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Many thanks to all the people who filled the questionnaire!
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Disclaimer

This	  survey	  has	  a	  limited	  sta0s0cal	  significance
✦ Just	  a	  call	  for	  volunteers,	  not	  aiming	  to	  systema0cally	  cover	  all	  sites

-‐ not	  all	  Tier	  levels	  are	  equally	  represented,	  also
✦ Actually	  intended	  for	  people	  not	  for	  sites

-‐ mul0plicity	  of	  answers	  per	  site	  can	  be	  0,	  1	  or	  N
✦ I	  am	  considering	  also	  answers	  which	  are	  part	  of	  incomplete	  surveys

It	  gives	  an	  interes0ng	  insight	  on	  opinions,	  nevertheless
✦ How	  site	  people	  perceive	  the	  work	  CMS	  does	  on	  their	  sites
✦ How	  site	  people	  perceive	  the	  work	  they	  do	  at	  the	  sites	  to	  support	  CMS

No	  “golden”	  conclusions	  intended	  to	  be	  drawn
✦ Trying	  to	  iden0fy	  unsa0sfactory	  areas,	  not-‐so-‐obvious	  mistakes	  we	  do,	  etc
✦ Be	  quan0ta0ve
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The survey

10	  ques0ons
✦ a	  general	  part
✦ a	  technical	  part
✦ a	  communica0on	  part

Expected	  comple0on	  0me:	  15	  minutes

Number	  of	  ini0ated	  surveys:	  100
Number	  of	  completed	  surveys:	  41

✦ in	  the	  next	  slides,	  the	  size	  of	  the	  response	  pool	  is	  shown	  for	  each	  plot
-‐ look	  for	  this:
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Answers: X
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General information

More	  than	  50%	  of	  answers	  come	  from	  T2s
✦ more	  than	  expected?
✦ a	  good	  response	  by	  T1s,	  but	  that	  was	  expected
✦ T3s	  seem	  to	  knock	  at	  the	  WLCG	  door...
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What Tier level?

Where?

Geographically,	  individuals	  who	  answered	  
are	  not	  equally	  distributed
✦ of	  course,	  it	  may	  also	  be	  just	  due	  to	  the	  lower	  
numbers	  of	  CMS	  T2s	  in	  the	  Americas	  and	  in	  Asia	  
w.r.t	  Europe

Answers: 100

Answers: X

54%

9%

37%

24%

6%70%
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“Usually/always	  smooth”	  
is	  the	  majority	  answer	  
(>60%)	  for	  each	  item	  

Analysis	  jobs	  seem	  to	  
(o_en)	  cause	  problems	  
mainly	  related	  to:

✦ excessive	  RAM	  usage	  
✦ remote	  networking
✦ low	  CPU	  efficiency
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About CMS analysis jobs running at your site, 
mark how problematic for the site the following items are:

Answers: 48
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“Usually/always	  smooth”	  is	  
~80%	  of	  the	  answers	  for	  
each	  item

✦ Scheduled	  processing	  more	  
stable

✦ Remarkably,	  the	  “always	  
problema0c”	  never	  shows	  
up

These	  jobs	  (only	  “o_en”,	  
never	  “always”)	  can	  cause	  
issues

✦ and	  same	  sources	  as	  before,	  
RAM	  usage	  larger
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About CMS Monte Carlo production or Reprocessing/
Skimming jobs running at your site, mark how problematic for 

the site the following items are:

Answers: 48
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“Usually/always	  smooth”	  at	  
least	  >60%	  on	  each	  item

✦ remarkably,	  the	  “always	  
problema0c”	  rarely	  shows	  up	  for	  
Transfers

Perhaps	  an	  ac0on	  can	  be	  
triggered,	  here:

✦ ease	  the	  PhEDEx	  Ops	  for	  sites
-‐ could	  the	  key	  just	  be	  to	  improve	  the	  

exis0ng	  documenta0on	  and	  adapt	  it	  for	  
quick	  and	  efficient	  Ops?

