
First topic

1) David:
If you have time, I would just like to start a brainstorming about the docs team work flow, as it is 
now and how it might be if Alfresco was the primary working platform.

For this, I have downloaded Alfresco documentation from the Alfresco project about "generic" use 
of Alfresco Share (Share is what is installed and operating at http://alfresco.libreoffice.org). At the 
same time I also downloaded the Alfresco project's Alfresco administration guide.

I have posted these on the LibreOffice Alfresco platform in a folder at Repository> English> 
Community> Alfresco Documentation.

These documents are not ideally suitable for offering to new docs team contributors and Alfresco 
admins, as they don't address the particular context of the LibreOffice project as such, and 
because they contain information that is really surplus to the needs of those audiences.

But they can provide an excellent jumping-off point, and some of the material can be used in 
adapted form in guides that fit the LibreOffice project's specific needs.

Might I suggest that you take a look? In particular, the "Getting Started with Alfresco Share 
Collaboration" manual would be particularly relevant to Jean and docs team workers. The "Alfresco 
Enterprise 4.0.2 Administrator's Guide" would be of particular interest to Sanket and other admins. 
The "Alfresco Web Quick Start User Help" gives an idea of what Alfresco admins and LibreOffice 
team leaders could possibly build for individual teams; but the first two mentioned guides are 
probably of the most interest.

In addition, there's another useful resource online at http://docs.alfresco.com/4.0/index.jsp that 
sometimes duplicates what's in the .pdf guides above but that also contains coverage of a few 
aspects not to be found in the guides. 

Jean, guys, I was wondering if you'd be willing to start a discussion about what your ideal work flow 
is/would be? 

Cedric Bosdonnat, I was wondering if you might give us an idea of the progress with CMIS support 
within LibreOffice? I'm curious about this as it could have a big impact on how team workers would 
interact with the Alfresco platform, i.e. via their local LibreOffice software rather than via the 
http://alfresco.libreoffice.org site.

a) Jean:
David, did you get any response to this question?

i) Cedric:
I answered it earlier IIRC. The status of the CMIS support in LibreOffice is already pretty advanced 
but misses a few things like 
     * being able to figure out the data to connect to the repository easily (not trivial for an end user)
     * Check-in / Check-out / Cancel Check-out aren't supported ATM... which can cause some 
troubles in a documentation writing process.

The other problem is on the Alfresco server side (I need to take care of it) as the CMIS binding 
URLs aren't exposed to the public yet.

• Jean:
Thank you. I probably missed your reply during my travels.

2) David:
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The end result after this brainstorming should be that we have some kind of outline that can be 
used for an Alfresco section in the docs team contributor's guide.

Second Topic

1) David:
Just to demo the functionality of the public browsing interface at

http://media.libreoffice.org:8081 / http://media.libreoffice.org/ I just wanted to post links to the 
Afresco documentation that avoid the need for you to log-in in order to access them: 
http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/file/English/Community/Alfresco_Documentation/Alfresco_Enterpri
se_4_0_2_Administrator.pdf is the administrator's guide.

http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/file/English/Community/Alfresco_Documentation/Getting_Started_
with_Alfresco_Share_Collaboration_for_Enterprise.pdf is the "getting started" guide for 
collaboration using Alfresco.

http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/file/English/Community/Alfresco_Documentation/Alfresco_Web_Q
uick_Start_User_Help_Enterprise.pdf is the "quick start" guide for rolling-out a team/project-
specific website via Alfresco.

a) Jean: 
David, I see you have provided the Enterprise edition of two of the Alfresco manuals. Aren't we 
using the Community Edition of Alfresco? Are there differences? Or perhaps Alfresco has not 
updated the Community Edition manuals?

i) David:
We are indeed using Community. There are differences between them, but not really 
visible/pertinent at the level we're using it. The documentation is usable for both. I don't think they 
actually maintain 2 sets—too much workload...

Third topic

1) Jean:
BTW, this wiki page includes a diagram of the work flow used by ODFAuthors for many years for 
docs production. The descriptive text is a bit out of date (especially info on naming convention) and 
not relevant to Alfresco (again, naming convention), but the general flow is one I think should be 
adapted to work with the Alfresco tools. 
https://wiki.documentfoundation.org/Documentation/Development#First_steps_with_the_Document
ation_team

2) David:
OK, the work flow we originally set-up on Alfresco is a bit like Snakes & Ladders. The doc start in 
the "Drafts" folder. A considered-ready draft gets approved and goes forward to the "Review" 
folder. A reviewer proofreads it, and either it gets approved and gets moved forward to the 
"Publish" folder, or it gets rejected and goes back to "Drafts". 

The act of approval or rejection (it wasn't always actually used) was to click on one of two menu 
options in the right-hand menu that appears when your mouse pointer hovers over the document. 
The result was that Alfresco would move the document to one folder or the other.

a) Jean:
That's fine with me, and in fact I quite like that process. (moving the document in Alfresco)
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IMO it is better for reviewer and editors to do their work (using LO's change tracking tools) and 
then let the author (or someone else) review those edits and comments and accept/reject them 
individually before approving the doc and moving it to the Publish folder. We typically do that all 
within the Feedback folder, though it could be done by returning to Drafts.

I mention this because in this case, as with some other suggestions you've made, the work flow 
concepts of what we are doing (write, review, edit, publish) are getting mixed up with how to handle 
the work flow within the tool (Alfresco). 

b) Hazel:
Reviewing and proofreading are two very different activities. A reviewer needs to be knowledgeable 
about the software being described, so that he/she can check the accuracy of every statement 
made about it. A proofreader is looking for quite different things: errors, infelicities of style, bad 
cross-references, figures that don't show what they're supposed to, etc. Logically this should be the 
last stage before publication, when the reviewers have done all they want to. But your work flow 
scheme doesn't allow for this.

i) David:
I understand what you mean. In a formal organization (a software company or whatever), the work 
flow you're talking about would be very important. But, in the LibreOffice docs team, the actual 
reality is that we currently have a small number active contributors whose work contributions 
frequently overlap between those formal roles. Also, the types of role that those contributors 
assume also change fluidly. A given person is often doing both the reviewing and proofreading at 
the same time. The editor and publisher is frequently doing those jobs, too. And the 
editor/publisher roles sometimes have to be taken on by someone else if a team member or the 
team leader becomes temporarily unavailable. We *really* have a fuzzy, fluid organization.

