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When I was set the challenge of writing an article on the future of 
software testing, having got over the initial creative panic, I was 
wondering where to start. Then I found the following headlines in 
two well known online computer journals:

‘BA: software failures key in T5 fiasco’ Computing 8 May 2008.

‘Update: lack of software testing to blame for Terminal 5 fiasco, 
BA executive tells MPs’ Computer Weekly 9 May 2008.

In summary both articles made the same point. During 
questioning by MP’s, Willie Walsh (BA Chief Executive) reported 
that construction work had not completed in time squeezing the 
window for any real testing. The management met, identified 
and agreed the risks and issues, and decided that the risk was 
acceptable to enable a go live as planned.

In hindsight Walsh said “If I were to pick one issue I would have done 
differently, it is that, having recognised the importance of testing 
and having designed six months of testing, we subsequently 
compromised on that.” Computer Weekly 9 May 2008. 
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Why did it interest me? Quite simply the management of the 
project did exactly the right thing; project management and 
risk management were used to assess whether slippage in 
earlier parts of the lifecycle meant that reducing test activity and 
timescales would have an impact on the quality of the finished 
article. Obviously the risk was perceived to be low as a decision 
was taken to reduce testing and go live on time (a decision now 
regretted by Walsh).

What I also found interesting was that one of the papers saw 
software testing as the issue. Initially I thought “here we go again 
testing put the bugs in etc” but then I understood. I wonder 
if it was more that there was a lack of the right information 
from the test organisation that would have enabled the right 
decision to be made by the BA and BAA management. If the 
test organisation had a grip on the real issues that mattered 
to the management team and were able to communicate the 
real risks maybe a different decision would have been taken, 
or at least the decision that was taken would have been made 
based upon the right information with complete awareness of 
the impact.

To me, testing’s role is the provision of data to enable go live 
decisions to be made (I have heard this termed as Trusted 
Advisor and Project Intelligence). Yes, we might be involved in 
the decision but ultimately the decision belongs to the Sponsor 
and his management team, but the data used in the decision will 
predominately be derived from test activity and must be sufficient 
to enable the right decisions to be made.

Given that this is a major element of our role; I suggest that we 
need to get this right or the future of software testing will be very 
dim. We are in the best position, or at least we should be, in a 
project to gather real data, and to establish what the right data 
might be, to enable the accurate reporting of project progress 
information. Far too often today a test team arrives and sits in its 
cocoon only appearing at the end of the test cycle to announce 
they haven’t finished but can’t give anything helpful to say other 
than perhaps statements like:

“You can’t go live because...”	  
“We have 150 tests still to run”	  
 “We are still finding errors”	  
“I wouldn’t go live yet”– yes I heard that said by one Test Manager 
one day and this was all he said

None of these provide even the slightest hint of what the impact 
of going live is! How critical are the 150 tests left outstanding? 
What’s the error finding profile? Why is testing still finding errors 
now? These are just some of the questions that these statements 
generate but can’t answer.

So, if we get the information wrong, wrong decisions will be made. 
There was, however, one very good example of a situation where 
the right information was provided in the wrong way, and therefore 
ignored. The 1986 Challenger disaster was predicted – if you knew 
that the Space Shuttle would definitely explode killing all of the 
astronauts, would you have given the go ahead to launch? NASA 
did. Several engineers had voiced concerns about the effect of the 
temperature on the resilience of the rubber O-rings that sealed the 
joints of the Solid Rocket Boosters (the tubes attached to the side 
of the Shuttle – that are full of fuel at take off). They argued that if 
the O-rings were cooler than 53 °F (12 °C), there was no guarantee 
they would seal properly. This was an important consideration, since 
the O-rings had been designated as a “Criticality 1” component—
meaning that there was no backup for them and their failure 
would destroy Challenger and its crew. They also argued that the 
low overnight temperatures would almost certainly result in Solid 
Rocket Boosters temperatures below their redline of 40 °F (4 °C). 
However, they were overruled, the launch happened, the O-rings 
failed leaking rocket fuel, and the rest is history. 

Interestingly the right information was identified but if I am very 
critical, using words like ‘no guarantee’ instead of ‘an absolute 
guarantee’ when the management board were under significant 
pressure from the US Presidency to launch, didn’t really emphasise 
the facts strongly enough. In the same situation, with the same 
information, I might well have also decided, like NASA did, to 
launch. Now I know it’s a word thing, but in reality if we can’t 
express ourselves and ensure that our message is understood 
then all the great work we have done to improve the processes 
we use and align vocabulary will be wasted and we will never grow 
as an industry and will always be seen as the also ran profession! 
It’s all about communication.

Sometimes, alright, I concede most of the time the information 
we need to provide is not what the Programme wants to hear, but 
it’s our job to ensure the right information gets through to the right 
person and that they are able to understand and make informed 
decisions. We need to be prepared to be the bearers of good and 
bad news.

