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RE-Soundings

Editorial

This issue includes two excellent articles by RE
practitioners that illustratecal problems that must be
corfronted in RE and practicalmeasures that can be
taken to ease RE problems.

JonathanBeebe's dicle describeshow lightweight
patterns of interaction are used at Fujitsu Consulting to
ea® the requirements engineer's task. Jonathan
degribeshow they help ensure thaixperience across
problem/product yipes can be reusedThey illustrate
how an organisationan adopt practicand pagmatic
mechanisms for maturing it's RE processes.

Richard Veryard wtes of the relationship beeen
stakeholder rolesand equirements. In particular, he
shows that, as projects progress, rodmnge and
impact the equirements. This challengesany of the
assmpions that appear, often tatty, in naive views
of the RE process. The identification of
roles/actors/viewpois/etc. is of coursestill crucial.

pefedly firm foundation from which to start teasing
out requirements and making tede-offs. Even
supposing weean do this early in the project, as the
project progresses thwthodoxysays that weneed to
beable to trace the requaments back to their sources.
Again, the tacit assumption is often that while the
requirements may be volatile, their sources are
somehow moreconcrete; hey'll still be there,
unchanged, if only wecan ecover hem. In fact
organisationsand marketsnay be as volatile as their
requirementslt's what makes our lives so interesting
andit's why RE is going to be aund for quite some
time!

RED3 is about to kick off in Monterey, California.
Veteransof RE will be ableto enjoy comparing how
the discipline hasadvanced during thdecade sice the
seminal RE'93. This issue also contains a call for
submissions to Aspect-oriented software development
(AOSD'04). People are beginning to look at if and how
aspects help model widebgoped redgrements.
AOSD'04 is likely to offer an opportunity teee just

What we mustn't do is assume that these provide a where the REand AOP communities interse®eaders
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wishing to find out more about 'early aspects' might
like to visit http://www.early-aspects.net

Pete Sawyer
Computing Department, Lancaster University.

Chairman's message

The last 12 monthdhave seerRESG events ahded

by recordnumbers of participantand pre-retrations
have had to close before the events take place. The hot
summer has nohad any peceptible effect with the
Stakeholdersvorkshopand AGM presented to a full
house at University College London in July.

Attendance at RESG continues to be free taREISG
members, however we are re-introducing a £5 entry fee
for non-members to give members prioragcess to
events and to emphasise the benefits of membership.

The AnnualGeneralMeding (AGM) saw anexpanded
RESG executive committee elected to run the
Specialist Group fomnotheryear. Thankyou for your
support!

| would like to extend a warm wmme to new
committee members Cdwn Woods (Aibus) and
Caina Alves (UCL). Gordon joins the Industrial

Liaison teamand brings with hi his considerable
experience in large sysns development projects.
Carina, a PhD atlent at UCL, joins as Sident
Liaison Officer, a new role we have iottuced to the
committee to focuson promoting and sipporting
research student needs.

After a tremendously successfylear publicising the
RESG, Juan Ramil hasmoved to Membership to
apply his magic touchhere. Wolfgang Emmerich,
dfter manyyears as the group's trusted Secretary, has
decided to move on, butilvcontinue to contribute to
as a member of the Industrial Ligdon team.David
Bush takes over as the RESG's new Secretary.

I am writing this introduction aveek before RE'03 in
Monterey,and | expect that in th@ext newslder we
will be repating on apacked cordrenceweek. There
will be two outstanding RE events closer to home to
repat on too. Tom Gilb's seminar is on the 17th
Septemberand Neil Magenand Suzanne Rolbeson's
creativity workshop is othe 9th Octobe Hope to see
you there!

Bashar Nuseibeh
The Open University

RE-Treats

For further details of all events, see www.resg.org.uk
Next event organised by the group.

Tom Gilb presents 'Planguage' a planning
language for requirements and more

Date: 17" September 2003, 2.00 pm

Location: Room 418, Huxley Building, Imperial
College, London

Contact: Sebastian Uchitel
(s.uchitel@imperial.ac.uk)

Requirement(s) Engineerings arguably the most
critical single discipline in systemsand software
engineering. Bad requirements are cited as a weise

of large systems engineering project failures (P.
Morris, The Management of Projés, Telford,London
1994). Too little investment inequirements is proven
as a cause for software projectand systems
engineering projects (NASAT survey).l would argue
that the theory and teaching @&quirements today is in
bad $ape.There are several signs ofigh Most so-
cdled requirements are actually design for unstated
requirements! Most req@ments are a nice sounding
sa of wordswith notestable or quantifiedstructure and
very little information about theeguirementsand their
relation to all other requirements, designsnd plans.
This tutorial will open up a radicallgew appoach to
requirements that ¥ rectify many of these problems.
It is based on the ideas in dPuage a pecifically
invented and evolved &nguage for aguirements
specification. Fundamentals aeexamined what is a

function requirement?). All qualitative requirements are
quantified richly. Ten to 30 pameters & used to
describe a single reusable requirement fully and
appropriately forits task. Requirements are related
diredly and indivdually to stakehalers. Requirements
are looked at in the wideystemsengineering context

of design, testing, project management, and
engineering-work quality-control.

Creativity, the Path to Innovative
Requirements

Date: 9" October 2003, 2.00 pm
Location: Imperial College, London
Contact: Rosie Bower (rosieb@soi.city.ac.uk)

Where do equirementscome from? The optimstic
view is that the customers or users of a system tell the
requirements engineer what theyant. For avariety of
reasons, this is rarelthe case.People dot know
exactly what hey want, they do not know what is
possible, or they cannot exprsstheir realneeds, or
because they think in terms of current solutions or they
cannot envisage the futurBequirements engineering
is increasingly a creative process in whicikeholders
and designers work dgether to createdéas for new
systems that are eventually expressed as requirements.

This half-day tutorial illustrates how we use innovative
techniques tomagine, create, disver and formalise
requirements. We alsitlustrate how creativity can be
used in requirements engineeringnd provide a guide
for running creative design workshops. This is an
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interadive hands-on tutorial based on experience in
running creative workshops for air fiia management
systems for Eurocontrol and NATS.

Audience

Academicswho want to understand morebout the
changing nature of RE. Practitioners who want to learn
how to use creativeethniques in the RE process.
Project managersvho want to understand morabout

the requirements process. Due to the hands-on nature of
this tutorial the number of participants is limited to
24,

Instructors:

Suzanne Robertson: The Atlantic Systems Guild,
London.

Neil Maiden: The Centre for HCI
University, London.

Design, City

Requirements training workshop

Date: 3 December 2003, 1.00 pm

Location: Room 418, Huxley Building, Imperial
College, London

Contact: Elena Pérez-Mifana
(elena.perez-minana@philips.com)

Currently there is an increasing interest, both in
industry and academia, to tackle and solve the problems
associated with the elicitation, specification and
management of requirements. Notwithstanding, there is
an evident hck of adequate trainingourses fo people

in industry.

This half-dayevent, oganized by theRESG, inalides
presentations of eading experts in the area of
Requirements EngineerinfRE). Each of hem will
provide their point of view to the following three
questions:

e Who needs RE training?

e How can RE be taught?

e What do RE practitioners need to learn?

It will present two dferent approaches to training in
requirements; théirst one comprisethe conventional
short courses that are availile throughorganizations
such as Learning Tree. Theecond one hbelled
“informal/ad-hoc learning” advocates learningatngh a
communal effort following communities of practice.

The eventwill end with a wideanging discasion on
RE training. It will be redvant to anyone interested in
the role of requirements in their ganization, in
finding out the type of training theiengineers will
need tocomplete in order to do good job in the
requirements aredhe event Wl also be of retvance
to those who might aady be nvolved with the
requirements areand who would like to put forward
their opinion on how it should be carried out.

The last session will be ganel discussionniolving
the audience and thepeakers. This Wl give every
attendee the opportunity to raise anything of
importance in the area.

Audience

This workshop is appropriate foranybody who is
involved with the Requirements area, eitlmcause
they work in the area, or hold a managerial role in their
organization and are considering setting up a
requirements @up. Academics, interested in
understanding the training needs for the people working
on requirements inndustry, will eceiveuseful nput,

and wll have plenty ofopportunities of putting their
ideas across.

Workshop outline

12.30 Registration

13.00 Introduction (Elena Pérez-Mifiana)
13.10 lan Bray

13.40 Pete Sawyer/lan Sommerville
14.10 Panel Discussion Part |

14.45 Coffee break

15.00 Stefanie Lindstaedt

15.30 Ken Jackson

16.10 Panel Discussion Part Il

17.00 Closing remarks

Other events likely to be of interest tRESG
members.

Mastering the Requirements Process

Date: 6"-8" October 2003
Location: London
Contact: Jeanette HallJeanette@irmuk.co.yk

This seminar gives you a procesgchniques and
templates to discover exactly what your custonmees!
and want for their systems. It shows you how to
understand/our users’ workand hen devise the best
product to help with that work — no mattehat kind

of work that is.