Also, the team has people with different degrees of technical proficiency in docs development and 
publishing and of technical familiarity with the IT tools being used. And there's a permanent goal of 
lowering the knowledge entry barrier for newcomers as much as possible, and of encouraging new 
people to get involved. Some newcomers become long-term contributors, others contribute for a 
short while—or even only for a particular guide. But we want to preserve high quality in the content 
produced. 

I think I'd recommend maximal simplicity. That will facilitate learning to contribute, learning to 
administer/maintain, the writing of documentation for all that, and the actual implementation work 
itself.

It would be possible to configure a very strict and controlling work flow in Alfresco, with specific 
permissions for each work role and each folder, and quite a bit of automation (automated 
movement of docs from one folder to another, automated alerts via email, automated task 
attribution to specific user groups, etc.). Or else things could be left quite fuzzy, with everyone 
having almost identical powers, and things being done much more manually (basically the current 
situation).

However, IMHO, it would be good to start using Alfresco's blogging facilities, maybe it's wiki 
functionality, and it's automated email alerts and RSS feeds.

• Jean:
I agree that if we decide to use Alfresco, we should take advantage of features like this.

• Klaus:
I like the idea of wiki functionality especially for translation. We on German doku team tried to 
translate the documentation by wiki: Having the original text in little bit by bit and translating and 
reviewing/discussing that. At the end someone put it to one piece, complement screen shots etc. 
and then get the document to reviewing as a whole.
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It seems that these are more steps but then you can get much more contributors even for little 
pieces. So we got translating the "Getting started". Maybe this is also something for the "Easy 
Hacks for documentation". 

• David:
I'll look further into other ways in which we might exploit wikis. For instance, I'm wondering what 
possible means of communication there might be with the TDF wiki for carrying across updates... 
Of course, one would want to think about the question of pointless duplication of resources... I'll 
investigate further.

ii) David:
 You could also consider Twitter as a good channel for updates, both automated and manual. 
Using Twitter would do away with the need to sign-up for and follow a mailing list, and put you 
closer to potential contributors from the huge Twitter membership.

• Jean:
Twitter is a good idea as an additional channel for spreading info, assuming someone actually 
posts to it. Personally I think it would be largely a waste of time for anything other than telling 
people that "X" has been published.

• Hazel:
Well, I am definitely not signing up to Twitter or Facebook. I have better things to to with my time.

• Klaus:
But if I don't twitter (as I do) I'm out of contribution. And so this way is against simple contribution. 

• David:
Twitter would be just part of a panoply of means of communication—more "output only". Alerts 
(about stuff published, resources updated, etc.) could be echoed to Twitter, and to RSS feeds, and 
to mailing list(s), and to a blog, and to emails to individual recipients (subscription being optional 
and manageable), etc., so that everyone can receive the information via the channel that suits 
them, and to give us means of communicating with the public and publicizing the project.

▪ Jean:
Yes, I completely agree. I've been doing some of this for some time, but we could do more.

iii) David
Most of all, I'd definitely recommend revising the file naming conventions and taking advantage of 
Alfresco's built-in versioning to:

a) avoid having to update download links on http://libreoffice.org and the wiki;

b) avoid the need to keep different files containing different versions of the same document. The 
versioning system stores all the different historical versions of that document, and you can get a 
download link to each different past version of a file if you want to offer-up documentation for 
different versions of LibreOffice.

You can easily live with one unchanging file name if you store the changeable information (version 
of LibreOffice covered, etc.) in the doc's meta data rather than incorporating it in the file name.

• Hazel:
+1 to that.

• Jean:
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Yes. I'm sure I said the file naming conventions would be changed.

iv) David
And I'd definitely recommend coming-up with a clearly-defined set of meta data fields to be 
maintained in each file.

If we arrive at a clear and comprehensible specification, I could possibly see with the Alfresco 
project whether they might handle the implementation. 

Anyway, this is all thinking for your consideration.

3) David:
When the doc actually lands in the Publish folder, the bells sound and the doc gets published.

This is a manual process in which a team member downloads the document from Alfresco, 
generates a PDF from it, has to log into the wiki, upload the documents, edit/update the links in the 
wiki page with the published documents list 
(http://wiki.documentfoundation.org/Documentation/Publications). Then the team member has to 
log into libreoffice.org and update the docs download page (http://www.libreoffice.org/get-
help/documentation/) with the new links from the wiki.

Note: some of the tracking functionality is done within the document, using LibreOffice's changes 
tracking and comments features. I have missed out on the "Feedback" folder (insert additional 
snake/ladder).

Questions: Is there a real need for more than Draft/Review/Publish folders? What is the real value 
of the Feedback folder? Could we usefully just eliminate it and simplify things?

a) Jean:
The Feedback folder is used as a place for members of the Docs team to submit docs they have 
reviewed or edited as part of our normal process. "Feedback" probably isn't the best name for it; 
"Review" is probably better. The purpose is the same.

4) David:
Question: The work flow described on the wiki involves 4 roles—Writer, Reviewer, Editor, 
Publisher. Could we usefully simplify that to Writer and Reviewer? Editor and Publisher could 
potentially be eliminated, because of my file-naming suggestion below.

a) Jean:
At ODFAuthors, in the English team we have two roles within the software itself: "Author" and 
"Manager". "Authors" have the authority to write, review, edit, publish. Within the conceptual *work 
flow* (that is, what people do, separate from what the software does), however, we distinguish 
between writing, reviewing, editing, and publishing roles. [Aside: some language groups may do 
this differently.]

b) Hazel:
You can't eliminate the editor for the reasons given above. Reviewers aren't editors. The two jobs 
need different types of thinking.

5) David:
Suggestion: On Alfresco, you could usefully revise the file-naming conventions. Keep the 
conventions as regards the title of the manual. But remove the version info from the file name.  
Instead, decide what fields you want to have in the meta data of each file, and store the version 
info in there only. The advantages I'd see are discussed below.

