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pl. IE Basics




The Question

»" How good is your design

o" for satisfying your requirements?



Primitive Basis
a traditional design
assertion

p" Design X
»" Will be the right one

p" for our security
requirements’



The Problems
of understanding a design

s 1. No clear definition of ‘Security’
" how much? (95% or 99.99%7%)
p" what types? (detect, prevent, thrwart, fix)
" which attacks (insider, hacker, terrorist)
p" when? (next week, next year)

p 2. No clear definition of the design

p" detail, history, costs, guarantees, side effects, risks,
dependencies, issues

p" value ?



Impact Estimation Basic Concepts

Incremental
Scale Impact

Objective

< b

T T Scale
Absolute Baseline Scale Impact Target
Values
Percentage
Values 0%, Percentage Impact (%) 100%

Source: Lindsey Brodie, Editor of Competitive Engineering May 2000
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Impact Estimation
Concepts
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Some Concepts!
Designs, Functions, Requirements,!
Reguirement levels (Constraint, Target)!

ve do it!

erable #

‘ Jol
I
Past ) il 20111# Goal !
€C. 40 sec.! [April
2010] ! 2013] !
50 sec." 15 sec.”
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But, we have to consider side effects, and costs

: | The! .
Des%ldea. candidates Design Idea B!
Records !
' M anagement | [EENETHE
B! Systam! B!
/ /
Al B! | ' Al . B!

ﬁ/

0 Al B | B! Al

Al B! | ‘m
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Use of System Concepts and Metrics within
Planguage /
Impact Estimation (IE)
— Bank Loan Case Study
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Planguage System Model
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Time,
Place
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Planguage System Model
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i Planguage System Model H
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Resource: .
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Planguage System Model

Function!

Binary 0/1!

Scalar
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Scalar Performance/Quality Attribute

Scale of Measurement

C Function > Performance/Quality
O
N
; 1 1

| |
T Baseline Target

| Measurement Measurement

0% 100%
O ‘Past’ ‘Goal’
N
S
Time,
Place
& Event
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Scalar Performance/Quality Attribute

Scale of Measurement
C Function > Performance/Quality
O
N
i ]
'Il 30 10
| Function: Submit request.!
Performance requirement; |
O IReduce time for customer to submit request. !
N Scale: Average time in minutes taken for defined [stakeholder] for
S defined [request type: Default = Loan]. |
Past [Customer]: 30. |
Goa [Customer]: 10.!
!
Time, Past [Loan, Competitor A, July 2008]: 25.!
Place
& Event
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Case Study of a Bank Loan System

e'Overall aim was to speed up the processing of customer
loan requests

e'Quality requirements originally expressed:
o"“up-to-date view”
e"“easy to use rules administration”
*"“low overhead cost”

*"“in a timely manner”
*"“high performance”

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
| mpact Estimation!



Case Study of a Bank Loan System

e'Overall aim was to speed up the processing of customer
loan requests

e'Quality requirements originally expressed:
o"“up-to-date view”
e"“easy to use rules administration”
*"“low overhead cost”

*"“in a timely manner”
*"“high performance”

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
| mpact Estimation!



Planguage System Model
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Hierarchy of Performance/Quality Attributes

Performance

| ‘ | |
Quality Resource Saving Workload Capacity
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Hierarchy of Performance/Quality Attributes

Performance
| ‘ | |
Quality Resource Saving Workload Capacity
|
| | | | | |
Availability Environment Adaptability Usability Throughput Storage
Response Capacity

Financial Efficiency Equipment Times

Saving ‘ Saving
Reliability  Maintainability Security Elapse Time Saving Effort Saving
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Hierarchy of Performance/Quality Attributes

Performance
| ‘ | |
Quality Resource Saving Workload Capacity
|
| | | | | |
Availability Environment Adaptability Usability Throughput Storage
Response Capacity

Financial Efficiency Equipment Times
Saving ‘ Saving

Reliability  Maintainability Security Elapse Time Saving Effort Saving

More generic performance attribute hierarchy

Specific to bank system case study

R4: Reduce number of Back Office complaints R1: Reduce time for customer to submit request

R5: Reduce number of customer complaints R2: Reduce time for Back Office to enter request

R3: Reduce time to process customer request
R6: Reduce time to update rules

R7: Reduce time taken to distribute rules
Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Performance
Requirements

Version 02/29/12!

Building up an Impact Estimation Table

Requirements

R1: Time for customer to submit request
30 min <-> 10 min

R2: Time for Back Office to enter request
30 min <-> 10 min

R3: Time to process customer request
5 days <-> 20 seconds

R4: No of Back Office complaints
10 per week <-> 0

R5: No of customer complaints
25 per week <-> 5

R6: Time to update business rules
1 month <-> 1 day

R7: Time to distribute business rules
2 weeks <-> 1 day

, )

Time for customer to submit
request!
!
Past: 30. |
IBasaline 0%
!
Goal: 10. !
ITarget 100%!

waann, CGilh coml!
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Building up an Impact Estimation Table

Some specific Conditions

- A snapshot of the systerﬁ\ Bank System
at a specific future date By End Date: ddimm/yyyy

Requirements

R1: Time for customer to submit request
30 min <-> 10 min

Perf(?rmance R2: Time for Back Office to enter request
Requirements 30 min <-> 10 min

R3: Time to process customer request
5 days <-> 20 seconds

R4: No of Back Office complaints
10 per week <-> 0

R5: No of customer complaints
25 per week <-> 5

R6: Time to update business rules
1 month <-> 1 day

R7: Time to distribute business rules
2 weeks <-> 1 day

(

Development Budget
RG?OU rce 2.5M <-> 300K
Requirements

Vers. On 02/29/12! ‘IIAVI\VA\II‘VA\II- Gi ! b- Com!
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J

DesmrTs
-"Brief Descriptions
-"Dependencies
-"Proposed Increments

Impact of the Development

Cost of the Designs on
Resource Requirements
(Devt. Budget)

Development Cost or
Other Costs for Design

\

Version 02/29/12!

Bank System

By End Date: dd/mm/yyy

Requirements

Designs by expected Increment with
design dependencies

—

2

3

4

D1: Automate Rules
+ Manual Testing

R1: Time for customer to submit request
30 min <-> 10 min

D2: Back Office
Loan Decisioning

D3: Web
Self-Service

D4: Automate Rules
+ Automate Testing

|

R2: Time for Back Office to enter request
30 min <->10 min

R3: Time to respond to customer request
5 days <-> 20 seconds

R4: No of Back Office complaints
10 per week <-> 0

R5: No of customer complaints
25 per week <-> 5

R6: Time to update business rules
1 month <-> 1 day

R7: Time to distribute business rules
2 weeks <-> 1 day

Cumulative Total for
Performance Requirements

Development Budget
2.5M <-> 300K

2.3

2.0

1.0

0.5

Development Cost for Design

0.2

0.3

1.0

0.5

Cumulative Performance to Devt. Cost Ratio

waann, CGilh coml!
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Designs by expected Increment with

| . .
. . Key:. | design dependencies
An Impact Estimation Table  |s=sswons 2 3 | 4
m = minut
d = days. o o "
w = week! o2 o 8 ° 2
Z P 56 |22 | 2§
Bank System 2e | 58 | 3% | 2%
By End Date: dd/mm/ gé @ DE) gg
n ale: mm += .. =
Impacts y ol 2 S | 88 2 3
u . . . - p:
Note this is s_lmpllfled Requirements 5 ¢ X3
not showing e
: R1: Time for customer to submit request 10m
any uncertainty, 30 min <-> 10 min 100%
Credlblllty Ol Ralig for Back Office to enter request 0 T
source data here 50 MM===t6mmic 150%
R3: Time to respond to customer request 1d 20s
5 days <-> 20 seconds 80% 100%
R4: No of Back Office complaints 3) <1 0 (2)
10 per week <-> 0 50% 90% 100% (80% )
R5: No of customer complaints 15 5
25 per week <-> 5 50% 100%
Total of the performance impacts R6: Time to update business rules 2w 1d
. 1 month <-> 1 da o o
for a design d s 100
R7: Time to distribute business rules 1d 20 s
2 weeks <-> 1 day 100% 103%
C lative Total fi
T ) 200%| 170% | 280% | 50%
_ Development Budget 213 20 1.0 05
Performance to Cost Ratio 2.5M <-> 300K
\ Development Cost for Design 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.5
umulative Performance to Devt. Cost Ratio 1000 567 280 100

Version 02/29/12!
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An Impact Estimation Table

Version 02/29/12!

Designs by expected Increment with

waann, CGilh coml!
VYV VVVUVV.UUTTNY

Key:! | design dependencies
S = seconds
m = minut 1 2 3 4
d = days. o o o
w = week! v 2 Q Q v 2
S s O = o 2 S =
X g 5 -2 2 - x 3
o R o o
Bank System B = $8 | s? | 5o
- = ng | Qo E ©
By End Date: dd/mm/yyyy | £ & D c n Lk
= N @ 3 =
< n © < S
=t - 4 <
Requirements - r o+
R1: Time for customer to submit request ) ) 10 m -
30 min <-> 10 min 100%
R2: Time for Back Office to enter request - - Om -
30 min <-> 10 min 150%
R3: Time to respond to customer request - 1d 20s -
5 days <-> 20 seconds 80% 100%
R4: No of Back Office complaints 3) <1 0 (2)
10 per week <-> 0 50% 90% 100% (80% )
R5: No of customer complaints 15 5
25 per week <-> 5 ) 50% 100% i
R6: Time to update business rules 2w - - 1d
1 month <-> 1 day 50% 100%
R7: Time to distribute business rules 1d i 20 s i
2 weeks <-> 1 day 100% 103%
Cumulative Total for
Performance Requirements 200% 170% | 280% 50%
Development Budget 2 2
velopment Budk 3 0 |10 0.5
Development Cost for Design 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.5
Cumulative Performance to Devt. Cost Ratio 1000 567 280 100

OUTTT
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TPIanguage System Model]

Development '
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Function!

\ I

Annual Operational .
Budget!
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.
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Requirements
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- N w c 3
= = c OO0
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& & & O 8
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o o o Q
c c c - &
1 1 1 el —
] e
c c c S
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Performance Requirement A
Baseline <-> Target
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Total for
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Development Budget

. Annual Operational Budget

r Impact Estimation (IE)

Development Cost for Design
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TPIanguage System Model]

Development l

Costsl

Function!

\ |

Annual Operational .
Budget!

nz0-—4—-—0z200

System XYZ

By YN 5L/ R m/yyyy

| Adaptabilityj!>

.
.
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.
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.
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.
o*
.
.

Perfor

Baselin

... Performay

Baseline
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|

Development Budget
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al Design

Y
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Totg concepts including

Increments

Development Cost for Design
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An Impact Estimation Table

- means 0%

Or no effect

But what's the —}

Designs by expected Increment with

stakeholder value?

What if one

stakeholder carried

out this transaction

10 times a day and

another 2000 times
a day?

(there are more slides on

This subject, but NOT here!)

Key:! | design dependencies
S = seconds
m = minut 1 2 3 4
d = days. o o "
w = week! v 2 © c @ v 2
S s Q c o .2 S =
X 4 5 -2 %J c X $
o 0 Q o
Bank System B = $8 | s? | 5o
- = ng | Qo E ©
End Date: dd/mmiyyyy | 2 & D c n Lk
= N3 Z =S
< n © << S
=t ! g <
Requirements w o+
. . >
R1: Time for customer to submit request 10 m
30 min <-> 10 min 100%
R2: Time for Back Office to enter request Om
30 min <-> 10 min 150%
R3: Time to respond to customer request 1d 20s
5 days <-> 20 seconds 80% 100%
R4: No of Back Office complaints 3) <1 0 (2)
10 per week <-> 0 50% 90% 100% (80% )
R5: No of customer complaints 15 5
25 per week <-> 5 50% 100%
R6: Time to update business rules 2w 1d
1 month <-> 1 day 50% 100%
R7: Time to distribute business rules 1d 20 s
2 weeks <-> 1 day 100% 103%
Cumulative Total for
Performance Requirements 200% 170% | 280% 50%
Development Budget 1.0 05
5 5N 2os 300K 2.3 2.0 : :
Development Cost for Design 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.5
Cumulative Performance to Devt. Cost Ratio 1000 567 280 100

Version 02/29/12!
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Value Decision Tables

IProduct Values
|ProductVaIue I
|ProductVaIue 2
|Resources

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Value Decision Tables

IProduct Values
|ProductVaIue I
|ProductVaIue 2
|Resources
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Value Decision Tables

IProduct Values

|Product Value |

|Product Value 2

|Resou rces

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste

IResources

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste

INutrition

|Resou rces
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Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste

INutrition

Shelf Life

|Resou rces

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste

INutrition

Shelf Life

Sum Goodiey

IResources

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Version 02/29/12!
Copyright: Kai @Gill

B Goodies

Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste 20 % 50 % 90 %
Nutrition 30 % 70 % 90 %
Shelf Life ” ” o
Sum Goodie
30% 50 % 70%
IResources

b.com!

www.Gilb.com!
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B Goodies

Value Decision Tables

Product Values

Taste 20 % 50 % 90 %
Nutrition 30 % 70 % 90 %
Shelf Life ” ” o
Sum Goodie
30% 50 % 70%
IResources

b.com!
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|mpact Estimation!

