Advanced

‘Process Owner

Paper at gilb.com/dl799
All Gilb’s 11 Agile Mythodology Columns

tin_yur[.com/ g i[B‘Mytﬁ

Tom Gilb
MASTER
5 minute Lightning Talk



http://tinyurl.com/GilbMyth

Basic Product Owner Concept

INWARD

Product
Development

OUTWARD

Foggy world of
Product Ideation

%)

Product Owner

10 April 2014 Copyright Tom@Gilb.com 2014 2



Product Owner
as Input to Scrum Team

Notice it does
NOT say
“Value

delivered to
Stakeholders’

Sprint

Cogyright © 2011, William B. Heys
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Input sources to P.O.
Stakeholders and Business Owner

-7 ; Tr
Stakeholders
/ Busmess\
Owner
'T
1

— Product
Master // \Owner

Scrum Team™

http://www.executivebrief.com/agile/how-to-scrum/s
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Requirements and Design:
Related but Separated
and Specialized ‘Engineering’ Processes

Stakeholders

(as source of all requirements)

. Requirements Engineer
. Architecture

Engineer

. ‘Backlog’
. Test Engineer

. Business Owner

. As Funder and Sponsor

Users and Customers
(as recipients of VALUE from system)



Advanced ‘Product Owner’
and the ‘Value Options List’ (VOLare!)

Stakeholders

(as source of all requirements)
Requirements
Engineer
. Architecture
. Engineer
. Value Options List

. With Value/cost + info

. Dev Team (s)

. Prioritize Value options to real Value
Targets
. Test Engineer

Business Owner

As Funder and Sponsor

. Users and Customers
(as recipientsof VALUE from system)



Advanced: = ‘Evo’
Agile Method *

Advanced Product Owner Conventional ‘Product Owner’

* Value Focussed * Code Focussed

* Real Engineering « Craft (‘Softcraft’)

* Requirements = Value « Reqts = Function, Story
« Stakeholder Focussed * User Customer Focussed

(all 50+ 1) (all 2)
* Qualities Focussed (all 30) Bug Focussed (not even MTBF)
* Measurable Value Stream Code Stream
* Architecture Engineering No clear design concept

* CE book, Chapter 10: Evolutionary Project Management: http://www.gilb.com//tiki-download_file.php?
fileld=Z7ril 2014 Copyright Tom@Gilb.com 2014 7




POo
(A Wave to Milne)

e The ‘Owner cf Product,” made

stories

e So that Burndown was Y-
fe'rocious velocities e f’**_!i ,j'r

 But the Value delivered Badf () |
* Made Stakeholders so shivered |

)

/L
e That the Owner turned into a \’\ /

Loner
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Cheers Milne!

e There once was a
‘soft engineer’

 Who knew no
‘complexity fear’

* He sorted a project
* That beggared his
logic
* So, ‘Done’!
— who’s having a beer
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Last Slide

. Book For Mature IT Engineers
Want the detail free? Not For Softcrafters

« Email me

—Tom @ Gilb .
Com

—Subject: BOOK
—And or

—Subject: COMPETITIV
COURSES LG 1L NEE R

‘\'.SOO TWARE ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT USING PLANGUAGE
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The Policy

Advanced Product Owner’ Policy: System
‘Requirements Engineer’ (RE).

— Background: this policy defines the expectations for a
‘Product Owner’ (PO) for serious, critical, large, and
complex systems.

» This implies that it is not enough to manage a simple stream
(Backlog) of ‘user stories’ fed to a programming team.

* |t is necessary to communicate with a systems engineering
team, developing or maintaining the ‘Product’.

— System implies management of all technological components,
people, data, hardware, organization, training, motivation, and
programs.

— Engineering: means systematic and quantified, ‘real’ engineering
processes, where proactive design is used to manage system
performance (incl. all qualities) attributes and costs.




1. COMPLETE REQUIREMENTS:

— The RE (Requirements Engineer) is
responsible for absolutely all requirements
specification that the system must be aware
of, and be responsible for to all critical or

relevant stakeholders.

