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Abstract- Modern engineering assets are complex and very high in value. They are expected to function 
for years to come, with ability to handle the change in technology and ageing modification. The aging of 
an engineering asset and continues increase of vendors and contractors numbers forces the asset 
operation management (or Owner) to design an asset management system which can capture these 
changes. Furthermore, an accurate performance measurement and risk evaluation processes are highly 
needed. Therefore, this paper propose an asset management system performance evaluation for an 
engineering asset based on the System Support Engineering (SSE) principles. The research work 
explores the asset management system from a range of perspectives, interviewing managers from across 
an industrial organization. The factors contributing to complexity of an asset management system are 
described in context which clusters them into several key areas. It is proposed that SSE framework may 
then be used as a tool for analysis and management of asset with given an industrial example. The paper 
will conclude with discussion of potential application of theframework and opportunities for future 
research. 
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                   Abstract- Modern engineering assets are complex and 
very high in value. They are expected to function for 
years to come, with ability to handle the change in 
technology and ageing modification. The aging of an 
engineering asset and continues increase of vendors 
and contractors numbers forces the asset operation 
management (or Owner) to design an asset 
management system which can capture these changes. 
Furthermore, an accurate performance measurement 
and risk evaluation processes are highly needed. 
Therefore, this paper propose an asset management 
system performance evaluation for an engineering asset 
based on the System Support Engineering (SSE) 
principles. The research work explores the asset 
management system from a range of perspectives, 
interviewing managers from across an industrial 
organization. The factors contributing to complexity of 
an asset management system are described in context 
which clusters them into several key areas. It is 
proposed that SSE framework may then be used as a 
tool for analysis and management of asset with given an 
industrial example. The paper will conclude with 
discussion of potential application of theframework and 
opportunities for future research.
Keywords: engineering   asset   management,
performance, evaluation.

I. Introduction

lassical techniques in asset management involve 
performance monitoring, process control and 
fault diagnosis techniques that aim to determine 

the limit of the asset’s service life. Theoretically, 
replacement should be made at the time when a 
component of an asset is about to fail so that the full 
service value of the asset can be utilized. However, this 
is not possible as modern assets are increasing in 
complexity and sophistication. Moreover, many 
additional factors are always governing the 
management of the asset. 

Modern engineering assets are complex and 
very high in value. They are expected to serve for years 
to come with ability to handle the change in technology 

and customers’ demands. Literatures are showing that 
the consideration for the sustainment of an asset should 
be engaged at the very early stages of asset 
management system development.  Asset stakeholders 
are demanding more value out of their asset by ensuring 
sustainability in operation. These include availability, 
readiness, extended operation and other value 
schemes. Literatures show that asset management 
industry is proposing a holistic asset management 
system approach (Herder & Wijnia, 2012; W. Lee, Moh, 
& Choi, 2012). However, the challenge is how to 
holistically evaluate the performance of the asset 
management, whether if it is in-house management or 
contracted management.

As the asset stakeholders intend (in some 
cases have) to outsource the support and asset 
management activities, the service provider will take 
significant part of the risk of sustaining capabilities of the 
asset for the duration of the service (Bustinza, Arias-
Aranda, & Gutierrez-Gutierrez, 2010; Cai, Ci, & Zou, 
2011; Feng, Fan, & Li, 2011; GÖRg & Hanley, 2011; H.-
H. Lee, Pinker, & Shumsky, 2012; Li, Wang, & Adams, 
2009; Lin & Ma, 2012).

In other words, the performance of the asset will 
relay or directly affected by service and support 
provider(s). It is to the interest of the asset owners and 
asset manager that the asset does perform as they 
wish. Hence, the relationship between the asset 
management stakeholders should be clearly drawn and 
understood in regard to the implication and the nature of 
performing together to get the most out of the system. 

