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Abstract 

In today’s business environment, the trend towards more product variety and customization is unbroken. Due to this development, the need of 
agile and reconfigurable production systems emerged to cope with various products and product families. To design and optimize production
systems as well as to choose the optimal product matches, product analysis methods are needed. Indeed, most of the known methods aim to 
analyze a product or one product family on the physical level. Different product families, however, may differ largely in terms of the number and 
nature of components. This fact impedes an efficient comparison and choice of appropriate product family combinations for the production
system. A new methodology is proposed to analyze existing products in view of their functional and physical architecture. The aim is to cluster
these products in new assembly oriented product families for the optimization of existing assembly lines and the creation of future reconfigurable 
assembly systems. Based on Datum Flow Chain, the physical structure of the products is analyzed. Functional subassemblies are identified, and 
a functional analysis is performed. Moreover, a hybrid functional and physical architecture graph (HyFPAG) is the output which depicts the 
similarity between product families by providing design support to both, production system planners and product designers. An illustrative
example of a nail-clipper is used to explain the proposed methodology. An industrial case study on two product families of steering columns of 
thyssenkrupp Presta France is then carried out to give a first industrial evaluation of the proposed approach. 
© 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the scientific committee of the 28th CIRP Design Conference 2018. 
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1. Introduction 

Due to the fast development in the domain of 
communication and an ongoing trend of digitization and
digitalization, manufacturing enterprises are facing important
challenges in today’s market environments: a continuing
tendency towards reduction of product development times and
shortened product lifecycles. In addition, there is an increasing
demand of customization, being at the same time in a global 
competition with competitors all over the world. This trend, 
which is inducing the development from macro to micro 
markets, results in diminished lot sizes due to augmenting
product varieties (high-volume to low-volume production) [1]. 
To cope with this augmenting variety as well as to be able to
identify possible optimization potentials in the existing
production system, it is important to have a precise knowledge

of the product range and characteristics manufactured and/or 
assembled in this system. In this context, the main challenge in
modelling and analysis is now not only to cope with single 
products, a limited product range or existing product families,
but also to be able to analyze and to compare products to define
new product families. It can be observed that classical existing
product families are regrouped in function of clients or features.
However, assembly oriented product families are hardly to find. 

On the product family level, products differ mainly in two
main characteristics: (i) the number of components and (ii) the
type of components (e.g. mechanical, electrical, electronical). 

Classical methodologies considering mainly single products 
or solitary, already existing product families analyze the
product structure on a physical level (components level) which 
causes difficulties regarding an efficient definition and
comparison of different product families. Addressing this 
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Abstract

Starting from the development phase, tolerance design must be accurate enough to not only hedge against various uncertainties in order to ensure
assembly feasibility but also minimize production cost and avoid expensive over-quality. Once tolerances are agreed, the production allows
tolerance features observations and we propose a verification and correction on initial model based on the knowledge of measurement data. The
feedback consideration also enables risk evaluation of each tolerance and a more accurate limit definition knowing measures of other assembly
contributors is proposed. In addition, we propose an algorithm to optimize the tolerance sharing within a stack chain based on various relevant
cost criteria. Finally, an example of tolerancing industrial applications on aerostructures use-cases is detailed to illustrate the methodology from
tolerance design to feedback measurement analysis.
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Introduction

Tolerancing plays a key role in a manufacturing process. Di-
mensions may have some deviations from the designed value
with significant impact on the quality and functional require-
ments of the final product. These involve different physical
characteristics of parts, such as part length, hole position, pin,
etc., later called features. All tolerancing issues and notations
are detailed in the engineering design data set and related doc-
umentation practices [1] and [2]. In final documents describ-
ing products design, tolerance intervals are defined according
to company knowledge and scientific analysis in order to deter-
mine these acceptable variations. From product development to
serial phase, tolerance analysis is used as a process to manage
an efficient production and profitability and also ensure safety
and performance.

