GridPP CB Meeting 14th July 2004
Present: Steve Lloyd (Chair), Tony Doyle (Glasgow+, Project Leader and Minute Taker), Dave Britton (Imperial+, Project Manager), Sarah Pearce (Dissemination Officer), Dave Newbold+ (Bristol), Peter Hobson (Brunel), Janet Carter (Cambridge), Les Robertson (CERN), Peter Ratoff (Lancaster), Themis Bowcock (Liverpool), Robin Marshall (Manchester), Brian Foster (Oxford), John Gordon+ (RAL), Mike Green (RHUL), Neil Spooner (Sheffield), Chris Allton (Swansea), Jon Butterworth (UCL).
By Telephone: Alan Watson+ (Birmingham), Nigel Glover (Durham).
In Attendance: Guy Rickett (PPARC).
Apologies: Paul Harrison (Warwick), Phil Clark+ (Edinburgh).

+ denotes substitute.

Previous Minutes

The Minutes of the previous meeting on December 4 2003 were approved with one minor change.

Matters Arising

CB-05-01 SL and TD to meet with ~2 reps from each Tier-2 to establish detailed wording of the Tier-2 MOUs.

· SL noted that the resulting draft Tier-2 MoU was tabled for this meeting and would be discussed later. 
CB-05-02 SL to invite Warwick to join GridPP once the group has been established.
· SL noted that Warwick are now officially members, but not yet active and nominally part of SouthGrid within the Tier-2 organisational structure. 
Project Leader’s Report
TD outlined the context and current status of the project using slides at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_040714.ppt. At this stage, International Collaboration and MoU negotiations were important: it was proposed that this be done via the Tier-1 Board liaising with PPARC. Currently, the BaBar MoU for 2005-08, requiring 40% of the Tier-1/A estimated resources, was being signed on the understanding that this would require review in 2007-08 (due to anticipated contention with the LHC experiments). 

The process for GridPP1 post evaluation and GridPP2 Institute allocations was described. The constitution of the PMB and its members were presented including links to individual roles. Six GridPP2 work areas were identified in terms of their funding allocation. The basic steps for GridPP2 in the context of EGEE and LCG were outlined.
PR asked whether completion of 76% of the metrics could be considered a success. DB said yes and he would go into more detail in his talk.

SL emphasised that international MoU’s were important and that these could tie our hands in terms of the use of resources especially. at the Tier-1, but also at Tier-2.

PH asked if GridPP considered that it owned the Tier-2 resources. TD noted that only the Tier-1 hardware resources were owned within GridPP and other commitments would be made available via the Tier-2 MoU.

Project Manager’s Report
DB outlined the status of GridPP1 via the project map, as presented to the last PPARC Grid Steering Committee Meeting on 18 February 2004, and updated based on the latest quarterly reports. The GridPP2 financial planning allowed for feed-through from GridPP1. Having refined the model to absorb the latest pay scales, two posts were identified which could be made available according to the requirements within the project.  A profiling problem was identified with a shortfall anticipated in FY05. Project reporting for GridPP2 will be via LogBooks enabling the evolution of a given (set of) posts to be tracked more easily through the project, reducing the burden on individuals and increasing the usefulness as a basis for reporting. He also presented the outline GridPP2 project map using slides at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/14Jul_CB.ppt.
SL asked about the possible future effect of full economic costs on GridPP2 planning. GR noted that PPARC is currently signing up to the 3-year GridPP2 grants on the basis of today’s costing model and therefore this would have no impact.
In response to the delayed spend on Tier-1 hardware in 2005-06 from January to April, DN raised the issue of early warning of changes in the hardware planning that were required by the User Board. TD noted that procedures were in place to enable this. DB noted that further discussions would be taking place between CCLRC and PPARC in the context of the Tier-1 Board. GR noted that the PPARC profile provided is still the one to be used in the planning, however other effects within PPARC may release funds early. 

JG emphasised that this was a real problem. DB noted this as a 3 month delay in planning, however the EB were pressing for resources 3 months earlier, so the effect is a delay of 6 months.

