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Partners Wil provide Contributions to
the Community

Hire a Community Manager

Elect Partner Representatives to
Samvera Steering
Establish a Components Council

Delineate Roles and Responsibilities

Hire a Technical Coordinator

Establish a Components Council

Please share your Question or Comment

Itwill be of value to make it clearer how Partners can make a contribution through the sub-

group proposed. To what extent does this lead to actions if a Partner s viewed as not being

in good standing? How would this be taken forward? Questions to consider as we move

forward rather than challenges and setting up a WG on this will be helpf

“This question addresses both but m

(gen the bl of civiy oulined). To what exiont 4 viewed that afnr or othof ese

oles are full-ime? Or does that require further attention in scoping them out (which would

affect the funding call to be made)’

How wes o 3-yoar tem reached a2 a pekod of offic? Wi thiscan be renere snd s a
time, | would ke length of term 4 years, to be.

ovionded by 2 years f arowed 1o add areator Ay 1 he e wibodt

compromising the benefitof turnover.

Winy was i fol hat cach Partner nsiuton coud have nly one Steoring membor? Whist|
appreciale hatthero s a benetn having aspread o Partner reprsenativestisfols

litte artificial in possibly preventing good people from being part o amver

What was the basis for having only the Product Owners on this Cmmcll7 Wmlsi Ihere is an
obvious focus there, it would be beneficial to have a small number (2-37) of non-Product
Owners as neutral participants to complement the specific Product Owner interests.

How s it envisaged that the reporting out to Partners take place? Who would be receiving
these reports? | assume this could be in the form of a Partners meeting (like a shareholders
meeting) that s formally recorded, but are other ideas being considered?

! agreo that he Technical oordintor should e frtpriorly, gven hatane o our iggest
dequate coordin ing, an

wi
oten partofone ¥ seconciad from nctr st or fom eislng DuraSpace s'aﬂ) atner

1 think that the membership of the Components Council and what constitutes a core
supported component may need to be examined a bit more. For example, Avalon is not
currently in the samvera GitHub org (Avalon 6 is in avalonmediasystem, Avalon 7 s in
samvera-labs because it is currently under development). However, Avalon has many
interdependencies with and is contributing to development of other components, and it would
make sense for it to be represented on the Components Council

‘The role of the Components Council i arranging for development and maintenance sprints is
undlear. | assume that the Components Council will not be coordinating all development and
maintnanco acties for all components,and tat indidual instiutons il il contibuto
urces in some cases directly to particular components su jyrax or Avalon. f ths is
me s, twould be good to make that more clear s not o caso. thon | think hat's &

Please Leave Comment or Question Please select an area in this category

Hold Elections for Steering

Overall | think the recommendations have potential but some things
are still unclear for me.

First, I'm unsure as to what the technical coordinator will do that
justifies the expense. f the component councilis functioning properly
then I think that it may well be able to cover most of the duties
assigned to the technical coordinator.

Second, I'm left wondering how partners have voice and
accountabilty in defining roadmaps. AFAICT each component bears
the responsibilty of sourcing a PO, defining roadmap, and day to day
‘maintenance/administration of the code (addressing PRs, issues,
questions, and promotion). This provides independence which is
important but then what power does the tech coordinator have?
Following the org chart, | feel ike partners direct influence on
roadmaps is weak or not well defined.

Thid, labeling sauton bundies a5 components makes for wide
variations in code size, roadmap, number of community sprint

volatiity, and coordination needs. This could be overcome, i
be very hard for the component council and tech coordinator to
balance these and avoid politcs of unequal attention or boring those
uninterested in Hyrax and Hyrax-based apps. Maybe a different
configuration is necessary

Overall | think it would be good to try implementing the prioritized
recommendations through 7 (Gomponent council. | tink that will be
plenty of change to hande for a while and will allow us time to assess
the structure and need/role for the paid positions. More work could be
done in this time on process for these bodies (steering. partners,
component couni, and components) which would help strengthen
th communily and feedback no understanding the nextsteps of

think it too hasty to try to implement the paid
positone. ihou et underaking furher andlyds o e Gynamios and
various needs of components and having shared understanding and
acceptance of the contribution model.

