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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This deliverable presents the final version of the evaluation framework to be used to evaluate each 
candidate service delivered by WP5 (or prototyped in WP7) in the collaborative data infrastructure. The 
framework is based on the so called “iron triangle” for the assessment of project management that 
involves the costs involved to accomplish the project task(s), the time required to achieve the task(s) 
and their quality measured as function of some pre-assigned targets. The target audience of the 
evaluation framework is the SAF and the communities that will avail of the CDI and its services. In 
practice, it is of importance on one side to provide the SAF with a metrics capable to capture how 
successful particular choices of the service have been and, on the other, provides indications to new 
communities on the efforts that implementation of special software for particular services involve on 
their side in terms of data organization and IT skills.  

The scoring adopted to evaluate the services is mixed since it involves measurable quantities as diverse 
as effective costs and time and subjective scores arbitrarily chosen to vary between the arbitrary 1-5 
(poor-best) scale. Indeed, this inherent subjectivity makes the whole evaluation process seem 
somewhat arbitrary. To reduce this uncertainty and source of potential error, it is intended throughout 
the framework that the evaluation should be made by system engineers in collaboration with 
community experts (i.e., the same people that will implement and tune the software service, 
eventually). It is expected that multiple evaluation of the same service by different communities and/or 
different centres of the same community, will provide a round evaluation of the target service. 

The evaluation framework avails of 24 questions that attempt to reproduce the various phases involved 
in service implementation. This final framework metrics will be tested in the coming months as more 
implementations of the services will become available.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Task objective (from the Description of Work): 

“This task will develop an evaluation framework and use that to evaluate e ach candidate 
service delivered by WP5 in the collaborative data infrastructure, prior to deployment

1
. The 

evaluation criteria will be based on the documented needs and requirements (of the user 

communities gathered in WP4) and suitable metrics will be def ined as part of the evaluation 
framework in terms of form and procedure. We recognize that candidate services will be 
delivered on an ad hoc basis and accept the need to respond flexibly. WP4 and WP5 will use 

the SAF as a means of scheduling and monitoring development of candidates and of 
disseminating the results within the project. This task T4.2 will also offer the evaluation of 
WP7 prototypes, where robustness and availability are not first priority and timeliness is less 

critical.” 

The document provides some initial guidelines on how to perform the evaluation of the services. The 
framework is necessarily general since the typology of the candidate services to be tested and 
implemented within EUDAT varies. The general guidelines discussed below reflect some general 
principles to be adopted to measure the implementation. Focus, in fact, is not on the candidate service 
itself but rather on the manner its implementation is achieved. In other words, it is assumed that the 
candidate service is necessary and it is evaluated how effective is the software procedure adopted to 
accomplish its tasks. Overall, application of the metrics presented in this document should provide user 
communities and IT experts with elements for judgment on the specific software to implement in the 
development of their data management service and, ultimately, a fundamental part of the sought e-
infrastructures. Finally, the evaluation is meant to be assessed by the community and IT experts 
(together) as the software for the target service is tested in WP5. 

The document is organized into an introduction to the problem followed by a description of the basic 
criteria adopted, a discussion and a short conclusion that includes the next steps to be undertaken. 

                                                                 

1
 We note that, owing to the need to implement some preliminary and prototypal services implemented and running within the 

EUDAT CDI by the fi rst year, the evaluation framework of this deliverable is expected to become usable and applicable only 
after i ts finalization by month 18 of the project.  
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2. PROBLEM DEFINITION 

The objective is to provide a set of metrics to estimate the success of implementation of the services. 
This is very important since only when there are some measures available it becomes possible to rank 
the effectiveness of the services to be provided by the common data infrastructure of EUDAT. In 
addition, the results of the evaluation(s) can serve to the communities to better understand the level of 
complexity tied to the implementation of the services on their premises, for example. 

The (initial) set of services required by the communities is listed in the D4.1.1 (Data Management 
Landscape Characteristics and Community Requirements). These services are quite diversified spanning 
from simple needs such as the safe replication of data, demanding, however, sophisticated means in 
order to replicate data from the community centers to the “data centers” while insuring improved data 
curation and enhanced accessibility, to, for example, AAI services at the EUDAT federated level for 
granting proper access permissions to users. In EUDAT, each community is represented by one or two 
institutions and the metrics presented below attempts also to provide simple measures that are 
expected to attract, for example, those not yet participating to EUDAT (and its CDI) so that they can 
gather preliminary information on the effort in terms of costs, time and of the features of the service 
being provided. The metrics has thus value both internally to the project before the deployment in WP6 
and externally when providing input to those interested to participate.  

