ICEAA Board of Director’s Meeting
1100 — 1300 | Friday, April 4, 2025

Zoom Virtual Conference
AGENDA
as of March 31, 2025

Actions from February 2025:

e Kellie to conduct a cursory review of the Projstream-version of the BOE Module prior to
Projstream using it for their training purposes.

e A subcommittee to include Madeleine, Jennifer K, Christina, Kellie, Sanath, Carol, and
the Software SIG board to determine a proposal for CEBoK-S bulk pricing to present to
the board at the next meeting.

11:00 — Introduction Christina Snyder

11:05 — Secretary’s Report Arlene Minkiewicz

a. Vote: approve February 2025 minutes

11:15 — Professional Development Update Jennifer Kirchhoffer
a. Projstream BOE Module
b. CEBoK-S Bulk License Pricing
c. Module 6 Update Rollout Plan

11:30 — Atlanta Workshop update Megan Jones
12:00 — Plan next meeting and adjourn Christina Snyder
12:05 — CEBoK-S Bulk License Pricing Group Meeting

Any board members interested in participating in a discussion to determine CEBoK-S
bulk pricing is invited to stay on the line and join.

Note: no Treasurers Report this meeting, March financials not yet available
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ICEAA Board of Director’s Meeting
11:00 — 1300 | Friday, February 21, 2025
Zoom Virtual Meeting
DRAFT MINUTES as of March 28, 2025

Voting Attendees

Tim Anderson (via Pullen proxy), Kellie Benefiel, Carol Dekkers, Brent Johnstone, Jennifer
Kirchhoffer (via Teller proxy), Arlene Minkiewicz, Cari Pullen, Sanath Rajagopal, Wendy
Robello (via Chairez proxy), Jennifer Scheel, Christina Snyder, Madeleine Teller

Non-voting Attendees:

Brittany Chairez, Kevin Cincotta, Courtney Gray, Cheryl Latimer, Sharon Burger, Megan
Jones

Welcome, quorum count, introductions: Christina Snyder

Christina thanks everyone for attending, noting that it hasn’t been long since our last meeting
but we had a lot of items to discuss and move forward on. The quorum is established, and the
meeting begins at 11:04 am.

Secretary Report: Arlene Minkiewicz

No comments or edits were suggested for the January 2025 minutes either in advance of the
meeting or during.

Vote: Motion is raised to approve the January 2025 minutes. No further discussion is requested.
Seconded and passed.

BOE Course Update: Sandy Burney, Megan Jones

Sandy was unable to attend the meeting, but he sent notes ahead, including an outline of the
BOE course. He had indicated he would like to present the first iteration as a three-part
session at the Workshop in Atlanta, but the outline provided shows four parts, so that will
need to be explained. Megan says there will not be an issue finding a room to hold the
session, even concurrently with the CEBoK-S training planned for Atlanta.

Sandy’s question for the board is whether or not they can start to use the Projstream-focused
version of the training (vs. the generic ICEAA version promised for our use and presentation
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at the Workshop). Projstream has gotten a request to conduct BOE training and would like to
host it before May.

Christina thinks as long as the board has a chance to review the Projstream version before it’s
used in order to check that the CEBoK references are correctly cited and our IP is being
protected, it shouldn’t be a problem. She asks the rest of the board for their thoughts. Megan
said her first instinct was to say that the ICEAA-version should be delivered before they use
the Projstream-version, as the first was essentially their “payment” for the second. However,
she says that in all the years we have allowed companies to use CEBoK for training in
exchange for the $20/day/student IP stipend, we have never reviewed any of the content used
by those companies who purchased their training license. Megan believes Projstream’s
behavior thus far has demonstrated that they will respect ICEAA’s IP, and therefore
shouldn’t be held to more scrutiny than other companies just because the method of licensing
our IP is different in this case. Christina isn’t sure we should continue to allow companies to
use our [P without review, nor that precedent is a good enough reason not to review the
Projstream-version. Kellie is also unsure, and asks if we can ask Projstream if we can review
it. Kellie expressed willingness to do a cursory review. Megan says we can always ask, but if
we decide we want to review the document, it will take a volunteer effort and we will have to
be respectful of Projstream’s timeline for delivery. Kevin agrees that a review to ensure the
content is in line with ICEAA’s message is important. Madeleine suggests having the
training sent to the board for anyone to review if they like.

Action: Kellie to conduct a cursory review of the Projstream-version of the BOE Module prior
to Projstream using it for their training purposes.

CEBoK-S Bulk License Pricing Kevin Cincotta

Jennifer K. is absent so there will not be a certification status report.

