GridPP Collaboration Board 3rd March 2006
Draft Minutes – not yet approved

Present:  Steve Lloyd (Chair), Tony Doyle, Peter Watkins, Dave Newbold*, Peter Hobson, Janet Carter, Nigel Glover, David Saxon, Peter Dornan, Roger Jones* (Minute taker), Andrew McNab, Brian Foster, Tony Carter, John Womersley, Chris Alton, Jon Butterworth.
By phone: Les Robertson, Pedro Teixeira-Dias*.
Apologies: Phil Clark, Mike Houlden, Phil Harris, Dave Britton, Deborah Miller.

* Denotes substitute
1. Minutes of Previous Meeting

· The last minutes from 12 January 2005 were approved. The last meeting in July 2005 was cancelled because of the London bombings.
2. Actions/Matters Arising

· VAT exemption – we believe that the Tier 1 kit is not VAT exempt but this still requires a definitive statement from CCLRC.
3. Project Leader’s Report – Tony Doyle

· An executive summary of the interaction with the oversight committee had been circulated to the CB.

3.1. LCG Progress

· The Grid Overview recapped the history of the LCG deployment. This now involves an impressive amount of resource available, and the UK is providing 18-22 sites (depending on how you count things).

· The intended future LCG middleware stack is gLite. This is undergoing a series of redesigns. The growth of the Grid is good compared with the EGEE metrics, and various non-HEP comminities (‘VO’s, virtual organisations).

· The high level view from the LCG review is that the Service Challenges are recognised as the right basis to prove the middleware. The throughput was poor at the time of review, but improving. The planning and baseline services were also seen to be in a good state. The MoUs are also ready to sign; the UK has yet to sign, but PPARC is ready to do so. The concerns were to do with the data management/database services, and in connecting the middleware with the experiment systems. The biggest worry is that the analysis models remain to be tested.

3.2. Service Challenges

· The Service Challenge timeline has SC4 starting in June. This will involve all Tier 1s and major Tier 2s, and should include data analysis.
· The site functional tests are getting stricter, but still more sites are passing them.

· The challenges are to test the T0-T1-T2 chain, the analysis and to implement the VO management tools (to allow finer-grained accounting and quotas).

· The T1 and T2 commitments are made via the MoU. 

3.3. Oversight Committee feedback

· We identified £255k for Tier 1 hardware in FY07 – we need to justify this. The Tier 1 purchase plan for 2006 was approved.

· We need to integrate more clearly with other projects like the National Grid Service and OMII.

· It was recognised that GridPP should be extended to March 2008 to ensure that there are no gaps in contracts.

· There were also issues of ‘in-reach’ and with the proposed internal review procedure.

4. Tier 1 & Tier 2 Outturn – Steve Lloyd

· The promised, delivered, available and used resources were shown. The usage numbers have some caveats, as the accounting system is new; the issues are being resolved. There had been long term issues with the Liverpool and Manchester CPU delivery – this is now much improved. The low disk delivery is not yet a worry.
· ATLAS and LHCb make the most use of the Tier 2s; ATLAS, CMS and BaBar make the most use of the Tier 1.

· The available disk is starting to be used at the Tier 2s, while there is a shortage at the Tier 1. Pressure is being applied to make more use of the Tier 2s.
5. Project Manager Report – Tony Doyle for Dave Britton

· The project map was shown. 88 metrics due are satisfied, but 9 are not. Several relate to the outturn report above and the slow delivery. Disaster recovery planning and training needs are running late. The helpdesk was late but under reorganization. The quarterly reports were all on time bar (or rather Babar!) one, so we failed the metric. Also, there were too few UB meetings. 103 out of 258 milestones are delivered. For example: the Tier 1 team is just coming together; the Tier 2 disk was largely but not completely accessible via a SRM; the GridPP accounting data was not entirely publicly available; connections with the NGS are only now being made; and the wLCG MoU has not yet been signed by PPARC.

· We revise the risk register every 6 months. The six high risks identified are: external middleware dependence; the hardware resources are inadequate for 2008; the security is not yet adequate; and the lack of future funding remains a concern.
· There are significant unallocated funds. This was because of open posts and because some GridPP1 posts ended early. EU travel funds had also covered some planned GridPP spend. Further funds of order £150k may also arise because of slow Tier 1 hiring, an overestimated CCLRC staff cost and some unspent front-end and monitoring hardware money for the Tier 2s.

