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ABSTRACT

In this project, we devcloped a prototypical program to assess the performance of a sofiware
developer in four aspecis: planning performance, process performance, quality perfonnance, and
overall performance.  There arc 45 diagrams and 4 tables presented in this program: 11 for planning,
7 process, 30 quality, and | overall.

This program was developed using Java programming language together with JFreeChart and
HSQLDB. This program should be able to run or any operaling system supporting Java vinual
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Percent Test Time
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Appraisal to Failure Ratio
Compile vs Test Defects

CR Review Rate vs Yield
Decfect Age

Defect Age (Chart}

Defect Fix Time by Type
Defect Injection % by Phase
Defect Removal Yield
Defccts Injecied by Phase To Date
Delfects Injecied in Code
Defects Injected in Design
Defects Removal % by Phase
Defects Removal Leverage

Defects Removed by Phase To Date
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1.4

Defecls Removed by Type

Defects Removed in Code Review

Defecls Removed in Compile

Defects Removed in Design Review

Defects Removed in Test

DLDR Review Rate vs Yield

Failure Cost of Quality

PSP Defect Density Report

PSP Defect Fix Time Report

PSP Percent Injected and Removed by Type Report
PSP Percenlage Defecis Found by Compile Repor
Review Rate

Review Rale vs Yicld

Total Cost of Quality

Total Defects

4, QOvemnll

Process Quality Index
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mmﬁmaaé’iwﬁmnu Personal Software Process
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Software Process; PSP) HaziniodtwimsizideyaiexiinmsiannTundazd dail ns

INUHY PITUIUMG DAY UAZNTTIY

ar 04 £
2.1 n‘szummswmuwaﬂmmmuqﬂﬂn (Personal Software Process; PSP)
o a < o @ s a0 o
PSP itlumsuaumsiivilyammasdimsumanannsedanaidauynna PSP Nan lay
Jad 81l (wans Humnphrey) yvaaaiuIIng s uaerdua3 {Software Engineering Instine; SEI)
UBTIMOSENSIUN wase emaddin uasgmudmaiio tszmaansigewim (1)
Jagulszasiuas psp fio MoUSudjenuzdndmnisuserldunaivenindannsendnad
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2. VWIMVBRIUIN (Size) T lavdnavsiuwialugtvesinmunisiauolia
{Line of Code; LOC)

4o : . » o da X
3. UAMUDIITT (Quality) Tugilvesiniudounns oafimaiiu (Defect)

4. NIMUANTT (Schedule)
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22 FTAUYDINGZUIUMS PSP (PSP Process Evolution) [2]

The Cyclic PSP3

Personal Cyeic doveloptmont
Procass

Personal ~ PSP2 PSP2.1
Quality Codurawlows | De8%0N tamplates

Management Design wvivws

, PSP1.1
Personal shpfl IP 1 Task P‘;‘;?M
Planning { Test report

PSPO.1

The Baselineg | cuﬂ':n?Po Coting standard
Pargonal Time rosording P;:'m'"mml
Process wwhg Propossl ‘

J

a .
31]11 2.1 PSP Process Evolution

s 2]

psp l&imunnsoutumeun i uanszuunsanns 4 szé fe
1. PSPUO: Bascline Personal Process
2. PSPI: Personal Planning Process
3. PSP2: Personal Quality Managemenl

4, PSP3: Cycle Personal Process



2.2.1 PSPO: Baseline Personal Process

ﬁJunszmumm%’wf‘fugmlunﬁi’mﬁ’aga 18un sumvedlilsunsn nai uag
Jeunnsesdaiiudoyail diannaerdinivedimnslupuveumazyana 44iiiy
Snslumsiannaendinddiody ¢ fuaeu Uizneudae

1. UMY (Planning)

2. oonuu (Design)

3. @ouTdsunsy (Code)

4. wlaTlsunsu (Compile)

5. nAaTeaU (Test)

6. TNV (Postmortem)

Qvl = | 1 o8 A 4 1 or
Tu pspoviulinszusumsdeudauniiensyuiunis As PSPo. 1 aselunisiuiin

faeruenizlfinlzsnszurunisienn

Requirements

Plainiing
Hesign

£ apipile

f st

H

Finksheid product Project and process
data sunmnary 1eport

§1Jﬁ 2.2 PSPO Process Flow

2]
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pspo ShumsuuziiinisSalunszurumsviiiug i tagn s Neuru a1 1Fu
o ) T & w o 2 4
msvann Seunwiesiting uazvaves hlsunsudagnianaztiunnuuresmenas
a0 i a ] o =]
Admua 13 uruaudsaansneBnoumswann sazwaanlgahwezgnin 14y
. d Z kd ° Ag Weo g A

[BNT15 Project Summary tiaz luduneuves pspo.1 Tuuzigiumenmsiliiiinge

s w w <& a A ¥ A o
Process Improvement Proposals (PIPS) 13dm$miuiinuwinyiufiaiineants laiorian

ASSUIUNTIAIY

‘i’fayi‘lﬁ‘gﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ‘iﬁﬂu (Project Summary Data)

Yowaayuoalasanisgminiinlu Project Plan Summary Form 3alunuiisamion
- v oA o o - £
rennwazaanluns ozl N sz TAnnmsSannaves Tusunsy naily
ar s l 5 ) o » '
Tunsian uaysuuunns aa Faniseaniihs 4 434 TAun Program Size, Time in Phase,

Defects Injected 1102 Defects Remove

¥

doyauea PSP Project Plan Summary Form auismirl1lszlomiIdvisdwmin
E3 .

Sransserdnd feyamaitannsmili1FRamemsihaululasens hidnhogly

Tapiiu logminnlFlugweiidhudoyamadddmoldluns nuwmulnsanis lueuna

o A 4 =
naz1ihidoyaiiugiu (basetine) omasziliuanudnmimosand 14

2.2.2  PSP1: Personal Planning Process

PSP1 uaz PSPI.L mjumaitanissans lnsensdayana Tdmzhmsdszn
puavoe TSNS UIRSIG 3 (effor) HAAT19z1Fa29mT M3 PanHUm I ez
Famsaamusaunans 1911191913 (schedule tracking) M3dszuinumavesTilsunsy
uazu539 1au1¥35 PROBE (Proxy-Based Estimation) Wlumserdonannnuduiuien
Ml ZINMAIR N (proxy) 151 STHMUYBITAY (object) TauaATI S1MUNTZUV
it (procedures) a1 lumalszinuvinaves Tsunswifesdu siminldaoyaiine
B3 (istorical data) Jumsuilasa1muinaves proxy Tililuvuiaves LOC (Line of

Codc)
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A 4 d
PROBE filunszuiunstszinmiilelu psp iwotlisinmvinaunzins 33 iy
S A o é ] = d. ) Y o 4
A5ntszuimniiuuiiing Wans  Humphrey  #001uinaian "01ainsasn
[ H o a J e 3 | v A An ° '
Arulszneufindioiudgins aunoundussnui lgnszmnuaaidgansmeyiunou”
Sransndazanesldgudoyairiedaninvunauazns smvaayna e Taoinis
[] 1 o3 1 = a ] 9
dylsznouangiiugnidng Taviynqdrudsznoulugmdoyaszgninplszinn
4 » X '
("calculation”, “data”, "logic” ctc. ) Hazvinaman T Ina) ifefi Tasan s Inivzdeaiing
5= daesmsesnmuauiaeandpanulsainnuasuna 81384 Taons 1Enis i
M35 sNANITvBIIARLITY
- ] ar o o W o w o
Line of Code (LOC) fio viomsiavinavosgoraus lavlas s nimiluy
o o w A5 A w & @ o w L
Fpmsi 19 lunn dandigalasmsiudmouussiaiianserandi 1A Line of Code
(LOC) WioKilo Line of Code (KLOC) Tu1nan7a01992 14 Kilo of Delivered Sousce
r & e o o o 4
Instruction (KDSD Falamsagdanumznis 3n LOC Al
o o o LTI I~ { " [
I TURMIEL AN snauiin Source Code 1HTDTINFINVDINTINATOY
2. hnamzduiiannlasyanins hisodmfrzumusedd W dsh uia
e ¥ 4 o & A &
3. ATHUA 1A MUeA TS Ao i LOC
4. uudsemanT (Declaration) 1 UdMUBIAIF (Instruction)

5. linfua v (Comment)

2.2.3  PSP2: Personal Quality Management
Tuvunsuvos PSP2 TAINUMSDENNUBTINYAND (personal  design)  HATATS
o & i A e Lo Y ] a X
NUMUEARIAS (code review) manumutmehiirnssoraurinudounwiosThiswu
Junszvunstaziiuguaweandunudounnios msdnszideunnsaafinuuas 14
o, i A =
Hhidoyalumsaiisensnnaeunldifien1snunau Geview checklis) Foavaans
Hu ¥ =l ] 5 Q¥ ¥ - K
asaoui l@nndszaumsdiivnunvewaazyaaa mhinumudeunnsasnine
< 5 1 1 o
s lavhinanaanu
psnunuidlszaniradmiunsiivaveunnsoainnuluvuaoumsmla

