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1) Apologies and Introductions 
J Davies gave a short introduction and explained that D. Carter was not able to come 
to the meeting. The Liverpool Telescope team had been invited to send a short 
written report, but none had been received. 
 
J Davies welcomed M. Colless, Director of the AAO, to his first meeting. 

2) Adoption of Agenda 
Due to schedule pressure, the Access Office Review Report by M Dennefeld could 
only be circulated on the morning of the meeting. J Davies noted that this was not an 
attempt to ‘ambush’ the meeting and he wanted to provide time for the report to be 
read before having a detailed discussion about it.  J Andersen proposed that M 
Dennefeld brief the meeting on the review in the morning and then the discussion 
could be held after lunch.  

3) Approval of the minutes of the last meeting and matters 
arising 
No comments were made on the minutes of the last Telescope Directors meeting 17 
– 18 November at OHP and the minutes were formally adopted as an accurate 
record of that meeting. 
 
In relation to the actions of the last meeting, these are as follows: 
 
Action 1:  Directors to provide suitable statistics to the Access Office  
Not everyone has done this. J Davies stated information on oversubscription factors 
was critical to our strategy for getting extra funds into the access programme. J 
Burgos explained that it was necessary to have details of the proposals for all of the 
telescopes, or at least to have the relevant information  extracted from them, 
including some details of unsuccessful proposals. The information will remain 
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confidential and unsuccessful applicants will not be contacted directly by the Access 
Office.  
 
M Dennefeld added that the details of what information is needed must be provided 
clearly so that the information is available in a homogenous form. For example in 
order to estimate the pressure factor, we need the number of nights/days requested, 
not just the number of proposals.  
 
Action 2: J Melnick will accept commission to chair Aristarchos Review Panel and 
select another two technically competent panel members  
This can be closed as J Melnick’s working group have developed a plan  and issued 
a report.  
 
Action 3: A  Martín/J Burgos will deliver a document analyzing the different 
application forms as well as the guidelines for the development of a joint user 
interface before February 2005 
This is expected to  be closed soon as the document exists in draft form. 
 
Action 4:  J Davies to discuss payments structure with Executive Committee 
This is complete and J Davies will report on this shortly within the meeting. 
 
** Action 5:  J Davies to investigate the contractual issues about breaking the link 
with user fees and travel grants in time for the next Medium Telescope meeting. The 
objective would be to have a clear set of guidelines by the time of the next allocation 
round in early summer and fully understand the alternatives and consequences. 
This action is ongoing. 
 
Action 6:  M Dennefeld, R Gredel and B Gelly appointed to conduct mid-term Access 
office Review. J Davies to clarify dates of next Board meeting in order to refine this 
timescale  
This action is now closed as this is an Agenda item today. 
 
Action 7:  J Davies to make proposals for programme review 
This action is now closed as this is an Agenda item today. 
 
** Action 8: J Davies to remind people to update their instrument plan 
R Rutten reported his spreadsheet has been updated twice since the last meeting.  
 
** Action 9:  J Davies to investigate if some allowance for infrastructure upgrades 
could be built into a user fee model for FP7 
FP7 is an Agenda item today. This action continues. 
 
Action 10:  J Davies to check with G Gilmore regarding circulating I3 reports 
This action is now complete as several I3s submitted comments to Brussels and J 
Davies circulated these reports for the reference of the Telescope Directors.  
 
Action 11:  J Davies, M Dennefeld, B Nordstrom to come up with a location for the 
next Medium Telescope meeting 
Action complete. 

4) Financial report 
 
J Davies gave a presentation on the funding process and the status of the OPTICON 
annual report. (See Minutes Item 16). 
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During this presentation, J Davies clarified that the money can only be paid once the 
EU has accepted the entire OPTICON annual report. The report has recently been 
re-submitted after resolving a large number of  financial and administrative queries 
received after the initial submission.  

