GridPP CB Meeting 19th February 2003

Present: Steve Lloyd (Chair), Tony Doyle (Project Leader and minute taker), Pete Watkins (Birmingham), Peter Hobson (Brunel), Greg Heath (Bristol) [2:00 pm onwards], David Saxon (Glasgow), Peter Dornan (IC), Peter Ratoff (Lancaster), Themis Bowcock+ (Liverpool), Roger Barlow+ (Manchester), Susan Cooper (Oxford), Ken Peach (RAL), Pedro Teixeira-Dias+ (RHUL), Janet Carter (Cambridge), Pete Clarke (UCL), Mike Whalley (Durham), Chris Allton (Swansea), Tony Carter (QMUL), Les Robertson (CERN).

By Telephone: Lee Thompson+ (Sheffield).
In Attendance: Guy Rickett (PPARC), Neil Geddes (PPARC) [3:30 pm onwards].

Apologies: Steve Playfer (Edinburgh). 


+ denotes substitute.

The meeting commenced at 1:30pm. 

1. Previous Minutes (29th October 2002)

The previous minutes were approved without change. 

2. Matters Arising

CB-03-01 SL to summarise losses in the Grants round.

· SL noted that three computing posts had been cut in the last grants round with no evidence of specific targeting. 

CB-03-02 SL to write to PPARC about long term computing support. 

· SL informed the CB that a letter had been sent to PPARC (Neil Geddes and Janet Seed) with respect to long-term computing support. No formal reply was received. SC noted that the issue was reported at the PPARC Town Meeting, so there is some recognition of the potential problem.

3. Status Report and Discussion

3.1. Overview

SL presented a high-level view of the project [see Steve's Slides]. 

The executive summary is: 

· EU DataGrid: very successful, lots of hard work from UK. 

· Four half posts for one year commencing in September 2003 for Tier-2 support were agreed from existing GridPP funding to each of the prototype regional centres. There would be no peer review from GridPP. The Regional Centres are expected to manage this as part of the longer-term case for funding in GridPP2. 

· The Oversight Committee needs to be kept happy w.r.t. Project Management. The Risk Register is the latest tool to ensure this. (Note that CERN are adopting this as a template for LCG Project Management).

· Experiment deliverables. Some of the 3-monthly deliverables set by the experiments are failing, evolving and require re-scheduling. The last quarterly cycle resulted in requests for further input from each of the experiments. PC noted that a formal “change form” was required wherever deliverables changed such that they were incorporated into the Project Map. Responses have been received in some, but not all, areas. PD requested that the list of current issues be circulated. SL noted, however, that the escalation procedure was to contact individual Institute leaders concerned via the CB Chair. If a satisfactory response was not forthcoming then the CB would be informed. In this case “no news is good news” as far as CB members are concerned. PD noted that the good standing of GridPP must be maintained. He also stated that success was required at the point of delivery of the GridPP2 proposal. TD noted that the latest Project Map including the Risk Register are always available to the CB if they require more detailed information.

Note: The latest release of the Project Map incorporating the Risk Register can always be found at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/pmb/ The latest version is http://www.hep.ph.ic.ac.uk/CMS/IC_GridPP/WebVersion/ProjectMap9.htm
· SL noted that an “expression of interest” in long-term support of EDG middleware via the Grid Support Centre had been made to the JISC Committee for Support of Research.

· SL informed the Board that the draft e-Science call had been released immediately prior to the CB meeting. (Copies were subsequently circulated by GR). An explicit call to meet the requirements of LHC Computing was included. GridPP and AstroGrid are expected to continue. £31.6m is available spread over four rather than two years. A GridPP2 bid would be made if the CB agreed at this meeting.

· SL noted that the current Tier-2 Regional Centres could be part of the GridPP2 bid or might bid separately to PPARC. 

· JC asked for clarification on experiments software and noted that the scientific as well as the computing requirements were required as input to the Peer Review process as well as an overview of the whole process from GridPP.

3.2. Component Planning

· SL presented a project management overview from Dave Britton [see Dave's Planning Slides]. 

· SL provided a detailed breakdown of each of the priority areas identified at the last CB meeting. He emphasised that this was the 9th iteration of the plan within the PMB and that this would evolve. The CB should guide the planning from its current state to the next version. 

· Tier-0: UK should continue to support LCG. LR noted that funding was for phase 2 of LCG. There is currently a 20MCHF shortfall. The overall funding requirement has been defined and specified up to LHC startup. The Cost to Completion papers cover equipment and manpower, but the funding available from CERN would cover mainly equipment. 

· Tier-1: UK should increase this somewhat from current level.

· Tier-2: the integrated resources accessible to the UK are similar to those which are directly funded by PPARC at the Tier-1 Centre.

