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Objectives Achieved

Outline the objectives of the project and indicate if they were achieved or not and if not, why not
A) Extend the current ‘EGI’ and ‘Local’ data scoping logic to introduce multiple, non-exclusive scope tags. This allows resources to be tagged into flexible categories such as ‘EGI’ ‘Local’ ‘EGI_TEST’ and ‘CLIP’. 

B) Provide a supporting GOCDB management interface to simplify and speed up daily operational/admin tasks. 
Both objectives were completed and integrated into the GOCDB v5 source code. This functionality will be released with GOCDB V5 ~2nd October. 
Benefits

Outline any benefits that have been achieved and if these were expected or unexpected, and if there are any benefits which should be realised in the long run.

· The admin interface increases the appeal of GOCDB for adoption by other projects as an information system because it simplifies configuration and reduces the knowledge barrier for daily operation. This will benefit the existing GOCDB admins and will help in attracting projects such as PRACE and EU-DAT who have expressed an interest. 

· Resources associated with the EGI Cloud Infrastructure Platform are planning to use the scoping extensions to tag their resources with the ‘CLIP’ scope tag. It is likely that other scope tags will added for more resource categories, for example ‘EGI_TEST’ for those resources associated with the EGI test infrastructure.  
Scope

Did the project stay within its original scope? This is the project’s timescale, the budget and the projects tolerances.

· The project was completed within the original timescales and budget with a slight overspend. The project deliverables remained in-scope.  

Lessons Learned

Summarise the lessons learnt during the project, what went well and what you would do differently next time. Think about the project’s successes and areas which need to be improved and explain any recommendations you would have for future projects. You may then want to share these with the Planning Division.

· Positive/worked well:  The project was timely - the deliverables complemented the existing V5 developments to replace the PROM DB with Doctrine.  This worked well in practice because the project’s deliverables were not regarded separately as ‘add-ons’, but rather as core components of the V5 release.  In doing this, GR was also able to contribute to the wider code-base in general. 
· Negative/didn’t work well:  Not much. 
Was the Project Managed Appropriately?

· The bi-weekly reporting schedule was adequate to report progress throughout the project. More than this would have been unnecessary. DM worked closely with GR throughout the development process. In doing this, an end-project ‘hand-over’ period was not strictly necessary. 
Risks

Were there any risks which you felt you could have identified earlier on in the project. What do you feel prevented you from identifying them, or were they unavoidable and unpredictable?

· Scoping the project to be overly-ambitious was a risk that was recognised before the project commenced. We therefore kept the project in-scope and were constantly aware of ‘scope-creep’.  Over-complexity of the scoping algorithm was also a risk. We therefore reviewed common approaches to design/implement tagging at the level of the DB and chose the most appropriate solution. 
