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Voting Attendees  

Kimberly Roye, Arlene Minkiewicz, Cheryl Latimer, Sanath Rajagopal, Kellie Benefiel (via 
Carol Dekkers proxy), Madeleine Teller, Courtney Gray, Brian Glauser, Rich Hartley, 
Patrick Casey, Christina Snyder, Carol Dekkers, Javier Provencio, Sean Wells, Dave 
Brown, Cari Pullen, Jennifer Scheel 
 

Non-voting Attendees:  

Kevin Cincotta, Sharon Burger, Megan Jones 

Summary: The Board of Directors discussed various organizational matters, confirming a 
quorum with members present, including Megan, Brian, Sanath, and Arlene. The minutes from 
the previous meeting were approved without edits, and the Treasurer's report highlighted 
concerns regarding the organization's financial status, particularly a low balance and reduced 
sponsorship support. Megan emphasized the urgency of seeking new sponsorship opportunities 
and proposed utilizing LinkedIn for outreach, requesting assistance from the team to compile a 
comprehensive list of potential sponsors. Christina suggested creating a shared document to track 
engagement with these sponsors. 

Carol raised the possibility of expanding sponsorship opportunities to include website 
advertising and ICEAA journal ads, while Megan noted limited interest in ad space but identified 
webinars as a viable sponsorship avenue. She expressed a desire to connect with decision-makers 
at major firms to enhance sponsorship efforts and agreed with Carol's suggestion to create a 
sponsorship sheet outlining various opportunities. Additionally, Arlene Minkiewicz reported on 
the Greater Alabama chapter's scholarship fund efforts and their upcoming Lunch and Learn 
event, while expressing concerns about the adequacy of funds for the event. 

Kimberly provided updates on certification, noting the addition of new certifications and a 
decline in renewals. She analyzed exam success rates, finding that employees from sponsor 
companies performed better than those from non-sponsor companies. Suggestions were made to 
improve communication and resources for test takers, particularly for those from smaller 
companies. 

Kimberly also reported on the inflation module update, acknowledging the complexity of the 
content and the need for quality over speed in delivery. Concerns were raised about the 
terminology used in materials, with calls for simpler language to aid new professionals seeking 
certification. 
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The discussion shifted to the SCEC certifications, with concerns about low participation despite 
outreach efforts. Dr. Sanathanan Rajagopal emphasized the need for a strategic re-evaluation of 
the initiative, suggesting the implementation of performance metrics and realistic targets. The 
conversation highlighted the importance of understanding the challenges faced by potential 
candidates, including the curriculum's prerequisites and the current format's limitations. Megan 
pointed out the need to address fundamental flaws in the certification product to enhance its 
appeal and revenue potential, indicating a consensus on the necessity for a thorough 
reassessment of the certification strategy. Brian Glauser and Cari emphasized the challenges in 
evaluating vendor proposals due to a lack of understanding and accurate data collection, which 
complicates budget defense efforts. Brian Glauser suggested that agencies could enhance 
financial oversight by adopting improved cost estimation practices. Rich Hartley noted that the 
shift towards agile software development has further complicated traditional estimation methods, 
underscoring the need for best practices to support estimators. 

The conversation also addressed the need for leadership support for various initiatives, with 
Megan Jones questioning how to effectively gain this backing. Glauser proposed engaging the 
Federal CIO Council to secure support, referencing a recent PowerPoint presentation by Carol as 
a useful tool for these discussions. Sean Wells suggested aligning the SCAC with traditional 
certification topics to maintain relevance for government agencies. Additionally, Glauser and 
Samith are awaiting edits on a draft communication regarding the dissolution of the prior SIG, 
with Dr. Sanathanan Rajagopal stressing the importance of a prompt review to alleviate 
uncertainties. 

Megan Jones brought forward the nomination of Frank Flett for emeritus status, discussing his 
significant contributions to ICEAA and SCEA. The group debated the timing of the vote, 
ultimately deciding to approve the nomination unanimously. Updates on various action items 
were provided, including the software SIG communication and the potential integration of AI for 
document referencing. 

Megan also discussed the importance of creating relevant content for the upcoming Module 6 
exam and the need for a project manager to define the target audience. The meeting concluded 
with a decision to hold the next meeting on January 23rd, with a workshop committee meeting 
scheduled for the week following Thanksgiving. 

 

Welcome, quorum count, introductions:     Christina Snyder 
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 A quorum is established, and the meeting begins at 11:03 am. Christina kicks it off by 
mentioning that there are a lot of actions to get through from the last meeting that prompted 
having this meeting prior to Thanksgiving, and hands it over to the Madeleine for the 
Secretary’s report.  

Secretary Report:        Madeleine Teller 

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

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

Treasurer’s Report                                                 Arlene Minkiewicz  

 Arlene presents slides. The accountants have not provided updated numbers so the financial 
report is not updated, but Arlene displays the balance sheet that reflects the bond we cashed 
in. Megan adds that she doesn’t like the balance being that low. One of the CDs worth about 
$43,000 is due to mature in February and the odds are pretty good that we're going to have to 
push one of those back over into checking. Christina asks if this report include any of the 
balances that you've received for sponsorships for the workshop for next year. Megan 
answers that she is working hard to find some new sponsors because I have heard from 
several of our sponsors that they either are not going to sponsor or that they're going to be 
sponsoring less and has not heard from some of our other sponsors. She has gotten a couple 
of commitments, but not a lot of payment as everybody wants to pay after the first of the 
year. 

