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Documentation Review Process

1. Review Procedure

1.1. PURPOSE

To conduct review meetings for documentation. However, this procedure is equally effective for code, documents, design, budgets, plans, etc. in different phases of the development process. Reviews help achieve a “meeting of the minds” on the item under development; they bring quality control to mission critical aspects of the development process, and provide substantiation for ISO and Capability Maturity Model purposes. Any defect caught by a review is one less error to derail your product development process. 

1.2. SCOPE

All development work of any type, including software development and user documentation development should be reviewed.

1.3. RESPONSIBILITIES

1.3.1. Developer/Writer

· prepare and distribute review material;

· arrange for the review meeting;

· identify and invite the moderator and reviewers; and

· respond appropriately to all comments. The developer/writer should not try to defend or excuse any errors that are found. The review is simply to uncover defects so that they may be fixed.

1.3.2. Reviewer

· examine review material against the given review criteria;

· attend the review meeting and present all findings;

· rate the importance of the findings; and

· record the amount of time spent on the review and preparation.

If a reviewer, for some reason, cannot attend the review meeting, s/he can send the written comments to the moderator, who will submit the comments at the appropriate moments during the review meeting on behalf of the absent reviewer.

1.3.3. Moderator

· chair the meeting;

· record all comments;

· record that the comments have been appropriately closed;

· record the time and resource costs;

· complete the Review Sheet; 

· follow up to ensure that the changes have been made; and

· judge how the review meeting itself is to be closed.

A secretary may assist the moderator when the volume of work warrants. The moderator also has the privilege to overrule/reclassify findings recommended by the reviewers.

The moderator and reviewers must not be the person(s) who did the work under review. 

It is also recommended that a moderator not be the direct supervisor of the person(s) who did the work under review.

1.4. DEFINITIONS

1.4.1. Review Findings

	Type
	Description

	A (Major)
	Problem requires some study, or the solution requires effort, e.g. at design phase, inconsistency in design; at implementation phase, wrong use of a sub-function or incorrect explanation of a feature, critical information missing. Solution may require research and re-interviewing of SMEs.

	B (Minor)
	Solution to the problem is obvious and the implementation is straightforward, e.g. at design phase, the reordering of design elements; at implementation phase, a coding syntax error or revision of explanation of feature; correction of information.

	C (Comment)
	No remedial action is required. Comments should be logged, but it is generally up to the developer/writer to determine whether a change should be made based on the comment, e.g. font difficult to read, more white space, etc.


1.4.2. Quality Range

The number of findings of any type which is the target for that review. For example, second draft documentation should have no more than 2 A findings.

1.4.3. Moderator

Can be any person selected by the developer, providing the person:

· is trained on the Review procedure and

· understands the roles and responsibility of a moderator

It is recommended, however, that more senior personnel or someone with expertise in the subject matter be selected for the role of moderator. If possible, the moderator should not be the direct supervisor of the person(s) who did the work under review.

Moderator should not be assigned a reviewer role. The moderator, like other reviewers, may provide comments/findings in the review meeting if s/he chooses.

1.5. PROCEDURE

1.5.1. 
Preparation

Writer/developer identifies a suitable moderator and reviewers (minimum two, not including the moderator), and obtains their consent to participate in the review. Review meetings should be included as a task item in the documentation plan, and time/resources allocated for such reviews. Approval of a documentation implies commitment of personnel to attend the reviews.

Try to distribute the workload of reviewers/moderator so that some people are not designated as reviewer or moderator all the time.

Writer/developer arranges a suitable time and place for the review meeting.

Writer/developer distributes, at least 48 hours in advance – although 5 business days is recommended, (in hardcopy or online) a copy of the material to be reviewed, and any relevant supplementary material showing the criteria that the material must meet. It is acceptable to provide a reference to this material.    

The reviewers individually read the material, judge it against the stated criteria, and record their findings in writing. For documents, the reviewer may mark up the document with their findings in addition to providing a completed review findings sheet. The marked up copy should be submitted to the developer/writer at the review meeting.

Recommended supplementary materials for different types of reviews:

	Review Type
	Recommended Supplementary Materials

	Documentation
	Document to be reviewed, Requirements or parts of plans containing the requirements, specifications documents, other relevant materials

	Code Review
	Code being reviewed in either printed or electronic form, version number/label of the code under review, design specifications, other relevant materials

	Design
	Design document (e.g. Rational Rose Model, Word Doc., Visio graphs), requirement list or parts of plans containing the requirements, any other relevant reference materials


1.5.2. 
Meeting

The writer/developer, moderator and reviewers attend a meeting where at least half of the invited reviewers must attend or the meeting is rescheduled. The moderator records attendance on the Review Findings Sheet, which is the quality record for the meeting.

