2.	Cost-Risk Driver Categories and Scales





�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
1.  Design and Engineering:  Uncertainties in system performance due to uncertainties and variability in design and engineering process.  Design and engineering uncertainty reflects the degree of difficulty to advance the current state of the art for a given item (e.g., subsystem) to the required, final state (e.g., qualified off-the-shelf item that meets all requirements).  Design and engineering risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
Qualified off-the-shelf item that meets all requirements.�
Off-the-shelf items that require qualification.�
Design effort required using standard, existing components within their original specification levels.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Design effort required using standard, existing components beyond their original accepted specification levels.�
Moderate engineering development is required using existing design knowledge.�
Major engineering development is required using existing design knowledge.�
No alternative components available and/or requires new or breakthrough advance in design capability.�
�



Note:		The two category scales of Technology and Design and Engineering include some overlap since both involve the level of maturity of an item.  The technology risk category primarily focuses on the hardware, independent of how it will be used on any given spacecraft.  The design and engineering category primarily focuses on hardware implementation, partially independent of the inherent level of technological readiness (at least for design and engineering levels �symbol 179 \f "Symbol" \s 10�� 2).  For example, a qualified prototype star sensor may still require modification necessitated by form, fit, and function changes and specialized (i.e., radiation shielding, vibration damping, etc.) modifications that are unique to the satellite system.


		Scaling assumes current Air Force qualification procedures.


		BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Design and Engineering defintions.


Exhibit IV-�seq Figure \* arabic \r 1 �1�.  Design and Engineering Cost-Risk Driver
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Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
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�
�
�
�
�
�
2.  Manufacturing - Uncertainties associated with the production process to manufacture the required quantities of an item within the technical specifications, given the available resources.  Manufacturing risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
An existing process meets key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC).  Test equipment is operational and sufficiently trained personnel exist on production lines.  Multiple, adequate U.S. sources for material.  Production equipment currently being used to manufacture the product.�
Modification of an existing integrated process to meet key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC).  Test equipment is in limited use producing the item or sufficiently trained personnel exist but not currently being used in producing the item.  Adequate U.S. sources for material.  Production equipment currently in limited use for the product.�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated processes and one key attribute (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceeds the norm for these processes.  Test equipment requires minor modification or moderate personnel retraining is required.  A single, adequate US source for material.  Suitable production equipment exists, but insufficient quantities on hand.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated processes and two or more key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceed the norm for these processes.  Current test equipment is insufficient.  Moderately skilled personnel or materials (from multiple off-shore sources) are available.  Production equipment requires minor modification.�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated process and all relevant attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC) are within the state-of-the-art.  Some custom designed test equipment is required to be developed.  Insufficient amount of material (with single U.S. source) or highly skilled personnel available.  Production equipment available, but requires moderate modifications.�
No comparable process but all of the requirements for all relevant attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC) are expected to be within the state-of-the-art.  Insufficient amount of test equipment, test facilities, moderately skilled personnel, or material (with single off-shore source) available.  Production equipment available, but requires significant modifications.�
No comparable process and one or more key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceed the state-of-the-art.  Suitable test procedures, or test equipment, or test facilities, or production equipment and facilities are unavailable.  Insufficient amount of skilled personnel and material is available.�
�
Note:		Y = Yield; T= Tolerance and/or Precision; TP = Throughput; C = Complexity; PC = Process Controls


			To achieve a rating of 0, all criteria must be met.  For ratings 1 through 6, the most restrictive criteria that would result in the highest rating is used to determine the rating.  Although this maximum criteria scoring approach is a conservative one, it will yield consistent results.


			Some relevant resource categories include: the manufacturing process, test, personnel, materials, and production equipment.  The manufacturing process component includes the degree of advance required to progress from the current state of production and assembly to the final manufacturing and assembly processes required. The test component includes the current state of test equipment, facilities, and procedures required to provide acceptance test of the completed, manufactured hardware items.  The personnel component includes the current state of the skilled/trained personnel base that is required to manufacture, assemble, and test the hardware item.  The material component includes the current state (quantities and quality) of the material required to manufacture the hardware item.  The production equipment component includes the current state of the production equipment and facilities needed to manufacture the hardware item in the quantities and at the rate required. 


			BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Manufacturing defintions.


