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Prior FYO7 FYO08 FYO09 FYI0 FYII FY12 Total
Yrs
MIE 0.50 6.00 | 15.00 | 15.00 | 1350 | 5.10 | 55.10
Ope 3.40 1.50 4.90
Total 3.40 2.00 6.00 15.00 | 15.00 | 13.50 | 5.10 | 60.00
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=Level 1 & 2 DOE
CD-1 Approval CD-2 Review
Sep 2007 Aug 2008 =Level 3 Project Ready
Procure / Fab / Assy / Install ' . N _ »
XPP 0 0 O_ O
Ready for CD-3a Ready for CD-4a
Feb 2009 Jul 2010
Procure / Fab / Assy / Install 0
CXl 0 0 O O
Ready for CD-3b Ready for CD-4b '
Oct 2009 Apr 2011 :
|
!
Procure / Fah / Assy / Install
XCS O‘
Ready for CD-3c Ready for CD-4c
Feb 2010 Mar 2012
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LUSI EIR Elements: IPR Committee Assessment

1. Work Breakdown Structure

Project Assessment: Completed and placed under change control as of March 2008. Available
for review: Structure PM-391-000-96; Dictionary PM-391-001- 12

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory

2. Project Cost and Resource Loaded Schedule

Project Assessment: Completed and placed under change control as of March 2008. Working
baselines set as of month end March 2008 for both the schedule in Primavera and the project cost

in Cobra.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory pending input from the technical committees on
contingency assessment.

3. Key Project Cost and Schedule Assumptions

Project Assessment: Assumptions were identified and covered in the Management and EVMS
presentations.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory
4. Critical Path

Project Assessment: Critical paths have been identified for the project’s major deliverables.
The paths support CD-4a (XPP), CD-4b (CXI), and CD-4¢ (XCS).

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory
5. Risk Management

Project Assessment: Project risks have been identified and are classified as High, Medium, and
Low. The risks are documented with mitigation plans identified. Contingency is risk-based. Risk
Management Plan (RMP), Doc. No. PM-391-001-02. Risk Registry, Doc. No. PM-391-001-11.

Committee Assessment:

The LUSI MIE Project Risk Management approach is described in detail in the RMP for LUSI.
The LUSI project manager has overall responsibility for implementing the RMP; however, the
expertise and resources of the entire project team are involved in identifying, assessing, and
mitigating risks. Each risk mitigation strategy has been assigned to a responsible individual.
According to the RMP, risk assessment items are reevaluated by the project on at least a
quarterly basis, but the project is currently performing a monthly reassessment.



Cost contingency estimates were developed for each major cost element, usually at WBS
element Level 4 or lower, using a systematic risk-based contingency approach. The Committee
felt that the LUSI PEP, quality assurance (QA) plan, hazard assessment, cost estimates, and
schedule were each prepared with an awareness of project risks.

The amount of cost contingency in the baseline (and included in the TPC) is sufficient to cover
identified, as well as unknown risks. Similarly, the schedule contingency is sufficient to cover
the schedule risks that have been identified.

6. Funding Profile

Project Assessment: The fiscal year funding profile was provided and used as the basis for
finalizing the preliminary cost and schedule baselines, including six months of Continuing
Resolution for FY 2009. Details are discussed in both the Management and EVMS presentations.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory
7. Project Controls/EVMS

Project Assessment: Implemented based on the DOE certified SLAC EVMS processes and
procedures. Available to and statused by the project since March 2008. Overview and status
covered in this presentation.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory
8. Basis of Design

Project Assessment: Preliminary Instrument Design Reviews were conducted by qualified
committees for XPP, CXI and XCS. Results indicated that the instruments are ready for CD-2
baselines. Recommendations from the reviews have been adequately addressed. Details are
discussed in the Engineering presentation.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory
9. Design Review

Project Assessment: The Preliminary Instrument Design Review confirmed that the
preliminary design is consistent with the system functions and requirements in the Physics
Requirement Document and is at the Preliminary Design level Details are discussed in the
Engineering presentation.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory with comments:

e Reviews conducted to date utilized external reviewers (this is good).

e As process matures, the review teams should also include a diverse mix of engineering and
physics participation.

e Recommendations from the reviews need to be tracked to closure and recommendations from
the preliminary design reviews must be addressed to satisfy EIR requirements.



