Results-driven Projects
Top level Critical Project Objectives:
How to quantify and control key
objectives at all levels of the project.




“Results-driven Projects”

| Speaker: Tom Gilb

! Subject: Results-driven Projects

| Event type: Workshop 3

! Interest field: Both

! Time: 08:30-11:30

! Location: BKS

|l Description: Top Level Project Objectives:

How to quantify and clarify the top level
objectives for critical 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 Objectives: how .
they differ from product or system ’ W \
objectives
- Stakeholder value analysis as basis for |
top level project objectives i \g :
- Project and project product objectives

how they relate to value objectives teraiie process, combloing

. research and analysis
 How to SPECI.fy a" valug/prpduct/ faciitated by a stage-by-stage
system ObjECtIVES quantltahvely client partnership appreach.

- How to relate different levels of
objectives to each other using Impact
Estimation Tables

- How to manage the early and \ ’
continuous delivery of quantified w
objectives using Evolutionary Project

management

- ExXamples and real case studies of all of
the above.




Horror Project
Requirements
Case

209 Market Success



Summary of Top ‘8" Project Objectives

| Defined Scales of
Measure:

—! Demands
comparative
thinking.

—! Leads to
requirements that

are unambiguously
clear

—! Helps Team be
Aligned with the
Business
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Real Example of Lack of Scales

1. Central to The Corporations business strategy is to be the world’s premier
integrated_<domain> service provider.

2. Will provide a much more efficient user experience
3. 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

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 productive system development
environment than was previously the case.

6. Will provide a richer set of functionality for supporting next-generation logging
tools and applications.

7. Robustness is an essential system requirement (see rewrite in example below)

8. Major improvements in data quality over current practices

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




The Lesson V/TE S A,

ollf management does not =
clarify the main reasons for a

software development
project, QUANTITATIVELY,

*llt can cost $100,000,000+ and
8 years of wasted time



What the Project Manager Wanted after
$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
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Main Hypothesis b’GiI:

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.! Quantify all the top few objectives

3. Estimate the value of reaching the objectives

4.! Get the objectives approved by top management
1.! This is not the same as project funding approval.
2.! It just says we would value reaching these objectives
3. And we don’t know of any better ones.

4.! Let a ‘qualified’ system architect decide the best way
to deliver the results.

1.! The big question 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.!

Define

Measure

Improve Analyze



1. Seamless ROCKfield data and workflow

Central to THE CORPORATION’s  -GILB,CQMMENT: The[e IS ,no attempt
to define .seam

ROCKTfield business strategy is to uantitative n}(,j Soetﬁs ttywvee /ﬁgl

be the world’s premier ea tyre and trac
INTEGRATED ROCKerId service -’;%es‘gnte.nt of the r?st of the requirement is an
provider. Software is a key ALY sedlie pel P o et ke
enabling technology towards Y o well fhese things will be
providing this integration. As an gone (1o performance or quality requirements for
active contributor to this overall DiShesult s, ikely, &0 28 Fhat fae function Is there
Strate.gy’ _Horror will prOVIde the ;i%%;gg?jntcoe'deﬁne the user experience — how
rollopng 415 0ot o ety the eng stat phat would

M MINESITE data We have not even g'%t close@o it.

coverage.

Horror will be able to tap a Gy 4

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:

No Active Object

R T e
3 B2-Di =

||||| Ctri-B2-Di M Object  Ciri-B1-B2-Drag:Scale Object

Structure map with uncertainty color overlay. White is low uncertainty, red is high uncertainty.



2. Dramatic boost in operational efficiency

HORROR will provide a

much. more efficient user
experience

by

automating a number of routine
activities ] o

and by removing restrictions on

when_or how numer of
activities may be performed.

These improvements include:
fdﬁ;{\ﬁu-g product generation HORROR will provide the

ng features
o Sgamatically ssale back the time Lt g clid s 10
Ba(?g%ﬁ?tgtle gng%rr o) 9v Iatevaerl's'}eqée ?gneegcrarﬁd g nerate %E% desired

= semi-automating and/or performing these activities as the data comes

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
222 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



3. Much easier to understand and use

A critical requirement
for HORROR's success is

to make the
software much
easier to
understand and

Uuse 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
duging 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).

o/ ‘To understand’ needs definition
(scale) and 'much easier’ needs
specification of numeric points on the
scale for various users and tasks.

o/  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).

*IThese 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

%7  “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,

—li.e. simple applications should
be easy to develop.

7 GILB COMMENT:
o 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! )
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5. Rich support for next-generation tools and applications

“HORROR will provide | | -G/ILB COMMENT:
_ - - Total lack of quantified definition of
la richer set of what this “Supportability” is.
fu nCtlonal Ity l.'gqcl?iyelgnzﬁ?”y be defined as a clear quantified
—Ifor Su ppo rt| ng a!esigl\r/nlaigzgz of nice sounding gratuitous
*hext-generation logging —Unj_ustifiefl in relation to the (undefined)
tools requirement.
- - - Alicense to keep on implementing all
*!land applications. these things endlesgly P J
—Iwith no end in sight
Provided features include: —and no responsibility for costs or effects.
Richer equipment e
model [ —
HORROR wiill =/ @
‘provide a

—Iricher equipment model that
—better fits modern hardware

configurations. '
N\

ACCESSIBILITY GUIDELINES

ATAG WCAG

developers users

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

HTML XML CSs SVG SMIL ETC




6. Rock solid robustness

] While robustness is an essential HORROR \

requirement in all its uses, it is especially critical ! GILB COMMENT:

in MINING applications where the much longer —! For once a reasonable attempt was
job durations afford software defects (e.g. made to quantify the meaning of the
/gvemo[y leaks) a greatly expanded opportunity requirement!

o surface.

—I But is could be done much better

! In this regard, |

*HORROR will provide the following features or ' .
attributes: —! As usual the set of designs to meet

. i the requirement do not belong here.
- _ _M inimal d_own _ time —And none of them make any assertion
ol A critical HORROR objective is to have

.. - A about how well (to what degree) they will
minimal downtime due to software failures. meet the defined numeric requirements.
*This objective includes:

— And as usual another guarantee of

—l Mean time between forced eternal costs on pursuit of a poorly defined
restarts > 14 days requirements is most of the content.
ol HORROR's goal for mean time between
forced restarts is greater than 14 days. -
ol Comment: This figure does not include i |
restarts caused by hardware problems, e.g. Y m—

i;:...a-..w B e e Aladaaninion e
wintiosi ) - .

poorly seated cards or communication hardware

that locks up the system. MTBF for these items

falls under the domain of the hardware groups. = . o el TS
- Restore system state < 10 oy o3 5 50 L el i e
minutes '

| Log scripts and test scripts, subsystem tests
- Built-in testability

J HORROR will provide the following features

and attributes to facilitate testing.
- Tool simulators




Rock Solid Robustness

Rock Solid Robustness:

Type: Complex Product Quality
Requirement.

Includes: { Software Downtime,
Restore Speed, Testability, Fault
Prevention Capability, Fault :
Isolation Capability, Fauit
Analysis Capability, Hardware
Debugging Capability}.




Software Downtime: (g BN

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
requirement?

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

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

Goal [B; 20087, Activity = Data Acquisition, Intensity = Lowest
level] = 300 days ??
Stretch: 600 days




Restore Speed:

Restore Speed: T
Type: Software Quality Requirement. I»

—p Weight
38C ..4p Load Factor
v Radial G (Gg)

Ambition: Should an error occur (or the user ¢
otherwise desire to do so), Horizon shall be
able to restore the system to a

grevmuﬁlﬁg saved state in less than 10 minutes. |~ %

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

Initiation: deﬁned as BOPerator In1t1at10n
System Initiation, ? ault =

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: T b 1 .
Type: Software Quality Requirement. e Sta 1 1ty .
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
mitiation.

Scale: the duration of a defined [Volume] of testing, or a defined

[&%?'L, tPI‘YgaCC(’)?‘If&?t?gI‘!ss]l.“" Level] of system operator, under defined

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 grames
entirely in software, Application specific Sogjhlstzcatlon, for dl”lllll’lzg — recorded mode simulation by
playing back the dump file, Application test harness console <-6.2.1 HFA

The Software Quality Iceberg

E i Exdon o\\ corraciness efficiency .
1| symptom / Quality \_ maintenance cost reliability
st
'“::‘ . r// program structure
| complexity
| Internal : .
% .lll’ Quality ., coding practices
g '\ coupling
K 2 testability
- maintainability peasaliiiy
~ o5 < |
readability flexibility -




/. Improved data quality

“Quality improvements from
Jjob planning

The inclusion of job
planners (see section xxx)
as part of the HORROR
mandate will provide major
iImprovements Iin data
quality over current
practices wherein the job
planning process is much
more haphazard. These
Improvements include:

Client requirements

capturjlng.._.” “HORROR’s largest step
towards |mprovm? data quality is freeing the
user from many of the mundane system and
data management tasks and thereby
5rowd|n_c|| more time to monitor and improve
ata quality.
-In addition, HORROR will provide the
followinlq features and attributes aimed at
this goal. (See also section xxx)

-Bame critical remarks as other requirements earlier.

-This is Not clearly defined, not
uantified.

*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
gggjcégt)gample of deeper thought on this vital

-bThe usual detailed de iﬂ]ns (“More flexible .
SRR BLSRR L 4 ThSisgijes need quantified
50 again masses of things to.
spend money on for badly defined
purposes.

¢ v

‘ @
Merge » B Clean
Match Match

Intervera’s four-step process uses the five separate Datallera modules
to validate data quality and integrate it into daily operations.

Monitor ¢ Proflle HealthCheck

G ourtesy Intervera Data S olutions




Project Manager Says

Hi Tom,.| did d had th
b PR L 03 B e
SO do apoldgize.

And I further apologize for taklng so long to
reg his -- as een a hectic week on top of
usy WO month

Given the scope of your recommendations,
| am_not terribly surpnsed that you did not
receive a response from Cf){oer management =

m.certain that they inten "fix" the project in
eir own way

We are, at ourIeveI trying to improve our
development processes, and

| am advocatlng that we understand and
|nc00,oora e your principles in our working
standards from here on out

| do appreciatel/\the starting point you given us.
Thanks again, and | hope you have a good
holiday season

SXXXX

About December 2006




22 April 2008

Project Manager Looks Back

Hi Tom, Sorry that | 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 | Project Manager
“‘unstable” due to too much development with too little gc.

We stopped,

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

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.

Desirable attributes of a

organisations and systems

()

Project Management
Methods and Tools

Experience and knowledge of educational

P
—! (but certainly not with the requirements rigor that you y- ) G
advocate - still an issue). i ‘,’{a h Ea&‘\
| would like to think that your advice had an influence on the T r,,q B ; o
outcome however much of the directive came from levels on “I’N &l 05 &
hlg.h to Yvhlch I'm n.c?t privy. | \\Q wa S ' 2’"
Fyi, M is very familiar with our project. Best regards,S L | ,/ﬂ

.
»
*
‘
»



S100-180 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 corporation.
There was never any quantified or testable
definition of the requirements.
There was never any direct link
—! from the project activity, requirements, or
architecture,
—! to these primary top management
el (CEO and next level directors) objectives.

The project was doomed from the start.

200,000,000

% M Ser
'-g W Ser
o 100,000,000
Q |
X
LLl
W

O ‘\ [ ]

10 Years



Top Manager Objectives

| 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.

