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Product	
  Owner	
  	
  
as	
  Input	
  to	
  Scrum	
  Team	
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NoFce	
  it	
  does	
  
NOT	
  say	
  
“Value	
  

delivered	
  to	
  
Stakeholders’	
  



Input	
  sources	
  to	
  P.O.	
  
Stakeholders	
  and	
  Business	
  Owner	
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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) 
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Advanced	
  ‘Product	
  Owner’	
  
and	
  the	
  ‘Value	
  OpFons	
  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) 
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Advanced:	
  =	
  
‘Evo’	
  Agile	
  
Method	
  *	
  

Advanced	
  Product	
  Owner	
  	
  
•  Value	
  Focussed	
  
•  Real	
  Engineering	
  
•  Requirements	
  =	
  Value	
  
•  Stakeholder	
  Focussed	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  (all	
  50+	
  !)	
  
•  QualiFes	
  Focussed	
  (all	
  30)	
  
•  Measurable	
  Value	
  Stream	
  
•  Architecture	
  Engineering 	
  	
  

ConvenConal	
  ‘Product	
  Owner’	
  
•  Code	
  Focussed	
  
•  Crac	
  (‘Soccrac’)	
  
•  Reqts	
  =	
  FuncFon,	
  Story	
  
•  User	
  Customer	
  Focussed	
  	
  

(all	
  2)	
  
•  Bug	
  Focussed	
  (not	
  even	
  MTBF)	
  

•  Code	
  Stream	
  
•  No	
  clear	
  design	
  concept	
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  Chapter	
  10:	
  EvoluFonary	
  Project	
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POo	
  
(A	
  Wave	
  to	
  Milne)	
  

•  The ‘Owner of Product,’ 
made stories	


•  So that Burndown was 
ferocious velocities	


•  But the Value delivered	


•  Made Stakeholders so 
shivered	



•  That the Owner turned 
into a Loner	
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Cheers	
  Milne!	
  

•  There	
  once	
  	
  was	
  a	
  ‘soc	
  
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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BEER	
  



The	
  Policy	
  

•  Advanced	
  Product	
  Owner’	
  Policy:	
  System	
  
‘Requirements	
  Engineer’	
  (RE).	
  
–  Background:	
  this	
  policy	
  defines	
  the	
  expectaFons	
  for	
  a	
  
‘Product	
  Owner’	
  (PO)	
  for	
  serious,	
  criFcal,	
  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.	
  

•  It	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  communicate	
  with	
  a	
  systems	
  engineering	
  team,	
  
developing	
  or	
  maintaining	
  the	
  ‘Product’.	
  
–  System	
  implies	
  management	
  of	
  all	
  technological	
  components,	
  people,	
  

data,	
  hardware,	
  organizaFon,	
  training,	
  moFvaFon,	
  and	
  programs.	
  
–  Engineering:	
  means	
  systemaFc	
  and	
  quanFfied,	
  ‘real’	
  engineering	
  

processes,	
  where	
  proacFve	
  design	
  is	
  used	
  to	
  manage	
  system	
  
performance	
  (incl.	
  all	
  qualiFes)	
  aLributes	
  and	
  costs.	
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1.	
  COMPLETE	
  REQUIREMENTS:	
  	
  

– The	
  RE	
  (Requirements	
  Engineer)	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  
absolutely	
  all	
  requirements	
  specificaCon	
  that	
  the	
  
system	
  must	
  be	
  aware	
  of,	
  and	
  be	
  responsible	
  for	
  
to	
  all	
  criFcal	
  or	
  relevant	
  stakeholders.	
  
•  In	
  parFcular,	
  the	
  RE	
  is	
  	
  

–  not	
  narrowly	
  responsible	
  for	
  requirements	
  from	
  users	
  and	
  
customers	
  alone.	
  	
  

–  They	
  are	
  responsible	
  for	
  all	
  other	
  stakeholders,	
  
»  	
  such	
  as	
  operaFons,	
  maintenance,	
  laws,	
  regulaFons,	
  
resource	
  providers,	
  and	
  more.	
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2.	
  QUALITY	
  REQUIREMENTS:	
  
	
  

– The	
  RE	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  the	
  quality	
  level,	
  in	
  
rela1on	
  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	
  beLer	
  quality,	
  
–  	
  or	
  at	
  least	
  clearly	
  annotated	
  where	
  there	
  is	
  	
  

»  doubt,	
  incompleteness,	
  ambiguity	
  and	
  any	
  other	
  
potenFal	
  problems,	
  they	
  cannot	
  resolve	
  yet.	
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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,	
  
•  	
  transmiLed	
  to	
  the	
  designers	
  and	
  architects.	
  

