Meeting Minutes

July 20 - 21, 2005

Acquisition Measurement Workshop

Attendees are Freedha Luce-Tabafunda, Vickie Papia, Erin Fitzsimmons, Celia Modell, Courtney S. White, Jack K. Thompson, Greg Neimann, Frances Anderson, Joe Dean, and Cheryl Jones.  Seven people had never been at an acquisition measurement working group.

Cheryl described previous work, including the sources:  CMMI-AM, SA-CMM, 15288, etc.  Cheryl talked about Figure 2.  She talked about how the acquirer and supplier concerns differ and coincide.  We ask different questions at each level.  Organizations like Boeing that are Lead Systems Integrators act as suppliers and acquirers simultaneously.  Although Congress is involved in acquisition, they are excluded from this workshop.   

Figure 3 was discussed showing the common Project Monitoring measurements and the unique Acquisition and Supplier measures.

The next slide showed the standard PSM chart with additions to the Plan and Perform  steps.  The Acquirer needs a plan for “self-measurement.”  For PMM we recommend requiring not specific measures, but useful and evolvable measures.   It is good to write into a contract to provide information that is already available.  Australia has a joint measurement requirements meeting to specify measures that can be updated.

The Excel Acquisition WBS was discussed.  The activities and stages were discussed.  The term “Virgin Issues” in row 64 was questioned and there was no answer.  The term will be reviewed.  The term “Hugs and Kisses” was discussed.  Better terms would be “attitude adjustment events,” “picnics,” “team building,” “social events,” “communication building,” “trust building.”  The CDRL review activity is not visible enough.  We need to add more about CDRL review to Section 1.8.  Jack Thompson volunteered to compare the WBS to DoD 5000 and point up differences.  Comments would be welcome in the next month.  The goal is to publish in October.  If more time is needed for the review, email Cheryl in the next month so she will expect them.

There should be a link to the material from the workshop web page.

The Guidance Paper was discussed.  The difference between “Acquisition Project Measurement” and “Project Monitoring Measurement” was discussed.  The second term initially seemed to be a subset of the first term.  The difference between Project and Program was discussed.  Project, Program, Portfolio is the order used in the DOD.  (Perhaps these terms need to be defined earlier in the paper?)  Sample measures will probably be removed from the paper and worked on next year.  Updates to Figure 2 were solicited.  The concepts apply to a System of Systems architecture.  The location of contract extensions was questioned.  Supplier arrangements may be complicated.  The need for this project arose from activities like 804.  Explaining these things up front or in a Users’ Guide might be helpful.

The specific guidance was discussed.  Since there is not much of a distinction between DO’s and the converse of DON’Ts, we will merge both into just Lessons Learned.  Perhaps rewrite as “Create a safe zone for measurements” –v- “Don’t punish people for measures” in 4.3.3.

The ICM table was reviewed for consolidation into the Guide’s Figure 2-6.  We would like to have one or two questions per Measurable Concept (formerly Measurement Category).

Put Questions in life-cycle order, for example, put the activities completed, like Milestone B first, followed by contract realism. Terminology needs to be changed to projects.  Some questions were changed to red to indicate that they could be deleted pending review of Don Reifer for commercial criticality.

The group did not like having Milestone Dates under two different Measurable Concepts.  Since the baseline PSM includes the realism of the schedule under Milestone Completion, something similar can be done for acquisition.  Combining Milestone Completion and Acquisition Plan Realism seems like a good idea.  Several questions were combined with the details moved to the Notes column.  Completed review of 23 rows out of 181 of the ICM table the first day.

Review of the ICM table continued the second day of the workshop.  Vickie Papia, Jack K. Thompson, Frances Anderson, Harpac Dhaha, Greg Neimann, and Joe Dean attended the second day.

 We decided to make the Acquisition ICM table more like the development ICM and changed “Milestone Completion” to “Milestone Performance.”  This change also matches better with the questions.  Also decided to make “Critical Path Performance” into a measure under Milestone Performance.  There may be additions to the development ICM’s Slack Time data item as well as the new data items “Obligation Rates” and “Disbursement Rates.”  Merged several questions under Critical Path.

The group felt that it was better to shrink the size of the table than to match the development ICM and merged “Work Unit Progress” and “Milestone Performance.”  The name of the merged Concept is “Activity Performance.”

The measure names under Critical Path were changed to match the development ICM.  They are now “Requirements Status,” “Review Status,” “Action Item Status,” etc.

Under Critical Path, many of the questions in column H do not seem to correspond with the matching entry in column I.  It was discovered that the questions used to be in a single block.  The lines in column I were erased to show that the measures map as a group to the group of questions in column H.

Under Incremental Capability, “Functionality Integrated” was changed to “Increment Content – Functions” to match the development ICM.

The question about money correlating with the “bow-wave of functionality” was removed because it is a duplicate of a question under Resources and Cost.  The first 2 questions were moved up to Milestone Performance.  The third was moved to the Financial Performance under Resources and Cost and “increments” was changed to “increments/spirals.”  Therefore, the Measurement Concept for Incremental Capability is gone.

Moving on to Resources and Cost, the lines were removed in column I to indicate a many-to-many mapping between Questions and Measures.

Many questions under Resources and Cost were deleted because they are duplicates.  Some questions were merged.

There was a lot of discussion and confusion about the term “Staffing Level.”  It was decided to use the terminology the same as in the development ICM.  “Effort” is the Measure and “Staffing Level” is a data item and/or indicator item.

“Experience Level” was also discussed and it was decided that it is a very important measure, but should be interpreted in the context of the level of experience needed for the work.

