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Participants: Jason Hill (ORNL), Jim Ryan (Intel), Peter Jones (Whamcloud), Evan Felix (PNNL), Pam Hamilton (LLNL), Chris Morrone (LLNL), Justin Miller (IU), Steve Pelletier (Terascala), James Simmons (ORNL)
AGENGA
· Review “White-Paper”
ACTION ITEMS
· Pam is going to talk with “key stake holders” about supporting the CDWG proposition and then take it to the board.
DISCUSSION
Pam - I sent out a couple e-mails this week.  What I think we need to do first is figure out how we are going to pay for a conical release.  Do people agree with the characteristics I wrote up?
Evan - I don't think it specifically called out developers.
Peter - Basically those numbers purely deal with the actual logistics of creating releases, upgrading to the latest kernels etc.  That is not including the feature development itself, that is to just maintain the status que.
Pam - Peter, these numbers were actually numbers that came out of the OpenSFS meeting we had back in Chicago in January.  I am hearing though for the purposes of the heaving lifting of putting out a conical release, people believe these numbers are reasonable?
Jim - I am wondering if we should be including a certain number of developers?
Peter - This is the bottom line
Jim - You cannot support 200 developers with 3 testers, so there is a rough team size that is implied by these restrictions.
Peter - That is a good point, that if we only have 1 feature per 6 mo. versus 10 that obviously makes a difference.
Steve -I have really very general questions, if you were to tell me, Pam, you controlled a certain budget dedicated to creating new Lustre features; it seems like we would just put out an RFP to select that work.  Ultimately, who is going to pay for this stuff?   Whoever pays will ultimately going to control this.  Where is the feature list going to come from?
Pam - Yes, OpenSFS has already put out a development RFP for features that were of interest to the OpenSFS paying members.  What that did not cover is the resources for these other activities in the sense of pushing those features upstream to a conical release.  I would say that Whamcloud is supporting a conical release, but I am thinking that Whamcloud wants to be careful for how long they can hold that because Oracle subsidized that in the past.    
Steve - I have not seen that RFP because we are not paying members of OpenSFS yet, but assuming we come to the consensus that these are the features we want to develop, how does that work get developed?
Pam - We put out an RFP it is a regular Procurement. 
Chris - It is not just OpenSFS that is developing, other companies contract out work for development as well.
Peter - OpenSFS does look to be an obvious candidate to oversee this and put it into a neutral repository.
Pam - I defined the bottom line number for a conical release, and then I threw out the question of how does it get payed for?  An idea that came up before was a support contract for a vendor, I personally think that the option of volunteers doing the work is unsustainable, I would be interested to see what others think 
Steve - I think that you are right on there.  I think it is hard to rationalize devoting developers away from our road-map to features that are not our highest priority in an organization that is not ours.
Pam - If you were invested in the features, would you contribute to the effort?
Steve - If they were features that were on our road-map and we were committed to them I could see ourselves contributing.
Peter - What I see in 2.1 release is that there are a lot of people interested in doing the work but they just don't have the time.  
Evan - The volunteer option works really well for me because we cannot fund Lustre development but I can volunteer my time to the project.
Pam - I think an important distinction that was not called out in the white-paper, these roles, like the Gate-keeper, needs to be a full-time very-experienced person.  My concern is that if we went with the volunteer route, we would not be able to have the right people with the commitment required.
Steve- There are only a couple ways I can see us involved, if it was matched up with our road-map, as a marketing aspect and those are really the only 2 ways we can rationalize to our investors
Jim -I was able to make the distinction of volunteers - we should always include volunteers.
Peter - Yes, always, but we cannot rely on volunteers for certain roles.
James - How many people here could volunteer?
Steve - We will certainly test and submit bugs.
James - Doesn't LLNL have access to developers too?  So it looks like Whamcloud, ORNL, and LLNL are the only groups doing development work?
Steve- We are doing development work, but we haven't been able to send that back upstream.   We have a process, but we are not even at that point.  As a community there is lack of a process.  We did some performance enhancements for metadata, but I heard that they were met with mixed review.  I think it would be good for them to be seen by a community and accepted or rejected.
Peter - There is a process, and it is on the Whamcloud website, if the patch is uploaded into Gerret it can be reviewed by other engineers.
Steve - I will pursue that on my side.
Peter - Things were a little more complex, but I have not seen a single contribution from Terascala passed upstream.
Steve- I will see why they have not been submitted.
Chris - LLNL & ORNL have been following the process and it works pretty well, we have a couple dozen uploaded already.  I encourage you to read the wiki and get your patches up there.
Pam - Does anyone have any other brilliant ideas for how we would do it or pay for it?  I am getting the sense that OpenSFS collecting dues will enable us to put out a contract to get these services on behalf of the community; services for a conical release, would people on this call be willing to stand behind this proposal?  I have not put anything on the Lustre.org mail list - is it time to do that?  Do we think we have representation enough here?
James - I think so, I don't know what the activities are on Lustre discuss but lustre devel is a good email forum.
Cory - I think you shot down a lot of the things on the support contract because of the high-cost, to answer your first question, I would support taking this to the board.
Peter - I think those are the only viable options - if you can get key stake holders to grab onto this, you might get others to contribute and boost that plan, if you independently talk to these big co. you might find you have enough to get this plan going.
Pam - We feel like doing it solely with volunteers is not viable, but even if we put a support contract out volunteers would play a heavy role.  Peter - are you saying that we go to the board and present it with the key stake-holders?
Peter - Go to the key stake-holders and say - would you be willing to support something like this?  If they are willing to support the contract then it will cover from their funds required.  
Pam - I will put together something to approach the stake-holders.
END OF CALL.
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