CCLRC



RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 7th meeting held on 23rd September, 2005 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB) 
Neil Geddes (NG)
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Deborah Miller (DM)
Dave Newbold (DN) (by phone, morning only)
Glenn Patrick (GP)
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
John Womersley (JW)
Apologies:


1. REVIEW REMIT OF THE TIER 1/A BOARD


1.1. For the benefit of new members, TD reviewed the remit of the board. See http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/ for details. TD explains that membership is by role. He thanks Dan Tovey for membership of this board. He has now stepped down as chair of the UB. DN takes over as new chair. GP is taking over as deputy chair of UB. TD welcomes JW as new director of PPD. TD says big thanks to Ken Peach (in his absence) for defining the direction of this board. The board agreed that the Tier 1/A centre manager should be a full member and not just “in attendance”.
2. REVIEW/APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
2.1. The minutes of the previous meeting (11 Apr 2005) were reviewed and accepted without change.
2.2. The actions were reviewed. RAS had sent an e-mail status report on 25 Aug 2005. RAS also gave verbal updates since that mail.

Action 6.1: RAS to investigate feasibility of abandoning disk servers and installing extra drives in CPU boxes instead.
DONE.   RAS reported that a few things became clear over the summer:

     i) They had to get the storage costs down

    ii) The LCG/HEPiX storage group would recommend PCI (IE 3ware) type solutions

   iii) The “disk in a worker node” solution depended on dCache and the Tier 1/A development priorities were to make it robust and performant for the service challenges, not to get radical new storage solutions working.

    iv) Manchester are testing out dCache on worker nodes and may be able to provide useful data.

     They had therefore made the decision to move forward on a PCI based solution.

     This should result in a 20% cut in cost (rough estimate), compared with estimates in March. It is not obvious that it is possible to do much better than this with resilient dCache disk pools on worker nodes although there may be other benefits.

     RAS does not believe that it should be a short term priority to pursue the worker node solution; effort is better spent getting PCI storage going and making dCache a success. He thinks this should be put on the back burner until we have a requirement for high performance file serving from the worker nodes.

The board agreed to this approach.
Action 6.2: RAS to produce a service architecture plan with aim of reducing complexity.

ONGOING.   No progress on this. The arrival of the LCG TDR is helpful. Work continues internally on the farm to remove legacy kit. For example, since the last board meeting both Tru64 and Sun hardware architectures have been eliminated now from the service. Complexity is principally in the Grid infrastructure (service nodes), which will be documented when an architecture plan is produced. They are still waiting for input from the decisions of the Storage task force.
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.

ONGOING. DN reports that UB will consider this at the next meeting. Today, no one is making distinction between Tier 1 and Tier 2.
Action 6.4: RAS to produce detailed Tier 1/A spending plan for this FY including miscellaneous costs.

DONE. This was completed and circulated as part of the process of justifying the FY05 spend to PPARC. TD explained the context of this issue and the paper was reviewed. A letter went from Ken Peach to Science Committee. PPARC said they needed more information. RAS wrote another document explaining the low cpu usage. Access to external databases causing low cpu use but high job slot occupancy. TD reminded the board that historically use in summer has always been high and then dropped during the autumn. RAS comments that the Tier 1 has been running flat out over the last 4 weeks.
Action 6.5: RAS to summarise his investigations on recent unscheduled power outages and conclusions on any required changes.

DONE. RAS reports that there have been no unscheduled power outages since the last meeting. They have had some preliminary discussions internally on UPS issues. A few items have already been agreed:

     i) A UPS has been purchased for the automation/monitoring infrastructure (funded by BITD) in order to guarantee the callout infrastructure works in an emergency.

     ii) They plan to buy (initially) 1 rack with UPS able to power critical/sensitive kit (national and international services) long enough to carry out a scheduled shutdown or better keep them running for a few hours.
     iii) They have started a project to upgrade to Scientific Linux 4 on the disk servers which should then allow better running of the XFS (file system) with Journaling.
The outstanding question is whether to have UPS on disk servers. This will be included as an option in the next tender action.
2.3. Matters arising from the last meeting.