5) Access Office Review Report  
 
M Dennefeld presented the Report on the Access Office (see Minutes Item 16). The 
main conclusions of the panel are that the Office has made a very professional job in 
the development phase, but that in the routine operations phase now coming in, 
between 0.5 and 1 FTE could be saved. The preferred option of the Panel is that the 
corresponding savings be used to perform new, added-value tasks within the Access 
Office, one of them possibly being the production of a common telescope time 
proposal form for all telescopes. 
 
J Davies commented that we should be clear with what we want to recommend to the 
Executive Committee and then allow them to deal with any political issues. 
Therefore, he would like an outcome by the end of today’s meeting which could be 
presented to the Executive on September 20th.   
 
It was agreed that this discussion should be taken up after lunch. 

6) Enhancement activities 
 
M Dennefeld gave an overview of his enhancement activities on behalf of the 
Working Group (see Minutes Item 16). 
 
J Davies commented that breaking down any barriers between Marie Curie and 
OPTICON is something important to achieve for FP7 and several I3 have made 
similar comments. 
 
M Dennefeld invited the directors to use the NEON schools as an opportunity for staff 
interactions across observatories as well as staff taking part in the core activity of the 
schools. 
 
Action 1. All to consider sending someone from their staff to 

participate as a lecturer or tutor in one of the NEON schools. 
 
B Nordstrom commented that it would be a good idea to have a school in an Eastern 
European country. M Dennefeld said this was included in his plans (as shown in the 
presentation) but the difficulty with the actual contract was that the number and 
location of the schools was already fixed. The WG has to come out with possible 
topics and locations for such schools in Central Europe, but has then also to find 
adequate funding solutions.  
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7) OPTICON and the UKST 
 
M Colless gave a presentation (see Minutes Item 16) and explained how the 
operating model of the UKST has changed and how this affects its involvement in 
OPTICON.  In particular, there has been a change toward doing larger, higher impact 
programmes best suited to the AAO’s capability. However M Colless stated there is 
still the possibility of negotiating time for smaller programmes in periods which are 
not already allocated to the RAVE consortium.  The following discussion clarified 
however that only a few nights around full moon were still available. 
 
There was some discussion regarding the RAVE team make-up and the EU rules for 
OPTICON funding. M Dennefeld stated he wanted the right of the UKST to be part of 
the European telescope network made clearer. If it is part of the AAO then UK 
astronomers should have right of access (and therefore programmes with significant 
UK Co-I’s should not qualify for OPTICON funding). It was clarified that UK Schmidt 
is part of AAO but not the part that is funded by the UK - therefore (despite its name) 
it is 100% Australian. J Davies pointed out the AAO is a contractor and was accepted 
by the EU as such, and he would discuss the access issues with J Burgos. 
 
J Davies suggested that firstly, even if the Telescope Directors forum decided that 
legally and technically the UKST fits the model, it was up to the Executive to make 
the final decision to remove a telescope from the network.  Secondly, if it was 
decided that the present situation was not satisfactory because it is in some sense 
‘unfair’ then we would have to recommend to the Executive what action to take. 
 
J Melnick asked for clarification on how travel grants were allocated and, additionally, 
if the funding turns out not to fit within the framework of the programme, who would 
be responsible. M Colless said he was happy for UKST to be paid in arrears and then 
he would not be in a position of having to pay back any money awarded. 
 
R Gredel pointed out that OPTICON has in the past decided  to fund only full 
programmes, not part of programmes, and the RAVE programme received only part 
funding due to the huge number of nights involved. R Rutten also questioned the 
long-term status of RAVE and believed it could be seen from EU point-of-view that 
ithe UKST was not ‘open’ to other programmes. M Collis stressed that the RAVE 
programme had been awarded time in an open competition so there is no qualitative 
difference between this and any other programme open to OPTICON support. What 
makes it quantitatively different is the size of the allocation, not the means by which it 
was awarded. M. Dennefeld said he had no problem with that, but wanted to remind 
people that a similar large programme  at another telescope, also started before the 
present Access Programme, was  not granted Access support anymore. To avoid  
criticism of doing “business as usual” and therefore not opening telescopes to new 
users one had to be consistent in taking  decisions. 
 