✦ A	  parameter	  here	  should	  also	  be	  
that	  new	  sites/people	  have	  a	  
learning	  curve
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About CMS Transfers, 
mark how problematic for the site the following items are:

Answers: 48
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“Usually/always	  smooth”	  s0ll	  the	  
majority,	  but	  some	  structure	  is	  
visible...
In	  par0cular,	  with	  the	  current	  tools,	  it	  
seems	  o_en/always	  harder	  to	  monitor:

✦ site	  health	  with	  HC/JR
✦ occurrence	  of	  job	  failures
✦ amount	  of	  storage	  used

and	  o_en	  harder	  to	  monitor
✦ site	  health	  with	  SUM	  

On	  the	  other	  hand,	  PhEDEx	  monitoring	  
and	  ac0vity	  monitoring	  (e.g	  Prod	  vs	  
Analysis)	  are	  quite	  smooth

Is	  this	  unbalance	  in	  the	  rela0ve	  
“usefulness”	  of	  the	  tools	  available	  
perceived	  (aka	  lack	  of	  knowledge	  on	  
how	  to	  use	  the	  tool)	  or	  real	  (aka	  tool	  
inadequate	  to	  meet	  the	  users	  needs)?
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CMS and site monitoring:   Availability of efficient tools 
for PASSIVE monitoring of the following:

Answers: 48
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Quite	  some	  structure	  here..

Finding	  the	  reasons	  of	  job/transfer	  failures	  
is	  “problema0c”	  in	  20-‐25%	  of	  answers

✦ interes0ng	  for	  the	  Transfers:	  the	  PASSIVE	  
part	  was	  ok...

✦ my	  guess:	  it’s	  because	  the	  sources	  of	  
effec0vely	  useful	  informa0on	  are	  diverse,	  
and	  there	  is	  no	  unique	  and	  unambiguous	  
access	  to	  such	  info?

We	  can	  improve	  in	  tagging	  data	  as	  obsolete
✦ my	  guess:	  more	  an	  organiza0onal/

communica0on	  issue	  than	  a	  technical	  one?

Nevertheless,	  the	  responsiveness	  of	  the	  
CMS	  Ops	  teams	  is	  smooth	  and	  the	  support	  
received	  is	  useful	  (~90%)

My	  (rough)	  summary:	  a	  step	  forward	  in	  the	  
“ac0ve”	  monitoring	  could	  s0ll	  poten0ally	  
help	  the	  sites	  to	  help	  themselves	  more:	  the	  
CMS	  support	  teams	  anyway	  work	  well	  with	  
the	  sites	  and	  allow	  Ops	  to	  quickly	  recover
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CMS and site monitoring:    Availability of efficient tools/support 
for ACTIVE monitoring of the following: 

("ACTIVE" == these data will be used to take actions, not just to check the general site health)

Last 2 items:
slightly different 

questions

Answers: 48
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General level of satisfaction about how CMS and the sites 
communicate among each other, in terms of:

Site	  are	  sa0sfied	  about	  how	  CMS	  Ops	  
talks	  to	  sites	  at	  the	  90%	  level

Comparably	  good	  (>80%),	  with	  a	  slightly	  bemer	  
support	  obtainable	  for	  transfer	  issues⎬
OK

Compu&ng	  Ops	  should	  communicate	  more	  specific	  and	  
detailed	  info	  to	  sites?	  More	  direct	  T2	  representa&on	  at	  
CMS	  Ops	  mee&ngs?

Same	  as	  above,	  even	  more	  visible...	  Some	  
frustra&on	  maybe.	  Margin	  of	  improvement	  to	  
be	  explored

40%	  of	  “don’t	  know”	  in	  the	  CMS	  VO	  card!?

I	  would	  have	  expected	  sites	  to	  be	  more	  against	  this.	  
Guess:	  probably	  it	  really	  depends	  on	  which	  service,	  and	  
how	  they	  manage	  to	  learn	  how	  it	  works	  beforehand?

Generally	  not	  bad,	  maybe	  some	  frustra&on	  though?

Answers: 46
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In general, my experience in collaborating with CMS 
at my site during Run1 so far was:

Answers: 41
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Highlighting 3 comments by 
different individuals that 
show how important the 

feedback from sites is:
we should listen more!

(positive comments are intentionally omitted)

Answers: 41Other items, problems, suggestions you want to share with us (open text)
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Some other interesting “trends” in comments
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(...)

“job monitoring is harder than transfer monitoring”

“GGUS:Savannah = 1:0”

“Explore ways to better communicate the plans”

“Lack of control in outbound traffic”