TD reports on the current status of networking. The expected timescale for the 10 Gbps link is June to September 2006, but could be even as early as April. The board agrees that we don’t need to apply extra pressure on this matter.

There was only one change in the LCG submission. The networking plans were updated. In future, TD says we will agree pledges in September for submission to the October RRB meetings.

3. ISSUES ARISING FROM GRIDPP OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING IN JULY
 
3.1. TD had sent an e-mail to the board on this matter on 2 Jul 2005.

3.2. GridPP has not yet seen the official minutes of the meeting. TD goes through his e-mail summary of Tier 1 issues.


3.3. There are two separate issues: How to get better estimates and methods of procurement of equipment.

3.4. One approach is to evaluate on past experience. JG points out that we do this, e.g. by delaying the deployment of disks. TD says we need a document for the next OC meeting: methodologies and plans for future years.


3.5. Experiment estimates. The UB met in Durham in July and looked in much more detail. Figures are now much more realistic, but DN says there is still more work to be done. This needs to be tied to the central planning of the experiments and LCG. GP agrees that monthly CPU predictions are difficult. RAS comments that there is no good link between experiment estimates to GDB for service challenges and the UB estimates. GP points out that Grid resources can appear elsewhere which can take work away from the UK.

3.6. TD also reports on the Sep 19th LHC Exploitation Review. A GridPP document had been submitted to this. This contained a naive model based on experiment global planning and a UK M&O author share. TD reported on feedback given at the meeting. Global planning should be done centrally (reviewed at CERN). The experiment requests to the LHC review were different and the committee was mindful to go with the naïve model and do any increases via negotiation with CERN. The Review had agreed to include the extra tape robot costs in 2008. 


3.7. JW raises question of any over commitment on the MoU. TD says that we cannot simultaneously meet the needs of BaBar and the LHC MoU. The way this is done is via numbers of M&O authors. TD: encourage BaBar to use resources via Grid interfaces to make sharing easier. There should be progress on this issue this quarter.


4. PPARC STATEMENT ON FUTURE FINANCIAL PLANNING


4.1. An agenda item to address the request to bring forward FY06 funding to FY05.


4.2.  DM asked the OC for a reply on funding by closing date of 16th Sep. DM has chased and there is still no input from them. DM will chase further. 


4.3. This board expressed its dissatisfaction with the lack of response from the Oversight Committee. 


5. SUMMARY OF TIER-1 PLANS

5.1. An agenda item to consider two things. 
(i) Final 2004 outcome (defining format of output for 2005 outcome anticipated at the next meeting). 
(ii) Procurement methods summary and proposed response to OC (outline document to be presented).

5.2. RAS reported that his Utilisation paper for OC addressed the issues. The basic format of the earlier 2004 paper was OK. It was efficiency data that was lacking. CPU occupancy will now be done both retrospectively for 2004 and for 2005 (for the next meeting)

5.3. TD points out that to be synchronous with LCG RRB (preliminary in April, final in October) planning and UK Tier 2 reporting, the annual basis will be 1st October to 30th September. JG: hardware delivered by September does not show in usage figures for the whole year. The board agrees that the end of year for these reports will in future be 30th September. RAS is already reporting to the UB on a quarterly basis.

