November 20, 2006 OpenUP RM Content Telecon
1. Attendees:

Chris Sibbald
Jim Ruehlin
Brian Lyons

Ana Pereira

Per Kroll

2. Agenda
· Review comments and feedback on RM artifacts.
· Review comments and feedback on RM Tasks.

· Review comments and feedback on RM Roles

· Issues/Decisions
3. Review comments on Artifacts
Review of comments on Artifacts done.  See attached spreadsheet for decisions/actions.
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4. Review comments on Tasks

We did not have time to address these.  The review will be done on Wednesday Nov. 22, at 9:00 am PST (following package owner call).
5. Review comments on Roles

We did not have time to address these.  The review will be done on Wednesday at 9:00 am PST (following package owner call).

6. Issues/Decisions
See attached spreadsheet in Section 3.  Next call will be Wednesday after 8:00 am status call.  9:00 am (same number as package owner call).
_1225530567.xls
RM Artifacts

		Jim's Comments on RM Artifacts		Chris S comments		Per comments		Ana comments		Discussion and Decision from review telelocn

		Supporting Requirements

		The WIL should be the recommended representation option		Previous discussions concluded that the WIL does not contain the requirements, but rather tasks (such as implement requirement x, test requirement x, etc.) that may reference the requirements.  Has this thinking changed?		My view was same as Chris's		to me the WIL is a project management tool for the team... the requirements may (shoould?) be written elsewehere... because, sooner or later the support team (or other developer making changes later)  is going to need this information and it will be hard to find if all the requirements information is stucked inside the WIL from previous projects...small projects usually grow into new and bigger projects....whatever you decide to write here don´t make it to hard to change for people who are extending open up... I think we should be discussing the supporting  requirements artifact by itself and not if it is written inside the WIL or in a paper on the wall, in a word document or even written and published with other tools such as emacs or EPF Composer... that is project dependend and each team should decide what to do. (that is why we have tool mentors right?) Instead we could focus on providing a guideline on priotizing items on the list balancing use cases and supporting requirements otherwise these will allways end up on the bottom of the WIL (example: Smart Planning: Balancing Functional and Non-Functional Requirements: http://leadinganswers.typepad.com/leading_answers/2006/11/smart_planning_.html)		Defer decision.

		Vision				My bigger issue wih the Vision is that it does not appear to me to map well to the Define Vision task. When I read that task, I would expect to understand how to fill in each section in the Vision document, but I do not. I also think it is too detailed in especially section 4. Can we reduce number of subsections, and keep the remaining at a higher level? This feels like more targeting advanced applications with a lot of cross-dependencies, constraints, assumptions, etc.		I like the agile approach fom  Jim Highsmith to call it "Vision Statement"... That way it sounds less document oriented ... I also like the collaborative practice he describes for defining the vision using the vision box technique (http://www.joelonsoftware.com/articles/JimHighsmithonProductVisi.html)   think we sould add a guideline for that ... perhaps its loke more agile than what we have ... Mike Cohn also uses this practices (www.mountaingoatsoftware.com/presentation/access/11). Bigger projects could have a Vision Document Artifact containing the Vision Statement		Remove section 4.1 Product Perspective, 4.4 Alternatives and Competition from template. Merge section on Assumptions and Dependencies with Section 5 Other Product Requirements in template.

		Do not include features that will not be in this release as the WIL will contain that information		Not sure how we will know at the beginning of the project if the feature will be addressed in this release or not?  Are you proposing we remove the Vision in favor of using the WIL?				If the use something like the vision statement most of the features will end up in the WIL ? (and will be "refactored" into use cases and/or supporting requirements as the knowledge about the requirements evolves)		Features will be captured in the WIL and referenced by the Vision document.

		The Brief Outline and Main Description sub-sections should have their contents swapped		Why?  Seems to me that would make the brief description of this artifact inconsistent with the level of detail of the brief descriptions of other artifacts.		I suggest removing Brief description (and move what is needed to main description). I would like us to use fewer fields if possible… Also, I have never understood why we need both the Description and the Purpose (and Brief Description, and Main Description). Wow, how many times can we say almost the same thing... :)				See previous decision: Delete last sentence of brief outline for Artifact: Vision (operational capacities, user profiles and interface).  Merge Brief Outline into Main Description text and remove brief outline (most artifacts in OpenUP do not use this field).

		Describing operational capacities, user profiles, and interoperational interfaces should not be necessary in the Vision. Those items are described in the requirements (WIL & use cases) and usability documents		I would think that these items are part of the Vision.  Shall we add a usability document to the list of artifacts?		I think this could give the simplification I am looking for. Constraints may be documented in Supproting Requirements, e.g. No, we should not add usability documents as additional artifacts…		Supporting requirements include Usability Requirements (the U from FURPS+).		Delete last sentence of brief outline for Artifact: Vision (operational capacities, user profiles and interface).  Merge Brief Outline into Main Description text and remove brief outline (most artifacts in OpenUP do not use this field). Remove section 4.1 Product Perspective, 4.4 Alternatives and Competition from template. Merge section on Assumptions and Dependencies with Section 5 Other Product Requirements in template.

