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RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 6th meeting held on 11th April, 2005 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB) 
Neil Geddes (NG)
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Deborah Miller (DM) 
Ken Peach (KP) 
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
Dan Tovey (DT) (by phone)
Apologies:

Dave Newbold (DN)

1. REVIEW/APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING
1.1. The minutes of the previous meeting (3 Feb 2005) were accepted with one minor change; it was agreed that in section 4.15 there should be quotes around "on tape".

1.2. The actions were reviewed. 
Action 5.1: RAS to upload the BaBar requirements document on the Tier 1/A web and inform the User Board of its existence (other experiments are encouraged to produce similar documents).


DONE. RAS has uploaded to the Tier 1/A web (not the Board web) and notified the UB. RAS reports that a new version is being worked on. Actions are being included in weekly meetings. Contacts with CMS and ATLAS are improving but there are no formal meetings yet.

Action 5.2: TD to request access to dCache source code on behalf of GridPP.


DONE. TD has contacted Michael Ernst a few weeks ago. DESY management has still to formalise the license but in the meantime they will release to sites who request access. Michael Ernst and Patrick Furhmann are visiting RAL this week
Action 5.3: JG to raise the issue that the LHC experiments need to coordinate their use of our Tier 1 at GDB.
DONE. JG did raise this issue. There was a very sympathetic hearing from many countries, but 2 months later, there is still no sign of the experiments coordinating better. NG says that experiments did report to the LCG POB that they are coordinating their use of the Tier 0.

1.3. Matters arising from the last meeting.

KP reported on the briefing of PPARC for the CRRB meeting. He told PPARC that we don't have a capacity problem for the next 2 years if the experiments plan not to run in parallel.

KP stated his concern with having to sign the LCG MoU when CCLRC does not have enough funds to meet the needs, given the predicted shortfall of at least £1M in 2007/08.
David Evans had complained to KP that we don't run Alien on LCG. KP reported that he had taken a firm line; ALICE must put in effort to become standard. NG says that LCG has put in 2 FTE to help ALICE this year.

2. PPARC STATEMENT ON FUTURE FINANCIAL PLANNING
 
2.1. TD explained that agenda items 2 to 8 are all concerned with long term planning. Planning figures were submitted to LCG on 31st March. The board must now review all of the issues to endorse these.

2.2. DM reported on current PPARC planning. They are starting with the figures presented by TD to PPAP, i.e. £8.3 M per year. Science Committee has considered these. LHC computing is a high priority, but the SR2004 outcome means that budgets are tight. Janet Seed is looking at options for the BaBar rebate. PPARC will review LHC exploitation this year. This will be a light touch review that won’t actually recommend allocations, but will advise PPARC on the needs and problems. Computing will be part of this.

2.3. DM reported on the likely funding model after GridPP2 ends in 2007. Experiment posts will be in the Grants line, while the Tier 1 staff and costs will be part of the CCLRC SLA. A new computing panel (SCAP) will be purely advisory. They are likely to be asked to advise PPARC on the SLA funding.

2.4. KP commented that providing a service does not meet the normal peer review criteria as this does not require scientific judgement in the normal sense. DM agrees that the criteria used need to match the service.


2.5. The timeline for bidding for experimental posts will be the next Grants panel review. The timeline for SLA support is currently planned for mid 2006. SCAP will advise Science Committee on all scientific computing.


2.6. KP remarks that there are actually three lines of Grid computing. Two of these are clear, namely the experiment posts and the Tier1. The third item is Grid deployment and middleware support. DM agrees that this needs to be flagged as an issue to be addressed.

3. SUMMARY OF TIER-1 PLANS


3.1. An agenda item to review the 2004 outcome (see http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/Tier1_2004_Experiment_Outturn.doc) and to highlight issues where choices have been made on persistent storage planning, disk purchases, CPU purchases and balancing the requirements.

