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1 Executive Summary 

TAS3 is a research and development ‘integrated project’ co-funded by the European 
Commission under the Seventh Framework Programme, Challenge 1, Objective 1.4: Secure, 
dependable and trusted Infrastructures. It commenced on 1st January 2008 and will run for 
48 months. 
 
The TAS³ Integrated Project (Trusted Architecture for Securely Shared Services) aims to 
have a European-wide impact on services based upon personal information¸ which is typically 
generated over a human lifetime and therefore is collected & stored at distributed locations 
and used in a multitude of business processes. The TAS³ architecture can be instantiated in 
different contexts because the nature of this personal information is not specific to TAS³. 
 
The objectives, expected deliverables and related project activities are described in the 
document “Annex I – “Description of Work” . 
 
This Quality Assurance Plan describes the generic Quality Assurance Activities and Techniques 
underpinning the delivery of the TAS3 project. Prior to the actual application of the QA 
techniques, guidelines will be issued setting out the recommended verification & validation 
techniques. These guidelines will be stored on the project portal and available for all project 
members. This Manual will be updated on a yearly basis as new guidelines are created.  
 
The Quality Assurance Plan will highlight those quality records (QR) that have been created 
or maintained that can be used as additional information for the purposes of external project 
reviews. 
 

2 TAS3 Quality Policy 

The TAS3 vision is to make people and organisations more competitive by reducing the time 
to fill competency gaps and to build proficiency in terms of business needs and daily work 
processes. 
 
The overall objective of the TAS³ Integrated Project is to specify a trusted services 
network that advances the current state of the art of isolated solutions by proposing a 
solution to the challenges specified in B.1.1.2. The resulting solution does not solve either 
identity management issues, or facilitate the evaluation of trust policies, data processing 
policies and service authorization policies, etc… Quite on the contrary, as it proposes an 
integrated & context independent solution. This solution consists of checklists, workflows, 
controls, sample policies and a set of tools to help guide the creation of TAS³ compliant sites 
and technologies. These will consist of practical guidance, policy architectures, contractual 
frameworks, and adaptive process models that are executed by web services, and keeps in 
mind the governance structure and portable controls that enable compliance with data 
protection and related legal requirements that are relevant in developing service user-centric 
tools and programs related to employability and eHealth. 
 
To realize this objective all the project outcomes related to deliverables are treated as a 
managed process. A Quality Plan will be defined for each deliverable. This Deliverable Quality 
Plan (DQP) describes how Quality Assurance is implemented at each stage during the process 
from establishing the requirements through to baselining the resulting deliverables. The DQP 
will also define the verification and validation activities to be applied at each phase of the 
deliverable life cycle. 
 
The Quality Policy also provides a process for tracking quality issues and communicating 
these to all project partners. 
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During the pilot phase all TAS3 objectives as defined in the DOW will be measured as part of 
the Quality Policy. 
 
Achievement of the TAS3 objectives requires not only a solid Quality Assurance Method but 
also robust project management structures. The Project Management structure is described 
in the TAS3 DOW. 
 
 
The figure below describes the scope of this Quality Assurance Plan for the TAS3 Project. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 – PM / QM Method Synergy 

 
The Quality Assurance Method defined in this handbook together with the TAS3 PM structure 
conforms with ISO 10006-2003 as the Capability Maturity Model® Integration (CMMISM), 
Version 1.1. In addition, the Quality Assurance method defined in this document complies 
with the ISO9001-2000 standard. 
 
This Quality Assurance Plan is based on the experience gained during earlier work done 
within the PROLIX project. This is a research and development ‘integrated project’ co-funded 
by the European Commission under the Sixth Framework Programme, Priority 2 "Information 
Society Technologies" 



 
 
 

TAS3 Quality Assurance Plan Page 5 of 13 

  
  

 Version 1  

3 The TAS3 Quality Assurance method 

3.1 Overview 

The figure below shows a graphic representation of the Quality Assurance method. The 
central part shows the deliverable creation process as a chain of interlinked processes and 
their related inputs and outputs. 
 
The quality plan serves as communication document describing this flow and specifying each 
input and output in more detail. The verification and validation techniques to be applied are 
also defined here. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Quality Assurance Method 
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3.2 Responsibilities 

The responsibilities for Quality Assurance within the TAS3 project are: 
1 WP13 Team, ensure that effective Deliverable Quality Plans are developed and that the 

quality assurance function within the WP’s is being effectively executed. 
2 Work package leaders, responsible for organising the implementation of Quality 

Assurance and Quality Control within the WP. 
3 Quality Assessors, designated from the staff of the partners of the Consortium, to take 

responsibility for assessing quality control activities (peer reviews, testing). 

