GridPP CB Meeting 25th July 2001

Present: Steve Lloyd (Chair), Pete Watkins (Birmingham), Greg Heath (Bristol), Les Robertson (CERN), Janet Carter (Cambridge), Mike Whalley (Durham), Tony Doyle+ (Glasgow), Peter Dornan (IC), Roger Jones+ (Lancaster), Tony Carter (QMUL), Peter Norton+ (RAL), Neil Spooner (Sheffield), Pete Clarke (UCL).

By Videoconference: Richard Hughes-Jones+ (Manchester), Susan Cooper (Oxford), Chris Allton (Swansea). 

In Attendance: Guy Ricketts (PPARC).


+ denotes substitute.

1. Membership

The membership of the CB was discussed 

Agreed: That substitution at CB meetings would be allowed as long as the substitute had sufficient authority to represent their institute. In all cases the Chair should be informed before the meeting. 

Agreed: That only one member per institute should be present, either in person or by videoconference. 

2. GridPP News

Steve Lloyd reported that:

· The GridPP proposal had been submitted on 6 April 2001.

· It was presented to the Grid Steering Committee on 31 May 2001.

· Official feedback was received on 13 July 2001.

· £2.4M funding for FY2001/2002 had been approved.

· Full funding required additional information; more detailed resource allocations to workgroups, specific architecture development plans and details of international collaboration (and comparative costs).

· An addendum was submitted on 13 July 2001, to be discussed at the Grid Steering Committee on 26 July.

· For the first year, the breakdown is £0.4M for 15 DataGrid staff posts (already committed), £0.4M for 15 GridPP staff to implement the Grid prototype in the UK, £0.9M for hardware for BaBar Tier-A and DataGrid Tier-1 commitments and a contribution of £0.5M staff and £0.3M hardware to Tier-0 at CERN.

3. DataGrid Jobs

Steve Lloyd reported that of the 15 'unfunded' plus 4 'funded' posts only two are filled so far (CLRC + UCL). The jobs are to start at spine point 13, which is the top of RA1 but the appointments should be on the RA2 scale. There is a hardware and a travel allocation for each post. The travel money goes to a central travel fund. The hardware money (£2k per post) will be handled through RAL).

4. GridPP Management

Steve Lloyd reported that the Collaboration Board (CB) and Experiments Board (EB) are established. The Deputy Project Leader and Technical Board (TB) Chair and Deputy await the appointment of the Project Leader.

Agreed: That a resource manager be added to the Project Management Board, appointed by the Project Leader and CB Chair.

Roger Jones reported on the EB meeting held the day before. The ToR have been changed slightly. The first Chair would be in post for two years and the deputy for one year. After a year another election for deputy would be held with the current deputy able to stand again. 

Agreed: in principle to these changes to the ToR subject to seeing the exact text.

The under-representation of ATLAS (relative to the size of the UK collaboration) was raised again. It was pointed out that this had been discussed fully at the recent collaboration meeting and that although ATLAS was relatively under-represented on the EB, the EB was an advisory body to the PMB and the CB where ATLAS representation was much larger.

The status of the search for GridPP Project Leader was discussed (Peter Clarke and Tony Doyle left the room for this item). A sub-committee of the CB had been set up by the Chair and consisted of Peter Dornan, Brian Foster, Ken Peach and David Saxon with Neil Geddes in attendance. The CB had been asked for suggestions. 15 names had been considered, most of which had been suggested by members of the sub-committee. Of these, six had been considered suitable and were approached by the Chair. Three had declined and the remaining three (Roger Barlow, Peter Clarke and Tony Doyle) were to be interviewed on 1 August. The Chair welcomed confidential input from the CB. 

The post would be fully-funded for three years. (There was considerable discussion as to the true term for all appointments. Guy Rickett remarked that the rules were subtle and obscure, but the assumption was that the start and end of the various components are staggered in time. It was also observed that the next spending review is anticipated to give further funding, making the edge effects irrelevant.) In the discussion, Janet Carter advocated `level’ democracy in such appointments (i.e. no pre-selection of candidates for approval by ad hoc committees). Peter Dornan observed that some CB members took a contrary view. The procedure as implemented was accepted. The appointment date would be 1st September, assuming the appointment is not contentious.

Agreed: That the Chair would circulate details of the selected candidate by email to the CB for endorsement. 

5. Displacement

Steve Lloyd reported on some of the background to the 'Displacement' issue. Displacement is required to recover the £6M shortfall in the programme, otherwise there will be cuts to the running and future programme and jobs cuts at the next grants round. However, the basic shortfall is £4.3M for all of PPARC, the addition gives some restoration to compensate for previous erosion. A request for an official explanation to group leaders from PPARC to explain these numbers was made via Guy. Group leaders wish to know the size of the problem in the particle physics program that displacement is asked to solve and where it comes from. £6M is about 40FTE over three years.

Agreed: That Steve Lloyd will ask PPARC for clarification.