Suggestion/thoughts: I guess this is stating the obvious, but ultimately the team needs to choose 
between the current ODFAuthors tool and Alfresco. Having both described in 
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http://wiki.documentfoundation.org/Documentation/Publications *probably* discourages a lot of 
potential contributors because of the complexity of the functioning. IMHO, even the work flow on 
either tool is *possibly* more complex than necessary. Either move to Alfresco (hosted either on 
http://alfresco.libreoffice.org or on http://odfauthors.org) or stay with the Plone tool? OK, irrelevant 
to the current thread. Forget I said that... 

Possible different solution

===================

Have 2 folders for each manual: "Work-in-progress" and "Published". 

All work gets done on the file in "Work-in-progress" and there is only ever one file for each chapter 
of a manual in the "Work-in-progress" folder.

Alfresco's versioning system updates the version number of the file each time someone uploads 
some work done (via "Upload new version" under "More..."). One can easily roll back to a previous 
version number if necessary, or download an old version number if desired.

Each worker enters a comment in the Alfresco comment box when uploading, stating the work 
done (and/or in a comment field in the document meta data).

a) Jean:
This is over-simplified and will probably cause workers to lose track of what they should be doing. 
See comments elsewhere in this note. Although, a variation using sub-folders under Word-in-
progress for drafts, reviewed, and edited could work.

6) David:
The same file is used even when work starts on updating a chapter to take account of a new 
version of LibreOffice. In this case, the LibreOffice version number is updated by a team member 
in the file's meta data. You don't have to worry about incrementing any file version number in the 
meta data, because Alfresco is handling the version numbering.

a) Jean:
We need to create chapter and book files for new each version of LO with new file names, not just 
in the meta data. This because we keep files for more than one version of LO on the wiki, and 
those files must have different names.

i) David:
Not so, in fact: the idea would be not to have different files but to use the separate links that 
Alfresco would provide, that link to different versions of the same file.

• Jean:
You mean, not store the files on the wiki? But only on Alfresco, with links from the wiki?

• David
Well, you can store the files on Alfresco, get public links to them (not requiring a log-in) from 
http://media.libreoffice.org, and post the links on http://libreofficeorg and the wiki (although on 
those 2 sites you can't display the meta data).

Or you can have http://media.libreoffice.org:8081 (the port number is temporary, until its 
reconfigured to show on port 80) as your main download point instead, showing all the document 
meta data and, feasibly, a browsable preview of the document.

▪ Jean
So I can get (horribly long and user-unfriendly) download links to different versions of a document 
and post those links on wiki or website or wherever. That still doesn't solve the problem of how 
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people know, ONCE THE FILE IS DOWNLOADED TO THEIR COMPUTER, what version of LO it's 
for. I'm sure I'm not the only person who downloads user guides and then (an hour or a day or a 
month later) can't easily tell what software version they were were for.

1. David
Yes, the download links are hardly human-readable. This is certainly something that advanced 
configuration of the Alfresco platform could resolve, but—at present—one would have to live with 
this limitation.

As regards user guide versions and software versions, I'm not sure whether the average end user 
faces the issue of having multiple versions on the same machine. Don't *most people* just stay up 
to date with the latest version? As long as they have quick access to that

latest version, and an easy means of getting access to an index of past versions, isn't that perhaps 
enough?

▪ Jean
What about people who want to go to, say, media.lo.org, browse around, and find individual 
chapters or books for a specific version of LO? (In other words, not following specific download 
links.) At the moment it's clear (by the directory structure: different folders for different LO versions) 
and the filenames. I don't understand how they will be able to tell this information if there is only 
one "Published" folder for each book, and one filename for each chapter. 

1. David
If the guest is browsing directly on the Alfresco platform via http://media.libreoffice.org, this problem 
could be solved fairly easily through appropriate permissions configuration, so that the anonymous 
guest gets only to see the Published folder, with whatever content you want to be visible to them 
(you can achieve that fine-grained control through document-specific permissions).

But, here again, proper information in documents' meta tags would let people make an advised 
choice of what do download, and so maybe one wouldn't need to constrain what content they see.

But there's nothing stopping us using the current folder structure, and perhaps it's a good idea to 
stay with it since it's easier for non-experts to comprehend.

2. David
I see your point about file naming, if you really want to maintain different versions of each guide 
(each covering a LibO version) *on an on-going basis*. If, after the release of LibO v3.6, you really 
plan to carry-on maintaining and updating the guides for v3.5 then the kind of file naming system 
you describe above is perhaps an inevitable necessity.

But, AFAIK, in reality, once v3.6 comes out, no more work is done on v3.5 guides.

▪ Jean
My questions are not just about how we, the Docs team, can work efficiently. Equally, or even more 
importantly, we need to consider how our consumers, the users, can easily find, identify, download, 
store and retrieve the docs they need.

1. David
I guess one has to decide whether you want to use http://media.libreoffice.org as a browsing facility 
for guests, or whether you want to use it as a source of publicly-accessible links to be posted on 
http://libreoffice.org and/or the wiki.

In the former case, the advantage would be that you could avoid having to do updating work on 3 
sites when publishing a guide. You'd only have to work directly on the Alfresco platform, and 
possibly set visibility permissions on a per-folder or per-document basis.
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▪ Jean
Another reason why different filenames for different LO versions are useful: when a user reports an 
error, they need to tell us which file it's in (or, in your system, which version of that file), because 
we need to know if it's an obsolete version or only applies to a specific version, etc.

1. David
Displaying version info stored in a document's meta tags would enable users to be able to refer to 
a particular version of a document.

▪ Jean
Also, I don't understand how, if all the versions of a file (both drafts and published) are stored 
under one filename, we can tell which are the published versions vs the drafts.

1. David
Again, entering information in a document's meta tags would be the solution. One just has to 
devise an appropriate set of meta tags.

• Jean
How are people who download a file going to know which version of LO it's for, without opening the 
file? Or previewing it in some way? I hate that when other programs provide files I cannot readily 
identify.

I can think of other scenarios where not having different file names corresponding to LO versions 
would cause confusion. I cannot think of any advantages. 

b) Hazel:
So how will people know when something needs a review? Or a final edit/proofreading? The 
traditional way was to put it in a specific folder whose contents could be checked up on 
periodically. If you don't do that, it would have to be done via the mailing list.

i) David:
One possibility would be to use currently-unused Alfresco capabilities.

