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Has Agile Lost its Soul?
VersionOne has published raw results for the 3rd Annual State of the Agile Survey that was
conducted in June and July 2008. Answers were received from 3061 participants in 80
countries. Participants working in agile projects are satisfied: they think that agile achieves a
very good overall project success rate. They see improvements in productivity, quality and
maintainability. Scrum or a Scrum+XP hybrid solution are the main approaches used. The
objectives are to achieve shorter iterations and accelerate time-to-market. The mostly used
practices are continuous integration and iteration planning. In the least used practices, you find
on-site customer and pair programming
These results seems to tell us is that agile could be applied by organisations more like a new
version of the RAD method of the 90s: a project management approach with short iteration that
relies on smart people and increased automation to deliver software faster. We should not forget
however that the second sentence of the Agile Manifesto starts with "Through this work we
have come to value: Individuals and interactions over processes and tools". Collaboration inside
and outside the software development team is one of the main idea behind the Agile manifesto.
Does the fact that the practices linked to collaboration are the least implemented tells us that
Agile has lost its soul to achieve a higher adoption rate? Change is always difficult, especially if
it deals with organisational culture or personal behaviour. Agile adoption has to face the reality
that developers are mostly introverted people. End-users often don't think that developing
software is a high priority or they cannot take more time for software projects, because they
have a business to run. Is this bad? No. All approaches aims for a "perfect" execution context,
whether it means to be 100% agile or that you can freeze requirements ;o) What we have to keep
in mind is that creating this ideal context is difficult. It is therefore more important to cleverly
adapt than blindly adopt. If developers (and users) think that project is successful, then a
discussion about the "purity" of the approach used is meaningless.
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1. Introduction
If we do nothing, the risk that we won’t accomplish a certain thing is 100%. In order to
accomplish what we want to accomplish, we organize a project, and at the end of the project the
risks are to be reduced to an acceptable level. The level will never be zero, as, for example, a
meteorite could strike our result just before delivery of the project result.
A lot of risks that plague projects have a high probability to occur: e.g. the risk that we don’t
deliver the right things or deliver late, and the underlying causes of these risks. This calls for
proactively anticipating any potential problems and organizing our project in such a way that the
probability of the impact is minimized. The Evolutionary Project Management (Evo) approach
is just doing that, constantly being aware of what could go wrong and preventing it going
wrong, by design. Instead of assuming a theoretical model of how humans “should” behave, Evo
studies actual human behavior and strives to make optimum use of how humans actually
behave. Opposing what’s in our genes is a lost battle.
In this booklet we will first investigate prevailing risk management. Then we show how Evo
practices are designed to successfully mitigate typical risks in projects. The techniques
discussed are not merely theoretical ideas, but have been tested, honed and proved by the author
in the practice of more than 60 projects in various environments and cultures. If we have
mitigated most of the risks that usually plague projects by design, then we have much more time
left to handle the unexpected risks we still have to deal with.
2. The goal of a project
In order to know whether we succeed in projects, we’ll first have to define the main Goal of our
efforts in projects:
Providing the customer with what he needs, at the time he needs it,
to be satisfied, and to be more successful than he was without it …
If the customer is not satisfied, he may not want to pay for our efforts. If he is not successful, he
cannot pay. If he is not more successful than he already was, why should he invest in our work
anyway? Of course we have to add that what we do in a project is:
… constrained by what the customer can afford and what we mutually
beneficially and satisfactorily can deliver in a reasonable period of time.
Furthermore, let’s define a Defect as:
The cause of a problem experienced by the stakeholders of the system,
ultimately by the customer
If there are no defects, we’ll have achieved our goal. If there are defects, we failed. Example:
the PA system used for making announcements to the public in airports or train stations is in
many cases hardly audible. Possible defects: bad equipment, bad acoustics, bad speaker. In
airplanes the announcements are regularly unclear because the speaker speaks too quickly, not
well articulated or in a nice but unintelligible dialect. Defect: insufficient education. Root cause:
insufficient management attention. Ultimate cause: insufficient management education.
Methods & Tools * Fall 2008 * Page 2

Risk
Being late or over-budget is a defect, as long as it is experienced as a problem. If there is a
potential defect, but none of the stakeholders ever experiences a problem because they never use
a certain part of the system, then we don’t call it a defect. We may ask ourselves why we built
that part of the system anyway and may call building that part a defect, because we spent time
(= money) on building parts of a system that are not providing return on investment.
Within this definition-framework, Risk is:
An event that may cause a Defect.
3. Prevailing Risk Management
Conventional Risk Management principles are quite straightforward. A common definition of
Risk is:
An uncertain event that, if it occurs, has a negative effect on project success.
The measure of uncertainty is the probability that the event may occur. If the probability is 0%,
it’s not a risk. If the probability is 100%, it isn’t a risk, but an issue or problem. The aim is to
proactively deal with risks before they become problems. If we deal with 80% of the risks
before they become a problem, we have a lot more time to deal with the remaining 20%.
Some people include positive risks in the definition. In practice we see that this causes a lot of
confusion, so we prefer to use opportunity in stead of positive risk, reserving risk for negative
effects.
Advertisement – Visual Use Case - Click on ad to reach advertiser web site
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If a risk event occurs, there is a probability that it impacts our success: if there is an earthquake
in Japan, will it impact our project in Paris? If it does impact our success, there is Cost involved.
The product of the Probability that the risk event occurs (Pe), the Probability of the Impact
hitting us (Pi) and the Cost if we are impacted by the event (C), is called the Risk Value (VR)
(see Figure 1):
VR = Pe ∗ Pi ∗ C

Figure 1. Risk Model

Because the Probabilities and the Cost are estimates, and often even rough guesstimates, it is
better to include some awareness of the (un)confidence of the estimates, to allow for worst-case
judgments.
Based on the Risk Value, we may decide to plan for Risk Prevention, preventing the risk event
to occur, and/or for Contingency, to minimize the impact if the event occurs. A risk of using this
Risk Value product (Figure 2a, ref (Incose 2006), and 2b) is that a very harsh consequence, with
a very small likelihood to occur, may be ignored as it may be perceived as a low risk value,
while if it occurs, it had better been treated as important. Example: if software for an emergency
procedure in an airplane or space shuttle is not tested because the value of other risks seemed
more important, it may fail in the (perceived unlikely) case that the emergency does occur.

Figure 2a: Problem: very harsh consequence is treated as low risk
Figure 2b: Is this better?
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An example of pushing the mathematical treatment of risk too(?) far is the table shown in Figure
3 (Rafele 2005). The text is not well readable, but that’s not relevant. Work packages are on the
left and risk sources are shown at the top. In the matrix, the Risk Values are computed per work
package and risk source. At the right and bottom, the Risk Values in rows and columns are
summed, leading to an order of priority of the risk of a certain work package and a certain risk
source. It occurs to me that this may be nice theory, but that translating the risks in just numbers,
where apples and oranges have been added, obscures what the risks really are all about.
We may only use this technique to feed the decision makers with additional insight presenting
them the full table rather than just the computed Risk Values. Then they can base their risk
mitigation strategy on more than just bare numbers.

