November 27, 2006 OpenUP RM Content Telecon (Part III)
1. Attendees:

Chris Sibbald
Per Kroll
Jim Ruehlin

Brian Lyons

2. Agenda
· Complete review comments and feedback on RM Tasks
· Review comments and feedback on RM Concepts.

· Review comments and feedback on RM Guidelines

· Issues/Decisions
3. Review comments on RM Tasks
We reviewed the remaining comments on Tasks and captured decisions. See attached spreadsheet.
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Chris updated the relevant Bugzilla entry (https://bugs.eclipse.org/bugs/show_bug.cgi?id=162634)
4. Review comments on RM Concepts

We started the review of the comments and feedback on RM Concepts.  We will continue next Wednesday.
5. Review comments on RM Guidelines

We did not have time to address these.
6. Issues/Decisions
See attached spreadsheets.  Next call will be Wednesday Nov. 29th at 9:00 am PST after package owner call.  We will use the  same dial-in number as package owner call.  Chris will send out notice to epf-dev.
_1226150911.xls
RM Tasks

		Jim's Comments on RM Tasks		Chris S comments		Per K comments		Ana P comments		Ben W Comments		Discussion and Decision from Nov 22 and Nov 27 telecon

		Define Vision				Other comments: Only Define Vision updates the Vision, but looking at the steps in Define Vision and the content in the template for the Vision, it is not obvious where all informaiton come from. I think we may want to do a quick comparison to see hwo the two maps to each other....						Covered during artifact call on Nov. 20.  See decisions form that meeting.

		Add the WIL as optional input and output artifact. The WIL contains items for future consideration, so if a WIL exists from a past project it should be used as input to the new Vision.		Agree.		Agree. Each feature should likely be captured as a WIL.		Ok... But that sould be made clear ... That was one think that always puzzled when I had my first contact with RUP (the same artifact that is produced on a task being input to the task that produced the artifact)		Per, do you mean that each feature should be captured as a Work Item, or a WIL?

I agree that if a WIL from a past project exists then it should be an optional input to the new Vision. However we should perhaps explicitly note that it is not the WIL fron the current project.		The scope of the WIL is the product (i.e. greater scope than project/release).  Will include the WIL as an optional input.

		The Purpose should be more collaborative. Needs/features should be discovered by consensus, not just dictated by stakeholders		Stakeholders should define their needs, not the development team.  Feature to satisfy those needs are certainly open for discussion with the development team.		I think I am closer to Chris on this one. It is important that we are crisp on that stakeholders decide, but we should also acknowledge that it is the responsibility of the development team to synthesize and collaborate with stakeholders so the root causes of issues and real requirements are reflected... I think this is properly reflected in step. Not sure if there is any wording change needed for the purpose...		The Vision Box technique sounds like a collabrative way for defining the vision (see my comments on the artifacts excell)		I fully support Chris here. We are devleoping to satisfy the neds of the stakeholder.
What perhaps should be clarified is that it is an important role of the development team (Analyst in reality) to really understand what the stakeholder is requesting. Often what they articulate is not what they really mean. However this needs to be an interactive dialog. Assumptions cannot be made by the Analyst.		Update text to clarify in line with comments.

		The WIL should be a mandatory input as the Vision is based on stakeholder requests		First comment states it should be optional, this comment states it should be mandatory. Is it possible that when the Vision is being developed the WIL doesn't exist yet?		Right, so if WIL exists, it should be an input, but it may not exist. So how do we best express that?		to me there sould be no input ... But in the steps for definig the vision for a new project we could search in the  previous WIL  for features to be in the new project		I tend to agree with Ana on this.		WIL will be an optional input.

		The first step should involve reviewing the WIL.  In reality, a set of stakeholder requests will usually already exist, which can be used as a starting point		Agreed.		Agreed.		agreed		Agreed, as per Ana's comments for (6) above.		WIL is an optional input and should be mentioned as a source of input as well as updated explicitely in a step.

		Step Gather Stakeholder Request: Remove reference to questionnaires as it should be in the associated guideline		OK.		I think 2nd paragraph should just say that you should if at all possible ensure close and ongoing involvement with stakeholders. Discussing questionnaires sounds like this is almost OK, but it is a very poor alternative.				Agree with Per here.		Remove mention of questionairs.  Simply reference requriements gathering guideline and emphasize f2f communications.

		Step Gather Stakeholder Request:  Indicate the stakeholder requests should go into the WIL		OK.		OK. But Features should also go into the WIL, right? Hmm, I am not sure how to handle this and what the relationship between the two should be… Eventhough maintaining a list of Stakeholder Requests as well as Features is the formally correct approach for larger projects, my experience is that smaller more agile projects will not. So what is our recommendation?		I the small projects we develop here we only use features (stakeholder requests get logged in the bug tracking and are discussed and converted to features or use cases to be prioritized)		I do  not see a problem with maintaining both Features and Stakeholder Requests as part of the WIL. 
My view is that the WIL template should include a 'Type' attribute		Yes.