3.3 Main processes 

The Quality Assurance Method contains the following main processes: 
1. Deliverable Quality Planning 
2. Change Management 
3. Configuration Management 
4. Documentation Management 
5. Defect & issue Management 
6. Verification 
7. Validation 
8. Internal Auditing 
9. Risk Management 
10. Quality Records Management 
 
These are described in more detail in this chapter.  Additional guidelines are provided where 
necessary and set out in the appendix. 
 

3.4 Deliverable Quality Planning 

A deliverable quality plan (DQP) will be created for each planned deliverable at the start of 
the realization process (CR).  The purpose of deliverable quality planning is twofold: 

(a) Concrete definition of the requirements of the deliverable and the related planned work, 

(b) Identification of the necessary quality assurance measures for the deliverable. 

A standard DQP template is available for defining and documenting this information. The DQP 
will provide answers to the following questions: 

• What is the nature of the deliverable? (type, estimated content/characteristics) 

• What work is required for creating this deliverable? (proposed methodological approach) 

• What input will be needed? (sources of information, contributions by other WP’s etc) 

• How does the deliverable fit with the overall project framework? (previous deliverables it 
is likely to build on and/or future ones it may contribute to) 

• How to assess the quality of the deliverable? (success criteria and validation methodology 
for each step of the development process) 

• What risks are associated with the production of the deliverable?  
 
 



 
 
 

TAS3 Quality Assurance Plan Page 7 of 13 

  
  

 Version 1  

The deliverable quality planning process consists of five steps: 
 

1. Identification 
The identification of deliverable (ID number, title, etc) 

2. Requirements analysis 
The collection and analysis of requirements that relate to this 
deliverable, in relation to the goals to be achieved, as 
specified in the DOW. 

3. Design 
The translation of the requirements into concrete 
specifications. 

4. Creation and testing 
Creating and verification / validation of the deliverable. 

5. Baseline definition 
Identification of deliverable components that need to be base 
lined and the method to be applied for this purpose. A 
“baseline” is itself an approved deliverable.  
 

Steps 2 to 4 refer to the actual deliverable development and 
verification / validation work. Each of these steps comprises a 
number of activities, which may vary depending on the nature of 
the deliverable. The end of each step constitutes a checkpoint where all the results of the 
phase will be verified1 and validated2 against identified requirements and goals. 

 

3.5 Change Management 

Change management serves not only as a point of reference (history of changes) within the 
project but also as a method, which helps to assure the quality of the project and its 
deliverables. The main goal of change management is to ensure the appropriate 
communication of change events, but it also provides a process that protects TAS3 from 
changes that are potentially disruptive, that conflict with firm decisions or are unacceptably 
risky. 
 
The objectives of the change management process are: 
 
• To allow changes to services or baselined deliverables while simultaneously maintaining 

project stability and deliverable / service availability. 
• To maximize the success of any changes implemented.  
• To ensure that all parties affected are informed about planned changes and that 

necessary documentation is in place both before and after the change is implemented. 
• To provide a record of changes implemented to assist with and shorten the time needed 

to diagnose problems. 
• To correctly identify technical and management responsibility for all changes.  
• To improve the accuracy of predicted impact, such as effort, response time, etc.  
• To ensure that changes to baselined deliverables are adequately verified and tested 

before being released.  

                                          
 
1 Verification: Check that a result (deliverable) is complete, and meets the initial requirements specified during 
previous steps. 
 
2 Validation: Check that the deliverables support the fulfilment of the related TAS3 project objectives. 
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The main steps of the change management process are: 
 

1. Identify the necessary change. 
2. Analyze the impact on other deliverables or their component parts. 
3. Identify who is authorized to approve the change. 
4. Estimate the required effort and time to implement the change. 
5. Identify whether the change has an impact on the provisions of the DOW. 
6. Submit change request (via a ‘change request’ form) (CR) to the authorized person. 
7. Receive approval / rejection of the change request. 

  

3.6 Configuration Management 

Configuration management (CM) is a major component of successful (information 
technology) project delivery. Without effective configuration management, both the integrity 
of project configuration items and the ability to report on the status and configuration of 
those items are jeopardized.  
CM includes the maintenance of a configuration control organization, change and version 
control standards, and configuration of control facilities. It is a formal discipline that provides 
contributors with the methods and tools to identify the product or service developed, 
establish baselines, control changes to these baselines, record and track status, and audit the 
product.  In this way it contributes to the production of high quality products and services 
and avoidance of rework. 
CM facilitates orderly management of information about, and changes to, developmental 
baselines that need to be controlled at the project level.  
All work plan activities, and roles and responsibilities required for execution of CM will be 
integrated into the Deliverable Quality Plan.  
 