10.  System Functions and Requirements

Project Assessment: System functions and requirements are documented in the Physics
Requirements Documents. Details are discussed in the Engineering presentation.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory. Detailed discussion of documents reveals they are in an
advanced state for CD-2.

11.  Sustainability

Project Assessment: This requirement is not applicable.
Committee Assessment: Agree.

12. Hazard Analysis

Project Assessment: The CD-1 Preliminary Hazards Analysis (Document No. PM-391-000-
99) and CD-2 Hazards Analysis (Document No. PM-391- 001-01 ) are complete. Details are
discussed in the Engineering presentation.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory with comments:

e LUSI management adequately addressed safety in their project planning.

e Appropriately addressed are safety scope, safety schedule including allocation for reviews
in the LUSI P3 schedule, and safety costs as a line item in the LUSI budget for analysis and
support.

e  Analysis of the natural phenomena hazards at the SLAC location is limited to seismic
concerns. The safety significant SSCs as a result of operations are: Shielding; Personnel
Protection Systems; and Beam Containment Systems. The SOC will review these systems
as they reach the appropriate design maturity.

e [t was affirmed that the development of the HAR was subject to a series of internal reviews,
and reviews by individuals external to the LUSI project. The DOE SSO also completed a
review of the document based upon which they approved it.

e Based on DOE Order 420.2B criteria, LUSI was determined to be a low hazard facility.
There have been no interfaces with the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board or the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

13.  Value Management/Engineering
Project Assessment: LUSI Value Management Plan (Doc No. PM-391-000-02).

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory: The LUSI Value Management Plan describes the details
of the LUSI MIE Project’s approach to value management. A formal VM/VE exercise, which
included internal and external participants, was utilized to identify alternative solutions. Results
of the process were documented. Alternative/tradeoff analysis and utilization of common designs
continues as part of the everyday process among LUSI project staff members. The LUSI project
team appears to be committed to continue using VE practices.



14.  Start-Up Test Plan

Project Assessment: Document Nos. SP-391-001-15, - 16, -17 (XPP, CXI, XCS).

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory with comments:

Start-Up Plans are in place for all three instruments. These plans describe the acceptance and
operational system tests required to satisfy the CD-4 requirements for each instrument. The
schedule for each instrument includes equipment acceptance testing activities and a final
Instrument Readiness Review. Successful completion of these activities constitutes project
completion (CD-4) as defined in the PEP.

The Committee considered the Start-Up Plans to be well thought-out and acceptable.
Commissioning with beam is an LCLS operations activity (not funded by the LUSI project) that
occurs after project completion. This appears to be satisfactory to DOE/SC and LCLS
management, however LCLS management was not included on the sign-off for these documents.
Although a more detailed and formal process will need to be implemented to ensure a smooth
transition from the construction project to start-up/commissioning, the level of detail in the
current version of the plans is consistent with this phase of the project.

15. Project Execution Plan

Project Assessment: Draft ready for signature pending CD-2 review changes.

Committee Assessment: The CD-4 structure needs to be updated and revised before submission
for approval. Minor inconsistencies also need to be reconciled before submission.

16.  Acquisition Strategy

Project Assessment: Approved August 22, 2007 (DOE Controlled Document).
Committee Assessment: Satisfactory; no deficiencies identified in the approved document.
16. Integrated Project Team

Project Assessment: The Integrated Project Team is in place and functioning. The IPT structure
has been explained in this presentation and documented in the approved PEP.

Committee Assessment: Satisfactory with comments: Revisions of the PEP should include a
charter for the IPT that reflects any changes in membership in force at that time.





