


The Su bject. The Project.

mrtchplem at kmﬁ.of prOJects is that |%es not
have a cleatinish Aﬂ’}lﬁ'qﬁwce it might ooke'as*hke we are in‘an"
infinite loop of patche‘s hke that donkey walkl%\round the water

pump. 2 ! b ®S
For the last 25 years, we've had to deal with.at lgast one of that:it.
is a portfoh{'}-management software solution.” * jf' : ’r*n’ﬁa{ﬁ -

Financial market is evolving so fast fhat a softwa c
ﬁhtermg the market actually start.a project that neversend:

'Wtaaﬁyftr.adltlonal value nd parameters does not work for enafess

prO]‘ects MbBst pamful are the prOJect goal-and the team e
%notlvattpn g ;::._._..- | o
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The Su bject. The Project.

2 ot tlvago%g a r.eﬁ#probiem as the mothatlon is
5 se’TV re _,ed'to an achlevement and w‘fla“t would be L
achieved at the finish line that doesn’t exj

- A

When-we started our endless prOJect in thf begmnlng of 905
the motw&ﬁon at the: top 38 Then the thin‘gs‘str_ ed
_change... - | &5 22
ﬁVe ve entered the race: ver5|on 1 2, 3
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Perfect Strangers
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nﬁ a way did not

Each developer reported straight to me a 10t
see the*emt@e prOJect All control was cor’ite?ﬁrg;éd % < : :
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Vi.c:tims of MS Project

G ' ”,
_,# rﬁ’l\/llc%aﬁ’rOJec;fQ&gnanmwars#; sty TR

_ T T Y
The problem was that any new high pnor!tétgsk destroyed the-

initial version. Diseases, days off, delays vthe plfannlng
hopeless -

*'-‘"' e R
Automatic scheduling could not count partlcula’* ﬁ@, .
-area of his best expertise. At the end there were: .!M:; Mnuals

ﬁdmstments and tQa,t kept going on, over and over aga'lr‘t :

At me mnoment Mrc’éesttft added the MS PrOJect Server and

| new prlcmg schfeme After’t‘hat agood MS PrOJect installation’ -
ecame way too" expensive.




Vi.c:tims of MS Project

’ ey %
é’ve fo MS Pr@ﬁct 3§Fjva light cloud based Versmn

of the: ”blg I\7rS PrOJect Here the dlsaster’came 5

And what is the most |mportant that plan@gﬂbdld not make
much sense. Due to constant changes, after 3 months,-the. -
plan had" VE‘Fy little to-do with the |n|t|al ore. ,«* f""-rﬁazﬁ

A@sk,s and the project management ”downgrade o" 0 manual *

g __o“htmﬂpt ofa per@n..to a partlcular task based on hls/her

& experlence Land a commen sense..db : w
% o e *_.r.;j;.;;.. b,

Tea = g




Pe‘rfect Stra nge rs |

W

Y
.be ab#Le :@fomp@e pe,rformance of 16’tenn|§,
yérs p ce on 10, separated tennis codrts to play againsta _
wall? ¢ o
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It was: exactly our case. UsuaIIy one person worked on one:-
task. As alftasks were different your estlmatlom»of hi m—%
developer performance should béwery subjectrxe._..f__-- e

ﬁ‘\ a,situation without real collaboration and healthy
"%omp"eatlr‘p a manag@p has a good chance to fmd him in a
situation like. that | S i < g Ty
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By the beginning of the year 2016 we becam%lz APL

leVe Iwgus qm;tﬁfmumer one | inthe o .4
portfolio management software in Russi sia owning
some visible part of the Russian flnaé& software

market..

"
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We realnzé"d a need for growth. N~ r‘”*'.»# &
But the thlngs sta rted to go otf‘t of controls o e
% *

_. We“l'nay not %onnnue to work as befor&
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38 That aII ‘_(ébe changeﬁl and the sooner the betteri" T
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Face The Reality

- "_dl J%ggenednmuenbﬁbne da __e_ sprmg f2016,
I'd reallzed that the fundamental proble a i
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The change

rThough it'was not very clear
*“E-. Whatt&ﬁ\ange should look like...

Cutting Ropes

The firstmove was the most
challenging —“...let you people go..”. . Z
&m’ , Vol .

_5#"‘:,.

EJ‘TE-o,rthodox top to bottom
management does not sit well with a

D

s free'initiative. 38




A-Chain of Synchronicities. Project Agile.