Asset performance measurements depend on 
good data that is analyzed with sound methods (Pecht, 
2012) and be translated into information and knowledge 
allowing decisions to take place. Industry often complain 
of information overload and difficult to allocate. Asset 
managers complain that they do not have all the 
relevant information to make sound and well-informed 
decisions. To identify what parameters to measure, it is 
needed to first understand what to change to improve 
performance and subsequently, identify what are the 
measuring parameters. This paper is proposing a 
methodology to evaluate and calculate the performance 
of an engineering asset management system. This 
methodology was built on the principles of the system 
support engineering. 
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Benedettini, & Kay, 2009). Usually figures shows that 70-
80% of the western economic activity is built on service 
(Wild, 2010). This economic figures stimulated 
researchers to innovate service systems. As a start, the 
basic principal of designing a compatible service 
system is a holistic view of the service where the 
customer’s experience, technical and operational 
aspects of the product (Pang, 2009; Pombinho & 
Tribolet, 2012) is taking into account. One of the resent 
strategies in this regard is the servitization of a product. 
The main feature of servitization that it is bringing the 
focus of service system to a strong buyer centricity and 
resulted aim to generate value from both product and 
services in bundled packages (Ng, Parry, McFarlane, & 
Tasker, 2010). The combination of marketable product 
and service where can both satisfy the need of customer 
called product- service system (PSS) (Mont, 2002)  and 
it can be provided either by single company or by an 
alliance of companies. There are over 100 existing 
articles about PSS in general (Sakao, Ölundh 
Sandström, & Matzen, 2009). In general, the literatures 
agreed that the focus of the PSS is to design market 
well-matched service for itemized product. Keeping in 
mind that the servitization developments were shifted 
form product oriented service to user process oriented 
and the nature of the customer interaction was shifted 
form transaction-based to relationship-based. These 
changes introduced new challenges for PSS functional 
design. Even with the PSS systemic approach, it has 
given diminutive depth consideration of elements of a 
service system or how the elements might interact. The 
foundation of Unified Services Theory (UST) has been 
drew as “With service processes, the customer provides 
significant inputs into the production process” 
(Sampson, 2010). The unified services theory delineates 
service processes from non-service processes (Dandan 
& Rongqiu, 2010). The UST is a distinctive process but it 
will introduce issues (i.e. structures, behavior, 
effectiveness, environment... etc.) and challenges on the 
service design process as the customers are vary 
around the world and they are operating in dissimilar 
environments for unrelated purposes. Literatures agreed 
in general that performance based contracting is a 
defined mechanism of rewarding values based on the 
measured outcomes which are scored and rated 
according to an agreement between two 
parties(Eldridge & Palmer, 2009; Hypko, Tilebein, & 
Gleich, 2010a, 2010b; Sultana, Rahman, & Sanaul 
Chowdhury, 2013). The concept of PBC is really unique 
and provides benefits to both parties of the contract. 
However, it did not give in depth details of systemic 
evaluation of the elements which constricting the 

performance body as it concentrated more on the 
contracting mechanisms understanding.   

Performance measurement practices have 
undergone many innovations (Davila, 2012). Literatures 
shows that lots of these innovations have changed the 
relationships between organization and its employees, 
customers, suppliers and other stakeholders all to ward 
systemic approach.

System performance measurement did see a lot 
of these changes (Tonchia & Quagini, 2010b). 
Performance system requires specific measurements 
techniques using accurate performance indicators from 
the Performance Measurement System (Tonchia & 
Quagini, 2010a). Measuring performance has different 
perspectives include but not limited to accounting, 
marketing and operations. Finding performance is even 
being a new discipline in management (Neely, 2002). 
There are models for measuring performances. 
However, models developed in the last 20 years are 
more horizontal and process-oriented (Biazzo & 
Garengo, 2012). 

This will lead to the following research question 
“Can industrial practitioners have a generic architecture 
to simplify the evaluation and sustainable evaluation of 
engineering asset performance?”  If yes; how does it 
look like? This architecture can aligned all elements in 
unified performance scoring process. Which have the 
ability indicate the rule of element with indication of 
collaborative performance. So it will make it easier for 
the practitioners to score and to troubleshoot the 
performance. In addition have the ability to forecast the 
performance aptitude.

III. System Support Engineering (sse)

Decisions such as asset replacement, upgrade 
or system overhaul are in many respects equivalent to a 
major investment, which is risk sensitive. Therefore, 
solution centered proposition is needed. This 
proposition is form of system support engineering (SSE)
(Mo, 2009). Figure 1 maps-out the nature of system 
support engineering in the development process of an 
asset. 

II. In Hand Research Literature

Researches on methodologies of providing 
services with a manufactured products has started on 
the early eighties of the last century (Baines, Lightfoot, 



 

Figure 1 : 
 
An Overview of SSE Approach of Designing Support System
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SSE concept involves the integration of service 
and system engineering to design support solutions. It 
incorporates a core knowledge base, drawing upon 
principles derived from a wide range of business and 
engineering disciplines. SSE is “solution centered”, 
delivering output solutions which are a mix of service 
and product. Service is a dynamic and complex activity. 
In all services, irrespective of industry sectors or types of 
customers, services are co-produced with and truly 
involving consumers. In support solutions, service 
engineering and system engineering are used together 
as critical knowledge agents to guide the solution 
design. Service engineering emphasizes customization 
of solution designs to meet service needs, while system 
engineering emphasizes technical performance of the 
solution. “Service and Support” is a strategic business 
model. The customer/supplier relationship is different 
from those of transactional service offerings where 
interactions are limited mainly to episodic experiences. 
In this model, the interactions with the customer are 
enduring, like the systems they support, and a support 
solution seeks to cement a constructive long term 
customer relationship. To simplify these process a 

generic architecture of SSE was drawn by employing a 
empirical research (ALSaidi & Mo, 2013). 

