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Software Development Area

4 departments

ui' ...and a forward
'F ~30 teams thinker manager




Software Development Area

Corporate Exploitation &
Systems. Production

Database systems
Scrum Teams

L Designers

Teams

(developers & leaders)

No methodology
teams




Awesome Teamwork
Continuous Improvement Team

Amanda Varella Cristine Dantas Daniel Borges Camila Bastos Fabiana Sampaio Bruno Guerchon

Kanban, Agile DevOps DevOps DevOps Databases Software Development
Culture

Purpose: help teams to get into a state of continuous
delivery and improvement



STARTING WITH AGILE STARTING WITH ANOTHER STORY
FIRST SCRUM TEAM KANBAN BEGINS
VISUALIZATION

SCALING KANBAN
OTHER TEAMS METRICS

EVOLUTIONARY CHANGE












Some teams had great results and kept improving

Others got better, but took some steps back

Others stayed the same

Fortunately no team got worse than before
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The Challenge

How to promote
longlasting
changes?







We are Scrum Teams

We are happy workers

We have consistent processes

Our customer is relatively happy

We have a rudimentary portfolio Kanban



We were optimising the Software
Development Area

Software

Databases and Infrastructure were
Development

lagging behind

The bottlenecks were moving

Databases



David Anderson gave his second Training in
Brazil in 2010

s .}—-f/ |

There, | met Alisson Vale, the pioneer of
Kanban in Brazil. He became our consultant



Our Initial
ldea

Trying to convince the
managers from
Infrastructure

and Database areas
to start with Kanban

Scrum

Software
Development

kanban systems

Infrastructure

kanban systems



Didn't work!

The managers initially liked
the idea,

but didn't put the effort

to make 1t work

It was someone from outside,

proposing something

kanban systems

kanban systems



And then we had Alisson.

How could we use his services
now that the original plan had
failed?

Well, let's work inside the
software development area.

After all we still have many things
to be improved
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Businesses are ecosystems of interdependent services




First Experiment

Kanbanizing the services consumed by the software development

The structure had worked that way
for many years.
Designers
We thought that making these professionals work in

cross-functional teams would be very disruptive and could
hurt their identities, hence, provoking more resistance.

Also, there were economical reasons that could justify the

Corporate ,
functional groups.

Systems.



Internal Database Group as a Service

Corporate
Systems.

Database

-
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The database area takes care of the huge Oil and Gas data
from Petrobras

There were strict rules in how to interact with this

database

The internal database group helped the interaction
between the software development teams and DB area.



Internal Database Group as a Service

Experiment worked.

The team was formed

by 4 people, and the level
of service provided to the teams
was enough.

No complaints!



JAs as a Service

Corporate
Systems.

QA was a traditional testing group.
They received code to test after developed,
needing much more documentation

than was needed.

Service levels were not being met

With the constant complaints of the developers,

it was clear that the model wasn't working

Now, It would be easier to change.



JAs inside teams

The QA were assigned to the teams
Some of them were assigned to 1 or
2 teams

Some teams stayed without
a QA role

The assignment was based
on the criticality of each
System developed

Corporate
Systems.



JAs inside teams

The QA were assigned to the teams
Some of them were assigned to 1 or
2 teams

Some teams stayed without
a QA role

The assignment was based
on the criticality of each
System developed

Corporate
Systems.



Designers as a Service

Designers
Due to the nature of the systems,
most of them didn't need full
time designers

Corporate
Systems.



They classified the job
using T-Shirt sizes and
assigned SLA targets.

Most of the times they
had a DDP of 90% or
more.

Plus, the development

leaders evaluation
saying that everything
was okay
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There is life beyond
Multidisciplinary Teams

Not every service needs to be provided by
a multidisciplinary team

Shared services can provide great results
and economical benefits if well managed

It all depends on the context



DO YOU WANT TO KEEP IMPROVING?
VISUALIZE, EVERYTHING!




