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Abstract. For many years, Requirements Engineering has been regarded as a 
crucial phase of software development, because it is responsible to collect from 
the stakeholders and model the purposes of the system to be. Consequently, lots 
of research results have been accumulated over the years concerning approach-
es to elicit and model requirements. However, eliciting and modeling require-
ments for innovative software, for which no determined stakeholder is defined, 
are still open research issues. This is due to the very nature of innovation, which 
asks for new ways of thinking and generating software products. This paper 
aims at presenting the RE process which led to the development of a web-based 
social network named ConecteIdeias. This social network is aimed at support-
ing people on creating new ideas and solutions to change social reality in the 
place where they live. Besides briefly presenting the social network and thor-
oughly describing the process, this paper also presents some lessons learned and 
good practices gathered throughout the process execution. The long term goal 
of this research is to propose a general RE process for the development of inno-
vative software. 

1   Introduction 

The velocity and complexity of software development processes especially aiming at 
innovation is ever growing these days [1]. Thus, being successful in innovating de-
pends, more and more, on the ability of interacting and exchange knowledge. In other 
words, in the past few years, we have been watching a change in paradigm in software 
development, coming from more to less structured processes, especially concerning 
the determination of the purposes of the software to be and, thus, in the Requirements 
Engineering (RE) context.  



In general, RE has been appointed as a crucial phase in software development, be-
ing considered by renowned researchers like Boehm [2] as well as practitioners as the 
reason for either successful software (when properly done) or for huge failures (oth-
erwise). However, if we consider the aforementioned paradigm shift, we must expect 
the need for drastic changes in the RE practices.  

Finkelstein [3] claims that today, the model for software adoption is analogous to 
the one of TV channel selection. Users download and delete new software apps and 
adhere and remain in this or that social network system, depending on their immediate 
use and perception. Thus, software developers have more and more difficulties in 
attracting and especially in maintaining customers.  

When one considers developing software to support the needs of specific organiza-
tions or stakeholders, the RE process is somehow facilitated by the fact that the re-
quirements engineers have someone to consult, question, negotiate, i.e. interact when 
developing the system to be. In other words, RE is less complex when the develop-
ment occurs on demand. In other cases, however, there is no a priori contractor. In 
such  cases, the developers themselves imagine that there is an unmet need for a soft-
ware system. Thus, from the point of view of the developer, the client is not yet 
known and he is not sure if the need is real. This is what we call innovative software. 
In the case of innovative software, market and product are both unknown at the be-
ginning of the development process. In these contexts, novel functionalities must be 
developed and not simply copied from a software or context to another. Otherwise, 
there is no innovation at all. 

Having set before the reader the main characteristics and difficulties in developing 
innovative software, a question that begs for an answer is: what is an appropriate RE 
process to develop innovative software? This research question is the long-term goal 
of this present research. In this paper, we describe the RE process applied in a recent 
project aiming at developing an innovative software, namely the ConnecteIdeias web-
based social network1. Besides describing the process lifecycle and activities, we also 
highlight some best practices and lessons learned during the process execution. It is 
important to highlight that, when we say best practices and lessons learned, we are 
merely using the Knowledge Management jargon for positive and negative impres-
sions respectively, as opposed to empirically validated claims. 

ConecteIdeias’s  top goal is to provide social and technological innovation to em-
power communities to improve different social, environmental, and economic issues 
affecting them, by the constructive debate around ideas (i.e. solutions to these issues). 
To support system development, we chose an economically challenged community in 
the city of Vitória/ES (Brazil) as ConecteIdeias’s target user community. Selecting a 
user has been crucial to enable us to understand the requirements and to test the sys-
tem’s prototypes, by developing several experimentation throughout the RE cycle. 

Aiming at clearly describing the contributions of our work, the remaining of this 
paper is organized as follows: Section 2 brings background information, along with 
the analysis of some related work; Section 3 presents some initial information about 

                                                             
1 http://www.conecteideias.com 



the case study; Section 4 describes the ConecteIdeias social network; Section 5 pre-
sents the RE process used in the case; and Section 6 concludes the paper. 

