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RECOVER: Toward the Automatic Requirements
Generation from Stakeholders’ Conversations

Gianmario Voria , Francesco Casillo , Carmine Gravino , Gemma Catolino , Fabio Palomba

Abstract—Stakeholders’ conversations in requirements elicitation meetings contain valuable information regarding the system and
client needs. However, manually extracting system requirements from these discussions is a time-consuming and labor-intensive task.
Furthermore, since humans perform this process, there is a risk of errors and the introduction of biases. While current state-of-the-art
methods assist in summarizing stakeholder conversations and classifying requirements based on their nature, there is a noticeable
lack of approaches capable of both identifying requirements within these conversations and generating corresponding system
requirements. These approaches would significantly reduce the burden on requirements engineers by automating the identification and
generation process, thereby reducing the time and effort required. They would also support the production of accurate and consistent
requirements documentation, which can serve as a reliable foundation for further requirements analysis. To address this gap, this
paper introduces RECOVER (Requirements EliCitation frOm conVERsations), a novel conversational requirements engineering
approach that leverages natural language processing and foundation models to automatically extract system requirements from
stakeholder interactions by analyzing individual conversation turns. The approach is evaluated using a mixed-method research design
that combines statistical performance analysis with a user study involving requirements engineers, targeting two levels of granularity.
First, at the conversation turn level, the evaluation measures RECOVER’s accuracy in identifying requirements-relevant dialogue and
the quality of generated requirements in terms of correctness, completeness, and actionability. Second, at the entire conversation level,
the evaluation assesses the overall usefulness and effectiveness of RECOVER in synthesizing comprehensive system requirements
from full stakeholder discussions. The empirical evaluation shows promising results regarding the performance of RECOVER, as the
generated requirements exhibit satisfactory quality in their correctness, completeness, and actionability. Moreover, the results show the
potential usefulness of automating the process of eliciting requirements from conversation.

Index Terms—Conversational Requirements Engineering; Automated Software Engineering; Natural Language Processing.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

Requirements Engineering revolves around the elicitation,
analysis, and specification of functional and non-functional
requirements that a software system must guarantee to
its users [1], [2]. Research has shown that key informa-
tion for eliciting requirements is often gathered through
conversations between requirements engineers and system
stakeholders [3]. These interactions typically occur during
interviews or moderated workshops, which are increasingly
employed to gain a clearer understanding of the features a
software system should incorporate [4].

Recent studies highlight the benefits of analyzing stake-
holder conversations to help requirements engineers iden-
tify issues such as ambiguity or misconceptions early in
the process [5], [6]. However, a significant challenge in
contemporary Requirements Engineering is the substantial
cognitive effort and time required for accurate analysis of
these conversations [7]. Agreement between engineers and
stakeholders can take hours to weeks, leading to lengthy,
noisy discussions [8], [9]. While note-taking may suffice
for short conversations, longer interactions risk missing key
details, reducing the effectiveness of requirements elicitation
[10]. Manually reviewing recordings is also tedious and
error-prone, with important information potentially lost in
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the conversation’s noise [7]. This challenge is amplified in
critical systems like machine learning-enabled projects and
system-of-systems, where requirements such as fairness and
privacy concerns may be implicitly expressed and easily
overlooked [11], [12].

To address these challenges, Spijkman et al. [7] recently
proposed RECONSUM, an automated approach that lever-
ages natural language processing to (1) summarize conver-
sations and (2) detect requirements-relevant questions and
answers. By “requirements-relevant”, the authors referred
to exchanges that contain information potentially useful
for identifying system requirements, e.g., discussions about
user needs, specific system functionalities, constraints, or
technical specifications. According to the insights provided
by Spijkman et al. [7], RECONSUM reduces the effort re-
quired by requirements engineers in eliciting requirements
from conversations, streamlining the process by focusing on
the most pertinent information.

Recognizing the seminal advances made by RECON-
SUM, this paper aims at performing a further step ahead
by proposing a three-step approach—coined RECOVER
(Requirements EliCitation frOm conVERsations)—that can
automatically elicit and generate system requirements from con-
versations. Rather than summarizing the input conversa-
tions, RECOVER considers the entire corpus of the con-
versation to individually classify requirements-relevant con-
versation turns. It then processes these turns to filter out
noise and enhance them with contextual information. Next,
RECOVER exploits the capabilities of large language mod-
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els (LLMs) to generate system requirements corresponding
to the identified requirements-relevant conversation turns.
Finally, the approach aggregates the requirements generated
for each relevant turn, providing requirements engineers
with the full set of system requirements generated.

We evaluate RECOVER through an empirical study us-
ing the conversation dataset provided by Spijkman et al. [7].
This study comprises a statistical performance analysis and
a user study with 23 experienced requirements engineers,
focusing on two levels of granularity. First, we assess the
approach at the level of individual conversation turns.
Specifically, we measure the accuracy of RECOVER in clas-
sifying requirements-relevant conversation turns, evaluate
how closely the system requirements generated for each rel-
evant turn match those manually produced by requirements
engineers, and examine the correctness, completeness, and
actionability of these generated requirements.

Second, we evaluate the overall usefulness of RE-
COVER by analyzing the requirements generated from
entire conversations. This evaluation examines whether
focusing on individual conversation turns, rather than the
full conversational context, leads to missing relevant re-
quirements. In other words, this assessment determines
how effectively RECOVER captures the complete scope
of requirements and ensures that its turn-by-turn analysis
does not overlook critical information that may emerge from
the broader dialogue. The evaluation involves comparing
RECOVER’s output against two baselines: one produced
by requirements engineers and another generated by Chat-
GPT, a large language model that does not preprocess
requirements-relevant conversation turns. The inclusion of
an LLM baseline aims at demonstrating the added value
of RECOVER’s targeted preprocessing capabilities with
respect to a more general approach that lacks the same level
of contextual understanding and specificity.

At the individual conversation turn granularity, RE-
COVER may classify requirements with a recall of 76%.
In addition, the requirements generated by RECOVER can
properly capture content and semantics from conversations,
as outlined by ROUGE (Mean 38.53%) and METEOR scores
(Mean 41.87%). At the same time, they have lower BLEU
scores (Mean 5.39%) when considering precise wording. Fi-
nally, requirements engineers found the approach valuable,
yet they still raised the need for post-process validations
conducted by experts to remove erroneous requirements
produced by hallucinations of LLMs.

At the entire conversation granularity, the high BLEU
(78.82%) and METEOR (39.09%) scores achieved by RE-
COVER when compared against the manual baseline indi-
cate its strong ability to generate requirements that are both
accurate and comprehensive, making it a reliable tool for
producing outputs closely aligned with expert standards.
In contrast, while ChatGPT’s higher ROUGE score (43.96%)
suggests it captures a broad range of content similar to the
manual baseline, its lower BLEU score highlights poten-
tial shortcomings in precision and comprehensiveness. This
comparison underscores that utilizing the full RECOVER
approach, rather than relying solely on a language model
prompt, yields better results.

To sum up, our paper provides three major contributions
to the field of requirements engineering:

1) A novel, automated approach to recover requirements
from stakeholders’ conversations, which might reduce
the effort practitioners require to conduct requirements
elicitation processes;

2) A mixed-method empirical assessment of the capabili-
ties of the approach, which measured the performance
and overall quality of RECOVER at two different levels
of granularity;

3) A publicly available replication packages [13], that re-
searchers may use to either replicate/reproduce our
results or build on top of them.

2 RELATED WORK AND CONTRIBUTION

Our work intersects multiple areas within Requirements
Engineering, focusing on using conversational artifacts for
requirement generation. Our approach, RECOVER, distin-
guishes itself by employing machine learning techniques
to identify potential requirements within conversation ex-
cerpts and leveraging large language models (LLMs) to
generate detailed requirements from requirements-relevant
conversation turns. Jones’s early work [14] highlighted the
challenges in managing software projects, emphasizing the
importance of clear and comprehensive requirements elici-
tation, which aligns with our goal to enhance and streamline
the requirements generation process.

Recent studies have explicitly focused on requirements
conversations, analyzing their characteristics. Ferrari et al.
[5], [15] examined ambiguity in requirements interviews
and incorporated voice and biofeedback into conversational
artifacts. Our approach differs by applying automated so-
lutions to analyze these conversations, offering a more
nuanced understanding and extraction of requirements. Al-
varez and Urza [8] explored stakeholder roles through inter-
view transcripts, providing insights into the complexities of
requirements discussions. Our research builds on their work
by automating the identification of pertinent information
in similar transcripts, thereby enhancing the efficiency and
accuracy of extracting requirements.