3.2. RAS shows the 2004 Outturn numbers.


3.3. TD had circulated (two days before the meeting) a proposed summary for 2004 from this Outturn, based on allocations. The board discussed this proposed summary
CPU utilisation:

56%
Disk utilisation:

78%
Tape utilisation:

61%
CPU actual/plan

95%
Disk actual/plan

86%
Tape actual/plan

52%
3.4. RAS says the issue is whether we look at how well the hardware was used or at the allocation. TD replies that there are 3 items: the experiments’ use of the allocations; did hardware delivery meet the plan; and is this year’s plan consistent with what we learned from last year.


3.5. The Board agrees that TD's proposed numbers address the first need, but RAS questions both the numerator and denominator. Disk deployed capacity is not the same as use. The Tier 1 has held back on deploying disk servers while waiting to see demand rise. The Board agrees that we should measure "deployed" and "utilised".


3.6. KP comments on the important issues. Clearly we are bad at estimating demand. Either the experiments are hopelessly optimistic or they failed to meet their targets. DT must feed back to UB that the Tier 1/A board is not impressed. We need much better planning. We have already potentially wasted money. DT comments that ATLAS has two main problems; production has not gone as well as hoped (job submission problems), and problems with production managers not submitting to all resources. DT agrees that this is an issue and will discuss at this week's UB meeting. 


3.7. RAS comments that there were also delays from the Tier 1 side (tape and SRM technology). DB: historically harsh (there are problems with Grid) but in future it is important to improve. RAS: Steve Traylen has been investigating why ATLAS has problems.


3.8. The Board agrees the summary figures above, except that the disk utilisation figure should be 48%, based on actual use.


3.9. TD highlighted the uncertainty to do with planning (projecting forwards on costs). Need to track this. DB: on what timescale as we always modify the plan? TD: plan one year and purchase next and see how well this worked. The Tier 1 board should also know the delivery as a function of total purchased, to track the amount of use in service challenges etc. RAS may need standby capacity to cope with network problems during running. KP: we should also measure peak and average I/O read rate versus total size, and also writing to tape, and how much of the disk has not been read in last year. The Board agrees the 3 sets of metrics and also the need to look at I/O rates. RAS comments that there are performance improvements (with a journaling file system) in turning off the recording of access times (BaBar likely to do this). KP: could just monitor a fraction.


3.10. TD: we don't currently measure the Grid utilisation. Need to separate Grid and non-Grid. RAS: trivial to do as queues are different. We can also use the GOC monitoring, but JG says LCG GDB wanted non-Grid use so these accounting records have been injected.


3.11. RAS now turns to more strategic issues. He shows slides (dated 24 Feb) presented to Service Challenge 2 planning. This is too big a topic to cover in 30 minutes so he concentrates on storage issues.


3.12. Storage Management. Disk allocation management is hard. The UB changes allocations every month and this is labour intensive. We need old users to move date off before space can be reallocated. RAS recommends allocations should be done quarterly. Tape would be the same if it were full. TD asks if data can be moved to tape. RAS: yes but this is also labour intensive and we will be short of tape. DB: could set time limit beyond which it then gets deleted. RAS: but we are always very careful before deleting permanent data. This is a software planning issue not a financial planning.


3.13. RAS presents 5 strategies for future choice of disk
· Go up market (but can't afford this)
· Stay same as current choice. This is plausible for next few years. Risk is always that the disk is incompatible with the RAID arrays. Certification would be more costly.

· Go down market. PCI based SATA RAID. Gets rid of SCSI and gives 20% price reduction (need more PC's so not as much saving as you might think). RAID 6 has two parity disks which is attractive for reliability. This approach could be considered for 2006.
· Abandon disk servers and put extra drives in the CPU boxes. But need multiple replicas if data needs to be available. Could have single replica and put up with lower reliability for data that needs moving off disks.

· Whacky solutions. Home appliance solutions - £600 for a 1TB system.


The Board agrees that option 4 should be investigated (will need some funds to buy the disks). 

