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ABSTRACT

The attributes or criteria used in the requirements prioritization process become an essential 
reference in calculating priorities. Most of the techniques are used to increase the value 
impacting business success. On the contrary, there are limitations on cost, time, and resources 
for developing software. Therefore, the requirements prioritization process often requires 
collaboration from the perspectives involved. So far, the pattern and basis have not been seen 
in the criteria used in the requirements prioritization process. Consequently, there need to 
be other factors that become a reference so that the selection of criteria is appropriate. This 
study identifies criteria based on the categorized perspectives of requirements prioritization. 
A systematic literature review presents criteria for prioritizing requirements from multiple 
collaborative perspectives. Findings show that the criteria in requirements prioritization can 
be classified into beneficial and non-beneficial, where business value and development cost 
are the most frequently used criteria. Furthermore, the involvement of multiple perspectives 
in requirements prioritization focuses on the client’s and developer’s perspectives. The 
findings also reveal that some of the challenges in the requirements prioritization process are 
biases by stakeholders, reducing pairwise comparison, and scalability. In the future, it will be 

investigated whether the selection of criteria 
correlated with stakeholder perspectives will 
increase the accuracy of priorities. Thus, the 
contribution of this paper is to recommend 
criteria from stakeholders’ perspectives.

Keywords: Aspects, client’s perspective, cost-value 
approach, developer’s perspective requirements, 
models, methods, prioritization criteria, techniques
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INTRODUCTION

A software requirement is a service that must exist to solve software user problems. The 
requirements life cycle consists of five stages: trace, maintain, prioritize, assess, and 
approve. These stages aim to ensure that businesses, stakeholders, and the requirements 
and design of a solution align (IIBA, 2015). Requirements engineering is the first step in 
the software development process. Play an important role so that software developers can 
understand the needs of stakeholders and can economically create high-quality software 
(Dabbagh et al., 2014). Requirements that have passed the assessment and approval stage 
will then enter the management process, which consists of trace, maintain, and prioritize 
stages. Requirements prioritization is assessing the value, urgency, and risk associated 
with specific requirements and designs to ensure that analysis or work is carried out at the 
most fundamental level on time. Limited time and resources to fulfill the requirements 
are important factors in the requirements prioritization process (Babar et al., 2011; Riegel, 
2012; Thakurta, 2016).

In Agile requirements engineering, the value-driven approach is emphasized for 
product development (Schön et al., 2017). Due to increased competition, focusing on 
user requirements and essential delivery has become important in product development. 
However, the decision to carry out prioritization requirements will be more difficult 
when many stakeholders are involved— because different stakeholders have different 
perspectives. In general, the perspective on seeing requirements is based on the point of 
view of clients and developers (Danesh et al., 2016; Gupta & Gupta, 2018; Idrus et al., 
2011; Narendhar & Anuradha, 2016). Requirements are also prioritized by looking at the 
relationship between benefits and costs. By calculating the cost-benefit ratio, it can be seen 
how much the company will pay for the features that must be made. (Torrecilla-Salinas 
et al., 2015).  Addedly, requirements prioritization techniques are based on business and 
technical aspects. (Sher et al., 2019, 2014).

The process of prioritizing requirements has two sides. On the one hand, it must be fast 
and straightforward, and on the other hand, it must produce accurate and reliable results. 
Stakeholders play an essential role in the priority process. As cited in Karlsson and Ryan 
(1997), there are three factors in stakeholder satisfaction mentioned by Shoji Shiba and 
his colleagues: cost, quality, and delivery. Software project success depends on the ability 
to minimize costs, on time and maximize quality.

Karlsson and Ryan use relative value and cost in prioritizing requirements called the 
cost-value approach. This approach builds customer satisfaction from values in potential 
candidate requirements. In contrast, costs are expenses incurred to produce candidate 
requirements (Karlsson & Ryan, 1997). Requirements cannot be completely collected 
at the start of the project due to various factors. Therefore, continuous interaction with 
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clients is critical to achieving the correct requirements. The agile manifesto emphasizes 
collaboration among the project team and stakeholders (Sverrisdottir et al., 2014).

In software development, the popular models that have been widely used are agile 
development methods. One of the agile approaches is delivering value and quality within the 
project development budget. This objective is highly appropriate for the cost-value approach 
to the requirement prioritization process that compares the value and cost of software 
implementation. Besides the presented perspective of the agile approach, compatibility of 
agile and cost-value can be observed from one of the agile manifestos, which highlights 
“how can we honestly say that our backlog is prioritized based on what delivers VALUE 
for our customer?” as well as agile principles, which declare that “business people and 
developers must work together daily throughout the project .”This harmony rises because, 
in the cost-value approach, the product owner is the one who will oversee determining 
relative values for candidate requirements. At the same time, the software development 
team is assigned relative costs for implementing each one of the candidate requirements.

One of the important aspects of the requirements prioritization process is determining 
the criteria used. The criteria in the prioritization process will affect the success of software 
development. According to Sher et al., requirements prioritization aspects are categorized 
into three groups: technical, business, and client (Sher et al., 2019). Most requirements 
prioritization techniques support these aspects since they influence decision-making in 
requirements prioritization. However, today’s trend shows that most techniques are not 
scalable and less supportive of business or client aspects. Riegel & Doerr divides the criteria 
into six main categories: Benefits, Technical Context & Requirement Characteristics, Risks, 
Costs, Penalties & Avoidance, and Business Context (Riegel & Doerr, 2015). Odu and 
Charles-Owaba believe all criteria are divided into beneficial and non-beneficial aspects. 
Each criterion valued is related to the pre-assigned weightage. The value is considered 
positive strength for the beneficial criteria and negative for the non-beneficial (Odu & 
Charles-Owaba, 2013).

The systematic literature review in this study focuses on the requirements prioritization 
domain. The nature of the project that uses requirements prioritization understudy is 
bespoke software with medium-level requirements (number of requirements between 20 
and 50). The motivation of this study is to investigate the correlation of attributes or criteria 
for prioritization requirements in a cost-value approach from a collaboration perspective. 
The collaboration perspective is the point of view of stakeholders involved, especially 
clients and developers. The contribution of this study is to find the criteria used with a 
cost-value approach in the requirements prioritization process from the perspective of the 
client and developer. The following paper is organized into materials, methods, results, 
discussion, and conclusions.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

The correlation of attributes or criteria for 
requirements prioritization in a cost-value 
approach is investigated from a client’s 
and developer’s perspective. From the 
existing literature, the SLR is carried out 
based on the guidelines from Kitchenham 
(Kitchenham & Charters, 2007; Kitchenham 
et al., 2009). 

