4 Analysis
This section presents analysis of collected primary data and the summary of findings of the
research. Based on the analysis and findings, it attempts to make a prioritized list of risk items and
the most widely used risk identification method. Finally, the chapter concludes by summarizing
the findings.

4.1 Analysis of Data
Analysis of data process involves three major steps. Namely the data preparation, descriptive
statistic and inferential statistic step (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2003).
The activities in the data preparation step are to log collected questionnaires, read collected
primary data on both printed and electronic files, confirm their validity and feed them into
computer for data analysis.
The descriptive statistic was used to describe basic features of the data in the study. In another
words it gives simple summaries about the sample and the measures.
Inferential statistic step was involved in investigating questions, research models etc. Inferential
statistic is used to infer from sample data what the population thinks.

4.1.1 Data Preparation
Initially the responses to the questionnaire were categorized based on the participants’ project
management experience. Years of experience were collected from the questionnaire itself.
Responses (probability and impact) to each question were taken separately with risk factors (Table
4.1) and expected values (Table 4.2) matrix to determine risk factor and expected values.
Calculated risk factor and expected values of each question were recorded on two different Excel
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sheets under each experience category. Weight multiplier for each experience categories were
applied to make final risk factor and expected values.
Risk Factor = Pf + Cf - Pf * Cf

Cf - Consequence
level

Pf - Probability of occurrence

0.01

0.05

0.14

0.3

0.5

0.1

0.109

0.145

0.226

0.37

0.55

0.3

0.307

0.335

0.398

0.51

0.65

0.5

0.505

0.525

0.57

0.65

0.75

0.7
0.9

0.703
0.901

0.715
0.905

0.742
0.914

0.79
0.93

0.85
0.95

Table 4.1: Risk Factor Matrix

Expected Value = Pf * Cf

level

Cf - Consequence

Pf - Probability of occurrence

0.01

0.05

0.14

0.3

0.5

0.1

0.001

0.005

0.014

0.03

0.05

0.3

0.003

0.015

0.042

0.09

0.15

0.5

0.005

0.025

0.07

0.15

0.25

0.7

0.007

0.035

0.098

0.21

0.35

0.9

0.009

0.045

0.126

0.27

0.45

Table 4.2: Expected Value Matrix

There were fifty three answered questionnaires and in them fifty three different responses were
given for a risk factor and expected value determination. Central tendency estimates, the mean
value, and dispersion, standard deviation, were used to determine ranked list of risks in the
research scope.
Central limit theorem says “distribution of the sample mean tends to the normal distribution as the
sample size increases”. In general, a sample of thirty or more elements is considered large enough
for the central limit theorem to take effect (Aszeel and Sounderpandian, 2002).

Therefore

researcher assumed that sample mean distributions of risk factors and expected values were
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normally distributed. Additionally box plots were used to analyze each risk factor and expected
value distributions central tendency, spread, skewness, and existence of outlets.
Three methods are used to determine the risk identification method. They are “use the past
experience”, “brainstorming”, and “expert judgment”. Additional spaces were allocated in the
questionnaire to specify other methods. Research responses show that participants mainly
practiced identification methods in the research scope. Other identification methods used are
SWOT analysis, Delphi technique, interviews, benchmarking with other peers, and study similar
projects available on internet. But responses to other identification methods were relatively very
low. Since this experiment needed comparison of variables measured in different magnitude,
calculated percentages were used for comparison (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2003).
Participant’s perception towards the project management functions and risk management exposure
were recorded as additional data to the research. Calculated percentages comparison was used to
analysis these data in this study.
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4.2 Survey Results
4.2.1 Key Risks in Software Project Management

4.2.1.1 Risk Factor Analysis Method
Research results in the Table 4.3 present ten highly ranked internal risks in managing software
projects in Sri Lanka. As a summary mean value of each risk’s risk factor and associated standard
deviation are illustrated in the same table. Risk factor value calculation was based on the Defence
System Management College’s (DSMC) risk factor analysis (section 3.5). The complete list of
risks and their risk factor values are provided in the Appendix C.

