
IS/IT Requirements Elicitation/Specification Procedure Assessment within a UK
Government Service Organization

George Washington University, School of Business and Management, Management Science Dept. Project Management
Program, Monroe Hall 2115 G Street, NW, Washington D.C. 20352

Dr. H. Khamooshi Tel 202-994-4862     Fax 202-994-2736    E_Mail: hkh@gwu.edu Anita King : E Mail:
Anita.king@hertz.police.uk

Abstract

Requirements engineering is concerned with the identification of the goals to be achieved by the envisioned IS/IT system.
The processes involved include three interrelated functions: requirements elicitation, specification and validation. This study
represents an exposition of requirements elicitation/specification concepts and challenges targeting the Government Sector.
Groups of Project Managers, Business Analysts and users of IS/IT systems have been surveyed and interviewed and the data
on 19 projects is analysed to ascertain experiences and problems when eliciting and specifying requirements. A 17 factor
assessment model is suggested and used for evaluation of the requirements specification documents of the  project cases stud-
ied. The research concludes that there is considerable doubt within the Government Sector studied as to why it is necessary
to produce a requirements specification in the first instance. The design and implementation of an IS/IT system can only be
as good as the statement of requirements and  a lot more resources and attention need to be channelled to this very important
task of requirement specification as part of the project management process. 
Keywords: project management, IS/IT, requirements, specification, elicitation, procedure 

Introduction and Background
Review of the practice documents, academic journals and publications on project management of IS/IT projects reveals the
fact that in spite of all the research work already done in this domain, there are serious issues in the application of require-
ment elicitation and specification in public sector organisations [1,2, 5,6,7,10,13 and 16].
The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Public Management Policy Brief (March 2001)
highlighted that:
“Many governments experience problems when implementing IT projects.  Moreover, governments are not
alone in failing.  Evidence suggests that private sector companies have similar problems…..”
In the public sector, civil servants must take into account many factors that may influence requirements specifications.  In
Government, procurement periods tend to be longer, more focussed on cost than business value, closely monitored by the
public and the media, constrained by government and EU legislation and regulations, and managed in a risk averse culture.
Also it is true that Government projects are more difficult to manage because of their scale and complexity and their inevitable
susceptibility to sudden changes in policy and legislation. 
Spending on public sector IT projects in the UK is running at above £7.5 billion per year. While the Government is the biggest
computer user in the country, major projects at key Government departments have ended in expensive and embarrassing fail-
ure [9,10].  The extent of inefficiency involved in providing public sector IT has been documented in a number of reports and
by watchdog bodies such as the Public Accounts Committee and the National Audit Office [10, CSSA, June 2001].  
Announcements from Government on causes of IT failure and remedial actions have nearly failed either to clarify the situa-
tion or provide a basis for improvement. The UK Cabinet Office has produced a report “Successful IT: Modernising
Government in Action” [6] to provide a firm basis for improved practice in Government IT.  However, there is little reference
to the requirements engineering process that has been identified by a number of different researches as one of the main rea-
sons for project failure [32]. Hoffman and Lehner [19] claim that:
“Deficient requirements are the single biggest cause of software project failure…..”  

Research Method and Data Collection
The research was conducted in three phases: literature review, data collection and analysis. In order to collect data regarding
IS/IT requirements elicitation and specification and to establish the procedures used in practice it was decided to use multi-
ple data collection methods incorporating case studies, questionnaires and informal interviews. Whereas the focus of this
paper is the analysis of the finding from the case studies a summary of the findings based on the questionnaires and inter-
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views also is presented.

Data on a number of IS/IT project cases was collected, reviewed and analysed. These projects belonged to the computer
departments within the service organization under review.  Although case study research could have been used in its own right
[3,17], a multi-method approach, ‘triangulation’, was adopted in which the same dependent variable were investigated using
multiple additional procedures. This multi-design approach was intended to provide a more holistic view of the dynamics of
requirements elicitation and specification [17,35, 26].. 
As not all the data required could have been gathered in the case studies, two questionnaires also were designed and sent. One
set of questionnaires were sent to the forty-two IS department of the organization in England and Wales. The questions were
based around what methods were currently in use for requirements elicitation and specification, what problems were encoun-
tered when using them and whether the level of success of the projects was assessed after implementation.   
The other set of questionnaires were sent out to non-IT users within one specific  department only and questions were based
around these people’s perception of user requirements and the difficulties that arise formulating them.  The questionnaires
were randomly sent to all grades and ranks, but care was taken to ensure that all users had been involved at some time with
the procurement of information technology. 