–  The	
  are	
  also	
  responsible	
  for	
  transmiong	
  quality-­‐
controlled	
  architecture	
  or	
  design	
  specificaFons	
  to	
  any	
  
relevant	
  system	
  builders.	
  
•  	
  These	
  are	
  the	
  designs	
  which	
  are	
  input	
  requirements	
  to	
  
builders.	
  EffecFvely	
  they	
  are	
  ‘design	
  constraints	
  
requirements’.	
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4.	
  Priority	
  InformaCon:	
  
–  The	
  Requirements	
  Engineer	
  is	
  NOT	
  responsible	
  for	
  
priori1za1on	
  of	
  requirements.	
  	
  

–  PrioriFzaFon	
  is	
  done	
  dynamically	
  
•  	
  at	
  the	
  project	
  management	
  (PM)	
  level,	
  
•  	
  based	
  on	
  prioriFzaFon	
  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	
  systema1cally	
  and	
  thoroughly	
  collect	
  and	
  disseminate	
  all	
  
relevant	
  priority	
  signals,	
  into	
  the	
  requirement	
  specificaFon;	
  	
  

•  so	
  that	
  intelligent	
  prioriFzaFon	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  at	
  any	
  relevant	
  level,	
  
and	
  at	
  any	
  Fme.	
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End	
  of	
  	
  Summary	
  in	
  Detail	
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Detail	
  gilb.com/dl799	
  
in	
  Following	
  slides	
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The	
  Policy	
  

•  Advanced	
  Product	
  Owner’	
  Policy:	
  System	
  
‘Requirements	
  Engineer’	
  (RE).	
  
–  Background:	
  this	
  policy	
  defines	
  the	
  expectaFons	
  for	
  a	
  
‘Product	
  Owner’	
  (PO)	
  for	
  serious,	
  criFcal,	
  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.	
  

•  It	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  communicate	
  with	
  a	
  systems	
  engineering	
  team,	
  
developing	
  or	
  maintaining	
  the	
  ‘Product’.	
  
–  System	
  implies	
  management	
  of	
  all	
  technological	
  components,	
  people,	
  

data,	
  hardware,	
  organizaFon,	
  training,	
  moFvaFon,	
  and	
  programs.	
  
–  Engineering:	
  means	
  systemaFc	
  and	
  quanFfied,	
  ‘real’	
  engineering	
  

processes,	
  where	
  proacFve	
  design	
  is	
  used	
  to	
  manage	
  system	
  
performance	
  (incl.	
  all	
  qualiFes)	
  aLributes	
  and	
  costs.	
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1.	
  COMPLETE	
  REQUIREMENTS:	
  	
  

– The	
  RE	
  (Requirements	
  Engineer)	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  
absolutely	
  all	
  requirements	
  specificaCon	
  that	
  the	
  
system	
  must	
  be	
  aware	
  of,	
  and	
  be	
  responsible	
  for	
  
to	
  all	
  criFcal	
  or	
  relevant	
  stakeholders.	
  
•  In	
  parFcular,	
  the	
  RE	
  is	
  	
  

–  not	
  narrowly	
  responsible	
  for	
  requirements	
  from	
  users	
  and	
  
customers	
  alone.	
  	
  

–  They	
  are	
  responsible	
  for	
  all	
  other	
  stakeholders,	
  
»  	
  such	
  as	
  operaFons,	
  maintenance,	
  laws,	
  regulaFons,	
  
resource	
  providers,	
  and	
  more.	
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Rich	
  and	
  Complete	
  	
  Requirement	
  Concepts	
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Mul1ple	
  Required	
  Performance	
  and	
  Cost	
  ALributes	
  
are	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  architecture	
  selecFon	
  and	
  evaluaFon	
  

Function

Stakeholder B’s
Financial Budget

Effort

Elapse Time

Stakeholder A’s 
Financial Budget

Usability

Reliability

Innovation

Environment

Security

Cost Reduction

Resource Performance

Client Accounts

>
>>
>

> >
>

>
>

>>

!

