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Workshop Description

Over the past year or two, OST-MDL noticed how a number of official NWS software development tasks/groups had seemingly similar requirements and intents, often in association with AWIPS II (aka AWIPS Migration).  It was noted that there needed to be some agent to try to pull these disparate groups together, to enhance software development and reduce duplication of effort and the “stovepiping” syndrome.  It was then decided that a multi-day workshop could be a good way to get these groups together to enlighten each other about what specific work was being conducted and how to improve collaboration between software development agencies.
A Development Collaboration Workshop was held on September 29-30, 2010, in Silver Spring, MD and was attended by OST-MDL, OST-SEC, OST-PPD, GSD-ISB, GSD-TOB, Iris, OHD-HSEB, NCEP, OCWWS-MSD, Western Region, and Southern Region, representing various tasks, such as: general AWIPS II architecture, Iris, IHIS, ADVISOR, NAWIPS, and Thin Client.  The tone of the workshop was fairly informal, with a significant amount of lively discussion.
Workshop Goals

The Development Collaboration Workshop was held with the following goals in mind:

1. Define the primary functions and requirements for each associated task, so representatives from one task will know “what the other tasks intend to do”. 
2. Define commonalities of function and requirement between these tasks. 
3. Identify potential collaborative aspects. 
4. Identify methods for reducing or eliminating duplication of effort and for enhancing collaboration and communication.
These goals were pursued, with the intent of trying to address the specific situation at hand, involving the specific tasks noted above in the “Workshop Description” section of this summary.  General ‘collaboration goals’ were not the focus, though the discussions certainly did become ‘general’ at various times, and many conclusions turned out to be general as well.
Workshop Evaluation

How well did we meet the goals of the workshop?

1. Define the primary functions and requirements for each associated task, so representatives from one task will know “what the other tasks intend to do”. 
Day 1 of the 2-day workshop consisted of, primarily, informative presentations for each significant task that was of interest.  Each presentation was at least fairly informative.
Goal met.
2. Define commonalities of function and requirement between these tasks. 
Part of Day 2 was spent trying to identify and list major components of all tasks, and noting, for each component, which tasks shared that component.  This attempt was not intended to be fully comprehensive, but it was expected to be fairly comprehensive, noting significant components.

A spreadsheet was composed, listing these components and flagging each task that was associated to each component.  This list is in Appendix A of this document.  The discussion that led to this list and its associations was a bit drawn out and lost focus at times, thus the list and associations may not be as comprehensive nor as accurate as hoped.
Goal pretty much met.
3. Identify potential collaborative aspects. 
The list and its associations were intended to spark discussion regarding how to specifically get various agencies with common tasks to work together in better ways.  Unfortunately, the conclusions were general and not specific to the current situation.  Appendix B lists the various general conclusions identified that could improve Development Collaboration.

Goal not met.
4. Identify methods for reducing or eliminating duplication of effort and for enhancing collaboration and communication.
As noted above, general suggestions were identified that could improve Development Collaboration amongst various NWS software development agencies.  Appendix B lists these suggestions.

Goal met.
Workshop Actions

One measure of success of a good workshop is, were good actions defined, that could lead to real and good change.  The following are the actions noted from the workshop:
	Action
	Responsible Party

	1. Provide Summary of this workshop to various individuals, including all attendees.
	MDL 
(Filiaggi)

	2. Provide workshop documents, presentations, notes, etc, on an MDL web page and advertise the existence of this web page to all attendees.
	MDL 
(Filiaggi & Schattel)

	3.  Form a team that meets semi-regularly, consisting of the attendees of this workshop and possibly others.  This team will try to:

a. keep track of this collaboration, and try to continue to flesh out ideas noted in this workshop.

b. Try to devise a management plan to make better use of field devs (ie: ITOs and SOOs) and to manage collaboration in general.  Governance:

i. Chain of Authority

ii. Standards, Roles, Responsibilities

c. Can influence AWIPS II governance – keep this in mind – try to be more involved in the governance.  
	MDL (TBD)


Workshop Conclusions

Overall, this development Collaboration Workshop was of value, although not all goals were met.  The discussions were lively and respectful and included many attendees representing many tasks and agencies.