If testing can’t provide the right information it actually adds little 
value and that I suggest maybe the situation we find ourselves 
in a lot of organisations today, we all work very hard at our 
profession but no one outside of it seems to understand what 
we do and why.

Whilst working on one client site I remember interviewing a Test 
Manager who was most upset that the Programme team had 
asked him to stop issuing his daily report for what he described 
as stupid reasons. When I met and interviewed members of his 
programme team they said that the report was stopped because 
from day one the Test Manager had had the project flagged as 
red, what was requested was that the report included relevant 
data (such as where the issues lay, what element of the software 
was not working etc) or was stopped. The Test Manager saw no 
reason to include the extra data so stopped issuing it. Even today 
the Test Manager cannot understand what he did wrong and 
blames the programme team for the delays in delivery because 
they did not listen to him!

If Software Testing is ever to be seen as a profession and be 
respected in the future then we should focus on the information 
we need to enable the Programme to make the right decisions.

Now I am not suggesting that I know the answer. Each person 
will have differing requirements, and most importantly their 
requirements may be very different to what they request individually 
when asked as part of a team (I call this the pack syndrome – when 
a group influences individual perspectives and results. If you get 
separate agreement to an action from each individual in a group 
of people, when you put them together the actions may and often 
do change) but it is our job to identify what they are and focus 
our approach to testing in order to deliver these. We need to be 
conscious of the pack syndrome.

The data requirement is never static, so we also need to 
be conscious of the changing needs for information as a 
project progresses. 

To enable the future of software testing do we have to influence 
people’s approaches to Test Management and the provision of 
information? Is it a qualification thing, or maybe standards, there 
are test models out there and what role do tools play in this arena? 
The following sections look at each of these individually and their 
relevancy to the issue.

Software Testing Qualifications	 
You may or may not know that I have been involved in Software Testing Qualifications for a few years now! Firstly working with ISEB 
(Information Systems Examinations Board) and lately internationally with the ISTQB (International Software Testing Examinations Board). 
So I guess I am a little bias, but I believe there is value in them. However, there does seem to be some polarisation in the industry as 
to the value of these types of qualification, some calling for them to be banned, others suggesting that having got them you are able to 
sell yourself as a competent tester. The reality is that a good tester or test manager needs many components of skills and knowledge 
combined to make them successful. In my view the qualifications account for about 10% to 15% of the knowledge required for the 
practical application in the workplace. 

	 At ISTQB Foundation level there is a short training course (3 days) followed by an exam. However the quick learners amongst us could 
very quickly understand what is required and pass these exams, maybe even without ever testing anything, there is no minimum 
experience requirement to take the Foundation.

	 Intriguingly ISEB have recently revised their single Practitioner Exam, into three, the Intermediate (a mandatory common module which 
contains their view of the generic detail that is required for the advanced level),Test Management and Test Analyst, but only prescribe 
a 3 day training course followed by an exam. There is a minimum entry requirement but they do not include practical test experience, 
more a passing of time between taking the Foundation exam. 

	 ISTQB, on the other hand, have just launched their Advanced level role-based qualifications and like ISEB, there are three of them: 
Test Manager, Test Analysts and Technical Test Analysts. However unlike ISEB there is no common module as these are role based(for 
example the role of a Test Manager in a review is very different to that of a Test Analyst) with a minimum training period of 5 days each 
followed by an exam with basically the same entry criteria as ISEB.

	 So I believe qualifications have a very important part to play in the education and verification of software testers and test managers. But 
the reality is that the exam candidates leave with an understanding of the basic vocabulary and approach to testing but in most cases 
no real practical capability and certainly no understanding of how to communicate outside of the test team.

Standards	 	  
There are a few out there, for example BS7925 – 1&2 (the British standard for Component Testing and its associated glossary) and 
IEEE829 (the Test Documentation standard) to name a couple. 

	 In their favour Standards are developed by a very wide working group (these can be as many as 1000 contributors) who build and 
review the content. In most cases involvement comes from right around the globe. However, by necessity they are generic and 
some concessions have to be made to gain global agreement (in fact I understand that the latest version of IEEE829 couldn’t be 
released as planned as the detail was not agreed) and provide one solution for everyone so they are useful but they can’t provide 
the whole answer. 

	 Standards don’t, in any example I have seen, indicate how to provide and what information is needed to communicate effectively with 
the programme, although they can help. For example in IEEE829, it discusses entry and exit criteria as well as closure reports looking at 

planned activity against actual activity and lessons learned. Although it mentions these key elements of a test project it doesn’t provide 
any help in pinpointing the right detail.

	 They are, however, excellent process models that provide guidance on how to establish your test project.

Test Models	  
There are many models available for testers to review against. Most consultancies will have a Test Maturity Model of their own. Most 
sadly lead to creating a sales opportunity and are not actually there to help the organisation that has been reviewed against the model 
to improve what they do. The nearest commercial model that really does set out to help companies is the TPI® model provided by 
Sogeti. However this is now a little out of date but it is based upon their in-house test method T-Map which has been updated and 
those updates have not been reflected within TPI®.