2   Background Information and Related Works 

2.1   Innovative Projects 

Innovation is all about being able to create new value through new products, ser-
vices, production processes or social arrangements [1]. Such new value can be eco-
nomic, social or environmental. It can be made using markets or not, but innovation 
always requires multiple actors. In other words, innovation is necessarily a collective 
effort. It also involves doing things differently from what is already being done and to 
do so, it requires a project structure.  

Projects are unique, one-time initiatives, assembled to be temporary and to achieve 
a specified goal under the constraints of time, budget and other resources. However, 
innovative projects have specificities. Particularly, they differ in terms of novelty 
degree, availability of technologies required, complexity and pace [4]. 

Novelty refers to how new the product or service is to the market, the customers, 
the potential users, i.e. to the society in general. Novelty is particularly relevant be-
cause it defines the process of defining the product’s or service’s requirements. Ac-
cording to Wheelwright and Clark [5] in terms of novelty, new products and services 
are classified as derivatives, platforms or breakthroughs. Derivatives are extensions of 
existing products or services while platform projects correspond to developing and 
producing new generations of existing products and services. Breakthrough projects 
aim at introducing a totally new product or service, based on new concepts or new 
technologies. Thus, novelty corresponds to a beneficiary’s perspective.  

Design methodologies to elicit the possible future customers and beneficiaries re-
quirements are helpful [6] as well as the understanding of business models that can 
make the new product or service viable and sustainable [7]. As the level of definitions 
is low at the beginning of the project and it lowers as the project runs, requirements 
must remain flexible until first market introduction is made and until customer’s 
feedback is available.  

Fast prototyping is very important. Moreover, working close to potential or desired 
customers or beneficiaries is critical and one of the tasks to get success is to educate 
them about the potential of the new product or service and to articulate hidden needs 
[4]. 

2.2   Related Works: Requirements Engineering for Innovative Software 

Research on processes and methods to support RE for innovative software seems to 
be in its early stages in the academic community. Most of the works we have found 
do not refer to innovation. They do however explore Design techniques especially the 
ones supporting creativity to enable requirements elicitation and analysis.  

Recently, Lemos et al. [8] conducted a systematic mapping study on creativity in 
RE. As a result of this study, four groups have been considered as the main drivers of 



this research area: a) Maiden/Robertson et. al; b) Berry et. al; c) Nguyen et. al; and d) 
Schimd et. al. We believe that different aspects of each of them may be useful to our 
research but none of them share the same focus. 

From Maiden/Robertson et. al and Berry et. al, we can profit from experimenting 
with the proposed and applied techniques for requirements elicitation. In fact, some of 
the techniques we applied in the early phases of our RE process are very similar to the 
ones applied in Maiden/Robertson et. al. The works of Berry et. al on the other hand 
focus on the proposal of a method called EPMCreate, based on the model of the 
pragmatics of communication. EPMCreate still relies on the existence of specific 
stakeholders for the system-to-be and would require a big adaptation for application 
in cases similar to the one we describe here.  

The works of Nguyen et. al can contribute with a more theoretical view of creativi-
ty for RE. In this respect, more recent works such as [9] may add interesting points to 
this discussion as it presents a study to help us understand the meaning of creativity 
used in a specific RE context to help us decide about the required support for such 
context. 

Moreover, Horkoff and Maiden [10] have also made some interesting progress on 
the use of i* to support creativity in RE. Their idea is to overcome problems of the 
free-form representation of creative workshops Maiden previously applied, by taking 
advantage of goal analysis to support the decision making in RE.   

Although many interesting works have been found, the analysis of such works has 
shown that the existing RE practices for generating innovation are far from consensu-
al and many points are open for discussion, including the proposal of a RE process 
such as the one we are currently investigating. 

