HM SCAMPI Case Study Criteria and Review 

Linkage

Please do not include any information that would identify the Organization Unit or otherwise violate appraisal confidentiality.
Case Study identifier

<Leave empty.  This part will be completed by the Case Study Working Group.>
Brief one or two sentence summary of the case 

Creation of “simple” Process Performance Model and its use for project management.
PA(s), Goal(s), and Practice(s) (Specific or Generic) involved

OPP,QPM
Key relevant characteristics of the Organizational Unit and involved project(s) or support unit(s)

China based SW supplier for Japanese banks. 

Size: 80 developers/testers

Characteristics: 

- security SW

- very high and specific/quantified quality expectations by customer

- strong and continuous involvement by managing directors

- CMMI not required by customer

- ML4&5 incentives by local government

Key details of the evidence provided (both artifacts and affirmations, if applicable)

References

[1] High Maturity Questionnaire for PAB case study.doc

[2] Real Life example for PPM creation.xls
Other relevant circumstances or process context information

Note: this case study focuses on one example PPM and its rationale (and NOT on all the things the organization has in place to show HM practices)
Case Study Criteria and Review

References

[1] High Maturity Questionnaire for PAB case study.doc

[2] Real Life example for PPM creation.xls
	Site 


	Case Study Organization/Project :  Linkage, focus on creation and using 1 example PPM (related to unit testing defect density)
Overall Judgment: organization achieved ML 4/5, traceable creation of PPM and its use in projects

	Reviewer


	Name:  Mike Evanoo (R1)
Overall Judgment:  

	Reviewer


	Name:  Kathy Smith (R2)

Overall Judgment:  


	PA
	Practice
	HM Audit Questions

	OPP
	SP1.1  Select the processes or subprocesses in the organization’s set of standard processes that are to be included in the organization’s process-performance analyses.  
	Show the relationship between the business objectives and the processes selected for process performance analysis. 



	
	See [1], §2, SP1.1

	
	(R1) Not seeing any quantitative rationale or at least rigorous selection tools for selection of the subprocesses.  In an appraisal I would be looking for the rationale for the selection and use of tools such as QFD, or others, as well as a view of how the processes selected fit into the overall process architecture.

	
	(R2) Mapping is shown between objectives and processes.  

	OPP
	SP1.2  Establish and maintain definitions of the measures that are to be included in the organization's process-performance analyses.  
	Show the analysis and rationale for deciding what data to include in the process performance analysis.  



	
	See [1], §2, SP1.2 

	
	(R1) There doesn’t appear to be clear operational definitions for the measures identified.  The measures are stated and a formula, but the operational definition would be expected to be in much more detail for an appraisal.  Additionally, there doesn’t appear to be clear rationale for why these measures are selected.

	
	(R2) I had difficulty understanding some of the definitions – they were not clear. They show data collected as working hours, but then show measure as defect number/coding rows…  It is also difficult to understand how some of these measures will provide sufficient information to do process performance analysis – almost just seems more like level 3 type monitoring. 

	OPP
	SP1.3     Establish and maintain quantitative objectives for quality and process performance for the organization. 
	Show the relationship between business objectives and Quality and Process Performance Objectives (QPPOs). 



	
	See [1], §2, SP1.3, just shows performance baselines and not actually used objectives. 

	
	(R1) This practice is expecting objectives that are quantitative and in an appraisal I would expect objectives that have the attributes of S.M.A.R.T.  The QPPOs aren’t provided.

	
	(R2) The objectives were not clear – what exactly are they?  I assume they are related to testing defects, but the actual objective is not clear.  They show baselines and control limits, but say they are revised each quarter – based on what?   Are these really spec limits?

	OPP
	SP1.4      Establish and maintain the organization's process-performance baselines.
	Describe Process Performance Baselines (PPBs) in terms of central tendencies and variation for the processes selected for analysis. 



	
	See [1], §2, SP1.4
See [2], sheet “2.base measurement data”

	
	(R1) Although there is measurement data shown it is not clear what processes are baselined with the data shown and the data in the baseline [1] doesn’t seem to match the data in the measurement table [2].  In an appraisal we would expect to see a clear definition of the processes that are reflective of the baselined data.

