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An Estimating Method for Software Testing Manpower
Ju-Seok Park’

ABSTRACT

Successful project planning relies on a good estimation of the manpower required to complete a project, together with the schedule options
that may be available. Despite the extensive rescarch done developing new and better models, existing software manpower estimation models
are present only the total manpower or instantaneous manpower distribution according to the testing time for the software life-cycle. This paper
suggests the manpower cstimating models for software testing phase as well as testing process and debugging process in accordance with de-
tected faults, This paper presents the polynomial model for effort based on testing and debugging faults. These models are verified by 5 different
software project data scts with coefficient of determination and mean magnitude of relative error for adaptability of model.
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