* In particular, the RE is
— not narrowly responsible for requirements from users
and customers alone.
— They are responsible for all other stakeholders,

» such as operations, maintenance, laws, regulations,
resource providers, and more.



2. QUALITY REQUIREMENTS:

— The RE is responsible for the quality level, in
relation to official standards, of all
requirements they transmit to others.

» They are consequently responsible for making sure
the quality of incoming raw requirements, needs,
values, constraints etc. is good enough to process.
No GIGO.

 If input is not good quality,
— they are responsible for making sure it is better quality,

— or at least clearly annotated where there is

» doubt, incompleteness, ambiguity and any other
potential problems, they cannot resolve yet.



3. ARCHITECTURE:

— The Requirements Engineer is NOT responsible for any
architecture or design process itself.

* This will be done by professional engineers and architects.

— They are however very much responsible for a
complete and intelligible quality set of requirements,

« transmitted to the designers and architects.

— The are also responsible for transmitting quality-
controlled architecture or design specifications to any
relevant system builders.

* These are the designs which are input requirements to

builders. Effectively they are ‘design constraints
requirements’.



4. Priority Information:

— The Requirements Engineer is NOT responsible for
prioritization of requirements.

— Prioritization is done dynamically

« at the project management (PM) level,

* based on prioritization signals in the requirements,

« and on current feedback and experience in the value
delivery cycles (Sprints).

— The primary responsibility of the Requirements
Engineer,

* is to systematically and thoroughly collect and disseminate
all relevant priority signals, into the requirement
specification;

* so that intelligent prioritization can be done at any relevant
level, and at any time.



End of Summary in Detail



The Long Version of the Talk for
those who want detail that
cannot be given in 5 minutes

ADVANCED PRODUCT OWNER Col. 12

GILBS MYTHODOLOGY COLUMN Agile Record 18 Feb 2014
We are going to argue that the normally defined role of
Product Owner (PO) is inadequate for projects that have
serious multiple quality requirements, and consequent
architecture processes, to deliver the necessary levels of
performance and quality.

http://www.gilb.com/dl799



The Policy

Advanced Product Owner’ Policy: System
‘Requirements Engineer’ (RE).

— Background: this policy defines the expectations for a
‘Product Owner’ (PO) for serious, critical, large, and
complex systems.

» This implies that it is not enough to manage a simple stream
(Backlog) of ‘user stories’ fed to a programming team.

* |t is necessary to communicate with a systems engineering
team, developing or maintaining the ‘Product’.

— System implies management of all technological components,
people, data, hardware, organization, training, motivation, and
programs.

— Engineering: means systematic and quantified, ‘real’ engineering
processes, where proactive design is used to manage system
performance (incl. all qualities) attributes and costs.




1. COMPLETE REQUIREMENTS:

— The RE (Requirements Engineer) is
responsible for absolutely all requirements
specification that the system must be aware
of, and be responsible for to all critical or

relevant stakeholders.

* In particular, the RE is
— not narrowly responsible for requirements from users
and customers alone.
— They are responsible for all other stakeholders,

» such as operations, maintenance, laws, regulations,
resource providers, and more.



Rich and Complete Requirement Concepts

Requirement *026
) I
Vision Function (" Performance ( Resource Design Condition
*420 Requirement Requirement Requirement| | Constraint | | Constraint
*074 \'100 (objective) | *431 *181 *498
Mission Quality |
‘097 | Requirement *453
Resource Saving )
Requirement *622
Workload Capacity |
Requirement *544 |
Function Function Performance | | Performance Resource Resource
Target Constraint Target Constraint Target Constraint
*420 *469 *439 (goal) *438 *436 (budget) *478

o 1 I 1

Goal Stretch Wish  Fail Survival Budget Stretch Wish Fail  Survival
*109 *404 *244 '098 440 *480 ‘404 *244 098 ‘440
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Multiple Required Performance and Cost Attributes
are the basis for architecture selection and evaluation

Resource Performance
Stakeholder A’s o (0% Usability
Financial Budget [Operator o
SFakehplder B’s [Management Rehablhty
Financial Budget
100% Security
([ J
Elapse Time ‘ @ Environment
100%
Effort Innovation
0%
Cost Reduction

