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Abstract

Function Point Method have been applied to measure software size estimation in industry
because it supports to estimate the software’s size by user’s view not developer’s. However, the
current function point method has some problems for example complexity’s upper limit etc. So, In
this paper, an enhanced function point model, Micro FP model, was suggested. Using this model,
software effort estimation can be more efficiently because this model has some regression equation.
This model specially can be applied to estimate in detail the large application system's size.
Analysis results show that measured software size by this Micro FP model has the advantage with
more correlative between the one of LOC, as of 10 applications operated in an large organization.
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