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 ABSTRACT: Extremely significant phase of SDLC is 

Requirement Engineering . Building of software and its 
functionalities successfully is exclusively based on the 
requirements gathered from the user of the project. The 
accomplishment of the end product has direct relationship with 
this Requirement Phase. Requirement Prioritization Process (one 
of the process) in the Requirement Engineering phase supports 
the engineers to work out and identify the prioritization among 
the requirements. From the available methods to prioritize the 
requirement, AHP is viable but not for large size projects. This 
work primarily concentrated on applying AHP for bigger projects.  
In this paper, we constructed a framework to prioritize the 
requirements with AHP considering Implementation Simplicity 
for Large Scale project, reduced number of comparisons and 
precise Stakeholder’s Participation. The proposed framework has 
been assessed through an exploratory case study that has fixed 
number of requirements and the status after the arrival of new 
requirements to the priority list. This is to know about the 
actuality of the proposed framework, which has been conducted 
in a software company. The main findings and lessons erudite 
from the effort are presented. 

    Key Words: AHP, SDLC, Requirement prioritization, 
Users, comparisons, priority. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Software systems plays a vital role in today’s 

technological world. Successful delivery of such software 
starts from the very first phase of SDLC i.e. Requirement 
Engineering. From the study it is found out that about 
seventy percentage of the software delivered unsuccessful 
because of the failure in this phase.[1]. If the end user is not 
satisfied, then the purpose of software developed will not be 
attained. After receiving the requirements, the software will 
be released in versions.  
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Users avoid using some functionalities in software even 
after implementing it with much time and cost. Hence it is 
important to find the urgency of requirement. And it is a 
major encounter for the team in requirement phase. Picking 
out the stakeholders to rank the requirement is another pilot 
in this area. 

According to Firesmith [1] requirement prioritization 
is the process of determining the implementation order of 
the requirement for implementing a software system. 

 
From the review, it is found out that requirement 

prioritization condenses the development cost of the 
software system and time taken by forty percentage[1]. The 
requirement prioritization also upsurges the gratification 
among the customers and also increases the excellence of a 
software. Hence this requirement prioritization is very 
important process in SDLC. 

II. FACTORS THAT CAN BE CONSIDERED FOR 
REQUIREMENT PRIORITIZATION 

While prioritizing the requirement, criterion are there to 
consider. It differs based on the nature of the project. 
Some common criterion are  
 Importance/ urgency of the requirement 
 Time taken for the implementation of requirement 
 Cost for the implementation of requirement 
 Value of the requirement 
 Consequences to be faced if the requirement is not 
implemented 
 Others eg. Risks, external factors, etc.,[3] 

III. PREROGATIVE AND STUMBLING BLOCK 
OF REQUIREMENT PRIORITIZATION 

The prioritization process makes the user to involve 
in the development process[1][4]. Since the users 
involvement throughout the development of the software is 
considered as very important, the HCC Model [3] is 
proposed as a research work . 

Involving stakeholders in all the phases helps the 
successful implementation of required requirement at 
required time. It reduces the software failure[1][5].  This 
also helps to manage the resources with optimum 
utilization which is very essential in this current 
competitive world. But collecting and consolidating the 
requirement prioritization from different stakeholder is 
difficult.  
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Within the specified time, the priority list has to be 
prepared. Hence human inducement is very much 
important in this process to make the stakeholders to 
participate in the work interestingly. 

IV. RELATED WORK 

1. AHP was more accurate [6] is the statement declared 
after the test. Based on the test, it is derived that 16 
stated that AHP is accurate (69.57%) and 7 stated that 
CB Rank is accurate                   (30.43%). According to 
the criteria, Ease of use, AHP stands little back because 
of the number of comparisons. Tool was developed for 
both the methods. The experiment was carried out. As a 
result, they concluded that AHP produces accurate result 
but it is not easier to use. 

2. AHP is most suitable to prioritize the requirement [7]. 
AHP is more accurate, faster and helpful in decision 
making. But AHP is challenging for the larger projects. 
So tool support is required. But  it is defined as the 
difficult method and it consumes more time than the 
other. AHP is reliable but when the project is large, 
comparison will be a problematic one . So tool is 
required to overcome these drawbacks. 

3. AHP gives better result but suffers from scalability 
problem[8].Because every pair of requirement has to be 
compared. 

