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•  Descrip+on:       Top Level Project ObjecTves: 
How to quanTfy and clarify the top level 
objecTves for criTcal projects, so you can try to 
deliver what the stakeholders really want.     



CONTENT 
for (not ROOTS but consider using it as a guide) 

•  Top Level Project Value ObjecTves: how 
they differ from product or system 
objecTves 
∙ Stakeholder value analysis as basis for 
top level project objecTves 
∙ Project and project product objecTves: 
how they relate to value objecTves 
∙ How to specify all value/product/
system objecTves quanTtaTvely 
∙ How to relate different levels of 
objecTves to each other using Impact 
EsTmaTon Tables 
∙ How to manage the early and 
conTnuous delivery of quanTfied 
objecTves using EvoluTonary Project 
management 
∙ Examples and real case studies of all of 
the above. 



Horror Project  
Requirements 

Case 

Based On Real Case 2006‐8 



Summary of Top ‘8’ Project Objec+ves 

•  Defined Scales of 
Measure: 
–  Demands 

compara've 
thinking. 

–  Leads to 
requirements that 
are unambiguously 
clear 

–  Helps Team be 
Aligned with the 
Business 

May 6, 2008
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1. Central to The Corpora*ons business strategy is to be the world’s premier 
integrated  <domain> service provider. 

2. Will provide a much more efficient user experience 

3. Drama*cally scale back the 'me frequently needed aIer the last data is 
acquired to *me align, depth correct, splice, merge, recompute and/or do 
whatever else is needed to generate the desired products 

4. Make the system much easier to understand and use than has been the case 
for previous system. 

5. A primary goal is to provide a much more produc've system development 
environment than was previously the case. 

6. Will provide a richer set of func*onality for suppor'ng next‐genera*on logging 
tools and applica*ons. 

7. Robustness is an essen*al system requirement (see rewrite in example below) 

8. Major improvements in data quality over current prac*ces 

Real Example of Lack of Scales 

This lack of clarity cost them $100,000, 000 



The Lesson 

• If management does not 
clarify the main reasons for a 
soXware development 
project, QUANTITATIVELY, 

• It can cost $100,000,000+ and 
8 years of wasted +me  



What the Project Manager Wanted aXer 
$160,000,000* was spent 

“Able to add features without fear 
… 

Able to improve code without fear 
… 

Able to incorporate improved 
technology without fear … 

Able to rapidly adapt to changing 
requirements … 

Code that’s easy to maintain … 
Code that’s uniform, easy to 

understand … 
Code that’s readily and thoroughly 

testable …” 

* The number was sometimes 
quoted at $100 million, and by 
2008 it was certainly much 
higher, no deliveries had taken 
place by May 2008.




What the CIO Director Told Me 

“In 1998 I voted to veto 
this project start 
because the requirements 
were insufficient. 

But I was overruled by 
the other directors 
(including the current 
CEO)” 



Main Hypothesis by Gilb: 
1.  The requirements are unacceptably unclear. 

1.   They are not defined to any objective level. 
2.  the key results are NOT intelligible or NOT 

testable 
3.   They contain far too much specific design, 

instead of the actual results that justify 
investment (results) 

4.   The project should never have been 
approved on such a flimsy basis at the 
outset. 

5.  The CORPORATION has to question its 
process for review and approval of such 
expenditure. 

6.  The CORPORATION has to question the 
competence of the highest levels of 
executives that have allowed this to persist. 

7.  You have to worry that many other projects 
have an equally bad problem of control of 
results. 

2. The project has proceeded to throw masses of detail 
(‘design’) at the unacceptably unclear requirements. 

3. There is no objective way to decide if any of the built or 
planned detail is necessary or sufficient to meet the 
unclear requirements.  

4. There is no point whatsoever in continuing the project 
on this basis (the bad requirements).  

Because there is no way to determine if the project is 
progressing towards any reasonable goals. 



Suggested Practical Actions for HORROR Project. 
1.  Stop all HORROR Project Effort based on the old plans 
2.   Adopt a new ‘policy’ for running this  project 
3.  Quickly (in a week or 2) rewrite the top level 

requirements. 
1.    Review the current business and technical environment 

to see if new and different requirements are more 
appropriate than the current (3.13 2003 set) 

2.    QuanTfy all the top few objecTves 
3.    EsTmate the value of reaching the objecTves 
4.    Get the objecTves approved by top management 

1.  This is not the same as project funding approval. 
2.    It just says we would value reaching these objecTves 
3.  And we don’t know of any beber ones. 

4.   Let a ‘qualified’ system architect decide the best way 
to deliver the results. 
1.    The big quesTon is how much, if any of the current 

HORROR project investment can be applied, and to what 
degree the results need to be evolved into the current 
customer product and environment. 

2.    Approve the architecture 
5.  Don’t ever pour money into the project unless real 

measurable improvements are promised and delivered 
in short cycles.! 



1. Seamless ROCKfield data and workflow  
Central to THE CORPORATION’s 
ROCKfield business strategy is to 
be the world’s premier 
INTEGRATED ROCKfield service 
provider.  Software is a key 
enabling technology towards 
providing this integration.  As an 
active contributor to this overall 
strategy, Horror will provide the 
following: 

 Broad MINESITE data 
coverage. 
 Horror will be able to tap a 
broad variety of data about 
the well and its environment.  
Each of the Horror products 
will be able to store and 
exchange all of the following 
data types, e.g. wireline will be 
able to access MINING data, 
etc.  These data types include: 

• GILB COMMENT: There is no attempt 
to define ‘seamless’ 
quantitatively so that we can 
measure and track the final 
result.   
• The content of the rest of the requirement is an 
equally vague set of functional requirements (like 
“will support standard Windows OLE compound 
document functionality”). 
• It is not at all clear how well these things will be 
done (no performance or quality requirements for 
these are mentioned.  
• The result is likely to be that the function is there 
but has substandard user quality and 
performance.  
• We need to define the user experience – how 
fast, how easy.  
• We need to define the end state that would 
make us the worlds premier provider.  
• We have not even got close to it. 



2. Dramatic boost in operational efficiency 
GILB ANALYSIS:  

 � There is no unambiguous definition of 
‘operational efficiency’ (no defined Scale or 
Scales of measure). 
 � There is no defined level on that 
(undefined) scale that tells us what is Dramatic 
( and when it is dramatic ( short term levels, 
longer term levels, competitor levels). Goal, 
Stretch, Trend levels to use Planguage terms. 
 � The ‘efficient user experience’ is not at 
all defined in terms quantified   
� In short this requirement completely 
fails, where is could have easily succeeded (in 
1998)  
 to specify the level of operational efficiency 
that the product would measurably achieve.  
� The rest of the specification with features 
like 
  ‘Automated depth adjustment for data acquired since 
last deviation survey’  
are merely suggested design elements,  
that will only contribute to the operational efficiency 
 if they are well designed and implemented to a defined 
level of impact on 
 the (yet undefined quantified definition of operational 
efficiency).  
These design ideas do not belong here at all 
  (this applies to all the requirements at this level).  
They should be in a separate architecture or design 
specification, that suggested appropriate designs for   

• HORROR will provide a  
– much more efficient user 
experience 
–  by  
– automating a number of routine 
activities  
– and by removing restrictions on 
when or how a number of 
activities may be performed.  

•  These improvements include: 
• As-you-go product generation HORROR will provide the 
following features 

–  to dramatically scale back the time frequently needed after the 
last data is acquired to time align, depth correct, splice, merge, 
recompute and/or do whatever else is needed to generate the desired 
products 
–  by 
–  semi-automating and/or performing these activities as the data comes 
in.  



3. Much easier to understand and use 

A critical requirement 
for HORROR’s success is 
to make the 
software much 
easier to 
understand and 
use than has been the 
case for previous 
CORPORATION MINE 
software.   
Benefits of this requirement include 

 reduced training time, better utilization 
of system features 
 and fewer operational errors.  

 As an aid in achieving this objective, HORROR 
has adopted a new use-case centric 
development process, 

 which makes the users and their use of the system a focal 
point of the development   
 The intent is to design for and evaluate usability continually 
during the development process rather than fixing it at the 
end. 

(And it goes on about processes and designs) 

• Gilb Comment: essentially same 
criticism as above.  This concept could be 
defined quantitatively (See Usability, Gilb 
CE Chapter 5, www.gilb.com download). 
• ! ‘To understand’  needs definition 
(scale) and ‘much easier’ needs 
specification of numeric points on the 
scale for various users and tasks. 
• ! The rest of the requirement makes 
the systemic mistake of diving into 
specific design detail (“Minimized 
panes., Docked and undocked panes, 
Product generation console” for 
example). 
•  These are badly defined, and badly 
justified designs for an undefined 
problem.  
• We would end up building them into the 
system and there is no guarantee that we 
would end up getting the ‘operational 
efficiency’ we need ( since we have not 
even decided what we want!). 



o 4. Greater software development productivity 

• ｧ “A primary goal of HORROR is 
to provide a much more 
productive software development 
environment than was previously 
the case. 
•   In addition to traditional software 
development by professional 
software personnel,  

– this goal is aimed at facilitating 
the development of 
exploratory or custom 
software or reports by 
personnel such as tool or 
interpretation algorithm 
developers whose software 
expertise is more modest.  

•  A related aspect of this goal is that 
the software development 
difficulty should scale, 

–  i.e. simple applications should 
be easy to develop. 

ｧ GILB COMMENT: 
� SAME COMMENTS AS ABOVE 

� The Major concept 
(Productivity) is NOT 
defined.  
No level of productivity is 
numerically and testably 
set.  
It could easily be 
  (ask me how! ) 



5. Rich support for next-generation tools and applications 

 “HORROR will provide 
–  a richer set of 
functionality 
–  for supporting  

• next-generation logging 
tools 
•  and applications.   

Provided features include: 
 Richer equipment 
model  

 HORROR will 
• provide a 

–  richer equipment model that 
–  better fits modern hardware 
configurations. 

  

• GILB COMMENT: 
–  Total lack of quantified definition of 
what this “Supportability” is.  

• It could easily be defined as a clear quantified 
requirement.  

–  Masses of nice sounding gratuitous 
design ideas  
– unjustified in relation to the (undefined) 
requirement.  
–  A license to keep on implementing all 
these things endlessly 
–  with no end in sight  
– and no responsibility for costs or effects. 



 6. Rock solid robustness 
• ! While robustness is an essential HORROR 
requirement in all its uses, it is especially critical 
in MINING applications where the much longer 
job durations afford software defects (e.g. 
memory leaks) a greatly expanded opportunity 
to surface. 
•   In this regard,  
• HORROR will provide the following features or 
attributes: 

– ! Minimal down-time 
• ! A critical HORROR objective is to have 
minimal downtime due to software failures.   
• This objective includes: 

– ! Mean time between forced 
restarts > 14 days  

• ! HORROR’s goal for mean time between 
forced restarts is greater than 14 days. 
• ! Comment:  This figure does not include 
restarts caused by hardware problems, e.g. 
poorly seated cards or communication hardware 
that locks up the system.  MTBF for these items 
falls under the domain of the hardware groups. 

– ! Restore system state < 10 
minutes  

•  Log scripts and test scripts, subsystem tests 
– ! Built-in testability 

• ! HORROR will provide the following features 
and attributes to facilitate testing. 

– ! Tool simulators  

• ! GILB COMMENT: 
– ! For once a reasonable attempt was 
made to quantify the meaning of the 
requirement! 
– ! But is could be done much better  
–   
– ! As usual the set of designs to meet 
the requirement do not belong here.  
– And none of them make any assertion 
about how well (to what degree) they will 
meet the defined numeric requirements. 
– ! And as usual another guarantee of 
eternal costs on pursuit of a poorly defined 
requirements is most of the content. 



Rock Solid Robustness 
Rock Solid Robustness: 
Type: Complex Product Quality 
Requirement. 
Includes: { Software Downtime, 
Restore Speed, Testability,  Fault 
Prevention Capability, Fault 
Isolation Capability, Fault 
Analysis Capability, Hardware 
Debugging Capability}. 



Software Downtime: 
Software Downtime: 
Type: Software Quality Requirement. 
Ambition: to have minimal downtime  
 due to software failures <- HFA 6.1 
Issue: does this not imply that there is a system wide downtime 
requirement? 

