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1. I* diagram for Issue 1
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2. Issues descriptions
2.1 Issue 1
	
	Further clarification of “minimal interaction” is required. 

	Criteria:
	Unverifiable, Ambiguous

	Options:
	1) Templates or patterns of email should be standardized including only what kind of conflict and possible resolution.

a) Pros:

Templates can assist users clearly clarify the problem.

b) Cons:

Users’ responds and descriptions are limited.

2) Participants should be able to freely describe conflict without following provided template.

a) Pros:
Users are allowed to describe their problems in a more detail manner.
b) Cons:
Users may spend time arguing instead of solving problems.

	Resolution:
	1

	Justification:
	It is important to structure the meeting negotiation system and to limit the process so that it may be submitted for a higher form of mediation in an orderly manner.

	Reference:
	“The amount of interaction among participants (e.g., number and length of messages, amount of negotiation required) should be kept minimal”


2.2 Issue 2
	
	Clarification is required for “accurately monitored details”

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, incompleteness

	Options:
	1) All participants will get an immediate update notice when any modification is done to a meeting date, location, resources. 

a) Pros:
Participants will be able to have current meeting editing and an update notice at the same time without having any unfriendly changes.
b) Cons:
Participants might ignore the update notice accidentally.
2) Participants view will be refreshed immediately when any modification is done. 

a) Pros:
Participants’ page will be immediately renewed and contain the newest up to date information.
b) Cons:
Participants may lose the current information they are editing.
3) When a meeting is held, all participates connected virtually (through web conferencing for example) should receive updates in real time via the supported teleconferencing interface. 

	Resolution:
	1

	Justification:
	An update notice without changing user’s current view is a more friendly way. 

	Reference:
	“A meeting should be accurately monitored, especially when it is held in a virtual place.”


2.3 Issue 3
	
	Requires clarification of what the word nomadicity means. What is the relationship between nomadicity and accurately monitoring? 

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, incompleteness

	Options:
	1) Provide virtual meeting scheduling. And use 3rd part virtual meeting software to do virtual meetings.

2) Participants will not be able to moving from one location to another and stay connected to a meeting presentation.

	Resolution:
	1

	Justification:
	Consider the definition of the word nomadicity to be the capacity to move from one location to another and start communicating.

	Reference:
	“A meeting should be accurately monitored, especially when it is held in a virtual place. Here, nomadicity will then be important to consider;”


2.4 Issue 4
	
	Further clarification of “dynamically” and “flexibility” is required.

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity

	Options:
	Flexibility

1) Each participant should be allowed to select time preference sets and exclusion sets. 

2) Each participant should be allowed to indicate what location is better for him/her and what resources might be needed.

3) Interface for planning a meeting should be simple to navigate.

Dynamically

4) Participants should be allowed to modify date preference set of an already submitted meeting response as many times as needed before a date is set. 

5) Only the initiator should be allowed to modify previous defined resources, and location of the meeting. Once a participant selects a date range, only the initiator shall be able to modify it.

	Resolution:
	1,2,3, 4

	Justification:
	User’s preferences are considered and options are given to enhance the flexibility.

	Reference:
	“Preplanning of a meeting should be done as dynamically and with as much flexibility as possible”


.

2.5 Issue 5
	
	Can productivity gains be clearly measured?

	Criteria:
	Unverifiable

	Options:
	1) Compare our system’s performance with currently available systems

2) Conduct simulations with/without the system to analyze time performance under different criteria. For example, manually communicate with all participants via phones and then use the system to communicate with all participants internet and compare amount of the time it took to negotiate a meeting.

a) Pros:
Time factor with/without the system is analyzed which shows the system’s profit clearly.
b) Cons:
There’s no comparison between our system’s and currently available systems’ performance.

	Resolution:
	Option 1

	Justification:
	While it requires the company to study how long usually takes to plan a distributed meeting, and the study will have to take in to account the amount of participants, physical location of each participant, connection availability and computer literacy of users, It will provide the most effective metric for gauging system contributions.
A clarification on how much the planning time needs to be reduced (a quantitative qualifier) is required.

	Reference:
	“The intended system should considerably reduce the amount of overhead usually incurred in organizing meetings where potential attendees are distributed over many different places and communicate with each other, for example, via Internet;”

	
	


2.6 Issue 6
	
	Additional information is required to define “typically managed”

	Criteria:
	Incompleteness

	Options:
	1) Requires a study of the business rules of a significant sample of the potential customers.
2) Define what typically managed means by looking into different existing systems. The new system shall reflect to basic features that other scheduling meeting systems have. 

a) Pros: Can guarantee the system at least has some features like current scheduling meeting system
a) Cons:  May involve into some drawbacks of current system as well.
2) Some new features may be needed to really manage meetings. E.g. create a mediator role.
a) Pros: can reduce the conflict and control the scheduling better.
b) Cons: Involves into more human labor


	Resolution:
	Option 1, 2, 3 

	Justification:
	All options are necessary to accurately define “typically managed”.

