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Use Cases

DII MCP operational recipes

Recipes combine multiple read-only DII tools into repeatable infrastructure workflows.

Use them as starting points and replace fictional resource names with values from your

tenant.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Choose a workflow

Goal Recipe Primary DII surfaces

Validate collection coverage and

freshness

Inventory environment and

collection health

Acquisition units, data sources

Prioritize active infrastructure

issues

Assess storage health Alerts, monitors, logs, objects

Find pools approaching capacity

pressure

Identify capacity risk Object metadata, grouping, time

series

Check Kubernetes collection

component versions

Check Kubernetes collector

currency

Kubernetes collectors

Investigate a slow volume or

workload

Troubleshoot performance Object metrics, alerts, logs

Review routing and suppression

safely

Review notification posture Rules, targets, maintenance

windows

Standard investigation pattern

1. Clarify the resource scope and time range.

2. Discover available types.

3. Retrieve metadata before using dynamic fields.

4. Query a bounded time window.

5. Correlate independent signals.

6. Distinguish observed facts from inferences.

7. Report limitations and recommended follow-up.

Safety

• These recipes use read-only tools.

• Keep time windows to 30 days or less.

• Omit credentials, private addresses, UUIDs, raw webhook endpoints, and unnecessary log payloads.

• Confirm high-impact operational actions outside the MCP workflow.

1

https://docs.netapp.com/us-en/data-infrastructure-insights/concept_preview_features.html
mcp_recipe_environment_inventory.html
mcp_recipe_environment_inventory.html
mcp_recipe_storage_health.html
mcp_recipe_capacity_risk.html
mcp_recipe_kubernetes_collector_currency.html
mcp_recipe_kubernetes_collector_currency.html
mcp_recipe_performance_rca.html
mcp_recipe_notification_posture.html


Related documentation

• DII MCP overview

• Concepts and data model

• Tool reference

• Security and privacy

Identify capacity risk

Use this recipe to identify storage pools or equivalent capacity domains approaching

pressure and to find potential rebalance candidates.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• A storage scope or permission to review all visible storage pools.

• A lookback window of 30 days or less.

• Agreement on organizational warning and critical thresholds.

Tools used

• ObjectService_getObjectTypes

• ObjectService_getMetadataForObjectType

• ObjectService_query

• ObjectService_groupObjects

• ObjectService_queryPerformanceMetricsForObjects

• AlertsService_getMetadata

• AlertsService_queryForAlerts

Starter prompt

Assess storage capacity risk over the last 30 days. Discover the correct storage-pool object type and

metadata, then rank pools using available used-capacity ratio, free capacity, growth, and time-to-full

signals. Identify critical, warning, and watch-list pools, and suggest evidence-based rebalance candidates.

State the thresholds and aggregation functions used.

Agent workflow

1. List object types and select the appropriate normalized or product-specific pool type.

2. Retrieve metadata.

3. Identify valid:

◦ Pool and storage-system names
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◦ Total, used, and free capacity metrics

◦ Used-ratio metric

◦ Time-to-full or forecast metric

◦ Groupable storage, tier, location, or service-level attributes

4. Query a current ranked snapshot using compatible aggregations.

5. Retrieve time series for growth-sensitive metrics over the requested lookback.

6. Where supported, group capacity by storage system, tier, or location.

7. Query active capacity-related alerts for corroboration.

8. Classify risk using the agreed thresholds.

9. Identify potential rebalance sources and destinations based on both capacity and operational constraints.

Example risk model

Use tenant policy when available. Otherwise, label the following as an illustrative model:

• Critical: used ratio at or above 90%, or time to full under 30 days

• Warning: used ratio at or above 80%, or time to full under 90 days

• Watch: sustained positive growth with time to full under 180 days

• Lower risk: none of the above conditions

Do not infer time to full from only two samples when DII supplies a forecast metric. If no forecast is available,

describe the trend without presenting a precise exhaustion date.

Rebalance guidance

A destination is not suitable solely because it has free capacity. Consider:

• Storage system and protocol compatibility

• Service level and performance headroom

• Data-protection and replication relationships

• Workload placement constraints

• Thin provisioning and overcommitment

• Operational change windows

Suggested output

1. Capacity-risk summary

2. Critical and warning pools

3. Growth narrative

4. Active capacity alerts

5. Candidate source and destination pairs

6. Assumptions and missing data

3



Limits and privacy

• Object windows cannot exceed 30 days per call. Use consecutive non-overlapping windows for longer

trends.

• Filters apply to raw metric values before aggregation.

• Only group by attributes marked groupable in metadata.

• Capacity values can use different units; normalize before comparing.