 Megan asks for everybody's help as she is scouring LinkedIn for companies that may be 
relevant to us and needs help finding any connections to the company that people may have 
and help reaching out to them. With some ideas from the conference committee, I've been 
looking up these companies, comparing their NAICS codes to existing sponsors’ NAICS 
codes. She is also looking up the agencies that they are working for and pointing out that we 
have those agencies here and that this is a good place for them to have a presence. She needs 
everyone’s help thinking of companies that we can expand to, as our default companies will 
not cut it for us this year regarding sponsorships. Christina asks if Megan is keeping a list of 
the companies and POCs that she is tracking. Megan replies that she’s found two companies 
so far, one is a company that's associated with the SPA that she has talked with Christina 
about, and the other is one that I saw with a connection to Arlene. She will work with Arlene 
on trying to get in touch with them. She also reached out cold to another. She is trying to 
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figure out these companies' email naming conventions and is hoping that the board has 
contacts there to help with that. Megan will be reaching out to everyone as she doesn’t have 
an extensive list of cost estimating companies. A lot of her research is yielding construction 
companies, and we need to decide if we even are going to pursue those guys or leave them to 
AACE. At this point, everybody's help is not just requested and encouraged, it is required if 
we want this to be successful. 

 Christina adds that when she spoke with Megan earlier in the week that they discussed that 
instead of focusing on committees it may be more effective to focus on points of contact for 
individual actions. She would like to set up a database in the form of an Excel workbook that 
is basically a list of all the companies and several metrics such as is they have been to an 
ICEAA workshop before, if it’s a cold call or is there a contact, et cetera. She will take point 
for this endeavor. She would like to have it loaded somewhere where people on the board can 
access and add in companies if they have contacts, et cetera. She suggests a Dropbox would 
likely be the easiest way to do that for us, but is open to suggestions, provided they are more 
systematic than what we have done in the past. 

Action: Christina to set up a tracking spreadsheet of companies and contacts 

 Carol asks if there are other opportunities for us to have sponsors besides the conference, 
such as selling website advertising or space on the website, advertising in our journal, and so 
forth, because there may be people who cannot physically sponsor at the conference. Megan 
responds that for companies that don't know us ad space in the magazine is unlikely as that is 
something that even the companies that do know us don't buy. We have a price list for ad 
space but that’s not something anyone's been interested in before. We already have a wide 
range of sponsoring opportunities besides getting a booth at the workshop. For example, 
companies can sponsor the name badges, the bags, sponsor a bag flyer for $250, which gives 
your logo on the website and in the app and in all these places. But that doesn't change the 
issue, which is we need more people to sell these things to. Carol thinks that groups like 
KPMG they might be interested in putting an ad in that advertises jobs or something like that. 
Megan asks if Carol has a contact at KPMG that she can reach out to, Carol will reach out to 
see if she can find someone for Megan to contact. 

Action: Carol to provide any contacts she has at KPMG or other companies to Megan 

 Christina asks Megan about interest in the webinar sponsorships from the Project Controls 
Expo since it seemed to bring interest from people that we wouldn’t typically deal with. 
Megan replies that when they were at the booth and standing there smiling at them the 
response was very positive, but the email follow-up has been low, despite the relatively low 
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cost of $500. In webinars, companies can be as promotional as they want unlike the 
workshop where we do our best to trim out the promo content. It's a good package, and it's a 
great and easy way to get these companies introduced to us. It works well for the tool 
providers and the software developers, the ones that have a thing to sell, but not so much for 
service groups. The consulting companies are more interested to meet the people and maybe 
hire them. She reiterates that the webinars are a good choice for tool providers. She also 
would love to get KPMG or to get Booz Allen back. Megan has maybe three contacts at 
Booz Allen anymore and needs people to be forthcoming if they have contacts at Booz Allen. 
We used to have Deltek and all sorts of companies, but Megan tends to deal with the admins 
who fill out the forms and those positions change bodies a lot. She needs access to a decision 
maker who will then of course pass me off to an admin but somebody who has sway would 
prove more effective. Carol asks if we have a sponsorship sheet that we can send to contacts 
that lays out cost of sponsorship opportunities. Megan says that we don’t currently have one 
but thinks it is a good idea. The main material is for the workshop sponsorship as that is the 
only opportunity that really sells, but she can either add a page to the back of the sponsorship 
or make a new one of all the opportunities. Carol offers to help work on this with her. 

Action: Megan to create a more comprehensive list of sponsorship opportunities, with Carol’s 
help.  

