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Introduction

By the end of Q207, the UK Tier-2s had made 8588 KSI2K of CPU and 743 TB of disk available to GridPP. This represents 136% of the CPU and 84% of the disk agreed in the GridPP2 Tier-2 MoU signed in 2004. This MoU covered the period to September 2007 and is in the process of being extended unchanged to cover the GridPP2+ period to April 2007. A new MoU (see

 http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/db/GridPP3_MoU_v1.1.doc) is being drawn up to cover the GridPP3 period to April 2011. The new MoU will cover the Tier-1 and Grid Operations Centre as well as the Tier-2s and will have more emphasis on service levels and availability of resources than the previous one. The current status of manpower and hardware allocations for GridPP3 is presented below.
One of the major activities this year has been Tier-2 Site Readiness Reviews. Most of the operational aspects of the Tier-2s are discussed in the Performance and Deployment Reports although we briefly mention the SAM tests here. 
Tier-2 Site Readiness Reviews

GridPP conducted a readiness review of all the GridPP sites in the UK between March and May 2007. The purpose of this review was to facilitate a two-way dialogue, at several levels (Management, Operation and Technical, and Experiment) between GridPP and the Tier-2 Centre institutes, to ensure that both sides are aware of issues, obligations, plans, costs, service levels and so on. The outcomes of the Review were intended to help ensure that GridPP and the Institutes deliver the required service level in time for the start-up of the LHC and that both parties enter the GridPP3 project with a clear understanding of the agreement that will be formalised in the new Tier-2 MOU. The Review attempted to identify known problems; known unknowns; and best practices. The Review was prompted by the imminent turn-on of the LHC and a review of Tier-1 sites in WLCG. The Tier-1 at RAL will be reviewed by GridPP in November 2007.

Each site was visited by a team consisting of 3 PMB members, one representing ‘management’, one ‘technical’ and one ‘experiments’ plus the Technical Coordinator from a different Tier-2. All sites within a Tier-2 were visited by the same team, but (in order to conduct the review in a timely way) four different teams visited the four different Tier-2s. To help provide a uniform picture, the reviews were be based around a questionnaire provided to each site in advance (see Appendix 1) and the replies to these were discussed in detail at each visit. After each visit a feedback report was sent to the site. 

The responses to the questionnaires, and the feedback provided to each site remains, at the request of some of the sites, confidential. However, two follow-up exercises were taken: First, the PMB discussed common issues identified by at the sites. The minutes of this discussion and the actions generated are included below in Appendix 2. Secondly, the list of issues was used as the basis for two discussion sessions at the GridPP19 collaboration meeting in August 2007. The minutes of those discussions are available at:

http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/gridpp19/Discussion_Session_2_30.08.07.pdf
http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/gridpp19/Discussion_Session_3_31.08.07.pdf
SAM Tests

The new MoU will have more emphasis on service levels and site ‘availability’. At present a site is deemed to be ‘available’ if it passes the critical SAM tests (see https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/LCG/SamCern). Since early this year GridPP has been actively monitoring UK site performance in these tests as shown below. The overall success rate is 82% and rose steadily to over 90% by August 2007 but has recently fallen back slightly. This is probably due to sites moving from SL3 to SL4.
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GridPP3 Manpower and Hardware Allocations
Manpower Allocations

In the GridPP3 Proposal we asked for 14.75 FTE of Tier-2 Hardware Support staff, and were awarded 13 FTE, compared with 9.5 FTE currently. In the Proposal the staff were allocated to institutes using a number of metrics such as the number of LHC physicists, existing CPU and disk resources, CPU delivery to date and disk currently used. This was done over a year ago so the whole process was recently repeated using similar metrics but with up to date values. The Tier-2 Board met on 5 June 2007 to discuss this. There were strong reservations from SouthGrid about basing the allocations purely on past performance and current capacity but the methodology was agreed by the Tier-2 Board and the following allocations to the Tier-2s were made:

	London
	4.00 FTE

	NorthGrid 
	4.50 FTE

	ScotGrid
	1.75 FTE

	SouthGrid 
	2.75 FTE


The Tier-2 Board also recommended a breakdown by institute within each Tier-2 but it was left to each Tier-2 to re-negotiate this if they want to within their Tier-2. The PMB endorsed this procedure at the Face to Face meeting on 8 June 2007.