Exhibit IV-2.  Manufacturing Cost-Risk Driver


�
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
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�
�
�
�
�
�
2.a.  Manufacturing Process - Uncertainties associated with the production process includes the degree of advancement required to progress from the current state of production and assembly to the final manufacturing and assembly processes required.  Manufacturing process risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
An existing process meets all key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC).�
Modification of an existing integrated process to meet key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC).�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated processes and one key attribute (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceeds the norm for these processes.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated processes and two or more key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceed the norm for these processes.�
Integrated process is a combination of demonstrated process and all relevant attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC) are within the state-of-the-art.�
No comparable process but all of the requirements for all relevant attributes (C, Y, T, TP, and PC) are expected to be within the state-of-the-art.�
No comparable process and one or more key attributes (C, Y, T, TP, or PC) exceed the state-of-the-art.�
�



Note:	Y = Yield; T= Tolerance and/or Precision; TP = Throughput; C = Complexity; PC = Process Controls





		BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Manufacturing defintions.





Exhibit IV-3.  Manufacturing Process Cost-Risk Driver
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Very Low�
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�
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2.b.  Manufacturing Test Equipment - Uncertainties associated with the test component includes the current state of test equipment, facilities, and procedures required to provide acceptance test of the completed, manufactured hardware items.  Manufacturing test equipment risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
Test equipment is operational on production lines.�
Test equipment is in limited use producing the item.�
Test equipment requires minor modification.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Current test equipment is insufficient.�
Some custom designed test equipment is required to be developed.�
Insufficient amount of test equipment, or test facilities, are available.�
Suitable test procedures, or test equipment, or test facilities are unavailable.�
�









Note:	BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Manufacturing defintions.





Exhibit IV-4.  Manufacturing Test Equipment Cost-Risk Driver
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
2.c.  Manufacturing Personnel and Material - Uncertainties associated with personnel and material required for production.  The personnel component includes the current state of the skilled/trained personnel base that is required to manufacture, assemble, and test the hardware item.  The material component includes the current state (quantities and quality) of the material required to manufacture the hardware item.  Manufacturing risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
Sufficiently trained personnel that are operational on the production line and multiple, adequate US sources for material exist.�
Sufficiently trained personnel exist, not currently being used in producing the item, and adequate US sources for material exists.�
Moderate personnel retraining is required and US source for material is available.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Moderately skilled personnel and materials from multiple off-shore sources are available.�
Insufficient amount of highly skilled personnel and material with single US source available.�
Insufficient amount of moderately skilled personnel and material with single off-shore source available.�
Insufficient amount of skilled personnel and material available.�
�






Note:	BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Manufacturing defintions.





Exhibit IV-5  Manufacturing Personnel and Material Cost-Risk Driver
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Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
2.d.  Manufacturing Equipment - Uncertainties associated with the production equipment.  The manufacturing equipment component includes the current state of the production equipment and facilities needed to manufacture the hardware item in the quantities and at the rate required.  Manufacturing risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
Production equipment currently being used to manufacture the product.�
Production equipment currently in limited use for the product.�
Suitable production equipment exists, but insufficient quantity on hand.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Production equipment requires minor modification.�
Production equipment available, but requires moderate modifications.�
Production equipment available, but requires significant modifications.�
Suitable production equipment and facilities are unavailable.�
�






Note:	BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Manufacturing defintions.





Exhibit IV-6  Manufacturing Equipment Cost-Risk Driver
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low�
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
3.  Schedule - Assumes the item being acquired is a developmental item and its schedule meets program goals.  The assessment focuses on the adequacy of the time specified for the item relative to schedules for similar items.  Schedule cost-risk analysis, using this methodology, is performed at the space system element level.�
Schedule is much longer than is typical for similar items.  (At the system level there are at least 69  months between ATP and launch.)�
Schedule is longer than is typical for similar items.  (At the system level there are at least 58 months between ATP and launch.)�
Schedule provides development time.  (At the system level there are at least 51 months between ATP and launch.)�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Schedule is achievable.  (At the system level there are at least 46 months between ATP and launch.)�
Schedule is challenging.  (At the system level there are at least 40 months between ATP and launch.)�
Schedule is very challenging.  (At the system level there are at least 34 months between ATP and launch.)�
Schedule represents an unprecedented situation in terms of time.  (At the system level there are less than 32 months between ATP and launch.)�
�



Note:		Source for schedule duration is SDIO technical report, Schedule Estimating and Analysis, Methodology for Space Vehicle Programs (SVP), 1 March 1993.  Data from unmanned space vehicle programs (i.e., NASA, military, and commercial) range from 26 to 88 months for the period between Authority To Proceed (ATP) and 1st launch.  For military, unmanned SVP (DMSP, GPS-1, DSCS II) and Landsat the time ranged from 40 - 48 months.





