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Abstract—Test scenarios are specific instances of test
cases that describe a sequence of actions to validate a
particular software functionality. By outlining the con-
ditions under which the software operates and the ex-
pected outcomes, test scenarios ensure that the software
functionality is tested in an integrated manner. Test
scenarios are crucial for systematically testing an appli-
cation under various conditions, including edge cases,
to identify potential issues and guarantee overall perfor-
mance and reliability. Manually specifying test scenarios
is tedious and requires a deep understanding of software
functionality and the underlying domain. It further
demands substantial effort and investment from already
time- and budget-constrained requirements engineers
and testing teams. This paper presents an automated
approach (RAGTAG) for test scenario generation using
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) with Large
Language Models (LLMs). RAG allows the integration
of specific domain knowledge with LLMs’ generation
capabilities. We evaluate RAGTAG on two industrial
projects from Austrian Post with bilingual requirements
in German and English. Our results from an interview
survey conducted with four experts on five dimensions
— relevance, coverage, correctness, coherence and fea-
sibility, affirm the potential of RAGTAG in automating
test scenario generation. Specifically, our results indicate
that, despite the difficult task of analyzing bilingual
requirements, RAGTAG is able to produce scenarios that
are well-aligned with the underlying requirements and
provide coverage of different aspects of the intended
functionality. The generated scenarios are easily un-
derstandable to experts and feasible for testing in the
project environment. The overall correctness is deemed
satisfactory; however, gaps in capturing exact action
sequences and domain nuances remain, underscoring
the need for domain expertise when applying LLMs.

Index Terms—Requirements Engineering,
Requirements-driven Testing, Test Scenarios, Large
Language Models (LLMs), Industry Study

I. INTRODUCTION

Test scenario generation, a critical phase in the
software quality assurance process, involves speci-
fying situations and corresponding action sequences
to validate a software application’s functionality and
performance against its requirements [1l], [2]. The
essence of test scenarios lies in their ability to sim-
ulate diverse user interactions and system behaviors,

ensuring the software’s reliability in real-world con-
ditions [1], [3]. Furthermore, test scenarios allow
developers to identify and address potential issues
early in the development cycle, significantly reducing
software maintenance costs and time. By offering
means for evaluating critical functionalities and user
interactions, test scenarios enhance the overall qual-
ity of the software product, contributing to a more
satisfactory end-user experience.

Based on project requirements and the develop-
ment environment, the test scenarios (7'Ss) can be
specified in different formats, e.g., sequence of steps
in a UML activity or sequence diagrams [4], S]], for-
mal notations [6], [[7]], other structured or templated
notations [8]], [9]], or a combination of aforementioned
formats supported with natural language (NL) anno-
tations [[10]] and scenarios specified in NL [L1].

Irrespective of the specification format, manually
creating 7Ss is an intellectually intensive task, re-
quiring deep domain and project knowledge, and a
significant investment of time and resources. Man-
ually specifying 7'Ss has further challenges, such as
the potential for overlooking edge cases, the difficulty
in maintaining scenarios as requirements change, and
the scalability of the process for large projects. An
automated approach for generating 7'Ss from require-
ments is thus required to address these challenges,
cover all functional aspects, and identify and include
edge cases that manual processes might miss to
bridge the gap between the functional expectations
outlined in the requirements and their practical vali-
dation through testing. Such automated solutions can
help develop robust and reliable software products ca-
pable of performing under a wide range of conditions,
thereby increasing user trust and satisfaction.

This industry-innovation paper investigates the
automated generation of 7Ss from NL require-
ments using advanced natural language processing
(NLP) techniques, specifically Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs). LLMs, trained on vast text corpora, can
understand and interpret complex software require-
ments [12f], translating them into detailed, nuanced



Example Requirements

R1: The LIEF_POST shall enable switching the Um-
satzsteuer (USt.-Satz) from 20% to 18% for the Zol-
lauschlussgebiet towns, listed in Austrian Post docu-
mentation in the ZAB list.

R2: The LIEF_POST shall only display the Switch-
button in Zustellbasen where the backend flag
“Anderung auf 18% USt” is enabled.

R3: The LIEF_POST shall allow switching the USt for
both Riicksendung Inland and Ausland.

Example Test Scenario

TS1: Delivery with Riicksendung Ausland.

1) Open the LIEF_POST app in VB mode.

2) In VB mode, scan the packet with Riicksendung
Ausland flag.

3) Set the Zustellbasen to a town in the ZAB list.

4) Long press on the packet and open the details.

5) Turn the Switch to ON for the 18% USt.

6) Verify that the USt rate is displayed as 18% next to
the switch.

7) Verify that the 20% USt rates are correctly converted
to 18% USt rates when the Switch is turned ON.

8) Move the LIEF_POST to ZL mode.

9) Repeat the test scenario for other towns in the ZAB
list to ensure compatibility.

Fig. 1. Example Requirements and Test Scenario from Proja in
LIEF_POST (Details in Section [[=B).

TSs. While LLMs excel in these aspects, they some-
times struggle with domain-specific queries and gen-
erate inaccurate information [13]. A widely-known
issue with generative LLMs is the generation of
incorrect information, or “hallucinations”, especially
when the generation task at hand extends beyond the
LLMs’ training data [14], e.g., the T'S generation task
for a specific domain. For addressing this, we lever-
age Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) [[14]] to
enhance LLMs. RAG integrates external data retrieval
into the text generation process of LLMs, enhanc-
ing their ability to generate accurate and relevant
responses [[15]. This combination of RAG and LLMs
allows the model to pull relevant information from a
curated database, mitigating issues related to incorrect
information and ensuring the generation of accurate
and domain-specific TSs.

This applied research work has been developed and
conducted in close collaboration with the Austrian
Post Group IT, the IT division of the larger Austrian
Post organization. Below, we provide an insight into
the industrial context of this research (Section [[-A)
and also cover a working example for this paper

(Section [[-B).

