PHE RD Board, 20-feb-06
1. 3GSM Barcelona
2. (Some) Principles for PHE RD Management
· Decisions are made by direct superior – not higher
· Objectives are discussed and agreed upon with direct superior – not higher

· Managers, once they accepted them, have to explain and defend all decisions and objectives through company & business needs – not as “given” by a higher manager

· Hiring: all members of RD management team are personally responsible for the quality of external hires, and that the process is followed (down to the details)

· One-time bonus: members of RD mgmt team have to personally explain the case to heads of RD

· Backups/Deputies must be named in case of vacation or sicktime; they will not participate in the RD board, but will be informed about relevant decisions/action by the team
3. Best-practice sharing with PHA

Objectives: 

· learn from each other and improve own operations

· involve managers more in cultural change and understanding

· increase the team spirit between PHE and PHA managers

· support the "combination efforts", and improve capabilities to help each other when needed 

Approach: 

Charter all top-level managers of PHE R&D with the following tasks: 

· get in touch with your PHA counterpart, and find out three things he and his folks do better (preferably by visiting them)

· implement those learning’s in your own operations, say within next 3 - 6 months 

4. Swan/Apoxi Status (( see below)
5. Crisis Projects (Kestrel, Polaris, Swan)
6. Improvement Opportunities in Project Management (( see below)
7. Management Objectives (( see below)
8. PLM-Excellence Status (( see below)
Swan / Apoxi Update

S. Bocionek, 15-feb-06

1. Summary 

a. The assessment of the project Swan, the incompleteness of the Apoxi platform, plus the derived predictions of additional timelines and costs, have led to the conclusion that Swan on Apoxi cannot be completed successfully as planned.

b. The consequence is that an equivalent product to Swan needs to be realized for a Sept/Oct 06 delivery, with the lowest risk coming from a Vintage implementation. That means that a new lead product for Apoxi is tbd.   Nobody loves this, but CM / CPM are ok.

c. The discussions with Infineon and Teleca led to agreements to follow the release strategy as proposed by BenQ (Bocionek slides from last week). The strategy describes how to de-couple platform releases from product releases.

d. To start with first product releases, the platform needs to have a certain richness of feature sets; integrating additional features once the product development started would de-stabilize everything.

e. To find out the gap that needs to be closed for shipping such a first platform release, and to work out all other aspects of a true platform (clean abstraction & connector layers to support re-use, 3rd party inclusion concept, agile process adoption, combined tool chains, programming framework and guardrails, training concept, etc.), the partners agree on a time-out of 3-4 weeks to define the necessary work.

f. Under the leadership of BenQ Mobile, the necessary CM, PHE, Infineon and Teleca experts (potentially supported by few PSE resources) will come together and work out the concepts:

· start: cw 08, latest cw 09

· project lead: tbd [named by Bocionek/Sydon/Thullier in next 5 days]

· BenQ project resources: tbd by Bocionek/Sydon/Thullier, Feb. 22

· Inclusion of consultants (IBM, ThoughtWorks): tbd Bocionek 

· Named resources from Infineon and Teleca: tbd latest by Feb. 24

· Steering board (SB proposal): Bocionek, Sydon, Eul/Infineon, Björk/Teleca

g. In all discussions, S. Bocionek & B. Thullier repeated strong commitments to the platform strategy. We will do as few Vintage products as possible, hopefully only the SWAN equivalent. The whole change comes from the need “to do the platform approach right”, rather to crank out a first product “quick & dirty”. One has to be able to re-use the investments of a Swan type project later. This is not guaranteed at all today, even if we eventually complete Swan.

h. Communication to the troops: It was agreed by all parties that we communicate positively:

· The assessment of the project Swan, the incompleteness of the Apoxi platform, plus the derived predictions of additional timelines and costs, have led to the conclusion that Swan on Apoxi cannot be completed successfully as planned

· The consequence is that an equivalent product to Swan needs to be realized for a Oct 06 delivery, with the lowest risk coming from a Vintage implementation. That means that a new lead product for Apoxi is tbd.

· To avoid trouble in any next Apoxi project, all partners agreed to do the platform implementation right, rather than too quick.

· For the next 4 – 6 weeks, all partners take a “time out” to re-work the platform concept and implementation needs, derived from the new release strategy (de-coupling of platform and product releases).

· All work done so far, esp. the last 6 weeks, is not lost but needed anyway for whatever the lead product will be.

· All (sub) project leaders and managers are requested to keep any investments or payments low until the concept work is finished and the plan is clear.

