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No More End-Game Blues

Haw did suftware manufacturer Mices: handlg
the shift to having the st tezm drive snd-game
managemant” Dave Hoffman, a produst manag-
er g1 Wicros, shares his perspactiva nn the aow
scheme ot product delivery,

Hoffman came into his rale ust as Micros
wizs lransitioning from & mom traditioral way of
daing things, “traditional” meaning that engi
neering weites code and drives the project Lo
completion, and 04 tests t Now, when a proj-
ecl enters it final phase, the test seam isin charge. Witnessing this shift
from the Beginning, he's convinged its the right tack to take.

“Biving the reins over to the (4 group &t the end of a projecl was a dil-
ficlt frat for ergineering, ..ot first” says Hoffmar. *But fom the develop-
es’ perspeclives, it ultimately improved things. It putan end 1o the ten-
dency to fix the easy stutt first. Instead, it gave them definte deliversbles,
deadlings, and priofties —which in most organizations are very unclear.
It's & very producl-centric way of building software —ane that works. e
seen the resils.”

When askad how the whele thing get started, Hofiman was on the level.

"W want through a ‘ot of culture paing.” Hoffrman admits. “You can't
force a new developmant process if vour culture dossn't accept what
yau're doing; Tortunately, ours did. But our tost manager hao to make it
|:|°ﬂr that no matwer whao was driving the process, it wasn't about control,
was ahout the fact that the end result had to be & guality product. Onee
the process change tnok hold, people saw the effort we wese putting into
defect-fres software”

In the beginnirg, control remained an issug in the sense thal ance @

Product manager Dave Hoffman stands behind
putting end-game management in BA's hands.

project nesred completion, the 4 group
saddenly had & say in the daily tasks of
enginesning. Roles were still intact — the
development team was still writing
code— but now they were doing il based on the feedback of Q4. This
change took some getting used ta.

“Tne tnughest part was the grading process,” Hoffman continues. “We
hiad o reach commaon understanding about what the grades meant, These
things aren’t arbitrary; they have alaorithms to back them up. And now
that the algneithms are in place, the concept of grades can be transfarred
Lo diflerent projects.”

Overall, it took about six 1o nine manths ol continual work and adjust-
ment-making to get the process up and running smoothly. However, duning
thiz conwarsion, and since its implementation; one particularly unexpected
thing happened: There was no employes turnover in the development

groups. This is gn achieverment whether you're trying something new or
you're at status quo. Hotiman thinks he understands why,

“Bllowing every member of the team —from development to Q4 to
product management —to have input improves the overall product devel-
opment lifecycle, |Lalso contributes to emaloyee satisfaction because em
plovess fee! involved.” In Hoffman's view, their unconventional end-game
ategy has heen a trua win-win A5
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