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	Doc. identifier:
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	Project:
	EGI-InSPIRE
	Deliverable identifier:
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	Reviewer:
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	General comments: ……



	Response from author:
M. Nylen

To be followed up with the task force:

· Removal of signatories from the document (YES, NO)? // M. Nylen
· Multiple users on GOCDB can hold the role of Resource Centre Operations Manager (YES, NO)? // R. Santana 




	Additional comments (not affecting the document content)  e.g.  recommendations for the future ……




Colour code: RED for changes that need discussion with the OLA, BLUE for editorial changes, GREEN for replies to comments that do not imply changes in the OLA text.
Mats Nylen’s Review

1. GENERAL COMMENTS
I found the document well-structured and (mostly) easy to read.

My impression was that the OLA was not going to be signed. However
in the current version there are room for signatures. Is the
signing of this document going to be a required part of
the site-certification procedure?

Tiziana. Indeed we agreed that the signatories are not mandatory any more. We left them into the document for those NGIs that are still interested in collecting signatures manually. However, you are true, the signatures part could be removed (and just added by the interested NGIs. We will discuss this at the Task Force OLA if this is ok.

2. DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CONTENT (list) 

Things that needs to be fixed:
  a) In section 11.1 'eight hours' is specified as the response time
     to a certain type of ticket. In the table (Section 14). 'four hours' 
     is specified for a type of ticket which could be the same type as
     in sec 11.1 
     - If this refers to different types of tickets, make that clearer
     - Otherwise change both occurrences the same number
Tiziana. This is an editorial error of mine. Eight hours for Resource Infrastructure Provider response time should be FOUR HOURS. We will change the OLA accordingly.


  b) Clarify (prefarably remove Section 15) the need for the signatures.
Tiziana: see above

3. RECOMMENDATION

Approve with modifications as indicated under section 2.

Renato Santana’s Review

1. GENERAL COMMENTS
In general, the documet is OK, with some remarks as follows.

2. DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CONTENT (list) 
// mention number of section for each comment

As sent before (to make it complete):

1.2.1 Resource Centre (Site)
The Resource Centre – also known as Site – is the smallest resource administration domain in EGI. It can be either localized or geographically distributed. It provides local resources and the Grid functional capabilities necessary to make those resources accessible to authorized users such as Security, Information, Storage, Data Access, Compute etc. Access is granted by exposing common interfaces to users.

I think it could be more "specific", maybe "more technical"... for example:

It provides functional capabilities in order to support VOs(Virtual Organizations) and it's users, in order to access local resources (such as CPUs and Storage Elements) providing security, through a middleware installation and configuration.

Tiziana: I do not see a big difference between the current version of the text and what is proposed. Maybe the following wording is better? “The Resource Centre – also known as Site – is the smallest resource administration domain in EGI. It can be either localized or geographically distributed. It provides local resources and the functional capabilities - provided by Grid middleware - necessary to make those resources securely accessible to end-users. Access is granted by exposing common interfaces to users.”


1.2.2 Resource Centre Operations Manager

Why not calling him/her Resource Centre Manager, to make it consistent with item 1.2.1? So, removing the "Operations"??

Tiziana: Why do you want to remove operations? I think “operations” is necessary to clarify that the role is a technical one (we don’t need to involve the director of an institute in this OLA). This terminology was introduced in the Operations Architecture and I’m a bit reluctant on changing it at this stage.

1.2.2 Resource Centre Manager (Site Manager)
Include -> (Site Manager)
Tiziana: I have included “(site)” just as clarification that Resource Centre = Site (I would stop here in keeping the usage of “site”).

The Resource Centre Manager leads...

One point: there may be not a leader, but a managing group. In this case, one has to be indicated as manager and others deputy.
Tiziana: I think this is fine. We just need to allow more than one physical persons to hold this role in GOCDB. Discuss with Task Force OLA.