A. Industry Context

Austrian Post is an international postal, logistics,
and service provider, and Group IT is the division
that manages most of the company’s IT operations.
At Austrian Post, LIEF_POST is a flagship soft-
ware application (anonymized for data confidential-
ity reasons) used for all delivery and postage pro-
cesses. LIEF_POST is available for a special hand-
held device used by the deliverers. Given the large
scale of LIEF_POST, new functionality is regularly
added to the software application while maintaining
the previous functionalities. Each such substantial
functionality addition in LIEF_POST is termed as a
project, as multiple software engineering (SE) teams
with requirements engineers, testers, developers and
project and test managers are dedicated to a project.
Two such projects are the subject of evaluation in
this paper — referred to as Proj4 and Projp in the
paper. Proja refers to a project in LIEF_POST re-
lated to the application and recalculation of value-
added tax (VAT or Umsatzsteuer / USt. in German)
for specific regions with special VAT arrangements.
Projp deals with automated pre-sorting of posts
before delivery for an efficient delivery process. The
requirements for most projects in LIEF_POST, in-
cluding Proja and Projp, are specified bilingually
- a mix of German and English. The rationale behind
the bilingual requirements is the historical context
of operations at Austrian Post (in German) and the
internationalization of the organization in terms of the
team structure (in English). In addition, some projects
are outsourced to external contractors, wherein the
interactions are often in English. However, most
TSs are specified in English, with the project’s key
vocabulary (e.g., system names and project keywords)
maintained primarily in German. Such bilingual re-
quirements are commonplace at Austrian Post and
many other organizations, adding to the complexity
of building automated solutions for RE processes.

B. Working Example

Fig. [T] shows example requirements and an ex-
ample TS, closely adapted (and anonymized while
maintaining the intent and structure) from the orig-
inal requirements and test scenarios in Proj,. The
requirements refer to features for applying and recal-
culating VAT for specific regions. We have preserved
the bilingual nature of the requirements for exemplifi-
cation. R1 refers to enabling VAT calculation switch
in special regions, listed in a list (Zollauschlussge-
biete in German or ZAB) from Austrian Post. R2
refers to displaying the switch only for delivery bases
(Zustellbasen in German) where the change of VAT
(18%) is enabled. R3 focuses on return for both in-
land and out-of-the-country deliveries. The example
TS lists the steps for testing the features listed in the



requirements for out-of-the-country return delivery
cases. We note that TSs typically cover the actions
required and the expected results. Some 7'Ss have sep-
arate expected results and actions subsections format-
ted, while others combine the actions and expected
results as in the example. In our projects, we had both
kinds and we did not alter any 7Ss to maintain the
realistic settings of our experiment.

As evident in Fig. [1} one of the main challenges
in analyzing these requirements is bilingual require-
ments, which are commonplace for Austrian Post and
several other organizations across the globe due to
the working context and globalization efforts. An-
other noteworthy challenge in building an automated
solution for generating 7Ss from these real require-
ments is that the requirements are intricately entwined
with domain-specific knowledge, often beyond the
information readily available in public sources. For
instance, while some domain information related to
the postage and delivery is publicly available, most
internal processes at Austrian Post or LIEF_POST re-
main proprietary. This also means that the pre-trained
LLMs have a limited understanding of these pro-
cesses. For example, in the example 75 in Fig. [I] key-
words and processes are specific to LIEF_POST. VB
mode (short for Vorbereitung in German), in step 1 of
the 7S, refers to the preparation phase in LIEF_POST.
Similarly, Riicksendung Ausland flag, in step 2 of
the TS, refers to the fact that the package deals
with an out-of-the-country return delivery case. The
Switch, in step 5 of the TS, refers to a specific button
and corresponding flag in the backend in Proj,. In
addition, the domain understanding that the exam-
ple TS is only complete if the LIEF_POST app is
switched from VB to ZL mode (short for Zustellung
in German), i.e., the delivery mode, is missing in
pre-trained LLMs and the example requirements. For
all this information, one would require access to
additional domain information to be able to generate
accurate and complete T'Ss. To this end, we opted for
an LLMs and RAG-based solution for investigating
this problem, as compared to other possible NLP
solutions [16], because (i) this is a generation task
best suited for LLMs; (ii) the requirements are written
in NL, which can be ambiguous and open to multiple
interpretations. The issue is further exacerbated in the
real-world context of bilingual requirements, where
a single requirement mixes two languages - hence,
the underlying NLP technique needs to be adept at
switching linguistic contexts seamlessly; (iii) Aus-
trian Post - like several other global organizations -
is keen at leveraging (generative) Al techniques to
improve the efficacy of the internal processes and
overall productivity [17]; and (iv) RAG provides an
opportunity to integrate the domain knowledge.

C. Contributions

« We propose a novel approach (RAGTAG) based
on large language models (LLMs) and retrieval
augmented generation (RAG) for the automated
generation of test scenarios from NL require-
ments. RAG allows leveraging domain-specific in-
formation from organizational documents, and pre-
trained LLMs help generate test scenarios.

e We report on the design and execution of RAG-
TAG in an industrial context, with an evaluation on
two real-world projects in the logistics domain with
bilingual requirements. We experiment with eight
different configurations of RAGTAG, and report on
the best configuration. We further report on an in-
terview survey with four experts. Our results show
that the experts find the test scenarios generated by
RAGTAG, as largely complete in terms of their cov-
erage of all relevant concepts, easy to understand
and feasible for execution after having manually
addressed some issues related to the correctness
of some intermediate steps in the test scenarios.
The experts further report that RAGTAG is helpful
in improving their efficiency in specifying test
scenarios, compared to manual efforts and also
helps highlight quality issues in requirements.

