
Operation IssuesOperation Issues 
(Initiation for the discussion)( )

Julia Andreeva, CERN
WLCG workshop, Prague, March 2009



Established operation routineEstablished operation routine

il i i (C f ll• Daily operations meetings (Conference calls. 
Representatives of VOs , sites, support and of 

iti l WLCG i ) Sh t t di icritical WLCG services). Short reports, discussing 
problems, announcing interventions, new 
releases etcreleases, etc…

• Short meetings, but effective and providing the 
d il f ll i idaily report of all operations issues

• Number of attending people is growing
• For those who can not attend, minutes are made 

available shortly after every meeting andy y g



Weekly performance summary is 
produced in the end of every week

( bl d h f )• GGUS summary reports (enabled on the request of operations)
Good sign that starting from the beginning of this year we had 
only 4 alarm tickets. 
Might be useful to enable generation of plots showing time 
required to notify the appropriate support person, problem 
resolution). )

• Service incident reports
(Postmortem Fortunately(Postmortem. Fortunately , 
for many weeks we have it empty)

• Site availability from• Site availability from
the VO perspectives
(based on VO-specific 
SAM )SAM tests) 
http://dashbsam.cern.ch/dashboard/request.py/sitevoselection
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Setting up regular test of alarm 
workflow

• Experiments provided use-cases for possible 
alarm conditions (subjects of the alarm ( j
tickets)

• First test had been organized in the middle of• First test had been organized in the middle of 
February.  40  alarm tickets sent to the sites 
ffrom 4  LHC VOs.

• The tests will be done on regular basisThe tests will be done on regular basis



Summary of the results of the recent
alarm tests

Site LHCb CMS ALICE
Test passed but only 
partially, the piquet  was 

CERN

p y, p q
called, problem 
investigated , but ticket did 
not arrive to the service 
manager, ticket stayed 
open OK(1:10) No particular issues 

had been seen by 
ALICE. All submitted 

tickets passed 
correctly. Time 

varies from 3 min to 

PIC OK(0:14) OK(0:12)

IN2P3 OK(0:13) OK(0:10)

GRIDKA OK(0:14) -
2 hours

( )

NIKHEF/SARA
Site OK (0:14), but SARA 
ticket was sent to Nikhef -

CNAF Not OK (authorization problem) OK (1:10)
FNAL - OK(0:28)
ASGC OK(6:55)ASGC - OK(6:55)
RAL OK (0:20) OK(2:16)

In most cases workflow worked properly.  Good 
response time.



Critical Service Follow-up 
(Slid f t ti f J i Shi t OGF)(Slide from presentation of Jamie Shiers at OGF)

• Targets (not commitments) proposed for Tier0 services
Si il t t t d f Ti 1 /Ti 2– Similar targets requested for Tier1s/Tier2s

– Experience from first week of CCRC’08 suggests targets for 
problem resolution should not be too high (if ~achievable)problem resolution should not be too high (if achievable)

• The MoU lists targets for responding to problems (12 hours for T1s)

Tier1s: 95% of problems resolved <1 working day ?
Tier2s: 90% of problems resolved < 1 working day ?

Post-mortem triggered when targets not met!

Time Interval Issue (Tier0 Services) Target
End 2008 Consistent use of all WLCG Service Standards 100%

30’ Operator response to alarm / call to x5011 / alarm e-mail 99%

1 hour Operator response to alarm / call to x5011 / alarm e-mail 100%

7

4 hours Expert intervention in response to above 95%

8 hours Problem resolved 90%

24 hours Problem resolved 99%



DiscussionDiscussion

• Anything else we should do to improve 
communication regarding every day operationcommunication regarding every day operation 
issues?

• Any other indicators to be included in the• Any other indicators to be included in the 
daily/weekly reports? Are you happy with those 
which are already there?which are  already there?

• Other procedures (like tests of alarm workflow) 
to be followed on regular basis to improve qualityto be followed on regular basis to improve quality 
of operations?