The seminar gives you the Volerqguirements process
and emplate. Then shows you how yaan best use
these in your own organisation to improve
communication with sikeholdersand exactly dscover
their requirements.

Preenied by SuzanneRobertsonRESG members are
entitled to a 10 percent discount.

Extending Requirements: A Practical

Workshop

Date: 17"-18" November 2003
Location: London
Contact: Jeanette HallJeanette@irmuk.co.lyk

Taking your equirements to thenext level. This
workshop shows you how to build on your existing
expertise and integrate equirements into project
management for the maximum effect.

The last five years have seen considerable
improvements in theethniquesand pocesses we use
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to gaher and communicate requirements. Our Volere
requirementseémplate haveen used by a wide variety
of organisations all over the world. Theicsessful
application of many things like connecting analysis
modelling to equirements,aquirementsemplates, fit
criteria for individual requirements, quality gatay
testing techniques and trawling échniques, have
highlighted other areas where waeed to impove our
requirements skills.

This workshop ednds what you know about
requirementsand givesyou ways of takingyour
projects to a higher level of requirements excellence.

In this workshop we show you ways of choosing the
best set of requirements to give you a competituge
and still get your poduct to market on time, this
includes techniques for quantifying the business value
of investing in requirements. We alsaddress theeed

to anticipate market opportunities by creating and
inventing visionary equirementsAnd we address the
question of dealing with requirements for existing
systems along with ethniques formanaging meta
projects large projects madg of a number of smaller
ones.

A good requirements engineer has the skill of helping a
wide variety of people communicate witkach other.
The project sociology structure in this workshop helps
you to digover the correct stakeholders for your
project. Then wegive you proven echniques for
helping them to be involved in theppropriate parts of
the project, and even more importantly to stayolved
throughout.

Preeenied by SuzanneRobertsonRESG members are
entitled to a 10 percent discount.

RE-Calls

Recent Calls for Papers and Participation

11th IEEE International Requirements
Engineering Conference (RE’03)
8" - 12" September2003, Monterey Bay, California

USA
http://www.re03.org

Requirements Engineering (RE) lies at the heart of
sdtware development. It is the énch of systems
engineeringconcerned with the real-worldoals for,
fundions of, and constraints on software-intensive
systens. It is concerned withhow these factors are
taken into accountduring the impémentation and
maintenance of the system, from software
spedficaionsand architectures up to final test cases.
RErequres a variety and rchness of sKs, processes,
methods, @échniquesand tools. Inaddition, diversity
arises from tfferent application domainsanging from
business information systems to real-time process
control systems, from traditional teeb-based systems
as well as from the perspective being system families
or not.

The conference will include a technical and an industrial
paper tack, with refeeed papers desibing novel
reseach, industrial problem statementsexperience
reports and surveys. The pragr also includes keynote
speakers, statef-the-artand practice tutorla, and an
exhibition, which indides compaes with RE tools
and services,book publishers,and other related
exhibitors. We also will have several associated
workshops, including aoctoral workkop for PhD
students, as well as researdemosand tods. The
REO3 conference Wl provide an opportunity for
practitioners and resarchers to share deas and
experiences, while eoying the beautiful Monterey

with the MontereyBay Aquarium, Fisherman'$Vharf
and Cannery Row. Enjoy thespectacular sights of
Monterey Peninsula at Big Suexplore Pait Lobos
in Carmel-by-the-Sea and visit Carmel Mission.

For general RE'03 information please contact: Carl K.
Chang(c.chang@computer.ordjor technical program
information  please contact: Roel Wieringa
(roelw@cs.utwente.nl)

3rd International Conference on Aspect-
Oriented Software Development

22nd - 26th March2004, Lancaster Univesity, UK.
http://aosd.net/conference

The constructiorand evolution of a software system
involves many ifferent apects including features,
qualities, perspectives, use cases, collaborations,
requirements, processes, and implementation structures.
Asped-oriened approaches pride new means for
modularizing such crosscutting aspects of a system.

AOSD 2004 will bring together resehers and
pradicing sdtware developers to dcuss new ideas in
aspect-oriented technology.

The conference program illv feature tchnical papers,
practitioner reports, workshops, tutorials,
demonstrations, aode fet, and a gident event.
Keynote speakers include Dr. Daniel Sabbah (IBM Vice
President, Developmentand SWG Technology,
Applicaion Integrtion & Middleware Divsion,
Software Group) and Prof. Bashar Nuseibeh (Dipen
University). A panel,moderated by Dr. Brian Barry
(Bedarra Corporation), W addressAOP and enterpse
development.
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RE-Readings

Reviews of recent Requirements Engineering events.

COTS Integration:
Requirements

RESG Event, 9 April 2003, University of Central
England, Birmingham.

Why You Need

lan Alexander (Chairman) walomedapproximately
45 participants to anotheRESG experimental event.
In this case, it took the form of a workshop aiming to
discuss the issues associated with COTS integration,
and the role plyed by the system's requirements
therein.

The workshop inclded four presentaths and a
guestion-answer session at the end to wrap up the main
ideas put forward during the afteron. In the first
presngtion, the speaker destred the experience of
developing a global messaging network system, which
is built through the integration of hebtgeneous
COTS components. This was folled by the
description of two approaches, which have being
designed tcamdiorate the problems that appear when
handling the various artifacts that aredwcedwhen
building systems using COTS technology. The
presenter okachdevelopment mébd incuded at the
end, a brief description ohow its mehod could be
apgiedto build the system described in the caseusly.
The final presemttion gave hie workshop participants
useful input on the matters that should beredivhen
trying to build systems using COTS technology that
satisfy the level of quality that iexpected according to
the relevant standards.

The intoductory presentation was particularly
interesting, because it was dgsd following a irtual
format. David Bush, who at the last minute
discovered he couldn't make it on the dagg to make
use of the latest technology available tanstin his
absence. It constituted good altenative under the
circumstances. The description of the case study was
clealy put, although there was aniff of frustration
emanating from theaudience in view of the
impossibility to query the presenter at thend. The
aim of the Aeronautical Fixed Telecommunications
Network (AFTN) system, the case study ddwdj is
to support theexchange ofmessages to improve the
safety, regularityand dficiency of internatbnal air
navigation. The complexity of such a systdemands
a design and imphmentation showing a higttegree of
reusability. The existing running system ums a
number of elements that must be integrated into the
new design. Furthermore, safeand relialdity play
very important roles given the type of systamder
development.

The methods desbed in the following two
presentations prosed appropriatemeans todeal with
the kind of problems David Bush and his team

encountered during thelevelopment of the AFTN
system. The first presenteCarina Alves described a
process that enabled the systemageholders, todeal
with the problem of analysing their system
requirements and discovering the componentsahed
integrated would provide an effecti@OTS system
sdution. It advocates a more formal, structured
approach to the requirentsnspeffication process,
including two strategiefor managing conflicts, a
composition rule-based strateggnd a modifiability
strategy. These all offagood altenatives to ensure the
stakeholders cover all the variables present in today's
COTS solutions.The only handicap Isee with the
approach is thatmany of the systemsunder
development cannot boast the level of cladémanded
of the requirements, a problethat is becoming more
and more common in o¢day's rapidly changing
environment. Theeguirements diined for the AFTN
system were sufficiently cleaand this atbwed Carina
to apply her equirementsanalysis process, although it
was a bit difficult to fully relate the requirements to the
components awable due to the dck of information
found in the suppliers' specifications.

The second métod, the SCARLET pocess, was
presented b\eil Maiden and Vincenzo Croce. It

is a use case based approach that provides two forms of
process guidance to develo€OTS-systers. The first
one is goal driven and is useful in thaseses in which
the stakeholders have a cledea of the equirements,
techniques,and components aviable to build the
COTS solution they are after. Tlsecond pcess is
situdion-baed and is useful in those cases in which
the requirementsand echniques that are necessary to
satisfy hem cannot be pre-deéd. For the AFTN
system theymanaged todentify 6 candidate software
components to satisfy thequirements ecification.
Nevertheless, the component information was
insufficient to carry out anadequate component
compliance analysis. The SCARLET mehod also
offers its user the means to structure the phases and
artefads generated in thalevelopment of aCOTS-
system but, as with Carina's processedtres a level

of clarity in the system'sequirements that is difficult
to achieve, evenhbugh the situation-baseabproach
might enable the users to handle the dvel of
uncertainty associated to unclear requirements.

The final speakerljerka Beus-Dukic, gave the
workshop participants a very useful outline of the
existing standards for software qutuct quality. As
Ljerka very aptly put it, there are a number @indtards

that software developers can use to ensure the quality of
thar product, ndependently of whether hey are
sdtware components or a fullblown COTS-system.
The means to evaluate product quality are out there; the
difficulty lies in the fact that not many organisations
have, as yet, fully integrated them into their processes.
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The panel discussion organised for the final part of the
workshop was further proof of the importance of
putting in place adequatemeans to link system
requirements to the components used to build the final
sdution. If this is properly done, it isnuch easier to
demonstrate coverage, with the design ofadaquate
testing sute, thereby guaranteeing thaéquirements
properties such as the fey constraints are fully
satisfied by the solution. The type of system presented
asa case sidy, and the final presentation on standards
and software mductquality, srowed that there are the
means to help the developers produce better systems. It
is really up tothe companies to eme they apply the
methods that are availabland put togood use the
existing tools.

