CCLRC



RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 9th meeting held on 11th May, 2006 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB)
David Corney (DC) 
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Dave Newbold (DN)
Glenn Patrick (GP)
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
John Womersley (JW)
Apologies:

Neil Geddes (NG)
Deborah Miller (DM)

1. REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING


1.1. The minutes of the last meeting were reviewed and approved.
1.2. Matters arising. JG: The RAL effort on Castor2 has gone well and is appreciated by the Castor collaboration. DC: Castor problems are being solved quickly. It is not fully stable but he predicts this will happen in about 4 weeks. RAS does have some concerns about the fragility of Castor. We are aware that CERN is working hard behind the scenes. The work is still on track but, as predicted, things are tight.
1.3. RAS reported on the recent Service Challenges (third week of April). They failed to accept the necessary data rate to tape. There were problems with concurrent read and write. There is no point in investigating further before the upgrade to SL4. JG: other sites see this same sort of problem.

1.4. TD: BaBar have moved back to SLAC for some of their required capacity. Also, they have been given GridPP funds for someone to help convert their analysis to Grid.
1.5. TD: What about the request to record hours of scheduled and un-scheduled downtime? RAS: not yet done. JG: But SFT’s now working on this. Weekly reports contain this information (SFT). WLCG is working on rules for reporting scheduled downtime well in advance. It was agreed that we should use the external SFT testing and also do internal recording to compare.  
ACTION 9.1 RAS
1.6. PPARC did sign off the 2006 MOU figures (from March 2005)

1.7. WLCG Collaboration Board chair is now NG. Congratulations to him!
2. REVIEW OF ACTIONS
2.1. The actions from the last meeting were reviewed.


Action 6.2: RAS to produce a service architecture plan with the aim of reducing complexity.
Ongoing. Discussed this last time. Need to understand the LCG requirement and data models. DN: experiments views are becoming well defined. Aim that this will firm up over the summer.
Action 8.1 RAS/DN to produce plans for the migration from ADS to Castor.

Ongoing. No document yet but plan is in place. Hardware migration well understood, but data migration less so. DC will provide link to a meeting. RAS would like a mini-workshop at the GridPP QMUL meeting.

Action 8.2 DPK to ask Roger Jones for a document (a paper to be submitted to CHEP06?) on the experiments' tape bandwidth requirements (for Tier 1 to/from Tier 2).
Completed by other routes. JG: Roger doesn’t have this. It was not part of the Interim Storage group report. RAS has detailed pictorial data models from ATLAS and LHCb, but not yet from CMS.  This information is extremely useful.

Action 8.3 RAS to prepare the 2005 Tier 1/A Outturn spreadsheet (for comparison with 2004) and circulate to the board before the February Oversight Committee meeting.
Done. See http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/docs/oversight/GridPP-PMB-77-Tier1A.doc. This document gives a summary of CPU, disk, tape and Grid vs Non-Grid use. It was accepted by the GridPP Oversight Committee.
Action 8.4 DB/RAS to develop a purchase plan for the rest of 2006 by the end of Feb 06.
Done. See agenda item.

3. RAL COMPUTER ROOM PLANS
 
3.1. JG: The CCLRC capital expansion plan included ~£5M for a new computer building. The specification for this has been based on plans from all occupants. There is not enough money to meet all needs. They are therefore looking at a design which is extendable (even during use). The overall plan includes many other items on site so there is not much flexibility. Extra office space, however, is being considered so larger sums of money may be available (~£10M). Currently all is on hold but design work is continuing for build starting next year. Originally planned to take the 2008 capacity purchase in the new building but now looking at fitting this in the old machine room. TD: is there pressure to move out of Atlas? JG: Yes. Some pressure for expansion of the new Hostel. TD questions the handover? JG: Will have to move the existing kit. They may be one year overlap. Power requirements become large and there are lots of unknowns. DB: in current model, late-on, the power cost is larger than the hardware cost. JW: LHC computing model doesn’t take power costs into account and we do need to take care that this is covered.
4. ACCOUNTING AND OUTTURNS