It is possible for a team leader to set tasks and allocate them to certain people, for instance. The 
people concerned would be emailed, or an email could be sent to the docs list. Also, anyone 
invited to take on a task would see that task in one of the widgets (boxes) on their Alfresco profile 
page.

It would also be possible to start a blog on the Alfresco site, which the team leader could regularly 
update with info about needed work, etc. This blog can be publicly accessible.

Obviously, instructions and info about this kind of functionality would have to be written-up in the 
contributor's guide, but you could already get an idea of the possibilities in the "getting started" 
guide at:  
http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/file/English/Community/Alfresco_Documentation/Getting_Started_
with_Alfresco_Share_Collaboration_for_Enterprise.pdf

What do you think about that?

• Jean:
Any process that relies on the team leader to "assign" tasks or "update" a blog or list is going to run 
into the "single point of failure" problem. However, I've no doubt that others can make this info 
available in ways similar to what we've been doing, so those are details we could find solutions for.
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I will point out that in most cases, people are not (and IMO should not be) "assigned" tasks; they 
take tasks on themselves. Though obviously I do nudge people or point out stuff they may have not 
noticed.

7) David:
When the file is finally publication-ready, one uploads it ("Upload new version" in "More...") as a 
new version of a file of the same name already existing in the "Published" folder. That existing file 
is already linked-to on the wiki and on libreoffice.org (the link comes from the public browser on 
http://media.libreoffice.org), so there is nothing to update and no further action is necessary 
(except generating a new PDF file for the entire manual).

a) Jean:
Only for updates (corrections) to existing published chapters.

8) David:
The same naming simplification for PDF files would eliminate the same wiki/libreoffice.org drudgery 
as for the ODT files.

a) Jean:
Related thought:

I use the date and initials on files that are works in progress to track them on my own computer as 
well as to get a quick overview of who has changed a file and when—without having to consult the 
metadata.

I find this extremely convenient and simple. While I can go back to Alfresco and download an older 
version of a file if I want it (or look in the metadata to see when and by whom it was changed), in 
most cases that is a nuisance compared to having it on my own computer with the info in the file 
name. 

i) David:
I can understand that. It's a pity that there are no extensions to file managers like Windows 
Explorer and Nautilus, etc., that allow reading of ODF file meta data without having to load a 
program to do so. There are various small, quick-loading utilities for reading MS Office file meta 
data without much hassle, but I'm not aware of any for LibreOffice and its ODF files.

• Nino:
Sure? Anybody knowing an odf meta data viewer? Does not KDE have a 'show meta data' option 
(at least on mouseover)?

(if not - could that be a GSoC 2013 idea?)

ii) David:

I guess you'd need to make a choice here. Is using file meta data for storing version-related 
information more convenient that using special file naming that is quicker to read but entails a lot of 
manual renaming and link updating?

• Jean
I don't have a major problem with using Alfresco's versioning system for tracking a file being 
worked on for any one LO version. As you say, there are definite advantages to doing it that way. 
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I do have a major problem with not changing the filename for a different version of LO, as you have 
mentioned in other notes. I do not see any advantages to that. Of course, these are separate 
issues.

• Cedric
We can setup some automatic rules to rename files in Alfresco... so both are possible, you all only 
need to agree on something.

▪ David
Since you're an Alfresco consultant, please could you give us some of your expertise and advice in 
respect of some of Jean's and the team's other questions? Your POV would be valuable.

b) Jean:
That said, I appreciate that Alfresco is more convenient to use with one unchanging file name for 
each version of LO. I can manually change file names upon download if that makes the whole 
process easier for everyone.

i) David
It's not really a question of keeping one unchanging file name to suit working with Alfresco. The 
advantage is that one would take advantage of Alfresco's file versioning to:

a) avoid having to update download links on http://libreoffice.org and the wiki;

b) avoid the need to keep different files containing different  versions of the same document. The 
versioning system stores all the different historical versions of that document, and you can get a 
download link to each different past version of a file if you want to offer-up documentation for 
different versions of LibreOffice.

You can easily live with one unchanging file name if you store the changeable information (version 
of LibreOffice covered, etc.) in the doc's meta data rather than incorporating it in the filename. 

You can easily live with one unchanging file name if you store the changeable information (version 
of LibreOffice covered, etc.) in the doc's meta data rather than incorporating it in the filename. I 
would like to know if others find the date-and-initials file suffixes useful or if they are irrelevant to 
the way you work.

9) David:
On the wiki page, eliminate the publication dates (removing more arduous manual work). Don't 
most people just want to download the latest available version? One can always just post on the 
blog when one publishes a new version, if one wants to. 

a) Jean:
Users have specifically requested dates on the wiki page, so they can easily see whether there is a 
new version (update) of a chapter or book that they might already have a copy of. They won't go 
trawling through the blog (if they are even aware of the blog) to find out whether something new 
has been posted.

i) David:
If you were to use http://media.libreoffice.org as the download point for documentation, then all the 
dates and other information could be automatically extracted from the file's meta data, which would 
do away with the need for manual updating of that information.

However, that would not work with http://libreoffice.org or the Docs section of 
http://wiki.documentfoundation.org, as—AFAIK—they do not incorporate the ability to extract and 
display document meta data.
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• Jean
I'll take a closer look at media.LO.org. Two questions:

1) Can it be set to show only published files to people who are not logged in? 

2) how would that work for your preferred method not changing filenames for different LO 
versions? Seems to me this is an argument for different filenames.

• David
1) Yes. Although some would argue that, in the name of project openness, all content stored on 
Alfresco should be visible. But the answer to your question is that it's easy to use permissions 
only to showcase stuff you consider to be published and world-ready.

2) I don't quite understand the question here. But understanding versioning systems was 
confusing at first, for me. But, once one takes the concepts on-board and uses them in 
association with file meta data, it falls into place.

The only question is this: does one work more effectively with a manual system that is intrinsically 
"less efficient" from a geeky viewpoint but that is easier for non-geeks to understand and lets them 
get work done today rather than in 2 months time after RTFM?

▪ Jean
IMO, a system that is easy for newbies and non-geeks to understand and get work done is MUCH 
to be preferred.

