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Critical Factor Dynamic Risk Control:
the use of Planguage tools
— requirement quantification, Impact
Estimation and Evolutionary Feedback —
in discovering risks and mitigating them.

Especially and originally for
The Gilb Annual London Seminar
June 23-27 2008
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Threats -> Negative Deviation

¢! Should we
—Imanage the threats, or
—IManage the deviation?

! From Plan —_— Asset value
Susceptibility level O riority)
(vulnerability)

Attack intensity
(threat)

Threat x Vulnerability x Priority = 2\ Risk

Risk Analysis Options
Speculation -> Reality Observa

tion
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Arguments about Analyzing Threats

! For (Threat Analysis)
—I They are early (before deviation)

—!'We can ic}entify many threats in
advance from experience

! Against (Threat Analysis)
—IThere are ‘infinitely’ many threats
—!I'We cannot know what they ‘all’ are

! We can easily miss sog\e important
ones — we are doomed to miss some

—! Most ‘threats’ will
«! never happen,
«! or will never be important for us
«! Or will never cause significant
negative deviation
—!'We can use too much time
«! to analyze threats/mitigations
«! that will never happen

José Raul Capablanca (1888-1942)

world chess champion from 1921 to 1927

«! Capablanca was

once asked

—! how many moves
he saw ahead?,

—lhe replied that

—! he only saw one
move ahead

—! but that he
always saw the
right move.

The Point:

Less speculation, more response to reality

! Maybe, by examining large potential
sets of factors and potential many-step
risk models

—!'We are using too much resource
(analysis and real time)

! By making a strong next move
—I(an evolutionary step delivery)

—!You can better use your analytical
capacity

«! to understand the consequences of the
reaction to that move (opponent’s move)

—!'And possibly make even smarter ‘next
move’

—IThe ROI of thinking time might be

We do not have infinite time
To explore threats

But it might be useful! ©

better.

com

Example of CEO Thinking of Risks
In Advance, in Planguage

! Of course a non-confidential version.

Pin-Up Golf, Inc.
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Questions for you

! As we look at this example:

—IWhich elements of the specification of the
objective
—IHELP US
I IDENTIFY RISK
—! (become conscious of risk)
I SPECIFY RISK
—! (make potential threats visible to others)
I MITIGATE RISK?

—I(give us a checklist of things to mitigate, or mitigation
solutions themselves)

Competitiveness 1 of 3

Competitiveness

Ambition: Largest 3 party developer
mobile community, demonstrably
superior on al Key Use Casesto any
competitor. <- CEO 19 April 2004.!

Enterprise Credentials <-6.8 SPS,
Initially. Now defined

Type: Strategic Business Objective. __!
Version: 4/22/04 9:43 am!
Confidentiality: EXAMPLE!

Spec Owner: Simon X!

Result Responsible: MARY!

Source: <?>!

Past [H1 2004]: ~ 0% <-CEO.
Rationale: there are few enterprises that

today use their phones beyond simple
voice. <-CEO!

Ambition: ensure that Corporate licensees have more
than X% of Enterprise deployment, !

Scale: % Market Share of
deflned Enterprise (default All
Enterprise) deployment that
Corporate Licensees have.

Enterprise: defined as: phones used by Fortune 1000
and SME (Small Medium Enterprise)/SOHO (Small
Office Home Office) for services and communication
beyond simple voice.!

M easurement Process [Longer Term]: <Gartner/IDC/
other analyst to produce the stats>.!

Measurement Process [H2 short term]: <count the

number of network operators actually currently
supporting Corporate Licensees in Corporate

(ho ully Enterprise) Sales.> In addition, we can

look at licensee spend on SXXB (Corporae Enterprise

Adw sory Board). !

Competitiveness 2 of 3

Goal [H1 2005, Enterprise, If  Rationale: (Fundamental
thismarket actually emerges] Objective, Big Bill Sidelined)
25% +10%? <-CEO ensuring that Big Bill does not
Assertion: this mar ket will secure Dominance (<more than

suddenly emer ge <-CEO! 2x relative market share> <-
CEO) in enterprise terminals.!

Goal [H2 2006]: 40%+10% ?
<—CE[O! ] 0 0 Value: <Big Bill are not ableto
leverage their domi tr)\aenackel nthe
corporate sector to break into
Goal [2010] 70% £20%7? <- Entgrprise consumer market.>
GuessC Corporate protects its market
sharein consumer area.>. <A

very big number £> <-CEO!

Fail [H2 2006, If this market
emerges]: < 25% <-CEOQ!

