JISC Core Middleware Advisory Board – Meeting 1
26th August 2004, 10.30 – 13.30

109 - Minutes.

In attendance: Iain Stinson (chair), Brian Gilmore, Nicole Harris (min), Helen Hockx-Yu, Joseph Hutcheon, Tony Linde, Alan Robiette, Jean Sykes.

Apologies: Ian Dolphin, Alun Hughes.

101    Welcome, Introductions and Overview of Agenda.  

The chair welcomed the Board to its first meeting.  

102 Terms of Reference.  

Members are invited to review and agree the terms of reference for the Middleware Advisory Board and the Middleware Technical Experts Group, and to comment on the current JISC definition of Core Middleware. 
Definition

Members discussed the current definitions of Middleware and Core Middleware used by JISC.  It was agreed that the focus on Core Middleware for this group was helpful and should be clearly identified in the papers for the group.
Members discussed the need to change the name of the board to the Core Middleware Advisory Board.  This was agreed by members.  Action: NH to change the name on all relevant papers.  

The current definition of core middleware does not include accounting, and none of the projects within the programme have a strong remit for accounting.  It was felt that this was an important area of work, particularly in terms of auditing and diagnostics however accounting in the traditional sense of resource monitoring was not at present seen to be a priority.  Current projects would be encouraged to include logging and monitoring facilities rather than focusing on traditional resource usage accounting.  The accounting function was could perhaps be addressed by the CM:I work or remaining CM:TD funds in years two and three.  Including (resource) accounting in the definition of core middleware was not recommended.
The current Athens system does have a strong focus on logging and management information.  This is seen as an important function for any future national service.  

JS suggested that a study be commissioned to investigate the precise needs for accounting within the UK.  BG agreed that this would be useful if a clear cost-benefit analysis be included.  It was agreed to discuss this under item 107.
Terms of Reference

The roles of Working Group and Technical Experts Group were clarified by the Programme Manager and Director.

The frequency of meetings for the Advisory Board was discussed.  It was agreed that four meetings per year seemed sensible in the first instance.  

The Terms of Reference were approved subject to the comments made.  

Members requested that the following items were included as a standard item on the agenda: Athens development and eScience developments.  Action: NH to include as standard item.
103 Overview of the Core Middleware: Infrastructure Programme and Core Middleware: Technology Development Programme.  

Members will be updated on the current status of the JISC Core Middleware Programmes, including planned events.  (NH)
The Programme Manager gave an overview of progress within the two programmes.  

Members requested a more detailed overview of funding amounts and project lengths to be circulated.  Action: NH to circulate.  

TL asked if there was an initial vision of what the projects were expected to achieve.  AR explained the initial bid document, and highlighted the need to co-ordinate with other programmes (particularly the VRE and eLearning Tools programmes).  JH raised the need to forge links with the eScience Core Programme projects, and AR outlined the need to work with the OMII.  

IS raised the need to manage information flow to the community in order to highlight the need to start planning for migration.  This was supported by JS.  NH described the recent JISC press-release, which outlined the position of Athens and Shibboleth and was approved by Eduserv. 
BG raised the need to start the work on the UK federation as soon as possible.  NH explained that projects have currently been asked to join the US InQueue, but agreed that work on federations needed to be kick-started within the UK as soon as possible.  This is further described in paper 105.  
The CM:I money is CSR money so can only be used within England.  It is important that conversations be held with SHEFCE and FEFCE to seek matching funds.  Action: JH to escalate to JISC Board level.  
104 Programme Plan.

Members are invited to comment on and approve the current draft programme plan for the Core Middleware Programmes.  
The Programme Plan was reviewed section by section.  The following changes were requested (Action: NH to update):

· Reorder the reasons so as to highlight the community requirements.
· Link to the JISC strategy document.  

· More information on the two communities in 2.3.

· Update Athens section when paper has been produced. 

· Work on AIM Two, to encapsulate issues such as single sign-on, UK federation service.

· Work on AIM Five to include more on the eScience agenda, and what this programme should be doing.  Should be a tracking function.  

· Include something on broader resource access, including non-web resources.  

· Include support service within AIM Four.  

· In Stakeholder Engagement include RLN, SCONUL and eScience Core Programme.  

Members discussed licensing issues and terms, and the importance of ascertaining who actually qualifies as a member of an institution.  CHEST has a lot of influence over how certain resources and pieces of software can be used.  This has been an issue with the new joint medical schools, where students are being registered at two institutions in ways which probably break licensing agreements.  Licensing and payment models need to evolve.  

