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ABSTRACT

The Technology Readiness Assessment(TRA) has the advantage of identifying immature technologies in

promoting weapon system research and development project. However, a more diverse set of information is

required for the determination of phase shift and technical risk management for weapons system R&D projects. In
this paper, we investigate the various indexes the various indexes proposed to overcome the limitations of the
Technology Readiness Level(TRL) and analyze the possibility of applying to the actual weapons system R&D
projects. Based on the analysis, it was possible to provide additional information that could not be presented in

TRA using technical risk indexes other than TRL, confirming that it could be used for technical risk management
for weapons system R&D projects.

Key Words : Technology Readiness Assessment(”]%&d <53 7}), Technology Readiness Level(7]&E/d <5150),
Risk Management($] 3 ¥2])
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Table 3. Risk classification of technology
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Table 5. Armoured car’'s CTE
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Table 6. Anti—aircraft guns’s survey results
R&D’ TNV TI
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Table 7. Armoured car’s survey results
R&D° TNV Tl
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Table 82 27] Aol thet 539 ?"542]»‘7-(1’]“1)% A
Fx AInc

N

‘lrr‘

&4 59

éd diteltt. Bl ARl A
uﬁi°7Vﬂ4HﬁE§7VEfagi%ﬁﬁ
%4<$:Bﬂﬁﬂﬂmﬂ
o go] AFHoZ 4582 9%

BE ARl

lﬁﬂ 7]



Ho
%
N
=5
%
N
N
olr
oX,
M
12

Table 10. Armoured car’s risk classification
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Table 9. Anti—aircraft guns’s risk classification
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