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1 Effort
The following table details effort spent by partners in 1st and 2nd level support: CESNET and IBERGRID (LIP and IFCA):
	
	Effort in Q2 (Nov. 2014 – Apr. 2015)

[PM]

	CESNET
	7 PM

	LIP
	3 PM

	IFCA
	3 PM


2 General overview of Activity in the period
The 1st and 2nd level support activity was running smoothly throughout the period. CESNET and IBERGRID were alternating in weekly TPM shifts (1st level), and resolving tickets arriving to the 2nd level support unit (DMSU) according to individual supporters' fields of expertise.

There were occasional delays in ticket routing at 1st level, as evidenced by performance metrics shown in the next section, but there were no blocking issues.

Internal ticket routing guidelines were maintained throughout the period, based on incoming support cases.
3 Performance against Service Targets
Performance is given in four categories, i.e., response times for support tickets, broken down by level and target response time, with values given in Working Days. Availability and Reliability are not applicable to support performance. Metrics values are taken over from the GGUS Report Generator (https://ggus.eu/?mode=report_view). The following table shows performance against targets:
The following table shows performance against targets:

	Service level parameter
	Target


	M7 average
	M8 average
	M9 average
	M10 average
	M11 average
	M12 average

	Availability
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Reliability
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Support priority
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	1st level
	0.13
	0.11
	0.23
	0.33
	0.08
	0.29
	0.22

	2nd level

top priority
	0.50
	N/A
	0
	0.13
	0.52
	0.29
	N/A

	2nd level

urgent and very urgent
	1.00
	0.20
	0.92
	0.99
	0.43
	0.23
	0.18

	2nd level

low
	5.00
	0.31
	0.27
	0.39
	0.30
	0.51
	0.32


4 Issues arising in the period
There was no single issue. There was a small portion of tickets with rather long response times in TPM (1st level), which have skewed the average numbers over the 1-hour threshold. In fact, median response times show that delayed responses are the exception (M7 – M12: 0.05, 0.04, 0.03, 0.03, 0.03, 0.07).

An analysis of tickets that were routed exceptionally late (on the next day or later) shows that a portion of those are “freak” tickets such as tickets saying “Test GGUS, please ignore” (5 days) or submitted on Christmas day (5 days). A larger part are genuine support tickets routed late due to an unexpected 1-day unavailability of the assigned supporter, and those present an opportunity for improvement.
5 Measures planned 
To avoid occasional delays seen in Q2, supporters will be reminded that ticket processing in TPM is time-critical and that they must appoint stand-ins even if they are out of office for less than a day.
6  Foreseen activities and changes 
The activity will continue routinely and no major changes are foreseen. Ticket routing guidelines will be further maintained, possibly with the help of other support units.
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