1.2.3 OK

1.2.4 Resource Infrastructure Provider. RIP??? Do we want to change from ROC to RIP(Rest In Peace)? Can we find a new name for it?
Maybe  Infrastructure Resource Provider (IRP)??
Tiziana. The new terminology was introduced in the Operations Architecture to find a term that would equal to NGI but would be applicable to international infrastructures as well. So YES, “Resource Infrastructure Provider” replaced the EGEE Term OLA, however the RIP acronym hasn’t been used so far, waiting for the terminology to consolidate (or develop in something new and more suitable).

If we really want to introduce acronyms then possibilities are:

· RC = Resource Centre

· RI = Resource Infrastructure

· IP = Infrastructure Provider

· OC = Operations Centre

But all of this is out of the scope of the OLA.



"legal"... does the NGI/ROC has to be legal? Are all NGIs legally established/registered?
Tiziana: the document says the the Resource Infrastructure Provider (not the Resource Infrastructure in itself) is a legal organization. Most of the NGIs are  NOT established as legal organizations, but ARE represented by one institute (which is a legal entity) that represents a consortium of partners. 

1.2.5

the same with "legal"
Tiziana: this definition of NGI (where I stands for INITIATIVE not infrastructure) is taken from the EGI Council statuses so I’m afraid we cannot change this. But as written above, the NGI (Initiative) is a resource provider, so it is sufficient to have one legal organization representing all partners.

Nevertheless, we can clarify all this by merging section 1.2.4 with section 1.2.5


Within this chapter we (ROC_LA) will have problems... As you know we have ROC_LA and ROC_IGALC for the same area/countries. Who would have the "mandate"??? 
Yes, ROC_LA has an issue, as it has to establish itself as Resource Infrastructure Provider (independent from ROC_IGALC) or merge with ROC_IGALC. ROC_IGALC is in a better position, as we EGI is going to sign next week an Resource Infrastructure Provider MoU with them. UFRJ got the mandate from a consortium of partners to represent them at EGI. The MoU lists the Institutes of the MoU. 

Who issues the mandate?  
Tiziana. A consortium of partners have to identify a legal organization (an Institute) which represents them. Or even better, a single consortium is constituted with the partners who are subscribing the ROC_IGALC MoU.

Who gave IGALC the mandate to be a ROC in Latin America, an European project?
No, IGALC has no mandate to be a ROC in Latin America, at least as far as EGI is concerned. They organized in a free consortium of partners. ROC_IGALC is just representing those who gave UFRJ this mandate. 


For instance, in Brazil, ROC_LA represents High Energy Physics sites who did not have help before. We created ROC_LA first, then came ROC_IGALC as a requirement to an European Project (EELA or GISELA) which is a project, not institutes with the mandate/support from the Brazilian Physics Research Network and the Brazilian Physics Research Institute (CBPF).

Tiziana. The consortium represented by UFJR (note, not IGALC neither GISELA) is at the moment constituted by CEDIA – Consorcio Ecuatoriano para el Desarrollo de Internet Avanzado (Ecuador), CEFET-RJ – Centro Federal de Educação Tecnológica Celso Suckow da Fonseca – Rio de Janeiro (Brazil), INNOVA-T – Fundación para la Innovación y Transferencia de Tecnologia (Argentina) on behalf of UNLP – Universidad Nacional de La Plata (Argentina) and UNRC – Universidad Nacional (Argentina), UFCG – Universidade Federal de Campina Grande (Brazil), UFRJ – Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro (Brazil), ULA-MERIDA – Universidad de los Andes (Venezuela), USB – Universidad Simón Bolivar (Venezuela). UFJR said that the consortium is open to other partners.


For that "reason" in the "only organization", "only" could be suppressed... (?!)
“Only” cannot be suppressed, BUT the NGI definition is only applicable to Europe anyway, as this is the governance model chosen here. For international partners, like ROC_LA, this is not a requirement. We just need a MoU which clearly defines who represents whom. We will clarify this in the text. 

Is ROC_LA willing to create a consortium and formally engage with EGI through a MoU, or just constituted a single consortium with the other partners in the area?

