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Participants - Justin Miller (IU), Steven Pelletier(Terascala), David Vasil (DDN), Evan Felix (PNL), Michael Conley (Xyratex), Pam Hamilton (LLNL), John Carrier and Cory Spitz (Cray), Kevin Canady (Xyratex)

AGENGA

· continue with the interim solution - figure out how to accomplish and host

ACTION ITEMS

· IU is going to host the Lustre mirror

· Pam Hamilton is going to take the idea of what resources are required to support a canonical release and create a “straw-man” definition for the community. This definition will be the basis for a discussion about creating a sustainable community development model.

· The group will plan and host a “deep-dive” developers session in mid-September 2011. Event will be hosted at a Hub airport.  Those not able to attend can participate on-line through a podcast and call-in number.  The pod-cast will be recorded for future viewing.

· The group needs to decide if they want to define proper release collateral.

· Kevin Canady will send out some internal documents from Xyratex to the mailing list and post on the google groups page.

· Shay Seager will create a google groups page for the CDWG.

· The group is going to carry on conversation in the e-mail reflector.  Shay will capture and put the e-mail conversation on the google groups page.  Documents for group review will be on the google groups page.  Some discussion will be on the google groups page, however, the group still needs to define a communication tool to reach developers.

· Neutral repository group will merge with this group.

DISCUSSION

Miller - Simms, Robert Reed, and Peter Jones have all been talking and we have a GIT clone running now, but we are working on the other services because we need an active database.  So IU can host the mirror

Hamilton - That is terrific

Carrier - The e-mail that Andreas sent out about how they are planning on integrating the changes, especially the diagram that Chris Gary came up with.

Hamilton - Was the diagram attached?

Carrier - It points out that what we really need to come up with is what defines the proper release collateral, so if someone wants to submit something it can be merged into the main log.  That is something else that we need to work on - what is the right level?  The TWG is working on what is required for the RFP but we need the community to agree on what Whamcloud is coming up with.

Hamilton - So you think it would be appropriate for this group to publish that?

Carrier - Yes, because whoever hosts the conical source is trivial, what is really important is the development model and that we can ensure that the features being developed are being committed to the release.  Who is going to be the gate-keeper/release manager function is also important.  Peter Jones has said is that the first step is to start mirroring everything at IU, while they continue to be the gate-keeping, but at some point we need as a community to step up and gate-keep.  Because what he is describing is small steps to integrate new features, what is needed then, is the piece that the gate-keeper needs to know if something gets included in a release or merged into the main tree.

Hamilton - Whoever is managing the main tree, are they responsible for all the testing?   And what about bugs?

Carrier - Testing is up to the person who comes up with the patch and then if a bug comes up they need to create the patch.  But the testing still needs to come from the community.  The idea that there is not one company standing in front of a release saying what makes it in and what doesn’t - I am saying that their is a community/working group that works on those issues.

Morrone - Only in a rough guidance sense - I think developers should have the prevue to determine if patches are valid/correct or not.  Just generally talking about whether a feature is worth while or not.  How something lands once we determine if it is a good thing I think that goes to the code reviewers.

Carrier - We need to decide how this is going to function, not right now but I think that is what this group should tackle

Morrone - We need to first get the developers we need to sustain a release model.

Spitz - Versus what Chris?

Morrone - How to land patches etc, we can figure that out, the committee doesn’t need to discuss that.  We need to figure out how to get developers who are skilled enough to sustain a release.  Because right now, outside of Lustre I don’t think we have the expertise.

Canady - I guess what strikes me, having an understanding of what a developer/organization is going to need to own and be responsible for is an important part of know what is that resource.  Having some discipline about how things are going to land and what is expected along the way - I think these are things that are critical for an organization to sign up for and allows a variety of contributions to come in.  I was struck at the LUG by how many developers out there who had valuable pieces of code, but how do they get it incorporated?

Carrier - We need to have the ground rules defined.  Whamcloud and Xyratex have both accepted that.  If someone has something they want and they want to include it in Lustre, they need to know what the ground rules are before they just add themselves to the list.  I was chagrined to see the response of Terascala at LUG, because he was criticized because he had not gone to the list.

Canady - I applaud the effort that Terascala made, that is the step that we want to encourage, we want to capture that so that we can develop confidence and add value to the product.  I hope that we can encourage that because Xyratex wants to make contributions, and I want to make sure that everyone here is confident that what we add is valuable.

Hamilton - I would have confidence if the gate-keeper and the code-reviewers are approving what gets added.

Spitz - We should go with IU hosting the process and tools.  As a community we can arrange for much broader feature testing, and those developers will be able to do peer reviews.  We are just missing the gate-keeper for a conical version.  Whether OpenSFS has their own thing or whatever, that seems like it is the only part that we are missing.  We just need to speak, as a group, with OpenSFS, say we cannot do that last function as a committee, we need to hire a gate-keeper.  We could maybe break up the duties but that is the last piece that we need here.

Canady - If there is consensus within the group to put a formal request up for volunteers let’s do that.  It is helpful to have more structure.  It would help if we are able to say to management what the volunteers responsibilities and work is going to be.  We could put terms on it so that one organization is not over-burdened.

Hamilton - Is there a feeling from the folks on this call - that we could set up a structure with volunteers?  Or do we think we need a contract with a company and that is what we pay them for?

Canady - Let’s try for volunteers and try that first - and if we determine in a short visit that there is not one voluntary and that is not effective then we would need to get approval for contracts.