		Program concurrence is typically viewed a schedule uncertainty issue when using cost-risk scaling definitions.  However for the purpose of this study the impact of concurrence was determined to occur throughout the cost-risk driver categories, and should be considered when selecting the individual ratings and relative category weightings during the pairwise comparisons.





Exhibit IV-7.  Schedule Cost-Risk Driver
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Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
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�
�
�
�
�
�
4.  Supportability - An evaluation of how well the composite of support considerations necessary to achieve the effective and economical support of a system for its life cycle meets stated quantitative (e.g. MTBF, MTTR, etc.) and qualitative peacetime readiness and wartime utilization requirements. This includes integrated logistic support and logistic support resources related O&S cost considerations.  Supportability risk analysis is performed at the space system element level.�
Mature, well defined, and known support requirements, and an in-place operations and support capability that is demonstrated and satisfactory.�
Stable existing logistics support system with some new aspects utilizing an existing logistics support system which has underwent major modifications.�
New logistics support design utilizing no part of any existing logistics support system.  Initial unproven support system in place but lacking substantial actual history.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Logistics Support Analysis (LSA) completed resulting in firm definitions and requirements for the logistics support system design.�
Logistics Support Analysis initiated via an LSA Guidance Conference. May provide enough definition to the logistics planners to enable them to conduct preliminary O&S cost trade studies.�
Logistics support system design is conceptual in nature and the supportability requirements for the weapon system subsystems/components are not defined well enough to start planning the logistics support system.�
No conceptual logistics support system.  No activity to date associated with any formal logistics support analysis.�
�



Note:		Source for supportability definition and evaluation assessment criteria is DoDI 5000.2, Part XV, and MIL-STD 1388-1A, respectively.





Exhibit IV-8.  Supportability Cost-Risk Driver
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
5.  Technology:  Uncertainties to system performance due to reliance on the availability and promise of technology.  Technology uncertainty includes the required level of technological sophistication and reflects the current stage of hardware development and testing maturity.  Hardware maturity ranges from scientific research, conceptual design, brassboard, breadboard, prototype, to an operational unit.  Technology risk analysis is performed at the subsystem or lower (e.g., assembly) level.�
Hardware is currently operational and deployed.�
Hardware is in limited production and has passed all acceptance tests.�
Prototype is currently in qualification tests, but has passed performance requirements.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
A brassboard example has been fabricated and tested for performance and qualifications.�
Critical functions/characteristics have been demonstrated by a brassboard example.�
Conceptual design formulated and tested for performance and qualification considerations.�
Scientific research is required and ongoing.�
�



Note:		The two category scales of Technology and Design & Engineering include some overlap since both involve the level of maturity of an item.  The technology risk category primarily focuses on the hardware independent of how it will be used on any given spacecraft.  The design and engineering category primarily focuses on hardware implementation partially independent of the inherent level of technological readiness (at least for design and engineering levels �symbol 179 \f "Symbol" \s 10�� 2). For example, a qualified prototype star sensor may still require modification necessitated by form, fit, and function changes and specialized (i.e., radiation shielding, vibration damping, etc.) modifications that are unique to the satellite system.


		Scaling assumes current Air Force qualification procedures.


		BE Technology/Producibility Assessment Process provided source information for Technology defintions.





Exhibit IV-9.  Technology Cost-Risk Driver
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
6.  Threat:  Uncertainties to system performance due to uncertainties and variability in the threat that the system must negate and be designed to, as well as due to volatility of threat specifications. The sources of these uncertainties are largely outside the control of the program office and its contractors, and may include both offensive threats and defense suppression threats.  Threat risk analysis should be performed at the segment level (e.g., spacecraft) or space system element level.�
System is designed to:  1) all current and projected threats; 2) the full set of current and potential launch points/operating locations; and 3) responsive threats with expanded performance envelopes.�
System is designed to:  1) all representative current and projected threats; or 2) the expanded set of current and potential launch points/operating locations; or 3) upgraded or limited response threats with expanded performance envelope.�
System is designed to:  1) representative current and limited projected threats; or 2) a representative set of current and potential launch points/operating locations; or 3) upgraded or limited threats operating within anticipated performance levels.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
System is designed to: 1) representative current threats; or 2) limited set of current launch points/operating locations; or 3) threats operating at performance levels not seen tested.�
System is designed to: 1) a limited set of current and projected threats; or 2) limited set of high likelihood launch points/operating locations; or 3) threats operating at nominal performance levels.�
System is designed to:  1) a limited set of current threats; or 2) a limited set of postulated launch points/operating locations; or 3) current threats operating at minimal performance levels.�
Threat specifications have not been drafted.�
�
Note:		For ratings 1 through 5 the system needs to meet the most restrictive criteria.  For example, if a system is designed to a limited set of current and projected threats (4), a representative set of current and potential launch points/operating locations (2), and threats operating at performance levels not tested (3), the resulting threat risk rating is 4.  Although this maximum criteria scoring approach is a conservative one, it will yield consistent results.


