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Purpose

This document outlines questions and responses from an example analysis stage interview of Larry Bednar.  The interview followed V0.3 of the draft interviewer notes proposed by Larry Bednar on March 26, 2001. 

Background

Requirement Types

As outlined by Wiegers, three major types of requirements are used during software development: business requirements, user requirements, and system functional requirements.  Definitions applied by Koletzke and Dorsey are consistent with Wiegers’ definition of user requirements.  Koletzke and Dorsey also suggest an analysis stage interview focus on elicitation and analysis of user requirements as a primary focus.  

User requirements 

User requirements capture the user actions supported by the proposed system. These requirements are often capture by outlining “use cases” or “storyboards” which provide detailed descriptions of actions users perform.  System analysts may then develop outlines of user requirements by analyzing these use cases. Wiegers strongly advocates the collection of user requirements by use of use cases.  

User requirements are collected through interviews with the intended users of the proposed system.  These interviews are often directed toward individual users chosen to represent “user classes” served by the proposed system.  A beginning list of  “user classes” and key contacts is typically obtained as a part of interviews with managers during elicitation of business requirements.  This list is further developed during interviews with users or user class representatives. 

Requirements and Oracle CDM Stages

Analysis Stage

Barker indicates that Analysis Stage of a CASE*Method development employs interviews with users.  Existing systems are also targeted as sources of information for eliciting requirements. The requirements outlined during analysis stage therefore seem to be “user requirements”.  

Analysis Stage Interview Notes

Notes for Interviewer

The interview is conducted with actual system users. The primary goal is to elicit a complete understanding of all the types of business tasks the proposed system must support.  If the “use cases” methodology is used, this is typically accomplished in 3-4 stages: 

1. façade use cases – entered primarily with summary information as “placeholders”, with no strongly focused cross-checks or similar analysis completed. 

It may be helpful at this stage to fill in the appropriate sections of the standard “Use case description” document for each candidate use case.  An alternative may be the use of a simple word processing document which contains a table holding one row for each candidate use case and columns for “use case name”, “summary”, and “source” (names of person(s) or documents identifying or verifying the use case as a part of the desired system). 

(LB.  I feel that this stage, being restricted to a “high-level” or “summary” description of use cases, may be appropriate for use of a Joint Requirements Planning (JRP) session.  The focus on high-level descriptions of what should be done would function to prevent the session from devolving into discussions of implementation detail.  According to Kulak and Guiney, a JRP session differs from a Joint Application Development session.  JPR sessions focus on what the system must do.  JAD sessions focus on how the system will work. The processes used are similar in both JRP and JAD sessions. )

2. filled use cases – Preliminary description completed including basic course of events, triggers and etc. , Some preliminary cross-checking with other described use cases may be completed to eliminate duplicates, etc. 

Cross-checking and resolution of duplication is a minor emphasis at this iteration. The goal here is instead to develop complete understanding of the proposed system uses.  Restructuring to clarify logical relationships between use cases, etc. is largely postponed until the “focused use cases” iteration. 

3. focused use cases – use cases analyzed, rigorously prioritized to differentiate essential from nonessential user interactions with the system, common elements identified, duplicates resolved, etc. 

4. finished use cases – user interface requirements and nonfunctional requirements are added, and use cases documentation is packaged for the system design effort. 

The use cases, as described at completion of this iteration should be suitable for turning over to programmers for implementation. 

These iterations would typically be addressed in separate interviews with each interviewer.  However, for illustrative purposes, this document outlines a single interview that attempts a complete development of use cases.  The use of repeated interviews is probably preferable in actual application.  First round interviews might focus on “façade” use case descriptions, and might productively include a wider selection of interviewees, or use of group sessions.  Later use case development stages probably benefit from the detailed interactions of an individual interview.  In addition, the interviewer should use a standard format for documenting use cases. 

Whether word processing documents or a more rigorous configuration management approach is used, it is recommended that the ability to revert to earlier versions of the entire system of use case descriptions be provided.  It is relatively common that an elaboration of an earlier version may be judged inferior after a period of consideration.  In such a case, reversion to an earlier version may be desirable. 

Interview Template

(Comments from the interviewee are entered in blue-colored text.) 

1. User groups and representation

a. (After sharing a current list of user groups)  From your perspective, is the current list of user groups a good representation of all users of the proposed system?  

i. Can you identify any groups that are missing? 

(No list of user groups was provided as a starting point)

User groups:

Data collection personnel (field crew members)

Statisticians

In-house data managers

Casual outside users

Highly proficient outside users

ii. Can you identify any members of these groups that would be good representatives for the concerns of their group? 