Action 6.1: RAS to investigate feasibility of abandoning disk servers and installing extra drives in CPU boxes instead.
3.14. Tape futures. They are only evaluating Castor but have not yet decided to go that way. But then deployment will be close to LHC startup. We need more drives to achieve the bandwidth requirements. Capacity on its own is not enough. Lyon has got 40 drives today. David Corney is planning on streaming writes. Reads, especially if random, will be slower. JG says that bulk reprocessing will be streaming.

3.15. CPU futures. Can't see down marketing. Opterons are a strong contender. Timing of purchase in 2006 is difficult because of technology changes, i.e. dual core offerings. KP: how soon after new technology will experiments be able to benefit, e.g. compiler issues? May be good to purchase the Intel compiler to get better performance during early times of new technology.

3.16. Network strategy. Carry on close to near commodity. But need to upgrade Nortel stacks with 10 Gbit interfaces (needed for Service Challenge 4). This depends on SuperJanet5 making this available. SJ5 will not be there until 2nd half of 2006. TD: can we do anything formal? JG: Robin Tasker is our interface to UKERNA. They (Pete Clarke, Robin Tasker, RAS and JG) will meet again this week. UKLIGHT is not production so can't rely on it. JG: other countries have plans to get 10 Gbit this year; we are a year late. NG: also question about who pays for this?

3.17. RAS notes that there are other items all of which will require funds. These include AFS and the Oracle service.
3.18. Overall strategy - maintain flexibility as this needs to change. Need to design the architecture for 2007. TD: would be good to have more information on this before Oversight Committee meeting on 1st July. KP: We have a lot of services. Should some be designated as deprecated; new applications should not use them and current users should look at moving? RAS agrees that we need a tight coherent plan. The BaBar xrootd service has been agreed to and maybe this causes problems. KP: we need a strategy to reduce complexity as this costs money.

Action 6.2: RAS to produce service architecture plan with aim of reducing complexity.

4. SUMMARY OF TIER-1 UB REQUIREMENTS

4.1. An agenda item to review long-term planning input from all experiments (and include short statement on current planning, noting that the next UB meeting follows this meeting on 13th April).

4.2. DT presents feedback on the Tier 1 planning process. The strongest feedback has come from BaBar, CMS and ALICE. Janet Seed (PPARC) has requested documents for the RRB briefing meeting on the implications of the current planning for the UK Tier 1. The CMS document had just been distributed to the Board. ALICE has shown some acceptance on their part that the statement that they require a full tier 1 is at odds with their current usage. Discussions are happening at a technical level as to how to use the resources better. JG comments that the ALICE use is driven centrally and not by Birmingham. DT reports that the smaller experiments have no major complaints. SNO requirements will be zero in 2008 and H1 is stopping in 2007. DB: input from smaller experiments is all included in planning V26b. DT: is it possible to have a summary?  Yes. It already exists but is 10 pages.
4.3. DT then turned to immediate planning issues. The schedule of the UB meetings is now changed to be after the end of the quarter to review the posts’ quarterly reports, but this is not so good for allocations. The next meeting is on the 13th April and not all input is in. There is a request from D0 who have not used the Tier 1 much at all. They are just starting now and will require 100 cpus and 10 TB. RAS comments that D0 use has increased over the last quarter.


4.4. The only other major issue is LHCb who had requested a large pulse at the start of this quarter for realtime data challenges (600 Ksi2k) - but this has now been delayed. More will be known after this week's UB meeting.

4.5. KP questions that PhenoGrid requests a huge leap in 2008 (53 to 139). He questions why they are using the Tier 1 as this looks like a classic Tier 2 application. Given that the smaller experiments request is one third of the BaBar shortfall, they could be scaled down. Important to consider the argument why they have to run on the Tier 1. KP notes that we should also look at Condor pools to meet the requirements of disconnected cpu need. KP asks whether the LCG Service Challenge need resource in 2008. NG asks: Do Tier 2's hand over their commitments to GridPP? Who owns them? And how will experiments such as PhenoGrid get resources? TD: need to take up with Tier 2 board as well. DT: But the Tier 1/A Board need to set the strategic weights. KP: high availability costs money, so applications that don't need it shouldn't use it.

