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Abstract. Poor project perf is often attributed 1y to PMs and SEs that must perform ro O S I tl O n O r S E
in an environment characterized by: L

Inadequate proposal preparation and analytical due diligence in understanding the user’s problem
space and operational needs.
Unrealistic proposal assumptions and contract constraints — such as overly aggressive schedules

(%)

and inadequate funding.

3 A Source Sel Evaluation Process that is overshad d by a highly itive “Acquisition
Game” of perceptions. influence, persuasion. and potential conflicts of interest.

4 Project Manag and Engi ing pipes’” that limit und ding of each other’s roles.

accountabilities. and their respective contributions.

5 Contract “requirements creep” by the Acquirer with an expectation or Developer accommodation
without appropriate contract cost modification.

6 Defici in Engi and Systems E due to outdated educational and
paradigms.

As a result of unreasonable and unrealistic by the “game™ d no one really wins

- the User. the Acquirer. the Developer. or supporting subcontractors and vendors. Indeed. upon
contract award. the project conundrum becomes: “Good news! We won the contract ... Bad news. We
won the contract!” Project Managers and Systems Engineers are then burdened with the impossibl
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Cost EV = BAC X %complete SNR = Stakeholders Needs Review
Vil PV SCR = Solution Concept Review
TPR = Technical Proposal Review
U= TCR = Technical Contract Review
- SRR = System Requirements Review
EV _Z PV(COFﬂplEtEd) PDR = Preliminary Design Review

start CDR = Critical Design Review
EV VRR = Verification Readiness Review
VR = Verification Review
AR = Acceptance Review

AC

Time BAC= Budget At Completion

PV = Planned Value
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100% SE effort complete
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Expected Requirements Volatility Profile

Profile Representative of
4 out of 9 participants indicated that requirements Participant Feedback
changes should not be considered volatility during No significant differences
e ' o : between type of projects

30% [~~-.. /

ol TS

\ Localized peaks in volatlllty due to the

transitions between lllocyclo phases

/

15%

% of Requirements, Added, Deleted or Modified

Conceptualize Development Operational Test & E Transition to
' ' Evaluation : Operation
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Activities/ Tasks Systems thinking
Viewpoints  Gates Visualisation / modelling
Task dependencies, sequence System load balancing

Critical paths Specialty engineering

Physical+ software baselines Structure/behaviour dependencies

Risks = p— Complexity / interfaces

Work load balancing e — Knowledge baselines

sy ol Tools

Srtems Risks

Manager Engineer

PM SE
Process  Process

Better Solution



