C.  COST-RISK INDENTIFICATION & MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (CRIMS) 


      SUMMARY





General Information





	CRIMS consists of three components: the Relative Risk Weighting (RRW) technique, the Risk Feedback Management Strategy (RFMS), and the Cost-Risk Database (CRDB).  The three components of CRIMS, when implemented in phases, comprise a practical approach for assessing the probability of future cost change resulting from technical and schedule risk in programs during their acquisition cycle. Cost risk is embodied in cost change, typically cost growth, during the program acquisition.





	The RRW technique is the identification component of CRIMS in that it provides a consistent methodology for determining the source(s) of technical/schedule risk and quantifies the cost impact of these risks.  The second component is the RFMS, which tracks risk-driven cost change using earned value management systems, technical and schedule risk data reports and technical interchange meetings.  The third component is the CRDB, which provides a basis for establishing a confidence level for a program estimate since it contains the data generated by the RRW technique and the RFMS.





	The entire CRIMS process may be applied throughout the acquisition phases of a program.  In addition, the RRW technique can be employed as a stand alone process to determine the adequacy of a program budget or credibility of a contractor estimate.  For example, to support a component cost assessment (CCA), independent cost estimate (ICE), estimate at complete (EAC), or program office estimate (POE).





The eight steps for applying the Relative Risk Weighting (RRW) technique are identified below.  The RRW technique can be used for estimating additional program costs due to risk.  It incorporates risk considerations by calculating an adjustment to the system’s point estimate to include expected costs due to technical and schedule risk drivers.





1.  Determine the point cost estimate of a system, subsystem, or component using any appropriate estimating method (parametric model, cost estimating relationship (CER), analogy, or detailed engineering) based on the requirements established by the Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD) or other source.  This will be the CARD profile’s point estimate for that system, subsystem or component.  Estimates below the system level should be mapped to a work breakdown structure (WBS) or other product-oriented structure for subsequent rollup.





2.  Establish and clearly define relevant technical and schedule risk categories that are assessed independent of each other.  This handbook recommends these categories be based on DoDD 5000.1.  Risk analysis should not necessarily be limited to these categories but should include them to be in compliance with the regulation. Not all categories need apply to each system, subsystem or component.  Some categories will apply at the system level, others at lower levels, as shown below for the DoDD 5000.1 categories





	SYSTEM LEVEL	SUBSYSTEM/COMPONENT LEVELS


	Schedule	Technology


	Supportability	Design & Engineering


	Threat	Manufacturing





3.  Establish a weighted standard against which the CARD profile of a given WBS element, along with the pessimistic and optimistic profiles of that WBS element, can be compared.  The goal is to weight the risk categories relative to each other and to develop a rating scale unique to each category.  A tool such as the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), as implemented in Expert Choice software, will facilitate this comparison and weighting process.





4.  Using the weighted standard for technical and schedule risk expectations, assess each selected WBS element for technical and schedule risk.  This involves rating, based on judgment, the selected WBS element for risk within each DoDD 5000.1 (or other source) risk category against the weighted scales for each category.  Rate the risk for the planned program (CARD profile), the most optimistic profile and the most pessimistic profile.





5.  From the rating score results calculate relative risk ratios by dividing the optimistic and pessimistic rating scores by the CARD profile risk rating score.  By using the same scales in rating all three profiles and deriving the ratios between them, the scales are thus common between all profiles and the ratio values represent a relative comparison independent of a scale’s heritage.  (This fact should calm any worries about arbitrariness in setting scale range magnitudes.)





6.  For each WBS element, multiply the optimistic and pessimistic ratios by the CARD’s point estimate (from step 1 above) to create an optimistic and a pessimistic cost.  These two additional cost values may then be combined with the CARD’s point estimate to specify a triangular-shaped probability distribution.  (The end points (low and high) may be assumed to be estimates corresponding to the 10% and 90% probability levels, depending on the assumptions maintained in step 4).





7.  Sum the probabilistic cost distributions in accordance with the WBS by combining the multiple element risk distributions.  This is best accomplished using a simulation program such as @Risk or Crystal Ball, or by using the Method of Moments (e.g., the MCRisk program).  This statistical summation allows for the formation of cumulative density function, upon which associations between cumulative probabilities (i.e., confidence levels) and cost can be made.