The informal interview and discussions were organised with IT Project Managers regarding requirements specification and
elicitation, and aimed at obtaining a first hand indication as to how much of an issue this area was for practising Project
Managers.  The discussions were unprompted and the managers concerned were asked to share their experiences of writing
specifications. Questions were asked systematically without setting an interview, when the opportunity arose. 

Analysis of the Data from the Project Cases Studied
In order to analyse and critically evaluate the project specifications received/collected a framework for comparative analysis
of the cases was needed. Based on the information gathered through the literature review it was established that sound inclu-
sion of the following factors and criteria could improve the quality of a requirements specification [ 4,8,11,12]:
Introductions that outlines the purpose of the document, scope, definitions, glossary and overview of the requirements spec-
ification;
Outlined objectives at different levels;
Detailed functional requirements;
Detailed non functional requirements;
Design and implementation constraints;
Grading/prioritisation of requirements;
Statements of what a system should do rather than how it should do it;
Detailed Inverse requirements;
Quality and project management requirements highlighted;
Each requirement written in detail;
Legislation, assumptions and dependencies documented;
Overview of current system, technology, problem/risks and organisation structure;
Diagrams that are clear and can stand alone without supplementary text provided;
Clearly specified user catalogue;
Each requirement identified with a unique identifier;
Structured presentation (readers able to find information easily) and
Language is simple, clear, precise and unambiguous.
As the factors listed above do not have the same degree of importance, so arbitrarily a weight was assigned to each factor:1
– Not required, 2 – Useful, 3 – Desirable, 4 – Highly desirable and 5 – Essential. 
Nineteen requirements specification cases were scrutinised, analysed and evaluated using the requirements specification
framework/assessment matrix.  The cases received were for bespoke products as well as commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS)
systems.  The evaluation framework consisted of the key factors listed above, and each one was graded using the Likert Scale
(1 = Poor, 2 = Fair, 3 = Good, 4 = Very Good, 5 = Excellent).  Each factor could, therefore, be given a rating of 1-5.  The
result was then multiplied by the weighting to ascertain the total score. Table 1 illustrates the authors allocated weighting for
each factor and the maximum value each factor can score.
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Maximum possible score 305

Table 1: Framework listing the key attributes and weightings for 
a requirements specification

The tables below (Table 2 and Table 3) detail the outcome of the assessment of the requirements specifica-
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Item No.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Factor

Introduction - Purpose of the requirements document, scope, definitions,
acronyms and abbreviations, references, specialised terms defined and
overview of the requirements specification.

Objectives at different levels are outlined.  Project without clear goals will
rarely achieve their targets clearly.

Identify functional requirements (Requirements that specify a function that the
software system be capable of performing).

Identify Non functional requirements (Non functional issues such as perform-
ance, reliability, efficiency, usability, portability, security and interfaces). 

Identify Design and implementation constraints (Design constraints such as
specifying specific hardware and software or specific architectures, i.e. Client
Server.  Implementation requirements such as implementing the product in
C++ or using a specific GUI builder like Visual Basic).

Grading/Prioritisation of requirements within a Requirements Catalogue.
Requirements will have to be prioritised to ensure that the most important
requirements are completed.

Statements of what a system should do rather than a statement of how it
should do it.

Identify Inverse requirements (Requirements that specify what the software
system should not do.  Usually found in safety or security requirements).

Identify Quality and project management requirements (Time / Cost /
Resource / Quality).

Detail requirements.

Legislation, assumptions and dependencies have been documented.

Overview of current system, technology, problems/risks, organisation struc-
ture.  Background information or history of requirement.  Complex require-
ments may be better understood if their history is explained.  How the require-
ment arose often explains much about it.

If any diagrams are used in the specification they are clear and can each
stand alone without supplementary text.

User Catalogue is clearly specified.  This helps better design taking end users
into consideration.

Each requirement has a unique identifier against it.

Readers can easily find information.  The structure must assist the under-
standing.  The specification should be structured logically so that its sections
do not overlap and the requirement is fully defined.

Language is simple, clear, precise and unambiguous.

