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Overview

Our team is distributed over a 3 hour time difference in addition to not meeting in person for class.  Thus far in this semester, we have not formalized our communication process.  It is noted that deliverables seem to be slipping drastically due to deferred decisions.

· Andy feedback: (1) It’s unclear to me what ‘deferred decisions’ we’re referring to here; (2) I would characterize the current project status as follows; and (3) Since we have not established a working relationship we seem unable to collaborate on project deliverables.  Document drafts are delivered without team review or if review comments are provided, then they are not acknowledged or incorporated.

It is noted that at this time in the semester it is highly likely that we, as a team, will be unable to meet either the midterm or final deliverables.  

In an effort to get our team back on track, I am proposing the following as a method for communication:

 1  Team Communication

 1.1  Overall notes

 1.1.1  It is proposed that going forward, the process of communicating as a team has to change in order for course deliverables to be met.  

 1.1.2  Maureen proposes that it is no longer acceptable for a rejection to be made by any team member without putting forth a substituted proposal.

 1.1.2.1  What this means is that it is not permitted to defer decision making until next meeting, next class, talking to Stuart, thinking about it, etc.

 1.1.2.2  If a proposal is put forth and it is not acceptable to a team member, then that team member must make a concrete substitution of that proposal or the proposal will be deemed accepted as to that team member by the remaining team members.

 1.1.2.3  Andy feedback: (1) Entirely reasonable to require team members to provide alternatives if they are unhappy with any particular proposal; and (2) However, I do not believe one would want a complete ban on ‘defer decision making’ – after all there are times when such an approach is entirely reasonable


 1.1.2.3.1  Contentious decision

 1.1.2.3.1.1  2 full approvals, meaning approval without modifications are ok to move on

 1.1.3  Maureen proposes that “team approval” be defined as each of Ivan, Andy, and Maureen making one of the following choices for a team member proposal: (1) acceptance of a team member proposal; (2) acceptance with modifications of a team member proposal; or (3) rejection of a team member proposal with full substituted proposal outlining all of the scope encompassed in the original proposal.

 1.1.3.1  Andy feedback: I think we still need to deal with the issue I outlined on issue #1154 i.e. how we resolve contentious issues.  Your thoughts on this?

 1.1.3.2  It is noted that if any risks are encountered, it may not be possible to get actual review and approval of all team members for all proposals.

 1.1.3.2.1  Andy feedback: I think you’re alluding to team member unavailability, correct?  If so, then maybe we could adopt some form of time limit for feedback – x hrs for feedback or assumed good?

 1.1.3.2.2  Meeting result: 2 approvals without modifications are acceptable to move on

 1.1.3.3  Due to the needs of the OMSE course, it is proposed that each team member must review the Redmine site for proposals and new tasks at least as often as by Sunday evening and Thursday evening each week.  

 1.1.3.3.1  Andy feedback: Is this sufficient?  Do we need to formalize a regular project status meeting too?

 1.1.3.3.2  Regular meeting will be after class on Thursday night, unless class runs past 8 pm in which case Maureen requests Tuesday at 6 pm as an alternative time.

 1.2  Distributed Team Collaboration Process II Tool Project Communication within team

 1.2.1  Thus far items have been deferred rather than being accepted and starting to be implemented

 1.2.2  It is suggested that a consensus shall be reached on what is currently accepted as a team so that each team member can start working forward on either the OMSE tool or the deliverables for the OMSE course.  

 1.2.3  Maureen's understanding of current project status is:

 1.2.3.1  Technology platform – decision deferred

 1.2.3.1.1  Andy feedback - Why would we decide this when we do not yet have a project proposal or initial set of requirements / constraints?

 1.2.3.2  Iteration 1 – better user interface 

 1.2.3.2.1  All team members seem to agree that downloading and uploading text files is a clunky design.

 1.2.3.2.2  Maureen proposes that a web front-end be added to the system to supply web forms that collect necessary data on a web page rather than requiring editing of XML files off-line 

 1.2.3.2.2.1  Andy feedback: I believe we are all agreed on this

 1.2.3.3  Iteration 2 – better administrative interface

 1.2.3.3.1  Andy feedback: As I mentioned in the SPMP feedback, I think we need to understand what this entails (at a high-level).  Otherwise I’d classify it along with TBD. 

 1.2.3.4  Iteration 3 – TBD

 1.2.3.4.1  Maureen suggests adopting the adding families suggestion from Stuart's list

 1.2.3.5  Current system documentation – completed by Ivan

 1.2.3.6  Proposed system documentation – in progress by Andy

 1.2.3.6.1  Andy feedback - Draft document uploaded 2/1 – have received no feedback / comments. 

 1.2.4  It is suggested that each team member should work on at least one substantive deliverable each week.

 1.2.4.1  Andy feedback: Agreed.

 1.2.4.2  Maureen – noted.

 1.2.5  Substantive deliverables are not administrative tasks, but actual tasks showing application to the OMSE curriculum and drawing attention to the area of mastery being shown.

 1.2.5.1  Andy feedback: Agree that we should aim for non-admin tasks but we will likely have those too.  

 1.2.5.2  Andy feedback: Don’t think every task has to be characterized as showing relation to ‘area of mastery’ – I believe that should be reserved for formal deliverables.

 1.2.5.3  Maureen – item was a notation that we should be doing substantive work in addition to administrative tasks, not substituting one for the other

 2  Communication with Stuart for mid-term and final evaluation in OMSE 555-556

 2.1  Andy has asked for approval on any submission by the team to Stuart, this was accepted by the team.

 2.1.1  Andy feedback: Just to clarify again on this – what I want to see is some form of collaboration thru a draft-review-publish cycle.

 2.2  Maureen gave approval for submission to Stuart without her approval, with the noted exception that documents outlined on the OMSE 555 course syllabus in D2L are not acceptable to submit to Stuart without her acceptance

 2.3  It is proposed that midterm deliverables be proposed no later than February 10, 2012 for team review of midterm deliverables

 2.4  It is proposed that no later than February 14, 2012 midterm deliverables be in final form for team review prior to submission to Stuart

 2.4.1  Andy feedback: Given where we are I think these dates are going to be very hard to meet.  We may want to consider 2/14 as a ‘final form’ date to provide additional rework time assuming we meet for review on Sun 2/12.

 2.4.2  Maureen – incorporated changes in midterm deliverables for review

 3  Communication with customer for Distributed Team Collaboration Process II Tool

 3.1  It is proposed that requests for customer input be posted in the D2L discussions by Sunday night at 11:59 pm.

 3.2  It is suggested for a time be set for a request for customer input to be returned to DTCPII team.

 3.2.1  Classtime on Thursday seems like a reasonable time

 3.2.2  Within 48 hours may also be requested for time-sensitive needs

 3.3  It is noted that Andy requested time to post regarding this matter.  It is suggested that Andy propose an alternative proposal for customer feedback.

 3.3.1  Andy feedback: posted to issue 1168