1l try to provide an analysis based upon Ostrom's design principles of
commons but don't have the time to do that right now.

FWIW, extrapolating the org chart | see:
Steering accountable to Partners via elections

Tech Coordinator/Community Manager accountable to Steering via
jobisalar

Partners accountable to Community through contributions/good
standin

Partner contributions monitored by tech coordinator?

POs accountable to component community/partners via
elections/appointment?

Components Council accountable to Community via POs
elections/appointments?

Steering is judicial body that appeals can be made to and has final
decision?

Identify Existing Steering Members to Serve on
Hire a Technical Coordinator

Hire a Community Manager

Overall, | think this s the start of a solid governance framework, and |
‘commend the group for its work. | am generally supportive of all of the
directions outlined, including making Steering an elected body,
placing contribution requirements/expectations on Partners, hifing
caniraizad taf and estbishing  mars foma peoosssforteohnial
coordination across projects. However, enough pieces of th

framework are undefined (whlch | incerstand i ety based on the
timeframe that the group was given) that it would be difficult for me or

and inital charters for the various groups. After that, a formal vote
could be taken to adopt the framework.

Please share your Question or Comment

It will be important to have a clear statement of
quoracy in determining what a valid vote would be.
‘This would reasonably 213 of whatever body is
finally agreed upon to be the electorate given the
nature of the change being undertaken

What would be the way forward if a vote did not
agree (o the recommendations? Does this suggest
that one of the options in the vote needs o be
“Refine recommendations and re-vote' and another
of Maintain status quo’ 5o that we get a clear
message of which direction to go in rather than an
unclear outcome f the recommendations are not
accepted

‘There is mention in this section of candidates
volunteering for a 1, 2 or 3 year term, whilst the
original recommendation talks only of a 3-year
term. Is this to introduce the cyciing of
membership? Going forward it would be good to
get candidates 1o stand for the longer term to
provide greater continuity.

“The rules for recommendation 3 are too weighted
towards keeping existing steering team members
("Three (3) existing members of Steering will serve
on Steefing for the purposes of on-boarding,
knowledge transfer, and succession planning.") and
towards pulling in their close associates to expand
the steering team("Existing Steering members who
do not serve on the reconstituted Steering are
eligible for election during the first election cycle.
‘Should they be elected, they are eligible to run for a
second term once the first term is completed.”).

While continuity and history are important, new

perspectives and new ideas are critical, 50 a

balance should be struck that brings in new players
and new thinking

This should be moved up 1o position 4 or 5 as
something that needs to be very quickly addressed.
Tha prlkty of this am need o be  on the I, ot

s are too critical to be something
etTor 1ot Fin e ‘money and hire for items 8
and 9 as soon as possible.

Please Share Your Qu

ion or Comment

I would support the dissent expressed. The

by a coordinator. But there is a more urgent need
1o better coordinate community activity, which wil
help to serve both the technical development and
non-technical development through better
communication and coordination generally. As
stated elsewhere, to what extent either post needs.
10 be full-time in the firt instance could usefully be
explored further.

Please Share your Question or Comment

The GWG is to be commended for managing effective pace in the discussions and
pulling together the outcome of these. The recommendations meet the five
attributes identified, and itis likely that the devil will be in the detail of how these
reach fruition. The overall package raised a couple of queries in regard of the
initial 2ims that | reflect here:

- Who will have ownershiploversight of the different roadmaps? This is relatively
dlear for the individual components, but it would be useful to define broader
ownership and oversight within the groups proposed. Itis implicit (the
Components Council), but could benefit from being explicitin this contex

organisational development, marketing, advocacy, etc. as a counterpoint to
technical roadmaps. The Community Coordinator would clearly have a fole in
taking th b b d ways

there is a need for annual reporting to the Partners, how is it envisaged that this
take place? Whilst there is good attention to the structures of Steering and
Components Council, it is less clear how the Partners themselves would be
organised to play the role intended.