8.  Pick a confidence value (e.g., 70th percentile) and find its associated total cost from the statistical summing process in step 7.  This represents the previously determined system’s point estimate plus an amount for risk at the total system level:


		System Point Estimate + Cost-Risk Value = Cost Estimate With Risk 








The four steps for applying the Risk Feedback Management System (RFMS) are identified below.  The RFMS enables the analyst to track cost change due to technical and schedule risk by carefully associating the level of risk in those elements of the WBS identified by the RRW technique with the cost performance of those same WBS elements.





1.  Review recent cost and schedule reports (e.g., CPR, CFSR, CCDR, and IMS), participate in earned value meetings, and evaluate specialized risk reports to determine the cost change attributable to technical and schedule risk.





2.  Calculate estimates at complete (EACs) values for the WBS elements using standard C/S analysis techniques.  Derive risk driven cost changes by associating WBS element EACs with the RRW technical/schedule risk drivers.





3.  Revise the RRW assessment if it is inconsistent with sources of risk driven cost change identified in step 2.





4.  Evaluate current EAC and risk adjusted estimates for the total program.  Compare current results with previous periods (i.e., identify and resolve inconsistencies).  Relating the current program level EAC to the risk adjusted estimates provides critical information to the risk management process.





The two steps for applying the Cost-Risk Database (CRDB) are identified below.  The CRDB is the logical conclusion from the implementation of the RRW and the RFMS components and represents the ‘storing’ component of CRIMS.





1.  Throughout the acquisition phases of the program store the results of the RRW technique and interim RFMS results.  The comparison between the RRW and RFMS outputs will provide an audit trail for the risk management activities (both the risk analysis and mitigation activities) and provide insight as to what confidence level should be used for various periods of the acquisition cycle.





2.  Compare the output of the RRW technique with the final contract cost.  This comparison yields the confidence level that should have been chosen during the budgeting exercises, if the analysts could perfectly foresee the future.








CRIMS Detailed Discussion.  CRIMS was developed to enable analysts to quantify the impact of technical and schedule uncertainty, positively differentiate between different drivers of acquisition cost change, and to track risk driven cost changes to better predict future outcomes.











Quantifying Cost-Risk Uncertainty





	To effectively identify and quantify risk-driven cost changes requires determination of:





which category(s) of risk is driving cost change, and


how much cost change is being driven by the specified risk category.





Measuring Cost Change





	Cost change is defined as the unexpected deviation in acquisition (development or production) cost of a weapon system from the estimate at complete or the allocated budget.  Cost change can be caused by:





Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs) due to requirements change or design/process inadequacy;


External influences beyond the control of contractor or government, such as labor strike, test failure, or natural disaster;


Rebaselining of the program, due to quantity changes or revised inflation indices; and


Uncertainty in the technical or schedule attributes of the planned program.





	By implementing a procedure such as CRIMS during the acquisition process, risk driven cost change (typically realized as cost growth) is easy to measure after it occurs.  It is also relatively easy to determine the cause of such historical deviations, be it due to requirements change due to a new threat analysis, insufficient schedules, test failure due to faulty design, etc.








Source Material





	The following generic sources are applicable to the CRIMS.  Additional, more specific, tools (such as contractor schedule and performance reports) are useful in the tracking phase of the process.





	The Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD) for a specific program provides the information for establishing the baseline criteria corresponding to the point life cycle cost estimate (thus allowing the analyst to assume the point estimate as the most likely estimate).  CARD sections 1 (estimating baseline), 4 (quantities), 7 (acquisition schedule), and 10 (facilities) will be most useful.  The analyst needs to be aware that the CARD is frequently updated and must ensure the version in use at the time of the estimate establishes the program’s technical and schedule baseline.  Section 11 identifies changes from earlier versions.





	The Selected Acquisition Report (SAR) for a specific program provides additional information on an annual or quarterly basis and is used to determine the government’s most recent cost estimate to complete the program.





	Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 5000.1, Major and Non-Major Defense Acquisition Programs mandates that program risk and risk management plans shall be explicitly assessed at each milestone decision point prior to granting approval to proceed into the next acquisition phase.  This directive clearly identifies the following seven categories of risk, which have been adopted (except for cost) in the Relative Risk Weighting technique for identifying and quantifying the impact of cost-risk:





Risk Category�
	Definition�
�
Cost�
Uncertainty from the estimating method.  [not used in the RRW procedure, since the Air Force Risk Analysis Handbook already addresses this category.]�
�
Technology�
Uncertainty of system performance due to reliance on the availability and promise of technology.�
�
Design & Engineering�
Uncertainty of the ultimate success of the design effort to execute a fully compliant component design.�
�
Manufacturing�
Uncertainty as to the ability of the production process to deliver the required component quantities, meeting all quality and performance requirements, consuming only the intended resources.�
�
Schedule�
Uncertainty as to whether the specified acquisition time period is adequate compared to schedules for similar systems.�
�
Supportability�
Uncertainty as to the ability to support the system during its planned lifetime and assure it can meet all availability and performance requirements.�
�
Threat�
Uncertainty caused by the volatility of the threat which could require more system performance than planned.�
�



Analytic Tools





	The following is a discussion of generic risk and probability analysis tools adapted to the identification and tracking of risk-driven cost change and its source(s).  For any particular application, specific tools, developed for a specific program by the developing contractor or program office, may be required.





	The Maxwell Risk Criteria Matrix (MRCM) was developed by Dr. F. D. Maxwell, of The Aerospace Corporation, to assist in the disciplined quantification of risk using eleven predetermined risk categories, which are different from the categories recommended by DoDD 5000.1.  The MRCM is presented in Figure A-1.  This is but one example of risk matrices developed for the purpose of systematically evaluating technical and schedule cost-risk drivers.  A risk matrix typically integrates risk categories and risk intensity.  The MRCM marks a starting point in developing the RRW process.





	The MRCM has been used as a risk identifying template but it lacks definitions for its eleven risk categories and its five-increment intensity scale.  The five-increment scale ("low" to high") discriminates among relative levels of risk or uncertainty of each category but requires the user to assign an effective numerical scale or relative weighting.  Users of MRCM have applied their own numeric risk values across the matrix according to assumptions regarding linear, logarithmic, or exponential relationships.  The lack of definitions and difficulty in establishing a defendable numerical scale limited the widespread use of the MRCM.  While the MRCM served as a basis for the RRW technique, it was significantly modified to minimize the potential for subjective and inconsistent analysis before being incorporated into the CRIMS.





MRCM Risk�
Risk Intensity�
�
Category�
Low�
Medium-Low�
Medium�
Medium-High�
High�
�
1.Required Technical Advancement�
�
�
�
�
�
�
2. Technology status�
�
�
�
�
�
�
3. Complexity�
�
�
�
�
�
�
4. Interaction/Dependencies�
�
�
�
�
�
�
5. Process Controls�
�
�
�
�
�
�
6. Manufacturing Precision�
�
�
�
�
�
�
7. Reliability�
�
�
�
�
�
�
8. Producibility�
�
�
�
�
�
�
9. Criticality to Mission�
�
�
�
�
�
�
10. Cost�
�
�
�
�
�
�
11. Schedule�
�
�
�
�
�
�



Figure A-1. Maxwell Risk Criteria Matrix (MRCM)


	The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a multi-criterion decision-making process developed by Dr. T. L. Saaty.  An objective (a solution) is reached by making pairwise comparisons about the relative importance of the risk categories as well as the low to high risk intensities of the scales themselves.  Several personal computer tools are available, including Expert Choice.  An example of the derived scale for one (Design & Engineering) of the six DoDD 5000.1 categories is in Figure A-2. Note that the seven risk intensity scale ratings within the category add up to 1.0 and that the relative weight of this category among all six categories is 0.333 (out of a maximum of 1.0).



































Figure A-2. Result of AHP Pairwise Comparison Process on Scale Intensities


	 @Risk , Crystal Ball , or Method of Moments may be used to statistically combine risk distributions from all WBS elements.  The cost and technical distributions (Technology, Design & Engineering, and Manufacturing) should be accomplished at lower WBS estimate levels.  Other distributions (for Threat, Schedule, and Supportability) will have to be accomplished at the system level due to the nature of these uncertainties and their impact to the program.





