CCLRC

RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 3rd meeting held on 13th May, 2004 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB) 
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Ken Peach (KP) 
Guy Rickett (GR) 
Andrew Sansum (RAS)

Apologies:

Roger Barlow (RB) 
1. MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING
TD welcomed Guy Rickett to the meeting. KP expressed his pleasure that PPARC continues to be represented on this board.
The minutes of the last meeting (27th January 2004) were accepted without change.

Several matters arising were discussed.

The first related to the BaBar Common Fund and UK computing commitments. KP reported that SLAC had recently requested urgent input for BaBar planning for years 2005 to 2008. It was agreed that for purposes of the long-term planning we should use RB's figures from Jan 2004.
DB showed the current planned profile for spend on hardware during GridPP2. This is dictated by PPARC’s expected available funds.   There is a large shortfall in FY05-06 and an excess in FY06-07. GR said that PPARC resource-flow may allow this to change and would like input from us as to what we need when.
EGEE posts. There had been some ongoing contractual problems with Glasgow, but this was now fixed.  The Imperial contract is close to being finalised. Oxford still needs chasing. KP has heard nothing recently from Manchester.

The PPARC Data Curation review. GR/JG confirms that CCLRC is involved. KP is looking at the CCLRC data storage model, including persistence, reliability, availability etc. More people are now requiring SRB and MCAT. PP not concerned with security of access to MCAT.

Action 3.1: KP to report back at a future meeting on Data Storage and invite David Corney for discussion of this.
RAS comments that the Tier1A does not yet have a clear data access model. This needs to be informed by input from the community but is becoming urgent.

A possible link between the Tier1/A board and the UK HEP SYSMAN group was discussed. It was agreed that this is an issue for the Deployment Board.
It was confirmed that GOC/ROC issues are covered by LCG/EGEE and they are not for discussion at this board.
2. GRIDPP OVERALL STATUS
TD reminds us that we need to meet the needs of the GridPP Oversight Committee. The extra documentation prepared for this board is therefore very useful. GR reported that he intends to resurrect the Grid Oversight Committees as the Grid Steering Committee has too broad a scope. DB comments that continuity is essential.
3. ACTIONS ARISING
The two actions from the last meeting were reviewed.
ACTION 2.1: RAS/JG (with Tim Adye) to write a joint paper on the BaBar requirements. 

Nobody was sure exactly what was meant by this action! Tim and RAS will generate the requirements. But now is not the best time as the data model is changing, so it needs a few more months.
ACTION 2.2: RB/RAS to establish the experiment contact names
This was recently completed but is yet to appear on the web and it needs to change for GridPP2.

4. 2003-04 FINANCIAL OUTTURN
DK presented the provisional FY 2003-04 Outturn. See the spreadsheet presented for more details.
The Outturn was not yet final because CCLRC had not yet closed its books for the year and for that reason the PPD overhead charges had not yet been finalised. Money spent on contract staff effort also needed to be moved from recurrent spend to payroll costs. Travel costs needed a final analysis including treatment of claims against the PPARC/EU DataGrid cost statement. DK reported that this year’s procurement of hardware (approx £700k) will not appear in the books for FY 03-04. The income to cover the expenditure in FY 04-05 for this will be deferred from 03-04 in CCLRC’s accounts.
5. TIER-1 ORGANISATION
See slides shown by JG.
He presented the current team, both in terms of the areas identified in the GridPP proforma 3’s and also named people. Several people have changed positions since the proforma 3 were written mainly for reasons of career development. Four staff members are to be recruited. JG stressed that deployment and experiment support have vital roles in running the CPU and disks services.
RLS is getting close to being installed at RAL (people are at CERN this week). There are funding issues re the future commitment to SRB for CMS. Supporting SRB has been a major task during recent months (CMS DC04). This could need more effort than we have available from GridPP.
KP: this relates to the general need to sort out CCLRC Data Storage

JG: need to know CMS long-term needs.

TD: how to we handle other services that come long?
JG: and how to manage user expectations?
RAS: relates again to the short, medium term data access  strategy that he wants to develop.

JG: need to manage the matching contributions for EGEE over the lifetime of the project. He noted that these may not always balance at a given point in time.
6. Quarterly Reporting
RAS presents his paper. 
He notes that there is no forward look included this time and asks for guidance as to the level of detail. TD comments that the report reads well and is very useful.

DB: this document should be linked into the GridPP2 logbook. It also needs staff effort details and progress against deliverables via a spreadsheet in the logbook. There is a need to agree the metrics for service delivery.

JG: what is prognosis for a single farm with a grid interface (and perhaps others) to fill the holes in cpu usage?
RAS: this is difficult. BaBar is not ready

TD comments that for now the situation is good.  We have successfully demonstrated an established Grid service.

