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The final conclusion of the trade study on Requirements Management software tools,

carried out by Michael Robinson, was that there were two excellent candidates that would

meet the institute’s needs. However, further hands on experience with each of the tools

would be needed to make a final selection. To this end, on May 21 Mark Abernathy and

Michael Robinson attended a one-day training/evaluation session with the DOORS

technical representative here at the institute. On May 22-24 Rusty Whitman and Michael

Robinson attended a training/evaluation course at the RTM center in Reston, Va. Mark

Abernathy was asked to attend the DOORS session because he had previous experience

with the RTM tool, and Rusty Whitman attended the RTM session because he had

previous experience with the DOORS tool. This paper summarizes their impressions of

the two tools and presents the recommendation that DOORS be selected as the

requirements management tool.

The criteria for assessing the utility of these tools for the institute are described in detail

in Michael Robinson’s sabbatical paper “Requirements Management Tools, A Trade

Study”. The focus of these two training/evaluation sessions was to confirm that the tools

will meet the institute’s needs, and to get a hands on feel for how easy and intuitive each

tool is to use. How easy it is for a user to interact with the interface is a very important

issue and one not easily answered in the previous trade study.

The consensus opinion of the three reviewers is that both DOORS and RTM match up

well in terms of functionality and both will meet the institute’s requirements. The

primary distinction between the tools is in the ease of use of the interface. The DOORS

interface is fairly intuitive and easy to use out of the box such that it is usable by just

about anyone. Getting up and running with DOORS is no more difficult than using a

word processor. RTM on the othe r hand has a complex interface that requires a lot of

expert attention to get set up for the average user.

RTM has an Oracle database as its backend and this database orientation carries forward

into its GUI. Generating views into the data is much like setting up views on a database

and requires the user to interact with the tool at almost a DBA level. The DOORS GUI

hides this complexity with a document-oriented view of the data.

RTM does support a way for users to interact with requirements through a MS Word or

Framemaker document. Users make changes directly to the document and the document

is synchronized with the RTM database. While a nice feature, this is not terribly useful in

our environment. Also, this feature does not interact with the built-in change

management system.

It is expected that the standard interaction with the tool, particularly for large projects,

will be to create an independent requirements document in Word, outside of the tool,

until such time as that is in a state to be baselined. At that point the document will be

imported into the tool and from then on the document will be modified through the tool

via the change control process. In this scenario the synchronization feature of RTM will

not be useful. Interaction with the requirements will then have to be through the RTM

forms, which the typical user will not find easy to create. With DOORS, after importing

the document into the tool, the interface is a standard word processor interface with the

document. Furthermore, modifying this interface by adding or deleting some of the

attributes that are shown with the requirements is fairly intuitive, not unlike removing a

column from an Excel spreadsheet. The process of changing the view of the

requirements in RTM was considerably more complex.

Being based on a commercial RDBMS provides RTM with a more extensive set of

capabilities for generating reports and views. However, DOORS supports all the

standard views and reports that you would normally use and does so with a much simpler

interface. Complex reports can be generated in DOORS using the DXL programming

language or by exporting data out of DOORS and into another tool.

The “care and feeding” of DOORS can probably be accomplished with minimal effort by

the same personnel taking responsibility for requirements management for a project.

RTM, on the other hand, would likely require a substantial time commitment (~50%) by

at least two people to become the RTM experts and handle requests for setting up and

managing the RTM databases.

As a final note to summarize the ease of use of the two tools, and as the one person who

attended both sessions, I would say that after the one-day session on DOORS I have at

least as much confidence that I understand that tool and could set up and run a project

with it as I do after the three day, more extensive, training with RTM. DOORS is

certainly the more intuitive interface.

Both tools meet the institute’s needs in terms of functionality, however one important

requirement for the tool is ease of use. Based upon the results of the trade study and our

training/evaluation it is our recommendation that DOORS is distinctly superior in this

regard and that it be selected as the requirements management tool.