That said, I think we could have a compromise method of working that includes both the geeky 
advantages of metadata and the non-geeky advantages of different filenames for different LO 
versions.

• David
Again, it's a choice to be made.

10) David:
Possible further simplification

======================

Just publish PDF files as the final deliverable to the public – one PDF file for each manual.

a) Jean:
Providing chapter files, not just the full manual, is IMO a service to users.

11) David:
Personally, I *never* consume documentation in .odt form, I *always* prefer an entire manual in 
one PDF file. For me, a .odt file is a working medium not a consumption medium.

a) Jean:
Others may wish to use .ODT files for easier amendment, translation, etc. We have to produce 
them before creating the PDFs, so why not make them available to the public? (Other than a bit of 
extra uploading on our part.)

12) David:
 A PDF file can be opened on almost any computing device. A .odt file specifically requires 
LibreOffice to be installed.

a) Jean:
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No, it doesn't. It can be opened in other programs that users might have. However, that is IMO 
irrelevant. Let people choose what is best for them.

Another suggestion that has been made is to produce and provide hybrid PDFs, which can be 
opened in LO for editing or in a PDF reader for viewing. I would not consider these to be a 
substitute for providing ODTs for those who want them, and I am a bit reluctant to create hybrid 
PDFs because of the increased file size. I am acutely aware of the problems some people have, if 
they are on dial-up, a slow "broadband" connection, or an expensive connection such as mobile 
devices sucking data off a 3G/4G connection.

13) David:
Conclusion 
========

OK, I think I've covered everything that comes to mind right at this moment, but I'm trying to find 
ways to reduce the workload and to simplify contribution, as this will take weight off current team 
members and possibly encourage more people to volunteer.

Responses and counter-suggestions?

Fourth topic

1) Jean:
I think the process we choose should allow for and encourage, but not require, the steps or roles of 
reviewer, proofreader, etc even if we skip some steps (as indeed we do) or one person does 
several steps. I'll write more when I'm not on the phone. 

a) David:
It would be really nice if we can arrive at a document that is as brief as possible but that provides a 
clear and fairly comprehensive specification of what the team needs/wants. Once this thread has 
gone a bit further, I'll put some results to Jeff Potts and try and get some input from him about it—
including about possibilities we might have overlooked, etc.

I've IM'ed with Florian Effenberger and he's pretty sure that TDF would be willing to provide a 
server if people preferred to have Alfresco hosted on a TDF-owned resource. It might be 
something to think about now, before/while implementing a work organization for the team, 
although it will also be possible in the future, too. But I don't mind continuing to operate it from my 
own server, which is a dedicated machine and provides really good performances/response times. 
Got any thoughts about this?

b) Jean:
Much better to have it on a TDF server. 

i) David:
OK, I filed a request with the BoD.

• David:
I've just been on the BoD confcall, and discussed the provision of a TDF server to host the Alfresco 
platform. While the BoD didn't want to make it an official voting issue, it was agreed by all that 
there is, in principle, no problem with TDF providing the needed infrastructure.

Basically, they'd like Florian and the infrastructure team to deal with the matter.

The only question to be clearly resolved is: does the Documentation team really want an Alfresco 
platform?
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If the answer is yes and the only real sticking point is that you want it hosted on a TDF server 
rather than a community member's server, then there will be no problem. I've been assured off-list 
and by the BoD that TDF will provide what's necessary and I, for one, am willing to install, 
configure, customize and administer the platform for you.

If, on the other hand, the answer is no, you don't actually want to use Alfresco and you prefer to 
stay with the ODFAuthors tool, then—again—there is no problem and we can simply close the 
subject. 

Since the Alfresco platform has been online and available to you since January 2011, I'd humbly 
suggest that people have had enough opportunity to evaluate it as a tool, and that they should by 
now be in a position to voice a preference.

In any case, do you think I should simply close down the server I'm currently operating for the 
team, since apparently it is no longer being used?

• Hazel:
I don't use the Alfresco site at all. I'm just not clever enough to understand it!

• Jean:
We've had the time to evaluate Alfresco, but not the incentive. I'm trying to catch up now.

Having the possibility of TDF hosting is a big plus for me, so thanks for chasing that.

One annoying thing to me is that I have not seen an easy and convenient way to link directly to a 
folder or a file in Alfresco, so I can send that link to, say, Hazel, and say "Here's a file that needs 
editing" or "The files are in this folder." If there is a way to link directly, please tell me. 

More questions coming, I'm sure. 

▪ Cedric:
On Alfresco Share you can get that URL in the document preview page with all the actions on the 
right (or "View Details" link for a folder). Here is an example:

Link to a document

 http://alfresco.libreoffice.org/share/page/document-details?
nodeRef=workspace://SpacesStore/a27cf27d-c3f1-453b-ae43-f1224208bf6a

Link to a folder

http://alfresco.libreoffice.org/share/page/folder-details?
nodeRef=workspace://SpacesStore/b9f6f8c2-3e0f-4ccb-900f-693f69c5eeff

I hope this helps.

1. Jean:
Good grief, what horrible links! They tells me nothing about where or what the item is (other than 
it's a file or a folder). But at least direct linking is do-able. Thank you.

Fifth topic:

1) Dan:
After reading some of threads that this has created, I must say that I am confused. It is very difficult 
for me to follow any of the trends of thoughts. Some of the terminology is unknown to me as well.
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From what I understand about Alfresco, the information could be better presented there in the 
Discussion section of a site. There the areas of discussion can be divided into separate topics. We 
can comment on one or more topics that others will see in context.

At least this is how I think a Discussion section is suppose to work: brainstorming while 
collaborating with others.

a) Jean:
Although that would be a good use of Alfresco's Discussion feature, it would effectively cut me out 
of any discussion when I am working on iPhone or iPad, without access to a computer. Unless, 
hmmm.... I must test the iPhone/iPad app for Alfresco to see if it would do the job.

