
 

INFSO-RI-261611 2010-2011 © Members of EMI collaboration PUBLIC 1 / 28 

EUROPEAN M IDDLEWARE 

INITIATIVE 

DSA2.3.2  -  PERIODIC QA  REPORTS  

EU DELIVERABLE: D4.3.2 

Document identifier: 
EMI-DSA2.3.2-1277601-
Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

Date: 30/04/2011 

Activity: SA2 

Lead Partner: CERN 

Document status: Final 

Document link: http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277601  

 

 

 

Abstract:  

The Periodic QA Reports contain a description of the compliance with and results of the 

Software Quality Assurance Process. The period covered by this report is September 2010 

until April 2011. 

 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277601


 DSA2.3.2 - PERIODIC QA REPORTS 

 Doc. Identifier: EMI -DSA2.3.2-1277601-Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

 Date: 30/04/2011 

EMI RI-261611 © Members of the EMI collaboration PUBLIC 2 / 28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright notice:  

Copyright (c) Members of the EMI Collaboration. 2010-2011. 

See http://www.eu-emi.eu/about/Partners/ for details on the copyright holders. 

EMI (ñEuropean Middleware Initiativeò) is a project partially funded by the European Commission.  For more 
information on the project, its partners and contributors please see http://www.eu-emi.eu.  

This document is released under the Open Access license. You are permitted to copy and distribute verbatim 
copies of this document containing this copyright notice, but modifying this document is not allowed. You are 
permitted to copy this document in whole or in part into other documents if you attach the following reference to 
the copied elements: "Copyright (C) 2010-2011. Members of the EMI Collaboration. http://www.eu-emi.eu ". 

The information contained in this document represents the views of EMI as of the date they are published. EMI 
does not guarantee that any information contained herein is error-free, or up to date.  

EMI MAKES NO WARRANTIES, EXPRESS, IMPLIED, OR STATUTORY, BY PUBLISHING THIS DOCUMENT. 

 



 DSA2.3.2 - PERIODIC QA REPORTS 

 Doc. Identifier: EMI -DSA2.3.2-1277601-Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

 Date: 30/04/2011 

 

INFSO-RI-261611 2010-2011 © Members of EMI collaboration PUBLIC 3 / 28 

Delivery Slip 

 Name 
Partner / 
Activity 

Date Signature 

From 
Maria Alandes 

Pradillo 
CERN/SA2 19/05/2011  

Reviewed by 
Florida Estrella, 

Jedrzej Rybicki, 

Claudio Cacciari 

CERN/NA1, 

JUELICH/JRA1, 

CINECA/SA1 

28/05/2011  

Approved by PEB  03/06/2011  

 

Document Log 

Issue Date Comment Author / Partner 

1 19/04/2011 Table of Contents 
Maria Alandes 

Pradillo/ CERN 

2 19/05/2011 v1.1 for review 
Maria Alandes 

Pradillo/ CERN 

3 25/05/2011 v1.4 for review 
Maria Alandes 

Pradillo/ CERN 

4 03/06/2011 v1.0 PEB approved version 
Maria Alandes 

Pradillo/ CERN 

 

Document Change Record 

Issue Item Reason for Change 

1   

2   

3   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 

 

 



 DSA2.3.2 - PERIODIC QA REPORTS 

 Doc. Identifier: EMI -DSA2.3.2-1277601-Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

 Date: 30/04/2011 

 

INFSO-RI-261611 2010-2011 © Members of EMI collaboration PUBLIC 4 / 28 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

1. INTRODUCTION  ......................................................................................................................................... 5 

1.1. PURPOSE .................................................................................................................................................. 5 

1.2. DOCUMENT ORGANISATION ..................................................................................................................... 5 

1.3. REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................................ 5 

1.4. DOCUMENT AMENDMENT PROCEDURE ..................................................................................................... 7 

1.5. TERMINOLOGY ......................................................................................................................................... 7 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  ........................................................................................................................... 8 

3. CHANGES IN THE SQA PROCESS .......................................................................................................... 9 

4. SUMMARY OF SQA ACTIV ITIES  .......................................................................................................... 10 

4.1. DISSEMINATION OF SA2 POLICIES ........................................................................................................... 10 

4.2. EMI 1 RELEASE REVIEW ......................................................................................................................... 10 

4.3. QC REPORTS .......................................................................................................................................... 13 

5. STATUS OF DOCUMENTAT ION ........................................................................................................... 14 

5.1. WORK AREA PLANS ................................................................................................................................ 14 

5.2. SOFTWARE RELEASE PLAN ..................................................................................................................... 14 

5.3. SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT PLAN ..................................................................................... 15 

5.4. QA TOOLS AND DOCUMENTATION ......................................................................................................... 15 

5.5. CONTINUOUS INTEGRATION AND CERTIFICATION TESTBEDS .................................................................. 15 

5.6. M INIM UM REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION ................................................................................................. 15 

6. STATUS OF POLICIES ............................................................................................................................. 22 

7. METRICS  .................................................................................................................................................... 24 

8. ACTION LIST  ............................................................................................................................................. 25 

9. CONCLUSIONS .......................................................................................................................................... 28 

 

 

 

 

 



 DSA2.3.2 - PERIODIC QA REPORTS 

 Doc. Identifier: EMI -DSA2.3.2-1277601-Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

 Date: 30/04/2011 

 

INFSO-RI-261611 2010-2011 © Members of EMI collaboration PUBLIC 5 / 28 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Periodic QA Report is to inform and critically analyse the progress and 

implementation of the software quality assurance process within the EMI project. 

