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OPTICON Executive Committee 4 
 
Meeting held at Sterrewacht, Huygens Building, Room 427, Leiden, The Netherlands 
 
20 September 2005 
 

 
Present:    
G Gilmore (Chair) UCAM S Howard (minutes) UCAM 
J Andersen NOTSA N Hubin ESO, JRA1 
W Boland NOVA G Monnet ESO 
A Chelli LAOG, JRA4 B Nordstrom EAS 
C Cunningham UK ATC, JRA5 A Omont INSU 
J Davies UK ATC/ OPTICON 

Project Scientist 
R Rebolo IAC 

M Dennefeld IAP/ Access Review R Sirey PPARC 
P Feautrier LAOG, JRA2 H Spruit MPA, JRA3 
R Gredel MPIA P Vettolani INAF 
  F Zerbi INAF-Brera, JRA6 
Apologies:    
A-M Lagrange INSU   
    
Absent:    
P Benvenuti INAF S Lilly SANW 
J Burgos IAC   
 
 
1. Welcome & Apologies 

 
G Gilmore welcomed the Committee and especially Roland Gredel, who now formally 
represents MPIA on both the Executive Committee and the Board.  A Omont passed on 
apologies on behalf of A-M Lagrange.  S Lilly, J Burgos and P Benvenuti had been expected 
to attend. 
 
G Gilmore stressed that things are going very well, and it was now time to plan ahead and do 
even better.  The launch of the ELT Science Case has proved successful, and anyone 
requiring copies should contact S Howard. 
 
1.1 Minutes of last meeting 
 
All actions from the last meeting have been completed, with the exception of FP7 planning, 
which is still ongoing. Mins accepted.  
 
1.2 Annual Report 
 
G Gilmore updated the Committee on progress, as funds are still awaited, and explained that 
if nothing is heard from the EC within 30 days of the report being received, it is automatically 
accepted.  The main problem with the report was not the technical side, but general 
administrative and formatting procedures, and the fact that the EC has many internal financial 
rules which are unknown to us.  He informed the Committee that he expects the money soon, 
but any institute in desperate need of urgent funds should approach UCAM.  Another issue of 
concern for contractors was the audit certificate procedure.  The EC has now released 
expanded guidelines for audit certificates, which S Howard has circulated by e-mail. 
 
G Gilmore explained that although the Executive Committee has the power to move funds 
around, there is no urgent need to reallocate money at the present time, due to a planned 
underspend. 
 
1.3 FP7 & AstroNet Status 
 
The list of approved Astronomy Networks as supplied by the EC was circulated.  It was noted 
that the list was incomplete, as AstroNet does not appear, and also some contracts listed 
have still not been signed. 
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Action 1: GG to have AstroNet added to the EC Astronomy Network list. 
 
J Andersen gave a status report on AstroNet.  The website will soon be up and running: 
http://www.astronet-eu.org 
 
G Gilmore informed the Committee that there is a proposal to host a meeting of other EC 
Astronomy networks in April/ May 2006 to consider co-ordinating plans for FP7.  It was 
decided this would be discussed again in more detail at the Board meeting. 
 
Action 2: JKD to contact representatives to ascertain interest. 
 
1.4 OPTICON Board Meeting  
 
G Gilmore informed the Committee that logistics information for this meeting would follow 
shortly.  He explained to the JRA leaders that the Board had intended to have a detailed 
progress presentation of one JRA at each meeting, but this time the Board would focus on 
FP7 issues, given the JRA reviews taking place at this meeting.  The JRA leaders are 
welcome, but not required to attend. 
 
J Davies then explained that a Mid-term review is planned for early 2007, between months 37 
and 40 (1/2007 – 4/2007), which will be by an independent external panel of scientists.  He 
presented a few slides as supplied by Gerburg Larsen at the EC. 
 
Action 3: JKD to find out more information on the mid-term review. 
 
 
2. JRA Reports 
All JRA reports will be available on the OPTICON website: 
http://www.astro-opticon.org/ 
 
The JRA reports were presented in reverse numerical order: 
JRA 6 F Zerbi 
JRA 5  C Cunningham 
JRA 4 A Chelli 
JRA 3  H Spruit 
JRA 2 P Feautrier 
JRA 1 N Hubin 
 
As JRA3 still has its funds “blocked”, a decision would have to be made by the end of the day 
as regards the request to place a major subcontract.  H Spruit stressed that he does need 
commitment from OPTICON with regards to these funds. 
 
