Виды организации процесса разработки

Календарный подход

Календарный подход основное внимание сосредоточивает на графике. Команда продвигается от одного рубежа до другого и все решения основываются на соображениях срочности. Некоторые организации применяют такой подход для взаимодействия с заказчиком чтобы продемонстрировать ему новую функциональность приложения. Меньшее внимание уделяется таким аспектам как улучшение процесса и продукта документированию и созданию стабильных архитектур для будущего использования.
Последствия 

Не приводит к удовлетворительному решению деловых проблем.

Длительная поддержка очень затратна

Большие социальные и моральные издержки

Проект управляется сиюминутными решениями целесообразность
Продукты произведенные таким способом обычно оказываются весьма недолговечными и живут 1-2 года.
Разработка нацеленная на требования 
Эта методика направляется при помощи требований или иногда с помощью так называемых свойств features
И обычно на внешнем облике приложения. Фокус в этом случае нацелен на функциональные требования т.к. они и являются внешним обликом системы в этом случае нефункциональные требования такие как 
scalability, portability and maintainability (ISO 9126 characteristics) получают низкий приоритет.

Все решения основаны на локальных требованиях и их завершение боле важно чем остальные факторы такие как график и т.п. График может быть расширен до тех пор пока требование не будет реализовано удовлетворено. Этот стиль не так плох в случае стабильных или не меняющихся требований. Тем ни менее в случае изменений в требованиях может разрушить систему.

Последствия

Малая мотивированность  в соответствии качественным характеристикам ISO 9126.

Отсутствие стабильной архитектуры

Каждое требование воплощается в одной или более физической компоненте
Не подходит для управления изменениями в требованиях которые возникают в процессе разработки проекта
Некоторые организации применяют этот поход в объектно ориентированной разработке с отрицательным эффектом невозможно в самом начале проекта требования в стабильной форме.

Тем не менее невозможно избежать таких проектов где требования утверждены в ультимативной форме.

Некоторые разработчики придерживаются заблуждения что каждому требованию соответствует в точности один экран 

Этот стиль позволяет надежно отслеживать трассировать требования (это плюс)
Полезно для проектов которые существуют на кратковременной основе и не подходит для  длительных проектов.

Множество организаций придерживаются такого подхода по видимому так как исторически именно такие подходы (основанные на создании и документировании требований) были доминирующими в 70-80 е годы.

Документационный стиль 
Обычный стиль для правительственных, оборонных и больших коммерческих структур.
Этот стиль можно считать вырожденным стилем основанном на требованиях и фокусируется на производстве документации перед тем как произвести следующий артефакт.

Реальная работа прекращается в угоду производства документации. В этот момент в организации все становятся литераторами а не программистами. Наибольшее значение имеет то какой следующий документ должен быть произведен. Такой порядок поддерживается менеджментом, поскольку они не очень представляют себе в чем собственно состоит процесс разработки по сути дела.  Вследствие этого они используют документации как контрольный механизм за процессом разработки. 

 Another misguided vision is that managers have been led to believe that CASE tools for UML are a must for every project because, as they have been told, CASE tools increase  productivity, programmer happiness, and the general well-being of the organization. The consequences of using

this approach are:

вЂў Development work ceases when nearing a deadline.

вЂў The customer never reads the document anyway!

вЂў Documentation costs may be higher than the software costs.

вЂў This style is a sign of management weakness and insecurity.

If your project is in this category, look out! On the other hand, writing documentation is good but it should not be the driver in the project.

3.6.4 Quality-driven style

This style has its own obsessions. In this case, the obsessions tend to be quantifiable measures for characteristics such as performance, reliability and security. Some examples are:

вЂў Less than one second of down-time per year

вЂў Mean time between failures (MTBF) is 100,000 years

вЂў Five percent efficiency improvement

вЂў Response time of five seconds.

The focus on these measures is poison for the other ISO 9126 characteristics such as portability, maintainability and scalability. In some cases it is absolutely essential that a project satisfies its quality requirements and measures. For example, there can be no compromise on human safety in an avionics software project. However, some developers are obsessed with performance in all cases. The consequences of using this approach are:

вЂў The wrong things are sometimes optimized.

вЂў Redirecting the system to a new focus may be extremely painful.

вЂў All emphasis is on throughput.

вЂў Understandability and changeability will suffer.

