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Abstract – Software architecture evaluation methods such as 

ATAM have proven effective but many require external 

facilitation, substantial preparation, follow-up work or do not 

fit fast-paced industrial development efforts. This paper 

presents LASR, the Lightweight Approach for Software 

Reviews that enables development teams to run systematic, 

quality-focused architecture evaluations in a single half-day 

session. LASR is self-contained and team-driven, allowing 2-4 

developers to perform the review without separate evaluation 

support. We position LASR among existing architecture 

evaluation approaches and report on its industrial application 

across different domains. Based on data from 75 independently 

conducted reviews, we discuss the method’s effectiveness, 

typical usage patterns, and practical limitations. The results 

indicate that LASR delivers actionable, repeatable insights with 

modest effort and offers a pragmatic addition to the current 

spectrum of architecture evaluation methods. 

Keywords – software architecture, architecture evaluation, 

lightweight methods, risk-based review, industrial case study 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Software architecture reviews are an established means of 
identifying quality risks and design shortcomings in software 
systems. Well known methods such as the Architecture 
Tradeoff Analysis Method (ATAM) have demonstrated 
substantial value in systematically assessing design decisions 
and quality attributes [2]. As traditional methods are often 
perceived as heavyweight, numerous lightweight variants 
have been proposed [10][11][12][13][14]. Common ideas of 
weight-reduction include using smaller groups of participants 
or putting higher trust in experts reviewing the system. Still 
some challenges remain, as evaluation methods often seem 
hard to facilitate, require external participation, need extensive 
preparation or produce results that demand additional 
synthesis before they become actionable.  

To address this gap, we developed LASR – the 
Lightweight Approach for Software Reviews [20]. LASR 
enables development teams to conduct systematic, quality-
focused architecture reviews within a single half-day session. 
The method is lightweight, self-contained (as it integrates all 
necessary activities and artifacts into one cohesive session) 
and team-driven (because it can be performed entirely by the 
team responsible for the system, without the need for external 
reviewers or facilitators). This makes LASR well suited for 
recurring use within agile development cycles, where 
maintaining architectural awareness must coexist with 
frequent delivery and limited coordination overhead. 

LASR was not conceived as a theoretical framework but 
emerged from extensive industrial review practice. The 
recurring patterns and risks observed in architecture 
evaluations with various methods were distilled into the 
LASR risk categories that form the basis of the method. 

Evaluation results are condensed in a management-compatible 
format, that was previously used in many reports of bigger, 
ATAM-based evaluations. 

Since its introduction, LASR has been applied across 
multiple industries, including automotive, finance, energy, 
logistics, and embedded systems. Teams of different sizes and 
compositions have used the method to reflect on architectural 
quality and identify architectural risks. The majority of these 
applications have been carried out independently and offer 
great insight into the methods applicability. 

This paper situates LASR among established evaluation 
methods, defines the steps of the LASR approach and reports 
on its industrial use. Based on the findings during its 
application, the paper reflects on the lessons learned and trade-
offs observed. A comprehensive description of LASR is 
available as a practice-oriented book [20]. 

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK 

Software architecture evaluation has emerged as a critical 
activity in the software engineering lifecycle, serving to assess 
whether an architecture satisfies stakeholder expectations, 
identify potential risks before they incur substantial costs, and 
verify that quality requirements are addressed in the design 
[3]. The importance of architecture evaluation is underscored 
by research indicating that system maintenance and evolution 
account for the biggest part of total lifecycle costs for software 
systems [24][25][26], making early identification of archi-
tectural limitations essential for risk mitigation. 

Over the past three decades, a diverse ecosystem of 
architecture evaluation methods has developed, ranging from 
comprehensive approaches designed for detailed analysis to 
lightweight methods tailored for agile and industrial contexts. 
These methods differ substantially in their underlying 
assumptions, stakeholder involvement, process complexity, 
analysis techniques, and supported quality attributes.  