% -*fﬂfar_’g’ jth -.a boon S@tym yx_{rjbten by Je’ff Sutherlah’d _3_
“We've never trled tosimplement a classic &c am stuff as is. We ~
simply borrowed" everything we found ap ble and useful.

The centralized planning and management has been buried.”
What was”’fhe plan”before has become the sg‘fﬁ ‘bac

_loday- every release cycIe the sprlt in the scrur‘h.‘t ninol

; 'ﬁ'ar;i_s with deveIOpas'pIannlng meeting. They select tasks to
“betincluded into the sprifit: The tasks are picked fromthetop -~
. of the backleg,lr don t partltlpate in this klnd of meetmgs 33




Project Agile

#Busines : 'ng bejor,g:facb 'ebvelqpers sprlnt meetmg |
“represent the product ewners being in ch’arge of the overaII

value of the project, our marketing direct oresents the
market, and our head of the Support depa ents’ rep_re§+e,_n_t__ _
our customgrs e T W e

Our most experienced deveIoper-‘has become the._

aster d¢b_Various short meetings weekly... #6 % %= |
= v P P 1.";;,
'%/e S\thc l%d to 1- 1 S@math releases, and a major version

_-once ayear,: So we usually have 4.weeks of development“ané
. week of tests. &




Pr'oject Agile

v
%pdate teé“t SQF‘Iﬁ plapnmi meetlng, Tweek of
wor‘Em h's

specs and implementation'i eas '2nd sprint re-
planning meeting,.3 weeks of developme week of tests.

Finishing.a task a developer “leaves a trace”. — a chapter inthe
technical decumentatlon and a chapter in the us*er - %

-Our tests.split to 2 parts. The flr‘Sfb i performedag € ﬂ’” rs #

ﬁwemselves provided that the author never testshis‘own
%eef"‘%e}econd parg,pf..test is performed-by. the Support

~department:. Their goal is 1o check if the developed stuff“reaily

_ "iaelves ‘the probfem it intended to. They also check docs. 38




| -Project Agile .

endless prOJect into multlple sm’_ prOJects Wlth
qwte"’déﬁnable goals and clear deadlsm

That was a blg change ".‘ﬁ‘« e



Preject JIRA

- v
_,af ;_Why s-good,for@ﬂe n.evar end,mg roJects? Ir‘n‘tlally it was
a-bug trac er"'Bugs flxmg is the perfect ne ver -ending project! .

Atlassian has another product — the JIRA @ce Desk. The
supporti; JS indeed the uItlmate never- endlng E)FOJGC'C'

Both JIRA" Seftware and Service Desk are mteglﬁ'
- product -.Confluence = a WIkI wliﬁ%h is also WeH iRtER

tﬁihefamlly . T 41 \- o < &

Imgleﬁenﬁahen of thﬁ—‘new software (Software+SerV|ce :

__Desk+Wiki)* teok us_l month including mlgratlon of the MS:
“Projectto JIRA. ~




Planning

sé’ the ;lmgﬁestlmaﬁon is. p055|ble wheri’the Job
is80% co plete o

In our case, the time estlmatlon for a task%b-mad,e like that:
(1) how.Jong would it take for a reference deyeloper to ...

T g

P

complete'the task, roughly; = B T;s‘:f" o
(2) whati is the performance dlffere%ce betWEéfEt__:_-Eﬂe,f?
ev,gloper -and the o,pe in questtbn (from 2 to 10 t eS!) 3

- _“‘._l-

1i3ﬁmﬁ]"6|g.l,\;; got the’é’s‘mﬁate' _ e g " ,;.{

The, plan’ hasf.bgen replaced by the monthly backlog revision
meetlngs '



Tr.aps: Roles Hell.

,é i@r y%f«f&/orklgg,%ih thgﬁamqsmall team on the same

p4'0]e7C’tS every person got a preferable S etlallzatlon

One person aIways*rldes the donkey, ano’c@‘ene always

looks after the water pump, another ohe always - mn g
jort - X s

0 build a perfect scram team e|ther you shoula'* g gaway, < ':
acﬁ_ﬂce the personal skills for increase the team level or you =

III

2 doamed ta;sthch bacﬁ( toa “manual contro
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Traps: Specification Hell

=

| '_:*flcateq\te,égorjegpwspeq; S o i

‘It iS the developer himself who should un‘dirg_,tend the

problem, suggest an approach.to implem ion provide
the compIeX|ty and time estimation. e s
That means that wheh the team meet to make,é ’rﬁﬁ@ﬁ
_one really knows what are those ¥asks in the backlogzar