Figure 3: Mathematical risk management can be risky

Risk Management (Figure 4) is done in cycles, Identifying, Analyzing, Prioritizing, Resolving
and Monitoring risks. Risks are either avoided, reduced, passed on to others, or accepted. I
would like to add here: or controlled by design. Passing on to others may be passing the risk to
sub-contractors, who may, however, not be capable to run the risk. If they fail, we still fail, so
that’s a good solution only if the sub-contractor is better equipped to handle the risk.
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Step 1
Identify
Step 2:
Analyze
Step 3:
Prioritize
Step 4:
Resolve
Step
5:
Step
Step5:5:
Monitor
Monitor
Monitor

Measures to
- Avoid
- Reduce
- Pass-on
- Accept
- Control
Risk

Figure 4: Iterative Risk Management Process

Summarizing, prevailing Risk Management is quite straightforward and important to assist
people taking the right preventive measures to proactively deal with risks in order of
importance. However, calling every event that can jeopardize our project result a risk, obscures
opportunities to control the mitigation of the effects more effectively. It is more useful to call
most of the risks by their proper name. That’s what we will do in the following chapters.
Advertisement –Get Speed and Control - Click on ad to reach advertiser web site
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4. Risks in Projects
Basic risks in projects are:
•

The result of the project is not right (according to the goal)

•

It is too late

•

It costs more than necessary

Although every project is unique, a lot of what we do in projects is always the same:
•

Every project is done by people. People react in certain ways, which, once recognized, are
quite predictable, although this “real” human behavior is ignored in many project
management approaches, where only some theoretical human behavior is assumed. Often,
theory doesn’t really work as expected in practice.

•

Many activities are the same in every project and can be organized by repeatable processes.

•

Only a very small part of the project is really unique, causing specific risks.

This means that we should better call the predictable risks (known risks) by their proper name
and control them by repeatable processes and only treat the few new-product related risks by a
special risk management process (Figure 5). In the following part we will show how most
project risks can be controlled by design, by proper process rather than calling for separate risk
management.

Figure 5: The project process is quite predictable, only the products created in the projects are
different
5. Evolutionary Project Management Methods (Evo)
Evolutionary Project Management is a set of methods and processes, including a certain
attitude, that allow people to routinely complete projects successfully on time, or earlier.
Researching the root-causes of project problems, the author is constantly designing and
optimizing methods to overcome these problems, as well as optimizing the process of
introducing these methods into projects. Because Evolutionary is a long word, we use the
abbreviation Evo, as a label for the current set of methods. Being routinely successful implies
that we succeed in systematically controlling the risks threatening our projects.
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Elements of these methods are solving the discipline problem, exploiting our intuition
mechanism, continuously balancing priorities, keeping focus, coping with differences in
disciplines and cultures, adopting a Zero-Defect attitude and preventing any Stakeholder’s
complaints. It integrates Planning, Requirements Management and Risk Management into
Result Management. The basic secret is the time-honored Plan-Do-Check-Act- or Demingcycle.
6. Plan-Do-Check-Act
The magic ingredient for risk mitigation and successfully running any project, or, for that
matter, any activity, is repeatedly and frequently going through the Plan-Do-Check-Act- or
Deming-cycle (PDCA, Figure 6, Deming 1986):
•

We Plan what we want to accomplish and how we think to accomplish it best.

•

We Do according to the Plan.

•

We Check to observe whether the result from the Do is according to the Plan. If the result is
ok: what can we do better. If the result is not ok: how can we make it better.

•

We Act on our findings. Act produces a renewed strategy and the decision to follow that
strategy.

Act

Plan

• What are we going
to do differently?
• We are going to
do it differently!

• What to achieve
• How to achieve it

Check
• Is the Result
according to Plan?
• Is the way we achieved
the Result according to Plan?

Do
Carry out the Plan

Figure 6: PDCA or Deming cycle
Key-ingredients are: planning before doing, doing according to the plan, systematically
checking and, above all, acting: doing something differently. After all, if we don’t do things
differently, we shouldn’t expect a change in result, let alone an improvement of the result.
Do is never a problem: we Do all the time. We Plan more or less, usually less. For Check and
Act we have no time because we think we want to go to the next Do. Taking a closer look at
what really is happening we can see that Check is often done tacitly: we seem to be tacitly aware
what is going wrong. The real problem is that we don’t Act: taking what we know and actively
doing something about it. Anytime people complain about something or somebody, when they
keep saying “Yes, but... ”, they are stuck in the Check-phase. If we say: “That’s a Check. What
would be an Act: What could we do about it?” the same people prove to be well capable of
proposing ways to solve the problem. The problem is that we never ask that question and
subsequently Act.
Once people learn to actively Act on Checks, most problems will be solved almost effortlessly,
because most problems are not really difficult to solve. The real problem is not how to solve the
problem, but rather deciding to do something about it and then actually doing it. Many people
heard about PDCA, but fail to imagine the power of PDCA until they actually learn how to use
it properly.
Methods & Tools * Fall 2008 * Page 8

Risk
It may be clear that we use PDCA to control risks: as soon as we see a risk (Check), we devise a
strategy to mitigate the risk (Act). Then we Plan and conduct actions (Do) and Check whether
the actions effectively and efficiently improved the situation. If the situation improved, we try to
improve even more. If not, we change the strategy again. We always Act as necessary.
By introducing mutations in the Act-phase of PDCA rapidly and frequently, keeping what
works better and shelving what works less, we force rapid evolution. Hence we call this
approach Evolutionary, or Evo.
If we appropriately organize projects in very short Plan-Do-Check-Act cycles, constantly
selecting only the most important things to work on, we will most quickly learn what the real
requirements are and how we can most effectively and efficiently realize these requirements.
We spot problems quicker, allowing us more time to do something about them.
Is it then only positive? No negative effects to consider? That’s actually the power of Evo: Evo
itself provides the very mechanism to cope with any negative issues or risks: using PDCA, we
recognize negative things and do something about them. The only remaining negative things are
those things we don’t consider important enough to do something about for the moment.
Some people fear that all this tuning will take a lot of extra time. Evo projects, however, prove
to be significantly faster than other projects. In only a few weeks time we see a 30%
productivity improvement when projects start working the Evo way (based on experience of the
author after coaching more than 60 projects in the past 6 years). In Evo, we never do things if
they take more time than necessary.
Evo is not only both iterative (using multiple cycles) and incremental (we break the work into
small parts), but above all Evo is about quickly learning how to do things better, using PDCA.
We systematically and proactively anticipate risks before they occur and work to prevent them.
We may not be able to prevent all the problems, but if we prevent most of them, we have a lot
more time to cope with the few problems that slip through, before they materialize as a
stakeholder problem.
Using PDCA we are constantly optimizing
•

The product: how to arrive at the best product (according to the goal).

•

The project: how to arrive at this product most effectively and efficiently.

•

The process: finding ways to do it even better. Learning from other methods and absorbing
those methods that work better, shelving those methods that currently work less.

If we do this well, by definition, there is no better way.
7. Evo elements
All elements of Evo address typical project risks, such as
•

Schedule risk: delivering at the wrong time

•

Not living up to our promises because of unrealistic optimism

•

Promising more than we can do

•

Making more mistakes than necessary because of fatigue
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•

Delivering the wrong things and delivering at the wrong time, not making the customer
happy and more successful than before

•

Others causing us to fail

•

Gold Plating (doing more than necessary)

•

Handling interrupts: Losing time on seemingly important things

•

Coping with suppliers beyond our control

•

Doing the wrong things for too long

•

Trying to do more than we (as humans) can handle in a certain amount of time

In Evo, we use several learning cycles (Figure 7, more detail in Malotaux 2004):
•

The weekly TaskCycle is used for organizing the work, optimizing estimation, planning and
tracking. Every week we check what the most important tasks are, estimate the effort needed
to complete these tasks completely, and commit to the most important tasks we can complete
during the week. We plan 2/3 of the available time as plannable time, leaving 1/3 as
unplannable time for all the small interrupts that will occur anyway (email, phone calls,
helping each other, …), allowing people to succeed finishing what they committed to. We
use TimeBoxing helping people to focus on what is really necessary: doing less without
doing too little. We constantly check whether we are doing the right things in the right order
to the right level of detail. We optimize the work effectiveness and efficiency. We found that
people in projects can very quickly learn to change from optimistic estimators into realistic
estimators, if we are serious about time. Once we master realistic estimation, we can better
predict the future and we can deliver on time as agreed. We learn to promise what we can
do, and how to live up to our promises. Estimating in TimeBoxes also relieves people from
the need for tracking. All these details of the TaskCycle are designed to control schedule
risk.

