Restricted – Commercial in Confidence
MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING OF THE HEC STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK WORKING GROUP HELD ON 19TH SEPTEMBER AT THE EAST MIDLANDS CONFERENCE CENTRE, NOTTINGHAM.

Present:
Professor Peter Coveney, UCL (Chair)



Professor Sam Falle, Leeds

Professor Colin Lambert, Lancaster



Dr Adrian Mulholland, Bristol



Mr Hugh Pilcher-Clayton, EPSRC



Dr Emma Jones, EPSRC (Secretary)

Apologies:
Dr Stewart Cant, Cambridge



Professor David Price, UCL

1. Welcome
1.1

Hugh welcomed everyone to the first meeting of the HEC Strategic Framework Working Group and thanked them for agreeing to take part in reviewing the HEC Strategic Framework.
2. Proposed Timescale for the Review of the HEC Strategic Framework
2.1 Emma presented the proposed timescale for the review of the HEC strategic framework:
1st meeting – identify issues/decide future actions.

19th September 05

Carry out interviews to collect additional information.
October/November 05

2nd meeting – put together the first draft.


December 05
Discuss the 1st draft with Horst Simon, Chairman of

11th December 05

the International Review Panel.
Presentation on the HEC Strategic Framework by

12th December 05

Professor Ron Perrott at the HPC User Meeting.
Issue first draft to the HEC community for comment.
January 06
3rd meeting – Add contributions from the HEC

February 06

community into the Strategic Framework.
Technology Watch Panel Visit to China and Japan

February/March 06

(material from the visit to be discussed and added

By email.)

HEC Strategy Committee discuss the Strategic 

14th March 06

Framework



Emma offered to carry out the interviews to collect any additional information necessary if the members of the working group do not have time available to do so.

Action: Emma

Action: Hugh to set up a meeting with Horst Simon on 11th December to discuss the HEC Strategic Framework. 
2.2
Hugh asked Peter if he would be willing to write the new Strategic Framework.  Peter expressed an interest in taking this on, but may not be able to due to time constraints. Peter will decide by the end of September if it is possible for him to write the new Framework. Otherwise, the Office will draft the Framework then consult Peter and the rest of the working group.


Action: Peter to inform Emma
3. Background
3.1 With regards to collecting additional information, the question of consulting CSAR was raised. Hugh explained that the HPCUK consortium, involving Edinburgh, Manchester and Daresbury had recently been set up. HPCUK is likely to bid for the CSE support for HECToR, so Manchester are still major players in HEC and should be consulted.

3.2 Hugh explained to the working group that the HEC Steering Committee had approved setting up this working group at their last meeting. The current Strategic Framework has been very influential, providing the strategic rationale for the HECToR project and the establishment of the HEC training centres and studentships. The HEC Strategic Framework is now over two years old, so a review is timely.
3.3 Peter asked for an update on HECToR. Hugh reported that the OJEU notice would be issued in October and that the service will start in April 2007, running for 6 years. The peak performance will be 50 – 100 Tflops during the 1st phase, 100 – 200 Tflops during the 2nd phase and 200 – 400 Tflops during the 3rd phase. Five benchmark codes (which also take into account PPARC requirements, even though PPARC is not currently a partner) have been agreed. The architecture of HECToR is not yet known, but it could be either a single system, or a hybrid system or two (or more, though this is unlikely) separate systems.

3.4 There will be no partnership with the Met Office for HECToR, but they will be invited to be a partner for Child of HECToR (~2010). Funding levels for HECToR have been agreed with all the major partners for HECToR, but no funding is yet in place for Child of HECToR (CoH). CoH will potentially be within a European Service. There will be three 2 year phases to the European Service, hosted by the UK, France and Germany. The intention is for the UK to bid for the first phase, due in 2008/09. This date is earlier than CoH is due, but may slip back to 2009/10. If CoH is brought forward to 2009/10, this will coincide with the Met Office procurement cycle. The partnership with the Met Office strengthens the UK case for the first phase of the European service    
4. Key Issues for the HEC Strategic Framework Review
4.1 Hugh and Emma suggested a list of key issues to be considered by the working group:

capability provision

capacity provision

partnerships within the UK

partnerships external to the UK (e.g. European HPC, agreements with DoE labs)

support

software development

training

e-science/infrastructure

industry/knowledge transfer

Full Economic Costing (FEC)
data management
visualisation

the consortium model (N.B. the International Review Panel considered the consortium model to be strong for the provision of resources, but that there is a potential for collaborations between groups within the consortia.)
4.2 The following points were highlighted from the International Review draft report.
· The level of integration of computational science has not yet reached the highest international standards.
· Continued leadership and realisation of the latent potential will depend on continuity in getting access to adequate computational resources.
· There appears to be no formal curriculum in computational science.
· There is no strategy for technology transfer activities.
· There is an absence of strong interdisciplinary training.