Scale: <mean time between forced restarts for 
defined [Activity], for a defined [Intensity].> 

Fail [Any Release or Evo Step, Activity = Recompute, Inrensity = Peak 
Level]  14 days <- HFA 6.1.1 

Goal [By 2008?, Activity = Data Acquisition, Intensity = Lowest 
level] : 300 days ?? 
Stretch: 600 days 



Restore Speed: 
Restore Speed: 
Type: Software Quality Requirement. 

Ambition: Should an error occur (or the user 
otherwise desire to do so), Horizon shall be 
able to restore the system to a 
 previously saved state in less than 10 minutes. 
<-6.1.2 HFA. 

Scale:  Duration from Initiation of Restore to 
Complete and verified state of a defined 
[Previous: Default =  Immediately Previous]] 
saved state. 

Initiation: defined as {Operator Initiation, 
System Initiation, ?}. Default = Any. 

Goal [ Initial and all subsequent released and 
Evo steps]  1 minute? 

Fail [ Initial and all subsequent released and 
Evo steps]  10 minutes. <- 6.1.2 HFA 

Catastrophe: 100 minutes. 



Testability: 
Type: Software Quality Requirement. 
Version: 20 Oct 2006-10-20  
Status: Demo draft, 
Stakeholder: {Operator, Tester}. 
Ambition: Rapid-duration automatic testing of <critical complex tests>, with extreme operator setup and 
initiation.  

Scale: the duration of a defined [Volume] of testing, or a defined 
[Type], by a defined [Skill Level] of system operator, under defined 
[Operating Conditions]. 

Goal [All Customer Use, Volume = 1,000,000 data items, Type = WireXXXX Vs DXX, Skill = First 
Time Novice, Operating Conditions = Field, {Sea Or Desert}.  <10 mins. 

Design Hypothesis: Tool Simulators,  Reverse Cracking Tool, Generation of simulated telemetry frames 
entirely in software, Application specific sophistication, for drilling – recorded mode simulation by 
playing back the dump file, Application test harness console <-6.2.1 HFA 

Testability: 



 7. Improved data quality 
“Quality improvements from 
job planning 

The inclusion of job 
planners (see section xxx) 
as part of the HORROR 
mandate will provide major 
improvements in data 
quality over current 
practices wherein the job 
planning process is much 
more haphazard.  These 
improvements include: 
• Client requirements 
capturing…” “HORROR’s largest step 
towards improving data quality is freeing the 
user from many of the mundane system and 
data management tasks and thereby 
providing more time to monitor and improve 
data quality.   
• In addition, HORROR will provide the 
following features and attributes aimed at 
this goal.  (See also section xxx ) 

• Same critical remarks as other requirements earlier. 

• This is not clearly defined, not 
quantified.  
• Of course it should and could have been 
• What is the measure of data quality? 
• How much improvement by when are we thinking of. 
• (one poster session  AL, DATA QUALITY , IS  an 
good example of deeper thought on this vital 
subject) 

• oThe usual detailed designs (“More flexible 
measure point support”) themselves need quantified definition to be clear and powerful. 
• So again masses of things to 
spend money on for badly defined 
purposes.  



Project Manager Says 
Hi Tom, I did receive your analysis and had the 
proverbial good intentions to reply but did not, 
so do apologize.  
And I further apologize for taking so long to 
reply to this -- has been a hectic week on top of 
a busy two months... 
Given the scope of your recommendations,  
I am not terribly surprised that you did not 
receive a response from upper management -- 
am certain that they intend to "fix" the project in 
their own way.  
We are, at our level, trying to improve our 
development processes, and 
 I am advocating that we understand and 
incorporate your principles in our working 
standards from here on out  
I do appreciateﾊthe starting point you given us. 
Thanks again, and I hope you have a good 
holiday season 
Sxxxx 
About December 2006 



22 April 2008 
Project Manager Looks Back 

•  Hi Tom, Sorry that I didn’t pick this up last night so hope you 
check your email this morning.  

•  Our project is on sound track.  
•   Requirements aside, when you visited, our code base was 

“unstable” due to too much development with too little qc.   
•  We stopped, 

–   stabilized the code,  
–  emphasized inspections,  
–  and quite significantly, the “powers that be”  
–  replaced the PM with another,  
–   quite well respected,  
–  and with considerably more immediate domain 

experience.   
•  We also focused and shortened our delivery cycle.   
•   To that end I see that we essentially have done much,  
•  but not all, of what you suggested in your report  

–  (but certainly not with the requirements rigor that you 
advocate – still an issue).  

•   I would like to think that your advice had an influence on the 
outcome however much of the directive came from levels on 
high to which I’m not privy. 

•   Fyi, M is very familiar with our project. Best regards,S  



$100‐180 million+  Wasted 

•  The above example was the basis in 1999 
for a project that had 
–   in 2006 spent over $100 million,  
–  for 8 years  
–  and had never delivered any value 

whatsoever to the corpora+on.  
•  There was never any quan+fied or testable 

defini+on of the requirements. 
•   There was never any direct link  

–  from the project ac+vity, requirements, or 
architecture,  

–   to these primary top management  
•  (CEO and next level directors) objec+ves.  

•  The project was doomed from the start. 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Top Manager Objec+ves 
•  Here is an example of a CEO Level Plan to get £50 

million from outside owners, in order to invest in 
organizational productivity and quality improvement for 
800 software engineers producing a telecoms product. 



Version May 6, 2008 
www.Gilb.com 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Real (NON-CONFIDENTIAL version) example of an initial draft of 
setting the objectives that engineering processes must meet.  
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Strategy Impact Es+ma+on:  
for a $100,000,000 Organiza+onal Improvement Investment 



The CEO Got His Money 

•  Showing Financial People 
– Exactly what you will do for their money 

– Is a powerful way to sell complex technology 

– Sell them the results THEY are interested in 

– Show them Value for money 
• Not Techie Expenditure 

– Be prepared to be responsible for delivering the 
numbers you claim you can deliver 
• Then maybe you will get funded next +me too!  



And Now A True War Story 

•  About Why Bad IT Requirements 
– Can lose a war in Iraq 
– Or at least make it drag on for years  



The Persinscom IT System 
Case 

30 A Man Who understood that  
“a bird in the hand is worth two in the Bush” <-tsg 

He who does not learn from history 
Is doomed to repeat it 



The Evo Planning Week at DoD 

•  Monday 
–  Define top Ten criTcal objecTves, quanTtaTvely 
–  Agree that thee are the main points of the effort/project 

•  Tuesday 
–  Define roughly the top ten most powerful strategies, 
–   for enabling us to reach our Goals on Time  

•  Wednesday 
–  Make an Impact EsTmaTon Table for ObjecTves/Strategies 
–  Sanity Test: do we seem to have enough powerful strategies to get to 

our Goals, with a reasonable safety margin? 
•  Thursday 

–  Divide into rough delivery steps (annual, quarterly) 
–  Derive a delivery step for ‘Next Week’ 

•  Friday 
–  Present these plans to approval manager (Brigadier General Palicci)   
–  get approval to deliver next week 

31 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US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System 

Monday 
The Top Ten 

Cri+cal Objec+ves 
Were decided 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Sample of ObjecTves/Strategy definiTons 
US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System 
•  Example of one of the Objec*ves: 

Customer Service: 

Type: Cri+cal Top level Systems Objec+ve 

Gist: Improve customer percep+on of quality of service 
provided. 

Scale: Viola+ons of Customer Agreement per Month. 

Meter: Log of Viola+ons. 

Past [Last Year] Unknown Number State of PERSCOM 
Management Review 

Record [NARDAC] 0 ?   NARDAC Reports Last Year 

Fail : <must be beoer than Past, Unknown number> CG 
Goal [This Year, PERSINCOM] 0 “Go for the Record”  

Group SWAG 

 . 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US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System 

Tuesday 
The Top Ten 

Cri+cal Strategies 
For reaching the  
objec+ves 
Were decided 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Sample of ObjecTves/Strategy definiTons 
US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System 

Example of a real Impact Estimation table from a Pro-Bono Client (US DoD, US Army, PERSINSCOM).
Thanks to the Task Force, LTC Dan Knight and Br. Gen. Jack Pallici for full support in using my methods.

Source: Draft, Personnel Enterprise, IMA End-State 95 Plan, Vision 21, 2 Dec. 1991. “Not procurement sensitive”.

Example of one of the Objectives:

Customer Service:
Gist: Improve customer perception of quality of service provided.
Scale: Violations of Customer Agreement per Month.
Meter: Log of Violations.
Past [1991] Unknown Number State of PERSCOM Management Review
Record [NARDAC] 0 ?   NARDAC Reports 1991
Must : <better than Past, Unknown number> CG
Plan [1991, PERSINCOM] 0 “Go for the Record”  Group SWAG

Technology Investment:
Exploit investment in high return technology. Impacts: productivity, customer service and conserves resources.

An example of one of the strategies defined.

A Strategy (Top Level of Detail) 

Technology Investment:  
Gist: Exploit investment in high 
return technology.  

Impacts: produc+vity, customer 
service and conserves resources. 



Wednesday:  
Day 3 of 5 of ‘Feasibility Study 

•  We made a rough 
evalua+on  
–  of how powerful our 

strategies might be  
–  in rela+on to our 

objec+ves 

•  Impact Es+ma+on Table 
–  0%    Neutral, no ± 

impact 
–  100%  Gets us to Goal 

level on +me 
–  50% Gets us half way to 

Goal at deadline 
–     ‐10% has 10% nega+ve 

side effect 



DoDef. Persinscom Impact Es+ma+on Table:  

Requirements 

Designs 

R D Impacts 

May 6, 2008
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US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System 



Thursday:  
Day 4 of 5 of ‘Feasibility Study 

•  We looked for a 
way to deliver 
some stakeholder 
results, next week 

•  1 1 1 1  
– 1 increase  from 
0% 

– 1 stakeholder 
– 1 quality 
– 1 week 



Next weeks Evo Step?? 

•  “You won’t believe we never thought of this, Tom!’ 

•  The step: 
–  When the Top General Signs in 
–  Move him to the head of the queue 

•  Of all people inquiring on the system. 

40 



Our Hero ? 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SoXware Engineering Produc+vity Study 

An example of sexng objec+ves for process improvement 
For 1997 with 70% soXware labor development content in products 

. 

Non-Confidential 
Main beam from a macrocell base station antenna 



The problem 

•  Great Market Growth 
Opportuni+es 

•  Too Few SoXware Engineers 

•  Solu+on: 
–  Increase produc+vity of 
exis+ng engineers 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 The One Page Top Management Summary 
(after 2 weeks planning) 
The Dominant Goal 

Improve SoXware Produc+vity in R PROJECT by 2X by year 2000 

Dominant   (META) Strategies 
Con+nual Improvement (PDSA Cycles) 
.DPP: Defect Preven+on Process 
.EVO: Evolu+onary Project Management 

Long Term Goal [1997‐2000+] 
DPP/EVO, Master them and Spread them on priority basis. 

Short Term Goal [Next Weeks] 
DPP [ RS?] 
EVO [Package C ?] 

Decision: {Go, Fund, Support} 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The Ericsson Quality Policy:   

"every company shall define performance 
indicators (which) ..  

– reflect customer saTsfacTon, 
–  internal efficiency  
– and business results.   

• The performance indicators are used in 
controlling the opera+on." 

• Quality Policy [4.1.3] 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Levels of ObjecTves. 
–  Fundamental Objectives 
–  Strategic Objectives  
–  Means Objectives:  
–    
–  Organizational Activity Areas.  

•  Pre-study.  
•  Feasibility Study.  
•  Execution.  
•  Conclusion.  

–  Generic Constraints  
•  Political Practical  
•  Design Strategy Formulation 

Constraints  
•  Quality of Organization 

Constraints  
•  Cost/Time/Resource  

Constraints  
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Keeney’s: Levels of objecTves. 
–  1. Fundamental ObjecTves 

•   (above us)   

–  2. Generic Constraints   
•  (our given framework) 

•  Poli+cal Prac+cal   

•  Design Strategy Formula+on 
Constraints   

•  Quality of Organiza+on 
Constraints   

•  Cost/Time/Resource  Constraints 

–  3. Strategic ObjecTves 
•   (objecTves at our level)   

–  4. Means ObjecTves:  

•  (suppor*ng our objec+ves)   

Constraints 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The Strategic ObjecTves (CTO level) 

– Support  
•  the Fundamental Objec+ves 
(Profit, survival) 

• Sorware ProducTvity:   
–  Lines of Code GeneraTon Ability 

• Lead‐Time:   
• Predictability.   
• TTMP:  Predictability of 
Time To Market:   

• Product Abributes:   
• Customer SaTsfacTon:   
• Profitability: 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‘Means’ ObjecTves:  

– Support the Strategic ObjecTves   
• Complaints:   
• Feature Produc'on:   
• Rework Costs:  
• Installa'on Ability:   
• Service Costs:   
• Training Costs:   
• Specifica'on Defec'veness:   
• Specifica'on Quality:   
• Improvement ROI:   

"Let no man turn aside, !
ever so slightly, !

from the broad path of honour,!
on the plausible pretence!

 that he is justified by the goodness!
 of his end. !

