CCLRC

RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 2nd meeting held on 27th January, 2004 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
Roger Barlow (RB) (by phone)
David Britton (DB)
Neil Geddes (NG)
John Gordon (JG)
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Ken Peach (KP)
Andrew Sansum (RAS)

Apologies:

None. All present.
1. MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING
The minutes of the first meeting (6th November 2003) were accepted.

Regarding the Terms of Reference of the Board, NG reported that PPARC had discussed their representation and they do not wish to be on this board. KP stated that he thought this was an unhelpful position for PPARC to take. TD pointed out that GridPP reports to PPARC once every 6 months. KP says it is important for this body to be a Stakeholder board and therefore PPARC should be represented.
NG will re-discuss within PPARC and TD will write to them asking them to reconsider. It was agreed that the TOR should be changed to say "advise the Stakeholders" rather than to advise the Director PP.
TD confirmed that the minutes of these meetings should be publicly available, but detailed internal papers, e.g. covering finance, will only be available to members of the board.
It was agreed that Andrew Sansum, as Tier 1A PI, should join the board "in attendance".
Regarding EGEE, KP reported that CCLRC has received the letter from the EU re the completion of negotiations.

2. GRIDPP OVERALL STATUS
TD reported on the Peer Review process for GridPP2 tendering. Many posts had been approved and allocated. Some bids had been rejected, while some were still under discussion to redefine the deliverables to fit in with the overall GridPP aims. The transition from GridPP1 to GridPP2 needs careful consideration in terms of continuing posts and financial implications.

TD presented the issues for sorting out CCLRC's involvement in the Storage Management middleware.

The Tier2 Security specialist post was approved at CCLRC but needs to work with EGEE and the Universities. Negotiations are needed to fit this work into the EGEE funding model.

KP offered his congratulations to the GridPP team for the outcome of the bidding. He noted that the Tier 1A centre now moves from prototype to production. There is an important role for this board to manage this transition on behalf of the UK community. This is a long-term strategic commitment (see the PPARC call) for PPARC. KP confirmed that CCLRC welcomes this and commits to meet the requirements, subject to appropriate levels of funding. CCLRC recognises the confidence shown in us and will do its best to deliver.
3. ACTIONS ARISING
The three actions from the first meeting were reviewed and each covered in detail.
i. ACTION 1.1: RB and KP to come up with a BaBar strategy (for IFC in Jan 2004)

RB presented the budget proposed to the BaBar IFC in January. This is just part of a very large spreadsheet. BaBar agrees that this is a reasonable bid for a UK Tier A centre. Figures up to and including 2005 are in the current MOU. Figures for 2006 to 2008 are new. Disks are usable space. The costs are what SLAC says it should cost us. All amounts are incremental and replacements don't count (but it is noted that costs are small to replace). RAS comments that the absence of maintenance contracts may cause problems by year 4 if the equipment is kept that long.
KP reported the evolution of the total UK BaBar contribution; the computing and common fund components being roughly comparable. The result of this commitment is a roughly constant total contribution over the years ahead. The costs of the common fund are falling, but the luminosity increase results in a rising computing cost.
DB: since the Tier A saves UK money, who benefits?

KP: would have to come from less new PP initiatives.
DB: what fraction of the hardware on the ground will be allocated to BaBar?

RAS: In 2007 - 306 TB for BaBar. 
JG says the Tier1A will by then have a total (including RAID overheads) of 990 TB disk.
TD: what's driving the jumps in 2007 and 2008? This could cause problems for LHC startup.
RB: BaBar will still be taking data in 2007 with high luminosity

TD comments that comparison of these numbers with the Tier1A Proforma-3 looks roughly OK. JG notes that the proforma-3 numbers are still approximate.
KP states that a commitment needs to be made to BaBar (for 2005, 6, 7) – 2004 has already been committed.
DB comments on potential GridPP2 cashflow problems. Current planning is for £800k to be spent on hardware per year. The GridPP2 staff costs peak in the middle year but PPARC cashflow planning is constant cash per year. The only solution is to shift hardware purchases to 2007. DK notes that the GridPP Tier1A is new CCLRC Capital project with different financial arrangements which might help. KP states that there is a general move to removing year-end boundaries.
TD showed integrated planning figures for the whole Tier1A. The BaBar disk looks to be about 25% to 33% each year of the total while the CPU is only about 10% of total predicted CPU. KP states that some over-commitment for BaBar may be prudent at this stage as LHC requirements during 2007/8 are less certain.