	Typical threat uncertainty categories include designing the system to less than the complete set of current and projected threat systems, designing the system to an incomplete specification of potential launch points/operating locations, and not designing the system to the full range of threat systems performance.  Some possible offensive threats include:  intercontinental ballistic missiles, intermediate range ballistic missiles, theater ballistic missiles.  Some possible defense suppression threats include: nuclear environments, kinetic kill, laser, high power microwave, neutral particle beam, battle debris, and electronic combat.


BE Threat Risk Assessment provided source information for Threat defintions.


Exhibit IV-10.  Threat Cost-Risk Driver
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�
Level of Uncertainty�
�
Cost-Risk Driver Category�
Very Low�
Low�
Moderately Low �
�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
6.a.  Threat Identification:  Uncertainties to system performance due to uncertainties and variability in the threat that the system must negate and be designed to, as well as due to volatility of threat specifications. The sources of these uncertainties are largely outside the control of the program office and its contractors, and may include both offensive threats and defense suppression threats.  Threat risk analysis should be performed at the segment level (e.g., spacecraft) or space system element level.�
System is designed to all current and projected threats.�
System is designed to all representative current and projected threats.�
System is designed to representative current and limited projected threats�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
System is designed to representative current threats.�
System is designed to a limited set of current and projected threats.�
System is designed a limited set of current threats.�
Threat specifications have not been drafted.�
�



Note:	Typical threat uncertainty categories include designing the system to less than the complete set of current and projected threat systems, designing the system to an incomplete specification of potential launch points/operating locations, and not designing the system to the full range of threat systems performance.  Some possible offensive threats include:  intercontinental ballistic missiles, intermediate range ballistic missiles, theater ballistic missiles.  Some possible defense suppression threats include: nuclear environments, kinetic kill, laser, high power microwave, neutral particle beam, battle debris, and electronic combat.


		BE Threat Risk Assessment provided source information for Threat defintions.


Exhibit IV-11.  Threat Identification Cost-Risk Driver
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Low�
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�
�
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�
�
�
�
�
�
6.b.  Threat Launch/Operating Points:  Uncertainties to system performance due to uncertainties and variability in the threat that the system must negate and be designed to, as well as due to volatility of threat specifications. The sources of these uncertainties are largely outside the control of the program office and its contractors, and may include both offensive threats and defense suppression threats.  Threat risk analysis should be performed at the segment level (e.g., spacecraft) or space system element level.�
System is designed to the full set of current and potential launch points/operating locations.�
System is designed to an expanded set of current and potential launch points/operating locations.�
System is designed to a representative set of current and potential launch points/operating locations.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
System is designed to limited set of current launch points/operating location.�
System is designed to a set of high likelihood launch points/operating locations.�
System is designed to a limited set of postulated launch points/operating locations.�
Threat specifications have not been drafted.�
�



Note:	Typical threat uncertainty categories include designing the system to less than the complete set of current and projected threat systems, designing the system to an incomplete specification of potential launch points/operating locations, and not designing the system to the full range of threat systems performance.  Some possible offensive threats include:  Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles, Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles, Theater Ballistic Missiles.  Some possible defense suppression threats include: nuclear environments, kinetic kill, laser, high power microwave, neutral particle beam, battle debris, and electronic combat.


		BE Threat Risk Assessment provided source information for Threat defintions.


Exhibit IV-12.  Threat Launch/Operating Points Cost-Risk Driver
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�
6.c.  Threat Performance Levels:  Uncertainties to system performance due to uncertainties and variability in the threat that the system must negate and be designed to, as well as due to volatility of threat specifications. The sources of these uncertainties are largely outside the control of the program office and its contractors, and may include both offensive threats and defense suppression threats.  Threat risk analysis should be performed at the segment level (e.g., spacecraft) or space system element level.�
System is designed to responsive threats with expanded performance envelopes.�
System is designed to upgraded or limited response threats with expanded performance envelope.�
System is designed to upgraded or limited threats operating within anticipated performance levels.�
�



Level of Uncertainty�
�
Moderate�
Moderately High�
High�
Very High�
�
Rating�
�
�
�
�
�
�
System designed to threats operating at performance levels seen tested.�
System is designed to current threats operating at nominal performance levels.�
System designed to current threats operating at minimal performance levels.�
Threat specifications have not been drafted.�
�
Note:	Typical threat uncertainty categories include designing the system to less than the complete set of current and projected threat systems, designing the system to an incomplete specification of potential launch points/operating locations, and not designing the system to the full range of threat systems performance.  Some possible offensive threats include:  Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles, Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles, Theater Ballistic Missiles.  Some possible defense suppression threats include: nuclear environments, kinetic kill, laser, high power microwave, neutral particle beam, battle debris, and electronic combat.


