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1 Introduction

The ASTRONET Infrastructure Roadmap can be seen@snmon action plan identifying op-
portunities for joint activities of the ASTRONET meéer agencies related to infrastruc-
tures/facilities, and for common actions relatedsteence funding including joint calls. The
overall objective of Work Package 5 (WP 5) is tpliementation of common actions based on
appropriate roadmap recommendations. To reachotijective, the goals of the work package
are twofold:

a) the implementation of recommended cost-benefitnaighition actions concerning exist-

ing European facilities, and
b) the implementation of common actions for the camation of funding in Europe in areas

identified in the roadmap and the implementatiofudher joint calls.

As for item a) the goal is to implement the actioesommended by the different panels of the
coordination actions of Work Package 4 and thoseadly recommended by ASTRONET-1
(FP6 supported action 2005 — 2010). The latterunhes the European Telescope Strategy Re-
view Committee (ETSRC) established for an assessofem future strategy for the 2-4m class
optical/IR telescopes and a similar process imitidor the European radio telescopes in 2011
with the establishment of the European Radio Telesd@&eview Committee (ERTRC).

The goal of item b) is the implementation of comnaations and further joint calls based on the
funding activities of the partner agencies. Thifl véquire identifying areas of co-operation re-

sulting from the roadmap and providing a strongopean added value.

The specific objectives of Task 5.4 as definedhie Description of Work (DoW) are common
actions in the three areas Astrophysical Softwarkokatory (ASL), Virtual Observatory (VO)
and Laboratory Astrophysics (LA). Proposals for coom actions in the three main areas (VO,
ASL, LA) are expected to result from recommendatioh expert panels of Work Package 4
(WP4). In addition to these primary areas furttields offering opportunities for common ac-
tions on the European level are high performaneepeding and grids, Gaia data analysis and
processing, wide-field multiplexed spectrograpbshhology research & development, exploita-

tion of facilities, and training and mobility aati® in the context of human resources. It is ex-
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pected that concerning the human resources togre thill also be input from Task 5.3, which

specifically addresses the roadmap “Panel E” recenurations

A further topic of Task 5.4 is to develop commoatstes for the joint establishment and opera-
tion of future Astrophysics programmes. In the eahbf the task objectives “common statutes”
have the overall meaning of member rights and ahbgs, management structures and the roles

of bodies, intellectual property rights (IPR) artdey internal arrangements.

The purpose of this deliverable is to report oretac proposed common statutes aiming at dif-
ferent programmatic levels. In order to coordirate harmonize common activities in the rele-
vant fields, common statutes for three levels akaholders should be discussed: the funding

agency level, the institutional level, and the bieny level:

* Funding agency level:
- common statutes on the funding programme level fergoint calls;
* Institutions level:

- Common statutes in the form of Memoranda of Undeding (MoU) or Letters
of Intent for collaboration of institutions (reselrinstitutes, universities) in order
to coordinate activities of the institutions in tledevant fields;

* Beneficiary level:

- the funding agencies may enforce common statutethétransnational collabo-
rative projects. These could comprise rules forableaboration addressing issues
like intellectual property rights, consortium memibights and duties, settlement

of disputes etc., and rules for project organizaetiogeneral.

Lead by the task leader, the working group (WGalgghed in 2012 during a Task 5.4 work-
shop in Hamburg has considered possible commoutesator the joint establishment of com-
mon actions. Active members of the WG were repitasiees of CAS, CNRS-INSU, NWO,
MINECO, and STFC plus the task leader from PT-DE®e proposed statutes were discussed
during a dedicated workshop which took place in Harg on 22 October 2013 (see Appendix
4.3 for the agenda). This report, Deliverable DBeflects the outcome of the discussions within

the WG and during the workshop.