D Mouillet said that new, stronger rules should not be applied to this programme than 
to others, bearing in mind this collaboration is clearly international with a wide 
number of programmes being supported.  However, R Gredel again commented that 
it is not in our best interests to support part of a programme only as it would suggest 
that the agencies are willing to ‘give away’ telescope time without getting back the 
EU user fees. 
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M Colless said that in his opinion he did not believe that this ‘principle of no partial 
support’ is a rule that should be embedded within OPTICON as we move towards the 
future. 
 

8) Progress on the entry of Aristarchos and Liverpool 
Telescopes into the network 
 
J Melnick who leads the Working Group (also comprising R Gredel and R Rutten) on 
recommending Telescope Network Peer Review procedures reported that the group 
have converged on a basic set of criteria for accession purposes. This document was 
distributed prior to the meeting. They have not yet been invited by the Liverpool 
Telescope to test the criteria, so there was no result to report and no experience of 
the process in practice. The working group said they would like to collect comments 
on the report from all members of the Telescope Directors forum.  
 
J Davies asked whether the Telescope Directors accepted the Telescope Network 
Peer Review procedures document for the following reasons –  
1) as a sensible way of assessing the Aristarchos and Liverpool telescopes 
2) of welcoming new telescopes into FP7 and  
3) assessing the existing network.  
 
J Andersen responded ‘yes’ on the first two counts and ‘no’ to the third; we have a 
contractual obligation to review the new telescopes but eligibility of the existing ones 
is fixed in the contract .  M Dennefeld noted it was an excellent document, but 
possibly unwittingly biased by the fact that it was written by directors of major 
observatories. Some of the requirements indicated as critical could not be achieved 
in smaller observatories with a small staff, so a weighting factor should be applied to 
some of the criteria depending on the size of the observatory. He also thought that 
the quality of the instrumentation was a fundamental point, which should be added to 
the evaluation procedure.   
 
J Melnick stated that it was his hope that the document would soon be subject to a 
‘reality check’ and his Working Group would welcome any comments and 
suggestions. Any feedback should be forwarded to them by email. 
 
Action 2. All – Pass any feedback on to J Melnick/R Gredel/R Rutten on 

their Telescope Network Peer Review procedures document 
 
J Andersen said that the production of reproducible and archivable data from 
telescopes should be pushed as a criterion for those facilities seeking inclusion in 
any FP7 access programme. 
 
C Goudis asked the Telescope Directors forum whether after the peer review they 
could start advertising the Aristarchos telescope. He additionally stated that the 
telescope will be ready at the end of July 2006. Currently tests are underway and 
they are very optimistic. 
 
J Andersen said he believes that when the time comes this can be agreed by email 
to ensure the decision procedure is clear and rapid.  

9) A scheme for common proposal software 
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J Davies introduced A Vick and A Bridger from the UK ATC presenting a scheme for 
common proposal software (see Minutes Item 16). 
 
In response to the question on how expensive the feasibility study would be, A 
Bridger said that it would be in the region of 3 staff months to gather requirements 
across all the telescopes and to prepare and cost an implementation plan. The work 
would be distributed between the UK ATC and Astron. 
 
R Rutten gave some details of the user experience with the ASTRON developed tool, 
Northstar, (itself a modification of the RADIONET tool), in the Netherlands. Overall, 
using a web based system achieved mainly positive feedback. For example, users 
could work on an application jointly by sharing access to the submission form. Forms 
could also be prepared offline, which got round the problem of internet access at 
certain sites. C Veillet agreed he thought the common proposal tool system such as 
A Bridger is proposing would be a nice thing to have. R Rutten further commented 
that the underlying principle was good. Having web-based system rather than java 
based one means that people would have less risk of using outdated versions. B 
Nordstrom agreed that a common proposal tool is an excellent idea. 
 