In general and in order to provide a set of metrics it is important to define what are the targets of the 
service and then to evaluate to what degree the targets have been reached or fulfilled using the 
solutions adopted through the project. Target setting is a key part of estimation. 

In commercial project management cases, the so called “Iron triangle” approach is common2 and three 
main aspects – costs, time and quality - are taken into account.  

While we note that EUDAT is not strictly a commercial project where one of the main aims is profit, we 
also remark2 that assessments made on projects (or specific tasks) measured against cost, time and 
quality are meant to measure the delivery stage, and whether something is done right. In other w ords, 
the risk is that by applying metrics criteria based only on these basic aspects, it may be possible to miss 
whether we actually get the correct results, that is and in simple words, whether what is done will be 
then appreciated and used. In EUDAT, this partly involves the nature of the candidate services 
themselves and evaluations of this kind are likely not applicable since the expectation is that the chosen 
candidate services are of relevance toward accomplishment of the CDI.  

An aspect of relevance is represented by the purpose of the measuring system. In the following, it is 
expected that the overarching purpose of the measurement system is to help the communities and the 
IT experts collaborating in EUDAT to make the right decisions on the manner to implement the specific 
services. To this regard, the evaluation metrics presented here complements the D4.1.1 (Data 
Management Landscape Characteristics and Community requirements) and the D5.1.1 (Technology 
Appraisal Report) deliverables. Secondly, we think it relevant that only a handful of as much as possible 
independent measures are to be sought in order to profile the service implementation. We feel that by 
maintaining small the number of measurables has the advantage of focusing on the most relevant 
aspects object of the evaluation and, at the same time, shortening the time required to accomplish it.  In 
addition, we note that the evaluation framework being introduced at this stage of the project may 
necessarily suffer of deficiencies since there are very few services ready for evaluation and very few 
implementations of the services have been yet accomplished.  
                                                                 
2
 Atkinson, R. (1999). Project management: cost, time and quality, two best guesses  and a  phenomenon, i ts  time to accept 
other success cri teria . International journal of project management. 
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3. CANDIDATE METRICS 

The assumption is that, in order to implement a specific candidate service, there are given a number of 
different alternative software solutions or ways to offer the same functionality using other user 

interfaces. The goal is thus to rank them to the purpose of providing guidelines to what software is best 
suited to achieve the final goal. We remark, however, that this assumption is not entirely fulfilled at this 
stage of the project (end of the 18 months) since the identified services have just been 
started/implemented (i.e., pre-production phase) and often just one specific software solution has been 

tested3. Moreover, we anticipate also that there may be services that, through the course of the project, 
will be activated after identifying a single software solution making it impossible the comparative 
ranking above. Clearly, given the variety of data objects to be handled by the different communities and 
because of their requirements, it may as well occur that the solutions will differ and attention is 
expected to be paid to the actual targets of the service provided within the eco-system of the individual 
communities.  

Adaptation of the iron triangle mentioned above leads to the introduction of estimates based on costs 
of implementing a given software solution (e.g., number of person months required to develop and/or 
implement a particular software package, hardware solution required, costs for sustainability, …), time 
required to obtain a stable installation as a core service of the CDI and the quality measured in the terms 
of fitting the target requirements expected by the candidate service also by contemplating the inherent 
flexibility across the communities. Where meaningful, the costs and time required are split between the 
data and community centers.  

The result of the analysis consists of a matrix with entries describing personnel involvement expressed in 
terms of “person days”, effective costs in Euros and other measurables using an arbitrary scale ranging 
between 1 and 5 (1-poor, 5-best).  

An important concern regards the technical know-how required by the personnel involved for the 
installation and the testing. It is assumed hereafter that a system engineer carries out the installation 
with knowledge resulting from Bachelor degree in computer sciences or similar academic degree. For 
the testing and in addition to the previous expertise, it is assumed the direct involvement of community 
experts having a moderate level of IT skills. Nevertheless, the resulting questionnaire in its initial 
questions makes an effort to identify correctly the background of the person compiling it. 

