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Abstract Software are being studied to register and manage assets. And Methods for evaluating software systems
have been based on subjective evaluation criteria. We propose an evaluation model for evaluating complex assets
obtained from the complexity measurement of the preceding asset management system. We used scales to measure
and provide logical complexity to measure the complexity of our architectural assets. And we used a method to
evaluate whether it expresses attribute value of architecture asset. We have also built an evaluation model criterion
for evaluating the usability of the asset data based on the ISO/IEC 25010 quality model characteristics of the
SQuaRE Series. When the designers design the asset as a composite asset, the optional evaluation of the negative
property that weights are assigned according to the characteristics of each asset is applied to secure the flexibility
of the evaluation model.
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Fig. 1. Asset Meta Model
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- ISO/IEC 2500n - Quality Management Division
- ISO/IEC 2501n - Quality Model Division,

- ISO/EC 23020 - Quality Measursment Division
- ISO/MEC 23030 - Quality Requirerments Division
- ISO/IEC 2504n - Quality Evaluation Division,

- ISO/EC 250590 to 25099 - SQuaRE Extension

Division,

Fig. 3. SQuaRE Series
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Table 1. Sub—Criteria of Usability Evaluation

Criteria ltem Review
Evaluate the identities of the design assets in the two
Crti areas according to the requirements of the asset
designer
Crt2 Evaluate design achievement
Crt3 Evaluate ease of operation and control
Evaluate designer's protection against errors in
Crt4
asset-based systems
Evaluate the designer's satisfaction on the Ul of the
Crt5
asset-based system
cre Evaluation of usability in the category of asset
designer
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