SSE framework is consists of 3 elements 
(People, Process and Product) in an operation 
environment.  Also, it contains three levels structure 
(Execution, Management and Enterprise). The SSE 
framework model called 3PE model as shown in figure 
2. This model was verified through multiple industrial 
visits and professionals contribution during data 
collection process. The SSE framework was able to 
outline the relation between the elements of system 
support. However, the details interaction is still yet to be 
investigated further. The investigation aims to explore 
the nature of these interactions and how they get 
affected by the environment. Nevertheless, the 
environment concepts themselves need to be clearly 
defined. In order to do so, the performance concepts of
the SSE need to be demarcated in understandable 
relationship which is the target of this paper. 
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Figure 2 : General Vision of system support engineering generic architecture (multi-levels 3PE)

3PE model is used to structure and calculate 
performance, as the whole idea of the support system 
engineering is to sustain the performance of the 
operating asset. The main challenge at the start is to 
select a methodology to build and present the structure 
performance calculation. Talking to a range of 
professionals in the field, nearly all of them 
recommended a hierarchy build up format. They did not 
know the details but they thought it is the best if it can 
be achieved and easier for them to use and understand. 
Moreover, the input could be straightforwardly 
distributed to multi management levels. In addition, 
literatures overview showed that the advantage of build-
up methodology is reducing the amount of error or the 
error contribution to the final score in calculation. 
Therefore, the structure of performance calculation was 
drawn as hierarchy structure so it will be easier to follow 
and include additions. 

IV. Performance Scoring Structure
Many approaches have been published in 

regard to technology management (Drejer, 1997; Liao, 
2005; R. Phaal, Paterson, & Probert, 1998; Robert Phaal, 
Farrukh, & Probert, 2006), carrying a lot of suggestions 

for management approach and structure with raising 
challenges and opportunities new product, service, 
process and organizational development (Cetindamar, 
Phaal, & Probert, 2009). Additionally, they provide an 
academic evaluation of the management tools (Brady et 
al., 1997; Maine, Probert, & Ashby, 2005). There are 
many performance metrics and assessment methods, 
techniques and packages are available (Harris, 
Boudreau, & Macgregor, 1996; Harris, Seppala, & 
Desborough, 1999; Jelali, 2006; Joe Qin, 1998; Julien, 
Foley, & Cluett, 2004). Though, effective multivariable 
identification methods need to be further developed. 
Literature shows that, the advantage of hierarchical 
build-up structure methodology is easier to handover 
information and knowledge (Csaszar, 2012; Mihm, Loch, 
Wilkinson, & Huberman, 2010; Mullins & Schoar, 2013; 
Ogiela & Ogiela, 2014; Spencer, Buhalis, & Moital, 2012; 
Walczak, 2005; Wang, Ma, Lao, & Wang, 2014; Wright & 
Pandey, 2010; Yuan & Hipel, 2012) with improving the 
ability to examine problems (Kang, 2006; Tseng, Lin, 
Lin, Chen, & Tan, 2014). Subsequently, it is reducing the 
amount of error or the error contribution to the final 
score in calculation. Still no sign of using hierarchical 
build-up structure methodology as performance scoring 
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and evaluation structure. Therefore, the structure of 
performance calculation was proposed and drawn as 
hierarchy structure so it will be easier to follow and 
include additions. Moreover, it is more popular structure 
with most professional practitioners in the industries 
which were visited and reviewed by the authors. The 
challenge was to formulate an equation to 
accommodate the elements in a simple format, keeping 
in mind the interaction and interface between the 
elements evaluated in the 3PE. Moreover, this formula 
should be generalized to all support systems which is a 
huge difficulty by itself. After long surveying and 

reviewing performance measurement systems available 
in the literature, equation [1] was proposed to be tested 
and verified. The proposition is not finalized yet but it 
provides a good start point. 

                         P = αX +  βY +  ɣZ                               (1)

There is a need to develop performance scoring 
and calculation generic structure. After an industry 
based investigation, it has been suggested a build-up 
methodology for performance calculation as shown in 
figure 3.

Figure 3 : An overview of SSE approach of designing support system

Where: 
• P is the Combined Achieved performance by 

People (X), Process (Y) and Product (Z). 
• α, β and ɣ are the weights or the factors and in 

some cases is the value of the element in the 
system which extracted from the interface and 
interaction evaluation.

• 1 =  α + β +  ɣ
• X, Y and Z are the performance scored based on 

the KPI’s calculated.
• xn, yn and zn are the KPI score for that element.
• wn is the contrition weight of that element or the KPI 

score. 
• 1 = w1 + w2 + wn-1 +wn
• E is the environment where all this elements are 

performing. Environment will have an effect or an 
impact on the performance of these elements. The 
environment factor could be included in KPI score 
marking. 
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The generic detailed elements in order to calculate the factor “People (X)” is presented in the figure 4.

Figure 4 : Performance scoring and calculation outlines for people (“X” factor)

Where “wn” is evaluated and distributed in each level separately from other levels but cumulative distribution weight 
for the calculated element or the interface effect between two elements,  as 1 = w1 + w2 + wn-1 +wn 
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The generic detailed elements in order to calculate the factor “Process (Y)” is presented in the figure 5.
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Figure 6 : Performance scoring and calculation outlines for product (“Z” factor)

These structures of performance calculation gave the ability to estimate the risks could be associated with each 
element and the service provided to it. This risk could be identified based on the work environment analysis. 
Therefore, the first step in the risk identification is to define the work or operation environment and in some cases 
even the business environment. This analysis is guided by the risk analysis process in SSE model.

