UK MAN Managers Group

Notes of Meeting held on 25 January 2006 at HEFCE,
London

Present:

Dave Vinogra (Convenor)

Mike Byrne (Deputy Convenor) LeNSE

Kit Powell (Secretary) SWERN

Chris Cheney (EastNetO

Paul Kentish Kentish MAN
Tim Robinson NetNorthWest

Ed Cater YHMAN

David Hayling Kentish MAN
Mike Whitehead FaTMAN

Jason Ban NorMAN

Joe Burns NIRAN

James Hendry MidMAN

John Linn AbMAN

Mark Jameson C&NLMAN
George Howat EaSIMAN

lan Griffiths EMMAN

Steve Percival UKERNA (from item 5)
Denis Russell UKERNA (fromitem 5)
LindaMcCormck ClydeNET

Roge Williams WNL

Apologies were received from:

Barry Forde C&NLMAN

Julie Sndson North Wales MAN
Andy Mason SWERN

David Sedham North Wales MAN
Jem Taylor UHI

1 Notes of previous meeting

1.1 Accuracy

There were no @rrectionsto the minutes of the previousmeeting héd on 25 @tober
2005.

LindaMcCormick added to her comment abouttheeffort expended by RFANSs in
RPAN contract negotiations when the possibility of gdting external effort to assist in
the negotiationshad been discussed, it was agreed that this would notin fact be
produdive.

1.2 Replacement for Paul Kentish on the SLA negotiation team
Ed Cater had volunteered for this.



1.3 Optical Networking Workshop

This had been discussed with UKERNA, and the requirements of the RNs more
accuraely defined. UKERNA had announed aworkshop Practical Optical
Networking to behdd on 16 March, bu it was not clear whether its content might
not betoo general to meet RN needs Further discussion was deferred urtil later in the
meeting when Denis Russell was present [ see Minute 5.3].

1.3 RN reports of progress and problems

Those received well before the meeting hal been drculated with the minutes;
additional ones received bdore 1 Februay would beaddad and published with the
minutes.

2 Report from RPAN contract changes team

Theteam comprised Mike Byrne lan Griffiths Paul Kentish, and Dave Vinogral.
It had been working with UKERNA in two areas. the changes to the current RPAN
contract (RPAN2) to refl ect the changes required for SJ5, and additiond changesto
the RPAN2 as pat of the planned extenson of RFAN2 ..

The ngyotiationshad concentrated onthe SJ5 amendment, nowin its third draft and
dueto befurther discussed with UKERNA by telephoneon 30 dnuary.

2.1 SJ5 Changes

lan Griffi ths summarised these as addressing:

connection of the network to a second Rgiond Network Entry Point;
implementation of IPresilienceto Nominated Connetions

testing of IPresilience;

provision of IPtrangt to UKERNA equipment;

additional SuperJANETS services; and

atrangtion plan.

A number of issues were identified by heMeeting and would be taken up wth the
team in the negotiations and ae naed hee for the information of awider audience.

1. Timing. It was noted that UKERNA wished RNOs to accept theamendment
by 31 March 2006. Hbwever, there might be problems in implementing the
changes required that did nd become apparent unil the developments were
unde way.

2. Scope. Only IP trangmission was addressed in the context of resilience, with
no reguirement for resilience to beimplemented for application probcols.

3. Multicad. It was pointed outthat the IP services to be provided resiliently
induded multicast.

4. Testing of IP resilience. This was discussed a length. Whilst there was no
dissent from the view tha testing was important and should be done there
were congerns about

a. lack of darity abou which of the several components of the service againg
who< failureresilience was required (core router, link fromit to RNEP router,



RNEP router, RNEP router connection © regiond networkE) w ould betest-
failed duing any test;
b. scheduling of the failover uncer live load test: it was expected that there would
be strong, posibly widespread, resistance among ngitutionsto jeopardising
service during prodwtion ime.
co-ordination of esting with the NOSC,;
timetabling of ests.