ﬁbo*ut the backlog{mas been reshuffled a day bef6

W&apﬁomﬁede perscﬁ!r who S JOb was to collect all related
. mformatlon amal he_Ip W|ththe task understandmg Did" not

“Weork! % e
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In any stress SItuatlon the team tends to fa?mto the mode -

they used to. !
Ambltm*ns,_HeII i - s ¥

= ¥

ﬁassﬂole some things not imaginable before. s : % s #
qﬁ-svndmg Our ‘cuStomers an-announcement with what'is %,
commg m"fhe hext xe%'ase*and When Don’t do that' ”.!** T
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Problems .

ble to fmd a

Itis ’the blggest one. 'So far we. have not be
duration of a

reasonable method to measure complexit

task. Without that A0y reward upon efforI lsglfflcult {0 wemtap
achleve :E-* 8 | S e,w .?
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Problems

> f‘ént%ert D%memﬁrlsls oy ke S

One versmn/release ‘peryear scheme assu that quitea
few patches orderéd by customers as well@s and bug fixes on
the course of a year. That means |t was constgnt flaw of

J

| Sw1tchmg to 1-1.5 months we releases we ;'.j:a"'\f' =
haet|c procedure..s - - P 4
rﬁon‘t‘h tﬁ[m,lookedaas short enough for almostany.- . - i
customer to’ wa.lt for almms’e any patch (but the critical bug
“fixes; of course)i s -




Problems

S P S - B -

S AWE comi 'h,'fmiSSQd,,@f poinBthatwhile any single’ |
P e g - L v A S g i R VIS siok
“customer had had fewer updates during a' year he had his"

own patch much:faster than 1-1.5 mon'th;,%f:@ffecjcively
broke a traditional problem solving service tycle of our QA.... _

So we got.an opposition in our Support. AR 5?fe?é’c tha
“very depressing — not only they begame too S@\QI, sofidy.
ﬁpeg_ﬁi_pg',t adjusting to the new. situation, they aI’Sf‘
“sabetaged” implementation of the JIRA Service Desk -+
_software;frongly as'-_s"ffm__infg that it would make their live-even -
Sepatdet e “HEST I, B B2 e Py

N ak



Problems

4 Fhe situaion was finalluresolved when we parted with the
“head of the Support team, and | de facto baa_ to become a
crisis administrator.for it. It was a time for @&€hange there,
too! It started a month ago and now we have a much-more _
positive team, the JIRA Service Desks runningfull'scale,. . -
slightly relaxed customers, measyrable statistics ;

Ogﬁb > team
e

éctivi{-y..;'{hat’s another story. U, .
"ﬁ:ﬂ:.i'f': : * “E; by i, - _-.— | *—'.";'-.5, ?

t':"; nm' F:: . b El? - EF* . - e '-'j'..* e .: .,;
_~BTW | have.not been able to find.any reasonable‘publications: -

““gn the “Agile products” maintenance and support so far.



Problems . |
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ResponSIblllty e

in a way) have

anything’ ‘toido with responsibility. People wHo werealre ac F
very responsible got even better. %ose who dm’n Lre; 1y .2
avenot shown much change so a T
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"- *-; ‘P ..., s 2o g o ntl”
er'wh ﬁ ng enth u?a_s 2 * 4% e T

% e s

3months =~ Fe ' f»

Impressive suecess. Productivity 2 times up. s -
e * AT R : T T

6 months - Tk s e g

'éaSéhaoleenthusmsm e e

{‘ 3T r* " : T | A e :
“@O?ﬂlﬁn = ﬁ? ":'; e

E,3EJrst ambltlon&ﬁasks Stre:sﬁ Flrst wounds Annoyfngh Capauty- s
overestimation and broken deadlines.




Timing

1 year

They started to help e t_ﬁ@ther a 1d pick tasks that other

developers might not c' Wﬁte_m ime themselves!

“\l ..r ﬂ;ﬁ & :'i.
N E S |
S j:‘

The team started to behave as o2 g- yfficient organism!

Time to take off...



Some Takeawaygzd

kcarning to fly.

LS
LN b &

.J.I *
e, '-..4{_'?.;
e

Agile is not a rellglonﬁzfﬁ 1 it the AIaddln lamp — if one
rubbed it long enough tﬁe @» ,_ny;w~ uld appear imminently...
The team, its managers and """"20 m\snuatlon in the

company should “mature”. ,

Agile is not LEGOLAND. No stanr"i n s,
There could be unlimited variatis g waf -

fid your own
unigue way in the agile deveIOpm i
2 ;

It takes time and patience... £a5s
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