Action 6.3: DT (now DN) to work with UB to consider Tier 2 allocations, taking into account the different functionality from the Tier 1. Aim should be to consider moving work not needing Tier 1 functionality to Tier 2.
5. TIER 1 PLANNING


5.1. An agenda item to review the complete plan at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/pmb/ProjectManagement/Tier1Plan26b.xls summarised in http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/Tier1Plan26b_Summary.doc circulated on 31st March

5.2. DB shows slides. He assumes that the paper (Tier 1 Plan 26 Summary) should be taken as read.


5.3. The planning has been updated in 3 major ways. Firstly, the entitlement is now based on Form-X returns. This is not intended to be a final allocation. More the start of the process rather than the end. Strategic weights are now all 1 except for the theorists. RAS comments that it is not obvious that this message has got through to experiments. DT invites DB to the UB meeting (he is not sure he can make it).

5.4. The second change is that resource requests are now based on Global Tier 1 requirements. JG: Has Jamie Shiers achieved the standardisation of fudge factors? DB: have taken best estimates from LHC reviews etc.

5.5. Final change is that hardware costs have been re-estimated, with slower than previously expected price reductions.
5.6. Planning is incomplete in several areas. Firstly the tape planning needs further iteration. JG: how does CCLRC contribution to the ADS come in? DB: does not yet. JG: only works for small changes, e.g. we can't double the amount of tape as we would need more robot capacity. Large perturbations don't work. We also need to consider bandwidth. Currently 2008 shows 50% mismatch; need more tape drives. TD: as minuted last time, we do need to look at the total spend on tape. NG notes that the commitment to support raw data is not negotiable. This is an LCG commitment. KP: CCLRC will continue to need tape until there is a good replacement for persistent storage. We need to apply pressure on experiments to define persistent data policy. What will they need to keep until 2020? Shouldn't keep data they don't need. Tape is not getting cheaper (infrastructure not media) as quickly as cpu and disk, therefore become a bigger share as time goes on.

5.7. The second incomplete area is that many non-LHC requests are out of date. The third area is that we have no requests from some parts of the community, e.g. neutrino and LC. Again we believe this is more of a Tier 2 requirement.

5.8. DB summarises the main issues: The BaBar allocation from 2006 on; the viability of the CMS tier1 (2006 or 2007 onwards); ATLAS and LHCb allocations from 2007 on. DB presents three possible strategies:
· Technology improvements could come quicker than we think. Unlikely.

· We advise PPARC that the hardware required is £3M and not £1.5M in 2007. Other components of the eScience roadmap need firming up. KP: we need a paper to PPARC advising them of best estimates (and seek input)


· Delay all further hardware spend until April 2007. But this doesn't fix the problem.

5.9. DB proposes that the middle approach is best. We should ask PPARC to support an increase for 2007 and 2008. If 2005 and 2006 usage remains under used, we let BaBar use it. We can meet the BaBar requests but they must be able to use spare Grid cycles. KP notes that this is a common request from all Tier A centres. DB: can over allocate rather than just allow them to use spare cycles to allow them to run jobs even when cpu is full (suggest about 20% increase). Should be OK in 2005;  2006 is also probably OK but we can't guarantee this. RAS: BaBar is typically doing experiment analysis therefore difficult to soak up free cycles. The two farms are nearly merged now, so traditional work will migrate to the Grid resources anyway.


5.10. KP: We need to take a decision as to how much to over-allocate generally. He suggests that 20 to 30 % is probably about right. In 2005 and 2006 put it all into BaBar as they are running. KP considers other options. Buy more kit in advance (not a good idea). Allocate dc-load to all LHC experiments but the time-dependent adjustments (crenulations) to give peaks. KP: we need to discuss with PPARC whether potential loss of rebate can be invested. We should also restrict access to some experiments via policy as they don't need Tier 1 functionality. BaBar will end during 2008, so downstream planning assumptions need discussing with BaBar. 2008 is the difficult year as all experiments there except HERA.


