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Introduction
This report is the sixth for the project and now continues with status of each committee. Note we asked committees to include a summary status rather than a biweekly update. More information can be found at http://www.futuregrid.org/committees which has links for each committee. 
Operations and Change Management Committee
Operations Committee Chair:  Craig Stewart, Executive Director
Change Control Board Chair:  Gary Miksik, Project Manager
The Operations Committee is now beginning to meet and operate independently of the weekly "all hands" teleconferences. (Until now it has been possible and even advantageous to combine those two functions). As indicated in the PEP, every participating organization is included. More particularly the Operations Committee membership is as follows:

Chair - Executive Investigator
Co-Chair - Project Manager
FutureGrid Co-PIs
Operational committee chairs (Systems, software, performance analysis, training, user support)
Representatives of any participating organizations not included in some other role)

At the request of the PI, each of the committee chairs has been asked, via the Operations Committee, to create a plan for execution of all activities related to their committee for calendar 2010, and submit these plans by 31 January.

As part of the operational oversight of this project, the Executive Investigator will request effort reports for all personnel working on FutureGrid, in the format of an A21, from all FutureGrid participants for the months of October-December inclusive. This will begin the process of handling this important reporting matter.

In order to provide constant monitoring of project management functions and requests, we have created an email address, fgpm@indiana.edu, and associated that email address with a queue in the Request Tracker trouble ticket management system, to provide responses to requests regarding project management on a "no later than next business day" basis. The person primarily monitoring this process is Rich Knepper, now officially designated as the FutureGrid Resource Partner Lead for FutureGrid (this is analogous to the more common terminology of "site lead" within the TeraGrid, with the name being slightly different because of the clear problems in using the term "site" to refer to a distributed system FutureGrid).

The Change Control Board will in the long run likely be a subset of the operations committee; for the moment it seems possible to combine the two functions. We have begun to get some requests for corrections to the PEP. These are so far minor and technical. As defined in the PEP itself we will forward to the NSF, requests to approve changes once they have been approved by the CCB/Operations committee.

For the moment Operations Committee tasks are being handled via email; a standing meeting time will be established early in January.

Performance Committee 
Chair: Shava Smallen

We feature a summary of work to date. The goals of the Performance Analysis committee are to 1) evaluate the FutureGrid infrastructure as it is developed and deployed and 2) help users to leverage the FutureGrid infrastructure for their experiments.   The charter of the Performance Analysis Committee is available at:  
http://www.futuregrid.org/committtee/performance  
UCSD is currently leading the effort and there are four other paid participants from IU, ISI, UTK (starting early next year), and TU-D.  Since October, the group has been meeting weekly to design an architecture document to accomplish the above goals.  There are four main components:  1) a set of benchmarks that can be used to establish and analyze the baseline performance of FutureGrid and a framework that can automate periodic execution in order to detect performance problems, 2) instrumentation of the FutureGrid software to collect performance measurements in order to validate its usability and detect performance problems, 3) performance tools that will be deployed within the FutureGrid environment to help users analyze the performance of their software and/or applications, and 4) a subcomponent of the FutureGrid Portal for users and staff to view and analyze performance tools and data.  These components will leverage partner software such as Inca, Pegasus, Vampir, and PAPI.   In the last few weeks, the group has continued to develop the document with a first draft of the architecture document to be available early next month along with a project schedule.  The group also participated in SC’09 poster and talk activities and we are exploring two potential collaborations with the DOE Magellan project from LBL and ANL and the IPM team at NERSC.   Work is also underway to get a server setup for an initial Inca monitoring deployment and other early performance activities.

Software Committee 
Chair: Gregor von Laszewski 

Summary
This is a brief summary about some of the critical activities conducted during the first 2.5 month of the FG project as part of the software architecture committee. It is consists of the following major activities.

Architecture Definition 

The following architecture diagram integrates the many subcomponents to be developed and needed as part of FutureGrid.
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Creation of an initial infrastructure to support the software development activities

The management of such a large activity requires the establishment of an infrastructure that is suitable to coordinate the many tasks and groups. The software committee has evaluated a number of tools and due to use of JIRA (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/JIRA_%28software%29) in other projects, JIRA has been chosen to facilitate this task. The system is in the process of being deployed. 

