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OpenSFS Working Group Cross-Pollination Telecon

November 15, 2002

Participants - Mark Seager (lead), Shay Seager, John Carrier, Dave Wallace, Galen Shipman, James Simmons (ORNL), Parvance (DDN), Marc, Jason, Chris Marrone, Ryan Wiese, David Basil, Blaise Barney, Marc Garey, Jay Scherwin, Corral, Jason Hill, Charlie Carrol, Pam Hamilton - 20 parties total

DISCUSSION NOTES

Technical Working Group:

Action Items:

· Send out roadmap/outline to the board and working groups.  
· Finalize the white paper rough draft
John Carrier - We met the Thursday at supercomputing.  Most of the discussion was about our goal, the roadmap and the process of moving the roadmap/goal forward.  We have a meeting again, this Thursday to talk more about the roadmap we created and how that roadmap will be apart of the white paper, more about how we will address the roadmap.  I also have minuets from the meeting but I will send those out.

Shipman-We were talking about a white paper at the end of the month, it sounds like we won’t make that?

Carrier - We have an outline and a process.  So we will have at least an outline to talk about on Thursday.  

Seager - Can I suggest that you put out your outline to the board and working group?

Release Planning Working Group:

Action Items:

· Hyperion is available for testing for the working groups
· Oracle is supportive and looking to possible join OpenSFS, everything we release should get pushed up to Oracle
· Anyone who is a member or doing the due-diligence of becoming a member can join the working group conversation.
· Finalize the white paper rough draft
-We are trying to figure out what we are going to do, we have some questions about Oracle.

Seager - What questions?

· Do they know about releases? Is there going to be an external branch?

Seager - They are considering joining and they want to have a good working group.  We are trying to have the contributors agreements that oracle and we have can create transmission upstream

· Does that include bugzilla?

Seager - We want to have a bugzilla for OpenSFS, I think that would go into the support working group purview.

· So who are you planning will do the work on the releases?

· We don’t know because we are trying to find out what machines we are going to use etc.

Seager - The communications working group, which I chair and the reason I am driving the call, is responsible for building the website and the co-development tools and the sites for all the working groups.  I know there is some discussion already about using the get-repository, we just want to make sure there is one group that deals with that activity and that is going to be the communication working group.  If you tell us what you need we will make it happen.

· Also Whamcloud has picked up quite a bit of developers, are they going to have access to this repository?

Seager - That is up to you guys to come up with.  What you are talking about sounds reasonable.  What we would like to do from the boards perspective, with your input, RFPs go out for development activities and in the release planning you work with the other working groups and put all of those into a release on a regular schedule.  Suppose you choose a bi-yearly release cycle.  The RPWG would then be responsible to work with the technical working group to make sure that the collateral, the testing plans, and actual code are integrated in a timely schedule.  When a release is done we and that over to Oracle and support working group.  But at a high level that is one model and it may need some tuning.  We are definitely interested in your input.  One of the main issues we have to deal with is that we are in a different regime.  In the early days we had a single provider and now we cannot depend on any one provider long term and so we would like the locus of activities to be around OpenSFS release train and let Oracle be the canonical holder of the Lustre source tree.  Did that answer your question?

· So your opinion is that this branch is entirely community supported?  We are not paying anyone to do this work?

Shipman - No we could contract that work out.

· No I am not talking about main features, I am talking about putting together the release

Seager - That is up to you guys, if you want to have a contract process or if you want to do it within the volunteer status of the group - you tell us how you want to operate.  And if you have a third model we are all ears.

· We are going to have to figure out who is going to be the gate keeper.  At the meeting we discussed having a gate keeper at Oracle for any of the projects, part of the RFP’s would include the collateral of what ever we are doing.

Shipman - You want to make sure that those features can make it into the OpenSFS release without being held back by oracle you cannot put a hurdle on the OpenSFS release that it is gate kept by oracle.  