Client Accounts



Planguage stages

Man-Chie Tse1,2 & Ravinder Singh Kahlon 1,2
{Man-Chie, Ravi}@dkode.co

PLANGUAGE STAGES

SYSTEM

TARGET GROWTH PERFORMANCE DIRECTION

(Window Perspective) (Porometers Configuration) (Optimisation)

LOwW
ABILITY

Design Feature
+ Rational +

Dependency

SYSTEM
OBIECTIVES

Past + Goal +
Fall

SYSTEM
FACTORS

Ard sad v ea

STEP 1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4 STEP 5 STEP 6

STAGES

Version 10 April 2014 Copyright Tom®@Gilb.com 2014
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4 product areas were attacked in all: 25 Qualities concurren

EVO Plan Confirmit 8.5 in Evo Step Impact Measurement

, one quarter of a

year. Total development staff = 13

Impact Estimation Table: Reportal codename ™ en”
Current | | brovements Reponal - E-SAT features Cumrent |4 rovements Survey Engine NET
Status pe Status b
Units Units - Past |Tolerabie [Goal Units Units = Past |Tolerable [Goal
Usability.Intuitivhess (%) Backwards.Compatibety !'%
75.0 25.0 62 5|s0 |7=s |s0 830 48.0 80.0|<0 as |ES
Usability.Consis Visual (Elements ‘ 0.0 67.0] 100.0|s7 0 |o
[ | 14.0 14.0] 100.0 o 11 12 |Generate wi.Time (sman -
Usability.C >4 ' (Comp 40 59.0] 100.0|s3 =3 4
15.0 150] 107.1 o 11 14 10,0 397.0] 100.0|s07 100 10
Usability.Pro rity { ) 94 0| 2290.0 103.9|2382 <00 130
50 75,0 96 2|80 s 2 Tes
5.0 450 95 _Tiso 1= 1 10.0 10.0 13.3o | |100
Usability. LOffline# ormats Usability. (seconds/user 1-10)
3.0 20 65 7|1 3 < 774.0| 5070 51.7[1281 |eco 300
Usability.Rob: (errors) 50 3.0 60 0|2 1= |
1.0 220 95 7|7 {1 o Runtime.Resourcel AMemory
i | Usability.Replacability (nr of 0.0 0. 0.0 Iz [z
40 50| 100.0]|s Is Runtime.ResocurcelUsage.CPU
J L ility.Resp Time. [ = 3 35 97 2|38 12 |2
1.0 12.0] 150.0]13 |13 Runtime.Resourcel Memoryl eak
J Usability.ResponseTime. [ 890 100.0|800 Ie To
1.0 14.0 100.0 15] \ 1 Runtime.C number of users)
| Development resources \ = 1 146 _7|150 S00 1000
203.0 0 1 Development resources
)
)
Current Improvements =
Status
Units Units - Past |Tolerable [Goal ugFEnt Improvements XML Web Senvices
Usability. festure count ‘
1.0 1.0 50.0]1s [+> [12 nits Units - Past |Tolerabie |Goal
Usability. Productivity (minutes) TransferD E
200 450 112 5|8s 3s [2s 7.0 S0 81 8|18 10 is
| Usability.ClientAcceptance (features count) 17.0 8.0 53.3|2s lis |10
4.4 44 36 7|o 4 [12 TransferDefinition.U .Res| -
Development resources 943 0| -186.0|s&F+=&#|170 &0 30
101.0 0 1 |ss TransferDefinition.U Antuitiveness
50 10.0 95 2|18 7.5 45
Development rescurces
20 0 <3
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Real Bank Project : Project Progress Testability
Quantification of the most-critical project objectives on day 1

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 Front-Office-Trade-Management-Efficiency Scale: Time from Ticket
Launch to trade updating real-time risk view
. Past [20xx, Function = Risk Mgt, Region = Global] ~ 80s +/- 45s ??
Speed-To-Deliver: Scale: average Calendar days needed from New Goal[[End 20xz, Function = Ri%k Mgtg, Region = Gl]obal] - 50% better?