HOW CAN Stars 'n Toads life at WorkRFun
A POWER NAP UH, www.workrfun.com by Bob Cole & Taylor Dobson
IMPROVE NOTHING,
| PRODUCTIVITY? BUT BOTHER SO, HE
Us. ACCOMPLISHES
WELL, MORE WHILE HE'S 7
WHAT DOES ASLEEP|
GULLY DO WHEN 7
HE'S AWAKE? CREATIVE
| = PRODUCTIVITY

22X
DO NOT

napw
e BOSS

) &




@ _®

Real (non-conripentiaL Version) example of an initial draft of

3@ setting the objectives that engineering processes must meet.
4@ 5@ Goal  Stretch 4@ 5
Business objective Measure  (200X)  goal (0X) | Volume Profit ~ Cash
Time to market Normal project time from GTio GT5 <3 mcS):6me | X X X
Mid-range Min BoM for The Corp phone <39 u s A 3 s X
Platformisation Technology|  # of Technology 66 Lic. shipping > 3Miyr i ol A v - X
Interface nterface unts ~ >1IM >13M A X
Operator preference Top-3 operators issue RFQ spac The Corp / g 5" X
Productivty I Ve:is
Get Torden Lyn goes for Technology oo in Sep-us X X
Fragmentation Share of components mu. led . ‘*’. X
Commoditisation awitching cost for a Ul to another System i ¢
The Corp share of 'in scope’ code in best- I fl e
Duplication seling device. =00%  >U5% A X
Competitiveness Major feature companson with MX ~ Same  Better| X A A
User experiance Key use cases superior va. competition 5 0 X A X
Downstream cost saving Project ROl for Licensees  »33%  >66%| X X X
Platformisation [Face Number of shipping Lic. 33 B X X X
Japan Share of of XXX sales  >B0%  >B0%| X X X

Niimhers are intentionallv chanoed from real ones

Version May 6, 2008

www.Gilb.com
Impact Estimation

Slide 26



Strategy Impact Estimation:
for a $100,000,000 Organizational Improvement Investment

Technical Sjrategies (-

Viking
Defend v
hardware Reference Technology User GG Defend s
Business Objectie 1@ agaptation Telephony designs  Face  Modulany 66 Took  Experce Craphics Seculy  OCD  Enterrse
Time fo market T A A
Mid-range ’ 15% T ? %% 0% % M 0% (0%
Pletformisafion Technology 4@ Bl e ah o % 0 Bk 0 0% 0% 5%
Iteriace &% *Iﬁ%‘ 15 DWE‘ t D?F 5;?‘ Ugn‘ Dgu‘ 10 D?F 10%)
Operator preference 0% i 0 o ! A B 0% 0% 2% % 0%
el Toen 01 I s 1uwmnp 1 u%szn% % % % 5
Commoditisatn e - ?E““' N S 1 AN AR AR - AR AR AR AN SR
Dugicalon | QK% o % o o m s o %
Compeltiveness | 1Lm (A A1 YA 17 AR | AR AR AR ARSNR /AR (/AR 174
User experience (fm D% O 0% X% 0% 0% % 0%
Downstraam cost saving 15‘?‘ ' j ). t“‘l Ve S% 0 0% 0% 0% 5%
Platformisation [Face oy A A% B A% % D% 0% 0% 0% %
Japan ] % W% 0% , % 0% T 5% 0% D% 0%
Contribution to overal resul 15% O 1 4% \ ll‘ ! f &%
Cost (EM) EL2BE 008 38 M E 1R i 23 1 ik EBB £ u; \ D‘u.: £ 060
ROl ndex (100-average) L0 S - A A om0 1@ w1
Version May 6, 2008 Slide 27

l 'W.C'b.com
I ct EMiimation
| L




The CEO Got His Money

! Showing Financial People
—IExactly what you will do for their money
—IlIs a powerful way to sell complex technology

—ISell them the results THEY are interested in

—IShow them Value for money
I Not Techie Expenditure

—IBe prepared to be responsible for delivering the
numbers you claim you can deliver
| Then maybe you will get funded next time too!



And Now A True War Story

| About Why Bad IT Requirements
—ICan lose a war in Iraq

—IOr at least make it drag on for years

#

SAUD)
ARAEIA)



AEDALY @
o
IRAQ Kuwait BUEBIYAN
ISLAND
AL-LIYAH
FAILAKA
|SLAND
ALMUTLA @ T
ALJAHRA @ e
AD-DIEDIEEA X
A KUWAIT
CITY
AASH-SHAQAYAH
BALSALMY

ALAHMAD) @ SFAHAHEEL

[
AS-SUBAYHIYA
SAUDI 7&
ARABIA @ AL-KHIRAN

o 40 KM ALWAFRA

volsma—

A Man Who understood that

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

30
“a bird in the hand is worth two in the Bush” <-tsg




The Evo Planning Week at DoD

Monday
—! Define top Ten critical objectives, quantitatively

—! 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 Estimation Table for Objectives/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

Requirements

and Architecture

|

Requirements

Design

Quality Control
(Construction/Acquisition)
Testing

Integration

Delivery -> Stakeholder
Measure & Study Results




STRATEGIES =
OBJECTIVES
Customer Service
7=»0 Violation of agreement
Availability

90% = 99.5% Up time

Usability
200 =» 60 Requests by Users

Responsiveness
70% =» ECP’s on time

3:1 Return on Investment
Morale
72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave e O e n

Data Integrity

88% =» 97% Data Error %

Technology Adaptability

75% Adapt Technology

(] [ [ [
Requirement Adaptability
ritica ectives
Resource Adaptability

Cost Reduction

FADS = 30% Total Funding W e r e d e C i d e d

Slide 32




Sample of Objectives/Strategy definitions

US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System

| Example of one of the Objectives:
Customer Service:

Type: Critical Top level Systems Objective

Gist: Improve customer perception of quality of service
provided.

Scale: Violations of Customer Agreement per Month.
Meter: Log of Violations.

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

Record [NARDAC] 0 ? € NARDAC Reports Last Year

Fail : <must be better than Past, Unknown number> €=CG

Goal [This Year, PERSINCOM] 0 “Go for the Record” €=
Group SWAG

@

2

T Oy o
e
. T
\ «
?\?/ ;
a/f 5
ot A ~(/ ¥ L L

AN - >
s e
% DAL

©

@

&

5

©



US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System

STRATEGIES 2 Technology Business People | Empow- | Principles | Business
Investment Practices erment of IMA Process Re-
Management engineering

OBJECTIVES

Customer Service
7=»0 Violation of agreement

Availability
90% = 99.5% Up time

Usability
200 =» 60 Requests by Users

Responsiveness
70% =» ECP’s on time

Tuesday

Productivity
3:1 Return on Investment

Morale
72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave

The Top Ten

Data Integrity
88% =» 97% Data Error %

Technology Adaptability
75% Adapt Technology

Critical Strategies

Requirement Adaptability
7 =>» 2.6% Adapt to Change

Resource Adaptability
2.1M =» ? Resource Change

For reaching the

Cost Reduction
FADS =» 30% Total Funding

<objectives
Were decided

Slide 34



Sample of Objectives/Strategy definitions W/
US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System  “%-%

Fares

A Strategy (Top Level of Detail)

Technology Investment:

Gist: Exploit investment in high
return technology.

Impacts: productivity, customer
service and conserves resources.



Wednesday:
Day 3 of 5 of ‘Feasibility Study

STRATEGIES > Technology Business People Empow- Principles | Business SUM
o ! We I I l a d e a ro u g h ” lnvestmer?t Practices g ermznt of IMA Process Re-

. OBJECTIVES M(ll]tlg(’l77(’l7f Cllgincel‘ing
eva I u atl O n Customer Service 50% 10% 5% 5% 5% 60% 185%
?=>»0 Violation of agreement
Availability 50% 5% 5-10% 0 0 200% 265%
—! of how powerful our O 20:3% Up time
0 p Usability 50% 5-10% 5-10% 50% 0 10% 130%
. . 200 =» 60 Requests by Users
St rategles m Ight be Responsiveness 50% 10% 90% 25% 5% 50% 180%
70% = ECP’s on time
l H - Productivity 45% 60% 10% 35% 100% 53% 303%
i In relatlon to Our 3:1 Return on Investment
. . Morale 50% 5% 75% 45% 15% 61% 251%
O bJ ectl Ves 72 = 60 per mo. Sick Leave
Data Integrity 42% 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%
88% =» 97% Data Error %
Technology Adaptability 5% 30% 5% 60% 0 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% 5% 260%

2 2 ? = 2.6% Adapt to Chz
/| Impact Estimation Table assdmmmgm:

2.1M =» ? Resource Change

Cost Reduction 50% 70% 0% T0% 507 50% 2307
—' O% Neutra I, no + FADS 2 30% Total Funding i i ’ i ’ ’ i
) SUM IMPACT FOR EACH 8% 780% | 305% | 390% 315% 679%
SOLUTION
I m pa Ct Money % of total budget 15% 4% 3% 4% 6% 4%
' 0 Time 7 (otal work 5% 5% 30% 0% 20% 8%
months year
—1 100% Gets us to Goal SUM RESOURCES 30 79 73 77 76 72
. BENEFIT/RESOURCES 76:1 147 13:3 279 121 39:5
level on time RATIO

—! 50% Gets us half way to
Goal at deadline

—! -10% has 10% negative
side effect

MEASURING HAND FOR GLOVE SIZE



DoDef. Persinscom Impact Estimation Table:

Designs

Design Idess -> Technology  Busines  Pesple Crmpewermens  rrimcpi of Business Process | Sum Requirements

. 50% 10% 5% 5% 5% 60% 1B5%
Requirements
Availabaliy 50% 5% 5-10% 0% 0% 200% 265%
2% <-> 99.5% Up time
Usahdliry 50% 5-10% 5-10% 50% 0% 10% 130%
200 <-> 60 Requests by Users
Responsiveness 5% 10% 0% 25% 5% 50% 180%
70% <-> ECP’s oo ome
Productivity 45% 100% 53% 303%
3:1 Retum on lavesment 50% R-> D Impacts ;, 61% 251%
Morale
72 <-> 60 per moath on Sick Leave
Darz Integrity 42% 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%
B8% <-> 97% Data Emor %
Technology Adapaability 5% 30% 5% 60% 0% 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 0%  75% 20% 5% 260%
? <-> 2.6% Adapt wo Change
Resource Adapeabilany 10% 80% 5% 50% 50% 75% 270%
2.IM <-> ? Resource Change
Cost Reduction S0% 40% 10% 40% 50% 096 240%
FADS <-> 30% Toul Funding
Sune of Performance 482% 280% 335% 390% 315% 649%
Moaocy % of total budget 15% 4% 3% 49 6% 4% 36%
Time % total work monthsiyear 15% 15% 20% 10% 20% 18% 98%
Sune of Casts 30 19 23 14 26 22
Performance to Cast Ratio i6:1 47 13:3 279 121 295




US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System

;,j“.:’ o ¥
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LA e
STRATEGIES > Technology Business People Empow- Principles | Business SUM
Investment Practices erment of IMA Process Re-
OBJECTIVES M(magemem engineering

Customer Service 50% 10% 5% 5% 5% 60% 185%
7=>»0 Violation of agreement
Availability 50% 5% 5-10% 0 0 200% 265%
90% = 99.5% Up time
Usability 50% 5-10% 5-10% 50% 0 10% 130%
200 =» 60 Requests by Users
Responsiveness 50% 10% 90% 25% 5% 50% 180%
70% =» ECP’s on time
Productivity 45% 60% 10% 35% 100% 53% 303%
3:1 Return on Investment
Morale 50% 5% 75% 45% 15% 61% 251%
72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave
Data Integrity 42 % 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%
88% =¥ 97% Data Error %
Technology Adaptability 5% 30% 5% 60% 0 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% 5% 260%
7 =» 2.6% Adapt to Change
Resource Adaptability 10% 80% 5% 50% 50% 75% 270%
2.1M =» ? Resource Change
Cost Reduction 50% 40% 10% 40% 50% 50% 240%
FADS = 30% Total Funding

SUM IMPACT FOR EACH 482% 280% 305% 390% 315% 649%

SOLUTION
Money % of total budget 15% 4% 3% 4% 6% 4%
Time % total work 15% 15% 20% 10% 20% 18%
months/year
SUM RESOURCES 30 19 23 14 26 22
BENEFIT/RESOURCES 16:1 14:7 13:3 27:9 12:1 29:5
RATIO




