Programme of Work meeting.

Software Process Improvement Activities Session

Project Planning and Tracking: J. Harvey

John presented his ideas about project organisation.

After some discussion few points became clear:

· We need one, and only one, project plan for the software in LHCb

· There should be one person, project manager, in charge of the preparation and tracking of the plan.
· The difficulty to match long term, high level, milestones (fixed for 2003-2005) with short term, low level, milestones was mentioned by Pere.

· Another problem is the fact that the computing group is only in charge o a small fraction of the code. Many milestones only have sense if agreed with sub-detectors contact persons so the required manpower is assigned in their side too. 

· Project leaders will write a short, one or two pages, status report of their sub-projects every 4 months. Those status reports should be used to measure the performance: The number of tasks achieved compared with the work scheduled. These periodical reviews will be more formal that until now. Software weeks seem to be the natural time for these reviews.
· Ioana stressed the fact that she has not seen any concrete correction action when the milestones are not fulfilled. She would like to see some more concrete reactions in those cases.
· Conservative milestones are preferred. Why would we like to fix a milestone, to have a concrete program working for a given date, if this program wont be needed till much later? That may also create troubles when defending our project on the LHCC.
· Periodical reviews:
· Internal: Collect feedback from users in the collaboration. Software weeks play this role
· External: Like the first Gaudi architecture review.
· On demand: LHCC, Hofmann review. 

Quality control (Marco Cattaneo)

Marco gave us an overview of the software quality control process in other experiments and one example from industry.

Some conclusions and questions which can be extracted from his talk:

· A perfect quality control process is extremely manpower intensive. It is only feasible in big companies, but quality control is indispensable.

· Different quality control criteria may be applied to different parts of the software. The quality of the core software (the framework) should be controlled in a stricter way. Sub-detector code may apply some relaxed criteria. 

· Any process we want to apply to sub-detectors should be first thoroughly tested in the computing group. If we are not able to follow a defined procedure we cannot impose it to our users.

· There are currently some procedures which are followed but not documented: Code guidelines, release procedure… They should be documented as base for improvements.

· We need to study further ATLAS and CMS procedures.

· Some tools (Insure++…) should be evaluated and in some cases adopted.

· One person should be in charge of all these tasks: Design a test manager. He will be responsible for the organisation of the testing procedure, reviews, testing and choosing the appropriate tools, investigate other experiments process.

Software checklist

Pere made a presentation inspired in the Unified Software Development Process trying to focus on LHCb. 

We are following the USDP up to certain level but few items must be improved:

· We have or had people assuming the different roles in the process, we miss some others:

· Architect: We have.

· Somebody collecting user requirements and use cases. There was somebody in charge but the role disappeared when the person left. Somebody should assume this function again.

· Components Engineers: (most of us)

· Test engineer: Needed

· Librarian: We have

· Documents required:

· Use cases: Should be kept up to date. There are requirements from users in every software week which are considered for following releases but the requirements and uses cases should be documented formally.

· Analysis and Design. Much white board design work for single components is done but only a very small fraction is written on a document. That should improve in the future.

· Test Plan: Needed.

· Release notes: Are there for every package and working, can be improved if everyone writes few lines when he commit code to the repository.

· User manual: Do we want to restructure it? Write smaller more specific documents? Should be discussed 

· Checklists: Write templates for checklist for different tasks: Bug fixing, new developments... Probably web based forms would be the ideal procedure. Every developer would follow the checklist for each task and tip the different steps when completed (even if it may be obvious in many cases may help to avoid forgetting things) 

Projects for the LHCb web:

During the summer:

· LHCb web pages will be moved to IT web server

· LHCb notes and documents will be integrated in the CERN library facilities

· Mailing lists will also be moved to the IT mailing lists servers

JGaudi
Stephen presented his experience to rewrite Gaudi on Java

· It is much easier to call C++ from Java than the other way around

· Many problems in JGaudi came from the access to our data. This task had to be delegated to the existing C++ code.

· No loss in performance was found but further tests are needed.

· Next steps shall be taken after discussion with IT division experts in Java M. Donszelmann and others.

