070103 NGAO WFE IPT Minutes

Present:

Dekany, Flicker, Gavel, Max, Neyman

Absent:

Wizinowich

Dekany began by reviewing the agenda for this meeting; we agreed at Neyman’s suggestion to include a discussion of Cn2(h) models.

Dekany led a review of the Work Scope Planning Sheet for 3.1.1.5 and 3.1.1.6.  Wizinowich’s comments, sent previously by email, were discussed and all endorsed.  Additional comments on the WSP sheet were made:


Max suggested rewording of the Requirements to allow some flexibility in science cases selection


WPS Product #2 should more explicitly describe the production of WFE budgets


Traceability of WFE budget allocations should be made explicit

Action: Dekany to make these changes and repost WSP Sheet – Done 1/04/07

Also in the context of traceability, we agreed that a placeholder worksheet should be included for every error term, even if the only content is a brief statement of the source of an allocation.

Action: Dekany to add these worksheets by 1/16/07
As time is short, Dekany requested from Max a list of the specific science cases to run.  We agreed that a few cases could start immediately, with some later cases coming along shortly.

Action: Max to provide Dekany initial 2-3 science cases for budget development by 1/9/07

Neyman reported that progress on the dynamical telescope error trade study, 3.1.1.1.2, was proceeding slowly.  Telemetry analysis by the NGWFC team was thought to not have begun, as NGWFC rollout is not yet complete.  [Subsequent to telecon, Dekany sent Stomski a note – he confirmed no analysis of segment tip/tilt power spectra had been done; expressed willing to help in the future as time allows.]

Max suggested a full-day meeting to walk through Dekany’s spreadsheet.  Since she was going to be in San Diego on 1/15, we agreed Max and Gavel would come to Caltech on 1/16/07; Keck to join by videoconference.  

Action: Dekany to draft agenda for 1/16 meeting and secure room at Caltech – Done 1/05/07


We discussed methodologies for Encircled Energy calculation.  Dekany suggested a ‘Two Gaussian’ model of PSF was his usual approach (a core blurred by tip/tilt and reduced by Strehl; and a residual seeing FWHM halo).  Gavel pointed out that bandwidth error is clearly not white in nature.  He has also done some calculations for fitting error and tip/tilt encircled energy EE for GPI. 
Action: Gavel will develop a methodology for EE calculation that incorporates recent work.  This is likely to model most errors as spectrally white.  Bandwidth error and tip/tilt errors are notable exceptions – there may be more.  Due 1/16/07

We discussed spreadsheet validation.  Dekany suggested the sky is the best proof, though not all error terms in the NGAO sheet are part of current Keck II AO.  We agreed there was value in comparison of the current tool predictions to Keck II AO performance.

Action: Dekany will forward to Max emails with Ghez re: how this was done for the June proposal – Due 1/5/06

Action: Max will coordinate with Le Mignant in requesting validation observational parameters as part of the observing scenario request going out to observers. – Due 1/16/07

We considered other techniques for validation of the spreadsheet tool.  Gavel suggested external review (e.g. Macintosh or Ellerbroek).

Action: Dekany to request external review of the spreadsheet tool – Due 1/21/07

Dekany pointed out there is a large missing piece of the error budget spreadsheet, namely consideration of the blind modes arising from MCAO control.  Some discussion was had regarding how/whether all tomography errors were being included and how to add the MCAO control errors (presumably based upon simulations and R. Clare’s TMT work). Dekany would like a parametric version of Richard Clare’s blind mode analysis, where these MCAO error modes are compensated using multiple tip/tilt stars.  We agreed to have a separate telecon on these issues.

Action: Dekany will schedule this telecon with Flicker and Gavel – Due 1/5/07

Action: Flicker will talk to R. Clare about a parametric version of the blind mode wavefront error (e.g. rms error vs. # of tip/tilt stars; two DM case (only) would suffice)

We agreed that the spreadsheet tool should be used for many of the up-coming trade studies, but that we will not dictate it’s use (though we strongly encourage it’s use for studies where it’s the best available tool.) 

We discussed the fact that some work has already proceeded in NGAO using the ‘non-standard’ Cn2(h) model included in the proposal.  This was due to new information coming available for the TMT 13N site test and other summit ridge studies.  After some debate, this IPT recommends adopting the KAON 429 Cn2(h) model immediately for the rest of the SD phase trade studies.  KAON 429 blends in some historical seeing statistics and repairs the ground layer issues that may have been anomalously measured in KAON 415.  We recognize that this makes comparisons with the June 2006 proposal more difficult (particularly as the KAON429 model is poorer median r0), but favored ‘best knowledge’ for our planning.  We suggest studies already underway with the Proposal Cn2(h) model have the choice to adopt KAON429 or complete work with the Proposal model.  (Dekany pointed out he was more concerned about inaccurate median condition wind velocity distributions than Cn2(h) distributions.)

Action: Dekany to raise this issue at next EC telecon – Due 1/10/07.
