GridPP Collaboration Board 25th October 2006

Present:  Steve Lloyd (Chair), Dave Britton, Tony Doyle, Peter Watkins, Nick Brook, Les Robertson, Janet Carter, Nigel Glover, Peter Dornan, Mike Houlden, Phil Alport, Roger Barlow, Jeff Tseng, Tony Carter, John Womersley, Dan Tovey, Chris Allton, Mark Lancaster, Pedro Teixaras-Dias, Roger Jones*, Dave Newbold*, Glenn Patrick*

Apologies:  Mike Green, Peter Hobson, Phil Clark, David Saxon, Peter Ratoff, Brian Foster, Neil Spooner, Jon Butterworth

* Denotes Experiment Representative

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting

· The Minutes of the last meeting on 15th May were approved. 

2. Actions/Matters Arising

· There were no matters arising.  

3. Introduction – Steve Lloyd

· SL introduced an item on Experimental Representatives attending the CB Meeting. The proposal was that representatives (to be nominated by the experiments) of the larger experiments (ATLAS, CMS and LHCb) should be routinely invited to attend. This was agreed.

· S noted that the aim of the meeting was to gain CB agreement to the PPRP response. SL invited TD to provide an overview of the timeline. TD explained that the GridPP3 proposal had been submitted in July, and last month the PPRP had their first meeting at which DB gave a presentation. This was followed by a closed session. Prior to that, two referee reports had been received to which responses were submitted. Subsequently, another five referee reports have been received and the draft responses are ongoing. The PPRP had provided ten questions that they require GridPP to answer. The first four relate to experiment input. A request form was provided for the experiments to elicit their views, and responses have been received from ATLAS, CMS, and LHCb - it was difficult to get all of the inputs in time. The current status is that responses to referees are in draft form along with documents relating to middleware, storage, and R-GMA. Next Tuesday (31st October) there will be a face-to-face meeting to go through the final form of the responses to the PPRP questions, which will be submitted on 1st November in time for the second PPRP meeting to be held on 8th November in Swindon.  At that meeting, the PPRP will go through the responses with most PMB members present. The PPRP make their final decisions in December.

· SL then invited DB to present the draft proposal.