Figure 1 shows the design review 
protocol for performing SLRs. The protocol 
review consists of six research phases: 
research questions, search strings; resources; 
inclusion and exclusion criteria; quality 

Figure 1. Review protocol

assessment criteria; data collection and synthesis. The review methods process begins with 
the first phase, formulating a set of research questions to answer the research objectives. 
The second phase is to design a search strategy according to the research question, identify 
search terms and select literature data sources. The third phase is to extract the data that 
has been collected and assess the quality of the selected data. Finally, the fourth phase 
analyzes the data to answer the research objectives.

Research Questions

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate the existing research on attributes or 
criteria in requirements prioritization. This research is also related to the perspectives of the 
requirements prioritization process, the stakeholders involved, and the mapping of criteria 
in perspective. The following is the formulation of the questions in this study:

RQ1. What attributes or criteria are used in the requirements prioritization process?
RQ2. What perspectives are involved in requirements prioritization, and how do we 

classify the requirements prioritization criteria based on view?
RQ3. Who are the stakeholders that belong to each perspective?
RQ4. How are the attributes or criteria grouped in each perspective?
RQ5. What are the recommended improvements for the specified limitations or 

challenges?
RQ1 investigates the attributes or criteria used in requirements prioritization research. 

This investigation aims to find operational definitions of attributes or criteria in requirements 
prioritization and their popularity in the literature. RQ2 finds out what perspective is used in 
the requirements prioritization process and its effect on criteria. RQ3 looks for stakeholders 
involved in each perspective. RQ4 does a mapping between attributes or criteria with 

Review Methods

Research Questions

Search Process Strategy
Search Strings Data Sources

Study Selection Criteria
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria Quality Assessment Criteria

Data Collection and Synthesis

Results
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perspectives in requirements prioritization. Finally, RQ5 provides recommendations on 
possible future trends in addressing the identified requirements prioritization challenges.

The Search Process Strategy

The search for papers related to this research is carried out comprehensively. The search 
process is carried out online in digital libraries to find papers that have been published 
since 2010. The following is a step-by-step procedure for conducting a search based on a 
predefined research question:

1. First, identify critical terms based on research questions.
2. Second, find alternative synonyms and spellings of the primary terms.
3. Third, verify the search terms of the relevant studies.
4. Finally, use the Boolean OR/AND operator to combine search terms.

Search Strings

The search string is developed in this study. The list of search strings used is as follows:
• Requirements Prioritization Models OR Framework OR Methods OR Techniques
• Cost-Value Approach for Requirements Prioritization Techniques OR Models OR 

Framework OR Methods
• Requirements Prioritization within Stakeholders OR Clients OR Developers 

Perspective OR View
• Collaborative Approach in Requirements Prioritization
• Requirements Prioritization in Agile
• Requirements Prioritization Criteria OR Attribute OR Parameter OR Aspect OR 

Element OR Factor
• Challenges OR Limitations OR Issues of Requirements Prioritization Models

Resources

Literature resources used in searches using the above keywords are IEEE Xplore, Elsevier, 
ACM Digital Library, Springer, ScienceDirect, and Google Scholar.

Based on the selected data sources, the following are the study’s search and selection 
process steps, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Search Stage 1: In the initial stage of the search process, 360 probable selected papers 
are collected. The results from 6 online databases are journal articles and conference 
proceedings.
Search Stage 2: The merge from all resources probably has the duplicate paper, i.e., 
title and authors. Duplicate papers are then excluded from making sure all of them are 
unique. The results are 342 papers.



166 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

Search Stage 3: The relevant papers from the previous stage are concisely studied for 
their titles, abstracts, and contents. After the inclusion and exclusion are executed, 
173 papers are selected.
Search Stage 4: Finally, the question or quality assessment criteria are applied to the 
papers selected from the previous stage. At the end of the exercise, 34 papers are 
selected and are considered qualified to provide answers to the research questions 
formulated.

Study Selection Criteria

Study selection criteria are run to identify the primary studies that directly support the 
research question. This strategy is to decide which literature will be included or excluded. 
This study is divided into two subcategories: inclusion and exclusion criteria and quality 
assessment criteria selected relevant. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Three hundred sixty studies are collected during the initial search process. First, the title 
and abstract are read carefully, and then studies not related to requirements prioritization 
are excluded. If there are several similar studies, the study that discusses it in full will be 

Figure 2. Stages of search and selection process
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taken. The studies taken are in English and have been published since 2010. The detailed 
inclusion and exclusion criteria used in this SLR are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Inclusion and exclusion criteria

INCLUSION CRITERIA EXCLUSION CRITERIA
 Research work focuses on requirements 

prioritization criteria OR perspective.
 Studies included those whose title corresponded 

with the research topic with a keyword related in 
a formulated search string.

 All studies have the prospect of answering at 
least one research question.

 Relevant studies have been published since 
2010.

 All studies are published in the English language.

 Studies that are unrelated to the research 
questions

 Duplicate studies, only the newest and most 
complete, will be included. The rest are excluded. 

 Studies that are not written and published in 
English.

 All studies are considered grey and do not have 
bibliographic details such as publication type/
date.

Quality Assessment Criteria

Quality Assessment Criteria (QAC) help assess the quality of the selected topic. The 
assessment of the selected topic was carried out based on QAC quality questions that are 
related to the domain of this study. The QAC checklist consists of six questions. These 
questions are presented in Table 2. The answer to each question can be ‘Yes,’ ‘Partially,’ 
or ‘No.’ The values are 1, 0.5, and 0. 

To ensure the reliability of the study, studies that obtained a quality score of more than 
or equal to three, which is half of the total scores, will be used (6). As a result, from 173, 
only 34 studies are finally selected as relevant studies. The results of the quality scores of 
each study are shown in Figure 3.

Table 2
Quality assessment criteria

ID QUESTION
QAC1 Are the review’s inclusion and 

exclusion criteria represented and 
suitable?

QAC2 Does the study focus on the 
requirements prioritization domain?

QAC3 Does the study illustrate the 
requirements prioritization criteria?

QAC4 Is the proposed model/solution/
technique clearly described?

QAC5 Were the basic data/studies sufficiently 
explained?

QAC6 Is the result of the research clearly 
stated? Figure 3. The results of quality scores from the 

selected studies



168 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

Based on Figure 3, from a score of 0 to a score of 6, only one paper, S8, gets a score of 
3, while others get higher than 3. Figure 4 shows the number of studies that have answered 
yes, part or no to each question in QAC.

From 34 studies selected, only QAC1 and QAC5 questions have the “No” (0) result. These 
results mean that most of the papers can meet the questions of quality assessment criteria.

Figure 4. Quality assessment

Quality Assessment

Data Collection and Synthesis

From 34 selected papers, the main data extracted are: title, year of publication, authors, 
criteria/ parameter/ aspect/ element/ factor. In this process, the difficulty encountered is 
that the names of different criteria are often encountered but have the same meaning. The 
problem with clarifying criteria is to explore whether these different criteria names have 
the same understanding or are different in prioritization.

