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- " Provide' AV-8B life-cycle systems development
and maintenance support

— located at China Lake, California
— Established in 1985
— Earned Value Mgmt. Sys. (EVMS) since 1998
— PSP/TSP since 2000
LLLLLLLLLL — SW CMM Level 4 Rating 09/2002
— e — — TPI since 2006
= e Goal
=y — Develop and deliver priority warfighting
e capablilities when needed by the fleet
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he Work We'Do
Aterim and Fleetgroducts
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VIR Verification Validation Op Test Fleet Use F.-'-'-'
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~ Design Documents

Test Plans/Procedures/Flight Profiles
FRD Update

Verification Block Update

Code

Developmental Block Update (Builds)

Test Plans/Procedures/Flight Profiles
Validation Block Update
FRD Final

VA Operational Block Update
Operator/Maintainer Manual Redlines

Op Test Support operational testers as required

Block Upgrade Release
Fleet Briefs, etc.
Fleet Problem Analysis

Fleet Use
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Syste oftware 'I%st Engineers
== —_-v-“..;-’“-";n ance
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w120 ian
;—-"%ﬁﬂgur.atlon Managers :
- ~Technical Writers
ecnnica

Librarian-

B Personnel Requirement
2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008

30 /3 /1.2 | 70 /6

JSSA
Personnel

Boeing St. Louis FY06: Approx. 11 WY )
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DoD System
Certification

Formed
S ==l¢e Level 2 Level 4

Standard:
First Team All S/IW Improvement
Training Launch Projects Goals

Launch Launch
#1, #2 #3, #4
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How: Do We'Define And M
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:" __ﬁéts Valued (Important) to our
=== Customer7
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~ — Cost Performance — On Cost
— - Schedule Performance — On Time
— Quality — No Priority 1, 2 or 3 Defects

— Productivity — Increased Efficiency,
Lower Cost
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2 Cosit
Co) rmance Index (CPI) at completlon for each project
Goel

© 5S¢l Je.J ]9 arlatlon from Plan
— 5); ple Performance Index (SPI) at completion for each project
= C '?."1.0
_ QUE l.ty Defects
== ";' "_'_‘ ‘Number of STRs per KSLOC delivered
""‘.‘_:‘—:_ “— Goal: 5% Reduction on each successive release
& Productivity
-~ — Manhours per SLOC for Development Work
— Manhours per STR (Average) for Maintenance Work

— Goal: 5% Increase on each successive release




,0Sst Performance Inde'x'(CPI) Trends

CPI Goal
=l Actual CPI
- == | ower Bound
= == Upper Bound

Project A Project B Project C Project D
7/03 12/03 12/03 3/06




SPI

1.12

1.10

1.08

1.06

edule

SPI Goal
=l Actual SPI

= == | ower Bound

= == Upper Bound

Project A
7/03

Project B Project C Project D
12/03 12/03 3/06
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0.9

0.8

0.7

Baseline, 0.54

Improvement
Goal, 0.51
\ \ Baseline, 0.29
Improvement
\ Goal, 0.27
\ Actual Performance, 0.03

Project D Project E
2006 2008
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7.0

ISSIOn Suppo Systems

Actual, 6.9

Improvement Goal, 6.0

/ Baseline, 5.7
Improvement Goal, 4.7

Baseline, 4.5

Project D Project E
2006 2008
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IhERSoftwarne Team is Doing
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Enter. 1PI

What We Want From TPI:
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"‘~S'ame/S|m|Iar Results the Software Team Had w/TSP

_-."_'

— Established Productivity and Quality Baselines
— Established Productivity and Quality Improvement Goals
— Credible Estimates Based on Team Performance

-
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_Using TPI at AV-8B
5 el
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2 Our Prilosgdaya ==
— Doj)* rlm,)J.)a Tr’l elStel Jraner
SRUSHUNIPINS a llearning Experience’
SREIVEeNeams: jOportunity to “Buy-In” and See the Value for Themselves
= Irr’ “OK™ if i -oesn 't Work for All/Any Teams - Encourage Teams to