A. Scenario-Based Evaluation Methods 

SAAM pioneered the scenario-based evaluation idea back 
in 1994 [1]. Its successor, the ATAM, expanded the approach 
to include all relevant quality attributes of the system under 
review, therefore making tradeoffs visible [2]. Both methods 
were defined by the Software Engineering Institute of the 
Carnegie Mellon University (SEI). Over the years, several 
derivates and extensions emerged, including lightweight 
derivates (LAAM [17]), and methods that found specific focus 
by comparing architectural alternatives (SACAM [18]), 
quantifying economic impact (Cost Benefit Analysis Method 
- CBAM [15]) or supporting the design process (Active 
Review for Intermediate Designs - ARID [4]). Furthermore 
Quality Attribute Workshops (QAW) cover the gathering of 
quality requirements with stakeholders in more detail [21], 



while the Mini-QAW describes a lightweight derivate [22].  
Non-SEI methods include PASA [16], CPASA [19] and 
ALMA [7] that focus on specific quality-attributes or the 
SBAR (Scenario-Based Architecture Reengineering) that 
integrates scenarios with simulation and mathematical 
modeling [8].   

Although practical shortcuts exist, many of these methods 
are deemed heavyweight. ATAM, for example, requires 
extensive preparation, multiple days of intensive stakeholder 
engagement during the review and external facilitators with 
specialized expertise [6][17]. The overhead of preparation, 
coordination, and post-review results communication creates 
friction with modern development practices and limits 
adoption in resource-constrained teams [6][9]. 

B. Lightweight Approaches and Persistent Limitations 

Responding to these barriers, lightweight methods have 
emerged.  While LAAAM (Lightweight Architecture 
Alternative Assessment Method [13]) stays relatively close to 
the scenario-based roots of architecture evaluation, other 
methods use different approaches. Decision-Centric 
Architecture Reviews (DCAR) put decisions in the center of 
attention, following a mapping and documentation path, to 
identify risks [10]. Pattern-Based Architecture Reviews 
(PBAR) take advantage of known pros and cons of used 
patterns to get fast results [11]. The Tiny Architecture Review 
Approach (TARA) limits the group of participants and takes 
advantage of expert [14]. And the  Decision and Scenario-
based architecture Evaluation (DASE) seeks middle ground 
between comprehensive and minimal approaches [12].  

These methods reduce review costs, as they reduce 
analysis times and the need of active stakeholder participation.  
At the same time, review results are still fine grained and need 
further work to be summarized or made actionable. 
Furthermore, most lightweight methods retain external 
facilitation requirements or demand significant overhead for 
preparation or result communication. 

C. Positioning of Self-Contained Team-Driven Evaluation 
Extending the family of lightweight architectural reviews, 

team-driven approaches embed risk exploration and result 
documentation into a single, self-contained session. Without 
the benefit of “external” impulses, these evaluations normally 
rely on broad participation and diverse experiences that 
reviewers bring to the table. As an example, the Pre-Mortem 
approach [5] can quickly discover risks with architecture-
specific concern framing. It takes advantage of the teams 
system and context knowledge, framing the evaluation session 
as a “game” where every doubt is welcome. Risk Storming is 
another team-driven approach that identifies risks based on 
software architecture diagrams [23].  

Though delivering fast results, team-driven approaches 
seem random and not very “scientific”. The results are very 
dependent on the team conducting the evaluation. While these 
methods overcome several drawbacks of other lightweight 
methods, new limitations arise. 

III. THE LASR METHOD 

A. Origins and Rationale 
The LASR approach is the result of extensive review 

practice and practical limitations for these reviews in industry 
settings. Looking back at over 100 architecture evaluations in 
different industry sectors, empirical analysis showed recurring 

architectural issues. By feeding these recurring issues into a 
Pre Mortem inspired review setting, we discovered that 
smaller groups of three to four people were able to generate 
meaningful insights – evaluation results were less random 
compared to vanilla Pre Mortem workshops and the identified 
risks covered a broad range of architectural aspects.  

To focus the evaluation approach and contextualize the 
review, LASR draws inspiration from ATAM and uses quality 
attributes and quality statements to develop an evaluation 
benchmark. The identified risks and problems are quantified 
and associated with the most important quality attributes to 
allow for a condensed review result, that goes beyond fine-
grained review findings and is directly communicable to other 
stakeholders.  