The moderator chairs the meeting, and ensures that all the work under review is examined. Moderator should ensure that only constructive findings are presented. Moderator should also keep meeting on track. The goal of the review procedure is to record findings, not to solve the problems. (Should there be a need to discuss solutions, the moderator should undertake to convene a separate meeting, inviting the appropriate participants.)

The reviewers present their findings as the work is reviewed. A reviewer may offer findings in addition to the ones prepared in advance, as sometimes other things occur to the reviewer during the meeting. Written findings from an absent reviewer may be included or attached.

The moderator (or the secretary) records all findings on the Review Findings Sheet, or on an attached single copy of the work under review, taking care to record:

· The type of finding (A - major, B - minor, C - comment)  

· The name or initials of the reviewer making the finding 

· The nature of the problem found – description should be informative enough so that the developer/writer knows what to fix.

Minutes of the meeting or notes may also be taken to record any issues/questions/action items that arise during the meeting that are not directly related to the material being reviewed. Frequently, discussion of a code or documentation error highlights a requirements, specification or design flaw which must be addressed. The moderator is responsible to ensure there is follow-up on these questions.

It is recommended a review meeting should not be longer than 1 ½ hours. The meeting may be adjourned to another time and place, if necessary.

The moderator records on the Review Findings Sheet:

· The total person hours spent in preparation

· The total person hours spent in review (including the time of the moderator, secretary, reviewers and developer)

· The total numbers of major and minor findings.

1.5.3. Corrective Action 

	Type
	Corrective Action

	A
Major
	· The writer/developer makes the required changes. 

· The writer/developer will hold a further review meeting, following this procedure. (If no meeting is possible, follow step #2 from B).

· The moderator records this review as closed if and when the further review is "Passed"; or as "closed with repeat" if the further review is "Repeat" and the writer/developer is re-doing this. 

	B
Minor
	· The writer/developer makes the required changes.

· The writer/developer shows the changes to the moderator. The moderator records the review as closed when satisfied the findings have been satisfactorily addressed. 

	C
Comment
	No remedial action is required.


1.5.4. Close the Review 

The writer/developer informs the moderator when corrective action is complete. The moderator closes the review as follows:

· Records the total number of A and of B findings, and compares to the targets set in the quality plan or development plan.

· Confirms that all B comments are recorded as "closed" by initialing in the close column of the Review Findings Sheet.

· Confirms that all A comments are recorded as "closed" by initialing in the close column of the Review Findings Sheet or "closed with repeat" by adding an R.

· Close the review as "Repeat" if any of the A comments are "closed with repeat". (You may close any review this way, even if some of the other A or B comments are still open). The writer/developer should re-do this work, and submit for a follow-up review.

If the total number of A or B type comments is outside the planned quality range,  the moderator should review this situation with the development or documentation manager, and the manager should decide either to re-do the review (if the manager believes the review was not adequate) or to close the review as "Passed".  

· Close the review as "Passed" if all the A and B comments are closed, and the total  number of comments is within target.

1.6. Records

The Review Findings Sheet and meeting minutes are to be filed by the moderator in the project review sheet filing binder, which will be retained by the QA Manager for a period of 3 years after which they may be shredded or archived.






__________

Review Findings Sheet

IDENTIFICATION

	Review of  (Project):
	Winzip Utility Documentation

	
	

	Document/Specification:
	WinZip User Guide

	
	

	(Phase, Module):
	N/A

	
	

	Date of review meeting:
	22 September 2000

	
	

	Author / Developer:
	C. Jane Wright

	
	

	Moderator:
	Ellis Good

	
	

	Reviewers attending:
	Jeff Brown, Bill Thomas, Tom Cain, Marie Abel

	
	

	Observers:
	Peter Piper, Product Marketing Manager

	
	

	
	

	
	

	 
	


CLOSE

The review of this work is closed  as  
SYMBOL 113 \f "Wingdings" \s 10 \h PASSED
SYMBOL 113 \f "Wingdings" \s 10 \h  REPEAT

MEASUREMENTS

	Item
	Total for Review
	Quality Range

	Major (A) findings
	
	

	Minor (B) findings
	
	

	Person-hours of Preparation
	
	

	Person-hours of Review
	
	


Moderator signature: 








  
Date:












Notes: 
	Type
	Description

	A (Major)
	Problem requires some study or the solution requires effort, e.g. at design phase, inconsistency in design; at implementation phase, wrong use of a sub-function; missing information.

	B (Minor)
	Solution to the problem is obvious and the implementation is straightforward, e.g. at design phase, the reordering of design elements; at implementation phase, a coding syntax error, or wrong description of a feature.

	C (Comment)
	No remedial action is required.


Attach evidence of the findings to this review sheet, and include any marked-up copies.
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