Thursday:
Day 4 of 5 of ‘Feasibility Study

STRATEGIES > Technology Business People Empow- Principles | Business SUM
[ ) I W | k d f Investment Practices erment of IMA Process Re-
. e O O e O r a OBJECTIVES Management | engineering
Customer Service 50% 10% 5% 5% 5% 60% 185%
o ?=>»0 Violation of agreement
Availability 50% 5% 5-10% 0 0 200% 265%
way to deliver S0 3y e
Usability 50% 5-10% 5-10% 50% 0 10% 130%
200 =» 60 Requests by Users
Responsiveness 50% 10% 90% 25% 5% 50% 180%

some stakeholder [p3ed o
Productivity 45% 60% 10% 35% 100% 53% 303%

3:1 Return on Investment

Morale 50% 5% 75% 45% 15% 61% 251%

72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave
re S u S ) n eX W e e Data Integrity 42% 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%

88% =» 97% Data Error %

Technology Adaptability 5% 30% 5% 60% 0 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
I Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% 5% 260%
(] 1 1 1 1 ? =» 2.6% Adapt to Change
. Resource Adaptability 10% 80% 5% 50% 50% 75% 270%
2.1M =» ? Resource Change
Cost Reduction 50% 40% 10% 40% 50% 50% 240%

FADS = 30% Total Funding

—! 1 i n C re a S e fro m SUM 1%%1%1} fool\lfe EACH 752% 280% 305% | 390% 375% 649%

Money % of total budget 15% 4% 3% 4% 6% 4%
(o) Time % total work 15% 15% 20% 10% 20% 18%
O /) months/year
SUM RESOURCES 30 19 23 14 26 22
BENEFIT/RESOURCES 16:1 14:7 13:3 27:9 12:1 29:5
RATIO

—11 stakeholder
—I1 quality
—11 week



Next weeks Evo Step?? Lot

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

| The step:
—! When the Top General Signs in

—!I Move him to the head of the queue
! Of all people inquiring on the system.

40




Our Hero ?




Software Engineering Productivity Study

ERICSSON 2

An example of setting objectives for process improvement

For 1997 with 70% software labor development content in products

Antenna

50 -200m

Non-Confidential

Main beam from a macrocell base station antenna 1



The problem

| Great Market Growth
Opportunities

| Too Few Software Engineers

ol Solution:

—!'Increase productivity of
existing engineers

kkkkk




The One Page Top Management Summary
(after 2 weeks planning)

The Dominant Goal

Improve Software Productivity in R PROJECT by 2X by year 2000
Dominant (META) Strategies

Continual Improvement (PDSA Cycles) ‘

.DPP: Defect Prevention Process
.EVO: Evolutionary 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}




The Ericsson Quality Policy:
ERICSSON 2

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

—teflect customer satisfaction,

—linternal efficiency
—bnd business results.

*lThe performance indicators are used in
controlling the operation.”

*lQuality Policy [4.1.3]



Levels of Objectives.

—! Fundamental Objectives Levels & “Life
—1 Strategic Objectives

wniverse
—! Means Objectives: wiliies |
_! stars l
—! Organizational Activity Areas. Plasie )
! Pre-study. E”**{t
T bicsphere
! Feasibility Study. S
&c_csis-\-QW\S
.! Executlon- Qomw\\}v\;“e,s
I Conclusion. _pogulelions
. . individuwal oY qomism £
—!I Generic Constraints M "
! Political Practical e
: : =4
! Design Strategy Formulation Ssswes |
Constraints =
! Quality of Organization e
Constraints =0
. subolomic ?w\-\c\(s \|
.| Cost/Time/Resource s

Constraints 4



Keeney’s: Levels of objectives.

—! 1. Fundamental Objectives _—

| (above us)

—I 2. Generic Constraints

*! (our given framework) Constraints

e
RALPH L.KEENEY

! Political Practical

\ d[u@- ! Design Strategy Formulation
FOCZ{,SKQI Constraints

sznkzng | Quality of Organization

A Path o Creative Constraints

Decisionmaking

| Cost/Time/Resource Constraints
—! 3. Strategic Objectives

| (objectives at our level)
—! 4. Means Objectives:
| (supporting our objectives)



The Strategic Objectives (CTO level)

—ISupport

! the Fundamental Objectives
(Profit, survival)

| Software Productivity:

—! Lines of Code Generation Ability
| Lead-Time:
! Predictability.
| TTMP: Predictability of
Time To Market:
| Product Attributes:
| Customer Satisfaction:

! Profitability:




‘Means’ Objectives:

—ISupport the Strategic Objectives
|Complaints:
| Feature Production:
*|Rework Costs:
lInstallation Ability:
!Service Costs:
! Training Costs:
|Specification Defectiveness:
|Specification Quality:
!Improvement ROI:

"Let no mawn turn astde,

ever so sLightLg,
from the broad path of honour,
ow 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 6




Strategies: (total brainstormed list)
‘Ends for delivering Strategic Objectives’

—Evo [Product development]:

—DPP [Product Development Process]:
Defect Prevention Process.

—Inspection?
—Motivation.Stress-Management-AOL
—Motivation.Carrot

—DBS

—Automated Code Generation

—Requirement -Tracability % , ,
@y 7\ °Brainstormed Suggestions?

—Competence Management
—Delete-Unnecessary -Documents
—Manager Reward:?

—Yeam Ownership:?

—Manager Ownership:?

*Training:?

*Clear Common Objectives:?
*Application Engineering area:
*Brainstormed List (not evaluated
or prioritized yet)?
*Requirements Engineering:
*Brainstormed Suggestions?
*Engineering Planning:

*Process Best Practices:

*Push Button Deployment:
*Architecture Best Practices:
Stabilization:

*World-wide Co-operation?



Principles for Prioritizing 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




“Software Productivity” =

Lines of Code Generation Ability

—!“Software Engineering net production in relation to corresponding costs.”

—lAmbition: Net lines of code successfully produced per total working hours needed to produce them. A measure of the

—! efficiency ('effective production/cost of p. : \

*5cale: [Defined Volume, kNCSS or kPlex] pe scale= [Defined VOlllme,

*ISoftware Development: Defined:

*Productivity calculations include Work-Hours kN css or kPIeXI per
*IMeter : <PQT Database and EPOS, CPAC>

—Comment: we know that real software pro
it is available in our current culture. AB, PK,

—P1: Past [ 1997, ERA/AR] < to be calculated

*! Past-R PROJECT: Past [ 1997, R PROJECT ] < to be calculated when data available, available Volume/Work Hours >
IPast-EEl: Past [1997, Ireland, Plex] ___ ??  kPLEX / Work-Hour. ' o [

«kadd more like LuleA>

*Fail [end 1998, R PROJECT, Same Reliability] 1.5 x Past-R PROJECT
<- RPROJECT AS 3 c" by 50%".

sure as

o
Bt

J: d'

I,
—I'50% better useful code productivity in 1.5 years overall” (0 L
*Same Reliability: State: The Software Fault Density is not worse than with comparable '

*GGoal [Year=2000, R PROJECT, Same Reliability] 2 x Past-R PROJECT,
—I[Year=2005, RPL, Same Reliability] 10?? x Past-R PROJECT

*Wish [Long term, vs. D pack.] 10 x Past-R PROJECT "times higher productivity" <-R PROJECT 961.1c

*Wish [undefined time frame] 1.5 x Past-R PROJECT <- R PROJECT AS 3 ¢ " by 50%"

—Lomment: May 13 1997 1600, We have worked a lot on the Software Productivity objectives (all day) and are happy that it is in
pretty good shape. But we recognize that it needs more exposure to other people.

\‘\

Company Software Fault Density measures <- 1997 R PROJECT Balanced Scorecard (PAii



Lead-Time:

—! "Months for major Packages" L e a d _Ti m e °
[ ]

Ambition: decrease months duration
between major Base Station package

release. INPUT TOPIC SELECTION MATERIALS CREATION DISSEMINATION

Scale: Months from TGO, to
successful first use for

—! major work station

’)

“uocoow
wscox0

OTa00009

ackage. : o4 1
P 9 E : H [ E C'S FINAL
—! Note: let us make a better = : PRODUCE
definition. TG 22 $
<> A 4
s/

Past [C Package, 1996?] 20? Months??
<-guess tg
Goal [D-package] 18 months <- guess tg

Goal [E-package and later] 10.8 Months
<- RPROJECT 96 1.1 a "40% > D"

Goal [Generally] ??? <- R PROJECT AS 3a

—! "10% Lead-Time reduction
compared to any benchmark".

b4
(-N-""o"‘ I -n-unx-‘!('ﬁ)
.’
( 4Zm4zZO0 -wamx-e)
v

-

wommz
HImIoumanp

(FEEDBACK LOOP)

10



Predictability of Time To Market:

| TTMP: Predictability of Time To Market:

Ambition: From Ideas created to customers can use
it. Our ability to meet agreed specified customer and
self-determined targets.

—1Scale: % overrun of actual

Project Time compared to
planned Project Time

—! Project Time: Defined: time 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: written approved
Quality requirements for products with respect to
Planned levels and qualifiers [when, where,
conditions].
And, other requirements such as function,
constraints and costs.
Meter: Productivity Project or Process Owner will collect data
from all projects, or make estimates and put them in the
Productivity Database for reporting 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 quoting Harlan Mills in IBM SJ 4-80

“all projects on time 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

STRENGTHS

«

~ Domain Competency.

"~ Technology Expertise

Methodologies &
Frameworks

. Quality Processes
Secure Infrastructure
Global Workforce

‘Customer Focused

Management

END TO END SERVICES

=
=
=
7}
o
o
(e}
X
o
w
=
<
=

CUSTOMER Satisfaction

Time to Market
Predictability
Reduced TCO

Value Add




Product Attributes:

Product Attributes: ) “SErvicE
—!| “Keeping Product Promises.” i s 4 y s et
=

—!| Ambition: Ability to meet or beat e ' —
agreed targets, both cost, time and

qgalit})l. (except TTMP itself, see il L. AN
above
| Scale: % +/- deviation from | -
[defined agreed attributes G S g
with projects]. OLELE -

NOLELS o J)

| Past [1990 to 1997, OUR DIVISION] at
least 100% ??7?

200
—! <- Guess. Not all clearly defined and _ = 435 (182
differences not Yk : | 425 (161)
! tracked. TSG g WA . A g ;le:';";o)
Goal [Year=2000, R PROJECT] near0% Evwo| * % sos =l [/ | s
negative deviation <- TsG for S 2578
discussion. PO o s T— )

Weslgiard Prﬁk{dlﬂc Warrri\ing Rules

Run Accepted



Customer Satisfaction

TOTAL CUSTOMER SATISFACTION

Customer Satisfaction:
“Customer Opinion of Us”

Scale: average survey
result on scale
of 1 to 6 (best)
Meter: The Company
Customer
Satisfaction Survey : |
Past [1997] 4 <= Supplier Partnership =i 4
Goal [1998-97] 5 <-R
PROJECT96 1.1 b

13



Profitability

! Profitability:
—1“Return on Investment.”

—1Ambition: Deqgree of

saleable product ready
for installation.

—IScale: Money Value of
Gross Income derived by

/[All R PROJECT
roduction OR

! defined products] for
! [Product Lifetime OR

!a defined time period]

14



‘Means Objectives’ Samples
They use the
same definition process
as we use for the higher level objectives

15



Means Objectives B
K B,L Q‘k‘
| “support Strategic Objectives” 1\3 t%fj
| Summary: ’; (i
—I'"Means Objectives' are

| not our major Strategic Objectives (above),

| but each one represents areas which if improved
—!will normally help us achieve our Strategic Objectives.