· We also need these pieces to come through in chunks because we don’t want oracle to loose track, we want them to be moved forward independently of how we release it.

· Also we are represented by livermore, DDN, Cray so what are the procedures for other organizations to join our group?

Seager - If someone want to contribute they become a member at the 5k level and they code in through the working group process, if they come in at the 50k level they can manage a working group and be a part of the source code tree and if they come in at the 500k level they can do all that and be on the board.  

Shipman - So to join a working group you need to be a member of OpenSFS.  I think the working groups determine how they are transparent to the community.  

· The other thing is, access to resources?  Is Hyperion going to be able to be accessible to the working groups?  Can we test at different platforms?

Seager - Yes Hyperion is available to the community, root access is hard to get but still accessible, David W Smith is the system admin and I will e-mail him.  smith107@llnl.gov 925-422-9256.  Any member organization can get an account on Hyperion.  

· And then I assume there are time tables for resource sharing?

Seager - The way we run Hyperion we have a weekly call and someone talks about what they need and we talk about scheduled testing time that happens over the weekend and that happens on an as needed bases and published by Matt Lenninger.

· When is the get repository and website available for OpenSFS.

· Search for OpenSFS on gethub.com  but I would throw out there that we need to figure out who is doing the development and how before we figure out the development tools.

Stearman - I would also mention the account forms for Hyperion are online at http://hyperionproject.llnl.gov/
Click on the “collaborators” menu item and then fill out the “unrestricted Hyperion acknowledgement” account form.

Support Working Group

Action Items:

· Con Call every thursday at 1:30 pm
· Need to flush out the details of the RFP and support process
· Finalize the white paper rough draft
Hamilton - I sent out the support working groups draft white paper.  We have had 2 conference calls and a meeting at SC.  Our weekly con call are tuesday afternoons at 1:30pm.  You can send me an e-mail at hamilton5@llnl.gov if you want to attend.  Last week’s call was good and Shay took great notes.  I did kind of capture in the white paper what we talked about, in particular the feedback from potential support vendors, as far as how OpenSFS can actually put out a release and then subsequently support it.  We had Whamcloud on the call who made some great points that if the support working group just put out an RFP for support it would be hard for them to bid on that because they need to feel like they have control of the release they are supporting.  They also need to have direct contact with the clients they are supporting.

Seager - If we are to believe Whamcloud, that model worked when there was one provider for Lustre, but now there is not just one provider, there are several providers, terascala, SGI, Cray, Whamcloud, Oracle- they all have resources, we need to think in terms of a multi-vendor environment, and these vendor commitment levels to lustre may come and go as we have seen, there is some general turbulence in the marketplace, which is why we created OpenSFS, so that we have a stable entity in the face of the turbulence, so the model of support needs to change to reflect the current market and our requirements.  We want OpenSFS to be the entity that controls the source code tree for the OpenSFS community and upstreaming as quickly as possible but that is a tricky thing and in that environment a single vendor such as whamcloud, their previous generation model doesn't fit.  

Hamilton - Let me just go on to say that based on the input we got from that one vendor, we came up with two models, the open source model (which is closer to what you are thinking Mark)  and the single RFP model.

Seager- What I was thinking was we create the RFP and go out on the street and get vendors, we negotiate the terms and conditions based on the needs and the community and then member organizations can say we like “door number 3” and that could be xyretech and then they have a pre-negotiated contract.

Hamilton - The feedback we got was that they would not want to bid on a contract where they did not know the customer requirements.

Seager - I agree with them that would be in the RFP

Hamilton - But that is not what you said, it sounded like the individual requirements would not be known.  The exact details of the site are not known but the general site requirements would be known.  

Seager - If you look at LLNL or ORNL are pretty similar in the support requirements, TAC/NASA/NERSK are similar in their bucket support requirements.  Let’s suppose we come up with 3 tiers or support buckets we create requirements for that and create an RFP around that.

Hamilton - is there room for the individual to tack on their own requirements?  We might not think of everything so can an individual site add-on requirements?