Action Item #3 is the kicker.  It will be difficult to create and manage such a team in the spirit that will yield significant value.  Many workshops have good discussion and good actions, but the follow-through on the actions falters.  The ultimate success of this workshop will depend on how Action Item #3 is managed.

Appendix A:  Component list and task associations.

	Item
	AWIPS II
	Iris
	IHIS
	ADVISOR
	Thin Client
	NAWIPS
	Collaboration
	Data Delivery
	 

	Architecture components
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Plugin usage
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 

	System preparation 
(enhanced environment)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Web implementation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	front end
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	back end (web services)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x
	 

	Configuration
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	notice thresholding
	 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x?
	 
	 
	user provided criteria on which to base notifications

	"localization" 
(geo-domain definition)
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	(simple) Color 
thresholding/filtering
	 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	full color map 
management
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Display
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	“Primitives” usage
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	x
	 
	ie: arrows, lines, icons

	Upload (Public/Partner)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	manual upload, 
not likely gridded

	GIS layers
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Open Layers
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Drawing Tools
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 

	Graph-to-Grid 
(ie:contour to grid)
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	display dynamic OGC 
(ie: KML)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 

	Google Earth/Maps
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	platform
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Distributed Development
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	“agile” development
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mentoring
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Notification/Messaging
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Automated Monitor 
Function
	 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Current FOTM Tech 
(IM, email, etc)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Incoming 
(customer to system)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chat
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	DATA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Data Derivations
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	Data push & pull
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 

	Data subscription
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	Geo-coding 
(lat/lon from location)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	seamless archiving & 
retrieval
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Awips firewall 
pass-through
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 

	Upload 
(Public/Partner, ie: SA)
	 
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Grid management 
(dynamic/new)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	"Product" Generation
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Tech/Utilities
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Maven
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Eclipse
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 

	languages
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	java
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 

	python
	 
	 
	x
	x?
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	xml
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 

	javascript
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Preliminary real-time report
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Appendix B: Issues, improvement ideas, and obstacles to success.
· Efficiency

1) Better communication.

2) Common tool/utility usage.

a) Version Control

b) Testbed(s)

3) Better leadership

a) More well-defined

b) Foster Mentorship (faster ramp-up with new stuff)

c) Manage “local” development: be they Iris applications, ADVISOR Profiles, pure “local apps”, etc.  This requires leadership!

· Communication

1) Web

a) Wikis (passive: place info, let others come to get it when they want)

b) Email list servers (have not been all that successful)

2) Strengthen networking: how?

a) Chat?  (Include devs in an operational chat?)

b) More well-defined and controlled and targeted meetings (which requires good overall leadership)

3) Attend workshops – how do we know what to attend – how do we hear about it in the first place?

4) Communication needs to be more organized and intentional (and managed).  Don’t expect, if the methods are provided that they will be used.

· Development Process

1) Better Communication.

2) Better and homogenous tools

3) Think more “open source”.  Program ‘leader’ with a number of remotely located ‘developers’

· Obstacles to Success

1) Lack of ‘easy learning’ of new programming languages and techniques.

a) Comfort with familiar programming languages and techniques. (expediency)

2) Involvement with other, external organizations (re: development) (This can also be a good thing.)

3) “Cowboy coding”

4) Misunderstanding of other app function domain: problematic general communication

5) Lack of universal involvement: “ownership” of the software development issues

6) Pressure from management to do one thing over another, which may not be the best way

7) Bureaucracy/security policies

a) Software dev driving guidance/authority may be in the wrong hands – but this may be an immutable fact of life.

8) Lack of motivational software development leadership (ie: need to get the ITOs involved and excited)