—!I'Means Objectives have a lower priority than
Strategic Objectives.

—IThey must never be ‘worked towards’

! to the point where they reduce our ability to meet
Strategic Objectives. 16



Complaints

Complaints:
"Customer complaint rate to us"
Ambition:

Means Goal: for Customer Satisfaction
(Strategic).
Scale: number of complaints per customer in
[defined time into <operation>]

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

Goal [Long term, software component, in first
6 months in Operation] zero complaints <-
RPROJECT961.1b

"zero complaints on software features”
Impacts: <one or more strategic objectives>

17



Feature Production:

Feature Production:

| "ability to deliver new features to
customers”

-1 Ambition: reverse our decreasing

ability to deliver new features <- R
PROJECT AS 1.1

Release
12.3T

—! Scale: Number of new prioritized ;
<Features> delivered successfully to |

Major =

Feature Set Frozen—NMaintenance ONLY

customer per year per software iy P ————
development engineer. B -' s .
\‘.‘ ’L_ \ { "‘r, , 7L, 1“
; " : elease: )| W W p | ) | W
—! Too Little: Past [1997] ?? "estimate et y—_—_y—_Jy—_)
needed, maybe even definition of p ¥y A ‘ ,
featu re" New Features and Hardware Support

Note: Technology releases are those Ciscol0S Software releases that introduce new featuras. functionality. and hardware support

—! Goal [1998-onwards] Too Little +
30% annually?? <-For discussion
purposes 1sG.

—!1 "we need to drastically change our

ability to effectively develop SW" <- R
PROJECT AS 1.1

18



Improvement ROI:

Improvement ROIL:

"Engineering Process Improvement Profitability"” SOF TWII{A(IQIEJ (Igg OCESS
Ambition: Order of magnitude return on investment in process IMPROVEMENT ;

improvement. _—
Metrics for
Project Managers and Software Engineers
Scale:
The average [annual OR defined time term] Return_
on Investment in Continuous Improvement as a ratio

of [Engineering Hours OR Money

Note: The point of having this objective is to remind us to think in terms
of real resu/tsf}‘or our process improvement e/7‘ort, and to remind us
to prioritize efforts which give high ROI. Finally, to compare our
results to others. <-TsG

Record
____[Shell NL, Texas Instruments , Inspections] 30:1 <-
Independently published papers TsG DAVID FE. RICO
Foreword by Dr. Roger S. Pressman
Past
__ [1BM RTP, 1995, DPP Process] 13:1 <- Robert Mays, Wash DC 2004

test conference slides TsG

[Raytheon, 1993-5, Inspection & DPP] $7.70:1 <- RDE Report
Eage 51 (S4.48 MS0.58M) Includes detail on how calculated. PK
as copy.

[IBM STL, early 1990's] Average 1100% ROI (11:1) <- IBM Secrets pp32.
PK has copy. NB Conservative estimate. See Note IBM ROl below. 19



Finance Organization Case

! This case, 2007, is about defining an improved
financial IT organization

! For a large multinational

@ Kaizen and Radical Innovation

e New Product Development Synergies

"It's not the big that eatthe small... it's "0 snail, climh Mount Fuji
the fastthat eat the slow." with no hurry "

Radical Innovation Kaizen
echnology, Design )-bProductionF Market

Continuous Improvement

(Kaizen)

Radical
Innovation
1000ventures.com



Defining
the Premier
IT Organization

Presentation
to XXXXX

from Tom Gilb

Intended for his reuse. May 2007
Updated Front End: May 4 17:5
Sanitised for Public Example Use



The Premier IT Organization

e! Our new ‘fact-based’ CORP IT
culture:

—!' Organizational Culture -> Quantum
Improvements

-5 PiIIars Deﬁned in terms of
measurable Ber ormance attributes
(Scorecard KPI’s) of our organlzatlon

! Present Levels of IT organization’s
performance = numeric

ol Best Practice Levels = numeric

o! Our Future Planned Goal levels = numeric
—! Why?

! Differentiate ourselves competitively from

competitors
—!I Competitive Advantage

o| Communicate much better/clearer/
focussed with everybody

—!' Faultless Communication
o! Faster Response to change needs
—I Agility
! Radical improvement in capability and

smart decision-making for our
professionals and managers

—! Superior Decisions




The Premier IT Organization is based
on the Pillars

! Pricing
—! because we must deliver high
return for investment

ol Quality
—! because quality determines our
business capability
o! Capability
—! because IT organizational capability

determines our capacity to serve the
business competitively

ol Risk

—! because managing risk, reduces |
unnecessary surprises

e! People ¢

—! because we need the best minds,
equipped with the best tools




Pricing Pillar: Managed Elements

! Estimation Skills: ability to understand what
things really cost

—!' because we need realistic understanding of
costs, to make smart investment decisions
ol ROI: Business Benefits related to real costs

—! Superior return on IT Organization Improvement
Investments
e/ Cost Level: our recurrent costs of delivering
service
—|  because we need to learn to work smarter, not
harder
e/ Budget Commitment: our ability to stay
within budgets and deadlines
—! Because we need ability to deliver essential value
within planned budgets

! Relentless Waste and Cost Reduction: 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
productivity.
—!I' because we can multiply business peoples

productivity greatly by premier interface
design

Maintainability: fast and safe fixes and ; ;
enhancements Organizational Excellence

—!' because we cannot tolerate errors and small
Irritations
Flexibility: ability to change/adapt to new
business and technical situations, without | :
disproportionate costs methods to
—!I' because we must expect big changes, and achi
design to live competitively with them
Scalability: ability to grow volume
without disproportionate costs
—!I' Because we must expect growth, but not
disruption
Security: absolute trustworthy IT systems,
for any threats

—!I' because we can outwit the threats, and
build trustworthiness

The Five Pillars of

;(-.""_ — CTT Presenting a
T

.... bt M ¥ Ve 9 quintet of

------




Capability Pillar: Managed Elements

Commitment Capability: ability to deliver against
commitments

-1 Because we need to avoid eating up perceived profit

—!' Because we need to deliver when the business needs it
Communication: avoiding the waste of imperfect
communication

—!' Because we need to reduce the calendar time to get it right

—! Because we need to reduce the cost of wasted effort

—!I' Because we can not afford to waste time of our great IT and
business people

Resource Deployment: smartest prioritization of our
resources
—! Because we we need to outsmart the competition

—!I' Because we need to quickly move resources to the best
investment

Business Alighment: deep and conscious specific alignment
to real business needs
—!' Because that is our main reason for being

—!I' Because we can deliver superior business capability by
focusing better
Competitive Advantage: giving our business the best tools
to nght tor profitable business
—!' Because that is the main competitive battleground for us

Platform Capability: making sure that current IT platforms

do ndot reduce our capability to deliver what the business
needs

—!I Because we cannot afford to restrict the business because of
technology




Risk Pillar: Managed Elements

! Mandatory Risk Control: risks we are
legally obliged to tackie at any
necessary cost

—! Because we have no choice,
trustworthiness

! Discretionary Risk Control: risks we can "
choose to tackle be cause it pays off or '—E“""'—jﬁ
is good business y E —

—! Because we have a choice and can create - |

i
—

competitive 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 Continuity Risks: risks that
might cause partial business disruption

—| 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

pest decision process

—!I' Because great minds are an awful thing to waste on poor
data and bad decision-making processes.

Enthusiasm: | love my job and the assignments | am

getting.
—! Because Bo_sitive enthusiasm is the fuel that drives us
towards being the Premier IT organization

Empowerment: | have the power, budget and

discretion to reach our goals.
—!I' Because strong empowerment is necessary for Premier
level responsibilities
Commitment: | can’t imagine a better place to develop
my career

—| ‘IE%ecause we need to retain the best people in the long
erm

Teamwork: the ability to effectively help a team reach
their goals

—! Because everything we do is a team game
Learning Ability: the abili_1(:jy for groups and individuals
to systematically and rapidly learn from experience.

—! Because our game is complex and the fastest learners are
the winners




IT Planning Policy Summary

4, MY MISSION STATEMENT AT YOUR SERVICE - I give you a quantitative and

e
| We are goin
n
° qualitative impact analysis on the performance of your policy objectives of alternatives
o Increase ke
( ) e events in the world
O u r fO C u S s rules and changes of rules (laws, directives...)

I help you answering your questions in support of the decision process of your Unit, within a
multi-level set-up of Public Units. I help you to assess and quantify policy issues, taking into
account the points of view of the Administration, the Minister and the Citizens.

s your decisions, projects and strategies

| By
Quantification,
of:

—lObjectives

Your question interests me

QUESTIONS I COULD ANSWER FOR YOU :

guantify alternative fiscal policies in a Federal State;
define budget control strategies or conceive budgetary
norms in a Federal State;

define the regulatory set-up in a network industry;
obtain the win-win result of your international trade
negotiations

determine the optimal long term financial management
of the public debt in 3 Federal State;

quantify a waste and pollution plan as a function of
economic activity;

measure the budgetary impact of a mobility plan;
project the demographically and economically

[ ]
—! Strategies
determined financial equilibrium of the social security...

_! P ra Ctica | S ,,hiA*,ﬁ_‘WHAT IS YOUR PRECISE QUESTION? Ask me now
Progress
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1. Quantified Quests: POLICY

| The formal, official, and agreed definition of our
ambitions is,
—!'fully defined in our quantified objectives:
—!I“CORP IT Organizational Objectives”

!l Actions supporting:
—l continuously update these objectives. o

—lupdate and review specific plans for reaching these
objectives.

—Itrack actual progress towards objectives, and deal with
deviation.



2. Critical Competence: POLICY

el Qur primary priority is |
—Ito systematically get better, |
—! in critical areas of competence@ 6 @7/,(

| Consequently, we need to :
—! ldentify currently most critical improvement areas.

—! ldentify the numeric Goal level of of Premier
Performance.

—!I Make sure resources are allocated to the critical areas.



3. Measurable Meritocracy : ‘1 jack

'\\L‘]kl'l

POLICY WINNING

| Our continuous and long-term ambition is

—!'to clearly be the measurably superior IT Organization,
—lcompared to our competitors.

! Consequently we need to:

—I'Benchmark: Find out the levels of performance in our
critical areas, exhibited by competitors, and by leading IT
organizations.



4. Prioritize Profit: POLICY

| Change investment proposals

—! that have the highest Benefit/Cost ratios

—! should get the highest priority
—! for near-term implementation.

Mutual information

BN (6} (o)} ~ oo (o]
T T T T T

PSPIEL

N
Optimal
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Principles of The Premier IT
Organization

| The IT Planning Policy leads to some practical
principles for planning;
—!'All based on the notion of quantifying critical factors,

in order to: e NEX, Worop el

Foous On and Esecute Top Priorities

el get control over our results STEPHEN R.

! focus intensely on priorities COVEY

anlbyﬂ yrem W Sl

el communicate clearly s P




Principles of
Premier IT
Organization

Tacit Dialogue Explicit
Socialization Externalization
. Sharing experiences Writing it down
Tacit | Observing, imitating Creating metaphors
Brainstorming and analogics
without criticism /\ Modeling
Field [\
Building \ )/
Internalization Combination
Access to Sorting, adding,
Explicit | codificd knowledge categorizing

Goal based training

Mcthodology creation
Best practices

Learning by Doing

Linking

Explicit
Knowledge



Principles Summary: see next =2

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 prqg_ected effects of your
improvement inifiative, 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 OUR PERMANENT AMBITION.
strategy is really workln%. If not, _¥ou 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 Ambitions:
Focus on Being Customer-Relevant!

el Our ambitions must be

—! quantifiably relevant to our business,

! not blindly copying competitor’s methods and levels of
competence.




2. Quantified Ambitions:
Quantification Clarifies and
Communicates

| Our ambitions for improvement are
—lalways quantified,
—lin terms of useful Organizational Results,
—lthat can be clearly related to Business Results.