Arlene presents the next slide that shows our liquidity and reiterates Megan’s point that we are 
most likely going to need to cash in one or more CDs going forward. Arlene also informs the 
group that she reached out to the Greater Alabama chapter, and they told her they're looking 
for their donor to return the scholarship fund. They have two bank accounts that they need to 
close; one is a scholarship fund that they are not supposed to be giving scholarships from. 
They either need to give us the money or they need to return it to the donor, and they are 
working on the return. They plan to have a Lunch and Learn this week that's going to use up 
the rest of their funds in the other account, and they're going to send us a statement showing 
that the account is closed. Arlene thinks that as of the last reporting, they had $3K plus in that 
account, which seems like an awful lot for a lunch and learn. She is skeptical about the 
amount of money but doesn’t know what the value of pursuing that is.  

 Arlene also reached out to SCAF, to David SCAF, asking for follow up on the discussion that 
Madeleine and Megan started after the joint workshop and has not gotten a response. She 
followed up again this week and has still not gotten a response. She will continue to try to 
reach out to David Hedley. Sanath adds that David has been quite busy at work and that's 
likely why he hasn't seen the email, but he will give him a push on Monday. 
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Action: Sanath to reach out to David Hedley  about settling the ICEAA/SCAF workshop 
accounts 

Christina comments that no motion is needed to approve the treasurer’s report since there 
was no update to the numbers. 

Professional Development Update:                         Kim Roye 

Kim presents slides. She notes that we can start on a positive note for the certification update 
where we added two PCEA and two SCEC certifications in October. It was mentioned in one 
of the board meetings that we were getting a group of people that were training and getting 
ready to take the exams, and it seems like that is going well. Six CCEA certifications expired 
in October, and we may end up this year with a few less CCEA renewals than we hoped for, 
but Kim is hopefully that we might see some positive change in the last two months of the 
year. On the next slide Kim points out that there's a bit of change in our international 
certifications as we had two people that got certified in Canada in October. There were 134 
exams administered in 2025 as of October. Kim presents the next slide and comments that 
the last time we talked, we were discussing trying to understand that there were factors that 
were impacting student success when they're taking the exams. She looks at results 
separately by PCEA and CCEA. She focuses on 2025 since we were seeing downward 
trends. She identified known companies and sponsors, such as Technomics, Tecolote, and 
Sirius, that are always participating in the organization, and the companies that we don't 
really know as much. Kim observed that generally, when comparing he non-sponsors to the 
sponsors, we are seeing that typically our ICEAA sponsors employees are more successful 
taking the exams. Regarding CCEA certification, although it was a little murky here due to 
fails and fail retakes, it stuck out that sometimes people failed after the first attempt and 
seemingly did not retake. It highlighted that some companies that may focus more on 
construction and real estate cost estimation may be less inclined to go for a retake attempt. 
Jennifer Scheel comments that these are good insights that we haven’t seen before and 
wonders how we can incorporate their approach and insight into our strategy. 

 Kim’s hypothesis is that people who work for known cost estimating companies in our more 
common portfolios, that are typical sponsors for the organization, are doing better because 
there is a higher awareness of the exam’s difficulty. Additionally, there are likely better 
internal preparation strategies because they have people above them that have taken the exam 
and have been successful and they can pass down what worked for them. This is most 
evident when we're looking at the PCEA rates. Specifically, the failure rate for the first 
timers is 68% for non-sponsors, whereas 30% for those that we usually see as sponsors for 
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the organization. Lack of domain knowledge does also seem to be determining factor for 
performance. It is also interesting because there are some bigger companies that theoretically 
would be able to put some money into things such as buying the videos to help their test 
takers perform better, like the Deloitte's and the LMI's. However, we were seeing that they 
were still struggling when it came to success rates. Perhaps an emphasis on our strategy of 
how to communicate information to people once they sign up for the exam may help. When 
Sharon Burger determined exam eligibility, perhaps we could send along some messaging 
about like proven best practices for successful test taker. This could include the study plan 
from Madeleine or perhaps a one pager that gives strategy. Communicating to people that 
this is a serious effort versus something that you just can study over the weekend for and be 
successful. Kim has the impression that some companies sending people for certification are 
just not aware of what it takes to do well. She also thinks that we can tie back to our video 
marketing strategy; once people send in their application, we can send guidance on best 
practices such as reviewing the videos and perhaps offering a discount once they are 
determined eligible to take the exam. This may be a path to increasing revenue in that area, 
so Kim will start thinking about what it would look like for something to be passed to 
applicants and will start coordinating with Sharon about this.  

Action: Kim to start considering video marketing strategies and communication about test 
preparation to current exam applicants and will coordinate with Sharon. 