In data synthesis, quantitative and qualitative data analysis approaches are used. The 
data that have been collected are analyzed by focusing on research questions. RQ1 explores 
the criteria used in the requirements prioritization process. Then to answer RQ2, look for the 
perspective used in the paper and its effect on the criteria used. The stakeholders involved 
are then explored to be able to answer RQ3. Furthermore, to answer RQ4, map or group 
the criteria based on perspective. The last is to do a resume to answer RQ5 regarding the 
recommended improvements in the process of requirements prioritization criteria.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Based on 34 identified papers, Figure 5 shows the number of papers published each 
year. Two papers present the SLR results to find the criteria used in the prioritization 
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requirements: Riegel and Doerr (2015) and Hujainah et al. ( 2018). Only the top ten criteria 
are taken from the study from these two papers.

(RQ1) What are the Attributes or Criteria Which are Used in the Requirements 
Prioritization Process?

Some attributes or criteria are mentioned or used in papers that meet the requirements. Of 
the 38 identified criteria, several criteria have different names but have the same meaning 
and purpose. For example, the criteria for “business value” are also called: “value,” 
“customer value,” and “value to user.” “Development cost” is also called: “development 
effort.” “cost,” and “budget.” “Time to market” is also known as: “release date,” “time,” and 
“timely delivery.” “Available of resources” is also called: “resource availability,” “human 
resources,” and “manpower.” Table 3 shows all the criteria found and their operational 
definitions.

The frequency of the criteria used or mentioned in the SLR paper can be seen in 
Figure 6. The frequency here indicates the number of papers in this study that use these 
criteria. The use of criteria in the requirements prioritization process is very diverse. 
Thus, many criteria are used in the literature when collected. This study finds 38 criteria, 
from the few frequencies (only once or twice mentioned) to the favorite criteria, such as 
business value and development cost. The business value has been mentioned 30 times, 
development cost has been mentioned 23 times, risk has been mentioned 16 times, and 
time to market has been mentioned 15 times. Furthermore, dependency has been mentioned 
nine times, followed by available resources, effort estimation/size measurement, and 
schedule, which have been mentioned eight times. The criteria with a frequency of seven 

Figure 5. Papers published by year
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Table 3
The criteria of requirements prioritization

ID CRITERIA CITATION OPERATIONAL DEFINITION
C1 Business Value Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; AL-Ta’ani & 

Razali, 2013; Alawneh, 2018; Albuga & 
Odeh, 2018; Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 
2017; Anand & Dinakaran, 2017; Asghar 
et al., 2017; Devulapalli et al., 2016; 
Devulapalli & Khare, 2014; Gupta & 
Gupta, 2018; Hujainah et al., 2018; Khan 
et al., 2016; Kukreja, 2013; Kukreja 
et al., 2012; Narendhar & Anuradha, 
2016; Racheva et al., 2010; Rahim et al., 
2018; Riegel & Doerr, 2015; Sheemar 
& Kour, 2019; Sher et al., 2019; Sufian 
et al., 2019; Sureka, 2014; Thakurta, 
2012; Torrecilla-Salinas et al., 2015; 
Viswanathan et al., 2016

Business value is the entire value that 
delivers profit to the organization to 
increase revenue, improve service, or 
avoid costs.

C2 Development 
Cost

Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; AL-Ta’ani 
& Razali, 2013; Alawneh, 2018; 
Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017; Amiri 
& Golozari, 2011; Anand & Dinakaran, 
2017; Asghar et al., 2017; Bajaj & 
Arora, 2013; Devulapalli & Khare, 2014; 
Hujainah et al., 2018; Idrus et al., 2011; 
Kukreja, 2013; Kukreja et al., 2012; 
Narendhar & Anuradha, 2016; Rahim 
et al., 2018; Riegel & Doerr, 2015; 
Samarakoon & Ratnayake, 2015; Sher 
et al., 2019; Sufian et al., 2019; Sureka, 
2014; Thakurta, 2012; Torrecilla-Salinas 
et al., 2015; Viswanathan et al., 2016

The cost an organization incurs while 
developing a software product.

C3 Time To 
Market

Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017; Amiri 
& Golozari, 2011; Asghar et al., 2017; 
Bajaj & Arora, 2013; Devulapalli et al., 
2016; Devulapalli & Khare, 2014; Idrus 
et al., 2011; Khan et al., 2016; Sheemar 
& Kour, 2019; Sher et al., 2014; Sufian et 
al., 2019; Svensson et al., 2011; Tahvili 
et al., 2015; Viswanathan et al., 2016

During the period needed, the 
development team does every task 
until it is released to the market.

C4 Risk AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari & 
Al-Shammeri, 2017; Amiri & Golozari, 
2011; Anand & Dinakaran, 2017; Asghar 
et al., 2017; Hujainah et al., 2018; Khan 
et al., 2016; Narendhar & Anuradha, 
2016; Racheva et al., 2010; Rahim et al., 
2018; Sufian et al., 2019; Svensson et 
al., 2011; Tahvili et al., 2015; Thakurta, 
2012; Viswanathan et al., 2016

Risk is the probability of software 
failure. It refers to the business 
and technical risks associated with 
implementing the requirements in the 
given scenario.
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ID CRITERIA CITATION OPERATIONAL DEFINITION
C5 Dependencies Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; AL-Ta’ani & 

Razali, 2013; Anand & Dinakaran, 2017; 
Asghar et al., 2017; Gupta & Gupta, 
2018; Hujainah et al., 2018; Riegel & 
Doerr, 2015; Sureka, 2014; Viswanathan 
et al., 2016

Requirements dependency is the 
relationship between requirements that 
depends on the others.  

C6 Available of 
Resources

AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari 
& Al-Shammeri, 2017; Anand & 
Dinakaran, 2017; Danesh et al., 2016; 
Devulapalli et al., 2016; Devulapalli 
& Khare, 2014; Riegel & Doerr, 2015; 
Sureka, 2014

Availability of development resources, 
knowledgeable in domain/ technology/ 
skill.

C7 Effort 
Estimation/ 
Size 
Measurement

Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; Alkandari 
& Al-Shammeri, 2017; Bajaj & Arora, 
2013; Danesh et al., 2016; Hujainah et 
al., 2018; Kukreja et al., 2012; Racheva 
et al., 2010; Torrecilla-Salinas et al., 
2015

In the effort process, estimation 
difference is computed between total 
available effort and effort required for 
software releases, and this job is done 
by technical and development teams.

C8 Schedule Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; AL-Ta’ani & 
Razali, 2013; Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 
2017; Kukreja, 2013; Kukreja et al., 
2012; Samarakoon & Ratnayake, 2015; 
Sureka, 2014; Torrecilla-Salinas et al., 
2015

The project schedule is a project’s 
timeframe. It includes start and finish 
dates, activities, and deliverables and 
lists all project-related milestones.