Weighting

5

4

5

5

2

3

5

2

2

5

4

2

4

2

3

3

5

Max Score

25

20

25

25

10

15

25

10

10

25

20

10

20

10

15

15

25



tion cases.  The column labelled ‘Project’ lists all the cases, i.e. Project 1 (P1), Project 2 (P2), etc. and the 17
key attributes are listed 1-17 with a total score at the end.  The initial scores, excluding the weighting, have
been listed under S1 – S19, and the total score that includes the weighting is shown in the column with Sc
as the heading.  Projects P1 – P10 represent the IS projects from similar departments and sections within a
government organisation across the UK.  The other projects, P11 – P19 were received from one department
but written by different Project Managers/ Business Analysts.
For better analysis and discussion on the data the following classification is suggested:

0 # Sc # 100 Poor
100 # Sc # 150 Fair
150 # Sc # 200 Good
200 # Sc # 250 Very good
250 # Sc # 300 Excellent

A maximum of 305 can be scored for each project specification.
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Three specifications scored poor, under 100, and the majority scored fair.  None of the specifications scored
excellent and only one scored very good.  This is far from an optimal situation as the distribution is skewed
towards the lower end of the scale.

Qualitative Analysis of the Project Cases
It is interesting to know that several of the specifications were written for the same project but they were
developed by similar departments of the organisation at different locations.  Each project was compared with
that of similar ones coming from different part of the UK. Projects labelled 5,6,7 and 13 were nearly the same
and the specifications created  for  them could be collated under the umbrella of project A category whereas
projects 1and 2 could be labelled as  project B and projects 3,9,11 and 17 are labelled as C. The A project
was a work flow management application.
From the four specifications received for this category, projects 5 and 7 scored very low as
no objectives were explicitly outlined. This could lead to so much difficulty once the system goes live and
assessment of the performance of the system would be done.  How would the Project Team determine if the
objectives had been met once the system went live?  Both the functional requirements and non-functional
requirements were vague, ambiguous and difficult to understand.  

There were no design and implementation constraints, or any grading/prioritisation defined, and the state-
ments were poor and did not state what the system should do.  Inverse requirements and legislation issues or
quality requirements were not specified. Inverse requirements are those that specify what the software sys-
tem should not do.  There were no diagrams or user catalogue included and requirements did not even have
a unique identifier to track them through the project life cycle.

One of the requirements specifications, P6, had a good introduction and there was a glossary present to
explain the abbreviations and acronyms.  The objectives were outlined at the beginning of the document and
the functional and non-functional requirements were explained clearly.  The overview of the current system
was very well presented, and included diagrams that aided in the understanding.  However, the specification
did not identify design and implementation constraints and did not include any grading/prioritisation.
Inverse and quality requirements were also not included.

The specification produced for P5 did not score high.  The introduction was briefly explained in just one
paragraph and there was no glossary included to explain the abbreviations and acronyms.  Only four objec-
tives were identified, and they were not explained in much detail.  Functional and non-functional require-
ments scored very poorly.  Design and implementation constraints were not specified and there was also no
form of prioritisation. 

Each requirement lacked detail and legislation issues were not even mentioned.  There was no overview of
the system but a memorandum was attached to the document briefly describing the new central submissions
process.  The requirements specification did, however, score highly for the diagrams.  These were very clear
and explained the workflow in more detail.   

Project B Category
It is a requirement for a particular department within the organization to respond as quickly as possible to
reported incidents. Tthe objective of this system is to ensure that incidents are logged and routed to the most
appropriate personnel. Two specifications for this particular project were  received and analysed, P1 and P2.
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P1 produced a good introduction, including a good overview of the current system but there did not appear
to be an overview of the required system.  There also appeared to be few objectives outlined.  There was also
no evidence of grading/prioritisation, however, words were used such as ‘must’ or ‘should’ to express the
requirements.  The document scored particularly well in identifying design constraints and providing an
overview of the current system, using good clear diagrams.  The requirements specification was a rather
detailed document that consisted of a number of pages, which meant that information was difficult to find.
It did not appear to be structured logically, there were too many sections, and there was not enough explana-
tion about the project.

