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Todayôs Talk

Purpose & scope of the survey

Results

Å The respondents & their organizations

Å Measurement resources & infrastructure

Å Value added by measurement

Å Software measures used

Å Data quality & integrity

Å Organizational perspectives on software measurement

Summary, lessons learned & next steps
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Understanding the State of Measurement Practice

Careful & well executed use of measurement & analysis

Å Is a well accepted tenet in many fields of endeavor

Å Including of course CMMI

Basic aims

Å To inform management & technical decisions based on empirical evidence

Å & to judge the results of those decisions once made

But, how well, and how frequently, are measurement practices put into 

effect in our own field?
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Surveys & Benchmarking

Benchmarking: The current state

Å Some professional & consulting organizations maintain repositories they 

use for establishing benchmarks & facilitating benchmarking activities

Å However, their measures & measurement definitions differ in many ways

Å In that sense, one cannot speak confidently about ñindustry standardsò

Å Which is why the SEI has launched the Performance Benchmarking 

Consortium {as described at last yearôs CMMI Technology Conference}

The state of the practice surveys

Å Aim to provide data that's not yet widely available

ð Updates of trends in typical use of measurement in software & systems 

engineering

ð To help projects & organizations judge their progress relative to others 

Å But there also will be a continuing need to track qualitative as well as 

quantitative descriptions about the quality & frequency of use of 

measurement in our field
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2nd Annual SEI Measurement Practice Survey

New this year

Å Screening question to identify respondents whose organizations develop 

software but rarely if ever do measurement

Å Questions about

ð Resources & infrastructure devoted to measurement

ð Practices to ensure data quality & integrity

ð Value added by doing measurement

ð The kinds of measures used by the responding organizations

Among other things, these questions allow us to make some useful 

comparisons by CMMI maturity level
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Trends over Time

1st survey described at last year's CMMI technology Conference

Similar results this year

Å Moderately strong relationships exist when comparing the replies of 

respondents based on:

ð Management versus staff roles

ð Industry versus government organizations

ð The United States versus other countries

ð Organization size

But thatôs a topic for another time
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CMMI Measurement Capabilities & Performance 
Outcomes

Todayôs focus

Å Provide evidence about the circumstances under which measurement 
capabilities and performance outcomes are likely to vary

Å As a consequence of achieving higher levels of CMMI maturity

Most differences are consistent with expectations based on CMMI

Å Which provides confidence in the validity of the model structure & content

However, the results also highlight areas where sometimes considerable 
room for improvement remains

Å Even at maturity levels 4 and 5

Å For example

ð A rather strong overall relationship exists between maturity level & use 
of measures about quality attributes

ð Little attention to quality attributes at the lower maturity levels

ð Yet, almost half of maturity level 4 & 5 respondentsô organizations track 
quality attributes only occasionally at best
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The Sample

Random sample of SEI customers

Å 944 valid email invitations to participate

Data collected 20 February through 10 April 2007

Å Two reminders

Response rate

Å 41% completed all or part of the questionnaire

Å N = 384

Å Individual questions answered by 75-97% of respondents

ð ~29 ï39% of the sample invitees
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Role in the Organization

10%

10%

13%

12%

4%9%

42%

Executive

Program manager

Project manager

Engineer

Programmer

Analyst

Other

N = 366
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Who are the others?

N = 155

= 8% of all 

those 

responding


