CCLRC



RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 8th meeting held on 16th January, 2006 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB)
David Corney (DC)  (for item 1)
Neil Geddes (NG)
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Deborah Miller (DM)
Dave Newbold (DN) 
Glenn Patrick (GP)
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
John Womersley (JW)
Apologies:

None
1. TAPE SERVICE PROGRESS AND PLANS


1.1. See paper: “Atlas Data Store – Evolution and Development Strategy” by David Corney and Andrew Sansum. The board agrees that this should remain an internal planning document and not be published.
1.2. RAS: focus is perhaps different from DB’s expectations. DB: paper is very useful. He is able to extract useful numbers but is still awaiting a more integrated profile approach. RAS: there are two parts of the paper. The first is aimed at justifying the decision to go with Castor but timescales are very tight and there is therefore some risk.

1.3. DB: why do we turn off the 9940 infrastructure now? RAS: these scenarios are not yet fixed. DC: the robot is a small part and the cost of moving drives is small (and not paid for by GridPP)
1.4. JG points out that all mass storage systems will have problems. Physics wants random access to tapes. This is impossible. DN: storage will always be a bottleneck and therefore criticised. The biggest problem is lack of robustness. TD: can we specify what people should expect from day 1? E.g. minimum file size. DC: there is a castor operations meeting next week. Castor is a growing collaboration therefore easier to manage these sort of issues. JW: important to set expectations at start. DN: we should tackle this at the UK level.
1.5. Now look at section 2: Castor deployment. TD: phase out of dCache will take a year or more. RAS: difficult to see how we can have a production Castor before Sep 06, but this is late for experiments and for LCG. GP: what is the first date for experiments to use the new service? Experiments don’t want to use both, they just want to switch. RAS: after throughput tests in the summer. 
1.6. The Board agrees that plan A is the best approach. Details to be agreed. DN: overlap of services could mean duplicate copies of data and resource implications. Agreed that this board will review in Oct 2006. TD: need to add ADS phase out in plan A. RAS: PP needs to decide when we stop using ADS and old data is migrated to Castor. Catalogues need to be changed. We need to plan carefully. Move by Dec 2007.

Action 8.1 RAS/DN to produce plans for the migration from ADS to Castor.
1.7. Section 4 costs. DB shows slide (ADS planning requirements) and notes that the numbers don’t agree with Nick Brook’s which are larger. DN: the numbers do look low; the fewer disks we have the more tape bandwidth we need. T10K drives supposed to be 120 MB/s. CERN is happy to run them at 50 MB/s. DN: Don’t compare with CERN as they do not serve Tier 2’s. TD: we should request a document (Roger’s T0-T1-T2 CHEP) for next time

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).
1.8. DB: how much tape should we plan for this year given that we used less last year?  RAS: difficult to get above 340 TB until Castor is deployed. JG: LCG planning has a figure for Tier 1 bandwidth. DN: UB requests are for 588 TB by end of 2006, with 250 TB of this for BaBar backup. TD: how will machine room and M&O costs be met over next 5 years? This (after GridPP2 ends) will be included in the bid for the Tier 1/A to PPARC. JW: where is the comparison with disk? See later.

1.9. In summary the board agreed:

that the proposed move to Castor is the right approach, while agreeing that the timescales are tight and that this does give rise to some risk.

we will buy just one T10K drive now for testing (its more cost effective to delay purchase of drives until they are really needed) 

we will not buy T10k tapes now apart from a small amount for testing and service challenge needs (as they are likely to be much cheaper next year) 

we will not purchase any more 9940 drives or tapes 

RAS (with reference to the UB) is authorised to purchase up to 100 TB of T10K tape. T10K drives needed only for service challenges will be borrowed. Up to 2 additional T10k drives in the second half of FY 06/07 (if these are needed by the experiments) would be approved following review by Tier-1 Board at the October meeting.

The ongoing maintenance and operations costs of the DataStore after the end of GridPP2 will be covered as part of the bid for the Tier 1/A service to PPARC 

The UB will in future consider tape bandwidth requirements as well as capacity
2. OUTTURN FROM 2005
2.1. See paper: “Tier 1A Utilisation 2005” by Matt Hodges and Andrew Sansum.
2.2. RAS had not sent spreadsheet to anyone other than TD. Will be worked on before the OC meeting so as to be comparable with the 2004 outturn. Will also report on scheduled and unscheduled downtime.