Pre-requirements specification traceability, initially high-
lighted by Gotel and Finkelstein [16] to differentiate pre-
and post-requirements, was further explored by Krause et
al. [17] through a qualitative analysis of 67 papers, iden-
tifying its significance and challenges. Our methodology
aligns with this foundation, aiming to enhance requirements
management using systematic analysis and machine learn-
ing to trace requirements from early dialogues. Similarly,
van der Aa et al. [18] developed an automated method
for deriving declarative process models from natural lan-
guage, addressing challenges like synonyms and phrase
discrepancies. A recent literature review [19] highlighted
LLMs’ potential in software engineering, particularly in im-
proving the clarity and precision of software requirements
by reducing interpretational uncertainties, such as vague
terminology. These insights are crucial for RECOVER, as
its LLM component specifically tackles such linguistic vari-
ations. Studies by Kurtanović and Maalej [20] have provided
automated methods for classifying and delineating require-
ments in specifications. The proposed approach advances
these methodologies by employing sophisticated AI-driven
analysis to enhance the requirements generation process.
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Fig. 1. An overview of the main steps performed by RECOVER.

Finally, the work of Spijkman et al. [7], [9], [21]–[23]
offered valuable insights into requirements elicitation and
documentation. Through multiple empirical studies, the
authors examined the field of conversational requirements
engineering and identified the significant challenges associ-
ated with manually extracting valuable information from
conversations, citing the process as time-consuming and
inefficient. Recognizing the need for automation, they de-
veloped RECONSUM [24], an automated approach able to
summarize requirement conversations and locate speaker
turns—particularly questions—that may eventually con-
tain requirements-relevant information. These studies align
closely with the goals of RECOVER, which also seeks to
improve the efficiency and accuracy of requirements elici-
tation and documentation by leveraging advanced machine
learning and large language model (LLM) technologies.

² Summary and Contribution.

RECOVER builds on existing research in Require-
ments Engineering, advancing the field by using ma-
chine learning and large language models to automate
the extraction of requirements from conversational
data. This approach offers a more efficient and accu-
rate method for requirements elicitation. Our design
integrates concepts from RECONSUM [24], positioning
RECOVER as complementary to their work. While RE-
CONSUM focuses on summarizing conversations to ex-
tract requirements-relevant information primarily from
Q&A structures, RECOVER aims to fully automate re-
quirements elicitation by considering each conversation
turn as potentially containing valuable information.

3 RECOVER: A NOVEL CONVERSATIONAL RE-
QUIREMENTS ENGINEERING APPROACH

In this section, we introduce RECOVER, a novel approach
to conversational requirements engineering designed to ex-
tract system requirements from unstructured stakeholder
conversations. As illustrated in Figure 1, RECOVER oper-
ates through three main steps: (1) ‘Classification’ of indi-
vidual conversation turns to identify requirements-relevant
content, (2) ‘Processing’ of the selected turns to identify

and filter Question-Answer pairs, discarding invalid ones,
and (3) ‘Automatic generation’ of system requirements from
the processed conversation turns using a Large Language
Model. The following sections detail the key design and im-
plementation decisions made in developing our approach.

3.1 Step #1: Classification of Requirements-Relevant
Conversation Turns

Stakeholder conversations often reveal valuable informa-
tion, but they can also introduce ambiguity [5]. When
manually eliciting requirements from these conversations,
requirements engineers may become confused by ambigu-
ous or noisy data, increasing the effort needed to complete
the task. The first step of RECOVER aims at mitigating
these challenges by employing advanced natural language
processing techniques to automatically classify individual
conversation turns as requirements-relevant or not.

Step #1 Design. This step reduces noise in stakeholder
conversations by serving as a conversational filter that re-
fines dialogue turns. It begins by extracting and isolating
individual snippets from each conversation turn. Using
word-embedding techniques, the approach generates an N -
dimensional representation of each turn [25]. This represen-
tation enables the extraction of features from the text, which
natural language models can then use for classification. By
transforming the conversation into real-valued vectors, this
step prepares the data for subsequent analysis stages.

These transformed sentences are analyzed by a machine
learning (ML) model, which can binary-classify conversa-
tion turns as “requirements-relevant” or “non-requirements-
relevant”. Our approach is intended to support require-
ments engineers in the elicitation phase: we indeed envision
the output of the approach to be manually inspected by
an expert. As such, we prioritize minimizing missed re-
quirements over incorrectly including irrelevant turns, i.e.,
based on the expected use case of the approach, missing
requirements in conversation turns would be much worse
than having turns that do not contain requirements. Conse-
quently, a good ML algorithm employed in this step should
aim at optimizing recall over precision.

The output of this first step is represented by a list of
individual requirements-relevant conversation turns.
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Step #1 Implementation. From an operational stand-
point, implementing the first step required identifying a
suitable dataset to train the requirements-relevant conver-
sation turns classifier. Since no existing dataset contains
information linking conversation turns to related system
requirements, we sourced data from existing natural lan-
guage tasks in the requirements engineering field. Among
the available datasets, the PURE dataset [26] is one of the
most widely used. It contains 79 publicly available natural
language requirements documents collected from the Web,
totaling 34,268 sentences. We used an annotated version of
this dataset from Ivanov et al. [27], which includes 7,745 sen-
tences from requirements specification documents labeled
as “requirement” or “not requirement”. By training on this
data, the model employed in Step #1 can predict whether
an individual conversation turn may contain a requirement.

To determine the optimal word embedding technique
and machine learning model to use, we conducted prelimi-
nary experimentation. For word embeddings, we tested five
different techniques: TF-IDF [28], BERT [29], WORD2VEC
[30], FASTTEXT [31], and GLOVE [32]. For the machine learn-
ing model, we experimented with 27 algorithms provided
by the Lazy Predict library.1 This Python library facilitates
model comparison without requiring manual parameter
tuning. Each machine learning algorithm was evaluated in
conjunction with each of the word embedding techniques
to identify the most effective combination for classifying
requirements-relevant conversation turns.

TABLE 1
Step #1: Configuration of requirements-relevant conversation turns

classifier coming from our preliminary experimentation.

SVC Hyperparameters
C 1
Gamma 100
Kernel RBF
FastText + SVC Evaluation Metrics
Precision 0.814539
Recall 0.865608
Accuracy 0.846090
F1-Score 0.839133

Each sentence was initially represented using one of
the embedding techniques. We employed ten-fold cross-
validation [33] to partition the dataset and evaluate each
algorithm’s performance using Lazy Predict. To efficiently
handle the computational demands of testing various com-
binations of word embeddings and machine learning tech-
niques, sentences were represented as fixed vectors of
100 tokens, irrespective of requirement size or embed-
ding method. This approach minimized computational time
while maintaining the integrity of the results. We assessed
the performance of 135 combinations of word embedding
and machine learning models using well-established metrics
such as F1-score and accuracy [34]. The analysis identified
the best model for each word embedding technique, which
was then subjected to hyperparameter tuning using the
GRIDSEARCHCV algorithm from SCIKIT-LEARN. This step

1. The Lazy Predict library: https://github.com/shankarpandala/
lazypredict

ensured the reliability of the LazyPredict results by per-
forming another round of cross-validation to validate and
consolidate the initial findings.

The complete results of this preliminary analysis are
available in our online appendix [13]. According to our
findings, the best balance between performance and effi-
ciency was achieved using FASTTEXT2, a library for efficient
learning of word representations, as the word embedding
technique, and SVC [35], Scikit-learn’s implementation of
the Support Vector Machine algorithm, as the classifier.
The hyperparameter configuration and evaluation metrics
for this combination are detailed in Table 1. This solution
proved satisfactory due to its high recall performance.

3.2 Step #2: Processing of Conversation Turns

The requirements-relevant conversation turns identified in
the first step may lack sufficient context, i.e., earlier refer-
ences that are necessary for clarity. The second step of RE-
COVER addresses this issue by cleaning the conversation
turns: it removes those that do not provide enough detail to
elicit requirements and refines those that do by enhancing
them with additional context and clarity.

