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Abstract In this paper, we propose a method to measure the complexity of assets when a software component
is constructed as a basic asset, a standardized design model is acquired, and a reusable extended asset is
designed based on the standardized design model. However, each asset of our proposed asset management
system consists of composite assets that combine assets of two domains. So this method can not make
accurate measurements. Therefore, the complexity of the overall asset can be measured by reflecting the
property value of the basic asset stored under the architecture. In conclusion, it is possible to measure the
composite-complexity of a composed asset that is inversely proportional to cohesion and proportional to the

cumulative sum of the associated values of each asset in the asset-related design.
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