
Live-Open-Preserved Quo Vadis?

1

http://dphep.org

Cristinel DIACONU
CPPM/CNRS/Aix-Marseille University



DPHEP 
> arXiv:0912.0255 arXiv:1205.4667 

•2302.03583 [hep-ex]•1512.02019 [hep-ex]

LoI Blueprint Collaboration 10 y

See Maxim’s DPHEP talk FAIROS on Wed Dec 8
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Open and preserved
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find t data preservation
39 results

find t open data
50 results
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2009 Report



When it stops taking data
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The DPHEP 
Collaboration 

• Collaboration Agreement was signed in 2014
– Give a clear sign of the will of labs to collaborate in 

this common challenge

• Members:
– 2014: CERN, DESY, HIP, IHEP, IN2P3, KEK, MPP

• 2015 IPP/Canada , 2017 UK/STFC

– Active labs from US, Italy 
• have not formally joined, but are represented in the 

Collaboration Board.

• The DPHEP collaboration continue to act as an 
ICFA panel, as indicated in the Collaboration 
Agreement
– About 60 contact persons FA, Labs, experiments
– Mandate prolongued to 2024

• DPHEP Self-Preservation?
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The DPHEP 2020 Vision
• The “vision” for DPHEP – first presented to ICFA in February 2013 –

a consists of the following key points: 
– By 2020, all archived data – e.g. that described in DPHEP Blueprint, 

including LHC data – should be easily findable and fully usable by the 
designated communities with clear (Open) access policies and 
possibilities to annotate further 

– Best practices, tools and services should be well run-in, fully 
documented and sustainable; built in common with other disciplines, 
based on standards 

– There should be a DPHEP portal, through which data / tools accessed
– Clear targets & metrics to measure the above should be agreed 

between Funding Agencies, Service Providers and the Experiments 
(Collaborations). 

– Although there is clearly much work still to be done, this vision looks 
both achievable and the timescale for realizing it has been significantly 
reduced through interactions with other (non-HEP) projects and 
communities. 
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Scientific output from preserved data
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Source: inspirehep.net

Source: web site

Source: web site/inspire

Source: web site

DP system  
DP system  

R2DP/CDFD
P  

LEP

before 2012 after 2012 %

Babar 471 154 32,70%

H1+ZEUS 436 62 14,22%



Babar today
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But: SLAC LTDA decommissioned, moving to U. Victoria/CERN/CC-IN2P3/Grid-Ka
Open Data decided  

T. Cartaro



HERA: succesful DP, towards open data
• H1: “Level 4” DPHEP strategy

– All data, full migration, including 
regular recompilation/validation

– Recent “technology jump” succesfull : 
in line with modern tools 

• “LHC”-like tools, ready for opendata

10

• ZEUS : “Level 3/4” DPHEP 
strategy
– Root ntuples produced in the 

preparatory phase 
– easy to maintain/use/test/open

– New topics/collaborators (EIC)
HERA EIC

A. Geiser, D. Britzger, D. South

http://ihp-lx.ethz.ch/CompMethPP/heraXS/pictures/Hera_Ring_ST_3sprachig.jpg


HERA→ EIC
• Scientists today have a renewed 

interest in HERA’s particle 
experiments, as they hope to use 
the data – and more precise 
computer simulations informed 
by tools like OmniFold – to aid in 
the analysis of results from 
future electron-proton 
experiments, such as at the 
Department of Energy’s next-
generation Electron-Ion Collider 
(EIC). `
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https://newscenter.lbl.gov/2022/10/25/solving-the-proton-puzzle/

https://www.bnl.gov/eic/
https://newscenter.lbl.gov/2022/10/25/solving-the-proton-puzzle/


Live, preserved, open

• “Complementary” requirements
• Live computing: full force, speed, productivity, 

cooperation
– within “limited” resources

• Preservation (DPHEP): target as close as possible to 4
– within “constrainted” resources ➔ 0

• Open: is not chmod a+r applied to the preserved nor 
to running 
– Resources by projects; a global view?
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Guidance into complexity/sharing

CMS 2012

13

Preservation Model Use Case

1 Provide additional documentation Publication related info search Documentation

2
Preserve the data in a simplified 

format
Outreach, simple analyses

Outreach, 

reanalysis

3
Preserve the analysis level software 

and data format

Full scientific analysis, based 

on the existing reconstruction Technical 

Preservation 

Projects4

Preserve the reconstruction and 

simulation software as well as the 

basic level data  

Retain the full potential of the 

experimental data
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Costs and Benefits
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C1. Host laboratories allocate person 

power and computing resources.
in % to the construction/operation costs

C2. Collaborating laboratories participate in 

the effort: replicate or take over data and 

computing systems and provide technical 

assistance.