	BE Threat Risk Assessment provided source information for Threat defintions.


Exhibit IV-13.  Threat  Performance Levels Cost-Risk Driver








3.	Track to Source Material


		To ensure completeness, the strategy development team compared the new cost-risk driver category and scale definitions to the collection used as primary sources of cost-risk information (located in Appendix B).  The team did not expect a complete match between the revised set and each of the primary sources, but rather confirmed that the type and degree of uncertainty was represented by the new cost-risk matrix.  If an area of technical or schedule uncertainty was not addressed by the new matrix, the team either updated the category/scale definitions or determined that the area was not appropriate relative to the strategy’s purpose and scope (specific cases where the team concluded that primary source identified an area inappropriate for this study are discussed below).


	Exhibit IV-14 identifies which category of the new matrix corresponds to the original set of cost-risk drivers (the numbers in the table cells refers to the category numbers in each of the source material located in Appendix B).  





ORIGINAL�
NEW COST RISK MATRIX CATEGORIES�
�
SOURCES�
Design and Engineering�
Manufacturing�
Schedule�
Supportability�
Technology�
Threat�
�
AEROSPACE�
1, 3, 7�
5, 6, 8�
11�
�
2, 3�
�
�
AEROJET�
3, 4, 8, 10�
6, 7, 8, 9,10, 11�
13�
�
2, 4, 8, 10�
1�
�
SDIO/TASC�
2, 3, 5�
4�
6�
�
1, 3, 5�
�
�
DSMC�
�
�
5�
3�
1�
�
�
AFSC/WESCOTT�
1, 2�
3�
6�
4�
1�
2�
�
USAF/ASD�
2, 3, 5, 6, 7, �
7, 8�
2, 4, 7, 8, 9�
�
3, 7, �
1, 5, 6�
�
Exhibit IV - 14.  Cost-Risk Driver Track


		Two categories from the Maxwell Risk Criteria Matrix were not explicitly addressed by the new matrix.  “4.  Interaction/Dependencies” refers to the degree of correlation among the risk driver categories.  The initial assumption that the categories be developed and assessed independently precluded this category from the new matrix.  “9.  Criticality to Mission” refers to the importance of the item being assessed to the success of the entire weapon system.  The strategy development team concluded that it was inappropriate to include this element in the revised cost-risk matrix.  To do so would automatically result in cost change for the subsystem or component, regardless of any inherent technical or schedule risk.  Instead, increasing the program manager’s visibility to the item and placing more importance to the success of any mitigation tactic is the proper response.


		The Aerojet Corp. used MRCM as a starting point for the Quantitative Risk Assessment Matrix.  In addition to presenting three new categories, Aerojet rephrased existing categories and adjusted the scoring labels to reflect their specific environment.  As expected, the two areas not addressed by the new matrix are similar to those first postulated by Dr. Maxwell for reasons given above.  “5.  Interaction with Other Activities” refers to the degree of correlation between the WBS elements.  The initial assumption that the categories be developed and assessed independently precluded this category from the new matrix.  “12.  Criticality of Subsystem to Operating Mission” refers to the importance of the item being assessed to the success of the entire system. The strategy development team concluded that it was inappropriate to include this element in the revised cost-risk matrix (as noted in the previous paragraph).


		All six of the technical and schedule uncertainty areas specified in the “Technical Risk Categories and Scores”, from SDIO/TASC are included in the new cost-risk driver matrix.


		“2. Typical Programmatic Risk Sources”, from DSMC’s Risk Management - Sample Risks By Facet, was not addressed by any of the revised cost-risk categories and ratings.  The team felt that the detailed examples for the DSMC category represented externalities that did not apply to this type of strategy.


		All six of the technical and schedule uncertainty areas specified in the “Risk Assessment Criteria”, from AFSC (now AFMC) are accounted for in the new cost-risk driver matrix.


		All nine of the technical and schedule uncertainty areas specified in the “Factors Affecting Unencumbered Funds Requirements”, from ASD (now ASC) are addressed by the new cost-risk driver matrix.








