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ABSTRACT

In this project, we developed a prototypical program 1o assess the performance of a software
developer in four aspects: planning performance, process performance, qualilty performance, and
overall perfonnance. There are 45 diagrams and 4 tables presented in this program: 11 for planning,
7 process, 30 quality, and 1 overall.

This program was developed using Java programming language together with JFreeChant and
HSQLDB. This program should be able to run or any operaling syslem supporting Java virtual
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mmj’: maaﬁmﬁmnu Personal Software Process

lﬂ’ 13 o g C‘l L3 -« 1
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Software Process; PSP) uazin3sasivimsizddoyaiszshmsviannlundazaiu 4l n1s

THUHU PIZUTUNTT AN HASH NI I
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2.0 p3zUIUMsHanOseHAINITIYARD (Personal Software Process; PSP)
<3 [ & [ o o L] o

psp ilumsuaunsdiudgsmmesdmisumsiannaodandid suyana PSP vt lay
Tad 81113 (Waus Humphrey) NHIAN I IAINISUFOHANIT (Software Engineering Inslitute; SE1)
UMIMNAINIZIND asou iaaniadti n vaigmusariiie Aszmaanizenssm (1]

as a = » o o o - + o oo o« o

Janlszasdves PSP Ao anliulimnuzanirmnssuseraudiveniniannsodan i
PSP o uAnI3UT M1 MB0IAMIB UsHiiunLE NI 0V D 73 1A IInYYeN
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PSP Hdaundwiy Capability Maturity Model (CMM) 84 SEI Twispavesnanmsdimly
N3EUIUMS lat CMM daniumisiannnvams nlusedueanns @ PSP sjaniuntsvisnn
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AuMHYRIIININlUsWYARA
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o e . & o = w o e k3
2. WWIANEINITIN (Size) Tlanlndvztivnialugdvessnivussiavoslnng
(Line of Code; 1.OC)
o .  da X
3. AMAINYBINUINT (Quality) Tugihvosdwudounnsoatiiau (Defecy)

4. MYUAMS (Schedule)
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2.2 STALYDINTZYIUMS PSP (PSP Process Evolution) (2}

The Cyclic

Personal Cyclin dovelopmint

Process

PSP3

Personal T
e PSP2
Quality | Codn rewlows:

PSP2.1

Desigh bermplstes

Management Design rviews T

Personal A ot

PSP1

PSP1.1
Task planning

Planning [ Test report

The Baseline PSPO

Curramt process
Personal Time recording
Dutect recording

Process Dofoct typs standarlr Proposal

PSPO.1
Coding standand
Be mozsurement
Process improvemant

j‘llﬁ 2.1 PSP Process Evolulion

i 21

psp Taimuanseuiuasumsdiinlsenssuaunswann '3 4 szau Ao

1. PSPO: Baseline Personal Process
2. PSPi: Personal Planning Process
3. PSP2: Personal Quality Management

4. PSP3: Cycle Personal Process



2.2.1 PSP0: Baseline Personal Process

u.'i‘J'unizmumsﬂ?wﬁyug“lu“lunﬁ'i'ﬂ‘i’fﬂu“a 18un vumvsalulsunsu 1at uae
Jovnnseeduiiudeyniildimnaersuiivesinns luguuuvesudozynna el g
$n3luntsiannerinidautu 6 Suneu Ussneudy

1. %0y (Planning)
2aniuL (Design)

@ouTlsunsu (Code)

E T

utaldsunsuy (Compile)
5. NAADY (Test)

6. TINBVII (Postmortem)

Qv} = 1 =] A A ' o
Tu PSPo YuiinTzBIUNIGOEBNNIIIATEUINMS AB PSPO.1 wstvlumsiiuiin

forauenizdiulzsnszurunisiann

Requbr innoms

Plynmag

Hesign

(T
Canpits:

f st

Finished prozhect Project amil process
data stimnary 1epoit

31Jﬁ 2.2 PSPO Process Flow

ﬁm: 2]
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o a - L X Py

Pspo SR nuzINS T THASZUIUMSVUANGIM w015 31nRL e g1y
o ¥ ;. ) o o a8 s
nsviann Tounnseatitiing nazvinavea lbsunsugpniananiuinuudeiwonas
- o Ao ' qs =3
Fsmualih nruanAisnsnatineumsvau uazsasplgatiossguiy 13y
. Y v o Ag ¥ o A A

18N113 Project Summary tazTudunouves Pspo.1 Tauunihyduumenarsiliiuninie

) o W oA o Ay ¥ A o
Process Improvement Proposals (PIPS) Pamsmuinmanuiaidsams lamammn

NILUIUMTA

Joynas1luealnssaiu (Project Summary Data)

fonangilvesTasanisgminiinlu Project Plan Summary Form Unuiisamson
A ) o A
Wenmazanlumsaznsnaay wazam ldnnns Savwaves Tlsunse naniild
o ] » é L] L) »
TunisHam nagsauunuies Faniseemilu 4 d2u TAID Program Size, Time in Phase,

Delects Injected 1IfiE Defects Remove

¥

410903 PSP Project Plan Summary Form @113 0111 1118155 Tumilavsad iy
Franszoraing Jeyamartiawnhlyiganmumsnanlilas imsiddeiegly
agiiu viegminFlugnziihideyanandaifal¥unsuanlasans luewnn

o & 3 -
woz 14iShudoyatiug v (baseline) ianisilsziiunnmdmimesny1d

2.22  PSPI: Personal Planning Process

PSP1 1Az PSPLI whamaiinmssants Tnssntsdauynna Tusimssznn
W 1Avea TSNS A3 (effon) IR D19z 1G9 MIMIAUAITREAT A
Famanaauralurams 11121913 (schedule tracking) n13YszmvIAvaaTisuns Y
unzn339 1801953 PROBE (Proxy-Based Estimation) 1Humsowdumanayudusuian
n133ls2InamIAINNY (proxy) 13U $1UINVDIIAY (object) SHaularidu SnaunszLIU

»
o o

; A L au ;
f1efa (procedures) o 1 lumsUszmnuninavea T sunsuiieady simiv 14a oyainy

B3 (Historical datay Tumisilasinnemaves proxy ituvuiaves LOC (Line of

Code)



: . .
PROBE ilunszuumsszuafildiu psp redlszmnuninauazusaanu iy
Fmsszmuafinuziiiao Waus Humpbrey  Saaguunuafaiian "driaansadie
» ci L) ] 3y A vo Vo o d'q o 3
dnlsznormadionnIfIns aunouud i lEnvzhiuasndsnsmeinew”
Imnsuaazansz 15 udeyaifieasnmunaunzus 1 msannuiiiann Taonia
] ¥ [ 1 =3 A ' ¥
daulizneudanthudnuang Iasfiyngaulszneulugmdeyavegnizylsann
("calculation”, "data”, "logic” etc. )} tazvna(enian Il lng) iiedi Tnsan1s Tniszdeaiini
& ' A ¥y o ¥ A ¥ .
sznn Faezinisesnamauifideandsanuils sannazving $1383Taoms T¥msdmom
nisssmnisvoaunazI
. Aa ' o LA Vo o o
Line of Code (LOC) fio iaunisinvunavoisedanli lavlgsmavuisimily
Famsnldlunsianheiigalasmsiiusmmnussiaianzeddnai 14 Line of Code
(LOC) #90 Kilo Line of Code (KLOC) 1‘ll'l.l'lﬂﬂ‘§'¢lmili!:1‘§l(ilo of Delivered Source
Instruction (KDST) Falatmsagianumsnis ia LOC Aall
1. ummzyssvianinssadauilu Sousce Code Tiusmdnvoinsnagau
2. Aimmwnzdmiiann lasyaans hisoudwnssuvamnsoadnldsalaia
° ¥ A o & oA -}
3. imualAwilmAs s nila LOC
4. WudmlsmAfT (Declaration) f1d M40 19 Unstruction)

