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RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER-1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD

Minutes of the meeting held on 30 November 2006 by telephone.

Present:

Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair)

David Britton (DB)

Dave Newbold (DN)

John Womersley (JW)

John Gordon (JG)

Apologies:

Glenn Patrick (GP)

Roger Jones (RJ)

David Kelsey (DK)

Deborah Miller (DM)

Neil Geddes (NG)

Andrew Sansum (AS)

1.
DISCUSSION OF BABAR UK COMPUTING STRATEGY 2007-2009

TD thanked GP for gathering essential inputs.  It was agreed to go through the document supplied by Fergus Wilson to understand the nature of the request, and incorporate PPARC input including the outcome of the GridPP2+ bid.

JW was asked to guide the meeting through the request from FW.  JW noted that the UK was in default of its Tier-1/A commitment to BaBar.  The Grants round from April 2007 has removed posts, although a 230k dollar additional payment was due by PPARC in 2006.  It was doubtful whether we could get back on track regarding MoU without staff and the probability was that no service would be available.  BaBar have received new support from PPARC on the understanding that additional personnel would enable them to get the rebate.  FW had received a promise of 0.5FTE plus 45k dollars for disk from SLAC to enable the MoU commitment to be met.  We would expect the UK to commit to the remaining lifetime of BaBar in order to get the rebate.

The proposal was listed as Plan A and Plan B.  Plan A was the BaBar preferred option.  Plan B had been pursued over six months to a year ago using Tier-2 sites - this went so far but needed additional manpower; reimbursement was untested.  The request has been pared-down re disk in order to get to the minimum sufficient level required for a functional Tier-A (see the table at the bottom of page 2 - figure is expressed as 'extra' on CPU, disk and tape).  BaBar are seeking matching funds for hardware and staff - Tier-1 would need to find the resources to continue to provide for BaBar until the end of its timetable.  The Board need to decide if we can pursue Plan A and if not, perhaps pursue Plan B with SLAC - both plans appear problematic.  It is not clear how much of matching funds would be available in Plan B, the scenario is untested.  It was noted that a BaBar computing meeting was taking place today.  TD noted that they would want an indication of the RAL Tier-A commitment.

The MoU for 2007-2009 was urgent.  The current situation was that we signed an MoU on a 4 year basis for 2005-2006 with 2007-2008 being reviewed in light of LHC requirements.  The commitment made to BaBar was for 2005-2006, and if the commitment was not met in 2006 the question would be asked as to whether we could commit to 2007, 2008, and a portion of 2009.

JW noted that if we can't commit for 2007 there would be no point in making any commitment for '08 or '09.  DB noted that until we know the GridPP3 outcome, it is impossible to make any longer-term decision.  TD noted that we cannot commit to beyond 2007 - all we can do is provide an indication of commitment regarding '07, focus on whether we can do that, and provide a definite statement on '08 and '09.  Having already been 'defaulters' we need to assess the risk for next time.  DB noted that it does not assist BaBar to support them in '07 and not in '08 and '09 - it would be better to opt for Plan B now rather than in a year's time.  TD noted that staff effort was also an issue - the Board need to decide on a commitment regarding services to BaBar through Tier-A of 13.5 FTEs approved during the continuation - can we continue 1 x FTE to support service: this post alone could not maintain a whole structure - 1 x FTE would be the minimum required.  TD noted that the premise of the GridPP proposal was that BaBar use would be via the Grid - FW had made his proposal based on non-Grid access.  DB noted that the strategy document from FW says that they could not live with Grid-only access - we are a Grid project, perhaps BaBar should be taken out of the GridPP portfolio and paid for by PPARC with respect to hardware.  This would mean phasing them out during '07 and have them funded by PPARC for '08 and '09.  These complex decisions are not our remit when they are not under a Grid mandate.

TD noted that we have tried to meet all requirements, including non-Grid access, up to and including last year, but the reality is that there is no intention now to pursue this - BaBar did sign-up in principal to the Grid as a computing mechanism but that is not the way they wish to sort out the situation in Plan A.  We have been in transition for some time now.  JG noted that PPARC need to recognise there is a requirement for non-Grid computing and suggested that we could point BaBar in the direction of the Tier-2s.