4. In the framework proposed, stakeholders will be 
prioritized by others and then their influence on projects 
will be calculated[2] 

5. AHP is suitable for multicriteria decision making 
problems. In addition to the end user, inclusion of 
hierarchical manager can be done. Key users of the 
requirement can be calculated. Goal of the company 
should be considered. 

6. Requirement selection for a group is one of the main 
objective[9].Tool support is required. Framework has to 
be developed to address scalability problem. 

7. Diverse views of stakeholders makes it very difficult to 
identify the priority of the requirement[1]. If the 
resources are limited, again it will be a difficulty. When 
there is a change in the priority of the requirement 
among the users, it will create a problem. AHP is 
reliable. But it is not feasible with large number of 
requirements. 

8. Improvement is required in the available method[10]. 
Some of the parameters that has to be considered is 
scalability, ease of use and reliability of results. 
Automated requirement prioritization technique should 
be implemented for efficient prioritization process. 

9. More number of comparisons has to be performed [11]. 
AHP can handle both qualitative and quantitative data. 

10. Lack of user and client involvement in software 
development not only affects product quality but also 
resulted in user dissatisfaction. 

11. From the study, it is concluded that more field study has 
to be conducted and the tool has to be developed[13] 

12. While selecting the method, the developing team should 
consider the accuracy of result provided and all the 
related characteristics of the process. Among all the 
methods available to prioritize the requirement, AHP is 
feasible but not for large scale projects. The main 
parameter that has to be considered is ease of use, time 
and accuracy. [12] 

V. AHP METHOD 

In AHP, one compares all the probable pairs of 
requirements to find out  well-organized list of the 
requirements according to their consequence. Usually a 
range of 1 to 9 is used, where 1 denotes identical 
importance and 9 represents tremendously more 
importance. During the progression, if r number of  
requirements are elicited, r×(r−1)/ 2 comparisons want to 
be made, which for the application with large number of 
requirements results in struggle. The result is a set of 
requirements prioritized along a scale. The AHP 
combines multidimensional scales of measurement into a 
one-dimensional scale of priorities. AHP is highly 
dependable, since the great level of redundancy in the pair 
wise comparisons makes the process resistant to 
comparison errors [9]. Another advantage is the fact that 
the values assigned in the pair wise comparisons are based 
on knowledge, perception and real data. Thus, AHP can 
handle both the qualitative and the quantitative aspects of 
a decision problem. As a result, the fact that the resulting 
priorities are related and based on a scale permits useful 
assessments of the requirements[3] The elicited value kij 
is inserted in the corresponding cell of the matrix (ki, kj), 
while the cell (kj, ki) is filled with the reciprocal of the 
value kji = 1/kij  [7] 

 
Hence AHP method is satisfactory with multi criteria 
decision making[1]. The steps of AHP are as follows: 
1. Listing out the criteria 
2. Pair wise comparison of criteria for urgency 
3. Construction of normalized comparison matrix  
4. Merging the matrix 
5. Calculation of AHP score for each criteria 

 
The values used for criterion comparison are 
 

Table1 
Value Description 
1 If the two criteria has equal weight 
3 If first (row) criteria is important 

than second (column) one. 
5 If first (row) criteria is much more 

important than second (column) 
one. 

7 If first (row) criteria is significantly 
more important than second 
(column) one. 

9 If first (row) criteria is definitely 
more important than 
second(column) one. 

VI. THE PROPOSED FRAMEWORK 

This paper proposes new framework which 
implements only AHP in all its phases. Because of the 
accuracy of the method, the AHP attracts more in 
prioritization. Accuracy is an essential parameter. 
Others stand in the next. So with this AHP, the 
framework is designed to prepare the prioritized list. 
In this work, the parameters considered are number of 
requirements, number of users, number of 
comparisons and the priority of the requirement. 
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Figure 1.  PAS Framework 

VII. GOAL OF THE WORK 

The aim of this paper is to find the answer for the 
ensuing questions which aroused as a challenge when the 
framework was proposed in [13]. 
 
RQ1: Still is there a chance to reduce the number of 
comparisons? 
RQ2: Is there a way to reduce the number of users 
involved in the process? 
RQ3: Can the consolidated priority list be updated after 
the arrival of new requirement? 
 