(Android version coming soon.)

i) David:
I think that, at this stage, we could maybe store Dan's document in the Docs section of the TDF 
wiki, perhaps on a new "Alfresco brainstorming" page. I think tha it's useful to have a summary of 
the discussions in this thread, but that Alfresco is not the best place to store it at this stage, since 
some people are not at ease with it (a LibreOffice Alfresco contributor's guide will be essential if 
Alfresco is adopted as the team's working tool).

b) Jean:
The other problem with holding a discussion on Alfresco (as with any forum or other web-based 
program) is that people would need to go to the site to read and contribute, instead of having the 
discussion come to them. So there are pros and cons to doing it that way. Unless, hmmm... can 
individual Alfresco users choose to have notifications emailed to them when something new is     
posted on a topic?

i) David:
Alfresco can easily be configured to send out email notifications when events take place.

c) Jean:
I see I need to do more research on what Alfresco (and the mobile front-end) can do. In my non-
existent spare time!

2) Dan:
My problem with the emails in these threads is that they do not include all of the text of the 
previous email to which the person is responding.

I'm going to try to take these threads apart and see if I can put them into some order so they make 
some sense.

I can see advantages to using Alfresco if we are willing to learn how to use it, one small step at a 
time in the beginning. Later we can take bigger steps.     I have created a ODT file with the 
comments from this topic in our mailing list. It is available at:

http://alfresco.libreoffice.org/share/page/site/alfrescoBrainstorming/document-details?
nodeRef=workspace://SpacesStore/31a00fb0-a2d5-4ee3-ac02-102cbb4956dd

     Unfortunately, when you click on this link, this takes you to the login page. So, you must first be 
a member of Alfresco...

     I placed all of the comments following the paragraphs to which they apply. I also included the 
name of the person making the comments. Perhaps this will make this thread more 
understandable.

a) David:
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If you take the link to the document from http://media.libreoffice.org then it would be publicly-
downloadable without requiring a login.

Thanks for that, I think it's really useful to have this. But, as I commented in another post, I reckon 
the TDF wiki might be a better place to store it at this stage, possibly on a newly-created "Alfresco 
brainstorming" page.

Would that be something that you or, maybe, Tom might do? If not, I might try to find time for it in 
the next week or 10 days, or when we reach an appropriate point in the to-and-fro of questions and

3) Jean
David keeps talking about one filename per chapter (or book), even when the LO version changes 
(such as from v3.5 to v3.6). This does match anything in the publishing world, although it may be 
common for software (I don't know).

In the publishing world, the v3.5 chapters and books are totally separate from those for v3.6. They 
co-exist; one does not replace another; they would have different ISBN. Therefore they should 
have different filenames. This is logical from a human POV and allows files to be copied elsewhere 
(such as to Lulu.com) and retain identifying information in the filename (example: GS3507-xxxxxxx 
for Chapter 7 of Getting Started for LO v3.5).

Updates (revisions) to a chapter FOR THE SAME VERSION of LO would not need to change 
filename. These updates are called "versions" in Alfresco, but they are unrelated to LO versions. 
Updates would be things like corrections and additions to a chapter for the SAME version of LO.

a) David
I see your point about file naming, if you really want to maintain different versions of each guide 
(each covering a LibO version) *on an on-going basis*. If, after the release of LibO v3.6, you really 
plan to carry-on maintaining and updating the guides for v3.5 then the kind of file naming system 
you describe above is perhaps an inevitable necessity.

But, AFAIK, in reality, once v3.6 comes out, no more work is done on v3.5 guides.

The reality of the situation in the documentation team is that there are pretty few regular 
contributors.

So does it make more sense just to focus on each current version only?

Certainly, in the Alfresco versioning system, you can still provide links to the past versions of 
documents that equated to a guide covering a past version of LibO. So it's not like a guide for that 
version is no longer available.

One of the things I had in mind when I started the "Alfresco brainstorming" thread was to simplify 
the docs team's work as much as possible, with pragmatism and realism. My feeling was that, by 
simplifying the contributor's work and by reducing the workload as much as possible, the docs 
team could possibly produce more new material - notably material that is not currently existing or 
finished, such as Base coverage and context-specific tutorials and guides.

These are, of course, just thoughts offered up for consideration.

Sixth topic:

1) Jean
More questions. Still trying to grasp what Alfresco versioning can and cannot do. Sorry if I'm thick, 
but I doubt I'm the only person reading this thread that is confused or unclear on the topic.

a) David
It also took me a while to get my head around versioning when I first encountered CVS and SVN.
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I guess one could think about it like this: 
Imagine you've got a nice, friendly wooden table as a desktop. On it, you've got an empty in-tray.

Now imagine you've got a robot who deals with serving you documents from the in-box, and with 
putting them back in again after you've written something on them.

You take a clean sheet of paper and write a note on it. At the top of the document, you give it the 
title, "Notes". You're done with it, and tell the robot to put it in the in-box. The robot does so, and 
puts a post-it on the sheet of paper with a note that this is version 1 of the document called 
"Notes".

10 minutes later, you want to add another note to the sheet of paper. You tell the robot. The robot 
duplicates the document and puts the duplicate copy on your desktop.

You write another note, and you're done. You tell the robot to store the document back in the in-
box. Obligingly, the robot takes the duplicated document with your additional note, and stacks it 
back in the in-box on top of the first sheet, putting a post-it on the new copy saying that this is 
version 2 of the document called "Notes".

Later, you want to edit that note. You tell the robot to give you your "Notes" document. The robot 
duplicates version 2 of the "Notes" document (without putting any post-it on it) and puts it on your 
desktop. You scribble out a couple of words and, over the top, you add a couple of better words. 
You're done, and you tell the robot.

The robot takes the document, adds a post-it saying "Version 3", and puts it on the stack, which is 
now 3 sheets high. 

A few minutes later, you didn't like the change you made. Because the robot is keeping versions, 
you could ask it for the last version it filed away ("Version 3" on the post-it), or for the version 
before that ("Version 2" on the post-it). In the end, you ask for "Version 2". The robot duplicates the 
document with the post-it marked "Version 2", and puts it on your desktop (without a post-it).

You make some changes and add a new note. You then tell the robot to file the document away, 
and it does so: it adds a post-it "Version 4" to the document, and adds it to the top of the stack.

You now have an in-box with a stack of 4 copies of the sheet of paper, with each copy being a 
version of the document after retrieving it, doing some work on it, and then re-filing it in the in-box.

That's a very simplistic way of looking at the basic process.

In the case of Alfresco, you can see the version number (i.e. the version from the version control 
system's viewpoint) in the little black label to the right of the document name in the repository 
browser.