Although a lot of work hadeen done, | feel there is a
need to work further in the task of linking system
requirements to thepscification of thecomponents
integrated to satisfy them. In all the discussions that
took place, it was never completely clear to me how it
was possible to link equirements which can only be
satisfied though the integration of a number of
componentsand not by a pécular component.
Because thigneans it is not possible to manipulate a
component's specification, it isecessary to work
around an "integrated" component specification.

© Elena Pérez-Mifiana

Workshop on Requirements Engineering
for Business Process Support (REBPS’03)

At CaiSE 2003, 18- 18" June 2003, Velden, Austria.

llia Bider (lbisSoft, Stockholm) webmed the
participants to this year's workshop in the series on
Business Processes (BP). Egelarhad a pecial bcus

and this year's was Requirements Engineering (RE) for
Business Process Support (BPS).

Gil Regev (Swiss Federal Istitute of Technology)
asked Why BPS? It could help to avoidover-
specialisation. Processagyulate business, but many
of them are unstable: being rigidly prescriptive often
fails as a sttegy. Maybe aBPS systentould enable
generalist staff to do amnge of jobs, helped by only a
few specialistslan Alexander wondered whether that
didn't smack too much of control, not only enforcing
the procedures fanuman work, but actually doing the
work too? Gil Regev replied that head in mind
instead a kind of Knowledgd/lanagementSystem
(KMS) which pointed generalist users to the right
specialist to consult oeach pecific problem.Peri
Loucopoulos suggested that BPs wegeverned by
the business situaion; eg. the Hewlett-
Packard/Compaq merger createceaston beteen the
corporate cultures, neither side wishing to accept the
other's processe€laudia Eckert askedwhat was
meant by BP? She meant something #raerged from
the way a business wad, whereas GiRegevseemed

to mean smething imposed. Petioucopoulosasked

how to move dwards this Utopia, gen a ceniry of
increasing specialisation? Gil Regev said it was less
utopian than the BP Re-engineering enterprise.

Steward Green (University of the West oEngland)
spoke about eliciting stakeholders's knowledge of goals
and pocesses. Héried out 4 ways — qustionnaire,
interview (both for explicit knowledge), contextual
design (a la Beyer&Holtzblatt, for implicknowledge),
and self-observation & measurement lasting foveek
(for new knowledge).The domain wasa university
helpdesk and the question wakether people working
in the domain could diculate what they did in their
work. The studydund that despite thissue of tacit
knowledge raised bysoguen &nd deriving ttimately
from Polanyi), hgbdesk staff were able to articulate
ther knowledge quiteeasly. He speculated that this
could be because they were well-educated. lan Adfxa
suggested it couldbe because thedomain was
atypicdly expicit - helpdesk people after all talk
through theirknowledge with their cliets. Gil Regev
sad that the 'gols’ that peoplecan state are not the
same as their 'real goalséneath the swate. Claudia
Eckert aked what if goals werecontradictory or
incommensurable? For instance, a helpdesk might wish
to be efficient, but also to make users happy.

Niko Kleiner (University of Ulm) spoke about
Requirements Engineering in workflow application
development — specifically ithe automobile industry.
The project first folbwed a systmaic method (ARIS)
religiously. The users rejected the system. The team
had expected to foresee optimal BPs, and that work
practice would be likehe implemented wddlow ().
They thought that the implementation technology (not
the BP / RE approach) was the cause of failure, so they
tried another échnology. Anothebad system resulted,
and equests for service piled up somewhere inside it.
They thentriedto refine the system; users interpreted
the workflow staes differently, and equests continued

to pile up. Findly, they invetigated what was really
happening inside the system, and found that there was a
misconception about the synchronisationwaen two
processes, soequests were bound to pile up — the
system could never have workedlhe mistake was
resolved and the system was at last looking promising.

Why had this happened? A workflovapplication
influences but does not determine the BP: #maerges
from operational use. ThH&o mustconverge, so more
BP modelling was not the answer. Change was
inevitable during development, so iteration wakaly

Ilia Bider said the trouble lay in talking tmanagers
not to engineers. Claudia Eckertkasl why workflow

had been chosen in this case, implying it was too
prescriptive.

Peri Loucopoulos (UMIST) spoke about the® S
(Strategy-Service-Supptd  framework  for  BP
modelling. It was commonly aged that BP had
products and customers; goals; activitiesand was
collaborative. Butgee lan Alexander's papesjas the
RE process for BPS distinctive? Could a focus on BPS
help? Was modelling any use? Hédsat once that 20
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years' experience said thamodelling was vital. He
compared RE for a pcess like electricity industry
deregulation with that for the Aens 2004 Olympic
games. Unlike information systems, there often wasn't
a pre-existing system to regk; there were many
dternative realisations; soft issues were very
important; there was much more algholder
involvement; and pocesse changed rapidlyover the
years. Theoverriding purpose of RE for business
proceses was organisational change liopefully
improvement).

So, was qualitative modelling enough? Heguwed you
needed quantitative modelling aslwéeople then saw
the resultsand could debate their prigties in an
informed way. You modelled the enarios (a la
StateMate)and definedqueuesand serves, and then
tried it out to seewhat you'd get. For instance, given
the initial requirements fothe Olympics, it tured out
you'd queue for 2 hours for a hadg! This led to quite
a Positivist (hypothetico-deductive) sort of view of the
world, relating observed facts to modelletieiories to
reasoned deductionsmaking enginedng like scence,
in fact. The limts of this approach, he said (rightly
backing away from Peitivism) were the bounded
rationality and pgchology of humans, sistance to
poicy change, and people's continued reliance on
informal approaches. In any case, solving one problem
often only meant emsferring it toanother place. But
S® (with simulation) did have good results witlomain
experts. Youneeded a philsophy thatcombined
systems and operational thinkingwith abstrat, non-
linear thinking.

Claudia Ecker{University of Cambridge) poke about
planning BPs in mduct development ganisations.
She illustrated her talk with projects lildeveloping
the EH101 helicopterand jet engines. Tens of
thousands of taskswolving tousands ofengineers
and millions of pounds wereneeded insuch work.
Supply chains wereomplex but few prducts were
ddivered per year (just a fewhundredengines). The
market was extremely fitcal, with project decisions
influenced by the size of natial contributions.
Designs were ridiculously complex, "almost
decomposable but never quite” (Herbertn&n), and
netherthe designs nor the processes were ever exactly
repeated.

The domain was hus chaotic, with ineparable
adivities, powerful social factors, nitiple linked
proceses and esources, uncertainty and
unrepeatability. Planning was by castd lead time,
etc, under heavy pressure tousceed despiteethnical
and resource problems.

She agued thatyou thereforeneeded to visuse
process modelgnd explore their parameters. Simple
stae-ba®d models weren't very helpful. Automating
the entire process of design was sometimes possible, as
for wing struts, but it took a lot of effort toonstruct
such a hugeexpert systemTask-basednodels didn't
work either, asmost of thetasks took, errm, 100% of

the project lifetime! So youeeded tocombine all of

thee in a 'signposting' model in which you
dynamically remodelled according to the current level of
refinement of the model. You used a Markov net to get
a probability that thelesign would be improved, with
strongandweak dependency links (not a crugleu do

A then when 100% complete you always do B, etc).
This enabledyou to do a critical path analysis and
discover the biblenecks. Peri Loucopoulos was
ddighted shed raised the issue of mrcesses across the
supply chain, not just in one organisation. But BP was
at least as complex asengineering designand it
couldn't be tested unlike a design!

lan Alexander led a liely and wide-anging discussion
on the scope and value of BPS after the delicious lunch
in the warm sleepyafternoon (no-onelozed d&). He
askedwhat BPSconsisted §) what you got foryour
money, and whether it was worthit. It seemed to
consist of BP as-is Modelling, BP dsssild-be Re-
engineering, BP Improvement projeciésd finally BP
Support using the new mechanisms. There weveral
bandwagonsie BPM andBPR. BPS's claim was the
Blairite 'joined-up thinking' which if not empty
propagandahad to mean breachg the 'silo’ walls
between departments in place afcdl optimisation.
This was had becausepeople fead changes to their
jobs, because of rivalries and power politics, and so on.
The cost inalded bothone-off and ecuring costs; the
one-off costs were large and risky because if any link in
the chain broke the whole thing failednd because
change is continuous, so bigger, slower BPM projects
were inherently more likel to become outdated and
fail. Perhaps smaller, faster, cheaper and &sbitious
projeds would be better, making for a more
incrementalapproach tadBPS. Optimal solutions were
not guaranteed.