Please Share your Question or Comment
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relationship of Solution Bunde projects
o the governance framework

Associate Product Owners to
Community Owned Components

Establish a Method for Creating
Standing Working Groups.

Associate Product Owners to
Community Owned Components

Establish a Method for Creating
Standing Working Groups

Hire a Technical Coordinator

Elect Partner Representatives to
Samvera Steering

Please share your Question or Comment
The issue of how solution bunde efforts, such as Hyrax or Avalon, are governed is eft
unaddressed in the recommendations and proposed model, beyond being represented on
the Components Council. This may be OK, but it does mean that such projects will likely

projects less transparent (o partners and other community mermbers. | think this might merit
some discussion, perhaps at the March Partner Meeting.
1 don't believe “Product Owner” s actually defined in this document. While it might be
premature to include  lst of specific responsibiltes, | would suggest that a couple
sentences on what the term “product owner” means would be helpful in avoiding different
people assuming they know what it means and not having the same idea. (Perhaps in the
*Glossary'? But not necessarily)

The treatment of “product owner” | found on wikipedia was in the article on Scrum, where it
suggests: “The product owner should focus on the business side of product development and
spend the majority of their time liasing with stakeholders and should not dictate how the
team reaches a technical solution.”

the * role is that it is a stakeholder
ofresentative, and he product owner determines whel features should be doveloped and
how (including prioritization and requirements/acceptance criteria), but is not involved at all in
determining the technical implementation — not involved in determining what code to write or
the architecture. Just what the product should be. The technical team then determines how
best to meet the needs expressed by the product owner.

I'm nottotally sure f this is the same understanding the report has of the role. | totally agree
with the goal mentioned in the report, “Clearly articulated relationships between groups that
make Gediions and groups tnat getthinge Cone” 1 hink. the -product owner s of e
“make decision” group, with developers being in the ‘get things done” group.

‘The relationship between them isn't entirely clear to me from the report

I1ts true that the “product owner’, as in my understanding of the usual meaning of the role,
is _not_enforcing technical decisions (*how the team reaches a technical solution”, code and
architecture decisions) — its not clear to me what role or entity _does_have the
responsibility and authority for this latter. As a developer, lack of ciarity here has been one of
my biggest “governance” related challenges. | don't_think_ this recommendation addresses
it, which may be quite fine, it's maybe just not in scope for what the governance
recommendations intend to address at the moment. | think it might be helpful for the
ocumen o just aknowledge/lary hat hough, st some readers think s maki

thos made when it does not intend to.
Unless of course it_does_intend to, in i case et mesds 1 be e e clear, as it
was not to me. (Again, | don't_think_a “product owner’ role involves

. butif the itto, then the

document needs to be more clear on this).

9 ifthe standing is where metadata addressed in
this governance model? Metadata tends to live in the space between technical requirements
and end-user communities so it's not really addressed by the Technical Coordinator position
or the Community Manager position, from what | am understanding. Is metadata considered
an ongoing need in the community (ike the Helpers group)?

It sserma tt the poress for seloing snl assoclatng Procct Owners wil come fom the
Components Maintenance Working Group. Ifso, | tink that other working gou
1d be incorporated into thi roposalwhen i is reporied
e Nren Parner mesnngs e o proposals seam 0 need o work togelner, tleast
in regard 1o code governance - which was much of the initial impetus for sending us dowr
tisroad. Great work o e, but [d ko to seo rocommendations on how Product Quners
are selected (meritocracy - I'm not opposed as | don't know how else we would do i, but we.
should be oha rm, whether for som
products (Hyrax), employers shouid be prepared (o ive Up reease e t a Product Owner,
and whether for some products (Hyrax), a Release Manager - and/or a Standing Committee
—is needed as well as a product owner, and then the same questions apply to the Release
Manager and the Standing Committee. Also, these comments bleed into the Components
Council - should it include Release Managers andor reps of Standing Committees? It's
possible we want some of these issues to evolve over time but then we should be explicit
about needing this resolution over the next 18 months or so. Thank you
1am of the opinion that Hyrax (and possibly Avalon and Hyku) requires a Standing Working
Group. | think this should not be deferred to Steering 1o establish a method - but should be
part of these governance recommendations.