∗ Corresponding author. Tel.: +0-000-000-0000 ; fax: +0-000-000-0000.
E-mail address: ambre.diet@airbus.com (Ambre Diet).

In recent years, global approaches on tolerancing process
emerged, involving several aspects of uncertainties manage-
ment through numerous tolerancing activities as detailed in [3].
In [4], relations between tolerances, functional requirements,
process capabilities and product performance are addressed. In-
deed, there are lot of interactions and both feed-forward and
feed-back dimension should be considered. This article focuses
on these aspects and details how statistical approaches can be
used not only in design phase to meet functional requirements
linked to product performance and safety, but also in production
phase with refinement from measurement data analysis. In the
context of closed loop engineering linked to process capabilities
and product performance, several tolerance models for toleranc-
ing processes are discussed in [5] and associated tools for com-
puter aided tolerancing are presented. In [6], they also present
different tools such as 3D software for computer aided design
and tolerancing. The authors suggest considering the whole life
cycle of the product in order to solve issues related to the focus
on certain life cycle stages for the tolerance allocation.

As stated in [7], tolerancing process relies on four main as-
pects: tolerance representation, tolerance specification, toler-
ance analysis or verification and tolerance synthesis. Represen-
tation means adequacy between functional requirements and2212-8271© 2020 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V.
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Fig. 1. Proposed tolerancing process.

targeted tolerance in output of an assembly (represented by a
stack chain). For instance, targeted aerodynamics performance
should be ensured thanks to proper output tolerance definition
for a final assembly stage. Specification gives information on
how to cascade a targeted output tolerance to contributors in-
volved in the stack chain. This aspect is often called the “top
down” approach. Conversely, tolerance analysis is about the
concordance between detail part or process tolerances and func-
tional requirements. This is a “bottom up” approach using a
tolerance model. Finally, synthesis is about the correction loop
performed by additional information on product. In [7] a com-
plete model based on ISO standards and mechanical considera-
tions is described in order to propose a complete and coherent
tolerance process.

In a similar way, this article relies on a tolerancing process
detailed in Figure 1 which details the different phases of a prod-
uct tolerance study, starting from the product requirement iden-
tification in the beginning to measurement production and anal-
ysis at the end of the cycle. We will focus on specification, ver-
ification, analysis and synthesis of tolerances. Various method-
ologies are proposed at different levels of the tolerancing pro-
cess.

The first section focuses on design phase: after the context
statement, a robust statistical approach is proposed in order to
assess about the variability of an assembly output feature based
on the knowledge of contributors tolerance. This is part of the
analysis phase. The second section is about enhancement of
tolerance model. This is both included in the verification and
synthesis of tolerances because it uses 3D model and feedback
measurement data for model improvement. In the third section,
feedback measurement data are used to review tolerance val-
ues through risk evaluation and contributors sharing in order
to closely reflect reality. This is associated to synthesis stage
as measurement data are needed and to specification phase for
the tolerance sharing optimization. The last section details a use
case to illustrate the proposed methodologies of the article.

1. Design phase

Before the production launch, dimension uncertainty must
be managed by tolerancing analysis. During the development
phase, tolerances are designed and should be as robust as pos-
sible in the limits provided by safety and performance. Indeed,
parts and assemblies have not yet been produced and we set
targets based on process assumptions that may be invalidated.
The first step is a 3D analysis which gives parameters to build
a tolerance model and define tolerance intervals.

1.1. Tolerance model and cascade

As assembly geometrical tolerancing output, we define top
levels requirements. One of these is denoted Y and is associated
to a stack chain composed of p contributors X1, . . . , Xp assumed
to be independent. The feature Y is associated to the dimension
of interest that represents one functional requirement of the fi-
nal product. The contributors X1, . . . , Xp are associated to ge-
ometrical features and assumptions on the type of distribution
are made in order to define their tolerances.