A. To reduce the number of comparisons 
 
Aim of this work is to reduce the number of comparisons 
made in AHP to prioritize the requirement. In paper [13], 
the number of comparisons are reduced from 1518 to 
141. Still it is considered as a large number. The solution 
for this challenge is to select half from the first quartile 
of stakeholders to prioritize the requirements in modules. 
This will also definitely reduce the number of 
comparisons which addresses the second challenge  
 
B. To reduce the number of users involved in the 

process 
Selecting half from the first quartile of stakeholders to 
prioritize the requirements in modules will definitely 
reduce the number of comparisons which addresses the 
second challenge. This will result in selecting the  
pertinent stakeholder to rate the requirements. 
 
C. Updating the priority list after the arrival of new 

requirement 
The frame work suggested in [13] is to prioritize the 
requirement collected in the beginning. If any new 
requirement arises in the during the development of the 
software, then the list has to be updated. The proposed 
framework addresses this challenge technically. 
  
According to the proposed framework, after receiving the 
new requirement from the client, it will be found out that 
to which group the requirement will belongs to. So, after 
that, the requirement will be send to that group members 
to compare it with all the requirements. Then the 

prioritized list of that respective module will be updated. 
And then the final prioritized list of the requirement will 
be updated. Human inducement also required to make 
the stakeholders actively participate in the process. 
Points can be given to the stakeholders ,if they complete 
one matrix. 

VIII. THE EXPERIMENT 

In this study, the software taken is “Website for 

Career Guidance”, which has 4 modules. 96 users were 
selected randomly. First, they have to rate the modules 
(given in table 5.2) based on the frequency of usage of 
the modules. They were given a short training about how 
to fill the AHP sheet with the values.  

The users are allowed to fill only the cells in the 
right half above the diagonal. If the modules in row are 
important than column, then the integer value has to be 
given. Otherwise, decimal value has to be given as given 
in the table 5.1. 

Table 2  Criteria 

Criteria 
Row wise 
important 

Column wise 
important 

Equally used 1 1 

Moderately 
Frequent 

3 0.33 

Strongly 
Frequent 

5 0.2 

Very Strongly 
Frequent 

7 0.14 

Extremely 
Frequent 

9 0.11 

 
A. Users: Since 4 modules were taken for this research 
work, the selected 96 users have to make only 3 entries. So 
totally 96 * 4 =204 entries. 
Sample AHP given to each user is given in table 3 

 
                                 Table 3  
AHP sheet for users to prioritize the modules based 

on the frequency of usage 

Modules 

Aptitu
de 
test(M
1) 

Worksho
ps, 
Seminar 
and 
Conferen
ce 
details(M
2) 

Job 
Openings(
M3) 

Books 
Available(
M4) 

Aptitude test(M1) 1 9 9 5 
Workshops, 
Seminar and 
Conference 
details(M2) 0.11 1 1 0.33 
Job 
Openings(M3) 0.11 1 1 0.14 

BooksAvailable(
M4) 0.2 3.03 

  
1 7.14 

Total 1.42 14.03 18.14 6.47 

 
After receiving the data of frequent use of modules from 
the user, the table is normalized (Table 4). 
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                                 Table 4 

 
           Normalised form of Table 3 

Similarly, for the data received from all 96 users, all 96 
matrices are normalized and average column for all 96 
matrices were derived. 
Then the ‘average’ attribute for the rows M1,M2 and M3  

were selected from all 96 matrices (Table 5) 
                           

Table 5 
USER 1 2 3  ... 94 95 96 

M1 0.62 0.57 0.59   0.59 0.63 0.65 

M2 0.04 0.22 0.22   0.13 0.14 0.06 

M3 0.13 0.15 0.14   0.04 0.04 0.06 

M4 0.21 0.06 0.05   0.25 0.2 0.23 

 
Average Attribute from all the users for the modules 

 
Users with m1 higher is clustered in to one group. Similarly, 
for m2, m3 and m4. Then for each group, the differences 
between the module which is having higher value with the 
other modules are calculated. The differences represent how 
frequent the user is using the first module than the second. 
Higher the difference, higher the usage of first module.  
If no user is using the particular module(m4) frequently, 
then the user is sorted according to the  usage of the module. 
First half from the list is selected. Difference between the 
usage of that module with other modules will be calculated. 
Higher difference column will be selected. Median will be 
derived. First quartile above the median will be selected. If 
any of the user selected is already selected to rate the 
requirements in another module(m1), then the particular 
user will be withdrawn from rating the requirement from 
that module(m1). And they will be allotted with module m4.  