Step #2 Design. The approach first analyzes the length of
the requirements-relevant conversation turns. If these turns
are shorter than a certain threshold, they are discarded. The
rationale behind this filtering is that excessively short turns
are unlikely to contain detailed or meaningful information
necessary for accurately capturing system requirements.
Short turns often lack specificity, making them less useful in
providing the comprehensive insights needed for require-
ments elicitation. By focusing on longer conversation turns,
the approach ensures that only those segments that are
more likely to contain substantial and relevant information
are considered, thereby attempting to enhance the overall
quality and relevance of the extracted requirements.

Subsequently, the approach leverages the findings of
Spijkman et al. [24], who discovered that requirements
information is often embedded within question-and-answer
exchanges in conversations. These interactions typically of-
fer sufficient context to clarify the scope and specifics of the
requirements being discussed. Building on this insight, our
approach identifies conversation turns containing questions
and merges them with the subsequent turns, assuming that
answers follow questions directly in stakeholder discus-
sions. This refinement enriches the requirements-relevant
conversational turns by organizing them into a question-
and-answer format. As an output, the approach provides a
refined list requirements-relevant conversation turns.

Step #2 Implementation. When implementing this ap-
proach, we filtered out conversation turns that were shorter
than seven words. We chose this threshold based on exper-
imental observations. Through testing different thresholds
in the empirical evaluation (see Section 4), we found that
a minimum length of seven words is generally needed to
capture complete thoughts or questions. This ensures that
the conversation turns we keep are more likely to contain
useful and actionable insights for requirements elicitation.

2. Available at: https://fasttext.cc/

https://github.com/shankarpandala/lazypredict
https://github.com/shankarpandala/lazypredict
https://fasttext.cc/
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To refine the conversation turns, the approach iden-
tifies question-and-answer patterns using a dialogue acts
methodology. Specifically, we adopted the design by Spi-
jkman et al. in RECONSUM [24] and utilized the DialogTag
implementation,3 which employs a BERT [29] architecture
for classification. Our implementation labels speaker turns
as questions when DialogTag identifies them as either “ques-
tion” or “or-clause” sentence types. We then merge each
identified question with the subsequent turn, ensuring that
the context and continuity of the conversation are preserved.

3.3 Step #3: Generation of System Requirements
In the final step, the approach processes a refined list of con-
versation turns. Although the previous steps have removed
irrelevant conversation turns, those reaching this step may
still include some noise due to the unstructured nature of
stakeholder interactions, such as ambiguous phrasing or
incomplete thoughts. As such, the generation process must
be addressed by advanced techniques to effectively manage
and interpret the diverse content.

Step #3 Design. To tackle the final challenges and gen-
erate system requirements, RECOVER leverages a large
language model, aligning with current trends in software
engineering that utilize LLMs for various automated tasks,
such as code generation and explanation [36]. With these
models’ advanced text-generation capabilities, our approach
generates system requirements from conversation turns,
aiming to produce output that is accurate and contextu-
ally relevant. Upon completion, the approach aggregates
the requirements generated for each requirements-relevant
conversion turn, hence providing the requirements engineer
with a final list of system requirements.

Step #3 Implementation. From an implementation per-
spective, RECOVER utilizes Llama 2 [37], a collection of pre-
trained and fine-tuned generative text models available in
scales from seven billion to 70 billion parameters, as the core
engine for the generation process. The decision to use this
LLM is based on two key considerations: it is freely available
and can be executed locally. As such, it allowed us to keep
control over computational resources while maintaining the
flexibility to tailor the model to our specific needs. We
selected the seven-billion-parameter version of Llama 2. We
experimented with different kinds of prompts, i.e., the input
or instruction given to the model to generate a response to
find the most suitable one. Our approach applies the few-shot
prompting technique [37], [38], which involves providing
examples in the prompt to guide the model toward better
performance. We designed a two-shot prompt, i.e., with two
examples, one positive and one negative. The former is an
example of requirements-relevant conversation turn, while
the latter shows an example of a conversation turn contain-
ing no requirements. These examples serve as a template for
the desired format of the responses, using boilerplate text
rather than realistic examples. This decision was made after
extensive experimentation with different prompts, which
are shown in our online appendix [13]. We ran each prompt
10 times and manually evaluated the results provided by the
LLM. The primary criterion for assessing the best prompt

3. Available at: https://github.com/bhavitvyamalik/DialogTag.

was how well the responses adhered to the provided struc-
ture, as evaluating the generated requirements necessitated
an extensive study, as performed in this paper (see Section
4). For the sake of clarity, the prompt used for the generation
of system requirements is the following.

Prompt used in RECOVER

Given the following excerpt of a conversation, derive the
system requirements, if any.
Please answer only with the list of derived requirements as
output, as shown in the following examples.
Please do not consider the example excerpts provided in the
examples in your final answer.
—- Example 1: —-
Example excerpt: Excerpt of conversation containing system
requirements
Example output:
1. The system must have example feature X;
2. The system must have example feature Y;
—- Example 2: —-
Example excerpt: Excerpt of conversation that does not
contain system requirements
Example output:
None

Finally, the approach compiles the generated outputs
into a comprehensive list of system requirements.

Tool availability. All the code, data, and performed exper-
iments are available in our online appendix [13].

3.4 RECOVER in Action: A Running Example

For the sake of clarity, Figure 2 illustrates a practical instance
of our framework, illustrating the process of extracting
requirements from a conversation turn. This example show-
cases a successful classification derived from the empirical
study discussed later in the paper. The conversation ana-
lyzed is an example conversation provided by Spijkman
et al. [24]. Specifically, it highlights the outcomes when
configuring the framework with the components discussed
in the previous section, i.e., (1) FASTTEXT as the word
embedding technique, (2) SVC for the binary classification
task, (3) LLAMA2 as the Language Model for the generation
of requirements, and (4) a few-shot prompt for guiding
the Language Model. As shown in Figure 2, the approach
accurately identified the conversation turn as containing
information relevant to requirements and derived a coherent
and accurate set of system requirements.

4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODS

The goal of the study was to assess the extent to which
system requirements may be automatically extracted from
unstructured conversations between stakeholders using RE-
COVER, with the purpose of supporting requirements en-
gineers during the requirements elicitation phase. The per-
spective is of both researchers and practitioners. The former
are interested in assessing the feasibility of designing novel

https://github.com/bhavitvyamalik/DialogTag
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I can also registered to one of its favourite players. For example, it would
registered to Messi uh, page. And then uh, when Messi posts a

message, you would get a notification from the system.

Step 1

Word Embedding

Valid Conversation Turn

Classification

Step 2

Cleaning Q&A Processing

Conversation
Turns

Step 3

Large Language
Model

The system must have a feature to register users
to their favorite players.

The system must have a notification system to alert
users when their favorite player posts a message.

Fig. 2. Running example of RECOVER.

instruments to assist practitioners during requirements elic-
itation. The latter are interested in verifying the capabilities
of an automated conversational requirements engineering
instrument to assess its potential usefulness in a real-world
scenario. To reach our goal, we designed a mixed-method
study, as reported in the following.

4.1 Research Questions and Context
We organized the evaluation of RECOVER around two
main research questions, covering two levels of granularity.
The former assesses our approach at the level of individual
conversation turns and aims at measuring the accuracy of
the steps performed by the approach. This involves eval-
uating how effectively RECOVER identifies requirements-
relevant conversation turns and generates accurate system
requirements from them. Hence, we asked:

RQ1 – Individual Conversation Turns Assessment

To what extent can the steps of RECOVER identify and
generate high-quality system requirements from stakehold-
ers’ conversations turns?

Addressing RQ1 involved conducting two main types of
empirical evaluations. First, a statistical analysis to evaluate
the accuracy of classifying requirements-relevant conver-
sation turns from actual stakeholder documentation. Sec-
ond, an analysis of the generated requirements, which was
conducted through a user study, as this aspect required
qualitative evaluation by experts to assess the relevance
and quality of the outputs. For this reason, we split RQ1

according to the specific target of the evaluation.
In particular, we empirically evaluated the classification

required to accomplish Step #1 of RECOVER as part of the
following sub-research question:

RQ1.1 – Requirements Classification

To what extent can RECOVER identify system require-
ments in stakeholders’ conversations turns?

Secondly, we evaluated the RECOVER’s ability to gen-
erate system requirements, hence covering Steps #2 and #3
of RECOVER, through the following sub-research question:

RQ1.2 – Requirements Generation

To what extent can RECOVER extract system require-
ments from stakeholders’ conversations turns similarly to
requirements engineering experts?