JC noted that all hardware purchases for ATLAS, CMS and LHCb can be VAT exempt. TB agreed. JG noted that VAT evaluation is performed internally at RAL and therefore the CCLRC accountants require to be convinced of the case. 

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

JC noted that funding at RAL is visible on a monthly basis. DB agreed, but noted that historically RAL tended to under-spend relative to planning in GridPP1 due to retention/recruitment issues. Given the level of manpower within the GridPP2 project it was proposed that CCLRC manage this on an annual basis, keeping DB/TD informed of particular issues.  
Dissemination Officer’s Report
SL introduced Sarah Pearce, our new dissemination officer. SP presented the new logo design, designs for the PPARC stand, standard template talk and the web page design outline, all of which would be in place for the start of GridPP2 and UK e-Science All Hands Meeting in September.  Work on the portal and the GOC maps would be integrated within the wider dissemination plans. Stands had been prepared for three meetings so far and were planned for future meetings. The GridPP1 review paper was 2/3 completed, work with EGEE was ongoing and the LCG@home screensaver and relevance of Einstein year was noted.  SP asked that news items, meeting dates, information on interdisciplinary work be passed onto her for incorporation into wider dissemination planning. Rushes of a GridPP film were shown. SP’s slides can be found at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_Jul_2004_SP.ppt. 
RM noted that interdisciplinary work was not strictly GridPP, but about engaging with e-Science and industry. He also requested the film be in 16x9 rather than 4x3 format and noted that a GridPP template talk was a very good idea, from asking “what is e-Science?” three years ago, a wider audience is now asking “what is Grid?”. MG asked if posters were available now. SP noted they would be available in September in the new format. MG also asked if a talk could be prepared geared towards schools. RM noted that a different class of undergraduates are attracted via this type of subject matter. SP noted that she had prepared a talk at Bletchley Park for 6th form students two weeks earlier.

ACTION CB-06-02 SL to notify CB of standard template talk for schools.
Author List
SL presented the current draft of the GridPP author list for the J. Phys. G. article and elsewhere. JB asked about author movement within the collaboration. SL noted this should usually reflect employment status as of September 1st 2004, the end of GridPP1. RM noted that this could be useful for RAE. JB asked if Computer Physics Communications had been considered. TD noted that various UK-based physics and computing journals were considered, since the article will emphasise UK contributions to Grid computing development, with J. Phys. G. being the first choice. 
Tier-2 MoU 
Before discussing the Tier-2 draft MoU, SL stated that the overall level of support was recognised as not sufficient or adequate, but this should not be the focus of the meeting’s discussions. The agreement is between the GridPP PMB and the 4 Regional Tier-2s. This discussion should focus on the real problems this MoU might generate at the Institutes. The current draft reflected consensus within the Tier-2 Board whose own terms of reference have yet to be agreed. It is envisaged that the User Board would be presented with the total resources, Tier-1 and Tier-2, via the Deployment Board, and make user requirements of each. The Tier-2 Board would then define how the Tier-2 allocation breaks down by Regional Tier-2 and report back to the Deployment Board on the use of these resources. 

The question was are the CB overall content with the current phrasing of the MoU and do people have particular concerns.
RM asked if the CB itself should sign. SL noted that other MoUs within the regional Tier-2s would need to be signed by appropriate senior members of an Institute e.g. Heads of Computing Service and/or Vice Principals. PH asked about site network/security access, an issue that was brought up later. TB thought the legalistic approach itself could be problematic, especially given the manpower-hardware mismatch. SL agreed that the GridPP manpower is not the complete required sysman effort. TB asked what assurances could be made to Institutes that the whole Grid will work. SL noted that levels of performance would be monitored in terms of provision compared to the figures in the MoU. 
DN thought the MoU itself to be OK, but the algorithm was frozen in time. Therefore there is no provision for addition of new resources beyond those currently planned. SL noted that SRIF3 and other resources are not currently accounted for. SL noted that there was provision for withdrawal with 1 year’s notice. 
RM noted that a major shift of manpower had been towards Grid. What were the plans beyond GridPP2? TD noted that December 2005 would be the appropriate point to evaluate what was required to be delivered and determine an outline funding case. SL said that annual reviews of hardware utilization will be made and these would inform the case for future allocation of funding. Towards the end of GridPP2 there should be a final report and a set of recommendations for assessment by PPARC.

