C MMI

Ability to Perform, Degree of Commitment, and Software Quality in
Project Management and CM M|

259
Emaiclyychen@mail . cgu. edu. tw

Chung-Yang Chen
Dept. of Information Management,

Chang Gung University
Emaiclyychen@mail . cgu. edu. tw
: ( CMMI )
Managed
CMMI
CMMI Level
2
Abstract

Software industry usually has the following problem: project overdue or budget
overspent; therefore, how to pacify customers has been critical in project management. Yet
it is no more applicable as Taiwan software organizations become internationally
competitive. To eliminate the above plausible issue, this paper suggests three aspects for
managing software development: degree of commitment, ability to perform, and software
quality, which are also fulfillments for Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI)
Level 2. A solution is discussed by looking into abstract project organization, project
development process, and project management in CMMI Level 2 in order to help software
organizations manage degree of commitment, ability to perform, and software quality
during software development.
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