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1. SPI(Software Process Improvement)

Mee 1 99
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CMM2 A& &%

REF B
X2 AA
z w3 W ¢ o ﬂr
@ e
N&H
5 AR | ASHY Z2A2 ol Z2Azst AHQ oboln | T
(49)| (Optimizing) | o 2 7|45 2E 9 JWe Esta o] Zojzch T

2T EYo] T2 A2 AF FHA A FAT 5 . .
#9 . & 75
4 & FRHRYG AZEYo TRHA HFo] FHo
(Managed) ) T2 A2
2 olgjsa #eH.
49 %E]DU%_%LQ@?—]Z7B%°]] g9% _/P__‘—'—E’E-?Jlﬂ Eizﬂ]‘i Eza9
3 (Defined) 7} EAsE 2 EEsEHO =AM FAHoE ALGs A
T BF 2ZEYo] ZaAAZ FYS o] dr)
4 44, 715E FHE7] f4g 71EAHA Z2AE
5 Lles #H7t o)FoiXa ok BAF T2 A2 g me | FAH
(Repeatable) | < §la NZ2& ZZAEE @ uEs ojdd AHFF X | ZT2A2
ZAENA AlEE Folr E§IJT
i AZEYO] T2AEE FHFFHo|L te T2
e (IELD & gdels. 9y Z2Az} Aasel An 3L
AT A = &I
2002d  3€9ole  SW-CMM, SE-CMM, Z A& 25 Z 99 AXH dAs=
SA-CMM 5& B33 CMMI Ver. 1.10] EF A, 7] FEA HAg 502 d5E =
o] ir}.33)34) 35) 36) 37) 38) Ao AXEYo] T8 EE LTEY o T2A
2000 12¢¥9] HET, CMMIE 3719 HHes 27t o AsAdes AL Audd
AR 3 ed, gA AXEY 9 A2 Fot CMMol X A& 37L& 23 AA9 MHe F
(SE/SW)E A% A, 2T EQoje} Al2" § T3 T2AHA G s FELE FEIT
HSE/SW)H Z2 M| 2/ME(SE/ SW/ IPPD)E& ZEA 2~ 99 A AZEY T2
zgste A%, #HE FUSE/SW/IPPD/AZE 28 JAAdEr] A8l JAFeoF sl ¥988
Ag Lt Aoz FEE 4 ok 2 ¥ 23 |2 ZEEAF0] ZF TR A2 FH9
A @A e 453 ZEES AT EXE 2437 ddA sadrt. 74 Z2AA
System Engineering®£-& EW, SW-CMME AYEL M2 EHFHoZE I A&5=r Hrtd
71¥to 2 Capability Maturity Model o 23 AAY HexE 4 ZEAx 98
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(SAM)E 7L or, INCOSE (International HEE A%l T2 F&Fd TEsH, =3
Council on Systems Engineering)¥® SECAM AAY MErE 373 502 AZ A, o=
(Systems EngineeringCapability Assessment 93} ZF T2 M2 JEL Y 7o A&
Model)& 7}23+3 ). Fete ez EFAY. Id5FH HrlddA
CMM EFEY A5, T3-15 94 B =, 53 &5 1 39 FFd s I
F ARl 7|BH oz suAZ FAAEH . o TEANA dF9 Hxmrt BF 7 FE
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CMM$] 37te tg9 2714 Fe=z 7459
At &, FrIATEY ] T2 A2

# 7Hsoftware process assessment)$}
AXEYo] 58 FPrH(software capability
evaluation) ©]t},39)

SZEYO] Z2AXL Frhe
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ok weta AT EYO] g5 TR A2 F, &
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AL, CMMo o FAHE Hrte Ane &
A3 ALAE A9 o 94PL glatr) 9
8 AHE&" 5 ot
Brte = 71&E9 Ak #Ha AdAe &
ZEYo] ZTEALY FHAFA AME &9
AR 159 T2 A2 AYPS 7AAEI] Y8

F3dE 2% Yot

AZEY o] ZT2ZiMA HJM(software process

AT ES

ot Doty ©
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assessment)$; 59

37t

(software capability evaluation)8l 2 =x}o]

& ATy O3 240

AT EY o] T2AA Hrbet &
H7+gE 87 fs CMM2
Z Y (common frame of reference)&
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Development arganization uses to improve processes

Acquirers use in selecling and monitoring suppliers;
developers use lo measure improvement progress

