
To:   Jim Alexander, Chair  (jima@lns.cornell.edu) 
        Bill Dunwoodie  (wmd@MAILBOX.SLAC.Stanford.EDU)
        Bernhard Mecking  (mecking@jlab.org)  
        Jim Russ  (russ@heps.phys.cmu.edu) 
        Mike Albrow (albrow@fnal.gov) 

Xc:  Alex Dzierba
        Curtis Meyer 
        Dennis Skopik
        Elton Smith  

From:  Larry Cardman, 
Associate Director, Physics Division      

Allison Lung, 
Interim Project Director for 12 GeV Upgrade 

Subject:  Review of the GlueX Experiment 

Thank you for your willingness to help with the review of the plans for the GlueX/Hall D
detector portion of the 12 GeV Upgrade project at Jefferson Lab.  We understand that you
have already been contacted by Alex Dzierba, the GlueX spokesperson.  The GlueX/Hall
D project is a major component of the planned Upgrade, and it includes construction of a
new beamline, detector and experimental hall.  The overall Upgrade has received
"Critical Decision Zero" (CD-0 Approval of Mission Need) approval from DOE and we
anticipate a formal cost and schedule CD-1 review (Approval of Preliminary Baseline
Range) of the entire project in about a year.  A review of the GlueX effort now will be a
tremendous help in insuring that we are fully prepared for the formal review at that time. 
The GlueX review will be held at Jefferson Lab on Wednesday, October 20 through
Friday, October 22.   We expect to begin first thing in the morning on the 20th.  A draft
agenda will be provided for your information (and for your suggestions for its
improvement) later this summer.  It will include detailed presentations about the project
status by the collaboration, an executive session that will provide an opportunity to
identify open questions that need to be answered, and meeting with the collaborators at
which you identify the issues that require more information.  A later session will give the
collaboration the opportunity to answer the questions you have raised, and additional
executive sessions will permit you to discuss and define the status of the project and draft
at least the outlines of your report.  We will try to schedule the review so that the final
closeout - a meeting with several of the collaboration members and ourselves - will take
place by noon on Friday. 

We provide below for your information a draft charge for the review.  The collaboration
will supply an updated copy of the GlueX/Hall D Design Report documenting their plans
no later than September 15.  Please contact Rachel Harris (757-269-7255 or



harris@jlab.org) for help with travel arrangements.  Members of our staff will help with
all aspects of the review and preparing your report. 

We realize that this service is an imposition on your busy schedule and want to express
our appreciation for your help in this important project. 

Draft charge of the GlueX detector review: 

o The scope of this review is to include the GlueX detector and the coherent
bremmstrahlung/tagger system.  It does not include the magnet, beamline, or civil
systems.  Nor does it include electronics or data acquisition per se (which were covered in
a review held last year) except to the extent that this committee feels important for this
review. 

You are asked to address the following questions: 

o Is the GlueX detector design sound?  Are there any special areas of concern that
deserve special study? 

o Does the collaboration have a sensible plan for management and are their estimates of
manpower needs realistic?  Also, does the collaboration have realistic milestones as they
prepare for the CD-1 “Lehman” review and beyond to construction? 

o Are there design studies and/or prototyping efforts that, if undertaken in a timely
manner, could strengthen the estimates of performance and cost of the planned
experiment?  Are each of the studies currently in progress given the appropriate priority
at this stage? 

o Does the collaboration have a plausible plan for assembly and maintenance of the
detector?  Is the collaboration properly addressing issues of subsystem integration? 

o Are there technologies or developments which we have overlooked that may allow cost
savings and/or improved technical performance?