The main steps of the configuration management process are: 
 

1. Identify configuration items (CI). A configuration item is a unit of configuration that 
can be individually managed and versioned. 

2. Specify the characteristic of each CI. 
3. Define Baselines (QR) 
4. Perform Configuration Control 
5. Perform Change Management 
6. Perform Configuration Status Accounting and Reporting (QR) 
7. Review Integrity of Baselines (QR) 
8. Publish the Baseline and put it on the Baseline Change Management Control 
9. Perform Configuration Reviews (QR) 

 
 

3.7 Documentation Management 

Consensus about the authoring tools to be used for the production of documents is essential, 
(a) to allow the easy exchange of documents, avoiding compatibility problems, and  
(b) to reduce the editorial burden of multiparty documents (e.g. deliverables).  
All project documents should preferably be produced using Microsoft Office 2007. There are 
two Microsoft Word templates available on the TAS3 project portal: 
• TAS3-document-template(external).dot for external documents (deliverables) 
• TAS3-document-template(internal).dot for project internal documents 
The only difference is the cover page of the document. The cover page of the template for 
external usage lists all the Partners involved in the TAS3 project. 
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Information about modifications to the document should be included in the “Document 
control” page (see section 1.2.3 of the present document). 
The internal versioning system of the TAS3 project portal should be used for all project 
documents being uploaded to the TAS3 project portal.  When uploading, no version date 
should be used in the document’s name to enable automatic versioning. 
 
Project documents that form part of the TAS3 system configuration (e.g. requirements, 
specifications, design etc) should be baselined once finalised. The baseline ID of such TAS3 
documents should be included in the Amendment history of the Document Control section (on 
the final page of the document). 
 

3.8 Defect / issue resolution management 

The major goal of defect and issue resolution management within the TAS3 project is to 
identify the defect or issue as soon as possible and, when identified, to minimize the impact 
on the project deliverables and goals. 

• Issue: A situation, immediate problem or concern requiring a formal resolution. If the 
issue is not addressed this could adversely influence the success of the project. 

• Defect: Non-conformance to requirements of a baselined TAS3 deliverable. Defects 
are identified as the result of verification & validation activities, of failures during 
operations, or of unplanned discoveries.  A defect is ‘discovered’ when the defect has 
been formally reported and acknowledged as being valid. 

 
The defects and issue management process will be supported by a web-based defect and 
issue tracking system called “JIRA”. This system will be installed on a server of the TAS3 
partner Synergetics.  All project members will have access to this system to enable them to 
register and track issues & defects. Within the project, this system will be known as the 
“TAS3 issue & defect tracking system” (TIS) 
 
(Note: At M6 of the project, it was decided by the consortium to use this system. During M7, 8 the system will be 
tailored for usage within the TAS3 project. Thereafter a guideline will be issued describing how to use this system to 
support defect & issue management). 

 

The issue resolution management process 
All project members are authorized to record a potential issue in the TIS. TAS3 PM is 
responsible for managing the issue resolution process. 
The objective is to prevent the occurrence of issues in the project. So, when they arise, they 
should be resolved by taking immediate action. If action is not immediately possible, the 
issue should be managed as follows:  

 
1. Report the potential issue in the TIS. 
2. Analyse the cause and relevance of the issue and document it in the TIS. 
3. Determine the risks caused by the issue if not resolved quickly. Determine the impact 

of these risks on the project. Define the resolution priority and resolution deadline. 
Document the results in the TIS (QR). 

4. Assign resolution activities to the issue and schedule the activities. Document the 
results in the TIS (QR). 

5. Carry out the activities related to the resolution of the issue and update the TIS with 
the results of these activities. 

6. Monitor the resolution process based on the information supplied by TIS. 
7. Close the issue when all issue resolution activities are satisfactory carried out and the 

issue is resolved (QR). 
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The defect resolution management process 
All project members are authorized to record a defect in the TIS. The WPL responsible for 
the related system component is also responsible for managing the defect resolution process. 
TAS3 PM will monitor the effectiveness of the defect resolution management process. 
Defects should be managed as follows:  

1. Report the defects as the result of verification & validation activities, of failures during 
operations, or of unplanned discoveries in the TIS. 