Rank
1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9
10

Risk
Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps
expanding
A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist
No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the
project requirements
Client’s expectations are not understood clearly
by your project team
A core member of the project team leaves the
project/company in the middle of the project life
cycle
Client does not have sufficient capacity (in terms
of time, proper communication channel etc) for
timely feedback and response on the software
project
While project schedule target has been fixed, the
project scope includes undefined areas
Project schedule does not cater for unexpected
events/situations
Number of defects is growing in the project test
cycle
Client side key contact personnel are not
reachable for critical project requirements

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.165592453

0.045817358

0.164995283

0.04491149

0.164990566

0.043777691

0.164592453

0.046152333

0.164078302

0.04573829

0.163832075

0.041536029

0.163754717

0.042755116

0.163234906

0.042562563

0.162249057

0.046704096

0.161819811

0.042449863

Table 4.3: Ranked Internal Risk Sources – Risk Factor Analysis
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4.2.1.2 Expected Value Analysis Method
Research results in the Table 4.4 present ten highly ranked internal risks determined by the
expected value analysis method. As a summary mean value of each risk’s expected value and the
associated standard deviations are illustrated in the same table. Expected value calculation was
based on the Expected value analysis (section 3.5). The complete list of risks and their expected
values are provided in the Appendix D.

Rank
1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9
10

Question
Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps
expanding
A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist
No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the
project requirements
Client’s expectations are not understood clearly
by your project team
A core member of the project team leaves the
project/company in the middle of the project life
cycle
Client does not have sufficient capacity (in terms
of time, proper communication channel etc) for
timely feedback and response on the software
project
While project schedule target has been fixed, the
project scope includes undefined areas
Project schedule does not cater for unexpected
events/situations
Number of defects is growing in the project test
cycle
Client side key contact personnel are not
reachable for critical project requirements

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.050661321

0.02163636

0.049483962

0.022147972

0.048721698

0.022712921

0.047566038

0.023850094

0.046271698

0.02351307

0.045535849

0.023287256

0.045473585

0.031425178

0.044958491

0.023936602

0.04450283

0.024919369

0.044464151

0.027495437

Table 4.4: Ranked Internal Risk Sources – Expected Value Analysis

In this study, the sample size was fifty three. Therefore based in the central limit theorem,
assumption was made that “sample mean distribution of risk factors and expected values are
normally distributed”.
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The centrality of the distributions of the risk factor values and expected values were measured by
mean, and their spreads were measured by standard deviation. There are two general rules that
established a relationship between mean and standard deviation and the observation set of
distribution. They are; Rule of thumb for normal distribution and Chebyshev’s theorem (Aszeel
and Sounderpandian, 2002).
The rule of thumb for the normal distribution;
•

Approximately 68% of the values in a sample fall within one standard deviation of the
mean.

•

Approximately 95% of the values in a sample fall within two standard deviation of the
mean.

•

Approximately 99% of the values in a sample fall within three standard deviations of the
mean.

Chebyshev’s theorem;
•

At least three quarters of the observations in a set will lie within 2 standard deviations of
the mean.

•

At least eight ninths of the observations in a set will lie within 3 standard deviations of the
mean
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4.2.1.3 Detailed Analysis
A detailed data analysis of first three highly rated risk sources is given in this section.

4.2.1.3.1 Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding
4.2.1.3.1.1 Risk Factor Analysis

Table 4.5 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (risk factor value) of “Software
project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding”.
Risk Source

Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.1655925

Median

Mode

0.1275

Range

0.1785

0.17

Measures of Dispersion

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
Variance

0.00209923

0.00205962

0.04581736
Chebyshev's Theorem observation

0.04538306

Standard Dev.

IQR

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
Empirical Rule

0.0585
53
53
100.00%
75.00%
95.45%

Table 4.5: Basic Statistics Risk Factor – Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding

Analysis results identified that “Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” scored
higher mean risk factor value of 0.1655925 and standard deviation of 0.04538306. Hence, the risk
factor of “Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” approximately 95% of the
values falls in the range of 0.154493 and 0.0.1796584.
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Figure 4.1 shows the box plot (Risk factor) of that “Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps
expanding”.

