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Abstract

Standards are the bottleneck of any aviation industrial action. Thus, meeting standards is not an option but an
obligation throughout a given product life cycle. The implementation of the standards and the evaluation process are
complicated and need considerable resources. Simultaneously, Extra costs and concerns may be imposed on the
aviation industry due to improper requirements. Thus, the quality of standards should be comprehensively assessed to
obtain a satisfactory final result. System engineering introduces requirement analysis to solve this problem. As a
significant contribution, this paper provides a method of requirement analysis based on the structured strategy. The
criteria were defined practically. Diagram, process, sub-process, and techniques including RTM and WBS were either
developed or deployed to investigate the conformance of requirements with the criteria. Applying this method, any
sort of requirement is evaluated accurately. Plus, it shows a specific and root cause of the problems if the requirement
is unacceptable. Furthermore, a novel way to measure system affordability is proposed through the application of
DFMEA. Lastly, the model is applied on CFR-14 Part-21 Subpart-G (FAA production organization requirements) to
show the need for systematic improvement of aviation standards’ requirements of production organization.

Keywords
Requirement analysis, Aviation requirements, Structured requirement analysis, System engineering, FAA
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1. Introduction

As standards are the bottleneck of any aviation industrial action (Sheng, and Lu. 2014) and (Spence et al. 2015)
meeting standards is not an option but an obligation throughout a given product life cycle ranging from design,
production, maintenance, training to operation (De Florio 2016). Therefore, the quality and safety of all the above-
mentioned organizations' activities should be evaluated based on the relevant standards (Jilian et al. 2011). The
implementation of the standards and the evaluation process are complicated and need considerable resources. (Yang,
and Cunxi 2011) and (Bhopatkar 2014). However, this is an inescapable price to pay for safety and quality (Kuklev et
al. 2019).

Simultaneously, there is a risk of dealing with an unreasonable cost due to the lack of standards quality itself (Miiller
and Wittmer 2014). Thus, the quality of standards should be comprehensively assessed to obtain a satisfactory final
result. Otherwise, all the resources allocated to drafting, implementing, and evaluating those standards would be
wasted (Dick et al 2017). Plus, extra costs and concerns are imposed on the aviation industry due to improper
hierarchy, complicated, ambiguous, unachievable, incomplete, unverifiable, and inconsistent requirements (Bhukya
and Pabboju 2019) and (Lightsey 2001). At the same time, there are other sorts of considerations like the strategy of
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requirements analysis when it comes to the rulemaking process as it can affect the quality of requirements
systematically (Grady 2014).

Probably, aviation is one of the most developed industries in terms of standards and requirements (De Florio 2016)
and (Spence et al. 2015). Yet, this research uses proper methods and techniques to explore the possibility of
systematically analyzing and improving aviation standards' quality, including those introduced by systems or
requirements engineering theories to assure an acceptable level of requirements quality (Grady 2014) and (Lightsey
2001).

Thus, the problem is as systems or any products and services should meet the standards’ requirements, in the best-
case scenario, the result may approve that the system complies with the requirements. However, in the first place, it
needs to be investigated whether the requirements could be met anyhow; plus, whether the final result would be
satisfactory and reliable.

1.1 Objectives

This research analyses the requirements of aviation standards, particularly those applicable to ‘“Production
organization” under the discipline of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 14
Part 21 subpart G, based on systems and requirements engineering theories.

The objective is to develop a method to evaluate various requirements. It is critical to define all aspects of this method
to ensure the result of this evaluation is accurate and precise.

2. Literature Review

No matter what sort of system is intended to consider, the principal goal of a system is to fulfill the requirements

(Zhao and Freiheit 2017). The requirement is any sort of needs to be satisfied.

The requirements have been divided into various categories based on where they come from. There are six

requirements’ categories as follows.

= Customer Requirements: The operational requirements showing the fundamental needs are categorized as
customer requirements. Measures of effectiveness and suitability (MOE/MOS) are some instances of the
expectations from the systems in the form of mission, objectives, environment, and constraints.

