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Abstract

The software complexity model makes an estimated of
the product software. For a practice of software managed,
need to guideline of the static analysis. Especially, Software
complexity model introduced for the estimation of software
quantity. In case of measurement the software matrices, its
need for us to analysis of software quality and products.

In this paper, we represent that the analysis of function
point, control structure and interface, volume matrices in
various aspect of switching software. Others, their results

utilized similar of project and system development.
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I§. Program Complexity metrics
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