	 Probably the best model available today to help ensure good processes in use across test projects is the new TMMi Model. This 
model has been developed by the TMMi Foundation, an international organisation with an aim to establish a non commercial test 
process assessment model for the industry. The TMMi model takes its input from many places, including the original Bernstein TMM 
and others including the Gelperin and Hetzel’s Evolution of Testing Model [Gelperin and Hetzel], which describes the evolution of the 
testing process over a 40-year period, Beizer’s testing model, which describes the evolution of the individual tester’s thinking [Beizer], 
research on the TMM carried out in the EU-funded MB-TMM project and international testing standards, e.g. IEEE 829 Standard for 
Software Test Documentation [IEEE 829]. The testing terminology used in the TMMi is derived from the ISTQB Standard Glossary of 
terms used in Software Testing [ISTQB].

	 The model is structured much like CMMi with 5 levels of maturity. At level 2 of the model projects begin to be assessed on their 
capability to measure progress through testing. However like the CMMi model it is not prescriptive as to what is measured just that 
measurement occurs, although help is provided regarding the minimum that is expected. 

Tools	  
Now to some these are the panacea, I prefer to look at tools as the slaves of the process. In most of the examples I have seen referring 
to information provision there does seem to have been thought put in to the data that the tool provides. The Dashboard seems to 
be the latest fashion accessory for any company wishing to set its stall in the test management arena, for example, HP has one in 
Changepoint and Compuware has one in ODM. In principle these provide data derived from actions within the system.

	 Tools can be excellent providers of data but that data is only as good as the way it is collected. A common problem, for example, with 
Test Management tools is that the tool is implemented straight out of the box with no configuration, Testers then load test cases into 
the tool with no views on how progress will be tracked so they load the minimum data to allow them to do their job. They then try to 
track progress but realise that the data needed to do this hasn’t been loaded so they only track certain elements. Consequently, in my 
experience, the reporting in these situations is very poor. 

	 So with some real thought up front as to what information/data is required the tools can be configured to ensure that data is a by 
product of the process (e.g. it does not become time consuming to collect and report).

Software Testing - the future?

Each approach listed above contributes in a small but very useful 
way in helping the Test Manager recognise the data that is required 
and to some extent the way that data should be communicated. 
However, this doesn’t extend across the different roles that exist 
within a project. It doesn’t prescribe what it is a Development 
Manager needs to know or the Business Sponsor.

So having identified the data, the key is how it is presented back 
as information in the right format at the right time.

This particular issue does seem to reside in the Test Managers 
camp, so I would like to focus there for now. 

I believe that the future of testing depends on the following:

A.	Accurate information provision, in the language of the recipient

B.	Building quality in, rather than testing it out, prevention rather 
than detection

C.	Ensuring that quality is considered and not seen as a burden, 
alongside time and cost, which seem to have become the new 
buzzwords

As I have said already the great thing about qualifications is that 
they have established some common terminology amongst 
testers but that terminology is still not translatable across the 
lifecycle. So we have four languages as a minimum being spoken 
in projects today. We have the Business (client), the designers, 
the developers and the testers. In an ITIL (IT Infrastructure Library) 
organisation there is possibly a fifth.

We have projects that sit together but don’t talk to each other. We 
also have so called Agile projects starting to show how greater 
collaboration brings big benefits. Is this the way forward?

I think the way forward for information provision is actually to learn 
something from the Agile world and start to talk to each other, 
and not to work in silos. As I have already explained, everyone’s 
requirement for information is different and so the closer projects 
work together and people mix the more we can understand what 
our requirements are. 

In a world of increased outsourcing or off shoring this becomes 
increasingly harder to achieve. This is especially relevant when 
the test resources, or development resources, work across the 
other side of the world in a different time zone. It is as important, 
if not more important, that in these situations proper and regular 
communications are established. It’s not easy but if success is 
expected then effort needs to be put in to ensure that each party 
is aware of their goals and provides the right information to enable 
measurement of progress to be tracked and understood.

Lots of organisations seem to think that by putting people in 
buildings in different countries and arming them just with a process 
they will get great results. This ignores the need to work as a team 
and communicate, and so in most instances is a strategy doomed 
to failure.

I think it worthy of a stop here to review another element we need 
to consider. We (and in this instance I am not just referring to test 
resources, I refer to anyone involved in a software development 
project) need to accept that software lies at the heart of almost 
every business process. Everything from how an organisation 
communicates internally and externally, to the way it delivers 
products and services, to how it manages administrative 
processes. Software can liberate or debilitate an organisation’s 
efficiency, effectiveness, risk exposure and ultimately, its profitability. 
So it’s not something a Test Manager can do alone, we have to 
work together to ensure that in the increasingly complex world of 
software development we understand what it is we all need, and 
ensure we deliver it. 

If the test manager for Terminal 5 had provided the following 
information to Willie Walsh at the point that the decision to reduce 
testing occurred I wonder if the result may have been different.