5.11. DB concludes we need to spend money in 2007. We need an extra £1.5M. If funds are not available we need guidance as to how we cut. RAS: disk and cpu is easier than tape. We need more lead time for tape. We could fail the LCG service challenges. KP agrees that we need to aim for a significant pulse in late 2007. RAS: need clear plan for service challenges and purchasing. DB is concerned that the tape technology changes just at time we go critical (T2 vs T1). If we buy lots of T1 drives we can't use them for T2.


5.12. TD thanks DB for lots of hard work doing this planning.


5.13. DM asks what is the timescale for a paper to PPARC. TD says that a draft paper is needed quickly advising PPARC that there is a problem to be solved over the next 2 years. KP offers to work on a draft paper tonight.




6. AGREED BRIEFING STATEMENT TO RRB-UK

6.1. LHC Planning Figures are summarised at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/LCG_MoU_output_Mar05.doc. Any proposed amendments should be discussed here.

6.2. TD points out that LHC fraction varies from ~50% to ~80% by 2010. Additional input - Tape and WAN figures.

6.3. It was agreed that we should move the 10 Gbps uplift to 2006.

6.4. DB: the numbers in the Tier 1 planning for tape bandwidth requirements are lower than these figures so we may want to add a footnote saying subject to revision. TD: should consider Chris Eck's summary of planning by country. Tier 2 numbers are early figures, which will not be considered for this RRB, (rather the RRB in October)

6.5. TD comments that the Tier0, Tier1 and CAF tables in 2007 and  2008, when storage capacity is summed and compare with CPU,  shows an average balance is roughly 1 for 1 (except for FZK which has small storage). There are large uncertainties regarding both analysis and Tier2's - could put more pressure on Tier1.


6.6. KP comments on the briefing paper. In 2009, we only satisfy 44% and 52% cpu needs. To meet these needs fully we would have to allocate the FULL tier1 resource.
6.7. TD notes that no other country deploys as late as September. JG: but we do this for the next year. A discussion followed regarding when to purchase and how to cope with cash-flow planning. It was agreed that we should stay with the September date.

6.8. The Board agrees that these RRB numbers are endorsed.
7. POB REPORT
7.1. NG had distributed a note in March regarding the POB of 21st March. This report is summarised here.
· There is now widespread awareness that LCG phase-2 needs to be resourced at the scale currently understood by LCG and the experiments. This implies a resource shortfall at CERN equivalent to 100 staff years of effort. No new pledges of additional effort had been forthcoming. 

· LCG reported that EGEE had been very effective in stimulating European interest and resources in LCG and in driving uniformity and de-facto standards across Europe. Individual site failures remain the main problem for LCG and EGEE. Most of the Tier 1's look fine. Resource planning for LCG phase-2 is "progressing, but not yet sufficient". Tier 2 resources are notably missing from the resource planning, particularly beyond 2007. 

· SC2 reported that EGEE management decisions on middleware development had significant implications for LCG - though they did not disagree with the decisions taken. Most of the LCG-1 milestones for the application area have now been achieved. Outstanding milestones are in the middleware and grid deployment areas. Planning for the LCG-2 applications area is now underway under new leadership (Pere Mato takes over from Torre Wenaus). A problem of two many "flavours of things" (e.g. different experiments having slightly different solutions to the same problems) was highlighted as a continuing problem for the applications area. The 4 experiments have been meeting to address the LCG "peak loads" problems highlighted by the January LHCC review. 

· Due the special nature of tape (robot) systems [big and expensive and will not all work without much testing]. LCG have come to a special agreement with purchasing that will allow single vendor tenders. The issue of possibly coordinating evaluations and/or tenders across (Euopean) Tier 1's was raised. Generally agreed to be a good idea, but outside scope of this meeting. 