5. hinvdaue {Comment)

2.2.3  PSP2: Personal Quality Management
Tuvunauvas psp2 18NuN 00NUVBAINAND (personal  design)  HAZNS
3 P B
o & i A ya s ¥ ' va X
NUIUYAAIT (code review) namumuiiaw i IganssorauiinudeunnsoeTaoau
Tunszprumsuaziiugumveamsdunudaunns oa mshasiwidounms ssinuaz e
[=f § 5 =
dhudeyalunsadrasionisasvaeuilfinenIsnunIu (review checklis) ToRVOINIS
= N 3 o ¥y 9 ] c‘ L
aseauit IAnnlszaumsaiinvesaazyana /b lidunudonnnseaiine:
a 5 . . wr
st Tao iimnarany
pnunmiidszaninadmsvnsisateunniosinnuiutunoumsinla
Tulsunsu nazdovnns seiidnnnonpivunouns nadon nansaadounniodly
2 Ao o a A 1 o o
JuneunsnadouRMAwRavIneonuLRTnuN N PSP2. Jax TdiuRan iy

Y9N3 00N TAUIHBATUYDI design notation THIIIUY (template) VBINTS ADNILILIT
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A . . La Ayrar A
WU 18233 MINUNIUNIBOANDY (design review methods) Tavadruaatedilylnde
o ot y 1 A ¥ Ve ) °
nuzihsmssanuuunyumdame hiinilvininesnnuu1dlnsases uazvuenaisms
poniuu luyunesiuanmanuidn laun
¥ o P . . .
). omnuanInsUIia (operationat specification)
o o o
2. Fommuantadandu (functional specification)

3. ToMMUANTIIADIME (stale specification)

¥ e

4, YINMHUANIATING (logic specification)

2.24  PSP3: Cycle Personal Process
c{ ¥»a A o o w W oa A o >
psp3 31t utvnIavos Insanisiimnzaud mSugianInuNRTINT ;N
» P | - [ = =Y 4
1A aoliguiduguamvoany wiemiuaiidanindn (productivity) Franisendniies
<y P a oo s A o ] Ad 4 =1
soudtaliz@niamveanredananisoih W lusevesnnalnsamsitanigavuie
A = 4 = oA = < y
vipuos lasansilnanga o gailseaninmivanniniogafivendivinaves
= - a o a G <)
Tnsansiigaganganneziula pses Tdnuziinagns lumsyianmiluaeseu (a eyelic
& [ Vo ¥ 3
development strategy) 3 Tlsunsuvinaluszgamiaiiuaaug luudazassoulums
Wannawanuaansaveninianies naziduiimashinasevdall uaztodunis
mivayunnanaii PSP3 63 18uuzti high-level design, high-level design review, eycle
g "
planning U development cycles YURUFTUVDINITZVIUNTT PSP2.| gﬂu‘uulanmﬂﬁu
¥ o ¥ oy » 4 o = =
asaginunIaganuain laun iwnmsazdlunaazles susaiuninnaalvesvina nmi

19 itazdounns osfdurulundaz 29300 tazienaishaamuds s ulaymid W tssve

tracking log) NonvdanadesouTuowng wiodioviannmnissousinauysalud)
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2.3 fnlu PSP (PSP Measures)

o -

S & '
MIANUT I (Base or Explicit Measures) Tu psp Tdun

b nsaani gy Effor) Tugveananls

13

d' ) . é ~ = [ o o w .
2. WWIRVBNTUNT (Size) Fa TamlnAvziioninTugvess iy iiavoa 1A (Line

of Code; LOC)

{ . N ° 3 1 o &
3. HUMHVOINNIIN (Quality) Tugvesdmmidounniosiinatu (Defect)

4. AMUANIS {Schedule)

S v A @ & - 4 a -y
AIHAITIROUT ﬂizlﬂﬂﬂ’)‘]"]ﬁﬂl‘l'ﬂﬂﬁ {Derived measure) ¥IINADINN13UIIBIANUF

o & 1S
VINMTIATUFTTUHUATUIN

231 namlfenn {Development time)

a9 ¥ e o o A o . d A $ A < a &
I']ﬂ1n1']f'ﬂﬁ|u] iJ:TI‘IﬂTi’Jﬂ‘H\mHuQU!‘lJuu]ﬂ Iﬁuﬂxﬂaﬂuﬂ'ﬁlﬂuu""ﬂljﬂ']

nanuan 1 IuuARSE290131191U989 PSP AR NNTTUIUMGIUATSHITUMI N

» o 4 3 @ w o o Y » °
Tugrenisrianniu audonamfgniadanaznisinam iuiuinlungganisinu

U PSP

232 VOUNWIVINDATM (Defects)

Jounnsna (Defect) gniiom 135 "nsnlavanlaalagezdeagninuumseonuuy

(Design) M3 0m3 901 T5un5u (Coding) 1Mo 1¥nsudalusunsn (Compite) WSan1s

o ]
naao (Testing) 11l lilogregnaea”

Jounnsoavzgmiuin13lu Defect Recoding Log iilognAumuiazTdsumandly

& v
Faseneunit
1. JuNNHY (Data)
2. @WUMSINA (Number)
3. dsziandounwioa (Type)
4. FRMINOUNHATOVINI 89 (Inject)
3 o -:}xl " ¥
5. ¥mInaunveunns 03 lasuntsnd1y (Remove)



6. 1707 JASUNMINA 1Y (Fix Time)

7. YOUANIBIMAAVINTOVNNI0INT (Fix defect)

8. mosundymmazmisuit1v (Descripiion)

MINA 2.1 Defect Type Standard

14

Type Number Type Name Description
10 Documentation | Comment, messages
20 Syntax Spelling, punciuation, lypos, instruction formals
30 Build, Package | Change management, library, version control
40 Assignment Declaralion, duplicate name, scope, limils
50 Interface Procedure calls and references, 1/0, nser formats
60 Checking Error messages, inadequate check
70 Data Siructure, conlent
80 Function Logic, pointers, loops, recursion, computation, function defects
90 System Configuration, 1iming, memory
100 Environmeni Design, compile, test, or cther support sysltem problems

fn: [2]

233 vinavealysunsy (size)

. P . - ; .
Jagszmamilosauvainis iava llsunsy iedsznmnmi i lunsian

NaIMUA THUMSIUIINYTI AL JU51N5Y (Line of Code) INS1E

1.
2,

ansmiv1dedada luia

amsoiomisnlronuivania

= @ e < - a e A ar o & A
ummﬂuwufnﬂunmqﬂnmm’mumaﬁ'm PSP 111!3?]\10131‘(?1]N1ﬂ1ﬁ3”ﬁﬁ

‘s ) .
vinaves Ilsunsugnlfife hihussiagnwostoyarlszamaue




Version | Version 2

Base program New progmm

Added and Modificd
= New and Changed

W

15

Base
gﬂﬁ 2.3 Version size LOC
N [2)
M1 2.2 dsziamuoaning Loc
Type of LOC Definition
Basc 1.OC from a previous version
Deleted Deletions from the Base 1L.OC
Modified Modification to the Base LOC
Added New objects, functions, procedures, or any other added LOC
Reused LOC from a previous program that is used withowt modification
New and Changed The sum of Added and Modified LOC
Tolal LOC The to1al program L.OC
Total New Reused New or added L.OC that were wntten be reusable

fan: 2]




234  MHUANY (Schedule)
° E] i » a & * &4 9 1
MHUANTT AD iwmi!mmnmﬁmgm'mimafm:mmlu U I8 U8 Y nm‘?m:

£ d
duuTilsunsy narimga Hudu

24 insesileililumsTinazidoys (PSP Analysis Tools)
aondlumssous1d a dw dafl
1. ﬁu‘s‘muzﬁmmidmmu {Plan Performance}
2. ﬂussnuzﬁmm:mumi {Process Performance)
3. AUSIDUSAMRUN M (Quality Performance)