 

1.2. DOCUMENT ORGANISATION 

The document contains a series of reports on different SQA documents and activities carried 

out by SA2. It is organised as follows:  

¶ Summary of SQA activities  

o Dissemination of SA2 policies 

o EMI 1 release review 

o QC reports   

¶ Status of Documentation 

o Work area plans, Software release plan and Software maintenance and support plan 

o QA tools and documentation and Continuous integration and certification testbeds 

o Minimum required documentation 

¶ Status of policies and Metrics review 

¶ List of Actions and Conclusions 

 

1.3. REFERENCES 

R1 
Request for Comments: 2119 ï Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels 

http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt 

R2 
Guidelines for Policies 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/SQAP#Guidelines_for_the_Policies 

R3 
Documentation Policy 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EMISa2DocumentationPolicy 

R4 
Release Tracker 

https://savannah.cern.ch/task/?group=emi-releases 

R5 
Documentation Review Process 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EMIDocReviewProcess 

R6 
Production Release Criteria 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/ProductionReleaseCriteria 

R7 
EMI 1 Kebnekaise release 

http://www.eu-emi.eu/emi-1-kebnekaise 

http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/SQAP#Guidelines_for_the_Policies
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EMISa2DocumentationPolicy
https://savannah.cern.ch/task/?group=emi-releases
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EMIDocReviewProcess
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/ProductionReleaseCriteria
http://www.eu-emi.eu/emi-1-kebnekaise
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R8 
EMI 1 Kebnekaise acceptance criteria 

http://www.eu-emi.eu/kebnekaise-acceptance-criteria 

R9 

EMI Metrics Reports 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EmiSa2QAMetricsReports 

https://svnweb.cern.ch/trac/emisa2/browser/metrics/trunk/doc/Metrics-Report-v0.37.pdf 

R10 
EMI Documentation 

http://www.eu-emi.eu/documentation 

R11 
SA2 main Twiki  page 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/SA2  

R12 
Integration, configuration and packaging policies tutorial 

http://connect.ct.infn.it/p10496307/ 

R13 
EMI testbed tutorial 

http://connect.ct.infn.it/p31548412/ 

R14 
EMI component release check list 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EMIReleaseChecklist 

R15 
Release, change, testing, certification and packaging policies 

http://connect.ct.infn.it/p65002758/ 

R16 
EMI 1 release review 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/SA1CVEMI1 

R17 
Work plan template 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/AreaWorkPlanTPL 

R18 
Development tracker 

https://savannah.cern.ch/task/?group=emi-dev 

R19 
Release Management Policy 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EmiSa2ReleaseManagementPolicy 

R20 
DSA1.2 Software Release Plan 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277545  

R21 
DSA1.3.2 Software Maintenance Quality Control Report (M10) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277562  

R22 
DSA1.1 Software Maintenance and Support Plan 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277556  

R23 
EMI User Support 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/TSA15 

R24 
DSA2.2.2 QA Tools Documentation (M10) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277590  

R25 
DSA2.4 - Continuous Integration and Certification Testbeds 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277550  

R26 
NA2 feedback on SA2 training sessions 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /pub/EMI/EmiNa2/report.odt 

R27 
DSA2.1 - Quality Assurance Plan 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277599  

R28 EMI 1 release products 

http://www.eu-emi.eu/kebnekaise-acceptance-criteria
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EmiSa2QAMetricsReports
https://svnweb.cern.ch/trac/emisa2/browser/metrics/trunk/doc/Metrics-Report-v0.37.pdf
http://www.eu-emi.eu/documentation
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/SA2
http://connect.ct.infn.it/p10496307/
http://connect.ct.infn.it/p31548412/
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EMIReleaseChecklist
http://connect.ct.infn.it/p65002758/
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/SA1CVEMI1
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/AreaWorkPlanTPL
https://savannah.cern.ch/task/?group=emi-dev
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EmiSa2ReleaseManagementPolicy
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277545
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277562
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277556
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/TSA15
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277590
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277550
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/pub/EMI/EmiNa2/report.odt
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277599
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http://www.eu-emi.eu/kebnekaise-products 

R29 
EMI Test Availability Survey 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/EmiTestAvailabilitySurvey 

R30 
DJRA1.7.1 Software Development Quality Control Report (M3) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277533 

R31 
DJRA1.7.1 Software Development Quality Control Report (M12) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277534 

R32 
DSA1.3.1 Software Maintenance Quality Control Report (M6) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277561 

R33 
DSA1.3.2 Software Maintenance Quality Control Report (M10) 

http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277562 

R34 
EMI 1 Testbed Coverage Report 

https://Twiki .cern.ch/Twiki /bin/view/EMI/Emi1CoverageSavannahTrackerConvention 

 

1.4. DOCUMENT AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

This document can be amended by the authors further to any feedback from other teams or people. 