Test Manager –“Mr Walsh we have reviewed progress and 
remaining activity and can report that should you reduce testing in 
the way suggested the following will happen:

In the first 5 days of operation:

1.	Over 23,000 bags will get lost, leaving you with a bill well in 
excess of £300,000 to reconnect them with passengers

2.	500 flights will definitely be cancelled

3.	Staff will not be able to park due to issues with the security 
system and so will not arrive on site on time

4.	28 lifts will not be operating

5.	You will definitely be pulled up in front of the UK Parliament to 
explain yourself

I recommend we delay launch for a minimum of a week so we can 
resolve these issues.”

Would he have agreed to the same launch date? That I cannot 
say, but at least if he had, he would have understood the issues 
he was to face with the press and the public.

But you may say hindsight is a great thing. If we could all see into 
the future we could perhaps all determine these types of issues 
easily but how do we do that prior to delivery?

Project delivery is not difficult, it is simply the bringing together of 
professionals in their field to deliver to a single goal. If that team 
works together and talks about how the system should actually 
work (or where it doesn’t!) then, for example, a developer can 
learn from a business analyst 

A project manager who just cares about meeting delivery dates 
regardless of setting, and meeting success criteria is a fool in 
my book, and one that shouldn’t be working in our industry. 
Success criteria are the goals that are the starting point for 
information and may be different for each different level in the 
project, for example:

1.	Success for the Sponsor may be a system that saves or makes 
them £3bn a year. In that instance the information provided 
needs to include data to reflect achievement when it goes live. 

2.	Success for a Test Manager may be that there is an agreed 
risk based approach to testing established at the outset of the 
project and all high priority test cases are agreed up front and 
are completed during test execution, but let’s think about that. 
To be successful a Test Manager needs to have a prioritised 
list of test cases which they ensure are completed during test 
execution. This is an altogether too familiar success criterion 
today but maybe one that doesn’t help point B above (building 
quality in, not testing it out). Perhaps a better success criteria 
would be:

a.	Test activity defined that reducing the amount of test execution 
to one week (a tall order but if the team works together and 
identifies up front where things may go wrong and stop them 
occurring. Using an analogy, if you knew early enough that your 
wall was about to fall down, would you write a test and then go 
away until it fell? Then check it had, raise a bug report and pay 
a lot of money to have it repaired? Or would you do something 
as soon as possible to stop it falling and keep the cost, time 
and quality at the right levels? Translating that into a project, 
if we know the objectives of a project manager include time, 
cost and quality we need to find ways of preventing rather than 
detecting issues as this is the most economical approach to 
delivery and to meet all three objectives).

Test managers and project managers must also reflect progress 
towards achieving these criteria. But we shouldn’t forget that 
throughout the lifecycle of a project these will change as each new 
issue and risk is resolved, and so by necessity, must the provision 
of information. 

Teamwork is absolutely key to achieving project delivery in the 
future, and ensuring software testing continues to deliver value. 
Sadly this is something that gets very little daylight in IT. We 
ensure all of our people are technically competent but we don’t 
really consider that they need to be taught how to manage people 
and how to build working teams. Good developers are promoted 
and asked to manage people, and it’s the same in testing. How 
many testers ever get sent on a project management course to 
learn the basic project management processes? Very few, in 
fact in an organisation I worked in it was considered a course 
that was too advanced for test resources to attend! However 
developers and designers aspiring to become Project Managers 
were allowed to attend.

I think a software delivery project is much like an orchestra, if each 
part works together in harmony it can be beautiful, but if only one 
element works on their own the result will be disastrous. We need 
to work together so that the software delivery orchestra works and 
delivers beautiful results.

So now let’s go back to where I started. Good information provision 
comes from being part of a team who communicate regularly and 
fully understand the progress through the different lifecycle stages, 
all the way through to the live environment.

At this point I can’t help but remember the quote – ‘“You cannot 
manage what you cannot (or do not) measure” (anon). So we 
must know: 

•	 What do we need to measure and does the information and 
importance of the information change during the lifecycle of 
the project?

•	 We must still capture the number of test cases, tests run, tests 
passed/failed, but we need to identify how to translate this 
information for the different audiences we have.

•	 We need to capture ‘quality requirements’ and therefore 
identify how to measure meeting them. They must be clearly 
and concisely defined, easily understood, not ambiguous and 
easily demonstrated. 

•	 Testers must encourage the breakdown of the silos. Why not 
work within the development team and help them test?

No one can define today what the future of testing is but by learning 
to communicate more effectively and by becoming an integrated 
element of the project, I believe the future of testing is assured.

Every software product, no matter what its type or application, has 
Requirements.  A Requirement is literally “that which is required; 
a thing demanded or obligatory”. Every software product created 
has a purpose, that which it is constructed to achieve, and thus will 
contain at least one Requirement.  After all, if there is no purpose 
to a product, then it is not constructed for to do so it expends 
time, money and energy for no return.

Therefore, every software product has an aim. From this, it could 
easily be assumed that success of the product depends entirely 
upon the product achieving its preconceived aim. However, the 
real world is a lot more complex.