Competitiveness 3 of 3

Risks (of not meeting Goal):

R1: to include market
PREQs in the product drives out the
PREQs required for Enterprise. <-CEO

R2: core enterprise partners fail to invest
alongside Corporate. <-CEO

R3. Corporate licensees fail to invest
<sufficiently> to support Corporate and
the licensees ambitions. Note their
marketing people have same conflict as in
R1.<-CEO

R4. Corporate geographic footprint blinds
it to the Enterprise market. The fact we
are strong in Europe, will be in Japan, but
small position in USA. <-CEO

R5. Big Owner developments of Enterprise
enabling technology are located within
Big Owner layers of technology, and are
therefore blocked to other Corporate
licensees who are not Big Owner
licensees.<-CEO

R6. RIM Blackberry are refused to support
Corporate OS - Corxorate licensees are
refused to license RIM lechnolngy
because of patent risks. <

R7: if Big Bill bundling of phones plus
Exchan?e server 2003 is a market-winning
proposition. Their classic bundling
strategy is applied. <- CEO

R8: others.... Can be added , but not now.

Issues (to be resolved):

I1: can we get Gartner to measure this
market in a wa¥ e find acceptable (not
the PC market tradition they have)? <-CEO
: will licensees support SEAB? <-CEO
ow will EU anti trust ruling on Big Bill
be lemented.? If bundling is blncked,
or AP 's are opened by EU, or then Ms
proposition is weakened.<- CE
14: can Corporate ensure effechve
cooperation between Series 60 and UlQ to
allow Enterprise vendors access to the
entire Corporate base with minimum
effort? <-CEO
15. etc.

Dependencies (must be in place before we
can reach Goal):
D1: none?

Impacted by:

Middleware Provider Support, Operator
Endorsement, Analyst Support, SEAB and
SEAC Support. <- 2.5 and 2.6 EGMP,

Data Services? <- 2.6 EGMP,

Supports: Big Bill Sidelined

Is Part of Competitiveness
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Nothing wrong with doing this
advance thinking
g ]AE‘ r?;:h!:!s oh!(la inlame from

onStock.com

! But,
*! You need to validate
this “hypothesis”

! As soon as possible

ol As realistically as
possible

*! Don’t put all you risk
management eggs in
one basket

We are the last Dodos on the planet, so I've put
ww; n  all of our eggs safely into this basket.i

“Uncertainty is about variables we really care about”
(Matthew Leitch , London Seminar on Risk, 25 June 2008)

«l Scottish Executives
compared risk register
and critical success
factors

«! If so, then we, might
focus on the Critical
Factors, as the de facto
risk register

! Which is what my talk is
about

! They were a mirror
image

Leitch Scalar Risk Analysis Table

Deviation from Average

wwwgilb.com 16




6/26/08

Arguments about using Actual Output Deviation
itself,
to get control of results

! Fewer things to monitor (critical few)
*! Our focus is on results, value
—! Our management and other stakeholders will
«! Understand and be motivated
I We can deal with it very early
—! Next week and every week using Evolutionary project
management
*! Using selected ‘causes’ (potential threats, but REAL ones)
! Extremely complex threats (many causes)
—! Are more likely to be discovered early, at all
—!'Can be removed as soon as sensed,
«! Before any real harm is done

Assumptions

! ‘Normal Culture”
—IWill take care of normal
and well-understood risks
! Policy
! Regulations
! Previous System Structure
! Approval Instances
I Contractual Requirements
! Other Requirements
—IWe are concerned about
unknowns and forgottens

When you find + deviation from expected
results, you can then analyze the causes

! Dave Gelperin s une 00
—M"Keep looking for "unexpected”
things. b
—!When you detect one, 3
thoroughly investigate”

I http://www.livespecs.com/

The Risk Policy
LAl

—Icritical requirements (variables, constraints, targets,
conditions, qualities, limited resources

—IWill be specified, and agreed, in testable form.

—!IAnd will be quality controlled against our standards
before Exit to next process.

! All ‘Development’ will be
—ldone in small (2%, weekly) increments
—IHigh value first
*! High perceived risk instances, being one type of ‘high value’
—IWill move from pilot to realistic useful sy

«!In an attempt to show surprising deviations
—!ITo cure negative deviation causes
—!To exploit positive opportunities
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Evo Reduces Complexity of Threat
Analysis

! If a collection of 50 elements, together, leads to at least one

problem, then there might be faults in one or more of the
elements.

In fact each element can be either ok or faulty.