4. NI {Overall)

240 GUSIOUSAIUMIINNHY (Plan Performance)
1. Actual Development Time
o Fharugiiduuaamaiildeiadumsiannlilsunsy

4 S
o gashl¥lumsdmom fe

ActMin

Time H =
ime Hour 0

(U131 2.1)

2. Actual Size
[=4 =Y 8 A a -5 o r
L nﬂuunugmﬁuuﬁmmmmmmmmnmmrswmuﬂnﬂﬂsunin

J e a
s gashlFlumsinnm fo

Actual Size = Add Size+ Modify Size
(Aun134 2.2)
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3. Percent Compile + Test Time
e uwnugiiduuanleiiBuaaiilFlumsmlallsunsusaznisnagen
Tabsunsy

A . El
o gastlFlunidnom fe

(Compile Time -+ Test Time)
ActMin

Percent Compile and Test Time = 100 X {

(N1 2.3)

4. Percent Compile Time
=y e 4
o fhusupiidunsauleiduanamlsTumsmlalusunsy

o gashldlunidnnm fie

Compile Time)

vl = .
Percent Compile Time = 100 ( ActMin

(Trun159 2.4)

5. Perceni Planning + Postimoriem Time

et =3 A w r
o Shunpupiiduasalodizusnariildlunsnumiaumaziada

o gasnlslumsannm fio

Postmortem Time)

ActMin .
(@3 % 2.5)

Percent Planning and Postmortem Time = 100 X (

6. Percent Planning Time
e Funmugiduaaulosidudnaildumsnum

o gasilFlumsdnnm fio
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p  Planning Ti 100 (PlanningTimE)
ercen annin me = X|\———/——
& ActMin )
(@uN5N 2.6)
7. Percent Postmortem Time
o hmeugiidunanulefidudnaildlumsidadaam
o gasnlFlumsdnnm fio
Postmortem Time
Percent Postmortem Time = 100 X ( - )
ActMin )
taumsih 2.7)

B. Percent Test Time
o umipiidunanutleiFuanonidlumsnagoullsunsy
o gmhlglundnnm e
! Test Time
Percent Test Time = 100 X (——)
ActMin

(UM 2.8)

9. Percent Time in Phase To Date

= L o LS A v L ®
® II.HNQU’Nﬂﬂmlﬂﬂilﬂﬂil‘ﬂuﬂ!’)ﬂ‘lﬂt'ﬂ'lﬁﬂ‘lﬁullﬂﬁz‘h")\‘l I

o gasilwlumeninu fie

(To Date x 100)
sum of all To Date

To Date % =

(AUNITN 2.9)

Anlanz1523n15119u Taosh
- | o o s
To Date % Ao o319uaA To Date

To Date fio i Tunsaz¥aniviam



19

10. Size Esiimating Error
o] ) o a
o Slunnuglidunaasmianain lunsisaiivuinavesllsunsn

4 . a
e gasildlumsdnnu fi

. o {ActLOC - EstLOC)
Size Estimating Error = 100 X

EstLOC
(@unsh 2.10)

11. Time Estimating Error
o = 1A = a ar
o fhamughidumaasiidananhmsdsziivnaildialdansy

] ° -
o gasildlumsdwom fe

‘ ot ( ActMin - EstMin )
Time Estimating Error = 100 X

ActMin
(@un1N 2.11)
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242 AUIAUZAIUNIZUVIUMS (Process Performance)
1. A/FR vs Yield
o upupitdunansasiduszninnslsainmfuannuianainse
o o o 1
nJodFuaTouNNI0I

o gastlFlundm fio

. ActL.OC
Productivity = (ActMin) X 60

(FFUNTTN 2.12)

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)}

Appraisal COQ = 100 x { ActMin

(@uN13¥1 2.13)

, (Compile Time + Test Time)
Failure COQ = 100 x -
ActMin

(duM5H 2.14)

Appraisal COQ
AFA = Failure COQ

(@8N5 2.15)

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

(M3 2.16)

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

{UN3N 2.17)

. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 x (———)
Early Inject
(@unsh 2.18)



2]

2. Productivily
¢ LHuRITUKAAINIWEINID TUNTHAR

e gashlglunuinnw fin

o ActLOC
Productivity = (ActMin) x 60

(UM 2.19)

3. Productivity vs A/FR
o unugiidasnnuamse lunsHiassdnsdaussn amsdssdivg
MUAIAINAANIN

e gashldlundmow fo

ActLOC)

Productivity = (ActMin

(@un1s 2.20)

(Design Review Time 4+ Code Review Time)]

Appraisal COQ = 100 = [ ActMin

(#UN15N 2.21)

Failure COQ = 100 = {(Complle Time +Test'l‘1me)]

ActMin
(@umsh 2.22)

Appraisal COQ

AJFA = Failure COQ

(eumshn 2.23)
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4. Produchivity vs Yield

a9 = ] o« g o W )
o llf-l‘llQlllﬁ'l-lllﬁﬂQﬂ’]'mﬁ'lll'l‘iﬂahlﬂ'ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂBlﬂﬂilcﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂiﬂi

o gasldlumsdnnu fe

o ActLOC
Productivity = (ActMin)

(A3 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

(M 2.25)

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

(@umsi 2.26)

Early Remove )

ield% = 100 x
Vield% ( Early Inject

(AUAISH 2.27)

5. Test Defect vs A/FR
o LHUNIRMIAAIHANII NATBLLORANDIAN NIRRT 1TIUTZH IS
UszihimnumaIvAanaA

o gashiFlumsinnm fio

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

Productivity = (ActLOC/ ActMin) x 60
(a1 2.29)
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(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal C0Q = 100 x [

(@un13% 2.30)

{Compile Time + Test Time)]

Failure COQ = 100 X
ailure COQ [ ActMin

(@umsh 2.31)

Appraisal COQ

A/FA =
758 Failure COQ

(@UMEN 2.32)

6. Test Defect vs Yield
L ¥ o A ' P a '
® IIH'NQﬂlﬁullﬂﬂ\lﬂﬁﬂﬁTlﬂﬂﬂ‘ﬂ‘ﬂUﬂﬂﬂﬁ1ﬁ‘nﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂﬂ‘il‘ﬂuﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂiﬂq

= . -
o gasnlslumsdmon Ao

Test Defects = 1000 x (Defect]njected']‘est)
O NS T ActLOC

(AUN15N 2.33)

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

(@UMIN 2.34)

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

(ein7sfi 2.35)

Early R
Yield% = 100 x ( arly emove)

Early Inject
(3 2.36)
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7. Yield vs A/FR
= 3 o o [ [T L) 1 o U
L4 llﬂuﬂulﬁullﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬂil‘]iuﬂ‘l]ﬂ'l]ﬂﬂ'iﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬂi"Iﬁ']u?ﬂ"’)'lﬂﬂ’l‘i‘ll‘izllluﬂ'l
AN IIHEANA IR

o gasilFlumsiwon Ae

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

(aun1sh 2.37)

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

{AUNITN 2.38)

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

(erun13¥ 2.39)

{Design Review Time + Code Review Time)]

Appraisal COQ = 100 x [ AciMin

(FUMSN 2.40)

(Compile Time + Test Time)}

Failure COQ = 100 x
ailure COQ { ActMin

(@umIn 2.41)

Appraisal COQ

A/FA =
/ Failure COQ

(UM 2.42)
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243  SUSSOUTMIUAMAIN (Quality Performance)
1. Appraisal Cost of Quality
o wugidumanmleiidudnmlsanium

o gashlslumsimom fe

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)}

) — 10
Appraisal COQ = 100 x[ ActMin

(UM 2.43)

2. Appraisal to Failure Ralio
= 9 F = o o ] ¥ = ) »
* I!Hugﬂlﬁullﬁﬂﬂlﬂﬂil"]fuﬂﬂﬂii"lﬂ'lu5311'J'l\‘lﬂ'liﬂ‘jﬁlllllﬂ'll!ﬂzﬂ'lﬂ’]n.l
HAWDA

e aashldlumsinnm i

(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)]

isal cCOQ = 10
Appraisal COQ 0 x [ AetMin

(AUN15N 2.44)

) (Compile Time + Test Time)
Failure COQ = 100 X

ActMin
(AUNT3N 2.45)
Appraisal COQ
FA= ———
Al Failure COQ
(@UN15N 2.46)

3. Compile vs Test Defects

o pugiidunaarniavosnmlalisunsudemsnaaoudoianan

o gashlFlunidmom fo

/5¥0949 6

S
afézlJ

066%
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. Defect Removed Compile
Compile = 1000 X ( )

ActLOC .