2. Investigate the defect and its cause. Acknowledge the defect and update the TIS 
accordingly (QR). 

3. Determine the associated risks and the importance of fixing a particular defect. 
Document the results in the TIS. 

4. Schedule the resolution activities in the TIS. 
5. Fix the defects in order of importance. Create associated test scripts to demonstrate 

that the defect is resolved. 
6. Test the resolution of the defects, and document the results in the TIS. 
7. Close the defects in the TIS when all tests are satisfactorily carried out and 

demonstrate that the defect is resolved (QR). 
 

3.9 Verification 

Depending on the deliverable type, specific verification techniques will be applied. The 
verification techniques applicable to the deliverable will be defined in the DQP. 
Verification can be defined as “activities to be performed within the TAS3 project in 
accordance with the planned arrangements (as documented in the DQP) to ensure that the 
deliverables have met the defined requirements (doing the thing right)”. 
 
Verification techniques will be selected based on the nature of the deliverable as defined in 
the technical annex. All results of applied verification techniques will be formally documented 
(CR). 
 
For the deliverable type “report” (R), the peer review technique will be applied.  
 
A guideline for applying a peer review is available on the TAS3 project portal. 
 
For the deliverable type “prototype” (P), specific testing strategies will be developed. This will 
of course include final integration tests and acceptance tests before the framework is 
released to the Pilot users.  
For the delivery type “Demonstrator” and “Other” (O), testing strategies will be developed 
based on the activities as defined in the DQP for that specific deliverable.  
 

3.10  Validation 

Depending on the deliverable type, specific validation techniques will be applied. The 
particular validation techniques to be applied to each deliverable will be defined in the DQP. 
Validation can be defined as “the planned arrangements (as documented in the DQP) to 
ensure that the resulting deliverable is capable of meeting the requirements for the specific 
application (TAS3 lifecycle) and the TAS3 objectives (doing the right thing”)”. 
 
Validation techniques will be selected based on the nature of the deliverable as defined in the 
DOW. All results of applied validation techniques will be formally documented (CR). 
 
For the deliverable type, “report” (R) the (relevant) consortium members will be asked to 
review whether the deliverable contributes against the objectives as defined in the DQP. Here   
the peer review process will again be used as validation technique, but now with the review 
focussing on meeting the specified TAS3 objectives.  
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For the deliverable type “prototype” (P), traditional user acceptance testing will be carried out 
by the test bed partners and other selected partners to validate that the deliverable is 
enabling the accomplishment on the TAS3 objectives. In addition, selective usability testing 
will be carried out to provide confidence on expected ease of usage during the pilots. The 
pilots themselves provide of course the final validation of the deliverable during the three 
development stages of the deliverable. 
 
For the delivery type “Demonstrator” (D), validation strategies and related techniques shall 
be documented based on the Use Case Scenario’s.  
 
For the delivery type “Other” (O), validation strategies will be developed based on the 
activities as defined in the DQP for that specific deliverable.  
 

3.11  Risk Management 

The management of project risks deals with uncertainties throughout the project. This 
requires a structured approach. The risk-related processes aim to minimize the impact of 
potential negative events and to take full advantage of opportunities for improvement. 
Uncertainties are also related either to the project processes or to the project’s product. For 
this project the following risk-related process are: 
 
Risk Identification Risk identification will be carried out during progress evaluations, 

making significant project decisions and as part of the issue/defect 
management process.  

 Potential risks arising from activity-, process- and product-related 
interactions between the project organization, the EC and interested 
parties will be identified and recorded. 

 The risk identification will consider risks in cost, time, deliverable 
quality and security. This identification needs also to take into 
account the objectives and commitments as made in the DOW for the 
TAS3 project. The interactions between different risks will be 
considered. In addition, the risks resulting from introducing new 
technologies and tools have to be identified. 

 Any identified risk with significant impact will be documented in the 
risk register (CR) and a person will be assigned with the 
responsibility, authority and resources for managing that risk. 

Risk Assessment Risk assessment is the process of analysing and evaluating identified 
risks to the project processes and deliverables. All identified risks 
have to be assessed. First, a qualitative analysis has to be made 
followed by a quantitative analysis wherever possible. The levels of 
risk acceptable for the project, and the means to determine when 
agreed-to levels of risk are exceeded, will be based on the Risk 
Assessment Matrix as defined in figure 3 of this document.  

 The results of all analyses and evaluations will be recorded in the risk 
register (CR) and communicated to relevant personnel where 
needed. 

