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1 Problem Statement
Our current documentation structure does not align with Ericsson’s program-focused model, nor does it provide a stable foundation from which we can create future documentation for various products and solutions. 
Additional problems include:

· Content must be maintained in multiple areas, and we are not managing content reuse as effectively as we could be.
· Our current process does not provide an efficient way to manage documentation respins and tracking for TR corrections and individual features.

· We are not leveraging content work being done in Engineering.
· We are overusing profiles and underusing ClearCase.

· We need to draw clear distinctions between reference and procedural (configuration) information.
2 High-level Overview
To meet internal and external customer requirements and product quality carrier-class documentation that is in-line with Ericsson’s program-based model, we must:
· Restructure the existing content to provide a stable foundation from which we can create future documentation for various products. 

· Aggregate the existing content into smaller, more manageable functionality-focused modules

· Eliminate or greatly limit the need to maintain content in more than one place by identifying areas where duplicate content in necessary, managed using ClearCase components and aggregated modules.
· Support accurate and efficient documentation respins for:
- maintenance releases.
- TR corrections
· Support the simple inclusion or removal of 
- program-based content (large-scale) in various outputs.
- platform-based content (large-scale) in various outputs.
- individual TR correction (small-scale) in various outputs.
- individual feature (small-scale) in various outputs
· Support merges.
· Provide program-based content that is easy to use, port, and find.
· Leverage content-reuse work being done in S&T engineering so that we can benefit from, and be consistent with, the way that Engineering enables or disables features in the code for various outputs.
· Design a content-management approach that is flexible and easier to author within.
· Allows flexible reuse of content for future products and solutions.
· Support maintenance release content more easily into SEOS core content.
2.1 Results
After remodeling our content, writer will easily and seamlessly be able to:

· Add a new card type to a program or platform 

· Deliver a feature to a program or platform
· Deliver a feature to multiple programs or platforms.
· Exclude a feature from a program or platform.
· Deliver a feature to a release
· Deliver a feature to multiple releases
· Exclude a feature from a release
· Be more surgical with TR resolutions; we operate on the aggregated module instead of on a whole document or multiple documents.
· Deliver a TR fix to a release
· Exclude a TR fix from a release
· Add a program to a platform
· Work with PM to build customized doc sets for specific solutions (BGF, BRAS, L2-L3, etc.), generic platforms (SmartEdge, SM-family, SSR), and specific releases (Release 6.5, Release 11.1, etc.)
· Clearly differentiate reference material from procedural (configuration) information. 

Stakeholders will be able to create customized documentation specific to their product and customers.  

2.2 Expected Outcomes
· Writers are responsible for a set of content, not manuals. 

· Writers are responsible for multiple outputs for their technology areas.  
· Information architects aggregate content intelligently, rather than creating documents.  
· Customers are no longer required to sift through unnecessary content.  
· Writers designate technology-based content that applies to more than one platform for reuse.
· Writers clearly distinguish reference content from configuration content.
· Writers create workflows that refer to SQA configurations and reference material.
2.3 Business Requirements
· This source content modularization project must not impact current products or releases.

· To minimize impact to project documentation, we need to do the modularization pilot in a sandbox and then merge the affected content back into the main library.
· We need to create a usability study to ensure our pilot content is an improvement and understand risks and benefits of source content modularization.  We need PMT, BUGs, and engineering to review content and give us feedback comparing the content before and after modularization.
· We need to build files for components for each solution (like a PRI file).
· We will ensure content integrity by tracking content changes.  Aggregating the content will enable writers revert to earlier versions when necessary. A history of authors and changes will provide an audit trail and enable troubleshooting.  

· To ensure all work is backed up, all writers will work on the Montreal network; copying a file down to a local drive will not be permitted because modifications cannot be tracked and content is at risk if a local drive is not backed up.

· We are not removing content; we are remodeling the existing content so that it is easier to aggregate that content into multiple solutions.
2.4 Stakeholder Analysis
	Stakeholder
	Responsibility and Benefits
	Date

	Rob Patten, Fiona Hannington, Ted Fleischman, Molly McGuire, Indira Rimkeit
	Define Reuse Requirements for Pilot Candidates
	January 31, 2011

	Rob Patten
	Write Proposal
	

	Deb Roemer, Elaine Astrue, Sharon Figueroa, and Deepali Shukla
	Review Proposal
	

	
	Conduct PoC
	

	
	Communicate with all stakeholders
	

	
	Per communication with system manager, they accepting our proposal, 
	

	All writers
	Implement reuse strategy
	

	Technical Publications Managers
	Communicate process changes to all writers
	


2.5 Risk Assessment and Opportunity Statement
	Risk
	Opportunity

	We are not yet experts at optimizing our tools.  Writers are not knowledgeable enough and rely on Sandro to resolve problems.
	ClearCase Technical writer 3s and 4s are trained to gain more expertise and become specialist in tools.