Tusunsu nazdeunniesfdmmnpunivuasunisnadoy uanisaadeunsaslu

=}

Z a w A = 4 Aq ¥ & o_ o
“U'Lmﬂllﬂ?iﬂﬂﬁﬁllﬂﬁ"lﬂiulﬂﬂﬂ"mﬂ’lﬁﬂﬂﬂlllﬂﬂ HRUN M PSP2.1 iN“ﬂolm‘lmmmminuJu

y03n1300nNUN TAUANE VDI design notation TR ININN (template) VOINIBONIVVT



-’;I

12

- L Jwias A
HUY 1AL NINUNIUMTOONIUY (design review methods) 1asnwadleiihilwie
o S » ] d‘ ¥ ] 1 o 1 o
nuziitmseamuuuuy hnindaie hiinilvininesnuvu1d Tasases nazivenmns
- [ s :iy ¥
sy hupesiinananiuia 1aun
1. ‘lT'E)ﬁ'IﬂuﬂﬂNﬂﬁﬂaﬂﬁ {operational specification)

¥ o o < . e
2. VoMWHANMIYIAYTY (functional specification)

¥ o

3. UDMHVHANNANTUE (state specification)

¥ o

4, VaMHUANNIATING (logic specification)

2.24  PSP3; Cycle Personal Process
Jgvd = a 2 w W & A °
PSP3 T liudvnavos lnssms Nz audmivdiannauniniawsmi
13 1nohigaFonunmyssanu wiondusmaansnan (produciivity) Inansgorainiee
- Pg a a a A . q S d A =
Bouftalsziniamvesnssdaanannsoildlugvenalassmsfuaniigasuis
- vl P a o & < ~ =

ywravsinsanisilnoghige u gaidssansnmBuasasnioganvandivuinues

-1 W oe o o o <
Tnsamsigagaidiannziuld pses Tauushinagns lumsianmiuiasen (a cyclic

) ) (-1 1 ]
development strategy) a1 Tlsnnsuvinaluaszgnuiaihudaiug lunaaznsevlums
o o o s ] o T

vannawanuawsovonindanmes nazyhidfimde hsseudall uazsihetunis
ﬁﬁ'uﬁguumﬁﬂﬁ psP3 da lanuzih high-level design, high-level design review, cycle
) :
planning 1Az development cycles UMAUFIMYDINITUIUMS PSP2.1 jilnuwmendtsIny
aoaziivulagmusi Taunenmsagdhumazissendnivinnaagirewia nam
1% nazdounni sandunylungazlssou uazenarsiasalsziduunid ity ssue

tracking log) D19 IHaAB s lUBINAG Wi Dlioia N aBt 1 HIYsaiNg?
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ar ar

a
2.3 $9% nly PSP (PSP Measures)
Y . ‘ Y
AYEIANUFIU (Base or Explicil Mcasures) Tu psp TAun
1. usaandlFlumsyham Effon) lugilveanmils
E; I3 é = = o o b
2. VINAYDIMIINT (Size) FaTavtnAsziiundalugivess s svinvoaia (Line
of Code; LOC)
s : . \ da S
3. aunmMYaInuii Quality) hugiluestnudeunnsosuindiu (Defeci)

4. MYUANIS (Schedule)

¥ 1 ¥
o oo A G o

1 o/ w o i o a A
A InouT Usziam@IrIaayin s (Derived measure) funannmsinamiatugm

o & o
VINMTIAFUT UL INTUIN

23.8  nanlidaon (Development time)
aq ¥ o ° w 2 a [] =1 = LY = -1 I -]
panlFimu sz iagaiimioiluui Tavezdesdmauivsunnmay
Nnanuan 15l unnaz 429013191 U09 PSP ARG HATZUIHAIS TUATENIDUMTHINTY
] o 4 H LYY ® E=1 ar 1 o
Tugranizianiiu audanarigndadanazashan uiuin lunegsrmsiam

U3 PSP

b 14 1 d‘n eg
2.3.2 WUNWINNIDAYH (Defects)
4 ) =3 | ;ﬂl & o
Founnsoa (Defect) gniiv 1351 "msnlavanlaalagezassgminumssentuy
(Design) 13 0013 @0uTalsunsu (Coding) tiobinmsudaTusunsy (Compite) nIon1s
o "
‘ NAABY (Testing) 1t llatugndns”
Founnsoarzgmiufintilu Defect Recoding Log ifagndumunaz 1d5unsudly
& ¥
Falsznouaiu
1. TUNNND (Data)
2. @1AUM3ILNA (Number)
3. 32ANYoUANI 03 (Type)
4. FIMINIUMDIATOUNTT03 (Inject)

5. ¥amsnaumtounniod1dsun 1Y (Remove)



a1 185unud 1 (Fix Time)

6.

7. founnisaiimanndounnsoun (Fix defect)

8. mosuTynasnisudly (Description)

m‘mﬁ 2.1 Defect Type Standard
Type Number Type Name Description
10 Documentation | Comment, messages
20 Synlax Spelling, punctuation, lypos, instruction formats
30 Build, Package | Change management, library, version control
40 Assignmenl Declaration, duplicate name, scope, limits
50 Interface Procedure calls and references, 1/0, uscr formats
60 Checking Error messages, inadequate check
70 Data Stntclure, conlent
80 Function Logic, pointers, loops, recussion, compulation, function defccts
90 System Configuration, timing, memory
100 Environment Design, compile, test, or other support system problems
P: 2

233 navedlsnnsy (size)

o s A w o A Aq o
'Jﬂl;ﬂjizﬂQﬂ!UﬂQﬂuﬂQQﬂ'ﬁ?ﬁ‘Uu']ﬁiﬂ‘i!lﬂin !ﬂﬂﬂiﬂ“"lﬂ!l']ﬁ'l“cl‘ﬁfluﬂ'ﬁﬂﬂlu1

fianue Taomaius s savod 1sunsu (Line of Code) W51

13

amsmivldethaon Tusiad

2. @nnseionsInldoonaneans

3.

= & e q oA oo A o o w o
]Jﬂ'ﬂl.lﬁll'ﬂuﬂﬂuﬂU'I\'lﬂﬂ‘U»ﬂH'J‘JU‘iTI‘W,!J'IH PSP TuiSesmsWanntnkgn

. ) .
4. wnavoallsunsugnldifeldithiussiagnivosdoyatlszinndun




Version | Version 2

Base program New program

Deleted

Base

Added and Modified

= New and Changed
Modified

‘Unmodified

gﬂﬁ 2.3 Version size LOC

ﬁiﬂ: 2]

15199 2.2 15N 3NIA LOC

15

Type of LOC Definition
Base LOC from a previous version
Deleted Deletions from the Base LOC
Modified Modification 1o the Base LOC
Added New objecis, functions, procedures, or any other added LOC
Reused LOC from a previous prograim that is used without modification

New and Changed

Tihe sum of Added and Modified LOC

Total LOC

The total program LOC

Tolal New Reused

New or added LOC that were wriiten be rcusable

i 2]




2.4

2.34  MHUANS (Schedule)
o - [ = 5 L) A H
MUUANS AD swmsnmmnammqmsnimma:mﬁw U AU VAN N

AsuTilsunsu natdugna iudy

in3eaite ¥ lumsdnaiidoya (PSP Analysis Tools)
wieoonidhiaussanus1d 4 d dail

1. @UTIOUSAIUNINUHY (Plan Performance)

2. AUTINUSANUNIZUIUMNS (Process Performance)

3. AW nu:?’huﬂmmﬂ {Quality Performance)

4. N3 (Overall)

2.4.01  @WSSOUEAINMIINNAY (Plan Performance)
1. Aciual Devclopment Time
o husupiidunaasraildeisdumsiannivsunsy

e gashildlumsdnou fie

ActMin

Time H =
ime Hour 0

(@umsi 2.1)

2. Actual Size
o) a W = o Aa 4 a .
L] lll‘ullH‘LIQmﬂu!!ﬂ'ﬂﬂﬂQi]"m’.lu‘uu’lﬂﬂ!ﬂﬁ‘llHil‘ii‘l.lﬂﬂllﬂﬁxiﬂ'illﬂ‘il.l

= ° -
o gashldlumsinmm Ao

Actual Size = Add Size+ Modify Size
(aun13¥ 2.2)



3. Percent Compile + Test Time
& £ g
o nnuniidundsanteiimuanaiilglunendallsunsunaznisnaten
Tlsunsn

o gasilFlunsdman fe

C ile Time + Test Tim
Percent Compile and Test Time = 100 X {( omprie Time T 7ot 7 e)]

