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Abstract—The organizations and researchers producing re-
search software face a common problem of making their software
sustainable beyond funding provided by a single research project.
This is addressed by research software engineers through build-
ing communities around their software, providing appropriate
licensing, creating reliable and reproducible research software,
making it sustainable and impactful, promoting, and ensuring
that the research software is easy to adopt in research workflows,
etc. As a result, numerous practices and guidelines exist to
enhance research software quality, reusability, and sustainability.
However, there is a lack of a unified framework to systematically
integrate these practices and help organizations and research
software developers refine their development and management
processes. Our paper aims at bridging this gap by introducing
a novel framework: RSMM. It is designed through systematic
literature review and insights from interviews with research
software project experts. In short, RSMM offers a structured
pathway for evaluating and refining research software project
management by categorizing 79 best practices into 17 capabilities
across 4 focus areas. From assessing code quality and security to
measuring impact, sustainability, and reproducibility, the model
provides a complete evaluation of a research software project ma-
turity. With RSMM, individuals as well as organizations involved
in research software development gain a systematic approach
to tackling various research software engineering challenges.
By utilizing RSMM as a comprehensive checklist, organizations
can systematically evaluate and refine their project management
practices and organizational structure.

Keywords: research software engineering, focus area maturity
model, research software project management

I. INTRODUCTION

Open science is a movement that strives for greater openness
and collaboration in research practices. It promotes the open
sharing of publications, data, software, and various academic
outputs as early as possible, making them accessible for
reuse. As a result, open science leads to greater scientific
and societal impact [1]. Research software plays an important
role in the open science movement [2]. It includes source
code files, algorithms, scripts, computational workflows, and
executables created during the research process or for a
research purpose [3]. For good scientific practice, the resulting
research software should be open and adhere to the FAIR
principles [4, 5] to allow repeatability, reproducibility, and
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reuse. Compared to research data, research software should
be both archived for reproducibility and actively maintained
for reusability [6, 7].

Traditionally, researchers focus on maximizing their pro-
duction process towards scientific publications rather than the
quality and sustainability of their research software. This is due
to the pressure on researchers to continually publish their work
to advance their careers (also known as publish-or-perish) [8].
Long term sustainability strategies such as software quality
and community building require resources in terms of time
and expertise. Researchers may lack the necessary skills and
do not prioritize these activities because these efforts are
often not acknowledged by research organisations and funding
agencies [9]. For the same reasons, the peer review process,
which serves as a quality check for scientific publications
and in open source software development, is rarely done for
research software.

Over the past few years, however, the significance of re-
search software has grown exponentially with its increased
usage [10, 11]. The Research Software Engineering (RSE)
movement, which started in the UK, has experienced sub-
stantial growth and rapid emergence [12]. This movement
aims to recognize the vital importance of software for re-
search, and the role of people, policy, and infrastructure
in its development, support, and maintenance [13]. As a
result, currently there is significant interest from researchers,
RSEs and even funding organizations in establishing best
practices for research software engineering [14, 4] and to
ensure research software becomes sustainable, reproducible,
and has a community around it. However, while numerous
practices and guidelines exist, there is a lack of a unified
framework to systematically integrate these practices and assist
researchers and organizations in refining their development
and management processes.

We present the Research Software focus area Maturity
Model (RSMM), targeted at organizations that produce re-
search software. Our model aims to provide a structured
analysis of research software engineering practices that can
help researchers and research supporting organizations pro-
duce research software. RSMM takes the FAIR principles as
the baseline but goes further into software sustainability, com-
munity building, the software role in reproducibility, usability,
and other quality factors relevant to the open science move-
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ment. This model includes 4 focus areas: Software Project
Management, Research Software Management, Commu-
nity Engagement, and Software Adoptability. Each focus
area covers several best practices to improve its capabilities.
RSMM facilitates an incremental pathway for organizations to
enhance their research software project management. By uti-
lizing RSMM as a comprehensive checklist, organizations can
systematically evaluate and refine their project management
practices and organizational structure.

The contributions of this study are as follows:
• Maturity model for research software: We present

RSMM to assess the maturity of research software
projects by considering best practices of research soft-
ware project management. The framework includes 79
best practices covering code quality and security, sustain-
ability, reproducibility, community building, and many
others required to improve the research software project
management.

• Community-based approach: The framework is de-
signed based on interviews with researchers, research
software engineers, and project managers.