Structure. Section [[] provides the background. Sec-
tion [T discusses our approach (RAGTAG). Section[[V]
reports on the design and execution of our indus-
try evaluation on two projects. Section [V] discusses
threats to validity. Section |[VI| concludes the paper.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide the background on
different concepts in our 7'S generation approach, i.e.,
large language models (LLMs), prompting, and re-
trieval augmented generation (RAG). We also briefly
cover the related work on this topic in this section.

A. Large Language Models (LLMs)

A language model (LM) is a statistical model
trained to predict the next word in a sequence and
applied for several NLP tasks, i.e., classification and
generation [[18]]. For example, given a text sequence,
“Paris is the capital of”, the LMs will predict the
next word as “France” with the maximum probability.
LLMs are extensions of LMs trained on a substan-
tially large dataset, with a larger number of weights
and parameters, and a complex architecture that can
perform various NLP tasks, including text generation,
classification and question answering [19].

B. LLMs Prompt Techniques

Conversational LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT) need to
be provided with instructions or discussion topics



& s Vector DB
Domain Documents .—> H
— Indexing
Prompt —> PolcuTJe_nts
* Prompt [:::] °
@J Embedding " [: . :]
Prompt L**~
= - . Embedding
- Z<«— Querying
- Relevant Passages
Context
Result LLM ( )

Fig. 2. Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) Pipeline.

by a user in the form of a Prompt. The prompts
can be designed and refined to achieve the desired
outcomes effectively from LLMs. Below, we present
some commonly used prompting techniques that are
used or evaluated in this paper.

Zero-Shot Prompting refers to a scenario where an
LLM is prompted for a task or a query without any
prior examples. The model must rely solely on pre-
trained knowledge and understanding to generate a
response or solution.

Few-shot prompting involves providing the LLM
with a few examples before prompting it to perform
a task. These examples serve as a guide, helping the
model understand the expected response or output. It
is particularly useful when the LLM must be adapted
to a specific type of task or format that it might not
have been explicitly trained on, e.g., T'S generation.

C. Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG)

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) is a hy-
brid approach that combines the capabilities of two
major NLP techniques: information retrieval (IR)
and generative LLMs. Generative LLMs like GPT-
x models [19] have revolutionized NLP domain.
LLMs trained on vast datasets generate coherent and
contextually relevant text. However, as discussed in
Section[] LLMs’ ability to generate accurate and spe-
cific information is often constrained by their training
data scope and inherent limitations in accessing ex-
ternal, up-to-date domain information. Traditional IR
systems, designed to search and retrieve information
from large databases, provide the ability to access
specific information. However, they lack LLMs’ NL
understanding and generation capabilities. RAG ad-
dress these limitations by combining the generative
capabilities of LLMs with IR efficiency. When a
query is presented to a RAG model, the retrieval
system fetches relevant documents or snippets. The
retrieved snippets are fed into the generative model,
which integrates them into its response generation
process. This allows the model to produce responses
that are not only contextually rich but also factu-
ally accurate. Next, we provide details on the RAG
pipeline, visualized in Fig. [2]

Indexing. In the RAG pipeline, the indexation pro-
cess begins with the domain documentation loading,

cleansing, and extracting the content. The documents
can be loaded in different file formats, e.g., PDF,
HTML, and Microsoft Word, and converted into
standardized plain text. Thereafter, the text is split
into smaller and more manageable passages or chunks
(e.g., 512 tokens) to fit within the context limits
of different LMs. These passages are subsequently
transformed into vector representations through an
embedding model, e.g., Sentence Bert (SBERT) [20]].
These embeddings are numerical representations that
encapsulate the semantic content of the passage. An
index is created to store the text passages and their
vector embeddings as key-value pairs, which allows
for retrieving contextually relevant data efficiently
and accurately. These key-value pairs can be stored
in a vector database to avoid re-indexing the docu-
mentation each time. A prompt for the RAG model is
indexed using the same embedding model and passed
onto the next step in the pipeline.

Querying. The querying step uses the vector em-
bedding of the prompt to identify the most relevant
passages from the vector database with domain doc-
umentation embeddings. The similarity is calculated
between the two embedding vectors, i.e., the prompt
embedding and the vectorized passages within the
indexed vector database using cosine similarity [21]].
The querying step then retrieves the top-k passages
with the highest similarity to the prompt. These
passages form the contextual basis for generating the
text for the query or the task specified in the prompt.

Generation. The input prompt and the selected pas-
sages from the querying stage are then combined to
be passed onto the LLM for response generation.
Depending on the task or the query specified in the
input prompt, a response could be generated based
on the pre-trained model information along with the
context passages or from the context passages alone.

D. Related Work

Generating test scenarios or testing artefacts from
requirements is a relatively less-explored area in RE
or SE literature [22]]. Mustafa et al. [22]]’s SLR pro-
vides an overview of limited automated approaches
for test generation from requirements. They identified
30 primary studies, published until 2018, that have
covered test automation from requirements. Accord-
ing to the data provided in this SLR, only 21% of the
studies cover test automation from NL requirements,
e.g., [23l], [24)], [25)], [26], [27]. This is primarily
because several issues in NL requirements, e.g., in-
completeness and ambiguity, make it challenging to
automate automated test artefact generation [9], [22]].
Hence, most of these existing approaches use tem-
plated requirements or some form of formalism [9],
[25]], [28]]. Furthermore, test scenarios that are used
in several organizations, including Austrian Post, are



only seldom the format of test artefacts automati-
cally generated from requirements. Very few research
works have addressed this problem. For instance,
Sarmiento et al.[29] utilize Petri-Nets to transform
NL requirements into test scenarios. Cunning and
Rozenbiit [6] proposed an approach for generating
sequenced scenarios with data parameters from the
structured requirements specification.

