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ProjectMap

The current version of the GridPP ProjectMap, showing the status of the project is available at  http://www.hep.ph.ic.ac.uk/CMS/IC_GridPP/WebVersion/ProjectMap14.htm (best viewed with Explorer). This is a dynamic representation of the project in terms of milestones and metrics that is updated on a regular basis, both in terms of recording progress and in redefining the project details. The current version of the ProjectMap represents the project status on April 1st 2003 when the last round of quarterly reports were received. The procedure is as follows: Quarterly reports are received and reviewed. The ProjectMap is then updated to reflect the work reported; a milestone that is due will show up as Green if it is completed and Red if it is overdue. In the latter case, the owner of the milestone is required to complete a ChangeForm indicating a new target completion date, the reason for the delay, and an assessment of the impact on the project. If the ChangeForm is acceptable, the ProjectMap is updated accordingly and the ChangeForm is linked to the deliverable at the bottom level of the ProjectMap. ChangeForms may also be submitted to refine, replace, or delete deliverables at any time.

The current overview presented on the “AttributeMap” worksheet in the ProjectMap shows no red or purple boxes that would signal unresolved areas of concern. A total of 19 ChangeForms have been received and acted upon since the last Oversight Committee (they are listed in the Appendix and available as a link from the detailed deliverable in the ProjectMap). Nine of these arise as a partial or as a direct consequence of the definition of the LCG second level milestones since the GridPP milestones were defined. Five of these are directly in the LCG area: Deliverables 1.5.2 through to 1.5.6 have been realigned with new LCG milestones. There has been a knock-on effect on the Atlas deliverables where a further 4 ChangeForms can be attributed, at least in part, to realignment with the LCG milestones.  The other main cause for changes has been delays, or performance problems, associated with EDG software that have effected all the LHC applications at some level. However, these problems were not unexpected (indeed, many of them were already anticipated in the risk field of the detailed deliverables: See for example 3.4.2) and there are no unmanageable consequences that need to be raised.

The ProjectMap status is summarised by the following table:

	Metric OK
	Metric not OK
	Tasks Complete
	Tasks Overdue
	Tasks due in next 60 days
	Tasks Deleted
	ChangeForms Enacted
	Tasks not due

	44
	0
	95
	0
	4
	3
	19
	83


The ProjectMap also provides extensive documentation of progress towards the project goals through links to supporting documentation for completed milestones where possible.  These links are attached to the word “Complete” in the detailed deliverable form. The detailed deliverable is available through a link to the deliverable number on the “AttributeMap”. Additional links are often added alongside the detailed deliverable form. The Committee is invited, for example, to examine the link on sheet 3.6 alongside deliverable 3.6.6. The institutes on the map that is brought up may then, in turn, be clicked upon, and the subsequently displayed host names can be clicked upon to provide a real-time status. The ProjectMap currently contains about 230 external links that provide extensive documentation of progress across all areas of the project.

RiskRegister

The ProjectMap contains a RiskRegister worksheet that provides an overview of the project risks in the form of a sparse matrix across the various areas of the project. Each individual risk is attributed two numbers, a likelihood and an impact, and the product of these numbers is defined as the risk level. Risks between 0 and 4 are regarded as low; between 5 and 8 as medium; and between 9 and 16 as high. These are colour coded green, orange, and red respectively. The individual risk assessment forms are accessible from a link to the coloured risk cell.

The RiskRegister is intended to be a dynamic representation of the current risk within the project that highlights current areas of concern. To that end, the PMB recently reviewed the risk levels assigned in December 2002 and made the following adjustments:

1) The likelihood of R10-LCG was increased from 1 to 2, which combined with the impact number of 4,  gives a new risk level of 8 (moderate). This reflects late delivery of various software components from EDG (including the Resource Broker and the R-GMA information service). To address this there have been a series of meetings with EDG management leading to a process whereby LCG representatives can review proposed EDG software contributions to ensure that delivery of working software is given a higher priority than adding additional functionality.