43!




p" 2. Advanced IE

»" How do we make estimates?
»" How do we document quality of estimates?
p" IE is a risk analysis and documentation tool

»" IE has a wide variety of practical
applications

»" How does IE compare to other methods like
QFD (Quality Function Deloyment)



Impact Estimation: Cell Depth
Design Y (Template)! Design Y (Examples)!

Attr X->{ 50%! Attr X->I 509 |

Real SCALE estimatel

— Real SCALE estimate. !
% way to target estimatel | . — 600 Hours!
. I \ — A4
Plusand minust || T —— 5001
estimate border s! T .
Evidence for estimatesl.___ T +20%)!

N 11

Credibility level! T Project Post Mortem”!

Sour ce of evidence! \\<‘ “Project X and Y results”!
\

Other possible cell attribute 0.6
options: Bl

% to Stretch
% to Goal [other qualifier]
Owner of estimate. “Tom”

Version: 1.01
Date of Estimate: Oct 9, 2011

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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Credibility Table

Credibility Rating Meaning

0.0 Wild guess, no credibility

0.1 We know it has been done somewhere

0.2 We have one measurement somewhere

0.3 There are several measurements in the estimated range

0.4 The several measurements are relevant to our case

0.5 The method used to obtain the several relevant measurements
is considered reliable

0.6 We have used the method/design/idea/strategy in-house

0.7 We have reliable measurements for the design idea in-house

0.8 Reliable in-house measurements correlate to independent external
measurements

0.9 We have used the idea on this project and measured it (Evo step,
pilot and field trial)

1.0 Perfect credibility, we have rock solid, contract-guaranteed,

long-term and credible experience with this idea on this project and,



if necessary.
On-line Onrline Picture On-line Help +
Support Help Handbook Access | ndex

Learning

Past: 60minutes <-> Goal: 10minutes

Scale Impact 5 min. 10 min, 30 min. 8 min.

Scale Uncertainty +3min. +5 min. +10min. +5 min.

Percentage Impact 110% 100% 60% 104%

Percentage Uncertainty +6% +10% +20%? +10%

(3 of 50
minutes)

Evidence Project Other Guess her Systems
Ajax: 7 Systems + Guess
minutes

Source Ajax World John B World Report,
Report, Report, p.17 +

p.6 p.17 John B

Credibility 0.7 0.8 0.2 0.6

Development Cost 120K 25K 10K 26K

Performance to Cost Ratio | 110/120=| 100/25 = 60/10 = 104/26 =

0.92 4.0 6.0 4.0

Credibility-adjusted 0.92%0.7 4.0%0.8 6.0%0.2 4.0%0.6

Performance to Cost Ratio =0.6 =3.2 =1.2 =24

(to I decimal place)

Notes: | LO"g;’r

- . . nmescale o

Time Period is two years. dovelop

Impact Estimation Analyzes Requirement |-| Design relationships across systems

Source Competitive Engineering Fig 9.5

www.Gilb.com!
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A sample Impact Estimation Table:

Req ulequlrements
re m echrescmalion
nts m [nformation

End

with Safety Factor 2x
Deslgn Ideas Central Youth Facts London Diploma Events | Discounts
_—— X Sum for
equirements Reguirement
Performance <- Des@ns - Means ->
Parthlpation 800/0 ()OO/O 00/0 0% 30(%) 200/0 300/0 2200/0
+50% +70% +50% +50% +50% +50% +50% +370%
80% 80% 10% 0% 10% 20% 50% 250%
+50% +50% +50% +50% +50% +50% +40% +340%
0% 20% 830% 0% 20% 0% 0% 1 20%
+50% +40% +50% +20% +50% +50% +30% +290%
Conviction 0% 20% 60% 80% 10% 80% 0% 250%
+10% +50% +30% +50% +50% +50% +50% +290%
Influence 0% 40% 60% 0% 80% 80 0% 260%
+50% +40% +50% +50% +50% | %+5% +50% +340%
Fun 509/0 400/0 l 0° 0 0% /0 Oo/o 800/0 OO/«’) l 800/0
+50% +50% +50% +0% +0% +50% +(0% +200%
Sum of 210% | 2 Y 0%
Performance + 4
260% | 3 2 50% 220%
Resource
Requirements
Financial Cost 20% 1 % 1% 1% 1% 30% 30% 111%
+30% +1% +1% +1% +5% +50% +50% +135%
Performance
to Cost Ratio 21020 | 260/1 220/1 80/1 150/1 280/30 R0/30

www. GIlb.com
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Impact Tables and Risk

" |E Forces thorough Analysis
—"Of all cost/quality impacts
—"Based on facts, not opinion

" |E Analysis is documented

" |E Risk is explicit
—"Credibility rating
—"Safety factors

"' |E Forces better definition
specification
—"Requirements
—"Designs
—"evidence

Version 02/29/12!

"Acceptable Risk levels can be
managed:

—"By Setting safety factor limits in
Rules for specification

" |E Analysis can be quality controlled ‘At least 200%’° sum for all

designs’
"“defect’ IE Table if not met (>200%)

—"By setting exit/entry levels for
Credibility averages
‘At least 0.5 average’

"Unacceptable/not completed if we fail
to meet these levels

www.Gilb.com!
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What uses can we put impact estimation to”?

1. Evaluating a single design idea. How good is the idea for us?

2. Comparing two or more design ideas to find a winner, or set of winners. Use IE, if you want to set up an argument against a prevailing popular, but weak
design ideal

3. Gaining an architectural overview of the impact of all the design ideas on all the objectives and budgets. Are there any negative side effects? What is the
cumulative effect?

4. Obtaining systems engineering views of specific components, or specific performance aspects.
Are we going to achieve the reliability levels?

5. Analyzing risk: evaluating a design with regard to ‘worst case’ uncertainty and minimum credibility.
6. Planning evolutionary project delivery steps with regard to value and cost.

7. Monitoring, for project management accounting purposes, the progress of individual evolutionary project delivery steps and, the progress to date compared
against the requirement specification or management objectives.

8. Predicting future costs, project timescales and performance levels.
9. Understanding organizational responsibility in terms of performance and budgets by organizational function.
In 1992, Steve Poppe pioneered this use at executive level while at British Telecom, North America.
10. Achieving rigorous quality control of a design specification prior to management reviews and approval.
11. Presenting ideas to committees, management boards, senior managers, review boards and customers for approval.
12. Identifying which parts of the design are the weakest (risk analysis). If there are no obvious alternative design ideas, any ‘weak links’ should be tried out
earliest, in case they do not work well (risk management). This impacts scheduling.
13. Enabling configuration management of design, design changes, and change consequences.
14. Permitting delegation of decision-making to teams. Teams can achieve better internal progress control using IE, than they can from repeatedly making
progress reports to others, and acting on others’ feedback.
15. Presenting overviews of very large, complex projects and systems by using hierarchical IE tables. Aim for a one page top-level IE view for senior
management.

16. Enabling cross-organizational co-operation by presenting overviews of how the design ideas of different projects contribute towards corporate objectives.
Any common and conflicting design ideas can be identified. This is important from a customer viewpoint; different projects might well be delivering to the same
customer interface.

17. Controlling the design process. You can see what you need, and see if your idea has it by using an |E table. For example, which design idea contributes best
to achieving usability? Which one costs too much?

18. Strengthening design. You can see where your design ideas are failing to impact sufficiently on the objectives; and this can provoke thought to discover new
design ideas or modify existing ones.

19. Helping informal reasoning and discussion of ideas by providing a framework model in our minds of how the design is connected to the requirements.
20. Strengthening the specified requirements. Sometimes, you can identify a design idea, that has a great deal of popular support, but doesn’t appear to impact
your requirements. You should investigate the likely impacts of the design idea with a view to identifying additional stakeholder requirements. This may provide
the underlying reason for the popular support. You might also identify additional types of stakeholders.

Version 02/29/12! www.Gilb.com!
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»3. Related Disciplines: Requirements & Design

»" Requirements Specification: quantified and
“well defined”

»" Design Specification: Estimated, and well-
defined.



Requirements

p" The 'Ends’ in Impact Estimation

p" The things the ‘'means’ have impact upon



SPEC TEMPLATE: for ‘Planguage’ Specification

<Tag>:
Ambition:
- Measurement

Scale:

Goal:
Meter:

--- Relationships

Type:

Supports:

Supported By:
Objective Admin

Version:

Owner:

Status:

Scope:

.- Definitions




Unclear Objectives

MY NUMBER ONE

COMPLAINT IS THAT WHY ARE
IT TAKES TOO MUCH THEY SO
EFFORT FOR ME TO SELFISH?
BE CLEAR.

THE NUMBER ONE
COMPLAINT FROM
EMPLOYEES IS

"'UNCLEAR OBJEC-

scottadama® aol com

3
-
E
S
:

¢ UFS, Inc,
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Case: Multinational Bank 2011
Critical Project Objectives ‘not

clear’
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Case: Multinational Bank 2011
Critical Project Objectives ‘not

- A sample of about 6 procj:le%%r,.showed that none of

them had clear quantified project top level critical
requirements, yet

- The CTO commissioned us to look at his own
selected sample of large troubled projects, wrt their
requirements (2 days)

- The sample showed that they did not have clear
quantified top level requirements

- But that their tea
requirements, s

le to write quantified
coached.
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Case: Multinational Bank 2011
Critical Project Objectives ‘not

clear’

- The CTO concluded that
none of their 100s of projects
had clear enough objectives,

or primary improvement requirements,
at thailahass

1" =
1y - ”
y
|
) )
- ..' ..’“‘} ! ‘\.' \
/ A8 \ -
l . ;
\ >
o~
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Case: Multinational Bank 2011

Critical Project Objectives ‘not
The CTO asked Tom, clear’

“This Is so simple and obvious!
Why don’t we do it?”

Tom replied:
“‘Universities don’t teach It.

You don't teach it iIn house

Youas CTO

before givin
10 October

aquired It to be done

58



Case: Multinational Bank 2011
Critical Project Objectives ‘not

clear’

© Gijlb.con



YRS 20 Sept, 2011 Report on Gilb
Evo method (Richard Smith,
Citigroup)

Back in 2004, I was employed by a large investment bank in their FX e-commerce IT department as a business analyst.

The wider IT organisation used a complex waterfall-based project methodology that required use of an intranet application to manage and report progress.

. and the ability to react to changes in requirements and

However, it's main Fa.ilingls were that it almost

The toolset generated lots of charts and stats that provided the illusion of risk control. but actually provided very little help to the analysts, developers and testers actually doing the work at the coal face.

The proof is in the pudding;

I have used EVO (albeit in disguise sometimes) on two large, high-risk projects in front-office investment banking businesses, and several smaller tasks.

On the largest critical project, the original business functions & performance objective reqUiremenfs documenf, WhiCh inCIUded no dQSign,
essenfld“y remdlned unChdnged over the 14 months the project took fo deliver,

but fhe de'l'ailed deSi NS (of the GUI, business logic, performance characteristics) Changed many I'T'lClny ﬁmeS, guided by lessons learnt and feedback

gained by delivering a succession of early deliveries to real users.

In the end, the new system resiaonsible for 10s of USD billions of notional risk, SUCCBSSFUI ly Wen1' live Over One weekend For 800
users worldwide .. was seen as a big success by the sponsoring stakeholders.

Jo! alg-gg%tc)gt#rse wif%y&tfb%%cgn Kai whilst agOCifigrou



Richard Smith

d a;3-8a¥,68yrse wif@y@ﬂb%quai whilst af,Citigrou



Previous PM Methods:
No 'Value delivery tracking'. <
No change reaction ability | ~°F

Richard Sm
" "However, (our old project management methodology)
main failings were that

« it almost totally missed the ability to track delivery
of actual value improvements to a project's
stakeholders,

- and the ability to react to changes
" in requirements and
" priority

o for the project's duration”

10 October © Gilb.com 62



But little help to testers and
analysts

\&‘ Y

Richd Sm

- “The (old) toolset generated lots of charts and stats

- that provided the illusion of risk control.

« But actually provided very little help to the analysts, developers
and testers actually doing the work at the coal face.”

10 October © Gilb.com 63



Richard Smith

" "The proof is in the pudding;

| have used Evo

- (albeit in disguise sometimes)

on two large, high-risk projects in front-office investment
banking businesses,

and several smaller tasks. “

10 October © Gilb.com 64



Experience: if top level requirements
are separated from design, the
‘requirements’ are stable!

Richard Smith

“On the largest critical project,

the original business functions & performance objective requirements
document,

which included no design,
essentially remained unchanged

over the 14 months the project took to deliver,....”