3   General Information about the ConecteIdeias Case 

ConecteIdeias was funded by a state funding S,T&I agency as an innovation project, 
aimed at putting together academia, private sector and society in the development of a 
new social platform. The main innovative feature of ConecteIdeias is to provide inter-
est groups with an online tool able to help them transforming ideas into reality.  

In principle, all actors were committed to develop an innovative system. One of the 
first actions we took was registering the software-to-be, giving ownership of the soft-
ware to all actors in Table 1, which also present these actors’ responsibilities. 

We attribute many of the successes of the project to the multidisciplinary nature of 
the project team. Regarding the academic actors, this created many knowledge ex-
change opportunities and motivated these actors to engage in the project’s activities. 

Throughout the project, carrying out responsibilities was not as smooth as one 
would like. For example, many times, the Requirements Engineer and Junior Re-
searcher on Industrial Design had to take over the implementation; the Researcher on 
Innovation had to manage the project, etc. One important lesson learned is for next 
time, to use some consensus making method to help the team agree on some core 
concepts regarding the project from start, for instance the concept of innovation itself. 



We discuss more about this on Section 5, where we describe the RE process and high-
light the best practices and the lessons learned throughout the process execution. 

Table 1. ConecteIdeias developing team actors along with their specific responsibility 
Actor Specific Responsibility 
Researcher on Innovation Inform the team about innovation principles and serv-

ing as the “team glue”, managing the actors.  
Researcher on Project Management Manage the development project. 
Senior Researcher on Industrial 
Design 

Using and conducting activities with the appropriate 
Design techniques throughout the system development. 
For example, User-centered Design and Creativity 
techniques. 

Researcher on Collaborative Soft-
ware and Requirements Engineering 
(Computer Science Background) 

Supervising the RE activities, support on conceiving 
and modeling Collaborative Software 

Researcher on Collaborative Soft-
ware and Mobile Applications 
(Computer Science Background) 

Supervising the development of the android version of 
ConecteIdeias, support on conceiving Collaborative 
Software 

Requirements Engineer (Computer 
Science Background) 

Requirements analysis and modeling 

Junior Researcher on Industrial 
Design 

Conducting activities with the appropriate Design tech-
niques throughout the system development. And devel-
oping the system’s interface design. 

Company Senior member Contribute in the RE activities and supervise the im-
plementation of the system-to-be. The company was 
also in charge of hosting the social network servers. 

Four Company Developers Implement the System-to-be. 

4   The ConecteIdeias Social Network 

The ConecteIdeias social network allows anyone to create an idea while the other 
users can interact with him/her, helping to improve or even to implement it. In other 
words, the system supports people sharing a common goal (regarding a specific city 
issue) to expose, discuss and possibly accomplish their ideas. For that, ConecteIdeias 
needs to support people not only in proposing a solution in the virtual world (i.e. the 
web), but also in pursuing such solution in the real world.  

ConecteIdeias has been developed as a web platform where any registered user can 
connect to. In order to register themselves, users must enter their name, address and 
email. Once connected, the user is taken to the ConecteIdeias main page which pre-
sents the Ideas Wall, as shown in Figure 1. This wall displays the ideas created by the 
whole community, ordered by creation date, number of concerned people, or number 
of comments. 



 
Figure 1. ConnecteIdeias main page after login 

The idea is then the project’s central element. One idea is essentially composed of 
a theme, a descriptive text, images and geographic location. Besides the panel seen at 
Figure 1, there is an alternative screen, where people are able to interact with ideas 
directly on a map, also viewing the active and accomplished ideas according to their 
geographic location. 

Any registered user can create an ideia and then become its leader, as illustrated in 
Fig. 1. A user can also collaborate with already created ideas. In order to do so, first 
he/she needs to visualize an idea, either in the Ideas Wall or by using any navigation 
facility provided in the platform. For example, while viewing an idea, it is possible to 
view its related ideas. Users can also search for a specific theme or even a specific 
user, and then view the ideas related to this user. 

