GridPP Collaboration Board 15th May 2006
Present:  Steve Lloyd (Chair), Dave Britton, Tony Doyle (Minute taker), Peter Watkins, Nick Brook, Peter Hobson, Les Robertson, Janet Carter, Nigel Glover, Phil Clark, Peter Dornan, Mike Houlden, Jeff Tseng, Tony Carter, John Womersley, Chris Allton, Jon Butterworth. Roman Lietava*, Roger Jones*, Dave Newbold*, Glenn Patrick*.
By phone: Janet Seed.
Apologies: Mike Green.

* Denotes Experiment Representative
1. Minutes of Previous Meeting

· The last minutes from 3 March were approved subject to minor changes. 
2. Actions/Matters Arising

· VAT exemption – the Tier 1 kit is not VAT exempt. The definitive statement from CCLRC was provided by John Womersley. 
· John Gordon had explored: a separate building would be required (with access control) which is not planned at CCLRC. It was also unwise to explore further since VAT exemption on experiment apparatus was currently being investigated. Tony Carter noted that this seemed a sensible view in that context.
3. Introduction – Steve Lloyd
· Steve Lloyd noted that the aim of the meeting was to scope the GridPP3 proposal. Experiment representatives were invited to ensure that the CB took account of the experiment views. To set the scene, an introduction, including the PPARC call, the GridPP response timeline and the outline of the response was presented. 

· See http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/GridPP_CB_Report_060515.ppt
· John Womersley asked for clarification on the 3 year 7 month timescale of the call. Tony Doyle noted that, following clarification from PPARC, it was agreed that a proposed 7 month continuation of GridPP2 to end-March 2008, followed by GridPP3 from 1st April 2008 would be acceptable. GridPP2 would continue to the end of EGEE2 and beyond the start-up of LHC data taking.

4. Project Plan for GridPP3 – Dave Britton

· Dave Britton introduced the preliminary project plan, noting that the budget was unspecified (to us) by PPARC. The project was however being scoped, anticipating future PPRP requests. The current version represented one iteration in the top-down planning, with bottom-up work in progress.

· See http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/cb/doc/CB_May06.ppt
· Janet Carter asked about the CMS requirements – does CMS need to have a Tier-1 in the UK? Dave Newbold noted that CMS globally has a problem in meeting its computing capacity and this would have to be met in some way. Without prejudicing PPRP discussions, Jon Butterworth noted that it was dangerous to propose a quantised Tier-1 approach, since this makes it expensive to participate at a low level. The case would need to be well-founded from the bottom up since a distributed computing/Grid approach should lead to no quantisation effects. Dave Newbold noted that there were many technical components, but practically what was required was the capacity to handle one CMS trigger stream. He agreed that the CMS fraction stands out compared to UK authors, but noted that other costs will appear if the UK doesn’t participate as a Tier-1 for CMS. Dave Britton noted that it was not GridPP’s decision whether CMS can be supported, but the proposal would incorporate CMS input. 

· John Womersley noted that responding to resource limits is the next stage of the process. Steve Lloyd noted that a strong steer was needed from PPARC. John Butterworth noted that the experiments would also have to prioritise their computing at some level, since there is a price attached to a given strategy. John Womersley noted that “highest priority” for LHC exploitation does not mean absolute priority. Dave Britton noted that the bottom line is ultimately consistent with the LHC exploitation review input and is therefore considered feasible at some appropriate level. Janet Seed noted that the level to present the bid will depend on approach taken. The call didn’t specify the funding, but it is a top priority, and it is therefore correct to set the proposal at the required level that will depend to some extent on the size of the CMS Tier-1.
· Dave Britton noted that there is a large uncertainty on hardware costs estimated at ~£4m in the current version of the planning. There were some uncertainties on CPU, disk and tape costs that would need to be reviewed and refined in future versions.
· Electricity running costs were noted as very large, estimated at ~double the original estimate in the LHC exploitation Grid summary. Tony Doyle noted that this was largely due to increases in bulk electricity costs going from 5p to 8p per KWhr which would inflate beyond other costs over coming years. In the current model these electricity costs would supersede hardware costs in the last year of GridPP3. GridPP proposed that these should be met via estates costs if possible.

· Tony Carter noted that estates costs were for air conditioning and buildings infrastructure and not necessarily for electricity running costs. Janet Carter noted that it was a fool’s paradise if these costs were not, at least, identified. Janet Seed was concerned if these were just to arise somewhere later in the project. 
· Dave Britton noted that the problem would be that in writing this out explicitly as a separable line, it would be identified externally as significant (compared to proportion of estates costs attributed to particle physicists). Jon Butterworth noted that it was likely, anyway, that this would be required. Janet Seed noted that there was anyway a lack of control over increased estates costs from the PPARC side. Tony Carter noted that amortisation costs need to be included in estates costs.

