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Maturity model considering the interrelation between software
project management areas
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Abstract

Recently, as the project becomes larger and the number of project increases by the information system
integration in the public and financial sectors, it is necessary to have a proper plan to manage the information
system project. There have been many researches about the project management, success elements and failure
elements, but the research on the interrelation between project management areas leaves much to be desired.
This research deduces the scope, schedule, quality, work force and risk as the project management areas from
the preceding research and the questionnaire and interview with PM developers, information system builders
and data processing experts. And, it analyzes the interrelation and the relative importance between management
areas, classifies the progress of the management areas under plan, implementation and completion stage and
presents the frame to evaluate the accomplishment of each progress.

Key words : Project management, Project management maturity, Information system audit, project

management level, project Impact analysis
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