Notes on the Rochester SOW and MOU for consideration by project management:

1. I have added “PMT procurement” as a category as per discussions with Debbie Harris in May 2005.  Note that there was no promise to fund this item.  The prototype PMT purchases were made by Rochester (50%), Pittsburgh (30%) and Irvine (20%) with the understanding that we might never be reimbursed by the project.  The total cost to the three institutions was $41,523.60 for the 10 PMTs.

Debbie needs to say how she wants this handled.

2. I am uncomfortable with the language in the SOW section 3.1 about supplying deliverables at the agreed to cost.  Obviously this is meant to be an evolving document, but in the case where we are held hostage to vendor quotes, this is not something we can promise.  How to handle this?

We simply amend the SOW once we nail down the costs and find out it is more.  From what I understand, this is an easy thing to do once you have an MOU and SOW in place.  It is the first part of getting it in place and the PO opened that is hard and takes time, that is why we are pushing to get these set up now and then we will amend them in a month or two when people revisit the costs or get real numbers.
3. In SOW section #2 text (MINERvA fractions) you say “fraction of research time” in the paragraph above, but the instructions say “fraction of research time”x”fraction of time on research”.  I have done the latter which is consistent with the MOU text and instructions.
My guess is that that is fine.  Dave will chime in when he looks at it.

4. For the moment, I have used the contingencies that were put in for the DOE proposal.  These don’t have the same level of formality that you have proposed using, but they are what went into the costs we have today.  It wasn’t clear to me if I was supposed to re-evaluate contingencies now based on those numbers or if we should wait.  Since that’s going to take some time, I guess we wait a bit  :-)  Seriously, however, it would be good to agree when we will go through this exercise.
As you can tell from the management webstie that you set up, I think I have everything in place for people to start addressing updating costs, tasks, contingency, etc.  I sent a draft e-mail to Debbie which I will send to L2’s once she checks it over.  I wanted to get people done with the draft MOU/SOW at least as that is the priority.  So the cost and schedule exercise (with contingency revisited) starts now (or as soon as I send out the e-mail – hopefully this week).  So yes, you were right to just go with the old numbers to get something set up for a PO for you guys and then we will amend things as needed.
5. On SOW Section 3.6 and MOU Section 6, it wasn’t clear to me what this means.  Do you mean items that are not part of the project?  Or do you mean items where FNAL completion of XYZ is essential to our project?  There are many of the latter, so I assume it’s not that.
This one is for Dave.
6. We have no milestones defined (there are few in the whole project now, right?) for our subprojects so I’ve left this blank in both documents  Again, this is something we should revisit when we address the comment #4 regarding rebaselining.
If you do not feel comfortable making up milestones now, don’t.  It is something that will be done in the next few months and we can amend them to the MOU.  It is pretty simple, however, to add Milestones at this point in time that simply correspond to completion dates of the main tasks.  Since we are not baselined, they are not real strict milestones, but it is nice to have some date in mind for when a big item will be complete.
7. In the MOU, there is a subtle(?) point I missed regarding Bob Flight.  He is paid by our group.  The project contracts with the U of R Barnes lab (our “shop”) for his services.  For now I’ve said he receives no salary support from the project which is technically true as I stated above, but maybe it’s not your intent.

I don’t know about this.  Do we or don’t we pay for him?  I think in the MOU you have him as free to the project and in the SOW he is not free.  Can you figure out whether the project is going to end up paying for him or not?
8. I assume that the table in Section 2 in the MOU was meant to have FY05 and FY06 categories, no?  I changed it to this.
Yes.
Notes for me to address!

1. I have some guesses in for SOW Section 3.6 and MOU Section 6.  Need to firm those up with Howard.

2. I should check with Jeff on costing methodology for 3.1 Rochester tasks.  I assume these are taken from the original documents, but the numbers are not the same as before (Rochester costs –r1.14).

3. I could more accurately estimate costs of mold production and design.  Put in a change request?

Right now we do not need change requests as we are not baselined.  Basically you have to convince Debbie to give you the money and then we amend the MOU/SOW as needed to cover it.
General comments on the MOU:

1. Can you put in rough WBS categories in section 2 Table of people?  

2. Can you put in an amount (based on the cost estimate) of the Tbd. For the two TBD items?  We will amend the MOU if things change.

3. For the Milestone section, either put a few in (it is pretty much a no-brainier for FY05) or state that they will be added in an amendment.
