GRAAP-WG GGF 15

October, 2005

Meeting Minutes

1. Meeting Venue

GGF 15 took place at the Boston Park Plaza Hotel & Towers, Boston, MA, US, from October 3 to October 6, 2005.

2. Agenda
The GRAAP-WG organised the following three sessions:
· Session #1, October 3, 2:30 pm, covering (i) developments since GGF 14, (ii) new/changed features of the specification, (iii) next steps, and (iv) the WS-Agreement implementation plans.
· Session #2, October 3, 6:00 pm, covering (i) a re-focus of the scope of the group, (ii) WS-agreement interoperability issues and (iii) further future GRAAP activities.
· Session #3, October 5, 2:00 pm, dealing with (i) the requirements for a negotiation protocol, (ii) future work in GRAAP and (iii) unpublished GRAAP documents.

3. General issues

· GGF IPR presented at every session.

· Sign-in sheet circulated at every session.

· The presentations given can be found at https://forge.gridforum.org/docman2/ViewCategory.php?group_id=71&category_id=1153.

· The content of the presentations is not reported here, for details please refer to the link above.
4. Session minutes
4.1. Session #1

Status of the WS-Agreement specification (Wolfgang Ziegler)
· The work on the comments from the public comment phase has been finalised.

· The revised version has been submitted to the GGF editor on Sep. 20, 2005.

· The GFSG will review the document until Oct. 18, 2005.

· No third public comment is currently envisaged.

Update on WS-Agreement (Toshiyuki Nakata)
· Changes to the previous version have been presented.

· Now there is a clear separation of Agreement Initiator/Agreement Responder and Service Consumer/Service Provider.
· Guarantee Term attribute Obligated has been introduced.

· Asynchronous version of createAgreement and Agreement states => createPendingAgreement and agreement states introduced.

· The service state has been made extensible.

· Choice in creation constraints: Example using JSDL as service description has been presented.

· Questions:

· Q: Who hosts the agreement? - A: This is domain-specific.

· Q: Is there a deadline for an answer to an asynchronous request? - A: Not yet included.
· Comment: It seems to be strange, that WS-Agreement describes constraints for the JSDL service description.
· Q: How is the clean-up been executed? - A: Domain-specific. Could be put in the Guarantee Terms.
· Q: Service states. Is there is a state which covers the cancellation of an agreement? - A: No.
· Q: Is interoperability work planned to be done in a specific domain or is this more generally discussed? - A: This has not yet been decided, but combined WS-Agreement/JSDL interoperability could be an interesting starting point.
· Q: Is there a reason for Guarantee Terms being used? Why not just using domain-specific terms also for this purpose. - A: You do not have to use them.

· Q: Discussion about splitting the specification into the protocol and the agreement template? - A: This issue has been raised before, but the group decided not to split the document. - Follow-on comment: Maybe using the WS-Negotiation discussion to start also discussing the separation of the specification is a good idea. - Follow-on comment by an area director: This should be further discussed on the list, also with the other editors.

Next steps concerning the WS-Agreement specification (Wolfgang Ziegler)

· Beginning of 2nd public comment in Nov 2005.

· Addressing comments until GGF16 (February 2006).

· Status presentation at GGF16.

· Final version end of February/mid March 2006.

· Proposed recommendation in April 2006.
Discussion of WS-Agreement implementation plans (All)
· It would be helpful to put links to existing implementation onto GridForge.

· Q: Is there an implementation by IBM? - A: See the Cremona project.

· Comment: There are five WS-Agreement implementations of which many do Advance Reservation (AR) which is an excellent position to start with WS-Negotiation/AR protocol and interoperability (AR-specific terms). This should be discussed in the second session.

· (???)

4.2. Session #2

Future GRAAP activities (Wolfgang Ziegler)
The following future activities have been presented:

· Maintenance of the  WS-Agreement specification.

· Interoperability between WS-Agreement implementations.