2.
REVIEW OF PREVIOUS DRAFT MINUTES wrt BABAR

TD noted that the draft Minutes gave an introduction to context as at September.  The disk information remains unchanged.  TD noted that at the end of the Minutes, two points were relevant:

1.
There was an agreed Board statement on meeting objectives - experiment requirements had not been met due to the delay in deploying disk resources.  Manpower resources were also limited, and we need to recognise that moving manpower to supporting BaBar detracts from the LHC experiments.

2.
The statement by AS regarding the termination of non-Grid use informed that a period of notice was required, probably of one year from this December for any non-Grid access to be stopped.  DN asked if this had been modified?  TD noted that yes, it related to generic experiment non-Grid access.

3.
REVIEW OF CAPACITY PLAN +

4.
REVIEW OF ALL USER REQUESTS
TD noted that the capacity plan from AS had been absorbed into the user requirement document.  DN advised the Board to look first at the tables rather than the document.  Inputs had been received from the LHC experiments, other users, and BaBar.  There had been a good response and the table was complete, giving a complete '07 plan along with the BaBar strategy document.  GP had done an analysis of the document in relation to CPU, disk, and tape - this had been reviewed by AS, and the figures were up-to-date.

DN noted that CPU in January '07 was fine (according to planning), but this got worse during the year - if we look at headroom estimates we will be short by the year-end.  There was a clear picture - we could sustain LHC requests at the beginning but not at the end.  JW asked if there was any planned investment during the year?  TD noted that there would be a review in January regarding tape resources, then a meeting in April regarding end-of-year deployment - planning was based on current planning that assumed the prevailing disk problems would be overcome.  DN noted that the context is that at the start of LHC running in '07 with the new schedule, what will be required from April '08 is an increased requirement that is likely to quadruple between December '07 and April '08.  There is a deficit between October and December in CPU but we need to procure at that point.  With disk the picture is similar: disk numbers assume that all disk becomes operational between January and March, reaching a peak in March, 180 TB being used now, 778 TB being required then.  We need headroom on disk until September (with no new deployment) and beyond December the ramp-up is steep.  With tape the capacity at the moment is 532 TB available and this gets higher by the end of '07, to a petabyte - this is challenging and we may need new drives.  JG noted we need to plan for a new robot by the end of 2008.

To summarise, TD asked if we could now say that the Tier-1/A Board could commit resources to BaBar in '08 relating to MoU requirements.  JG noted this would not be the case even if GridPP3 were fully funded.  TD noted that in the context of ramp-up early in '08 we cannot assist BaBar in terms of both people and resources.  DN noted that there is also a mixture of tape technologies which causes constraints.  It would not be possible to commit to '07 BaBar resources unless extra money were found - we can't meet both BaBar and LHC commitments.  TD noted that retaining manpower in order to retain non-Grid access would be difficult.  DB concurred.

To finish, DN noted that on Tier-2 resources and Plan B, yes we could accommodate Tier-2, but on Plan A no.  This would be difficult and would require significant commitment from Institutes.  TD noted that SL had given 2006-7 shares for BaBar based on Institutes' inputs.  Manchester have 1152ksi2k, 145 TB, if they were able to assist.  It was noted that it is the manpower expertise that is the difficulty, not the hardware, if BaBar were directed towards the Tier-2s.  TD noted that shares were determined at the outset in 2004 and things had moved on since then with no reassessment.  DN noted that overheads also need to be taken into account - the entire capacity is not used and 70% is the LCG assumption.  Two other things need to be noted: disk problems are still extant, and migration to CASTOR is taking a great deal of effort - at the start of the next year we need to concentrate on these.  LHC experiments had been surprised at the scale of these problems.  It was noted that decisions should not be made on MoU financial judgements alone: a reality check was required.

5.
DISCUSSION OF TIER-1 SUPPORT LEVEL REQUIRED
TD noted that as of last night, the GridPP2+ result was known.  Regarding Tier-1, 16 FTEs had been requested during the transition with 3 FTEs from CCLRC.  This rose to 18 by GridPP3.  The indications are that the case for the incident response unit has been lost - incident response needs to be absorbed into the current team.  We need to plan for 13.5 FTEs and a fraction of the 3 FTEs (possibly 2.5) - which means 16 FTEs for GridPP3.  There is zero headroom even to maintain current levels.  If we need to raise levels, there is no headroom for manpower to devote to BaBar activities.  DN noted that BaBar is a problem now, and is not scaleable.  TD noted that a minimum of 1 x FTE is currently working on BaBar as well as dealing with disk procurement, and this is an unsustainable load.