-da)i(fcbxﬁgbévrifh you @%ill(gicgvrpils’r at Citigreup in 2(



“ t = Dynamic (Agile, Evo) design
CI I testing:
not unlike ‘Lean Startup’

Richard Sm

- “... but the detailed designs

- (of the GUI, business logic, performance characteristics)

- changed many many times,

- guided by lessons learnt
- and feedback gained by
- delivering a succession of early deliveries

- to real users’

ourse with you &n%ill(gi whilst at Ci’rigggup in 2(

-d
C%OC October .com



M+ looks like the stakeholders liked
the top level system qualities,
on first try

Citl

* “In the end, the new system responsible for 10s of USD

Richard Smith

- billions of notional risk

- successfully went live

- over one weekend

- for 800 users worldwide

~ and was seen as a big success

- by the sponsoring stakeholders.”

& tbmgo\évelfh you a&d K%C whilst at Cl’rlgrgup in 20(



Bank Training like Richard

| le A
THE LEARNING PROCESS ‘
|. Lectures (50%) " _
Basic Theory (Principles, Standards, Rules, Templates) ’
Case studies (as far as possible from DB and banking) | -

Examples of practice (as far as possible from DB and
banking)

2. Questions and discussion

3. Participant exerci
(small groups 2 to 4), followed up by Instructors, and
experienced DB assistants (if available)

4. Substantial digital documentation, a library of books,
papers, cases

equirements Course Outline http: //www gilb. com/dlSZ

Day 1 Day 2
Quantify Standards, Principles, Design, Delivery,
Requirements Risks Culture Change

1. vervivvs: 200 2 1.T|p mr ang | fiviag, b a::t 1 estimating the 2 ntified
Ariauaae N reiauoh to Aaile nlan ina the: rea) va impact of a desian on




Ba_gk Business Analyst Training

Requirements

Workshop

Master how you communicate your organisation’s ‘real’ requirements,
and your stakeholders' most critical improvement requirements, in an
unambiguous, clear, measurable, and testable way.

Project and System Level
Requirements Specifications

WORKSHOP

ADVANTAGES

a complete method for tackling
all the critical and real
stakeholder requirements for a This workshop will allow you to People who write requirements
project, at all levels of walk away with practical ability to (BAs), and their managers.
consideration for IT Projects. improve your projects most Product owners, project

critical requirements. managers and their managers
Consultants, engineering/IT
methods owners and teachers.

Workshop Workshop
Objectives: Intended for:

the most advanced and You will be able to identify,
comprehensive workshop on classify and specify critical
requirements specification in the project and stakeholder

VAP ool om b o o

Ol Roquirements Course Outline htto: //www. ailb.c




Day 1
Quantify
Requirements

1. Overview: Evo &
Planguage in relation to Agile
Methods

2. practical examples of

(case studies)

3. the various requirements
concepts defined deeply and
exemplified

4. requirements templates
(to make standards practical)

design constraint templates
(a type of required design or
architecture)

5. how to quantify any
qualitative requirement (like

intuitiveness or adaptability or
security) — this is the key

ability that most all other
‘requirements’ workshops do
not teach!

6. advanced scale of measure
specification methods (a
ccile’ 1Is o2 tron irils)

Day 2
Standards, Principles,
Risks

1. Tips for analyzing project
plans to find the ‘real’ value
requirements.

2. standards for requirements
(rules, processes, templates,
glossary)

3. principles for requirements
(help you to tackle new
problems better)

4. quality control of
requirements: measuring
requirement conformance to
standards (reviews,
inspections, agile reviews)

5. how to give information that
determines priorities of

requirements (example Wish/
Goal/Fail and Qualifiers)

6. how to include requirement

information about risks and
uncetaintiac

Day 3
Design, Delivery,
Culture Change

1. estimating the quantified
impact of a design on
requirements

2. evolutionary project
management and how it
integrates with requirements.

The Evo cycle and how it
relates to Agile iteration.

3. training requirements

writers: how to train
colleagues and yourself

4. changing requirements
culture: how to change your
culture of requirements

5. expected results from
requirements culture

improvement: how to measure
or know that things are

working well

6. a policy for improved
requirements: summary of

main guidelines for value
driven projects, and value
requirements.

7S
®
0
<.
E
®
3]
®
2
—=
wn
O
o
=
-3
n
®
@)
=
-
=
®
b
—.—
—=
>
N
3
3
z
E.
S
(%)
o
2
3
ol
N
N




ONE PAGE PROJECT REQUIREMENTS QUANTIFIED
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Real Bank Project : Project Progress Testability
Quantification of the most-critical project objectives on day 1

| ONE PAGE PROJECT REQUIREMENTS QUANTIFIED

L] LI ) - l.l “_V. "l“l'l\‘sv'llv'l L] S lliviwilivy Vvwiw: !
updating real-time risk view
Past [20xx, Function = Risk Mgt, Region = Global] ~ 80s +/- 45s ??
Goal [End 20xz, Function = Risk Mgt, Region = Global] ~ 50% better?

Speed-To-Deliver: Scale: average Calendar days needed from New Idea Approved until

Idea Operational, for given Tasks, on given Markets.

Past [2009, Market =%URex, Task =Bond Execution] 2-3 months ? Managing Risk - Accurate - Consolidated - Real Time
Goal [Deadline =End 20xz, Market = EURex, Task =Bond Execution] 5 days

Risk.Cross-Product Scale: % of financial products that risk metrics can be displayed in a
Operational-Control: Scale: % of trades per day, where the calculated economic differencesingle position blotter in a way appropriate for the trader (i.e. - around a benchmark vs.
between OUR CO and Marketplace/Clients, is less than “1 Yen“(or eqbuivalen’r). across the curve).

Past [April 20xx] 10% change this to 90% NH Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100% Past [April 20xx] 0% 95%. Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100%

Risk.Low-latency Scale: number of times per day the intraday risk metrics is delayed by
more than 0.5 sec. Past [April 20xx, NA] 1% Past [April 20xx, EMEA] 22% Past [April
20xx, AP] 100% Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0%

Operational-Control.Consistent: Scale: % of defined [Trades] failing full STP across the

transaction cycle. Past [April 20xx, Trades=Voice Trades] 95%

Past [April 20xx, Trades=eTrades] 93% Risk.Accuracy
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=Voice Trades] <95 * 2%>

Goal [April 20xz, Trades=eTrades] 98.5 + 0.5 %

Risk. user-configurable Scale: ??? pretty binary - feature is there or not - how do we
represent?
Past [April 20xx] 1% Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0%

Q&era’rional-Con’rrol.Timely.End&Overnigh’rP&L Scale: number of times, per quarter, the Operational Cost Efficiency Scale: <Increased efficiency (Straight through processing STP
P&L information is not delivered timely to the defined [Bach-Run]. Rates )>

Past [April 20xx, Batch-Run=0Overnight] 1 Goal [Dec. 20xy, Batch-Run=Overnight] <0.5>

Past [April 20xx, Batch-Run= T+1] 1"Goal [Dec. 20xy, Batch-Run=End-Of-Day, Delay<lhour]

1

Cost-Per-Trade Scale: % reduction in Cost-Per-Trade
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = I 1 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by 60% (BW)
Goal gEOY 20xy, cost type = I 2 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %
Operational-Control.Timely.IntradayP&L Scale: number of times per day the intraday Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E1 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %
P&L process is delayed more than 0.5 sec. Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E 2 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by 100%
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E 3 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %

Operational-Control.Timely.Trade-Bookings Scale: number of trades per day that are not
booked on trade date. Past [April 20xx] 28 ?

10 October © Gilb.com 72



EXAMPLE

Usability:

Type: Complex Quality Requirement.

Includes: Type: Elementary Quality Requirement {Entry Conditions, Training
Requirement, Compurer Familiarity, Web Experience Level, Productivity, Error
Rate, Likeability, Intuitiveness, Intelligibilicy}.

Entry Conditions:

Scale: <Grade Level of User>.

Training Requirement:

Scale: Time needed to read <any instructions> or get <any help> in order to
perform defined |Tasks] successfully.

Computer Familiarity:

Scale: Years of <experience with computers>.

Web Experience Level:

Scale: Years of <experience with using the web>.

Productivity:

Scale: Ability to correctly produce defined [Work Units: Default: Completed Trans-
actions].

Error Rate:

Scale: Number of Erroneous Transactions requiring correction each <session>.
Likeability:

Scale: Option of <pleasure> on using the system on scale of —10 to +10.
Intuitiveness:

Scale: Probability that a defined [User| can intuitively figure out how to do a defined
[Task| correctly (withourt any errors needing correction).

Intelligibility:

Scale: Probability in % that a defined [User| will correctly interpret defined [Mes-
sages or Displays].




Erieye, from CE chapter 5

Usability.Intuitiveness:
Ambition: High probability that an operator will within a specified time from
deciding the need to perform a specific task (without reference to handbooks or help
facility) find a way to accomplish their desired rask.

Scale: Percentage Probability that a defined [Individual Person: Default: Trained
Operator| will find a way to perform a defined [Task Type] withour reference to any
written instructions, other than the help or guidance instructions offered by the

immediate system screen (that is, no additional paper or on-line system reference
informarion), within a defined [Time Period: Defaule Within one second from

deciding thar it is necessary to perform the task].

Comment [Intuitiveness:Scale]: “I'm not sure if one second is acceprable or realistic,
it's just a guess’ <- MAB,

Meter: To be defined. Not crucial this 1st draft <- TG.

Past [System R]: 80%? <- LN.

Record [Mac User Interface]: 95%? <- TG.

Fail [Trained Operator, Rare Tasks [{<1/week, <1/year}] |: From 50% to 90%?
<- MAB.

Goal [Tasks Done [<1/week (but more than 1/Month)]]: 99%? <- LN,

|Tasks Done [<1/year]]: 20%? <- ]B,

[Turbulence, Tasks Done [<1/year] ]: 10% ? <- TG.
s===sso==ssoccooooooooo User Defined Terms =ssssscccocoooooooooooo
Trained Operator: Defined As: Command and Control Onboard Operator,
who has been through approved training course of at least 200 hours
duration.

Rare Tasks: Defined As: Types of tasks performed by an Onboard Operator less than



Operational-Control: scReal.Bank pBIaOJ,acJ}e:ﬂQrosztﬂBmgm&s ir;r@ﬁ'tﬂw-ﬁmmgs Scale: number of
vorkermac Anan HRcKtiv Bf. Yhe dost-critiggl project’ sbjectives o day 1= "

o ONE PAGE PROJECT REQUIREMENTS QUANTIFIED

e from

o Operational-Control: g

«[o) Scale: % of trades per day, where
the calculated economic difference
between OUR CO and Marketplace/

Clients, is less than "1 Yen"(or
equivalent). ehatoc
Past [April 20xx] 10% 2o

Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100%

KISK. User-conngurabple Scdle: ¢¢¢ preTty pinary - rearure is

10 October © Gi lm | —x:?v:‘yf “Goal 'i%"erﬁs?gl?y] od D
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guided by
Quantified Goal sets,
the need to estimate , give evidence,
state uncertainty and assign credibility.
All culminating in decision documentation
which is auditable reviewable. Improvable and transparent!

|

10 chober



Design: Means:
Strategy: Architecture

Don’t we need more detail to estimate
costs and other attributes of a design?

L. Ask the following questions about
Simple design description such brief design descriptions

* Design Spec: * What will it cost to develop?
* What will it cost to operate?

- R'Sk and P/L Will we deliver any or all of

the quality and performance
Goal levels on time?

agg regatio n What are the critical

assumptions, that might fail or

se I"VI ce be untrue?
,7,"'. - ::: ..:" vy ”; -:' . ) ‘;T - — 4 '-_: ¢

What are the known risks?

Do we actually understand
anything of consequence from
such a short design
specification?




The architecture needs

o« If we want to understand
costs, impacts priorities
and risks early

o' More detail

o Rather than,

o too late

Gilb.com 79



Same Bank, Later
o prejELtSttategy

' Do you really want to make do with the usual 'l
liner' (Strategy or architecture specification)?

« This was done In one hour, it is NOT time consuming

e We get the detail needed to manage

o Quantification, estimation of costs, -

e Foarend, Envond Wyy
e VO e Buaiens Man

o and effects

One Page
o' Risks Busmess
Plan &

Jim Horan
10 October © Gilb.com 80
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pudygel Ul o@y Lilitl il Alild o yello. e UT

Defining a Design/Solution/Architecture/ S’rra’regy (Planguage, CE Design
iffer

costs may d slightly, like $n mm for hardware. MA AH 3 dec
Template)

1. enough detail to estimate, 2. some impactassertion.3» Hssumpdbans, Risks,

1, e Teerac

A4: the schedule, 3 years, will constrained to a scope we can in fact
deliver, OR we will be given additional budget. If not "I would have a
problem” <- BB

A5: the cost of expanding Orbit will not be prohibitive. <- BB 2 dec

uuuuuuuuuuu

le the assumption that we can integrate Oribit with PX+
. even in the short term <- BB

y dependencies for this design idea>.

s Px+ in time. ? tsg 2.12

tags of any factors, which could threaten your estimated

Description: Describe the design idea in sufficient detail to support the estimated impacts and costs given belows.

ed. Mitigation: continue to use Pxx  <- tsg 2.12

| integration of Px+ is not as easy as thought & we must

R3: the and or scalability and cost of coherence will not allow us to meet
the delivery.