=  Functional Requirements: The requirements that come from requirement analysis are the highest level of function
for functional analysis. They are required functions, tasks, actions, or activities that must be carried out.

=  Performance Requirements: The boundaries of a mission or function that must be accomplished. They can be in
the form of quantity, quality, timeline, etc. Performance requirements are developed according to the system life
cycle of all defined functions. Plus, the certainties, importance’s degree, and relations to other requirements are
depicted.

= Design Requirements: How to build, buy, or carry out the product or processes shown as technical manuals or
data packages.

= Derived Requirements: The requirements come from higher-level like for high-speed vehicles, a low weight
design may be required.

=  Allocated Requirements: These types of requirements are a result of dividing or breakdown a high-level
requirement into multiple lower-level requirements.

Although some researches have attempted to implement aviation standards in a design and a production organization

based on integrating various requirements from diverse authorities (Yang, and Cunxi 2011), and (Bhopatkar (2014),

none concentrate on the requirements. Thus, it seems it is assumed that the requirements are flawless and acceptable

to be met by all available means (Laleau et al. 2006). As a result, the compatibility analysis of various standards

applicable to specific aviation organizations has been developed (Bhopatkar 2014).

In contrast, lack of requirements analysis posed the risk of unsatisfactory results even on the occasion of well-

implementation of any systems, including those mentioned above (Laleau et al. 2006).

Inevitably, the process of meeting requirements is a sophisticated subject. However, there would be no guarantee to

reach a satisfactory result ultimately unless, at the first step, the requirements would be investigated appropriately. In

other words, if the requirements have not been defined correctly and adequately, there would be no possibility to fulfill

them correctly and adequately (Arrillo et al. 2011).

System engineering theory insists on the order of actions to develop a system, as figure 1 depicts (Lightsey 2001). The

system engineering process phase begins with requirements analysis.

Requirement’s analysis generally should result in a clear understanding of functions i.e. what the system must do,

performance i.e. how well the functions must be executed, interfaces, i.e. the system executes in which environment,

and, other requirements and constraints (Lightsey 2001).
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Figure 1. System engineering diagram

3. Methodology
The quality of requirements is a generic term that needs to be more specified to take practical action. It is essential to
categorize all possible quality concerns to have reliable and efficient criteria for analyzing the requirements accurately
and precisely. Studying various sources shows conformance with seven requirements’ attributes can result in an
acceptable level of requirement quality (Lightsey 2001) and (Beasley et al. 2014) and (Laleau et al. 2006).
1. Achievable: A requirement is achievable when it shows a need for a solution at an affordable cost.
2. Verifiable: The quantity of a need should be clearly defined, which permits verification. Excessive, sufficient,
resistant, etc. are not acceptable.
Unambiguous: A requirement should be clear and non-vague. Plus, it needs at least one meaning.
4. Complete: It must include all information needed to understand customer requirements, mission profiles,
operational and maintenance needs, and other constraints like environments.
5. Need: It must not address the solution like how to meet the requirement. Instead, it should be shown in the
form of need like what and why.
6. Consistent: There should be consistency between all requirements. Any sort of conflict should be avoided.
7. Hierarchy: The level of requirements should be suited for the intention and compatible with the others.
Neither too detailed nor too general.
The process of determining conformance of the requirements with the attributes is a crucial subject to work on. Plus,
there are further sub-processes and criteria to take into account at each step. Eventually, the requirements will be
analyzed to know whether they are acceptable or not. It enables system engineers to negotiate with requirements
owners about a possible opportunity for improvements.
The process of evaluation of the requirement’s quality begins with determining conformance with the need attribute
as depicted in figure 2. If the requirements include the solution, it is not acceptable. Inevitably, there should be a need
for a solution. In the case of a solution without a need, the need is missing. As a result, there would be no further steps
to take. The next step is to breakdown the requirement as much as possible to reach the lowest level of required actions
to analyze the requirement hierarchy. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) is a technique to breakdown the different
levels of a system. Once the requirement has been singled out, any pertaining predecessor should be identified. Any
of them must be defined as either a new one or an existing one. In the case of consistency, the interface should be
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identified. Provided that the requirement has any interface, it may be internal, external, or a mixture of both. Thus, the
relation between interfaces should be determined, which could be one of the following options. Conflict, redundancy
or repetition, and compatibility. Repetition means any possible action probably has been taken at the first occurrence.
In the case of conflict, there would be no further action to take. However, when it comes to a compatible option, the
next step should be taken. A requirement should be verifiable. Thus, if it is not, it would be failed. Otherwise, the
process leads to the result as the figure 2 shows.