ActMin
(AU 2.3)

4. Percent Compile Time
o A o 1
o shmegiidunaanlesisuanarnlslumsndalsunsy

o gasnisTumsdnnu i

ActMin

) | Compile Time
Percent Compile Time = 100 X | ———+———

(AUt 2.4)
5. Percent Planning + Posimoriem Time

=1 a o o y v 1
o dunsupiiduasslosmusnailslua Nnueunutezindan

e gasnlFlunndinom fe

Postmortem Time)

ActMin )
(AUN15N 2.5)

Percent Planning and Postmortem Time = 100 x (

6. Percent Planning Time
g = o 1
o nhurugiidunaamlofidudnaiildluns nawu

o gashllumsdnu fie



e

Planning Time)

Percent Planning Ti :100x( _
ercen anmng ime Act’M]]‘]

(@15 2.6)

7. Percent Postmoriem Time
o o 3 w1
o hwnugiidunananlesiiudnaiildunsdadaa

o gashldlunmsdnnn fe

Postmortem Time)

Percent Postmortem Time = 100 X ( -
ActMin

(AuMsN 2.7)

8. Percent Test Time
= o &
o ynupiduanutediiudnarildlumsnaaenTilsunsy

o gasfil¥lunsdman fie

Test Time)

P t Test Ti = 100 x (
ercent Test Time ActMin

(TN 2.8)

9. Percenl Time in Phasc To Date
= g2 o B ' v o
o unuginnasnaasleiudnarazaniildhuaazsaansham

o gaslFlumsdmon fe

(To Date x 100)
sum of all To Date

To Date % =

(A5 2.9)

fAlARzININ15IIY Tauh
A o o o
To Date % A0 11J851%5UA To Date

To Date fin A3 Tmanz¥an I
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10. Size Estimating Error

H.

e dlunsugiidumaasmidanoa lumsyiziiuvinavesllsunsy

£q o A
o gashlFlunndnom Ao

Size Estimating E _ 100 (ActLOC - EstLOC)
ize Estimating Error = X L0C

(AUN13N 2.10)

Time Estimating Error
o Fhusupiidunaasmidanaialunsdsaiuonilldiaullsunsy

o gashl¥lunidnowm fo

, N { ActMin - EstMin )
Time Estimating Error = 100 X

ActMin
(@umsh 2.11)
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242 ANSIOUZIUNIZUIUNS (Process Performance)
1. A/FR vs Yield
o unugiidunanidasidnszrinnizndumduiinnuianaiene
d o 9 )
nlodi¥uaveunsed

o gastilFlunisiman Ao

. ActLOC
Productivity = (ActMin)

(AUNSN 2.12)

{Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal COQ = 100 x {

(erunms 2.13)

(Compile Time + Test Time)]

il = 100 x
Failure COQ [ ActMin

(erunah 2.14)

Appraisal COQ
A/FA = Failure COQ

(U5 2.15)

Early Inject = Defect Injected Planning + Defect Injected Design
+ Defect Injected Design Review + Defect Injected Code
+ Defect Injected Code Review Time)

(AUNTIH 2.16)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code
+ Defect Removed Code Review

(@NNNH 2.17)

) Early Remove
Yield% = 100 X (——)
Early Inject

(UMIN 2.18)
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2. Productivity
o ynuniiduannnuaINInlumsHin

c; ® [=)
o gashildlunidmim Ao

ActLOC)

Productivity = (ActMin

(@uMmsi 2.19)

3. Productivity vs A/FR
o upupiidunanUA NS0 IuMsAiaRedRsIdIusEnTImslsziiun
NUAAIVHANAIA

o gmildlumsdnnim An

ActL.OC
) X 6

Productivity = ( ActMin

(#@umsh 2.20)

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal COQ = 100 = {

(@UNEN 2.21)

Failure COQ = 100 » {(COmplle Time + Test Tlme)}

ActMin
(@umsh 2.22)

Appraisal COQ

AFA = Failure COQ

(@uMsN 2.23)
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4. Productivily vs Yield

=y a0 <3 ]
o pnupiidunaasnuausalunssaasonlediyuddounnios

¢ gasildlumsdnow fdo

o ActLOC
Productivity = (ActMin) X 60

(AUNITN 2.24)

Early Inject = Defect Inject Planning Time + Defect Inject Design Time
+ Defect Inject Design Review Time + Defect Inject Code
+ Defect Inject Code Review Time

(UM 2.25)

Early Remove = Defect Remove Planning + Defect Remove Design +
Defect Remove Design Review -+ Defect Remove Code
+ Defect Remove Code Review

(AUM3H 2.26)

, Early Remove
Vielag = 100 x (£ Remove)
Early Inject

(un1sH 2.27)

5. Test Defect vs A/FR
e ynuniiiFuLAAINANTII NATEUTORANIATINUADOATITIUTEHININS
PsziiumiumanuAnmata

a a -
o gastildlunidnom fo

Test Defects = 1000 X (Defect Injected Test / ActLOC)
(@un13A 2.28)

Productivity = (ActLOC / ActMin) x 60
(ANN5N 2.29)
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(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

(A1 2.30)

) (Compile Time + Test Time)
Failure C0Q = 100 x

ActMin
(aumsf 2.31)

Appraisal COQ

A=
B Failure COQ

(@uMsH 2.32)

6. Test Defect vs Yield
oy ¥ a A ' s LY 1
® IIHHQHIHNI!i’fﬁﬂHﬁﬂ’l?‘ﬂﬁﬂﬂu’ﬂﬂﬂﬂl’iﬁ1ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂmﬂﬂilfﬂuﬂﬂf)'iJﬂTlSEN

o gaynlglumsdivom fie

Defect Injected Test
Test Defects = 1000 X ( )
ActLOC

(unsh 2.33)

Early Inject = Defect Injected Planning + Defect Injected Design
+ Defect Injected Design Review
+ Defect Injected Code + Defect Injected Code Review

(@UMIH 2.34)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code
+ Defect Removed Code Review

(N3 2.35)

Early R e
Yield% = 100 x ( arly Remov )

Early Inject
(aunsi 2.36)
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7. Yield vs A/FR
= 5 o o o 9 » 1 ar » " = 1
® llﬂu.f‘llillﬂuufﬂﬂﬁlllﬂil‘]iuﬂ‘\lﬂ“l]ﬂ’ﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ‘i'lﬁ']u'i:ﬂ?’lqn'l‘iﬂﬁﬁlﬂuﬂ']
AU NuUARRAIR

d. o -
o gasilglunmdnnw fio

Early Inject = Defect Injected Planning + Defect Injected Design
-+ Defect Injected Design Revie + Defect Injected Code
+ Defect Injected Code Review)

(@umsHh 2.37)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code
+ Defect Removed Code Review

(eumsh 2.38)

. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 x (———)
Early Inject

(un1ihi 2.39)

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)]

Appraisal COQ = 100 x { Actln

(AMSA 2.40)

(Compile Time + Test Time)}

i CoQ = 100 x
Failure COQ { ActMin

(Aumsi 2.41)

Appraisal COQ

A/FA = o lure COQ

(@unsh 2.42)
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243 ﬂusmu:ﬁmqmmw {Quality Performance)
1. Appraisal Cost of Quality
Ay J g o a ]
o prupidunaanleituamsszniun

e gashldlumsmnn fie

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal COQ@ = 100 x[

(#@UN159 2.43)

2. Appraisal to Failure Ratio
< gt o o o o 1 » = 3 ]
® !lﬂuf‘l‘lllﬂllllﬁﬁ“llijﬂ'iHf“ﬂ'ﬂﬂ'i'lﬂ"!ui3"'J'Nﬂ15ﬂ3$!ﬂuﬂ1llﬁ$ﬂ1ﬂ31il
HAWD A

o gashlFluninim fio

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal 0Q = 100 x [

(FuN15T 2.44)

(Compile Time + Test Time)]

Failure COQ = 100 x
pligcoe { ActMin

(VNN 2.45)

Appraisal COQ
Failure COQ

AJFA =

(UM 2.46)

3. Compile vs Test Defecls

o wwugiidunassinavesmsulalibsunsunonnadoudodanaie

e gashiFlumsdnam e

1593%994
/5.