LASR addresses a critical gap in the architecture review 
landscape. While comprehensive methods like ATAM excel 
in high-stakes scenarios with significant uncertainty, complex 
stakeholder dynamics, and substantial financial implications, 
they require experienced facilitators and considerable time 
investment. LASR distills the essential elements of proven 
practices into a format that teams can execute independently, 
producing structured review outcomes in as little as two to 
three hours. 

B. Design Objectives 
LASR was designed with the following key objectives: 

1. Quality-focused: Architecture evaluation should 
focus on quality goals and associated risks. The 
method steers groups to important quality aspects 
and puts findings into perspective. 

2. Self-contained: Preparation or post-session work 
should be minimal. The method relies on materials 
and meeting setup but has no requirements for 
prepared inputs and delivers ready-to-use results. 

3. Team-driven: Software development teams should 
be able to conduct the evaluation by themselves. The 
method works with 2-4 members of a development 
team acting as reviewers. External facilitation is 
optional. 

4. Time-bounded: First evaluation results should be 
available within 2-3 hours. This includes a 
condensed results overview that can be understood 
by stakeholders.  

5. Interruptible: Each step produces usable artifacts 
with immediate value. Later steps refine them, but no 
mandatory final “sense-making” step is required. 

C. Method Structure 

Fig. 1. LASR method – two core activities and four steps 
 



Figure 1 provides an overview of LASR. LASR consists 
of two key activities, highlighted in blue and red respectively: 
“Understand what makes you special” and “Explore your 
Architecture”. They serve as overarching categories and group 
two steps each (e.g., “Evaluation Criteria”). Steps always 
produce intermediate findings and follow a defined method 
that guides reviewers toward this result. All activities and 
steps are carried out by the same group of people, normally 
members of the development team. In steps 1 and two, the 
participation of a product owner can be valuable. We refer to 
all LASR participants as “reviewers”. They contribute equally 
to the review’s findings.  

The method overview also shows review findings in green. 
After completing each step in “Explore your Architecture”, 
they are available in versions 1.0 and 2.0 and include a “LASR 
Results Diagram” that makes findings understandable to 
stakeholders.  Nevertheless, LASR is primarily designed for 
development teams and architecture-minded developers and 
does not produce “polished” reports for management roles. 

Step 1: Lean Mission Statement 

Reviewers distill what is unique about the system by 
formulating a lean mission statement.  

First the system under review is defined by scoping it and 
defining which areas of a software solution might be excluded 
from the review intentionally (Framing). Then the essence of 
the business context is captured by developing “claims”. In an 
active exercise reviewers use the landing page metaphor: 
Which claims would a homepage of the system under review 
make? What are the most remarkable features and qualities, 
unique selling points, differentiators from competitors, or 
critical improvements compared to previous versions? What 
are the main benefits and why is the company spending money 
to build the system? 

To focus the findings, the set of claims is narrowed down 
to around 7 ± 2 key points. This list serves as the Lean Mission 
Statement. Instead of using presentations, the reviewers are 
actively participating in this step and open their minds for 
creating the review benchmark in step 2. 

Step 2: Evaluation Criteria 

A good evaluation benchmark ensures that the assessment 
stays focused on the aspects that are most critical to the 
system’s success. Building on the mission statement from step 
1, LASR identifies the 3-5 key quality goals most relevant to 
the system under review.  

To start this step, reviewers randomly select quality 
attributes as their starting Top-5 from a predefined pool. Then 
the remaining quality attributes are evaluated one by one, 
treating each as a ‘challenger’ to the current selection. For 
each challenger, the reviewers discuss why it should replace 
any of the existing Top 5 quality goals. After several rounds 
of challenging and replacement, a set of quality attributes 
remains as the most important quality goals of the system 
under review. Furthermore, the reasoning for favoring certain 
quality attributes over other quality attributes, makes it 
possible to characterize the chosen qualities. 