0%

100%

0%

100%

>[Operator]
[Management]



Planguage	
  stages	
  
Man-­‐Chie	
  Tse1,2	
  &	
  Ravinder	
  Singh	
  Kahlon	
  1,2	
  

{Man-­‐Chie,	
  Ravi}@dkode.co	
  
	
  

Version	
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EVO	
  Plan	
  Confirmit	
  8.5	
  in	
  Evo	
  Step	
  Impact	
  Measurement	
  
4	
  product	
  areas	
  were	
  aLacked	
  in	
  all:	
  25 Qualities concurrently,	
  one	
  quarter	
  

of	
  a	
  year.	
  Total	
  development	
  staff	
  =	
  13	
  	
  	
  	
  

9	
  
8	
  

3	
  
3	
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Real	
  Bank	
  Project	
  :	
  Project	
  Progress	
  Testability	
  
QuanCficaCon	
  of	
  the	
  most-­‐criCcal	
  project	
  objecCves	
  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	
  
	
  
Speed-­‐To-­‐Deliver:	
  Scale:	
  average	
  Calendar	
  days	
  needed	
  from	
  New	
  Idea	
  
Approved	
  unFl	
  Idea	
  OperaFonal,	
  for	
  given	
  Tasks,	
  on	
  given	
  Markets.	
  	
  
Past	
  [2009,	
  Market	
  =	
  EURex,	
  Task	
  =Bond	
  ExecuFon]	
  2-­‐3	
  	
  months	
  ?	
  	
  
Goal	
  [Deadline	
  =End	
  20xz,	
  Market	
  =	
  EURex,	
  Task	
  =Bond	
  ExecuFon]	
  5	
  
days	
  	
  	
  
	
  
OperaConal-­‐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%	
  
	
  
OperaConal-­‐Control.Consistent:	
  Scale:	
  %	
  of	
  defined	
  [Trades]	
  failing	
  full	
  
STP	
  across	
  the	
  transacFon	
  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	
  %	
  	
  	
  
	
  
OperaConal-­‐Control.Timely.End&OvernightP&L	
  Scale:	
  number	
  of	
  
Fmes,	
  per	
  quarter,	
  the	
  P&L	
  informaFon	
  is	
  not	
  delivered	
  Fmely	
  to	
  the	
  
defined	
  [Bach-­‐Run].	
  	
  
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	
  
OperaConal-­‐Control.Timely.IntradayP&L	
  Scale:	
  number	
  of	
  Fmes	
  per	
  
day	
  the	
  intraday	
  P&L	
  process	
  is	
  delayed	
  more	
  than	
  0.5	
  sec.	
  	
  

OperaConal-­‐Control.Timely.Trade-­‐Bookings	
  Scale:	
  number	
  of	
  trades	
  
per	
  day	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  booked	
  on	
  trade	
  date.	
  Past	
  [April	
  20xx]	
  20	
  ?	
  	
  
	
  
Front-­‐Office-­‐Trade-­‐Management-­‐Efficiency	
  Scale:	
  Time	
  from	
  Ticket	
  
Launch	
  to	
  trade	
  updaFng	
  real-­‐Fme	
  risk	
  view	
  	
  
Past	
  [20xx,	
  FuncFon	
  =	
  Risk	
  Mgt,	
  Region	
  =	
  Global]	
  ~	
  80s	
  +/-­‐	
  45s	
  ??	
  	
  
Goal	
  [End	
  20xz,	
  FuncFon	
  =	
  Risk	
  Mgt,	
  Region	
  =	
  Global]	
  ~	
  50%	
  beLer?	
  
Managing	
  Risk	
  –	
  Accurate	
  –	
  Consolidated	
  –	
  Real	
  Time	
  
	
  
Risk.Cross-­‐Product	
  Scale:	
  %	
  of	
  financial	
  products	
  that	
  risk	
  metrics	
  can	
  
be	
  displayed	
  in	
  a	
  single	
  posiFon	
  bloLer	
  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	
  Fmes	
  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	
  
Risk.	
  user-­‐configurable	
  Scale:	
  ???	
  preLy	
  binary	
  –	
  feature	
  is	
  there	
  or	
  not	
  
–	
  how	
  do	
  we	
  represent?	
  	