All good ends can be worked out!
 by good means."!
Charles Dickens!
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Strategies: (total brainstormed list) 
 ‘Ends for delivering Strategic Objec+ves’ 

– Evo [Product development]:   

– DPP [Product Development Process]: 
Defect PrevenTon Process.   

– InspecTon?  
– MoTvaTon.Stress‐Management‐AOL 
– MoTvaTon.Carrot   

– DBS   

– Automated Code GeneraTon 

– Requirement ‐Tracability  

– Competence Management  
– Delete‐Unnecessary ‐Documents 

– Manager Reward:?   

– Team Ownership:?   

– Manager Ownership:?   

• Training:?   
• Clear Common ObjecTves:?   
• ApplicaTon Engineering area:    
• Brainstormed List (not evaluated 
or prioriTzed yet)?   
• Requirements Engineering:   
• Brainstormed SuggesTons?   
• Engineering Planning:   
• Process Best Prac+ces:   
• Brainstormed Sugges+ons?   
• Push Buoon Deployment:   
• Architecture Best Prac+ces:   
• Stabiliza+on:   
• World‐wide Co‐opera+on?   



Principles for PrioriTzing Strategies 

•  They are well-defined 
–  Not vague 

•  The have some relevant 
predictable numeric experience 
–  On main effects 
–  Side effects 
–  Costs 
–  Risks - Uncertainty 

•  Not huge spread of experience 
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“SoXware Produc+vity” = 

Lines of Code GeneraTon Ability 
– “SoIware Engineering net  produc*on in rela*on to corresponding costs.” 

– Ambi*on: Net lines of code successfully produced per total working hours needed to produce them. A measure of the 

–  efficiency ('effec*ve produc*on/cost of produc*on') of the organiza*on in using its soIware staff.  

• Scale: [Defined Volume, kNCSS or kPlex]  per Sorware Development Work‐Hour. 
• Sorware Development: Defined: 

• Produc+vity calcula+ons include Work‐Hours for soXware engineering used in the The Company  Execu+on Phase   
•  Meter : <PQT Database and EPOS, CPAC> 

– Comment: we know that real soGware produc'vity is not measured by lines of code, but we have consciously chosen this measure as 
it is available in our current culture. AB, PK, TG. 

– P1: Past  [ 1997, ERA/AR ] < to be calculated when data available Volume/Work Hours>     

•   Past‐R PROJECT: Past  [ 1997, R PROJECT ] < to be calculated when data available, available Volume/Work Hours >     
•  Past‐EEI: Past [1997, Ireland, Plex]   ___??__      kPLEX / Work‐Hour. 

• <add more like LuleÂ> 
• Fail [end 1998, R PROJECT, Same Reliability] 1.5 x Past‐R PROJECT  
 <‐ R PROJECT AS 3 c " by 50%". 

– "50% beQer useful code produc'vity in 1.5 years overall" 
• Same Reliability: State: The Sorware Fault Density is not worse than with comparable producTvity. Use official The 
Company Sorware Fault Density measures <‐ 1997 R PROJECT Balanced Scorecard (PA3). 
• Goal [Year=2000, R PROJECT, Same Reliability] 2 x Past‐R PROJECT, 

–  [Year=2005, RPL, Same Reliability] 10?? x Past‐R PROJECT 

• Wish [Long term, vs. D pack.] 10 x Past‐R PROJECT "Tmes higher producTvity"  <‐ R PROJECT 96 1.1 c 
• Wish [undefined Tme frame] 1.5 x Past‐R PROJECT <‐ R PROJECT AS 3 c " by 50%" 

– Comment: May 13 1997 1600, We have worked a lot on the SoGware Produc'vity objec'ves (all day) and are happy that it is in 
preQy good shape. But we recognize that it needs more exposure to other people.  

Scale: [Defined Volume, 
kNCSS or kPlex]  per 
Software Development 
Work-Hour. 
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Lead‐Time: 
•  Lead‐Time:  

–  "Months for major Packages" 

•  Ambi'on: decrease months dura*on 
between major Base Sta*on package 
release. 

•  Scale: Months from TG0, to 
successful first use for 
–   major work station 

package. 

–  Note: let us make a beQer 
defini'on. TG 

•  Past [C Package, 1996?]  20? Months?? 
<‐guess tg 

•  Goal [D‐package] 18 months <‐ guess tg 
•  Goal [E‐package and later] 10.8 Months 

<‐ R PROJECT 96 1.1 a "40% > D" 
•  Goal [Generally] ??? <‐ R PROJECT AS 3a 

–  "10% Lead‐Time reduc'on 
compared to any benchmark". 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Predictability of Time To Market:  
•  TTMP:  Predictability of Time To Market:  

–  Ambi*on: From Ideas created to customers can use 
it. Our ability to meet agreed specified customer and 
self‐determined targets. 

–  Scale: % overrun of actual 
Project Time compared to 
planned Project Time 

–  Project Time: Defined: +me from  the date of Toll‐
Gate 0 passed, or other Defined Start Event, 
to, the Planned‐ or Actually‐ delivered Date of All 
[Specified Requirements], and any set of agreed 
requirements. 

–  Specified Requirements: Defined: wrioen approved 
Quality requirements for products with respect to 
Planned levels and qualifiers [when, where, 
condi+ons]. 
And, other requirements such as func+on, 
constraints and costs. 

–  Meter: ProducTvity Project or Process Owner will collect data 
from all projects, or make esTmates and put them in the 
ProducTvity Database for reporTng this number. 

–  Past [1994, A‐package] < 50% to 100%> <‐ Palli K. guess. 
[1994, B‐package] 80% ??   <‐ Urban Fagerstedt and Palli K. guess 

–  Record [IBM Federal Systems Division, 1976‐80] 0%  
<‐ RDM 9.0 quoTng Harlan Mills in IBM SJ 4‐80 

–  “all projects on 'me and under budget” 
–    [Raytheon Defense Electronics, 1992‐5]  0%  <‐ RDE SEI Report 

1995 Predictability. 
–  Fail [All future projects, from 1999] 5% or less <‐ discussion level 

TG 
–  Goal [All future projects, from 1999] 0% or less <‐ discussion 

level TG 



12 

Product Abributes: 
•  Product Abributes:  

–  “Keeping Product Promises.” 
–  Ambi'on: Ability to meet or beat 

agreed targets, both cost, 'me and 
quality. (except TTMP itself, see 
above) 

•  Scale: % +/- deviation from 
[defined agreed attributes 
with projects]. 

•  Past [1990 to 1997, OUR DIVISION] at 
least 100% ??? 
–   <‐ Guess.  Not all clearly defined and 

differences not 
•   tracked. TSG 

•  Goal [Year=2000, R PROJECT] near 0% 
nega+ve devia+on <‐ TsG for 
discussion. 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Customer SaTsfacTon 

Customer SaTsfacTon: 
 “Customer Opinion of Us” 

Scale: average survey 
result on scale 
 of 1 to 6 (best) 

Meter: The Company 
Customer  
Sa+sfac+on Survey 

Past [1997] 4 
Goal [1998‐9?] 5 <‐ R 
PROJECT 96 1.1 b 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Profitability 
•  Profitability:  

– “Return on Investment.” 

– Ambition: Degree of 
saleable product ready 
for installation. 

– Scale: Money Value of 
Gross Income derived by  
• [All R PROJECT 

Production OR 
•   defined products] for   
•   [Product Lifetime OR  
• a defined time period] 

– Goal: <we did not 
complete this> 
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‘Means Objectives’ Samples 
They use the  

same definition process  
as we use for the higher level objectives 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Means Objec+ves 

• “support Strategic Objec*ves” 

•  Summary:  
– 'Means ObjecTves' are  

• not our major Strategic Objec+ves (above),  

• but each one represents areas which if improved  
– will normally help us achieve our Strategic Objec+ves. 

–  Means Objec+ves have a lower priority than 
Strategic Objec+ves.  

– They must never be ‘worked towards’ 
•   to the point where they reduce our ability to meet 
Strategic Objec+ves. 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Complaints 
Complaints: 

 "Customer complaint rate to us" 

Ambi'on: 
Means Goal: for Customer Sa+sfac+on 

(Strategic). 
Scale: number of complaints per customer in 

[defined +me into <opera+on>] 

Past [Syracuse Project , 1997] ?? <bad>  <‐ ML 

Goal [Long term, soXware component, in first 
6 months in Opera+on] zero complaints <‐ 
R PROJECT 96 1.1 b 

 "zero complaints on soXware features” 
Impacts: <one or more strategic objec+ves> 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Feature ProducTon: 
•  Feature Production: 

•   "ability to deliver new features to 
customers" 

–  Ambition: reverse our decreasing 
ability to deliver new features <- R 
PROJECT AS 1.1 

–  Scale: Number of new prioritized 
<Features> delivered successfully to 
customer per year per software 
development engineer. 

–  Too Little: Past [1997] ?? "estimate 
needed, maybe even definition of 
feature" 

–  Goal [1998-onwards] Too Little + 
30% annually?? <-For discussion 
purposes TsG. 

–  "we need to drastically change our 
ability to effectively develop SW" <- R 
PROJECT AS 1.1 
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Improvement ROI: 
Improvement ROI: 

 "Engineering Process Improvement Profitability" 
Ambi'on:  Order of magnitude return on investment in process 

improvement. 

Scale: 
   The average [annual OR defined Tme term] Return 

on  Investment in ConTnuous Improvement as a raTo 
of [Engineering Hours OR Money] 

Note: The point of having this objec*ve is to remind us to think in terms 
of real results for our process improvement effort, and to remind us 
to priori*ze efforts which give high ROI. Finally, to compare our 
results to others. <‐TsG 

Record 
   [Shell NL, Texas Instruments , InspecTons] 30:1 <‐ 

Independently published papers TsG 

Past 
   [IBM RTP, 1995, DPP Process] 13:1 <‐ Robert Mays, Wash DC 

test conference slides TsG 

  [Raytheon, 1993‐5, InspecTon & DPP] $7.70:1 <‐ RDE Report  
page 51 ($4.48 M$0.58M) Includes detail on how calculated. PK 
has copy. 

[IBM STL, early 1990's] Average 1100% ROI (11:1) <‐ IBM Secrets pp32. 
PK has copy. NB Conserva+ve es+mate. See Note IBM ROI below. 