 Cari asks to go back to a prior slide and asks about the way the data is presents…If two 
failed, three retook it and didn't pass, and, we have two people that passed is each person 
only counted once or can they be counted in multiple areas. Cari notes that identifying the 
people who failed and successfully retook exams, and identifying what made them successful 
the second time around may be valuable. Kim notes that working for a sponsor company and 
being successful isn’t cause and effect, its more about knowing the level of preparation and 
what it takes to successfully pass. Christina notes that for marketing materials, perhaps 
leaning on the ideas of helping smaller companies without leadership that has passed the 
exam, how can we help them? Kim adds that this is what she has been trying to pinpoint; The 
companies have been sponsors, and have people intimately involved in the board, et cetera 
understand the certification process and understand what it takes to do well. Some of the 
companies that aren't sponsors just don't have that background information to be able to 
stress the difficulty to test takers to make sure they are spending real time gaining the 
knowledge and the understanding. Particularly if they don't have a large cost shop where 
there are lots of people that they're learning from. 
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 Kim presents the last slide on ongoing activities. She states that the team has been heavily 
focused on the update of the inflation module. Brian provided an initial brief at the end of 
October, and they are in the review process. There’s a lot of work to do, and she is very 
thankful for Kevin for his comments on the material. The content was already difficult 
before, and Kim feels like it's even more difficult now. Her concern is that it will be harder 
for test takers to grasp the information, especially based on the state of where it is now. She 
has been seeing great comments, from Kevin and Jennifer Kirchhoffer to help develop the 
material. Brian has a host of material now that he, of course, is going to need some time to 
get incorporated. She anticipates that once they can see the next version of it, she will have a 
better idea of if we can adhere to the notional schedule for the May delivery date. Kim would 
rather have it done well versus have a rushed effort to meet the May time frame. She will 
also need Kellie to create an output of the wiki material so Peter Braxton can start writing the 
notes that will go along with the brief. It is a large effort, but it can go on simultaneously 
while we're giving Brian feedback for him to incorporate into the slides. 

 Megan wants to clarify that we are doing the effort backwards and creating the slides first 
and Wiki second. Kim notes that it isn’t the approach the team wanted to take, but due to 
how things got started, it is the approach they had to take. Kevin comments that only Kellie 
knows the Wiki markup language, so there must be content to give to Kellie to put into Wiki. 
Megan, who is experienced with translating from documents to the Wiki, that Word is better, 
and PowerPoint is unmanageable for anything but PowerPoint. Kim comments that 
PowerPoint is what they are getting, and Kevin adds that there isn’t much leverage, as they 
are putting together the material for free. Kevin elaborates that from what he has seen so far 
of the material, sometimes it doesn’t quite hit the target audience. The authors are extremely 
knowledgeable on the topic and have supported so many different clients who do inflation 
and escalation so many ways, and they are writing to all the ways. This leads to more 
complications, and what they want is something simpler with more consistent terminology. 
Christina adds that CAPE has gone through and updated like how they were doing inflation 
at that same time. She wants to understand what is driving the inflation module to stay more 
consistent with the way that the BOD is requesting inflation? She wants to make sure that 
when we are making something more complicated, why are we complicating it. Kevin adds 
that although she is not currently on the board, he would prefer to let Jennifer Kirchhoffer 
speak for herself. His perspective, however, is that Jennifer K and he are of the view that we 
need to establish some kind of consistent terminology. And while we don't want the whole 
thing to be BOD, the new CAPE guidance at least provides a point of departure and a 
baseline and a foundational definition for inflation, real price change, and escalation and how 
those things are different. They are imagining simplified core content around that and then 
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sort of tangents going off on how specific groups (i.e. Canadian Government, Australia, 
different agencies) apply inflation. Conversely, he thinks that the authors are relying more on 
graduate-level macroeconomics textbooks. 

 Christina comments that it seems more like Federal Reserve Policy, which might be great for 
in advanced topics, but probably not needed when we're trying to get people with five-year 
certification to understand the basic concepts. For example, the knowledge that they need is 
more along the lines of here's the base year and how the outlays will affect it going up and 
down and being able to be comfortable with how to go in between base years if you aren’t 
given the correct one. At least that’s what she found helpful when she took the test and is 
what she would like her juniors to know as soon as they come in and are introduced to this 
concept right out of college, and what she teaches them. Kevin adds the in one exchange they 
recently had, he made a comment that he would regard almost everything they're giving us as 
advanced topics, and that he was seeing very little on the nuts and bolts of converting from 
one base year or constant year to another and then year obligations versus expenditures, that 
sort of thing. The response he got was that he is the certification principal and can decide 
what to write test questions on and not. 

 Christina wants to clarify if she is reading more into what is being said, and if she is 
extrapolating red flags, but she feels that this might be a good point to draw a line to 
determine if this is the update, we were thinking we were going to get, and if it is helpful. 
She wants Kim and Kevin’s input specifically, as the people that really do get to write the 
standard of what ICEAA believes is needed for this level, are we asking too much. Just 
because we are receiving a free service doesn't mean that should be necessarily exactly what 
we're putting out as content. Kim agrees completely because when they were doing the 
review, she was curious as to how he incorporates the feedback in this next iteration. She 
agrees with Kevin that this feels way more advanced than even the previous version and that 
there's less clarity where she felt like the CAPE guidance was trying to strive towards more 
clarity. Jennifer K had provided just some visuals to help to tie everything together so the 
audience can understand inflation versus escalation and how everything is interrelated. She 
didn't see any of that input included in when we had had the conversation after the materials 
were provided, and there have been multiple conversations providing input.  

 Christina wants to have a conversation offline with Kim and Kevin, and Kellie if available, 
prior to the next board meeting.   