• The published dataset: The model itself, along with
a complete description of the 79 practices, is publicly
available as a dataset [15]. This description includes
when the practices are implemented and is organized
based on the MoSCoW prioritization (Must have, Should
have, Could have, Won’t have). Additionally, it details
the resources required for execution, dependencies among
neighboring practices, and references.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section II
presents maturity models and a comparative analysis between
our model and the existing ones. In Section III, we provide an
in-depth exploration of the research methodology employed
in designing RSMM. Section IV explains our novel model
RSMM and Section V illustrates the method of assessing
research software project maturity using RSMM, supported by
two examples. Section VI concludes the paper by summarizing
the findings and contributions made in this work.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Maturity Models Concept

Maturity is an evolutionary progress in demonstrating a
specific ability or accomplishing a target from an initial
stage to a desired end stage. Maturity models capture this
process from an initial state to the desired end state and can
guide organizations in assessing and developing organizational
capabilities [16]. Maturity models are tools developed for
organizations to evaluate and compare, providing a basis for
improvement and informed strategies to enhance specific areas
within the organization [17].

To reach a particular maturity level, an organization must
meet specific criteria and characteristics related to capabilities
or process performance. The initial stage represents a starting
point where the organization may have limited capabilities in
the investigated domain. Organizations with the most advanced
capabilities reach the highest maturity level [18, 19, 20]. This
maturity level assessment of capabilities helps derive and

prioritize improvement measures. The following subsection
compares RSMM with the existing models.

B. Landscape of Maturity models
Few existing maturity models are used for software ca-

pability management but are not specific to the research
software development. Therefore, they do not cover aspects
such as sustainability, reproducibility, impact measurement,
promotion, visibility and adoptability.

Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) and its pre-
decessor Capability Maturity Model (CMM) are industry stan-
dard maturity models [21]. They include the 5 maturity levels.
CMM is used to assess an organization software development
processes in terms of maturity. It helps developers to enhance
software quality and the overall software development process.
CMMI v3.0 [21] goes even beyond software development
and includes process quality assurance, configuration manage-
ment, monitor and control, planning, estimating requirements
development and management governance, implementation
infrastructure, organizational training, process management
verification and validation and etc. Therefore, it considers
developers and other departments such as marketing, finance,
and purchasing. This broader scope might be deemed unnec-
essarily complex when applied to Agile software development
practices [22] like Extreme Programming, SCRUM, and Lean
development are typical for research software projects.

The focus area maturity model (FAMM) is one type of
maturity model [20]. It helps organizations to measure their
performance in a particular functional domain. A functional
domain consists of different focus areas, each with its capa-
bilities. These capabilities are arranged in a maturity matrix,
which helps to identify different maturity levels. Each capabil-
ity includes various improvement actions, known as practices,
that support the organization in gradually improving in that
functional domain. Unlike other maturity models, FAMM does
not have fixed maturity levels; maturity levels can start from
0 and end at any positive integer. Each focus area is evaluated
separately and has its maturity levels. The most relevant
examples of FAMM are:

SEG-M2 [18] is a focus area maturity model designed
to enhance the governance of software ecosystems within
organizations. The model consists of 168 practices collected
from structured literature reviews and desk studies, following
the maturity model creation steps outlined by de Bruin et
al. [17]. However, SEG-M2 focuses on many aspects of soft-
ware ecosystem governance, such as ecosystem health, open
markets, and market and sale-related capabilities. Thus, these
are mainly applicable to industry-based software projects.

API-m-FAMM [19] is a model designed for managing APIs.
The study integrates De Bruin et al. methodology with Design
Science Research [17], using the card sorting technique and
multiple evaluation cycles. This model includes capabilities
such as version management, documentation, community en-
gagement, and resource management.

Many maturity models exist for the management process
of open-source projects [23, 24, 25]. While there are many
similarities between those models and ours, a significant dif-
ference is that researchers commonly use different criteria for
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Fig. 1: Design phases of RSMM: The steps involved in developing a RSMM v1.0: In the Scope, Design, and Populate phases,
we conducted a systematic literature review to collect and explore academic and grey literature, resulting in the creation of
RSMM v0.1. In the Test phase, we included Expert Interviews and Expert Confirmations. Each stage in this phase leads to the
evolution of RSMM, also producing intermediate versions v0.2 and v0.3 (available upon request from authors). Case studies
are conducted in the Deploy phase to validate the model applicability.

assessing open-source research software (e.g., reproducibility,
visibility, impact). Furthermore, open-source projects focus
more on testing, reputation, and generic integration. In con-
trast, RSMM focuses on various aspects such as sustainability,
visibility, impact measurement [7], integration of research
software into research workflows, adoptability, fostering part-
nerships, improving developers’ skill sets, and recognizing
their contributions to research software projects. This model is
designed from the perspectives of users, developers, funders,
and partners, giving equal importance to all these stakeholders.
As we already mentioned, our dataset is publicly available [15]
and includes a complete description of all the model compo-
nents. This dataset can assist individuals even with a limited
software engineering training to understand the practices and
resources required to implement them.

