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Abstract : Many companies around the world are applying CMMI to improve the organization’s ability to
perform projects, and many others are pushing to obtain CMMI certification as more and more of them are
offered as preconditions for participation in projects or supply product. Organizations with high maturity such
as CMMI Level 4~5, analyze the accumulated R&D data of the organization and establish the performance
management model so that R&D performance is continuously managed. So this paper shows the R&D
performance management model made by LIGNex1 which is certificated with CMMI Level 5 organization and

the case applied to the project, including its effectiveness.
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<Table 1> Quality and Process Performance Objectives
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[Figure 1] Navigation System
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<Table 2> R&D Process Performance Model
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[Figure 2] Guide for defect removement effectiveness
prediction performance model

CMMI 7| qke

FAAA AFNE Z2Ax Ada 2l A8 AT 45



S Y 229 o5 Yo =24 A8 N

18 EAE
= EHIJi Eﬁ@[%’
3800

LY a.e 0
o Hl’l[ ll HH =

B o0 nAs©): [875%0

HMHHHH

AuoA n as¥d

Bl &1
WHZHSJNECE Y| HE AZE DR
JE 1411120 HAE A22 HYEI0 2L HA 2
Cre == 22 OCHEL KM, SE2E 2 NHEE
2 HAH Lo 245 S0 S 2 S 45

T2 14,6462,
ZHE0| 2F 87 50% 2
Ha ZEAS A

[
EE

[Figure 3] Example for defect removement effectiveness
prediction performance model
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[Figure 4] Period prediction performance model worksheet
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[Figure 5] Defect removement effectiveness prediction
performance model worksheet
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[Figure 7] Example for process performance analysis result
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