The result of this step is reminiscent of Mini-QAW 
“quality attribute web” [22] and includes:  

• A set of 3-5 key quality goals. They form the axes of a 
spider web diagram that is later used to condense the 
findings of LASR. 

• Important “quality statements“ describing essential 
aspects of these quality attributes. They are similar to 
quality scenarios in ATAM, but less formal. 

• The expected “quality level” for each quality attribute 
as a review benchmark. Figure 2 illustrates how this 
quality level is set, both in comparison with other 
attributes in focus and relative to comparable systems 
known to the reviewers. 

 

Fig. 2. Reference to find quailty levels as a review benchmark 

Step 3: Risk-based Review 

The third LASR step is loosely based on Pre-Mortem 
workshops: Reviewers put themselves in a possible future, 
looking back at a failed system, asking “what went wrong?” 
The search for future problems (which from today’s 
perspective are just risks), is not completely unguided in 
LASR. Reviewers are supported by 32 “standard risks”, that 
are empirically extracted from 100+ industry reviews. 
Standard risks are organized into 8 risk categories, with 4 
standard risks in each. Here is a rundown of these categories: 

• Software Solution: Covers issues with unsuitable 
technologies, overly complex frameworks, immature 
libraries, or problematic architectural patterns. 

• Skill and Experience: Encompasses missing 
knowledge, siloed expertise, or insufficient learning 
opportunities within the team. 

• Objectives and Expectations: Addresses unrealistic 
deadlines, misaligned expectations, or poor customer 
communication. 

• External Systems and Platforms: Focuses on 
unstable third-party systems, integration challenges, or 
licensing issues. 

• Legacy Systems and Technical Debt: Highlights 
fragile code, missing tests, outdated documentation, or 
knowledge gaps. 

• Organization and Processes: Examines restrictive 
processes, organizational boundaries, office politics, 
or unclear decision authority. 

• Operations and Deployment: Looks at deployment 
bottlenecks, low automation, inadequate feedback 
loops, or missing operational tools. 

• Soft Factors: Considers team conflicts, 
communication breakdowns, discipline issues, or 
cultural misalignments. 



Based on predefined standard risks within these categories 
reviewers derive specific risks for their context and system 
and write them down. The standard risks help reviewers break 
out of their usual thought patterns and enable smaller teams to 
brainstorm efficiently without getting stuck. 

Each identified specific risk is estimated in the probability 
of occurrence and the extent of damage it could inflict on the 
systems success – both in three step: low (L), medium (M) and 
high (H). Based on the outcome, a gap estimation is assigned: 
L/H and H/L risks make for a 4% gap, M/M risks are estimated 
with an 8% gap, M/H and H/M with a 12% gap and H/H risks 
with a 20% gap each. The specific percentage numbers 
(4/8/12/20) are derived from experience and work in most 
cases to show meaningful gaps with some spread. Risk-
storming uses a similar scale to evaluate risks [23]. The gap is 
then applied to the quality goal that is most affected (or 
multiple goals if necessary) and shown on a spider web 
diagram that is named “LASR result diagram” from here on. 
An example is shown in Figure 3. 

 

Fig. 3. Example of a LASR result diagram – The dashed green line shows 
the desired quality levels as identified in step 2. The dark red sections of the 

axis show estimated gaps after step 3, which leads to the inner solid blue line 

that shows the current quality level of the system under review. 

Step 4: Quality-focused Analysis 

The Risk-based Review from step 3 is a first assessment, 
but the actual scale of problems or quality achievement might 
still be incorrectly represented, as gaps where estimated in a 
quite „mechanical“ way.  However, the result triggers 
something important: A gut feeling that reviewers can use to 
identify which axes of the LASR result diagram deserve a 
more focused, detailed look. 

First the reviewers identify those quality goal axes where 
the gap in the LASR result diagram seems to be too large, too 
small, or is simply controversial. Then they perform an in-
depth analysis:  

1. Refine the goal axis with quality statements noted in 
step 2 and brainstorm additional details. 

2. Gather the risks that were associated with the quality 
goal during step 3. 

3. Identify new risks by talking about specific quality 
statements 

4. Examine the risks found and analyze their impact on 
the most important quality statements. 

5. Conclude the analysis by assessing strengths and 
weaknesses of the solution (supporting either the 
quality statements or risks found) and updating the 
gap value by consensus.  

