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Abstract

This document describes the process how the TCB assesses, analyses and takes action on requirements that were brought to its attention for a F2F discussion. It defines timelines, responsibilities, and actions that must be taken to ensure a steady and well-documented procurement of uptake of requirements by the Technology Providers that are represented in the TCB.
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1 
Introduction

As chartered through its Terms of Reference
 the Technology Coordination Board “[…]Prioritise[s] requirements from the operations and end-user communities relating to their functional needs and behaviour of the EGI production infrastructure.[…]”.

This document outlines the process of requirements handling, priorisation and communication within the TCB and its stakeholders: The Users Community, the Operations community, the DMSU and, last but not least, the Technology Providers.

2 Requirements tracking in a nutshell

Assessing, prioritising and tracking requirements is a recurring process. Albeit time consuming, this effort is necessary and important, producing several distinct and important outcomes: 
· Requirements are grouped into “topics” of similar or corresponding meaning and scope.

· Requirements have a clear state and commitment associated to them

· According to the process, the TCB considers requirements only for a clearly defined, limited time after which a pre-defined action will take place to further work on that requirement, or topic.

· Communities will get clear feedback on what happens to the formulated requirements.

This document focuses on the TCB requirements tracking process. The EGI communities spend considerable efforts to prepare, group, clarify and prioritise requirements into a format that is easily digestible in a reasonable amount of time by the members of the TCB. A common format and deadline for providing requirements to the TCB is shared, and agreed across the EGI communities ensure efficient, yet asynchronous communication among EGI management bodies.
3 Processing Requirements of highest priority
The TCB needs to process requirements of varying importance. Only the requirements of the highest priority will be discussed in F2F meetings among the representatives of the stakeholders of the TCB. This section describes the process how and in which intervals requirements are brought to the attention to the TCB for discussion at F2F meetings, and which decisions the TCB may take on them.
3.1 Timeline of Requirements processing

Processing requirements in the TCB is an important task, but not the only task the TCB was chartered for. Therefore the following timeline is installed:
	Date / Deadline
	Action

	2 weeks before F2F
	OMB, UCB and DMSU deliver new requirements to the TCB in a written report, and by technically assigning the relevant RT entries to the TCB.

	Until the F2F date
	TCB members, particularly representatives of the Technology Providers, digest the supplied requirements and topics, and create an individual list of priorities of those requirements.

Active commenting on the tickets is strongly encouraged to facilitate preparation of the upcoming F2F.

	F2F
	The members of the F2F briefly discuss all submitted requirements and topics, and take a decisive, voted, action on it.

This is expected to be a standing agenda item on each TCB F2F meeting.


3.2 Submitting new requirements
The OCB and the UCB have installed extensive processes to pre-digest requirements into topics, and apply community-specific priorities to them. The most important outcome of these efforts are requirements and requirement topics (in the domain of the UCB) with an associated priority.
Upon the deadline UCB and OMB management have agreed to deliver only those requirements and requirement topics to the TCB that are 
a) Of respective highest priority, and

b) Are not yet submitted to the TCB.

The management of the OMB and UCB have agreed to submit no more than 5 requirements/topics each on any deadline. Therefore, in total, the TCB may expect no more than 10 new requirements/topics for each F2F to discuss.

3.3 Preparation for the F2F meeting
Members of, and representatives in the F2F meeting assess each of the submitted requirements whether they fit into a given UMD Capability, and with which priority this requirement should be implemented into future releases of software.

This phase is dedicated to seeking individual clarification of the requirements and topics, and to be prepared with an educated opinion about each of those. There is no time envisaged during the TCB F2F meetings to discuss and clarify the requirements.

The TCB’s dashboard for requirements provides the entry point for TCB members particularly in this phase:


https://wiki.egi.eu/wiki/Track_UMD_Requirements 

Note: The main portal for Requirements tracking and management for EGI executive boards is located at https://wiki.egi.eu/wiki/Requirements, which will be permanent. The TCB related dashboard may change location, layout and contents as requested by the TCB.
The TCB F2F decisions on requirements.

In a standing agenda item the TCB members briefly discuss each requirement that has been submitted to the TCB in preparation for the meeting, or that were not properly acted upon in the previous F2F meeting (see below).
The TCB may take decisive actions on any newly proposed, or endorsed requirements/topics as follows:

The TCB may return the requirement/topic.
If the TCB feels the requirement does not provide enough information, or the topic’s grouping is too diverse, or for any other reason preventing the TCB to take a decisive action, the TCB may return the requirement to the originating community, provided that the TCB comments on the ticket with clear and unambiguous directions as to why the ticket was returned and what the TCB expects to change before it may endorse the respective requirement or topic.
In this case, the respective RT ticket’s custom state will change from Submitted to Returned.
The TCB may endorse the requirement/topic.
The TCB acknowledges that the requirement/topic is of relevance to the progression of the software made available on the EGI and that the TCB will take further action(s) on it.

Endorsement of requirements and topics is achieved by either unanimous agreement, or formal votes recorded in the minutes of the meeting.
In this case, the respective RT ticket’s custom state will change from Submitted/Endorsed to Endorsed.
The representatives of Technology Providers may commit to a requirement/topic.

Technology Providers, represented by their delegates in the TCB may formally commit to requirements and/or topics. Only Technology Providers may commit to requirements and topics, and a vote for enforcement is not possible. The formal decision of a Technology Provider to commit to a requirement or topic is recorded in the minutes, and captured in the respective RT ticket as a comment.
Committed requirements must be reflected in published roadmaps and software release schedules pertinent to the committing Technology Provider. The originating community monitors progress on committed requirements.

In this case, the respective RT ticket’s custom state will change from Submitted/Endorsed to Endorsed.
Further, the TCB may decide on requirements and topics that have not shown progress within the TCB as follows:

The TCB may stall a requirement/topic that was endorsed for too long.

Requirements and topics that once were endorsed by the TCB but are not committed to by Technology Providers may be marked as stalled by the TCB. Stalling a requirement or a topic documents that, within the Technology Providers organized within the TCB, there is insufficient business opportunity, expertise or other reasons to commit to that requirement.
[image: image1.jpg]Stalled requirements are thus returned to the originating community with the clear mandate to investigate further into a solution to that requirement independent of the TCB. The originating community is free to advertise the requirement to other projects, Open Source Projects or commercial companies with expertise in that area.
Figure 1 illustrates the actions the TCB may take on requirements and topics brought to its attention for discussion at a F2F meeting.

[image: image2.jpg]
4 Tracking Requirements with lesser priority

The previous section described how requirements of the highest priority are dealt with in the TCB. However, those are only a subset of requirements for the software rolled out to the production infrastructure. The majority of requirements is expected to be of lesser priority and therefore will not need dedicated discussion and prioritisation in TCB meetings. 
Instead, they will be discussed on a regular basis on the TCB mailing list. Technology Providers may commit to those requirements with the same semantics and obligations attached as described earlier.  If those requirements are not processed and dealt with in a satisfactory manner to the originating community, they are free to assign a higher priority over time to ensure a dedicated discussion in a TCB F2F meeting.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: TCB actions on a requirement or topic ticket in RT
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