Kevin had asked between meetings if the board would address the issue of bulk pricing for
CEBoK-S purchases. Megan shows the minutes from our May 2023 meeting where the board
approved pricing for individual CEBoK-S purchases but opted to determine bulk pricing at
“a future meeting.” Kevin explains that his employer (MITRE) has asked about multi-use
pricing for CEBoK-S, and would like to discuss it. He says that since he and many of his
colleagues reviewed the original slides before release, and would like to utilize those slides
internally, but wants the board to set a rule or pricing for multi-users so they can be
compliant.
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Christina asks what the bulk/multi-user pricing scheme was for original CEBoK back when it
was on CD/USB. Megan says the break for multi users was unreasonably steep, going from
about $230 per license for single use to as low as $100 (or less) per license for multi-use.

Carol thinks if MITRE is interested in bulk licensing, other companies will too, and we
should both determine a price and advertise that MITRE values the product.

Christina asks Sanath and Carol whether bulk licensing has come up in the Software SIG -
both responded no. Christina asks about how many users MITRE would be interested in
buying for. Kevin says for the 80 estimators they have on staff, they don’t anticipate needing
more than 10 licenses at a time. Sanath agrees that CEBoK and CEBoK-S aren’t products
that users need long term, that they will use it a lot initially but once certified won’t reference
it as much and the license could pass on. Carol asks Kevin how MITRE plans to use
CEBoK-S. Kevin indicates that part of the reason they want to use it is as a reference and to
standardize the way they approach software estimation across the organization and to
authoritatively source, but also to have a cohort of estimators that are certified.

Megan reminds the board that they established a rule that anyone interested in sitting for the
SCEC exam either needs to have purchased or show proof of access to CEBoK-S, so in the
case of a 10-user license that can be used by upwards of 80 people, how do we determine
which of those 80 have proof of purchase for CEBoK-S? Kevin suggests allowing the
companies to take the exam as many times as they have licenses per a given year. Madeleine
agrees.

Megan reminds the group that since CEBoK-S is a collection of PDFs and not on a protected
wiki like CEBoK is, it will be easier to distribute for a bulk license, but also make it easier
for the users to share files with non-licensed individuals. The board admits that it’s a risk, but
that if these companies want our product, we need to figure out how to sell it. Kevin and
Kellie say the answer is to make updates to CEBoK-S that impact the exam regularly,
making those companies have to purchase new licenses. Kellie asks if we have a plan to
move CEBoK-S into a wiki like CEBoK, Megan points out that we do not have the money
for the project at this time. Kellie thinks if her job situation changes, she may be able to
volunteer to move CEBoK-S to the wiki.

Christina does some quick calculations and asks the board if they think $5,000 reasonable for
enterprise-wide use of CEBoK-S with a defined number of individuals for whom the license
will count as proof of purchase for the purposes of taking the SCEC exam. Madeleine asks if
there could be an annual fee for SCEC eligibility or a bundled number of exams with the
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recurring fee. If CEBoK-S access is $595 and the SCEC exam is $350, then 10 licenses and
exams would be just under $10,000. To make it attractive, what if the fee were $8,000?
Kevin thinks this is too much, and assumes 10 users, which he doesn’t believe will be the
target number. He doesn’t think bundling exams with the training material will benefit his
company, since the two count as different budgeting categories. Christina is looking for
ideas of how we can ensure that the bulk licensing fee is recurring not just a one time deal.
Kevin suggests applying an administrative fee for changing the names of the 10 (or so)
SCEC test takers each year.

Sanath believes that in order to create demand for CEBoK-S and SCEC, we need to get it in
the hands of a wider audience, so maybe we shouldn’t be so concerned about making our
money back on bulk licenses yet but sell some inexpensively and then raise the price when
the demand increases. Christina isn’t sure, saying that in our experience with CEBoK,
demand went down over time as more people had obtained unlicensed copies.

Christina suggests that if we charged $5,000 for a CEBoK-S site license, we would recoup
our CEBoK-S investment (approx. $100K) with 20 licenses. Does the board think we could
hit 20 licenses? Sanath is concerned that smaller companies couldn’t afford $5,000. Megan
asks if five users is enough to count as bulk? Madeleine says given the market for CEBoK-S
as it stands, five is a lot of users.

Madeleine asks how frequently we intend or would be capable of updating CEBoK-S to
encourage users to re-buy. Christina agrees, that we already face a bandwidth challenge
updating CEBoK, and would have to ensure that CEBoK-S is the right place to prioritize our
attention.

With no concrete plan to vote upon but having discussed the topic at length, Madeline
suggests forming a small group to come up with a plan that the board can vote on. Sanath
suggests we should have one or more Software SIG representatives on this group.