V.  Industrial Example  
Receiving feedback information about the 

actual world, and using the fresh information, is 
essential to review our understanding of the current 
industrial practice. Learning process always required 
particular level and depth of understanding of the 
system. Literature shows that several steps should be 
taking in order to realize certain depth of understanding 
(Correa & Keating, 2003). Moreover, Literature shows 
that because of its unique strengths, case study 
research is often used for developing new theories. The 
external validity of multiple cases is not problematical 
issue or core requirement (Robert K. Yin, 2012) but it will 
strengthen the validation of the approach. The targeted 
benefits of industrial example are: 
 An extension of the development technique of 

exiting engineering asset management in the 
industry by more explicitly treating their sustainability 
with the performance sustainability.

 Validation of the sufficiency of measurement tools 
for establishing roles and responsibilities for 
performance. 

 Documentation of the realities of the world of 
professional practice regarding large and complex 
engineering systems.

 Determination of the validity of the assumption 
employed by current systems engineering and 
performance standards.

 Guidance based on established practices on how to 
consolidate the engineering asset functions 
responsible for supporting the performance. All in 
parallel of our expansion of understanding the roles 
and responsibilities of the performance charged 
with overseeing and ensuring the success of 
support system engineering and integration at the 
system level. 

 Introduce recommendation of further studies and 
activities.

It has been indicated that the most commonly 
popular data collection methods are: interviews, 
questioner and observation (Stanton, Salmon, Walker, 
Baber, & Jenkins, 2012) depending on the case or the 
reason for data collection. There are fruitful examples 
published in the literature on combining more than one 
method to accomplish better results on data collection 
(Borrego, Douglas, & Amelink, 2009; Lan & Ramesh, 
2008; Runeson & Höst, 2009; Robert K Yin, 2011). To 
sum up, collecting conscious-based data through self-
reporting is not good enough to succeed high accuracy 
information. Therefore, an interpolation from people 
involved in the studied system to describe their 
professional understanding and thinking is included. 
The targeted information in regard to: 

• Classification.

• Authorisation.

• Study, design and planning.



 
 

  

 
   

  

 

An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering Asset Performance

G
lo
ba

l 
Jo

ur
na

l 
of

R
es
ea

rc
he

s 
in
 E

ng
in
ee

ri
ng

  
    
 

(
)

G
V
ol
um

e 
 X

IV
  

Is
su

e 
 I
  

V
er
si
on

 I
  

  
  
 

  

23

Y
e
a
r

20
14

© 2014   Global Journals Inc.  (US)

• Inspection and evaluation.
• Referencing

Firstly, the critical feedback roots were 
highlighted and rated in order to capture and evaluate 
important results. Literature suggested that it could be 
useful if the research could order them based on the 
importance which could be difficult in these cases. 
Instead the number and size of inputs and outputs of 
each root was considered to be the importance 
indicator. The second strategy is to analyze outcomes of 
the complexity. Using cause map as a step toward 
system dynamic modeling (Woodside, 2010). Such 
Couse maps will highlights the responds 
communication roots of real-life complex practice in the 
studied systems. The data were collected from 

automotive parts manufacturer. There is variety of 
processes which manufactures wide range of parts 
build legitimately complex manufacturing system which 
need to be supported by reliable and effective asset 
management system.

With keeping the focus on the engineering asset 
management, the industrial example:

 Provides Logical connections among the observed 
events, 

 Relying on knowledge of how systems preforms. 

 The relation of the Organizations and individuals 
work.

The Data gathering process was lengthy 
process due to the complexity of the system. Figure 7 
shows layout of the data gathering and structuring 
process.

• Implementation planning, management and 
execution.

Figure 7 : Data gathering and structuring process

For confidentiality reasons the manufacturing 
cell was given a number. Then the series of 
manufacturing cells performing a task called operation 

and each operation was given a number as well.  The 
data were gathered to indicate how much is the 
contribution shear of each element of the support 
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system. Also, it needs to indicate the overall 
performance value and how much really each element is 
affecting this score. The data then will be used as a 
verification inputs in the established equatione.

In the case studied factory, manufacturing cells 
are performing together forming the operation and 
operations are performing together forming the 
production system to give final product which is 

delivered to a customer. Delivery is considered to be 
part of the production system in this case. Performance 
is valued based on established delivery categories.  
Data of manufacturing cells which are performing an 
operation is gathered and averaged out to give the 
system in formation of that operation. Then the total 
operations are gathered up to give the data information 
for the whole system.

