2-Nov-06


Notes for

Dark Energy Survey (DES) DECam Project

 Working Group Meeting (WGM)

Friday, October 20, 2006
10:00 – 12:00 Noon in the Snake Pit

Attending:  Ed Temple, John Peoples, Douglas Tucker, Bob Tschirhart, Paul Philp, Jim Annis, Greg Bock, Wyatt Merritt, Brenna Flaugher, Dean Hoffer, Chris Smith (by phone), Alistair Walker (by phone), Joe Mohr (by phone)

1) Discussion on the preparation of a DES Proposal to DOE/NSF for a joint review of DES’s scientific merit and technical feasibility.

a) Email from Wayne Van Citters and Robin Staffin dated October 18, 2006 [John/All]

See the following handouts:

· Email from Wayne Van Citters and Robin Staffin at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2006/10_20/Van_Citters_and_Robin_Staffin_email_18_Oct_06.pdf
· Some Thoughts on the 10-18-2006 Message from Van Citters by John Peoples at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2006/10_20/JohnPeoples-SomethoughtsonVanCittersmessage.pdf
The E-mail from Van Citters and Staffin requests that “an official proposal that describes the overall experiment end-to-end” …  “be submitted to DOE and NSF by mid-December in the ‘NSF-style’ proposal format.”  It was noted use of an “NSF-style” format does not necessarily mean use of the Fastlane NSF proposal submission system (https://www.fastlane.nsf.gov/); in fact, submission of the proposal to both NSF and DOE actually precludes use of Fastlane.

It was noted that this is a request for an official proposal but not for an official request for funds.  The requested proposal would include a description of the expected set of requests for funds from what we are calling the “Four Boxes”:

· DECam

· DES-DM

· NOAO-CTIO (http://www.ctio.noao.edu)

· NOAO-DPP (Data Products Program; http://www.noao.edu/dpp/)

The requested proposal would be a document that describes all the funding proposals we plan to submit, which will go through normal channels (the channels being DOE for DECam, NSF for DES-DM, etc.).

DOE and NSF plan to jointly review its scientific merit and technical feasibility.

Agency contacts are Nigel Sharp (NSF) and Kathy Turner (DOE).

Each of the Four Boxes will need to write something for this proposal; e.g.:

· DECam – a stripped down version of the DECam CD-1/CD-2 documentation

· DES-DM – material from Joe’s NSF proposal

· NOAO-CTIO – perhaps material from NOAO’s annual program plan?

· NOAO-DPP – perhaps material from NOAO’s annual program plan?

The proposal should include information on the science case and how it will relate to and satisfy the recommendations put forth in the recent DETF report.  DES should review the DETF report and determine whether we need to revise material already submitted.  Input is being solicited from Josh Frieman, Gary Bernstein, Bhuvnesh Jain, and possibly Rocky Kolb.

The letter did not explicitly state to whom this proposal should be sent.  One suggestion is to send it directly to Wayne Van Citters and Robin Staffin themselves.

It was suggested that documentation on DECam operations should be a joint effort by Brenna and Alistair.

It was noted that both DES and the community will use NOAO-DPP to transfer data from La Serena to a portal at NCSA. 

Joe will develop a community needs document for access to the NCSA portal.

NCSA/UIUC is developing a complete Data Management (DM) pipeline and will help NOAO develop a community needs pipeline.

Chris Smith and Joe Mohr should prepare separate documents to show how the NOAO and NCSA/UIUC efforts will come together.

Operating costs from NOAO described accurately.

Brenna and Alistair should document the costs from DECam delivery into operations.  There are still a number of things to be done at CTIO before DECam shows up, including installing a clean room at CTIO and performing telescope upgrades on the Blanco 4m.  There should be a chapter or separate document describing the steps, technical aspects, costs, etc., from DECam parts to DECam operations.

We are unsure what size the final document should be.  The Heads of the Four Boxes should meet with Kathy and Nigel to see what is needed.  The E-mail says what we submit will be reviewed.  This implies a big document.  The E-mail also mentions that a page exception may be granted to this proposal.  The cost schedules and workplans should be at roughly the same level of detail as for the DECam project.  One suggestion is to shoot for 150 pages, but not 300 pages.  

b) Mont’s thoughts on how to proceed using information already developed and have to develop. [Ed]

See handout at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2006/10_20/DiscussionRecordMontgomeryTemple.pdf
In the Van Citters/Staffin E-mail, an end-to-end description of the overall experiment is requested.  By “end-to-end,” Brenna gets the impression from Kathy that the starting point (the first “end”) is roughly January 2007, or about the time when cost accounting switches from generic R&D to project-specific R&D.