3.1 Sub-process and criteria

Besides the primary above-mentioned process, sub-processes need to be considered and explained for a). Hierarchy
or the number of needed actions derived from a single requirement should be apparent based on the WBS application.
The average number of actions within the requirements is an acceptable level of hierarchy. Either Higher or lower
numbers should be registered as an unacceptable level of hierarchy and b). Verifiable. In accordance with the
definition, the requirement should be measurable. Therefore, any requirement without obvious boundaries cannot meet
this criterion.

3.2 Requirement traceability matrix

The process of identifying, documenting, and managing stakeholder needs and requirements to achieve objectives is
collecting requirements. The primary merit of this process is that it supplies the basis for defining the product and the
project scope and other sorts of processes, resources, and required actions (Duraisamy and Atan 2013).

A traceability matrix is a table related to the requirements in which intended information is mentioned from the base
to the outcome. This tool provides an opportunity to trace that each requirement adds business value. In doing so, the
relationship between the outcome of requirements and project objectives could be verified. It means eliminating the
chance of missing a requirement throughout the project life cycle or its approval. Plus, it is a change management
structure.

It can include the following items but is not restricted to them. Business needs, opportunities, goals, and objectives;
Project objectives; Project scope and WBS deliverables; Product design; Product development; Test strategy and test
scenarios; and High-level requirements to more detailed requirements.

Attributes associated with each requirement can be recorded in the requirements traceability matrix. These attributes
help to define critical information about the requirement (Project Management Institute, Inc. 2017)

In this research an RTM is formed to manage the requirement analysis from beginning to the end.

3.3 Analysis of the result
When the result comes out from the diagram shown in figure 2, the next step is to analyze it. Previous steps clarified
if a requirement fails to meet specific criteria, including need, hierarchy, consistency, and verifiability. However, the
other criteria, like unambiguous, complete, and achievable, are more complicated. Thus, to determine the conformance
of the requirement with them, more analysis is needed.
There are three possibilities as follows:

e  The analysis is left incomplete

e  The analysis resulted in requirement review at some point

e  The analysis has reached the result
In the case of the two first options, it should be determined if the requirement is ambiguous or incomplete. Plus, it
may be a mixture of both. While, if the analysis leads to the result, the next step is to clarify whether the requirement
is achievable.
The keyword is the affordable cost to investigate whether the requirement is achievable or not. When it comes to the
affordable cost, it can be considered what would happen if the requirement were disregarded. In this scenario, the
consequences of intentionally disregarding a requirement are the subject of matter. On condition either nothing
happens, or the consequence is not related to value-added activities, the requirement probably is not value-added.
System affordability means spending money not only on value-added activities but also on those activities supporting
value-added activities. Their functions are required for the system. Thus, it is the correct cost of the system. While the
system is not affordable to pay for non-value-added activities, which are waste and wrong cost (Odomirok 2016).
What the customers desire to pay for is value-added, and anything else is non-value-added. Therefore, it is not
affordable for the system to support a non-value-added activity. In doing so, the best technique is Design Failure Mode
and Effect Analysis (DFMEA) (Prabaharan and BEML Ltd 2015).
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3.4 DFMEA

Initially, the system structure is analyzed to determine the scope of the DFMEA. It results in the definition of the
structure and limits of the system. Thereafter, a functional analysis is carried out. To do so, from various disciplines,
subject matter experts build a cross-functional team. Once the function of the system has been described, various
possible failure modes are determined (Filz et al. 2021).