3.1. Costs 

The costs that can be encountered in the implementation of specific services are primarily of two kinds – 

hardware and personnel. Software costs are not considered4 since it is expected that all software used 
within EUDAT will be preferably open access and not commercial although costs in terms man power do 
enter into the picture whenever some software development is required to fulfil the requirements (e.g., 
PID management in iRODS that is not part of the standard installation/configuration release ). Costs 
nevertheless are relevant when a software solution is to be implemented for a candidate service. 
Although costs can be further separated between community and data centers, it appears difficult at 

                                                                 
3 The assumption is not applicable to the iRODS middleware which has been chosen as framework for the EUDAT CDI. 
4
 We note however that for speci fic tasks  the adoption of commercial software can be the most viable solution since i t avoids 
developmental costs  which can be unsustainable both in terms  of time and blunt costs .    
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this stage to separate the two since the chosen evaluation framework makes little distinction between 
the two typologies. The following aspects are thought of relevance to evaluate the costs5: 

1. Overall personnel costs (person days) resulting from the sum of all the involved people. (This is a 
gross estimate of the costs involved in terms of IT people involved. Please provide the total IT 
engineer time required to install the software to the community user serving as beta tester of 
the service. That is, what is the total amount of time required for a generic IT expert to install 
the service ?)  

2. Hardware costs (expressed in Euro) which may result from the implementation of particular 
software solution (e.g., hard disks). (This includes also connectivity additional costs which may 
be of particular relevance if transfer speed network upgrades are required. In case the service is 
installed on a virtual machine, please provide a reasonable estimate of the equivalent solid 
machine.) 

3. Costs of service yearly sustainability (expressed in Euro/year and person days/year). (This is an 
optional question intended to provide indicative estimates of the costs involved when wishing 
to implement the service. It thus attempts to quantify perspective investments of hardware and 
middleware investments and in person days resources to maintain the service up& running.) 

3.2. Time 

4. Installation (person days) (Time required to install the software on the target server) 
5. Configuration & Tuning (person days) (Time required for the installation with the appropriate 

parameters)  
6. Testing the implementation of the service by the data center (days) (To be answered only if the 

person filling in is associated to a data centres (e.g., CINECA, SARA, ...) ) 
7. Testing the implementation of the service by the community center (days) (to be answered only 

if the person filling in is associated to a community data centre (e.g., EPOS, CLARIN, VPH, ...)) 
8. Sustainability outlook (person days) (Person days dedicated to maintain and operate the service 

(closely related to point 3 above which concentrates on costs) on a yearly basis. ) 
9. Support outlook by community and data centers personnel for additional implementations 

(person days) (This question addresses the personnel effort required to install the service 
elsewhere (e.g., onto other data centres of the same community)) 

3.3. Quality 

10. Quality of the installation procedure (1-5). (This measurable is expected to provide an overall 
assessment of how simple has been the installation. For example, installations that run 
smoothly and errorless without additional intervention (e.g., without the installation of 
additional libraries) will have very high scores. The quality of the installation procedure depends 
also on the level (i.e., clarity and exhaustiveness) of the installation manuals provided.)  

11. Friendliness of the software (1-5). (This measurable provides an estimate of “how easy” is the 
software to use (e.g., quality of the tutorials and type of examples being provided).)  

12. Matching the targets/requirements specified by the community for the service cases (1-5) (e.g., 
replication in quasi real-time, optimal data staging of large data volumes).  

13. Software performance (Objective measurements such as CPU cycles, up-/down-load 
performances in Mb/s) 

                                                                 
5
 The questions  below are inserted in the web questionnaire  (see Annex A). The live version of the questionnaire is available at 
https ://docs .google.com/forms/d/1WRZCzhkEqxeLpllOg1v_IgHbjnSfg3oZJi j_jy81Cb8/ 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1WRZCzhkEqxeLpllOg1v_IgHbjnSfg3oZJij_jy81Cb8/
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14. Gaps of the functionality of the software for the given service (1-5). (This measurable attempt to 
provide a measure of the missing features of the service. This measure is to great amount 
subjective and assignment of the score should be given based on the relevance that a missing 
feature of the s/w has in the context of the candidate service.) 