N
266%
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Defect Removed Compile)

Compile = 1000 X ( AetLOC

(U130 2.47)

Defect Removed Test)

=1
Test Defects 000 x ( ActLOC

(@51 2.48)

4, CR Review Rate vs Yield
= 9 LY S 1] o o
L !IH'I-Iinﬁullﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂi]n]ﬁ“ﬂn?uﬂ‘]‘il‘llﬂu]ﬂi!lﬂ'iNﬂﬂlﬂail‘ﬂuﬂ
FOUNNI 03

e gashldlumsdnnm Ao

ActLOC )

C = 60 X
e (Code Review Time

(AUMT1 2.49)

Defect Removed Code Review
Defect Injected Planning +
/ Defect Injected Design + \
Defect Injected Design Review +
Defect Injected Code +
Defect Injected Code Review +
Defect Removed Planning +
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review -+
\ Defect Removed Code J

(@15 2.50)

CRR Yield = 100 x {
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5. Defect Age
o unugiiniaiaannudvosteramamiinieeglundazsiudm

o gashldlunidnm fe

TudazE23aWEWVAAFY PO

A5 2.3 Mnuamdsuanavhinuganshinu

H1hu ¥4I
Planning ]
Design 2
Design Review 3
Code 4
Code Review 5
Compile 0
Test 7
Posimoriem 8

Tudayaioglumaa Defeets LOC Tamiimsifiouaanaudaz i

AR IAUVD9TAN

Defect Age = Removed - Injected
(aun13h 2.51)

6. Defect Fix Time by Type
o yrugiianaaamildlunsud ludodanmatundnzilszam

o gasilFlumsdnom Ao

Defect Fix Time by Type = number of defect fix time by type
(@131 2.52)
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7. Defect Injection % by Phase
o 4 d LY o P ' s
o pnupidmanwloiuadoianmaimuluremsinam
® AR YN AD
. o
o $nlnn
O T1900NIVY

o gashlglunsdnnu fe

( Defect Injected Planning + 3
Defect Injected Design +
Defect Infected Design Review +
Defect Injected Code
ActDef

Code Line = 100 X {

\ J

(ennsh 2.53)

| (Defect Injected Planning + Defect Injected Design)
Design Line = 100 X
ActDef

A
(AUNIIN 2.54)

8. Defect Removal Yield
=Y s o < ¥ o
L llﬂuﬂﬁllﬁﬂﬁlﬂﬂilcﬂuﬂﬂ'ﬁl!m‘l.l‘llﬂﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂ1ﬂ

o o a
o gasilFlumsdnnu fe

Early Inject = Defect Injected Planning + Defect Injected Design
+ Defect Injected Design Review + Defect Injected Code
+ Defect Injected Code Review Time

(AU 2.55)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code
+ Defect Removed Code Review

(unsh 2.56)
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. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 x (—-—-—-——)
Early Inject

(FUN151 2.57)

9. Defects Injected by Phase To Date
o Huginaumaastiudoiann ez auTRaz Iy

o gasfldlumsdmon fie

(To Date x 100)

To Date % =
o pag’® sumof all To Date

(HUAITN 2.58)

ARLADZTIINITITIM Tauk
- s d o ' o 4 ¥ o
To Date % 710 11051504 To Date 190159119 1uANUTOHANA A

To Date A9 A5 uaazgamsiia

10. Defects Injected in Code
o g Y a = : [ a
® prupitdunaasdodanamInuluoullunsu

o gasldlumsdmam An

Defect Injected Code)

Defect Injected Code = 1000 X ( ActLOC

(@15 2.59)

11. Defects Injected in Design
o pnugiidunaasaiavaaiivuludrseonnuy

e gasilFlumsdwam fo

. . Defect Injected Design
Defect Injected Design = 1000 =

ActlLOC
(@M 2.60)
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12, Defecis Removal % by Phase
o wugiidhmaamlefiFudnsudlvdoianaainuludaens
W

® AR 4 YN NO
O FHRNUNIUNITBONUL
o FranumunsiiouTusinsw
o srmlaldsunsy
O ¥NNAdoU

o gashlFlumsdnim fie

’ ([ Defect Removed Planning + \)
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review

-ActDef

Design Review Line = 100 x4

§ )
(@3N 2.61)

( Defect Removed Planning + 3
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review +
Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review }

ActDef

Code Review Line = 100 x <

\ /.
(FUNSH 2.62)



Compile Line = 100 X <

Compile Line = 100 X {

31

( Defect Removed Planning + )
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review +
Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review +
Defect Removed Compile
ActDef

\ J i
(@UN3N 2.63)

( Defect Removed Planning + )
Defect Removed Design +

Defect Removed Design Review +

Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review +
Defect Removed Compile +
Defect Removed Test
ActDef }

( )
(AuN154 2.64)

13. Defect Removal Leverage

neugliidunaanlsz@niamiunsud lvdordanan
[] -

HAAY 3 AU D

O MINUNIUMTOBALIVUADNINATDY

o mInunumsBou ldsunsunsnisnadoy

o nmlalilsunsuaenisnadou

gasn1Flunmsannu fo
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Defect Removed Design RevieW)

Design Revi = 60 x(
estgn heview Design Review Time

(FUNI59 2.65)

Defect Removed Code ReviBW)

Code Review = 60 X ( - -
Code Review Time

(FuM5H 2.66)

Defect Compile )

C ile =60 x (
il Compile Time

(aun139 2.67)

Defect Removed Test)

Test = 60 x ( -
Test Time

(AUMIN 2.68)

Defect Removal Leverage
_ Defects Removed per hour for areview or Compile phase

Defects Removed per hour for unit test
(@M 2.69)

14. Defects Removed by Phase To Dalte
e ynugizinaunaasnIuIunsi ludsAannIndzdulunaaz$1ams
i

e gasilFlumsdnam e

(To Date x 100)

To Date % =
0 Date % sum of all To Date

(@M 2.70)

AruAaz¥IINS NN Taui
a P ' ° 4
To Date % A0 05 15UA To Date 3290133DUTNA 19

JorANnIn
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To Date Ao A1370 TULAAZE1IMTIIN

5. Defects Removed by Type
=y 1] o -3 d‘ =y 45 =
L4 llHu!‘]11!!1‘1‘1!Iﬁﬂ\ﬁl’l”')‘l«l“ﬁiﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂﬁ"lﬁﬂ!ﬂﬂ‘lll\!ﬁ'lllﬂﬁxlﬂﬂ‘llﬂ\i‘lTi’]Hﬂ“ﬁ'lﬁ

o gmldlunsannm fio

Defect Removed by Tpye = number of defect removed by type
(@un15h 2.71)

16. Defects Removed in Code Review
o ynugiidundaanisun ludoianaaiinulugrmunaumsdiow Tdsunsy

* gashldlumsdnon fo

Defect Injected Code Re uiBW)

D tR ] = x
efect Removed Code Review = 1000 ( ActLOC

(#@UNsN 2.72)

17. Defects Removed in Compile
o nruglidundnmisun lvdoAanmafiva lugranla Wsnnsy

o gashiglunsaiam fe

Defect Injected Compi'le)

Defect R d Compil :1000x(
efec emove Ompl e ACtLOC

(Fun15N 2.73)

18. Defects Removed in Design Review
o unugidunananisud ludofanamiinulugamunaumisoonuuy

o gasil¥luniinnw fio
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Defect Injected Design Rew’eW)

Defect Removed Design Review = 1000 X (
ActLOC

(AunsH 2.74)

19. Defects Removed in Test

o ypupiidunaamisnd ludoianamimiiuiismsnanoy

o ° A
o gashiglumsdnon fe

Defect Injected Test)

tR d Test = 1000 X (
Defect Removed Tes 00 ActLOC

(U1 2.75)

20. DLDR Revicw Rate vs Yield

o yrupiidunEasdnsIMsNUUMseeININRanol I BuAY eI BY

o gasiildlunndnenn fo

ActLOC
DLDR = 60 X ( : . p )
Design Review Time

(FURTN 2.76)

Defect Removed Design Review
Defect Injected Planning +
Defect Injected Design +
Defect Injected Design Review +
Defect Removed Planning +
L Defect Removed Design J

(@un13h 2.77)

DLDR Yield = 100 X |
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21. Failure Cost of Quality
= 3 o < a1 =
o HuNduAANYDIITUAN I MINHANA A

i . -
o gashldlunsdnnm fe

, _ (Compile Time + Test Time)
Failure COQ = 100 X { ActMin

(UM 2.78)

22, PSP Decfect Densily Report
o andjlnadeianma
o lsznovday

mavvesllsunsy

O

St oiaN eI LA

yuavsd Isunsu

NN NVHAND Y

o ¥ [
snudoAanmam Iz anfa ldsunsy
fnnuEsnaamzsallsunsy

61H3H1’J’ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁ1ﬂlﬂ1‘ﬂ$ﬂﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬁﬂ‘ﬂ

B3O O 7 O [0

ﬁ1ﬂ?1“ﬁﬂﬁﬁ1ﬂlﬂﬂ13‘ﬁ‘]iﬂ1i nAadol

=t . =
o gasnldlunsdmaw o

L)

S — Total Defects
Defect Density = 1000 X (ActualA&M Size)

(@uNEh 2.79)

c ile Density = 1000 x (Compile DefeCf)
ompile Density = Actual A&M Size

(@umsh 2.80)
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Test Defect )