3. Smart Prioritization:
Prioritize Profitability!

Our short term plans are
—I'made with a quantification of benefits and costs
—!'of our most critical priorities;

—!I'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 initiative
—I'then you have probably failed,
—l'and should at least learn why you failed.



5. Planned Proof:
Prove it in practice!

| yvou must plan, budget for and carry out

—learly pilots,

—lacceptance and operational measurement
of how your initiative 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 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

—I cannot get priority over those that do have them.



Pillars

Pricing =~ Quality  Capability Risk

People



Defining A Premier IT Organization

in terms of the Pillars _
What

Strategic IT Objectives

! Quantified Performance Objectives O ettt
—! Past Performance
! (how ‘bad’ are we today?)
—! Best known levels of performance
! (us, competitors) i Hox bod?
—! Goals: short term and longer term

! (becoming “Premier”)



Defining Strategies for Reaching
Goals How

Strategies
How we plan
to meet Strategic IT Objectives

el Quantified-impact Strategies
—!I means objectives:
| quantified future supporting levels of performance, or
—! specific strategies
! for getting to strategic objective levels
—!I And the quantified expected impacts of these strategies on
our strategic Goals can

—! be estimated in an Impact Estimation Table,
—! or in the specification of the strategies themselves (“Impacts” )



Defining Premier IT Organization

How %How 1000?
SR S

ke i Yo Ho
==




Pricing Pillar Model

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



Detail on Estimation Ability




Defining Scales of measure

Premier [T Organization

X X

| |
Estimation Ability Other "Pricing' Attributes

Money Cost Estimation Ability Work Effort Estimation Ability  Duration Estimation Ability

Scale: % deviation of Scale: % deviation of Scale: % deviation of final
final real money cost final real work effort real calendar time duration
compared to specified compared to specified compared to specified
(approved budget) (approved budget) (approved budget)
estimated money cost, estimated work effort, estimated calendar time
for defined for defined duration, for defined

[Capability]. [Capability]. [Capability].



Quality Pillar Model

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

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



Capability Pillar Model

I
Estimation Commitment Ability

Human Capability Business Alignment Competitive Advantage

| I | \ Scale: number of

Human Communication Ability ~Human Resource Adaptability — geale: % ratio of times a strategy or

: other plan element
Alignment Defects directly references this

Scale: % probability that Scale: the Calendar Time to total Alignment (Impacts: Competitive
defined [Message Types] needed to Redeploy Opportunities Advantage) or we

are in practice interpreted defined [Resource Types] (= Alignment judge any defined

as intended for defined [Task Types] of Defects + strategy, or impact, to
by defined [Sender Type], defined [Priority] Alignment Items). give our clients

by defined [Recipients] with defined [Effectiveness]. significant Competitive
under defined [Conditions], Advantage per Logical
for a defined Page of planning

[Communication Process].



| RisWel

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].



People Pillar: Managed Elements*

* not detailed elsewhere yet :)

[
P e O e P I a r « 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: | love my job and the assignments | am getting.

— Because {gositive enthusiasm is the fuel that drives us towards being the
Premier IT organization

. EmpI owerment: | have the power, budget and discretion to reach our
goals.
— Because strong empowerment is necessary for Premier level responsibilities
« Commitment: | can’t imagine a better place to develop my career
— Because we need to retain the best people in the long term
« Teamwork: the ability to effectively help a team reach their goals
— Because everything we do is a team game
« Learning Ability: the ability for groups and individuals to systematically
and rapidly learn from experience.
— Because our game is complex and the fastest learners are the winners




Objectives Hierarchy [CIO Level]

Strate . [C10] PSEE—

Ve ans
Obje tives
[CIO /iewl]




Pillars Support Quantified Higher-level Objectives

Y
M

Pricing Quality Capability Risk




Example

| How would you measure:

?

ol “Human Communication Ability” «

—ISee next slide =2



Example of Generic Pillar Objective

If this detail is ‘too much’ see next slide!

el  Human Communication 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 practice not interpreted
or interpretable, as intended, by defined [Sender Type], by defined
[Recipients] under defined [Conditions], for a defined [Communication

Process].

| Meter: Specification Quality Control, and Agile Inspections, can be used to
measure this to some degree. But only for People via Document, not
Direct Oral communication.

—! Source: Gilb: CE book, SQC Chapter, and Agile Inspection paper (included in kit
sent with this suggestion).

! Past: 60 to 200 Major defects/Page <- assertion TG based on Inspection data

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



Sorry About all the detail!

| Human Communication Ability:

—Kcale: “unintelligible ideas”
*IMeter: count fuzzy words and statements

lPast: awful! 100 or more fuzzies per
page!
*lGoal : almost totally clean!



Example of Same Objective, 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 de ined [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 Plangua\%le 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!
*l[Human Communication Ability [IT
Requirements]:
—8cale: density of fuzzies per page
*Past: > 80
*Best Practice 10
*Goal: <1



Notice how the ‘[Qualifier]’ helps us zoom in on real
and specific problems of high priority?

[ 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 ]



[Qualifier] Simplified

(go back a slide if this is not detailed enough!)
1.! Requirements Page
2.! Analyst writes it
3.1 IT rewrites it clearer
4.! Starting with ordinary text
5.!'Deadline = End 2008 ,
6.! Business Area = IT



Moving Towards a Specific best
Practice Goal

® Majors/Page

B Human Communication
Ability [Requirements
BA to IT]

Our Past Best Our Goal
Practice
Level



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




Top Level Practical Strategy

! Clarify Requirements:
—!I Type: Complex Strategy

—!I' Includes {Planguage Requirements, Requirements
SQC, London DV Pilot}.

—! Supports: Human Communication Ability [IT
Requirements].Goal [End 2008].

—! Impact: 100%
—I' Assumptions: serious focus and management
support for 1.7 years, to get to 1.0 majors/page.

— —m e Sub-strategy definitions ------
—! Planguage Requirements.Training:

—! Planguage Requirements.Mentoring

—! Sample Inspections with Exit Control



Simplified
! Clarify Requirements:

—IHere is how we are going to make sure that our
requirements are extremely clear!

—l<- “High-Quality, innovative and cost-efficient
technology solutions, giving a unique competitive
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 participate in
this initial trial. The subject is writing requirements to the defined Rules

for IT requirements. The basis teaching is Gilb, Planguage as in
“Competitive 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 writing cost: assumed to not be more than sloppy writing.
Implementation Person Responsible: ?
Pilot projects: X, Y, Z
Initiation Date: 1 June 2007
First Results: within 3 weeks

Intermediate Results (< 10 Majors) within 6 months of initiation on all pilot
projects

Final Results: End 2008 ( the 1.0 defects)



Simplified
—IPlanguage Requirements.Training:

! Train requirements writers to write exceptionally clearly.

! “Improve: drive significant process improvement ...”
el<- CIO, slide 7 April 18 2006



Detailed Sub-strategy 2 of 3

—I'Planguage Requirements.Mentoring:
| Type: Strategy
| Component of: Clarify Requirements.

! Summary: Consultant helps trained IT requirements writers
practice on real requirements.

!l 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

—IPlanguage Requirements.Mentoring:
| Make sure clear requirements training works immediately.

| “Maximize IT execution and responsiveness for selected
high-priority business initiatives that will enable competitive
advantage” <- CIO, slide 13 April 2006



Detailed Sub-strategy 3 of 3

Sample Inspections with Exit Control:

Type: Strategy
Version: May 3 2007 tg
Summary: Agile Inspection (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 Specification Quality Control: Shifting emphasis from cleanup to
sampling defects” (in Documentation package following this paper, and downloadable from www.gilb.com)

Process Detail: in Gilb, CE book page 244-45.
*lAgile SQC Process
*ITag: Agile SQC. Version: April 18, 2005. Owner: Tom@Gilb.com. Status: Revised Draft.
—lEntry Conditions
*IA group of two, or more, suitable people* to carry out Agile SQC is assembled in a meeting.
*IThe people have sufficient time to complete an Agile SQC. Total Elapsed Time: 30 to 60 minutes.
*IThere is a trained SQC team leader at the meeting to manage the process.
—IProcedure
*IP1: Identify Checkers: Two people, maybe more, should be identified to carry out the checking.

+IP2: Select Rules: The group identifies about three rules to use for checking the specification. (My favorites are clarity (‘clear enough to test’),
unambiguous (‘to the intended readership’) and completeness (‘compared to sources’). For requirements, | also use ‘no optional design’.)

*IP3: 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 representative 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.

*IP4: Instruct Checkers: The SQC team leader briefly instructs the checkers about the rules, the checking time, and how to document any defects, and then
determine if they are major defects (majors).

*IP5: 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 violations) they have found in their page.

*IP6: Report Results: The checkers each report to the group their number of ‘possible majors.” Each checker determines their number of majors, and
reports it.

*IP7: Analyze Results: The SQC team leader extrapolates from the findings the number of majors in a single page (about 6 times** the most majors found
by a single person, or alternatively 3 times the unique majors found by a 2 to 4 person team). This gives the major-defect density estimate. If using more
than one sample, you should average the densities found by the group in different pages. The SQC team leader then multiplies the ‘average major
defects per page density’ by the ‘total number of pages’ to get the ‘total number of major defects in the specification’ (for dramatic effect!).

*IP8: Decide Action: If the number of majors per page found is a large one (ten majors or more), then there is little point in the group doing anything,
except determining how they are going to get someone to write the specification ‘properly’, meaning to acceptable exit level. There is no economic
point in looking at the other pages to find ‘all the defects’, or correcting the majors already found. There are simply too many majors not found.

*IP9: 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 better
still a few words, to capture their verdict.

—IExit Conditions

«lExit if less than 5 majors per page extrapolated total density, or if an action plan to ‘rewrite’ the specification has been agreed.



Simplified

—ISample Inspections with Exit Control:
!/ Count unintelligible wording in requirements.

| “Integrate: Our objective is to achieve absolute
excellence in operational efficiency and effectiveness, ...
every day to our clients” <- CIO, April 18, 2006, slide 8



Strategy Implementation Task List

—ITasks [Clarlfy 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, quantified variables,
constraint and target levels, justification for example). -> Tom Gilb,
or Process owner if identified yet.

! T4: determine Exit level: initially 10 majors/page, later target max
1.0 per page. -> Tom Gilb or Process owner if identified yet.



Simplified

—ITasks for Clarify Requirements strategy

—ICheck early, to make sure it works as expected,
against excellent standards.

! “Improve: our objective is to deliver the highest
possible level of agility and responsiveness in meeting
our clients strategic technology needs, and deliver state
of the art solutions...” <- The CIO, April 18 2006, slide 8



Summary: Strategy Focus

| The previous slides should give you
—! a completely realistic view of practical strategy planning
—!'in order to reach a focused and narrow goal level.

/' Next we will look at:
—! Impact estimation
! How do we quantify the goodness of strategies w.r.t. goals
—! and Evolutionary planning

! How do we find small doable steps for fast practical delivery of real results?



Quantifying the CompIeX|ty

Impact Estimation <.cecns

Strat.> Clarify Uncertainty | Evicence Saurce

Credibility

Actwal

Obiectives Requirements To date
Human o/ £20% Major Bank | T. G 0.8 0% befor
R 1 00 0 London start

Communication dihaance

Ability 80<->1 def.{n End 2008 29035

Quality Weakness >10% 7
(possible side effect)

Refiability >10% 7
(possible side effect)

Premier level (possible | 39,7
side effecs)

Impact Estimation
makes us think deeply
And communicate clearly
And commit and take responsibility.

Scary for the incompetent!




Impact Estimation <ca;

Strat-> Clarify Uncertainty | Evidence Source Credibility | Actual
Objectives Requirements To date
Human 0 +20% Major Bank | T. Gilb 0.8 0% before
Communication 100% eonce start
Ability 80<->1 def./p E 2003-5
nd 2008
Quality Weakness >10% ?
(possible side effect)
Reliability > 10% ?
(possible side effect)
Premier level (possible | 39,7
side effect)
Regulation 29%?
Conformance (possible
side effect)
Development Quality | 209,?
Levels
(possible side effect)
Data Security 7%7?