Morrone - I was trying to get us away from landing patches because we need to come up with the higher level development process so that we know the man power necessary - for example if we are doing a release every 6mo we need a gate-keeper and testers and code reviewers for each of those releases.  Like you said, we can try first with volunteers and if it is not enough then we can make an effort to get it funded.

Hamilton - I can take that information and put it into a straw-man proposal and everyone can look at it and once it is circulated and approved we can see who steps up for volunteers - how does that sound?

Kevin - Another thing, the people that would like to volunteer need to know they have support from their organization.

Hamilton - Yes of course.

Morrone - People need to understand upfront that certain jobs like gate-keeping is a full time job.

Carrier - Getting people trained to do the code review, what is the forum to get people experienced with the code?

Morrone - Maybe what we need to do is have a developer meeting a couple times a year and we can have deep-dives on various components of Lustre, so that we expand the quality of information.

Hamilton - Could we do a webcast for these deep-dives?

Canady - That is a good idea because it is going to be hard to get everyone from all over the world.

Hamilton - What worked well for the chicago meeting - was that the hotel was in the airport.

Canady - I have some documents that I would like for reflection and adding value to the group.  Would it be helpful to share those?

Hamilton - This call is bi-weekly, do we want to change the frequency?  Can we do more on the mail list and that would mitigate that - if people can look and comment on that.  We could do it on google docs.

Canady - We use google docs and if we want to edit a living document that might be helpful.

Morrone - Not many developers are going to look at google docs.  I think just using the mailing list would be better - no attachments just have a conversation on the mailing list.  I just suspect that the google docs will not be used much by the developers.

Canady - Evan and John said it would be useful - but you feel like it doesn’t work for you, do you think we want to try a couple things before we shut it down or you just know no one will look at it? this process we are talking about is still very high level.

Morrone - So if we stay away from conversations about commits and stuff then sure.

Kevin - I am just asking that we think about things in a open way.

Hamilton - The developers are in a flow - it creates a more complicated process for them and I am guessing that is just where they are that.

Canady - I don’t see any problem with keeping the discussion on the mailing list but the larger topics and attachments need someplace to go.  In the past there was a tremendous amount of conversations that happened on IRC, do we want an IRC or skype chat where this conversation could be held?

Carrier - As long as someone captures that and puts it on the reflector.  I think the proposal to have discussions on the reflector makes sense and then we just need to capture that and put it into a document in google or somewhere - it is hard to agree to fragmented e-mail threads.

Hamilton - We will have notes from today’s call - Shay you set up the google groups - I will take the notes and capture the straw-man proposal idea and I will send it out in an e-mail.  and Kevin you said you would send around your documents.

Canady - Yes, it will take a couple days 

Hamilton - I would like to encourage an e-mail thread discussion so that we do not just rely on the bi-weekly call - also let’s talk about these deep dives, and let’s try to organize something - we need to consider the webcast/in person.

Canady - If you can give us some lead time for a face-to-face meeting that is a possibility - if we can augment it with video conferencing for those who cannot make the flight that would be great.  

Hamilton - I am thinking this would occur sometime in August

Canady - That is still vacation time for most people.

Hamilton - So maybe then middle of september work?  Let’s throw out a proposal.  

Canady - LUG is in April, Austin TX, sponsored by TACC.  In the sense of timing, we thought of this group as preparing of 2.2 - do we still think that 2.1 will be released in July?

Hamilton - I am not sure this group is going to pull it together to get a 2.2

Morrone- We only have a month to clear out the process and the people.

Canady - I think there is merit to that.  Pam would the idea that now, over the next couple weeks that we would discuss the summit meeting (deep-dives).

Morrone - I am thinking developers only and let them present code-details.

(?) -you want some level of what features are going into the next release.

Morrone - Not at this meeting.  First we need to figure out who is doing the gate-keeping and code-review and then we can lay out what is going to come up in the next release.

Hamilton - We can flush out the development model.  What are the resources needed and sending that out for discussion and then putting out a call for volunteers, if that doesn’t work out then we need to fund the effort.  That is what I have taken away.  I think what Chris is saying if we try to do the approach of volunteers then it comes back to the training people up - and we do that by reviewing code and getting information in these deep-dives.

Morrone - We would need to get everyone’s developers to use the resources that are external.  I don’t have a problem with a more vendor neutral site - I just don’t think Whamcloud will use our resources.

Canady - Chris it is fundamental - because if Whamcloud goes under we are screwed - we are all highly motivated to use an external resource.

Hamilton - It is very important to sustain the repository - we need as a working group to step up.

Morrone - Things are going on in secret instead of mailing lists that developers are actually involved in.

Hamilton - That is the purpose of having this working group spread more freely.  My vote is that we do not have a neutral repository working group.  setting up the development model is important.

Morrone - People working on these repositories need to talk on the lustre e-mail lists.  You need to get people to stop using Whamclouds tools and use the ones you have. If you don’t explain why people should switch you will not get the critical mass to sustain this site.

Carrier - We are crating a community repository, Whamcloud is working with us, the first step is the replication that IU is doing, and that becomes the repository.

Felix -  Chris has a point that we cannot have simultaneous JIRA going on.  You need a date/time to have everyone switch and therefore you actually need the by-in that chris was talking about.

Carrier - Peter Jones proposal was that we use 2.2 to set everything up in parallel and in the mean-time we work on a community development model that is sustainable and then we move to the community tools.  It should be one voice talking to Whamcloud to make this work.  We cannot have multiple repositories - we should merge everything into this call.

Morrone - If we just use this call it will take forever so we need to use the mailing lists.

END OF CALL.
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