Lower
Whisker
0.0765

Lower Hinge

Median

Upper Hinge

0.1275

0.17

0.186

Upper
Whisker
0.186

Figure 4.1: Box Plot Risk Factor - Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding

4.2.1.3.1.2 Expected Value Analysis

Table 4.6 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (expected value) of “Software
project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding”.
Risk Source

Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.0414642

Median

0.0525

Mode

0.0525

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
0.00091581
0.00089854

Range

0.10365

IQR

0.06525

Measures of Dispersion

Variance
Standard Dev.

0.03026243

0.02997558

Chebyshev's Theorem observation

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
Empirical Rule

52
53
98.11%
75.00%
95.45%

Table 4.6: Basic Statistics Expected Value – Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding
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Analysis results identified that “Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” scored
higher mean expected value of 0.0414642 and standard deviation of 0.02997558. Hence, the
expected value of “Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” approximately 95%
of the values falls in the range of 0.033394 and 0.0.0495343.
Figure 4.2 shows the box plot (Expected Value) of that “Software project’s scope is not firm and
keeps expanding”.

Lower
Whisker
0.00135

Lower Hinge
0.00225

Median
0.0525

Upper Hinge
0.0675

Upper
Whisker
0.105

Figure 4.2: Box Plot Expected Value - Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding

4.2.1.3.2 A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist
4.2.1.3.2.1 Risk Factor Analysis

Table 4.7 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (risk factor value) of “A significant
number of unspoken project requirements exist”.
Risk Source

A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.1649953

Median

0.17

Mode

0.1802

Range

0.214

Measures of Dispersion

Variance

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
0.00201704
0.00197898
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Standard Dev.

0.04491149

0.04448578

IQR

0.0465

Chebyshev's Theorem observation

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
Empirical Rule

51
53
96.23%
75.00%
95.45%

Table 4.7: Basic Statistics Risk Factor - A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist

Risk source “A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist” scored mean value of
risk factor 0.167075 and standard deviation of 0.047185. Its approximately 95% of the risk factor
value falls in the range of 0.153019 and 0.1769718.
Figure 4.3 shows the box plot (Risk Factor) of “A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist”.

Lower
Whisker
0.0825

Lower Hinge
0.1395

Median
0.17

Upper Hinge
0.186

Upper
Whisker
0.2325

Figure 4.3: Box Plot Risk Factor - A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist
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4.2.1.3.2.2 Expected Value Analysis

Table 4.8 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (Expected value) of “A significant
number of unspoken project requirements exist”.
Risk Source

A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.0402406

Median

0.0405

Mode

0.0018

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
0.00077167
0.00075711

Range

0.08865

IQR

0.0525

Measures of Dispersion

Variance
Standard Dev.

0.02777891

0.02751559

Chebyshev's Theorem observation

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
Empirical Rule

53
53
100.00%
75.00%
95.45%

Table 4.8: : Basic Statistics Expected Value - A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist

Risk source “A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist” scored mean value of
expected value 0.0402406 and standard deviation of 0.02751559. Its approximately 95% of the
risk factor value falls in the range of 0.032833 and 0.0476484.
Figure 4.4 shows the box plot (Expected Value) of “A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist”.
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Lower
Whisker

Lower Hinge

Median Upper Hinge

Upper
Whisker

0.00135

0.015

0.0405

0.0675

0.0675

Figure 4.4: Box Plot Expected Value - A significant number of unspoken project requirements exist

4.2.1.3.3 No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements
4.2.1.3.3.1 Risk Factor Analysis

Table 4.9 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (risk factor value) of “No adequate
time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements”.
Risk Source

No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.1649906

Median

0.17

Mode

0.186

Range

0.158

Measures of Dispersion

Variance
Standard Dev.

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
0.00191649
0.00188033
0.04377769

0.04336273

IQR

0.05085

Chebyshev's Theorem observation

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
Empirical Rule

53
53
100.00%
75.00%
95.45%

Table 4.9: Basic Statistics Risk Factor - No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements

Risk source “No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements” scored mean
value of risk factor 0.1649906 and standard deviation of 0.04336273. Its approximately 95% of the
risk factor value falls in the range of 0.153316 and 0.1766648.
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Figure 4.5 shows the box plot (Risk Factor Analysis) of “No adequate time is allocated to clearly
define the project requirements”.