M Dennefeld said many of the telescope directors are reluctant to change much in 
their processes and therefore the question is more one of matching the output of the 
tool to the observatories requirements.  M Dennefeld also asked how the tool would 
be interfaced with other user databases. A Bridger stressed this is why a feasibility 
study is required to better understand all the technical issues. At this time he not able 
to comment on fitting the system into more complex processes.  
 
R Gredel asked why the ATC should conduct the feasibility study since they might  
be too expensive. He believes it would be a good idea to ask the Access Office to 
propose a common submission tool.  J Davies stated that his current wish was for the 
forum to decide not who should conduct such a study but for them to come to an 
agreement on whether to fund such a feasibility study. 
 
D Mouillet proposed a separate list of requirements should be drawn up before 
people think of how a feasibility study should be conducted. J Andersen agreed a 
feasibility study would be good thing however, he believed a user requirement 
document should be delivered. After this is achieved, the decision can be taken to 
ask someone to develop the system.  D Mouillet volunteered to lead a team to do this 
and suggested a deadline of about 3 months in which to produce a Requirements 
Document.  
 
J Davies stated he was keen to keep the momentum of this activity going and 
commented that if a splinter meeting needs to be held during this process it can be 
funded from the telescope directors’ budget.  
 
Action 3. D Mouillet to head up working group to draw up requirements 

document for common proposal tool 

10) Presentation on FP7 
 
J Davies presented the key points from the EU presentation on the OPTICON-wide 
mid-term review report as he understands it. 
 
See Minutes Item 16 for presentation details. 
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B Nordstrom said it was important to know the makeup of the teams who would 
conduct the review, with which J Davies agreed. 
 
J Davies informed the meeting that, bearing in mind the inevitability of the EU review, 
there were specific questions that needed to be addressed in terms of the Access 
programme. 
 

• Q1: Is there anything which can be done to increase the number of qualifying 
proposals for the ESO telescopes. 

 
• Q2: What shall be done with money allocated for Aristarchos and LT and not 

yet spent? 
 

• Q3: If the travel budget is underspent there will be a need to decide whether 
to spend it on more travel support for users or more telescope user fees to 
provide more nights.  

 
R Gredel/T Oliva/J Andersen said that only one observer should be paid for per run. 
The policy should be to increase the amount of observing time rather than paying for 
another observer per trip. M Dennefeld proposed that funding a second user where 
they are a PhD student, for example, would be acceptable, but not making funding of 
second observers a systematic process.  
 
J Burgos clarified why travel budget money has not been spent. For example, access 
to the more distant telescopes has not been provided as rapidly as expected and 
also the travel budget was originally arbitrarily estimated as 10% of the total Access 
budget. This percentage may now have to be revised in the light of experience. 
 

11) UKST and RAVE 
 
The Telescope Directors revisited this earlier Agenda item. J Davies gave the 
following answers that had been formulated in discussion with J Burgos to the 
questions that had been proposed earlier: 
 
A1:  Access by the RAVE team to the UKST is allowed. It passes EU test as the AAO 
is an entity based in Australia and the RAVE team has the required number of 
external users. 
A2: Its meets the additional OPTICON imposed requirements since there is no 
‘access by right’ for UK users 
A3: Regarding the issue of partial support to RAVE, it is proposed that we only 
declare to the EU a fraction of the nights which relate to a specific sub-programme 
within the survey i.e. specifically identifying those nights which we’re supporting. 
 
J Davies noted the potential for a similar issue to arise with respect to UKIRT which 
is also evolving into a telescope with a small number of large projects. Therefore, he 
suggests we continue to support the UKST unless someone makes a case against it 
and since none was made, he proposed that we maintain the status quo. 

12) Access Office Review 

12.1 Access Office - Recommendations to the Board 
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J Davies said a statement was required from this forum regarding its preferred 
solutions.  
 
J Burgos said that the Access Office was of the opinion that after running the 
programme for 18 months, they now have greater expertise and a result of that is 
possible to operate with decreasing staff effort. He would not like the Access Office to 
become purely administrative and therefore he proposes a programme of new 
activities. The Access Office budget used in the final contract calculations was 
actually €380k and he proposes reducing the amount originally requested by 
reducing staff effort by 0.5 FTE per year. This saving will be spent on other new 
activities e.g. developing an individual brochure for each telescope.  
 