Follow-up prompts

Show the 30-day used-capacity trend for the five highest-risk pools.

Group pool capacity by storage system and identify systems with both a critical pool and a viable lower-

risk destination.

Correlate the highest-risk pools with active capacity monitors and alerts.

Back to recipes

Inventory environment and collection health

Use this recipe to understand whether DII’s acquisition units and configured data sources

are connected, reporting, and collecting successfully.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• Access to acquisition-unit and collector tools.

• An optional acquisition-unit or collector name to narrow the investigation.

Tools used

• AcquisitionUnitsService_getAcquisitionUnits

• AcquisitionUnitsService_getAcquisitionUnitByUuid

• CollectorService_getDataSources

• CollectorService_getDataSourceById

• CollectorService_getDataSourceTypes

Starter prompt

Review my DII collection environment. Summarize acquisition units by connection status and reporting

4
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freshness, then summarize configured data sources by acquisition status and vendor. Highlight

acquisition units that never reported, units with no assigned collectors, failed collectors, and stale

successful acquisitions. Do not display IP addresses, UUIDs, or credentials.

Agent workflow

1. List all acquisition units.

2. Classify each AU using both connection status and lastReported.

3. Count assigned data sources per AU.

4. List all configured data sources.

5. Group collectors by status, vendor, model, and AU.

6. Identify:

◦ Disconnected or heartbeat-failed AUs

◦ Connected AUs that never reported

◦ AUs with zero data sources

◦ Failed collectors

◦ Collectors with no successful acquisition

◦ Successful collectors whose last acquisition is unexpectedly old

7. Retrieve full AU or collector details only for the exceptions.

8. Return a prioritized summary and clearly state the freshness threshold used.

Interpretation

Use these distinctions:

• Connected and reporting: the AU is connected and has a recent lastReported value.

• Connected but never reported: connectivity exists, but successful telemetry reporting is not established.

• Heartbeat failed: investigate the AU host, network path, and service.

• Collector failed: inspect the collector’s recent poll activity, package status, configuration, and last

successful acquisition.

• No assigned collectors: this can be intentional; verify before treating it as a fault.

The supported data source type catalog describes products DII can collect. It does not prove that those

products are configured in the tenant.

Suggested output

1. Executive summary

2. Acquisition-unit status counts

3. Collector status counts

4. Exceptions ranked by operational impact

5. Recommended checks
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6. Data limitations

Limits and privacy

• Avoid returning AU UUIDs, IP addresses, private hostnames, or collector credentials.

• A status value alone does not establish data freshness.

• Retrieve detailed configuration only for named exceptions.

Follow-up prompts

Inspect the failed collector named example-array. Summarize recent poll activity and collection-

package failures without showing credentials or private addresses.

Which acquisition units have not reported within the last 30 minutes, and which collectors depend on

them?

Compare configured collector vendors with the DII supported data source type catalog.

Back to recipes

Check Kubernetes collector currency

Use this recipe to identify Kubernetes clusters whose DII operator or collection

components are outdated, disabled, or stale.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• Kubernetes collection is configured in the DII tenant.

• Access to Kubernetes collector information.

Tools used

• OperatorsManagement_getKubernetesCollectors

• Optional: AcquisitionUnitsService_getAcquisitionUnits

• Optional: CollectorService_getDataSources

Starter prompt

Review DII Kubernetes collector currency. Group clusters by overall status, identify outdated or disabled

operators and components, and flag stale last-reported timestamps. Do not display internal addresses or
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UUIDs.

Agent workflow

1. List Kubernetes collectors.

2. Normalize each cluster into:

◦ Up to date

◦ Outdated

◦ Disabled

◦ Unknown

3. Compare:

◦ Operator version

◦ Network Performance and Map component version

◦ Change Analysis component version

4. Convert the last-reported timestamp into the requested timezone.

5. Flag clusters that have not reported within the agreed freshness threshold.

6. Distinguish N/A from an outdated version:

◦ N/A can mean the component is not installed, not enabled, or not applicable.

7. If reporting is stale, inspect related acquisition-unit and collector status where available.

8. Return a prioritized upgrade and investigation list.

Interpretation

• Outdated: at least one installed component is behind the DII-expected version.

• Disabled: collection is intentionally or administratively disabled.

• Stale reporting: version data may not reflect the cluster’s current state.

• N/A: requires context; do not automatically classify it as a failure.

The tool reports versions and status. It does not perform upgrades.

Suggested output

1. Cluster counts by status

2. Outdated clusters ranked by reporting freshness

3. Component-level version differences

4. Disabled or unavailable components

5. Recommended verification steps

Limits and privacy

• Cluster names can be sensitive; use approved handling when sharing results.
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• Do not infer vulnerability exposure from version currency alone.

