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Abstract

In this paper, we evaluated and analyzed on how the software that was developed without regard to any
I[S(Information System) development standards meets requirements in domestic and foreign IS development standards.
The domestic standard is Korean IS audit standard that was introduced by Korean Government at 1987 and the
foreign standards are COBIT(Control Objectives for Information and Related Technologies), CMMI(Capability Maturity
Model Integration) and ITIL(Information Technology Infrastructure Library). In the evaluation result, the software
showed 70% satisfaction rate on average for requirements in 4 IS development standards. The comlemetary measures

for the problems that appeared in the evaluation process are needed.
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Fig. 3. Structure of SVS(Service Value System)
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Table 8. Total comparative analysis

Korean 1 oogrr | omm | L
audit
181 79 130 122

Score

(65.8%) | (75.2%) | (70.3%) | (71.8%)
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