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Abstract

Risk in software process is the chance of
something happening that will have an
impact on objectives. It is important to
analyze the risks. The risk of poor product
quality and schedule or budget overruns is
high which is confirmed by a number of
cancelled, delayed or overpaid projects. In
this paper, we first report on practical
application of a risk-driven software
process development frame in a real-life
software project. The framework assumes
explicit modeling of the process and its risk
factors as well as provides for process
development. It also includes dedicated
techniques to identify process risks and to
derive from them suggestions for process
improvement. The techniques are set in a
returning procedure involving process
modelling, risk identification and process
improvement steps. The paper presents the
case study objectives and reports on the
results of two phases aiming at process
improvementapplicationofa risk-
drivensoftwareprocessimprovement
frameworkin areal-life softwareproject..
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1lIntroduction

Software package project aims to supply
the stakeholders with an agreeable
programming based answer of their
drawback among the timetable and plan
limits. the threat of poor item quality and

timetable or plan invades is high that is
affirmed by assortment of off, postponed or
overpaid comes. Compelling administration
of these dangers is in no time saw united of
the first crucial ranges of venture
administration [1, 10]. Still, current
programming bundle techniques go out for
development. As technique change goes for
expanding system quality and viability
though minimizing its dangers,
consequently the backing for distinguishing
proof of the principal unsafe strategy
territories and their potential change is
extremely commendable.

Current  danger distinguishing  proof
practices receive essentially 2 strategies:
agendas and group exertion (e.g.
conceptualize ing). Agendas like [3, 5, 13]
encourage to deal with the recognizable
proof extension and safeguard from ruling
signifi- cant dangers anyway they're
commonly excessively general and don't
relate well to real code forms. bunch
exertion contemplated e.g. by J. Kontio [4]
focal points from synergistic utilization of
human instinct and learning anyway it
displays issues with extension centering
and administration. Thusly, each one
current methodologies offer limited yield
designed for the system change.

The paper proposesaframeworkfortherisk-
drivensoftwareprocessimprovement.The
followingfeatureschar- acterizethe
framework:

<Explicitprocesssmodelling[6,9]as
wellasprovidingformodelevolution[2],

IMPROVEMENT IN RISK-DRIVEN SOFTWARE PROCESS- CASE STUDY Sandeep Yadav & Swati Sharma

Page |1132


mailto:y.sandy44@yahoo.com

Ag International Journal of Research (IJR) Vol-1, Issue-10 November 2014 1SSN 2348-6848

3

. Interpretationof
modeldeficienciesasprocessrisksandareasfo
rpotentialimprovement,

«Supportingriskidentificationbyreferringto
modelmetricsandconsultingreferentialmode
Is[7],

<Derivingsuggestionsforprocessimprovem
entfromidentifieddeficiencies,

*Runningtheimprovementimplementationa
ndthemodellingasa continuousprocess.

Therecurringprocedureofcontinuousrisk-
drivenprocessimprovementcomprisesthe
followingsteps:

The research endeavor went for rehashed
distinguishing proof of dangers in a
genuine programming extend and giving
proposals on conceivable methodology
changes.

A product undertaking including members
from a few nations and booked for over
twelve months has been picked for the
careful investigation. The venture goal was
to construct a perplexing, appropriated data
framework focused around a novel
structural engineering and plan of action.
Amid the research endeavor the task stayed
in the launch stage. The venture depiction
and arrangements were utilized as a part of
the research endeavor.

The detailed analysis included 2 stages
(cycles of danger driven methodology
change):

* Preliminary danger distinguishing proof
did in January 2004 focused around formal
undertaking depiction,

« Second hazard recognizable proof
regarding the enhanced methodology did in
April 2004 focused around the Qual- ity
Plan, fractional Development Plan and the
same undertaking portrayal as in Phase 1.

 Subjecting the danger recognizable proof
results to the judgment of the venture
directors focused around their instinct and
individual experience,

« Examining the evaluations and needs the
task chiefs alloted to the recognized
dangers at a danger examination session,

» surveying the extent of change launched
by the venture administrators after the

Phase 1 Result

In any case, a procedure model was based
focused around the venture portrayal.
Because of the introductory period of the
venture, the advancement procedure was
arranged at a noticeably general level. The
most nitty gritty exercises secured a few
months. The undertaking depiction did not
characterize any qualitative peculiarities of
the exercises, relics and parts as those
components were left to be characterized
later in the arrangements of the specific task
regions. The last model included

The procedure dangers were initially
distinguished utilizing model measurements
[7] that were relevant to the model. The
measurements demonstrated two exercises
and five relics for further examination which
brought about distinguishing proof of four
signifi- cant dangers. For each one of those
dangers, their situations have been created
with the assistance of danger examples [6].
The sample of a recognized danger is given
underneath together with the comparing
situation (initially communicated with the
assistance of danger examples, then
communicated as a characteristic dialect
articulation).