! That gives us 2750 patterns of ok/not ok across the 50 elements.
! Since there is a fault overall the pattern where every element is ok

must be subtracted from the total.20750 - 1 =
1,125,899,906,842,620

! In other words, about 1.1259 quadrillion.

—! Quite a big number

.Having said that, even if we just had to search for the fault by
checking each of 50 elements that's 50 rather than 1
(evo).Matthew Leitch June 26 2008 London
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No Cure No Pay
Managing Risks In Practice

*! “it was not until summer
of 1809 that the main
sum due to him (by
navy), over £17,000, was
paid”

ol “agreement.. He should
receive a sum equivalent
to the saving made by his
block machines in a year”

Marc Brunel

(father of Isambard Kingdom Brunel)

ConFIRMit Presentation
Trond Johansen

Trond Johansen

Requirements - 3, Real Example of Spec
Usability.Productivity (taken from Confirmit 8.5 development)
Scale for quantification: Time in minutes to set up a typical specified Market Research-report
Past Level [Release 8.0]: 65 mins.,
Tolerable Limit [Release 8.5]: 35 mins.,
Goal [Release 8.5]: 25 mins.

Note: end result was actually 20 minutes ©
Meter [Weekly Step]: Candidates with Reportal experience, and with knowledge of MR-specific reporting features,
performed a set of predefined steps, to produce a standard MR Report.

Our new focus is on the day-to-day operations of our Market Research users,
—1' not alist of features that they might or might not like. 50% never used!
—1' We KNOW that increased efficiency, which leads to more profit, will please them.
~!' The ‘45 minutes actually saved x thousands of customer reports’
*! =big $$$ saved

After one week we had defined more or less all the requirements for the next version (8.5) of Confirmit.

L ﬁ‘ Market
- Research
. & Feedback

confirmity,
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FIRM (Future Information Research Management, Norway)
project step planning and accounting:
using an Impact Estimation Table

<l |ET for MR Project — Confirmit (<-FIRM Product Brand) 8.5
!l Solution: Recoding
—!' Make it possible to recode variable on the fly from Reportal.
—! Estimated effort: 4 days
—! i Productivity : 20 minutes (50% way to Goal)
—! actual result 38 minutes (95% progress towards Goal)

confirmity,

Trond Johansen
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EVO-week cycle

www.gilb.com 27

Code quality — "green” week
Invented by Confirmit 2005

! In these "green” weeks, some of the deliverables will be less visible for
the end users, but more visible for our QA department.

«| We manage code quality through an Impact Estimation table.
“Refactoring”
[— ‘ — ‘ coue ‘ sessents | Speed
intai ity Doc. Code
] B, — —) - Nunit Tests
] 3 A N 7 Peer Tests
irests FxCop
E N R TestDirector Tests
I — | Cor
EE N E— | b y Conditions
—_ ‘ﬁ Speed
— < usage CPU
nn: sm:,n: n; xn: 100] " ty Doc. Code
B — ynch /Nunit Tests
o] o w w 70
o] wl [ a o 00 | ‘
iicests = I 1 28
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EVO’s impact on Confirmit product qualities

First Quarter (2003)

! Only 5 of 25 highlights of the impacts are listed here

Initial perceived value of the new release

(Base 73 people)

set and distribute report login info.

Description of requirement/work task Past Status
Usability.Productivity: Time for the system to generate a survey 7200 sec | 15 sec
Usability.Productivity: Time to set up a typical specified Market Research- 65 min 20 min
report (MR)

Usability. Productivity: Time to grant a set of End-users access to a Report 80 min 5 min

Usability.Intuitiveness: The time in minutes it takes a medium experienced
programmer to define a complete and correct data transfer definition with
Confirmit Web Services without any user documentation or any other aid

15 min 5min

Configuration, Typical

Performance.Runtime.Concurrency: Maximum number of simultaneous
respondents executing a survey with a click rate of 20 sec and an response
time<500 ms, given a defined [Survey-Complexity] and a defined [Servery .

e

confirmity,

Release 8.5

250 users | 6000
§;
A\

=N

To what extent do you feel Confirmit 9.0 will give you additional value?

40.B%

Percentage

% 0.9%

szls%

1-No a.

ditional H a

value

additional value

Evo’s impact on Confirmit 9.0 product qualities
The Second Quarter Results 2003 1/2

C value

Product quality

Description

Intuitiveness

Probability that an inexperienced user can
intuitively figure out how to set up a defined
Simple Survey correctly.

Probability increased
by 175%

Productivity

Time in minutes for a defined advanced
user, with full knowledge of 9.0
functionality, to set up a defined advanced
survey correctly.

