CCLRC

RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD

Minutes of the 5th meeting held on 3rd February, 2005 at RAL.

Present:










Tony Doyle (TD) (Chair) 
David Britton (DB) 
David Corney (DC) (invited)
Neil Geddes (NG)
John Gordon (JG) 
David Kelsey (DK) (Secretary) 
Deborah Miller (DM) 
Dave Newbold (DN) (by phone)
Ken Peach (KP) 
Andrew Sansum (RAS) 
Dan Tovey (DT)

Apologies:

None


1. REVIEW/APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

1.1. TD opened the meeting and welcomed all. The agenda items were re-ordered so that Tier 1/A planning issues could be discussed before DT had to leave.

1.2. The minutes of the previous meeting (27 Oct 2004) were accepted without change.

1.3. The actions were reviewed. (Note: These were actually reviewed later in the meeting, but are recorded here)

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


DONE. A document (dated 28 Oct 2004) had been distributed by RAS. TD commented that this was a good model for other experiments to follow. This was converted into a new action (Action 5.1) on RAS to make the User Board aware of this document (on the Tier 1/A web).
 

Action 2.2: DN/RAS to complete and publish the Tier 1/A - Experiment contact names.
DONE. The matrix of Tier 1/A and Experiment technical contacts is now available. JG notes that we need technical contacts, not User Support contacts which will be handled by GOSC separately.


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

DONE.  DC is reporting to this meeting. 

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


DONE. RAS has checked with BaBar and there are no outstanding issues.

2. USER BOARD TIER 1/A SCHEDULE

2.1. DT presented the latest User Board (UB) schedule (Q1, 2005).
http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/eb/041222/schedule2005Q1.html
2.2. Experiment requests are for at least 12 months ahead with allocations being agreed for the next 6 months, although this had been reduced to a firm allocation for only the next quarter to tackle the problem of under use of resources.

2.3. KP suggested that we need to separate the requests and estimates (done by the UB) from the planning for provision which belongs to this board. 

2.4. The board agreed that it is very important to avoid having empty CPU and disk. RAS noted that the Tier 1/A CPU use during 2004 was never saturated, but BaBar came closest to doing so. The LCG farm was also full for a while during the summer. KP: this is an MOU planning issue; estimates are often far in excess of actual needs and only sufficient resources should be provided to meet the requirements. 

2.5. It was agreed that during the period up until 2007 we should require the LHC experiments to plan so as not to overlap their data challenges. BaBar also needs to understand that in 2006/2007 they must be grid-compliant to allow dynamic allocation between BaBar and LHC. DT commented that Linear Collider has not yet taken on board the need to move to LCG.

2.6. DT reported that the quality of input is now much better from the experiments and that more are attending the UB. RAS agreed that all is now more organised. TD commended DT and the UB on this better situation.

3. TIER 1/A LONG-TERM PLANNING

3.1. DB showed slides (as presented at the recent GridPP12 collaboration meeting)
http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/gridpp12/gridpp12_management.ppt (see slides 21 to 26)

3.2. There haven’t been many large changes since the last board meeting. There are 3 input tables and 1 output table for allocation. The approach, given limited resources, is to start with a fair-share allocation and then make adjustments.

3.3. Fair shares based on the number of M&O authors was agreed to be flawed as this had no time dependence and a given person is often on two or more experiments. The GridPP Collaboration Board has now agreed to base fair shares on a time dependent FTE count based on the PPARC Form-X returns. Steve Lloyd is now working on this analysis.

3.4. The 2nd input is a split by experiment between CPU, disk and tape, done by cost. The tape numbers are currently wrong, awaiting a better understanding of the costs.

3.5. The 3rd input is a table of strategic weights. This was there to compensate for the lack of time dependence. Once FTE's from Form X are available then all weights will be 1, except for any strategic adjustments.

