Meeting 3 Action Items (Status as of 12/14/06)
Attended by Adkins, Bauman, Dekany, Flicker, Gavel, Johansson, Lockwood, Max, Reinig, Velur, Wizinowich

Complete

Status

Incomplete

Action Items:

· Management topics

· EC to determine how to track progress while also updating plan with changes.  Possibly add a deferred but late category to excel spreadsheet.

· SSC interactions:

· EC to determine how EC members should interact with SSC members and how to relay those conversations to the EC.

· EC to determine what items we want SSC feedback on.  We should get this list reviewed by Observatory management before submitting to the SSC.  

· Sean to provide his input on EC/SSC interactions.

· EC to determine how trade study results get incorporated in our design choices.  We agreed to document requested changes in the meeting minutes & this was begun this meeting.  We can then follow up to ensure these changes are in the final document.
· EC to consider Rich’s suggestion of a ROM cost exercise in the Apr/May ’07 timeframe.

· Use today’s meeting actual versus planned time to better plan future meetings, beginning with meeting 4.  One suggestion is to make sure that everyone is given the opportunity to read the reports prior to the meeting so that only an overview presentation (not a report) to lead the discussion is needed.  
· Welcome & management report. Actual = 45 min. Agenda=35min.

· Science report.  Actual = 7 min.  Agenda = 20 min.
· Systems engineering report.  Actual = 90 min.  Agenda = 25 min

· MOAO vs MCAO trade study.  Actual = 65 min. Agenda = 30 min

· Rayleigh rejection trade study.  Actual = 43 min.  Agenda = 20min
· Stand-alone vs co-mounted tip/tilt. Actual=32 min. Agenda=20min
· Instrument update.  Actual = 10 min.  Agenda = 20 min.  Ran out of time.
· Upcoming tasks & milestones.  Actual = 1 min.  Agenda = 20 min.

· Discussion.  Actual = 0 min.  Agenda = 70 min

· Overall went 30 min late.

· Miscellaneous

· Ralf to send TMT site monitoring report to NGAO team members who request it with explicit request not to pass on the document.

· Sean to fix template for logo.

· Peter to post KAON table of contents on Twiki.

· MCAO versus MOAO trade study
· Don should include a strategy for getting MAD results since these may be in time to impact the NGAO system design.

· More analysis of hybrid (NGAO strawman) case to be added.

· Include effect of WFS non-linearity (other WFS effects?) in an open-loop system.  

· MCAO impact on Strehl should be included in pros and cons.
· MOAO can go fainter in principle, but can you really close the loop initially on these fainter stars?

· Perhaps better separation of science and technical pros & cons.

· Science merit function needs more iteration.

· All welcome to provide input on report.

· Rayleigh rejection trade study

· Some confusion about the scope.  Still need to agree on the scope.

· Peter to provide Viswa with Keck reports on actual Rayleigh scatter as a check on his calculations or to be used directly. Subaru paper provided.  

· Don to send Viswa Gemini report on Rayleigh return.

· Should only get into laser types to the extent this topic impacts this study.

· Need further evaluation of other rejection approaches: optimizing projection location, optical baffling and subaperture selection/WFS noise (other?).

· Need to evaluate impact of fratricide and its mitigation (some additional fratricide mitigation ideas include ignoring Rayleigh-illuminated subapertures and modulating which lasers/WFS are in use at any given time). 
· ~ 40 hrs already spent.  EC to be clear on what additional work should be done on this trade study.

· Stand-alone versus co-mounted tip/tilt trade study

· Should also consider a separate flat tip/tilt mirror (in collimated space, or in converging space as used for current Keck AO; also a separate tip/tilt mirror at another pupil)?

· What is piston spec on tip/tilt with respect to the interferometer (Peter to provide) and what implications does this imply on this trade study (could potentially have metrology to mitigate)?

· Peter to suggest other potential vendors.

· May want adaptive secondary team to consider just tip/tilt at secondary.

· Instrument reuse update (only reviewed slides 10 & 11)

· EC to respond to proposed name change for thermal imager.  

· Trade study team to work with relevant people to address the other comments/questions on slides 10 & 11.

· EC members to review other slides and send comments to Sean & Anna; look at completing the presentation at an EC meeting.

· EC to provide input on whether NIRC2 reuse is worth further evaluation given its low science priority or, if appropriate, input on a reduced scope.  