Time reduced by 38%

Product quality

Description

C value

Productivity

Time (in minutes) to test a defined survey
and identify 4 inserted script errors, starting
from when the questionnaire is finished to
the time testing is complete and is ready for
production. (Defined Survey: Complex
survey, 60 questions, comprehensive
JScripting.)

Time reduced by 83%
and error tracking
increased by 25%

Evo’s impact on Confirmit 9.0 product qualities

The Second Quarter Results 2003 2/2
Product quality | Description Ci value
Performance Max number of panelists that the system Number of panelists

can support without exceeding a defined increased by 1500%
time for the defined task, with all
components of the panel system
performing acceptable.
Scalability Ability to accomplish a bulk-update of X Number of panelists
panelists within a timeframe of Z second increased by 700%
Performance Number of responses a database can Number of responses
contain if the generation of a defined table | increased by 1400%
should be run in 5 seconds.

So, can your projects ‘brag’ about such good results,

In such a short time,

with your customers encouragement?




6/26/08

004-11-29: Press Release from FIRM

|nit‘ia| qua“tal‘ive feed back on the new re|ease New version of Confirmit increases user productivity up to 80 percent
NOVEMBER 29th, 2004

«I: FIRM, the world1s leading provider of online survey & reporting software, today announced the release of
a new Version of Confirmit delivering substantial value to customers including increased user productivity of
up to 83 percent.

«1 FIRMis uslnti; Evolutlonary (EVO) development to ensure the highest focus on customer value
through earl key component in EVO is measuring the
effect new and \mproved product qualities have on customer value. Increased customer value in Confirmit
9.0 includes:*

~! Up to 175 percent more intuitive user interface.

~!' Up to 80 percent increased user productivity in questionnaire design and testing

) Upl to 15?0 percent increased performance in Reportal and Panel Management*Features delivering increased customer
value include:

* ... keep up the good work."

"It looks like you have listened to the people
that actually use the software daily and or->
aimed to make it easier for them ... "

“I was very impressed with the version 9.0”

I Seminar observations "

—! On several occasions, customers gave spontaneous "WOWSs" and ! Acompletely new and state-of-the-art user interface
I 1 ! Random Data Generator enabling automated testing of questionnaires-

applauses: 1 Realtime Script Checker for on-the-fly script validation-

1 Py . . ;. ~! Block Randomization of questions to avoid respondent bias-
N The tralnlng room In_ London was lltera"y paCked Wlth people eager ~! Reportal BitStream for fast online tabulation on high volume of responses-
to test the new version. I We are very pleased to see major improvements in Confirmit 9.0, including updates to both the ser interface and
. ) survey engine. We plan to deploy this new version when it becomes available to server customers, stated Alex

—! Several clients asked if they could access the test server from Binbérg, Sroeniald Oriines Chif Information Ofice

home as well 2 e haiete i mprovemens Confmu(Ql}lwwltnbeneﬂ(sveen(eld Oniine’s survey programming, data collction and data delivery

X Capabiltes, helping us 10 bring even more value to our d
! FIRM1s VP of Marketing, Kjell @ksendal,

—! Great participation rate; 95% of all registered people showed up. " ‘«'éé?ﬁ;&ﬁﬁ?é%’;‘ﬁém (Ihgggvfgln:;;)srlr:\egn?;ekre‘:gcrmdud qualmes \mponar\t for clients and by conunuously askmg for their

Confimit is used by the leading market ressarch agencies worldwide and Global 1000 companies, and togather, we
have defined the future of online surveying and reporting, represented with the Confirmit

released onto FIRM's ASP environments in London and New York on November 27th. The new vardion il ba available
for server customers in January 2005. * Measured in FIRM3s Test Lab by monitoring internal and external stakeholders
executing predefined test scenarios.Press contact:- Kiell @ksendal, FIRM's VP of Marketing +1 646 229 5655

confirmity,

confirmity,

m

Software Process Improvement o C"Sf:nfffE%‘:a"ty evedlimediaytheentss
at Raytheon o — — | e
The individual learning
¢l Source : Raytheon Report 1995 T curve ?? B
—! http://www.sei.cmu.edu/pub/documents/95.reports/pdf/tr017.95.pdf we L — ggrs\;:rfmance
—ISearch “Dion & Raytheon” et
! An excellent example of process improvement ek ki —~
driven by measurement of improvement )
!l Main Motor: T
—1“Document Inspection”, Defect Detection =T (C,,‘Z,S,,‘.“ Rework -
«! Main Driver: "3 émigi H SRR SR E RS RS RS R E ]
—1“Defect Prevention Process” (DPP) End 1988 End 1994
e ’ Figure 8: Cost of QUality Versus Time
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The Cost of Software Quality at RES

start of " — total cost of SW quality!
SEl initiative" CMM "
atLevel 1" Level 3" ——— cost of conformance!
+ |
70 (appraisal + prevention)!
$15.8 million! _— |
oo saved through ! rework costs!
} the end of 1992!
CMM "
50! Level 4"

regmt”
set"

Vs

% of ! cost of conformance!
Total! 3 )
i 1
Project! 201 b —t
Costs! rework !

sts!