Users can act on different ideas leaded by other users, provided that they receive 
an invitation by the idea’s leader or active user. When acting, users are able to send 
comments or images. Otherwise, users can also follow an idea. In this case, the user 
may only passively observe other users’ interaction concerning that idea. While act-
ing or following an idea, users can also invite other users to participate on that idea.  

Commenting and placing images are not the only way to act on an idea. Real world 
actions (that might lead the idea being accomplished) may also be registered. These 
actions are called ongoing action, and they are presented as highlighted comments. 
Accordingly, users are able to have an overall view of the idea's evolution. Once the 
idea has been accomplished, the leader can finally set it as accomplished. 

Usually, people that live on socially excluded communities do not have access to 
personal computers, often accessing the Internet through a mobile phone. Thus, be-
sides the web-based application, a mobile application has also been developed (on 
Android Platform) in order to facilitate system's accessibility. Moreover, the software 
development company that implemented ConecteIdeias has also developed a Mi-
crosoft-based version of the system, so as to support their in-house clients.  



5   The RE Process Used to Develop ConecteIdeias 

In this Section, we present the RE process we applied to develop the ConecteIdeias 
Social Network. Figure 2 depicts the RE process lifecycle. 

 

 

Fig. 2. ConecteIdeias RE Process Lifecycle 

As shown in Fig.2, the process was carried out by executing three sequential activi-
ties, followed by performing a few cycles, each one composed of six iterative activi-
ties. In what follows, we describe all these activities.  

A. Experimentation with related software. We chose three social networks that 
are also aimed at serving as a collaborative platform around problems noted by citi-
zens about their city, i.e. systems that shared the goals with the software under devel-
opment2. Then, we made some experimentation with the targeted stakeholders to 
gather some impressions about their relation with the kind of technology required by 
the system-to-be. This activity was conducted by the Industrial Design researchers in 
our team. For this activity, the general public of the community was involved: 13 
people (regarding age: six in the 20-30 range, six in the 13-19 range, and one 40 year-
old participant).   

To contrast with the public involved in the first workshop, we also organized an 
experimentation workshop with the members of an Aiesec chapter. Aiesec is an or-
ganization aimed at developing young leaders, generally targeting University under-
graduate students or recently graduated students. This workshop gathered 4 people, 
with age ranging from 18-30 years old. In this workshop, besides the Industrial De-
sign researchers, a senior member of the development company that implemented 
ConecteIdeias was involved.  

As expected, the results of both workshops were different. The Aiesec group 
proved to be more familiar with social networks, finding it easy to use the chosen 
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systems. During the experimentation, they were able to suggest enhancements to the 
software in use.  

The community group, on the other hand, presented some difficulties while trying 
to use the systems. They were afraid of doing something wrong (which showed us the 
need of developing a system that provides constant feedback to the user); they could 
not read the words in English, like tags, for instance; it took them a long time to navi-
gate through the social network and, many times, they did not understand the goals of 
the actions they were supposed to undertake in a specific webpage within the system 
in use. As a result of this experimentation, we also found out that they are very used 
to Facebook and, consequently, they are used to upload photos and videos, besides 
linking and sharing information.  

The distinct results obtained in the two workshops led us to consider, from the 
start, that we should develop the same functionalities in different ways of interaction, 
so that we would support different types of users. But despite the different results, 
there were also some commonalities. Both groups mentioned the suggestion to facili-
tate the creation of ideas, because in the tested software, this functionality was hard to 
find and the tutorials were too long and boring. They also both highlighted the need to 
have filters for finding ideas from the same topic and the same place. This feature was 
also missing in the tested software. And finally, they have also pointed out the im-
portance of using different colors to emphasize and classify information.  

 

Best Practice 
It is very interesting to test with software that shares goals with the system-to-be. This 
way, many Do’s and Don’ts are learned from the experimentation with similar fea-
tures. 
It is a good idea to experiment with groups of users with distinct profiles, because 
they will provide different feedback based on their level of experience with the kind 
of software being developed. And moreover, you will find out some general require-
ments from the feedback in common. 
 

