I understand this review is not about the requirements, but I’d still like to point out that there are many places in the requirements that are still TBD.  This makes it hard to judge if the design meets specs, since the specs are undefined.
From KAON685:

1. Is a plano-convex LGS focusing lens being considered?  The documents talk about both a plano and a biconvex parabolic version.  In the second section 3.10 where the LGS performance is discussed, the parabolic biconvex lens is used.  
2. The wavefront error shown for the LGS field seems large, although there is a good argument presented about why it is acceptable.  I am more concerned about the variability over the field, as this will introduce a strong field dependence into the calibration files.
3. The shift in image position when the NGS WFS dichroic is removed is given as ~7mm, and is planned to be removed by repointing the telescope.  This is a significant shift with respect to the size of the central asterism.  If the NGS WFS will be used as an on-axis LOWFS for certain cases this needs to be carefully considered.

4. Section 4 claims that the performance was modeled in Zemax by setting the DMs as Zernike sag surfaces to allow correction of the WFE in the same way as the DM compensates for static errors.  Do we really use modal control?  I thought it was on a per-subap basis zonal control.
5. Section 4.2 – table 4 – what is the performance of NGS WFS with the IF dichroic in place?
6. In the plot of WFE versus field at the output of the second relay, figure 8, the minimum is not at zero field.  What is the behavior of the -Y field?
7. Is the tolerance analysis meant to be used as a guide for initial alignment tolerances, element motion due to thermal effects, repeatability for moving elements, or what?  Each of these would likely require slightly different applications of the tolerance data.
8. The tolerance analysis should be extended to cover the pupil position on the DMs and the wavefront sensors.  Looking only at the wavefront for the entire system does not give this information.  For instance, the nominal 14 arcsecond tilt tolerance given for OAP1 should result in a pupil motion of about 95 microns at the DM.  This is 2% of the subaperture spacing.
Mechanical:

1. Do the SORL OAP mounts provide translation adjustment?  It appears they do not offer horizontal translation from the website information.  Presumably this would be adjusted by sliding the entire mount on the table, perhaps with nudgers.  The required alignment controls and resolution need to be determined.
2. The operating temperature ratings for all moving mechanical parts must be determined early on in the selection process.  This is important for -15C operation and can greatly impact the available choices for actuators.  Several years ago, Newport would not guarantee the operation of their actuators at that temperature.  
3. The drawing show that the entire AO bench is supported on three balls?  Seems like it would be very high stress concentrations on the balls due to the minimal contact area.  Presumably this is already checked in the design to prevent permanent deformations at the contact points but it is not specified.  
4. Thermal stability both within the AO bench and also between the AO bench and external units – LGS WFS, science instrument, etc. – will require careful design.  Is it wise to put these issues off until the DD phase?

5. Woofer tip/tilt DM mount is in a tight area, but there is no information about size.  The size of the box shown seems to correspond only to the CILAS 106mm DM, not to the whole tip/tilt mount.  