•

The DeliveryCycle. Every two weeks or less, we deliver useful value to stakeholders: juicy
bits to enthuse them to provide feedback, intermediate results that make them already
successful now, or at least we deliver something that will provide the most important
feedback momentarily possible. The DeliveryCycle is used to optimize the requirements and
checking the assumptions. We constantly check whether we are moving to the right product
results. DeliveryCycles focus the work organized in TaskCycles. This way we control the
risk of not delivering the right results. An important question we ask ourselves when
defining a Delivery: “What do we have to deliver in two weeks, to Whom and Why?”

•

In larger projects we see many more cycles developing, for example: parallel
DeliveryCycles, shorter DeliveryCycles, and additional longer DeliveryCycles, like Releases
or Intermediate Deliveries.

At the organizational or enterprise level, we use:
•

The Strategic Objectives Cycle. In this cycle we review the strategic objectives at the
organizational/enterprise level and check whether what we do still complies with the
objectives. This cycle may take 1 to 3 months.

•

The Enterprise Roadmap Cycle. In this cycle we review our roadmap and check whether our
strategic objectives still comply with what we should do in this world. This cycle may take 3
to 6 months.
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task

delivery

project
organization

strategy

roadmap

Figure 7: Evo cycles
Note that many people think that the cycle periods we use in Evo are too short. Some people
even think that such short cycles are impossible. This is one of the more difficult things to learn
when changing to the Evo way: It always can be done. It requires a paradigm shift that is not
difficult, but doesn’t come naturally. Usually it has to be taught.
One reason for applying such “short” cycles is combating the risk of doing the wrong things for
too long. The later we find out that we are doing the wrong things, the longer the wrong things
have endured and the more we have to repair or redo. Short cycles do not cause more work
(doing the Check/Act more often), but rather cause less work (having to repair less). Another
reason for applying short cycles is that people simply cannot really oversee and organize longer
periods of time in detail. For controlling longer periods of time, we have a separate technique,
called TimeLine.
TimeLine (8) is used to keep control over the total project, making sure that at the FatalDate or
at the FatalBudget, we will have delivered the best possible value. We optimize the order of
Deliveries in such a way that we approach the product result along the shortest path, with as
little rework as possible. TimeLine is also used to dynamically adjust the order of deliveries to
the available resources. We treat FatalDates seriously and count back when we should have
started to achieve what is required. Because the customer usually wants more than he can afford,
it is important to know what we, at the FatalDate, surely will have done, surely not have done
and what we may have done (after all, estimation is not an exact science). Better than to tell the
customer at the FatalDate that we didn’t succeed in the impossible, we rather tell him as soon as
we possibly know. Then we can together decide what to do with this knowledge. Every day we
know a potential problem earlier, we have a day more to do something about it. With TimeLine,
we control the risk of being late, delivering optimum value in the limited available time. During
the project, we continuously keep using TimeLine to predict the outcome of the project based on
the ongoing development of knowledge. In Evo we don’t use the concept of Earned Value.
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After all, how can we talk about Earned Value if the Requirements are evolving…? In many
projects we even see that “Earned Value” actually only is Spent Money. In Evo we rather use
Value Still to Earn.
now

FatalDate / Budget
time / money
will be done
most important things

might be done

won’t be
done

bells & whistles

Figure 8: TimeLine
8. Requirements in Evo
Although the Requirements should be stable for best results, they aren’t. During a project, the
developers learn, the customer and the other stakeholders learn, and the market changes. So,
because requirements change is a known risk, we provoke requirements change as quickly as
possible, preferably before they are implemented. Because the customer and other stakeholders
usually cannot very well express what they really need, we use several techniques to find out
what they do need, first developing the problem, before we start developing a solution.
Every project has many Stakeholders. A Stakeholder is anyone having a stake in the
requirements: customer, users, and many others, including the developers. If at the end of the
project we realize that we forgot an important Stakeholder , we are in trouble. If we find a
requirement without a Stakeholder, either it isn’t a requirement, or we haven’t identified the
Stakeholder yet. If we don’t know the Stakeholder, who will pay for our work, how would we
know we are implementing the right things, and how would we know when we are ready?
Requirements are divided in:
•

Functional Requirements, scoping the project. The Functional Requirements describe what
we will improve in this project. We choose this particular set of functions to improve,
because a different set will yield less benefit.

•

Performance Requirements defining how much the functionality will be improved. Note that
all the functions are already there. With our new product, people should, for example, be
able to do what they did before more quickly, making them more productive. The
Performance Requirements are the most important requirements and have the most impact
on project time and cost. Therefore it is imperative to pay adequate attention to these
requirements.

•

Constraints defining what we are not allowed to do, e.g. for legal, environmental and moral
reasons, or what we are not supposed to do.

Performance Requirements shall always be numerically defined, otherwise we will not be able
to determine whether we have achieved the required performance. Performance Requirements
are an important driver for choosing the appropriate architecture and if they are not stated early,
the chosen architecture will usually prohibit achieving them later. If the airport is opened and
the PA-System.Audibility turns out to be bad, it may cost a lot of acoustic redesign once we
define the Audibility-requirement e.g. as “96 of 100 people waiting for departure can reproduce
the message”. If a Performance Requirement cannot be defined numerically (is Maintainability
3 or 7?) we call it a complex concept, which has to be decomposed into components which can
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be numerically defined, like e.g. “Maintainability.MTTR < 15 minutes” and “Maintainability.
DownTimeDuringUpdate < 1 sec”.
9. Specifying Requirements
For specifying performance requirements, we use Planguage, as proposed by (Gilb 2005). In the
example in Figure 9, we show some basic elements of this method. To be able to specify
numerical values of the performance requirement, we need a defined Scale. The Meter defines
how we measure the values on the scale.
RQ27:
Maximum Response Time
Scale: Seconds between <asking> for information and <appearance> of it.
Meter: Add a function to the software to measure the maximum response time value and the range of
values per <working day>.
Benchmarks:
Past: 3 sec (our previous product)
Current: 0.6 sec [competitor y, product x, 2006] ← Marketing Survey, Jan 2006
Record: 0.2 sec [competitor x, product y]
Wish: 0.2 sec [2008] ← customer's head of R&D, 19 Feb 2005, <document ...>
Note: Less than 0.2 sec is not noticed by the user, so there is no use in trying
to be better than 0.2 sec
Requirements:
Must: 1 sec [99%] ← project-contract
Must: 1.5 sec [100%] ← project-contract
Goal: 0.5 sec ← project-contract

Figure 9: Using Planguage to specify Performance Requirements
Benchmarks define the playing field. Some examples are:
•

Past: The value in our previous product. We won’t have improved if our new product has
the same specification.

•

Current: The current state of the art. If we don’t achieve this level, we won’t beat the
competition, which would constitute a risk.