;\/C\IaG?kégs?roved until Idea Operational, for given Tasks, on given Managing Risk - Accurate - Consolidated - Real Time

Past [2009, Market = EURex, Task =Bond Execution] 2-3 months ?
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 single position blotter in a way appropriate for
the trader (i.e. - around a benchmark vs. across the curve).

Operational-Control: Scale: % of trades per day, where the calculated Past [April 20xx] 0% 95%. Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100%
economic difference between OUR CO and Marketplace/Clients, is ~ Risk.Low-latency Scale: number of times per day the intraday risk
less than “1 Yen”(or equivalent). metrics is delayed by more than 0.5 sec. Past [April 20xx, NA] 1% Past

Past [April 20xx] 10% change this to 90% NH Goal [Dec. 20xy] 100%  [April 20xx, EMEA] ??% Past [April 20xx, AP] 100% Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0%
Risk.Accuracy

i i : < 9 i i3 Risk. user-configurable 1 i - i
Operational-Control.Consistent: Scale: % of defined [Trades] failing E:)Stk_ #g@r d?&g rl‘g;tégeeg;ale pretty binary - feature is there or

f#;ldseZ]P g;gzss the transaction cycle. Past [April 20xx, Trades=Voice Past [April 20xx] 1% Goal [Dec. 20xy] 0%

Past [April 20xx, Trades=eTrades] 93% Operational Cost Efficiency Scale: <Increased efficiency (Straight
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=Voice Trades] <95 + 2%> through processing STP Rates )>
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=eTrades] 98.5 + 0.5 % Cost-Per-Trade Scale: % reduction in Cost-Per-Trade
Goal (EQY 20xy, cost type =11 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by 60%
(BW)

Operational-Control. Timely.End&OvernightP&L Scale: number of Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = | 2 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %
times, per quarter, the P&L information is not delivered timely to the Goal (EQY 20xy, cost type = E1 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %
defined [Bach-Run]. Goal (EOY 20xy, cost type = E 2 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by 100%
Past [April 20xx, Batch-Run=0Overnight] 1 Goal [Dec. 20xy, Batch- Goal (EOQY 20xy, cost type = E 3 - REGION = ALL) Reduce cost by x %
Run=0vernight] <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: nhumber of trades
per day that are not booked on trade date. Past [April 20xx] 20 ?




Detailed Example

« 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%

— Goal [April 20xz, Trades=Voice Trades] <95 * 2%>
Goal [April 20xz, Trades=eTrades] 98.5 + 0.5 %



Impacts On ...
The Requirements in Planguage

Man-Chie Tse1,2 & Ravinder Singh Kahlon 1,2
{Man-Chie, Ravi}@dkode.co

Impacts

Alended Perfomunces Requirements)

VR Subemet [Contest] Request W.EMMMT—-hMD Avecage beme taken for define [<2012 HH_ User. 30 mmntes] 15 mwmntes 10 mnutes

Usabty [Sheet] Type mwamwu 12 shests !au. l‘i.tgnuu 000 Mnes 850 W

Effiency. Elapse Time Saving Reduce [TIME] 10 Average beme taken for [Content [<2012, HH. Venfier, 50
updite the ades Vibditca] minates |

it st s gt

( Update [Commect Conteer] Effciency Elapse Time Savng Reduce [Time] taken  Average [beme] taken
odes o [P

12 IR Effiiency. Eficency Syvng Reduce time takento fle  Average [bme)] taken (<2002, HH, Admwstrator, 30 15 mmutes 3 minutes

Version 10 April 2014 Copyright Tom@Gilb.com 2014
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2. QUALITY REQUIREMENTS:

— The RE is responsible for the quality level, in
relation to official standards, of all
requirements they transmit to others.

» They are consequently responsible for making sure
the quality of incoming raw requirements, needs,
values, constraints etc. is good enough to process.
No GIGO.

 If input is not good quality,
— they are responsible for making sure it is better quality,

— or at least clearly annotated where there is

» doubt, incompleteness, ambiguity and any other
potential problems, they cannot resolve yet.