 
The data given here is for the module1. 

Table 6 
USER M1 M2 M3 M4 M1,M2 M1,M3 M1,M4 
1 0.62 0.04 0.13 0.21 0.58 0.49 0.42 
2 0.57 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.35 0.42 0.5 
3 0.59 0.22 0.14 0.05 0.38 0.46 0.54 
4 0.58 0.25 0.12 0.05 0.32 0.45 0.53 
5 0.59 0.24 0.12 0.05 0.36 0.47 0.55 
6 0.55 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.38 0.39 0.41 
25 0.62 0.04 0.13 0.21 0.58 0.49 0.42 
26 0.57 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.35 0.42 0.5 
27 0.59 0.22 0.14 0.05 0.38 0.46 0.54 
28 0.58 0.25 0.12 0.05 0.32 0.45 0.53 
29 0.59 0.24 0.12 0.05 0.36 0.47 0.55 
30 0.55 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.38 0.39 0.41 
49 0.62 0.04 0.13 0.21 0.58 0.49 0.42 
50 0.57 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.35 0.42 0.5 
51 0.59 0.22 0.14 0.05 0.38 0.46 0.54 
52 0.58 0.25 0.12 0.05 0.32 0.45 0.53 
53 0.59 0.24 0.12 0.05 0.36 0.47 0.55 
54 0.55 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.38 0.39 0.41 

73 0.62 0.04 0.13 0.21 0.58 0.49 0.42 
74 0.57 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.35 0.42 0.5 
75 0.59 0.22 0.14 0.05 0.38 0.46 0.54 
76 0.58 0.25 0.12 0.05 0.32 0.45 0.53 
77 0.59 0.24 0.12 0.05 0.36 0.47 0.55 
78 0.55 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.38 0.39 0.41 
19 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
20 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
21 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
22 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
23 0.63 0.14 0.04 0.2 0.49 0.59 0.41 
24 0.65 0.06 0.06 0.23 0.59 0.6 0.41 
43 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
44 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
45 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
46 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
47 0.63 0.14 0.04 0.2 0.49 0.59 0.41 
48 0.65 0.06 0.06 0.23 0.59 0.6 0.41 
67 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
68 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
69 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
70 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
71 0.63 0.14 0.04 0.2 0.49 0.59 0.41 
72 0.65 0.06 0.06 0.23 0.59 0.6 0.41 
91 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
92 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.21 0.49 0.59 0.41 
93 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
94 0.59 0.13 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.56 0.41 
95 0.63 0.14 0.04 0.2 0.49 0.59 0.41 

96 0.65 0.06 0.06 
0 

0.59 0.6 0.41 23 

 
        Difference between M1 with other modules 
 

Then the column with the higher value is selected. The 
selected column along with the user column is created as a 
separate table. The records are sorted based on the 
difference value from higher to lower. This sorts from the 
more frequent users to less frequent  users. 

 
Table 7 

US
ER 

M1,
M3 

US
ER 

M1,
M3 

US
ER 

M1,
M3 

US
ER 

M1,
M3 

US
ER 

M1,
M3 

24 0.6 43 0.59 69 0.56 53 0.47 2 0.42 

48 0.6 44 0.59 70 0.56 77 0.47 26 0.42 

72 0.6 67 0.59 93 0.56 3 0.46 50 0.42 

96 0.6 68 0.59 94 0.56 27 0.46 74 0.42 

23 0.59 91 0.59 1 0.49 51 0.46 6 0.39 

47 0.59 92 0.59 25 0.49 75 0.46 30 0.39 

71 0.59 21 0.56 49 0.49 4 0.45 54 0.39 

95 0.59 22 0.56 73 0.49 28 0.45 78 0.39 

19 0.59 45 0.56 5 0.47 52 0.45 

  20 0.59 46 0.56 29 0.47 76 0.45 

   
Sorted Users Based on Difference Column 

 
The median for the difference column (m1, m3) is 
calculated. The users from the first quartile above the 
median is selected to rate the requirements of the 
module. 
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Table 8 
 

Median 
    

0.52 
 

       

 

No. of users 
above the 
median is 24 

  

 

First quartile above 
the median is 
selected i.e. users 

 

    
24 

  

    
48 

  

    
72 

  

    
96 

  

    
23 

  

    
47 

  

    

for the 
first 
module 

 Selection of users for the first module 
The median value for the difference column is calculated. 
Users from the first quartile above  
are the median selected to rate requirements from the 
respective module(module1). 
 