The four individual Tier-2 Management Committees subsequently confirmed the internal breakdown of these posts as:

	Brunel
	0.50 FTE

	Imperial
	1.25 FTE

	QMUL
	1.25 FTE

	RHUL
	0.50 FTE

	UCL
	0.50 FTE

	Lancaster
	1.25 FTE

	Liverpool
	0.75 FTE

	Manchester
	2.00 FTE

	Sheffield
	0.50 FTE

	Durham
	0.25 FTE

	Edinburgh
	0.50 FTE

	Glasgow
	1.00 FTE

	Birmingham
	1.00 FTE

	Bristol
	0.45 FTE

	Cambridge
	0.45 FTE

	Oxford
	0.20 FTE

	RAL PPD
	0.65 FTE


Hardware Allocations

In the GridPP3 Proposal the Tier-2 hardware was allocated to institutes using a number of metrics such as the number of LHC physicists, existing CPU and disk resources, CPU delivery to date and disk currently used. It is proposed to allocate the final Tier-2 hardware, using a formula to be agreed, in two tranches, one at the end of September 2007 and one at the end of September 2009 using metrics from the previous 6 months. The metric is likely to be based on

SAM Test Efficiency x (CPU Delivered + Disk Available)

The exact formula is still under discussion.

Appendix 1
Site Readiness Review Questionnaire

Introduction

GridPP has decided to conduct a readiness review of all the GridPP sites in the UK from March to May 2007. The purpose of this review is to facilitate a two-way dialogue, at several levels (Management, Operation and Technical, and Experiment) between GridPP and the Tier-2 Centre institutes, to ensure that both sides are aware of issues, obligations, plans, costs, service levels and so on. The outcomes of the Review will help ensure that GridPP and the Institutes deliver the required service level in time for the start-up of the LHC and that both parties enter the GridPP3 project with a clear understanding of the agreement that will be formalised in the new Tier-2 MOU. The Review will attempt to identify known problems; known unknowns; and best practices. The Review has been prompted by the imminent turn-on of the LHC; the review of Tier-1 sites in WLCG; and to complement our robust defence of the distributed Tier-2 system during the presentation of the GridPP3 proposal.

Overview

Each site will be visited by a team consisting of a representative of the GridPP management and of the experiments, and a technical expert. All sites within a Tier-2 will be visited by the same team, but (in order to conduct the review in a timely way) four different teams will visit the four different Tier-2s. To help provide a uniform picture, the reviews will be based around a questionnaire provided to each site in advance. In order to provide some cross-fertilisation of ideas, each team of reviewers will also include a Tier-2 coordinator from one of the other Tier-2 Centres. In this way, we hope to improve contacts and identify best-practice. The site reviewers are nominally as follows:

NorthGrid:  Tony Doyle, Glenn Patrick, Jeremy Coles, Pete Gronbech.

London:     Robin Middleton, Dave Newbold, Stephen Burke, Graeme Stewart.

ScotGrid:   Dave Kelsey, Roger Jones, John Gordon, Alessandra Forti.

SouthGrid: Neil Geddes, Steve Lloyd, Andrew Sansum, Olivier van der Aa.

The Questionnaire is divided into sections covering:

1) Management and Context.

2) Hardware and Network.

3) Middleware and Operating Systems.

4) Service Levels and Staff.

5) Finance and Funding.

6) Users.

After conducting the Reviews, GridPP will try to provide some feedback to each site, identifying both general and any site-specific issues that have been identified. We hope that this process will allow for a normalised response to all institutes.

Management and Context

1.1 Components: List the main components of your computing resources. Are these components dedicated HEP facilities; an arm’s length facility managed centrally within your institute; or a mixture?

1.2 Stakeholders: Who are the stakeholders (groups with usage rights: Eg Chemistry, HEP, service providers, etc) in your Site and what is the current nominal HEP share?

1.3 Management Structure: How are managerial decisions made at your Site?

1.4 HEP Contacts: Who is(are) the primary HEP contact(s) at management level?

1.5 HEP Influence: How would you categorise the overall influence of HEP on your site in terms of developing a facility suitable for HEP?

1.6 Tier-2 Relationship: Describe, in general terms, the interactions of your site with the regional Tier-2 structures. Please comment on general effectiveness and any improvements which might help.