In summary, most of these models or frameworks serve
industry-level projects; however, none specifically focus on
research software project management. This managemnet pro-
cess includes community building, visibility, conference pro-
motion, and more. Another area for improvement is that many
of these models are limited to a particular domain or capability.
RSMM is designed to address these existing problems by
focusing on the research software project management and
the number of capabilities within a single framework.

To the best of our knowledge, RSMM is the first research
software maturity model that combines the best practices from
software development and open-source software development
while giving importance to the research software engineering
practices. To this end, the focus of RSMM extends beyond
the developmental aspects of research software, giving equal
importance to non-code considerations such as building a com-
munity around the research software and enhancing its impact,
sustainability, and adoption within the research community.

III. DESIGNING THE MATURITY MODEL

Inspired by the previous FAMMs [18, 19], we have devel-
oped our model RSMM. This section covers its design phases.

A. Research Method

We used De Bruin’s 5-phase approach [17] to design RSMM
with the following phases (see Fig. 1):

• Scope: The scope of RSMM is to evaluate and improve
research software project management.

• Design: The design phase focuses on the questions
”why,” ”how,” and ”who”, as outlined below:
– The Why: The purpose of RSMM is to help an organi-

zation that produces research software to improve their
research software project management by assessing and
improving the maturity of their projects.

– The How: RSMM acts as a guideline and helps organi-
zations to understand and implement the best practices
effectively to achieve their desired maturity level.

– The Who: The intended audience of RSMM are re-
searchers, research software engineers, research soft-
ware project managers, funders and policy makers.

• Populate: We identified the focus areas, capabilities,
and practices of research software project management
through a systematic literature review, resulting in RSMM
v0.1. Section III-B explains the literature review process
to collect components of RSMM.

• Test: We conducted expert interviews during this phase
to position practices within the maturity matrix. Fur-
thermore, we sent the resulting model, RSMM v1.0,
to the interview experts for confirmation. Section III-C
describes how the collected practices are positioned based
on their maturity in the matrix (maturity matrix).

• Deploy: In this phase, as part of the future work, we will
conduct comprehensive case study to validate and verify
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Focus 
Area Capability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

So
ftw

ar
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

M
an

ag
em

en
t

Requirements Requirements are 
managed explicitly Authors act on feedback Roadmap is 

communicated 

Code quality Code reviews are 
executed

Security reviews are 
conducted

There are executable 
tests

Tests are executed in a 
public workflow

Uses common 
methods for security 

evaluation

Project stability is 
measured 

continuously

Crash reporting is 
used

Communication 
and Collaboration

A public repository 
system is used

Has a watering hole for 
community members

Issue 
management

An infrastructure is 
available for posting 

issues

Issues are actively 
worked on

There is a support team 
in place

R
es

ea
rc

h 
So

ftw
ar

e 
M

an
ag

em
en

t

Usage costs
Provides documentation 

on the cost of running 
the application

Considers energy 
consumption DraftImpact 

measurement
Performs infrequent 

measurement of impact
Performs continuous 
impact measurement

Concerned with the 
privacy aspects of its 

use

Concerned with the 
ethical consequences 

of its use

Sustainability
There is a software 

management plan in 
place

Obvious source of 
temporary funding

Viable pathways for 
project sustainability

Maintained by a 
research software 

center

Obvious source of 
continuous funding

Visibility Code is citable
Project meta-data is 

indexed (e.g., on 
Zenodo)

Published in a research 
software directory

Continuously promoted 
(e.g., at conferences, 

Twitter)

Source code is 
indexed (e.g., 

SearchSECO, SHG)