C3. Researchers and engineers participate 

outside their main research area.

C4. Innovative computing projects, including 

pluri-disciplinary open science initiatives, may

offer attractive opportunities for data 

preservation and are therefore an indirect 

source of support.

C5. The proximity of a follow-up experiment 

clearly helps in structuring and supporting a 

data preservation project.

B1. New publications – counting here those 

executed with a strong involvement of the 

dedicatedDP systems.

B2. Publications made by other groups/people using 

the new publications produced at B1.

B3. Preserving the scientific expertise and the 

leadership in the field of the experiment, possibly

boosting the transition to a new experiment

B4. Technology expertise in robust data preservation. 

Improved ability to plan for new experiments

and preserve their scientific potential at long term.

• FoM = B1/C1  



• According to the previsions from DPHEP 
initial documents and in agreement with the 
few projects observed in the past years, the 
direct investments in dedicated DP projects 
correspond to O(10) FTE-years with a very 
marginal investment in material 

• The C1 item can be compared with the total 
experimental costs that are, for the kind of 
collaborations considered here (HERA, 
BABAR etc.) of a few O(103) FTE-years (plus 
the constructions costs, usually 
corresponding to multi-hundred millions). 

• With this perspective, one can very 
approximately estimate that the investment 
in a DP project corresponds to at most a few 
per mille from the total cost of the 
experiment.
– C1= O(0,1%) 
– B1= O(10%)

• C1/B1 ➔ cost effective science

• Refinements possible, make the exercise for 
OD

2/9/2023 DPHEP/ICFA 16

2012 (blueprint)
Priority 1:

Local Action in 

experiments, 

laboratories

Data preparation:1-3 FTE/expt/2-3 years

Data archivists: 0.5-1 FTE /lab

Priority 2:

International

organization

Project Manager: 1 FTE

Technical support: 0.2 FTE

Contributions from Labs: 0.2/lab 

(data archivists)

Priority 3:

Transverse Projects

(examples considered)

Project leaders: 1-2 FTE’s/projects

+ contributions from involved 

experiments 0.2 FTEs/expt. 



Open Questions for DP/ how much 
they apply for  OD/OS?

• 1. Why the systems did not collapse after the data taking? The “common sense: “publish your 
last paper and leave”. 
– Still, a small but motivated community voluntarily kept data alive for many years and extracted 

unique science from it, beyond the “local ntuples” philosophy that eventually perpetuates only very 
specialised analyses.

• 2. How are the human resources accounted for by the funding agencies or labs? 
– Is doing analysis on preserved data subversive, tolerated or highly valued?

• 3. How are the publications valued in the “long-term” analysis mode of a collaboration? 
– What is the impact of those publications? Are the authors able to claim visibility and recognition?

• 4. How is the value of this (new) science displayed? 
– What is the full cost (and who is supporting it) to promote this 10% of additional science?

• 5. What global resources were used 5 and 10 years past the end of the experiment to keep 
systems alive and publish?

• 6. Are the DP requirements compatible with the running experiments conditions? How much 
extra investments are needed to make ”fresh” data suitable for a long term preservation and 
how those investments can be optimised further when considering open data and open 
science aspects?

• 7. How are future projects supporting, stimulating and shaping data preservation projects 
and how are the cost and benefits of this transfer of knowledge accounted for?
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Discussion incentives

• Preservation and sharing:
– Let data escape into unknown/unsual world

• “In time” (long term) ➔ Preserved
• “In space” (released to others) ➔ Open

• Why would you do that?
• Data contains more than planned for ➔more science 
• New audience, new ideas ➔more science
• More technology, interdisciplinarity, skills, teaching, policy …..

• The motivation is shared by both P&O
– How are those related? 
– DPHEP: P & O are complementary and rather strongly related aspects of a 

continous output enhancement action around unique frontier science data

• DPHEP report 2022: 
– a strong interest to translate healthy and functional analysis sytems into open 

data hosts , HERA, BaBar, RHIC
• main pb: Person power

• There is room to think and act in common and global 
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