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We would like to describe how we start up agile projects, which 
are completed using our ‘Evo’ [6] agile method [2, 3].

We have been using exactly this Project start-up method world-
wide, in many companies, and for both software/IT projects and 
other systems engineering projects (like 25 (now) Boeing Aircraft 
3URMHFWV�LQ�������IRU�GHFDGHV��DQG�LW�ZRUNV��,W�JLYHV�D�Á\LQJ�VWDUW�
to the incremental value delivery process; starting with value 
delivery, the 2nd week.

This process is appropriate for any consequent agile process, 
such as our ‘Evo’, which is focussed on delivering real measur-
able stakeholder value incrementally, as opposed to the majority 
of current agile methods which are focussed on delivering code; 
EXW��ZKLFK�GR�QRW�DWWHPSW� WR�GHÀQH�RU�GHOLYHU� UHDO�VWDNHKROGHU�
value itself, directly.

2QH�VROXWLRQ�WR�WKH�DJLOH�SUREOHP�RI�¶FRGH�À[DWLRQ·��ZKLFK�RQH�RI�
our multinational bank clients has recently adopted, for the wide 
variety of agile methods being used in the bank, is to suggest 
that the ‘Evo’ process [2] be added on top of their current agile 
process, for example on Scrum or/and XP. Evo then manages the 
stakeholder value, and Evo provides value design ideas to the 
code development team.

Evo will not only output ideas for code (a burn down stack), but 
will in fact output any (non code) design ideas that will help de-
liver stakeholder value, such as training programmes, database 

construction, or motivational tactics. Evo operates at the systems 
engineering level, as Scrum allows in principle.

The Evo startup week is a sort of feasibility study, in the sense of

 ɵ 'D\����'UDIWLQJ�D�IHDVLEOH�VHW�RI�WRS����TXDQWLÀHG�SURMHFW�
value objectives

 ɵ Day 2: Drafting a top 10 architecture hypothesis set

 ɵ Day 3: Estimating the multiple effects of all architecture 
on all value objectives, and critical resource constraints 
(budget, deadline)

 ɵ Day 4: Suggesting initial value delivery steps, next week

 ɵ Day 5: Getting management approval to proceed with the 
second week, and to see if we can really deliver value to 
stakeholders.

The Evo week is intentionally time boxed (one week), no matter 
what the size of the project. This is done so that:

 ɵ We do not get into weeks and months of bureaucratic 
start up overhead, before we have to deliver real value to 
stakeholders

 ɵ We will focus on the critical top level objectives [5]

 ɵ The detailed design will emerge iteratively, as a result of 
value measurement, and feedback.

An Agile Project Startup 

Week: ‘Evo Start’
by Tom & Kai Gilb

Gilb’s Mythodology Column

Figure 1: Two levels of result management, above a Scrum process. !e ‘Business level’, on top of the stakeholder level is missing from this illustration here.



Page 30 Agile Record – www.agilerecord.com

In practice, we gather a small group, a meeting room full, 6 to 14 
people, for a week. Some specialist individuals can come and go 
during the week. When Kai and I do this with a client, we act as 
coaches. This week is also the training course in the Evo method, 
and this practical approach is far better than a week of classroom 
training, It is politically easier to budget than training, since it is 
‘real work on real projects’.

Day 1: Top 10 Critical Objectives, Quantified

P&L-Consistency&T P&L: Scale: total 
adjustments btw Flash/Predict and Actual 
(T+1) signed off P&L. per day. Past 60 

Goal: 15

Speed-To-Deliver: Scale: average Calendar 
days needed from New Idea Approved until 
Idea Operational, for given Tasks, on given 
Markets.
Past [2009, Market = EURex, Task =Bond 
Execution] 2–3 months?
Goal [Deadline =End 20xz, Market = EURex, 
Task =Bond Execution] 5 days

Operational-Control: Scale: % of trades 
per day, where the calculated economic 
difference between OUR CO and 
Marketplace/Clients, is less than “1 Yen”(or 
equivalent).
Past [April 20xx] 10 % change this to 90 % NH 
Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100 %

Operational-Control.Consistent: Scale: % 
RI�GHÀQHG�>7UDGHV@�IDLOLQJ�IXOO�673�DFURVV�
the transaction cycle. Past [April 20xx, 
Trades=Voice Trades] 95 %
Past [April 20xx, Trades=eTrades] 93 %
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=Voice Trades] <95 

± 2 %>
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=eTrades] 98.5 ± 

0.5 %

Operational-Control.Timely.