R4: scalability of Orbit team and infrastructure, first year especially <-
BB. People, environments, etc.

R5: re Cross Desk reporting Requirement, major impact on technical

design. Solution not currently known. Risk no solution allowing us fo
report all P/L




Type: Primary Architecture Option
Syﬁec Head%rs

==== Basic Information ==========

Version: Nov. 30 20xx 16:49,
updated 2.Dec by telephone and in
meeting. 14:34

Status: Draft (PUBLIC EXAMPLE
EDIT)

Owner: Brent Barclays
Expert: Raj Shell, London

Authority: for differentiating
business environment
characteristics, Raj Shell, Brent
Barclays(for overview)

Source: <Source references for the
information in this specification.
Could include people>. Various, can
be done later BB

Gist: risk and P/L aggregation
service,

which lgpereg\j-oQ bo%r

Design Spec Enlarged 1 of 2

pOeiailed Description.and i~ Ampagted. QOblectives iimated impacts

and costs given below>.

D1: ETL Layer. Rules based highly configurable implementation of the ETL Pattern, which
allows the data to be onboarded more quickly. Load and persist new data very quickly.
With minimal development required. -> Business-Capability-Time-To-Market, Business
Scalability

D2: high performance risk and P/L aggregation processing (Cube Building). -> Timeliness,
P/L Explanation, Risk & P/L Understanding, Decision Support, Business Scalability,
Responsiveness.

D3: Orbit supports BOTH

25 tnsenine ol The Detailed description is
useful,
® to understand costs
® to understand impacts
on your objectives (see -
>')
® o permit separate
implementation and value
delivery, incrementally

D4: a flexible configurable
workflow processes -> Boo|
Capability Time to Market

D5: a report definition lan
Orbit, allows a quick ’rurnj
testing and release proceq
Business Capability Time t

D6: Orbit GUI. Utilizes ar
Express Grid Control, fo p
Responsiveness, People Inf

D7: downstream feeds. A
generate feeds . -> Busin

© Gill




Design Spec Enlarged 2 of 2

==== Priority & Risk Management ========
Assumptions: <Any assumptions that have been made>.

Al: FCCP is assumed to be a part of Orbit. FCxx does not currently

Exis_,ljr én{c__i is Ddec 220>éx 6 mpn’rhsAi
y TsG from dec iscussions ASSUMPTIONS'
® broadcasts

critical factors for
A2: Costs, the development costs

budget of say $ nn mm and 3 yec. Presen'l' Clnd 'FU'I'UI”Q
like"$n mm for hardware. MA AH

Consequence: FCxx must
costs rating.

re-examination
A3:Boss X will continue to own O PS helpS T‘ISK
A4: the schedule, 3 years, will cc ClnClIYSiS

deliver, OR we will be given addi

problem” < 88 e are an integral

A5: the cost of expanding Orbit Par"' OF H’\e d@Slgn
, specifiction
A6: we have made the assumptio

in a sensible way, even in the short term <- BB

Dependencies: <State any dependencies for this design idea>.

Dl: FCxx replaces Px+ in time. ? tsg 2.12

DEPENDENCIES:

10 October

© Gilb.com

Risks: <Name or refer to tags of any factors,

estimated impacts>.
R1. FCxx is delayed. Miti

R2: the technical integre
redevelop Oribit

R3: the and or scalability
delivery.

R4: scalability of Orbit
People, environments, etc

R5: re Cross Desk report
Solution not currently k

which could threaten your

Risks specification:
® shares group risk

Knowhow

® permits redesign to
mitigate the risk
e allows relistic
estimates of cost and

impacts

Issues: <Unresolved concerns or problems in the specification or the system>.

I1: Do we need to put the fact
(Ownership). MA said, other agré

I12: what are the time scales and

I3: what will the success factor
being asked to do. BB 2 dec 20x

I4: for the business other than
to what the requirements are ar
Options. BB

I5: the degree to which this opt
Day. BB 2 dec

Issues:

e when answered can
turn into a risk
® shares group

knowledge

e makes sure we
dont forget to

analyze later

OJ






p4. Case Studies, Examples

" Persinscom (whole front end process week)
" Bring (hierarchical tables)

p" Confirmit (active project value delivery)






The Unity Method 111111

for decomposition into
iterative value delivery
steps

By

Slides at




7 | .
10 October b © Gilb.com




10 October © Gilb.com 89



Will it make it easier on ‘One’ lyrl CS

you now?
One love, one blood

You 90t someone to blame One life, you got to do what you should

You say, one Iove, one life One life, with each other

Sisters, brothers
When it's one need in the

night

One life but we're not the same

One Iove, we get to share it We get to carry ea:‘h other, carry each
other

L baby if don't for it
eaves you baby if you don't care for i One

One

© POLYGRAM INT. MUSIC PUBL. B.V.;
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A True War Story
111111 in practice

« How we found a value delivery step “next
week’

o a week of value
waterfall method

—ar

N T e At
ZJ!F?Axfglziﬂus ’TZ_;L

‘ 3 Carrlers in

10 October okell Tl R [EEE




lne F~FersSinscom 11
System Case

Commanding General
Norman Schwartzkopf

‘Stormin’ Norman’

ABDALY @

Kuwait

AL-LIYAH

FAILAKA
ISLAND

AL-MUTLA @ .Vﬁ%”,_-',‘g

AL-JAHRA @ s
A AD-DIEDIBBA KUVEAIT
ciTYy
AASH-SHAQAYAH

BAL-SALMY -
alaHMaD) @ SFAHAHEEL

&
AS-SUBAYHIYA

SAUDI
ARABIA @ AL-KHIRAN:
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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 objectives on time

Wednesday

US Army Example PERSINSCOM

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
Requirements
and Architecture
B Requirements
Friday e
Quality Control
Present these plans to approval manager (Brigadier General Pellicci) (Construction/Acquisition)
Testing
get approval to deliver next week N Integration

Delivery -> Stakeholder
Measure & Study Results

(they can’t resist results next week!

AL F e
t ¢/ SRIEe

o ; eies
e Y
L N
e » 1
»
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US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel
System

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

Productivity |

3:1 Return on Investment
Morale

72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave
Data Integrity

88% =¥ 97% Data Error %
Technology Adaptability
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability

The Top Ten
Critical

s ™ (O joctives

Were decided

10 October © Gilb.com Slide 94




Sample of Objectives/Strategy definitions LAY
US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System K 4-4

- 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] O “"Go for the Record” €
Group SWAG
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US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel
System

ommerves mianal
Investment Practices erment
OBJECTIVES

Customer Service

Principles | Business

of IMA Process Re-
Management | epgineering

A

7=»0 Violation of agreement
Availability

90% =» 99.5% Up time
Usability

200 =» 60 Requests by Users
Responsiveness

70% =» ECP’s on time

Productivity
3:1 Return on Investment

Morale

72 =» 60 per mo. Sick Leave
Data Integrity

88% =¥ 97% Data Error %

Technology Adaptability
75% Adapt Technology

Requirement Adaptability
7?7 =>» 2.6% Adapt to Change

Resource Adaptability

The Top Ten
Critical
For reaching the !}E

2.1M =» ? Resource Change

Cost Reduction éob‘j eC'l'ives - éﬁ.

FADS =» 30% Total Funding

Were decided
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Sample of Objectives/Strategy definitions A
US Army Example: PERSINSCOM: Personnel System kGl

Technology Investment:

Gist: Exploit investment in hix¥|
return technology.

Impacts: productivity, customer
service and conserves resources.

10 October © Gilb.com Slide 97



Wednesday: Sanity Check

P— s | o o
Investment Practices erment of IMA Process Re-
L i OBJECTIVES Management | engineering
y We made a rough evaluation Customer Service 50% 10% 5% 5% 3% 60% 185%
?7=»0 Violation of agreement
50% > 9. S I I I M
. 90% =» 99.5% Up time
Sirategios might be 200 > & Sl I I I
strateaies miaht be 200 =» 60 Requests by Users
g g Responsiveness 50% 10% 90% 25% 5% 50% 180%
70% =» ECP’s on time
31 Retrn R
" H H 3:1 Return on Investment
" objectives o
i i 72 =>» 60 per mo. Sick Leave
o jec ives Data Integrity 42% 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%
88% =» 97% Data Error %
Technology Adaptability 5% 30% 5% 60% 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% 5% 260%
? =» 2.6% Adapt to Change
Resource Adaptability 10% 80% 5% 50% 50% 75% 270%
- - 2.1M =» ? Resource Change
-  Impact Estimation Table Cost Reduction 50% 20% 10% 20% 50% 50% 240%
FADS = 30% Total Funding
SUM IMPACT FOR EACH 482% 280% 305% 390% 315% 649%
SOLUTION

« 0% Neutral, no t Money % of total budget 1%

_ ]
= Time % total work 15% 15% 20% 10% 20% 18%
im pact months/year
.

SUM RESOURCES 14

BENEFIT/RESOURCES 16:1 14:7 13:3 27:9 12:1 29:5
RATIO

- 100% Gets us to Goal
level on time

- 50% Gets us half way to
Goal at deadline

-10% has 10% negative
side effect

MEASURING HAND FOR GLOVE SIZE
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Persinscom Impact Estimation Table:

Designs
Design Ideas -> Technology ~ Business  People Empowerment ~ Principles of Business Process | Sum Requirements
Investment  Practices IMA Management  Re-engineering
. 50% 10% 5% 5% 5% 60% 185%
Requirements

Availability E 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% 100% 53% 303%
3:1 Return on Investment 50% n % D 15% 61% 251%
Morale
72 <-> 60 per month on Sick Leave
D Tty % Impacts 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%
? <-> 2.6% Adapt to Change
Resource Adaprability 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 of Performance 482% 280% 305%  390% 315% 649%
Money % of total budget 15% 4% 3% 4% 6% 4% 36%
Time % total work months/year 15% 15% 20% 10% 20% 18% 98%
Sum of Costs 30 19 23 14 26 22
Performance to Cost Ratio 16:1 14:7 13:3 27:9 12:1 29:5
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D( ‘ alue-1a oney Dellve
STRATEGIES > Technology Business People Empow- Principles | Business
Investment Practices erment Of IMA Process Re-
OBJECTIVES Management | 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

10 October
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Thursday:

STRATEGIES > Technology Busiqess People Empow- Principles | Business SUM
Investment Practices erment Of IMA Process Re-
OBJECTIVES Management | engineering
il
°o" We IOOked For a Way 1'0 ?7=»0 Violation of agreement -

deliver some stakeholder EXESSRTIS o o R
Usability 50% 5-10% 5-10% 50% 10% 130%
results, next week e

Responsiveness 50% 10% 90% 25%

70% =» ECP’s on time
Productivity

» 111111 Unity b

72 =>» 60 per mo. Sick Leave

45% 60% 10% 35%

- -
o o

- -

50% 5% 75% 45%

315% 649%

6%

I
S I
.

SOLUTION
Money % of total budget
Time % total work

- 1 quality/value O SO RESOURCES

BENEFIT/RESOURCES
RATIO

15%
15%

4%
15%

3%
20%

4%
10%

19
14:7

23
13:3

14
27:9

2

16:1 12:1 29:5

Data Integrity 42% 10% 25% 5% 70% 25% 177%
88% =» 97% Data Error %
(o) — Technology Adaptability 5% 30% 5% 60% 60% 160%
- 1% increase at 75% Adant Technology
I Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% 5% 260%
east 2 > 2.6% Adapt to Change
Resource Adaptability 10% 80% 5% 50% 50% 75% 270%
2.1M =» ? Resource Change
Cost Reduction 50% 10% 40% 50% 240%
" FADS = 30% Total Funding
* 1 Sta ke h o I d e r SUM IMPACT FOR EACH 482% 280% 305% 390%
i
.

W
S

- 1 week delivery
cycle

. 1 function focus

- 1 design used
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Next weeks Evo Step?[ia

“You won’t believe we never thought of this, Tom?
The step:

When the Top General Signs in

Move him to the head of the queue

of all people inquiring on the system.

|. -'f N

| Vd % 2 x.-"-_'-
10 October © Gilb.cc 102




111111 Unity

o'1% increase at least

E’{“ o1 stakeholder

"1 quality or value

' 1-week delivery
cycle

10 October © Gilb.com (0K!



UNITED STATESARMY o
PERSONNEL INFORMAIION £

SYSTEMS COMMAND &
CERTIFICATE of APPRECIATION

1s awarded to
PR TOR: GIES

for

SELFLESS AND DEDICATED SERVICE IN SUPPORT OF THE PERSONNEL INFORMATION
SYSTEMS COMMAND. AS A MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT IN RESULT DELIVERY PLANNING,
HIS PATRIOTISM. PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE AND PERSONAL SACRIFICES ARE HIGHLY
COMMENDABLE. TOM GILB'S DEDICATION AND THE EXCEPTIONAL MANNER IN WHICH HE
PERFORMED HIS DUTIES HAD A DIRECT AND SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON PERSINSCOMS

MISSION. HIS OUTSTANDING CONTRIBUTIONS AND DISTINGUISHED SERVICE REFLECT GREAT

CREDIT ON HIM AND THE UNITED STATES ARMY. CONGRATULATIONS FOR A JOB WELL DONE.