(aun1sih 2.47)
Test D ¢ 1000 (Defect Removed Test)
= X

est Defects ACLLOC .

(FAUNI5N 2.48)
4. CR Review Rate vs Yield

[ '

-4 or =1 \ o
o anugiidundasdasimsnuniumsiouTusunsudenladyun
JoUNNIDY

o gasnldlumsdmon fo

ActLOC )

= 60 %
CRR (Code Review Time

(U5 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

CRR Yield = 100 x

.
(F@UN159 2.50)



27

5. Defect Age

]
=4

o LsupluRaEAInBveIteRanInTid ey TunAaz I

o gashlglunsAnom o

3 l L = o o o L=
Gl‘i’llI.(’Iﬂ3‘1i']\‘|l'.lﬁ'l1.li’l1?]'1]%1T.IIﬂ‘ll o

15190 2.3 imuamasua N HEanheu

awn 13
Planning t
! Design 2
Design Review 3
Code 4
Code Review 5
Compile 6
Test 7
Postimortem 8

TufoyahagTunisi Defects LOC TaTIMSRELTNAMART FINIAT

AUAIALYDIBTIIIAT

J Defect Age = Removed - Injected
(@un13h 2.51)

6. Defect Fix Time by Type
o wrupimismananmilFlunsudlvdodanamaluidazilszinm

o gashlFlumsdmom fio

Defect Fix Time by Type = number of defect fix time by type
(@umsh 2.52)
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7. Defect Injeclion % by Phase
o W sd LY = A » o
o unugiiidunananlesiduaveianamNnyluramihnu
1] =
® ITAY 2 ¥ ND
[ o
O ¥ninn
O FNNUVY

o gashilglumsdnam flo

r/ Defect Infected Planning + 3
Defect Injected Design +
Defect Injected Design Review +
Code Line = 100 x 4 Defect Injected Code \
ActDef
\ J

(aun13N 2.53)

Design Line = 100 x {

(Defect Injected Planning + Defect Infected Design)
ActDef

(TUNISN 2.54)

8. Defect Removal Yield
= ¢ a I ¥ o
® IIHHQU!Iﬁﬂ\'l!llﬂ‘il’l’uﬂﬂ’ﬁllmﬂ'\]ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ‘]ﬁ

o gasilalunsannm fio

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

(VMM 2.55)

Early Remove = Defect Removed Planning + Defect Removed Design +

Defect Removed Design Review + Defect Removed Code
+ Defect Removed Code Review

(MmN 2.56)
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. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 X (-——)
Early inject

(eumsh 2.57)

9. Defects Injected by Phase To Date

o winnamanssnudeRaanazanuudazsaminu

A . -
o gasilFlunsdmon ho

(To Date x 100)
sum of all To Date

To Date % =

(@BN13N 2.58)

fananzranisian Jaun

= ¢ o o » o A 3 =
To Date % A0 1os1%UA To Date FINIIHITUTIHUYOHARD A

To Date Ain A132u lumAazF19m5v U

10. Defecis Injected in Code

o unugiduuaadoianaminuluiadonldsunsy

a o a
o gashlflumsinou fo

Defect Injected Code)

. — x
Defect Injected Code = 1000 ( ActLOC

(d@UNI3N 2.59)

1. Defecis Injected in Desigh

o uuuplifunansdoiianmaiinyluesnuuy

P o a
o gashldlumsdnnm fio

3 . Defect Injected Design
Defect Injected Design = 1000 = ( AcLLOC

(AUNSH 2.60)
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12. Defects Removal % by Phase
=Y o = H »
o uruplidunaalesiduansutlvdoAanmaiinulugiams
SRR
v A
®* UHAAI4 YN A0
O FNNUMUMSBBAULY

L) 4
Hramununiiou Idsunsy

O

o wanlallsunsu
O NN

o gasilalumsimu fle

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

Design Review Line = 100 X { ActDef

! )
(@3N 2.61)

s Defect Removed Planning + 3
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review +
Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review
ActDef

Code Review Line = 100 x {

e

| )

(@un13n 2.62)



3

( Defect Removed Planning + 3
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review +
Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review +
Defect Removed Compile !
ActDef

Compile Line = 100 X«

{ J

(aun1sh 2.63)

)

Defect Removed Planning + 3
Defect Removed Design +
Defect Removed Design Review +
Defect Removed Code +
Defect Removed Code Review +
Defect Removed Compile +
Defect Removed Test

Compile Line = 100 X { ActDef >

\ )

(AUN13N 2.64)

13. Defect Removal Leverage
o unupiidhmaanlszaninmlumsnd ludodanma
® @Al 3 @ Ao
O MSMMIMMIVDNIVUADMINATOY
o nmanumumsion Iiksunsudenmisnadoy
o amlaldsunsuaananaaou

] ° =
o gashilslumadnnm Ao
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Defect Removed Design RevieW)

Design Review = 60 X(
esign Review Design Review Time

(TUATN 2.65)

. Defect Removed Code Review
Code Review = 60 % ( : p )
Code Review Time

(AuNsN 2.66)

Defect Compile )

c jle = 60 x(
o Compile Time

(U3 2.67)

Defect Removed Test)

Test =60 x ( ’
Test Time

(&M 2.68)

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

Defects Removed per hour for unit test
(@159 2.69)

14. Defects Removed by Phase To Date
o upugiivinamanisnaumsud lndedanataazanlundazdianms
i

e gaisnldTunsdnne fo

(To Date x 100)

To Date % =
= sum of all To Date

(@umMsh 2.70)

Asanz N1 Taon
A P s . o o
To Date % A 11)0319U# To Date %9015 M 1y

JorANaIR
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To Dale fin 21531 T UBADSEIINTIN

15. Defects Removed by Type
sy e o a e X a
* I!H"LII‘].l.lllﬂ\‘lllﬁﬁQﬂ'lu']H‘ﬁ’ﬂﬂﬂ‘l'iﬂ1ﬂﬂlﬂﬂ1luﬂ']111ji3!ﬂﬂ1]?)i‘lf§]ﬂﬂﬂﬁ"lﬂ

o gasnlslunsdnnu fie

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

16. Defects Removed in Code Review
= 3 a 1 '
o yrupiirdunananisud ludeAanarwivulusiamumaunsdoulisunn

A o a
o gashlylumsannu fo

Defect Injected Code RevieW)

efect Removed Code Review ActLOC

(AUN5N 2.72)

17. Defecis Removed in Compile
o yuupiiduanamsud ludoRanaaimulugranlallsunsy

Ag . a
® ﬂﬂin:l‘]snuﬂ']iﬂ'IU')m o

Defect Injected Compile)

D tR dC ile = 1000 x (
efect Removed Compile ACiLOC

(A0N15N 2.73)

18. Defects Removed in Design Review
o unupidmananisud ludoianatniinyTusmunumsosniy

4 . -
o gashiglumsdnam fio
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Defect Injected Design RevieW)

