
CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 
DIALOGUE BETWEEN CUSTOMER AND SUPPLIERS 

q CONTENTS 
o  Relate topic to the session readings 
o  Results/Answers to the assignment. 

ü  What is an implementation proposal?  
q  HANDSHAKING WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 

NEGOTIATING REQUIREMENTS UNDERSTANDING 
q  COMPARISON OF REQUIREMENTS HAND-OFF, ANALYSIS, AND 

NEGOTIATION: CASE STUDY  

ü  What are the benefits of using them? 
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HANDSHAKING WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 
NEGOTIATING REQUIREMENTS UNDERSTANDING	
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HANDSHAKING WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 
NEGOTIATING REQUIREMENTS UNDERSTANDING 

q  Supports	
  communica;on	
  by	
  	
  
o  Providing	
  form	
  for	
  recording	
  architecture	
  decisions	
  

q  Document	
  requirements	
  understanding	
  by	
  	
  
o  providing	
  traceability	
  between	
  customer	
  requirements	
  and	
  	
  
o  supplier	
  decision	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  them	
  

q  A	
  basic	
  implementa;on	
  proposal	
  Contains	
  three	
  (3)aJributes	
  that	
  
o  Relate	
  the	
  design	
  to	
  the	
  requirements	
  

q  Several	
  aJributes	
  can	
  extend	
  the	
  basic	
  template	
  to	
  support	
  
o  	
  effec;ve	
  requirements	
  nego;a;on	
  
o  Project	
  planning	
  

	
  



HANDSHAKING WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 
NEGOTIATING REQUIREMENTS UNDERSTANDING	
  



IMPLEMENTATION	
  PROPOSAL	
  CONT’D	
  

q In	
  contrast	
  to	
  goal	
  and	
  system	
  modelling	
  approaches	
  
o  It	
  doesn't	
  	
  enforce	
  any	
  special	
  formalism	
  

o  It	
  author	
  specifies	
  the	
  design	
  on	
  a	
  case-­‐by-­‐case	
  basis	
  to	
  be	
  most	
  
efficient	
  

o  Prac;;oners	
  use	
  the	
  same	
  template	
  for	
  
§  For	
  sketching	
  a	
  proposal	
  on	
  a	
  whiteboard,	
  presen;ng	
  slides	
  
§  Defining	
  the	
  sec;on	
  of	
  an	
  implementa;on	
  	
  proposal	
  
document	
  

o  Handshaking	
  nego;a;ons	
  are	
  effec;ve	
  when	
  the	
  supplier	
  has	
  
exper;se	
  in	
  the	
  implementa;on	
  proposal’s	
  theme	
  



HANDSHAKING WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS: 
NEGOTIATING REQUIREMENTS UNDERSTANDING	
  



IMPLEMENTATION	
  PROPOSAL	
  CONT’D	
  

q Lessons	
  learned	
  
q  Using	
  handshaking	
  with	
  implementa;on	
  proposal	
  

o  Reveals	
  the	
  strengths	
  and	
  limits	
  of	
  handshaking	
  that	
  companies	
  should	
  
consider	
  when	
  adop;ng	
  and	
  further	
  developing	
  the	
  process	
  

	
  
q  Strengths	
  

o  Improved	
  requirements	
  
o  Allowed	
  detailed	
  requirements	
  engineering	
  to	
  be	
  delegated	
  to	
  

development	
  teams	
  
o  Improved	
  iden;fica;on,	
  analysis	
  and	
  selec;on	
  of	
  variants	
  
o  Promoted	
  win-­‐win	
  nego;a;ons	
  
o  Helps	
  development	
  organiza;ons	
  achieve	
  deep	
  requirements	
  

understanding	
  and	
  prepare	
  for	
  projects	
  
o  Increased	
  the	
  amount	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
  decision-­‐making	
  informa;on	
  
o  Encouraged	
  development	
  organiza;ons	
  



IMPLEMENTATION	
  PROPOSAL	
  CONT’D	
  
q  Limita;ons	
  

o  Quality	
  control	
  issues	
  
o  Development	
  teams	
  must	
  have	
  experience	
  in	
  the	
  kind	
  of	
  problem	
  

and	
  solu;ons	
  it	
  is	
  proposing	
  
o  Cannot	
  improve	
  specifica;on	
  quality	
  and	
  to	
  achieve	
  general	
  

requirements	
  undesirability	
  
o  Needs	
  addi;onal	
  mechanisms	
  to	
  resolve	
  customer	
  conflicts	
  
o  One-­‐theme	
  focus	
  of	
  implementa;on	
  proposals	
  don’t	
  directly	
  support	
  

scope	
  nego;a;ons	
  
q  Impact	
  on	
  Distributed	
  Development	
  

o  Requires	
  more	
  elaborate	
  communica;on	
  than	
  smaller-­‐collocated	
  
projects	
  

q  Impact	
  on	
  project	
  planning	
  
o  Improves	
  project	
  planning	
  accuracy	
  
o  Improves	
  es;ma;on	
  accuracy	
  
o  Enhances	
  nego;a;ons	
  of	
  project	
  scope	
  



COMPARISON	
  OF	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  HAND-­‐OFF,	
  ANALYSIS,	
  AND	
  
