GridPP CB Meeting 29th October 2002

Present: Steve Lloyd (Chair), Pete Watkins (Birmingham), Peter Hobson (Brunel), Greg Heath (Bristol), Tony Doyle+ (Glasgow), Dave Britton+ (IC), Peter Ratoff (Lancaster), Mike Houlden (Liverpool), Robin Marshall (Manchester), Susan Cooper (Oxford), Ken Peach (RAL), John Strong (RHUL).

By Telephone: Andy Parker (Cambridge), Pete Clarke (UCL).

In Attendance: Guy Rickett (PPARC).

Apologies: Les Robertson (CERN), Mike Whalley (Durham), Steve Playfer (Edinburgh), Tony Carter (QMUL), Neil Spooner (Sheffield), Chris Allton (Swansea), Neil Geddes (PPARC).


+ denotes substitute.

1. Introduction

SL reported on the following:

· The recent appointment of a Project Manager (David Britton, IC) and an Administrative Assistant (Barbara Scott, Glasgow). 

· The CB chair is not funded by GridPP as originally proposed. 

· Recently, Roger Barlow was re-elected deputy chair of the Experiments Board and will take over as chair in one year. 

· LTA at CERN is now possible, funded from the GridPP LCG contribution. 

· The GridPP Oversight Committee has now met three times. Their response can be summarized as "Unhappy", "Very Unhappy", and "Very happy", respectively. The turn around is attributed to the appointment of a Project Manager and the development of the Project Map.

2. Previous Minutes (25rd October 2002)

The previous minutes were approved without change. 

3. Matters Arising

There were no matters arising.

4. Project Leader's Status report
TD presented a high-level view of the project [see Tony's Slides]. The executive summary is: 

· GridPP is off the ground and there is widespread uptake by the institutes.

· Project Management is fully under control.

· CERN manpower is well under control; appointments are made, many started.

· DataGrid is making significant international impact.

· The application posts are fully deployed and contributing.

· The Tier-A centre for BaBar is making an international impact.

· Plans are being developed for Tier-2 centres.

· Dissemination is well in hand as demonstrated by the large GridPP contribution to the “All-Hands e-Science meeting”.

5. Discussion
· KP noted that it was quite an achievement that the UK Tier-A centre had got going much quicker than the Lyon centre.

· SC expressed concern that the rolling grants committee had used e-Science funding as an excuse to cut harder on computing staff in the recent cut-backs. She noted that temporary staff were not the way forward in the long run. A long discussion ensued. It was clear that not all cut-backs were computing-related. SL agreed to try and get a breakdown. The discussion continued on what e-Science money was supposed to be for. Some felt in the previous round that the message continually changed. PC made a plea that new money should help get applications running, even if some of the work was experimental core software. MH noted that local groups were struggling to get early data challenges running and asked how this effort got transferred to the Grid? PR asked what groups who were the owner of large resources would get in return for releasing these resources onto the Grid? The consensus was that there may be a short-term loss but there would be a long term benefit in the form of access to larger resources (see Tier-2 discussion later).

· The outcome of these discussions were an understanding that GridPP and the ring-fenced e-Science funding, exist to facilitate a transition in the computing paradigm over a finite period. There should be a clear understanding by the community as a whole and PPARC in particular, that future planning must support computing for the exploitation phase of the LHC after this transition period is over. Although the present funding may result in an effort “bulge” necessary to achieve the transition, it is essential that in the long term the core PP programme must contain adequate sustained support for computing. SL agreed to draft a letter along these lines to PPARC.

· Discussions continued, touching on Framework-VI (TD noted that Neil Geddes has a wide brief, beyond particle physics), the lack of engagement between GridPP/EDG and the Core e-Science programme (it was noted that GridPP is well ahead but the lack of heterogeneous platform support is seen as a problem in the adoption of EDG software by the Core e-Science community), and the lack of industry involvement.