[ ] = X
Defect Removed Design Review = 1000 ( ActLOC

(@un15h 2.74)

19. Defects Removed in Test
o ppugiidunasanisud luderanmaiivulusianmsnaden

g o a
o gashidlumsAmon fo

Defect Injected Test)

Defect Removed Test = 1000 X ( ActlOC

(UM 2.75)

20. DLDR Review Rate vs Yield
= 57 &t v a1 &Y 1
® |Iﬂul‘]"!ﬁu!lﬁﬁ\‘lﬂﬂ?'lﬂ"li'ﬂll“)'ﬂﬂ'ﬁaﬂﬂllllllﬂ'i)!ﬂi)il‘]’“ﬂﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂiﬂ@

a ° E]
o gashldlunndon o

DLDR = 60 x ( AL )
B Design Review Time

(aUnI3N 2.76)

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

(N3N 2.77)

DLDR Yield = 100 X §
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21. Failure Cost of Quality
o~ W o o o 1 =
L llﬂuQ”Iﬂullﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ'ﬁ!‘Huﬂﬂ‘lﬂ?‘mﬂﬂﬂa'lﬂ

o gashlFlumsdnon e

Failure COQ = 100 X {(Complle Time + Test Trme)}

ActMin
(AU 2.78)

22. PSP Defect Density Report
* apnaglHateRanaIn
o 1szneudau
o MAuvoldsunsy
o Sndeiianamanann
o wwaveslsunsu
O AINUAANAY
o Smneiamaamrzandalsunsn
O manudanarmmizsrnlalysunsy
O SMulBHANAIAMMITMINATOY
O MANUHAND RN IZF NN NATOY

o gasnlFlumsnnnm fe

Total D t
Defect Density = 1000 X ( otal Defects )

Actual A&M Size
(FUN15N 2.79)

Compile Defect )

. : — X
Compile Density = 1000 (ActualA&M.S‘ize

(@UN3N 2.80)
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Test Defect )

ity = 1000 X (A
Test Density 0 ctual A&M Size

(@un13h 2.81)

23. PSP Defect Fix Time Repont
o asmanwati iy lumsndluagiameg
® LAY 27370
O ¥N00NIVY
o wdouTsunin
® AAZIIULIVOUDRA 3 BUN AD
o namidunsuily
O Innudohanaf
o Ammaunari i umsndlu
® 1sznouday
o tuiinedoiianain
o msndlumwizranlallsinsy
o msudlumwizsunadou
o msidliasranlalusunsumaznagoy

o gasniFlunsinaw ho

Fix Time

Avg.Fix Time =
g - Total

(AUN15N 2.82)

24. PSP Percent Injected and Removed by Type Report
& o Y o o a 1
® M ndjUHan]oisuatodanaIARInAYY
e liznoudou
¥ =2
O sunvweilonAnaIA
® =y ﬂ. = .g 1]
o SmmdedawmainaATUIINIEEI00AUL

o ¥ a A = .5 ¥ =1
O ‘il"lu'l'iﬂlf]ﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂWH’IIﬂﬂ‘Uul‘ilﬂ'lx']i’Nl‘UUu]‘]J‘illﬂin
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f2 IW a Aa X ’
oS IFuatoRanaIAINATUIRMIZT 100N

s a LY o d. = 5 » =
nlesisuadoRanaIAMnAT MRz U T sunsw
snudoienmafignud lusnizgaaeenuin

v ¥ o A » =
snudoienamigand lunrizsution lsunsy

0 0o O 0O

£ W a - r
wodiFuadoranataiignud lunmzgrnoemuy
o = H 1
o nlediSuadoranaatignud lummzsration Ta)sunsy

d e a
o gashlflunmisdmon Ao

Total Number Injected Design = Summation of Number Injected Design
(@10159 2.83)

Total Number Injected Code = Summation of Number Injected Code
(AU 2.84)

Number Injected Design
Total Number Injected Design

(#UMIN 2.85)

Percentage Injected Design =

- Number Injected Code
" Total Number Injected Code

(AU 2.86)

Percentage Injected Code

Total Number Removed Compile = Summation of Number Removed Compile
(@UN5N 2.87)

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

Number Removed Compile
Total Number Removed Design
(Fun13h 2.89)

Percentage Removed Compile =
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, . N dTest = Number Removed Test
ercentage Remove@ TeSt = Total Number Removed Code

(¥39A15% 2.90)

25. PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Report
o aunagdeanleiduatoianaiaivulusinennd
e sznovdw
¥ =
O szinmuatoHaNaIN
O suniveranang lussnon Ind
@ ¥ = a ] o
o snudonanmainulusrnonla
< = P ]
o nlesivuatonanaminylutdisnonlud

o gashldlumsdnnu fe

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

"~ Number of Defects Found in Compile
(@NMsN 2.91)

26. Review Rate
o HUNHIUMAMGATINMININIY
® [1dAl 3 a9 Ap
O #IUTATININUNINNTVONIUY (DLDR)
O amdamIMsNuNMMHUsu 13NN (CDR)
O dmdgannunamansoonmuazoullsunsy (Both)

e gashldluniamm fe

ActLOC )

DLDR = 60 X ( - - -
Design Review Time

(@un13N 2.92)
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CDR = 60 x ( Actlo¢ )
- Code Review Time

(UR159 2.93)

ActlLOC ]
(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
(@un13N 2.94)

Both = 60 x[

27. Review Rale vs Yield

a - ] o of o 3 ]
L I!HHQUIﬂNLIﬁﬂQﬂﬂ‘i'1iTl'iYIlJTI’]Nﬂﬂlﬂflil‘ﬁuﬂ‘uﬂnﬂ'ﬂﬁEN

o gashlslunisinnm Ao

ActloC ]
(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
(@un15% 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
(#uM3N 2.96)

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

Code Review
(AN 2.97)

. Early Remove
Yield% = 100 x (—-———)
Early Inject
{(FuN15% 2.98)

28. Total Cost of Quality

= o a 1 1 =
o pugiidunasanleiusnasmvoamstsziiuawazan e IR

o gasilylunmisdnnwm fo
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(Design Review Time + Code Review Time)
ActMin

Appraisal COQ = 100 x [

(@un13H 2.99)

(Compile Time + Test Time)]

Failure COQ = 100 x
alure C0Q { ActMin

(aumsin 2.100)

Total COQ = Appraisal COQ + Failure COQ
(Aumsh 2.101)

29%. Total Defects
- &
o unupitduLTAloRAMIAMTINYARNY

o gashiFlunsdnow o

ActDef )

Total Defects = 1000 x (ActLOC

(N5 M 2.102)
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244 PIWIIM
1. Process Quality Index
o urunilonapmassgunmlunsig
e lszneuniu s A e
o fumwlumseanituy

gunmlumsmunumsesnuuy
guamlumsiouTibunsy
auamlumsmuniumsiioullsunsy

auamved lfsunsy

c O ¢ O O

smalidaFianunmlumsianu (pQl)

o gasiildlunsinnu fio

Design
Code

Design Code Time =

(@un1h 2.103)

Code Review
Code ReviewTime = 2.0 X (—-—)

Code .
(o3 2.104)

. . v Design Review
Design Review Time = 2.0 X (——)

Design
(@139 2.105)

20

Compile Defects KLOC =

10

Compile
(1000 x (Fettoc )

(a3 2.106)
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10

Unit Test Defects KLOC =

5

(1000 x (%T))

(@UNISN 2.107)

Design Quality = Minimum (1.0, Design Code Time)
(TTUN 13 2.108)

Code Review Quality = Minimum (1.0, Code Review Time)
(A30715% 2.109)

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

Program Quality = Minimum (1.0, Unit Test Defects KLOC)
(FURIN 2.111)

Design Review Quality = Minimum (1.0, Design Review Time)
(@uN13N 2.112)