Minor changes, such as spelling corrections, content formatting or minor text re-organisation not 

affecting the content and meaning of the document can be applied by the authors without peer review. 

Other changes must be submitted to peer review and to the EMI PEB for approval. 

When the document is modified for any reason, its version number shall be incremented accordingly. 

The document version number shall follow the standard EMI conventions for document versioning. 

The document shall be maintained in the CERN CDS repository and be made accessible through the 

OpenAIRE portal. 

 

1.5. TERMINOLOGY 

DoW Description of Work 

EC European Commission 

EMT  Engineering Management Team 

KPI  Key Performance Indicator 

PEB Project Executive Board 

PO Project Office 

QC Quality Control 

SQA Software Quality Assurance 

SQAP Software Quality Assurance Plan 

http://www.eu-emi.eu/kebnekaise-products
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/EmiTestAvailabilitySurvey
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277533?ln=en
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277534?ln=en
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277561?ln=en
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1277562?ln=en
https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/EMI/Emi1CoverageSavannahTrackerConvention
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The second Periodic Quality Assurance (QA) report describes the Software Quality Assurance (SQA) 

activity in the first year of EMI. It focuses on how SQA has helped in the EMI 1 release process. The 

document starts by presenting the main changes to the SQA process in Section 3. The SQA process 

has been adapted once it has started to be used in practice by the product teams, Release team and the 

QA team itself. The policies help SA2 measure the software quality according to defined metrics and 

allow tracking of the progress of the release. In a heterogeneous and distributed development 

environment like EMI, policies guide the implementation of processes; in EMIôs case, the release 

process. Feedback from developers and managers has triggered improved versions of policies, aligning 

with the requirements of the project. The difficulties in keeping policies and procedures up to date and 

how these have been handled are also presented. 

A summary of the SQA activities carried out in the first year of EMI is also presented in Section 4. 

They refer to all the different activities covering the different SQA areas: consolidation of policies, 

training activities to disseminate SA2 material among PTs and collaboration with Quality Control 

(QC) for EMI 1 release verification. 

The status of the documents to be monitored is presented in Section 5. An important part of the SQA 

activity is the review of the minimum required documentation. Accordingly, a new documentation 

policy was defined. A documentation team was organized to review all documents included in the 

EMI 1 release to ensure focus was put on the contents more than on formatting issues. The results of 

the review are a good starting point to detect areas for improvement, in both documentation and 

documentation policy. This is presented in detail in Section 5.6. 

The metrics started to more relevance towards the EMI 1 release deadline. The importance of useful 

and meaningful metrics is widely acknowledged; and to that end a metrics review exercise was 

organized with developers as explained in Section 7. Input from the main users of the metric reports, 

primarily managers and to a lesser extent developers, are essential in defining the right metrics that 

can actually help improve the code and the release process as a whole. 

Finally, a set of recommendations and conclusions are presented. They include a list of actions to 

improve the SQA process in Section 8 and a summary of the results presented in the report in Section 

9.  
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3. CHANGES IN THE SQA PROCESS 

The main changes in the SQA process were related to the consolidation of policies. One of the changes 

is related to the terminology used to refer to these documents. At the beginning of the project the word 

guidelines was used. When the first versions of the guidelines were ready and announced, there was 

some confusion among the development teams. It was not clear whether these need to be followed or 

not. SA2 tried to pass a clear message in several forums (All Hands Meeting in Prague November 

2010, EMT mailing list and phone meetings) that guidelines must be followed, misunderstanding still 

persisted. In a distributed project like EMI, clarity is fundamental to guarantee an unambiguous 

message across the project. One of the lessons learned is the need for using correct terminology and 

existing standards like [R1]. 

Policies replaced Guidelines, as it was a more correct and appropriate terminology. Relevant 

documents were updated to reflect this change. The use of words like ñMUSTò or ñSHOULDò was 

also reviewed. Policies were written by several authors and there was not a common agreement for 

using [R1]. The reviewed documents were updated and announced as policies. The SA2 Twiki  page is 

the central repository to access the policies [R11]. 

The process of changing the policies was also clarified. Initially PEB was involved in the final 

approval of policies. This mechanism was not only ineffective but also diffused the policies oversight 

which should remain in SA2. Consequently, the following decision has been passed by PEB on April 

2011: high quality and complete new versions of SA2 policies will be made available for two-week 

public comments. After this period, SA2 revise the policies as necessary and announce the changes. 

Specific instructions are defined on a Twiki  page [R2].  

Other changes related to the SQA process are related to the SQAP [R27]. The SQAP needs to be 

updated to align with the policies. The Documentation Policy in particular has a big impact in the 

SQAP since it implies a redefinition of the minimum required documentation. The changes to the 

SQAP are presented in more detail in Section 8. 
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4. SUMMARY OF SQA ACTIVITIES 

The main SQA activities carried out since September 2010 are: 

¶ Dissemination of SA2 policies. 

¶ EMI 1 release review 

¶ QC reports 

¶ Consolidation of SA2 policies. 