Average System values of an operation are calculated by inserting the data into the following equations: 

• αOn = [ n)] / k

• βOn = [ n)] / k

• γOn = [ n)] / k

Average Whole system values are calculated by inserting the data into the following equations:

• αM =  [ n)] / R

• βM =  [ n)] / R

• γM =  [ n)] / R

Where “k” is the number cells contributing to that operation

Where “R” is the number cells contributing to that to whole 
manufacturing system “M”

Literature says that usability of process models is 
powerfully associated with its simplicity of 
understanding (Mendling, Reijers, & van der Aalst, 
2010). The framework provided three increasingly 
detailed views or levels of abstraction from three 
different perspectives. It allows professionals to look at 
the same system from different perspectives. This 
creates a holistic view of engineering asset 
management. The framework in this regards helped to:

o Guide to set requirements identification procedure 
for the development process of an operational 
engineering asset management system in the 
factory.

o Provide an overview of the behavior vector of an 
engineering asset management system 
development process and clearly drawn relations 
between elements. 

o Capture the strategic decisions, inventions and 
engineering trade-offs.

o Give an appreciation of Technical and commercial 
issues those are linkable from the maintenance and 
operation point of view.

Some  of  the  concept  implementation results 
are shown in the examples:

a) Outlining the some of the resulted processes
A standard development procedure was 

proposed as shown in figure 8. This process schematic 
is completed by applying the philosophies of the SSE 
and detailed discussion with the professionals’ in the 
factory.



 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  
  

  
 

 
  
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

   
 

 

 
 

An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering Asset Performance

G
lo
ba

l 
Jo

ur
na

l 
of

R
es
ea

rc
he

s 
in
 E

ng
in
ee

ri
ng

  
    
 

(
)

G
V
ol
um

e 
 X

IV
  

Is
su

e 
 I
  

V
er
si
on

 I
  

  
  
 

  

25

Y
e
a
r

20
14

© 2014   Global Journals Inc.  (US)

                                     

 

Figure 8 : Example of the proposed a standard performance measurement process to be 

            

            

implemented in the factory 

Figure 9 : Example of an improved analytical process to be implemented in the factory



VI. CONCLUSION
 

The paper presented an approach to evaluate 
the performance of an asset management system. This 
paper briefly discussed the attempt to induct a structure 
to evaluate the performance of an asset management 
system. Based on the SSE framework, this paper 
provides a detail approach to estimate the performance. 
The research suggested that this could be a useful tool 
or techniques that practitioners in the industry can apply 
to help them in service design for operating assets in 
order to maintain optimized performance. The difference 
in developing this technique is that it has been inducted 
from the industry and Allow for interpolation from 
professionals in the system to describe their practical 
understanding and thinking. Therefore, it becomes 
easier to be implemented or used by the practitioners 
and this could be the main advantage from the 
preceding research work in this area. The findings 
suggested that further investigation need to be carried 
out. The aim of this investigation is to detail the effect(s) 
of operation environment on the 3P elements in regard 
to their performance in asset management system. 
Never the less, the effects of the interface and/or 
interaction between the 3P elements should be taking 
into account in this investigation as well. 

 
References Références Referencias

 
1.

 
ALSaidi, Mohammed Saif, & Mo, John P.T. (2013). 
An Empirical Approach to Model Formulation for 
System Support Engineering. International Journal 
of Engineering Business Management, 5(11).

 2.
 

Baines, T. S., Lightfoot, H. W., Benedettini, O., & 
Kay, J. M. (2009). The servitization of manu-
facturing: A review of literature and reflection on 
future challenges. Journal of Manufacturing 
Technology Management, 20(5), 547-567.

 3.
 

Biazzo, Stefano, & Garengo, Patrizia. (2012). 
Models for Measuring Performances Performance 
Measurement with the Balanced Scorecard (Vol. 6, 
pp. 53-79): Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

 4.
 

Borrego, Maura, Douglas, Elliot P., & Amelink, 
Catherine T. (2009). Quantitative, Qualitative, and 
Mixed Research Methods in Engineering Education. 
Journal of Engineering Education, 98(1), 53-66. doi: 
10.1002/j.2168-9830.2009.tb01005.x

 5.
 

Brady, T., Rush, H., Hobday, M., Davies, A., Probert, 
D., & Banerjee, S. (1997). Tools for technology 
management: An academic perspective. Techno-
vation, 17(8), 417-426. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.-
1016/S0166-4972(97)00017-5 

6.
 

Bustinza, O. F., Arias-Aranda, D., & Gutierrez-
Gutierrez, L. (2010). Outsourcing, competitive 
capabilities and performance: an empirical study in 
service firms. International Journal of Production 
Economics, 126(2), 276-288. doi: http://dx.doi.org/-
10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.03.023

 
7.

 

Cai, Sanfa, Ci, Kai, & Zou, Bin. (2011). Producer 
Services Outsourcing Risk Control Based on 
Outsourcing Contract Design: Industrial Engineering 
Perspective. Systems Engineering Procedia, 2(0), 
308-315. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sepro.2011.

 
10.043

 
8.

