CCLRC

RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY

TIER1/A MANAGEMENT BOARD
Minutes of the 1st meeting held on 6th November, 2003 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)
Apologies:

None. All present.
0. INTRODUCTION
TD opened the meeting. In introduction, KP thanked people for agreeing to join this new board. He explained that this first meeting, ahead of the GridPP2 bidding, was not in anticipation of that outcome but rather in recognition of the importance of hitting the ground running with a visible management process in place. The board is composed of stakeholders; therefore the participants are members by role rather than as individuals. NG stated that he represents PPARC at this meeting, but an alternative may be nominated later.
1. TERMS OF REFERENCE
Draft Terms of Reference had been distributed by TD before the meeting. These were discussed and a number of comments were made or changes agreed, namely

· Reverse the order of members’ roles and names
· Point 1: Insert the word "agreed" before “Tier1A deliverables”
· Point 2: It was noted that one of the aims of the first meeting is to define these reports

· Point 3: Issues such as infrastructure and staffing.    Remove word "high-level"

· Point 4: There only needs to be a single reporting line for this body. KP will distribute within CCLRC as needed
The frequency of meetings was agreed to be “at least 3” rather than 4, while noting that quarterly reports can still be received by the board.
The foreseen timetable is:

Jan/Feb for operational planning

May/June to consider the end of year outturn
Oct/Nov for progress review and outturn "forecast".

The new Terms of Reference are
Tier1A Board

Objective: To advise the CCLRC Director of Particle Physics on whether the Tier1A Service at RAL is delivering its objectives on time and making appropriate use of its available resources.

Terms of Reference

1. To oversee and monitor the progress and quality of the agreed Tier1A deliverables as defined by the GridPP Project

2. To receive and examine reports on progress and technical developments.

3. To identify issues pertinent to the success of the Tier1A Service and recommend appropriate action.

4. To report to the CCLRC Director of Particle Physics on the progress and quality of the service. 

The Board is expected to meet at least three times each year during the lifetime of the project

Membership and attendance

GridPP Project Leader (Chairman)


Prof. Tony Doyle, Glasgow

GridPP Project Manager 



Dr David Britton, Imperial

Chair of GridPP Experiments Board 


Prof. Roger Barlow, Manchester

Director of Particle Physics, CCLRC


Prof. Ken Peach, RAL PPD
Director of eScience Centre, CCLRC


Dr John Gordon, RAL ESC (deputy)
Head of Particle Physics Computing, CCLRC
Dr David Kelsey, RAL PPD
PPARC Director of eScience



Dr Neil Geddes
2. TIER 1/A DELIVERABLES IN THE PROJECT MAP
DB presented the current GridPP deliverables relating to the Tier 1A. These are available in the Project Map on the GridPP PMB web page at URL:
http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/pmb/
Section 4 on the project map contains the Tier1A deliverables. These represent £3.6M out of the total GridPP funding of £17M, so their importance is currently under represented on the map. £2.5M of this is the hardware purchasing which has been historically under CCLRC control. The deliverables are all high-level in nature. DB went through each in turn.
TierA
· common fund agreement
· hardware installed
· hardware successfully used

Tier1

· hardware commissioned

· hardware used

· at the end of the project was the size appropriate?
These deliverables were appropriate for the start of GridPP1, but we now need a new set of metrics. GridPP2 gives us this chance.

DB presented his current ideas on the new project map for GridPP2. There will be no Tier1A section as such. All will be covered under Production Grid (all subsections - rollout, services, and infrastructure). It is important to look at the Grid as a whole, but with Tier1A taking the lead. There was general agreement with this approach.

KP asked: Who is the project board for the Production Grid? 
TD: The project manager will be the GridPP Production (deployment) Manager.  The GridPP1 Technical board becomes a Deployment Board.
Do we broaden to include middleware development? No

It was agreed that we need to consider the CCLRC deliverables in the context of the wider Grid. This means that we need a statement of the overall project progress at the start of each board meeting.

DB commented that we need to move to fewer high-level deliverables so that any problems will show up sooner.

KP asked: what about deliverables vs. milestones?   DB explained that there are both metrics (in blue) and deliverables (some deliverables and some milestones)

We need to define the deliverables first. Then we can decide what reports are needed by the board.
3. FUTURE REGULAR REPORTS – DISCUSSION OF CONTENT/FORMAT
i. Manpower resource reporting
JG noted that individual members of staff have their own objectives, but this board presumably does not need to look at this level of detail. DK produces quarterly effort summary spreadsheets for GridPP where the actual effort used is compared with that planned.
What level of granularity is appropriate for this board?