Source Eric Simmons, erik.simmons@intel. m 25 Oct 2011
Personal Public Communication

A Recent Example

Application of Specification Quality Control by a SW team resulted in the
following defect density reduction in requirements over several months:

0.3 312 31 10.06

0.5 209 44 4.75 -53%
0.6 247 60 4.12 -13%
0.7 114 33 3.45 -16%
0.8 45 38 1.18 -66%
1.0 10 45 0.22 -81%
Overall % change in DPP revision 0.3 to 1.0: -98%

Downstream benefits:

*Scope delivered at the Alpha milestone increased 300%, released scope u 0
*SW defects reduced by ~50% - '
Defects that did occur were resolved in far less time on average l n t

10 April 2014 Copyright Tom®@Gilb.com 2014
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3. ARCHITECTURE:

— The Requirements Engineer is NOT responsible for any
architecture or design process itself.

* This will be done by professional engineers and architects.

— They are however very much responsible for a
complete and intelligible quality set of requirements,

« transmitted to the designers and architects.

— The are also responsible for transmitting quality-
controlled architecture or design specifications to any
relevant system builders.

* These are the designs which are input requirements to

builders. Effectively they are ‘design constraints
requirements’.



Impact Estimation Elements

Man-Chie Tse1,2 & Ravinder Singh Kahlon 1,2
{Man-Chie, Ravi}@dkode.co

e gp—

Conduct Risk &
Gap Analyiis
Obtain Requirements with

Constructive Target Levels
Recommendations
Impact

Estimation

Construct IE Table
with Specific

Version 10 April 2014 Copyright Tom®@Gilb.com 2014
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Architecture Specification Rules

from CE Book Ch. 7

7.4 Rules: Design Specification

Acer Project: Impact Estimation Table
R8: IE table: — T [ e [

The set of design ideas=——
specified to meet a set >~
of requirements

should be validated
at an early stage
by using an Impact |~ =
Estimation (IE) table. |= | =™

llllllllll

(4L L

llllllllll

\\\\\\
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Impact Estimation: Value-for-Money Delivery Table

STRATEGIES =2 Technology Business People Empow- Principles | Business
Investment Practices erment of IMA Process Re-
OBJECTIVES Management | epngineering
Customer Service S50% 10% S% S% S% 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% S50% 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 S% 30% 5% 60% 0 60% 160%
75% Adapt Technology
Requirement Adaptability 80% 20% 60% 75% 20% S% 260%
? =» 2.6% Adapt to Change
Resource Adaptability 10% 80% S% S50% S50% 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% 49 3% 49 6% 49
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: 1

RATIO




Healthcare Impact Estimation

Man-Chie Tse1,2 & Ravinder Singh Kahlon 1,2
{Man-Chie, Ravi}@dkode.co

HEALTHCARE SYSTEM

Automate | Web Self Decision Total
Rules Service Support Impacts
ln
10 minutes 200%
100% 100%
100 errors <50
80% 90%
35 minutes < 10 minutes 160%
70% 90%
1 hour 10 minute
7 I 203%
100% 103%
TOTAL DESIGN

Version 10 April 2014 Copyright Tom®@Gilb.com 2014

Increase Transmission
of Requests

(30 minutes < 10 minutes)

Decrease Number of
Errors Occurring

(353 per week D 30 per week)

Decrease Time for
Processing of Requests

(70 minwtes > 10 minutes)

Decrease Time to Learn

process
(1 day 2 1 how)

33






4. Priority Information:

— The Requirements Engineer is NOT responsible for
prioritization of requirements.

— Prioritization is done dynamically

« at the project management (PM) level,

* based on prioritization signals in the requirements,

« and on current feedback and experience in the value
delivery cycles (Sprints).

— The primary responsibility of the Requirements
Engineer,

* is to systematically and thoroughly collect and disseminate
all relevant priority signals, into the requirement
specification;

* so that intelligent prioritization can be done at any relevant
level, and at any time.



Risk Management

» the Requirements Engineer is NOT
responsible for Risk Management

— But is responsible for

* making sure that all specifications follow
guidelines

— (Rules, Quality Levels) that demand information
specified about, or related to, risks and their
mitigations.



Design Spec Enlarged 2 of 2

==== Priority & Risk Management

Assumptions: <Any assumptions that have
been made>.

