NGAO Systems Engineering Meeting

Friday, Jan 23, 2009, 9 PM HST, 11PM PST

Attendees: Chris N, Erik J, Peter W, Rich D, Viswa V
1. Review of action items from last week:

a. Erik to make list assigning reviewers to sets of requirements.

Status: Not done pending outcome of our requirements discussion at this meeting.

b. Peter to write KAON summarizing B2C changes.
Status: To be written pending outcome of B2C efforts.

c. Erik to look into using comments in Contour to trigger e-mails.
Status: Done. Individuals need to sign up for e-mail notification on folders in Contour covering their areas.

d. Erik to propose a solution within contour to indicate that a requirement has been reviewed.
Status: Done. Process to be discussed at this meeting.

e. All group members to review requirements in time for a March update.
Status: On hold pending discussion of restructuring requirements hierarchically at this meeting.
2. Erik led discussion of the requirement review process. Lengthy discussion on various related topics. Several decisions were made regarding this process:

a. Erik volunteered to be the requirements manager.

b. We adopted a modified version of Erik’s proposal for the review process. (Erik will write it up as a KAON to help keep these minutes more readable).

c. The Requirements Manager has the authority to approve requirement changes that are trivial or have no impact on other requirements (e.g., grammar rewrites, etc.).
d. The Requirements Manager has the authority to approve low impact requirements changes provided they have been reviewed by a two-person team (effort leader and System Engineering Team member). The Requirements Manager will notify the Systems Engineering team of any of these types of changes.

e. The Requirements Manager will forward high-impact change requests to the Systems Engineering Team for review and approval following review by a two-person team (as described above).

f. For now, the Systems Engineering Team will be the de facto Requirements CCB.

g. Erik to look into how to lock requirements once they are approved.

3. Erik led a discussion on restructuring the requirements based on a revised Product Breakdown Structure with tiers of increasing detail. General agreement from the team that this is a good idea. Chris and Erik will do an initial scrub of the current PBS and distribute to the team for review. Not explicitly discussed, but once the PBS is agreed upon, Chris and Erik will work to restructure the current FRDs to be organized around the PBS. Most of the existing requirements can be mapped to this structure with some writing of new top-level requirements.
4. Chris postponed his discussion of interfaces until our next meeting.
5. Rich discussed the recent work on evaluating a four-beacon fixed asterism. He feels confident that we can reduce the beacon count to 4. Full results are pending evaluation of 5 more configurations (asymmetric asterisms). His current guidance to Viswa and Alex is to proceed assuming a four-beacon solution.

Summary:

Decisions:

1. Agreed on authority of the Requirements Manager (see above for details).
2. Agreed on a modified form of Erik’s requirement review process.

3. Agreed on restructuring the functional requirements around a revised product breakdown structure.

Actions (including outstanding items):

1. Erik to make list assigning reviewers to sets of requirements (two-person teams).
2. Peter to write KAON summarizing B2C changes.
3. All team members to log into Contour and select e-mail notification for their respective requirement areas (this should probably be postponed pending the restructuring we agreed upon today)
4. Erik to write KAON describing the agreed upon requirements change/approval process.
5. Chris and Erik to make an initial scrub of the PBS for review by the team.

6. Chris and Erik to restructure the requirements based on the PBS.
7. All group members to review requirements in time for a March update.