Besides evaluating how similarly RECOVER can per-
form compared to requirements engineers, we also assessed
the overall quality of the system requirements generated by
considering three key attributes [39]: correctness, complete-
ness, and actionability. Correctness refers to the accuracy of
the requirements in reflecting the stakeholders’ intentions
and is a well-established criterion to judge the quality of
a requirement [40]. Completeness assesses whether all nec-
essary requirements are captured, ensuring that no critical
aspects are overlooked: this is a key element to ensure in
requirements engineering, as it guarantees that the devel-
oped system will meet all stakeholder needs and function as
intended [8]. Actionability evaluates how well the require-
ments are articulated to guide subsequent development
efforts effectively: this is an additional desirable property,
as the requirements generated by an automated approach
may lack clarity or specificity, potentially leading to extra-
effort in terms of analysis. This research question covers
Steps #2 and #3 of RECOVER, thus providing an additional
overview of the actual capability of the approach:

RQ1.3 – Perceived Quality of Requirements

What is the quality of the system requirements generated in
terms of correctness, completeness, and actionability?

Altogether, the findings to these three sub-research ques-
tions provided an ultimate answer to RQ1.

The second research question assesses our approach at
the level of entire conversation. This assessment is cru-
cial for determining the overall completeness of the re-
quirements elicited by RECOVER. The approach aggre-
gates requirements generated through a turn-by-turn anal-
ysis, which poses the risk of missing interdependencies or
broader requirements that emerge only when considering
the conversation as a whole. By focusing on the entire
conversation, we aim to measure the extent of this risk:

RQ2 – Entire Conversation Assessment

What is the quality of the whole set of requirements gener-
ated by RECOVER from a stakeholders’ conversation?

The context of the empirical study is represented by
one of the stakeholder’s conversation4 used by Spijkman

4. Available at: https://github.com/RELabUU/REConSum/tree/
main/data

https://github.com/RELabUU/REConSum/tree/main/data
https://github.com/RELabUU/REConSum/tree/main/data
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Fig. 3. Overview of the research method proposed for our study.

et al. [24] to assess the performance of RECONSUM. This
conversation is a stakeholders’ dialogue transcript provided
by Dalpiaz et al. [41], consisting of 133 speaker turns. Within
this dialogue, participants discuss the functionalities of a
new system to be implemented, providing a rich source of
requirements-relevant information for analysis.

As part of the empirical assessment, we used this conver-
sation as input for RECOVER to evaluate its performance
and address the research questions. Figure 3 overviews the
research methods employed to address the objectives of
the study, while the remainder of the section details the
specific research methods applied to each research question.
In terms of reporting, we employed the guidelines by the
ACM/SIGSOFT Empirical Standards.5 Given the nature of
our study we followed the “General Standard”, and the
“Questionnaire Surveys” guidelines.

4.2 Research Methods for RQ1.1

To evaluate the capabilities of RECOVER’s Step #1 in iden-
tifying requirements-relevant conversation turns, we first
created an oracle consisting of a set of conversation turns
labeled as either requirements-relevant or not. The oracle
creation was performed by the first two authors of the
article, who independently analyzed the input conversation
[24]. Specifically, they individually reviewed the conversa-
tion turns, using their expertise to determine whether each
turn contained requirements-relevant information. To mark
a conversation turn as requirements-relevant, they primarily
exploited key indicators such as the presence of stakeholder
needs, system functionalities, constraints, or explicit refer-
ences to design or implementation details. After completing
their independent assessments, they engaged in a discussion
to compare the labels assigned and resolve any discrepan-
cies that emerged from their individual evaluations.

The output of this process served as an oracle against
which RECOVER’s predictions were compared. Turns iden-
tified as containing requirements and correctly predicted by
the approach were marked as True Positives (TP). Conversely,
turns not containing requirements but incorrectly predicted
as containing them were marked as False Positives (FP).
Similarly, turns predicted as not containing requirements
were labeled as True Negatives (TN) if they were indeed

5. Available at: https://github.com/acmsigsoft/EmpiricalStandards.

requirement-free, or False Negatives (FN) if they actually
contained requirements. We finally addressed RQ1.1 by
computing precision and recall of the predictions.

4.3 Research Methods for RQ1.2-RQ1.3

To evaluate the efficacy of the LLM component in RE-
COVER, we conducted surveys with experts in require-
ments engineering. We chose this survey-based approach
due to the absence of a predefined oracle that specifies the
actual requirements for each conversation turn identified in
the first step. Through the survey, we addressed both RQ1.2
and RQ1.3. On the one hand, the insights gathered allowed
us to generate oracles for each conversation turn, allowing
us to evaluate our approach’s effectiveness compared to
human-generated requirements. On the other hand, the
survey had the goal to collect expert opinions on the quality
of the requirements generated by our approach, enabling a
more comprehensive assessment of its effectiveness.

Questionnaire Design. The questionnaire was struc-
tured as follows. First, participants were provided with an
informed consent form that detailed the purpose of the
study, the voluntary nature of their participation, and the
confidentiality of their responses. They were informed that
their expertise would be used to evaluate the performance of
RECOVER, and that their input would be anonymized and
used solely for research purposes. Participants were also
made aware that they could withdraw from the study at any
time without any repercussions. By proceeding, participants
acknowledged their understanding of these conditions and
consented to contribute their expertise to our research.

Next, the survey presented a series of conversation turns
and asked participants to elicit system requirements from
them in an open-ended format. After completing this task,
the survey displayed potential requirements that could be
extracted from the same conversation turns—these were
generated by RECOVER, although this was not disclosed
to the participants. Participants were then asked to evaluate
the quality of these requirements using a Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (poor quality) to 5 (excellent quality), specifically
assessing three quality attributes such as:

• Correctness - The requirements reflect the intended
meaning and adhere to established standards in the
field of Requirements Engineering.

https://github.com/acmsigsoft/EmpiricalStandards
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• Completeness - The requirements capture all relevant
information discussed in the conversation turn.

• Actionability - The requirements are clearly defined and
practical, meaning they can be readily used for follow-
up design or implementation purposes.

At the end of the questionnaire, participants were in-
formed that the proposed requirements had been generated
by an automated approach and were invited to share their
perceptions of the outcomes. They were asked to reflect
on the effectiveness of the automated process in generating
accurate, complete, and actionable requirements compared
to traditional, human-led elicitation methods. Additionally,
participants were encouraged to provide feedback on any
limitations or potential improvements they observed in the
automated approach, as well as their overall confidence in
using such a tool in real-world scenarios.

Before distributing the survey, we conducted a pilot
test with a researcher and software engineering practitioner
from our network. This pilot allowed us to refine the clarity
of several questions, such as reiterating the conversation
turns and providing clearer explanations of the terms cor-
rectness, completeness, and actionability.

Questionnaire Dissemination. The input conversation
consisted of 57 conversation turns. Including all these turns
in a single questionnaire would have been not only exces-
sively time-consuming but also likely to cause participant
fatigue, potentially compromising the quality of their re-
sponses. To mitigate these risks, we split the conversation
into five segments, each containing 10 to 12 conversation
turns, resulting in the creation of five distinct question-
naires. Afterwards, we recruited 20 professional require-
ments engineers from our contact network, i.e., we applied
a convenience sampling strategy [42] to reach practitioners
with experience in requirements elicitation and analysis
ranging between 5 and 10 years. Convenience sampling
was selected over other recruitment strategies, e.g., survey
dissemination over social networks [42], because of our will-
ingness to maintain control over the study’s participants,
aiming for a smaller yet more focused qualitative study.
This decision allowed us to work closely with experienced
practitioners in requirements elicitation and analysis, ensur-
ing a depth of insight and control that might have been
challenging with a larger, less targeted survey approach.
The participants were instructed on the tasks to accomplish
through email and were given 15 days to return the survey.

This procedure resulted in four participants for each
survey, meaning that each set of conversation turns was
evaluated by four different practitioners. This was a critical
aspect of our study, as different requirements engineers
might interpret the same turn in varied ways. By having
multiple experts assess the same turns, we were able to
capture a wider range of interpretations, ensuring that the
variability in expert judgment was thoroughly considered in
our analysis. All in all, the four different manually elicited
sets of requirements for each conversation turn were used to
address RQ1.2. Additionally, we collected 228 evaluations—
four for each of the 57 turns—on the quality attributes
discussed in RQ1.3. Finally, to further enrich our discussion
and gain insights into the implications of our work, we
collected 20 expert opinions on the potential of RECOVER.