2004 



Finance Organiza+on Case 

•  This case, 2007, is about defining an improved 
financial IT organiza+on 

•  For a large mul+na+onal 



Defining  
the Premier  

IT Organiza+on 

Presenta+on  
to XXXXX 

from Tom Gilb 
Intended for his reuse. May 2007 

Updated Front End: May 4 17:5 

Sani+sed for Public Example Use 



The Premier IT Organiza+on 
•  Our new ‘fact‐based’ CORP IT 

culture: 
–    Organiza+onal Culture ‐> Quantum 

Improvements 
–     5 Pillars Defined in terms of 

measurable performance aoributes 
(Scorecard KPI’s) of our organiza+on 
•  Present Levels of IT organiza+on’s 
performance = numeric 

•  Best Prac+ce Levels = numeric 
• Our Future Planned Goal levels = numeric 

–  Why? 
• Differen+ate ourselves compe++vely from 
compe+tors 

–  Compe++ve Advantage 
•  Communicate much beoer/clearer/
focussed with everybody 

–   Faultless Communica+on 
•  Faster Response to change needs 

–  Agility 
•  Radical improvement in capability and 
smart decision‐making for our 
professionals and managers 

–  Superior Decisions 



The Premier IT Organiza+on is based 
on the Pillars 

•  Pricing 
–   because we  must deliver high 

return for investment 
•  Quality 

–  because quality determines our 
business capability 

•  Capability 
–   because IT organiza+onal capability 

determines our capacity to serve the 
business compe++vely 

•  Risk 
–  because managing risk, reduces 

unnecessary surprises 
•  People 

–   because we need the best minds, 
equipped with the best tools 



Pricing Pillar: Managed Elements 
•  EsTmaTon Skills: ability to understand what 

things really cost 
–   because we need realis+c understanding of 

costs, to make smart investment decisions 
•  ROI: Business Benefits related to real costs 

–  Superior return on IT Organiza+on Improvement 
investments   

•   Cost Level: our recurrent costs of delivering 
service 
–    because we need to learn to work smarter, not 

harder 
•   Budget Commitment: our ability to stay 

within budgets and deadlines 
–  Because we need ability to deliver essen+al value 

within planned budgets 
•   Relentless Waste and Cost ReducTon: Our 

ability to trim off unnecessary cost element. 
–  because we need to root out unnecessary cost 

elements for delivering first class value to the 
business  Carved pillars dating 1024 a.D. 

 of Sun Temple. Modhera.  
Gujarat, India 



Quality Pillar: Managed Elements 
•  Availability: IT service when the business 

needs it. 
–   because it is expected and needed, and can 

be managed 
•  Usability: design to improve business 

produc+vity. 
–   because we can mul+ply business peoples 

produc+vity greatly by premier interface 
design 

•  Maintainability: fast and safe fixes and 
enhancements 
–   because we cannot tolerate errors and small 

irrita+ons 
•  Flexibility: ability to change/adapt to new 

business and technical situa+ons, without 
dispropor+onate costs 
–   because we must expect big changes, and 

design to live compe++vely with them 
•  Scalability: ability to grow volume 

without dispropor+onate costs 
–  Because we must expect growth, but not 

disrup+on 
•  Security: absolute trustworthy IT systems, 

for any threats 
–   because we can outwit the threats, and 

build trustworthiness 



Capability Pillar: Managed Elements 
•  Commitment Capability: ability to deliver against 

commitments 
–  Because we need to avoid ea+ng up perceived profit 
–  Because we need to deliver when the business needs it  

•  CommunicaTon: avoiding the waste of imperfect 
communica+on 
–  Because we need to reduce the calendar +me to get it right 
–  Because we need to reduce the cost of wasted effort 
–  Because we can not afford to waste +me of our great IT and 

business people 
•  Resource Deployment: smartest priori+za+on of our 

resources 
–  Because we we need to outsmart the compe++on 
–  Because we need to quickly move resources to the best 

investment 
•  Business Alignment: deep and conscious specific alignment 

to real business needs 
–  Because that is our main reason for being 
–  Because we can deliver superior business capability by 

focusing beoer 
•  CompeTTve Advantage: giving our business the best tools 

to fight for profitable business 
–  Because that is the main compe++ve baoleground for us 

•  Pla�orm Capability: making sure that current IT pla�orms 
do not reduce our capability to deliver what the business 
needs 
–  Because we cannot afford to restrict the business because of 

technology 



Risk Pillar: Managed Elements 
•  Mandatory Risk Control: risks we are 

legally obliged to tackle at any 
necessary cost 
–  Because we have no choice, 

trustworthiness   
•  DiscreTonary Risk Control: risks we can 

choose to tackle be cause it pays off or 
is good business 
–  Because we have a choice and can create 

compe++ve advantage by making smart 
choices early 

•  Security Risks: risks regarding threats to 
the integrity of our IT systems 
–   because it pays off, and adds 

trustworthiness 
•  Business ConTnuity Risks: risks that 

might cause par+al business disrup+on 
–  Because it is necessary insurance for 

survival and trustworthiness 



People Pillar: Managed Elements* 
* not detailed elsewhere yet :) 

•  Superior Smart Decision‐Making: best basis with the 
best decision process 
–  Because great minds are an awful thing to waste on poor 

data and bad decision‐making processes. 
•  Enthusiasm: I love my job and the assignments I am 

gexng. 
–  Because posi+ve enthusiasm is the fuel that drives us 

towards being the Premier IT organiza+on 
•  Empowerment: I have the power, budget and 

discre+on to reach our goals. 
–  Because strong empowerment is necessary for Premier 

level responsibili+es 
•  Commitment: I can’t imagine a beoer place to develop 

my career 
–  Because we need to retain the best people in the long 

term 
•  Teamwork: the ability to effec+vely help a team reach 

their goals 
–  Because everything we do is a team game 

•  Learning Ability: the ability for groups and individuals 
to systema+cally and rapidly learn from experience. 
–  Because our game is complex and the fastest learners are 

the winners 



IT Planning Policy Summary 
• We are going 
to increase 
our ‘focus’ 

•  By 
Quan'fica'on,  
of:  

– Objec+ves 
–  Strategies 
–  Prac+cal 
Progress  



Planning Policy 

Quantified Quests
"Numeric Goals and Plans"

Critical Competence
"Prioritize Most Critical Areas"

Measurable Meritocracy
"Be measurably better"

Prioritize Profit
"Benefits/Costs Rule"

Planning Policy
for the Premier IT Organization



1. Quan+fied Quests: POLICY  

•  The formal, official, and agreed defini+on of our 
ambi+ons is,  
–  fully defined in our quan+fied objec+ves:  
– “CORP IT Organiza+onal Objec+ves”   

•    
•  Ac+ons suppor+ng:  

– con+nuously update these objec+ves. 
– update and review specific plans for reaching these 
objec+ves. 

–  track actual progress towards objec+ves, and deal with 
devia+on. 



2. Cri+cal Competence: POLICY  

•   Our primary priority is  
–  to systema+cally get beoer, 
–   in cri+cal areas of competence. 

•  Consequently, we need to : 
–   Iden+fy currently most cri+cal improvement areas. 
–   Iden+fy the numeric Goal level of of Premier 
Performance. 

–   Make sure resources are allocated to the cri+cal areas. 



3. Measurable Meritocracy : 
POLICY  

•  Our con+nuous and long‐term ambi+on is 
–  to clearly be the measurably superior IT Organiza+on, 
– compared to our compe+tors.   

•  Consequently we need to: 
– Benchmark: Find out the levels of performance in our 
cri+cal areas, exhibited by compe+tors, and by leading IT 
organiza+ons. 



4. Priori+ze Profit: POLICY  
•  Change investment proposals 

–   that have the highest Benefit/Cost ra+os  
–   should get the highest priority  
–   for near‐term implementa+on. 



Principles of The Premier IT 
Organiza+on 

•  The IT Planning Policy leads to some prac+cal 
principles for planning; 
– All based on the no+on of quan+fying cri+cal factors,  
in order to: 

•  get control over our results 
•  focus intensely on priori+es 
•  communicate clearly 



Principles of 
Premier IT 
Organiza+on 

Relevant Ambitions

"Quantified Relevance"

Quantified Ambitions

"Numeric Improvement"

Smart Prioritization

"Priority Quantification"

Real Results

"Measure All Results"

Planned proof

"Plan to Prove Results

Strategy Success

"Estimate Strategy Impact""

Premier Planning Principles

"Quantified Culture"



Principles Summary: see next  
 1. Relevant Ambitions: Our ambitions must 

be quantifiably relevant to our business, not 
blindly copying competitor’s methods and levels of 
competence. 

 2. Quantified Ambitions: Our ambitions for 
improvement are always quantified, in terms of 
useful Organizational Results, that can be clearly 
related to Business Results 

 3. Smart Prioritization:  Our short term 
plans are made with a quantification of benefits 
and costs, of our most critical priorities; we focus 
our limited resources where it will do our business 
the most good. 

 4. Real Results: if you cannot actually 
measure the projected effects of your 
improvement initiative, then you have probably 
failed, and should at least learn why you failed. 

 5. Planned Proof: you must plan, budget for 
and carry out early pilot, acceptance and 
operational measurement of how your initiative or 
strategy is really working. If not, you are not 
serious, and should not be doing it here. 

 6. Strategy Success: for any proposed 
improvement initiative or strategy you must make 
the best estimate you can make, with evidence, 
sources and plus/minus uncertainty – as the basis 
for ‘selling’ the idea. Ideas without quantified 
benefit assertions cannot get priority over those 
that do have them. 



1. Relevant Ambi+ons: 
Focus on Being Customer‐Relevant!  

•  Our ambiTons must be  
– quanTfiably relevant to our business, 

•  not blindly copying compeTtor’s methods and levels of 
competence. 



2. Quan+fied Ambi+ons: 
Quan+fica+on Clarifies and 

Communicates  

•  Our ambi+ons for improvement are 
– always quan+fied,  
–  in terms of useful Organiza+onal Results, 

–  that can be clearly related to Business Results. 



3. Smart Priori+za+on: 
Priori+ze Profitability!  

•   Our short term plans are  
– made with a quan+fica+on of benefits and costs  
– of our most cri+cal priori+es;  

– we focus our limited resources  
•  where it will do our business the most good. 
   



4. Real Results: 
Reality counts,  

learn quickly if you fail. 

•   if you cannot actually  
measure the projected effects  
of your improvement ini+a+ve  
–  then you have probably failed,  
– and should at least learn why you failed. 



5. Planned Proof:  
Prove it in prac+ce!  

•  you must plan, budget for and carry out  
– early pilots, 
– acceptance and opera+onal measurement  
of how your ini+a+ve or strategy  
is really working. 

•  If not, 
–   you are not serious 
–   and you should not be doing it here. 



6. Strategy Success: 
“Prove your idea!”  

•  for any proposed improvement ini+a+ve or strategy  
–  you must make the best es+mate you can make,  

•  with evidence,  
•  sources  
•  and plus/minus uncertainty  

•  – as the basis for ‘selling’ the idea. 

•  Ideas without quan+fied benefit asser+ons  
–  cannot get priority over those that do have them. 



Pillars 

Pricing  Quality  Capability  Risk 

People 



Defining A Premier IT Organiza+on 
in terms of the Pillars 

•   Quan+fied Performance Objec+ves 
–   Past Performance   

•  (how ‘bad’ are we today?) 
–   Best known levels of performance  

•  (us, compe+tors) 

–   Goals: short term and longer term 
•  (becoming “Premier”) 



Defining Strategies for Reaching 
Goals 

•  Quan+fied‐impact Strategies 
–   means objec+ves:  

•  quan+fied future suppor+ng levels of performance, or 

–   specific strategies  
•  for gexng to strategic objec+ve levels 

–  And the quan+fied expected impacts of these strategies on 
our strategic Goals can 

–  be es+mated in an Impact Es+ma+on Table,  

–  or in the specifica+on of the strategies themselves (“Impacts” ) 



Defining Premier IT Organiza+on 

Distinct Strategies
Specific Initiatives
to directly impact

Means Goals

Means Objectives
Levels of Performance

necessary to reach
Strategic Objectives

Distinct Strategies
Specific Initiatives
to directly impact

Strategic Goal levels

Strategies
How we plan

to meet Strategic IT Objectives

Evo Plans
When and how

we plan to deliver results

Evo Project Reports
Current report of progress

towards our Goals

Strategic IT Objectives
(Our desired future state)

Quantified!



Pricing Pillar Model 

Scale: 
 Average % negative deviation 
  from defined [Commitment Level]  
 at defined [Measurement Point]  
 for defined [Cost Type]. 

Pricing Pillar Model

Return On Investment
(Value for Money)

Relative Cost Level

Estimation Ability
 .

(see next slide for detail)

Estimation Correctness

Estimation Commitment Ability

Pricing

Pricing 



Detail on Es+ma+on Ability 

Money Cost Estimation Ability Work Effort Estimation Ability Duration Estimation Ability

Estimation Ability Other 'Pricing' Attributes

Pricing Other Pillars

Premier IT Organization

Pricing Quality Capa- 
bility Risk 



Defining Scales of measure 

Money Cost Estimation Ability Work Effort Estimation Ability Duration Estimation Ability

Estimation Ability Other 'Pricing' Attributes

Pricing Other Pillars

Premier IT Organization

Scale: % deviation of 
final real money cost 
compared to specified 
(approved budget) 
estimated money cost, 
for defined 
[Capability]. 

Scale: % deviation of 
final real work effort 
compared to specified 
(approved budget) 
estimated work effort, 
for defined 
[Capability]. 

Scale: % deviation of final 
real calendar time duration 
compared to specified 
(approved budget) 
estimated calendar time 
duration, for defined 
[Capability]. 