The previous definition of e-Science (which did not require Grid content) identified about 40FTE/year, about 10 of whom were working directly on the Grid. It was hoped this would be sufficient and the money could be top-sliced from e-Science to PP. However, the posts must now be justified as actually contributing to GridPP. If this does not happen, the GridPP deliverables will look very poor value for money. The incompressible part of the money is the DataGrid staff, and the CERN money is considered a fixed (1/3) fraction. Displacement and GridPP staff and hardware are `soft’. Displacement can be seen as effort being bought from the PP community by GridPP. Peter Norton questioned whether RAL PPD people are actually available for displacement and it was pointed-out that they must be to make the displacement work. Guy Rickett remarked that PPARC regards RAL staff as available for displacement. He also remarked that a person working on GridPP and ATLAS can be counted in both categories, which is how the money is saved. Susan Cooper revised her weights that had been used previously and came up with about 20FTEs.

Tony Carter again argued we need to know how much the real problem is, and if the money will continue beyond 2003. Our actions would differ contingent on the answers.

It was clear that the only way out is to align the deliverables of the experiments and GridPP on a individual basis. Work on the data challenges will automatically be considered a displaceable activity.

Guy pointed out a Steering Committee concern about the shortage of suitable people to fulfil the deliverables. Displacement is an obvious answer to this. He also pointed out that the displaced points continue to be bid for in the grants round.

Pete Clarke proposed a face-to-face with each group leader to identify displaceable activity. Roger Jones also remarked that looking for common GridPP and experiment deliverables is also the job of the EB, which can also identify common deliverables between experiments. He raised the EB concern that all experimental applications could disappear into displacement that did not deliver the experiment requirements, and gave none of the required new effort.

There were concerns raised that the Grants committee may not be fully apprised of the displacement, and treat posts that in part contribute to GridPP as vulnerable. Of course, the review of he post should not regard a displaced post as sacrosanct regardless of the quality of delivery. 

There was also a worry that the displaced money may not end-up in the PP programme. Guy remarked that Neil Geddes is the budget holder, and the money would go direct to Janet Seed, who only has PP to fund.

Agreed: That the `interviews’ with groups should be done by mid-October.

6. Peer Review

The process for allocating the next 15 posts was discussed. The next posts will be for all areas/experiments. The PMB should decide how best to achieve the required deliverables in consultation with the EB and TB. In some cases it might be appropriate to buy effort from Industry rather than employ people directly.

Pete Clarke spoke against peer review, saying it is not necessarily going to allocate the jobs correctly. The mood of the meeting still favoured peer review, especially for experimental applications. The make-up of the Peer Review Selection Committee is specified in the proposal, save the Chair. There was a discussion as to whether it be an external person and whether there should be some non-PP members. George Lafferty and Neville Harnew have agreed to serve as representatives of the PPGC and PPESP on the committee.

Agreed: that there should be at least one computer scientist, but probably not as a chair. A senior PP person should chair, and we should approach computer scientist as a member.

7. Globus Licence

The proposed Globus Software Licence had been previously circulated to the CB. One can do anything with the code including packaging and selling it but if someone else sells it we are unlikely to get anything. There is no warranty or liability. There is general agreement that this is acceptable.

8. Travel

We have have spent £50k so far and there is about another £70k for short trips currently available. It is currently administered through RAL, with one budget code. It was discussed whether this should continue or whether it should be split by groups or workgroups? 

Agreed: To continue with one central budget for the time being, but with a delegated signatory at each institute (a `Grid leader’) whose signature does not authorise the trip but indicates to the budget holder that the person exists and the trip is bona fide.

The question of LTAs was discussed. We are already paying for people to be at CERN through another line. The feeling was that if someone needs to be at CERN for a long-while, they should be on a CERN Associateship or equivalent. There are also possible LTAs in the US, especially with Globus, but this could perhaps be paid for from the Tony Hey money.

Agreed: That GridPP Travel budget would not be used to fund LTAs at present.

There was a discussion of how the CERN posts would be handled. It had been assumed that the GridPP/CERN posts would be selected jointly by CERN and GridPP, and employed by an institute as a PPARC Fellow equivalent. In this scheme, their status would be unpaid associates. There would be no overheads to the university but the University would get credit in the RAE. Janet and Tony Carter argued for a simple employment by CERN with a complete focus on the deliverables. Les Robertson proposed offering the candidates a choice of employment mode. However, the mood of the meeting (and the attitude of PPARC as expressed by Guy) is that a UK link must be clear. Guy remarked that obviously PPARC would favour the cheapest approach. 

Agreed: That Les would to propose a recruitment procedure in consultation with PPARC.

9. AOB

Steve Lloyd reported that VISTA (a remote observatory in Chile funded through JIF) will be `federated’ by AstroGrid. VISTA also have to get the data into the database and have somewhat similar problems to us. There may be some collaboration with them and with GenGrid. Peter Clarke remarked that there are also networking links with AstroGrid through UKERNA.

Steve Lloyd reported that there are now EPSRC CERN fellowships available to computer scientists. There is an e-Science Town Meeting about core funding on 27 July at the QE2 Conference Centre in London.

Peter Clarke noted that there are unfilled places at RAL (especially in WP3) and it is becoming a problem. He argues that they should be moved to the Institutes if they cannot be filled at RAL. Peter Norton replied that the second attempt delivered many more suitable applicants, and the posts should be filled shortly.

Agreed: That if the posts are still not filled after this recruitment round we should consider trying to fill them through the universities.

10. Next meetings

Agreed: The next meeting would be held on Tuesday 23 October 2001 at UCL starting at 13.30.