Action: Christina to meet with Kim, Kevin, and Kellie to evaluate the status and direction of the 
inflation module updates. 
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Software Content Stewardship Council Update:      Dr. Sanath Rajagopal, Brian Glauser 

 Brian and Sanath present their update and say there are some concerns that they would like to 
address. Christina adds that her major concern is that the two new SCEC certifications 
notwithstanding, we have had the materials out for CEBoK-S for a while, we’ve had the test 
out for a while, and we're just not getting the response from the people who know it exists. 
We have done our diligence to make sure our membership knows about it, as we've talked 
about it twice at the all-member Meeting, we’ve talked about it at the workshop, and it's been 
out there in our magazine. She thinks that think there's any ICEAA member who doesn't 
know that we have this available, but it doesn't seem like anyone's beating down our door for 
this. Before we start down a new pathway, she wants to kind of gauge the board as to why. 
We spent a lot of time and a lot of money, and Carol put a lot of really good work on the 
product, and we have created what she thinks is the most comprehensive document in terms 
of the why and the how to do software. It just seems like the members aren't that interested. 
She wants to hear from the group why that is, and then identifying if it's not our current 
members, who is interested in this? 

 Sanath adds that’s this is a difficult question to answer because, as Christina pointed out, this 
has been out there for the last four years or so, and we haven't got much intake on it. And 
that's one of the reasons why we decided to revamp it and see after the revamping exercise, 
whether we're going to get a little bit more interest than we had before. If that doesn’t 
happen, then we'll put a stop to it. We don't want to spend more money and effort into this if 
this is not bringing us money, but we need to give it another chance to survive, revive it, and 
see where it takes us. That is one of the reasons why we decided to rebrand it, take it out 
from the Software SIG and bring it under ICEAA. As a good project manager, if something's 
not working, then re-plan it, re-scope it and see if it works. Sanath adds that to answer 
Christina’s question, he needs help from the board, because as we've seen this last four years, 
pretty much every board member has got some sort of opinion on it. Brian adds that at the 
time they initially came up with the idea, around the time he was President, that we had been 
approached by several companies outside of our normal constituency that wanted to train 
their people in software estimating. He remembers UnitedHealthcare being one of those 
companies, and he remembers the largest bank in Malaysia flying over to meet with us, and 
he wanted to train all his folks. Brian thinks that there's a constituency out there beyond our 
norm, but he thinks that we do need to first focus on how we get traction from our existing 
constituency with whom we already have a relationship. He doesn’t think that we have done 
the sort of promotion we could and should be doing, for example, to the federal civilian 
agencies who are primarily interested in software estimating due to their large software and 
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IT infrastructure. He sees that being true not only for US federal civilian agencies but 
internationally as well. He believes that with the structure that we had before, and the push 
and pull between NESMA and ICEAA that there were obstacles getting in the way of the 
kind of promotion, attention, and care and feeding that it needed. He believes that the 
structure that we proposed to reformulate it gives us a better chance of making it a more 
vibrant and perhaps exciting and interesting thing for people to want to engage, particularly 
getting it into a wiki and getting some outside contributors. He thinks that if we were to 
approach some experts such as Capers Jones, that they'd be enthusiastic about, contributing 
to the material. 

 Brian continues that he doesn’t think they're looking to ask for any funding or significant 
investment from ICEAA, but that they are looking more to go out and engage people like 
Carol and others who truly do have a desire to see this become successful and be something 
for the community and ICEAA. He views their goal as seeing if we can prevail in generating 
that level of interest and participation and contribution in the new structure to see if we can 
drive this thing forward without further investment from ICEAA. And to reiterate Sanath’s 
point, we then do a next evaluation to see if we have been successful, if we have pushed the 
needle forward. From there do we continue to do this? Or does it become a non-issue? 

Dave Brown commented that if leaders and or customers of the members are highly 
interested, then the membership will follow, and vice versa. Carol thinks that moving this 
into the main ICEAA group is what’s needed. She also thinks that writing articles about 
software estimation would be helpful, and she plans to write one based on her experience 
giving talks about coming in on time and on budget. She frequently gets comments that the 
wrong tools and wrong management are the real hindrance to coming in on time and on 
budget, missing the larger point that if you start out with flawed estimates that are not data-
founded, you're always going to be wrong. Perhaps providing insightful or basic things about 
software estimating that people need to see can serve as promotion and companion materials. 
Carol plans to write an article about the importance of good data. Christina tells Carol that 
she will provide some references to Department of War acquisition transformation guidance 
sent out on the 14th that specifically talks about having better data to make better cost 
estimates because they're not starting out from a good place. Citing the guidance coming 
down from the administration may help gain traction. Carol adds that PMI has also shifted 
their quotient for success to being on-time and on-budget to still needing good estimates and 
data to measure value, which she also can incorporate.  

 Christina circles back to the point that she still doesn’t understand the root cause of why we 
CEBoK-S has been so unsuccessful to date, after we heard that people wanted this. We have 
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under 30 SCECs to date, and we have 1200 members. Circling back to Kim’s statistics, we 
are at over 600 when we combine CCEAs and PCEAs, which accounts for certification for 
over half of ICEAA members. As a group, we like certifications, and she thinks that for 
Brian and Sanath to successfully change the course of CEBoK-S we need to figure out where 
we went wrong the first time. 

