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Implementation
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B Single, slow variable
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Five considerations

Non-linear

Single variable

Tolerable conseqguence

Efficiency - Maximise increment

Data for subsequent step




Broader Issues

1 Fall-back position

Safety
Management
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Case Study #1

Fallback position for acceptance
testing
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Case Study #?2

Singular small step
Data for subsequent step
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Conclusion

Incremental Approach

Manageable complexity

Tolerable risks

Efficient implementation

Safety Management System
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