· After the time out, management will decide how to continue with the platform release and a new lead product, and which tasks will be done by whom.
i. General theme in all discussions: S. Bocionek explained to all parties that no platform vendor in other software industries (e.g. Enterprise computing, Medical engineering) charges NRE’s for changes / improvements of their platforms. Those investments need purely be covered by the license costs (variable costs for us). There is no agreement on that yet, but it should pave the way for later discussions on NRE work and payment.

j. Infineon: Prof. Eul is supporting the approach. For him it seems, that the most important point is to secure Infineon as chipset supplier to BenQ. Once Eul nodded, his people were in agreement, too.

k. Teleca: CEO Christer Björk got SB commitment to license volume and payment of NRE work so far. Payment timelines were stretched out by 8 months to reflect the changes coming from Swan (Travis Galloway from BenQ to negotiate the final details). Christer Björk has ramped up about 55 people for the Swan/Apoxi support and needs some work for them in the time until we start the first real Apoxi product (( could give us such resources for other project work; TPM’s to consider)

l. PSE: SB informed Mr. Hraby of the items a. – j. Hraby agreed to put on hold his planned ramp up of resources from 80 to 150 or so. He also needs now workload for his people. I only offered some involvement in the concept work during the next 4 weeks (I think of 2 – 3 PSE people), and I suggested he uses some of the people for the Jerry project in Bejing (W. Klebsch to follow up). More ideas on the further involvement of PSE will be exchanged after the concept work in 4 weeks.

2. Summary for BenQ staff (all people working in the projects, TPM, R&D, SP)

· I suggest that for a broader communication, we only send out the items under 2.h above

· Additional information needed will be provided by the managers.

3. Summary for external partners

· I suggest that we send 2.a – 2.i to Infineon, Teleca and PSE /       DONE by SB
· Additional information possibly requested by them should be strictly provided through Eickholt, Bocionek and/or Sydon (plus Asmussen and Danneil in later stages).

Improvement Opportunities in Project Management
S. Bocionek, 17-feb-06

Observations by S. Bocionek
· Project Mgt. Structure too complex (TPM, PL, sub-PL,…..)

· not fully understood

· unclear responsibilities (at least in the heads of people)

· low personal accountability

· inefficiency in discussions; expensive structure

· partners don‘t understand, and are difficult to steer

· ‘‘Defense Mindset‘‘ rather than ‘‘Find Solution Mindset‘‘

· individuals fall back to their own small share, rather seeing themselves as teams to solve problems

· no ‘‘volunteering‘‘ to help solve problems immediately, even if ‘‘outside the process‘‘

· ‘‘plan of yesterday sounds more important than the problem of today‘‘ (so it looks)

· People don‘t think in terms of customer needs


· no real sense of urgency in all minds

· little understanding of negative impact for customer business

· Gaps in necessary competencies (project mgmt, integration,…)

Proposal

· redefine roles & responsibilities, but this time based on very small project mgmt. teams 

· fully dedicate the project mgmt. teams to one project

· add recruiting actions for those people

Management Objectives
S. Bocionek, 20-feb-06 (table not current)
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	K. Rudolph Onyx, Ruby -Swift+ Kestrel only partly 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Product TTM: av. project delays due to SWM < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	Software Quality: defect rate in SysTest xx/changedKLOC; Defects caused by SWM, defect definition tbc.
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	G. Fässler Obsidian, Philippe, Hawk, Swan -Swift+ Kestrel only partly possible
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Product TTM: av. project delays due to SWK < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	Software Quality: defect rate in SysTest xx/changedKLOC; Defects caused by SWM, defect definition tbc.
	2.9
	2.8
	2.7
	2.6
	2.5
	2.4
	2.3
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	K. Wacker
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Product Quality: avg. RR compared to M1 RR target
	+3%
	
	+2%
	
	+1%
	target
	-1%
	-2%
	-3%

	
	Defect fix cycle time < x  working days (Prio 1 rated until tested)
	20
	
	15
	
	10
	
	8
	
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	J. Bauregger
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Product TTM: av. delays during project due to HW < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	Hardware Quality: RR due to HW errors < x%
	5%
	
	4%
	
	3%
	
	2%
	
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	H. Thonhauser
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Product TTM: av. delays during project due to MD < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	Design Qualty: RR due to MD errors < x%
	5%
	
	4%
	
	3%
	
	2%
	
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	J. Riesmeyer
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Accessory TTM: av. delays of supply < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	Accessory quality: how to measure ???
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	J. Schmitz
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	RD ES productive at date x with y tools (PV,CQ, DO, CM); for CM milestone is agreement in March
	Jul/2
	
	Jul/3
	
	Jun/3
	
	Jul/4
	
	Jun/4

	
	Internal customer satisfaction: x% positive
	50%
	
	60%
	
	70%
	
	76%
	
	82%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	R. Scholz
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Project timelines  [needs more discussion]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Result Quality  [needs more discussion]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	O. Dicker (non-financial targets)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Work satisfaction
	3.25
	
	
	
	2.25
	
	
	
	1.80

	
	In-sourced employees
	180
	
	
	
	200
	
	
	
	222

	
	Move teams to SCRUM methodology (Ruby)
	40%
	
	
	
	75%
	
	
	
	100%

	
	Product TTM: av. Project delays due to SWM WRO, SWK WRO, ST WRO < x weeks
	8
	
	6
	
	4
	
	3
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	M. Julio (non-financial targets)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Work satisfaction
	3.25
	
	
	