 

Cetindamar, Dilek, Phaal, Robert, & Probert, David. 
(2009). Understanding technology management as 
a dynamic capability: A framework for technology 
management activities. Technovation, 29(4), 237-
246. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.-
2008.10.004

 
9.

 

Correa, Y., & Keating, C. (2003, 5-8 Oct. 2003). An 
approach to model formulation for systems of 
systems. Paper presented at the Systems, Man and 
Cybernetics, 2003. IEEE International Conference 
on.

 
10.

 

Csaszar, Felipe A. (2012). Organizational structure 
as a determinant of performance: Evidence from 
mutual funds. Strategic Management Journal, 33(6), 
611-632. doi: 10.1002/smj.1969. 

11.

 

Dandan, Gao, & Rongqiu, Chen. (2010, 12-14 April 
2010). New Research on New Service Development 
Based on Unified Services Theory. Paper presented 
at the Communications and Mobile Computing 
(CMC), 2010 International Conference on.

 
12.

 

Davila, Antonio. (2012). New Trends in Performance 
Measurement and Management

 

Control. Studies in 
Managerial and Financial Accounting, 25, 65-87. 

 13.

 

Drejer, Anders. (1997). The discipline of 
management of technology, based on consi-
derations related to technology. Technovation, 
17(5), 253-265. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/-S01-
664972(96)00107-1 

14.

 
Eldridge, Cynthia, & Palmer, Natasha. (2009). 
Performance-based payment: some reflections on 
the discourse, evidence and unanswered questions. 
Health Policy and Planning, 24(3), 160-166. doi: 
10.1093/heapol/czp002

 15.

 
Feng, Bo, Fan, Zhi-Ping, & Li, Yanzhi. (2011). A 
decision method for supplier selection in multi-
service outsourcing. International Journal of 
Production Economics, 132(2), 240-250. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.04.014

 16.
 
GÖRg, Holger, & Hanley, Aoife. (2011). SERVICES 
OUTSOURCING AND INNOVATION: AN EMPIRICAL 
INVESTIGATION. Economic Inquiry, 49(2), 321-333. 
doi: 10.1111/j.1465-7295.2010.00299.x

 17.
 
Harris, T. J., Boudreau, F., & Macgregor, J. F. 
(1996). Performance assessment of multivariable 
feedback controllers. Automatica, 32(11), 1505-
1518. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0005-1098-
(96)00108-2 

18.
 
Harris, T. J., Seppala, C. T., & Desborough, L. D. 
(1999). A review of performance monitoring and 

An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering Asset Performance

© 2014  Global Journals Inc.  (US)

G
lo
ba

l 
Jo

ur
na

l 
of

R
es
ea

rc
he

s 
in
 E

ng
in
ee

ri
ng

  
    
 

(
)

G
V
ol
um

e 
 X

IV
  

Is
s u

e 
 I
  

V
er
si
on

 I
  

  
  
 

  
Y
e
a
r

20
14

26

assessment techniques for univariate and 



multivariate control systems. Journal of Process 
Control, 9(1), 1-17. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/-
S0959-1524(98)00031-6 

19.
 
Herder, P. M., & Wijnia, Ype. (2012). A Systems 
View on Infrastructure Asset Management. In T. Van 
der Lei, P. Herder & Y. Wijnia (Eds.), Asset 
Management (pp. 31-46): Springer Netherlands.

 20.
 
Hypko, Phillipp, Tilebein, Meike, & Gleich, Ronald. 
(2010a). Benefits and uncertainties of performance-
based contracting in manufacturing industries: An 
agency theory perspective. Journal of Service 
Management,

 
21(4), 460 - 489. 

 21.
 
Hypko, Phillipp, Tilebein, Meike, & Gleich, Ronald. 
(2010b). Clarifying the concept of performance-
based contracting in manufacturing industries: A 
research synthesis. Journal of Service Management, 
21(5), 625 - 655. 

 22.
 
Jelali, Mohieddine. (2006). An overview of control 
performance assessment technology and industrial 
applications. Control Engineering Practice, 14(5), 
441-466. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.coneng-
prac.2005.11.005

 23.
 
Joe Qin, S. (1998). Control performance monitoring 
— a review and assessment. Computers & 
Chemical Engineering, 23(2), 173-186. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0098-1354(98)00259-2 

24.
 
Julien, Rhonda H., Foley, Michael W., & Cluett, 
William R. (2004). Performance assessment using a 
model predictive control benchmark.

 
Journal of 

Process Control, 14(4), 441-456. doi: http://dx.-
doi.org/10.1016/j.jprocont.2003.09.002

 25.
 
Kang, Gi-Du. (2006). The hierarchical structure of 
service quality: integration of technical and 
functional quality. Managing Service Quality, 16(1), 
37-50. 

 26.
 
Lan, Cao, & Ramesh, B. (2008). Agile Requirements 
Engineering Practices: An Empirical Study. 
Software, IEEE, 25(1), 60-67. doi: 10.1109/-
MS.2008.1

 27.
 
