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Preface

My companies have had the opportunity to facilitate and coach major 
industrial, public, and financial organizations with their change of direc-
tion and improvement of their business, i.e., their strategic initiatives.

The book makes it possible for me to share our experience with you.
Reading the book in connection with strategic initiatives that you get 

involved with you’ll have access to concrete guidelines and techniques that 
can prevent major blunders and even improve your results in many cases.

The strategic initiatives that we have been involved with were based on 
business needs to improve efficiency, competitiveness, growth, profitabil-
ity, market presence, and other strategically important measures of their 
success.

We implemented the solutions in the form of concrete improvements to 
production, logistics, client service, IT etc., supported by or implemented 
as efficient information systems.

The book presents a number of challenging situations, where my com-
panies had the opportunity to facilitate and coach our clients to be suc-
cessful with their strategic initiatives. In all cases, the book explains why 
we handled the cases the way we did.

I believe the book can contribute to prevent at least some problems with 
strategic initiatives in public and private organizations of all sizes.

Our facilitation and coaching were mere catalysts and in most cases, 
our contribution to the success of our clients has been invisible once the 
required result was in place.

This is how we want it to be!
The focus of the book is on the other hand our experience from involve-

ment as facilitators and coaches to be shared with you.
I wish to thank former and current employees, clients, and sponsors for 

their great help in making this book a success. Especially I would like to men-
tion the support from Jesper Ringvad Nielsen (now working for Deloitte in 
Luxembourg), Claus Raa, Danmarks Nationalbank, Jan Hallberg, Ericsson 
Sweden, my editor, and John Wyzalek of Taylor & Francis.





xvii

Introduction

The book presents some of the cases where we have facilitated and coached 
major clients to reach important business objectives. The focus is for once 
on our involvement as facilitators and coaches. Nonetheless, it also men-
tions the type of results obtained by the clients and the challenges leading 
to our involvement.

Our principles for agile strategic management and documented stan-
dards made the service rendered a sound long-term investment for our 
clients. 

People, organization, and communication are the pivot points of our 
methods. Building teams with people who can and will accomplish excep-
tional results is great fun as well as a great challenge that has made our 
effort worthwhile.

In order to support the motivation of the people involved with strategic 
initiatives we have used processes of teambuilding and solution imple-
mentation that make their contribution so visible that they want to take 
ownership of intermediate and final results.

I believe the book can contribute to prevent at least some problems with 
strategic initiatives in public and private organizations of all sizes.

The real life experiences that the book contains are not always success 
stories. It also tells about major blunders and about how to avoid the pit-
falls that one meets while governing strategic initiatives.

It will please me if you find the book inspiring and even fun reading. 
It is not the ultimate way to ensure a high quality strategy—just some 

ideas based on experience from strategic initiatives that my companies or 
I have managed, coached, and facilitated based on our specific methods.

You can use the book to look up “how to” examples chapter by chapter 
that explain various ways to use the agile methods and techniques that we 
have experienced; e.g.:

Chapter 1 presents an overview of what strategic initiatives and agile 
strategy management is about.

Chapter 2 presents how strategic initiatives can be organized for opti-
mal communication and agile governance.
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Chapter 3 presents how the detailed objectives of strategic initiatives 
can be defined for optimal program and project management.

Chapter 4 presents how to procure competent solution providers in such 
a way that you can ensure the quality of the solutions they deliver.

Chapter 5 presents how you can implement solutions that ensure the 
success of your strategic initiatives.

Chapter 6 presents how you can ensure the long-term benefits of your 
strategic initiatives.

Chapter 7 gives you an overview of the main conclusions and ideas pre-
sented in the book.

In all chapters you find pertinent business cases that explain how to 
establish organizations for change and how to ensure that these interme-
diate organizations stay motivated until final solution delivery.

The quality management methods that contribute to the agility of the 
methods and techniques will probably capture the interest of corporate 
quality and strategy managers, and implementers of solution components.

Other ways you can use the book are:

Managers on all levels can read the book for inspiration—and hope-
fully be amused.

Some organizations might want to implement the presented meth-
ods, techniques, and standards as part of their own methodology. 

The book is not a textbook because it does not pretend to tell you how 
to do your job; but it does show you what we have done under 
specific circumstances that are probably not very different from 
what you will meet in your job.

I hope the book will give inspiration to leaders, managers, and other 
people in organizations who get involved with and who want to maintain 
or improve their current corporate strategy through strategic initiatives.

It will please me if the ideas and experiences that are presented here with 
real life case stories are relevant to your needs.
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1

1
Strategy Quality and Strategy Success

This chapter explains why and how a strategy can be quality managed to 
deliver successful results.

The book does not wipe out the possibility to pursue a tacit strategy, i.e. 
a strategy living inside somebody’s head and not documented anywhere; 
on the contrary, it points out that anyone with a little luck can have a lot 
of success simply by doing what they believe is right. The problem with 
a strategy based on pure luck is that we cannot learn from it, there is no 
way we can repeat the process that leads to the high quality strategy.

In order to be able to quality manage a strategy; such a strategy must be 
established and implemented based on sound and visible processes that 
can be documented, evaluated, improved, and (re-)used.

The processes described in the book with their organization, standards, 
and results cover the full strategy lifecycle from establishment to success-
ful implementation or abolition.

1.1  KNOWLEDGE SHARING

The initial knowledge in my companies was based on more than 10 years 
of practice in project and program management governing information 
system development and implementation in support of strategic business 
change and development initiatives.

We have never regarded our methods, techniques, and standards as pro-
prietary or confidential. There are a few reasons for this attitude:

•	 Once an idea is born, it is the foundation for even better ideas—if 
you share it.

•	 We want to share our knowledge with our clients and other partners.
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•	 We do not regard our methods as unique or the best, but we want 
them to be world class and at least as good as the best.

•	 We learn as much from clients and partners as they learn from us.
•	 We are here to have fun, not to live in fear that someone will steal 

our ideas.

In order to be able to transfer our knowledge, we had to document our 
methods and techniques in such a way that we could teach it.

All the employees in my companies were encouraged to teach even if 
they had not tried it before. After all, we were introducing new ways to 
improve business and manage change and quality in corporations, so 
without the capability to teach we were not able to transfer our knowledge 
fast enough to the clients and to new employees.

Based on this need for knowledge transfer and sharing, our methods of 
agile quality management and our agile principles in general were devel-
oped under the name of the Lyngso Model (Figure 1.1), which is a com-
prehensive collection of methods and techniques for the conduction of 
strategic initiatives.
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Lyngso method and technique framework.
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All our clients had a copy of the manual that explains how we use the 
methods, techniques, and standards free of charge. In this way, they could 
verify what the ideas were behind the work performed by our coaches and 
facilitators. It was our way to present our quality management system to 
the clients.

The development of our methods and techniques has never stopped.
Over time, many strategy management standards have been developed, 

for example, the IS0 9000 public family of standards, the continuous qual-
ity improvement with Six Sigma from Motorola, the Capability Maturity 
Model Integration (CMMI) concerned with organizational method matu-
rity from Carnegie Mellon’s Software Engineering Institute (SEI), COBIT, 
and ITIL.

We continually verify that our agile methods comply with these 
standards. This is not as difficult as one might think because of the 
following:

•	 Our standards are based on specific methods and techniques, which 
is basically never the case with the public standards that make refer-
ence to best practice, but do not show what this best practice is.

•	 The public standards advise you to establish methods and techniques 
for the type of work that your organization does, but not how to do 
this.

•	 We deliver services based on our specific standards that are continu-
ously improved from working experience.

•	 We present why and how we have done something. The public stan-
dards present what to do and to some extent why, but only in rare 
cases how.

1.2  SYNCHRONIZATION

Enterprise Information Systems, Business Behavior, and Business Organi
zation are continuously kept synchronized and adapted to the environ-
mental conditions and opportunities in order for the enterprise to obtain 
the maximum benefits from technology, market opportunities, knowledge, 
and experience.
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If this synchronization is not done, your enterprise will encounter seri-
ous problems such as the following:

•	 Competitive industry will squeeze you out of the market by better 
usage of technology to offer better products with better performance 
at the same or lower price.

•	 Your clients find other more attractive ways to obtain the benefits 
that you used to offer by replacing your products and services with 
new ones.

The industry examples are legion. Nokia has lost market share to Apple 
and Samsung, supermarkets are replaced with shopping centers, European 
production of basic products such as cloth has been moved to China and 
India, Novo Nordic has obtained a dominating position on the insulin 
market based on innovative products, etc.

The needed synchronization is a never-ending process of change. The 
change is managed in order to ensure that the most competent resources 
get involved at the right time to produce the solutions that are the best 
fit to the market conditions and the client needs and expectations, when 
these solutions are ready for the market.

The synchronization of enterprise Information Systems, Business 
Behavior, and Business Organization takes place within strategic initia-
tives (Figure 1.2).
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FIGURE 1.2
Synchronized strategy framework.
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Strategic initiatives most often comprise planning, development, and 
implementation of new Information Systems and adaptation to already 
implemented ones in support of:

•	 Establishment of new business
•	 Changes to organization structure
•	 Implementation of new technology
•	 Implementation of improved production methods
•	 Implementation of improved logistics

The information system makes it possible to obtain the required 
result of the strategic initiative, but the information system is worth 
nothing if it does not correspond to business processes that deliver real 
customer benefits.

In the case of the pharmaceutical factory implementation, the first infor-
mation systems delivered had left quite a few industrial processes under 
human control, such as, for example, physical and geographical movement 
of important production elements. When the quality manager had inspected 
a great number of quality problems, it became clear that 90% of all problems 
originated in the manual processes. There were no room for such problems 
in the long run, so today all logistic movements are handled in an integrated 
process and the error percentage has been reduced to close to zero.

1.2.1  The Importance of Synchronization

Let me tell you about a failed strategic initiative of Information System 
improvement that ended up in a pure catastrophe because the synchro-
nization of business behavior, organization, and information systems was 
not done.

A major distributor of big and small electrical household equipment 
decided to swap its Information System because the current system was 
getting very expensive to maintain and was very slow.

The IT installation comprised an old-fashioned mainframe with attached 
PC workstations that the distributor wanted to swap with state-of-the-art 
Microsoft-based servers with Windows workstations.

The employees and connected clients and partners were used to and very 
competent in the usage of their current Information System functionality 
that supported the business processes well nationwide.
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The business owner had a friend who was developing and selling a 
contemporary COTS (Commodity Off The Shelf) system addressing 
the needs of major equipment distributors. On paper, this new system 
was based on contemporary IT technology fitting the needs of the major 
distributor.

As the new COTS application was built for equipment distribution, it 
was deemed not necessary to establish a requirements specification that 
would have had to be done by very expensive business consultants.

Therefore, the system was bought from the friend who also became 
responsible for swapping the business Information System and for train-
ing the future users.

The swap consisted of data transfer from the old system to the new one, 
which was supposed to be much better than the old one—although “bet-
ter” was defined only as “faster response time and a more user-friendly 
web-based user interface.”

An Accept-Test was established after the data had been transferred to 
the new system. This Accept-Test was a mere demonstration of the new 
system for the future users thereof. All questions of a critical nature were 
wiped away with answers such as “This will be available once in operation 
and once you have been trained in using the new system.” The questions 
and answers were not documented, and the business owner accepted the 
new system to go into production immediately.

The start of usage happened as a big bang once all data had been trans-
ferred from the old system—of course, only the data relevant for the new 
system—and the system had proved available to all future users techni-
cally speaking.

The future users were:

•	 Shop owners placing orders and receiving equipment to their local 
warehouse and in response to client orders.

•	 Central and distributed personnel managing stock, purchase, logis-
tics, and finance.

Once the users opened their wonderful new system, the problems began:

•	 The products were there, but only once.
•	 Stock locations were simple sub-structures to the central warehouse 

without specific pricing, purchasing, and delivery conditions.
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This was completely different from the old system, which had been 
established as a real Information System in support of their specific busi-
ness strengths and needs.

The new “solution” was based on business conditions dreamed up by the 
COTS software vendor.

The COTS software vendor offered very expensive adaptations with 
delivery lead times that were unacceptable. Furthermore, the COTS ven-
dor would not maintain specific adaptations to the COTS software.

Unbelievably, this is a true 2012 story, and the poor employees and shop 
owners are still struggling with manual adaptations allowing them to do 
their business only based on homemade spreadsheets even today in 2013.

1.3  WHY OUR METHODS

In 1986, I established my first company, Lyngso Information Industry, 
with the objective of delivering strategically aligned Information Systems 
to our clients.

The background for the “Information Industry” part of the name was 
that we could promise delivery of fully accepted Information System solu-
tions based on safe estimates emanating from standard dialogues with all 
pertinent stakeholders in the context of fully standardized processes for 
business analysis and for object-oriented solution design.

These dialogues take place in scenarios that ensure motivation and best 
possible contribution from all involved stakeholders to such a degree that 
these stakeholders want to take ownership of the result—collectively and 
without conflicts.

It is a basic agile principle of our methodology that we strive to make the 
client take ownership of whatever is delivered.

We will contribute to the client solution by delivering whatever tools, 
techniques, and solution components we happen to have the competence 
to deliver. The final solution inclusive of the knowledge transferred or 
shared belongs to the client.

Our methods and techniques cater to Strategic Initiative establishment 
and governance that align Information System development, implemen-
tation, support, and governance in any industry with corporate strategy.
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The methods and techniques have been used successfully in industries 
such as:

•	 Oil and gas production
•	 Logistics
•	 District heating production and distribution
•	 Electricity distribution
•	 Pharmaceutical production
•	 Public sector
•	 Healthcare
•	 Finance (bank and insurance)

Wherever we have contributed to strategically aligned corporate infor-
mation system solutions we have left our documented standards used for 
this work with the clients for them to use it without any restrictions.

It is a real pleasure to come back more than 10 years later to find that the 
standards are still in use in the organization.

Our first clients declared that it was the first time they saw a true stra-
tegic angle to Information Technology and Information System solution 
development and implementation. Today, more than 25 years later, we are 
not first anymore, and probably not even unique, but we do have some 
stories to tell (Figure 1.3).
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All method components are explained with respect to the core qual-
ity objects:

•	 Organizational requirements
•	 Process requirements
•	 Solution requirements

The Core Work processes of Implementation, Development, and Quality 
Management are all established in support of agile behavior, where the 
concurrent involvement of competent resources ensures fast adaptation to 
unexpected and risk-managed situations and events.

The standard processes and documentation used in the core processes 
contribute to efficient progress tracking and quality management from the 
start of a strategic initiative to the delivery of the expected result.

The concrete techniques and tools that are used in all development, 
implementation, and quality management processes ensure the full trace-
ability of all results from idea to solutions in operation. Traceability is 
especially important while working agile, where results are adapted to 
changes in stakeholder demand.

The methods have been developed to be used during the different phases 
of strategic initiatives, where the strategic initiative can be an information 
system engineering project; but the methods and techniques have also 
been used for pure business process engineering such as the establishment 
of a new factory.

1.3.1  Agile Strategy Quality Management

The techniques and standards for team building and object-oriented 
business analysis and solution design have been developed to solve the 
broader and more complex tasks of strategic Information System plan-
ning, development, and implementation governed by Agile Strategy 
Quality Management.

The Agile Quality Management standards used in strategic initia-
tives comprise:

•	 Identification and activation of stakeholders to be involved
•	 Communication
•	 Team building
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•	 Decision making
•	 Documentation

The Quality Assurance and the Quality Control methods of Agile 
Strategy Quality Management ensure that the key-stakeholders are satis-
fied with the delivered solutions.

The standards are established to be complementary to and sometimes 
replace components in industry specific or national method standards for 
delivery of solutions with the quite ambitious objective that:

The standards can be understood concurrently by the most hard-core tech-
nicians, by the top-level visionary leaders, and by all other strategic initia-
tive stakeholders.

Each strategic initiative stakeholder expects different types of benefits 
from the initiative, and each one reviews and tests the solution to be deliv-
ered for his or her own reasons, that is, the proper WHY that you need to 
understand.

The agile ongoing quality assurance of the solution, the organization, 
and the processes of a strategic initiative has contributed to the success of 
the methods used.

A fundamental capability of the methods is that they allow rapid solu-
tion development in order to be able to capture the solution benefits 
while they are relevant. This capability is ensured by early visualiza-
tion of the complete solution structure and by ensuring that solution 
elements can be delivered and made productive early during a strategic 
initiative; that is:

•	 Complex solutions are broken down into fully functional business 
solution components without losing the overview of the total solution.

•	 Early delivery of solution components allows experience to be gath-
ered early for improved estimation, planning, and optimal adapta-
tion to risk events and conditions.

•	 Early usage of solution components allows the users to gain benefits 
and to avoid major problems.

In the context of methodology, it should be remembered that no method 
is perfect and that a great number of different industry, enterprise, or 
national specific standards exist. While establishing our specific methods 
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we have tried to provide the following advantages compared with such 
other methods and standards:

•	 People and communication come before processes, and processes 
come before documentation standards for the very simple reason that 
no process can run without resources, and even well-chosen people 
cannot perform well without good processes to govern their work.

•	 Documentation standards are simple and cover only the necessary 
elements. The documentation standards can be seen as content sug-
gestion or as checklists. The methods promoting documentation 
standards differentiated between complex and simple projects are 
doomed to fail because they never fit all projects.

•	 By providing only basic standards and norms, you give the teams the 
ability to expand to standards of their own that are required for the 
production of best quality or at least feasible results on their specific 
tasks. Again, the freedom to act is in focus.

•	 Your challenge as a leader, manager, or coach is to find the best peo-
ple and build the best teams and to provide them with standards 
that work without constraining their ability to perform and adapt 
the standards to their needs.

•	 The methods have one basic requirement to all standard docu-
ments, which is that they must answer all WHY questions when 
used, for example:
•	 Why has the team been established the way it is?
•	 Why is this objective important for the enterprise?
•	 Why is this activity conducted the way it is?
•	 Why does this solution component function the way it does?
•	 Why is this test done?
•	 Why is this suggested improvement an improvement?

1.3.2  Quality Management Objects

Quality management comprises three process management classes with 
explicitly defined organization requirements, procedures, and result standards:

•	 Quality assurance ensures that a solution will satisfy the stakeholder 
needs and requirements. This is handled by establishing agreed 
standards for all resources, procedures, and solution elements to be 
involved or delivered.
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•	 Quality control is the ongoing effort to maintain the integrity of a 
method to be able to achieve the required solution quality. We use 
communication, interview, and review techniques combined with 
advanced testing and verification procedures supported by standard 
quality management information systems to perform and document 
quality control.

•	 Quality improvement is the purposeful change of a method to 
improve the reliability of achieving a required solution. We have 
improved our standards and techniques periodically based on 
Lessons Learned.

For each quality management process class we use three quality objects 
as a foundation for evaluation of the performance of this process class:

•	 The Solution object defines the properties that are required from the 
solution to be delivered.

•	 The Process object defines the properties that are required for high 
performance delivery of the required solution.

•	 The Organization object defines the properties that are required for 
efficient communication, competence establishment, and decision 
making.

Our work with clients and partners has allowed a continuous improve-
ment of our standards, techniques, and tools based on a vast base of gath-
ered and documented experience and knowledge, some of which I want to 
share with you.

1.4  STRATEGY AND STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

1.4.1  The Strategy

Corporate leadership establishes the strategy of a corporation. The strat-
egy tells you why the organization has been established the way it is:

•	 Organization structure and geographical locations
•	 Products
•	 Business operations
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The strategy comprises:

•	 The corporate vision statement that “paints” a picture of how the 
corporation would like to be observed and how it observes itself in 
the future.

•	 The corporate mission that tells a story about how the corporation 
intends to contribute to the happiness of its stakeholders. This is the 
strategy quality objective.

•	 The confidential corporate objectives known by and sometimes con-
tractually committed to by management tells you the direction fol-
lowed by the corporation, for example:
•	 Internationalization
•	 Growth by acquisition
•	 Profitability (Return on Investment, Return on Equity)
•	 Sustainability
•	 Technological superiority

All organizations whether public or private have a strategy and per-
form business activity governed by this strategy more or less successfully.

Key performance indicators (KPI) and benchmarks measure the strat-
egy quality and success.

Corporate management translates the strategy into detailed organiza-
tional constructions, business procedures, and strategic initiatives that 
can ensure and improve the strategy quality.

1.4.2  The Strategic Initiatives

The strategic initiatives establish the WHY, the WHAT, the WHEN, 
the HOW, and the WHO concerned with sustaining, changing, and 
improving business procedures and infrastructure in support of the 
corporate strategy.

Strategic Initiatives usually comprise information systems establish-
ment or improvement in support of business operations. When my com-
panies have been involved with corporate strategic initiatives, this has 
always been the case.

Strategic Initiatives are programs or projects.
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1.5  AGILE PRINCIPLES

The agile principles of our methods framework ensure that the strategy 
stakeholders are happy all the time.

Unfortunately, happiness is not the nature of Strategic Initiative stake-
holders and especially not when corporate strategy and Information 
System implementation is concerned. Most often conflicts and dis-
agreements between owners, operators, and unions about how to han-
dle and manage the strategic initiative pave the way for mistrust and 
insecurity.

There is a long history of failed strategies, missed opportunities, and 
Information Systems that never were delivered, disasters that unfortu-
nately enough support the normal stakeholder suspicion and mistrust.

On top of these bad experiences, the normal resistance to change and 
the classical differences in objectives between management and employees 
pave the way for unhappy stakeholders.

The agility is there to overcome the constraints of mistrust and suspi-
cion among strategic initiative stakeholders. The core agility principle is:

Each process from the definition of the initial need for change to the final 
delivery of the agreed solution contributes to stakeholder trust, mutual 
respect, motivation, and willingness to take ownership of the solution 
components delivered.

This is the philosophy behind our processes, tools, and techniques. 
They involve the stakeholders in such a way that they feel that the results 
obtained belong to them. In this way, each process contributes to the moti-
vation for the next one.

People creating software established the initial agile principles (“The Agile 
Manifest”) that you can look up on the web. This limits its formulation to very 
specific software development activity, which will not cover the needs of stra-
tegic initiatives and Information System development and implementation 
that involve many other elements than software and software development.

Our principles of Agile Strategy Management comprise the following:

The highest priority is to satisfy the stakeholders through early and 
continuous delivery of valuable solution components. We under-
stand why the stakeholders need the solution and we know that the 
stakeholders like the solution.
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Working solution components are the primary measures of progress.
Working solution components are delivered frequently, from a couple of 

weeks to a couple of months, with a preference to the shorter timescale. 
The delivery process is Simulated Accept-Testing where the develop-
ers of the solution present it to future users, who discuss it with the 
developers and test it out after thorough education and support.

Changing requirements are welcome, even late in development. The 
agile processes harness change to obtain improved stakeholder 
benefits.

Development, Implementation, and Quality Management stakehold-
ers work closely together throughout the project. This is ensured 
by the environment of technology, communication facilities, space, 
and more. One of our basic requirements is a War Room where the 
involved parties assemble all that is needed to generate and evaluate 
the solutions required for decision making.

Projects are built around motivated individuals. It is ensured that they 
have the environment and support they need. As the individuals in 
the project teams have been selected based on their skill, experience, 
and competence, we can and will trust the teams to get their jobs done. 
This is the “no excuse for failure” principle. If the team claims that it 
needs something to get the job done, then it gets that something.

We do not establish or accept conflict during solution implementa-
tion; instead, we ask for a mutually agreed solution and progress 
without further discussion. Once the solution is in place, we are 
happy to evaluate if something could have been done differently 
and better.

The most efficient and effective method of conveying information to 
and within a development team is regular face-to-face conversation. 
One or more War Rooms cater to this behavior. We have even gone 
so far as to establish a contract-based situation where software devel-
opment and solution implementation work was allowed to take place 
only in the War Room. No solution component could be brought in 
from the outside and nothing produced inside could leave the War 
Room before it had been fully Accept-Tested and signed off for IT 
and business operation. The War Room was a set of containers with 
approximately 500 m2 of spaces for work, education, and testing fully 
and securely supported by the central IT infrastructure.

Agile processes promote sustainable development. This principle ensures 
that processes can be repeated and evaluated for possible improvement.
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Continuous attention to technical excellence and good design enhances 
agility. Time is devoted to ensure that state-of-the-art technology is 
used, which again implies that the technology used is a solid foun-
dation for the solutions that use it. Good design ensures normal-
ized processes and data, which ensure integrity and valid integration 
in support of the agreed business needs. Once the business needs 
change it is easy to adapt good design, while bad design reveals itself 
under such conditions.

Only agreed necessary work is done. We list work not to be done explic-
itly only if doubts are raised. This is the Lean principle to avoid doing 
not required or not needed work.

The best architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from self-
organizing teams. The self-organizing does not ensure this situation, 
but the fact that teams have been put together in such a way that self-
organizing is possible. We ensure that teams can:
•	 Make decisions
•	 Initiate work
•	 Do the work
•	 Evaluate the progress and the results

This makes simulated Accept-Testing great fun because the delivered 
solutions do work, although they may be improved in a meaningful 
(Lean) way.

At regular intervals, the teams evaluate how to become more effec-
tive, then tune and adjust their behavior accordingly. The evaluation 
comprises communication between teams and their environment of 
resource providers and other key-stakeholders.

The teams have fun:
•	 We celebrate visibly our successes, also the small ones.
•	 We do not hesitate to show appreciation of others.
•	 We are not jealous, but we like a good fight.
•	 An individual achievement is a team victory.

The fun part can comprise games that require professional knowledge 
and, quite often, professional development. The games provoke friendly 
competition in a team and between teams. The games are a great way 
to get to understand and respect the value of different personalities in 
a team. The teams do not need rules of the game imposed from outside 
the team, but they can easily adapt to such rules if needed.
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1.6  SCOPE ESTABLISHMENT

A strategic initiative can be concerned with reaching many different 
objectives regarding different business situations.

This initial set of objectives provided by corporate leaders is an indica-
tion of what kind of business and stakeholders that must be involved in the 
establishment of the strategic initiative. In most cases in which we have 
been involved, these objectives were not precisely defined to establish the 
full scope of the strategic initiative on their own.

Only when we have asked key-stakeholders about their points of view 
on the objectives do we get a more precise idea about the scope that can 
comprise elements such as:

•	 Budget
•	 Competition
•	 Environment
•	 Technology
•	 Legal issues

Therefore, the first action in the establishment of a strategic initiative 
scope is to identify and to have open dialogues with potential key-stake-
holders to be involved with the initiative, while you respect that you do not 
know what the real scope is—yet.

In order to identify all stakeholders to get involved or to be communi-
cated with you need to look at the complete value chain (Figure 1.4).

A complete quality assured scope and stakeholder definition will follow 
later through a well-defined quality managed standard procedure such as 
Process Quality Assurance (PQA).

The result of the dialogues with the potential key-stakeholders is docu-
mented in an invitation to the group of identified key-stakeholders to par-
ticipate in a PQA workshop.

In the workshop, the participating key-stakeholders define a more 
detailed scope of the strategic initiative:

•	 They present their individual visions of the initiative result.
•	 They present what they think the initiative mission is and how they 

can contribute to this mission.
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•	 They define the initiative success factors and the agreed critical suc-
cess factors.

•	 They define the set of activities required to fulfill the success factors.

The PQA workshop establishes mutual respect among the participating 
stakeholders. The success factors replace the initial objective.

The full scope of the strategic initiative has only been defined when 
the complete plan for execution and delivery of detailed results has been 
signed off.

Imagine a toy manufacturer who wants to have a bigger share of the sale 
per outlet and at the same time have a higher contribution per outlet. The 
outlets are toyshops, supermarkets, catalogs, web-shops, etc. that make 
autonomous decisions about how to display and promote the toy manu-
facturer’s products.

What is the scope?
Right, there is no simple answer to this question!
Within this larger scope, you discover a broad range of benefits that can 

be obtained based on one or more appropriate strategic initiatives.
You also find threats emanating from, for example, differentiating prices 

between rich and poor countries or from misplacing stock locations giv-
ing too high transportation costs.
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1.7  STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION

In order to establish a strategically aligned solution, you deal with a multi-
tude of stakeholders representing all the roles directly involved with devel-
opment, implementation, quality management, usage, governance, etc. of 
the solution, as well as the not always visible stakeholders that potentially 
benefit or suffer from the strategic initiative and its solutions.

When establishing a strategic initiative you make a serious effort to get 
to know all the stakeholders that are concerned, that is, to have a dialogue 
with key persons and organizations that potentially could benefit or suffer 
from it. This is especially true for the less visible and less obvious stake-
holders such as unions, politicians, government, legal bodies, and poten-
tial competitive businesses and partners.

In several cases, leaving out potential key-stakeholders has led to the 
complete failure of the strategic effort. Some real and recent examples of 
less efficient stakeholder management are addressed next.

1.7.1  The Balder Case

Scandinavian mythology addresses the stakeholder identification prob-
lem explicitly with the Balder case, which most children learn about in 
Scandinavian schools and very well explains why stakeholder knowledge 
is crucial to strategy success.

The Vikings told the Nordic myths. Their stories are still told; now in 
books, poems, and films or as bedside stories. They represent some of the 
first documented storytelling and explains generation after generation the 
virtues and the dangers of the Aesir gods, how the world was established, 
and how the different natural events such as the sun and the moon were 
generated.

The two primary gods were Odin and Thor. Odin was the wise leader, the 
strategic thinker, while Thor was the strong manager who used his force to 
ensure the success of his sometimes fancy ideas.

Balder was the son of Odin and Frigg. He was the most handsome of the 
Aesir gods and on top of this very intelligent when it came to writing and 
reading runes. However, he did not like to fight. All gods and humans loved 
Balder. He was married to Nanna.
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One day Balder told Nanna that he had dreamed of his own death. 
Nanna was very worried and went to Odin, who could see into the future, 
but Odin could not see anything. Odin got worried and saddled his eight-
legged horse Sleipnir to ride to see Voelva, who was buried at the entrance 
to Hades (the world of death). She might know something. Odin saw a table 
prepared as if they were waiting for guests in Hades. Odin dug up Voelva 
and asked her whom they were expecting. She did not want to answer, but 
Odin pressed her to admit that they were expecting to receive Balder. “He 
will be killed by an arrow from his brother Hoder’s bow,” she said.

Odin came back home with the terrible news. Nanna and Frigg were very 
sad; but Frigg did not give up easily. To prevent that Balder died she went 
out into the world to ask all things to promise that they would not hurt 
Balder. She succeeded in doing this.

The Aesir gods were happy that Balder now was safe. They arranged for 
a big party where Balder would be used as shooting target. The party pro-
gressed well and stones, arrows, and even Thor’s hammer did not do any 
harm to Balder.

Loke was a terrible troublemaker god. He wanted to see if he could make 
more harm to Balder than the others. He disguised himself as an old woman 
and went to Frigg to ask her if there really were not anything that she had not 
asked. Frigg admitted that the small mistletoe had not been asked.

Loke cut an arrow out of the mistletoe and gave it to Hoder so that he 
could shoot with that arrow. Hoder refused because he was blind, but Loke 
offered to give him a hand. Loke placed the arrow on Hoder’s bow and 
helped him to direct the shot. The arrow went straight through Balder, who 
died on the spot.

Normally the place for dead gods was Valhalla, a paradise with eternal eat-
ing and drinking and friendly fighting; but only if the god had died fighting. 
As this was not the case with Balder he was doomed to go to Hel in Hades.

The god Hermod road to Hel in Hades, where he met Balder and his wife 
Nanna, who had died of grief on the funeral pyre of Balder. Hermod asked 
Hel if there was a chance to get Balder and Nanna back. Hel told him that 
if all living and dead creatures would cry over Balder they could get him 
back; but if only one creature refused she would keep them.

The Aesir gods were happy to hear this and arranged for everybody to 
cry. They succeeded until they passed by a cave with an old woman called 
Tok. She would not cry. The Aesir gods thought that this attitude was strange 
and went back to the cave, but Tok was gone. Odin analyzed the situation and 
declared that it must have been Loke disguised as an old woman. “Go and 
find him,” said Odin.

Loke had built a house on a high mountaintop, where he could see any-
one who would attack him, but he did not believe that this would save him 
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in the end. He therefore turned himself into a fish. This was counting with-
out Thor, who finally caught Loke.

Loke was bound to a stone. A poisonous snake was hanged above him to 
let its poison drip on his head. Loke’s wife Sigyn collected the poison in a 
cup. Every time she emptied the cup, the poison hit the head of Loke and 
his body shook so hard of pain that the earth was quaking.

Balder and Nanna are still living with Hel in Hades. 

How often have we left out a stakeholder from attention or involvement 
in a process because we thought that this potential stakeholder had no real 
importance to our project?

1.7.2  The Private Bank Case

I was involved with a large program to automate a private bank giving all 
clients access to full web banking. Focus was on technology and function-
ality and all of this was successfully implemented and even Accept-Tested 
and approved before the disaster was discovered.

The bank clients only got involved to enter transactions after the fully 
integrated solution was technically functional and had been approved 
from “Friends and Family Testing.”

System usage was expected to reach 3000 transactions per day 3 months 
after the release date.

The solution never had more than 300 transactions performed by the 
users in one day and in 90% of the cases, known Friends and Family tes-
ters performed these transactions.

Millions of dollars were wasted to such an extent that the stock price 
fell considerably.

The future users were recognized as stakeholders, but an appropriate 
dialogue was not established with these stakeholders before it was too late.

1.7.3  The DANCOIN Cash Card Case

Another project my organization was involved with was the development 
and implementation of a Cash Card in Denmark—the DANCOIN case. 
Several worldwide-recognized patents came out of this exciting project.

The technical development was a great success. Partners such as banks, 
credit card facilities, and local transportation were directly involved with 
development and implementation.

A whole city was set up for Accept-Testing end-to-end of the integrated 
solution with service providers and central bank cash and transaction cost 
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clearing. This acceptance test was a great success also seen from a publica-
tion and advertising point of view with press and television coverage.

So, why did the Danish cash card not have success contrary to basically 
the same card implemented in Rotterdam, Holland?

The failure to succeed occurred because of lag of communication with 
the corporate management people from the core stakeholder, the local 
transportation organization, HT:

•	 In parallel with the DANCOIN development HT developed its 
proper card and card reader device for its buses and train stations 
without coordinating this effort with the DANCOIN project.

•	 On the eve of going live, HT refused to implement a DANCOIN 
reader.

•	 Only inferior usage such as a few parking terminals, a few laundries, 
and some unmanned newspaper kiosks went into production.

This was not enough to pay off the DANCOIN investment and HT had 
enough resources to simply write off its part of the investment.

1.8  AGILE TEAM BUILDING

Once we have defined and agreed to the larger scope and the required 
activities and their leaders and managers, we are ready to build the teams 
for solution establishment, risk, and change management.

The method to get the teams built and to establish agreement about 
what the solution will be is the continued PQA process. The initial PQA 
Workshop invitation and the Workshop itself is the very important initia-
tion of the PQA Process.

PQA is a core element of Strategy Quality Management. PQA ensures a 
precise scope definition broken down into activities, deliverables, resource 
requirements, process ownership, and management responsibilities.

The PQA process will most often comprise several cascading PQA 
Workshops and processes with specific invitations and stakeholders for 
each one, that is, the activities defined on higher PQA process level are 
candidates for their own more detailed PQA processes with focus on a 
partial solution delivery.

PQA is Risk Management based, but the focus is Opportunity rather 
than Threat.
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The PQA point of departure is the client’s needs of change in his or her 
current situation of strength and weakness facing the stakeholders that 
among many others comprise clients and current and potential competi-
tion and partners.

PQA not only documents what the scope is, it also documents why the 
scope is defined the way it is. This ensures the agility of the PQA defined 
scope because if any why-case changes, then the scope must change. The 
organization to change the scope is explicitly defined in the PQA result.

The PQA documentation is dynamic in nature. Change management 
and periodic evaluation of the scope ensures that the definition of the 
scope of work that governs the development and implementation of the 
strategic initiative solutions is up to date at any point in time. For each 
deliverable solution component, the agreed timing, cost, and organization 
are precisely defined, and risk is managed.

All deliverables (solution components) are realized through three 
basic processes:

•	 Implementation that defines business functional requirements and 
establishes the foundation for Accept-Testing.

•	 Development that defines technical functional requirements and 
technology development, implementation, and usage.

•	 Quality Management that ensures that business implementers and 
solution developers work closely together (often face-to-face) and 
evaluate deliverables on a regular basis that allows for adaptation to 
changed conditions and gained experience in order to ensure full 
stakeholder satisfaction with the final solution.

1.8.1  No Excuse for Failure Principle

Much too often we have seen projects and major programs moving along 
with weakly defined organization of responsibility and activity defined on 
a level where management is impossible.

Such situations lead to crucial lack of commitment from all involved 
stakeholders because:

•	 Results do not show up.
•	 Results show up too late to be useful.
•	 Results show up without the quality that was never agreed on or 

documented.
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The “no excuse for failure” principle implies the following:

•	 Involved human and technological resources are fully qualified to 
deliver the required and documented solution.

•	 The involved resources are allocated and committed in such a way 
that their work is done and that the results are delivered without 
costly interruption, delay, and cost overrun.

The “no excuse for failure” principle ensures that all involved stakehold-
ers are visibly committed and motivated from start to close out of the stra-
tegic initiative.

1.8.2  Simulated Accept-Testing

Communication of real measurable results is performed on a regular basis 
during Simulated Accept-Testing (SAT), which allows the not directly 
involved business and development stakeholders to evaluate intermediate 
results.

SAT performance allows timely and pertinent decisions about required 
changes to take place without disturbing the progress of complete solu-
tion delivery.

The SAT communication ensures that final Accept-Testing becomes a 
mere formality because all involved stakeholders already know exactly 
what they can expect from the delivered solution components during final 
Accept-Testing.

1.9 � ASSESSMENT AND RECOVERY 
OF PROJECTS IN TROUBLE

Whenever my organization is called upon by major international organi-
zations to deliver our core services of coaching and facilitation, their stra-
tegic initiatives are in trouble. Most often, they have tried to implement a 
solution for months just to discover that no progress (except for spending 
time and money) has been achieved.

1.9.1  Medical Factory Implementation

We got involved in a major program to implement a big factory to produce 
medical equipment using cheap raw material to deliver an end product of high 
quality to be used worldwide at a price to be acceptable even to poor people.
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The program was run like a project with one project manager facing 
several internal key-stakeholders with considerable internal power and 
many external stakeholders with legal and political power. The external 
stakeholders were delivering:

•	 Buildings
•	 Production machinery
•	 QA equipment
•	 Logistics equipment
•	 Internal machine control information systems
•	 Administrative information systems based on the SAP Enterprise 

Resource Planning COTS software package 

The internal key-stakeholders were:

•	 The future factory manager
•	 The CEO

The work to be done was defined at a very low level (work packages by 
contractor) and a lot of work overlapped between contractors.

Arbitration between contractors and project manager was handled at 
weekly project meetings.

More and more conflicts between all parties surfaced very early. An 
important reason was that more than one contractor made key deci-
sions and that these decisions were contradictory or at best not visibly 
aligned with the overall project objectives. This was caused by weakly 
defined objectives.

The project was finally declared in trouble because major deliveries were 
slipping without clear responsibility for the delay.

It was obvious that a program organization was needed to govern all 
stakeholders. Furthermore, a clearly defined unambiguous requirements 
specification for each contractor was needed and had to be agreed on by 
all parties.

Our contributions to this program that has since delivered one of the most 
successful solutions in the history of the pharmaceutical industry were:

•	 Establishment of a program organization based on visible high-level 
objectives (critical success factors) and clearly defined high-level 
activities that each one was a major project on its own. The organi-
zation, the objectives, and the activities were approved by top cor-
porate management that became visibly involved in the program 
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management. The project manager of the building implementation 
said: “This process should have been used from the beginning to 
avoid the troubles that started more than a year ago …”

•	 Coaching of the contractor responsible for delivery of the complete 
factory control system (a network of control computers connected 
to the numerical control on all production and quality control 
equipment).

•	 Our coaching comprised the establishment of the detailed project 
plan. We also delivered the method and coaching to develop the 
normalized data structure and content, and the normalized process 
structure common to all control computers

•	 The normalized data and process structure allowed fast correc-
tions of failures and resolution of problems, and ensured an efficient 
interface with the SAP-based order and production planning and 
control environment.

•	 The normalized data and process structure was used and verified 
early in Simulated Accept-Testing to prove the efficiency of the solu-
tion to be developed and delivered.

•	 We coached the setup and execution of Simulated Accept-Testing 
supervised by corporate management (the program manage-
ment team) that signed off on the solution development and 
implementation.

Our methods used were:

•	 Process quality assurance to establish the objectives and a complete 
project plan that allowed reliable estimation, forecasting, and tracking.

•	 An Information Requirements Study to identify all core objects 
with their purpose and usage and to ensure that they were com-
plete with respect to the overall success factors for the program and 
the detailed success factors for the control system production and 
implementation.

•	 The Object Lifecycle Analysis to detail, define, and normalize all 
data and process objects in such a way that all control systems could 
be developed and implemented where needed, ensuring full integra-
tion among control computers and with external systems (numerical 
control and SAP).

•	 Simulated Accept-Testing to prove the feasibility of the data and pro-
cess structure.
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Both the pharmaceutical enterprise and the control system contractor 
coached by us implemented major method and organization improve-
ments in order to benefit from the methods used also in the future.

1.9.2  Complete Swap of All IT Systems in a Private Bank

The new IT manager in a private bank brought us in to assess the situation 
(the project quality) of the biggest IT and business development program 
(only defined as a project) ever implemented in this (private and asset 
management) bank.

The task was that the old computers with COBOL-based Information 
Systems had to be swapped out and replaced with new technology. The 
old COBOL-based Information Systems were interfaced with multiple 
standalone solutions internally and externally. As most of the old in-house 
developed core-banking IT solutions were getting more and more ineffi-
cient, they were not candidates for swapping.

The corporate management had opted for a COTS standard system imple-
mented on state-of-the-art IBM technology (including DB2 relational data-
base) to be interfaced with the set of standalone solutions (mostly in house 
development) that they expected to survive and to continue to be used in 
business after the swap.

This COTS system was bought because a neighbor private bank used it 
and was relatively happy with its solution.

No requirements specifications were established.
A large number of external consultants and internal employees, mostly 

from IT, had spent more than 18 months with evaluation of the quality 
of the old solution components while trying to produce a GAP analysis 
(as is and to be definitions of the software that had never been docu-
mented before!).

There were no usable results from this GAP analysis.
Very expensive COTS vendor consultants were working on setting up 

the COTS system in the private bank even before complete requirements 
to solution infrastructure, security, safety, and technical environment 
had been defined. This was, of course, a complete waste of time and 
money.

In parallel with the GAP analysis, the future end users (bank employees 
and a few IT employees) were “trained” in the new COTS software that 
had not been adapted to their requirements (these requirements did not 
exist).
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The users from business and IT were all deeply unhappy and frustrated 
with what they saw during training and demonstrations. This sporadic 
and very expensive training provided by the COTS vendor created more 
frustration and mistrust than learning.

IT management declared the project in deep trouble, stopped all GAP 
analysis and training activity, and laid off all involved external consul-
tants. During this initial clean-up process, the relatively innocent internal 
project manager was removed from the project.

Once on board, we established a strategy to recover the project.
This meant, among other major changes, to involve the business organi-

zation deeply in planning and requirements specification, while preparing 
it for future solution implementation, evaluation, and testing.

In order to avoid the risk of losing a lot of capital on activity that does 
not deliver visibly useful results, we re-planned the program and the proj-
ects with a focus on real tangible deliverables—it was made Lean.

The deliverables were real solution components that could be devel-
oped, interfaced, and thoroughly tested to be satisfactory to the bank and 
the employees.

We succeeded in procuring external experts from major service organiza-
tions that agreed to deliver the solution components on fixed time and cost 
based on the solution requirements to be produced by the private bank.

The bank management committed to contribute to the solution require-
ments and the knowledge and the capacity of resources necessary for solu-
tion design, development, Accept-Testing, implementation, and operation.

Internal and external responsibilities were clearly defined, but it was 
also clearly defined that problems were resolved by mutual proactive solu-
tion contribution from all parties.

Payment to external sub-contractors could only be obtained after fully 
accepted delivery of solution components.

The involvement and re-motivation of the very frustrated user organizations 
inclusive of IT was established through usage of Project Quality Assurance 
that quickly visualized the key success factors and all the activities required to 
achieve the success factors. Success factors in this context are solution capabil-
ities, business and work conditions, organizational competence, and events.

The user organizations agreed to produce requirements specifications 
quickly that could be used as a foundation for procuring solution provid-
ers and COTS-based solution components at a fixed price.

We supported the user management with an adapted and combined 
Information Requirements Study and Object Lifecycle Analysis that resulted 
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in clearly defined use cases (or sprints) that were used as a basis for struc-
turing the complete business requirements exposed to the potential service 
providers and sub-contractors.

In order to structure, plan, and track the progress of requirements spec 
production, we defined a very specific method for how to document all 
pertinent business processes to be supported by the COTS application and 
the interfaced standalone systems. To this end, we recommended use of a 
relatively easy workflow documentation standard that complemented our 
own Information Requirements Study and Object Lifecycle methods. This 
was relatively well accepted by the involved business users of the future 
solution because they had accepted that no solution could be delivered 
without documented requirements.

It was obvious that external experts from the COTS solution vendor and 
from organizations with broad and deep experience from implementing 
the COTS solution were required—and fast.

In parallel with the production of the requirements spec, we prepared 
the solicitation and tendering among potential sub-contractors. No current 
business process was left out or adapted in the requirements documentation, 
which minimized the negative impact from risk-exposed changes to known 
business processes. Suggested improvements to current business processes 
were allowed to be documented, but they could be used only for inspira-
tion to the developers and implementers, not as requirements. In this way, 
we were able to present a complete solution process overview and the first 
complete work flow documentation very fast to the potential internal and 
external expert organizations that could perform development and solution 
implementation.

After 3 months of intensive negotiations and contracting, we had a com-
plete project organization in place for development and implementation, 
where development consisted mainly in setting up and interfacing COTS 
applications and development of integration components. Implementation 
consisted of usage documentation preparation, training material prepara-
tion, user training, Accept-Testing, and operation setup.

Nine months later the first solution component went into production.
Our contribution to this program comprised:

•	 Coaching and program management based on project manage-
ment tools such as Project Quality Assurance, Project Planning with 
Professional Procurement, and Program Management with many 
stakeholders and many Work Package project managers.
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•	 Coaching of business management with the establishment of the 
required physical environment for development and implementa-
tion with buildings (containers), rooms, networking, security, and IT. 
This resulted in a huge war room being made available to all program 
resources with ID card for entry and exit. For confidentiality reasons, 
involved development resources were only allowed to work on-site in 
the war room while fully supervised, while implementation resources 
from IT and business could work in their own environment when they 
prepared training material and system operation procedures.

•	 Establishment of the program organization and the project teams 
with more than 100 resource persons of whom more than 50% were 
working full time on the program.

•	 Progress tracking that was performed once a week with all involved 
project managers.

•	 Handling of any cross-organizational issues on a day-to-day basis at 
8:30 meetings in the war room.

•	 Functional implementation issues were analyzed using Object Lifecycle 
Analysis to ensure a complete and consistent solution implementation.

•	 Simulated Accept-Testing was established between internal future 
support, external solution implementers, future end users, and, to 
some degree, internal management.

•	 The end users were only formally trained once the future solution 
components were ready for final Accept-Testing and production.

Frustration was avoided, confidence was re-established, and to some 
extent, the stakeholders were happy. Unfortunately, it was not possible to 
cope with all technical issues concerned with the bought COTS software, 
but that is another story.

1.10  STRATEGY QUALITY AND SUCCESSFUL STRATEGY

Quite often, the corporate strategy is confounded with the corporate objectives 
or the corporate vision, but the objectives and vision cannot be the strategy on 
their own because the strategy is also the way, the method chosen to meet the 
objectives and make the vision come true, that is, the strategic initiatives.

Strategy is not confined to decision making on a board or govern-
ment level, it is just as much based on decisions made by a department, 
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a ministry, a business unit, or a cross-organizational project or program 
organization performing strategic initiatives.

The way from corporate visions and objectives to governance of the cor-
porate strategy that fulfils the corporate mission and makes the stakehold-
ers happy is outlined in the simple model shown in Figure 1.5—starting 
from the top and moving down:

High quality strategies have all objects in the model defined, visibly 
agreed to by the stakeholders, and documented in order to ensure effi-
cient communication of objectives and measures to be taken by all strat-
egy stakeholders.

1.10.1  Strategy Quality and People

People implement the strategy by explicit definition of, and agreement to, 
all the quality objects shown from initial visions over performance of proj-
ects, programs, and business activity to strategy governance.

Vision
Objects

Pictures of the future situation, stories about “life” in the new
situation, qualities and attributes of future products or other
solution component, ....
Improve health of people worldwide, combat poverty worldwide,
promote democracy worldwide, deliver safe transportation of
people and goods, ....
Market share, growth, return on equity, return on investment,
shareholder satisfaction, employee motivation, customer
satisfaction, product quality, ....
Solution
Process
Organization

Business/change scope
Success factors
Critical success factors
Programs
Projects
Business Activities

Organization with business/change leadership and management
portfolios of programs, projects, and business activities
bene�t achievement measurement
Key performance indicators
Change control board
Corporate communication management

Mission
Objects

Objective
Objects

Strategy
Quality
Objects

Need
Objects

Action
Objects

Strategy
Implementation
Objects
Strategy
Governance
Objects

FIGURE 1.5
Quality objects from vision to strategy governance.
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The choice of the people involved in a strategy is critical for the quality 
of the results that can be obtained by following the strategy.

Although this seems obvious, the attention to the choice of people to be 
involved with a strategy and strategic initiatives is much too often very 
low and based on the first available opportunities among friends and 
colleagues.

Once the choice of people to be involved in a strategy has been made 
and accepted, the leaders and managers must wait for major blunders or 
failures from a bad choice of people before a change for the better can be 
made.

It is very difficult to replace people on teams, especially the people lead-
ing or managing the teams, because the people that are asked to leave quite 
often interpret this as a personal defeat. The people that stay often regard 
the replacement as a management failure or weakness, which raises their 
suspicions of further blunders to come.

1.10.2  Strategy Quality and Risk

The result of strategic decisions is not always the fulfillment of the objec-
tives that originally led to the decisions. When a result is accepted to be 
better than the objectives originally established, everything is fine—we 
can talk about a successful strategy, but it is not sure that we are facing a 
high quality strategy.

Pure luck is playing an important role in strategy and strategic initiatives 
because results of strategic decisions are aleatory.

Only when we visibly apply risk management and visibly control 
the direct outcome of our strategic initiatives from initiation to final 
implementation and governance can we talk about high quality of the 
strategy.

You can recognize a high quality strategy by the fact that the results cor-
respond to the objective that has visibly (i.e., documented) been adjusted 
to what the stakeholders need and expect in the end.

1.10.3  Strategy Quality and Leadership

I will not evaluate leadership on any scale because all leaders—as it also 
holds true for people in general—have their own style.
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There are, however, certain common characteristics of successful lead-
ers, such as their ability to communicate with the purpose to:

•	 Listen
•	 Sell an idea
•	 Motivate others
•	 Navigate

These communication capabilities allow leaders to drive strategies 
through to success, even though the final result is quite different from the 
one envisioned when the original objectives were set.

The corporate leaders envision the initial strategy objectives, but the cho-
sen teams involved with the strategic initiatives define the final objectives. 
The corporate leaders play an important role as listeners and promoters of 
change for the better.

One example of an excellent leader is the Danish Prime Minister Jens 
Otto Krag, who succeeded in getting Denmark into the European Union 
in 1972 with a very small majority.

Jens Otto Krag said something in 1966 that places him as one of the first 
documented agile leader personalities with strong navigation capability 
seen from a modern standpoint:

“You have a point of view, until you take on a new one.”

In 1966, many interpreted this expression as outrageous, while others 
were confirmed in their perception of Jens Otto Krag as a pragmatic poli-
tician who knew how to navigate.

The leaders do not make decisions too often; they make sure that the 
teams involved with their strategic initiatives are established in such a way 
that they can operate efficiently and make appropriate decisions by them-
selves within the scope of the initiative.

We will look deeper into team building in the next chapter.

1.11  LESSONS LEARNED

Once an idea is born, it is the foundation for even better ideas—if you 
share it.

We learn as much from clients and partners as they learn from us.
We are here to have fun, not to live in fear that someone will steal our ideas.
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The presented standards are specific methods and techniques used by 
my companies, which is rarely the case with the public standards 
that refer to best practice, but do not show what this best practice 
is.

We present why and how we have done something. The public stan-
dards present what to do and to some extent why, but only in rare 
cases how.

Enterprise Information Systems, Business Behavior, and Business 
Organization are continuously kept synchronized and adapted to 
the environmental conditions and opportunities in order for the 
enterprise to obtain the maximum benefits from technology, market 
opportunities, knowledge, and experience.

Strategic initiatives comprise most often planning, development, and 
implementation of new Information Systems and adaptation to 
already implemented ones.

Corporate leadership establishes the strategy of a corporation. The 
strategy tells you why the organization has been established the way 
it is.

The Strategic Initiatives establish the why, the what, the when, the how, and 
the who concerned with sustaining, changing, and improving business 
procedures and infrastructure in support of the corporate strategy.

The Agile Quality Management standards used in strategic initia-
tives comprise:

•	 Identification and activation of stakeholders to be involved
•	 Communication
•	 Team building
•	 Decision making
•	 Documentation

The agile ongoing quality assurance of the solution, the organization, 
and the processes of a strategic initiative has contributed to the suc-
cess of the methods used.

The agility is there to overcome the constraints of mistrust and suspi-
cion among strategic initiative stakeholders. The core agility prin-
ciple is:

Each process from the definition of the initial need for change to the final 
delivery of the agreed solution contributes to stakeholder trust, mutual 
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respect, motivation, and willingness to take ownership of the solution 
components delivered.

The first action in the establishment of a strategic initiative scope is 
to identify the initial objective of the sponsor and the initial key-
stakeholders to be involved with the initiative. You respect that you 
do not  know what the real scope is—yet.

When establishing a strategic initiative, you make a serious effort to 
get to know all the stakeholders that are concerned, that is, to have 
a dialogue with key persons and organizations that potentially 
could benefit or suffer from it. This is especially true for the less 
visible and less obvious stakeholders such as unions, politicians, 
government, legal bodies, and potential competitive businesses 
and partners.

Once we have defined and agreed to the larger scope and the required 
activities and their leaders and managers, we are ready to build the 
teams for solution establishment, risk, and change management.

The “no excuse for failure” principle implies:

•	 Involved human and technological resources are fully qualified to 
deliver the required and documented solution.

•	 The involved resources are allocated and committed in such a way 
that their work is done and that the results are delivered without 
costly interruption, delay, and cost overrun.

Simulated Accept-Testing allows timely and pertinent decisions about 
required changes to take place without disturbing the progress of 
complete solution delivery.

The objectives and visions cannot be the strategy on their own because 
the strategy is also the way, the method chosen to meet the objectives 
and make the vision come true, that is, the strategic initiatives.

It is very difficult to replace people on teams, especially the people lead-
ing or managing the teams, because the people that are asked to 
leave quite often interpret this as a personal defeat. The people that 
stay often regard the replacement as a management failure or weak-
ness, which raises their suspicion of further blunders to come.

You can recognize a high-quality strategy by the fact that the results 
correspond to the objective that has visibly (i.e., documented) been 
adjusted to what the stakeholders need and expect in the end.
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The leaders do not make decisions too often, they make sure that the 
teams involved with their strategic initiatives are established in such 
a way that they can operate efficiently and make appropriate deci-
sions by themselves within the scope of the initiative.
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2
Team Building for a Strategic Initiative

A Strategic Initiative is taken because an organization or someone with 
enough power, the sponsor, has seen or been convinced about an opportunity 
worth going for or a threat that can be avoided or mitigated. This opportunity 
or threat is the initial cause behind a need for change to a better situation.

The initial challenge of the Strategic Initiative sponsor is to formulate 
the basic need and the initial scope, and to find the competent people that 
can and will be involved with this Strategic Initiative to make it successful.

Team building is concerned with the establishment of the best possible 
organization to perform the Strategic Initiative:

•	 Selection of people to become key-stakeholders in the Strategic Initiative
•	 Establishment of the teams of people and the roles and responsibili-

ties of the people in the teams
•	 Definition of the roles and responsibilities of the teams to perform 

the tasks required during the lifecycle of the Strategic Initiative
•	 Establishment of the physical and technological environment within 

which the chosen people can act and communicate in an optimal way
•	 Establishment of standards to be used for processes, documentation, 

and deliverables in order to manage the quality of work, deliverables, 
and final solution delivered by the teams

Team building is a way to generate synergy; that is, the teams are organized 
in such a way that the performance of any team is higher than the perfor-
mance measured as the sum of the team members’ individual performances.

The persons to be involved with the Strategic Initiative will contribute in 
different ways to the success of the initiative tasks:

•	 Initiate, approve, and govern the Strategic Initiative
•	 Implement the Strategic Initiative in the corporate strategy
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•	 Coach and facilitate the Strategic Initiative activities
•	 Plan (develop) the Strategic Initiative
•	 Develop solution components
•	 Implement solution components
•	 Evaluate the Strategic Initiative quality
•	 Evaluate the Strategic Initiative performance

In order to ensure the best possible contribution to the Strategic Initiative 
from competent persons and teams, the sponsor provides them with the 
information, tools, techniques, environments, facilities, and whatever 
else that is needed to ensure their motivation and ability to perform well 
according to the “no excuse for failure” principle.

2.1 � GET A STRATEGIC INITIATIVE 
OFF TO A GOOD START

Irrespective of what the Strategic Initiative is dealing with, which types 
and sizes of organizations are involved, what kind of people are available, 
etc. there is only one way to get the initiative off to a good start:

Get the key-stakeholders together and give them no excuse for failure to 
define the scope of the strategic initiative.

A key-stakeholder is someone with power, knowledge, experience, and 
competence within the context of the Strategic Initiative that you need to 
get involved in the initiative in order to make the initiative successful. It is 
a person who can create or sponsor the development and implementation 
of some part of the solutions you need. This part of the solution can be 
infrastructure such as land or public transport and institutions or it can 
be usage of new technology that can give you important benefits.

Other stakeholders are the classical ones that might benefit or suffer 
from the Strategic Initiative without being directly involved. You still 
need to make these stakeholders as happy as possible, which in some cases 
means “as little unhappy as possible.”

You use communication and remuneration to make stakeholders happy, 
but in order to make the communication and remuneration successful you 
need to know the stakeholders and their needs and expectations.
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This simple stakeholder-based way to get the Strategic Initiative off to a 
good start poses some important questions to be answered before you can 
kick off the initiative:

•	 How do you identify the key-stakeholders?
•	 How do you communicate with the key-stakeholders?
•	 What is “no excuse for failure” in your Strategic Initiative?
•	 How do you get the key-stakeholders motivated for your Strategic 

Initiative?
•	 What is the scope of your Strategic Initiative?

There are no simple answers to these questions because the answers are 
hidden in the heads of quite a few people and some answers might only 
appear once you start asking questions to potential stakeholders and look 
into whatever experience material you can find.

I will show how I have handled these questions with some examples and 
let you judge the pertinence for yourself.

In all the examples, I have had the role as Coach/Facilitator for the 
Strategic Initiative sponsor; sometimes supported by other Coaches/
Facilitators from my company or from other organizations. When I talk 
about “we” in the following examples, it means the Strategic Initiative 
sponsor and the Coach/Facilitator.

In rare cases, I have been faced with the problem of making some key-
stakeholders “as little unhappy as possible,” which also will be explained 
by examples for you to evaluate.

2.1.1  The Sponsor Role

The sponsor initiates the Strategic Initiative and signs off on the scope as it 
is established originally and as it is adapted to new conditions and events 
during the lifecycle of the Strategic Initiative.

The sponsor establishes the Strategy Governance team.
In the case where a sponsor is a group of people such as shareholders 

or a public institution, such a sponsor is represented by a de facto spon-
sor role.

The de facto sponsor is a person who performs decisions on behalf of 
the original sponsor and who participates directly in planning and imple-
mentation on a high level, for example, on program management or the 
corporate management level.
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The original sponsor might not exist as a person at all. Imagine a defense 
budget and a political decision to make the defense green with a part of the 
defense budget assigned to this objective. In this case, the sponsor is the 
government and the defense minister, but the government and the defense 
minister are not personally visible in the Strategic Initiative. However, a 
person has been made responsible for this task with a budget, and this 
person is the de facto sponsor.

For the purpose of Strategic Initiative treatment in this book, I will use 
the term “sponsor” for the de facto sponsor. If reference is made to the 
original sponsor organization, this is explicitly explained.

It is important to get to know the people with power and influence 
in the original sponsor organization. These people are key-stakeholders 
who are kept informed about the Strategic Initiative progress and who 
continually are motivated to support the initiative and the (de facto) 
sponsor.

The sponsor might be a CIO, a CEO, a CFO, or simply a program or 
a project manager appointed for the specific purpose of the Strategic 
Initiative.

The sponsor person might have more than one role in a Strategic Initiative.

2.1.2  The Coach/Facilitator Role

The Coach/Facilitator delivers the quality system and supports all 
directly involved team members and managers with appropriate guide-
lines, procedures, and documentation standards during the length of the 
Strategic Initiative.

The Coach/Facilitator role is most often delivered out of the corporate 
project office if this has been established.

The Coach/Facilitator ensures high-quality preparation and conduction 
of workshops, studies, and working conditions in support of teams to be 
established or already performing work.

The Coach/Facilitator has an important role to ensure the establishment 
of “no excuse for failure” teams.

The role that my company most often has delivered to our clients is the 
Coach/Facilitator role, especially in the case where the client wants to 
work according to a predefined set of methods.

In most cases, more than one person will take on the role of Coach/
Facilitator during a Strategic Initiative because different organizational 
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levels and objectives of teams or workgroups demand different knowledge, 
skill, and experience from their Coaches/Facilitators.

A Coach/Facilitator who coaches a general manager or a program man-
ager will normally have a profile other than a Coach/Facilitator looking 
after an agile team of developers and implementers simply because the 
methods and standards used are very different and therefore demand dif-
ferent experience and knowledge from the Coach/Facilitators.

You can combine a group of Coaches/Facilitators in a Process Gover
nance Team that supports one or more teams and workgroups under a 
Strategic Initiative.

In most cases, my company has employed competent external Coaches/
Facilitators for our own Strategic Initiatives. When being external to the 
coached/facilitated organization, Coaches/Facilitators can contribute con-
siderably to the value of the result of Strategic Initiatives because of their 
broader experience and because an external Coach/Facilitator has no con-
straints of thought and ideas based on former experience with the manage-
ment of the coached/facilitated organization.

2.1.3  The Unknown Unknowns

Before talking about how the Coach/Facilitator and the Sponsor can work 
together to identify key-stakeholders and to define the initial scope of the 
Strategic Initiative, I refer to a press conference with U.S. Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld in NATO*, Brussels, June 6, 2002. Mr. Rumsfeld 
outlined the challenges faced in a complex defense situation, which could 
just as well be a Strategic Initiative situation:

Question from the audience: Regarding terrorism and weapons of mass 
destruction, you said something to the effect that the real situation is worse 
than the facts show. I wonder if you could tell us what is worse than is gen-
erally understood.

Rumsfeld: Sure. All of us in this (defense) business read intelligence 
information. And we read it daily and we think about it and it becomes, in 
our minds, essentially what exists. And that is wrong. It is not what exists.

I say that because I have had experiences where I have gone back and done 
a great deal of work and analysis on intelligence information and looked at 
important countries, target countries, looked at important subject matters 
with respect to those target countries and asked, probed deeper and deeper 

*	 Donald Rumsfeld press conference, June 6, 2002. http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2002/s020606g.
htm (With permission of NATO).
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and kept probing until I found out what it is we knew, and when we learned 
it, and when it actually had existed.

And I found that, not to my surprise, but I think anytime you look at 
it that way what you find is that there are very important pieces of intel-
ligence information that countries, that spend a lot of money, and a lot of 
time with a lot of wonderful people trying to learn more about what’s going 
on in the world, did not know some significant event for two years after it 
happened, for four years after it happened, for six years after it happened, 
in some cases 11 and 12 and 13 years after it happened.

Now what is the message there? The message is that there are no 
“knowns.” There are things we know that we know. There are known 
unknowns. That is to say, there are things that we now know we do not 
know. However, there are also unknown unknowns. There are things we 
do not know we do not know. So when we do the best we can and we 
pull all this information together, and we then say well that’s basically 
what we see as the situation, that is really only the known knowns and 
the known unknowns. And each year, we discover a few more of those 
unknown unknowns.

It sounds like a riddle. It is not a riddle. It is a very serious, important 
matter.

There is another way to phrase that and that is that the absence of evi-
dence is not evidence of absence. It is basically saying the same thing in 
a different way. Simply because you do not have evidence that something 
exists does not mean that you have evidence that it does not exist. And yet 
almost always, when we make our threat assessments, when we look at the 
world, we end up basing it on the first two pieces of that puzzle, rather than 
all three.

Together with the key-stakeholders to be involved in the Strategic 
Initiative, we want to define the Strategic Initiative scope precisely:

•	 Why the Strategic Initiative is required
•	 The organizations to be involved and why
•	 Solutions and products to be delivered and why
•	 The needed quality of the solutions and product and why

We are faced with conditions that are not only the known ones. The 
Strategic Initiative conditions also comprise the unknown ones that we 
will meet in the future.
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The current and future conditions present us with threats and opportu-
nities that demand our response:

The known knowns These conditions have been documented in whatever 
requirements spec or problem list that has already been 
established.

The known unknowns These conditions are known by stakeholders that have not yet 
been involved. It is the current pertinent tacit knowledge that 
you need to activate to understand more about your 
opportunities and threats.

The unknown knowns These conditions should have been documented in 
requirements spec and problem lists, but these conditions are 
so obvious that no one thought about documenting them.

The unknown 
unknowns

These conditions you might discover as group synergy or by 
simple luck, but you will not find them if the minds of you and 
your stakeholders have not been set to be observant and 
creative—to “think out of the box.”

2.1.4  Stakeholder Identification

Strategic Initiatives can have many different preconditions that will play an 
important role for the initial identification and selection of stakeholders:

•	 There might be a requirements specification that explains in detail 
what is expected from the Strategic Initiative.

•	 We might have signed a contract that explains in detail what is expected 
from the Strategic Initiative and what our roles are expected to be.

•	 There might be only a wish list established by the original sponsor 
who has only a vague idea about what is at stake in order to succeed 
with the initiative.

•	 There might be only a list of problems to be resolved and it is up to 
us to decide on our respective roles (Coach/Facilitator and Sponsor) 
and the roles of other key-stakeholders to be involved in the Strategic 
Initiative.

Once contracts, direct orders, or other agreements have ensured that 
the original sponsor supports the initiative, we start searching for the key-
stakeholders to participate in the future Strategy Governance Team.

Although the preconditions are important and we have to know and 
understand them, they are historical. Requirements specifications, 
wish lists, and even contracts are merely guidelines to get the initiative 
started off.
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In most cases, you will find a first answer to why the Strategic Initiative 
is conducted in these preconditions, but sometimes even this impor-
tant “why” is answered only with a political decision that in vague terms 
addresses the real opportunities of the Strategic Initiative.

It becomes a task of the chosen key-stakeholders and ourselves to answer 
the why question and the what and the when and the how questions as 
well of course in order to fully get to a common understanding and agree-
ment about our opportunities and threats.

If we do not get the why right relatively early, we will have a hard time to 
motivate future key-stakeholders to get on board and to stay active in and 
motivated for the Strategic Initiative until the initiative closes out. Only if 
people feel that they contribute to something valuable can you keep them 
motivated. We keep this feeling alive by involving the stakeholders in 
Strategic Initiative processes where they can and will contribute positively 
and visibly to the result.

The Sponsor has knowledge about who the key-stakeholders might be 
and the Coach/Facilitator has knowledge and experience about how stake-
holders can be treated and made happy, once identified.

To help us identify the key-stakeholders of the Strategic Initiative we 
establish the organogram with the organizational units to be involved 
(Figure 2.1)

We will also use the Value Chain to identify pertinent organization 
units and business processes for the Strategic Initiative (Figure 2.2).
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For each pertinent organization unit we outline their quality objects:

•	 Products
•	 What, how, and why they deliver what to or receive what from 

other organizational units externally and internally
•	 Quality, that is, why the clients like what they deliver
•	 What they produce in support of their own processes
•	 Key figures such as number of employees, annual production 

volume, cost of operation, etc.
•	 Processes

•	 What they do and why they do it
•	 Productivity measures
•	 Efficiency

•	 Organization
•	 Functional Areas
•	 Managers
•	 Clients internally and externally
•	 Key knowledge persons (skill, experience, competence)
•	 Communication and knowledge sharing
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We discuss and document why each of these quality objects has an influ-
ence on or is the reason behind the known problems and objectives for the 
Strategic Initiative. We use this knowledge—and, quite often, the lack of 
knowledge on our part—to prepare ourselves for the initial dialogues with 
identified key-stakeholders.

Sometimes enterprise management or another original sponsor has 
already pointed out the key-stakeholders, but we still need to get to know 
their motivation for involvement in the Strategic Initiative.

We ask the key-stakeholders to tell us what they think the opportuni-
ties and threats are if we pursue the Strategic Initiative. We also ask them 
what they think the opportunities and threats are if we do not pursue the 
Strategic Initiative.

Finally, we ask questions that are more personal in order to measure 
their motivation for getting involved with the Strategic Initiative:

•	 What is your vision of the future situation when the Strategic 
Initiative has been successfully completed?

•	 What could your mission and role be in this Strategic Initiative if or 
when you get involved?

This initial dialogue with potential key-stakeholders who are potential 
participants in the Strategy Governance Team makes it possible for us to 
answer the why question with focus on real pertinent opportunities and 
threats. We obtain the information we need to prepare the Process Quality 
Assurance (PQA) to kick off the Strategic Initiative on corporate or strat-
egy governance level.

You use the same type of dialogue to prepare PQA processes for other 
PQA Teams that are established on a lower level.

2.2  KEY-STAKEHOLDER SELECTION EXAMPLES

The examples shown have all been used to prepare PQA workshops or 
similar team building brainstorming workshops to kick off important 
Strategic Initiatives.

The first two examples comprise comprehensive changes to business 
processes required because the market and the client needs had changed 
with availability of new technological opportunities.
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The third example is the private bank information system swap that was 
provoked by its technology being out of date. Contrary to the two former 
cases, this one has a demand for as little change as possible to business 
processes. It has to be proven that the new COTS application can at least 
handle the known business processes when it has been set up as required 
by the users.

2.2.1 � A Merged ICT Consulting Enterprise 
Project Management Improvement

In this case, my company was called in as Coaches/Facilitators based 
on our long-time experience of program and project management of 
Information System implementation in international organizations.

The client had fully trained and certified program and project manag-
ers based on project experience in the Information and Communication 
Technology (ICT) industry, but also from implementation of SAP-based 
information system solutions.

SAP is an Enterprise Resource Planning COTS software package well 
known worldwide that can support business functions in any type of 
organization. The original application modules comprised Production 
Management, Inventory Management, Distribution Management, and 
Financial Management.

On the experience and competence level we were peers, but with very 
different and complementary backgrounds.

2.2.1.1  Initial Problems and Needs

The ICT and IT consulting firm is a merger of three organizations. This 
merger belongs to an international ICT consulting corporation with more 
than 30,000 employees. The local consulting firm runs numerous projects 
and smaller tasks to implement often-comprehensive client solutions and 
to implement their own Information System solutions based on SAP and 
other integrated software.

Project Management is a primary skill and competence of the ICT man-
agement consultants. In the various departments and functional areas 
there are different traditions for handling of projects and for registering 
the time spent on these.

It is essential that the time spent on all projects be recorded system-
atically and reliably, so that the experience can be used for future client 
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offers and for improvement of the procedures used internally and exter-
nally. Some of the recorded time is used directly as a basis for billing of 
customers.

Registration of time spent must be coordinated so that the principles 
are the same from functional area to functional area, but without the spe-
cific requirements of each functional area being ignored. The different 
functional areas use specific Work Breakdown Structures with specific 
phases and milestones in support of their specific project planning and 
tracking needs that all must be supported by the new cross-organizational 
solution.

The Strategic Initiative must establish the basic requirements for future 
registration of time spent and develop an implementation plan, so this 
initial time registration can be started in April.

Since the time spent must be recorded in relation to projects, a very sim-
ple way to visualize the projects must also be conceived so that employees 
can record their time spent.

The Information System to be implemented will use a COTS application 
that includes the following needed functionality:

•	 Central repository of projects, resources, teams, user rights, and fun-
damental standards.

•	 Scheduler for the creation of projects, allocation of resources (from 
an assigned team) on tasks, and planning and follow-up on phases 
and activities.

•	 Time recording for employees to record time spent as resources on 
the created projects.

The project group’s (this was the Strategy Governance Team) initial 
objective and task is to establish the scope and the initial requirements 
for the future Project Management Information System that meets the 
requirements for time recording, which can be transferred to SAP when it 
has been checked and approved.

2.2.1.2  Sponsor and Strategy Governance Team Member Selection

The sponsor on this Strategic Initiative was the Project Support Office 
Manager. The project had attention from and the budget approved by the 
corporate HQ because the same need was recognized worldwide. The cor-
porate HQ was the original sponsor.
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The sponsor and I selected the team members among the following 
stakeholders:

Managers with long-time experience from conducting all types of 
ICT projects

Managers with experience from internal and external SAP projects
Project office managers to support the future solution implementation
Education manager to support the future solution implementation
Finance support manager in charge of internal accounting and invoic-

ing of clients

The original sponsors (corporate stakeholders) were waiting for the 
result, but they were not directly involved.

After successful implementation of the new Project Management solu-
tion, my sponsor was promoted to implement the solution across Europe.

2.2.1.3  Strategy Governance Team Members

Network Integration Manager
Managed Service Manager
Enterprise System Integration Manager
Business Solutions Manager
Finance Manager
Finance Support (SAP)
Education Manager (internal education)
Education Manager (client education)
Project Support Office Manager (Sponsor)
Project Support Office PM Support
Project Support Office SAP Support

The team size of 11 people is not optimal (we regard 4 to 8 people as 
optimal) because too many ideas of marginal interest make the workshop 
take longer time to conduct without improving the result. You may reach 
a high number of participants in the Strategy Governance Team when 
many cross-organizational business procedure changes are required.

In this case, the Strategy Governance Team was big because the partici-
pants from different merged organizations needed to find a common play-
ground for future Project Management, which would imply quite a few 
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business process changes even in light of that part of the objective, which 
was to respect the individual behaviors and needs as much as possible.

2.2.2 � Web Catalog Factory (WCAT) Order 
Management Improvement

In this case, my company was called in to develop and implement its 
future Project Management solution to be fully integrated with its Order 
and Production Management systems.

The case involves usage of the PQA procedure to establish motivation 
and involvement across all departments, which will be explained further 
under PQA examples.

Our own technicians and developers would work closely together with 
their own IT staff in order to develop the integrated solution and to pre-
pare the education of the staff that would use the implemented informa-
tion system solution.

2.2.2.1  Initial Problems and Needs

The company is one of the world’s most important suppliers of systems for 
production and maintenance of web-based catalogs to be reachable from 
many media. The catalogs can retrieve information across many databases 
and data media from alternative data providers.

Customers are typically large international companies with internation-
ally distributed production and sale of their products.

Projects comprise internal development of standard systems and tailor-
made customer solutions. Client solutions may be recurring orders involv-
ing only a few adjustments in each case, or they may be completely new 
orders with varying degrees of solution development.

Customer projects today require no great intensity in cooperation with 
the customer, but there is a tendency for it to become increasingly neces-
sary to involve the client’s employees in system development, especially 
when it comes to more advanced user interfaces.

The wish for a new and better project environment must be seen as a 
natural progression toward greater efficiency and steadily improved com-
petitiveness and customer service.

To improve efficiency, a better overview of production processes and 
their contexts is needed. Production process data must be collected 
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systematically in a way that allows for preparation of standard times for 
standardized procedures. Production process data must show how coop-
eration between the various departments is handled during a project so 
that handover of partial deliveries can be ensured in time with the right 
quality.

It must be possible to assign available scarce resources across national 
borders.

It must be possible to prioritize projects, so that less critical projects do 
not inadvertently get critical resources assigned at a time when a more 
critical project requires their usage.

In order to increase competitiveness, besides through increased effi-
ciency, it must be possible to analyze the impact on the production 
capacity of each customer order accurately in order to be able to build 
a realistic plan for cooperation with the customer on completion of a 
delivery.

The teams that are expected to complete a project must be shown as 
early as possible in the project database so that departments can plan 
their resource availability. The overview of resource capacity and the sta-
tus of ongoing projects must be internationally available to sales and proj-
ect management.

The future project information system must create visibility of active and 
planned projects so that the cooperation between project participants, proj-
ect managers, and department managers can be handled on a realistic basis.

Acquired experience must be classified and available so that it can be 
used for future estimation and projects planning.