All the questionnaires and the answers, alongside a re-
port describing the participants’ demographic, are available
in our online appendix [13].

Data Analysis. As for RQ1.2, we performed a quan-
titative evaluation using BLEU (Bilingual Evaluation Un-
derstudy) [43], ROUGE (Recall-Oriented Understudy for
Gisting Evaluation) [44], and METEOR (Metric for Eval-
uation of Translation with Explicit Ordering) [45] scores
to compare the generated requirements with the oracles—
those generated by experts. These evaluation metrics are
well-known and commonly used to assess the similarity
between generated and reference text, providing values
indicating the closeness of the machine-generated output
to professional human-produced requirements. The BLEU
score primarily emphasizes precision, evaluating the extent
to which the generated text contains phrases present in
the reference text. In contrast, ROUGE prioritizes recall
by assessing how well the generated content covers the
reference text. METEOR, instead, provides a more balanced
evaluation by considering both precision and recall, thus
offering a comprehensive analysis of the alignment between
the generated text and the reference material.

As for RQ1.3, we analyzed the responses from the ques-
tionnaire, focusing on participants’ opinions regarding the
three quality aspects considered, i.e., correctness, complete-
ness, and actionability. These aspects were rated on a Likert
scale in the questionnaire. The responses were aggregated
and summarized using frequency plots, which allowed us
to visually represent the distribution of participants’ rat-
ings across the different quality attributes. This approach
allowed us to identify how consistently the generated re-
quirements were perceived by participants in terms of cor-
rectness, completeness, and actionability.

4.4 Research Methods for RQ2

To evaluate the completeness and overall quality of RE-
COVER in extracting requirements from entire stakeholder
conversations, we employed a similar approach to that
used for the previous research questions. Specifically, we
constructed an oracle based on the input conversation and
compared RECOVER’s output against this oracle. Addi-
tionally, we compared the capabilities of our approach with
a baseline LLM to assess the effectiveness of the various
steps within RECOVER. This comparison aimed to deter-
mine the extent to which the structured, multi-step pro-
cess of RECOVER provides tangible benefits over a more
straightforward LLM-driven approach.

Oracle Construction. In the context of RQ1.2, we en-
gaged requirements engineers to elicit an oracle of require-
ments from the input conversation. However, the require-
ments were extracted based solely on the specific conversa-
tion turns provided to the engineers, without considering
the broader context of the entire conversation. This ap-
proach, while useful for evaluating RECOVER on the gran-
ularity of individual turns, may not capture the full scope
and interconnectedness of the requirements that emerge
when considering the entire conversation. Therefore, it was
essential to assess how RECOVER performs when analyz-
ing the conversation as a whole, ensuring that the approach
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can effectively integrate and synthesize information from
multiple turns to generate comprehensive requirements.

For this reason, we opted for the construction of a new
oracle. To this aim, we involved three requirements engi-
neering experts with professional experience ranging from
7 to 25 years. These experts currently work in industry and
bring extensive practical knowledge of requirements elici-
tation and analysis. They were recruited from our contact
network via email. We individually provided each expert
with the input conversation and an Excel sheet structured
into two columns: (1) the first, titled ‘Conversation refer-
ence’, was for indicating the specific parts of the conversa-
tion that informed the requirement; (2) the second column,
titled ‘Requirement’, was for articulating the corresponding
requirement in natural language. We did not impose a
specific template for the experts to use when expressing the
requirements, opting instead to give them the freedom to
articulate the requirements in their preferred format. The
experts were given 15 days to complete the task and return
the filled Excel sheet via email.

After reviewing the three Excel sheets, we noticed that
each expert approached the task differently. One expert
generated a highly granular list, mapping nearly every
sentence in the conversation to a requirement, resulting
in 104 requirements. In contrast, the other two experts
produced 36 and 17 requirements, respectively, as they
often combined related points in the conversation or judged
more sentences as not containing a requirement. Based on
these observations, we organized a panel with the experts
to consolidate their individual lists into a single, agreed-
upon set of requirements. To guide the discussion and
facilitate consensus, we employed the well-known Delphi
method [46], which involves iterative rounds of anonymous
feedback and discussion. This method allowed the experts
to refine their assessments and converge on a final set of
requirements through a structured process of evaluation
and revision. In our case, the process lasted two rounds.
In the first, the experts discussed their initial lists and,
through iterative feedback, reduced the combined set to 40
requirements. In the second round, further refinement and
discussion led to a final set of 28 consolidated requirements.

These 28 system requirements formed the oracle through
which we addressed RQ2. When comparing this oracle with
the one built through the turn-by-turn elicitation process, we
found that the oracles were mostly similar. This similarity
suggests that the turn-by-turn approach used by RECOVER
represents a viable solution for automating the requirements
elicitation process. However, we also noted significant dif-
ferences, particularly in the depth of contextual integration
and the capacity to capture comprehensive requirements
spanning multiple conversation turns. For instance, one of
the requirements on which the experts agreed was:

“The system must allow any user (also not registered
to the platform) to see and download information about
events posted, ensuring public access is read-only and
including data export formats.”

In this regard, this information was not directly captured
by RECOVER, as it spanned over multiple conversation
turns. Instead, the automated approach generated three
separate requirements, i.e., (1) the system must allow users
to view information about events posted; (2) the system

must enable users to download information about events
posted; and (3) the system must ensure that public access
to event information is read-only and includes support
for data export formats. While related, these requirements
missed the contextual cohesion that experts used to form a
single requirement, other than additional possible pieces of
information enclosed within the conversation, e.g., that all
users, including those not registered to the platform, should
have access to the features above.

These differences could impact the overall performance
of the approach, justifying the need for further investigation
in RQ2. The whole oracle construction process, along with
the lists of requirements, are in our online appendix [13].

Baseline Selection. As a second step to address RQ2, we
selected an LLM-driven baseline. This analysis was neces-
sary to evaluate the added value of RECOVER’s structured,
multi-step approach against a more straightforward applica-
tion of a large language model. Among the numerous open-
source and commercial alternatives, we chose ChatGPT
[47], powered by GPT-4 [48], as our baseline. ChatGPT has
been widely employed in software engineering [19], and its
performance has been demonstrated in the field of require-
ments engineering [19], making it a strong benchmark for
comparison. From an operational standpoint, the alternative
list of requirements was generated by prompting ChatGPT
to extract system requirements from the provided conver-
sation. The prompt instructed ChatGPT to carefully analyze
the entire conversation, which was supplied as an external
file, and identify key requirements based on the dialogue
between stakeholders. We deliberately chose not to employ
any prompt engineering techniques for three main reasons:
(1) our objective was to evaluate whether RECOVER could
overcome a basic baseline, representing the lower bound of
large language model performance—if RECOVER failed to
outperform this baseline, then advanced prompt engineer-
ing would be unnecessary at this stage, as the inadequacy
of our approach would already be established; (2) selecting
and optimizing a prompt engineering technique would have
required a separate experimental setup, which was beyond
the scope of our study.

Data Analysis. With the requirements extracted by RE-
COVER and the baseline in hand, we proceeded to compare
them against those in the expert-generated oracle. We used
the same evaluation metrics as in RQ1.2, specifically BLEU
[43], ROUGE [44], and METEOR [45]. Additionally, we in-
cluded two further metrics: Brevity Penalty (BP) and Length
Ratio (LR), both defined within the context of BLEU [43].
The inclusion of BP and LR is justified because we are com-
paring entire corpora of text, i.e., full lists of requirements,
rather than individual requirements for each conversation
turn. More specifically, in RQ1.2, the metrics were computed
through pairwise comparisons of each requirement with the
corresponding oracle requirement. However, in RQ2, we
shifted to a corpus-level evaluation, assessing the entire set
of requirements as a whole rather than evaluating each re-
quirement individually. The reason for this shift is twofold.
First, the sizes of the lists to compare were different—
135 requirements from RECOVER, 31 from ChatGPT, and
28 from their mutual agreement—and a requirement-by-
requirement evaluation could lead to misleading results,
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as it would not account for the varying levels of granu-
larity across the lists. Comparing mismatched numbers of
requirements could skew the analysis, giving an inaccurate
representation of each approach’s effectiveness. Second, the
goal of the evaluation was to capture how closely the entire
set of requirements generated by our approach matched the
oracle, making a corpus-level evaluation more appropriate.
In this context, BP and LR are particularly valuable as they
provide insights into the conciseness and overall length of
the generated requirements lists: BP helps in understanding
how concise or verbose the generated lists are compared to
the oracle, while LR indicates the proportionate length of
the generated list relative to the oracle.

