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IEEE Format of the Paper:

1.
Is the paper formatted according to the IEEE formatting standards that were included in the Instructions to Authors for the 

preparation of their manuscript?   Yes__X___
No____  If no, please circle the items that need to be corrected.

· Number of Pages (4 oral/poster, 6 invited).
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· Use of correct format for tables and figures.

· Use of correct format for appendixes and acknowledgments.

· Use of correct format for references.
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Technical Merit of the Paper:

1.
Is the paper’s subject matter about Applied Superconductivity?  Yes__X__
No_____  If no, please explain further in the Reviewer Comments section on the reverse side of this form.

2.
Is the author’s meaning clear and is the paper arranged logically?  Yes_X_No_____  If no, please use BLACK ink on the review copy of the paper to indicate the sections that require revisions.  
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 No__X__  If yes, please use BLACK ink on the review copy of the paper to indicate the errors.  Additional remarks should be recorded in the Reviewer Comments section on the reverse side of this form.
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7.
Does the title properly describe the paper?  Yes_X__ No_____
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No_____
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8.
Are all of the tables and figures necessary for a good technical understanding of the paper?  Yes__X___
No_____
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9.
Does the author place the paper in proper context by the use of appropriate references?  Yes__X__
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10.
Is the paper written in correct English?  Yes_____  No__X___  Please use BLACK ink to indicate any English errors on the review copy of the paper.

Recommendation:

______
Publish as is.

___X__
Publish, revisions required. (See edits on paper and reviewer comments.)

______
Reject. INDICATE REASON FOR REJECTION.



______
Not Applied Superconductivity. Suggestion for an alternate journal.



______  Lack of Technical Merit.
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Reviewer Comments:

· It is not explained what has dictated the choice of “model type”. I.e. “what is used as optimization parameter to come to the proposed module types” Length, pressure drop, cooling hole diameters, accumulated heat load…, what are the underlying assumptions that have led to the proposed modules? Section II, page 1.

· Illustrations concerning the flow arrangements in the magnets would increase the readability/clarity of the paper, specifically the last paragraph of section II, on page 3, top.
· Please explain clearly where you take contingency margins: if only at the refrigerators, then the 20% capacity reserve is dangerously low, 50% would be more reasonable. If on the other hand contingency is present in the figures leading up to the total required refrigerator capacity, then the 20% refrigerator capacity marging could be reasonable. Please explain in more detail where the contingency margins are.
· Section V “Conclusions”: The authors write “It was shown that also the SIS300 could be effectively cooled with two-phase helium flow and that a substantial improvement of the general cryogenic concept is possible.” However no attempt to a good comparison is given anywhere in the article to substantiate that claim. The supercritical cooling concept is missing in all tables. Therefore this statement has to be removed, or if kept has to be supported by comparison tables (perhaps just include this cooling option alongside the existing tables). 
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