	Figure A-3 summarizes this statistical combination process.  Note that cost uncertainty due to the estimating method (cost estimating risk) is also included in this example, thereby incorporating all three risk components: cost, technical, and schedule.  The three summary level distributions have been given equal weight (33%) for illustrative purposes; the analyst may have reason to adjust these summary weights or combine all the distributions in another manner.





�





Figure A-3. Combining Multiple WBS Element Risk Distributions





	The Relative Risk Weighting (RRW) technique was developed from an earlier attempt to integrate the Maxwell Risk Criteria Matrix (MRCM) with the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) performed at the Air Force Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC) to quantify cost-risk due to technical and schedule drivers.  The RRW improves on the two basic deficiencies of the MRCM-based approach: of a lack of definitions for the risk categories and level of risk and a rather arbitrary method of establishing scales which quantified the relative magnitude of each risk category.





	The application of this process transforms a point cost estimate (excluding expected cost change) into a risk-adjusted cost estimate (including expected cost change) based on an analysis of technical and schedule uncertainties in the form of cost-risk drivers.  The analysis is based on an evolved method of relative risk weighting which is based on the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) and which utilizes a matrix of risk drivers.  The identifying part of the process depends on establishing and weighting cost-risk driver categories.  In acquisition applications, the categories may be established based on acquisition guidelines.  Weighting can be aided by pairwise comparisons, aided by computerized decision support software (e.g., Expert Choice).





	The RRW technique rates three program profiles (i.e., the most likely outcome as specified in the CARD, a worst-case pessimistic outcome, and best-case optimistic outcome for each WBS element estimated.  Scores are generated from the three rated profiles for the WBS elements by applying the AHP rating scale as ratios to the CARD profile point estimate.  This combination derives the "low end" and "high end" estimates without the need of deriving these estimates using the analyst’s estimating method (e.g., CER, analogy).  The three estimates may be positioned on a triangular-shaped probability density function (PDF) for each WBS element estimated.  Other distributions could be used, but the triangular distribution is relatively easy to analyze and provides a sufficient degree of accuracy.





	In the example shown in Figure A-4 for a single WBS element (RF subsystem), the point estimate was based on the requirements of the program CARD.  The risk for the CARD profile of the RF subsystem was quantified using each of the six rating scales by expert judgment. The same experts then rated the risks for the pessimistic and optimistic profiles for each of the six risk categories for the RF subsystem.  The ratio scores have identified an optimistic or low end cost equal to 76% of the RF subsystem’s CARD point estimate and a pessimistic or high end cost equal to 138% of the RF subsystem’s CARD point estimate.





	A triangular distribution was chosen due to limited amount of information available.  Information is only available to precisely specify a triangular distribution, whereas other distributions (e.g., beta, log-normal, etc.) would have to be approximated by secondary calculations.





�





Figure A-4. RRW Example With Subsystem Risk Categories and One WBS Element





Risk Feedback Management Strategy





	After identifying the cost-risk range depicted on the cumulative distribution function (CDF), using the RRW technique within the CRIMS, the user applies the Risk Feedback Management Strategy (RFMS).  The RFMS is the ‘tracking’ component of CRIMS and enables the analyst to track cost change due to technical and schedule risk.  The user carefully associates the cost performance of the various WBS elements with the sources and predicted impacts of technical/schedule risk in those same elements of the WBS analyzed during the RRW phase.


	The cost analyst works closely with the project officers and engineers in the program office during the course of the contract using both technical and cost performance inputs.  The project officers/managers have technical interchange meetings with the contractors performing the work and focus their discussions around the WBS elements considered more risky or critical than others.  They attempt to get technical risk feedback from the contractors to help them in their management of that element’s risk.  Oftentimes they have placed a data requirement on the contract for the contractor to provide them with written reports describing the risks as they are experienced, which also helps in risk management.  The cost analysts can then better understand where the risk is originating from and relate its impact to the correct WBS element.





