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Outline

• Overall structure of Life Cycle Plan (LCP) 
and subsidiary information

• Relation to CMMI Monitoring and Control 
activities 

• RLCA Package and ARB Guidelines
• Example Large project Monitoring and 

Control approach
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MBASE Life Cycle Plan Guidelines
1.    Purpose and Assumptions (why? whereas?)

2.    Milestones and Products (what? when?)

3.  Responsibilities (who? where?)

4.    Approach (how?)

4.1  Monitoring and Control

4.2  Methods, Tools, and Facilities

4.3  Configuration Management

4.4  Quality Management

5.    Resources (how much?)
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CMMI Monitoring & Control and CS 577b - I

1.  Track product and task attributes

– Use risk-based Goal-Question-Metric Approach

2.  Track project performance

– Weekly and major-milestone reviews

– Effort reporting; COCOMO updates

3.  Monitor critical facilities

– As necessary; risk-based

4.  Project commitment change procedure

– LCA rebaseline; critical Construction rebaselines

– Project meetings, email
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CMMI Monitoring & Control and CS 577b - II
5.  Monitor project risks

– Top-N risk monitoring risk plan milestone tracking; weekly 
progress reports

6.  Review progress 
– Weekly progress report meetings

7.  Conduct milestone reviews
– LCA rebaseline(ARB), Core Capability Demo, Transition 
Readiness Review (ARB), Release Readiness Review

8.  Take corrective action
– Revise plans and approaches 
– Negotiate stakeholder commitments

9.  SDP Revision procedure
– LCA rebaseline; critical Construction rebaselines
– Milestone plan updates

– Increment plans
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RLCA Package and ARB Guidelines

• LCA Package Revision Guidelines
• RLCA Grading Criteria
• RLCA ARB Presentation Guidelines
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LCA Package Revision: Major 
Sources of Change

• New team members: LCP responsibilities
• New client objectives, constraints, 

priorities
- OCD and change propagation elsewhere

• New alternatives and prototype features
- Possible effects across LCA  package
- OCD 5 prototyping updates

• Feedback in LCA package grading
- Mostly but not all in SSAD, LCP

• Changes to COCOMO cost drivers



1/29/2001 ©USC-CSE 8

University of Southern California
Center for Software EngineeringC S E

USC

New RLCA Package Component: 
Change Summaries

• New Section 1.3 or 1.4 of each LCA 
package element
- “RLCA Change Summary”

• Begin with short summary of element 
changes and rationale

• For all nontrivial changes, complete a 
simple schema (illustrated by 
“Example” for Web Mail SSRD)
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New RLCA Package Component: 
Change Summaries (cont.)

- Change: “Web Mail IOC changed to pilot 
operation”

- Rationale: “Too risky to begin with full 
USC service”

- Sections Affected Here: “5. Level of 
Service Requirements; 6. Evolution 
Requirements”

- Sections Affected Elsewhere: “OCD4. 
Proposed System; LCP2. Milestones and 
Products”
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RLCA Grading Criteria (80 points)

• 15 -- Change Summaries’ clarity, 
incisiveness

• 50 -- Changes’ clarity responsiveness to 
change sources

• 5   -- COCOMO II run and Data 
Collection form

• 10 -- Conceptual Integrity

Note: No one-size-fits-all detailed grading 
criteria
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RLCA ARB Presentation Guidelines

• All in SAL 322, February 15-16
• Arrange with client, sign up ASAP

• 10 min: Summary of Change Sources 
and Resulting Changes

• 10 min: Prototype Change Highlights 
(as appropriate)

• 45 min: Major Change Description
• 15 min: General Discussions
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Outline
• Overall structure of Life Cycle Plan (LCP)

and subsidiary information
– Relations to CMMI Process Areas
• Detailed structure of Process Management

portion of LCP Approach section
• Relation to CMMI Monitoring and Control

activities
• Example Monitoring and Control approach
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Large Project Monitoring & Control

•Framework

•Relation to Cost Estimation

•Unit Development Folders

•Earned Value System
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Software Planning and Control Framework
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CEMICS Development Cost Estimate
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CEMICS Project PERT Chart
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CEMICS Initial Work Breakdown Structure 
(WBS)
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CEMICS Phase and Activity Distribution
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CEMICS Personnel Plan
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CEMICS Revised WBS
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Sample Software Module Development Estimate
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Unit Development Folder Approach Ensures 
Documentation and Visibility
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Earned Value System

•Assign earned value to each project task

(EV) Test Plan = $32K (Test Plan Budget)

•Accumulate project EV as tasks completed

- Completing Test Plan may cost $25K or $50K, but EV is 
simply $32K

•Compare project EV to expenditures

- Overall progress assessment

- Trouble-spot identification
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Summary Task Planning Sheet
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Earned Value Summary Report
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Earned Value Summary Report - Results

•Major trouble spot - Test Plan

- Test drivers too elaborate

- Overcharging

•Early visibility enabled timely fix

- Small overrun in Test Plan

-Balanced by requirements analysis underrun
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Session 2 - Summary

•Good planning and control requires

- Framework of techniques

- Much up-front work on plans

- Commitment to control

•Good P&C can produce self-fulfilling estimates

•Project plans are living entities

•P&C techniques aren’t personnel evaluation devices

•P&C techniques aren’t necessarily routinizing