 Madeleine agrees with Brian’s point about needing buy in from the government because, 
despite having some interest in her employees for the SCEC, what the government 
specifically calls out as a requirement or preference on contracts is CCEA. With that in mind, 
it makes more sense to push people in the direction of CCEA over SCEC if she must choose 
between them. Additionally, CEBoK-S is not included with membership the way CEBoK is, 
so it is an additional amount of funding to justify per certification. Additionally, although 
CEBoK-S is more comprehensive in ways than a COSMIC or IFPUG certification, the only 
software certifications she has seen specifically identified in her contracts is COSMIC or 
IFPUG for counting function points versus the broader knowledge of SCEC.  

 Brian adds that our membership doesn’t have very many members from the civilian agencies, 
despite there being large software initiatives in those agencies that are coming in well over 
budget and having to revise estimates upwards. This puts attention on them from GAO and 
adds a need for them to do new estimates. He thinks that focusing on those kinds of agencies 
such as VA, IRS, et cetera, where we should be able to get some traction, given our 
credibility of working with other parts of the government will give us a feel for if there is the 
appetite in the Government. Christina thinks this would be a good conversation to have with 
the FCELA.  

 Sanath adds that part of the revamping of this effort would be to have key performance 
metrics and indicators. We would need to plan realistic targets once the council is set up, and 
we need to measure and track the metrics, which will then inform our decision on how to 
move forward. We need to have a proper business case on if we have a minimum viable 
product even and if not, how do we make it into one, and what performance criteria will we 
set out. We can determine a success measure based on achieving X out of Y criteria and 
properly plan and manage the next iteration of this effort.  

 Kevin asks for clarification on Brian’s earlier comment about engaging other industry 
experts, such as Capers Jones, if he meant having him contribute content, which he has 
already done, or to use his network and leverage him for contacts of people who may 
purchase CEBoK-S. Brian answers that if we had a wiki, it would make it easier for a 
broader range of experts that can contribute, but we can also leverage the experts and ask 
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them what they can do to promote the existence and benefits of this material within their 
networks. He sees these networks as being a constituency outside of our normal reach.  
Kevin agrees with this approach and adds his understanding from the beginning was not that 
we were going to create this certification and then get lots of ICEAA members certified, but 
rather that the plan was that we're going to create this certification that bring in new ICEAA 
members because they want that certification. With regards to the percentages of our 
membership, where we have 1200 members, ~600 PCEAs/CCEAs but only 27 SCECs, is 
more equivalent compared to having 50,000 people at a university and only 20 of them have 
a PhD in advanced aeronautics. This is a specialty versus a core certification.  

 Brian adds that it’s not that the ICEAA community wouldn't want or benefit from this 
certification, although it hasn’t taken hold, because there are people within our current 
universe of ICEAA that do only software estimating. However, he agrees with Kevin that the 
thought was to do this to attract a whole new audience outside of ICEAA that would have an 
interest in doing this. Megan proposes that we start thinking about other factors as to why it's 
not being successful. Of the 27 SCECs, 11 of them got it because they were beta testers or 
otherwise contributors, so the organic interest is even less than it looks like. We also intended 
for this to be a method to outreach to people who weren't already aware of ICEAA/didn’t 
have ICEAA certifications. Then we went and made a curriculum that requires you to 
understand ICEAA content to ingest it. CEBoK-S is a supplemental curriculum to CEBoK, 
and to fully understand it, you need access to CEBoK. We made a product that couldn’t stand 
on its own. To Kevin’s point, we made a PhD product that requires people to go through all 
the things. Not only do we have to sell people on this product, but we also must sell them on 
ICEAA altogether because they really need to be members to get access to CEBoK and to 
have the fundamentals to do this. Megan continues that, even going back to the Software 
SIG, the feedback has continuously been that our audience doesn’t want anything to do with 
standard cost estimating, they just want software cost estimating. And we chose to try to keep 
CEBoK-S contained to not repeat CEBoK in it so that we didn't have to sync our updates in 
two places. This runs into the same problem that this product is only attractive to people who 
already part of ICEAA or intend to be a part of ICEAA. Now in the context of putting the 
CEBoK-S material into a wiki, as we were building CEBoK-S while building the CEBoK 
wiki, the intention was to have them communicate back and forth. But we decided to do 
PowerPoints first for CEBoK-S, which we would now have to convert to a wiki. when, you 
know, because we talk about the other thing is, you want to put it into a wiki. Do we 
incorporate it into the CEBoK wiki and have CEBoK cover both CEBoK and CEBoK-S?  
That would take away any revenue stream of people buying CEBoK-S, because if it's 
incorporated into the CEBoK wiki, it's just part of membership. It takes away the 
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requirement we established for a purchase of CEBoK-S to sit for the exam. We are going to 
have to either rethink or respond to what we have put in place for this product that isn't 
working. 

 Megan continues that more important than polishing the content, we must figure out the 
flaws in the product. She thinks that the PowerPoint format is its own problem, but that's 
what we have and what we must figure out how to make money on. We can start polishing 
the content on the side, but why isn't this product selling? And by simply cleaning the 
product, we still haven't really solved the problem of why nobody's buying it, and Megan 
doesn’t think that we have packaged it right.  

