Response to RJH Comments:

Cover sheet comments – Lab procedures are now referenced and the scope of the systems engineering program has been narrowed down 

Page 2, 1.1 – Planning and statusing of work is a key element in risk mitigation, which is an important part of systems engineering management

Page 2, 1.2 – An updated org chart has been provided

Page 5, 2.1 – There will be a monthly status meeting to focus on job status and plans.  The SIT will meet weekly and will be a relatively small group focused on identifying and resolving critical issues.  DOE is not party to the SIT meetings.  We meet with DOE on a monthly basis in the IPT meetings.  The SIT meetings are taking place now and are working well.

Page 8, 3 – Cost and schedule tracking is explicitly addressed in Section 2.3 in Draft D

Page 9, 3.1.2 – Configuration Management is described in Section 3.6

Page 9, 3.1.2 (2nd comment) – The table only identifies the different types of specifications that will likely be required.  For instance, there is only one system specification – the GRD.  The spec format for the GRD should be allowed to be different than the spec format for the material used in the modular coils.  That is why we are advocating formats that are tailored to the purpose of the specification.  As indicated in Section 3.2.1, product specifications and detailed drawings will NOT be required for legacy equipment.

Page 10, 3.1.3 – We need to ensure that the requirements in the higher level specifications are allocated and do in fact appear where they need to in the lower level specifications.  In addition, we need to understand the basis for all requirements and ensure that they are well-founded.

Page 11, 3.1.4 – These paragraphs simply recognize that not all requirements are driven by performance considerations.  These non-functionally derived requirements, which might include requirements on workmanship or interchangeability, are called derived constraints.  Design constraints need to be handled systematically, just like performance requirements.  We are not committing to anything out of the ordinary.

Page 12, 3.3 – Revised wording to avoid giving the impression that the NCSX machine will provide risk mitigation.  That is a management responsibility.  Management will utilize the SIT forum to identify and expedite the resolution of risk issues.

Page 13, 3.4.1 – As discussed in the new section on system build (3.5.1), we will have a model of the facility that includes a detailed model of the stellarator core.  However, the purpose of the facility model is to define space envelopes for locating ancillary equipment and routing of cables and piping, not developing and incorporating detailed representations of those elements, especially of legacy equipment.

Page 13, 3.4.2 – As indicated in the revised write-up, system verification is accomplished through a combination of inspection, demonstration, test and analysis activities, not just testing – we are not committing to a test plan that verifies all performance requirements through testing.  Also, test plans will indeed be generated for subsystem testing.

Page 17, 3.7– Yes, the results of the test program will be in the data package provided to the ORA team.

Page 17, 3.7.1.1 - References to Lab procedures have been added to the section on applicable documents (1.3).  Discussion of applicable Lab procedures is now sprinkled throughout the document.

Page 18, 3.7.1.2 – Agreed.  The unrealistic language has been weeded out.

Page 19, 4.1 – Agreed.  Revised the write-up to reflect more reasonable goals.

Page 21, 4.6 – Agreed.  Test and assembly are different animals.  The discussion was restricted to assembly.  However, more thinking needs to be done about testing.

Page 22, 4.6 – Agreed.  For the work done at D-Site, the appropriate procedures will be used.

Page 23, 4.8 – Agreed.  We will coordinate our plans with the Operations Center.

Page 23, 4.8 – An Operations Project Engineer, reporting to the Engineering Manager, is in the org chart.  Responsibility for coordinating the development of these procedures has been assigned to the Operations Project Engineer.

Page 24, 4.9 (1st comment) – Wording changed as suggested.

Page 24, 4.9 (2nd comment) – Deleted reference as to who specifically will prepare the SAD.

Page 24 (3rd comment) – Agreed that things may be more complicated than indicated, but left sentence as it was.  Need it be changed?  If so, any suggestions?