· In terms of reporting, 93% of the supported effort is reported on, and the same fraction of EU effort.
· GridPP propose to redirect £255k into Tier 1 hardware in 07/08.

6. Discussion of Current Status

· The cost of hardware is higher than anticipated. This was true for hardware and CPU. It is clear you should purchase after the New Year; unfortunately the purchase had to be early to ease the Tier 1 contention.

· There is a potential risk that our current Grid success could be used to say we are the only ones with a need. It is for this reason we allowed the Biomed VO usage. There is a perception that gLite is hard to install (a perception we do not share however). There is also a risk of divergence between our immediate need and the evolving needs of other communities, which will be what driver the future development of gLite.

· There is also the concern over the long-term support of gLite, which will require a commitment from the EU.

· How do we know when we have succeeded? There is the UB questionnaire and the gap analysis to keep a reality check on the progress. Service Challenges are designed with the experiments to ensure that, as far as can be planned, the required system is in place for LHC data.

· The issue of the relative funding by countries was raised. This of covered by the wLCG MoU globally, and the internal organisation is for the experiments. The tools to implement the experiment internal sharing are VOMS, which is just appearing.
7. Beyond GridPP2 

· Tony Doyle gave an overview of what had taken place already with regard to beyond GridPP2 and the options available to us. There was discussion of each point as it arose.

· The computing is a key element in the physics exploitation. 2005 was for functional testing; 2006 for scaling; and 2007 for establishing the full operational service.

· The challenges are many. We require: the MoUs; the fabric; the applications; and some continued support on middleware, support and networking.

· We are projected to deliver about 7% of the LCG requirement in 2008 (which averages over the experiments). We are sub-critical in 2008. The previous ‘planned pledges’ into the future were far too small. The exploitation planning review numbers were higher.

· The pledges, including the Tier 2s, are by PPARC. The numbers up to 2007 are the current UK GridPP resources. The future years are based on need, which PPARC *should* pay for.

· EGEE is funded to 2008. There is planned to be a follow-up in April 2008. We are members as ‘UK and Ireland’.

· Funding from 2007 will be part of the PPARC planning. The call for the Tier 1 and Tier 2 resources will appear in March, with the level of resources included. GridPP made a simple model based on relative numbers of authors as input to the LHC exploitation review. The model is a straw man, intended only for estimating the total capacity, not as an explicit sharing between experiments. The experiments largely argued for higher levels of resource. 
· There was also a planned reduction in the overall effort in the project, by about 1/3 by 2012. 
· The cost projection attracted a lot of comment. Should T1 technical support be attracting fEC? Is the hardware cost evolution pessimistic? This clearly all requires scrutiny. Would academics be included? Only if they are bought out for the (small) management line.
· A proposed timeline would have the call in March, the logbooks reviewed in May, a draft proposal for the CB in June and a meeting with the Oversight committee at the end of June. The call would close in July 2006, and the PPRP assessment would be Sept-Dec 2006. We might expect an outcome from Science Committee in March and Council in 2008.

· Given this timeline, a GridPP2 continuation phase would be from Sept 07 to April 08.

· Three options to proceed are open: a single GridPP bid; a bid from the Tier 1, Tier 2s and in each area; or a free for all. There was a general feeling that the last option would be bad; and that the second would risk a lack of focus, and would be unpicked by any panel. Option 1 was unanimously agreed.

· The favoured option would require: a review of existing posts; the project deliverables to be updated; a tender looking at how individual sites can meet the needs; and an Assessment by a Peer Review Selection Committee. 

· There was a general feeling that the experiment input is required. The experiments need to state their requirements given the real world availability. In other words, between the review and tendering, we need a requirement capture as a step 0.

· What is the likely term of this call? We believe it is three years. A rolling grant would be truly preferable, if only for the retention of staff.

· Whatever process is used, we will need input from the individual sites for their expectations etc.

· For the future management, we would retain the project leader and management. The spokesperson and deployment board chair could become a Deployment Supervisor. The Applications Coordination and Middleware Coordination could become a Technical Supervisor.
· The future project should have a defined future project leader before the proposal goes to the PPRP. The CB Chair could in future be an institute representative or one of the executive posts above.
· The CB needs to see a draft outline early. The next scheduled meeting is in June, but there is a feeling we should discuss a skeleton proposal two months before submission. The final draft might be suitable for a subsequent phone conference. The 15th May is selected. 
8. AOB

· There was no other business.

9. Next Meeting

· It was agreed that the next meeting would be May 15 2006 hopefully at MRC again.
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