Lee, Hsiao-Hui, Pinker, Edieal J., & Shumsky, 
Robert A. (2012). Outsourcing a Two-Level Service 
Process. Management Science, 58(8), 1569-1584. 
doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1110.1503

 28.
 
Lee, WooBang, Moh, Sang-Young, & Choi, Hong-
Jung. (2012). Plant Asset Management Today and 
Tomorrow. In J. Mathew, L. Ma, A. Tan, M. Weijnen 
& J. Lee (Eds.), Engineering Asset Management 
and Infrastructure Sustainability (pp. 1-17): Springer 
London.

 29.
 
Li, Yihua, Wang, Xiubin, & Adams, Teresa M. (2009). 
Ride service outsourcing for profit maximization. 
Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and 
Transportation Review, 45(1), 138-148. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2008.02.006

 30.
 
Liao, Shu-hsien. (2005). Technology management 
methodologies and applications: A literature review 
from 1995 to 2003. Technovation, 25(4), 381-393. 

doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2003.-
08.002

 31.
 
Lin, Songhua,

 
& Ma, Alyson C. (2012). Outsourcing 

and productivity: Evidence from Korean data. 
Journal of Asian Economics, 23(1), 39-49. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asieco.2011.11.005

 32.
 
Maine, Elicia, Probert, David, & Ashby, Mike. (2005). 
Investing in new materials: a tool for technology 
managers. Technovation, 25(1), 15-23. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(03)00070-1 

33.
 
Mendling, J., Reijers, H. A., & van der Aalst, W. M. 
P. (2010). Seven process modeling guidelines 
(7PMG). Information and Software Technology, 
52(2), 127-136. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.infs-
of.2009.08.004

 34.
 
Mihm, Jürgen, Loch, Christoph H, Wilkinson, 
Dennis, & Huberman, Bernardo A. (2010). 
Hierarchical structure and search in complex 
organizations. Management science, 56(5), 831-
848. 

 35.
 
Mo, John P.T. (2009). System Support Engineering: 
The Foundation Knowledge for Performance Based 
Contracting. Paper presented at the ICOMS2009, 
Sydney, Australia. 

 36.
 
Mont, O. K. (2002). Clarifying the concept of 
product-service system. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 10(3), 237-245. doi: 10.1016/s0959-
6526(01)00039-7 

37.
 
Mullins, William, & Schoar, Antoinette. (2013). How 
do CEOs see their Role? Management Philosophy 
and Styles in Family and non-Family firms: National 
Bureau of Economic Research.

 38. Neely, Andy. (2002). Business Performance 
Measurement : Theory and Practice   Retrieved from 
http://RMIT.eblib.com.au/patron/FullRecord.aspx?p
=201965  

39. Ng, Irene C.L, Parry, Glenn, McFarlane, Duncan, & 
Tasker, Paul. (2010). Complex Engineering Service 
System: A Grand Challenge. In I. C. L. Ng, P. Wild, 
G. Parry, D. MacFarlane & P. Tasker (Eds.), 
Complex Engineering Service Systems: Concepts, 
Research and forthcoming: Springer. 

40. Ogiela, MarekR, & Ogiela, Urszula. (2014). 
Methodological Aspects of Information Sharing and 
Management in Organizations Secure Information 
Management Using Linguistic Threshold Approach 
(pp. 71-123): Springer London. 

41. Pang, Sauming. (2009). Successful Service Design 
for Telecommunications : A Comprehensive Guide 
to Design and Implementation   Retrieved from 
http://RMIT.eblib.com.au/patron/FullRecord.aspx?p
=416520  

42. Pecht, Michael. (2012). A Prognostics and Health 
Management for Information and Electronics-Rich 
Systems. In J. Mathew, L. Ma, A. Tan, M. Weijnen & 
J. Lee (Eds.), Engineering Asset Management and 

An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering Asset Performance

G
lo
ba

l 
Jo

ur
na

l 
of

R
es
ea

rc
he

s 
in
 E

ng
in
ee

ri
ng

  
    
 

(
)

G
V
ol
um

e 
 X

IV
  

Is
su

e 
 I
  

V
er
si
on

 I
  

  
  
 

  

27

Y
e
a
r

20
14

© 2014   Global Journals Inc.  (US)



Infrastructure Sustainability (pp. 19-30): Springer 
London. 

43. Phaal, R., Paterson, C. J., & Probert, D. R. (1998). 
Technology management in manufacturing 
business: process and practical assessment. 
Technovation, 18(8–9), 541-589. doi: http://dx.doi.-
org/10.1016/S0166-4972(98)00026- 

44. Phaal, Robert, Farrukh, Clare J. P., & Probert, David 
R. (2006). Technology management tools: concept, 
development and application. Technovation, 26(3), 
336-344. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techno-
vation.2005.02.001 

45. Pombinho, João, & Tribolet, José. (2012). Service 
System Design and Engineering – A Value-Oriented 
Approach Based on DEMO. In M. Snene (Ed.), 
Exploring Services Science (Vol. 103, pp. 243-257): 
Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

46. Runeson, Per, & Höst, Martin. (2009). Guidelines for 
conducting and reporting case study research in 
software engineering. Empirical Software Engi-
neering, 14(2), 131-164. doi: 10.1007/s10664-008-
9102-8 

47. Sakao, T., Ölundh Sandström, G., & Matzen, D. 
(2009). Framing research for service orientation of 
manufacturers through PSS approaches. Journal of 
Manufacturing Technology Management, 20(5), 
754-778.  

