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Abstract Better quality software can be made by eliminating the software product risk in the early stages. To achieve
this task, a risk analysis system that can effectively track and manage risks that have severe effects on software quality
is needed. The existing risk analysis systems have some weaknesses as they are applied to organizations. The major
problems of those systems are that they require organizations to collect as much risk data at a time without providing
a proper explanation and even without the support of a risk management process. This paper resolves those problems
by developing a risk analysis system that offers methods of managing risks. In addition, the system provides the
guidelines of which risks should be gathered for each step. The system also has functions to generate a range of
strategy and analysis information on risks.
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SFMEA (software failure mode and effect analysis)
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[Fig. 11 Risk Management Process
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[Table 1] Risk Analysis Data

No Data Data Description Division
1 | System Name | system under test Input
2 Risk Item function item of System Input
3 | Risk Factor Aim of Project after Input
Development
4 Risk Type | Risk category Input
5 Risk Value n?put Vglue of Individual and Tnput
discussion
6 Participant "["he person in charge of product Input
risk
7 | Risk Metrix | discussion result of risk Analysis
3 Risk From Risk identification to Analvsis
Management | reduce Plan Y
Development Experience, level
9 Likelihood | of technology, Complexity, Input
Degree of New Development, etc
Business | Treatment of user, Visibility,
10 K Input
Impact €conomics, etc
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[Fig. 3] Risk Analyzer input - Risk Item, Factor, User
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