TD suggested the Board look at the inputs and contexts then return to the document from FW and give feedback.  TD gave background information relating to Janet Seed's email: the allocation to BaBar resulted in the UK receiving a reduced rebate on the common fund.  The UK provided 93 TB of disk but received no financial input for its maintenance in 2006 (since this was not an increase of resources).  JW noted that with the BaBar common fund you only receive the rebate once and then nothing the following year.  JW noted that if Plan A were contingent on providing non-Grid access to '09 then it effectively rules itself out - once the LHC is up and running, we cannot support it due to lack of manpower.  TD noted that we require a Tier-2 plan.  JW noted that GridPP3 may not be as well supported overall as GridPP2+ and he was not optimistic.  Maintaining parallel non-Grid access and support wasn't possible.  It was asked whether we can state that for '07 as well?  DN noted that we can expect a trajectory from the experiments.  JW asked whether if we were heading towards a Plan B do we expect it to be in place on January 1st or when Grid access is mandated?  TD noted that the best thing would be to manage the transition and maintain what's there - this has been up and running and would continue to run at some level.  JW noted that Plan B will not work: data will arrive on January 1st, we could allocate more disk to BaBar on Tier-1 but it would be difficult to reverse this later on.  TD noted that we cannot commit to taking data on January 1st because of deployment problems - to prepare for the experiments will take a few months as it is.  All we can do is to give them more tape on the old system, but this will not be possible.  JW noted that BaBar have to be prepared to change their mode of working and use Tier-2.  Was the consensus that Plan A was not going to work?

TD noted that FW hopes to receive both feedback and direction - can we look at Plan B critically and would it work for BaBar?  That's for them to decide.  TD noted that the whole system has to work, but the disk they want is what we can't provide.  DB noted that we cannot commit to an increase in disk in January without an outcome of the current situation.  

To summarise, TD noted that all the Board can do is to reject Plan A.  The Board would be happy to work with BaBar to see if a feasible Plan B can be put together.  This cannot be achieved without discussion with Manchester and the Tier-2 Board.  Plan B is not the UK position but the Board is happy to work in order to achieve a satisfactory solution.  JW noted that a formal 'position' needs to be put to the people at SLAC.  TD agreed to draft something within the next half hour and circulate - this would be a short statement in order to assist FW as required today.

6.
BOARD DECISION ON ABILITY TO MEET BABAR 2007 MOU PLAN
The Tier-1/A Board meeting came to the following conclusions:

After discussing all inputs, it was decided that Plan A provided by BaBar was not feasible. 

The arguments were two-fold:

1.  continued staff effort for non-Grid access could not be met in the context of the now known outcome of Tier-1/A staff effort in the GridPP2 continuation phase (where staff will be maintained at current levels and in the context of increasing hardware/availability requirements); and

2.  increasing BaBar hardware requirements could not be met in the context  of the large higher-priority LHC requirements in 2007 (incorporating reductions for the revised LHC schedule). 

Overall, no experiment could be guaranteed additional resources in the early part of 2007 and the BaBar requirements could not be accommodated within the current capacity plan for next year. (2008 presents greater problems with a four-fold increase in LHC requirements and a policy 

decision to limit access to Grid-only). We therefore ruled out Plan A, as presented.

The Board was pleased to see that BaBar were already considering Plan B.  This was seen as an open possibility but the Board currently had insufficient technical detail to judge this as a UK approach.  In particular, we did not have time to discuss with Manchester any possible implementation.  As an open option to be pursued, GridPP would welcome further detail from BaBar regarding Plan B.  The Board noted that current Tier-1 purchase issues had not yet been resolved (as part of this plan), that technical leadership at Manchester would have to be determined (this should be raised directly with Manchester), and discussion would be required within RAL-PPD.  Consideration of a more detailed BaBar Plan B would have to be evaluated in terms of CPU, tape, disk, staffing levels, and non-grid access migration.  The overall planned Tier-2 resources were, however, noted as sufficient to meet BaBar's requirements for 2007.

Our advice/indicative response is therefore that the UK would rule out Plan A as an option but is investigating Plan B.

The meeting closed at 2.00 pm.
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