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Feature vs. Component Teams
January 15, 2013
Raleigh, North Carolina
by Kenny Rubin
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Simple Agile Has One Product
Backlog and One Team
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Characteristics of a Single

Development Team

. ‘Bal'f—araanizinﬂ

3

Cross-fncionaly diverse and sufficient |

_o[ Muketeer aﬁiﬂde]
[P . D:::i:r:,::g ﬁﬁm J»—o[ High-bandwidth mmmnnimﬁon;]
o[ Traparent communication |

0| Right-Sized

_o[ Focuced and committed J

—o[ Works at sustainable PMJ

~ ~lived

.."":,:"~._
g ¥ : Copyright©2007"2012_

i



Scaling Question #1

Team Pa"l"!'er‘l’\s
When Scaling Up




Discipline Teams
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Location Teams

Coordinating
Collocated
Teams

Deliberately
Distributed
Teams
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.- Architectural Layer Teams

et

) @
P& . Middle Tier
o)
‘g s

i . i : Copyright o Imol_

.- Component Teams

C,omponen‘f‘ team 1 C'omponen‘f‘ team 2 C'omponen‘f‘ team 3
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Feature Teams

Scaling Question #2
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-~Don’t Scale Based on Dogmal
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- ~Scale Based on Economic Tradeoffs

2= Scaling should be —o

based on economic

factors —o
=

—O| Variabil H‘ﬂ
Mo

—O| Waste

Scale in a way that
achieves superior flow
resulting in maximum
lifecycle profits

—0 le time

—0 Variabili‘fﬂ
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{ Lifeoﬂole profits ]

Work needs to flow though
—0 Reuse “system” (collection of
teams) in an economically
sensible way
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Waste 3 Waste 4

Can't eliminate
them all

Determine which
cause most
economic clamaﬂe
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Manufacturing inventory
is both physically and
financially visible
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Recognize Inventory (WIP) Waste

Product-development inventory
are knowledge assets that
aren’t visible in the same way
as physical parts




Focus on Idle Work Not ldle

-Workers

Watch the Baton Not the Runners
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-Cycle Time (Lead Time)

Workflow / Value
Stream with a given
u or a team scaling pattern

Solution

Cycle time
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Example Workflow / Value Stream

Dev 1 Dev 1
Groom Integrate
H-——> I > Dev 2 Art > Dev 2 & Test > Deploy
Dev 3 Dev 3
Waste 2d 2wk 3wk 6wk 3wk 1wk 3wk awk 4wk 5wk 2wk
Value 2h 1wk 1wk 1wk 2wk 1wk
) ) Improve team efficiency 10%
6 wk value-adding time Process yields 1.5% improvement
S =15% cycle
éi ) 39.4 wk cycle time efficiency Eliminate 10% waste

yields 8.5% improvement
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Cost of Delay




Team Structure Can Effect
Predictability

Validate Important Assumption
with Fast Feedback

We almost always
underestimate the true
effort here; we have

no idea how lonﬂ it will take
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-Eliminate Unnecessary Ceremony

Liﬂh‘i‘ documentation Document—driven
Low formali‘f'ﬂ Manj hand-—offg
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-Value-centric Deliverables

Delivered value

Time



. Team Pattern Should Balance

‘v Predictive and Adaptive work

How teams are orﬂanimd can influence balance Poin’r
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Component Teams (Single Source)

Product Baokiog,
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Component Teams (Multiple
Sources)

Froduet Ehﬂddoﬂ #2

g o . e
— ] — | — ]
p, SRS
N
“S—
N, — ) SR N
N— N __— 53—

Component Team #1 Component Team #2 Componm‘i‘ Team #3

Pﬁaﬁ P&% P)ﬁq

Copyright © 2007-2011, Innolution, LLC




=~ 1ssue — Blocked Work

[ Cost of delaﬂ }

N [ Frocess efﬁoien&ﬂ }
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-~ Issue — Prioritization

= Localized prioritization decisions
based on things like:
2= Technical priorities of component
2= Whatever is fun or easy

= Feature prioritization can be
driven by component team
availability

2= NPF (Nosiest Person First) can
dominate work order
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-.= Issue — Coordination Cost

= Requires significant and on-going
planning, handoffs, and dependency
management