A couple of practical techniques are available to figure out the potential causes, including root-cause analysis and
cause-and-effect diagram (Evans and Lindsay 2015). The potential failure effect is determined within the identified
items as the severest.

By performing tests and analysis to better understand the probability of failure, the prediction of the reliability of a
product can be improved. Thus, the probability of failure may be decreased. This decrease is characterized by a
detection score (PD) for each cause activity combination (Li and Mobin 2018).

The DFMEA technique provides not only the results needed for affordability analysis but also the other sorts of
information that are helpful in terms of reliability.

Based on the previous steps, the risk priority number (RPN) is calculated as follows. It is the product of the
multiplication of the severity of effect (SE), probability of failure occurrence (PFO), and probability of detection (PD).
These three terms represent the three categories of contributing factors to the RPN (Society of Automotive Engineers
International 1994).

To calculate RPN following equation is applied (Prabaharan and BEML Ltd 2015).

RPN=SEXPEOxPD
Through table 1, SE, PFO, and PD levels for each failure mode are determined on a scale from 1 to 5. However, the
scale of the following table could be modified based on the nature and specifications of the intended project.

Table 1. Failure mode levels

Titles Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
Severity Low risk to Moderate risk High risk to the High risk of
the system to the system system mission fail
Occurrences Unlikely Low Moderately Highly
probable probability probable probable
Detection Extremely Highly Moderately Low
probable probable probable probability

4. Data Collection

As mentioned, this research's main objective is to investigate the requirements of standards applicable to production
organizations operating in aviation industries. Since most of the aviation industry and its products are under the
influence of two leading authorities, FAA and EASA, one of them could be an acceptable option to be chosen. One
of the most important standards that may be applied to such organizations is the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR)
14 part-21 subpart-G which belongs to FAA.

The data collecting method is clustered. The unit in a clustered sample is subgroups of the population rather than
individuals. The clusters result from the deviation of the population into subgroups, which are randomly selected. All
members of the chosen clusters are included in the study in single-stage cluster sampling (Admin 2010). The FAA
requirements applicable to a production organization are selected through this method. Sixteen codes of CFR14 - Part
21-Subpart G were collected as data set to apply the proposed method and validate it.

5. Results and Discussion

The sixteen codes of CFR-14 Part-21 Subpart-G were decomposed to 65 requirements (items) which provides the
possibility of analysis. This approach is known as Structured requirements analysis. Otherwise, due to complexity, a
flawed process would be probable.

The data is entered into an RTM to trace from beginning to end. Moreover, it provides the possibility of applying
other tools and conducting further investigation, as necessary. As the data is entered, the analysis process is followed
based on the proposed method. Any non-conformity in the RTM is highlighted in red to simplify identification.
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Furthermore, supplementary information, such as the internal or external interfaces or the reason for the requirement
incompleteness or ambiguous is mentioned in the RTM.

As there is no access to the initial goal of each requirement, when it comes to potential failure mode and its effect, the
apparent option is taken into account.

5.1 Numerical Results

Sixty items out of sixty-five were found unacceptable due to various reasons. It means almost 92% of 16 CFR-14 Part
21 sub-Part G codes are unacceptable and need to be improved.

Nineteen items are found problematic with three non-conformities. Plus, eleven items are not acceptable with regard
to two non-conformities. Even, there is an item with four non-conformities.

5.2 Graphical Results

Figure 3 shows the Pareto chart which depicts the most influential factors contributing to reaching the analysis result
(Sarkar et al. 2013). It shows that thirty-seven items are found unacceptable regarding the completeness, which is the
most significant non-conformity among this data set. The next problem is with Hierarchy. There are thirty-three non-
conformities with regard to this attribute. More than 80 % of total issues are caused by non-conformities with the two
mentioned attributes.