Table 9 

Requir
ements 

Us
er
1 

Us
er
2 

Us
er
3 

Us
er
4 

Us
er
5 

Us
er
6 

To
tal 

Ave
rage 

Fr
om 
Cli
ent 

Pri
orit
y 

                      
M1            
1 

0.1
8 

0.2
1 

0.1
8 

0.1
8 

0.2
1 

0.1
8 

1.
15 0.19 

0.6
9 

0.1
3 

2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
0.
62 0.1 

0.6
9 

0.0
7 

3 
0.0
4 

0.0
4 

0.0
4 

0.0
4 

0.0
4 

0.0
4 

0.
25 0.04 

0.6
9 

0.0
3 

4 
0.6
8 

0.6
4 

0.6
8 

0.6
8 

0.6
4 

0.6
8 

3.
99 0.66 

0.6
9 

0.4
5 

M2            
5 

0.7
4 

0.7
4         

1.
48 0.74 0.2 

0.1
5 

6 
0.1
9 

0.1
9         

0.
38 0.19 0.2 

0.0
4 

7 
0.0
7 

0.0
7         

0.
14 0.07 0.2 

0.0
1 

M3            
8 0.2 0.2         

0.
4 0.2 

0.0
6 

0.0
1 

9 
0.7
5 

0.7
5         

1.
49 0.75 

0.0
6 

0.0
5 

10 
0.0
5 

0.0
5         

0.
11 0.05 

0.0
6 0 

M4         
11 

0.7
5 

0.7
3 

0.7
1 

0.7
3 

0.7
1   

3.
63 0.73 

0.0
5 

0.0
4 

12 
0.0
6 

0.0
5 

0.0
5 

0.0
5 

0.0
5   

0.
27 0.05 

0.0
5 0 

13 
0.1
9 

0.2
2 

0.2
4 

0.2
2 

0.2
4   

1.
1 0.22 

0.0
5 

0.0
1 

Priority given for the requirements by users 
     

For Module 1, 6 users are selected. 2 users for module 2 
and 3 and 5 users for module4 are selected to rate the 
requirements in the respective module. Average column 
from the normalized matrices are taken for consolidation. 
The average is calculated for the requirements. The average 
column from the matrix(modules rated by clients) are 
taken. Then the average column is multiplied with the 
column rated by clients. The result column is the priority 
value of the requirements. Then the requirement column 

and the priority column are selected and sorted based on 
the priority value. 

Table 10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When the new requirements arrived , first the module it 

belongs to will be determined. Then it will be given to 
respective group of selected users directly. Along with all 
the other requirements, the newly arrived has to be 
compared and rated by the users in that group. After this 
process, priority list will be automatically updated with the 
new requirement. For the above experiment with the 
proposed framework, the project selected has 4 modules. 
Module M1 has 4 requirements,  Module M2 has 3 
requirements, Module M3 has 3 requirements and Module 
M4 has 3 requirements. 3 clients and 96 users were  
selected to rate the modules based on urgency and 
frequency of usage respectively. With the above 
framework, it requires     663  comparisons totally 
a. To rate the module 
By clients:number of modules: 4   
                 number of comparisons by each client: 6 
Total number of comparisons by clients: 4*6=         24 
By users:number of users:96 
                number of comparisons by each user: 6 
Total number of comparisons by users:96*6=       576 
                      TOTAL :      600 
                                            
b. To rate the requirements:  

By users 
        Module1: Number of users selected:6 
 Number of comparisions by each user:6 
Total number of comparisions by users:6*6    =3 
 Module2:Number of users selected:2 
 Number of comparisions by each user:3 
 Total number of comparisions by users:2*3    =6 
Module3:Number of users selected:2 
 Number of comparisions by each user:3 
 Total number of comparisions by users:2*3    =6 
 Module4:Number of users selected:5 
 Number of comparisions by each user:3 
 Total number of comparisions by users:5*3   =15                                                                    

----                                                                                                                                                        
                                                                63                                                                                                                                             