5 ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS

The following sections discuss the results that addressed the
two main research questions of the study.

5.1 RQ1 - Individual Conversation Turns Assessment

Our first research question assessed RECOVER’s capabil-
ities in correctly identifying and generating high-quality
system requirements from stakeholders’ conversations. For
the sake of readability, we organized the discussion of the
results by sub-research question.

5.1.1 RQ1.1 - Requirements Classification
Table 2 overviews the results for RQ1.1. More specifically,
the results provide an assessment of RECOVER’s perfor-
mance in classifying conversation turns as either containing
requirements (Req) or not containing requirements (Non-
Req). The analysis covered 133 conversation turns, with
RECOVER predicting 62 of them as requirements-relevant
and 71 as non-requirements-relevant.

TABLE 2
Results achieved for RQ1.1 (Req = Containing Requirements, NonReq

= Non Containing Requirements).

Count
Total Turns 133
Predicted as Req 62
Predicted as NonReq 71
Evaluation
True Positive = 39 True Negative = 59
False Positive = 23 False Negative = 12
Precision 0.6290322581
Recall 0.7647058824

The evaluation of the model’s predictions reveals that
RECOVER correctly identified 39 turns as containing re-
quirements (True Positives) and 59 turns as not contain-
ing requirements (True Negatives). This indicates that the
model was fairly accurate in identifying both relevant and
irrelevant turns. However, there were 23 instances where
the model incorrectly identified a turn as requirements-
relevant (False Positives) and 12 instances where it failed
to recognize a turn that actually contained a requirement
(False Negatives). These errors highlight areas where the
model could benefit from further refinement, particularly
in reducing the number of false positives. For instance, we

may envision the experimentation of more advanced filter-
ing mechanisms that leverage semantic analysis to better
differentiate between turns that truly contain requirements
and those that do not.

Despite a precision of around 63%, the recall of the
approach, at 77%, demonstrates the model’s effectiveness in
identifying most of the relevant information, even though
some relevant turns were still missed. As anticipated in Sec-
tion 3.1, in our case we aim at favoring recall over precision:
in a real-case scenario, the output of the approach is sup-
posed to be manually reviewed by an expert, thus it is far
more important to capture as many relevant requirements
as possible, even if it means including some irrelevant ones.
Therefore, the higher recall rate suggests that RECOVER
is effectively minimizing the risk of overlooking essential
requirements, which aligns with the intended use case and
makes the results satisfactory. Further refinement of the
classification algorithm or the incorporation of additional
contextual information would still be worth to improve the
recall of the approach, e.g., implementing methods to dy-
namically adjust the sensitivity of the classifier based on the
conversation’s context might further reduce the likelihood
of missing critical requirements.

¤ Key findings of RQ1.1.

The classifier employed in Step #1 of RECOVER pro-
vides valuable support in identifying requirements in
real stakeholders’ conversations, with a precision of 63%
and, more importantly, a recall of 77%.

5.1.2 RQ1.2 - Requirements Generation
Our evaluation of RECOVER involved analyzing a total of
57 conversation turns. Initially, the model classified 62 turns
as containing requirements. However, upon examination,
we found that in 6 of these instances, none of the partic-
ipants were able to identify any requirements, contrary to
the RECOVER’s prediction. This suggests that these 6 turns
were not deemed relevant for the involved practitioners.
After accounting for these inaccuracies, the remaining 51
turns (84% of the original 62) were validated by the experts,
who successfully elicited requirements from them. This
finding reinforces our results for RQ1.1, highlighting the
model’s general effectiveness while also identifying areas
for improvement. For the remaining 51 turns, participants’
recognition of requirements was distributed as follows:

• 31 out of 51 turns (60.78%) were identified as
requirements-relevant by all four participants.

• 10 out of 51 turns (19.61%) were identified as
requirements-relevant by three participants.

• 7 out of 51 turns (13.73%) were identified as
requirements-relevant by two participants.

• 3 out of 51 turns (5.88%) were identified as
requirements-relevant by only one participant.

We then used the widely accepted metrics such as
BLEU [43], ROUGE [44], and METEOR [45] to quantita-
tively evaluate the performance of RECOVER in alignment
with expert opinions. Table 3 reports the performance of
RECOVER across different groups.

The BLEU scores are relatively consistent within each
group, as evidenced by the minimal variance between the
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Fig. 4. Results distribution in the different groups.

TABLE 3
Results achieved for RQ1.2 in %.

BLEU ROUGE METEOR

Group with Min Mean Max Min Mean Max Min Mean Max

1 answer 14.8 14.8 14.8 32.66 32.66 32.66 46.71 46.71 46.71
2 answers 4.63 9.81 14.99 27 39.37 51.75 30.28 43.96 57.63
3 answers 1.87 4.09 6.46 24.97 36.37 49.44 27.91 40.22 54.36
4 answers 1.91 3.91 7.18 28.37 39.6 53.92 29.41 41.46 57.98

Average 3.03 5.39 8.56 27.77 38.53 51.49 30.25 41.87 56.56

Min, Mean, and Max values. This consistency suggests a
stable performance in precision-oriented evaluation. How-
ever, the BLEU scores show a noticeable decline with an
increasing number of answers. This trend might indicate
the system’s troubles in maintaining precision with more
complex or varied input data, highlighting a potential area
for improvement in handling diverse or nuanced content.

The ROUGE scores, focused on recall, are higher across
all groups than BLEU scores, suggesting that the system is
more effective in capturing the overall content of the ref-
erence material. An interesting observation is a progressive
increase in ROUGE scores from “1 answer” to “4 answers”,
which might imply better performance in encompassing the
key elements of the reference text with more diverse inputs.

METEOR scores, which balance both precision and re-
call, are consistently the highest among the three metrics.
This indicates a strong overall alignment with the reference
texts, considering both exact word matches and semantic
similarity. The METEOR scores are also consistent with the
number of answers, contrary to the BLEU and ROUGE
scores diverging between groups. This pattern suggests that
RECOVER performs better in a comprehensive evalua-
tion scenario, particularly regarding semantic understand-
ing and paraphrasing. The average scores across all groups
show that METEOR outperforms both BLEU and ROUGE,
reinforcing that a more balanced evaluation metric can

accurately represent the RECOVER’s capabilities.
As shown in Figure 4, the pattern of increasing ROUGE

and the consistent METEOR scores with the number of
answers, contrasted with the decreasing trend of BLEU
scores, underscores the importance of using multiple met-
rics for a well-rounded evaluation. It highlights the system’s
strengths in overall content capture and semantic under-
standing while pinpointing imprecision in exact wording.
As such, the results underscore language processing tasks’
complexity and multifaceted nature. All in all, while RE-
COVER shows promising capabilities in overall content
understanding and semantic alignment, there is still room
for improvement in matching the exact wording, especially
in scenarios featuring more varied or complex inputs.

¤ Key findings of RQ1.2.

The LLM employed in Step #3 of RECOVER offers
valuable assistance in generating requirements from real
stakeholders’ conversations, with a BLEU Mean score of
5.39%, a ROUGE Mean score of 38.53%, and a METEOR
Mean score of 41.87%

5.1.3 RQ1.3 - Perceived Quality
To answer RQ1.3, we analyzed the experts’ responses to our
questionnaires. Participants rated the three quality indica-
tors, i.e., (1) correctness, (2) completeness, and (3) action-
ability, on a Likert scale from 1 (poor quality) to 5 (excellent
quality). Figure 5 shows the distribution of the answers.

Considering total and partial agreement, 72% of partic-
ipants found correct the generated requirements, 64% be-
lieved that the requirements were completely encapsulating
what was discussed in the conversation turn, and 66%
considered the requirements as actionable. Only 15%, 21%,
and 20% partially or totally disagreed with the generated
requirements’ correctness, completeness, and actionability,
respectively. In the first place, these results indicate a gen-
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Fig. 5. Questionnaire’s answers: quality of the generated requirements.

erally positive reception of the requirements generated by
RECOVER. The high agreement on the correctness of the
requirements (72%) reflects a broad consensus on their accu-
racy and alignment with the intended meaning of the con-
versation turns. Additionally, the majority of participants
(64%) agreed on the completeness of the requirements, sug-
gesting that the approach effectively captures the full scope
of requirements from stakeholder conversations. Similarly,
the strong agreement on actionability (66%) indicates that
most participants found the generated requirements to be
practical and ready for implementation, further reinforcing
the effectiveness of our approach.