C9 Volatility AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari 
& Al-Shammeri, 2017; Anand & 
Dinakaran, 2017; Devulapalli & Khare, 
2014; Rahim et al., 2018; Riegel & 
Doerr, 2015; Svensson et al., 2011

Requirements Volatility is frequent 
changes to the requirements over time.

C10 Implementation 
Effort

Devulapalli et al., 2016; Devulapalli & 
Khare, 2014; Khan et al., 2016; Riegel & 
Doerr, 2015; Sureka, 2014; Tahvili et al., 
2015; Viswanathan et al., 2016

Costs are needed for implementation 
until the source code commit.

C11 Importance AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari 
& Al-Shammeri, 2017; Asghar et al., 
2017; Danesh et al., 2016; Hujainah et 
al., 2018; Sureka, 2014; Svensson et al., 
2011

The important requirements are 
functions that bring an organization 
business value.

C12 Stakeholder 
Satisfaction

Hujainah et al., 2018; Narendhar & 
Anuradha, 2016; Riegel & Doerr, 2015; 
Sher et al., 2014; Svensson et al., 2011; 
Tahvili et al., 2015; Viswanathan et al., 
2016

Fulfill the expectations of stakeholders 
that can achieve their personal goals 
and objective.

C13 Complexity Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016; AL-Ta’ani & 
Razali, 2013; Anand & Dinakaran, 2017; 
Asghar et al., 2017; Tahvili et al., 2015

The complexity and interdependencies 
to streamline product development 
with challenges complicate the 
selection.

Table 3 (continue)
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ID CRITERIA CITATION OPERATIONAL DEFINITION
C14 Quality Amiri & Golozari, 2011; Idrus et al., 

2011; Sheemar & Kour, 2019; Tahvili et 
al., 2015; Torrecilla-Salinas et al., 2015

Quality refers to a capability that must 
be present in a requirement. Quality 
represents what is needed to validate 
the successful completion of a project 
deliverable.

C15 Penalty Asghar et al., 2017; Hujainah et al., 2018; 
Svensson et al., 2011; Thakurta, 2012

The customer or business will likely 
experience penalties if specific 
requirements are not included in the 
scenario.

C16 Authority AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Anand 
& Dinakaran, 2017; Samarakoon & 
Ratnayake, 2015; Sher et al., 2014

The requirements priorities are best 
determined by clients who have 
dominion over the system.

C17 Learning 
Experience

AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari & 
Al-Shammeri, 2017; Racheva et al., 2010

The learning experience is risky 
because the developer will need more 
time to learn new technology.

C18 Impact Devulapalli et al., 2016; Devulapalli & 
Khare, 2014

The impact of the characteristics of 
the product or service on the intended 
beneficiaries.

C19 External 
Change

Racheva et al., 2010; Alkandari & Al-
Shammeri, 2017

External changes are the “events that 
occur during the project and impact the 
company, the business environment or 
the product under development."

C20 Knowledge AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Anand & 
Dinakaran, 2017

Stakeholders must have significant 
knowledge of development and 
customer needs and interest.

C21 Strategic Sher et al., 2014; Svensson et al., 2011 A strategic requirement is something 
an organization sets out to achieve.

C22 Scalability Sher et al., 2014; Asghar et al., 2017 The ability to appropriately handle 
increasing (and decreasing) 
requirements.

C23 Usability Hujainah et al., 2018; Sheemar & Kour, 
2019 

Usability refers to producing systems 
that are easier to use and matching them 
more closely to user requirements.

C24 Technical 
Feasibility

Kukreja et al., 2012; Samarakoon & 
Ratnayake, 2015

Technical feasibility also implicates 
evaluating the proposed system's 
hardware, software, and other 
technical requirements.

C25 Customer 
Input

Sher et al., 2019 To use client input as criteria for 
prioritization.

C26 Performance Bajaj & Arora, 2013 Requirement performance represents 
how well a process is to be executed 
or performed or how well it is 
accomplished.

C27 Uncertainties Devulapalli & Khare, 2014 Changes imminent.
C28 Easy Use Sher et al., 2014 How easily users can use a product.
C29 Accuracy Sher et al., 2014 The provision of right or effects 

attributes or agreed results.

Table 3 (continue)
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ID CRITERIA CITATION OPERATIONAL DEFINITION
C30 Developers' 

Input
Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017 How easily users can use a product.

C31 Negative Value Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017 The ‘negative’ value thus is equivalent 
to a loss of importance or damage to 
the business.

C32 Visibility Al-Ta’ani & Razali, 2016 A lack of visibility prevents teams 
from taking appropriate action, leading 
to uncontrollable impediments later in 
the sprint.

C33 Trust AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013 Stakeholders must have direct 
communication to achieve trust.

C34 Sales Sher et al., 2014 Sales Impact.
C35 Marketing Sher et al., 2014 Most aspects of your business depend 

on successful marketing.
C36 Applicability Samarakoon & Ratnayake, 2015 Applying or capable of being applied.
C37 Reliability Samarakoon & Ratnayake, 2015 This quality attribute defines how 

likely the system would run without 
failure.

C38 Urgency Gupta & Gupta, 2018 Urgency of implementation.

Table 3 (continue)

Figure 6. The usage frequency of requirements prioritization criteria

Requirements Prioritization Criteria



174 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

consist of volatility, implementation effort, importance, and stakeholder satisfaction. In 
addition, quality was mentioned five times, penalty and authority were mentioned four 
times, followed by learning experience, which was mentioned three times. The criteria 
mentioned twice are impact, external change, knowledge, strategy, scalability, usability, 
and technical feasibility. Finally, the remaining criteria show a frequency of 1: customer 
input, performance, uncertainties, ease of use, accuracy, developer’s input, negative value, 
visibility, trust, sales, marketing, applicability, reliability, and urgency.

(RQ2) What are the Perspectives Involved in Requirements Prioritization, and 
How to Classify the Requirements Prioritization Criteria Based on View?

Requirements from stakeholders represent the needs from an individual point of view. The 
term perspective emphasizes that there is no simple relationship between requirements 
and people or between requirements and roles. A perspective is an area of knowledge that 
is internally consistent. Perspectives usually have an identifiable focus of attention, the 
motivational concern of the requirements they represent (Easterbrook, 1991).

In software development projects, there are many people along with roles that have 
perspectives, respectively. The success of a requirements engineering project depends on 
an accurate analysis of this perspective for incompleteness and inconsistency. Many papers 
mention that the involvement of perspectives is very important and affects the requirements 
prioritization process (Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017; Gupta & Gupta, 2018; Ibriwesh 
et al., 2019; Idrus et al., 2011; Madi et al., 2013; Narendhar & Anuradha, 2016; Schön et 
al., 2017; Sher et al., 2019, 2014; Wohlin & Aurum, 2005).