J Andersen said he got the report this morning and believed ‘in the future’ the Access 
Office could do its job with a whole FTE less. He believes there is agreement 
amongst the telescope directors to endorse the conclusions. He agrees we cannot 
make the decision on how to spend that money and on what today. 
 
J Davies agreed that it was not necessary to agree on what those specific tasks 
might be at today’s meeting. 
 
Agreed Outcome of the Access Office Review 
 
The Telescope Directors Forum concurred with the conclusions of the report tabled 
by M Dennefeld.  In particular they noted that the work of the office was of high 
quality in the first 18 months of the contract, but that the staffing level could be 
reduced by 0.5-1.0 FTEs to maintain operations during the remainder of the 
programme. They decided that any savings should be used for activities to add value 
to the Access programme. 
 
J Burgos noted that now that the staff were in place and experienced with the 
operational procedures, a reduction in staff effort was probably achievable.  J Burgos 
proposed that the staffing element of the Access Office be reduced by about €60,000  
(50K plus its associated 20% overhead). He further proposed that some of this 
saving be set aside for additional tasks to enhance the value of the programme in 
FP6 and prepare for FP7, with such tasks being reviewed and agreed by the 
telescope directors on an annual basis. This proposal would predict an outturn very 
close to the €380,000 currently used in the final contract negotiation calculations. 
 
The Telescope Directors accepted this proposal and agreed that the same members 
of the forum who had carried out the review would oversee the selection of proposals 
for such added value tasks and review their execution. 
 
Action 4. Action agreed on Panel to make suggestions for new tasks to 

be performed by the Access Office and circulate them by email  
 

12.2 Access Programme – future strategy  
 
A Adamson mentioned the low take-up from the central Europeans. J Davies said he 
was in Bulgaria in May and gave an upbeat presentation on the programme. He is 
going to Poland to do the same thing next week. R Gredel said he thought that it was 
not a problem of dissemination but a case of inertia. M Dennefeld said that people do 
not know the instrumentation and telescope and therefore he believes people should 
give direct presentations on instruments and science e.g. by astronomers who have 
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used a facility rather than just a presentation of the administrative possibilities of the 
Access Programme. 
 
On the wider question of long term financial strategy, R Rutten suggested the forum 
should come up with a very good plan if we are going to ask for more money from the 
Executive and the Board, just asking for extra nights of telescope time was not 
enough. The aspect of common proposal submission tool is something new we can 
offer to the Board.  J Davies agreed and said he appreciated this comment as the 
Telescope Directors Forum would not be able to fund the common proposal tool out 
of the existing funds.  
 
As noted earlier, there are user fees in the budget for telescopes that are not yet in 
operation and also some telescopes which have seen less use than expected.  It 
would be possible to turn these unused funds into more nights over the next year or 
so. J Davies said he will have to work out how much money has been saved and 
‘crank up’ the allowable nights per telescope in 2007 according to the values that are 
currently applied. If the ESO telescopes are promoted successfully and access costs 
for them rose then we would have to cut back again elsewhere. J Andersen noted 
that some priority should be given to increasing the nights supported at the WHT, 
since the number of nights to be supported has been accidentally reduced by a factor 
of 2 during the contract negotiation process. 
 
Action 5. J Davies will calculate how much money has been saved and 

how much could be allocated to other telescopes, with some weighting in 
favour of the WHT 

 
C Goudis said that since Aristarchos has a distribution of nights over the years, given 
the telescope is late is it possible to get more nights in later years than initially 
allocated? J Davies agreed that the option to recover these unused nights later in the 
programme is certainly open and the uncertainties in the year 5 budget vastly exceed 
the cost of a few telescope nights so it is too early to say what the final outcome will 
be. 
 