Total number of 
comparisons = 663 

Requirements Priority 

M1             4 0.45 

M2              5 0.15 

M1              1 0.13 

 M1             2 0.07 

M3              9 0.05 

 M2            6 0.04 

M4            11 0.04 

M1              3 0.03 

M2              7 0.01 

M3              8 0.01 

M4            13 0.01 

  M3          10 0.00 

 M4            12 0.00 
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IX.  TO RATE ALL THE   REQUIREMENTS BY ALL 
THE SELECTED USERS THROUGH AHP 

All the 96 users provided with all the requirement to 
compare, totally 13 requirements, (13(13-1)/2=78) 
comparisons for a single user. For the 96 users and 3 

clients ,99*78=7722 comparisons. Since it is difficult to 
judge who will use which module frequently, a greater 
number of users has to be selected to prioritize the 
requirement. Sample sheet rated by the user is given 

 

Table 11 

 
Comparison by each user

 
The next step is to normalize the matrix. Then the 
average column of all the users  was taken to find the 
priority of the requirement. 

Table 12

 
Normalization of Table 11 

 

X. ARRIVAL OF NEW REQUIREMENT 

  After obtaining the priority list, new requirement was 
added in the third module as its 4th requirement. 3 
comparisons per user has been taken place. Hence by the 
proposed framework, for 2 users, 6 comparisons. Finally, 
total number of comparisons after this process is 
663+6=669.  
By using the normal AHP sheet 13 comparisons for each 
user. 13 * 99 = 1287. Totally 7722+1287=9009 

XI. COMPARITIVE STUDY 

A. Through proposed framework PAS 
   
The priority list obtained from the proposed 
framework before the arrival of new requirement 
 is given in table 13 

Table 13 
Requirements Priority 

4 0.4547 

5 0.1469 

1 0.1327 

2 0.0713 

9 0.0478 
6 0.0378 

11 0.0363 
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3 0.0285 

7 0.0139 

8        0.0128 

13 0.0110 

10 0.0035 

12 0.0027 

Priority list before the arrival of new requirement 
 

Table 14 
Requirements priority 
4 0.454652 

M2         5 0.146939 

M1         1 0.132682 

2 0.071278 

9 0.042283 

6 0.037841 

M4        11 0.036296 

3 0.028456 

7 0.013941 

M3          8 0.013699 

13 0.011019 

10 0.008189 

12 0.002726 

 10A (new) 0.002337 

Priority list after the arrival of new requirement 
 

B.   Only through AHP sheet 
The priority list obtained from AHP sheet alone for all 
the requirements from all the users is given in the 
Table 15 

Table 15 
REQUIREMENTS PRIORITY 

R4 20.37173 

R5 12.40626 

R1 8.336255 

R2 6.507817 

R9 5.845559 

R6 5.84071 

R11 4.059282 

R3 4.056133 

R7 4.042395 

R8 3.533153 

R10 3.044378 

R13 0.987443 

R12 0.898882 

Before the arrival of new requirement 
Table 16 

Requirement Priority 

R4 20.37173 

R5 12.40626 

R1 8.336255 

R2 6.507817 

R9 5.845559 

R6 5.84071 

R11 4.059282 

R3 4.056133 

R7 4.042395 

R8 3.533153 

R10 3.044378 

R13 0.987443 

R12 0.898882 

R10A 0.557509 

After the arrival of new requirement 

XII. CONCLUSION 

The proposed method yields the suitable result. From 
Table13 and 15, the data is taken and it is proved that 
84% of the result is same through Python Environment 
(Figure 4 and 5) and the chart that shows pictorial 
comparison is displayed in figure 3. 

 
Figure 2 . Comparision of result from AHP and 

PAS 

 
Figure 3. Coding to compare both the result 

 
Figure 4   Coding to compare two priority list 

before adding new requirement 
After adding new requirement 
 

0 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

 Comparison of Result from 
AHP and Framework 

AHP Framework 
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Figure 5.   Coding and output (to compare two 

priority list after adding new requirement) 
 

This study was based on the existing model from the 
reviewed literature. Beside the model, the proposed 
framework is suitable to prepare the priority list of the 
requirements. Hence the framework results in the 
reduced number of comparison of requirements, reduced 
number of user involvement, which is suitable for large 
scale software development. 

XIII. FUTURE WORK 

The future work of the research is focused on improving 
the tool for the proposed framework. Some more 
improvement has to be done to get 100 percent 
equivalent result with AHP sheet. To find the way to 
reduce the number of users to rate the requirements 
based on importance/urgency. Human inducement is 
required to fill the data. Points can be handled to 
encourage every responder. 
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