End&OvernightP&L: Scale: number of times, 
per quarter, the P&L information is not 
GHOLYHUHG�WLPHO\�WR�WKH�GHÀQHG�>%DFK�5XQ@�
Past [April 20xx, Batch-Run=Overnight] 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<1hour] 1

Operational-Control.Timely.IntradayP&L: 
Scale: number of times per day the intraday 
P&L process is delayed more than 0.5 sec.

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

)URQW�2IÀFH�7UDGH�0DQDJHPHQW�(IÀFLHQF\� 
Scale: Time from Ticket Launch to trade 
updating real-time risk view
Past [20xx, Function = Risk Mgt, Region = 
Global] ~80s ± 45s ??
Goal [End 20xz, Function = Risk Mgt, Region 
= Global] ~50 % better?
Managing Risk – Accurate – Consolidated – 
Real Time

Risk.Cross-Product: Scale:���RI�ÀQDQFLDO�
products that risk metrics can be displayed in 
a single position blotter in a way appropriate 
for the trader (i.e. – around a benchmark vs. 
across the curve).
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] ?? % Past [April 20xx, 
AP] 100 % Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0 %
Risk.Accuracy

5LVN��XVHU�FRQÀJXUDEOH� Scale: ??? pretty 
binary – feature is there or not – how do we 
represent?
Past [April 20xx] 1 % Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0 %

2SHUDWLRQDO�&RVW�(IÀFLHQF\� Scale: 
�,QFUHDVHG�HIÀFLHQF\��6WUDLJKW�WKURXJK�
processing STP Rates )>

Cost-Per-Trade: Scale: % reduction in Cost-
Per-Trade
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = I 1 – REGION = 
ALL) 5HGXFH�FRVW�E\��� % (BW)
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = I 2 – REGION = 
ALL) 5HGXFH�FRVW�E\�[ %
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E1 – REGION = 
ALL) 5HGXFH�FRVW�E\�[ %
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E 2 – REGION = 
ALL) 5HGXFH�FRVW�E\���� %
Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E 3 – REGION = 
ALL) 5HGXFH�FRVW�E\�[ %

Real Bank Project: Project Progress Testability 

4XDQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�PRVW�FULWLFDO�SURMHFW�REMHFWLYHV�RQ�GD\��

Figure 2. One page project requirements quanti"ed.

)LJXUH���VKRZV�WKH�UHDO��EXW�PRGLÀHG�IRU�FRQÀGHQWLDOLW\��WRS�WHQ�
REMHFWLYHV�RQ�D�SDJH��7KLV�LV�DQ�H[WUDFW��WR�ÀW�RQ�D�SDJH��RI�WKH�
larger detail we developed for each requirement. The requirements 
were put into a spread sheet tool developed by Kai Gilb, which 
supports the next 3 days (strategies, Impact Estimation, Selection 
RI�EHVW�QH[W�VWHSV���7KH�REMHFWLYHV�DUH�VSHFLÀHG�LQ�3ODQJXDJH�>�@��
numerically.

,Q�SUDFWLFH��ZKHQ����REMHFWLYHV�QHHG�GHÀQLQJ�LQ�D�VLQJOH�GD\��ZH�
split up the work in parallel teams, who do a few objectives each, 
and put them together by end of day.