· Kors Bos gave a report on the LCG accounting system (good press for the UK) and the difficulties in getting people to deploy it. Pointed out that (some sort of) accounting is required in the LCG MoU's. Agreed that common units (specint, TB, etc.) are used for all requests/deliveries/accounting and that "money" is not used. Spain highlighted the problems of experiments using resources "by the back door" which are then not accounted. Germany raised the issue of who pays for access to the provided Tier 1's. It was emphasized that during this initial design/construction phase, then all contributions were voluntary. However, in the fullness of time it was clear that full accounting for contributions to the LHC computing would be just as valid as buying gas.
· Service challenges will now be used as the baseline for the LCG-2 planning and milestones. Experience so far from the challenges indicates a "startup cost" for becoming a Tier-1, before providing any resources, of ~EUR 1M. 

· T1 reports: Most countries trying to organise T2's as consortia to aggregate required support levels. Increases in requirements from LHCC review are stressing the likely resources 

7.2. KP asks whether the question of experiment collaboration should be raised at C-RRB? (given no specific action on this in POB minutes) NG: Yes. Should be done in a constructive way. KP will draft a briefing point observing that many Tier 1's support more than one experiment. Management at these centres expects a single LCG and there is a waste of effort in the experiments solving the same problem 4 times.

7.3. KP: are there implications for procurement on tape given the CERN lead on this? NG: David Corney will be fully informed on this.
7.4. There was discussion about a possible M&O rebate for computing. KP points out this is different for LHC (re BaBar) because of the big spread of country wealth.

7.5. JG shows the slide of Chris Eck's figures for 2008. The UK is behind many other countries, but TD notes that some of the other plans may be early estimates. He also shows CPU/Storage where UK is low(-ish). KP comments that our balance is OK. Its just that we are half the overall size we should be. JG: should Tier2 countries be approaching a Tier 1? NG: if storage of MC data then yes, but availability not so critical and experiments will decide. The second aspect is for "support" and this takes real resources.

8. REPRESENTATION ON CERN COMMITTEES


8.1. This has been defined with agreement from all involved, but there may be further discussion. Hence this agenda item.

8.2. TD notes there is pressure to keep representation down to 2 per country. Agreed that it is PPARC who will represent the UK (on RRB). The POB will become PMB with representation to be agreed by PPARC (once RRB agrees this). The Collaboration Board will have one representative (JG?) for the Tier 1 and the various managers of UK Tier2's. UK is applying pressure that Tier2's should collaborate rather than be individual sites.

8.3. The Board agrees that that level of representation is OK.

9. QUARTERLY REPORTING – ISSUES ARISING

9.1. TD says that the next three agenda items address short term issues.

9.2. RAS shows the Tier 1 quarterly report. (Next time there will be page numbers!)

9.3. RAS summarises the 05Q1 key points

· Plot of number of submitted jobs is not fair. There are a limited number of Resource Brokers and not proper accounting.
· Good work by UK deployment team.

· Lots of effort in getting SRM/dCachce working (more than 1FTE, D Ross full time + Steve T etc). All seems to be working well and stable with good performance.

· Tape access. Were hoping to go with home-grown SRM interface but now have done an ADS backend to dCache. Now prototype passed over to Owen Synge.

· Succeeded in joining SC2 (big push for ~2 months).

· Tim and Bonny have been working on preparing tapestore for SC3 (lots of R&D)

· CPU utilisation is now climbing on LHC side, and BaBar is currently small. LCG often full. TD asks if LHC are using BaBar kit. RAS will investigate.

· RAS: little effort free for Grid development. TD: recruitment will help. 


9.4. DB asks about under deployment of staff effort. The approximate saving is £100k.  JG: unlikely we will recruit this quarter, therefore looking at contractor. DB asks what the contractor would do. RAS: to meet short term urgent needs, but project not yet fully defined and may not happen. DB Tier 1/A board should have a say in prioritising spend against staff funding, e.g. misc costs not yet budgeted for. DB: given you have managed with fewer staff; is it still correct to be recruiting now? RAS: currently under achieving in a number of areas and big needs from Service Challenges and experiment support. TD: what is misc. spend? DB: Misc. but also non-capacity Tier 1 . Total is ~10% of hardware budget.