48. Sampson, Scott E. (2010). A unified Service Theory 
In G. Salvendy & W. Karwowski (Eds.), Introduction 
to Service Engineering (pp. 31-47). Hoboken: John 
Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

49. Spencer, Andrew J., Buhalis, Dimitrios, & Moital, 
Miguel. (2012). A hierarchical model of technology 
adoption for small owner-managed travel firms: An 
organizational decision-making and leadership 
perspective. Tourism Management, 33(5), 1195-
1208. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.-
2011.11.011 

50. Stanton, Neville A, Salmon, Paul M, Walker, Guy H, 
Baber, Chris, & Jenkins, Daniel P. (2012). Human 
factors methods: a practical guide for engineering 
and design: Ashgate Publishing. 

51. Sultana, Masuda, Rahman, Anisur, & Sanaul 
Chowdhury. (2013). A Review of Performance 
Based Maintenance of Road Infrastructure by 
Contracting. International Journal of Productivity and 
Performance Management, 62(3).  

52. Tonchia, Stefano, & Quagini, Luca. (2010a). 
Performance Measurement and Indicators 
Performance Measurement (pp. 1-8): Springer 
Berlin Heidelberg. 

53. Tonchia, Stefano, & Quagini, Luca. (2010b). 
Performance Measurement Systems Performance 
Measurement (pp. 35-59): Springer Berlin Heidel-
berg. 

54. Tseng, Ming-Lang, Lin, Ru-Jen, Lin, Yuan-Hsu, 
Chen, Rong-Hui, & Tan, Kimhua. (2014). Close-loop 

or open hierarchical structures in green supply 
chain management under uncertainty. Expert 
Systems with Applications, 41(7), 3250-3260. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2013.10.062 

55. Walczak, Steven. (2005). Organizational knowledge 
management structure. Learning Organization, The, 
12(4), 330-339.  

56. Wang, Yong, Ma, Xiaolei, Lao, Yunteng, & Wang, 
Yinhai. (2014). A fuzzy-based customer clustering 
approach with hierarchical structure for logistics 
network optimization. Expert Systems with 
Applications, 41(2), 521-534. doi: http://dx.doi.org/-
10.1016/j.eswa.2013.07.078 

57. Wild, Peter J. (2010). A systemic framework for 
supporting cross-disciplinary efforts in services 
research. CIRP Journal of Manufacturing Science 
and Technology, 3(2), 116-127. doi: DOI: 
10.1016/j.cirpj.2010.08.002 

58. Woodside, Arch G. (2010). Bridging the chasm 
between survey and case study research: Research 
methods for achieving generalization, accuracy, and 
complexity. Industrial Marketing Management, 
39(1), 64-75. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indmar-
man.2009.03.017 

59. Wright, Bradley E, & Pandey, Sanjay K. (2010). 
Transformational leadership in the public sector: 
does structure matter? Journal of public 
administration research and theory, 20(1), 75-89.  

60. Yin, Robert K. (2011). Applications of case study 
research: Sage. 

61. Yin, Robert K. (2012). Case study methods. In H. 
Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter, D. 
Rindskopf & K. J. Sher (Eds.), APA handbook of 
research methods in psychology, Vol 2: Research 
designs: Quantitative, qualitative, neuro-psycho-
logical, and biological (pp. 141-155). Washington, 
DC, US: American Psychological Association. 

62. Yuan, Liu, & Hipel, K. W. (2012). A Hierarchical 
Decision Model to Select Quality Control Strategies 
for a Complex Product. Systems, Man and 
Cybernetics, Part A: Systems and Humans, IEEE 
Transactions on, 42(4), 814-826. doi: 10.1109/-
TSMCA.2012.2183363 

 
 
 

An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering Asset Performance

© 2014  Global Journals Inc.  (US)

G
lo
ba

l 
Jo

ur
na

l 
of

R
es
ea

rc
he

s 
in
 E

ng
in
ee

ri
ng

  
    
 

(
)

G
V
ol
um

e 
 X

IV
  

Is
s u

e 
 I
  

V
er
si
on

 I
  

  
  
 

  
Y
e
a
r

20
14

28


	An Approach to Manage and Evaluate Engineering AssetPerformance
	Authors
	Keywords
	I. Introduction
	II. In Hand Research Literature
	III. System Support Engineering (sse)
	IV. Performance Scoring Structure
	V. Industrial Example
	a) Outlining the some of the resulted processes

	VI. Conclusion
	References Références Referencias