In the second place, the relatively low percentages of
disagreement indicate that, while a minority of participants
identified some issues with the generated requirements,
these concerns were not widespread. In this sense, the issues
related to correctness, completeness, and actionability could
likely be addressed by requirements engineers during their
review of the output generated by our approach. The mini-
mal occurrence of these issues suggests that RECOVER can
still reduce the time and effort required to extract require-
ments from stakeholder conversations, allowing engineers
to focus on fine-tuning and validating the results rather
than starting from scratch. Based on these considerations,
we may argue that our approach is able to produce require-
ments that are accurate, comprehensive, and actionable,
though there remains room for improvement.

In this respect, our participants provided insights into
the key issues that may lead to further refinement of the
approach. More specifically:

Level of Detail. Sometimes, the requirements are too spe-
cific, and it seems RECOVER hallucinates aspects of the
conversation turn, e.g., it generates several times the same
requirement or is not able to understand the actor of the
requirement. In other cases, the requirements were too

general, or perhaps no requirements should be elicited.
Missing Context. In general, it is hard to get the whole

context by only analyzing a single conversation excerpt.
RECOVER seems to be lacking the ability to detail actors
and context-related aspects of requirements, yet we think
the nature of the task emphasizes this issue.

The analysis of the final section of the questionnaire
revealed some key insights worth highlighting. These ques-
tions explored participants’ perceptions of using an auto-
mated approach for eliciting requirements from conversa-
tions. Since participants were initially unaware that the
requirements presented were generated by an automated
tool, the first question asked whether they still stood by
their previous assessments of the quality of the generated
requirements. Interestingly, 100% of participants confirmed
their original evaluations, reinforcing the initial positive
assessment of the requirements generated by our approach.

The second question, which provided more interesting
insights, asked whether participants would consider adopt-
ing the automated approach that produced these require-
ments in their own work. In response, 65% of participants
said Yes, 10% said No, and 25% were undecided. Those
who were unsure expressed concerns about the maturity
of the approach, noting that they would currently use it
only as a supportive tool rather than a primary method.
These concerns are reasonable and perfectly align with the
intended goal of our work. The purpose of RECOVER is
indeed not to replace the role of requirements engineers
but to serve as an aid in the elicitation process, enhancing
efficiency and reducing manual effort.

Finally, in the last question, we asked participants if they
would use RECOVER to save time and effort. While some
participants argued that the quality of the output is not yet
sufficient to justify the trade-off with time and effort savings,
80% still answered Yes, indicating a strong willingness to
integrate the tool into their workflows, provided that the
output meets certain quality thresholds.

¤ Key findings of RQ1.3.

Most participants (72%) found the generated require-
ments correct, 64% reported that they completely en-
capsulated what the conversation turn analyzed dis-
cussed, and 66% considered the requirements as action-
able. Hence, we claim that requirements generated by
RECOVER are of good quality, considering experts’
opinions. We also highlight additional potential im-
provements that may further enhance the usefulness of
the approach, ensuring that it continues to evolve in
alignment with the needs of requirements engineers.

5.2 RQ2 - Entire Conversation Assessment
Table 4 presents the results of our evaluation of RECOVER
at the level of entire conversations, comparing its perfor-
mance with that of ChatGPT. The findings show that RE-
COVER achieved the highest BLEU (78.82%) and METEOR
(39.09%) scores when compared to the oracle, indicating a
high degree of precision (BLEU) and a strong alignment
with the reference requirements in terms of content, word-
ing, and structure, despite some variations in exact phras-
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ing (METEOR). In contrast, ChatGPT recorded the highest
ROUGE score (43.96%), suggesting that it captured the most
content similar to the oracle, as evidenced by a higher n-
gram overlap. However, ChatGPT’s lower BLEU score of
49.36% and significantly lower BP (0.76) and LR (0.78) scores
indicate that its generated requirements were shorter and
less comprehensive compared to the oracle. These lower
BP and LR scores suggest that, while ChatGPT effectively
captures a broad range of content (as reflected in its high
ROUGE score), it falls short in matching the exact length and
depth of the oracle’s requirements, potentially sacrificing
detail and completeness.

These results suggest that RECOVER is more effective
at generating detailed and accurate requirements that align
closely with the reference standard, making it a more reli-
able approach for capturing the full scope and context of
stakeholder conversations. As such, we could confirm that
the multi-step approach employed by our approach sup-
ports the generation of higher-quality requirements com-
pared to the simple use of a large language model.

To further understand the differences between RE-
COVER and the baseline, we compared the outputs of
both approaches using the evaluation metrics. The results
showed moderate performance across the board, with per-
fect Brevity Penalty (BP = 1) and Length Ratio (LR = 1)
scores, indicating that the generated requirements were
well-balanced in terms of conciseness and length. This
suggests that the comprehensive steps within RECOVER
applied to individual conversation turns do not result in any
significant loss of information compared to using ChatGPT
on the entire conversation.

TABLE 4
Results achieved for RQ2 in %.

BLEU ROUGE METEOR BP LR

RECOVER vs Oracle 78.82 ∠ 37.20 39.09 ∠ 0.92 0.93
ChatGPT vs Oracle 49.36 43.96 ∠ 35.34 0.76 0.78

RECOVER vs ChatGPT 57.83 37.83 32.76 1 1
RECOVER vs Expert 1 37.24 48.18 39.92 1 1
RECOVER vs Expert 2 92.34 28.61 40.22 1 1
RECOVER vs Expert 3 30.11 26.13 28.57 0.92 0.93

To better understand how the different styles and granu-
larities used by requirements engineers in eliciting require-
ments from the input conversation impacted the perfor-
mance of RECOVER, we conducted an additional analysis,
which involved comparing the output of our approach
against the individual lists of requirements provided by
each engineer before the application of the Delphi method.

When comparing RECOVER with Expert 1, the ap-
proach demonstrated high ROUGE (48.18%) and METEOR
(39.92%) scores, indicating strong content similarity and
alignment with Expert #1’s elicited requirements. This sug-
gests that RECOVER was particularly effective in capturing
the breadth of content identified by Expert #1 and maintain-
ing a close semantic relationship with the expert’s phrasing.
The comparison with Expert #2 yielded exceptionally high
BLEU (92.34%) and METEOR (40.22%) scores, suggesting
that RECOVER closely mirrored the precision and recall
of Expert #2’s requirements. These scores indicate that RE-
COVER was able to reproduce Expert #2’s requirements

with minimal deviation in wording and content, reflecting
a high degree of accuracy and detail in the requirements
generated by the tool. However, the results were differ-
ent when compared to Expert #3. RECOVER displayed
lower scores across all metrics, suggesting less similarity
and alignment with Expert #3’s elicited requirements. This
discrepancy may be attributed to differences in the gran-
ularity and style used by Expert #3, which RECOVER
might not have captured as effectively as it did with the
other experts. These observations suggest that the overall
performance of our approach is not necessarily influenced
by the number of requirements to be elicited. If the number
were the determining factor, we would have expected to
see significant differences in the comparison with Expert
#1, who provided the largest number of requirements (104).
However, the major differences in performance were ob-
served when comparing RECOVER with Expert #3, who
provided the fewest requirements (17). This suggests that
the level of granularity, with Expert #3 adopting a more
abstract and concise approach, may have influenced the
overall similarity, as RECOVER may have struggled to
fully capture the broader, less detailed requirements. As a
consequence, further refinements could focus on enhancing
the approach’s ability to adapt to the specific style and level
of detail employed by each requirements engineer, ensuring
that RECOVER effectively supports varying methodologies
and granularity in requirements elicitation.

Additionally, a manual evaluation of the lists of re-
quirements revealed that while the requirements captured
by both experts and RECOVER generally encapsulated
the same aspects of the conversation, there were notable
differences in their structure and organization. The experts
tended to organize their requirements around user roles
and associated functionalities, addressing various aspects
such as user interaction within the system. These require-
ments were detailed and segmented into specific sections
based on the actors involved, providing a clear outline of
user responsibilities and interactions. In contrast, the re-
quirements generated by RECOVER were structured more
around specific features and processes rather than user
roles. The list was segmented by functional areas, with a
strong emphasis on financial aspects and less focus on user
experience. The structure was more modular, centering on
discrete functionalities within the system. For example, let
consider the following requirement elicited by Expert #1:

“The system must allow the IFA representative to
schedule and reschedule games, with an interface for
scheduling and ensuring notifications for changes.”