It is especially desirable that project participants can visualize that they 
have been good at planning their projects.

The Project Management Information System combined with improved 
business processes must ensure reliable and consistent information and 
communication in support of the daily project management and the long-
term capacity planning of resources.

It is essential that the organization is prepared to exploit the system 
functionality effectively before the system is fully implemented. Many 
small victories are better than one “big bang.” 

It is important that workflows around the system usage are in place and 
that there is education covering the concurrent usage of all integrated 
information systems for project management.

Finally, it is important that pertinent standards are established and 
implemented before the systems go into operation.
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2.2.2.2  Sponsor and Strategy Governance Team Member Selection

My sponsor on this project was the General Manager. Besides getting the 
new information system in production as fast as possible, his primary 
objective was to establish broad motivation for the implementation of the 
future solution. It was therefore essential that all future types of users were 
represented in the Strategy Governance Team.

The following departments were identified to be involved:

•	 Administration
•	 Sales
•	 Client Support
•	 Planning
•	 Development
•	 Production
•	 Quality
•	 IT

2.2.2.3  Strategy Governance Team Members

The following were Strategy Governance Team Members:

General Manager
Deputy General Manager
Development Manager
Finance Manager
Sales Manager
Client Service Manager
Client Project Manager
Quality Manager
Production Manager
Deputy Production Manager
IT Development Manager
Lyngso coach/facilitator (Project Management Information System 

Development and User Education)

The Project Governance Team is rather big because a large number of 
business procedures will change, which needs involvement in decision-
making across the whole organization. No single business function has 
the ultimate recipe for the future workflow.
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2.2.3  Private Bank Information Systems Swap

In this case, I was contracted to be Coach/Facilitator for the Program 
Manager for a huge information system swap program involving:

•	 Swap of technology
•	 Swap of databases
•	 Complete workflow requirements documentation
•	 A big COTS back office application bought by top management yet to 

be set up and implemented
•	 Integration of a COTS-based reconciliation system
•	 Integration with a COTS-based fund management system
•	 Procurement and implementation of their future COTS-based 

finance solution
•	 Development of client and risk reporting
•	 Development of system integration
•	 Procurement of competent resources

Initially my title was Project Manager with direct report to the Program 
Manager. The initial objective was to get the program projects under con-
trol and to establish reliable progress tracking. In this respect, I was the 
Coach/Facilitator for the Program Manager, but that title was not recog-
nized in the private bank organization.

2.2.3.1  Initial Problems and Needs

We have already seen some of the preconditions of this big program, but 
there are even more alarming reasons to perform immediate recovery:

•	 There was no Program Governance Team in place.
•	 The former IT Director had left the bank.
•	 Projects were only informally established without visible management.
•	 There were no requirements specifications.
•	 The current IT business system technology had to be swapped out 

quickly because it was without original vendor support (spare parts 
were only available from faced out equipment that was difficult to 
find).

•	 Project activities were performed by internal and external con-
sultants in IT, the external ones invoicing monthly, but no one 
understands why the activities are performed, what the result is, and 
how the activities are performed.
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•	 Training of busy future users had been initiated using the COTS appli-
cation without adaptation to the users information system needs.

•	 The future users of the COTS application were very dissatisfied with 
what they saw during training and demonstrations.

•	 There was general frustration with the program progress, especially 
on the management level.

•	 A Program Manager had lost control.
•	 There was a new IT Director who did not like to see his budget spent 

on useless deliverables.
•	 There was no time to waste as the bank was faced with a risk of total 

IT breakdown every day.

I was not employed directly as the Coach/Facilitator for the IT Director 
initially; he only later became my Sponsor. My contract to be Project 
Manager with reference to the Program Manager was signed by the Program 
Manager.

The IT Director was new in the organization and he did not know any-
one other than the Deputy General Manager who had signed his own 
contract. He was of course aware of the dissatisfaction and management 
frustration with the COTS implementation.

The COTS implementation Program Manager and the predecessor to 
the new IT Director had signed the contract that allowed external IT man-
agement consultants to send monthly invoices against the IT budget based 
on worked hours, not on results.

My first task was to get to know the Program Manager and to dig into 
what was happening in the program.

We quickly discovered that the external and internal consultants were doing 
GAP analysis. They evaluated all existing software functionality in order to 
establish whether it could be handled by the future COTS-based solution.

The internal and external IT management consultants involved with 
the GAP analysis rarely talked to the business users unless they had been 
involved directly with the former solution development.

There was no formal project plan and the documents from the GAP 
analysis were unusable because they just stated whether a solution could 
survive, never why or how it was accepted or refused.

Many future COTS application users had been given training in the 
COTS application that had not been adapted to their needs (yet). These 
needs were not documented. All users talked openly about their frustra-
tion to the new IT Director.
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I presented these problems to the Program Manager, my contractual 
sponsor. As the Program Manager directly employed me, I was of course 
loyal to him and his decisions, so he was the first person to know about my 
observations that were of no surprise to him.

In full agreement with the new IT Director, we all agreed that we could 
not start criticizing the active program because:

•	 The program was initiated and backed up from top management level.
•	 Criticism this late would create more frustration in the program 

team, which was already under heavy pressure.

We decided that I would present myself and a recovery plan (“Suggested 
Improvements to the Project Plan”) to the current Program Manager and 
his managing team members.

The Program Team was established with:

•	 Primarily IT-based resources
•	 A few selected business operation staff with IT solution knowledge
•	 One COTS vendor representative
•	 The manager of the external management consultants

There was absolutely no finger pointing at anyone in my presentation.
The presentation had no suggestions about enhanced management, only 

suggested changes to activities and objectives to speed up progress and get 
real results.

The Project Manager presentation meeting resulted in the following 
minutes that were distributed to the Program Management Team and the 
IT Director. The Program Manager and the IT Director informed general 
management and bank departmental management about the situation in 
a meeting. The Program Manager criticized me heavily in this meeting, to 
which I was not invited.

When you read the minutes you will understand the reaction from the 
Program Manager, and you will probably find a way to be more diplo-
matic yourself. However, it all depends on the situation you are facing, and 
in this case, there was absolutely no time to waste. What I did not know 
was that general management had already decided to replace the Program 
Manager.

Here are the minutes of my presentation to the Program Team that 
presented a way forward to be accepted by the IT Director (it was his 
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budget) and the Program Manager (who agreed fully to the suggested 
project improvements):

The key to our success is that we can make the COTS application handle 
the Business Procedures that today are supported by outdated informa-
tion systems running on non-supported technology and that we can build 
interfaces to several applications already active and currently interfaced 
with the outdated information systems. The delivered result must support 
all business functions ideally 100%, but realistically at least on a level where 
the banking operations are legally compliant.

We can succeed by simulating the real bank operations in parallel and 
interactively on the COTS application and on all other systems to be used 
in the future solution, which will demand and also ensure that the neces-
sary communication between business competence areas of the bank and 
the bank’s IT side is established.

The target for this work is to establish an end-to-end test model, where 
we simulate all bank transactions with a variation ensuring that basically 
all possible business variance is tested.

This test model can be used again and again—also for testing of other 
applications; and it will be used during migration of systems and modules 
relating to the Core Banking Information System and the Corporate Risk 
Management Systems in order to verify that all system integration produce 
the required results.

The test model will focus on bank procedure functionality, not on COTS 
application functionality. The COTS application functionality will only be 
tested under Accept-Testing after it has been set up by experienced tech-
nicians to comply with the Banking Workflow requirements to be docu-
mented by banking user staff and departmental management.

To produce the business function test cases for our (acceptance) test 
model we need to reorganize the project organization into Workgroups 
with the following capabilities:

•	 Make necessary decisions
•	 Initiate required work
•	 Perform the work
•	 Evaluate the work done

Especially the capability to make and communicate decisions is important.
This does not mean that all persons (roles) have to work together concur-
rently all the time, but it does mean that all roles and lines of communication 
are precisely defined before work is initiated in a Workgroup. This will 
avoid any waste of time waiting for decisions to be made or waiting for 
facilities to be available.
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Workgroups will cover both business functionality and the IT 
environment.

Assigned resources will typically work in more than one Workgroup, 
which will contribute to facilitate the communication between Workgroups.

Each Workgroup will have the responsibility to produce test cases 
(Workflows) of the production of specific (business) products (transac-
tions, corporate actions, static data, reports, etc.) used either directly by 
bank clients or by other internal or external organizations/functions.

The consequences for the activities in current workshops are the 
following:

•	 Workshops will be used only for production of test cases (Workflows) 
to be used by the COTS system engineers for the setting up of sup-
porting functionality in the COTS application.

•	 More than one Workgroup can participate in a workshop in order to 
ensure that all necessary knowledge and experience is used for pro-
duction and evaluation of the produced test cases (validity, relevance, 
completeness, and consistency).

•	 The test cases are not developed in detail on the workshops—each 
individual Workgroup does the actual definition of test data within 
an agreed deadline.

•	 Each Workgroup participant will have access to use a current informa-
tion system playground version for implementation, documentation of 
current Workflows, and for desktop-based verification of the results.

•	 Once the COTS application has been set up to accommodate a busi-
ness function in its own playground IT environment, the relevant 
Workgroups will start producing training material to be used during 
Accept-Testing and later—after approval—for training of business 
end users and IT support.

The test cases will later on be used in formal Acceptance Test Sessions 
(workshops), when a test ready version of the COTS application has been 
set up by competent resources (not yet assigned to the program) to be 
Acceptance Tested.

In parallel with Workgroups producing business test cases, other 
Workgroups from IT operation, IT development, and IT infrastructure 
will be active:

•	 They prepare, operate, and maintain an agreed level of system service 
for current applications and later on the COTS application in a play-
ground to be established.

•	 They set up the COTS application to be ready for bank user Accept-Testing 
and later on for user training and training of IT support personnel.
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•	 They set up the COTS application and integrated information sys-
tems IT environment with backup, rollback, job creation, job execu-
tion, interface setup and timing, controlled operation, etc.

The idea is to generate a complete overview of and control with the capa-
bilities of the COTS application-based Core Banking solution ready for 
Accept-Testing once all at this point known preconditions are met. We 
know that the COTS application quality will surprise us a lot during setup, 
e.g., the current list of problems and issues is already too long.

This primary target will be met by the end of June.
Between the end of June and until the end of September we will build (and 

simulated acceptance test) all the bits and pieces required for interfaces from 
current applications to the COTS application and for database conversion 
from the current information systems to the COTS application SQL database.

The objective is to replace the outdated information systems completely 
with the COTS application enhanced with functionality of interfaced 
known systems, and new information systems, e.g., the future finance solu-
tion to be established into the final new Core Banking solution.

All developed elements are documented:

•	 Test model
•	 Business processes
•	 User interfaces
•	 Jobs
•	 Interface solutions
•	 Data conversion rules and routines
•	 COTS application setup
•	 Reporting requirements and solutions

For each element it is declared why it has been done and why it has been 
made the way it is—hereby ensuring full traceability of issues and problems 
to simplify future maintenance, integration, and migration.

Project activities and decisions are documented with planned outcome, 
roles, responsibilities, and achieved results.

The project progress is documented in status reports with lists of outstand-
ing issues. This work is handled under the heading of “Project Administration,” 
which will also look after project accounting and cost control.

All formal tests are documented with errors and issues logged from iden-
tification until final resolution.

The document standards are established and await agreement from the 
Core Banking Project organization (starts tomorrow).

All results will be documented immediately as outlined above (starts 
tomorrow).
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This means that the work results achieved until today must be docu-
mented with the quality outlined above, if at all relevant (starts after the 
end of the current workshop).

All further workshops are rescheduled after today in order to allow for 
reorganization and completeness of Workgroups, i.e., expansion of the 
current user participation to be agreed with departmental management 
immediately.

Two days after this workshop, the Program Manager was replaced with 
me by general management (the original sponsor). I tried to warn my pre-
decessor about the risk of this event, but the General Manager had already 
made this decision with immediate execution and without asking permis-
sion from the IT Director.

2.2.3.2  Sponsor and Strategy Governance Team Member Selection

As the former work had created more frustration than solutions and as 
no functional results, not even the COTS application in a technically 
accepted state, had been delivered, my new Sponsor, the IT Director, and 
I were ready for a new start, and so was the Program Team with their new 
Program Manager.

The first action performed by the IT Director backed up fully by General 
Management was to release all external management consultants. We only 
kept two technical consultants with COTS application expertise.

We then called a meeting where we invited two other key-stakeholders 
for the “new” program:

•	 The deputy General Manager
•	 My deputy Program Manager inherited from the former Program 

Manager

Before the meeting, I had used my research results to draw up my 
dream Program Management organization that would involve all busi-
ness units including IT actively in Workgroups with agreed objectives and 
deliverables.

The suggested new Program Organization is shown in Figure 2.3.
The way that we ensured IT, Sub-contractor, and Vendor owner-

ship of the technical solution components delivered to IT and Business 
Workgroups cannot be shown directly in the organogram.
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This ownership commitment was based on contractual conditions that 
were developed especially to this end. These contractual conditions are 
explained in Chapter 4 under Procurement.

The principles used to establish the new Program Management organi-
zation were:

•	 Establishment of the Strategy Governance team.
•	 Involvement of competent resources in organizational elements 

that get no excuse for failure, for example, the Program Manager 
ensures access to required document standards to be agreed by and 
used by all involved Workgroups. Many organization elements had 
no resources at all which was a problem and an opportunity at the 
same time because it allowed the new Strategy Governance Team to 
establish these elements in an optimal way.

•	 Business including IT ownership of all solution components to 
be delivered.

•	 Thorough quality management ensured by the Strategy Governance 
Team and directly managed by the Program Manger and his deputy. 
The deputy Program Manager had several years of experience from 
all business operations and could evaluate and challenge the quality 
of all Workgroup Workflow documents delivered for COTS applica-
tion setup.

•	 Although some business function managers were more important than 
others were, it was clearly stated that Program Workgroup involve-
ment respected only program specific management appointments. 
All Workgroup Managers reported to the Strategy Governance Team. 
Most of the Workgroup managers were also Business Organization 
managers with responsibility for the business processes treated by 
the Workgroups, which made it easier to ensure that the best pos-
sible resources got the necessary priority to perform the work with 
Workflow documentation.

PQA workshops were deemed unnecessary because only one key success 
factor was pertinent:

All business functionality must be compliantly supported by the new 
COTS application and other interfaced applications before the old technol-
ogy breaks down.



62  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

To fulfill this success factor we had to execute all the activity in the 
project plans to be developed. The Strategy Governance Team possessed 
together all the knowledge, skill, experience, power, and competence nec-
essary to establish the project plans with deliverables, solution compo-
nents, organization, communication requirements, etc.

We replaced the PQA Workshop with a special Information Require
ments Study (IRS) workshop, where all departmental managers and their 
deputy managers participated (20 people in all). In the IRS workshop we 
established all business process Workgroups and their scope of require-
ments specification Workflow production.

The project plans of course were fully documented and signed off by 
all pertinent managers for execution. All activities within the scope were 
fully documented and approved by the relevant Workgroup managers as 
if a PQA process had been performed.

The procurement of resources and integrated system solutions was an 
important part of the project plan that you normally only find in such 
big programs. The IT Director coached by me managed the procurement. 
My company delivered the concepts for requirements specifications and 
contractor contracts.

The final organization had more than 100 participants of which 50% 
were employed full time during the implementation of this Strategic 
Initiative that finally was run as a program.

2.2.3.3  Strategy Governance Team Members

The following were Strategy Governance Team Members:

Deputy General Manager
IT Director
Program Manger
Deputy Program Manager

The Strategy Governance Team was small because no cross-organizational 
business procedures were allowed to change unless absolutely necessary for 
legal or required business change purposes. If major procedural changes 
need implementation later, the Strategy Governance Team can be expanded.

In this context, completeness of the program with respect to projects 
and resources can be decided with support from the group of experts 
already known by the Strategy Governance Team.
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A formal PQA process was not needed. The documentation that would have 
been established through the PQA processes still had to be produced in order 
to document the complete program plan and project plans that in the end 
delivered the required result. This documentation comprised detailed agreed 
upon requirements specifications for the deliverables from all Workgroups.

The deputy General Manger proved to be very efficient whenever conflict-
ing interests surfaced between business operation, IT operation, and Program 
Management. Especially where business departments thought they could 
have just an advisory role, he was very convincing in his demand for direct 
involvement. On the other hand, we never succeeded to involve the finance 
department and the risk management department in a responsible way in 
the program. Both of these departments got general management support 
in running their own parallel projects, which created a lot of problems and 
delays, but did not prevent the program from succeeding in the end. Both of 
the managers from these departments later left the private bank.

2.3 � ORGANIZATIONS FOR STRATEGIC 
INITIATIVE SUPPORT

The typical organization constructs involved with Strategic Initiatives 
from initial establishment to final implementation and governance are:

•	 A Project Office established in the line organization in support of all 
projects and programs in the corporation.

•	 A Program Office established as a secretarial function and an execu-
tive organization representing a Strategic Initiative Governance Team.

•	 Decision-making and executing teams established for the develop-
ment and implementation of Strategic Initiative results under con-
tinuously changing conditions and risk.

Some generic types of organizations and teams are outlined next.

2.3.1  The Project Office

The Project Office is established on a corporate or enterprise level to sup-
port all teams that run projects in the corporate portfolio of projects, as 
well as the projects that belong to Strategic Initiatives or programs.
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The Project Office has the role to support efficient communication among 
teams and between teams and corporate management and other stakeholders.

The Project Office governs the corporate methods, tools, and techniques 
used in the context of Project Management such as the corporate Project 
Management Information System.

This allows the Project Office to ensure valid and appropriate progress 
information from and to all teams and to and from the teams working 
under active programs and Strategic Initiatives.

The Project Office collects the planning and tracking information from 
all projects and ensures its completeness and value based on commu-
nication with all executing projects, as well as the projects established 
under programs.

This planning and tracking information is made available to all autho-
rized persons.

Access to and distribution of planning and tracking information is also 
supported by the corporate Information Management System that con-
tains and controls much more information than the project and program 
related one, for example, business performance measurement, financial 
information, client service information, etc.

The corporate Project Management Information System is normally inte-
grated with the corporate Information Management System, but not always.

2.3.2  The Program Office

The Program Office is a secretarial facility and knowledge management 
center for a specific program.

It is composed of people with in-depth knowledge and experience from 
technical, legal, and political environments that are important knowledge 
areas for the program.

Based on this knowledge and experience, the Program Office 
can ensure that important information about rules, technological 
development, and political wishes is made available to the Program 
Governance Team.

The Program Office does not make decisions, but it prepares the 
information required for decision making by the Program Governance 
Team. In this respect, the Program Office can demand progress infor-
mation from the Workgroups and the business organizations under the 
program.
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Most often, the progress information requested by the Program Office 
has been prepared and validated technically by the Workgroup teams in 
question supported by the Project Office.

2.4  TEAM TYPES FOR STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

Our primary principle for establishment of teams is our agile principle:

The best solution architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from 
self-organizing teams. Self-organizing does not ensure this situation; it is 
the fact that the teams are established in such a way that self-organizing is 
possible that ensures the situation.

For efficient Strategic Initiative handling, we have used different team 
types:

•	 Some teams are more dedicated to establishing teams and provid-
ing the teams with “no excuse for failure.” They are good at defining 
scopes and setting targets. They are excellent at producing require-
ments specifications and setting up contract terms. They are excel-
lent at communication with all types of stakeholders.

•	 Some teams are dedicated to producing and implementing solution 
components. They are good at responding to requirements and busi-
ness Workflows with solution components. They have the skills and 
competences needed to select and utilize the best possible technol-
ogy in the production of solution components.

•	 Some teams are dedicated to integration, Accept-Testing, and solu-
tion implementation. They are good at translating requirements 
specifications into business Workflows. They have business skills 
and competence that allow them to ensure legal compliance and 
secure operation and usage of integrated solution components. They 
can train and coach solution users.

The different types of teams have one set of capabilities in common 
(Figure 2.4).

We ensure that the teams can make decisions, initiate work, do the work, 
and evaluate the progress and the results obtained for process improve-
ment, that is, perform their own quality management.
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At regular intervals, the teams evaluate how to become more effec-
tive, then tune and adjust their behavior accordingly. The evaluation 
comprises communication between teams and with their environment 
of stakeholders.

This team capability to perform continuous quality improvement is 
ensured by:

•	 Dynamically providing the teams with resources that have the 
needed competences.

•	 Ensuring that an appropriate culture is in place for efficient 
communication.

•	 Ensuring that the required systems, tools, and technology are avail-
able to the team.

This is part of the “no excuse for failure” team principle.
Teams that miss some key competence might inadvertently have been 

established for two distinct reasons:

	 1.	The scope of the work for the team is defined too large, which makes 
it impossible to combine the required skills and competencies within 
one team.

	 2.	The team has been allowed to or been ordered to initiate work before 
all required skills and competences have been defined and allocated 
to the team.

Decide

Do

Evaluate Initiate

Quali�cations

Culture Structure

FIGURE 2.4
Team capabilities.
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In these cases, you will have to add time for coordination and commu-
nication across organizations or with external parties that might not have 
the same priorities or attitudes as your team. This adds duration, potential 
conflicts, bad results, and other negative effects for which you have to plan 
and to which you must respond.

By using appropriate PQA such as outlined in the introduction and dis-
cussed in detail in Chapter 3, these team-building problems and risks can 
be completely avoided.

In most Strategic Initiatives, you will work with more than one team, 
where each team is built according to the rule discussed previously. The 
cooperation between these teams is ensured with efficient communication 
and coordination managed by Program and Project Managers and sup-
ported by the Coach/Facilitators and the Project Office.

The interrelationship between and the mutual responsibility among the 
teams is documented in the agreed project plans, the program foundation, 
or in a contract.

Every time we have been faced with a new organization and a new cor-
porate culture, we have had to rethink our approach to team responsi-
bilities such as discussed in the different case histories, but the basic agile 
principles have always proven their value (Figure 2.5).

The different team constructs with which we have most often worked 
under Strategic Initiatives comprise:

•	 The Strategy Governance Team initiates a Strategic Initiative based 
on leadership decisions. The Strategy Governance Team ensures the 
successful conduct of the Strategic Initiative based on efficient com-
munication. It is the top level of Change Management.

•	 The Process Governance Team coaches one or more PQA teams 
and is the second level of Change Management. Only Process 
Governance Teams can propose Strategic Initiative changes to the 
Strategy Governance Team.

•	 The PQA Teams lead, manage, and plan activity in order to deliver 
agreed tangible and measurable results. The Strategy Governance 
Team is a PQA Team concerned with initiation and kick-off of the 
Strategic Initiative and is concerned with major changes to the 
Strategic Initiative proposed by the Process Governance Teams. The 
PQA Teams can lead one or more subordinated PQA Teams and 
manage Workgroup Teams. The PQA Teams are the first level of 
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change management. PQA Teams can suggest changes to the Process 
Governance Team that looks after the PQA Team.

•	 The Workgroup Teams perform production and implementation 
of agreed solution components. They control the quality of deliv-
ered solution components. They report progress in the Project 
Management Information System that has been implemented by the 
Project Office. Problems, Risk Conditions, and Events are reported to 
the PQA Team that manages the Workgroup Team.

2.4.1  The Strategy Governance Team

The group of people that establishes and governs a Strategic Initiative in 
the enterprise is called the Strategy Governance Team. The enterprise can 
be any type or combination of private, for profit, governmental, associa-
tive, or non-profit organization. The Strategy Governance Team can be 
from one person to many.

On a level decided by the Strategy Governance Team, it defines the 
complete set of solutions, processes, and organizations of the Strategic 
Initiative, that is, the detailed scope of the initiative.

The Strategy Governance Team has the power and the authority and 
under some constructs the full responsibility to lead the enterprise and to 
ensure that the enterprise is on track to achieve its agreed objectives.

Important Strategy Governance Team qualities include the following:

•	 Leadership—because this team establishes the original targets 
and objectives.

•	 Power—because this team sponsors the Strategic Initiative and 
makes the ultimate decisions concerning the direction and the bud-
get of the Strategic Initiative work.

•	 Authority—because if the authority is not with this team, then sub-
ordinate process governance teams and even Workgroups will chal-
lenge decisions made and create unwanted conflict.

•	 Stakeholder Trust—because Workgroups and subordinate process 
governance teams must be able to work and progress with the cer-
tainty of the Strategy Governance Team backing and support; and 
because if some key-stakeholder loses confidence in the Strategy 
Governance Team, serious destructive conflicts will surface.

•	 Responsibility—because Workgroups and subordinate process gov-
ernance teams will lose confidence and respect if management does 
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not assume its responsibility, which leads to endless discussions and 
destructive conflicts.

•	 Empathy—because even the best formulated critique and demand 
for change must be investigated in light of personal attitudes among 
team members and key-stakeholders.

•	 Good coaching—because in order to be challenged to lead and to let 
other teams manage and work, good coaching is needed.

•	 Good facilitation—because in order to cater to good decision-making 
and team-building processes, facilitation is needed.

The Strategy Governance Team consists of managers with different 
functional backgrounds:

•	 Board Members
•	 Executive Management
•	 Technology and production
•	 IT and Information Systems
•	 Logistics
•	 Finance
•	 Client Relationship Management

The Strategy Governance Team leads, guides, or inspires other teams to 
destinations they would not go to alone by:

•	 Ensuring external efficiency
•	 Doing the right things
•	 Knowing why
•	 Managing people
•	 Establishing visions
•	 Finding opportunities
•	 Empowering people and teams
•	 Building the teams
•	 Having contacts
•	 Cooperating

The leadership role does not imply that managers of other teams cannot 
be members of the Strategy Governance Team. Leadership is not a per-
sonal matter but a matter of activating knowledge, experience, and moti-
vation across a well-selected group of people with a common purpose.
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The Strategy Governance Team establishes the Strategic Initiative based 
on a thorough SWOT (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat) analyses 
that if well done ensures that the why is answered for the initiative.

•	 The Strategy Governance Team evaluates the strength and the 
weaknesses of the enterprise in the market and the environment 
where it will operate; sometimes backed up by industry experts 
and analysts.

•	 The Strategy Governance Team evaluates the opportunities for 
doing business and the threats facing the enterprise doing this busi-
ness. These threats and opportunities are the key to identification 
of possible strategic initiatives that can improve the situation of the 
enterprise.

The Strategy Governance Team has typically assigned my company to 
coach and facilitate Strategic Initiative implementation after that perti-
nence has been established with a SWOT analysis.

Only in rare cases have we met the industry experts and analysts 
employed by the Strategy Governance Team to do the SWOT analysis. 
These industry experts and analysts produce their own type of reports and 
give recommendations on the direction to take by corporate management, 
for example:

A major container line operator used a worldwide-recognized consultancy 
firm to evaluate the future development of the container line transporta-
tion industry and market. The container line operator was facing a need to 
invest in new capacity of three big carriers, a high-risk multibillion dollar 
investment, if they should continue to compete in the market.

The management consultancy firm would not recommend a continu-
ation of the container line operator in the very competitive container 
market.

My company became the strategy implementation coach and facilitator 
based on continued container line business in this enterprise. We therefore 
took the container market continuation and the market knowledge of the 
major container line operator as a given. They were, at that point in time, 
one of the most important operators in the market.

Our Information Requirements Study analysis and recommendations 
were based on the business procedures and the needs of the container line 
clients and the other market operators in continued activity.

We recommended a Strategic Initiative that would improve the competi-
tiveness of the container line.
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Our recommended strategy would bring the container line operator in 
closer contact with the clients by using a floor-to-floor concept spiced up 
with cargo unit management that ensured that clients at any point in time 
knew the exact position and condition of their cargo.

This solution could vastly improve profitability and efficiency of the 
container line operator and the client logistics under given known market 
conditions.

However, the container line operator had a very weak management 
team, who listened more carefully to the fat words of the industry analysts 
than to the much more precise and less risky recommendations from their 
Coach/Facilitator.

Although all the employees and business managers were behind our 
strategic initiative to improve competitiveness, we could not convince the 
very defensive Strategy Governance Team to continue the container line 
business.

Looking back, this defensive decision was a very bad one. Another major 
container line operator has since used a concept similar to the one devel-
oped by the business managers and us with great success.

If the Strategy Governance Team comprises people with many differ-
ent pertinent experiences and skills, there will be many different views 
on the business opportunities and threats. This multitude of views 
and experiences allows the team to establish a scope of the Strategic 
Initiative where threats and opportunities are well balanced in view of 
the strengths and weaknesses of the enterprise. However, the multitude 
of views and experiences also presents a risk of negative conflicts among 
the team members.

Once the Strategy Governance Team has established the initial scope of 
a Strategic Initiative, it establishes PQA Teams and Workgroup Teams to 
develop and implement the solution components of the Strategic Initiative. 
In this respect, the Strategy Governance Team is itself a PQA Team that 
produces PQA Teams or Workgroup Teams.

The Strategy Governance Team uses a PQA process to establish the 
underlying PQA Teams with their own scope and management.

The Strategy Governance Team does not interfere with the management 
of the PQA Teams and the Workgroup Teams once these have been estab-
lished, if they deliver what is needed and agreed to.

The Strategy Governance Team establishes a Program Office to support 
the production of requirements specifications and to perform the ongo-
ing support of the Process Governance Teams, the PQA Teams, and the 
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Workgroup teams working to deliver the required solutions under the 
Strategic Initiative.

The Strategy Governance Team ensures the “no excuse for failure” con-
ditions of the subordinate teams.

The Strategy Governance Team comprises or is the Change Control 
Board for the programs and projects under a Strategic Initiative.

The Strategy Governance Team will adapt the Strategic Initiative (gov-
ern the strategy) in response to unexpected events and conditions that 
cannot be coped with on a process and project management level in the 
PQA and Workgroup Teams supported by the Process Governance Team. 
Sometimes such changes are required because of changed conditions that 
were not accounted for in the initial SWOT analysis, for example, changes 
to corporate ownership, political trends, or corporate management.

Communication is the key to observing and understanding when new 
Strategic Initiative conditions require major changes to the Strategic 
Initiative. The communication in the Strategy Governance Team and 
among the Strategy Governance Team, the Process Governance Teams, 
the PQA Teams, the Workgroup Teams, the key-stakeholders such as 
enterprise owners, government, enterprise management, clients and part-
ners, technology representatives, and subject matter experts needs man-
agement and methods that will be covered in subsequent chapters.

It is almost too popular to say that all the processes covered in this chap-
ter and the subsequent chapters are communication processes, but it is 
actually the truth. The organizational constructs and interrelationships 
allow the communication to take place in an organized and effective way.

2.4.2  Strategy Governance Team Members

The Strategy Governance Team members establish and maintain the 
detailed scope of the Strategic Initiative from initiation to close out.

Strategy Governance Team members are people who together under-
stand all aspects of the Strategic Initiative. The team members have been 
thoroughly selected based on their knowledge, skill, and experience and 
because it is expected that they are motivated for or at least interested in 
the scope and purpose of the Strategic Initiative.

The members of this team ensure that all known stakeholders are kept 
happy until final close out of the Strategic Initiative. The knowledge and 
experience of the team members ensure that together they can define 
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the information and communication that is pertinent to the Strategic 
Initiative stakeholders of all kinds.

The sponsor has been appointed by the original sponsor based on an often 
vaguely defined scope and a budget to get the expected benefits realized.

This sponsor manages the Strategy Governance Team, that is, the spon-
sor handles, directs, motivates, or controls team members to deliver the 
objectives and to reach envisioned destinations by:

•	 Ensuring internal efficiency (budget, facilities)
•	 Doing things right
•	 Know how
•	 Managing activities
•	 Setting tangible targets
•	 Solving problems
•	 Having power
•	 Adapting to events and situations (managing change)
•	 Organization
•	 Assigning tasks to members

It is up to the sponsor and the other members of the Strategy Governance 
Team to ensure visibility and measurability of all accomplished results of 
the Strategic Initiative in order to ensure continued stakeholder support 
and budget availability.

2.4.3  The Process Quality Assurance Team

Process Quality Assurance (PQA) Teams are established by Governance 
Teams to make decisions about what to obtain and deliver, and about how 
to do it from the start of the Strategic Initiative and in connection with 
major changes or important milestones.

The PQA Teams lead, manage, and plan activity in order to deliver 
agreed tangible and measurable solutions to specific requirements.

Such solutions can be factory buildings, complete information systems, 
a new IT infrastructure organization, a new sales organization, a train-
ing program, legal compliance documentation, and many other more or 
less autonomous solution elements that together contribute to the benefits 
required from the Strategic Initiative.

The Strategy Governance Team is the top level PQA Team concerned 
with initiation and kick-off of the Strategic Initiative and is concerned 
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with major changes to the Strategic Initiative as proposed by PQA Teams 
and Process Governance Teams.

PQA Teams are coached and facilitated by one or more Governance 
Team members or another competent person appointed by the Sponsor or 
the Process Governance Team.

The PQA Team can establish one or more subordinated PQA Teams 
and they appoint managers of Workgroup Teams if required. The man-
agers of Workgroup Teams are most often members of the PQA Team. 
In the case where the PQA Team appoints a manager of a Workgroup 
Team, this Workgroup (Project) Manager becomes a member of the 
PQA Team.

The PQA Teams are the first level of change management. PQA Teams 
can suggest changes in scope based on new conditions, problems, or risks 
that they cannot cope with themselves. Such changes are suggested to the 
Process Governance Team that looks after the PQA Team.

The PQA Team exists only until the full scope under its responsibility 
has been established and signed off by the people that govern this scope.

Important PQA Team qualities comprise:

•	 Competence—they can outline the required result quality and 
design the organization that can accomplish what is needed.

•	 Knowledge—they cover skills and competence in the different sub-
ject matters such as potential market, competition, and technology.

•	 Experience—they have working experience from the required 
knowledge areas.

•	 Team members are complementary to each other, that is, with differ-
ent backgrounds, attitudes, skills, and competences; if not, you get a 
biased solution missing important quality elements that might lead 
to failure of the Strategic Initiative.

•	 Responsibility—they must take ownership of the Strategic Initiative 
success factors, organization, and activity.

•	 Motivation—they drive the Strategic Initiative progress.
•	 Empathy—they cannot do it alone and they need to communicate 

in order to get to know and understand the motivating factors of all 
other important stakeholders.

•	 Authority—if somebody outside the PQA Team can impose changes 
not accepted by the PQA Team, then the whole idea of a self-managed 
team breaks down and the team members lose motivation.

•	 Good coaching and facilitation.
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The Strategic Initiative scope has been defined and signed off by the 
Strategy Governance Team in terms of:

•	 Visions
•	 Objectives
•	 Quality objects
•	 Needs/deliverables
•	 Actions
•	 Organization
•	 Risk and other constraints

On this background, the assigned PQA Teams take full responsibility 
for the delivery of the agreed results, which implies that the PQA Teams 
are competent and autonomous (Figure 2.6).

The PQA Teams ensure the quality of the delivered solution components 
with respect to their compliance with the Strategic Initiative success factors.

The PQA Teams establish their own detailed success factors for their 
delivery of solution components and ensure sign off on their project plan 
by the Strategy Governance Team or the Process Governance Team look-
ing after their project.

In order to ensure the best possible quality of the defined activities to be 
handled by the PQA Team, it is recommended that the future Workgroup 
managers “employed by” the PQA Team are involved as early as possible 
in the PQA Team, at best in the first PQA Workshop.

Decide

Do

Evaluate Initiate
Culture Structure

Quali
cations

FIGURE 2.6
Team competence.
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2.4.4  PQA Team Members

PQA team members are people that together understand all aspects of a 
solution to be delivered as part of the Strategic Initiative. I recommend the 
following qualities for PQA team members:

•	 Three years of middle or senior management position within the 
line organization or a similar experience and competence that might 
have been acquired elsewhere.

•	 Leadership attitude, if possible, that ensures a critical but positive 
attitude to the business environment and the organization.

•	 Well respected among peers and higher level managers.
•	 Empathy and patience as well as skill and experience of Subject 

Matter Experts (SME).
•	 Heroes are not welcome if they believe that they have to save the team.
•	 Original sponsors are welcome, but only in support of the Coach/

Facilitator and his or her sponsor.
•	 All participants are peers.

Their role is to manage projects and Workgroups that deliver partial 
solutions to a Strategic Initiative.

Members of PQA Teams handle, direct, motivate, and control resources 
to deliver objectives and reach agreed destinations by:

•	 Internal efficiency
•	 Doing things right
•	 Know how
•	 Managing activities
•	 Setting targets
•	 Solving problems
•	 Having power
•	 Adapting to situations
•	 Organization
•	 Assigning tasks

2.4.5  The Process Governance Team

The Process Governance Team is most often set up by one or more PQA 
Teams and approved by the Strategy Governance Team to be the second 
change management level in support of the PQA Teams. It ensures on 
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behalf of the Strategy Governance Team that the PQA Teams it supports 
have “no excuse for failure.”

The Process Governance Team performs change management con-
cerned with change requests originating from PQA Teams that cannot 
themselves cope with new conditions, incidents, observed problems, and 
risks reported by the Workgroups.

Only the Process Governance Team can request changes from the 
Strategy Governance Team.

The Process Governance Team exists until all the PQA and Workgroup 
teams under its governance have delivered their agreed results. The agreed 
results are what are delivered after all approved changes and adaptations 
to the original scope have been implemented.

Important Process Governance Team qualities comprise:

•	 Competence
•	 Knowledge
•	 Experience
•	 Stakeholder trust
•	 Strong relationship with Strategy Governance Team
•	 Team members are complementary to each other, that is, they have 

different backgrounds, attitudes, skills, and competences
•	 Responsibility
•	 Motivation
•	 Empathy
•	 Authority
•	 Coaching and facilitation

2.4.6  The Process Governance Team Members

Members in the Process Governance Team are most often also members of 
the Strategy Governance Team, but besides this they have a deeper interest 
in the deliverables and the functioning of the PQA Teams and Workgroup 
Teams they are supporting.

The Process Governance Team members have been thoroughly selected 
based on their knowledge, skill, and experience and it is expected that 
they are motivated to coach the PQA Teams and Workgroup Teams they 
are supporting, especially when it comes to handling of risk and problems.
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2.4.7  The Workgroup Team

The Workgroup Teams produce and deliver the solution components 
required by the PQA Team to which they refer.

The Workgroup Team delivers a tangible result at an agreed cost at an 
agreed deadline.

Workgroup Teams deliver their results according to precisely agreed 
Requirements Specifications that allow Accept-Testing and sign off on 
all results.

The Workgroup Teams are the foundation for the traditional agile 
principles. The agile demand of physical availability at the same time 
of critically involved resources for fast development with high quality 
results can be found in methods such as SCRUM, Xtreme Programming, 
and others.

It is of course not possible for team members to be together all the time, 
but it is important to plan the togetherness on specific occasions with 
important deliverables. Such deliverables are often called Use Stories or 
Sprints, which simply represent complete business processes with precisely 
defined input and output quality to be established by the business process.

Strategic Initiative development and implementation normally com-
prise much other activity and deliverables than software development and 
software. This implies that rather complex estimation, coordination, and 
tracking techniques are needed.

Planning and tracking continue to be agile because tracking and prog-
ress reporting are based on fully functional deliverables such as:

•	 Business requirements from Department X
•	 Workflow description of procedure Y
•	 COTS system setup of procedure Y
•	 IT infrastructure setup for security of W
•	 Intrusion detection ensured for the complete network
•	 Test models defined for procedure Y ensuring compliance with busi-

ness requirement X
•	 Workgroup Z established and producing results as required
•	 Project plan for PQA Team Y agreed and signed off

The agile principles are pertinent for estimation and tracking. Progress 
is only measured by delivered solution components that through Accept-
Testing have been approved and signed off to work in production.
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The Workgroup Team is responsible for the delivery of a result of a cer-
tain quality that allows this result to be integrated with the deliverables 
from other Workgroups.

Workgroup Teams can be dedicated to quality assurance of integrated 
results from more than one Workgroup Team. Such QA Workgroup 
Teams have roles dedicated to Accept-Testing, result quality assurance 
and control, and process evaluation.

Workgroup performance is communicated to all other Workgroups, the 
PQA Team, the Process Governance Team looking after the PQA Team, 
and the Program Offices if relevant for tracking and change management.

Project Office project planning and tracking information systems support 
this communication. However, it is the responsibility of the Workgroup 
Team manager that this communication is reliable and efficient. The Project 
Office only ensures integrity and validity of the tracking information from a 
purely technical point of view, not at all from a project or program manage-
ment point of view.

2.4.8  Workgroup Team Members

The Workgroup Team Members are skilled and competent resources most 
often managed by an informal manager or simply managing themselves 
under the support and coaching of one or more persons appointed by the 
PQA Team that has established the Workgroup.

The Workgroup Team Members are most often SMEs employed to 
deliver specific results. The roles always cover development, implementa-
tion, and quality assurance concerned with the functional and technical 
feasibility of their own deliverables.

For Workgroup Team Member roles, I recommend capabilities and 
qualities such as:

•	 Documented skill and experience in required subject matters and 
facilities

•	 Efficient production of code, solution documentation, software 
setup, software and solution integration, and solution delivery (to 
operation and implementation for use)

•	 Documentation of solution requirements, Accept-Testing, and solu-
tion implementation

•	 Solution and technology operation and support
•	 Security, compliance, and safety management
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The Workgroup Team Members ensure the quality of the products 
delivered by them concerned with functionality, integrity, and fitness for 
integration and communication.

2.4.9  Cross Team Membership Value

The same person can be a member of more than one team and the same 
person can coach/facilitate more than one team.

A team can have more than one Coach/Facilitator in cases where the team 
objectives are very complex, for example, on the solution side, the technology 
side, the organization side, or the process side. In this case, SMEs can take the 
role of Coach/Facilitator. If your Strategic Initiative has a high risk of non-
compliance for legal reasons, you might involve a Coach/Facilitator with close 
contact to legal bodies such as a lobbyist or somebody who is directly a mem-
ber of the organization responsible for establishing your legal framework.

A Workgroup manager or at least one member of a Workgroup is most 
often also a member of a PQA Team. Some PQA Team members are also 
members of the Strategy Governance Team or another PQA Team.

The persons with cross team membership ensure a better interpretation 
of decisions, success factors, risks and opportunities, and needs across all 
teams. This ensures that changed conditions and not expected events that 
will occur all the time are observed faster and more reliably so that feed-
back to decision making and change management with suggested changes 
can be effectuated before it is too late to react.

2.5  THE NO EXCUSE FOR FAILURE PRINCIPLE

Once you have succeeded initially to identify the key-stakeholders in 
your Strategic Initiative, your challenges only begin because such key-
stakeholders with the needed competence are difficult to motivate and 
activate in your Strategic Initiative.

The best key-stakeholders are usually already allocated to or demanded 
to be involved in other Strategic Initiatives competing with your Strategic 
Initiative for resources.

The importance of these key-stakeholders in high demand needs to be 
confirmed in order for them to understand what benefits they can obtain 
from contributing to your Strategic Initiative.
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Facing this stakeholder risk situation, your first response is to ensure that 
your Strategic Initiative complies with the “no excuse for failure principle”:

•	 You know why you need the key-stakeholder in your Strategic 
Initiative and you have a whole list of arguments that show the value 
for this key-stakeholder to contribute to your project.

•	 You know which internal and external activity that will compete for 
key-stakeholders with your Strategic Initiative and you respect their 
importance as well.

•	 Because you are involving people with very different skills, expe-
riences, and competences, you know that conflicting interests are 
inevitable. You have organizational elements and procedures in 
place to avoid conflicts becoming personal with a negative impact on 
the Strategic Initiative progress.

•	 By using professional coaching and facilitation, you ensure that con-
flicts only result in lateral thinking (out of the box) and synergy on 
workshops and during other types of teamwork.

•	 At any point in time, teams and key-stakeholders have access to all 
needed and available resources and knowledge constrained only by 
accepted limits to their availability.

•	 You plan to ensure that all required resources to be involved in an 
activity are available and allocated to the activity before the activity 
is initiated with assignment of these resources.

•	 You do not initiate an activity if you know that any required resource 
is not available to be assigned to the activity.

You incur important risk by not complying with the “no excuse for fail-
ure” principle:

•	 Biased strategy focus because important knowledge or competence 
that is left out initially might lead to development and implementa-
tion of solutions that do not comply with stakeholder needs—you 
will lose capital and time.

•	 Key-stakeholders might lose confidence in the Strategic Initiative 
because the not involved but required resources raise pertinent cri-
tiques of the chosen initiative scope and objectives—you will lose 
time and key-stakeholders might leave the initiative.

•	 If the involved resources do not have the competence to reach a 
conclusion about critical success factors and the way forward to an 
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agreed solution, then the key-stakeholders waste time and lose con-
fidence in (your) management.

•	 Important processes might be performed with interruptions because 
of lack of important resources, which leads to waste of time and bad 
results.

•	 The initial enthusiasm of the key-stakeholders can disappear very 
fast if you do not keep them motivated by immediately involving 
them in pertinent strategic initiative activity, where they get a chance 
not only to prove their competences, but also to use this competency 
directly in cooperation with peer stakeholders.

•	 If the key-stakeholders lose interest in your Strategic Initiative, then 
the initiative might already have failed.

•	 If the key-stakeholders get into negative conflict with you or with 
each other while conducting the Strategic Initiative activity, then the 
initiative is probably already doomed to fail.

•	 If some resources accuse other resources of failure, it creates stress 
and negative conflicts that are the reason for delays that could have 
been avoided by better selection of resources, better team building, 
and better working conditions.

Unfortunately, the “no excuse for failure” principle is not all you need to 
comply with in order to succeed, but if you do not comply with it, you will 
challenge yourself and the key-stakeholders with unnecessary problems 
and issues that might in the end make the initiative a fiasco.

The initial dialogue processes and the continued communication 
with key-stakeholders require serious preparation and very good coach-
ing and facilitation, especially if you are new to such dialogues and 
communication.

There are more examples of failed Strategic Initiatives than of successful 
ones—even in major organizations that should have access to the needed 
and required resources such as Digital, Nokia, Sony, and Philips.

2.6  THE WAR ROOM

The War Room is a construct that I recommend to establish even for teams 
working geographically separated over very long distances in different 
time zones (Figure 2.7).
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The War Room contains all pertinent tools, information, and documen-
tation in support of a specific team with all the technology available to 
access and manipulate this.

The term “War Room” originates from military combat management. 
It is the environment where involved officers meet to discuss experience 
from already executed activity and to make decisions about the activity to 
perform before the next War Room meeting. In combat, the officers meet 
very early every morning.

In the case of civil strategic initiatives, the War Room serves the same 
purpose, but the meetings might happen less often than daily.

I have established War Rooms to be used for Strategic Initiative activity 
covering decision making, workshops, teamwork, and other events where 
it is essential that all resources are available in order to ensure the best 
possible decisions.

I have also established a simple War Room in support of Help Desk 
activity, where the Help Desk teams met each morning to discuss the sup-
port events since the last meeting and to decide on the actions to perform:

•	 Events to be treated as a project by other organizations
•	 Events to be resolved immediately by the Help Desk service team
•	 Open events not yet responded to
•	 Recurring events demanding future preventive action

FIGURE 2.7
War room from Americon in Camarillo, California.
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Until a team has delivered its result as agreed with the involved stakehold-
ers, the team meets at regular intervals in the War Room to make decisions 
and to kick off the work processes performed by or governed by the team.

The Workgroup Teams that produce physical solution components can 
fully benefit from daily War Room meetings. Where I have managed such 
Workgroups, we have always met in the War Room at 8:30 every day over 
donuts and coffee to present achieved results and to discuss unexpected or 
risk managed events and conditions demanding actions to be taken by the 
team or management.

War Room meetings are never a waste of time, even if you just verify that 
everything is progressing in good order and with the results as expected, 
which is of course rarely the case.

When the result or an important milestone has been reached, the War 
Room is also the place to have champagne and plan communication with 
other stakeholders.

The War Room is easy to protect physically from unwanted intrusion 
with cameras and electronic and physical access control. Furthermore, it 
is easy to build IT firewalls around the work environment of tools, docu-
mentation, minutes, and solution components under version control.

There is no physical limit to a War Room. I have had War Rooms as 
small as the office manager’s desktop to a set of interrelated containers 
with more than 500 m2 of space, more than 100 PC workstations, and 
a combined Workgroup Team with more than 50 people. Only partial 
teams met every day at 8:30, but they did, and I had no problem getting in 
contact with my active Workgroup Teams.

2.6.1  The Private Bank Solution Swap War Room (Figure 2.8)

2.6.1.1  Initial Situation

It was impossible to know if the active IT solution could survive more 
than 12 months, where the 12-month survival could be ensured only by 
investing in very expensive backup equipment to be thrown away once the 
new solution became operational.

•	 The teams in place had to be completely reorganized.
•	 No competent contractors had been contracted.
•	 There was no requirements specification because the organization 

management was convinced that the bought system could provide a 
solution on its own.
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In order to cope with all of these problems at the same time, we decided 
to integrate all future teams under the same roof while ensuring that all 
required knowledge and skill was available as needed any time we were in 
this War Room.

The War Room decision was an agile one, but everyone thought it would be 
prohibitively expensive because the organization had no “agile” experience.

The negative voices were overruled and the agility was ensured with a 
comprehensive War Room built with containers backed up with new effi-
cient processes, teams, and documents comprising:

•	 An initial requirements specification
•	 New creative contract terms approved by the legal department on 

concern level
•	 Contracted needed internal and external skill and competence
•	 System software and IT operation was established for development, 

test, and training
•	 Program and project plans were signed off
•	 All resources, human and technical, were brought together under 

the War Room roof
•	 Security and safety systems and routines were established to protect 

people and solution components

FIGURE 2.8
Container office War Room.
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Only final solution components that had been Accept-Tested to be ready 
for use were allowed to leave the War Room for business operation.

All work and all intermediate results never left the teams in the War Room.
This team building with War Room resulted in a very success-

ful solution delivery with very motivated team members from inside 
the bank and from the contractors. Agility was clearly manifested 
in the work performed (teams of developers, business analysts, and 
future Information System and IT support and users working closely 
together) and by the progress tracking that was based on delivered 
solution components.

Team support for “no excuse for failure” rather than team progress 
control ensured the fastest possible progress and delivery of fully Accept-
Tested solution components.

In the end, the total cost was only half of what a turnkey contractor had 
offered at the outset.

The alternative contractor offer had been made under the condition that 
the bank accepted the integrity and full responsibility of the contractor, 
that is, the contractor decided what the bank needed, which fortunately 
was not acceptable to the bank director. Just for the record, the bank was 
willing to pay for this “safe” solution, but it did not want (one more time) 
to be kept in the dark until a final solution was in place—or failed to be.

2.7  SPONSOR AND KEY-STAKEHOLDER RISK

The Strategic Initiative original sponsor can be a group or a public bud-
get controlled by a selected group of people, often politically selected or 
appointed by shareholders or other business owners.

Quite often, it is not even obvious who the original sponsor is.
This implies that you and your sponsor without knowing why can 

be met with fast changing conditions for the Strategic Initiative up 
to a level where this initiative for some more or less obvious reason is 
cancelled.

The opposite, for example, changed delivery conditions with more or 
less time to deliver and improved resources and budget opportunities, is 
of course also possible.
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You are obliged to work “hand in hand” with your sponsor to cope with 
this original sponsor and core stakeholder risk:

•	 If you are facing a weak sponsor, you strengthen this sponsor’s capa-
bility to communicate with your key-stakeholders. This is one of the 
most important roles of a Coach/Facilitator.

•	 If you are faced with a strong sponsor, you gain his or her respect 
and trust in order to make sure that you as coach and facilitator 
are informed and are asked for advice—even though your sponsor 
thinks that he or she can act and decide without consulting you.

In my work with major international consultancy organizations and 
major vendors of software, their top or sales management and sometimes 
their own smart Coach/Facilitators have quite often tried to establish a 
direct communication with the original sponsor’s core stakeholders (the 
ones with the budget authority) once these have been identified.

In this way, they bypass the sponsor and his or her Coach/Facilitator. 
In some cases, they unfortunately enough succeed in getting decisions 
through that are contradictory to the progress of the Strategic Initiative 
that they are supposed to support.

The objective of bypassing the sponsor in this way is always to bring in 
more resources and more product before the Strategic Initiative has come 
off to a good start or even in the middle of critical development and imple-
mentation activity, where the original sponsor is most vulnerable because 
the first problems, delays, and cost overruns have been reported.

Based on their communication and observations outside the control 
of your sponsor and you, the original sponsor key-stakeholders might 
suddenly behave in ways that are detrimental to the foundation of the 
Strategic Initiative. They express new opinions and attitudes that you do 
not recognize, but that you need to respond to.

The original sponsors’ and other important stakeholders’ attitudes and 
opinions represent risk to the Strategic Initiative that you and your spon-
sor need to respond to from day one.

One way that you can prevent these quite often catastrophic changes to 
the Strategic Initiative foundation is by always trying to strengthen your 
sponsors’ ability to communicate in his or her environment of original 
sponsors, peers, managers, and key-stakeholders.

Person-to-person communication—certainly not by e-mail or tele-
phone—is the best response to sponsor and other stakeholder risk. Such 
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person-to-person communication is not easy to obtain for some impor-
tant reasons:

•	 You might not know the person to talk to.
•	 The person to talk to might not be committed to talk to or listen to 

you or he or she is too busy to meet with you. (Typical response when 
you ask for a meeting: “Send me an e-mail with your arguments.”)

•	 The communication is prepared with proofs and arguments that 
ensure that the original sponsor has trust in you more than in other 
relationships when it comes to your Strategic Initiative, which is dif-
ficult if you do not know the attitude of this original sponsor person.

You cannot win here if you do not have an established relationship with 
the original sponsor who commits to listening to you and talking with you, 
a relationship that is established as part of the Strategic Initiative kick off.

The following is an example of a strong (public) sponsor:

While working as Coach/Facilitator in the military facility management 
program, my sponsor was a very apt officer on the commander level from 
the navy side.

He knew everyone in high command and he was a vital member of very 
important non-professional networks.

This sponsor had complete trust in our methods because he had seen 
them work in another big project, where he was Project Manager.

He trusted the involved resources from my company (still does) and he 
was able to select the most competent defense resources across army, navy, 
and air force representing both facility managers and facility users.

He was able to warn us whenever there was a risk of conflict with other 
interests or projects.

With his intervention, we got access to all the right levels of decision-
making and knowledge during the length of the project. Moreover, he 
ensured that we could present achieved results of more strategic impact on 
important pertinent conferences and meetings, which allowed us to ensure 
satisfactory budgets for our required work. Our response was, of course, 
reliable statistics, delivered results, and happy stakeholders.

The way he appointed people for our workshops and teams on all levels 
and the way he helped to ensure efficient communication resulted in the 
success of the teams and in the success of the whole program.

When after 5 years of successful conduct and cooperation our sponsor 
was replaced with a new one, we got serious trouble because the new spon-
sor did not at all see my civil company as his future Coach/Facilitator.
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Quite often, you will be faced with a de facto sponsor that has limited 
knowledge and experience from the organizations to be involved with the 
Strategic Initiative. This is more an opportunity than a threat.

Very experienced and competent sponsors might be less good for the 
Strategic Initiative than the less experienced but also very competent 
sponsors might be:

•	 A sponsor who knows everybody is a bit dangerous if he or she has 
many prejudices and “friends” that he or she wants to be involved 
in the Strategic Initiative. If this preferred group does not repre-
sent the best available knowledge and experience, you will have a 
hard time to get the right people “on board.” The risk is that your 
sponsor looses a lot of money before you get him or her on the 
right track. There is a limit to how you as a coach/facilitator can 
manipulate your sponsor to do it right the first time because your 
sponsor does not and will not tell you everything about what he or 
she knows, and especially not about what he or she knows that he 
or she does not know.

•	 A sponsor who initially knows only a few people will be willing to 
listen to your advice to a much higher degree. He or she will prob-
ably use the Strategic Initiative to get to know people. With such an 
open-minded de facto sponsor, you and the sponsor need to estab-
lish initial dialogues with people that you expect will play major 
roles in the Strategic Initiative. Through these dialogues you gain 
an opportunity to evaluate the possible participants in the Strategy 
Governance team with respect to their knowledge, experience, com-
petence, and motivation. This will make it possible to get the best 
teams in place early and thereby mitigate the risk of delays and loss 
of money, and it will contribute to a closer relationship between you 
and your sponsor.

2.8  LESSONS LEARNED

The initial challenge of the strategic initiative sponsor is to formulate 
the basic need, the initial scope, and to find the competent people 
that can and will be involved with this strategic initiative to make it 
successful.
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Irrespective of what the strategic initiative is dealing with, which types 
and sizes of organizations are involved, what kind of people are avail-
able, etc. there is only one way to get the initiative off to a good start:

Get the key-stakeholders together and give them no excuse for failure to 
define the scope of the strategic initiative.

You use communication and remuneration to make stakeholders 
happy, but in order to make the communication and remuneration 
successful you need to know the stakeholders and their needs and 
expectations.

The sponsor initiates the strategic initiative and signs off on the scope 
as this is established originally and as it is adapted to new conditions 
and events during the lifecycle of the strategic initiative.

The Coach/Facilitator delivers the quality system and supports all 
directly involved team members and managers with appropriate 
guidelines, procedures, and documentation standards during the 
length of the strategic initiative.

The unknown unknowns are the conditions that you might discover 
as group synergy or by simple luck, but you will not find them if the 
minds of you and your stakeholders have not been set to be obser-
vant and creative—to “think out of the box.”

Although the preconditions are important and we have to know and 
understand them, they are historical. Requirements specifications, 
wish lists, and even contracts are merely guidelines to get the initia-
tive started off.

This initial dialogue with potential key-stakeholders who are potential 
participants in the Strategy Governance team makes it possible for 
us to answer the why question with focus on real pertinent opportu-
nities and threats.

The Project Offices support all teams that run projects in the corporate 
portfolio of projects, as well as the projects that belong to Strategic 
Initiatives or programs.

The Program Office is a secretarial facility and knowledge management 
center for a specific program or Strategic Initiative.

The best solution architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from 
self-organizing teams. Self-organizing does not ensure this situation; 
it is the fact that the teams are established in such a way that self-
organizing is possible to ensure the situation.
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Once the Strategy Governance team has established the initial scope 
of a Strategic Initiative, it establishes PQA Teams and Workgroup 
Teams to develop and implement the solution components of the 
strategic initiative.

The Strategy Governance team establishes a Program Office to support 
the production of requirements specifications and to perform the 
ongoing support of the Process Governance teams, the PQA teams, 
and the Workgroup teams working to deliver the required solutions 
under the Strategic Initiative.

Communication is the key to observe and understand when new Strategic 
Initiative conditions require major changes to the Strategic Initiative.

PQA teams make decisions about what to obtain and deliver, and about 
how to do it from the start of the strategic initiative and in connec-
tion with major changes or important milestones.

The Process Governance team is most often set up by one or more PQA 
teams and approved by the Strategy Governance team to be the sec-
ond change management level in support of the PQA teams.

The Workgroup teams produce and deliver the solution components 
required by the PQA team to which they refer.

The initial dialogue processes and the continued communication with 
key-stakeholders require serious preparation and very good coach-
ing and facilitation.

The War Room contains all pertinent tools, information, and documen-
tation in support of a specific team with all the technology available 
to access and manipulate this.

The original sponsors’ and other important stakeholders’ attitudes and 
opinions represent risk to the strategic initiative that you and your 
sponsor need to respond to from day one.
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3
Strategy Process Quality Management

Once our Strategic Initiative teams have been established, it is time for 
them to get to work, that is, to plan the delivery of the strategically aligned 
solution and to deliver it by executing the plans.

In order to succeed with the solution delivery, the teams establish a 
complete set of plans that with the highest possible probability lead to 
solutions accepted by the stakeholders.

Planning and plan execution of Strategic Initiatives is not just Project 
Management; it is, to an even higher degree, Risk Management:

The objective of Strategic Initiatives is to reach FUTURE situations and 
conditions with high PROBALITY that will provide the IMPACT wanted 
by the involved stakeholders.

Strategic Initiatives are risk. They can fail or succeed. In order to opti-
mize the chance or probability of success, we apply risk management to the 
Strategic Initiatives. Project Management on its own will not do the job.

Risk Management performed efficiently can allow the teams involved 
with Strategic Initiatives to build plans that have a higher probability to 
achieve the solutions and results (the impact) demanded by the stakeholders.

In this respect, Strategic Initiative Process Quality Assurance (PQA) 
is Risk Management and in the work that we have performed, Risk 
Management is PQA.

PQA and Risk Management adapt to the same basic definition. Risk 
Management comprises methods, standards, tools, and techniques that 
allow the performing teams to:

•	 Identify opportunities (risk with positive impact on stakeholder ben-
efits) and threats (risk with negative impacts on stakeholder benefits).
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•	 Analyze the risks for their cause and impact.
•	 Evaluate and quantify the risks with respect to their probability and 

their impact.
•	 Respond to opportunities by planning for them to come through.
•	 Respond to threats by planning for them to be removed or to be mitigated.

Risk Management processes are not finite; they continue throughout 
the Strategic Initiative and help the teams to survey the risk situation of 
the initiative.

Please remember that we are always faced with pertinent unknown 
unknowns and unknown knowns that are ready to surface at any point in 
time in the future of our Strategic Initiative.

Risk responses are always built into the project plans. You respond to 
risk by adapting your plans to:

•	 Accommodate the best possible resources.
•	 Utilize the best possible procedures, standards, and techniques.
•	 Adapt the solution to be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, 

Realistic, Time bound).
•	 Ensure satisfactory funding by efficient stakeholder communication.

I admit that I am not in favor of artificial elements such as Residual Risk 
and Contingency Reserves based on more or less good exposure calculation:

	Exposure = Σ(Impact – value × Probability of Risk – event or condition)

Personally, I prefer to call things by their real name:

•	 Simply opportunities and threats—they are there if they are docu-
mented in the risk list.

•	 Funding instead of reserves—funding is decided by the sponsor and 
will depend on factors other than risk, such as trust, need, and capa-
bility. I have never met a sponsor who provided “free” reserves to any 
project manager, but funding after serious negotiation, yes!

The symbiosis of PQA and Project Management is well established in 
many corporate standards, but funny enough not in the PMI and Prince 
standards, where Risk Management is defined as a sub-management pro-
cess to Project Management.
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One of the major Swedish international concerns in the Information and 
Communication Technology industry uses Risk Management as their ini-
tial process and of course continues to apply Risk Management to Planning 
and Change Management in the full lifecycle of their projects and programs.

I had the opportunity to train their development engineers in PQA. It 
was in this context that we discussed how Risk Management should be 
applied to Project Management.

The Strategy Governance Team establishes and maintains the mas-
ter plan that binds together and integrates all the subsequent plans. The 
Strategy Governance Team establishes the master plan as the top level 
PQA Team. In this top level PQA process, they establish the first level of 
subordinate PQA Teams that together ensure the delivery of the required 
strategically aligned solution components.

PQA is used to ensure the quality of the initial plans, but it is also used 
to ensure the quality of changed plans, especially in connection with PQA 
review workshops that are used to respond to risk and to adapt the plans to 
required changes decided by the Strategy Governance team.

Conceptually PQA always starts with the opportunities. The logic of this 
is that if you cannot find a feasible plan based on opportunities, there is no 
need to look for risk because the Strategic Initiative is already doomed to 
fail. If, on the other hand, you have at least one way to ensure the success of 
the Strategic Initiative, you have a sound base for optimization by search-
ing for and adapting to other opportunities and risks. PQA works like this:

•	 In order to establish a feasible plan, PQA initially looks primarily at 
opportunities to reach the targets. This opportunity-based plan has a 
very high probability to deliver results that are what the stakeholders 
want; that is, if the threats were not there, which of course they are.

•	 Under the planning of this opportunity-based project or Strategic 
Initiative, the stakeholders and resources to be involved with initia-
tive execution uncover the threats and sometimes new opportuni-
ties, but the focus here is threat identification and threat analysis.

•	 The opportunity-based plan is adapted to respond to the threats in order 
to ensure the highest possible probability of success from the Strategic 
Initiative, which is continually adapted to the future risk situation.

PQA is the method for Strategic Initiative establishment and planning 
based on intensive teamwork in the PQA Teams with brainstorming that 
documents the agreed Strategic Initiative for implementation.
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Agreement to the established objectives for the Strategic Initiative is 
ensured by active involvement of all pertinent and available knowledge 
from inside and outside of the organization in the PQA process.

PQA ensures:

•	 Identification of the Strategy sponsors and other key-stakeholders
•	 Establishment of the agreed strategy with detailed objectives, 

Strategic Initiatives, teams and team organization, management, and 
communication that can ensure the success of the strategy under fast 
changing conditions and high risk

•	 Establishment of standards for processes and documentation that 
can answer these basic questions:
•	 Where we are?
•	 Where do we want to go?
•	 Why do we want to go there?
•	 How do we want to go there?

•	 The answers are given in terms that can be easily interpreted and 
agreed to by all involved stakeholders

•	 Implementation of the strategy with timely execution of decided 
Strategic Initiatives, timely measurement and approval of results 
and benefits, and efficient change management in support of strat-
egy governance

3.1  STRATEGY QUALITY MANAGEMENT

The PQA method comprises a proven set of tools and techniques that are 
used to assure the quality of Strategic Initiative processes. However, PQA 
cannot ensure the quality of the entire strategy on its own. For example, 
a simple question such as “What is the status of the Strategic Initiative 
progress?” cannot be answered by PQA. The reason for this is that PQA 
as a Risk Management-based method is looking ahead. PQA can tell you 
what the probability is to be on the right way to success in two weeks if 
this or that opportunity is pursued and this and that risk is avoided or 
responded to well.

You need supplementary procedures and tools to PQA to perform 
Strategy Quality Management (SQM), for example, if you want to know 
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where you are compared to where you want to be while executing a 
Strategic Initiative:

•	 Project and program tracking is based on a number of performance 
indicators that can tell you if an activity is delayed, if the project or 
program is delayed, and quite often if this delay is curable, that is, if 
changes to the baseline are needed.

•	 Analysis of information system requirements and solution design is 
a strong foundation for time and cost estimation. The developers and 
implementers of the solution can give you reliable feedback about 
solution quality progress related to usage of resources and funds that 
can be used for change management, where PQA comes back into 
the picture.

•	 Breaking the delivery down into manageable Work Packages based 
on easily verifiable use cases that are not started, in production, or 
delivered makes it possible to build Work Breakdown structures for 
agile solution development and implementation that ensure visible 
progress and fast and reliable reactions to change requests.

Other performance indicators can be based on:

•	 Deadlines for access to needed resources and sufficient infrastructure
•	 The quality of solutions based on, for example, number of failed tests 

and outstanding errors
•	 Number of outstanding compliance rules to adapt to
•	 Contractor behavior versus Scope of Work
•	 Earned value versus planned costs

The methods, tools, and techniques that we use to ensure the quality of 
the strategy over its entire lifecycle besides PQA comprise the following:

•	 SWOT (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, and Threat) analysis is 
performed to fully understand the conditions of the corporation 
(market, organization, finance, technology, etc.). The SWOT analy-
sis, if well performed, allows corporate leadership (the strategy spon-
sor) to establish the initial scope of the strategy. The initial scope 
comprises:
•	 The corporate situation in its market—both current and potential
•	 Competition—both current and potential
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•	 The strategy stakeholders
•	 The strategy objectives

•	 Why is always explained.
•	 SWOT is used in the preparation of PQA. You need to know where 

you are in order to be able to navigate to where you want to be.
•	 In the initial phase of Strategic Initiatives, the scope of the strategy 

does not need to be very precisely formulated because one of the 
objectives of PQA is to define the precise scope of the strategy under 
future conditions that are not known while the initial Strategic 
Initiatives are established.

•	 However, it is important to understand the situation of the strategy 
(the why) in order to be able to choose the most pertinent stakehold-
ers for the “no excuse for failure” strategy, and in order to be able to 
verify later on that the reason for the strategy is still relevant. If the 
strategy is based on fear for competition that has ceased to exist, it 
might be time to build a more aggressive strategy.

•	 Strategy implementation and governance use classic portfolio, proj-
ect, and program management methods to plan, schedule, and track 
the progress of solution implementation. In this respect, we are com-
pliant with PMI and Prince Standards and to the best of my knowl-
edge with the Swiss Hermes Standard.

•	 In this context, procurement and contracting of external resources 
for implementation of COTS-based solutions is covered by an exam-
ple without any discussion of general legal terms and conditions 
such as it is done in, for example, the PMI PMBOK standard. The 
sole purpose here is to ensure good team building and low risk deliv-
ery of results where sub-contractors are involved.

•	 Change Management and PQA used in the context of portfolio, 
project, and program management ensure timely adaptation of 
the strategy as required in light of unexpected results, conditions, 
and events.

•	 Under delivery of strategy solution components, the Coffee Bean 
methods are used. The Coffee Bean methods ensure ongoing and 
timely control with the development and implementation of tan-
gible deliverables agreed to by the strategy sponsor and the teams 
involved with the Strategic Initiatives. The Coffee Bean offers a con-
sistent framework for the Project and Program Work Breakdown 
Structures. It comprises the standards and methods for Business 
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Analysis (Information Requirements Study), Solution Design (Object 
Lifecycle Analysis), Agile Solution Development, and Solution 
Implementation (Accept-Testing).

3.2  STRATEGY QUALITY OBJECTS

It is obvious that the needs of corporate stakeholders are very different, 
and most often inconsistent and contradictory. Nonetheless, corporate 
leadership and management establish a strategy that they can defend, that 
is, that can be explained to and accepted by any stakeholder.

In order to solve this task, a set of commonly accepted strategy quality 
objects are required for strategy establishment. These quality objects have 
the following characteristics:

•	 They are tangible.
•	 They are measurable.
•	 Their validity and pertinence is agreed to by all stakeholders.
•	 The quality objects can express all stakeholder needs.

The three basic quality object classes with which we work are:

•	 Solution
•	 Process
•	 Organization

The three quality object classes represent a complete classification of ele-
ments that are explicitly defined for any project, program, or business activ-
ity performing partial or complete implementation of the corporate strategy.

•	 The solution can be any combination of products, infrastructure, 
technology, situations, conditions, business processes, requirements 
specifications, and organizational elements required to satisfy the 
needs of the stakeholders.

•	 The process comprises all activity required to develop and imple-
ment (deliver) the solution in time and in compliance with pertinent 
internal and external standards and legal conditions. The process 
allows the corporation to optimize the tools, methods, and proce-
dures used in order to obtain the best possible efficiency, for exam-
ple, using agile and Lean principles whenever possible.
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•	 The organization encompasses anyone directly involved with estab-
lishing and implementing the corporate strategy whether inter-
nal employees and managers, external consultants, subject matter 
experts, sub-contractors, or legal and public bodies such as local and 
national government and unions. The structure of the organization 
ensures the opportunity to get a beneficial classification of business 
or working processes and their demand for skills and competences, 
while the culture of the organization caters to the extremely impor-
tant communication required to lead, manage, plan, and execute 
Strategic Initiatives to deliver expected results and benefits.

PQA and other SQM processes such as outlined above ensure completeness 
and sufficiency of the solution, the process, and the organization required to 
achieve the benefits expected from implementation of the strategy.

In the context of strategy quality, we use Success Factors and Critical 
Success Factors (CSF) to establish a valid and complete definition of all 
quality objects’ attributes.

A success factor expresses a pertinent wanted and needed attribute of 
one or more quality object, while a CSF is a class of success factors. Success 
factors cannot be processes or questions; they describe an attractive situa-
tion or event, which forms part of the stakeholder’s visions.

3.2.1  Strategy Quality Object Attributes

The three basic quality object classes can be further subdivided into more 
specific quality object attribute types that are addressed by the corporate 
strategy and that make it easier to understand and evaluate the complete-
ness of the corporate strategy for the involved stakeholders.

The attribute types can be specific to the strategy situation, but in most 
cases, they will fall under the nine attribute types shown in Figure 3.1.

During the PQA-based definition of success factors and CSF, we use a 
simple rule to control the quality of the success factors:

If any quality object or pertinent attribute is left undefined by a strategic 
requirement, the resulting strategy will probably not be sufficient.

The PQA team cannot ensure that the strategy as implemented will lead 
to the expected result if the success factors found under PQA are insuf-
ficient or missing. The biggest risk here is that the PQA team does not 
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discover the insufficiencies or the missing success factors before it is too 
late. In order to prevent or mitigate this risk, it is highly recommended to 
use an independent facilitator to facilitate the PQA process and to ensure 
its quality.

If it is explicitly stated that an undefined quality object or attribute is 
supposed to be handled as “within known opportunities,” then all stake-
holders understand why nothing further is done or needed concerning 
this quality object.

A high-quality corporate strategy defines all agreed quality object attri-
butes (here, nine in total) precisely with the help of the agreed success 
factors and the CSF resulting from PQA performed by the PQA Teams 
involved with the Strategic Initiatives.

3.3  SQM FACILITATION AND INITIATION

SQM is initiated by establishment of the corporate strategic framework 
that consists of:

•	 Strategy Sponsor
•	 Key-stakeholders
•	 Strategy Governance Team

Quality

PriceMarket

Solution

Organi-
zationProcess

E�ciency
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dardsTime

Quali�cations

Struc-
tureCulture

FIGURE 3.1
Strategy quality object classes and attributes.
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•	 The corporate situation of SWOT
•	 Corporate objectives
•	 Corporate quality standards
•	 Facilitation

It is a common mistake to confound corporate strategy with all ongoing 
and planned activity whether managed in the form of projects and pro-
grams or by the line organization management as ongoing business activity.

It is explicitly declared by the corporate Strategy Governance Team or 
a similar body with the same strategic responsibility that the ongoing 
planned activities form part of the corporate strategy. In this context, the 
ongoing planned activities have agreed explicit objectives for their contri-
bution to the corporate strategy success factors.

Day to day business activity governed popularly speaking “bottom up” by 
line or functional management cannot replace a strategy defined by leader-
ship top down. Leadership will establish strategic objectives that will inspire 
management to optimize their business operations, but that does not mean 
that the sum of the business operations as performed equalize the strategy.

The Strategy Governance Team comprises as a minimum the strategy 
sponsor coached by an experienced facilitator.

At best, the Strategy Governance Team represents corporate leader-
ship and consists in this respect of a team of managers with the power 
and authority to initiate, implement, evaluate, and sign off the Strategic 
Initiatives to be established.

The Strategy Governance Team knows and understands the conditions 
and the needs of the corporation in its current situation based on a thor-
ough SWOT analysis or based on the mutual knowledge and experience 
of the team members.

An experienced facilitator coaches a SWOT analysis in order to ensure 
a feasible result. The facilitator is at best an independent highly qualified 
person who is fully trusted by the Strategy Governance team.

The facilitator has at least the following qualifications:

•	 Is not an employee of the corporation
•	 Knows PQA and other SQM methods in depth based on own practice
•	 Has good basic industry knowledge, but is not an expert (or a hero)
•	 Has strong communication skills
•	 Has strong empathy
•	 Has natural authority
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The Strategy Governance Team defines the initial strategy scope and objec-
tives based on the individual visions and expectations of the team members.

The strategy is initiated and later on changed if required by using PQA. 
In this respect, the Strategy Governance Team takes on the role of the top 
level PQA team.

3.4  THE PQA METHOD

PQA is the set of processes that are used for establishment of the Strategic 
Initiatives of the strategy:

•	 The introduction to the PQA process for the PQA team that per-
forms the PQA processes under a Strategic Initiative

•	 The PQA Team PQA Workshop that is a brainstorming-based team- 
building process that results in:
•	 Individual visions and missions documented and discussed in 

support of conflict prevention and establishment of mutual respect
•	 Agreed Success Factors defined and approved to be true and 

complete
•	 Critical Success Factors defined and mutually agreed to not leav-

ing one single success factor non-classified
•	 Required activities to be performed
•	 Appointment of PQA Team members to lead the required activities
•	 A plan for PQA result distribution and future reviews of the 

planning effort concerned with the agreed activities under the 
Strategic Initiative

•	 Production and distribution of the PQA Workshop result to the 
strategy sponsor and the PQA Team members

•	 Production by the appointed activity leader of the detailed Activity 
Description for the activity identified in the workshop. These 
Activity Descriptions are reviewed for compliance with the Activity 
Description standard by the Project Office and distributed to the 
PQA Team for review as agreed to in the PQA Workshop

•	 In a series of review meetings or in a dedicated strategic plan-
ning workshop, the suggested activities are approved for initiation 
and execution. During these reviews, Risk Management is used to 
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identify, evaluate, and define responses to identified risk. The risk 
responses are improved ways to perform already defined activities 
combined with identification of new required activities to mitigate 
threats and pursue opportunities.

The activities are planned in detail once approved. Duration and 
resource needs and possible costs and dates of required result delivery are 
estimated with due attention to already executing activity, activity inter-
dependencies, and availability of required resources.

The resulting project plans are approved by the Process Governance Team, 
which performs the role of process or project sponsor. On strategy top-level, 
the sponsor is the Strategy Sponsor or the Strategy Governance team, while 
low-level projects performed by Workgroups can have sponsors appointed 
by higher level PQA Teams such as the Strategy Governance Team.