Risk treatment Accepted risks will be identified and the reasons for accepting them 
recorded in the risk register (CR).  

 After a solution to an identified risk is proposed, verification has to 
take place to identify that no undesirable effects or new risks 
introduced by its implementation, and that the resulting residual risk 
is addressed. 

 When contingencies to manage risks are made in the time schedule 
or in the budget, they have to be identified and maintained 
separately (CR). 
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Figure 3: Risk Assessment Matrix 

 

3.12  Management of Quality Records 

All quality information which is required to demonstrate that quality assurance and quality 
control process have been carried out in a correct manner and that deliverables meet de 
specifications set, must be kept is such a way that information can be found easily. Quality 
records are identified in this manual with (CR). 
The storage time for Quality Records is set to one year after the closure of the TAS3 project. 
Documents that have to be delivered as defined in the Technical Annex, will be filed on the 
TAS3 Project portal maintained by the project coordinator (IMC) and (as paper copy) at the 
archive of the project coordinator. These documents will contain the current version number, 
version data, and version history (see paragraph 3.6 & 3.7).  
 
The project management will assure that appropriate backup procedures are in place and 
adhered to for the TAS3 Project portal. 
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1 Introduction 

The Deliverable Quality Planning activity is performed as part of the effort to define concrete 
quality processes to guide the production and quality assurance of all project deliverables. 

For each planned deliverable of the TAS3 project the Deliverable Quality Planning Template 
(DQP Template) should be filled out by the designated Lead Participant (Main Editor). 

The purpose of deliverable quality planning is twofold: 

(a) To concretely define the requirements and all related planned work, 

(b) To identify important quality assurance measures for each of the products that are 
expected to stem out of TAS3 (project deliverables). 

In this light, this DQP template is aimed at defining and documenting vital information 
regarding the development process to be followed.  

Lead participants are requested to provide answers to the following questions: 

• What is the nature of the deliverable? (type, estimated content/characteristics) 

• What work is required for creating this deliverable? (proposed methodological approach) 

• What input will be needed? (sources of information, contributions by other WPs etc) 

• How does the deliverable fit to the overall project framework? (previous deliverables it is 
expected to build upon and/or subsequent ones it is expected to contribute to) 

• How can the quality of the deliverable be assessed? (success criteria and validation 
methodology for each step of the development process) 

• Are there any risks associated with the production of the deliverable?  
 
 
Furthermore, as several iteration cycles are expected in the process of developing the TAS3 
system, all involved project deliverables should be base lined.  A “baseline” is defined as an 
approved deliverable. Baselines serve as technical control points in the development lifecycle 
for the evaluation of proposed changes to these technical characteristics. The baseline and 
the approved changes or modifications always provide the current description of the system.  
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For this purpose, the Deliverable Quality Planning process has consists of five steps: 
 

1. Identification 
Identification of deliverable (ID number, title, etc) 

2. Requirements analysis 
Collection and analysis of requirements that relate to this 
deliverable, in relation to the goals to be achieved, as 
specified in the Technical Annex. Identification of constraints 
and risks that may hinder the deliverable creation activities. 

3. Design 
Translation of requirements into concrete specifications. 

4. Creation and testing 
Creating and verification / validation of the deliverable. 

5. Baseline definition 
Identification of deliverable components that need to be base 
lined and the method to be applied for this purpose. 
 
 

 
 
Steps 2 to 4 refer to the actual deliverable development and 
verification / validation work. Each of these steps comprises a 
number of activities, which may vary depending on the nature of the deliverable. The end of 
each step constitutes a checkpoint where all the results of the phase are assessed, verified, 
validated and tested against previously identified goals to ensure that they are complete and 
correct:  

• Verification: Checks that a result is complete (contains all required information, 
conforms to standards etc), and that it meets the initial requirements specified during 
previous steps. 

• Validation: Checks that the deliverables satisfy the objectives specified in the previous 
or an earlier stage of development, and that the business case is met. 

 
Chapter 2 of this document provides the deliverable quality planning checklist, Chapter 3 
provides the template for the quality plan including explanations what is expected for every 
part of the quality plan. 
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2 Deliverable Quality Planning Checklist 

 

Nr Activity Status2 

(C, P, NA) 

 

 Deliverable Identification  

1 Deliverable identification  

 

 Deliverable Requirements  

2 Identification of related TAS3 objectives (DOW)  

3 Risk analysis and definition of risk management activities  

4 Identification of deliverable parts (according to type)  and 
specification of success criteria 

 

5 Identification of requirements analysis method (per deliverable 
part) 

 

6 Identification of required inputs and contributions for the realisation 
of the deliverable parts (WP internal and/or external). 