•

Record: This is a level that will be hard to beat (like an Olympic record). It probably will
cost a lot to achieve this. Could very well be much more than our customer can or is willing
to afford.

•

Wish: This is a possible future requirement. We are not planning to achieve this level now.
It may be too costly to achieve with the current state of the art, but it is what we actually
would like, once feasible. The customer is not prepared to pay for this in the current project.

Then we describe the Requirements, with at least a Must and a Goal value:
•

Must: If we do not achieve this level, the project fails.

•

Goal: This is the level we expect to achieve in this project. When we have achieved it, we
are done.

The power of generating requirements in this fashion is that it stimulates greatly the
communication and understanding of the requirements and we often see that perceived initial
requirements quickly change into other, more appropriate requirements, reducing the risk that
we start working on implementing the wrong requirements. During development the architecture
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and design tries to cover the set of usually conflicting requirements as best as possible. Having a
range between Must and Goal, leaves room for intelligent compromises. Engineers are trained to
achieve planned results by design (Figure 10). Sometimes, however, we reach a goal by
improving different parts of the system, one step at the time. Many developers are used to
trying to accomplish as much as possible in one step. In Evo, we always select the smallest step
possible. If this step later turns out not to be the right step, we have to redo as little as possible.
And the step that takes the least time leaves us the most time for whatever we still have to do.
By design
Past

Must

Goal

Record

Wish

Req 1

Figure 10: Engineering is achieving a goal by design
Figure 11 shows how we are safe after one delivery step (better than Must: at least we don’t
fail). After two more deliveries we reach the Goal value, indicating that we have achieved our
goal and that we don’t gain anything if we continue. Hence we stop. This way, we mitigate the
risk of Gold Plating, which is doing more than necessary.
1
Past

2

3

Must

Goal

Record

Wish

Req 1

Figure 11: Sometimes we reach the goal by improving different parts of the system, one step at
the time
In real projects, we have to cope with many requirements at the same time. In one Evolutionary
Delivery step, we work on Requirement 1 (Figure 12: step 1), getting past the Must level.
Therefore, in the next DeliveryCycle, we better first work to get another requirement beyond the
Must level (step 2). In some cases, an improvement of one performance may adversely affect
another performance, which we may improve in the next step (step 3). In similar fashion we
deliver step by step until all requirements are at the Goal level, or until the budget in time or
money is depleted.
3
1
Past

Must

Goal

Record

Req 1
2
Past

5

7

Must

Goal

Req 2
4
Past

6
Must

Goal

Req 3

Figure 12: In practice, we have to satisfy many requirements
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In Evo we never overrun the budgets. As soon as we are beyond the “safe” Must levels for all
requirements, we can basically stop at any time, for instance if the customer decides that timeto-market is more important than further improvements. The Evo Requirements Engineering
Approach addresses the risk of delivering the wrong things and delivering at the wrong time
10. Active Synchronization
If we are working the Evo way, somewhere around us is the bad world, where people are not yet
accustomed to living up to their promises. Software people may need hardware to test their
software. Hardware people may need test software to test their hardware. Other disciplines may
have to deliver to us, or need our results. You may be collaborating with people at other places
in the world.
If you are waiting for a result outside your span of control, there are three possible cases:
•

You are sure they’ll deliver Quality On Time (the right results at the time agreed).

•

You are not sure.

•

You are sure they’ll not deliver the right results at the time agreed.

Note:
•

An Evo project behaves like case 1.

•

From other Evo projects we can expect case 1.

•

If we are not sure (case 2), we’d better assume case 3.

In cases 2 and 3: Don’t wait until you get stuck not receiving the agreed result on time. You
know you won’t if you don’t Actively Synchronize, so: Do something! Go there! This has three
advantages:
1. Showing up increases your priority.
2. You can resolve issues which otherwise would delay delivery.
3. If they are really late, you’ll know much earlier.
With Active Synchronization, we control the risk of others causing us to fail.
11. Interrupts
One of the potential risks of loosing time is interrupts. In Evo, we only work on planned tasks,
never on undefined tasks. In case a new task (or a new requirement) suddenly appears in the
middle of a Task Cycle, we call this an Interrupt.
Assume the boss comes in and asks us to paint the fence. We don’t say Yes, but we also don’t
say No. After all, painting the fence may be more important than anything we have currently
planned, if an important customer would turn his heels when he sees the shabby fence. Instead,
we follow the Interrupt Procedure:
•

Define the expected Results of the new Task properly. What is the actual risk that the
shabby fence causes trouble? Should we thoroughly grind, ground and paint the fence, or
buy a new fence that doesn’t need paint, or just put a quick layer on the old fence, just
covering the dirt?

•

Estimate the time needed to perform the new Task, to the level of detail really needed.
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•

Go to the task planning tool (many Evo projects use the Evo Task Administrator tool
(ETA 2004)).

•

Decide which of the planned Tasks have to be sacrificed (up to the number of hours needed
for the new Task).

•

Weigh the priorities of the new Task against the Task(s) to be sacrificed.

•

Decide which is more important.

•

If the new Task is more important: replan accordingly.

•

If the new Task is not more important, then do not replan and do not work on the new Task.
Of course the new Task may be added to the Candidate Task List, to be considered later.

•

Now we are still working on planned Tasks.

But isn’t this delaying the work we originally planned? Yes, of course it is. But we deal with the
consequences of the change in the plan. We Act. We don’t let things happen randomly, we
rather control how they happen. If some requirements become more important than others, the
order of what we do should change. Priorities do change all the time, so the thing is to
dynamically reprioritize as needed. Revisiting TimeLine will tell us what the consequences will
be for what will be done, what will not be done, and what may be done at the FatalDate.
We simply cannot do more than we can do. We don’t try to do the impossible. All we can do is
making sure that looking back we always can say we did the best possible job. With the
Interrupt procedure, we control the risk of losing time on seemingly important things.
12. Boehm’s 10 top software risk items
Barry Boehm described 10 software risk items (Boehm 1991), which probably still are
considered risks today, also for non-software projects. Let’s check whether and how we address
these risk items the Evo way:
•

Personnel Shortfalls. We have a certain number of people available in our organization. At
the organizational level (Figure 7, in gray), we compare the priorities of all the work we
could do with the available resources. If a certain project does not get the appropriate
number of people needed for a certain development load, this will be only because other
projects create even more value than this project. With TimeLine the project determines
what it can do with the available resources and if this is less than needed, they inform
management about the consequences. This information is input to the organizational
prioritization process. This isn’t a risk, it’s a choice.

•

Unrealistic schedules and budgets. If the requirements aren’t clear (which is usually the
case; be honest!), any schedule will do. If the requirements change anyway, how can we talk
about realistic or unrealistic schedules and budgets? We take time and budgets as a given
and fill them delivering the best possible value. If, within the available time and cost we
can’t deliver sufficient value, we won’t even start. We constantly update the TimeLine in
order to predict what at a certain date will be done, won’t be done and may be done, and
take the consequences. People in projects change quickly from optimistic estimators into
realistic estimators and thus learn to live up to their promises. This way, they have facts to
explain management about the realisticness of schedules. In such an environment, managers
who keep asking for unrealistic schedules shouldn’t survive. Or, if managers insist in
unrealistic schedules (Check), either they should be educated (Act), or they want the project
to fail. If they want the project to fail, they should better tell us, because then we can do that
much more efficiently.
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•

Developing the wrong functions and properties. The Evo requirements process deals with
this issue. Frequent stakeholder feedback is used to optimize the requirements and check the
assumptions.

