CCLRC

RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 4th meeting held on 27th October, 2004 at RAL.
Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
Roger Barlow (RB) (by phone) 
David Britton (DB) 
David Corney (DC) (from item 10 onwards) 
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Deborah Miller (DM) 
Dave Newbold (DN) 
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
Dan Tovey (DT)
Apologies:

Neil Geddes (NG) 
Ken Peach (KP)
1. WELCOME  TO NEW MEMBERS

1.1. TD opened the meeting and welcomed the new members of the board, namely Dan Tovey and Dave Newbold as Chair and Deputy Chair of the User Board and Deborah Miller representing PPARC.  TD noted that RB is attending this meeting as outgoing chair of the old Experiments Board. TD stated that it was unfortunate that neither KP nor NG could attend this meeting.
2. MINUTES, ACTIONS AND MATTERS ARISING
2.1. The minutes of the previous meeting (May 2004) were accepted without change.
2.2. The actions from the last two meetings were reviewed.

Action 2.1: RAS/JG (with Tim Adye) to write a joint paper on the BaBar requirements.
This action is still ONGOING. The BaBar computing model is only now bedding in. RAS will meet with Tim Adye this week. Formal requirements will be firmed up in January 2005. 
Action 2.2: RB/RAS to establish the experiment contact names.
This action is still ONGOING (now on RAS/DN). Progress has been made with the list of Tier1 and Experiment contact names, but it needs to be complete and advertised.
Action 3.1: KP to report back at a future meeting on Data Storage and invite David Corney for discussion of this.
This action is ONGOING. David Corney will attend for a brief time later today, but he should also be invited to the next meeting.
Action 3.2: RAS/DB to complete the definition of the Tier1A logbook for next meeting.
This action is COMPLETE. 
Action 3.3: RAS to look at micro scheduling for TierA.
This action is ONGOING. RAS was confident that the Tier1/A can deliver the UB allocations per experiment, but some individual users may have problems within an experiment. Steve Traylen is working on the Maui scheduler, together with BaBar, and he believes this will meet the micro-scheduling needs. JG commented that there may be additional problems arising from the partitioning of resources.
2.3. There were two matters arising.
2.3.1. RAS reported that the old CDF equipment was removed from service at the end of August 2004 and the kit shipped by the end of September.

2.3.2. RAS reported that the end of the BaBar Sun service had been delayed because of the need for extra disk capacity. The board agreed that the end could be delayed until January 2005 at the latest.
3. TIER-1 HARDWARE LONG-TERM PLANNING
3.1. RAS presented his paper on “Tier1A Capacity Planning” (21 Sep 2004).
3.2. It was noted that there has been much activity since the last meeting; planning for LCG Phase II and LCG MOU and the implications for BaBar allocations in 2007 and beyond. The drivers for all this being, as ever, the available funds and the foreseen cost of equipment.

3.3. DK asked about the planned spending profile, noting the small figure of just £150k in FY05-06. DB reported that there had already been adjustments of a few months over year-ends to satisfy PPARC cashflow constraints. RAS pointed out that the small spend in FY05-06 may cause problems as it was likely that networking equipment and tapes would be needed then. 
3.4. After discussion it was agreed (including DM on behalf of PPARC) that the board should specify the spend profile needed, taking into account the experiment requirements. PPARC and CCLRC could then discuss to see if/how the cash profile could be satisfied as part of their joint SLA planning.
3.5. It was noted that BaBar and LHC both need kit to be deployed during the “early” part of each calendar year.

3.6. RAS reported that following the completion of the CY 2004 procurement and deployment it is now possible to start work on the next procurement to meet the needs of the experiments for CY 2005, using funds from FY 04-05.