The outcome of the Quality-focused Analysis looks 
identical to that of the Base Review, but it’s been selectively 
questioned and better understood. Compared to the Base 
Review, it may contain larger or smaller gaps and might even 
show goal axes that exceed requirements. 

D. Typical Outputs 

A LASR Review generates several outputs over its four 
steps. Step 1 produces a mission statement of the system under 
review. In step 2 a list of the most important quality attributes 
is defined and detailed with quality statements. Step 3 
generates the LASR result diagram showing desired quality 
levels and assessed gaps in a spider web diagram. It also lists 
the risks that led to these gaps. Step 4 further refines quality 
statements and risks. It identifies important architectural 
approaches as strengths or weaknesses of the system under 
review. 

IV. INDUSTRIAL APPLICATION OF LASR 

LASR is already broadly used in software development 
efforts across different industries (see Figure 4). This section 
shows some details of real-life applications and gives an 
overview of the broader usage, as well as the methods 
reception in the industry.  

 

Fig. 4. Applications of LASR in different industries 

We analyzed 75 LASR reviews conducted without 

facilitation or support from us, the authors of the method. 

We conducted 18 detailed interviews with reviewers that 

used the method for the first time and gathered insights from 

57 respondents to an online survey. 

A. Case Study Artifacts 

The flow and feel of LASR as an evaluation approach is 
best illustrated with examples. The following artifacts 
originate from different LASR workshops and show how the 
described steps and activities can be implemented in industry 
contexts.  

The purpose of the Lean Mission Statement (step 1), is 
to frame the reviewers for the upcoming benchmark 
definition. They should get a feeling for the customer(s), the 
software product and the most important traits of this product. 
The form in which the lean mission statement is delivered is 
therefore secondary, but the step is easier, when groups start 
of by defining marketing claims for the system and then vote 
which ones are most important. The whole step usually takes 
15-30 minutes.  

 



Here are important claims of the mobile instant massager 
Threema to give a vivid example of what the result of this step 
can look like: 

• Privacy-first: End-to-end encryption, no phone 
number required 

• Fully anonymous: No personal data collection 

• Swiss-made security: Complies with strict Swiss data 
protection laws 

• Decentralized storage: No central user database 

• Cross-platform: Available on iOS, Android, and 
desktop 

• Threema Work: Secure enterprise messaging with 
business features 

When defining the evaluation criteria (step 2), the team 
chooses the top 3-5 quality attributes by making pairwise 
comparisons of quality attributes and discussing the priority 
of these attributes. The arguments for or against a quality 
attribute lead to quality statements – Table I shows an example 
outcome of this step from another LASR-workshop that 
focused on an online shop system of a big German retailer. 

TABLE I.  TOP QUALITY ATTRIBUTES AND QUALITY STATEMENTS 

Top Quality Aspects 

Reliability 
Maintaina

bility 
Operability Security Scalability 

Disruption-

free 

shopping 

experience 

Quick 

reaction to 

change 

requests 

Deep insight 

if necessary - 

transparency 

No data 

breaches 

(external 

impact) 

Quick 

reaction to 

high request 

volume 

24/7 

shopping is 

possible 

Fast 

extension 

with 3rd party 

solutions 

Low effort 

for dev teams 

Avoidance of 

fraud (mani-

pulation) 

Cost-

efficient 

handling of 

load-spikes 

Site stability 

generates 

customer 

trust 

Easy version 

updates and 

security 

patches 

Clear 

responsibilie

s for all roles 

involved 

Security of 

Checkout-

Data 

minimal 

manual effort 

 

Easy to 

analyze in 

case of 

failure 

Available, 

good contact 

persons 

Detect and 

defend 

against 

attacks 

 

 

Good time to 

marketfor 

important 

features 

 

Prevent 

competitors 

from gaining 

insights 

 

 

The quality statements are not necessarily measurable at 
this stage, but illustrate what aspects of the quality attribute 
are important. The quality attributes used, were a superset of 
ISO 25010:2023 quality attributes, augmented with attributes 
that often come up in the domain at hand. For Webshops this 
can be scalability, operability, cost efficience or auditability 
(all of which are not top level attributes in the ISO norm). 