		Define the System Boundary should be done as part of he use cases (when Actors are identified)		I think some initial scoping is necessary prior to commiting effort to the development of use cases.		I think this should be done in the form of an initial use-case model, but I also think that is only 1-4 hours work, and the fastest way to agree on system scope. So, I do not see it as much of an investment. I am fine that we say this should be done in the context of Defining a Vision, but it should reference that this is preferably done as a use-case modeling storm.		agree with per		Agree with Per, considering the estimate on effort required.		Mention Use Case model as one technique for scoping and reference Find and Outline Requirements task.

		Checklist: Qualities of a Good Requirement should no longer be referenced here		OK.		OK				Agreed		OK, remove.

		Find and Outline Requirements				1) OK, I should probably make this comment on the artifact defect, but I really do NOT like that we have Actor, Use Case, and Use-Case Model as 3 separate artifacts. As a minimum, I would like to remove Actor, since Actors are a part of the Use-Case Model. Note that we have only one artifact for Design.... No Design Class, Component, Subsystem, ..... 2) Do we really need the first 2 steps? They are already done as a part of Define Vision, right?		agree with per on removing the actor		Agree regarding removing the Actor. There is definitely an argument that supports distinguishing between the Use Case Model and specific use cases as separate artifacts though.		We agreed on Nov. 20 to remove the Actor artifact and replace with a Concept.

Interesting option raised by Per: use generic Requirement artifact that could be specialized in extensions to be the different types (Use Case, User Stories, non-functional requirements, etc.).  Scaleability, extensibility and architectural impact needs to be addressed.

		Purpose should reflect that the requirements are communicated to all members of the team		OK.		OK, but I am not sure what needs to be changed. I sometimes talk about the extended team, meaning that it is not only the dev team, but any extended members such as all stakeholders….				I agree with Per in general but pehaps this should be explicitly stated to include Stakeholders. In reality this is an iterative task. It is not expected to understand the requirements fully the first time and most often several rounds of dialog with the Stakeholder will occur before agreement is gained. (via Achieve Concurrence)		Purpose to be re-written to cleary state that the requriements for what the system must do to satisfy the Stakeholder needs are identified and communicated.

		The WIL should be a mandatory input, as it will usually contain CRs and stakeholder requests that will become requirements		OK.		OK				Agreed		OK, include WIL as mandatory input and address in steps.

		Step: Gather Information should reference the WIL as input		OK		OK				Agreed		Implement as proposed.

		Some steps say "Work with stakeholders..." and other say "Work closely with stakeholders...", but no difference between the two is described. We should change these kinds of statements to "collaborate with stakeholders..."		OK		OK				Agreed		Implement as proposed.

		Step: Capture Requirements : This step needs a clear statement that only requirements identified for the current iteration are identified. This information is based on iteration planning and the information in the WIL		How do we know they will be in the current iteration while finding them?  It is only when the Iteration is planned, and the WIL updated that we know that?		This warrants a discussion since you both make excellent points. I think you need to 1) Detail just enough for the requirements so you can make an initial prioritization, 2) Priortitize, 3) If candidate for this iteration, detail a little more so you can make the finer-grained prioritization, 4) Determine what is included in this iteraqtion, 5) If in this iteration, detail so you can develop, and do this in parallel with development....... EXAMPLE: You have identified 100 requirements, and expect to implement 10/iteration. 1) Briefly describe each requirement, 2) Prioritize, 3) Outline top 20 requirements a little, 4) Decide which of those 20 goes into the iteration (point is that you need to know a little bit more often to fine-tune priority, 5) Detail the 10 requirements being worked on.... NOW, how do you descrbe that in a few lines of text... :) --------------------- I think 5) is Detail Requirements, and 1) and 3) is Find and Outline Requirements		agree...that was I was proposing a guideline on Agile use cases on the artifact spreadsheet... And I think we also need a guideline explaining how to priorizide requirements as well  (based on value, risk, etc) (www.mountaingoatsoftware.com/presentation/access/11) .		Hmmm….this is tricky.
In reference to Pers comments….The purpose of 'Detail Requirements' includes:
'...validate our understanding of the requirement(s)'
So I think maybe Step 3) in Pers comments is also Detail Requirements. We should not be deciding which requirements go into an interation without knowing that we understand them properly.
So do we need Step 5) ? 
If Step 3) is Detail Requirements, then yes, we are detailing some requirements that will be descoped from the iteration, but the upside is that for subsequent iterations they are already detailed...
Thoughts ?		OK as is.  Only requirements planned for the next iteration will be detailed, but we shouldn't prejudge at this point.