TD: should check the number of GridPP deliverables per Tier1A service

Action 3.2: RAS/DB to complete the definition of the Tier1A logbook for next meeting.
RAS warns that measuring metrics may need software development and therefore needs advance warning.

In summary it was agreed that this level of reporting looks fine. TD suggests that individuals should now start to write their own quarterly text.
7. Hardware Procurement Status and Plans

RAS shows slides.
Equipment has been ordered from Compusys (CPU is actually 2.8 GHz and not 2.66 – error on slides). Some have 4 GB RAM. Delivery has been delayed because of storms in the Atlantic!
TD suggests considering the addition of penalty clauses in future tenders.

RAS comments that there is also slippage in electrical work. The lead time on electrics is longer than building the equipment and is usually not tied down until after the order has been placed. Next time he will tender for fixed power (2*32 amps). 
The burn-in period needs to be longer than in the past (6 weeks). Current experience is that we need at least a month of running disks flat out.
RAS reported that this time the tender had used the Government GCAT process. This has many benefits but we need to decide whether to use GCAT again in future. The process takes much less effort than an EU tender but the overheads may be higher.
GR: can tier 2's also purchase this way? 
TD: Universities can specify GCAT approval in tendering.

For the next procurement RAS wants to look at new storage architectures, e.g. iSCSI, and therefore longer lead time will be required. At this point RAS is aiming for delivery in December 2004.
TD asks about networking costs.
RAS: site backbone is RAL infrastructure so no cost to GridPP, but high I/O rates may need local improvements, e.g. switching, which will cost.
It was concluded that procurement through GCAT had been successful and that this looks to be an efficient route for future procurements.
8. EB Hardware Profile Status

TD reported on behalf of RB.
(Information was available on the web but out of date as TD had newer text.)

The scheduling policy is available on the web. Every quarter the EB will review the allocations looking forward one year. The first version should appear in a few weeks.

The Tier1A centre will provide a scheduling system that delivers these shares.
KP: the crucial issue is whether experiments can save unused time. 
RAS says they don't want this. The target shares will be updated weekly.
9. Scheduling Policy and OS installation system

RAS showed slides on this topic.
There are 3 levels: external Grid, macro farm level, micro user level.
The macro farm level is difficult if we have multiple clusters. RAS sees issues with micro level and not sure how to solve them.
Tape needs to be considered as well as CPU and disk. Also need to add Grid vs non-Grid.
KP: access speed is more important than the medium

TD: "storage" may be enough. Tier1A then sets the split.

RAS showed the current scheduling situation: MAUI on TierA and PBS FIFO on LCG. MAUI is very complicated. At micro level, LCG is not yet a problem. No recent complaints have been received about the TierA but RB is sceptical. Martin Bly is discussing with BaBar regarding a solution to keep everyone happy.
Action 3.3: RAS to look at micro scheduling for TierA

RB was unhappy that ALICE ran a lot of jobs
JG: but we allocated to LHC as a whole

TD: we need target shares per experiment

RAS reported on the situation regarding OS installation. A deliverable for GridPP2 in December 2004 relates to installation for LCG once RedHat Enterprise is deployed.
TD asks have we decided to run RH Enterprise.
RAS: no not yet. Important to meet the needs of the experiments and this depends on CERN, SLAC and FNAL.
TD: perhaps we should invest effort to investigate Debian?
RAS: BaBar require RH Enterprise 3 by July, so need to work on that now.
RAS reports that tests have been made with the CERN Quattor configuration system. It is very complicated, but if we don’t use that it is not clear what other options are possible.

TD: There may be a requirement for the quick reload of WN OS. 
JG: not seen the use case for this yet.
10. AOCB
JG: Jamie Shiers (CERN) wants to do RLS (Oracle to Oracle) replication tests for 20-30 days. These could clash with SRB activities; not just a money issue but lack of people.
JG asks what the Tier1A should do with the current CDF kit located here. TD comments that CDF is not happy with the service. JG notes that they have never complained formally. RAS comments that the situation has been difficult because of a lack of engagement from CDF. There are also many problems with running the kerberized FNAL infrastructure here. TD concludes we should move away from this situation, e.g. by looking for an alternative home for the CDF kit. The best course of action is to report that the Tier1A can no longer handle it.

RAS has also informed BaBar that their Sun kit cannot be supported after August 2004 as the team can no longer support another OS. This board agrees to announce the closure of the service.
11. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Date of next meeting – Wednesday 27th October 2004, 13:00 to 17:00 at RAL
12. Summary of actions
Action 3.1: KP to report back at a future meeting on Data Storage and invite David Corney for discussion of this.

Action 3.2: RAS/DB to complete the definition of the Tier1A logbook for next meeting.
Action 3.3: RAS to look at micro scheduling for TierA

D. P. Kelsey
25.10.04
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