• Validate upgrade compatibility and process outside this read-only workflow.

Follow-up prompts

Which clusters have an outdated operator and have not reported in the last hour?

Separate clusters with an outdated Change Analysis component from clusters where that component is

unavailable.

For stale clusters, check whether the associated DII collection infrastructure is healthy.

Back to recipes

Review notification posture

Use this recipe to understand how DII alerts are routed and suppressed without exposing

webhook endpoint addresses.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• Access to notification and maintenance-window tools.

• An optional monitor, resource, or integration type to narrow the review.

Tools used

• NotificationService_getNotificationRules

• NotificationService_getNotificationRuleById

• NotificationService_getWebhooks

• MaintenanceWindowService_getMaintenanceWindows

• MaintenanceWindowService_getMaintenanceWindowById

• Optional: MonitorsService_queryMonitors

Starter prompt

Review DII notification posture. Summarize active and inactive notification rules, the monitor or resource

scope of each rule, webhook target counts by integration type, and current maintenance windows. Return

only target names, engine types, and status—never endpoint addresses.
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Agent workflow

1. List notification rules.

2. Classify rules as active, inactive, expiring, or without expiry.

3. Summarize the expression scope of each rule:

◦ Monitor name or group

◦ Related object

◦ Broad wildcard scope

4. Retrieve a specific rule only when additional detail is needed.

5. List webhook targets and immediately discard the address field from the working result.

6. Group targets by engine type and status.

7. List active maintenance windows.

8. Identify suppression windows that overlap important resources or unusually long periods.

9. Optionally compare rule expressions with available monitors.

10. Report routing coverage, broad rules, inactive rules, and suppression risks.

Security requirement

Complete webhook addresses can contain:

• Slack or Teams signing paths

• PagerDuty routing keys

• API tokens

• Unique workflow signatures

• Custom integration credentials

Never display, quote, summarize, persist, or forward the address field. A masked suffix is also unnecessary for

this workflow.

If a complete endpoint appears in a transcript or shared artifact, follow the incident steps in Security and

privacy.

Interpretation

• An inactive rule may be intentional; confirm ownership before recommending removal.

• A broad wildcard expression can create notification noise or unintended routing.

• A target status may be null or unknown; do not report it as enabled.

• A successful empty maintenance-window result means no matching windows exist.

• A long-lived window can hide real issues even when it is technically active and valid.

Suggested output

1. Rule counts by status

2. Rule scope and destination type
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3. Target counts by engine

4. Active maintenance windows

5. Broad, inactive, or ambiguous configurations

6. Security and data-quality caveats

Limits and privacy

• Do not return addresses, tokens, UUIDs, or private resource identifiers.

• This workflow reviews configuration but does not test message delivery.

• The current tools do not create, update, disable, or delete rules and targets.

Follow-up prompts

Which active notification rules have broad wildcard expressions, and which monitor groups can they

match?

List current and upcoming maintenance windows and explain which alert scopes they suppress.

Count notification targets by integration type and identify targets with unknown status. Do not display

addresses.

Back to recipes

Troubleshoot performance

Use this recipe to investigate a slow volume, datastore, virtual machine, Kubernetes

workload, or other DII object by correlating performance metrics, alerts, and platform logs.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• The affected resource name and approximate incident time.

• A time range of 30 days or less.

• A comparison period or known healthy baseline when possible.

Tools used

• ObjectService_getObjectTypes

• ObjectService_getMetadataForObjectType

• ObjectService_query
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• ObjectService_queryPerformanceMetricsForObjects

• ObjectService_groupObjects

• AlertsService_getMetadata

• AlertsService_queryForAlerts

• LogService_getLogTypes

• LogService_getLogTypeMetadata

• LogService_queryLogEvents

Starter prompt

Investigate why the volume example-volume was slow between 09:00 and 11:00 UTC. Discover the

correct object type and valid metrics, compare latency, IOPS, and throughput over the incident window,

inspect related active alerts and platform logs, and compare with a healthy period. Separate evidence

from hypotheses and identify the next measurement needed.

Agent workflow

1. Resolve the resource to an exact object type and identity.

2. Retrieve metadata for that object type.

3. Identify valid latency, operations, throughput, utilization, and capacity metrics.

4. Query current object attributes to establish placement and relationships.

5. Retrieve time series over:

◦ The incident window

◦ A comparable healthy window

6. Align timestamps and aggregation functions across metrics.

7. Retrieve alerts related to the resource, containing system, host, node, or storage pool.

8. Select relevant log streams, retrieve metadata, and search a narrow interval around metric changes.

9. Test plausible hypotheses:

◦ Demand spike

◦ Resource saturation

◦ Storage or fabric errors

◦ Capacity pressure

◦ Host or VM contention

◦ Collection gap

10. Report the most supported explanation and unresolved alternatives.

Evidence standards

Label findings:

• Observed: directly returned by a tool.
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• Correlated: independent signals changed in the same interval.

