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The committee would like to thank the presenters, Paul Bellomo, Antonio de Lira, Kristi Luchini, and Dave McNair for their preparation for the review. The availability of review material one week prior to the meeting allowed the committee to review the material in preparation for the aggressive one day review. The time provided for the final review was appropriate, and the results meaningful, because of the preparation done by the presenters and reviewers prior to the meeting.

Committee Charge

The Committee was to:
1. Evaluate the presented designs against LCLS physics and performance requirements

2. Determine if the degree of inter-discipline integration is adequate

3. Ascertain if the system definitions support writing software operating programs

4. Identify other technical issues not already addressed in the presented designs.

5. Determine if the presented plans for design, procurement, and installation are reasonable

6. Identify safety or environmental issues that require addressing

7. Write a report of comments, findings, and recommendations

Comments, Findings, And Recommendations

1. Evaluate the presented designs against LCLS physics and performance requirements

a. Based on the information provided, the designs appear to meet the LCLS physics and performance requirements.

b. See 7. Additional comments, findings, and recommendations.

2. Determine if the degree of inter-discipline integration is adequate

a. Inter-discipline integration and coordination appears to be adequate at this stage. 

b. Concerns were identified about the next phase, specifically, cable tray loading and access to the trays, for the cables from the power supply to the magnets, need to be addressed soon.
3. Ascertain if the system definitions support writing software operating programs

a. Consider improving documentation of all embedded software and control relay programming, for example: 

i. Documentation for the code 
ii. Formal archive process 
iii. Control of release
4. Identify any other technical issues not already addressed in the presented designs.

a. Clarify PPE Categories in Hazard Analysis

b. Lock and Tag must be addressed in the design – If not changed, that information should be noted.

5. Determine if the presented plans for design, procurement, and installation are reasonable

a. Yes, plans are reasonable.

6. Identify any safety or environmental issues that require addressing

a. Lock and Tag

b. Racks – clearance requirements for 480 V service to racks 
7. Additional comments, findings, and recommendations

a. Review was very well thought out and complete. The ability to review the information prior to the meeting was appreciated. Pictures helped to clarify the work scope and design.

b. Ethernet Controller: How will the system be maintained? 

i. Complete units or spare parts?

ii. Road map for components?

c. Remember to modify the MCOR module if you plan to run at 120 Hz

i. Hardware changes are required to the MCOR at 120 HZ

d. Stability, Sector 21 transfer: 

i. Boost Power Supplies need to be tested to work at low current levels, soon. 

e. Environment: Power supplies at SSRL have failed due to build up of dust and dirt on components and in ventilation pathways. Consider adding additional air filter on the input and routine maintenance to clean supplies.

f. Monitor the MCOR bulk voltage for under voltage protection (can be software). The voltage is available in the backplane of the MCOR system.

g. Consider option to record PS faults in EPSC.

i. Controller supports status bits

ii. Review PS capabilities

h. SSRL logs every single comment to the PS

i. Perry Anthony, ESO was pleased with the planning for EEIP inspections, the hazard analysis and the safety planning to date. He expressed concerns about the rack 480 V service and clearances, including screws that were too long used on the bus bars and the cable tray system including adding cables to existing overloaded trays.[image: image1.png]
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