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.
2.3. CPU has been full since the OC meeting in the summer. The available CPU is 830 KSi2K. Including occupancy, the farm is essentially full from August onwards. JG asks why we are not 100% occupied. RB and experiment methods mean there are not jobs available. JG: and why do we not schedule more? This should be addressed in the OC paper.
2.4. The Board was happy to see that the job slots had been very nearly full since August 2005 and agreed that there was little room for improvement here. TD: thanks to Matt and Andrew for their paper.
2.5. Disk. Currently we have used only 80%. We need some headroom as there are always problems with over full disks. JW: what is Dteam/other? DN: service challenge use. DB: why is it not full? RAS: because some experiments do not use their allocation. DB: can we take allocations away? RAS: We allocate whole servers to experiments now. In dcache we may be able to over allocate. DN: UB allocation process includes a reality check and penalty for under users.
2.6. Tape. RAS: may be able to recover some space from some experiments.

3. TIER 1/A REQUIREMENTS, PLANNING, ALLOCATIONS AND MOUS
 
3.1. Part a) User Board (UB) requests including the BaBar additional request. See paper: "BaBar Computing Requirements 2006".
3.2. DN shows a spreadsheet which now includes Tier 2 CPU and disk.

3.3. CPU requested in Q106 is 999 kSI2K cf. 830 available.  Therefore UB has over-allocated by fair share.

3.4. Tape: 318 TB available to experiments and 348 TB requested. BaBar is large but just backup. RAS: This backup is important as in the last few weeks they have had 3 double drive failures and had to recover from backup each time.

3.5. Disk. Q106 requested 260 TB with 179 TB available. Agreed that DTEAM/Service Challenge use is important. The ATLAS figures are not yet real and will increase. GP points out that the requests are voluntarily moderated because resource problems are known. The ATLAS nominal figure for Sep 2006 was 257 TB. JG: we must not lose track of these original requirements. UB decided it could not balance the needs of BaBar and LHC in the first two quarters 06. Therefore allocations have been delayed until after this meeting. DN points out that Tier 2 disk available is currently 175 TB and will become 887 TB. The current requests are very small. This had been discussed at last week’s joint Deployment Board/PMB meeting. The agreed plan is that some individual Tier-2 sites will align with particular experiments to help increase confidence.

3.6. Board decided to hear from DB first before discussing the BaBar paper so we move on to Part b) 2006 prices for Tape/Disk/CPU/other infrastructure and 2006 planning and allocations (DB)
3.7. DB reports that he only received input very recently so it is difficult to have definitive answers. He shows slides with holes that have not yet been filled based on version 35 of his planning spreadsheet.

3.8. Important points comparing recent tender results with Sep 2005 planning. Disk is much more expensive. NG: what is the big change? RAS: we assumed 500 GB drives would be available but actually still 400 GB. The winning bid in the recent tender also puts system disks in data slots. DB: this could be an upwards fluctuation but we need to plan on this basis.  The situation with CPU is also bad. There is uncertainty as to what factor to use for the performance of dual core processors.  RAS is currently using a factor of 1.5 (but after the meeting it is agreed to use a factor of 2).
3.9. DB compares Plan 29 with Plan 35. In 2008 there is approximately a 25% reduction in disk and CPU since planning of just a few months ago. NG: The LCG POB recognises that money is the important input not the amounts of CPU and disk.

3.10. JG reminds that the BaBar MoU requirements are that kit is in place at start of year. LCG is OK in April (as running starts then). September is way too late.

3.11. DB then shows nominal “fair shares” as fraction of request.  In 2006, CMS, BaBar and D0 have problems and then Atlas and Alice also have problems in 2008 onwards.

3.12. Tape is currently met easier than disk and cpu. DB: should we spend less on tape? JG: this is the most important pledge for a Tier 1 so should not reduce.
3.13. The board now considers the BaBar paper. There are several arguments for an increase above fair-share allocation, including the fact that the Tier A is for the whole experiment not just the UK and the possible financial liability for the common fund rebate. DB gives two counter arguments. Firstly PPARC should pay, this is not a GridPP problem, and secondly there will be a big LHC problem in 2008 so we need to conserve funds to get more disks later.  It is noted that the earlier PMB decision was that any money brought forward should be from 2008 BaBar funds. TD: This board previously said we could meet the 2006 needs (given costs known then and before the 2006 purchase was squeezed). 
3.14. The board discussed the various issues at length. There is very little flexibility because: Disks are more expensive this year than last year's planning figures (foreseen price drops from the availability of higher capacity drives have not arrived soon enough). CPU is more expensive than planned. There was uncertainty of the performance of dual core processors. (Note: New information obtained after the meeting has resulted in the use of a factor of 2 for AMD Opteron processor performance, dual vs single core, for planning purposes.) The FY 05/06 purchase was delayed by PPARC following the July 05 OC meeting, meaning that the increased disk capacity will not be deployed until Q3 2006. Planning in April 2005 concluded that there would be a severe lack of resources definitely in 2008 and probably in 2007. The problems noted above have brought this crisis forward to 2006. There are just not enough funds to meet all of the requirements. Difficult decisions will have to be made both by the running experiments and LHC. 