5.4. Procurement methods were then discussed. RAS showed the 2004 timeline starting once the invitation to tender went out of the door (excluding preparation work). Two weeks is the absolute tender minimum; more time is desirable. The evaluation of a large EU tender can be longer, especially if benchmarking is required. In future they will ask for a box to be delivered with the tender response; not only to allow better evaluation but to enable shortened deployment once the bulk arrives (drivers, OS etc). Fast delivery for tier2 suppliers is difficult. TD: desirable to apply more pressure on suppliers to deliver on time. What is the cost of delay? Depreciation is the main cost to us (exponential). Ordering of work for an electrician is also difficult. Some suppliers don’t get their power estimates correct. Last experience with cpu install was good; disks were much worse. Typically they take advantage of new kit to install upgraded software (so can be a delay here). Disk servers are more complex so more potential problems with OS/driver installation. TD: Is cpu burn for a month needed? Yes. There were failures during the first month. Could give experiments early access (for monte carlo). One month stress testing of disks revealed a large number of problems (17 systems out of 26). Future tenders will include much tighter management of the process and involve more meetings with suppliers during stress testing. Payment typically is approved after Vendor installation and their stress tests.  TD: this is a good basis on which to develop an optimised plan on the basis of experience

5.5. RAS: tape media is purchase on demand. Tape robot procurement is outside the scope of this discussion. CPU: not clear there are any benefits of going up market, in fact can be the opposite as supplier management systems can get in the way. Disk: not obvious how much less time will be needed. TD: we need to address “on demand” procurement. DM: but could be a more flexible approach (not on demand – but buy some and then add more later). RAS once a year good, twice a year OK, but more is too painful as they need kit to be the same. Discussion about setting up a framework agreement (EU tender required) over say 3 years. To agree fixed discount (off list price). Uncertainty of funding is difficult for framework agreements. 

Action 7.1 JG to make contact with CERN (Wolfgang v R) to see if a joint approach to procurement makes sense.

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

Action 7.3 DPK to explore whether HEPiX experience (community approach) can be documented.

Action 7.4 RAS to prepare a document on procurement for the next meeting of the OC.
6. SUMMARY OF TIER 1 UB REQUIREMENTS


6.1. DN reports that there has been no recent UB meeting. The schedule is on the web. This is relatively flat and the spikes have gone away. BaBar continues to increase, but CPU is generally low. BaBar did not receive all their allocation of disk (70 TB rather than 90TB), but this is now fixed. CMS and ATLAS are ramping up. CMS are rapidly filling disks. The new disks for service challenges are now within allocation. DN notes better utilisation. D0 currently has a large allocation. The UB will need to look at the balance between the Tevatron and LHC. H1 and Zeus are using spare cycles. The next UB meeting (in a couple of weeks) will review recent history and the basis of planning. DN is not convinced that monthly figures for LHC are reasonable. He wants to check the basis of the 2006 predictions both for LHC and BaBar. 


6.2. ALICE has requested allocations for service challenges. This has been requested centrally rather than via UK representatives. TD: the target share will be there but low. They can use more if it is free.

6.3. RAS confirms that the BaBar disk problem is now fixed. RAS is not happy that the service challenge allocation is under experiments. It is not clear to him that the LHC experiments have taken the requirements for Service Challenge 4 into account. DN agrees that they should find out.


6.4. DN wants to better understand the links between UK planning and central planning. BaBar, ATLAS, CMS and LHCb should all address this. D0 also needs to report more since they are now large.  There are usage figures in the Tier 1/A Operating Issues paper – see later. 


6.5. DN asks whether there is a view on the issue of “VO boxes”. TD: the situation is that only the Tier 1 will currently deploy. JG: the Tier 1 will monitor to get experience and then can advise. NG: Members of the POB had complained that the VO boxes are not “Grid-like”. GDB will look at the plans for SC4. JG says there will be discussion at next week’s Operations workshop. There has to date been little justification from the experiments. GP: LHCb has decided that they do not need a VO box for SC3.

6.6. Discussion on target shares, UB allocations and Outturn. High level planning sets the target shares. UB uses this as input in setting allocations. Actual use will depend on the work submitted. DN: the ALICE target share is not large enough.
(DN leaves now – lunch break)



7. TIER-1 PLANNING

7.1.  An agenda item to review the complete plan (particularly for JW) currently at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/pmb/ProjectManagement/Tier1Plan26b.xls and summarised in http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/Tier1Plan26b_Summary.doc circulated on 31st March. Will need to submit again next March.