P2 scored particularly highl  in identifying non-functional requirements and design and implementation con-
straints.  Specialised terms were not outlined in a glossary but they were explained in detail in the introduc-
tion.  The document was separated into three sections that were ‘functional’, ‘non-functional’, and ‘techni-
cal architecture’.  This ensured that the specification was easy to read and understand and explained the
workflow extremely well.  Each requirement within the document was graded ‘E’ for Essential, ‘HD’ for
Highly Desirable, and ‘D’ for Desirable.  This was recorded next to the requirement, as opposed to record-
ing them in a separate ‘Requirements Catalogue’.  Entity Relationship Models (ERM’s) were also included
in the specification to ensure the supplier understood clearly the requirements.

Project C Category
The objective of this project is to enable simpler access to corporate incident information held on proprietary
databases to assist incident prevention and problem detection. The ability to analyse all structured informa-
tion will enable links and relationships to be identified.  The effective use of technology will assist intelli-
gence led operations and enable good problem analysis.  In addition, more ‘open’ access to incidents data
should enable the involved departments to work more effectively with their partners.

The specification from P3 was extremely well written and scored very good.  Most attributes scored ‘good’.
The introduction was good and included a background to the project and purpose of the system.  Objectives
were defined in detail, and functional and non-functional requirements were specified clearly, including
issues such as security and interfaces.  Each requirement was graded as ‘Mandatory’, ‘Desirable’, or ‘Highly
Desirable’ but were not included in a separate requirements catalogue.  Each requirement was significantly
detailed and was understood easily.  A good overview and history was provided which aided the understand-
ing.  All the diagrams produced were very clear and enhanced the requirement. 

P9 provided a fair introduction but acronyms and abbreviations were not defined.  The objectives were
briefly stated but only referenced in the introduction.  The functional and non-functional requirements were
detailed, especially the security requirements. Inverse requirements were also specified in the document in a
section called ‘Threat Summary’.  The document, however, did not identify any design and implementation
constraints, quality requirements or any grading/prioritisation.  Legislation requirements also appeared not
to be present.  There were no diagrams included or user catalogue, which brought down the overall score.  In
summary, the specification was well written and the language was clear, precise and unambiguous, but the
objectives needed to be expanded to provide more detail.

The P11 specification was produced about five years ago.  The introduction was brief and so were the objec-
tives.  Functional and non-functional requirements were detailed clearly and stated what the system should
do rather than how it should do it.  The document did not include any design and implementation constraints,
inverse requirements, quality requirements or grading/prioritisation.  This is the reason why the specification
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did not score as high as some of the others.  The document also presented an overview of the current system
and some background information that aided in the understanding of the document.  Diagrams were also used
which were clear and could each stand alone without supplementary text.  It was also well structured.

The P17 specification did not score well.  The introduction and objectives were outlined but it was evident
that there was not much user involvement.  Functional and non-functional requirements were outlined, but
not in detail.  Design constraints were not included and there did not appear to be a completed requirements
catalogue.  Quality and inverse requirements were graded as ‘fair’.  The document did include an overview
of the current system but did not outline any problems or risks.  In summary, it is evident that users were not
involved in the production of the specification.

Further Analysis of Data
The average grade for requirements specifications in the sampled data was 144. The ideal score was 305.
This indicates that requirement specifications produced within these government departments only provide
a 47% fit against the suggested framework.  The table overleaf (Table 4), shows the total percentage achieve-
ments.  It also highlights the percentage fit against the suggested framework, namely poor, fair, good, very
good and excellent specification.  The assessment shows a clear problem with regards to requirements/ spec-
ifications produced.

Table 4: Percentage fit against the suggested requirements specification framework
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Project

P7
P5

P8
P4

P10
P6
P11
P9

P19
P12
P15

P14
P16
P17
P1

P18
P2

P13
P3

None

Poor if 0% = Sc = 33%

Fair 33% = Sc = 50%

Good if 50% = Sc = 66%

Very Good if 66% = Sc = 83%

Excellent if 83% = Sc = 100%

Score(Sc)

72
91

113
122
122
135
136
140
145
149
148

178
161
163
172
194
196

207
212

None

Percentage

24%
30%

37%
40%
40%
45%
45%
48%
48%
50%
50%

59%
53%
53%
58%
62%
66%

67%
71%

0%



The table highlights that only two specifications provided over a 66% fit.  Two specifications scored poor
with less than a 33% fit.  The average percentage has been calculated as 47%. This indicates that on average
these departments produce ‘poor’ specifications that provide less than a 50% fit.  The highest score was only
71%.  The graph overleaf (Figure 1) illustrates the percentage fit against the requirements framework maxi-
mum score.  
In summary, the majority of specifications produced provided less than 50% fit against the requirements
framework.  Most specifications produced are not at a particularly high standard, which could lead to many
systems not actually delivering what the users require, and falling into disuse.