1Y/ e
PVESBRRENONS Detailed Planning Events 3 Times A Year
— Ta,g"‘-" he JPT “Off-Line” for 6 Days on Each of the Detailed Planning
3 ‘tsw.--
- ._:'-.-- =1 uureJEach Team to Perform Team Planning During the 6 Days
___:,_,_ __,..Requwe Each Team to Brief Their Plan

p——

= "‘*::Requwe Each Team to Deliver Planning Artifacts

__,.-—-—

‘s" Don't Force any Team To Use TPI

-~ — Earned Value Management Planning Process is the AV-8B Standard
Process at this Time

— Reward Risk Taking and Learning

- e S ——

= u— il
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AV-8B JSSA
IPT Lead

Dwayne Heinsma
Business Manager Advanced Systems
i Military Deputy Chief Engineer 3 i~ :
Diana Newmyer gyvm Maj. Jason Maddacks 1 Jim Wojciehowski

Logistics
John McCormick

= ACQUISITION PRODUCTS

Software Engineering s PRE / H4.0 H5.0
15 Gordon Kollman TSP f'_ ' Gary Herteg Greg Janson

Product Integrity -
) Ruth Mooney TPI —t e

Systems Integration & Analysis .
&= 18 Morlin Hastings  Tpj -

Sm—

- Laboratory Test Facilities
3 Ron Salazar TPI
- H6.0

Greg Janson

CSEMS/

TACP / TCTS
Hal Bennett

;,
I
4

Flight Test

Ted Whitehead gym ‘

Fleet Support
Hal Bennett

15



e

Management
Prepares Project
Briefings

Management Brief
Launch Mtg #1
(All-Hands)

=

e

Teams Perform
Detailed Planning

Teams Submit
Plan Briefing

End of Day 6

Teams Brief
Plans

Approval or
Rework
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Flow ellel ﬁ‘ter team coordlnatlon WOork? How much was
clopla? \j\ s it useful?

HEWANES Coaching support?

r]JW,‘ as PrOJect Management support?

—W' S there sufficient time allowed for planning?

— \Were goals, deliverables, due dates, and expectations

—s—;—-‘—;‘;:cear?

~ * How was the overall planning process? Tools and
applications such as MS project, MS Excel, etc.)?

' Il
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ieam’ Cearning and Corrective Acions™
arrmr] #1: Some team%ﬁ_.uced plans that did not meet
shEdulerconstraints and alternate plans were not

Jaye loged/oriaiach
orrér‘t]vé' ACHON: During the planning week, teams will meet with
RliOjECt LLeads when/if they determine they will not meet the
acjy)e lf 1d receive additional guidance on options such as task

fifling and prioritization. Coaches will also remind the team and
S)..Jr#r JiSimeeting takes place when needed.

e
Sei
J',J

[

o
— — _-—
- ]

=fﬁn #2. Developing Team Plans that support multiple Project
= |leads Is challenging because prioritization across projects is not
~_ well defined.

e (Corrective Action: The Project Leads need to agree on
prioritization of work across projects. This agreed upon
prioritization should be included in the Management Briefs at the
beginning of the planning week. If additional clarification Is
needed, Teams will meet with affected Project leads (at the same
time) to resolve priorities during the planning week.
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jle2i)llearning and Corrective ACHiBnsi- 2.
- '
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. .
Lgdmnq n,:} NetallMhercoachesistipperting the iPlfteams:
WeTeIExpErenced in the Process, the tools. Soeme coaches
r)J‘JVJJ@r great support and experience.

OB)dELHVE AGtion: Feedback was provided to the TPI/TSP
BOECHES regarding coaching support. They have provided
_?jf";fj:ended actions.

-r-...-_

— _fafnmq #4:. The ground rules regarding “TBD” planning were
= unclear.

e

B

~ % Corrective Action: Ground rules will be documented In the
- Management Brief given on the first day of the planning week.
“TBD” planning Is allowed. However, associated risk with filling
vacancies and training/productivity of new team members
must be identified and tracked.