Acknowledged by a 
research software 

center

Publicly adopted 
by industrial 

partners

R
es

ea
rc

h 
So

ftw
ar

e 
C

om
m

un
ity

 M
an

ag
em

en
t

Partnerships
Informally 

acknowledges partners 
and funding agencies

Has an advanced 
partnership model

Community
Onboards researchers 

as part of the 
community

Imposes some 
community norms Has a code of conduct

Developers Documents how to join 
the team

Developer names are 
publicly available 

Developers can get 
access to training and 

skill development

Licensing A license is carefully 
selected

License policy is 
regularly evaluated

R
es

ea
rc

h 
So

ftw
ar

e 
A

do
pt

ab
ili

ty

Ease of use A simple how to use is 
provided

A statement of purpose 
is provided

Online tutorials are 
provided

Documentation A read me file is 
provided

Common example 
usage is provided

A documentation 
infrastructure is 

provided

Technology
Uses common non-

exotic or legacy 
technology

Technology is easy to 
use in scientific 

workflow

Reproducibility
Instructions exist on 

how to put into research 
workflow

Instructions exist on 
how to make part of a 

replication package

Is part of standardized 
workflows

Is part of a replication 
package

Education The project is part of an 
educational program

Generic educational 
materials have been 

developed

Deployability The project has an 
SBOM

Can be deployed on a 
wide range of 

technology

Provided with standard 
deployment tools 

(docker images, etc.)

Provided as a running 
service

Fig. 2: RSMM v0.1 (not the final model): The initial model includes 4 focus areas, 18 capabilities, and 61 practices. We
included the practices collected through the systematic literature review from both academic and grey literature in the model,
with maturity levels from 1 to 7. These practices are not placed based on their maturity.

the applicability of the model. Section V discusses how
to use this model to evaluate research software project
management on two examples.

The following subsections briefly explain the Populate, Test
and Deploy phases.

B. Literature Review: Scope, Design, and Populate

As discussed in Section II, existing methods for evaluating
and improving research software project management need
to be revised. Initially, we conducted a systematic literature
review gathering academic and grey literature. This process
helps us to identify the practices, capabilities, and focus
areas of research software project management to design
the model. We utilized snowballing method (also known as
backward and forward snowballing), that is used to expand a
literature review by identifying articles relevant to the topic
of interest [26]. We conducted our literature review using

the ACM Digital Library and Google Scholar. We used the
search string, “(“software management” OR “software project
management”) AND (“research software” OR “research soft-
ware project management”) AND (“community development”
OR “community engagement” OR “community participation”)
AND (“research software” OR “scientific software”) AND
(“FAIR principles” OR “best practices”)” to collect articles
related to our topic. Our search was limited to the past 10
years and yielded 36 results in total from both databases.
After removing duplicates and irrelevant entries, we retained
19 academic papers and grey literature. Next, we look at
older papers’ references to find more relevant sources, adding
5 more papers. After that, we found newer documents that
cite the original ones to get the latest insights. We then
identified practices, capabilities, and focus areas from these
collected documents. Based on these findings, we started a
second round of searching, this time focusing specifically on
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the identified capabilities and focus areas. As a result of this
refined search, 66 new sources (both academic papers and
grey literature) were added to the pool of resources. Then, we
grouped practices into capabilities and capabilities into focus
areas and vice versa (following both a top-down approach and
bottom-up approach for grouping and collecting focus areas,
capabilities, and practices [17]).

From this method, we identified 61 best practices and
grouped these practices into capabilities and focus areas. The
described process is a part of the Populate phase, which results
in 4 focus areas, 18 capabilities, and 61 practices (indicated
as A, B in Figure 1). As depicted in the figure, these practices
and capabilities together form the focus areas that represent
the functional domain of the research software project man-
agement. In the model, RSMM, the capabilities define the
ability to achieve a goal related to the research software project
management by executing two or more interrelated practices.
In this case, we can define a practice as an action need to be
taken to improve the research software project management.
As it is shown in Fig. 2, we placed practices of RSMM v0.1
without considering its maturity. Next, we followed 12 expert
interviews to determine the positioning of these practices. The
following we provide details about this expert interview.

C. Expert Interviews and confirmation: Test Phase

The Test phase of the design methodology includes semi-
structured expert interviews and confirmation steps for design-
ing RSMM v1.0. We consulted experts in research software
development and project management to find the positioning
of the practices in the maturity matrix and validate the com-
pleteness and correctness of the model. We followed 5 steps
in the test phase, described in details below:

1) Connecting with experts through Dutch and German RSE
groups: We initiated the interview process by approaching
experts through Dutch and German RSE groups, providing
a brief project overview, and inviting them to express their
interest in participating. Participation in the interview process
was entirely voluntary.