If you click on the document title or document thumbnail, you go to that document's preview and 
details page. On that page, in the right-hand column, you can see a list of the various versions of 
the document, the name of the person that uploaded that version, and any notes they left when 
they uploaded it.

When uploading versions of a document, it would be important for each submitter to add at least 
brief notes about the current considered status of the document and what work the person has 
done. That will help other human beings keep track of the collaboration.

Also, updating the meta data in a document regularly after doing work on it is another way of 
providing information about its current status.

Alfresco will happily display that meta data on http://media.libreoffice.org (as well as in the 
document's preview and details page).

There are a couple of introductions to version control systems here: - 
http://betterexplained.com/articles/a-visual-guide-to-version-control/ - 
http://guides.beanstalkapp.com/version-control/intro-to-version-control.html
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Seventh topic:

1) Jean
David mentioned using Alfresco's blogging facilities, maybe its wiki functionality, and its automated email 
alerts and RSS feeds.
I don't find any of those on the LO Alfresco site. Have they not been implemented, or am I just not 
recognising them?

a) David
All these features are installed and available, but just need configuring and setting-up once there is 
a clear Xspecification for what is wanted.

2) Jean
Ah, I see there is a feed (RSS?) from Alfresco itself on my Dashboard. I looked at customising the 
dashboard and found a bunch of "dashlets" that I could add. None of them had anything to do with 
blogging as far as I can tell.

a) David
The dashboard is meant to be a pretty important first stop when you log in, giving you an instant 
update about various things.

For instance, there can be a dashlet (a "widget") containing tasks assigned to you, or updating you 
about the status of tasks you have assigned to others.

If a blog or wiki is set-up, there can be a dashlet informing you of recent updates to them.

Similarly to Facebook and other social networking sites, you can "follow" people too, and stay up to 
date about their activities.

@Cedric Bosdonnat, could you maybe tell us a little more about the possibilities in the user 
dashboard?

3) Jean
In my Profile I find Notifications, with a tickbox for "Email
Notification Feed" but it's unclear to me what this will do and
whether I can customise what notifications I will receive. I think we
used this for awhile to alert people to files being uploaded or
changed or published or something, and that at the time I was
intensely irritated by a flood of emails that I considered irrelevant
to what I was doing. I could be misremembering this; I could be
mistaking other notifications for those from Alfresco, because it was
over a year ago.

a) David
What you saw was - IIRC - the ability to turn email alerts on or off *globally* for you. After that, you 
can opt in or out (or be opted in or out) for various notifications. The sending of those notifications 
is something that gets configured within the Alfresco platform, and within the workflows that would 
be configured.

So it's an inactive feature at the present time until the Wizard of Oz does his work...

4) Jean
 I suspect you'll tell me to RTFM for this info, but if it was in the manuals I skimmed through, I 
missed it... or it was in the geeky setup stuff that means nothing to me.

a) David
No, the problem is that the Alfresco manuals are pretty generic in their coverage of Alfresco. And 
this is because Alfresco is a big ball of clay that can be molded to whatever purpose a company or 
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organization wants. So the features that work and the way they work will vary according to the 
particular configuration of their Alfresco platform.

So, once configured, a LibreOffice-specific contributor's manual would be rather important once the 
platform has been configured. And, for the docs team, it really would be useful to have a docs 
team-specific section in the contributor's guide covering how the docs team uses Alfresco.

5) Jean
Anyway, I'm finding it hard to evaluate whether any of this stuff is likely to be useful without being 
irritating. Much sounds good but turns out to not be so good upon meeting it in reality.

a) David
I think a lot would depend on how well the platform was configured. 

It would be useful/important/essential to involve Cedric Bosdonnat and Jeff Potts in this process.

Cedric's already on the list. I'm going to approach Jeff to see whether he has available time to 
monitor the docs team list and comment/suggest in the Alfresco-related threads.

Eighth topic: Metadata

1) Jean
In my experience, some metadata (such as the date a file was last modified) often does NOT 
correspond with actual changes in content. For example, if I edit the author listed on the Properties 
page of a file in Alfresco -- not in the file itself, but in Alfresco – then the last modified date 
changes, but the file itself and – most importantly from the user's POV -- has NOT changed. So a 
file that was last updated in content a year ago could show a "last modified" date of today, thus 
totally misleading anyone thinking of downloading it.

a) David
It is true that, associated with any one content item (doc, image, etc.), there are "internal Alfresco 
system-generated attributes", and "file internally-contained attributes" (notably meta data fields). 

So, notably on http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/, it would be important to display a detailed and 
appropriately-defined set of meta data.

2) Jean
That is one reason why I am unconvinced with the idea that USEFUL info like update dates can be 
automatically presented to users through the Alfresco interface, instead of being manually updated 
on the wiki. This problem is not unique to Alfresco, of course; it also occurs with the ODFAuthors 
site and probably all other CMS as well.

a) David
Well, again, part of the solution would be to make use of the file's meta data, both the "user-
defined" properties that the documentation team would have to define, and the properties 
automatically generated by the LibreOffice components (Writer, Impress, etc.) when a file is 
created or modified.

This works fine from the viewpoint of the CMIS browser behind http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/, 
which will happily display that information.

But I'm not sure about the software behind http://libreoffice.org (SilverStripe) or the TDF wiki 
(http://wiki.documentfoundation.org, which uses MediaWiki). Are they able to extract and display 
the properties of ODF files? To the best of my knowledge, they can't per se. And I'm not aware 
whether there are any plugins for SilverStripe and MediaWiki that give them this functionality.
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So you *might* be stuck with a choice: either make http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/ the principal 
tool for browsing/downloading content on the Alfresco platform, in which case the problem can be 
overcome. Or, alternatively, if you want the wiki and LibO main site to be the main download points, 
you'd have to go with just using links from http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/ and would have to 
maintain tables with manually-updated information.

However, solution #1 depends on reasonably-meticulously maintaining document properties (the 
meta data) up to date... See below for more domments about that. 

3) Jean
Some metadata, like file size, is fine. Other metadata, such as Description and Author, depends on 
accurate information being put into the Properties of the file itself (from which Alfresco extracts it) 
or that info being amended in Alfresco after the file is uploaded. In my experience, the Properties of 
the file are frequently not filled in correctly, even when writers, editors, and publishers have been 
given instructions on what to do. (I am often guilty of this omission myself.)