NEGOTIATION:	
  CASE	
  STUDY	
  	
  

q  Provides	
  method	
  selec;on	
  support	
  by	
  
o  Comparing	
  the	
  rela;ve	
  effects	
  of	
  requirements	
  hand-­‐off,	
  analysis,	
  and	
  

nego;a;on	
  on	
  requirements	
  and	
  design	
  vola;lity	
  and	
  
o  On	
  a	
  solu;on	
  architect’s	
  	
  requirement	
  understanding	
  

q  Described	
  case	
  in	
  which	
  these	
  effects	
  were	
  
o  Measured	
  
o  Facilitated	
  by	
  expressing	
  early-­‐phase	
  requirements	
  with	
  goal	
  models	
  
o  Late-­‐phase	
  requirements	
  with	
  a	
  solu;on	
  oriented	
  system	
  specifica;on	
  
o  Traceability	
  between	
  these	
  requirements	
  with	
  implementa;on	
  proposals	
  

q  The	
  case	
  shows	
  that	
  
o  Three	
  (3)	
  prac;ces	
  can	
  be	
  regarded	
  as	
  steps	
  in	
  win-­‐win	
  nego;a;on	
  process	
  

§  Hand-­‐off	
  correspond	
  to	
  product	
  management	
  posi;oning	
  
§  Analysis	
  to	
  product	
  development	
  posi;oning	
  
§  Nego;a;on	
  to	
  posi;on	
  alignment	
  



COMPARISON	
  OF	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  HAND-­‐OFF,	
  ANALYSIS,	
  AND	
  
NEGOTIATION:	
  CASE	
  STUDY	
  	
  CONT’D	
  

q  A	
  formaliza;on	
  of	
  early-­‐and	
  late-­‐phase	
  requirements	
  and	
  traces	
  is	
  needed	
  
to	
  
o  Measure	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  requirements	
  hand-­‐off	
  Analysis	
  
o  Nego;a;on	
  on	
  requirements	
  and	
  design	
  vola;lity	
  and	
  
o  On	
  requirements	
  understanding	
  in	
  repeatable	
  manner	
  

q  Use	
  of	
  Requirements	
  abstrac;on	
  model	
  (RAM)	
  (Early-­‐Phase	
  Requirement)	
  
o  Ensures	
  	
  requirements	
  are	
  sufficiently	
  atomized	
  
o  Means	
  and	
  ends	
  are	
  not	
  confounded	
  
o  Allowing	
  observing	
  vola;lity	
  of	
  comparable	
  requirements	
  

q  ADORA	
  (Late-­‐phase	
  requirements)	
  
o  A	
  system	
  specifica;on	
  language	
  
o  Ensures	
  specifica;on	
  consistency	
  

q  Implementa;on	
  proposals	
  are	
  constructed	
  by	
  
o  Referring	
  to	
  RAM-­‐based	
  requirements	
  and	
  to	
  ADORA	
  model	
  fragments	
  



MODELS	
  FOR	
  PROPOSAL	
  IMPLEMENTATION	
  	
  



IMPLEMENTATION	
  PROPOSALS	
  
q  Supports	
  requirements	
  communica;on	
  by	
  

o  Capturing	
  tenta;ve	
  or	
  decided	
  agreements	
  between	
  product	
  management	
  
and	
  development	
  given	
  themes	
  

o  Is	
  created	
  for	
  nego;a;on	
  theme	
  &	
  captures	
  coarse	
  grained	
  requirements	
  
and	
  design	
  

o  Enhanced	
  by	
  documen;ng	
  and	
  planning	
  concerns	
  
o  Nego;ated	
  one	
  theme	
  a\er	
  the	
  other	
  un;l	
  sufficient	
  coverage	
  is	
  achieved	
  
o  Leads	
  to	
  win-­‐win	
  decisions	
  and	
  a	
  trusted	
  customer-­‐suppler	
  rela;onship	
  

q  Basic	
  structure,	
  nego;a;on	
  support	
  and	
  aJribute	
  
o  Document	
  how	
  given	
  design	
  proposed	
  by	
  a	
  development	
  team	
  contributes	
  

to	
  given	
  requirements	
  
o  Balances	
  richness	
  	
  and	
  flexibility	
  
o  Describes	
  func;onality,	
  parts	
  and	
  data	
  an	
  architect	
  has	
  proposed	
  
o  Assump;ons	
  states	
  condi;on	
  under	
  which	
  design	
  is	
  meaningful	
  
o  Support	
  concerns	
  with	
  addi;onal	
  specific	
  aJribute	
  
o  Allows	
  observing	
  how	
  requirements	
  are	
  aligned	
  with	
  design	
  



EARLY-­‐TO	
  LATE-­‐PHASE	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  TRACEABILITY	
  