Each contributor impacts the top level requirement feature in
its own way. For isoconstrained mechanisms, one of the com-
mon approaches assumes a linear link between contributors and
top level requirement (see [8]). Tolerance model coefficients
can for instance be determined thanks to specific software with
3D simulation such as 3DCS or Mecamaster. We will focus on
these methods to compute coefficients α1, . . . , αp of each con-
tributor within a linear model Y =

∑p
j=1 α jX j.

This model allows to cascade requirements from one assem-
bly level to another from elementary parts to final assembly.

1.2. Tolerance definition

In design stage, there are no available dimension measure-
ments because we focus on tolerance allocation in the design
phase of a product prior production. Considering one specific
assembly stage, one of the main issues for tolerancing is to as-
sess the variability of contributors knowing the target for top
level requirement. Conversely, another issue is to assess the
variability of an output feature of the assembly knowing the
tolerance range of the input features.

To determine the variation, several approaches based on
sampling, fuzzy arithmetic or analytical procedures have been
studied. These methods are reviewed in [9]. The two main an-
alytical methods are detailed in [10] : Worst Case and statisti-
cal approaches. The Root-square Sum of Squares (RSS) gives a
statistical result relying on the assumption that contributors are
produced following a perfect Gaussian distribution providing a
range of 6σ on Y if all contributors are within their 6σ range. In
process control context, it means reaching a Cp of 1 and Cpk of
1 for all contributors (see [11] for indicators definition). How-
ever, and more specifically in aeronautic industry where no pre-
series are done, indicators commonly used to monitor process
capabilities such Cp and Cpk are not available during design
phase as measurement are not yet produced and the normality
of distributions can not be verified. As a conservative approach

2
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Fig. 1. Proposed tolerancing process.

targeted tolerance in output of an assembly (represented by a
stack chain). For instance, targeted aerodynamics performance
should be ensured thanks to proper output tolerance definition
for a final assembly stage. Specification gives information on
how to cascade a targeted output tolerance to contributors in-
volved in the stack chain. This aspect is often called the “top
down” approach. Conversely, tolerance analysis is about the
concordance between detail part or process tolerances and func-
tional requirements. This is a “bottom up” approach using a
tolerance model. Finally, synthesis is about the correction loop
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As assembly geometrical tolerancing output, we define top
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to a stack chain composed of p contributors X1, . . . , Xp assumed
to be independent. The feature Y is associated to the dimension
of interest that represents one functional requirement of the fi-
nal product. The contributors X1, . . . , Xp are associated to ge-
ometrical features and assumptions on the type of distribution
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Each contributor impacts the top level requirement feature in
its own way. For isoconstrained mechanisms, one of the com-
mon approaches assumes a linear link between contributors and
top level requirement (see [8]). Tolerance model coefficients
can for instance be determined thanks to specific software with
3D simulation such as 3DCS or Mecamaster. We will focus on
these methods to compute coefficients α1, . . . , αp of each con-
tributor within a linear model Y =

∑p
j=1 α jX j.

This model allows to cascade requirements from one assem-
bly level to another from elementary parts to final assembly.

1.2. Tolerance definition

In design stage, there are no available dimension measure-
ments because we focus on tolerance allocation in the design
phase of a product prior production. Considering one specific
assembly stage, one of the main issues for tolerancing is to as-
sess the variability of contributors knowing the target for top
level requirement. Conversely, another issue is to assess the
variability of an output feature of the assembly knowing the
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To determine the variation, several approaches based on
sampling, fuzzy arithmetic or analytical procedures have been
studied. These methods are reviewed in [9]. The two main an-
alytical methods are detailed in [10] : Worst Case and statisti-
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1 for all contributors (see [11] for indicators definition). How-
ever, and more specifically in aeronautic industry where no pre-
series are done, indicators commonly used to monitor process
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Fig. 2. Stack chain structure and balance factor D.

and with the sole knowledge of contributors tolerance bounds,
we can take the less informative distributions for contributors:
uniforms.