¶ Minimum required documentation review. 

 

4.1. DISSEMINATION OF SA2 POLICIES 

SA2 policies have changed during the EMI 1 release preparation. After the first versions were 

approved by PEB and deemed stable, an in-reach training was organized in February and March 2011, 

in collaboration with the NA2 Training team, to present the policies to the development teams.   

The Integration, Configuration and Packaging policies training showed how to use the ETICS tool, 

how to define ETICS configurations, how to build and how to create packages. The Testbed training 

explained how to access the testbed, how to configure the information system and how to provide and 

get support. The Change, Testing, Certification and Documentation policies training gave a global 

overview of the whole release process. The training described the step by step process to release a new 

version of an EMI product. There were 38, 34 and 50 virtual attendees, respectively. Feedback 

collected by NA2 [R26] indicated good reception of the trainings: these have been found useful and 

have helped in familiarizing with SA2 tools and policies.  

The trainings were recorded and and are available at [R12] for offline viewing. Similar sessions will 

be organized in the future, as necessary. 

 

4.2. EMI 1 RELEASE REVIEW 

SA2 was involved in the verification of the EMI 1 release [R7], coordinated by SA1 QC [R16] with 

JRA1 QC participation. The review consisted of checking the information included in the release tasks 

for EMI 1 is available in the release tracker [R4]. The results of the review were collected using a web 

form [Figure 1] that ended up in a shared spreadsheet. Reports were automatically created out of the 

spreadsheet and attached to the corresponding tasks. 

The results of the review will be reported in detail in DSA1.3.3 Software Maintenance Quality Control 

Report due February 2012. An overview of the results to date is included here.  

55/61 release tasks were verified. The four unverified tasks were: FTS and Hydra (not ready for EMI 

1) and Delegation java and lcg-info-clients (missing the certification report). 17/55 assessed tasks were 

conducted by SA2. Some tasks were verified more than once, consequently generating more than one 

outcome; SA1 QC takes care of removing duplicate entries.  

SA2 analysis has taken this into account for the following figures. 

The number of products complying with the release criteria [R6] is 17/40. This number does not match 

the number of released products, 54 (at the time of this writing) [R28] (see Section 5.6 to understand 

the relationship between the number of release tasks and release products). The acceptance criteria 

[R8] used by the Release team is less strict than the one defined by SA2 [R6], which is understandable 

because a non-compliant product may have to be released due to its critical role within a grid 

infrastructure (e.g. BDII). For EMI 1, the acceptance criteria were categorized as "exclusive" or 

"inclusive". Failing an exclusive criterion causes exclusion from the release, failing an inclusive 
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criterion doesn't cause exclusion from the release, but the product is marked as not fully compliant 

with the release criteria. On the other hand, it has to be noted that 31/54 released products did not fully 

meet other important criteria from the release management perspective. This brings closer the results 

of the verification exercise and the Release team acceptance criteria.  

The verification exercise has also shown certain information was not coherent in the certification 

reports. The ETICS subsystem/component configuration versions certified by the development teams 

did not always match what was included in the final EMI 1 project configuration in ETICS. The 

versions in the project configurations were the ones released in the EMI 1 repository. Both versions 

must be the same: matching means what the development team has certified is what is going to be 

released; non-matching may imply releasing uncertified versions. The Release team has clarified that 

in most of these cases the misalignment was due to build errors that did not affect the code itself but a 

new version of the configuration(s) is needed. The Release team expected the development teams to 

include a note about this in their certification reports explaining the mismatch, but this did not happen 

in all cases, despite explicit instructions. In any case, build errors may appear after certification and it 

will not be possible for developers to include this in their certification report. Discussions have started 

already with the Release team and the Certification Policy will be revised, if necessary, to include a 

strategy on how to track such information. 

The verification reporting could be automated as the ETICS tool provides automated plugins for 

purposes. This would be a significant improvement from the current manual verification and 

documentation review conducted by the Release team. A dashboard containing all the necessary 

information would be helpful.  
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Figure 1 - Release review form 
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4.3. QC REPORTS  

QA has a close collaboration with JRA1 and SA1 QC activities. A summary of the activities 

performed by QC during the first EMI year is reported below. 

JRA1 QC task has been working on the following major activities: 

¶ Survey on test availability [R29]  

¶ Implementation of some of the SQA process 

¶ Participation in the QC Task Force for EMI 1 release 

¶ Verification of software components for EMI 1 release 

¶ Preparation of D5.7.1 Software Development Quality Control Report (M3) [R30] and D5.7.2 

Software Development Quality Control Report (M12) [R31], summarizing in detail the results 

of the previous activities. These deliverables include the main result of the JRA1 QC 

verification and overall assessment of policies compliance. 

SA1 QC task has been working on the following major activities: 

¶ Periodic reviews as defined in the SQAP 

¶ Coordination of the Security Assessment activity 

¶ Organization of QC Task Force for EMI 1 release 

¶ Verification of software components for EMI 1 release 

¶ Preparation of D3.3.1 Software Maintenance Quality Control Report (M6) [R32] and D3.3.2 

Software Maintenance Quality Control Report (M10) [R33], summarizing in detail the results 

of the previous activities. D3.3.2 only had partial EMI 1 release data, up to February 2011. As 

QC reports are finalized two months before major releases, the outcomes do not fully cover up 

to the end of the process; this may need to change in the second and third years of the project.   