Ilia Bider led a discussion in which hegaed for the
value and distictiveness oBPS. "Succesglepends on
a majority accepting the system" — heeagrthere was
no need for it to be optimalYou needed to think big
but start small, and evolve, much as laexahder had
suggested. You cadh't make a new BP-oriented
system just by integrating old lumps of softwamxat
you could do was to reuse software ongeu had
understood and designed a new process.

Elke Hochmiller asked a lot ofquestions about
non-functional requirement®NFRs or simply '-ilities")
in BPS systemsKey NFRs inclded the aility to
cope with new situations (flexibility, reusability,
simulability, taceability); to have a trustworthy
operating base (scalability, reliability, security, etc),
and crucially usability. Pe Loucopoulos added
designability or explorability. Pnina  Soffer
wondered if the ame NFRlist would apply to all
systems? A discussicexploredissuesaround the user
interfacelike commonalityand tailorabity, and more
generalissues like affordability (intial, annual, and
modifiability) and the openness (of code, etc).

Peri Loucopoulosad that BPS was here to stay, and
that we should asthy, i.e. we should document the
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requirements forit. lan Alexander fatitated a
brainstorming session to start the requirements off.

© lan Alexander, July 2003

Stakeholders Without Tears:
exploration of project sociology

RESG Event, 16July 2003, University College
London, London.

an

lan Alexander and Suzanne Robertsornwelcomed
a roompacked with enthussdic atendeesexpectantly
awaiting theRESG 2003 summaesvent that fotbwed
the RESG AGM. Thigsear's episodeobk the form of

a tutorial entitled "Stakeholders wibut Tears: an
exploration of project sociology". It was run by the
welcoming committee, whamanaged tokeep the
audience's attention all afteron, notwithstanding the
sweltering heat. The aim of the tutorial was to run
through the sociological aspects that @cef on any
project. Afte listing them out with the help of the
audience Suzanneand lan provided us with aumber
of useful techniques to handle them.

The tutorial was managed in a very intelligemanner,
something that was quite importagbnsidering its
vely interadive nature. The session was initiated by
asking the audiencewhat concerns ley had with
regards to handling theagieholders ofiny project they
might be involved with. This was a straightforward and
very useful way of iiiating the sessiorbecause it
includedevery paticipant from the start. Furthermore,
throughout the rest of the afternoon, both presenters
made sure thatvery member of theaudience was
involved in a more interestingple than that of the
standard "passive" attendant. They were certainly
practicing what they pached bymaking sure that "all
the stakeholders in the tutoridlad their ay". This
was possible because we were presented with an
exercise that grew incomplexity as the aftapon
progressed and whichdemandedgamwork. The tutors
partitioned the session in stag&machone incuded an
introduction in which one of the tutors briefly
summaried whathadbeenachieved to that point, and
described the part of the rhetd we would be working
on. After that the participants were immediately put to

work by thinking about the best ways to apmihat
had been learned on the problem at hand.

The frameworkand tools described arapplied during
the tutorial certainly do provide the meansn@anage
in a structured manner the ifferent variables thaheed
to be juggled aound when developig any project,
paticularly in the first Lizzy sages of the project's
requirementphase. The oniomodel constitutes an
elegant mechanism to organize the varioakestolders
as theyappear. It also allowshtse nvolved in the
project development to express in a simple way the
influenceeach of hem has in the formandcontent of
the final solution.

The knowledge model is the other exploration tool that
was presented. It merges the symbols available to build
a UML class diagram with thosased to pecify an
entity-relationship diagram. Anowledge model can
be built to describe all the elements that must be
handled by a "system" solutionpgether with the
stakeholders. It includemechanisms to specify the
associations that exist between stakeholdadssystem
elements making itstraightforward to explain the
existence of evergomponent that isntorporated in
the final solution, opening a way toimplement
traceability of a prajct's artibcts oncehey have being
produced.

The interactive nature of the tutorialade it extemely
easy for the audience to remain attentive throughout the
whole session. It also helped us to heardtrecerns of

the other participantand theirapproaches to solve the
exercise we were working on, as it complemented very
well the rest of the matel discissed dung the
session. Probably the onlyeak point | detected was
with regards to theakk of oppominity there was to
clarify aspects of the requirements process that were not
directly related with the exercise that we were trying to
solve. For examplegven hough the list oftoncerns
generated at the start of the session was quite extensive,
it was never referred to again. | feel it would have being
useful to point out how theethniquesand models
introduced in the tutorial tackled those concemaybe

not all of them, buan insighton a couplenvould have

put a great finishing touch to a successful afternoon.

© Elena Pérez-Mifiana

RE-Papers

Requirements Engineering as if
Stakeholders Mattered

Richard Veryard
Veryard Projects

Introduction

In a recent paper, lan Alexander mentions theadiabe:
“He Who Pays The Piper Calls The Tune”. The story
of the Pied Piper of Hamelyn providesngemorable
example of the avase proposition — whathappens

when the piper'sde remainsunpaid —and this story
has some important lessons forequirements
engineering.

Requirements Change

At the start of the story, the citizens of Hamelyn are
plagued with rts. Whereas an experienced
requirements engineer might see this as merely a
symptom of a muchdeeper problem opublic health
and hygiene, the citizens are detemed to treat the
symptom directly, and define their aguirements
accordingly — Who il rid our town of rats? A piper
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is engaged,who delivers an unusual yet effective
solution to this requirement — he plays his pipe, and
the rats run out of town and into the sea. Furthermore,
this sdution is achieved wihout the use of noxious
chemicals or other environmentally harmful side-
effects.

But once the citizens of Hamelyn are no longagpéd
with rats, their equirementhange. They no bnger
perceie the value of the pipe’s sdution, and gek to
renegotiate his fee.

A significant shift in client preferences may bgarded
as a requirements change.

The citizens still have a theoretical desire to lidree,

but the urgency of this diee has dmppearedand this
affects their willingness to pay. We often see a similar
phenomenon in IT projects; if the users’ mostemt
needs areaddressed inPhase 1, the users may lose
interest in Phase 2.

Engineer as Stakeholder

The Pied Piper is an importantakgholder in this
story, and he now has a problem. He habeén paid.
But nobody else in Hamgh sees this as a problem.
Why should they?

One of the most important steps in problem-solving is
to ask: Whose problem is this? [S&gause and
Weinberg] The Pied Pipemeeds to find away of
turning a problem that is his alone, into a problem for
the whole town.

Rdraming a requirementcan make it forcibly retvant
to a new set of stakeholders.

Solution Generalization and Reuse

Fortunately for the PiedPiper, his environmentally-
friendly rat-elimination solution turns out totisdy a
number of otherequirements. Whetherby chance or
design, the solution supports the elimination of a
much larger class of creatures, including children
(Figure 1). He plays his pipe again, and this time it is
the children who run out of town after him.

CREATURE

X

RAT CHILD

Figure 1

(The gmbolic and practical implicatins of lumping
rais and children into acommon class may be
uncomfortable and unwelcome for at least some
stakeholders.)

Stakeholder Role Change

When the Pied Piper reuses his solution to takay
the children, this brings into the foregnd the
citizens’ role as parents. The role of parewmérlaps
with the role of citizen — not all citizedgave children,
not all the parets who happen to be ithe town with
their children at the tie are permanent itizens of
Hamelyn.

A significant eventcan cause skeholders to switch
roles — and this typically changes their requirements.

Furthermore, there is now a potential conflict of
interest between the parent rolend the itizen role.
The parent maysee a tgher value in petmding the
Piper to return the children; the citizen mstjil be
eager to keep rat elimination expenditure within a tight
budget.

Stakeholder Solidarity

Imagine a group of anxious Hamelyn parents — clearly
they are now skeholders in this story. A key
question for stakeholdermanagement is whether they
are able and willing to act in concert.

Some parents may think thean get a better deal for
the safe return of their children by negotiating
individudly with the Piper; and acommercially astute
Piper might be able to exploit this belief by
encouraging individuahegotiations. Meanwhile, the
leaders of the paré&i group would be trying to
encourage parents to act as a group and not break ranks.

Although the parents are all interested in the return of
the children, they areach concernedabout dferent
instances of the clasSHILD. This means that the
commonality of interest beten this goup of
stakeholdersand their villingness to ctaborate, is
dependent on the requirements being framed at the class
level rather than at the instance level.

The Revenge of the Good Fairy

Mary Caherine Bateson daughter of Gegory Bateson
and Margaret Meaddnce wrote a short butribiant
essay for the Whole Earth Review, showing how
“good” technology often has “bad” side effects.

Like the characters itmany fairy tales, the citizens of
Hamelyn have tee wshes — which repsent a
progression of requirements. Note that each
requirement onlynakes sense in terms of the failure
(or incomplete success) of the previous one.

e To rid the town of rats.

e Torid the town of expensive ratcatchers.

e To get their children back.

