1) Bader UNM 9983975 

This proposal is based on good area of hybrid programming models combining MPI and thread based SMP models. The resultant system is called SIMPLE. The proposal is hard to evaluate, as the essential ideas (in programming model) are not clear to the referee. There is a discussion of performance but it is not clear what the user actually writes. Collective communication is highlighted and although helpful, it is not clear if this focus is because the programming model is built around a systematic use of these primitives or if these are kernels to test the ideas in SIMPLE. Neither of these views is attractive to this referee; collective communication is too simple to be a good benchmark; further although elegant, collective communication is not used enough to be basis of a programming environment. I encourage proposer to resubmit next year with crisper statement of research goals

Fair

2) Chapman Houston 9984798 

The proposer is well respected and has chosen a good but difficult problem: the integration of MPI and OpenMP into a programming environment for scientific applications.  She proposes to combine Analyst (Chapman) and CAPTools (Greenwich) and apply (among other cases) to the RIVER3D problem. The proposal contains a good analysis of existing approaches and is well written. However it ends up reading like a review article, as there is no obvious description of what will be done and how the resultant system will link capabilities of the original software. This deficiency is serious, as this problem has received substantial attention with in my opinion modest success. Thus vague research programs are not likely to succeed. The education program is rather thin but the University support seems impressive. As a personal hobbyhorse, I recommend commenting on lessons from the successful IDE’s for PC’s (Visual Café etc.). These could teach the HPCC community a thing or two. I would definitely recommend submitting this again next year with perhaps a well-established collaboration with Rice and very much crisper ideas.

Fair to Good

3) Chen George Mason 9983745 

It is not clear to me if this is a visualization or a simulation research proposal. I will only evaluate its simulation aspects. The proposer is clearly talented and enthusiastic but I rated proposal lowly as I felt some key technical issues were given short shrift. Chen proposes to use fast versions of DIS for particle simulations but may be this is the wrong way to think about the problem. In spite of his assertions, HLA/RTI is very viable and is much more attractive as it has built in framework for data and time management, which will be effective in this geometrically structured problem. In fact, many researchers have shown how to use time-stepped simulations for this class of applications. I may be wrong in judging the best approach but at the very least, proposer should discuss these technical points and justify use of what appears to be old-fashioned version of technically non-optimal method. He should look at technologies such as MPI and Globus (for distributed implementation).

Poor

4) Edjlali Wayne State 9985312 

This proposal involves using Meta-Chaos to address linking of different applications with special attention to the difficult problem of meshes. I see this as an interesting problem and appropriate for the CAREER program. However I felt that the proposal was a little naïve. There has been several other projects (e.g. those from NASA and GMD in Europe) addressing this area but I did not see appropriate references. Meta-Chaos is well thought through technology but I would not call it a  “software bus”. It is a good thing to have in one’s tool-kit but wrong way to link many applications. The proposer needs to learn a little more about the “competition” and place his proposed research more accurately in context. The topic he has chosen is “big enough”; you need to understand better exactly what is best done using the detailed irregular data structures of Meta-Chaos. I recommend considering an appropriate resubmittal next year.

Fair

5) Figueira Santa Clara 9985292

This proposal addresses the use of clusters for parallel computing – it is somewhat misleading in its title, which suggests a project such as Javelin from UCSB. This proposal needs a lot more work and in for instance, it claims to want to identify application and machine characteristics but does not present anything significant for applications. There is a performance analysis but this showed no innovation.

Poor

6) Kesavadas Buffalo 9985030

This proposal addresses issues in the field of virtual reality for engineering (a.k.a. the Virtual Factory). I note that the proposer is from Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering but I cannot evaluate the “factory” expertise this brings. The proposal was not really appropriate as it basically presented a review of broad topics but not a research program for an individual investigator. I note that the area of parallel discrete event simulation on page C.9 dismissed in a page -- this one important computer science area is more than enough for a proposal. I suggest that proposer evaluate carefully his field; it is by no means obvious that he has the depth in computer science to do viable research of the type proposed here. 

Fair

7) Lin Texas 9984660

This proposal is based on investigating annotations to aid library compilation. There is a focus on full matrix linear algebra. The well-known weakness is that these routines are not very useful in practice. The very important positive corollary is that these algorithms have a well-understood richness that will ensure that the research will both succeed and be non trivial. The proposal is very well written although figure 1 perplexed me. I recommend support as the generality of methods is not assured but we have an excellent researcher who will get research started in a good solid fashion – later on we will find out how to generalize it.

Very Good

8) Liu Indiana 9984424 

This proposal is not appropriate for ACR program and should be considered elsewhere in CISE.

I abstain on rating as another panel should review.

9) Ma Davis 9983641

This proposal is very well written and proposes three topics  -- integrated parallel visualization, feature-based interaction techniques and data management. Any of these would justify CAREER funding, as work is innovative and sophisticated. I considered this the best proposal that I read in batch.

Excellent to Very Good
10) Stals ODU 9984637

I suggest that the proposer has made a mistake. The CAREER proposal reads as though she is a fluid dynamics and not a computer science researcher. This is a strategy, which could lead to difficulties later on when it comes to tenure. The proposer should get help from experienced scientists like David Keyes and restructure proposal around computer science issues (e.g. her mesh tools and multigrid for finite elements) with motivation and evaluation coming from applications such as those described in too much detail in current version. There should be a better discussion of the work of the many other research projects in this mesh tools field. There are some rather naïve education remarks about interactivity which are based on very early work before Java and other web technologies made it easier. So education approach is good but please read the recent literature.

Fair

11) Wolski Tennessee 9984153

This proposal is part of a well-regarded national activity building on well-regarded earlier work by the proposer. I think this could a winning proposal if written a little more crisply – as it is I found the proposal high quality but a bit disappointing. I found the goal of linking all models (Legion to Globus) as not very interesting. I want to know the key ideas that will make EveryWare better than Legion Globus CORBA etc. The proposal talks about inverted Client server model but does not explain well the essential issues. I view systems like Javelin Ninja and Jini as the leading projects in client based computing – these were not discussed. More mundanely CORBA was dismissed with one reference as an object based model without discussing its claims to be a complete cross language and cross platform distributed computing model. Naively this competes with EveryWare but probably it doesn’t if I understood key ideas better.

The discussion of applications needs to be beefed up to justify important claim that they test both data parallel and task parallel features.
Good