Day 2. The Strategies and Architcture: Top 10 

Means to our ends

The second day, our team focuses on identifying what we believe (a 
‘hypothesis’ to be proven, or not) are the up to 10 most important 

things to implement, in order to reach our top 10 objectives. These 
are things like, build from scratch, reuse a set of current system 
components, and use architecture we have patents or experience 
for. Initially we will just name the strategies. If they are already 
well known and well documented ideas (like, ‘our old interfaces’, 
or Product X), we do not need to detail them. We should have 
enough information to estimate their effects and costs (Day 3). 
But if the architecture/strategy ideas are being created in detail by 
us, then we need to specify them in some detail, in order to have 
a basis for understanding their effects on our top 10 objectives, 
and on our costs.

Orbit Application Base: (formal Cross 
reference Tag)
Type: Primary Architecture Option
============ Basic Information 
==========
Version: Nov. 30 20xx 16:49, updated 2.Dec 
by telephone and in meeting. 14:34 
Status: Draft
Owner: Brent Barclays
([SHUW� Raj Shell, London
Authority: for differentiating business 
environment characteristics, Raj Shell, Brent 
Barclays (for overview)
Source: <Source references for the 
LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�WKLV�VSHFLÀFDWLRQ��&RXOG�
include people>. Various, can be done 
later BB
Gist: risk and P/L aggregation service, 
ZKLFK�DOVR�SURYLGHV�ZRUN�ÁRZ�DGMXVWPHQW�
and outbound and inbound feed support. 
Currently used by Rates ExtraBusiness, 
)URQW�2IÀFH�DQG�0LGGOH�2IÀFH��86$�	�8.�
Description: <Describe the design idea in 
VXIÀFLHQW�GHWDLO�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�HVWLPDWHG�
impacts and costs given below>.

D1: ETL Layer. Rules based highly 
FRQÀJXUDEOH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
ETL Pattern, which allows the data to 
be onboarded more quickly. Load and 
persist new data very quickly. With 
PLQLPDO�GHYHORSPHQW�UHTXLUHG��ȹ�
Business-Capability-Time-To-Market, 
Business Scalability
D2: high performance risk and P/L 
aggregation processing (Cube Building). 
ȹ�Timeliness, P/L Explanation, Risk & 
P/L Understanding, Decision Support, 
Business Scalability, Responsiveness.
D3:�2UELW�VXSSRUWV�%27+�5LVN�DQG�3�/�ȹ�
P/L Explanation, Risk & P/L Consistency, 
Risk & P/L Understanding, Decision 
Support.
D4:�D�ÁH[LEOH�FRQÀJXUDEOH�ZRUNÁRZ�
WRRO��ZKLFK�FDQ�EH�XVHG�WR�HDVLO\�GHÀQH�
QHZ�ZRUNÁRZ�SURFHVVHV�ȹ�Books/
Records Consistency, Business Process 
Effectiveness, Business Capability Time 
to Market.
D5:�D�UHSRUW�GHÀQLWLRQ�ODQJXDJH��ZKLFK�
provides 90+% of the business logic 
contained with Orbit, allows a quick 
turnaround of new and enhanced 
reports with minimal regression testing 
DQG�UHOHDVH�SURFHGXUH�LPSDFW��ȹ�P/L 
Explanation, Risk & P/L Understanding, 
Business Capability Time to Market, 
Business Scalability.
D6: Orbit GUI. Utilizes an Outlook 
Explorer metaphor for ease of use, and 
the Dxx Express Grid Control, to provide 
high performance Cube Interrogation 
&DSDELOLW\��ȹ�Responsiveness, People 
Interchangeability, Decision Support, 
Risk & P/L Understanding.
D7:�GRZQVWUHDP�IHHGV��$�FRQÀJXUDEOH�
event-driven data export service, which 
LV�XVHG�WR�JHQHUDWH�IHHGV��ȹ Business 
Process Effectiveness, Business 
Capability Time to Market.

       �3ULRULW\�DQG�5LVN�0DQDJHPHQW�
=======

Assumptions: <Any assumptions that have 
been made>.

A1: )&&3�LV�DVVXPHG�WR�EH�D�SDUW�RI�
2UELW� FCxx does not currently exist and 
is Dec 20xx 6 months into Requirements 
6SHF��ȷ�3LFNHG�XS�E\�7V*�IURP�GHF���
discussions AH MA JH EC.

