NGAO Systems Engineering Meeting

Friday, May 22, 2009 8:15 AM HST, 11:15 AM PST

Attendees: EJ, PW, CN, RD
Notes from meeting:

1. General discussion of status of requirements review.

2. Rich hopes that the input from the flow-down will eliminate most of the TBDs/TBRs/TBCs. AI: Erik to search Contour to see how many of these exist. Flow down will also identify requirements that need to be written.

3. Discussion about WFS registration requirements. Rich thinks a lot of work is required to finish the requirements and add new ones based on the flow down.

4. Chris asked if there is an NGAO alignment plan. Peter thinks it is part of the Alignment Tools WBS. Chris has not been planning for this. Effort level needs to be updated to include the plan end effort.

5. Update on error budget flow down from Rich. He wants to discuss issues at the next team meeting and get input. One week after meeting to flow back up and rebalance budget. One week to capture new requirements. Rich is concerned about who is responsible for updating TBDs/TBRs/TBCs. Possibly have workbook owner be responsible? Each person has a flow-down spreadsheet, but they all need to be collated somehow. Rich wants these sheets to be the primary source of traceability. They need to be under document control. So it will take appx 3 weeks to update the flow-down and get the information into the requirements.
6. General discussion on document control. AI: Erik to look into document control and propose solution.
7. Back to flow down discussion. How far should the flow down go? Example: optical transmission in laser system. Rich thinks we don’t want to capture the flow down in the requirements all the way to requirements on each optic in the laser system. Designer will do this in the design, but we do not need it in the requirements. We want the requirements to be flowed-down to a top-level sub-system. Something that is appropriate for the PD level.
8. Question on timing of requirements work. Viswa wanted to wait until flow down was complete before working on remainder of review. Consensus is that he should continue the review as best as possible at the same time as the flow down effort. Rich to touch base with Viswa on this.

9. We want the requirements review finished by the end of June.

10. Discussion of Antonin’s acquisition sequence.

11. Discussion about using a tip-tilt stage to move the MEMS DM to implement dithering. Peter to summarize his thoughts on this and communicate with Antonin.

12. Next meeting will be June 5. Rich will be at CLEO the week after. AI: Chris to plan meeting.

13. Need to split up SRD and assign to others for review. Liz to review science requirements, Peter to review overall science and observatory requirements. Don to review engineering disciplines.

New Action Items:
1) EJ to search Contour for requirements with TBDs/TBRs/TBCs. (Done, 239 out of 740 requirements have some combination of these terms. Sent out spreadsheet listing these requirements).

2) EJ to propose document control solution for flow-down spreadsheets.

3) CN to plan next meeting. (Done).

Existing Action Items:
1) XX to start pulling Baseline Instrument Requirements into a spreadsheet (Who is doing this? Put on agenda for next meeting).

2) EJ to look at MTBF on Wikipedia to see how overall system MTBF can be allocated across multiple subsystems. (Chris’ uptime tool does this).
3) PW:  At the next NGAO senior management team meeting discuss the availability of team members at UC, Caltech and Keck for requirements and interface review tasks.

4) CN: will add due dates and indicate team leads to his interface team members list

5) EJ: review OCD draft and use as guide for science tools requirements, PW will review results with EJ

6) CN: Produce another N2 from revised PBS. (Draft done, sent out for comments).
7) CN: Delineate what is in each N2 box as a short list.
8) All team members to log into Contour and select e-mail notification for their respective requirement areas (Probably not needed until after FRD release 1)