Major programs such as the implementation of an atomic power plant, 
the implementation of a ship’s wharf, or the establishment of a new bank 
operation will have sponsors and Process Governance Teams with huge 
autonomous budgets on many levels.

Once executing, the Strategic Initiatives are tracked for progress and 
quality of delivered results. The status of the Strategic Initiatives is com-
municated according to the communication plan, not only periodically 
such as ongoing business operation reporting, but also such as when per-
tinent deviations from expected conditions are observed.

Important deviations from initial expectation as evaluated by the 
Process and the Strategy Governance Teams can lead to major changes 
of the strategy that require new PQA processes and new Strategic 
Initiatives.

3.4.1 � PQA for Destructive Conflict Prevention 
and Stakeholder Motivation

One of the most important values of PQA is that it can prevent destruc-
tive conflicts and improve stakeholder motivation. All stakeholders are 
motivated for their own personal reasons. PQA visualizes the motivat-
ing factors of the key-stakeholders by committing them to document and 
present their personal vision of the result of and their personal view on 
their mission during the Strategic Initiative. Furthermore, the key-stake-
holder motivation is kept alive and even strengthened by involving them 
actively in the implementation of successful solutions.
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PQA preparation and execution require strategic thinking, planning, 
and communication in order to establish the commonly accepted (ini-
tial) objectives.

The common acceptance of initial objectives and the initial strategy of 
activities to achieve these objectives ensures an opportunity for a “no con-
flict” implementation process. The “no conflict” implementation process 
can be realized long term if it comprises efficient change management.

Efficient change management implies:

•	 Processes that allow fast and precise tracking (deviation reporting) 
of all progress

•	 Procedures that allow deviations to be correctly interpreted and reported
•	 Procedures that ensure fast and correct response to problems, new 

threats, and new opportunities

When building a bridge, common targets are obvious, which means that 
the “no destructive conflict” solution is more process- and organization-
based, which in most cases can be controlled by management.

When building IT and Information System solutions, common tar-
gets are much less obvious. Quite often, the resulting solution that can be 
accepted by the stakeholders from such projects does not reveal itself until 
the final Accept-Testing.

It therefore becomes a key to the “no destructive conflict” situation 
that IT and Information System solution targets are thoroughly defined, 
governed (adapted), and agreed to by all stakeholders. This is especially 
important when we talk about “moving targets.” Agility is necessary.

Besides well-defined agreed targets, the required processes to reach the 
targets are thoroughly defined:

•	 Project Requirements Document
•	 Risk Management
•	 Tracking standard key figures
•	 Change management organization
•	 Change management procedure
•	 Change implementation procedure

The organization that can execute the processes and deliver the required 
results is established and governed in such a way that the “no destructive 
conflict” situation can and will be reached and communicated throughout 
the implementation of the strategy.
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PQA ensures a strong team feeling among the PQA Team members, 
which strengthens their ability to make decisions, and to cooperate and 
negotiate among themselves and with external partners.

3.4.2  The PQA Teams and the Cascading PQA Processes

The Strategy Governance Team is by definition the first PQA team. The 
Strategy Governance Team defines:

•	 The initial success factors and CSF of the Strategic Initiative
•	 The main activities required
•	 The key-stakeholder who is responsible for the success of the activity 

(the activity leader or the coach of the future activity leader)

The activities defined on Strategy Governance Team level are most often 
in themselves so comprehensive that they demand their own PQA Team 
to perform a more detailed PQA process for their establishment with more 
detailed success factors, deliverable requirements, activities, management, 
and team members.

The lowest level PQA Teams define activities to be performed by 
Workgroups that produce tangible deliverables in support of the finally 
agreed upon strategy benefits.

Based on a cascading PQA process, the Strategic Initiative scope will be 
fully defined with:

•	 Expected benefits that can be measured
•	 Solution components that are agreed to
•	 Tangible deliverables that allow performance measurement
•	 Teams and team members and their roles
•	 Organization for communication and change management

During the PQA-based development of the Strategic Initiatives, all 
PQA Team members are peers irrespective of their origin within or out-
side the corporation in question, that is, they have been chosen because 
they can:

•	 Formulate the real need of the organization and the benefits to be 
obtained (WHY)

•	 Describe the different solution opportunities and their conse-
quences (WHAT)
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•	 Describe the processes and the required resources for a successful 
result (HOW)

•	 Select a solution and assign the required resources to achieve it (WHEN)

3.5  PREPARE THE PQA WORKSHOP WAR ROOM

PQA Workshops and Workshop reviews need space for the number of 
participating people to be seated around one oval table that allows all par-
ticipants to see and hear each other.

Let us call the meeting room for the PQA Workshop and the PQA 
Reviews a War Room.

The PQA War Room for initial PQA Workshops requires the follow-
ing equipment:

•	 One oval (super-ellipse) or round table
•	 Flipchart sheets
•	 Big white board
•	 PowerPoint presentation equipment
•	 Walls or windows where you can glue the filled-in flipchart sheets
•	 Writing equipment for paper and flipchart sheets
•	 Notepaper for all participants
•	 Coffee and donut service all the time just outside the War Room
•	 Lunch service just outside the War Room

In addition to these war room facilities, for PQA reviews you need access 
to the following:

•	 Communication facilities that allow you to call and talk to team 
members and people to be involved in activities and who cannot 
attend the review meeting. You will need a virtual meeting environ-
ment such as Skype, but with good white board facilities.

•	 The corporate project offices information systems for planning 
and scheduling.

The War Room can be inside the corporate premises, which is fine for an 
intensive one-day workshop and disciplined participants.

•	 No one leaves the workshop outside the agreed coffee and lunch breaks.
•	 You continue until all activities have been lined up.
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If the Strategic Initiative has enough importance, priority, and complex-
ity, you should allow two days for the initial PQA Workshop and do it in 
a hotel or another professional meeting environment. The rules of work-
shop attendance are the same.

3.5.1  Running a One-Day PQA Workshop

A one-day workshop can have the following agenda:

8:30–8:45	 Welcome coffee
8:45–9:15	� Introduction to participants with Question and Answer 

(Q&A) session
9:15–9:30	 Coffee break
9:30–10:30	 Vision and mission presentation
10:30–10:45	 Coffee break
10:45–12:30	 Success Factor suggestion
12:30–1:30	 Lunch; the facilitator evaluates the suggested Success Factors
1:30–2:30	� Success Factor suggestions continued if needed until no 

more suggestions
2:30–2:45	 Coffee with cake
2:45–4:30	 Definition of Critical Success Factors
4:30–4:45	 Coffee break
4:45–5:45	� Outline required activities and evaluate completeness 

until completeness has been achieved with a good level of 
the activities

5:45–	� Close out with review meeting planning and assignment 
of responsibility for Activity Description

It is you as facilitator who decides when the right quality of the Success 
Factors, the Critical Success Factors, the decided activities, the activity 
responsibility, and the review planning has been reached.

However, it is the PQA Team members who formulate and agree on all 
elements; as facilitator, you only coach and facilitate.

3.5.2  Running a Two-Day PQA Workshop

The agenda is almost the same as the one-day workshop, but in addition, 
you plan for an evening activity. If you want a high-quality Day 2, you 
should keep the alcohol consumption to a minimum during the evening 
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activity, which is possible with physical exercises such as dancing lessons 
or friendly competition bringing the team members even closer together.

A two-day workshop can have the following agenda:

DAY 1:
8:30–8:45	 Welcome coffee
8:45–9:15	 Introduction to participants with Q&A session
9:15–9:30	 Coffee break
9:30–11:00	 Vision and mission presentation
11:00–11:15	 Coffee break
11:15–12:30	 Success Factor suggestion
12:30–1:30	 Lunch
1:30–2:30	 Success Factor suggestion continued
2:30–2:45	 Coffee with cake
2:45–4:30	 Success Factor suggestion continued
4:30–4:45	 Coffee break
4:45–5:45	� Success Factor suggestion continued until no more 

suggestions
5:45–7:00	� Facilitator evaluates the suggested success factors and pre-

pares flipchart sheet for Critical Success Factor definition
7:00–10:00	� Dinner followed by whatever you want—games, dancing, 

wine tasting, etc.
DAY 2:
8:45–9:15	� Presentation of the results of Day 1 and eventually adding 

of new suggested Success Factors with evaluation
9:15–9:30	 Coffee break
9:30–11:00	 Definition of Critical Success Factors
11:00–11:15	 Coffee break
11:15–12:30	 Definition of Critical Success Factors
12:30–1:30	 Lunch
1:30–2:30	 Outline required activities and evaluate completeness
2:30–2:45	 Coffee with cake
2:45–4:30	� Outline required activities and evaluate completeness 

until completeness has been achieved with a good level of 
the activities

4:30–4:45	 Coffee break
4:45–5:45	� Continue outline of required activities and evaluate com-

pleteness until completeness has been achieved with a 
good level of the activities
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5:45–	� Close out with review meeting planning and assignment 
of responsibility for Activity Description

Again, it is you as facilitator who decides when the right quality of the 
Success Factors, the Critical Success Factors, the decided activities, the 
activity responsibility, and the review planning has been reached.

3.6 � PREPARE THE PQA TEAM 
FOR PQA AND PQA WORKSHOP

The PQA Workshop is a brainstorming session that follows a specific set 
of rules of conduct. All invited participants have been selected because of 
their assumed interest in the subject of the Workshop, and because of their 
competences in the subject matter.

The PQA rules have been established in order to ensure active involve-
ment of all participants. No one is accepted just as a guest or to listen in 
passively. On the contrary, the rules are there to ensure the synergy that 
is only possible if the explicit and tacit knowledge of all participants are 
provoked to be used.

In order to set the mind of the participants in the PQA Workshop, give 
them detailed information about:

•	 The current situation of the involved organizations
•	 The known objectives of the Strategic Initiative to be planned
•	 The other team members
•	 Why and how the brainstorming is performed

This information is presented in two ways:

	 1.	A written introduction prepared by the facilitator and the sponsor 
and mailed to all participants in the PQA Workshop one to two 
weeks before the workshop

	 2.	A PowerPoint presentation that is used for opening the workshop 
by presenting:
Why the workshop is conducted
Why the participants have been selected
Why the workshop rules of conduct are the way they are
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The PowerPoint presentation illustrates what has already been pre-
sented in the written introduction and allows the facilitator and the spon-
sors to present themselves and to explain why the PQA Team members 
have been chosen.

You also have to take into account that the PQA Team members might 
have had so little time to prepare themselves for the workshop that they 
have not read the written introduction.

It is very important for the quality of the workshop result that all par-
ticipants get a chance to set their mind on their workshop involvement 
before the start of the brainstorming elements.

The PowerPoint supported presentation is also used to answer questions 
from the participants before the workshop starts. Most often participants 
have already tried another brainstorming method, and they would like to 
know why your method is different.

Some participants might have bad experiences from other workshops 
and some might have had good experiences.

In these cases, I explain that there has been no bad experiences with the 
PQA Workshop because:

•	 The workshop is used directly for decision making, not for recommen-
dations that might afterward be ignored or rejected by management.

•	 PQA is fully backed up by and signed off by management.
•	 Mutual respect is established in order to prevent destructive con-

flicts and to allow more than one point of view or personal opinion 
about a subject.

•	 Discussion among participants is promoted in order to ensure the 
best possible value and formulation of Success Factors and Critical 
Success Factors.

•	 The selection of participants has been done by the sponsors after thor-
ough evaluation of the pertinence of their skills and competences.

•	 The workshop initial scope and objectives have been thoroughly 
documented before the workshop.

•	 There are strict rules of conduct that allow synergy and that ensure 
that all participants contribute in an optimal way.

You prepare the written introduction to PQA and the PQA workshop as 
Coach/Facilitator together with your Sponsor.

If there are key-stakeholders on organizational levels above your 
Sponsor, it is highly recommended to let these stakeholders sign off on the 
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PQA Workshop introduction in order to avoid any objections later that 
will have a very negative effect on the PQA Team member motivation.

One of the keys to successful conduct of a Strategic Initiative is that 
the top-level stakeholders and the original sponsors are involved and acti-
vated in the initiative activity whenever this gives them an opportunity to 
show their personal motivation and their support of the PQA Teams. At 
best, this involvement gives top-level stakeholders and sponsors an oppor-
tunity to proactively promote the importance of their Strategic Initiative.

In most PQA Workshops, these high-level stakeholders (most often a 
general manager or another member of the board of directors that is also 
the original sponsor) open the PQA workshop with a short personal speech 
that explains the importance of the workshop result to the participants.

After the workshop, the original sponsors can evaluate the PQA 
Workshop result.

On one specific PQA Workshop of high strategic importance where we 
performed the initial PQA for the pharmaceutical factory implementa-
tion, the future board of directors’ team of the factory visited the 2-day 
workshop after the first day and gave the PQA Team very positive feedback 
on the intermediate result with visions and Success Factors.

This intermediate feedback from key-stakeholders and original spon-
sors halfway through the PQA Workshop contributed to the motivation 
of the participants and the quality of the successful result of the PQA 
Workshop.

3.7 � THE PQA PROCESS AND WORKSHOP 
INTRODUCTION

The PQA process and Workshop introduction comprise two parts:

•	 A specific part that describes the condition of a specific workshop:
•	 Where and when
•	 Who
•	 Scope and objective (Why, What, Constraints)
•	 The roles and the responsibilities of the participants
•	 How the participants can prepare themselves for PQA involvement

•	 A common part that explains the rules of conduct of the PQA 
Workshop and the activity performed after the Workshop:
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•	 How the introduction to PQA and PQA Workshop has been 
prepared

•	 What happens in the PQA Workshop
•	 How the PQA Workshop result is produced and presented
•	 What an Activity Description is and why it is produced after 

the Workshop
•	 PQA Team activities performed after the Workshop

3.7.1  PQA and PQA Workshop Introduction Examples

The PQA and PQA Workshop Introduction examples introduce you to 
what a simple introduction can look like and the common part that is 
the same for all PQA processes unless very special conditions demand 
another way to perform PQA, such as you will see with the private bank 
information system swap case.

An example of a standard PQA Introduction is shown in Appendix A. A 
Powerpoint presentation can be downloaded from www. lyngso.lu. 

3.8  THE PQA WORKSHOP

The PQA Workshop has the following agenda:

	 1.	Welcome and PQA introduction to the PQA Team
	 2.	Question and Answer session (short)
	 3.	Participants define their personal visions and mission statements
	 4.	Definition of Success Factors and Success Factor quality control
	 5.	Classification of Success Factors into Critical Success Factors
	 6.	Setup of the PQA Matrix
	 7.	Outline definition of activities and activity quality control
	 8.	Presentation of the Activity Description
	 9.	Assignment of activity leaders to all outlined activities
	 10.	Planning of PQA review activity

Each element is described in the written PQA and PQA Workshop 
introduction and in the PowerPoint-based PQA Team PQA introduction.

Here I will take the opportunity to explain in more depth why we have 
chosen to conduct PQA the way we have.
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3.8.1  The PowerPoint-Based PQA Team PQA Introduction

The PowerPoint introduction is used to make sure that all participants 
understand why the PQA Workshop is performed and why they have been 
invited as members of a PQA Team to perform PQA.

The verbal introduction can be performed by the sponsor or the facilita-
tor or by both. If possible, the original sponsor or another top-level key-
stakeholder should open the workshop to show how important it is to 
arrive at a good result.

The first slide presents the participants (Figure 3.2).
As facilitator, you have asked the original sponsor to open the 

Workshop with a statement about how important the expected PQA 
result is for the enterprise.

For the original sponsor, the PQA result is a first step to fulfill the 
expectations and objectives of the enterprise, the establishment of the full 
Strategic Initiative scope. The sponsor knows what the PQA result looks 
like because you have informed him or her about this and because the 
sponsor has had the opportunity to read the written PQA Introduction.

The result seen from the PQA Team point of view is a project plan that 
outlines the solution components, defines the processes and activities 
required to establish the solution components, and establishes the orga-
nization to perform these activities; however, the team might not be fully 
aware of this when you start the workshop.

Your objective is to make sure that all participants understand why and 
how the PQA Workshop is conducted. The participants are invited to ask 

Strategic Initiative PQA Workshop

•	 Participants
−− Joe, Production Manager
−− Peter, HR Manager
−− Anita, Sales Manager
−− Paul, Support Manager
−− Erica, Business Development Manager
−− Lisa, IT Manager

•	 Facilitator
−− Andrew

FIGURE 3.2
PQA participants.



Strategy Process Quality Management  •  115

questions about the written introduction and whenever they want a PQA 
element explained more thoroughly.

You explain why the PQA participants have been selected supported by 
a slide that shows how we intend to use their explicit and tacit knowl-
edge to establish the best possible plan for establishment of the Strategic 
Initiative (Figure 3.3).

It is your opportunity to tell the participants that we want their knowl-
edge to be visualized and shared in the context of the Strategic Initiative. 
You explain what your role as facilitator is and what their roles as planners 
and decision makers are.

Before you ask the participants to define their vision and mission with 
respect to the Strategic Initiative, you can introduce what you mean by 
Success Factors and Critical Success Factors. The participants will use the 
success factors to document the initial requirements to Solution, Process, 
and Organization in order for these objects to deliver the expected result 
of the Strategic Initiative (Figure 3.4).

Some participants might have an idea about what success factors are, but 
you need to explain how the success factors are used under PQA.

Tacit
Knowledge

Facilitation

Vision
Mission

Experience
Competence

Ideas
Wishes
Needs

Why are we there?
Important questions?

What is my mission and vision?
What will we achieve?

How will we do it?
When do we do what?

Standards
Lessons learned

Explicit
Knowledge

FIGURE 3.3
PQA knowledge sharing.
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3.8.2  Question and Answer Session

In some cases, during the introduction presentation or later on during the 
PQA Workshop process you will be met by the following question:

“When talking about organization, do you mean the organization of the 
Strategic Initiative or do you mean the corporate organization?”

The answer is not straightforward, but at the same time it is quite clear:

•	 The Strategic Initiative organization is a part of the corporate organi-
zation, so Success Factors addressing organization can address both.

•	 Success Factors addressing new or improved corporate organiza-
tion elements or conditions as a result of the Strategic Initiative 
are addressing the Strategic Initiative solution, not the Strategic 
Initiative process.

•	 Whenever a Success Factor addresses the quality of corporate pro-
cesses, corporate solutions and products, or corporate organization 
attributes to be achieved because of the Strategic Initiative, we talk 
about a Success Factor that addresses the Strategic Initiative solution.

•	 A Success Factor can address solution, process, and organization at 
the same time.

Success Factors
External ViewExternal Expectations

Internal ExpectationsInternal View

Management

Meth
ods

Sy
ste

ms

Fu
ncti

on
s

Tools
Sales

Marketing Logistics

Production

Process Solution

Organization

HRM Development

FIGURE 3.4
Success Factor elements.
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Even if you get no questions about the solution-oriented Success Factors, 
you can explain that the solution fitting the needs of the Strategic Initiative 
can be very complex, for example:

•	 A merged organization
•	 An acquisition
•	 A factory
•	 An information system
•	 A new subsidiary

The solution can even be a combination of these elements. The partici-
pants will decide on what the solution is constrained by the initial scope 
of the Strategic Initiative.

When we performed PQA in the organization that developed and imple-
mented the DANCOIN cash card, the solution was not restricted before 
the participants had formulated their visions.

One vision was that the cash card completely replaced the wallet of the 
owner. You can imagine the cash card with club memberships, credit 
cards, social security ID, etc.

Fortunately enough, the sponsor was there and could state very clearly 
that the objective was to produce a cash card with anonymous cash to buy 
newspapers, clothes washing, soft drinks, bus tickets, telephone calls, and 
other simple consumption—and nothing else.

Obviously, this restriction could have been stated in the scope in the 
introduction to PQA, but we had not foreseen such an interpretation of the 
cash card. It is quite important to state what is not included in the scope if 
this is not obvious.

The discussion led to other interesting solution observations that in the 
end allowed the team to define all elements of the solution comprising:

•	 Communication and networking
•	 Card distribution
•	 Card usage
•	 Card reader
•	 Central transaction clearing

The “simple” cash card solution was complex enough to challenge all 
PQA team members.

When you explain the process object, you can use the coffee bean meth-
ods to explain the different processes that are required in order to develop, 
implement, and quality/project manage the Strategic Initiative result 
delivery by using the graphic representation shown in Figure 3.5.



118  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

Quality Management and Project Management synchronize 
Implementation and Development in such a way that the produced solu-
tion components, organizational elements, and documentation obtain 
an agreed quality that complies with the scope that the participants will 
define and agree to under PQA.

You can show a set of questions that the PQA participants might ask 
themselves while they define their vision, mission, and suggested Success 
Factors with respect to the Strategic Initiative (Figure 3.6).

Agreement

Deliver

Stakeholders
Sponsor

Functional requirements
architecture

Technical requirements
ITIL compliance

Technical design
Functional compliance

Infrastructure
establishment

Solution creation
Integration

Test for
robust consistent scalable

Functional design
work�ows

Initiate, plan, execute,

control close out

Methods, standards and

compliance

Development

Implementation

Quality Management

Project Management*) Functional training

Accept test

Accept test
scenario design

Project charter

*) Manage integration, scope, time, cost, risk, human resources,
communication, quality, procurement

Co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n

Idea

Realization
Operation

FIGURE 3.5
Process components.

How are reliability, maintainability and availability defined?
What other systems do we integrate with?
Who is the user of the product?
How should the IT infrastructure communicate with the users?
User involvement?
The implementation process?
Use of method, techniques and tools?
What standards do we have to develop and/or implement?
Education, training and coaching requirements?
What are the most common recovery problems encountered
  and what are their prevention requirements?

FIGURE 3.6
PQA questions.
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3.8.3  Definition of Personal Visions and Missions

A mission statement describes what you want to do now in order to con-
tribute to make the vision come true.

A vision statement describes what you want or expect the situation to 
be in the future when the Strategic Initiative or the task has completed 
(Figure 3.7).

Major corporations often show their vision and mission statements on 
their public web sites. I have chosen to show examples from Volvo and 
Novo Nordisk:

Mission and Vision of the Volvo Car Group (from its public web site) 
Vision
To be the world’s most progressive and desired luxury car brand.
Mission
Our global success will be driven by making life less complicated for peo-
ple, while strengthening our commitment to safety and the environment.
The Novo Nordisk Mission and Vision are expressed in The Novo 
Nordisk Way Essentials:
The Essentials are ten statements describing what the Novo Nordisk Way 
looks like in practice. They are meant as a help to our managers and employ-
ees for evaluating to what extent our organization acts in accordance with 
the Novo Nordisk Way.
Mission and Vision of the Volvo Car Group (from its public web site)
Vision
To be the world’s most progressive and desired luxury car brand.

Visions
Eric Pvier:
Our consultants are rated the
best when it comes to project
management and analytical skills

We are outstanding with
respect to usage and
implementation of methods
and techniques.

John Doe:
Visions

Visions are individual
common focus
mutual respect

Describe the game you want to win

Vision

Overview

Experience Knowledge

FIGURE 3.7
PQA participant visions.
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Mission
Our global success will be driven by making life less complicated for peo-
ple, while strengthening our commitment to safety and the environment.
The Novo Nordisk Mission and Vision are expressed in The Novo 
Nordisk Way Essentials:
The Essentials are ten statements describing what the Novo Nordisk Way 
looks like in practice. They are meant as a help to our managers and employ-
ees for evaluating to what extent our organization acts in accordance with 
the Novo Nordisk Way.

The Essentials are as such an important means for identifying actions, 
which our organization may take to further align our way of working with 
the thinking, and values that characterize the Novo Nordisk Way.

•	 We create value by having a patient centered business approach.
•	 We set ambitious goals and strive for excellence.
•	 We are accountable for our financial, environmental and social performance.
•	 We provide innovation to the benefit of our stakeholders.
•	 We build and maintain good relations with our key stakeholders.
•	 We treat everyone with respect.
•	 We focus on personal performance and development.
•	 We have a healthy and engaging working environment.
•	 We optimize the way we work and strive for simplicity.
•	 We never compromise on quality and business ethics.

Corporate vision and mission statements are developed by corporate 
leadership to indicate to employees and stakeholders in general where they 
want the corporation to go and how they intent to arrive at this target—
their mission.

Under PQA, we do not develop common vision and mission state-
ments. We leave that role to corporate leadership, who might use some 
other brainstorming techniques to arrive at corporate vision and mis-
sion statements.

Under PQA, the vision and mission statements are personal. Their pur-
pose is to present the participants to each other to obtain mutual under-
standing and respect.

As can be seen in the previous examples, there is a tendency to mix up 
vision and mission, and in the PQA case, you are welcome to do the same.

Good vision statements will have some of these features:

•	 Easy to understand by other participants
•	 “Paint” a picture of future values



Strategy Process Quality Management  •  121

•	 Express something that you want to happen
•	 Might be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, 

Time bound)
•	 Aligned with corporate strategy and the scope of the Strategic Initiative
•	 Address the purpose of the task at hand
•	 Describe the relationship to stakeholders
•	 Describe what you want to do and achieve

Each PQA Workshop participant defines a personal vision and mission. 
The participant presents a personal view on the expected result and the 
expected business benefits.

Each individual vision is written down with the name of the author attached 
to it. It is very important for the cooperation and mutual respect among the 
team members that they understand the motivating factors of each other.

It is allowed and even recommended to ask for explanations of the vision 
and mission statements, but their relevance or correctness can never be 
challenged because it is a personal choice.

People tackle problems in different ways. We like to know what the atti-
tudes are among the members of the PQA Team. Based on this knowledge, 
we can play better on each participant’s strengths and motivation in order 
to obtain maximum creativity and synergy.

3.8.4  Definition of Success Factors with Quality Control

The Success Factors express what the PQA team thinks should be the 
quality of the result of the Strategic Initiative. The result can relate to any 
solution, process, or organization element that is relevant to the Strategic 
Initiative or the task (Figure 3.8).

The Success Factors also express what the PQA Team thinks how other 
people will evaluate the project result.

The Success Factors express opportunity events and conditions or they 
express that a threat event or condition is avoided, but not how this is done.

To perform an activity cannot be a Success Factor.
You cannot ensure that the result of an activity contributes positively to 

the value of the Strategic Initiative unless we know what that contribution 
is, that is, it is the event or situation of this contribution that is the Success 
Factor, not the activity.

Needed activities are defined after that the Success Factors have been 
established in response to these, not the other way around.
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Questions can of course not be Success Factors, but good questions might 
direct the participants to think about other SMART Success Factors.

The Success Factors are identified by letting each participant in turn 
suggest one Success Factor. All suggestions must be true, relevant, and 
valid and, at best, SMART. Full unanimous agreement on each suggested 
success factor is not required, but the truth, relevance, and validity must 
be ensured by the team—sometimes simply by reformulation of the sug-
gested success factor.

The process of Success Factor suggestion is continued until no team 
member has any more suggestions.

All the suggested Success Factors are listed on flipcharts, numbered 
sequentially without any priority, and visible to all team members once 
there is agreement about the formulation of each one (Figure 3.9).

When a flipchart has been filled in, it is glued to the wall of the meeting 
room so that all flipchart sheets and success factor suggestions are visible 
all the time. In this way, you can avoid too much duplication of sugges-
tions, but to avoid duplication as such is not necessary. A Success Factor 
suggestion can only be doomed to be duplication if the suggesting partici-
pants agree to this.

As facilitator, you are allowed to suggest a Success Factor formulation, 
but not to change the idea of the suggesting team member. Other team 
members are allowed to express their opinion and to try to change the idea 
of the suggesting team member.

True
Relevant
Not questions
Not activities
Not conditions

Success Factors

Agreed to unanimously
Not questions
Not activities
Not conditions
No success factor left out

Critical Success Factors

1: A supply service which can
     be measured and optimized

1: On-time delivery to
customers

2: We can handle big complex
international projects.

3: We understand what good
delivery service is (it is
defined).

2: On-time delivery to
    customers.
3: We understand what good
    delivery service is (it is
    defined).

FIGURE 3.8
Success Factors and Critical Success Factors.
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A team member can suggest one and only one Success Factor each time 
it is the turn of this team member to suggest a Success Factor, even if 
the team member has a whole list of suggestions. This is the reason for 
allowing team members to steal suggestions from other team members 
who have not had the patience to wait for their turn.

The bigger the PQA Team the more Success Factor suggestions you will 
get. A good team size of 7 to 9 participants will yield 40 to 60 Success 
Factor suggestions.

Once no team member can add an additional Success Factor, you as the 
facilitator evaluate the results after sending the participants out of the War 
Room for a lunch or coffee break (Figure 3.10).

For each suggested Success Factor you put one or more circled evalua-
tions on it that declares if the suggested success factor concerns solutionⓢ, 
processⓟ, organizationⓞ, or any combination of these. For example:

	 1.	More effective Annual Work program preparationⓞ ⓟ ⓢ

	 2.	 Improved work program reportingⓟ

Suggested Success Factors (Cont.)

S 12. �e system should be easier, faster, and smarter to use than a paper-based system.
S 13. All healthcare service data must be contained in an electronic medium.
S 14. Well-de�ned interface to De Mars.
S 15. A �exible system that can be quickly adapted to changing requirements.
S 16.  FOSIS must for each information user be able to present the necessary 

           information in an understandable and clear manner.
S 17. FOSIS must be able to communicate with civilian healthcare systems.
S 18. �e tender must be completed by July 1.

O S 19. �e system must be able to communicate to peer users and senior authorities.

FIGURE 3.9
Flipchart sheet with evaluated suggested Success Factors.

Solution

OrganizationProcess

FIGURE 3.10
Success Factor evaluation criteria.



124  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

	 3.	Knowledge that can be usedⓞ

	 4.	Application Owners can verify their budget and budget performanceⓢ

	 5.	 Improved agreed business processes supported by the toolⓟⓢ

You then count the Os, the Ps, and the Ss:
ⓞ: 2
ⓟ: 3
ⓢ: 3

If any O, P, or S comes out with zero or comparatively few suggested 
Success Factors, you demand the PQA team to suggest Success Factors 
concerned with these once they get back from their break.

During early phases of a Strategic Initiative, the PQA teams are nor-
mally more solution focused than organization and process focused, and 
the contrary is the case in later phases.

As PQA facilitator, you are patient when the participants discuss the 
quality of suggested Success Factors. You are not in a hurry and the dis-
cussions are important for an open and positive cooperation between par-
ticipants, so you only coach with suggestions when you have a good idea 
for a formulation. You should provoke the PQA Team to suggest a number 
of Success Factors in all categories if necessary after your quality control.

Concerning the PQA Workshop schedule, you are more careful with time 
control if you do the whole workshop in one day than if you have two days. 
Normally, the participants will finish the definition of Success Factor sug-
gestions in 3 to 4 hours and the decisions about Critical Success Factors in 
2 to 3 hours. However, if you have more than eight participants, it can take 
longer. A two-day workshop allows for fun and the second day is normally 
dedicated to critical success factor definition, activity definition, and quality 
control of the workshop result.

3.8.5  Definition of Critical Success Factors

The definition of Critical Success Factors is a decision-making exercise. 
Until this session, the team has only had relatively innocent discussions 
about visions, missions, and Success Factors. Now the team must reach 
unanimous decisions about how to classify the Success Factors into Critical 
Success Factors and about how to formulate the Critical Success Factors.

In this process, the team needs your experience and coaching most. Use 
your quality control classification into solution, process, and organization-
oriented Success Factors to find some obvious candidates for the first class 
to be defined, for example, two solution-based Success Factor suggestions.
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Try to make the first class easy to establish and do not hesitate to suggest 
a formulation that the team members can improve among themselves, 
that is:

“We get an optimal production environment.”

Such a Critical Success Factor is usable for classification, but it is not 
SMART because it is not specific.

Ask the participants to suggest a formulation that is SMART.
It might be that the suggested Success Factors that belong to a less 

SMART Critical Success Factor together make it SMART, but that also 
indicates that a better formulation of the Critical Success Factors might 
be possible.

You might have tried out classification based on yellow notes, where 
each person has the opportunity in a round robin process to group and 
regroup the notes in silence until no more regrouping is wanted or needed. 
After this process, you baptize each group to become your Critical Success 
Factors.

I do not like this method because it does not give good discussions 
until it is too late after the Success Factor groups have been established in 
silence. You do get a discussion about formulation, but not about why the 
Success Factor groups are established the way they are. In addition, you 
normally do not use a suggested Success Factor more than once, which is 
not realistic.

The preferred classification method allows the PQA team to discuss 
each group of suggested Success Factors group by group and formulate 
the Critical Success Factors during this discussion.

Once a Critical Success Factor has been formulated this way, you easily 
find other suggested Success Factors to put into the group. Once a sug-
gested Success Factor belongs to a group, you write the group number 
besides the suggested success factor (Figure 3.11)

Any suggested Success Factor could belong to more than one Critical 
Success Factor.

The definition of Critical Success Factors close out when all suggested 
Success Factors belong to at least one Critical Success Factor class.

List the Critical Success Factors on one or two flipchart sheets. Give a 
number to each Critical Success Factor, but the numbers do not in any way 
prioritize the Critical Success Factors (Figure 3.12).

Give a number to each Critical Success Factor from 1 to N, where N 
normally is between 3 and 9.
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The PQA Teams always wonder why there are only from three to nine 
Critical Success Factors, but this is actually quite logical.

You have three core quality objects that you define for your task at hand 
or Strategic Initiative, and for each core object you have three attributes 
that you also want to cover with your Critical Success Factors.

Some Critical Success Factors address more than one attribute, which 
gives you between 3 and 3 × 3 Critical Success Factors.

If a Critical Success Factor addresses more than one core quality object, 
I would normally look for an opportunity to split it into better formulated 
Critical Success Factors so that three Critical Success Factors really are the 
minimum number that you will see.

Suggested Success Factors (Cont.)

2 12. �e system should be easier, faster, and smarter to use than a paper-based system.
9 13. All healthcare service data must be contained in an electronic medium.
5 14. Well-defined interface to De Mars.
6 15. A flexible system that can be quickly adapted to changing requirements.
2 16.  FOSIS must for each information user be able to present the necessary

            information in an understandable and clear manner.
5 17. FOSIS must be able to communicate with civilian healthcare systems.
1 18. �e tender must be completed by July 1.
5 19. �e system must be able to communicate to peer users and senior authorities.

FIGURE 3.11
Flipchart sheet with Critical Success Factor reference.

Critical Success Factors

(1) Essential FOSIS functionality implemented simultaneously on time
(2) Intuitive Danish language user interface
(3) FOSIS supports all healthcare services throughout
(4) FOSIS provides access to necessary and complete healthcare information
(5)  FOSIS communicates with relevant systems
(6) FOSIS is aligned with the defense IT strategy and is based on relevant standards
(7) FOSIS meets all requirements for safety and traceability
(8) FOSIS enables a �exible, user-speci�c data handling
(9) FOSIS increases quality and e�ciency in healthcare service

FIGURE 3.12
Flipchart sheet with Critical Success Factors.
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The PQA Team agrees 100% to each critical success factor. If some-
one in the PQA Team finds that an additional suggested Success Factor 
could improve the specificity of a Critical Success Factor, such a sug-
gested Success Factor can and should be added if the team does not 
object to it.

We cannot lose one single suggested Success Factor in the classification 
process, that is, all suggested Success Factors must belong to at least one 
Critical Success Factor.

3.8.6  The PQA Matrix with Activity Definition

The PQA matrix is used for definition of required and adequate activi-
ties to ensure the fulfillment of all suggested Success Factors and Critical 
Success Factors.

The Critical Success Factors are used for control of completeness and 
outline scope of the activities that the PQA team defines.

Just before the session of Activity Definition on the PQA Workshop, you 
as facilitator draw up the PQA Matrix on one or two flipchart sheets—
the number of flipchart sheets is not important, you can add more if you 
define many activities (Figure 3.13).

The PQA Matrix is drawn up with a number of columns corresponding 
to the number of Critical Success Factors plus three columns:

•	 The first column for the Activity Name
•	 Each of the following for a Critical Success Factor referenced by its 

ID number
•	 The next two for value and responsibility

PQA Matrix

Activity Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Value Who

FIGURE 3.13
PQA Matrix flipchart layout.
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The PQA Matrix is written on one or more flipcharts. The rows rep-
resent suggested activities described with a simple headline, such as the 
Activity Name.

For each activity, you indicate with a star or some other symbol that 
this activity will contribute to the fulfillment of the referenced Critical 
Success Factor.

If the outline scope is not defined precisely enough by the set of Critical 
Success Factors referenced by the activity and the underlying suggested 
Success Factors, then you can add a supplementary comment to the 
Activity Name.

The activity leader is appointed among the PQA Workshop participants 
and the initials of the activity leader are added in the Who column.

Each participant can suggest as many activities as the participant finds 
relevant. As a facilitator, you coach the team to get activities defined on 
an equal level (e.g., new projects, activities to be further broken down into 
tasks, or tasks on their own).

As facilitator, you are also allowed to suggest activities.
The PQA Matrix document can look like this:

Critical Success Factors

Value in execution

W
ho is Responsible

5. Quality management
4. �The system supports a dynamic business 

environment
3. Accessible information
2. A competent organization
1. �A supply service which can be measured and 

optimized
Activities 1 2 3 4 5
Define all aspects of a good supply service * * * 4 LH
Build a development support organization * * 2 JD
Build the user competence necessary to utilize 
the new system

* * * * 3 LH

Define the user competence necessary to define 
the new system

* * * * * 2 JD

Distribute the IRS report * * * 1 PP
Inform involved sales companies about the 
process and the progress ongoing

* * 1 PP

Define and build the complete system for 
communication, HW, SW and applications

* * * * 0 CV

Do PQA with the users involved in the design * * 0 CV
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The participants control the scope of each activity by entering a * under 
each Critical Success Factor that will be addressed by the activity.

Do not enter * where only indirect relations between Critical Success 
Factor and activity exist because this might lead to * in all cross-reference 
points.

If you can enter * under all Critical Success Factors, it is a sign that the 
activities have been defined on too high a level.

Once all the * connections have been defined, you check that the activi-
ties that address a Critical Success Factor all together can fulfill the Critical 
Success Factor and the underlying suggested Success Factors.

If some activity is missing, it is added and new * made for cross-reference 
between this new activity and eventual other Critical Success Factors.

You continue until all success factors are fulfilled by the outlined 
activities.

You then evaluate if an activity is already executing. If that is the case, 
you give it a value between 1 and 5 that indicates the following:

0		  Activity not done
1–2	 Activity executing but unstructured performance
3–4	� Activity executing with a known manager, but to be improved 

after PQA
5		  Activity executing well with a known manager

The PQA Matrix activity definition session is closed out for each 
defined activity with the assignment of one of the participants in the 
PQA Workshop as activity leader.

The activity leader plans the activity in detail after the workshop and 
suggests a manager of the activity if such a manager does not already exe-
cute the activity.

3.8.7 � PQA Activity Description and Assignment 
of an Activity Manager

On the PQA workshop, you present and explain again how to use the 
Standard Activity Description before you close the workshop out with 
review planning.

The PQA team members that have been appointed as leaders of one or 
more activities define the activities in depth after the workshop using the 
Standard Activity Description form.
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Activity Description, selection and suggestion of resources and 
appointment of an activity manager are classic project management 
activities. It is not the purpose of this book or this chapter to explain 
these in general.

Nonetheless, the content and the quality expectations concerned with the 
Standard Activity Description are covered next because it is part of PQA.

3.8.8  PQA Workshop Review Planning in the PQA Workshop

The further planning of the Strategic Initiative is done in PQA Workshop 
review meetings. The PQA Workshop review meetings are new workshops 
that build on the result from the initial PQA Workshop and previous 
review meetings.

All participants in the initial PQA Workshop participate in the first 
PQA review in order to ensure that agreed activities are complete, valid, 
and consistent to succeed with the Strategic Initiative. It is also important 
to ensure that suggested deadlines, resource usage, and budgets are realis-
tic and that the suggested results and deliverables are achievable in light of 
resource availability and other concurrent activities.

It might be difficult to keep a PQA Team on very high strategic level 
together for PQA reviews, but if you succeed in doing it, you can ensure 
the highest possible probability to succeed with the Strategic Initiative.

When completeness of the PQA Team cannot be achieved for a review, 
cancel or postpone the review if one of the unavailable resources is neces-
sary for decision making. The other resources will simply waste their time 
that could have been better used on other activity.

You can compare the situation of an incomplete PQA Team with the 
situation of key resources missing for producing an important project 
deliverable on a project task. If you pursue the task, the risk is high that 
the work is interrupted or that the result is unacceptable, which inevita-
bly leads to delays and increased cost. In most cases, you do not want to 
take that chance. It is highly recommended to perform tasks only when 
required resources are available. This is true for material, infrastructure 
elements, and human resource resources.

Imagine what happens if you start programming a web-based solution 
and you have no web access—this would not bring you very far unless you 
have good test and simulation facilities available. Even with such develop-
ment facilities, you might get surprises when you execute the program on 
the real web. Furthermore, if your preferred web programmer who is used 
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to agile development is not available, you will waste a lot of time if you 
bring in somebody who might be competent but who does not know you 
or your requirements.

Think twice before you bring in new resources in order to speed up 
things—most often new resources bring more chaos than progress. If you 
need additional resources, make sure to plan for it and to allow for them 
to be competent and to be adapted to your activity. This applies to people 
and technology.

PQA Workshop review workshops comprise the following types:

•	 The simplest review workshop type is always done. It verifies that the 
Activity Descriptions that have been agreed to be developed are satis-
factory as a requirements specification for the work to be performed 
in order to deliver the needed result of the Strategic Initiative. It is 
verified that each activity does what is required from that activity 
and that all the activities together deliver the expected result of the 
Strategic Initiative without doing work twice, that is, that the activity 
integrity is ensured.

•	 The more complex form of PQA Workshop review is a risk manage-
ment based review. Once the task of the simplest form of review has 
been performed, the Strategic Initiative risk situation is evaluated 
based on the detailed risk events and conditions such as those that 
have been described in each Activity Description.

•	 The most complex form of PQA Workshop review is a planning work-
shop where the complete project plan for the Strategic Initiative is 
assembled, evaluated for resource availability, scheduled, approved, 
and signed off by the PQA Team for further sign off by the sponsor 
and sometimes by the original sponsor.

In the initial PQA Workshop, you and your sponsor explain these 
review types and the importance of keeping the PQA Team together until 
the complete project plan has been signed off.

It is important that the development of Activity Descriptions be per-
formed as fast as possible after the initial PQA Workshop.

It is important that all agreed Activity Descriptions have been com-
pleted and distributed to all PQA Workshop participants at least one week 
before the PQA Workshop review.

The participants who are responsible for the development of the 
Activity Descriptions get the time they ask for to verify directly with the 
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required and competent resources to be involved with the delivery of the 
task result:

•	 That the resources agree with the scope and the solution quality to 
be delivered

•	 That the resources can perform the work
•	 When the resources are available to do the work
•	 The working conditions the resources demand to be able to do the work

It is important for the scheduling of PQA review workshops that the 
preparatory work of Activity Description development can be done with 
good quality.

With this constraint in mind, the PQA review workshops should be 
done as fast as possible.

The PQA facilitator works with the Project Office or a similar secretarial 
function to support the Activity Description work and ensure that Activity 
Descriptions comply with the standard (a standard is described next).

The PQA participants will continue to be a team and they will normally 
help each other to get the Activity Descriptions done in time and with 
good quality.

The direct PQA Workshop result is printed and delivered to the partici-
pants within two working days after the workshop.

3.9  THE ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION PRODUCTION

The PQA participants who are responsible for the development of the 
Activity Descriptions have been chosen because they understand the 
scope of the activity and because they are motivated to coach the planning 
and execution of the activity, not because they know in detail how the 
activity can be performed or what the quality of the result can be.

These participants can be the project managers of the activity or they 
can suggest someone outside the PQA Team to be the project manager of 
the activity.

Whatever the case, the responsible PQA Team member and the future 
activity project manager get together with the future Workgroup Team that is 
responsible for performing the activity and delivering the result of this activity.

The Workgroup Team assists in the production of the Activity 
Description to be reviewed by the PQA Team in order to ensure valid and 
reliable estimates and quality expectation.
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In some cases, an activity is a big project with many stakeholders and 
many resources to produce a complex result. In this case, a PQA Workshop 
introduction to PQA with the Workgroup Team can replace the Activity 
Description. The activity becomes a sub-project to the Strategic Initiative. 
In major Strategic Initiatives with several sub-projects, the planning pro-
cess will take longer.

If the Strategic Initiative involves many external organizations and 
internal departments, it is investigated if it can be executed as a program 
with a Program Office.

The Program Office can ensure legal and contractual compliance, track-
ing, and efficient communication in the governance of Strategic Initiatives 
facing high complexity of organization and solution.

In all other cases, the Workgroup Team will produce the Activity 
Description and be committed to the estimates and the scope of the activ-
ity such as they have expressed it themselves.

3.9.1  The Activity Description Preparation

The Activity Description is done for each activity from the PQA matrix as 
well as the ones that will become a new project that requires its own PQA.

For the preparation of the Activity Description, use the PQA result and 
the PQA Matrix:

Critical Success Factors:

EX
EC

U
TIO

N
 VA

LU
E

RESPO
N

SIBLE

6) � Conformity between LI services and WCAT expectations

5) � The solution contributes measurably to increased 
profitability

4) � Applied and accepted management tool

3) � Conformity between our delivered services and the 
customer expectations

2) � The system supports optimal project 
implementation

1)  Effective project culture
Activities: 1 2 3 4 5 6
1) Establish project team * * * * 1 MI
2) Establish project office	 * * * * 0 HK
3) �Define and document the 

essential project types
* * * 2 ML
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In the following example, ML writes the Activity Description for:

3) Define and document the essential project types.

To this end, ML has called the future Workgroup Team together to help 
with the scope setting, the estimation, and the risk identification.

ML and the Workgroup Team will use the PQA Workshop result that is 
relevant for this activity to ensure compliance of the Activity Description 
with all referenced success factors.

2.	 The system supports optimal project implementation
2        Reliable data that are validated before they come into the system
7      � The system is integrated with other information systems, so that 

the information is coordinated across these systems
8      Visible utilization of resources (billable time versus time spent)
9      The system must make it easier for the users to do planning
17  Utilization of the system gives a measurable economic benefit
19 � We get an overview over where we lose and make money, so that we 

get an improved business focus
22  The invoice foundation appears significantly faster
23  Increased maneuverability
24  Flexible reporting capabilities that show relevant information
25 � Each employee has an overview of the tasks that the employee is 

allocated to and used on
26  Be able to identify potential conflicts and deviations early in the project
33  Bottlenecks are visible
34  Internal and external plans can be maintained in the same place
37  The system is easily adaptable to new methods at WCAT
39  It will be visible if a task is behind or ahead of schedule
45 � The system is proactive—it reminds the user about activity that 

must be initiated
47  No excuse for not being proactive and for not taking initiative
50 � We can assess the impact of different projects and project portfolio 

scenarios
56  The system contains only one truth
57  We get fast and useful final costing of projects
59  The system can highlight the vulnerability relative to essential staffing
65  You can register all kinds of time spent in the system

3.	� Conformity between our delivered services and the customer expectations
10 � Controlled project process with fewer surprises—higher predictability
16  The planned project times are respected
20 � At any time we can inform the customer about the status of the 

costs incurred in the customer’s projects
23  Increased maneuverability
28 � Higher customer satisfaction because we deliver what is agreed on 

time
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29 � Visible customer deliveries and consequences of the customer’s 
failure to comply with agreed conditions

31 � The system provides a better basis for guiding the customer to an 
optimal process

36  Better time estimation for proposals (standard time)
40 � It becomes apparent who must be notified when there are devia-

tions from a plan
42 � All involved stakeholders report problem situations in the system 

with the assurance that the situations are treated in time
48 � We must be able to detect and measure the quality of each process 

(e.g., agreed with the customer)

5	 The solution contributes measurably to increased profitability
8      Visible utilization of resources (billable time versus time spent)
11  Increased reusability of collected data and experience
17  Utilization of the system gives a measurable economic benefit
19 � We get an overview over where we lose and make money, so that we 

get an improved business focus
22  The invoice foundation appears significantly faster
36  Better time estimation for proposals (standard time)
55 � We start up with a solution that quickly provides visible benefits 

and is widely used
57  We get fast and useful final costing of projects

3.9.2  The Activity Description Guideline

Activity 
Description

99) Activity name as this is printed in the PQA Matrix. The 
number is the activity number from the PQA Matrix.

When new activities are established during the PQA Review 
process in response to risk or for other reasons, such activities 
get a responsible PQA Team member assigned and an Activity 
Description is produced by the Workgroup Team to perform 
the activity and deliver the result.

By: The PQA 
Team member 
who is 
responsible for 
the Activity 
Description

Delivery date: The date the Activity Description was delivered 
for review.

Approval date: The date the Activity Description was signed off.

Scope Describe WHY this activity is required and what its areas of 
concern and responsibilities are in the context of the Strategic 
Initiative.

Also, describe what the activity does not concern if this can be 
discussed.

If possible, make direct reference to success factor expressions.



136  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

Deliverables A description of the expected outcome, for example, a tender 
material, a report, or an accepted system.

Supportive documentation is referenced here.

Purpose A description of the deliverable quality expectations or of the 
expected benefits from the delivery of the deliverable.

If compliance is required for legal, contractual, quality, or other 
types of constraints, it is mentioned here why this is the case.

Here you can also say that the activity ensures fulfillment of 
“success factor expression.”

Of course, it is implicitly ensured that the activity contributes to 
fulfillment of related success factors.

Responsible The person responsible for getting the activity done (sometimes 
the person writing this description).

This is the activity Project Manager. In some cases, the Project 
Manager can be a vacant position. This is not an optimal 
situation because it means that the Activity Description does 
not have commitment from a Project Manager before the PQA 
Team approves it. Try to avoid this situation.

Resources/Roles A description of needed roles and their responsibilities and skill 
and competence requirements.

Specific named resources can be applied to the roles, but you 
should not put a person in here without mentioning the roles 
that the person will take on during the performance of the 
activity.

Task List Task Description Estimated Resource Usage

Scope, purpose, and deliverable 
for each task executed in this 
activity. Describe why you need 
the roles that have their usage 
estimated concerned with this 
task.

ID) Task name as shown in 
project plan

Scope, purpose, and deliverable 
(short, because this will be 
defined by the Project Manager 
or the performing resources 
during result production).

Roles/names of resources to 
perform task with 
person-hour estimate for 
each resource; also the 
non-human ones if 
relevant.

Timeframe Duration in days, weeks, or fixed period (between this date and 
that date).
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Risk Assessment Describe potential events or task conditions that could 
influence the deliverable quality, duration, or estimated 
resource usage.

Think about external factors, which cannot be controlled, and 
internal factors, which can be controlled by project 
management.

Describe the probability of the event or condition (if  
probability is 100%, then it is a problem and not a risk). 
Describe the impact of the event.

Formulation: “This xx event might happen with high probability 
which will increase yy resource usage with a factor of 1.5.”

The complete risk situation of the Strategic Initiative will be 
listed in the risk response matrix where the risk response 
strategy is also shown.

Leave the task specific risks here even if they are also shown in 
the risk response matrix.

Dependencies Reference to activities that are performed before this activity is 
performed, concurrent with this activity, and to activities that 
will use results from this activity.

Predecessor activities:
ID)aaaa
Concurrent activities:
ID)bbbb
Successor activities:
ID)cccc
Explain why the relationship is relevant if not obvious.

While preparing the Activity Description, you ensure that all Critical 
Success Factors and their related Success Factors from the PQA Matrix 
implicitly or at best explicitly are addressed by the Activity Description.

You can use the scope description and the purpose description of the 
Activity Description to make sure that the activity deliverables explicitly 
contribute to the related Success Factors from the PQA Matrix.

3.9.3  Activity Description Example

ML and his Workgroup Team reached the following result, which was 
presented for review in the PQA Team review meeting after approval by 
the Facilitator and the Project Office for compliance with the Activity 
Description guideline.
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Activity Description 3) Define and Document Essential Project Types

Prepared by ML Preparation date: 04.06
PQA Team approval date:

Delimitation This activity does not include the following:
The specific project model and the contents of the 
activities in the individual departments.

The organizing of the projects and the roles in the 
WCAT—project organization).

Products A document that describes the essential project types 
with clearly defined phases, when to change phase, and 
the distribution of responsibilities.

During this, we should determine the interfaces and 
dependencies between the various functional areas.

Purpose The purpose of describing the essential project types is 
to define and document these in a structured way, and 
from this to:

•	 Be able to prioritize based on WCAT business 
objectives.

•	 At any time, be able to see in which phase a project 
is and who is responsible.

•	 Ensure that the individual employee has an overall 
view of the phases in essential project types.

•	 Ensure a structured collection of experience-figures 
for each project type.

•	 Ensure that the descriptions form the basis of the 
implementation in the COTS.

Responsible JO

Other resources CT; ML
Qualifications:
Thorough understanding of WCAT business processes 
(service, workflow, and products)
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Sub-activities Description of Tasks Resource Requirement

1) Identification of the 
essential project types.

JO, ML
(4 hours)

2) To carry out the 
analyses and describe the 
individual project types a 
group (person) per 
project type is appointed.

It is the responsibility of 
the individual group to:
•	 Describe the existing 

project workflow
•	 Identify the action 

areas/problems
•	 Determine and 

describe the ideal 
project workflow 
(phases, when to 
change phase, etc.)

•	 Describe the 
distribution of 
responsibilities for the 
project workflow

Expected time consumption 
per group: 2 weeks

3) Configure the COTS 
system for the essential 
project types. 

CT, LI, ML, JO
Expected time 
consumption: 4 weeks

Time frame August – October

Risks If this project is not given top priority by the management, 
the resources will disappear from the project.

A strong project team must be set up to ensure its 
visibility in the organization.

Efficient project culture does not arise by itself.
The COTS facilities are not able to support our 
description of the project types.

The system is not easily adapted to new project types.

Dependency on other 
activities

This activity can be started independently of other activities.
Close coordination (concurrent) with:
3) Define and document effective project management

This Activity Description is not perfect. The estimates could be more pre-
cise and the risks could be better formulated, but as Coach and Facilitator, 
you should not be too critical with the PQA Team performance. You 
should expect to accept even less perfect Activity Descriptions for review.
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Missing elements, consistency, more precise estimates, and risk formu-
lation can and should be handled in the PQA Review Workshop, where 
you can share your knowledge and experience with the PQA Team.

3.10  THE PQA REVIEWS

The PQA Workshop reviews are carefully prepared by the Facilitator 
and supported by the Project Office before the review meetings. Activity 
Descriptions have been approved to comply with standards and they have 
been distributed with reasonably good quality to all participants at least a 
week before the review workshop.

The Project Office ensures availability of needed facilities, the required 
PQA Team members, and the timely distribution of needed documenta-
tion to all PQA Team members before review meetings.

You need the Project Office to ensure that the PQA review participants 
have received the Activity Descriptions in time.

Although review dates and participation have been agreed on in the 
PQA Workshop, you will meet events and conditions that require changes 
to the review dates:

•	 Participants who are committed to perform other activities for valid 
private or professional reasons

•	 Activity Descriptions that are more complicated to develop than 
expected and will require more time to reach an acceptable quality

•	 Future required Workgroup Team members are not ready to help the 
PQA Team member to develop the Activity Description, which will 
be delayed for that reason

Changing review date is hard work that requires a good secretarial 
Project Office function.

The preparatory work is best performed with access to efficient planning 
and tracking tools managed and used under the support of the Project 
Office. With such tools, the estimates become more realistic and the 
Project Office can prepare for PQA Team planning by:

•	 Creating the Strategic Initiative as a project in the corporate proj-
ect database



Strategy Process Quality Management  •  141

•	 Making sure that suggested resources exist in the corporate proj-
ect database

•	 Making sure that suggested resources can be used for planning, that 
is, they are allocated to the Strategic Initiative

•	 Creating the project plan activities as they are defined in the Activity 
Descriptions leaving the definition of milestones and phases to the 
PQA Team decision making

•	 Creating dependencies between activities as these are defined in the 
Activity Descriptions

•	 Suggesting a schedule based on the estimates in the Activity 
Descriptions and already produce the first warnings of non-
availability of resources to perform the activities as wished

•	 If the corporate project management system comprises risk manage-
ment, the Project Office can already add the suggested risks to the 
risk list of the Strategic Initiative project plan.

The Project Office tools and preparation do not replace the PQA Team 
brainwork, but the Project Office preparatory work saves a lot of time 
for the Facilitator and the PQA Team during the review, especially if the 
review is performed in a War Room with a big white board screen con-
nected to the corporate project management system.

•	 Resource usage conflicts are immediately visible.
•	 Resource availability to activities is immediately visible.
•	 Complete activity overview and total schedule is visible and can be 

played around with.
•	 Alternative resources can be discussed for Project Manager roles and 

Workgroup participation.
•	 Initial risk overview is established and duplicates can be identified.
•	 Risk formulations can be corrected directly for agreement across the 

PQA team.
•	 Risk responses can be related directly to activities.

The Project Office is an advanced secretarial function that looks after 
how established standards for project management are used in and across 
projects in the organization.

This means that the Project Office can perform the first Activity 
Description review simply to control that it complies with the standard 
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form and can be used for creation of the project plan and schedule as a 
foundation for the first Strategic Initiative baseline.

If you do not have access to Project Office support, you are obliged to 
establish this support, even if you have to create your own Project Office.

The PQA Team members are able to make high-level pertinent planning 
decisions based on the delivered PQA documentation, status reporting, 
Activity Descriptions, and already produced plans and schedules. However, 
if the PQA Team members cannot see the full consequences of their deci-
sions by using an appropriate Project Office supported planning system, 
then they are working in the dark and the resulting plan is a waste of time.

3.10.1  The Basic Activity Description Review Workshop

The general purpose of the basic PQA Workshop reviews is to ensure that:

•	 Suggested activities and their deliverables are within the scope of the 
Strategic Initiative

•	 The set of activities is complete with respect to delivery of the 
expected result of the Strategic Initiative

•	 Activities do not make the same things more than once (integrity check)
•	 Activities are executed in the right sequence
•	 Resources are available for fast and efficient activity execution as 

estimated
•	 Effective communication is established in activities, between activi-

ties, and between corporate management and activity management

The Activity Descriptions and the PQA Team brainwork will not be 
enough to reach a consistent plan and schedule that can fulfill all the suc-
cess factors. You need access to a well-prepared project setup in a project 
management support system that allows the PQA Team to simulate the 
consequences of its decisions.

If the PQA Team or the facilitator does not have experience with using 
the corporate project management support system, they need support 
from the Project Office during the PQA Workshop review.

3.10.2 � The Risk Management-Based Review 
Workshop and the Risk List

Where the initial PQA Workshop focused on opportunities (Success 
Factors), the risk management process during a PQA Workshop review 
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focuses on threats and threat response with the objective to establish the 
most optimal project plan for the Strategic Initiative.

Risk Management with identification, evaluation, and documentation 
of threats and opportunities and definition and documentation of the 
response strategy can be performed in a group dynamic process during a 
PQA Workshop review.

The threats might be classified analogous to the CSF (e.g., Critical 
Threats), which will make it easier to control the completeness of the 
responses to the risks.

The risk management-based PQA Workshop review can be done at the 
same time as basic PQA Workshop reviews if the risk situation is not too 
complex.

The purpose of the risk management-based PQA Workshop review is to 
identify the risks, to evaluate the risks, and to respond to the risks:

•	 Risks are identified with correct formulation (e.g., “If aaa event or 
bbb condition happens, then consequence xxx will be the result”)

•	 Risks are evaluated and quantified (exposure = impact value × prob-
ability of event or condition)

•	 A risk response strategy is formulated that can comprise:
•	 New activities
•	 Activity integration
•	 Improved activity performance

•	 Improved Activity Descriptions explicitly respond to identified risk 
events and conditions

The identified risks with their responses are documented in the Risk 
Response Matrix for follow up with the PQA Team and for communica-
tion to other stakeholders.

The Risk Response Matrix is used for control of the completeness 
of the risk response strategy established while the PQA participants 
are reviewing the Activity Descriptions on the risk-oriented PQA 
Workshop review.

The Project Manager or the PQA Facilitator produces the risk list (Figure 
3.14).

The PQA participants ensure the best possible response strategy by con-
trolling that the set of responses to a risk is the best possible way to avoid, 
mitigate, transfer, or share that risk, and by controlling that the full set 
of impact on all risks by a given response is fully understood and docu-
mented, for example, in the concerned Activity Descriptions.
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Project ID Project 
Team
Aaaa
Bbbbb
Ccccc

Date 
Approved

Version ID Approved 
by:
Aaaa
Bbbbb
Ccccc

Distribution list
Bbbb
Eeee
Feee

RISK

Exposure
Response

ID) 
Resources 
not available 
in time

ID) If aaa 
occurs, 
then bbb 
fails

ID) …

Event or 
condition 
probability
Impact 
value

50%
$200K

30%
$1,000K

Response 
Activity

Responsible Deadline WBS ID m.m.m of 
activity 
concerned

2.1.2; 
3.1.4

m.m.m

Procure 
sub-
contractors

LD 22/22/13 n.n.n of activities 
responding

*

Hire Java 
Ace

1.3.2; 2.2.1 * *

… n.n.n This is a 
comment

•	 The first row shows the name of the project (the Strategic Initiative), the 
version of the list, who has approved the list, the PQA (project) Team, and 
the distribution list.

•	 The second row shows the risk names—one risk per column with ID.
•	 The third row shows the risk exposure.
•	 The fourth row shows the headers of the first four columns; in the following 

columns are shown the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) ID of the activi-
ties that are concerned with the effects of the risk in that column.

•	 The following rows contain in the first four columns:
	 1)	 The description of the risk response.
	 2)	 The person who is responsible for the risk response being executed as 

decided.
	 3)	 The deadline for the risk response action.
	 4)	 The WBS ID of the activities that execute or are concerned with the risk 

response.
•	 In the next columns, you cross-reference risks and risk responses. You can 

simply indicate a * of reference if the relationship between the risk and 
the response is self-explanatory or you can explain the relationship with a 
comment about how the exposure is changed, for example. The exposure 
change direction can also be indicated by a + or – sign replacing the *.

FIGURE 3.14
Risk Response Matrix.



Strategy Process Quality Management  •  145

If you have used a method other than exposure calculation to prioritize 
the risks, you indicate it in a comment and explain how and by whom 
it was done. This makes it possible for others to evaluate the result that 
you have obtained.

To assist you in finding pertinent risks for your Strategic Initiative, you 
can find a number of standard risk checklists with core risk objects on the 
web. The risk objects that you would look for depend on the scope of your 
Strategic Initiative. One such list can be found on http://www.misronet.
com/risks.htm:

Technical Risks

•	 Incomplete design
•	 Inadequate site investigation
•	 Uncertainty over the source and availability of materials
•	 Appropriateness of specifications

Logistical Risks

•	 Availability of resources—particularly construction equipment, 
spare parts, fuel, and labor

•	 Availability of sufficient transportation facilities

Construction Risks

•	 Uncertain productivity of resources
•	 Weather and seasonal implications
•	 Industrial relations problems

Financial Risks

•	 Inflation
•	 Availability and fluctuation in foreign exchange
•	 Delay in payment
•	 Repatriation of funds
•	 Local taxes

Political Risks

•	 Constraints on the availability and employment of expatriate staff
•	 Customs and import restrictions and procedures
•	 Difficulties in disposing of plant and equipment
•	 Insistence on use of local firms and agents

http://www.misronet.com
http://www.misronet.com
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When the scope is implementation of information systems, your check-
list could look like this:

Internal risk that can be prevented or mitigated by project management 
during the conduct of the project can be related to:

•	 Resource availability
•	 Stakeholder accept
•	 Resource quality
•	 Internal organization
•	 Safety
•	 Security
•	 Confidentiality

External risk that cannot be prevented by project management, but that 
might be mitigated by project management before the project is initiated 
can be related to:

•	 Technology efficiency
•	 Sub-contractor reliability
•	 Management attitude
•	 Funding
•	 Market
•	 Legal matters

It is recommended that you establish your own risk checklist. Once 
established it will be an important source of lessons learned to be main-
tained by all qualified stakeholders.

A risk checklist saves you a lot of time with Risk Management and it 
ensures better results from your risk-based PQA Workshop reviews.

3.10.3 � The Strategic Initiative Planning Workshop 
and the Project Schedule

The Strategic Initiative planning workshops are PQA review workshops. 
The PQA result underlying a Strategic Initiative is together with any docu-
mented and approved changes to this result the foundation for the plan-
ning workshops.



Strategy Process Quality Management  •  147

The Strategic Initiative planning workshops will take place regularly, 
normally once a month, in order to ensure:

•	 Communication of approved changes and expected changes
•	 Approval of suggested changes if the PQA Team is on the Strategy 

Governance Team level
•	 Approval of change suggestions if the PQA Team is on the Process 

Governance Team level
•	 Plan deviations are discussed and corrective actions are agreed if needed
•	 Risk events that have occurred are discussed and corrective actions 

are agreed if needed
•	 New risk or new risk probabilities are discussed and responses are 

agreed and documented in improved Activity Descriptions and in 
the Strategic Initiative Risk Matrix

•	 Resource availability is ensured for the next period by negotiation 
between project managers and resource managers

•	 Rescheduling of activities is agreed in case of non-availability of needed 
resources or in case of delays of required deliveries from related activities

•	 Agreement is established between project managers of activities and 
resource providers

Participants in Strategic Initiative planning workshops comprise all 
involved management of involved resources. This management also com-
prises the managers of concurrent Strategic Initiatives or other concurrent 
projects that demand the resources concerned.

You ensure that sub-contractors are available for planning and schedul-
ing your Strategic Initiative.

The Strategic Initiative planning workshops cannot yield a usable result 
without a fully up to date project management system database supported 
by the Project Office in support of the meeting discussions and decision 
making.

Brainstorming is not a method for Strategic Initiative planning and 
scheduling. Strategic Initiative planning and scheduling is based on facts 
and management decisions based on full visibility of these facts.

The facts for Strategic Initiative planning and scheduling decision mak-
ing are the project tracking statistics produced weekly by the Project Office 
based on progress reporting from Workgroup Team members and project 
managers. Project Management and Process Governance Teams comment 
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on the statistics when major deviations from the baseline occur. Deviations 
from baseline also comprise Strategic Initiative risk situation changes.

If correctly set up by the Project Office and correctly used by Project 
Managers and project resources, the corporate project management sys-
tem allows simulation of consequences of decisions made on the planning 
workshop as a safe foundation for agreement and further progress.

3.11  THE WCAT CASE STUDY

The establishment of improved production methods case in WCAT has 
already been presented in Chapter 2. Only the result is presented here.

The WCAT case is interesting because the established Workgroups and 
their projects looked fine originally, but they were not sufficiently strong 
to survive a sudden change of sponsor.

The new sponsor had ideas that deviated from the PQA result. The new 
sponsor already knew where to take the organization and the former 
sponsor’s PQA-based strategy did not fit into this picture.

Irrespective of this situation, my organization still delivered its new 
COTS system and the order project management information system 
based on this, but our role as Facilitator was finished.

The introduction to the PQA Workshop had the following initial questions:

•	 What are the 3 to 5 major problems with the current project manage-
ment strategy?

•	 Where can your department be more efficient?
•	 What do you expect from the new information system?
•	 What do you expect from other departments in WCAT?
•	 Who must be involved with the specification of the future WCAT 

project management environment?
•	 How is the project management environment serviced in operation?
•	 How is the new WCAT project environment quality managed?

The PQA result is shown in Appendix B.
The thorough selection of participants ensured a high quality result, 

where improvements to the resulting business processes and the train-
ing of the users in the new methodology were in focus to a much higher 
degree than the installation and operation of the COTS system. Solution, 
organization, and process are in good balance.
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On this basis, we actually achieved an acceptable solution implementa-
tion and we know that the enterprise is still very successful.

3.11.1  Activity Description Examples

A selection of the Activity Descriptions produced after the PQA Workshop 
for the first review meeting is shown in Appendix B.

The formulation of activities to be performed shows here key-stakehold-
ers of high maturity with a lot of experience. This experience allows the 
stakeholders to see the risks in a broad perspective.

You will rarely find such a level of quality of pertinent Activity 
Descriptions from a less mature group, and the number of initially identi-
fied pertinent risks is impressive.

3.12  THE BANKING INFORMATION SYSTEM SWAP CASE

The program of swapping all IT and Information Systems in a private 
bank has been presented in previous chapters.

The PQA process used in this case differs from the standard one and 
allows you to see an example of a deviation from the standard that acceler-
ated progress early, but created quite a few problems later on.

Once the IT Director had established the Strategy Governance Team 
and the project had been redefined into a program, the Program Manager 
and the Deputy Program Manager prepared the initiation of the PQA for 
this program:

•	 A non-standard PQA Workshop for the Strategy Governance Team 
to select participants from departmental management level to define 
Workgroups and Scope of Work for information system require-
ments specification.

•	 Preparation of standard forms to be used for Statement of Work doc-
umentation and requirements specifications.

•	 Introduction (PowerPoint) to be used for opening the meeting where 
the selected departmental managers were demanded to prepare the 
PQA Activity Descriptions. The invitation to this meeting was a sim-
ple e-mail with the PowerPoint presentation attached.
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•	 Preparation of the initial War Room facility that was just the big-
gest meeting room available in the building with one big oval 
meeting table ensuring that all participants could see and hear 
each other.

•	 Conduction of the special PQA Activity Description Workshop with 
duration of only one day.

•	 Documentation of the PQA Workshop result (PowerPoint) with 
activities to be performed, Workgroups to perform the activities, 
and required quality of work results.

•	 Establishment of coaching and facilitation for the Workgroups.

For the following chapters, this case study contains a thorough business 
analysis with a quite efficient document standard. The resulting require-
ments specification allowed fast contracting of sub-contractors.

The case study is furthermore interesting in that it demanded a com-
pletely new sub-contractor contract to be developed that after often-heavy 
discussions was signed by all sub-contractors.

The Program Manager supported by the Corporate Legal department 
and the IT Director developed the new contract.

The sub-contractor contract allowed the program to progress faster 
with exceptional results from the sub-contractors and the internal bank 
and IT organization.

The sub-contractor contract is explained in Chapter 4.

3.12.1  The PQA Non-Standard PQA Process

The initial non-standard PQA workshop was conducted as a meeting of 
the small and dedicated Strategy Governance Team consisting of:

•	 IT Director (sponsor with IT budget, technology expert)
•	 Deputy General Manager (original sponsor with program budget, 

business expert)
•	 Deputy Program Manager (solution and COTS knowledge)
•	 Program Manager (methods expert, facilitator, coach)

The Scope and Purpose of the meeting was:

The core-banking program wants to establish the best possible foundation 
for Workgroup management, where each Workgroup is responsible for 
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establishment of its business “products” and “processes” to be supported by 
the COTS systems.

The non-traditional PQA workshop results were:

•	 An outline of the line organization managers with their areas of 
responsibility required for allocation of resources to the project 
organization:
•	 Manager Fund Administration (Compliance, Settlement)
•	 Manager Fund Management (Execution, Performance, Pools)
•	 Manager Investment (Execution, Special Products, Trading Desk)
•	 Manager Finance (Accounting, Management Information, 

Reporting)
•	 Manager Treasury (Profit-Center, Bank Holdings)
•	 Manager Account Management (Client Reporting, Fee Structure)
•	 Manager Control Department (Client Static Data, Legal 

Reporting, Nostro Reconciliation, Treasury Control, Risk Limit 
Control, Counter Party Control, Lombard)

•	 Manager Operations (Back Office Settlement/Reconciliation, 
Corporate Actions, Custodian Management, Broker Management, 
Securities Static Data)

•	 Manager IT (Production, Infrastructure, Projects, Solution Support)
•	 The project organization (to be completed after the Activity 

Description workshop) will immediately commence the estab-
lishment of a complete acceptance test environment. The ini-
tial Workgroup work will be simulated Accept-Testing of real life 
business workflows produced by the Workgroups. The involved 
Workgroup participants will be asked to produce complete test cases 
before any future workshops.

•	 We immediately change the scope of workshops to produce only spe-
cific bank products with the quality required by the bank. In other 
words, we will change the scope from COTS functionality to bank 
business functionality.

•	 Each Workgroup will have precisely defined result objectives (agreed 
with the bank management as listed previously) to be obtained within 
an agreed deadline. These objectives will make it possible for each 
Workgroup to set up working sessions and to produce the results 
whenever this does not disturb the necessary daily work. There is 
no doubt that the highly qualified and experienced staff required in 
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the Workgroups will have to prioritize their time and make sure to 
deliver the Workgroup results on time.

•	 The Workgroup objectives will ensure a complete and feasible 
Information System solution, where the COTS contribution is pre-
cisely scoped and defined.

•	 Each Workgroup has the capability to:
•	 Make necessary decisions
•	 Initiate required work
•	 Perform the work
•	 Evaluate the work done

•	 This does not mean that all persons (roles) have to be available all 
the time, but it means that all roles and lines of communication are 
precisely defined beforehand. This will avoid any waste of time wait-
ing for decisions to be made or waiting for facilities to be available.

•	 Workgroups will cover both business functionality and the IT envi-
ronment. Assigned resources will typically work in more than one 
Workgroup, which will contribute to facilitating the communication 
between Workgroups.

3.12.2  The Non-Standard PQA Activity Description Meeting

The meeting with the departmental managers to establish Workgroups 
was called by a simple e-mail asking the following questions to be thought 
about before and during the meeting:

Who are the future users of the solution?
How should safe custody functions be handled and implemented?
What do you expect from the user interface?
How do we prevent the common reasons for IT failures?
Who can benefit from participation in project work?
How do you envision the implementation process?
How should availability, reliability, maintainability, and ability to inte-

grate be ensured?
What methods, techniques, and tools should be available?
How should standard documentation be produced?
How can we ensure compliance with standards?
What standards do we have to develop or implement?
What are the education, training, and coaching requirements?
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What is the biggest challenge concerning the future business operation?
What is the most common error and recovery problems encountered 

in the current business environment and what are their preven-
tion requirements?

The very simple document standard to be used was attached to the 
e-mail with an example.

The General Manager opened the “PQA” meeting, but did not partici-
pate otherwise.

The Activity Descriptions developed in the meeting consisted of a 
PowerPoint presentation with all Workgroups and the business processes 
they were responsible to document in the form of the agreed Workflow-
based standard documentation.

The document standard for the Workflow documentation was presented 
and explained to the participating departmental managers in the meeting.

The Deputy Program Manager and the Program Manager were declared 
Facilitators and Coaches for the Workflow writing process. We would 
support the writers, review, and approve the documentation for inclusion 
into the requirements specification to be delivered to the sub-contractors. 
The sub-contractors would be responsible for implementing the pertinent 
COTS functionality for the bank.

On top of this support, IT was committed to set up a sandbox environ-
ment with access to a test environment for all Workgroup participants.

The IT information System test environment was a dump on a specific 
date of all pertinent database content that could be accessed from all cur-
rent systems in test mode. It was already possible to execute all business 
transactions inclusive of usage of external relations such as SWIFT and 
FIX protocols in test mode.

A similar test environment would be set up for the future COTS systems 
once these systems had been installed and parameterized for bank usage.

In this way, it was ensured that the Workflow documentation could show 
real life business processes with realistic screens and reports from the old 
systems. This contributed to high quality of the requirements specifications.

The Workgroups decided on in the meeting looked quite different from 
the ones envisioned by the Strategy Governance Team initially. This fact 
shows the importance of communication and involvement of the most 
competent persons when building teams and doing PQA. The Strategy 
Governance Team had done great work to get the most competent manag-
ers together to make the Workgroup setup decisions.
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The Workgroups became:

	 1.	Establish and Terminate Clients
	 2.	Security Transactions
	 3.	Cash Transactions
	 4.	Derivatives Transactions
	 5.	Corporate Actions
	 6.	Tax
	 7.	Fees (Income and Cost)
	 8.	Control and Risk Management
	 9.	Client Reporting
	 10.	Infrastructure
	 11.	Financial Control

The PowerPoint Activity Description for a Workgroup is shown in 
Figure 3.15 (Workgroup 2 has been used for this example; the numbers 
are telephone extensions).

The close out of the meeting was an agreement with all Workgroup man-
agers to meet in the War Room every morning at 9:10 to discuss progress 
and constraints until all requirements had been produced.

All Workgroups had an end of May deadline, but we all knew that this 
was more than optimistic. Nonetheless, work progressed with an impres-
sive speed and only minimal delays that were always reported well in 
advance of the planned delivery dates.

(2) Security Transaction Work Group
• Participants

• NV (Back 501) WG manager)
• HS (Trade 485)
• EF (Back 580)
• KO (Fund M 336)
• PJ (Front 231)
• SS (Finance 362)
• LJ (Cash 6221)

• Order, Deal
• Securities Static Data
• Prices
• Booking
• Mortgage
• Con�rmation, Reconciliation,
  Settlement
• etc.