As for the perspectives used by SLR, most do not explicitly mention the view used. 
For example, there are only eight papers identified mention the perspective used in the 
study (Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017; Danesh et al., 2016; Gupta & Gupta, 2018; Idrus 
et al., 2011; Narendhar & Anuradha, 2016; Sher et al., 2019, 2014; Torrecilla-Salinas et 
al., 2015). To expand the extent to which the use of perspective in the requirements, Table 
4 shows the addition of a source of books on engineering requirements.

The influence of perspective on the criteria used in the requirements prioritization 
process is closely related to the point of view. There are big groupings in perspective, 
namely, the client’s perspective and the developer’s perspective.

Table 4
Requirements prioritization perspective

# PERSPECTIVE DEFINITION TYPE OF CITATION
PAPER BOOK

GROUP OF CLIENTS' PERSPECTIVES
1 Clients The product, according to the 

client's needs
Gupta & Gupta, 2018; 
Danesh et al., 2016; Idrus 
et al., 2011
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# PERSPECTIVE DEFINITION TYPE OF CITATION
PAPER BOOK

2 Customers Care about the user/customer 
value to determine whether 
they describe the desired 
functions and qualities of the 
system

Alkandari & Al-
Shammeri, 2017

Aurum & Wohlin, 
2005; Wiegers, 
2009

3 User Comparable to the owner’s 
view of a house

Pohl & Rupp, 
2015; Wieringa, 
1996

4 Stakeholders State what the stakeholders 
are required to achieve by the 
system

Narendhar & Anuradha, 
2016

Hull et al., 2011

5 Top Manager It represents the product idea Wieringa, 1996
6 Business To decide whether the 

business really needs the 
system

Sher et al., 2014; Sher et 
al., 2019

Sommerville, 2016

GROUP OF DEVELOPERS' PERSPECTIVES
7 Developers Know about the technical 

difficulties
Gupta & Gupta, 2018; 
Danesh et al., 2016; 
Idrus et al., 2011; 
Narendhar & Anuradha, 
2016; Alkandari & Al-
Shammeri, 2017

Aurum & Wohlin, 
2005

8 Software 
Architect

To ascertain if they contain 
all necessary information for 
architectural design

Pohl & Rupp, 2015

9 Analyst State abstractly what the 
system will do to fulfill the 
stakeholder requirements

Hull et al., 2011

10 Designer State how the specific 
design will fulfill the system 
requirements. Comparable to 
the specification delivered by 
the architect for the designer

Hull et al., 2011; 
Wieringa, 1996

11 Technical To assess the quality of the 
application software and the 
system's support software and 
hardware

Sher et al., 2014; Sher et 
al., 2019

Wiegers, 2009; 
Sommerville, 2016

12 Builder The technology model Wieringa, 1996
13 Tester To establish whether they 

contain the information 
necessary to derive test cases 
from the requirements

Pohl & Rupp, 2015

14 Financial 
Representative

Know and manage budgetary 
limitations and risks

Aurum & Wohlin, 
2005

Table 4 (continue)
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(RQ3) Who are the Stakeholders that Belong to Each Perspective?

Stakeholders of the system are people or organizations that directly or indirectly affect the 
system requirements. To obtain requirements, stakeholders are one type of requirements 
source other than documents and systems in operation (Pohl & Rupp, 2015). Therefore, 
identifying relevant stakeholders is important in requirements engineering. If stakeholders 
are not recognized will result in a significant negative impact on the success of the project. 
In practice, there may be many stakeholders involved. Still, Requirements Prioritization 
should differentiate the involvement of stakeholders, whether only being affected by the 
project or being a collaborator (integrated and responsible with stakeholders). The list of 
stakeholders involved in requirements prioritization can be seen in Table 5.

(RQ4) How are the Attributes or Criteria Grouped in Each Perspective?

RQ4 aims to classify the attributes or criteria obtained from the RQ1 results. The cost-
value approach is a process of prioritizing software requirements to maximize quality, 
minimize costs, and the shortest possible delivery time, according to the relative value and 
cost based on the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) analysis tool (Amelia & Mohamed, 
2018; Karlsson & Ryan, 1997; Karlsson et al., 1997; Sie, 2016). AHP and TOPSIS are 
methods in Multi-Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) that are often used and combined. 

The attributes or criteria in the MCDM are divided into two types: beneficial and 
non-beneficial. For example, attributes whose value must be kept low are non-beneficial 
attributes, and other attributes which must have higher value are beneficial attributes. 
Another name for beneficial attributes is favorable indicators, while non-beneficial attributes 
are unfavorable indicators. If related to the criteria, use the beneficial attributes from the 
client’s perspective and the developer’s perspective using non-beneficial attributes.

Table 3 is based on the cost-value approach, which is classified as beneficial attributes 
and non-beneficial attributes, with the results shown in Table 6. In the process of priority 
needs, the attributes or criteria used in most of the papers are non-beneficial rather than 
beneficial attributes.

The criteria in the prioritization requirements are grouped into project constraints in 
some literature (AL-Ta’ani & Razali, 2013; Alkandari & Al-Shammeri, 2017; Nurdiani et 
al., 2016). Project constraints are constraints on specific parameters that affect the results 
(Thakurta, 2016). Some studies include “project constraints” as one of the criteria, which 
is ambiguous. For example, the development cost is a criterion that limits the project 
because of the different abilities of each project owner to cover the costs. On the other 
side, the business value is not a project constraint because this criterion does not restrict 
the development of a project. In addition, most of the criteria used in beneficial attributes 
are not project constraints.  
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Table 6
The correlation attributes based on perspectives

CLIENTS PERSPECTIVE

BENEFICIAL 
ATTRIBUTES

(37%)

Project 
Constraints (No)

Business Value, Importance, Stakeholder Satisfaction, 
Authority, Knowledge, Strategic, Usability, Customer 
Input, Performance, Easy Use, Accuracy, Customer 
Input, Visibility, Sales, Marketing, Applicability, 
Reliability, Urgency

Project 
Constraints (Yes) Quality, Impact, Scalability, Trust

DEVELOPERS PERSPECTIVE

NON-BENEFICIAL 
ATTRIBUTES

(63%)

Project 
Constraints (No)

Effort Estimation/ Size Measurement, Penalty, Learning 
Experience, External Change, Technical Feasibility, 
Uncertainties, Developers' Input, Negative Value

Project 
Constraints (Yes)

Development Cost, Risk, Time to Market, 
Dependencies, Available of Resources, Schedule, 
Volatility, Implementation Effort, Complexity

(RQ5) What are the Recommended Improvements for the Specified Limitations or 
Challenges?

