GridPP CB Meeting 12th January 2005
Present: Steve Lloyd (Chair), Tony Doyle (Glasgow+, Project Leader), Dave Britton (Imperial+, Project Manager), Pete Watkins (Birmingham), Greg Heath (Bristol), Peter Hobson (Brunel), Janet Carter (Cambridge), Chris Eck+ (CERN), Phil Clark+ (Edinburgh), Roger Jones+ (Lancaster), Robin Marshall (Manchester), Brian Foster (Oxford), Tony Carter (QMUL), Ken Peach (RAL), Mike Green (RHUL), Jon Butterworth (UCL).
By Telephone: Chris Allton (Swansea), Mike Holden (Liverpool), Themis Bowcock (Liverpool).
In Attendance: Deborah Miller (PPARC), Guy Rickett (PPARC).
Apologies: Nigel Glover (Durham).

+ denotes substitute.

Previous Minutes

The Minutes of the previous meeting on July 14 2004 were approved with two minor changes.

Matters Arising

ACTION CB-06-01 CCLRC to investigate VAT exemption status of hardware at RAL for provision towards LHC experiments.

KP reported that investigations are continuing. He said there would be problems separating LHC specific hardware from other and with the ~20 year timescale. He was not optimistic about the outcome.
ACTION CB-06-02 SL to notify CB of standard template talk for schools.

SL reported that Sarah was working on this but if necessary SL’s Inaugural Lecture which is on the GridPP Website could be a suitable starting point.

ACTION CB-06-03 SL to provide briefing note associated with final Tier-2 MoU.

SL reported that this had been done and was on the Tier-2 page of the GridPP Website.
Project Leader’s Report
TD summarised (http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_exec_050112.ppt) the successes of GridPP1. We provide 2000/9000 CPUs, 1/5TB and run 1k/6k simultaneous jobs. 88% of the original GridPP1 objectives were met and the remainder subsumed into GridPP2.

The Data Challenges have made significant use of the UK resources. Many issues were raised, both with the middleware and with the site configuration. For production jobs, 66% efficiency was seen, which was not sufficient. 

TD introduced the new GridPP2 project, for which a new Project Map has been produced. It is more complex than before, and includes a major element of deployment and operation of a production Grid service. A new vision statement exists. There is a need to grow from 10k to 100k CPUs in 3 years while maintaining/increasing the reliability. This will require a strong software process and monitoring. It also requires strong links between sites and data access methods and tools. Accounting needs to span sites and security needs to be tight.

The deployment is going well. It took 8 hours for the Grid to discover and utilise new Tier-1 resources. There are still issues with the site certification. Currently no UK site passes the full EGEE site certification tests all of the time - a requirement for a stable Grid. KP asked who issues the Kite Mark and whether it is a yes/no or star rating. TD replied that standards and procedures are set by EGEE with LCG input. Currently it is yes/no but needs to become a star-rating. 
In terms of middleware, we continue to work on information services, security, networking etc, but not site configuration.

In applications, PhenoGrid and a generic portal project have been added to the portfolio.

In the discussion, JB asked what triggered increase in web-site hits? TD replied that the site is much better due to Sarah and RJ pointed out that we won the best Website award at the All Hands Meeting and got a lot of exposure from this. TD said he was surprised we won but GR said he had been one of the judges and there were only a small number of other serious competitors. SL commented that the Website benefits because it is easy for people to contribute.

RM pointed out that there is a blurred distinction between GridPP and LCG requirements and asked if it was correct to present things like this. The answer was generally yes, although we need to be sure a clear message about the requirements gets to the Universities, as it is easy to give the impression we are smaller players than we actually are. We want 10,000 CPU in the UK. At the moment we are 20% of this (allowing for hyperthreading double counting) but in the big picture we would be 9% of what is required internationally (100,000).

Project Manager’s Report
DB presented his slides (http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/CB_Jan05.ppt) on resources, project maps and Tier-1 hardware. The final out-turn was summarised. There is an estimated a £2k underspend and a further £100k would probably be recovered from cost claims and early terminated posts. In fact, we may have an additional £171k for a post that the EDG actually paid for [PPARC subsequently confirmed this]. There was some slippage in hardware spend from FY03 to FY04.