3.6. DB presented the hardware spend profile. Originally this was steady but rising across years, but this caused cashflow problems for PPARC. The original plan for spending the total of £2.4M was £700k, £800k and £900k in FY04, FY05 and FY06 respectively, with zero GridPP2 funds in FY07. The FY05 and FY06 spends have now been delayed a month, from March to April, taking them just into the next FY, i.e. £700k, zero, £800k and £900k in FY04, 05, 06 and FY07.

3.7. DB stressed that the Tier1 resources will never be sufficient to meet all needs. He reminded the board that the GridPP PMB has agreed that £170k recovered from GridPP1 funding should be added to the hardware budget. It was agreed that spending this should be delayed as long as possible.

3.8. Planning the transition between GridPP2 funding and non-GridPP funding during 2007 needs care. In general there is a need to bring the annual spend earlier in the FY. Funds will be required to purchase early in FY07 and then in FY08. There is currently no GridPP2 funded hardware funding foreseen in FY07.

3.9. KP commented that in general we should purchase at the time the resources are needed and we should publish the switch-on date. We could consider tendering for two purchases per year at the same time, with half the kit being purchased 6 months after the first half. RAS noted that under the GCAT system, we can also do single company negotiations, but at a premium price.

3.10. DT reported that there had been discussion of the earlier strategic weights in the Dec 2005 UB meeting. There was general dissatisfaction with these weights, in particular from BaBar and to a lesser extent from the Tevatron experiments. This problem will go away once the Form X returns are used to determine the time-dependent fair shares. KP commented that 2008 is likely to be the stressful year for BaBar versus LHC. This is a year where buying twice during the year could help. BaBar could also be beneficial to LHC by stress-testing the LCG fabric.

3.11. RAS commented that we need to do a reality check of the plan in relation to current pricing. 

3.12. DB presented the situation regarding BaBar’s needs in 2005. They are requesting well in excess of what is available.  The board discussed the BaBar allocation for 2005 and agreed the following statements. 

3.13. “The size of the BaBar Tier-A during 2005 is chosen to meet the requested resources in full, but, in order to handle the fact that this represents an over-allocation compared to the baseline, Tier-1 jobs are allowed to migrate to the Tier-A at peak (Tier-1) periods up to the end of Q3 2005 at a level limited to ~100 ksi2k. BaBar is encouraged to plan on submitting jobs to the Tier-1 by Q4 2005 in order to guarantee receiving their requested allocation in full.”

3.14. After discussion, the board also 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. TIER-1 PERSISTENT STORAGE PLANNING

4.1. DC presented the Tier 1 persistent storage planning, showing both slides and a spreadsheet.

4.2. The Atlas Data Store (ADS) software issues are all soluble but collectively form a big problem, particularly as there is no other deployment of ADS.

4.3. They are proposing to use CASTOR. They have evaluated both this and TSM. HPSS is too expensive. DC confirmed that there are documents describing these evaluations.

4.4. A final decision as to the way ahead is needed soon, to be operational by Dec 2006 in time for both LHC and Diamond.

4.5. The board discussed concerns of the timing of this regarding the LCG service challenges. To join the CASTOR project, RAL will have to provide effort. It will be necessary to run both new and old systems in parallel up to Dec 2006 and then gradually move users and data before then. 

4.6. DC then moved on to present work on an SRM-compliant SE interface, dCache and others. There are concerns about adequate access to dCache expertise and its scalability, so they are therefore still developing an SRM-compliant SE interface.

4.7. The board discussed open source and licensing issues. It is clear that we need access to the dCache source code, especially for the SRM.
Action 5.2: TD to request access to dCache source code on behalf of GridPP.

4.8. The dCache timetable is for a prototype now, with production level by the end of February, and then scalable to ~50MB/s by July 2005. They will work with CMS to test this. LHCb has to have this functionality by April.

4.9. DC then showed the planning spreadsheet, noting that currently no capacity is allowed for migration.

4.10. DN questions the required performance figures as the new computing models are different. RAS comments that the tape bandwidth numbers are the weakest; they need revisiting. NG reports that LCG are now working with experiments to get the combined figures. TD reports that Roger Jones is looking at UK Tier2 to Tier1 loads.