! Task 5.3 Implementation of roadmap recommendationsducation, recruitment and training, publicdeath and
industrial links, Task Leader :ESO
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It should be noted that this report is not meanbdca “Handbook of Project Management” as
there is a plethora of such documents around ircdhemunities, be it funding agencies, institu-
tions or beneficiaries. Rather, the goal is to tdgrrommon structures on the various levels in
existing programmes or projects, and to reach gaamus on recommendations for best practic-
es applied for the implementation of common actionghe different levels mentioned. In this
context the term “project” is aiming at researclR&D projects in a general sense and is explic-
itly not referring to the prioritized large infrastture projects listed in the ASTRONET

Roadmap.

As we furthermore believe that application of tmmgples of voluntarism and variable geome-
try is a major prerequisite for a lasting succesgansnational cooperation, the proposed com-
mon statutes are not considered to become mandatotlye implementation of future common

actions but are considered having the characteea@immendations. We believe that binding

requirements for internal processes and operatimogd be counterproductive.

2 Proposed common statutes

2.1 Common statutes for funding programmes

Statutes on this level primarily address the remments of joint calls, i. e. a common action on
the funding agencies level, with single joint ewion of the project proposals in accordance
with international peer review standards. Withie tBRA-Net scheme this is meanwhile an es-
tablished procedure in European research fundinghMmas been successfully applied e. g. to
the first ASTRONET Joint Call. Starting from thisevgeneralize the ERA-Net procedures to a
wider context so that they should be applicabledommmon funding actions independent of an
ERA-Net.

2.1.1 Overall structure and procedures

In ASTRONET-1 rules for joint calls have been ebsdied. Details are described in Deliverable
D17 of ASTRONET-1 White book on the implementation of common structue and stand-
ards”. The rules were successfully applied in the fiostt call of ASTRONET in 2008 and
were considered during the discussion of the ratiim of the second call in 2010-12 (Delivera-
ble D28 of ASTRONET-1). The proposed basic setutds is recommended to form the com-
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mon statutes applicable to joint funding activitlde transnational calls for proposals of the

participating agencies independent of the existefie®m ERA-Net framework.

In a nutshell and without further elaborating thetadls which are described in the white book,

the agreed structure and procedures are (seeiglsb lbelow):

» For the implementation of a joint call three bodaes established:

— Joint Call Board: it consists of representatives of the call paramgencies, su

pervises the call, and is the decision-making odyhe joint call; its remit is to
supervise the call process and to provide the maltitunding agencies with ja
jointly agreed funding recommendation.

— Evaluation Panel it carries out the scientific proposal evaluatiora peer re
view process on the basis of Terms of Referenceealgoy the call partners;

— Joint Secretariat it is responsible for the implementation of tlal @according
to the rules in the white book.

» Based on the ranking list established by the Evamlnaanel, the Joint Call Board
provides a funding recommendation to the nationalling agencies. This recom-
mendation is the basis for the final funding demisby the national agencies; the
call partner agencies waive the need for an adiditinational evaluation process.

* For the transnational joint funding of projects thetual common pot” model has
proven useful. Grants are processed accordingetmakional rules applying for the

beneficiaries participating in a project.

The typical time schedule of a joint call is schénadly depicted irFig. 2below.
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2.1.2 Draft Implementation Agreement

It is recommended that the participating fundingrages sign an “Implementation Agreement”
specifying the terms of co-operation, the accepides and the governance structure of the call.
Due to legal requirements for several agencieagneement should contain a disclaimer on the

legal status of the agreement being legally nowlibop (Article 8 below):

1. The Signatories agree on the implementation ofastrational call for proposal

w

hereafter referred to as the Joint Call. The thehtke Joint Call is designated

[Call theme and further details to be inserted]

2. The action will normally be carried out in accordarwith the provisions of docu
mentWhite book on the implementation of common structure and standards (AS-
TRONET Deliverable D17), the contents of which Bignatories are fully aware
of.

