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Design of maturity model for software project
management level evaluation
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Abstract

In recent public institutions and banks to improve competitiveness in the integration of information systems
projects are larger in size and may be the project's ever-growing need appropriate software project management
plan. However, between the effect of the project management area for systematic research was scarce. Through
this study, previous research in the important area of project management is developed, and "scope, schedule,
quality, human resources, risk" of each area of impact analysis and the interaction between the progress of
each area, the planning, execution, completion Performance levels were analyzed separately. Affected and
Performance Analysis of the results to assess the level of the project management model is presented.

Key words : Project management, Project management maturity, Project management impact
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