D Mouillet commented that it was very good to focus on bad points and things we 
want to improve in this meeting. For external presentation however we should not 
forget the good achievements e.g. the numbers of new observers made possible due 
to this access. His point of view is the pressure of eligible proposals is a good thing 
and in cases of telescopes where the number of supported nights is too small we 
could put arguments for more funds (or larger programmes). 
 
B Nordstrom said that it was an important issue as if too many eligible proposals are 
turned down due to lack of funds there will be fewer proposals in the future. It was 
good to keep the programme visible in the beginning, and if we have to downsize in 
the future then this problem would have to be addressed then. 
 
J Davies pointed out that with regard to FP7, there was a chance that by the 5th year 
of FP6 we may have a FP7 programme running so the two programmes may be 
running concurrently and this is a good reason to spend the money now. 

13) FP7 and I3’s 
 
J Davies presented a PPT presentation given to all I3 coordinators in Nov last year 
(see Minutes Item 16): 
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M Dennefeld said that it was important to know if the terms of Access in FP7 will be 
same as FP6 in terms of rules/principles. J Davies said he would assume it will be 
not greatly different but he doesn’t know for sure. 
 
R Rutten noted the clear need to coordinate and find savings to deliver the best 
possible science for less money. If people are fairly happily entrenched then things 
will not change and this is his fear.  The absence of an external stick to provoke 
change means nothing will happen. 
 
J Davies asked J Andersen if ASTRONET would view the rationalisation of 
telescopes and instruments as too small an objective and not worthy of their 
consideration? J Andersen agreed that it was a small issue as far as ASTRONET 
was concerned however he would like to note that: 
 

1. We shouldn’t get into an inferiority complex re rationalisation. If we take a 
view of the entire OPTICON programme, JRAs demonstrate European 
integration that is extremely impressive. 

2. If our objective is to rationalise facilities then one telescope must be 
preferable to another for each application- this only makes sense if the 
instruments in question are in the same hemisphere.  In the northern 
hemisphere this is coming about but it is not coming about overnight. He 
described plans to integrate three national facilities in the Canaries. The 
pressure to do that had come from outside, but he believes inspiration for 
these changes was much facilitated by discussions within our framework.  

3. It would still help to make the ‘users guide’ for which instruments were on 
which telescope more visible to potential users.  

4. ASTRONET will mainly deal with the grand plans which will hopefully make 
the EC decide to put large amounts of money into astronomy.  They need to 
get every member state within ASTRONET, so there will be a European tour 
to get them into the grand plan and this will be free publicity for the Access 
programme. 

 
R Rutten asked if, looking towards FP7, it isn’t time we as a committee started writing 
down what we’ve learned. Shouldn’t we at end of FP6 have a paper which states 
what our idea is for how coordination could be operated in the future?  J Davies 
agreed that our synopsis and ‘vision for the future’ would be very useful. 
 
M Dennefeld agreed with J Andersen we should start at lower level and complete a 
census of existing facilities. We should then put it on the web and keep it updated. 
The reason is not just the future rationalisation but also we can also discuss the 
instrumentation plans of incoming telescopes.  
 
D Mouillet noted that you do not change inertia overnight, it takes time. He believes it 
would be helpful to make this argument visible in terms of the criteria of use of the 
network. If agencies are made well aware that in 4 or 5 years the access programme 
will still exist and provide a mechanism for shared access to facilities, then it can 
have a major impact on the choices to be made in the future. 
 
It was asked if it is it possible to get support indirectly or directly for new 
instrumentation from Brussels, under condition it supports a new observational niche.  
J Davies said a factor is that each country has its own instrumentation programme 
and these are not co-ordinated. It would be interesting to know if it would be practical 
for national agencies to put their money into a central pot, for the EU to supplement it 
and for instrument builders to bid for support from this common, co-ordinated pool.  J 
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Melnick said this is an issue of implementing collaborations between countries and 
ASTRONET could look into this. 
 