PQI = Design Quality x Design Review Quality x Code Quality
X Code Review Quality %X Program Quality
(@un 159 2.113)
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(Personal Software Process; PSP) wioennuunazdaumihuldsunsmiioviodinszidoya psp

Tumanwa s s nsuniidy upuniizanan vieatsa ihdy

3.1 A9BUINYDIIZIY (System Description)
TsunsuHuins1zioya Personal Sofiware Process (PSP) iilumishinszvidoyaiife
»
napaseansamiunsybamvesdidamanss puzduanq A3l 013 UAY ATSIIUNTS

QUMHLDZNTAIY

32  ANUABINMS (Requirement)

3.2.1 mmo’faqmsﬁnqmmw (Quality Atiribute or Non-Tonclional Requirements)
PN, & ; v e e
1. Tsunsuiwannauer 19y nideyaid dmunso 1818 lao udsaduaiauing

i o X 4 ' v e a4 A a
2. Tlsupsuiiancvue: 18 Tons B g s lide adosmavansimuay



322 ANMUNDIMSIEINNN (Functional Requirements)

44

= Y Y AT . .
MINN 3.1 ANWADIMTFINN (Funclional Reguirements)

A A & 3
BIBNINNCHIOYD

nyillaaIng

DMITAIVUYUNN

(Quality Control)

AN TANY

Actval Development Time !!Hugﬁlﬁu i
Actual Size uspiidy i
Percent Compile + Test Time unuqﬁlﬁ’u i
Percent Compile Time llﬂugﬁlﬁ'u i
Percent Planning + Postmortem Time unmgﬁlf’fu i
Percent Planning Time u!-nlf‘]ﬁlf’t’u 1
Percent Posimoriem Time Llﬂugﬁlﬁu i
Percent Test Time ILHuQﬁlﬁu i)
Percent Time in Phase To Date lmuqﬁ’nnau T
Size Estimating Evror uﬂugﬁlﬁ'u 1
Time Estimating Error unugﬁlf’fu i
AUNIZTUIUNTS

AIFR vs Yield DY it}
Productivity ALY i
Productivity vs A/FR Ry 13
Productivity vs Yield L!HNQﬁlf’I’N il
Test Defect vs A/FR llHllgﬁlﬁu i
Test Defect vs Yield llHNQﬁlﬁ’u it
Yield vs A/FR AT Tl
Aupuam

Appraisal Cost of Quality lmugﬁlﬁu i
Appraisal 1o Failure Ratio l!HuQﬁlﬁu 1
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M5 3.1 (#D) ANNADINISIFINTIN (Funclional Requirements)

A a ¢y
N343R 1HYeYD

PINTAIHD

NTSHIUDUNUNN

(Quality Control)

Compile vs Test Defecls llﬂugﬁlfj{u i
CR Review Rate vs Yield npunidy T
Defect Age unugﬁuﬁa i
Defect Age (Charl) unugﬁwnau 1
Defect Fix Time by Type llHuQﬁllﬁQ Tl
Defect injection % by Phase IlHuQﬁlﬁu Tid
Defect Removal Yield llﬂu{l_flli’f'u i
Defects Injected by Phase To Date unugﬁnnau s
Defecis Injecied in Code unugﬁlﬁu i
Defects Injected in Design IlHui‘]ﬁlf’T’u T
Delects Removal % by Phase IIHNQﬁLﬁ’N i
Defects Removal Leverage uuugﬁlﬁ’u il
Defects Removed by Phase To Date uﬂugﬁaqﬂan Tl
Defects Removed by Type llﬂugﬁ!lﬁd Tl
Defects Removed in Code Review llHNI‘]fuT’T’u v
Defects Removed in Compile lIHqull,ﬁ‘u it
Defects Removed in Design Review uuugﬁlﬁu i
Defects Removed in Test uﬂuqﬁzf’fu v
DLDR Review Rate vs Yield LlHuQﬁli"T’u i
Failure Cost of Quality Ilﬂuqﬁli’i’u i
PSP Defect Density Report AN il
PSP Defect Fix Time Report AN i
PSP Percent Injected and Removed by 1319 il

Type Repont
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AN 3.1 (A19) AWABINSITINIIN (Functional Requirements)

A y , MIMNURNNUNN
1IRBNNIIZHUYDYD DVNTNRD
{Quatity Control)
- PSP Percenlage Defects Found by A1 Tl
Compile Report

- Review Rate nnugfﬁﬁu Tt
- Review Rale vs Yield llHNQﬁ!i’l’u Pty
- Total Cost of Quality unugﬁzﬁu 3
- Total Defects unugﬁw’l’u 3
4. NN
- Process Quality Index llHHQﬁTUI!UQi{H 1

33 oUNAFINVDINITORNMUL (Design Assumption)

L4 ¥ [ ar gu J’ n 1 g A 0
1. TassadridoyaludovvesdasiatuguTuegluvomwavealilsunsuil Tavden
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34 nrseonuuulisunsy (Design)

nsoenuuy TUsunsulfnas g muaunen (Unificd Modeling Language; UML) fihunmn
By B

AlnaRunun IR0 ZUY F20TN0NANT SHVIBOHIISAIHUA N AIUYHUDIAA

AN N

A15199 3.2 Mapping UML and PSP Views

Dynamic

Static

Extemal | Use cases Diagrams, Sequence Diagrams

Class Diagrams
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User

External 182 Dynamic View

® Use Case Diagrams

Syslam

Analysis Tools

AN
«exEnd'sn weXignds»
hY
- N

4 Y
< N

o

QIJ;’I 3.1 Use Case Diagrams U832

Database

47
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®  Scquence Diagrams
nEAIMsMIveB IR UM IRzidoyahuasana Tugtuuvensigiiung
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~1__ Select Analysis Tools N
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1
gel Repod I
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T
1
J
I

N

:

|
.

31 3.3 Sequence Diagram HARINITTRMVDITZUVALN Y INT 12z ANTAIHaTA 1
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External 1183 Static View

®  (Class Diagrams

Analysts Tools

Repart
[ N |

DBConneclor

'_A

+ selUp(}
L] d()se‘:oilleﬂ.ﬂl“

v

|Ml.i'ﬂ.l.iﬂe rl:te“m'erl | Chan —Ii IntertaceCharl Sel InlesfaceChart_Get
Q + petCharil) + gelDaaDomein{ Siing quary,
1 + getQCChan) Arrgyl 1< long> comnMName }
| * removedQC Chari(}
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r~~%7 71 e e — - - A== et bl
! H X . ) + eslDatDomain] AmayLisi<Strings FisiDeta,
; \ : : . ArigyList<Sinng> SecondDala )
BarChan | I PRd0 | l Pomme(:hanl [ Oudal,-(:mlml] I SoudesWebChan I + calDalaRangel AnsyList<Stmg FirsiDala,

SovdarWebChanHelper

gﬂﬁ 3.4 Class Diagram 9033211

Aneyllist<Siing> SecondData )
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A1519N 3.3 Database Schema of Basic Analysis

ProgramlD Integer
EsiLOC Integer
AclLOC Integer
EstMin Integer
AciMin Integer
EstDef Integer
ActDel Inteper
TP_Planning Double
TP_Design Double
TP DesignReview Double
TP Code Double
TP_CodcReview Double
TP_Compile Double
TP_Test Double
TP PM Double
DIP Planning Double
DIP _Design Double
DIP DesignReview Double
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msuﬁ 3.4 Database Schema of Defects LOC

ProgramID | Integer

Date Date

Number Integer

Type Integer

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

FixRef Integer
Description | VARCHAR(500)
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Unit Test

] [l 3 1) L o '
®  NATEUNIIIBUVDANT BT WIN 1YiYoYnlungu Plan Performance

< o

®  NATOUMINUUBUYD AT DINDTIVINTIHUBUA TUNYY Process Performance

' ' 3 v oA < 3 v A
® TlﬂﬁBUH‘N'JUUi)U‘UENLﬂ‘gﬂQﬁﬂ‘]ﬂU’Jmi 121U ﬂl\.!’ﬂcl'llﬂijll Quality Performance