Qua- 
lity 

Capa- 
bility Risk Pricing 



Quality Pillar Model 

 Quality Weakness

Premier Level

IT Product

 Quality Levels

Regulation Conformance

Process Auditibility

System Auditability

Development Quality Levels

Maintenance Quality Levels

User Productivity Quality levels

Service Quality levels

Quality PillarQuality 

Scale: Cost of defined [Audit Type]  
as % annual cost  
of a defined set of [Systems]. 

Scale: % of audited  
defined [User Service Levels]  
that were in fact delivered. 



Capability Pillar Model 

Human Communication Ability Human Resource Adaptability

Human Capability Business Alignment Competitive Advantage

Capability Pillar Estimation Commitment Ability

Scale: % probability that  
defined [Message Types]  
are in practice interpreted  
as intended  
by defined [Sender Type],  
by defined [Recipients]  
under defined [Conditions],  
for a defined 
[Communication Process]. 

Capability 

Scale: % ratio of 
Alignment Defects 
 to total Alignment 
Opportunities  
(= Alignment 
Defects + 
Alignment Items). 

Scale: number of 
times a strategy or 
other plan element 
directly references this 
(Impacts: Competitive 
Advantage) or we 
judge any defined 
strategy, or impact, to 
give our clients 
significant Competitive 
Advantage per Logical 
Page of planning 

Scale: the Calendar Time  
needed to Redeploy  
defined [Resource Types]  
for defined [Task Types] of 
defined [Priority]  
with defined [Effectiveness]. 



Risk Pillar Model 

Scale:   
% of Potential Risk 
Elements  
that are in fact  
specified with planned 
mitigation 

Scale: % of all finally 
identified risks or threats 
that crop up during real 
system use {IT testing 
and user operation}, 
which should ideally have 
been identified by 
Intellectual Processes 
{requirements, 
architecture, planning, 
programming} 

Scale: % of all finally 
(through operations 
experience) 
 identified risks which 
were either not properly 
identified at all,  
or were not properly 
mitigated  
(planning and effective 
execution of mitigation) 

Scale: % of specified 
risk mitigation 
strategies that failed to 
curb the risk and 
negative consequences 
as they should have, 
for defined [Reasons]. 

Data Security

Controlled Risk Uncertainty Recklessness Failed Mitigation

Risk Business Continuity
Risk 



People Pillar 

Superior Smart Decision-Making

Enthusiasm

Empowerment

Commitment

Teamwork

Learning Ability

People

Pillar
People 



Objec+ves Hierarchy [CIO Level] 

Scalable Technology

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

Flexible Technology

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

People Management

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

Improve Processes

 Strategic CIO Objective

'Fundamental' for CIO's IT Staff

Improve Profitability

Fundamental Corp Objective

Grow Revenues

Fundamental Corp Objective

Fundamental Objectives

for  CIO



Pillars Support Quan+fied Higher‐level Objec+ves 

Scalable Technology

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

Flexible Technology

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

People Management

Strategic Objectives for IT Staff

Improve Processes

 Fundamental CIO Objective

for CIO's IT Staff

Improve Profitability

Fundamental Corp Objective

Grow Revenues

Fundamental Corp Objective

Fundamental Objectives

for CIO

Pricing  Quality  Capability  Risk 



Example 

•  How would you measure: 

•  “Human Communica+on Ability” ? 

– See next slide  



Example of Generic Pillar Objec+ve 
If this detail is ‘too much’ see next slide! 

•    Human Communica+on Ability:  
•  “Generic model covering all such HC Ability”. 

–  Scale:  Major defect rate density (default per 300 words  Logical Page) 
for defined [Message Types], items that are in prac+ce not interpreted 
or interpretable, as intended, by defined [Sender Type], by defined 
[Recipients] under defined [Condi+ons], for a defined [Communica+on 
Process]. 

•  Meter: Specifica+on Quality Control, and Agile Inspec+ons, can be used to 
measure this to some degree. But only for People via Document, not 
Direct Oral communica+on. 

–  Source: Gilb: CE book, SQC Chapter, and Agile Inspec+on paper (included in kit 
sent with this sugges+on). 

•  Past: 60 to 200 Major defects/Page  <‐ asser+on TG based on Inspec+on data 

•  Goal [CORP, Long Term, Communica+on Process = First Submission] less 
than 1 Major defect on the first submission). 



Sorry About all the detail! 

•  Human Communica+on Ability:   
– Scale:  “unintelligible ideas” 

• Meter: count fuzzy words and statements 

• Past: awful! 100 or more fuzzies per 
page! 

• Goal : almost totally clean! 



Example of Same Objec+ve, with Focus 
•   Human Communication Ability [IT Requirements]:   

–  Scale: Major defect rate density for  defined [Message Types] are in practice 
NOT interpreted as intended by defined [Sender Type], by defined 
[Recipients] under defined [Conditions], for a defined [Communication 
Process]. 

–  Past [CORP London, Message Type = {Business Requirement, Per 300 Words}, 
Sender Type = Business Analyst, Recipients = IT Requirements Specialist, 
Conditions = {Well-trained Business Analyst, Untrained in Planguage  Business 
Analyst} , Communications process = Unstructured Text Written Document, 
Time = End 2006 , Business Area = IT] more than 80.0 majors/300 words. <- 
example of real measure from 8 development projects 

–  Best Practice [Message Type = {Business Requirement, Per 300 Words}, 
Sender Type = Business Analyst, Recipients = IT Requirements Specialist, 
Conditions = {Well-trained Business Analyst, Untrained in Planguage  Business 
Analyst} , Communications process = Unstructured Text Written Document, 
Time = End 2006 , Business Area = IT, C-Crop] less than 10.0 majors/300 
words. <- real 6 months improvement result 

–  
   
–  Goal [Message Type = {Business Requirement, Per 300 Words}, Sender Type = 

Business Analyst, Recipients = IT Requirements Specialist, Conditions = {Well-
trained Business Analyst, Untrained in Planguage  Business Analyst} , 
Communications process = Unstructured Text Written Document, Deadline = 
End 2008 , Business Area = IT] less than 1.0 majors/300 words <- premier IT 
company level. It might not pay off to get better. 



Simplified! 

• Human Communica+on Ability [IT 
Requirements]:   

– Scale: density of fuzzies per page 
• Past: > 80 
• Best Prac+ce   10   
• Goal: < 1  



No+ce how the ‘[Qualifier]’ helps us zoom in on real 
and specific problems of high priority? 

1.  [  Message Type = {Business Requirement, Per 300 Words},  

2.  Sender Type = Business Analyst,  
3.  Recipients = IT Requirements Specialist, Condi+ons = {Well‐

trained Business Analyst, Untrained in Planguage  Business 
Analyst} ,  

4.  Communica+ons process = Unstructured Text Wrioen 
Document,  

5.  Deadline = End 2008 ,  
6.  Business Area = IT  ] 



[Qualifier] Simplified 
(go back a slide if this is not detailed enough!) 

1.  Requirements Page  
2.  Analyst writes it  
3.  IT rewrites it clearer  
4.  Starting with ordinary text  
5.  Deadline = End 2008 ,  
6.  Business Area = IT    



Moving Towards a Specific best 
Prac+ce Goal 



So how do we reach our goal on +me? :  
“Clarify Requirements” 

Establish Official 'Rules' for Our Requirements

Get Consultant Help to mentor requirements writers first time

Hold 3 day training course in Requirements using Planguage

Trial Spec QC to make sure defects are reduced sharply

Write at least sample of requirements in Planguage

Use Planning Language

"Planguage"

defined in Gilb: 'Competitive Engineering" 2005

Measure and Motivate Using Sampling Inspections

now known as 'Agile SpecificationQuality Control

See CE book chapter on Spec QC

Pilot The method on Critical London DV Projects

Projects X, Y , Z

Strategies to Reach the Goal

"Specific Means to our Specific Ends"

Strategy = Clarify Requirements



Top Level Prac+cal Strategy 
•  Clarify Requirements: 

–  Type: Complex Strategy 
–  Includes {Planguage Requirements, Requirements 

SQC, London DV Pilot}. 
–  Supports: Human Communication Ability [IT 

Requirements].Goal [End 2008]. 
–   Impact: 100%  
–   Assumptions: serious focus and management 

support for 1.7 years, to get to 1.0 majors/page. 
–    
–  ------------   Sub-strategy definitions ------ 
–  Planguage Requirements.Training: 
–  Planguage Requirements.Mentoring 
–  Sample Inspections with Exit Control  



Simplified 
•  Clarify Requirements: 

– Here is how we are going to make sure that our 
requirements are extremely clear! 

– <‐ “High‐Quality, innova+ve and cost‐efficient 
technology solu+ons, giving a unique compe++ve 
advantage to our business.”  <‐    CIO April 18,2006 
slide 6 



Detailed Sub‐strategy 1 of 3 
Planguage Requirements.Training:  

Type: Strategy 
Component of: Clarify Requirements. 
Summary: 3 day training course. 
Detail: the course is provided for IT requirements analysts who par+cipate in 

this ini+al trial. The subject is wri+ng requirements to the defined Rules 
for IT requirements. The basis teaching is Gilb, Planguage as in 
“Compe++ve Engineering” book. 

Impact: 10%±5%, limited impact alone , unless mentoring, measurements, exit 
control added. 

Costs:  
Training Cost: £6,000 instructors cost courses ( 3 days up to 40 students). Long term 

effect (years). 
Requirements wri+ng cost: assumed to not be more than sloppy wri+ng. 

ImplementaTon Person Responsible: ? 
Pilot projects: X, Y , Z 
IniTaTon Date: 1 June 2007 
First Results: within 3 weeks 
Intermediate Results (< 10 Majors) within 6 months of ini+a+on on all pilot 

projects 
Final Results: End 2008  ( the 1.0 defects) 



Simplified 
– Planguage Requirements.Training:  

• Train requirements writers to write excep+onally clearly. 

• “Improve: drive significant process improvement …” 

• <‐  CIO, slide 7 April 18 2006 



Detailed Sub‐strategy 2 of 3 

– Planguage Requirements.Mentoring:  

•  Type: Strategy 
•  Component of: Clarify Requirements. 

•  Summary: Consultant helps trained IT requirements writers 
prac+ce on real requirements. 

•  Impact: 5% alone, major effect combined with sister strategies 
here. 

•  Costs: Consultants £2‐3,000/day, can work with about 4 projects (2 
people on 2 half days each project). 



Simplified 

– Planguage Requirements.Mentoring:  
• Make sure clear requirements training works immediately. 

•  “Maximize IT execu+on and responsiveness for selected 
high‐priority business ini+a+ves that will enable compe++ve 
advantage” <‐ CIO, slide 13 April 2006 



Detailed Sub‐strategy 3 of 3 
•  Sample Inspec+ons with Exit Control: 

–  Type: Strategy 
–  Version: May 3 2007 tg 
–  Summary: Agile Inspec+on (see Gilb papers and CE book) are used to measure defect density, and determine Exit to process. 
–  Detail: the method process is described in detail in Gilb paper: “Agile Specifica+on Quality Control: ShiXing emphasis from cleanup to 

sampling defects” (in Documenta+on package following this paper, and downloadable from www.gilb.com) 
–  Process Detail: in Gilb, CE book page 244‐45. 

• Agile SQC Process 
• Tag: Agile SQC. Version: April 18, 2005. Owner: Tom@Gilb.com. Status: Revised DraX. 

– Entry CondiTons 
• A group of two, or more, suitable people* to carry out Agile SQC is assembled in a mee+ng. 
• The people have sufficient +me to complete an Agile SQC. Total Elapsed Time: 30 to 60 minutes. 
• There is a trained SQC team leader at the mee+ng to manage the process. 

– Procedure 
• P1: IdenTfy Checkers:  Two people, maybe more, should be iden+fied to carry out the checking. 
• P2: Select Rules:  The group iden+fies about three rules to use for checking the specifica+on. (My favorites are clarity (‘clear enough to test’), 

unambiguous (‘to the intended readership’) and completeness (‘compared to sources’). For requirements, I also use ‘no op+onal design’.) 
• P3: Choose Sample(s):  The group then selects sample(s) of about one ‘logical’ page in length (300 non‐commentary words). Choosing such a page at 

random can add credibility – so long as it is representa+ve of the content that is subject to quality control. The group should decide whether all the 
checkers should use the same sample, or whether different samples are more appropriate. 

• P4: Instruct Checkers:  The SQC team leader briefly instructs the checkers about the rules, the checking +me, and how to document any defects, and then 
determine if they are major defects (majors). 