While consistency-related issues are twenty-two, and verifiability non-conformities (NC) are twelve to take the
following places. In terms of need or unambiguity, no NC is founded. Regarding Achievability, all five items are
acceptable with no other NC. It means there is no problem with this attribute.

Non-conformity

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Complete Hierarchy Consistency  Verifiablity ~ Unambiguity Need

Figure 3. Non-conformities Pareto chart

As the nature of a requirement needs to be acceptable from all aspects of the seven attributes, it is crucial to conform
to all attributes. Although most of NC is due to the complete attribute, improving a requirement merely regarding this
attribute would not make it acceptable if it has more than one non-conformity. Therefore, the mixtures of non-
conformities need to be considered. There are thirteen mixtures of non-conformities. The following Pareto chart, figure
4, shows more information on the mixtures.

Mixture of non-conformities
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Figure 4. Mixtures of non-conformities Pareto chart
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As the Pareto chart shows, twelve items merely encounter completeness (Cm) problems. The second problematic issue
is a hierarchy (H) that is solely responsible for eleven items. The first mixture is complete-hierarchy (Cm, H) which
accounts for six items. Thereafter, Consistency (Cn) with the same number is found. Besides, the mixture of complete-
consistency (Cm, Cn) and complete-consistency-hierarchy (Cm, Cn, H) each account for five items. The last mixture
to reach 80% of the problematic issues is verifiable-complete-hierarchy (v, Cm, H) which is the reason for four
unacceptable items.

Through the requirements analysis, all internal and external interfaces of requirements have been identified and
registered in the RTM. However, to facilitate and further use of this vital data, the following building block diagram,
figure 5, shows the interfaces of CFR-14-part 21 subpart G with internal and external entities.

A building block diagram visualizing system interaction at a high level which permits system engineers to separate
requirements analysis from system design and start system-level design before finishing component-level designs
(Qureshi et al. 2010).
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Figure 5. Building Block Diagram
5.3 Proposed Improvements
It is interesting that although there are some papers related to this subject, there is no previous work with the same
approach. Most of the previous work concentrated on how to implement the standard instead of the standards
themselves. It means they ignored the initial steps like requirements analysis or a structured requirements analysis.

The distribution of this paper to the requirements analysis provides a versatile tool. This tool could be applied to
various subjects ranging from purchasing a cup of coffee to defining and realizing a complicated aerospace project.

There are diverse aspects of its effects on industries, like how much it could save resources by preventing reworks.
Working on these advantages may encourage the user to consider this sort of improvement more seriously.

Indeed, the quality of aviation standards itself is a significant subject of matter. Whereas the quality of the rulemaking
process even is more important. Now that it can be a quality assurance consideration that can continuously improve
the quality of aviation rulemaking.

Moreover, if a system will be established to monitor the effects of aviation standards’ requirements on all stakeholders,
including the industry, customer, environment, etc., there would be an opportunity to assess how a modification or
improvement is effective. Plus, where is the most critical area to consider and other important information will be
available.

As the building block diagram shows, a couple of other standards have interfaces with this one. Evaluating them for
quality is necessary to have a more accurate and precise analysis result.
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The analysis also provides further details on the contributing factors. It shows that 80% of unacceptable requirements
do not meet two attributes: complete and hierarchy. In other words, they do not have sufficient and clear information
to identify correctly the action required. In addition, they are either too general or too detailed when it comes to
hierarchy. Complete and hierarchy are the most crucial factors to improve the quality of this code of regulation.
Consistency and verifiability are the next ones.

5.4 Validation

As the graphical results showed, two different approaches to identify the potential non-conformity (problems) of
requirements led to the similar results. Figure 3 shows that thirty-seven items are found unacceptable regarding the
completeness, which is the most significant single non-conformity among this data set. The next problems are with
hierarchy in the same pareto chart. While figure 4 shows more information on the mixtures of non-conformities. There
are thirteen various mixtures. However, twelve items merely encounter incompleteness problems. The second
problematic issue is the hierarchy that is solely responsible for eleven items. The first mixture is complete-hierarchy
which accounts for six items. The mixtures of complete-consistency and complete-consistency-hierarchy account for
five items. The last mixture to reach 80% of the problematic issues is verifiable-complete-hierarchy which causes four
unacceptable items.