· DS and KP noted that the inflation planning for PPARC will change during the lifetime of GridPP2. TD noted that this was our current best estimate, based on experience from GridPP1. The final proposal should contain the best estimate at that stage after consultation with PPARC.

· SL noted that the GridPP2 funds should be established as part of the baseline for future planning (beyond GridPP2). 

· Applications: an initial survey has been performed by the EB to determine the overall scale in two areas: grid integration and application development.

· JC asked if the grants line was ignored in this area. SL noted that formally, yes, the grants line was not included in the planning figures. PC noted that the process was one of gap filling for the LHC application development although this is clearly a contentious area. GR said that the community should manage the process and view this as the additional money to enable LHC computing.

3.3. Tier-2 Planning

· SC expressed concern about the assumptions of hardware provision from SRIF2 for the Tier-2 centres. DS noted that initial SRIF documents in Scotland were assuming approximately 90% for buildings with 10% for other infrastructure. Short-lived computing equipment therefore stood little chance of success. PC commented that the accepted ratio of staff to computing hardware was currently open to interpretation. PD added that although a lot had been managed through SRIF1, there would be relatively little from SRIF2 for computing hardware. TD said that the hardware resources that we will be putting into Tier-1 plus existing Tier-2 hardware should be sufficient for our immediate needs. SL said it was clear that this was long-term risk area. TB agreed with PD that this was a delicate phase and that some type of gearing formula was required. GR said that it was impossible for PPARC to determine the required ratio. PC noted that a general GridPP proposal could determine a generic formula, but that this would be impossible if separate Tier-2 bids were proposed to PPARC. GR noted that PPARC would be looking for value for money in this area. TD noted the 2003 estimate of non-PPARC resources in 2003 was approximately 4000 CPUs, although many of these were shared. The current planning provided for 16 staff providing the equivalent of 1000 dedicated CPUs (the same as the Tier-1 Centre). PR commented that there was a large variation by Institute. 

· KP identified that in the timescale up to turn-on of LHC a priority should be for guaranteed infrastructure and people at the Tier-1. Tier-2 analysis provision is required later. However, we should be able to access non-PPARC resources which otherwise could not be called upon. We should invest now in people and later in hardware. PC was concerned about protection of posts. LHC computing required an evaluation of existing posts. JC added that LHC software requirements would also have to be built into the next grants round. KP added that there is good reason for concern. We need to understand that e-science money is ultimately absorbed. There is a pulse required for initial development and a long-term tail. SC reiterated JC that there should be a “global” view taken incorporating the grants line, the separate responses from the experiments to the PPARC e-Science call and the GridPP response for the experiments' data handling. 

3.4. Continuity Planning

· SC added that software development will clearly need to continue beyond GridPP2. GR said that the mechanisms for funding this are not within e-Science control. PP rolling grants are technically difficult to manage, however, the possibility of experiments posts being added to rolling grants is not ruled out at this stage.

CB-04-02 GR to investigate PPARC (grants line) funding mechanisms beyond GridPP2. 

· KP commented that we should not concentrate exclusively on this. There exist hardware and people independent of the experiments. On top, there is the rolling grant and an additional pulse with the possibility for this pulse to continue (subject to open competition with other areas). KP noted that the current assumptions on the experiment applications were too peaked. A flatter profile was required in the actual responses from the experiments.

· TC commented that the rolling grant as a funding mechanism was unlikely to be preserved. KP responded that the BBSRC, NERC approach of summed short (1-2 year) contracts was unsustainable. TC observed that short-term software expertise may be appropriate (e.g. for Grid development). Others felt that this line should not be pursued. DS commented that employment legislation was looking towards re-instatement of long-term career posts on grants as well as short-term  project-driven posts. 

· PC observed that earlier discussion focussed on the e-Science pot being “half empty”. We should try to focus on the “half full” component.

· There was a discussion of the LHC Exploitation phase (after GridPP2). GR said there was a recognised requirement to provide ongoing support. PD added that RA’s provide both general and analysis software and this is not recognised in the e-Science mode of funding. 

· PH noted that the middleware line had been reduced by 50%. It should be clearly established that all middleware from GridPP2 is “critical to PP needs”.

· JC observed that the non-LHC applications area was very large. RB replied that this was made on the basis of a bottom-up assessment of requirements.