• P5: Check Sample:  The checkers use between 10 and 30 minutes to check their sample against the selected rules. Each checker should ‘mark up’ their 
copy of the document as they check (underlining issues, and classifying them as ‘major’ or not). At the end of checking, each checker should count the 
number of ‘possible majors’ (spec defects, rule viola+ons) they have found in their page. 

• P6: Report Results:  The checkers each report to the group their number of ‘possible majors.’ Each checker determines their number of majors, and 
reports it. 

• P7: Analyze Results:  The SQC team leader extrapolates from the findings the number of majors in a single page (about 6 +mes** the most majors found 
by a single person, or alterna+vely 3 +mes the unique majors found by a 2 to 4 person team). This gives the major‐defect density es+mate. If using more 
than one sample, you should average the densi+es found by the group in different pages. The SQC team leader then mul+plies the ‘average major 
defects per page density’ by the ‘total number of pages’ to get the ‘total number of major defects in the specifica+on’ (for drama+c effect!). 

• P8: Decide AcTon:  If the number of majors per page found is a large one (ten majors or more), then there is liole point in the group doing anything, 
except determining how they are going to get someone to write the specifica+on ‘properly’, meaning to acceptable exit level. There is no economic 
point in looking at the other pages to find ‘all the defects’, or correc+ng the majors already found. There are simply too many majors not found. 

• P9: Suggest Cause:  The team then chooses any major defect and thinks for a minute why it happened. Then the team agrees a short sentence, or beoer 
s+ll a few words, to capture their verdict. 

– Exit CondiTons 
• Exit if less than 5 majors per page extrapolated total density, or if an ac+on plan to ‘rewrite’ the specifica+on has been agreed.   



Simplified 

– Sample Inspec+ons with Exit Control: 
• Count unintelligible wording in requirements. 

• “Integrate: Our objec+ve is to achieve absolute 
excellence in opera+onal efficiency and effec+veness, … 
every day to our clients”  <‐  CIO, April 18, 2006, slide 8 



Strategy Implementa+on Task List 

– Tasks [Clarify Requirements]: ‐>  <responsible for doing task>. 
•  T1: write at least a sample of requirements ( a page or few) in 
Planguage 

•  T2: Trail SQC on the sample to make sure the defect rate is 10x 
reduced. 

•  T3: select official rules (about 7±3) for making the requirements 
clear (clear, unambiguous, no design, quan+fied variables, 
constraint and target levels, jus+fica+on for example).  ‐> Tom Gilb, 
or Process owner if iden+fied yet.  

•  T4: determine Exit level: ini+ally 10 majors/page, later target max 
1.0 per page.  ‐> Tom Gilb or Process owner if iden+fied yet. 



Simplified 
– Tasks for Clarify Requirements strategy 

– Check early, to make sure it works as expected, 
against excellent standards. 
•    

• “Improve: our objec+ve is to deliver the highest 
possible level of agility and responsiveness in mee+ng 
our clients strategic technology needs, and deliver state 
of the art solu+ons…” <‐ The CIO, April 18 2006, slide 8 



Summary: Strategy Focus 
•  The previous slides should give you  

–  a completely realis+c view of prac+cal strategy planning  

–  in order to reach a focused and narrow goal level. 

•  Next we will look at: 
–  Impact esTmaTon 

•  How do we quan+fy the goodness of strategies w.r.t. goals 
–   and EvoluTonary planning 

•  How do we find small doable steps for fast prac+cal delivery of real results? 



Quan+fying the Complexity 

•  Impact Es+ma+on 

•    makes us think deeply 

•  And communicate clearly 

•  And commit and take responsibility. 

•  Scary for the incompetent! 



Impact Es+ma+on <‐ CE Ch 9 
Strat-> 
Objectives 

Clarify 
Requirements Uncertainty Evidence Source Credibility Actual 

To date 

Human 
Communication 
Ability 80<->1 def./p 

100% 
End 2008 

±20% Major Bank 
London 
experience 
2003-5 

T. Gilb 0.8 0% before 
start 

Quality Weakness 
(possible side effect) 

> 10%  ? 

Reliability 
(possible side effect) 

> 10% ? 

Premier level (possible 
side effect) 

3%? 

Regulation 
Conformance (possible 
side effect) 

2%? 

Development Quality 
Levels 
(possible side effect) 

20%? 

Data Security 
(possible side effect) 

7%? 



Impact Es+ma+on 100% = meets Goal on +me 
Strat-> 
Objectives 

Clarify 
Requirements Uncertainty Evidence Source Credibility Actual 

To date 

Human 
Communication 
Ability 80<->1 def./p 

100% 
End 2008 

±20% Major Bank 
London 
experience 
2003-5 

T. Gilb 0.8 0% before 
start 

Quality Weakness 
(possible side effect) 

> 10%  ? 

Reliability 
(possible side effect) 

> 10% ? 

Premier level (possible 
side effect) 

3%? 

Regulation 
Conformance (possible 
side effect) 

2%? 

Development Quality 
Levels 
(possible side effect) 

20%? 

Data Security 
(possible side effect) 

7%? 



Impact Es+ma+on Fact‐Based Es+mates 
Strat-> 
Objectives 

Clarify 
Requirements Uncertainty Evidence Source Credibility Actual 

To date 

Human 
Communication 
Ability 80<->1 def./p 

100% 
End 2008 

±20% Major Bank 
London 
experience 
2003-5 

T. Gilb 0.8 0% before 
start 

Quality Weakness 
(possible side effect) 

> 10%  ? 

Reliability 
(possible side effect) 

> 10% ? 

Premier level (possible 
side effect) 

3%? 

Regulation 
Conformance (possible 
side effect) 

2%? 

Development Quality 
Levels 
(possible side effect) 

20%? 

Data Security 
(possible side effect) 

7%? 



Impact Es+ma+on <‐ CE Ch 9 
Strat-> 
Objectives 

Clarify 
Requirements Uncertainty Evidence Source Credibility Actual 

To date 

Human 
Communication 
Ability 80<->1 def./p 

100% 
End 2008 

±20% Major Bank 
London 
experience 
2003-5 

T. Gilb 0.8 0% before 
start 

Quality Weakness 
(possible side effect) 

> 10%  ? 

Reliability 
(possible side effect) 

> 10% ? 

Premier level (possible 
side effect) 

3%? 

Regulation 
Conformance (possible 
side effect) 

2%? 

Development Quality 
Levels 
(possible side effect) 

20%? 

Data Security 
(possible side effect) 

7%? 



Conclusions 
•  We can model the Premier IT Organiza+on 
quan+ta+vely 

•   We can evolve the model con+nuously 

•   It will enable us to move as one IT organiza+on 

•  It will enable competent professionals to work 
much beoer 

•  It should drama+cally enable us to really and 
probably improve the organiza+on 
con+nuously,  

•  and with a clearer shared no+on of priori+es 



“To Do”  
Sugges+ons for Management 

1.  Adopt the Policy 
2.  Adopt the Principles 
3.  Adopt the Quan+fied model of Premier IT Org. 

1.  But assign it an owner 
2.  Evolve it from present state 
3.  Do NOT let a commioee rewrite it before moving 

4.  Find one or more ‘narrow’ priority areas for 
improvement  (selected Objec+ves and areas to make 
change happen in) 
1.  Get going NOW this MONTH (May 07) on change, 

‘evolu+onally’ 
2.  Increase change as fast as you can bring people on board 



Detailed Documenta+on 
for these slides 

•  Primary Base: 
–  Word File: “Premier Org Detailed Plan MASTER.doc”,  

•  Tom Gilb, May 4 2007, for COO 

•  This contains details, such as full set of ‘scales of measure’ for defining the 
4 Pillars model of Premier IT Organiza+on. 

–   Suppor+ng Literature  
(delivered in digital package from Tom@gilb.com) 

•  CE Book Gilb Ch9 Impact Es+ma+on.pdf 

•  Gilb CE Ch5 Scales of Measure How to Quan+fy.pdf 

•  Quan+fying Security (for CORP from Gilb) 

•  Agile SQC CORP Copy from Gilb.r� 

•  Gilb CE book  Ch8 Specifica+on Quality Control.pdf 



Last Slide 
•  Prepared for A DIRECTOR  

•  By Tom Gilb, Result Planning Limited 

•  Tom@Gilb.com 

•  www.gilb.com 
•  May 4th 2007 Presenta+on. 

•  SANITISED VERSION. 



The IT Por�olio Management 
Project 

An Analysis and Some 
Sugges+ons 

A slide summary of key points from our wrioen report 
The slides are mainly focusing on construc+ve STP* advice. 

The report contains a great deal more of our detailed analy+cal basis. 
For COO,,Group IT COO 

October 6 2007 
(Using a 2 week +me frame) 

by 

Tom Gilb Kai Gilb 

* STP = Save The Project 



Consensus: from the interviews 

• There is broad and consistent consensus 
amongst the interviewees about what is 
wrong with the project.  

• Few are happy with anything.  
• Most are quite unhappy with the project.  

• Many would love to see a beoer tool!    



Stakeholder Feedback 
•   The primary summary of all remarks from stakeholders is:  

–  No Value Yet:  
•  The project has not delivered real value to any stakeholder. 

–  No Credibility:   
•  Stakeholders have lost faith that it will ever deliver them value, as is. 

–  IT Tool Bias:   
•  The project is far too heavily weighted towards a 'tool' and 'IT', rather than the business. 

–  Business Involvement: 
•  The Business has consciously not been involved. But they are the big customer of IT and they demand 

involvement. 

–  Feared Results:    
•  The expected results of con+nuing the project as we currently are doing it, even with the recent 

improvements made, is expected (by us and many interviewees) to be: 

–  Cost:  
•  Substan+al added cost (at least 2 or 3 +mes current levels before stopping investment, TG). 

–  Results: 
•   no sa+sfactory improvement for the business, compared to what they already have, or would get from 

other sources. 

–  Credibility:  
•  drama+c loss of IT credibility. 

–  Delay:  
•  +me to delivery of sa+sfactory systems, measured in ‘years’ from 2007 



Our Recommenda+ons 
•  Involve the Business:  

–  re‐orient the projects to serve business stakeholders and deliver business value. One stakeholder 
set might be IT. 

•  Separate Out The Tool.  
–  Separate IT Por�olio Management (‘VALUE’) as a project, from ‘Create a The Tool Tool [The Tool 

Project]” as a project. 
•  Improve The Tool Focus.  

–  Let IT run the The Tool ‘tool’ project, on an improved‐project basis.  
–  Focussed on delivering measurable results and value using The Tool. 

•  Deliver Real Value.  
–  Let the Business, assisted by IT, run the VALUE project, to get more Business value from IT 

projects, and other projects.  
–  Independently of the tool development, but hopefully assisted by it asap. 

•  Set Quan+fied Cri+cal Objec+ves:  
–  insist that each project (and all other projects !) are primarily defined in terms of measurable 

improvements.  
–  All other project ac+vity (requirements, design, tes+ng, evalua+on etc.) will PRIMARILY relate to 

how well those agreed quan+fied objec+ves have been met. 
•  Evolve Results:  

–  these projects, and all other non‐trivial projects, must be run evolu+onarily. 
–   That means that using the long term quan+fied objec+ves as our naviga+on star, we will aoempt 

to deliver real provable progress towards those goals early, con+nuously and frequently.  
–  We will both learn rapidly and achieve rapidly.  



The Paradigm ShiXs 
(they have been present, but with a small voice) 

•  Tool ‐> Value 
•  IT ‐> Business 

•  Global ‐> Sufficient 
•  Cost ‐> Efficiency 

•  Bureaucracy ‐> Agile 
•  Perfec+on ‐> Just Enough 

•  Nobody Responsible ‐ Unclear Objec+ves ‐> Clear iden+fied Responsibility 
•  Pre‐Project Por�olio Management ‐> Real Time Project Value Management 

•  One Project ‐> The Tool & VALUE 
•  Big Bang ‐> Evo 

•  Value, 'Some+me' ‐> High Value Early, next month! 
•  We will manage you ‐> We will demonstrate results 

•  From The Corpora+on gets beoer ‐> Stakeholders Get beoer. 



Paradigm ShiXs: 

• To move from the present situa+on ‐   
– to make a successful project,  

• we need the following  
– Project Management Culture Changes: 



Tool ‐ >Value    

• We (The Corpora+on, and this project) need 
to move from 
– a project that has become tool‐centered,  

– to a project that is focused  
• on helping real projects  
• deliver real value,  
• fast,  
• to the Business. 