Our work in this paper leverages advanced NLP
techniques, i.e., LLMs and retrieval-based augmenta-
tion to directly synthesize TSs from NL requirements
without the need for intermediate representations
or formalizations. This approach allows for greater
flexibility and adaptability to varied and complex
requirement documents, addressing the challenge of
domain-specific knowledge not extensively covered
in public databases. We further address the TS gener-
ation from bilingual requirements, which to the best
of our knowledge, has not been addressed previously.

III. APPROACH

Fig. 3] provides an overview of our approach for
Retrieval Augmented Generation-based Test scenArio
Generation (RAGTAG) from NL requirements. RAG-
TAG takes as input a set of NL requirements, an NL
statement with a brief description of the test scenario
to be generated, an example test scenario from the
system (optional), a domain-information corpus, and
a set of glossary terms (optional) [30]. As mentioned
in Section in the context of this project with
OPAG, the input NL requirements, glossary terms
and domain-information corpus are written in a mix
of German and English languages, while T'S-related
information is in English.

A. Prompt Generation

This step takes as input a set of NL requirements,
an example 7S and a brief description of the 7S that
needs to be generated. Providing the example 7§ is
optional. However, as we argue in Section pro-
viding the example yields better results. The output
of the step is a prompt which is passed onto the
next steps. This step assumes a pre-sectioned set of
requirements based on features. In our projects, the
requirements sets were already pre-sectioned. In the
case of a new project with no sections, one can easily
combine the requirements based on features or using
NLP similarity techniques [31], [32]. The example
TS is required for few-shot prompting (discussed in
Section [[) and guiding the LLM in generating TSs
in a desired format. The presence (or absence) of an
example TS is part of the subject of our analysis in
RQI. A brief description of the TS to be generated is
required to explicitly tell the LLM about the coverage
of specific context or conditions in the generated
TS (e.g., “Delivery with Riicksendung Ausland” in
Fig. [I). While LLMs also allow the generation of

TSs without any description, such generated TSs
can be very generic. In our preliminary experiments
with Austrian Post Group IT (authors), we further
observed the varying efficacy of LLMs in generating
TSs based on the richness and specificity of the input.
This has implications for the extent of manual inter-
vention required in the final 7S generation. Hence,
RAGTAG requires a brief yet specific description of
the TS to be generated. Fig. [d] shows the final prompt
template used in RAGTAG. This template results from
numerous internal experimentation and fine-tuning
iterations among the first two authors.

B. Context Retrieval

Once the prompt is generated, the next step is to
retrieve the related context from the RAG pipeline
(Fig. ). The indexing step of RAG takes the domain
documentation corpus as input with HTML, PDF,
Microsoft document, or text files and splits it into
passages (or chunks). The default chunk size is 512
tokens, and we use the default size in our implemen-
tation as this is typically large enough to provide con-
text. If the domain documentation is already indexed,
this step simply fetches the context vectors from the
vector DB (see Fig.[2). As a part of this step, the input
prompt from the previous step is transformed into
the prompt embedding and passed onto the next step,
along with the top-k context spans closely matching
the prompt (querying stage of Fig. [2).

C. LLM-based Test Scenario Generation

In this step, the TS is generated using an LLM
based on the input prompt and the selected context
passage(s) from the previous step. This step takes
an optional input of a set of glossary terms (with
definitions). As mentioned earlier, the glossary terms
are required to provide additional context and main-
tain the specific keywords (e.g., German keywords in
Fig. [I] requirements) in the generated 7. A subset
of relevant glossary terms for a given project can be
appended directly to the input prompt in this step.
We do not append the glossary terms in the previous
steps to avoid misleading the context retrieval.

Most LLMs have a token limit, e.g., the limit for
GPT-3.5 turbo is 4,096 tokens. In case the com-
bination of the input prompt, the selected context
passage(s) and the glossary terms exceed this limit,
certain strategies can be applied to fit the most context
possible while complying with the token limit: (i)
reduce the number of the retrieved context passages;
and (ii) limit the requirements covered in the input
prompt by selecting only a subset of relevant re-
quirements. In our evaluation, we did not exceed this
token limit even when prompting with top-3 context
passages, all requirements and an example 7.
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Fig. 3. Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG)-based Test Scenario Generation Approach.

Example Prompt Template

You are a system analyst for Proj, project in LIEF_POST system
at Austrian Post. Generate a detailed test scenario with a step-
wise description of what should be done to test the Proj,
functionality for the following description <TS_DESCRIPTION>.

For your reference, below are the Proj, requirements statements
<REQUIREMENTS>, an example test scenario description
<EXAMPLE_TS_DESCRIPTION> and the test scenario with all
the steps for this example description <EXAMPLE_TS>, and the
description of the test scenario you should generate
<TS_DESCRIPTION>. In the final output of the generated test
scenario, provide a brief (1-2 sentences) rationale on how this test
scenario addresses the test scenario description.

<REQUIREMENTS>: input Proj, requirements.
<EXAMPLE_TS_DESCRIPTION>:input example TS description.
<EXAMPLE_TS>:input the example TS with all the steps.
<TS_DESCRIPTION>:input description of TS to be generated.

Fig. 4. Prompt Template used in RAGTAG.

IV. EVALUATION

This section presents our empirical evaluation
settings and industrial projects details.

A. Research Questions

RQ1. Which RAGTAG configuration yields the most
accurate results for TS generation? RAGTAG can be
instantiated in numerous configuration settings, e.g.,
a different LLM, different prompting strategies, or
retrieving more context chunks in RAG. By com-
paring alternatives, we plan to identify an accurate
configuration for RAGTAG.

RQ2. Do practitioners find the TSs generated by
RAGTAG useful? Ultimately, our TS generation ap-
proach is valuable only if practitioners find the output
of RAGTAG meaningful in their context. RQ2 aims
to assess the perceptions of experts from our industry
partner about the usefulness of the generated TSs,
using the selected configuration from RQI.