2) Expert selection: We received 15 positive responses.
Following this, we shared the interview protocol with these
interested participants, resulting in 12 confirmations from
individuals who met the interview selection criteria of our
study. We set specific criteria for expert selection to ensure
participants had the experience and knowledge in research
software project management to obtain valuable results. The
expert selection criteria are as follows:

1) Participants must indicate they are knowledgeable on a
minimum of two out of the 4 focus areas of the RSMM;

2) Participants must have a minimum of 3 years of experi-
ence in either developing or managing research software
projects;

3) Participants must work at an organization as a Research
Software Engineer, researcher, project manager as a part
of a team working on research software projects or any
comparable role related to research software.

The shared interview protocol outlines procedural steps, rules,
and regulations, including the questions to address during the

interview. Additionally, the file includes a description of the
focus areas, capabilities, and practices used in the model.

3) Conducting expert interviews: We scheduled online
meetings based on the participants’ availability. The interviews
took between 45 minutes and 1 hour and 36 minutes. Before
the interview, we shared our maturity model without including
maturity levels. During the expert interview, we asked the
experts to arrange practices into the corresponding capability
groups based on the order of maturity, seeking their insights.

After completing this task for each focus area, we ask
for suggestions about any missing capabilities or practices
within that specific focus area and whether any practices
were misclassified into the wrong capability. This systematic
approach is repeated for all 4 focus areas. Figure 3 depicts a
comparison of the maturity model templates provided by the
3 experts. The ranking of the first capability Requirements is
presented according to the inputs provided by the 3 experts.
The final placement of practices is determined by considering
the dependencies between different practices (these are shown
in Fig. 2 as arrow marks). For example, the practice, Provide
executable tests must be implemented or executed before the
Execute tests in a public workflow. We refer interested reader
to the dataset [15] for the detailed information.

Fig. 3: Maturity Model template by experts: The screenshot
depicts 3 experts’ ranking of practices within the Require-
ments capability, illustrating their placements in the RSMM
v0.1a expert’s dashboard.

Upon completion of this task, we asked experts questions to
evaluate the model applicability, ease of use, and feasibility.

4) Interview data processing: We mapped practices in
each expert’s dashboard to maturity levels, then identified the
positioning of these practices by taking the mode of all experts
response. For example, out of 12 experts, 4 recommended
positioning the Provide executable tests practice at level 4.
Consequently, we assigned this practice to maturity level 4,
considering its dependencies with another practice, Execute
tests in a public workflow. We revised the practice names to
follow the ’Verb Object (Qualifier)’ pattern. We also made
small adjustments to the names of focus areas and capabilities.

5) Expert confirmation: We incorporated the suggestions
from the interviewees into a new version of the model, RSMM
v1.0. During the interviews, experts added 18 new practices.
We then validated the new model by sending it back to all
interviewees for a second round of feedback. We are still
awaiting final feedback from all the experts, but one of the
first comments we received was “Yes, I will use input from this
model in my future work”, which we perceive as encouraging.
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RSMM1. Software
Project

Management

2. Research
Software

Management

3. Com-
munity

Engagement

4. Software
Adoptability

1.1 Requirements
1.2 Code quality &
Security
1.3 Communication
& Collaboration

2.1 Impact measurement
2.2 Sustainability
2.3 Visibility
2.4 Usage costs & Ethics

3.1 Partnerships
3.2.Community
3.3 Developers
3.4 Licensing

4.1 Ease of use
4.2 Documentation
4.3 Technology
4.4 Reproducibility
4.5 Education
4.6 Deployability

Fig. 4: RSMM Focus areas and capabilities: The 4 focus areas
and 17 capabilities of the RSMM v1.0 are shown in the figure.

In total, we received the approval from 8 experts to pub-
lish RSMM v1.0, including a few suggestions to modify
the dataset. These suggestions will be considered in future
versions of the model.

D. Evaluation of research software projects: Deploy Phase

We assessed the applicability of RSMM v1.0 by evaluating
a couple of research software projects in the Deploy phase.
Section V presents the evaluation results for research software
projects GGIR [27] and ESMVALTOOL [28].