7.2.  DB shows draft slides, but these are not quotable as many checks are still required. This is a first look at Inputs, the Model and Outputs.


7.3.  DB noted the following  inputs to his calculations

· £2360K for GridPP Tier 1, but £100k is still uncertain.

Action 7.5 DPK to provide DB with the final outturn statement for FY 04/05.

GridPP2 h/w budget is now £2891k (increased from £2550k). The current model assumes that the extra £311k requested for this year actually happens.


· Hardware costs. DB used the same assumptions as in the LHC exploitation review paper.
· Deployment and lifetime. JW: if new equipment gets cheaper we may want to phase out old kit sooner because of power and rack space.
· Requirements of the experiments. Global T1 requirements for split between cpu/disk and tape. Requirements of future experiments (LC, Neutrino) are missing. Need to do better on this.

· Profile and distribution. Not well known.


DB says it is important to note that we have made pledges to the LHC RRB for 2006. We need to spend £750k in April to meet these (in addition to this year’s extra £311k). RAS says we don’t have time to set up a framework agreement. And the next OC meeting is too late. NG asks if we would want to split 1/3, 2/3 between two procurements (if we ignore cashflow). It was agreed that this is about right.

DB says that the 2007 requirements have gone down and this is too much. JG points out that April 2006 purchase is for 2008 requirements (and is not enough). DB also notes that he has not included as much tape as required as this is already a high fraction. He has capped the amount of tape because its cheaper to buy disk. RAS mentions internal discussions on machine room space needs and the timing of a new machine room at RAL.


· Staff FTE numbers from the Grants Form X data.


7.4.  DB then described the model used. He has simplified the notional “value” of disk, cpu and tape. He points out that the cost of tape per TB is similar to that for disk (once he includes infrastructure costs). NG: but the total cost of ownership is much less as not all costs are met by GridPP. If everything was on disk the cost per TB would increase. TD: we need to get to grips with tape bandwidth requirements. GP comments that experiments don’t care about disk vs tape.. They look at immediate and mass storage. JG: these statements have been made for years. No lab has yet given up on tape. We don’t want to be the first.  RAS: the robots are not the expensive item. Tape drives are the main cost.


7.5. RAS reminds the board that plans out to 2010 are important for machine room planning. DB produced a range of figures on the basis of optimistic and pessimistic assumptions. Uncertainties are +/- 10% in 2006 and increase to +/- 50% by 2010. RAS asks when will get more information? DM reports that PPARC will make decisions (perhaps) in mid 2006. Funds will go in planning discussions earlier, but the peer review will not conclude until then at the earliest.

Action 7.6 JW/NG. Internal discussions on machine room planning (ESC). CCLRC to have dialogue with PPARC (PPD).


7.6.  DB points out that CMS and BaBar (and also ATLAS) allocations are much less than their requests.


7.7.  In conclusion the main issues are:
£750k second spend needed in April 06.
We plan to pledge numbers which are subject to increasing uncertainty. We should quote the error bars.
There continues to be short term/mid term problems for BaBar and CMS

The cost of mass storage to GridPP requires a comprehensive CCLRC review as costs are high

TD: What are the priority issues?

Establishing size of new computer building

And this will determine costs of power to disk and tape

We need input from the LCG Storage task force

(what bandwidth will be required – are requirements understood?)

(high bandwidth access to archive is expensive)

Action 7.7 RAS to prepare draft of a comprehensive review of Mass Storage.

8. AGREED BRIEFING STATEMENT TO RRB-UK
8.1. LHC Planning Figures are summarised at http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/tier1a/board/doc/LCG_MoU_output_Mar05.doc 
Now submitted – this agenda item was to allow short discussion on the proposed timescales.
8.2. It was agreed that this agenda item was in fact fully covered in  earlier discussions

9. POB REPORT


9.1.  NG had sent a mail to the GridPP PMB (dated 19th Sep). The text of this mail is included here (slightly modified).

MOU

Little reported. No rumours of impending doom, but there is a suspicion that the Scrutiny Group are scrutinising to too detailed a level at present.
CERN RESOURCES

Re-confirmation that the process is to review each investment at CERN very critically but not to jeopardise the computing capacity actually required at CERN. In practice this is pushing funding difficulties out to 2008.