4.11. DC stresses that the PP Capacity planning, which is based on the GridPP funding profile from DB/RAS (Tier1/A plan v14), shows that the capacity available and throughput are both less than that required.

4.12. The plan shows that all is fine in 2005, but there is a need for a new robot in 2006 to support T2 tapes. RAS comments that there is uncertainty on the dates by which T2 will be available.

4.13. DB reports that he needs to revisit the whole area of tape costs. He states that it is hard to justify spending more than ~25% of budget on tape. JG notes that we need to include future funding, post GridPP2. This analysis can define what Tapestore we will need for 2008. KP agrees that once LHC is running there will be a global tape requirement that has to be met and we will either have to find the funds or change the requirement. Work needs to be done at funding agency level to plan for 2008 and beyond. 

4.14. It is agreed that the current approach for GridPP2, i.e. doing the best we can with the money available, is sensible. PPARC will need to decide which approach to follow in 2008 and beyond. TD notes that we will have reasonable input figures by April for PPARC before signing MoU.

4.15. NG points out that the LCG MOU commits us to store our share of the raw data “on tape”.

4.16. KP comments that changing plans for tape is much more difficult than for CPU or disk. CCLRC will provide the capability for tape. PPARC will need to commit to keep the Tier1/A funded, i.e. provide the capacity, for the many years of LHC running.


5. TIER-1 OUTTURN FOR 2004

5.1. RAS presents his draft paper which had been distributed the day before the meeting. He had been confused by what exactly was required. He notes that they switched off hyperthreading at the same time as the increase in CPU half way through year. The disks increase was deployed in October but the experiments struggled to use this.

5.2. TD comments that we need a single number reporting the utilisation over the year. We should aim for 70-80% utilisation. RAS notes that better functionality, e.g. SRM access, and more experiments using LCG will help to use more of the resources.

5.3. The board expressed its dissatisfaction that the resources are not being fully used. The message has to get back to experiments, at least in the UK, to coordinate their use of the Tier 1 so as to avoid large peaks.
Action 5.3: JG to raise the issue that the LHC experiments need to coordinate their use of our Tier 1 at GDB.

5.4. DN comments that in defence of the experiments there have been many technical problems making full use very difficult. Things have already picked up from the start of this year. SRM is needed. It would be useful to have a plot of the I/O rate to show what is actively used

5.5. It was agreed that we should plan short-term capacity on meeting the maximum requirement of a single Data Challenge and/or such that the integrated needs over the whole year for all experiments are met (70-80% full).


6. HARDWARE STATUS AND OPERATING ISSUES

6.1. RAS presented his paper, “Tier-1 Operating Issues Q4 2004”, dated 25 Jan 2005.

6.2. The board discussed the issue of hardware maintenance for the first GridPP1 kit which comes to an end in April 2005. RAS is concerned about the risk of running the kit during year 4 with spares being difficult to get and power supplies that were specially made for the RAID arrays. TD suggests that in future we should investigate longer up-front warranty. RAS notes that we could also consider buying a stock of spares at procurement time. The board accepts RAS’s recommendation that the quotes for extending the maintenance are not good value for money.

6.3. Derek Ross has spent all of his time working on dCache SRM since August. This has been a priority area but resulting in a lot of work.

6.4. The user service on the BaBar Sun’s stopped on 24 January. Tim Adye is still moving the remaining data out.

6.5. Electrical power has been problematic during the last year. In the past it was not necessary to have a UPS. There is lots of concern on the site and not just related to computing. KP: this could be addressed in plans for a new computer room. RAS: could consider running global/critical services in fault tolerant way.

6.6. RAS reported on the LCG Service Challenge meeting of the previous week. This important work will have serious implications for resources, both staff and hardware. TD: do we need a separate allocation in the UB table? RAS: we will certainly do the service challenges on the same infrastructure.

