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1. Inspection Planning

1.1 Choice of Inspection Process

We decided to inspect our design document using the critical design review method of verification.  The main reason for choosing this process was to ensure that our verification showed that the detailed design document meets the specifications set down by our partner group.  Our goal is to use a checklist and to change the design document as needed.  If there are any discrepancies between the design document and the specifications document, these will be noted and changed.

1.2 Location and Duration

We planned to meet in Olsson 002 on Monday, March 29 at 9:00 PM to review the design document.  We set aside one and a half hours for this process, and we finished up just before the end time.

1.3 Attendees & Roles

Attending this meeting was each employee of CompuGlobalHyperMegaNet and one member of our partner group, TMW Productions.  We selected Derek Cornish because he was in Olsson 002 during the process. Rob Iracane played the role of the head reviewer, Robert Shields and Jonathan Buster played the roles of the assistant reviewers and Derek Cornish played the role of the Member of Partner Group Who Kept Us in Check.  Reprising his role as Sergeant Carey Mahoney was the irrepressible Steve Guttenberg.

2. Check List

· Does each of the modules in the system design serve a role of the specification?

· Are the assumptions explicitly stated?

· Are all the relevant aspects of requirements specification reflected in the design document?

· Have the exceptional conditions been handled?

· Are all of the data formats consistent with the architectural plans?

· Is each statement specified in natural language easily codable?

· Is the module logic too complex?

· Are the modules cohesive and complete?

3. Results of Follow Up

Although it may seem that we are tooting our own horns, we made it through the inspection procedure without discovering any problems in the design document.  We can attribute this to either an excellent design document or a terrible inspection process. Let us hope that it is not the latter.
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