If is mandatory that a NGI is "legal" and "the only" for one country, then, an official document from the country government should be attached to this form...
It is not needed. The NGI was just quoted as example of Infrastructure Provider. This CAN be applicable to a country in Latin America, but that’s a local choice. An international consortium can work equally well.

11.1 and 11.2  Has the " eight hours"  been approved? 
Tiziana. The response time was decided to be increased to 8 service hours for the Resource Centre (it was 4 hours before). For the Infrastructure Provider, I did a typo. It was originally 4 hours, and I replaced BY MISTAKE with 8 hours. It should be 4 hours (no discussion to change it so far).

I would like to extend it to 12, if possible. I don't want to raise a discussion... However, one has to remember that, for instance, now Brazil is 5 hours less than CET. Colombia and Mexico are even more... Colombia is GMT-5!
If the ROD looks at the ticket after lunch, 2pm at Colombia, a ticket opened at CERN 9am will be answered 11 hours afterwards!
I have not mentioned that National holidays is a complex matter...
Maybe, we should include/change to "working hours"...
Section 9 already says that “Response times to trouble tickets are expressed in service hours”. We will clarify that this is also applicable to ROD.

The rest looks OK. (someone has already mentioned about other things)

3. RECOMMENDATION
// chose one of the following
Approve with modifications/suggestions

Vera Hansper’s Review

1. GENERAL COMMENTS

Most of my edits in the attached document are for typographical/grammatical additions.
I have not read other people's comments so as to not colour my input. :)

Thanks for the edits. They will be merged at last when the document is consolidated.

For some reason, the font face of the document comes up as a really ugly one under
acrobat readers.  This is the same font used in a lot of CERN documents and is 
nearly unreadable.  

I have used the EGI document template.  The pdf just looks fine to me.

There will be issues with enforcing UMD on sites.  I don't see this as generic enough.

I have rephrased the document to always mention “UMD-Compliant” Middleware. This is now defined in the Terminology section together with UMD, Capability and Functional Capability.

Similarly with accounting.  Ultimately who benefits from these numbers?  
Tiziana. Accounting is needed by the Infrastructure Providers for sustainability (fee for service). And it is mandatory requirement for certification.

Availability
and reliability are quite separate, and having RC available is a benefit to the whole
community.  But accounting? See above.

2. DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CONTENT

Please see the attached document.

3. RECOMMENDATION

In general, "approve with modifications".

However, I feel that the UMD issue must be addressed. 
Even if this is a template, RIP/RC will feel obliged to follow
this rather closely.

Torsten Antoni’s review

1. GENERAL COMMENTS 

The OLA is an agreement between the RIP and the RC focussing on EGI services, but there should be an OLA between the RIP and the RC anyway. The EGI-OLA should be a possible addendum to the RIP-OLA with the RC.
Tiziana. We’ve always claimed that the Resource Centre OLA is a basic default that can be customized by the Infrastructure Provider.
This answer does not deal with language issues. 

This answer has been compiled from various replies from German RCs.

The document should use "operatinghours" (as used in GOCDB), not service hours or business hours. If there is a difference between this hours, it must be defined in chaper 1.2.
Tiziana: terminology adapted to use Operating Hours (where applicable i.e. for support services)

Metrics should be defined at one place only (chapter 14) for consistency reasons.

Tiziana: the table is just a summary and does not provide definitions, so I don’t think there’s a real risk of running into inconsistencies.


2. DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CONTENT (list) 

chapter 1.2.4 

RIP is not a good acronym.
Tiziana. The document does not proposes any acronym. Terminology comes from D4.1

RIP will be used in this answer.

chapter 1.2

There should be a definition of "Service", "VCR" and "Resource Infrastructure Operations Manager".