Test Densit =1000x(A
est Density ctual A&M Size

(@un1sh 2.81)

23. PSP Defect Fix Time Repori
e avmamnmnldlumsudluamgaiieg
® 1AAY 2 ¥ A0
O TROBANUY
o ¥duunlsunsu
® ANZANIWOUBN 3 DU AD
) o namiFunsndly
O tnnutoRaNa1n
o suwndnan g lunmsudl
e lsznoudiy
Frafimavonana
msud lummzranlaTilsinsy

mand lunmizeanadon

o o O 0

asnn luyissanlaldsunsuasnaasy

a5 149 unsdiman fe

®
el

Fix Time
Total .
y (AN 2.82)

Avg. Fix Time =

24. PSP Percent Injected and Removed by Type Report
=) a Aa 4
o avnajlraulodiFuadoianaafifaiy
e 1sznoudan
Y o
o sznmvaivodanaIA
o = l:i. = S 1
O ilmwi’fannwmmunmmmmmmamm‘u

o =) 1_-.; = 5 U A
O MU ’J‘ll‘l;’l.i)l-lﬂ‘l"iﬂ”lﬂ‘i'llﬂﬂ‘llumﬂ wnveu Tl
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& o Y A :i = .S 1
1o FustoRAT 1A NINATUM S 100N

- FY o - a -3 ) S
nlefiFuavoRenmannavummzyAon 1dsunsy
snoudedanmaigond lummzy oo
o ¥ = A ] A
mumsuaHﬁwmﬂngnm"f‘lmnmzmamuniﬂmnsu

-1 S a a [
!ﬂﬂi!‘]ﬂ-!ﬁ‘llﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ'lﬁ‘l'llgﬂ!lfﬂ".lmﬂ'l&ﬁ‘ﬂ%‘lﬂﬂﬂ!!'l.HJ

cC O O O 0 O

fd 4V a A I -
L'IJ‘E)'Slqjuﬂ‘llﬂﬂﬂ‘l‘lﬂ'lm'llgmlm‘lllmﬂz‘ﬂ’]fu‘lmu.Iﬂ'i!!n‘i1!

o gasnl¥hinrdnnn fe

=1

Total Number Injected Design = Summation of Number Injected Design
(@ums 2.83)

Total Number injected Code = Summation of Number Injected Code
(umsh 2.84)

Number Injected Design
Total Number Injected Design

(@uN1f 2.85)

Percentage Injected Design =

_ Number Injected Code
= Total Number Injected Code

(#uMIN 2.86)

Percentage Injected Code

Total Number Removed Compile = Summation of Number Removed Compile
(an1s¥ 2.87)

Total Number Removed Test = Summation of Number Removed Test
(AuN13 2.88)

Number Removed Compile

P t R dc ile =
ercentage Removed LOMPUE = T al Number Removed Design

(@um3h 2.89)
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Number Removed Test

~ Total Number Removed Code .
(erumsii 2.90)

Percentage Removed Test

25. PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Report
] = : »
o arnapdualediuadeianarainuiusisnonlng
o lsznoudu
¥ o
o szmusavoHANna N
= ¥y = 4 4 [ o
O SwntdoRanammia lyrnon Ind
o snmutonammainyTutianeyTnd
S LY A a [} 7
o nlehFuadeianaminylusunoning

o gashlFlunrsdviw fio

Percentage of Defects Found by the Compile
_ Number of Defects at Compile Entry

~ Number of Defects Found in Compile
(@umsi 2.91)

26. Review Rate
o wupTIFHARIBATIN NI
® LR 3 42 Ao
O @IUBATINENUNUNITOONNYY (DLDR)
O @UTATINTENMIUMSIVEU 15N (CDR)
O dImsaTININUINITING senuuLNAzAou IWsLnsy (Both)

o gashlFlunsinom fle

ActLOC )

DLDR = 60 X ( . - -
Design Review Time

(AUNI5N 2.92)
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ActlOC
CDR = 60 X ( - - )
Code Review Time )
(@3 2.93)
Both = 60 x | ActloC |
ot = (Design Review Time + Code Review Time)

(FUNTH 2.94)

27. Review Rale vs Yield
s 9 ) 1 o < EY ]
L] llHHQljlﬂ‘Hl[ﬂ'ﬂQﬂﬂi"Iﬂ'l'iﬂ'ﬂ‘ﬂ']uﬁﬂl‘ljﬂ‘.il‘li‘uﬂ‘i]mjm'l'iﬂi

e gasilFlumsfinnm e

ActLOC ]
(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
(Aun13¥ 2.95)

Review Rate = 60 X {

Early Inject = Defect Injected Planning Time + Defect Injected Design Time
+ Defect Injected Design Review Time + Defect Injected Code
+ Defect Injected Code Review Time

(15§ 2.96)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design -+
Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code +
Code Review

(erunsh 2.97)

. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 X (—————)
Early Inject
(aun15h 2.98)

28. Total Cost of Quality

= o o 1) ' o
o umugiidunrawlolifudnasmvoamsisziiuAmaEMANIIHANAIN

o gasnlFlunsdnnm fe
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(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)]

Appraisal COQ = 100 x { AccMin

(Fun15h 2.99)

(Compile Time + Test Time)
ActMin

Failure COQ = 100 X [

(U134 2.100)

Total COQ = Appraisal COQ + Failure COQ
(@umsil 2.101)

29. Total Defects
o .
o LpupliduLAAIUDHANIIANINUATINY

“ | S
o gasildlunsinau fie

ActDef)

et = 1000 5
Total Defects 1000 x ActLOC

(81NN 2.102)
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1. Process Quality Index
o unugiilonuagaasganmnlumsia
e sznounio s A fie
O gumwlumseannuy

Auamlumsnumiumsesenuuy
s lunsAion hilsnnsy
guamlunsnunaums@ou lsunsy

Aunnvahlsnnsy

o 0 ¢ O O

snMaidIsIagunH uns i (PQn)

<4 s A
o gashlglumadnnm fo

Design

Design Code Ti = —
esign Code Time Code

(@un13N 2.103)

0

Code Review
Code Review Time 2.0 x (———)

Code .
(@3R3 2.104)

Design RevieW)

Design Review Time = 2.0 X ( -
Design

(et 2.105)

20
Compile Defects KLOC =

10

Compile
(1000 x (Gettoc ))

(AUNTN 2.106)
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10

Unit Test Defects KLOC =

5

(1000 x (‘42"’%))

(eun5H 2.107)

Design Quality = Minimum (1.0, Design Code Time)
(@UNIN 2.108)

Code Review Quality = Minimum (1.0, Code Review Time}
(M3 ¥ 2.109)

Code Quality = Minimum (1.0, Compile Defects KLOC)
(@umsi 2.110)

Program Quality = Minimum (1.0, Unit Test Defects KLOC)
(Aunsi 2.11)

Design Review Quality = Minimum (1.0, Design Review Time)
(@M 2.112)

PQI = Design Quality X Design Review Quality X Code Quality
X Code Review Quality X Program Quality

(@UNTIN 2.113)
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(Personal Software Process; PSP) 1oanuuumazdannilulisunsmiemuinsizidoya psp
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3.1  Me51HUI5ZUY (System Description)
Tilsunsuauiinmizyidoya Personal Software Process (PSP) iiumisdinsizvideyarie
naanlszandamlumshauvesd 14aanss0uzAIa199 Al 0152190 RTZUINNI
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32 ANNABINS (Requirement)

3.2l mmﬁmmsﬁsmmmw (Quality Attribute or Non-lTunctional Requirements)
i at 3 A L) LY = ﬂ'
1. Tisunsuindenniiua i ndeyaindldawiso141A Tas hidouFumdudns

i o 4 A » a ra a 4 4
2. Tdsunsuiiaiiuez 15 aus S g hido sdumdeansimmay



3.2.2 mmﬁmmsﬁmﬂﬁ]ﬁ {Functional Requirements)
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@130 3.1 ANWRBIN3FIHAN (Functional Requiremenis)

i - e MIAIUPANIN
IABINATIENVIYD MIUTNIHD
{Quality Control)
AUMITIAY
Actual Development Time lmugﬁnﬁ’u i\
Actual Size uﬂugﬁtﬁu 1l
Percent Compile + Test Time uﬂuqﬁlﬁu i
Percent Compile Time unugﬁuf’fu 1
Percent Planning + Posimoricim Time uﬂugﬁlﬁu 1l
Percent Planning Time uwugﬁnt’fu i
Percent Postinoricm Time uﬂugﬁnf’f’u T
Percent Test Time llHuQiﬁllﬁu il
Percent Time in Phase To Date unugﬁwnan Tuii
Size Estimaling Error uﬂugﬁlﬁu 1
Time Eslimating Error !!Hugﬁlﬁu 1
ANUNIZUIUMS
AJFR vs Yield UMY i
Productivity unuqﬁ;ﬁu il
Productivily vs A/FR uﬂuqﬁlﬁu 1l
Productivity vs Yield !lHHQﬁ!i"T’N fi
Test Defect vs A/FR uﬂugﬁnﬁu i
Test Defect vs Yield neugiidy g
Yicld vs A/FR upupindu Tifi
ATURUNIN
Appraisal Cost of Quality LlH‘llgﬁlf’fH i
Appraisal to Failure Ratio unugﬁlﬁu Y
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: ) _ :
AR 3.1 (@) AINAVINIIFINIITN (Functional Requirements)

