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StatusStatus

• Today different procurement packages are
defined to a different extend.

• The scope of the ITER design is
sufficiently defined so that

–  their value is / can be estimated
– changes in urgent procurements can be made

understanding the implications for later
procurements.

• The last approved baseline is from 2001
and an updated (but nor approved)
baseline exists from 2004.



N. Holtkamp, Cadarache July 11-13

The Goal and the ToolsThe Goal and the Tools
for the Design Reviewfor the Design Review

• The goal for the review is to resolve major
presently open design questions in order to be
able to prepare the procurement packages for
the WBS elements.

• The design review will use a prioritized list of
actions and an integration task force will develop
a risk assessment that will guide the order of
prioritized items. Management will determine
appropriateness of priority.

• The issues card and their rate of completion will
provide the management tool to determine the
timely completion of the review.



N. Holtkamp, Cadarache July 11-13

The Framework ReviewThe Framework Review

• The scope of the review is defined in the document and
focuses on proposed changes only if they reduce cost,
improve schedule, improve performance , reduce risk or
resolve an integration issue.

• Within the scope defined above, a Party can propose a
change, provided that:

• the in-kind value is not changed, or,
– the extra cost is compensated by cost reduction in other

systems
• The use of contingency to cover cost increases is LAST

option.
• The Design Review is accompanied by regular progress

reviews to a technical advisory committee reporting to the
DG and PDDG.
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The Design ProgressThe Design Progress
ReviewReview

• A review will be held towards the end of the year.
• A four day review which goes through:

– Mainly technical but also managerial / organizational
issues.

• Will seek advise from international body of fusion
experts.

• IO as well as DA’s are expected to present
progress of technical and procurement activities.

• The design review process as well as the regular
progress reviews should allow to freeze a new
baseline during 2007.
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Risk and opportunityRisk and opportunity
managementmanagement

 A procedure  to keep under control all risks related to the construction
and operation of the machine (including over cost or delay) and to
exploit the opportunities for cost reduction (Value engineering) is
described in the document:
MQP Risk Management Plan (ITER_D_22F4LE)

 It includes the following activities :
Risks/Opportunities Identification
Risks/Opportunities Analysis
Risks/Opportunities Planning
Risks/Opportunities Tracking
Risks/Opportunities Controlling
Risks/Opportunities Communicating and Documenting

 The Risk and opportunity identification is done though the  issues
management procedure .
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Issues IdentificationIssues Identification

We started this process end of 2004 with aWe started this process end of 2004 with a
set of broad scope Design reviews, toset of broad scope Design reviews, to
initiate a critical review of the status of theinitiate a critical review of the status of the
design and to organise the further work.design and to organise the further work.

The issues cards have been reviewed andThe issues cards have been reviewed and
prioritized with the IT leader and since thenprioritized with the IT leader and since then
at Technical coordination meetingsat Technical coordination meetings

Issues can be raised by all People involvedIssues can be raised by all People involved
in the ITER activities (ITER ORG and ITERin the ITER activities (ITER ORG and ITER
PTsPTs/DAs members./DAs members.

The issue are classified according to theThe issue are classified according to the
WBS structure and the Responsible officerWBS structure and the Responsible officer
of that activity become the issue RO.of that activity become the issue RO.

244 Issue cards have been proposed so far244 Issue cards have been proposed so far
and stored in a database.and stored in a database.
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Risk AnalysisRisk Analysis

Impact (the severity if risk should materialize)

High (3) Descope, or extensive workaround required.
Potential Project cost increase on baseline of above 10
kIUA
More than 6 months delay in project milestone

Moderate (2 ) Some adjustments to baseline are required
Potential Project cost increase over baseline of 1 kIUA
and  10 kIUA
More than 1 month delay in project milestone (but less
than 6 months)

Low (1) Baseline approach retained, with minor modifications.
Potential Project cost increase over baseline of less
than 1 kIUA
Few weeks of impact on the project milestone.
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Risk AnalysisRisk Analysis

Probability (the likelihood of risk occurrence)

High (3) = Very Likely More than 90%
Moderate (2) = Likely    more than 10% to 90%
Low (1)  = Not Likely up to 10 %

Time    ( time to start action or mitigation)

Near Term (N) = <3 months
Mid Term (M) =  3 months to 1 year
Far Term (F) = >1 year
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Risk AnalysisRisk Analysis

> 90%UnlikelyLow (1)

>10% up to 90%LikelyModerate (2)
> 10%Very likelyHigh (3)
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< 6 months
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Some adjustments to
baseline required

Moderate (2)

> 6months+weekSchedule
impact
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required

minor modifications
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Technical

High (3)Low (1) High: implement new
process or change baseline

Medium:  Aggressively
manage considerr
alternative process

Low: Monitor