• Scope

FIGURE 3.15
Bank case Workgroup Activity Description.
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The minutes from the first 9:10 meeting and the call for the second 9:10 
meeting were:

Mail or call me if your Workgroup will not be attending the next 9:10 meet-
ing, please.
We will discuss important experience from work in Workgroups 2, 1, and 
7, who have initiated their work. Any other work experience is also pre-
sented and discussed.
The 9:10 meeting agenda:

	 1.	 Workgroup progress
	 2.	 Workgroup issues
	 3.	 Workgroup coordination
	 4.	 Documentation standard implementation

Please look at I:\xxxxx with room for your progress.
Please take a note of the time you use for defining and documenting test 
cases. A system will soon be in place for automation of this registration, 
where we need the time already used now to be registered, please.
Workgroups have now been decided and already slightly changed as 
shown above:

•	 XX from Back Office is now member of 9 covering Client Reporting
•	 YY from Finance is now member of 11 Financial Control

It is a key to our success in the program that all Workgroup Managers par-
ticipate in called for 9:10 meetings, as these meetings in the early stage are 
used for ensuring that the Workgroups get started off in the right direction 
and approach their targets as fast as possible.

Because some project work has already been done in earlier workshops 
with focus on COTS functionality, it is now difficult to change this estab-
lished culture—but we have to do that in order to reach our target of having 
the Core Banking Solution in production by November.

The current focus is BUSINESS PROCESSES END-TO-END.
This means that we do not try out business processes on the future core- 

banking information system solution until the COTS systems have been 
installed and adapted to these business processes.

The user Workgroups define business processes, test data, and busi-
ness workflows to be tested in the future COTS-based information system 
environment:

•	 Business processes are described using the delivered documentation 
standard—quality to be established in practice.
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•	 Test data are presented in screen dumps from the current informa-
tion systems and the test cases representing all relevant variation are 
listed in Excel tables.

•	 Expected output can be a listing, a file dump, or a screen dump with 
reference to the test case giving this result.

Once a set of test cases representing a business process end-to-end has 
been created end approved by the complete Workgroup and your coach, it 
is delivered to the IT Workgroup.

The business process Workflow must, wherever possible, document 
required improvements to the current established business processes, espe-
cially where this concerns contractual or legal compliance.

The IT Workgroup (yet to be established) sets up COTS and other 
involved software to simulate the business process before the users are 
allowed to test the business case in the future environment. We will not 
waste the users’ time with endless demonstrations of COTS functionality, 
which they do not need. We only show what works for the bank users in 
real life.

If the COTS applications should not be able to improve the users’ cur-
rent working conditions or solve the tasks required from the workflows, 
the problems are discussed in the 9:10 meetings and documented in an 
outstanding list for problem and change management.

In this context, we have already seen problems with the possibility to set 
up screen images corresponding to users’ needs and with reuse of codes 
and parameters from the current IT application environment, which indi-
cates a potentially difficult future usage and learning process—not even 
mentioning conversion and integration problems.

See you 9:10!
Please send a deputy if you are not available. We will ensure that all 

Workgroup managers get together every morning just for a few minutes to 
discuss the progress and eventual issues.

3.12.3  Complications from Not Following Standard PQA

While the non-standard PQA result as such proved very efficient for the 
success of the Strategic Initiative implementation, it did not prevent all 
problems during the implementation of the COTS systems and the infor-
mation systems using the COTS systems.

The manager of Finance was new in the organization and did not par-
ticipate in the initial PQA Workgroup setup. Finance is more important in 
a banking environment than one might expect. All banking transactions 
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are reflected in some financial transaction concerned with, for example, 
fees from clients and funds, where the bank is the selling agent, and with, 
for example, clearing costs from custodians and stock exchange agent 
services, and much more. Besides this, all human resources related costs 
including relationship management commission and normal business 
investments in IT and administration are handled by Finance.

Finance fully understood its central role during implementation and 
testing, but it caused many delays based on missing competence in the 
organization (the manager did not have banking competence).

The problems could have been avoided if Finance had made its role clear 
initially, but it refused to do that and demanded to implement the finan-
cial side of the solution on its own. It did not use the core-banking system 
for finance, only to feed the financial control COTS system that was pro-
cured as an additional requirement to the program scope.

In the mind of the Finance department, the implementation of the 
core-banking COTS system was responsible for explaining to it what 
transactions were fed to Finance without any responsibility on the 
Finance side.

The Finance arguments were strong and general management approved 
its requirement to be autonomous.

During the Accept-Testing situations, the contribution from Finance 
proved that this autonomy was a bad decision. Finance was never ready 
for testing because it did not have the time to understand the full financial 
implications of the bank transactions. Finance caused program delays of 
several months.

The bank risk manager was not involved in the initial PQA because he 
was occupied elsewhere. Unfortunately, we only learned about this ten 
minutes before the meeting started, so we could not send all other partici-
pants home. The risk manager refused to cooperate with program man-
agement or with any Workgroup in the program.

In the initial non-standard PQA meeting, the bank risk manager was 
appointed Workgroup leader because nobody else understood this very 
complex responsibility.

Risk Management expected to get all their required reporting from 
IT without presenting requirements other than copies of their current 
reports. The why and even the what and the how of these reports were 
not documented, so even the best programmer and report designer in IT 
could do nothing. On top of this, the old reports were completely outdated 
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from a banking risk management standard view (Basel rules). General 
management again approved this situation and just expected IT to deliver.

For this reason, Risk Management was established as a Workgroup, but 
it never produced anything.

In order to improve on this situation, the program manager wrote an 
appropriate Activity Description for the Risk Manager, who did not like 
this at all.

SCOPE
Risk management is a core activity of banking. In the context of Core 
Banking, the Risk Management solution is implemented comprising:

•	 A documented and management signed off Risk Management Policy
•	 A set of documented and approved Risk Management procedures, 

which visibly comply with and fulfill the Risk Management Policy 
(the Bank Risk Management User Guide to be established)

•	 A set of documented tools in support of the Risk Management pro-
cedures (reports in and outside COTS, usage of and compliance with 
external and corporate information systems, etc.)

At a minimum, the currently implemented and documented risk policy and 
procedures must be reviewed and brought up to current Best Practice, for 
example, BASEL principles/standards (Basel states: “Clear strategies and 
oversight by the board of directors and senior management, a strong internal 
control culture [including, among other things, clear lines of responsibil-
ity and segregation of duties], effective internal reporting, and contingency 
planning are all crucial elements of an effective operational risk manage-
ment framework for banks of any size and scope”).

DELIVERABLE
•	 An implemented agreed to Risk Management Policy for the bank 

that ensures organizational anchoring and ongoing improvement in 
accordance with best practice.

•	 Implemented agreed to Risk Management procedures.
•	 Tested, agreed, documented, and implemented COTS-based tools 

in support of the agreed to Risk Management procedures. This com-
prises the availability of a Bank Risk Management User Guide and 
Training with training material.

PURPOSE
The implemented Risk Management solution will provide the bank with 
documented best practice concerning the specific bank requirements for 
Operational Risk Management.
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3.12.4  What We Could Have Done Better

One important success factor concerned with Activity Description prep-
aration is that the Activity Leader (Sponsor) takes ownership of this 
description and the activity. In this way, the motivation of the sponsor 
is ensured and the people working to deliver the activity products get the 
best possible support in the form of knowledge and funding.

The lesson learned here is that only Activity Descriptions prepared by 
the persons directly responsible for getting the activity executed will be 
reliable, not the ones prepared by the Program Manager.

What I did here took away all opportunities to establish a feeling of 
ownership from the primary responsible Activity Manager, which I know 
very well is the key to success with any activity.

The program did close out successfully with serious delay because com-
petent resources to close the holes in the organization were added later.

If I could redo this program, I would add a Program Office with compe-
tent resources to ensure appropriate requirements where the bank organi-
zation cannot provide these on their own. The Program Office could have 
the following resources:

•	 Business Analyst
•	 Banking Risk Expert
•	 Compliance Expert
•	 NAV Calculation Expert
•	 Finance and Tax Expert
•	 General Banking Operation Expert
•	 Reporting and Communication Expert also covering Program 

Performance Reporting

The Strategy Governance Team is a decision-making organization. 
They learn from Program Office findings and they have access to perti-
nent progress information prepared by the Program Office on the basis of 
tracking information from Workgroup managers and the Project Office. 
The Program Office works full time to establish pertinent requirements 
and to track specific program or Strategic Initiative progress.

The lack of a Program Office resulted in a too heavy work burden on 
the Program Manager and even on the Deputy Program manager and the 
other members of the Strategy Governance Team.



160  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

3.13 � THE MILITARY HEALTHCARE 
INFORMATION SYSTEM CASE

The establishment of a Military Healthcare Management system is—as 
you would expect from a military-based case study—a PQA example of 
how PQA is done most efficiently.

We became responsible for conducting this project because we were well 
established in the Defense Facility Management, where we had imple-
mented the common information system and produced all the hand-
books and training material for the education and certification of Defense 
Facility managers.

The key-stakeholders here were not the facility managers, but the defense 
high command represented by doctors on a colonel level in cooperation 
with an army colonel responsible for the healthcare service information 
system implementation. The army colonel was our sponsor.

A group of military doctors and dentists (all of them military officers on 
a high level), the sponsor and his deputy, and a business analyst from my 
organization formed the Strategy Governance Team.

The sponsor and I developed the PQA Introduction for the Strategy 
Governance Team.

The Strategy Governance Team visualized and documented the com-
plete project scope and established the Workgroups that developed the 
requirements specification.

As there was no prior experience with a common military healthcare 
information system, the requirements specification turned out to be 
a fully designed healthcare information system solution ready for pro-
gramming or for implementation in a COTS application, if such one 
could be found.

PQA as a method was fully approved by all stakeholders for planning 
and project management.

There was absolutely no stress to provoke deviations from standards, 
and the result became excellent.

This case, just like the banking case, will also be used to show you the 
execution of business analysis and the preparation of core elements in 
the solution requirements spec, which will be shown in Chapter 5. Beside 
PQA facilitation, we also took on the role of business analyst and solution 
designer in this case.
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3.13.1  Strategy Governance Team PQA Introduction

The Strategy Governance Team is also the team of people conducting the 
PQA Workshop.

The PQA Workshop Introduction (without the standard PQA process 
presentation) looked like this:

Implementation of an Information System for Defense Healthcare (DHS)

PQA INTRODUCTION (EXTRACT)
2.	 SCOPE AND INTRODUCTION
2.1	 DHS AND THEIR CURRENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS
DHS core tasks are:

•	 Prevention and treatment of diseases in and injuries to military per-
sonnel. The preventive work is primarily focused on sports and work 
medicine. The treatment of diseases and injuries are primarily han-
dled in the place of work infirmaries and dental clinics. In peacetime, 
the patient will be referred to the civilian healthcare system if the 
patient has a need for more complex treatments.

•	 To set up disaster and war preparedness, which during crises and war 
conditions allow the military to convene a large number of doctors 
and other healthcare professionals who have been trained in the mili-
tary, and to establish field hospitals.

•	 Training of healthcare personnel, which takes place in schools and 
training units.

•	 Support to civilian authorities in the form of helicopter and sea res-
cue services, design of life-saving equipment at sea, etc.

DHS employs 125 people and has an annual budget of $45 million. To 
this must be added the permanent healthcare personnel at places of work 
consisting of approximately 300 physicians, nurses, dentists, clinic assis-
tants, medical officers, medics, and others.

There are more than 50 infirmaries in defense distributed on the 
Army Operational Command, the Tactical Air Command, and the Navy 
Operational Command with operational ships.

DHS provides annually more than 200,000 medical consultations and 
more than 142,000 dental services.

In some places of work, it is possible to implement small-scale research 
projects in the form of drug testing, sports medicine studies, etc. DHS 
does not have a dedicated research program. The research projects are 
conducted as needed. The DHS annual budget for research amounts to 
approximately $10,000.

To support the execution of DHS tasks, the following healthcare infor-
mation systems are currently used:
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FMJS, the Pilot and Diver Medical Journal System
WONCA, which registers all infirmary treatment with a WHO diagno-

sis code
FLOTRE, the Armed Forces Medical and Dental Healthcare Personnel 

register is not yet in use.

FMJS is today used solely in infirmaries under the Tactical Air Command. 
It only records the health status of the pilots even if the system is also pre-
pared to be used for recording of the health status of divers.

FMJS manages healthcare information on all pilots. The main functions 
of FMJS are appointment-booking control for periodic medical examina-
tions and administration of medical records. There are approximately 25 
users of FMJS.

From a purely practical point of view, FMJS meets the information and 
management needs that exist in the area, but the technical platform for 
FMJS is quite outdated with a high derived risk of malfunction. The mainte-
nance contract of the system has been terminated.

WONCA is used for recording of all inquiries to infirmaries in the form 
of a diagnosis (WONCA code). The used WONCA codes represent approxi-
mately 400 of the most common diagnoses out of the approximately 30,000 
WHO diagnoses used in the civilian healthcare system.

Besides the WONCA code the patient’s name, social security number, 
and place of work are also recorded. These data are used for periodic report-
ing to DHS and external public healthcare organizations.

Both DHS and the places of work use data from WONCA in their estab-
lishment of objectives and activity frameworks.

At DHS, there is a presumption that the number of inquiries to the infir-
maries is greater than the actual number of records in WONCA, which can 
be attributed to the current registration routines in the infirmaries.

Although it is now possible to register performed dental work in 
WONCA, this facility is not used in the dental clinics. The dental clinics use 
paper and pencil for their records and reporting.

FLOTRE is intended to be used to record more detailed data about the 
doctors’, dentists’, and nurses’ healthcare professional background (medi-
cal specialties, etc.). With this information recorded, it will be possible to 
account for the personnel’s current level of competence in connection with, 
for example, work placement under mobilization.

Master data in FLOTRE will be updated annually based on completed 
questionnaires from individual physicians, dentists, and nurses.

FLOTRE is currently not operational.
Apart from the above-mentioned information systems, locally purchased 

civilian electronic medical record systems are used in some infirmaries and 
dental clinics, which reflects the latent demand for such information sys-
tems. The problem with these COTS applications is that they most often rely 
on proprietary databases that in most cases do not provide possibilities for 
exchanging data with other external and internal systems.
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The Workgroup on Medical Programming (WG Medpro) has produced 
a “Report on Electronic Health Recording Systems at DHS.” It confirms that 
the IT-based information systems used by DHS and the place of work infir-
maries and dental clinics have not been implemented because of a predeter-
mined data processing strategy, but rather ad hoc as the needs arose.

This has resulted in that the IT-based systems used are isolated “data 
islands” with no or very little value to the work processes and information 
needs within military healthcare.

2.2	 WHY DHS NEEDS AN IT-BASED INFORMATION SYSTEM
DHS has called for the implementation of a common military healthcare 
information system (FOSIS) to replace all existing healthcare information 
systems that are used in places of work, thereby reducing the number of 
“manual” systems (especially the paper-based patient journals) and improv-
ing the quality of DHS services in general.

The primary objective is to implement an EPJ or Electronic Patient Journal. 
The EPJ must be standardized with a view to international usage to handle all 
patient data including ECG and X-ray images with a maximum of security.

The EPJ must be able to support the entire process associated with the 
treatment of patients in infirmaries and dental clinics, also in the context of 
mobilization (e.g., military field hospitals).

The EPJ must be able to operate geographically independent of the place 
of medical treatment so that patient data is not lost when such personnel are 
transferred to other places of work. The patient must have the opportunity 
to be treated in any infirmary or dental clinic with subsequent direct update 
of the patient’s EPJ.

2.3	 WHAT WE WILL ACHIEVE IN THE PQA WORKSHOP
The purpose of this PQA Workshop in the DHS Strategy Governance 
team is to establish the project team and to define the framework for the 
implementation of FOSIS. The participants designated to form the Strategy 
Governance Team will define as detailed as possible why, what, and how 
concerning their requirements to FOSIS:

•	 The work situation and the results that they want to achieve with FOSIS
•	 The process that the project participants and future project partici-

pants must follow in order to implement FOSIS
•	 Current and future project participants’ involvement, motivation, 

skills, and competences

We will not formulate specific technical requirements to the future solu-
tion as these requirements will be precisely defined by competent resources 
task by task later on.

However, we will define and visualize the targets for these resources to be 
able to work effectively and produce efficient solutions, which can and will 
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be accepted by DHS management and in the infirmaries and dental clinics. 
Relevant ideas and suggestions are however welcome.

2.4	 HOW YOU PREPARE YOURSELF FOR THIS WORKSHOP
Your participation on the PQA Workshop allows you to express and dem-
onstrate how you think the FOSIS project success can be ensured. You give 
inspiration to and get inspiration from the other PQA participants.

You must express:

•	 Your personal vision of the future FOSIS in DHS
•	 Your interpretation of the mission of the FOSIS Project Governance 

Team

Based on your experience with and knowledge about your defense 
environment, please prepare an expression of what you consider the most 
extreme case of success for the procurement and implementation of FOSIS. 
Describe the factors especially relevant to your responsibilities and com-
petences in your organization and within the FOSIS Project Governance 
Team. Please be prepared to explain your points of view.

2.5	 AREAS OF CONCERN
The following areas of concern are examples of an inspiration to the subjects 
that we will consider under the workshop. Please remember to express why 
you intend to answer the question the way you do:

Who are the DHS clients?
What do the clients expect from DHS?
Can a common system solve the tasks for medical treatment and den-

tal treatment?
What demands from the army are not relevant for navy and air force?
What demands from the navy are not relevant for army and air force?
What demands from the air force are not relevant for army and navy?
What are the areas of work where DHS can be more productive?
Who must participate in the definition of the detailed requirements 

to FOSIS?
Can DHS and the defense organization provide the competence required 

to succeed with FOSIS?
What external organizations and administrations must be involved dur-

ing implementation?
Will we improve the administrative procedures in and under DHS before 

we implement FOSIS, or in parallel with implementing FOSIS?
Will DHS be an international organization under The Danish 

International Brigade?
What are the demands to the IT infrastructure in support of FOSIS?
What DHS procedures must be supported by FOSIS?
Will DHS be certified ISO9000?
How can FOSIS improve the DHS Quality Management?
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We look forward to a rewarding workshop.
Kind regards
LI1 and LI2

3.13.2  Strategy Governance Team PQA Workshop Result

The PQA Workshop result looks like this:

DHS Implementation of 
FOSIS 

for 
Defense Healthcare 

Project Quality Assurance

Result
January

Participants
Dent	 MW	 DHS (Project Manager)
Mil	 AF	 DHS
Dent	 MH	 DHS
Doc	 OC	 DHS
Doc	 KT	 DHS
Mil	 IB	 D IS (Sponsor)
Off	 EH	 D ID
Mil	 TN	 D IT

Facilitation
SL		  LI
CH	 LI

1	 WHY DHS NEEDS AN IT-BASED INFORMATION SYSTEM
DHS has called for the implementation of a common military healthcare 
information system (FOSIS) to replace all existing healthcare information 
systems that are used in places of work, thereby reducing the number of 
“manual” systems (especially the paper-based patient journals) and improv-
ing the quality of DHS services in general.

The primary objective is to implement an EPJ or Electronic Patient 
Journal. The EPJ must be standardized with a view to international usage to 
handle all patient data including ECG and X-ray images with a maximum of 
security. The EPJ must be able to support the entire process associated with 
the treatment of patients in infirmaries and dental clinics in the context of 
mobilization (e.g., military hospitals).

The EPJ must be able to operate geographically independent of the place 
of medical treatment so that patient data is not lost when such personnel are 
transferred to another place of work. The patient must have the opportunity 
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to be treated in any infirmary or dental clinic with subsequent direct update 
of the patient’s EPJ.

2	 INDIVIDUAL VISIONS
OC
A system for the entire military healthcare, which:

•	 Meets the documentation requirements for examinations and treatments.
•	 Facilitates and streamlines workflows locally as well as exchange of 

information with the civilian healthcare system.
•	 Ensures access to information for relevant persons at all levels, 

thereby providing complete and reliable basis for the ongoing health-
care advice.

•	 Ensures opportunity for statistical processing, etc. for use by the 
healthcare quality assurance and research locally as well as in the 
defense as a whole.

MH
FOSIS should be simple, easy to use, and be compliant with legislation for 
doctor’ and dentists’ work.

FOSIS data must be stored and secured, and thus at all times be available 
to relevant persons search on data.

FOSIS must be immediately compatible with civilian healthcare systems 
with flexible communications in mind.

Moreover, FOSIS must provide support in the daily work, including work 
organization, personnel management, and booking of patients.

FOSIS data must be recorded continuously, so that the management has 
updated information about:

•	 Production
•	 Consumption
•	 Waiting times

All of this is desired in order to be able to calculate the productivity/
efficiency and capacity utilization.

KT
A single, approved registration system for all military healthcare services 
that meet any registration requirement:

•	 Manageable, clear, systematic sanitary professional documentation
•	 An effective management tool in the general and local planning
•	 Instrument to extract data in any ad hoc relationship (research, epi-

demiological and demographic data)
•	 Systematic exchange of information between management and users 

at all levels
•	 Quality assurance of healthcare services and of the healthcare 

organization
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•	 Can communicate in the context of current and future communica-
tion facilities (fixed line and wireless communications) under both 
military and civilian conditions

MW
FOSIS must be a single system for all healthcare personnel in the Armed 
Forces, which is based on standards from the civilian healthcare sector, 
facilitating cooperation in the individual infirmaries and between the 
Forces. FOSIS should be able to solve the tasks everywhere.

FOSIS must meet the information needs with respect to the following:

•	 Daily patient care
•	 Electronic medical bag
•	 Decision support (Knowledge Couplers)
•	 Access to knowledge databases
•	 Operation support
•	 Patient Administration
•	 Planning
•	 Communication (internal/external)
•	 Management Information System
•	 Staff management
•	 Education
•	 Use
•	 Resource allocation
•	 Production
•	 Time usage
•	 Services
•	 Quality
•	 Data for research

AF
FOSIS must be a future-proof system (electronic system) to be able to accom-
modate all current healthcare systems in defense.

IB
	 1.	 Architecture

•	 Common system
•	 Operate on network and standalone
•	 Widely usable COTS

	 2.	 System Application
•	 Electronic medical bag
•	 Electronic journal
•	 Data extraction
•	 Update
•	 Support remote diagnostics
•	 DB
•	 Registration
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•	 Reporting
•	 Statistics
•	 Diagnosis
•	 Replace existing systems (FMJS)

	 3.	 Management Information (MIS)
•	 Generate relevant KPI
•	 Support answering of questions from the political level

	 4.	 Communication
•	 Military and civilian networks
•	 In addition to alphanumeric data also imaging and X-ray 

image transmission

	 5.	 General
•	 Confidential P
•	 Used in garrison and under field conditions

EH
A user-friendly, mobile, and centralized paperless journal system appropri-
ate to the defense IT strategy, including the integration with the De Mars 
management system:

•	 Intelligent study support
•	 The system must comply with all laws and safety requirements
•	 Exchanging information with external systems

TN
FOSIS must be a COTS product that is easy to work with, which meets DHS 
requirements, which can cooperate with other relevant defense systems, 
including the De Mars system, which must be well documented and easy to 
learn for users.

3.	� CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS AND THEIR 
SUGGESTED SUCCESS FACTORS

1.	 Essential FOSIS functionality implemented simultaneously on time.
	 1.	 The system is implemented simultaneously by all users.
	 2.	 The suggested solution must be accepted by DHS management before 

March 1.
	 5.	 Interdependent system components are implemented simultaneously.
	 10.	 The budget for FOSIS must be approved before March 1.
	 18.	 The tender must be completed by July 1.
	 25.	 The contract must be signed October.
	 32.	 The first phase of FOSIS must be implemented by the end of December.
	 47.	 FOSIS must able to be implemented in steps.
	 50.	 The annual maintenance fee for FOSIS may not exceed 15% of the 

purchase price.
	 54.	 Usage of FOSIS must be measured relative to well-defined milestones.
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	 55.	 The future users of FOSIS must not lose their currently recorded elec-
tronic data.

2.	 Intuitive Danish language user interface.
	 3.	 Easy to use (user-friendly).
	 11.	 Fast to learn user functions.
	 12.	 The system should be easier, faster, and smarter to use than a paper-

based system.
	 16.	 FOSIS must for each information user be able to present the necessary 

information in an understandable and clear manner.
	 57.	 FOSIS user interface must be in Danish.

3.	 FOSIS supports all healthcare services throughout.
	 4.	 The system must be able to support the healthcare services throughout.
	 21.	 Mobility without data reduction.
	 23.	 Procedures for full use of historical information.
	 26.	 FOSIS is able to provide operational support to:

•	 Patient Administration
•	 Planning and Resource Management
•	 Management of healthcare personnel

	 36.	 FOSIS must able to support DHS as well as medical and dental service in 
peace and the war structure under crisis and war (advice and workflows).

	 43.	 FOSIS must support the clinical decision process.
	 51.	 FOSIS must be a system common to medical and dental service in the 

Armed Forces.
	 52.	 FOSIS can be used down to echelon 2 level.
	 53.	 FOSIS must support centrally managed healthcare information, be it 

defined a priori or ad hoc.
	 58.	 FOSIS must replace all existing healthcare IT systems in defense.
	 59.	 FOSIS must be able to handle relevant healthcare management 

information.
	 61.	 FOSIS shall for each information user be able to present the necessary 

information at the right time and place.

4.	� FOSIS provides access to necessary and 
complete healthcare information.

	 7.	 The system must always be updated and contain all valid health-
care information.

	 8.	 Consistent data.
	 31.	 FOSIS must be able to generate the necessary product reporting 

key figures.
	 33.	 FOSIS must be able to generate disease-and performance patterns 

for DHS.
	 37.	 FOSIS must eliminate the loss of all types of healthcare data.
	 41.	 FOSIS must ensure the validity and as complete data as possible.
	 55.	 The future users of FOSIS must not lose their currently recorded elec-

tronic data.
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5.	 FOSIS communicates with relevant systems.
	 14.	 Well-defined interface to De Mars.
	 17.	 FOSIS must be able to communicate with civilian healthcare systems.
	 19.	 The system must be able to communicate among peers and with 

senior authorities.
	 24.	 FOSIS must be able to exchange data with the Conscription 

Agency’s IT-systems.
	 35.	 Data must be retrievable to be exported to analysis tools.
	 38.	 FOSIS must be able to receive data from the health cards, citizen 

cards, etc.

6.	� FOSIS meets the defense IT strategy and 
is based on relevant standards.

	 15.	 A flexible system that can be quickly adapted to changing requirements.
	 20.	 FOSIS must be based on civilian standards, such as SKS, EHCRA, 

HEP, and MEDCOM.
	 22.	 FOSIS must comply with the defense IT strategy.
	 29.	 FOSIS must be COTS.
	 40.	 Using standardized rules for journal record completion and report-

ing, FOSIS facilitates the access to epidemiological and demographic 
studies and research.

	 45.	 FOSIS must be a common system (uses the common technological 
infrastructure of the defense).

7.	 FOSIS meets all requirements for safety and traceability
	 9.	 Access to the data stratified.
	 30.	 There must be automatic logging of who has used the data when.
	 39.	 FOSIS must be acceptable safety wise by defense intelligence.
	 44.	 Full traceability of data in patient journal records and diagnoses.
	 62.	 FOSIS must for each information user be able to present the necessary 

information with high data quality and data security.

8.	 FOSIS enables a flexible, user-specific data handling.
	 23.	 Procedures for full use of historical information.
	 28.	 Clear longitudinal data presentation.
	 34.	 Optional chronological or problem-oriented journal.
	 40.	 Using standardized rules for journal record completion and report-

ing, FOSIS facilitates the access to epidemiological and demographic 
studies and research.

	 42.	 FOSIS must be able to handle hierarchical and self-selected workflows.
	 48.	 FOSIS must support a convenient, detailed, quantified activity 

registration.
	 49.	 FOSIS must be able to establish ad hoc defined arbitrary groups and 

action plans.
	 60.	 FOSIS is able to handle ad hoc definition and handling of data.
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9.	 FOSIS increases quality and efficiency in healthcare service
	 6.	 The system must be paperless.
	 13.	 All healthcare service data must be contained in an electronic medium.
	 27.	 The introduction of FOSIS must be able to free up resources for solv-

ing of pt. not solved healthcare tasks.
	 46.	 FOSIS must serve to enhance the credibility of the defense medical 

and dental services for patients, Armed Forces top management, and 
civilian healthcare bodies.

	 56.	 User responsibilities and organizational structure supports an effi-
cient use of FOSIS.

	 63.	 FOSIS must for each information user be able to present the informa-
tion necessary at minimal cost relative to price and usage of time.

4.	 PQA MATRIX

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS
9 FOSIS increases quality and efficiency in healthcare service

Value

R
esponsible

8 FOSIS enables a flexible, user-specific data handling
7 FOSIS meets all requirements for safety and traceability
6 FOSIS is aligned with the defense IT strategy and is 

based on relevant standards
5 FOSIS communicates with relevant systems
4 FOSIS provides access to necessary and 

complete healthcare information
3 FOSIS supports all healthcare 

services throughout
2 Intuitive Danish language 

user interface
1 Essential FOSIS functionality 

implemented 
simultaneously on time

Activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Provide decision basis * 3 EH
2. Provide needs 

assessment
* * * * * 2 EH

3. Prepare requirements 
specification

* * * * * * 2 TN

4. Prepare System Specific 
Requirement 
Statement (SSRS)

* 0
TN

5. Prepare tender 
documents

* * * * * * * * * 0 TN

6. Complete procurement * 0 TN
7. Establish project 

organization
* * 0 EH

8. Manage the project * 0 EH
9. Implement phase I * * * * * * * * * 0 TN
10. Inform stakeholders * * * 1 MW
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3.13.3	 Activity Description for FOSIS Implementation

These two Activity Descriptions were approved by the PQA Team to be exe-
cuted immediately in support of procurement of the future COTS system 
that the team hoped to find. We were deeply involved with the Workgroups 
that performed the activities. As mentioned previously we performed busi-
ness analysis and solution design to be used directly for tendering.

The tendering process would follow European Union standard rules. We 
were not at all allowed to be involved with the actual tender because we had 
been too involved with the production of the tender material production.

Here are the two Activity Descriptions:

Activity Description 3 Prepare Requirements Specification

By: TN Approved by WG: January

Scope Prepare a requirements specification (RS) for the Military 
Health Information System (FOSIS), which based on Project 
Quality Assurance (PQA) and Information Requirements 
Study (IRS) must describe all the requirements that users 
have to FOSIS. This RS is the basis for a future procurement.

The main features of the IRS are:
•	 Definition of functional areas
•	 Definition of functional areas objects
•	 Efficiency criteria
•	 Documentation of communication needs
•	 Requirements for new procedures and systems

Products The RS, which describes the overall functional requirements 
for use of FOSIS at DHS and other authorities. Requirements 
for distribution of responsibilities and task solving in the 
organization to use FOSIS are documented in order to ensure 
optimal use of FOSIS. Furthermore, a cost/benefit analysis 
for FOSIS is documented. Finally, the overall requirements 
for FOSIS structure and functionality are documented with a 
suggestion of a phased implementation of the system.

Purpose The preparation of the RS shall ensure that all stakeholders’ 
information needs in the performance of healthcare services 
are identified and documented, so these information needs 
can be related to the desired functionality in FOSIS to 
support the handling of the information needs.

Responsible DIT

Other resources DHS employees, WG FOSIS participants, DIS and DIT 
representatives, LI
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Sub-activities Task Description Resource Needs

1 � Clarify the analysis 
structure and define 
functional areas.

DHS, WG, LI:
1 day

2 � Carry out analysis of 
necessary functional 
areas

DHS, WG, LI: 40 MH per 
functional area

3 � Review of section 
reports on management 
level

DHS, WG, LI: 24 MH per review

4 � Preparation of the 
requirements 
specifications

DHS, WG, LI: 120 MH

Time frame March to May Incl.
Risks It can be difficult to release AG, DHS, NIV, the resources for 

this work, which could delay implementation.
The necessary financial resources of Defense High Command 
are not allocated.

Because of the desired FOSIS functionality, Defense Intelligence 
cannot approve further work.

Dependency on other 
activities

Predecessors:
2: Provide needs assessment
Successors:
4: Prepare SSRS
5: Prepare tender documents

Activity Description 5 Prepare Tender Documents

By: TN Approved by WG: January
Scope Prepare tender documents for FOSIS based on PQA, IRS, and 

RS. This must be taken into consideration for a supplier’s offer. 
The tender documents shall describe the requirements for a 
COTS product that takes DHS requirements in consideration.

Products Tender documents with built-in ready to use contract “only” 
to be signed.

Purpose To get a number of suppliers to offer the FOSIS solution based 
on the tender documents by delivering a COTS product, 
manage the implementation according to the implementation 
plan, and be responsible for the training of DHS and other 
authorities’ personnel in optimal use of the solution.

Responsible DIT
Other resources DHS employees, WG FOSIS participants, DIS and DIT 

representatives, LI, COTS vendors
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Sub-activities Task Description Resource Needs

1 � Logistics/schedule WG, DIS: 8 hours

2 � Legal conditions DIT, DIS: 4 hours

3 � Requirements to 
response content

DIT, DIS: 4 hours

4 � List of vendors to be 
advised directly

DIT, DIS, WG: 16 hours

5 � Demand to vendor 
quality system 

DIT: 4 timer

6 � Ready for use contract DIT: 8 timer

Time frame June

Risks It might be difficult to release WG, DHS, and Level I resources 
for this work, which could delay implementation.

The necessary financial resources for the procurement of the 
COTS solution are not allocated, which might stall the 
project.

Because of the desired FOSIS functionality, Defense Intelligence 
cannot approve further work.

Dependency on other 
activities

Predecessors:
3: Prepare requirements specification
4: Prepare SSRS
Successors:
6: Complete procurement

3.14  LESSONS LEARNED

Risk Management performed efficiently can allow the teams involved 
with Strategic Initiatives to build plans that with higher probabil-
ity achieve the solutions and results (the impact) demanded by the 
stakeholders.

We are constantly faced with pertinent unknown unknowns and 
unknown knowns that are ready to surface at any point in time in 
the future of our Strategic Initiative.

Risk responses are built into the project plan as improved activities or 
new activities to avoid the risk or to mitigate the negative effect of  
risk. 

The Strategy Governance Team establishes and maintains the master 
plan that binds together and integrates all the subsequent plans. The 
Strategy Governance Team establishes the master plan as the top 
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level PQA Team. In this top level PQA process, they establish the first 
level of subordinate PQA Teams that together ensure the delivery of 
the required strategically aligned solution components.

Active involvement of all pertinent and available knowledge from 
inside and outside of the organization in the PQA process ensures 
agreement to the established objectives for the Strategic Initiative.

You need supplementary procedures and tools to PQA if you want to 
know where you are compared to where you want to be while execut-
ing a Strategic Initiative.

The needs of corporate stakeholders are very different, and most often 
inconsistent and contradictory.

PQA and other SQM processes such as outlined previously ensure 
completeness and sufficiency of the solution, the process, and the 
organization required to achieve the benefits expected from imple-
mentation of the strategy.

A Success Factor expresses a pertinent wanted and needed attribute of 
one or more quality objects, while a Critical Success Factor is a class 
of Success Factors.

The Strategy Governance Team knows and understands the conditions 
and the needs of the corporation in its current situation based on 
a thorough SWOT analysis or based on the mutual knowledge and 
experience of the team members.

PQA visualizes the motivating factors of the key-stakeholders by com-
mitting them to document and present their personal vision of the 
result of and their personal view on their mission during the Strategic 
Initiative.

The common acceptance of initial objectives and the initial strategy of 
activities to achieve these objectives ensure an opportunity for a “no 
conflict” implementation process.

The PQA rules have been established in order to ensure active involve-
ment of all participants. No one is accepted just as a guest or to lis-
ten in passively. On the contrary, the rules are there to ensure the 
synergy that is only possible if the explicit and tacit knowledge of all 
participants are provoked to be used.

It is one of the keys to successful conduction of a Strategic Initiative 
that the top-level stakeholders and the original sponsors are involved 
and activated in the initiative activity whenever this gives them an 
opportunity to show their personal motivation and support of the 
PQA Teams.
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All participants in the initial PQA Workshop participate in the first 
PQA review in order to ensure that agreed activities are complete, 
valid, and consistent with regard to success of the Strategic Initiative.

Think twice before you bring in new resources in order to speed up 
things—most often new resources bring more chaos than progress. 
If you need additional resources, make sure to plan for them and to 
allow for them to be competent and to be adapted to your activity. 
This applies to people and technology.

The Workgroup Team assists in the production of the Activity 
Description to be reviewed by the PQA Team in order to ensure valid 
and reliable estimates and quality expectation.

If you do not have access to Project Office support, you are obliged to estab-
lish this support, even if you have to create your own Project Office.

The Strategic Initiative planning workshops cannot yield a usable result 
without a fully up to date project management system database that 
is supported by the Project Office in support of the meeting discus-
sions and decision making.

Only Activity Descriptions prepared by the persons directly respon-
sible for getting the activity executed will be reliable, not the ones 
prepared by the Program Manager or the Facilitator.

The lack of a Program Office resulted in a too heavy work burden on the 
Program Manager and even on the Deputy Program Manager and 
the other members of the Strategy Governance Team.
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4
Solution Provider Procurement

I have seen quite a few enterprises dealing with resource procurement just as 
if they were doing recruitment of employees. This is acceptable in situations 
where it is difficult to find qualified people as employees or where you need 
to replace an employee for a shorter period. However, it is not a good idea if 
you need resources to produce a specific solution to a complicated task, such 
as the setup and implementation of a COTS-based information system.

The resources you need for setup and implementation of COTS-based 
information systems are highly specialized and qualified people who can 
contribute to your total solution with an important part of an information 
system foundation, but you do not need them every day once the solution 
is in production.

Take a simple example such as the procurement of a car:

You do not employ engineers and technicians that produce your car; 
you just buy the car.

You can buy whatever service is needed to make the car run from a car 
service provider.

You might employ a driver to run the car or you might drive it yourself.

In this example, you procure a solution. You do not procure engineers 
and technicians because you would never be able to lead and manage them 
to produce what you need. Furthermore, you would not be able to provide 
them with the production environment needed.

In car procurement, this is obvious; when it comes to COTS system 
implementation, it is less obvious, but just as true.

Many organizations think that buying a COTS system is like buying a 
car once they have a number of product user licenses and a system opera-
tor in place.

They believe that once the COTS system has been delivered and runs on 
their IT infrastructure with access securely ensured to the users, the users 
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just turn on their PCs, laptops, or other connected devices and run their 
business processes.

Even the most simple accounting or project management COTS system 
does not allow you to just turn the key and run even after training and 
operation management setup.

In order to be able to use and manage IT- and COTS-based information 
system solutions, you need competent users and an IT organization with 
three basic components:

Information System 
Management

IT Infrastructure 
Management IT Service Management

This is the COBIT (www.
isaca.org/) structured 
environment that ensures 
that business processes 
and users are supported 
to run the corporate 
business in an optimal 
way using their available 
information systems. This 
environment manages, 
for example:
•	 Requirements 

specification
•	 Solution development
•	 Solution 

implementation
•	 Solution governance

This organization runs the 
IT infrastructure using 
ITIL principles. It can be 
internal or it can be 
outsourced partially or 
completely. Cloud usage 
management would be 
part of this environment. 
Daily COTS operation is 
handled here with, 
among other tasks, the 
consolidation and 
reconciliation processes 
that ensure integrity and 
validity of data across 
systems and periods:
•	 Availability 

supervision
•	 Performance 

supervision
•	 Incident handling
•	 Problem management

This is the ITIL (http://
itlibrary.org/) structured 
environment that ensures 
that the IT infrastructure is 
acquired and supported to 
be available and 
performing as required by 
the users. IT and COTS 
vendors are managed here:
•	 Service level 

agreements (SLAs)
•	 Release management
•	 Change management
•	 Error handling

A COTS system is not your information system solution.
What you want to procure is not a COTS system, but a solution, which 

is a business information system running just like a car; once the rules 
of conduct are established, the users are trained and sometimes certified, 
and the technical operators are competent to run the solution. You can use 
the ITIL and COBIT structure of organizational elements, processes, and 
objectives as a checklist to verify that your business organization and your 
IT organization cover these elements.

www.isaca.org
www.isaca.org
http://itlibrary.org
http://itlibrary.org
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The COBIT standard comprises an Acquire and Implement section. You 
can get inspiration from this section to ensure that you do the right things, 
but the standard will not tell you how to do the things right.

The objective here is to show you an example of a relatively complex 
procurement of COTS systems and Solution provider services that went 
well under specific conditions, not to explain to you how to procure under 
all circumstances.

Procurement establishes a future required situation, in our case:

•	 New COTS systems delivered and implemented
•	 Solution provider service level agreements
•	 User training
•	 System operation

In order to succeed with procurement, you need to manage the risks 
involved with this process. Some of the more important risks comprise:

•	 If you buy a COTS system before you have a detailed requirements 
specification, you will with high probability waste time and money 
because setup and implementation to fit your (unknown) needs will 
be a trial and error process until a feasible solution is established 
with very low probability of success.

•	 If none of the potentially available COTS systems can contribute to 
your information systems needs without major changes or additions 
to their functionality, you might get important cost increases and 
solution delivery delays. In this case, we do not talk about param-
eterization and setup changes, but about changes not supported by 
the delivered COTS functionality.

•	 A chosen COTS vendor always obtains a de facto monopoly once 
chosen and installed in your IT environment. You will be very 
weak in negotiations and might incur long lead times and high 
costs for adaptations in support of your business operations, espe-
cially facing business needs that are particular to your business if 
you do not foresee and include the conditions of these changes in 
the vendor contract.

•	 If the COTS vendor goes bankrupt or in other ways ceases to do 
business, you lose support of your COTS system and you might need 
to procure another one. This is the background for the escrow clause 
in the vendor contract that is explained next. The escrow does not 
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prevent you from losing money and time, but it might help you to 
protect your business information.

•	 If the chosen solution providers and the COTS vendors do not have 
enough competent resources to set up the COTS systems and inte-
grate them into your IT environment, you will encounter big delays 
in implementation and increased cost that you cannot recover.

•	 The installation test performed by you and the COTS vendor is made 
on the COTS vendor’s contractual terms—you get what you see and 
that is all that the COTS vendor will guarantee, but this does not 
rule out serious errors seen from your point of view that the ven-
dor looks at in a different way. This can create conflicts, delays, and 
increased cost.

•	 If the best COTS solution does not use the same IT infrastructure 
that you have installed, the acquisition of this COTS system will 
require that you add to or change your IT infrastructure, which 
will add costs to not only new technology, but also costs and time 
to build the knowledge and organization necessary to run the new 
technology.

Once procured, you are still faced with risk of failure if you do not 
ensure that your IT infrastructure is properly maintained and supported, 
especially in the case where your COTS systems change versions, but not 
at the same time and not synchronized unless you ensure this synchroni-
zation yourself:

At one of our clients, we supported the upgrade to a new version of their 
Client Relationship Management (CRM) system. The CRM system was 
integrated with the client’s compliance control system that was legally 
required. The new version contained important solutions to legal require-
ments and had to be in operation fast.

We had established a functional test model that showed that the CRM 
worked as it should when it was not integrated with other software. 
However, once receiving data from the compliance control system, the 
CRM system crashed. The compliance control system had not changed so 
we claimed that the error came from the CRM system, which the CRM 
COTS vendor refused to accept.

It took quite a while before we discovered that the crash was related to 
incompatible data types that had not been a problem until the new version 
came about. The interface between CRM and compliance control was using 
a COTS application that was no longer supported in the marketplace.
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If the interface application had to be changed, we were faced with several 
weeks of development.

The original COTS vendor agreement had an escrow clause and the 
escrow agent could deliver the interface source code to our client.

So far so good, but no one in the client IT organization had a clue as to 
how to adapt the interface COTS system.

In this situation, we found the names of the programmers who had 
installed the interface solution. They had established their own company, 
but they still had expertise concerning the interface COTS system.

It took the experts 20 minutes to correct the situation once on board.

This example shows the importance of the escrow clause, but it also 
underlines the risk involved with complex IT environments using COTS 
systems from many different vendors.

Most organizations today are aware of these risks when buying new 
information systems based on COTS and they respond to the COTS pro-
curement risk situation in different ways:

•	 Some enterprises develop complete solutions based on a mix of 
COTS and their own development to be driven in their own propri-
etary IT environment, where the development and the COTS setup 
are delivered by turnkey solution providers. This is the typical bank-
ing industry solution, where confidentiality issues prevent data from 
being handled physically outside a country or outside the bank’s 
own IT infrastructure and secure IT environment.

•	 Some enterprises develop complete solutions based on a mix of COTS 
and their own development, but this is run by a solution provider in 
the solution provider IT infrastructure. In this way, the enterprise 
can concentrate on its information system development and imple-
mentation supported by a turnkey solution provider. This can work 
out well if the IT solution provider is competent and if the infor-
mation system user organization understands how to manage the 
IT solution provider, which unfortunately is rarely the case. Some 
cloud-based or System as a Service (SaaS) COTS-based solutions fit 
into this category.

•	 Some COTS vendors develop industry specific ready-to-use solutions 
that they deliver as turnkey information systems. Smaller informa-
tion system user organizations can profit from such a solution, but it 
should not be underestimated that the work with setup and training 
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of the users still has to be done based on a good requirements speci-
fication. No COTS system on its own can be an information system. 
At a minimum, you need to add company-specific workflows and 
reporting. Today, this type of solution is typical in the cloud and it is 
widely used by physicians and dentists, for example, with standard 
integration and reporting to public health systems.

•	 Some organizations buy a COTS system, install it, and perform 
an installation test provided by the COTS vendor in order to 
release payment to the COTS vendor for delivery of the COTS 
system once it has been proven to work in the dedicated IT envi-
ronment. The user organizations then try to manage the setup 
and implementation of their COTS-based information system by 
themselves or by using competent resources from a solution pro-
vider with expertise and experience in the COTS setup. I have 
never seen this succeed without major scope changes, delays, and 
cost overruns in addition to deeply frustrated user organizations, 
even in the rare cases where good requirements specifications 
have been developed. The information system solution provider 
will inevitably accuse the COTS provider of delivering system 
components that do not work to spec, and the COTS vendor will 
claim that its system was never intended to be used as the infor-
mation system solution provider has designed the solution. This 
is the situation in the bank information system swap case that we 
will (re)cover next.

•	 Other organizations procure a turnkey solution to provide them 
with all the information systems they need. They leave it up to the 
turnkey solution provider to choose the COTS systems that they 
need for the solution and, quite often, they also let the turnkey 
solution provider choose and establish the type of IT environment 
that the solution requires. This is a very safe way for the solution 
demanding organization to get an information system solution 
that is feasible, if the underlying requirements specification is sat-
isfactorily detailed and precise to ensure an acceptable solution, 
which is rarely the case. This is a very expensive solution, where 
the detailed requirements are developed by the turnkey vendor 
and where any change introduced after sign off on the require-
ments specification costs a fortune to implement. This is very often 
the situation with information system procurement in the public 
sector.
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4.1  BANK INFORMATION SYSTEM SWAP RISK

Here the purpose is to describe a feasible case of COTS system and solution 
provider procurement in support of the bank information system swap case.

In this case, we used a solicitation, tendering, and contracting method 
that could allow us to minimize the risk of delivery failure even though 
some risks such as the COTS vendor contract terms giving this vendor 
absolute monopoly already had turned into problems, which would have 
to be worked around.

Most, if not all, problems with procurement occur because of bad pro-
curement team building and risk management.

While the procurement team has the capability to Plan, Initiate, and Do 
the buying based on their high organizational level and access to funding, 
much too often they lack the capability to evaluate the outcome of the 
buying process.

If the procurement team does not act based on a good requirement 
specification, there is no way the team can evaluate the quality of what 
it has acquired. The purchase of COTS system cases that were previously 
presented are typical examples of this situation:

•	 The electrical equipment distributor bought a system from a friend. 
This system is still not an information system and the company is 
using an increasing number of manual routines and spreadsheets to 
run the day-to-day business.

•	 The bank bought a turnkey web-based solution for end user trad-
ing on multiple stock exchanges across the world, but forgot to ask 
the key-stakeholders if this was what they wanted. Unfortunately 
enough, the users did not turn up to make the solution profitable.

•	 The bank management bought the same COTS application as a com-
peting bank without considering their specific requirements. The 
initial implementation project failed completely. This situation could 
be recovered at a high cost.

The cases mentioned previously show the importance of risk manage-
ment of procurement.

When you buy products and services from a vendor with de facto 
monopoly, there is a high probability that you cannot counteract bad perfor-
mance from this vendor unless you contractually have ensured this oppor-
tunity to counteract.
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The bank information system swap COTS system and solution provider 
choice and purchase are a good example of how procurement should not 
be done.

Bank management bought a COTS application without evaluating the risk 
from using a de facto monopoly as the provider of the COTS part of their 
future information system solution. In this situation, the bank management 
“forgot” to demand an appropriate Service Level Agreement (SLA), which 
resulted in the COTS vendor delivering solution components with errors that 
were so serious that it delayed the implementation process for several weeks.

That the bank management also acted without a requirements specifica-
tion did not improve their risk situation.

In the case of human resource-based service procurement, the quality of 
what is procured is complicated to evaluate:

•	 You can get a list of skills, but you cannot see if the person knows 
how to apply the skills, that is, the competence of the person even in 
the case of certified resources.

•	 You can get a list of experiences, but you cannot see exactly how this 
person performed during this activity.

•	 Some industries such as atomic power plants or oil production plat-
forms require certified resources for production and maintenance, 
but even among certified persons you will find very different produc-
tivity and delivery ability.

•	 Productivity of human resources differs enormously because the 
personality is playing a role, for example, some persons want to 
deliver perfect results irrespective of the time involved, while other 
persons deliver a feasible result fast.

•	 You might obtain a guarantee of results delivered by the procured 
human resources if you demand it and if you have produced an 
appropriate requirements spec that focuses on results rather than on 
resource qualifications.

•	 It might take a long time before you discover that the procured 
resources do not deliver what is needed if you do not manage the 
quality of delivered results very early in the delivery process.

4.1.1  Procurement Risk Mitigation

In the case of the private bank information system swap, a number of 
external resources had been working on the project for more than 18 
months without any progress.
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These resources had been delivered from three resource providers:

•	 One person from the COTS vendor
•	 More than 10 persons from a worldwide renowned consultant provider
•	 One person from an agent selling “heads” based on their CV

The bank had not established a procurement team and it had not per-
formed risk analysis of the procurement situation.

This lack of procurement team building and risk management is prob-
ably the most important cause of the encountered problems:

•	 The project manager had simply demanded a gap analysis based on 
AS-IS and TO-BE observations of the current banking solution com-
ponents—an impossible task to solve without requirements specifi-
cations. The future solution was not defined on a level where TO-BE 
could be compared with AS-IS. Nevertheless, the resource provider 
sold resources in bunches to do the job and to be invoiced based on 
delivered labor-months without responsibility for the result of the 
gap analysis.

•	 There was no requirements spec telling the external resources what 
to do, how to do it, and most importantly why they should do it, so 
the external resources worked by intuition using whatever skills they 
had or could get from textbooks on gap analysis.

•	 There was no competence expectation to the external resources 
except for their ability to do gap analysis, so they were all more or 
less junior management consultants without specific COTS imple-
mentation experience.

•	 The resource provider invoiced by delivered labor-months, not by 
delivered results.

•	 The project manager never questioned the methods used by the 
external resources.

•	 An external resource was recruited from an agent that provided only 
one guarantee of quality: “The bank could cancel the resource con-
tract with one month’s notice.” Here the bank was fully responsible 
for managing the external resource, who was later replaced by a 
qualified employee.

•	 The COTS support person offered part time by the COTS vendor 
had very little COTS application knowledge and only reported 
documented problems back to the COTS vendor for correction. 
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This reporting was of such bad quality that problems most often 
expanded instead of being solved. The COTS vendor had no fur-
ther contractual obligation to deliver qualified resources for solu-
tion implementation.

•	 No one had thought about producing a requirements specification 
because everyone thought that the COTS application would provide 
a solution once the data from the old information systems had been 
transferred to the COTS application and that the satellite informa-
tion systems had been integrated with the COTS application.

If the bank had established a qualified and competent Strategy Gover
nance Team to handle the information system swap, it could have elimi-
nated most of these problems based on risk management.

One obvious response to the above risk situation is to transfer the 
solution delivery responsibility to the vendors of COTS and to potential 
solution providers because the bank had no experience in COTS imple-
mentation at all.

This risk transfer is not something that happens by itself because both 
types of vendors always act based on standard lawyer-produced contracts 
that explicitly place all solution delivery responsibility on the buyer.

The standard vendor contract explicitly limits the responsibility of the 
vendors to deliver their COTS product and listed resources as they are. 
They leave it up to the buyer to define the acceptance criteria and to con-
trol and evaluate that delivery takes place as agreed, a competence that the 
buyer most often does not possess.

Many organizations do not take up the fight in order to ensure the risk 
transfer because they lack tools and competence in this sort of negotiation. 
In this situation, they revert to buying turnkey solutions, where they leave 
the negotiation responsibility with the turnkey solution vendor.

Turnkey buying does not prevent the need of the buyer to produce a require-
ments specification if the buyer wants to be sure to get a feasible solution.

In some cases, the production of the requirements specification is done 
by the turnkey solution vendor, which in all the cases that I have seen has 
been a pure catastrophe. You need to separate solution quality manage-
ment from solution production and implementation management. If this 
separation is not done, you as the buyer have to accept what you get.

The non-separation of quality management from production and imple-
mentation was done explicitly by a ministry that wanted to get a fast solu-
tion based on pure standard COTS functionality. Their objective was to 
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adapt business to COTS functionality and not the other way around. They 
thought this would be safer and cheaper.

The ministry wanted to buy an ERP solution as a turnkey delivery. They 
produced a list of solution facilities that they would need.

Based on this list they asked a few very big COTS-based ERP-solution 
providers to bid for the delivery of their future COTS-based ERP informa-
tion system solution.

The public buying process limited the number of possible vendors to 
five. All of these vendors used the same COTS system for solution imple-
mentation. In this case, it excluded a very competent local internationally 
renowned ERP COTS developer and vendor to be used for the COTS part 
of the delivery, which resulted in a big loss of local competence develop-
ment and probably employment.

In order to ensure a satisfactory detailed solution description from the 
vendors, the ministry allocated €150,000 to each bidder who delivered a 
satisfactorily comprehensive proposal and solution description (to be their 
requirements specification) and who did not win the order.

The ministry and the future users were not able to evaluate the details 
of the proposed solutions, so they contractually committed themselves to 
accept and adapt their business to solutions that used the standard func-
tionality of the COTS ERP system. This was not very smart because a 
COTS system does not have standard solutions, only standard functional 
elements that do not work and do not integrate as an information sys-
tem before they have been set up to deliver a solution based on a detailed 
requirements specification. The facility list and the solution provider pro-
posal were far from sufficient as requirements specs.

This solution requirements specification had to be developed with key-
stakeholder involvement after contracting. This was a major change to the 
signed solution provider contract.

The ministry and the future solution users were forced to accept what-
ever the turnkey vendor delivered. On top of this, the employees had to be 
trained to work with procedures that were completely new to them.

The implementation became considerably delayed. The cost overruns, 
especially the additional costs in connection with changes, were enormous.

The complete scope of the solution was continually adapted to what the 
turnkey vendor could and wanted to deliver, so by definition the delivery 
of the turnkey solution was a success.

Nobody bothered to ask the users and other key-stakeholders if they 
were happy because this was, by definition, the case.
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The thinking behind this turnkey solution choice resembles the bank 
system swap case with one important exception. The ministry let the solu-
tion provider procure and install the COTS system, while the bank pro-
cured the COTS system and thought that they had bought a solution.

4.2  BANK CASE PROCUREMENT RISK RESPONSE

We had to establish solution provider procurement from scratch to ensure 
the bank information system swap delivery.

The procurement process demanded creative contracting and tendering 
terms in order to cope with the known problem and risk situation.

When we looked at the procurement tradition in the bank locally 
and even centrally, we could immediately understand that their legal 
condition-based standards were of very limited use in our case.

The problem situation of the bank project was good proof of the weak-
ness of the bank’s current procurement policy:

•	 Human resources were simply bought in bunches to be paid by the 
hour of work in confidence to that the resource provider would 
deliver resources that understood the information system swap need 
and who had knowledge and competence to solve this task.

•	 There was no way the bank management and project management 
could control progress and delivery quality because there were no 
requirements specification to compare deliverables against.

•	 The resource providers were not committed to deliver results, only 
person-hours. Result responsibility was solely on the shoulders of the 
Project Manager and the IT Director.

•	 Money poured out of the bank based on used person-hours that did 
not deliver any usable solution to the bank.

•	 The resource provider and the COTS provider used several weeks of 
bank employees’ working time to train them in COTS functionality 
that they would never use, and the bank had to pay for this service.

•	 Almost two years were spent by the contracted human resources 
delivering only more problems and cost.

When this situation was closed out and the project declared in serious 
trouble, the procurement of additional COTS systems and important IT 
infrastructure components had not even been initiated.
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Solicitation of the corresponding delivery opportunity situation had not 
been initiated either, which added a new problem because there were long 
lead times on important IT material that could delay the project.

The relatively complicated quality evaluation concerned with human 
resource service procurement demands that you perform risk manage-
ment in order to obtain the following:

•	 The resources can deliver results of the quality that you need and 
demand.

•	 The aleatory resource availability is dealt with and the availability is 
controlled to be satisfactory.

•	 The solution provider guarantees not only the quality of the resources, 
but also the quality of the results delivered.

•	 You can manage the quality of delivered results from the human 
resources delivered by the solution provider.

•	 The external human resources are motivated to work in a proactive 
way with the internal employee resources.

•	 Internal employee resources work in a proactive way with the exter-
nal resources.

These risk management objectives seem obvious, but much too often 
the risk management processes are not performed at all such as in this 
case.

For the core-banking information system swap, we would need solution 
providers and sub-contractors to perform the following jobs:

•	 Set up the core-banking COTS system in support of the banking 
business.

•	 Set up the COTS system-based reporting in support of:
•	 Client reporting
•	 Risk reporting
•	 Public authority compliance reporting
•	 Corporate reporting

•	 Transfer live data from the old core-banking system to the new 
COTS-based one without losing information.

•	 Integrate the core-banking COTS system with a future financial 
control COTS.

•	 Integrate the core-banking COTS system with a future COTS system 
for reconciliation handling.
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•	 Integrate core-banking COTS with a fund administration COTS 
under implementation.

•	 Build the internal competence required to operate and use the future 
COTS information systems.

Fortunately enough the bank was not the only bank to use the core-
banking COTS. Consequently, the COTS vendors of systems to be inte-
grated with the core-banking COTS had a positive interest to succeed with 
this integration.

On the other hand, the core-banking COTS system vendor had a very 
bad reputation as an integration partner, which the bank could do very 
little about because it had already signed up for both COTS system and 
system support without an appropriate SLA to oblige the core-banking 
COTS system vendor to cooperate.

The initial project was replaced with a program managed by an appro-
priate Strategy Governance Team supported by a Change Management 
Board. The first task of this Strategy Governance Team was to perform the 
initial PQA process and to establish the Workgroups to create the missing 
requirements specification.

While these newly established Workgroups were struggling with the 
documentation of bank business workflows to be used for requirements 
specification, the Strategy Governance Team was “converted” into another 
Workgroup to execute the procurement of competent solution providers 
and sub-contractors for delivery of solution components, outstanding 
COTS systems, and missing IT infrastructure components.

In the beginning, we had thought that we just had to find COTS 
systems for finance and reconciliation, but it soon became evident that 
the core-banking system was delivered without a satisfactory report-
ing facility. The core-banking COTS system only handled transac-
tions and a not too efficient integrity of its DB2 relational database. 
Reporting was the responsibility of the user organization based on a 
not very user friendly Application Programming Interface (API) to the 
COTS database.

Consequently, on top of the solution provider procurement we had 
to procure:

•	 A financial control COTS system
•	 The setup of a reconciliation COTS system
•	 A reporting COTS system related to the core-banking COTS system
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The new COTS system setup would have to be done in close relationship 
with the core-banking COTS system setup, so we decided to integrate the 
additional COTS system procurement with the solution component pro-
curement in such a way that we could ensure IT, COTS system, and imple-
mentation resource availability for a very fast process with many parallel 
projects (Workpackages).

We were aware of the increased risk from many parallel projects, which we 
mitigated by building autonomous Workgroups for delivery of feasible results.

The total procurement activity gave us an opportunity to buy additional 
COTS systems that could be delivered with setup resources that had expe-
rience from integration with the core-banking COTS system.

In the luckiest case, the new best buy COTS systems had already been 
integrated with the core-banking COTS system at other clients; in the 
worst case, this was not the case and we would have to run the risk of 
failure if the COTS system implementers could not match the bank solu-
tion requirements.

In order to mitigate the worst-case risk, we would try to commit the 
COTS system vendors to deliver both COTS system and full integration 
of the COTS system with the core-banking COTS system, that is, turn the 
COTS system vendors into solution providers.

As mentioned previously, we established the Strategy Governance Team 
as the Workgroup for procurement of missing competent resources, COTS 
systems, and outstanding IT equipment. This looks very much like a cen-
tralized ivory tower-based buying organization without much contact to 
real banking needs. We were aware of this organization-based risk situa-
tion and did our best to avoid it by doing the following:

•	 We got the users and departmental managers involved with require-
ments specification in the form of Workflows.

•	 We visited the real implementers and their project managers in other 
banks approved by our and their management to understand the risk 
we were facing with the chosen and potential COTS applications.

•	 We asked the reference banks about their experience with integra-
tion of other COTS applications.

•	 We performed an appropriate solicitation of COTS and equipment 
vendors and solution providers in order to establish a list of compe-
tent potential partners although we had very little time to act.

•	 We never panicked because we knew that one more bad selection of 
a partner would cause another disaster.
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•	 We prepared a serious and dedicated call for tender that fully 
reflected our immediate needs and motivation to succeed.

•	 We prepared all contractual terms beforehand. These terms would 
be able to ensure a win-win situation and could potentially transfer 
all possible solution delivery responsibility to the vendors.

•	 Contractual terms and scope were not negotiable in order to ensure 
synergy and proactive attitude from all partners and bank employ-
ees and managers.

•	 Change management was ensured in a way that could minimize 
conflicts except for the conflicts arising out of the missing SLA with 
the core-banking COTS vendor.

•	 Only price and time were negotiable once the vendors had presented 
their accepted preconditions.

•	 All test cases were developed and agreed to by both internal 
Workgroups and the corresponding solution provider teams before 
test runs, so there was “no excuse for failure.”

•	 Payment could only be signed off once the end users had approved 
the solution delivered based on simulated and final Accept-Testing.

We had to develop a new set of contractual terms that were very differ-
ent from European public and private standards.

European public and private sector contract standards have been 
developed by advocates working with the IT industry and IT user orga-
nizations with a view to protect primarily the buyer. This is understand-
able in light of all the failed deliveries and big scandals that you will find 
in the press.

As mentioned previously, the IT industry seller contracts were com-
pletely opposite and removed all result responsibility from the vendors. If 
the future user organization did not like what they got, as this was docu-
mented in the COTS user guide it was just too bad for the user. Error cor-
rection time was the sole responsibility of the vendor.

The problem was that such contracts did not in themselves present a 
guarantee of success. Any vendor could close his shop and restart business 
under another name. Already paid advances were lost and the public or 
private clients never got their solution on time.

In order to avoid another disaster, we decided to formulate other types of 
contractual terms that committed both buyer and vendor to do their best. 
These terms focused on common responsibility to succeed and placed just 
as much pressure on the buyer organization as on the vendor organization 
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to allocate the best possible resources as required and agreed. You could say 
that these contractual terms reflected the “no excuse for failure” principle.

All this preparatory work took almost three months, but the investment 
paid off in the end. The bank never lost a partner in the process and the 
teams delivered a feasible solution.

Optimization was never addressed, only feasibility.

4.3  THE REQUIREMENTS SPECIFICATION

Whether you want to develop or to buy your future information system, 
you are obliged to provide a specification of requirements.

There are two basic forms of requirements specifications concerned with 
development and implementation of information systems:

	 1.	A list of functional, technical, and general features to be delivered 
by the contractors without specifying how these features must be 
established—you express what and the vendor offers how. You might 
have established a weighting system to the requirements because 
some requirements are more important than others are. You might 
also rate the how functionality offered by the vendor.

	 2.	A detailed design of the future information system solution to be set 
up by the contractors constrained by your technological infrastruc-
ture. You rarely find such requirements specifications unless you 
want the vendor to develop the solution from scratch. On the other 
hand, your business might be so special that it is the best solution to 
ensure your benefits.

In the case of the bank information system swap, the second form, rely-
ing on documented Workflows, was chosen because:

•	 A list of features would make the spectrum of solutions too broad 
with the risk that the bank got a new solution with heavy training 
needs and the needs of cultural changes that were not demanded.

•	 Workflows could ensure that bank working procedures would be 
maintained in the new solution, minimizing learning needs and 
optimizing Accept-Test performance.
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•	 Workflows resemble more a design than a list of features, but they 
are still open to COTS-specific user interfaces and reporting.

•	 The implemented solution had to be established on COTS technology.
•	 Integration had to be programmed from scratch using among other 

tools the COTS system API.
•	 Reporting was very specific and demanded detailed report design.

On this background, it was decided to request competent people for 
solution delivery before equipment and COTS application delivery.

The chosen vendors and solution providers in all cases could choose 
their preferred COTS application to work with, except for the already 
acquired core-banking COTS application.

We wanted to be able to choose more than one vendor and solution provider 
in order to ensure an ability to get the most competent resources on board.

We knew that having more than one vendor and solution provider left 
us with a management task of important dimensions, but on the other 
hand, we had less risk of failure than with a turnkey delivery that we could 
not control.

In the end, the proposals that we could obtain would limit our choice 
under all circumstances.

4.4  SOLICITATION FOR COMPETENT CONTRACTORS

There were circumstances originating from our talks with the local refer-
ence banks that made us somewhat optimistic concerning our procure-
ment strategy with new contract terms, detailed functional requirements 
based on Workflows, and our willingness to work with several vendors 
and solution providers concurrently:

•	 Not one single reference bank using the core-banking COTS had 
good experiences from their implementation irrespective of choice 
of implementation partner. Here we had an opportunity to do better 
by using another method than theirs that for the most part had been 
based on turnkey solution delivery by a major solution provider that 
in all cases had delivered late with heavy cost overruns.

•	 We knew that all the big consultancy firms had experience from 
former implementation of the core-banking COTS application, so 
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some qualified resources might be available for our Workflow-based 
COTS setup. What we did not know was to what extent they had 
competence in setting up the parameters of the COTS application.

•	 We got a list of potential partners from the reference banks to which 
we talked.

•	 We established good relationships with project managers in the ref-
erence banks.

4.4.1  The Solicitation Process

Based on the list of potential partners, we invited them to tell us what they 
could do for us in light of the outlined tasks and Workgroups that we had 
documented in a PowerPoint presentation.

The three major bank-consulting companies in our local environment 
confirmed that they would bid if invited. They also confirmed that they had 
access to available and fully qualified resources to do the job within our 
very optimistic time frame of nine months from contract signature date.

The provider of the reporting COTS application was more of a solution 
provider than a vendor of COTS applications. This COTS vendor con-
firmed that it could deliver the reporting required if the bank could pro-
vide internal resources and requirements specifications to work with its 
report developers. This gave us even more hope because its report develop-
ers had profound experience from working with the core-banking COTS 
that we could drag on in our evaluation of work performed by other solu-
tion providers. The vendor’s requirements to be able to profit from and 
share knowledge with internal resources were just sweet music in our ears. 
At that point in time, we did not know how hard it would be to activate the 
internal IT resources.

All the reference banks had declared that the build-in reconciliation 
facilities in the core-banking COTS were unusable. The solution providers 
that we solicited confirmed this situation, but they could of course offer a 
COTS-based solution if the bank was willing to run the risk.

The bank already had an external provider of its current COTS-based 
reconciliation application; but this solution provider had never integrated 
its COTS system with the chosen core-banking COTS application before. 
As we had expected, it became very difficult for this solution provider to 
comply with our contract terms. Nonetheless, they were invited to bid.

The provider of a financial COTS application was very consultancy minded 
and declared that they would be happy to deliver a solution based on their 
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COTS application. The final negotiations with them as partner turned out to 
be quite tough because they tried to avoid taking any risk on the sale of the 
COTS application and because we would not pay for the COTS application 
before the fully integrated solution had been Accept-Tested.

We also talked to a few major agents and other classical resource provid-
ers with experienced resources in our market, but they only sold heads, 
not solutions, which ruled them out as potential partners.

The result of the solicitation was a list of six potential partners, all of 
them committed to bid on some part of our call for tender.

4.4.2  Commitment of Internal Workpackage Workgroups

When we initiated the program after closing the original project, we solic-
ited all internal IT employees who had been involved with the failed core-
banking implementation.

To our big surprise, we discovered that the internal IT employees had 
been trained in the core-banking COTS system together with the future 
users only. This meant that they had no training or any form of experience 
with running or setting up the new core-banking COTS system.

This lack of education and experience had to be remedied immediately.
The COTS vendor did not have resources available for this training. The 

COTS vendor system support personnel were prevented from working 
outside the COTS vendor premises, and actually no structured training 
in COTS internal technical facilities was available, only documentation.

After very tough negotiations with the COTS vendor, who claimed that 
it had delivered according to its contract, we obtained that the bank IT 
personnel could try out the COTS system at the COTS vendor site with 
access to limited support during the period we used for procurement of 
solution providers.

This opportunity was rarely used. We had clearly underestimated the 
lack of motivation among the IT personnel after the failed implementation 
project.

After this discovery was made, we simply distributed IT coordinators 
to all Workgroups with the very precise objective to ensure that IT infra-
structure needs were resolved as needed and that the COTS system was 
installed and running in four environments:

•	 Setup and interface development
•	 Migration of new versions
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•	 Testing
•	 Training

This worked out because of pressure from IT management, Workgroup 
management, and solution provider team management to get needed test 
and training facilities set up internally. Solution provider team manage-
ment knew exactly what was required and the problem with COTS vendor 
support in getting these requirements fulfilled. They had seen the COTS 
vendor problems before.

4.5  THE CALL FOR TENDER

The Workflow-based requirements specification made the tendering 
process much easier to manage than a traditional tendering based on a 
demand for functional, technical, and general facilities:

•	 There was no need to prioritize facilities because all Workflows had 
to be developed and implemented.

•	 Workflows were classified into Workpackages.
•	 There was one Workpackage for each banking functional area.
•	 The potential solution providers could bid on one or more Work

packages to be delivered at a fixed price with a fixed deadline.
•	 The bank Workgroups would create the Workpackage documenta-

tion in time for development and implementation.
•	 The bank Workgroups would create Accept-Test cases based on the 

documented setup of the core-banking COTS delivered by the solu-
tion providers.

•	 Payment would take place after successful Accept-Testing.
•	 A number of Workpackages were reserved for internal delivery to 

ensure the availability of development, test, and implementation 
infrastructure for the solution providers in the bank.

•	 No Workpackage activity was allowed outside the bank prem-
ises because Workflows and solution setup were confidential bank 
property. In this way, we wanted to ensure the proactive cooperation 
between internal Workgroups and solution provider setup teams, 
which would not be possible unless all resources worked together in 
the War Room.
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•	 The bank was committed to set up the development, implementa-
tion, training, and test environments needed (“no excuse for failure” 
was ensured).

The program setup with bank Workgroups, solution provider Work
packages, and Workflows were established according to our Coffee Bean 
method that you will meet in Chapter 5 under strategic initiative implemen-
tation. One of the strengths of this method is that it enforces agile coopera-
tion across development and implementation teams, which is needed if one 
wants to succeed with solution implementation of high quality.

The example here of Coffee Bean method use is quite typical when the 
primary task is the implementation of a COTS system:

•	 The Workpackages represent development work that documents the 
technical setup of the COTS application and closes out with the full 
support and operation documentation for IT solution governance.

•	 The Workgroup Workflows represent implementation work that will 
close out with user guides for the business usage of the COTS appli-
cation after completed Accept-Testing.

•	 The cooperation between bank Workgroups and solution provider 
Workpackage producing teams represents the project manage-
ment and quality management activities that produce test setup, 
initial user training, test cases, and Accept-Testing, which ensure 
delivery of fully accepted results in a feasible IT infrastructure 
environment.

The Coffee Bean method process requirements were implicitly applied to 
the contracting terms that all solution providers and internal Workgroups 
were demanded to sign off. These contracting terms were included with 
the tendering material.

These preconditions limited the time needed for evaluation of the pro-
posals to:

•	 A study of the CVs for each resource to be involved in order to evalu-
ate their competences and experience. We also had a very fruitful 
dialogue with these resources before they were accepted.

•	 All involved resources had to be known at all times during the 
Workpackage execution as they personally had to sign a confidenti-
ality agreement to get the key-batch to enter the bank premises.
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•	 The number of consultants to work on each Workpackage in order 
to evaluate if the proposal was realistic in light of the number of 
Workflows and reports to be developed.

•	 A list of reference banks with core-banking COTS implementation.
•	 The willingness of the solution provider to use the documentation 

standard established by the bank for solution documentation, test 
documentation, and training documentation.

•	 The willingness of the solution provider to adapt to the method used 
by the bank.

In this way, we could spend more time to establish win-win contract 
terms that would satisfy the bank’s legal department and at the same 
time motivate the potential solution providers to bid instead of spending 
time on condition elements that we would not be willing to negotiate 
anyway.

Our biggest risk was that we would get too few or no proposals at all. 
We had mitigated this situation in the solicitation process, but we had not 
shown all tendering elements during solicitation. However, we did get pro-
posals from all parties, but not to our full satisfaction.

4.5.1  The Workpackage Workflow Documentation

In parallel with the Strategy Governance Team development of a new con-
tract for solution providers (sub-contractors), our Workgroups worked 
hard to produce Workpackage documentation using a document standard 
with this content requirement:

Name of Workgroup
Content showing Workflows covered

Workgroup scope (general introduction)
Participants’ experience
Participants’ key figures (employed since, jobs performed)
IT systems used
General comments

For each Workflow:
The required quality of the products (= the purpose, the client/user)
Essential business processes/procedures

Origin of data (internal/external organization, function, IT system)
Treatment of data (manipulation, quality assurance, and control)
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Data delivered to (internal/external organization, function, IT 
system)

Suggested improvements to product (e.g., to products such as SHARES, 
INTERNAL DEALS, BONDS), process, and organization

This document standard was adapted from our Business Analysis 
(Information Requirements Study) standard to this simplified form.

We wanted to have one complete Workpackage from one Workgroup 
ready for the tendering process so that the potential bidders could see 
what the bank was committed to deliver as requirements specification.

After reviewing the Workpackage documentation at the bank, the bid-
ders could add their specific conditions and reservations concerning their 
quality expectations and need for access to further knowledge and deci-
sion making during their core-banking COTS setup activity.

No Workpackage documentation was allowed to leave the bank, but I can 
show an example (extract) from the “Security Transaction” Workgroup 
Workflows that gives you an idea about the quality without revealing any 
secrets or confidential information:

SECURITIES TRANSACTIONS Workgroup Workflows

Workgroup members:
NV (Back office) (Workgroup manager)
HS (Trade Desk)
EF (Back office)
KO (Fund Management)
PJ (Front office)
SS (Finance)
LJ (Cash)

Abbreviations used
AM		  Account manager
BO		  Back office
CBS		  Current core-banking system
CCY		  Currency
CIS		  Customer Information System
COTS		 Future core-banking COTS System
EOD		  End of Day
FA		  Fund Administration
FM		  Fund Manager
FO		  Front Office
GC		  Global Custodian
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GCS		  Global Custodian System
ICS		  International core-banking application
IPO		  Initial Public Offering
OMS		  Order Management System
PM		  Portfolio Manager
PMS		  Portfolio Management System (current)
SSI		  Standard Settlement Instructions
STP		  Straight-Through Processing
T		  Trade Date
TD		  Trade Desk

This Workgroup defines End-To-End Securities transactions accruing from:

•	 Shares
•	 Internal Deals
•	 Bonds
•	 External Funds
•	 Investment Funds
•	 Pools
•	 Investment Management Funds
•	 Short Selling

The Workgroup also handles requirements concerning:

•	 Securities Static Data and Classification
•	 Reconciliation
•	 Prices
•	 Mortgages
•	 Holiday Calendar
•	 Portfolio Management Department Documents
•	 Investment Department Documents
•	 Insurance Client Documents

GENERAL COMMENTS
General portfolio information is delivered to PM by CBS.

Transactions, positions, prices, securities static data are transferred from 
GC to CBS.

PM accesses CIS data (Portfolio names) via data warehouse.
CBS delivers brokers to PM which OMS accesses via a data service. 
TD/FO establishes the broker agreements. BO sets the brokers up in CBS 

upon instruction from TD/FO.
Price catalogue for broker fees is present in PMS. TD is responsible for 

creation and updates of the broker fee tables. This is valid only for shares and 
bonds. No broker fee structure is available for external funds.

Price catalogue for clients is present in PMS. Standard dealing fees. AM 
is responsible for updates according to client agreements. This is valid only 
for shares, bonds, and internal Funds and Pools. No structure for External 
Funds.



