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[bookmark: _Toc22819797]Introduction
The PIP-II project at Fermilab, is building a superconducting Linac to fuel the next generation of intensity
frontier experiments. Capitalizing on advances in superconducting radio-frequency (SRF) technology,
five families of superconducting cavities will accelerate H− ions to 800 MeV for injection into the Booster.
Upgrades to the existing Booster, Main Injector, and Recycler Rings will enable them to operate at a 20
Hz repetition rate and will provide a 1.2 MW proton beam for the Long Baseline Neutrino Facility. The
superconducting Linac currently has a set of frequencies (162.5 MHz, 325 MHz, 650 MHz) and energy
range (2.1 MeV to 800 MeV). The relativistic β for the H− ions goes from 0.07 to 0.854 over this energy
range. Taking into consideration the number of cavities, acceleration efficiencies, cavity types and performance with an eye to costs, the design choices of a half wave resonator (HWR), two types of single
spoke resonators (SSR1, SSR2), and two types of elliptical cavities (HB650, LB650) is made.

PIP-II requires a significant design coordination and integration oversight. As part of the oversight
strategy, a design review plan specific to PIP-II has been developed. The primary goal of the Project
design reviews is to increase the likelihood of success by identifying potential or actual design problems
as early as possible to minimize the cost, schedule, and performance impact. In this case, the review
comprises of the Manufacturing Readiness Review (MRR) for the HB650 prototype bare cavity:
· Manufacturing Readiness Reviews (MRRs) are held as part of the procurement cycle following vendor selection and award and prior to component fabrication or integration. MRRs are required for procurements where changes occur to designs, specifications, or requirements because of vendor input or other reasons. MRRs are not required for every procurement, but should be conducted for complex, high risk, or highly technical deliverables and included as milestones at the discretion of the L2M. MRRs are also valuable in build-to-print contracts in the event a vendor identifies design improvements for manufacturability. MRRs ensure the vendor produces what the Project requires using the latest technical information. The successful conclusion of an MRR authorizes component manufacturing to begin.
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	PIP-II HB650 Prototype Bare Cavity MRR Agenda


	Location:
	https://fnal.zoom.us/j/99068071982

	Date:
	17 March 2021

	Time:
Agenda:
	09:00 AM – 11:00 AM (CST)
https://indico.fnal.gov/event/22182/



Reviewers:

	Leonardo Ristori
	FNAL, APS-TD
	Role:  Review Chair

	Thomas DiGrazia 
	FNAL, COO
	Role:  Reviewer

	Mike Foley
	Contractor
	Role:  Reviewer





[bookmark: _Toc22819799]Review Charge Statement
[bookmark: _Toc300307727]The review committee is charged to evaluate the HB650 prototype bare cavity manufacturing readiness by responding to the following questions using the “PIP-II Review Report Template”:
1) Technical scope
a) Is the bill of material and part list consistent with manufacturing plan?
b) Do the approved fabrication drawings meet the requirements?
c) Is the manufacturing plan including hold points well defined?
d) Are the fabrication processes well developed, mature and staffed by qualified personnel?
e) Are the weld procedures and specifications developed and staffed by the qualified personnel?
2) Design Management
a) Is the fabrication team organized and staffed to successfully complete the project?
b) Is the fabrication schedule executable?
c) Are QA/QC plan and procedures developed?
d) Are the inspection plans and test travelers well developed?
3) Overall Readiness
a) Does the overall fabrication plan consistent?
b) Are the verification and acceptance criteria released?


[bookmark: _Toc22819800]Reference Documents
List any relevant documents reviewed by the Committee.
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[bookmark: _Toc22819801]Findings
General, factual observations about material presented which require no response.
[bookmark: _Toc22819802]Comments
Observations with value judgments, or “soft” recommendations that require action by the design/engineering team, but where a formal written response is not requirement. 
[bookmark: _Toc22819803]Recommendations 
Items that require formal action and closure in writing prior to receiving approval to move into the next phase of the project, or items that require formal action and closure in writing prior the next review.
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