LCG REPORT

MANAGEMENT BOARD

NG raised the UK point about T1 reps being "grid reps". Les/Jos indicate that the T1 representation is an explicit MoU detail - where executive authority and responsibility were important. Only T1's are represented, e.g. no representation for countries without T1's. Others are all represented through the GDB. GDB chair remains a member of the Management Board (formerly PEB).

Jos suggests that we solve this requirement (that there be a grid responsibility here and not just a T1 responsibility) locally in the UK (and elsewhere where relevant). [This is probably a reasonable approach as at present it is GridPP which provides the T1 and GridPP should choose this representative] There was little support for explicitly changing the roles, ignoring the MoU commitment, as most other countries are happy to be at the table through their T1 and do not want to open it up to all T2 only countries.

It was pointed out that there _is_ some overlap with the roles of the GDB and MB in this area. The reps to the two bodies could be the same or different.



Discussion on this issue here at the Tier 1/A board: The LCG MB will meet weekly (face to face monthly). TD willing to do this assuming SC2 ends. JG says that meetings may be after GDB meetings (and he attends GDB). TD will be the UK member and JG (as deputy) will do this jointly with TD. POB is now called OB. DM happy that NG continues as UK rep on the OB.
Overall planning summary (2008) from the resource planning group is that LHC is 20% short of CPU, 26% short of disk and 36% short of tape. There are big differences between the experiments, however. Alice particularly under-resourced and a significant shortfall in CMS disk. Individual centres/experiments not discussed at POB.

LCG and experiment computing TDRs will be reviewed by LHCC on Oct 7/8.  Concern expressed from all parties that little or no activity seen so far form reviewers.

SC3 has indicated that LCG needs more visibility of site planning processes and requirements.

EGEE/LCG/experiment task forces have been launched to help with integration and use of EGEE software into the experiments. TF coordinators are Alice – Carminati, Atlas – Perinni, CMS – Belforte, LHCb - not yet started.

VO boxes were discussed. NG raised the UK concerns. These were supported by Italy and Spain. Atlas and Alice emphasised that they see the VO boxes as a temporary solution. CMS indicate that they do not require a VO box everywhere. They can use resources at sites without them .. just not so effectively. Les indicated that VO box deployment had been agreed at the GDB. Kors indicated that this agreement was for SC3 only and that the situation would be rediscussed for SC4, initially at the forthcoming operations workshop in Abingdon. Point made strongly that VO boxes are not allowed to be a route for bypassing the grid middleware. GDB asked to report back to POB on plans for SC4

EGEE-2

 With the submission of EGEE-2 the experiments were asked by the DG (present) to confirm their commitment to the project. All 4 experiments made such a commitment. DG emphasised that this commitment of the experiments to EGEE/glite was welcome and extremely important. He went on to say that this commitment should be widely advertised, and acted upon, during the coming months during which EGEE-2 would be reviewed.
SC2 REPORT AND OSG

  Discussion about how to interact with OSG. SC2 proposal to agree common milestones and have them reported to "SC2" in normal way through the experiments. Point of concern over whether this means that each experiment negotiates with OSG (and others) or whether LCG does this. No conclusion ... Jos concluded we accept the SC2 proposal and see how it works. Emphasized that operational connections between OSG and LCG should continue. Future of SC2 or follow on body left as a decision for the new management board when it meets after the October RRB's.

 GDB REPORT

Lots of progress. Increased software stack of SC3 (cf SC2) caused degraded and unstable throughput. This is still not understood.  _Real_ problems in getting sites to move from "service challenge" to "service".  This still seems to be an issue in SC3.  Note that SC4 will be THE LHC service.

Plan is to start SC4 in May 2006 and have the full SC4 service running from September 2006. This will be the LHC computing grid service for the first LHC run.