 

7 Identification of requirements review criteria (per deliverable part)  

 

 Deliverable Design  

8 Identification of the design methodology and tools (per deliverable 
part) 

 

9 Identification of the design activities per deliverable part, including 
verification and validation activities 

 

10 Identification of design review criteria (per deliverable part)   

 

 Deliverable Creation  

11 Identification of the methodology and tools (per deliverable part)  

12 Preparation of work plan (per deliverable part)  

13 Identification of verification and validation criteria  

14 Identification of deliverable supporting material   

15 Preparation of an integration verification and validation work plan   

 

 Deliverable Baseline  

16 Identification of deliverable baselining methods.  

 
 

 

                                          
 
2 “Completed”, “pending”, “not applicable” 
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3 Deliverable Quality Planning Template 

 
Step 1: Deliverable Identification  
 
Identification of the deliverable  
 
Deliverable Title  

Planned Submission date   

Work Package  

Related task  

Main editor (person, 
affiliation), 

 

Is a revised version of … 

(give name of earlier version 
of deliverable) 

 

Requires input from… 

(previous deliverables of this 
and/or other WPs) 

 

Contributes to…. 

(forthcoming deliverables of 
this and/or other WPs) 

 

 
 
Step 2: Deliverable Requirements  
 
Identify related TAS3 objectives 

 
 
 
 
Review the deliverable objectives, perform risk analysis and define risk management 
activities in relation to these objectives 

• Use the provided guidelines for risk analysis 
• Use the provided guidelines for risk management 

 
 
 
 
Identify the deliverable parts and their type and specify success criteria 

• Identify the main parts of the deliverable according to their type. (e.g. Research, 
Service, Prototype, Guideline, etc.)  

• specify success criteria per deliverable part 
 
 
 
 
Identify the requirements analysis method per deliverable part  

• Specify how you will identify the requirements for each deliverable part (Use Case 
modelling, UML, Surveys, Interviews, Workshops, State-of-the-art analysis, etc.).  

• Justify your choice of method. 
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Identify required inputs and contributions for the realisation of the deliverable parts (WP 
internal and/or external). 

• Identify related  sources of input  
• Identify all parties involved and their expected contributions for the realization 

processes. 
 

 
 

 
Identify the requirements review criteria per deliverable part (e.g. Completeness, avoiding 
duplication, consistency, scientific integrity). 
 
 
 
 
Step 3: Deliverable design  
 
Identify the design methodology and tools per deliverable part. 

• Refer to standards and common practices. 
• Identify the tools that you use. 
• Justify your selection. 

 
 
 

 
Identify the design activities per deliverable part, including verification and validation 
activities 

• Specify the design process 
• Identify verification and validation techniques. 
• Identify verification and validation steps. 
 

 
 
 
Identify the design review criteria per deliverable part, in order to verify the design results 
against the defined requirements (e.g. completeness, avoiding duplication, consistency). 
  
 
 
 
Step 4: Deliverable Creation 
 
Identify the development methodology and tools per deliverable part. 

• Refer to standards and common practices. 
• Identify the tools that you intend to use. 
• Justify your selection. 

 
 
 
 
Prepare a work plan per deliverable part 
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• Specify the development process 
• Identify verification and validation techniques. 
• Identify the verification and validation steps. 

 
 
 
 
Identify the test verification and validation criteria to identify fulfilment of defined 
requirements and design. 
 
 
 
 
Identify the supporting material to accompany your deliverable (e.g. User manual, 
Installation manual, e-Help). 
 
 
 
 
Prepare a work plan for integration verification and validation of the created deliverables 

• Identify verification and validation techniques  
• Identify integration test scenarios 

 
 
 
 

Step5: Deliverable Baseline 
 
Identify the methods for baselining the deliverables. 

• Define what components will be parts of the baseline 
• Identify how the changes of baselines are in line with the change control 

management.  
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1 Executive summary 

 
Aim of this document is (a) to describe the procedure for reviewing all deliverables and (b) to 
provide guidelines for their respective reviewers. This task is performed under the 
coordination of WP13 and as part of the project Quality Assurance activities. 
 