Indeed, when it comes to measuring the success of a software 
product, there are various ways of doing so, some of which do 
not directly relate to satisfaction of the initial aim (or Requirement) 
of the software. This could be for reasons such as the initial aim 
changing during the course of the product being created or 
even cases where the initial aim has not been met, but enough 
work which is considered to be of value has been achieved that 
the product can still be released (this can often be the case in 
incremental, evolutionary-style software projects).

Despite these reasons, most software projects will be viewed as 
successful only if they achieve what they originally set out to do, 
that is, if they achieve their Requirement(s).

It should follow that in order to construct a successful software 
product, the development team has merely to adhere to the defined 
Requirements. After all, if the software follows the Requirements 
with a high degree of accuracy, surely success must result. Once 
again, the real world is significantly more complex than this.

(Note: For reasons of simplicity and brevity, this paper 
specifically excludes “Agile” development methods, where the 
Requirements management process is significantly different to 
that described here.)

One example would be where problems occur in misunderstanding 
the Requirements.

Depending upon the roles used within the software project, 
the person writing down the Requirements may or may not be 
the eventual user of the product. The development team might 
develop the product directly from the written Requirements or, more 
commonly, an intermediate step of translating the Requirements 
into a technical specification may be taken.

The technical specification step itself might be split into two parts, 
the “Functional Specification” (and sometimes the “Non-Functional 
Specification” to go with it) and the “Technical Specification”.  This 
division (between the Functional Specification and the Technical 
Specification) can occur when it is viewed that there is a significant 
translation to be made between the “Real English” of the original 
Requirements, and the “Technical English” of the Technical 
Specification (which is unambiguous and which developers can 

work with more easily) and so the extra translation step of the 
Functional Specification, between the Requirements and the 
Technical Specification, is inserted.

This process can, of course, lead to a game of ‘Chinese Whispers’, 
especially if different members of the software project are writing 
each of these documents. The author of the Functional Specification 
may or may not fully understand the Requirements that he is using 
as a guide for his document. This should not be a problem if the 
author knowingly does not understand the Requirements.  As in this 
situation, clarification can be asked for and hopefully received from the 
relevant people.  However, if the author believes that they understand 
the Requirements but in fact have misunderstood, even in a subtle 
way, then errors can creep into this documentation trail.  Obviously 
these errors can then be reproduced (and potentially magnified) at 
the next documentation step (the Technical Specification) and, if not 
caught, work their way into the product itself.

In an ideal world, the document review cycle should eliminate 
such errata from being propagated. However, in the real world, 
it can be the case that the relevant people do not have the time 
and/or ability to successfully review all documentation sent in their 
direction. For example, in these days of “email overload”, receiving 
several documents in one’s inbox to review whilst attempting to 
deal with other work will frequently lead to the reviews being 
passed over for other, higher-priority work.

Therefore it is certainly true that errors arising on the path from 
Requirements to Product can survive, grow, and indeed multiply. 
This can lead to the development team producing software 
which does not do what the user (or whoever constructed the 
original Requirements) actually wanted it to do. Naturally, this can 
often lead to recriminations and a breakdown of the relationship 
between teams in the project in question!

The several documentation steps detailed above mean that even if 
the authors of the Requirements write down exactly what they want, 
and the software developers create exactly what the Technical 
Specification tells them to then there can still be a mismatch.

This illustrates the importance of a successfully-managed review 
cycle where reviewers perform their reviews promptly and check 
not only pedantic spelling and grammar mistakes (as some do) 
but also check that the document logically follows that which 
came beforehand. For example, that the Functional Specification 
actually complies with the requirements (some don’t) and that 
nothing ‘extra’ has crept into the Functional Specification which 
was not even mentioned in the Requirements (which can be 
a favourite way of Specification authors attempting to get the 
changes that they want made to the software, whether or not 
there’s a Requirement to make those changes).

Even assuming that the “translators” (from Requirements to 
Technical Specification, and any intermediate steps if they exist) 
perform an entirely accurate job (or that the review cycle removes 

Focus on well documented Functional Requirements

With the credit crunch affecting IT budgets, Experimentus highlights ten ways to reduce software development lifecycle costs within 
IT departments :- 

1.	Focus on well documented Functional Requirements  
	 Without well documented Functional Requirements there is potential for a system to be delivered which does not meet the 

customer’s expectations.  For example, perhaps it does not work as they believe it should even though the development team 
believe that they have worked in line with the requirements as documented. This can lead to development rework, which is likely 
to delay the release, increase costs and create discord between the customer and the software team.

2.	Ensure all Non Functional Requirements are clearly defined early
	 Many organisations focus solely on the Functional aspect of systems – WHAT it does – rather than the Non-Functional – HOW it 

does it.  Non-Functional elements comprise everything from performance to security to usability.  
	 Without a clear and early definition of Non-Functional requirements, it is possible that a system could be delivered which does 

exactly what the customer wants but is difficult to use, slow, insecure, unreliable, or is not scalable.  Once again, this can lead to 
development rework although some non-functional areas are so integral to the design of the product it can be difficult to correct 
them without starting the project again.