6. Tier-2 Centres
· SL reported that the current thinking is that there should be four ‘regional’ Tier-2 centres. Although GridPP does not fund Tier-2 centres, Form-G returns to CNAP show that lots of hardware exists, or will shortly come on line (via SRIF). Four geographical groupings have been identified that could form the Tier-2 centres: ScotGrid (Edinburgh and Glasgow); Northern (Lancaster, Liverpool, Manchester and Sheffield); Southern (Birmingham, Bristol, Oxford, RAL-PPD and possibly Cambridge); and London (Brunel, IC, QMUL, RHUL and UCL).

· A long discussion ensued. AP felt that there was no technical case at all for any clustering of resources into Tier-2 centres but also indicated that Cambridge would not want to be excluded. Others felt that there were organizational, political, and financial benefits to some form of Tier-2 clusters. One argument is that the two extremes of (a) place all the hardware at a single location and (b) widely distribute the resources in a completely uniform manner, both have clear problems. Therefore, the optimum solution involves some form of clustering. TD argued that technically, a pure peer-to-peer structure would result in masses of meta-data and that clustering was necessary.

· The current crisis in SYSMAN effort was noted. GridPP has requested four ½ post (to be matched by institutions) to seed the development of Tier-2 centres. Strong efforts will be made to minimize the demands on system managers through the development of fabric management tools. GR noted that value for money must be demonstrated: The community may wish to promote five bidders for the four Tier-2 centres. SL noted that Tier-2’s are not exclusively LHC because they will include SRIF kit. SC noted that the distributed nature of Tier-2 in the current planning subsumes the Tier-3,4 centres previously discussed.

7. EU Framework VI
· TD reported that the proposed collaboration is EGEE. It is wider than DataGrid and focused on the deployment of infrastructure in production mode across the EU. There is currently an EOI and the scale is about €100M over four years. To be involved, we have to know to some extent what we are bringing to the table. It is unlikely that we will know specific details about Tier-n centres on the required time scale. There was some discussion about PPARC inviting tenders for the Tier-1 centre in the new year. However, it is clear that EGEE would like to see clearly established infrastructure. There was considerable discussion about what was meant by 24x7 coverage at Tier-1 centres. KP remarked that even RAL would have problems committing to this if the "recovery time" for outages were required to be very short. The key question to come out of this discussion was "who would define the level of service required in the tender document for a Tier-1 centre?"

· Discussion then turned to the problems of EU funding and who would represent the UK as principle partner on EGEE. The proposal that this be CLRC was generally supported on a number of grounds (PPARC, at least at an administrative level, do not want to do this both because they would lose equal funding from the OST and because they cannot envisage employing people other than at CLRC). It was felt that a GridPP consortium would be too difficult to set up as all the VC would need to be signatories. The issue of (the low level of) EU funds for overheads was also mentioned as a disincentive for Universities. It was agreed that politically it is necessary that the UK should be involved but technicalities of how this is done should be approached carefully. There was a suggestion that perhaps all EGEE posts could go to RAL and be balanced by other e-science funded posts going mainly to the Universities. SC made the point that we should make sure we have a net benefit from any EU proposal. The CB recommended a continued investigation into EGEE involvement

8. GridPP 2004-2007

· GR indicated that there is likely funding for e-science in SR2002 but that this was unlikely in SR2004. SL presented a list of priorities for possible future funding. 

· Continued support of Tier-1/A Staff.
· Continued support of Tier-1/A hardware.
· Support for Tier-2 staff.

· Continued support for applications development.
· Continued support for middleware development.
· Ramp up of Tier-2 hardware (assumed to mainly come from University funding)

· Continued support of CERN staff.

· Continue support of CERN hardware.

· KP noted the strong brand name that GridPP had established and GR noted that GridPP had an excellent reputation. Both these suggest that GridPP is in a position to build on success. GR noted that money from SR2002 could be split in different ways, for example, one part for Tier Centres and middleware and another part for applications. The latter would more naturally be transferred back to the rolling grant in the future. Several people felt that GridPP should at least have the overview of the whole lot but it was noted that management of the latter part would be more complex. KP noted that we need to exit from the e-Science phase with the right balance of expertise for LHC exploitation.

9. AOB

There was no other business. 

10. Next Meeting

The next meeting was scheduled for February 19th, 2003.

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

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