Qo

5. Implementation of resilience. The amendment, & least in its current (third)
draft did notmakeit clear (23.12(b)) viha components of the regional
infrastructure were required to hare thar failure pratected agang. There was
also the special case of naminated conrectionsmade directly to an RNEP
router: if the RNEP router failed they would lose service despite dl the rest of
theregional traffi c bang successfully re-routed through he other RNEP.

6. RNEP environment. Many dtes were both undle and, for sfety reasons
unwilling, o provdefire suppression & the RNEP accommodaion.

7. Condition for ceasang SJ4. Therequirement that both RNEPs should have
SJ5 connectionsin service before S ocould bedisconnected was queied.

It was agreed:
to ask UKERNA for the date by which thefundiond guiddines for the RNsO
routing poicies (13.14) would bepulished;

Action: negotiating team
to provide the negatiating team with suggested forms for ©3.12 (3 and (b) to
meet the expressed objections

Action: all

2.2 RPAN version 3
Dave Vinogral made the following ponts.

* it would beacompletely new contract, nota development of RPAN2

* jtscontent would refl ect the output of the sub-group of he Chars of MANs
set up dter the November meeting o discuss future RNO patnership
relationdhipswith UKERNA. Its membership is Tony Rybaki, Brian
Gilmore, Tim Phillips Ed Cater, Terry Hanson, dilie Shdson, and Andren
McCreath

* it behoved usto ensuretha our Chars were fully briefed on ssues likely to be
addressed by the sub-group, adtha they kept usinformed ofther proposis
before they were formally made

3 Report the SLA negotiation team

Ed Cater reported tha the direction the JSC-UKERNA SLA was taking was away
from a detailed breekdown of the peformance of the individud comporents used to
ddiver the service, and towards a (lack boxOview of the service over-all. This

resembled the approach already adopted in the RPAN2 S.D. However, this did not



reduce the level of monitoring of mmporent peformance by UKERNA (and the
RNSs) required.

4 Report from JDAG

Mike Byrne had arculated the documents Joint Developrrent Programme 200506,
Conmmunications Strategy, and Sunmary of Developnent Process (all by Henry
Hughes).

Jason Ban reminded the Meeting that hehad asked RNs for information on her
plansto deploy IPv6 and QoSlast Octobe and reguested replies in addtionto the
eighthehad 2 far received.

Sponorsthen reported on heindividual projects.

Phas Il QoS Tim Robinson

The QoS Phase 2 progct ga undeway with akick-off meeting in London on 29
September 2005.There have been two further meetingsof the Architecture group
(which indudes Mike Byrneand Tim) on26 Cctobe 2005 ad 12 December 2005.
The next meeting ison 26 dnuary 2006 ly VC/Access Grid.

Steady butdow progressis beng mede in ddfining the activities that will be
undetaken duing 2006. Mke and Tim are trying t move activities away from
Computer Sciencetowardsrea gpplicationsrunning ove real networks

Asnoted in the IDAG pgoeasit is unlikely tha any form of produdion rvice will be
required before 20088.

Mike expressed concern that some of the contracts for work rdated to the project
remained unsgned. He also ponted outthat the suggested extensgon of the term of
RPAN2 ocould mean tha QoS might form part of the services RPAN2 covers, raher
than bangintrodued as pat of RPAN3 as expected.

Multicag beacon service upgrade: Roga Williams
Thefollowing written report from Chiis Price was provided after the meeting.

WNL enabled multicast across the SWMAN some time ago. Inditutionshave the
option of MSDP peering ther Ste access routers with the RNO's dedicated
multicast ‘rouier on agick’ or witha MSDP rendezvouspoint on he JANET
BackboneAccess Routr. In terms of use of multicast across the SWMAN, the
largest community of users are people participaing in video-conferences,
although here are some eciadist groupsat Cadiff, Swansea and

Aberystwyth Universities carrying ou research usng neéwork goplications

tha require multicast. For WNL the main focus at this point in imeisto
managethe implementation of rmulticast on the Welsh Assembly Government's
LifelongLearning Network (LLN) ahead of atechnical migration of boh Welsh
MANSs oni this backbone This migration planning of HE/FE stes onto the LLN
isundeway, and on@ completed will offer the HE/FE community in Wales an
interim solution urtil the likely procurement and déivery of an All-Wales
Public Sector Network in mid-2007 unér the Assembly-led grategy for Rublic
Sector Broadband Aggregaion in Wales.



