MRC Minutes, 13 March 2002

Who:
G Jung, J. Bashor, Y. Mankin, E. Richman, M. Van Hove, J. Staples, A. 
Belkacem, D. Olson, P. Adams, S. Merola, C. Tull (via phone)

When:
Wednesday, 13 March 2002, 11:30 a.m.

Where:
2-100B

What:
Finalize invitation list, letter of invitation to MRC workshop

Gary Jung reported the survey results (attachment).  Forty responded as follows:


EETD
7
CSD
3


AFRD
6
PBSD
3


NSD
5
MSD
3


Physics
5
ESD
1


NERSC
4
ALS
0


LSD
3
Genome
0

Ali will contact ALS, Paul Adams Genome to solicit interest and participation. Of the 40, not all are expected to attend.  The meeting room in Building 66 would be overfull with 40-45 (including MRC members) participants.

The MRC should not cull this list:  it is the responsibility of each division to refine it if they so deem.  The divisions with smaller representation should certainly send all respondents.  Individual MRC members may add more names to this list.

The primary workshop goal is to reach a realistic scenario.  The workshop will probably not reach a final consensus on what to do, but should identify a common interest and the best path to finding a solution, if one exists.

Each division will report to Alessandra their final invitation list by the afternoon of the 13th.   The MRC decided not to invite those CSAC members representing scientific divisions who are not represented on MRC.

Jon Bashor will update and revise the more direct of the sample letters of invitation and send them out over Sandy's name.  Sandy will be unavailable between the time the letter goes out and the start of the workshop, however.  On the 25th of March, Sandy, Gary Jung and Craig Tull will analyze the survey findings to prepare Sandy's afternoon presentation.

The rough agenda was published in the 25 February minutes: the updated agenda will be decided upon and published later.  

At the workshop, a continental breakfast and full lunch will be served.  Name badges will be provided to all participants.

The letter of invitation reads as follows:

March 26 Workshop on Midrange Computing

Thank you for your participation in our on-line survey regarding
midrange computing at Berkeley Lab. We would like to invite you to
further discuss this subject at a workshop to be held from 8:30 a.m. to
3:30 p.m. Tuesday, March 26, in the Bldg. 66 auditorium. The survey and
workshop are part of an ongoing effort to assess the feasibility of
enhanced midrange scientific computing at the Lab. Hearing from
scientists like yourself is a critical part of this effort and we look
forward to your participation on March 26. 

The workshop will consist of a series of presentations in the morning.
The agenda calls for a keynote address by Bill McCurdy, Associate
Laboratory Director for Computing Sciences at LBNL, as well as short
talks on the current state of midrange computing at the Lab, experience
in establishing such a resource at LBNL, and a look at options for
future activities in this area. The afternoon will be spent discussing
the extent of support for enhanced midrange computing, what the
requirements are for such a resource and how the Lab can best address
these requirements. The draft agenda is below.

Lunch and refreshments will be served. To help us plan the workshop,
please respond to Yeen Mankin (YFMankin@lbl.gov) by Thursday, March 21.
We would appreciate hearing from you whether you are able to attend or
not.

Thank you on behalf of the Midrange Computing Working Group representing
the Computing and Communications Services Advisory Committee and the
Information Technologies and Services Division.

Sandy Merola
Director, Information Technologies and Services Division

The survey results are as follows:

Midrange Computing Survey

We have received 40 survey responses as of 3/11/02.

Divisions who have responded:


Environmental Energy Technologies - 7 respondents


AFRD - 6 respondents


Nuclear Science - 5 respondents


Physics - 5 respondents


NERSC - 4 respondents


Life Sciences - 3 respondents


Chemical Sciences 3 respondents


Physical Biosciences 3 respondents


Material Sciences -  3 respondent


Earth Sciences - 1 response


No respondents from ALS and Genome

Type of work


12 responded experimental - mostly Nuclear Science and Physics projects


11 simulation/modeling - mostly EETD, one each Life Sci, AFRD, ESD, PBD


 9 theory - Mostly CSD, AFRD, one each Material Sci, EETD.


Remainder other

Current primary computing system.


One person each in CSD, MSD, and AFRD use NERSC IBM SP.


9 use PDSF. Almost all of these users are in Physics or Nuclear Science


One respondent has an 18 processor IBM SP RS/6000


Two survey respondents have Linux Clusters


The rest use Linux, Mac, SGI, Solaris, Compaq Alpha desktop systems.

Almost all respondents said they could utilize increased computing to do

the following:


17 analyze larger volume of data


18 analyze experimental data faster


19 perform larger simulations


25 perform faster simulations


18 perform simulations with higher resolutions


18 would implement new algorithms resulting in improved simulations.


Almost all Physics, Nuclear Sci, PBD would use high performance


computing to do larger volumes and analyze data faster

What form of computing would be most useful?


Medium Cluster - 16 responses


Medium size SMP - 14 responses


High performance Desktop - 4 responses

Important design considerations


24 memory size


16 network bandwidth


24 processor clockspeed


8 tightly coupled processors


15 I/O


19 storage


Other - reliable software environment - compilers

Source of software that would be used


25 written by group


 8 freely available


 7 commercial

How parallelizable?


12 already done


2 easy


5 moderately difficult


6 difficult


11 unnecessary, serial okay

Memory model - Most said either distributed or shared; many didn't know.

How prepared?


9 are ready now


6 will be ready in the short term


4 will be ready in the mid-term


2 will be ready in the long term


5 don't know

Number of respondents that are planning to procure a large system.


13 will be looking at Linux cluster; another 2 might like to.


2 will be considering a SMP


3 are happy with their current solution.


Remaining don't know

Support


17 would be interested in prepurchase consulting


14 woudl be interested in ordering/vendor negotiating expertise


19 interested in facilities.


25 would be interested in initial setup and configuration expertise


13 interested in HW maintenance


26 would be interesting in ongoing support including the respondents


planning to purchase.


 8 would be interested in application porting support

Pooling - 20 respondents might be interesting in pooling resources with another


project(s). Whether it was just one project or several did not


appear to make a difference in the answers.

Other Comments.


Having good support is important, but cost is an issue


A couple respondents  would like to know if we could leverage


invest into NERSC resources.


Good networking infrastructure is important