Lower
Whisker
0.079

Lower Hinge

Median

Upper Hinge

0.13515

0.17

0.186

Upper
Whisker
0.237

Figure 4.5: Box Plot Risk Factor - A No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements

4.2.1.3.3.2 Expected Value Analysis

Table 4.10 shows basic statistics calculated from the raw data (expected value) of “No adequate
time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements”.
Risk Source

No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements
Measures of Central tendency

Mean 0.0435943

Median 0.042

Mode 0.054

Measures of Dispersion

If the data is of a
Sample
Population
Variance 0.00063238
0.00062045
Standard Dev. 0.02514717

Range 0.08865

0.0249088

IQR 0.036

Chebyshev's Theorem observation

Data points within 2 Std. deviation from mean
out of
which is
Minimum predicted by
Chebyshev's Theorem
Minimum predicted by
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53
53
100.00%
75.00%

95.45%

Empirical Rule
Table 4.10: Basic Statistics Expected Value - No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project
requirements

Risk source “No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project requirements” scored mean
value of expected value 0.0435943 and standard deviation of 0.0249088. Its approximately 95% of
the risk factor value falls in the range of 0.158285 and 0.1716966.
Figure 4.6 shows the box plot (Expected Value Analysis) of “No adequate time is allocated to
clearly define the project requirements”.

Lower
Whisker
0.00135

Lower Hinge

Median

Upper Hinge

0.0315

0.042

0.0675

Upper
Whisker
0.09

Figure 4.6: Box Plot Expected Value - A No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project
requirements

Most significantly, project managers and team leads in Sri Lanka software industry believe that
requirement/scope and client/stakeholders are the main internal sources of risks (as these are
ranked). As a summary highly ranked top ten risk sources are illustrated in the Table 4.11.
Internal risk source
Risk Source
Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding
A significant number of unspoken project requirements
exist
No adequate time is allocated to clearly define the project
requirements
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category
Scope / Requirement
Scope / Requirement
Requirement

Client’s expectations are not understood clearly by your
project team
A core member of the project team leaves the
project/company in the middle of the project life cycle
Client does not have sufficient capacity (in terms of time,
proper communication channel etc) for timely feedback
and response on the software project
While project schedule target has been fixed, the project
scope includes undefined areas
Project schedule does not cater for unexpected
events/situations
Number of defects is growing in the project test cycle
Client side key contact personnel are not reachable for
critical project requirements

Client / Customer
Project Team
Client / Customer
Scope / Schedule
Schedule
Quality
Client / Customer

Table 4.11: Risk Sources and Internal Risk Source Categories

Calculated risk factor values and expected values were categorized into the number of years of
project management experience ranges that used in the research study. The rational behind this
analysis was to check how sample space values similar or differ to each experience categories that
used in the study. Furthermore, it will give more insight to the research results by providing how
each category contributed to the research. Mean value and standard deviation of risk factors and
expected values are calculated and presented in the section below.
1. Experience: Less than one year project management experience.
Number of participants: 4
Questions having higher risk factor values (Table 4.12):
Rank
1
2
3

Question
Project schedule does not cater for
unexpected events/situations
Number of defects is growing in the
project test cycle
Change management approach has not
been discussed with the client

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.092275

0.00145

0.090275

0.003773

0.091

0.004

Table 4.12: Questions having higher Risk Factor (less than 1 year)
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Questions having higher expected values (Table 4.13):
Rank
1
2
3

Question

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.033

0.004

0.0315

0.007

0.031

0.004619

Project schedule does not cater for
unexpected events/situations
Number of defects is growing in the
project test cycle
Change management approach has not
been discussed with the client

Table 4.13: Questions having higher Expected Value (less than 1 year)

Results identified that in “less than one year” of project management experience category “Project
schedule does not cater for unexpected events/situations” was the highest scored risk item.