202  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

PMS communicates with GCS.
Client Deals are automatically booked in GCS from PMS.
All clients have their depot number registered in GCS. BO is updating 

the depots in GCS (direct access).
The client’s depot numbers are linked CBS.
After EOD in CB, we receive files with holdings, and transactions (plus 

other non-transaction related files) and CBS will be updated.
CBS checks for missing cash accounts (or if following the booking of the 

transaction, the account has been closed in CBS).
Bookings are created and will hit customer accounts, nostro accounts, 

and profit, and loss-accounts.
Broker SSI are present in GCS.
Settlement details like safe custody a/c, cash a/c, swift code, are all 

updated in GCS
If for different reasons (FX to be added to the deal, new SSI ...) we cannot 

use the GCS, the deal can be booked manually.
All broker deals have a shadow booking on a banks depot for security 

transactions.
The two bank sides of the customer and broker deals are matching each 

other out.
Following our booking of the broker deal in GCS it will catch the trans-

action and settle the deal.
Transaction will hit our accounts in GCS and we are going to be debited/

credited cash on value date.
We have cash accounts for security transactions in every currency with GCS.
We match nostros (client deal against broker deal) the day after value date.

SHARES Workflow (Executed by AM through the Trading Desk)
A client initiates by himself or by his/her AM to buy or sell a share. The 
order can be received by phone call, meeting, or fax. FO receives the order, 
executes the trade through the TD and books the deal.
BO processes the deal and the client gets a confirmation by mail.

The required quality of the products (= the purpose, the client/user)
FO executes the order based on client’s requirement and makes sure that 
commission is charged according to client’s agreement. TD makes sure 
to execute the correct order. BO controls that the transaction has actually 
taken place and checks correctness of charges.

A 4-eye principle is maintained on all transactions before they are 
executed.

In case of errors, BO informs FO.
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Essential Business Processes/Procedures

Front Office Actions: Org System Screen Day

Client Order: Phone, fax, 
letter from client or 
Account Manager calls 
the client

FO

 

T + 0

Client Identification: 
Name or account 
number

FO PMS

Agreement on: 
Transaction type (Buy/
Sell), share 
identification, number of 
shares, price, limits

FO

Check: Price, news, 
recommendation 

FO REUTERS

Check: Cash availability 
and dealing restrictions 

FO PMS

Write down: Time, client 
name, share name, 
number of shares, price 
and limits in Private 
Trading Book (Paper 
book)

FO

Order: AM calls the trading 
desk with B/S, Reuters 
Code, name, number of 
shares, limits

FO
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Front Office Actions: Org System Screen Day

Trading Desk Actions:
Registration: Order is 
entered manually in 
electronic order book: 
Order from, B/S, quantity, 
R-code, type of order

FO 1. 2. 3.

Check: Market and 
News—not a technical 
factor for the order itself

FO  REUTERS and SIX

Order: Trader places the 
order by phone with the 
established brokers (list 
of brokers in OMS)

FO

 
Execution: Broker 
confirms execution by 
phone

FO

 
Registration: TD registers 
the execution of the order 
in the electronic order 
book 

FO OMS

Execution: TD informs 
AM by phone about 
execution: price, dates, 
quantity, broker name, 
any special fees

FO

 
Front Office Actions:

Check: Name, number of 
shares, broker name and 
price in Private Trading 
Book (Paper book)

FO

Confirm: AM calls, 
e-mail, or fax his client 
with information about 
execution

FO
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Front Office Actions: Org System Screen Day
Enter the deal requires 
client account number or 
name; securities type, 
transaction type, trading 
CCY, security name or 
code, quantity, dealt price, 
client price, broker name 
or number

By default: deal date 
(today), value date 
(interaction deal date/
trading CCY), broker 
charges (fees + tax + 
stamps), client depot 
number, commission, 
cash account number

TD is in charge of 
updating broker charges 
in PM

If special fees the AM has 
to overwrite the charges 
shown by default

All type of fees and 
commissions can be 
overwritten, taken in the 
price

Security static data is 
delivered after the EOD 
via corporate files to CBS 
and stored in PM 
database

Brokers and depot 
numbers are delivered by 
CBS

Holiday Calendar is 
maintained in CBS and 
delivered to PM (today 
only 1 calendar for cash 
+ securities)

Validation Errors and 
Warnings are shown 
during the booking 
process

FO
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Front Office Actions: Org System Screen Day

Book the deal FO PMS

Check: All trades are 
checked in Deal Overview 
(PM) with the Private 
Trading Book (Paper 
book) at the end of the day

FO PM

Check: The deals are 
checked on CBS lists 

FO  T+1

Back Office Actions:

Check: Deal capture in 
PM (if communication 
problems PM/GCS the 
deal will have status 
“failed” and we have to 
resent the deal via PM)

Other status to look for: 
“unbooked” (for new 
security not created in 
GCS/PM)

BO PMS T+0

Book: Manual input of the 
client deal

Change of status from 
“failed” to “unbooked” 
and then to “booked”

We have to enter exactly 
the same details in GCS

BO GCS
PMS

Reconciliation: Broker 
deals against client deals 
via access list called 
“control of holdings”

All open position on this 
depot should reflect only 
customer deals from the 
day before (exception: 
broker deals booked by 
GCS)

BO PMS
ACCESS

T+1

Suggested improvements to product (SHARES, INTERNAL 
DEALS, BONDS), process, and organization
The Client should have the possibility to place Internet orders, which should 
be routed via OMS to the broker.
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To facilitate STP the Broker should be placed with our custodian or we 
should have direct link to the Stock Exchange.

All kinds of orders, whether it is executed through TD or direct with the 
broker, should be registered in OMS with full log.

Automatic matching of client deals and broker deals in OMS with cre-
ation of outstanding list on screen/print. (This functionality could also be 
in place in COTS).

The possibility to have more broker/client relations than the usual one 
client deal against one broker deal:

•	 Broker deal with many client deals
•	 Many broker deals with one client deal
•	 Many broker deals with many client deals

The very complete Workflow documentation with a direct link to cur-
rent application screens, Excel spreadsheets, Access elements, and docu-
ments in combination with the bank’s committed setup of applications 
and document copies in test mode convinced all potential solution provid-
ers about the feasibility of the solution implementation strategy.

The Workgroup Workpackage review and support persons in the 
Strategy Governance Team were accessible for further information as 
needed. The level of competence of these persons contributed to the moti-
vation of potential solution providers, who could smell a good reference 
to come.

The other Strategy Governance Team members produced the contract-
ing material and made themselves available for negotiation with and 
supplementary information to the solution providers once they started 
producing proposals.

The actual tendering material did not comprise any detailed Workflow 
documentation, but it listed and outline scoped the Workpackages on 
which the solution providers could bid.

After solicitation, we had three potential solution providers that claimed 
that they could set up and implement the COTS solutions that we needed. 
All of them were represented in the local marketplace and could demon-
strate competence and experience. We would see from their proposals if 
they also had the capacity to deliver the tendering requirements.

Although the core-banking COTS vendor claimed their system could 
handle Asset Management (Funds) and Reconciliation using SWIFT and 
FIX, all references in the marketplace had confirmed that this was far 
from true.
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Our own investigations of the COTS software quality confirmed 
this, so we knew that we had to find other solutions to these important 
Workpackages, although management had already bought the Asset 
Management module.

The bank already used COTS software for Reconciliation via SWIFT, but 
this software had never been integrated with the new core-banking COTS. 
On this background, the Reconciliation Workpackage was included for 
tendering by external solution providers.

We also distributed the tendering material to a highly recommended 
solution provider that could do all the reporting in the solution. This solu-
tion provider also happened to have a Reconciliation COTS package inte-
grated with the core-banking COTS.

Finally, we included the vendor of the already present reconciliation 
COTS vendor because the bank had a very good experience with this 
vendor. On the other hand, the experience also showed delayed and quite 
expensive solution delivery; a situation that the bank saw as an opportu-
nity to change for the better based on the new solution implementation 
Framework agreement with an appropriate SLA in the COTS vendor con-
tract terms.

The tendering material was later used again to acquire a new COTS 
package for Financial Control because the delivery of this internal 
Workpackage failed.

4.6  THE TENDER MATERIAL

The legal department of the bank proved to be a very valuable sparring 
partner while we produced the detailed tendering material and the future 
contract for solution providers. The legal department knew the bank stan-
dard contract terms so that we could avoid the most obvious blunders 
in our specific contract formulation; however, they found a real pleasure 
in the invention of a completely new contract to comply with the core-
banking COTS implementation program and the “no excuse for failure” 
win-win principle.

The tender material contained all the bank-required contractual con-
ditions in such a way that the solution providers could simply choose 
the Workpackages they could and would like to implement, offer a fixed 
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price and time frame (duration), and sign the contract on their side. The 
contract material comprised:

•	 Workpackages for contracting to be referenced by the framework 
contract

•	 General contractual terms
•	 Confidentiality agreement to be signed by all involved resources and 

resource management in the solution provider organization
•	 Proposed Workpackage sheet to be filled in with fixed price and time 

frame and signature from solution provider authorized management
•	 The bank IT Director would sign off the Framework agreement with 

the Workpackages assigned to the solution provider

It was stated in the contract conditions that the bank wanted to have 
more than one qualified solution provider. In this way, the overall man-
agement responsibility was with the bank program manager and all other 
solution providers would have to cooperate proactively in order to ensure 
that everybody could deliver feasible solution components.

We expected that destructive conflicts would be impossible because no 
one could win without the contribution from the others, and because every-
body was contractually committed to succeed if they wanted to be paid. The 
only exception was the core-banking COTS vendor, but this key-stakeholder 
faced a very strong implementation team with high visibility in the market.

In this way, all key-stakeholders were motivated to succeed.

4.6.1  The Workpackages for Contracting

The Workpackages for contracting were presented in a document, which 
also described the way to deliver the Workpackage in cooperation with 
other solution providers, the COTS vendor, and the internal employees of 
the bank.

As we knew that the COTS vendor would guarantee only the function-
ality that was documented in the COTS vendor’s usage and release docu-
mentation, we mitigated the risk of conflicts between the COTS vendor 
and the solution providers by accepting that the solution providers worked 
only with COTS vendor approved and guaranteed COTS functionality. 
This was quite natural because the bank management had already signed 
off the delivery of this functionality from the COTS vendor.
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We knew that the bank had bought only a subset of available functional-
ity from the COTS vendor, but nobody knew what additional functionality 
had to be bought in order to implement the core-banking solution, except 
from the future solution providers. The solution providers discovered the 
missing COTS elements and it cost the bank almost the same price as the 
original purchase price to acquire the missing functionality, but this came 
as no surprise to the Strategy Governance Team.

The bank IT Department and the former Project Management had never 
tested the delivered COTS completely for compliance with the very com-
plex documented functionality and database content integrity delivered 
by the COTS vendor. This was not practically possible, and it was too late 
to build a good sampling-based test model.

In order to utilize the COTS vendor guarantees the best possible way, we 
gave the solution providers authority to raise problem and error reports 
against the bought COTS components in the bank. It was then the respon-
sibility of the bank program change management board to follow through 
the error correction with the COTS vendor. Whenever possible it was 
the responsibility of the solution provider to find workaround solutions 
if there was a risk of serious delays based on waiting for a COTS vendor 
solution.

Let us look at the Workpackages for contracting document that was 
delivered as a separate document for tendering and which shows how the 
risk situation was mitigated.

1.	 INTRODUCTION TO WORKPACKAGES FOR CONTRACTING
Workpackages comprise all work to be done in order to replace the cur-
rent core-banking solution with a new COTS-based core-banking solu-
tion that comprises:

•	 Private banking with Safe Custody and Portfolio Management grow-
ing into a Straight-Through Processing (STP) solution.

•	 Asset Management (Funds Administration, Management, Distribution, 
and Transfer Agency).

•	 Derivatives Management.
•	 Client Reporting growing into a Customer Relationship Management 

solution.

The Workpackage implementation will be the responsibility of selected 
solution providers, who have the capacity to deliver the required COTS-
based solutions on fixed price, fixed delivery date terms, and conditions.

Any solution provider with this capacity can bid on the implementation 
of one or more Workpackages.
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Any bid must be for Workpackage by Workpackage. The bank will refuse 
any bid, where the implementation of one Workpackage is conditional on 
contracting any other Workpackage.

It is viewed as an advantage for the COTS implementation program that more 
than one solution provider participates in the implementation of Workpackages.

1.1.  Scope of Workpackage Development
Workpackages for external bidding comprise:

•	 Establish and Terminate Clients
•	 Security Transactions
•	 Cash Transactions
•	 Derivatives Transactions
•	 Portfolio Management
•	 Asset Management
•	 Reconciliation
•	 Corporate Actions
•	 Tax
•	 Fees (Income and Cost)
•	 Control and Risk Management
•	 Client Reporting

Internally handled Workpackages excluded from external bidding comprise:

•	 Financial Control
•	 Infrastructure
•	 Data Conversion
•	 Web User Interface
•	 End User Training

The Workpackages handled internally have already competent attention 
and will ensure the early availability of the system development, test, and 
production environments required by the solution providers.

The IT services comprising usage access control to all required develop-
ment facilities, backup, and operation are made available and will comply 
with the requirements agreed to in the Workpackage contract.

All interfaces to external applications are developed as part of the 
Infrastructure Workpackage.

Requirements of data not implemented under other Workpackages will 
have to be demanded as a change to the then agreed Workpackage solution.

A Microsoft Office environment is available for production of documen-
tation, presentations, user guides, and training material.

An organization structure and an organization specific accounting 
structure with documented accounting rules is available for referencing 
from other Workpackages. Further accounting requirements in order to 
reach the required implementation result can be requested by the solution 
provider as a change to the available Financial Control solution.
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1.2.  The Workpackage Product
Each Workpackage comprises the following deliverables:

•	 Setup and documentation of the relevant parameter tables for bank 
Workflows—The bank Workgroup, who is responsible for Accept-
Testing the delivered Workpackage solution, has documented each 
required Workflow. A Workpackage example can be reviewed at the 
bank, but it cannot leave bank premises as it is regarded as highly 
confidential. Detailed Workflow documentation will be available 
when a contract is signed.

•	 Setup and documentation of screen images and user data tables to be 
used by bank users and in IT Infrastructure interface development—
A bank documentation standard is established and can be reviewed 
at the bank. It is the responsibility of the solution provider to adjust 
and deliver the required COTS interface for bank Workgroup man-
ager approval.

•	 Implementation of training material, which will correspond to 
Accept-Testing procedures and will be used for training in the bank 
after Workpackage implementation—A bank documentation stan-
dard is established and can be reviewed at the bank. It is the respon-
sibility of the solution provider to review and approve the documents 
produced by the involved bank Workgroups.

•	 Accept-Testing and sign off—The bank Workgroup will deliver test 
cases for the Accept-Testing. The solution provider will review and 
approve the test cases and procedure documentation. A bank docu-
mentation standard is established and can be reviewed at the bank. 
The Infrastructure Workgroup sets up the acceptance test infrastruc-
ture. Error reporting from simulated Accept-Testing of solution ele-
ments will be the responsibility of the solution provider. Error reports 
must comply with the bank standard, which can be reviewed at the 
bank. The solution provider is responsible for maintenance of the 
error log.

•	 The bank Workgroup manager signs off the delivery of a Workpackage 
after approved Accept-Testing.

1.3.  The Workpackage Development Process
The work of the solution provider is under full solution provider control.

The bank program manager can at any time stop the Workpackage devel-
opment and cancel the Workpackage contract if the involved solution pro-
vider personnel demonstrate a critical lack of competence. This requires that 
the core banking program manager in cooperation with the solution pro-
vider responsible resource manager (named in the Workpackage contract) 
conclude that the progress of the work can never result in a delivery on time.

The solution provider personnel will have access to bank Workgroup 
managers in order to discuss and agree on the solution in development. 
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Bank Workgroup managers will respect that the Workpackage implemen-
tation will be done based on COTS facilities and opportunities only. The 
solution provider sets up the COTS to correspond with the required work-
ing conditions expressed by and agreed with the bank Workgroup manager 
within the physical and logical constraints of the COTS software purchased 
by the bank.

1.4.  The Workpackage Resources
Workpackage resources from the solution provider must have sufficient pri-
vate banking or asset management knowledge in order for them to inter-
pret the bank Workflows and to transform these into complete COTS-based 
Workflows.

The COTS setup must wherever possible ensure that data become valid, 
consistent, integrated, and safe, and that the same data is registered only 
once.

Workpackage resources from the solution provider must have sufficient 
COTS setup experience to be able to work efficiently and to respond fast to 
user requirements, where fast is relative to the agreed delivery date of the 
Workpackage result.

1.5.  The Workpackage Solution Provider Responsibility
The work of the solution provider is under full solution provider control.

Delivery on time and cost is the full solution provider’s responsibility.
All work must be done on bank premises. No setup parameters or any 

form for documentation produced wholly or in part under the Workpackage 
delivery must leave the premises of the bank.

The solution provider personnel are required to act proactively in order 
to ensure that necessary decisions and agreements across Workpackage 
development teams and bank Workgroups are made early, for example, 
communication of the definition and usage of static data parameters of rel-
evance to data conversion and/or transaction handling.

Solutions delivered to simulated Accept-Testing (typically complete 
screen solutions and working conditions for a specific Workflow) must in 
the normal case be approved at the latest the second time that they are dem-
onstrated to the users for simulated Accept-Testing.

The solution provider will respect that the daily work of involved bank 
Workgroup managers can take priority. Required agreements and decisions 
must be documented in minutes of meetings.

Meetings must be prepared by delivering the full decision-making foun-
dation to the bank Workgroup manager before the meeting. A “minutes of 
meeting” standard is available from the bank.

1.6.  The Workpackage Contract Terms
The Workpackage implementation is on fixed price, fixed delivery date 
terms, and conditions.

The required contract terms are attached to this document as Appendix E.
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1.7.  How to Bid for a Workpackage
Please fill in the attached contract, sign it, and return it to the bank for acceptance.

In order to document your competence, you must declare relevant refer-
ences with company name, contact person, and telephone number.

You must provide a list of the consultants (with CV) to be used on the 
Workpackage work.

Your responsible (resource) manager and the Bank IT Director sign the 
Workpackage contract.

2.  SET UP SECURITIES TRANSACTIONS WORKPACKAGE
2.1.  Solution Requirements
The solutions must cover all securities transactions accruing from:

•	 Shares
•	 Internal Deals
•	 Bonds
•	 External Funds
•	 Investment Funds
•	 Pools
•	 Investment Management Funds
•	 Short Selling

It must ensure correct usage of:

•	 Securities Static Data and Classification
•	 Reconciliation, Prices, Mortgages
•	 Holiday Calendar
•	 Portfolio Management Department Documentation
•	 Investment Department Documentation
•	 Insurance Clients Documentation

2.2.  COTS Component Dependencies and Preconditions
The bank has, to its best of knowledge, purchased all necessary COTS com-
ponents. If a COTS component should be missing, it is the solution provider’s 
responsibility to inform the program manager and the program change board 
as soon as possible of this issue in order to avoid any delays of implementation.

Only COTS standard components can be used for the implementation.
It is the solution provider’s responsibility to document all bank specific 

definition of parameters with an explanation about what functionality has 
been established and why.

2.3.  Test Requirements
The Bank Accept-Tests the implemented functionality based on end-to-end tests 
of the implemented solution, which is documented by the solution provider.
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The solution will be tested for own feasibility and for feasibility in rela-
tion to transactions, which use its data.

2.4.  Acceptance Test Scenario
The bank sets up the required and agreed test scenario. The bank cannot refuse 
to sign off a solution, which corresponds to the implemented agreed Workflows.

The bank IT manager must sign off the delivered solution to release payment.
Each of the following Workpackages has exactly the same implementa-
tion conditions.

4.6.2  The Framework Agreement

The Framework Agreement covers the usual legal contractual terms that 
do not change from one party to another.

There are no special conditions included in this contract part and 
nobody had any problem signing this.

This agreement is included as Appendix C.

4.6.3 � The Framework Agreement Consultative 
Service Agreement

This attachment to the Framework Agreement was a Consultative Service 
Agreement that was developed especially in relation to the problem and 
risk situation of the bank.

There is one Consultative Service Agreement for each Workpackage that 
has been agreed to be delivered by the solution provider with correspond-
ing deadlines and payment conditions.

This agreement is included as Appendix D.

4.6.4  The Framework Agreement Statement of Confidentiality

This attachment is a standard confidentiality agreement that protects the 
bank’s proprietary right to all developed and implemented solution ele-
ments, and their underlying requirements specifications and other bank 
proprietary documents to be used by involved external solution provider 
resources.

The COTS vendors add their own confidentiality agreement concerned 
with their proprietary software. The bank had only a usage right to this 
software.
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4.6.5  Escrow Clause

If the COTS vendor goes broke, is taken over by another legal entity that 
you have no trust in, or delivers such bad quality that it threatens your 
solution delivery, you want as an emergency action to be able to get access 
to and use the source code of the COTS software.

The contractual terms that appoint a third party (an escrow agent) to 
keep the COTS software source code available for your organization at no 
further cost under such conditions is called an escrow clause.

The escrow clause will probably not be included with the standard 
COTS vendor agreement unless you ask for it. The COTS vendor will pay 
the escrow agent and might ask you to pay for this service.

Although you will probably never use the COTS software source code, 
it is nice to know that you have access to do this—just in case. Therefore, 
I recommend that you always get this clause included in the COTS soft-
ware vendor agreement, which is not part of your Framework agree-
ment, but which normally exists for all COTS software that you have the 
right to use.

4.7  CHOICE OF SOLUTION PROVIDERS

We distributed the tendering material consisting of:

•	 Workpackages for tendering document
•	 Framework Agreement with attachments:

•	 Consultative Service Agreement
•	 Statement of Confidentiality

We obtained:

•	 Three proposals for core-banking COTS setup and implementation
•	 One proposal for reporting
•	 One proposal for reconciliation

None of the solution providers wanted to bid for the Asset Management 
Workpackage, which was what we had expected.

The Asset Management Workpackage was never attributed to external 
parties. It took several years to replace the internally developed function-
ality that in fact only very limited uses the core-banking COTS data.
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4.7.1  Core-Banking COTS Setup Proposals

All three core-banking COTS setup solution providers offered the setup of 
all modules except for the Asset Management module.

All of them had the capacity to deliver within 9 months, although only 
one solution provider could prove that they had done that before.

All solution providers would involve at least 10 named resources, and 
strangely enough, the most expensive solution providers had a smaller 
number of CVs attached to their proposals than the less expensive one.

When we investigated their proposal for the Client Reporting Work
package and the Control and Risk Management Workpackage, we could 
understand by the proposed prices and conditions that the solution pro-
viders to set up the core-banking COTS had no reporting tool well inte-
grated with the COTS software. They all agreed to this conclusion.

We could not run the risk that the bank’s already weak requirements 
specification of these Workpackages based on low user motivation 
would cause heavy delays and present a foundation for future expensive 
changes.

It was therefore with some excitement that we opened the proposal from 
the reporting solution provider—and what a relief! This COTS-based 
reporting proposal showed by all means the solution provider’s expertise 
in reporting from the core-banking COTS system. As this COTS system 
did not offer a reporting facility other than their standard API, the report-
ing solution provider had based their report generator on this API in such 
a way that future changes to this API could be contained without demand-
ing changes to the bank reports in most cases. Furthermore, this solution 
provider could show examples of all the required report types listed in the 
bank Workpackages.

We could again breathe and return to the proposed Workpackages from 
the three other core-banking COTS-based solution providers.

All Workpackages, as well as the Reconciliation Workpackage, had 
been proposed.

Two solution providers were more than two times the price of the third 
one. This would normally mean that the third one had misunderstood 
something, but not in this case.

The two expensive solution providers simply listed a set of CVs and had 
included the Workpackage cost and time proposals per Workpackage as 
we had requested, but they did not agree to work the way that was outlined 
in the Workpackages for tendering document.
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They claimed to have a better methodology and documentation stan-
dard and that there was no way that they would agree to work under the 
bank program manager.

Both of them offered program management as part of their proposal, 
which we had not asked for.

On top of this, they claimed a right to adapt and approve the Workflow 
documentation that had already been approved by the bank. This point 
was not acceptable because it was clearly stated that the bank placed the 
responsibility to do workarounds or ask for COTS changes on the solution 
provider, not on the bank Workgroups.

If the COTS application could not perform a Workflow, the situation 
had to be evaluated in a much broader spectrum than simply changing 
the Workflow.

The third and less expensive solution provider was willing to let the 
bank provide program management with a change management board 
and accepted all method terms from the Workpackages for tendering 
document.

Based on their experience with the COTS Reconciliation facility they 
could offer a solution here, but they recommended using the COTS API 
and an external solution provider with easily adaptable Reconciliation 
functionality based on a separate reconciliation COTS system.

In this way, we got ideal partners to provide a complete solution that 
could fully replace the old core-banking facility.

The currently used COTS for Reconciliation was already loosely con-
nected to the old core-banking solution and the vendor of this package 
was willing to deliver the Reconciliation Workpackage. We were happy 
about this opportunity, but unfortunately enough:

•	 The offer was too cheap to be realistic.
•	 The listed resources were already known by the bank and were 

not acceptable.
•	 The proposal was based on a new technologically attractive release 

that was not ready yet.
•	 The integration with the core-banking COTS demanded this new 

release.

In the situation we were in, we had no real choice. We signed up for the 
reconciliation COTS with a vendor who was also the only possible solu-
tion provider given that the COTS software was still under development.
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An important reason for accepting this risk was that the reconciliation 
COTS system vendor was committed to deliver the new release to another 
bank six months before our delivery deadline.

Although we obtained much better delivery conditions than we had before, 
the choice of this COTS vendor as solution provider to Reconciliation gave 
the bank a lot of work to do internally in support of this vendor.

With some delay, the bank got a state-of-the-art reconciliation solution 
that both parties could be proud of and that quite a few other banks now 
profit from.

All other Workpackages were signed off to the less expensive, but very 
flexible, solution provider who proved to be an excellent partner.

The major problems were with the internal Workpackage delivery 
because the IT Department did not think that it had to sign off the internal 
Workpackages, but that is another story.

4.8  LESSONS LEARNED

I have seen quite a few enterprises dealing with resource procurement 
just as if they were doing recruitment of employees. This is acceptable 
in situations where it is difficult to find qualified people as employ-
ees or where you need to replace an employee for a shorter period. 
However, it is not a good idea if you need resources to produce a 
specific solution to a complicated task, such as the setup and imple-
mentation of a COTS-based information system.

A COTS system is not your information system solution.
In order to succeed with procurement, you need to manage the risks 

involved with this process.
Most, if not all, problems with procurement occur because of bad pro-

curement team building and risk management.
If the procurement team does not act based on a good requirement 

specification, there is no way it can evaluate the quality of what it 
has acquired.

If a project comprises many sub-projects and broad organizational 
involvement, you must establish such a project as a program with a 
Strategy Governance Team and a competent Change Management 
Board. Here the solution providers participated on the Change 
Control Board, which avoided all conflict.
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If you are faced with a monopolistic vendor and you have a weak SLA 
seen from your point of view, ensure access to competent knowledge 
on your side before you negotiate any further conditions with this 
vendor. If not, you risk losing your case even in court.

Trust your partners only if this trust is based on a good contractual 
foundation (SLA). This is the best way to avoid litigation and com-
plete program failure.

Internally delivered Workpackages are agreed to in writing with the 
internal “solution provider” just like the external ones.

Internal solution provider personnel prove their competence based on 
pertinent CV data just like the external ones.

Demand weekly tracking of progress from both internal and external 
Workgroups based on reliable Work Breakdown Structures (WBS) 
and estimations of time to complete (cost tracking is not an issue if 
delivery is on a fixed price).

Use a project management COTS system in support of WBS registra-
tion, planning, and tracking.

Any program and project is risk to be governed by risk management 
(PQA) in order to ensure efficient risk response.

Risk originates from solution, process, and organization elements; 
and risk response encompasses management of the quality of all of 
these elements.

Do not be afraid of doing what no one has done before if this is the only 
way you can respond to your risk situation.

Things are never so urgent that you do not have time to do what has to 
be done, right.

Make sure that all victories are victories for all involved parties.
Get the key-stakeholders activated even though they claim that they 

have no time to offer. Risk management and Finance management 
suddenly had all the time required when they were delayed, but it 
was too late to avoid total solution delay.

Close out with Champagne, also to celebrate important milestones.
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5
Strategy Implementation

Until now, we have planned our Strategic Initiatives and we have ensured 
that there are available resources with the required competences to per-
form the initiatives and deliver the expected results.

Strategy implementation is doing what has been planned in order to ensure 
that the Strategic Initiatives deliver the expected benefits to the organization.

The Strategic Initiative Teams know their roles and responsibilities to 
deliver the expected quality of all agreed results. They have the capacity 
to fulfill the roles and live up to their responsibility and objectives taking 
into account the conditions of the Strategic Initiatives.

If the conditions of the Strategic Initiatives change to such a degree that 
the foundation of the strategy needs to change, that is, a new base line is 
required, the teams have the tools to act and react fast.

The Strategy Governance Team with the Change Control Board and the 
Process Governance Teams all know how to initiate and perform PQA to 
improve Success Factors and change direction of the Strategic Initiatives 
if and when this is required.

However, how does the Strategic Initiative organization become aware 
of the need for change?

We need a method to ensure that each activity executed keeps its align-
ment with the corporate strategy under changing conditions such as:

•	 Leadership and management change their mind as the strategi-
cally aligned activities progress; this means that the activity 
implementation must be adapted to the new attitudes and maybe 
changed objectives.

•	 Initially expected resource availability does not materialize, which 
creates delays and quite often demands completely different pro-
cesses to reach agreed solution quality.
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•	 Perceived solution quality changes as key-stakeholders and clients 
change their mind and get wiser.

•	 Economic conditions change.
•	 Legal conditions change.
•	 The quality of delivered solution elements cannot be achieved.
•	 The involved resources cannot deliver within the set time frame.

The needed method can survey the conditions of all activities that are 
relevant to the executing Strategic Initiatives and the Strategic Initiatives 
to be initiated in order to discover:

•	 Sponsor and key-stakeholder attitude changes
•	 Risk conditions or events that have materialized and become problems
•	 Problems that were not foreseen
•	 Organizational changes with high impact on team performance
•	 Processes that do not deliver the expected quality of results
•	 Resources or organizations creating destructive conflicts
•	 Produced solution elements that are delivered for simulated Accept-

Test with too many errors

The method that we have been using comprises the following elements:

•	 All Strategic Initiatives produce their results based on a require-
ments specification, which is sufficiently detailed to guide the 
Workgroups in their development, implementation, project man-
agement, and quality management work. The initial requirements 
specification will be referenced from the solution design, system, 
and user guide documentation.

•	 All Strategic Initiative work closes out with Accept-Testing that 
proves that the result complies with the latest version of the require-
ments specification, which is the one comprised by the latest base-
line. The simulated Accept-Testing on milestone deliveries (sprints 
or use cases) ensures that the final Accept-Test reveals no new 
errors. You can compare this to the intermediate tests and the test 
flight that airplanes go through. The probability of serious errors 
found during final Accept-Test is close to zero. The documented 
result of the final Accept-Test is signed off by the sponsor once it 
has been approved by the involved Strategic Initiative managers.
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•	 Communication:
•	 Progress measured by key performance indicators (KPI) that are 

explained in Chapter 6 on Strategy Governance.
•	 Deviations from baseline measured by KPI, but also measured by 

result quality, changed conditions, and pertinent events
•	 Strategy and Strategic Initiative evaluation with Process Gover

nance Team and with Strategy Governance Team ensuring ongo-
ing sponsor support

•	 Development of functional (error free) fully normalized databases 
and processes using agreed technology and ensuring the avail-
ability of a feasible information system operation and support. 
Solution design takes place here, but it is only documented for 
technical use in support of system operation and support, that is, 
it comprises technical details that the business users do not need 
to know about.

•	 Implementation of fully functional solution elements with availabil-
ity of business operation support facilities and documentation such 
as user guides and training material.

•	 The solution design documentation is used for creation of Accept-
Test documentation and business user guide production.

•	 Project and quality management ensure availability and efficiency 
of resources for development, implementation, and ongoing SAT of 
solution components delivered from development and implemen-
tation. Project and quality management survey and evaluate the 
Strategic Initiative progress primarily based on SAT results, but also 
looking after organization and process issues.

You can view the strategy implementation method from a continuous 
quality improvement point of view:

•	 Continuous quality improvement means that we decide to do some-
thing in the form of Strategic Initiatives to deliver required benefits, 
we initiate the initiatives by planning projects and programs, we 
do what we planned to do while adapting to conditions and events, 
we evaluate progress and results, and we restart the cycle with new 
decisions and PQA and so on.

•	 We have defined the basic quality object classes of Strategic 
Initiatives by which we can define and measure the stakeholder 
needs and requirements, when they are broken down into pertinent 
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and measurable elements defined by a set of success factors classified 
into critical success factors (Figure 5.1).

•	 The method elements that we use to perform continuous strategy 
quality improvement are the following(Figure 5.2):
•	 Process Quality Assurance (PQA) is used for team building, 

decision making, and planning.
•	 The Information Requirements Study (IRS) ensures that the sce-

nario and the solution architecture are agreed to by key-stake-
holders on all levels.

Organization

ProductProcess

• Time
• E�ciency
• Milestones
• Standards
• Quality control

• Functionality
• Quality
• Price
• Market

• Structure
• Culture
• Communication
• Roles
• Responsibility
• Competence

FIGURE 5.1
Strategy quality object classes.
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FIGURE 5.2
Continuous improvement of the strategy quality.



Strategy Implementation  •  225

•	 The Object Lifecycle Analysis (OLA) defines and documents 
the detailed solution functionality designed by and agreed to by 
implementation and development stakeholders.

•	 Object-oriented functional design ensures an open system archi-
tecture that can be integrated with other open systems. The 
detailed normalization of data and processes ensure solutions that 
are robust to changing business conditions and requirements.

•	 Technical design embeds the systems in state-of-the-art technol-
ogy while ensuring that common standards are applied across all 
solution elements to ensure the highest possible level of efficiency 
in construction and test.

•	 Tests on multiple levels of development based on agile principles 
ensure fast development, implementation, and adaptation to 
changed conditions and events. Final Accept-Testing only veri-
fies that already well-functioning solution components work as 
expected in the future operating environment.

•	 Systems Management is ensuring the availability and correct 
functionality of the system seen from technical and business 
points of view (ITIL and COBIT compliant).

5.1 � THE COFFEE BEAN STRATEGY 
IMPLEMENTATION METHODS

For strategy implementation, we will look at the method elements from 
a process point of view with development, implementation, and project 
and quality management that bring us all the way from the original idea 
and need for change to the final use and operation of the developed and 
implemented solution (Figure 5.3).

The idea behind the coffee bean strategy of simultaneous Development 
and Implementation coordinated by Quality and Project Management is 
to promote systems and lateral thinking and synergy leading to results 
that exceed the expectations of the stakeholders. It is an agile strategy.

The coffee bean strategy implementation process is divided into the 
three basic processes of any solution delivery:

•	 Quality (Project) Management
•	 Implementation
•	 Development
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The focus is on establishing agreement about what we actually do 
and deliver under the implementation of the strategy and the Strategic 
Initiatives once the program and project charters have been signed off.

Development, Implementation, and Quality and Project Management 
are made up of all required activities, processes, teams, and deliverables 
from initial formulation of the idea and business case to the final realiza-
tion of the agreed solutions and their benefits, for example, strategy estab-
lishment and governance.

The coffee bean methods can ensure efficient strategy implementation 
and governance by:

•	 Offering agility-based processes that deliver measurable results and 
pertinent information for stakeholder communication supported by 
the Project Office and the Program Office.

•	 Usage of processes that are fully documented and easily understood 
by the involved participants and other stakeholders so that they can 
review and evaluate the results.

•	 Fast identification of deviations in cost, quality, scope, stakeholder 
attitude, and time of all expected results, which allows fast adapta-
tion of the strategy to changed conditions.

The foundation for success with the coffee bean processes is that you 
visibly involve all relevant knowledge areas in the team building and in 
the scoping of the strategy with the strategy stakeholders such as we have 
seen in Chapter 2.
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Regular periodic, situation-, and incident-based quality management 
(QM) activities such as SAT ensure that all decisions about activities, 
organizations, and deliverables are mutually accepted and signed off by 
the relevant stakeholders from idea to solutions in business use.

QM activities such as SAT and PQA ensure lateral thinking and syn-
ergy. Key development stakeholders meet key implementation stake-
holders under (agile) PM/QM coordination in order to develop, test, and 
verify solution compliance with needs, to establish agreement, and to con-
trol progressive elaboration of the solutions to be delivered. This forum 
is detecting needs for change before it is too late to adapt the Strategic 
Initiative plans.

The simple agile principle of regular pertinent QM activities is quite 
often not adhered to, which is the reason for many conflicts and major 
program and project failures. Regular does not mean periodic unless you 
talk about a group of managers that meet every Tuesday for a round of 
golf. Regular in the context of strategy implementation means test and 
verification with short time intervals “when deliverable components are 
ready for verification by key implementation stakeholders.”

When you hear or read that the communication problems are the pri-
mary reasons for project and program failure, it is in most cases based on 
a lack of regular QM activities. Without these QM activities, you provoke 
serious risk such as:

•	 Sponsors do not understand the progress and lose confidence in 
the project.

•	 Baseline deviations occur without known reasons, so safe adaption 
to plans is not possible.

•	 Developers and Implementers get in destructive conflict.
•	 Important resources leave the project because they never get the 

solutions right.

We only measure progress by delivered solution components that have 
passed final Accept-Test.

We do not want to waste our time in QM meetings just to hear that “We 
progress well” or outright lies such as “We are 90% complete.” We have 
confidence in our teams and plans until the tracking shows that we are 
wrong and that we will have to act on deviations from the baseline. When 
these deviations from baseline occur, we know why and we are able to 
adapt in meaningful ways.
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The QM activities ensure that solution, process, and organization fit 
together and that they are aligned with stakeholder expectations in both 
the long run and short term:

•	 The long run is defined by the duration of the strategy lifecycle 
(Benefits and Return on Investment and Equity are in focus).

•	 The short term is defined by the duration of Strategic Initiatives 
(project scope, deliverables, resource availability, time, and costs are 
in focus).

The coffee bean processes have been used with success to build a factory, 
to establish a cash card system, to control offshore oil production, and to 
swap all applications in a major private bank to name a few rather different 
program and project types.

5.1.1  Implementation

Implementation comprises all the activities required to ensure that the 
stakeholders are happy with the solution in full use. The solution can be 
anything from a new organization, an atomic power plant, the power sup-
ply to a factory, a new car, a new bridge, a house, a TV program, or an 
information system.

Implementation activities comprise:

•	 Documentation of functional requirements
•	 Documentation of the outline solution architecture
•	 Verification of functional and legal compliance
•	 Preparation and use of Accept-Test scenarios
•	 Human resource training for use and solution support
•	 Accept-Test (Simulated and Final)
•	 Installation and test for operation sign off
•	 Short- and long-term solution support implementation

5.1.2  Development

Development comprises all the activities required to make the delivered 
solution available in the quantities and capacities needed to meet the 
requirements of the stakeholders within the constraints of available and 
feasible “state-of-the-art” technology and other required resources.
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Development activities comprise:

•	 Development and setup of information system software components
•	 Unit and integration test
•	 Validation of documentation of compliance
•	 Construction of a factory
•	 Construction of a solution component prototype
•	 Establishment of the development infrastructure
•	 Establishment of the operation infrastructure

5.1.3  Quality and Project Management

Quality and Project Management (QM/PM) comprise all the activities 
that ensure that development and implementation are coordinated and 
governed in such a way that the activities, processes, and their deliverables 
meet the expectations of the stakeholders.

QM/PM ensures that both long run and short-term expectations are 
met by establishing standards and measurable compliance criteria that 
can make it visible to all stakeholders that the strategy implementation 
progresses as expected and agreed to.

Communication, team building, decision making, and progress evalua-
tion are essential QM/PM activities.

Other QM/PM activities comprise:

•	 Coordination of the development and implementation processes
•	 Simulated and final Accept-Testing
•	 Evaluation of and response to quality control results
•	 Documentation of agreement
•	 Governance support of the project scope and the business model
•	 Identification and involvement of stakeholders
•	 Establishment of the project administration with communication 

management
•	 Quality management activities
•	 Quality assurance activities
•	 Risk Management
•	 Change management for progressive elaboration

QM/PM ensures that all reviews and tests that are particular to the 
development process or to the implementation process are handled 
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autonomously within these processes. This concerns development deci-
sions about IT infrastructure and development tool standards, but also 
the unit and integration tests of a purely technical nature used for bug-
free development of solution components. On the implementation side, 
it concerns the reviews of solution requirement specifications, user docu-
mentation, and training material. However, if in any of these cases help is 
needed from other stakeholders, QM/PM is there to arrange for that in the 
context of the “no excuse for failure” principle.

QM/PM approves the quality plan and the quality assurance activi-
ties in both the development and the implementation process; for 
example, QM/PM ensures that needed process standards, documenta-
tion standards, and open solution standards are available and used. In 
this way, QM/PM ensures that the involved stakeholders can interpret 
the results of quality assurance and quality control from any coffee 
bean process.

5.1.4  Simulated Accept-Testing

Development and Implementation activity is coordinated and aligned in 
Simulated Accept-Testing (SAT) workshops and through other efficient 
communication events.

Testing often on real-life solution components is an important part of 
agile QM/PM.

SAT brings people together from all relevant environments involved 
with current development, future usage, and cross-functional coordina-
tion of solution implementation.

Each SAT workshop covers a defined scenario and scope, where each 
SAT team member has a well-defined role to play. The objectives of a 
SAT workshop are defined to be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Agreed, 
Relevant, and Timed).

SAT makes it possible for the developers to present their solution to the 
future users and to explain why it is built the way it is. In this way, the 
SAT process opens up a positive discussion with the implementers and the 
future users about the quality of solution components.

The SAT participants look for and document required improvements 
that must be implemented, and they look for potential improvements to be 
evaluated for implementation by the Process Governance Team.

The open discussion among the SAT participants keeps all doors open; 
no one says never, only maybe or absolutely yes.



Strategy Implementation  •  231

5.2  THE INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS STUDY

The IRS combined with the OLA is used for development of require-
ments specifications.

IRS documents where to go and how to get there by improving the orga-
nization, the information systems, and the corporate processes in light of 
the corporate strategic objectives and initiatives and the Success Factors 
established under PQA.

IRS techniques comprise:

•	 Establishment of a functional breakdown structure of the organiza-
tion to be studied.

•	 Establishment of an IRS team to conduct interviews and consolidate 
the IRS result for Management approval; or, alternatively as we saw 
in the previous chapter, to facilitate and coach the business users in 
the development of Workflow-based requirements specifications.

•	 Selection of people to be involved with the IRS on three organiza-
tional levels:
•	 IRS Section Management or Workflow Workgroups
•	 Departmental Management
•	 General Management or Strategy Governance Team

•	 Interview and interview result documentation standard always ask-
ing and answering the pertinent why questions and defining the 
information objects that flow to, from, and within the IRS section. 
The Workflow requirements specification is a special version of 
this document, where the object flow is embedded in the Workflow 
documentation.

•	 OLA for IRS result consolidation uses action and structure objects 
found during IRS interviews to design the outline architecture of the 
solution to be developed and implemented. OLA is not used in the 
case of Workflow-based requirements documentation unless there 
are requirements for improvements to information systems and 
business processes that must be added to the existing solution archi-
tecture for it to be approved by the stakeholders.

•	 Recommendations with cost and benefit analysis.

IRS provides a foundation for definition of the necessary and sufficient 
information systems in support of the required business processes in the 
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organization by revealing the information needs from all levels and func-
tional areas of the organization.

The requirements definitions resulting from IRS address both informa-
tion system-based and organization-based business processes and infor-
mation concerned with the handling of:

•	 General management
•	 Resource management
•	 Sales orders
•	 Product development
•	 Production planning
•	 Purchase orders
•	 Accounting
•	 Logistics
•	 Customer support

The efficiency and the competitive power of the company are in focus 
when studying the performance of the business processes and their 
requirements for information in support of this performance.

The company’s IT supported information systems and its use of tech-
nology are outline designed under IRS as a solution architecture that can 
support the company’s business performance.

In the case of Workflow-based requirements specification, no out-
line solution architecture is designed when the Workflow requirements 
are used directly for solution setup and development in a COTS system 
that is supposed to be based on a normalized database and normalized 
processes.

It is fully possible to combine the outline solution architecture docu-
mentation with Workflow-based requirement specifications.

When not using Workflow-based requirements documentation, the IRS 
results in an IRS Consolidated report stating:

•	 Requirements for enhancements to current business functions
•	 Requirements for enhancements to current information systems
•	 Requirements for new information systems
•	 Required information system architecture
•	 Suggested development (procurement) of new information systems
•	 Suggested improvement to technology and IT organization
•	 Costs and benefits
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IRS addresses current information systems problems by suggested 
enhancements. If the current information systems function well and if 
they are based on or can utilize “state-of-the-art” information technology, 
they will normally form part of the future information systems. If not, 
they will simply be replaced by new information systems. How surviving 
information systems are integrated with or form part of the future infor-
mation systems is not within the scope of the IRS. The IRS will define the 
requirements for integration of information systems, not how it is done.

IRS documentation belongs to the business users who created and approved 
it supported by other IRS participants, IRS sponsors, and IRS facilitators.

IRS facilitators deliver a documentation standard that makes it possible to 
compare the study results directly with system analysis and system design 
documentation in reviews of these and for full traceability of requirements 
in the developed and implemented information system solutions.

5.2.1 � Workflow-Based or Consolidated 
Report-Based IRS Documentation

When you plan the IRS process, you need to consider the situation of the 
organization that you will study:

•	 If the organization has required or developed a new information 
system and plans to merge its current business processes to be sup-
ported by this system, then an IRS Consolidated report is of no or 
less use because all information objects and their usage are already 
known. In this case, IRS will establish the organization to create 
Workflow-based documentation and to ensure a good quality of this 
for the setup and Accept-Testing of the new information system to be 
used, managed, and supported in the future.

•	 If the organization has the intention to improve business process infor-
mation and information systems and if the organization has not yet 
purchased or developed a new information system for this purpose, the 
IRS Consolidated report production is the right choice for IRS because 
this IRS will allow the organization to choose a future information sys-
tem solution that fits its needs for business process improvement.

•	 If the organization has a situation where both types of requirements 
to business improvements are relevant, then you can use a combi-
nation of IRS Consolidated report and Workflow-based solution 
requirements specification.



234  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

Irrespective of your choice of IRS process, the IRS organization building 
is the same. The different stakeholders simply have different responsibili-
ties and roles.

Workflow-based documentation and IRS section report documentation 
has a common structure, but IRS with Workflow documentation does not 
produce management reports and consolidated reports.

The Workflow-based documentation is used directly by solution devel-
opment and implementation Workgroups that implement the workflows 
as documented. This ensures business as usual or business conducted in 
a predefined way for legal reasons such as MiFID and Best Execution in 
the financial sector. This IRS method allows fast solution implementation 
if the available COTS systems or other IT-based systems can contain the 
required solution.

The IRS interview reports are consolidated in order to ensure a consistent 
solution development foundation with normalized databases and informa-
tion system processes in support of the business processes involved in solu-
tion implementation.

This production of a solution architecture allows the development and 
implementation Workgroups to be creative during solution production 
and to deliver solutions that surpass the expectations of the stakeholders.

The normalization of data and processes from consolidation of the sec-
tion reports supported by the management reports is the foundation for 
creating improved organization structures and improved communication 
to achieve the needed benefits of the Strategic Initiatives.

5.2.2  The IRS Organization

A Strategy Governance Team from the level of corporate leadership initi-
ates IRS.

The Strategy Governance Team defines the objectives of IRS and estab-
lishes an IRS organization resulting from a PQA process or another deci-
sion-making process.

A feasible IRS organization comprises:

•	 The Strategy Governance Team that has defined the scope, the pur-
pose, and the expected result of the IRS, and that has the power 
and the budget to allocate business participants and facilitators 
to the study. The Strategy Governance Team does not necessarily 
participate in the IRS study work, but it does sign off on the IRS 
Consolidated report.
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•	 An IRS Workgroup with at least a project manager and a facilitator who 
establishes the groups to be interviewed (sections, departments, general 
management) for IRS report production. The IRS Workgroup schedules 
and performs the interviews and ensures that the interview report is 
written, approved, and accepted to be owned by the interviewed persons.

•	 In the case of Workflow-based requirements specification, the groups 
to be interviewed are replaced by Workflow Workgroups that produce 
the Workflow-based requirements specification. In this case, the IRS 
Workgroup facilitates and coaches the Workflow Workgroups with 
required documentation standards and reviews and formal training 
in Workflow documentation production.

•	 An IRS Reference Group represents the knowledge, competence, and 
experience across the business organization, which is needed for consol-
idation of the IRS sectional and managerial reports. The IRS Reference 
Group supports the IRS Workgroup to get the right people selected for 
participation in interviews and in reviews of resulting reports.

•	 In the case of Workflow-based requirements specification, the IRS 
Reference Group is the group of persons that manage the Workflow 
documentation production and that signs the Workflow documenta-
tion off for delivery to solution development and implementation. In 
this case, there is no IRS Consolidated report produced.

IRS is performed within the business user organization, but the IRS 
sections are most often a combination of business functional areas that 
together are necessary to produce a business result.

The traditional form of a business organization is the hierarchy dividing 
the managerial control of departments covering functional areas such as 
sales, production, finance, etc.

The market-oriented functional areas can be structured in divisions 
covering a specific product or a specific market.

The business organization structure is shown in Figure 5.4.
Some organizations are more development oriented than production 

and distribution oriented, for example, research institutions or dedi-
cated research and development departments in major organizations. The 
operative areas in this case are most often organized in a matrix-shaped 
organization with departments/sections in one dimension and projects or 
products in the other dimension (Figure 5.5).

IRS participants are selected so they cover the necessary knowledge and 
experience concerned with the business information required by all the 
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involved functional areas irrespective of the organizational structure of 
the organization to be studied.

The IRS sections often comprise persons from several business sections 
in order to be able to evaluate cross-organizational information needs and 
complex business solutions.

A clue to the selection of business function representatives in IRS sec-
tions is to look for open-minded positively critical managers with three 
years’ experience in the studied organization or managers with compara-
tive competences, that is, they know and understand the objectives and 
strategies of their organization, and they have a well-founded idea about 
how to reach these objectives.

Besides business process competence, IRS demands project management 
and method coordination delivered by the facilitator and the internal IRS 
coordinator, who plan and facilitate interviews, make sure that the right 
questions are asked, treat the answers with critical respect, and create at 
least the initial IRS results of sectional and management level IRS reports.
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A long-term purpose of the IRS organization could be to be a forum for 
implementation of strategic improvements to business processes, organi-
zation, and information systems. It will be a group with a well-established 
set of methods for cross-organizational cooperation and implementation 
of business quality improvement (Figure 5.6).

The IRS organization comprises persons such as:

•	 General and executive managers and their deputies
•	 Managers from all user departments and their deputies
•	 Information system managers
•	 Project Office representatives
•	 Internal or external facilitators
•	 Project managers

The selection criteria for the persons are their method knowledge and 
experience (project manager and facilitator), their business knowledge, 
their competences, and their experience (information system managers, 
department/section managers).

The IRS organization can identify who in the organization possesses the 
knowledge and experience that must be revealed and documented by IRS. 
The IRS organization does not have to possess the knowledge themselves, 
it can be a big drawback if they mistakenly think that they do and on this 
basis write the requirements specification themselves because:

•	 The real owners of the future solution will refuse to take ownership 
of the requirements specification.

•	 Suggestions are passively accepted and pertinent disagreements are 
ignored instead of leading to better solutions.
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IRS organization.
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The project manager and the facilitator perform the interviews on all 
organizational levels.

It is an advantage that some interview participants belong to more than 
one interview group in order to ensure good questions concerned with 
cross-organizational issues and needs.

In the case of Workflow-based requirements specification, there are 
no interviews; it is the project manager, the facilitator, and the IRS 
Reference Group that review and approve the Workflows for delivery 
to solution development and implementation. Also in this case, it is an 
advantage that some Workflow Workgroup participants belong to more 
than one Workgroup.

At least one IRS Reference Group representative should participate in a 
supportive role in all interviews if the project manager cannot fulfill this 
role. This representative is supposed to ask the questions not asked by the 
interviewers in order to get potential hidden facts revealed. He or she will 
also be able to resolve potential terminology differences between facilita-
tor and IRS interview participants.

In the case of Workflow-based requirements specification, the IRS 
Reference Group representative will be managing the Workflow Workgroup.

5.2.3  The IRS Process to Produce the IRS Consolidated Report

The IRS process ensures that all possible viewpoints get involved in the 
study of information systems and information requirements.

The process starts on the sectional level, where business functions are 
performed for handling of the daily activities of the company.

The approved reports from the sectional level are passed on to the depart-
mental and general management levels in order to prepare the managers 
on these levels as much as possible before they are studied.

The results from departmental management level are passed on to gen-
eral management before this level is studied, but these reports are not 
shown to the sections unless so decided among the interviewed persons.

By following the bottom-up sequence, IRS provides all management levels 
with the best possible knowledge about the information requirements of the 
functional areas they control prior to their own participation in the study:

•	 IRS participants can focus on their proper level of information needs 
based on inspiration from PQA results and IRS reports from lower 
or the same levels of the organization.
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•	 Newly appointed managers get to know the organization they man-
age better.

•	 Section participants are not constrained by higher management level 
expectations that they do not know about.

The consolidation of the sectional, departmental, and general man-
agement interview reports takes place in a forum comprising the IRS 
Workgroup and the IRS Reference Group that might have been augmented 
with new participants during the initial part of the IRS process. The IRS 
Workgroup and the IRS Reference Group participants divide the work of 
IRS Consolidated report writing among their participants.

The approval of the IRS Consolidated report and the recommendation it 
contains is done by the Strategy Governance Team, which might draw the 
last conclusion on a PQA workshop, where the IRS Consolidated report 
recommendation is an important input to an improved corporate strategy.

The IRS activities comprise the following:

•	 IRS is initiated by the Strategy Governance Team appointment of 
the IRS Project Manager and the IRS Facilitator. The IRS Project 
Manager and the IRS Facilitator are the IRS Workgroup. The initia-
tion of IRS is often the result of an initial PQA process such as in the 
case of the military healthcare information system implementation 
that we will address further.

•	 The IRS Workgroup supported by the Strategy Governance Team 
defines the IRS sections. IRS sections are virtual organizational con-
structs that are required to produce one or more distinct products, 
which are used by other IRS sections or by parties external to the 
organization studied. Quite often, the sections selected for IRS inter-
views and reports will overlap with actual organizational sections 
such as Order Handling, Major Account Management, Engineering, 
and Dispatch. Together, the IRS sections cover all business activity 
in the studied organization.

•	 The IRS Workgroup establishes the IRS Reference Group of depart-
mental managers to select managers to participate in sectional 
interviews. Each member of the IRS Reference Group gets the respon-
sibility for one or more sections to be interviewed. It is this member’s 
responsibility to select the persons with the optimal knowledge and 
experience for interview. A reasonable size of a group for a sectional 
interview is 1 to 5 persons.
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•	 Interview participant and reference group activation comprise semi-
nars or meetings where the participants from all organizational lev-
els in IRS are informed about what is expected from them and what 
benefits they and the company can obtain from a successful IRS. 
Participants in such meetings are prepared by a written introduction 
to the IRS process accompanied by any available PQA documentation.

•	 Sectional interviews focus on functions performed in the section 
and the information used in this context. The interviews result in 
a section specific requirement specification initially written by the 
facilitator. The approved requirement specification is formulated as 
if it has been written by the users themselves.

•	 Manager interviews and report reviews with the departmental man-
agers and the general managers focus on decision making and the 
information required in support of this. Based on the dialogues and 
the business strategy view of the managers, the interviewed manag-
ers describe their visions and objectives for the business areas man-
aged by the managers. The resulting IRS management reports are 
initially written by the facilitator, but it can be written entirely by the 
managers themselves.

•	 IRS report consolidation is an interpretation of all sectional and 
managerial IRS report requirement specifications. Report consolida-
tion results in an IRS Consolidated report that comprises proposals 
for enhancements to business processes, organization, and informa-
tion systems. A suggested development and implementation plan for 
solutions might be included, but such a plan is normally only pro-
duced after the IRS closes out in a new PQA process based on the 
IRS result.

•	 The Strategy Governance Team (the sponsor) approves the IRS 
Consolidated report. A PQA process can be used to define the con-
clusion as a short-term and a long-term implementation plan of the 
IRS recommendations approved by the sponsor.

5.2.4  IRS Process Duration Estimation

The duration of the IRS will depend on the number of interviews and the 
possibility of making the right resources available for the IRS. It is likely 
that the interviews result in requests for more interviews or new scenarios 
for planned interviews. It is therefore advisable to include some uncer-
tainty in the plan regarding the total IRS duration.
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The production of IRS sectional or managerial reports is estimated 
using a time box approach that limits the time used for interviews and 
report production:

IRS organization establishment 5 days for facilitator and project manager
Kick-off meetings—one meeting for 
each 4 interviews

.5 days for all participants in interviews and 
reviews for production of IRS section and 
management reports

Interview and interview review 
including sign off and delivery to the 
management level above

Per section and management report

8 hours for interview
12 hours for facilitator and project manager

The value of the IRS section and management reports is not substan-
tially increased by spending more time on the interviews and the report 
reviews because detailed description of business processes is not the pur-
pose of the IRS unless Workflow requirements are produced.

IRS studies why the business processes exist:

•	 Their scope
•	 Their products
•	 Their purpose
•	 Their problems
•	 Their information requirements
•	 With whom they communicate

The production of the IRS Consolidated report takes 1 to 3 weeks 
depending on the number of interview reports to be consolidated, that is, 
depending on the complexity of the business studied.

The IRS Consolidated report as requirements specification allows infor-
mation systems to be developed and implemented from scratch because it 
delivers a solution architecture that allows the designers and developers 
the freedom to create a solution based on state-of-the-art technological 
opportunities. In this context, the IRS Consolidated report caters to fast 
solution development and implementation without sacrificing the solution 
quality, that is, it caters to more satisfied stakeholders.

The IRS Consolidated report as requirements specification supports the 
choice and procurement of the COTS systems with the best possible sup-
port of the business processes in question.

The IRS Consolidated report solution architecture is an initial scope for 
COTS setup and COTS-based information system implementation, but it 
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must be replaced by a Workflow-based documentation for final solution 
setup and implementation. The need for Workflow document production 
quite often surprises the user organization and leads to unexpected delay. 
If the Workflow documentation is done by the COTS vendor or an exter-
nal turnkey solution provider, there is risk of very high cost overrun and 
delays because the user organization still has to be involved with analysis, 
reviews, and Accept-Testing.

Workflow Workgroup production of workflow documentation cannot 
be estimated using a time box principle. The estimation relies on talks 
with the competent resources to produce the workflow documentation. 
Only they can tell you how much time they need to produce documenta-
tion of the right quality.

The Workflow documentation standard that we presented in the previous 
chapter facilitates the work, but many other factors such as availability of com-
petent employees, the experience of the project manager and the facilitator to 
coach the Workflow Workgroups, access to IT-based systems in test mode, 
and the number of business processes to be documented play a role here.

The Workflow example in the previous chapter that covered only one 
business functional area was produced in 2 months with very high prior-
ity supported by corporate management.

Workflow-based requirements allow relatively fast solution setup and 
implementation with COTS, but it does not leave much room for business 
process improvement.

5.2.5  IRS Participant Motivation

IRS participants are motivated to contribute with high quality information 
in interviews and reviews by giving them detailed information about IRS:

•	 Why IRS is performed the way it is
•	 How IRS is performed
•	 Why the participants have been selected to contribute
•	 How the participants can contribute
•	 The benefits to be obtained from the IRS result

The participant motivation assurance activity comprises:

•	 A workshop where all departmental/sectional managers are 
invited and introduced to the IRS process and its result. Here 
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they are motivated to participate in the IRS Reference Group 
and to provide the best possible resources for IRS interviews or 
Workflow Workgroups.

•	 IRS kick-off meetings. All selected participants in interviews and 
Workflow Workgroups are invited to a kick-off meeting. The invita-
tion explains to the invited participants that they have been selected 
to participate based on their knowledge and experience. Available 
PQA documentation concerning the IRS is included with the 
invitation.

•	 The kick-off meetings can comprise 15 to 20 persons each or a num-
ber corresponding to the persons to be involved in 2 to 4 weeks of 
interviews or to 2 to 4 Workflow Workgroups.

At least the first kick-off meeting should be opened by the sponsor (gen-
eral manager or Strategy Governance Team member). It makes a strong 
impression when the kick-off meeting is opened by the sponsor who 
emphasizes the importance of the IRS and draws attention to the fact that 
the quality of the result depends alone on an active and committed contri-
bution from the selected participants.

The kick-off meeting comprises a presentation of the IRS process and 
examples of the documentation that the participants will produce and 
take ownership of (coached by the project manager and the facilitator).

The IRS process is discussed and it is shown how this leads to a precise 
definition of the users’ requirements for information.

The kick-off meeting duration is 3 to 5 hours depending on the users’ 
motivation and their number of questions during the question and answer 
session following the presentation of the IRS process.

You should allow 1 week between a kick-off meeting and the first inter-
view. The users are asked to consider the coming interview during this week. 
They need time to gather documentation and to prepare their requirements.

In the case of Workflow documentation production, the production can 
start once the kick-off meeting has closed out.

If this motivation assurance is not done, the participants turn up in 
interviews less prepared, which means that you get less information and 
in most cases low quality information leading to a long review process 
with more reviews. You might even get problems to make the interviewed 
participants take ownership of their report.
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5.2.6  IRS Section Interviews

The interviewed persons in each IRS section have been informed in writ-
ing and in workshops how to prepare for the interview. They have prepared 
themselves for the interview by collecting supportive documentation such 
as reporting examples.

The dialogue in the interview is completely open. There is no question-
naire, but the interviewees know that their IRS section report comprises 
the following information about the section:

•	 Scope, purpose, and products of the section
•	 The purpose of the section’s functions
•	 What would happen if a function was not there
•	 Information used by the functions
•	 Information not available which would make it easier to perform 

the functions
•	 Information used from other sections and external parties
•	 Information being filed and maintained by the section
•	 Information given to other sections and external parties
•	 How the existing systems should support the functions
•	 Suggested improvements of information systems
•	 Suggested integration between IT-based information systems
•	 Expected benefits from enhanced and integrated IT-based informa-

tion systems

The section interview uncovers typically 2 to 5 important functions each 
comprising a number of detailed procedures. The detailed procedures are 
not analyzed during IRS interviews. Workflows for these procedures will 
be developed under information system design after the IRS Consolidated 
report has documented the IRS recommendations. Some procedures might 
not continue and new procedures might be established based on IRS.

Based on the interview, the facilitator writes the first suggestion for the 
IRS section report. Before closing out the interview, the facilitator should 
offer the interviewed persons an opportunity to write the report them-
selves because they will own the report irrespective of who has written it. 
Normally the report writing is left with the facilitator. It is important to 
explain to the interviewee that it is not the facilitator’s role to be respon-
sible for the user requirements specification. The facilitator only shows 
examples and defines a document standard to be used when working out 
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the section report while the users write the content directly or indirectly. 
The interviewees own their IRS reports.

The user interviews can be extended to or supported by workshops 
where the interviewees get the opportunity to work with the elements of 
the IRS documentation in a facilitated environment.

When the interviewees have approved their section report, it is delivered 
to the IRS Reference Group for final approval. The IRS sectional report is 
transferred to the departmental managers who are responsible for the sec-
tion concerned.

5.2.7  Manager Interviews

The section reports are used as a basis for the department managers’ 
description of their information requirements. The department manag-
ers often regard the functions of the sections in a different way than the 
persons interviewed. This is because the functions are performed in view 
of an operative environment, of which the department manager does not 
necessarily know all the details.

The department manager’s point of view will be influenced by the 
manager’s affiliation with a specific business area such as finance or pro-
duction. The section reports for this area compared with the manager’s 
ideas and objectives can result in conflicting wishes between sections and 
department managers.

The conflicts can form the basis for organizational or administrative 
changes to be carried out in order to utilize the information systems in a 
better way or simply to enhance the performance of the department and 
the sections.

To let one of the parties dominate the conclusion is seldom a desirable 
situation. This is one of the main reasons for starting the IRS on section 
level without pre-defined limitations in relation to the department man-
ager’s point of view.

The facilitator is responsible for the department manager’s report com-
plying with the required document standard for this report. The content 
of the management report is the responsibility of the department level 
manager and is quite often written by him or her.

Section reports and department reports are complemented with a top 
management report written by the general manager. The facilitator is 
again responsible for the report structure, but contrary to the depart-
mental managers, the executive manager quite often wants the facilitator 
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to write the executive level management report. This gives the executive 
manager an opportunity to understand how the project manager and the 
facilitator interpret the executive’s needs. In this way, he or she can criti-
cize the program manager and the facilitator, which he or she should, and 
not the other way around.

The executive manager (or the Strategy Governance Team) is inter-
viewed on equal terms with the department managers. It is important that 
the general manager’s report is treated as critically as the other reports 
with regard to structure and content—it is particularly important that the 
overall objectives of the company are described briefly and precisely in 
this report.

The IRS manager interview reports have the following content:

•	 Scope, purpose and products
•	 Requests for improved information
•	 Potential improvements of the basis for decision making
•	 Expected value of improvements

Departmental manager reports are approved by the interviewed manag-
ers and transferred to the executive managers before these executive level 
managers are interviewed.

5.2.8  IRS Report Consolidation

When all sectional and managerial IRS reports have been approved, we are 
ready for the consolidation of the sectional and management interview reports.

The complete IRS organization handles the consolidation of the IRS reports.
The IRS organization establishes one or more workshops for final defini-

tion of the common terminology and the objects to be used for handling 
business processes and communication. The IRS consolidation workshops 
can be done over 1 to 3 weeks, where the duration of each workshop is 
dependent on the number of interview reports to be consolidated and the 
number of objects found.

It can be an advantage to have 2 to 3 consolidation workshops with 3 
to 5 days between each workshop. This allows the participants to review 
the conclusions and ideas with colleagues and other knowledge bases 
between workshops.

In the Defense Healthcare Case, we used five days for one workshop to pro-
duce a very comprehensive IRS Consolidated report to be used for procurement 
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of an appropriate information system. In this case, the initial consolidation 
preparation by the project manager and the facilitator was comprehensive.

Before the IRS consolidation workshops, the facilitator supported by the 
project manager prepares the consolidation:

•	 All objects that are the same object, but which belong to different 
sectional reports and sometimes have different names, are grouped 
together. A standard object description form is used to define the 
name, the key, and the reference keys of these objects.

•	 Each chapter in the sectional report is grouped together with the 
same chapter from other sectional reports. The resulting cross-
section of chapters (with their section ID attached) shows exactly 
how functions, requirements, problems, and suggested solutions are 
distributed over the studied organization.

•	 The cross-section of the input/output chapter is checked for consis-
tency across sections (i.e., what one section delivers to another sec-
tion should be received by that other section).

This consolidation support material is distributed to the IRS organiza-
tion before the workshop.

In the consolidation workshop, all inconsistencies and suggestions are 
discussed. The commonly accepted conclusions are documented in a 
memo or in minutes from the workshop written by the project manager 
and the facilitator.

In order to ensure that all IRS Consolidated report writers and reviewers 
use the same basic terminology and interpret the terms in the same way, 
the consolidated objects and terms prepared by the project manager and 
the facilitator are reviewed and approved.

The common terminology and object definitions are documented in 
standard documents:

•	 Vocabulary
•	 Object description

The new consolidated objects are classified into:

•	 ACTION objects
•	 STRUCTURE objects

The action objects describe all information needed for perform-
ing “time-stamped” actions such as receiving an order, calculating an 
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order, producing to an order, packing an order, or dispatching an order. 
The ORDER object could cope with this task, but there could also be a 
PICKING object covering several orders and a SHIPPING object covering 
several PICKINGS and ORDERS in order to clarify the actions and their 
interrelationships fully.

For each action object, we want to understand all information needs 
of each process of the functions handling it and the functions depend-
ing on it. Much of this information is kept in structure objects that 
define INVENTORY, CUSTOMER, PRICE/CONDITIONS, DELIVERY 
CONDITIONS, and PRODUCT.

The interrelationships between processes and objects are shown in 
Object Lifecycle Matrices (OLM). The OLA (Object Lifecycle Analysis) 
establishes the OLM. The OLA technique is also used for data and process 
normalization in detailed solution design, which is not within the scope 
of IRS.

For the purpose of IRS consolidation, we perform OLA for high-level 
functions in order to be able to outline one feasible and complete solution 
architecture, not for detailed information system design.

An OLM for the ORDER object is shown in Figure 5.7.
The OLM shows for each action object studied what functions are han-

dling it and what other objects are needed by the function for this perfor-
mance. All of this information is also available in text in section reports 
and the consolidated report, but the text is less easy to understand than 
tables and graphics.

The structure of the consolidated report is defined during the Workshop 
and the responsibility for writing each chapter is assigned to the members 
of the IRS organization.

Process 
Object

Order Registration Order Confirmation Process …

ORDER C(reate), U(pdate) U, D(elete)
INVENTORY R(ead) U
DELIVERY C U
CONTRACT R
CUSTOMER C,U
Entity ...

FIGURE 5.7
Object Lifecycle Matrix.
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The project manager and the facilitator coach the writing process and 
ensure that written chapters are distributed to the other members of the 
IRS organization in time before the closing review.

The IRS Consolidated report is finished by the IRS organization in a 
consolidation-closing workshop of 1 day’s duration.

The IRS Consolidated report documents the information requirements 
in support of both operative functions and management decision making 
on all levels of the organization. It shows how the requirements can be 
fulfilled by a combination of improved business behavior and improved 
information systems.

The IRS Consolidated report is delivered and introduced to the spon-
sor at a meeting. After the meeting, the sponsor needs a week to read the 
report before it is discussed for approval with the IRS organization in a 
more structured meeting.

The approved IRS Consolidated report belongs to the sponsor.
During IRS, we have produced:

•	 PQA-documentation and the Activity Description concerned with 
IRS

•	 The IRS organization
•	 Sectional reports with supporting graphics and tables:

•	 Object descriptions
•	 Data Flow Diagrams (DFDs)
•	 Entity Relationship Diagrams (ERDs)
•	 Vocabulary entries

•	 The IRS Consolidated report
•	 List of Action objects and Structure objects supported by graphics 

and tables:
•	 Cross reference tables
•	 Input/output tables
•	 Object lifecycle matrices
•	 Common object descriptions
•	 DFDs
•	 ERDs
•	 Common vocabulary

•	 Consolidation memo/minutes
•	 Reviewed or new PQA-documentation
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5.2.9  PQA Closing Out IRS

Once the IRS Consolidated report has been approved by the Strategy 
Governance Team (sponsor), they can get together for a PQA work-
shop, where new visions, missions, success factors, and future Strategic 
Initiatives to follow up on the recommendations of the IRS Consolidated 
report are established.

5.2.10  The IRS Consolidated Report

The IRS Consolidated report does not form an adequate basis for detailed 
process descriptions and object definitions, but it makes it possible to 
describe an outline structure of the needed database content and an outline 
system architecture, which satisfies the users’ requirements for information 
and functionality in future information systems and business processes.

During the IRS consolidation workshops, several possible conclusions 
will be evaluated and discussed. The possible conclusions are based on the 
cross-sectional requirements selected from each sectional report and sup-
ported by the management report information.

Only conclusions that are agreed to or which cannot be debated are 
stated in the IRS Consolidated report. These conclusions can further be 
listed in a memo or minutes from the IRS consolidation workshops.

Personal conclusions can be listed as ideas for later debate with the 
Strategy Governance Team (sponsor), which can approve these conclu-
sions for inclusion in the consolidated report or reject them.

A common IRS Consolidated report structure is suggested here:

1		  Introduction
1.1		� Introduction to why and how the Information Requirement 

Study was conducted
1.2		� The IRS organization with sponsoring Strategy Governance Team
1.3		� The Analyzed Organization (visions, objectives, critical suc-

cess factors, products)
1.4		 The section structure used for sectional interviews
1.5		� Summary (What can the analyzed organization obtain from 

improved information systems and business processes?)
2		  The company’s Information System Situation
2.1		 Identified Information System problems
2.2		 Requirements to the future Information Systems
3		�  Business area Information System requirements by business 

area (not section)
3.1.	 General management area
3.2.	 Production and logistics area
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3.3.	 Customer service area
3.4.	 Product development area
3.5.	 Financial control
3.6.	 Personnel and administration
4		  Proposal for future Information Systems
4.1		� Information system opportunities and their possible impact 

on business areas
4.2		� Technology opportunities and the potential impact on busi-

ness areas
5		  Conclusion
5.1.	 Recommended Information Systems
5.2.	� Recommended future handling of the Information Systems 

environment (organization, technology, method, techniques 
and tools)

5.3.	� Recommended Information System Implementation Plan 
(organization, risks and quality management)

5.4		 Expected benefits and costs

An outline of a real-life example of a consolidated IRS report is shown 
in Appendix F.

5.3  THE OBJECT LIFECYCLE ANALYSIS

OLA is used for consolidation of the IRS into a solution architecture that 
is used during development, implementation, and quality management of 
the solution components.

The following citation shows why we are using objects and entities in 
the same way. The entity approach or the extended entity approach is best 
used for normalization, while the strict object approach is strong when it 
comes to openness and integration design, and we need both:

 The extended entity-relationship (EER) model is being “threatened” by the 
object-oriented (OO) approach, which penetrates into the areas of system 
analysis and data modeling. The issue of which of the two data models is 
better for data modeling is still an open question. We address the question 
by conducting experimental comparisons between the models. The results 
of our experiments reveal that:

	 a)	 Schema comprehension: ternary relationships are significantly easier 
to comprehend in the EER model than in the OO model.

	 b)	 The EER model surpasses the OO model for designing unary and 
ternary relationships.
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	 c)	 Time: it takes less time to design EER schemas.
	 d)	 Preferences: The EER model is preferred by designers.

We conclude that even if the objective is to implement an OO database 
schema, the following procedure is still recommended:

	 1)	Create an EER conceptual schema,
	 2)	Map it to an OO schema, and
	 3)	Augment the OO schema with behavioral constructs that are unique 

to the OO approach.

Source: Shoval, P. Experimental Comparisons of Entity-Relationship and 
Object Oriented Data Models. Australasian Journal of Information Systems, 
Jul. 4, 2007.

We use the EER approach to design and normalize the databases, and 
we use the relatively simple DFD to show relationships between processes. 
Our OLM is the textual basis for the DFD.

The solution developing Workgroups continue to use OLA for detailed 
system design, but here it is combined with agile prototyping, user inter-
face development, distributed solution components development, and 
simulated Accept-Testing.

The OLA ensures that processes and data are normalized for object-
oriented development that ensures integrity and validity of developed 
solution components in all use scenarios. This method is independent 
of technology and distribution of functionality. It is used to ensure 
normalization and integrity of the solution. Once normalization and 
integrity is ensured, you can distribute the functionality to web, cloud, 
communication equipment, servers, or portable equipment in search of 
the best performance.

The distribution of the solution does not change the basic normalized, 
valid, and consistent solution, it just makes it accessible where data can be 
handled the best possible way and it makes the solution more user friendly.

Open solutions based on normalized data and processes in standard-
ized IT environments are easy to adapt to new technological and business-
based requirements and equipment, and they are easily integrated with 
other applications such as free and open web services if they are docu-
mented with a view to adaptation and integration.

The Defense Healthcare Solution is a good example of this value from 
OLA. The recommendation is distribution of functionality in order 
to be able to capture and validate the data with a minimum of human 
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interference, and to be able to use the complete set of data needed in a 
function that is located geographically distant from the different data-
bases that supply the data.

5.3.1  Matrix Usage

Relationships of different kinds are defined more precisely by a matrix than 
by textual descriptions or even a diagram. This is especially true if there are 
many “variables” in the relationship. If you want to show the complete pat-
tern of communication between all sections of the organization, you might 
want to use an input/output matrix showing for each section along the hori-
zontal axis from which sections along the vertical axis it obtains its informa-
tion expressed in objects/entities, or reports (Figure 5.8).

The OLA matrix and the PQA matrix are other examples where matri-
ces are necessary to show the full overview of multiple relationships.

5.3.2  Diagram Usage

Various drawing techniques can be used to visualize complicated inter-
relationships between functions, between entities/objects, and between 
functions and entities/objects.

I recommend using diagrams and matrices whenever possible because 
they give a much better overview of complicated situations than even the 
most precise and well-formulated text. With matrices, it is much easier to 
check for completeness of relationships such as you have seen with the risk 
response matrix and the input output matrix.

Entity To Process 
From Process

Order 
Registration

Order 
Confirmation Process ...