IV. OUR MATURITY MODEL

This section presents the resulting model RSMM v1.0,
which includes 4 focus areas related to Research Software
Project Management: Software Project Management, Re-
search Software Management, Community Engagement,
and Software Adoptability. Figure 4 illustrates the focus
areas, their associated capabilities, and their respective code
names. The following subsection briefly describes 4 focus
areas of the RSMM v1.0, and this model is depicted in Fig. 5.

A. Software project management

Software project management manages the resources
and work activities needed to develop and modify software-
intensive systems [29]. The software project is a highly
people-intensive effort that extends over a considerable pe-
riod, significantly impacting the work and performance of
various stakeholders, including project managers. The primary
success criteria for software managers are delivery of sys-
tems that satisfy specified needs and requirements, on time
and within budget [29]. Software development involves chal-
lenges, including evolving technology, immature technology,
sloppy development practices, and staff changes. Software
project management addresses these complexities by pro-
moting stakeholder involvement, managing risks, and fostering
transparent communication, helping project managers navigate
and overcome these obstacles.

Thus, various factors influence the software project man-
agement process, and they are almost the same for research
software development. We included 3 capabilities and 19
practices related to this focus area. The dataset consists of
descriptions of all the practices.

B. Research software management

Like software management, Research software manage-
ment is a process of managing research software. Increasing
usage of research software in the various research domains
highlights the importance of adhering to best practices [4].
In this focus area, we included 4 capabilities such as Impact
measurement, Sustainability, Visibility, and Usage cost and
Ethics and 22 practices.

The 3 practices of RSMM v1.0 for improving research
software visibility are Make code citable, Enable indexing
of project meta-data [4], and Publish in a research software
directory [30]. Figure 6 describes the practice Publish in
a research software directory. The practice code (2.3.5) is
generated by combining the focus area (2), capability (3), and
maturity level (5). The description for when this practice is
implemented is categorized into MoSCoW categories (with
W omitted), including the resources required to complete it,
its dependencies on other practices, and references provided
within the practice description set.

C. Community Engagement

A community generally evolves and maintains research soft-
ware, creating an ecosystem of competing and collaborative
products. It is influenced by the open-source movement culture
of sharing and collaboration [31]. Consequently, we have
identified 4 capabilities and 16 practices associated with this
focus area to foster community development around research
software. Below, we describe one of these practices.

Develop code of conduct: A code of conduct outlines how
participants should communicate, enforces consequences for
violations, and reflects the community values. It creates an
inclusive space where everyone can contribute comfortably,
regardless of gender, ethnicity, or sexual orientation [32]. Thus,
a code of conduct helps effective collaboration, leading to
successful project deliverables.

D. Software Adoptability

The focus area Software Adoptability concerns with how
easily and effectively research software can be adopted and
utilized by users. This focus area is aimed at understanding
and enhancing the user-friendliness, accessibility, and overall
adoption strategies of research software by the research com-
munity. It includes 6 capabilities and 22 practices. Below are
descriptions of one capability and one of its practices.

Documentation: Good documentation is needed for the
reuse of research software [33]. For example, including
examples in the documentation (Provide a common example
usage) offers users a starting point for experimentation. When
examples demonstrate the software functionality, users can
quickly execute the code and enhance their understanding. All
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Mat
urit
y 
lev
els