Action: A subcommittee to include Madeleine, Jennifer K, Christina, Kellie, Sanath, Carol, and
the Software SIG board to determine a proposal to present to the board at the next meeting.

PCEA-Eligible Status Process Megan Jones

Megan presents slides. The board had tasked her with preparing a process and explanation
for the new PCEA-Eligible status that would eliminate the job experience requirement for
taking the PCEA exam but would delay awarding the certification until the experience is met.

ICEAA February 2025 Board Minutes Draft Page 4 of 9



ICEAA Board of Director’s Meeting
11:00 — 1300 | Friday, February 21, 2025
Zoom Virtual Meeting
DRAFT MINUTES as of March 28, 2025

Kevin recalls the discussion at the previous meeting was to reduce the experience
requirement from two years to one, rather than eliminate it. Madeleine and Arlene recall the
discussion being to eliminate the experience requirement entirely. Kevin says he likes
everything but thinks there should be an experience requirement.

Christina asks if when we upgrade PCEA (CCEA-Eligible) certificants to CCEA, do we
confirm that they are still employed in a cost or cost-adjacent field? She thinks it’s okay to
remove the experience requirement to sit for the exam, but that they should show that they
have achieved the two years of experience when their PCEA-Eligible status moves to a
PCEA certification. Sharon says we do not currently require those being upgraded from
PCEA to CCEA to verify their experience when five years have elapsed.

Kevin thinks that if someone passes the exam with no experience, it’s simply a gauge that
they’re able to pass a test but not necessarily able to be a cost estimator. Christina
understands the position, but has also read a lot about how degrees are less desirable in favor
of certifications, and would like to try to capture the audience if possible. If we eliminate the
experience requirement to take the test, companies can use PCEA exam preparation as a way
to train their juniors or determine their readiness. Cheryl says eliminating the experience
requirement would be helpful and useful for her company, and that the exam is a great way to
train. Arlene and Madeleine agree: experience is important and helpful, but so is training.
Christina wonders if we get rid of the experience requirement, would we eventually attract
recent college graduates who are looking to get into the profession.

Kevin is concerned if too many inexperienced novice individuals fail the PCEA exam, the
pass rate will fall even lower and we may end up making it easier for more experienced
estimators to keep the pass rate where we want it.

Christina asks the group if they think we should keep a six-month experience requirement.
Madeline isn’t sure making the experience requirement 6 months would change much. Kevin
thinks allowing anyone, up to and including a child, to take the exam would mean the
certification was extending beyond the cost community. Megan doesn’t have a problem with
a six-month requirement, but thinks it’s more trouble than it’s worth, that if we’re going to
keep an experience requirement at all, we may as well keep it at 2 years. She thinks taking
away the experience requirement changes the meaning and purpose of PCEA from a sort of
junior CCEA to its own indicator that someone has the classroom knowledge but not yet the
experience. Should too many juniors take it and cause some other problems, we can address
them should the program be too successful. Carol is concerned that other organizations will
start to create products and services that will make it too easy for individuals to pass.
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Sharon says that in the past few years, only around a dozen people have applied to take the
PCEA without sufficient experience, so unless the change is wildly popular, we shouldn’t see
too much of an increase in PCEA exams. But if we do and too many people are taking it, we
can adjust.

Cari suggests requiring the applicants with no experience to show that even with 0 years of
experience, they are currently employed in a cost position. Kevin agrees, and likes the
suggestion that we verify they have continued in a cost career before upgrading them from
PCEA-Eligible to PCEA. Megan says there are a lot of careers that use cost estimating
techniques without a cost estimating job title, this change could attract those individuals and
expand our reach. Kevin agrees.

Megan shows the Certification If/Then slide and the board discusses and edits it to the
following:

Certification If/Then

+ If fewer than 2 years experience and pass Exam Part 1, then: PCEA-Eligible
* Must show employment in a cost or cost-adjacent position

+ Status will upgrade to PCEA when the 2-year experience date is met, with
confirmation they're still in a cost or cost-adjacent position

* (Candidates with fewer than 2 years of experience are ineligible to take the
CCEA Exam (Part 2)

+ If greater than 2 years experience and pass Exam Part 1, then: PCEA
* PCEFA is only renewable by retake, no recertification

+ If between 2- and 5-years experience and pass Exams Part 1 and Part 2, then:
PCEA (CCEA-Eligible)

+ Status will upgrade to CCEA when the 5-year experience date is met, with
confirmation they're still in a cost or cost-adjacent position

+ If greater than 5 years experience and pass Exams Part 1 and Part 2, then: CCEA

International Cost Estimating
and Analysis Association 4
— ———————

Vote: A motion is raised to approve removing the two-year experience requirement for
individuals to sit for the PCEA exam and add steps to verify employment in a cost or cost-
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adjacent position when individuals are upgraded from PCEA-Eligible to PCEA and from
PCEA (CCEA-Eligible) to CCEA. No further discussion is raised, seconded and passed.