REQUIREMENTS	
  COMMUNICATION	
  CASE:	
  PLANNING	
  

q Case	
  study	
  conducted	
  to	
  	
  
o explore	
  the	
  rela;ve	
  effects	
  of	
  
requirements	
  hand-­‐off	
  	
  
o Analysis	
  and	
  
o Nego;a;on	
  

q T	
  o	
  answer	
  quesGons	
  	
  some	
  research	
  
related	
  quesGons	
  concerning	
  	
  
implementaGon	
  proposal	
  with	
  soluGons	
  



REQUIREMENTS	
  COMMUNICATION	
  CASE:	
  OPERATION	
  
q Discusses 

o Positioning 
o Hand-off 
o Positioning 2 
o Negotiation 
o Confirmation 
o Finalization	
  	
  

	
  



REQUIREMENTS	
  COMMUNICATION	
  CASE:ANALYSIS	
  AND	
  
INTERPRETATION	
  

q Case	
  provides	
  insights	
  to	
  
o Collabora;on	
  of	
  product	
  manager	
  in	
  customer	
  role	
  and	
  architecture	
  in	
  the	
  supplier	
  role	
  

q It	
  describes	
  
o Reciprocal	
  influence	
  of	
  requirements	
  and	
  design	
  knowledge	
  
o The	
  par;es	
  effort	
  profiles	
  
o Effect	
  of	
  hand-­‐off	
  analysis	
  
o Nego;a;on	
  on	
  architects	
  requirements	
  understanding	
  



DISCUSSION	
  
q Contribu;ons	
  

o  It	
  	
  enabled	
  independent	
  analysis	
  work,	
  but	
  lead	
  to	
  clearly	
  
insufficient	
  requirements	
  understanding	
  

o  	
   	
  It	
  led	
  to	
  almost	
  good-­‐enough	
  requirements	
  understanding	
  

q Related	
  work	
  
o  Traceability:	
  reduces	
  the	
  discon;nuity	
  of	
  informa;on	
  
o  Co-­‐Evolu;on	
  of	
  Requirements	
  an	
  Design:	
  Delivery	
  of	
  accepted	
  
so\ware	
  requires	
  intertwining	
  requirements	
  and	
  design	
  

o  Qualita;ve	
  Assurance:	
  Only	
  a	
  measured	
  quality	
  can	
  be	
  
managed	
  

q  Limita;ons	
  
o  Study	
  conducted	
  in	
  a	
  semi-­‐industrial	
  environment	
  
o  Greater	
  architect	
  experience	
  encourages	
  persuasion	
  
o  Design	
  is	
  o\en	
  formulated	
  pragma;cally	
  and	
  not	
  within	
  a	
  single	
  
predetermined	
  specifica;on	
  



BENEFITS	
  OF	
  USING	
  THEM	
  

q BeJer	
  iden;fica;on	
  of	
  and	
  focus	
  on	
  requirements	
  that	
  are	
  urgent	
  
to	
  be	
  specified	
  and	
  nego;ated	
  

q Early	
  collabora;on	
  between	
  Product	
  Management	
  (user	
  view)	
  
and	
  development	
  (IT	
  view)	
  and	
  therefore:	
  
à	
  include	
  IT	
  opportuni;es	
  
à	
  ensure	
  accurate	
  level	
  to	
  specify	
  requirements	
  specifica;on.	
  

q BeJer	
  involvement	
  of	
  SW	
  development/architects:	
  
à	
  mo;va;on	
  
à	
  build-­‐up	
  beJer	
  user	
  understanding	
  and	
  required	
  skills	
  for	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  long-­‐term	
  collabora;on	
  

à improved	
  requirements	
  (beQer	
  quality	
  with	
  less	
  efforts)	
  
à decreased	
  defect-­‐related	
  costs	
  by	
  about	
  40	
  percent.	
  



Discussion	
  point	
  1:	
  	
  
Throw	
  one	
  away	
  

F.	
  Brooks	
  said	
  in	
  «The	
  mythical	
  man	
  month»	
  about	
  
products:	
  
	
  
Plan	
  to	
  throw	
  one	
  away;	
  you	
  will,	
  anyhow.	
  

•  Have	
  you	
  experienced	
  this	
  phenomena?	
  
•  Could	
  have	
  Implementa;on	
  Proposals	
  nego;ated	
  
with	
  Product	
  Managers	
  been	
  of	
  help	
  in	
  this	
  
situa;on?	
  



Discussion	
  point	
  2:	
  Par;cipa;on	
  

In	
  our	
  company,	
  we	
  some;mes	
  used	
  the	
  following	
  
tac;cs:	
  
If	
  a	
  project	
  run	
  late,	
  we	
  requested	
  something	
  
simple	
  (lit.	
  anything:	
  a	
  simple	
  Excel	
  file	
  sufficed)	
  
from	
  the	
  customer	
  and	
  had	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  ;me	
  to	
  catch	
  up	
  
un;l	
  the	
  customer	
  provided	
  us	
  with	
  the	
  artefact.	
  
Reviewing	
  implementa;on	
  proposals	
  needs	
  more	
  
;me,	
  effort	
  and	
  responsibility:	
  
In	
  your	
  experience:	
  Is	
  the	
  customer	
  willing	
  to	
  do	
  it	
  
in	
  a	
  ;mely	
  manner?	
  