J Andersen said there are two things to note: Firstly, the user fees where we’re 
getting are being used to upgrade services. Secondly, we’ve been speaking about 
rationalisation – there ought to be progress and someone needs to sit down and 
make a rationalisation plan i.e. keep this, scrap that. A specific proposal has to be 
made if this is to happen.  Such a plan should come from this group.  C Goudis 
commented that he was not sure which kind of body could impose this, and would be 
suspicious of such a plan. He does not believe it will lead to optimisation.  R Gredel 
said that it would be a recommendation from this group and J Davies further 
commented that it was up to the external agencies to sign up to it.  
 
J Davies raised the question of a mid-term, external review, of the access 
programme. The EU mandated scientific review is year 4 so he asked whether we 
wish to commission our own review by an impartial, external reviewer/s?  R Gredel 
said he believes an external reviewer is vital and M Dennefeld agreed that an 
external review important and thinks someone from inside Europe should do it. 
 
J Andersen said that he does not think that we are in a position where a review is 
necessary. There is homework to be done to look at strengths and streamlining 
processes but he thinks any one of the telescope directors could do it.  
 
There was some discussion of possible candidates to lead such a review, noting that 
it doesn’t have to be just one person.  R Rutten pointed out that we should not be 
thinking about names but terms of reference at this stage. A Adamson agreed and 
commented we need to define for whose consumption it is being done. 
 
J Davies reiterated that he sees it as a way to: 
a) Convince ourselves that we are doing the right things and b) give us a strong 
position when we are reviewed by EU. 
 
Action 6. J Davies to consider terms of reference for an external review 

and what kind of review it might be and propose these ideas to the forum 

14) Next Meeting 
 
The group agreed that a meeting should be held next year before the nearest Board 
and Executive Meetings and not close to a telescope deadline.  The proposed 
location is Greece, and hopefully this meeting can be synchronised with the official 
opening of the Aristarchos telescope which is likely to be a high profile event and will 
offer good prospects for gaining political support for astronomy in Greece. 
 
Meeting closed at 16:44 on 14 September. 

15) Summary of Actions 
 
Outstanding actions from 17 – 18 November Telescope Directors’ Meeting, 
OHP, France 
 
** Action 5:  J Davies to investigate the contractual issues about breaking the link 
with user fees and travel grants in time for the next Medium Telescope meeting. The 
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objective would be to have a clear set of guidelines by the time of the next allocation 
round in early summer and fully understand the alternatives and consequences. 
This action is ongoing. 
 
** Action 8: J Davies to remind people to update their instrument plan 
R Rutten reported his has been updated twice since the last meeting. 
 
** Action 9:  J Davies to investigate if some allowance for infrastructure upgrades 
could be built into a user fee model for FP7 
FP7 is an Agenda item today. This action continues. 
 
Current actions 
 
Action 1. All to consider sending someone from their staff to participate as a 
lecturer or tutor in one of the NEON schools. ...............................................................3 
Action 2. All – Pass any feedback on to J Melnick/R Gredel/R Rutten on their 
Telescope Network Peer Review procedures document................................................5 
Action 3. D Mouillet to head up working group to draw up requirements document 
for common proposal tool ..............................................................................................6 
Action 4. Action agreed on Panel to make suggestions for new tasks to be 
performed by the Access Office and circulate them by email .......................................8 
Action 5. J Davies will calculate how much money has been saved and how much 
could be allocated to other telescopes, with some weighting in favour of the WHT ....9 
Action 6. J Davies to consider terms of reference for an external review and what 
kind of review it might be and propose these ideas to the forum ................................11 

16) Presentations 
 
The following presentations are available on the OPTICON website: 
http://www.astro-opticon.org/presentations.html 
 
1. J Davies Financial presentation (see Agenda Item 4) 
 
2. M Dennefeld Access Office presentation (see Agenda Item 5) 
 
3. M Dennefeld Enhancement Programme presentation (see Agenda Item 6) 
 
4. M Colless UKST presentation (see Agenda Item 7) 
 
5. A Bridger Common Proposal Tool presentation (see Agenda Item 9) 
 
6. EU FP7 presentation (see Agenda Item 10) 
 
7. FP7 I3 presentation (Agenda Item 13) 


