DRAFT Review Charge for November, 2003 internal technical review of SNAP

The SNAP R&D program was initiated in FY03 under guidance from the Scientific Assessment Group for Experiments in Non-Accelerator Physics (SAGENAP) panel and as a result of endorsement by the HEPAP 2001 roadmap subpanel for funding of the R&D phase of the program.  The National Academy of Sciences’ Committee on the Physics of the Universe, chaired by Professor Michael Turner, has recently called for a “wide-field telescope in space to determine the expansion history of the universe and fully probe the nature of the dark energy”.  The NASA/Structure and Evolution of the Universe roadmap committee is now on record endorsing similar science goals.  The SNAP R&D program was extensively review in July 2002 by a DOE-CMSD Lehman review.  This agency review considered the relevance of the scientific objectives of SNAP, the proposed instrumentation, and management/cost/schedule.  Upon this successful review DOE commences full funding of the R&D program in FY04.  NASA and DOE have just announced their establishment of a joint project, the Joint Dark Energy Mission, that SNAP would be able to compete for.

The subject of this Review is the SNAP R&D technical and risk mitigation program and its preparations to start the conceptual design phase in the future.  The review Committee is asked to carry out an integrated examination of each subsystem, with particular attention to the technical plans and progress overall, and the cost, schedule and management planning of the R&D program.  In addition, the Committee is asked to advise on moving the project to meeting the needs of a joint NASA-DOE mission as well as maximizing the competitiveness of the current program. 

As part of a general assessment of the R&D program, and the identification of potential issues, the committee should address the following specific items:

· Are the R&D activities in the key risk areas of visible detectors, IR detectors, and telescope appropriate?  Are there any significant risks that are not being adequately addressed?

· Does the simulation effort support the development of a consistent set of science requirements by the submission of the Mission Concept Report and ZDR (0th design report), in one year?

· In reviewing the R&D status, are we making adequate technical and schedule progress?

· Are all needed management systems in place for the R&D program and its future evolution?

· Will the planned activities support the eventual proposal process and determination of costs?