· Definition of WS-Negotiation.
Discussion of the future activities (All):

· Discussion on the definition of Advance Reservation (AR) terms for WS-Agreement. Questions have been discussed like:

· Is WS-Agreement not enough for AR? Will AR be part of WS-Negotiation? – According to the discussions there are grounds for the assumption that WS-Agreement is not enough.
· Is it then enough to define the AR terms and leave the negotiation to the back-end system (implementation)?
· Why are special AR terms needed? – E.g. from a scheduler point of view it is necessary to know when and for how long a resource can be used.
· Example of JSDL extensions to handle reservations by Toshiyuki Nakata
· Discussion on WS-Negotiation. The following questions have been discussed:
· Is WS-Negotiation what GRAAP initially was focussing on or is it more? – Some people think it is, others think that WS-Negotiation adds additional flexibility to WS-Agreement; not necessarily leading to something like GRAAP was heading to earlier on.
· Is there a need for WS-Negotiation? - Experience that WS-Agreement is not enough for co-allocation.
· Discussion on composed agreements.
· The continuing absence of some of the authors of the WS-Agreement specification at GGF session has been discussed. Members of the session requested work commitments from these authors with respect to the upcoming charter. This resulted in a discussion on the operation of the group in general, GGF processes, etc.
· The area chairs suggested, since there seems to be significant interest in the GRAAP group to work on AR terms, to start specifying these terms. The following people committed there willingness to work on these terms: Chris Dabrowski, Titziana Ferrari, Dean Kuo, Jon MacLaren, Philipp Wieder, Ramin Yahyapour, Wolfgang Ziegler, Toshiyuki Nakata.
· In addition, the following people are interested in working on WS-Negotiation: Chris Dabrowski, Titziana Ferrari, Ramin Yahyapour, Wolfgang Ziegler.

· It was suggested to also list the open issues and try to gather information about who is interested in doing what. 
· The splitting of the current WS-Agreement specification into the protocol and the agreement terms has been discussed again (see also Session #1).In general it would be possible to split the current document before the next public comment period, but the problem is to get an agreement on this. The main complaint concerning the current specification has been that the Guarantee Terms are quite complex and not widely used. The result of the discussion: Raise this issue on the mailing list again.

4.3. Session #3
Unpublished GRAAP documents (Wolfgang Ziegler)
· The “Usage Scenarios for a Grid Resource Allocation Agreement Protocol” document has not been published yet, it is still in the GGF7 state. The suggestion is to revise it and submit it as an Informal Document to the GGF editor. This will be done by Toshiyuki Nakata.

· The “Advance Reservations: State of the Art" document has been edited the last time in June 2003. Should it be dropped? Jon Maclaren (editor of the document) and the area chairs voted for dropping. Decission: Dropping the document.
Presentations

Please check out https://forge.gridforum.org/docman2/ViewCategory.php?group_id=71&category_id=1153 to get the following presentations:

· Jon MacLaren: “Highly available, Fault tolerant Co-scheduling System”.

· Dean Kuo: “Advance Reservation and Co-Allocation Protocol”.

· Chris Dabrowski: “Investigating Reliability and Robustness of Standards Standards-Based Grid Computing Systems”.

· Wolfgang Ziegler’s presentation “A MetaScheduling Service for Co-allocating Arbitrary Types of Resources” had to be skipped for reasons of time, but it can also be found at the above-mentioned URL.

Next steps (Wolfgang Ziegler)
· Collect requirements from the work presented and the “Usage Scenarios for a Grid Resource Allocation Agreement Protocol”.
· Create Informal Document on requirements on AR protocol by end of 2005.

· Start investigation on combination of 2-phase commit, Paxos and cancellation.

· Start work on defining terms for AR.

· Start work on WS-Negotiation.

· Presentation of state and results at GGF16.
5. Next Meeting

The next meeting will be a teleconference. No date has been decided yet.
Meeting minutes compiled by Philipp Wieder
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