		Step: Capture Requirements : The 2 sentences about identifying requirements can be combined		I think we should split this step into three: identify types of requirements, Capture use cases and actors, Capture Supporting requirements.		Hmm, where do we capture FURPS? In Vision? If so, shouldn't vision be an output? Also, do we need to include that you should identify types of requirements? Why not suggest a default set, and mention that you may need to modify?Make it simple for people.... After looking rapidly at the Concept: Requirements, it is not even obvious what our default recommendation is.		The FURPS+ are captured in supporting requirements and should be prioritized allong with features/ use cases in orther to achieve ballanced iterations...		I tend to agree with Chris.
Per, what types are you suggesting?
Functional, Non-functional ?
Test Requirement (Test Case) ?		Split 2nd step into two: identify req types and Find and outline Supporting requriements and merger find and outline actors and use cases with fourth step Capture Actors and Use Cases in Use Case Model.

		Step: Capture Requirements : Identifying requirement types should be moved to a different step so it can be removed from the task descriptor in later iterations. It currently appears in phases after Elaboration		OK		See my comment on previous line.				Agreed		See previous comment.  Step: Identify Requirement Types would be supressed in later interations after inception.

		Step: Update the WIL, note that the actual requirements can also be added to the WIL (e.g. supplementary requirements)		Previous discussion concluded that the WIL does not contain the requirements themselves.  Has this changed?		I think we said that the WIL would reference the requirement that is the basis for the task represented by the WIL.				Agree with Per. Reference only, do not include the requirements themselves in the WIL.		Defer

		Key Considerations: we don't make a distinction between collaboration and "close collaboration", so this should be changed to just "collaboration". Add a reference to the Collaboration principal		OK.		OK				Agreed.		Implement as proposed.

		Detail Requirements				I know Guidelines is handled by separate bugzilla entry, but some of these guidelines feel too high-ceremony, such as Use-Case Formats. I will comment in more detail once we review that bugzilla entry.		Guideline Agile use cases  instead ? (I made this comments on the artifact spreadsheet)... Sould this task be named Detail Iteration Requirements (or something like that) to make clear that only what is on the short term for the iteration gets further discussed and detailed?

		"... one or more requirements..." should be replaced with "... the requirements" in the brief description, purpose, and other areas of the task. The task doesn't focus on a single requirement, it describes detailing a group of requirements		The intent was to indicate that not all requirements are detailed.  This should be clarified.		OK, so it covers a set of requirements, typically the ones targeted for implemented in this iteration.				Agree with Per in general, but given my comment against (17) above, the detailing may cover requirements that are not eventually included in the iteration.		Clarify intent that only those requirements that are assigned to the next interation should be detailed.

		The WIL should be a mandatory input as it could contain requirements as well as references to requirements		Previous discussions concluded that the WIL does not contain the requirements themselves.  Has this changed?				The will containts the scope of the work for the project... But what dictates what we should detail sould be the iteration plan..right?		See my comments above - I believe references to requiremnts is the valid approach here.
In response to Anas comment about the iteration plan determining which requirements should be detailed - again given my comments to (17) im not sure this is true.		The iteration plan should be the mandatory input to identify which requriements to detail.  The text of the steps that reference the Wil for this purpose should reference the Iteration plan instead.

		Reference sample use cases for recommendations on style		OK.  There are examples in the Concept: Use Case.  There is also the Guideline: Use Case Formats.								defer until we discuss Concept: Use Case.

		The link to Guideline: Architecturally Significant Requirements violates the architecture of OpenUP, as the guideline is in the Solution sub-process. Three potential solutions are:				Jim, did you (or did somebody else) print out all the content and see how much we have in different areas? It feels like we are heavy on guidelines in the requirements area. Not sure what the solution is, but one could be to merge Guideline: Architecturally Significant Requirements with other guidelines on requriements prioritization. As an example, it is not se that you detail requirements to be implemented in the next 1-2 iterations + the one that are architecturally significant. Rather, if something is arch significant, you may choose to implement it in the next iteration, and you hence prioritize it for implementation. So, i would change the text accordingly in 1st step.		I dont think that the link sould be there... Requirements discipline should be concerned in identifing the requirements and detaling what is priorized for each iteration (and that it is up to the project manager and the archietect to decide... The requirement may be arch significant but have a very low value and high cost and remain at the bottom of the WIL)... we should have a link to a guideline on prioritizing requirements as per suggested		I don't think it is fair to say that we are heavy on guidelines in the requirements area. I would say that we are light on guidelines in other areas.

		Solution 1: Move the guideline to the Collaboration layer as this is a central idea of unified processes		I prefer solution 1, as these are central to the development and impact both Solution and Intent.		I think this is preferred even if we merge gudieline as I suggested above. You will still have the same problem, I think.				This is my preferred solution.		Implement solution 1.

		Solution 2: Don't reference the guideline at all (not a good solution)

		Solution 3: Create a guideline specific to the Solution sub-process