	The cost analyst must first determine the amount of cost change for the various WBS elements from a Cost Performance Report (CPR), Cost/Schedule Status Report (C/SSR), other unique or tailored cost performance reports, or by electronically extracting cost performance information out of the contractor’s earned value measurement system.  By associating the changes in the risky WBS element’s cost with the technical information from the project officers and engineers, the cost analyst then determines the amount of cost change driven by risk.  Extrapolating from the earned value information to develop EACs for each of the risky WBS elements, the cost analyst can place the EACs on the CDF developed during the RRW phase of CRIMS.  This view is then a ‘snapshot’ of what the final actual cost might be if trends continue.  From this ‘snapshot’ the cost analysis can determine how close the confidence level  originally chosen was to the one associated with EACs.  The ‘snapshot’ also enables the cost analyst to assist in management of the risk by presenting the project officers/managers the cost impact resulting from the risks.  Knowledge of the risk driven cost impacts helps focus the application of scarce resources necessary to mitigate that risk.





The RFMS component of CRIMS allows the cost analyst to differentiate any cost change between risk driven cost impacts and cost impact driven by other events (e.g., program rebaselines).  For example, if budgets are cut the program can be stretched out resulting in lower costs in the near term to accommodate the reduction of current year funds, but increasing the overall cost of the program in the long run.  Without a process, such as the RFMS, the differentiation between budget cut-driven cost impacts and risk driven cost impacts are difficult, if not impossible, to make.  In order to both manage the risk for the present effort and identify confidence levels accurately for future efforts, a precise tracking strategy is essential.


	The earned value measurement system (EVMS) foundation set up during the Integrated Baseline Review (IBR) forms the basis for the credibility of the risky WBS element EACs.  Since leadership of the IBR is in the hands of the technical managers, the implementation of the RFMS phase of CRIMS is its logical extension into the risk management phase of contract execution.  Planning of technical tasks provides the foundation for cost and schedule planning.  This planning is verified by the IBR team, under the leadership of the SPO technical managers, during the IBR with the contractor.  It forms the basis for allocating resources, scheduling task elements, assigning authority and responsibility and integrating all aspects of the technical program.  Technical planning is carried out to meet contractual requirements and is integrated with the earned value measurement system at the appropriate level.  The allocated resources form the performance measurement baseline for integrated cost, schedule and technical management.  This relationship pertains both to the initial program definition and to redefinitions occurring as part of the risk management process.





	During IBR baseline discussions with the contractor task managers the high risk and difficult tasks, identified in the RRW phase, are highlighted for close monitoring and tracking, providing the means to manage the risk during the RFMS phase.  EAC analysis is performed on these high risk tasks for cost-risk identification and feedback to the technical managers to focus their risk management efforts.  In this way the IBR plays a crucial role in enabling cost-risk information to be developed for risk management support to the technical managers.





Cost-Risk Database





	The final phase of CRIMS is the development of the Cost-Risk Database.  The CRDB component represents the ‘storing’ phase of CRIMS in that it serves as a repository for the analysis completed during the RRW and RFMS phases and the final contract costs.  Throughout the acquisition phases of the program cost analysts store the results of the RRW technique and interim RFMS results.  The comparison between the RRW and RFMS outputs will provide an audit trail for the risk management activities (both the risk analysis and mitigation activities) and provide insight as to what confidence level should be used for various periods of the acquisition cycle.


	At the end of the contract a final cost is realized.  Before the end of the contract only projections of the final cost were available in the form of the cost performance-based EACs.  Now, however, the final cost is available and a direct comparison with the chosen confidence level’s cost can be made.  This comparison results in the confidence level that should have been chosen if the cost analyst had perfect foresight to the conclusion of the contract or program.





	After carefully implementing CRIMS on several contracts, a database of final cost will be compiled.  These final costs can be organized according to acquisition phase (e.g., Concept Exploration & Definition, Demonstration & Validation, Engineering & Manufacturing Development, Production, etc.).  The final cost could then be mapped to the corresponding RRW-derived CDF to determine the associated confidence level.  These confidence levels would serve as an empirical basis (via average, analogy, etc.) for choosing the confidence level to present a new effort’s budget.  For example, five programs/contracts in the Demonstration & Validation phase have produced final costs that are associated with confidence levels 72, 65, 54, 83, and 43 respectively.  Their average confidence level, (63%), may be the best confidence level to use for the new effort’s budget.  Assuming the five projects are similar (in terms of sources of risk, national importance, and other factors), associating that confidence level with its cost will produce a defendable budget estimate.