2. Experience: One to two years of software project management experience
Number of participants: 16
Questions having higher risk factor values (Table 4.14):
Rank
1
2
3

Question

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.132497

0.008275

0.131747

0.009872

0.130978

0.008933

Client’s expectations are not understood
clearly by your project team
There are not enough people available on
full time basis in your project team
Interest towards a software project is not
consistent across the client stakeholders

Table 4.14: Questions having higher Risk Factor (1 to 2 years)

Questions having higher expected values (Table 4.15):
Rank
1
2
3

Question
Client’s expectations are not understood
clearly by your project team
There are not enough people available on
full time basis in your project team
Interest towards a software project is not
consistent across the client stakeholders

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.04275

0.019303

0.040284

0.017266

0.039544

0.018687

Table 4.15: Questions having higher Expected Value (1 to 2 years)
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Results identified that in one to two years of project management experience category “Client’s
expectations are not understood clearly by your project team” was the highest scored risk item.
3. Experience: Two to five years of software project management experience
Number of participants: 20
Questions having higher risk factor values (Table 4.16):
Rank
1
2
3

Question

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.17797

0.008214

0.17424

0.019948

0.17362

0.014557

A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist
No adequate time is allocated to clearly
define the project requirements
A core member of the project team leaves
the project/company in the middle of the
project life cycle

Table 4.16: Questions having higher Risk Factor (2 to 5 years)

Questions having higher expected values (Table 4.17):
Rank
1
2
3

Question

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.0582

0.011857

0.05179

0.019166

0.05139

0.018802

A significant number of unspoken project
requirements exist
No adequate time is allocated to clearly
define the project requirements
A core member of the project team leaves
the project/company in the middle of the
project life cycle

Table 4.17: Questions having higher Expected Value (2 to 5 years)

Results identified that in two to five years of project management experience category “A
significant number of unspoken project requirements exist” was the highest scored risk item.
4. Experience: Five to ten years of software project management experience
Number of participants: 12
Questions having higher risk factor values (Table 4.18):
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Rank
1
2
2

Question

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.225083

0.008258

0.222729

0.014003

0.22175

0.008652

Software project’s scope is not firm and
keeps expanding
No adequate time is allocated to clearly
define the project requirements
Client’s expectations are not understood
clearly by your project team

Table 4.18: Questions having higher Risk Factor (5 to 10 years)

Questions having higher expected values (Table 4.20):
Rank
1
2
2

Question

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.078729

0.024761

0.069979

0.027151

0.067063

0.026977

Software project’s scope is not firm and
keeps expanding
No adequate time is allocated to clearly
define the project requirements
Client’s expectations are not understood
clearly by your project team

Table 4.19: Questions having higher Expected Values (5 to 10 years)

Results identified that in five to ten years of project management experience category “Software
project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” was the highest scored risk item.
5. Experience: More than ten years of software project management experience
Number of participants: 1
Questions having higher risk factor values (Table 4.21):
Rank
1
2
3

Question
Software project’s scope is not firm and
keeps expanding
Client does not have sufficient capacity
(in terms of time, proper communication
channel etc) for timely feedback and
response on the software project
Project schedule does not cater for
unexpected events/situations

Mean value of
Risk factor

Standard
deviation

0.105

0.00

0.105

0.00

0.105

0.00

Table 4.20: Questions having higher Risk Factor (more than 10 years)
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Questions having higher expected values (Table 4.22):
Rank
1
2
3

Question

Mean value of
Expected value

Standard
deviation

0.105

0.00

0.105

0.00

0.105

0.00

Software project’s scope is not firm and
keeps expanding
Client does not have sufficient capacity
(in terms of time, proper communication
channel etc) for timely feedback and
response on the software project
Project schedule does not cater for
unexpected events/situations

Table 4.21: Questions having higher Expected Value (more than 10 years)

Results identified that in more than ten years of project management experience category
“Software project’s scope is not firm and keeps expanding” was the highest scored risk item.