3.7. RAS reminded the board that the experiment requirements for CY 2006 are needed soon. DB asked for input on the cash profile from the experiments, given that the total sum is fixed. DN commented that the current plans are too front-loaded because of pressure from BaBar.
3.8. After discussion, the board agreed to adhere to the current annual procurement cycle, with arrival of new kit during the Spring for CPU deployment in Summer and deployment of disk in the Autumn. The cashflow plans for FY 05-06 and FY 06-07 may need to be agreed before deciding on the details of the CY 2005 procurement. 
4. BABAR PLANNING SPREADSHEET INPUTS
4.1. RB presented the BaBar planning spreadsheet consisting of 11 sheets, showing the computing requirements, the contributions of the Tier A centres and the rebate of Common Fund M&O costs over the years 2001 to 2010. It was noted the UK currently has 40 BaBar “authors” out of a total of 424, giving rise to a 9.4% share of the Common Fund costs in 2004. The RAL TierA service counts as a contribution towards the UK costs. The costs do not include the staff effort, currently about half of the total RAL Tier1/A team.
4.2. The board explored the question as to whether the Common Fund rebate obtained was a cost-effective use of the equipment installed in the Tier 1/A. It was realised that this was not the only concern as it was also important to maximise the capability of UK physics analysis and to contribute the UK share of reconstruction. It was noted, however, that when total resources are scarce, the allocation to BaBar may well have to decrease and that this would result in a smaller Common Fund rebate.
4.3. During these discussions it became clear that some of the information available to the board is confidential. It was agreed that the agenda and minutes of the Tier 1/A Board will always be publicly available together with as many papers as possible, but that access to any confidential information would be enabled via a secure web.
5. UB TIER-1/A SCHEDULE STATUS
5.1. DT presented the current User Board (UB) Tier 1/A schedule (dated 28 Sep 2004) which has allocations out to the end of Q1 2005. 
See http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/eb/040917/schedule2004Q4.html
5.2. BaBar has requested 70 TB of tape which has been agreed to Mar 2005. Beyond that date needs further discussion.
5.3. DT noted that it is pleasing to see other experiments engaging, with requests for allocations from MINOS, H1 and ZEUS.
5.4. The situation regarding the short-term needs of ALICE is still not clear.

5.5. DT reported that this allocation spreadsheet will be updated once per year with requests during the year being sent to RAS.

5.6. The board discussed the possibility that some experiments will state that they need a tailored interface into the Tier1A service. It was agreed that we do not have the resources to offer experiment-specific services. The board agreed that the aim is to offer a single, common, shared (LCG) Grid service and that experiments not able to use this will need to discuss this with the User Board.
6. EXPERIMENT SHARES AND TIER-1 MOU PLANNING
6.1. TD presented the paper on “Experiment Shares of Tier-1 and Tier-2 Resources in the UK”, V10, dated 13th October 2004.
6.2. Table 1 contained the figures presented to LCG in August 2004. Tables 2 and 3 show those presented in October 2004. The table at the end of page 3 is the current LHC experiment planning figures (from Chris Eck at CERN).

6.3. TD explains that Table 2 presents baseline experiment shares scaled by UK M&O authors relative to the total in the whole experiment. DB points out that not all countries provide a Tier1 so the denominator may be wrong.

6.4. TD shows some slides presented by Les Robertson to the LHC RRB. These state that the predicted global Tier-1 shortfall in 2008 is 13% for CPU and 55% for disk, making it difficult to meet the reconstruction requirements. TD notes that the UK is currently pledging ~40% of the total offered disk in 2008.
6.5. TD explained that there was lots of dissatisfaction with scaling UK M&O authors relative to experiment totals, so planning has now moved on to baseline shares based on UK-only M&O authors with Table 2’ allocating hardware costs equally to each UK physicist.
7. PROPOSALS AND DISCUSSION
7.1. The figures and models presented by TD in agenda item 6 were discussed.
7.2. It was noted that there could be strategic and/or scientific reasons for not following the UK M&O authors’ model too strictly.
7.3. A major issue is the overall lack of Tier 1/A resources in 2007 and 2008 making it very difficult to meet the needs of both BaBar and the LHC experiments. JG commented that successful deployment of Tier 2 resources may be useful towards meeting the Tier 1/A requirements for some experiments.
8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
8.1. The board agreed