	We cannot socialize this project across the organization without buy-in from PM and PPO.
	Recognition for a major quality improvement project that is visible to PM and PPO.

	We are still assessing the level of granularity to use to divide Technology Areas.
	We will use pilot to better envision the level of granularity required to divide technology areas that touch different platforms at different depths and different phases of evolution

	Our documentation does not align with program-driven products.
	Change of content development model to align with program-based development and resourcing.

	Current documentation model is not scaleable. uses a one-way-in/one-way-out approach that does not meet all the needs of each solution.
	In-depth content planning considers evolution, aggregation, and granularity required to adapt to platform-based functionality

	Profiles not scalable and introduce problems with merging.  In addition, the large number of profiles (and nested profiles) makes the content difficult for new writers to cleanly assess.  
	Create smaller, modularized documents that are easier for writers to handle and readers to digest.



	Content currently relies on SmartEdge, SM-family, and CPG profiles and variables to create product-specific doc sets.  This method is error-prone and difficult to attack.
	Genericize content (so that content can apply to multiple platforms)



	Ownership currently unclear; it is not clear who is responsible for each platform.  Feature-specific model means content remains in a silo.
	We can assign owners for each platform who are responsible for knowing what the build/include file looks like and understand the cross-functional relationships between the platforms and features. Senior writers for each platform/program will be responsible for understanding the cross-functional relationships.  Multiple technology area experts contribute to the "checklist" and they meet as a board, considering what the impact on each platform is. 

	Possible impacts on SEOS project responsibilities.
	We will complete a pilot project in sandbox to negate risks to documentation.  We can merge modularized content into baseline when that content is stable.  

	We do not fully understand the impact modularization would have on content merges.
	We will identify use cases for merging content. (for example, merging changes across releases for the Installation guide changes).   Becoming experts in the merge process will reduce the impact of merges and enable us to merge EV fixes across multiple branches.


2.6 Risks and Dependencies
· Impact on SEOS content stakeholders
We will close with system managers for each dependent project and product to ensure these changes have a positive impact on their requirements.   

· Impact on SEOS SM, SSR
We will generate a clean build of the newly aggregated content early in the cycle to avoid late-breaking build errors.

· Impact to SEOS releases
We will carefully plan around SEOS priorities and limit initial efforts in a carefully structured pilot program.  We will develop this in a separate sandbox of source content that will be managed to merge easily and efficiently back within SEOS source content. 

· Author and information architect training in more efficient use of ClearCase.  
This risk will be handled by focused ClearCase training.
· Is this an opportunity to address missing content (IE: alarm documentation)?


· Double-commits may be required.
We plan early to work around double-commits.


· Branching issues need to be worked out.
In-depth ClearCase training helps.
2.7 Milestones and Deadlines
	Milestone
	Responsibility
	Date

	Proposal Approved 
	All CPI Managers
	5/2/2011

	Pilot Initated
	CPI Writers
	5/3/20011

	Pilot Complete
	CPI Writers
	12/1/20011

	Results Assessed
	Designated CPI Writer (TBD)
	January 2012

	Process changes officially implemented upon successful pilot
	CPI Writers
	TBD


2.8 Effort/Cost Estimates
TBD
2.9 Other Options (Rejected)
· Continue with business as usual; overusing profiles and variants, straining our authoring environment and writers’ productivity. Current approach is also stressing downstream stakeholders, such as CPG.
· Do a detailed analysis of competitive offerings.  While this is important and should be ongoing, it does not fit within the scope of the pilot project.

2.10 Implementation Team (Roles with Skills Requirements)
Planning must be done by one or more managers and information architects who have the following skills:
· A deep understanding of our technologies, products, solutions to be supported, and current content

· A strong ability to multitask

· An in-depth knowledge of ClearCase, Tag Tool, programs, and technologies.
· A background in training, modularization, and minimalization.
Implementation can be done by any content developer with a basic knowledge of our tools, using a detailed plan as a guide.  Information architects assign writers to content development plans and guide them in tasks that are assigned appropriately based on experience and level of technical expertise.  The content created conforms to consistent templates, models, and outlines.
2.11 Business Sponsor
This project is an architecture improvement project/componentization imperative. 
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