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A bit of history..



ESIP Products & Services committee has an
incubator testbed

Last fall, with support from NASA, a ptlot tech
evaluation process was developed

The evaluation metrics were developed as a
testbed project using the AIST Tech Readiness
Levels and criteria developed by the Software
Sustatnabtility Institute
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This boils down to butlding tools to support

the culture we want to see. We want to evaluate
and also to gutide.

It ts, for this conversation, something to keep
tnh mind as we discuss critertia and the

readiness levels/progressions developed based
on those.



I'm assuming that we have noodled around the
github site, looked at source matertials?



I am about to put my thumb on the scales.
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We're going to consider the criteria and metrics
from a particular conceptual model to get at the

use cases, Llike education, and to track with an
ESIP implementation model.



Criteria, Metrics and Progression



Software Progresstion
aka Readiness Levels

Good code practices




Currently

We have a bucket of criteria and apply some
wetlghting scheme to get a metric.

And, in ESIP’'s pilot AIST evaluation round,
one of the outcomes was that the metric
output matched what the evaluators felt was
an appropriate TRL for the project.



Currently

But there was also a lot of uncertainty from
the evaluators about specific questions and
answerabtlity. Uttlity. Applicabtility across
kinds of software and technologties.



We’'re changing the use case.

Education.

We want to make education a prtiority in thts
system.

So the components of the system need to make
sense. The progression needs to make sense.

Scaffold instead of grab bag.
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Vague

Not actionable

Hard to evaluate

Levels of Abstraction

Criteria
Sweet Spot Specific

)

Not widely applicable

Become dated quickly



Someone’s going
to say Agile(TM)



Ok. We've said tit.

Agile(TM) i1s management.

It’s not magical good code pixtie dust.

More umportantly, i1t lacks evaluatibility tin

the kind of framework that i1s semi-automated
or at least low umpact.



A Conceptual Model
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What types of
software can
we evaluate?

Another abstraction problem.

When we look at a ptece of
software like a plugin or an
app built on top of an
existing framework, how does
that affect the critertia we
use to evaluate 1t?

Are we evaluating the larger
framework or the plugin?
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Reusability

How do we evaluate reusabtility?

Readiness Level + Maintenance + ?? = Reusable?



Our Approach



Planned Revision Activity
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First, do the current categories capture the
umportant concepts? What’'s missing? What's
extra?



Second, do the critertia currently defined for
each concept still apply? Are they out of date?
Mismatched level of abstraction? Are we missing
critertia?



Third, can we define readiness levels based on
the concepts? Can we define educattion levels?



Finally, 1f you know of a dev that might be
interested in a bit of meta-thinking, pass
along the invite to participate.



To participate in the software
evaluation evaluation process:

Resources:

http://roomthily.qgithub.i1o/technoloqgy-
evaluation-research/

Send me an ematl.

Add your email to the sign-in sheet.