The SLA delivered approximately 96% of the effort expected. The grant-funded effort delivered about 94%, the shortfall being holidays and gaps between posts. The unfunded effort is about 25% of the funded effort.

In GridPP 168 tasks are completed and all the metrics were met. 20 tasks were deactivated, being transferred to GridPP2.

The GridPP2 money is essentially fully committed, although there is still some uncertainty over the Bristol half-post. The major area where posts are still to be filled is in the Tier-2 hardware support, but this is expected as the posts were awarded late. 

The GridPP2 project map is structured differently to that for GridPP2. The Production Grid is treated as a different entity. There are still distinct areas for Middleware/Storage/Networking, Applications and Management/External Relations. Any LCG contribution, if approved, will be monitored in the project map. The details of the production grid monitoring are starting to fall into place, although some metrics still need to be clarified. 

The risk register has been revised. Some risks have decreased, but security has an increased risk.

There are issues concerning the sharing of the Tier-1 hardware. Increasingly, Memoranda of Understanding put claims on the resources. There are also issues concerning the disk/CPU balance, the real cost of tape, and concerns about the absolute scale. KP also raised the issue of the long-term storage policy for LHC data. This is not a cost issue but a planning issue.

JB asked about the relation of GridPP1 and GridPP2 in resource terms. DM clarified that GridPP1 and GridPP2 are treated as one project in resource terms. DB emphasised that no significant funds are still available within GridPP2.

DB then presented the various factors that went into the current algorithm for estimating the experimental shares for Tier-1/A. TD noted that this had evolved since October, but background numbers relating PPARC staff by project from Janet Seed was available in  http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/LCG_MoU_inputs_v10.doc).
There were questions and a long discussion about the author numbers, which show CMS to be 1/3 of ATLAS in the UK, and the strategic weights table that has increased weighting for BaBar now, which is strategic, and a falling off of non-LHC experiments in the future, which compensates for the lack of time dependence in the author numbers. It was agreed that what is really needed is an FTE count.

KP argued that the FTE count can drop because of academics moving elsewhere but the true demand can stay high. GR also argued for an unfair distribution based on physics priority but JB said that to some extent that was already reflected in the author numbers because of the number of RAs etc awarded by the Peer Review panels.
KP also asks how Tier-1 providers get rewarded for over-providing. RJ pointed out that the model being assumed for the LHC is more like detector construction, where provision for the SCT construction in ATLAS does not generate a relief elsewhere. He also remarked that the real problem is the inadequate overall resource profile, and that the difference between ATLAS getting 30% or 35% of its actual requirement is somewhat academic.

In general, there was a move to use the Form X information from the grants submissions to revise the manpower input. It was agreed that this would be organised by SL who would circulate a template to the group leaders. KP agreed to compare the results obtained using the resources contributed to the different experiments.

ACTION CB-07-01 SL to collect Form X information from Group Leaders.

ACTION CB-07-02 KP to calculate shares using resource allocations.

Tier-2 Status 
SL reported (http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_Jan_2005_SLL.ppt) on the status of Tier-2. The Tier-2 Board oversees the political aspects of the Tier-2 operations. All expected hardware-providing sites have signed except Bristol. The SouthGrid post was released despite the hold-up. Nine posts in total were allocated and are in various states of being filled.

The resource sharing was not done top-down. Each site was asked its nominal experiment shares. Weighting by availability etc, this gives an experiment sharing that is actually very close to that from the Tier-1 sharing exercise. Heightened access for short periods should be agreed via the User Board, and the sharing between the Tier-2s is negotiated through the Tier-2 board.