A1: FCCP is assumed to
not currently exist and i

Requirements Spec. <- 3N p) a0 18[00 ki
discussions AH MA JH EC,

| critical factors for
Consequence: FCx
impact estimation [ 2LASELSIR1E and future
re-examination

ASSUMPTIONS:

A2: Costs, the developm
different. All will base o .
and 3 years. The ops cos y help§ risk
mm for hardware. MA Ak analy51s

A3:Boss X will continue t E3 =010 integral

A4: the schedule, 3 year .
we can in fact deliver, O part of the deS]gn

budget. If not “l would t SPeCiﬁCtion
A5: the cost of expanding Orbit will not be
prohibitive. <- BB 2 dec

A6: we have made the assumption that we can

integrate Oribit with PX+ in a sensible way, even in
the short term <- BB

Dependencies: <State ai DEPENDENCIES:

D1: FCxx replaces rx+ mrume. r vy z. 12

10 April 2014 Copyright Tom

och

which

Risks: <Name or refer to tags of any factors,
could threaten your estimated impacts>.

tRs1§ el Risks specification:
R2: the technical [y shares group risk
thought & we musgi{ale)iale)
LS « permits redesign to
allow us to meet itigate th ick

R4: scalability of mitigate e F!S

year especially <-iJ allows relistic
CHICREEDENY astimates of cost and
on technical desight

no solution allowi ]mpaCtS

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

[1: Do we need to put t | .
the objectives (Owners| SSUES.

a huge differentiator. D FORWYal=lal= 1ok =l g=le etz (1)

VAVLEIRICROCRINERY ¢ 10 into a risk

now BB h
13: what will the succes ¥ shares group

what we are actually be [ [{glo)VA(=le [<]<
14: for the business othe BN E I T =0\ V=

a lack of clarity as tow ,
how they might differ f (SALISIOIEIS M de

the dﬁﬁe e analyze later
ithout Intra Day. pp z uec

b.com
useful w



Product:

— The system that delivers the primary critical
values to stakeholders. (Tsg 7 dec 2013)



Product Owner:

* The instance (person or team) responsible
for Effective Communication between all
stakeholders, and any technical project,

both development and maintenance. (Tsg
/ Dec 2013)



Effective Communication:

— Two-way communication, between all related
instances in technical projects, is effective when:

« 1. Communication is rapid: first try

« 2. Communication meets relevant standards (Rules, )
including these basic rules.
— Clear enough to test
— Unambiguous to intended readership
— Critical variables (esp. qualities) quantified
— Clear distinction between ends and means

» 3. Communication is ‘relevant’.
— What stakeholders really want
» NOT perceived means to their true ends
— What developers really need to know



Priority Signals

When Due

Higher level requirements
Stakeholders

Under which conditions
Constraints

Residual resources (running out of time,
money etc)



What About
scaledagileframework.com ?

Scaled Agile Framework" Big Picture {) O AN O

PORTFOLIO VISION

Business Epics

[\ it

Al
ge

- I = g by - Stories
e F3 2 " -
ol E1ELL ERDD e
A '::.:'. Q LY - L_,Q - U = a8
Teams =" .
ad ‘ 3 - pihes
0 & i gl = 13 = Retactors
S0 i 5.8 & B 5B oo
S o = SN N = M =
Developers & Testers "'I & | ‘.)‘ =
23 "o
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Epic value Statement Format
ForwardLookingPostionsiatement

Forward-Looking Position Statement

For
who
the
isa
that
Unlike

our solution

<customers>

<do something>

<solution>

<something - the “how">

<provides this value>

<competitor, current solution, or non-existing solution>

<does something better —the “why">

Success
Criteria:

In Scope:
Out of Scope:

NFRs:

10 April 2014

»
»