4 a 4w
1n393UNITHUDYD

NEaIHa

NIIAINUAMMIN

(Quality Control)

Compile vs Test Defects uuugﬁnﬁu i
CR Review Rate vs Yicld unugﬁlﬁ’u ity
Defect Age LU 2
Defect Age (Chart) HHUDIANAN 1l
Defect Fix Time by Type lmugﬁuﬂ'a 1%
Defect Injection % by Phase uwugﬁnﬁu i)
Defect Removal Yield unugﬁlf’fu 1
Defects Injected by Phase To Date IIHuQﬁ’J&ﬂﬁU T
Defecis Injected in Code nmugﬁuﬁ’u i
Defects Injected in Design uuuqﬁlﬁ'u i
Defects Removal % by Phase unugﬁnﬁu it
Defects Removal Leverage uﬂugﬁlﬁu 1d)
Defecis Removed by Phase To Dale unugﬁuﬂau il
Defects Removed by Type llHu{]_ﬁllﬁi T
Deflects Removed in Code Review I!H‘u{]ﬁlﬁu n
Defects Removed in Compile lmugﬁlﬁ'u v
Defects Removed in Design Review unugﬁlf’i’u 1
Defecls Removed in Tesl L!NHQ‘I“JL?’I’N i
DLDR Review Rate vs Yield uﬂuqﬁuﬁ’u i)
Failure Cost of Quality uﬂugﬁlﬁ'u 1i
PSP Defect Density Report A1TN 1l
PSP Defect Fix Time Report MIN i)
PSP Percent Injected and Removed by 1319 Tuii

Type Report
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AN 3.1 (F'IE)) AIABY msﬁa‘ﬂﬁ']ﬁ (Functional Requirements)

i - - NNV IN
IH03ANNCHUDUD NMsUaadIna
{Quality Control)
- PSP Percentage Defects Found by AN Tl
Compile Repor
- = 3 L]
- Review Rale uHURIN Y i
. . = s 1
- Review Ralc vs Yicld uHuIIAY il
- Total Cost of Quality unugﬁtﬁ'u i
- Total Defects g i
4, NN
- Process Qualily Index llwugmmmwu i

33 GUNAEINUBINITEBNIUY (Design Assumption)
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3.4  maieennvulilsunsu (Design)

mseenuuu sunsulfinasgugdunon (Unificd Modeling Language; UML) it

A3 A TN £ 3905110NOANIFUVDIBDIINIT R ILHUATN ATYINBIANA

AN

mM31an 3.2 Mapping UML and PSP Views

Dynamic

Stalic

External | Use cases Diagrams, Sequence Diagrams

Class Diagrams
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External Ua2 Dynamic View

® Use Case Diagrams

System
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< AN
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Analysls Tools J———

gﬂﬁ 3.1 Use Case Diagrams Y89321U1

Dalabase
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® Scquence Diagrams
=

paaInsianosszUURUMs Insevidayofinaacalugiunuveasugiinaz

3R 1950UHE
Seu—
User Appication Chart
E
I
~__ Selaci Analysis Tools !
get Chart
o _Chat .
1 1

e |

3 ° o = = 3 =
gﬂﬁ 3.2 Sequence Diagram #@AINIINWNTUY B»l'i:‘iJ‘lJﬂ‘lJﬂTi’Jlﬂ'ﬂx'ﬁf‘l‘lllﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁlﬂullﬂu{]u(chan)
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|
—  Salecl Analysis Tools

) 2 L a 4 5
511 3.3 Sequence Diagram NAAINTINININYDIIZULNUNINAS wnuanIHauaig
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Analysis Yools

Raport [ sa |

Gel I— OBConneclor

+ selup)
+ cinseConnattion()

Mo Chart v
EHisacerfiencoros [—]—— IntertaceChan_Sel

InlerfaceChart Gel

+ gelOCChan))

2| * getCrant()
1

| + removedOC Cran()
1

1

BarChat | lipém;l | PohlL;nleChanl [ ouaeny(';mw' | SouderwebGhan I

SouderiYebChantHeipar

gﬂﬁ 3.4 Class Diagram Y043520UV

1 gelDulaDomen{ String query,
Astarlist<Sling> columnNamae )

+ getDalaHanga] Sinrg query,
Arpaylist<Siing> columnNam }

+ calDataDomain] Anaylisi<Stringe FirstData,
Araylisl<Sting> SecondDala )

+ calDataRange( AnayList<Stinge FirsiData,
AstarglLisl<Strng> SecondDala )
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35 1n530519U0yn (Database Schema)
Insaadrvesdeyaiimrinszildeyg 2 a1 Fadunssaudoyaiisuiulums
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WA IEA Uszneun
1. Basic Analysis
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15190 3.3 Database Schema of Basic Analysis

ProgramID Integer
EstLOC Integer
AcllOC Integer
EstMin lnteger
ActMin Integer
EstDef Integer
ActDef Integer
TP_Planning Double
TP Design Double
TP_DcsignReview Double
TP_Code Doubie
TP_CodeReview Doubie
TP _Compile Double
TP Test Double
TP_PM Double
DIP_Planning Double
DIP _Design Double
DIP _DesignReview Double




15190 3.5 (A0) Database Schema of Basic Analysis

DIP Code Double
DIP CodeReview Double
DIPF _Compile Double
DIP Test Double
DIP Planning Double
DRP _Design Double

DRP _DesignRevicw Double

DRP _Code Double
) DRP CodeReview Double
DRP Compile Double
DRP _Test Double

WIS
® TP Time by Phase
& DIP 70 Delect Injected by Phase

® DRP 1D Defect Removed by Phase
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M13197 3.4 Databasc Schema of Defects LOC

ProgramiD Intcger

Date Date

Number Integer

Type Integer

Injected VARCHAR(50)
Removed VARCHAR(50)
FixTime Double

FixRefl Integer
Description | VARCHAR(500)
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Y] 310015

1 Unii Test

® ‘nﬂﬂauuﬁuudaumauﬂ%‘aaﬁa*ﬁau%mi 1xﬁﬁagn1unfju Plan Performance

e nagonhutasvouRs psiloTIwTNT1Z1iToyaTundw Process Performance
o nameLNhUlBLVRNRS0sTTILINS 1ivoyalungu Quality Performance

L+

e naRoUMIIUBLYDAAS BITaTIWANIIZIYEYA 11NQY Overall

2 Integration Test
- 3 v = g ¥
L4 ﬂﬁﬁﬂ']_lﬂ'l'i‘l‘l’ld'm‘ll'f)dlﬂlgENﬁB‘ﬁ']U’]lﬂﬂ“'H ayaclunmj Plan Performance

& 5 ) = 4 Y
e vamoumsOUvoun; 0l wAnI 1EYoyalungy Process Performance

Q.

® yafoUNIIYBNAS BT I0IAs 1YY oyalunqy Qualily Performance

q.

b ﬂﬂﬁOUﬂTi‘\]'I\ﬂu‘UleﬂiDil!ﬂ?ﬂﬂ’)lﬂ'i'L.» f) a‘lunﬂn Overall

3 System Test

° nﬂﬁaumiuﬂmr-mmmm‘s'mﬁn‘&au%ms1x1€ai’aua1unfjn Plan Performance

b ‘nﬂﬁﬂ‘um‘illﬁﬁQHﬁ‘Hleﬂ‘anmﬂU’Jlﬂi1“’1 Joy n°lunq11 Process Performance
L ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ1$llﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂlﬂwllﬂiEN!JEI‘H’JUTJIﬂ‘i‘IwT Joy n1unnu Quality Performance