= At scale dependency management
becomes economically intractable

-+ Favors low-bandwidth means of
communication (e.g., interaction by
contracts)
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.- Issue — Limits Learning
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-~ Issue — Harder to See the Whole
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<. Desirable Property — Conceptual

“ Integrity

2 Knowledgeable and trusted people work in
the code
2= Ensure conceptual integrity
2= Low technical debt

= Conceptual integrity provides:

2= Congruity; consistency; logical
interconnectivity, overall cohesive and
understandable

= Want conceptual integrity both at the
Icomf)onent and the full system/product
eve

©= NOTE: conceptual integrity at the component
level doesn’t guarantee conceptual integrity at
the product level
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.- Desirable Property — Asset Reuse

2= Build it once, use it often

2= Avoid building the same capability in
multiple, potentially inconsistent ways

2= Would otherwise appear in many places
in the codebase, complicating
maintenance and testability

= Economically a sensible concept, but
need to consider the full cost of reuse
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<. Issue — Lack of Conceptual
- Integrity

[lnoompaﬁble ohanﬂegl [ Shared decijn }

[ Who owns i1¢ }
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'~ lIssue — Technical Practices

[ Manage concurrvent access }
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Need deep domain skills
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-, Issue — Non-functional

“* Requirements

Who ensures the non-functional requirements?

As a customer, I want to be As a user, I want the site to
one of 10,000 customers who be available 99.999% of the
can use the system during time I try to access it.

peak usage periods.

As the CTO, I want the new As a user, I want an interface
system to conform to our in English, a Romance language
established security policies. and a complex language.

- Issue — Team Longevity

Froduct 1 Feature Team A
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>~ Issue — Organizational Resistance

2= Interferes with

@ O, fiefdoms

2= Too hard to
reorganize into

N\ § L :
P‘ﬁg‘o; P‘ﬁg‘o; feature teams

A general belief
that feature

o o teams will lead to
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Combined Feature & Component
- Teams

Froduct baak.l'oﬂ t Feature team 1
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Gom.oonen‘f team 1 Gamponen-f' team 2
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Teams with Fully Connected
- Communication Channels
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- =Teams for Collaboration Clusters
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.- Component Stewards/Guardians

2= One or more people that teach others
about the component

2= Ensures changes maintain or improve
conceptual integrity

2= Not the owner of the component;
feature teams make the changes

= Can also take a leadership role in
promoting reuse
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. Create a Community of Practice

" from Feature Team Members
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. Deal with Problems/Opportunities

" that Age Poorly

= Structure teams so we can attack
problems that escalate fast or
opportunities that disappear quickly

Froblems OPPorhmi‘HeQ

Time Time
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Scaled Agile Framework

Recommendation
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Figure 3. The feature and component teams power curve
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>“Visual AGILExicon™

Slides in this presentation contain items
from the Visual AGILExicon™, which is a
trademark of Innolution, LLC and
Kenneth S. Rubin.

ESS};‘NTIAL
ScrRuUM

The Visual AGILEXxicon is used and
described in the book: Essential
Scrum: A Practical Guide to the
Most Popular Agile Process.

You can learn more about the Visual
AGILExicon and permitted uses at:
http://innolution.com/resources/val-

home-page

“www.essentialscrum.com
1NNO|Ut1ON TRANING

ESSENTIAL SCRUM RESOURCES BLOG ABOUTUS

ESSENTIAIL
View the Book Trailer SCcruM

Read the Table of Contents
Read Reviews Essential Scrum

Order on Amazon

Introducing Essential Scrum, A

Practical Guide to the Most Popular

gL

Agile Process by Kenneth S. Rubin.

» Watch the trailer now

READ THE TABLE OF CONTENTS:

Browse throught the Table of Contents to
find out more about the how the book can
help you:

((Choose a chapter... D)




.- Contact Info for Kenny Rubin
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Email: krubin@innolution.com

Website: www.innolution.com

Phone: (303) 827-3333

LinkedIn: www. linkedin.com/in/kennethrubin
Twitter: www.twitter.com/krubinagile

Essential Scrum: A Practical www.essentialscrum.com
Guide to the Most Popular
Agile Process

Comparative Agility Website | www.comparativeagility.com
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