Atlanta Workshop Update Courtney Gray

Courtney presents slides. She points out that we have our Platinum sponsor secured and
several Silver sponsors, but no Gold. Megan explains that we restructured the sponsorship
tiers for 2025 and while the changes to the silver sponsorships were very popular, the
adjustments to the gold package weren’t as well received and will need to be further tweaked
for 2026.

Megan says registration is behind, but that the projection for the 12-week mark is not entirely
reliable, and hopes that by the earlybird deadline we will have a more confident estimate.
However, if registration follows previous years’ trends, we can expect around 375. With that
many fewer attendees than 2024, our revenue will not be what we need them to be for the
year, and can probably expect to make around $76K vs the budgeted hope of $150K.

Megan has been searching for hotels to hold our 2027 Workshop, and has come across a
problem. The Workshop hasn’t been held on the west coast for years, and given the
membership’s affinity for the city, she toured some venues there and found a hotel that would
be a great spot for us, but since the negotiations began, there have been some concerns. The
room rate is rather high at $275 per night, and significantly higher than the current per diem
rate for San Diego. Going to San Diego would be in the hopes of attracting more government
attendees, but the government attendee availability is uncertain for now and for the
unknowable future.

With those concerns in mind, Megan went to St. Louis to look at two more hotels, and both
are great fits as far as space is concerned, the room rate is low and relatively close to the
posted per diem, and food costs would be lower than San Diego. She asks the board if they
believe San Diego will be more attractive enough than St. Louis to warrant the high room
rate and extra costs?

The board discusses the pros and cons of San Diego vs. St. Louis, and generally feels that
going over per diem is a real challenge for government employees. For the most part, they
don’t think the location of the Workshop makes as much of a difference as the price. Most
feel that the city is less part of the draw than the Workshop itself. The board concludes that
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the location is less important than the price, and agrees she should choose St. Louis. Megan
thanks the board for their input and will pursue a contract with one of the St. Louis venues.

Kevin asks if we plan to have a board meeting in Atlanta, Christina says we do, and will
schedule it to start at noon so attendees can take a morning flight if possible.

Comments and Feedback on Awards Nomination Process Arlene Minkiewicz

Arlene received very few comments on the Awards process, mostly that they are happy with
what Courtney had drafted for the Awards process. The only concrete suggestion was to add
“or appointed designee” to the clause on the Awards Chair serving as a tiebreaking vote in
the event the Chair had a conflict of interest with the tied nominees. Courtney agrees and is
happy to add it. With some discussion, it is suggested the line change to “in the event of a tie
when the Awards Chair has a conflict of interest, the Chair will designate a member of the
Executive Committee, who is without conflict, to serve as the tiebreaking vote.” All other
language will remain unchanged.

Vote: A motion is raised to approve the Awards Nomination Process as presented by Courtney
Gray with the edit to the clause on conflicts of interest when breaking ties. No further
discussion is raised, the motion is seconded and passed.

2025-2027 Board Nomination and Petition Procedure Megan Jones

Megan updates the board that no petition nominations were received by February 21, but
members can still petition to be included on the ballot until February 26. If no members are
added to the ballot by petition, the slate will remain unchanged.

Megan is on track to open voting on March 14.

New Business, Plan Next Meeting & Adjourn Christina Snyder

Christina thanks everyone for a productive meeting, especially in getting the PCEA
requirements sorted. Given the time, she will postpone discussion on planning a membership
drive.
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Sanath recalls the action he and Christina had to discuss experience-based accreditation. He
had a meeting with the company that’s interested in pursuing the plan and serving as our test
case, he’d like to have a meeting with Christina and Megan to discuss.

Kellie says regarding the Module 6 updates, she’s incorporating some changes into it but
expects to be able to offer the updated Module 6 as a standalone course in Atlanta. She
suggests the exam reflect the changes effective January 1, 2026.

The board agrees to hold their next meeting virtually on Friday, April 4 from 11am-noon,
and schedules the May meeting at the Westin Peachtree in Atlanta for Monday, May 12 at
noon. Room to be determined. The meeting adjourns at 12:57.