Order registration ORDER
Order confirmation ORDER
Order dispatch STOCK

ORDER
ORDER
STOCK

Contracting CONTRACT CONTRACT
Process ...

FIGURE 5.8
Input output matrix.
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Diagrams do not answer the why questions, but in most cases they can 
illustrate the how. Diagrams do not replace text, they make the text more 
readable.

The relationships between functions and objects can be shown in 
DFDs. Please be careful not to complicate the DFD with too many pro-
cesses and objects. Complex structures are better broken down into 
small, interrelated diagrams, where each diagram tells a partial story 
(Figure 5.9).

The relationships between objects can be shown in ERDs. The ERD has 
the action object in focus and the number of entities should be limited to 
a selection that is easily understandable (Figure 5.10).

Relationships between structure objects are more often of a parent/
child type, where one object inherits information from another one, for 
example, CUSTOMER inherits the account number from the DEBTOR, 
and CUSTOMER WAREHOUSE inherits customer name from the 
CUSTOMER giving the relationships shown in Figure 5.11.

In order to understand all implications of a delivery to a warehouse, 
one needs information from both customer and debtor. Inheritance and 
relationships showing, for example, the customer types that constitute the 
customer object are better described using structure charts such as shown 
previously.

E-1

CLIENT
External

1

Receive Order

2

Deliver Order

S-1
ORDER

(Action Entity)

S-2 MATERIAL
(Structure Entity)

FIGURE 5.9
Data Flow Diagram drawn with SILVERRUN.
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CLIENT

CLIENT_ID

DELIVERY

DELIVERY_ID
FK MATERIAL_ID
FK ORDER_ID

ORDER

ORDER_ID
FK CLIENT_ID

ORDERLINE

LINE_ID
FK MATERIAL_ID
FK ORDER_ID

MATERIAL

MATERIAL_ID

FIGURE 5.10
Entity Relationship Diagram drawn with SILVERRUN.

The diagram in Figure 5.10 tells a story:

*  The Underlined item is the primary key
*  The items marked with FK are foreign keys, i.e. Reference keys
*  Material has zero or many Order lines and Deliveries
*  A Client has zero or more Orders
*  Orders and Material can be split on many deliveries.

Debtor

Customer Subsidiary

Warehouse Outlet Stock

FIGURE 5.11
Hierarchical inheritance data model.



256  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

5.4  IRS CASE STUDIES

Two case studies have been included to illustrate the IRS process and the 
IRS results:

•	 The Defense Healthcare IRS Consolidated report
•	 A private bank sectional report

5.4.1  The Defense Healthcare IRS Consolidated Report

The setup of the Defense Healthcare IRS organization and the preparation 
of the study with PQA have already been shown in Chapters 3 and 4.

The sectional breakdown structure and the development of the IRS 
Consolidated report are shown in Appendix F, where the IRS Consolidated 
report structure is shown and explained.

In the consolidated report, the process to produce the report is described.
The sectional and management reports followed exactly the guidelines 

in Appendix E, but the actual reports are not shown, only the guidelines.

5.4.2  The Private Bank Sectional Report

The private bank sectional report is shown as Appendix G.

5.5  SOLUTION DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT

Solution design and development are the original subjects for agile behavior.
To create agreement between designers, developers, and solution demand-
ing users has always been a challenge for several good reasons:

•	 The demanding users have not always been able to describe their 
needs in sufficient detail for the developers and designers to create 
and deliver what the users want.

•	 The designers and developers have created solutions that are closer to 
their technological constraints and opportunities than to the busi-
ness functionality demanded by the users.
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•	 Solution requirements reviews have been conducted without design 
and development involvement leading to wrong interpretation of the 
user demands and a lot of wasted time and money to develop unac-
ceptable solutions.

•	 The users are too busy to be involved in satisfactory solution Accept-
Testing leading to situations where serious errors are discovered 
under system usage.

We have already seen some methods and tools that can help overcome 
these problems:

•	 PQA and team building ensure a safe foundation for establishing 
agreement about the Strategic Initiative Success Factors.

•	 IRS with initial PQA establishes a requirements specification for 
solution development and implementation that fulfills the PQA 
Success Factors.

•	 Post-IRS PQA establishes the best possible teams for solution com-
ponent procurement, development, and implementation.

•	 OLA with text-based and graphical solution documentation elements 
offers an opportunity to create easy to use and easily understandable 
detailed design documentation to be used by both IT experts and 
solution users.

•	 The OLA method offers an opportunity for data and process normal-
ization that is required for solution integrity and consistency assurance.

•	 Workflow-based documentation with access to user interface docu-
mentation is a sufficient tool for IT supported solution creation.

While it is relatively easy to get the solution users and their management 
involved when starting up Strategic Initiatives with PQA, it is increasingly 
difficult to get the users motivated and committed during solution devel-
opment and implementation.

Already under the IRS-based solution architecture development it 
becomes difficult to get the users motivated and involved. Some users 
fear the future and others are too busy doing their job to play a role in 
IRS. They participate in interviews because they are asked to do so, but 
they do not want to write the interview reports or take committed owner-
ship. The users are very often dissatisfied with interview reports written 
by an IRS facilitator who needs time to understand the users’ unspoken 
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requirements—the unknown knowns that all the users know so well that 
it is not necessary to write them down.

When we arrive at detailed solution design and development, there is 
no limit to the unwillingness to participate from the business user side. 
A good example is the private bank system swap that was close to ending 
up a flop because the business users had no confidence in the development 
and implementation project—with good reason.

It is because of this natural suspicion and lack of motivation that Strategic 
Initiatives require that special attention be made to the business users:

•	 They are coached to produce their requirements with high quality 
from business procedure improvement to information system solu-
tion implementation. High quality means that they are proud of 
their contribution and take ownership.

•	 Their involvement is kept to a minimum because they are driving the 
business that earns the profit to pay for the improvements.

•	 They are involved in activities that promote their motivation and 
willingness to participate in the Strategic Initiative.

•	 They are motivated to participate in activities where their knowl-
edge is absolutely needed by proving to them that no solution can be 
delivered without their contribution.

In order to protect and support the business users as best as possible, we 
involve them only when we want them to evaluate finished and technically 
error-free solution components supposedly responding to their real busi-
ness requirements and expectations.

The only moment where this is not true is during the IRS interview, where 
we all start from scratch with the exception of the IRS Reference Group and 
the users themselves. This process is highly risky and that is why we make a 
big effort to inform the users about what we expect from them.

This respect for the users and their business work priority is part of the 
agile principle. When we involve people, we do it in processes where they 
implicitly will understand that their opinion and judgment counts.

During solution design and development, we leave the object orientation 
and the normalization with the experts and we depend only on the users 
to accept their own part of the solution. This happens during simulated 
Accept-Test and under final Accept-Test.

In the meantime, we use members from the IRS Reference Group 
and the IRS Workgroup to work directly with the solution designers 
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and developers to develop the solution components ready for instal-
lation, operation, and Accept-Test. This is the forum for the original 
agile principles, but the agile principles also hold true during simu-
lated Accept-Test.

Only completed and technically error free solution components are 
delivered for Accept-Test.

5.5.1  Design Documentation

The design documentation is structured by the system components struc-
ture. It explains how process and data normalization have been imple-
mented. This corresponds to what you can expect from a COTS vendor 
user guide before the COTS system has been adapted to your business 
specific information system needs.

This documentation is produced by the solution designers and most 
often by the database designers among them.

5.5.2  Training Documentation

The IRS Reference Group and the IRS Workgroup produce the training 
documentation and the training Workflows. Contrary to the user guide, 
it contains complete business procedure use case Workflows with training 
data. There is often one set of training material for each type of business 
solution user, for example, one for the front office and another one for the 
back office.

5.5.3  User Guide Documentation

The user guide is structured according to use cases. The user guide docu-
ments the exact Workflows with user interface interaction and data vali-
dation rules that produce the users’ business solution results as required.

5.6  SIMULATED ACCEPT-TESTING

SAT is used for meaningful involvement of the future users of an informa-
tion system solution.

SAT allows the involved parties to verify that their business workflows 
are fully supported within the scope of the tested solution components.
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SAT is performed with intervals of 2 to 4 weeks during the development 
and implementation of business solutions. The conditions for SAT of a 
solution component are:

•	 The solution component works technically and is robust for most 
thinkable user errors, that is, it works as designed and gives nice 
error messages when users treat it differently than expected.

•	 The technical infrastructure works when the users arrive for testing 
and it continues to work while testing except from unexpected but 
possible IT breakdowns. It has been ensured that the users can log 
on to the solution and use it as designed, for example, no one has 
touched the firewall settings overnight.

•	 Support from IRS Reference Group and Workgroup and from COTS 
or other system developers is available in the SAT environment.

•	 The users have been educated in the usage of the solution compo-
nent for SAT and they have approved the training material with rec-
ommended improvements (on the SAT Issue list). In this way, the 
involved users know what they can expect.

•	 The user guide for the solution component is available, but it is 
not the SAT testers outside the IRS Reference Group and the IRS 
Workgroup who recommend changes to this document.

•	 The technical developers have presented the solution and its strength 
and eventual issues in a presentation in connection with the Accept-
Test user training.

•	 Aside from structured business process oriented SAT test cases that 
the user is obliged to use first, the users are also requested to test 
other usage opportunities of their own choice. Sometimes this gives 
surprising results that can improve both the technical and the busi-
ness functional solution.

•	 Error and Issue reporting document standard is available and is 
filled in by the IRS Reference Group and the IRS Workgroup partici-
pants immediately when an error or issue has been discovered. Error 
descriptions are further copied to the developers for handling.

SAT testing is regression testing because the SAT is repeated until no 
usage blocking errors are found. Each regression can comprise more func-
tionality, not just corrected functionality.
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5.6.1  Test Model Handling

Test models and testing could easily be a subject for another book, so here 
I will just outline a few principles for a SAT checklist.

Unit testing and integration testing during system development are left 
with the developers and designers. They simply have to deliver error-free 
solution components for SAT. All other developed solution elements are of 
no interest to SAT. This is the agile principle and the foundation for agile 
tracking of progress.

The developers, designers, and the IRS Reference Group and Workgroup 
have established the sequence of solution modules (use cases) to be created 
and delivered for SAT.

I recommend using a system such as HP Quality Manager to keep track 
of your SAT plan and the SAT progress. When a solution module has 
passed SAT, it is ready for final Accept-Testing. If a solution component 
that has been approved from SAT is changed for some reason, it is SAT 
tested again, eventually together with other SAT ready solution compo-
nents. This is the “regression testing” principle.

SAT test model checklist:

•	 Use a test management application to keep track of the test progress. 
I have used HP Quality Manager with good results.

•	 The test cases cover all business procedures from end to end.
•	 Test data, especially structure objects, allow for all result and proce-

dural variants to be tested.
•	 Document exactly the expected results in the test case Workflow 

document.
•	 Enumerate the test cases and register them in the test management 

system. Personally, I document the test Workflows outside the test 
management system, but it is up to you how you want to do it.

•	 Make sure that an error is not based on a test document writing error 
before you report it.

•	 Make sure that all test cases are at least outlined in the training 
material to be used for SAT user introduction to SAT.

•	 Personally, I register test results outside the test management system, 
so that this system only tells the users who have tested, what has 
passed, and what has not passed. Again, it is up to you to decide how 
you want to handle this.
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•	 Make sure that you have an Issue and Error documentation standard 
and use it. Issues and Errors are tracked for resolution, for example, 
such as shown in the next section.

5.6.2  Test Result Documentation

The test is documented with a sign-off sheet that lists what has been tested 
by whom and what the result was. Attached to this sheet is the test result 
documentation with error and issue list.

A SAT test can declare a solution module ready for use even though less 
important issues and errors are outstanding.

For test result documentation, I propose the following standards:

•	 An error and issue tracking document
•	 An error and issue description document that allows tracking the 

error or issue to its source, or even its reason if possible

The document standard that I have used for error and issue tracking is 
an Excel spreadsheet with the following columns for each error or issue:

•	 Error or Issue ID that interfaces to the Error and Issue descrip-
tion document

•	 SAT date
•	 Urgency (IMMEDIATE CORRECTION, NEXT PATCH, NEXT 

VERSION)
•	 Severity (A Blocking, B Major, C Minor)
•	 Status (NEW, ANALYZED, PENDING, FIX SCHEDULED, 

SOLVED, VALIDATED, REJECTED)
•	 Status date

The error and issue description document is shown in Figure 5.12.

5.7  FINAL ACCEPT-TESTING AND SIGN OFF

The final Accept-Test is a mere verification that the solution is ready for 
use. There are no formal test cases except for the ones used for SAT.
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Project ID SAT Module
Date DD/MM/YYYY Function Ref. to list

Issued By Last name First name Test ID Name/Version
Solution Needed DD/MM/YYYY Tested by Last name First name

Subject File, Window, Menu, Report
Appendices Ref Screen dump, Report, ....

Urgency Severity Level Status
Immediate correction  Blocking (A)  New  Solved

Next General Patch  Major (B) Analyzed  Validated

New Version Minor (C)  Pending  Rejected

Fix Scheduled

Error Description

Solution Description

Handling
Handling Person Name, Department Date
Approved by
In solution production at

DD/MM/YYYY
DD/MM/YYYY

Resolved by
Accepted by

 DD/MM/YYYY
DD/MM/YYYY

FIGURE 5.12
Error or issue document.
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The solution might go into production with errors and issues still open, 
but only issues and errors that have no influence on the integrity, validity, 
and consistency of the solution.

The developers, designers, the IRS Reference Group, and the IRS 
Workgroup sign off on the accepted solution delivery.

The sign-off document with outstanding errors and issues is stored 
for reference.

5.8  SOLUTION OPERATION KICK-OFF

Solution operation kick-off is a champagne party with high attention from 
the future support organization that will be responsible to keep the users 
happy until new changes are introduced.

If the sponsor does not pay for the champagne, you have a problem.

5.9  LESSONS LEARNED

Strategy implementation is doing the right things at the right time 
in the right sequence in order to ensure that the strategy gives the 
expected benefits to the organization.

You can view the strategy implementation method from a continuous 
quality improvement point of view.

The coffee bean methods can ensure efficient strategy implementation 
and governance by:

•	 Offering agility-based processes that deliver measurable results 
and pertinent information for stakeholder communication sup-
ported by the Project Office and the Program Office

•	 Usage of processes that are fully documented and easily under-
stood by the involved participants and other stakeholders so that 
they can review and evaluate the results

•	 Fast identification of deviations in cost, quality, scope, stake-
holder attitude, and time of all expected results, which allows 
fast adaptation of the strategy to changed conditions
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The truth is that things never turn out the way we planned them unless we 
adapt our plans to what we actually do and produce. Communication 
is crucially necessary here.

We measure progress by delivered solution components that have 
passed final Accept-Test only. We do not want to waste our time in 
QM meetings just to hear that “We progress well” or outright lies 
such as “We’re 90% complete.” We have confidence in our teams and 
plans until the tracking shows that we are wrong and that we will 
have to act on deviations from the baseline.

The QM activities ensure that solution, process, and organization fit 
together and that they are aligned with stakeholder expectations in 
both the long run and the short term.

Implementation comprises all the activities required to ensure that the 
stakeholders are happy with the solution in full use.

Development comprises all the activities required to make the deliv-
ered solution available in the quantities and capacities needed to 
meet the requirements of the stakeholders within the constraints 
of available and feasible “state-of-the-art” technology and other 
required resources.

Quality and Project Management (QM/PM) comprise all the activities 
that ensure that development and implementation are coordinated 
and governed in such a way that the activities, processes, and their 
deliverables meet the expectations of the stakeholders.

IRS documents where to go and how to get there by improving the 
organization, the information systems, and the corporate processes 
in light of the corporate strategic objectives and initiatives and the 
Success Factors established under PQA.

The IRS provides a foundation for definition of the necessary and suf-
ficient information systems in support of the required business pro-
cesses in the organization by revealing the information needs from 
all levels and functional areas of the organization.

A clue to the selection of business function representatives in IRS is to look 
for open-minded positively critical managers with 3 years’ experience 
in the organization or managers with comparative competences, that is, 
they know and understand the objectives and strategies of their organi-
zation, and they have a well-founded idea how to reach these objectives.

A long-term purpose of the IRS organization could be to be a forum 
for implementation of strategic improvements to business processes, 
organization, and information systems. It will be a group with a 
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well-established set of methods for cross-organizational cooperation 
and implementation of business quality improvement.

OLA is used for consolidation of the IRS into a solution architecture 
that is used during development, implementation, and quality man-
agement of the solution components.

For the purpose of IRS consolidation, we perform OLA for high-level 
functions in order to be able to outline one feasible and complete 
solution architecture, not for detailed information system design.

The IRS Consolidated report documents the information requirements 
in support of both operative functions and management decision 
making on all levels of the organization. It shows how the require-
ments can be fulfilled by a combination of improved business behav-
ior and improved information systems.

The IRS Consolidated report does not form an adequate basis for 
detailed process descriptions and object definitions, but it makes 
it possible to describe an outline structure of the needed database 
content and an outline system architecture, which satisfies the users’ 
requirements for information and functionality in future informa-
tion systems and business processes.

The design documentation is structured by the system components 
structure and explains how process and data normalization have 
been implemented.

The user guide documents the exact Workflows with user interface 
interaction and data validation rules that produce the users’ busi-
ness solution results as required.

A SAT workshop covers a defined scenario and scope, where each 
SAT team member has a well-defined role to play. The objectives 
of a SAT workshop are SMART (Specific, Measurable, Agreed, 
Relevant, and Timed).

SAT allows the involved parties to verify that their business workflows 
are fully supported within the scope of the tested solution components

Unit testing and integration testing during system development are left 
with the developers and designers. They simply have to deliver error-
free solution components for SAT. All other developed solution ele-
ments are of no interest to SAT. This is the agile principle and the 
foundation for agile tracking of progress.
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6
Strategy Governance

We have planned and initiated our Strategic Initiatives with a solid 
requirements specification and documented result expectations agreed to 
by sponsor and other key-stakeholders, but how can we make sure that we 
actually get what we want?

What we demand and expect is supposed to happen in the future, but we 
know an old saying (origin unknown) that “It’s hard to make predictions, 
especially about the future.”

We might get help from pure luck by hanging a horseshoe over our door 
such as did Niels Bohr, a famous Danish scientist and Nobel Prize recipi-
ent, who replied to a friend that asked him if he really believed that it 
helped: “Of course not ... but I am told it works even if you don’t believe 
in it.”

Our plans and our requirements specifications are predictions and it 
is pure luck if we get a solution that fits the requirements specification—
unless we manage the solution delivery.

Contrary to good weather and true love, which we all want to achieve 
but where we have very little influence, the delivery of business solutions 
is after all more under our own influence:

Within the budget and other constraints concerned with, for example, peo-
ple, technology, and legal compliance, we can achieve a higher probability 
to get what we want if we make an effort to manage the implementation of 
our required result.

Strategy governance is performing this management task.
While projects are relatively easy to manage because they produce pre-

dictable and tangible results with known resources and well-defined base-
lines, once they have been planned and are executing the program part of 
Strategic Initiatives is more difficult to manage because the benefit target 
is much less tangible.
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The Strategic Initiative not only plans and executes projects; it also 
changes business behavior, re-organizes organizations, and invests in the 
development or acquisition of new products and improved methods where 
the outcome depends on how the market and the internal stakeholders 
accept the change. This makes the outcome of Strategic Initiatives ran-
dom, and for both forecasting and tracking we need to apply statistical 
methods in order to understand the magnitude of variance with which we 
are faced.

In the Strategic Initiative world of random outcomes, agile planning and 
tracking of our activity allows an easier to understand follow-up on prog-
ress. By measuring progress only by user and management accepted solu-
tion components delivered, installed, and ready for production, we know 
what we have and we have a steadily improving foundation for estimation 
based on the gained experience.

To work in an agile way does not happen without prior planning and 
organizing. Solution components that lend themselves to agile processes, 
organizations, and management are identified and you plan for their sce-
narios to be available with “no excuse for failure.”

The benefits from agile solution delivery in terms of solution quality, 
process efficiency, and cost reduction far outweigh the planning effort and 
the scenario establishment investment for their realization.

Agile planning and tracking do not completely remove the uncertainty 
from your planning and execution of Strategic Initiative solution compo-
nent delivery:

•	 We cannot be sure that we will not have to add use cases or other 
unforeseen components to our solution before we can make the 
stakeholders happy.

•	 Even the best agile team can lose important members.
•	 We do not know if the implemented solution component will yield 

the expected benefits, especially if we have not estimated or fore-
casted these benefits in tangible measurable terms.

•	 We are still depending on the forecasted figures of duration time and 
cost to completion of the outstanding solution components from the 
Workgroups being reliable.

In order to satisfy the stakeholders, all Strategic Initiative elements of 
solution, organization, and process stay variable and manageable until 
the day when the Strategy Governance Team decides that the program 
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can close out. These are the Strategic Initiative elements (variables) that 
the involved organization of Governance Teams, PQA decision-making 
teams, and Workgroup Teams can manipulate in order to ensure that all 
stakeholders accept the final result.

Whenever it becomes evident that the original targets cannot be met 
or that the original targets no longer are valid, it is time to change the 
strategy. Changes and adjustments to solution scope, organization, and 
process make the Strategic Initiatives fit the reality that becomes visible 
only as the Strategic Initiatives progress and meet the obstacles that we did 
not expect and for which we did not plan.

6.1  NEGOTIATION

Strategic Initiative governance is about negotiation.
The Governance Teams and the Workgroup Teams continually get and 

deliver information that indicates that planned activity is not executing 
the way it was planned:

•	 Resource availability is not as promised.
•	 Resource skills and experience is not what was contracted, so impor-

tant activity does not yield the result quality expected and it takes 
too long to get the results.

•	 Critical activities cannot start because they wait for resources to be 
released from other activities.

•	 Critical activities are interrupted because important resources leave 
or because development components from the COTS vendor do not 
work as expected.

I have never been involved with projects and programs that do not have 
these problems. The risk management can just tell you that it might happen 
and that you need to plan for this eventuality with appropriate risk response. 
However, planning to avoid these events is only possible if you double or triple 
the resources and with them the cost of the project and the required budget.

By allowing a little more time for delivery, you might have time to adapt to 
the problem without major cost increases and still have happy stakeholders.

These alternative possibilities for avoiding or mitigating the risk demand 
that the Strategic Initiative Sponsor and Governance Teams negotiate with 



270  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

solution delivery Workgroups of internal and external resources in order 
to find the best possible way to handle the risk situation.

It is never a good idea to let one party dictate how to mitigate the risk. 
This way of tackling the problems removes responsibility from parties that 
might have good ideas and might be willing to take on responsibility.

Negotiations without one dominating party is a first step on the way to 
obtain win-win solutions and synergy effect, while domination from one 
party has a demotivating effect that most often touches all involved stake-
holders because the dominating party will have doubts about the effect of 
what was dictated in the light of the demotivation of the dominated party.

To prepare for negotiation, we need to know where we are and we need 
to agree on where to go based on what we know now about the Strategic 
Initiative conditions.

When a major SAP client chose an implementation partner for its future 
Information System solution delivery, the client thought that SAP had this 
solution embedded in all of its functionality.

On this basis, the client committed to accept solutions based on what 
SAP could offer as standard only. This implied that the client accepted to 
adapt the client organization and the client business process workflows 
to whatever SAP could offer. In this way, the implementation budget was 
kept to a minimum.

Unfortunately, SAP did not have all the solution elements foreseen by the 
client, so a lot of adaptation was needed. Certain legally compliant solu-
tion elements could only be delivered at costs that far exceeded the initial 
budget. Alternative solution elements existed in SAP, but setup require-
ments already implemented in other solution components prevented the 
client from using these solution elements.

The solution delivery partner was very clever at negotiation, so it was 
able to convince the client that its original scope and baseline was not 
what it really needed.

The client management was under pressure to get the solution imple-
mented as fast as possible, so it was very happy to agree with the solution 
delivery partner about the “minor” scope changes.

Twelve months later client management and the solution delivery part-
ner could agree on and announce publicly that the implementation pro-
gram was a success, delivered on time and on budget. What they did not 
tell the public was that the success had been achieved on one-third of the 
solution elements expected by the client at the start of the solution imple-
mentation process.
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The third of the expected solution that was implemented was in produc-
tion and the users of this part were happy.

This story is an example of how you can make stakeholders happy 
through Strategic Initiative governance:

•	 Whatever you think you need or whatever you require from the out-
set of the Strategic Initiative is never what you get.

•	 You are successful if and only if at the end of the Strategic Initiative 
you are happy with what you get.

The result of a Strategic Initiative is delivered based on ongoing negotia-
tion throughout the life of the initiative.

Successful negotiations about the direction and the result of the Strategic 
Initiative in order to meet the demands of the stakeholders require that 
the negotiation stakeholders know where their currently executing initia-
tives are relative to their baseline.

For this purpose, you will need Key Performance Indicators (KPI) 
related directly to your Strategic Initiatives that can tell you if the initia-
tives are moving in the right direction with a reasonable performance, 
where performance is measured relative to the baseline, for example:

•	 Are we heading at a cost overrun in the end or will we be within budget?
•	 Do we deliver partial results on time or are we heading to a delay in 

the end?
•	 Does the deliverable quality of partial deliveries meet our expectations?
•	 Are the resources required to progress available on time?

On top of these KPI, we need less tangible performance indicators to 
tell us:

•	 Is the solution we are creating still relevant?
•	 Will unexpected competition prevent us from getting the expected ROI?
•	 Do our Strategic Initiatives still have the same priority with the sponsor?

I trained the project and program managers of a major Swedish indus-
trialist in project and program management with high weight on com-
munication management and key figure usage from project progress 
tracking such as Earned Value Analysis Cost Performance and Earned 
Schedule indexes.
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My sponsor and I had developed the training material dedicated to their 
situation as vendors and implementers of major industrial production 
structures in a market with strong competitors.

Two years after giving the training, I went back to understand how and 
with what result they had used what they had learned. This is the answer 
I received:

Soren, we were happy to plan and track our programs and projects as 
you had suggested. We even used the coffee bean to structure the Work 
Breakdown Structures for agile behavior and tracking, and we delivered 
reliable tracking information to our sponsors all the time; but our sponsor 
closed out our project with 32 persons full time occupied from one day to 
the next without any warning. Even today, we do not understand the pre-
cise reason for this action.

How could we have prevented this situation from happening?

There are events that will hit you as manager or participant in a Strategic 
Initiative that you can do nothing about. Even the best communication 
and the best negotiation-based relationship with your sponsors cannot 
prevent this from happening.

In my opinion, this is not a reason for not at least trying to make good 
tracking and communication. Even though you have nothing to negotiate 
about you might at least know why.

Negotiation is based on communication. Somebody discovers that devia-
tions from expectations have occurred and this somebody needs to know 
how to treat this discovery for negotiations to be initiated about how to react.

Ongoing communication of pertinent performance key figures as soon 
as they are known can ensure that deviations from baseline are discovered 
early and that these deviations are handled in the best possible way.

Communication means that there is a sender and a receiver of the infor-
mation and that they both make sure that the other party understands 
the implication of what is communicated. Somewhere in the Swedish case 
mentioned previously this did not happen because some pertinent infor-
mation from Sponsor to Workgroup and even Governance Team was not 
communicated before it was too late for negotiation and explanation.

In previous chapters, we prepared the tools and methods for how to 
respond to deviations from baselines and how to execute change. In this 
chapter, we will cover the information, methods, and tools that can tell us 
early on when the deviations from baseline are pertinent so that we can 
initiate plan adaptation and initiate change before it is too late:
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•	 Strategic Initiative KPI
•	 The Compound Expected Value (CEV) of the Strategic Initiatives 

with reference to PQA success factors
•	 Communication

6.2  ESTIMATION AND FORECASTING

PQA is our first foundation for estimation and forecasting when we plan 
a Strategic Initiative and when we adopt major changes to the Strategic 
Initiative, that is, when we re-plan the initiative:

•	 The success factors give us targets of tangible and intangible nature 
that can be used for negotiation about where to go and for asking 
questions as to whether a success factor has been achieved.

•	 The success factors give us an idea about what to implement and why.
•	 By showing the expected tangible and intangible values of needed 

solutions and the planned activities to perform their delivery, the 
success factors provide a base of reference for prioritizing and evalu-
ating the requirements specifications for the solution components to 
be delivered by the Workgroup Teams.

•	 The PQA activities with their outline estimated duration and 
resource usage give us the foundation for more exact estimation 
and establishment of milestones and baselines against which we can 
measure progress.

•	 The milestones tell us the expected delivery date of solution com-
ponents so that we can have requirements, test scenario, and people 
ready for simulated and final Accept-Testing.

•	 Other baseline elements such as the critical path of Workgroup tasks 
can tell us about the probability of delivery of the final result on 
planned time.

The forecasting of the product quality is the requirements specifica-
tion. We measure the quality of delivered solution components against the 
requirements specification that has been broken down into very specific 
and tangible test cases and expected test results.

The breakdown of the requirements specification in use cases and work-
flows prepares for an agile delivery process with agile planning and tracking.
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6.2.1  Monte Carlo Simulated Forecasting

Forecasts of activity duration and cost are random. Activity cost is most 
often measured in number of person-hours worked multiplied by an 
arbitrary person-hour cost per hour. The activity duration at least in the 
beginning of a Strategic Initiative is close to the wishful thinking of the 
sponsor because no one can prove this thinking wrong unless it is com-
pletely unrealistic.

The Sponsor’s early forecast is probably based on studies of other simi-
lar initiatives if they exist, or on opinions of subject matter experts, or on 
available funding opportunities. Not many managers will protest against 
this Sponsor forecast before they have gathered some experience from 
their own initiative execution.

Strategic Initiative Sponsors and Governance Teams know quite well 
that the initial forecasts are random with very high uncertainty, but 
once the Workgroup managers have launched an estimate the random-
ness is most often forgotten and the poor Workgroup manager is pun-
ished or blamed for cost and time overruns or might even get a bonus 
for doing better than forecasted. Punishment, blame, or bonuses are 
not deserved here as the results achieved are based on pure luck or lack 
of it.

Forecasts are better used as information for negotiation. It is possible 
to establish a realistic foundation for negotiation if you break the activ-
ity cost and duration forecasts down into task-based forecasts, where the 
people working on the task have a more realistic idea about how much 
time and money they need to deliver what is required from them.

Furthermore, if you add realistic information about dependencies 
between tasks and maximum availability of resources per period, you get 
an opportunity to use Monte Carlo simulation to tell you:

•	 The probability of different levels of total activity cost
•	 The probability of different activity durations

You can find easy to use free or professional tools available for Monte 
Carlo simulation that is fully integrated with Microsoft Project and 
Excel.

The Excel spreadsheet with your estimates per task will draw a probabil-
ity distribution of your random activity duration and cost after simula-
tion of your project plan. The tools allow the forecasting of three cost and 
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duration estimation figures to be entered into the Microsoft Project task 
information for this simulation to take place:

•	 Most pessimistic, say in only 1 percent of cases will duration and 
cost exceed this value.

•	 Most likely, what we would have committed to if asked for only 
one figure.

•	 Most optimistic, say in only 1 percent of cases can we do it so fast 
and so cheap.

The Monte Carlo tool will simulate between 100 and 1000 plan-cases 
and tell you the probability of different cost and duration estimates. 
The number of plan-cases to be simulated is decided by you. Increasing 
the number of simulations above a certain number will not yield better 
results. The more advanced tools will tell you what the optimal number 
of simulations is for your plan. Besides the simple triangular probability 
distribution, some tools allow you to use more advanced statistical prob-
ability distributions such as the normal distribution.

It is now up to you as Sponsor, Governance Team member, or 
Workgroup Manager to decide on which probability level you want to 
plan the work:

•	 If you are optimistic or you want to stress the Workgroup or you 
hope to convince an external vendor to give you a favorable offer, you 
will go for an estimate, where you have only 50 percent probability 
to succeed.

•	 If you are more realistic, you will go for an 80 percent chance of suc-
cess and put less stress on the Workgroup to get a better result quality.

Now you can negotiate and both parties can go to work knowing the 
cost and duration risk they are facing.

Monte Carlo results, shown in Figure 6.1, look like this based on the 
cumulative probability of being below a given cost and duration figure.

I like Monte Carlo simulation because the results are easy to interpret 
and therefore provide a basis for negotiations, where you can go back to 
the three-point estimates on each task and adapt these to new knowledge 
and experience as you move forward with your Strategic Initiative.

If now the Workgroup Team and its manager over-perform on agreed 
targets, it is still lucky, but in this case, a team bonus will be good for its 
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motivation to keep the performance up and participate in future negotia-
tion and decision making.

6.3 � STRATEGIC INITIATIVE KEY 
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Once initiated, the progress of the Strategic Initiatives is tracked in order 
to be able to adapt to new knowledge and other changed conditions.

Over time the risk profiles change and with those the probability of 
opportunities and threats.
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FIGURE 6.1
Monte Carlo accumulated probability of cost and duration as made with software from 
e.g. www.palisade.com/Risk.
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The tracking is based on KPI that can provide information about:

•	 Organizational condition changes
•	 Solution condition changes
•	 Process condition changes

Some KPI are specific for each condition type, while others look at cross-
initiative environment indicators that indicate if duration or cost is under 
control for the Strategic Initiative.

You will also need KPI that can tell you whether your Strategic Initiatives 
perform as they should from a business perspective, that is, looking at all 
opportunities and threats known at a given point in time:

•	 Is what we are doing still attractive?
•	 Do we need to change the strategy and re-establish more valuable 

Strategic Initiatives?

A KPI that can help with Strategic Initiative tracking from a business 
point of view is the Compound Expected Value (CEV). Calculation of 
CEV per Strategic Initiative makes it possible to compare the initiatives 
mutually and to evaluate them in the context of overall business strategy 
performance.

6.3.1  Classic Strategic Initiative KPI

Well-known KPI comprise:

•	 Cost Performance Index from Earned Value Analysis that allows you 
to measure if you are on track cost-wise and can give you an esti-
mated cost at completion.

•	 Time-based Schedule Performance Index [SPI(t)] from Earned Value 
Analysis with the difference from classic cost-based SPI being that 
you measure duration. SPI(t) allows you to estimate the final delivery 
date, which the cost-based SPI does not allow.

•	 Critical Path Method (CPM) float calculation based solely on task 
duration and task dependency can show you if you are early or late 
by task or in total.

•	 Baseline Variances (activity delays, missing resources, missed 
milestones).
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•	 Outstanding issues based on your list of issues with reference to issue 
documentation and indication of status and expected time to closure.

•	 Quality control results (error log) from SAT and Acceptance Test 
that shows an objective status of the quality of solution components 
to be delivered.

You can look up how these statistics are calculated in project manage-
ment textbooks or on the web. In order to calculate these KPI, you need 
information systems and procedures that ensure the necessary discipline 
from the planning data and result reporting Workgroup Teams.

An example of a quality management COTS is HP Quality Manager.
An example of project management COTS is Microsoft Project.
These applications are COTS applications just like any other COTS 

application, so they require setup, support, and trained users to give you 
benefits from planning and tracking. I would never try to use such systems 
without Project Office support, facilitation, and coaching.

The Strategy Governance Teams can work together with the Project 
Office if it exists to establish Information Systems in support of plan-
ning and tracking of the Strategic Initiative Workgroup activity. If an 
Information System-based foundation for planning and tracking is not 
established, the Workgroup Managers and the Governance Teams get the 
tracking information too late about problems and incidents to respond to 
these in time because:

•	 The Workgroup Teams do not discover that they are late until dead-
lines have passed without delivery of the expected solution in the 
right quality and until milestones have not been met.

•	 The Workgroups only report progress when asked to do it in the 
form of “we’re fine and we’ll deliver in time” even though more reli-
able Estimated Work-hours To Complete would tell you and them 
that this is not possible.

•	 Even though the Workgroup Team knows that it is struggling to 
make it on time and cost, the members are too proud and optimistic 
to admit it.

•	 The busy Workgroup Team does not discover its dependency on the 
performance of other Workgroups before needed resources or deliv-
erables do not turn up on time.



Strategy Governance  •  279

•	 The Workgroup thinks that it can deliver the expected quality on 
time by working faster or by adding resources although all known 
experience shows that this is never the case.

The Project Office supports the usage of the required Information 
Systems to ensure that the Workgroup Managers register the plans from 
PQA and estimation activity correctly and so that the Workgroup partici-
pants can report:

•	 How many person-hours they need to finish their work.
•	 How much calendar time they need to complete the work.
•	 If and when they are available to do the work.
•	 Expected unavailability not planned.

The Workgroup Manager will approve this information and further add 
information about dependencies between tasks.

Based on this information, the Information System can calculate delays 
and cost overruns with key figures such as Cost Performance Index or 
duration variances on the critical path of the Strategic Initiative, where 
any delay has an impact on the final duration of the initiative.

On a regular basis, all active Workgroup Managers get together with the 
managers from organizations that provide the required resources to coor-
dinate that these resources become available as needed or are released for 
other purposes if they are no longer needed in an already agreed period.

All of this tracking and ongoing re-planning work can function well if 
supported by a Project Office.

I have never seen project tracking and timely strategy re-planning work 
well without the support of a Project Office.

The Workgroup activity results in delivery of solution components. Another 
way to track the performance of this work is by measuring how fast error-free 
solution components are delivered. This is the agile tracking method.

6.3.2  Agile KPI

When working agile with the development and implementation of work-
ing solution elements, you are supposedly not interested in all the nitty-
gritty planning and coordination presented previously.

You “simply” get the right people together, provide them with all required 
material and resources, and wait for them to send out white smoke when a 
solution has been produced, tested, and approved for production.
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Your agile work breakdown structure consists only of use cases or 
autonomous solution components closed out with passing SAT. The solu-
tion components to be produced are your burn down list that you make 
shorter and shorter by delivering result components.

You control the delivered solution component quality by SAT testing 
and an outstanding error and issue list that allows you to accept changing 
conditions and requirements as you get wiser.

The solution that passes SAT is what the stakeholders want, so you have 
no quality issues once the solution component has been delivered.

In theory, you produce solution components at a fixed rate of speed 
(velocity) that based on your burn down list allows you to calculate the 
outstanding duration of the work.

By having all needed resources available all the time, you do not need 
to do resource planning more than once, when the resources for the agile 
delivery process have been allocated to the Workgroup.

When planning Strategic Initiatives, you should look for opportunities 
to work agile. When you manage in an agile way, you can concentrate all 
your effort on the design of solution architectures with use cases and on 
building the use case-based solution elements fast and with good quality 
based on SAT.

To establish and govern the agile opportunity will demand all your proj-
ect management skills.

Before you get to the opportunity to go agile, you still need to do clas-
sic planning and arrange for classic performance indicators to be pro-
duced in order to manage all the tasks that are needed to cater to the agile 
Workgroups:

•	 Procurement of resources
•	 Procurements of COTS
•	 Establishment of development environment
•	 Establishment of SAT scenarios
•	 PQA preparation and conduct
•	 Preparation of the basic requirements specification

6.3.3  Solution Quality Evaluation

Once you have isolated the agile teams, you get the best possible founda-
tion for evaluation of solution quality because solution components pass-
ing SAT by definition are accepted by the stakeholders.
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These solution elements do not have to be exactly what is written in 
the requirements specification as long as the stakeholders represented by 
the Accept-Testers accept them. Quite often, the solution is better than 
required, and if this happens without increasing the cost such as on fixed 
price contracts, everybody is happy.

In the private bank swap-case, each Workgroup consisting of develop-
ers, IT supporters, and end-user SAT and Final Accept-Test testers was an 
agile group. That their result was finished and ready for use was under-
pinned by the fact that this result released invoicing and immediate pay-
ment to the involved external solution providers.

Once the Workpackage producing Workgroups had been established, 
the Governance Team had no interest in intermediate results, only in ful-
filling the changing demand for resources and material that was requested 
by the Workgroups ongoing as they acquired experience with setting up 
the needed solution components and the COTS.

As not all use cases were equally complicated, the Workgroup Managers 
had some classical planning to do in order to provide the Governance 
Team with progress information and expected delivery dates, but there 
was no control needed from the Governance Team side, only support to 
ensure “no excuse for failure.”

Based on the agile strategy and the clear rules of solution acceptance, 
there were practically no outstanding errors and issues except for the ones 
that originated from an exceptionally bad quality of the underlying COTS. 
The error and issue documentation was of great value during negotiations 
with the COTS vendor.

When you are not working in an agile way based on technically error-
free delivered use case-based solution components, the evaluation of the 
solution quality is more complicated:

•	 You have no guarantee that the delivered solution components are 
free from errors that have nothing to do with your business needs. 
This means that when you find errors or when the solution com-
ponent simply does not work, you and quite often the delivering 
Workgroup do not have a clue as to what is wrong. Error correc-
tion will demand profound analysis before the reason for the error is 
found and a correction can be implemented.

•	 You have to develop test cases that concern COTS functionality that 
is not relevant to your business processes, but that have to be set up 
for the COTS system to work.



282  •  Agile Strategy Management﻿

•	 If your solution component communicates with already installed 
information systems, it is quite possible that an error in the original 
system that had no influence on this system on its own will prevent 
your new system from communication. Errors like this can be dif-
ficult to correct because the reason is hidden somewhere that you 
cannot know about before you trace the system functionality until 
the error occurs in a controlled manner.

•	 The COTS vendor only guarantees that the COTS system works as 
documented in the user guide and the installation guide, but it is up 
to you to find the errors in COTS. Finding errors in COTS is not easy 
because you most often think that you have made a setup error, and 
it can take a long time before you can prove that the reason for the 
error is COTS and not you.

•	 It is difficult to know when you have finished testing because correc-
tions can lead to new unforeseen and unknown errors that might be 
more serious than you thought could be possible.

While testing a new “Know Your Client” COTS application in a major 
bank, the COTS worked well on its own, but once we tried to load cli-
ent data from the central banking application the COTS hung up and the 
users refused to accept the solution. In this case, the reason for the error 
was the message queue application that had been especially adapted to 
the central banking system data types, which were not supported, by the 
“Know Your Client” application.

The message queue system was no longer supported and the new owner 
of this demanded an unacceptable fee to re-establish support without 
guarantee that this support could solve the problem.

Fortunately enough, the original developers had started their own busi-
ness and they were willing to fix the problem if we had access to the escrow 
source, which we had.

The problem was small when we found the reason and the skilled people 
to fix it. However, it took 6 months to get this far with multiple new error 
corrections from the vendors of COTS and the “Know Your Client” appli-
cation for which the bank had to pay. Furthermore, it resulted in a lot of 
testing of new versions that did not work, taking time from busy bank 
employees.

In the same bank we were installing a major new release of a COTS-
based Client Relationship Management (CRM) application introducing 
MiFID compliant procedures and new reporting.
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This new COTS version installation was concerned with new functional-
ity and reports delivered from the COTS vendor based on a simple release 
document that explained implemented changes since the last release:

•	 There was no requirements specification from the bank’s side.
•	 There was no test model or test cases.
•	 The test of the new release was performed by a consultant from the 

COTS vendor and the IT support person based on pure intuition.
•	 The only issue documentation was e-mails sent back to the COTS 

vendor with errors for correction.
•	 There was no issue list produced to track the issue status.
•	 The only response to the errors and issues was new release docu-

ments and new bug fixes.

This iterative Accept-Testing dragged on and on and only closed out 
because the bank IT management and future user test management declared 
the new release ready for delivery to be Accept-Tested by the user test group.

The user test group had a set of standard test cases that it applied on the 
new release and that immediately showed production blocking errors.

Furthermore, the CRM COTS interfaced the central banking solution 
that worked with completely different periods and data types resulting in 
other production and usage blocking errors that had not been tested by 
the CRM COTS vendor and the internal COTS support person.

Finally, production and usage was established by force with a delay of 8 
months because of immediate business need. Usage required daily manual 
corrections in both systems until both systems were finally swapped out.

The lessons learned are as follows:

•	 You cannot implement solutions without requirements specification.
•	 You cannot test a solution without test model and test cases that are 

complete. If you are not agile, you need many more test cases on the 
user side to be complete:
•	 The test cases are complete with respect to the requirements 

specification.
•	 The test cases are complete with respect to the release document.

•	 You cannot test information system functionality properly with-
out testing business process functionality and COTS functionality 
(release documented) concurrently.

•	 The people testing, reporting errors, correcting errors, and finally 
delivering into production must be competent.
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6.4  THE COMPOUND EXPECTED VALUE

The Strategic Initiative Sponsor and the Strategy Governance Teams 
require KPI to measure the progress of Strategic Initiative benefit delivery. 
It is more complicated to establish such KPI than to establish the ones that 
relate to project progress and solution quality tracking. Most often ben-
efit delivery KPI are confined to indexes or absolute values showing their 
development over the period of the Strategic Initiative implementation:

•	 ROI
•	 Number of employees
•	 Profit growth
•	 Corporate value expressed in share price and stock exchange value

An example of corporate KPI is an extract from a corporate annual 
report with figures from 2011 and 2012 shown in Figure 6.2.

Strategic Initiative management has a problem with these figures 
because they only tell us where the corporation is heading based on his-
toric figures. We cannot see if the currently executing Strategic Initiatives 
are performing well.

We can only see how Strategic Initiatives have succeeded in the past, and 
even here, we do not get an evaluation of the progress of each initiative.

We cannot use these KPI to give us an indication about in which direction 
to change our strategy; they can only and normally much too late tell us that 
a change of direction is needed if we want better key figures next year.

What we can get from historical KPI is at best a benchmark:

•	 We get an impression of the magnitude of the organization with 
which we work.

•	 We can see what management and shareholders regard as important.
•	 If we read the annual report, we can get a lot of detailed information 

about markets, market share, products, services, organization struc-
ture, geographic location, etc.

•	 We might be able to see what sort of information is important as 
arguments for initiating and implementing a Strategic Initiative:
•	 Entry into a new market with high growth and profit expectations
•	 Improved employee efficiency
•	 Improved logistics management

•	 Higher product quality
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However, how do we measure that our Strategic Initiatives will deliver 
the expected benefits from these initiatives?

Why and how do you assess that the underlying Business Case is still 
valid? 

Does the original idea hold or do we have to improve or change strategy 
completely because the corporate situation has changed?

Key figures, EUR million 2011 2012
Net sales
Services net sales

6,646
2,871

7,504
3,174

Services, % of net sales 45 44
Earnings before interest, tax and amortization
(EBITA) and non-recurring items 

628.5 684.3

  % of net sales 9.5 9.1
Operating profit 571.8 598.5
  % of net sales 8.6 8.0
Profit before taxes 507 550
  % of net sales 7.6 7.3
Profit 358 372
  % of net sales 5.4 5.0
Procurements* 4,319 5,020
Research and development expenditure (including IPR 
expenses)

137 139

Research and development personnel 852 831
Priority applications, pcs* 180 215
Invention disclosures, pcs* 649 679
Gross capital expenditure (excluding business acquisitions) 166 156
Business acquisitions, net of cash acquired 15 5
Earnings per share, EUR 2.38 2.49
Dividend per share, EUR ** 1.70 1.85
Balance sheet total
Return on capital employed (ROCE), % 

6,618
18.4

6,642
19.6

Return on equity (ROE), %
Equity to assets ratio, %

17.8
39.8

17.5
40.5

Gearing, % 
Free cash flow

12.2
375

14.2
257

Orders received 7,961 6,865
Services orders received 3,100 3,264
Order backlog, December 31 5,310 4,515
Personnel, December 31 30,324 30,212

FIGURE 6.2
Corporate KPI examples.
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How do we know that the required benefits have been achieved and a 
new strategy might be needed?

We need a system to give early warning on strategy level, not only on 
Strategic Initiative level, a system and KPI that can tell the Strategy Gover
nance Team why the Strategic Initiatives can be improved and by what means.

On this background, it is suggested to use the more strategic CEV to 
complement the classic Strategic Initiative KPIs.

The CEV of the strategy is calculated over the full lifecycle of the strategy:

	 CEV = Compound expected benefits (CEB)  
	            –Compound expected costs (CEC)

	 CEB = Σ P{opportunity}*Impact (sum over all opportunity events)
	 CEC = fixed cost + Σ P{threat}*Impact (sum over all threat events).

The fixed cost element is the initial investment in the strategy imple-
mentation in order to ensure that the agreed quality of the strategy is 
attained (P{fixed cost} = 1).

All other costs and benefits depend on the incurred risk, where the 
most important opportunity is that the strategy delivers the agreed and 
expected result; and the most important threat is that the strategy for 
some reason fails to deliver the expected benefits.

CEV is based on risk and therefore looking into the future.
The probability and impact factors applied by the Strategy Governance 

Team using the CEV to evaluate the corporate strategy and the Strategic 
Initiatives contribute to explaining the current view on the future oppor-
tunities and threats based on what has been experienced with the Strategic 
Initiatives and other corporate events until the evaluation date.

The initial events can come from the success factors and risks docu-
mented under PQA (Figure 6.3).

CEV offers several benefits:
•	 It can be used to compare Strategic Initiatives of different types.
•	 It can be accumulated for any set of Strategic Initiatives with adapta-

tion to the risks changed by establishing this set (the synergy effect 
of the set of Strategic Initiatives)

•	 It can be used to compare individual Strategic Initiatives for choos-
ing the most appropriate ones for implementation.

•	 CEV calculation gives full traceability of the calculated value in 
terms of the probabilities assigned and the impact evaluations used 
over time.
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•	 CEV will change throughout the lifecycle of the Strategic Initiative 
under the influence of progressive elaboration, for example, new 
experience, new knowledge, improved decisions, changed condi-
tions, and new or obsolete risk.

•	 The CEV value is a strong indicator of whether the strategy is in or 
out of control, if the organization establishes relevant thresholds for 
the CEV value, that is, acceptable minimum and maximum values.

6.5  COMMUNICATION

We have already used several types of communication in the previous chapters:

•	 PQA
•	 Meetings for initial scope definition
•	 Presentations for PQA and IRS participants
•	 IRS Interviews
•	 OLA-based IRS consolidation
•	 9:00 meetings for progress check and fast reaction to issues
•	 Change request tracking from Workgroup to Strategy Governance 

Team
•	 Status meetings to announce major changes in direction and objectives

Events (e.g., success factors) 
Impact 

(€)
Probability

(0–1)
CEV 
(€)

Planning culture with respect for others 
planning

500.000 .8 400000

Provides insight for others into my 
projects

500000 .5 250000

The invoice foundation appears 
significantly faster

100000 .9 90000

Solution is delayed more than 6 months −400000 .8 −320000

The cost overrun is bigger than €1 mill. −1000000 .2 −200000

Strategic Initiative Total CEV 220000

FIGURE 6.3
CEV calculation example.
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All of this communication is planned for and supported by standard-
ized documentation and presentation formats that can be adapted to spe-
cific situations or improved over time as experience is obtained.

The most important communication tool is probably PQA because it 
builds on a profound stakeholder analysis and lets us understand the 
stakeholder attitudes and wishes. Much better than with PQA, we cannot 
initiate our foundation for communication management.

Furthermore, the rules of PQA conduct pursue high quality of the infor-
mation that is communicated in order to ensure that the communication 
becomes SMART. The PQA process ensures mutual respect, which con-
tributes to ensuring that the PQA-based communication becomes:

•	 Courteous (people problems are not treated under PQA)
•	 Concise (concrete, pertinent, precise)
•	 True
•	 Coherent
•	 Complete
•	 Credible
•	 Valid
•	 Creative

Unfortunately, we cannot do PQA all the time, so we also need other 
tools to ensure that the strong team feeling and mutual respect created by 
PQA stay intact until the Strategic Initiatives close out.

We need to communicate in order to keep all stakeholders happy all the 
time or at least to make sure that the stakeholders understand why they 
have a reason to be unhappy.

If a stakeholder does not understand what is going on, we can be sure 
that this stakeholder will be unhappy and suspicious at some point in 
time, especially if the stakeholder has a reason to fear that the Strategic 
Initiative results will have a negative effect on the personal or professional 
life of this stakeholder and the stakeholder’s organization.

Stakeholder unhappiness based on not knowing why the Strategic 
Initiatives are implemented and how they will influence their personal or 
work life leads to conflicts and discussions that you want to avoid. Such 
conflicts and discussions can be avoided with targeted communication 
and negotiation based on valid and concise information about the solu-
tion, the organization, and the process of the Strategic Initiative and how 
the initiative is planned to have influence on the stakeholders, as well as 
where this influence is negative.
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You might not be able to establish agreement with all stakeholders, but 
you can certainly establish visibility and get to understand why someone 
might try to block the progress of the Strategic Initiative.

6.5.1  Workgroup Manager Communication Management

As a Workgroup Manager, you are also a member of a Process 
Governance Team. In your role as Workgroup Manager, you manage the 
communication in the Workgroup and between the Workgroup and the 
Governance Team. You also manage the communication between the 
Workgroup and the internal and external stakeholders whether these 
are other Workgroups, external COTS vendors and solution providers, 
or internal departments that provide resources or expect delivery of 
solution components.

In your role as Governance Team member, you represent the Workgroup 
in the Governance Team and you communicate the Workgroup status, for 
example, new resource and material requirements, KPI, and the issue and 
error situation with the Governance Team.

The objective of your communication is to ensure that “no excuse for 
failure” is obtained through negotiation:

•	 With the Governance Teams, you want to obtain whatever scope 
changes are needed with respect to funding, time, and solution 
quality. This negotiation is based on what you know from dialogues 
with team members, the issue and error documentation, and the 
Workgroup KPI. Scope changes and new baselines are initiated and 
negotiated by you in the Governance Team that can approve changes 
on its own or after further negotiation on a Strategy Governance 
Team level.

•	 Within the Workgroup, you ensure that development and implemen-
tation teams work together or at least communicate in an agile way.

•	 You ensure ongoing “no excuse for failure” conditions.
•	 You listen to Workgroup resources in order to ensure efficient solu-

tion delivery and fast and pertinent adaptation of the work and 
the solution components and sometimes the resources based on the 
daily work experience and approved changes from the Governance 
Team.

•	 You call the Workgroup Team together to inform them about needed 
changes and you negotiate how to implement these changes with the 
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Workgroup Team members. This negotiation about how to imple-
ment change can sometimes take place under PQA-like conditions, 
especially if changes to the Workgroup Team are involved.

•	 On a daily basis, you meet the active Workgroup Team members 
in person-to-person dialogues and in 9:00 meetings simply to keep 
the team spirit high, but also to discuss issues and problems of both 
personal and work natures.

•	 You make sure that you have a reliable and competent deputy man-
ager to replace you in case of your absence.

•	 With internal and external stakeholders, you negotiate the 
resource needs and ensure that these resources are informed and 
motivated to work in or be used in your Workgroup team dur-
ing development or implementation and SAT. The communica-
tion here is negotiation based on knowledge about not only your 
own Workgroup needs, but also insight into the status and needs 
of other Workgroups demanding the same resources as your 
Workgroup.

When I see Workgroup Managers personally refining Gantt charts and 
other planning instruments to a detailed level that is not required for com-
munication, negotiation, and establishment of KPI instead of communi-
cating and negotiating, I know that something is wrong.

When I see Workgroup Managers developing requirements specifica-
tions instead of communicating and negotiating, I know there is a high 
probability that the Strategic Initiative will fail. The Workgroup Manager 
will defend this situation with a lack of qualified resources in time and 
limited access to funding, but these are bad excuses. If the manager spends 
the time on planning, communication, and negotiation, the funding and 
the resources will be available in time because all stakeholders have agreed 
to the arguments for this fact. If you just do the work, there is no more 
room for negotiation and everybody loses time and, even worse, they lose 
motivation.

Workgroup manager communication, negotiation, and the prepara-
tion of this is a full time job. The manager job is to ensure the timely 
availability of qualified and competent resources that can perform 
development, IRS, OLA, implementation, testing, training, etc. much 
better than the Workgroup Manager can because they get the time 
demanded to perform these tasks. The manager is the guardian of “no 
excuse for failure.”
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IRS and operation of the Planning Information System can be left with 
other resources such as Facilitators and Coaches from the Project Office 
and a Program Office:

•	 Once the project plan has been estimated, the Project Office can 
make sure it is registered in the Planning Information System for 
correct tracking and reporting.

•	 The Project Office can ensure and control that Workgroup team 
members add task status information in the form of person-hours 
worked on tasks and work effort estimates in the form of person-
hours to complete the task. As Workgroup Manager, you are still 
responsible for reliable time and cost to completion forecasts because 
this is a result of negotiation.

•	 Project Office can ensure that the Workgroup Manager gets the 
pertinent information for plan adaptation and KPI generation as 
required by this manager.

•	 Professional business analysts and facilitators from the Program Office 
perform IRS and OLA best; seldom do the Workgroup Managers.

Management is about communication and negotiation in the context of 
planning and tracking of the Strategic Initiatives.

Planning and tracking systems and techniques are communication and 
negotiation tools that can be driven by others once the Manager has laid 
out the foundation with PQA and other communication scenarios.

As Workgroup Manager, you establish a situation with reliable plan-
ning and tracking information supported by the Project Office and the 
Program Office that allows you to understand where you are and to think 
ahead. You need detailed progress information reports that show orga-
nizational performance (productivity), resource availability, cost control 
information, procurement information, and much more that let you adapt 
quickly to situations of problems and new risk before major changes are 
needed.

6.5.2  Governance Team Communication

Governance Teams and Sponsors need information that allows them to 
act and react fast on unexpected results, events, conditions, risk triggers 
(events or conditions that imply a higher probability of a known risk), and 
new risk.
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It is quite popular to provide this information in the form of corporate 
scoreboards with a variety of KPI. As debated previously, scoreboards are 
worth nothing if the figures do not compare to expected values, that is, the 
values established by PQA or some other agreed benchmark.

When we talk Strategic Initiatives, the corporate KPI such as shown 
above are on a too high level to be useful for strategy governance. One size 
or type of information does not fit all stakeholders:

•	 Leaders and other Strategic Initiative sponsors need information that 
shows whether the delivery of the required results is on a good track. 
This information is not only in report form, but also is presented and 
discussed in a dialogue between the involved stakeholders in order 
to evaluate the real progress and to negotiate about what can be done 
to improve the situation.

•	 Valid interpretation of pertinent Strategy Initiative scoreboard sta-
tistics such as CPI, SPI(t), error and issue lists, change requests, Gantt 
charts with tracking, and critical path float might require involve-
ment of competent subject matter experts (SME).

•	 It is the Workgroup manager’s interpretation of the Strategic 
Initiative progress information that is the most valuable information 
required by the Governance Teams and the strategy Sponsors, not 
the progress information itself.

The Workgroup Manager interpretation can be presented as a 
PowerPoint presentation or in more formal status reports accompanied by 
change requests as needed, but none of these reporting elements can stand 
alone; they always need a personal presentation by a competent manager.

6.5.3  Project Office Communication Support

The acquisition and presentation of valid and pertinent tracking information 
in organizations with many initiatives demanding the same scarce resources 
is a complicated task that cannot be left to a single Workgroup Manager.

Each Workgroup Manager will report and validate their part of the 
Workgroup KPI foundation, but the consolidation of this information is 
more technical than management oriented.

The Project Office is needed to produce and ensure the technical validity 
and completeness of the tracking information across business functions, 
departments, and Strategic Initiative Workgroup Teams.
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Information validated and completeness checked by the Project Office 
can be used by Workgroup Managers and other internal and exter-
nal stakeholder management to produce pertinent status reports and 
PowerPoint presentations to the Governance Teams and the Sponsors on 
a regular basis.

The responsibilities of the Project Office are secretarial in this context.
Contrary to many beliefs, the Project Office does not develop or imple-

ment corporate standards for Strategy Initiative management and exe-
cution. Neither does the Project Office establish the corporate Strategic 
Initiatives. These tasks are handled by corporate leadership and manage-
ment such as shown in previous chapters.

Once the standards are documented and agreed to on a corporate level 
and sometimes on a Strategic Initiative level, the Project Office can facili-
tate and coach the Workgroup Managers by using the standards to verify 
that the reporting and information produced by Workgroup Management 
has a quality that allows it to be used for Governance Team and Sponsor 
reporting, presentation, and decision making.

The Project Office does not interpret reports and information, it only 
makes sure that the information is delivered in a timely manner on a form 
that allows the reporting to be produced, distributed, and communicated.

The role and responsibility of the Project Office should not be under-
estimated. In organizations with many ongoing business operations and 
Strategic Initiatives, the standards-based collection, validation, and dis-
tribution of basic and consolidated planning and tracking information is 
a complex task.

6.5.4 � Program Office Governance Team 
Communication Support

The Governance Teams do not have a permanent presence such as an ordi-
nary business organization. The Governance Teams meet periodically or 
they are assembled for solving critical issues and to respond to demands 
for change from Workgroup Managers or Governance Teams on a lower 
level. It is therefore essential that the Governance Team be supported by a 
professional secretarial function—the Program Office.

A Program Office can be specific to a Strategic Initiative or it can have 
the responsibility to support all Strategic Initiatives.

The Program Office can be interpreted as the executive organization of 
the Strategy Governance Team.
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The Program Office coordinates the scope of the Governance Team’s 
information needs with the Governance Teams and the Workgroup 
Managers supported by the Project Office.

The Program Office experts lobby with external stakeholders in order 
to understand their needs and expectations. In this context, the Program 
Office produces reports and requirements of legal and other compliance 
nature that are important for the decision making events such as PQA on 
the Strategy Governance level.

The Program Office facilitates and coaches PQA and Risk Management 
workshops on behalf of the Governance Teams that it supports based on the 
results of their particular investigations of external stakeholder demands.

The Program Office can perform IRS if it has been established to have 
access to the needed skill and competence.

6.6  LESSONS LEARNED

While projects are relatively easy to manage because they produce pre-
dictable and tangible results with known resources and well-defined 
baselines, once they have been planned and are executing the pro-
gram part of Strategic Initiatives is more difficult to manage because 
the benefit target is much less tangible.

The outcome of Strategic Initiatives is random and for both forecasting 
and tracking we need to apply statistical methods in order to under-
stand the magnitude of variance with which we are faced.

In the Strategic Initiative world of random outcomes, agile planning 
and tracking of our activity allows an easier to understand follow-up 
on progress. By measuring progress only by user and management 
accepted solution components delivered, installed, and ready for pro-
duction, we know at least for sure what we have and we have a steadily 
improving foundation for estimation based on the gained experience.

Whenever it becomes evident that the original targets cannot be met 
or that the original targets no longer are valid, it is time for change 
of strategy. Changes and adjustments to solution scope, organiza-
tion, and process make the Strategic Initiatives fit the reality that 
becomes visible only as the Strategic Initiatives progress and meet 
the obstacles that we did not expect and for which we did not plan.
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Strategy governance is negotiation.
Negotiations without one dominating party is a first step on the way to 

obtaining win-win solutions and synergy effect, while domination 
from one party has a demotivating effect that most often touches 
all involved stakeholders because the dominating party will have 
doubts about the effect of what was dictated in light of the demotiva-
tion of the dominated party.

Negotiation is based on communication. Somebody discover that devi-
ations from expectations have occurred and this somebody needs 
to know how to treat this discovery for negotiations to be initiated 
about how to react.

Communication means that there is a sender and a receiver of the infor-
mation and that they both make sure that the other party under-
stands the implication of what is communicated.

PQA is our first foundation for estimation and forecasting.
Strategic Initiative sponsors and governance teams know quite well 

that the initial forecasts are random with very high uncertainty, but 
once the Workgroup Managers have launched an estimate the ran-
domness is most often forgotten and the poor Workgroup Manager 
is punished or blamed for cost and time overruns.

Forecasts are better used as information for negotiation. It is possible to 
establish a realistic foundation for negotiation if you break the activ-
ity cost and duration forecasts down into task-based forecasts, where 
the people working on the task have a more realistic idea about how 
long they need to deliver what is required of them.

When planning Strategic Initiatives you should look for opportunities 
to work agile. When you manage in an agile way, you can concen-
trate all your effort on the design of solution architectures with use 
cases and on building the use case-based solution elements fast and 
with good quality based on SAT.

Once you have established the agile teams, you get the best possible 
foundation for evaluation of solution quality. The solution compo-
nents that pass SAT are, by definition, accepted by the stakeholders.

When you are not working in an agile way based on technically error-
free delivered use case-based solution components, the evaluation of 
the solution quality is more complicated.

We need a tool to give early warning on strategy level, not only on 
Strategic Initiative level, a tool to deliver KPI that can tell the Strategy 
Governance Team why the Strategic Initiatives can be improved and 
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by what means. Establishment and calculation of the Compound 
Expected Value is such a tool.

We need to communicate in order to keep all stakeholders happy all the 
time or at least to make sure that the stakeholders understand why 
they have a reason to be unhappy.

Stakeholder unhappiness based on not knowing why the Strategic 
Initiatives are implemented and how they will influence their per-
sonal or work life leads to conflicts and discussions that you want 
to avoid.

You might not be able to establish agreement with all stakeholders, 
but you can certainly establish visibility and get to understand why 
someone might try to block the progress of the Strategic Initiative.

The objective of your communication is to ensure that “no excuse for 
failure” is obtained through negotiation.

Workgroup Manager communication, negotiation, and the preparation 
of this is a full time job.

When I see Workgroup Managers developing requirements specifica-
tions instead of communicating and negotiating, I know that the 
Strategic Initiative will probably fail.

IRS and operation of the Planning Information System can be left with 
other resources such as facilitators and coaches from the Project 
Office and a Program Office.

Management is about communication and negotiation in the context of 
planning and tracking of the Strategic Initiatives.

The Project Office is needed to produce and ensure the technical valid-
ity and completeness of the tracking information across business 
functions, departments, and Strategic Initiative Workgroup Teams.

The Program Office can be interpreted as the executive organization of 
the Strategy Governance Team.
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7
Agile Strategy Management Recap

The corporate strategy is the reason behind the structure and the behavior 
of the corporation. The strategy comprises the corporate:

•	 Vision
•	 Mission
•	 Objectives

The corporate strategy is ongoing adapted to market condition by Strategic 
Initiatives that establish the WHY, the WHAT, the WHEN, the HOW, and 
the WHO concerned with sustaining, changing, and improving business 
procedures and infrastructure in support of the corporate strategy.

Strategic Initiative management uses the agile principles for handling 
teams, change, and continuously improved business quality (Figure 7.1).

A Strategic Initiative can be concerned with reaching many different 
objectives concerned with different business situations.

The corporate leaders provide the initial set of objectives in response to 
an identified need for change of business conditions. These objectives are 
an indication of what kind of business and stakeholders must be involved 
in the establishment and governance of Strategic Initiatives.

7.1  STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT

In order to establish a strategically aligned solution to be delivered through 
Strategic Initiatives, you deal with a multitude of stakeholders represent-
ing all the roles directly involved with development, implementation, 
quality management, usage, governance, etc. of the required solution as 
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well as the not always visible stakeholders that potentially benefit or suffer 
from the Strategic Initiative and its solutions.

When establishing a Strategic Initiative you make a serious effort to get 
to know all the stakeholders that are concerned, that is, to have a dialogue 
with key persons and organizations that potentially could benefit or suffer 
from it. This is especially true for the less visible and less obvious stake-
holders such as unions, politicians, government, legal bodies, and poten-
tial competitive businesses and partners.

In several cases, leaving out potential stakeholders has led to the com-
plete failure of the strategic effort.

7.2  AGILE TEAM BUILDING FOR STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

Agile team building is concerned with the establishment of the best pos-
sible organization to perform the Strategic Initiative and adapt it to chang-
ing situations and events:

•	 Selection of people to become key-stakeholders in the Strategic Initiative
•	 Establishment of the teams of people and the roles and responsibili-

ties of the people in the teams

Establish
Need

Agile
Strategy

Management

Implement
Strategy

Evaluate
Strategy

Govern
Strategy

Build
Teams

Establish objectives
Identify key-stakeholders
Get facilitator

Involve key-stakeholders
Know your stakeholders
Organize

Evaluate change requests
Evaluate strategy situation
Approved baseline change
Demand strategy improvement

Control solution quality
Define KPI
Track progress
Adapt plan
Initiate change

Manage quality
Procure solution providers
Design solution
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Organize
Know your risk
Specify requirements
Baseline plan

Develop
Strategy

FIGURE 7.1
Agile strategy management process cycle.
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•	 Definition of the roles and responsibilities of the teams to perform 
the tasks required during the lifecycle of the Strategic Initiative

•	 Establishment of the physical and technological environment within 
which the chosen people can act and communicate in an optimal 
way

•	 Establishment of standards to be used for processes, documentation, 
and deliverables in order to manage the quality of work, deliverables, 
and final solution delivered by the teams

Team building is a way to generate synergy, that is, the teams are orga-
nized in such a way that the performance of any team is higher than the per-
formance measured as the sum of the single team member’s performance.

Only if the chosen stakeholders feel that they contribute to something 
valuable can you keep them motivated. We keep this feeling alive by 
involving them in Strategic Initiative processes where they can and will 
contribute positively and visibly to the result.

7.2.1  Sponsor and Coach/Facilitator Roles

The Sponsor has knowledge about who the key-stakeholders might be and 
the Coach/Facilitator has knowledge and experience about how stake-
holders can be treated and made happy.

7.2.2 � Teams for Agile Strategic Initiative 
Governance and Management

The typical organization constructs involved with Strategic Initiatives 
from initial establishment to final implementation and governance are:

•	 A Project Office established in the line organization in support of all 
projects and programs in the corporation

•	 A Program Office established as an executive organization repre-
senting one or more governance teams

•	 Decision-making and executing teams established for the develop-
ment and implementation of Strategic Initiative results under con-
tinuously changing conditions and risk.

The different types of teams have one set of capabilities in common 
(Figure 7.2).
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The different team constructs with which we have worked under 
Strategic Initiatives comprise:

•	 The Strategy Governance Team initiates a Strategic Initiative based on 
leadership decisions. It comprises the top level of Change Management, 
the top level PQA Team, and the Change Control Board.

•	 The Process Governance Team coaches one or more PQA Teams and 
is the second level of Change Management.

•	 The PQA Teams lead, manage, and plan activity in order to deliver 
agreed tangible and measurable results.

•	 The Workgroup Teams perform production and implementation 
of agreed solution components. They control the quality of deliv-
ered solution components. They report progress in the Project 
Management Information System that is supported by the Project 
Office. Problems, Risk Conditions, and Events are reported to the 
PQA Team that manages the Workgroup Team.

7.2.3  The “No Excuse for Failure” Principle

Your key-stakeholders are probably in high demand in many other activi-
ties and therefore they need to be informed of the importance of your 
Strategic Initiative in order for them to understand what benefits they can 
obtain from contributing to it.

Facing this stakeholder risk situation, your first response to the risk is 
to ensure that your Strategic Initiative complies with the “no excuse for 
failure principle”:

•	 You know why you need the key-stakeholder in your Strategic 
Initiative and you have a list of arguments that show the value for 
this key-stakeholder to contribute to your project.

Decide

Do

Evaluate Initiate
Culture Structure

Quali
cations

FIGURE 7.2
Team Competences.
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•	 You know which internal and external activity that will compete for 
key-stakeholders with your Strategic Initiative and you respect their 
importance as well.

•	 Because you are involving people with very different skills, expe-
riences, and competences, you know that conflicting interests are 
inevitable. You have organizational elements and procedures in 
place to avoid conflicts becoming personal with a negative impact on 
the Strategic Initiative progress.

•	 By using professional coaching and facilitation, you ensure that con-
flicts only result in lateral thinking (out of the box) and synergy on 
workshops and during other types of teamwork,

•	 At any point in time teams and key-stakeholders have access to all 
pertinently needed and available resources and knowledge con-
strained only by accepted limits to their availability,

•	 You plan to ensure that all required resources to be involved in an 
activity are available and allocated to the activity before the activity 
is initiated with assignment of these resources,

•	 You do not initiate an activity if you know that any required resource 
is not available to be assigned to the activity.

You incur important risk by not complying with the “no excuse for fail-
ure” principle:

•	 Biased strategy focus because important knowledge or competence 
is left out initially might lead to development and implementation of 
solutions that do not comply with stakeholder needs—you will lose 
capital and time.

•	 Key-stakeholders might lose confidence in the Strategic Initiative 
because the not involved but required resources raise pertinent cri-
tiques of the chosen initiative scope and objectives—you will lose 
time and key-stakeholders might leave the initiative.

•	 If the involved resources do not have the competence to reach a 
conclusion about critical success factors and the way forward to an 
agreed solution, then the key-stakeholders waste time and lose con-
fidence in (your) management.

•	 Important processes might be performed with interruptions because of 
lack of important resources, which leads to waste of time and bad results.

•	 The initial enthusiasm of the key-stakeholders can disappear very 
fast if you do not keep them motivated by immediately involving 
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them in pertinent Strategic Initiative activity, where they get a chance 
not only to prove their competences, but also to use this competency 
directly in cooperation with peer stakeholders.

•	 If the key-stakeholders lose interest in your Strategic Initiative, then 
the initiative might already have failed.

•	 If the key-stakeholders get into negative conflict with you or with 
each other while conducting the Strategic Initiative activity, the ini-
tiative is probably already doomed to fail.

•	 If some resources accuse other resources of failure, it creates stress 
and negative conflicts that are the reason for delays that could have 
been avoided by better selection of resources, better team building, 
and better working conditions.

7.3  STRATEGY PROCESS QUALITY ASSURANCE

In order to succeed with the solution delivery, the teams establish a com-
plete set of plans that with the highest possible probability lead to solu-
tions accepted by the stakeholders.

Planning and plan execution of Strategic Initiatives is not just Project 
Management, it is to an even higher degree Risk Management:

The objective of strategic initiatives is to reach FUTURE situations and 
conditions with high PROBALITY that will provide the IMPACT wanted 
by the involved stakeholders.

Strategic Initiatives are risk. They can fail or succeed. In order to 
optimize the chance or probability of success we apply risk manage-
ment to the Strategic Initiatives. Project Management on its own will 
not do the job.

Risk Management performed efficiently can allow the teams involved 
with Strategic Initiatives to build plans that with higher probability achieve 
the solutions and results (the impact) demanded by the stakeholders.

In this respect, Strategic Initiative PQA is Risk Management and in the 
work that we have performed Risk Management is PQA.

Please remember that we are always faced with pertinent unknown 
unknowns and unknown knowns that are ready to surface at any point in 
time in the future of our Strategic Initiative.
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Risk responses are always built into the plan. You respond to risk by 
adapting your plan to:

•	 Accommodate the best possible resources
•	 Utilize the best possible procedures, standards, and techniques
•	 Adapt the solution to be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, 

Realistic, Time bound)
•	 Ensure satisfactory funding by efficient stakeholder communication

PQA is the method for Strategic Initiative establishment and planning 
based on intensive teamwork in the PQA Teams with brainstorming that 
documents the agreed Strategic Initiative for implementation.

PQA is used to ensure the quality of the initial plans, but it is also used 
to ensure the quality of changed plans, especially in connection with PQA 
review workshops that are used to respond to risk and to adapt the plans 
to required changes decided by the Strategy Governance Team.

PQA ensures:

•	 Identification of the strategy sponsors and other key-stakeholders
•	 Establishment of the agreed strategy with detailed objectives, 

Strategic Initiatives, teams and team organization, management, and 
communication that can ensure the success of the strategy under fast 
changing conditions and high risk

•	 Establishment of standards for processes and documentation that 
can answer the basic questions about:
•	 Where we are
•	 Where we want to go
•	 Why we want to go there

•	 How we want to go there

The answers are given in terms that can be easily interpreted and agreed 
to by all involved stakeholders:

•	 Implementation of the strategy with timely execution of decided 
strategic initiatives, timely measurement and approval of results 
and benefits, and efficient change management in support of strat-
egy governance.
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7.3.1  Other Strategy Quality Management Tools

PQA cannot ensure the quality of the entire strategy on its own. If you want 
to know where you are compared to where you want to be while executing 
a Strategic Initiative, you need procedures and tools other than PQA:

•	 Project and program tracking is based on a number of performance 
indicators that can tell you if an activity is delayed, if the project or 
program is delayed, and quite often if this delay is curable, that is, if 
changes to the baseline are needed.

•	 Analysis of information system requirements and solution design is 
a strong foundation for time and cost estimation. The developers and 
implementers of the solution can give you reliable feedback about solu-
tion quality progress related to usage of resources and funds that can be 
used for change management, where PQA comes back into the picture.

•	 Breaking the delivery down into manageable Work Packages based on 
easily verifiable use cases that are not started, in production, or deliv-
ered makes it possible to build Work Breakdown Structures (WBS) 
for agile solution development and implementation that ensure vis-
ible progress and fast and reliable reactions to change requests.

7.4  SOLUTION PROVIDER PROCUREMENT

This is an example of a relatively complex procurement of COTS systems 
and solution provider services that went well under specific conditions.

Procurement establishes a future required situation, in our case:

•	 New COTS systems delivered and implemented
•	 Solution provider service level agreements
•	 User training
•	 System operation

In order to succeed with procurement you need to manage the risks 
involved with this process. Some of the more important risks are:

•	 If you buy a COTS system before you have a detailed requirements 
specification, you will probably waste time and money because setup 
and implementation to fit your (unknown) needs will be a trial and 
error process until a feasible solution is established with very low 
probability of success.
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•	 If none of the potentially available COTS systems can contribute to 
your Information Systems needs without major changes or additions 
to their functionality, you might get important cost increases and 
solution delivery delays. In this case, we do not talk about param-
eterization and setup changes, but about changes not supported by 
the delivered COTS functionality.

