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2 Purpose & Scope

The purpose of this document is to describe the activities, the roles and perspectives that are the basic elements of the REGNET Review Process. 

The steps, roles and perspectives described in this document are relevant for all those artefacts developed within REGNET project that shall undergo peer review.

3 Instruction

The REGNET Review process is well defined and has three stages:

· Review Preparation;

· Review stage;

· Follow up stage.

3.1 Review Preparation

· As the Author decides that the material is ready for review, the Task Leader identifies a Review Responsible, who is in charge of coordinating the Review, assuring that it is correctly performed;  

· The Task Leader and Review Responsible select a review team, while the Review Responsible schedules the review deadlines (start date, preparation end date, discussion end date), and decide about the objectives and focus of the review: error finding or assessment of concept/alternatives covered in the document;

· Author distributes the Work Product to be reviewed (Line Numbered If Possible) to the Reviewers with enough advance. 

· Review Responsible fills the first part of the REGNET Review Report and contacts the review team members in order to assure that dates are agreed upon, material to be submitted to review is available for all of them, focus and process of the review is clear to everybody. 

· The Reviewers study the material and record their comments.  

3.2 Review stage

· Among Reviewers is identified a Review Recorder who will track all faults and problems addressed during the Review

· Reviewers ask questions about problems found;

· Author answers questions, only to clarify, NOT to provide a solution;

· As faults are agreed upon, Review Responsible takes notes of them on the review reports and classifies them in Major or minor faults;

· The Review disposition is determined:

· Accepted: inspection identified only minor faults;

· Conditionally Accepted: Correction of major faults is trivial, or Review Responsible is capable of verifying the fixes;

· New Review: Impact of the faults is very high and require re-inspection by the whole team (or subset of the team);

· Rewrite: number of faults is too high and the artifact has to be rewritten.

· Disagreed: a clear agreement on major issues has not been achieved and review has to be escalated.

· The Review recorder completes the REGNET Review Report. 

3.3 Follow up stage

· The Review Responsible submits to Task Leader issues that has not been solved during the Review (if any) who will decide on them;

· The Review Responsible fills the REGNET Review Summary, publishes it and related problem report, if needed;

· The Author fixes the errors and defects agreed with the Review Team;

· The Review Responsible ensures follow up, finishes the REGNET Review Report and Summary, signs it, and submits it to the Task Leader, who signs it;

· The REGNET Review Report is finally stored into Project Repository.

4 Review Roles & Perspectives

All the review process participants must be aware of and able to perform their roles in order to conduct effective reviews. In addition to their technical roles, there is also a need for certain meeting roles.

4.1 Meeting Roles

Review Responsible (Moderator):

The Review Responsible should demonstrate both technical and inter-personal skills as well as should show a certain degree of sensitivity to group dynamics. The Review Responsible is in charge of:

1. Organizing the review, setting the agenda, distributing the materials, and scheduling time;

2. Conducting an effective review, ensuring that the procedures are followed correctly according to the guidelines;

3. Keeping the review on track;

4. Making sure that problems and action items are identified;

5. Ensuring that the main focus of the review meeting is on uncovering problems and not fixing them;

6. Making sure that all the relevant forms are completed;

7. Following up to ensure that any problem found is fixed;

8. Reporting the result of the review meeting;

9. Ensuring the completeness and correctness of the problem report if any defect is detected during the review. 

Author:

The author is responsible for:

1. Answering technical questions;

2. Fixing faults found in the review and refining the work products according to the review.

Review Recorder:

The Review Recorder cannot be the same person as the Review Responsible and must be able to communicate with the Review Responsible easily. He is responsible for:

1. Being familiar with key words and the notations used in the project so that the notes are easily recorded;

2. Recording problems found in the review and making the notes available to the reviewers;

3. Being able to participate as a reviewer;

4. Polling for consensus, if necessary;

5. Summarizing the results in the REGNET Review Report.

Optional participants:

These participants are responsible for:

1. Evaluating the material, taking care not to overlook any details;

2. Reviewing the product in a constructive manner;

3. Asking questions rather than making accusations;

4. Raising issues, not solving them;

5. Avoiding discussions on style and concentrating on technical correctness and completeness instead;

6. Recording and classifying comments;

7. Sharing in responsibility and ownership.

5 Fault classification

Major Fault:

One that if not removed from this work product, or in a subsequent work product, could result in a test or field reported problem.

All other faults are Minor:

Comments in code, language, grammar, extra code, spelling, …

6 General Comments

In order to render Reviews effective they should involve three to five people. 

Various technical perspectives must also be represented in each review in order to cover as many as possible of the requirements that the participants in the development process have for the reviewed document. This is done by having different reviewers “represent” the views of the participants who may have an interest in the quality of the reviewed document. The technical perspectives included are those of the customer, system analyst, designer, coder, system tester, maintainer, quality and others.
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