•

Developing the wrong user interface. Same as previous. Because Evo requirements are
stated in terms of stakeholder success, which may include improvement of user productivity,
the developers will make sure that the user interface supports those requirements. We check
our assumptions about the user interface with early deliveries and Check whether we are
achieving the required performances or not. If not, we do something about it. We Act.

•

Gold-plating is suppressed because we deliver as per requirements, specified by Planguage.
When we achieve Goal values, we are done. Normally, people tend to do more than
necessary, especially if it’s not clear what should be done. Making it more clear is a big
time-saver.

•

Continuing stream of requirements changes. Requirements do change because we learn, they
learn and the market changes. If we would deliver according to obsolete requirements, we
won’t secure customer success, forsaking the goal of the project. So, we anticipate
requirements changes and have a process to deal with them. We even provoke requirements
change as soon as possible, preferably before we implemented the requirement that had to be
changed. If we are not sure about a requirement, we do as little as needed, just enough to
find out what the real requirement is, in order to redo as little as possible in case our
assumptions are wrong. TimeLine is used to guard what we will and will not deliver at the
FatalDate. We Act, if Check indicates a problem.

•

Shortfalls in externally furnished components. We use Active Synchronization to stay on top
of this issue. We know that when our FatalDate has come and we didn’t deliver, there is no
point in finger pointing: we simply failed! Well before our FatalDate we should have got
deliveries from the external suppliers, knowing early about any problems. Any day we know
a problem earlier, we have a day more to do something about it, while the problem continues
a day less.

•

Shortfalls in externally performed tasks. Same as previous. We request regular Evo
deliveries from our external suppliers, so any potential problems will show up quickly. Note
that the possibility of shortfalls influences the order of deliveries: highest risks first. If a risk
turns out for the worst at the end of the project, we are in trouble. We don’t want to get into
trouble, so we design the order of whatever we do in our project to minimize the chance for
trouble and optimize the use of our time.

•

Real-time performance shortfalls. Come on. That’s simply a Performance Requirement and
then an engineering issue. Are we amateurs?

•

Straining computer-science capabilities. In Evo, we plan to do the right things, in the right
order, to the right level of detail. We don’t start with the easy things, but rather with those
things we are not yet sure of. And if we find out that the necessary requirements cannot be
met within an acceptable budget of time and cost we report this to management and the
customer and discuss what we do with this knowledge.

Concluding: all of these so called risks are not really risks. There are adequate processes to cope
with these issues in a responsible way. Again: we aren’t amateurs, are we?
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13. The biggest risk
The biggest risk is the risk that we’ll still be overlooking something:
•

It’s within our span of control, but we don’t recognize it.

•

It’s not within our span of control, but we didn’t anticipate, or we haven’t done enough to
avoid the problem to occur (we should have Actively Synchronized to avoid this, but missed
it).