Consequence: FCxx must be a part 
of the impact estimation and costs 
rating.

A2: Costs, the development costs will 
not be different. All will base on a budget 
of say $nn mm and 3 years. The o+ 
costs may differ slightly, like $n mm for 
hardware. MA AH 3 dec
A3:Boss X will continue to own Orbit. 
TSG DEC 2 
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” 
ȷ�%%
A5: the cost of expanding Orbit will not 
EH�SURKLELWLYH��ȷ�%%���GHF
A6: we have made the assumption that 
we can integrate Oribit with PX+ in a 
sensible way, even in the short term 
ȷ�%%

Dependencies: <State any dependencies for 
this design idea>.
D1: FCxx replaces Px+ in time. ? tsg 2.12

Risks: <Name or refer to tags of any factors, 
which could threaten your estimated 
impacts>.
R1. FCxx is delayed. Mitigation: continue 
WR�XVH�3[[�ȷ�WVJ�����
R2: the technical integration of Px+ 
is not as easy as thought & we must 
redevelop Oribit
R3: the and or scalability and cost of 
coherence will not allow us to meet the 
delivery.
R4: VFDODELOLW\ of Orbit team and 
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH��ÀUVW�\HDU�HVSHFLDOO\�ȷ�%%��
People, environments, etc.
R5: re Cross Desk reporting 
Requirement, major impact on technical 
design. Solution not currently known. 
Risk no solution allowing us to report 
all P/L

Issues: <Unresolved concerns or problems 
LQ�WKH�VSHFLÀFDWLRQ�RU�WKH�V\VWHP!�
I1: Do we need to put the fact that 
we own Orbit into the objectives 
(Ownership). MA said, other agreed this 
is a huge differentiator. Dec 2.
I2: what are the time scales and scope 
now? Unclear now BB
I3: what will the success factors be? We 
don’t know what we are actually being 
asked to do. BB 2 dec 20xx
,���IRU�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RWKHU�WKDQ�ÁRZ�
options, there is still a lack of clarity as 
to what the requirements are and how 
they might differ from Extra and Flow 
Options. BB
I5: the degree to which this option will 
be seen to be useful without Intra Day. 
BB 2 dec 

'HÀQLQJ�D�'HVLJQ�6ROXWLRQ�$UFKLWHFWXUH�6WUDWHJ\��3ODQJXDJH��&(�'HVLJQ�7HPSODWH� 
1. enough detail to estimate, 2. some impact assertion, 3. Assumptions, Risks, Issues

Figure 3. One-page plan.
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Figure 3 is a one-page detailed description of a single top ten 
strategy. We did this by telephone interview with the strategy 
expert (he was snowed out of travelling to work that day), in one 
hour. We used the Design Template in the Design Chapter of the 
Competitive Engineering book. But we did not yet make impact 
estimates, which are in that template. Those will be done day 3, 
DQG�LQWHJUDWHG�LQWR�DQ�([FHO�7RRO��.DL�*LOE��ZLWK�DOO�RWKHU�VSHFLÀ-
cations and estimations. It should be obvious that detailing the 
design, and collecting info on risks, dependencies, issues, and 
assumptions is valuable and necessary for realistic understanding 
of main objective effects, and costs, of the strategy.

Day 3: Impact Estimation; estimating the value 

for our objectives, and the concurrent costs of the 

strategies

On the third day, the team attempts a complete estimation of the 
main and side effects, and the costs of all strategies, on all main 
objectives. For a 10×10 table that is 100 estimates, plus maybe 
2×10 = 20 cost estimates. In addition to the estimates, if we have 
time, and want a high quality auditable architecture hypothesis, 
we also add to each estimate:

 ɵ the ± uncertainty, the range, of our estimate. The spread of 
experience

 ɵ the evidence, facts, actual measures, measuring processes 
and sources

Based on the above we designate the Credibility of each estimate 
on a scale of 0.0 (none) to 1.0 (perfect credibility)

We use the ± uncertainty, and the credibility index to modify our 
basic estimates, in the direction of more conservative estimates. 
We calculate a ‘worst, worst case’.

