Group 4 Feedback on Homework assignment #4: Requirements

Grade: 93, A-

*  Excellent group effort in trying to sort through the LunarGEM system

hierarchy and tracing the requirements according to that hierarchy. As you

learned, it takes that thorough understanding of the system to really be

able to evaluate the viability and P&C relationships of each requirement.

*  Good effort sorting through the Lunar Gem requirements. Looking through

your categorization of certain requirements I spotted some example errors,

including:

    - You specified RQ 2.1.1.4.1 as a performance requirement, but this

statement does not specify the particular attitude control and trajectory

parameters (not quantitative), so it is functional. The child requirements

would be quantitatively specific, and thus would be a derived performance

requirement. Note that your team had a high percentage of performance

requirements (43%). Take a second look and consider if they are written in a

quantitative manner. Your results may look different.

   - You specified RQ 4.1.2 as worded properly, but this requirement

specifies the contractor as the "who". It is not the contractor that would

have to comply with the NASA standards it is the LunarGEM spacecraft.

    - Your group had the highest percentage of the requirements judged to be

worded properly (69%). If you give them a second look, you will see lots of

room for improvement. Hopefully the peer group presentations highlighted

some of the wording errors.

*  In part C of the homework, your sample bad requirement (re the clean

room) was a good catch. A number of the other groups used this as an example

of a good requirement.

*  In part C of the homework, your example verifiable requirement is not

valid for your verification method. The specific temperature range is needed

to do actual testing. Also, since the requirement is written for the lunar

surface, it does not apply to the entire "LunarGEM" but just the landed

element (seismometers).

*  In part C of the homework, your example non-verifiable requirement is

good. You should also note that the requirement is not correctly written, in

that the who is the "contractor". It should be written with the spacecraft

as the who.

*  In part C of the homework, your good rationale example is not clear to

me. Not sure I see the same content in the rationale as you do, in

particular your statement: "what assumptions were made, and what design

effort drove the requirement."

*  In part C of the homework, your not-a-requirement example explanation is

good. Note that the original requirement statement is actually 2

requirements: separation AND descent to the surface. So you would still need

a separate requirement regarding the vehicles separating.

*  I have attached an excel file that includes the summary statistics from

all the groups. It demonstrates the diversity in perspectives on the same

set of requirements. Hopefully this exercise was useful in understanding the

difficulty in not only writing requirements but in reviewing requirements.