KP suggested that CCLRC should propose a structure for the operating plan, at a sensible high-level, e.g. system management, networking, tapestore, etc. defined as a series of services. It was noted that such a structure already exists in the GridPP2 Tier1A planning document (CPU, data, core services, operations, security and networking, deployment and experiment support).
It was agreed to use this structure for reporting on a quarterly basis. 
Deliverables will also be structured in the same way.
NG noted that we also need to agree the service-level, e.g. not 24*7.
The Operations area is large, so we may need to break down further.
ii. Machine room environment report
JG reported on the machine room status. The floor is no problem, but they are still checking power and cooling. Upgrades here may be needed.
KP noted that Karlsruhe have water-cooled racks. JG commented that there is already enough cooling available. The problem is concentrating the cooling.
Can we plot the total machine room power? 
JG notes it is difficult to split off the PP share.
We need a full report at a future meeting.
iii. Experiments Board report – setting experiment target shares
RB introduced this topic. The experiments are interested in absolute CPU and not shares. In LHC we have Data Challenges which are moderately predictable but always late, and so far have gone smoothly. This flexibility is bound to be less once LHC gets going. There will just be one big peak!
TD: Is it sufficient to say that the global requirements are as in the GridPP2 proposal?
JG comments that Andrew Sansum found it very difficult to get the figures. There is always the problem of the difference between planning and reality.
KP notes an issue: what is the “currency” used?  
RB replies: TB and CPU cycles.
Allocations need to expire and if there are free cycles then people can use them.

We need to define a policy and then a method of policing this.
TD: Proposes a high-priority queue, with a target share defined weekly (ScotGrid do this) with low priority work soaking up unused cycles. ScotGrid has 20% free for anyone doing anything. JG says we do this already on the farm.
RB: is it per user or per experiment?
KP asks who defines the policy? 

RB: GridPP PMB defines LHC vs non LHC. EB defines below this. 

If people soak up low-priority do users have to pay at full tariff? No.

KP suggests that we need a policy paper and then an implementation plan.
JG comments on throughput vs. turnaround as analysis needs empty cpus.
KP: can also over-allocate but notes that this leads to frustration.

RB says that the EB needs to discuss these policy issues and to propose a set of performance targets per experiment, e.g. turnaround for short high-priority jobs. KP comments that the EB shouldn't define the scheduler as this is an implementation detail. RB disagrees as they do have experience at many labs and could therefore suggest.
TD: The EB needs to discuss how best to manage estimates. 
RB: after every EB meeting can be told how much was used last quarter and do a 12-month forward-look updated every 3 months to inform hardware purchasing. This would have two purposes.12 months for purchasing and 3 months for planning resource sharing. This needs to translate into a scheduling implementation policy defined and published by the Tier1A.
In conclusion it was decided that RB will report back from the next EB meeting on the definition of performance targets, actual percentages for each experiment, and scheduler requirements.

Policing of individuals is the responsibility of the experiments.
KP asks if scheduling depends on just CPU or also on IO and memory?

PBS is not so good for this. NG says that for Data Challenges and generation this is generally true. JG says analysis is different. Memory tends to be the blocker and the scheduler can deal with this.
RB suggests that we start with just CPU and see how it goes. We can look at tape and disk thrashing later.
JG: could purchase special purpose hardware, e.g. the BaBar compilation service from the past.

iv. Hardware usage reporting
KP commented that subsections i, ii and v of this agenda item are measuring progress against plan, while iii and iv are quality of service, so he suggested replacing the hardware usage report (iv) with an overall service report.

What should be in this service report?  e.g. number of users, and from which countries. RB says that country information can be useful. We need to define 6-12 service parameters for checking and tracking over the years. RB prefers 6 rather than 12. JG comments that RAL is working with LCG on this area. NG points out that the LHC MOUs will need similar information. TD notes that we should also do this for Tier 2s. We should also monitor grid vs. non-grid jobs, e.g. via different queues.