In some of the mostlegant fairy tales, the third wish
takes the sikeholder back to the stang position.
These are requirements trsemed like good dea at
the time, requirements that have led us irdangerous
territory, requirements that wemay now happily
abjure.
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Library of Patterns for Interactive
Applications

Jonathan Beebe
Fujitsu Consulting

Working in industry as practitioners, Wdt not
adlowing for rigorous reseach into Requirements
Modelling, does howeverprovide a sharp ocus on
ddivery along with very practical examples. A great
deal of our recent work hagntred on thespecification
and development of applications that support and
enable interaction of human operators, bothsssvice
(eg kiosk, Internet, etc) and via an agent (dceatre,
shop, etc), with the prosses of a business (eg paying
a bill, making a complaint, booking a ticket, etc).

The initial challenge ofany project mvolving the
specification of such systems by a team of analysts is
to ensrre the completenessand consistency of
requirements that are gathered from a wide variety of
sources, often prior to our involvement in the project.
Subsequently, the quality of the implementation and
our ability to demonstrate that it meets ikgjuirements
depends on #ceability of the system components and
their testsback to those original requirements. The
apparently sim@ task of reviewing the ikal
requirements of a projeds extremely expensive in
terms of the number of people involved sombakes
obvious sense to try to streamline this part of the
project lifecycle and hopefully, exend thee benefits
throughout the rest of the project.

With this goal in mind we set about identifying a
(small) number of patterns thabccur commonly
within the systems we are specifying. These patterns
are neither specific tdé businesslomain nor are they
technology domain specific They fall ®mewhere
between, which makes theactcessible to the widest
audience.

We have documented the patterns both as:

e a Pattern Definition according to the “Gang-of-
Four” style [Gamma, 1995].

e a UML model comprising a Use Case and
Activity Diagrams for each pattern

and arepublishing them as a librarynked to Fiitu
Consulting’s Macroscop® stite of business and IT
methodologies [Macrosope, 2003].

The Pattern Definition style documentation is
most useful in identifying which patterns are redat
and useful. Th&JML is useful as a guide when using
the patern asit lists apeds of the patern that should
be included and advice orhow they should be
documented.

The description text atthed to the @sca® and each
adivity of a pattern guidean analyst taseek out and
document d&nd/or diagram) the sigitant features of
each item. The patterns themselves can bedad| for
reference, a&JML stereotypes within theeguirements
model of a project.

The choice of patterns as a mechanism (rather than the
more exact form of, for exampl a clas library) is
intended to sggest flexibility in how they should be
apgied.By this, | mean that itmay very well be that

in any usage of a pattern complete parts of the pattern
may be omittecbecausehtey are not relevant, but the
remaining parts of the pgarn are still of value and
should be applied. Similarly, a particular instance of
use may equre featiresof a number of patterns to be
combined, possibly with one dominating pattern
(which would ten be chosen as the use case
stereotype) and the other patterns in supporting roles.

The names given to the patterns in the library indicate
that they originate from a functional view of the
problem domain. However, hey should include
directives on the capture and cross-referencing of quality
requirements  (performance,security, availability,
usability and “potential for change”).

So what is a typical pattern? Following are two
examples:

« Simple Service Pattern

* Menu Pattern

Simple Service Patern An interactive
apgicaion is likely to be composed of aaumber of
use cases involving direct interaction with theer
where theuser makes a simpleequest of the system
which responds and reports the ecarhe. These are the
“atoms” of the application.

Menu Pattern — is an example of a“‘compound”
patern (ie it is made up of anumber of, possibly
different, atomicandcompound perns). This pattern

is not about the visual presentation of a menu, more
about the options offereghdwhat happens when they
are selected and invoked.

The number of patterns for interaction in the library
can be expected slowly to graamd the detail of some
patterns is less developed than others — so there is more
work to do. | believe the small number of patterns in
the library is a measure ofts quality and value, since

the smaller the number of patterns, the greater is their
level of reuse and the easier it is to locate the
appropriate pattes. However, thigloes require careful
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management of the libraryand emphasises the
importance of a librarian role.

I am not suggesting that this work presents a
revolutionaryapproach or mabdology in the field of
Requirements Engineering. The real value of this work
lies in the library of paterns itsdf and the degree to
which it can be re-used. Additially, | expect that this
approach could be applied to a wide variety of problem
domainsand could therefore be of gredtenefit to
practitioners in general.

Whilst an investment of timand effort is required in
developing a suitable pattern library in thest place,
that investment should be re-paid from ioyed

effectiveness ofcommunication within and across
projects. It is after all, theob of practitioners to bring
to their customers the benefits ekperienceand |
believe that this library provides an efige
mechanism for sharing and propagating thiperience.

It has certainly proved to be so for our own customers.

References:
[Gamma, 1995] “Design Patterns” (CD); Erich
Gamma, Rihard Helm, Ralph Johnson, John

Vlissides; Addison Wesley; ISBN 0-201-63361-2; 1995

[Macroscope, 2003]
http://uk.consulting.fujitsu.com/thought/methodologie
s/macroscope/

RE-Publications

All reviews by lan Alexander

Designing Information Spaces: The

Social Navigation Approach Approach

Kristina Ho6k, David Benyon & Alan J Munro (Eds)
Springer Verlag 2003
ISBN 1-85233-661-1

“The system shall beasy to use” habecome a stock
joke among requirements people. Easy for whom? Easy
to do what?And how would you know? ButUsability
requirements do not go away.

Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) is the
great reseach movement thatstraddles the boundary
between human-machine interaction,  software
engineering, and sociology.

The specificCSCW problem that this boolddresses

is how to help people torfd their way inthe complex
virtual spaces that ameeded to allowpeople to work
together without having tbe in the same room — or
even working at the same time. This isn’t easy, as the
‘bandwidth’ — @eaking in human terms even of
powerful networksand videoconferences is verymall
compared to the mass a@les we get from people
around us in a real meeting.

So the requirement is tenable peopl¢o have enough
of an experience of sharing ideasd intentions to be
ableto work effedively — there is an essential element
of challenge in there!

The solutions pposed in thisbook are many and
various, but they focus on mainly visual means of
indicaing things like who else is sitting in a ‘lecture
room’ with you, how fabackyou are in agueue and
crucidly how long you'll likely have to wé, or who

you can talk to.Some of the intestes sem quite
fanciful — things you can look at are representeddds
shaped skyscrapers in a green landscape, or as islands in
a deep blue sea. Othea® much more modest, colour-
coding hotel bedrooms smu can see ifyou have to

book right now orcan haitate a bit longer,egure in
the knowledge there are quite a few rooms left.

The challenges are enormous. One example discussed is
the ca® of a London Undergroundcontrol room, in
which the Divisional Information Assistarmverhears
the Line Controller mumbling something to a train
driver about a problem, immediatelynderstandst’s
urgert, and stats to announce details of the rdisng
disruption to passengebpeforethe Cortroller tells him
about the nature ofhé problem! We all know
examples of really good teamwonkherepeople hardly
need to peak. | emember a livdiring night-time
demonstration by a tank regiment in which 95% of the
radio communication was by a preasiged sequence of
audible clicks generated by microphone buttdisuld
you design a computesystem for a mission- and
safety-critical apgdicaion involving no visual
communication and almost no voice channel either?

It is had to judge from abook such as this how
successful the pposed approaches are oitl vibe. The
topic is obviously important as we ruslkadlong into
avirtualworld —we are getting less and less time, and
less and less information (likade-to-facecontact), on
which to base crucial decisions. The book is by its
naure researchy — the authors are academics and
research workers in industrybut if the enterprise is at

al successful it W infl uence the whole environment
in which we work, shop, and play.

Visualizing Argumentation Software Tools
for Collaborative & Educational Sense-Making

PA Kirschner, SJBuckinghamShum and CS Carr
(Eds)

Springer Verlag 2003

ISBN 1-85233-664-1

“The aim of the whole exercise .. was to
promote rational consensus on the miisue.
The next stage .. was to review thguanents
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as presented on the visualization and tovglest
this implied... By this time, however,
something remarkablead alreadyhappened. As
the negative case was being visualized, one
argumentemerged agonclusively establishing
that the proposition was false...

The emarkable partwas that when this
objection was laid out clearly in the context of
al other relevant considerationsts overriding
force was fully appreciated in a wayhiad never
been when the guments were ehearsed in
standard ways.” [Tim van Gelder, p112]

The basic assertion of Computer-Supported
Cooperative Work (CSCW) is that there is ymergy
when the right technology combines with illskl
human effort. The special claim of this book is that
CSCW tools thatillustrate argumentsand their
supporting ewence contribute significantly to that
synergy. Tim van Gelder in a way summarizes the
case: at least sometimes, it is virtually enough just to
elicit and diagram an argument. Once everybody can see
the battle-lines dwn out, the need fodebate often
melts away. Presumably the psychological reason for
this is shared experience. Havenyou felt, onhearing

on the radio that 70% of the public agree with a claim,
that you yourself are 70% paekled and30% not
persuaded®Everyone knows the arguments, but not
everyone visualizeshem clearly. If so, consensus is
just a visualization away.