2) The likelihood of R14-LCG was increased from 2 to 3, which combined with the impact number of 3 gives a new risk level of 9 (high). This reflects practical experience with the EDG Resource Broker and with Compute Element to Worker node communication. To address this increased risk, extra effort has been dedicated to the problem areas (with clear progress already in the Compute Element area). We are also working in the short term to ensure that there is a realistic understanding of the likely capabilities of the LCG-1 service. In the longer term, the middleware section of the EGEE bid for the 6th EU Framework Program has been drawn up to ensure that future development concentrates on delivering software that will work at the scale we require.

3) The likelihood of R18-LCG was reduced from 2 to 1 and the impact downgraded from 4 to 3 to give a new risk level of 3 (low). This reflects positive statements about future contributions at the recent Computing Resource Review Board and the reduced shortfall between the Phase 1 budget and the committed funds (thus reducing the impact if no further contributions are forthcoming).

4) R25-INF was re-assessed in the light of recent experience as having a likelihood and an impact of 2 and 2 rather than 1 and 3 previously. We have seen that procurement problems (delays) are more likely than we had hoped (see ChangeForm associated with deliverable 4.1.5 in the ProjectMap) but that the impact is currently small. This risk remains low. To address this issue in the future we will convene the hardware procurement group earlier.

5) R38-GridPP was reassessed to have a likelihood of 4 and 2 rather than the original 2 and 4. The original assessment was more applicable to a time-integrated view rather than the current snap-shot that the risk register is intended to represent. The reassessment represents the fact that the currently the test-bed is rather unstable but the impact is minimal. The overall risk remains at the same moderate level. We note from this re-assessment that we expect to see an increasingly stable testbed over time but should be cognisant that the impact of instabilities will become more serious.

ProjectPlan

The ProjectPlan contains the detailed financial planning of the GridPP project. The current status is summarised in the separate Resource Report. Here, it is just noted that the Quarterly Reporting mechanism is now fully implemented and the reported information is compared against the planning contained in the ProjectPlan. Discrepancies are automatically flagged and are investigated by the Project Manager. As an example, the recently filled vacancy at Glasgow showed up as under-reported effort for the CDF experiment. There are no particular issues that need to be raised.

Appendix :  List of ChangeForms enacted in the ProjectMap

1. Deliverable 1.5.2   -  Date changed to align with LCG

2. Deliverable 1.5.3   -  Date changed to align with LCG

3. Deliverable 1.5.4   -  Date changed to align with LCG

4. Deliverable 1.5.5   -  Date changed to align with LCG

5. Deliverable 1.5.6   -  Date changed to align with LCG

6. Deliverable 3.1.3   -  Scope changed due to issues with EDG software and LCG schedule

7. Deliverable 3.1.4   -  Date changed to align with LCG

8. Deliverable 3.1.5   -  Date advanced; deliverable re-scoped to align with LCG plans.

9. Deliverable 3.1.6   -  Deliverable deleted: No longer consistent with LCG plans.

10. Deliverable 3.1.9   -  Date advanced and scope modified to align with LCG plans.

11. Deliverable 3.2.2   -  Merged with 3.2.3 since progress was more rapid than anticipated.

12. Deliverable 3.2.4   -  Deleted because RFIO not delivered by EDG.

13. Deliverable 3.3.2   -  Implementation modified since EDG WP3 product not suitable.

14. Deliverable 3.4.2   -  Delayed because EDG release not adequate.

15. Deliverable 3.5.7   -  Delayed because internal BaBar policy decision was delayed.

16. Deliverable 3.6.5   -  Delayed due to change in CDF priority. 3.6.7 was advanced instead.

17. Deliverable 3.7.4   -  Scope modified due to manpower but now complete as original spec.

18. Deliverable 3.7.5   -  Delayed due to re-profiling of manpower.

19. Deliverable 4.1.5   -  Delayed due to procurement problems.
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