B. Preliminary Requirements Gathering (PRG). We invited some community 
leaders for a workshop with the aim of gathering the first requirements for the system-
to-be. For this activity to be effective, it was important that the interaction with the 
system became something concrete. Thus, the activity was elaborated with basis on 
paper, using cards that represented the inputs and outputs of the system. Please refer 
to Figure 3, which shows scenes of this activity. Some examples of requirements that 
emerged in this workshop are: a) attaching images and videos to the posted ideas; and 
b) printing banners and other publicity material generated as a result of the debate 
regarding a posted idea. 

 
Best Practice 
It is essential to simulate the interaction with the system-to-be by using concrete ma-
terial. Humans are used to concrete things and are liable to provide you with more 
useful feedback when facing concrete interaction. 



 
                         (i)                                                         (ii) 

Figure 3. (i) paper cards and (ii) scene from the PRG Workshop 
 

C. Software Naming. Originally, the system-to-be was called Mosaic. But after 
activity B, one of the community leaders pointed out that such a name did not make 
the system’s proposal explicit. Every once in a while, we were invited to participate in 
a community leaders’ forum meeting to present our proposal. Thus, we took in the 
advice regarding the name and, in one of these meetings, we asked the leaders to pro-
vide the system-to-be with a new name. For that, a brainstorming was conducted, 
resulting in the proposal of several interesting names. Then, by vote, the leaders chose 
ConnectIdeas as the name of the Social Network under development.  
 
Best Practice 
Relying on the stakeholders to make decisions during the software RE process has a 
good impact in engaging people around the goals of the innovation project.  
 

D. User Analysis. The contact with the targeted stakeholders helped us understand 
several difficulties people had with the use of websites and apps, in writing text and 
etc. Thus, before each cycle of requirements prioritizing, modeling and prototyping, 
we conducted an analysis, which helped us raise some points of attention that we 
reminded people throughout the whole cycle, so as to come up with solutions to cope 
with such problems.  

For the first user analysis activity, we used the information of the activities A-C, 
which turned out to be very valuable in terms of requirements gathering. In general, 
we concluded that we had to create different ways to ease the users interaction with 
the system. For instance, a) creating a tutorial composed of a lot of images and not 
some many pieces of text, helping people to intuitively learn how to use the system; 
b) to provide templates with some predefined text to support writing; c) using distinct 
colors to highlight and classify information. Besides these points of attention, a gen-
eral reminder resulting form the outcomes of activity A was to allow different types 
of interaction with the system, so as not to bore more experienced users. 

Throughout the cycles, this activity was carried out a number of times, always 
guiding us to look at the user as the target when conceiving new system’s require-
ments. An interesting functionality type that was targeted as a result of this activity 
was a way for the system to gather different types of statistical information regarding 



the use of the distinct features of the system, so as to provide us a way to analyze the 
user, even after system release.  

 
Best Practice 
Satisfying the software user remains as the main focus of the RE activity. However, 
as the user is not always present and available for requirement elicitation, performing 
analysis of user characteristics and statistical data is paramount to feed the require-
ment engineering cycle with useful knowledge.  
 

E. Brainstorming. We organized some brainstorming sessions to elicit require-
ments from the LabTAR members, mostly composed of students and researchers in 
the fields of Computer Science, Industrial Design and Production Engineering. A few 
actors from the company’s development team were also present in a couple of meet-
ings (junior members). Two of the Industrial Design researchers were responsible for 
conducting the brainstorming sessions. In these opportunities, we proposed different 
themes (e.g. How to connect the discussed ideas? How to make the system user 
friendly? How to make the system more intelligent? How to turn the discussed ideas 
at ConecteIdeias something tangible in the real world?). For each theme, people could 
freely suggest new features whenever a new idea came to their mind. Figure 6 depicts 
the brainstorming sessions. 

  
                                 (i)                                                        (ii)       
Figure 6. (i) Post-its registering requirements; (ii) group involved in one of the brainstorming 
sessions. 