AR raised the issue of being able to support both of the two distinct communities within the UK (Athens and eScience) and whether this will create a future requirement for two systems, or a single system with greater levels of assurance.  
TL suggested that scenarios outlining the vision of the programme would be useful.  Action: NH to consider development / use of existing scenarios for dissemination terms.  
It is important that we have a clear statement on where the work of the Core Middleware Programmes sits in position to commercial developments.  Action: NH / AR to consider and put forward. 
105 Planning and funding for the Core Middleware: Infrastructure Programme. 

Members are invited to review and approve the planned expenditure and work plan for the Core Middleware: Infrastructure Programme.  
A proposed budget for the CM:I Programme was presented.  AR described the current plans for schools through BECTA, and it was pointed out that this budget was nothing more than a placeholder at the moment.  This funding may prove to be useful when considering federations within the UK, and whether one federation or two separate federations are developed.  

It was agreed that the Assisted Take-Up services are required and should be funded as described.
The number of Early Adopters that could reasonably be funded was discussed.  There needs to be a clear reason for giving people this money such as the need for the community to gain information from these institutions, and the need to gain experience of a range of different institutional platforms.  It was agreed to fund at the level proposed in the paper, but to try and find more money if possible to increase the number of Early Adopters.  This will again reflect on discussions with other funding bodies.  
Call papers will be circulated to Board members for comment and approval when prepared.
106 Moving to Production: Shibboleth and Athens.

Members will be updated on current plans and development at Athens, and are invited to discuss issues surrounding the move towards a production Shibboleth infrastructure.  (AR)
AR described a progress meeting held recently with Eduserv.  The central item was an Eduserv draft paper on how they planned to integrate Shibboleth with Athens.  Eduserv are already contracted to provide the two-way ‘gateway’ functionality for Athens and Shibboleth and AR described how this might operate, based on the system design drafted by Eduserv.  

Eduserv have agreed to provide a full roadmap with timescales for this development work, and intend to publish the draft paper on their website shortly (early September).  If this work is successful, this will give community a good range of options, including the reduction of pressure on migration timescales.  JISC also has options in terms of how it continues funding Athens, including a sliding timescale for reducing financial support for the system.  
Action: NH to e-mail board members when Athens paper available.  

A critical issue within this work is the use of attributes (particularly naming issues).

AR highlighted the fact that Athens now has open interfaces for AthensDA and the SOAP implementation of the Resource Provider plug-in.  

We don’t currently know how successful this work will be, or what compromises will need to be made in bringing Shibboleth and Athens together.  

Eduserv are also considering their own production of Shibboleth origin code, which they will support.  This will essentially be a commercially supported Shibboleth.  

Certain institutions will have policies that do not favour the use of freeware / open source for central services.  Members discussed the various models for support that could potentially be made available. This could include:

· Commercially supported installations.

· Direct use by institutions of open source software.

· UK national service provision for support (as UKERNA provide for the network and Athens currently does for access management).  
· Full supported and managed service for smaller institutions.  

Different institutions will find different models more appropriate. 
107 Funding gaps.

Members are invited to discuss potential gaps in the current core middleware programmes and to make recommendations for further development work.
The following areas were proposed:
Accounting Study.  We need to carry out a study that clearly identifies community needs in the accounting, monitoring and diagnostic area.  It is clear that we have not carried out enough work in this area.  This should also take in to consideration the work within other international organisations such as Internet2.  It should consider both institutional and resource owner perspectives.  Current Athens developments must be considered.  This should be put out to the community as soon as possible.  Action: NH / AR to put to next round of committee.  
UK Federation: production and testing.  Members discussed the need to prioritise this work.  BG outlined the importance of the fact that this will produce a contract that institutions will need to sign-up to for the first time (as opposed to the Athens process).  Deciding risk and trust elements will be new for institutions.  

Monitoring of eScience and Commercial Activity.  It will be important to clearly track developments in these areas.  It will be worth considering whether this activity should be carried by the Development Group, or whether a formal study / watching brief should be commissioned.  
Global Federations.  Global federations, or federations of federations remain an important long-term aim.  Malcolm Read is pursuing this matter with various other bodies internationally and has arranged an event to discuss this.  The Board will be kept up-to-date on progress in this area.  
Fostering international projects.  This is important for resource sharing across international boundaries, and for student / researcher mobility.  

Sustainability.  All of the planned projects within the CM:I and CM:TD programmes should carefully considered issues of sustainability as we look towards a new national service or framework.  The Board will need to discuss this further, particularly with regard to sustainability for technical outputs from the programme.  
The programme plan should be updated to reflect these gaps.  Action: NH to update.  
108
AOB.  
Next meeting date: late November / Early December.  