(possible side effect)




Im paCt ES.ti maﬁOn 100% = meets Goal on time

Strat-> Clarify Uncertainty | Evidence Source Credibility | Actual
Objectives Requirements To date
’/ N
Human 100% 30% Major Bank | T. Gilb 0.8 0% before
; ; (o) London start
Communication B, experience

Ability 80<->1 def./p “End 2008 2003-5

Quality Weakness >10% ?
(possible side effect)

Reliability > 10% ?
(possible side effect)

Premier level (possible | 39,7
side effect)

Regulation 29,7
Conformance (possible
side effect)

Development Quality | 209,?
Levels

(possible side effect)

Data Security 7%7?
(possible side effect)




I m pa Ct ESﬁ m ati O n Fact-Based Estimates

Strat-> Clarify Uncertainty | Evidence Source Credibility | Actual

Objectives Requirements To date

Human 1 OOO/ +20% Major Bank | T. Gilb 0.8 0% before
. . o) London start

Communication experience

Ability 80<->1 def./p 2003-5

End

008

Quality Weakness
(possible side effect)

> 10% i

Reliability > 10%

(possible side effect) i]
AN o Y - m-BNL AEA A

Premier level (possible | 39,7 O ‘ ' ~!

side effect)

Regulation 29%?

Conformance (possible

side effect)

Development Quality | 209,?

Levels

(possible side effect)

Data Security 7%7?

(possible side effect)




Impact Estimation <ca;

Strat-> Clarify Uncertainty | Evidence Source Credibility Actual
Objectives Requirements To date
Human 0 +20% Major Bank | T. Gilb 0.8 0% before
Communication 100% eonce start
Ability 80<->1 def./p E 2003-5
nd 2008
Quality Weakness >10% ?
(possible side effect)
Reliability >10% ?
(possible side effect)
| |
Premier level (possible | 39,7 S I d fe Ct
side effect)
. S — ] N~ ~u
Regulation 20/,,? | g
Conformance (possible . :
side effect)
Development Quality | 209,?
Levels
(possible side effect)
Data Security 7%7?

(possible side effect)




Conclusions

| We can model the Premier IT Organization
guantitatively

el We can evolve the model continuously
| It will enable us to move as one IT organization

! It will enable competent professionals to work
much better

! It should dramatically enable us to really and

probably improve the organization
continuously,

| and with a clearer shared notion of priorities



“To DO”
Suggestions for Management

1.! Adopt the Policy
2.! Adopt the Principles
3. Adopt the Quantified model of Premier IT Org.

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

4.! Find one or more ‘narrow’ priority areas for
improvement (selected Objectives and areas to make
change happen in)

1.! Get going NOW this MONTH (May 07) on change,
‘evolutionally’
2.! Increase change as fast as you can bring people on board




Detailed Documentation
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 Organization.

—! Supporting Literature

(delivered in digital package from Tom@gilb.com)

! CE Book Gilb Ch9 Impact Estimation.pdf

! Gilb CE Ch5 Scales of Measure How to Quantify.pdf
| Quantifying Security (for CORP from Gilb)

! Agile SQC CORP Copy from Gilb.rtf

! Gilb CE book Ch8 Specification Quality Control.pdf




Last Slide

Prepared for A DIRECTOR
By Tom Gilb, Result Planning Limited
Tom@Gilb.com

www.gilb.com
May 4th 2007 Presentation.

SANITISED VERSION.




The IT Portfolio Management
Project
An Analysis and Some
Suggestions

A slide summary of key points from our written report
The slides are mainly focusing on constructive STP* advice.
The report contains a great deal more of our detailed analytical basis.

For COO,,Group IT COO
October 6 2007 * STP = Save The Project
(Using a 2 week time frame)

Tom Gilb Kai Gilb



Consensus: from the interviews

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

e!Few are happy with anything.
e/ Most are quite unhappy with the project.
e/Many would love to see a better tool!



Stakeholder Feedback

e! The primary summary of all remarks from stakeholders is:

No Value Yet:

e! The project has not delivered real value to any stakeholder.
No Credibility:

e! Stakeholders have lost faith that it will ever deliver them value, as is.
IT Tool Bias:

e! The project is far too heavily weighted towards a 'tool' and 'IT', rather than the business.

Business Involvement:

e! The Business has consciously not been involved. But they are the big customer of IT and they demand
involvement.

Feared Results:

e! The expected results of continuing the project as we currently are doing it, even with the recent
improvements made, is expected (by us and many interviewees) to be:

Cost:
e! Substantial added cost (at least 2 or 3 times current levels before stopping investment, TG).

Results:

¢! no satisfactory improvement for the business, compared to what they already have, or would get from
other sources.

Credibility:
e! dramatic loss of IT credibility.
Delay:
e! time to delivery of satisfactory systems, measured in ‘years’ from 2007



Our Recommendations

Involve the Business:

—!I' re-orient the projects to serve business stakeholders and deliver business value. One stakeholder
set might be IT.

Separate Out The Tool.

—!I' Separate IT Portfolio Management (‘VALUE’) as a project, from ‘Create a The Tool Tool [The Tool
Project]” as a project.

Improve The Tool Focus.
—!I' Let IT run the The Tool ‘tool’ project, on an improved-project basis.
—!I' Focussed on delivering measurable results and value using The Tool.

Deliver Real Value.

—!I Let the Business, assisted by IT, run the VALUE project, to get more Business value from IT
projects, and other projects.

—!I' Independently of the tool development, but hopefully assisted by it asap.

Set Quantified Critical Objectives:

—! insist that each project (and all other projects !) are primarily defined in terms of measurable
improvements.

—!IAll other project activity (requirements, design, testing, evaluation etc.) will PRIMARILY relate to
how well those agreed quantified objectives have been met.

Evolve Results:
—! these projects, and all other non-trivial projects, must be run evolutionarily.

—!' That means that using the long term quantified objectives as our navigation star, we will attempt
to deliver real provable progress towards those goals early, continuously and frequently.

—!' 'We will both learn rapidly and achieve rapidly.



A:> The Paradigm Shifts™

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

el Tool -> Value

el |T->Business | \
| Global -> Sufficient
! Cost -> Efficiency

el Bureaucracy -> Agile
| Perfection -> Just Enough
Il Nobody Responsible - Unclear Objectives -> Clear identified Responsibility
| Pre-Project Portfolio Management -> Real Time Project Value Management
| One Project -> The Tool & VALUE
el Big Bang -> Evo
| Value, 'Sometime' -> High Value Early, next month!
I We will manage you -> We will demonstrate results
Il From The Corporation gets better -> Stakeholders Get better.




Paradigm Shifts:

e!To move from the present situation -
—1to make a successful project,

elwe need the following
—!IProject Management Culture Changes:



Tool - >Value

e\We (The Corporation, and this project) need
to move from

—1a project that has become tool-centered,

—to a project that is focused
elon helping real projects
eldeliver real value,

o fast,
elto the Business.



Focus on Value delivery

e! |sanew part of current project planning
—!' source Fujitsu Consulting, GJ, Sept-07
—!' emphasis on selection based on value, alignment, risk.
—!' not planned at the ‘ project evolution level’

e! Our suggestion is:
—!I That ‘VALUE’ be a distinct new project, from The Tool
—! The current ideas (Sept 07) are an excellent start.
—!I The concepts of value can be further improved

! Using value to specific stakeholders

e! 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 attributes, quality levels)

! By making the measurable Value and/or value drivers a core driver (target,
objective, requirement) for the individual project

! This implies real time value control and decision making
—! Based on agreed value and cost requirements

! Use the notion of investment ‘Efficiency’ = Value/Cost (ROI, Profit)
-1 As a prioritization rule. Not just ‘value’

—! Needed to re-prioritize projects with high costs, high risk cost estimates, and real time
inflated costs, compared to estimates/budget.



o|T -> Business

e \We need to shift from an 'IT Focus'

—(we will design a system for the
business)

elto a Business Focus

—(we will deliver real, valued, results to
the Business, immediately and

continuously)



Global -> Sufficient

el \We need to shift from

—I'solving the problem of making a system for all the
Business Globally/,
elto
—1l'delivering solutions
e!to the right place
eland time,
e!for value maximization'.



Cost -> Efficiency

e/ We need to shift from a predominantly
—! 'cost centered approach’
elto

—!a 'value for money' approach.

—!It's not about spend,
elit is about profit and competitiveness.



Bureaucracy -> Agile

e/ We need to move away from

—lover-formal and bureaucratic (well-intended) system
development methods.

e/ We need to use development methods that are
—I capable of delivering the best business results faster.

e/ \We need to use this project to demonstrate in
practice what that means.

e! Agile methods should be such that we are

—I'more effective at business result delivery -
e!than well intended bureaucracy.

el We devote more focus to real results now,
—!I'rather than a comprehensive hypothesis beforehand.



Perfection -> Just Enough

e/  We need to avoid devouring CTB and RTB
resources
—! by attempting to reach different types of perfection.

o! Perfection costs infinity.
o!| Perfection is not profitable.
e/ We need to find the level of resources that

—I'maximizes profit
—l'and other business-plan delivery-capability.

e “Maximize competitiveness with finite resources”.



Nobody Responsible - Unclear Objectives -> Clear identified Responsibility

e!We need to move from a position where

—!''it was impossible to ascertain exactly what this
project was responsible for, and who was
responsible for requiring it'

e!TO
—la position where
e/ 'we know exactly what the project is aiming for,

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




Pre-Project Portfolio Management -> Real Time Project Value Management

e! We need to move from a culture of

—!I primarily trying to evaluate projects before realities hit us,
—I TO
—! a mode of ‘portfolio management’ that

elalso includes

e! ‘each project responsible for managing their own value delivery and
cost’,

el early and continuously throughout the project.

—!'If you look after the pennies, the pounds will look after
themselves

—! Pound wise, penny foolish (intentional inversion of old saying)

| This project should set an example of doing that in
practice.



One Project -> The Tool & VALL@)

e/ We need to split the project into (at least) two
independent projects

—!(but hopefully symbiotic, not as currently - 'antibiotic').

¢! The Tool (The Tool) a tool-centered project;
el that will ready the tool for practical use in the organization.

e! The Tool itself will also shift its own emphasis from
—! 'deliver the tool' to
—!'deliver agreed measurable results from using the tool'.

e! VALUE (Value-Added) The Corporation United for
Efficiency,
—IThe VALUE Project will focus on
e!vastly improving our organizational ability
e!to understand project value,

e!and to consequently deliver high value early in practice.
o VALUE will not be limited to IT projects.



Split into 2 Projects

| The Tool (The Tool): a The ation
database and tool for proj rmation

| VALUE: a project to help the organization, milk
the most va ources




Value Relationships

O O
VALUE
\ /

o O

Other data and evaluations

\/

EOther Feeds j Ehe Tool j




Advantages of the Project Spli@
—

e/ Each can go at its own culturally necessary pace
—! without impeding progress of the other

e| We get increased focus on the main point (Value)

—! we have to solve an organization problem (evaluating
value, delivering it) not an IT problem
o! Different parts of the organization can focus on the
project and project aspects that most interest them
at a given time

—! they are not doomed to a ‘synchronized Global
bureaucracy’
e!when they really need just a part of it.

e! Each project can focus on doing what it does best
—! Value Delivery, or Data Collection




Advantages of a separate ‘VALUE’ Project
e!Delays and political disputes on The Tool tool will

—INOT delay our capability of better portfolio /
program / project management
e!for better value delivery to the business

e!\We can focus on business results, not tool
building

¢! The tool building (The Tool) can focus on
—Ibecoming a useful support tool, for portfolio analysis

el when it is ready.