New ACTION 2.1: RAS/JG (with Tim Adye) to write a joint paper on the BaBar requirements. 

Input from other experiments is a matter for the GridPP EB and PMB. Input then needs to be combined for a joint BaBar/LHC/others plan and then the cashflow implications can be considered. DB comments that we need to also consider Tier2 contributions.
ii. ACTION 1.2: CCLRC to prepare the paperwork for EGEE recruitment inc. discussion of EGEE Tier-2 matching posts

KP updated the board on the situation regarding University recruitment for EGEE posts. This has been more difficult than originally thought. A solution for Glasgow seems possible (although TD says there are still some problems). Imperial has some issues which are still under discussion. TD suggests a generic agreement would be useful for use in all cases (to have something to react to). KP will discuss with CCLRC contracts and push ahead. Manchester still needs chasing. Oxford is trying to recruit, but they have some problems with the EGEE contract (consortium agreement). TD comments that this whole matter is urgent as we need people on the ground by April.

JG shows slides on the ROC & CIC organisation. This shows the structure of the GridPP and EGEE production team all under the Production Manager. The posts funded by EGEE amount to 6.5 FTE (3 GOC and 3.5 Tier2). Three vacancies need to be filled in CCLRC: a technical editor, someone in Grid Support to improve the help desk, and an extra person for the deployment team. The Daresbury network support and Tier 2 Security could also be added to the picture. TD reports that the GridPP PMB was happy with this structure at its meeting the day before. This board welcomes the extra person in deployment.
KP comments that the JISC clusters are powerful and located close to HEP. Should we investigate the possibility of using these? 
NG: The JISC coordinator and the GridPP Production Manager should work closely. 
TD comments that we need an active organogram with names. JG has input software suggestions, i.e. base on VDT and look at the EGEE resource broker with the Glue schema. If this approach is followed then we could achieve interworking. We should demonstrate use of the JISC clusters as part of EGEE.
In conclusion, the board approved JG’s plans.
iii. ACTION 1.3: CCLRC to produce Operating Plan for the next meeting.
RAS leads the discussion and presents the Tier 1/A Proforma-3 document. He started by describing the high-level deliverables. These do not help the detailed day-to-day management. He showed the overview of the staffing. This is just one view and he noted that staff do move between areas. While discussing the Networking activity he commented that there is no budget foreseen for network access charges. It is possible that we may have to pay something in future.
TD asked for a breakdown of CCLRC pay bands
RAS: Operations are bands 5 and 6, Networking is a mix including band 4, while Core services are weighted towards lower bands.
RAS continued. The Disk service will be very tight at just 1.5 FTE. This also includes interactions with the users, where there are lots of external requirements. The routine hardware response which can be a large load is moving into Operations. The Disk area is changing fast. These are hard to run and there is lots of uncertainty.

The work on SRB for CMS was a lot of work involving pre-production software. This will be true generally for Grid software. RAS stresses that the experiment support and deployment staff have to be involved in running the overall service. 
TD comments that we should vire between areas as necessary and that flexibility is needed. DB agrees that he doesn't wish to micro-manage, but needs more information as to what people are doing. If the overall balance needs changing, then this board should consider. NG says that the document describes the agreed level of service and that the Tier 1/A manager should decide the details of what the team does. Reports are needed and here we must define the appropriate level of reporting and identification of issues.
RAS continued to describe the CPU service. Here there will be many boxes leading to the requirements for effort. The same staff are also responsible for the fabric management infrastructure, exceptions management and contact with the users.