19



Jieamrieaming and Corective Actiens: -3
| ) ~ T j*

R 56 Although' teamfcoprdination happened between the
NIPIReams; It did not occur with the non-TPRI teams. |t Is helpful
roNeRRlIStEaImSiale Nl enninEret thErsamertimeranc vhe Rt s
SOpIEINAtoN Meetings are occurring.

YR INEAGHONE Conduct detailed planning week at the JSSA

BlGRErIs e teams are sequestered to allow uninterrupted

PIElng during the week. Have regularly scheduled coordination
MEEUN S Wlth the team leads during the planning week. Have a

e 3)‘1* ute check-in time at the end of each planning day with the
,,aeﬁ”" leads and project leads.

.—-._

R = -

-
-

~ Learnlnq #6: Non-TPI teams found detailed planning challenging
- without the assistance of a facilitator/coach. Some teams did not
have MS Project “experts” to develop schedule plans.

e (Corrective Action: Provide coaching/facilitation for all teams
during planning week, If desired.

A0)
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Laarnincl n,7 (Oﬂ(l (‘Ff( mtlvEtEamNatne Hestdurnga4=day
WEEkaWwas not enough time to do adequate alternate planning
aficl geje)fe ‘natlon

,JrreC£JVA ction: Teams will be allowed 5 full days for
Jgg;]j}@e planning and one full additional day for outbriefing
thelr eam plans.

= 2 -Learnmq #8: Most team members agree that detailed
- ’1‘:'1é]ann|ng IS worthwhile and should occur 3 times a year

- & Agction: Get agreement on when the next 3 planning events
will occur

21
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ieainplieanning and Corrective m}ﬂﬁ
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earniricl rU'_) J\ FEamNMEMPESIUNGErSTo0U  theNdetallen

r)Ja NINGV ge__ objectives,*importance, or their role In it.
SeYIEsIYE Acton: Include all-hands at the Management Brief.
IRCIUGE Jﬁ ussion of team member role in the planning

r)rJr‘@;‘ - Have team members attend the brief of their team
1 1: the conclusion of the planning week.

,ﬁ__ _:@bservatlon Only one team out of 6 received plan approval at
~J|:-’he team briefing (Meeting #9) — the Software Team. The
other 5 team plans required re-work.
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IMeEne Imeerlng Perspectl

—

o

RUNRIGUIGHYIBASTACTIEI arlitte Worse Using TRI”

— o\/arf}ed} Jth logging time/tasks, team meetings, planning
weeks

2 [ Lika il arlng From Management (Directly) on

Wgrw @<pected at Meeting #1.”

= educes chance of filtering by the Task Team Lead

_ﬁ""_‘s-— »a ¥

jesdvmg Prioritization Conflicts is Easier Now than
_'-_—-" Before Integrated Planning with the TPl Teams”

~ ® QOverall, Team Members Like Planning as an IPT
Together vs. as Separate Stand-Alone Teams

23



e Management Perspecti
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"17s Beeg Gogd Dojsiefiannlneide/2uga e
EREVEROne S Jg what our team Is doing

=VVedike hay 1 g access to other teams during planning week (i.e.,
r*véry.)na’. planning)

“We'ra s Still lIfEXpEriencing Growing Pains”
?a::s iril’:_-_n,!stratlon with Support and Tools
HESIIPI Process Has Helped Build a Teaming Atmosphere”

..—- ’-

_ _.r__w:r\ﬂembers feel more aware of what each other is doing
_,___,,___‘0“' *‘fll'rhe Situational Awareness is Better Now Than Before TPI”
- — Fewer surprises

e | Have Better Insight Into What the Team is Doing and Their
Process Now Than Before TPI”

- J _ii
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What's Next For TPI' At The JS

. . _—— —
SEContinue The Lea r-'m _
— \j\jfur’\ \j\r KING\WEN®
= er ‘Not Worklng?
— Is It It élplng The Engineers? The Managers?
E’f- back to SEI' on Access Tool Performance

;t JSSA Detailed Planning Events (Launches)
=S éptember 2007

= — January 2008

= zr — May 2008

——
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