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Fig. 3 - Interconnect diagram of MarBox testing
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a sign that the surge suppressor is delivering excess voltage to the match the size of a facility like MEC-U. Also,
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Fig. 8 is the waveform of the signal without the surge suppressor connected. )
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The red arrows are pointing to the voltage spikes at 48.8V, caused by be which I b frcil
EMPs, which would require it to be put in a facility

like MEC at SLAC.

external power that was provided to the motor. Since there is no surge O W . M bR

suppressor to protect the motor, there is a pattern of the voltage hitting
48.8V, and then going back down to 0V, which is shown as a PWM Wave

(Pulse Width Modulation Wave).

Fig. 7 - Voltage with Surge Suppressor Fig. 8 - Voltage without Surge Suppressor
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