3.	Ensure Change Control procedures are in place
	 Without Change Control, system development can find itself in an uncertain and constantly changing state. For example, development 

may be initially performed against what is believed to be the final version of a requirements document. However, more changes might 
be made to the requirements whilst development continues and each change without a proper impact assessment. 

	 As there is no procedure for consulting with or informing development of the changes it may not be the case that the knowledge of the 
changes is passed on in a timely fashion. Additionally, the impact of some changes might be so large that they cannot be incorporated 
into the software easily at a late stage. In this case, if the changes are deemed to be vital, major development rework might have to 
take place. For these reasons every change should be strictly controlled. Change can be allowed, but should only take place after a 
full impact assessment to see how it will affect the project timescales and costs.

4.	Ensure strict Configuration Management is in place for code, data and documentation
	 Without Configuration Management, testing of a high quality is impossible. This is because there cannot be high levels of 

confidence that the right version of the software or documentation is being tested or that the right version will be released to 
the customer. 

	 Organisations with poor Configuration Management might test one version of a product and yet perhaps release a slightly different 
version, a version which then enters the field UNTESTED.  It is viewed as untested as potentially major faults may have been 
introduced which change the behaviour of parts of the system from that which was intended or, in some cases, even disabling 
the entire system.

5.	Focus quality approach on product risks, focus on preventing rather than detecting defects
	 It has been proven many times that the later in the software development lifecycle that a defect is found, the more costly it is to 

rectify it. For example, correcting a mistake in a requirements document before development begins is a far quicker and cheaper 
activity than correcting the software after it has been developed against the faulty requirements document.

6.	Begin UAT(User Acceptance Testing) test design during requirement definition

	 If an organisation is using the ‘V-model’ of software development correctly, then the test team should be involved with the project 
from the very beginning during the requirements definition.  Not only can the testers use their expertise and experience to help 
assess whether or not particular requirements are testable or not, but they can also start to design the relevant tests which helps 
to ease the test schedule later.

	 In this scenario, the User Acceptance Tests should correspond directly to the user requirements. This is because the requirements 
are the items that the user wishes to see in the system and the tests represent the way that the system is proved to meet those 
requirements.  It clearly follows that the best time to write the UAT is when the requirements are being constructed.

7.	Begin system test design during the system design stage
	 It is important that the system is designed to be easily testable, if possible. This can only occur if testing expertise is involved 

in the system design stage. Collaboration between the testers and the system designers can help ensure that the system 
produced fulfils this aim. During this early involvement, the testers can also start to construct the System Tests, which helps ease 
the testing schedule. An additional benefit to this approach is the enhanced team collaboration between the system design and 
testing team.

8.	Focus test effort on unit test where it is cheaper
	 As previously stated, correcting defects earlier in the software development lifecycle is far easier, quicker and cheaper than 

otherwise. Given this axiom, it is surprising that many organisations spend little or no time on unit testing activities often with the 
reasoning that “our developers develop, and our testers test”.

	 However, not only does this approach mean that potential defects reach later stages of testing than they should, it is possible 
that they may not be found at all as later stages of testing normally perform different testing activities, in different ways, to those 
used in unit testing.

9.	Plan test approach using risk to define focus of test effort
	 Test time is often limited, due to reasons like fixed release dates, or late software delivery from the development team. 

This can often mean that not all tests that were originally planned are carried out.

	 In this scenario, it is vital that those elements of the system that are considered critical to product success have been tested. 
Therefore, the approach to testing should always be to focus effort on the ‘highest risk’ areas of the system first. Following this, 
medium risk and low risk areas of the system can be tested, in turn, as time permits.

	 This risk-based approach ensures that, when under time pressures, the areas of the system which remain untested (and 
potentially flawed) are the lowest risk areas possible from those that are left to be tested.

10.Use tools to test for functional and non functional errors very early on when they are cheaper and more effective at 
removing errors, and throughout the lifecycle

	 If an automated test set is created and maintained, it can be repeatedly utilised from an early stage of the software development 
lifecycle, as a ‘smoke test’. This method has the potential to find a lot of defects quickly at an early stage, saving time in later 
test phases.

	 Additionally, sometimes specific tools may indicate flaws in the system design – which should be exposed as early as possible. 
For example, early performance testing on parts of the system that are available might reveal a poorly-designed module, which 
would hinder the system beyond the tolerance levels of the user when released.

	 In this way, the module is easily identified, isolated, and fixed or replaced – an activity that would be much harder if performance 
testing was only conducted when the system was about to be delivered to the customer.

Martin Adcock,	 
Experimentus Managing Director, commented:

“At Experimentus we ensure our clients have the 

strategies and the most appropriate processes 

in place to get the most out of their software. 

In the current economic climate, more for less 

or finding areas where our clients can reduce 

cost across the development lifecycle are 

increasingly becoming the business drivers.”