B. Implementation Details

We have implemented RAGTAG in Python using
the Azure OpenAl Services. We compare the Ope-
nAl’s GPT-3.5 (gpt-3.5-turbo) and GPT-4.0 (gpt-4)
models in our evaluation at zero temperature settings,
i.e., setting the randomness component of the LLMs
to zero. We used Azure Cognitive Search for data
indexing and retrieval. Using Azure OpenAl Studio,
one can implement different strategies for retrieving
the context chunks from the domain documentation
and querying the LLMs. We use the ‘default’ setting

and explicitly set the maximum number of context
spans (k). Chunking allows limiting the information
sent to the LLMs due to token limits.

C. Project Details

We perform our evaluation on two projects in
LIEF_POST- Projs and Projp. Proj, deals with
all the processes associated with the deliveries to
the special value-added-tax regions for our industry
partner. Projp deals with the processes related to the
automated pre-sorting of all the posts before delivery
for an efficient delivery process. Our selection of
these two projects was driven by these criteria:

1. Access to at least one project with pre-specified
requirements and corresponding TSs. RQ1 analysis
required ground truth for determining the most effec-
tive configuration for 7'S generation. Therefore, we
sought projects that already had all this information
available, as writing new TSs for ground truth was
beyond the scope of this study due to extensive effort
and time commitment requirements from the experts.

2. Securing an adequate level of participation from
the experts. RQ2 analysis required the participation
of experts in a data collection session. For this, we
required projects the experts were reasonably familiar
with, i.e., projects finished in the recent past or the
ones in their late stages of development.
3. Project size should be commensurate with the
usual projects at our industry partner. We were
interested in projects of reasonable size compared to
other projects at Austrian Post Group IT. We also
avoided targeting large projects in LIEF_POST. The
rationale is that in RQ2 analysis, we wanted to elicit
experts’ feedback. Hence, to avoid overwhelming
experts and having to rely on their memory of all the
features and respect their time commitments, we only
focused on projects of reasonable size in LIEF_POST.
We selected Proja and Projp, as Projs met
all the above criteria and Projp met all the criteria,
except the first one partially. We answer RQ1 using
Proj 4 data, and RQ2 using both the projects.

D. Data Collection Procedure

Our data collection was conducted over two
stages. In the first stage, we collected for both
projects all the requirements, 7'S descriptions, detailed
TSs, and the domain documentation. The authors
first discussed the project selection criteria. The col-
laborators (second and third authors) collected all



the requisite pre-existing data internally, vetted the
data for any confidential information and completed
two test descriptions missing in Proj . There were
a few other issues identified in the requirements
statements that made them unconducive to automated
analysis, e.g., convoluted structure or missing in-
formation as they implicitly referred to previously
specified requirements. We deliberately decided not
to address these issues, to be able to maintain the
practical settings for RAGTAG evaluation. For domain
documentation (Fig. [3)), the collaborators provided
a manual that is used by LIEF_POST end users
and introduces most of the processes related to
LIEF _POST. We note that none of the T7Ss were
exposed to RAGTAG, as part of the manual. We note
that all the requirements, 7S descriptions, and domain
documentation collected in this stage were written in
a mix of German and English. All the 7Ss were in
English, with domain-or system-specific keywords in
German. Most glossary terms were available to us as
part of the domain documentation. We extended this
glossary with the specific keywords of Projs and
Projp missing from the domain documentation,
with the help of our collaborators. From Proj4,
we collected 75 requirements statements (including
three feature descriptions) and 16 detailed 7'Ss with
descriptions. Projp had 41 requirements statements
(including two feature descriptions) and 15 test de-
scriptions (with only partially written 7'Ss which were
not considered in our analysis in RQ1 or RQ2).

In the second stage, we collected the data from
four experts in an interview survey to assess their
perception of the quality of the generated 7'Ss for RQ2
analysis. During this interview survey, the experts
reviewed the TSs from Projs and Projp based on
the five criteria listed below.

1) Relevance assesses how well the generated TS
aligns with the project requirements. The mo-
tivation for this criterion is to ensure that the
generated TS directly contributes to validating the
critical functionalities and objectives outlined in
the requirements.

2) Coverage evaluates the ‘completeness’ of the
generated 7, i.e., the extent to which the TS en-
compasses all relevant aspects of the requirements
and the test description.

3) Correctness evaluates the accuracy of 7S and its
steps. It ensures the scenario is logically sound
and covers the TS steps in the correct sequence.

4) Understandability assesses whether the gener-
ated 75 is clear and comprehensible to the experts,
without any redundancies, so they can easily in-
terpret and implement the 7S without ambiguity
or confusion.

5) Feasibility evaluates whether the 7'S can be exe-
cuted with the available resources in the project

setup. The motivation is to ensure that the 7Ss
are practical and can be realistically implemented
within the project’s constraints.

Each criterion above was assessed by experts on a
five-point Likert scale [33] for the degree to which
the generated TS meets the criterion.

1. Strongly Disagree: Significantly fails to meet the
criterion.

2. Disagree: Does not adequately meet the criterion.
3. Neutral: Somewhat meets the criterion, but im-
provements are necessary.