15. Robustness of the software to accomplish the target service (1-5). (This measurable attempt to 
provide a measure of the reliability of the service. (e.g., the number of failures/crashes or 
whether the s/w re-start automatically after a power failure).) 

16. Controlled access (1-5). Does it include fine-grained controlled access, by user or group through 
secure password mechanism or other standards including Grid Security Infrastructure (GSI), 
Kerberos, Shibboleth (i.e., does it adopt a EUDAT compliant AAI?).  

17. User community behind the software (1-5). Existence of a user and of a developer community is 
extremely relevant for software implementation, improvement and sustainability 

18. Is the software already used by the EUDAT communities (yes/no/Other)?  
19. Client/server development (yes/no or n/a, Other). (Please specify what kind of service is 

provided) 
20. Metadata & Persistent identifiers sustainability (yes/no or n/a). (Please specify whether the 

service takes into full account the basic structuring of the EUDAT CDI)  
21. Workflow mechanism (yes/no or n/a). (Please specify whether the service can be used through 

scripts and/or workflows) 
22. Scalability in terms of data volumes transfers/storage (1-5). (It indicates the level of scalability of 

the software in terms of number of files and file sizes. If not know, do not provide an answer) 
23. Computer platform. (Please specify on what computer platform, e.g., operating system, server 

type, it has been implemented) 
24. Final comments. (Please provide some final comments on the service). 
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4. DISCUSSION 

The candidate services metrics presented in the previous section have been designed to provide 
measures of how the different software implementations fit the EUDAT service functionalities prior to 
deployment in WP6 and/or to provide a screening of the services prototyped in WP7. The selected 
metrics provide elements for the evaluation of the software that are expected to give the SAF (and the 
user communities) rounded information on the features of the software tested in WP5 (cf. D5.1.1) based 
on the requirements singled out in WP4 (e.g., D4.1.1). To this regard, we note also that WP7 prototypes 
evaluation will benefit out of the metrics presented above although we note that the specificity of the 
services tested out in WP7 will likely require modification of some of the questions presented above 
thus the evaluation may differ in some ways. To keep some level of homogeneity and to avoid 
proliferation of evaluation questionnaires, it is thought that detail pertinent to WP7 can be inserted in 
the final comments or in the “Other” field introduced in many questions.  

The evaluation framework is based on measurable quantities referring loosely to costs, time and quality 
to produce an evaluation matrix. Selections and subdivision according to categories will then be made 
on the basis of the scores resulting in the evaluation matrix. The proposed questions are expected to 
profile the implemented software solutions from different perspectives. They include actual costs 
expressed in terms of person days of human resources required for installation and testing, and 
effective costs encountered when the service is implemented on the selected hardware. We note, 
however, that this last estimate related to the hardware costs is very sensitive to the selected solutions.  

The time measurable provides estimates of both the time (and effort) required by the system engineer 
in collaboration with the community user to install and tune the software (expressed in person days) 
and the overall time (days) expected for thorough installation and running the given software solution 
for the sought candidate service. Note that the human effort time of the overall personnel costs of Q1 
results from adding the effort expressed in Q4 and Q5. Q6 is instead expected to provide indications on 
the effective absolute time estimated to have the software running after the testing period.  

The quality metrics above make an attempt to provide rounded estimates of how the software is 
provided, how easy is its installation, the size of its community of practice, its main features with a 
glance at its extendibility and its openness. The scoring adopted suffers of some inherent subjectivity 
(i.e., the 1-5, 1-poor, 5-best). Nevertheless, it is thought to be meaningful whenever the requirements of 
the target candidate services are spelled out clearly thus resulting straightforward what the 
implemented software is expected to accomplish. Q13, in any case, provides specific measures of the 
absolute performance of the software (on a given computer architecture). 

Overall, it is thought that these measures, while to some extent gross and general, can nevertheless 
provide opportune elements of judgment to make appropriate selections of the software for 
implementation in the production environment of WP6.  