Hardware and Network

2.1 Hardware: The top line of the table shows the hardware at your site made available to GridPP at the end of 2006. Please add additional entries showing how you expect these resources to evolve (upwards or downwards: i.e. give an idea of the expected lifetime of the current hardware and/or indicate expected additional hardware). For simplicity, DO NOT include future hardware you expect to purchase with GridPP3 funding. Please provide any information you have up to 2011.

	Date
	CPU [KSI2K]
	Storage [TB]
	Funding Source
	Likelihood

	Brunel
	480
	6.3
	
	100%

	Imperial
	807
	60.3
	
	100%

	QMUL
	1209
	18.0
	
	100%

	RHUL
	163
	8.8
	
	100%

	UCL
	121
	1.1
	
	100%

	Lancaster
	484
	72.0
	
	100%

	Liverpool
	592
	2.8
	
	100%

	Manchester
	1840
	145.0
	
	100%

	Sheffield
	183
	2.0
	
	100%

	Durham
	99
	4.0
	
	100%

	Edinburgh
	11
	20.0
	
	100%

	Glasgow
	800
	40.0
	
	100%

	Birmingham
	223
	9.3
	
	100%

	Bristol
	12
	3.8
	
	100%

	Cambridge
	40
	4.4
	
	100%

	Oxford
	150
	27.0
	
	100%

	RAL PPD
	320
	66.1
	
	100%

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


2.2 Size: Please indicate how many spinning disk drives and how many CPU farm systems (not cores) you will have in April 2008.

2.3 CPU/Disk Ratio: The LCG experiments need well defined ratios of Tier-2 CPU to Disk (KSI2K/TB) which are about 2 for ATLAS, 3 for CMS, and almost entirely CPU for LHCb. Given that the current ratio averages about 13, it is likely that in order to receive funding from GridPP3 in return for resources, your site will need to purchase considerable storage in the next 12 months. Please comment on whether this would be an issue at your centre.

2.4 CPU: Briefly describe the type, architecture, speed, and memory of your CPU nodes and comment on whether they are a good match to WLCG computational requirements as you understand them. 

2.5 Disk: Briefly describe the type, architecture, and access mode for your disk resources and comment on whether this is a good match to WLCG storage requirements as you understand them.

2.6 Tape: Do you provide or intend to provide any Tape storage?

2.7 Procurement: Briefly describe the hardware procurement process at your centre, highlighting any particular problems, issues, or ways in which GridPP/RAL could help.

2.8 Environment: Does your centre have sufficient machine-room space, power, and cooling for the anticipated equipment up to April 2011? If not, what is the current state of planning?

2.9 Network (external): Over the past year, GridPP has facilitated network bandwidth test with all UK sites (see http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/wiki/Service_Challenge_Transfer_Test_Summary). The exact requirements (with respect to the distributed nature of the UK Tier-2s) are still being defined, but indicate the bandwidth you expect in the spring of 2008 from your  LAN to SJ5. Provide both the possible peak (i.e. the line speed of the slowest components) and also an estimate of the usable bandwidth taking into account your likely share, performance of the firewall etc. 

2.10 Network (SJ5): Please provide any further details of your move to SJ5 (campus upgrades and regional provider services that will allow you to take full advantage of SJ5).

2.11 Network (internal): How is your LAN structured in order to provide sufficient bandwidth between disk/CPU and the WAN? What are the likely bottlenecks and/or available bandwidth?  Please provide a detailed network topology diagram if possible, and details of any planned upgrades.

Middleware and Operating Systems

3.1 Middleware: Does the current EGEE/LCG middleware (gLite) currently lack support for any critical elements of your Centre (SGE, Condor, etc)? Do you have any major concerns about the middleware?

3.2 Middleware (support): Does your site provide UK-wide support within GridPP for any particular elements of the middleware?

3.3 Operating Systems: What operating system(s) do you currently/plan to use? When will the current delay in the SL4 release of gLite cause you major problems?