6.7. TD reports that he revised the Tier 1/A risk analysis during the PMB’s recent review of the GridPP risk register. RAS and JG need to review these too.


7. QUARTERLY REPORTING – ISSUES ARISING

7.1. RAS presented the Tier-1 service logbook and the text for 2004Q4. This is used to inform DB how much and where the effort has been used, and to present details on deliverables.

7.2. Regarding staff effort, the key gap is in experiment support where 2 posts are still to be recruited. TD reports that the GridPP Oversight Committee considered that it was important to fill these posts soon. RAS notes that there are two more vacant posts, one for a disk system administrator and one for a general system administrator.

7.3. The board discussed the shortfall in provided staff effort against the allocation and agreed that any shortfall in Tier-1 staff costs year-by-year would be placed in the hardware line. It was also agreed that this fund would not be used this year, on the basis of current actual use level.

7.4. TD expressed concerns that the logbook was late and also noted that the spreadsheet is still not available.

7.5. RAS noted that the new set of deliverables will be based on GridPP Production deliverables defined by Jeremy Coles and the deployment team. TD asked if any deliverables were completed in 2004Q4 and was told there were none.


8. LCG SERVICE CHALLENGE SCHEDULE

8.1. JG shows slides from several talks at recent LCG meetings.

8.2. Service Challenge 2, during 05Q1, is aimed at establishing a reliable file transfer with SRM between CERN and a number of Tier1 centres, including RAL. By summer 2005 this will move to 50 MB/s onto tape, a figure which now seems to have increased to 80 MB/s.

8.3. JG notes that experience shows it takes 2 months to get fully involved. At RAL we are in a good state as we have the SRB infrastructure in place.

8.4. For now the bottleneck is the networking and the aim of the service challenge is to ramp-up after the challenge bringing tested infrastructure into production use. For RAL this means production use of the UKLIGHT network even when this is officially not a production service.




9. TIER 1/A LCG MOU COMMITMENTS

9.1. NG presented the current status of the LCG MOU. There is one document with 12 appendices. NG described each of the Annexes. RAL is included in Annex 1 as a Tier 1 centre for all experiments including ALICE.

9.2. TD questioned how we meet the ALICE requirements in terms of their software environment, on the network, the capacity and its condensed use. The board confirmed the agreement made in the previous board meeting that UK Tier 1 support for ALICE required that they use the common UK LCG infrastructure.

9.3. NG noted that the Service levels required by Annex 3 will be challenging.

9.4. Annex 7 will contain the pledged levels. A working group, led by Chris Eck, is collecting the information to complete the table. TD reminds the board that we provided our first input in October, with updates in December 2004.

9.5. RAS: we need clear definitions of terms, e.g. bandwidth, and experiments use of these should be the same. He also expressed concerns about the service level requirements.

9.6. NG reported on the recent LHCC review of experiment requirements. Aside from issues of peak capacity, where all experiments tend to consider that they are sole users of the whole infrastructure, the model is agreed to be correct. There are concerns about the data analysis models. All experiments requirements have gone up, while they claim these are within fixed costs. There are in particular large increases in the need for disks. 

9.7. TD reminds the board that we need to submit the final version of our plans before the end of March. The next Phase 2 planning meeting is on 16 February.

10. aocb

10.1. There was no other business.


11. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

11.1. The next meeting will be on Monday 11th April 2005, from 10:00 to 16:00 at RAL.






12. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS

All earlier actions are complete. The list of new actions is:

Action 5.1: RAS to upload the BaBar requirements document on the Tier 1/A web and inform the User Board of its existence (other experiments are encouraged to produce similar documents).

Action 5.2: TD to request access to dCache source code on behalf of GridPP.

Action 5.3: JG to raise the issue that the LHC experiments need to coordinate their use of our Tier 1 at GDB.

D. P. Kelsey

05.04.05
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