Figure 1:  Final percentage fit against Requirements Framework

When the individual factors were scrutinized for standard, the problem insisted. Some factors received bet-
ter scores but overall the performance was less than desired. The table below shows the factors that received
high scores (strength), and the factors which were not presented well (weaknesses).
P19 requirements scored relatively well.  The introduction to the project was excellent and was really easy
to read and understand, particular as the author did not have an understanding of this project.  Objectives
were detailed and provided the project with clear goals.  Functional and non-functional requirements were
specified in detail and were clear and unambiguous.  The document, however, did not identify design and
implementation constraints or include a requirements catalogue including all the grading.  Legislation was
not made reference to and there did not appear to be an overview of the current system. 

P19 requirements scored relatively well.  The introduction to the project was excellent and was really easy
to read and understand, particular as the author did not have an understanding of this project.  Objectives
were detailed and provided the project with clear goals.  Functional and non-functional requirements were
specified in detail and were clear and unambiguous.  The document, however, did not identify design and
implementation constraints or include a requirements catalogue including all the grading.  Legislation was
not made reference to and there did not appear to be an overview of the current system. 
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P19 requirements scored relatively well.  The introduction to the project was excellent and was really easy
to read and understand, particular as the author did not have an understanding of this project.  Objectives
were detailed and provided the project with clear goals.  Functional and non-functional requirements were
specified in detail and were clear and unambiguous.  The document, however, did not identify design and
implementation constraints or include a requirements catalogue including all the grading.  Legislation was
not made reference to and there did not appear to be an overview of the current system. 

Project Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Max 25 20 25 25 10 15 25 10 10

Average WAv 11 9 13 13 3 7 15 4 3
% Fit 43 45 53 53 30 50 59 40 30

Project Factor 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Sc
Max 25 20 10 20 10 15 15 25 305

Average WAv 14 7 4 9 4 11 7 15 144
% Fit 55 36 40 45 40 71 48 59 47

Table 5: Summary of scores for each factor

The data shows that on average none of the factors, with the exception of factor 15, scored over a 60% fit.
The highest scores were for factor 15 (71%), and factor 17 (59%) for each requirement having a unique iden-
tifier and the language being clear, precise and unambiguous.  Factors 5 and 9 only scored an average of 30%
fit.  These were for referring to design and implementation constraints, and identifying quality and project
management requirements.  This indicates that these are the factors that continually are being left out of a
specification.  Factor 11 only averaged 36% for identifying legislation requirements.  Factors 12 and 14 only
averaged 40% for providing an overview of the current system and producing a user catalogue.  
It is interesting to note that not one of the requirements specifications supplied included a requirements cat-
alogue that prioritised/graded each requirement in a separate document, or a user catalogue, that outlined the
users of the system.  Only one department consistently used a user catalogue. Many specifications included
the grading/prioritisation next to the actual requirement in brackets.  This appeared to be a lot clearer and sig-
nificantly reduced the amount of paperwork produced.  Unfortunately, within a requirements catalogue each
requirement needs to be repeated, and then given a grading.  If the project is rather complex this will create
significant paperwork.  

The majority of specifications did not produce any inverse requirements.  Quality and project management
requirements were often not submitted.  The people responsible for requirement specification should be aim-
ing or trying to keep hold of a quality standard (e.g. ISO9001) and reference should be made to these types
of standards.

The organisation’s security legislation should be included.  Many suppliers that submit an ‘expression of
interest’ are not always aware of the legal demands of these departments  and are therefore not clear on the
current legislation issues.   Security wasn’t highlighted in many requirements specifications.  In fact, only a
few made reference to security.  This is surprising as a majority of the specifications had made reference to
interfaces with other systems but had not included the security implications.  Only one department had
included a separate security policy document that was made reference to in the requirements specification.
It can be argued that these issues are included in the Risk Log as opposed to the requirements specification
to ensure that the Project Board is aware of all the security implications and how they will be addressed. 
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Analysis of data from Questionnaires and Interviews 
The collected data from the questionnaire shows that a number of techniques are used to gather requirements,
namely interviewing, board blasting, observation, prototyping and modelling.  Interviewing was the most
popular and the majority of departments allow the Project Manager/Business Analyst to select the most suit-
ed method.  Other tools such as data flow diagrams and conceptual models are used to identify project needs.
One department commented that the use of data flow diagrams form the basis of the requirements specifica-
tion.