The trick is to be ahead of problems, before they occur. We don’t ostrich; we actively take our
head out of the sand. If somebody complains, we’re too late. If the FatalDay is there, excuses
and finger pointing are irrelevant. If we don’t deliver, we fail. We don’t want to fail, so we do
whatever (ethical) we can to avoid failure. Why? Because we want to achieve the best possible
results in the shortest possible time. Why? Simply because that’s what we like.
14. Conclusion
A lot of so-called risks in projects aren’t really risks: we may not know when exactly, but they
usually always happen. If we devise good, practical techniques and processes to cope with these
“risks”, we can minimize the impact, so that they don’t jeopardize the successful result of our
project. Evo provides these techniques and processes, continuously acting proactively and
making sure that we are delivering the right things at the right time. If we have by design
mitigated most of the risks that usually plague projects, then we have much more time left to
handle the real risks we still have to deal with. Evo provides the technique and the attitude to
deal with the real risks as well.
We design not only what we agree to deliver, we also design the way we work to succeed in our
goal. Evo seeks to optimize this process, by constant learning to doing things better. In this
process, risks are not handled separately, but as an integral part of running a project. Evo is full
of small details designed to ensure success, some examples of which are described in this paper.
The process itself being evolutionary as well, Evo constantly optimizes its own ways. Some
people fear that all this analyzing, learning and optimizing may take a lot of extra time. In
practice we see that it saves time: A project adopting these methods for the first time, generally
completes successfully in 30% shorter time. Nothing of the above is merely theoretical. It has
been tested, honed and proved by the author in the practice of more than 60 projects in various
environments and cultures.
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How to Choose Quality Candidates/Consultants
for Your Large Company Agile Initiative
Daryl Kulak & Anita Shankar
Daryl (dot) kulak (at) perficient (dot) com, anita (dot) shankar (at) perficient (dot) com
http://www.perficient.com/
We created this set of questions to help corporate managers select Agile-experienced
consultants and candidate employees for project work. Assembling a team of qualified Agile
people is one thing, but the fact that some Agile practices and principles mean different things to
different people makes it even harder to succeed in staffing your initiatives.
A consultant or potential employee who has great Agile experience in small product companies
may be exactly the wrong type of person to help you inside a large corporation. An Agile
evangelist from a small product company may actually be horrified by some of the compromises
that are absolutely necessary in your large company environment. We developed this
questionnaire to make those distinctions.
Depending on the role you are interviewing for, you may want to leave certain questions out or
perhaps add some of your own. Certainly there will be questions you want to ask about things
like the person’s outlook towards businesspeople and technical people working closely together,
which is important no matter whether the project is waterfall or Agile.
1. How long were the iterations (or sprints) on the projects you worked on?
Agile project methodology moves at a fast pace and you should already have a good idea of the
length of the iterations for the pending project. Answers of between 1-week to 3-weeks are
ideal. If your candidate has worked on Agile projects which have long iterations (4 weeks or
longer), or wildly variable-length iterations, it will make sense to determine if this person is
comfortable with the iterations as defined for your project. A steady set of fixed-length
iterations that are fairly short is best. The theory that big companies need longer iterations is not
based in fact. We’ve done many big company projects in the 1 to 2 week iteration range.
2. Are you a Certified Scrum Master (CSM)? If so, how do you view the way Scrum
projects need to be organized?
Often we use certifications as a golden way to qualify candidates. But be somewhat careful with
people who have gone through the Certified Scrum Master (CSM) training. The goal here is to
make sure that your project team member is comfortable with structure as each iteration
progresses. Is she comfortable working with a project manager, or communicating to a team
lead? Working inside a large corporation, you personally might feel that a project manager or
team lead position is required on all but the smallest effort. But certain Agile consultants will
insist that project managers are no longer necessary under Agile because teams will “self
organize.” Steer clear of these candidates unless that is clearly the direction you want to go.
Does your organization have defined roles and career paths like project manager, tester,
business analyst, etc.? Do you have a strategy for muddying those career paths for the
employees you bring onto this Agile initiative? If so, great. If not, avoid the candidates who tell
you there is no alternative to self-organization.
If the person is not a CSM, you may still encounter these issues, so pursue the line of
questioning either way.
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NOTE: There is nothing systemically wrong with self-organization, but as a hiring manager,
you need to know what your own strategy is for Agile adoption and then hire accordingly. I
personally haven’t met many corporate managers who are terribly comfortable with selforganizing teams.
3. Did you use automated test tools on your projects? Explain how that worked.
Agile project team members should have experience (or at the very least, the desire) to use
automated testing tools for regression and performance testing of each iteration. At the end of
each iteration you want to have something that your customer/client can “see.” Automated
testing allows quick identification and isolation of development defects as well as the ability to
test development work completed in previous iterations. Expect the candidate to talk about
automated regression testing, continuous integration and testing and even performance testing
techniques and tools. Also expect them to discuss the need for manual testing as well as
automated testing, due to the ever-changing nature of the code base in Agile.
4. Have you done continuous integration on a project before? Describe.
Here you want to get a pretty detailed explanation of how the candidate has used continuous
integration on previous projects. Continuous integration is a set of automated build, integration
and test steps that executes against the code base in a configuration management repository. For
instance, if you were using Java and CVS, the CVS repository would have a set of triggers that
automatically built, integrated and unit tested the code often, perhaps each night, perhaps a few
times a week, or even every time someone checked in new code. Each of these is a valid
continuous integration story.
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5. Did your iterations overlap? For instance, were the testers still testing Iteration 6 while
Iteration 5 was being designed/developed?
There are many views of how iterative/incremental projects should run under Agile.
Overlapping iterations is certainly one strategy. The danger is to pay attention to the candidate if
they say that “iterations should never overlap.” This may tell you that the candidate is used to
having what is called “multidisciplinary teams.” This type of team consists of a set of generic
team members who all have the skills and enthusiasm for requirements, design, coding and
testing and who each participate in those activities almost equally. If your company has defined
roles (business analyst, test analyst, etc.) and career paths then this candidate may have a tough
time fitting into your structure. They will want BAs to code and testers to do design. Is that
okay? It is your decision. Again, nothing wrong with multidisciplinary teams, but your
organization must be able to handle the change if you decide to go that way.
6. Have you used story cards or use cases? Explain how that worked for the team.
Often, Agile projects are associated with the use of story cards. However, our goal is to simply
understand if our potential team member is comfortable implementing a project (designing,
developing, testing, etc) with business information which has been documented in some way.
The requirements (story cards or use cases or a combination of both) should have enough
information to provide guidelines for developing and testing and also allow the development
team to come up with a creative and effective solution. By asking this question, you want to
understand if your potential team member is comfortable working with requirements in a
structured development environment (versus brief summaries from which the developers build
code). Again, this is a matter of matching the Agile candidate’s experience with your
organization’s needs.
7. How did you manage traceability of the requirements to testing?
The point here is to make sure testing goes all the way back to requirements for validation. Not
only is it important to test that the functionality a developer has created during an iteration
actually functions, it is also important to determine if it functions the way the business wanted it
to function. Does it meet the requirements defined in the story card / use case? Your team
members should understand the importance of this concept and if they understand and accept
traceability, you should be able to count on this person to help you meet project goals.
8. How comfortable are you with ever-changing requirements?
Many development methodologies specify that requirements are locked down at the beginning
of a project. Although that is not the case in Agile, it does not mean that requirements are
loosey-goosey! The advantage of Agile and its short iterations is that it is easy to quickly
recognize that work is not progressing as desired – that what the customer ‘asked for’ is not
what they ‘wanted’ – and the requirements must be changed. Team members should be able to
handle such changes on an Agile project. It shouldn’t be so tied to code, a story card or any
other component of work that prevents providing a solution which meets the customer’s needs.
The general idea is that requirements can change a lot at the beginning of the release, and very
little at the end.
9. Did people play multiple roles on your development team?
Here we get back to multidisciplinary teams. What you are really trying to understand from this
question is how well an individual would fit into your organization and your style of Agile
development. If your organization is one in which individuals select a specialized role (such as
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Java Developer) as part of their career path, your interview candidate may have difficulty on
your team if she is more comfortable working in Agile projects where she has had the ability to
play multiple roles (Scrum for example). Conversely, if your candidate’s primary experience
was developed on projects where roles were clearly defined and individuals did not work in
multiple capacities, then he may be uncomfortable in an organization where team members can
play any role on a project to achieve its end goal. You must choose the candidate which fits your
organization well and is flexible enough to suit the needs of your Agile project implementation.
Two particular roles that are more easily interchanged are business analysts and testers, other
roles are harder to be “multifunctional.”
10. What project management tools were used on your project?
This question is more for Agile project managers. Do you have corporate PM tool standards? If
so, this question becomes quite important. Agile has a new breed of PM tools including Rally
Software, Version One and XPlanner. These tools bear no resemblance to the waterfall PM tools
like MS-Project or Clarity. If your candidate is more comfortable using one of these Agile PM
tools, try to identify if they will be able to fit their Agile project plans (and issues, milestones,
change requests, etc.) into your company’s structure.
11. Can you explain the purpose of a burndown chart?
This is more of a question for candidate project managers, although all Agile people should
know the answer. A burndown chart is a graph that shows the progress of the team in terms of
work “burned through.” The work is usually put in terms of a set of “story points” which
represent functionality. Once a piece of functionality is coded and tested and reviewed by the
user, it is considered to be “burned” and the graph will reflect this. The graph should show a
steady movement down until it is clear that the team will have completed the story point
backlog by the release date. There is also a variation called a “burnup chart” that works the
same way but can handle scope changes more easily than the burndown variety. Again, you
want to see how the candidate will link their burndown/burnup chart into your overall project
management structure.
12. What does project velocity mean?
This is a PM question, but most Agile people should know the answer. Project velocity is the
rate at which a team is “burning” through story points, so a possible velocity might be “30 story
points per iteration.” That means that so far, the team has been able to identify, code and test 30
units of functionality (story points) in an average iteration and can expect to do about that much
in future iterations, giving a fairly good view towards what can be accomplished by a release
date.
Hopefully, these twelve questions can be a good start for your qualification process in bringing
in new Agile consultants or candidate employees. Our hope is that you can build a highlyqualified team that will fit in well with your corporate development process, culture and PM
standards.
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Outsourced Testing – Friend or Foe?
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It is common wisdom that if an activity is not a core competency of an individual, team or
company, you either build up your skill set or have an expert third party perform the work for
you.
Let me illustrate this. Doing the laundry is an activity I master. Separate the dirty clothes by
color and sort out the delicate. Don’t forget to empty the pockets, if you don’t want to launder
money. The actual act of washing is simple. Load the pile of clothes into the washing machine,
choose your cycle, and start. When it comes to ironing though, I am clueless. I will spend half
an hour pressing a shirt and it will still be full of wrinkles. No wonder I hate it. I therefore
started buying easy-iron or non-iron shirts. While the latter don’t quite live up to their name, it
did make the job somewhat easier. But even then some creases remained and I still have a
number of “legacy” garments in my closet. The logical conclusion was therefore to outsource
this activity to the dry cleaners.
Similarly, testing is an essential part of software development, but it is not the core competency
of most companies. As of 2008, the (U.S.) average for defect removal efficiency is about 85%,
meaning that 15% of total defects are found after software applications are delivered to
customers. Best in class organizations have defect removal efficiencies that top 95 percent [1].
“Wrinkled” software though is becoming less and less acceptable in an ever more demanding
and competitive market, considering that it costs at least ten times more to fix a bug once the
product is shipped than to fix it in the development process, damages to the company image
aside.
So, why not outsource software testing?
Benefits
Outsourced Testing is a surprisingly wide-ranging subject area, as there are a multitude of
testing tasks that can be carried out by a third party, from test strategy development to
penetration testing.
While acquiring testing services from outside contractors isn’t unusual, its importance has
increased considerably, as have the importance and maturity of testing itself. This is shown by
the fact that the test outsourcing market is no longer driven solely by independent testing
companies. All the major outsourcing companies now offer testing services as well.
Through outsourced testing, the following main benefits can be achieved:
•

Speed up testing: test execution, located at the end of the software development life cycle
can be a bottleneck, especially if development is already late. To make the most of the time
available, a thorough test preparation and readily available testing staff are needed. These
resources can by procured by an outsourcing provider. Also, in some cases testing can be
sped up by taking advantage of the time zone differences, testing at night what has been
developed or debugged during the day.
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•

Improve quality: The need to adhere to a formal testing process and to provide a proper test
basis in the form of well-documented and stable requirements will result in finding more
bugs, therefore improving the quality of the end product. In addition, some of the bugs will
be found earlier, when analyzing the requirements or reviewing the test cases.

