
1.)  The committee congratulates U.S. ATLAS for the continued effort and progress, but regrets the lack of decision making on ATHENA. The reduced funding is a major concern.
APM Comments:  We thank the committee for endorsing our efforts.  We have made some progress in having a signed Software Agreement, and a final report from the ARC.   While some residual concerns may be left, we feel that this matter has been largely settled.  The funding issue is a concern over the entire project, but we are putting this deliverable at high priority to ensure we deliver the effort that has been promised.  In particular, the LBNL team has made adjustments to deliver the requisite amount of personnel effort under tight budgets.

2.) The ATLAS Review Committee should be strongly encouraged to conclude its review of the ATHENA architecture and framework so that the collaboration can come to a speedy decision on whether to endorse ATHENA as the ATLAS event processing framework.


The development of alternative frameworks, such as that proposed for simulation should be very carefully re-considered in view of the serious potential drawbacks of fragmenting and polarizing the software effort.
APM Comments:  The ARC review has indeed finished.    The report is available at the following URL:

http://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/SOFTWARE/OO/architecture/General/Review/ARC/final_report/
The ARC has endorsed Athena.  In addition, the ARC has stressed the importance of clear collaboration between people working on architecture and simulation.  To quote from the ARC report:

The computing management should work urgently on improving both the amount and quality of communication between the A-team and the simulation team.  This is perceived to be critical to the success of the overall ATLAS software pla, since the two frameworks are likely to develop in parallel for quite some time in the medium term future.

The architecture team has incorporated G4 into the framework to facilitate work that is common for all users.  

3.)  We agree that the decision on the database product is not a critical path item, and should have no effect on the overall schedule, provided it is not postponed any further.
APM Comments:  I agree.

 4.)  The committee recommends that the open slots in the software support team at BNL be filled as soon as possible. The committee further recommends continuing and enhancing automated quality control procedures.
APM Comments: We have filled one slot and have a second one open (part project, part PPDG),  where there are a number of good candidates.  This roughly matches the proposed schedule. Funding problems in FY 03 may place an additional hire in jeopardy.  In particular, this might imply a slowing of the migration of personnel from STAR, or the possible firing of people.    This puts in jeopardy some of the experience in ROOT-based persistency coming from STAR. We are working aggressively to resolve this problem.

5.)  The committee recommends that the facility be taken off “hold” in the next year, and the hardware installation and staffing be increased. Should funding tradeoffs continue to be necessary, we recommend at least some facility growth to support user needs and allow MDC2 to make needed complexity tests.
APM Comments: A year-end pulse of hardware money was supplied by the Department of Energy at the level of approximately $300k.  This allows some augmentation of hardware support.   The current profile allows the groundwork for a substantially augmented disk farm, with appropriate servers, but the available personnel effort and funding are insufficient to have the desired rampup.

6.)  We encourage the BNL facilities team to follow solutions developed in the community rather than starting independent investigations.
APM Comments:  We agree, and the facilities team have been following community developments to the extent possible, but it is important that they be given sufficient hand’s on experience in some areas, such as evaluation of disk technologies.

7.)  The committee commends the project managers on the decision to give a clear priority to the ATHENA development and the database activity to the detriment of the facilities development.
APM Comments: None.

8.)  The committee is worried about the reduced level of funding. If the present situation is not corrected in FY ’02, this part of the project will undoubtedly suffer.
APM Comments: Indeed we are worried about the reduced level of funding.  It is not clear that FY02 or FY 03 will have an improved funding scenario over what has been presented. Indeed, the NSF appears to be providing funding even less than their guidance.  Planning for sufficient levels of funding may produce unrealistic expectations.  The dilemma for project management is whether one evaluates budget profiles that are “sufficient” or one evaluates profiles that are “realistic”.  If one establishes a “sufficient” profile, unrealistic planning may result.
– 2 –