DN noted that the planning should be responsive to change. The tie-in between Tier-0 and Tier-1 would require an allocations board, at least. 

In terms of wording RM noted that “Tier-2 Management Board Chairs” could be misinterpreted. SL agreed to change this to “Regional Management Board Chairs”.

JB said that long-term continuation must be built in, based upon the functions of CNAP and elements of GridPP. 

GR stated that a body will be created under PPARC to evaluate this. This is a recognised problem, but the CB could provide input to this body to determine e.g. the balance of funding via the grants line or a dedicated project. SL emphasised that LHC computing cannot be forgotten. RM said there was a clear role for the CB to provide input and recommendations to PPARC.

LR raised the issue of access to resources by experiment in the MoU. SL replied that these were not referred to, but were defined by the membership of the Collaboration covering the LHC, US and other experiments. LR said that these would need to be more explicit for LHC. SL noted that placeholders were there, anticipating this. MG thought that these should be discussion between the major Computer Centres only. JB thought this might be true initially for the LHC but by the end a new way of working could emerge.
PR asked about recognition in the form of published papers. LR agreed this was an important issue where credit needs to be recognised.

LR noted that the MoU had no reference to data beyond the total available storage. Would there be a commitment to longer-term storage. SL replied that data would be written to the local Tier-1 to first order. LR noted that network capacity was not included. SL replied that this was in initially, but no handles were available – ultimately this would be reflected in the performance monitoring of sites. RM noted that e.g. Manchester were working with e-Science to provide 10Gb/s links for Grid, but beyond this there may be obstacles within UKERNA. SL concluded that the situation in the UK was OK now and for 3 years hence, as envisaged in the GridPP2 proposal, but may be a problem beyond 3 years. 

LR asked if a background information sheet, giving the context of the MoU could be provided.

ACTION CB-06-03 SL to provide briefing note associated with final Tier-2 MoU.
(NG left the phone conference)

MG observed that we are some way from a working production Grid. SL noted that we are a long way from having e.g. ALICE or ATLAS software available for installation at any location. JG noted that end-users should not ultimately care. JC felt that the essence will move from collaboration to competition as LHC turns on. DN observed that data location and good access to it will drive this. JC observed that one data centre might be far less efficient. TD commented that the ultimate granularity will depend upon the quality of service provided for data storage at a given centre. LR anticipated that copies will be available.

MG asked about the management structure beyond GridPP1. DN observed that there will be an increasing number of data challenges so the UB will be directly aware of the contention issues.

On the Tier-2 MoU itself, SL concluded that there were concerns, but no showstoppers with respect to Institute involvement. The CB agreed.

AOB
DN asked if the EPSRC-proposed HECtoR facility for HPC would be relevant to GridPP. GR replied that this was the envisaged successor for HPCX so may be relevant for theory. The question was whether best value would be obtained by buying into this facility.

RM noted that electricity including cooling and installation costs were significant. A strategy was required. GR noted that this would be part of the Full Economic Costs assessment where particularly high power consumption costs might be identified. TD noted that the current strategy is to press for these to remain within the overall overheads. 

JG asked about non-UK sharing of facilities. Access to larger countries’ resources esp. in the context of EGEE is becoming an issue, without a built-in charging mechanism.
JB noted that the involvement of central computing was particularly important at UCL.

GR felt that the best way for future funding beyond GridPP to be assured would be for a (non-PPARC) third party to inform Government of the significant steps made so far with respect to Grid development.

Date of Next Meeting

The date of the next meeting was agreed as Wednesday January 12th 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-06-03 SL to provide briefing note associated with final Tier-2 MoU.