87 8 8 90 91 92 93 94 95 96!
Years!

Raytheon ESD/RES, see Dion, 1992, 1993, and Haley, et al 1995,1996"

Rework Cost:
Making a plan

Ambition:
—! reduce by-half wasted development effort due to avoidable errors, if process
improved.
Scale:
—! % of total effort which is applied to handling {identifying, correcting, re-testing,
reissuing} avoidable errors.

! Past [Our test process, 2006]

-1 45%

Goal

—! [Us, 2007 end] 30%,
—! [End 2008]20%,

—! [End 2009] 10%,

—! End 2010] 5%

Project Cost

Cost of Performance

Gost of NON-Gonformance

see next slide

Appraisal Costs } { Provention Costs }

Training, Met Policy & Procedures,
Planning, Quality Improvement Projects, Data
Gathering and Analysis, Fault Analysis, Root
GauseAnalysis, Quality Reporting.

Reviews, Inspections,
Testing 1st time, IV&V
(1st), Audits

Costs of Non-conformance Items

! Updating Source Code
«! Patches to Internal

el Re-reviews
*! Re-tests

*! Fixing Defects (code, Code
documentation) «! Patches to Delivered
Code

! Reworking any

document. ol External Failures

! from Crosby’s Model
according to
Raytheon95 Fig. 7

! Engineering Changes

! Lab Equipment Costs
of Retests

10
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CoSQ: Categories

*Requirements & Change management,
+Btandard SW Engineering Practices, SPI
Prevention Efforts to prevent poor quality +Project and quality planning,
(“defects”). ~Audits
Technology upgrades
«Training

+Inspections / technical reviews,
<Unit, Module, Integration and System
Testing,
Btandard testing process/practices
«Field trials,
Bl ey

igement,
*Re-work,
*Re-testing,
*Cancelled projects

Appraisal Efforts to “look” for defects.

Internal Problems detected prior to product

release.

*Re-Flashing phones,
Problems detected after product «Technical support,
release. «Complaint investigation,

+Claims, FFRs ...

External

Management Efforts to manage quality program Define quality, Set quality goals,

Standards, Metrics, Improvement efforts

Nokia San Diego View June 2000!

CoSQ: Reduce Costs by Achieving
Process Maturity

70
+Extemnal

604 - - T oinemal ||
o Appraisal
B Preventon

Internal
20

608G 85 BremsniggabtRerkRiprERht

10
Prevention
0
NOW Year1 Year2 Year3 Year5
Nokia San Diego View June 2000! ilb.com 2

Raytheon 95 Software Productivity 2.7X better

Produ ctlvity Prokece CACIEUD  Prosuaivlcr
“ 2% 185
B 28 17z
c T, [
5 v 1
£ iere 201
H BN e
a 2 125
. fore =
I 1% )
4 106%C 1
% 2% 224
N e ] I
u o 4
1 s 1ee
o 1o o
v 120 = 170%
=3 e e
K % we
s e 0
T 100 1
u 113% 1w
y 138 2%
w =y o
A 1o ES
T I T I T
Ao 1
1988 “ & o o - 1994 4

e YESHINERAL N BROUICEMENES

<5% on Requirements Process

a— 80%-200% Overrun

R
S

8-14% on Requirements Process
<60% Overrun

83 388 8

Percentage of Cost Overrun

5 10
Percentage of Requirements

11
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Achieving Project Predictability:
Raytheon 95

Cost At Completion / Budget %

140%
100%
PR N g TN e e
™T*1988 * * 1990” = = 1994
wed
e SEE PPT NOTE FOR
DEFINITION.!