Basic tools for the implementation of the call slhal in particular

—

a. the installation of a supervising body, the Joiatl ®oard, which consists ¢
representative of the Signatories;

b. the installation of a Joint Secretariat for theamigation of all call-specifi

)

activities;

c. apeer review process for the assessment of tHieyqofgproposals;

3. The budget available for the joint call shall bganised as a virtual common pot.

The final decision about the application of theioval fund contributions to the vi

tual common pot shall remain under the respongitoli the proper national organi

sation according to the national regulations of Siignatories. If required, national
reporting procedures apply in addition to call-sfieceporting laid down in DelivA
erable D17.

4. The Programme Board establishes a list of propasaisrding to the procedures
laid down in ASTRONET Deliverable D17 which are asunended for funding tp

the proper national organisations. The Signat@g@se to decide on funding on the
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. The duration of the funding period of the JointIGakll be [n ] years.

. The total envelopes for the entire funding perigdta which national funding i

. The Call for Proposals is jointly published by Bignatories. If required by nation

. This Agreement represents the intentions of thénpes, made in good faith to cq

basis of the recommendation by the Programme Bwatitbut further nationa

evaluation.

possible are set as follows:

— Agency 1 [limit 1] €
— Agency 2 [limit 2] €

[

al

regulations the call is published at the same tiyéhe respective Signatories. The

application deadline shall not be earlier tifianlays] after the date on which the c:
has been published by all Signatories. It is agi®ethe Signatories that the date
publication shall not be later thfahate of publication].

At the end of the funding period an evaluationh&f call is carried out, normally b
the Joint Call Board.

laborate in respect of the joint transnational dall research projects on “[c3
theme]”. Each partner hereto understands and agineesothing contained in th

agreement is intended to constitute a legally bigdibligation.

of

y

|

S

2.2 Common statutes relevant for collaborations on the institutional level

Medium to long-term activities in areas like the M@e ASL, and LA not covered by interna-

tional organisations like ESO and ESA require d@anable structural basis which cannot be

2 Usually 3 years.
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provided by project funding, as for example throagjoint call. Rather, the basis for common
action in these fields must be anchored on thetutisinal level by supporting research institu-
tions and organisations, possibly supplementeddditianal transnational project funding within

this framework.

In transnational initiatives of research stakehadde e. common actions on the institutional lev-
el, it is a task for the participating organisaidon agree common rules on the basis of the na-
tional budgetary and funding frameworks. Commondfag principles and the application of
common statutes on a voluntary basis either haveepr useful or are expected to be useful

where they allow a certain degree of flexibilitythvregard to their interpretation and application.

It seems difficult if not impossible to propose matetails to be regulated in agreements for
common actions in the relevant fields without knogvthe detailed boundary conditions and the
requirements of the involved stakeholders, whicty #ieom case to case. More concrete demand
will emerge on the basis of the committee repoft¥©, ETFLA, and ASL.. Reports are in
preparation and will be available for the next ghab ASTRONET. We therefore refrain from
elaborating more detailed recipes at this time,dmutcentrate on issues of general relevance in
European-wide efforts by analysing the basic imgetation principles of past or existing Euro-

pean networks in these areas.

2.2.1 Examples of existing networks

In the fields of the Virtual Observatory and Ladmory Astrophysics several European networks
existed or still exist (EURO-VO, chttp://www.euro-vo.org/ ExoMol, LASSIE, VAMDC, cf.
http://www.labastro.eu/eu_networks.hjmihich are funded within the ™7 Framework Pro-
gramme of the EU. The organisational structurethe$e consortia could serve as templates for
common actions statutes in the ASTRONET contexvelé For the ASL there have been no

comparable coordinated activities until now.

In the Laboratory Astrophysics context the glob&AMWDC network (“Virtual Atomic and Mo-
lecular Data Centre™and its current successor SUP@VAMDC are of padicuiterest as they
represent virtual infrastructures comparable to theirtual Observatory (cf.
http://www.vamdc.eu/). VAMDC had 5 managing bodi€ammunication and Training Com-
mittee (CTC), Executive Project Team (EPT), Stratéglvisory Board (SAB), VAMDC Exec-
utive Board (VEB) and the VAMDC Project Board (VPBhe successor SUP@VAMDC has a
similar structure with a small Executive Team (E&E}ing as the managing body for the daily
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business replacing the CTC of its predecessoroth hetworks the Project Board is the major

decision-making body.