Ten Tips to Reduce Software Development Lifecycle Costs

Experimentus February 2009 e-newsletter
 www.experimentus.com

all errors) and also assuming that the developers create the 
product entirely in line with the Technical Specification (or that the 
software testing cycle removes all errors), the completed software 
can still not perform as the users originally envisioned it would. In 
this case, this can be due to a lack of training and/or ability to write 
high quality Requirements at the start of a software project.

So, what can happen if the completed software is found to be 
unsatisfactory to the level of not being fit for purpose? Either the 
project will be declared a failure as the project board cuts their 
losses (cue several recent Government IT projects) or some level 
of development rework will have to take place, leading to potentially 
major delays and cost overruns (cue several recent Government 
IT projects). Whichever of these scenarios occurs it can lead to 
a breakdown of the relationship between the eventual software 
users and the development team.

It seems that there is a plethora of ways in which the software 
development process can fail and these are linked to Requirements. 
What is required for this process to be a success?

Firstly, Requirements must be clearly defined. This can be 
achieved having the definition performed by people who are linked 
to the people who will be using the software when it is completed. 
Requirements definition processes such as UML could be used. 
Furthermore, the people defining the Requirements must have 
had relevant training (for example, IREB Requirement Engineering 
certifications), so that all Requirements produced are clear, 
unambiguous and represent a true picture of what the completed 
software needs to achieve. These finalised Requirements must be 
reviewed and agreed by all relevant stakeholders.

Secondly, Requirements must be accurately translated into the 
Technical Specifications that the development team utilise to 
actually create the software. This can be achieved through use of 
skilled Requirements Analysts and Software Designers, as well as 
a robust and well-used review process. The review process must 
involve all relevant stakeholders, including representatives from the 
development team and the test team. Additionally, all specification 
documents must provide traceability to the original Requirements.

Thirdly, the development team must create the software according 
to the Technical Specification provided. This can be achieved 
through use of experienced developers and, sometimes, strong 
management! Additionally, the code should be annotated (where 
possible) with the Requirement references themselves (which 
should be available within the Technical Specification). This helps 
to provide complete traceability.

Fourthly, the test and/or quality assurance team must check the 
produced software against the agreed Technical Specifications 
and, if possible, should also check the produced software against 
the agreed original Requirements. Any issues raised should be 
linked to the relevant part of the Technical Specification and the 
relevant Requirement.

Following these steps outlined above will logically lead to a 
software product which:

•	 Was discussed and agreed between all relevant parties at 
the start of the project

•	 Fulfils all of the Requirements agreed at the start of the 
project and

•	 Can prove that it fulfils all of the Requirements agreed at 
the start of the project by complete traceability to those 
Requirements from the final product.

Such a product would not only be what users wanted but 
would also have an easier to manage development path.

Naturally, time and financial constraints can stymie attempts 
to completely follow this process leaving it perhaps as an 
ideal to aim for rather than a complete solution. However, 
this article has hopefully helped to illuminate some of the 
pitfalls that may occur in the stages from the conception of 
a software product to its ultimate construction.

Nathan Weller,	  
Experimentus Senior Consultant
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Experimentus - First UK company 

to achieve TMMi Assessor Accreditation

Experimentus (www.experimentus.com), a leading UK 
software quality management consultancy, announces 
that it is the first IT solutions and services provider 
in the UK to be awarded accreditation by the TMMi® 

Foundation for its in-house developed TMMi assessment 
method. This prestigious endorsement confirms that 
Experimentus’ TMMi assessment method adheres to the 
highest professional standards in test and quality related 
process assessment.

The TMMi® Foundation (www.tmmifoundation.org) is a not-for-
profit organisation, founded by a number of leading European test 
and quality practitioners and is dedicated to improving software 
test and quality related processes and practices. The Foundation 
owns and supports the TMMi model, provides an independent 
accrediting service for lead assessors and assessors, along with 
the structure to accredit assessment methods.

In accordance with ISO 15504, the Foundation created TAMAR 
– the global standard requirements for TMMi assessment 
methods. Today’s accreditation confirms that Experimentus’ TMMi 
assessment method complies with TAMAR.

 
Geoff Thompson,	  
Experimentus Consultancy Director commented:

‘‘This Accreditation further illustrates our commitment to delivering a 
consistent and “best in class” service to our clients. It provides them 
with the assurance that, as a service provider, we are adhering to 
the assessment standards required by the Foundation. Moreover, 
whatever your approach to testing and quality, be it structured 
or agile, the systematic and disciplined structure of the method 
means that irrespective of who conducts the TMMi assessment 
the service will be identical.’’ 

Mac Miller,	  
TMMi® Foundation Director responsible for Accreditation commented:

“This is a real milestone not only for Experimentus but the testing 
community as a whole. TMMi has real value because it is the first 
industry testing model to be owned and actively managed by 
an independent organisation, which will ensure its longevity and 
credibility. The TMMi Foundation creates an environment where 
all companies, irrespective of size, can have the opportunity to 
validate their test process against an Industry standard model 
and provides a roadmap for future improvement. Over time it will 
also enable companies to compare how well they are performing 
against others in their industry.”