IPv6: John Linn

John sid tha AbMANOsxperience was that v6 implementation was straightforward.
He noted tha as they were running v6 rative they had nothad to implement tunnd-
brokering, and coud nottherefore comment on awy issues reating o its
implementation. Use of v6 was low.

Mark Jameson endoreed bhnOsiew, butadded that there were second orde issues
relating, for example, to Netflow, monitoring, aaxd ACLSs.

David Hayling notd tha when usng adud stack the use of IS-IS routing might be
required if it was not acceptable to us different versionsof OSPF for v4 and v6.

In the subsequent discussion it emerged that dthough heimplementation of v6 wthin
inditutionswas outwith the RNOgemit, several RNs were interested in guidance to
ingitutionsbang made available, notably in the area of v6 addressing s£hemes. A
new version of he doaument already prodiced by Tim Chown was beng written by
him, and Mike Byrne undetookto ask Tim whether hecould make the current drét
available to the Group.

Action: Mike Byrne

JDAG would take note of the different aspects and implicationsof v6 for RNs and for
inditutions

It was noted tha there were issues relating to multicast in v6.

Per formance Measurement: David Hayling

Thegroup ha met in December. Steve WilliamsOsntention was to use routers and IP
SLA. There had been some discussion on he possibility of making repostories of
Netflow daamore widely available to avoid the same data bang mllected, and held,
at several locations UKERNA were usng Crainog ®ftware to analyse data gathered
by Netflow. Andrenv Cormeck was drawing up guddines on te privacy aspects of
network traffi c daa, andit was noted in passing that IP addresses were deemed to be
persond daa.

5 UKERNA issues

5.1 SJ5 regional development funding

Denis Russell reported on progess on findising bids made for funding unde the
Regiond Networking SI5 development initiatives. Two or three Endlish bidswere
still beng discussed, and two Scottish.

He emphasised the importance of UKERNA beng alvised of any posibility of RNs
spending beow thar agreed profile as soon as posible, and in any case well before
the end of e funding bodesO ¥'s (English: end of March, Scottish: end of duly).
Undespendsreported latein FY's could result in seriousproblems.

He was notin apostionto report on progess in Northern Ireland.



Slow but seady progres was beng madein Wales.

5.2 SJ5 fibre routes

Denis had given RNOs as much information & he had on heroues that MCI (now
Verizon) were ugng forthe collector arcs, though n some cases this was incomplete
and hewould try to rectify this. He asked RNs to let him know of any concernsthey
had aboutthe planned fibre routes.

More information was requested eboutwhether MCI expected (or were willing) to use
existing inditutiond duct resources. Conern was expressed abouttheintention of
MCI to indall additiond racks a some Stes, where they already had racks with,
appaently, anple unugd Pece. It was naed tha MCI had changed their power
supply and onnector requirements.

Denis was reminded that RNs had been asked if they were interested in acquiring
fibrefor regional use as pat of the SJ5 buid in their region, and asked if the
expressionsof interest tha had been made had had any outomes. He asked RNs to
contact him agan if this posibility was of interest to them.

Action: all

5.3 Optical networking workshop

Denis said that the emphasis in the March workshop wes regiond networks, and
RNOsO w&iff would gé priority if there was any shortage of places.

Mike Byrne expressed concern tha the published progamme appeared alittle too
genea and may notaddress dl the elements discussed & JDAG. He undetook
discuss the progranme with Rina Samani and asked everyoneto tell him by the end of
the week what they wished the workshop b cover.

Action: all

5.4 Routing between RNs and SuperJANETS5 core

Jason Ban asked wha progeess there was on the pubication of heguddinesto
RNOs for the configuraion of rouing to the SI5 coreto providethe required
resilience. Denis undetook to check the satus of this.