The implementation of the Virtual Observatory inr&e is coordinated on the community level
by the European Virtual Observatory initiative, EOf/O. The overall goal is the establishment
of an operational VO supporting all necessary siftactures like VO tools and services, and the

technical platform.

In the framework of EURO-VO a series of activitless been funded by the EU in the 6th and
7th Framework Programme: The Coordination ActiondeMO Data Centre Allliance (EuroVO-
DCA, 2006-2008) the Integrated Infrastructure &titie Euro-VO Astronomical Infrastructure
for Data Access (EuroVO-AIDA, 2008-2010), and thad=VO International Cooperation Em-
powerment (EuroVO-ICE), which ended 2012.

Currently, the EU funds the initiative EURO-VO Gadbrative and Sustainable Astronomical
Data Infrastructure (EurovVO-CoSADIE) for a two-yguariod (2012-2014). In short, COSADIE
“is centred on the development of strategies anddamation structures, through a feasibility
study for a sustainable European Virtual Observatgiving access to the open, highly diverse,
highly distributed data holdings of astronomy. [It.]also aims at disseminating results among
and gathering requirements from the scientific camity (users) and the data providers. It will
co-ordinate European technical activities, and ud#s the promotion and monitoring of inter-
national standards, and their adoption through théernational Virtual Observatory Alliance
IVOA. Co-operation and interface with the grid acldud will also be assessed. Specific care
will be taken to consolidate the high impact VObse@ach activities towards education and the
general publi¢’ * CoSADIE is working in close collaboration with ASORIET.

With respect to common statutes the proposed gamemstructure of the EURO-VO consorti-
um is lean comprising only 2 main bodies: @ansortium Board consisting of MoU signatories
and theExecutive Board consisting of the chairs of the boards of the fismal subunits of the
VO (in the case of the EURO-VO the 3 subunits astalCentre Alliance, Facility Centre and
Technology Centre). The Executive Board reporthéoConsortium Board. National data centre

issues are brought in through the data centrenaltidnoard.

3 cf. http://www.cosadie.eu/twiki/bin/view/CoSADNslebHome
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For the EURO-VO FP7 funded project AIDA a consartiagreement (CA) was under consider-
ation. The proposed governance structure compdsieddies: a Board as the decision making
body with representatives from the partner orgdiuss, the Work Package Management Team
(WPMT), the Science Advisory Committee (SAC), ahd tnternal Science Team (IST). The

WPMT and IST were proposed to be appointed by thardand to report to the Board. Scien-
tific oversight was to be provided by the SAC. Altigh the AIDA consortium agreement is

largely governed by rules regulating the relatiohghe consortium to the EU there are a couple

of issues which are of more general interest here.

2.2.2 Issues of general relevance

In the following we identify issues playing a ratefuture common actions on the research insti-

tutions level:

List of important items which should be addressed MoU/Consortium Agreement for a com-

mon action:

Governance structure
o Board, Coordinator, Work package management, Sei@deisory Committee
o Rules for procedure of the consortium governingié®d
* Programme structure - Role and contributions oividdal Partners
» Liability towards each other
o No warranties in respect of any information or matse supplied by one project
partner to another
o Limitations of contractual liability
o0 Rules for involvement of third parties (liabilitgamage etc.)
o Force Majeure
* Foreground and background knowledge
o Intellectual Property (IP) rules
o Dissemination
o Special conditions for International Organisati¢asg. ESO, cf. 2.3.1)
* Miscellaneous provisions

o0 Mandatory statutory law
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0 Language
o Applicable law

0 Settlement of disputes

2.2.3 Example: The Virtual Observatory

A draft MoU for the VO relevant for funding agensiwill be delivered by Task 4.4 in Delivera-
ble D4.10 “Draft memorandum of understanding betwieding agencies to implement the VO
in a permanent way” (due Month 48 of ASTRONET-2).

