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Case Study of Risk Management on
Communication Payload System Development
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ABSTRACT

The scope of this paper is to show a risk management plan including how to perform risk
assessment and to make a mitigation plan aspects of the communication payload system
development. According to system engineering management guide of DoD of USA and risk
management plan of satellite communication system, risk assessment and mitigation plan of
communication payload system were performed. In this paper, it 1s indicated the process of
risk management and risk assessment procedures as well as mathematical model for risk
assessment of DoD guide. It 1is shown how risk assessment and mitigation plan have

implemented in communication payload system development through case study.
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Risk Factor = Py + C; = (Pf X C¢) Eq.1
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4 Result (Risk Factor): 0.886
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