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Software Project Management

1.1
File issues in an issue 

tracker
Act on feedback

Manage requirements 
explicitly

Perform release 
management

Communicate 
roadmap

1.2
Provide a 
coding 
standard

Conduct code reviews
Implement 
continuous 
integration

Provide executable tests
Use crash 
reporting

Conduct security 
reviews 

Measure project 
stability continuously

Define code 
coverage targets

Execute tests in a 
public workflow

 Follow an industry 
standard for security

1.3
Store project in 

public repository 
with version control

Use public 
communication 

platform 
Provide news letter

Provide community 
website

2 Research Software Management

2.1 Define a clear audience 
for the project

Perform infrequent 
impact 

measurement

Evaluate whether the 
audience's goals are 

met

Perform continuous 
impact measurement

Explore new 
audiences regularly

2.2 Acquire temporary 
funding

Write software 
management plan

Obtain support from a 
national research 

software center

Acquire viable 
pathways for 

project 
sustainability

Secure continuous 
funding

Define end-of-life 
policy

2.3 Make code 
citable

Enable indexing of 
project meta-data

Promote the project 
continuously

Publish in a 
research software 

directory

Acquire research 
software center 

acknowledgement

Enable indexing of the 
project's source code

Garner industrial 
partner adoption

2.4 Analyze privacy usage 
impact

Analyze ethical 
consequences of 

project use

Document the cost of 
running the 
application

Consider total energy 
consumption

3 Community Engagement

3.1
Acknowledge partners 

and funding agencies on 
website

Develop advanced 
partnership model

3.2 Impose community 
norms

Onboard researchers as 
part of the community

Develop code of 
conduct 

Appoint support team
Organize community 

events
Provide front page chat 

support
Focus on diversity 

and inclusion

3.3
Make developer names 

and roles publicly 
available

Document how to join 
the team

Set maximum 
response time for 

pull requests

 Provide access to 
developer training and 

skill development

3.4 Select a 
license

Get institutional 
support for license 

choice

Evaluate license 
policy regularly

4 Software Adoptability

4.1 Provide a statement of 
purpose 

Provide a simple 
how to use

Provide online 
tutorials 

4.2 Provide a read me file 
with project explanation

Provide a how-to 
guide

Provide a common 
example usage 

Provide a 
documentation as 

repository/ 
documentation wiki

Provide API 
documentation

4.3
Use common non-exotic 

or established 
technology

Facilitate integration into 
scientific workflow

Evaluate technology 
relevance regularly 

4.4
Provide instructions on 

how to put into research 
workflow

Provide instructions on 
how to make part of a 

replication package

Make part of 
standardized 

workflows

Make part of a 
replication package

4.5
Develop generic 

educational 
materials 

Organize training 
events in person

Make project part of 
an educational 

program

4.6 Provide with standard 
deployment tools

Enable 
deployment on a 

wide range of 
technology

Provide coordination 
mechanisms for  

workflow distribution 
over different 

machines

Generate SBOM

Fig. 5: RSMM v1.0: The updated and final version of RSMM. It includes 4 focus areas, 17 capabilities, and 79 practices.
These practices are placed between maturity levels 1 to 10. The first column of the table includes the capability codes.

practices within this Documentation capability, viewed from
the user perspective, emphasize the importance of clarity and
accessibility in helping users effectively understand and reuse
any research software project.

V. VALIDATION AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we illustrate on 2 case studies how our
model can be used to evaluate research software project man-
agement. Such an evaluation can help researchers and RSEs
identifying the next steps for improving the maturity of their
own research software. It assists them in choosing existing
software for adoption, and allows them to track the progress
and improvements over time. For research organisations and

funding agencies, our model can be used to assess the maturity
and viability of research software projects, thereby allowing
them to make an informed decision on which projects to
support and fund.

For our case study, we selected 2 research software projects:
GGIR and ESMVALTOOL. GGIR is an R-package to process
and analysis multi-day data collected with wearable raw data
accelerometers for physical activity and sleep research. ESM-
VALTOOL is a community-developed climate model diagnos-
tics and evaluation software package. We collected data related
to GGIR and ESMVALTOOL from their websites and GitHub
repositories. Based on this data, we evaluated both research
software projects using RSMM v1.0, resulting in maturity
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Focus
Area

Capa-
bility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1
1.1 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
1.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗
1.3 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗

2
2.1 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗
2.2 ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗
2.3 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2.4 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗

3

3.1 ✔ ✗
3.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗
3.3 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗
3.4 ✔ ✔ ✗

4

4.1 ✔ ✔ ✔
4.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
4.3 ✔ ✔ ✗
4.4 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
4.5 ✔ ✔ ✔
4.6 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗

(a) The maturity level of GGIR is 4-3-6-7

Focus
Area

Capa-
bility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1
1.1 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
1.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
1.3 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

2
2.1 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
2.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
2.3 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗
2.4 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗

3

3.1 ✔ ✔
3.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗
3.3 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
3.4 ✔ ✔ ✔

4

4.1 ✔ ✔ ✔
4.2 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
4.3 ✔ ✔ ✗
4.4 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
4.5 ✔ ✔ ✗
4.6 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗

(b) The maturity level of ESMVALTOOL is 5-4-8-8.

TABLE I: Case study: the evaluation results of the research software GGIR (left) and ESMVALTOOL (right) using RSMM
v1.0. The tick mark in the practices box indicates that the tool follows those practices, while the cross mark indicates that it
did not. Grey shading is added to the cells to show the longest path of each focus area that achieves maturity.

scores of 4-3-6-7 for GGIR and 5-4-8-8 for ESMVALTOOL
across the corresponding focus areas. The details of these
evaluations are presented in Table I.

