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Objective Goal-Oriented Requirements Engineering

Obtain a correct design for a Defines a system’s requirements in terms of a goal model [Yu and Mylopoulos, ICSE 1994]
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Finding the Most Preferred Correct System Design(s)

1. Optional Goal Tradeoffs 2. Translate Tradeoffs into Cl-Nets » The set of all improving flipping sequences for a Cl-net 3. Compute Total Order over Sets of

Consider the following preferences A conditional importance network or Cl-net [Bouveret et al., can be drawn as an induced preference graph (IPG): Optional Goals
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S*.S :8 S oo Tomesy o 1. Transform Cl-net into induced preference graph
1. If robust documentation is In English: d-UseRobusiegal 2.Use NUSMV (http://nusmv. fbk.eu) to verify that
used, .payment traceability IS “If all propositions in S+ are true and all propositions in S~ are e IPQ IS cycle-free and compute total order over all sets of
more |m|c?ortant than reducing false, then the set of propositions S; is preferred to the set S, {d; ¢ : {c};{b) optional goals
transaction costs. {b};{a}: {d};{c}
2. If transaction costs are bt eed 4. Use Total Order to Guide Search for
reduced at the expense of A set of optional goals 1 is preferred to another set v, if one of Preferred Design(s)
customer satisfaction, then the following is true: |
using robust documentation 1. Monotonicity: v4 has at least one more optional goal than - 1. Look at the most-preferred set of optional goals
takes precedence over ensuring 2. Importance: The goals in ~; are preferred to those in 5 (.., ?” of them) | | |
payment traceability. according to a Cl-net statement 2. Examine all correct designs (using NuSMV) to see if any
3 If robust documentation is not design supports this set; if so, these are most preferred

3. If no correct design satisfies all optional goals in set,
look at the next less-preferred set in the ordering

4. Repeat steps 2 and 3 until a design is returned or all
sets are exhausted

Related Work Future Directions

provided, payments should be
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reduced customer satisfaction successive set is preferred to the previous set, form an
and increased transaction cost. improving flipping sequence.

Preliminary Results
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