•	 A chosen COTS vendor always obtains a de facto monopoly once cho-
sen and installed in your IT environment. You will be very weak in 
negotiations and might incur long lead times and high costs for adap-
tations in support of your business operations, especially facing busi-
ness needs that are particular to your business if you do not foresee 
and include the conditions of these changes in the vendor contract.

•	 If the COTS vendor goes bankrupt or in other ways ceases to do busi-
ness, you lose support of your COTS system and you might need to pro-
cure another one. This is the background for the escrow clause in the 
vendor contract. The escrow does not prevent you from losing money 
and time, but it might help you to protect your business information.

•	 If the chosen solution providers and the COTS vendors do not have 
enough competent resources to set up the COTS systems and inte-
grate them into your IT environment, you will encounter big delays 
in implementation and increased cost that you cannot recover.

•	 The installation test performed by you and the COTS vendor is made on 
the COTS vendor’s contractual terms—you get what you see and that 
is all that the COTS vendor will guarantee. However, this does not rule 
out serious errors seen from your point of view that the vendor looks at 
in a different way. This can create conflicts, delays, and increased cost.

•	 If the best COTS solution does not use the same IT infrastructure 
that you have installed, the acquisition of this COTS system will 
require that you add to or change your IT infrastructure, which will 
add costs to not only new technology, but also the knowledge and 
organization necessary to run the new technology.

7.4.1  Procurement Lessons Learned

•	 If a project comprises many sub-projects and broad organizational 
involvement, you establish such a project as a program with a 
Strategy Governance Team and a competent Change Management 
Board. In our case, the vendors were invited to participate on the 
Change Control Board, which avoided all conflict.
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•	 Do not procure anything without a good requirements specification.
•	 If you are faced with a monopolistic vendor and you have a weak service 

level agreement (SLA) seen from your point of view, you ensure access 
to competent knowledge on your side before you negotiate any further 
conditions with this vendor. If not, you risk losing even in court.

•	 Trust your partners only if this trust is based on a good contractual 
foundation (SLA). This is the best way to avoid litigation and com-
plete program failure.

•	 Internally delivered Work Packages are agreed to in writing with the 
internal “solution provider” just like the external ones.

•	 Internal solution provider personnel prove their competence based 
on pertinent CV data just like the external ones.

•	 Demand weekly tracking of progress from both internal and external 
Workgroups based on reliable WBS and estimations of time to com-
plete (cost tracking is not an issue because delivery is on fixed price).

•	 Use a project management COTS system in support of WBS registra-
tion, planning, and tracking.

•	 Any program and project is risk and has to be governed by risk man-
agement (PQA) in order to ensure efficient risk response.

•	 Risk originates from solution, process, and organization elements, and 
risk response encompasses management of the quality of these elements.

•	 Do not be afraid of doing what no one has done before if this is the 
way you can respond to your risk situation.

•	 Things are never so urgent that you do not have time to do what has 
to be done right.

•	 Make sure that all victories are victories for all involved parties.
•	 Get the key-stakeholders activated even though they claim that they 

have no time to offer.

7.5  STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION

Strategy implementation is doing what has been planned in order to ensure 
that the Strategic Initiatives deliver the expected benefits to the organization.

The Strategic Initiative Teams know their roles and responsibilities to 
deliver the expected quality of all agreed results. They have the capacity 
to fulfill the roles and live up to their responsibility and objectives taking 
into account the conditions of the Strategic Initiatives.



Agile Strategy Management Recap  •  307

The Strategy Governance Team with the Change Control Board and the 
Process Governance Teams all know how to initiate and perform PQA to 
improve success factors and change direction of the Strategic Initiatives if 
and when this is required.

However, how does this organization become aware of the need for change?

7.5.1  The Coffee Bean Methods

For strategy implementation, we will look at the method elements from 
a process point of view with development, implementation, and project 
and quality management that bring us all the way from the original idea 
and need for change to the final use and operation of the developed and 
implemented solution (Figure 7.3).

The idea behind the coffee bean strategy of simultaneous Develop
ment and Implementation coordinated by Quality and Project Manage
ment is to promote systems and lateral thinking and synergy leading 
to results that exceed the expectations of the stakeholders. It is an agile 
strategy.

The method that we have been using comprises the following elements:

•	 All Strategic Initiatives produce their results based on a requirements 
specification that is sufficiently detailed to guide the Workgroups in 
their development, implementation, project management, and qual-
ity management work.
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•	 All Strategic Initiative-work close out with Accept-Testing that 
proves that the latest version of the requirements specification, 
which is the one comprised in the latest baseline, has been adhered 
to.

•	 Communication:
•	 Progress measured by KPI.
•	 Deviations from baseline measured by KPI, but also measured by 

result quality, changed conditions, and pertinent events.
•	 Strategy and Strategic Initiative evaluation with Process 

Governance Team and with Strategy Governance Team ensuring 
ongoing sponsor support.

•	 Development of functional (error free) fully normalized databases 
and processes using agreed technology and ensuring the availability 
of a feasible information system operation and support.

•	 Implementation of fully functional solution elements ensuring avail-
ability of business operation support facilities such as user guides 
and training material.

•	 Project and quality management that ensure availability and effi-
ciency of resources for development, implementation, and ongoing 
simulated Accept-Testing of solution components delivered from 
development and implementation. Project and quality management 
survey and evaluate the Strategic Initiative progress primarily based 
on simulated Accept-Test results, but also looking after organization 
and process issues.

7.6  STRATEGY GOVERNANCE

We have planned and initiated our Strategic Initiatives with a solid 
requirements specification and documented result expectations agreed to 
by sponsors and other key-stakeholders, but how can we make sure that 
we actually get what we want?

Our plans and our requirements specifications are predictions; it is pure 
luck if we get a solution that fits the requirements specifications unless we 
manage the solution delivery.

The Strategic Initiative does not only plan and execute projects; it also 
changes business behavior, re-organizes organizations, and invests in the 
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development or acquisition of new products and improved methods where 
the outcome depends on how the market and the internal stakeholders 
accept the change.

This makes the outcome of Strategic Initiatives random and for both 
forecasting and tracking we need to apply statistical methods in order to 
understand the magnitude of variance with which we are faced.

In the Strategic Initiative world of random outcomes, agile planning and 
tracking of our activity allow an easier to understand follow-up on prog-
ress. By measuring progress only by user- and management-accepted solu-
tion components delivered, installed, and ready for production we know 
for sure what we have and we have a steadily improving foundation for 
estimation based on the gained experience.

The benefits from agile solution delivery in terms of solution quality, 
process efficiency, and cost reduction far outweigh the planning effort and 
the scenario establishment investment for their realization.

7.6.1  Negotiation

Strategic Initiative governance is communication and negotiation. The 
Governance Teams and the Workgroup Teams get and deliver information 
that indicates that planned activity is not executing the way it was planned:

•	 Resource availability is not as promised.
•	 Resource skills and experience are not what was contracted so 

important activity does not yield the result quality expected and it 
takes too long to get the results.

•	 Critical activities cannot start because they wait for resources to be 
released from other activities.

•	 Critical activities are interrupted because important resources leave 
or because development components from the COTS vendor do not 
work as expected.

I have never been involved with Strategic Initiative projects and pro-
grams that do not have these problems.

Risk management can just tell you the threats might happen and that 
you need to plan for this eventuality with appropriate risk response.

To avoid these threat events is only possible if you double or triple 
the involved resources and with them the cost of the project and the 
required budget.
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By allowing a little more time for delivery, you might have time to adapt to 
the problem without major cost increases and still have happy stakeholders.

These alternative possibilities for avoiding or mitigating the risk demand 
that the Strategic Initiative sponsor and Governance Teams negotiate with 
solution delivery Workgroups of internal and external resources in order 
to find the best possible way to handle the risk situation.

7.6.2  Estimation and Forecasting

PQA is our first foundation for estimation and forecasting when we plan 
a Strategic Initiative and when we adopt major changes to the Strategic 
Initiative, that is, when we re-plan the initiative:

•	 The success factors give us targets of tangible and intangible nature 
that can be used for negotiation about where to go and for asking 
questions as to whether a success factor has been achieved.

•	 The success factors give us an idea about what to implement and why.
•	 By showing the expected tangible and intangible values of needed 

solutions and the planned activities to perform their delivery, the 
success factors provide a base of reference for prioritizing and evalu-
ating the requirements specifications for the solution components to 
be delivered by the Workgroup Teams.

•	 The PQA activities with their outline estimated duration and 
resource usage give us the foundation for more exact estimation 
and establishment of milestones and baselines against which we can 
measure progress.

•	 The milestones tell us the expected delivery date of solution com-
ponents so that we can have requirements, test scenario, and people 
ready for simulated and final Accept-Testing.

•	 Other baseline elements such as the critical path of Workgroup tasks 
can tell us about the probability of delivery of the final result on 
planned time.

The forecasting of the product quality is the requirements specification.
We measure the quality of delivered solution components against the 

requirements specification that has been broken down into very specific 
and tangible test cases and expected test results.

The breakdown of the requirements specification in use cases and work-
flows prepares for an agile delivery process with agile planning and tracking.
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7.6.3  Strategic Initiative Key Performance Indicators

Once initiated, the progress of the Strategic Initiatives is tracked in order 
to be able to adapt to new knowledge and other changed conditions.

Over time the risk profiles change and with those the probability of 
opportunities and threats.

The tracking is based on KPI that can provide information about:

•	 Organizational condition changes
•	 Solution condition changes
•	 Process condition changes

Some KPI are specific for each condition type, while others look at cross-
initiative environment indicators that indicate if duration or cost is under 
control for the Strategic Initiative.

You will also need KPI that can tell you whether your Strategic Initiatives 
perform as they should from a business perspective, that is, looking at all 
opportunities and threats known at a given point in time:

•	 Is what we are doing still attractive?
•	 Do we need to change the strategy and re-establish more valuable 

Strategic Initiatives?

A KPI that can help with this tracking is the Compound Expected Value 
(CEV). Calculation of CEV per Strategic Initiative makes it possible to 
compare the initiatives mutually and to evaluate them in the context of 
overall strategy performance.

7.6.4  Communication

We need to communicate in order to keep all stakeholders happy all the 
time or at least to make sure that the stakeholders understand why they 
have a reason to be unhappy.

We have used several types of communication:

•	 PQA
•	 Meetings for initial scope definition
•	 Presentations for PQA and IRS participants
•	 IRS interviews
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•	 OLA-based IRS consolidation
•	 9:00 meetings for progress check and fast reaction to issues
•	 Change request tracking from Workgroup to Strategy Governance 

Team
•	 Status meetings to announce major changes in direction and objectives

All of this communication is planned for and supported by standard-
ized documentation and presentation formats that can be adapted to spe-
cific situations or improved over time as experience is obtained.

The objective of the Workgroup Manager communication is to ensure that 
“no excuse for failure” is obtained through communication and negotiation:

•	 With the Governance Team, you want to obtain whatever scope 
changes are needed with respect to funding, time, and solution quality. 
This negotiation is based on what you know from dialogues with team 
members, the issue and error documentation, and the Workgroup KPI.

•	 Within the Workgroup, you ensure that development and imple-
mentation teams communicate in an agile way.

•	 You listen to Workgroup resources in order to ensure efficient solu-
tion delivery.

•	 You call the Workgroup Team together to inform them about 
needed changes.

•	 On a daily basis, you meet the active Workgroup Team Members 
in person-to-person dialogues and in 9:00 meetings simply to keep 
the team spirit high, but also to discuss issues and problems of both 
personal and work natures.

•	 With internal and external stakeholders, you negotiate the resource 
needs and ensure that these resources are informed and motivated to 
work in or be used in your Workgroup Team.

IRS and operation of the Planning Information System can be left with 
other resources such as facilitators and coaches from the Project Office 
and a Program Office:

•	 Once the project plan has been estimated, the Project Office can 
make sure it is registered in the Planning Information System for 
correct tracking and reporting.

•	 The Project Office can ensure and control that Workgroup Team 
Members add task status information in the form of person-hours 
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worked on tasks and work effort estimates in the form of person-
hours to complete the task. As Workgroup Manager you are still 
responsible for reliable time and cost to completion forecasts because 
this is a result of negotiation.

•	 Project Office can ensure that the Workgroup Manager gets the 
pertinent information for plan adaptation and KPI generation as 
required by this manager.

•	 IRS and OLA are best performed by professional business analysts 
and facilitators in the Program Office, not by Workgroup Managers.

Management is about communication and negotiation in the context of 
planning and tracking of the Strategic Initiatives.
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Appendix A: PQA 
Introduction to 
Participants Example

Place L-9999 XXXXXX
01-02 June, 2013
Start 900
Finish 1800

PARTICIPANTS

Peter, XX IT manager
Paul, XX Trade desk manager
Mary, XX System support manager
Carl, XX IT Infrastructure manager
John, XX and YY Security manager
André, XX Project manager
Andrew, YY Project manager
Christina, XX and YY Network manager

FACILITATOR

Soren
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A1.  INTRODUCTION TO PQA

Process Quality Assurance (PQA) is a team-building technique for groups 
of people who are going to cooperate in order to solve a complex task, for 
example, a Strategic Initiative.

The scope of the task and the group of people to participate in the PQA 
process is decided by the task sponsor, who must be supported be the PQA 
facilitator. The result of this decision is a PQA Introduction such as this one, 
showing core quality objects.

PriceMarket

Quality

Process
Organi-
zation

Solution

Time Standards

E�ciency

Culture Structure

Quali�cations

PQA visualizes the complete set of agreed requirements to the solution, 
the process, and the organization resulting from solving the complex task:

•	 The initial scope and conditions of the task signed off by the sponsor
•	 The visions and missions of the involved key-stakeholders
•	 The Success Factors
•	 The Critical Success Factors (CSFs)
•	 The required activities to achieve the Success Factors
•	 The organization to perform the activities
•	 The solution structure and framework

The PQA process is initiated in a PQA workshop. The PQA workshop 
makes visible the full scope of the task:

•	 The initial scope and conditions of the task signed off by the sponsor
•	 The key-stakeholders participating in the workshop
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•	 The visions and missions of the involved key-stakeholders
•	 The Success Factors
•	 The CSFs
•	 The required activities to achieve the Success Factors
•	 The workshop participant to facilitate an activity

PQA is one tool for project management, but it does not replace good 
project management practice.

A1.1  PQA and Destructive Conflict Prevention

If conflicts could be avoided among project participants and between proj-
ect sponsors and project performers and other involved stakeholders, such 
a project would have a very high chance of producing a successful outcome.

In order to avoid destructive conflicts, all project participants must be 
highly motivated for both personal reasons and for creating mutual success.

Such a situation can be achieved by promoting common targets with 
a related benefit package, which can only be obtained if all participants 
reach the target simultaneously. Such a situation will motivate and even 
force the partners to help each other instead of fighting.

Why are all projects not handled in this way?
Because it requires quite some strategic thinking and planning to estab-

lish such targets.
When building a bridge common targets are quite obvious, which 

means that the “no conflict” solution is more process and organization 
based, which in most cases can be controlled by management.

When building IT infrastructure and information systems in support 
of private and public business activity, the common targets are much less 
obvious.

Quite often the resulting solution from such projects does not reveal 
itself until the final acceptance testing. It therefore becomes a key to the 
“no conflict” solution that targets are thoroughly defined and agreed to by 
all project participants and other stakeholders. This holds true especially 
when we talk about “moving targets,” which is more the rule of the game 
than an exception.

The project process must be thoroughly defined and the project orga-
nization put together in such a way that the “no conflict” solution can 
and will be reached and communicated. There must be clear rules for how 
known and unknown risk events and problems are treated organization- 
and procedure-wise.
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PQA ensures a strong team feeling based on mutual respect and commonly 
agreed decisions within the project organization, which also strengthens its 
ability to cooperate with external partners. In this way PQA contributes to 
establishing a situation with less risk of destructive conflict. Nevertheless, 
the change management procedures while conducting the complex task 
must be clearly defined as well as involving external stakeholders, which is a 
strong requirement for the defined activities under PQA:

•	 The situation without destructive conflicts is a success factor.
•	 The change management process is an activity on its own or imbed-

ded in other activities such as project management and quality 
management.

A1.2  The PQA Product

The PQA Workshop results in a documented outline project plan with 
agreed result requirements and outline responsibilities. The complete proj-
ect plan is not detailed defined, estimated, and scheduled until immediately 
after the PQA Workshop. Depending on the organizational level of the PQA 
participants (PQA can be used by top management for 5-year planning or 
by a task force for a single project), the outline project plan can result in 
several projects requiring their own PQA Workshop for team building and 
detailed planning, or it can simply result in an agreed task list.

PQA standard documentation ensures a result that is easily interpreted and 
understood. It is a good foundation for later status reporting, project reviews, 
and project evaluation. The PQA Workshop documentation is used for:

•	 Introduction of the project to future project participants.
•	 Introduction to management, who will deliver required resources to 

the project.

The PQA documentation produced after the workshop visualizes esti-
mates, budgets, and risk.

A1.3  The PQA Organization

The key-stakeholders to participate in the PQA Team are selected based 
on criteria such as:

•	 Competence within the scope
•	 Relevance within the scope
•	 Completeness of knowledge pertinent to the scope
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Together the PQA Team participants cover the complete knowledge and 
experience required in order to solve the task at hand.

Even though the participants in the PQA Workshop might not possess 
all required skills and competences themselves, they must be able to eval-
uate the skills and competences required to complete the task.

The participants in PQA are at best selected from comparably equal lev-
els of management, responsibility, and authority within their respective 
organizations. During PQA, all team members are peers irrespective of 
their basic organizational level in order to be able to express their ideas 
unbiased by management pressure.

The PQA participants are trusted by the project sponsors in order to be 
able to get approval of their project plan.

A1.4  The PQA Process

PQA requires maximum active participation from each participant. It is 
impossible to be a passive passenger in the PQA process. By “forcing” the 
participants to listen actively and respectfully to each other, it is ensured that 
every participant achieves maximum inspiration from the other participants.

All participants get to understand and respect their own and the others 
priorities, requirements, and wishes. In this way, the project group builds a 
mutual understanding of the project scope, complexity, and target, which 
can be communicated to interested parties outside the PQA participating 
core group.

PQA ensures synergy.
The PQA process ensures that resulting documentation is produced 

“on the spot,” which reduces the risk for later manipulation by a creative 
author of minutes. The result reflects precisely the agreed conclusion.

Documentation, which requires specific skills and competencies for its 
production, is done after the Workshop by involving people with the nec-
essary skills and competencies. Such documentation encompasses activity 
descriptions for each activity outlined during the workshop.

A2.  THE SCOPE OF THIS PQA

In order to be able to control the complete XX IT environment of hardware 
(mainframes, PCs, routers, networks), software (operating systems, data-
bases, TP monitors, middleware), and applications (end users and Back 
Office), this environment must be identified, managed, and controlled.
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Identification means that any relevant item can be overviewed from a 
single point of reference based on access to central or distributed informa-
tion about the whereabouts and condition of the item.

Management and control means that no item can be in conflict with 
the overall objectives of XX concerning availability, reliability, safety, 
and maintainability of applications and solutions. Whenever an item 
is one of the keys to the performance of a user application, it must be 
ensured that any deviation from expected item behavior is discovered 
and dealt with.

During this PQA, the participants shall define the solution, process, and 
organization requirements concerning the establishment of the XX IT 
enterprise management within the framework of the YY project already 
executing.

During the PQA, you will get the opportunity to describe and get docu-
mented how you think the XX IT infrastructure success can be ensured. 
You will get inspiration from and give inspiration to the other PQA team 
members.

As a result, we will have an outline description of all the necessary and suf-
ficient activities, the organizational preconditions, and the complete solution.

A2.1  The YY Project Situation

The YY project is delivering a fully functioning web-based bank support-
ing private financial transactions performed by the bank’s clients, and 
transactions performed by the bank with respect to stock exchanges and 
related services from other systems such as SWIFT and cooperating banks.

Although some functional experience can be drawn upon from the cur-
rent private banking system, the YY system must be considered a com-
pletely new application based on new technology.

The YY system is currently in Acceptance Testing state, which should 
imply that most solution components have been developed, tested, and 
approved on their own and integrated with other relevant components. 
This is not quite the case, which is a major risk and challenge concerning 
the future performance of the YY project.

Until now, the requirements concerning XX IT infrastructure support 
have only been outlined on a very high level. The current YY test environ-
ment in XX is by no means representative of the future YY IT production 
environment. All testing is currently concerned with business functional-
ity, not with IT environment performance or availability.
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A2.1.1 � Many Developers’ Results To Be Integrated 
and Approved in Parallel

The YY solution is designed and developed by many individual contribu-
tors and vendors. Each vendor’s components are going to integrate and 
interact with other vendors’ components.

Until now it has been impossible for YY to obtain documentation for 
how the different components are going to interface with each other and 
what processes and applications are going to be interfaced, used, devel-
oped, handled, and controlled by XX.

The YY Acceptance Testing (SAT) is taking place in parallel with Proof 
of Concept (POC) testing ad hoc using IT infrastructure elements at XX. 
The testing results in ongoing delivery of new or enhanced or corrected 
components from the different contributors to the YY solution. This situa-
tion makes it very difficult to guess the final outcome of the processes and 
components that must be delivered by XX.

A2.1.2  XX Not Actively Involved in Project Planning

Because the focus of the YY project until now has been business function-
ality and because the SAT testing situation is less than optimal, there is very 
little time devoted to planning of the XX IT infrastructure implementation.

It is of course important that the business functions are consistent, valid, 
and user friendly before they are launched.

But it is to a very high degree the IT infrastructure that shall ensure 
whatever availability, reliability, and safety that will be required for the 
final YY solution.

It is therefore a very high risk to the whole YY project that the XX IT 
infrastructure is not properly defined, documented, and developed at this 
late stage of YY SAT testing, especially regarding the lack of experience 
within XX with respect to the established or expected YY technology, 
transaction quantities, and transaction frequencies.

Before launch it must be proved that the YY solution is technically 
robust and well performing.

A2.2  The YY Enterprise Management Opportunities

Available Enterprise IT Management System software can allow XX IT to 
establish the IT infrastructure that will be required by the YY solution.

Standardized Agent and Manager Software from equipment manufac-
turers and from CA can allow XX IT to see the most relevant events and to 
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react to these correctly and in time in order to keep the business applica-
tions available with the highest possible performance.

XX IT or its vendors can build customized agents and managers for direct 
surveillance and control with all critical processes not otherwise managed.

Time critical actions in response to events can be automated.
Workload Management (job control), Storage Management (back-up), 

Help Desk, and even contributions to end user solutions form natural parts 
of the future overall XX IT Enterprise IT Management System Strategy.

The establishment of the future Enterprise IT Systems Management 
information system solution is almost as complex as the establishment of 
the YY business functionality and customer service. Please refer to the 
attached “Enterprise Systems Management” whitepaper from XX IT.

Only a close cooperation between business interests and IT interests within 
the YY project can ensure a future complete XX IT Enterprise IT Management 
System solution that performs according to YY and XX IT expectations.

A2.3  What Are We Going to Achieve in the Workshop?

In the PQA workshop we shall consider all the outstanding activities to be 
performed by the YY project team in order to ensure delivery of the full 
YY solution for commercial usage.

We shall formulate why and how and when close cooperation between 
YY business-processes implementation and XX IT infrastructure imple-
mentation can bring about the optimal YY solution.

The participants in the workshop must formulate the requirements 
concerning:

•	 The future working condition in the YY organization with complete 
XX IT Enterprise IT Management System solution implemented.

•	 The adjustments to the YY project organization, processes, and prod-
ucts, which can ensure an efficient cooperation between all future 
YY project participants, as well as considering the involvement of 
external vendors.

We will not formulate specific technical requirements to the future 
solution as these requirements will be precisely defined by competent 
resources task by task later on.

However, we will define and visualize the targets for these competent 
resources to be able to work effectively and produce efficient solutions that 
can and will be accepted by XX IT and YY management. Relevant ideas 
and suggestions are welcome.
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A2.4  How to Prepare for the PQA

Please read the “Enterprise Systems Management” whitepaper from XX IT 
before the PQA Workshop.

Based on ideas formulated in this paper and on your own ideas and 
expectations concerning the implementation of the future PFS production 
environment of systems facilities, support, standards, and environment 
administration, you must describe your vision of the future YY and how 
you interpret the mission of the YY project team.

Think about what you consider the most extreme case of success for the 
development and implementation of YY and the XX IT infrastructure. 
Describe the factors especially relevant to your responsibilities and capa-
bilities within the YY project team.

A2.5  Areas of Concern

The following areas of concern should be considered:

•	 Are deliverable success criteria defined?
•	 How are reliability, maintainability, and availability defined?
•	 With what other systems do we integrate?
•	 Who is the user of the product?
•	 How should the XX IT infrastructure communicate with the users?
•	 User involvement?
•	 The implementation process?
•	 Use of methods, techniques, and tools?
•	 Availability or development of standard documentation templates?
•	 How do we ensure compliance with standards?
•	 What standards do we have to develop or implement?
•	 Education, training, and coaching requirements?
•	 Common reasons for IT failures and their prevention requirements?
•	 What is the biggest challenge concerning Back Office operation?
•	 What are the most common recovery problems encountered and 

what are their prevention requirements?
•	 Who should participate in the implementation of the XX IT 

infrastructure?

See you in XXXXXXXXXXX.
Yours  Sincerely,
Peter Soren
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A3.  PQA AGENDA

A3.1  Verbal Introduction to the PQA

The verbal introduction to the PQA comprises the same information 
as this written one, but allows for a discussion of the scope of the PQA 
Workshop. Also it permits the PQA facilitator and the PQA sponsor to 
present who they are and to explain their own and the participants’ roles 
during the Workshop.

A3.2  Definition of Vision/Mission

Definition of vision/mission is done individually by each PQA Workshop 
participant. The participant presents a personal view on the expected 
result and the expected business benefits.

Each individual vision is written down with the name of the author attached 
to it. It is one of the keys to the cooperation and mutual respect of the team 
members that they understand the motivating factors of the others.

It is allowed and even recommended to ask for explanations of vision/
mission statements, but their relevance or correctness can never be challenged.

People will and shall tackle problems in different ways. We just have to 
know what the cases within the PQA Team are in order to be able to play 
on each participant’s strengths in order to obtain maximum creativity and 
synergy.

A3.3  Suggestions for Critical Success Factors

The Success Factors express what the PQA Team thinks should be the 
quality of the result of its work. The Success Factors also express by what 
the group expects that other people will evaluate the project result.

The Success Factors are identified by letting each participant in turn 
suggest one Success Factor. All suggestions must be true, relevant, and 
valid, but full unanimous agreement is not required.

This suggestion process is continued until no one has more suggestions. 
Normally 40 to 60 Success Factors are identified.
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A3.4  Definition of the Critical Success Factors

The suggested Success Factors are grouped into CSF classes in such a 
way that the suggested Success Factors belonging to a class define the 
class’s CSF expression. There will be from 5 to 9 CSFs. Full unanimous 
agreement of all PQA Workshop participants is required on each CSF 
formulation. All suggested Success Factors must belong to at least one 
CSF class.

A3.5  Outline of Activities

This process produces the CSF matrix shown in Table A.3 under Section 
A5.2 that shows how the outlined activities contribute to the fulfillment of 
the CSFs and their Success Factors. Participants in turn can suggest any 
number of activities which they believe are required to ensure the realiza-
tion of the CSFs and their Success Factors. Each activity supports at least 
one CSF. How the activity will contribute to the fulfillment of the CSF and 
its Success Factors is defined after the Workshop.

The facilitator negotiates the level on which the activities are defined in 
order to ensure that a too detailed activity level or too high activity level is 
not reached. The defined activities must be agreed to be on an equal level 
in the future Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) that will be defined after 
the Workshop.

When no more activities are suggested, each suggested activity is cross-
checked against the CSFs, which it supports. In order to control the com-
pleteness of activities, each CSF is then checked in order to verify that the 
suggested activities together are adequate to ensure fulfillment of the CSF 
and its Success Factors. Missing activities are added and evaluated against 
the CSF.

During the activity definition session it is important to ask the suggest-
ing participants to define exactly what they mean by a suggested activ-
ity unless it is absolutely self-explanatory; however, this is rarely the case. 
After the workshop, each activity must be exactly defined by the person 
who becomes responsible for the activity. It is highly recommended to 
take notes during the Workshop in case you become the responsible facili-
tator for an activity.
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A3.6  Assignment of Responsibility

Assignment of responsibility for the definition, risk evaluation, estima-
tion, and planning of each activity is next. Assignment must be given to a 
participating PQA Team member, never to an external organization unit. 
After the Workshop, each assigned team member must within a set time 
frame produce a complete activity description with activity definition, 
task list, resource requirements, time and cost estimate, risk evaluation, 
and plan information about predecessor and successor activities.

A3.7 � Evaluation of the Quality by which the 
Activity Might Already Be Carried Out

Some suggested activities might already be executing or defined by 
another PQA Team, while others are new to the PQA Team. Activities that 
are performed satisfactory are of less interest to the PQA Workshop, but 
the PQA Team needs to be aware of this. Other activities should be evalu-
ated according to their current performance in the organization. Their 
“value” is stated as:

0		  Activity not done
1–2	 Activity known but unstructured performance
3–4	 Activity performance structured, but to be improved
5		  Activity probably satisfactory performed

A3.8  Review Planning

It is absolutely necessary to decide on the date of a review meeting with 
all PQA Workshop participants attending. In the review meeting, all 
Activity Descriptions are approved before the final WBS and schedule 
are drawn up.

A person must be appointed to be responsible for coaching the authors 
in their usage of the Activity Description form and for collecting and 
distributing all Activity Descriptions at least one week before the review 
meeting.

This person will also organize the rewriting of the PQA Workshop result 
on standard forms.
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A4.  AFTER THE WORKSHOP

A4.1  Detailed Define and Estimate Activities

Each person assigned as responsible for activities makes an activity 
description for each of these activities. When doing this it is important to 
assess all thinkable risks concerning estimates. Availability of resources 
with the proper skill and experience or the ability of sub-contractors to 
deliver the required quality on time are the most common risks in soft-
ware development projects. If new technology is involved, the ability of the 
organization to get and control it is a major risk area. The consequences 
of risks should be explicitly stated in the description of involved activities.

A4.2  Build the Work Breakdown Structure

The activities are sorted into their natural sequence and they are grouped 
according to the WBS groups of work, for example:

•	 Implementation activity
•	 Development activity
•	 Quality Management and Project Management activity

These activities are further broken down into specific deliverable elements.
In other cases, WBS can be organized by deliverable component, where 

each deliverable component has activities for implementation, develop-
ment, and quality management.

In this process, milestones are identified and agreed to by the PQA Team 
and the key-stakeholders and sponsors.

A4.3  Build the Project Plan

After having organized the activities into a WBS with phases, activities, 
tasks, and milestones, the next step is to define dependencies between 
tasks and allocate resources to tasks.

The last step is to optimize the plan in order to meet milestones and 
deadlines within resource constraints and cost budget.

The project plan and the complete set of PQA documentation is 
approved by the sponsors and the key-stakeholders before it is distributed 
to other participants.
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A4.4  Initiate the Work

The work can be initiated when all project participants have received the 
approved plan and PQA documentation.

Before initiation it should be decided what kind of information is needed 
by the project and what kind of information is needed from the project. 
The decisions should be documented in a distribution list for the docu-
mentation and in a documentation description showing the structure and 
content of the information as well as who is responsible for its production 
and its distribution.

It must be assured that the project is properly managed within the proj-
ect management rules of the organization. Quite often these rules have to 
be established and documented explicitly within each project. The general 
rule is that every project gets its own culture, which implies a need for its 
own procedural handbook.

A4.5  The PQA Result

The PQA results produced directly in the Workshop is a set of documenta-
tion comprising:

•	 The individual vision/mission statement of each participant
•	 The CSF and their definition (the underlying suggested Success Factors)
•	 A cross-reference matrix between CSF and activities, which also 

shows activity evaluation and assigned responsibility

This documentation is transformed into standard PQA documentation 
for distribution to the participants immediately after the Workshop.

After the Workshop the PQA activity list is defined in more detail using:

•	 Activity descriptions
•	 A WBS
•	 A schedule
•	 Document definitions
•	 Document distribution list

Appointed project managers are responsible for the detailed project 
documentation creation, the Project Requirements Document (PRD). The 
PRD makes what is going on visible to key-stakeholders, sponsors, resource 
management, employees, involved resources, and other stakeholders.
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Vision Examples

Visions

Eric Pavier: We want to be outstanding with respect to usage and implementation 
of methods and techniques.

John Doe: Our consultants are rated the best when it comes to project 
management and analytical skills.

The PQA process has ensured that the involved participants and interested 
stakeholders have reached a common understanding of the future project.

The full set of PQA documentation is approved in a review. It will be 
used for later evaluation of the project progress and its results.

A5.  PRODUCED IN THE PQA WORKSHOP

A5.1  The Vision Statements and the Critical Success Factors

The vision statements are listed with the name of the author.
The CSFs are anonymous because most of them are suggested based on 

the inspiration from all of the team member suggestions. The CSFs are 
documented like this:

CSF and Success Factor Suggestions

CSFs
1. A supply service that can be measured and optimized

On-time delivery to customers
Avoid or reduce the back-order shipments
We understand what good delivery service is (it is defined)
Improved availability of goods due to better forecasting
Efficient support for the customer and the salesperson in the order process

2. A competent organization
Simultaneous adaptation of business, management, organization, and system 
procedures

We need to build an organizational match before installation of the system
The users involved are the best we have
Ability to handle big, complex, international projects
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A5.2  The PQA Matrix
PQA Matrix
Critical Success Factors

Value in execution

Responsible for planning

5. Quality management
4. �The system supports a dynamic business 

environment
3. Accessible information
2. A competent organization
1. �A supply service which can be measured and 

optimized
Activities 1 2 3 4 5
Define all aspects of a good supply service * * * 4 LH
Build a development support organization * * 2 JD
Build the user competence necessary to utilize 
the new system

* * * * 3 LH

Define the user competence necessary to define 
the new system

* * * * * 2 JD

Distribute the IRS report * * * 1 PP
Inform involved sales companies about the 
process and the progress ongoing

* * 1 PP

Define and build the complete system for 
communication, HW, SW, and applications

* * * * 0 CV

Do PQA with the users involved in the design * * 0 CV

A6. � DOCUMENTATION PRODUCED 
AFTER THE WORKSHOP

A6.1  The Activity Description

The Activity Description is done for each activity defined in the PQA matrix.

Activity Description Activity ID:

By: Date:

Scope Describe why this activity is required and what its areas 
of concern and responsibilities are.

Deliverables A description of the expected outcome, e.g., a tender 
material, a report, or an accepted system.
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Purpose A description of the deliverable quality expectations or 
of the expected benefits from the delivery of the 
deliverable.

Responsible The person responsible for getting the activity done 
(sometimes the person writing this description).

Resources/Roles A description of needed roles and their responsibilities 
and skill and competence requirements. Specific named 
resources can be applied to the roles.

Task List Task Description Estimated Resource Usage

Scope purpose and 
product for each task. 
Required role interaction 
if not obvious.

Roles/names of resources to 
perform task with 
person-hour estimate for 
each resource.

Time frame Duration or fixed period.

Risk Assessment Describe potential events or preconditions that could 
influence the deliverable quality, the duration, or the 
estimated resource usage. Think about external factors, 
which cannot be controlled, and internal factors, which 
can and must be controlled. Describe the probability of 
the event (if 100%, it is a problem rather than a risk). 
Describe the impact of the event.

Dependencies Reference to activities that must be performed before 
this activity is performed and to activities that will use 
results from this activity. Explain if not obvious.

A6.2  The Risk Response Matrix

The Risk Response Matrix is used for control of the completeness of the 
risk response strategy established while the PQA participants are review-
ing the Activity Descriptions produced after the PQA Workshop. The 
project manager or the PQA facilitator produces the risk list shown in the 
second row (Risk). The third row shows for each risk the originating activ-
ities. In the example, the WBS reference is shown.

During the review, the risk responses are agreed to and listed in the first 
column. The second column shows who is responsible for executing the risk 
response, the third column shows the deadline for the response execution, 
and the fourth column shows the activities involved with the response.
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Risk Response Matrix

Project Name

(Who, Date, Version, Distribution list, Approved 
by ….)

Risk 1. Availability 
of skilled 
resource

Response activity Responsible Deadline WBS-ID 2.1.2, 3.1.1
Procure sub-contractors     3.1.1; 4.1.1 *
Hire Java Ace     2.3 *

One response can have a positive or negative effect on more than one 
risk event, which is shown with a * in the cross-reference cell. One risk 
event might require more than one response.

The PQA participants ensure the best possible response strategy by 
controlling that set of responses to a risk is the best possible way to 
avoid, mitigate, transfer, or share that risk, and by controlling that the 
full set of impact on all risks by a given response is fully understood 
and documented.

A6.3  The Work Breakdown Structure

The WBS shows the hierarchy of the project activities.
Here it is shown as indented activities in a Gantt Chart, which also 

shows the project plan schedule (Figure A.1).

A6.4  The Work Breakdown Structure Dictionary

The WBS Dictionary contains all initial scope information concerning the 
project, the program, or the strategy execution planned, which comprise:

•	 The initial activity scope such as formulated in the PQA Workshop 
Introduction.

•	 The full PQA Workshop result with participants vision/mission 
statement, CSFs related to their detailed success factors.

•	 The PQA matrix with initial responsibilities and activity quality shown.
•	 The risk response matrix.
•	 All activity descriptions.
•	 The WBS shown graphically as in a Gantt Diagram:



Appendix A: PQA Introduction to Participants Example  •  333

The WBS Dictionary is the primary project description, and it is an 
important base for the project plan.

A6.5  The Communication Plan

The communication plan shows the type of information that will be pro-
duced in the lifetime of the project, the program, or the strategy execution.

For each information type it is shown:

•	 Who is responsible for producing the information. Who is responsible 
for approving the information before it is made available to the receivers.

•	 The document standards to follow or the form of the information 
suggested, for example, minutes of meeting, presentation on Web or 
in meeting, training material, solution documentation, etc.

•	 The technical whereabouts concerning the information, that is, 
where it is stored, in what format, how it is protected, how access is 
ensured, etc.

•	 What is the content of the information and what are the origins and 
the required quality of this content? The quality is what the receiver 
expects to see and how this quality is ensured.

FIGURE A.1
Gantt chart schedule.
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•	 The frequency of the information or the events that trigger the pro-
duction and delivery of the information.

•	 The receivers of the information or, alternatively, who must have 
authority to view the information.

•	 How, who, and when to inform the receivers about the availability of 
the information.

The communication plan is at best prepared as part of the Activity 
Description review process.
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Appendix B: PQA Workshop 
Result Example

PQA Workshop Result
20. – 21. May 09.00-19.00/14.30

PARTICIPANTS

Development Manager
Financial Manager
General Manager
Client Project Manager
Sales Manager
Production Deputy Manager
LI Project Manager
Production Manager
Quality Manager
WCAT IT Project Manager
Client Service Manager

FACILITATOR

Soren Lyngso

B1.  INITIAL SITUATION AND OBJECTIVES

The company is one of the world’s most important suppliers of systems 
for production and maintenance of catalogs to be reachable from many 
media. The catalogs can retrieve information across many databases and 
data media from alternative data providers.
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Customers are typically large international companies with internation-
ally distributed production and sale of their products.

Projects comprise internal development of standard systems and tailor-
made customer solutions. Client solutions may be recurring orders involv-
ing only a few adjustments in each case, or they may be completely new 
orders with varying degrees of solution development.

Customer projects today require no great intensity in cooperation with 
the customer, but there is a tendency that it is becoming increasingly nec-
essary to involve the client’s employees in system development, especially 
when it comes to more advanced user interfaces.

The wish for a new and better project environment must be seen as a 
natural progression toward greater efficiency and steadily improved com-
petitiveness and customer service.

To improve efficiency, a better overview of production processes and 
their contexts is needed. Production process data must be collected 
systematically in a way that allows for preparation of standard times 
for standardized procedures. Production process data must show how 
cooperation between the various departments is handled during a proj-
ect so that handover of partial deliveries can be ensured in time with the 
right quality.

It must be possible to assign available scarce resources across national 
borders.

It must be possible to prioritize projects, so that less critical projects do 
not inadvertently get critical resources assigned at a time when a more 
critical project requires their usage.

In order to increase competitiveness, besides through increased effi-
ciency, it must be possible to analyze the impact on the production capac-
ity of each customer order accurately in order to be able to build a realistic 
plan for cooperation with the customer on completion of a delivery.

The teams that are expected to complete a project must be shown as early as 
possible in the project database so that departments can plan their resource 
availability. The overview of resource capacity and the status of ongoing 
projects must be internationally available to sales and project management.

The future project information system must create visibility of active 
and planned projects, so that the cooperation between project partici-
pants, project managers and department managers can be handled on a 
realistic basis.

Acquired experience must be classified and available so that it can be 
used for future estimation and projects planning.
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It is especially desirable that project participants can visualize that they 
have been good at planning their projects.

The project management information system combined with improved 
business processes must ensure reliable and consistent information and 
communication in support of the daily project management and the long-
term capacity planning of resources.

It is essential that the system is implemented in harmony with that the 
organization is ready to exploit the system. Many small victories are better 
than one “big bang.”

It is important that workflows around the system usage are in place and 
that there is education covering the concurrent usage of all integrated 
information systems for project management.

Finally, it is important that pertinent standards are established and 
implemented before the systems go into operation.

B2.  VISIONS AND MISSIONS

B2.1  Development Manager

Based on our “Single Source” project database, employees at all levels have 
access to information that is sufficient to enable them to prioritize cor-
rectly. We get a collection of documented experiences that efficiently sup-
ports continuous improvement of our methods.

B2.2  Financial Manager

We get one common methodology across national borders.
This gives overview and visibility of impact on the project, department, 

and company level.
Efficiency and higher profits.
Not too bureaucratic.

B2.3  General Manager

A system that provides a reliable overview of responsibilities, milestones, 
deadlines, and status in the planning and execution of projects and that 
creates transparency and mutual understanding of processes and organi-
zational relationships.
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B2.4  Client Project Manager

We get a visible international project management system that is easy to 
maintain. The system facilitates an easier daily follow-up for management 
and project managers.

Project plans are maintained in a central location with real-time data 
that is accessible to stakeholders.

•	 Internal and external project plans are maintained in one place.
•	 It is visible, what activities are new compared to what was agreed.

B2.5  Sales Manager

Customers benefit directly from new solution:

•	 Web access to project status
•	 Visible development in cost and invoice base

Competitive advantages in the sales phase:

•	 Fast calculation and time estimation
•	 More solution options

Improved operational execution:

•	 Higher efficiency
•	 Improved tracking and experience documentation
•	 Common methods

B2.6  Production Deputy Manager

The system is reliable and shows the true picture of the project portfolio 
and the capacity utilization.

The system supports both short-term impact assessment and long-term 
capacity planning.

Potential projects get visible in the plan.

B2.7  LII

All stakeholders are satisfied with the solution.
The solution is used as intended.
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B2.8  Production Manager

Visible project execution (processes and resources)
Visible dependencies
Overview of project progress
Only three people update the project plan

B2.9  Quality Manager

We get an overview of executing and agreed projects and tasks so that 
each employee can make decisions about where the employee can set in 
with maximum benefit. This gives better job satisfaction, creates greater 
flexibility, leads to fewer errors, and results in higher throughput and 
improved performance.

B2.10  IT Project Manager

We establish a solution that is used.

B2.11  Client Service

The system supports both manager and employee to better planning and 
monitoring of projects based on “Single Source” available project information.

B3.  CRITICAL AND SUGGESTED SUCCESS FACTORS

B3.1  Effective project culture

	 1	 Impact → only projects in the system receive resources!
	 3	 The objectives of the system are known and accepted.
	 5	 Planning culture with respect for others planning.
	 6	 Provides insight for others into my projects.
	 13	 Responsibilities and tasks are always clearly defined.
	 14	 The users understand the benefits and importance of the solution.
	 15	 The system is embedded in the organization—also in 2 and 3 and 

n years.
	 18	 Increased employee satisfaction through better coordinated produc-

tion processes.
	 21	 The system must support the sharing of good ideas.
	 27	 We get a helpdesk for users of the system.



340  •  Appendix B: PQA Workshop Result Example

	 30	 Full overview of resources and their qualifications and their avail-
ability across the entire international organization.

	 32	 More efficient project process.
	 40	 It becomes apparent who must be notified when there are deviations 

from a plan.
	 42	 All involved stakeholders report problem situations in the system 

with the assurance that the situations are treated in time.
	 43	 Most activity in WCAT happens in projects and all departments are 

working toward common goals of the projects.
	 44	 The methodology foundation becomes so good that we can live a 

week without the system in operation.
	 46	  Who is responsible to update what in the system is visible.
	 47	 No excuse for not being proactive and for not taking initiatives.
	 49	 An internal team at WCAT is identified to ensure the success of the 

new system and the new workflows.
	 51	 We visualize reasons for decisions.
	 52	 We have established “Best Practice” standards.
	 53	 Decisions are made where the competence is the highest.
	 58	 Requirements for competence, qualifications, and responsibilities 

for all jobs are visualized.
	 60	 The system supports coordination across HQ and subsidiaries 

(including transfer pricing).
	 64	 There are consequences for not delivering time recording one time per 

week.
	 67	 We get better at finishing projects.

B3.2  The system supports optimal project implementation

	 2	 Reliable data that are validated before they come into the system.
	 7	 The system is integrated with other information systems so that the 

information is coordinated across these systems.
	 8	 Visible utilization of resources (billable time versus time spent).
	 9	 The system must make it easier for the users to do planning.
	 17	 Utilization of the system gives a measurable economic benefit.
	 19	 We get an overview of where we lose and make money so that we get 

an improved business focus.
	 22	 The invoice foundation appears significantly faster.
	 23	 Increased maneuverability.
	 24	 Flexible reporting capabilities that show relevant information.
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	 25	 Each employee has an overview of the tasks that the employee is allo-
cated to and used on.

	 26	 Be able to identify potential conflicts and deviations early in the project.
	 33	 Bottlenecks are visible.
	 34	 Internal and external plans can be maintained in the same place.
	 37	 The system is easily adaptable to new methods at WCAT.
	 39	 It will be visible if a task is behind or ahead of schedule.
	 45	 The system is proactive—it reminds the user about activity that must 

be initiated.
	 47	 No excuse for not being proactive and for not taking initiative.
	 50	 We can assess the impact of different projects and project portfolio 

scenarios.
	 56	 The system contains only one truth.
	 57	 We get fast and useful final costing of projects.
	 59	 The system can highlight the vulnerability relative to essential staffing.
	 65	 You can register all kinds of time spent in the system.

B3.3 � Conformity between our delivered services 
and the customer expectations

	 10	 Controlled project process with fewer surprises, higher predictability.
	 16	 The planned project times are respected.
	 20	 We can at any time inform the customer about the status of the costs 

incurred in the customer’s projects.
	 23	 Increased maneuverability.
	 28	 Higher customer satisfaction because we deliver what is agreed on time.
	 29	 Visible customer deliveries and consequences of the customer’s fail-

ure to comply with agreed conditions.
	 31	 The system provides a better basis for guiding the customer to an 

optimal process.
	 36	 Better time estimation for proposals (standard time).
	 40	 It becomes apparent who must be notified when there are deviations 

from a plan.
	 42	 All involved stakeholders report problem situations in the system 

with the assurance that the situations are treated in time.
	 48	 We must be able to detect and measure the quality of each process 

(e.g., agreed with the customer).
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B3.4  Applied and accepted management tool

	 4	 The sales team uses the system for capacity calculation and budget-
ing of potential projects.

	 11	 Increased reusability of collected data and experience.
	 12	 Better differentiated classification of time recording.
	 15	 The system is embedded in the organization—also in 2 and 3 and 

n years.
	 35	 The projects must be started and built uniformly when they are of 

the same type.
	 38	 The plans are available on the intranet.
	 41	 The system’s benefits are visualized and communicated.
	 54	 There is education internally in the system even after it has come 

into operation.
	 55	 We start up with a solution that quickly provides visible benefits and 

is widely used.
	 61	 The system data are protected against unauthorized access.
	 62	 It can be seen who has recorded system data.
	 63	 We get a proven method per type of project.
	 66	 The system demands very limited operational intervention.
	 68	 Accepted tool for leadership and management.

B3.5 � The solution contributes measurably 
to increased profitability

	 8	 Visible utilization of resources (billable time versus time spent).
	 11	 Increased reusability of collected data and experience.
	 17	 Utilization of the system gives a measurable economic benefit.
	 19	 We get an overview of where we lose and make money so that we get 

an improved business focus.
	 22	 The invoice foundation appears significantly faster.
	 36	 Better time estimation for proposals (standard time).
	 55	 We start up with a solution that quickly provides visible benefits and 

is widely used.
	 57	 We get fast and useful final costing of projects.

B3.6  Conformity between LI services and WCAT expectations

	 69	 LI meets agreed deadlines.
	 70	 LI coaches throughout the implementation.
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	 71	 WCAT is responsible for project management—LI ensures an effi-
cient process.

	 72	 WCAT are satisfied with LI services.

B4.  PQA MATRIX

Critical Success Factors:

EX
EC

U
TIO

N
 VA

LU
E

RESPO
N

SIBLE

6) � Conformity between LI services and WCAT expectations

5) � The solution contributes measurably to increased 
profitability

4) � Applied and accepted management tool

3) � Conformity between our delivered services and 
the customer expectations

2) � The system supports optimal project 
implementation

1)  Effective project culture
Activities: 1 2 3 4 5 6
1) Establish project team * * * * 1 MI
2) Establish project office	 * * * * 0 HK
3) �Define and document the 

essential project types
* * * 2 ML

4) �Define and document the 
optimal project management—
responsibilities, competences, 
rights, duties

* * * * * 2 JO

5) �Clarify and implement Phase 1 * * * 0 CT
6) �Develop user guide for WCAT 

use of the system—parameters, 
security, procedures, standards

* * * * 2 JO

7) Define metrics for earnings * * 0 LN
8)�Clarify course scope, content, 

and audience—conduct them
* * * 0 LM

9)�Inform the entire organization 
continuously about 
opportunities, goals, effects, and 
requirements

* * * 0 LM

10)�Install the system with 
established standards and 
access to desired data and 
functionality for all users

* * * 0 CT

11)� Acceptance testing of Phase 1 * * * * * * 0 LI
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B5.  ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION EXAMPLES

B5.1  Define and Document Essential Project Types

Activity 
Description 3) Define and document essential project types
Prepared by ML Date: 06.04.12
Delimitation This activity does not include the following:

•	 The specific project model and the contents of the activities 
in the individual departments

•	 The organizing of the projects and the roles in the WCAT 
(project)-organization

Products A document that describes the essential project types with 
clearly defined phases, when to change phase, and the 
distribution of responsibilities.

During this we should determine the interfaces and 
dependencies between the various functional areas.

Purpose The purpose of describing the essential project types is to 
define and document these in a structured way, and from this 
to:
•	 Be able to prioritize based on WCAT business objectives
•	 At any time, be able to see in which phase a project is and 

who is responsible
•	 Ensure that the individual employee has an overall view of 

the phases in essential project types
•	 Ensure a structured collection of experience-figures for 

each project type
•	 Ensure that the descriptions form the basis of the 

implementation in the COTS

Responsible JO

Other resources CT; ML
Qualifications:
Thorough understanding of WCAT business processes 
(service, workflow and products)
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Sub-activities Description of Tasks Resource Requirement

1) Identification of the essential 
project types.

JO, ML
(4 hours)

2) To carry out the analyses and 
describe the individual project 
types a group (person) per 
project type is established.

It is the responsibility of the 
individual group to:
•	 Describe the existing project 

workflow
•	 Identify the action areas/

problems
•	 Determine and describe the 

ideal project workflow 
(phases, when to change 
phase, etc.)

•	 Describe the distribution of 
responsibilities for the 
project workflow

Expected time consumption 
per group: 2 weeks

3) Configure COTS for the 
essential project types.

CT, LI, ML, JO
Expected time 
consumption: 4 weeks

Time frame August–October 12

Risks If this project is not given top priority by the management, the 
resources will disappear from the project.

A strong project team must be set up to ensure its visibility in 
the organization.

Efficient project culture does not arise of itself.
COTS is not able to support our description of the project 
types.

The system is not easily adapted to new project types.

Dependency on 
other activities

This activity can be started independently of other activities.
Close coordination with:
3) Define and document effective project management is 
necessary.
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B5.2  Define and Document Optimal Project Management

Activity 
Description 4) Define and document optimal project management

Prepared by JO Date: 08.19.12

Delimitation The definition and documentation must reflect the complexity of the 
project types we have in WCAT and also the resulting demands on 
managing and reporting (“We do not build spacecrafts”)

Products Clearly defined project workflows and established routines on workflow 
management

Purpose To create a common understanding of and experience in how 
projects should be managed so that our customers see us as 
professionals who keep their word and so that we continuously 
improve our efficiency and quality based on the experience gained

Responsible JO

Other 
resources

Departmental managers or others who are responsible in relation to 
our project types, Project Team, and Project Office

Sub-activities Description of Tasks Resource Requirements

1.1.1 1) �Define the required 
description for all project 
types to ensure consistency in 
views and results

Steering Group and Project Team

1.1.1 2) �Describe the workflow of the 
individual types based on 
start-up, implementation and 
completion criteria in 
accordance with the agreed 
template

Project Team together with the 
persons responsible for a 
workflow

1.1.1 3) �Describe roles in a workflow 
(participant types, 
departments involved)

Project Team and Steering Group

1.1.1 4) �Describe distribution of 
responsibilities including 
handover requirements and 
the related documentation 
(the baton), which must exist 
between processes

Project Team together with the 
persons responsible for a 
workflow
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Sub-activities Description of Tasks Resource Requirements

1.1.1 5) �Determine QA in a workflow 
to prevent errors

Project Team together with the 
departmental managers and 
Steering Group

1.1.1 6) �Determine measuring points 
in a workflow as regards time 
consumption to be able to:

•	 Estimate time for cost 
estimation

•	 Estimate time for planning
•	 Measure earnings

Project Team together with the 
departmental managers, LN, and 
Steering Group

1.1.1 7) Make cost accounting Project Team and Steering Group

1.1.1 8) Implementation form:
How do we define 
implementation

What signifies that a project has 
been handed over?

Project Team together with 
departmental managers

1.1.1 9) �Formalization of the 
cooperation with the 
customer before, during, and 
after

Project Team and Steering Group

1.1.1 10) �Continuous follow-up (what 
can be made more efficient 
in a similar workflow in the 
future), especially after the 
first implementation

Project Team, Project Office, and 
Steering Group

1.1.1 11) �Success criteria for a project 
type should be determined 
(did the customer get what 
we promised)

Project Team with Sales

1.1.1	 12) �Handover of the project to 
Support

Project Team

Time Frame Effective time: 1 week’s general preparation and 3 weeks per project 
type (workflow). Additionally 1 week per workflow for finalization 
of description.

Risks The project cannot be given the priority that was intended
The selected resources cannot participate at the right time
The dependent activities are delayed
The above-mentioned time estimate is wrong
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Dependency 
on other 
activities

Predecessors:
3) Define and document the essential project types
1) Establish Project Team
2) Establish Project Office
8) Internal courses must be held
11)Tools must be available

B5.3  Clarify and Implement Phase 1

Activity 
Description 5) Clarify and Implement Phase 1

Prepared by 
CT

Revised by LI

Date: 06.17.12
Date: 08.24.12

Delimitation Install the system in accordance with the specifications in the 
contract between ST and LI

Products COTS installed to be used for time registration and project and 
production planning in ST (DK, UK, US)

Define time frame and schedule for introduction of the individual 
elements in COTS

After the implementation, the system will be handed over from the 
project team to an operation organization

Purpose Ensure that the contractual obligations between ST and LI work as 
expected

Ensure technical functionality of delivered COTS

Responsible CT

Other 
resources

LI, ST UK, ST US, IT

Sub-activities Description of Tasks Resource Requirements

Define exact content of Phase 1 CT 40 hours
LI 40 hours

Prepare extra functionality:
Integration COTS and SAP
Production planning
Copying of project

CT 120 hours
LI max 105 hours
LI max 180 hours
LI max 95 hours

Test:
Connection to ST, UK, and US

CT, ST, UK, and US
20 hours
LI max 8 hours
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Install ST in DK, UK, US:
Time registration
Project management
Production management

CT 40 hours
ST UK 20 hours
ST US 20 hours

Handing over of running system 
to the operation organization

CT 20 hours
IT 40 hours

Time frame Extra functionality:
Integration COTS and SAP	 September 30, 2012
Production planning	 December 15, 2012
Copying of project		  January 31, 2013

Installation ST DK ST UK ST US

Time registration September 1, 
2012

January–May 
2013

June– 
September 
2013

Project 
management

Mid 
September 
2012 (old 
projects)

Production 
management

December 
2012

The handing over to the operation organization must take place 
continuously as the system elements are put into operation.

Risks Delayed specification of extra functionality
Delayed definition of the contents of training courses
Delayed definition of project types
Delayed definition of effective project management

Dependency 
on other 
activities

The installation of the system can only take place based on the 
results/part results of the following activities (predecessors):

6) Develop user guide for WCAT use of the system
8) Clarify courses scope, content, and audience and conduct them
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B5.4  Develop User Guide for WCAT Use of the System

Activity 
Description 6) �Develop user guide for WCAT use of the system

Prepared by JO Date: 08.19.12

Delimitation The handbook comprises only the necessary information. This 
means that it should not be thicker than absolutely necessary 
and it must be easily comprehensible.

Products A handbook that describes the routines and disciplines which 
must be maintained in relation to our project types.

Purpose That an employee who plays a part in a project type can see:
•	 What should be done in the course of the project
•	 How it should be done
•	 What is expected of him or her in the course of the project
•	 What he or she may expect from other participants in the 

project
That any new employee, as part of an introduction program, can 
obtain the above insight.

Responsible JO

Other 
resources

The project team and departmental managers in connection with 
revisions to ensure that the everyday life is reflected.

Sub-activities Description of Tasks
Resource Requirement
JEO + Project Team

1. � Define the expectations to the 
handbook

•	 Easy to use including good 
examples

•	 Easy access to information
•	 Always up-to-date
•	 A picture is worth a thousand 

words
2. � Make the skeleton of the book
3. � Make a good table of contents
4.  Produce the contents
5.  Proofread
6.  Finalization
7. � Establish an updating routine

Departmental managers
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Time frame Must be prepared concurrently with 
other processes toward the 
implementation (training before 
implementation).

Risks The project cannot obtain the intended priority
The selected resources cannot participate at the right time
The dependent activities are delayed
The above time estimate is too optimistic at the present time

Dependency 
on other 
activities

The following activities must have been completed:
1) Establish Project Team
2) Establish Project Office
3) Define project types
4) Define effective project management
The handbook may be prepared concurrently with, for instance, 
the finalization of project types.
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Appendix C: Delivery 
of Consultative Services 
Framework Agreement 
between Bank and Solution 
Provider Contract No. 999

C1.  GENERAL

This Framework Agreement between the Bank and the Solution Provider 
concerns delivery of IT consultative services.

Apart from this Document, the Framework Agreement consists of the 
following Attachments:

Attachment A:	 Consultative Services Agreement
Attachment B:	 Statement of Confidentiality

C2.  OBJECT AND SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT

The object of this Framework Agreement shall be to set out the terms and 
conditions for the consultative service rendered by the Solution Provider 
to the Bank. The terms and conditions laid down herein shall apply to 
any consultative service rendered by the Solution Provider on behalf of 
the Bank notwithstanding whether an agreement has been entered into in 
writing. However, as for term and prices the Agreement shall not be valid 
until after proper signing by both parties.

The detailed character of the consultative assistance, time consumption, 
and remuneration therefore shall be agreed and described in Attachments A 
and B, which shall be drafted in duplicate original and signed by both parties.

In the event of discrepancy between the Consultative Services agree-
ment and this Framework Agreement, this Framework Agreement shall 
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prevail unless a deviation from the Framework Agreement has explicitly 
been described in the Consultative Services agreement.

C3.  DEFINITION OF THE PARTIES

This Agreement shall apply to the Bank and its Affiliated Companies.
“Affiliated Companies” of the Bank means any legal entity:

•	 Directly owning or controlling the Bank
•	 Under the same direct or indirect ownership or control as the Bank, 

or
•	 Directly or indirectly controlled by the Bank

for so long as such ownership or control lasts. Ownership or control shall 
exist through direct or indirect ownership of more than fifty percent of 
the nominal value of the issued equity share capital or of more than 
fifty percent of the shares entitling the holders to vote for the election of 
directors or persons performing similar functions or right by any other 
means to elect or appoint directors or persons who collectively can exer-
cise such control.

C4.  THE BANK’S OBLIGATIONS

The Bank shall be obliged to make all of its relevant facilities available 
to the consultant, including office facilities, machine time on the Bank’s 
computer platform and assistance from agreed to available Bank employ-
ees to the extent necessary to ensure that the consultant can perform his 
or her work based on the consultant’s agreed competence and skill.

C5.  STAFF

	The Solution Provider shall only make consultants available, who have been 
approved by the Bank to possess the qualifications required by the Bank.

If the Bank so wishes, the Solution Provider shall provide the Bank with 
registrations of time spent for the consultative services rendered.
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The Solution Provider agrees that the Bank is entitled to request that a con-
sultant be substituted upon submission of reasonable arguments, including 
illness. In such event, the Solution Provider shall provide another consul-
tant who shall possess the professional qualifications. The change of con-
sultant including the time spent to hand over the contracted service shall 
take place without any costs or delivery time implications for the Bank.

The Bank shall be obliged not actively to employ or in any other way 
attach the Solution Provider’s consultants to its business without the prior 
approval of the Solution Provider within the terms of this Agreement.

The Bank shall be entitled to terminate this Framework Agreement 
forthwith if the Solution Provider without written approval from the Bank 
employs or in any other way attaches an employee with the Bank or an 
employee who was employed with the Bank during the last 12 months.

In the event that it becomes necessary to use a sub-solution provider, the 
sub-solution provider must co-sign the Attachments and the Framework 
Agreement. For the purposes of this Framework Agreement, sub-solution 
provider shall mean all persons and/or companies who/which the Solution 
Provider directly or indirectly uses to perform its obligations and who/
which are not employed with the Solution Provider.

The Bank shall be entitled not to use a sub-supplier, including named 
persons employed with the Solution Provider or with a sub-supplier.

Neither the Solution Provider’s use of sub-suppliers nor the Bank’s rejec-
tion to use sub-suppliers/named persons shall in any way change the 
Solution Provider’s obligations as set out in this Framework Agreement.

C6.  REMUNERATION

The Solution Provider shall invoice the Bank as specified in Attachment A.
Terms of payment, invoice date + 30 days.

C7.  WORKING HOURS

The working hours shall be all business days within ordinary hours. In 
case the Solution Provider needs to work outside these hours, access to the 
premises must be agreed in writing with the security officer.
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C8.  TRANSPORT (WITHIN COUNTRY)

Costs for daily transportation from the location of the Solution Provider to 
the location of the Bank shall be paid by the Solution Provider.

C9.  TRAVELING AND STAYING (OUTSIDE COUNTRY)

Costs for traveling and staying outside the country upon written instruc-
tions from the Bank shall be directly payable by the Bank.

C10.  INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS

All programs, details of specifications, screen structures, plans, user 
guides, and documentation, including source texts developed under 
this Agreement shall be the property of the Bank so that all intellectual 
property rights and other rights shall belong to the Bank unless otherwise 
agreed in Attachment A to this Framework Agreement.

Unless explicitly otherwise agreed or informed, the Solution Provider 
shall guarantee that the documentation and other results provided by 
the Solution Provider and delivered to the Bank do not infringe third-
party rights.

C11.  STANDARDS AND SECURITY RULES

The Solution Provider shall be obliged to use and observe the standards 
and rules for IT system development applicable to the Bank, the Solution 
Provider’s own company rules of ethics, and the Bank’s security rules.
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C12.  CONFIDENTIALITY

The parties and their employees shall be subject to an unconditional 
duty of silence as for any knowledge of, information on, or documenta-
tion of the other party’s internal matters, plans, products, finances, cli-
entele, etc., which the other party or its employees have learned through 
the cooperation.

The duty of silence is irrevocable.
This is confirmed by each of the consultants through the signing of the 

Bank’s Statement of Confidentiality (Attachment B).
The Solution Provider shall not use the Bank as reference without the 

prior written approval of the Bank. The Solution Provider shall not send 
out public information on this Framework Agreement or publicize parts 
of or the entire contents of this Framework Agreement without the prior 
written approval of the Bank.

C13.  FORCE MAJEURE

Under this Framework Agreement, neither the Bank nor the Solution 
Provider shall be deemed to be in breach of their obligations in relation to 
the other party if such breach is solely due to external events on which the 
parties have no influence themselves.

Force majeure relating to delay shall not be claimed for a number of 
hours in excess of the number of hours for which the force majeure situ-
ation lasted. Force majeure shall only be claimed if the party in question 
has informed the other party thereof in writing no later than 4 working 
days after the occurrence of the force majeure situation.

However, the party not affected by the force majeure situation shall be 
entitled to cancel the Agreement if the agreed time of delivery is exceeded 
by more than 10 days due to force majeure. In such event, both parties 
shall as soon as possible return everything which they have received from 
the other party and no further claims shall exist between the parties.
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C14.  TERM AND TERMINATION

This Framework Agreement shall be in force for a period of 1 year as from 
the commencement date. The Agreement shall be up for re-negotiation no 
later than 3 months prior to expiry.

This Framework Agreement may be terminated by either party giving 
three months’ notice in writing until the first day of a month.

However, this Framework Agreement shall be non-terminable and with-
out limitation in time as for the rules on confidentiality, rights, governing 
law, and arbitration.

C15.  GOVERNING LAW AND ARBITRATION

This Framework Agreement shall be governed by Country law.
Disputes arising between the parties and which cannot be settled 

amicably shall finally and with binding effect be settled through 
arbitration in accordance with “the Rules of Procedure” for Country 
Arbitration. The award rendered by the arbitration tribunal shall be 
based on Country law. As for the question of legal costs, the arbitration 
tribunal’s award shall be based on applicable rules on legal costs for 
legal proceedings.

This Framework Agreement has been signed in duplicate original and 
each party shall receive one original hereof.

Date:				    Date:

______________________ 	 ______________________________
For and on behalf of the Bank	 For and on behalf of the Solution Provider
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Appendix D: Consultative 
Services Agreement under 
Delivery of Consultative 
Services Framework 
Agreement 999 between 
Bank and Solution Provider

D1.  REFERENCE TO THE FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT

Contract number 999

D2.  DESCRIPTION OF THE TASK AND OBJECTIVES

Name of work package and reference to work package document. Further 
specifications as agreed to.

D3.  CONSULTANCY SERVICE

Delivery of agreed work package on fixed price fixed delivery date. Special 
conditions deviating from the Framework Agreement.
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D4. � CONTACT PERSONS—SOLUTION 
PROVIDER AND BANK

The contact person or a named backup person must be available to talk 
about any issue with a delay of no more than one hour on any working day. 
It is the Solution Provider’s responsibility to inform the named Bank con-
tact person about who is to be used for contact person, when this person 
deviates from the contact person in this agreement.

D5.  START/END

Start is upon signature of this Consultative Services Agreement.
End is at latest ____/____/____.

D6.  PLACE OF WORK

The bank dedicated premises.

D7.  PRICE

The price is EUR ____ ____ ____.
The price is exclusive of TVA, travel, and accommodation.
Travel and accommodation is based on documented reasonable costs and 
must be approved in advance for consultants with residence outside Country.
__% of the price can be invoiced after 25 working days of satisfactory 
progress as judged by the Bank.

Up to 100% of the price can be invoiced after satisfactory delivery of the 
work package solution signed off by the bank IT Director.
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D8.  NOTICE OF TERMINATION

In case of termination without delivery of the agreed work package solu-
tion the Solution Provider is not entitled to any form of remuneration.

For each working day of delay after the end date agreed in §5 the price 
under §7 is decreased by 1%.

A delay of more than 20 working days after the end date agreed in §5 
terminates automatically this agreement and the Solution Provider is not 
entitled to any form of remuneration.

D9.  SIGNATURES OF SOLUTION PROVIDER/BANK

Date:				    Date:

______________________ 	 ______________________________
For and on behalf of the Bank	 For and on behalf of the Solution Provider
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Appendix E: Introduction to 
Participants in Information 
Requirements Study

E1.  SCOPE

An Information Requirements Study (IRS) uncovers the required infor-
mation, information systems, and procedures needed for the execution of 
business functions.

IRS is performed whenever the organization needs important changes 
and improvements in the way it is doing business for many different reasons:

•	 Legal changes
•	 Market condition
•	 New products
•	 Merging with other organizations
•	 Splitting up activities into separate organizations

IRS is performed at three levels of the analyzed organization:

	 1.	Section level, which includes employees and managers from the 
operational areas such as Stock Control, Accounting, Sales Order 
Handling, Production Planning, Client Service, Back Office, Trade 
Desk, etc. dealing directly with production, acquisition, sales, and 
delivery of the corporate products. The sections are defined especially 
for IRS to ensure that all business functions are covered by the study

	 2.	Departmental Management level, which includes managers who 
are responsible for the planning of coherent operational activity, 
such as financial management, production management, logistics, 
quality, portfolio management, compliance, etc. Also on this level it 
is ensured that the managers cover all business functions.

	 3.	Executive Management level, which includes leaders who are respon-
sible for the organization’s policies and the strategic initiatives.
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The IRS process, including selection of interview/review participants, 
is coordinated by a cross-organizational IRS Reference group and an IRS 
Workgroup. The IRS Workgroup with a facilitator (most often external to 
the studied organization) and an internal IRS project manager supported 
by a member of the IRS Reference group perform all studies/interviews on 
all IRS levels.

The resulting documentation is produced by the IRS facilitator in col-
laboration with the interview participants (documentation owners), the 
IRS project manager, and the IRS Reference group.

E1.1  Product

The IRS result is presented as a set of reports of which the concluding 
IRS consolidated report is a requirements specification for one or more 
solution components. A solution in this context is a complex combina-
tion of:

•	 Organizational change requirements (business roles, functions, 
procedures)

•	 Requirements to IT-based information systems
•	 IT requirements (technology, security, safety, reliability, integrate-

ability, availability)

Each IRS result explains:

•	 Why the suggested solution is required
•	 Why an existing solution can been used
•	 Why an existing solution has been made obsolete or needs improvement

In this way IRS creates a commonly accepted foundation for future pro-
grams and projects concerned with planning, development, implementa-
tion, and governance of corporate information system solutions.

The IRS consolidation process uses Object Lifecycle Analysis and docu-
ments types such as:

•	 Cross-reference tables
•	 Entity Relationship Diagrams (ERD)
•	 Data-flow diagrams (DFD)
•	 Create, Read, Update, and Delete (CRUD) tables
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The document types are tools for data and process normalization.
The normalization of data and processes ensures solution integrity 

and consistency.

E1.2  Objective

The requirement for information is documented in such a way that it 
visualizes how the users of the future solutions can optimize their work-
ing processes and their roles and behavior on operational and manage-
ment levels.

E1.3  IRS Terminology

E1.3.1  Objects and Entities

We do not regard these as different for the purpose of IRS. Entities is a 
practical term from relational database terminology which fits the nor-
malization need well, while objects is a term from object-oriented system 
development that fits our need for open systems well.

You don’t need to regard them as different.

E1.3.2  Interviews

IRS interview reports are created based on interviews or workshops.
Each IRS interview is performed with participation of:

•	 Interviewers are the IRS facilitator and the IRS project manager (the 
IRS Workgroup).

•	 A key person from the IRS Reference group participates if possible 
in all interviews.

•	 Interviewees are selected employees and managers from the business 
functions covered by the interview, that is, the best available experi-
ence and knowledge motivated for change.

The selected persons prepare themselves for the interview by collecting 
pertinent documentation used during their business processes as results 
or guidelines (e.g., Quality System documentation, forms, etc.).

The interviewers and the IRS Reference group key person support the 
interviewed employees and managers to describe:

•	 Responsibilities (Why)
•	 Work processes (What)
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•	 Information requirements (available or not available, needing or not 
needing improvement)

•	 Communication with internal and external organizations

The final report is approved and owned by the interviewees and it can 
only be updated by the interviewees.

E1.3.3  Sections

A section is a logical organizational unit on an operational level that is 
specific to the conduction of the IRS. The section is responsible for the 
quality of a set of results that are used inside the section or by other sec-
tions in the pursuit of delivery of high quality results to the users and buy-
ers of the corporate products.

Employees in a logical section are dealing with related tasks in order 
to deliver complete and consistent results, which comply with the overall 
policy and strategy of the corporation.

Normally 1 to 4 employees from a section possess all knowledge and 
experience needed.

Managers and employees in a section are normally concerned with the 
following types of information and functional relationships:

Function
Management

Statistics
Productivity

Order
Service
Performance

Order
Service

Statistics
Productivity

Decision Support Decision

Decision SupportDecision

Procedures
Compliance
Change

Process
Improvement

SectionVendor Client

Activity
Performance

E1.3.4  Departments

Managers on a departmental level use their information for decision sup-
port in short- and long-term decision-making processes.

Departmental managers are normally concerned with the following 
types of information and functional relationships:
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Executive
Board

Capacity
Cost/Bene�t
Priority

Resources
Quality
Price

Need
Bene�t

Schedule
Resource Requirements
Usage

Decision Support Decision

Decision SupportDecision

Strategy
Budget

Capacity
Priority
Budget

Functions
ResponsibilityVendor Client

Activity
Management

On this basis, the Departmental IRS report gets a structure (see below), 
which reflects this assumption.

E1.3.5  Executive Board

Executive board members are normally concerned with the following 
types of information and functional relationships:

Board
Strategy
Cost/Bene�t

Competition
Partnership
�reats

Set Scope
Manage
Quality

Quality
Resource Requirements
Usage

Decision Support Decision

Decision SupportDecision

Capacity
Budget

Capacity
Budget

Executive
BoardMarket Market

Organisation

On this basis, the Executive Board IRS report gets a structure (see 
below), which reflects this assumption.

E1.3.6  Consolidation Workshop and Consolidated IRS Report

The IRS consolidation is finally performed by the IRS Reference group and 
the IRS Workgroup who produces the consolidated IRS report.
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When the IRS process is ready for consolidation after approval of 
all interview reports, new members of the IRS Reference group might 
be required in order to ensure state-of-the-art and business compli-
ant recommendations prior to approval by the sponsor (the Strategy 
Governance group).

The IRS consolidation workshop establishes a common terminology, 
which is used in the IRS Consolidated Report. This report describes the 
structure and contents of required information, and it describes the infor-
mation systems, the technology, and the business functions, which are 
required in order to ensure availability, reliability, validity, security, and 
consistency of this information.

E1.4  Procedure

All participants receive this introduction and participate in one or more 
kick-off presentations (3 hours’ duration), where their roles and responsi-
bilities are outlined and agreed to, and the expected results are presented.

There is one interview and 1 to 2 reviews for each section and each man-
ager/management group.

It is recommended that participants in interviews prepare themselves by 
listing their current and future requirements for information in support of 
their tasks and decisions in connection with:

•	 Planning and controlling work procedures
•	 Reporting requirements from/to internal and external sources

It is recommended that the participants bring documentation and other 
examples covering:

•	 Forms and documents used
•	 Reports, minutes, etc.

E1.5  Areas of Responsibility

The IRS facilitator is responsible for ensuring that all participants are prop-
erly informed about the IRS process, their role, and their IRS responsibilities.

The IRS facilitator writes the first draft interview report which shows 
the interviewee how the report should be structured. This draft cannot be 
expected to have the content quality that can be accepted and owned by 
the interviewee without a thorough review and approval process.
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The IRS participants are expected to talk openly and describe their 
requirements and wishes as they interpret them in their own language 
during the interview. The interviewers will have to understand this lan-
guage in order to be able to document the requirements.

The interviewed participants are fully responsible for the final content 
quality of their report. The interviewees own their report and are invited 
to improve this report as required in the future.

The IRS Reference group supports the IRS facilitator and the IRS project 
manager. The IRS facilitator and the IRS project manager keep the inter-
view participants informed about the IRS progress so the participants 
understand their role at any point in time:

•	 Interview preparation
•	 Report review
•	 Report writing
•	 Report sign-off
•	 Report distribution

E1.6  Interview Content

The interviews visualize the participants’ information requirements in 
order to solve their daily tasks in compliance with their responsibilities 
and authority by answering the following questions:

•	 What are their tasks and the objectives of these tasks, and why?
•	 What is the importance of these tasks as seen from the other parts of 

the organization, and why?
•	 What information is used for what, and why?
•	 What new or enhanced information will make it easier to handle the 

tasks, and why?
•	 What information used originates from others, for example, from 

management, other sections, other departments, external partners, 
and why?