In the E-mail, it is stated that the proposal should include “expected contributions from NOAO/CTIO operations, NOAO/DPP, and any other laboratory contributions, including programmatic deliverables and estimated equivalent cost.”  It was suggested that programmatic deliverables include the science pipelines and possibly publications (e.g., for SDSS, technical publications were considered programmatic deliverables).  The 525 nights of observing time are a deliverable from NOAO.  It was asked at the meeting whether NCSA costs in support of non-DES DECam operations would be included here.

Mont had a discussion with Aesook Byon of DOE regarding this E-mail.  It is reported that Aesook said that the joint DOE/NSF proposal and CD-1 are separate items (therefore, it is necessary to continue work on the DECam CD-1, Joe’s NSF proposal, etc.)  Mont suggests that the CDR can likely provide useful material for the joint proposal, perhaps for supplemental material to be placed in the appendices.  Aesook noted that the agencies want to be assured that DES meets DETF Stage 3 requirements and the requirements in the community needs document.  It was noted in the meeting that DES gains much of its legitimacy through its success in winning the NOAO Announcement of Opportunity.

Mont notes that John + the 3 Directors (Mont, Thom, and Jeremy) were the only addressees in the “To:” field of the E-mail; this indicates that the agencies are starting to understand what role John plays in the DES organizational structure.

Mont wants to assure that progress on the DECam Project continues while the joint proposal is being prepared, and suggests splitting off smaller working group meetings that focus only on DECam.  Brenna and John agree, and these will provisionally be held on alternate Fridays.

Mont suggests that Douglas and/or Wyatt should convert John’s Oct. 3 presentation to the 3 Directors – see http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2006/10_20/DESDirector's_3-Oct-06_presentation.ppt
– into prose that would be suitable as an introduction to the joint proposal.  John forcefully demurs.

Mont suggests that a “Content List” be prepared, which should be a “table of contents”-like list of  responses to each of the six bullets from the Van Citters/Staffin E-mail.  This list would be provided to Nigel and Kathy requesting their comments and feedback.  John suggests that the list then be provided to the 3 Directors for comment and feedback.  It is felt that a stab can already be taken at about 80% of the material suggested in the six bullet points in the E-mail. 

2) Status of submission of CD-1 documentation and preparations for CD-2/3a. [Brenna]

[Editorial Note:  this section also includes many items concerning the DOE/NSF joint proposal.]
Brenna reports that the final cost and schedule range for CD-1, as well as the milestones, have been included in the PEP, but she still needs to get Kathy to sign off on this.

ACTION ITEM [Brenna] – Get Kathy to sign off on final cost and schedule range for CD-1 and on the milestones in the PEP.

Brenna states that we want the joint DOE/NSF proposal to be completely consistent with the CD-1 documents.

Brenna is scheduled to have a phone meeting with Kathy on Tuesday; the agenda is CD-1.  

Who should be included in these phone meetings with Nigel?  The Van Citters/Staffin E-mail was sent to the 3 Directors, but the 3 Directors will not be writing the documentation.  It was decided that the first meeting with Nigel should not include the 3 Directors, since it is very difficult to schedule meetings at which all three Directors can attend together.  Perhaps it is better to distribute the minutes from these meetings to the 3 Directors, instead.  

Brenna states that her first task is the CD-1 meeting with Kathy, and that her second task is to set up a meeting among the Heads of the Four Boxes (Brenna, Joe, Alistair, and Chris Smith).  The Heads of the Four Boxes should each start preparing for their Box a positive outline responding to items in the Van Citters/Staffin E-mail (plus any requests for clarification regarding any of these items).  Initial outlines and requests for clarification (if any) should be sent to John and the other Heads by Monday.  John will compile this information for Brenna before her phone meeting with Kathy.

ACTION ITEM [Brenna, Joe, Alistair, Chris Smith] – Prepare initial outlines relevant to your Box responding to the items in the Van Citters/Staffin E-mail and send to John by Monday; include requests for clarification (if any) regarding these items.

ACTION ITEM [John] -- Compile outlines and any requests for clarification from the Heads of the Four Boxes for Brenna before her meeting with Kathy on Tuesday.

ACTION ITEM [John] – Schedule teleconference with Kathy and Nigel for the week of October 31-November 3 to discuss joint proposal.
3) Additional

ACTION ITEM [Dean] – Add a milestone to the DES-DECam Timeline for the submittal of the DOE/NSF proposal.

Next DECam splinter group meeting:  October 27

Next DES WGM meeting:  November 3

