
DII COE Alerts Services Technical Working Group (TWG) Meeting Minutes

Meeting Date: 22 May 2000

Meeting Location: MITRE facility in Reston, VA

Attendees: Grace Baratta-Perez, Chuck Heazel, Evelyn Labbate, Ileana Reisch, Mike Smeltzer, and Jean Wyllie

The team recapped the 27-28 April TWG, and discussed status of action items from the April TWG:

· Alerts Performance Requirements: 

· Ileana reported that when she queried the Air Force reps, no performance requirements/problems were communicated to her.

· Mike reported that Navy reps have not provided any specific performance requirements to him, but that if the performance is acceptable to TBMCS, it should be acceptable for Navy.

· Evelyn and Grace reported that no specific Army/ABCS Alerts performance requirements have been communicated to them

· Team concluded that we need to do some of our own performance tests on our Alerts software for the different platforms

· New Alerts Architecture/APIs:
At the April TWG meeting, we had discussed retiring the old Alerts APIs, and accepting the new proposed APIs as our standard API set for Alerts. Status of follow-on actions on this topic were discussed: After the April TWG, Grace and Evelyn discussed this with Dr. Usechak and obtained his approval to move ahead on this course. Then, at the AOG meeting on 5 May 2000, Esther Williams announced this intent to retire the old APIs and adopt the new APIs; and no objections were voiced. Therefore, we are still on course with this decision to retire the existing Alerts APIs and adopt the new set of Alerts APIs.

· Alerts Software Schedule:

Evelyn reported that we are still on schedule for the July/August beta developer release of Alerts, to be provided to INRI. Regarding beta releases, the team agreed that we should release this beta product on a case by case basis, in order to control versions, and be aware of who has this version; rather than making it available for download. This version of Alerts is targeted to be approved for release with the official October 2000 DISA COE release.

· Alerts Design Reviews:

Chuck reported that he will informally brief Mr. Ken Wheeler on the Alerts design, and that Mr. Wheeler does, in fact, require a formal Critical Design Review (CDR) on Alerts. Per Ileana, a Preliminary Design Review (PDR) must first be held among the TWG members. The team discussed whether we need to hold our PDR and CDR before our planned beta release of Alerts this summer. We checked with Esther Williams (at the COE Developers Conference, the day following our TWG) and were advised that we should hold these design reviews before beta release of our product, to minimize risk.

· HP OS Upgrade:

As a follow-up from our April TWG, Esther Williams requested through her HP rep an evaluation copy of HP-UX 11. He has agreed to provide this, and it will be sent to Evelyn.

After this recap of last month’s TWG topics and action items, the team proceeded to review the updated Alerts Services documents, dated 12 May 2000:

· Alerts Services Software Requirements Specification (SRS):

The team reviewed and discussed the updated Alerts Services SRS document, dated 12 May 2000:

Team members made suggestions for modifications/deletions to the SRS, some of which involved deleting details that were deemed to be inappropriate for an SRS, and better suited for other documents, such as a Programmer’s Manual. Section 3 of the SRS must include the requirements in the categories and order specified in the updated RTM. There will be sub-paragraphs for the categories. SRS Section 3 must contain the information from the first two columns of RTM matrix: Tracking Number and Requirement. Grace noted the team SRS comments, and has the action item to make the updates to the SRS by 12 June 2000, using a new copy of the SRS template from the COE Web page.

· Alerts Services Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM):
The team reviewed and discussed the updated Alerts Services RTM document, dated 12 May 2000:

The team concurred that the new RTM, with requirements organized into categories, is an improvement. Team members made suggestions for modifications to the RTM, including: changing the APIRM column to Alerts Version; and adding a new Disposition value: Derived, for requirements which are to be broken out into multiple atomic requirements. We have agreed to revisit the issue of deriving requirements from some of our requirements that currently have the disposition Reassigned, at a later date, as this will involve significant work. Grace will have an updated RTM ready by 12 June 2000. The RTM is to be kept in a separate file from the SRS. The RTM gets sent to DISA, who decides whether to publish it.

· Alerts Services Application Program Interface Reference Manual (APIRM):

The team reviewed and discussed the updated Alerts Services APIRM document, dated 12 May 2000:

Chuck agreed to add the Java APIs to this document, which currently contains only the C APIs. The Java section is to be added by 12 June 2000. Ileana agreed to review the APIRM, cross checking it for correctness, and coordinate with Chuck to have the document updated by 12 June 2000.

The team discussed Alerts Services Administrative APIs, to which detail must be added at some point. Most of the Administrative functions are planned for future releases of Alerts, not the upcoming beta release. There was discussion as to whether all of these should be externally available APIs, or whether some instead belong in an Alerts System Administrator’s Manual. We discussed the idea that some of these, e.g., Startup Alerts Server, should probably be an automatic boot process. If a user installs Alerts, then it should probably start automatically. We need to have further discussions finalize how Alerts will get delivered, i.e., which functions will be boot processes, and which will be APIs. We need to have this decided for our PDR and CDR. Startup and Shutdown procedures will be documented in sections 4.4 and 4.5. We agreed that we need to revisit the COE APIRM template to ensure that we comply with it.

· Required Documents:
The team discussed which documents are required for Alerts, which make sense to have, and which documents can likely be waived. E.g., we discussed the fact that we probably need a Programmer’s Manual, but not a User’s Manual. 

· Use Cases:
Evelyn has a few cases for Alerts. We have agreed that specifying, correlating and documenting our use cases is not our highest priority at this time, but that one of our Alerts documents will contain the use cases.

· Alerts Services Release Schedule:

The team reviewed and discussed the Alerts Services tentative schedule of releases.

· Plans for next DII COE Alerts TWG: 

The team agreed that the next Alerts TWG should be used for our PDR; and should be held at Fort Monmouth, NJ, tentatively at the end of June, specific date to be determined shortly.
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