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ABSTRACT Non-programmers can use the macro feature to automate simple tasks through a series of drop down selections.
Macros allow users to easily chain commands together such as running queries, importing or exporting data, opening

and closing forms, previewing and printing reports, etc. Macros support basic logic (IF conditions) and the ability to call

other macros.
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Introduction:

Requirements engineering community as an elicitation aid as well an
indispensable tool for organizing information and supporting the rea-
soning process in the early design phases. Models are useful in guiding
the elicitation process, uncovering problems such as conflicting re-
quirements or misunderstandings of the domain analysis and predic-
tive reasoning to be performed. With notations such as UML, now wide-
ly recognized as the industrial standard of the software development
process, which address mainly the software design phase, it became
evident that the early analysis phases could also benefit from the use of
modeling support. However, the adequate abstraction mechanisms to
represent uncertainty, intentionality and dependencies which are part
of the real world.

This enables models to capture uncertainty in requirements, expose
actor vulnerabilities and explore the social dimensions of actor interac-
tions which are more difficult, if not impossible.

Given the wide range of issues that kids contact the company about,
properties such as anonymity, confidentiality and safety of service us-
age became absolute requirements for all the services that the com-
pany offers.

The aim of the initial phase of the project was to get a complete picture
of the organizational setting, to understand its internal and external
relationships and to capture the knowledge acquired impact of intro-
ducing new technologies.

Discussion:

While the difficulties encountered in the model development process
can be addressed to some extent by different modeling alternatives
along with adequate scalability tool support, the complexity of the re-
sulting models requires further analysis and new concepts to be intro-
duced to enable efficient reasoning on them. The complete model’s size
depends primarily on the complexity of the domain which is invariant
regardless of the methodology adopted for the model development.
Creating sub-models, representing various aspects of the organization-
al context, reduces the model building difficulties, but at the end of
the model development phase all the resulting sub-models should be
merged into a single model to facilitate a comprehensive, domain-wide
analysis of dependencies and design choice effects. In order to be able

to perform the analysis accurately and effectively, the modeler needs
to have available ways of simplifying the diagram based on the kinds of
questions that are driving the analysis.

The evaluation results should be viewed as partial results for high-lev-
el intentional elements and as means for conducting comparisons
between alternatives. Using the top-down model slicing concept the
modeler can get a comprehensive picture of all the elements that con-
tribute to that specific client goal.

Conclusion

The bottom-up slicing algorithm decreased dramatically the complex-
ity of the diagram by filtering out the elements that were not related
with the analysis question at hand conducting the reasoning process
on the significantly simpler model slice proved to be much easier than
reasoning on the entire diagram. We have seen in the previous chapter
that the bottom-up slicing concept is very useful in conducting com-
parative analysis and reducing the complexity of large diagrams. When
conducting early requirements engineering analysis, other valid anal-
ysis questions and concerns may arise. We will define the top-down
model slice concept as a way of reducing the complexity of the dia-
grams and its associated scalability problems, while keeping a coher-
ent view containing all the relevant information needed or the analysis.
While the bottom-up model slicing concept started from a low level
design decision and traced its effects on the various client objectives,
the top-down starts from a high level client objective and traces down-
wards all the design decisions that affect that particular client goal.

As we have previously seen, scalability challenges can be successfully
addressed by the top-down and bottom-up slicing concepts. When di-
agrams reach a certain level of complexity, they become indispensable
tools for conducting the analysis. In such cases the modeler would have
to resort to some of our proposed tool support solutions for the mod-
el building process, but in these situations the resulting model slices
could have a relative high complexity themselves. From our practical
experience we have observed that elements that are linked to the slice
originating point through a long chain of weak links tend to be less
relevant for the analysis than the ones who are linked more directly.
Elements whose contribution to/from others is less significant can give
us grounds for further simplification for our model slices based on the
relative cohesion between them and the slice focal point.
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