Dave adds that in his opinion is that we need an online course that looks and feels like an 
online university course if we want to have any chance of reaching outside of the current 
ICEAA membership. Christina agrees and adds that this format is probably how people want 
to take in information now. She thinks perhaps AI could help with the majority of the work 
but is unsure what it would cost to use these tools. Dave adds that you can charge to take the 
course and charge to take the test and will diversify revenue streams from relying solely on 
membership and workshop attendance. Christina asks Cari for a Government perspective, 
and Cari adds that at this point, she feels like she is seeing software cost estimating at a 
crossroads, for lack of a better word. We all realize that we should have database estimates, 
and we should be collecting metrics, but for some reason it is harder than ever to do now. In 
reality, Cari sees so many capacity-based estimates or programs being able to not collect 
data, due to some of the rules that we have in place. It has become this uphill battle that goes 
all the way up the leadership chain. Everyone agrees we need more data, but the reality is 
that we aren’t getting it. There is now a weird dynamic of defending funding, and it puts the 
agencies in a tricky spot. Brian adds that for federal civilian agencies, most of the software 
development that takes place is outsourced. For the most part, they have no clue how to 
evaluate the proposals coming into them from the Oracles and Accenture, et cetera. This 
results in a situation where if the procurement and why you see things like with the VA is 
that the procurement folks, if they negotiate a discounted rate, they consider that successful, 
even if they have no idea if the original quote was over or underpriced. Civilian agencies 
could at least be exercising better stewardship of overseeing those funds and budgets by 
doing, having better methods and understanding of how to do some should costs to better 
negotiate, and get cost realism with the vendor’s quotes that they're reviewing and making 
decisions upon. Brian thinks that GAO could play a role in advertising to agencies that it 
would be beneficial for future audits and oversight to have certified software cost estimators 
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Rich agrees with Cari and Brian and adds that with the push to agile software creates the idea 
that it is a continued level of effort estimate, and the more traditional software estimating 
methods are frowned on.  Rich thinks that it makes sense to try to get a continued recognition 
of best practices that are somewhat agreed on, because that always helps the estimators 
defend their approach. A lack of consensus solution makes it more difficult and creates an 
enormous investment of time and resources to try to get right and includes a lot of risk to 
ultimately wind up with something you can't effectively use.  

Megan adds that we always go back to the answer being to get leadership to support this. 
Right now, we are hoping that leaders will support ICEAA in general. We're hoping that they 
will support the workshop. We're hoping that they will support CCEA. And now we're 
hoping they will support a specialty that doesn’t even have a large audience. How are we 
planning on convincing these leaders to support any of those things? Brian sees this as 
SCSC’s mission is to undertake. He believes that there's things that could be done that 
haven't been done. For example, there's the Federal CIO Council that we could try and 
approach them and see if we can get a few minutes to share with them something new that 
would benefit their organizations to try to get their support and backing.  

Action: Brian Glauser will reach out to the Federal CIO Council to seek their support and 
backing for the ICEAA initiatives. 

Christina believes that leveraging Brian’s professional network might be conducive to this 
effort. Brian adds that as opposed to some past efforts, we now have a product to offer. 

Sean Wells says that a potential way to align the SCEC with the benefits of a traditional 
certification would be to link presentations/paper within the material. The traditional 
certification has a lot of those advanced topics and trending information that may not get 
added to the core material or the test, and we could add in links where relevant for people 
curious about the software pathway, or most recent guidance on Agile. This would allow 
people to see ICEAA’s materials, presentations, and papers on specific subjects to keep as 
relevant to current Government agencies as possible. We can provide our current materials 
along with a breakout of companion modules. 

Christina comments that at the last Meeting, we gave Brian and Sanath the go ahead on their 
proposed path forward, but she wanted to get a better understanding on why members are not 
currently going for the SCEC. There will need to be an outreach effort beyond our traditional 
members. It will still be a challenge, as we have recruited a new audience to ICEAA. Dave 
comments that the ICEAA Federal Leadership Alliance set up last year since seems like the 



ICEAA Board of Director’s Meeting  

11:00 – 13:00 | Friday, November 21, 2025 

Zoom Virtual Meeting 

OFFICIAL MINUTES approved January 23, 2026 

 

ICEAA November 2025 Board Minutes - approved January 23, 2026 Page 16 of 18 

best first step. Perhaps Brian and Sanath could also coordinate with Cari to see if they can get 
some engagement with those leaders. 

Brian comments that from here, the action from the last meeting was for them to send a 
communication out to the prior SIG to let them know that it was being dissolved and what 
the new structure is going to be. Sanath and Brian sent a draft and are waiting for feedback 
from the board. Christina sets a suspense date of 11/28 for review.  

Action: The board to review and provide feedback to Sanath and Brian on the email dissolving 
the SIG by 11/28. 