These deliverables include the main result of the SA1 QC verification and overall assessment 

of policies compliance. 
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5. STATUS OF DOCUMENTATION 

5.1. WORK AREA PLANS 

It was decided to include the technical area work plans, one work plan per year for Data, Compute, 

Infrastructure and Security Areas, instead of the technical development plan as key documentation that 

should be monitored by SA2. The SQAP will  be updated accordingly. SA2 participated in the review 

of the area work plan deliverables. Most plans lacked concrete planning with clear deadlines and 

responsibilities. A template [R17] was consequently provided to guide the workplan authors. As a 

result, important aspects of harmonization, evolution and planning were in the final first year work 

plans. The template will serve the same purpose in future versions. 

SA2 also requested to track the progress of the items defined in each work area plan, as specified in 

the Release Management Policy [R19]. The development tracker [R18] was initially used by the JRA1 

activity leader who defined one task per technical objective. It was eventually abandoned for the first 

year but will be used extensively in the second year as it is critical to track the progress of technical 

objectives. The Release Management Policy specifies that technical objectives should be related to the 

corresponding RfCs; ergo the accomplishment of the related RfCs is linked with the accomplishment 

of the technical objective.  

Delays in implementing RfCs may explain delays in a release task. Delays may also be due to external 

blocking issues (build problems, need for an external dependency provided by other team, etc). Such 

ñEMT incidentsò should also be tracked. This gives the Release team an overview of pending actions, 

anticipate delays and manage their impact on release tasks. Concrete actions will be discussed at the 

All Hands Meeting in Lund on May 2011 with the Release team and JRA1 activity leader.  

Figure 2 shows how SA2 will  monitor the different elements of the release and their relationships to 

better understand delays in the release schedule and prioritize tasks if necessary. 

 

Figure 2 - Relationship between trackers 

 

5.2. SOFTWARE RELEASE PLAN 

The detailed review of the Software Release Plan [R20] is in [R21]. SA1 QC has asked for the criteria 

to consider the Software Release Plan validated. These criteria will  be included in the SQAP. 

From the SA2 perspective, the Software Release Plan includes a copy of existing (at the time) policies 

that could be subject to change. To ensure up to date information, these should referenced.  

The Software Release Plan is also missing a clear description of the actual release approach that was 

used for EMI. The release candidate approach, an iterative process where development teams provide 

a certified version of their products in each iteration was, from SA2 perspective, insufficiently 

documented.  If this approach will be used in future releases, the plan should reflect it such that the 
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QA team can properly monitor its implementation. SA2 and Release team has had initial discussions 

and and the Software Release Plan will be updated
1
 accordingly.   

5.3. SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT PLAN 

The detailed review of the Software Maintenance and Support Plan [R22] is in [R21]. SA1 QC has 

asked for the criteria to consider the Software Maintenance and Support Plan validated. These criteria 

should be included in the SQAP.  

SA1 QC also requested the relevant metrics associated to the Software Maintenance and Support Plan, 

TOTALUSERINCIDENTS, TRAININGSUPPORTINCIDENTS and 

AVERAGETIMEFORUSERINCIDENTS, should be aggregated with the KPIs KSA1.1 Number of 

incidents and KSA1.2 Incident Resolution Time.  

 

5.4. QA TOOLS AND DOCUMENTATION 

The QA Tools and Documentation deliverable [R24] has a detailed overview of the tools used in the 

project and the rationale behind the selection of each tool. It is a reference to understand the existing 

tools and the technologies involved. 

Although the progress of the improvements planned for the tools is monitored closely within SA2 and 

disseminated across the project, if these are properly tracked and an associated risk analysis in case 

these cannot be achieved as planned would be beneficial. SA2 is currently working on how to track 

these changes including the risk analysis. 

 

5.5. CONTINUOUS INTEGRATION AND CERTIFICATION TESTBEDS 

The Continuous Integration and Certification Testbeds deliverable [R25] contains a description of the 

integration testbed,  how the testbed is maintained and monitored and other practical aspects of the 

management of the testbed. It also explains how to use the resources of the testbed and presents the 

open issues that impact the implementation of the testbed. 

The reports about deployment and functionality tests performed on the testbed for the EMI 1 release 

can be found in [R34]. 47 release tasks were deployed in the testbed and all deployment and 

functionality tests passed successfully, re-confirming the acceptable quality of the certified products.  

Much more automated deployment and monitoring of results are desirable. Automated functionality 

testing is already ongoing, but more could be done. This is beyond the scope of [R25]. As soon as a 

feasible strategy is identified, SA2 will take update the testbed plan.  

 

5.6. MINIMUM REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION  

The minimum required documentation associated to each EMI component is described in the SQAP.  

However, development teams asked for a more detailed document specifying the requirements for 

each document. The Documentation Policy is organized in terms of intended audience, different from 

the SQAP listing a set of mandatory documents without taking into account the audience. This change 

will be reflected in the revised SQAP.  