If we assume uniform distributions on the parts dimensions,
the result would be robust against non-normal distributions up
to a certain limit that is generally not reached by industrial pro-
duction. Processing uniform distributions induces more com-
plex calculations than the RSS method requiring statistical soft-
ware. To avoid this, a method is used by Airbus to approximate
the combination of uniform distributions in order to define ro-
bust tolerances in the design phase. It has been built based on
Monte Carlo simulation data and a disproportion parameter D.
As for the Gaussian case, quantile at 0.27% are observed on
Monte Carlo simulations and a linear regression with respect
to D is carried out to obtain the result.The expression of D is
∀v1, . . . , vn > 0,D = maxi(vi)−v̄∑n

i=1 vi
where v̄ is the mean of values

v1, . . . , vn.
Such D factor quantifies how far from the mean is the main

contributor of the stack chain and has the advantage of being
interpretable, as shown in Figure 2.

Let v1, . . . , vn > 0 be a set of tolerance bounds with in-
put features balance ratio D, this rule gives an output fea-
ture tolerance interval [−TAirbus, TAirbus] defined as : TAirbus =

1.6 × (−0.56D + 1.04) × TRS S with TRS S =

√∑n
i=1 v2

i and D as
defined above.

A more complex and accurate approach has been designed in
[12]. It mathematically defines a methodology in between worst
case approach and Root-square Sum of Squares (RSS) to allo-
cate tolerance, with the advantage of allowing the management
of confidence level.

2. Tolerance model enhancement from feedback measure-
ment data

As we discussed in Section 1, design phase induces a ro-
bust evaluation and as expected production may differ from ini-
tial assumption without impact on product safety and perfor-
mance. Inconsistency between as-design tolerance model and
data driven model may appear due to measurement uncertainty,

unexpected distortions or other geometrical deviations. This
model error is the topic of a case study for tooth contact in
[13]. The impact of measurement uncertainty is detailed [14]
through the role of metrology and in [15] thanks to evaluation,
normalization and management of measurement uncertainties.
In [16], several approaches for tolerance analysis are compared
to skin shape based model in order to assess about each model
performance.

The challenge of the following sections is to refine tolerance
models and tolerance sharing based on feedback data in order
to better reflect the industrial capabilities. Once a stack chain is
used in production, some feedback measures become available.
Unfortunately, it is common that not all contributors have avail-
able observations. Only a number m of contributors out of the
p ≤ m contributors in the stack chain are measured. We might
also have observations for the top level requirement of the stack
chain feature Y . The knowledge of the amount of information
in the m measured contributors allows to discuss the tolerance
model.

2.1. Sign of influence coefficient

During the design phase, most tolerances are defined as cen-
tered around the nominal value of the characteristic as it is
a clear representation of expected dimension and its tolerated
variation. Indeed, a tolerance interval centered around zero is
not affected by an influence sign error. Geometrical dimension
engineer will not pay attention to the sign of influences knowing
that it is also affected by the way the measurement are imple-
mented years after. As a result, the implementation of tolerance
influence calculation sometimes leads to erroneous sign.

A correlation study between contributors and the top level
feature can solve this issue by identifying the sign of influence
coefficient directly from contributors features observations. An-
other approach that we detail hereafter is based on linear re-
gression relying only on coefficients signs. It differs from the
traditional linear regression approach because we assume that
absolute values of coefficients are known, and only signs need
to be corrected. For this analysis, we need measurements on
contributors to perform the regression technique.

Let us denote m the number of contributors in an assembly,
X̃1, . . . , X̃m the measured contributors, Ỹ the measured top level
feature, a1, . . . , am > 0 the absolute values of coefficients and
s1, . . . , sm ∈ {−1, 1} the signs of regression coefficients. The
result of this study gives ŝ1, . . . , ŝm ∈ {−1, 1} the estimated best
solution for the contributors influence coefficients signs:

(ŝ1, . . . , ŝm) ∈ argmin
(ŝ1,...,ŝm)∈{−1,1}m

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥Ỹ −
m∑

i=1

(
siaiX̃i

)∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(1)

The final result for influence coefficients of the tolerance model
denoted α1, . . . , αp are derived as follows ∀i = 1, . . . ,m, αi =

ŝiai.
3
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Influence coefficients with correct sign are particularly im-
portant when we have to process a real value on an assembly
item.