Risk scenario (in terms of risk patterns): If
New Business Modelling<activity> loses
Consider  regional differ- ences in
reality<practice> then System Requirements
Specification  (Vision)<artefact>  loses
Conformity to target reality<feature> and
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Use Case Design<artefact> loses Conformity
to target reality<feature> and then Pilot
One<artefact> loses Conformity to target
reality<feature>.

Risk
scenario(naturallanguage):Businessmodel
lingisskewedbylocal viewpointsand
results inmissed targetrealityof
thepilotimplementationofthesystem.

Theriskswere
furtheridentifiedbycomparingtheanalyzedmo
del
withtheRationalUnifiedProcess(RUP)[11]
takenasareferentialmodel. RUPwasparticularl

y
chosenasbeingwellstructured,definedindetail
yetgener- allyapplicable

andfinallycompatiblewiththedevelopment
process ofthestudiedproject.Duetothelimited
resources
forthecasestudy,acompletemapping
oftheanalyzedmodelontheRUPreferentialmo
delwasnot
developed.Instead,themostevidentdifference
sweretakenintoconsideration.
Thisway,threeadditionalrisk
factorswereidentified. Oneofthemisgivenbelo
wtogetherwithitsexemplaryscenario .

Hazard situation (as far as danger
examples): If Configuration & Change
Management<activity> is not performed
then System Integration<activity> loses
Keep the set of coordinated subsystems
coherent<practice> and afterward Pilot
Deployment<activity> takes more of a
chance than anticipated.

Peril circumstance (trademark tongue):
Without unequivocally described change
organization handle the pilot may not be
composed and passed on time.

The risk ID step was done by
differentiating the inspected model and
the referential model got from the Steve
Mcconnell's 'Done List of Schedule Risks'
[5]. Taking after the same framework as in

the past step, four additional peril
components were recognized. One of
them is given underneath together with the
exem- plary circumstance.

Risk component: Long term of the
assignment and generally low upkeep
control of the staff.

Risk circumstance (in regards to threat
outlines): If  Project<activity> loses
Maintain work energy
continuity<practice> then
Project<activity> loses Personnel<role>
and after that Project<activity> loses

Avoid amazing schedule
pressure<practice> and Pilot
One<artefact> loses

Completeness<feature>.

Risk circumstance (basic lingo): The
endeavor can experience issues with
keeping low support used staff realizing
workforce inadequacies, more effort for
open staff and obliged degree of the pilot.

Altogether, 11 danger elements were
recognized in Phase 1 of the research
endeavor. The results were then contrasted
and the 9 danger elements showed in the
task depiction (recognized by the
undertaking administration). 6 out of the
11 danger fac- tors distinguished in Phase
1 of our research endeavor were likewise
demonstrated in the task depiction. Still 5
of them were new with respect to the
venture depiction and brought about
paramount recommendations for the
procedure change which overall would
have been absent.

Fractional relationship of the caught
danger elements with the variables
showed prior by the venture
administration con- organizations that the
anticipated philosophy is for every the
instinct and ability of the supervisors of
programming framework genius jects.
The five new dangers were then imparted
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to the Project Management Board United
Nations organization passed judgment on
them indispensable and launched
exercises going for the technique change.

The technique was enhanced by forming
its lacking regions completely inside the
naturally issued archives and starting new
exercises connected with the reclassified
methodology. The upgrades covered
especially arrangement oversee  ment
devices and practices, and techniques for
quality confirmation. The greater part of
the five lacking strategy ranges known
with the help of the anticipated schema
were liable to the system upgrades.

Phase 2 Result

Thesecondriskidentification
andimprovementattemptfocusedontheman
agerialissuessuchasoperational
management,
qualitymanagement,communication
management,softwaremanagementandsoo
n.A halfway model of those ranges was
fabricated from the accessible
information. The model involved 85
exercises at 3 levels of point of interest,
16 parts and 37 antiques.

Because of fragmentation of the
procedure show the danger distinguishing
proof method utilizing model
measurements couldn't be successful.
Rather, the system of examination with a
referential model was connected. For the
same reasons as in Phase 1, the Rational
Unified Process (RUP) [11] was chosen
as an essential referential model.

Thus, about 26 dangers were recognized
proposing  conceivable  methodology
insufficiencies. The illustrations of
recognized danger components are given
beneath  together with  conceivable
situations.

* Hazard situation (regarding danger
designs): If Measurement
Plan<activity>loses Use quantifiable and
objective metrics<practice> then Pilot

One<artefact> loses Defined
scope<feature>and then Pilot
One<artefact> loses

Completeness<feature>

Danger  consider: No  expressly
characterized methodology for keeping up
traceability of key business and outline
choice.

Hazard situation (regarding danger designs):
If Document Management<activity> loses
Maintain traceability of key
decisions<practice> then
Documentation<artefact>loses

Consistency<feature> and after that Subsys-
tem<artefact> loses Compatibility<feature>.

Hazard situation (common dialect): Key
business and outline choices are unclear,
conflicting or contra- dictory in diverse
archives bringing about inconsistency of
incomplete responsibilities.