		The Vision should contain problem/solution statements, stakeholders, operating environment (not constraints), and stakeholder needs		Why not constraints?  I would think high level constraints should be included in the Vision.				To me the constraints should be in the supporting requirements as well (when we write them in vision they always end up being duplicated)		See previous decision: Delete last sentence of brief outline for Artifact: Vision (operational capacities, user profiles and interface).  Merge Brief Outline into Main Description text and remove brief outline (most artifacts in OpenUP do not use this field)

		Features, requests, and constraints should go into the WIL		Previous discussions concluded the the WIL should not contain the requriements themselves, but rather references to requirements as needed.  Has this changed?		Hmm, maybe I am getting tired… I agree that Use Cases are not in the WIL, and I assumed that WIL will reference requirements…. But, Features are in Scrum's product backlog, right, so why are they not in our WIL…				Features, and requests  will be captured in the WIL and referenced in the Vision.  Constraints captured Vision and detailed in Supporting Requirements.

		An initial list of very general features can be included to help keep the product true to the vision		How does one define "very general features"?				Using the Vision BOX guideline? (Coming up with 15 or 20 product features proves to be easy. It's figuring out which 3 or 4 would cause someone to "buy" the product that is difficult)		See previous decision: Features will be captured in the WIL and referenced by the Vision document.

		Use Case				Add Guideline: Detail Use Cases and Scenarios		We should add a Guideline on Agile Use Cases instead, in orther to help people to detail them JIT and only what its needed for each iteration (Alistair Cockburn: Write just enough content to plan the needed horizon Long (project) horizon -> use case names or briefs. Short (iteration) horizon -> also extension handling ; and splitting use cases into user stories for iterations) http://alistair.cockburn.us/index.php/Agile_Use_Cases . We should also avoid having guidelines with the same name from tasks and checklists with the same name from work products etc ...look at the page for the intent sub-procees.. it has 2 links to related content named Requirements (one should be Requirements Work Products and other Requirements Discipline)

		The artifact name should be use-case		I thought the convention was to use a hyphen if use-case modified another noun only.		Right, use case, but use-case model.				No change.

		The Purpose should include other systems as actors who may receive value		OK.		OK.

		Use Case Model

		The artifact name should be use-case model		Yes.		yes				Change display name of element.

		Remove the first sentence of the Purpose		Why?

		The Developer should be a role that can modify the UC model, since the Developer can modify the contained artifact Use Case		OK.		More than a Tester can? We had some concerns raised that we had too many mentions of different roles. Feels like you should have both Developer and Tester, or neither. And what about Stakeholder?		The role that can modify the use case is the analyst...developers can play that role when needed		Should update the Role Set element to clarify that people will play multiple roles.  PM elements should also discuss roles vs. people.  Overall we should be careful throughout not to imply that each person plays a single and hands things over the wall.

		Actor				Remove the artifact. If anything, replace with Persona. Actors can be captured as a part of the UC model.		I agree with Per in including the actor in the use case model ... I am extending openup for a custumer and adding some requirements artifacts (such as business rules) ... And the removing the actor  is harder than adding it if needed		Create Concept: Actor and remove artifact (contained artifact in ucmodel as stand alone artifact).  Create Concept: Persona.  Move use-case model to Collaboration package (it will be integral to OpenUP that can't be factored out).

		Developers use actors to define interfaces with humans AND other systems		True.

		Stakeholders use actors to help define system boundaries and describe what the system should do		Agreed that actors help define the system boundaries.  However, actors do not  describe what the system should do.  Use cases describe what the system should do.

		Actor needs to be assigned as an input to one or more tasks		Yes.

		Keep the main description short. Use the first two paragraphs of the current description only. Put the remaining information in a new Concept: Actor		OK

		Place the new Concept: Actor in the Intent subprocess		What is the criteria for determining if an artifact belongs in collaboration vs. another sub-process?  If the artifact is in one package, shouldn't the associated concept be in the same package?

		Use an example from a software system rather than hardware		ATM is a typical example for the software domain and is pervasive within OpenUP.  The impact of this change would be big.						Keep as is, no change.

		Change "... rather small system." to "... small system"		OK.

		Glossary

		The first two sentences [of the brief description] are redundant		OK.		OK.

		Brief description: The terms are the basis for all collaboration with the stakeholders and other team members, so it goes beyond the requirements documents. We could be more inclusive with this statement.		OK.		OK.

		Any role should be able to add something to the glossary without going throug the Analyst (at least for a small team)		Agreed.		OK.

		Tasks: It seems like the glossary may be referenced in any task, and be updated as a result of any task. We should reflect that here if we can, otherwise we should describe this in the text.		True.		Probably describe in text, otherwise it's getting too messy…

		Representation Options: For a small team, we should recommend that glossary terms be kept alphabetized in a Word document or Excel spreadsheet.		OK. But I don't think we be specific that it is Word (vs. Framemaker, or WordPro) and Excel, should we?		OK. Spreadsheet or (Word Processing Document ?)		Why do we insist in remomending a tool (I know a lot of developers that do not have office on their working environement)... ??? If we do recomend one ... why not a wiki or even EPF Composer :-) ... It is a great tool for writing and publising the glossary :-)... As well as the other artifacts (I have published on example in https://bugs.eclipse.org/bugs/show_bug.cgi?id=162641)






