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Risk Management in Best Practice:
Case Study CMMI in Software industry in Thailand

Pavinee Waewseangsang and Orapan Khongmalai

College of Innovation Thammasat University

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to find the risk factors of CMM I development project in software
industry in Thailand. The result is suggestion to organization prepare to reduce risk in CMMI development
project and to management level to plan to reduce cost and time to manage organization. That can lead to be
the good model for another organization and be one factor that helps country develop faster. This research

collaborates from IT Advisory Service (ITA) in Software Park Thailand to collect data.

*
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ey 1T fesudszanasiuusn sgalsfiona
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9
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NTUIUNTRAUITENTAUIS (Software Process
Improvement: SPI) Tuszauanausuldlunsusns
FANITNU Lﬁaamﬂcym@hmﬁdawam'«mnmﬂ%ﬂui
fasiey SesoudD A.A.1990 usuandl SPI ity
W nae 1dun CMM, CMMI, 1SO9001, 1S027000,
ISO27001, 1SO27002, 1SO20000, 1SO90003, Risk
IT, Cobit, Basel II, ITIL, VAL IT {Judu [7] #iflux
il ludszmalnelunisdanmisowdiu 1T 16w
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2. NUMUIFIUNIIN
21 Enterprise Risk Management: ERM
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(6) MIMMUANINTINANTAIWAN (7) NITIIBULAE
nsdess (8) mMafemnUssifiuna [27] Tas ERM
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waluladl (Technology Risk) [21]

2.2 Project Management
Tutteqiiuiiosdnnuzililunisdnniseusiu
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(5) MIFANMIAUMN (6) MIIANTANU (7) N3
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ment) WATNEITIFULULTBINTEUIUNITAAITIE
Favivsadeu ieldenlumiiseunionsdns ag
Usznauie (1) nszuiumsmsiansuetnals uay
@) nsevumMsfinasivdenslsting

flaqiiu SEI 16dmin CMMI thauws 3wy
gmsumsldoufiuanseiu As



2138 ITuALWRIN 1895, T9 37 aifufl 1 uns1aw - Huiew 2557 137
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42 MFIATLRLNAAFNNTlASINSY
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Tasea¥e §AduldviinisdinssinsAussnauide
81379 (Exploratory Factor Analysis) Wiaarn
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31-351 78 26.0 Middle / Low Level Management 193 64.3
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bkl 141 47.0 i 5 1 106 35.3
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Audit_Process  <--—- Risk 0.790 | 0.000"* Audit_Process  <--—- Risk 0.398 0.000***
Tools <--- Risk 0.720 0.000*** Tools <--- Risk 0.549 0.000***
CMMI_Committee <--- Risk 0530 |  0.000"* CMMI_Committee <--- Risk 0.720 0.000**
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infwhnsiesileasunisidolaseaing
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