Disadvantages of the Project(Sptit
| None ? —

! (there must be, but | cannot think of them just
now!)




Big Bang -> Evo

We have to move from our current big bang approach (Waterfall Model),

—! to an evolutionary 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-time project prioritization,
e! of highest attainable value first
—! (not waiting years for low-value things to be deployed at the same time).

Evo means

—! learning in the project,

—!I' what works in practice,

—!' rather than using workshops, committees, and speThe Corporation.
Evo means

—! the stakeholders are directly involved in practice

—!' during actual deployment,

—!I and can strongly influence the results they get,
el in real time.

—!I See Larmans history of evolutionary methods:
ol http://www2.umassd.edu/SWPI/xp/articles/r6047.pdf



Advantages of an Evo Result
Delivery Approach to Projects

e! You can dive in very early, and deliver some real results
—! value is delivered to the business
—! Credibility of IT team is raised
—!I Motivation to go with your project is raised

—I Communication with users/Business is much better 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,
e! even the smallest practical thing
¢! You avoid throwing good money after bad projects
—! Real time reprioritization of projects, During a project
¢! You are not dependent on theory and estimates and flaky
ideas
—! Everything is rapidly tested on the battlefield of business reality



Vizualizing Value: The Dashboard
half way towards the deadline

Delive

Not Yet

Delive

Not- Yet

Delivere | INot Yet

spei
Budi

[

| Are we getting value for money?
! |s deadline delivery threatened?




Value, 'Sometime' -> High Value Early

(every month from first month)

We have to move from a situation where project value is
—! 'alluded to' vaguely (next slide for examples in our project)

defining our project values in top-level, critical, quantified statements

—! (drafts for this project are available already, if this seems strange).

—!I Quantified 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 sometime’,

—! and DELIVER THEM to the organization.

We need to make sure, motivate, 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
e! thanks Mark Rollings, for being so clear on this idea in your interview 3-oct-07!

(TO)



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

-/ o Achieve "One Corp." Vision

| e Perform accurate measurement
¢ Track Human Resources
e Enable Business alignment
e Enable ... sound management
¢ Replace (bad) tools with (better) ones
¢ Faster response to business changes
¢ reduction in costs..
¢ better planning

el So, how will we know if we have succeeded or failed on this project?
el Who is responsible is we fail to meet these fuzzy objectives?
el 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

e/ \We need to move from
—lan attitude that 'we will manage IT investment’
elto

—lwe (the projects(s)) will enable any project
Investor to
eI THEMSELVES manage project investments smarter.

o \We need to demonstrate that
—lwe can manage our own project,

—land become a role model to other projects -
elby getting a clear value delivery focus at all times.



From The Corporation gets better -> Stakeholders Get
better

el \We need to shift our level of concern from
—!| the total business,

—-ITO
! looking at very specific 'Stakeholders' in the business
—! (of which there are very many! nextslide = examples)
—l'and their special needs.
e/ We need to deliver improvements to
—lvery specific stakeholders.
—I'Not just the Business in general.
e! This will enable us to deliver

—I'higher value earlier to the business,
-1 by focusing on special needs of critical 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)

Portfolio Manager

Program Register Owner
Program Architect

Strategic Planner

Business Beneficiary (a specific
stakeholder, but general concept)
({00

CTO

Program Manager

Auditor
Accounting
Cost Allocation
IB

TIS

AM

The Corporation
PB

IT4IT

Clo

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>



Some Suggested Management
Actions, and decisions,
to Implement Project Change;

CIO/COO0 Level Actions

A1: Adopt the 'iT Project Policy'.
* adraft, Ocs 5 2007, s avaiable as starter,
* rere shoud ta ore version ffor Ono Bank] of ths, wo boleve:
o It shauid be strongly 'beltned n' ard used at avary unction to anve chargs
« It shouid be sporsored by the CIC, and drivan, 0 cally practice, by the COO and protably aise the CTO

A2: Reorganize the Planview Project ['PV']

* =02 graft of row sTTuctura n $his cosrnant “Spechic Recommenaatons The Parvew Project (P

* focus hom & 1o devalop 3 tatter tool for praject data

* ana to move PV nic tho orgeneation a5a0. whanm ready and usaful

© snarp will o no atlsmpt at 5ome ‘unvaersal’ soiuton

¢ aach stap of PV adnary must 'stard on s own fee’ as a hiph value-to-oost dalvery, Each stap must pay fs own wizy.

« tha rew 'Valua Drivan' Polcioz (Business Project Poley, 1T Project Policy: 560 A abovel wil ba apoaes to this-prect
Taach Dy exampe, Bem by Jurg.

o |t '3 ‘polfical decsion’ whathar 10 view this PV rofect a3 & 'continuation’ of 1he current [T Portfalo Ménagsment
peaect, of 10 gve the taem & frech stanl

A3: Create the VALUE Project ['VALUE']
* Sas rmore-gataled draft dagign *Spechc Hecommendations - The 'VALUE' Prajpct®
* Note that Qrod nia! wark on thes, cerceptualy, & ambaonad n recent work Ponfolo Maragement
Procasses Hign Level Process Desgn Workshop® |, Date: Septamper 16th — 20th, 2007, Garsih Joras and ¢o. Focus cn
Vaise guartification end managament
* 3 bugness crivar n ths Maa been Futsu Consultng (G.F, Sioes Summer O7),
o ha naw Ve Dnven' Poiices [Busness Promat Policy, IT Propct Polcy. see AT abowl) wil e sppiiod
* Wy (Gibs) 500 tHs proecs as dramatically cernonstrating ceivery of value 1o the busnoss in xactice
* intiaé dosvery ctops shoulo be dodvared ro latar than 2 months after go' Hopafuly in 2007
© it shouid be sufficient 1o sart weh one of few peojects, to demorsirata the idaas, and ron out arganizatinsl protiems.
PV ard VALUE themseives coud be those oropcts
* This projocs coid be vewed a5 axiractng the cospk and warls dona recarsly by tha "High Leval Frocass Design
Varkshap', and contirung the work 85 & saparate praect,  srear 1o fosus on eary results,
* VALUE = Valug-Agdeo Legetins Unted for Efcency (in Ca5a SOmacne wans to Kaaw ) ) ¥ Swiss want to know
g e Mslua-Andad Lagetics Ung Efcency |somy)



CTO Level Actions

T1: Value Driven Architecture:
Tia Dorve sutask methocs (CEng book, Planguage for exampiel for Vislua Diven Architactum, Dosurmant ths n
staciards (rfes, lompiates, Drooess)
T1t: Train our System archiects in how 1o apply the above:
« cafnp both Business ang Techacal cricatl pararmance faualsy ncluced) top aval cbpctves arg constraires for any
propect, tsng CS Panguage (meaning guantfied, and manal
* how to dafme a projects Vakue cblactves luantitatvely)
® oy 1 CEsgn 10 Mést Lot Systeen panormance cbibcives &nd value obecivi
* how 10 express Ihe regtionahip DEtween ODBCUIVES AN CBECenaing supeoting dasins and architecture
o how 10 revsew 3l the above (requrements, deggn) accordng 10 a high and nacassary C5 Standard
® oy 1 pdan Evoluonnary steps 10 dalvés the Grenitachyms
o how 10 participate on (he deitery TeE Sunng tha evoliticnary raeult dalvary,



Business Level Actions (eg IB, PB)

B1: Adopt 'Business Project Policy' (see suggestion in this document):
e oraft Version oct 4 2007 avalace

* DUt Maxa a cetter one, geot it agreed oy at ‘east the refevant Business [T MDR's

¢ Policy does not have 10 be «dentical. The important thing is that thay have a poicy they foee fits ther business. But it
viould be great 4 there waere scme common agreement at the leve! suggested, regarding vaue delivery and
priorty. But detter 1¢ have dfferent ociicies than to never got common agreement. Bad intal polcies can be
modified n the direction of clearly more-successful colices. A Iitte 'value de'vary’ competton might ce a
good thing hera.



Business Project Policy:

Version: Cct 5 2007
Policy Ovwner: 7{CEQC ) )

BPP1: Value Policy: all non-mandatoey (discrationary) projects wiil e managed and evaiuated in terms of quantfied,
estmated, and de'vered value-to-cost (efficiency, net crofit),

BPP2: Evo Policy: all oroects will be camed out evciutionarily: defined as - results delivered to staxeholders, early and
centinuousy in monthly or shorter cycles. The most vaued results first. Learning and changing based on the
exgcenences at each cycie.

BPP3: Stakeholder Focus Policy: projects wi' direct ther defined requiremants at specific stakehoider categores. Thase
w ce direct respected participants in defining what they vaue and decdng If they got i,

BPP4: Priority Policy: Each business will determine the priority, of aliccation of resources, for the projects caid by
thamseives, Thay will deveiop criofity polcy and rules 10 gude, and partly automate, the priontizateon
decisions in real time, acout current priornties. The genera: ocutcome of priorization will be that dalivery of
busness process change of highest vaue for money will have highest priority.

BPPS: Mandatory Projects Evaluation Policy: Al projects that are scmenow mandated will ce udged Dy degree of
satisfaction of their critical roguirements in reiation to costs. All performance (ncluding quality} requrements
wil oe quantfied. We cannct take the step of evaluating the” 'value to the business'.



IT Project Policy

Version: oct 5 2007
Policy Sponsar: CIO
Policy Ownars: CQO, CTO

ITPP1: Value Delivery Control
IT projects vl formaly glan, the axpected, quantified, degroe-of-value expected oy specific stakenhciders, They will
plan exacty how it will be achieved, get it signed off, and they wil fcllow though 1o maxe sure it hagcoens n
practice. Bonus, and other rawards, will be given for 'actually daliverad value', NOT for mere Galivery of a
functicning IT system along. The process of @nsuring value devered must be garnt of the IT life cycle process.
Our customers have a day job!

ITPP2: Quantify Yalue Means
IT wii pian, procaply at the croject architecture level, all necessary desgns, strategies, organzational changes,
soutions {all 'means’ to the value ‘end’) necessary 10 actualy achieve the value. They will get and gve an
averview of the set-of-means needed to mest the set-of-vaues, by using an impact Estimation Table (CEng
Chagter 9).

[TPP3: Application Performance Control

IT System Performance Attributes: IT will specify and control at all stages. the top critical performance requirements for
the IT system. Perdformance heve includes all qualty requements, and a work capacty requrements.

‘Control' means that we use a high standard of requ rement specificaton (examele CEng boox Rules and tempiates?),
quality control of all related specification, design and architecture to meet the performance levels,
evolutonary deiivery of the carformance levess, and testing of the performance ‘evels deliverss.

Thase performance attributes are part of the dasign of the IT system necessary to achiaving vaue dalivery. They
incluge Usabity, Adaotability, Avadabllity (CEng Chapter 5).

ITPP4: Evolutionary Delivery
IT Projects v normaly be panned, and project-managed, eveutionanly (Evo). (CEng Chapter 10},
Ths means they wil
usa little tme for aunch {a week to a month)
do mest of the detalled analysis, design, delivery testing on a seres of short deivery cycles 10 stakenolders [ 1 week to
1 month)
the primary delivery at each deivery cycie is some pricritized part of the Performance thow good} and Function (what it
doas) requiremants.



Some Principles of <IT?> Project Portfolio Management: (by Tom Gilb for CS)

The Project Profit Principle
Healistc values and costs must ce estimated, then tracked. for ‘ogical analys's of any project. program or portfolio.

The 'Show Me' Early Principle
Hesource can be aliocated based on promises and estimates, but it should not Da consumed in cractics except in small
increments of proven delivery of vaue.

The Prove It Principle
A project has not realy earned its potentia’ value untll the organization has really ta<en full advantage of it - oy actualy
degloying it, and measurably getting 10 expected conefits.

The Preconditions are not success principle
Fulfiled oroect requirements are the orerequsite for creating value for sta<eholders, out they are not sufficient to celiver the
value gver tme alono.