2.2. Integration effect

Knowing the regression coefficients and their proper signs,
we denote X̃1, . . . , X̃m the observed contributors. We introduce
the partial residuals e to compensate the difference between
observations and initial theoretical features X1, . . . , Xm: Y =∑m

j=1 α j X̃ j +
∑p

j=m+1 α jX j + e. If we assume all non-measured
features to be centered, we have an information about the mean
µe of e given by µe = µY −

∑m
j=1 α jµ j where µY is the mean of

observations of the top level requirement Y and µ j =
1
n
∑n

i=1 x̃i
j

is the mean of the contributor j.
This µe actually represents integration effects, as gravity ef-

fects that happen during the assembly or any shift errors dur-
ing the measurement process or due to non-measured features.
These effects are not captured by the 3D model used for regres-
sion coefficients estimation.

3. Risk analysis and tolerance sharing optimization

3.1. Risk evaluation and acceptance criteria

When the product is in design stage, tolerances both on con-
tributors and top level requirement are set. The risk to be out of
specification at the top level feature of an assembly is therefore
fixed in accordance with the contributors tolerances and the se-
lected value as top level target which should not be exceeded.
During production phase, distributions of the contributors fea-
tures are essential to value the risk at the assembly level. Know-
ing the tolerance model corrected and enhanced, the risk to be
out of tolerance at the top level requirement can be re-evaluated.
A convolution product of as-designed unmeasured contributors
distributions and observed contributors distributions is carried
out to estimate top level feature distribution and compute the
risk to be out of requirement target. This approach can be com-
pleted with the consideration of the probability for a feature to
be out of tolerance to determine acceptance criteria as a risk
management.

3.2. Tolerance sharing identification before optimization

Another way to refine the tolerancing approach is to identify
assemblies with capability disparities between contributors. In-
deed, if a contributor is better produced than expected when
tolerance has been designed, another contributor can benefit of
this positive margin to enlarge its tolerances, as in the Figure 3
right. Several criteria have to be taken into account in order to
identify the best candidate for tolerance sharing. For instance,
the number of drawings impacted by a contributor or a require-
ment gives an information on how difficult it would be to ini-
tiate a change of design, and the number of recorded noncon-
formities for a tolerance feature gives an information on how
valuable would be the change of design. Moreover, capabilities

indicators such as Cp and Cpk (see [11]) can be used if sufficient
feedback is available in order to define if a tolerance optimiza-
tion is conceivable. Once assemblies opportunities for tolerance
re-sharing are identified, optimization can be performed.

3.3. Multi criteria optimization

Optimization techniques have been considered for tolerance
allocation, verification and variation management during prod-
uct life cycle. In [17] and [18], the aim is to determine the opti-
mal set of tolerances through the minimization of costs related
to a part production and eventually meet the imposed restraint
conditions. In [19], an approach based on genetic algorithm is
proposed in order to minimize manufacturing cost, taking into
account the interrelation of stack chains.In design phase, the
verification cost (measurement tools, conformity assessment,
. . . ) are considered in [20] in order to define best tolerances
considering inspection cost. The selection of the best assembly
technique for an optimal tolerances allocation is tackled in [21].
Another parameter which is the product degradation and time
value of money is taken into account in [22] for the the mini-
mization of both cost and loss. In [23], an objective function is
defined combining cost of manufacturing activities, inspection,
product scraping, recycling, reliability and conformity. Our ap-
proach in this paper is to considered cost related to non-quality
and to the process for changing a tolerance value. We focus on
the objective to reduce money spent when nonconformities oc-
cur without spending too much for tolerances change in draw-
ings.

