Meeting Minutes

Acquisition Measurement Working Group

October 13, 14 and 15, 2004

Introductions

Everyone introduced himself or herself and described their backgrounds.  Cheryl reviewed the purpose and agenda for the workshop.  She then described the PSM process and the need for acquisition measures.

ICM Table
The ICM table was reviewed first.  The a, b, c, d, and e categories for measurement types on the last page of the packet were discussed.  Both the names and acronyms need to be corrected.

The term “acquisition” was discussed.  The FAR and SA-CMM definitions were contrasted with the DAU definition.  We would like to add the FAR, SA-CMM, and CMMI definitions with some description of the phases and different perspectives.  We should talk about teaming agreements and the newer strategies for acquisition.  Rita and Cheryl will examine them off-line.  “Agreements” should be used instead of “contracts.”  Sole-source acquisitions should be included.

Cheryl explained the Information Categories.  The location of risk measurements was discussed.  Riskiness is difficult to measure objectively.  Risk is a factor in determining information needs.  Measurable concepts were shown and each one summarized.  Regular PSM’s Prospective Measures are from categories of acquisition measurement a and d.  Singling out the RFP schedule neglects the rest of the acquisition schedule.  IPT plans are often unrealistic.  It takes longer to form them and determine their processes.  Realism between contractor and acquisition schedules is often lacking.  Acquisition Plan Realism was added as a Measurable Concept.

The various steps of acquisition were listed:  Planning, Concept and requirements development, Acquisition preparation, etc.  It was decided to use the Level 2 KPAs from SA-CMM.  Cheryl updated the questions in the ICM table as people made suggestions.  It will be passed out at the end of the workshop and comments will be solicited.  The first pass through the ICM table focused only on the Questions Addressed.  At the end of Day 1, the remaining measurement concepts were assigned for homework.

At the beginning of Day 2, the applicability of the Product Quality Information Category was discussed.  We need to focus on the products of the acquisition effort, not the supplier’s product.  If the government does the integration function, then they are acting as a supplier of support products.  Taking a step back, we want to be sure to include FFRDC and SETA contributions to the project acquisition staff.  Our measures should not change how work is done.  We do not want to make up measures just because there is a category.  All previous accepted measures were used by several organizations and the PSM group saw evidence that the measures were used to make decisions.  More questions were added for Functional Correctness.  The list will need to be pared down.  We will include the detailed questions, for now.  Definitions of the terms will need to appear in the resulting document near the ICM table.  Modifiability may be a good Measurable Concept in place of Maintainability.  HCI requirements were discussed.

PSM Acquisition Measurement Guidance
The draft Guidance was discussed.  Definitions of “acquisition” from several sources will be sited followed by a description of our choice for this paper.  The various levels of the organization/enterprise will be defined, like slide 74.  A lifecycle chart would also be useful.  The term “project” will replace the term “program.”  All nouns should be in a glossary in an appendix.  The References will be expanded and an acronym list will be added.

Between government organizations, MOEs exist between 2 organizations/enterprises.  Also, in the commercial world, agreements exist at levels above the individual program.  Roles were discussed.  Ron and/or Cheryl will look for “Operations and Support” -v- “Operations and Maintenance.”

FAR text should be added to section 1.3 (by Kevin) as well as reasons for the use of measures in the commercial world (Don will send comments).  The first reason for DoD measures should not be Section 804.  Section 804 is a secondary reason.

Some text will be added to section 2 on using the ICM table in an acquisition context.

The information in the lists will be changed to a table.

The DoD Earned Value and Deskbook are 2 of the web sites that would be interested in the guidance.

When planning a measurement program, the lack of measurement resources may lead to postponing or canceling the measurement program.

The listing of resources on page 6 will be consolidated.  For example, only 2 POCs are needed.

On page 7, the Roles and Responsibilities will be changed to suggestions instead of requirements.  The first 2 Lessons Learned were revised and a new one added to collect only the data needed.

For the remainder of the discussion, Cheryl typed in changes/comments directly into the document with the Strawman Guidance.

Each attendee should review the post-workshop version of the guidance document.  Don’t worry about editorial problems.  Try to identify missing items.

A future meeting of this working group may occur in conjunction with the PSM Users’ Group in March.  Possibly on March 24 (maybe 25) after the March 23 PSM presentation meeting.

Appendix D, the mapping between Section 804, SA-CMM, and CMMI was discussed.

WBS Structure

On Friday, the WBS structure was discussed as well as it purpose.  There is a need to record the products from each activity in the WBS.  The structure of the WBS was discussed based on the KPAs in the SA-CMM, the PAs in the CMMI-AM, and the 8 categories of measurement required by OSD law Section 804.  The top-level WBS was expanded and updated.  Each of the SA-CMM, CMMI-AM, and Section 804 categories were slotted under the top-level WBS categories.  
Potentially missing categories were noted.  A thorough definition of the existing categories may or may not reveal that they are covered.  Next, the top level WBS names were reviewed and numbered.  They are shown as red updates in the draft top-level WBS document.  It will be distributed for information.  Cheryl will make further updates.

Review and Closing

Action items were reviewed.  Some had been completed and closed.  Everyone will look for missing questions from the ICM table.  Do not review the measures in the ICM table (yet).  Cheryl will take a cut at the measures first.  Cheryl will distribute the ICM table to review.  There will be a 2 to 3 window to complete the review.  Cheryl and Rita will cooperate on incorporating the comments from this meeting.  The result will be sent out for review, also.  Kathleen and Cheryl will cooperate on updating the WBS and then it will be sent out for review.  Suggestions were made to get more groups involved.  There may be another working group meeting in early March before the full PSM workshop at the end of March.