4.1. How this is being approached in LCG, GridPP and at the Tier-1A?
4.2. JG shows the slides he showed to the WLCG MB last week on accounting. There is a manual spreadsheet agreed for the time being, while waiting for the automated system. Both disk use and disk allocated will be recorded. Tape used (not allocated) is recorded. No integration of disk/tape, just a snapshot once per month. Lots of discussion about Grid use vs non-Grid use.
4.3. JG shows the RAL spreadsheet for April. We need to address the non-Grid use at RAL, currently 1/6th of the total. DN: we are heading in right direction to reduce this to zero by end of 2006. Currently we are delivering (in terms of usage) only 24% of this year’s MoU figures per month. DB: but we only pledged this year’s figures from Sep 2006. 
4.4. Disk is also low. Only allocating 12% but use is less. At the moment this is not a problem but may become so in the future. We have no way to recognise demand. RAS suggests we aim for a single consistent set of figures for both UB and LCG but DN disagrees.
4.5. The VO’s require user-level accounting information. Need policy documents and AUPs to be able to do this. DK is writing a JSPG policy document to address this.

4.6. The new gLite CE has broken both APEL and DGAS – also breaks user-level auditing. This will have to be fixed.

4.7. The board agrees that it is happy that JG is reporting and that he is also in charge of driving this activity on a world-wide basis.
4.8. In terms of the Outturn this is done annually. The 2005 figures have been reported to PPARC (See GridPP-PMB-84). TD shows a plot (based on APEL accounting). JG points out that we need to check the data available. He will put a link to this on the Tier 1 board web. RAS informs the board that this takes a lot of effort to put these together, i.e. checking that data has not been lost. This will also be a lot of effort for Tier2’s. We should look at sharing tools.

5. EXPERIMENT REQUIREMENTS IN 2006

5.1. DN shows the spreadsheet. Q3 should be firm with Q4 less so. The rise in requirements is for the experiment data challenges. Quarterly planning no longer works as they have to look at monthly overlaps and hardware availability. The total Q3 CPU is 1500 kSI2K (1535 available). They plan to over allocate by a few percent. Integrated over the year, this is approximately consistent with 85% of the MOU commitment.
5.2. Disk. CMS wants to ramp up rapidly. Total is 413 TB in Q4. The UB minutes refer. Only 66% of the total needed is available in Q4. LHCb has problems in Q2 and the delays deploying the recently procured disks refer.
5.3. Tape. CMS needs a lot as they are keeping analysis data both on tape and on disk. DB: questions the BaBar tape which is the largest. They are trying to analyse from tape because they don’t have enough disk. Total required is 624TB (available is 532), so they have to look at BaBar and CMS.

5.4. No experiment is using much Tier 2 resource yet.

5.5. RAS asks what do we report to LCG? If allocation is less than MOU then we report too little. TD: we need the reality check that all agrees with the global figures and we have a process that looks at internal UK requirements.
5.6. DN proposes that we proceed with the proposed spend this year (see next agenda item). Tape requirements are the least certain followed by disk. The understanding of CPU is fine. Tape bandwidth figures are very difficult.
6. REVIEW OF 2006 PURCHASE PLAN


6.1. RAS presents a paper on this (version 5). There are three main costing lines: M&O, Capacity and Critical services.
6.2. M&O amounts to £34k with few things added here compared with last year.
6.3. There is evidence that current CPU costs are less than the January 2006 tender. We should look also at moving away from the GCAT process to avoid the overhead costs. RAS is still keen on possible framework arrangements.

6.4. The board discussed the number of new tape drives and agreed that at least 3 are needed.
6.5. The board discussed the relative LCG and BaBar allocations and agreed that this should be on the basis of the allocations by the UB. We need another 40TB disk for DTEAM.