Part I, Foundations, consists of just twahapters
— on the roats of Computer-Supported Argument
Visualization (let's call it CSAV for short) by
Buckingham Shum, and a cognitive flamework for
cooperative problem solving witBSAV, by Jan van
Bruggenand othes. Both discuss the IBIS method
(which is supported by several tools).

One wonderfuexample: JohrHenry Wigmore'sChart
Method for analysing legal edience was devised in
1913. It was certaly an AV mehod though the
computer was just peandpaper. Hypertext, too, was
from the start about argumentation,\f@nnevar Bush
made clear in hisaimous #icle As We May Thinkin
1945. Another major rootis the philosophy of
language of Stephen Toulmin, whose Uses of
Argument (1958) courgrs 2000 years of excessive
Aristotelian logic. Toulmin devsed an argument
structure involving Datum, Claim, WarrantBacking,
and Rebuttal, all to be anged gaphically — again,
clearly an AV format. Buckingham Shum genfigkes
fun at ‘tame’ problems, contrasted with b Rittel's
‘wicked' problems thatCSAV tries to address. He
observes that

“Tame problems mayeven be amenable to
automated analysis, such as computer
corfiguration design or medical dagnosis by
expert system.” (p11)
This is a pointed reference to the mostarhous
examples of Artificial Intelligence such dslycin.
CSAV’s answer is that machines are far too stupid to

solve wicked proldms, but that computeesd people
together may do so.

van Bruggen makes the point that CSAV

“is primarily used fo the solution of ill-
structured problems” (p27)

the term goedack to Herbert $ion, and is certainly
in the same area as aked problemsSuch problems
require complex reasoning, the coordination oftiple
agents,and CSAV environmentshiat meet stringent
cognitive and communicative requirements.

Part Il, Applications, comsigs of sevenchapters
illustrating dfferent CSAV approaches. Gellof
Kanselaarand others wite on designing tools for
collaborative learningCarr writes on teachingegal
argumentation; van Gelder on deliberation (i.gtical
thinking); Jeff Conklin on dialog mapping using
IBIS; Albert Selvin on helping groups useSAV;
Robert Horn on large, long-lived interdisciplinary
arguments;and Buckingham Shum and others on
internetworked (i.e. hypertext) argumentation.

This part of the book inevitably repeats tlhasic
message in various wsy arguing the merits of
different approaches toolkits. Kanselalfustrates the
TC3 tool with veral diagrams full of Dutch text,
structured much like Toulmin; the ricle argues that
education is a process of gamentation, but their
analysis showed that people actualged their tool for
visual representation, not to trigger discussion or ideas.

Carr is on stronger gund talking about é&gal
arguments; these areadnittedy complex and
adversarialand concepts like claimsand evidence are
well accepted. He useBoulmin’s schemeand $ows

in a caeful study that — contrary to expectation —
students did not get better exam scores after using the
QuestMap CSAV tool, though they may have ended up
with better ability to costruct arguments (rather than
the ability to write them, as tested by the exam).

Van Gelder starts slowly, recapitulating thHmasic
comparison of argument in text versus diagrams, but
arrives at ‘Deliberation is usuallgone quitepoorly’
(p104) and quotes Deanna Kuhn’s The SKIs of
Argument(1991), whereshe shows thabver half the
population cannot provide any evidence to support their
opinions. In a suggestive photograph, he shows three
students literally manipulating arguments by pointing
with their fingers at text boxes disgked by the
Reason!AbleCSAV tool on a lege touch-sensitive
whiteboard. Again contrary texpectation, students did
not do better with CSAV practice! Irestd, the use of
the tool mayhave prowled an immediatdenefit —
argument \sualisation itself — which abnce enabled
the students to work at a higher level of reasoning.
This isn't proof that AV enhances deliberation, but it
is certainly suggestive.

In contrast, Conklin says that IBlSeeds a 2-day
couseand hen some practice “with the emphasis on
practice”. Evidently DialogMapping in real time is
hader than sitting down quietly to do soloanalysis
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with Reason!Able. Dialoglapping basically consists
of IBIS use with a skilled facilitator, who isugposed

to deal with both thepeople-facingand the system-
facing issues at oncgt isn't clear why a ‘scribe’ to
help with the actual writingand drawing isn’t part of
the method — this is a well-known role in systems
work at least — but ‘otwo people’ is mentioned in a
footnote). Thecase sidy is interestig but startling:
the QuestMap CSAV tool (implementing IBIS) was
apgied not just to supportatce-to-facemeetings with
Dialog Mapping, but also for the whollyifigrent job

of virtual meetings, which could be asynchronous. Not
surprisingly, some people “reacted strongly” to this “as
just another passing fad of managementitdekd there
are powerful arguments against @slice on
technological mediatiorin place of actualmeetings.
The case study compan$CE, used the tool for a
decadebecause of thecommitment of Dr Hertel, the
Director’. This is quite a low-tech reason for the
success of a hi-tech tool, but probably typical in
organisationathange — just arguingbout gadgets is
missing the point.

Selvin talks about ace-to-face VA: the method
(Compendium)and tools (Nifflin, QuestMap) support
facilitation of meetings, helping to impose an
appropriate structureObviously the risk is that the
structure is wrong, or reisted by pdicipants. Selvin
claims that ‘I .. believe that | could add value to almost
any group in a problem situation’ througtears of
experience, but thatef (or not enough) similarly
skilled facilitators exist, and that it is an opgmestion
whether the required skills can be taught.

Homn also revisits the basic stay of CSAV, offering
guidelines for good practicewhen presenting big
philosophical argumés. Theexample is the pennial
Can Machines Think?, and arguments are given in their
earliest or strongest forms, such as those ofiédgier,
Dreyfus, and Searl@he documentedrgumentends up

in seven large maps each a3x4 foot poster! —
presenting about 800steps or ‘moves’and 60
photographs tiked by ‘is spported by’ and ‘is
disputed by’ arrows. He claims that this work ‘has
opened up thedevelopment of a new field for the
understanding of intellectual historyThe future holds

a hypertext version of the approach:

“we envision the abilityover time to witness
the creation of vast webs of argumentation
maps on the web that cover many fields and that
show us how humanity working together has
asked, debated, and osndimes even answered
the Great Questions.” (p183)

This bold claim seems to be partigntradicted by the
statement

“we are not interested in developing a
chatroom. The content reviemeeds to belone
by specialists.”
Well, if so, and only the fewean create thenaps, how
is a vast web ever going to be created?

Findly, BuckinghamShum &kes up thechallenge of
hypertext, more or less as throwown by Horn. Will
scholarly knowledge still be published solely in prose,
or as some kind of semantweeb? Wil that enable
more effedive disseminaion and analysis of deas?
Sven Birkertswould | think say that it might assist
disseminaion but that it threaens the redly deep
integration and human ‘sensibility’ that goedeyond
mele ‘analysis’. This question seems to strike at the
heat of CSCW @nd CSAV for that matter). If
McLuhan is right and the medium shapes the message,
then mediating between people with toalsanges the
naure of the communication,and of what people
become able tounderstand.The bave pioneering
authors of this book are to some extent gddi (in a
quiet sort of way) to believe that the tools, rightly and
intelligently applied, will help to bring on the bright
new dawn of echnologically-medited splendour. The
dour eptics wonderwhether the newnedia wll not
instead educepeople’s agntion spanand alility to
rea®n. At the least, the case for CSAV isdhy not
proven.

Doug Engelbart — who habeen witing on CSAV
since before it existed, back in 1962, concludes with an
Afterword. He ranges gndly from his Bootstrap
Institute on increasing humankind’s  collective
problem-solving capabilities. lis almost impossible
not to believe that computersould do this today; it
was very different five decadesago. Engdiart hopes
that CSAV tools and methods will themselves improve
the pursut of new tools and pocesses — a
bootstrappingapproach. Perhapeday’'s CSAV tools,
and their rather limited diffusion in industry, don’t quite
seem to be this powfel; but perhapshey aren't far
from reaching the critical pointvhere hey really start

to help.

One onission that seems glaring to a systems
engineer's eyes isany mention of safety case
argumentation. The situation in whialevelopers are
most likely to see or document arguments — if they see
any — is in safety engineering. Well-known notations
include God-Structuring Notation, Adelard’s Claims
Arguments Ewudence,and WeightedFactor Analysis.
These are definitely CSAV tools and methods, but they
seem to fall foul of the ‘notivented here’ syndrome:
the CSCW schootioesn’t eadbooks orpapers about
sdety, and vice versa. On the othband, there is a
good dscussion of the problems of capturing Design
Rationale. It seems too much to hope théferent
schools of thought- CSCW, HCI, Software, RE,
Systems — should eadeach othes’s literature,when

the evidence shows that they hardly read tbein. The
irony, if that is what it is, ighat as Sven Birkerts so
passionately gues in The Guénberg Elegies the
rising tide of e-data that washes through our networks
actually shortens our attention span so much that we
can hardly concentrate on the in-deptiyuanent and
refledion presented by &ook any more. CSAV may,
perhaps, help with argumentinderstanding; but
equally, it looks like part of the larger problem.
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This is one of those few multi-author books that fits
together rather welland has a clear andnportant
message foeveryone involved incomplex business
and system problemsThe question of whether
computerscan a&sist human thought is deep and
challenging one, and deserves everyone's attention.