· RB also noted that the algorithm for Tier-2 funding could be that hardware costs borne by the Institutes are reflected approximately 1:1 in manpower funding for their exploitation. This brought discussion back to Tier-2 bids. JC said that a single consolidated bid would be recognised as for the overall good of the subject. PC agreed that a consolidated bid, seen in this light, made more sense given that recognised regional structures had been formed and an integrated approach was preferred. DS argued that competition between Tier-2 centres was ultimately futile. SL thought that this could be used tactically to increase the overall funding. PD thought that four regional centres as part of coherent bid would carry more weight. SL added that the expectation was that all Institutes would wish to be involved and none would be disenfranchised through the regional structure. SC thought this was a credible plan. SL therefore asked for endorsement for a summed GridPP Tier-2 proposal. General consent. KP added that tactically separate bids would be better, but logically Tier-2’s are ultimately required and enabling e.g. only funding 3 out of 4 centres made no long-term sense.  PD added that the community should build upon what it has now towards where it hopes to go in the future. KP noted that the Tier-2 centres should provide their bottom-up input through GridPP. PC noted that the case for posts should be based upon putting the infrastructure in place. SC commented that the hardware is already there. The CB agreed that the four Regional Centres be used as the basis for Tier-2 funding as part of the GridPP2 proposal.

3.5. GridPP2 Overview

· The board then considered the overall funding balance in plan9 with GridPP2 at ~£19m, applications at ~£9.5m and other at ~£4m and how this might be perceived by external peer review.

· JC observed that the applications line is anyway up to the experiments. PH asked if a mechanism might be found to manage the experiments and provide some sensible link prior to submission to PPARC. SC noted that this area could well be peer-reviewed as relatively weak at this level of funding.

· KP asked if going from £17m (GridPP1) to ~£19m was sufficient in going from the prototype to production phase. The applications integration component at ~£2.1m might appear to be too little and a sensible case could be made for this to be increased significantly. 

· JC asked if there was merit in funding Tier-2 hardware. GR said that nothing should be assumed since the current testbed resources are distributed. KP felt that a Tier-2 hardware integration line to provide a link between Tier-1 and Tier-2 resources should be added. The CB agreed that some level of Tier-2 hardware funding should be included in the GridPP2 bid.

· GR commented that the overall sum of ~£31m was significant. Peer review input would be required from the PPRP as well as the Grid Steering Committee especially in the applications area.

· PD asked about the links to Astronomy in terms of shared resources. GR added that collaboration with other areas of science esp. astronomy at e.g. Cambridge and Edinburgh would be helpful. TD commented that this had so far not happened, but approaches could be made. PC commented that a Tier-2 Centre should be seen as a logical portal for all applications with PP gaining access to a fraction. This would carry significantly more weight back in the Institutes. KP observed that this strengthens a case for PP-specific interface hardware.

3.6. CERN

· LR noted that phase 2 of GridPP overlaps with phase 1 of LCG. In part, this was a reaction to LHC slippage which had caused a gap between LCG Phase 1 and Phase 2 staff funding which GridPP2 staff could help enormously. This was recognised but was viewed as a dangerous argument by others in the CB. LR observed that key LCG people had been employed using UK funding. The open competition approach had attracted a wide range of very good people and this put PPARC-funded staff in a good position to lead grid development in the future. The CB asked whether the UK’s preferential link into LCG could be built into a document informing the UK community.

·  JC noted that the UK “fair contribution” w.r.t. completion of LHC was not funded. In part this was due to UK’s large input on LCG. PD observed that LCG could be perceived as a “black hole”. UK people should be aware of the significant developments in the applications group at CERN. SC requested that a message be sent to the community outlining what is happening there. TD noted that the GridPP7 Collaboration Meeting in Oxford on June 10-11 was being planned and would involve a significant number of people from LCG. An announcement/follow-up to HI-PHI would be a good way to meet this requirement.

· KP pointed to the significant reduction in envisaged spending on GridPP2 compared to GridPP1. It was clear that the UK’s contribution should be reduced, but the LCG must also be successful. TD added that the LCG project financial planning had all been transparent, enabling GridPP2 to express its input as a fraction of the overall LCG (non-CERN, mainly manpower) component.  

· Discussion ensued on the process of getting from an initial £10m to 1/3 of £17m as part of the GridPP1 creation process. JC asserted that UK influence should be expressed as a fixed sum, scaled to the overall GridPP2 funding proposal rather than the LCG proposal. The CB agreed that this approach should be taken.

· PC summarised that the strategy would be to obtain a significant fraction of the overall PPARC funding based on demonstrable successes of GridPP so far. This would enable us to lead LHC computing in the build up to switch-on.

· PH asked how the individual experiment bids from ALICE, ATLAS, CMS and LHCb would be coherent. Also, what would be the ground rules for the existing experiments? TD responded that one forum for these discussions would be through the EB meetings with a PPARC e-Science presence. A common statement on principles and overall guidelines might help all experiments in preparing their proposals. 

