[bookmark: _GoBack]Okay, we will begin machining on Monday. Fred

-----Original Message-----
From: Cesar Luongo [mailto:luongo@jlab.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 3:21 PM
To: David Kashy; Alfred R Nobrega; Steven T. Krave
Cc: Orlando Pastor; Ruben Fair; Probir Ghoshal; Mark A. Wiseman
Subject: Re: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

Fred,

Yes, I concur with proceeding as Dave suggests.

Thanks.

Cesar



----- Original Message -----
From: "Dave Kashy" <kashy@jlab.org>
To: "Alfred R Nobrega" <nobrega@fnal.gov>
Cc: "Steven T. Krave" <skrave@fnal.gov>, "Orlando Pastor" <opastor@jlab.org>, "Ruben Fair" <rfair@jlab.org>, "Cesar Luongo" <luongo@jlab.org>, "Probir Ghoshal" <ghoshal@jlab.org>, "Mark A. Wiseman" <wiseman@jlab.org>
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 4:12:27 PM
Subject: Re: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

Hi Fred,
I (for the JLab technical team) approve the cutting of the full surface shown inside Blue and Red boundaries up to 1 mm deep, but I would like to ask that you first cut 0.5mm deep and tell the length of the copper exposed. Then if it is less than ~100mm continue cutting if it appears that you will not remove more than 1mm of copper over a full length of 100mm.

Cesar will reply as the SOTR for this as a contract issue.

Thanks
Dave






----- Original Message -----
From: "Alfred R Nobrega" <nobrega@fnal.gov>
To: "Probir Ghoshal" <ghoshal@jlab.org>, "David Kashy" <kashy@jlab.org>, "Mark A. Wiseman" <wiseman@jlab.org>
Cc: "Steven T. Krave" <skrave@fnal.gov>, "Orlando Pastor" <opastor@jlab.org>, "Ruben Fair" <rfair@jlab.org>, "Cesar Luongo" <luongo@jlab.org>
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 2:52:25 PM
Subject: RE: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

Gentlemen,

Just to confirm, we plan to remove about 1mm depth of material from the lead exit area outlined in red and blue in the attached pdf. The red area includes copper near the epoxy surface and will result in no more than 1mm of copper being removed measured from the coil surface.

All work in this area is on hold pending confirmation. 

Thanks,
Fred

-----Original Message-----
From: Probir Ghoshal [mailto:ghoshal@jlab.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 10:39 AM
To: David Kashy; Mark A. Wiseman
Cc: Alfred R Nobrega; Steven T. Krave; Orlando Pastor; Ruben Fair; Cesar Luongo
Subject: Re: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

Dave,

Based on my calculations with up to say 55 sq.mm. with RRR>120, which is true and field in the region say 1.5T, require a length of 126 mm and 2.0 T will be 110 mm to propagate the quench into the coil. Therefore, i suggest in this case to be less than 100 mm safe, keeping in mind the MQE level at this point is just about twice the Magnet MQE...The field in the region we are looking into is about 1.9T. Thus is acceptable locally and the section is potted hence do not expect a sudden conductor movement >0.14 mm - After writing till this point, i feel confusing the team.

My Conclusion - Yes is acceptable with RRR>120 up to 55 sq. mm, limit up to 100 mm and ensure this is potted.

Regards

Probir



----- Original Message -----
From: "Dave Kashy" <kashy@jlab.org>
To: "Mark Wiseman" <wiseman@jlab.org>
Cc: "Alfred R Nobrega" <nobrega@fnal.gov>, "Steven T. Krave" <skrave@fnal.gov>, "Orlando Pastor" <opastor@jlab.org>, "Ruben Fair" <rfair@jlab.org>, "Probir Ghoshal" <ghoshal@jlab.org>, "Cesar Luongo" <luongo@jlab.org>
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 10:58:13 AM
Subject: Re: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

All,
For CCM004 and future cold: Could we start the twist of the conductor earlier (as soon as they start to leave the the normal turn to turn insulation (and add a 0.030 g10 shim between the pancake to protect at the twist) and the lead, thus making more clearance?

If we can't get clearance 004 by twisting earlier, we could file off some of the copper since we added so much. This has some risk of making copper chips near the coil, but the coil windings could be fully bagged before filing.

For 003 we are certainly safe take off some copper on the lead since those chips are easy to remove.

I propose that we remove up to 1mm from the width of the lead locally and keep the case the same. This probably would only remove ~ 3sqmm because the twist on the cable thus a 5% reduction locally (10% max). (Probir, would this be OK? How long a length along the conductor could this be OK)

Mark would this have to be done on both sides?

Orlando is doing analysis on case stress implications as an alternate or partial solution.


Comments and more ideas welcome and needed.


Dave





----- Original Message -----
From: "Mark Wiseman" <wiseman@jlab.org>
To: "Dave Kashy" <kashy@jlab.org>, "Orlando Pastor" <opastor@jlab.org>, "Ruben Fair" <rfair@jlab.org>, "Probir Ghoshal" <ghoshal@jlab.org>, "Cesar Luongo" <luongo@jlab.org>
Cc: "Alfred R Nobrega" <nobrega@fnal.gov>, "Steven T. Krave" <skrave@fnal.gov>
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 8:17:05 AM
Subject: Lead Area repair #2 CCM3

All 

This is in my daily report but I wanted to highlight it separately. I see two mechanical solutions and give them below. Let us know today if you would rather go with option B.. 
Mark 




o The lead area required some extra work. In order to accommodate the two layers of copper foil, 0.050” of epoxy and G10 had to be removed from this side. On the other side of the coil a 0.060” mold released piece of G10 had been installed which made this easier. The addition of the G10 was a last minute change. On this side of the coil, a communication slip resulted in a 0.015” un-mold released G10 piece being installed by mistake. Most of this G10 was removed leaving 0.035 to 0.050” to be removed by sanding. Unfortunately too much was removed and the conductor was exposed (pictures below). We will use the same ground layer insulation repair that was used on the other side of the lead area. We do not want to sand down anymore in this area which leaves us with two options. 

§ Machine down the aluminum coil case by ~0.040” locally to prevent tight spot and bulge in the area. FNAL is ready to proceed with this solution and I have agreed to it. At one point there was some concern over the cooldown stresses in this area so this may not be desirable. There is a second option. 

§ Accept a 0.040” bulge in the area. As reported last week I believe we installed ~0.1” of extra material in the transition area of the through. The coil case still sealed. Of course a combination of the two is also possible, i.e. machine away 0.020” and a smaller bulge. 

o For future modules, we will install a 0.030 to 0.060” G10 piece over the leads to remain in place and a >+ piece of spacer to be removed after potting. 