The 'Value is at stakeholder level' Principle
There are very many sta<ehoider tyoes for a large project, and vaiue s Selivered to them drectly, and decded by them n
particular - failure to deal with stakeho'ders and ther values - will result in fasure 1o deliver the potential vaue.

The Consistency Principle

We do not have to be ‘consistent’ at a detaled level, we cnly need 1c consisiently deliver business-asgned results
consistently: and the best way for dverse ousnessas 10 do so, may oe, to aisc be 'dverse’ at the cperaticnal
levei.

The Magic Development Process Principle
Contrary 10 gersistent myth, development processes do not need to oo consisient, or quaity controled, or audited, crat a
certan maturity ievel - as long as they provacly, rapidly, and :mgressively produce a valid tusiness-agned
stream of results, and «ea’ stakehcider value. Even Magc is OK, then.
Pecple feol the need to micromanage development procasses when they do not know how to define or preduce results in
the shost term.

'It's The Business, not IT's the Business' Principle
Project efforts must constantly and clearly address real curzent busness needs, and deliver the goods. If not, we lose our
customers and thay will find alternatives. Golden Rule: I the Business has the Gold, They Rule.

The Communication By Reality Principle
Communicating by real results.and real live systems, beats communicating by committes, by specfication, and by phone.
People understand and appreciate the differenca.

The 'Credibility By Results' Principle
System developers wil always be judged bty others in terms of real results delivered.



eEnd of slides intended for presentation to COO
Friday Oct 6 2007 1400-1500



Governance Structure
All Levels

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

Portfolio

Re%onsigﬁity

For Action P ( cly?mes
— 7 Program
\
Ige N
Ins _[]ht tRe:p,:ib'*v 7 cRules
Sl Prolect
- PrOjeCt In: !ht { : fRe‘sp‘ons mmmm P( cyRuIes
Facts Set Prgjid 7 ’ﬂ {e
|Facts| =/ ‘Facts

! The same basic governance structure at any
level of investment perception




Governance Structure: from current plans

PORTFOLIO

“Investment Decision Board”

“ValueiCases” (IDB)
Beniefits
Deciki Poljcies Assesgments
] ecisions
PROGRAIA Progress
\ 4

Business
Owner

Program ’

Manager

value | “Value Managemeht
Coaching ™ Office” (VMO)

Status T
Issues

Bus Project
Manager

IT Project “A” Bus Project “B” Bus Project “C”

. Bus PrOJect
IT Project Manager Mana g or




A Prioritization Policy

we need to be more specific about the prioritization process

How do we plan to evaluate and prioritize
projects?

| By track record of value delivery from the

current team?

I By value/cost (ROI) projected?
I One small project delivery step at a time?y
I By subjective, responsible, executive

judgement ?



Financial IT Examples
of Top Management
Planning



The ‘Official’ Forgotten CIO Objectives:

S60 Million |n 1 Year

-—— — -~ — -y -~ —_— - — —— w

mwmmm»uwn

i

Business Problem o o

Achiove "One Bank* thhMIMMWWoMW bymdn
single tookset supporting existing (and consistent) processes

Perform accurte measurement and tracking of project and non- o @penses.
Track and allccate human resources basod on akdils, level of work commitment and timing

Enablo Business alignment through the abilty fo manage critical inltiatives on a portiolio basts and
support faster tme 1o market, providing the potential for increase in revenues.

Enuhummwnmmmmm&nmmm
IT spend 50 as to effectively prioritize IT spend and maimize business value.

wrmmmmmumwmmmmwnm

Improvement in the time it takes IT to respond to business changes.
Reduction in costs through eliminating redundant projects.
Setter planning and tracking capabiliies 5o as 1o reduce project cost and time overruns.

(=] 5]



Initial CIO Objectives

Benefits:
Reduce the costs associated with managing redundant / regionally disparate systems.
Single global portfolio management system.

Reduce overall spending with a reduction in redundant initiatives.
Governance structures - system agnostic.
All projects in IT Portfolio system.

Reduce IT spend on low priority work with better alignment between IT and business demand.
IT Portfolio Framework, Business Value metrics for prioritization.

Reduction in cost over runs.

Definition criteria for project success.

Metrics and exception reporting for cost management.
Linkage of actual costs to forecast.

Increase revenue with a faster time to market.

Knowledge management, project ramp up templates.

Provide quantitative & qualitative benefits. State the consequences of project cancellation.

These need quantification, and then a plan for delivery and delivery measurement focus — on results not the process.



Notes PM: The Objectives

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

4.1 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 | 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>
| 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). | might use The Tool for this. <- COO

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



Reminder of COOs Initial 4 main objectives
for Single IT, text 22 Sept meeting

el 1. “Make sure it is for key business goals.” <-
COOQ,

el 2. “avoid duplication” <- COOQO,

!l 3. “not re-inventing the wheel” <- COO

el 4. “l am interested in the MIS. I'd like some

good metrics about what’s coming off the 1
billion production line,

el (are we delivering on time, under budget, are

customer satisfied, and are we delivering the
value).”<- COO My View



Draft in Planguage of Objectives

*IScope: the 1/3 of IT spend for New
Demand <- COO

*/Top Objectives for RESULTS Projects
o



<Tag>:
Ambition:

Measurement
Scale:

Past:

Goal:

Meter:

Type:
Supports:
Supported By:

--------- Objective Admin ------

Version:
Owner:
Status:
Scope:

SPEC TEMPLATE:

............ Definitions



Business Result Alighment: BRA:

ol Ambition: Maximize delivery speed, and satisfaction
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

ol X<30%7??)<-1tg

| Goal [Corp., Time = Deadline, 2009]: < 50%, maybe
much more?

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



Avoid Duplication:

| Ambition: eliminate corporate efforts
that duplicate other corporate efforts.

*!Scale: % of project investment that is
Duplicated

| Past [2007]: > 30%?? Wild guess
*lGoal [ 2010 ] < 5% hope



Exploiting Existing Tools:

| Ambition: make use of existing tools, avoid
reinventing the wheel.

! Scale: % by Total Investment Value that

Arguably could be avoided by Profitably
making use of Existing Tools

|l Past: 30%+30% 7?7 wild initial guess to start
discussion tg

| Goal [20127?, Corp. Wide]: ~ 100%



Results MIS:

| Ambition: deliver high-significance real-time
metrics, on critical aspects, of project results
and resources.

| Scale: % of defined [Key Project Data] available
to management in real time.

| Key Pro

ject Data: default: {% of Goal Delivered

to date,
Money}

Stakeholder Satisfaction level, Value for

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



Ambition: Maximize delivery speed, and satisfaction level, of currently prioritized 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%7??) <-tg

Goal CS, Time = Deadline, 2009: < 50%, maybe much more?

Meter: <The Tool?>

Issue: can The Tool be exploited to track Value?

-------------- Relationships -------------

Type: IT COO Level Project Objective Business Result Alignment: BRA:

Supports:

1. Portfolio Management Strategic Initiative {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not Quantified.

2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quantified.

3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC3 (Align Business Needs), OMSC6 (Resource Allocation), OMSC7 (Change Alignment). All quantified!

Supported By: <The Tool>, Planguage, Evo

--------- Objective Admin -------------

Version: 23 Sept 2007

Sponsor: CIO

Owner: , IT COO

Status: draft tg for COO? -> TS

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

---------- Definitions

Planned Value:

The monetary benefit estimated for a given scope and duration, that we have formally estimated the organization would get as a result of meeting 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 application, and that hour was measurably saved, then the
value would be the cost of employee time 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, productivity, 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 critical 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 critical requirements and consequent value, to stakeholders, in practice, early and
continuously. Evo is about value maximization 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 Duplication:

Ambition: eliminate corporate efforts that duplicate other corporate efforts.

Scale: % of project investment that is Duplicated
Past [2007]: > 30%7?? Wild guess

Goal [2010] <5% hope

Meter: <manual estimate of all projects.>

Type: IT COO Level Project Objective
Supports:

1. Portfolio Management Strategic Initiative {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not
Quantified.

2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quantified.

3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC1 (One IT), OMSC2 (Top Down), OMSC4 (Common Methods), OMSC6 (Resource
Allocation). All quantified!

Supported By: <strategy not identified yet>. <-tg
--------- Objective Admin -------------

Version: 23 Sept 2007

Sponsor: CIO

Owner: -, IT COO

Status: draft tg for COO? -> TS

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

__________ Definitions
Duplicated:

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



Exploiting Existing Tools:

Ambition: make use of existing tools, avoid reinventing the wheel.

--------------- Measurement -----------------

Scale: % by Total Investment Value that Arguably could be avoided by Profitably making use of Existing Tools

Past: 30%130% ?? wild initial guess to start discussion tg

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

Meter: <human evaluation of case by case basis, possibly a sample>.

-------------- Relationships -------------

Type: IT COO Level Project Objective

Supports:

1. Portfolio Management Strategic Initiative {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not Quantified.
2. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quantified.

3. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC4 (Common Financial Mgt Methods). All quantified!

Supported By: <strategies not identified yet> <-tg

--------- Objective Admin -------------

Version: 23 Sept 2007

Sponsor: - CIO

Owner: COO, IT COO

Status: draft tg for COO? -> CIO

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

------------- Definitions
Total Investment Value:

Entire 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 Existing Tool.

Existing Tools:
Tools {software, databases, hardware, contracts, development projects, methods, processes, and any other tool} for delivering/operating/
maintaining an IT system for the business.




Results MIS:

*|Ambition: deliver high-significance real-time metriCorp., on critical aspects, of project results and resources.

e et Measurement -----------------

*IScale: % of defined [Key Project Data] available to management in real time.

*IKey Project Data: default: {% of Goal Delivered to date, Stakeholder Satisfaction level, Value for Money}

*!Past [CORP., 2007]: 0%

«IGoal [CORP,, 2010]: > 90%

*!Meter: < manual evaluation of projects not feeding a defined as useful set of data to The Tool, or another useful system for management>.
B Relationships -------------

*IType: IT COO Level Project Objective

*ISupports:

*!1. Portfolio Management Strategic Initiative {Management Framework, Change Drivers, Driving Issues, Results}. Not Quantified.
*12. Business problem statement (PID 2.00. 9 areas. Not Quantified.

*13. High Level Business Requirements: OMSC1 (One IT), OMSC3 (Aligning the Business), OMSC4 (Financial Transparency), OMSCS5 (IT Risk Control), OMSC6
(Resource Allocation), OMSC7 (Change Alignment). All quantified!

*ISupported By:

ol Objective Admin -------------

*!Version: 23 Sept 2007

*ISponsor: - CIO

*!Owner: - IT COO

*IStatus: draft tg for COO? -> TS

*IScope: : the 1/3 of IT spend for New Demand <- COO
e Definitions --------------------

*!Goal Delivered:

ldefined as: The Goal refers to a formally defined and approved quantified level of performance that a project is committed to delivering. Goal satisfaction 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 practice. 0% means that no progress from a benchmark level has been made.

lValue for Money:
*ldefined as:

*IProject Value is defined as the estimated (or measured) stakeholder consequence from the delivery of the main project objectives. This can be expressed in

money terms. It will be for a defined set of assumptions and for a defined time period and scope. Money is the current real cost of getting that Value in
place (investment and operational costs).

*IStakeholder Satisfaction Level:

*IDefined as: a survey set of measures from defined stakeholders about satisfaction with a set of questions about current operational situation, and results of
new technology implementation.




Some Literature

! The ‘Priority Management’ book manuscript,
by Tom Gilb: aimed at management Planning

—| http://www.gilb.com/community/tiki-
download file.php?fileld=76

| Competitive Engineering: the Handbook on
the Planguage Method

—ISee www.gilb.com for 2 chapter sample

—lhttp://www.gilb.com/community/tiki-
download_file.php?fileld=26