B 30 AUBUST 1991 L. Lters
B — JACK A. PBLL.ICCI R
=g ;f;_.;.Par,sonnel Information Systems Command Brigadier General, mf1 ¥

gé: e % ’ T. -

Commanding

A B ‘.l::r‘-' -
o e L FIVOLOME
» 3
s '
e



Decomposition Principles
A Teachable Discipline
The IE Table a tool for decomposition by
Value

Decomposition of Projects into small stepsii/12/2008 13:38

Decomposition of Projects: How to design small, early and
frequent incremental and evolutionary feedback, stakeholder
result delivery steps, at the level of 2% of project resources.
By Tom Gilb, Norway

Intreduction

* The basic premise of iterative, incremental and evolutionary
project management [Larman 03 MG] is that a project is divided
into early, frequent and short duration delivery steps.
One basic premise of these methods is that each step will
attempt to deliver some real value to stakeholders.
It is not difficult to envisage steps of construction for a system;
the difficulty is when a step has to deliver something of value to
stakeholders, in particular to end users.
This paper will give some teachable guidelines, policies and
principles for decomposition. It will alsc give short examples
from practical experience.

A Policy for Evo Planning
One way of guiding Evo planners is by means of a ‘policy’. A general

policy looks like this (you can modify the policy parameters to your
local needs):

Evo Planning Policy (example)
P1: Steps will be sequenced on the basis of their overall
benefit-to-cost efficiency.

P2: No step may normally exceed 2% of total project
financial budget.

http://www.gilb.com/tiki-download_file.php?fileId=41
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Decomposition Principles

How to decompose systems into small evolutionary steps:
some principles to apply:
1+ Believe there is a way to do it, you just have not found it yet!

Z|: Id?ntify obstacles, but don't use them as excuses: use your imagination to get rid of
them!

3¢ Focus on some usefulness for the user or customer, however small.

4+ Do not focus on the design ideas themselves, they are distracting es?lecially for
small initial cycles. Sometimes you have to ignore them entirely in he short term!

5¢ Think; one customer, tomorrow, one interesting improvement.

6° Focus on the results (which you should have defined in your goals, moving toward
target levels).

7+ Don't be afraid to use temporary-scaffolding designs. Their cost must be seen in the
light of the value of making some progress, and getting practical experience.

8¢ Don't be worried that your design is inelegant; it is results that count, not style.

9 Don’t be afraid that the customer won't like it. /fyou are focusi:? on results they
want, then by definition, they should like it. If you are not, then do!

10° Don't get so worried about "what might happen afterwards™ that you can make no
practical progress.

11¢ You cannot foresee everything. Don’t even think about it!

12¢ If you focus on heIFing your customer in practice, now, where they really need it, you
will be forgiven a lot of ‘sins’!

13¢ You can understand things much better, by getting some practical experience (and
removing some of your fears).

14+ Do early cycles, on willing local mature parts of your user community.

15° When some cycles, like a purchase-order cycle, take a long time, initiate them early,
and do other useful cycles while you wait.

16 If something seems to need to wait for ‘the big new system’, ask if you cannot
usefully do it with the ‘awful old system’, so as to pilot it realistically, and perhaps
alleviate some ‘pain’ in the old system.

17+ If something seems too costly to bu¥, for limited initial use, see if you can negotiate
some kind of ‘pay as you really use’ contract. Most suppliers would like to do this to get
your patronage, and to avoid competitors making the same deal.

18¢ If you can't think of some useful small cycles, then talk directly with the real
‘customer’ or end user. They probably have dozens of suggestions.

19¢ Talk with end users in any case, they have insights you need.

20° Don't be afraid to use the old system and the old ‘culture’ as a launching platform for
the radical new system. There is a lot of merit in this, and many people overlook it.

I have never seen an exception in 33 years of doing this with many varied cultures. Oh Ye
of little faith!



Rene Descartes on Focus

" “We should bring the whole
force of our minds

- to bear upon the most minute
and simple details

o
- and to dwell upon them for a z
long time %
.- s0 that we become ‘J
accustomed to perceive the \

truth clearly and distinctly.”

- Rene Descartes, Rules for the Direction of the
Mind, 1628
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Tao Te Ching
(5008BC)

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.

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
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Measure

alues

Identify
Stakeholders

Who and what cares about the
outcome of our project?

- &,

Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 110



Measure

Value Capturing

Find & specify quantitatively
Stakeholder Values, Product
Qualities & Resource
improvements.

Solutions

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com



Measure

D alues

Solution
Prioritization

Find, Evaluate & Prioritize
Solutions to satisfy
Requirements.

—Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 112



Measure

D alues

Evo Cycles

Decompose the winning
Solutions down into smaller
entities,
then package them so they
deliver maximum Value.

-

Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 13



Measure

D alues

Develop

Develop the packages that
deliver the Value.

Solutions

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com



Measure

R alues

Deliver

Deliver to Stakeholders
improved Value.
(not always a thing or code)

J

Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 15



Measure
& 2 alues

Measure Change

Measure how much the Values
changed.

Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 116



Measure

) alues

Learn & Change

Learning is defined as a change
in behavior.

- Y,

Solutions

evelncompo

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 117



Measure
alues

Value Management
Process

Solutions

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com



'arn takehold
Measure .
alues

Value Management
Process

Solutions

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com



Value Management

Management Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

Development Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

24 h

Profit Usability
Va!ue 30 days
st G st G Decis
Performance [:> . .
New Customers '°"5 Verlfy Ve r|fy
Past G Past G

Product Backlog t Backiog Wondng nerement PrOdUCt Stakeh0|der

-efithe software

Stakeholder Vision Prioritization ~ Product Vision  Prioritization ~ Scrum Development Framework Vision Vision

Value Management Value Management
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Value Management

Management Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

Development Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

Profit Usability X days
st G st G .
Performance H i
New Customers - Verlfy Ve rlfy
Past G Past G

ooy Product  Stakeholder
Stakeholder Vision Prioritization ~ Product Vision  Prioritization ~ Scrum Development Framework Vision Vision

Value Management Scrum Value Management

Developers Developers

Management
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Value Management

Management Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

Development Cycle (about 1-3 weeks)

24 h

Profit Usability
Va!ue 30 days
st G st G Decis
Performance [:> . .
New Customers '°"5 Verlfy Ve r|fy
Past G Past G

Product Backlog t Backiog Wondng nerement PrOdUCt Stakeh0|der

-efithe software

Stakeholder Vision Prioritization ~ Product Vision  Prioritization ~ Scrum Development Framework Vision Vision

Value Management Value Management

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com 122



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals

Business Value | -10% 40%
Business Value 2 50% | 0%
Resources 20% 0%
Stakeholder Val. ProductValue |
Stakeholder Value | -10%
Stakeholder Value 2 10 %
Resources 2%

Product Values Solution |
Product Value | -10%
Product Value 2 50%
Resources | %

Prioritized List
|. Solution 2
2.Solution 9 __

3.Solution 7 &= ™= ¥ Q '

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com |

Stakeholder Value | Stakeholder Value 2

Product Value 2
50 %
0%

Solution 2
40%
80 %

2 %

Scrum Develops We measure

improvements
Learn and Repeat



Value Decision Tables

Product Values Solution | Solution 2
ProductValue | -10 % 40 %
Product Value 2 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2 %

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs User Productivity

Profit -10% 40%

Market Share 50% 10%

Resources 20% 10%
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
Training Costs -10% 50 %
User Productivity 10 % 10%
Resources 2% 5%

Product Values GUI Style Rex Code Optimize

Intuitiveness -10% 40%
Performance 50% 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List ~ Scrum Develops We measure

|. Code Optimize improvemen’rs
2.Solution 9 __ D ,
e oy Learn and Repeat

3.Solution 7 = "=

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs  User Productivity
Profit -10 % 40 %
Market Share A 10 %
Resources 20 % 10 %
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
-10 % 50 %
10 % 10 %
Resources 2 % 5%

Product Values GUI Style Rex Code Optimize

Intuitiveness -10 % 40 %
Performance 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List
.

2. Solution 9
3. Solution 7

Copyright: |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Thaiining Costs  Udesr Productividy

Profit -10% 40%
Market Share 50% 10%
Resources 20% 10%
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
-10 % 50 %
10 % 10 %
Resources 2 % 5%

Product Values GUI Style Rex Code Optimize

Intuitiveness -10 % 40 %
Performance 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List
.

2. Solution 9
3. Solution 7

Copyright: |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs User Productivity
Profit -10% 40%
Market Share 50% 0%

Resources 20% 10%
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
Training Costs -10 % 50 %
User Productivity 10 % 10 %
Resources 2 % 5%

Product Values GUI Style Rex Code Optimize

Intuitiveness -10 % 40 %
Performance 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List
.

2. Solution 9
3. Solution 7

Copyright: |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs User Productivity
Profit -10% 40%
Market Share 50% 0%

Resources 20% 0%
Stakeholder Val. Ihtuitivemess Rexrformamee
Training Costs 10 % 50 %
User Productivity 10 % 10 %
Resources 2% 5%

Product Values GUIIStyle Rex Cadiz Qptimize

Intuitiveness -10 % 40 %
Performance 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List
.

2. Solution 9
3. Solution 7

Copyright: |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs User Productivity

Profit -10% 40%

Market Share 50% 0%

Resources 20% 0%
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
Training Costs -10 % 50 %
User Productivity 10 % 10 %
Resources 2% 5%

Product Values GUIIStyleRex  Conte: Qypttimmize

Intuitiveness -10 % 40 %
Performance 50 % 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List
.
P
B

Copyright: |



Value Decision Tables

Business Goals Training Costs User Productivity

Profit -10% 40%

Market Share 50% | 0%

Resources 20% 0%
Stakeholder Val. Intuitiveness Performance
Training Costs -10% 50 %
User Productivity 10 % 10%
Resources 2% 5%

Product Values GUI Style Rex Code Optimize

Intuitiveness -10% 40%
Performance 50% 80 %
Resources | % 2%

Prioritized List ~ Scrum Develops We measure

|. Code Optimize improvemen’rs
2.Solution 9 __ D , .
e oy Learn and Repea

3.Solution 7 = "=

Copyright: Kai@Gilb.com |






The Confirmit Case Study 2003-2009

value slide w... http://www.gilb.com/tiki-download_file.php?fileld=152

Market
Research
& Feedback

See paper on this case at www.gilb.com
Papers/Cases/Slides, Gilb Library,

ppr wrong ag... http://www.gilb.com/tiki-download_file.php?fileld=50
Paper Firm  http://www.gilb.com/tiki-download_file.php?fileld=32
And see papers (IEEE Software Fall 2006) by Geir K Hanssen, SINTEF

Their product = confirmity,

© Tom@Gilb.com
www.gilb.com



Customer Successes in Corporate

Sector
g ArC  AVAYA  BarciAys

Legendary Reliability™

BRITISH AIRWAYS COl.lntWWidE' DWES\ e g g -

Microsoft pior
PROGRESS/VE I SIEMENS 9 symantec. & telenor

3£ UBS Warburg

© Tom@Gilb.com
www.gilb.com



Real Example of 1 of the 25 Quality Requirements

Usability.Productivity (taken from Confirmit 8.5,
performed a set of predefined steps, to produce a
standard MR Report.

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

Le ' ' Market " ,
5 . Research N 2
anflrm,tJ | & Feedback '

© TOM®@Gilb:com ® Trond Johanse{m35

www.gilb.com




Shift: from Function to Quality

" Our new focus is on the day-to-day
operations of our Market Research

users,

—"not a list of features that they might or
might not like. 50% never used!

—" 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.




o
Co n fi rm 't{@ FIRM (Future Information Research Management, Norway)

project step planning and accounting:
using an Impact Estimation Table

" |ET for MR Project — Confirmit (<-FIRM Product Brand) 8.5

" Solution: Recoding

—" Make it possible to recode variable on the fly from Reportal.