Further refinement of the architecture diagram and its associated tasks

Our software plan includes the contribution of detailed tasks developed by the SW committee and its members to work toward the implementation of the FG architecture. All members have been tasked to actively support this activity.

The gathering of Requirements and use cases

We are gathering a number of use cases that address many of the components and software needs motivating the architectural diagram. These use cases are motivator and provide guidance for the implementation of the software needed. For example each committee has been asked to produce a document on what use cases motivate software developments and deployment a part of the FG architecture while addressing their particular goals.

The creation of subgroups

We have started the creation of subgroups to work towards the implementation of software and features of FG. These include at present a portal group, a scheduler group, a software operations group, a performance group, a knowledge base group. Other activities are enhanced through individual contacts to group members and other committee chairs.

The evaluation of a simulated FG environment based on VMs

We have started to evaluate the creation of a simulated FG environment so we can set up a scheduler testbed before we actually have hardware available. This will allow us for example to design and develop meta-workflows for FG use based on our proposed workflow concepts indicated in the PEP.

The implementation of software deliverables as defined by the PEP

We started the creation of the software offerings based on the PEP plan. We are going to propose minor corrections to this plan to streamline our activities. 

Next Steps

Our plans for January include the completion of the task management system, the deployment of Inca, the deployment of a Moab based provisioning system, the continued evaluation of a VM based simulation environment to support Pegasus workflow deployments.

Outreach

The SW architecture of FG was presented by Fox and von Laszewski, at several conferences including 

	OGF, IPCCC, ISPAN, GridCat, SC09, CloudCom, ISGA, and CCA

Activities in last 2 weeks
	We have refined material that is to be included in our whitepaper about FutureGrid. This includes the collection of more use cases. Several meetings with individual group leaders including our experts from system administration and scheduling, operations, performance, portals, and social tools were held to improve upon the collection of the requirements driving the software development and priorities.  Additionally, a test license for Moab was obtained, the scheduling system, which is a major component of the FG software architecture. A 3 phase configuration plan for the use of Moab to support dynamic provisioning has been developed and is refined as part of the software engineering process with the IU administrative staff which are experts in schedulers (see System Administration & Network Committee report). We worked with the administrative staff at IU to investigate the creation of a simulation environment build on virtual machines that simulates the Futuregrid to spearhead the development of a small test environment so Pegasus workflows can be developed to utilize the environment for some simulated use cases. We started to develop the experimental Harness while using Lonestar to assemble the base software stack until FG hardware arrives.  Accounts for FG on Grid5000 were created while using Pegasus to deploy hardware images on Grid5000 and identify how to interact with xCAT-like tools, and schedulers like Torque, Moab, etc.

System Administration & Network Committee
Chair: David Hancock

This report is a status of all current activities
Networking
Juniper EX 8208 for the core router has arrived and IU and is being configured before installation in Chicago.

Spirent Networking Impairment Device has arrived at IU and is being configured before installation in Chicago.

The co-location contract for networking central networking equipment in Chicago, at Starlight, has been negotiated. Additional power has been ordered, and will be available on January 1, 2010 to host the central networking hardware.

The Central networking contract with NLR has been negotiated and a purchase order is in progress.

Site networking order for UCSD/SDSC, UC/ANL, and UFL are in progress and awaiting NLR local termination locations.

We are working with Linda Winkler at UC/ANL in her role as Networking Working Group chair to peer FutureGrid networking with the TeraGrid and provide shared access to TACC.

Compute and Storage Systems
IBM clusters have been ordered and we anticipate system delivery the week of January 4th for UC/ANL, IU, and UFL.

The Cray XT5m for IU has been ordered and we anticipate system delivery the week of January 11, 2010.  Delivery was intentionally delayed from December 15th to after January 7th so that power upgrades that are required to support the Cray could completed at the IU data center.

The Dell system for TACC is still in the ordering process, delivery is still on schedule for January 2010.

The current test IBM iDataplex at IU is being prepared for delivery to UCSD/SDSC in parallel to benchmarking work, along with xCAT and Moab integration.  We anticipate sending the system to UCSD/SDSC on February 1, 2010.