• Inferred: a plausible explanation not yet proven.

• Unknown: required evidence is unavailable.

Correlation is not causation. A simultaneous alert should be treated as supporting evidence, not proof, unless

the mechanism is established.

Metric guidance

• Use AVG for broad behavior, but inspect MAX when short spikes matter.

• Use SUM only for additive metrics.

• Use CHANGE or CHANGE_RATIO for counters or growth where metadata supports it.

• Avoid comparing series with different bucket boundaries or units.

• Filters apply before time-bucket aggregation.

Suggested output

1. Incident scope and timeline

2. Metric evidence

3. Alert and log evidence

4. Healthy-period comparison

5. Most likely explanation

6. Alternative hypotheses

7. Confidence and missing evidence

8. Recommended next check

Limits and privacy

• Time-series windows cannot exceed 30 days.

• The performance tool returns a limited number of series; narrow the filter before increasing the limit.

• Omit sensitive raw log fields that do not contribute to the diagnosis.

• Do not propose disruptive remediation without validating it through normal operational controls.

Follow-up prompts

Compare maximum and average latency during the incident to the same hour on the previous healthy

day.

Group related workloads by host or storage pool and identify whether the slowdown was isolated or

shared.
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Show the platform events within 15 minutes of the first latency increase.

Back to recipes

Assess storage health

Use this recipe to prioritize storage issues by combining active alerts, monitor intent,

corrective guidance, relevant platform logs, and object context.

The DII MCP is a Preview feature and is therefore subject to change.

Prerequisites

• A time range of 30 days or less.

• Optional storage-system, cluster, pool, or volume scope.

• Access to alert, monitor, log, and object tools.

Tools used

• AlertsService_getMetadata

• AlertsService_queryForAlerts

• AlertsService_getAlertByName

• MonitorsService_getMonitorById

• LogService_getLogTypes

• LogService_getLogTypeMetadata

• LogService_queryLogEvents

• ObjectService_getObjectTypes

• ObjectService_getMetadataForObjectType

• ObjectService_query

Starter prompt

Assess storage health for the last 24 hours. Identify critical and warning active alerts for storage systems,

nodes, pools, and volumes. For the highest-impact alerts, explain the monitor condition and corrective

guidance, then inspect relevant EMS or storage-platform logs around the trigger time. Separate confirmed

evidence from likely causes.

Agent workflow

1. Get alert metadata.

2. Identify valid fields for severity, status, monitor, related object, and trigger time.

3. Query active storage-related alerts in the requested window.
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4. Rank alerts using:

◦ Severity

◦ Affected object type

◦ Number of affected objects

◦ Recency and recurrence

◦ Availability, data-protection, performance, or capacity impact

5. Retrieve full details for the highest-priority alerts.

6. Retrieve their monitor definitions and corrective guidance.

7. List log types and select the platform-native stream relevant to each alert, such as ONTAP EMS or

StorageGRID events.

8. Retrieve log metadata, then query a narrow interval around the alert.

9. Retrieve object attributes or metrics needed to confirm current state.

10. Produce a health summary with evidence, likely cause, impact, and next check.

Interpretation

Do not treat one signal as a complete health assessment:

• Alerts show detected conditions.

• Monitors explain the detection rule and intended corrective action.

• Logs provide platform-native event context.

• Objects and metrics show current inventory or measured state.

An active alert can remain open after the underlying condition changes. Use fresh object and metric data

where possible.

Suggested output

For each priority issue:

• Affected resource

• Severity and alert state

• Trigger time

• Monitor and condition

• Corroborating logs or metrics

• Confirmed evidence

• Likely cause, labeled as an inference

• Corrective guidance

• Confidence and missing evidence

Limits and privacy

• Keep alert and log windows below 30 days.
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• Use narrow log windows to reduce unrelated events.

• Omit unnecessary UUIDs, addresses, annotations, and raw payloads.

• Corrective guidance is informational; validate commands against the relevant product documentation and

change process.

Follow-up prompts

For alert AL-123456, show the monitor guidance and related EMS events within 30 minutes before and

after the trigger.

Group active storage alerts by affected system and impact area. Which system needs attention first, and

why?

Check whether the highest-priority alert is still supported by current object metrics.

Back to recipes
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