Data collection personnel

Bob Rhoads (PNW - Portland)

Statisticians

Chip Scott (NE)

Bill Smith (SRS)

In-house data mangers

Kevin Dobelbower (PNW – Anchorage)

b. What groups of users of the proposed system do you represent in a very characteristic way?

Statisticians, In-house data managers

i. Who else would you suggest as a good representative of these same groups? 

Same individuals listed above. 

ii. What proportion of the members of these groups would you expect to hold viewpoints very similar to your own?

Statisticians – about 80%

In-house data mangers – about 50%

iii. Are there members of these groups who would represent different points of view compared to your own? 

Statisticians – Chip Scott

In-house data managers – Tom Frieswyck, Sharon Woudenberg

c. Are there any user groups you identify with, but belong to in an unusual or atypical fashion? 

Possibly the two groups of outside users.  

Although I’m not really a member of those groups, I have spent a fair amount of effort considering how FIA might design systems to automatically support the needs of those groups.  

My office previously put a lot of effort into attempts to completely revamp our approach to product distribution to provide more utility to those users.  Primarily, we were attempting to get away from a “response to individual product requests” model and into a more “preemptive” or “marketing” style model.  Specifically, we wanted to be in a position to track user interests and then notify them of new or existing products which matched their interests.  Not only would this offer advantages to the user, but to our distribution efforts, too.  Our shift would turn from “answering the phone” to more of an “automated distribution” model.  I think this would allow us to more quickly meet user needs for our products and would fundamentally change the nature of our interactions with clients.  Our work with clients would move more towards collaboration versus the current model, which seems to institutionalize a pretty formal systematic separation between our business and the user.  I feel this would also give us better systematic mechanisms for understanding and responding to user needs proactively.  This could even have positive effects on our formulations of user needs during preparation of plans for special studies, etc. 

d. Does your involvement in FIA give you a perspective that we should consider in a different or unusual way compared to a typical representative of the user groups you identify with?  

The unique perspective that I might offer is one of a relative newcomer to the long-standing “systems” already in operation.  

· I entered PNW FIA at a time when many of the long-term employees had either left or were in the process of leaving.  This circumstance highlighted system deficiencies in documentation, etc which weren’t a problem when long-term employees were available who had long-term knowledge of the system.  I think the past model for documentation was pretty reliant on being able to walk down the hall and talk to the person who was involved in the inventory that was performed, say 10 years ago.  At the time I cam in, this system was “breaking” due to the departure of those employees.  Consequently, it becomes pretty obvious what the deficiencies in the written system of documentation are.  

· In addition, the former model of operation for PNW FIA was largely “one inventory at a time”.  Structuring of the documentation system didn’t really accommodate rapid, efficient reuse of documentation for multiple inventories.  Documentation was basically developed independently for each inventory.  During the last five years, the loss of personnel resource has therefore emphasized the efficiencies that might be gained from a more systematic approach to documentation that crosses inventories and promotes ready reuse of elements of that documentation system.  In addition, we’ve just recently obtained many computer technology tools that facilitate this.  So we’ve also gone through a lot of thinking and actions to develop Program-wide documentation to provide better documentation carryover from one inventory to another.  Measures adopted scan quite a range of levels. Things as simple as “don’t enter specific years, Program acronyms, or current database column names in the documentation” (those things change and must be updated at various points in the documentation system after those changes); to developing a system of “generic” vs. “inventory-specific” variable definitions; to developing a standard rigorous method of documenting code definitions, translations, and quality of translations. 

Inadequacies in documentation end up being an enormous time drain on resource analysts and programmers when judged in the context of continuing use of the system.  As a result, I might have a pretty well-developed perspective to offer about how our documentation system can be efficiently structured. 

Also, our former primary coding language was supposedly “self-documenting”, so very little supporting documentation was developed, despite the fact that from my understanding this is still considered to be “software best practice”.  Consequently, I think we’ve got a very deep understanding of what those deficiencies are also.

I believe that many other FIA units have yet to go through the loss of long-time personnel that PNW has just been through.  So PNW might be able to offer a bit of insight into the types of needs other units will feel once those long-term employees leave. 

2. List of Uses

a. Can you give me a short (1 or 2 sentence) description for each of the types of tasks you do as a part of your job? 

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

b. Can you provide references to any printed materials which support or outline the need for such a system or that outline desirable features or approaches for this system? 

(These references may provide an insight into intended uses, overlooked user groups, lines of thought that have already been considered, etc.)

No printed documentation of this time comes to mind immediately. 

3. Predictable Uses

a. Which of the tasks outlined in part 2 would you say are routine (completely expected as a part of your job and with all the steps of the job being pretty similar from one execution of the task to another)? 