  
Past	
  [April	
  20xx]	
  1%	
  Goal	
  [Dec.	
  20xy]	
  0%	
  
OperaConal	
  Cost	
  Efficiency	
  Scale:	
  <Increased	
  efficiency	
  (Straight	
  
through	
  processing	
  STP	
  Rates	
  )>	
  
Cost-­‐Per-­‐Trade	
  Scale:	
  %	
  reducFon	
  in	
  Cost-­‐Per-­‐Trade	
  	
  
Goal	
  (EOY	
  20xy,	
  cost	
  type	
  =	
  I	
  1	
  –	
  REGION	
  =	
  ALL)	
  Reduce	
  cost	
  by	
  60%	
  
(BW)	
  	
  
Goal	
  (EOY	
  20xy,	
  cost	
  type	
  =	
  I	
  2	
  –	
  REGION	
  =	
  ALL)	
  Reduce	
  cost	
  by	
  	
  x	
  %	
  	
  
Goal	
  (EOY	
  20xy,	
  cost	
  type	
  =	
  E1	
  –	
  REGION	
  =	
  ALL)	
  Reduce	
  cost	
  by	
  x	
  %	
  	
  
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	
  %	
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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 %   
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Impacts	
  On	
  …	
  	
  
The	
  Requirements	
  in	
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2.	
  QUALITY	
  REQUIREMENTS:	
  
	
  

– The	
  RE	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  the	
  quality	
  level,	
  in	
  
rela1on	
  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	
  beLer	
  quality,	
  
–  	
  or	
  at	
  least	
  clearly	
  annotated	
  where	
  there	
  is	
  	
  

»  doubt,	
  incompleteness,	
  ambiguity	
  and	
  any	
  other	
  
potenFal	
  problems,	
  they	
  cannot	
  resolve	
  yet.	
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27	
  

A	
  Recent	
  Example	
  

Rev.
 # of Defects
# of Pages
Defects/ Page 
(DPP)


% Change in 
DPP


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%


ApplicaFon	
  of	
  SpecificaFon	
  Quality	
  Control	
  by	
  a	
  SW	
  team	
  resulted	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  defect	
  
density	
  reducFon	
  in	
  requirements	
  over	
  several	
  months:	
  

Downstream	
  benefits:	
  
• Scope	
  delivered	
  at	
  the	
  Alpha	
  milestone	
  increased	
  300%,	
  released	
  scope	
  up	
  233%	
  
• SW	
  defects	
  reduced	
  by	
  ~50%	
  
• Defects	
  that	
  did	
  occur	
  were	
  resolved	
  in	
  far	
  less	
  Fme	
  on	
  average	
  

Source Eric Simmons, erik.simmons@intel.com 25	
  Oct	
  2011	
  
Personal	
  Public	
  CommunicaFon	
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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,	
  
•  	
  transmiLed	
  to	
  the	
  designers	
  and	
  architects.	
  

–  The	
  are	
  also	
  responsible	
  for	
  transmiong	
  quality-­‐
controlled	
  architecture	
  or	
  design	
  specificaFons	
  to	
  any	
  
relevant	
  system	
  builders.	
  
•  	
  These	
  are	
  the	
  designs	
  which	
  are	
  input	
  requirements	
  to	
  
builders.	
  EffecFvely	
  they	
  are	
  ‘design	
  constraints	
  
requirements’.	
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Architecture	
  SpecificaFon	
  Rules	
  
from	
  CE	
  Book	
  Ch.	
  7	
  

7.4	
  Rules:	
  Design	
  SpecificaCon	
  
	
  

R8:	
  IE	
  table:	
  	
  
The	
  set	
  of	
  design	
  ideas	
  
specified	
  to	
  meet	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  
requirements	
  	
  
should	
  be	
  validated	
  
	
  at	
  an	
  early	
  stage	
  
	
  by	
  using	
  an	
  Impact	
  
EsCmaCon	
  (IE)	
  table.	
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Impact	
  EsFmaFon:	
  Value-­‐for-­‐Money	
  Delivery	
  Table	
  

29.5	
  :	
  1	
  



Healthcare	
  Impact	
  EsFmaFon	
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VALUE	
  Decision	
  Tables:	
  MulFple	
  
Levels	
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4.	
  Priority	
  InformaCon:	
  
–  The	
  Requirements	
  Engineer	
  is	
  NOT	
  responsible	
  for	
  
priori1za1on	
  of	
  requirements.	
  	