Action 6.4: RAS to produce detailed Tier 1/A spending plan for this FY including miscellaneous costs.


10. Hardware Status and Operating issues
10.1. The agenda noted: another power cut in March; difficulty in allocating disk in dynamic manner; tenders delayed until - a) effort was available and b) pending evidence that utilisation justified additional capacity purchasing; advertisements for Tier1 positions should appear very shortly.
10.2. RAS says we have covered most issues and refers to his paper, but highlights some of the news and issues.
10.3. BaBar Sun service has finally been turned off.
10.4. The unscheduled power outage in March (this is 3rd in less than a year). RAS expects that it was due to work nearby that disrupted the circuit. They will investigate during next planned shutdown. The startup was faster than before. There were failures but in less key areas. There would be a benefit in using journaling file systems. Could put UPS on disk servers but at a cost. In future may well have more power outages. Difficult to achieve 99% uptime unless we spend money. Looking at 10-30 minutes UPS per disk server and 6 hours for key national/international services. KP: at what point does it become necessary to buy a generator? RAS: not desirable to do anything at all. DB: two issues - meeting uptime commitments (and noting that if network is down can't access the critical services anyway) and protecting equipment from costly fixing. DB recommends not worrying about the former.

Action 6.5: RAS to summarise his investigations on recent unscheduled power outages and conclusions on any required changes.
10.5. Other issues. Problems moving to SL3; kernel problems with NFS. Had to remove a patch as systems were hanging. There is a need to build up kernel level expertise in the Tier 1 team. 

10.6. Recruitment. The job advert will be in New Scientist soon. Interview date set for 23rd May.



11. LCG Service Challenge status/schedule

11.1. The agenda item noted that Service Challenge activity has sharply increased and that there are increasing concerns that there will be difficulties meeting the Service Challenge commitments.


11.2. RAS shows slides on this topic.

11.3. There are problems with the goal-posts moving and the Tier 1 team not being informed. There is a need for a change-log for the planning.

11.4. Service Challenge 2 is now complete (peak load that is, but tape work still ongoing). 


11.5. Service Challenge 3 starts in July in throughput test phase with the service phase in September. Now a Tier 2 component. 150 MB/s disk, 60 MB/s tape. (Jeremy Coles is coordinating). Still trying to undertstand what experiments are doing.

11.6. SC2 achieved 80 MB/s (rather than 100 MB/s requirement). Only just made it! The Tier 1 infrastructure was ready to go but the network (UKlight) was delayed. In hindsight should have asked more questions earlier (we were first to use UKlight on Janet). The fallback to production network doesn't work - too many bottlenecks at CERN. It also seems that there is not enough effort in Tier 1 high performance networking expertise and concerns about communication with GridPP networking expertise (for production).

11.7. dCache ran smoothly for 14 days. So far failed to dual attach the dCache to UKlight and SJ4 (problem with dCache). Moved ~6 TB/day. Glitches at CERN end on some days.

11.8. SC4 next year will be 220 MB/s. Currently we don't have network or tape bandwidth for this. Will be ongoing balancing act between experiment needs and service challenges.

12. aocb

12.1. The Board took note of the CMS briefing document (to PPARC) – mentioned above.  A similar document is expected from BaBar.

13. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

13.1. The next meeting will be on Friday 23rd September 2005, from 10:00 to 16:00 at RAL.

The meeting closed at 16:30.


14. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
All earlier actions are complete. The list of new actions is:
Action 6.1: RAS to investigate feasibility of abandoning disk servers and installing extra drives in CPU boxes instead.
Action 6.2: RAS to produce service architecture plan with aim of reducing complexity.

Action 6.3: DT (now DN) to work with UB to consider Tier 2 allocations, taking into account the different functionality from the Tier 1. Aim should be to consider moving work not needing Tier 1 functionality to Tier 2.
Action 6.4: RAS to produce detailed Tier 1/A spending plan for this FY including miscellaneous costs.
Action 6.5: RAS to summarise his investigations on recent unscheduled power outages and conclusions on any required changes.
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