4. Agree: Meets the criterion satisfactorily, with only
minor issues or omissions.

5. Strongly Agree: Excellently meets the criterion.

We shared the information from both projects with
the experts 48 hours before the planned session.
At the start of the interview survey, we explained
all the criteria to the experts and provided a quick
recollection of the project requirements and features.
We also used one generated 7S from Projs as an
example discussion to explain the evaluation process.
We, therefore, performed the actual evaluation on
15 TSs each from Projs and Projp. For each
criterion, the experts were asked to rate the gener-
ated 7S according to the five criteria based on the
Likert scale and also verbalize their rationale for a
given choice to ensure that they had a consistent
understanding of each rating scale. The experts were
free to provide individual ratings in the interview
survey. However, in most cases, they all agreed on
the same rating. In case, they gave a rating of 1,
i.e., Strongly Disagree on Relevance, Coverage or
Correctness for any 7S, we did not proceed with
the remaining criteria. Subsequently, we asked the
experts to answer Feasibility based on the premise
that the issues have been addressed. We also asked
each expert to briefly share their overall perspective
on RAGTAG at the end of the session. We recorded
(wrote down) all their explanations in the session.

Survey Participants. The interview survey session
had seven participants in total, including the re-
searcher (first author), the facilitators (second and
third authors) and four experts (respondents). The
researcher led the survey and introduced the re-
search project to the experts, and each generated T5.
The second author — a scrum master at Austrian
Post — helped moderate the session and record
the responses. The third author — a requirements
engineer at Austrian Post— helped provide additional
requirements and domain context, wherever neces-
sary. The four experts were a quality assurance (test-
ing) manager (pseudonym Gary), a product owner
(pseudonym Rory), and two test engineers from Aus-
trian Post (pseudonyms Peter and Patty). Gary, Peter,
and Patty have each worked at Austrian Post for
three years. Rory has been with Austrian Post for 33



years. All four experts were involved in Proj4 and
evaluated the generated TSs using the aforementioned
criteria. Three of the four experts were involved in
Projp and evaluated the corresponding 7Ss. Peter
was not part of Projp and hence did not respond to
any questions related to the project. The entire session
lasted for a little over three hours for both projects,
with two breaks of ten minutes each to mitigate
fatigue. We report the results from the interview

survey in RQ2 analysis (Section [[V-F).

E. Evaluation Settings

We report on our evaluation settings for RQ1. We
note that RQ2 was based on our interview survey, and
all the relevant details have been discussed above.

RQ1 Evaluation. For answering RQ1, in the prompt
generation step of RAGTAG, we experiment with
two different settings — zero-shot (ZS) and few-shot
(FS) prompting. For zero-shot prompting, we exclude
the example TS (in Fig. [), its description or any
reference to the example TS from the prompt sent to
the retrieval and the test case generation stages. In the
retrieval stage, we maintain the default configuration
of the RAG model provided by the Llamalndex
library in Python, i.e., we index passages (or chunks)
with a maximum limit of 512 tokens each. For the
querying stage, we experiment with two settings for
k, i.e., the number of context spans we experiment
with £ = 1 and k = 3. For the TS generation step of
RAGTAG we experiment with two LLMs, i.e., GPT-
3.5 and GPT-4.0. Hence, in total, we experiment with
eight configurations in RQI.

Metrics. In the NLP domain, various metrics are
used to evaluate the quality of text generation.
Three widely recognized metrics are BLEU [34],
ROUGE [35], and METEOR [36]. BLEU measures
the correspondence between a machine-generated
output and a human by comparing the co-occurrence
of n-grams (word pairs, triples, etc.) in the generated
text to a set of reference texts and calculates a
score based on this comparison. High BLEU scores
indicate a greater similarity to the reference texts,
suggesting better output quality. ROUGE is typically
used in summarization tasks. It assesses the quality
of a generated text by measuring how many words
and phrases it has in common with a reference text,
focusing on recall. METEOR, another metric for
evaluating translation quality, extends metrics such as
BLEU beyond simple n-gram matching. It incorpo-
rates synonyms and stemming, aligning more closely
with the human judgment of generated text quality.
METEOR compares the generated text to reference
texts, accounting for word order. It produces a score
based on precision and recall, offering a balanced
view of translation performance. We use all three
metrics (normalized on a scale of 0-1) to evaluate
the quality of generated 7Ss in RQI.

TABLE I
RQ1 RESULTS.
LLM Prompt  Chunks BLEU ROUGE  METEOR
GPT3.5 A 1 0.004 0.151 0.229
GPT3.5 A 3 0.005 0.161 0.238
GPT3.5 FS 1 0.084 0.419 0.528
GPT3.5 FS 3 0.080 0.406 0.470
GPT4.0 A 1 0.003 0.149 0.244
GPT4.0 ZS 3 0.005 0.159 0.236
GPT4.0 FS 1 0.092 0.419 0.516
GPT4.0 FS 3 0.067 0.373 0.467

F. Results and Discussion

RQ1. Table [I| shows the BLEU, ROUGE, and ME-
TEOR scores for different combinations experi-
mented in RQ1 (Section [[V-E). For both GPT-3.5 and
GPT-4.0, few-shot (FS) prompting yields significantly
higher BLEU, ROUGE, and METEOR scores than
zero-shot (ZS), indicating that providing examples
improves accuracy and relevance in generated TSs.
Hence, as widely known in the NLP community, FS
prompting can lead to better results (than ZS prompt-
ing), particularly when the possibility of building a
fine-tuned LLM via labelled data is expensive [37].

Regarding the number of chunks considered for
the RAG model, increasing the number of context
chunks from 1 to 3 does not consistently improve
performance metrics across both models and prompt-
ing strategies, implying that adding context must be
balanced and relevant. A common trend visible from
Table [I] is that increasing the number of context
chunks leads to improved results for ZS prompting
but not for FS prompting. One plausible explanation
for this could be that in the absence of much context
in ZS prompting, additional context helps. In contrast,
for FS prompting, where examples already provide
specific guidance, additional context (from different
parts of the domain documentation) might be unnec-
essary and introduce confusion if it diverges from the
generation task’s core requirements.