  

–  PrioriFzaFon	
  is	
  done	
  dynamically	
  
•  	
  at	
  the	
  project	
  management	
  (PM)	
  level,	
  
•  	
  based	
  on	
  prioriFzaFon	
  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	
  systema1cally	
  and	
  thoroughly	
  collect	
  and	
  disseminate	
  all	
  
relevant	
  priority	
  signals,	
  into	
  the	
  requirement	
  specificaFon;	
  	
  

•  so	
  that	
  intelligent	
  prioriFzaFon	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  at	
  any	
  relevant	
  level,	
  
and	
  at	
  any	
  Fme.	
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Risk	
  Management	
  	
  

•  the	
  Requirements	
  Engineer	
  is	
  NOT	
  
responsible	
  for	
  Risk	
  Management	
  
– But	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  	
  

•  making	
  sure	
  that	
  all	
  specificaFons	
  follow	
  guidelines	
  	
  
–  (Rules,	
  Quality	
  Levels)	
  that	
  demand	
  informaFon	
  specified	
  
about,	
  or	
  related	
  to,	
  risks	
  and	
  their	
  miFgaFons.	
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Design	
  Spec	
  Enlarged	
  2	
  of	
  2	
  
====	
  Priority	
  &	
  Risk	
  Management	
  ========	
  
AssumpCons:	
  <Any	
  assump1ons	
  that	
  have	
  
been	
  made>.	
  
A1:	
  FCCP	
  is	
  assumed	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  Orbit.	
  FCxx	
  does	
  not	
  
currently	
  exist	
  and	
  is	
  Dec	
  20xx	
  6	
  months	
  into	
  
Requirements	
  Spec.	
  	
  	
  <-­‐	
  Picked	
  up	
  by	
  TsG	
  from	
  dec	
  2	
  
discussions	
  AH	
  MA	
  JH	
  EC.	
  

Consequence:	
  FCxx	
  must	
  be	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  impact	
  
esFmaFon	
  and	
  costs	
  raFng.	
  

A2:	
  Costs,	
  the	
  development	
  costs	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  different.	
  
All	
  will	
  base	
  on	
  a	
  budget	
  of	
  say	
  $	
  nn	
  mm	
  and	
  3	
  years.	
  
The	
  ops	
  costs	
  may	
  differ	
  slightly,	
  like	
  $n	
  mm	
  for	
  
hardware.	
  MA	
  AH	
  3	
  dec	
  
A3:Boss	
  X	
  will	
  conFnue	
  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	
  addiFonal	
  
budget.	
  If	
  not	
  “I	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  problem”	
  	
  <-­‐	
  BB	
  
A5:	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  expanding	
  Orbit	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  prohibiFve.	
  <-­‐	
  
BB	
  2	
  dec	
  
A6:	
  we	
  have	
  made	
  the	
  assumpFon	
  that	
  we	
  can	
  integrate	
  
Oribit	
  with	
  PX+	
  in	
  a	
  sensible	
  way,	
  even	
  in	
  the	
  short	
  term	
  
<-­‐	
  BB	
  
Dependencies:	
  <State	
  any	
  dependencies	
  for	
  this	
  design	
  idea>.	
  

D1:	
  FCxx	
  replaces	
  Px+	
  in	
  Fme.	
  ?	
  tsg	
  2.12	
  

	
  	
  	
  Risks:	
  <Name	
  or	
  refer	
  to	
  tags	
  of	
  any	
  factors,	
  	
  	
  	
  which	
  could	
  
threaten	
  your	
  es1mated	
  impacts>.	
  
R1.	
  FCxx	
  is	
  delayed.	
  MiFgaFon:	
  conFnue	
  to	
  use	
  Pxx<-­‐	
  tsg	
  
2.12	
  
R2:	
  the	
  technical	
  integraCon	
  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:	
  scalability	
  of	
  Orbit	
  team	
  and	
  infrastructure,	
  first	
  year	
  
especially	
  <-­‐	
  BB.	
  People,	
  environments,	
  etc.	
  
R5:	
  re	
  Cross	
  Desk	
  reporFng	
  Requirement,	
  major	
  impact	
  on	
  
technical	
  design.	
  SoluCon	
  not	
  currently	
  known.	
  Risk	
  no	
  
soluFon	
  allowing	
  us	
  to	
  report	
  all	
  P/L	
  
	
  Issues:	
  <Unresolved	
  concerns	
  or	
  problems	
  in	
  the	
  specifica1on	
  
or	
  the	
  system>.	
  
I1:	
  Do	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  put	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  we	
  own	
  Orbit	
  into	
  the	
  
objecFves	
  (Ownership).	
  MA	
  said,	
  other	
  agreed	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  huge	
  
differenFator.	
  Dec	
  2.	
  