CoSADIE has identified 3 areas of activity requifeda sustainable VO, namely support for the
astronomical community, support for data providarsy VO team support. For the VO the ne-
cessity of a long-term commitment for the operatdrdata centres is obvious as this is a core
functionality of the distributed VO infrastructuria the list given above the first item could be
specified in more detail as follows
* Programme structure - Role and contributions oividdal Partners

o Community support

o0 Operation/maintenance of data centres

o Provision of VO tools and services
Funds necessary to maintain the structural basie ttabe allocated by the participating insti-
tutes/organisations. In this framework the legalsibafor co-operation of institution-
al/organisational partners could be an agreemetitarform of a Memorandum of Understand-
ing (MoU) defining the statutes of the co-operatidalditional project funding e. g. through
joint calls (following e. g. the recommendationsSact. 2.1 and 2.3) could then provide com-

plementary funds for transnational research prsjetthin the VO common action framework.

2.3 Common statutes relevant for collaboration of partners on the benefi-
ciary level

Common statutes in this context are aiming at rebearojects in a general sense involving re-
search teams from several countries. Larger-sagteumentation projects like the construction
of wide-field multiplexed spectrographs or techmgyloesearch & development projects are spe-

cial cases for such collaborations.
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2.3.1 Common statutes for collaborative projects

Transnational collaborative projects are formedphytners collaborating in the project context
(“parties”). Usually these are science groups atearsities and research institutions. Third par-
ties involved by commission of a contract are rmisidered collaboration partner. An example
is an industry contract to develop and deliver ggecomponents for an instrument. The com-

missioned company is not a project partner.

There are a couple of issues that are common ty @taborative projects and which are laid
down usually in a written agreement. The agreemsbould contain well-balanced regulations
for rights and duties of the collaboration partnewacerning use and exploitation of knowledge

and achievements with the following princigtes

1. Each project partner has the right of full and stieted use of foreground
knowledge generated by that party. "Foreground"nmad¢he knowledge generated
in the framework of the project's activities by therk carried out since the signa-
ture of the collaboration agreement.

2. Access to foreground and background (meaning egiskinowledge) shall be
granted. The parties normally grant mutually roydlee non-exclusive access
rights to background needed to use the foregroemérgted in the indirect action
on a royalty-free basis unless otherwise agreedllgyarticipants before their ac¢-
cession to the collaboration agreement.

3. Among the knowledge generated in a project, ineastishould be treated sepa-
rately in order to acknowledge the special achiex@m

— Parties may agree that inventions be offered tather parties first (initial
negotiating rights) and/or not to offer them thp@rties on terms more fa-
vourable than those it offers project partnensosi-favoured-customer
clausg. In the case of non-exclusive licensing the proartners are free
to grant third parties non-exclusive licences i same field. An invention
generated in the project belongs to the party whaderit and whose em-

ployees generated the result. This party undertieesecessary steps for

patent protection.

* Partially adopted frortOpinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on the Proposal for a regula-
tion of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down the rules for the participation of undertakings,
research centres and universities in actions under the Seventh Framework Programme and for the dissemina-
tion of research results (2007-2013)” COM(2005) 705 final — 2005/0277 (COD), 16.12.2006
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— In case employees of several parties are involwedni invention, these

parties find a consensus on the modalities fomptitent protection (detef

mine applicant for the patent, redistribution operses and revenues).| If
the contributions of the parties are consideredaktfieir remuneration
claims are considered compensated.
— Parties not involved in an invention may purchasenises for the use of

the invention beyond the project. Participatiortha project as such does

not justify any claim of royalty-free use of thevemtion beyond the pra
ject.
— Contracts of consortia with international organsad are subject to thejr
own IP rules (see for example the “General Condgi@f ESO Cont

tracts™).

U
1

4. The parties shall establish arbitration proceddioesamicable settlement of di

putes.