—" Estimated effort: 4 days
—" Estimated Productivity Improvement: 20 minutes (50% way to Goal)
—" actual result 38 minutes (95% progress towards Goal)

Trond Johansen

A B C | D E | 5 | G BX | BY | BZ | CA

1

2 Step9
3| EL L Improvements Goals Recoging
— Status : : :
4 | Estimated impact Actual impact
5 | Units Units % Past Tolevable [Goal 3 Units % Units %

6 Usability.Replacability (feature coum)

7 1.00 1.0 50.0 2 1 0

8 Usability.Speed.NewFeaturesimpact \%) 1
9 I 5,00 5,0 100.0 0 15 :

10 10.00 10.0 200.0 0 15 5

11 0.00 0.0 0.0 0 30 10

12 Usability.Intuitiveness (%) 3

13 0.00 0.0 0.0 0 60 80

4y 1 ] Usability.Productivity (minutes) | | R I

15 20,00 45,0 112.5 65 35 25 20,00 50,00 38,00 95,00,
200 - | |pevelopmentresources -
21] 101.0 91.8 0 7 110 2.00] 3,64 4,00 3,64

© Tom@Gilb.com
www.gilb.com



*"  Product quality:

Evo—IET

—" Usability.Intuitiveness:

—" Scale: Probability that <secret name of stakeholders>
can intuitively, and without any help, figure out how to do
a set of defined, common, simple tasks correctly

Current Status

Improvem
ent

Goals

Step 1 (7.-18.Aug)

Step 2 (21--1.sep)

Step 3 (4.-15.sep)

Units

Past

Tolerable

Goal

Estimated Impact

Actuallmpact

Estimated Impact

Actuallmpact

EstimatedImpact |Actualimpact

Usability.Intu

itiveness

9,0

9,0

18

12

8
10

15

50

6.5

3,0

—" Meter1: The time it takes for “secret name of
stakeholders” (First time users) to create a SimpleSet1 of

pre-defined authoring tasks

—" Meter2: The number of times “secret name of

stakeholders” (First time users) are uncertain of how to
perform a step in SimpleSet1

New stide"by S rond ‘Gctober 2 2006



4 product areas were attacked in all: 25 Qualities concurre

EVO Plan Confirmit 8.5 in Evo Step Impact Measurement

y, one quarter of

a year. Total development staff = 13

Impact Estimation Table: Reportal codename "Hyggen™

I N

B I Improvements Reportal - E-SAT features
Status
Units Units % Past | Tolerabie |Goal
Usability.Intuitivhness (%)
75.0 25.0 62.5|s0 |75 |20
Usability.Consistency.Visual (Elements)
14.0 140/ 100.0 ol 11] 14
Usability.Consistency.Interaction (Components
15.0 15,0 107.1 ol 11| 14
Usability.Productivity (minutes)
5.0 75.0 96.2|80 5 2
5.0 450 95 _7|[s0 s 1
Usability.Flexibility.OfflineReport.ExportFormats
3.0 2.0 66.7|1 [= [«
Usability.Robustness (errors)
1.0 22.0 95 7|7 E lo
Usability.Replacability (nr of features)
4.0 50| 100.0[s [=
Usability.ResponseTime.ExportRe (min s
1.0 12.0] 150.0[12 [12 ?ﬁs -
Usability.ResponseTime.ViewRe‘x'“ ‘s o"";
1.0 14.0/ 100.0 15] \ V 1
Development resources \
203.0 0 91 | A
B
L LT Improvements Reportal - MR Featur
Status
Units Units % Past IToIerable |Goal
Usability.Replacability (fea‘ture count)
1.0 1.0 50.0]|14 EE [12
Usability.Productivity (minutes)
20.0 45 0| 112.5|ss |=s [2s
Usability.ClientAcceptanc‘e (features count)
4.4 4.4 36.7|o |2 [12
Development resources
101.0 0 A |as

© Tom@Gilb.com
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BT Improvements Survey Engine NET
Status
Units Units % Past | Tolerable |Goal
Backwards.Compatibility (%:)
83.0 43 .0 80.0|«0 8s 9s
0.0 67.0 100.0|s7 0 0
Generate.WLTime (small/medium/large seconds)
4.0 59.0 100.0|s3 3 4
10.0 397.0 100.0|407 100 10
94 0| 2290.0 103.9|2384 500 180
Testability (%:)
10.0 10.0 13.3[o 100 |100
Usability.Speed (seconds/user rating 1-10)
7740 507.0 51.7|1281 600 300
5.0 3.0 60.0|2 5 7
Runtime.ResourcelUsage.Memory
0.0 0.0 0.0 [= B
Runtime.ResourceUsage.CPU
97.2|38 |= |2
Runtime.ResourcelUsage.Memoryleak
100.0|=00 |o |o
Runtime.Concurrency (number of users)
146.7|150 500 1000
Development resources
0 24
Uy ul;t Improvements XML Web Services
nits Units % Past | Tolerable |Goal
TransferDefinition.Usability.Efficiency
7.0 9.0 81.8|1s 10 5
17.0 8.0 53.3|2s 15 10
TransferDefinition.Usability.Response
943.0| -186.0|#&sEEE (170 |so |E
TransferDefinition.Usability.Intuitiveness
5.0 10.0 95 2|15 |7.5 |2.=
Development resources
2.0 0 |28




Confirmit

© Tom@Gilb.com
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Evo Weekly Value Delivery Cycle

Users CTO (Sys Arch, | QA (Configuration
Development Team | (pyT, Process Mgr) Manager & Test
Pros, Manager)
Doc
writer,
other)
Friday v' PM: Send Version v Approve/reject | v' Run final build
N detail plan to design & Step and create setup
CTO + prior to N for Version N-1.
Project Mgmt v Attend Project | v Install setup on
meeting Mgmt meeting: test servers
v PM: Attend Project 12-15 (external and
Mgmt meeting: internal)
12.00-15.00 v’ Perform initial
v Developers: Focus crash test and
on genereal then release
maintenance work, Version N-1
documentation.
Monday v Develop test code | v Use v Follow up CI
& code for Version Version v Review test
N N-1 plans, tests
Tuesday v' Develop Test Code | ¥ Z";/eélg‘"g‘ v System v" Follow up CI
& Code for Version 5 466 gf,e Architect to v" Review test
N Feedbac review code plans, tests
v" Meet with users to e and test code
Discuss Action Action
Taken Regarding fTake”
Feedback From ey
Version N-1 actions )
Wednesday v Develop test code v Review test
& code for Version plans, tests
N Follow up CI
Thursday v' Complete Test Review test
Code & Code for plans, tests
Version N Follow up CI

v" Complete GUI
tests for Version N

2 e 11




Evo’s impact on Confirmit product qualities 15t Qtr

*" Only 5 highlights of the 25 impacts are listed here

Description of requirement/work task Past Status
Usability.Productivity: Time for the system to generate a survey 7200 sec | 15sec
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

set and distribute report login info.

Usability.Intuitiveness: The time in minutes it takes a medium experienced 15 min 5 min
programmer to define a complete and correct data transfer definition with
Confirmit Web Services without any user documentation or any other aid

Performance.Runtime.Concurrency: Maximum number of simultaneous 250 users | 6000
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 [Server f*
Configuration, Typical] ’

confirmity,

© Tom@Gilb.com www.gilb.com



Initial Customer Feedback
on the new Confirmit 9.0

November 24th, 2004

© Tom@Gilb.com
www.gilb.com



Initial perceived value of the new release
(Base 73 people)

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

60
sz.L%
40.B%
40 —
QD
on
9
=
Q
()
s_
Q
(2
20 —
6.9%
s 0.0% 0.0%
1 - No additional 2 3 4 Base; /35reat

value additional value




Evo’s impact on Confirmit 9.0 product qualities
Results from the second quarter of using Evo. 1/2

Sat Uz dafinad Simplae Suryay

Product quality Description Customer value
Treultlvenass | Probzanllicy tnwk zn Inesoerisne Pron J]ry
Usar ez Ineulilyaly fligurs ol nwv to  |Incrazsad by

finisnad to tne tms t2silng 1s
I razdy for producitlon, (Dafls asJ Survay:
Coumplaxcsuryzay, 80 quastions,
compranansiva JSerivking,)

omolaia 2

=/ —

corrackly, A/ ~/ / Y
produciivicy Mms in minutas for 2 dafinad Fime raducsd by

Advancad usar, witn full nowladyga

TRS ' lonzliey, ro S B = ){e

Of ﬁ,J runcelonzlity, to sae Yo 2 | ;j‘:jo/[)

daiinad aidvancad survay corrackly,
Product quality | Description Customer value
Produceivicy Timz (In minuias) tu tast 2 dailnagd suryay Tima raducad ny

and Idanddry 4 Insarig J script 2rrors, ,),_) 0

Skareng from wnzn tne U ast] mm]ra 5 / ) zpel

arror traeldng
inerzzszd by 25%y

October 10, 2012

© Tom@Gilb.com www.gilb.com
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Evo’s impact on Confirmit 9.0 product qualities
Results from the second quarter of using Evo. 2/2

Product quality Description Customer value
Perforrnarice Mz nurnoer of panelists trat the systerr) Nurnper of panelists
carn supnort witnout exceading a definad increasead oy
tirne for tne defined tasic, witn zll | = D U
. — ¢
cornponernts of the panel systerr -2 Y
perforrning acceptanle,
Scalaoility Apility to accornplisn @ bulicupdate of X Nurniper of panelists
panelists witnin a tirmefrarne of Z second increased by 700%y
Perforrnarnce Nurnoer of resporises a database car) Nurnper of resporises
contalirl If trie generation of a definad tanle | increased ny 1400%
sriould e rur in 5 secornds

October 10, 2012 © Tom@Gilb.com www.gilb.com 145




Code quality - "green” week

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.

Speed

Current Status Improvement Goals Step 6 (week 14) Step 7 (wee . . e
. _ . Maintainability
Units Past Tolerable Goal Estimated Impact|ActuaI Impact | Estimated ImpactIA
100,0 100,0 0 80 100 100
Speed | .
| 100,0| 100,0] o 30| 100 100 100 Nun|t TeStS
Maintainability.Doc.Code |
| 100,0] 100,0] 0| 30| 100 100 100
InterviewerConsole
NUnitTests Pee rTeStS
D 0,0] 0,0] o 90] 100 |
PeerTests .
[ 100g] 100] o e[ 1 | w_ TestDirectorTests
FxCop
| 0.0 10,0/ 10| 0| 0 |
TestDirectorTests
| 100,0| 100,0| | 90| 100 100 RObUStﬂESS.COH‘ECtneSS
Robustness.Correctness |
| 2,0 2,0/ 0| 1] 2 2 2
Rk e s iar O oNEs POT-SHOTS — Brillint Thoughts in 17 words orless — ROUSENESS.Boundary
_____ET 0.0] IR = e _
Speed ] 00
S T m I SOMETHING’S — Conditions
ResourceUsage.CPU WRONG |
— IETY) 0.,0] 100] WITH iy
Maintainability.Doc.Code — ]
— o 3 MY LIFE — ResourceUsage.CPU
SynchronizationStatus SHOULD | TRY ]
NUnitTests TO FIX IT, ] . . ofe
OR WAIT Maintainability.DocCode
| GET
ANOTHER ¢

'. i '-._ - 0 i '
Sl Y —,@} A

Www.ashleighb riliant.com

SynchronizationStatus

EAAINE R LAWY 8

Ashleigh Brilliant



Confirmit Results Since Evo Method

.: Revenue growth m

Quarterly revenues - Y/Y growth

7 4

6 : 4% 3%, 35% S
Al 33% 5

4

3

Z -

1 4

0

Q104 Q105 Q106 Q204 Q205 Q206 Q304 QIO Q306 Q404 Q405 Q406

2004 2005 (2008

confn'm o

v Full year 2005 revenue growth: 33%
v YTD Q2 2005 revenue growth: 27%
v YTD Q2 2006 revenue growth: 27%

h(gtpcgé/@@%\(\éo%ewsweb.no/index.asp?symboI=FIRI\/I&meIding_ID=132091

www.gilb.com






Quality Function
Deployment

* See Paper
* What’s wrong with QFD

" http://www.gilb.com/tiki-download_file.php?
fileId=119

" How problems with Quality Function Deployment's

' (QFD's) House of Quality (HoQ) can be
addressed by applying some concepts of
Impact Estimation (IE)



Quality Function Deployment QFD for Comparison

Much less well defined and objective quantification than Impact Estimation

INTERACTIONS: RELATIONSHIPS:
XX Strong negative relationshig ® Strong relationship
X Mild negeative relationship O Moderate relationship

® Mld positive relationship A Weak relationship
2 Strong positive relationship

Product
e Design
I Regmts

Customer
Regmts.

Cust. envelopelinterf ace
hac<. Weight %EU Ibs.
Bleed air 75 Ibsimin
Turbine containment
LIS  mElect pwr. 40 KYA
.R@I 2 b I e ?Relieble

Support oil-cooled gen.

1c €
(:oulnseu?{ve
Evaluation

HI Naknrl

i L e ®
Comiplsd irbhes
Imiat bampareture

eartainmat ring

Lightwal gt

Blsad alr dudt
O[0|® | iy rgaetace pr. 4
()

®

&)

wn oo | an| B B oo tnnlqo-q‘

U | —
Technical E‘1"~aluation:i — & “5"“‘3"‘-—:9-"”"6 bi :c

Target Yalue : 350hpi1850"@i P mgwr <blb \N_he LS |

Technical Difficulty 4 = s lal2 | a l—E—" ALUATIONS |
|n1|?0

Importance Rating 35 35 [ 60 | 52 | 40 | 20 | o AYe

Figure 4 QFD House of Quality
A'A'A'A'A"A & J. UU




QFD EXAMPLE WITH UNDEFINED REQUIREMENTS

Example of checking the correlation grid:
Ignored Stakeholder Characteristics...