The evaluation metrics presented above has been implemented using google forms6 (Annex A). Some 
preliminary feedback on the metrics has been provided by the EPOS, VPH and CLARIN communities 
(Annex B). To some extent, it shows both intrinsic difficulties in defining common baselines for 
evaluation and across communities consistency for implementation of services. A first example is given 
by the evaluation of the “data staging” service carried out by the EPOS (twice and distanced in time to 
verify response inter-consistency) and the VPH communities. First, it is observed that the “time” frames 
required for implementation of the same service differ substantially. EPOS declares installation and 

                                                                 
6 https ://docs .google.com/forms/d/1WRZCzhkEqxeLpllOg1v_IgHbjnSfg3oZJij_jy81Cb8/ 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1WRZCzhkEqxeLpllOg1v_IgHbjnSfg3oZJij_jy81Cb8/
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testing times of the order of a few days whereas VPH appears to stretch the same time lengths to 3-4 
weeks. Secondly, there it seems that the quality indicators that address issues such as “software 
friendliness”, matching the “community targets/requirements” (Q11 and Q12) have been ranked very 
differently and similar differences apply when appraising possible gaps in the functionality of the 
software and its robustness (Q14 and Q15). The final comment made by VPH (Q24) evidences that the 
required question generality (i.e., one metric for evaluation of all services) can represent an obstacle 
since in entails both a certain level of abstraction and/or questions that might be only partially related to 
the specific service object of evaluation. The second feedback is provided by the evaluations of the “data 
replication” services filled-in by CLARIN and EPOS. In this case the differences are not remarkable as 
those evidenced above and, besides some obvious inconsistencies (i.e., EPOS Q1 answer defines a short 
time span in contrast with the following “time” evaluations), the two community evaluators appear to 
agree on most of the questionnaire’s questions when addressing, for example, the quality estimators of 
the service provided. Clearly, the two examples of application of the metrics just described provide only 
some initial and partial feedback on the effectiveness of the developed metrics which will likely need 
many responses from communities and data centers experts.  
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

In summary, the evaluation framework proposed here entails a metrics framework based on costs, time 
and quality of the services provided. The metrics appears to be general enough to give the data 
practitioners and the data centers experts with elements for judging the service and, conversely, for 
obtaining a general picture on how the service has been evaluated by other communities. The metrics, 
however, remains to be thoroughly tested against the software so far implemented for the candidate 
services. Although at the moment the questionnaire form has been filled in for some services (“data 
staging” and “safe replication”) by the EPOS, CLARIN and VPH communities, it appears premature do 
draw conclusions since the extremely small number of pronouncements (Annex B). Nevertheless, the 
responses so far obtained provide relevant – though general – indications on the service which can be of 
support to communities interested in the enablement of the specific service.  Similarly, the metrics can 
be valuable to the project’s internal decision bodies for detailing the roadmap to be pursued with the 
prototyping and enactment of new services.  
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ANNEX A. EUDAT EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

This form is compiled on the basis of the Task 4.2 (Evaluation Framework) deliverable D4.2.1 and it has 
been introduced as is in D4.2.2. The document provides some initial guidelines on how to perform the 
evaluation of the services. 

The document is intended to be used for the services prototyped in WP5 and in WP7 of the EUDAT 
project.  

The framework is necessarily general since the typology of the candidate services to be tested and 
implemented within EUDAT varies. The general guidelines discussed below reflect some general 
principles to be adopted to measure the implementation. Focus, in fact, is not on the candidate service 
itself but rather on the manner its implementation is achieved. In other words, it is assumed that the 
candidate service can be of interest to the community and it is evaluated how effective is the software 
procedure adopted to accomplish its tasks.  

Overall, application of the metrics presented in this questionnaire should provide user communities and 
their IT experts with elements for judgment on the specific software to implement in the development 
of their data management service and, ultimately, a fundamental part of  the sought e-infrastructures.  

Finally, the evaluation is meant to be assessed by the community and, in particular, by those IT experts 
working with the community itself. One of the goals is to provide the communities with elements of 
judgment to choose whether avail of the particular service and proceed therefore with its installation 
and implementation. For this reason, it is expected this form to be filled in by people having both 
relatively broad knowledge both in the community desiderata and in the IT technology. It is expected 
that the evaluation results of each service will become progressively more accurate as the number of 
communities implementing the target service increase and provide feedback through this questionnaire. 