	Reference:
	“The system should reflect as closely as possible the way meetings are typically managed (see the domain theory above);”


2.7 Issue 7
	
	Additional information is needed regarding “as much decentralized requests as possible”.

	Criteria:
	Incompleteness

	Options
	1) Could mean that the systems can be accessed through different devices such as computer, cell phone, PDA, etc.

a) Pros: Multi-platform increases the mobility and applicability of the system. 
b) Cons: Greatly increase the difficulties to develop the system. It may also lead to other problems such as security.
2) Multiple participants can request a meeting concurrently. 

a) Pros: Increase the efficiency for user to request meetings.
b) Cons: Increase the conflicts of resources.
3) The meeting can be scheduled from different locations.
a) Pros: Increase the applicability and efficiency for manage the meeting.
b) Cons: may lead to security problems.

	Resolution
	Option 2

	Justification:
	A decentralized system should be used at different locations by multiple users at same time. 

	Reference:
	“The system should accommodate as much decentralized requests as possible; any authorized user should be able to request a meeting independently of her whereabouts”


2.8 Issue 8
	
	What details should be included in “physical constraint”?

	Criteria:
	Incomplete

	Options
	1) A person may not participate in two meetings at the same time virtually 
2) A person may not be physically at two different places at the same time.

3) A meeting room may not be allocated to more than one meeting at the same time
4) Equipment may not be used in two different places at the same time.

5) Number of attendant can’t exceed the room capacity.

	Resolution
	Options 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

	Justification:
	Options 2 to 5 are restrictions according to real-world experience. But for the option 1, it can be considered if customer wants, because one can attend a meeting virtually at same time. 

	Reference:
	“Physical constraints should not be broken - e.g., a person may not be at two different places at the same time; a meeting room may not be allocated to more than one meeting at the same time; etc.”


2.9 Issue 9
	
	Quantitative information is required for “appropriate level of performance”

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity

	Options
	1) System shall give out a higher bound for the elapsed time between the submission of a meeting request and the determination of the corresponding date/location, and for the elapsed time between the determination of a meeting date/location and the communication of this information to all participants concerned.
a) Pros: more efficient and convenient.
b) Cons: not as quite flexible.
2) Initiator shall set up the higher bound for these two kinds of time in option 1 instead of system, but system shall still give out a recommended time to initiator.
a) Pros: more flexible. Initiator can manage the meeting better.
b) Cons: involve more human labor.
3) Set up lower bound for the time. 
a) Pros: more time to prepare a meeting
b) Cons: low efficiency.

	Resolution
	Option 1

	Justification:
	Performance constraints should be limited system definitions, human interaction should play no part in determining performance. 

	Reference:
	The system should provide an appropriate level of performance:

· the elapsed time between the submission of a meeting request and the determination of the corresponding date/location should be minimal; or

· the elapsed time between the determination of a meeting date/location and the communication of this information to all participants concerned should be minimal; or

· a lower bound should be fixed between the time at which the meeting date is determined and the time at which the meeting is actually taking place;




2.10 Issue 10
	
	This issue has been deprecated in V 2.9 of the SRS document.

	Criteria:
	

	Options:
	

	Resolution:
	

	Justification:
	

	Reference:
	


2.11 Issue 11
	
	This issue has been deprecated in V 2.9 of the SRS document.

	Criteria:
	

	Options:
	

	Resolutions:
	 

	Justification:
	

	Reference:
	


2.12 Issue 12
	
	A clear definition of how extensibility is to be implemented is required.

	Criteria:
	Incomplete, Ambiguity

	Options:
	1) Predefined rules to support later modifications

2)  Follow formal conventions and detailed documentation for future reuse in other contexts

	Resolution:
	Option 1& 2

	Justification:
	Follow particular rules and document can help the system be easier for modification and reuse.

	Reference:
	“The system should be easily extensible to accommodate the following typical variations:

· handling of explicit priorities among dates in preference sets;

· handling of explicit dependencies between meeting date and meeting location;

· participation through delegation - a participant may ask another person to represent her/him at the meeting;

· variations in date formats, address formats, interface language, etc.; and 

· Partial reuse in other contexts - e.g., to help establish course schedule.”


2.13 Issue 13
	
	What will be the environment for the SMDS?

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, Incompleteness

	Options:
	3) The user can freely create accounts. (e.g. Google Calendars)
a) Pros:

Users are allowed to create account freely which is the key element when applying under open environment.
b) Cons:
Users’ ranks are limited at the same level. The priority issue between users shall not be considered.
4) Users exist within an organization and an administrator  will create the accounts.(e.g. Lotus Notes)

a) Pros:
Attribute of different rank level can be assigned to user through administrator. Rank level can be used to identify user’s importance.

b) Cons:
Requires significant administrator intervention

	Resolution:
	Option2.