Design Dependert Reguirements System to Facllitste Interactive
Parametars (HOWS) Importance Sossions betweon Remote Parties

— k> Show Design
i) Dependent Parameters
Requirements -

(WhATS) 1l2l3lalsle]7

A Conferencing Faciity for
Multiple Remote Parses

Security A O
Good : S
Performance | ke face-to-face @)
Sefup tme

Easy to operate
Easy 10 maintain

Ease of Use

Copyright 2005 - Stevans Instilute of Techinalogy, Oinesh Verma, and Mike Pennciti 25
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More Vague Requirements in QFD

Hi Rise Escape
System QFD

Maintenance

Commmunication wi th Central Alarm System

Size of lifeboat

Number of steps required fo setup
lI/Maintain

Activation Time

| Time fo Insta

_—

Cost of Procurement

Installation

Appearance

Accomodation of all body Types

Tied to Cenfral Alarm System

High Probability of Servival

Conforms fo All Government Requlations

£
£
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Ease of Training

Compatable with Emergency Equipment
Deal with Multiple Incidents

Minimal Pericdic Maintenance

No Interference with routine building
maintenance

Throughput

Ease of Use

NN W [N -

Ll BN
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Example of QFD

Customer Design Correlation

Priorities Parameters Matrix

Design Dependent Requirements Design and Develop a Sys¢ém to Facilitate Interactige Sessions ¢ Meetings between

Parameters (HOVis) = Importance _ Remiote Parties
= | ow Design Dependent Paramet®wList |

Customer
Requirements
Stakeholder (WHATS)

Characteristics A Conferencing Facility for Hultiple Remote Parties

[17]2]al4]5]6]718]9wl11]12]13]14]15]16]17]18]19]20

Good Real time-interaction

Performance Like face-to-face

Transoceanic distances

Visual and audio interaction

Share computer-based information

Graphical interaction

Group work ¢interaction

Secure communications

Easy to operate

Easy to maintain ¢ support

Flexible operating environment

Short set-up time

Frequent daily use {10 - 20 min.)

Frequent weekly use {2 - 5 hrs.)

Low purchase { install cost

Low operating cost

Low miaintain { support cost
Safety Safety

Disposability Disposability

Correlation
High

Med/Hi
Medium
Lo/Med

@@ ®
OIOK

Accessability

> D> O © O

@eCeee’ ®

Low

C
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PhD Thesis on Impact
Estimation

' Lindsey Brodie
« Middlesex University
o" 2012

" Lindsey Brodie <L.Brodie@mdx.ac.uk>



6. Standards, Templates, Rules, Principles:
The Practical Tools of Planguage’

»" The array of standards types
»" IE Policy
p" Concepts, Concept Definition, Glossary

»" Rules: best practice specification, defining specification faults in
Quality Control

p" Processes: recommended work sequences
»" Entry and Exit conditions for processes
p" Templates: with 'hints’, practical ‘rules’, and training

»" Principles: strong guidelines



Impact Estimation Policy

All design ideas or strategies which can have a significant impact (5% or more) on
any critical performance or cost requirement of a project must be evaluated in an
IE table.

The design ideas must be specified in sufficient detail and clarity to support IE,
irrespective of who would make or evaluate the estimates.

An IE table, together with all its related design and requirement specifications,
must be quality controlled with respect to all the relevant rules. The level of
estimated remaining major defects/page must be low enough to exit and it must
be stated (ideally on the cover page of the document).

Significant proposed changes to the design ideas or architecture must be
accompanied by a quality controlled IE table showing the net impact of the
changes.



" 9.4 Rules/Forms/Standards: Impact
Estimation

" Tag: Rules.IE.

" Version: October 7, 2004.
* Owner: TG.

* Status: Draft.

* Base: The generic rules, Rules.GS and the
requirement specification rules, Rules.RS

apply.



' R1: Table Format: The requirements must be
specified in the left-hand column. The design
ideas must be specified along the top row.



R2: Requirement:

Each performance requirement (objective) and each resource
requirement must be identified by its tag and by a simplified version of
the chosen Baseline<->Target Pair (B<->T pair). The B<->T pair should
be written under the tag.

Each B<->T pair must consist of two reference points, the chosen
baseline (Past) and the planned target (Goal or Budget). Each refer-
ence point must be stated as a numeric value or as a fa% to a numeric
value. The numeric values must be expressed using the chosen Scale
for the requirement.

The baseline is stated first as it represents the 0% incremental
impact point. Then usually an arrow '<->. Then the planned target,
which represents the 1007% incremental impact point.

It must be possible to distinguish between multiple-level specifications
for the same Goal or Budget statement. Where necessary, to be
unambiguous, use a qualifier or tag the specific baseline and/or target
for use in the IE table.



EXAMPLE

" Reliability:
Type: Performance Requirement.

' Baseline <-> Targeft Pair:

- Benchmark Reliability <-> 30,000 hours
[USA, Next Year].

« Note: Reliability and Benchmark Reliability
are tags.




R3: Qualifiers:

' If there is one common set of qualifier [time, place
and event] conditions for reaching all targefts,

" this should be explicitly stated in the notes
accompanying the IE table.

' If the qualifiers vary then they must be
explicitly stated next to the relevant B<->T pair.

" By default, the entire system is implied
' and no specific conditions are assumed.

« The deadline time period must always be
explicitly stated.



R4: Design Idea:

" Each single column must identify a design idea

or set of design ideas that could be implemented as a distinct Evo
step.

" Each design idea must be identified by its tag.

" Multiple tags may be specified as a set of design ideas in a single

column.

" All fags must be supported by a design specification,

' which must exist in the supporting documentation and must be

sufficiently detailed to allow impact estimations to the
required level of accuracy.

" As a minimum, each design specification must be sufficiently

detailed to permit financial cost to be estimated to within an
‘order of magnitude.’



R5: Scale Impact:

" For each goal or budget,

« the Scale Impact is the estimated or
actual performance or cost level
respectively

- (expressed using the relevant Scale)

o« that is brought about by implementing
the design idea(s) in each column.



R6: Percentage Impact

' : The Percentage Impact is a percentage (%) value

derived from the Scale Impact
(see Rules.IE.R2).

An estimate of zero percent, '0%," means the impact of the
implementation of this design idea is estimated to be equal to the specified
baseline level of the objective.

'100%  means the specified target level would probably be met exactly
and on time.

All other percentage estimates are in relation to these two points.

Note: In an IE table, it is acceptable to specify either Percen’ra%e
Impacts and/or the Scale Impacts (the absolute values on the defined
scale of measure).

Examples: 60%, 4 minutes.



R7: Uncertainty:

* The * Uncertainty
(based on the evidence experience borders)
of the Scale Impact estimate shall normally be specified.

Percentage Uncertainty values are then calculated in a similar way
to the Percentage Impacts.

Example: 60%+20%.

Usually, the uncertainty values are calculated individually for each
cell.

o An exception to this occurs when some overall uncer- tainty (such
as + 50%) is declared for the whole table or specified parts of it.

«  Another more fundamental exception can be when a decision is
made to defer dealing with uncertainty data.



R&8: Evidence:

* Each estimate must be supported by facts

« that credibly show how it was derived.

* Numbers, dates and places are expected.

If there is no evidence,

" a clear honest risk-identifying state- ment
o« expressing the problem is expected
" (such as 'Random Guess’ or 'No Evidence’).

* The exact source of the evidence must also be explicitly
stated.

" Note: Reference to a specific section of a document is
permitted as evidence.



R9: Credibility:

« The evidence, together with its source, must
be rated for its level of credibility on a
scale of 0.0 (no credibility) to 1.0 (perfect
credibility).

« The relevant standard Credibility Ratings
Table must be considered for use.

- Explanation must be given if alternative
ratings are chosen.



Credibility Table

Credibility Rating Meaning

0.0 Wild guess, no credibility

0.1 We know it has been done somewhere

0.2 We have one measurement somewhere

0.3 There are several measurements in the estimated range
0.4 The several measurements are relevant to our case

0.5 The method used to obtain the several relevant measurements
is considered reliable

0.6 We have used the method/design/idea/strategy in-house

0.7 We have reliable measurements for the design idea in-house

0.8 Reliable in-house measurements correlate to independent external
measurements

0.9 We have used the idea on this project and measured it (Evo step,
pilot and field trial)

1.0 Perfect credibility, we have rock solid, contract-guaranteed,
long-term and credible experience with this idea on this project and,




R10: Completeness:

" All IE cells (intersections of a design idea and a
requirement) must have a non-blank statement of
estimated impact.

- This must be given as a numeric value

" using the relevant Scale units, or as a Percentage
Impact as assessed against the defined

Baseline <->Target Pair, or both.

o If there is no estimate, then a clear indication of
this must be given.



R11: Calculations: All the appropriate IE calculations
must be carried out and the arithmetic must be
correct. Hint: Using an application, such as a
spreadsheet, helps! The IE calculated values include:

. . Percentage Impact: See Rule Ré6.
o Sum of Performance/Sum of Scale Costs).
. . Percentage Uncertainty: See Rule R7.
. . Sum for Requirement: For each requirement, an algebraic sum
of all
. A Sum of Performance: For each design idea, an algebraic sum of
its
o the Percentage Impacts for the simultaneously applicable and
com-
. Percentage Impacts on all the performance requirements. (A
ver-
. patible design ideas. (A ‘horizontal’ sum.)
o tical” sum.)
o . Safety Deviation: For each requirement, subtract the Safety
Margin
. Sum of Costs: For each design idea, an algebraic sum of all its
. from the Sum for Requirement. The relevant standard safety
. Percentage Impacts on the selected resource requirements. mar?in must be considered for use. Explanation or justification
(‘Selected’ as it might well not make sense to sum all the costs must be given if an alternative safety margin is chosen for use.
represented in an table.) (A ‘vertical” sum) By default, a standard safety margin of factor 2 (200% for

performance require- ments, 50% Yor budgets) will be used. For
example, if the required safety margin is 200% and Sum for
5 | . Requirement for a performance requirement is 120%, then *-
. Sum of Scale Costs: For each desudgn idea, an algebraic sum of 80%" is the deviation to be displayed. (A ‘horizontal’ sum.)
all its Scale Impacts on the selected resource requirements. (A

‘vertical’ sum.)

o . Calculate all the relevant ([]]) uncertainty values. Base this on

: ; best case and worst case observations or estimates.
. . Performance to Cost Ratio: The performance to cost ratios are

calculated using either (Sum of Performance/Sum of Costs or



IE Process

Requirements
with Source(s)

Design
Specifications
with
Experience
Data

.

Impact
Estimation

(IE)

.

—

|E Table
with specific

Evidence
And Sources

Risk Analysis,
Gap Analysis,
Stakeholder
Presentations
and Evo Plan

Recommendations

Updated
Requirements
with Source(s)

Updated
Design
Specifications
with
Experience Data




IE Principles



lET Principles
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The Principles of Impact Estimation

1. The Principle of ‘Words being difficult to weigh’

Non-numeric estimates of impact are difficult to
analyze and improve upon. A design idea
described as ‘excellent’ could actually be worse
than another merely described as ‘good.’

2. The Principle of ‘Doubtful digits are better
than none’
A bad numeric estimate, and its definition, can still
be systematically criticized and improved. In fact, a
random number is a better starting estimate than
flowery, descriptive words.

3. The ‘Evident’ Principle

Estimates without sources, evidence and credibility
are not evident.

4. The Principle of ‘Uncertainty in no
uncertain terms’
The uncertainty estimate is at least as important as
the main estimate.

5. The Principle of the ‘Seat Belt’
A cafetv marain is a< nece<s<arv with uuncertain

" 6. The Principle of ‘Profitable Proposals’
The value of an idea is how well it meets objectives. The
net value considers the costs too.

7. The Principle of ‘the Swiss Army Knife’

Impact Estimation is a multi-purpose method. It can help
you in many situations: to evaluate, to compare, to present,
to argue, to destroy, to find weaknesses, to cut fat, to see
risk, to prioritize, to sequence and more.

8. The Principle of ‘Always Useful’

Impact Estimation can assist a project throughout its
lifecycle — from identifying requirements to assessing
feedback data from implemented systems.

. S -
9. The Principle of ‘Multiplicity’ ¥a)
When stakeholders have multiple ==
need to evaluate multiple design ¢/
requirements including considera?;- )
make a reasonable choice. % |,

10. The Efficiency Principle

When real life has many stakehol
constraints, then evaluation of de o
done with respect to both the valu "OMP




*"1. The Principle of "Words being difficult to weigh’

*‘Non-numeric
estimates of impact

—are difficult to analyze
and improve upon.

—A design idea described as
‘excellent

—Could actually be worse
than another

—erely described as ‘good.’