Hazard situation (as far as danger
examples): If Project portal<artefact> loses
Platform performance<feature> then

Personnel<role> loses
Motivation<capability> and
Communication<activity> loses Follow
characterized communi- cation
paths<feature> and after that

Communication<activity> takes more of a
chance than anticipated.
Riskscenario(naturallanguage):Discomfor
t inportalusagecausesusers’
rejectionandhastyconstruc- tionof
alternativecommunicationmeansthat
impactscommunication.

The identifiedriskfactors were taken as
data to the danger examination session
completed by the Project Management
Board - PMB (some danger components
were united together which brought about
aggregate of 20 dangers). The rundown of
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dangers was likewise reached out with the
dangers recognized autonomously by
PMB parts. The danger examination
session included rodent ing and
prioritizing the recognized dangers by
exactly 15 parts of the PMB. Accordingly,
a rundown of undertaking main 10 most
essential dangers was expounded. Of those
10 dangers 7 were related to the assistance
of the proposed edge work.

The dangers found in this stage
demonstrated more itemized
insufficiencies than those recognized in
Phase 1 and proposed zones for further
process change. To spare venture assets
just the ranges showed by 10 highest
dangers were dealt with. For example,
some new activities were characterized
and propelled in the zone of engineering
man- agement including apparatuses
choice and outline choices and
correspondence means were characterized
in light of dangers identified with poor
imparting of logical skill.

3 Conclusion

The paper conferred a 2 part case study
intended for surveying the practicability,
adequacy and intensity of the chance
essentially based methodology to change
of a genuine machine code venture. inside
the first section, eleven danger variables
were related to the support of 2 totally
diverse  danger recognizable proof
methods. five of the dangers weren't
striking to the task administration. All
known dangers gave important proposals
to system change. In effect the strategy
was fundamentally reclassified. The
rehashed application of the methodology
in the second stage prompted ID of
exactly 26 more definite dangers and
brought about further process changes.

The aftereffects of the detailed analysis
exhibit that the anticipated structure is
prepared to uncover new, previously
unde- tected dangers that give vital (in the

feeling of venture supervisors) data for
technique change. The schema needs that
the strategy is sketched out inside the
level of subtle element enough to make its
model that is then utilized all through
danger recognizable proof. A fantastic
important denotative model is moreover
vital if the model compari- child method
is to be utilized. since the anticipated
methodology depends on models and
their measurements we have a tendency
to expect the deliv- ered results to be
amazingly independent of the examiner's
instinct and learning. It conjointly gives a
legit base to programmed instrument
help.

. using the schema in distinctive
areas, for example, e-wellbeing and/or e-
business.

The results displayed in this paper begin
from a more extensive setting of
exploration towards a comprehensive
methodology to hazard recognizable
proof and procedure change in
programming undertakings underpinned
by devoted instruments. The depiction
and the consequences of the examination
are accessible at [12].

4. References

[1] cmmi for Systems
Engineering/Software
Engineering/Integrated Product and
Process Development, V1.1, Tech.

Rep.

[2] CMU/SEI-2002-TR-004, Carnegie
Mellon University, Software
Engineering Institute, Pittsburgh,
PA, 2002

[3] Jaccheri M.L., Conradi R.,

Techniques  for Process Model
Evolution in EPQOS, IEEE Trans. on
Soft. Eng., Vol. 19, No.12, 1993, pp.
1145-1156.

IMPROVEMENT IN RISK-DRIVEN SOFTWARE PROCESS- CASE STUDY Sandeep Yadav & Swati Sharma

Page |1136



Ag International Journal of Research (1JR) Vol-1, Issue-10 November 2014 1SSN 2348-6848

e

[4] Jones C., Assessment and Control of
Software Risks, Yourdon Press, New
Jersey, 1994,

[5] Kontio J., Software Engineering Risk
Management: A Method,
Improvement ~ Framework, and
Empirical Evaluation, Phd Thesis,
Helsinki University of Technology,
Finland, 2001.

[6] Mcconnell S., Rapid Development,
Microsoft Press, 1996.

[7] Miler J., Gorski  J., Risk
Identification Patterns for Software
Projects, Found. of Comp. what's
more Dec. Sci., Vol. 29, No. 1-2,
2004, pp. 115-131

[8] Miler J., Gorski J., Identification of
Software Project Risk Based on
Process Model, acknowledged for VI
National Conference on Software
Engineering, Gdansk, 2004 (in
Polish)

[9] Miler J., Gorski J., An environment
supporting danger administration in
programming undertakings, proc. of
I National Conference on

[10] Data Technologies, Gdansk,
2003 (in Polish)

[11] Programming Process
Engineering Meta model

Specification Version

[12] 10 Mcconnell S., Rapid
Development, Microsoft Press, 1996.
[13] 11 Rational Unified Process
form 2002.05.00.25,

http://www.rational.com/rup

[14]12 Risk Guide venture site,
http://mkzlway.eti.pg.gda.pl/Risk.

IMPROVEMENT IN RISK-DRIVEN SOFTWARE PROCESS- CASE STUDY Sandeep Yadav & Swati Sharma

Page |1137



