Raw Notes from the GGF17 Standards Convergence BoF - Friday 5/12/2006
Notes: Jem Treadwell

Leader: Dave Snelling

Ramifications [of the HP/Intel/IBM/Microsoft convergence paper] for OGSA?  Virtually none – profiles mean that little change is needed to the architecture.
Fred Maciel: name of new stack?  None…
Jenny Schopf: Ramifications for GGF, Unicore etc.? Dave S: Lot of things don’t need full capability of WSRF; build on WS-I directly, etc.  JSDL is not affected at all; others are similar.  Jay Unger: CDDLM work is in specification of the CDL; anything that defines portTypes might be affected, but most documents are pretty portable.  Hiro: CDDLM includes APIs; not completely true.  Jay: yes, but in a lot of cases the body of the work is in the semantics.  How you pass the docs around may change, but docs will stay the same.

Dave Martin: Haven’t been good about implementing standards, and that may be a good thing – don’t have a management infrastructure, and that will be slowed down, but not a major impact.  Fred: We have enough work to do with CIM.  Timing is good!
Jay: May need to manage BES container with WSDM.  Marvin Theimer: these are big specs to add to a small spec like BES.  Steve Newhouse: why would I want to add a huge spec just to turn on/off a container?  Marvin discusses tooling; may take a couple of years to get there.  
Steve N: A note of cynicism: we were told this when WSDM came out.  Jay: but this time we really mean it (  Steve: This solution has a much better chance of getting real tooling.

Steve N: What’s the argument for GGF dabbling in management?  Dave S: In the early days we discovered patterns: stateful entities, lifetime management, etc. If you don’t need it, don’t bother with it.  If there’s a management standard that gives you start/stop and the semantics work for you, somebody trying to coordinate resources across the grid would want to use it.  Discussion… GGF needs to decide what space it wants to play in; not necessarily management.  Fred; Need to understand specs in more depth; in the same way that Information Modeling took more than a year of discussion to get to this point, we’re going to need at least a year to understand this point.

Milan: Grid creates an assembly of resources (VOs) to execute my job – classical tools don’t understand these assemblies … Steve: I’d argue that that should be done in the management space.  Fred: Many kinds of management – CMM took a long time to understand what management is – lots of disagreement about whether things are/not management.  

Jay: Commonality of interest – abstract common functionality: up/running/failing – been a strong interest in extracting commonality for both interoperability and for end user tools.  Yes, everything is a resource, but after that there are specifics that are unlikely to be communized.  Start/Stop BES container is like starting/stopping anything else – GGF should focus on the specialties of grid, not managing web services.
Jay: How about the process?  Jenny: Users I speak to are very worried – 2 years out!  I tell them the GT3 transition was terrible, but GT4 was better because we tested.  We’ve learned that lesson.  But it’s not enough; people don’t believe me.  And 2 years is optimistic. 

InfoD-WG member (not identified): We’re about to finish up our specs, based on WS-N.  Now I don’t know what we’re going to do; present base InfoD at GGF18, then figure out how to implement it.   Jay: I agree; but I take it on trust that they’re going to make it easy.
Dave M: Question re how should GGF have input to this process.  We don’t have an answer to that. We did have ways to get our input to WSRF. Dave S: GGF can put pressure on companies to move out of workshop process & into standards ASAP – we need to keep pushing on that.
Jay: In the small group developing the requirements they have a requirement that people involved agree to royalty-free IP.  Don’t know about comment period.  That was a problem last time – people don’t want to speak in that situation.  Don’t know the plan…  Hiro: Talked to an author and there may be a change.  
Milan: Would it help to schedule a workshop to coincide with a GGF?  Dave M: awesome idea – general agreement!

Jay: Concern about using ideas without IP agreement in place.  Dave M: GGF management needs to keep the pressure on.  Milan: Is there a desire to have a workshop public comment session at GGF18? [Washington DC, September ‘06]  Jay/all: yes!  Milan/Jay/Jem to get their companies excited!

Discussion re problems with input Dave S: Anyone who wants to discuss (IP situation?) send me mail; can set up a BoF list if needed.