*Required 

First and last name, Institution, community of reference* 
 (e.g., Max Whites, University of Gottingen, Astrophysics) 

 
 
Skills background* 
(Here it is important to know what is the background of the person filling in) 
 

 
Scientific Community (no IT background) 

 
Scientific Community (IT expert who knows a lot about the IT devs of the community) 

 
IT expert from the data centre  

 
Scientific Community (with IT background) 

 
Other: 
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Service offered by EUDAT* 
 

 
Safe Replication 

 
Data Staging 

 
AAI 

 
Metadata 

 
simple store 

 
IRODS 

 
Persistent Identifiers 

 
Other: 

 
 
Have you participated to the development of the service in EUDAT?* 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Other: 

 
 
Community * 
Evaluation based on the experience of the community 

 
EPOS 

 
CLARIN 

 
VPH 

 
LifeWatch 

 
ENES 

 
Other: 

 
 

Costs 

The costs that can be encountered in the implementation of specific services are primarily of two kinds – 
hardware and personnel. Software costs are not considered since it is expected that all software used 
within EUDAT will be preferably open access and not commercial although costs in terms man power do 
enter in to the picture whenever some software development is required to fulfill the requirements 
(e.g., PID management in iRODS that is not part of the standard installation/configuration release). The 
following aspects are thought of relevance to evaluate the costs: 
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1. Overall personnel costs (person days) resulting from the sum of all the involved people * 
This is a gross estimate of the costs involved in terms of IT people involved. Please provide the total IT 
engineer time required to install the software to the community user serving as beta tester of the 
service. Imagine to ask what is the total amount of time required for a generic IT expert to install the 
service. 
 

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
6-9 days 

 
9-14 days 

 
2 < weeks <=3  

 
3 < weeks <=4 

 Don’t know 

 
Other:  

 
2. Hardware costs (expressed in Euro) which may result from the implementation of particular 
software solution (e.g., hard disks). * 
This includes also connectivity additional costs which may be of particular relevance if transfer speed 
network upgrades are required. In case the service is installed on a virtual machine, please provide a 
reasonable estimate of the equivalent solid machine 

 
<1,000 Euro 

 
1,000 - 2,000 Euro 

 
2,000 - 4,000 Euro 

 
4,000 - 6,000 Euro 

 
6,000 - 10,000 Euro 

 
> 10,000 Euro 

 Don’t know 

 
Other:  

 
3. Costs of service yearly sustainability (expressed in Euro/year and person days/year)  
(This is an optional question intended to provide indicative estimates of the costs involved when wishing 
to implement the service. It thus attempts to quantify perspective investments of hardware and 
middleware investments and in person days resources to maintain the service up& running) 
 

 
Time 

The following questions seek detail on the various phases required to operate the service.  
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4. Installation * 
Time required to install the software on the target server (person days) 

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other: 

 
 
5. Configuration & Tuning * 
Time required for the installation with the appropriate parameters (person days) 

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other:  

 
6. Testing the implementation of the service by the data center (days)  
to be answered only if the person filling in is associated to a data centres (e.g., CINECA, SARA, ...)  

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other:  
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7. Testing the implementation of the service by the community center (days)  
to be answered only if the person filling in is associated to a community data centre (e.g., EPOS, CLARIN, 
VPH, ...)  

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other: 

 
 
8. Sustainability outlook - Time (person days) * 
Person days dedicated to maintain and operate the service (closely related to point 3 above  which 
concentrates on costs) on a yearly basis.  

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other: 

 
 
9. Support outlook by community and data centers personnel for additional implementations (person 
days)  
This question addresses the personnel effort required to install the service elsewhere (e.g., onto other 
data centres of the same community)  

 
1 day 

 
2-3 days 

 
4-6 days 

 
1-2 weeks 

 
3-4 weeks 

 
Other: 
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Quality 

This section provides an outlook on what the community thinks of the implementation of the service  

10. Quality of the installation procedure (1-5). * 
This measurable is expected to provide an overall assessment of how simple has been the installation. 
For example, installations that run smoothly and errorless without additional intervention (e.g., without 
the installation of additional libraries) will have very high scores. The quality of the installation 
procedure depends also on the level (i.e., clarity and exhaustiveness) of the installation manuals 
provided.  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

difficult because of poor documentation, 
missing libraries, ...      

easy and 
smoothly! 