Results are used within the assessed organization

Resulis are known to sponsor

Assesses process praclice

Substa ntiateé current practios

Acts as improvement catalyst

Evaluaies commitmeant to improve

Provides input to action fan

Analyzes parformance potenfial and improvement
input

Collaborative—members of organization must be on
team

Members of organization may or may not be on team

Aplies 1o crganization, notindividual projects or
contracts

Oroanizational dala applies to specific sponsor needs

Input for improverment action pian o unireeze
arganization

Input for awani dacision, performnance morvtoring, nsk
management. and intemal improvement
measurement

a9 1 2XEYo] X2 A2 HJ(software process assessment)9}
AXEY o 59 HJl(software capability evaluation)9] o)
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Level 0 Default Default
Rating Rating
Generic goal for capability level 1 | Satisfied gj;e;'c goal for capability | g picfieg
Level 1
All specific goals including base | oo Al specific goals Satisfied
practices only
Generic goals for capability levels 1 Satistied Generic goals for capability Satisfied
and 2 level 1 and 2
Level 2 - - - —
All specific goals including specific
practices at capability levels 1 and Satisfied JAll specific goals Satisfied
2
Generic goals for capability levels 1, Satistied Generic goals for capability Satisfied
2and 3 levels 1, 2 and 3
Level 3 — - - —
All specific goals including specific
practices at capability levels 1, 2 Satisfied JAll specific goals Satisfied
and 3
Generic goals for capability levels 1, . Generic goals for capability .
2,3and 4 Satisfied §,_ els 1, 2,3 and 4 Satisfied
Level 4 — - - —
All specific goals including specific
practices at capability levels 1, 2 Satisfied JAll specific goals Satisfied
and 3
Generic goals for capability levels 1, L Generic goals for capability L
2,3, 4and5 Satisfied | ovels 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 Satisfied
Level 6 — - - —
All specific goals including specific
practices at capability levels 1, 2 Satisfied JAll specific goals Satisfied
and 3

3% 3 Capability Level £32 93 Zt Process %7} WH

V& W Frk gL Hrt
13 Ugo] Fo TaAx g9
loll d& "EHHQA B

dAoM 9 712ke wA| el =, 3
AT E g o] Tz A9 AAx
s A Ao AZEH

2_
=2
xeqx BAE B +RE BRe AxEy

B
2
Jtﬂszret

of ZEAHA AL Y7 7ute] HY, AZE
Aol 59 Hrkg T8 £dE H552 2ZE
dol 85 ggrigd s FdHE 4¥ ¥
Aol 487 Aot

vpRgto g Hrt @ Aol FQ TRAX
dde] ERXE AFZAN A /HAD Y =
AL 97 MR YA Rde TEAE

e gelFs 229 FH| )

CMMe FF& H7e7198AM 2 Level ¥
T2 HA 999 rating 7|FL 23 2}
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2. ISO/IEC TR 15504(SPICE)

ISO9001~-200001 4] T2 A2 olX2XE T
a7 5 d A 1995A =A ®BES 7|7 F
A A7 Z 3lo= FFo= IS0/ IEC
12207 SLCP(AE 71& AZEo] glo|ZA}
o) ZTaALE A JFE) & Y 2

¥ o}, IEEE-EIA +% 3IY 2§ IS0/ IEC
Ko B=2g Fs18le] IEEE/ EIA 122078
TE S

Software Process Improvement Capability
dEtermination(SPICE)g}aL o]& Ao}zl IS0/
IEC TR 15504 SPA4DE ISO/IEC JTC 1/8C
7914 #AAF 71&¢ BuAMZA, ISO/IEC JTC
1/SC 7= =A &3 7179 A4 A7) &8F
3ol FF 7]%%’4° 35 1 Jhed AZEY
o] AAYYS FF3tn g o] S7olt).
B9 S1& waHAE 249 43 53
& Bk AR eletn slgseigion,
ISO/ IEC TR 15504 1E0] oW HFE
G2 E e CMMZL ZRES diAg 5+ A
T TARYES st Ao

ISO/IEC TR 15504 + &3 #& 9749 %

Hoaz g)o] 9 r}.42) 43) 44) 45) 46) 47) 48) 49) 50),
Part 1 73} 7HQ A A

Part 2 X 2A29 ZTZAHA 53Hd gl 7)
T 2d

Part 3 %7} A3

Part 4 37} A3 gk A

Part 5 %7} 243} 2% Qhl

Part 6 7}xt9] 230 g 23

Part 7 Z2HA 7o AL A3

Part 8 33& ZEAM2& F¥HE& ARSI
A& A

Part 9 &9}

H71 243 whHe] @ FANES ISO/IEC TR

155042] Part 29} 3o Mwso] Qlu, e
A QFAMge] 2F£HW, O HrleE 15504 T
Zo| H3sictn

712 29L& 9g&9 FH4Y AdE 7AHsn
At

D ZAx 49 - HrEE zz 2o W
g HE53l0, T2 29 EH7Y ERY A
I gEso] ok

@ 58 A9 - B T2A 20 HE Jls3
Ao 2 A2e] &Y. O S4L& T2
29 FEE& At FAA77] A 8T
ste SRS &