® nadouWIILIBLYEUN3 D8BTS 1z oya TINGY Overal)

Integration Test

®  NAdoUNIS BRI DII0EIN IR Iz ToRATUNGY Plan Performance

®  NADUNISNNIVBAASBIBTIV RS 1IZMTOYA TUNGY Process Performance
&  NAFIUMININUUDAATBIIDBINAN3 12V o1y Tungu Quality Performance

o W

® MAdDYMSTNNIYBAATDIBTW AN 1RV oA TUNN Overall

System Test
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®  NAADUNISUARIHATDANI DADTIWINT 121 VoNA TNQY Plan Performance

®  NATOLNTTUTANIHAVDANIDINDTIV TN VoY TUNQY Process Performance
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®  NATOLNISHARIHAVDUASDIVOTITNI XY TUNQl Quality Performance

® MATEUNIUARINIVDANIBITOTTINT1IZAYOYA TUNGY 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] 0.4
2 5/15/2005 4 50 Code | Compile 2.8
2 5/15/2005 5 20 Code | Compile 2.3 4
2 s/15/2005 6 20 Code | Compile 1.1
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 Test 2.5
3 5/15/2005] 11 20 Code | Compile 9.2
3 5/15/2005 12 20 Code | Complle 0.5
3 5/15/2005 13 S0 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
5 5/15/2005 19 50 DLD Test 40 17
5 5/15/2005 20 50 DLD Test 4.4
5 5/15/2005 21 70 pLD Test 0.3
5 5/15/2005 22 70 DLD Test 2.8
6 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
8 5/15/2005 27 20 Code Test 1.7
8 5/15/2005 28 20 DLD Test 2.2
9 5/15/2005 29 20 Code Tast 2.0
9 5/15/2005 30 20 Code Test 1.4
9 5/15/2005 31 20 Code Test 0.0
10 |5/15/2005 32 20 Code Test 2.3

UM 42 9133 Defects LOC
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M319% 4.2 HamsnAReNHIUGBU1UNGN Plan Performance
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1. Actual Development Tim

o

- gelDataRange 1.380.78 1.582.351.820.180.422.921.57 1.20

2. Actual Size

- petDataRange 63 74 106 113 149 BB 63 252 422 58

3. Percemt Compile + Test Time

- geiDalaRange 27.71 23.40 43.16 17.02 43,12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33

4. Percent Compile Time

- petDataRange 8.4314.8931.58 0.71 1.83 18.18 8.00 1.14 0.00 0.00

5. Percent Planning + Postmoriem Time

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

6. Percent Planning Time

- petDataRange 0.002.13 0.002.13 1.83 36.36 12.00 0.00 7.45 }.39

7. Percent Postmoriem Time

- geiDalaRange 3.61 14.8924.21 24.11 14.68 18.18 16.00 24.00 7.45 27.78

8. Percent Test Time

- getDalaRange 19.28 8.51 11.58 16.3} 41.28 45.45 16.00 8.00 8.5 8.33

9. Percenl 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 Emor

getDataRange

0.00 -50.67 35.90 5.71 -28.02 -9.28 -80.62 0.00 0.00 -79.79

11. Time Estimaling Ermor

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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1. AJ/FR vs Yield
- getDataDromain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33
2. Preductivity
- gelDataRange 45.54 91.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151,20 86.40 269.36 48.33
3. Produclivily vs A/FR
- gelDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 21.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33
4, Produclivity vs Yield
- petDalaRange 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
- gelDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 3.5] 8.33
6. Tesl Defect vs Yield
- getDatalDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7. Yield vs A/FR

getDataRange 27.71 23.40 43.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33
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I

Appraisal Cost of Quality

getDalaRange 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Appraisal to Failure Ratio
- geiDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
3. Compile vs Test Defects
- geiDataRange 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 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Defect Age
- gelDataDomain 12345678
6. Delect Fix Time by Type
- getDataDomain 2050 70 80
7. Defect Injection % by Phasc
- getDa1aRange 50.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.06 100.00
100.00
8. Defect Removal Yield
- getDalaRange 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
- gelDataRange 0.00 25.81 0.00 70.97 0.00 3.23 0.00
10. Defects Injected in Code

getDataRange 15.87 94.5928.309.01 6.71 11.3631.757.947.11 17.24

. Defects Injected in Design

getDawaRange 0.00 (.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

getDataRange 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 §00.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

100.00

. Defects Removal Leverage

getDalaRange 0.00 0.76 0.00 0.00 4.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defecis Removed by Phase To Date

getDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74

. Defects Removed by Typ

Ly

getDataRange 16582

. Defects Removed in Code Review

getDalaRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defects Remvoed in Compile

getDataRange 0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defecis Removed in Design Review

geiDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Defecis Removed in Test

getDalaRange 31.75 40.54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.36 0.00 11.90 7.1]1 17.24

. DLDR Review Rate vs Yield

getDataRange 1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

. Failure Cost of Quality

gelDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43..12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33

. PSP Defect Density Reporl

getDala [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,
27.03] [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, 252,11.9,0,0.0,
3.11.9)[9.3,422,7.11,0,0.0,3,7.111[10, 1, 58, 17.24, 0, 0.0, I,

17.24]
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23. PSP Defect Fix Time Repori

getDala

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

[, Ave. Fix Time, 0.00,2.21,2.21] [, ,,, ] [CODF, Fix Time,
20.90, 19.90, 40.80] [, Total, 10.00, 12.00, 22.00] [, Avg. Fix
Time, 2.09, 1.66, 1.85]1 [, ,,, I {TTOTALS, Fix Time, 20.90, 37.60,
58.501 [, Total, 10.00, 20.00, 30.00] [, Ave. Fix Time, 2.09, 1.88,
1.95]

24, PSP Percent Injected and

Removed by Type Report

getDala

[20: Symax, 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, .00 %, 9.09 %, 0, 2, 0.00 %, 9.52 %]

[TOIaI, 8-,- 22, 1 10:211 :]

25. PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Repont

gelData

[20 : Syntax, 16, 8, 50.00 %)
[50 : Interface, 8. 2, 25.00 %]
[70 : Data, 5, 0, 0.00 %]

[80 : Funciion, 2, 0, 0.00 %]

{Total, 31, 10.32.26 %)

26. Review Rate

gelDataDomain

12345678910

27. Review Rate vs Yield

getDalaRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

238. Total Cost of Quality

geiDalaRange

27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43,12 63.64 24.00 9.14 §.5] B.33

29. Total Defects

getDataRange

31.75 94.59 28.30 27.03 40.27 11.36 31.75 11.90 7.11 }7.24
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I. Process Qualily Index

- petDataRange 0.49 0.001.00 1.00 0.00 21.00 0.00
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1. Actual Development Time

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 1.38 0.78 1.58 2.35 1.82 0.18 0.42 2.92 1.57 1.20
2. Aclual Size

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 6374106 111 149 88 63 252 422 58

3. Percent Compile + Tesl Time

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24,00 9.14 .51 8.33

4, Percent Compile Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDataRange 8.43 14.89 31.58 0.7) 1.83 18.18 8.00 1.14 ¢.00 0.00

5. Percent Planning + Postmortem Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 3.6) 17.02 24.21 26.24 16.51 54.55 28.00 24.00 14.8%9 29.17

6. Percent Planning Time

- peiDatlaDomain 12345678910

- getDalaRange 0.002.130.002.13 1.83 36.36 12.00 0.00 7.45 1.39
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7. Percent Posimortem Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- getDataRange 3.61 14.8924.21 24.11 14.68 18.18 16.00 24.00 7.45 27.78