Examples of Process Improvements: Raytheon 95

*I  Process Improvements Made
Erroneous interfaces during integration and test -

—! Increased the detail required for interface design during the requirements
analysis phase and preliminary design phase - Increased thoroughness of
inspections of interface specifications

Lack of regression test repeatability -

—! Automated testing - Standardized the tool set for automated testing -

Increased frequency of regression testing
Inconsistent inspection process -

—! Established control limits that are monitored by project teams - Trained project
teams in the use of statistical process control - Continually analyze the inspection
data for trends at the organisation level

Late requirements up-dates -

! Improved the tool set for maintaining requirements traceability - Confirm the requirements

mapping at each process phase
Unplanned growth of functionality during Requirements Analysis

~! - Improved the monitoring of the evolving specifications against the customer baseline - Continually map the
requirements to the functional proposal baseline to identify changes in addition to the passive monitoring of
code growth - Improved requirements, design, cost, and schedule tradeoffs to reduce impacts

Overall Product Quality:
Definition at Raytheon

Overall Product Quality PN

The primary measure used to assess overall product quality is the defect density
in the final software products.

I We measure this factor in “number of software trouble reports (STRs) per
thousand lines of delivered source code (STRs/KDSI)” on an individual project
basis.

The project defect densities are then combined to compute the monthly weighted
average (using the same approach as the cost of quality described above) thus
yielding a time-variant plot of our overall product quality measure.

<1 As shown in next slide, data collected over the period of the initiative shows an
improvement from an average of 17.2 STRs/KDSI to the current level of 4.0
STRs/KDSI.

Rrlrats per ~“hamsind DE

Overall Product Quality: Raytheon 95

12
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Return On Investment at Raytheon
about $10,000 per programmer/year

CaNwRNON® O

Invested  Payback

Fault Density versus Checking Rate:

! $7.70 per $1 invested at Raytheon
! Sell your improvement program to top management on this basis

Set a concrete target for it
—! Goal [Our Division, 2 years hence] 8to 1

Defects Found/ Raytheon 95
Kdsi 100 12 250
DSl par Haur

of 01 02 03 04 05 0& O7 0A 03 | i1 12 13 e

wren
Over 1,000 Statements
Real Optimum Checked per hour

Checking Rate

ww.gilb.com by a single checker 0

Great Case study book of software
change
(similar to Raytheon story)

*! Craig Kaplan et al

*! Secrets of Software Quality
—140 innovations from IBM
—!IMcGraw Hill

! about 1995, maybe out of print but used copies at
amazon.com $2.99

*l See Gilbs set of Kaplan slides!

—lckaplan@igco.com
~!http://www.igco.com/, . ...

Primary Evo Concept:
Deliver Potential Value

The Evo Cycle:
Viewed as a Deming PDSA Cycle

*! Incremental Value Delivery to Stakeholders

wwgilb.com

13
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Deliver the highest value for resources

@takco

holders
~_

80%

Evo Concept:
Potential Value to Many

Qm er

holders

! Incremental Value Deliveries to Many Stakeholders

Evo Concept: Short Term Feedback
“This looks like a change | can get value from!”

Qt a keo

holders

*! Initial Feedback from Stakeholders, after Evo Cycle delivery

000 Value Quotes - Ethics Quotations on Value and Values
J (& J (2] [+ o b fwwvaluequotes.net Q-

71 TOM' NET Services Travel 4 TOM~ NORSKESTEDER® NEWS+ FINANCIAL CL£L~ GILB EVENTS SITES+ CATALOGUES™

Quality in a product or service is not what the supplier puts in. It is what the customer gets out
and is willing to pay for. A product is not quality because it is hard to make and costs a lot of

money, as manufacturers typically believe. This is incompetence. Customers pay only for what is of
use to them and gives them value, Nothing else constitutes quality.
Peter F. Drucker, " ARericar Management Guru

Long-Term Real Value Feedback

“This is the real value we have gotten to date, and what we expect to get in the future!”

o0 O
Stake:
holders

@lakeo

holders

Realized Value Informati

+! 2Kinds of Feedback from Stakeholders, when value increment is really exploited in practice after delivery
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Study critical factors in your environment
“Budget cut, Deadline nearer; New CEQ.Cheaper Technojp=
0 0

Stake-
holders
N

4

'otential Value

Stake gt_':_er |
holders_ ritical
Factors!
o 2Kinds ‘when value increment is.
4 i

inpr V.
n from Like budget, deadine, technology, poitcs, laws, marketing changes.

www.gilb.com

Quick Action, Quick Correction

! “I'think it is very
important for you to do
two things:

—! Act on your temporary
conviction as if it was a real
conviction;

—! and if you realize that you
are wrong, correct your
course very quickly.”