· Janet Seed proposed that the electricity running costs be identified as a separate line that would be held as contingency by PPARC. The Collaboration Board AGREED to this proposal.

· Pete Watkins observed that whilst this line was significant it was less than the current uncertainty on the hardware costs. Dave Britton added that these uncertainties mask differences in the cost of hardware at the Tier-1 and Tier-2 centres.

· Janet Seed left the meeting.

· For the Tier-2 centres, Dave Britton proposed that an agreed cost would be paid up-front according to a pre-agreed arrangement with the regional centres. GridPP would pay the cost of purchasing hardware to satisfy the following year’s requirements at the current year price, divided by the nominal hardware lifetime (4 years for disk; 5 years for CPU). This enabled flexibility of response at the institutes and corresponded to ~80% of the Tier-1 hardware cost. He asked whether this would be acceptable to Tier-2 institutes. 

· John Womersley observed that the formula was not so simple, but it enabled GridPP to balance requirements amongst institutes on the basis of the following year’s requirements.

· Jon Butterworth asked about system management staff at the Tier-2s which would be in proportion to the hardware provided. How would this be costed? Tony Doyle noted that clarification had been sought from PPARC on this. Janet Seed referred GridPP back to the TRAC Manual Annex 6 on “research-active staff”: the definition included “data managers who have a major role in structuring the data analysis...." which was interpreted as applying to system management support that would hence attract indirect and estates cost through fEC. (This could compensate for electricity costs in the proposed model).

· Roger Jones noted that the past level of service needs to be factored in. Steve Lloyd noted that 4 criteria could be used: historical performance, hardware available “now”, in proportion to the community served and according to promises/pledges. Given the current environment where the requirements were less than the hardware potentially available, promises/pledges were being discounted in the considerations.
· Dave Newbold asked how institutes should scope their purchases on an annual basis and whether GCAT was appropriate, noting that this increased Tier-1 costs by ~5%. Tony Doyle noted that GCAT was perhaps appropriate for Tier-1 in order to be responsive to User Board requirements, but this would not, in general, be the way institutes approached the problem. Phil Clark asked for clarification on the proposed 15 FTEs for Tier-2 system management support: this line did not include middleware support.

· The Collaboration Board AGREED that PPARC, via GridPP, would pay the cost of purchasing hardware to satisfy the following year’s requirements at the current year price, divided by the nominal hardware lifetime. The distribution to regional centres would be determined prior to the start of the project, according to an agreed formula.

· Dave Britton discussed the services required from the system management support at the Tier-1 and Tier-2s. Nick Brook asked if the 2 FTEs for experiment-specific support were included in the Tier-1 support line. (They were in the current planning).
· The transition from GridPP2 to GridPP3 was discussed. It was noted that the alignment with the end of EGEE-2 would enable its successor to be incorporated in GridPP3 planning at a later stage.

· Dave Britton noted that the salary costs were now similar at CCLRC and Universities. (Note that subsequent clarification from PPARC reduced the 100% fEC to 80% fEC throughout the proposed continuation of GridPP2 and GridPP3 project).
· Dave Newbold noted that the staffing levels should meet MoU cover. Janet Carter noted that low-level on-call should be allowed at the Tier-1. Tony Doyle confirmed that this type of overtime cover was currently allowed and charged at the Tier-1. Nick Brook noted that access to data is the most critical element. Dave Newbold noted that if data is not accessible then the issues are usually deeper. Les Robertson noted that reasonable on-call cover was required e.g. 12 hours to recover from an incident and asked if the proposed level of overall cover at RAL was sufficient. Tier-2 requirement allowed services to go down at weekends if problems appeared. Dave Britton noted that hardware can be traded at some level for staff. The aim would be to balance the staff against pre-agreed hardware provision. Janet Carter asked if there was a compromise on-call service. Tony Carter noted that we would be at the mercy of other centres if the system failed to work. Dave Newbold noted that this was also why a CMS-UK Tier-1 centre was required. Les Robertson noted that there were ~40 people at the Tier-0 working in this area, but this number was planned to fall somewhat.

· John Womersley noted that a Tier-1 description of services will be provided as part of the proposal.

· Tony Carter asked what happened if there was a break in service (e.g. due to LHC problems). Roger Jones noted that the Computing TDRs will be updated according to any announced delays in the timelines. John Womersley noted that the analysis aspects were steady state in the longer term. Dave Britton added that this was a complex model for provision and timed purchases would be required according to the official schedule. 
· Tony Carter asked how the overall manning levels fitted in the context of a longer-term plan. Dave Britton noted that Grid Support staff would steadily decline from 21 to 15 over 3 years, but noted that more bottom-up input was required. It was prudent to budget for operations. Management would be maintained at 2.5 FTEs throughout GridPP3. There was recognition that dissemination and industrial liaison would be required. Dave Newbold noted recent successes in this area.
· Dave Britton summarized that the current bottom line was very similar to that in the LHC exploitation review, £33.8m (not inc. electricity costs) compared to £36.5m.