It came as no surprise that the majority of the departments felt that the requirements phase contributed most
to system errors.  However, not all departments produced requirements specifications (only 71%). 
Interestingly, only one office used a formal IEEE standard for producing a specification. Another department
commented on the use of a standard template, adjusting the headings accordingly.  A few departments had
‘interfaces’ as a major heading but not ‘security’.  This is a concern, as data held on different systems have
different levels of security and must therefore be references in the requirements specification.  
It was evident from the 92% response for the question about problems respondents encountered when writ-
ing specifications, that many Project Managers/Business Analysts experience problems. Many managers
found it difficult eliciting the requirements and felt that users did not contribute enough.  Other respondents
felt that managing user expectations and project scope creep were difficult.

Project Managers were also asked how many of their projects provided an 80% or more fit.  The majority
(42%) selected 80-100%.  However, only 76% of them stated that they conduct post implementation reviews.
This indicates that a number of respondents who answered this question did not base their answer on any
quantifiable results, i.e. following a post implementation review.

All departments use English statements within the requirements specification.  Other languages used are
graphical form (35%), mathematical language (16%), Unique Modelling Language (14%) and pseudo code
(12%).  Research suggests that to be most effective, formal specification must be supplemented by a good
deal of supporting, informal descriptions

Analysis of data from just one Organization

A total of 40% of users had been required to use a computer system without being consulted.  This indicates
that a vast number of users are not involved in the initial stages of an IS/IT project, i.e. defining the require-
ments.  In fact, only 8% stated that they are normally involved/consulted in specifying requirements for a
system.  Most respondents did not know who was responsible.  A total of 76% of respondents did not have
any experience in writing specifications.

An assessment was done into how respondents felt about the Business Analysts/Project Managers they
worked with.  Most agreed that they were good listeners, gained a good grasp of the requirements and doc-
umented them in detail.  A small percentage of users did feel that the specification was too detailed and felt
that they used too structured techniques.  However, most of the respondents felt that requirements specifica-
tions are a must and should be completed irrespective of how much time is required to produce one, which
contradicts their last statement.

One of the most important goals of elicitation is to find out the problems that need to be solved, and hence
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identify system boundaries and objectives.  A total of 50% of users  found this difficult to do.  There could
be a number of reasons for this.  It may be due to poor communication skills between the user and analyst.
Although the majority of users felt that it could be due to their lack of IS/IT experience that affected the way
they try to specify their requirements.
There were a number of different methods that were used for gathering requirements such as interviewing,
boardblasting, questionnaires, process mapping, thinking aloud, scenarios and workshops.  There was not
one particular method that was a clear leader.

It is a concern that 24% of respondents felt that it was a waste of time writing requirements, if they liked a
product that had been demonstrated.  This highlights that there is a general lack of understanding amongst
users regarding the importance of the specification, and that they are prepared to buy a product with no spec-
ification just because it appears to look good and had been demonstrated by a good sales person.

The majority of respondents felt that only 40-60% of IT solutions delivered met the requirements expected.
This is not surprising as most users felt they were not involved in the requirements specification.

Summary and Conclusion
In summary, the majority of specifications evaluated from different organisations within these service depart-
ments provided less than a 50% fit against the requirements framework.  Only two specifications provided a
66% fit, and none provided over an 83% fit.  Design and implementation requirements, and project manage-
ment requirements were often not included (only 30% of specifications provided this functionality).
Legislation requirements were also forgotten and many specifications did not provide an overview of the cur-
rent system.  
If requirements have not been specified, are vague or even wrong it is impossible for the developers to pro-
vide the most appropriate software.  It is recommended that much more effective requirements and specifi-
cation phase be built into the project life cycle to reduce these risks.  
Sometimes the requirements stage is rushed for the delivery of the system on-time and within budget.  On
the other hand if the requirements process is not given a time limit, it could go on forever and experience
scope-creep.  This must be controlled by a good Project Manager/Business Analyst.  Correct requirements
are the foundation to build the IS/IT system, and if the requirements are not correct, the system will be built
with many problems.  It is also evident that more training is required within these departments with regards
to producing requirements specifications.
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