 
11. Friendliness of the software (1-5). * 
This measurable provides an estimate of “how easy” is the software to use (e.g., quality of the tutorials 
and type of examples being provided).  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

difficult and unfriendly 
     

a real pleasure to use it! 

 
12. Matching the targets/requirements specified by the community for the service cases (1-5) * 
e.g., replication in quasi real-time, optimal data staging of large data volumes 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

of little or modest use 
     

very useful for the community 

 
13. Software performance  
e.g., objective measurements such as CPU cycles, up-/down-load performances in Mb/s 

 
14. Gaps of the functionality of the software for the given service (1-5) * 
This measurable attempt to provide a measure of the missing features of the service. This measure is to 
great amount subjective and assignment of the score should be given based on the relevance that a 
missing feature of the s/w has in the context of the candidate service. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

many missing features 
     

nice with all and features 
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15. Robustness of the software to accomplish the target service (1-5) * 
This measurable attempt to provide a measure of the reliability of the service. (e.g., the number of 
failures/crashes or whether the s/w re-start automatically after a power failure) 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

poor design, needs to restart from the 
beginning if something goes wrong      

very robust and efficient 
when re-starting  

16. Controlled access (1-5). * 
Does it include fine-grained controlled access, by user or group through secure password mechanism or 
other standards including Grid Security Infrastructure (GSI), Kerberos, Shibboleth (i.e., does it adopt a 
EUDAT compliant AAI?). 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

difficult to control its access  
      

flexible way to access according 
to the privileges  

 
17. User community behind the software (1-5). * 
Existence of a user and of a developer community is extremely relevant for software implementation, 
improvement and sustainability 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

small user community and difficult 
engaging with its members      

large and helpful 
community  

 
18. Is the software already used by the EUDAT communities (yes/no)? * 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Other: 

 
 
19. Client/server development (yes/no or n/a). * 
(Please specify what kind of service is provided)  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

 
Other: 

 
 
20. Metadata & Persistent identifiers sustainability (yes/no or n/a). * 
(Please specify whether the service takes into full account the basic structuring of the EUDAT CDI)  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 
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Other: 

 
 
21. Workflow mechanism (yes/no or n/a). * 

(Please specify whether the service can be used through scripts and/or workflows) 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

 
Other:  

 
22. Scalability in terms of data volumes transfers/storage (1-5).  
(It indicates the level of scalability of the software in terms of number of files and file sizes. If not know, 
do not provide an answer)  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

poor scalability 
     

scales very well with data 
size 

 
23. Computer platform * 
(Please specify on what computer platform, e.g., operating system, server type, it has been 

implemented) 

 
24. Please provide some final comments on the service * 
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ANNEX B. PRELIMINARY FEEDBACK 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

First and last name, 
Institution, community 
of reference 

Alberto 
Michelini, INGV, 
seismology 

Massimo Fares, 
INGV, 
Seismologists 

Stefan Zasada, 
UCL, VPH 

Alberto 
Michelini, INGV, 
seismology 

Willem Elbers, 
Max Planck 
Institute for 
Psycholinguistic, 
CLARIN (MPI-
TLA) 

Alberto 
Michelini, INGV, 
seismology 

Service offered by 
EUDAT 

Safe Replication IRODS Data Staging Data Staging Safe Replication Data Staging 

Community EPOS EPOS VPH EPOS CLARIN EPOS 

1. Overall personnel 
costs (person days) 
resulting from the sum 
of all the involved 
people 

4-6 days I do not know 2 < weeks <=3  2-3 days 6-9 days 2-3 days 

2. Hardware costs 
(expressed in Euro) 
which may result from 
the implementation of 
particular software 
solution (e.g., hard 
disks). 

2,000 - 
4,000 Euro 

I do not know Don't know <1,000 Euro 1,000 - 
2,000 Euro 

<1,000 Euro 

3. Costs of service 
yearly sustainability 
(expressed in Euro/year 
and person days/year) 

500 Euro/Year, 
20 days/year 

I do not know Unknown  Unkown The data staging 
service requires 
maintenance of 
the procedures 
and once the 
service is set-up 
almost no costs 
additional costs 
are required. 