The DDN 6200 storage system for UC/ANL has been ordered and delivery is scheduled for December 18, 2009.

The Sun X4540 storage system has been delivered at UCSD/SDSC and acceptance testing should begin on December 21, 2009.

Systems Administration Software Activity
We have negotiated a temporary Moab license, good through June 2010, to test integration between xCAT, Moab, and Linux/Windows.  We are still under negotiations for a full license for all FutureGrid systems. System administration controlled deployment of Linux and Windows physical and virtual machines are now possible.  We're in the process of automating windows deployments.

Benchmarking work to publish a comparative paper between HPC applications on Microsoft HPC Server 2008 and Linux are currently ongoing on a test environment.  This work allowed us to secure 2000 MS HPC Server 2008 licenses for the project and no cost.  We anticipated this work to be completed in early January.

Training, Education and Outreach Services Committee
Chair: Renato Figueiredo

This summarizes work to date. The TEOS committee has been iterating on the design of virtual appliances and tutorials for FutureGrid, and has created a presence on the FutureGrid Web site to disseminate tutorials and provide information to attract early adopters - http://www.futuregrid.org/outreach. The tutorials to date provide instructions on how to create virtual clusters with Condor, MPI, and Hadoop; higher-level tutorials can be built on top of these virtual infrastructures. One example is a tutorial on MPI by an early adopter (Amy Apon, U. Arkansas) that uses a virtual appliance infrastructure. Currently the tutorials are based on the Grid appliance system from U. Florida and rely on user-hosted or cloud-provided resources to create virtual clusters; given the use of appliances and standard virtualization technologies, these appliances will also seamlessly deploy on FutureGrid resources once available. The committee is refining the definition of TEOS-centric requirements for the FutureGrid Web site and software infrastructure, including the ability to define and manage user groups for private virtual clusters. This capability will enable dynamic creation of virtual clusters for education/training activities on FutureGrid by instructors.

User Requirements Committee and FutureGrid User Advisory Board (FUAB)
Chair: Andrew Grimshaw

The requirements for a typical middleware developer using FutureGrid have been drafted.
Several names have been accumulated as candidates for users committee. The balance between middle-ware and cloud researchers/developers, end-user scientists and infrastructure leaders needs to be decided.

User Support Committee
Chair: Jonathan Bolte

	Summary to date
	Activities of the User Support Committee during the first 3 months have focused on organization and infrastructure.  Actual support incidents have been few and all have been internal: accounts, website issues, etc.  Organizationally, the committee has defined a workflow with network operations to manage issues and reporting.  A tiered support model is in place.  Because most support issues have been internal at this point, 1st tier activity has not been activated.  This will change as the systems and users come on board. 
	Core support is being provided by several mature support units: IU Support Center, IU Research Technology, and the Global NOC.  Staff will continue to use tracking systems currently in use.  A ticket transfer system will be implemented to manage tickets across systems and a dashboard is planned to view aggregate data relative to support issues.
	A central content repository is ready to manage information needed by users and support providers.  Plans are underway for full integration of access of this content in the website.  There will be further exploration regarding how this information can be integrated into other support channels.   In addition, we have proposed a resource catalog to manage details about software and hardware available using web services.

	Tasks ongoing and completed
Work with Network Operations
Produced a workflow for issues implementing a tier approach ensuring access to higher tiers when appropriate
Identified standard reports for internal and external audiences
Reached agreement on use of ticket transfer process
Need to define requirements for dashboard view across ticket systems
Need to define transfer process and shared fields
Building contact list for the NOC
FutureGrid Knowledge Base

All infrastructure completed to manage internal and external content
Shared FGKB web service specifications with the software group
Need to produce requirements doc for software group describing full integration into the FG website
Sent further requirements for tool to insert FGKB docs dynamically into the FG website
Need to produce use cases, requirements, risk document for software group
New FG menu document created to support menu navigation as distinguished from search
Waiting insert tool fix of link behavior before deployment into FG website
Created internal documentation describing use of FG subversion repository at Sourceforge
Framework for content contribution for hardware, software, and general use is in place and has been published
Current need for support documentation is minimal.  Motivation to contribute solutions and answers will increase when support need increases.
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