Assumptions and Limitations





	The following assumptions are relevant to this approach:





1. There are three basic elements of program uncertainty: technical parameters, schedule parameters, and cost estimates.  The CRIMS addresses the first two.


2. The cost-risk categories are evaluated as independent components of uncertainty and there is assumed to be no correlation between them.


	


	The following limitations are recognized with this approach:





1. This approach depends on a thorough technical and program review of relevant information to establish the baseline reference (i.e., the CARD) and the initial comparisons and weighting.





D.	 STRATEGY summary





	 A strategy was developed for identifying risk-driven cost change. The steps in the strategy are the following:





1.	Assess the 'risky' systems, subsystems and components in terms of the DoDD 5000.1 cost-risk categories of:


	threat				support


	technology			manufacturing


	design and engineering	schedule


2. 	Implement the Relative Risk Weighting (RRW) technique incorporating a refined cost-risk driver category matrix to develop an 'a priori' cost-risk analysis (see section IV of this paper for an elaboration on the refined matrix and Appendix C for more information on the RRW technique). This technique utilizes 'subjective' inputs from technical experts, program managers and cost analysts.


3.	Throughout the development of the weapon system item,  review and analyze risk management reports to ensure accurate association of cost change with technical and schedule risk drivers identified in the previous step (i.e., Risk Feedback Management Strategy - RFMS).  Examples of such reports are:


·	CPR, C/SSR, CFSR, CCDR,


·	APB, CARD, DAES, IPS, SAR, SEMP and


·	DoD 5000.x technical risk management data deliverables and Technical Performance Measurements reports


	(For example, one of the programs the risk assessment team is tracking identified a technical risk in the 'a priori' analysis.  Weekly contractor technical interchange meeting information was coupled with cost performance report (CPR) information to identify cost growth attributable to that technical cost-risk driver.  The team is now evaluating the impact of the technical risk to the resultant cost growth).


4.	Update the original cost-risk analysis at regular intervals, to compare 'a priori' analysis with more current analyses (i.e., use of CPR EAC projections).  As a result of risk reports and associated cost change, CPR projections indicate an estimated final cost position.  This EAC is compared to the original 'a priori' cost position, adjusted for non-risk related cost drivers.


5.	Incorporate actual costs or EAC projections and identify where these values fall on the initial, 'a priori' cost-risk analysis’s cumulative distribution function, and identify the confidence level.  This confidence level is the confidence level that should have been identified initially.


	Building on experience gained in conducting the 1993 Sensor Integration Study (SIS) risk analysis performed at the Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC), the authors updated the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP)-based Relative Risk Weighting (RRW) that utilized the Maxwell Risk Criteria Matrix (MRCM) and a commercial software program called Expert Choice which incorporates the AHP.  The authors substituted the DoDD 5000.1 cost risk categories for the MRCM's risk driver categories in the Expert Choice model for this study after exhaustively researching existing cost-risk driver matrices. (See Sections III & IV and Appendices). Assessing the cost-risk driver categories in an AHP framework quantifies the information defined as uncertain into an adjustment to the cost estimate for technical and schedule cost-risk.  (See Appendix C for a discussion of how to construct risk adjustment factors using the MRCM and the AHP.  The authors encourage the reader to review this appendix now since it was the motivation for this study and will help the reader put the development of this cost-risk identification strategy in proper perspective).


	As noted before, uncertainty can be viewed as a point value with a variance, but an unknown distribution.  Whereas with risk, the point value, variance and underlying distribution can be quantified.  With the use of the methodology described in this report, the cost analyst can describe the uncertainty of the program cost estimate.


	The cost analyst can efficiently complete and maintain the cost-risk analysis due to:


·	the clearly defined risk-driver categories,


·	concise risk driver scalings, and


·	a predefined method for interpreting cost and performance reports.


	Research material from government sources, government supported institutions, and contractors on current cost-risk analysis information and its implementation was collected so that the strategy and approach could take advantage of the current knowledge base.


	Tracking the current SMC programs will enable the FMC staff to calibrate the resulting risk adjustment and the final program cost to a specific confidence interval by program phase for ultimate use by program offices.  The chart below depicts a possible flow of activities involved with the implementation of the cost-risk identification strategy:
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Exhibit I-1. Cost-Risk Tracking Process





