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Cases 1 — 25: Major public investment projects
(in transport, defence, education and health sectors)

Project no.

ARl 1 23 456 71110 8 91213 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Alternative concepts have not been scrutinized
Lack of realistic objectives and justification
Project not relevant in relation to needs/market
Tactical underestimation of costs

Perverse incentives - benefits without liability
Tactical splitting up and sequencing of project
Tactical overestimation of needs and benefits
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Underestimation of future operational costs

Decisions
9 Major predictable surprises
10 Sound advice overruled by political preferences
11 Lacking transparency affecting public debate
12 Long lasting front end phase with shifting priorities
13 Political horse-trading between competing parties
14 Repeated play-off in political decision process
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Stated objective: The shipping tunnel
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9 cases =36 %
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7 cases =28 %
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6 cases =24 %
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15 cases = 60
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11 cases =44
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7 cases =28 %
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6 cases =24 %
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5 cases =20 %

Analysis Decision process
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3cases=12%

Analysis Decision process

1 Alternative concepts have not been scrutinized

ncentives - benef hout liability / The project process
| splitting up and sequencing of project
Tactical overestimation of needs and benefits
8 Underestimation of future operational costs

Project

Analytic process start

Decisions

© Knut Samset

Success and failure

Analysis

Alternative concepts have not been scrutinized . .....
Lack of realistic objectives and justification .. ..
Project not relevant in relation to needs/market . .
Tactical underestimation of costs ........ .
Perverse incentives - benefits without liability ..... ..
Tactical splitting up and sequencing of project .......... ..

X x| x ..

Tactical overestimation of needs and benefits
Underestimation of future operational costs
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Decisions
9 Major predictable surprises
10 Sound advice overruled by political preferences
11 Lacking transparency affecting public debate
12 Long lasting front end phase with shifting priorities
13 Political horse-trading between competing parties
14 Repeated play-off in political decision process

Success rating
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Causes and effects

Sorting things out along the road?

Analysis
1 Alternative concepts have not been scrutinized
2 Lack of realistic objectives and justification
3 Project not relevant in relation to needs/market

Starting off on the wrong foot? - or,

Decisions
9 Major predictable surprises
10 Sound advice overruled by political preferences

Messing things up along the road?

Success rating
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Some observations

There is a strong tendency to choose the initial
concept and stick to it

Incremental improvements of an inferior solution
- rather than fundamental change

There is an overwhelming inertia: once set in
motion - always impossible to stop

The window of opportunities is usually larger than
envisioned - and probably largely unexplored
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Case 26: The power engine - a runaway project

One way travel by car
Paris - Amsterdam (1000 km)

z 0,2 liters

Shell eco-marathon winner 2007
5385 Km per liter

Case 26: The front-end — a bit of root cause analysis

Membrane economy ?
* renewable energy
efficient energy conversion

. ecologically safe
Fuel cell Electric silent

patent automobile P~ o 7N cheap
C.F. Schonbein Gustave Trouvé .
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Combustion “Carnot driven” . Carnot economy
\?vmg':ﬁnlaearﬁgtent s;ltgg‘fb'le ' " fossile and fissile fuel driven
power stations, aircrafts, 700
million passenger cars, etc.
Sy * environmental pollution
* resource depletion
@Q 1824 Sadi Carnot « International conflicts
% Principle of heat engines « global warming
s famset e etc.




Case 26 Alternative A
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Source: The Washington Post
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Case 26 Alternative B

The window of opportunities is wide open
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Thank you for your attention
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