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2 Existing Fragments evaluation and granularity level comparison
2.1 Discussion

Massimo presented his analysis of already available SPEM models for GAIA, ADELFE and PASSI methodologies with the main purpose to identify an initial set of method fragments.

We (all participants) identified and discussed the problem of using different SPEM elements for describing the process structure (workflow) of the methodology models. For instance ADELFE uses activities and steps. In this case, possible fragments could be found at the level of: 1) simple activities, 2) sets of strongly dependent activities that cannot be separated and must be applied in a given predefined order, 3) single steps. Both GAIA and PASSI use the similar approach of describing the methodology process at the level of disciplines decomposed into activities, and therefore these entities can become possible method fragments. The reason why this problem arose could be found in the relatively vague definition of SPEM, our insufficient practical experiences of using SPEM, and lack of guidelines how to apply SPEM for defining of FIPA methodology.
To overwhelm the aforementioned problem, we came up with the idea of “unifying” different levels of granularity used for describing existing methodologies, which can be then used also for specification the final FIPA methodology. We considered 4 levels: disciplines, work definitions, activities and steps. In the following discussion we tried to identify these common elements in ADELFE, GAIA and PASSI method fragments. We should also interact with SPEM people in order to clarify semantics and using of these elements.
Renato proposed of “joining” different methodologies at the level of phases but some TC members expressed their doubts, because (by now) there are no common “interfaces” in form of artifacts between phases of different methodologies.
During comparison of proposed method fragments we also identified the need to describe method fragments at different levels. Radovan presented an analysis of method fragments described at different granularity levels, possibilities to “unify” them at the same level and consequences for structuring of the method base. We see the possibility to define method fragments at the work definition, activity and step levels. The next discussion has shown that the different granularity levels are possible (maybe even necessary), and within a method base they can be composed into hierarchical structures. However, these concepts must be further analyzed.
2.2 Resolutions

· We looked at the already defined fragments and argued that some levels of granularity could be identified and a hierarchical composition of such fragments is possible. This possibility should be pursued during the identification and definition of future fragments.
· We identified the need of analyzing the different level of granularity that could be useful in fragments description (work definitions, activities and steps) and produce some guidelines about their use in fragments extracted from different methodologies.
3 MAS meta-model

3.1 Discussion

This part of the discussion started with clarification of what we understand by terms meta-meta-model, meta-model, and model because some misunderstandings appeared in previous communications.
We had a look at PASSI, GAIA, ADELFE and AUML (produced by the Modeling TC) meta-models and came into a common agreement that the AUML meta-model is at the same abstraction level as PASSI, GAIA, and ADELFE meta-models, but different underlying concepts and modeling constructs are used in each approach.
Based on information given by attended Modeling TC members, we observed that the current AUML is not yet prepared to be used as the basement for FIPA methodology artifacts. Therefore we discussed the possibility to unify concepts from several modeling languages/methodologies and to create a common meta-model used within FIPA methodology by members of Methodology TC.
In order to avoid confusion, we also discussed and agreed upon a n
aming convention used for identification of MAS meta-models coming from different methodologies.
3.2 Resolutions

· We analyzed the three meta-models of ADELFE, GAIA and PASSI and concluded that they can be seen as an extension of the Modeling TC MAS meta-model.

· In order to avoid confusion, specific methodology meta-models will be labeled using the syntax:
<methodology> MAS meta-model
· Further studies will be carried on in order to identify commonalities among meta-models that could help in composing a new meta-model reusing the existing ones or eventually unify a core for them.
4 Method base structure
4.1 Discussion
We discussed an initial model of the method base (initially proposed by A. Garro and modified by M. Cossentino, and L. Sabatucci). We observed several problems in the proposal and we proposed some improvements. However further reviewing and offline discussions are required.
4.2 Resolutions

· An initial specification for the method base structure (proposed by M. Cossentino, A. Garro and L. Sabatucci) has been discussed and several modifications introduced in it. Further work will be done offline interacting in the mailing list with the aim of consolidating an initial model for the next meeting.
5 Fragment definition
In this part of the session we assessed comments on previously released definition of method fragment submitted by Brian Henderson-Sellers. Radovan presented analysis of the comments with the main goal to evaluate their relevance, importance, consequences, etc.

Some of these comments have been evaluated as low-priority and deferred to an offline discussion, while one point was considered particularly relevant and deeply discussed: (according to B. Henderson-Sellers) dependencies should be extracted from the fragment specification and should be moved to the method base specification.

We discussed this idea and finally it has been accepted by most of attended Methodology TC members. However, we are not going to update the official method fragment definition (i.e. to remove point 9) immediately. Incorporation of this change might be performed after we have a stable model of the method base, stable method base structure, and we gain more experiences in defining method fragments, their incorporation into the method base, and management of the method base repository.
5.1 Resolutions

· We analyzed comments from some members and accepted few of them.
· As a consequence, members are discouraged from using entry 9 of fragment definition (dependency relationships among different fragments) since this information will be more properly located in the method base and therefore further work will be done to express it in the method base structure.
6 Methodology scope
6.1 Discussion
Radovan introduced an idea to specify the scope of FIPA methodology explicitly (as a set of covered disciplines) and started a debate about two possible approaches how to create FIPA methodology: bottom-up (unification-driven) and top-down (requirements-driven) approaches. Bottom-up approach defines the methodology by expressing existing methodologies in SPEM models, unification of different SPEM models to be expressed uniformly, and identification of final method fragments and disciplines. Top-down approach is based on defining the methodology requirements first and consequent identification of covered disciplines and final method fragments. Scope-related requirements play very important role in the second approach.

Methodology TC currently applies the bottom-up approach but in future it should combine the both approaches. We discussed this topic and agreed that we are going to start discussions about the methodology requirements.

In the following discussion we tried to identify an initial set of covered disciplines and their content. This discussion will continue offline by email.
6.2 Resolutions

· We initiated the discussion about the possible approaches in constructing a methodology and specifically dealt with requirements driven and unification driven points of view.
· We started a discussion about the identification of a number of disciplines that should be covered by a FIPA methodology.
7 (Glossary)

Some TC members submitted their comments on the released FIPA methodology glossary, Rel. 1.0 before the meeting. Even if a discussion about them was included in the meeting agenda (as an optional point), there was no time to do it during the meeting.
7.1 Resolutions

· We decided to discuss the comments in the TC maling list. Members are asked to forward their comments to the methodology@fipa.org ML.

8 Conclusions

During the Barcelona meeting we had very interesting and intensive discussions resulted in important decisions and action points influencing future work of the Methodology TC. The meeting was assessed as very successful.

Methodology TC gratefully thanks all people attending the meeting and the others contributing offline.
�Radovan: I do not remember anything about this issue. What it that?
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