The requirements prioritization process involving many parties has challenges: inaccuracy, 
time consumption, and ease of use. However, there are open opportunities to improve the 
weaknesses that still exist with the increase in requirements prioritization models. Some 
points that issues can add to the requirements prioritization domain include:

• Bias issues by stakeholders due to the many stakeholders involved, without 
considering the perceptions of stakeholders (Philip et al., 2014; Babar et al., 2015; 
Bakhtiar et al., 2015; Hannan et al., 2015; Khan et al., 2016; McZara et al., 2015). 
The result of requirements prioritization can perform accuracy using fuzzy numbers 
and give proper weighting based on stakeholders’ perceptions.

• Requirements Prioritization must address the issue of reducing pairwise 
comparisons to minimize time consumption (Gambo et al., 2018; Karlsson et al., 
1998). AHP only provides attribute weighting, while TOPSIS is used to calculate 
alternatives to facilitate pairwise comparison.

• Attribute weighting while calculating alternatives using TOPSIS.
• Scalability issues related to the ease of prioritization requirements should be further 

improved, regardless of the requirements (Achimugu et al., 2014; Achimugu et 
al., 2016; Babar et al., 2015; Duan et al., 2009; Gambo et al., 2018; Khan et al., 
2016; Lim & Finkelstein, 2012; Veerappa, 2012). Meanwhile, prioritization can 
be done by making tools to facilitate the needs.



179Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Requirements Prioritization Criteria

CONCLUSION

Attributes or criteria in the prioritization requirements are fundamental things that must 
be selected. This study conducted a comprehensive investigation on the criteria that are 
widely used in the prioritization requirements. The resulting criteria can help researchers 
or practitioners to choose criteria that suit their needs and increase the accuracy of the 
chosen ones so that the results of the requirements prioritization can be more accurate. 
The involvement of stakeholder perspectives in the requirements prioritization process 
is a collaboration between the client’s and the developer’s perspectives. The findings 
suggest that future research needs to consider the selection of criteria from stakeholders’ 
perspectives.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This publication supported by The Center for Research and Community Service of 
Universitas Dinamika.

REFERENCES
Achimugu, P., Selamat, A., & Ibrahim, R. (2014). A clustering based technique for large scale prioritization 

during requirements elicitation. In T. Herawan, R. Ghazali & M. Deris (Eds), Recent Advances on Soft 
Computing and Data Mining (pp. 30-39). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72550-5

Achimugu, P., Selamat, A., & Ibrahim, R. (2016). ReproTizer: A fully implemented software requirements 
prioritization tool. In N. T. Nguyen & R. Kowalczyk (Eds), Transactions on Computational Collective 
Intelligence XXII (Vol. 9655, pp. 80-105). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-49619-0

Al-Ta’ani, R. H., & Razali, R. (2016). A framework for requirements prioritisation process in an agile software 
development environment: Empirical study. International Journal on Advanced Science, Engineering 
and Information Technology, 6(6), 846-856. https://doi.org/10.18517/ijaseit.6.6.1375

AL-Ta’ani, R. H., & Razali, R. (2013). Prioritizing requirements in agile development: A conceptual framework. 
Procedia Technology, 11, 733-739. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.protcy.2013.12.252

Alawneh, L. (2018). Requirements prioritization using hierarchical dependencies. In S. Latifi (Ed.), Information 
Technology-New Generations. Advances in Intelligent Systems and Computing (Vol. 558, pp. 459-464). 
Springer  https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54978-1

Albuga, S., & Odeh, Y. (2018). Towards prioritizing software business requirements in startups. In 2018 8th 
International Conference on Computer Science and Information Technology (CSIT) (pp. 257-265). IEEE 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/CSIT.2018.8486216

Alkandari, M., & Al-Shammeri, A. (2017). Enhancing the process of requirements prioritization in agile 
software development - A proposed model. Journal of Software, 12(6), 439-453. https://doi.org/10.17706/
jsw.12.6.439-453



180 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

Amelia, T., & Mohamed, R. B. (2018). Review on cost-value approach for requirements prioritization techniques. 
In 2018 5th International Conference on Information Technology, Computer, and Electrical Engineering 
(ICITACEE) (pp. 310-314). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/doi: 10.1109/ICITACEE.2018.8576908

Amiri, M., & Golozari, F. (2011). Application of fuzzy multi-attribute decision-making in determining the 
critical path by using time, cost, risk, and quality criteria. International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing 
Technology, 54, 393-401. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-010-2928-4

Anand, R. V., & Dinakaran, M. (2017). Handling stakeholder conflict by agile requirement prioritization 
using Apriori technique. Computers and Electrical Engineering, 61, 126-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
compeleceng.2017.06.022

Asghar, A. R., Tabassum, A., Bhatti, S. N., & Jadi, A. M. (2017). Impact and challenges of requirements 
elicitation & prioritization in quality to agile process: Scrum as a case scenario. International Conference 
on Communication Technologies, ComTech 2017 (pp. 50-55). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/
COMTECH.2017.8065749

Aurum, A., & Wohlin, C. (2005). Engineering and Managing Software Requirements. Springer-Verlag. 

Babar, M. I., Ghazali, M., Jawawi, D. N. A., Shamsuddin, S. M., & Ibrahim, N. (2015). PHandler: An expert 
system for a scalable software requirements prioritization process. Knowledge-Based Systems, 84, 179-
202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2015.04.010

Babar, M. I., Ramzan, M., & Ghayyur, S. A. K. (2011). Challenges and future trends in software requirements 
prioritization. International Conference on Computer Networks and Information Technology (pp. 319-
324). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCNIT.2011.6020888

Bajaj, P., & Arora, V. (2013). Multi-person decision-making for requirements prioritization using fuzzy AHP. 
ACM SIGSOFT Software Engineering Notes, 38(5), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1145/2507288.2507302

Bakhtiar, A., Hannan, A., Basit, A., & Ahmad, J. (2015, August 25-27). Prioritization of value-based services 
of software by using AHP and fuzzy kano model. In International Conference on Computational and 
Social Sciences (Vol. 8, pp. 48-56). Selangor, Malaysia.

Bendjenna, H., Charre, P. J., & Zarour, N. E. (2012). Using multi-criteria analysis to prioritize stakeholders. 
Journal of Systems and Information Technology, 14(3), 264-280.

Chemuturi, M. (2013). Requirements Engineering and Management for Software Development Projects. 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5377-2

Dabbagh, M., Lee, S. P., & Parizi, R. M. (2014). Application of hybrid assessment method for priority assessment 
of functional and non-functional requirements. In 5th International Conference on Information Science 
and Applications, (pp. 1-4). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICISA.2014.6847365

Danesh, A. S., Ahmad, R., Shamshirband, S., & Zargarnataj, S. M. (2016). Towards a highly customizable 
framework for release planning process. Tehnicki Vjesnik (Technical Gazette), 23(6), 1777-1785. https://
doi.org/10.17559/TV-20150311144435

Devulapalli, S., & Khare, A. (2014). A framework for requirement prioritization for software products. IUJ 
Journal of Management, 2(1), 35-41. 



181Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Requirements Prioritization Criteria

Devulapalli, S., Rao, O., & Khare, A. (2016). Requirements prioritization: Parameters of relevance - An 
empirical Study across 3 datasets. In Proceedings of the Second International Conference on Information 
and Communication Technology for Competitive Strategies (pp. 1-5). ACM Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2905055.2905340

Dos Santos, J. R. F., Albuquerque, A. B., & Pinheiro, P. R. (2016). Requirements prioritization in market-
driven software: A survey based on large numbers of stakeholders and requirements. In 10th International 
Conference on the Quality of Information and Communications Technology, September 2016 (pp. 67-72). 
IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/QUATIC.2016.020

Duan, C., Laurent, P., Cleland-Huang, J., & Kwiatkowski, C. (2009). Towards automated requirements 
prioritization and triage. Requirements Engineering, 14(2), 73-89. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00766-009-
0079-7

Easterbrook, S. (1991). Elicitation of requirements from multiple perspectives (Doctoral dissertation). 
University of London, UK. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Steve-Easterbrook/publication/2822954_
Elicitation_of_Requirements_from_Multiple_Perspectives/links/5735e81b08ae9f741b29c558/Elicitation-
of-Requirements-from-Multiple-Perspectives.pdf

Gambo, I. P., Ikono, R. N., Achimugu, P. O., & Iroju, O. G. (2018). A ranking model for software requirements 
prioritization during requirements engineering: A case study. International Journal of Computer Science 
and Information Security (IJCSIS), 16(4), 255-268.

Gupta, A., & Gupta, C. (2018). CDBR: A semi-automated collaborative execute-before-after dependency-
based requirement prioritization approach. Journal of King Saud University - Computer and Information 
Sciences, 34(2), 421-432. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jksuci.2018.10.004

Hannan, A., Ahmad, J., & Basit, A. (2015). Value-based requirements classification of software product using 
Fuzzy Kano Model. New Horrizon, 83, 48-56.

Heikkila, V. T., Paasivaara, M., Rautiainen, K., Lassenius, C., Toivola, T., & Jarvinen, J. (2015). Operational 
release planning in large-scale scrum with multiple stakeholders - A longitudinal case study at 
F-secure corporation. Information and Software Technology, 57(1), 116-140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
infsof.2014.09.005

Hujainah, F., Bakar, R. B. A., Abdulgabber, M. A., & Zamli, K. Z. (2018). Software requirements prioritisation: 
a systematic literature review on significance, stakeholders, techniques and challenges. In IEEE Access 
(Vol. 6, pp. 71497-71523). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2881755

Hull, E., Jackson, K., & Dick, J. (2011). Requirements Engineering (3rd Ed.). Springer. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/978-1-84996-405-0

Ibriwesh, I., Ho, S. B., Chai, I., & Tan, C. H. (2019). Prioritizing solution-oriented software requirements 
using the multiple perspective prioritization technique algorithm: An empirical investigation. Concurrent 
Engineering: Research and Applications, 27(1), 68-79. https://doi.org/10.1177/1063293X18808559

Idrus, A., Sodangi, M., & Husin, M. H. (2011). Prioritizing project performance criteria within client perspective. 
Research Journal of Applied Sciences, Engineering and Technology, 3(10), 1142-1151.



182 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

IIBA. (2015). A guide to the business analysis body of knowledge (BABOK Guide) Version 3.0 (3rd Ed.). 
International Institute of Business Analysis. https://www.iiba.org/career-resources/a-business-analysis-
professionals-foundation-for-success/babok/

Kaiya, H., Shinbara, D., Kawano, J., & Saeki, M. (2005). Improving the detection of requirements discordances 
among stakeholders. Requirements Engineering, 10, 289-303. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00766-005-0017-2

Karlsson, J., & Ryan, K. (1997). A cost-value-approach for prioritizing requirements. In IEEE Software (Vol. 
14, pp. 67-74). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/52.605933

Karlsson, J., Olsson, S., & Ryan, K. (1997). Improved practical support for large-scale requirements prioritising. 
Requirements Engineering, 2, 51-60. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02802897

Karlsson, J., Wohlin, C., & Regnell, B. (1998). An evaluation of methods for prioritizing software requirements. 
Information and Software Technology, 39(14-15), 939-947. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0950-5849(97)00053-
0

Khan, S. U. R., Lee, S. P., Dabbagh, M., Tahir, M., Khan, M., & Arif, M. (2016). RePizer: A framework for 
prioritization of software requirements. Frontiers of Information Technology & Electronic Engineering, 
17, 750-765. https://doi.org/10.1631/FITEE.1500162

Kitchenham, B., & Charters, S. (2007). Guidelines for performing systematic literature reviews in software 
engineering version 2.3 (EBSE Technical Report). Keele University and University of Durham. https://
www.elsevier.com/__data/promis_misc/525444systematicreviewsguide.pdf /1134285.1134500

Kitchenham, B., Pearl Brereton, O., Budgen, D., Turner, M., Bailey, J., & Linkman, S. (2009). Systematic 
literature reviews in software engineering - A systematic literature review. Information and Software 
Technology, 51(1), 7-15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2008.09.009

Kukreja, N. (2013). Decision theoretic requirements prioritization a two-step approach for sliding towards 
value realization. In International Conference on Software Engineering (pp. 1465-1467). IEEE Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSE.2013.6606746

Kukreja, N., Boehm, B., Payyavula, S. S., & Padmanabhuni, S. (2012). Selecting an appropriate framework for 
value-based requirements prioritization. In 20th IEEE International Requirements Engineering Conference 
(RE) (pp. 303-308). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/RE.2012.6345819

Laplante, P. A. (2017). Requirements Engineering for Software and Systems (3rd Ed.). Taylor & Francis Group.

Lim, S. L., & Finkelstein, A. (2012). StakeRare: Using social networks and collaborative filtering for large-
scale requirements elicitation. In IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering (Vol. 38, pp. 707-735). 
IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2011.36

Lim, S. L., Harman, M., & Susi, A. (2013). Using genetic algorithms to search for key stakeholders in large-scale 
software projects. In I. Mistrik, A. Tang, R. Bahsoon & J. Stafford (Eds.), Aligning Enterprise, System, 
and Software Architectures (pp. 118-134). IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-2199-2.ch007

Madi, T., Dahalin, Z., & Baharom, F. (2013). Towards a user value co-creation model for agile web development 
approach. Science International, 25(4), 1137-1143. 



183Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Requirements Prioritization Criteria

McZara, J., Sarkani, S., Holzer, T., & Eveleigh, T. (2015). Software requirements prioritization and selection 
using linguistic tools and constraint solvers - A controlled experiment. Empirical Software Engineering, 
20, 1721-1761. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-014-9334-8

Narendhar, M., & Anuradha, K. (2016). Different approaches of software requirement prioritization. 
International Journal of Engineering Science Invention, 5(9), 38-43.