•

Reduce testing costs: the main driver for outsourcing is often cost reduction, by moving
operations to low-cost countries. Also in testing, costly IT and business resources can be
freed from repetitive and time-consuming test activities as, for example, regression testing.
The improved software quality can also lead to cost savings.

Let’s now discuss some of the particularities of Outsourced Software Testing. Remember that
most, if not all, of the principles that apply to outsourcing in general also apply here and must
also be considered.
What to outsource
Outsourcing resource- and time-consuming test activities, not only allows for greater capacity,
scalability and flexibility, but also has the additional benefit of an independent validation. By
that I mean testing that is not carried out by the development team itself (typically unit &
integration testing), but by a separate test team.
But greater and/or cheaper capacity isn’t the only reason for outsourced testing and a strong
case can be made for outsourcing testing tasks that require specialist know-how, for which you
don’t have the skills or only need on a one-off basis.
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When deciding on what parts of testing to outsource, you will have to look at it from different
angles, mainly at the dimensions of test levels, test types and test activities:
•

Test Levels: low-level testing (Unit & Integration test) is generally carried out by the
developers themselves. If development is outsourced, these activities are outsourced with it.
System testing on the other hand can be performed by an independent test team and is
therefore an excellent candidate for test outsourcing. Finally, Acceptance testing requires
business know how (for user acceptance) and a production-like test environment. It is
therefore difficult to outsource.

•

Test Types: generally speaking, all types of testing, both functional and non-functional, can
be outsourced. By its nature, regression test is a good candidate for cost saving, because it
involves regular repetition and test automation. Know-how intense test types like load &
performance, usability and security are best outsourced to a specialist organisation, on a
case-by-case basis.

•

Test Activities: defining what activities within the test process should be outsourced (e.g.,
test planning, specification, execution and reporting) requires a strategic decision on how
much control and knowledge is given away. It can range from test execution only, to
performance of the whole process.

A typical example of such an analysis is shown in the following graph:

Not only do you have to decide on what parts of testing to outsource, but also which projects are
most suited for it. If it is the first release of a totally new application, it may not be ideal to
outsource its testing. However, if the project is an enhancement version of a stable product, with
existing test cases, it would be a very good candidate. Possible selection criteria include:
•

technical complexity

•

in-house know-how

•

maturity of requirements and test cases

•

availability of test data
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How to outsource
Outsourcing is never a simple task and many such efforts will fail because they haven’t been
managed thoroughly. Unrealistic expectations, the selection of the wrong partner and
communication problems are common reasons for failure. It is therefore imperative to use a
well-thought out and planned procedure, that makes use of best practices and actively addresses
the risks involved.
In the first phase you have to look at the feasibility of your outsourcing effort.
Beside the decision on what to outsource (as discussed previously), this includes the assessment
of the maturity of your test process. Outsourcing is seldom a solution for internal process
problems. In the contrary, the problem is outsourced and stays unresolved or even becomes
accentuated. Identify and address these deficiencies first. Outsourcing may still be possible but
might involve additional costs.
This leads us to the calculation of a rough business case. Consider different outsourcing options,
from bringing in external testing experts to setting up an offshore development center, to find
the most cost-effective alternative.
If you decide that it is all worthwhile, you can start the search for a suitable outsourcing partner
by developing a request for proposal and inviting offers. It is important to look not only for
testing know how, but also for product and technology knowledge. This will result in a steeper
learning curve, allowing you to become productive sooner.

Feasibility

• Assess current
test process
• Define sourcing
strategy
• Develop highlevel business
case

Evaluation

• Develop RFP
• Evaluate
proposals
• Down select

Transition

• Negotiate
contract
• Set up
governance
• Define Split-ofWork
• Set up
infrastructure

Operations

• Perform service
level management

The selection of the provider will then kick off the transition phase. It is all about paper work
and getting to know each other. While the lawyers do the contractual work, start defining the
governance and split of work, as well as setting up the infrastructure. Start with a small number
of projects, to gain experience.
All going well, the transition phase will lead you to steady state operation, typically within 6 to
9 months.
A key ingredient for success in day-to-day operations is an effective service level management.
Identify the key performance indicators, define the service levels to be achieved and describe
how these will be measured (what, who, when/how often) in a service level agreement.
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Besides the usual metrics such as on-time delivery, estimation accuracy and personnel retention,
test specific metrics include:
•
•
•
•

relative test effort
test coverage
percentage of test automation
remaining defects

Lessons Learned
Don’t underestimate the time and effort necessary to set-up and transition. It will probably take
you longer then you expected. Adapt your business case accordingly and ensure you have strong
management commitment. It will also take some time before you can fully harvest the benefits
of your outsourcing effort, so keep looking for improvement potential and conduct periodic
reviews with the provider’s management team to review progress as defined in the service level
agreement.
The setup of the test infrastructure is another cost and success factor for outsourced testing.
Setting up a full-blown test environment at the provider’s site is an ideal solution, but it is often
difficult to replicate your environment, especially with regard to interfaces to peripheral systems
and third-party products. In any case, a reliable and secure communication link is needed. This
raises data privacy issues about giving access to your test environment and sharing test data.
Only grant access on a need to know basis and use anonymous, or even better, synthetic test
data, if you want to avoid surprises.
Remember though, that this is not primarily about technology, it is all about people.
Communication problems, aggravated by geographical distance, cultural differences and
different languages, are a major reason of failure. Engaging an onsite coordinator will facilitate
communication with the offshore team. Well-defined processes for the creation and handover of
test deliverables as well as defect-reporting will help minimize the potential for friction in daily
work.
To help avoid misunderstandings it is important to define quality gates at the interfaces between
you, the customer, and the provider - in both directions. Quality gates define what has to be
delivered and in what quality. They usually involve one or more reviews. A detailed and
understandable requirements specification is the key to each test (outsourcing) project. Make
sure that the test team has understood what it is testing against. Later on, review of the test plan
and test cases will help to establish if the testing effort is on track.
What is the quintessence? Outsourced testing can speed up testing, improve quality and reduce
costs. But, no big surprise, it won’t fall into your lap – it requires a well-managed effort before,
during and after the transition.
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Opening Communication within a Scrum Team
Mike Vizdos, mvizdos @ gmail.com
www.implementingscrum.com
Introduction
This article examines something called “The Daily Scrum Meeting” used by Scrum Teams on
Agile Software Development Projects around the world. Using some real-life stories and
cartoons, you should walk away from this with a better understanding of what not to do, what to
do, and then how you can make changes if the first team looks more like what your Scrum Team
is doing today.
Before we start, I’d like to introduce you to the concept of a Chicken and Pig on a Scrum
Project. I think this comic strip will help you when thinking more about the context of this
article.