· Janet Carter noted that the travel line costed at £4k per person per annum was a rather high number. Dave Britton noted this was based on past experience.

· Pete Watkins noted that Grid Operations Centre posts previously funded by EGEE-2 would require bottom-up justification. 

· John Womersley asked for a summary of the number of posts. Dave Britton noted that this was 66 FTEs from GridPP2 with an additional 20 FTEs reported from EGEE and elsewhere compared to the proposed ~63 FTEs. Peter Dornan noted there would be a real reduction overall.
· BREAK. Janet Seed rejoined the meeting.

5. Discussion of Current Status

· In the light of discussions w.r.t. changing ALICE and CMS author numbers, the CB requested that the experiment M&O author numbers be updated.

· Roman Lietava and Janet Carter asked for a summary of the current absolute hardware requirements. In terms of proposed Tier-1 CPU, these were summarised as approximately: 

ATLAS ~ 2xCMS ~ 6xLHCb ~ 200xALICE

· John Womersley noted that the CMS requirements were currently being reviewed by the LHCC review process. Sanity checks would need to be performed for the ratio of Tier-1: Tier-2 hardware.

· Janet Carter asked how Tier-2 allocations to Institutes would work. Steve Lloyd noted this would be organised via the regional centres. Tony Doyle noted that the previous Tier-2 Institute proposed target shares mapped well to the overall UK shares by M&O author. Steve Lloyd noted that the procedure will differ this time since the shares will be set top-down according to prior arrangements with regional centres. 
· Peter Dornan asked if there were possibilities of incentives in order to e.g. leverage large hardware funds from Institutes. Dave Britton noted that the leverage needed to be fixed by a ratio of hardware/support staff in order to provide a service.

· Janet Seed noted that PPARC could produce grants flexibly to allow hardware or people to be supported according to given conditions at an Institute.
· Janet Seed noted that 80% fEC would be the going rate for PPARC grants issued in 2007-08 and hence this costing for estates and indirects should be built into the planning for the duration of the project. Dave Britton would update the costs in light of this guidance.
· Jon Butterworth noted that compute farms would be located mainly in central facilities and hence there should be no quantisation effects for manpower (which could scale in proportion to hardware).

· Pete Watkins noted that PPARC required a default model for issuing of grants. Jon Butterworth asked if these would be issued on a year-by-year basis. Peter Dornan noted that grants, once in place, are difficult to remove if services are not provided. Dave Britton noted that an output service level is better to monitor than a manpower or hardware input. The project would monitor output e.g. through accounting and performance metrics (although these were currently under development).

· It was AGREED that ~3 year contracts should be set up based on assessment of inputs received prior to the start of the project, taking into account the factors noted earlier by Steve Lloyd. Steve Lloyd noted that the probability of reneging on MoUs is now low.
· Jon Butterworth noted that there was a real question of sustainability for small groups and that pooling (within an Institute) was required especially in these circumstances. Steve Lloyd noted that the pooling was really done across a regional organisation structure. Jon Butterworth agreed that this was a strength of the regional Tier-2 model.

· Dave Newbold asked about User Support at the Tier-2s. Given that this was also required, but was unlikely to be funded at a high level, we need to be careful about providing our input requirements to Computing Services. Jon Butterworth, Roger Jones, Tony Doyle and Peter Dornan agreed that relations with Computing Services can differ and we couldn’t simply hand over a service level agreement.

· Jon Butterworth noted that GridPP procuring services from regional centres is overall a sustainable model. 

· Steve Lloyd concluded that the Board was not unhappy with the current steps being taken in this area. Peter Dornan felt these were good first steps.
· Jon Butterworth noted that Tier-2s could be cheaper but would carry more risk. Dave Britton noted that the ~80% factor is somewhat random but will now be built into the model to take account of the risks. Janet Seed noted that there is currently a difference in terms of value for money. Tony Doyle commented that the current balance of CPU/disk resources is however not optimum at the Tier-2s, with too little storage.

6. AOB

· John Womersley noted that the CB-initiated process to select a GridPP3 Project Leader is underway. The aim would be to know the outcome before the PPRP meeting in the Autumn. 
7. Next Meeting

· Jon Butterworth noted that the PPRP was likely to meet in open session on Monday 4th September, where the proposal would be presented formally to the panel. Following any required visits, it was likely that the outcome would be know by the ~5-6th December meeting of the PPRP 

· With this in mind, the date of the next meeting was fixed for 1:30, Friday 13th October, at MRC London.
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