MEE 3§ Ho gk, §39E ZTEA2 59
g4 oAl Y dAR Yol orF Y
ZEAs 4 58 Fo FolHuh
58 £ 0RH 571% 69AlZ UirolA )
gz 2227 2719 FES AT F e
ZeAx 448 Adsn Joh He PAE
AT EO st T A, BE), Ay ©
Ao & Wt FYsia,

g SdAM MY 59
4

a g 4FE aZE Jdweet ofyst

g 24, FF, £9, FARLST 2 XY 39

7 2 ¥ £ ARE AFEn Y
28 A

SPICEE AXEgole ZXEA
AT EYOE g
Nasts Mdzle 5
gaas FAY F 3

L

fu
kY
[>
1

=
rx
o,
|

Level 2 ~ 5 & X2 A2 £X(PA)E BT
Support, Management, Organization process
category®] I EZAAEo] #HAFo Yo,
Level 2¥ management & support category
o] dF T2 AAET BRHo] UL Level 3, 5
T organization process category? 4% X
ZAZET BFHo| A

T2 a2 £4(PA)Y rating scale 29 PA
T EZ2Ax9 =4 i
(characteristics)& YeElW 3 Rating scales
PASY AFH=EE WEES0-100%)2 YVEWH,

=
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CAPAB!UT\;

Continuous improvement ]
Process Change ] Level 5
Process Conlrol | |
Process Measuremend { LeVEi 4
Process Rosowurce Levei 3
Process Definition b
Work Product Managesmsnt
Partormancs Managemant Level 2
Process Performance T' Level ] PROCESS
.
& &J.@ & &
%QQQ y g@f ‘ f
-fé «® &
&

AFHEe MEL(0-100%))% ordinal2 th&3}
2ol o] g3}
(1) v]24 (Not achieved: N) : 0% - 15%

- #g ZT2A 2 PA @49 3 FANT A
9] gl& Aol P,
(2) B8 9A (Partially achieved: P) : 16%

O,
=2
BE gXA (Largely achieved: L) : 51%

- g T2Ax PAd Oid d3d AAFH
H2ha T3 €4 (significant
achievement) T d& AL

- Z2H2 P Fokareas) T A @9
(work unit)ell e} o4& F & F

4) 9x 24 (Fully achieved: F) : 86% -
100%

- AF T2 A2 PAY digk A A AR
g HIwdd  dHS AH FAG
achievement) 7t s
- Z& &9(Org. Unit) A Ax S
%Fxol & AT Ao Zol BRI

o

Z2M29 58 $F2 PA Ratingoll 2A3h
A4 zt T2 A 29 Ratingg Z2AsE 7]
T o B9 Zoh

SPICE®] T2 A2 AAHHEZD Hee #A
AlAH(self-assessment)E 2 & Zale] T2 A
2 FY5ESE HAAEle A9EA 2EAE =
2 UFo AE A7 A3, 5F O AAL
(independent assessment) X2 @99} A
39 FQ AAl 717 EHEHA HALLd 93
FRPHE FHE 2EXNE 2 Y U
T U
SPICE®] Z2Ah& AANE7Y) Framework&
a) A AAHself assessment)E & dti, b)
AAL A T2 A 29 contextE 2HE AL, ¢
T 2AA ratings(TEAA Z23A)S A8
9, d) ZEAE S4E AEEte ZEME F
gL E¥3Y e) ZE application domainso]
v 23 R AR g Y.
ArL ZEA2E MEEo FA|stE ookt
Hag g3 22 &5S £§ste o]F3

o

¢b Al¥(planning) : HA} AFMoE HAG
t}&o] x5 ool &

- AA 94E

- AAL A FE g5

_186_



Level 0

Level 1 jPA1.1 Process Performance Largely or fully
PA1.1 Process Performance Fully

Level 2 |[PA2.1 Performance Management Largely or fully
PAZ2.2 Work Product Management Largely or fully
PA1.1 Process Performance Fully
PAZ2.1 Performance Management Fully

Level 3 |PA2.2 Work Product Management Fully
PA3.1 Process Definition and Tailoring Largely or fully
PA3.2 Process Resource Largely or fully
PA1l.1 Process Performance Fully
PA2.1 Performance Management Fully
PA2.2 Work Product Management Fully

Level 4 |[PA3.1 Process Definition and Tailoring Fully
PA3.2 Process Resource Fully
PA4.1 Process Measurement Largely or fully
PA4.2 Process Control Largely or fully
PA1l.1 Process Performance Fully
PA2.1 Performance Management Fully
PA2.2 Work Product Management Fully
PA3.1 Process Definition and Tailoring Fully

Level 5 JPA3.2 Process Resource Fully
PA4.1 Process Measurement Fully
PA4.2 Process Control Fully
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