5. Acknowledge the obligation to observe higher-ragkew, in particular EU com|

petition law.

2.3.2 Common statutes for project organization

Adoption of the general rules for project plannargl implementation like those described in the
ESA publication ECSS-M-ST-10C Rev.1 (20093 strongly recommended. This comprises
rules for project planning, project organizationgjpct breakdown structures and project phas-

ing. In short, an example of general principlethim context of this deliverable is:

» Agree on a recommendation of project breakdownctiras, which constitute the
common and unique reference system for the prajaciagement to:
— identify the tasks and responsibilities of eachadmration partner;
— facilitate the coherence between all activitiethef whole project;

— perform scheduling and costing activities.

» Agree on a common vocabulary concerning the dedmibf phases and forma

® General Conditions of ESO Contracts, Santiago, October 2011,
http://www.eso.org/public/outreach/eson/chile/industry/pdf/gencon_eso_contracts_santiago_octll _in_en.pdf

® http://www.ecss.nl/forums/ecss/dispatch.cgi/stadsishowFile/100743/d20090306173339/No/ECSS-M-ST-
10C_Rev.1(6March2009).pdfregistration required)
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milestones enabling the progress of the projetitaontrolled with respect to cost,

schedule and technical objectives.

(Source: ECSS-M-ST-10C Rev. 1 (6 March 2009°%)séetroduction, p. 8)

The appropriate consortium organisation is of pertimportance for complex instrumentation
projects. The necessary detailed project breakdsiwattures certainly depend strongly on indi-
vidual requirements of the project and may evemghaluring the life cycle of a project. A de-
tailed definition is therefore not meaningful hevée refer here to recent large instrumentation
projects carried out under ESO contracts like KM®BISE, MATISSE, and ERISand other
projects like WEAVE which all have consortia management structureediff) in details. Rec-
ommendations for typical project breakdown struesugenerally applicable to instrumentation

projects are summarized in Appendix 4.1.

Where appropriate we propose to use a common vtagglior the definition of project phases
and project reviews representing project milestaatethe end of each phase. This is certainly
useful for instrumentation projects. The proposefinitions are listed in Appendix 4.2. As pro-
jects evolve through the various project phasescentinly should expect that the requirements
for the project breakdown structure will have todolapted to new needs.

3 Final remarks

The discussion on common rules and procedures taasdin ASTRONET-1 (2005 — 2010). It
resulted in a set of rules for joint calls whichrevsuccessfully applied to the first ASTRONET
joint call in 2008. The continuing discussion onmmeoon rules and procedures in the present
phase of ASTRONET has shown that there is a gegeraensus on basic procedural rules on
the various levels of science funding. The disarsgrocess moderated by Work Package 5 of
ASTRONET-2 has both consolidated and extended dh@on understanding of rules and pro-
cedures for future common actions. The ASTRONETneas were able to agree on recommen-

dations for common statutes for future common astion different levels, from joint calls on

" http://astro.dur.ac.uk/~rsharp/ftp/ERIS/Referemecuments/RD10_VLT-PLA-ESO-1440-
5572_ManagementPlan_public.pdf
8 WHT Enhanced Area Velocity Explorer, http://wwvgiiac.es/weave/index.html
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the funding agencies level to common actions dititgons and transnational collaborative pro-
jects of consortia of scientists. As the recomnagiods presented here can be seen as a further
step towards coordination of activities in thedielf astronomy and astrophysics with European-
wide significance and interest we are confident this Deliverable not only can serve as a ref-
erence in future common action but also has thenpiad for further development in the years to

come.
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4 Appendix

4.1 Project breakdown structures for instrumentation projects

For instrumentation projects the following orgatimaal components are usually established in

consortia and are also recommended here:

* Principal Investigator (Pl): the overall project responsible; for ESOtinmenta-
tion projects the single consortium contact poiithvieSO. This person has the ul-
timate responsibility for the design, procureméest and delivery of the instrument
to the observatory.

