m Joumal of Knowledge Information Technology and Systems

ISSN 1975-7700

KITS http://www kkits.or.kr

A Method of Test Quality Management for Medical Software
Quality Digitizing
A-Young Park', Ki-Won Songt2

1Depam‘ment of Medical Engineering, Konyang University
2Depam‘mem‘ of Medical Information Technology Engineering, Konyang University

ABSTRACT

This paper presents the model of realizing requirement to ensure the QCD(Quality Cost Delivery) of
medical software during the development cycle. In many cases, customer needs are likely to change in
the process of carrying out projects. When medical software is released to customers without the needs
to be reflected, many more defects can be found when the software is actually used in the medical
field. The defects are fatal in the medical domain. To solve these problems, GQM(Goal Question
Metric) methodology is used. With this methodology, goals are set, questionnaires are devised, and
review of domain expert is sought. In addition, requirements are extracted and defined. And then, test
cases are finally completed based on the requirements. The test cases made through these processes are
quantitatively prioritized by using the AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) methodology. Once the priority
is determined, the test case is configured in order to determine how the test case has been carried out
in accordance with the number of test cases. It is possible to digitize the quality of software before it
is delivered to the customers to see whether enough tests are officially performed for the project. Using
this TQM, it is expected that the level of software quality is determined while the project is being
carried out, instead of evaluating the software at the end of the project.
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