For the comparison between the two GPT mod-
els considered in our evaluation, GPT-4.0 with FS
prompting achieves the highest BLEU score, indi-
cating better exact match quality. However, GPT-
4.0’s ROUGE and METEOR scores in some setups
are comparable or slightly lower than GPT-3.5s,
suggesting nuances in how each model handles NL
understanding and generation. We also note a quali-
tative finding from reviewing all the TSs generated,
that most GPT-4.0 TSs are more verbose than those
generated by GPT-3.5. Based on these observations,
we select the configuration of GPT-3.5 with k£ =1
and FS prompting for answering RQ2. The absolute
metrics for this configuration suggest that while the
exact phrasing of the generated 7Ss may not closely
match the actual 7Ss (BLEU=0.092), the essential
content (ROUGE=0.419) and overall meaning (ME-
TEOR=0.528) are reasonably well captured.



The answer to RQI is that the GPT-3.5 LLM with
few-shot prompting and the top retrieved-context
passage in the retrieval stage of RAGTAG leads to
the best results for test scenario generation.

RQ2. Fig. 5] shows the overall results from our expert
interview survey. Overall, in 11 out of the 30 (36.7%)
TSs, the experts (strongly) agreed on all criteria, i.e.,
the generated scenarios were of very high quality. In
11 out of the 30 (36.7%) TSs the experts (strongly)
agreed on most criteria and were neutral on one or
two criteria. For 4 of the 30 (13.3%) scenarios, the
experts disagreed on at least one of the five criteria.
For the remaining four 7Ss, the experts strongly
disagreed on the test scenario’s relevance, coverage
or correctness. We did not proceed with a rating
for understandability or feasibility in these cases.
Of these four cases, two test scenarios generated
by LLMs were deemed completely wrong, i.e., the
test scenarios had major issues, particularly with
the correctness of the steps in the test scenarios in
Proja. For example, one test scenario generated
misleading information, as the steps were not in line
with the actual steps in LIEF_POST. For the remain-
ing two test scenarios in this category (one each
from Proja andProjp), the experts mentioned that
there were obvious quality issues in the requirements
and/or the test description, and minor amendments
could have potentially led to better test scenarios.
However, we did not have an opportunity to make any
improvements or perform an iterative analysis in our
evaluation. Hence, we marked all criteria for these
test scenarios as rating 1 (Strongly Disagree). We
exclude these scenarios from all subsequent analyses
to avoid bias due to the low-quality inputs.

The overall results of 26 test scenarios in two
projects, with averages (u) of assessment criteria
with standard deviation (o), are as follows: Relevance
(o) = 4.19 (0.85), Coverage u(oc) = 4.04 (1.0),
Correctness (o) = 3.69 (1.0), Coherence p(o) =
4.77 (0.51), Feasibility u(o) = 4.92 (0.27).

Relevance. 1 = 4.19 suggests that our experts
agree that the automatically generated 7'Ss are closely
aligned with the requirements. ¢ = 0.85 indicates
some variability in experts’ perception of relevance.
However, the variation is relatively moderate, sug-
gesting reasonably consistent perceptions. One 7S in
Proj 4 did not adequately cover the concepts in the
requirements and the test description (i.e., received a
rating of Disagree or 2 from the experts). The experts
were Neutral on four TSs, as the generated 7S did not
fully align with the intended description. In two of
these instances, Rory noted issues in the descriptions,
which require expertise to fully comprehend the in-
tended direction for generating the TSs.

Coverage. |1 = 4.04 suggests that experts agree
that the 7'Ss cover the most relevant concepts from
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Fig. 5. RQ2 Results with the frequency of Likert Scale ratings for
each evaluation criterion by experts.

the requirements and the test description, with minor
omissions. ¢ = 1.0 denotes noticeable variability,
indicating that some test scenarios were perceived as
more comprehensive than others. From Fig. [3] five
TSs in Proj4 did not satisfactorily cover the concepts
in the requirements and the test description, as these
TSs missed the specific steps required to reach a
particular state in LIEF_POST.

Correctness. . = 3.69 implies moderate accuracy
in 7Ss or more than expected omissions or issues.
o = 1.0 indicates significant variability. This suggests
that evaluators’ perceptions of correctness varied
more widely than other aspects, pointing to some
inconsistencies or fluctuating levels of accuracy in
the generated 7Ss. One of the key issues in several
TSs with rating 1-3 for Correctness was missing



or inaccurate steps (related to domain and project
understanding of LIEF _POST) from the T§.

Coherence. A high p = 4.77 indicates that the 7'Ss
were generally clear and easy to comprehend. The
relatively low o = 0.51 reflects a consistent level
of understandability across test scenarios, suggesting
that they followed consistent domain terminology.

Feasibility. The highest ¢ = 4.92 implies that the
TSs are viewed as highly practical and executable
(post addressing the coverage or correctness issues).
The o = 0.27 highlights a strong consensus among
experts regarding the feasibility of 7S execution,
suggesting that the LLMs did not introduce any in-
feasible steps or hyperbolic conditions, ensuring that
the generated 7'Ss remain grounded in practicality.

After the interview survey, we also reviewed all the
expert feedback. We note that overall generated T'Ss
in Proj had a lower rating than Projp in general
(see Fig.[5). For example, three of the four 7Ss, where
experts strongly disagreed on relevance, coverage
or correctness, were in Projs. A key difference
between the two projects is that, due to the nature
of Proja (VAT calculation), it had stricter require-
ments for following the sequence of certain steps
and phases in LIEF_POST than Projp. The kind of
mistakes made by RAGTAG were similar across some
generated 7Ss, which could have been potentially
addressed via (minor) adjustments to the prompts out-
side evaluation settings. However, as noted earlier, we
did not allow the experiments’ prompts and outputs
or iterations to be fixed to avoid bias or influence our
evaluation results.