In a first approach for tolerance optimization, let us focus
on one assembly with a number p of contributors, represented
by features X1, . . . , Xp. We might have feedback measurement
data on these contributors (or not). Individually, the definition
of tolerance will induce costs of out of tolerance. The tighter the
contributor tolerance, the more expensive the price is. If a con-
tributor is observed, we are able to assess the out of tolerance
rate that we expect of this contributor whatever its tolerance
bounds are. This is a criteria that will be taken into account
in the stack chain optimization. A perfect stack chain should
ensure the consistency between the tolerance bounds defined
for contributors and the tolerated interval for the top level re-
quirement. Tolerance model used by tolerancing specialists al-
lows to have a prediction of the top level requirement distri-
bution when we have observations for contributor input fea-
tures. Considering the targeted limit for this top level feature,
we are able to assess about the nonconformity rate for the top
level requirement thanks to quantile functions. The article [24]
also gives some other methods to estimate such a scrap rate in
order to perform tolerance sharing optimization. When in the
production phase, a change of tolerance design involves costs
related to this modification. However, no matter how different
is the new design from the old stack chain, the cost remains
the same. The criteria which is relevant is a constant cost if a
contributor tolerance interval is modified within a stack chain.
Let (x, t) =

(
(x1, . . . , xp), (t1, . . . , tp)

)
∈ Rp × {0, 1}p where p

is the number of contributors,
(
x1, . . . , xp

)
are the proposed tol-
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Influence coefficients with correct sign are particularly im-
portant when we have to process a real value on an assembly
item.

2.2. Integration effect

Knowing the regression coefficients and their proper signs,
we denote X̃1, . . . , X̃m the observed contributors. We introduce
the partial residuals e to compensate the difference between
observations and initial theoretical features X1, . . . , Xm: Y =∑m

j=1 α j X̃ j +
∑p

j=m+1 α jX j + e. If we assume all non-measured
features to be centered, we have an information about the mean
µe of e given by µe = µY −

∑m
j=1 α jµ j where µY is the mean of

observations of the top level requirement Y and µ j =
1
n
∑n

i=1 x̃i
j

is the mean of the contributor j.
This µe actually represents integration effects, as gravity ef-

fects that happen during the assembly or any shift errors dur-
ing the measurement process or due to non-measured features.
These effects are not captured by the 3D model used for regres-
sion coefficients estimation.

3. Risk analysis and tolerance sharing optimization

3.1. Risk evaluation and acceptance criteria

When the product is in design stage, tolerances both on con-
tributors and top level requirement are set. The risk to be out of
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pleted with the consideration of the probability for a feature to
be out of tolerance to determine acceptance criteria as a risk
management.

3.2. Tolerance sharing identification before optimization

Another way to refine the tolerancing approach is to identify
assemblies with capability disparities between contributors. In-
deed, if a contributor is better produced than expected when
tolerance has been designed, another contributor can benefit of
this positive margin to enlarge its tolerances, as in the Figure 3
right. Several criteria have to be taken into account in order to
identify the best candidate for tolerance sharing. For instance,
the number of drawings impacted by a contributor or a require-
ment gives an information on how difficult it would be to ini-
tiate a change of design, and the number of recorded noncon-
formities for a tolerance feature gives an information on how
valuable would be the change of design. Moreover, capabilities
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tion is conceivable. Once assemblies opportunities for tolerance
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mal set of tolerances through the minimization of costs related
to a part production and eventually meet the imposed restraint
conditions. In [19], an approach based on genetic algorithm is
proposed in order to minimize manufacturing cost, taking into
account the interrelation of stack chains.In design phase, the
verification cost (measurement tools, conformity assessment,
. . . ) are considered in [20] in order to define best tolerances
considering inspection cost. The selection of the best assembly
technique for an optimal tolerances allocation is tackled in [21].
Another parameter which is the product degradation and time
value of money is taken into account in [22] for the the mini-
mization of both cost and loss. In [23], an objective function is
defined combining cost of manufacturing activities, inspection,
product scraping, recycling, reliability and conformity. Our ap-
proach in this paper is to considered cost related to non-quality
and to the process for changing a tolerance value. We focus on
the objective to reduce money spent when nonconformities oc-
cur without spending too much for tolerances change in draw-
ings.