—! Source: Andy Grove, CO-
founder and chairman of
Intel Corporation. Born
1936, Hungary"

nw.gilb.com

FTUICOSUTI T'TLTT VV O IVIUTTTS

(UMIST (Manchester), UCL
(Londo

“The Management of Projects” (Telford, London, 1994)
Manhattan Project to Channel Tunnel and Concorde
Conclusion: There is no good project management
method!
Main culprit: Requirements problems
New Model: Feedback, frequent, rapid: Plan Do Study
Act, Spiral
He did not cite, and admitted he was unaware of,
-1
) Mills (IBM Federal Systems Division) military & space
work published in 1980 (IBM SJ No. 4

! Peter Morris Pwmorris@netcomuk.co.uk
+  www.INDECO.co.uk
» Amazon.co.uk (NOT .com!)

— PETER W GMORRIS

Prof. Morris "'New Model’

! 'The Management of Projects’

suggested a number of iterative models as the 'new
model’.

THE MANAGEMENT ¢

o Anater varart =
aicre, ™
fctretects a syse

fecice
Showing ow e kIl
sama basc acttes

may be epeat |
savealtimes durnga
g devecpmen
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The Head:Body Model of Evo The P D S A Cycle from Deming

Avrchitecture " "

n PlanStucy Aot |
Management

e
"Body”

or
Reguirements! micro-project

Design!
Quality Control!

(Construction/Acquisition)!

Testing!

Integration!

Delivery -> Stakeholder!

Measure & Study Results! Study

Go to next Graphic

Value Added Paradigm

Tao Te Ching (500

Value Added with Iterations

That which remains quiet, is easy to handle.

That which is not yet developed is easy to manage.
That which is weak is easy to control.

That which is still small is easy to direct.

Deal with little troubles before they become big.
Attend to little problems before they get out of hand.

Project Cost

Value Added
without Iterations

For the largest tree was once a sprout,
the tallest tower started with the first brick,
and the longest journey started with the first step.

—! From Lao Tzu in Bahn, 1980 (also quoted in Gilb, Principles of
Software Engineering Management page 96), Penguin book

Project Start Project End

Erik Simmons, Intel Oregon!

16
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Ansoff: Corporate Strategv__

“The procedure within each step of the cascade is similar.

Descartes On Small

o

(1) A set of objectives is established.

(2) The difference (the 'gap') between the current position

of the firm and the objectives is estimated.

(3) One or more courses of action (strategy) is proposed. |
(4) These are tested for their ‘gap-reducing properties." ‘
A course is accepted if it substantially closes the gaps; if it does not, new alternatives are tried."

! “We should bring the whole force
of our minds to bear upon the

...<- Igor H. Ansoff, "Corporate Strategy", 1965(Pages 25-26) Quoted in most minUte and Simple details

MINTZBERGS4:44 and to dwell upon them for a long

time so that we become

accustomed to perceive the truth

. . . . N H . ”n
This gives the appearance of solving the problem several times over , but with clea rIy and disti nctly.
successively more precise results." « Rene Descartes, Rules for the Direction of the Mind, 1628

b

-

"Another important characteristic of this process is feedback. Since the
cascade is a process of search for the best solution, information may
develop at later stages which casts doubt on previous decisions.” ibid 32-35

ERICSSON =

Ericsson Experiences: Early simple proof of concep
Mobile Base Stations for Japan (Ericsson)

& . I “Organic integration [Evo] is a way of getting rid of the myth [that problems don’t
A bit of Lite tur

behbvs ocksi

exist] very early on.

! You could say that organic integration d ds of an or ization that it do the
specifications, the system, the design and the verification for one first very small
task very quickly.

It also demands of the organization that it do this right in terms of delivering
products correctly.
! If the organization cannot even its first simple task in the time agreed, it
certainly should question the ability to manage more difficult tasks.

This process of questioning is very healthy. It may for example prevent the

lelusions of g leur so in nearly all organizations”.

[Ericsson94], page 26, Jack Jarkvik, in the context of building mobile telephone
base stations

, too

S,

luck hglps

mﬂ lyckas >

v = ', = -
On succeeding
Jack Jirkvik & Lars Kylberg et al. Jack Jiirkvik & Lars Kylberg m.fl.
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Mills on Project Control

“Software Engineering began to emerge in FSD” (IBM Federal Systems Division, from 1996 a part of Lockheed Martin
Marietta) “some ten years ago [about 1970] in a continuing evolution that is still underway.

—I Ten years ago general management expected the worst from software projects — cost overruns, late deliveries,
unreliable and incomplete software.

—1 Today [1980] , management has learned to expect on-time, within budget, ~deliveries of high-quality software.

A Navy helicopter ship system, called LAMPS, provides a recent example.