In this activity, there was no censorship, i.e. all requirement proposals were wel-
comed and registered in post-its. After each brainstorming session, we gathered the 
post-its and classified the requirements, creating different hierarchies for each theme. 
This classification meant to facilitate the requirements engineers to understand and set 
requirements in priority order, thus supporting the next activity in the RE cycle. 

 
Best Practices 
Brainstorm with the development team can be helpful to support people in thinking 
out of the box, arriving at innovative requirements.  



The more multidisciplinary the brainstorming team, the better, because a professional 
from a field inspires the others, creating a rich knowledge exchange.  
While brainstorming, it is important not to censor any incoming ideas. 
 

F. Requirements Prioritization. We took the resulting document from activity E 
to a session where we gathered the requirements analysts, the senior members of 
LabTAR and the senior members of the software development company, whose main 
responsibility was to implement ConnectIdeas.  

The objective of this session was to set the requirements in priority order, also giv-
ing a chance to the development company’s collaborators to add new requirements 
when needed. No particular requirements prioritization technique has been applied in 
this activity, although we acknowledge that such methods can be beneficial. The 
choice for not using one was rather a pragmatic one. The project’s team was very 
heterogeneous and the time was not feasible to accommodate training of such tech-
niques. 

In practice, very few requirements were added. In fact, the company members act-
ed more to restrict or censor the list of requirements, listing those of high priority that 
should be implemented, and often making clear that some of the requirements with 
less priority would never come into play.  

In general, we noted that such censorship was not only due to prioritization or to 
make the development process more agile. Many times, restrictions happened as a 
result of a different view of the project and were often not interested in generating 
innovation, but rather using the opportunity to develop something they could sell to 
their clients using the established paradigm. As consequence, the different visions the 
industrial partners had when compared to the members of academia and user commu-
nity demotivated and generated several disagreements between the development team. 
The practical impacts of such disagreements in ConecteIdeias adoption have been 
discussed in [11]. 
 
Lessons Learned 
The team needs to reach a consensus regarding what Innovation is before the project 
starts. Otherwise, people will commit to different goals and this may hamper the de-
velopment of innovative software. 
No matter if the majority of the project members are engaged and oriented towards 
Innovation. One uncommitted partner is enough to undermine the project’s goals 
towards Innovation. 
Communication between academic and industrial partners is difficult because of the 
different work contexts and language. Thus, communication should be managed and 
cared for. 
 

G. Requirements Analysis and Modeling. Having the requirements’ list in priori-
ty order, the requirements analyst proceeded to analyze and model requirements. For 
each cycle, the analyst together with a RE researcher decided upon the scope of the 
model, with basis on the previous talks to the company’s team (activity F). Then, the 



requirements analyst built an ER model. And at each cycle, the ER model was re-
fined, incorporating concepts, relations and attributes.  

ER was chosen because the requirements analyst had previous experience with this 
language while not having any with goal modeling languages or other RE frame-
works. However, we do believe that more sophisticated techniques, such as goal mod-
eling could be beneficial to this activity, since it provides more appropriate techniques 
to analyze and document the decision making process in RE. For instance, i* [12] 
allows such analysis and documentation through decomposition and alternative analy-
sis, criteria prioritization through contribution analysis, among others.  

In this activity, there was usually lots of debate among the academic members and 
especially with the requirements engineer regarding whether or not to ignore the re-
strictions imposed by the industrial partner (see activity F). There is a high motivation 
to ignore these restrictions, since the current activity (G) was performed in the Uni-
versity lab. However, this has proven not to be such a good idea, especially since the 
next activity (H) is to be carried out by the industrial partner itself. Thus, more con-
flicts and miscommunications arose whenever we decided to ignore the agreements 
made on activity F.  

 
Best Practices 
At each cycle, it is very important to define the scope of the RE model, so as to in-
crementally develop the system.  
Lessons Learned 
It is paramount to deal with members’ anxiety and different expectations regarding 
the system to-be, because in such process there is no system owner. Thus, the mod-
eled requirements have to result from consensus in activity G. Otherwise, more con-
flicts and miscommunication are bound to happen among the team members. 

