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	General comments:  

Reviewed document has a good quality in general. It is well constructed, clear and well described, however significant corrections should be applied before the submission. 

It might be worth to take into consideration to split whole metrics described in chapter 4 into two separate sections: one for high-priority issues and one for low-priority issues. This way high-priority issues as a small fraction of all the tickets but critical for overall operation procedures, could be presented in details (with exact numbers of open, solved issues and response times) and illustrated with well scaled figures (which are now not clear enough together with low-priority issues presented there).

	Response from author: Regarding the ticket counts the split makes little sense – the counts represent the DMSU workload, and it is there regardless of the ticket priority. The time to solve would be a good candidate, however, there are virtually no high-priority tickets solved in DMSU. I’ve added a comment in this sense to the document. Finally, for the EMI tickets, the lines are in a single graph by intention; the precise numbers are not the main message, it is the ratio of categories and the trends over time.



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

Try to use straight and clear sentences instead of multiple structures like “On the other hand…”, “On the contrary…” etc.


Detailed comments on the content:

	N°
	Page
	§
	Observations
	Reply from author
(correction / reject,  …)

	1 
	8
	Chapter 2.2, § 3
	This is not clear enough how to properly assign “type of problem” and “ticket category” fields based on their current values in GGUS. There are too many overlapping values for “type of problem” (it’s difficult to decide which one should be set).

Also “Incident” as the most common value for “ticket category” field may be extended and more precise in case of for example software defects.

I think this document should address this issue and clarify it by applying a proper (more precise) procedure as it was done in case of “ticket priority” field further on.
	I agree that these fields need revision. However, the document describes the current procedure which works with those values, proposal of the revision (despite it is likely to be done in future)  is out of scope of this document.

	2 
	8
	Chapter 2.2, § 5
	Last two sentences are not clear. It needs clarification when exactly the ticket can be reassigned. “some progress” and “expertise runs out” statements are not precise and should further well defined.
	There are no exact rules. As long as we have some ideas to try, we keep the ticket, when we run out of  ideas, we reassign. We rephrased the paragraph to be a bit more clear, though.

	3 
	8
	Chapter 2.2, § 6
	Typos
	Fixed

	4 
	9
	Chapter 2.2, the last §
	The last paragraph should be joined with the 4th par. in this sub-chapter (“Typically, the analysis involves communication… “) – both describes the communication between DMSU and the user, expecting feedback from the user and procedure apply in case of no response.
	Done

	5 
	9
	Chapter 2.3, § 1
	Typos
	Fixed

	6 
	11
	Chapter 3.1, § 3
	Upper limit 45days for ETA in case of very-urgent issues – is that enough, possible and realistic? Was it agreed with all TPs? What in case the given very-urgent issue affects some more development and requires more time to release?
	This limit was agreed at TCB with all the providers.

	7 
	12
	3.2
	Please do not start a new sub-chapter from the statement “On the other hand…”
	Fixed.

	8 
	14
	Chapter 4.1, 

figure 2
	This figure is not clear enough. Try to use different chart type or wider aggregation to avoid high oscillations. This figure does not show clearly what was stated further on that "Number as well as ratio of tickets solved by DMSU increased over PY2". There is no clear trend of this mentioned increase on this figure.
	The message of the graph, and also of the accompanying comments, is “there are high oscillations, and it is difficult to draw sound statistical conclusions”. Therefore an artificially smoothed graph would make no sense. 

The comment “numbers and ratios” refers to Tab. 1. I’ve changed the paraghaphs to make it more clear.

	9 
	16
	Chapter 4.2

Figure 3
	Please use more contrast (or just another colors) for “less urgent” and “top priority” colors on this chart – they can be easily confused. 
	Unclear, the same color distinction is used throughout the document. Does the observation perhaps refer to a B&W printout? 

	10 
	16
	Chapter 4.2
	In paragraph describing “closed as unsolved“ tickets... I don’t see any correlation between the number of such tickets and user’s frustration... GGUS should have a mechanism to flag (an finally close) duplicated tickets which will protect from the flood of duplicated issues submitted by frustrated users. This way the high numbers of „closed as unsolved“ issues indicate just two things: low quality of the given software and „understaffing of the support with the TP” as mentioned further on.
	The whole section refers to tickets with TPs. The duplicates are, in general, detected and closed by DMSU, therefore not appearing  here anymore.  Therefore we have distinct issues here. The frustration stems from the  requests being effectively ignored.

	11 
	17
	5, 5.1
	typos
	Fixed

	12 
	17
	5.1 

(second bullet)
	“The software tickets undergo the analysis described in Sect. 2.2 until a solution is found or sufficient evidence of a defect is collected” – this sentence is not clear – maybe it’s worth to split it into two separate sentences…
	Extended to make it more clear.


English and other corrections:

Note: English and typo corrections can be made directly in the document as comments.
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