NETWORKING

 Generally under control.

POST EGEE-2

CERN introduced their position paper suggesting that there be a European Grid (Organisation?) Operations centre and that CERN offer to host this. The CERN EGO position paper has been presented to EU commissioners and MEP's. The e-IRG has been asked to be consider this at it's next meeting.

T1 REPORTS

Generally positive, but almost all countries have meetings in the coming weeks to decide on resource levels etc. for the coming years.  Spain have learned that they are likely to get only 60% of their request.

Most people expect to be able to sign the MoU. US may not be ready organisationally.

WRAP UP

Jos emphasised that the minuted commitments to active use of EGEE by the experiments are to be considered as the most important outcome of today.
9.2.  DK asked about the future of the LCG GDB. NG: This will be discussed at next OB meeting on 19th Dec. If we have opinions we should feed in before then.
10. Status of recruitment at the Tier-1


10.1. RAS reports that 2 experiment support people started in July. TD reports that DN had said that these two people are not yet responding fully to UB needs. JG reminded the board that they only started in July! RAS says detailed job plans and objectives have now been defined. These should go back to UB. But the two people also have other responsibilities. GP says biggest issue is communication channels. UB should have role in checking balance between experiments

10.2. Recruitment still outstanding – one disk admin and one sys admin to recruit. These are being progressed through HR.

11. Quarterly Reporting - issues arisinG
11.1. RAS just forwarded the Q2 report by e-mail. The big focus was preparatory work for SC3 startup in July. Much of the team effort was concentrated on this. The Tier 1 didn’t meet the bandwidth challenge primarily because FTS was optimised for DPM and not dCache.



12. Hardware Status and Operating issues

12.1. Martin Bly and Steve Traylen have produced a paper on this (distributed earlier). RAS goes through this.


12.2. Scheduler disk failure. Have already mirrored the disks. UPS is on the shopping list. But also lost historic accounting records. In future this will need to be fixed.


12.3. Network problems. Have changed spanning tree configuration (turned it off). Hopefully will help. If not will have to spend money to replace Summit 7i’s.


12.4. UKLight problems. Seven week outage, hopefully fixed today. Need to plan for failover to production networks with CERN. JG: but even when UKLight is there cannot achieve sufficient performance. But true elsewhere (10 Gbps links only achieving 3 Gbps)


13. LCG Service Challenge status/schedule


13.1. Status covered above.


13.2. Unlikely we will have enough tape bandwidth to meet SC4 requirements. Will be pressed to get more than 100 MB/s. T1’s not yet available. Will be in for service phase


14. PP Director and e-Science participation in future meetings


14.1. Agenda item to review if the terms of reference of the board and current roles are appropriate.


14.2. JW said all business was interesting as this is his first time. Not sure if this level of detail is needed in future for this number of people. We jump between oversight role and operational details. He would prefer a 3 hour meeting rather than 6 hours. The board agreed to try to separate out the two functions in future.

15. aocb

15.1. No other business

16. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

16.1. The next meeting will be on Monday 16th January 2006 from 13:00 to 16:00 at RAL (conference room 10 in R26 – Atlas Computer Centre)
16.2. The meeting closed at 16:00.


17. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
The ongoing earlier actions are: 
Action 6.2: RAS to produce a service architecture plan with the aim of reducing complexity.

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.
The new actions are:
Action 7.1   JG to make contact with CERN (Wolfgang v R) to see if a joint approach to procurement makes sense.

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

Action 7.3   DPK to explore whether HEPiX experience (community approach) can be documented.


Action 7.4   RAS to prepare a document on procurement for the next meeting of the OC.

Action 7.5 DPK to provide DB with the final outturn statement for FY 04/05.


Action 7.6 JW/NG. Internal discussions on machine room planning (ESC). CCLRC to have dialogue with PPARC (PPD).

Action 7.7 RAS Prepare draft of a comprehensive review of Mass Storage.
D. P. Kelsey
23.12.05
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