SNET Services™ Travel 4 TOM ™ Social Sites ¥

=i

€9 http: / /www.dack.com /web/bullshit.htm|

NEWS (1) ¥

ALLE ANDRE ¥

)

|8

Web Economy Bullshit Generator

JavaScript provided by DHTML Diva Leslie Lee

Instructions:

1. Click the make bullshit button.
2. Watch bullshit appear in the box.
3. Repeat to taste (use your Enter/Return key).

engineer bleeding-edge architectures

| make bullshit |

verbs

aggregate
architect
benchmark
brand
cultivate
deliver
deploy
disintermediate
drive
e-enable
embrace
empower
enable
engage
engineer
enhance
envisioneer
evolve
expedite
exploit
extend

| adjectives

24/365

24/7

B2B

B2C

back-end
best-of-breed
bleeding-edge
bricks-and-clicks
clicks-and-mortar
collaborative
compelling
cross-platform
cross-media
customized
cutting-edge
distributed
dot-com
dynamic
e-business
efficient
end-to-end

action-items
applications
architectures
bandwidth

‘channels

communities
content
convergence

deliverables

e-business

e-commerce
‘e-markets

e-services
e-tailers
experiences
eyeballs
functionalities
infomediaries
infrastructures
initiatives
interfaces



«"2. The Principle of ‘Doubtful digits are better than none’

*"A bad numeric
estimate, and its
definition,

—¢an still be
systematically

criticized and
improved.

*'In fact, a random
number IS a better
starting estimate

—than flowery,

Another method for square root is iteration.

function sqrtBylIteration( $number , &$time )
{

$start = microtime();

if( $number < 0 )

return;

// Guess a number

$guess = round( $number / 7, 10 );

$found = 0;

$1i =15

// Iterate while guessed number is not equal to the found
number from the formula

while( $guess != $found )
{
if( $found )
$guess = $found;

176
$found = ( ( $number / $guess ) + $guess ) / 2;



-"3. The "Evident’ Principle

o 'Estimates
without

—Sources,
evidence
and
credibility

eare not
evident.

"Facts are stubborn things; and
whatever may be our wishes, our
inclinations, or the dictates of our
passions, they cannot alter the

state of facts and evidence." --
John Adams

177



The Data Elements for one |IE Cell

*'Design X:

*'Description: x....x
*'Impacts: Usability
*'Impact: 20 minutes
*Impact %: 50%
*'Uncertainty: £+40%

'Evidence: Saves 12 to 28
m.

*"Source: Report XYZ, pp
33-35

Cell Data

Scale Impact

Percentage Impact
(% of the way from the baseline
to the target)

Percentage Uncertainty
(plus and minus)

Evidence for estimates

Source of the Evidence

Credibility of the estimates

For Design Idea Y

600 hours

50%

+20%

N B 1S

“Results from
Project ABC"

N

“Project
post mortem”

£

0.6

178



Evidence

"It has been said that man is
a rational animal.

*"All my life | have been
searching for evidence
which could support this.

'Bertrand Russell




Evidence

*'The most savage

controversies are those st HERTSQQ

about matters as to which E;ERTR AN(B \

there is no good evidence RUISSFEI L

either way. 1872-1970

: Philosopher and
*'Bertrand Russell Campaigner for Peace

lived here
in flat No34
1911-1916

i




"4. The Principle of ‘Uncertainty in no uncertain terms’

Accuracy
*‘The uncertainty = 4|, o
estimate Is o]
*"at least as e compete
important -
. 1% >
*"as the main Time
estimate. a/ax
1/2%
1/4x%
v
Cone of uncertainty wvaw semantico.

181



+ Uncertainty: Spread

ample of a Simple Impact Estimation Tabie

I¢eus-~ 1dea | ldca 2 Sum tor Sem of
frenact Fevrmmct Roguuwement | Peventape Safery
Is A (Sum of Uncertamty § Deviation
Des'gns Percentage Vialues
Requesiments Irrcraces)
Sroals and Ducgets .
Relaabiliny S0ar 1 140kr
300 < > 3000 Eours Ohri (%40hr)
MTHF <0 oY - TORY%
31%09%
Performance e
‘% pmin) 6 min.)
Requirements v - - —
KFR=MH5 HIRLTI0N
Maintenance LLIM &Y 100K S°%Y
1M <> 100Kvent | (1IMSIYY] (M $Y)
USss LisOK \T20K 1 007% 00
%= 18% 100%272%
Kogwmn ool Disod ogmmmy o e 7 "::': Lg‘ '-‘
SO0K OOk
Resource .| Gk | ook
e + 200 &Y -1 0%
Requirements A
— N 0% 10%%
Performance w Cost 1 42 19.10
Ratw (71/50) (151109

Notes:

|. Time Period: Witlsin next 12 months.

2 Same Salesy Margio ol factor 2 has boen doclaced Tor perfonmance requaresnents and
resource reguarements. Factor 2 means minismum planned performance regairements > 20045
of target (goaly, and maxsmuem plaseed costs < SO% ol targer (bodget)
i Evidence, Source aed Cradibshity not stated

v Unasov Brode 200




5. The Principle of the ‘Seat Belt’
*"A safety margin

—'s as necessary with uncertain estimates,
—as a seat belt is with uncertain traffic.

Designs / Actions

(2131100 risk Buiging ROsAaren

assessmant win Rasaarch Irp financal irta

associated impoct o Oetaled models at exisling  Creaticnal  Codfcaton of
estimation asle for madagascar  desgn commurily  santation  knowledge  our acourec
meltods of magabion  (x3) research hevel pojects Cdatasase’  owowedge el

Key Values Impact (% progress towards target from given action) Towl Impast Safsly Faclzr

improve Saniation

Target: 725% - T5%

Jnil: Wase colacias ! wasta procucad by
Usargroae

Sustainability and Longavity

Target: 0§ - 03

Unil: Cosl o sngle user per manth

Story and Data

Target: 0.4 - 0.8

Joit Avarage ol lactos rated 00 - 1.0

Managing Risk
Target: 02 -048
Jrit: Average of faziars rated 00 - 10

Mathodology
Taget D4 -08
Jril: Average ol facors rated DO - 10

106
a5
98

123

DiMusing Knowladge
Taget 0 15-08
Jrit Average ol facwsmped D0 -140

Total mpact of cesgn !/ action go ae 100 =5 53 65 33 0

Total cost of desi n{ acton (persar da‘s:-‘ 3 30 20 15 s 15 q 0
10 29 50 85 106 43 B35 sage

Banafit 1o cost ratio

43

183

103

045

098

1.23

025

0483



*"6. The Principle of ‘Profitable Proposals’

'The val
of an idea

Which are the key
requirements? What are
the current levels and

what are the target
levels?

IS how well
It meets

Which designs? When? What is their
estimated or actual impact on the
requirements?

e

Designs by expected Increment with
design dependencies

1
&
S £
<~ 0
o -
7‘5575
8 5
-_ =
ol
1

H1l: Time 1or cuslgmer to subbrmit reguest
A0 miin <-> 10 min

N

3

D2: Back Office
Loan Degisioning

Self-Service

N2 Time for Back OF o Lo enter reguest
A0 mMin <-> 10 min

Are the current
designs sufficient
to meet each of
the requirements?

objectives:

R3: Time to respond to aAONtomer request

5 days <> 20 seconds B0% 100%
H4: No of Back Office complain o> <3 (] (2)
. I 771V0 por wook <> 0 S0% SO 100 ({ BO% )
‘ ’ I l ‘ ’ RHS: No of customer complaints 2 15 > p
25 per week <-> 5 S0% 100
L] _—— — - —— - N — P—
RG: Time to update business rules 2w 1c
1 month <. 1 day £ 59% 100%.
Time to distribute business rules 1d 20 s
2 wilngs <> 1 day 1 00%. 103%
Cumulativ gtal for
rormance RNgUirements 200%6 170% 280%6 S0%
| |
D« aprment Buacdge 2.3 2.0 1.0 0.5
| l DevelopmNgt Cost for Design 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.5
Cumulanve Per rrance 1o Deve, Cost o 1000 567 280 100
Cumulative Stakeholihgr Value to 23.5/0.2 17.8/0.3 13.7/1.0 9/0.5
ovalopment Cost Rand —117.5 =59 3 =13 7 =18

too.
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"7. The Principle of ‘the Swiss Army Knife’

*‘Impact Estimation is
a multi-purpose

Product Values

method faste
. Nutrition
. _ _ _ Shelf Life
" |t can help you in many situations: Sum Goodie Sae e 205
. Resources
—"t{o evaluate,
—"to compare,
B Goodies
—"to present, B Resources
—-"{o argue, B Goodies for Resources
—"to destroy, J
—"to find weaknesses r
' R N
—"to cut fat, 2 0\
—"{o see risk,
—"to prioritize,

—"to sequence
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SEQUENCE
by risk or value

EVALUATE
all critical
attributes

COMPARE
alternatives

SEE RISK
by documenting
unceriainty

DESTROY

false beliefs
with facts
PRESENT
facts & basis
Design ideas->»
Sum of
L. N Idea 2 Pecaniage
Ragurements ] impact Pescents Uncertainty Safaty
Goals and Budgels Estimal Estimales Impacis) Valuas Daviation
F > B40 hr
Aelisbility 16020 +240 e
300 <-> 3000 haurs MTBF 61% 0 310 + Q%
Usabifty Imin. 4 Emin. =9 ' . .
20 <-» 10 minutes 0% 3130% ~130%
0% 2 40% 507+ 80%
Sum of Perormarce 71% 1%
Cacital S00K+200K | 100K+200K
Ce>1 nﬁ;lim uUss 80% +40% -10%
50% 20 10%:+20
; OKSY £ 180K | 1 MY 720K
M 100% +90% ~50%
0%+ 18% 100% = 72%
0% 110%
1.42 083
(TS5 {4711
ARGUE
FIND WEAKNESS for or against
in useful qua"ty alternatives
or excessive costs
CUT FAT
_ PRIORITIZE by understanding
US|ng performance to performance
cost ratio to cost ratio
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*"8. The Principle of ‘Always Useful’

\\
o(o v\
. O

*‘Impact Estimation
can assist a project I \’
throughout its &7 /W“(/ | b
lifecycle S 4.” y |
—from ‘identifying g 3 \".':“ P
requirements’ "5% <\
1=
A\

—Yo ‘assessing feedback

data from
implemented systems'.
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+"9. The Principle of ‘Multiplicity’

'\r/]Vhen stelltlfelholders - L _::;
ave mu I e A §ﬂ>" of impact. A
| P AEEE— S [
requirements, : ) Compones S —
—then we need to N JAB“ BA
evaluate Al s e

—Mmultiple design options
against all those
requirements

—including
considerations of
value, (not just cost)
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Multiplicity

Proposed PROCESS Impact Estimation:
for a £50,000,000 Organizatlonal Improvernent Investment

- A
( 9 -
e - .3 ' 8
100% meetsBusinm Objective’s Goal lavel, on time X2ty
The Frexs :: ey M b =i

e ade aydy Hewy & R Wiy, §0 o B faws 3y 00 Bioe
TN " & % & & B AN 6B B K R
ey I ® ¥ R B M OB A KON
efersdn ey { .= & B A K M R R
'lrxba ; zup R( % E s SR W O ) M )
ptm J¥3TT: g N ‘é’.‘ N ’» m om o;m ] m
i 11 w I t$ WO M6 A
&Wﬁw e " e 7 @ N & ¥t R

b Rl . t % & N 6B A XK P |
orsens M e WM Y M N W ON W
e~ i~ mOB R KB
meuzlmq é bj = ) A8 n
Moy s Faea WL W ; D
kw A A
ke hoee B ® I8 & ¥ g
stV 1 { smc Bobo14 )
EARCR) Bl 5 S "

Version Juae 19, 2012

‘ \8. h.com
: 1t ERumaion
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*"10. The Efficiency Principle

'\When real life has

—tmany stakeholder
values,

—and many cost
constraints,

—then

—evaluation of designs
(strategies)

—Mmust be done

—With respect to both
the values and the
costs.

Home points during Highiest Season
: Ticket Price 10/11 5
Team 09/10 Premier \ £/point
Premier League
League Season
Season
Blackburn 36 £393 £11
Wiian Athletic 25 £295 £12
Manchester City 40 £515 £13
Everton 39 £631 £16
Bolton 24 £399 £17
Aston Vilia 32 £350 £17
Birmingham City 33 £580 £18
Liverpool 42 £785 £195
Manchester Utd 45 £931 £19
Stoke City 27 £599 £22
Chelsea 52 £1,210 £23
Sunderland 34 £845 £25
Fulham 36 £899 £25
Tottenham 44 £1,175 £27
Wolverhampton 21 £630 £30
West Ham Utd 26 £830 £32
Arsenal 47 £1,825 £35
produced by www.moneytothemasses.com
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Problem Statement

—~

*The greatest
challenge to any ;
thinker is stating the & .
problem in a way 41
that will allow a
solution.

'Bertrand Russell



Everything is vague

" FEver tﬁing is vaque-
to a dggree you ofcﬁg

ot realize till You
have tried to make it

f}orecise”.

*Bertrand Russell
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Last slide

*'For free copy of
our Books and
Papers, including
Competitive
Engineering,

'Email Tom @ Gilb .
Com

—with subject ‘Book’

10 October 2]09132



