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Abstract As the existing risk-based tests are
focused on only risks of project, process and product, so
an optimized method for software development is neces-
sary. In former paper, we proposed the Risk Decision
Matrix for applying the risk-based testing to software
development. The Risk Decision Matrix evaluate the Risk
Impact(RI) based on the Correlation between Risk
Requirement(RR) and Use Case(UC), and Risk Point(RP).
Then it prioritize the values of Risk Impact. In this paper,
we show the correlationship between the existing Use
Case Point(UCP) and proposed Risk Impact. Through
analysis of the correlationship, we find that the higher the
UCP is, the higher the RI is. According to this result, it
is shown that the proposed method of RI prioritization for
use case is proper to the risk based testing for software
development. For the example to verify the proposed
theory, we apply it to the Car Appliances Management
System and confirm our inference.

Keywords! risk based testing, use case point (UCP),

risk impact, risk decision matrix, priority
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Fig. 1 Risk Decision Matrix
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the Car Applicances Management Svstem

e

User:

T Income_Retrieve
Login =
S

Inventory_Reure
Custom_Update ..5 \}

ZWanager

\\%

‘ ugtom Delete £1in

Sto Delel
‘( pefss_Updald
i & ve-

Espense_Delete

A\ //ﬁ

//

Salesm:

- Product_Rettieve

Product_Delate

a8 2 AFA B
s

F8e) A2ds §2 Aoz tholo)

Fig. 2 Use Case Diagram of the Car Appliances Manage-
ment System
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Table 1 Calculated Use Case Point

Ne. Use Case uucp TCF EF Ucp
UseCase 1 Login 10 0.705 1.145 7.0§
UseCase 2 | Custom_Register 12 0.74 1.145] 8.8¢
UseCase 3 | Custom_Update 12 0.705 1.145] 8.4
UseCase 4 | Custom_Retrieve 12 0.7 1.115 8.4
UseCase 5 | Custom_Delete 12 0.68| 1.145] 8.14
UseCase 6 | Stock Register 12 0.695 1.175 8.34
UseCase 7 | Stock Retrieve 14 0.7 1.1 9.8
UseCase 8 Stock_Delete 12 0.67] 1.175 8.04f
UseCase 9 Sale_Register 12 0.655 1.175) 7.8¢
UseCase 10 | Sale_Retrieve 12 0.695] 1.1 8.34
UseCase 11 Sale_Update 12 0.705| 1.175 8.4¢
UseCase 12 Sale_Delete 12 0.655 1.175| 7.8
UseCase 13 | Product_Register 12 0.67 1175 3.04
UseCase 14 | Product_Retrieve 12 0.685 1.1 8.22)
UseCase 15 | Product_Delete 12 0.665) 1.175 7.98
UseCase 16 |Inventory_Retrieve 12 0.665 1.j 7.94
UseCase 17 | Income_Retrieve 17 0.725 1.01 12.325
UseCase 18 | Expense Create 17 0.725] 1.16 12.329
UseCase 19 | Expense_Update 17 0.815 1.16 13.855
UseCase 20 | Expense_Retrieve 17 0.735] 1.16 12.495
UseCase 21 | Expense_Delete 12 0.715] 1.1€ 8.58
UseCase 22 Print 11 0.64] 14 7.04
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Table 2 Risk Decision Matrix
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Table 3 Analysis of correlation between UCP and RI

No. UseCase | UCP | Priority | No. UseCase Rl | Priority
UseCase 1 Llogin__|_7.05 21 UseCase 1 Login %0 19
UseCase 2 Custom Registen 888 6 UseCase 2 | Custom Reqister| 117 8
UseCase 3 |Custom Update| 846 8 UseCase 3 | Custom Update | 117 8
UseCase 4 Custom Reme_v# 84 10 UseCase 4 | Custom Retrieve| 117 8
UseCase 5 | Custom Delete| 816 14 UseCase 5 | Custom Delete 108 13
UseCase 6 | Stock Register | 834 1 UseCase 6 | Stock Reaister 120 7
UseCase 7 | Stock Retrieve | 98 5 UseCase 7 | Stock Retrieve 135 3
UseCase 8 | Stock Delete | 804 15 UseCase 8 | Stock Delete m 12
UseCase 9 | Sale Register | 7.86 19 UseCase 9 | Sale Register 24 20
UseCase 10| Sale Retrieve | 834 11 UseCase 10| Sale Retrieve 108 13
UseCase 11| Sale Update 846 8 UseCase 11| Sale Update 126 6
UseCase 12| Sale Delete 7.85 19 UseCase 12| _ Sale Delete 102 17
UseCase 13 ‘fmducl Reuistea 304 15 UseCase 13 | Product Register| 108 13
UseCase 14 Product Retrievd 8.22 13 UseCase 14 | Product Retrieve| 108 13
UseCase 15 | Product_Delete| 7.98 17 UseCase 15| Product Delete 102 17
UseCase 16 hventory Retriev| 7.98 17 UseCase 16 Inventory Retrievd 81 21
UseCase 17 [Income Retrievel 12.325 3 | UseCase 17 | Income Retrieve| 117 8
UseCase 18 | Expense Create| 12325 3 | UseCase 18| Expense Create | 129 4
UseCase 19 [Expense Update] 13.855 1 | UseCase 19| Expense Update | 162 1
UseCase 20 Expense_Retri 12495 2 UseCase 20 |Expense Retrieve] 153 2
UseCase 21 |Expense Delete| 858 7 UseCase 21 | Expense Delete 129 4
UseCase 22 Print 704 2 J|UseCase 22! Print 74 2
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