•	 What information used is archived and maintained, and why?
•	 What information used is delivered to others, for example, to manage-

ment, other sections, other departments, external partners, and why?
•	 How well do the existing solutions (with or without IT system) sup-

port the way we solve our tasks, and why?



370  •  Appendix E: Introduction to Participants in Information

•	 How can integration of solutions enhance communication and 
improve information quality, and why?

•	 Suggested solutions, and why?

It is recommended that the interviewees bring examples of forms and 
reports in support of explanation, issues, and recommendations.

E1.7  Interview Result

Each interview is documented in a report with a predefined format. It 
describes the workflows, the required decisions, and the information 
requirements in the terminology of the interviewees.

At the same time, the report has a structure and a content, which makes 
it an agreed common framework of reference for the interviewees and the 
internal and external service providers who must deliver efficient solu-
tions in support of the interviewees later on.

The approved interview report belongs to the interviewees and is distributed 
to relevant management levels when it has been approved by the interviewees.

E1.7.1  Section Report

A section report has the following defined structure and content:

	 1.	Scope, product, and purpose
		  Scope describes the extent of the section’s responsibilities and func-

tions, including who the principal “suppliers” and “customers” are.
		  Product describes the services and physical products that the sec-

tion’s activity results in.
		  Purpose describes the expected and desired quality of the sec-

tion’s products, including their ability to fulfill the section’s and 
the company’s needs. The purpose should be related to the outside 
world need that is covered by the section and the section’s own 
quality requirements.

	 2.	Available information and its usage
		  For each of the section’s responsibilities/main functions it is described 

how the required information is obtained, used, and released to/
from other sections and other organizations.

	 3.	Required information, which is currently not available
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		  It is described how additional or better information can improve the 
efficiency of responsibilities/main functions of the section, including 
the quality of products supplied to other sections or company stake-
holders, such as owners, customers, and suppliers.

		  All the expressed wishes must be justified; WHY must be answered 
accurately with indication of the benefits obtained.

	 4.	The value of the required information
		  The specific advantages that can be obtained from availability of the 

required information are listed, including their value to the organi-
zation if it can be estimated.

	 5.	Information Flows
		  Examples shown:
		  Information received by section		  from section/others
		  Application form			   Potential tenant
		  Information maintained by section
		  Tenancy agreement
		  Information delivered from section		  to section/others
		  Tenancy agreement			   Tenant
	 6.	Suggested improvements to available IT and functional solutions
		  Wishes for better procedures, both manual and IT-based, that 

could support the generation and maintenance of better informa-
tion and communication.

		    Also inconveniences in existing information systems are highlighted.
		  A detailed review of existing solutions is not sought unless it is a 

prerequisite to understanding why the solution is inappropriate.
		    All the expressed wishes must be justified; WHY must be answered 

accurately with indication of the benefits obtained.
	 7.	Suggested integration of systems
		  The need for the establishment of communication where it does not 

exist and for improvements to existing communication where there 
are problems of quality, timing, or information content.

		    Highlight problems associated with duplication of registration or 
lack of access to consistent information that currently is spread over 
disconnected “islands.”

		    All the expressed wishes must be justified; WHY must be answered 
accurately with indication of the benefits obtained.

	 8.	Expected value of improvements
		  The specific advantages of better information systems and business 

procedures and integration are listed, including their value for the 
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company if it can be estimated. The value is allocated on benefits 
and savings.

	 9.	Suggested (new) IT solutions
		  Here is free play for the section’s interview participants and interview-

ers; your imagination can be used to the best effect. However, it must 
be remembered that all the expressed wishes must be justified; WHY 
must be answered accurately with indication of the benefits obtained.

	 10.	The following types of annexes can be attached:

•	 Descriptions of all identified objects attributes and usage
•	 DFD for the section
•	 ERD

E1.7.2  Department Report

	 1.	Scope, Products, and Purpose
		  Scope describes the extent of the department’s responsibilities and 

functions, including who the principal “suppliers” and “customers” are.
		  Product describes the services and physical products that the 

department’s activity results in. This product can be described 
more qualitatively than the related sections; it is often a framework 
for these.

		  Purpose describes the expected and desired quality of the depart-
ment’s products, including their ability to fulfill the section’s and the 
company’s needs.

	 2.	Wishes for improved information
		  Need for information related to the essential decisions that are the 

primary product, for which the department level is responsible.
	 3.	Potential improvements in decision support
		  It is specified here how improved information creates better over-

view, more consistent information, and more valid information, 
which together reduces uncertainty and risk in the department’s 
decision making and budgeting/planning of business operations and 
Strategic Initiatives.

	 4.	Expected benefits from improvements
		  The specific advantages that can be obtained from availability of the 

improved information are listed, including their value to the organi-
zation even if the advantage is intangible.
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E1.7.3  Executive Board Report

	 1.	The company’s overall business objectives
•	 Scope (business area/industry)
•	 Product (market)
•	 Purpose (quality, market share, growth)

	 2.	Wishes for improved information
		  Need for information related to the essential decisions that are the 

primary product, for which the executive level is responsible.
	 3.	Potential improvements in decision support
		  It is specified here how improved information creates better over-

view, more consistent information, and more valid information for 
the governance of current business and strategic initiatives.

	 4.	Expected benefits from improvements
		  The specific advantages that can be obtained from availability of the 

improved information.

E1.8  Quality Assurance and Review

The interviewees will normally receive the resulting IRS section or man-
agement report within 2 days after the interview.

The interviewees have at least two days to review and suggest correc-
tions to the report before they participate in one or more review meetings, 
where the report is finally written and approved. The IRS Workgroup and 
the IRS Reference group members support the interviewees in their review 
process.

The final report whether written by the IRS facilitator or the interview-
ees themselves is approved by the interviewees and is regarded as property 
of the interviewees that are listed on the section and management report 
front page.

E1.9  Conclusion and Recommendations

Consolidation of the different interview reports into the IRS Consolidated 
Report is solved using Object Lifecycle Analysis (OLA), which is a method 
with its own document standard.

OLA uses the different objects that were identified during the interviews:

•	 Action objects (Sale, Purchase, Fee, Corporate actions, Claims, etc.)
•	 Structure objects (Client, Location, Security, Dealer, Custodian, etc.)
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OLA ensures complete requirements in the form of business processes, 
action information objects, and structure information objects.

The IRS Reference group supported by the IRS project manager and the 
IRS facilitator participate in the OLA workshop.

The IRS consolidation workshop establishes a common terminology, 
which is used in the IRS Consolidated Report. This terminology is docu-
mented in the Vocabulary, which contains the following:

•	 Term (word or abbreviation)
•	 Definition
•	 Usage example

The IRS Consolidated Report describes the structure and contents of 
required information, and it describes the information systems, the tech-
nology, and the business functions and procedures, which are required in 
order to ensure availability, reliability, validity, security, and consistency 
of this information in the conduct of the corporate business covered by 
the IRS.

The solution requirements documented in the IRS Consolidated report 
are in classic text, but graphics elements are used as well:

•	 DFD
•	 Workflows
•	 ERD
•	 Input/output matrices
•	 Role/Responsibility diagrams

The OLA method is also used for solution design, where it is supple-
mented with user interface design based on technological opportunities 
and other documents standards such as described in Chapter 5. Detailed 
solution design is not in the scope of IRS.

E1.10  Annexes to the IRS Introduction

The IRS interview participants before the interview must be informed 
about the IRS project objectives, the IRS Scope. It is therefore important 
that the following material from Process Quality Assurance (PQA) in 
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the IRS Reference group is attached to this introduction to the inter-
view participants:

•	 IRS Reference group visions
•	 Critical Success Factors
•	 PQA Matrix
•	 Guide to Object Description
•	 Forms for Object Description and vocabulary elements

In the IRS introduction meeting, a copy of the PowerPoint presentation 
used should be available.
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Appendix F: FOSIS 
Information Requirements 
Study OLA Consolidated 
Report Extract with Summary 
and Conclusion 2013

F1.  SUMMARY

FOSIS must support all defense healthcare tasks:

•	 Consultation and treatment on infirmaries with and without dentist 
clinic, ships, and field hospitals

•	 Aviation and diver medical consultations
•	 Patient logistics in peace, crisis, and war
•	 Material logistics and maintenance in peace, crisis, and war
•	 Personnel management
•	 Quality Management and Administration

FOSIS will comprise the following modules to be implemented in the 
shown sequence:

	 1.	Consultation
Treatment

	 2.	Patient logistics
	 3.	Personnel planning
	 4.	Procurement

Inventory management
Material maintenance
Inspection

	 5.	Development
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As the modules are defined here they support all healthcare tasks in the 
defense with at least the following benefits:

•	 Benefit description

The value of the benefits has been pessimistically estimated to at least €4 
million per year through:

•	 Better utilization of resources
•	 Healthier personnel
•	 Improved quality of offered healthcare services

We estimate that the full value of benefits can be earned over a 3-year 
implementation period.

First year cost based on experience with the full implementation of a 
COTS-based solution across all defense barracks is estimated to be €3 
million.

If the defense decides to base the solution on the integrated defense 
COTS application that is not prepared for a FOSIS solution, the first year 
costs and the annual operation costs will be considerably higher.

Annual operation costs are estimated at €1 million per year.
The suggested FOSIS solution with requirements to integration, tech-

nology, and organization fulfills all Critical Success Factors from the PQA 
that initiated this IRS.

The estimates do not take into account adaptation to international 
defense standards except for the WHO terminology standards and the 
already established NATO standards. These standards must be adhered to 
in FOSIS as they become available.

The future COTS vendor for FOSIS must guarantee compliance of func-
tions, data, and reporting terminology and classification concerned with 
national and international healthcare standards at delivery and by deliv-
ery of adequate adaptation and new versions in the future.

F2.  THE FOSIS TASK

Replace all current systems and improve the services provided by DHS.
The primary wish is to get implemented an electronic health journal 

that follows all personnel wherever they are in peace, crisis, and war.
The health journal must function irrespective of geographical placement.



Appendix F: FOSIS Information Requirements Study  •  379

F2.1  Introduction

DHS (Defense Healthcare Service) requires new Information Systems.

F2.2  The DHS Situation and Initial Conditions

DHS employs 999 persons distributed as doctors, dentists, nurses, assis-
tant nurses, and administrative personnel.

F2.2.1  DHS Tasks

Primary DHS tasks comprise:

•	 Prevention and treatment of military personnel health problems. In 
peace time, the military personnel is conducted to the civil health-
care system for treatment.

•	 Military healthcare training of an important number of doctors and 
healthcare personnel that can be called upon under crisis, catastro-
phes, and war.

•	 Support of civil institutions concerned with helicopter-based sur-
veillance and sea rescue tasks including development of special 
equipment to this end.

F2.2.2  DHS Current IT-Based Systems

F2.3  The IRS Method Used

The method used to prepare this requirements specification is IRS.

F2.3.1  IRS

IRS comprises the following activities:

•	 Establishment of study scenario
•	 Definition of sections (virtual organization that encompasses all 

DHS tasks)
•	 Selection of participants (Facilitator, Workgroup, Reference Group, 

Section interview participants, etc.)
•	 IRS Introduction to participants
•	 Interviews with section participants
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•	 Documentation of task-based sectional information requirements
•	 Review and approval of section IRS reports
•	 Management level interviews and IRS management report writing, 

review, and approval
•	 Consolidation workshop with IRS Workgroup and IRS Reference 

group to write this report
•	 IRS result sign off by sponsor

The IRS has been done on three organizational levels of DHS:

	 1.	Sections with managers from:
•	 Infirmaries with and without dental clinic
•	 Air force stations (aviation medicine)
•	 Fleet stations (diver medicine)
•	 Ship and sea rescue service
•	 Field hospital

	 2.	Departmental managers:
•	 Doctors
•	 Veterinary doctors
•	 Dentists
•	 Planning

	 3.	Executive Manager:
•	 The doctor general

The IRS-process with selection of qualified and competent participants 
in interviews is coordinated in a cross-organizational DHS IRS Reference 
group. Resulting documentation and method support is delivered by an 
external facilitator and an experienced DHS project manager in an IRS 
Workgroup supported by the DHS IRS Reference group.

F2.3.2  Interviews

Each interview has the following participants:

•	 Interviewers (project manager and facilitator)
•	 A person from the IRS reference group
•	 Selected persons from section or management level
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The interview participants have the responsibility for the quality of the 
report content.

We have established five sectional reports with the following content:

•	 Tasks, products, and objective
•	 Why the tasks are performed in the context of DHS
•	 Information used
•	 Information not available that could improve section performance
•	 Information exchange with others
•	 Possible improvements of current systems and procedures
•	 Improvements of current systems and procedures from integration 

of systems
•	 Potential benefits from improved systems, procedures, and integration
•	 Suggested solutions (not required)

We have established three departmental reports:

•	 Department responsibility and tasks
•	 Who are the primary clients?
•	 Who are the primary vendors?

•	 The results and the result quality (client needs satisfied) of the 
departments activity

•	 Expected and required quality of the departments products
•	 Need of improved information
•	 Potential improvement of decision foundation
•	 Expected benefits from improvements

We have established one executive level report (doctor general):

•	 The business objectives of DHS
•	 Need of improved information
•	 Potential improvement of the foundation for decision making
•	 Expected benefits from improvements

F2.3.3  Consolidation of the Interview Reports

The conclusions in the interview reports are coordinated in a workshop 
with the IRS Workgroup and the IRS Reference group that could have lost 
participants or have had participants added.
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The interviews have shown a series of information elements used in the 
work of the interviewed:

•	  Some information elements describe actions (consultation, diagno-
sis, usage of material, experience element, etc.)

•	  Some information elements describe the DHS structure (organiza-
tion, infirmary, material, patient, personnel, etc.)

In the Consolidation Workshop the participants decide on the func-
tionality that is required in the future information system. The point 
of departure is the actions of DHS and these actions’ requirements for 
procedures and information in order to be performed efficiently. It is 
thus decided what functionality the system elements must offer to the 
users thereof.

This report is the result of the IRS interviews and the IRS 
Consolidation Workshop.

F2.4  Other Source Material

The following supplementary source material has been used:

•	 Pertinent civil and military healthcare legislation and conditions
•	 Electronic healthcare record architecture
•	 Civil healthcare classification system
•	 The ministry of defense IT-strategy

F3.  FUNCTIONAL AREA INFORMATION NEEDS

FOSIS IRS has been conducted within the following organization structure:
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Direction Level
Interview

Department Level Interviews

Section Level Interviews

Doctor General

Medical Doctor
MED

In�rmary Divers Aviation SHIP Field Hospital

Veterinary Doctor
VET

Dentist
DENT

Admin Planning
PLAN

Sections refer to a military command unit, but for their rules of health-
care conduct they refer to DHS.

All managers have received all section reports before their IRS manage-
ment level interview.

The doctor general had access to all sectional and departmental reports 
before the direction level interview.

F3.1  The Doctor General

F3.1.1  The Business Objectives of DHS

F3.1.2  Need of Improved Information

F3.1.3  Potential Improvement of the Foundation for Decision Making

F3.1.4  Expected Benefits from Improvements

By a more systematic follow-up on diagnosis and related treatments for 
the single patient, the doctor general would get a better foundation for 
inspections, perform better inspections, and get an improved foundation 
for continuous performance improvement.

Objective measurements of product quality can be used for improved 
quality management.

Education of healthcare personnel can be adapted to the epidemio-
logical development pattern in the military, which will improve the 
performance of the education and the personnel in support of better 
infirmary performance.

Ongoing updated information about personnel education needs and 
wishes can improve the planning and performance of the healthcare per-
sonnel training and the healthcare personnel carrier opportunities.
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If DHS gets the resource management responsibility for healthcare per-
sonnel, this management results in higher DHS performance.

The DHS product and performance can be made more visible by regis-
tration of time used in defense and civil research, which can contribute to 
a more realistic budget for DHS based on the real defense benefits from the 
DHS organization.

F3.2  Medical Doctors

The medical doctors have the responsibility for the defense healthcare 
quality.

F3.2.1  Products

The medical doctors establish qualitative and quantitative requirements to 
the healthcare condition in Army, Navy, and Air Force.

The structure of infirmary duty is adapted to the ongoing structural 
changes in the defense, where ordinary military personnel and personnel 
such as pilots and divers with special healthcare requirements are the pri-
mary clients (patients).

F3.2.2  Objective

The medical doctors must within their resource budget and the DHS con-
ditions in general manage the medical treatment of the defense personnel 
in order to ensure the physical and psychological health of the person-
nel that best possible satisfies the defense requirements for functionally 
capable personnel.

F3.2.3 � The Results and the Result Quality (Client Needs 
Satisfied) of the Departments Activity

The medical doctors give advice to the doctor general concerning:

•	 Defense healthcare needs
•	 Defense healthcare human resource requirements

The medical doctors coordinate the contact with civil national and 
international organizations.
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Other responsibilities comprise:

•	 Personnel
•	 Inspection
•	 Infirmary capacity planning
•	 Education, skill, and competence planning

F3.2.4  Suggested Procedure Improvements and Their Benefits

•	 Improved skill and competence information for improved education 
planning and better education performance

•	 Improved information about military exercises placement and tim-
ing will make it possible to ensure a better service in these situations

•	 The patient health journal must always be accessible under the medi-
cal contact with the personnel, which will require an IT-supported 
patient journal system

•	 Only WHO-coding of diagnosis should be used for homogenous 
registration in the infirmaries and field hospitals

•	 FOSIS must be integrated with similar NATO-based systems for 
improved international cooperation under international crisis and 
war conditions with, for example, UN or NATO involvement

•	 Improved personnel information exchange between defense and civil 
doctors can provide much better healthcare to the concerned personnel

F3.3  Veterinary Doctors

F3.4  Dentists

F3.5  Planning

F3.6  Infirmaries

F3.7  Aviation medicine

F3.8  Diver Medicine

F3.9  Field Hospital (FHOSP)

An international FHOSP has been used as a model for this section. The 
relationships among departments inside the FHOSP and the relations 
with direct partners (the logistics battalion), other sanitary units (1.-3. og 
5. echelon), other FHOSP, NATO-partners, DHS, and civil hospitals has 
been studied.
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FHOSP is subordinated a logistics battalion. Replenishment of mate-
rial and equipment and reparation and maintenance support is required 
through this logistics battalion.

FHOSP must be able to serve nationally and internationally, for exam-
ple, as demanded from UN, NATO, OSCE, or EU partners.

FHOSP is focused on chirurgical treatment at least on high civil quality 
level. It receives, treats, and evacuates patients. It delivers sanitary equip-
ment and material to sanitary units closer to the front (1.-3. echelon).

FHOSP comprises the following “departments”:

•	 Reception and registration
•	 Ambulatory
•	 X-ray, EKG
•	 Dental clinic
•	 Operation rooms
•	 Intensive/anesthetic
•	 Bed sections
•	 Isolation
•	 Sterilization
•	 Laboratory
•	 Evacuation/leave instruction/administration/conference
•	 Sanitary supply
•	 Kitchen/cafeteria
•	 Operational (logistics and communication)
•	 Technique and maintenance (power, plumbing, electronics)
•	 Personnel quarters (tents, containers)
•	 Rolling materiel (parking)

FHOSP is 4. echelon, while the supply of material, power, plumbing, etc. 
is 1. echelon relative to FHOSP functionality. This means that basically all 
supply of material and equipment must be delivered from national ground 
because 1. echelon carries as little material as possible.

For the FHOSP a manual journal system has been developed. The field 
journal has been replaced by a Field Medical Card (FMC) covering the 
journaling needs at 2. and 3. echelon. FMC complies with NATO STANAG 
requirements. FMC is relatively fail-safe as no written documentation is 
required except for y/n tick off.
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The route of the wounded is:

	 4.	Place of injury (1. echelon)
	 5.	Departmental place of bandage (2. echelon)
	 6.	Main place of bandage (3. echelon)
	 7.	FHOSP (4. echelon)
	 8.	Civil hospital or garrison infirmary (5. echelon)

Healthcare documentation comprises:

	 1.	Echelon—Fills out FMC in English, French, and national language.
	 2.	Echelon—Fills out FMC front page in English, French, and 

national language.
	 3.	Echelon—Fills out FMC last (back) page in English, French, and 

national language.
	 4. 	Echelon—From 4th echelon the language is national in journals and 

other documents. Documents to follow the patient through NATO links 
are in English.

FHOSP maintains a list of all patients who have been received for treatment.
The list from the last 24-hour period is sent to the operative command 

unit by military mail and is one of the foundations for requirement of 
replacement personnel, for the activation of sanitary units, and finally to 
be able to trace personnel.

F3.9.1  Products

FHOSP services always to be delivered at civil quality comprise:

•	 Chirurgical treatment (primarily)
•	 Observation and treatment
•	 Sanitary material supply
•	 Requisition of sanitary material
•	 Normal infirmary service to own personnel
•	 Administrative duties and communication

F3.9.2  Objective

FHOSP must treat sick and wounded with the intention to protect life 
and mobility. FHOSP must communicate to ensure optimal logistics of 
patients and of sanitary material and equipment. It is a national politi-
cal requirement that FHOSP can be activated fast worldwide as part of a 
purely humanitarian effort.
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F3.9.3  Work Processes and Procedures

The work processes and procedures for 1.-4. Echelon structure with FHOSP 
are:

Place of INJURY1. Echelon

2. Echelon

3. Echelon

4. Echelon

5. Echelon

Department Place of
BANDAGE

Main Place of
BANDAGE

FHOSP

In�rmary of Garrion Civil HOSP

ConvalescenceDepot of Replacement
Personnel

Place of Injury

FMC is filled in with:

•	 Person ID
•	 Grade
•	 Unit
•	 Name
•	 Time of injury
•	 Type of injury
•	 Contamination
•	 Intermediate diagnosis
•	 Transport Instruction

FMC follows the patient to 2. and 3. echelon.
Field journals such as the FMC are different from nation to nation.
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Department and Main Place of Bandage

FMC is filled in with big differences in quality based on:

•	 Personal qualifications FMC
•	 National differences in format
•	 National differences in attitude

F3.9.3.1  Reception on FHOSP

F3.9.3.2  Treatment on FHOSP

F3.9.3.3  Evacuation from FHOSP

F3.9.3.4  Supply Logistics

F3.9.3.5  Patient Logistics

F3.9.4  Suggested Improvements to Procedures

•	 Access to centrally controlled and valid patient healthcare 
information

•	 Possibility to register validated patient healthcare information de-
centrally with automatic central update when connected

F3.10  SHIP

F4.  FOSIS SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

By the implementation of healthcare information systems in the defense, 
two central tasks must be completed:

	 1.	As IT and information systems are responsible, one must ensure that 
the future system can operate within the framework of the defense 
IT standard platforms. Even though you might be able to find and 
acquire suitable COTS products, these must be adapted to meet 
the DHS needs. This adaptation requires set up, development, and 
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system testing, integration testing, and acceptance testing of the 
COTS-based solution, which is done in a phase after the purchase of 
the COTS product.

	 2.	As a user, you must ensure the ease of use of the future system, 
its ability to protect confidential patient information, its ability to 
ensure the ethical behavior of the personnel, and its ability to meet 
the defense security requirements. These properties cannot be con-
trolled solely with IT. They require better and appropriate work-
flows, new personnel agreements, and training that is adapted to the 
improved behavior.

This consolidated IRS report not only describes the requirements to an 
IT COTS-based solution, but also describes the requirements of better 
DHS business workflows.

With FOSIS as it is outlined in this report, the defense will be able to 
contribute to an improvement of the public and private healthcare service.

F4.1  General FOSIS System Requirements

Confidential information.

F4.2  FOSIS Information System Modules

FOSIS must offer the following information system modules:

•	 Consultation
•	 Treatment
•	 Patient logistics
•	 Personnel planning
•	 Procurement
•	 Inventory management
•	 Development
•	 Maintenance
•	 Inspection

In the following chapters, the system module functionality is outlined.
For each module, selected parts of the overall information model will 

be presented to illustrate the objects used in the module. ACTION objects 
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are shown with bold frame, while STRUCTURE objects are shown with 
normal frame.

COMMAND
COMMAND_ID

RECEPTION

RECEPTION_ID
FK PATIENT_ID
FK CIVHOSP_ID

PATIENT
PATIENT_ID
FK PERSON_ID

MUTATION

MUTATION_ID
FK PATIENT_ID
FK CIVHOSP_ID
FK COMMAND_ID

CIVHOSP
CIVHOSP_ID

ADMISSION

ADMISSION_ID
FK LOCATION_ID
FK PATIENT_ID
FK COMMAND_ID

LOCATION
LOCATION_ID

PERSONNEL
PERSON_ID

This module must ensure that the defense always knows where a 
patient is.

F4.3  Consultation

F4.4  Treatment

F4.4.1  Plan Treatment

F4.4.2  Perform Treatment

F4.4.3  Invoice to Civil Client or from Civil Treatment Vendor

F4.4.4  Pay Invoice

F4.4.5  Integration with Other Systems

F4.4.6  Target Users

F4.5  Patient Logistics
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F4.5.1  Receive Patient

F4.5.2  Admit Patient

F4.5.3  Move Patient

F4.5.4  Exit Patient

F4.5.5  Integration with Other Systems

F4.5.6  Target Users

F4.6  Personnel Planning

F4.7  Procurement

F4.8  Inventory Management

F4.9  Development

F4.10  Maintenance

F4.11  Inspection

F5.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

F5.1  Cost/Benefit Analysis

The cost and benefit analysis is based on rough cut estimated amounts 
because there are no statistical reports or accounts that can support an 
objective economic feasibility study of the introduction of FOSIS except 
for the few key figures shown below.

All amounts are determined on the basis of the benefits that the defense 
as a whole can achieve by improving the healthcare systems. Where these 
benefits are expressed as a public benefit of less strain on the public health-
care system, these benefits are included. The immediate personal benefits 
that patients, other treated persons, and FSU personnel may obtain have 
not been included.
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Some statistics have a relationship with FOSIS implementation benefits, 
for example:

•	 The current annual costs of DHS are close to €25 million.
•	 Soldiers discarded after acceptance to be employed by the defense 

cost €10,000 per person. This happens approximately 550 times per 
year with an annual cost of €5 million.

If one would try to estimate the real public benefits of FOSIS one could 
show astronomic amounts from:

•	 Reduced risk of cardiovascular diseases based on improved defense 
healthcare statistics

•	 The value of less F16 accidents annually
•	 The value of 50% less work injuries in the defense annually

The accumulated value of these benefits is so big that one can wonder 
why FOSIS has not been implemented a long time ago.

F5.1.1  Calculation of Benefits

Benefits Value €/year
Maintenance of current systems 40,000
Improved prevention of personnel health 
problems (also useful for civil authorities)

150,000

… 150,000
… 40,000
… ...
… …

Total €/year 5,000,000

F5.1.2  Estimation of Costs

Investment €
Purchase of COTS for FOSIS implementation 800,000
Implementation of FOSIS workflows and reports 1,000,000
Implementation of FOSIS requirements in COTS 300,000
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Investment €
Development of training material 150,000
Design and development of integration with defense and civil systems 300,000
IT infrastructure and IT support organization development 400,000
User documentation 150,000
Initial training 150,000
Total 3,250,000

Annual costs €
… …
Total 1,000,000

F5.2  Recommended Information Systems and Their Priority

	 6.	Consultation
Treatment

	 7.	Patient logistics
	 8.	Personnel planning
	 9.	Procurement

Inventory management
Material maintenance
Inspection

	 10.	Development

F5.3  Suggested Implementation Project

F5.3.1  Important Phases and Milestones

•	 Legally compliant tendering material for COTS-based FOSIS solu-
tion (turnkey)

•	 Detailed requirements spec for FOSIS as basis for turnkey agreement
•	 Legally compliant solicitation
•	 Selection of maximum five potential vendors
•	 Distribution of tendering material with turnkey contract
•	 Evaluation of offers and choice of vendor if possible
•	 Preparation of infrastructure for installation of basis COTS
•	 COTS installation and product sign off from defense IT
•	 PQA in the FOSIS IRS Reference group
•	 Selection of implementation project manager for the FOSIS 

solution
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•	 Agile FOSIS development and implementation including 
documentation

•	 Implementation of FOSIS test and training environment
•	 Preparation of testers and test scenarios for Simulated Accept Test (SAT)
•	 FOSIS IRS Reference group accept test of FOSIS
•	 Establish learned lessons collection and communicate them

Attachment 1 Critical Success Factors
CSFs were formulated under PQA by the IRS Reference group:

	 1.	Essential FOSIS functionality implemented simultaneously on time.
	 2.	Intuitive Danish language user interface.
	 3.	FOSIS supports all healthcare services throughout.
	 4.	FOSIS provides access to necessary and complete healthcare 

information.
	 5.	FOSIS communicates with relevant systems.
	 6.	FOSIS is aligned with the defense IT strategy and is based on rel-

evant standards.
	 7.	FOSIS meets all requirements for safety and traceability.
	 8.	FOSIS enables a flexible, user-specific data handling.
	 9.	FOSIS increases quality and efficiency in healthcare service.

Attachment 2 Object Lifecycle Matrices (CRUD)
Note: C: Create, R: Read, U: Update, D: Delete.
Consultation:

Process Object
Plan 

Consultation
Perform 

Consultation Invoice Pay Invoice
DEPARTMENT R R
INSTALLATION R R
TREATMENT R
CIVIL INSTITUTION R R R R
DIAGNOSIS C R
DIAGNOSIS CODE R
DOC REF R RC
DOCUMENT R RC
SUBJECT R
INVOICE CU CU
COMPONENT C RUC R R
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Process Object
Plan 

Consultation
Perform 

Consultation Invoice Pay Invoice
STOCK LOCATION R
MATERIAL R
MATERIAL USE C R
MYNDIGHED R R R R
CONSULTATION C RUC R R
…
ORGANIZATION R

Treatment:
Patient logistics:
Personnel planning:
Procurement:
Inventory management:
Development:
Inspection:
Attachment 3 Object Descriptions

1. Consultation

Object Descriptions
A = ACTION
S = STRUCTURE Used in Module

Form 
Page

* = used in module A S 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.9 4.10 4.11 Ref

DEPARTMENT S * * * * * *

INSTALLATION S * * * * * *

TREATMENT A * * * *

TREATMENT SCHEDULER A *

PROJECT S * *

PROJECT GUIDE S * *

CLAIM A *

…

	 2. User guide to the object description usage
	 3. Object description columns user guide
	 4. Object descriptions for FOSIS

Attachment 4 Input-Output Tables
Here is shown the total interchange of information between sections 

and sections and between sections and external organizations as this was 
documented in the sectional reports; including the information main-
tained in each section.

Table over information to and from IBA sections and externals
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T0
FROM

INF FHOSP SHIP ORG

INF Exit letter Healthcare 
journal 
extract

FHOSP
SHIP Approval of 

healthcare 
journal

…

Attachment 5 Vocabulary

Acronym 
Concept Definition Example
LOGBTN Logistics battalion
COMEDS Committee of the Chiefs of Military 

Medical Services in NATO
COTS Commercial Off The Shelf
EDI Electronic Document Interchange
FHOSP Field Hospital
WHO World Health Organization
WONCA The WONCA International 

Classification Committee (WICC) 
has produced the International 
Classification of Primary Care 
(ICPC), a clinical coding system for 
primary healthcare.

World Organization of 
National Colleges, 
Academies (WONCA) of 
doctors

… … …

Attachment 6 Key Figures

	 1. Infirmaries

INF activity:

1993 1994 1995 1996
Medical
Consultations 205.266 173.636 200.391
        Treatments 34.074 32.636 38.772

Dental clinic
Consultations 142.251 153.331 140.425 158.359

1993 1994 1995 1996
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        Treatments 55.209 52.720 45.928 47.523
Working days 12.152 11.256
External consultations 53.417 53.486 40.191 39.322
No shows 7.717 7.749 6.120 5.684

	 2. Diver medicine
	 3. FHOSP
	 4. SHIP

Attachment 7 ERD User Guide
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Appendix G: Order Handling 
IRS Section Report Example

G1.  PARTICIPANTS (EXPERIENCE, INTERVIEWERS)

G1.1  Experience

Frantz M, RM (Relationship Manager)
Olga P, RM
Carl M, PM
Tom H, ED (Execution Desk)
Sylvie P, MO (Middle Office)

G1.2 Interviewers

IRS Reference
PM
Facilitator
Key Figures 20 Relationship Managers distributed by geographical region
200 new clients per year
60 clients closing their accounts
Client call frequency (3–5% daily, 10–20% weekly, 50% monthly, 100% 

6 months)
15% (ca. 400) managed portfolios (relatively big)
85% RM controlled portfolios
20 standard portfolios correspond to Benchmark
Bloomberg Security Prices 1 day old

G2.  SECTION SCOPE, PRODUCT, AND PURPOSE

Current interview was conducted in the IRS Section comprising all depart-
ments/functions occupied with the execution of an order, for example:
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•	 PM (Portfolio Manager) performing enhancements to managed 
portfolios

•	 PM monthly preparing list of recommended products
•	 RM contacting or being contacted by a client in order to improve the 

client’s portfolio
•	 MO preparing the execution of orders or actually executing fund 

orders and small FOREX
•	 Small FOREX is less than $20,000 USD
•	 MO handling cash transactions in and out of portfolios
•	 ED making agreements with brokers
•	 ED executing all orders and FOREX

G2.1  Main Functions

Department
Function PM RM MO ED
Prepare Client Profile *
Evaluate Securities Markets *
Prepare Recommended Products *
Prepare and Evaluate Portfolio Strategy * *
Evaluate Portfolio Performance * *
Lombard *
Transfer Cash in/out of Portfolios *
FOREX * *
Cash Deposits * *
Prepare Security Order * *
Execute Security Order *
Execute Fond Order *
Execute Security Transfer (Close Account) *
Deliver Ad Hoc Portfolio Reports to Client *

G2.2 Organizational Relationships

PM, RM, or MO prepares orders with anonymous client information and 
security information for handling by ED.

ED communicates with brokers and banks in order to purchase or sell 
securities, funds, currency positions, and options on the best possible terms.

MO communicates with CSAM concerning fund deals.
MO uses Bloomberg exchange rates for small FOREX deals.
ED handles all other FOREX and negotiates more favorable rates 

directly with banks.
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PM uses information from HQ, Bloomberg, and many other sources for 
the preparation of the monthly Recommended Products List.

PM uses client information from RM in order to establish the best pos-
sible portfolio strategy for the client.

RM communicates with the client in order to get a complete under-
standing of all the decision parameters used by the client. The client atti-
tude is highly dependent on the market situation, the performance of the 
client’s profile, and the client’s own situation.

G2.3  Product and Purpose

RM establishes a client profile without revealing the identity of the client. 
Only the RM knows all decision parameters of a client and only a limited 
set of these parameters are visible in the client master data. The most com-
plete knowledge about the client’s profile (age, citizenship, occupation, 
country of origin, requirements regarding access to the portfolio values, 
current risk profile, etc.) is required in order to be able to establish the best 
possible portfolio profile for the client.

A client’s portfolio can contain any combination of equities, equity 
equivalents (options), bonds, bond equivalents, cash, currency posi-
tions, and precious metals (silver, gold) eventually partly financed 
with loans.

RM and PM maintain the portfolio combination of securities, etc. in 
such a way that it complies with the requirements of the client and with 
the overall risk policy.

Currently the RM and PM recommend and choose primarily securities 
with bank coverage, which gives the highest probability to fulfill the cli-
ent’s expectations.

In the longer term, the bank will establish strategies, which target on 
having a certain percentage of given products in all portfolios. Such prod-
ucts can be Protected Investment Notes (10-year certificate with long/short 
strategy with capital protection) or Alternative Performance Certificates 
with long/short strategy without capital protection, for example, selected 
based on the age of the client.

The general attitude is that what is good for the client is also good for the 
bank. The bank would never expose a client to unnecessary risk or recom-
mend less optimal behavior by the client in order to optimize short-term 
profits. Currently this policy is visual in the fact that the cost of a deal to 
the bank and to the client in terms of commissions and/or curettage is 
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not visible to RM, MO, or ED during order processing. ED can negotiate 
special commission conditions for major deals, but normally negotiated 
conditions apply. RM can give clients special conditions, but again nor-
mally standard conditions apply.

The overall purpose is clearly to optimize the portfolio performance 
within the constraints defined by the RM and the client.

RM receives commission based on both requisition and revenue objectives.

G3.  AVAILABLE INFORMATION AND ITS USAGE

G3.1  Prepare Client Profile

RM is the only link to the client.
RM develops client information in communication with the client. The 

RM acquires and collects the material, which identifies and describes the 
client, and which defines the client margins (commission on transactions 
and interest difference from central bank rate on current accounts). A cli-
ent can have very specific commission conditions, which are marked with 
a code on the client checklist.

CSU uses the paper-based client checklist information from RM for 
input into client files, which are protected from access.

RM maintains personal client information in a paper-based client file. 
LCD approves the client information and the client account opening.

Client information relating to portfolio handling (deals, corporate 
actions) is the agreement on margins (tariffs) applied to the different 
transactions. This information is used in the system to calculate and book 
commission for contribution calculation in accounting.

RM e-mails changes to client static data to MO.
RM can make a pledge agreement with a client, which allows PB to sell 

securities in order to ensure that the client’s pledge value is not exceeded 
in situations with declining portfolio position values (client credibility).

G3.2  Evaluate Securities Markets

PM surveys the securities markets using analysis and recommendations 
from HQ and other available sources. Security price information is updated 
by BO (Back Office) Static Data automatically from Telekurs (BO corrects 
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Telekurs transfer errors manually). These errors are caused by securities 
traded on more than one stock exchange in more than one currency.

G3.3  Prepare Recommended Products

PM produces a list of recommended securities monthly to the RM.

G3.4  Prepare and Evaluate Portfolio Strategy

PM maintains standard portfolio profiles corresponding to different 
portfolio strategies relating to the client risk profile. There is a portfolio 
strategy for each supported currency ($, €, SFR) and some strategies have 
mixed currencies.

PM maintains managed portfolios risk profile and portfolio strategy.
RM handles the client risk profile concerning the portfolios controlled 

by the client. PM can support the initial establishment of a portfolio.

G3.5  Evaluate Portfolio Performance

PM ongoing evaluates that their managed portfolios perform according to 
the established strategy by controlling that the combination of portfolio 
positions comply with the strategy.

In cases of portfolio non-compliance with the strategy, positions are 
changed by selling and purchasing positions.

G3.6  Transfer Cash In/Out of Portfolios

RM controls all cash delivered by a client to his portfolio. The client must 
prove that the cash is legally obtained according to the control rules con-
cerning white washing. It is practically impossible to get cash approved 
according to these rules. Normally only registered bank checks or trans-
fers from a client-owned bank account are accepted. LCD must approve 
in-payments directly from clients.

Cash is normally received by SWIFT in BO, who prints the SWIFT mes-
sage and sends it to MO for booking.

MO books the accepted cash on the client portfolio against NOSTRO.
MO validates outgoing payments, which are booked by Cashiers Desk.
Cash is normally sent by SWIFT in BO.
BO handles payments concerned with settlement.
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RM (or PM concerning managed portfolios) handles client’s require-
ments for cash payments (transfers). BO (SWIFT) does the physical trans-
fer or, in rare cases, the Cashiers Desk does it.

G3.7  FOREX

ED performs major FOREX deals (>200,000) and will often negotiate spe-
cial exchange rate with counterpart (most often a bank).

MO performs smaller FOREX deals using Bloomberg standard 
exchange rates.

SEM is used for FOREX.

G3.8  Cash Deposits

RM, PM, and MO initiate cash deposits (on behalf of clients):

•	 Manual deposits are not renewed automatically.
•	 Automatic deposits are moved to a new period automatically.

MO books the deposit on the client portfolio. MO sends a list of manual 
deposits to the RM every day.

ED makes the deposits per currency defining rate, period, currency, and 
margin every day.

G3.9  Prepare Security Order

RM prepares all types of security orders except for funds. All RM com-
munication with the client is recorded on tape.

MO prepares all types of security orders received in writing from a cli-
ent and fund orders.

PM prepares all types of orders concerning managed portfolios.
Purchase and Sale Security Order types comprise:

•	 Equity and equity equivalents
•	 Bonds and bond equivalents
•	 Derivatives

The static security data in SD is the primary source for security informa-
tion, but the information system does not comprise complete information. 
Telekurs transmitted list with end of day prices from the day before are 
available to RM, MO, and PM.
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SD only contains limited client information and no portfolio informa-
tion. No one has access to complete client information because much cli-
ent information is hidden in personal paper-based files.

RM and PM use primarily Bloomberg updated prices (these are 1 day old) 
or they get spot prices directly from the used broker or depositary. RM and 
PM do not have online access to real time security prices, but they do have 
access to Bloomberg dealable prices, which brokers are willing to deal at.

RM, PM, and MO book their security order in SD, which generates a 
window with the order at ED. Basically the transaction and price is not 
100% safe before the order has been validated, reconciled, and approved 
in BO prior to final settlement, which is also done by BO.

RM, MO, PM, or ED cannot see the full contribution from an order 
before it has been booked and approved in BO.

G3.8.1  New Securities in SD

In cases where the security is not in SD, the order is executed with a pre-
liminary (provisional) value number (static security data have two alter-
native keys: internal number and ISIN code, where the ISIN code is the 
link to external information from, e.g., Bloomberg and Telekurs).

In all circumstances, the order is written out on paper by ED (or MO 
for fund orders) and e-mailed to BO, where it is validated, where detailed 
information is added in IBSY, and where it is finally approved and settled.

G3.8.2  Derivatives

Derivatives such as OTC are used primarily to protect the value of portfo-
lio positions and to increase the income from these positions. Commission 
on derivatives is much lower than on other security transactions.

Buying and selling derivatives follow the same workflow as other securi-
ties. The deviation from normal shares is that derivatives represent those 
and that the derivatives value depends on the development of the share 
price. Furthermore, the execution conditions are different for European 
(can only be executed on the due date) and American (can be executed on 
any date before or on due date). Derivatives come in 2 types:

•	 Exchange options (stock prices available)
•	 Over the counter (OTC) issued through ING

BO handles execution of derivatives automatically. This is not visible in 
the portfolio.
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Under normal circumstances derivatives are not executed. It is especially 
seldom that clients choose to execute a derivative, but it can happen under 
conditions with fast rising or falling share prices. In order to be more reac-
tive to execution opportunities and threats, a new list showing develop-
ment in underlying share prices is currently under internal development.
RM informs the client about execution of client portfolio derivatives based 
on information from BO. If a client asks RM to execute a derivative, BO 
performs the actual procedure after RM request.

Derivative Executions are time-consuming and there are examples where 
underlying shares have been traded when they have been used for execution.

G3.8.3  Limited Orders

Limited orders are time-constrained and price-constrained sales or pur-
chase orders. Limited orders are automatically deleted after deadline.

G3.9  Execute Security Order

The ED who expedites the order from RM, MO, or PM tells this to the 
other ED by yelling (in order to avoid that other ED starts expediting the 
same order).

MO executes orders from HQ and funds.
ED reports the agreed security price and other conditions back to the 

RM by e-mail or phone (normally within a few minutes).
The RM can then confirm the price to the client. The RM checks the 

cash position of the client in IBSY. Sometimes actually received cash has 
not been booked in time and is therefore not visible to the RM. Lombard 
is not visible on the client portfolio.

G3.10  Execute Fund Order

Fund orders are prepared and executed by MO.

G3.11  Execute Security Transfer (Close Account)

MO handles the preparation of security transfers out of portfolios when 
accounts are closed or caused by, for example, corporate actions or simple 
collection of same security on same depository on a portfolio.

When account closings are involved, MO must have access to the origi-
nal instruction.
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The transfer is documented on paper, which is sent to BO for the physi-
cal handling of the transfer (SWIFT). Afterward, MO verifies that BO 
acted as required.

G3.12  Deliver Ad Hoc Portfolio Reports to Client

MO produces ad hoc portfolio reports to clients.

G4  REQUIRED INFORMATION, 
CURRENTLY NOT AVAILABLE

G4.1  Prepare Client Profile

Client conditions (margins) are showed only by codes, which are not easily 
memorized. Code translation is only available on Excel spreadsheet.

Complete client relationship documentation is not available in an easy 
accessible form for RM although all client RM communication is recorded.

Documentation used or produced in connection with client relationship 
incidents are not logged with reference to this incident.

G4.2  Evaluate Securities Markets

G4.3  Prepare Recommended Products

G4.4  Prepare Portfolio Strategy

G4.5  Evaluate Portfolio Strategy

G4.6  Evaluate Portfolio Performance

Only limited time series data is available for performance statistic calcula-
tion (e.g., it is impossible to separate the different movement types [value 
gains, capital change, dividends/interests] on portfolios without using 
artificial pricing in connection with free transfers and corporate actions 
such as dividends paid with shares).

G4.7  Transfer Cash In/Out of Portfolios

Cash is normally received by SWIFT in BO, who prints the SWIFT mes-
sage and sends it to MO for booking. This procedure is time-consuming 



408  •  Appendix G: Order Handling IRS Section Report Example

and can result in wrong cash availability on a portfolio, which can prevent 
an agreed deal from being approved.

G4.8  FOREX

G4.9  Cash Deposits

G4.10  Prepare Security Order

The RM or ED cannot see the calculation of the contribution from a given 
deal before the deal has been booked and approved (in BO).

The RM has no access to Lombard from the client portfolio, which 
means that the RM cannot control the client cash position completely.

RM does not get information about deletions of limited orders. RM 
should be triggered in order to be able to ask the client whether a prolon-
gation or renewal is required.

G4.11  Execute Security Order

The Stock Exchange information in securities static data is not reliable, 
which can result in selection of a wrong depositary, which is very costly 
to correct.

A security should have only one depository account for the same portfolio.

G4.12  Execute Fund Order

G4.13  Execute Security Transfer (Close Account)

MO has no access to known planned corporate actions while closing an 
account and transferring its positions.

G4.14  Deliver Ad Hoc Portfolio Reports to Client

The delivered portfolio evaluation from MO is often not correct and does 
not correspond to what the RM can see.



Appendix G: Order Handling IRS Section Report Example  •  409

G5.  VALUE OF REQUIRED INFORMATION

The RM access to timely and reliable information about security prices 
and client cash position gives the RM much better opportunities to react 
fast to client transactions requirements.

Timely information about derivatives execution risk gives a better 
understanding of the client portfolio risk situation and makes it possible 
to react fast on execution risks and opportunities.

Consistent, complete, and valid information on portfolios and about 
securities makes it possible to react faster and more precise on the market 
development in order to optimize the portfolio performance.

G6.  INFORMATION FLOW

To Order Handling (departments) From Department/External
Client Order (RM, MO) Client
Account Closing RM, LCD
Order Approval BO
Security BO
CASH TRANSACTION Client
CASH DEPOSIT (RM, MO) Client
loan request (RM) Client
Client (RM) Client
Account Opening LCD
Order Confirmation (ED) Broker

Maintained by Order Handling 
(departments)

Client (RM)
Standard Portfolio (PM)
CASH DEPOSIT (ED)
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From Order Handling (departments) To Department/External
Client Order (RM, MO) ED
Client Order (ED) BO
ORDER CONFIRMATION Client
CASH DEPOSIT (RM) Client
MANUAL CASH DEPOSIT (MO) RM
Loan Request (RM) MO
Client (RM) CSU, LCD
Account Opening Request (RM) LCD
Order Confirmation (ED) BO, RM

G7.  SUGGESTED ENHANCEMENTS TO (IT) SYSTEMS

Client information should be complete on IT especially for RM, while pro-
tected from other access.

All client communication should be logged and available to RM, as well 
as communication between client and PM or BO, when this is relevant.

The minimum fee on security transactions is not automatically guaranteed.
The e-mail information to RM is not smart. RM needs complete cash 

position and portfolio evaluation for a client at any time.
The reconciliation of cash transactions (especially received checks) takes 

too long, which gives unreliable cash position information from the port-
folio. RM has no access to transaction details, but MO does.

MO can see a corporate action, but the corporate action is not related to 
the underlying security, which should be the case.

Derivatives must be handled correctly in IT in order to avoid deals on 
underlying positions in execution situations.

USWHT must be handled correctly in IT avoiding incorrect bookings 
and tax deductions in connection with corporate actions and deals.

G8.  SUGGESTED INTEGRATION OF SYSTEMS

RM needs faster access to realistic or guaranteed security prices in order 
to be able to respond immediately to client demands.

DS should be integrated with IT for full cash position on portfolios.
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SD and IT should be better integrated with well-defined common 
data avoiding unnecessary double maintenance of the same informa-
tion and errors.

Corporate actions must be visible on portfolios as soon as they are 
reported to BO and registered in order to avoid erroneous transactions on 
involved securities.

G9.  EXPECTED BENEFITS FROM ENHANCEMENTS

Better portfolio performance (PM, RM, MO).
More satisfied clients based on faster access to reliable portfolio infor-

mation such as full visibility of transaction status and planned cor-
porate actions (RM, MO).

Better contribution from overall business activity based on better foun-
dation for portfolio maintenance (PM, RM).

G10.  SUGGESTIONS FOR (NEW) IT SOLUTIONS

New corporate action solution integrated with IT.
DS solution integrated with IT.





413

Index

A

Accept-Testing, 222, 227, See also 
Simulated Accept-Testing

DANCOIN cash card case, 21–22
dedicated team types, 65
final Accept-Testing, 24, 262–264
“Friends and Family Testing,” 21
Workgroup Teams and, 80

Action objects, 247–248
Activity Definition, 127–129, 171, 325
Activity Description, 103, 129–130, 131, 

132–140, 176, 327
banking system swap case, 153
basic review workshop, 142
catalog supplier case, 344–351
defense healthcare case, 172–174
examples, 137–139, 149
guideline, 135–137
post-workshop documentation, 

330–331
PQA Matrix with Critical Success 

Factors, 127–129, 330, 343
for Risk Manager, 158
stakeholder ownership, 159

Activity manager for PQA Workshop, 
129, 159, 326

“The Agile Manifest,” 14
Agile principles, 14–16, See also “No 

excuse for failure” principle
respect for users and business 

priorities, 258
team building, 65
Workgroup Teams and, 79

Agile strategy management methods and 
techniques, 7–12

advantages compared to other 
methods/standards, 11

Agile Quality Management standards, 
9–11

core quality objects, 9
framework, 8f

industries using, 8
IRS,  See Information Requirements 

Study
knowledge sharing, 1–3
Lyngso Model, 2
PQA,  See Process Quality Assurance
process cycle, 298f
standards, 3, 34
visualization of solution structure, 10

Agile Strategy Quality Management, 
9–11

B

Balder myth, 19–21
Banking information system swap case, 

27–30
call for tender, 197–208
choice of solution providers, 216–218
complications from non-standard 

PQA, 156–158
consultative services agreement, 

359–361
consultative services framework 

agreement, 215, 353–358
contractual terms, 192–193
core-banking setup proposals, 

217–219
“Friends and Family Testing,” 21
gap analysis, 27, 54
jobs for solution providers and sub-

contractors, 189–190
potential improvements, 159
PQA process and Workshop, 149–159
program organization example, 60f
program organization principles, 61
solution provider procurement

contractor solicitation, 194–197
risk management, 183–188
risk response, 188–193

solution quality evaluation, 281
stakeholder selection example, 53–62



414  •  Index

Strategy Governance Team, 59, 62–63, 
190, 191

tender material, 208–216
War Room, 85–87, 150
Workflow and Workpackage 

documentation, 197–214
Baseline Variances, 277
Benchmarks, 13
Bohr, Niels, 267

C

Call for tender, 192, 197–208
Capability Maturity Model Integration 

(CMMI), 3
Cash card case (DANCOIN), 21–22, 117
Catalog order management improvement 

case, 50–52, 334–351, See also 
Web catalog factory (WCAT) 
case

Change Control Board, 73, 305
Change management, 94

aligning activities and strategy, 
221–222

banking system swap case, 192
“no conflict” implementation process, 

105
PQA Team and, 75
Process Governance Team and, 78
solution scope changes, 270, 294

Change Management Board, 190
Client Relationship Management (CRM) 

system, 180, 282–283
Cloud-based solutions, 181
Coach/Facilitator roles, 40–41, 91, 299

Activity Definition and Description, 
325

cross team membership value, 81
preparing for PQA and PQA 

Workshop, 111
Risk Response Matrix preparation, 331
Success Factors formulation, 122
SWOT analysis, 102
working with sponsor and core 

stakeholder risk, 88
COBIT standard, 178–179
Coffee bean methods, 98–99, 117, 264

contractual terms, 198
development activities, 228–229

implementation activities, 228, 
307–308

Quality and Project Management 
(QM/PM) activities, 229–230, 
265

strategy implementation and, 225–228
Communication, 287–288, 295, 311–313

Governance Teams and Sponsors, 
291–292

inter-team cooperation, 67, 73
making stakeholders happy, 38
negotiation and, 272, 289–290, 295
PQA and, 288
Program Office Governance Team 

support, 293–294
Project Office support, 292–293, 

312–313
strategy governance and, 287–294
strategy implementation and, 223
strategy quality and leadership, 33
War Room and, 15
Workgroup Manager and, 289–292, 

296, 312–313
working with sponsor and core 

stakeholder risk, 88–90
Communication plan, 104, 333–334
Compound expected value (CEV), 

286–287, 296, 311
Confidential corporate objectives, 13
Confidentiality agreement, 215, 357
Conflicts, 13, 301

multiple contractor decision makers, 
25

“no conflict” implementation process, 
105, 317

“no excuse for failure” principle and, 
82, 83

PQA and destructive conflict 
prevention, 104–106, 317–318

Construction risks, 145
Consultant solicitation, banking 

information system swap case, 
194–197

Consultative services agreement, 215, 
353–358, 359–361

Consulting enterprise project 
management improvement 
case, 53–62

Container line operator case, 71–72



Index  •  415

Continuous quality improvement, 66, 
223–225

Contractor solicitation, banking 
information system swap case, 
194–197

Contracts, 43
banking system swap case, 150, 

192–193
call for tender, 197–208
consultative services agreement, 

359–361
consultative services framework 

agreement, 215, 353–358
Framework Agreement, 215
tender material, 208–216

buyer competence problems, 185
confidentiality agreement, 215, 357
COTS installation test and, 180
de facto vendor monopoly, 179, 

183–184
escrow clause, 179–180, 181, 216, 305
“no excuse for failure” principle, 

193
Service Level Agreement (SLA), 184, 

306
Workflow and Workpackage 

documentation, 197–208
Corporate strategy, 12–13, 30–31, 297

activity alignment under changing 
conditions, 221–222

strategic framework, 101–102
Cost/benefit analysis, 392–394
Cost Performance Index, 277, 279
COTS (Commodity Off The Shelf) 

solutions
consulting enterprise project 

management system, 47–50
contractual terms,  See Contracts
de facto vendor monopoly, 179, 

183–184, 305
example of lack of synchronization, 

5–7
installation test issues, 180, 182
IRS Consolidated report as 

requirements specification, 241
KPI calculation capability, 278
military healthcare information 

system,  See Defense healthcare 
information system

organization components for using/
managing, 178

private bank,  See Banking 
information system swap case

procurement issues, 177–182, See also 
Solution provider procurement

requirements specification and, 6, 28, 
179, 182, 187, 190, 193–194, 304

risk management, 179–181
solution quality evaluation, 280–283
training issues, 27, 30, 196
turnkey solutions, 182, 186–188

Critical Path Method (CPM), 277
Critical Success Factors (CSF), 100, 103, 

329
catalog supplier case, 339–343
defense healthcare case, 168–171
PQA Matrix with Activity Definition, 

127–129, 330, 343
PQA Workshop and, 115, 124–127, 

324–327

D

Data flow diagrams (DFDs), 252, 254
De facto sponsor, 39–40, 90
Defense healthcare information system 

(DHS), 160–174, 377–378
Activity Description, 172–174
IRS Consolidated report, 246–247, 

256, 381–398
cost/benefit analysis, 392–394
functional area information needs, 

382–389
information system requirements, 

389–392
suggested implementation project, 

394–398
Object Lifecycle Analysis, 252
PQA introduction, 161–165
PQA Workshop results, 165–171
suggested Success Factors, 168–171

Departmental management level IRS 
report, 238, 372, 381

Departmental manager interviews, 240, 
245–246

Design documentation, 259, 266, See 
also Solution design and 
development



416  •  Index

Design quality, 16
Development activities, 228–229, See 

also Solution design and 
development

E

Earned Value Analysis, 277
Entities, 251, 365
Entity relationship diagrams (ERDs), 

254, 255f
Escrow clause, 179–180, 181, 216, 

305
Estimation and forecasting, 310
Executive level IRS (executive board), 

367, 373, 381
Executive management commitment, 

25, See also Sponsors
Exposure calculation, 94
Extended entity-relationship (EER) 

model, 251–252
External risk, 146

F

Facilitator roles, 40–41, See also Coach/
Facilitator roles

Activity Definition and Description, 
325

Risk Response Matrix preparation, 
331

Success Factors formulation, 122
SWOT analysis, 102

Final Accept-Testing, 24, 262–264
Financial risks, 145
Financial services order handling IRS 

section report, 399–411
Force majeure agreement, 357
Forecasting, 273–276, 295, 309, 310
FOSIS, See Defense healthcare 

information system
“Friends and Family Testing,” 21

G

Games, 16
Gap analysis, 27, 54, 185

H

Help Desk, 84
HP Quality Manager, 278
Human resource-based service 

procurement, 184, 189

I

Implementation activities, 228, See also 
Strategy implementation

Information and Communication 
Technology (ICT) consulting 
enterprise case, 47–50

Information Requirements Study (IRS), 
231–251, 265–266, 363–364, See 
also Object Lifecycle Analysis

activities, 239
areas of responsibility, 368–369
banking system swap case, 28–29, 62
case studies, 256
continuous quality improvement 

perspective, 224
defense healthcare case, 377–398
departmental management level, 239, 

363, 366–367
executive board, 367
interviews, 365–366, 369–370, 380–381

departmental manager, 240, 
245–246, 372, 381

executive level, 373, 381
quality assurance and review, 373
section, 239–240, 244–245, 

370–372, 381
introduction to participants example, 

363–375
IRS Reference Group, 235, 238, 239, 

258, 260, 364, 365, 369
IRS Workgroup, 235, 239, 258, 260
kick-off meetings, 243
medical factory implementation case, 

26
order handling section report 

example, 399–411
organization, 234–238, 364
participant motivation, 242–243
PQA Workshop and, 250
Program Office and, 294
sections, 239, 363, 366



Index  •  417

terminology, 365–368, 374
Workflow-based requirements 

specification, 231–234
Information Requirements Study (IRS), 

Consolidated report, 232, 
233–234, 238–240, 250, 266, 
367–368, See also Object 
Lifecycle Analysis

approval of, 239
case studies, 256
defense healthcare case, 381–398

cost/benefit analysis, 392–394
functional area information needs, 

382–389
information system requirements, 

389–392
suggested implementation project, 

394–398
departmental level, 238, 246
process duration estimation, 240–242
report consolidation, 246–249
sectional level, 238, 245, 370–372, 381, 

399–411
suggested structure, 250–251

Information technology (IT) 
infrastructure environment, 
153, 178, 180, 260, 305, 320, 321

internal IT employee commitment, 
196–197

Installation test, 180, 182, 305
Intellectual property rights, 356
Internal risk, 146
ISO 9000 standards, 3
ITIL, 178

K

Key performance indicators (KPIs), 13, 
223, 271, 276–279, 311

agile KPI, 279–280
benefit delivery measurement 

limitations, 284
compound expected value, 286–287, 

296, 311
corporate KPI examples, 285f
corporate scoreboards, 292
higher-level corporate KPI, 292
solution quality evaluation, 280–283

Knowledge management center, 64

Knowledge sharing, 1–3, 115f
Krag, Jens Otto, 33

L

Lateral thinking, 82, 227
Leadership, strategy quality and, 32–33
Logistical risks, 145
Lyngso Information Industry, 7
Lyngso Model, 2, See also Agile strategy 

management methods and 
techniques

M

Manager interviews, 240, 245–246
Master plan, 95, 174
Medical factory case, 24–26
Military healthcare information system, 

See Defense healthcare 
information system (DHS)

Mission and vision statements, 13, 
119–121, 323, 324, 335–337

Monte Carlo simulated forecasting, 274–276

N

Negotiation, 269–273, 289–290, 295
“No conflict” solutions, 105, 317
“No excuse for failure” principle, 15, 

23–24, 35, 66, 81–83, 300–302
contractual terms, 193
key stakeholder motivation, 81–82, 

301–302
risk by not complying with, 82–83, 301
Strategy Governance Team and, 73
Workgroup Manager communication 

management, 289–290, 312
Novo Nordisk, 119–120

O

Object Lifecycle Analysis (OLA), 26, 
28–29, 30, 225, 231, 248, 
251–253, 266, 364, 373–374

diagram usage, 253–255
extended entity approach, 251–252
matrix usage, 248, 253
solution design and development and, 

257



418  •  Index

Object Lifecycle Matrices (OLM), 248, 
253

Object-oriented functional design, 225
Opportunity-based planning, 95
Organization objects, 12, 45, 100
Organogram, 44

P

Planning, See also PQA Workshop
master plan and top level process, 

174
opportunities to work agile, 280, 295
PQA Workshop review meetings, 

130–132
Project Office functions, 64, 278
risk management and, 93–95, See also 

Process Quality Assurance; 
Risk management

Strategic Initiative planning 
workshops, 146–148, 176

uncertainty and, 268–269
Workgroup Teams and, 79

Planning Information System, 291, 312, 
See also Project management 
information systems

PMI standards, 94, 98
Political risks, 146
PowerPoint presentations, 111, 114–115
PQA, See Process Quality Assurance
PQA Matrix, 127–129, 133, 171, 253, 330, 

343
PQA Teams, 67–69, 74–76, 92, 106–107, 

300, 318–319
Activity Description and, 132
change management role, 75
Critical Success Factors definition, 

124–127
incomplete teams, 130
master plan and top level process, 95
members, 77, 106
PQA review meetings and, 130
preparing for PQA and PQA 

Workshop, 110–112, 323
Strategy Governance Team and, 72, 

74–75, 103, 106
success factors and, 100–101

PQA Workshop, 22, 103, 110, 176, 
316–317, 339–343

Activity Description, 129–130, 131, 
132–140, 142, 172–174, 327, 
330–332, 344–351

activity manager assignment, 129, 326
activity quality evaluation, 326
agenda, 113, 324–327
banking system swap case, 149–159
catalog supplier case, 148, 334–351
defense healthcare case, 165–171
IRS Consolidated report and, 250
key stakeholder involvement, 111–112
one-day workshop, 108
personal visions and missions 

definition, 119–121, 166–168, 
324, 329, 337–339

PowerPoint presentations, 111, 
114–115

PQA Matrix with Activity Definition, 
127–129, 133, 171, 339–343

PQA process and Workshop 
introduction, 112–113

PQA product, 318
PQA Team preparation for, 110–112, 

323
question and answer session, 116–118
review meetings, 95, 130–132, 

140–142, 326
basic Activity Description, 142
Project Office support, 140–142
risk management-based review, 

142–146
Strategic Initiative planning, 

146–148, 176
Success Factors/CSF suggestions 

and definitions, 115, 121–127, 
168–171, 324–325, 339–343

two-day workshop, 108–110
War Room preparation, 107–108

Prince Standards, 94, 98
Process Governance Team, 41, 67, 77–78, 

92, 300
members, 78
sponsor role, 104
Workgroup Manager communication 

management, 289
Process objects, 12, 45, 99
Process Quality Assurance (PQA), 17, 

22–23, 103–104, 175, 303, 327, 
See also PQA Workshop



Index  •  419

banking system swap case, 28, 
149–159

cascading processes, 106–107
communication plan, 104, 333–334
communication tool, 288
complications from non-standard 

PQA, 156–158
continuous quality improvement 

perspective, 224
DANCOIN cash card case, 117
defense healthcare case, 160–174

PQA introduction, 161–165
Workshop results, 165–171

destructive conflict prevention, 
104–106, 317–318

dialogue with key stakeholders, 46
estimation and forecasting, 273, 310
initiating work, 328
introduction to participants example, 

315–334
agenda and PQA Workshop 

activities, 324–327
post-workshop activities, 327–329
scope, 319–321

knowledge sharing, 115f
opportunity-based planning, 95
organization, 318–319
post-workshop documentation, 

330–334
PQA process, 319
PQA product, 318, 328–329
Program Office and, 294
quality management limitations, 96
risk management and, 22, 93–95, 

103–104, 302
scope establishment and, 17–18, 23, 98
solution design and development and, 

257
Strategy Governance Team and, 72
SWOT analysis, 98
teams,  See PQA Teams

Procurement, See Solution provider 
procurement

Product objects, 45
Program Office, 63, 64–65, 72, 91, 92, 

133, 159, 176, 293–294, 296, 299
Project and program tracking, 97, 104, 

276–279, 304, 309, 311, See also 
Key performance indicators

Project Office functions, 64, 80, 
292–293

Strategic Initiative planning and 
scheduling decision making, 
147

Workgroup Manager communication 
management, 291

Workgroup Teams and, 79
Project culture, 328, 339–340
Project management, PQA and risk 

management, 94–95, See also 
Process Quality Assurance; 
Risk management

Project management information 
systems, 80, 278, 291, 300

catalog order management example, 
50–52, 334–351

consulting enterprise initiative 
example, 47–50

Project Office and, 64
Strategic Initiative planning 

workshops and, 147
Project management rules and culture, 

328, 339–340
Project Office, 63–64, 91, 176, 278–279, 

296, 299
Coach/Facilitator role and, 40
communication support, 292–293, 

312–313
PQA Workshop review meetings and, 

140–142
Strategic Initiative planning 

workshops and, 147–148
Workgroup Manager communication 

management, 291
Workgroup Teams and, 80

Project Requirements Document (PRD), 
329

Q

Quality and Project Management 
(QM/PM) activities, 
229–230, 265

Quality assurance, 11, See also Strategy 
Quality Management

Workgroup Teams and, 80
Quality control, 12
Quality improvement, 12



420  •  Index

Quality Management (QM), See Strategy 
Quality Management

Quality management COTS, 278
Quality management objects, 11–12
Quality objects, See Strategy quality 

objects

R

Registration of time spent, 48
Regression testing, 260–261
Requirements specification, 43, 273, 

310, See also Information 
Requirements Study; Workflow 
documentation

COTS system procurement issues, 6, 
28, 179, 182, 187, 190, 193–194, 
304

call for tender, 197
IRS Consolidated report as, 241
strategy implementation and, 222, 

307–308
Workgroup Team results delivery, 79

Resistance to change, 14
Risk management, 93–95, 103–104, 174

banking system swap case, 157–158
human resource-based service 

procurement, 189
negotiation, 269–273, 309–310
PQA and, 22, 93–95, 103–104, 302
PQA Workshop review, 131, 142–146
Program Office and, 294
risk manager Activity Description, 

158
Risk Response Matrix, 143, 331–332
solution provider procurement, 

179–181, 219
banking system swap case, 

183–188
strategy quality and risk, 32, 302–303
working with sponsor and core 

stakeholder risk, 87–90
Risk Response Matrix, 143, 331–332
Rumsfeld, Donald, 41–43

S

SAP, 47, 270
Schedule Performance Index, 277

Scope of strategic initiatives, 17–18, 22, 
42, 76, 97–98, See also PQA 
workshop

cascading PQA process, 106
changes, 270, 294, 312

Sectional level IRS report, 238, 245, 
370–372, 381, 399–411

Section interviews, 239–240, 244–245
Security transaction order handling 

example, 399–411
Self-organizing teams, 16, 65, 91
Service Level Agreement (SLA), 184, 306
Simulated Accept-Testing (SAT), 15, 

23–24, 35, 222, 259–264, 266
agile work breakdown structure, 280
banking system swap case, 30
medical factory implementation case, 

26
regression testing, 260–261
result documentation, 262
self-organizing teams and, 16
test model, 261
workshops, 230, 266

Six Sigma, 3
SMART solutions (Specific, Measurable, 

Achievable, Realistic, Time 
bound)

Critical Success Factors, 125
risk response, 94, 303
SAT workshop objectives, 230
Success Factors, 122
vision statements, 121

Solution design and development, 223, 
225, 228–229, 252, 256–259, See 
also Object Lifecycle Analysis

documentation, 259, 266
Solution object, 12, 99
Solution operation kick-off, 264
Solution provider procurement, 177, 

304–306, See also COTS 
(Commodity Off The Shelf) 
solutions

banking system swap case, 28
call for tender, 197–208
choice of solution providers, 

216–218
contractor solicitation, 194–197
core-banking COTS setup 

proposals, 217–219
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Framework Agreement, 215
internal IT employees and, 

196–197
risk management, 183–188
risk response, 188–193
tender material, 208–216
Workflow and Workpackage 

documentation, 197–214
COBIT standard, 178–179
contractual terms,  See Contracts
human resource-based service 

evaluation, 184, 189
installation tests, 180, 182
organization components, 178
requirements specification and, 187, 

190, 193–194, 304
risk management, 179–181, 183–188, 

219
Service Level Agreement (SLA), 184
turnkey solutions, 182, 186–188
using multiple vendors, 194, 209

Solution quality evaluation, 280–283
Sponsors, 91, 104

banking system swap case, 59
catalog order management 

improvement initiative, 52, 
148

consulting enterprise project 
management improvement 
initiative, 48

de facto sponsor, 39–40, 90
early forecasts, 274
Governance Team communication, 

291–292
IRS Consolidated report ownership, 

249
IRS kick-off meeting and, 243
original sponsor and key stakeholder 

risk, 87–90
PQA Workshop and, 111–112, 114
Process Governance Team role, 104
role of, 39–40
Strategy Governance Team and, 74
strong sponsor example, 89
team building and, 299

Sprints, 79, 222
Stakeholder motivation, 81–82

IRS-based solution architecture 
development and, 257–258

“no excuse for failure” principle, 
81–82, 301–302

PQA and, 104–106
Stakeholders, 297–298, See also Sponsors; 

Team building
agile principles and satisfaction of, 14
communication and making happy, 

38
consequences of leaving out potential 

key stakeholders, 19–22
expectations for benefits from 

initiative, 10
identifying, 19, 35, 43–46
key stakeholders, 38–39
key stakeholder selection examples, 

46–63, See also Team building
ownership of results, 7, 14, 159
PQA Workshop and, 111–112
scope establishment and, 17–18
working with sponsor and core 

stakeholder risk, 87–90
Standards, 3, 34

advantages of Lyngso agile strategy 
management, 11

Agile Quality Management, 9–11
strategy implementation and 

governance, 98
Strategic Initiative planning workshops, 

146–148, 176
Strategic initiatives, 5, 13

importance of synchronization, 5–7
organization, 116
preconditions, 43–44
as risk, 93, 302
scope of, 17–18, 22, 42, 76, 97–98
stakeholders and enabling a good 

start, 38–39
support organizations, 63–65, See also 

Program Office; Project Office
uncertainty of results, 268–269, 294

Strategic initiative sponsor, See Sponsors
Strategy, See Corporate strategy
Strategy governance, 267, 308–309

agile management, 280
communication, 287–294

Governance Teams and Sponsors, 
291–292

Project Office support, 292–293
Workgroup Manager and, 289–292
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compound expected value, 286–287
estimation and forecasting, 273–276, 

295, 310
high-level KPI and, 292
need for performance indicators, 

271, See also Key performance 
indicators

negotiation, 269–273, 289–290, 295, 
309–310

Program Office role, 133
solution quality evaluation, 280–283
standards, 98

Strategy Governance Team, 67, 71–75, 
102–103, 300

banking system swap case, 59, 62–63, 
190, 191

catalog order management 
improvement initiative, 52

communication and communication 
support, 291–294

consulting enterprise project 
management improvement 
initiative, 49

defense healthcare case, 160
Information Requirements Study 

(IRS) and, 234, 239, 240
inter-team communication, 73
master plan and top level process, 95, 

174
members, 73–74
PQA process and PQA Team 

establishment, 72
Program Office and, 159, 293–294
sponsor and, 39, 74
structure, 68f
SWOT analysis, 71
top-level PQA Team, 74–75, 103, 

106
Strategy implementation, 221, 264, 306–

307, See also Accept-Testing; 
Information Requirements 
Study

aligning activities and strategy under 
changing conditions, 221–222

coffee bean strategy, 225–228, 
307–308

development activities, 228–229
implementation activities, 228, 

307–308

Quality and Project Management 
(QM/PM) activities, 228–229

continuous quality improvement 
perspective, 223–225, See also 
Strategy Quality Management

method, 222–223
“no conflict” process, 105
solution design and development, 223, 

225, 228–229, 252, 256–259
solution operation kick-off, 264
standards, 98

Strategy Quality Management (SQM), 
30–31, 96–99, 302–304, See also 
Process Quality Assurance

coffee bean strategy, 98–99, 227–228
communication plan, 104, 333–334
corporate strategic framework, 

101–102
facilitation and initiation, 101–103
leadership and, 32–33
people and, 31–32
Quality and Project Management 

(QM/PM) activities, 229–230, 
265

risk and, 32, 302–303
SWOT analysis, 71, 97–98

Strategy quality objects, 9, 31f, 45–46, 
99–101, 224f, See also Critical 
Success Factors; Success Factors

attributes, 100–101
quality management objects, 11–12

Success Factors, 28, 100–101, 103, 
121–124, 175, 273, 310, See also 
Critical Success Factors

answering questions regarding, 
116–117

catalog supplier case, 339–343
defense healthcare case, 168–171
elements, 116f
evaluating suggestions, 123–124
PQA Matrix with Activity Definition, 

127–129
PQA Teams and, 76, 100–101
PQA Workshop and, 115, 121–124, 

324–325
solution design and development and, 

257
Sustainable development, 15
Swiss Hermes Standard, 98
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SWOT (Strength, Weakness, 
Opportunity, Threat) analysis, 
71, 97–98, 102

Synchronization, 3–5, 34
Synergy

conflict and, 82
PQA rules and, 110, 111, 175
Quality Management activities and, 227
team building and, 37

System as a Service (SaaS) solutions, 181
Systems Management, 225

T

Team building, 22–23, 35, 37–38, 298–
302, See also PQA Teams; PQA 
workshop; Strategy Governance 
Team

agile principles, 65
Coach/Facilitator roles, 40–41
common capabilities, 65–66
communication and inter-team 

cooperation, 67, 73
cross team membership, 81
incomplete teams, 130
IRS organization, 234–237
key stakeholders, 38–39

identification of, 43–46
key stakeholder selection examples, 

46–63
bank information systems swap, 

53–62
catalog order management 

improvement, 50–52
consulting enterprise project 

management improvement, 
47–50

Process Governance Team, 41
procurement team and risk 

management, 183
self-organizing, 16, 65, 91
solution design and development and, 

257
stakeholder motivation, 81–82, 

301–302, See also “No excuse 
for failure” principle

strategy quality and people, 31–32
team types, 65–81, 300, See also 

specific types

PQA Teams, 67–69, 74–76
Process Governance Team, 67, 77–78
Strategy Governance Team, 67, 

71–75
Workgroup Teams, 69, 79–80

War Room and, 83–85
Technical design, 225
Technical excellence, 15
Technical risks, 145
Time-based Schedule Performance Index 

[SPI(t)], 277
Tracking of progress, See Project and 

program tracking
Training, 27, 30, 196, 259
Turnkey COTS solutions, 182, 186–188

U

Uncertainty in strategic initiatives, 
268–269, 294

early forecasts, 274
Unknown unknowns, 41–43, 91, 94, 302
Use cases, 222, 273, 280–281, 304
User guide documentation, 259, 260, 266, 

350–351
Use Stories, 79

V

Value chain, 17, 18f, 44, 45f
Vision statement, 13, 119–121, 166–168, 

323, 324, 329, 337–339
Volvo Car Group, 119–120

W

War Room, 15, 83–85, 92
banking system swap case, 30, 85–87, 

150
Help Desk and, 84
PQA Workshop, 107–108

Web catalog factory (WCAT) case, 
50–52, 148–149, 335–337

PQA Workshop results
Activity Description, 344–351
critical and suggested Success 

Factors, 339–343
personal visions and missions 

definition, 337–339
PQA Matrix, 343
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Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), 48, 
97, 98–99, 280, 304, 324–325, 
327, 332

Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) 
dictionary, 332, 334

Workflow documentation, 29, 153, 190, 
193–194, See also Requirements 
specification

call for tender, 197–208
IRS and, 231–234, 242, See also 

Information Requirements 
Study

solution design and development and, 
257

tender material, 208–214
Workflow Workgroups, 235, 238, 242

Workgroup Manager communication 
management, 289–292, 296, 
312–313

Workgroup Teams, 69, 79–80, 92, 176, 
278, 300, 312

Activity Description and, 132, 133
banking system swap case, 152–156, 190
members, 80–81
negotiation with, 270
planning and tracking functions, 79
PQA Team and, 75, 106
Strategy Governance Team and, 72
War Room meetings, 85

Working solution components, 15
Work Packages, 97, 304, 306

documentation, 197–214, 220
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