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Historic Volatility
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....but the cost to mature a product varies =
over time T
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The cost of Maturity Y
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The Compounding effect of Scrap & Rework
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Cost of Late Detection — Example

Software Problem Report
Analysis

Should have
been found
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The battle between engineering and projectsincose
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Delivery is the point that
determines the cost to
achieve full maturity.
Pressure to deliver
prematurely will reduce the
product maturity and will
increase the overall project
costs
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How will the outcome differ between the
following?

Make it Deliver Cgpture )
requirements requirements

Make it CE[RLE
requirements
Celallc Make it
requirements
Capture Review

requirements

requirements

L

IniWsium

Philadelphia, PA
June 24-27, 2013

Review

\ Test
| Deliver \ Review l Test
requirements
| Deliver \ Review \ Test
requirements

Capture
requirements

| =

Review
requirements

Make it l Test

A
A\

i

Make it | Deliver \ Test
| Deliver
h
é

L T
2 { - :...

23rd Annual INCOSE International Symposium - Philadelphia, PA — 24-27 June, 2013

A




Risk Categories
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45% =
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Improving Review Effectiveness NS
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Use Risk Analysis to identify the uncertain scost

requirements s 4

FProbability the requirement will change

Impact if requirement were to
change
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Risk Classes and Mitigation Classes

Mitigation Strategies =—3

Issues
v

Failing to get Stakeholder agreement
Late or immature customer requirements
Inexperienced customer or suppliers
The supplier requirements are immature/prone to change
Issues with complying to requirements
Missing requirements
Poorly defined (or missing) interface definitions
Requirements are not realistic or achievable
Requirements are untestable
Requirements are ambiguous

Requirements are in conflict with "best practice" solutions
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Low Scrap and Rework Rates are  ixcos

IntggnationaliSymposium
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Achievable ._ e

The benefit:cost of Technical
Risk Management is better than

100:1

Number of Change Requests

Change Requests Change Requests Technical
Implemented raised due to errors Risks



Conclusions
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« System complexity is ever-increasing
* Product requirements are uncertain at the time of design!

« Assuming certainty can lead to significant scrap and
rework

* Pressure to deliver prematurely will reduce the product
maturity and will increase the overall project costs

 It's not only what you do, but also when you do it that
Impacts scrap and rework

» Technical risk management is key to managing
requirements uncertainty and product maturity
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