Action: Denis Russell

5.5 RPAN payments

Steve Percival said tha he was con<iousof the appaent anomaly of RNOs bang
asked to providea spending profie for next yearOBAP two months before the
amountavailable had been notfied. He thoughtthat it would bebetter to ask for a
prdiminary profile based on tiecurrent BAP, modified by any changes made during
the current RPAN year, by theend of dily followed by afinal versionat the end ofthe
following Februay.

All RNOs were asked to make any objectionsto this proposl to Seve within the next
weeks, in the absence of which hewould assume tha it was acceptable,
Action: all



John Linn enquired aboutthe continudion after its initial three years of the £55,500
annud fundingto upportRN development. Steve said he was not aware of any plans
to cease thefunding.

5.6 Other matters

LindaMcCormick asked what the status of the proaurement of PoSinterfaces for SI5
RNEPs by UKERNA for RNswas. Denis Russell said hewould enqure andreport
themailinglist.

David Hayling asked forinformation on he specification of heinterface to which
RNs proairing ther PoS interfaces themselves would connect them. Denis undetook
to enquire and advise.

Action: Denis Russell

6 Liaison with Chairs of MANs Group
Ed Cater reported on hemeeting béween the Chars and UKERNA as follows.

* UKERNA gave an updae onthe SJ5 proarement and related issues.

* Tim Marshdl and Bob Day dso provided darification of peceptionsand the
evolving denand for ANET Network Services:

* DfES desire for a"common dgital infrastructure’ or sngle Nationd Education
Network (NEN) based on ANET

* A user base extendingto pog-16, prel6 (e. schools) and, posibly, to a wider
public sector in the future

* Theneed to provide congstency in neéwork services across the UK

* Thenead to retain and grengthen aconsstent brand

* Theneed to demondrate auditable, subject to benchmarking, vim

* Central vs regiond division and collaboraion to improvequdity and thetimely
introdudion of naev services/applicationsto the sectorswithin budge
condraints

* It had been agreed to st upa small sub-group[ membership: see minute 2] to ddine
theissues and rgport back to the Chairs.

Theimportance of those concerned with the day-to-day management and
development of RNs keepinginformed of, and informing, the ddiberationsof the
Chars of MANs and its sub-group was re-emphasised.

LindaMcCormick asked if the minutes of Chars of MANs meetingswere publshed.
lan Griffi thsundetookto look into this.
Action: lan Griffiths

7 UCISA-NG
Tim Robinson provoed the following written report after the meeting.



The UCISA-NG committee met on 260ct-2005, he day after the UKMMG meeting.
It next meets on 09Feb.

The committee had apresentation fromHetesh Morar on New thinking in regard to
the JANET SLA'. Hetesh commented that arootand branch review of the SLA is
required to cover the issues of resilience both in the core and also for the RNOs.
Having notd this nothing was raised tha has not been discussed previoudy by
UKMMG. Discussion was mainly around exd to end and qualitative as oppogd to
guantitative measurements.

Denis Russell was dso a the meeting and reported on e same set of issues hehad
discussed & UKMMG.

Other matters discussed included

* Convegence of data and &lephore neworks - UCISA-NG will beholding a
voice event early in 2006.
Raing of fibre
Results of the use of NTP and Usenet News survey
JCN and XCN Development Group ativities
UCISA top ten concernswhich include
o Network security
o Extende hours
o Network Technologes (wireless, SANS)

| reported on he UKMMG meeting

8 Dates of future meetings

Thurgday 27 April 2006, HEFCE London(EMMAN to pay for catering)
Mondg 26 Line2006, Elinburgh

9 Other business

9.1 FE upgrades: boundary router maintenance arrangements

Ed Cater oulined the problem. New routers had been supplied to some FEs as pat of
the upgrale progiamme. These were owned by UKERNA, and nmeintained unde a
contract beween UKERNA and TNS which provided for faults to befixed by te
supply of areplacementto ste within 24 tours Thiswas along ime for aste to lose
connectivity and hesuggested that each RN should beprovided with pare rouer to
hold and deploy when needed to fix a fault at an FE.