The characterizing of the top quality attributes and the 
definition of their target levels (see figure 2) takes about 30 
minutes in most contexts.  

The Risk Based Review (step 3) takes standard risks as an 
inspiration and reviewers come up with specific risks for their 
project or software product. An example risk, as formulated in 
this step is: “A developer accidentally deletes an index which 
makes the data sources unreachable”. The standard risk that 
triggered this risk-idea was Lack of operational concepts, 
which sits inside the Operations and Deployment risk 
category. It reads: „Are monitoring, capacity planning, 
backup, disaster recovery, (security) alerting, ... backed by 

sound concepts? Are these concepts well supported by tools 
and widely known or adopted?“. The risk was estimated in the 
probability of occurrence and the extent of damage it could 
inflict on the systems success and landed in the low likelihood, 
high impact category (L/H – 4% gap extimation). 

Figure 5 shows the risk distribution of a real LASR 
workshop. The darker sticky note in the upper left corner is 
the example from above. The numbers are standard LASR-
gaps (in percent) and were discussed in section C - step 3. 

 

Fig. 5. Risk distribution after LASR step 3 

To map the estimated gaps to the right axis in the LASR 
Result Diagram, the reviewers map the main impact of the risk 
to the most important quality attributes. In this case the risk of 
accidential index deletion can be associated with the 
“Operability” or “Reliability” attribute. After discussion the 
group decides good operability concepts would be sufficient 
to mitigate the problem, so they add the gap to the Operability 
axis of the LASR Result Diagram. It is possible to show gaps 
on multiple axes if necessary. Step 3 takes from 45-60 
minutes.  

 

Fig. 6. LASR template for step 4 



 The Quality Focused Analysis (step 4) is optional, but 
gives more depth to certain quality areas. It takes 30-45 
minutes per axis. The reviewers use a more qualitative 
analysis approach to improve on the first evaluation result that 
is available after step 3. They typically choose 2-3 quality 
aspects to discuss in depth. Figure 6 shows a template that can 
be used during this deep-dive discussion. It is filled with 
examples from a LASR workshop in the manufacturing 
domain. 

B. Cross-Case Observations 

By analyzing the independent usage of LASR, we can 
gather some insights into the effectiveness of the method, it’s 
reception in the industry and the achievement of its design 
objectives.  

The systems examined in the reviews varied considerably 
in their level of maturity. Twelve systems were not yet in 
production or available on the market, indicating that the 
review was conducted early in their life cycle. At the other end 
of the spectrum, six systems have been in operation for ten 
years or more, some even over 20 years. LASR results were 
deemed valuable in all age classes, which suggests that the 
method is applicable throughout the lifecycle of software. 

LASR is lightweight in practice: The median review in our 
dataset took 3-4 hours. When interpreting the data, we must 
consider, that many respondents were first-time reviewers. 
Also, some reviewing groups seem to be bigger than originally 
intended by the method. That is most probably why some 
respondents reported review durations of up to 2 days. Out of 
all analyzed LASR reviews, 15.38% took over a single day. 
These longer reviews where predominantly reported by bigger 
reviewing teams, most being in the 7+ reviewer category. 
Respondents often mentioned soft factors as the reason for 
these big reviewing teams, like including the whole team or 
involving people that want to participate. The method itself 
does not profit from this increase of peoplepower, as Table II 
shows (at least when the quantity of risks is taken as a 
measure). 

TABLE II.  GROUP SIZES AND THEIR EFFICIENCY 

Number of 

Reviewers 
Avg. Time Spent 

Avg. Number of 

Risks Found 

Avg. 