PH commented that technical support from GridPP is appreciated. TD pointed out that it is EGEE funded but organised by GridPP
MG asked how often actual use of Tier-2s would be monitored to which the answer was each calendar year in terms of outturn (and quarterly at the User Board meetings). RJ pointed out that there might be two reasons why it won’t match (a) because you failed to use it or (b) the Tier-2 kit was set up wrongly so you couldn’t use it. The User Board and Tier-2 board will oversee that target shares are met in the big picture. JC asked if the Tier-2s were signed up to the resource allocation and SL said yes there had been one iteration on the numbers with them that had resulted in some changes from the original.
JB pointed out that ZEUS MC production at Tier-1 and Tier-2 ramped up very quickly and was very successful which gives confidence that this will all work.

Beyond GridPP2

TD started the discussion by showing some slides that had been originally been shown to PPAP (http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_beyond_050112.ppt). He first explained the status of the £1M that had been set aside for CERN. This still requires a case to be made to Science Committee in February. This money will mainly fund the continuing staff needs for core common projects. Similar contributions are being made by the US, France, Germany and Italy. Our contribution will be to 5 deployment people reviewed as excellent in the GridPP1 closing review.

There is a need for continued support beyond GridPP2 in the running of the hardware, perhaps into middleware (about 6 people for M&O, the development being complete), into the applications, and for the increasing hardware requirements. There is expected to be no continued GridPP management It is also expected that middleware development will be funded from elsewhere.
There is a clear shortfall in the Tier-1 hardware expected in 2008, which gets worse when you include the non-LHC, non-BaBar experiments. For the applications, most of the effort will be delivered already, but there will be a need for a continuation at some level. Including the applications effort, ATLAS/CMS/LHCb anticipate a shortfall of 15/9/9 FTEs when the e-Science funding ends. The total expected requirement (current cost basis) is £8.3M p.a. compared with £5.9M planning figure for the LHC computing in the PPARC road map (again on the current cost basis).

Possible saving on middleware development and deployment may come from the core e-Science and EGEE phase 2 projects (although currently the flow is more towards core e-Science rather than from it). If this is to be in place in time, an assessment is required this year, and a call for proposals from PPARC required in January 2006 to allow awards by the end of that year.

There was a long discussion as planned. SL asked if the overall assumptions are reasonable. The CB agreed they were and that the top down approach is good. RM commented that many of the experts were hired early and are on high scale points, which makes the costs worse. GR said that PPARC would clearly need to provide the means to exploit fully the LHC. KP remarked that LHC computing cost would be a large fraction of the current £40M PP annual budget. JB remarked that it all becomes more palatable if you unbundled the different lines and attribute them to the experiments etc.

In response to a question from MG, GR said no explicit bid has been made in the next Spending Review because the e-Science activities are now rolled into the baseline. This means that the whole programme needs to be prioritised to cover the required computing.

It was reported that Janet Seed and others were wary of a continuation of the experiment e-Science programmes per se, but it was made clear that the CB was in favour of a continuation of those activities and making sure there is money for the experiments to bid against. It would be best if posts can be identified and brought back into the rolling grant programme. This seems also to be Janet Seed’s view, although she implied that the non-experiment parts would be funded separately.

DB explained that GridPP2 intends to converge with NGS at least in terms of compatibility. At some level they can help us, but we need to ensure that we can cover our own needs.

DB summed up by stating that we should plan to hand over operation of the Grid in about 2007 since, after all, we are physicists. We should ensure that all the posts directly related to the Tier-2s and the experiments are divested to the institutes and the experiments. There should then be a committee (CNAP like) that overseas the Tier-1 hardware purchase and is responsible for a (small number) of non experiment specific posts - probably just middleware support. The CB agreed with this summary.
AOB
There was no other business.
Date of Next Meeting

The date of the next meeting was agreed as Thursday July 7th 2005, from 1:30 to 5pm at MRC, London.
Actions List

ACTION CB-06-01 CCLRC to investigate VAT exemption status of hardware at RAL for provision towards LHC experiments.

ACTION CB-06-02 SL to notify CB of standard template talk for schools.

ACTION CB-07-01 SL to collect Form X information from Group Leaders.

ACTION CB-07-02 KP to calculate shares using resource allocations.
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