As shown, the requirement explicitly refers to the user
who must be supported. On the contrary, RECOVER ex-
pressed the same requirement in terms of the features the
system should provide. In particular:

“The system must have a scheduling portal to manage
team schedules and events.”

Overall, the requirements produced by the experts were
more detailed, which was expected. However, we observed
that most of the experts’ requirements could be mapped
onto subsets of those generated by RECOVER. In some
instances, the requirements generated by our automated ap-
proach were repetitive, reflecting slight variations stemming



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SOFTWARE ENGINEERING 14

from different conversation turns, while the experts were
able to consolidate similar information into more cohesive,
well-formed single requirements. In any case, our results
show that RECOVER is capable of capturing a broad range
of relevant information from stakeholder conversations, ef-
fectively generating requirements that align closely with
experts. Despite some redundancy, the approach provides
a solid foundation for requirements elicitation, possibly
reducing the manual effort required by experts while still al-
lowing them to refine and consolidate the output as needed.

¤ Key findings of RQ2.

The BLEU (78.82%) and METEOR (39.09%) scores in-
dicate that RECOVER is highly effective at generating
precise and comprehensive requirements. While Chat-
GPT’s higher ROUGE score (43.96%) suggests it captures
a broad range of content, its lower BLEU (49.36%) and
BP/LR values (0.76 and 0.78) point to issues with pre-
cision and completeness. This comparison underscores
RECOVER as a more reliable tool for producing require-
ments that closely align with the oracle’s standards, even
when compared to ChatGPT.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY

Although our study highlights that RECOVER may rep-
resent a valuable tool for requirements engineers, we are
aware of the threats and limitations that must be discussed.

Threats to Internal Validity. To address RQ1.1, we
evaluated the ability of Step #1 of RECOVER to identify
requirements-relevant conversation turns. Because of the
lack of data in the field, we had to perform such an assess-
ment by hand. Indeed, we recognize that there is a threat
caused by potential biases or wrong labeling. However, to
mitigate such an issue, the authors of this paper evaluated
the conversation in different rounds and each separately,
discussing the final results by combining each one’s opinion.

Moreover, for RQ1.2, we evaluated the similarity of the
requirements generated by RECOVER for each conversa-
tion turn against an oracle. The same approach was applied
to answer RQ2, but in this case, the evaluation was based
on an oracle derived from the entire conversation. These
oracles were collected by surveying professional require-
ments engineers within our contact network. While we
acknowledge potential subjectivity in the elicitation process,
two key aspects give us confidence in the reliability of the
oracles. First, the expertise of the professionals involved: all
participants had substantial experience in requirements en-
gineering, with backgrounds ranging from several years to
decades in the field. Second, the rigorous research methods
employed to synthesize the information gathered from these
experts, such as the Delphi method used in RQ2, ensured a
well-rounded and consensus-driven set of requirements.

Threats to Construct Validity. We developed a proto-
type implementation of the RECOVER framework by ex-
perimenting with diverse machine-learning algorithms for
Step #1, examining 135 combinations of ML algorithms and
word-embedding techniques. Although advanced deep-
learning models might have provided additional insights
into our approach’s capabilities, we prioritized examining

simpler models due to their lower computational costs and
increased interpretability. The good classification perfor-
mance achieved by these simpler models has supported our
confidence in our design choices. However, we acknowl-
edge the potential value of exploring more complex classifi-
cation models and plan to investigate their contributions in
our future research agenda.

For Step #2, we implemented Question&Answer tagging
using DialogTag, based on the design of previous works
[24]. Additionally, we made the simplifying assumption
that each identified question was immediately followed
by its corresponding answer in the next turn. While this
assumption streamlines our approach, we acknowledge the
potential limitations it introduces. To address this, our fu-
ture work will focus on enhancing this step, potentially by
incorporating conversation disentanglement techniques [49]
to better handle more complex dialogue structures.

Additional threats arise from using a Large Language
Model in Step #3. We chose Llama2 as the primary engine
for the generation process, but further experimentation with
other LLMs is necessary to explore potential improvements.
To minimize the risk of hallucinations, we carefully crafted
our prompts to be formal and precise [50]. Furthermore,
we tested several different prompts, which are available in
our online appendix [13], and each was executed at least 10
times to ensure the reliability of the results.

Threats to Conclusion Validity. To mitigate potential
threats of drawing conclusions from a questionnaire, we
carefully designed it to minimize ambiguity and the poten-
tial for response biases. Moreover, we performed a pilot test
to ensure the understandability and correctness of the ques-
tions. To avoid potential biases regarding using LLMs in SE
tasks, we did not mention that the requirements shown were
artificially generated until the very end of the questionnaire.
Finally, we acknowledge that our work draws conclusions
about the efficacy of the ML model employed in Step 1 by
only considering trivial metrics such as precision and recall.
Although we experimented with many different solutions,
we know that further experimentation would be needed.

7 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The evaluation of RECOVER reveals several strengths and
areas for improvement in automating the extraction of sys-
tem requirements from stakeholder conversations. A key
strength is its high recall rate (77%), effectively capturing
most relevant requirements and minimizing the risk of
missing critical information, making it a valuable support
tool for human experts who can further refine the output.
Additionally, RECOVER demonstrates strong performance
in generating precise and comprehensive requirements, as
evidenced by its high BLEU and METEOR scores compared
to expert-generated oracles.

However, the approach also faces challenges. The incli-
nation of our approach to prioritize recall over precision
poses an intriguing challenge. While ensuring comprehen-
sive coverage of actual requirements, the potential intro-
duction of irrelevant requirements raises concerns. Finding
the right balance between precision and recall remains a
critical consideration. As a consequence, while our approach
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is promising, identifying requirements not explicitly pro-
vided in the conversation introduces a layer of complex-
ity, emphasizing the need for thorough manual validation.
Furthermore, the approach sometimes struggles with main-
taining context, leading to repetitive or overly granular
requirements that lack the cohesion of those produced by
experts. While RECOVER outperforms the baseline, it may
miss the broader content that a less structured approach
like ChatGPT captures. Future refinements should focus on
better adapting to different styles of requirements engineers
and improving contextual handling.

� Take Away Message #1.

RECOVER shows promising results in eliciting ac-
tual requirements, effectively capturing the majority
of relevant information. However, there is room for
improvement in managing context and reducing the
inclusion of irrelevant requirements.

The emphasis on the system’s understanding of the ap-
plication domain and the importance of clearly defined busi-
ness objectives signifies the pivotal role of domain expertise.
Involving the system in the preliminary phase for objective
definition underscores a potential collaboration between
human expertise and automated tools. The reported benefits
of the automated approach, including time savings and the
generation of more specific, less ambiguous requirements,
underscore the potential advantages of LLMs in enhancing
the efficiency and quality of the requirements engineering
process if carefully tailored.

� Take Away Message #2.

The use of RECOVER would greatly benefit practition-
ers considering time and effort saving.

The concern about generating irrelevant requirements
underscores the need for a careful approach when integrat-
ing AI into the field of requirement engineering.

We believe that our work will lay the groundwork for
many future projects in the conversational requirements en-
gineering field. By starting from conversations, practitioners
will be able to gather valuable insights into key aspects
of the systems to be implemented. For example, by un-
derstanding the core functionalities in critical applications,
we could ensure quality attributes such as ethics, privacy,
and fairness from the outset. Understanding and addressing
how requirements engineers discuss the systems could lead
to the development of higher-quality solutions, especially in
security and advanced machine-learning-enabled systems.

8 CONCLUSION

We proposed and assessed RECOVER, an automated ap-
proach to generate system requirements from stakeholders’
conversations. The findings of our empirical assessment
showed that RECOVER is able to automate the entire pro-
cess of eliciting requirements from conversations with good
quality, as shown in our empirical study. Our future research

agenda includes further experimentation with RECOVER,
including a larger-scale qualitative and industrial assess-
ment and. We also plan to improve the approach, including
further steps in the requirements engineering process, such
as automatically generating user stories.
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