Tiziana. “Service” is defined in section 8 (Description of service) and section 11 (Support). “VCR” is not an acronym used in the document why should it be defined? Resource Infrastructure Operations Manager added

chaper 2:

The parties should be legal entities not persons -> Names are in chapter 13
Tiziana. Text adjusted. Signatories with names have been replaced as we decided this is optional.

chapter 3

This OLA ends, when a RC is - even temporarily - removed from the GOCDB. Is this intended?
Tiziana. Not removed from GOCDB but the sites needs to be certified. I think this is intentional. A suspended site is not included in availability statistics for example. Its performance does not count during suspension.

chapter 5

RIP was defined and should be used instead of "NGI or EIRO".
Tiziana: clarified

The agreement could be the addendum of a RIP-OLA.
Tiziana: we will discuss this when a consolidated draft of a Resource Inf. Provider OLA will be available

chapter 6.1

GGUS is offering **one** support unit for RIP. It's a RIP helpdesk, not a national one. 
Please use www.ggus.eu in the footnote.
Tiziana: corrected

chapter 6.2

A RIP may request more services/information from the RC as EGI may request. In this case the information needs to be maintained in a RIP-GOCDB, not in the central one.
Tiziana: I agree but this is out of the scope of the Resource Centre OLA right?

Having personal data in an external database makes information about the data privacy a MUST.
Tiziana: correct but I think this is carefully handled in the registration policies, not an issue of the OLA.
The first and third bullet point are nearly the same.
Tiziana: correct, mistake fixed

chapter 7

Overview of the operations tests to be passed should be in the document.
The OPERATIONS test can change over time, better to avoid inconsistencies and to have a single source of information, COD is responsible of change management to the OPERATIONS tests and to maintain the wiki page up to date. 

chapter 8

If only one service is requested, this has an impact on chapter 10.
Correct at the moment. ACE is not in production and the OLA should reflect the current status. As far as we know, information system and storage are at the moment mandatory while compute is not. The OLA will be updated when a higher degree of flexibility will be possible
chapter 9

The hours are not editable in the GOCDB, so GOCDB has to be changed first.

Maybe it's better to define, how many hours per week have to be avialable.
Tiziana. This is a GOCDB issue and a ticket has been opened to have the problem fixed. In the meanwhile, we have removed the sentence that says that operating hours have to be specified in GOCDB. It will be re-integrated in the OLA when the problem is fixed.

chapter 10

No numbers should be written, but the formula should be easy to understand.
I have removed the formula (as we have more detailed document that we can reference anyway). I don’t understand the comment on numbers.

Availability figures are based on uptime, unsheduled downtime and sheduled downtime.

Availability of a RC is calculated as uptime per month, based on monthly/weekly/daily data.

Reliability of a RC is undefined, if it's on sheduled downtime for the month or calculated as R = A / ( A + UD)

The tests should be outlined in the OLA itself, technical details can be put on the changing wiki page https://wiki.egi.eu/wiki/Availability_and_reliability_tests
chapter 11

GGUS does not offer the detailed statistics needed for RCs in a given RIP, it gives statistics for the RIP in total. Tickets submitted by a user from the same RIP as the affected RC might not be seen in GGUS, but only in the RIP-Helpdesk.

chapter 11.1

"eight hours" is not consistent with chapter 14, remove number here.

chapter 11.2

RIP helpdesk may need (XGUS systems MUST have) a mailing list, where at least one sys admin is reachable.

Metrics should be in chapter 14 only.

Alarm tickets are VO specific, this bullet point should be removed

chapter 12

Who is responsible?

Who is judging?

How to justify?

chapter 13

A minimum availability is defined in chapter 14.

What is "European Production Infrastructure"?

The chapter is called incentives and penalties, but there is only one penalty mentioned here. How do the violations mentioned above fit into this?

chapter 14

· no metrics for alarm tickets, see chapter 11.2

· SLA should read OLA

chapter 15

· field for the name of the organisation needed.


3. RECOMMENDATION 

Even though it is stated in the document that it is not legally binding, no German RC would sign it without it being checked by its legal department. We think that before officially presenting this OLA to our legal department and our partners the questions given in our reply need to be adressed.
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