Focus on Value delivery 
•   Is a new part of current project planning 

–   source Fujitsu Consul+ng, GJ, Sept‐07 
–   emphasis on selec+on based on value, alignment, risk. 
–   not planned at the ‘ project evolu+on level’ 

•  Our sugges+on is: 
–  That ‘VALUE’ be a dis+nct new project, from The Tool 
–   The current ideas (Sept 07) are an excellent start. 
–  The concepts of value can be further improved 

•  Using value to specific stakeholders 
•  Using in‐project feedback (step by step) re delivery of planned value and value 
drivers, for large and high risk projects, at least 

–  (such as performance aoributes, quality levels) 
•  By making the measurable Value and/or value drivers a core driver (target, 
objec+ve, requirement)  for the individual project 

•  This implies real +me value control and decision making 
–  Based on agreed value and cost requirements 

•  Use the no+on of investment ‘Efficiency’ = Value/Cost (ROI, Profit)  
–  As a priori+za+on rule. Not just ‘value’ 
–  Needed to re‐priori+ze projects with high costs, high risk cost es+mates, and real +me 

inflated costs, compared to es+mates/budget. 



• IT ‐> Business 

• We need to shiX from an 'IT Focus'  
– (we will design a system for the 
business)  

• to a Business Focus  
– (we will deliver real, valued, results to 
the Business, immediately and 
con+nuously) 



Global ‐> Sufficient 

• We need to shiX from 
– 'solving the problem of making a system for all the 
Business Globally', 
• to  

– 'delivering solu+ons  
• to the right place  
• and +me,  
• for value maximiza+on'. 



Cost ‐> Efficiency 

•  We need to shiX from a predominantly 
–   'cost centered approach'  

• to  
– a 'value for money' approach.  

– It's not about spend,  
• it is about profit and compe++veness. 



Bureaucracy ‐> Agile 

•    We need to move away from  
–  over‐formal and bureaucra+c (well‐intended) system 
development methods.  

• We need to use development methods that are  
–  capable of delivering the best business results faster.  

• We need to use this project to demonstrate in 
prac+ce what that means.  

•  Agile methods should be such that we are  
– more effec+ve at business result delivery ‐  

•  than well intended bureaucracy.  
• We devote more focus to real results now,  

–  rather than a comprehensive hypothesis beforehand. 



Perfec+on ‐> Just Enough 

•      We need to avoid devouring CTB and RTB 
resources  
–  by aoemp+ng to reach different types of perfec+on.  

•  Perfec+on costs infinity.  
•  Perfec+on is not profitable. 
•   We need to find the level of resources that  

– maximizes profit  
–  and other business‐plan delivery‐capability.  

•  “Maximize compe++veness with finite resources”.  



Nobody Responsible ‐ Unclear Objec+ves ‐> Clear iden+fied Responsibility   

• We need to move from a posi+on where 
–  'it was impossible to ascertain exactly what this 
project was responsible for, and who was 
responsible for requiring it'  

• TO  
– a posi+on where 

•  'we know exactly what the project is aiming for,  

• and exactly whose head is on the block, if it is not 
reached'. 



Pre‐Project Por�olio Management ‐> Real Time Project Value Management 

• We need to move from a culture of  
–  primarily trying to evaluate  projects before reali+es hit us,  
–            TO  
–   a mode of ‘por�olio management’ that  

• also includes 
•   'each project responsible for managing their own value delivery and 
cost',  

• early and con+nuously throughout the project. 

–  If you look aXer the pennies, the pounds will look aXer 
themselves 

–   Pound wise, penny foolish (inten+onal inversion of old saying) 

•   This project should set an example of doing that in 
prac+ce. 



One Project ‐> The Tool & VALUE 
• We need to split the project into (at least) two 
independent projects 
–  (but hopefully symbio+c, not as currently ‐ 'an+bio+c'). 

•  The Tool (The Tool) a tool‐centered project;  
•  that will ready the tool for prac+cal use in the organiza+on.  
• The Tool itself will also shiX its own emphasis from 

–   'deliver the tool' to  
–  'deliver agreed measurable results from using the tool'. 

•  VALUE (Value‐Added) The Corpora+on United for 
Efficiency,  
–  The VALUE Project will focus on  

• vastly improving our organiza+onal ability  
•  to understand project value,  
• and to consequently deliver high value early in prac+ce. 
• VALUE will not be limited to IT projects. 



Split into 2 Projects 

•  The Tool (The Tool): a The Corpora+on 
database and tool for project informa+on 

•  VALUE: a project to help the organiza+on, milk 
the most value out of our resources  



Value Rela+onships 

Other Feeds The Tool 
Other data and evaluations 

VALUE 



Advantages of the Project Split 

•  Each can go at its own culturally necessary pace 
–   without impeding progress of the other 

•   We get increased focus on the main point (Value) 
–   we have to solve an organiza+on problem (evalua+ng 
value, delivering it) not an IT problem 

•  Different parts of the organiza+on can focus on the 
project and project aspects that most interest them 
at a given +me 
–   they are not doomed to a ‘synchronized Global 
bureaucracy’  
• when they really need just a part of it. 

•  Each project can focus on doing what it does best 
–   Value Delivery, or Data Collec+on   



Advantages of a separate ‘VALUE’ Project 
• Delays and poli+cal disputes on The Tool  tool will  

– NOT delay our capability of beoer por�olio / 
program / project management  
• for beoer value delivery to the business 

• We can focus on business results, not tool 
building 

• The tool building (The Tool) can focus on  
– becoming a useful support tool, for por�olio analysis 

•  when it is ready. 



Disadvantages of the Project Split 

•  None ? 
•  (there must be, but I cannot think of them just 
now!) 



Big Bang ‐> Evo 
•  We have to move from our current big bang approach (Waterfall Model),  

–  to an evolu+onary approach (Evo).         
•  Evo means:  

–  early result delivery (next month, not next year ‐ maybe),  
–  proof of real value,  
–  frequent result delivery (every month like clockwork),  
–  real‐+me project priori+za+on, 

•   of highest aoainable value first  
–  (not wai+ng years for low‐value things to be deployed at the same +me).     

•   Evo means  
–  learning in the project,  
–  what works in prac+ce,  
–  rather than using workshops, commioees, and speThe Corpora+on.         

•   Evo means  
–  the stakeholders are directly involved in prac+ce  
–  during actual deployment,  
–  and can strongly influence the results they get,  

•  in real +me. 
–   See Larmans history of evolu+onary methods:  

• hop://www2.umassd.edu/SWPI/xp/ar+cles/r6047.pdf 



Advantages of an Evo Result 
Delivery Approach to Projects 

•  You can dive in very early, and deliver some real results 
–   value is delivered to the business 
–  Credibility of IT team is raised 
–  Mo+va+on to go with your project is raised 
–  Communica+on with users/Business is much beoer both ways (what 

can be done, what we need) 
•  You choke off inefficient projects ‐  No Cure No Funding 

–  they cannot deliver  
–  or cannot do so profitably,  

•  even the smallest prac+cal thing 

•  You avoid throwing good money aXer bad projects 
–  Real +me repriori+za+on of projects, During a project 

•  You are not dependent on theory and es+mates and flaky 
ideas 
–  Everything is rapidly tested on the baolefield of business reality 



Vizualizing Value: The Dashboard 
half way towards the deadline 

•  Are we gexng value for money? 
•  Is deadline delivery threatened? 



Value, 'Some+me'  ‐> High Value Early 
(every month from first month) 

•  We have to move from a situa+on where project value is 
–   'alluded to' vaguely  (next slide for examples in our project)              (TO) 

•  defining our project values in top‐level, criTcal, quanTfied statements  
–  (draXs for this project are available already, if this seems strange).  
–  Quan+fied Goals, deadline driven, with named responsible sponsor and 

Business Owners. 

•  We need to tear away the juicy bits,  
–  the high value changes,  
–  from the infinite mass of 'nice to have some+me',  
–  and DELIVER THEM to the organiza+on. 

•   We need to make sure, mo+vate, reward, and punish, to make sure that 
the intended value is actually firmly in place  
–  (the head count is really reduced, the new business has really arrived ‐ no 

excuses) before the 'job is considered done'.  
–  Before anybody is paid a bonus for the change  

•    thanks Mark Rollings, for being so clear on this idea in your interview 3‐oct‐07! 



** examples of 'alluded to vaguely' (simplified, but quoted): ObjecTves 

•   • Achieve "One Corp." Vision 
•   • Perform accurate measurement 

 • Track Human Resources 
 • Enable Business alignment 
 • Enable ... sound management 
 • Replace (bad) tools with (beber) ones 
 • Faster response to business changes 
 • reducTon in costs.. 
 • beber planning 

•  So, how will we know if we have succeeded or failed on this project?  
•  Who is responsible is we fail to meet these fuzzy objec+ves?  
•  Who can "claim success and move on"? (Gerstner, IBM) 

 Source: Business problems: PID 2.0 August 2007, and earlier versions Oct 2006. 



We will manage you ‐> We will 
demonstrate results 

•  We need to move from  
– an axtude that 'we will manage IT investment'  

• to  
– we (the projects(s)) will enable any project 
investor to  
• THEMSELVES manage project investments smarter.  

• We need to demonstrate that  
– we can manage our own project,  
– and become a role model to other projects ‐  

• by gexng a clear value delivery focus at all +mes.  



From The Corpora+on gets beoer ‐> Stakeholders Get 
beoer 

•    We need to shiX our level of concern from 
–   the total business,  
–  TO  

•  looking at very specific 'Stakeholders' in the business  
–  (of which there are very many! Next slide = examples)  
–  and their special needs.  

• We need to deliver improvements to  
–  very specific stakeholders.  
– Not just the Business in general.  

•  This will enable us to deliver  
–  higher value earlier to the business,  
–  by focusing on special needs of cri+cal players. 



Stakeholders List , 
some samples of stakeholders 

•     
•   Project Manager 

    IT project Manager 
    Business project Manager 
 Business Owner   

•   Investment Decision Policy Maker 
•   Value Coach 
•   Investment Decision Board (IDB) 

 Value Management Office (VMO)  

 Por�olio Manager 
 Program Register Owner 
 Program Architect 
 Strategic Planner 
 Business Beneficiary (a specific 
stakeholder, but general concept) 
 COO 
 CTO 
 Program Manager 

 Auditor 
 AccounTng 
 Cost AllocaTon 
 IB 
 TIS 
 AM 
 The CorporaTon   
 PB 
 IT4IT 
 CIO 
 Legal 

 Accountable Employee 
 Accountable Contractor 
 PRE‐SELECTION COMMITTEE 
 SPONSOR 
 CFO 
 GENERAL COUNCIL 
 HR 
 IT CROSS DIVISION SPM 
 REGION 
 ============= External Stakeholders 
 The Tool 
 <other tool and service vendors> 















• End of slides intended for presenta+on to COO 
Friday Oct 6 2007 1400‐1500 



Governance Structure 
All Levels 

Note that projects themselves would be monitoring their value step by step 

•  The same basic governance structure at any 
level of investment percep+on 

Portfolio 

Program 

Project 

Facts 

Rules Responsibility 
For Action 

Project 
Set 



Governance Structure: from current plans 
PORTFOLIO

Bus Project “C”

Bus Project Manager

PROGRAM

“Investment Decision Board” 
(IDB)

Business 
Owner

Program 
Manager

IT Project “A”

IT Project Manager

Bus Project “B”

Bus Project 
Manager

“Value Management 
Office” (VMO)

“Value Cases”

Decisions

      Value
      Coaching

Policies
Benefits

Assessments
Progress

Status
Issues

Bus Project 
Manager



A Priori+za+on Policy 
we need to be more specific about the priori+za+on process 

•  How do we plan to evaluate and priori+ze 
projects? 

1.  By track record of value delivery from the 
current team? 

2.  By value/cost (ROI) projected? 
3.  One small project delivery step at a +me?y  
4.  By subjec+ve, responsible, execu+ve 

judgement ? 



Financial IT Examples  
of Top Management 

Planning 



The ‘Official’ Forgooen CIO Objec+ves: 
$60 Million in 1 Year 



Ini+al CIO Objec+ves 
Benefits:   
Reduce the costs associated with managing redundant / regionally disparate systems. 
Single global por�olio management system. 
  