In a first approach for tolerance optimization, let us focus
on one assembly with a number p of contributors, represented
by features X1, . . . , Xp. We might have feedback measurement
data on these contributors (or not). Individually, the definition
of tolerance will induce costs of out of tolerance. The tighter the
contributor tolerance, the more expensive the price is. If a con-
tributor is observed, we are able to assess the out of tolerance
rate that we expect of this contributor whatever its tolerance
bounds are. This is a criteria that will be taken into account
in the stack chain optimization. A perfect stack chain should
ensure the consistency between the tolerance bounds defined
for contributors and the tolerated interval for the top level re-
quirement. Tolerance model used by tolerancing specialists al-
lows to have a prediction of the top level requirement distri-
bution when we have observations for contributor input fea-
tures. Considering the targeted limit for this top level feature,
we are able to assess about the nonconformity rate for the top
level requirement thanks to quantile functions. The article [24]
also gives some other methods to estimate such a scrap rate in
order to perform tolerance sharing optimization. When in the
production phase, a change of tolerance design involves costs
related to this modification. However, no matter how different
is the new design from the old stack chain, the cost remains
the same. The criteria which is relevant is a constant cost if a
contributor tolerance interval is modified within a stack chain.
Let (x, t) =

(
(x1, . . . , xp), (t1, . . . , tp)

)
∈ Rp × {0, 1}p where p

is the number of contributors,
(
x1, . . . , xp

)
are the proposed tol-
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erance bounds for contributors and
(
t1, . . . , tp

)
are binary in-

dicators to assess about the change or not of contributors tol-
erance bounds. The indicator is equal to 1 if the initial toler-
ance is changed for the contributor, and 0 otherwise. Let us
denote c1 : Rp × {0, 1}p −→ R, c2 : Rp × {0, 1}p −→ R and
c3 : Rp × {0, 1}p −→ R the cost functions representing respec-
tively non-quality for contributors, non-quality for top level fea-
ture and cost of a contributor tolerance change.

The non-quality for inputs is expressed as the sum of proba-
bilities to be out of designed tolerance interval for each contrib-
utor. c1(x, t) =

∑p
i=1 [tiP (|Xi| > xi) + (1 − ti)P (|Xi| > vi)] . The

second cost is the non-quality for the top level requirement.
We consider it as the probability for the top level feature to be
out of its targeted interval, it is highly dependent of tolerance
bounds applied to contributors via the linear tolerance model.
c2(x, t) = P

(
|Y(x, t)| > vy

)
The last cost is the cost of change,

represented as a unit cost c3(x, t) =
∑p

i=1 ti. The optimization
problem can then be formulated as the following non-linear
mixed integer programming (MINLP) problem:

min
(x,t)∈Rp×{0,1}p

λ1c1(x, t) + λ2c2(x, t) + λ3c3(x, t) (2)

where λ1, λ2, λ3 > 0 are tuning parameters to be defined ac-
cording to engineering judgment about importance of costs. For
instance, non-quality for the output feature might be more detri-
mental than the cost of change of contributors tolerances. The
user should adjust what is the most important criteria for the
re-sharing optimization through the calibration of those coeffi-
cients.

4. Application - Use case

Let us introduce a very simple assembly to illustrate method-
ologies presented in this paper. The first part of this section
presents initial assembly and tolerance model. The second part
focuses on the various approaches to improve tolerancing pro-
cess and finally the third part summarizes results.

4.1. Assembly description and data

In the following assembly, the top level feature is Y and the
p = 3 contributors are X1, X2 and X3 as described in Figure 3
left.

