Agenda for Architecture SIG Call, 11 April 2006, 17:00 GMT
Contact: Mark Dickson (mark.dickson@xansa.com)

Audio conference details:

0800-389-8794. The PIN is 1308182 

  

(Outside the UK, +44-800-389-8794, or 00-44-800-389-8794) 

Agenda items below, followed by some explanatory notes.

_____________________________________________________________________

Agenda

1. Architecture as input to “Design the Solution” 

a. This is now implemented (as an optional input)

b. There’s been some discussion already on epf-dev mail group. The pragmatic view for the moment seems to be to leave it as mandatory

2. Architect as additional performer on “Design the Solution”

a. See bugzilla https://bugs.eclipse.org/bugs/show_bug.cgi?id=135679
b. This seems to be implemented in the latest CVS version (though not in the last official release)

i. (Ricardo – can you double check please?)

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

a. There’s been some discussion here again

b. See accompanying notes in Appendix 1

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

a. See bugzilla https://bugs.eclipse.org/bugs/show_bug.cgi?id=135764
b. See accompanying notes in Appendix 1

5. Additional BUP Content: New Guidelines for creating architecture proof-of-concept (Jim Ruehlin)

a. See notes in Appendix 2

6. Rename task “Analyze the Architecture” to “Outline the Solution”

a. Discuss different the emphasis of Task objectives in Inception and Elaboration

b. See justification below

c. No bugzilla yet, as we’re discussing how best to raise bugs with Ricardo (i.e. one bug per change or one bug per set of changes)

d. See notes in Appendix 3

For reference, Appendix 4 shows diagrams for “Determine Architectural Feasibility” (Inception Phase architecture Activity) and “Define the Architecture” (Elaboration Phase architecture Activity)
Appendix 1
Item 3: Case for renaming “Determine Architectural Feasibility”

Item 4: Case for renaming “Create Architecture Proof of Concept”
<mailed to epf-dev@eclipse.com on 9 April 2006 by mark.dickson@xansa.com >

I'd like to propose a name change for the structure freeze this week and I'd be glad to hear any views. 

  

Current Situation 
The Task "Create Architecture PoC" is part of the Activity "Determine Architecture Feasibility" during the Inception phase. (side note: I'm assuming we're keeping Activities as composite Tasks? They're still in BUP at the moment). 

The Activity "Determine Architecture Feasibility" also includes the Task "Analyze the Architecture." 

  

Proposed Change 
The Activity "Determine Architectural Feasibility" should be renamed "Shape the Solution" 

The Task "Create Architectural Proof of Concept" should be renamed "Determine Architectural Feasibility" 

  

Justification 
It seems to make more sense for one or more architectural PoC's to be produced by a feasibility study. The Activity that is currently called "Determine Architectural Feasibility" is (according to the description) more than that, as it includes the Task "Analyze the Architecture," the objective of which is to; 

  

“Define [my emphasis] a candidate architecture for the system based on experience gained from similar systems or in similar problem domains. Define the architectural patterns, key mechanisms, and -- where applicable -- modeling conventions for the system" 

  

The point here is that it says "define a candidate architecture," not "determine the feasibility of an architecture." 

  

It just seems more natural to call the composite Activity "Shape the Solution" (with a tip of the hat to EssUP's "Shape Solution" and Xansa's "Solution Shaping"), which will include both analysis and feasibility PoC Tasks. 

  

As I say, all comments welcome. It may be that it's too close to EssUP's "Shape Solution" and could cause confusion, especially if the BUP Activity is not a good match for it. Perhaps DJ could help with a view here? 

  

Given the forthcoming deadline, I'll raise a bugzilla now but would welcome opinions for or against before deciding to make the change. 

Appendix 2:
Item 5: Additional BUP Content (Guidelines for Architecture PoC)

<emailed to epf-dev@eclipse.org 8 April 2006 by Jim Ruehlin <jruehlin@us.ibm.com> 

Hi Mark, 

For the architecture discipline I plan to create a new guideline describing how to select an approach for the architectural PoC. That’s an important step in the task and it seemed like we should provide some help there. For everything else we should be able to share guidances (e.g. Prototyping concept can support the PoC and the UI prototype), or the guidance already exists but there’s no content for it. 

I think it would be worth adding the new guideline as the PoC can take many different forms and it’s the main input to the Analyze the Architecture task. Unless you have an objection, let’s get approval for that at the Wednesday meeting. 

Thanks, 

Jim 

Appendix 3:

Item 6: Case for Renaming “Analyze the Architecture”

<mailed to epf-dev@eclipse.com on 9 April 2006 by mark.dickson@xansa.com >
Another one from the minutes of the architecture SIG meeting of 2/22. 

  

The comment was raised that "Analyse Architecture" might not be a good name for the activity. 

  

For background, the text from the minutes reads: 

"Is the word ?Analyze? too provocative?  Should we say ?Define??  We need to investigate if we can demonstrate that we can align with ?Serendipitous Architecture?.  So perhaps we need to make sure our verb can work with a ?found? architecture that one just stumbles on while walking through the woods." 
The brief description of "Analyze Architecture" reads 


"Define a candidate architecture for the system based on experience gained from similar systems or in similar problem domains. Define the architectural patterns, key mechanisms, and -- where applicable -- modeling conventions for the system." 

  

I suspect that the name "Analyze the Architecture" comes from the old RUP activity "Architectural Analysis" - which (IMHO) referred to an analysis of the *requirements* from an architectural viewpoint so that the first steps could be taken towards establishing the architecture. The current BUP name suggests that the architecture is the subject of the analysis effort, rather than the requirements. Of course, the brief description makes it plain, but the task name should also be clear. 

  

So, on this basis, renaming "Analyze the Architecture" to "Define the Architecture" seems reasonable to me. (But wait! I'm not done yet. Keep reading...) 

  

However, a problem arises for me in that there is the possibility that this will be possibly be viewed by some as a "define-the-complete-architecture-in-precise-detail-in-one-go" Task. This is definitely not my intention. 

  

The good thing about "Achitectural Analysis" is that it is obviously *not* a precise or complete activity in this regard. The bad thing is that it does not conform to the "strong-verb-followed-by-noun" naming convention. 

  

So how does this relate to "Define the Architecture"? 

  

www.dictionary.com gives 3 definitions of "Define"; 

a. To state the precise meaning of (a word or sense of a word, for example). 

b. To describe the nature or basic qualities of; explain: define the properties of a new drug; a study that defines people according to their median incomes. 
c. To delineate the outline or form of: gentle hills that were defined against the sky. 
d. To specify distinctly: define the weapons to be used in limited warfare. 
2. To give form or meaning to: ?For him, a life is defined by action? (Jay Parini). 

When considering "Define the Architecture" as the new name for this Task, I go with definitions 1b and 2a. The concern I have is whether this will be clearly understood by everyone from just the name of the Task, without reading the description. 

  

The alternative, for me, is "Outline the Architecture." This is the name that I propose. 

  

Thanks for making it this far through the email :-) 

  

I'd welcome any comments on this. 

  

  

regards 

  

Mark 

Appendix 4
Fig 1: As is BUP – Determine Architectural Feasibility (in Inception Phase)
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Figure 2: As-is BUP Define the Architecture (in Elaboration Phase)
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