	
	 (R2) [2] shows input values, which do not seem to match the CL and UCL for the UT results in [1].  Additionally, they are only providing one baseline data for unit testing results and not for other processes.  Would expect to see more in an appraisal (either in the case study or outside of the case study)

	OPP
	SP1.5     Establish and maintain the process-performance models for the organization's set of standard processes.
	Describe at least one Process Performance Model (PPM) in terms of the processes included, the controllable inputs and the predicted outputs. The model must be statistical or probabilistic in nature rather than deterministic, i.e., the model considers uncertainty and predicts that uncertainty or range of values in the outcome.



	
	See [1], §2, SP1.5

See [2], all sheets

	
	(R1) Model appears to provide predictive value but it’s not clear what the controllable input factors are and how any specific processes that are baselined will affect the model.

	
	(R2) They do have the inputs identified, and have done regression analysis, but doesn’t seem to equate to baseline data?  And, are the inputs really controllable?  All of experience is between 2.2 and 3.6.  What would they change to improve the case density or review efficiency?  The model should let them model different scenarios to be able to meet a Y.       

	QPM
	SP1.1     Establish and maintain the project's quality and process-performance objectives.
	

	
	

	
	(R1) See Reviewer #2 comment – agree – Can not understand if any other practice results from QPM are valid if they aren’t defined in relation the objectives that are trying be achieved.

	
	(R2) How could this be NA?  How are they deciding what to compose if they don’t have any objectives?  

	QPM
	SP1.2       Select the subprocesses that compose the project's defined process based on historical stability and capability data.
	Describe how the projects created their defined process by using PPBs and/or PPMs to predict the ability of the processes selected to meet the project’s QPPOs. 



	
	See [1], §3, SP1.2

	
	(R1) Although there is some definition of how the PPMs are used, it isn’t clear how the data is used to make decisions between different processes and how process changes are made in composing the processes to meet quantitative objectives.

	
	(R2) These are showing baselines, for multiple measures, but what subprocesses?  What do they have to do to get these results – any controllable input that need to be set?  I don’t understand how they set the factors in the models. 

	QPM
	SP1.3     Select the subprocesses of the project's defined process that will be statistically managed. 
	 Describe the project’s rationale for selecting subprocesses to be statistically managed.



	
	See [1], §3, SP1.3

	
	(R1) There isn’t enough data supporting rationale for selection of the subprocesses to determine that this practice is in place.  In an appraisal we would be looking for significantly more information.

	
	(R2) These have nothing to do with what is be statistically managed.  All the things listed should have been determined for SP1.2.  

	QPM
	SP1.4    Monitor the project to determine whether the project's objectives for quality and process performance will be satisfied, and identify corrective action as appropriate.   
	Show how at least one project used process measures as inputs to a PPM used to actively manage the project.

	
	See [1], §3, SP1.4

	
	(R1 and R2) Not clear how the information cited ties together to enable monitoring of the critical points in the project against the objectives.

	QPM
	SP2.1    Select the measures and analytic techniques to be used in statistically managing the selected subprocesses.  
	

	
	

	
	(R1 and R2) How could this be NA – this has to be done to do the rest of the practices

	QPM
	SP2.2      Establish and maintain an understanding of the variance of the selected subprocesses using the selected measures and analytic techniques. 
	Show that at least one project applied statistical methods to identify and remove special causes of variation from selected subprocesses.



	
	See [1], §3, SP2.2

	
	(R1 and R2) Not clear what subprocesses are trying to be understood and the variance of the subprocesses.  The information cited reflects some variation of measures but it’s not clear how they relate to the subprocesses.  This information may be in data not shown in the case study but we would expect this data in an appraisal.

	QPM
	SP2.3   Monitor the performance of the selected subprocesses to determine their capability to satisfy their quality and process performance objectives, and identify corrective action as necessary.   
	Show how projects monitor the capability of selected subprocesses.



	
	See [1], §3, SP2.3

	
	(R1 and R2) From the data cited it isn’t clear what the quantitative objectives are and what the performance is against those quantitative objectives, therefore it’s not clear how capability can be determined.  During an appraisal we would expect to see more clear data about the capability of the processes to achieve the quantitative objectives.

	QPM
	SP2.4    Record statistical and quality management data in the organization's measurement repository. 
	

	
	

	
	(R1 and R2) Information not provided.

	
	

	
	

	Other Criteria
	None
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