
AN OPEN MESSAGE TO RORY STAUNTON OF STRATEGY PARTNERS 
 
 
 If you attended the DLM Forum meeting in Lisbon in November 2007, you will 

have noticed the sense of growing excitement about MoReq2 now that it is nearly 
finished.  As the MoReq2 project has dominated my life all year, I am certainly 
encouraged by everyone’s obvious enthusiasm for it. 

 
 But there was one lone dissenting voice.  Rory Staunton, Managing Director of 

Strategy Partners, used a question-and-answer session to attack not only MoReq 
but also the concept that underlies it.  During the session, there simply was not 
time to respond properly.  But I feel it would be wrong to let Rory’s criticisms pass 
unchallenged; so… 

 
 
Dear Rory 
 
I am writing to respond to the comments you made about MoReq2 in Lisbon last 
week.  My recollection is that you said that MoReq2 is far too long and complex; that 
the last thing the world needs is such a long and complex standard; and that what we 
should strive for instead is perhaps a set of smaller, simpler standards to address 
specific needs.  I trust you will excuse me abbreviating your detailed intervention into 
just one sentence; but I am reasonably confident that this captures the essence of your 
argument. 
 
I greatly respect your work in electronic document management.  But I am afraid that 
on this occasion you were mistaken about what the world of electronic records 
management needs.  Allow me to explain why. 
 
To start with, we have evidence of the demand for the MoReq2 specification.  This is 
not just my opinion, or the opinion of other consultants, nor even the views of 
respected industry analysts.  The evidence comes from the dozens of Records 
Managers, Information Managers, software companies and others who were consulted 
during the MoReq2 “Scoping Study” a couple of years ago.  This was a highly visible 
international consultation, publicised through various media including the web.  The 
consultation provided the appropriate time to argue that the MoReq2 concept is 
flawed – but nobody did.  So far as I can recall, we did not receive a single comment 
arguing against MoReq2 during the consultation.  Instead, we received many 
suggestions for changes, improvements and additions to the already-popular MoReq 
standard (and when I say already-popular, I justify that by pointing to the 11 
translations and adaptations of MoReq that have been produced by dedicated 
professionals across Europe, Asia and South America).  And our current MoReq2 
project has the support of over 40 suppliers of electronic records management 
software or services and professional associations;  I think you will find that they 
include all the major providers (see www.moreq2.eu). 
 
Then I need to explain why MoReq2 is both longer than MoReq.  The increase in 
length comes about for several reasons. 
 



1. MoReq2 includes new functionality, to match some of the advances in 
technology seen since MoReq was developed at the beginning of this century.  So, 
for example, there is a new section on DRM.  Most of these additions result 
directly from the Scoping Study consultation. 

2. MoReq2 is written to be testable, unlike MoReq.  So its language is more precise, 
more careful, and thus significantly longer.  Some requirements that MoReq 
expressed as a single sentence have resulted in several individual “atomic” 
requirements in the more rigorous MoReq2.  As an example, where MoReq (and 
other standards) merely specify thesaurus integration in one sentence, MoReq2 
explains what this really calls for in practice, over about 9 paragraphs. 

3. MoReq2 includes more powerful functionality for records management.  This 
has come about partly as the result of requests from our panels of over 200 
reviewers, and partly due to our observations of our many clients’ implementation 
projects in the last 8 years or so.  So, for example, there is additional functionality 
to manage disposal holds, and an entirely new section to explain how some 
complex business processes should be handled. 

4. MoReq incorporates lessons learned since previous specifications were produced.  
Not only do we as consultants have more experience and observation of electronic 
records management than we did when we wrote MoReq, but so also do the 
dozens of vendors, users, consultants and academic experts supporting the project.  
This increased knowledge is reflected throughout MoReq2. 

5. The MoReq2 test framework is indeed long, as I pointed out in Lisbon; it 
amounts to hundreds of pages.  But its length results purely from its rigorous 
adherence to IEEE 829, which results in a verbose presentation.  Take away that 
compliance, and you would be left with a much shorter document – though 
ultimately less useful – test framework of under 100 pages. 

6. Lastly, MoReq2 includes much more explanation and rationale than its 
predecessors.  This I regard as a major improvement, and well worth the 
additional length it causes.  The number of requirements has increased much less 
than the total word count.  As our team has toiled to analyse and process 
thousands of review panellist comments from all over the world, we realised 
where extra explanation was needed, and we added it. 

 
While MoReq2 is longer than its ancestors, it is not really more complicated to 
understand.  In fact, the rigorous nature of its use of language makes it easier to 
interpret.  So MoReq2 is richer, better, and more correct – but not really more 
complex. 
 
You suggested that what the world really needs is much shorter specifications.  I 
agree; or rather, I would agree if I believed the results would be good.  But if we were 
to shorten MoReq2 drastically, we inevitably would take out requirements that are 
outside of the “core” records management functionality.  The world would then be left 
with a specification that is theoretically correct, but that omits all or most of the 
details that make systems usable in practice.  Is that really what we want? 
 
Even if it were desirable to produce a cut-down MoReq2, I doubt it would make sense 
to identify a series of small market niches with a view to developing a specific “point” 
specification for each one.  The underlying requirements for records management are 
too similar in these niches; any industry differences are best dealt with by add-in 



modules (as they are dealt with in the document management marketplace) rather than 
by seeking to have different records management solutions. 
 
Its great to be able to debate issues, albeit that the time for this debate was two years 
ago.  I hope that this at least helps you to understand some of the rationales for 
MoReq2 as it now is, and that at best it convinces you of its merits.  If you’d like any 
more detail, please don’t hesitate to get in touch. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Marc Fresko, MoReq2 Project Leader 
EDM & ERM Consulting Services Director 
Serco Consulting 
 