GGIR achieves a moderate level of maturity in Software
Project Management but requires further improvement in
code quality and security practices to achieve higher maturity.
GGIR lacks a structured community and is developed through
voluntary efforts [34]. It shows a high level of maturity in Soft-
ware Adoptability, indicating well-defined methodologies in
this focus area.

ESMVALTOOL also achieves a moderate level of maturity
in Software Project Management, due to its lack of adher-
ence to security practices. However, being an open-source
community-developed tool for climate science, it excels in
Community Engagement and Software Adoptability and
has implemented numerous practices in these focus areas to
improve its capabilities.

Thus, using this model, users can evaluate their research
software project management by identifying areas that need
improvement and practices that need to be followed to achieve
higher maturity. For example, in the case of GGIR, evaluating
the code quality and security capability within the Software
Project Management focus area reveals the absence of several
key practices, such as Use crash reporting, Conduct security
reviews, Define code coverage targets, and Follow industry
standard for security. This currently prevents GGIR from
achieving a higher maturity level.

Van Nieuwpoort and Katz [35] noted, however, the impor-
tance of roles and context in research software development,
stating that not all software is created equal, and thus, not
all software must follow the same practices. That is, research
software should simply be mature enough to be fit for its
intended purpose. In this light, it is understandable that both
GGIR and ESMVALTOOL do not adhere to extensive security
practices. These tools consists of scripts and libraries designed
to support data analysis in their respective research fields,
and are not typically used in an online environment, or with
sensitive data. Thus, an additional refinement is necessary in

future versions of RSMM to take this into account.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper we have presented the maturity model RSMM,
which provides a comprehensive framework for research soft-
ware project management: RSMM combines best practices
from 3 different areas, namely, software engineering practices
(such as requirements analysis, code quality, and security),
open-source software development practices (including code
review, public repository storage with version control, and
community building) and best research software practices
(such as making code citable and findable). To that end,
we have collected components of RSMM using systematic
literature review, categorized them and further refined the
model through experts interviews.

RSMM is aimed at helping research and research support
organizations to systematically improve their management
processes and achieve desired maturity in their research soft-
ware projects. RSMM is a unique model that fits the needs
of researchers, research software engineers, funders, policy
makers, and organizations that produce research software alike
as we uncovered in our interviews with research software
engineers, researchers, and project managers. Using RSMM, a
researcher, a research software engineer or a project manager
can identify areas for improvement to achieve higher maturity
levels, thereby improving their research project management.
Our model allows for benchmarking project management pro-
cesses across different projects and can help making informed
decisions about project funding. Funders can use this evalua-
tion results to decide which projects to support. Additionally,
policy makers can utilize the model to update and improve
policies based on evaluations of previous projects.
Future work: As a final step, we will conduct case studies
to evaluate the applicability of RSMM. In this, we will
assess the maturity of 50 research software projects, examining
the relationships between concepts such as FAIR principles,
quality, maturity, and impact — different but related aspects of
research software. Additionally, we aim to refine our maturity
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Practice Code: 2.3.5
Practice Name: Publish in a research software directory
Description: Publishing research software projects in a re-
search software directory facilitates discovery, citation, and
collaboration among researchers, research software engineers,
and users within the research community.
When implemented:

• (M) Identifying and selecting suitable research software
directories that align with the project focus area, target
audience, and visibility goals, considering factors such
as reputation, coverage, and accessibility.

• (M) Preparation and submission of comprehensive meta-
data and documentation for the research software project
to the selected directory.

• (S) Compliance with directory-specific submission
guidelines, metadata standards, and Quality Assurance
criteria to ensure accurate representation, indexing, and
visibility of the research software project within the
directory database and search interface.

• (C) Monitoring and updating of project listings and
meta-data in the research software directory as needed to
reflect changes, updates, or new releases of the software.

Resources required:
• Time: Required for researching and selecting appropriate

research software directories, preparing and submitting
project listings, and maintaining directory entries over
time. Ongoing time and effort may be needed to monitor
directory performance, respond to inquiries, and update
project information.

• Knowledge or expertise in directory submission pro-
cesses, metadata standards, and documentation require-
ments for research software projects

• Collaboration with research software directory team to
publish projects on their website.

Dependencies:
References: [30]

Fig. 6: Description set for the practice Publish in a research
software directory.

model based on feedback from the experts. Lastly, we will
investigate software verification practices, which are important
for software and research quality.
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