3.4 Batch Systems: What batch system(s) do you currently/plan to use?

3.5 Services: What Grid services (beyond the standard site services) do you currently/plan to support?

3.6 Error Tracking: How do you track/resolve problems within your site, and how effectively do you think this works?

3.7 Error Reporting: Do you have any comments or suggestions on the GGUS and/or Footprints systems?

3.8 Performance/Usage Monitoring: Which tools do you currently use or plan to use to monitor the performance and usage of your hardware? To improve early diagnosis of common problems and react more quickly to security incidents the deployment team is looking at proposals for aggregating certain site log files in a central repository. Would your site be willing to participate in principle and if not what are the major objections?

3.9 Installation: What installation tools do you use?

3.10 Exception Monitoring/Automation: What software do you use to monitor and handle system and service exceptions?  How do you expect to handle callout or failover?

3.11 Communication: How do you think we could improve your contact with WLCG/EGEE and/or the GridPP project with respect to middleware and its deployment?

3.12  Storage: Which SRM implementation are you (will you be) deploying to provide grid access to your storage? What are your recent experiences with it? Are you happy with the support of it?

Service Level and Staff

4.1 Staffing Levels: How many FTE staff do you anticipate are needed to run your hardware resources in 2008? How many of these staff are funded and by whom? Are these staff for the whole Site or specifically for GridPP-related hardware?

4.2 Staff Experience: Please list the actual staff who provide the service together with their level of experience and the amount of time they dedicate to looking after the Grid fabric and services at your site.

4.3 Service Levels: How will you meet the Tier-2 Service Level requirements in http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/docs/gridpp3/GridPP-PMB-85-Experiments.doc (Table-5)? Also comment about the requirement to respond to security issues within 3 days and your plans to handle a major security incident or other emergency.

4.4 Operational Responsibilities: What do you find are the major operational responsibilities involved in being part of WLCG/EGEE? How do you monitor these and ensure that they are met on an ongoing basis?

4.5 Cover: In what way do you expect to cover absences of your staff for holidays etc at your site?" What forms of support do you envisage from and for other sites in your Tier 2?

4.6 Timeline: When do you expect to provide the full Tier-2 service level as defined in question 4.3?

4.7  Input: What systems/processes/other help do you feel that GridPP/WLCG/the experiments could provide in order to help your Centre?

4.8 Security Policy: Has your site experienced any conflicts between WLCG/EGEE/GridPP security policy and local policies? If so how did you tackle these?

4.9 Security Incidents: Do you have a local security incident response plan? Are you aware of the GridPP incident response plan and how does it interface with the local plan?
Finance and Funding

5.1 Past Funding (Hardware): What was the funding source for your present hardware?

5.2 Past Funding (GridPP Staff): Please describe what fraction of your staff are currently funded by GridPP and how this effort has been used.

5.3 Future Funding: What sources of future funding for hardware do you anticipate? What is the likelihood of this funding?

5.4 FEC Policy: If established, please describe the model that your Centre will use to charge for the use of resources.

5.5 GridPP Funding: GridPP has offered/will offer a defined sum of money in return for specified amounts of resource delivered with the defined level of service. How likely do you feel it is that your Centre will choose to accept the money offered by GridPP under these conditions?

5.6 Timeline: GridPP will fund a limited number of Hardware Support staff at Institutes who are prepared to deliver resources at the defined price and service level. Clearly, an agreement to deliver resources will be required before posts can be confirmed. What is the timeline for any internal process that is required to make such a commitment?

Users

6.1 Local Users: Who are your main local users?

6.2 Main Users: Which experiment(s) tend to dominate the usage of your site?

6.3 Access: Do you provide (and/or intend in the future to provide) any non-Grid access for local users and/or experiments? How much effort is/will-be involved in providing non-Grid access?

6.4 Experiments: Which HEP experiments (VOs) do you intend to support and which do you intend to focus on?

6.5 VO’s: Are you happy to support the wider community by allowing other VOs to use your resources by providing opportunistic access to free CPU cycles? Do you have a different policy for PP and non-PP VOs? Which non-GridPP VOs have already been enabled, and have you encountered any problems with this?

6.6 Support: How do you intend to support local and non-local users of your site?

6.7 Requirements: What do you understand as the experiments requirement for you as a site? What additional information would you like from the Experiments? Do you suffer from conflicting requirements? Either between PP experiments or with other users/VOs? NGS, Uk e-science projects, local users.

6.8 Communication: How do you communicate with your main user groups?

Appendix 2

PMB discussions/actions on issues identified from the Tier-2 Site reviews.