-

-

Figure 1. Epic value statement template format 43



Epic Lightweight Business Case

10 April 2014

Epic Name Go orNO Go Date entered Analyst
Recommendation: Backlog: Epic Owner:
Version |
Description of Estimated Story points: Cost:
the Epic isvestment
Weighted rating | (WS)F) Type of return | (Nature of potentiad retum, Revenue,
market share, new markets served)
In house or (descrbes recommendations for where the epic 5 to be developed)
S Criteria . — -
uccess
-
Estimated Start Dute: Completion date:
Stakeholders ({dent development
sponsors timeline (Estimated calendar date or numberof PSis)
Users and markets affec:  Imcrementsl (Breaks ntiatve down nto preliminery epics or sub-epics that fit the
Implementation | companies PSI cadence)
Strategy
Products, programs, ser.
& Reevaluation (Hthe epk Is large, identfies potental mie stones or checkpoints for
checkpoints reevauation)
Impact on sales, distribu Mo (Brief sumenary of the analyst that has Deen formed to create the Dusiness
deployment swmmary case, PoInters 1o other data, feasd ey studies, models, market analysts, etc.
that was used on the creation of the Busness case )
Altachments Project Stakeholder Needs Assessment (see Chapter 7)
Sy1tem Stakeholder Neods Assesument
Other notes
and comme s

Figure 1. Epic Lightweight Business Case

44
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1/2

tpic Name

SoerNOCo

Qate entered Anaiyst

Recommendation: Sachiog: Epic Owner:

Version

R

Description of
the Epic

Succens Crteria

StatehoMders
]

(Mdesahies ey Dusiteis 50005005 who wil be s porting the isitiative)

Users and markets atfected

(Deicribe the user cammonity of B 10lution ard any
markets sffected)

Prod i, prograns ervices (Merafion products, Programs. serviies, teams,

aMecned departmaents, o1c. That will be mpacted by This epis)

Impact on sakes, atribution, (Describes any impact on Bhow the product is sold,

deployment Sistridted, or Cepleyed)

Litimated Story pointa. Cost.

nveitment

Weighted rating | (0505 Type of retuens | (Nature of patential redurn. Revesue,
market shate, new markets served|

= house on (GescrBes reconmendstions far whare the epk s %23 be devebped)

e

Sevalopment

Estimated St Dane Completon date:

development

dmeline (Estimated caleadar cate o namber of PSu

Incrementsl (Sseaks mitistive down nte prefminacy epics Of 3od-opics that it the

= ple o < P 3 3l Cadence)

Strategy

Reevalvaton (M the epc is arpe, destifes patental miestones of (heciaonts for

hechgaints reevavaton)

Ansysn (Soel summary of the inalysis that b been formes Lo create the business

wmmary Cate. Polaters Lo other 2ata, Teaslility st s, mocdels, market asalpnls, etc

Thitl wis cied On the Credlion of The Susness Case)
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Epic Name Geer NO Co Oate entered Analyst
Recommendation: Sachiog: Epic Owner:
Version Changes
Oescription ¢f
the Epic
Success Criteria .
-
Stakchokers (dentifies key business sponsors who wil be sopporting the initiative)
Ponsors

Jsers and markets affected

(Describe the user commuonity of the solution and any

markets affecied)

Produtts, programs, services
aMected

(entifies products, programs, services, leams,

cepartments, e1c. that wil be impacted by this epics)

10 Aprn

I pact on sales, distribution,
| dopieyment

(Describies any impact on how the produdt is sold,

cistridgted, or ceployed)
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Estimated
development

Starnt Date: Completion date:

(Estimated calendar cate ¢r number of PSi)

timeline

Iscremental (Sreaks witiative down 10 prefiminary epics or sub.epics that fit the
Implementation | companies PSlcadence)

Strategy

Reevaluation (f the epic is arge, identifes potental milestones or chechponts fere
checkpoints reevaluation)

Analysis (Sraef summary of the analysis that has been fermed to create the business
sammary Case. Pointers 1o other data, Teaslility studes, models, market analysis, el1c.

that was used on the creation of the business case)

Attachments

Project Stakeholder Needs Assessment (see Chapter 7}

System Stakehelder Needs Assessment

10 April 2014

Other notes
and comments
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Initial Take

 Is moving in the direction of Planguage for
specification
* But, does not go near the concepts of

managing value by means of quantified
value and quality directly

* Does not understand dynamic
prioritization via values and costs (see the

weighting scheme)