Note: RQ readersmay like to look at the book's
website ahttp://www.VisualizingArgumentation.info

The

User-Centered Requirements
Scenario-Based Engineering Process

Karen L. McGraw & Karan Harbison
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 1997
ISBN 0-80582-064-7

Have you ever wonderedwhether thee was more to
requirements than just lining them up neatly igoad
requirements tool, pridising them,and tracing them
to your desigrand tests? Doesanyoneknow how to
get hold of them in thérst place, tomake sure they
are right, that they are what the users want, and
reasonably complete? Shdwou inteview department
heads or hold a workshop ofdinary usrs? How much
detil should you capture?What shoull you do if
interviews go on too long?

The good news is that there are iwaorked-out
ansvers to the® pradical questions, and to many
others. This book very sensibly combines éxpertise

of an academic (Harbison) and anndustrialist
(McGraw) to explain how to make youreguirements

tell the story of what results your users really want to
have. The book therefore has some industrial features,
like big, simple pictures based on clip-art, clearly
illustrated examples, and step-by-step procedures, as for
instance an 8-ep account ofhow to document a
requirements elicitation ssion. It also shows the
careful hand of an academic, giving deteof many
techniques that might be used for each purpose rather
than just recommending one that's tried and trusted.

As a result, this book is probably most useful as a
referencevhen you aresay, pepaing a requirements
workshopand arewondering if you should try out a
different technique or two, outsidgour normal
repertoire. The alternatives — or at least a good many of
them — are plainly set ougndonceyou have chosen
one (pehaps that is the difficult stegpou will find a
straightforward recipe for doing it in the appropriate
section.

For example, toanalyse eisting or 'as-is' &narios,
the authors suggé making event taces (we'd say
swimlanes or equence diagras), graphics wch as
storyboards, matrices aftles) showing events,
adivities, informaion, performers,and key issues for
each scenario —what we might call an Actors &
Activities table — or building an objeactodel fiowing

the human or system roles, the informatieach
maintains, and the activities that each carries out.

A different set of techniques is suggested fairdd or
'to-be' scenarios. The book suggests wusing a

topological or geographical map to shevkereevents
occur in relation to each other; a flowchardepict the
major scenes orevents,and hen running faititated
brainstaeming and consensus decisianaking sessions
to expand each cgnario into more detail.These
techniques are more exploratamd able to deal with
ideas and eculation about the beway to do things,
whereas the &is' tchniques suggested are more
definitive andanalytic, as yoweedwhendocumenting
the way things are actually done.

Pat | introduces lie Scenario-basedEngineering
Processand the actiities and 'atifacts' of knowledge
elicitation and analysis. The Scenario-Based
Engineering Proces$ias been in indstrial use in
several companiesrgie at éast 1997andcontinues to
be used in specialised areas wheamplex knowledge
involving human decision-making is important.

Part 1l presents a thoroughnd wide-anging set of
processes and echniques: @nning equirements
activities, selectingechniques, elicitation, interactive
obsewvation, interviewing, identifying work pocesses
and task analysis, domain concepts, using pcess
tracing to analyze the problem-solving procefse.
decision-making, expertigegroup sessionsvaluating
and refining requirements.

Group echniques are perhaps especially veelvered.
Techniques include walktbughs, dedsion process
tracing combined with praicol (tanscript) analysis,
god-oriented brainsbrming by traditional Shout and
post', brainstorming byound robin — everyone gets a
turn, making a problentree or herringbone diagram,
consensus decision-making, the nominal group (no
arguments, comments are writtdown and pased to
the facilitator who lists thenand oganizes a vote),
focus groups,computer-aided brainstorming (as with
Bary Boehm's Win-Win), or weo conferencing. In
other words, far from there being no obvious ways to
gather requirements, the real problemcloosing the
most appropriate ways for a given situation.

The authos have a background in Knowledge
Acquisition and Pdgticipative Design, rather than
Requirements Engineering asch. They are also very
familiar with techniques from pghology, such as
Kelly's repetory grid, and man-machine interaction.
This means that the authors say 'perfognehere we
might expect 'actors' or 'roles'; 'shlaolders’ where we
might say 'stakeholders’, 'defining work opesses'
rather thanbusinesgrocesamodelling’, 'task analysis'
instead of 'scenario (or use casm)alysis', 'group
sessions' not ‘'workshopsThese little differences
shouldn't matter toany reasnably wd-informed
reader, but ey do indicate that people come to the
requirements field from many different directions.

There are a few other gooBlooks on gathering
requirements, notably Ellen Gottesdiener's
Requirements by Collaboratiprihere are some that
provide practical advice oscenario-based requirements,
such as Adxander & Stvens' Writing Better
Requirementsr Alistair Cockburn'swriting Effective
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Use Casesbut perhapshone thatcover so many
techniques so clearly.

If you gather equirementsand would like to have a
pradical and well-read pair obxperts at your elbow,
you could do a lot worse than to search out a copy of
this book. It is detailedaccurate, careful, informative,
and well-organized.

Students may also find it helpful; there are exercises

or glossary, but the book iotluces its topics
separately and the references and index are good. For the
same reasons it would make a solid basis for a lecture-
course.

User-CenteredRequirementss full of good sense,
let us give the authors the last word:

SO

"Common prolems that dad to defective
requirements include:

» Developer assmptions that the
requirements are 'obvious'.
e Failure to do enough equirements

elicitation and analysis.

» Falure to include appropriatgpersonnel in
requirements elicitation and analysis."

RE-Sources

For a full listing ofbooks, mailig lists, web pages and
tods that have appeared in this section in previous
newsletters, see the RQ archive at the RESG website:
http://www.resg.org.uk

lan Alexander's archive obook reviews isavailable
from:

http://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~iany/reviews/reviews.ht
m

The requirement management place
http://www.rmplace.org

A good general resource for REsues. Includes Alan
Davis' Requirements Bibliography.

CREWS web site:
http://sunsite.informatik.rwth-aachen.de/CREWS/

An interesting codledion of 72 papers (!) and a
degription of an ESPRIT project on coperative
requirements engineering with scenarios.

Requirements Engineering, Student Newsletter:
http://www.cc.gatech.edu/computing/SW_Eng/resnews.h
tml

IFIP Working Group 2.9 (Software Requirements
Engineering):
http://www.cis.gsu.edu/~wrobinsol/ifip2_9/

Requirements Engineering Journal (REJ):

http://rej.co.umist.ac.uk/

Reduced rates are available to all RESG memvbhen
subscribing to the REJ.

RE resource centre at UTS (Australia):
http://research.it.uts.edu.au/re/

Volere:
http://www.volere.co.uk

Mailing lists

RE-online (formerly SRE):
http://www-staff.it.uts.edu.au/~didar/RE-online.html

The RE-online mailing list aims to act as a forum for
exchange of ideaamong the equirements engineering
reseaches and pratitioners. To subscribe to RE-online
mailing list, send e-mail tomajordomo@it.uts.edu.au
with the following as the firsand only line in the body
of the message:

subscribe RE-online <your email address>

LINKAlert:
http://link.springer.de/alert

A free mailing service for the table of contents of the
International Journal on  Software Tools for
Technology Transfer

RE-Actors

The committee of RESG

Patron: Prof. Michael Jackson, Independ&unsultant.

E-Mail: jackson@acm.org

Chair: Prof. Bashar Nuseibeh, Computilepartment,
Faculty of Maths and Comfing, The OperUniversity,
Walton Hall, Milton Keynes, MK7 6AA, UK. E-Mail:
B.A.Nuseibeh@open.ac.uk

Vice-Chair: Dr AlessandraRusso, Department of
Computing, mpeial College, 180 Queen’'s Gate,
London SW7 2BZ, UK. E-Mailar3@doc.ic.ac.uk

Treasurer: Dr. Neil Maiden, Centre for HCI Bsign,
City University, NorthamptonSquare, LondorEC1V
OHB, UK. E-Mail: N.A.M.Maiden@city.ac.uk

Secretary. David Bush, Natnal Air Tréfic Services,
UK. E-Mail: David.Bush@nats.co.uk

Membership secretarys
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Steve Armstrong, Compuij Depanmnent, Faculty of
Maths and Computing, The Open Univesity, Walton
Hall, Milton Keynes, MK7 6AA, UK. E-Mail:
S.Armstrong@open.ac.uk

Juan Ramil,Computing Department, Faculty of Maths
and Computing, The Open Univesity, Walton Hall,
Milton  Keynes, MK7  6AA, UK. E-Mail:
J.F.Ramil@open.ac.uk

Newsletter editor. Dr Peter Sawyer, Lancaster
University, Computig Depannent, Lancaster, LAl

4YR, UK. E-Mail: sawyer@comp.lancs.ac.uk

Newsletter reporter: lan Alexander,17A Rothschild
Road, Chiswdk, London W4 5HS. E-Mail:
iany@easynet.co.uk

Publicity officer: Sebastian UchitelPepartment of
Computing, mpeial College, 180 Queen’'s Gate,
London SW7 2Bz, UK. E-Mailsu2@doc.ic.ac.uk

Regional officer & Chair for the North of

England: Kathy Maitland, University of Central
England, Perry BaCampus, BirminghamB42 2SU.