Some features of this style are that documentation is usually very prolific, applications are brittle and optimization is local, which is to say that some components are optimized while others are not. The style tends to lead to a conservative

mindset; no changes or modifications will take place if they adversely affect the quality measures.

3.6.5 Architecture-driven style

This is a relatively mature form of project style. The focus is on creating a framework that satisfies all hard requirements and the requirements corresponding to the core processes. On the other hand, the framework should be resilient enough to accommodate new requirements. This style attempts to mitigate the shortcomings of the requirements-driven style. When compared to the calendar-driven style, the current style tends to optimize for the long term.

Completeness is addressed because users can experiment with different versions of the system; the style lends itself to incremental and iterative development. As Booch notes, вЂ�completeness is in the mind of the end userвЂ™, and we should not be surprised if new requirements emerge as time goes on. A useful tactic is to use the current style as a stable baseline structure that supports new system requirements. 
The consequences of using optimization in the long term are:

вЂў Immediate time-to-market considerations can still be addressed (there is always an increment available).

вЂў It supports the construction of adaptable frameworks.

вЂў The frameworks are tuned to suit customer requirements.

We now discuss how to actually realize a stable architecture-driven style using domain architectures in combination with the Datasim Development Process.

3.6.6 Process-driven style and the DDP

It would seem that the architecture-driven style is the most stable and robust style for object-oriented development. But is it optimal and should it be replaced by more flexible solutions? Before we propose a solution, we examine a number of the (implicit) assumptions underlying the architecture-driven style. First of all, by вЂ�architectureвЂ™ we invariably mean the architecture as perceived by the software development team. It is not necessarily the way customers view their organization.

It is common to hear IT people speak in terms of the following kinds of (software) architectures when referring to customer systems (Shaw and Garlan 1996):

вЂў Layered architecture

вЂў Blackboards and repositories

вЂў ModelViewController architecture

вЂў ClientвЂ“server architecture

вЂў Two-tier and three-tier models.

We must realize that these architectures describe the topology of the systems in the solution domain. There is no guarantee that this topology is flexible enough to support existing and future customer needs and wishes. The sad news, however, is that many software projects start their life when a senior developer proposes one or more of the above architectures and uses them as the вЂ�driverвЂ™ for all future development activities.

The two main risks associated with blind faith in software architectures are:

вЂў There is no guarantee that the software architecture is a вЂ�goodвЂ™ approximation of the problem architecture (traceability problem).

вЂў The software architecture will need to change if the hard requirements change.

The first risk is caused by the development teamвЂ™s failure to align the software with the problem domain. In particular, an implicit assumption is that a plausible software architecture will probably be a good approximation to the current problem. We call this developer risk. The second risk has to do with so-called requirements volatility; this means that requirements can change. For example, our software architecture style was motivated by the vital hard requirements, but what happens to the architecture if any one of the following situations should occur?

вЂў The hard requirement is no longer a requirement.

вЂў The hard requirement is relaxed (for example, less stringent constraints).

вЂў New and higher priority requirements need to be supported.

вЂў The hard requirement becomes вЂ�even more hardвЂ™.

Each of these scenarios can occur. The main source of risk in this case is the requirement itself. In general, requirements originate from a stakeholder and thus represent a specific view of the system. Creating an architecture based on requirements alone will lead to specific and brittle solutions. Processes, on the other hand, are more stable than requirements and less likely to change. This is because processes (especially core processes) are realizations of system goals and these tend to be less volatile than stakeholder-based requirements. The rate of change of a requirement is many times greater than the rate of change of processes or even goals.

We conclude this section with a summary of the advantages of choosing for a process-based business architecture:

вЂў We have defined a strategy in this book to help us create process architectures for a wide range of problems (see, in particular, Parts II and III).

вЂў Examining architectures from a process viewpoint leads to stable systems in general; creating architectures based on hard requirements will not necessarily lead to software systems that are future-proof. Even worse, this approach could lead to systems that do not realize core processes.

вЂў There is a good chance that a smooth mapping can be found between the process architecture and its software equivalent. Traditional approaches tend to equate architecture with software architecture. An example of the latter is the original 4+1 View Model of Architecture (see Kruchten 1999). This model may have its uses but it is not suitable for modelling the business domain, in the authorвЂ™s opinion, for the simple reason that the vocabulary and jargon are different from what a customer is used to. One of the challenges for the Object Management Group, in the authorвЂ™s opinion, is to define domain architectures and software architectures, the differences between them and the mappings between them.