8. Percent Test Time

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDataRange 19,28 8.5) 11.58 16.3]1 41.28 45.45 16.00 3.00 8.5] 8.33

9, Percent Time in Phase To Date

- getDataDomain Planning Design Design Review Code Code Review Compile Test
Postmoricm l

- petDalaRange 2.457.13 0.00 49.88 0,00 6.19 1589 18.46

10. Size Estimaling Error

geiDataldomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 -50.67 35.90 5.71 -28.02 -9.28 -80.62 0.00 0.00 -79.72

. Time Estimating Error

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

3.75-21.67 331.82 147.37 60,29 -8.33 -39.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
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M5NN 4.7 HamsnadounieauTuNg Process Performance

indosite sz faiiu naveaoyaiimaierli
1. AfFR vs Yield
- getDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 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 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Productivily
- getDataDomain 12345678910
- geiDalaRange 45.54 91.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
3. Productivily vs A/FR
- getDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 21.00 9.}14 8.51 8.33
- getDalaRange 45.54 94.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
- calDalaDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 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 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- getDalaRange 45.54 94.47 66.95 47.23 82.02 480.00 151.20 86.40 269.36 48.33
- calDaltaDomain 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
- geiDataDomain 27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.51 8.33
- petDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- calDalaDomain 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00
6. Test Defect vs Yield
- geiDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- gelDalaRange .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- calDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
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Yield vs A/FR

getDataDomain

1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.G0 1.00

geiDataRange

27.71 23.4043.16 17.02 43.12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33

calDataDomain

0.000.00 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
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1

Appraisal Cost of Quality

getDalaDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2. Appraisal 10 Failure Ralio

- getDalaDomain 12345678910

- getDalaRange 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 (.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3. Compile vs Test Defects

- gelDataDomain 0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 .00 0.00

- getDataRange 31.7540.54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.36 0.00 11.90 7.1} 17.24
4, CR Review Rate vs Yield

- getDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 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 COMPFILE
CODE COMPILE CODE COMPILE CODE UT CODE UT
CODE UT CODE COMPILE CODE COMPILE CODE
COMPILE CODE UT DLD UT DLD UT CODE COMPILE DILD
UT DLD UT DLD UT DLD UT 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
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6. Defect Fix Time by Type

- getDataDomain 205070 8D

- getDataRange 34.5010.70 16.20 3.80

7. Defect Injection % by Phase

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDataRange 50.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
100.00

8 Deflect 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. Defecis Injecied by Phase To Date

- getDalaDomain Planning Design Design Review Code Code Review Compile Test

- getDalaRange 0.00 25.81 0.00 70.97 0.00 3.23 0.00

10. Defecis Injected in Code

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- geiDalaRange 15.87 94.59 28.309.01 6.71 11.36 31.757.94 7.1} 17.24

11. Defects Injected in Design

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDalaRange 0.¢0 0.00 .00 18.02 33.56 0.00 0.00 3.94 0.00 0.00

12, Defects Removal % by Phase

- gelDataDomain §2345678910

getDataRange 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.60 100.00 100.00 108,00 i00.00 100.00

100.00

13. Defects Removal Leverage

getDataDomain

12345678910

geiDataRange

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

- geiDataDomain Planning Design Desipn Review Code Code Review Compile Test
- getDataRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74

15. Defects Removed by Type

- gelDataDomain 20 5070 80

- gelDataRange 16582

16. Defects Removed in Code Review

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- peiDataRange 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

- gelDataDomain 12345678910

- geiDataRange 0.00 54.05 28.30 0.00 6.71 0.00 31.75 0.00 0.00 0.00

18. Defecls Removed in Design Review

- getDataDomain 12345678910

- gelDataRange 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

- getDalaDomain 12345678910

- geiDataRange 31.7540.54 0.00 27.03 33.56 11.360.00 11.90 7.1} 17.24
20. DLDR Review Rate vs Yield

- getDataDomain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

- getDalaRange 1.00 7.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

- calDalaRange 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

21. Failure Cost of Quality

- getDataDemain 12345678910

- pelDataRange 27.71 23.4043.16 17.0243..12 63.64 24.00 9.14 8.5] 8.33
22. PSP Delect Densily Repont
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- getData

[1,2,63,31.75,0,0.0,2,31.75)
[2,7,74,94.59, 4, 54.05, 3, 40.54]
13,3, 106, 28.3,3,283, 0, 0.0)
[4,3,111,27.03,0,0.0,3,27.03]
[5, 6, 149, 40.27, 1, 6.71, 5, 33.56]
(6,1, 88,11.36, 0,00, 1, 11.36]
[7,2,63,31.75,2,31.75,0,0.0]
[8,3,252,11.9,0,0.0,3,11.9]
[9,3,422,7.11,0,0.0,3,7.}1]
(10,1, 58, 17.24,0,0.0, 1, 17.24]

23. PSP Defect Fix Time Reporl

- gelDala

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

[, Total, 0.00, 8.00, 8.00]

[, Ave. Fix Time, 0.00, 2.21, 2.21]
.0

[CODE, Fix Time, 20.90, 19.90, 40.80]
I, Total, 10.00, 12.00, 22.00]

[, Avp. Fix Time, 2.09, 1.66, 1.85]
L.,.]

[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

- gelDala

[Toal, 8.22,,.10,21,.]

[20: Syntax, 1, 14, 12.50 %, 63.64 %, 8, 8, 80.00 %, 38.10 %I
[50: Jnterface, 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 %]
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25. PSP Percentage Defects Found by Compile Repornt

- getDala [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 Rate

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

0.00 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 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00

. Review Rale vs Yield

getDalaDomain

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

gelDataRange

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Total Coslt of Quality

gelDataDomain

12345678910

gelDataRange

2771 23.4043.16 17.02 43,12 63.64 24,00 9.14 8.51 §.33

. Total Delects

getDataDomain

12345678910

getDataRange

31.75 94,59 28.3027.0340.27 11.36 31.7511.90 7.1 17.24
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2. Process Quality Index

- getDataRange 0.49 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 21.00 0.00”
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3. Percent Compile + Test Time
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5. Percent Planning + Postmortem 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

L A prograve i s n deta anskysis & Peraonal Softmars Process Llu_.’
bt i
m-_ o AJFR vs Yield

4 Apraal ko Falra Babn
¥ Opew Raiw

A DLDR Bevien Ralt vi e !
4 CP Rarvien fuake vy Vesd
& Purdgw Ralmvr T

lP‘-
g - L Reporl
H R

Oy —3NF "
Yiedd ey

3UR 4.14 A/FR vs Yield

2. Productivity

[t & prgrms B st i e s, S Persconal Softmars Proxesy i (= )

M. Am- ook . Productivity

& DL Rrare: Al v Tk
& (R Fears Rae op ikl
& Riven ol o1 rd

), P
2 ), Repart
1, Adance aratym
ol i > 3 3 B P ) s
i D
- = -

gﬂﬁ 4.15 Productivity



3. Productivity vs A/FR
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5. TestDefect vs A/TFR
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7. Yield vs A/FR
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. Appraisal Cost of Quality
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3. Compile vs Test Defecls
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4. CR Review Rate vs Yield

['.£ & program 10 e in drta mysi for Personsl Softmpes Process

Srafres Tocks |

CR Review Rate vs Yield

G g

)
CR Review Rale

O (F Fedoa Fito v VoL,

31]‘?! 4.24 CR Review Rate vs Yield



—

5. Defect Age
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6. Defect Age(Pie Chart)
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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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11, Defects Injected in Code
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13. Defects Removal % by Phase
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14. Defect Removal Leverage
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15. Defecis Removed by Phase To Date
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17. Defects Removed in Cede Review
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19. Defects Removed in Design Review
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20. Defects Removed in Test
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23. PSP Defect Density Report
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25. PSP Percent Injected and Removed by Type Report
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27. Review Rate
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29. Total Cost of Quality
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