 
3. Network Report 
This was presented by J Davies, and showed that the Network activities are mostly on track 
and that no major problems are currently causing concern.  
 
 
4. Access Office Review 
This was presented by M Dennefeld.  The review, which had been discussed and endorsed 
by the Telescope Directors’ Forum, emphasised the very high standard of performance of the 
Access Office.  Now that routine operations were in place, however, the review identified an 
effort of the order of 0.5-1.0 FTEs could be re-directed to other activities of value to the 
Access programme.  A specific list of activities will be developed by the Telescope Directors. 
 
The Executive welcomed the review and the proposals to make a successful activity even 
more efficient.  The recommendations of the report were endorsed. 
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5. JRA Discussion 
After the JRA leaders had left, the Committee discussed the JRA reports. R Sirey expressed 
that she would like to be more aware of the present state of funding and commitments 
involved.  The Chair, agreeing that such information would be valuable in a stable state, 
recalled that funding from the EC was provided only late in year one, and not yet in year 2.  
Consequently, as a snapshot view of cash flow, status depended entirely on local 
organisational structures.  It was not a helpful way to judge technical progress today.  Such 
financial analysis will take place at the February Executive.  The present meeting was to 
consider programmatic status, and the Executive Committee could only assess performance 
in the technical and scientific side of the activities. 
 
However, in order to ease the preparation of the next Annual Report and the clarity of 
presentation of the breakdown of expenditure on activities, GG and SH had already prepared 
a guideline document that was distributed at the start of the meeting.  These guidelines 
should go a long way towards accommodating the wishes expressed by R Sirey and others. 
 
It was agreed that as JRAs 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 are meeting their contractual obligations, the 
Committee is satisfied with their progress to date and authorises these programmes to 
prepare their next 18-month budget proposals according to their present plans. 
 
JRA3:  
 
The key issue here involves the absence of a viable plan to deliver the JRA goals within the 
guideline funding envelope. The program is dominated by an ambitious and exciting 
development of a new avalanche pnCCD by MPE-HLL. It is clear that this device, if it can be 
developed, offers valuable opportunities both in isolation, for HTRA astronomy, and as a 
second technology (with L3CCDs) for many important low-light fast applications. In principle 
therefore, if the project can be delivered viably, it is consistent with the approved EC contract 
goals and deliverables, and is worth doing. 
A report by the current JRA PI was available, as were two technical reviews relating to the 
proposed work with MPE-HLL for development of  fast pnCCDs. One report  (by Dr J Carlton 
Jackson) confirmed that MPE-HLL has the required expertise and facilities, and that the 
proposed methodology is appropriate. The other (Downing and Reyes) raised several more 
general issues which the Executive Committee agreed should be implemented prior to 
commitment of OPTICON funds. 
Specifically, prior to approval to commit funding for the pnCCD development,  

1) The JRA3 members should agree a named individual, who might well be the present 
interim holder, as formal JRA PI; 

2) the JRA PI should develop an overall JRA implementation plan for all their activities, 
which is consistent with the original 5-year JRA planning budget (1200KEuro); 

3) The PI should implement the recommendations of the review report, specifically 
ensuring provision of test data for the current devices prior to contract start (note: the 
PI should contact other possible partner organisations, including ESO and IAC, to see 
if appropriate resources/facilities are available to assist in this). This test report should 
be delivered to the OPTICON PI, who will, in consultation with the ESO review team, 
consider it urgently for approval as a valid test report sufficient to allow approval for 
contract signature. 

4) The PI should ensure, with MPE-HLL, that sufficient supplementary funding is 
available to complete the estimated project in a way consistent with the deliverables 
required by the present OPTICON EC contract, or a new set of agreed deliverables to 
be provided before the scheduled end of the FP6 OPTICON contract, before this 
work-contract starts. (Note: the PI should discuss this with ESO, who may possibly be 
interested to provide some supplementary support.) 

 
When suitable documentation confirming these actions is available, the Executive will 
authorise commitment by JRA3 of its planned JRA3 funds to this sub-contract. 
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