6.6. The board agreed the planned £996k spend in FY 06/07. But RAS was told to look at delaying ~£100k, prudently reducing the amount of disk compared with the plan based on UB usage. A revised paper will be produced.



7. LCG AND BABAR 2007 MOU PLANNING

7.1. An agenda item to review current plans and revise numbers if necessary. Discussion is required as input to preliminary LCG and BaBar processes.
7.2. Planning figures are already in the GridPP3 spreadsheet. DB shows this (Version 6). But first, TD shows a high-level view (From his presentation to the GridPP collaboration meeting on 6th Sep 2005). This is our first chance to look at the pledges for 2007. Planning spreadsheet Version 26b was the input for current pledges.
7.3. The current figures are 1492 KSI2k CPU, 841 TB disk and 1080 TB tape. The board considered revision of these for the real 2007 pledge.
7.4. DB: Plan Version 37 figures are: CPU 1234, Disk 639 and Tape 555.  Therefore have to do lots of updates. The Disk to CPU ratio looks OK but the Tape pledge is a factor of two too big.
7.5. DN does have some requirements for 2007, but this needs checking with UB.
ACTION 9.2 DN to chase with UB for 2007 figures.

7.6. DK reminds that the next purchase can only happen in or after April 2007. Therefore the 2007 pledge must be based on this year’s purchase.

7.7. JW has the draft BaBar plan. This shows the RAL Tier A as zero in 2006 as we didn’t meet the needs to be a Tier A, a status we may never get back to. PPARC is negotiating on this. The Tier 1/A Board should do what is necessary for the UK. This years hardware spend will be input to the negotiations. DN warns that similar problems could happen for other experiments (e.g. CMS).
8. 2008-2011 GRIDPP3 PLANNING
8.1. An agenda item to: a. review requirements, b. sign-off on costings and c. present preliminary plan, as input to the GridPP Collaboration Board discussions on the GridPP3 proposal.
8.2. RAS and DB have done a lot of work aimed at meeting the experiment requirements for a Tier 1. DB presents the GridPP3 plan version 6. Lots of the information is preliminary. One of the issues remaining is to discuss the user requirements. The UB gathered requirements but these have increased compared with the LHC Exploitation review input (GridPP version) from last August. 
8.3. DB shows the UK share relative to global requirements. ALICE 1.3%, ATLAS 13%, CMS 10% and LHCb 16%.

8.4. DN comments that CMS has been set at the threshold level to be a Tier 1 and that we should therefore look at the fraction relative to countries having a Tier 1. He also reports that the LHCC has this week agreed that the whole LCG MOU process needs reviewing
8.5. The board agrees that the full requirement will be presented to the CB.
8.6. DB shows the requirements for other experiments. This has reduced from 20% to 5%. The UB cannot get reasonable numbers from new experiments. The board agreed that if we can’t defend the numbers we should not include them.  DB notes that this reduction and lots of other changes means that the request is not actually too different from before. 
8.7. JW suggests that appropriate computing experts should be added to the PPRP to help review the GridPP3 bid.
8.8. DB now turns to the purchasing side and shows the hardware costs input spreadsheet. There has been discussion about HEP use of multi-core processors. The current code has problems with memory. HEP may not be able to use multi-core efficiently. On top of this there are lots of uncertainties about future power costs.

9. aocb

9.1. There was no other business.

10. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

10.1. The next meeting will be on Friday 22nd September, 2006 at RAL (09:30 to 12:30)


11. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
The list of ongoing old actions and new actions from this meeting is:
Action 6.2: RAS to produce a service architecture plan with the aim of reducing complexity.

Action 8.1: RAS/DN to produce plans for the migration from ADS to Castor.

Action 9.1: RAS to record hours of scheduled/unscheduled downtime and look back where possible.

Action 9.2: DN to chase UB for 2007 planning figures.

D. P. Kelsey
14.09.06
(one correction made during Sep06 meeting – DN attended in person, not by phone)
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