1) SGE Support – The reviewers noted an increasing interest in the Sun Grid Engine. GridPP currently funds work on the interface to Grid at LeSc but funding was not requested in the GridPP3 proposal beyond April 08. this was discussed at the F2F and additional funding had been considered, but this was not regarded as the highest priority.  There was a plan at LeSC to transfer SGE support to an international  partner.  In conclusion, the problem had been noted and there was a plan in place to address it.

2) The unknown status of SL4 + 64-bitness was a concern at several sites. Currently we are beginning to see some role out of SL4 on worker nodes. The experiments indicate that SL5 is probably a higher priority than 64-bit compatibility.  The following PMB actions were generated:

261.2  DN, RJ, GP: An action on the experiments to define the future outlookfor 64-bit applications and resultant effects on hardware purchasing. Experiment reps to define the outlook.

261.1  TD and JG to prepare a PMB statement to be prepared for the MB regarding SL4 releases of basic middleware, which were still awaited and were an issue at sites.

3) GGUS was raised several times - in particular the issue of process management. This is not primarily the fact that the queries were handled on a best efforts basis, but that  there appears to be no one (team) responsible for overseeing the whole process and ensuring that tickets get followed up etc. The following PMB actions were generated:

261.3  SB to ask Philippa what specific issues/difficulties could be cited with regard to GGUS problems.

261.4  DB to look through the site-review input in detail in relation to GGUS problems.

261.5  JC and dTeam to carry out a survey on sites' experiences of GGUS, when possible to organise.

4) The 2 hour response time at tier-2 sites was an area of concern. DB noted that the two hour period was to acknowledge a problem rather than solve it, and asked whether sites knew this?  Were any statistics available on response time?  Information was available on how long it takes to close a ticket, but not to respond to it.  DN noted that for the two-hour rule to be effective, someone would need to be on call throughout the entirety of working hours, with no gaps in cover.  This was a site problem - someone is not always available to monitor tickets.  It was asked how this could be measured, and what do WLCG do about this issue?  It was agreed that we need to measure this ourselves and be able to provide data. SB suggested the footprint system at RAL as a solution.  It was agreed that JC would look into this issue and understand the problem in greater detail - sites also need to understand what the two-hour response time means. The following PMB action was generated:

261.6  JC to look into the issue of 2-hour response timing @ Tier-2 sites and understand the problem in greater detail - sites also need to understand what the two-hour response time actually means.

5) There was occasional concern about multiple Security policies it was asked which security policy takes precedence (site, GridPP, wLCG)?  DK noted that it was an issue of the policy itself - there was a timetable on the new MoU, and also the lack of a security incident response system at sites.  It was reported that a new GridPP Security Officer - Mingchao Ma - had recently been recruited and he needs to contact sites and check they have security incident response.  This would take place following induction and integration into the new role. The following PMB action was generated:
261.7  DK to ask Mingchao Ma, the new GridPP Security Officer, to contact sites and check they have security incident response systems in place.
6) Distributed disk and SRM interfaces. I was asked whether a report needs to be generated on options/strengths/weaknesses?  DN reported that some were supported and some not.  JC noted that a report from the Storage Group for the GridPP3 proposal had addressed this issue at some level.  TD noted that DPM and dCache were recognised, whilst others are considered to be 'developments'.  TD reported that a joint document between NGS and GridPP noted that NGS sites support DPM, therefore for interaction purposes DPM is the 'recognised' storage element - 12 out of 17 Tier-2 sites use DPM.  DB noted that DPM is standard, dCache is supported, but anything else is not

7) Monitoring/Nagios/Ganglia - Interest in Training was expressed at several sites. DB noted that it would be a good topic for a training course.  TD agreed, especially a workshop in relation to monitoring.  DB suggested that JC could consider setting up some kind of training, and TD suggested Pete Gronbech as a HEPSYSMAN contact.  It was agreed that JC would talk to Pete Gronbech and Alessandra Forti.  TD suggested including someone from GridView. The following PMB action was generated:

261.8  JC to talk to Pete Gronbech and Alessandra Forti regarding Monitoring/Nagios/Ganglia training, to include someone from GridView. 
8) The complexity of installing new VOs. It was asked what the technical problems were?  TD noted that these were neither clear nor well-documented.  DB asked whether it could be documented?  TD agreed that this would be a good idea and would help, however SB reported that it was a complicated process.  JC noted that the complexity occurred in implementing in the middleware, which affects other accounts.  It was agreed that SB would extract current procedures and examine what instruction is currently available and in what ways it can be improved. The following PMB action was generated:

261.9 SB to extract current procedures with regard to documenting of VO installation, examine what instruction is currently available and in what ways it can be improved.
9) Policy on killing jobs. It was suggested that guidelines need to be defined, and it was asked what WLCG or EGEE policy was?  No policies were known.  DB suggested a GridPP policy.  TD noted that this was ad hoc at present and agreed that something was required to indicate when sites stop jobs.  It was agreed that TD would ask Graeme Stewart to record issues and get thoughts from him as to the best way to deal with this issue - he may be able to give a practical response. The PMB action below resulted in a draft policy being prepared and discussed with wLCG: http://www.gridpp.ac.uk/pmb/docs/GridPP-PMB-113-Inefficient_Jobs_v1.0.doc
261.10  TD to speak to Graeme Stewart regarding a possible GridPP policy on killing jobs at sites - GS to advise on issues involved and provide suggestions as to the best way to deal with this.
10) Software licences:  This related to funding and negotiation issues with companies.  There was a potential role for NGS - how was NGS progressing this issue?  It was agreed that GridPP would prefer not to be involved in this issue at present.

11) Travel funding for Tier-2 staff in the future It was noted that there had been questions at the site reviews regarding travel funding for Tier-2 staff.  This was in the context of the request for Site Admins to have more close contact with Experiments.  Does this need to be mentioned in the Travel Policy?  It was agreed that travel requests would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  DN noted that this could be a larger issue in the future as more close contact with the Experiments is expected.  It was agreed that RM would draft an extra line for the Travel Policy.

262.1  RM to draft an extra line for the Travel Policy relating to Tier-2 staff/Experiment contact.
12) Policy on local users. It was accepted by all sites that any form of local use which did not come in via the standard grid mechanisms (and hence get tensioned with other grid access) did not count towards the GridPP contribution.  It was noted that 'GridPP contribution' is what gets accounted (grid-enabled) rather than what is available.  It was agreed that SL would clarify this with the Tier-2 Board.  It was noted that this item (12) and item (22) [definition of what 'available' means in relation to site availability and SAM tests] should be raised (by DK) at the Deployment Board in two weeks' time.

262.2  SL to clarify GridPP contribution (what is accounted rather than what is available) with the Tier-2 Board.

262.3  DK to raise items (12) [re accounted GridPP contribution] and (22)[re site availability via SAM tests] at the Deployment Board in two weeks'time.

13) Poor response time of middleware developers 
14) Poor condor support.  DB noted that these issues were once removed from GridPP and needed to be raised at the GDB.  Regarding Condor, this was a nodes issue, and it was agreed that JC would ascertain the specific problems in this area - these seemed to relate to mapping; old versions; and batch system support.  It was noted that old Condor versions in CE can cause batch problems.  Regarding No (13), DB noted that this was a more generic problem to be raised at high-level.  The original issue had come from London.  Was there still something concrete to be done?  TD noted that EGEE was the correct forum for this but the TCG should receive issues from the Tier-2s.  The TCG should be publishing their agendas a bit more in advance to allow for feedback.  It was noted that the Tier-2 sites don't know to whom they should address their questions - they could be advised to go through the TCG representative.  GGUS could also be used, or if it was a middleware issue, Savannah.  TD asked whether it was possible to use GGUS for general issues.  SB noted that this was difficult.  It was agreed that the first iteration should be with the TCG representative, then a ticket could be raised if necessary.

262.4  JC to ascertain the specific problems in relation to Condor support issues.

262.5  Regarding poor response time of middleware developers:  DK to propose the following recommendation to the Deployment Board: to recommend that if specific issues were involved, GGUS should be used.  If issues were general, the TCG representative at the Tier-2 site should be informed.  The TCG rep in turn should raise the issue as appropriate at the TCG meetings.