—I' LAMPS software was a four-year project of over 200 person-years of effort,

—1I' developing over three million, and integrating over seven million words of
data for eight different processors distributed

—!in45 incremental deliveries.

—! Every one of those deliveries was on time and under budget.

A more extended example can be found in the NASA space program,

—1 where in the past ten years, FSD has managed some 7,000 p of software 3
and integrating over a hundred million bytes of program and data for ground and space processors in over a
dozen projects.

—I There were few late or overrun deliveries in that decade, and none at all in the past four years.” Harlan Mil
Systems Journal No. 4, 1980, p. 415], Reprinted IBM SJ Vol. 38 1999, 289-295

How Did Mills Invent His Evo?

Harlan,
T GAL 2 ey 10 | have always wanted to ask you (for 10
N7 1
INTERNATIONAL HOTELS Wheat is the history of thought which led you

B

(and FSD) to Evolutionary/Incremental

Py s seanB?. G 20 ot (fel04y) Delivery/Testing.

L T o Th i,
A4

As reported by you and FSD 80->86,

yesterday

| have two hypothesis:

1)! It evolved from IPT (Improved
Programming Technology) Top down
design and testing.

2)! It was a “local” analogy to rocket process
control.

Answer from Harlan: “It was kind of both”

j:,_?‘/_r Aok,

The piece of paper with the question
that | handed to Mills during a conference.
His verbal reply was recorded by me!

See note for Flight software. huy nasa.gov/: Case Study,
“The Space Shuttle Primary Computer System,” Communications of the ACM 27, No. 9 (September 1984): 871-900.

See note for Weinberg history FSD via Mercury project
www.gilb.com . )
> ] ] Go to Quinnan IBM FSD

7 da Vinci Principles: (Evo!) <celb, p.o
Curiosita
—! Insatiably curious, unrelenting quest for continuous learning
Dimostrazione
—! Commitment to test knowledge through experience, willingness

Da Vinci on Practical Feedback

to learn from mistakes. Learning for ones self, through practical el Leonardo proudly described himself as:
experience ’
«l Sensazione —!Uomo senza lettre (man without letters)
—! Continual refinement of senses. As means to enliven experience D; . P .
\ Sfumato IDiscepolo delle esperienza (disciple of experience)
—1 Willingness to embrace ambiguity, paradox, uncertainty I “To me it seems that those sciences are in vain and full of error

Arte/Scienza
—! Balance science/art, logic & imagination, whole brain thinking
Corporalita
—! Cultivation of grace, ambidexterity, fitness, poise
Connessione
—! Recognition & appreciation for interconnectedness of all things
and phenomena, Systems thinking

which are not born of experience, mother of all certainty, first
hand experience which in its origins, or means, or end has
passed through one of the five senses.”

—ISource: Gelb page 78

18
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Leonardo’s persistence

“Although generally recognized as the greatest genius of
all time, Leonardo made many colossal mistakes and
staggering blunders.” ...

“Despite mistakes, disasters, failures, and
disappointments, Leonardo never stopped learning,
exploring, and experimenting. He demonstrated
Herculean persistence in his quest for knowledge.” -«

Leonardo wrote: <cusss
—! “I do not depart from my furrow.
—! “Obstacles do not bend me”
—! “Every obstacle is destroyed through rigor”

www.gilb.com

Philips Evo Pilot May 2001

The GxxLine PXX Optimizer EVO team proudly presents the success of the Timing Prediction Improvement EVO steps.

Shown are the results of the test set used to monitor the improvement process.

The size of the test set has grown, as can be seen in the first column. (In the second column the week number is shown.)

We measured the quality of the timing prediction in percentages, in which ~5% means that the prediction by the optimizer is 5% too
optimistic.

Excellent quality (~5% to +10%) is given the color green, very good quality quality is yellow, good quality is orange, & the rest is red.
The results are for the ToXXXz X(i) and EXXX X(i), and are accomplished by thorough analysis of the machines, and appropriate
adaptation of the software.

The GXXline Optimiser Team presented the word document below to the Business Creation Process review team.

The results were received with great applause. The graphics are based on the timing accuracy scale of
measure that was defined with Jan verbakel. ~ Classification: Unclassified

o l

www

Koen on Risk Control

el Make small changes in the sota:

—1‘Sota’ = Engineering State Of The Art Heuristics <-Koen,
Discussion, p. 48

! Always give yourself a chance to retreat; and
! Use feedback to stabilize the design process

DISCUSSION
of THE

METHOD

www.gilb.com 76
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Mercedes Evo
D o o> R

77

Ski Jump Evolution 2004
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