4. Response to PPRP – Dave Britton

· DB noted that his purpose was to describe the shape of the response to the ten PPRP questions, focussing specifically on Q2 relating to standard reduction scenarios. DB presented 23 slides as follows:
· Slide 3 addressed Q2 and options for descope - the experiments had been consulted.
· Slide 4 noted the change to the LHC schedule - the start date and level of early resources required.  New global resource requirements have been worked out. Tier-1 purchase was cheaper than expected and it has been decided to increase the hardware contingency.
· Slide 5 provided input from ATLAS showing priority to hardware and operations. Tier-2 resources affect output; Tier-1 at 70% of capacity is barely manageable; Tier-2 at 70% is the absolute minimum required to operate.
· Slide 6 showed input from CMS, who need access to Tier-2 resources to be located in the UK. 70% could be achieved with a small reduction in hardware. At 50% there will be no CMS UK centre therefore Tier-2 resources would be prioritised via a Tier-1 external to the UK.
· Slide 7 related to LHCb which has a different computing model - most analysis is done at Tier-1 therefore they prioritise Tier-1 hardware and operations. If resources fall below 18.6% it would have to be negotiated globally.
· Slide 8 gave a summary of the 70% scenario plus a bottom-up examination of each post. Numbers in blue show the outcome of the exercise, i.e: that 70% of Tier-1 is 93% of the GridPP3 proposal. Embedded are changes made by the LHC schedule and the ratio of numbers to hardware do not scale - the percentage is a real cut in hardware. Overall savings are 73.5% - as close to the 70% as it was possible to go.
· Slide 9 indicated loss - 15% of hardware at Tier-1 and Tier-2 contributing to a global shortfall. CMS would be at the threshold level for Tier-1 and LHCb would be below UK authorship. Reduction of hardware affects UK groups producing physics.
· Slide 10 showed that Tier-1 staff were already barely adequate. Three FTE posts had been removed and one FTE from incident response. Working allowance had also been removed. There is a risk that Tier-1 service levels will not be met.
· Slide 11 described Tier-2 staff reduced to 13 and a loss of 1.75 FTE. Reducing staff reduces Tier-2 resources at institutes and reduces service levels.
· Slide 12 showed support staff reduced by 30% and a Data Management post lost. Reduction in data storage support reduces the ability to support storage technology in the UK and we would lose a half FTE working on RealTime Monitor, the public face of the project.
· Slide 13 showed staff losses in support of Information and Monitoring, Security Vulnerability and GridSite (security toolkit), also Networking.
· Slide 14 showed losses in operations from 3 to 2 FTE with the risk that Grid Ops will be less reliable than needed. A cut in management removes the UB Chair which means there is no proactive role representing user requirements; also a loss of half FTE in Industrial Liaison.
· Slide 15 showed cuts amounting to 55%, close to the 50% target.
· Slide 16 indicated that 40% of Tier-1 hardware would be lost and all experiments will have to negotiate - this is impossible to cost overall but the shortfall will be costly.
· Slide 17 indicated that 30% of Tier-2 hardware will be lost - physics output would be reduced at all experiments and competitive advantage lost.
· Slide 18 showed staffing at Tier-1 reduced to 22%, 23% at Tier-2.  Tier-1 could not deliver level of service and international negotiations would be required. Tier-2 would see a reduction in resources and service levels.
· Slides 19 and 20 indicated two-thirds of staff lost, affecting Grid Storage, Portal, Workload Management System, R-GMA, Security GridSite and Networking.
· Slide 21 showed other support areas affected: Grid Ops, Co-ordination and Management, Dissemination and Outreach.
· Slide 22 addressed the 30% scenario. At 50% the project would not meet the criteria in the original PPARC call - there was therefore no sense in doing detailed work on the 30% scenario. The GridPP project would simply not exist.
· Slide 23 provided a summary with experiment input as guidance.
· Questions and comments were asked for. It was noted that 38% of hardware was not a viable option at any of the Tier-1 experiments. DN, on behalf of CMS, reinforced DB's point of view. The 50% view is not balanced and the costs remain unquantified. DB noted that the change in the LHC schedule and the revised hardware costing, had generated a 10% saving. It was noted that the level of service commitment could not be maintained at 50%. LR noted that UK leadership, EGEE and the issue of long-term infrastructure would be affected by a lesser grant. TD noted that the first priority was to maintain physics output and not build-in a dependance on EGEEIII with respect to the proposal.
· The CB agreed to endorse the response to the PPRP, provided that the 70% scenario was presented as being very difficult to achieve - it would involve a huge sacrifice in generic science Grid middleware as well as limiting analysis capability.  
· It was noted that questions 6 relates to the impact to the UK of leadership in the wider sense.  
· SL noted that question 5 relates to Tier-2 and echoes questions that have previously been asked at the PPRP meeting and by referees querying Tier-2 structure. Currently if resources were concentrated at the largest institutions, this would effectively eliminate SouthGrid and ScotGrid.  It was agreed that starting from scratch, the model we would come up with might differ from the present one, but this is not a possibility and the current structure should be robustly defended. There was a discussion on running costs. It was noted that the Tier-2 situation works well at present and that the positives of the current situation should be highlighted. PW suggested a change to the current wording of the reply to make it more positive.
· The CB agreed with the strategy in hand and with the PMB-approved approach.
5. AOB

· The CB discussed the next stage of the process. An amount of money and boundary conditions would be given by PPARC - and this would take the project into January 07. We will need to put forward a detailed model as to what we would do with the money and a further CB meeting would be required to ratify this.  
· It was noted that the timeline was down to the Science Committee approving the version received by January 07, and we would know the figure by then. It was noted that written confirmation to University administrations would probably not occur until April, following the Council Meeting in March for GridPP3 grants. 
· GridPP had quantified the damage of the delay in the PPARC decision on GridPP2 continuation to a turnover of 20 posts out of 80, this compares with an annual turnover of 10%, which is a significant factor. It was noted that we had hoped to receive a response by now to the GridPP2+ proposal by way of an early decision at the previous PPRC meeting as promised by PPARC in the summer but this had not happened. Members of the CB were very concerned about the likely effect on the retention of key people whose contracts will be coming to an end.

· Action:  SL to remind PPARC of their commitment to provide early decisions on GridPP2+.

6. Next Meeting

· It was agreed that the next meeting would take place once the final figures were known. Another phone conference would be organised.
· The meeting ended at 12.20 pm.
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