The answer to RQ?2 is that the practitioners strongly
agree that the TSs generated by RAGTAG are
coherent and feasible. The relevance and cover-
age are also deemed satisfactory, with only minor
adjustments, indicating the meaningfulness of the
generated TSs and alignments to the requirements.
Correctness shows high variability, suggesting ar-
eas for improvement regarding accuracy and adher-
ence to the specific TS steps and a need for more
specific domain knowledge in RAGTAG.

G. Expert Feedback Discussion

RAGTAG has been subjected to expert scrutiny
in our interview survey. During the survey, the
experts verbalized their rationale for any omis-
sions/inaccuracies/issues in the generated 7S, and also
provided their overall perception of RAGTAG, at the
end. In this section, we provide a brief qualitative
analysis of their feedback and the implications of this
research for Austrian Post Group IT.

Insights on Translation and Domain-Specific
Knowledge. Experts highlighted the challenge of
maintaining domain-specific terms. Gary suggested,
“Maybe I would recommend making a dictionary of

terms that should not be translated other way than
specified, and have that dictionary as a source for an
LLM,” pointing towards a more nuanced handling of
bilingual requirements. While we had attempted this
by using the glossary terms, GPT models inexplicably
ignored glossary terms in some 7'Ss and translated
them to English, impacting correctness.

Quality of Input Data and Reverse Engineering.
The quality of input data was underscored as a pivotal
factor in the performance of RAG/LLMs by all ex-
perts and the two industry authors, also a known issue
in RAG [38]. Rory noted, “if LLM gets input data
which is low quality or too ambiguous, it will also
have such output.” This emphasizes the need for clear
and precise requirements documentation and the 7§
description. An indirect advantage of RAGTAG noted
by experts is that in case the generated TS has
major issues, it most likely is due to poor quality
of input requirements. Hence, they can reflect on the
original requirements and locate issues that led to
incorrectness. We posit that this reverse engineering
exercise might help improve the quality of original
requirements; however, an in-depth investigation is
required to establish this.

Incorporating Broader System Information. The
potential for LLMs to enhance 7'S generation through
access to system architecture was discussed. Rory
suggested, “Based on my observations, it [the ap-
proach] can perform better in creation of TS if it
would have access to the architecture schema of the
used systems/applications,” advocating for a more
integrated approach to scenario generation.

Experience and Human Oversight Matters. The
value of human expertise in refining LLM-generated
TSs was acknowledged. Patty mentioned “More ex-
perienced testers understand or refine the LLM gen-
erated scenarios much easier,”. Peter further said
“It [The approach] is missing feedback loop. Some
scenarios can be easily fixed.” highlighting the indis-
pensable role of human oversight and experience.

Feedback and Future Directions. All experts agreed
that they would use RAGTAG to automate 7S gen-
eration in their projects. Patty noted that “It seems
like a useful tool, and much better than writing test
scenarios manually. They require minor adjustments
but that is much easier than writing it from scratch.”
Gary further noted that “As we noted, some of the sce-
narios were completely off. Such cases are inevitable
but are very easy to write off by just looking at
them. Hence, the technology is worth it.” The concept
of using LLMs to map related test scenarios was
proposed as an innovative direction with the potential
to streamline test scenario management. Additionally,
the positive reception from Peter—“Can we use this
for our actual project next week?”—signals a readi-
ness to integrate RAGTAG into real-world projects,
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contingent upon further refinement and validation.
In conclusion, the feedback from experts provides
a clear directive towards enhancing RAGTAG with
specific focus on improving translation accuracy, in-
put data quality, system architecture integration, and
leveraging experienced tester insights for refinement.

V. THREATS TO VALIDITY

Internal Validity. Bias is one of the main concerns
for internal validity. To mitigate bias, the experts
in RQ2 had no exposure to our technical approach.
Further, there was a possibility of social desirability
bias, where experts might refrain from expressing dis-
senting opinions—we implemented several strategies
to counteract this. We provided opportunities for each
expert to voice their opinions, asked them to verbalize
their rationales, and randomly alternated the sequence
in which they reviewed the 7Ss. The experts did note
their disagreement in some cases (Section [[V-F).

External Validity. Generalizability is always a con-
cern with an industry-innovation study like ours. We
evaluated RAGTAG on two different projects, but
more diverse case studies at Austrian Post and beyond
are required to ensure that RAGTAG is effective at
generating 7Ss from NL requirements. We further
plan to conduct more user studies, wherein the experts
can execute the generated 7'Ss in practice to substan-
tiate the results reflected by our evaluation criteria.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented an automated ap-
proach (RAGTAG) for generating test scenarios from
NL requirements, developed in collaboration with
Austrian Post Group IT - a division of Austrian
Post. RAGTAG is based on large language models
(LLMs) and retrieval augmented generation (RAG)
techniques. We reported on the evaluation of RAG-
TAG on two projects from Austrian Post, as a
part of the LIEF_POST software system used for
postage and delivery management with bilingual re-
quirements, specified in German and English. In
this context, we evaluated eight configurations for
RAGTAG and identified the best configuration, with
GPT-3.5 LLM and few-shot prompting. The paper
further reports on an interview survey conducted with
four experts from Austrian Post on the usefulness of
RAGTAG in practice, in terms of relevance, coverage,
correctness, coherence and feasibility of the generated
test scenarios. The results show that experts (strongly)
agree that the generated test scenarios are coherent,
feasible, relevant and cover the relevant concepts.
They also indicated the need for a human expert in
the loop to improve correctness. RAGTAG according
to the experts is ready for adoption in their context
and is likely to save time in their quality assurance
efforts. In future, we would like to conduct wider
studies at Austrian Post and beyond to establish the
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generalizability of RAGTAG, and extend the domain
documentation to include the architectural informa-
tion of the systems. We also plan to attempt wider
experiments with more LLMs and RAG parameter
settings, e.g., temperature in LLMs.
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