	Justification
	In order to satisfy the priority functional requirement. If users are allowed to create their own accounts they can abuse of the priority feature. Most of our potential customers need the system to schedule meeting in a professional environment therefore the most profitable target customer are organizations.

	Reference:
	“to take some external constraints into account after a date and location have been proposed - e.g., due to the need to accommodate a more important meeting. ​here, the original meeting date or location may then need to be changed; sometimes the meeting may even be cancelled”


2.14 Issue 14
	
	It is impossible to schedule a meeting that satisfies both early and convenient.

	Criteria:
	Conflicting

	Options:
	Convenient date/location: Defined as belong to the greatest number of preference set and preferred locations.
Early date: Defined as the first date that the meeting could be held within the date range all participants can attend.
1) Choose the  most convenient
a) Pros:

Most participants should be able to participate the meeting.

b) Cons:

The scheduled meetings related to critical issues might be seriously delayed due to having the most convenient date at the end of a date range.

2) Choose the earliest date
a) Pros:

Issues can be solved quickly by having the meeting as soon as possible.

b) Cons:

The meeting might end up with a low attendance rate.

3) Give the initiator the option to choose the want he prefers.
a) Pros:

User should be able to balance between early and convenient date depends on his/her need.

b) Cons:

If user is unaware of meeting’s importance, he/she might inappropriately set the meeting to an inefficient choice.

	Resolution:
	Option 3 

	Justification:
	Provide more flexibility. The user can choose according to his immediate need.

	Reference:
	“The meeting date and location should be as convenient as possible, and available as early as possible, to all (potential) participants;”


2.15 Issue 15
	
	To what extent should support be provided for distributed meetings?

	Criteria:
	Incomplete, ambiguity

	Options:
	1) System should provide predefined templates to describe virtual location for typical virtual meeting using COTS products.

2) It is up to the user to provide the required information.
3) It is up to the administrator to provide support.

	Resolution:
	1

	Justification:
	Adds values to the system.

	Reference:
	“Monitor meetings, especially when they are held in a distributed manner;” 


2.16 Issue 16
	
	If two meetings have the same priority, how do you decide which one receives preference?

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, Incompleteness

	Options:
	1) Quit negotiation after a user-define number of attempts

a) Pros:
A warning will be issued early to notify all Participants for unsolved conflict.
b) Cons:
Conflict is still unsolved.
2) Create a mediator role that will decide which meeting gets the slot.

a) Pros:
Conflicts can be quickly solved by mediator based on his/her experience.
b) Cons:
Mediator should be familiar with processing meeting issues and resources.

	Resolution:
	Option 2.

	Justification:
	Option 1 in many cases does not result in a viable solution. Option 2 will always result in a viable solution even though human intervention is required.

	Reference:
	“to take some external constraints into account after a date and location have been proposed - e.g., due to the need to accommodate a more important meeting.”


2.17 Issue 17
	
	Can a participant attend only one meeting as a partial participant?

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, Incompleteness

	Options:
	1) If two meetings have time intersection, participants can join one or two of them as partial participant. But the participant must attend both meetings. 
a) Pros:
Strong constraint on attending meetings. Early quit of meetings can be avoid as more as possible.
b) Cons:
Increase the business logic complexity.
2) A participant can attend any meeting as a partial participant.

a) Pros:
Easier to business model. More flexible for meeting participants.
b) Cons:
Enforcement on attending meeting as a whole is weak.

	Resolution:
	Option 2.

	Justification:
	Option 2. Option 2 does not increase the current business complexity of the system. The cost of changing requirement is kept at a low level. And option 2 is more flexible.

	Reference:
	“Some meetings are organized and scheduled at the same time, as a 

chunk, where partial attendance can be allowed”


2.18 Issue 18
	
	What is the degree of secured meeting information?

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, Incompleteness

	Options:
	1) Meeting information can only be viewed by initiator, mediator and participants
a) Pros:
Information are highly secured from unrelated persons
b) Cons:
Information sharing is low.
2) Time, location and equipment information can be view by other meeting related person.

a) Pros:
With shared information, conflict can be reduced.
b) Cons:
Some information is not secured.

	Resolution:
	Option 2.

	Justification:
	Option 2. It’s worth to share some information for less conflict.

	Reference:
	“Meeting locations should be convenient, and information about 

meetings should be secure”


2.19 Issue 19
	
	How to handle conflict concurrent meeting request?

	Criteria:
	Ambiguity, Incompleteness

	Options:
	1) Accept both requests. Let the user or mediator make further decision
a) Pros:
Flexible
b) Cons:
Increase the complexity of the meeting scheduling process.
2) Fail the request that is lately processed by the system.

a) Pros:
More efficiency. Conflict is solved within the system.
b) Cons:
Less flexible.

	Resolution:
	Option 2.

	Justification:
	Option 2. It’s worth to reduce some flexibility for quicker scheduling and less conflict.

	Reference:
	“The meeting system must in general handle several meeting requests in parallel. Meeting requests can be competing when they overlap on time or space. Concurrency must thus be managed”
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