8.1.1. To aim to meet the requirements of the LHC experiments for a Tier1 centre via a common shared facility.
8.1.2. To meet the already agreed BaBar commitments for 2005.
8.1.3. To set baseline shares for all experiments in 2007 and beyond on the basis of the UK "M&O-author" cost model. Full details of this cost model are still to be agreed.
8.1.4. That baseline shares during the transition year (2006) need to be discussed further.
8.1.5. That adjustments to the baseline shares to produce actual allocations will be determined by the User Board.
9. IMPLEMENTATION AND TIER-1 FUTURE PLANNING SPREADSHEET
9.1. DB presented a draft spreadsheet (Tier-1 Future Planning). This builds on input from RAS and will allow for model-dependent predictions based upon a chosen cash profile.
9.2. Further developments are required on this new spreadsheet. One improvement will be to include the experiment shares. DB aims to do this by December 2004.
10. HARDWARE INSTALLATION STATUS (and CCLRC DATASTORE)
10.1. RAS presented his paper on “Disk Server Deployment”, dated 26th October 2004.
10.2. He explained that the delivery of CY 2004 kit was received some 4 weeks later than originally planned. The new CPU was in production at the end of July. The new disk was finally deployed on 22nd October. The reasons for the delay are described in detail in the paper, the main reason being the large number of problems found during installation and testing.
10.3. RAS concluded that procurement of commodity priced disk is difficult and potentially risky and that time is needed both for extensive testing of new kit and for sorting out any problems found.

10.4. The board discussed the report and expressed its satisfaction in the procedure followed by RAS and his team. It endorsed the approach taken and saw no need to change course for future procurements.

10.5. At this point, David Corney (DC) joined the meeting. TD welcomed him and told him that the board wishes to review the RAL Datastore more regularly.
10.6. DC gave a brief overview of some of the issues of the CCLRC Datastore the requirements for which are currently being reviewed. There are plans to increase the size of the store for the benefit of PP, an important customer, and other communities. They are considering many options, including Castor and dCache, and he will present more details at the next board meeting. DC states that the balance between disk and tape is an important issue. DN confirms that the LHC experiments are also actively looking at this balance.
11. OPERATING ISSUES
11.1. RAS presented two papers: “Tier-1 Operating Issues Q3 2004” (26 October 2004) and “Tier1 Security Incident Response Report #1” (21 September 2004)
11.2. Full details of Operating Issues are in the first paper. The following points are noted:

· The LCG service is now in full production

· The Tier 1 and Tier A are completely decoupled. This causes operational problems

· SRM access to disk is a big issue. dCache is starting to work.

· There will be maintenance on the machine room air-conditioning at the end of November 2004

11.3. On the security incident report, RAS told the board that the two key issues are 

· It is no longer possible to rely on the fact that users are who they claim to be. It’s therefore important to protect the services from the users.

· Communication between the sites on security incidents needs to be improved.

DK informed the board that work in the LCG/EGEE security groups is actively tackling the issue of better communication as part of incident response.
12. QUARTERLY REPORTING
12.1. RAS presented the “Tier-1 Quarterly Report July-September 2004”. He explained that there was not as much narrative as in the previous report and that the format was closer to that of Proforma 3.

12.2. The board expressed its satisfaction at the structure of the report and the contents. DB needs a table of FTE used. It was also noted that publications and talks should also be recorded in the logbook.
13. FINANCES
13.1. DK presented a table of GridPP expenditure in CCLRC. This included the final outturn for FY 03-04 and a provisional report of spend in FY 04-05 to 30 September (Q2).

13.2. Expenditure on the Tier 1/A line during FY 03-04 was £117k, the majority of this being maintenance and operations costs. Expenditure in Q1 and Q2 of FY 04-05 amounted to £750k, £700k of which was the CY 2004 procurement of CPU and disk.
14. aocb

14.1. DM informed the board that PPARC is planning to resurrect the GridPP Oversight Committee. The membership of this is still to be confirmed, but the first meeting will be held early in 2005.
14.2. TD thanked all for their participation in a useful meeting.
15. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

15.1. The next meeting will be on Thursday 3rd February 2005, from 09:00 to 13:00 at RAL
16. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
There are no new actions from this meeting. The list of ongoing actions, slightly reworded, from previous meetings is:

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

Action 2.2: DN/RAS to complete and publish the Tier 1/A - Experiment contact names


Action 3.1: KP/TD to invite David Corney to report on the CCLRC Datastore at a future meeting.

Action 3.3: RAS to complete the work on micro-scheduling for TierA (does Maui meet the needs?)
D. P. Kelsey
19.01.05
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