9-Mar-07


Notes from the

Dark Energy Survey (DES) DECam Project

 Working Group Meeting (WGM)

Friday, March 02, 2007
10:00 – 12:00 Noon in the Snake Pit

Attending:  Ed Temple, Jeff Appel, Byron Clark, Vicky White, Paul Philp, Jim Strait, Douglas Tucker, John Peoples, Brenna Flaugher, Dean Hoffer, Alistair Walker (by phone), Joe Mohr (by phone)

1) HQ Interactions:  Feedback on Discussions with Headquarters [Kathy Turner/Paul Philp/Hugh Montgomery/John Peoples/Brenna Flaugher]

John has provided a one-page report available at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2007/03_02/FeedbackontheJointreview.doc.  Highlights include the following:

· There will be two reviews during the week of April 30.

· The NSF will perform a panel review on April 30 of the DES and other Stage III Dark Energy Proposals it has received.  The proposals will be judged according to their intellectual merit and their broader impact.

· NSF and DOE will jointly review DES between May 1 and May 3.  This review will consist of four elements:  (1) a review of the scientific goals and method; (2) a CD-1 review of the DECam project; (3) a review of the DES DM project and the plan for DM operations at NCSA; and (4) a review of the CTIO Facilities improvement project, the plans for integration of DECam with the Blanco telescope and the integration of the DES DM project with NOAO.

· NSF and DOE are preparing a Record of Agreement capturing the procedures for these two reviews, and it will be provided to all the reviewers of both reviews.   We expect that it will contain the charge and the procedures for the joint review, and that it will define the documentation that will be required for the review of DES DM and the CTIO facilities improvement project and NOAO operations plan for DES.  We hope to have a copy next week.

a) Preparations for DOE/NSF CD-1 Review (Charge, Agenda and Review Committee) [Kathy Turner/John Peoples/Brenna Flaugher] 

The charge and the plenary agenda are still pending.  Currently, six breakout sessions are envisioned (but these may change):

· Science Survey Strategy, with participation by Josh Frieman, Ofer Lahav, Steve Kent, Jim Annis, and/or Huan Lin

· Optics and the Overall Mechanical System 

· Focal Plane Detectors (including CCDs and CCD packaging) and the Camera

· DES DM and Simulations, with participation by Joe Mohr and the UIUC/NCSA team, Huan Lin, Jim Annis, and/or Chris Stoughton)

· Integration of DECam at CTIO and SISPI

· Cost Schedule and Management.  (Will the reviewers want a discussion of just the management of the DECam project, or will they want a more inclusive discussion of the management of the whole DES?  Since Thom, Todd, and Mont will be there, the reviewers may want to have them available to answer questions.)  

Some of the sessions have been combined (e.g., Optics and the Overall Mechanical System) to help show integration between related WBS elements. 

Brenna and John will talk more about the breakouts with Kathy this afternoon (March 2).

Vicky noted that the reviewers might use general rules-of-thumb to evaluate the level of proposed funding for the three projects making up DES.  For example, the DES DM development is forecast to cost $5 million, whereas the DECam project is forecast to cost $24 million; is this reasonable?

Along these lines, Joe noted that LSST is spending about $50 million for DM development; are the LSST DM requirements really 10x those of DES?   Joe also noted that including contingency in the DES DM budget is a thorny issue, since, for certain types of proposals, NSF removes all contingency.

2) 20-Feb DES DM Review 

a) Discuss DES DM review held on 20-Feb. [Joe Mohr]

Joe has provided slides summarizing the review that are available here: http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2007/03_02/DESDM%20Review-Mohr.pdf.  Highlights include:

· The goals of the review were (1) to review the entire DESDM project to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats; and (2) to develop recommendations to guide DES DM preparations for the joint NSF/DOE review on May 1-3.
· The review committee consisted of the chair Ed Temple (FNAL) and members Randy Butler (NCSA), Dick Crutcher (NCSA), Gabriele Garzoglio (FNAL), Jim Meyers (NCSA), and Brian Yanny (FNAL); Jay Alameda (NCSA) was also present for part of the review.
· The review committee was provided a Project Execution Plan, a Requirements Document, and an Architecture Document a week prior to the review.
· A series of talks on all aspects of the DES DM were presented to the reviewers by various members of the DES DM team at the meeting at NCSA.

· Feedback from the reviewers consisted of a closeout talk by the review committee, plus more detailed comments e-mailed by individual reviewers later. 

b) Report on the summary of the review closeout [Ed Temple]

Ed has provided the slides from the review committee’s closeout talk here: http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2007/03_02/DESDMReview.pdf.   Highlights include:

· Strengths:  The data challenges are being met, standards are being used, the team is performing well together, the overall problem seems to be well understood by the team and well scoped for delivery, and appropriate (no bleeding edge) techniques are being applied.  Overall, things look good.

