
Gustaaf	Brooijmans Close

Risk

• For	NSF	MREFCs,	con:ngency	can	only	be	used	to	address	previously	
iden:fied	poten:al	issues	
! Uncertain:es	in	es:mates	in	the	RLS	
! Iden:fied	risks	and	responses	

• Eg	if	we	need	to	do	another	prototype	or	pre-produc:on	cycle	but	we	
did	not	have	that	risk	(or	re:red	it	on	first	occurrence),	we	cannot	use	
con:ngency	funds	to	do	it	
! Either	we	don’t	do	it,	or	we	get	the	funds	from	scope	con:ngency	(or	elsewhere)	

• This	makes	risk	formula:on	a	delicate	maMer	
! Broad	enough	(eg	don’t	try	to	guess	why	you	may	need	another	prototype	
round)	

! But	specific	enough	to	be	credible,	and	have	a	sufficiently	specific	response	
o And	not	overlap	with	other	risks!	

• Of	course,	risk	register	is	a	living	document	
! But	can’t	add	a	risk	aRer	it	occurred…
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Con(ngency	Simula(on

• We	switched	from	@Risk	to	PRA	
! In	@Risk,	we	had	calibrated	the	cost	triangles	to	be	twice	as	long	as	the	
schedule	triangles	

! This	does	not	work	in	PRA:	cost	and	schedule	triangles	are	fully	
correlated	

! However,	phase-1	AND	phase-2	experience	so	far	shows	that	many	large	
con:ngency	draws	were	not	within	either	uncertain:es	or	iden:fied	risks	
o This	led	us	to	request	(in	February!)	that	people	add	“more	complex	

than	expected”	risks	
! Our	first	round	of	full	project	simula:on,	for	the	DOE	IPR/CD-3a	DR,	
shows	that	these	adjustments	get	us	back	to	~where	we	expect	to	be,	
and	
o Risk	represents	~50%	of	con:ngency	(this	is	good)	
o But	there	are	large	discrepancies	between	systems	in	the	risk	

contribu:on
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Risk	Management

• Had	discussions	with	some	risk	experts	
! Our	simula:on	approach	is	preMy	good	
! But	we	need	to	do	a	beMer	job	at	iden:fying	and	scru:nizing	risks	

o Our	con:ngency	draws	so	far	are	another	symptom	of	this	

• Hence	these	risk	scrubbing	sessions
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