Nurdiani, I., Borstler, J., & Fricker, S. A. (2016). The impacts of agile and lean practices on project constraints: 
A tertiary study. Journal of Systems and Software, 119, 162-183. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2016.06.043

Odu, G. O., & Charles-Owaba, O. E. (2013). Review of multi-criteria optimization methods - Theory and 
applications. IOSR Journal of Engineering, 3(10), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.9790/3021-031020114

Pohl, K., & Rupp, C. (2015). Requirements Engineering Fundamentals (2nd Ed.). Rocky Nook. 

Racheva, Z., Daneva, M., Herrmann, A., & Wieringa, R. J. (2010). A conceptual model and process for 
client-driven agile requirements prioritization: Results of a case study. In Proceedings the 2010 ACM-
IEEE International Symposium on Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement (pp. 1-4). ACM 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1145/1852786.1852837

Rahim, M. S., Chowdhury, A. Z. M. E., & Das, S. (2018). Rize: A proposed requirements prioritization technique 
for agile development. In 5th IEEE Region 10 Humanitarian Technology Conference 2017, R10-HTC 
2017 (pp. 634-637). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/R10-HTC.2017.8289039

Riegel, N. (2012). Model-based prioritization in business-process-driven software development. In 20th 
IEEE International Requirements Engineering Conference (pp. 349-352). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1109/RE.2012.6345836

Riegel, N., & Doerr, J. (2015). A systematic literature review of requirements prioritization criteria. In S. 
Fricker & K. Schneider (Eds.), Requirements Engineering: Foundation for Software Quality. REFSQ 2015. 
Lecture Notes in Computer Science (Vol. 9013). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16101-3_22

Sadiq, M., & Jain, S. K. (2013). A fuzzy-based approach for requirements prioritization in goal-oriented 
requirements elicitation process. In International Conference on Software Engineering and Knowledge 
Engineering, (pp. 54-58). ResearchGate.

Samarakoon, S. M. K., & Ratnayake, R. M. C. (2015). Strengthening, modification and repair techniques’ 
prioritization for structural integrity control of ageing offshore structures. Reliability Engineering and 
System Safety, 135, 15-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2014.10.023

Schön, M., Thomaschewski, J., & Escalona, M. J. (2017). Agile Requirements Engineering: A systematic 
literature review. Computer Standards & Interfaces, 49, 79-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csi.2016.08.011

Schön, E., Winter, D., Escalona, M. J., & Thomaschewski, J. (2017). Key challenges in agile requirements 
engineering. In International Conference on Agile Processes in Software Engineering and Extreme 
Programming (Vol. 283, pp. 37-51). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57633-6_3

Sheemar, H., & Kour, G. (2019). Enhancing user-stories prioritization process in agile environment. In 
International Conference on Innovations in Control, Communication and Information Systems, ICICCI 
2017 (pp. 1-6). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICICCIS.2017.8660760



184 Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Tan Amelia and Rozlina Mohamed

Sher, F., Jawawi, D. N. A., Mohamad, R., & Babar, M. I. (2014). Requirements prioritization techniques 
and different aspects for prioritization a systematic literature review protocol. In 2014 8th Malaysian 
Software Engineering Conference (MySEC) (pp. 31-36). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/
MySec.2014.6985985

Sher, F., Jawawi, D. N. A., & Mohammad, R. (2019). Requirements prioritization aspects quantification for 
value-based software developments. Journal of Theoretical and Applied Information Technology, 97(14), 
3969-3979.

Shukla, V., & Auriol, G. (2013, December 4). Methodology for determining stakeholders’ criteria weights in 
systems engineering [Conference session]. In Proceedings of the Posters Workshop at CSD&M. Paris, 
France.

Sie, A (2016). Cost-value Requirements Prioritization in Requirements Engineering Student. Semantic Scholar.

Sommerville, I. (2016). Software Engineering (10th Ed.). Pearson.

Sufian, M., Khan, Z., Rehman, S., & Haider Butt, W. (2019). A systematic literature review: Software 
requirements prioritization techniques. In Proceedings - 2018 International Conference on Frontiers of 
Information Technology, FIT 2018 (pp. 35-40). IEEE Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/FIT.2018.00014

Sureka, A. (2014). Requirements prioritization and next-release problem under non-additive value conditions. In 
Proceedings of the Australian Software Engineering Conference, ASWEC (pp. 120-123). IEEE Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/ASWEC.2014.12

Svensson, R. B., Gorschek, T., Regnell, B., Torkar, R., Shahrokni, A., Feldt, R., & Aurum, A. (2011). 
Prioritization of quality requirements: State of practice in eleven companies. In Proceedings of the 2011 
IEEE 19th International Requirements Engineering Conference, RE 2011 (pp. 69-78). IEEE Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/RE.2011.6051652

Sverrisdottir, H. S., Ingason, H. T., & Jonasson, H. I. (2014). The role of the product owner in scrum-comparison 
between theory and practices. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 119, 257-267. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.030

Tahvili, S., Saadatmand, M., & Bohlin, M. (2015, 15-20 November). Multi-criteria test case prioritization using 
fuzzy analytic hierarchy process [Conference session]. In Tenth International Conference on Software 
Engineering Advances. Barcelona, Spain.

Thakurta, R. (2012). A framework for prioritization of quality requirements for inclusion in a software project. 
Software Quality Journal, 21, 573-597. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11219-012-9188-5

Thakurta, R. (2016). Understanding requirement prioritization artifacts: A systematic mapping study. 
Requirements Engineering, 22, 491-526. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00766-016-0253-7

Torrecilla-Salinas, C. J., Sedeño, J., Escalona, M. J., & Mejías, M. (2015). Estimating, planning and managing 
agile web development projects under a value-based perspective. Information and Software Technology, 
61, 124-144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2015.01.006

Veerappa, V. (2012). Clustering methods for requirements selection and optimisation (Doctoral dissertation). 
University College London, UK. https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/1386661/



185Pertanika J. Sci. & Technol. 31 (1): 161 - 185 (2023)

Requirements Prioritization Criteria

Viswanathan, A., Nair, S. R., & Krishnan, S. M. (2016). Solution model for requirement prioritization. 
International Journal of Control Theory and Applications, 9(15), 7489-7496.

Wiegers, K. E. (2009). Software Requirements (2nd Ed.). Microsoft Press.

Wieringa, R. J. (1996). Requirements Engineering: Frameworks for Understanding. Wiley.

Wohlin, C., & Aurum, A. (2005). What is important when deciding to include a software requirement in a 
project or release? In International Symposium on Empirical Software Engineering (pp. 246-255). IEEE 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1109/ISESE.2005.1541833

 