Team X -- Scrum Meeting -- 8:38 AM Tuesday Morning
The room for the Daily Scrum Meeting is the best-of-the-best conference room in their
organization, containing thousand dollar plus individual leather chairs around an imported teak
wood conference table, with coffee and donuts available. A state-of-the-art conference calling
system in place.
The Daily Scrum is supposed to start at 8:30, and only 1/2 the team is there. Nobody bothered
calling into the conference bridge line. Of the Scrum Team Members who are there, one just
rolled in from an all night party smelling of smoke and cheap liquor. He is clearly hung over
(and possibly still drunk). Again. Nobody on the team seems surprised. People are chatting on
their phones or thumb-typing into the crack berries.
No ScrumMaster is present. Instead of the Product Owner being in attendance, a Senior VP has
decided to show up, and so far she does not seem impressed. She is looking at her watch. And.
Looking at someone to take charge. Clearly in her mind this Scrum thing is not in control. She is
planning on talking to the Product Owner right after this meeting if she can find that committee
of people.
The drunk team member rips out a large burp, and hangs his head over the back of the chair,
moaning.
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It is now 8:45. The team looks around the room at each other and decides the Daily Scrum
meeting is over. They spent their fifteen minutes in the conference room and all of the good
donuts are gone anyway. That’s what they expect a Scrum Team should be doing on a daily
basis. All Scrum Team members leaving sighing in relief an thinking, “We have real work to do,
this is such a waste of my time.”
All the team members head back to their cubicles in different parts of the campus, the drunk one
heading to the bathroom to pray to the Porcelain Princess. The Senior VP is standing there. In
shock. Thinking, “Heads will roll on this.” E-mail wars begin going up and down the chain of
command. There is no ScrumMaster in sight. The Senior VP’s telephone starts ringing with a
familiar tone from Jimmy Buffet. The lights go out and she leaves the room very frustrated,
thinking now is a good time to get HR to make sure they get a Project Manager to take control
of this ScrumMaster job they are clearly not doing today.

Team Y -- Scrum Meeting -- 8:38 AM Tuesday Morning
The room for the Daily Scrum Meeting is the same room where the team completes their work
on a daily basis as a collocated team. Information radiators abound -- including a Story Board, a
BurnDown Chart and Team Norms.
The Scrum Team has been together for about four months, and know that the main reason for
the Daily Scrum Meeting is to keep it under fifteen minutes so that the team can get together
and coordinate what has occurred since the last meeting (normally yesterday!), what will happen
today, and what impediments are slowing people down.
Advertisement – Scrum Project Management - Click on ad to reach advertiser web site
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They know it is not a daily status report to anyone. It is for the team.
Most of the Scrum Team members are there and the meeting started promptly at 8:30 AM. The
ScrumMaster is absent and the team is not concerned as they know the ScrumMaster is not a
traditional Project Manager of past waterfall projects they have worked in (before moving to
more agile software development techniques).
They also know the ScrumMaster would not be here today, as a personal item came up with the
family that takes priority over any work they are doing. The team has a sense of a work-life
balance and tries to hold each other accountable to make sure this team norm is followed by
everyone on the team.

They are in the process of building a high performing team, and their ScrumMaster has
facilitated the team to get through the forming, storming, and norming cycles of team
development (as they learned about from a model by Bruce Tuckman and some corny exercises
along the way).
One of the team members walks in at 8:38, clearly late for the meeting. Without hesitation, the
late Scrum Team Member walks over to the corner with an extra large pickle jar, silently opens
it, and starts chomping away. The late team member joins the circle that has formed for the
group this morning.
Everyone is standing up. Everyone in attendance is keeping focused on the three questions that
should be addressed by each person during this meeting:
1)

What have I completed since yesterday?

2)

What will I complete before our next Daily Scrum Meeting?

3)

What are my impediments?

Nobody controls the meeting or takes notes and one can feel the respect level among the team
members speaking with the others.
One of the team members is having a hard time with a technical task, and knows this is not the
time to dig down into a solution -- this is what they do during the day as the team is collocated
and working together toward a common Sprint Goal. This team member brings it up as an
impediment, and another team member agrees to follow-up with them after the Daily Scrum
Meeting in order to remove the impediment together. Someone makes a note of it on the
whiteboard listing out impediments and who is working on them, since they need to keep track
of this kind of stuff for compliance purposes.
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One of the team members starts to talk about a party being planned for tonight after work. The
rest of the team, knowing that this is not part of what they should be discussing right now,
reminds her of the three questions and asks that she please focus on helping get this Daily
Scrum Meeting completed. She passes.
Story cards during this meeting are moved from "Not Started" to "Work in Process" to "Done"
as needed. The feeling of “waterfall” projects is nowhere to be felt in this room; the team is
focused on a very clear Sprint Goal that delivers specific business value at the end of this Sprint.
At the end of the meeting one of the team members adds up the hours remaining for the tasks in
the Sprint, and updates the Burn Down Chart.
They all look at the Burn Down Chart and see if they are on track to complete the Sprint, and
agree that all looks well right now. They agree with the Product Owner -- who is present -- to
make sure they keep in touch during the day with the possible impediment mentioned earlier
because they know they may have to de-scope a story from the Sprint Backlog and put it back
onto the Product Backlog for future prioritization. Their is no sense of “us” versus “them” -clearly this is one team working toward a specific goal who understand the larger picture and
business implications of what they are delivering.
Throughout this Daily Scrum Meeting, a Senior VP has been standing outside the circle the
team has formed around a small folding table with toys all over it, listening to what is happening
-- real time. And. She has been quiet throughout the meeting since she knows she is not a
contributing team member (she was a little ticked about being called a “Chicken” but now
realizes the real difference between a Chicken and Pig as the metaphor for this Scrum Team).
It is 8:44. The meeting is over in under the maximum of fifteen minutes. The team breaks out
into pairs and starts their daily work within their collocated room. They have a clear
understanding of what needs to happen today and are excited about working together towards a
real business solution.
A Quick Reflection
Here are a few questions for you and your team to discuss. Pass this around to your team
members -- including both the Chickens and Pigs -- and decide what you as individual team
members, the team as a whole, and the entire organization wants to do next.
If you are using Scrum today, which team looks like yours today -- Team X or Team Y?
Why?
If you are looking a lot like Team X, what is stopping you from becoming more like Team Y?
List the reasons and discuss them. As a group.
If you are not using Scrum today and are thinking about using it, which team do you want to be
more like -- right from the beginning?
This will not happen overnight and takes a patient and effective ScrumMaster to help.
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Next Steps
This article has given you a start regarding some of the tough conversations you have to discuss
as a Scrum Team. Talk about it with your Scrum Master, Product Owner, and the rest of your
Scrum Team Members. Why do I consider this so valuable? Because without communication
people will shut down and start making assumptions. And. As a member of a Scrum Team -- no
matter what your role -- part of your job is to initiate these tough conversations so that you can
become a high performing team. If you do not take personal responsibility and accountability,
the rest of the organization around you will continue to try to push things back to the way they
used to be.

So what if I told you I have seen teams transform from the hypothetical “Team X” into “Team
Y” if the individuals, team members, and organizations supported this change. You will always
always always always (multiplied by infinity plus one) have a reason for not implementing a
change within your organization. Change that wording “Yes... But” to “Yes... And” with your
team and see what we mean by Scrum becoming the, “Art of the Possible.”
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As
organizations
look
to
adopt
Agile
methodologies they are asking -How do we go Agile without
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your task? Close to 1000 of them are waiting for you in our
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programming (java, .net, php, xml, etc), testing, configuration
management, databases, project management, modeling, etc.
http://www.softdevtools.com/

SoftDevLinks.com is a new general directory for software
developers, testers and managers. If you have a blog, a web
site, distribute a tool or work a consulting company related to
software development, do not hesitate to add a (free) link in
this directory.
http://www.softdevlinks.com/
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