Seager- Sure, but we could set it up so that there are separately priced options that people could elect to put into their contracts.  If we don’t happen to cover all those bases.  If we go with the model that the final negotiation could be where individuals can add in their specific requirements.  

Shipman - That might take some time so in the interim let’s generalize some standard RFP language, and if we decide to go out for a contract directly from OpenSFS we can have those RFPs available for members as a starting place for their support.  There are a couple of nice things that come with that.  We can generate language that handles the OpenSFS release process properly, we can work out all the details within the RFP language that is provided to members.  Let’s define the buckets and start writing those buckets and then we can work on the second step.

Seager - We are not making any decisions today Galen, but there are lots of paths forward.

Shipman - I think whats important is that is the support vendor going to support our releases.

Hamilton - What we got from Whamcloud is that no they will not bid.

Seager - They need to get with the new program

Hamilton - They were pretty comfortable with the first model, they think that could work.

Seager - There are just several steps to the second part of that and that is what we are discussing.

Hamilton - I wonder if companies are going to be apposed to an annual RFP.

Seager - The other side of the coin is that these guys are negotiation their support contracts with every individual.

Hamilton - The other model we discussed is the one RFP model, it talks about an RFP for both the release and the support.  We did not flush it out a lot but the statement of work would be such that the individual would contract out their own support but they would use the OpenSFS problem resolution process.

Seager - That kind of runs us into the winner takes all problem

Shipman - The vendor could respond to the particular RFP and that person would just be dedicated to just bug fixes on that one RFP.  Then the vendor is not support to individuals, it is just to the bug fix for the OpenSFS release but their would still be auxiliary bug support. 

Seager - How those bug fixes get fed back to end users is complicated, that would work but we would need to consider the other issues around that.

Shipman - We need to provide some level of development and some level of support.

Seager - That comes from everybody's dues.  I don’t want to cut the conversation but we need to talk about the last working groups.  This has been a great discussion and I appreciate the thoughtful questions you all have.

Communications Working Group

Action Items:

· Weekly telecons on Wednesday at 9am pacific
· Respond to a request to create wiki’s for each working group so that the leaders of the working group will be admin.
· Will change the interface of the website
· Will add link on the opensfs.org main paget to point at the mailing lists (and one can access the mailing list archives and request to join).
Seager - We have had one telecon and our next telecon is tomorrow. If you want to join the telecom send email to  seager@llnl.gov and I can get you plugged into the coordinates for the telecon.  We have been discussing the website and clearly the tools we have right now are inadequate and so we are considering getting a different host, the current host is a dreamhost, so we will change it to another mechanism so that we can support the needs of the community.  As you guys are discussing how you want to affect the working group, I agree with Chris you don’t know what the tools you need are until you know who is working on it but you can come up with a skeleton of that.

· Right now she is not a bottle neck but a aggregation point - but if we could have a wiki or something we can have the working group chairs work on things instead.  Because as we move forward she is going to get overloaded with requests.  

Seager - Yes we can work on that.  There are working group mailing lists and the working group leaders should have admin abilities on those lists.  We have set up an OpenSFS community open list, membership@OpenSFS.org, which is not populated yet but we are working on that.  These working group mailing lists, after some discussion with the board, we are on the position that they should all be archived and readable by anyone, but only the members of those groups can post.  The reason for this is that this is a community effort and so everyone should know about it and if a particular topic needs to be addressed by the broader community then the topic should get moved to lustre discuss.  I wanted to bring that up as feedback, definitely hard felt by members of the community.  I just wanted you guys to know that we heard the feedback and responded appropriately.

· No I think having the e-mails archived and viewed by all is great, that was a strong message we got from our meeting at SC.  

Seager - if you go to our main hub you can see the lists of lists and all the archives.  With that this call is a bi-weekly call and we are out of time.

· the link to the mailing lists needs to be available from the front page of the website.

END OF CALL.
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