Reduce overall spending with a reducTon in redundant iniTaTves. 
Governance structures ‐ system agnosTc. 
All projects in IT Por�olio system. 
  
Reduce IT spend on low priority work with beber alignment between IT and business demand. 
IT Por�olio Framework, Business Value metrics for prioriTzaTon. 
  
ReducTon in cost over runs. 
DefiniTon criteria for project success. 
 Metrics and excepTon reporTng for cost management. 
Linkage of actual costs to forecast. 
  
Increase revenue with a faster Tme to market.  
Knowledge management, project ramp up templates. 
 Provide quanTtaTve & qualitaTve benefits. State the consequences of project cancellaTon. 
 These need quanTficaTon, and then a plan for delivery and delivery measurement focus – on results not the process. 



Notes PM: The Objec+ves 
  
1. COO wanted us to write up the objective he gave on the fly, and that’s what he will present to CIO. 
  
EXTRACT OF COO 4 OBJECTIVES: 
CIO has shifted from One IT , to ‘don’t let my view on that stand in the way of <getting results>. <- COO. 
  
1 of 3 billion of new demand.  

1. Make sure it is for key  business goals,  
2. avoid duplication,  
3. not re-inventing the wheel 
4. I am interested in the MIS. Id like some good metrics about what’s coming off the 1 billion production line,  
(are we delivering on time, under budget, are customer satisfied, and are we delivering the value).<- COO My View 
  
If we were using Evo delivery, for most of the billion, and if I am wasting 40% 400 million/year) Id like to know and 

deploy it better.  
What is the cost of failure of processes used today.  Where do they come from (Requirements or what). <Root cause> 

I do not feel comfortable (am flying blind) we have the metrics to  manage the 1 billion. Where is my compliance 
for processes ( have requirements been inspected). I might use The Tool for this. <- COO 

  
my process; work on COO 4 goals, then check with previous The Tool objectives. 
  
  



Reminder of COOs Ini+al  4 main objec+ves 
for Single IT, text 22 Sept mee+ng 

•  1. “Make sure it is for key  business goals.” <‐ 
COO,  

•  2. “avoid duplica+on” <‐ COO,  
•  3. “not re‐inven+ng the wheel” <‐ COO 
•  4. “I am interested in the MIS. I’d like some 
good metrics about what’s coming off the 1 
billion produc+on line,  

•  (are we delivering on +me, under budget, are 
customer sa+sfied, and are we delivering the 
value).”<‐ COO My View 



DraX in Planguage of Objec+ves 

• Scope: the 1/3 of IT spend for New 
Demand <‐ COO  

• Top Objec+ves for RESULTS Projects 
•   
•  
  

•   



SPEC TEMPLATE: 
<Tag>: 
AmbiTon: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Measurement ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Scale: 

Past: 

Goal: 

Meter: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Rela'onships ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Type: 

Supports: 

Supported By: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Objec've Admin ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Version: 

Owner: 

Status: 

Scope:  

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Defini'ons ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

  

  

  



Business Result Alignment: BRA: 

•  Ambi*on: Maximize delivery speed, and sa'sfac'on 
level, of the Change the Bank Book of Work to 
achieve ‘key business goals’ 

•  Scale: % of Planned Value actually Delivered to the 
Business by defined [Time].  

•  Past [Corp., Time = Deadline, 2007]: X% (guess  
•   X < 30%??) <‐ tg 
•  Goal [Corp., Time = Deadline, 2009]: < 50%, maybe 
much more? 

•  Issue: can The Tool be exploited to track Value? 
•    



Avoid DuplicaTon: 

• Ambi*on: eliminate corporate efforts 
that duplicate other corporate efforts. 

• Scale: % of project investment that is 
Duplicated 

• Past [2007]: > 30%?? Wild guess 
• Goal [ 2010 ]  < 5%   hope 
•    



ExploiTng ExisTng Tools: 

• Ambi*on: make use of exis'ng tools, avoid 
reinven'ng the wheel. 

•  Scale: % by Total Investment Value that 
Arguably could be avoided by Profitably 
making use of Exis+ng Tools 

•  Past: 30%±30% ?? wild ini+al guess to start 
discussion tg 

• Goal [2012?, Corp. Wide]: ~ 100%   
•    



Results MIS: 

•  Ambi*on: deliver high‐significance real‐'me 
metrics, on cri'cal aspects, of project results 
and resources. 

•  Scale: % of defined [Key Project Data] available 
to management in real +me. 

•  Key Project Data: default: {% of Goal Delivered 
to date, Stakeholder Sa+sfac+on level, Value for 
Money} 

•  Past [Corp., 2007]: 0% 
•  Goal [Corp., 2010]: > 90% 



Business Result Alignment: BRA: 

Ambi+on: Maximize delivery speed, and sa'sfac'on level, of currently priori'zed business improvements, for ‘key business goals’ 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Measurement ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Scale: % of Planned Value actually Delivered to the Business by defined [Time].  
Past [Corp., Time = Deadline, 2007]:  X%  (guess  X < 30%??) <‐ tg 
Goal CS, Time = Deadline, 2009: < 50%, maybe much more? 
Meter: <The Tool?>   
Issue: can The Tool be exploited to track Value? 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Rela*onships ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Type: IT COO Level Project Objec+ve 
Supports:  
1. Por�olio Management Strategic Ini+a+ve {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not Quan+fied. 
2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas.  Not Quan+fied. 
3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC3 (Align Business Needs), OMSC6 (Resource Alloca+on), OMSC7 (Change Alignment). All quan+fied! 
Supported By: <The Tool>, Planguage, Evo 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Objec*ve Admin ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Version: 23 Sept 2007 
Sponsor:   CIO 
Owner:  , IT COO 
Status: draX tg for COO? ‐> TS 
Scope: : the 1/3 of IT spend for New Demand <‐ COO  
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  Defini*ons ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Planned Value: 
The monetary benefit es+mated for a given scope and dura+on, that we have formally es+mated the organiza+on would get as a result of mee+ng defined 

project requirements, at defined levels. 
 For example if a project had a requirement to save 1 hour per employee of learning to use a new IT applica*on, and that hour was measurably saved, then the 

value would be the cost of employee *me and overheads saved for a defined period, for a set of employees that needed to learn to use the system. For 
example for 1,000 employees learning the system in one year, the value would be the cost saving of their 1,000 hours save that year. 

Delivered: 
‘Delivered’ means actually put into place; so that there are no restraints on obtaining the benefits (savings, produc+vity, and consequent value) that was 

formally planned in the project. 
Business: 
‘Business’ means a real defined set of stakeholders, that we need to give the improved systems to in order to derive benefits and consequent value, when 

they access or apply the improved system. These stakeholders can be any set of employees, contractors, or customers. 
Planguage:  
a Corp.Tailored planning language, for projects, that demands formal planning of Planned Value for all cri+cal project performance (Improvement) 

requirements. Planguage has been used in Corp.Swiss, and is judged to a be a necessary supplement to Corp.requirements to deal with non‐use case 
requirements. 

Evo:  
a project management discipline that focuses on delivering measurable cri+cal requirements and consequent value, to stakeholders, in prac+ce, early and 

con+nuously. Evo is about value maximiza+on for the business. The frequent measured delivery of projects Business improvement, can be reported in 
terms of value delivery. It will keep projects and managers focussed on value delivery to the business. 



Avoid DuplicaTon: 
Ambi+on: eliminate corporate efforts that duplicate other corporate efforts. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Measurement ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Scale: % of project investment that is Duplicated 

Past [2007]: > 30%?? Wild guess 

Goal [ 2010 ]  < 5%   hope 
Meter: <manual es+mate of all projects.> 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Rela*onships ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Type: IT COO Level Project Objec+ve 

Supports: 
1. Por�olio Management Strategic Ini+a+ve {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not 

Quan+fied. 

2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quan+fied. 
3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC1 (One IT), OMSC2 (Top Down), OMSC4 (Common Methods), OMSC6 (Resource 

Alloca+on). All quan+fied! 

Supported By: <strategy not iden+fied yet>. <‐tg 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Objec*ve Admin ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Version: 23 Sept 2007 

Sponsor:   CIO 

Owner: ‐, IT COO 
Status: draX tg for COO? ‐> TS 

Scope: : the 1/3 of IT spend for New Demand <‐ COO  

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  Defini*ons ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Duplicated: 

Work that could to a substan+al degree (30% or more) be avoided and saved, by making use of another similar effort or 
investment – is ‘duplicated’. 

  
  



ExploiTng ExisTng Tools: 
AmbiTon: make use of exis'ng tools, avoid reinven'ng the wheel. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Measurement ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Scale: % by Total Investment Value that Arguably could be avoided by Profitably making use of ExisTng Tools 
Past: 30%±30% ?? wild iniTal guess to start discussion tg 
Goal [2012?, Corp.Wide] : ~ 100%   
Meter: <human evaluaTon of case by case basis, possibly a sample>. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Rela'onships ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Type: IT COO Level Project ObjecTve 
Supports: 
1. Por�olio Management Strategic IniTaTve {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not QuanTfied. 
2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not QuanTfied. 
3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC4 (Common Financial Mgt Methods). All quanTfied! 
Supported By: <strategies not idenTfied yet>  <‐tg 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Objec've Admin ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Version: 23 Sept 2007 
Sponsor: ‐ CIO 
Owner: COO, IT COO 
Status: drar tg for COO? ‐> CIO 
Scope: : the 1/3 of IT spend for New Demand <‐ COO  
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  Defini'ons ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Total Investment Value: 
EnTre IT budget, both new investments, and Run the Business costs. 
Arguably: 
A CORP. appointed human expert would argue that the cost could profitably be avoided if we reused some ExisTng Tool. 
ExisTng Tools: 
Tools {sorware, databases, hardware, contracts, development projects, methods, processes, and any other tool} for delivering/operaTng/

maintaining an IT system for the business. 
  
  



Results MIS: 
• Ambi+on: deliver high‐significance real‐'me metriCorp., on cri'cal aspects, of project results and resources. 
• ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Measurement ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
• Scale: % of defined [Key Project Data] available to management in real +me. 
• Key Project Data: default: {% of Goal Delivered to date, Stakeholder Sa+sfac+on level, Value for Money} 
• Past [CORP., 2007]: 0% 
• Goal [CORP., 2010]: > 90% 
• Meter: < manual evalua+on of projects not feeding a defined as useful set of data to The Tool, or another useful system for management>. 
• ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Rela*onships ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
• Type: IT COO Level Project Objec+ve 
• Supports: 
• 1. Por�olio Management Strategic Ini+a+ve {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not Quan+fied. 
• 2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quan+fied. 
• 3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC1 (One IT), OMSC3 (Aligning the Business), OMSC4 (Financial Transparency), OMSC5 (IT Risk Control), OMSC6 

(Resource Alloca+on), OMSC7 (Change Alignment). All quan+fied! 
• Supported By: 
• ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Objec*ve Admin ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
• Version: 23 Sept 2007 
• Sponsor: ‐ CIO 
• Owner: ‐ IT COO 
• Status: draX tg for COO? ‐> TS 
• Scope: : the 1/3 of IT spend for New Demand <‐ COO  
• ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Defini*ons ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
• Goal Delivered:  
• defined as: The Goal refers to a formally defined and approved quan*fied level of performance that a project is commiked to delivering. Goal sa*sfac*on is 

the primary priority of the project team. The Goal level is needed to enable or drive business performance. 100% of a goal means that the numeric goal 
is reached measurably in prac*ce. 0% means that no progress from a benchmark level has been made. 

• Value for Money:  
• defined as:  
• Project Value is defined as the es+mated (or measured) stakeholder consequence from the delivery of the main project objec+ves. This can be expressed in 

money terms. It will be for a defined set of assump+ons and for a defined +me period and scope. Money is the current real cost of gexng that Value in 
place (investment and opera+onal costs). 

• Stakeholder Sa+sfac+on Level: 
• Defined as: a survey set of measures from defined stakeholders about sa+sfac+on with a set of ques+ons about current opera+onal situa+on, and results of 

new technology implementa+on.  



Some Literature 

•  The ‘Priority Management’ book manuscript, 
by Tom Gilb: aimed at management Planning 
–   hop://www.gilb.com/community/+ki‐
download_file.php?fileId=76 

•  Compe++ve Engineering: the Handbook on 
the Planguage Method 
– See www.gilb.com for 2 chapter sample 

– hop://www.gilb.com/community/+ki‐
download_file.php?fileId=26 