I2:	
  what	
  are	
  the	
  Fme	
  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	
  
I4:	
  for	
  the	
  business	
  other	
  than	
  flow	
  opFons,	
  there	
  is	
  sFll	
  a	
  
lack	
  of	
  clarity	
  as	
  to	
  what	
  the	
  requirements	
  are	
  and	
  how	
  they	
  
might	
  differ	
  from	
  Extra	
  and	
  Flow	
  OpFons.	
  BB	
  
I5:	
  the	
  degree	
  to	
  which	
  this	
  opFon	
  will	
  be	
  seen	
  to	
  be	
  useful	
  
without	
  Intra	
  Day.	
  BB	
  2	
  dec	
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Risks	
  specificaFon:	
  
•	
  shares	
  group	
  risk	
  
knowhow	
  
•	
  permits	
  redesign	
  to	
  
miFgate	
  the	
  risk	
  
•	
  allows	
  relisFc	
  esFmates	
  
of	
  cost	
  and	
  impacts	
  

Issues:	
  
•	
  when	
  answered	
  can	
  
turn	
  into	
  a	
  risk	
  
•	
  shares	
  group	
  
knowledge	
  
•	
  	
  makes	
  sure	
  we	
  don’t	
  
forget	
  to	
  analyze	
  later	
  

ASSUMPTIONS:	
  
•	
  broadcasts	
  criFcal	
  
factors	
  for	
  present	
  
and	
  future	
  re-­‐
examinaFon	
  
•	
  helps	
  risk	
  analysis	
  
•	
  are	
  an	
  integral	
  
part	
  of	
  the	
  design	
  
specificFon	
  

DEPENDENCIES:	
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Product:	
  
	
  

– The	
  system	
  that	
  delivers	
  the	
  primary	
  criFcal	
  
values	
  to	
  stakeholders.	
  (Tsg	
  7	
  dec	
  2013)	
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Product	
  Owner:	
  
	
  

•  The	
  instance	
  (person	
  or	
  team)	
  responsible	
  for	
  
EffecFve	
  CommunicaFon	
  between	
  all	
  
stakeholders,	
  and	
  any	
  technical	
  project,	
  both	
  
development	
  and	
  maintenance.	
  (Tsg	
  7	
  Dec	
  
2013)	
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EffecCve	
  CommunicaCon:	
  
–  Two-­‐way	
  communicaFon,	
  between	
  all	
  related	
  
instances	
  in	
  technical	
  projects,	
  is	
  effecFve	
  when:	
  
•  1.	
  CommunicaFon	
  is	
  rapid:	
  first	
  try	
  
•  2.	
  CommunicaFon	
  meets	
  relevant	
  standards	
  (Rules,	
  )	
  
including	
  these	
  basic	
  rules.	
  
–  Clear	
  enough	
  to	
  test	
  
–  Unambiguous	
  to	
  intended	
  readership	
  
–  CriFcal	
  variables	
  (esp.	
  qualiFes)	
  quan1fied	
  
–  Clear	
  dis1nc1on	
  between	
  ends	
  	
  and	
  means	
  

•  3.	
  CommunicaFon	
  is	
  ‘relevant’.	
  	
  
– What	
  stakeholders	
  really	
  want	
  

»  NOT	
  perceived	
  means	
  to	
  their	
  true	
  ends	
  
– What	
  developers	
  really	
  need	
  to	
  know	
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Priority	
  Signals	
  

•  When	
  Due	
  
•  Higher	
  level	
  requirements	
  
•  Stakeholders	
  
•  Under	
  which	
  condiFons	
  
•  Constraints	
  
•  Residual	
  resources	
  (running	
  out	
  of	
  Fme,	
  
money	
  etc)	
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What	
  About	
  
scaledagileframework.com	
  ?	
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Epic	
  value	
  Statement	
  Format	
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Epic	
  Lightweight	
  Business	
  Case	
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IniFal	
  Take	
  

•  Is	
  moving	
  in	
  the	
  direcFon	
  of	
  Planguage	
  for	
  
specificaFon	
  

•  But,	
  does	
  not	
  go	
  near	
  the	
  concepts	
  of	
  
managing	
  value	
  by	
  means	
  of	
  quanFfied	
  value	
  
and	
  quality	
  directly	
  

•  Does	
  not	
  understand	
  dynamic	
  prioriFzaFon	
  
via	
  values	
  and	
  costs	
  (see	
  the	
  weighFng	
  
scheme)	
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Last	
  Slide	
  

Want	
  the	
  detail	
  free?	
  

•  Email	
  me	
  
– Tom	
  @	
  Gilb	
  .	
  Com	
  
– Subject:	
  BOOK	
  

•  Free	
  manuscript	
  
•  Tinyurl.com/
valueplanning	
  

Book	
  For	
  Mature	
  IT	
  Engineers	
  
Not	
  For	
  Soocraoers	
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