4. Installation 4-6 days 1 day 1 - 2 weeks 1 day 1 day 1 day 

5. Configuration & 
Tuning 

1 - 2 weeks 2-3 days 3 - 4 weeks 1 day 2-3 days 1 day 

6. Testing the 
implementation of the 
service by the data 
center (days) 

3 - 4 weeks I do not know 3 - 4 weeks N/A 
not a data 
centre  

7. Testing the 
implementation of the 
service by the 
community center 
(days) 

3 - 4 weeks I do not know 3 - 4 weeks 2-3 days 2-3 days 2-3 days 

8. Sustainability 
outlook - Time (person 
days) 

1 - 2 weeks I do not know 3 - 4 weeks 2-3 days 1 - 2 weeks 4-6 days 

9. Support outlook by 
community and data 
centers personnel for 
additional 
implementations 
(person days) 

4-6 days I do not know 3 - 4 weeks Don't know 2-3 days 1 day 

10. Quality of the 
installation procedure 
(1-5). 

3 5 2 2 3 3 

11. Friendliness of the 
software (1-5). 

3 4 2 5 3 5 
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12. Matching the 
targets/requirements 
specified by the 
community for the 
service cases (1-5) 

4 3 2 5 4 5 

13. Software 
performance 

 I do not know   We are currently 
in the process of 
tuning the 

backend storage 
systems on both 
sides. We have 
observer 
transfer speeds 
of around 
10Mb/s. We 
expect the 
delays to be 
related to the 
backend storage 
systems. 

 

14. Gaps of the 
functionality of the 
software for the given 
service (1-5) 

4 3 1 4 2 4 

15. Robustness of the 
software to accomplish 
the target service (1-5) 

3 3 2 5 3 5 

16. Controlled access 
(1-5). 

4 5 1 2 1 3 

17. User community 
behind the software (1-
5). 

4 4 2 5 4 4 

18. Is the software 
already used by the 
EUDAT communities 
(yes/no)? 

Yes Yes No No 

Yes, although in 
pre-production 

while 
investigation the 
bottlenecks 

Not known 

19. Client/server 
development (yes/no 
or n/a). 

No Yes N/A Yes 
Question is 
unclear to me 

Yes 

20. Metadata & 
Persistent identifiers 
sustainability (yes/no 
or n/a). 

Yes Yes N/A Not yet Yes 
Not yet 
implemented 

21. Workflow 
mechanism (yes/no or 
n/a). 

Yes Yes No Not clear yet Yes Yes 

22. Scalability in terms 
of data volumes 
transfers/storage (1-5). 

3 3 1 
  

5 

23. Computer platform 4 4 Ubuntu Linux Data staging on 
the server side 
not know. on 
The client side 
MACOSX 

ESXi Virtual 
Machine 
Dual core CPU 
4GB mem 
Suse Enterprise 
11, SP2 

The client side 
on MacOSX 
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Skills background  IT expert  Scientific 
Community (IT 
expert who 
knows a lot 
about the IT 
devs of the 
community) 

Scientific 
Community 
(with IT 
background) 

IT expert from 
the data centre  

Scientific 
Community 
(with IT 
background) 

Have you participated 
to the development of 
the service in EUDAT ? 

  
Yes No Yes in part. 

24. Please provide 
some final comments 
on the service 

  The questions in 
this 
questionnaire 
are extremely 
vague, and I'm 
not 100% clear 
on what 
information you 
are trying to 
discover. More 
clarity would 
likely produce 
better answers. 

The service is 
quite nice but 
the most difficult 
part is the 
configuration of 
its access 
through the grid 
certification. 

The service is 
currently 
running in pre-
production. We 
have observer 
relatively slow 
transfer speeds 
(10Mb/s) which 
we think are 
caused by delays 
in the backend 
storage systems. 
 
Since we have 
been involved in 
the 
development of 
the service, I 
have provided 
neutral answers 
to the questions 

related to the 
quality and 
friendliness of 
the software. 

The service is 
quite nice and it 
provides an easy 
way to stage 
data from 
storage servers 
to HPC. It has 
been 
demonstrated at 
the EUDAT 
Conference in 
Barcelona in 
October 2012. 

 