Frank Flett Emeritus Nomination:                     Megan Jones 

Megan revisits the Frant Flett Emeritus Nomination. Megan reached out to Bill Haseltine for 
further information that she included in the pre read. Megan summarizes his nomination for 
consideration of the board. Frank was integral on bringing together two of the grandparent 
organizations for ICEAA, ICA and NES, to reform as SCEA in 1990. About 20 years later, 
Frank was very involved once SCEA and ISPA decided to merge. Frank was also integral in 
changing the way SCEA did their conferences. It used to be that the chapter that contained 
whatever city the conference was being held in would run the conference, which had mixed 
results. Realizing that not all chapters could successfully run a workshop led to the creation 
of the original Business Office, mostly thanks to Frank’s involvement. From there, he was 
very involved in the structure of the conferences as well as formulating the idea of CostProf, 
the parent to CEBoK. He served two non-consecutive terms as president of SCEA and was 
part of the co-conferences between SCEA and ISPA, which eventually got us the 
SCEA/ISPA International Joint Office. Bill notes in his nomination write-up that without 
Frank, there would really be no CEBoK, because CEBoK was based on CostProf, and Frank 
was pivotal in the creation of CostProf. He also was instrumental in improving CCEA in 
2007. Overall, he was a big player in making ICEAA what it is today. 

Vote: Motion is raised to approve Frank Flett’s emeritus membership. No further discussion is 
requested. Seconded and passed. 

 Christina and Megan discuss how to announce and honor the Emeritus membership. Megan 
will put a paragraph on the website, along with a LinkedIn post, and suggests also honoring 
the Emeritus membership one morning at the Norfolk workshop.  

Action: Megan to create a summary for the website and announce Frank’s emeritus membership 
on LinkedIn, with an announcement to follow in May at the workshop. 
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Action Item Review:                                      Madeleine Teller  

Madeleine presents the action item list. Madeleine discusses the action items related to our 
archives. We have closed out the action to put our archives behind the paywall, as it is too 
big of an effort currently. Additionally, she received input from Patrick on the associated 
action item to create an AI LLM from the archives. Patrick gives a synopsis that he still 
thinks moving our IP behind a paywall is a smart move and that coupled with that would be 
enabling some sort of AI model to cite and reference those documents. There are plenty of AI 
models out there that could do that, but the part that we're investigating first is making it pay 
to access by moving it behind our database wall. He and Megan have been investigating how 
the company we currently work with to host our database could potentially enable an AI to 
be behind their paywall. This may be worth presenting slides at a future meeting. Megan 
adds that she has been talking to our current database provider to see if this is something 
they've heard of. They directed her to an integration company where she had to fill out a sales 
request form, and it will take meetings to even figure out if this is something we can do, let 
alone afford and maintain. She also really needs an AI expert as part of this, to help 
understand not only the questions that we're asking but the answers to them. She will need to 
understand what maintenance is going to be required for this and if we must hire a developer, 
an integrator and a support team for heavy coding, et cetera. It would be a fair amount of 
work to see if this is even doable. Patrick mentions that if anyone has experience with SSO or 
API, that would be helpful. The company mentioned they can use REST API, which allows 
the ability to put an application into like a portal type feature. His assumption would be that 
there is some company out there that creates RAG type AIs that could utilize that REST API. 
Patrick is looking for additional help to keep pushing on this front. Madeleine will keep this 
open for now, but we can address in a presentation later. 

Megan provides an update on bundling videos and exam registration. Megan likes that the 
idea of including a free certification exam fee with purchase of the videos is a good idea, but 
we still need to incentivize people to buy the videos and watch them again. Now that we will 
be testing on the updated Module 6, there should be a new video corresponding to the test 
material to help with studying. Kellie thinks that she can accomplish this by Thanksgiving, 
Megan will follow up.  

Madeleine asks for a status of the BOE slides. Christina is going to reach out to the OEM 
COG following this meeting and will message them to look for a volunteer to be project 
manager. Christina comments that once we have this role filled that they will be cleaning up 
the material. Megan comments that we need to answer a few questions: Who is the target 
audience, was it designed by and for OEMs? Do we have to expand it to include everyone, 
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and does it need to be genericized to make it less specific to OEMs to make it more attractive 
to others? We also need to determine who wants this and how do we reach those people. 
What is the right method of delivering it? It was originally intended to not be a proper part of 
CEBoK, but rather a stand-alone module of specialty content available for purchase. We 
would need to clarify if it is tested on the exam and if it is moved into the wiki, or if it is a 
purchasable slide deck. Will we sell videos along with slides? It was originally an eight-hour 
course that got trimmed to four hours in Atlanta but is that still too long for introductory 
material for a single topic. We must determine if this is something to help new people who 
don’t know what BOEs are understand BOEs better, or if it is to teach people absolutely 
everything about BOEs in every permutation. We really need to identify who wants this and 
what we make it based on that audience. Also, what would leadership buy in look like in this 
case? What leaders would we reach out to and how? Christina will work with the PM on 
these questions, with a suspense date of 28 November to reach out to the OEMs. Christina 
will also send slides to Rich and Dave again.  

Plan Next Meeting & Adjourn                                               Christina Snyder 
Christina asks about the abstract submission, now that the extended deadline is closed. We 
got an additional 10, to bring us to 95 total. Megan will be also reaching out to the board 
about potential sponsors as she discovers them. 

The board agrees to hold their next meeting virtually on Friday, January 23 from 11am-noon. 
A motion to adjourn is raised, seconded, and approved. The meeting adjourns at 12:41pm 
EST. 

 