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

b. Can you rank each of these tasks with regard to their contribution to these goals? (1,2,3,4,5 – 5 ‘essential’, 1 ‘useful, but not absolutely essential’):

i. Increased quality of work products

ii. Increased consistency of work products

iii. Increased volume of work or decreased workload for completing the same work volume. 

iv. Required to complete other predictable tasks effectively

v. Required to facilitate unpredictable or ad hoc demands that sometimes arise

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

c. Will these tasks continue to arise in the foreseeable future? 

For the tasks outlined, I think so. 

d. Will these tasks continue to be a predictable part of job in the foreseeable future? 

For the tasks outlined, I think so. 

e. How often does each of these tasks arise over the course of a year? 

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

f. How much time does each of these tasks require in FTEs during a typical execution?

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

i. How much does this vary?  

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

1. What kind of FTE budget would cover the task in all but very exceptional cases? 

2. What kind of FTE budget would almost never cover the task? 

g. Which user groups would be involved in performing these tasks?  

4. Ad hoc Uses

a. Which of the tasks outlined in part 2 are unpredictable with regard to when they will be needed or with regard to important details of the work required to complete them? 

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

i. Can you provide some specific examples from your past experience?

From my perspective, setting up stratification schemes is pretty unpredictable.  The need for a new stratification scheme can arise in a pretty much ad hoc fashion during a resource analyst’s work.  While most of the instances of this task are clumped around the time a data processing cycle is complete, the need often arises in an unpredictable way during a special study project.  In that case, it could arise at practically any time. 

b. Can you rank each of these tasks with regard to their contribution to these goals? (1,2,3,4,5 – 5 ‘essential’, 1 ‘useful, but not absolutely essential’):

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

i. Increased quality of work products

ii. Increased consistency of work products

iii. Increased volume of work or decreased workload for completing the same work volume. 

iv. Required to complete other predictable tasks effectively

v. Required to facilitate unpredictable or ad hoc demands that sometimes arise

c. Why is the need for these tasks or the scheduling of these tasks unpredictable?

I think the tasks that aren’t tightly linked to a standard data processing cycle arise from so many different sources and needs that scheduling just can’t be predicted. 

d. How often does each of these tasks arise over the course of a year? 

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

e. How much time does each of these tasks require in FTEs during a typical execution?

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

i. How much does this vary?  

1. What kind of FTE budget would cover the task in all but very exceptional cases? 

2. What kind of FTE budget would almost never cover the task? 

5. Placement of tasks within the scope of the proposed system

a. Share the current vision and scope of the proposed system development with the interviewee. Discuss as needed to ensure good understanding of the implied scope of the project. 

b. For each of the tasks outlined in part 2, does this task fall within the defined scope of the proposed system?

(This information was entered directly into the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet)

c. For those tasks that fall outside the define scope of the new system, what are the consequences of this exclusion? 

The answers for this question might be a bit too diverse and complicated to cover easily during this short interview. 

6. Use Descriptions

a. Starting with the most resource intensive of the tasks that fall within the scope of the proposed system, can you describe in greater detail what must be done to complete each of the tasks you’ve outlined?  

(The level of detail pursued should be appropriate to the use case iteration being developed – façade, filled, focused use case interations imply different levels of detail.) 

(This information was entered directly into the “use case description” documents – one document per task.)

b. How do you currently use computer technology or information management systems during this task? 

(This information should be entered directly into the “use case description” document for the appropriate task as open text notes following the descriptive “table”.)

i. In which parts of the task do you use data as a part of the task? 

ii. What is the origin of that data?  What systems does it come from?

iii. What tools do you use in working with that information? 

iv. Are there features of this information or features of the tools used that are particularly helpful or problematic? 

v. Where is the work actually performed? 

c. How much more difficult would this job be without the computers or info management systems you currently use?  

(This information should be entered into appropriate sections of the “candidate use cases” spreadsheet.)

i. Can you estimate the percent increase in resources that would be required to complete the job in that circumstance?

d. What are the most time consuming parts of this task?  

(This information should be entered directly into the “use case description” document for the appropriate task as open text notes following the descriptive “table”.)

i. What proportion of the job resources are used in these parts of the task? 

Post-Interview Activities

The interviewer should revisit requirements documents and system models for updating very soon after the interview to include newly acquired information. 

1. Review and clean up interview notes.

2. Check CDM models for needed modifications/clarifications.  Summarize potential modifications identified by interview and indicate source. 

3. Review currently proposed project vision and scope.  Highlight contradictions or modifications indicated my interviewee. 

4. Update project glossary. Highlight discrepancies in terminology use revealed by the interview. 

5. Review implied modeling modifications with appropriate members of project team. 
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