                                                      

1
 Updates of first year plans, e.g. Software Maintenance and Support Plan, will either be reflected in the 

corresponding Twiki page or a new version of the corresponding deliverable will be published. This will be 

decided in year 2.  
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The details of the Documentation Policy can be found on Twiki  [R3]. The documents that were 

defined as mandatory [R3, R6] for the EMI 1 release are: 

¶ General Documentation  

o Release Notes  

o Functional description  

¶ User Documentation  

o User guide  

o Client Installation and Configuration  

¶ System Administrator Documentation  

o System Administrator Guide  

o Service Reference Card  

A documentation review team, composed of SA2 and NA2 members, was organized to go through the 

different release tasks [R4] and evaluate the provided documentation. A Twiki  page describing the 

review process was created [R5]. The results of the review were collected using a web form [Figure 3] 

that ended up in a shared spreadsheet. The spreadsheet was used to evaluate the overall quality of the 

documentation available for EMI 1 and how it adheres to the Documentation Policy.  

In each release task, a documentation review report was included to notify the development teams 

about the result of the review. The report included the following information: 

Documentation Review:  

 

-  Release Notes: OK/NA  

-  Functional description: OK/NA  

-  User guide: OK/NA  

-  Client Installation and Configuration: OK/NA  

-  System Administrator Guide: OK/NA  

-  Service Reference Card: OK/NA  

 

Remarks:  

The results of the documentation review are presented below. 436 documents from the 61 release tasks 

tracking EMI 1 release [R4] were reviewed. 54 products were released in EMI 1 [R28]. The 

relationship between the number of released products and release tasks is the following: 

UNICORE AIP + UNICORE sec libs + UNICORE XACML PDP + UNICORE XNJS = UNICORE 

WS (Some tasks are grouped under the same product. This is the case of UNICORE libraries) 

This means, 61 EMI 1 release tasks ï 4 tasks grouped under the same product ï non released 

components in EMI 1 (Hydra + FTS + StoRM) = 54 products. 

The documentation team reviewed 58 release tasks. This number comes from: 

61 EMI 1 release tasks ï tasks that were not reviewed due to lack of time (LCAS + LCMAPS + 

LCMAPS-plugins-c-pep + gLexec) = 57 tasks + SLSC tasks (that was finally cancelled for EMI 1) = 

58 tasks. 

 



 DSA2.3.2 - PERIODIC QA REPORTS 

 Doc. Identifier: EMI -DSA2.3.2-1277601-Periodic_QA_Reports-v1.0.doc 

 Date: 30/04/2011 

 

INFSO-RI-261611 2010-2011 © Members of EMI collaboration PUBLIC 17 / 28 

 

Figure 3 - Documentation Review Form 

This means the documentation for some products that were not released in the end were also reviewed. 

This is because at the time of the review, it was not known whether certain products were going to be 

released or not.  

The documentation team reviewed in detail documents considered mandatory for EMI 1 [R3, R6]; any 

extra document provided by the development teams were also reviewed.   

Table 1 shows the number of reviewed documents per document type. Most of the mandatory 

documents were reviewed for most of the products. 

Document Type 
Number of 
Documents 

Percentage          

General Documentation -- Release Notes 46 11% 

General Documentation -- Functional Description 58 13% 
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General Documentation -- Software Requirement Specification 10 2% 

General Documentation -- Software Design Description 11 3% 

User Documentation -- User Guide 55 13% 

User Documentation -- Client Installation and Configuration 54 12% 

User Documentation -- Client Configuration Template 10 2% 

User Documentation -- Man Pages/Online Help 12 3% 

User Documentation -- Troubleshooting Guide 12 3% 

Developers Documentation -- Service Interface description 10 2% 

Developers Documentation -- Build Documentation 9 2% 

Developers Documentation -- Error Code Documentation 9 2% 

Developers Documentation -- API Documentation 10 2% 

System Administrator Documentation -- Service Reference Card 55 13% 

System Administrator Documentation -- Service Configuration Template 9 2% 

System Administrator Documentation -- Troubleshooting Guide 11 3% 

System Administrator Documentation -- System Administrator Guide 55 13% 

Table 1 - Number of reviewed documents per document type 

Figure 4 illustrates the availability of the reviewed documents. Some of the documents were not 

applicable for certain products (e.g. a user guide makes no sense to document a library). This implies 

refinement of release criteria so the right type of documentation is required for different types of 

products. 

 

Figure 4 ï Document availability 

Figure 5 shows the quality of the documentation in terms of content. The global readability by 

answering the question: Is information structured in a clear way so that it is easy to find? was 

evaluated. The clarity of the documentation by answering the question Is information presented in a 

clear way? was also asked. These questions are subjective and may have different answers depending 

on who is doing the review. SA2 and NA2 will  reconsider these types of questions for future reviews 

and evaluate their added value. 
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Figure 5 - Document content quality 

Figure 6 highlights that most of the documentation was updated to follow the Documentation Policy. 