This comparison reached to certain meaningful similarities between two different approaches results, mixtures and
single non-conformity. In both cases, the main problems are the same. It can be a way to validate the result.

6. Conclusion

As an effective method, system and requirement engineering was chosen to evaluate the quality of the requirements.
Several strategies to conduct requirements analysis were studied. As a result, the best of them, the structured strategy
was followed to take further steps. There are a couple of other actions to take when it comes to system engineering
methodology. However, the central concern of this paper is the requirements analysis.

Thus, requirement analysis was conducted to investigate whether the requirements were acceptable or not. No matter
how well-designed the system is, there is no guarantee that a system may meet the requirements and the final result
would be satisfactory unless the requirements’ quality is acceptable.

Studies have provided seven essential attributes as the most comprehensive criteria to evaluate the quality of
requirements, including complete, hierarchy, need, unambiguity, consistency, verifiability, and achievability.
Diagrams, processes, and sub-processes are defined and developed to provide a method that turns this theory into
practical work. This detailed solution allows applying an engineering response to this problem instead of a freestyle
strategy of requirement analysis, which may not be accurate and precise.

A requirement traceability matrix is formed to organize and trace the requirements from beginning to end. An Excel
file contains all information pertaining to requirements ranging from WBS to requirements analysis attributes.

Because of the influential role of FAA in the aviation industry, we collected the data set from CFR-14 Part 21 subpart
G and transferred it to an RTM. Sixteen national codes were decomposed into sixty-five items, which provided a more
understandable and logical analysis.

Thereafter, analysis was conducted. Based on the proposed method, the data set was analyzed, and the details on each
item and its results were mentioned in the RTM. The analysis consisted of various steps and sub-processes, including
WBS and DFME.

According to the analysis results, 92% of sixty-five items are not acceptable, including sixty items. It shows an
opportunity for improvement to reach an acceptable level of quality when it comes to this code of regulation.

Meanwhile, interfaces of the requirements with all internal and external entities were investigated. This investigation
results in a building block diagram showing how the requirements depend on the other requirements and standards. In
addition, it depicts how complicated they are to be met.

Based on the analysis result, CFR-14 Part 21 subpart G needs a plan of improvement. This plan should include the
improvement of the process of rulemaking as well.

The method proposed by this paper provides the possibility to systematically approach the requirement analysis and
prevent problematic requirements by improving the process of rulemaking.
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Based on the analysis results, the current requirements quality probably leads to rework, errors, improper system
design, and consequently, improper system implementation. They are all barriers to investment and innovations.

As a significant contribution, this paper provides a method of requirement analysis based on the structured strategy.
The criteria were defined practically. Diagram, process, sub-process, and techniques were either developed or
organized to investigate the conformance of requirements with the criteria.

Applying this method means that there is a way to evaluate the quality of any sort of requirements accurately and
precisely for any project. Plus, it shows a specific and root cause of the problem if the requirement is unacceptable.
Thus, rapidly the requirements may be improved to become acceptable. Furthermore, in a novel way to measure
system affordability, the application of DFMEA is proposed.

References

Li, Sheng, and Yao Lu. “Study on Civil Aviation Airworthiness Management Requirements for Standard Parts.”
Procedia Engineering, vol. 80, pp. 119-26. DOI.org (Crossref), doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2014.09.068, 2014.

Spence, T. B., Fanjoy, R. O., Lu, C.-tsung, &amp; Schreckengast, S. W. International standardization compliance in
aviation, Journal of Air Transport Management, 49, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j jairtraman.2015.06.015, 2015.

De Florio, Airworthiness: An introduction to aircraft certification and operations, Butterworth-Heinemann, 2016.
Jilian, Guo, et al. “Research on Airworthiness Management System about Military Aircraft Development.” Procedia
Engineering, vol. 17, pp. 375-81. DOl.org (Crossref), doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2011.10.043, 2011.

