Minutes from BUP Architecture Special Interest Group, 11 April 2006
Time 17:00 UK Time

Present:

Ricardo Balduino (IBM), Jim Ruehlin (IBM), Mark Dickson (Xansa), Desmond Desouza

1. Architecture as an Input to “Design the Solution”

The work-product “architecture” has been implemented as an optional input to the Task “Design the Solution.” The question now is whether this should be left as optional or changed to mandatory.

There was a considered discussion on this, which looked at both sides. On the one hand, it was recognised that the pragmatic approach is to leave it as optional and let individual implementations of BUP decide.

On balance though, it was decided that the architect should be a mandatory input. This is because;

a) BUP lists “Cognizance of architecture…” as a core principle

b) The “Design the Solution” Task is performed in Elaboration, which has a milestone objective of base-lining the architecture (Lifecycle Architecture Milestone). 

Making architecture an optional artefact during this critical Task seemed illogical in this context.

It was stressed that the architecture work-product can take many forms, from heavyweight model + document, to a lightweight set of organising principals. 

<aside: BUP is not clear on this point, as it just lists a template for a Software Architecture Document. We should consider clarifying this in the text.>

Decision: Change Architecture Work-product to be a mandatory input to “Design the Solution.”
2. Architect as an additional performer in “Design the Solution.”
This was agreed, with 3 supporting points.

a) The principal “All Architecture is Design, though not all Design is Architecture” applies. Some design work will be architecturally significant. When this is the case, the architect role comes into play.

b) These are roles not people. The application of the architect role can be physical (a person assigned as the architect in the team) or logical (any member of the team considering an architecturally significant design issue assumes the architect role for the duration of that piece of work)
c) Some design may require the architect (role) to physically collaborate with the designer (role) in order to solve some problem

Decision: add “architect” as an additional performer to “Design the Solution” Task

3. Rename Activity “Determine Architecture Feasibility” to “Shape the Solution; and 

4. Rename Task “Create Architecture Proof of Concept” to “Determine Architecture Feasibility.”

6. Rename Task “Analyze the Architecture” to 
These two items are closely related, so they became one discussion.

After discussion, we dropped the idea of “Shape the Solution” in favour of “Identify Candidate Architecture”. It was felt that this more accurately reflected the objective of this Activity in Inception, namely; to explore ideas and options to arrive at a preferred approach for the architecture to pursue in Elaboration.

This Activity is made up of two tasks – “Analyze the Architecture” and “Create Architecture Proof of Concept.”

We decided to rename “Create the Architecture Proof of Concept” Task to “Determine Architecture Feasibility.” It was felt that this fitted better with the naming conventions for BUP (to achieve an objective rather than simply create a product). It also supports the idea (already in BUP) that the PoC can have many different representations, not just an executable.
We also decided that we should fine tune “Analyze the Architecture.” This task currently appears in Inception and Elaboration (in different Activities), so any name change must be sensitive to this.

We decided against renaming it “Outline the Solution,” as this was too suggestive of an Inception-only activity. Instead, we will use the flexibility of EPF Composer and the underlying schema to tweak the properties of the “Analyze the Architecture” task as they are surfaced in Inception and Elaboration.

In Inception, the Task will be known as “Analyze the Candidate Architecture,” which reflects its exploratory nature in Inception. We will also suppress two of the Steps;

· Define Approach for Structuring the System

· Identify Key Abstractions
as these are less likely to be usefully accomplished during Inception.

In Elaboration, the Task will simply be called “Analyze the Architecture” and all Steps will be shown.
Both of these seemingly different Tasks will in fact point to the same Method Task in the Library.

Decisions:

Rename Activity “Determine Architectural Feasibility” to “Identify Candidate Architecture”

Rename Task “Create Architecture Proof of Concept” to “Determine Architecture Feasibility”

Modify Library Task “Analyze Architecture” to show “Analyze the Candidate Architecture” in Inception, with suppression of 2 Steps (as described above).

5. Additional BUP Content: New Guidelines for creating architecture proof-of-concept

It was agreed that these guidelines will be very useful. We will put a marker in the BUP content for them in time for the structure freeze this week.

Decision: Create an empty Guideline element in BUP under “Create Architecture Proof of Concept” [to be renamed] against the Step “Decide on Construction Approach.”

AOB
a) We agreed that one composite bug be created in Bugzilla for these actions. Mark Dickson to raise the bug, Ricardo to implement the changes.

b) We’ll post these minutes to the EPF Newsgroup and epf-dev

c) We’ll organise another audio call in 2 weeks to discuss the topic of the Architecture Template. Mark Dickson to post an invitation to epf-dev