E-Mail: Kathleen.Maitland@uce.ac.uk

Student Liaison Officer: Caina Alves,
University College LondonDepartmentof Computer
Science,Gower Street, LondoWC1E 6BT, UK. E-
Mail: c.alves@cs.ucl.ac.uk

Industrial liaison:

Dr. Wolfgang EmmerichUniversity CollegeLondon,
Department of Computer Science,Gower Street,
London WC1E 6BT, UK. E-Mail:
W.Emmerich@cs.ucl.ac.uk

Dr Sdia Gueara, Adelard, Drysdale Building, 10
Northampton Square,London, EC1V OHB, UK. E-

Mail: aslg@adelard.com

Elena Pérez Mifiana, Ritps Digital Systems Lab. E-
Mail: elena.perez-minana@philips.com

Dr Efi Raili, Praxis Critical Systems, 2Manvers
Street, Bath BA1 1PX. E-Maikfi@praxis-cs.co.uk

SuzanneRobertson, Atlantic Systems Guild Ltd. 11
St. Mary's Terrace, London W2 1SU, E-Mail:
suzanne@systemsguild.com

Gordon Woods, hdependent Consultant,
Gordon@cigitech.demon.co.uk

E-Mail:

RE-Creations

To contribute to RQ please send contributions to Hjpte
Sawyer sawyer@comp.lancs.ac)kSubmissions

must be in electronic form, preferably as plain AS

text or rtf.

Deadline for next issue: SDctober 2003.

RE-Funds

Minutes of the 9th Annual General
Meeting of the Requirements Engineering
Specialist Group of the BCS

July 16th, 2003
University College London

Chair: Bashar Nuseibeh (BN)
Secretary. Wolfgang Emmerich (WE)

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting (RQ 27)

BN noted that the minutes of the 8th AGM of the
RESG had been published in RQ 2&nd asked the
meding whether these could bapproved as a correct
record of the mrceedings. There being no corrections,
the minutes were approved.

2. Matters arising

There were no mattersising from the minutes of the
previous meeting.

3. Chair's Report
3.1 Events

BN noted that the RESGhad been able to ganize
quite a few events during the lagtarand thatmost of
these events were well attended. The events were:

*  Scenarios Work!10th July 2002, UCL, London
(following 2002 AGM)

e RE:Fresh, 8th October 2002, UCL, London
(evening)

e Using Formal Models to Understand
Requirements Better, 6th Nov 2002, Imperial
College, London (full day)

* A Masterclass in Security Requirements
Engineering, 29th January2003, Imperial
College, London (half day)

e COTS Integration: why you need requirements,
9th April 2003, University of Central England,
Birmingham (half day)

Furthemore, RESG cosponsored aumber of further
events. Co-sponsorship means that RESG informs its
membership about these eveatsl that themembers
generally obtain admission aeduced ratesThe co-
sponsored events were:

* Requirements, Risk and Value in Systems
Engineering, organised by the EPSRC funded
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SIMP project, 18 July 02, City University
London

« Building Distributed Software Architectures
(BDSA), vacation school, 2-6 Sep 02, UCL,
London

e RE'02 - 9-13 September 2002, Essen, Germany

« Mastering the Requirements Process, 3-day
seminar/workshop, 6-8 Oct 03, London

« Extending Requirements: A Practical Workshop,
2-day workshop, 28-29 April 03, London

e Introduction to Requirements, One day course at
IEE, 1st May 2003 London

A number of events are being planned for thrmainder
of 2003 and 2004. These are:

e 17th September 2003, Imperial College London,
An audience with Tom Gilb

e 9th October 2003 (tbc), London, Creativity
Tutorial, by Neil Maiden and Suzanne Robertson

*  3rd December 2003, Imperial College London, A
workshop on RE Training, featuring Pete
Sawyer/lan Sommerville, lan Bray, Ken Jackson,
Stephanie Linsteadt

e 30th March 2004, London — RE-Day 2!!!

* End of May 2004 — in Manchester!

e 7th July 2004, London, AGM & Debate

3.2 Newsletter

Requirenautics Quarterly (theRESG newsletter),
appeared not quitguarterly last year. There were three
issuesedted by Pet Sawyer (Lans) with help from
lan Alexander.

BN encouraged th(RESG membership, péularly
industrial members, to contribute articles. As an
incentive the ExecutiveCommittee agred to eward
each author of gublished article with a copy of a
requirements engineeringook (till we run out of
stock).

3.3 Industrial Liasion

BN noted that the RESGhadbeen quite successful in
increasing the industrial paration in its activities.
More than half the participants at most events were
from industry. BN hanked the nidustrial liaison team
on the Executive Committe for their effds to make
this happen. The team last year was comprised of:

David Bush (NATS)

Sofia Guerra (Adelard)

Elena Perez-Manana (Philips)

Efi Raili (Praxis Critical Systems)
Suzanne Roberston (Roving Ambassador!)
Michael Jackson (Patron)

3.4 Regions

The Executive Committee notes that there is a
tendency of aganizing events in London, which is
partly due to the fact that it is easier toavel to
London from most regions than to travel cross country.
However, the ExecutiveCommittee undertakes to
locate at least one event pgear outside Greater
London. Last year's event waa COTS integration in

Birmingham. The Executive Committee weadomes
suggestions for locationsand events from the
Membership.

3.5 Publicity Report

The RESGWeb site (http/www.resg.org.uk) is now
hosted by Imperial College London.

The RESG Email distribution list, which is being used
spaingly and by moderation onlyto advertise RE-
related events. The list now contains &&ilresses (up
from 650 lastyea) of which approximately 500 are
non-members.

For suggestions on plitity contactSebastiariJchitel
(s.uchitel@imperial.ac.uk).

4 Membership Secretary's Report

Steve Armstrongeapated about the membership. The
RESG currently has 348 members, which is slightly
down from 2001/02 membership of 483However
previously membership was free.

During 2002/03 memberghi data storage was
improved reduced turnaround time.

The aims for 2003/04 are to iease thanembership,
particularly of industrial corporate members, to
simplify registration and to further educing the
turnaround of mailings.

5 Treasurer’'s Report

On behalf of the Treasurer, BN gsented thdinancial
situation of the RESG, whichppears to be imgood
shape. BN noted that thaurfds of 22682.77 were
necessary to be able to underwstents, such as the
second RE-Day.

The summary of e accounts for2002/03 is as
follows:

Balance on 1st May 2002: 22,682.77
Receipts

Subscriptions 1710.00
Interest 4.45
Savings interest 817.20
Event income 2027.50
Expenditure

Printing 100.00
Event expenditure 2507.28
Other expenditure 2571.77
Net movement -619.90

Event incomeand expenditure is alevents from slow
income for RE product families event in April 2002 to
RE COTS Integron event in Apil 2003. Overall,
although year-end figures do naiggest it, we are not
making a loss on events.

Other expenditure was:

RESG web-site 90.16
RESG advertising item 301.98
REO02 sponsorship 1528.03
VAT payments 651.60



Requirenautics Quarterly
The Newsletter of the BCS Requirements Engineering SG

Issue 29 (August 2003)

Page 18

6 Election of Executive Committee
Members

The Executive Committee Members in 2002/2003

were:

Patron:
Char:

Vice Chair:
Secretary:
Treasurer:

Mchael Jackson
Bashar Nuseibeh

Alessandra Russo
David Bush
Neil Maiden

Membership  Stephen Arratrong

Sec:

Publicity
Officer:
Newsletter
Editor:
Reporter:
Regional
Officer:
Student
Officer:
Industrial
Liaison
Team:

Richard

Juan Ramil
Sebastian Uchitel
Peter Sawyer

lan Aéxander
Kathy Maitland

Carina Alves

Wolfgang Emmerich
Sofia Guerra

Elena Perez-Minana
Efi Raili

Suzanne Robertson

Gordon Woods

(Independent)
(The Open

University)
(Imperial College)

(NATS)

(City University)

(The Open

University)

(The Open

University)

(Imperial College)

(Lancaster
University)
(Independent)

(UCE at Birmingham)

(ucL)

(UCL & Zuhlke)
(AMelard)
(Philips)
(Praxis)
flantic Systems
Guild)
(Airbus UK)

Veriyard proposed theommittee for re-
election. Lyn Antill seconded the proposal.

The committee was then re-elected with no votes

against.

7 Any Other Business

There being no other business, the Chairman closed the

meeting.