 
H. Prototyping. As prescribed by the researchers on innovation (refer to Section 

2.1), ConecteIdeias was developed incrementally, by providing a more complete pro-
totype at each cycle. Thus, it is difficult to separate the RE process from the develop-
ment process altogether.  

This activity was carried out by the company’s developing team, although in some 
cycles, some members of LabTAR also got involved in coding. Wulpi and Pinto [11] 
present more detail about which parts of the system was implemented by which actor.  

The collaboration among the different programmers was not very smooth. Besides 
the different views of the project (discussed in F and G), the fact that the program-
mers were geographically disperse and often working in different hours was also chal-
lenging.  To support that, regular on site or skype meetings  were carried out to assign 
responsibilities and update the information regarding the system modules. Moreover, 
some code management software were used, such as github3 and the MS TeamFoun-
dation4 built for MS Visual Studio5 (specifically used for ConecteIdeias’s  MS Win-
dows version).  
                                                             
3 https://github.com 
4 https://www.visualstudio.com/en-us/products/tfs-overview-vs.aspx 
5 https://www.visualstudio.com/ 



 
Best Practices 
Code management software is an essential support to assist in collaboration, version-
ing and code reviewing, especially when the programmers are geographically dis-
perse.  
Lessons Learned 
For all activities but especially to this one, it is very important to make good predic-
tions regarding time/effort. Otherwise, this can activity may be a difficult bottleneck 
in the process. 
It is paramount that it becomes clear who is going to implement the software and to 
get the commitment of the assigned partner to replace programmers if the task is not 
being carried out on time and under specified quality criteria. 

 
I. Experimentation with the Prototype.   The main goal of this activity was to test 
the implemented functionalities of ConecteIdeias prototype at each cycle. This was 
important 1) to gather feedback regarding whether these functionalities were up to the 
standards or needed some improvement; and 2) to gather new requirements regarding 
new functionalities from the target user.This activity was carried out following the 
same dynamics of activity A, and again by the researchers in Industrial Design. For 
pragmatic reasons, we could not test ConecteIdeias with other user groups as before.   

Given the variety of more or less formalized approaches to RE, it is not easy to 
consider a standard RE process. We are indeed able to state that such process is usual-
ly composed at least of activities such as Elicitation, Analysis, Negotiation, Validation 
and Documentation [2], iterated in distinct ways, depending on the method. In a 
sense, the process we propose targets all these activities. Many of the differences in 
dealing with such activities are highligthed in the posed best practices and lessons 
learned, but others may be only read in between the lines. Unfortunatelly, for lack of 
space, we are unable to make these differences more explicit. We emphasize, howev-
er, that the main differences in our process are motivated by the fact that there is no 
specific targeted stakeholder, as in most systems developed for organizations. 
 

6   Conclusions 

In this paper, we describe the RE process used in an innovation project carried out to 
develop ConecteIdeias, a web-based social network aimed at supporting users in de-
bating and implementing ideas to solve city problems.  

It is our claim that developing innovative software requires a specific RE process, 
having in mind the specificities of generating innovation products. Here, we highlight 
and analyze some lessons gathered throughout ConecteIdeias RE process execution.  

From start, the project team was committed to generating a breakthrough innova-
tive product as described in Section 2.1. However, several issues regarding the inter-
action among the project team members led to the current version of the system, 
which we consider a derivative product.  



We do acknowledge that we do not attempt to close the discussion in this regard, 
but rather to start one. Much work remains to be done before we can claim we have a 
steady and concrete process proposal. First of all, more empirical evidence is needed 
so as to prove the quality of the proposed process. Moreover, we must acknowledge 
the limitations of our work with dealing with documentation ambiguity and other 
issues that are so far out of the scope of this work but as important with respect to the 
development of innovative software. Thus, future work includes generalizing the RE 
process and applying it in other case studies. Moreover, our research agenda also 
includes trying out different Design-oriented techniques and related to improve this 
process and related challenges. 
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