* Project Manager (PM): responsible for the project development aadrdination,
managing of the project resources and project.rBk&reports to the PI.

* Project Scientist (PS): responsible for developing tools neededadivert astro-
physical models into parameters observable byrtsteument.

* Instrument Scientist leads and selects the instrumental concept ehoic

» System Engineer oversees system design and implementation amattsefo the
Project Manager.

* Work Package / Subsystem Leadershave the responsibility for the development
of subsystems and report to the system engineer.

In addition to these core functions there may bisoeed for:
* Quality Manager: oversees application of quality rules.

* AIT Manager: manages Assembly, Integration and Test.

A further option is the appointment of &versight Committee consisting of representatives of

the project partner institutions to oversee thgguto

4.2 Common vocabulary for phases and milestones of instrumentation projects

We propose to use a common vocabulary for the iiefinof project phases and reviews repre-
senting project milestones at the end of each pledsging to the terminology of ECSS-M-ST-
10C Rev.1l. ESO uses similar definitions in instratagon projects (cf. e. g=-SPE-ESO-313-
0066 Issue 1)Starting from this, we propose to use a genexfhidion for project phases and end

milestones, where meaningful, as follows:
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Phase Description” Milestone Acronym
Phase A Conceptual design Conceptual Design R¢ CoDR
view
Phase B Preliminary Design Preliminary Design Re PDR
view
Phase C Final Design Final Design Review FDR
Phase D e Qualification Acceptance Review(s) | AR
* Manufacturing
* Assembly, Integration and
Test (AIT),
e Commissioning
Phase E Utilization
Phase F De-commissioning
Remarks:

The definitions of Phase A, B, and C follow the E8€Jinitions in documenE-SPE-
ESO-313-0066 Issue 1 for the E-ELT programme.

We propose the designation “Conceptual Design Révier the Phase A end review
with the acronym “CoDR” in order to avoid confusiatith the designation “Critical De-
sign Review (CDR)” which is sometimes used for Bfese C end review.

We propose “Final Design Review (FDR)” for the Rh&end review instead of “Criti-
cal Design Review (CDR)”. An alternative designatisometimes used is “Technical
Design Review (TDR)".

Phase D might contain further intermediate reviékes equivalents to “Preliminary Ac-
ceptance Europe (PAE)” and “Provisional AcceptaBhée (PAC)” used by ESO.

If a contract with an observatory contains guareshtégme as payment for the delivery of
the instrument, it is part of Phase E.

In the case of instrumentation projects de-comminssg (Phase F) is normally the re-

sponsibility of the observatory owner.

° For a detailed description see ESO document E4S$E-313-0066 Issue 1.pdf,
ftp://ftp.hg.eso.org/eelt-cad/Secondary%20Mirror%20/ _Documents/SOW/AD/AD6%20E-SPE-ESO-313-
0066%20Issue%201.pdf
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4.3 Agenda of workshop on common statutes

ASTRONET

ASTRONET Task 5.4 Workshop
Common statutes for future common action programmes

PT-DESY, room 504, 5" floor, Albert-Einstein-Ring 21, Hamburg

22.10.2013
AGENDA
9:30 -9:45 Arrival and welcome
9:45-10:15 Introduction: Draft Deliverable D5.6 "Report on common statutes

for future common action programmes”
(F.-J. Zickgraf)

10:15-11:15 Discussion session 1:
Funding Agencies level — guidelines for Joint Calls
(Chair: N. Habe)

11:15-11:30 Coffee break

11:30 —13:00 Discussion session 2:
Beneficiary level - guidelines for establishment of transnational
research projects
(Chair: J. Gallego)

13:00 — 14:00 Lunch break
14:00 — 15:30 Discussion session 3:
Institutions level - guidelines for MoUs, Lols etc.
(Chair: D. Mourard)
15:30 - 16:00 Closing roundtable discussion:
Finalization of Deliverable D5.6
(Chair: F.-J. Zickgraf)

16:00 End of Workshop