Steve Percival observed tha there were wide variationsin practices beween regions
In general FEs should report problems to ICS though n many cases the RSCswere
also willingto handle them. Whilst many at the Meeting expressed enthusasm for the
RN being responsble for FE devices conrectingto it, there were strong reservations
aboutthe use of these for other fundionssuch as firewalling.



9.2 Publication of minutes

It was agreed that there was no obgction o the minutes of the Meeting keing oenly
available ontheLMN web dte, and o oljection in principle to them being mede
public.

9.3 UK MMG annual report

Thelast report, for AY20032004, ha been produed in February 2005 by Mck
Kahn from contributionsfrom the RNOs. It was agreed that the intended audience and
the benefits from its publication were notclear enough o jugify theeffort required to
produe it in thefuture

9.4 Venues for future meetings
It was agreed that the present venueat HEFCE should continueto beused.

9.5 RSCs

lan Griffithssaid that the Duke & Jordan report on he RSCshad been extremely
postive: all sakeholders had expressed themselves strongly in thar favour. Althoudh
funding dter 2007 was not yet clear, there was agreement in prindple to the
continudion of he RCs

9.6 N3 JANET Gateway Working Group
Tim Robinson provided the following written report after the meeting

There have now been three meetingsof this group wth further meetingsscheduled for
06 Feb 2006 ad 06Mar-2006. As may beseen from theattendance list bd ow the
group ha senior representatives from JANET and N3, as well as NHS and HE
members.

Mark Ferrar (chair)

(MF) Director of Infrastructure Architecture, Security & Information Governance
NHS Conneting for Health

Geof Smith (GS) Deputy Technical Manager Cambridge University Hogitals NHS

Trug

Tim Robinson (TR) Technical Director

Head of Communication Services Net North West Manchester University

Trevor Htchett (TR) N3 Technical Director BT

Bob Day (BD) Chief Technology Officer UKERNA

Adrian Williams (AW)N3 Technology Consiltant NHS Conneting for Health

Chris Glover (CG) Information Covernance Team  NHS Conneting for Health

Malcolm Teague (MT) NHS-HE Coordnaor UKERNA

TheToR of he Group ae

Background asumptions

1. A Gateway beween N3 and ANET in England is pat of the N3 contract with
BT asa'requestable” item.

2. Thediscussonsand ouput from theWorking Group ae therefore "without
prgudice” and "subject to contract” with BT.

3.  NHSHE Connetivity solutionshave to be agreed through he Security Board.

9



Terms of Reerence

1. To assess and domment existingand future user requirements for NHS-HE
connettivity asfar asis posible.

2. To assess and dowment existing NHS-HE connetivity and whether thisis
likely to remain as pat of the longe term solution.

3. To areethelikely scopeof requirement for an N3 JANET Gateway or ries of
Gateways. This may involve assessing therangeof potential conrectivity solutions
tha are likely to be approved by the NHS Security Boad.

4.  To ecify the requirement for the N3 JANET Gateway:

a  such tha it can be used as the Contact Change Note to formally request an
implementation architectureand implementation dan from BT.

b. Such that it can be used by LIKERNA and UKERNA patnersto ddiver the HE
side of the plan.

5. To alvise on locationsof the solution(9 and any phaing reguired.
6. To publsh aset of guddines for different NHS-HE user scenarios

7. To produe a Framework for the agreement and exchange of access agreements,
security policies and oher relevant documents e.g. Satements of Conpliance,
Acceptable Use Policies.

8. To recommendafunding nodel to therdevant funding bodes for the cods of
implementation and ongoing s1pportand maintenance.

Excellent progess has been made in understanding theissues. The presence of Chris
Glover a the last meeting allowed a clear undestanding of the Governance (Security)
issues to befed into the technical solutions being consdered. Bob Day and Trevor
Fitchett are developing asolution aoundoneor more gaeways (possibly in Londmn
and Manchester)

A survey of the exact requirements of theuser community has been developad by the

group. This has jug been issued to the NHS-HE Forum members. This will informthe
level of interconnectivity beween N3 and JANET that is required.
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