Continuous Integration
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Strategic Planning Process Modelling




Team Kanban




1 WIP limits
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Commitment Point

Per Person
WIP limit

Options




Parking lot
to visualise
dependent

work on
other
Services




We started with many physical boards




We moved buildings, space has changed

Some teams started using Jira

9 Para Fazer

~ Volumétrico 18 issues

sG. 1153 4

1 Remover
TBB.UNID_SE
RVICO e

@sc. 1354

1 Bloquear o
Fechamento
da UO caso o

@sc.-1134 .4

1 Bloquear
Processo de
Atendimento

3 Em Progresso
Min 2 Max 6

B sc. 12528

1 Rotina Mensal
do SGA -
Passo a Passo

Esc. 12354

T UO-ES-CNBJ
- Diferencas
entre SIP e

1 Aguardando

Max 3

Esc. 12518

4 Help Online e
Manual do
Usuario

1
Disponivel para
Teste

Max 6

® sc.. 12488

T Fechamento
por UMAE

1 Em teste Max 3 0
Em Homologagéo

4
Aguardando

Deploy/Confirmacéo

Max 9

@ sc. 1248
4 Novos pontos
nao estéo
aparecendo

16 Release...
Concluidas/Producgéo

@ s 12538

™ SGA-RIO -
JGHZ -
Acesso para o

@ sc 12508

T+ UO-SUL -
CYBR -
Associacéo de

@ sc—12498

+ UO-RIO -
JGHZ -
Associacéo de



We lost some things,
we've gained some others...



Exploitation &

Production

systems
Scrum Teams

Do you remember
those
nomethodology

No methodology

teams? teams



Supporting core business functions:
production of oil, gas and water

Each team had an average of 10 years of
existence

Development regulated by SOX. Requires formal
approvals and acceptance

Legacy technology: Centura
Senior Developers: (experience and age!)

Critical Systems. If they stop, Petrobras loses millions

No methodology
teams



Conclusion:
no agile kids around here!



In the last years, those teams
have delivered results with:

Inconsistent processes
Heroic efforts




And from a specific problem,
an opportunity arises
It all started with their Delivery Manager
asking:




Amanda, can you hide
who Is doing what In
Jira?

..j NART-718
&
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Look, there i1s no way of doing It...

..out, why do you

want to do this?




The customer

wants to 0 He said he will
control our He wants to say come here every He snoops Jira
work [ who does what in week daily to see who

is doing what.

~N

the team , /’



Observable Behaviour

Customers with sufficient
transparency will show a
preference or demand the
Involvement of specific
Individuals on their work requests
as a means to mitigate risks of
Inconsistency, poor performance
and disappointment




What was happening?

teams

After years of relationship with their customer, he has retired, and a
new customer has come

3 teams, same customer, similar problems



Hiding who

was doing

what In Jira
definitely was
not to going to
solve the problem




We would need reliable processes and outcomes to
establish this new relationship, and the customer
could trust in the teams



On the path to ML-3



We've scheduled a meeting with the
customer to explain the changes

we would like to implement

If you want to re-prioritise, something

must leave.

Avoid re-prioritise what have already

started
Only prioritise what you really need
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Nothing would change too much,
except for the fact that we wanted to
start a limited prioritisation scheme,
that this would help things move faster

b
. &5

We told him that we were going to do
some experiments with it
If didn't work, we could rollback again

A |



David Anderson’s Formula for Evolutionary Change

Stressor

~ ¥ Reflection Mechanism

Leadership




We had everything




Practices

Navigating
through the
Kanban
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Software Development Flow

Aprovadas Em Andlise Analisado Aguardando Em Disponivel Em Teste Em Aguardando Release
Progresso pra Teste Homologacdo || deploy Concluido

S 15 | 18 5 H Y 3| oH oA 3 Y ¢ | 6
AridadA Dlanlrar oo ..o

Customer Flow - for prioritisation and condensed
view of In Progress items

Backlog Aprovado Em andamento Aguarda Homologado Cancelado Em Release
Homologacéo Producao

69 ] 5 | 11 3 0 0 0

Being a SOX regulated system, all User Stories needed to be approved by the customer
(moved in the board by him) and in the end, accepted also by him.
Also, there were several Jira rules in terms of other work: developer, testers...
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Before setting WIP limits, teams with
3 people had 20 items in progress

