Comments from the Netherlands on the Draft EGI Blueprint Proposal (EU deliverable D4.4)

The Netherlands value and appreciate the tremendous effort that goes behind the production of this all encompassing document. This is really a piece of work that deserves credit. Therefore this document would have deserved a broader discussion on its far reaching contents with the member NGI’s, in a way that goes well beyond a time bound Management/Project Board meeting (PB) as we all witnessed June last. It is proposed that the present document, after the member comments are processed, be issued to the EC as a first draft yet to be amended in a next stage. This is not to postpone decisions, but to line up visions and practical life and maintain the broadest support.

Recent input, from other countries concern mainly the financial basis for the EGI, notably the expected EC/FPx contribution. We estimate a possible significant EC contribution more positive. After all, the national investments in grid can be considered as a (fairly sustainable) demonstration of interest and as such as a match to requested European funding. After all, this EGI-effort should in due course not be considered as just another project but as a basic infrastructure that should get structural European funding. But then the EGI activities should focus mainly on the added values of the coupling of national grids.
Having said this, a Dutch contribution as proposed can not be taken for granted on the basis of this Blue Print. Three reasons are: i) because the Dutch government does not provide structural funding for grids as yet, ii) the estimates for required manpower and other costs are not yet supported and iii) the proposed contribution versus voting rights are not favourable for the Netherlands.

The estimates for required overall FTE’s are considered unrealistically high. Yes, there will be a development and roll out phase needing quite some efforts. These efforts are presently taking place at most of the NGI’s. But these will not last and are not sustainable at that same level. That should not be necessary either because after the initial national efforts the grid should only need further gradual development at a much lesser pace and intensity. This should be reflected in the estimates.

An issue raised during the MB meeting in June last concerns the extent/scope of the EGI with respect to the European ECO-system for e-infrastructures. Although we would not directly impose all the responsibilities for this ECO-system on EGI (yet), we request the EGI to answer the question which organization will in the end carry that responsibility. And at least to sketch all the adjacent activities that together with grids sec make up the ECO system. Such as PRACE and DEISA. At least we would expect as much reference to an ECO system of e-infrastructures as PRACE has in its vision documents, while one would expect EGI naturally to be closer to such generalized e-infrastructure than PRACE. Without such references the Blue Print would nit be acceptable to us.
The Netherlands have significant interest in a smooth transition from the EGEE-x activities into the future European grid infrastructure, due to its participation in these projects and in the CERN experiments. This however, should not be confused with a special position in EGI for EGEE-or CERN-related matters, but should only be reflected in a priority in time. EGI should be independent and unbiased towards any discipline or other e-infrastructures. We fully support the UK’s input on that issue: EGI is not “EGEE IV”.
Middleware

It is our position that basically an attempt is made to start from scratch in designing the grid middleware. This, however, is beyond the present scope of EGI and EGI cannot wait for that if at all it would ever happen. EGI should not do any middleware development unless on an ad hoc basis and with explicit support from the members, pieces of middleware essential to the functionality of EGI need to be written. Selection and validation of suitable existing middleware suites and components is considered an EGI-task. 
The meaning of the bold face text under 5.2.2 UMT is not clear, in particular “outsourcing going initially to the enlarged EU Consortia”.

Application support (5.3.2.1, General Principles). This definition of Grid is not consistent with previous definitions and seems to come from nowhere. We consider it not to reflect reality.

The bold face text under this paragraph “Application support must be…” makes an paternalistic impression.

7.2 Legal structure of the NGI’s

Before listing the requirements for acceptable NGI’s it is advised to check whether these requirements can generally be met by the NGI’s. In particular with respect to the resources, as grids generally are composed of resources of many parties, which do not necessarily report to or get funded by the NGI.

Some technical comments to finish.

Membership of an NGI is coupled to the party issuing the certificates. This means that that same party (The Netherlands in our case) also has to pay for temporary guests for whom a certificate is issued, while Dutch visitors working abroad keep their own certificate, so their cost remain to the Dutch. The situation is particularly weird for Estonians, who would have to give up their nationality (their certificate is on their identity card), and extra unfair for catch-all CA’s, like CNRS. The coupling “CA” and “NGI” as proposed must be undone, because it makes technically no sense. The “sponsoring NGI” is a property of a user in a community (VO). Ambiguous also is the situation concerning personnel with multiple employers (universities) in different countries and member(s) of different VO’s.