15) Upgrades - minor vs major - Upgrades (minor vs major) guidance required - DB noted that this was an information issue about forthcoming upgrades, where not much info was known in advance.  JC reported that Alessandra Forti had presented a report on the problems, and CERN has begun to address them.  More clarity would be useful as to what issues there were with current releases.  The PPS does commit to feeding back issues but this may not be happening.  Rollouts are often automatic therefore users depend on the release notes.  DB noted that at high level we should urge for better release notes; a lower action would be to ensure that the PPS provide additional information in the UK.  It was agreed that JC would raise this with Pete on the PPS, and ask if there was anything else that could be done.

262.6 JC to raise the issue of PPS feedback information relating to upgrades issues with someone on the PPS, and ask if there was anything else that could be done.
16) Tier-2s piggy-backing on Tier-1 purchases. Tier-2s piggy-backing on Tier-1 purchases -. Critical dates in the purchase procedure would need to be  publicised well in advance and information needs to be given as to what the purchases are.  AS suggested that something could be added to the tender document to allow additional Tier-2 purchases on the back of, but separate from, the Tier-1 purchases.  AS would speak to procurement and ask them about the possibility that sites might want to make parallel purchases - a sentence could be added to the tender document.  TD would send the Tier-1 url to the Tier-2 Board via SL.  [Done following the meeting].

262.7  AS to speak to procurement and warn them that sites might want to make parallel purchases - a sentence could be added to the tender document.

17) Concern over proliferation of semi-official site tests. Regarding the ATLAS tests, the policy is that all converge with the SAM tests despite conflicting requirements.  SB noted that there was a previous communication issue relating to SL's tests - sites did not appear to know about these.  DB noted that the tests were there to try to help sites become more productive and not cause them additional problems, but it was acknowledged that the information in future needs to be managed.  TD noted that Site Managers could read the PMB Minutes - all information was available.  DB noted that the PMB encourages experiments to develop experiment-specific tests and we will help sites to develop these tests, it is part of the ongoing improvement process.  It was agreed that the PMB opinion is that there is no proliferation of tests, but that sites did need to be made aware of requirements.  RM suggested that they needed a policy statement.  TD noted that the issue was now concluded and that all sites had now completed their implementation of SAM tests.  DB summarised by noting that accounting of resources at sites was based purely on the SAM tests and not Experiment-specific tests, but that GridPP would work with sites to develop the latter to better serve the experiments.

18) Lack of ability to pass job requirements to the batch system - JG noted that the GLite CE can pass information.  The RB looks at the user requirement and matches it to a queue.  It was noted that the system fills with jobs that can't be optimised.  JG would investigate this issue further and report-back.
263.2  JG to further investigate the lack of ability to pass job requirements to the batch system and report-back (Tier-2 review issue).

19) Virtualisation - UCL had wanted to know GridPP direction/support in this area.  JC noted that Marian had started looking at virtualization. He currently has some nodes on the PPS which are on virtual machines - his intention was to put the PPS SAM client in such an environment.  It was noted that Grid-Ireland also had a lot of experience in this area which GridPP could draw upon. JC reported that there might be some support available via the TB-SUPPORT list and helpdesk, but at the moment we are still looking at this area and do not have a definite direction. It was agreed that this is largely uncharted territory for GridPP and a diversion away from the standard GridPP environment.  The issue was in abeyance at present.

20) Changing experiment requirements - JC noted that this related to such things as the ATLAS ACL change requests. Some sites thought there needed to be more structure to change requests.  VO views might be cited as another area where difficulties have been encountered. There was also the difficulty of consistency of feedback - on SL4 JC has heard different positions depending who he talks to within an experiment. It was reported that the 39 Tier-2s in CMS are in regular contact. JG concluded that this was an issue for the Experiments to deal with in the first instance.

21) Level of noise for site problems. JC noted that this covered things like false-positive problems in the site SAM results. It was agreed that people are playing more attention now to the SAM results.  Issues should be raised in the weekly Ops reports meetings.

22) Definition of "what is available". JC noted that if sites are going to be measured against one measure of availability, is it the number coming from GridView (even if there are (many) questions about how accurate it is in measuring availability for the experiments).  It was agreed that, yes, GridView and the SAM reports come from the same database, but if there is not a consistent query then you won't get the same number out of the same data. 

23) Enforcement of MoUs/SLAs. JC noted that the process is known but other than getting less funding in the future, were there any other enforcement options?  It was agreed that this issue was not for public debate at present.
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