* naATPUNMSHARINAYDUASDITBYIVTIAT IZHYoyaTUuNGN Overall
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Project Date Num Type | Injected |[Removed| FixTime | Fix Ref. Description
1 5/15/2005 1 20 Complle ut 6.6
1 5/15/2005 2 70 Code uT 4.9
2 5/15/2005 3 20 Code | Compile] 04
2 5/15/2005 4 50 Code | Compile| 2.8
2 5/15/2005 5 20 Code | Compile| 2.3 4
2 5/15/2005 6 20 Code | Compile 11
2 5/15/2005 7 20 Code Test 0.7
2 5/15/2005 9 50 Code Test 0.1
2 5/15/2005] 10 70 Code Tast 2.5
3 5/15/2005 11 20 Code { Compile 9.2
2 5/15/2005 12 20 Code | Compile] 05
3 5/15/2005 13 50 Code | Complle 0.6
4 5/15/2005 14 50 Code Test 0.5
4 5/15/2005 15 70 DLD Test 0.2
4 5/15/2005 16 50 DLD Test 1.5
5 5/15/2005 17 20 Code | Complle 1.8
5 5/15/2005 18 50 DLD Test 2.3
S sf15/2005[ 19 50 DLD Test 4.0 17
5 5/15/2005 20 50 DLD Test 4.4
5 sf15f2005| 21 70 OLD Test 0.3
5 5/15/2005 22 70 DD Test 2.8
[ 5/15/2005 23 80 Code Test 2.6
7 5/15{2005 24 20 Code | Compile 1.5
7 5/15/2005 25 20 Code | Complle 0.7
8 5/15/2005 26 80 Code Test 1.2
g 5/15/2005 27 20 Code Test 1.7
B 5/15/2005 28 20 DLD Test 2.2
9 5/15/2005 29 20 Code Test 2.0
9 5/15/2005 30 20 Code Test 1.4
9 5/15/2005 31 20 Code Test 0.0
10 |s5f15/2005] 32 20 Code Tast 2.3

JUF 4.2 m1319 Defects LOC
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4.3  Unit Test
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M990 4.2 HansnadeUMIIULBL 1 UNGY Plan Perforinance

A aa ‘ s ¥ a ' v
lﬂﬁaquﬂjlﬂi13ﬁllﬂ3ﬂqﬂ‘ﬂu H’ﬂ”ﬂ\]'ﬂﬂun'ﬂﬂ1ﬂ']1‘ﬂ3‘lﬂ

1. Actual Development Time

- getDataRange 1.380.78 1,58 2,35 1.820,180,42 2,92 1,57 1.20
2. Aclual Size
- petDataRange 6374 106 111 149 B8 63 252 422 58

3. Percent Compile + Tesl Time

- getDataRange 27.71 23,40 43.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

4. Percent Compile Time

- getDalaRange 8.43 14.89 31.58 0.71 1.83 18.18 .00 1.14 0.00 0.00

5. Percent Planning + Postmoricm Time

- getDataRange 3.61 17.02 24.21 26.24 16.51 54.55 28.00 24.00 14.89 29.17

0. Percent Planning Time

- getDataRange 0.002.130.002.131.8336.36 12.00 0.00 7.45 1.39

7. Percent Postmoriem Time

- geiDataRange 3.61 14.8924.21 24.11 14.68 18.18 16.00 24.00 7.45 27.78

8. Percent Test Time

- petDataRange 19.28 8.51 §1.58 16,31 41.28 45.45 16.00 8.00 8.51 8.33

9. Percent Time in Phase To Date

- getDataRange 2.457.13 0.00 49.88 0.00 6.19 15.89 18.46
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10. Size Estimaling Error

- getDataRange

0.00 -50.67 35.90 5.71 -28.02 -9.28 -§0.62 0.00 0.00 -79.79

t1. Time Estimating Error

- getDalaRange

3.75-21.67 331.82 147.37 60.29 -8.33 -39.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
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M13N 4.3 sanInadeuniioeuTungy Process Performance

mioaileinmzinnyaniv waveadoyafinindesld
I. A/FR vs Yicld
- getDataDomain 27.71 23.40 43.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33
2. Productivity
- gelDataRange 45,54 91.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
3. Productivity vs A/FR
- peiDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 21.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
4, Productivily vs Yield
- getDalaRange 45,54 94.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
5. Test Defects vs A/FR
- getDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
6. Test Defect vs Yield
- getDalaDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7. Yield vs A/FR

getDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
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A9 4.4 HamsnageunUIUYosTuNGY Quality Performance
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1,

Appmisal Cosi of Quality

getDalaRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2. Appraisal to Failure Ratio

- getDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

3. Compile vs Test Defects

- getDataRange 31.75 40,54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.36 0.00 11.90 7.11 17.24

4. CR Review Rate vs Yield

- getDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06C 0.00 0.60

5. Defect Age

- gelDataDomain 12345678

6. Defect Fix Time by Type

- gelDataDomain 20 50 70 80

7. Defect Injection % by Phase

- gelDataRange 50.00 100.00 £00.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 109.00
100.00

8. Defect Removal Yield

- gctDataRange 1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

9. Defects Injected by Phase To Date

- getDataRange 0.00 25.81 0.00 70.97 0.00 3.23 0.00

10. Defects Injected in Code

gctDataRange

15.8794.5928.309.01 6.71 11.3631.757.947.11 17.24

. Defecis Injected in Design

getDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 18.02 33.56 0.00 0.00 3.94 0.00 0.00
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. Defects Removal % by Phase

gelDataRange

180.00 160.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

100.00

. Defects Removal Leverage

getDataRange

0.00 0.76 0.00 0.00 4.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defects Removed by Phase To Date

gelDalaRange

0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 32.26 67.74

. Defects Removed by Typ

13

getDataRange

16582

. Defects Removed in Code Review

getDataRange

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defecis Remvoed in Compile

getDataRange

0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defecls Removed in Design Review

getDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Delects Removed in Test

gelDataRange

31.7540.54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.36 0.00 11.90 7.11 17.24

20.

DLDR Revicw Rate vs Y

ield

getDataRange

1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

2L

Failure Cost of Quality

getDataRange

27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43..12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 3.33

22

PSP Defect Density Report

getData

[1,2,63,31.75,0,0.0,2,31.75] [2, 7, 74, 94.59, 4, 54.05, 3,

40.54][3, 3, 106, 28.3, 3,28.3,0,0.01 [4, 3, 111, 27.03, 0, 0.0, 3,

27.031[5. 6, 149, 40.27, 1, 6.71, 5, 33.56] (6, 1, 88, 11.36, 0, 0.0,

1, 11.36] {7, 2, 63,31.75, 2, 31.75,0, 0.0 [8,3,252,11.9,0, 0.0,

3,11.9119,3,422,7.11,0,0.0,3,7.11] [10, 1, 58, 17.24,0,0.0, 1,

17.24]
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23. PSP Defect Fix Time Report

getData

[DLD, Fix Time, 0.00, 17.70, 7.70] [, Total, 0.00, 8.00, 8.00]

[, Avg. Fix Time, 0.00, 2.21, 2.21] [, , , , } [CODE, Fix Time,
20.90, 19.90, 40.80] [, Total, 10.00, 12.00, 22.00] [, Ave. Fix
Time, 2.09, 1.66, 1.85] [, ,,, ] [TOTALS, Fix Time, 20.90, 37.60,
58.501 1, Total, 10.00, 20.00, 30.001 [, Avg. Fix Thne, 2.09, 1.88,
1.95}

24, PSP Percent Injected and

Removed by Type Report

getData

(20: Symtax, 1. 14, 12.50 %, 63.64 %, 8, 8, 80.00 %, 38.10 %]
[50: Interface, 4, 4, 50.00 %, 18.18 %, 2, 6, 20.00 %, 28.57 %]
[70: Data, 3, 2. 37.50 %, 9.09 %, 0, 5, 0.00 %, 23.81 %}

[80: Function, 0, 2, 0.00 %, 9.09 %, 0, 2, 0.00 %, 9.52 %]

[Total, 8,22, .,10,21,,]

25. PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Report

- getData [20 : Syntax, 16, 8, 50.00 %]
{50 : Interface, 8, 2, 25.00 %}
{70 : Data, 5, 0, 0.00 %]
[80 : Function. 2, 0, 0.00 %]
[Total, 31, 10, 32.26 %)

26. Review Rale

getDataDomain

12345678910

27. Review Rate vs Yicld
geiDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
28. Total Coslt of Quality
- getDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.0243.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
29. Total Defects

getDataRange

31.75 94.59 28.30 27.03 40.27 §1.36 31.7511.90 7.11 17.24
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1. Process Quality Index

- petDataRange

0.49 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 21.00 0.00
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M3190 4.6 HamsNAdouNEIMGasTUAGY Plan Performance
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1. Actual Development Time

getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 1.38 0.78 1.58 2.35 1.82 0.18 0.42 2.92 1.57 1.20

2. Actual Size

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDalaRange 6374 106 151 149 88 63 252 422 58

3. Percenl Compile + Test Time

- geiDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 27.71 23.40 43.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

4. Percent Compile Time

- geiDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange B.43 14,89 31.58 0.71 1.83 18.18 .00 1.14 0.00 0.00

5. Percent Planning + Postmortem Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 3.6) 17.02 24.21 26.24 16.5] 54.55 28.00 24.00 14.89 29.17

