PMCS software and hardware adequate for project risk?

Comments 1-1

Microsoft Project 2000 (MSP) and COBRA software are being used by both projects.  Both software programs have been successfully used at Fermilab for scheduling and cost reporting and meet the DOE requirements for these tools.

COBRA will be run on a server network with password protection.  The D-Zero schedules will be maintained on an individual secure computer with read-only copies placed on a back up server when the monthly updates are complete.   When these read only files are available, the upload to COBRA will be done.

The CDF schedules will be maintained on a server with password-protected access.  The schedule files will be transferred monthly to a CD for a permanent record.

Recommendations:  CDF should set up a system for notification that provides efficient interaction between scheduling and financial personnel.  The timing of this interaction needs to be fully understood by all involved so that the schedule status updates can be successfully loaded into the COBRA software.

N/A for D-Zero

2) Are the personnel adequately trained to operate the system?

Comments 2-1

The committee finds that the PMCS teams have the essential skills and experience needed to operate the system.  There is cross training among the project staff for CDF and D-Zero.  This will be an advantage particularly in the use of COBRA.  The scheduling expertise from the Run IIa upgrade projects is being utilized for these projects.  As use of the COBRA reporting tool becomes more advanced (e.g., forecasting, reports customization, etc.), the project personnel may find that additional training is required.

Recommendations 2-1:  If additional training is found to be required for advanced uses of COBRA it should be provided.

We will send our budget officer and /or scheduler to any training classes that are appropriate and necessary.

Is the system adequately documented?

Comments 3-1

The committee finds that while there is some documentation for the processes involved in project management and control, it is not in a complete and easily accessible format.  The D-Zero presentation did include information that documentation of procedures is part of “Things To Do.”

Recommendation 3-1:  The CDF and D-Zero Project Management teams should, at a minimum, document the processes for the following and maintain this information in an easily accessible format:

a) Schedule Maintenance

b) Baseline Maintenance

c) Change Control

d) Calculation of Estimate to Complete, Estimate at Completion, and Variance at Completion

e) COBRA Maintenance 

f) Performance Reporting – including variance analysis and resolution, accomplishments, milestones, etc.

g) Monthly cost accruals

h) Non-COBRA financial reporting – obligations, effort (labor usage)

We will create the necessary documentation as our updating and reporting processes are finalized.  The documentation will be collected and maintained in an easily retrievable form.  Draft written procedures/instructions already exist for many of the above elements.  In November, we embarked on the first formal updating of schedule progress to begin to work out any procedural ”bugs.  In addition, we have successfully uploaded schedule information into COBRA as a test.  This will aid in finalizing the above procedures.

3) Will the system produce accurate reports?

Comments 4-1

While the system has not yet been used to produce actual project reports it has been run with test data.  The reconciliation of the COBRA output with MSP schedule data is currently underway.  Since this combination of software tools has been successfully used by the laboratory for another project it is highly likely that accurate reports will be produced.  It was noted that there are not yet internal processes in place to deliver the actual cost data from the G/L to the projects for upload into COBRA (one is in development and testing) or to reconcile the monthly uploaded schedule and accounting data with the COBRA output.

Recommendation 4-1:  Finish testing and reconciliation of the test data and continue to test with actual R&D costs and monthly schedule updates. Work with the Fermilab Business Systems group to identify what additional information is required to complete the actual cost data transfer process and negotiate a date for that process to be completed.  A deadline for the completion of tests with actual R&D costs should also be set.  The end of the calendar year is suggested.

This work is in progress.  We will continue to status the schedules monthly and to compare with actual R&D costs.  We will continue to work with the Business Systems group to facilitate obtaining actual cost information for use with COBRA.  Testing with R&D costs will be completed prior to the receipt of equipment funding from DOE.

Recommendation 4-2: Develop and document processes for verifying that the information contained in the schedule updates and the accounting system agree with that which is in COBRA.  These processes have been developed by the NuMI project using currently available laboratory software tools and could be used as a starting point.

We continue to compare COBRA data and the MS Project schedule information during our testing.  Comparison with accounting system information using R&D costs will begin soon.  We will document the procedures we develop for these comparisons.  We will make use of the NUMI expertise when appropriate.

4) Is the planned output (charts, data, etc.,) in a readable and meaningful format?

Comments 5-1

While a complete set of reports, graphs or charts were not available for this review, the teams are committed to making these outputs readable and meaningful.  The currently accepted “NuMI formats” for reporting are being used as a starting point for this output and will be customized for use by these projects.  

Recommendation 5-1:  As part of the testing recommended in 4-1, reports, charts and graphs should be incorporated.  Input should be solicited from the Level 2 and 3 project managers to insure that the formats are useful to them.

Feedback will be obtained through regular weekly meetings of the Level 2 and 3 managers with the Project Office.  The reports obtained from COBRA and the MS Project schedule will be presented and discussed, and the presentation of the information will be modified according to the needs of the Project.

5) Is the system flexible enough to adapt to changes without extensive modifications?

Comments 6-1:

The system is sufficiently robust and flexible to adapt to changes in reporting or data input requirements.  COBRA has already been tested for the anticipated change to the Fermilab accounting system due to occur in April, 2003.

The project management teams are sufficiently trained and the software applications are more than adequate to be able to incorporate cost and schedule changes to cause by re-planning through the change control process.

Recommendation 6-1: None

6) Does the system satisfy Fermilab and the DOE information needs?

Comments 7-1:

The system is clearly capable of producing the reports and other information needed by Fermilab and DOE as demonstrated by the output from other Fermilab projects.  However, the reports for the Run IIb CDF and D-Zero Detector Projects are still in the development stage.

Recommendation 7-1:  Finish development of the reports and verify that the requirements of Fermilab and DOE are being met.

We will work with the DOE Run II Project Manager to assure that DOE needs are satisfied.  Fermilab management will receive reports at the regular Program Management Group meetings.  

7) Have the appropriate project personnel received necessary training in the use of the PMCS, e.g., input of data and use of report outputs?

Comments 8-1: 

Project personnel are well trained in the use and updating of MS project.  Project financial personnel have been trained in the formatting and uploading of files into 

COBRA.  While there is some knowledge of MS Project reporting among the Project Management teams, none has experience in using COBRA – type reports.  

Recommendation 8-1:  The Project Management team should incorporate training in the use and analysis of the reports for the Level 2 and Level 3 project managers during the testing and report development recommended in 4-1 and 5-1.

We will do this training.

8) Schedule Concerns

Comments 9-1:

Both CDF and D-Zero have incorporated a significant amount of logic relationships into their schedules.  This effort has enabled both projects to accurately identify the critical path.  However, there remain activities that still require logic ties to reflect their impact on the schedule.

Recommendation 9-1: It is believed that these missing links will not alter the current critical path, however, it would be prudent to establish all logic ties for activities in the Run IIb CDF and D-Zero Detector Projects.   This will ensure that if they are delayed by future events, and create a critical path impact, they can be identified and reported.  This issue has been discussed with project management personnel and they concur with the comment.  This issue will be addressed.

We will review the schedule logic for task relationships that may need to be created or adjusted and make those changes as necessary.

Conclusion:

While there is some work left to be done on finalizing the reporting for project cost and schedule management, the Run IIb CDF and D-Zero Detector Projects are far along in this process.  The review committee is confident that the necessary reports and information will be ready when needed by the projects.

