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APME RGs in Grid space – higher level language tools, middleware and components –

Since this is first time – area meeting has been held –

Something to think about

Points of discussion

· closing presentation

· area charter

· documents – and document process

· external journals and conference publication integration

· research group raison d’etre

· ggf sanctioned activities (lots of discussions with regards to testbeds – and research groups holding their own meetings) – what are conditions that ggf would be sanctioning meetings.

· Testbed – no universal testbed

· more collaborations within the area

· more collaborations with other areas

what is the role of the research groups (as opposed to the working group)

working groups have very specific goals, time frame, etc

research group – wide ranging interpretation of what this means…

some people think that this means quite a bit of liberty, others think that this is not appropriate.

Some people think testbeds should not be part of ggf activities – 

How can people have testbeds as part of deliverable for ggf –

How tightly coupled do we want things?

Ggf elections will be occurring soon – there is a nomination committee –

So if someone wants to replace jarek as area director (and has time and energy for this) –

Would like qualified people to be nominated….

· research group raison d’etre

· ggf sanctioned activities (lots of discussions with regards to testbeds – and research groups holding their own meetings) – what are conditions that ggf would be sanctioning meetings.

· Testbed – no universal testbed

Appears that there are 11 research groups in ggf –

Research groups – a hot topic – 

Mary: why is this so – 

Some people have strong feelings that purpose of ggf is to basically set standards.

(no names)

Charlie Catlett – disagrees with this – since ggf is growing, etc – not proper to restrict ggf to working groups and standards setting..

IETF, for example, has a research counterpart (IRTF)…

Some research group advocates – feels that research groups can be very wide ranging

But, some want documents to come out of research groups, as well.

Hard to figure out the timing on this –

And, testbed –

Can software/programs be considered a deliverable –

Research groups

· deliverables

· workshops (outside  of ggf)

· minutes and other information are necessary

· testbed (incl area testbed)

· coming out of research groups

· (external) documents (publications)

· work originality required for refereed publication

· publications credible deliverable

· as a result of research group activity

· not really mandate publications turned into ggf docs

· if we force people to be bound to deliverables, we lose attendance to the RG…

· ggf objective is to foster collaborations between the community

· just having a series of presentations does not foster collaborations

· so a meeting must foster collaborations

· eg, if there is a prestated, focused goals “give me a 10 minute presentation of your project related to this topic”

· ggf activity statement document (mary Thomas)

· software – eg, software to test status of grids – as a deliverable…

· software collection, archive, test suite

· example: a set of scripts as integrated test suite

· why do we have to defend research activities in the first place (g.fox)

· in a nutshell – how to document progress (ggf progress)

· although it is difficult (craig lee)

· communicate with the broader ggf community (Derek)

· comparison and crique are necessary (t. eidsen)

· satoshi – this material should be presented at conferences –

· so why ggf –

· ed: ggf organizes research communities (e. seidel)

· does not fit into standard conference or journal

· collaborative and interactive by nature (m. Thomas)

· jarek: put standard acknowledgement in published papers

· approved? By WG and RG chairs

· there is no other forum for this type of RG activities

· such as all of the other meetings one can/would attend

· motivate people to come (m. Thomas)

· not all “deliverables” are measureable

· testbeds

· the testbed itself can become a deliverable, since it will show examples and get people to use the grid (it is community building)

· need to recognize their existence for collaboration (j towns)

· interested in making it work across organizations

· web page can be considered a form of document

· e.g. apps testbed web page

· experiment may be a better terminology

· a procedure may be necessary

· if the research group is doing something as per approved by the chair, then why do we need permission?

· If the testbed is an experiment, why should we need it to be approved?

· Issue of image is there

· Issue of schema – mary – the criticisms asserted are not valid and would not be supported if had done proper communication 

· Lack of communication in the activities may be the heart of the problem (M. Thomas)

· E.g., that what is being done in the testbed is NOT an official ggf schema

· If people do the homework, then they will know, but still need to communicate

· It would be good to bless the results as a “ggf result” after the fact, but should not restrict itself.

· GCE workshop was the one under fire –

· Other wgs workshops not being broadcast, either

John Towns: want to foster collab in broad community –

Mary: yesterday’s presentations – on workflow – particularly exciting – want survey document on workflow –

Document process – including journal articles –

Web sites, archives, etc.

Peer review  -- steering committee is not really the right group

Peer review should be external… of both research and working groups

How can we effectively communicate as a group –

Tom hinke – lets just do stuff that makes sense –

Area mailing list, announce list…

Should activities be announced outside