So I don't think this metadata issue is at all compelling as a major reason to use Alfresco, even 
though it's certainly not an argument against Alfresco.

a) David
Of course, the quality of information you will get from Alfresco (or any ECM system or CMS) partly 
depends on the discipline with which people maintain the information.

It will also partly depend on the quality of configuration and capability of the ECM software, 
whether it's Alfresco or any other product.

It is true that Alfresco has excellent capability as regards support for document meta data, whereas 
I'm not sure whether the same is true for SilverStripe, MediaWiki and Plone.

Proper use and maintenance of meta data fields could save a *great* deal of manual work on 3 
different sites. This will certainly true if one uses Alfresco.

Instead of manually updating info on the wiki and LibreOffice main site, you could simply ensure 
that the same information is meticulously recorded in the file meta data.

Perhaps one possibility would be to have someone in the team fulfilling a dedicated librarian role, 
and spending time checking and rectifying meta data, etc. This could logically be part of the 
Alfresco administrator job, for instance.

At the moment, you, Jean, are very disciplined about maintaining version and publication date info 
on the wiki. Is it more just a question of where one places that work (on Alfresco, or on the wiki, or 
on the LibO main site), and which positioning of the work brings the largest return of added value 
and saved labor?

Ninth topic: media.libreoffice.org

1) Jean
media.lo.org doesn't show much except filenames and "(application/vnd.oasis.opendocument.text, 
xxxxxx bytes)" for each file when one is browsing a folder. Am I correct that it can be configured to 
show other useful info like date of publication? Can it also be configured to get rid of 
"application/vnd.oasis.opendocument.text" which is meaningless noise for most users?

a) David
Yes, the current state of http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/ is just a starting point. If you clearly 
define what you'd like to see there, and if documents contain a matching set of meta tags 
containing that info, the info display can be tailored to pretty much whatever you want.
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2) Jean
Is it possible to reorder the files within any one folder so that all the ODTs are together and all the 
PDFs are together, instead of sorting by filename (which causes the files to alternate ODT and 
PDF -- confusing to those who don't pay close attention. And/or can media.lo.org show PDF and 
ODF icons like alfresco.lo.org does? (Small icons are fine; they don't have to be big ones like on 
alfresco.lo.org.)

a) David
On http://alfresco.libreoffice.org, the answer is already "Yes". If you drop down the list at the top of 
the repository index (which will currently be showing "Name") then you can choose the sort 
criterion for the listing.

i) Jean
This doesn't work the way I would like. If I sort by "mimetype" all the PDFs get put before all the 
ODTs, but the PDFs are no longer in chapter order (nor are the ODTs). That is not acceptable. Is it 
possible to add a second sort criterion (filename)?

• David
At the moment, AFAIK, it's not currently possible within Alfresco Share 
(http://alfresco.libreoffice.org), which only offers the same sorting capabilities as in most desktop 
operating systems, such as Windows Explorer and Gnome's Nautilus, in which you get a single 
level of sorting rather than multiple-criterion sorting.

In the CMIS browser at http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/, it would be easier to implement multiple-
criterion sorting.

ii) Jean
Also, it looks to me as if the default sorting is by filename and that individual users can sort as they 
choose (if they know how). If this is true, then anything I might do to reorganise the list would not 
be visible to visitors to the site. Is this correct?

• David
That is correct, every user defines their own sorting criterion. It *may* be possible to configure this 
on a site-wide basis, but I'm not sure ATM.

b) David
On http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/, this is certainly do-able and I'd just need to get back to Jeff 
Potts with a coherent and comprehensible set of requests and requirements. (Same applies for the 
file type icons.)

3) Jean
BTW, I note that media.lo.org gives file locations sensibly, like this (though we'd need to get rid of 
the blank spaces): http://media.libreoffice.org:8081/details/English/Documentation/Getting 
20Started%20Guide/Published%20v3.5/GS3501-IntroducingLibreOffice.pdf

a) David
Getting rid of the blank spaces would entail renaming documents with underscores used instead of 
space characters.

i) Jean
Filenames already have no spaces. We'd just need to rename folders with underscores.
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4) Jean
So if we use media.lo.org as the repository where we send people, then my objection to the 
horrible file locations in alfresco.lo.org is overcome. But we still MUST use different filenames to 
correspond with different versions of LO.

a) David
Of course, if you find it easier to use different file names for different versions of a given document 
then it's perfectly feasible. You'll have read my comments in other posts about this (as regards de-
duplication, meta tags and versioning), but - ultimately – Alfresco is mostly able to wrap around the 
way *you* want to work, and the number of concessions you are obliged to make is pretty 
minimal...

We would only have to arrive at a clear, comprehensive and comprehensible set of specifications, 
and then things can be set-up pretty much any way the team wants.

i) Jean
Nothing personal, but I've heard that story before on any number of projects, and it's never turned 
out to be true. Always some critical item turns out to be not do-able for some technical reason and 
we have to compromise or find a workaround. I want to have a clear idea of what IS do-able before 
I spend time writing specifications. Hence all the questions, and a wave of the hands to say "all 
things are possible; just say what you want" is not reassuring.

• David
Well, I'm certainly doing my best to answer your questions frankly and simply. It would be good to 
get some input from Cedric Bosdonnat, too.

I certainly wouldn't pretend that "all things are possible; just say what you want". Indeed, I wouldn't 
even pretend that all the things that are possible will be available. Depending on what was wanted, 
configuring and customizing Alfresco could be time-consuming and a major project that no-one 
would be likely to take-on on an unsponsored basis.

Until now, the documentation team only used Alfresco in a fairly out-of-the-box form. That provided 
lots of functionality that was fairly simple to use.

I'm not sure about the functionality of ODFAuthors' Plone-based tool, but is there a single important 
feature that it has that Alfresco doesn't? It would be interesting to see if there are any shortfalls in 
capability between the two.

In any case, I certainly don't have any vested interests in the team's using Alfresco—indeed, if you 
just use ODFAuthors' Plone, it will save me a packet of time and effort! (And, at the moment, 
money, too!) 
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