2 Introduction 

According to the DOW, the deliverables include documents (reports) and software prototypes. 
The later are usually accompanied by a text report (descriptive documentation). Appropriate 
verification, validation, monitoring, inspection and test activities specific to the deliverable, as 
well as criteria for deliverable acceptance need to be determined, so as to ensure the quality 
of the end result and provide evidence that the realization processes and resulting product 
meet requirements. Depending on the nature of each deliverable, different instruments will 
be employed. 
Overall the deliverable review work plan is in line with the principles defined in the TAS3 
Quality Assurance Plan, yet new control mechanisms are introduced (e.g. external review). 
  
 

2.1 Review of “report” Deliverables 

The review procedure is illustrated in figure 1. 
 
Depending on the deliverable, alternative evaluation work paths can be defined: 
 
The main path (start A) involves a pre-review phase. It consists of a semi-formal 
examination of the deliverable by a selected group of project participants, focusing on 
specific scientific issues addressed in the document (Task 1). No formal template is used 
during this stage. 
The final draft is produced following a quick amendment by the deliverable editors, based on 
the feedback collected during the pre-review. 
This document is then submitted to a formal review (formal review phase), which may 
include a formal peer-review (Task 2) and an external review (Task 3). 
The peer review is mandatory for all project deliverables, while an external review may be 
conducted for selected documents.  In both cases the review template included in Section 4 
will be used. 
Alternatively, the review process may not involve a pre-review phase (start B). In this 
case the draft is only subjected to a formal peer-review (Task 2) and/or an external review 
(Task 3). 
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Figure 1: 2.1 Review of “report” Deliverables 

 

2.1.1 Formal peer-review 

 
2.1.1.1 Step 1: Nomination of reviewers 
 
A list including all deliverables and the project partners that are nominated as peer 
reviewers is available on the TAS3 project portal: 
 
These partners have to name a person from within their organisation as the one responsible 
for the review and include their contact details in the overview table (on the project portal). 
Nominated peer reviewers can turn down the invitation with clear justification (e.g. lack of 
expertise) and be replaced by another partner. 
 
External reviewers will be asked to provide their expert opinion, if deemed necessary. They 
will be identified and mobilised in collaboration with WP13. External reviewers should be 
experts in the technical/scientific area addressed by the deliverable. They will be provided 
with all necessary material to perform the review according to the work plan set in this 
document. 
 
 
2.1.1.2  Step 2: Introductory session 
 
Upon request by the reviewers, an introductory audioconference session with the 
editor(s) of the respective deliverable could be organised before the start or during the 
evaluation phase (Peer review reporting stage), in order to clarify the purpose and context of 
the review. The editor(s) should be available (via email, audioconference etc) to provide 
additional clarifications at any point during the evaluation. 
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2.1.1.3 Step 3: Evaluation & reporting 
Reviewers are required to produce their review report within no more than 10 working 
days after receiving the deliverable from the editor(s). The official time plan is outlined on 
the project portal. 
 
Each reviewer should systematically examine the deliverable, against the criteria mentioned 
in section 2.1.2 of the present document and report their assessment to all these aspects.  
The list includes criteria for the overall assessment of the adopted approach, as well as for 
the evaluation of the deliverable. 
 
Based on the assessment of the different criteria, the reviewer should summarise his/her 
point of view, stating whether the deliverable: 
• has sufficient quality as it is; 
• requires (minor or major) rework ( modifications in the software and revision or rewriting 

of the report). 
 
In the later case the reviewer is encouraged to make some concrete suggestions that would 
facilitate the revision process.  
To be able to assess the quality and value of the deliverable, the reviewer should consult 
other project documents (the DOW, other project deliverables etc) and/or scientific literature 
that are related to the topic. 
 
The Formal Review Report, to be completed by the reviewers, is included in Section 4 of 
the present document. 
 
2.1.1.4 Step 4: Review of reporting results 
Depending on the level of consensus, the results of step 3 of the formal review could be 
further elaborated during an audioconference with the participation of the reviewers and the 
deliverable editor. Aim of this conference is to decide on critical amendments. 
 
The deliverable editor(s) should subsequently revise the document accordingly, and if 
needed, send the final version of the report to the reviewers for a final round of comments 
(until its quality can be considered as “acceptable”). 
 
The deliverable is then ready for submission. 
 
 

2.1.2 Formal review criteria 

Aim of the review should be to assess the quality and value of the software and the 
accompanying report based on the following criteria:  
 

Overall evaluation 
 

• Relevance to objectives (as defined in the DOW) 

Are the software component and the content of the report focussed on the intended 
purpose?  Are the results in line with the objectives of the project, the WP and/or the 
specific task? 