· Weaknesses:  The budget looks very lean (particularly to the reviewers from NCSA), the overall strategy (cutting edge vs. getting the job done) needs to be articulated, and there were some concerns about the central database and file system structure, virtual organization membership management, and software rollout strategy.

· Opportunities:  Make DESDM architecture presentation at  the NCSA weekly cyber-architecture meetings where ideas can be presented, discussed and exchanged; collaboration on middleware with other projects; more collaboration with LSST and PanStarrs; looking at the Earth System Grid portal for ideas concerning the GUI web portal design; and using the data challenges as a means for community involvement were suggested.  (It was noted for this last point that involving the astronomical community as a whole could lead to an infinite sink, and that it might be better to confine community involvement mostly to the DES science community.) 

· Threats:  Loss of crucial personnel, mission creep, unsure funding, network bandwidth from the mountain, losing science focus, and comparison to LSST and PanStarrs were all considered possible threats.

Regarding the bandwidth issue, Alistair noted that the bandwidth from the mountain to La Serena is probably adequate (156 Mbits/s).  Joe noted that the bandwidth from La Serena to the US (45 Mbits/s), however, is not sufficient to carry the DES data rate (36 Mbits/s) and its other load, and it will likely need to be augmented by 50 Mbits/s.

Regarding the threat of the comparison of DES with PanStarrs and LSST, John noted that, unlike the northern hemisphere based PanStarrs, DES can work off synergies with the South Pole Telescope Sunyaev-Zeldovich Effect cluster survey and the near-infrared Vista Hemisphere Survey (VHS); DES is unique in this regard.  John also noted that LSST is project with a much longer time scale, and that DES acts as a step to LSST.  Along these lines, Alistair noted that there are NOAO people already working on LSST, and that there is plenty of synergy and overlap between LSST and DES for the NOAO.

Ed also discussed the contents of the e-mail detailing his post-review comments to Thom, Cristina, and Joe.   Generally, Ed’s e-mail states that the DES DM team is doing a good job, but, echoing the review closeout, notes a concern that the DES DM budget may be markedly light.  Ed’s e-mail provided the following succinct answers to the review charge:

1. Scope:  Yes, the reviewers believe DES DM will deliver what is needed and, yes, what is planned is what is required.

2. Schedule:  Yes, the reviewers believe it can be delivered in the time allotted

3. Budget:  There is some concern that the effort might be underestimated

Ed’s e-mail also offered some suggestions regarding the technical aspects of running a smooth review. 

3) Discuss the DECam R&D Proposal submitted 27-Feb [Brenna Flaugher]

The R&D proposal has been submitted!  It requests $2.3 million.  If awarded, all of the money would go to FNAL, which would then distribute $800,000 of these funds to other institutions in the form of subcontracts. 

It was noted that the original solicitation offered a total of $5 million, but is now only $3 million.  It is unclear whether this $3 million is just for FY07.

4) Describe Plans for DES Optics Review scheduled for May 15-16.  [John Peoples]

Plans are moving ahead.  The review will be in the Racetrack.  The Reviewers are all very experienced people in building astronomical instruments.  The main element in the charge is the question, are we ready to order the glass blanks from a technical perspective?  As stated in the official charge, “[w]hile we have commitments for sufficient private funding to place an order for the glass blanks we must address any concerns that DOE and NSF may have on DES placing an order before they have approved DES as a project. Nevertheless, we wish to be in a position to order the glass blanks as soon as these concerns have been properly addressed.”

The official charge can be found at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2007/03_02/ChargefortheCDRoftheopticaldesign(v2.3).doc. 
The Penultimate Agenda can be found at http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OPMO/Projects/DES/WGM/2007/03_02/PenultimateAgendafortheOpticsCDR.doc.
5) Review Timeline [Dean Hoffer]

CD-3a and CD-3b have been merged into a single CD-3.

A Directors’ Review of CD-2/3 has been placed in the timeline in September, under the assumption that it will take about four months to prepare after the joint NSF-DOE review in May.   (E.g, it may take abot four months to prepare a TDR.)

Since $20 million is the threshold at which a DOE review on EVMS reporting would be required, there was a question whether the DECam TPC will be over $20 million.  It will be pretty close – Brenna says that, if FY07 is completely of the books, DECam would come in at $20.3 million.  It was recommended that we wait until we see the Record of Agreement for the upcoming reviews before making any decisions.  In any case, even without a DOE review on EVMS reporting, we would like some sort of EVMS reporting for each of the 3 DES projects.  Brenna states that we are already doing EVMS reporting for the DECam R&D.

6) Next Meeting [Dean Hoffer]

The next meeting will be held on March 23.  It will focus on preparing the DES DM and the CTIO Facilities Improvement projects for the May review.  There may also be a report on the 3 Directors’ Phone Con to be held March 13.

7) Status of Action Items [Brenna/Wyatt]

a) Contact the agencies regarding the charge and expectations for the review. [Mont]

No report on this action item.
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