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Concurrent Software Development Process Model

EES

.
IE=

b

0l

H0

Myeong-Bok Choi, Sang-Un Lee

2 o amege] ZRAES IS W 200 /X9 A ZeAs BdSe] EAgch Te BE &
mEgelo] B4 WEAY 4 g AvsE shie] male] gl Agoz AuEAe ole BUES Hus £
stel A Azda el Feo] WS YRe Rue Austoloprt th B =Rt choket 2xEgol
A el mh AR Aow weEs SA ZeAx BES ARk WA, A a7Ae SRS A4
B, AR FRme| ke 20:80 &R BB, FAT 20% AFARPY] ATARY BT oA HA ¢
28 WAL 2AEOR St 20%9] F8 8TAG] sl AAAAS ARk AFlA elx] 80% 9] a7
ARl TRt BARE BATAE A SasHe Adolth FANNE Ehlu(Timebox) HHOR SaEm, ofn)
AGEE A, WA & A B Agile WHEC] et 2} eleluiolA] A oAkl B3 uge 3
o7} wralch A, WA & WA B Agle WHES BANY AW 289 23 valsty AL By
= EAY 5 Aotk Ak UL A GAES 9 U9 ST A9 AU 2ol Masde A 29
S otk T BANE Y-S Agste] BEe] FHE] FARnR AWRIE 27 BEA7E Fdol gtk uf
ehi AQHEl mRle moh W AZke] Bk QS HgoR Bk £ EAY AREelR Austel TN BE
4 glo] WAL WHEE PN 4 glow], o] Axege] A HFES SoliulE Jofd Zlow o,

Abstract Though a dozen of different software life cycle models are suggested, there is no universal model
which can satisfy all the characteristics of software. Organizations mix and match different life cycle models to
develop a model more tailored for their systems and capabilities. We suggest overlapped-concurrent development
life cycle model that is more suitable in various software development environment. Firstly, we divided the
development process into abstract and implementation stage. Abstract stage is from software concept phase to
detailed design starting time, and implementation stage is from detailed design phase to system testing phase.
Next, the abstract stage introduced the overlapped phase concept that begins the next phase when the step is
completed 20% by applying pareto's law. In the implementation stage, we introduced the concurrent development
which the several phases are performed some time as when one use-case (UC) is completed the next
development phase is started immediately. The proposed model has an advantage that it can reduce the
inefficiency of development resource greatly. This model can increase the customer satisfaction with a great
product at a low cost and on a short schedule. Also, this model can contribute to increase the software
development success rate.
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