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Abstract .

Area of software measurement is active more than thirty years. There is a huge collection of
researches but still no concrete software development effort, duration and cost estimation
model. The data sets used to conduct previous studies in the duration estimation model are
often small and not too recent, these types of models should not be apply in recent projects
that have complex architecture and various development environment. Therefore, Oligny et al.
presents empirical models that predict software project duration in accordance with project
platform based on project effort using the log data transformation. These models are based on
the analysis of 396 project data provided by release 4 of the ISBSG Benchmark. Applying
Qligny et al.’s models to 534 project data provided release 6 of the ISBSG Benchmark, the
project duration is affected by development type more than development platform. Therefore,
This paper presents the model of duration estimation according to development type. This
paper proves the duration is more affected by development type than development platform.
And, The model according to development type is more adequate for duration estimation.
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