4.2.2 Most Widely Used Risk Identification Methods
This section analyzes the participants’ responses to the question on the most widely used risk
identification method. Initially the results were categorized into a table considering respondents
project management experience. Table 4.23 shows data on initially categorized risk identification
methods.
Identification
Method

Less
than 1
year

One to
two years

Two to
five years

Five to
ten years

More than
ten years

Use the Past
experience

2

12

9

4

0

Brainstorming

2

2

10

6

1

0

2

1

2

0

1

0

0

0

0

Interviews

1

0

0

0

0

Benchmarking
with other
peers

0

0

1

0

0

Expert
judgment
Delphi
technique
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Study similar
projects avail
on internet

0

0

1

0

0

Table 4.22: Categorized as Ranked One - Most Widely Used Risk Identification Methods

“Use the past experience” was identified as the highly rated risk identification method. From the
fifty three samples space twenty seven participants were identified it as the rank one.
“Brainstorming” and “Expert judgment” ranked as two and three. Since this analysis was to
compare and rank different risk identification method, percentage comparison was used. Table
4.24 and Figure 4.7 illustrate risk identification methods and rank as a percentage.
Identification Method

Percentage

Use the Past experience

50.94%

Brainstorming

39.62%

Expert judgment

9.43%

Delphi technique

0.018%

Benchmarking with other peers

0.018%

Interviews

0.018%

Study similar projects available on internet

0.018%

Table 4.23: Risk Identification Methods – As Percentages

68

Figure 4.7: Ranked Risk Identification Methods and Percentages

Other findings were related to the importance of project management functions and risk exposure.
Importance of project management functions to project success tested in the first question. Initially
the sample space responses were analyzed and recorded the project management functions ranked
as number one to a tabular format sheet. Table 4.25 illustrates the given responses in percentages.
Calculated percentages comparison was used to evaluate important function.

Project management function

Number of responses
(Rank One)

As a Percentage

Scope Management

26

49.05%

Time Management

12

22.64%

HR Management

5

9.43%

Quality Management

4

7.54%

Cost Management

4

7.54%
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Risk Management

1

1.80%

Integration Management

1

1.80%

Communication Management

0

0%

Table 4.24: Importance of Project Management Functions in Percentages

Figure 4.8 illustrates the numbers of rank “one” responses for each project management functions
in graphical representation.

Figure 4.8: Importance of Project Management Functions in Percentages

The questions for testing risk management exposure of respondents were categorized based on the
responses. Responses are very high, high, moderate, low, and very low. The Table 4.26 illustrates
numbers of responses per each question based on the category. These findings are subjective to the
respondent’s perception.
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Very
high

High

Moderate

Low

Very
low

27

22

4

0

0

9

32

10

2

0

Risk related to technologies are considered
more important than other factors

6

13

29

4

1

Client's positive perception towards a
software project is must for project success

22

22

9

0

0

4

20

11

14

4

11

32

9

1

0

20

23

7

3

0

10

8

18

14

3

Question
Risk need to be identified beforehand and
mitigation plan and contingency plan to be
prepared accordingly
Cost impact need to be considered when
the risk mitigation plan and contingency
plan are prepared

Change request to a software project
should happen in very early stages and it
will minimize associated risk.
Human resource with sound technical
capabilities is must for project success
Correct project estimation
(Time/Cost/Resource) will be a driving
force for project success
Increasing defect might make project
failure

Table 4.25: Risk Management Exposure

The Table 4.26 illustrates the importance of risks identification before they cause negative impacts
to projects along with the preparation of contingencies and mitigation plans. Secondly a majority
of respondents believed that positive perception of clients, stakeholders and end users towards the
software project is a must for project success. Preparation of correct project estimations
(time/cost/resources) and engaging/keeping human resources with sound technical capabilities
were identified as the third important factor.
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Cost impact consideration (in risk mitigation and contingency preparation) is identified as another
important factor. This has relatively less ratings (as per the responses) than the other factors
discussed in the previous paragraph. But it has considerable number of “High” and “Moderate”
ratings that can make it to be in a relatively higher position than others. “Risks related to
technologies are considered more important than other factors” is identified as next important
factor in “High” and “Moderate” category. “Change request to a software project should happen in
very early stages and it will minimize associated risk” is identified as a factor in “Moderate”
category.
Finally respondent’s believed that “Increasing defect might make project failure” is not an
important factor with regard to project failure.
The next chapter summarises the analytical findings with respect to the research questions and
objectives. Based on these results conclusion are presented and recommendations are made.
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