Table 1 summarizes information available for the assembly
example. The second column gives the initial contributors in-
fluences that are all equal to 1 in this case. The third column
gives the initial contributors tolerances intervals that have been
designed and the fourth column gives observed tolerance inter-
vals from measurement data, with the assumption that 99.73%
of observations should be within the range presented in the ta-
ble.

In this example we assume that some measurement data are
available for the three contributors (Table 1) and for the top
level feature. According to the Airbus calculation, the targeted

Fig. 3. Left :Application example assembly. Right:Application of tolerance
sharing optimization on the example assembly.

Contributor Influence Tol. int. Obs. interval Mean
X1 1 ±1 {−0.8, 1.0} 0.1
X2 1 ±2 {−3.0, 3.0} 0
X3 1 ±3 {−2.1, 1.1} -0.5

Table 1. Assembly contributors information: initial contributors influences, ini-
tial contributors tolerance bounds and feedback

Contributor Influence Tol. information
X1 1 interval ±1
X2 1 interval ±2
X3 -1 interval ±3

Integration e 1 µe = −0.6

Table 2. Assembly contributors information: corrected contributors influences,
initial contributors tolerance bounds

tolerance interval for the top level feature Y of this assembly is
±5.6 and we assumed feedback is centered.

4.2. Methodology roll-out

4.2.1. Design phase
For this study, the first step is to assess the target tolerance

interval for the top level requirement. Whether it is a speci-
fication or a verification of an already defined tolerance, the
proposed methodology gives a reliable value to be considered.
Common approaches such as worst case and RSS respectively
give TWC = 6 and TRS S = 3.7. With the Airbus rule, the bal-
ance indicator is D = 0.17 and the result for tolerance bounds
of top level feature would be Tairbus = 5.6 from the computation
presented in Section 1.2.

4.2.2. Model enhancement
With available measurement data, the correlation analysis

between contributors and top level requirement lead to the sign
correction of the influence coefficient of the third contributor : it
is corrected in −1 instead of 1 initially. Still, with measurement
data, the analysis detailed in Section 2.2 gives an integration
stack with an offset of µe = −0.6. Finally, the enhanced toler-
ance model is as described in Figure 2.

4.2.3. Tolerance sharing optimization
Based on criteria detailed in Section 3, a new tolerance shar-

ing is proposed. Figure 3 right shows the result for the optimal
tolerance sharing according to our criteria.

5



38 Ambre Diet  et al. / Procedia CIRP 92 (2020) 33–38
Ambre Diet, Nicolas Couellan, Xavier Gendre, Julien Martin, Jean-Philippe Navarro / Procedia CIRP 00 (2019) 000–000 6

Based on this new tolerance sharing, non-quality for each
contributor individually will be lower with this new limits. As
for the assembly output, the Airbus calculation applied to the
tolerance sharing obtained from optimization gives a resulting
interval of ±5.6, which is in line with the initial target for the
top level functional requirement. This tolerance sharing also has
the economical advantage to avoid the change of tolerance for
X1 that was close to its feedback interval thanks to an accurate
set-up of λ1, λ2, λ3.

5. Conclusion

This article deals with various tolerancing design steps that
are contained to propose a complete tolerance analysis pro-
cess. First, we focus on tolerance allocation and we propose
a simple formula to assess about the variability of an assem-
bly output knowing tolerance intervals of contributors. Then, a
smart use of feedback measurement data is proposed to enhance
known models established in definition phase. It involves toler-
ance model enhancement by correcting coefficients signs of a
linear tolerance model and the consideration of an integration
effect estimated from measures on contributors and top level
feature. This enhancement allows to better reflect the real situ-
ation in plants and supports robust and reliable approaches for
risk analysis and tolerance sharing optimization. They allow to
manage tolerances issues in serial life phase, either by out of
tolerance risk estimation based on assembly measurements, or
by reviewing tolerance sharing involving feedback analysis and
optimization based on several relevant criteria.

This work provides a global view on tolerancing process and
various axes of improvement are proposed, involving statistical
methods about assumed features distributions or based on feed-
back measurement analysis and optimization techniques.
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