	2.25
	
	
	
	1.80

	
	TTM goal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Quality goal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


PLM-Excellence Status,   S. Bocionek, 20-feb-06  (Plan and Milestones from 26-jan-06) 

[image: image1.emf]Wallchart reviews started

26-Jan; weekly practice

Set up U2 methodology for Polaris, Swift, Swan, Kestrel (done, Jan 06); report

metrics on weekly basis (ongoing); secure TTM for the projects

U2 projects; 

Faessler, Rudolph

Start workgroup, cw5

Define formal platform concept, incl. technical specification (Apr 06), usage

model (May 06); start skills enhancement program (May 06)

cleanApoxi platform; 

Faessler

QA‘able Portfolio doc by

Uwe Sydon due 31-Jan

Define Roadmap alignment & change mgmt process (Feb 06), clarify plat-form

responsibilities and activities (Feb 06), define re-use strategy (Mar 06)

Platform & Portfolio; 

SB + JE

Track monthly KPI‘s PLM MD excellence program and KPI‘s defined (done, Jan06; < 2% RR), 

improvement project starts Feb 06), visible results (Jul 06) 

Quality Up of MD;

Thonhauser

Launch initiative (Feb 06) Agree on invention disclosure targets (Jan 06), start invention initiative (Feb 06), 

strengthen IP portfolio of BMG (Dec 06)

Invent the future; 

Bauregger, Hartm.

Concept proposal ready in 

cw07

Consolidate all tools for PLM (Mar 06); start centralizing support infra-structure

(Mar 06), increase interaction and automation of tool chain (Jul06) 

Best-in-IT tools; J. 

Schmitz

alignment with SW and Q, 

kick off in cw 4

Start defect injection analysis (Feb 06), define bug fix cycle time impro-vement

plan (Feb 06), improve NCCPI at delivery dates to < 50K (Jul 06)

Best-in-Test: 

Wacker

Scrum start Ruby 14-Feb

OM offer agreed Feb 06

Prototype Agile in 2 – 3 projects (Jan – Sep 06)

Prepare organization forfull Agile transition (Dec 06)

Agile; U. Schmitz, 

Faessler, Rudolph

Name proj mgr (mid Feb) Introduce process culture and discipline, incl. Internal customer satisfaction

metrics (Mar 06), CIP targets (Apr. 06), CMM baseline (Sep 06)

Model-V;             

Bocionek, Fillers

Mgmt objectives & BSC in 

Feb 06; LQA May 06

Establish commitment-driven behavior, KPI metrics (Jan 06), Balanced Score 

cards (Feb. 06), LQA analysis (May 06)

High-performing

culture; Bocionek

2nd all hands R&D meeting

on March 06

Establish regular all hands communication (Jan 06)

Engange in breakfast meetings and other activities (start Feb 06)

Uniform Communi-

cation; Bocionek

Next Steps Project Plans Status Project, P-

Leader


Stat. 25-Jan06-
[image: image2.emf]Status eval. start cw04

Target clarif. start cw04

n/a Kick off meeting cw03 Invent the future; 

Bauregger, Hartm.

Wallchart reviews & SW 

TTM call with JE weekly

n/a Ongoing for Polaris, Swift, Swan, 

Kestrel; wallchart reviews started

U2 projects; 

Faessler, Rudolph

Team members to be

named (Jan 06)

n/a Major goals identified cleanApoxi

platform; Faessler

QA‘able Portfolio doc by

Uwe Sydon due 31-Jan

Too little exchange of ideas so far 

(but there was Christmas)

Good alignment meetings with CM in 

Dec. 05; needs continuation

Platform & Portfolio; 

SB + JE

Track monthly KPI‘s n/a PLM MD excellence program and 

KPI‘s defined

Quality Up of MD;

Thonhauser

Concept proposal ready in 

cw07

Ressource & budget in ES dept. 

depends on concept tp be realized

Kick-off done; Benchmarking started Best-in-IT tools; J. 

Schmitz

alignment with SW and Q, 

kick off in cw 4

n/a Systemtest managers informed, 

goals partly defined

Best-in-Test: 

Wacker

Scrum start Ruby 14-Feb

OM offer agreed Feb 06

Koala stopped; now Ruby & 

Gemstone; High consultancy cost

Kick-off for Swan and Koala on Jan 4/5; 

Consulting supp. by ObjectMentor(OM)

Agile; U. Schmitz, 

Faessler, Rudolph

Project mgr. Named mid

Feb. 06

n/a Agreement with Mr Fillers reached, 

to drive project together

Model-V implem. 

Bocionek, Fillers

KPI targets ready 31-Jan

Mgmt objectives 14-Feb

n/a KPI‘s defined, baselining underway, 

targets to be set end of months

High-performing

culture; Bocionek

All hands R&D meeting on 

27-Jan-06

n/a Concept „Quo Vadis R&D“ defined; 

accepted by mgmt team

Uniform Communi-

cation; Bocionek

Next Steps Critical Issues Achievements Status Project, P-

Leader