3.15. Given this very difficult situation, the Board agreed:

BaBar should manage within its current disk allocation of 95 TB for the first two quarters of 2006. Others will therefore be squeezed by ~20 TB compared to the current UB allocations. The UB will have to reconsider the LHC and other experiments disk allocations for these two quarters.

No decisions are made at this point regarding allocations for Q3 and Q4 of 2006. These will need to be looked at again following agreement of the purchasing plan for the next purchase (early in FY 06/07).

The board also noted the large amount of disk available and foreseen at the Tier 2 centres and encourages all experiments to make use of these.
3.16. Final Part c) An agenda item to look at making decisions on matters including:
when to initiate purchases for FY06;
the required balance of purchases Tape/Disk/CPU/other infrastructure;


3.17. JG: depends on the FY07 allocation perhaps?  DB: we need to purchase sooner than we will know about 2007. We also need to look at the balance between disk, tape and CPU again. 
Action 8.4  DB/RAS to develop a purchase plan for the rest of 2006 by the end of Feb 06.

4. DEPLOYMENT ISSUES


4.1. See paper: “Tier-1 Operating Issues Q4 2005” by Steve Traylen and Andrew Sansum.


4.2.  TD requests number of approximate hours of scheduled and un-scheduled downtime.
5. PROCUREMENT PROCESS

5.1. See paper: “Procurement Process (draft document for OC)” by Andrew Sansum

5.2. RAS comments that it is not possible to ask for better hardware as this approach just doesn’t work. There are improvements in the current tender. They have asked for future pricing. They do see some benefits of a longer-term relationship with a supplier but this would need a financial commitment from PPARC. This should be addressed as part of the bid for funding after the end of GridPP2.

6. REVIEW OF ACTIONS

All actions were reviewed.

Action 6.2: RAS to produce a service architecture plan with the aim of reducing complexity.
Ongoing. There was no concern that this action was not yet complete. Much is changing particularly with storage.
Action 6.3: DN to work with the 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.
Done. Spreadsheet extended.
Action 7.1   JG to make contact with CERN (Wolfgang v R) to see if a joint approach to procurement makes sense.
Done. Idea did not work, but an ongoing discussion forum could be useful.

Action 7.2   RAS to investigate framework procurement possibilities – discussions inside CCLRC. Can they be setup and are they useful?
Done. See agenda item on procurement.

Action 7.3   DPK to explore whether HEPiX experience (community approach) can be documented.
Done. CERN had given a report to HEPiX in Sep 2005 on their procedure. http://www.slac.stanford.edu/conf/hepix05/talks/friday/meinhard.ppt
A more general document was not possible although informal discussions with other sites could happen.

Action 7.4   RAS to prepare a document on procurement for the next meeting of the OC.
Done
Action 7.5 DPK to provide DB with the final outturn statement for FY 04/05.
Done


Action 7.6 JW/NG. Internal discussions on machine room planning (ESC). CCLRC to have dialogue with PPARC (PPD).
Done. The new machine room is in the CCLRC estates planning. There is a project with JG as the sponsor.
Action 7.7 RAS Prepare draft of a comprehensive review of Mass Storage.
Done

7. aocb

7.1. JG: The 2006 figures are urgently needed for the signing of the LCG MoU. PPARC have delayed signing until after this board meeting. DB will update (and circulate) the planning figures for 2006 on the basis of the latest information within the next few days.

7.2. NG: There is a search committee for the chair of the new WLCG Collaboration Board. This board encourages the possibility of a UK candidate and if this happens the person should then be a member of this board.

8. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

8.1. The next meeting will be on Thursday, 11th May 2006 at RAL, starting at 13:00.

The meeting closed at 16:15.


9. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
There is only one ongoing action. 

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

The list of new actions is:
Action 8.1 RAS/DN to produce plans for the migration from ADS to Castor.
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).

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.
Action 8.4 DB/RAS to develop a purchase plan for the rest of 2006 by the end of Feb 06.
D. P. Kelsey
10.05.06
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