 
• Completeness (in relation to the scope defined in the DOW) 

Is the methodology for the production of the deliverable complete? Have all potential risks 
of not achieving the objectives been assessed? (Have all potential limitations of the 
approach been identified?) Have appropriate corrective actions been defined, so as to 
handle critical risks?  
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Can the proposed approach be adapted to emerging functional requirements (e.g. the 
specific requirements of the pilot users)? Can the adopted approach cater for the future 
expandability of the designed system?  

 

• Scientific value 

Is the related area (applicable to the scope of TAS3) covered satisfyingly?  Is the 
proposed solution in line with the state-of-the-art in the area? Does it adhere to 
standards? Are the results relevant in comparison to other initiatives in this area?  

 

• Consistence  

Is the deliverable free of contradictions internally or to other deliverables of the project? 
Is the deliverable in line with the Requirement Analysis Report and the work of other WPs 
working on interrelated aspects or any other documents of the project?  

 

Presentation of the Report  
 

• TAS3 documentation standards 
Are the TAS3 documentation standards applied correct to this document? 

 

• Structure  

Is the chosen structure of the accompanying descriptive documentation report sensible 
and logical? Are there superfluous or irrelevant parts that should be deleted?  Are there 
overlong parts that should be shortened?   

 

• Clarity of content 

Is the content of the report presented in a precise and to-the-point manner? Are the 
results depicted in a way that other readers - who are not directly involved in this project 
but have a certain relation to the topics - can clearly understand the contents of the 
document? 

 

• Clarity of language usage 

Are there any parts that are written in flowery language and/or that are unspecific or 
redundant? Are there many grammatical errors and/or typographical errors and/or 
incomprehensive sentences? Specifically, clear annotations indicating errors and 
suggested corrections will be very helpful for the authors of the document.  

  
  
 

2.2 Review of “software prototype” Deliverables 

“Software prototype” type deliverables are usually accompanied by a text report (containing 
descriptive documentation, background information etc).  
The quality of the deliverable is examined against a checklist, which aims to verify that the 
module satisfy the requirements defined in the DOW and that the information is clear, 
detailed enough and coherent. 
With respect to the software module and apart from evaluating the level of conformance of 
the end-result to the objectives of the project (functional testing), the review should also 
aim at testing and verifying its integrity, robustness, usability etc from a technical point of 
view (technical testing). The software testing process will involve the pilot users of the 
TAS3 system, and will comprise group testing and individual case scenario, so as to detect 
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and fix any type of flaws, errors or problems. The description of the software testing 
procedure falls beyond the scope of the present document.  
With regards to the accompanying report, the peer review procedure is followed. A peer 
reviewer is nominated to examine the document and report their findings using the Formal 
Review Report (Section 4). 
In this case the criteria mentioned in Section 4.2 (Quality of documentation) are mostly 
applicable. Section 4.1 criteria may also be of relevance (e.g. in the case of modules that are 
not based on off-the-shelf products). 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Review of “software prototype” Deliverables 
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3 Formal Review Report 

 
Deliverable:  

Title:  

Reviewer name:   

Organisation:  

Date:  

 

3.1 Overall evaluation 

Please comment the overall quality of the deliverable (software & documentation), with 
respect to: 
 

3.1.1 Relevance to objectives as defined in the DOW 

 
 
 

 

3.1.2 Completeness in relation to the scope defined in the DOW 

 
 
 

 

3.1.3 Scientific value 

 
 
 

 

3.1.4 Consistence  

 
 
 

 
 

3.2 Quality of documentation 

Please comment the quality of the report with respect to: 

3.2.1 TAS3 documentation standards 
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3.2.2 Structure  

 
 
 

 

3.2.3 Clarity of content 

 
 
 

 

3.2.4 Language 

 
 
 

 

3.3 Major strengths and/or weaknesses: 

Please explain briefly: 
 

 

 

 

 

3.4 Recommendation: 

Deliverable has sufficient quality as is: yes:  no:  

 
If you have responded negatively to the previous question: 
 
 
 minor major 

The report needs re-writing :    

Please specify: 

 

 

 

3.5 Comments & suggestions:  

Please comment briefly: 
 

 

 



 
 Guidelines for the Review of project Deliverables Page 10 of 

10 
 

  
  

 Version 1  

 

DDooccuummeenntt  CCoonnttrrooll  

  
Amendment History 
 
Version Date Author Description/Comments 
1 30-6-08 R. Ackema Final Version 
2    
3    
4    

 
 
 
 