Em Disponivel Em Teste
Progresso pra Teste
] 3 o & o



MANAGE FLOW

Cumulative Flow

Throughput

Failure demand

Run Charts

Lead Time

... and other measures
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Cumulative Flow Diagram ~ 17/Jul/12 to 8/Oct/13 (All Time) @ Refine...
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Cumulative Flow Diagram ~ 2/Aug/12 to 8/Oct/13 (All Time) @ Refin
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Cumulative Flow Diagram ~ 8/Nov/12 to 8/0ct/13 (All Time) Refin
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starts This team was doing well,

but they were not so
disciplined

with the tool
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Team 1
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Team 2
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Team 3
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Problem: Customer is not satisfied with our
throughput, he also says things take too long to
finish

Let's understand why

=
o
—
L
Ll
(&)
<C
P
<
=



80

70

Cumulative Type Chart

We receive too many
support calls and we go
to many unnecessary
meetings

wStory
®Suporte
“Consultoria
Reunido
#Defeito
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Hypothesis validated!!!

wStory
®Suporte
“Consultoria
“Reunido
®Defeito

Maximise value
adding activities

Story

Minimise non-value
adding activities

. Support
Advisory

Meetings



MANAGE FLOW

We give too many calls and go to many unnecessary meeting

Support Calls

8 0édto Técnico

60

50

40

30

20

10

Support calls

73



Throughput

wero  Feversio  Maco  Abs Me  Juwo  Jubo  Agsmo  Setembro Outubro Nevembro Desembeo

AVG = 7,5 stories/month AVG = 5,3 stories/month

- N - e

AVG = 10 stories/month

MANAGE FLOW



Problem: Customer complains that we take too long
to deliver features
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Hypothesis: the customer takes a long time to validate features.

Let's investigate....
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Fact: Customer takes too much time to accept features

Percentage of User Acceptance Time

®impedimento
BFazendo
#Aguardando Teste
"% | Em Teste
.\ mPreparando Homologacio
gl » Em Homologacio
Homologado

MANAGE FLOW



Defect Rate

Falhas/Stories concluidas
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Average Lead Time

Lead Time (médio das stories concluidas nos ultimos 3 meses)
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MANAGE FLOW
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MAKE POLICIES EXPLICIT

.
Visible policies in the team area

WIP policies

Stand-up policies

Work Item Types
Definitions

Jira Policies



_________________________________

Weekly Replenishment - | |
Meetings with -/ W/

the Customer

IMPLEMENT FEEDBACK LOOPS

______________________
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Service Delivery Review

The Best Management Tool
to not mess up with Data!!!

The teams were very comfortable with the meetings, and they
were seeing value in analysing good metrics for teams and managers.
Until now, | have never seen such a thing!

IMPLEMENT FEEDBACK LOOPS



IMPLEMENT FEEDBACK LOOPS

Stand-up meetings

We started doing stand ups with
the 3 teams

Some of them decided to keep,
others not

As they were working together
for many time,
communication was not a issue

Also, the new boards helped a
lot to represent current reality
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Problem

N

Visualisation

V4

We entered into a virtuous
cycle of instead of jumping
into a solution of a problem,
we first built some
visualisation or chart that
would help us understand
better the nature of the
problem

Many of them were solved
without us taking any action!



There was no need to
hide from the customer

- who was doing what
\a NART-718 n
&
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Customer stopped asking
about it

There were still some
minor

attempts of task
assignment,

but the Delivery Manager
handled the naughty
behavior

Results




Teams got more visibility of their own activities

They've achieved a structured software development process
(it became a benchmark in the company in terms of SOX
compliance)

Results
O



The frequency of replenish meetings started to decrease

The customer started to prioritise the work directly in Jira,
and doing on-demand replenishment.

He knew exactly what was happening during the development.

Collateral effects






Observable Behaviours

Consistency of processes
Customer expectations being met

He trusts the work 1s done
consistently

Demand balanced against
capacity

Metrics and reporting strategy
Fit for purpose




Did you remember the Databases
and Infrastructure areas?
Software
Development We've put a lot of effort in our
interactions with them.

Inspired by our achievements, they've

also started to use a lot of Kanban
practices and improving their service
delivery to us.

Results
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After these 3 teams, 5 more teams adopted this
same approach of Service Delivery reviews

After-effects



Transparency

Balance

_______________

_______________

__________

__________

Leadership

s O
S

Agreement

Customer Focus

Respect




Thank you!
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