The documents that were out-dated have been properly reported in the corresponding task. This has 

been used by the Release team to prepare the EMI 1 acceptance criteria web page [R8]. There is mis-

alignment between the acceptance criteria web page in terms of accepted documentation that are 

considered out-dated in the SA2 report. This has been reported to the Release team. It could be that 

some actions have been taken by the product teams after our review, and documents were updated 

before the EMI 1 release was announced. 
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Figure 6 - Updated documentation 

 

Finally, the format of the documentation was also reviewed. It is desirable that all EMI documents 

were homogeneous in terms of format. The format was specified in the Documentation Policy [R3] 

and a cover page template was provided in latex and PDF formats.  

Figure 7 shows the results of evaluating whether the documentation was following the required 

format: 

¶ the type of document (PDF, HTML, Twiki , etc) 

¶ the presence of elements (title, EMI logo, etc) 

¶ the use of the example cover page 

Most of the development teams complained that these requirements arrived too late in the EMI 1 

schedule. Better forward planning for such requirements is essential for the future.   

Overall the documentation was of very good quality and only in certain cases documents were very 

old or non-existent. To fix this situation, the documentation team will open tickets in the EMT tracker 

reporting the relevant issues. In this way documentation bugs will be taken into account by 

development teams and the documentation team can formally track the negative results of the 

documentation review. 

The available set of documents for EMI 1 can be accessed on the EMI web page [R10]. 
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Figure 7 - Document format 
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6. STATUS OF POLICIES 

Policies have been updated when the EMI 1 release process started to happen in earnest to adapt to the 

real needs of the project. Some policies arrived too late in the EMI 1 schedule (i.e. Documentation 

Policy). Figure 8 shows the dates when the different versions of the policies were approved, the 

closing dates for the different EMI 1 release candidates and the dates by which the different tasks were 

certified. Most of the first versions of the policies were approved in December 2010, but some of them 

were modified later on (with no substantial changes though), and the Documentation Policy was 

approved very close to the final EMI 1 deadline. Policies management, adaption and adoption was a 

complex, and at times, difficult activity during the first year for all actors. Policies are now considered 

stable and better planning and compliance are expected in the future. All things considered the overall 

policies compliance has shown great commitment and effort from development teams.  

A summary of the implemented policy changes is detailed below: 

¶ V.2.0 of the Testing Policy was approved on 28.02.2011. The document was reorganized and 

the terminology used was simplified (i.e. Test report and Test Plan instead of Verification and 

Validation report and plan). A detailed study of the tests actually required by EMI was done 

and the test plan and test report templates were updated accordingly.  

¶ V1.0 of the Certification Policy was approved on 28.02.2011. The concept of certification as 

an extra activity independent from testing was discussed with PEB and the need for a new 

certification policy was acknowledged. The document includes a template that PTs have to use 

in order to certify a new component version. The certification states whether SA2 policies 

have been followed and the required products like test reports, packages, etc are provided. 

¶ V1.0 of the Packaging Policy was approved on 11.03.2011. The document describes the rules 

that should be followed to create EMI packages. 

¶ V2.0 of the Certification policy was approved on 17.03.2011. After the experience gathered 

from EMI 1 Release Candidate 1, the certification report template was improved. 

¶ V1.0 of the Documentation Policy was approved on 28.03.2011. The document was 

reorganized to focus on the different audiences of EMI software documentation: users, system 

administrators and developers. 

¶ V2.0 of the Change Management Policy was approved on 28.03.2011. It included the 

description of new fields in the component release tracker needed by the Release team. 

¶ V2.0 of the documentation policy was approved on 07.04.2011. It included specific details of 

the required formatting. 

¶ V2.0 of the Configuration and Integration Policy is in progress. It includes changes related to 

ETICS after a new release of the ETICS client. 

¶ V3.0 of the Testing Policy is in progress. It includes more details on inter-component testing. 

Another document to help developers throughout the different stages of the release process is the 

component release check list [R14].It describes step by step all the parts of the release process. One of 

the main issues with this check list is that it did not adapt very well to the release candidate approach 

followed by the EMT. There was also a misalignment between the check list and how 

subsystems/components were actually built in each release candidate iteration. A closer collaboration 

with the Release team has been already acknowledged. The check list will be reviewed so that it 

matches the release candidate approach in case it is used again for EMI 2.  

SA2 should also keep on participating at the EMT meetings to continuously monitor the decisions that 

are taken and that could affect SA2 documentation and policies. It should also match the release 

approach for the maintenance of the EMI 1 release. This has been already discussed with the Release 

team. Details will be specified in All Hands Meeting in Lund on May 2011 and the relevant 

documents will be updated afterwards by SA2. 
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Figure 8 - Policy versions vs. Certified tasks 
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7. METRICS 

One of the main activities within SA2 is the collection of metrics. Metrics are generated every week 

and aggregated in a metrics report [R9].  

TSA2.2 is reviewing the quality of the metrics reports to make sure they are useful and meaningful for 

the project. Feedback from developers is being solicited by TSA2.3. This feedback should trigger 

improvements in the reports. The goals are to: 

¶ Review existing metrics: not all the metrics defined in the SQAP are currently calculated. This 

should be better understood. SQAP should be updated to remove metrics that are not useful 

and add new ones that were not present but needed. 