The Tape service is different because it is shared with others. GridPP will benefit if other parts grow. RAS noted that GridPP funds 1.5 out of 4 staff but gets 67% of the service. There is a need to plan for the position at the end of GridPP2. RAS notes that 1PB may be full next year if all predicted growth happens. GridPP is budgeting for 0.5 PB. All current predictions ignore changes in technology.
KP suggests that in 2005 we need to hold a workshop looking at the DataStore. A CCLRC event is already happening this year. GridPP needs to define its long term requirements for persistent storage. RB comments that we shouldn't be buying tape. But LHC requires long term storage of raw data. NG comments that this will be part of the LHC TDR. JG confirms that they only actually buy tape on demand. RAS suggests that we need to agree the data storage model at RAL, e.g. how online is the MSS? It was agreed that we need to review this during 2005. NG comments that PPARC is currently reviewing its data curation policy, with a review being setup.
RAS then moved on to the Experiment support, i.e. the outward facing people. They are champions for the experiments and responsible for experiment-dependent deployment, e.g. SRB for CMS. They manage the workload through the service and report on usage. The PRSC said this effort needs to be greater and there should be identification of the support for the running experiments. KP commented that he is nervous allocating effort to this. It is better that these are the people the experiments talk to. This allows the extraction of common problems and issues. A named contact is useful (primary and secondary) but we shouldn’t allocate as a resource to experiments. RB will also consider this in EB.
New ACTION 2.2: RB/RAS to establish the experiment contact names

Finally, RAS moved on to consider Deployment. This is the least clear to RAS as to what GridPP actually wants. RAS described the current role of Steve Traylen. This has grown from running the many Testbeds for EDG. RAS states that the best way to give support is by having prior experience of many of the problems before others encounter them. Steve’s work included visits to sites and this is seen as a key role. This knowledge is also useful when it comes to middleware changes or enhancements for the Tier 1A service.
TD: The deployment effort is an essential central expertise for system administrators.

TD comments that the GridPP PMB discussed a proposal that CCLRC joins in EGEE JRA1 Testing activities, and agreed subject to limiting the scope and gaining sufficient recognition for the work. TD added that deployment should be linked into the UK HEP SYSMAN group. He also stated that we need a strong contribution from the Tier1 to enable Tier2's to come online smoothly

4. SUMMARY OF LCG OPERATIONS MEETING (23 JAN 2004)
JG reported on the LCG Operations meeting that had taken place between CCLRC/GridPP and LCG management (Les Robertson, Ian Bird and Matthias Kasemann). The presentation of the RAL GOC had gone well, with lots of good progress to report. The one integrated operations team will meet the needs of the CIC and the ROC.
TD: what reporting does this Board need for GOC/ROC support?

KP: This should be part of the Tier1A reporting. Both the internal and wider views need to come to this meeting. GOC should report to LCG, EGEE and the GridPP Deployment Board. These can be sent to this Board for information. Issues can be raised here.
5. TIER 1/A REPORTING FORMAT
RAS presented his paper on the Tier 1/A farm utilisation. This is made up of two components; a service report and a report on resource usage.  RAS asks if this is in the correct format.  The board agrees that an annual report of this format is appropriate.
More frequent updates should be produced quarterly with information available on the web.
KP: This board needs a written quarterly report on the overall service to cover objectives, achievements and issues. This board needs to check that the just-in-time purchasing approach is working and check for service saturation.
JG explains that the large peak in CPU usage was due to CMS after the new kit was installed, but the service was not full for the second half of 2003. RAS expressed his concern as to how we can best switch between user requirements. NG asked why this had failed during 2003. RAS replied that the Tier1A needs to provide appropriate scheduling mechanisms to allow optimum use.
KP comments that service provision should be measured on availability and not just on use. If the service is not used then this is an issue for the experiments. We need to define a statement as to how we deal with unused time. There is a potential cost of running incompatible RH versions. Need to review easier installation of different OS versions.
RAS: We are now making stronger commitments to experiments and this can cause problems.

DB: What is the process for identifying these holes?
RAS: We can react quickly. We could have done better at end of last year and shouldn't have reserved so much for CMS.

TD states that the GridPP EB needs to act here.

JG reminds the board that right now, this week, we have to allocate resources to LCG for LCG-2.
DK presented the current situation of the GridPP finances at CCLRC to 31st December, 2003 and the Outturn forecast to the end of the financial year. There was no time to discuss in detail during the meeting. DB and DK would discuss further at a later stage.
6. AOCB
None
7. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Date of next meeting – Thursday 13th May 2004, 15:00 to 18:00 at RAL
D. P. Kelsey
11.05.04
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