Strategies Identify 

Binding 

Compliance 

Require�
ments 

Strategy

System 

Control 

Strategy

System 

Imple�
mentation 

Strategy

Find 

Services 

That Meet 

Our Goals 

Strategy

Use The 

Lowest Cost 

Provider 

Strategy

Goals

Security 
Administration 
Compliance
25 ��ȹ��� %

100 % 100 % 100 % 50 % 0 %

Security 
Administration 
Performance
���KUV�ȹ���KUV

75 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 0 %

Security 
Administration 
Availability
���KUV�ȹ����KUV

0 % 0 % 0 % 100 % 0 %

Security Admin-
istration Cost 
100 ��ȹ��� %

50 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %

Total Percentage 
Impact 225 % 300 % 300 % 350 % 100 %

Evidence
ISAG Gap 
Analysis 
Oct. 03

John Collins John Collins John Collins John Collins

Cost to Imple-
ment Strategy

15 man days 
(US$ 5,550)

15 man days 
(US$ 5,550)

15 man days 
(US$ 5,550)

15 man days 
(US$ 5,550)

1man day 
(US$ 1,110)

Credibility 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.75 0.9

Cost Adjusted 
Percentage 
Impact

202.5 % ��� % ��� % 262.5 % 90 %

Figure 4. Acer Project: Impact Estimation Table.

Figure 4, a real Impact estimation table. The ‘100 % → 60 %’ expres-
sions on the left are a reference to the Past levels (0 % impact) 
and the Goal levels (100 ���RI�GHÀQHG�6FDOH�REMHFWLYHV��7KLV�LV�RI�
course a different project than the one in examples above. But it 
was less complicated, so we chose it as an illustration.

Day 3, estimation makes us think deeply about what we have 
proposed, and what we really know about the ideas. It is impres-
sive to witness the advanced level of fact-based logical discussion 
amongst participants.

Day 4: Extract a Value Delivery Step for Next Week

7KH��WK�GD\�LV�DERXW�ÀQGLQJ�VRPHWKLQJ�SUDFWLFDO�WR�GR�WKH�QH[W�
week (and ultimately each week thereafter, until all Goal levels are 
reached). This applies even when the current system is ultimately 
going to be scrapped. But we will usually install new improve-
ments on the current system initially, in order to get some real 
improvements quickly. There is no question of building a whole 
new system, next week, but there is always (believe it or not) 
something practical we can do to start the process of testing the 
architectural hypothesis, to start pleasing stakeholders, to start 
EXLOGLQJ�RXU�FUHGLELOLW\�DQG�FRQÀGHQFH��7KH�,PSDFW�HVWLPDWLRQ�WDEOH�
KDV�D�VWURQJ�FOXH�DV�WR�ZKHUH�WR�ÀQG�KLJK�YDOXH�LQFUHPHQWV��$QG�
most people (some are ‘in denial’) can think of several practical 
small steps to get us going-

Day 5: Getting approval to start rolling out the 

value

The 5th day, sometimes done at end of 4th, or integrated into 
the other 4 days, if the executive participates actively, is simply 
getting a ‘go ahead next week, at least’ signal from a responsible 
manager. This is easy because the lure of real results in the short 
term is convincing. What can you lose?

Using this process in agile IT projects, such as in Banking, is our 
norm. But the process seems to work in any planning area. In 
1990 we used it on 25 aircraft projects at McDonnell-Douglas. 
We did 5 parallel start-ups, in 5 different weeks, and they all got 
approved. One device we used there, was to involve the executive 
for half an hour every evening. We got daily buy in, correction, and 
understanding by management. No surprises on Friday.

People learned the agile method, Evo, by doing, rather than any 
classroom training. And we could budget the exercise as part of 
the project, not as a training overhead.

If you want to try Evo, and Evo startups, be sure to download the 
free standards referenced here [1, 2] as a guide. Let us know how 
this works for you in your agile environment. Or, write a paper for 
Agile Record, or their Conferences.
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