Yang, Kun, and Cunxi, Liu. “Comparison on the Ways of Airworthiness Management of Civil Aircraft Design
Organization.” Procedia Engineering, vol. 17, pp. 388-95. DOl.org (Crossref), doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2011.10.045,
2011.

Bhopatkar, N. S., Development of Production Organization Exposition (POE) to Include Requirements of
AS/EN9100, EASA, FAA AND DGCA India. Procedia Engineering, 80,216-223, 2014.

Kuklev, E. A., Shapkin, V. S., Filippov, V. L., & Shatrakov, Y. G., Aviation system risks and safety (Ser. Springer
aerospace technology series). Springer. Retrieved September 22,2021, 2019.

Miiller Roland, Wittmer, A., &amp; Drax, C. (Eds.)., Aviation risk and safety management : methods and applications
in aviation organizations (Ser. Management for professionals). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02780-7,
2014.

Dick, Jeremy, et al. Requirements Engineering. Springer International Publishing. DOIl.org (Crossref),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61073-3, 2017.

Bhukya, S. N., & Pabboju, S., Software engineering: risk features in requirement engineering. Cluster Computing :
The Journal of Networks, Software Tools and Applications, 22(6), 14789-14801. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10586-018-
2417-3,2019.

Lightsey, B., Systems engineering fundamentals. DEFENSE ACQUISITION UNIV FT BELVOIR VA4, 2001.

Grady, J. O. System requirements analysis (Second, Ser. Elsevier insights). Elsevier, 2014.

Zhao, L., &amp; Freiheit, T., Estimating good design attributes from generalized drivers to provide early assistance
to design requirements analysis. Journal of Engineering, Design and Technology, 15(3), 317-340.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEDT-06-2016-0033, 2017.

Arrillo, D. G. J. M., Nicols, J., Alemn, J. L. F., Toval, A., Vizcano, A., & Ebert, C., Requirements engineering tools.
leee Software, 28(4), 86-91. https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.81, 2011.

Beasley, R., Cardow, 1., Hartley, M., &amp; Pickard, A., Structuring requirements in standard templates. Incose
International Symposium, 24(S1), 334-345. https://doi.org/10.1002/1.2334-5837.2014.00025.x, 2014.

Laleau, Régine, et al. “Adopting a Situational Requirements Engineering Approach for the Analysis of Civil Aviation
Security Standards.” Software Process: Improvement and Practice, vol. 11, no. 5, pp. 487-503. DOL.org (Crossref),
https://doi.org/10.1002/spip.291, Sept. 2006.

Odomirok Sr, P. W, Affordability: Integrating Value, Customer, and Cost for Continuous Improvement, CRC Press,
2016.

P. Prabaharan Graceraj and BEML Ltd. “A Novel DFMEA Model for High Power Diesel Engine Design.”
International Journal of Engineering Research And, vol. V4, no. 05, p. JERTV41S050726. DOl.org (Crossref),
https://doi.org/10.17577/1JERTV4IS050726, May 2015.

Filz Marc-André, Langner, J. E. B., Herrmann, C., &amp; Thiede, S., Data-driven failure mode and effect analysis
(fmea) to enhance maintenance planning. Computers in Industry, 129.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2021.103451, 2021.

Evans, James R, William M Lindsay, An Introduction to Six Sigma and Process Improvement, Second Edition, South
Western Cengage Learning, 2015.

IEOM Society International 4132


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jairtraman.2015.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02780-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61073-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10586-018-2417-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10586-018-2417-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEDT-06-2016-0033
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.81
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2334-5837.2014.00025.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/spip.291
https://doi.org/10.17577/IJERTV4IS050726
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2021.103451

Proceedings of the International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Operations Management
Istanbul, Turkey, March 7-10, 2022

Li, Z., Mobin, M., &amp; 2018 Annual Reliability and Maintainability Symposium, RAMS 2018 2018 01 22 - 2018
01 25., A dfmea-based reliability prediction approach in early product design. Proceedings - Annual Reliability and
Maintainability Symposium, 2018-january. https://doi.org/10.1109/RAM.2018.8463126, 2018.