· Communication and interaction – role of consortia and CCPs.

· For both capacity and capability systems, there needs to be a diversity of architectures. One size does not fit all.

· There is an unnatural divide between the ability of PPARC-funded researchers and EPSRC, NERC and BBSRC researchers to access the current high-end facilities. The situation does not seem to be improving under HECToR.

· It is difficult for new users to try out the national facilities.
· There is concern that with the termination  of SRIF and JIF funding, and under Full Economic Costing, it will be increasingly difficult to procure local facilities.

· The volume of data being produced is increasing. It is mandatory for computational science to recognise the importance of data. Most groups were found to be aware of the need to focus on data, but do not have specific plans for, or comprehensive understanding of, handling data flexibly and efficiently.

4.3 The working group discussed the key issues put forward to determine which issues will be relevant to the review of the Strategic Framework.
4.4 Capability: the need for CoH should be assessed and, if appropriate, be addressed in the Strategic Framework. There are concerns in the community that the value of a petaflops machine is questionable unless appropriate software to make full and efficient use of such a machine will be available. The issue of capability provision is therefore closely linked to the issue of software and career structure.
4.5 Career structure: career structure for code developers is definitely an issue, as evidenced by the HPC visit reports. There are not sufficient reward mechanisms for code development. This problem is not just UK based; however, solving it would make the UK internationally leading in this area. If computational science was a recognised subject the career structure for researchers would be more obvious. One suggestion was an academic fellowships scheme in computational science.
4.6 Capacity: currently capacity provision is left to the universities. This may have to be reconsidered as a consequence of FEC. Hugh agreed to consult John Wand (EPSRC) about the implications of FEC for capacity provision.
Action: Hugh
4.7 Divide between EPSRC and PPARC: this was considered to be an important issue – it was decided that the Strategic Framework should contain a strong statement encouraging groups to work together.
Action: Hugh
4.8 Partnerships: partnerships are considered to be good value for money, but on the other hand they can be bad because of the need to compromise. NERC consider the partnership with the Met Office to be vital because of the scientific drivers; however, the scientific drivers aren’t there for the other Research Councils. For EPSRC, scientific drivers exist for a partnership with AWE, but it is likely that it would not be possible to learn anything about their research. The Wellcome Trust was suggested as another possible partner. Hugh has tried to form links with them before, but has had little response. Adrian has contacts at the Wellcome Trust that he can suggest to Hugh. Hugh noted that the main motivation for the partnership for European HPC is economic rather than scientific. The costs are rising between national services at a rate that is not sustainable. Future services must allow the UK to compete with the US, Japan, China etc.
Action: Adrian

4.9 Grid: it was suggested that the UK might cooperate with Europe to form a European Grid (c.f. US Teragrid). DEISA currently see European HPC as a threat, but they could be involved in the European Grid. The added value of a European Grid was questioned. 95% of jobs run on the Grid at the moment don’t give any added value – they could be run on a single machine. Peter Coveney suggested talking to Charlie Catlett and Rick Stevens and will provide contact details.

Action: Peter

4.10 CSE Support: at the moment CSE support is very centralised. Do groups want this central group of people, or support based in the consortia. What research groups want from CSE support should be explored. The HPC visit reports should provide some information on this. Peter Coveney commented that experience with distributed CSE support can be varied – it can be good, but there can also be problems.
Action: Emma
The relationship between the CCPs and the consortia should be reviewed. The CCPs are a possible route for new users into HPC (N.B. this is not true for all CCPs as some do not use HPC).


PPARC’s opinion on CSE support should be considered.


4.11 Software development: this issue is crucial – the question is how best to approach it? There is a problem with the scaling of codes – the gap between sustainability and peak performance for codes is increasing. It may be necessary to stimulate the subject of computational science itself – perhaps something like the US SciDAC programme which brings together the computational science, computer science and mathematics communities. The challenge of distributed computing needs to be considered with respect to software development. It is important to harness the resources available rather than just building bigger and bigger machines. Exploiting distributed computing is the next step after getting the most out of one machine.
4.12 e-infrastructure: closer coupling is needed – e.g. between HPCx/HECToR and the NGS. However, care must be taken that HPC is not swamped by the e-science infrastructure. A series of recommendations should be put together for closer coupling through the NGS. It would be useful to consult Dan Reed from the computational working group for PITAC.
Action: working group
5. Date of Next Meeting
5.1
The next meeting will be organised for early December, before the HPC Users meeting on 12th December.