Hires: Old SG has already had discussions with DuraSpace about the possibilty of hiring
one or two staff and the possibilty of their involvement i the recruitment process is writlen
into the 2018 agreement with them (Rosalyn thought it might not be). Their advice is that a
Samvera person hired on the Community's behalf by a Partner would cost some $165k per
year, or hired by DuraSpace on our behalf some $210k per year. This on top of any other
Samvera initiative funding that might be needed. At the very least, we might need a
guaranteed $200k pa to support a single hire plus other bits and pieces. Split between 30
Partners that's $6.7k each - and, I suggest, that won't happen because some Partners are
“cash poor” (as noted in the presentation) but contribute rather by in-kind contributions.
Obviously that increases the cash burden on the rest. $400k per annumm for two hires (no
matter how desirable they might be) is a big, big ask. Further, | think if you are going to get
good people to apply you need to be able to guarantee their post for more than one year -
thus, you'd need to have guarantees from your contributing funders. | realize that there
might be other ways (grants) to bring in some of this funding, but there’s going to need to be
a lot of creative thinking! Id also comment that the idea of seconding someone from an
existing post was raised at the November Partner meeting - still an idea to consider, | think,
in order to mitigate some of the inital fisks on both sides.

Steering, trying to get ahead of the game, had some discussions with DuraSpace in January
hattouched on the idea of haring an employee (sotentally employeos) wilh hem 5o hat

pertise can be shared in both directions (Sam DuraSpace team) - this
Could powsily reduce aosts 2 Sawera pos 6 notrealy Justy a whole o, However, &
wouldchange the naure of Samvera' elatonship wih DuraSpace whic s a diferent
discussior

Steering meetings: “Meets monthly on-ine & possibly once a year in person”. From
exporence d say that  yearly (21 e s essenta (ndocd 4 find  very easy o argue var
wo) | hink tis shouid bo acloar oxpoctaionfo anyone who stands fr the
commanication syslem, hers are some fings that Austdum
uch ar ent - a situation that is exacerbated if Steering are not
U8 baac and s may not s hating he same cuturel valuss and expociatons i a
pamculal stuation

Please Leave Comment or Question

Please select an area in this category

Identify Existing Steering Members to Serve on
Steering

Update the Bylaws for Steering

Please share your Question or Comment

#3 & #4: Reconstituting Steering: | am concerned
that your recommended method for moving to a
new Group may not adequately preserve the
knowledge base or, as Rosalyn put tin the
webinar, “honor the knowledge and history’.
Curently the knowledge base is spread across.
nine people and, by the proposed transition

a
preserves a broader knowledge base at the start of
thenston nd, actel. completes the changes
toSteering a

#6 Update the By\aws [mc\udlnq 2l new sectionfor

[
established subcommittees - a finance committee
springs immediately to mind

Please Share Your Qu

ion or Comment

Similar to the concern raised here that technical
aspects ao being prefrred avernor-echrical
cts in unity, 1 am

metadata issues are going to fal through e eracks
or lose a seat at the table in the governance model
as it currently stands. If there are metadata issues,
do they have (o be aligned with a single community
owned component in order for them 1o be
addressed? How is metadata documentation (or
any other help documentation) organized and
maintained when the technical aspects are
managed as components? Even though there's a
possibilty to break things down technically, there is
still an overall metadata scope that has to receive
attention so the components can ft together.
Maybe that fits within the Technical Coordinator's
ole but it would be helpful to make that explicitif
thatis the case.