6. Percent Planning Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 0.002.130.002.13 1,83 36.36 12.00 0.00 7.45 1.39
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7. Percenl Postmortem Time
- getDataDomain 12345678910
- geiDataRange 3.61 14.89 24.21 24.11 14.68 18.18 16.00 24.00 7.45 27.78
8. Percent Test Time
- getDataDomain 12345678910
gelDalaRange 19.28 8.51 11.58 16.31 41.28 45.45 16.00 8.00 8.5) 8.33
9. Percent Time in Phase To Date
- getDataDomain Planning Presign Design Review Code Code Review Compile Test
Postmortem
- getDalaRange 2.457.13 0.00 49.88 0.006.19 15.89 18.46
10. Size Estimating Error

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 -50.67 35.90 5.71 -28.02 -9.28 -80.62 0.00 0.00-7%.79

. Time Estimating Error

getDataDomain

12345678910

gelDataRange

3.75-21.67 331.82 147.37 60.29 -8.33 -39.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
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msnﬁ 4.7 Hﬁm‘iﬂﬂﬂﬂvﬂﬁ’mﬂﬂﬂﬁluﬂi}'n Process Performance
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A/FR vs Yicld

getDataDomain

27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33

getDataRange

1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

calDataDomain

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

- calDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Productivity
- geiDalaDomain 12345678910
- geiDataRange 45,54 91.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 15).20 86.40 269.36 48.33
3. Productivily vs A/FR
getDataDomain 27.7123.4043.16 17.0243.12 63.64 21.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
- pctDataRange 45.54 94.47 66.95 47,23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.3]
- calDataDomain 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Productivity vs Yield
- getDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
- gelDataRange 45,54 94,47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
- calDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Test Defects vs A/FR
- gelDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
- gelDataRange (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- calDataDomain (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
6. Test Defect vs Yield

getDataDomain

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

getDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 £.00 0.00 0.00

calDataDomain

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Yield vs A/FR

getDatalDomain

1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2,00 3.00 3.00 1.00

gelDataRange

27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

calDataDomain

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

calDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00
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1.

Appraisal Cost of Quality

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2. Appraisal to Failure Ratio

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- pelDataRange 27.71 23.40 43,16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

- calDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3. Compile vs Test Defects

- getDalaDomain 0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 0.00 0.00

- getDataRange 31.7540.54 0.00 27.0333.56 11.36 0.00 11.907.11 17.24

4. CR Review Rate vs Yield

- gelDataDomain 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
getDataRange 0.00 .0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5. Defect Age

getDataDomain

12345678

getDataRange

COMPILE UT CODE UT CODE COMPILE CODE COMPILE
CODE COMPILE CODE COMPILE CODE UT CODE UT
CODE UT CODE COMPILE CODE COMPILE CODE
COMPILE CODE UT DLD UT DLP UT CODE COMPILE DLD
UTDLD UT DLD UTDLDUT DLD UT CODE UT CODE
COMPILE CODE COMPILE CODE UT CODE UT DLD UT
CODE UT CODE UT CODE UT CODE UT

calDataDomain

1322223332223552555553223353333

calDataRange

1101208000




—

68

M1319N 4.8 (A0) HANINATOLHUINGDTUNGY Quality Performance

6. Defect Fix Time by Type

- getDalaDomain 20 50 70 80

- geiDalaRange 34.50 10.70 16.20 3.80

7. Defect Injection % by Phase

- petDataDomain 12345678910

- pelDataRange 50.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 160.00 100.00
100.00

8. Defcet Removal Yield

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- geiDataRange 1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

- calDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

9. Defects Injected by Phase To Date

- getDataDomain Planning Design Design Review Code Code Review Compile Test

- geiDataRange 0.00 25.81 0.00 70.97 0.00 3.23 0.00

10. Defects Injected in Code

- geiDataDomain 12345678910

getDataRange 15.87 94.59 28,30 9.01 6.7t 11.363).757.947.11 17.24

11. Defecis Injected in Design

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- petDataRange .00 (.00 0.00 t8.02 33.56 0.00 0.00 3.94 0.00 0.00

12. Defects Removal % by Phase

- petDataDomain i2345678910

- getDataRange 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 1¢0.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
100.00

13. Defects Removal Leverage

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 0.76 0.00 0.00 4.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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4. Defects Removed by Phase To Date

- getDataDomain Planning Design Design Review Code Code Review Compile Test
- getDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74

15, Defects Removed by Type

- peiDataDomain *20 5070 80

- petDataRange 16582

16. Defects Removed in Code Review

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDalaRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

17. Defects Remvoed in Compile

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDalaRange 0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 0.00 0.00

18. Defects Removed in Design Review

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

19. Defects Removed in Test

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- petDalaRange 31.7540.54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.36 0.00 11.907.31 17.24
20. DLDR Review Rate vs Yicld

- pelDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

- getDataRange 1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

- calDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

21, Failure Cost of Quality

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43..12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
22. PSP Defect Density Report
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- getData

[1,2,63,31.75,0,00,2,31.75]
[2,7,74, 94,59, 4, 54.05, 3, 40.54]
(3,3, 106, 28.3, 3, 28.3, 0, 0.0]
[4,3, 111, 27.03,0,00,3,27.03]
[5,6, 149, 40.27,1,6.71, 5, 33.56]
[6,1,88,11.36,0,0.0,1, 11.36]
(7, 2,63,31.75,2,31.75, 0, 0.0]
[8,3,252,11.9,0,00,3,11.9]
[9,3,422,7.11,0,0.0,3,7.11)
[10,1,58,17.24,0,00, |, 17.24]

23. PSP Defect Fix Time Report

- gelData

[DLD, Fix Time, 0.00, 17.70, 7.70]

[, Total, 0.00, 8.00, 8.00]

[, Avg. Fix Time, 0.00, 2.21, 2.21]

...]

[CODE, Fix Time, 20.90, 19.90, 40.80]

[, Total, 10.00, 12,00, 22.00]

[, Avg. Fix Time, 2.09, 1.66, 1.85]

...

[TOTALS, Fix Time, 20.90, 37.60, 58.50]
[, Total, 10.00, 20,00, 30.00]

[, Avg. Fix Time, 2.09, 1.88, 1.95]

24, PSP Percent Injected and

Removed by Type Report

- getData

[Total, §,22,,,10,21,,}

[20: Syntax, |, 14, 12.50 %, 63.64 %, 8, 8, 80.00 %, 38.10 %]
[50: Interface, 4, 4, 50.00 %, 18.18 %, 2, 6, 20.00 %, 28.57 %)]
[70: Data, 3, 2, 37.50 %, 9.09 %, 0, 5, 0.00 %, 23.81 %)]

[80: Funciion, 0, 2, 0.00 %, 9.09 %, 0, 2, 0.00 %, 9.52 %]
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25.

PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Report

getData

[20 : Symtax, 106, 8, 50.00 %)
[50 : Interface, 8, 2, 25.00 %]
[70: Data, 5, 0, 0.00 %]

[80 : Function, 2, 0, 0,00 %]

[Total, 31, 10, 32.26 %)

26.

Review Rate

geiDalaDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.0¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

calBothRate

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00

27. Review Rate vs Yield

- getDalaDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

- getDalaRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

28. Total Cos! of Quality

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.0243.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
29. Tolal Defects

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

31.7594.59 28.30 27.03 40.27 11.36 31.7511.90 .11 17.24
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2. Process Quality Index

- getDataRange “0.49 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 21.00 0.60”
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3. Percent Compile + Test Time
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5. Percent Planning + Postmortem Time
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6. Percent Planning Time
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7. Percent Postmortem Time
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9. Percent Time in Phase To Date
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11. Time Estimating Error
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1. A/FR vs Yield
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2. Productivity
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3. Productivity vs A/FR
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4. Productivity vs Yield
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5. Test Defeci vs A/FR
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7. Yield vs A/FR
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1. Appraisal Cost of Quality

i} & pregrvm e emil in. dka mnafysis i Pranronal Softwrre: Proces [P —— (o )
rvafyss Yo | - } . ]
' Appralsal Cost of Quality
g
2
' ;
|
b B
Opion 1 7 ) PR [ 7 [ ¥ 1
s Quasry Carckal Program 1D
o — L -

jﬂﬁ 4.21 Appraisal Cost of Qualily

2. Appraisal to Failure Ratio
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3. Compile vs Test Defects
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4, CR Review Rate vs Yield
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5. Defect Age
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7. Defect Fix Time by Type
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8. Defect Injection % by Phase
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9. Defect Removal Yield
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10. Defects Injected by Phase To Date
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11. Defects Injected in Code
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13. Defects Removal % by Phase
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15. Defects Removed by Phase To Date
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17. Defects Removed in Code Review
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21. DLDR Review Rate vs Yield
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23. PSP Defect Density Report
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27. Review Rate
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29. Total Cost of Quality
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