Duraisamy, G., & Atan, R, Requirement traceability matrix through documentation for scrum methodology. Journal
of Theoretical & Applied Information Technology, 52(2), 154-159, 2013.

Sarkar, A., Mukhopadhyay, A. R., & Ghosh, S. K, Issues in Pareto analysis and their resolution, Total Quality
Management & Business Excellence, 24(5-6), 641-651, 2013.

Qureshi, Igbal, S, S. A., Rizvi, T. H., Abbas, G., & Gulzar, M. M, Concept building through block diagram using
matlab/simulink. /JEEEP Journal, 66(67), 30-34, 2010.

Project Management Institute, Inc., Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide) (6th
Edition), 2017.

Society of Automotive Engineers International, Potential Failure Modes and Effects Analysis in Design (Design
FMEA) and Potential Failure Modes and Effects Analysis in Manufacturing and Assembly Processes (Process FMEA)
Reference Manual, SAE J1739, Warrendale, PA, July 1994,

Admin. “Methods of Sampling from a Population.” Health Knowledge, https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-
health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/methods-of-sampling-population, 20 June 2010.

Biographies

Dr. Anjali Awasthi is Full Professor and Concordia University Research Chair (Tier-1I) in Connected Sustainable
Mobility Systems at Concordia Institute for Information Systems Engineering (CIISE), in Concordia University,
Montreal. She received a PhD in industrial engineering and automation from INRIA Rocquencourt and University of
Metz, France, and a Masters in Industrial and Management Engineering from IIT Kanpur, India. Prior to Concordia,
Dr. Awasthi worked at the University of British Columbia and the University of Laval where she was involved in
several projects on industrial applications of operations research. In France, she was involved in many European
projects aimed at improving urban mobility in cities, city logistics, and cybernetic transportation systems. Her areas
of research are modeling and simulation, data mining, Information Technology, and decision making, sustainable
logistics planning, quality assurance in supply chain management, and sustainable supply chain management. She is
currently serving as the Education Chair for CORS (Canadian Operations Research Society), a senior member of ASQ
(American Society for Quality), an associate of LSRC (Loyola Sustainability Research Center), and a regular member
of CIRRELT (Centre Interuniversitaire de Recherche sur les Reseaux d'Entreprise, la Logistique et le Transport). She
is also the recipient of the Eldon Gunn service award (CORS 2018, Halifax) and IEOM Special Recognition Award
(4th North American Conference on Industrial Engineering and Operations Management, Toronto, 2019).

Mr. Seyed Ali Gamarooni Pour received his BSc in aviation technology from the University of Applied science,
Tehran in 2015, the first MSc in aerospace engineering Airworthiness and accident investigation from the Shahid
Sattari University of Aeronautical Engineering in Tehran 2015, and the second MSc in quality systems engineering
from Concordia, Montreal 2021. He served in an aviation company as a project manager and managing director (2014-
2019). He also was a board member of the Iran Aviation and Space Industries Association (2017-2019). He served as
an auditor and aircraft inspector (2016-2019). He received his commercial pilot license with an instrument rating in
2014. His primary expertise areas are quality management systems, airworthiness, and certification, safety
management

IEOM Society International 4133


https://doi.org/10.1109/RAM.2018.8463126
https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/methods-of-sampling-population
https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/methods-of-sampling-population

	1. Introduction
	1.1 Objectives
	2. Literature Review
	3. Methodology
	3.1 Sub-process and criteria
	3.2 Requirement traceability matrix
	3.3 Analysis of the result
	4. Data Collection
	5. Results and Discussion
	5.1 Numerical Results
	5.2 Graphical Results
	5.3 Proposed Improvements
	5.4 Validation
	6. Conclusion
	References
	Biographies