Please Share your Question or Comment

Al

1 was unable to join the webinar last week because of the timing but I've spent the
first part ofthis morning reviewing the recording. Can | echo some of the thoughts
expressed at the end of the session and thank everyone involved for a thorough
and hought b, il not come a5  surprise (o you when | admi o sever
rvations about this whole process at the beginning; these are rap
epeling. | shallsubmit somé oher ragponses (o 1 rocammmondations va the
form in the hope of clarifying some of the processes that will need to be
undertaken in moving this forward and suggesting at least one small tweak.

Timeline: | am not sure what exactly is meant by “Partners to hold a vote” and
“Adopt a Governance model’. What are the Partners voting on, exactly? What to
recommend to the Steering Group to adopt moving forward, or actual adoption?
Hydra (now Samvera) is backed by a legal document (the Memorandum of
Understanding - MoU) that - on the surface at east - does not allow for Parners
making a decision like this. | suspect the legal way to do it s to recommend the
proposals to existing Steering and have us move the Community towards them as

alongside other things progressing but | think, if thal's the idea, that some.
discussions with the old SG ideally need to take place ahead of time.

I'm concened about the idea of a vote “on April 2nd" unless this is the start of a
Voting window. For instance, its a holiday in the UK and quite a ot of people here
will go away for some time with children who are on school holiday — that could
‘mean that some UK “voters" are not at work that whole week. Also, might there
not be some last-minute suggestions at the Partner meeting the Thursday/Friday
prior? In which case, a window beginning April Sth might be better, allowing time
to incorporate some tweaks, if any, and getting clear of Easter-holiday-related
timing issues.

Partnership and new MoU: The make-up and operation of Steering, as well as its
relationship to the Partners and therefore the Community is largely defined by the

new MoU will be significantly different - perhaps significantly enough that
existing Partners will need to ratify with their institution's management (and maybe
counsel) that they are happy with t. It may even require asking them o sign a
new Letter of Agreement. Potentially this could lose us Pariners but, at the
moment, | think it may be a necessary step. | might suggest that a draft new Mol
be shared with Partners for comment but | know this would significantly delay the
process - worthwhile? - I'm not sure. Al in allthis is not likely to be a particularly
short process and we need to be careful to fulfil legal obligations properly.

Please Share your Question or Comment
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Please share your Question or Comment

Recommendations
Ididn'tthink it warranted to d but | do stil feel
length of term they are standing for introduces an odd dynamic into the election process that
n Elect Partner Representatives to might not lead to the best candidates being elected. I til think it would be best to have
Recommendations Samvera Steering everyone stand on an equal footing, and then select terms after electing the top candidates.
Overview
Governance Recommend Elect Partner to Samve There about institutional

Please Leave Comment or Question

Please select an area in this category

Hire a Technical Coordinator

Assess Governance Recommendations.

Please share your Question or Comment Please Share Your Question or Comment
#8 and #9 Hires: First, siightly tangential concern.

How wil you try to ensure knowledge transfer

between the first person appointed to a position

and their successor? It seems to me this is

something that might reasonably be addressed

iffwhen people are in place.

However, there is a more urgent matter: the

existing WG has functioned as Samvera's

secretariat and the GWG seems to imply that this
o

post if its not actually with a member of Steering.
As noted in the webinar, it can be a non-trivial time.
commitment.

10 Assess Governance recommendations: 1

be useful o clarify the timeline. From the result of
the vote? From the start of the new Steering
Group? Or.

the elected steering, which we should consider clarifying. In particular Dan asked what happens if an elected steering member leaves their job at a partner institution and takes a job at a non-partner institution.

Please Share your Question or Comment

Is there a way to work in language

commitment to b

Please Share your Question or Comment

This is a matter of all three of our guiding principles: planning, sustainabilty and inclusion