Experimentus’ TMMi assessment method will be reassessed 
by the Foundation every three years, as well as undergoing 
annual internal reviews to ensure all new industry changes and 
innovations are reflected in it. 

Martin Adcock,	  
Managing Director of Experimentus commented: 

‘‘We are delighted; our goal has always been to deliver effective 
and valuable technology services to our customers. As a leader in 
software quality management, Experimentus must meet the global 
demand for knowledgeable, educated professionals, utilising 
thorough, repeatable Industry recognised methods.’’
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Experimentus Team Accredited

TMMi Assessors First in the World

•	 Four Experimentus Consultants Accredited To Use The 
	 Experimentus TMMi Method

•	 First Software Testing Consultants In The World To 
	 Become Accredited

The software quality management consultancy, Experimentus 
announces that four of its senior consultants have been 
accredited by the TMMi® Foundation to use the Experimentus 
TMMi assessment method.

The accredited Experimentus TMMi assessment method is one 

of the most effective methods to assess and improve software 
quality processes.

This prestigious endorsement confirms that Experimentus and its 
team of consultants adhere to the highest professional standards 
in test and quality related process assessment.

 
Martin Adcock,	 
Experimentus Managing Director, commented:

‘‘This award once again highlights the expertise, 
experience and high standards we have in-house here at 
Experimentus.”

To mark this Accreditation, Experimentus is conducting a survey 
to identify the maturity of software testing and quality across 
industry sectors in line with the Test Maturity Model (TMMi). Upon 
completion, Experimentus will produce and provide participants 
with two valuable pieces of information:

 
•	 A high level view of their organisation’s testing 
	 maturity against the TMMi 

•	 A White Paper featuring industry benchmarking 
	 data 

For more information and to carry out the short survey please go 
to either: 

www.experimentus.com	  
or 	  
http://experimentus.tmmibenchmark.sgizmo.com/ 
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Experimentus Director 

Wins 2008 European Testing Excellence Award

•	 Geoff Thompson wins 2008 EuroSTAR Award

•	 Recognition of his leadership and contribution in  
	  software testing 

Geoff Thompson, Director of Experimentus has won the 2008 
European Testing Excellence Award.

Mr Thompson received his award at the European EuroSTAR 
event held in Holland. The theme of this year’s conference was 

“The Future of Software Testing” a topic that Mr Thompson 
has addressed recently within various industry speeches 
and articles.

The European Testing Excellence Award is presented annually 
to an individual who has made a significant contribution to the 
field of software testing within Europe. The award recognises 
individuals who have demonstrated leadership and excellence 
in solving testing challenges through innovative approaches 
and solutions. 

Martin Adcock,	 
Experimentus Managing Director, commented:

“This is a great achievement and great recognition from the 

industry for the work Geoff has done to help develop the 

software testing and software quality management industry 

in Europe and in particular the work he has put into the BCS 

SIGiST, UK Testing Board, TMMi Foundation, ISTQB and ISEB 

over the years.”
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Experimentus consultant shortlisted 

for ‘IT Professional of the Year’ Award

Experimentus Senior IT Consultant, Brian Wells, makes the 
shortlist for the 2008 Computing Awards for Excellence ‘IT 
Professional of the Year’ award.

Now in their 16th year, the Oscars of the IT industry recognise 
and reward the very highest standards of individual and collective 
achievement.

Brian’s position and expertise are underpinned by a strong work 
ethic, a proven ability to forge and maintain major client relationships 
and over 20 years of industry experience. He is a specialist in Test 
and Validation and has contributed to the success of a myriad 
of mission critical projects over the years. He has held numerous 

senior IT positions including Test Strategist and Test Consultant 
within international blue chip companies and has garnered an all 
encompassing understanding of the industry as a result.

Brian has led teams that have added value and delivered high 
quality IT software quality management lifecycle assessments 
using the TMM model. Over the last three years, Brian has 
undertaken ten TMM assessments for major corporations in the 
Banking & Finance, Retail, Outsourcing and International Legal 
sectors. Each assessment provided an accurate “picture” of the 
capability of their test and test-related quality processes and often 
delivered unpalatable “home truths”, which takes a consummate 
skill to do this in face of organisational culture.

Geoff Thompson,	  
Experimentus Consultancy Director, commented:

“Brian is a true reflection of Experimentus’ consultative 
approach Listen, Challenge, Understand, Interpret and 
Create”

Other individuals and organisations shortlisted for awards 
include  the global Head of Infrastructure - Dresdner Kleinwort, 
Zurich Life UK, the CIO - BT Design, Redbull Racing, the CIO 
- Transport for London, NHS Connecting for Health, the Director 
of Group IT - Lloyds TSB, Taylor Woodrow, Citi UK and The Co-
operative Group.