Efficiencya 

1-2 4.82 5.91 1.23 risks / h 

3-4 4.15 7.11 1.71 risks / h 

5-6 5.17 7.87 1.52 risks / h 

7+ 7.16 9.55 1.33 risks / h 

a.
 Risks found per hour (not considering personnel expenditure) 

 
The data indicates a “sweet spot” at the 3-4 reviewers range. 
Groups of this size uncover the most risks per hour and are 
most efficient with the LASR approach, even when personnel 
costs of bigger reviewing groups are not taken into account. 
On average LASR Reviews uncovered 9.10 risks, when at 
least step 3 of the method was reached. 

The quality of the identified risks was not part of our 
survey and is hard to evaluate objectively. Larger teams could 
produce fewer but higher-quality risks. As a proxy, we 
considered how teams used the findings: across all group 
sizes, risks appeared to surface new areas of concern, as only 
4% of respondents reported no further use of the findings. 
LASR also yields actionable results, with 72% taking next 

steps without delay. We found no correlation between result 
usage and participant count, suggesting that the identified 
risks were equally useful in all group settings. Future work 
could examine this with a more detailed approach.  

LASR seems to be interruptible, as intended. Although 
almost all reviewers found the review results helpful and took 
action based on the results, only a fourth of the respondents 
carried out all 4 steps of the LASR method. The most common 
exit seems to be after step 3 of the method, when reviewers 
have uncovered the first risks. About half of the reviewers 
move on directly from there or intend to do so soon.  But 
48.6% take the findings 1.0, that are available after step 3 and 
don’t take specific deep dives into quality aspects (step 4).  

V. CHALLENGES AND CONCLUSIONS 

This paper introduced the LASR evaluation method, 
outlined it’s purpose and design goals and summarized 
findings from independent usage data that was gathered. 
Although the evaluation of the method wouldn’t meet higher 
scientific study standards, it documents industrial use and 
provides insights into practice.  

Though the method is widely adopted and deemed useful, 
there are some limitations that should be taken into account. 
Being team-driven, there is a lack of external viewpoints and 
impulses. This can be fixed by including external reviewers 
but that makes LASR a little more heavyweight. Step 1 
typically is a little more time consuming when including 
people who don’t know the software product and the group of 
reviews grows with external participation.  

Moreover, LASR skips the alignment of architectural 
viewpoints, as it presumes participants to be knowledgeable 
of the system and its current design. In some cases, this may 
lead to intense discussions during risk assessment (LASR Step 
3), were not only risks, but also architectural details and 
misconceptions about them are addressed. If participants have 
divergent views, even the scope of the review or the system 
boundaries may need some late refinement. In complex 
systems and bigger development efforts LASR therefore 
needs proper facilitation or even a preparation step where the 
system under review is consolidated.   

Another challenge is that raised problems or mental 
reservations are not wrapped or sugarcoated in LASR. Risks 
are always directly addressed and conflicts during estimations 
and prioritization are not facilitated. This can lead to 
suboptimal experiences in situations where conflicts and 
political topics are present. We would recommend evaluations 
with more analytical depth and facilitation structure – like 
ATAM – in these environments. 

LASR was designed to work well in setups with 2-4 
people. As we saw with independent usage, 5-6 people 
reviews are common and still show reasonable effectiveness. 
Bigger groups have diminishing returns though and at some 
point it is a questionable decision to throw too much resources 
at a method that is thought to be “quick and fun”. Solutions of 
multiple groups doing LASR Basic Evaluations in parallel 
worked, but are not in the sweet spot of the method. 
Effectiveness drops and the merging of multiple results proves 
to be complicated. 

In summary, there are limitations to the LASR evaluation 
method and the independent practice diverges from the 
methods core ideas sometimes. Nevertheless, LASR seems to 
be successful in most of its set goals and is a valuable addition 



to existing evaluation approaches. It works as a team-driven 
approach with minimal facilitation requirements, is self-
contained with very low effort preparation and follow-up 
work. It is a lightweight method, even compared to other 
methods that claim to be lightweight and seems to generate 
new and actionable insights in almost all cases.  
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