Chat Log

00:15:50 mteller: internet froze...rejoining
00:57:29 Brittany Chairez: Be right back-Chairez
00:59:00 Brittany Chairez: back

ICEAA February 2025 Board Minutes Draft Page 9 of 9



N
Q
C
o
N
C
(qu
10
Q
=




P o A B TR - S VNS08 - WK ¢ =2 -
ey e 0l oz 1 . ) . e - S
. 3 N SN, : ] I, 3 B2 : ] B2 - £ 3
. :0';: . 1 \Ne WA N W Dy o { . \Nge. A ey W Sni— 1 - \Yge R Sy W i—
l' - “:.e = —-ﬁ .
S :

) ,
4 Sponsors to date x
GALORATH A
2025 Platinum Sponsor ; p
NORTHROP .

(L ooEING GRUMMAN ?-'
2025 Silver Sponsor *+ 2025 Silver Sponsor 4 .
I§ B
CuanTscH. . 1Y — /AN N
2025 Silver Sponsor 2025 Silver Sponsor 2025 Silver Sponsor .».5 4
oo unison 'y
2025 Silver Sponsor 2025 Silver Sponsor { y

9 AUBUR % HERREN

RRRRRRRRRRRR




2016 2017 2018 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Average
% of final,
2016-
2019,
2022-
2024

count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date
% of final
count to date

2%

=y

o
Y
o]

16 weeks 6 1% 9 2% 2% 3
12 Weeks 25 6% 28 6% 28 5% 40 8%
8 Weeks 106 26% 155 32% 98 17% 97 25%
Earlybird 305 64% 201 65%
4 Weeks 194 48% 335 70% 389 68% 249 66%
Final 406 478 570 353

U W
» O

275.3846

REGISTRATION PROJECTION AS OF
APRIL 2: 275




Expenses Projection by total
attendees

Attendees 100 200 225 250 275

Food & Beverage Min
(incl. tax & service)

F&B @ $625pp $ $
(23-24 avg) (187,500)
AV (50,000) $ (50,000) $ (50,000) $ (50,000) $ (50,000) (60,000) $ (60,000) $ (60,000)

Other expenses (30,000) $ (30,000) $ (30,000) $ (40,000) $ (40,000) (40,000) $ (50,000) $ (50,000)
Sponsorship Average
23-24

Individual Reg Average
23-24 $925

(170,888) (170,888) $  (170,888) $  (170,888) (170,888)

(218,750) $ (234,375)

100,000 100,000 100,000 $ 100,000 100,000 100,000 $ 100,000 100,000

92,500 185,000 208,125 $ 231,250 254,375 277,500 $ 323,750 346,875

(58,388) 34,113 57,238 $ 70,363 93,488 90,000 $ 95,000 102,500

Attrition until around 375
@ $250

(68,750) (43,750) (37,500) $  (31,250) (25,000) (18,750) $ (6,250)

(127,138) (9,638) 19,738 $ 39,113 68,488 71,250 $ 88,750 102,500




evenue Projection as of April 2

275 attendees

Sponsorship to date, April 2

Expenses

Platinum x1

$ 17,000

"« [|l|Avg. Other Expenses

35,000

Gold x0

$ 000

Avg. Audio Video + mics

70,000

Silver x7

$ 52,500

|| Food & Service

170,888

Booths x11

$ 44,000

Total estimated expenses

275,888

Other sponsorships
(badges etc)

$ 5,500

Revenue

$ 119,000

#2025 weighted avg reg. $811 x 275

223,025

4112025 Anticipated Sponsorship

119,000

Total estimated revenue

342,025

66,137




OEM Forum & Networking Event
Monday 3-5pm

Two hours of panel discussions, presentations, and
networking from representatives from various OEM
organizations.

The open forum will allow for questions of our
panelists and time for individual discussions before
the group hits Atlanta for social networking.

Open to registered attendees only




ICEAA’s negotiated block rate is available until April 18 or until it
sells out, Whichever comes first

As individual nights sell out, the website may erroneously reject
your reservation. Call 404-659-1400 if you cannot book online

ICEAA negotiates 30% of our rooms to be available at the
government per diem rate at great cost to us. If you are not
employed directly by the government, please help ICEAA and do
not book in our government block

We will not be able to get more per-diem rooms. You will be
unlikely to find better rates than the ICEAA block. Get in while
you can!




While you're in Atlanta, see the

Atlanta Braves take on the Washington Nationals!

ICEAA has secured a discounted ticket rate for our
members and attendees to enjoy a beautiful spring
evening at the ballpark watching the Atlanta Braves take
on the Washington Nationals! The Bravs club has blocked
off a section of the park for us so you will be sure to be
among friends.

Purchase your tickets by April 30
https://fevo-enterprise.com/s/other/ICEAA
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