¶ Properly define metrics to make them meaningful within the project:  

o There are limitations with the tools calculating metrics e.g. defect tracking systems. 

Defect tracking systems contain information about previous releases to EMI. How to 

ensure defects that are not relevant to EMI are not taken into account?  

o The intervals of time applied in the metrics e.g. from day 1 of EMI, from EMI 1 

release?  

o There are particularities in the release process. For instance, releases only happen in 

specific dates so metrics like time to close an immediate bug should take this into 

account. When evaluation is is completed - only when the bug fix was actually 

certified by the product team or also when it was exactly released? A better 

differentiation of the different stages of the release process where different teams are 

interacting: development, verification, preparation of the repository and release notes 

would be useful. 

¶ Review the meaning of the existing defect states in each defect tracker to make sure the same 

meaning is used across the whole project. 

¶ Improve the metrics report so that it is self descriptive. Definition should be added to the 

results to minimize misinterpretations. 

¶ Take into account developersô feedback for metrics related to the development stages of the 

release process and also, take into account other parts of the release process where metrics 

may help to understand how releases are performing, like the verification stage. 

¶ Study the possibility of generating metrics in a more dynamic way through a dashboard to 

ease results monitoring.  

Once metrics reports are improved, SA2 should use them in future QA reports to show trend 

graphs that will explain whether metrics are actually improving or not, and adjust them 

accordingly. 
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8. ACTION LIST  

This section summarizes all the actions identified in this deliverable. They are also shown in Figure 9: 

¶ A new version of SQAP is needed. Many things have changed after the SQAP was written and 

an updated version is now needed to reflect those changes. Although a complete review will 

be done, some of the changes are described below: 

o Include work area plans instead of technical development plan as a key SQAP 

document to be monitored. 

o Update the minimum required documentation section to be aligned to the 

Documentation Policy.  

o Include criteria to validate Software Release Plan for QC. 

o Include criteria to validate Software Maintenance and Support Plan for QC. 

o Review metrics definition and make sure they are up to date with the latest 

improvements performed by SA2.3. 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011) where the new SQAP will be presented. 

¶ Improve tracking of ETICS configuration mismatches between the certification reports and 

what it is actually released in production. 

o Actor(s): SA2, Release team. 

o Deadline: Discussion in June 2011, solution available in July 2011 

¶ Investigate how to automate the release verification activity since most of the information 

provided in the verification reports can be extracted from ETICS, Savannah and the 

certification reports automatically.  

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011) where the new SQAP will be presented. 

¶ Development tracker must be in place to evaluate whether the work area plans have been 

implemented or not. 

o Actor(s): JRA1 

o Deadline: July 2011 

¶ Setup EMT tracker for monitoring blocking issues for the development teams (ETICS 

problems, inter-dependency problems, etc). . 

o Actor(s): SA2, Release team. 

o Deadline: July 2011 

¶ Consolidation of information provided by the release tracker, development tracker, EMT 

tracker and RfC trackers to make sure relevant metrics are calculated. 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011) 

¶ Review and confirm Release Candidate approach from the Release team if it is going to be 

used for EMI 2. In this way SA2 will make sure relevant policies and check list comply with 

this approach.  
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o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: Discussion during All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011); updated 

documentation July 2011. 

¶ Relevant metrics associated to the Software Maintenance and Support Plan, 

TOTALUSERINCIDENTS, TRAININGSUPPORTINCIDENTS and 

AVERAGETIMEFORUSERINCIDENTS, should be aggregated to the project KPIs KSA1.1 and 

KSA1.2 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011), where the revised KPIs will be 

presented. 

¶ Project-wide dissemination of changes in the policies, processes and tools. 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: Status report will be presented in all upcoming EMI meetings where SA2 

participates (EMI internal and external events). 

¶ Improve the Documentation Policy and the release criteria to better define what is mandatory 

in terms of documentation depending on the type of document (technical, user, etc). 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: September 2011 

¶ Review the Documentation Review questions that can be subjective. Evaluate whether these 

questions are really useful. If they are, then find a way to ensure that everybody can answer in 

a homogeneous way, taking into account the same criteria. Otherwise, remove the questions. 

o Actor(s): SA2, NA2 

o Deadline: Discussion during All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011); outcome documented 

in the Documentation Review Twiki  [R5]. 

¶ Track which documents are missing or are outdated for EMI 1 so development teams can fix 

this as soon as possible and the Release team can easily track the progress for the upcoming 

releases. 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: September 2011 

¶ Improve the quality of the metrics report. 

o Actor(s): SA2 

o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011) where the metrics report improvements 

will be presented. 

¶ Continue participating at the EMT meetings monitoring the decisions taken in these meetings.  

o Actor(s): SA2, Release team 

o Deadline: Ongoing 

¶ Use metrics in future QA reports to analyze trends and propose corrective actions when 

needed. 

o Actor(s): SA2 
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o Deadline: All Hands Meeting (autumn 2011), where QA analysis of metrics will be 

presented. 

 

Figure 9 - SA2 list of improvements for year 2 

 

 