JG shows two example documents showing the types of plots that could be produced. The first was a snapshot report produced for CNAP showing CPU usage per week and the use of the DataStore by each experiment. The second document was a planning document for the EB summarising CPU and disk requirements.
RB comments that IN2P3 found it important to monitor CPU hogging (waiting for IO), i.e. software inefficiency. JG: we can improve by increasing the number of jobs per cpu, if enough memory
What are the critical plots? Per experiment: cpu time, user efficiency, system efficiency (as defined in EDG).
JG states that there are dynamic versions of his documents on the web. The forward-look is done jointly with the EB.
TD: we also need a deployment history and status, including procurement, with agreed targets and monitoring against these.
JG invites comments on the plan and history of deployment as feedback to KP.
RB: The BaBar Computing Steering Committee met on 23rd October. They are impressed with the numbers on the TierA reported by Tim Adye. They would like to see numbers in tables rather than just graphs and split by sub-categories (analysis and simulation). They also need information on total CPU, installed, available and used. This could be called “service provision”.
v. Tier1A deliverable reporting
Can we envisage the deliverables from the earlier discussion? DB comments that this needs more work.
KP: the fundamental metric is the EB 12-month view with which to compare. Was capacity available, was it used, and was it used as planned? The latter is important to check that we are satisfying the customers. We need to know if the scheduler is working properly.
DB: how do we separate from the Tier2's? We need to look at the whole picture.
TD: The GridPP Production Manager will look at the Grid as a whole.

KP stresses again that we need to define a currency for trading and checking.
NG: we won't hold it against experiments if they get estimates wrong, but may notice those who are persistently wrong.
DK: we need to add finance reports. Current spend against plans. This was agreed and will be presented as part of the resources reporting.
4. EXTERNAL ISSUES RELATING TO THE SUCCESS OF THE TIER 1/A
i. Initial BaBar MOU figures
RB reports that we are being asked for MOU commitments up to the end of 2008. These are needed for the January IFC meeting. There is one wrinkle in that the MOU counts TB and CPU. Given that we are now reaching the stage of throwing away old kit it was decided that replacement does not count as a new contribution. The costs are adjusted to take care of this. We need TierA numbers; the larger the better!
NG: asks what rebate will we get? 
RB: depends on what everyone else puts in.

KP: do we need to maintain our market share? This could be larger than our 15% size.

NG: the absolute value goes down with time anyway.

TD: Two inputs here: The high-level GridPP planning which ends at a 50% share for BaBar and What is the total UK BaBar requirement into 2008? Note that the UK requirements are different - we are looking at non-UK users using our kit.
RB will use the existing figures and extrapolate into 2008, n.b. not binding in MOU,
and estimate the total requirement as double the UK requirement. This can then be cross-checked with JG's Tier1 planning.
RB: at some point we need to add in Tier 2s - with software changes of course.
ACTION: RB and KP to come up with a BaBar strategy (for IFC in Jan 2004)

NG: what is the period of notice? Answer: 3 years

ii. LCG resource reporting
TD reports that the LHC RRB requires reports. The Tier1 represents the country. Therefore an issue here for this board, i.e a complete UK report to RRB is this board's responsibility. This didn't go well at the recent RRB because of missing Tier 2s.
TD describes the new management structure in LCG and how GridPP reports to this.
KP: we need a report at this board; an explicit agenda item on LCG/EGEE operations.
JG: RAL has the task to develop the GOC for LCG but not necessarily to run it. RAL will run the EGEE ROC for UK/Ireland.

KP: we also need an explicit report on LCG GOC.
NG: A task force to write the LCG MOUs will start next year. GridPP (this board?) needs to provide input to these.
.

iii. EGEE Operations/Support 
NG reports that EGEE is isomorphic with LCG, but for how long?
The question about reporting staff effort to the EU was raised. Full costs have to be accounted for CCLRC. 

KP says the real issue is how distinct is the project from LCG?

NG: same teams at CERN so can't be different. But in the longer term with more applications coming in it will change.
KP: reporting issues can be sorted through 
JG: we can't count Tier1A operations as this runs the resource

NG: we need to match cash - not people

NG and KP are exploring joint funding approaches. Staff must be employed through CCLRC to satisfy EU rules. The EU are still being asked to allow named UK universities to be included as matching effort, i.e. at the GridPP Tier2 sites and JISC nodes.
JG: does CCLRC recruit 9.5 new staff for EGEE and if so when?
TD: we don't yet know the GridPP2 allocation.

KP: we should advertise as soon as we have EU funding (will happen next month). CCLRC needs to be ready to push the advertisements out.  
TD: but EGEE has not yet planned how to split the people

We should aim to advertise early in January. 
KP suggests we open a general advert with multiple interview dates and different closing dates 

ACTION: CCLRC to prepare the paperwork for EGEE recruitment
5. OUTLOOK FOR 2004
This has already been covered during earlier agenda items.
ACTION: CCLRC to produce Operating Plan for the next meeting.
6. AOCB
None
7. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Date of next meeting – Tuesday 27th January 2004, 09:00 to 13:00 at RAL
D. P. Kelsey
19.01.04
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