· DS observed that the pro-rata contribution of the UK is 17% not 20%. LR noted that Phase 1 of LCG was agreed by an ad-hoc committee which didn’t include non-member states. Hans Hoffmann was looking closely at current non-contributers. Poorer countries might be expected to contribute additional (non-computing) hardware in-kind. JC asked how many Tier-1 Centres are expected to be part of LCG. LR noted four in Europe, one in Japan and two in the US at this stage. JC argued that the UK input should be proportionate to this input, rather than member states only.

· NG stated that the Tier-0 is fundamentally important, US won’t invest in non-US computing to first order, but would invest if there is a strong CERN focus. Links to CERN are being built and LCG direct contributions are being requested in the longer term. CERN are asking for cost to completion of LCG. The heavy UK input to CERN is being recognised in other CERN negotiations. 
· SL observed that the Tier-1 has a basically flat funding profile which is expected to continue beyond GridPP2.

· SL proposed that a mandate be given to the PMB to prepare the bottom-up proposal by the PPARC deadline of 31st May.
3.7. Committee Structures

· SC asked if the current interlocking committees (CB, PMB, EB and TB) was appropriate for GridPP2. Could this be streamlined? General concensus was that the function of all the existing bodies would be required in GridPP2. The CB agreed to maintain the current board structures for GridPP2.

3.8. Dissemination

· TD asked if more investment was required in dissemination to get the GridPP message across. PC said that the perception of different grids is limited by a general lack of understanding of their functionality. The CB should be aware that we have one of the few “working grids” in the world, a fact which should not be overlooked by the core e-Science programme. NG observed that John Taylor would wish to see this demonstrated. KP suggested an approach to the PPARC PUS fund. DS observed that high-level visits help with respect to raising profiles. NG required that we improve significantly in this area: EU DataGrid was not a good example of how to disseminate project information to a wider audience. TB observed that a presentation package to enable others to disseminate simple messages should be there. DS said that a PUS application should not prevent GridPP itself funding this at an appropriate level (<1% of overall funding was still considerable). GR observed that opinion formers and not necessarily public understanding are of prime importance. TB noted that there is a large body of distributed expertise. There are existing SME’s  (not big multi-nationals) who would immediately recognise the benefit of Grids if the message was well-presented. PC proposed a full-time person would be required. There was general agreement that this was the level of support required to provide glossy posters, demos, web site etc on demand. NG noted that the ESO AVO are currently touring Universities with their message. RB noted that the existing middleware still required packaging and documentation. This was the subject of the JCSR proposal but was this sufficient to reach out more widely than other science early adopters? PD asked if access could be made to PPARC experts in this area. GR said yes. KP observed that the role of the overseeing guru as well as the “professionals” should not be overlooked in preparing the case. The CB agreed to incorporate a funded component for dissemination in the GridPP2 document.

CB-04-02 SL to make dissemination case for funding as part of GridPP2 document.

CB-04-03 SL to make dissemination case for funding as a response to PPARC PUS call.

3.9. EGEE

· SL noted that an EGEE-UK discussion had been organised earlier in the day by Robin Middleton. PC noted that this was really concerned with certified software engineers providing robust middleware such that this could be relied upon (in the same way that GEANT provides a network across Europe). The UK e-Science input was important and this should be overall “cost-neutral” to GridPP. NG observed that EU like to build upon their own (successful) projects e.g. DataGrid. The “complex problem solving” area should be a mechanism for funding middleware and/or applications development. PC noted that EGEE was more concerned with operations support issues. SL observed that this was the envisaged role of the Grid Support Centre. LR commented that the functionality is now known but not of the product quality required. Hardening and re-engineering were needed. PP should try to ensure that there is a net benefit with CERN and RAL infrastructure providing a focus. KP observed that any PP Grid would have to be compatible with standards and we must therefore be involved. TB observed that various turnkey solutions are being put forward by companies for specific grid-based functions which may meet requirements. NG emphasised IBM Websphere and Grid developments in this respect. PC emphasised that this concerned being standards-compatible and not competitive middleware development. SL concluded that CLRC would continue to lead on EGEE development. The CB agreed that GridPP be involved in EGEE, provided this was “cost neutral”. 

4. Next Steps

KP thanked SL, TD and DB, on behalf of the CB for providing clear thinking in the planning towards GridPP2. The CB agreed that a GridPP2 proposal document should be taken forward by the PMB, incorporating CB feedback from this meeting. There was no other business. 

5. Next Meeting

The next meeting was scheduled for early Autumn 2003 in London with the exact date to be confirmed nearer the time.

The meeting finished at 5 pm. 

Actions List

CB-04-01 GR to investigate PPARC (grants line) funding mechanisms beyond GridPP2. 

CB-04-02 SL to make dissemination case for funding as part of GridPP2 document.

CB-04-03 SL to make dissemination case for funding as a response to PPARC PUS call.

