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Maintaining a Quality Focus Exercise Discussion
Your intuition, the facts, your views and the views of the team members will generally guide you to an effective solution to this and most other team problems.  The key is to get the team talking about the issues and to listen carefully to what they say.  Then you will be in the best possible position to coach the team in deciding what to do.

The Facts

Now that the team has implemented 6 of the 11 components, the SUMP and SUMQ forms, together with the quality profiles, provide information to determine the quality of the products produced and the processes used.  The key facts are as follows.

1.
The first point to note is that the team did not include either design or code inspections in their TSP process.  This oversight should be corrected for the next five components.

2.
From the quality profiles, it is clear that all the components had low compile defects. The only cause for concern is component 4 which had inadequate code review time. Design quality is another matter.

3.
Components 2 and 3 appear to have much better design quality than the others.  The design review time for component 2 was slightly low and Jenny only found two defects in design review but three in unit test.  However, the defects/KLOC for component 2 are below the target, and thus moderately low risk.  With component 3, unit test defects are slightly above target but design review time was reasonable.  Note that the unit test defects for this component were above the target of 5.  But Jenny’s design review yield was a very respectable 75%, giving this component the lowest defect risk.

4. The other four components all had inadequate design review times and all but component 1 had unit test problems.  It is thus clear that the highest risk components are 4, 5, and 6.

5. Tom was responsible for components 1 and 5 and he spent the least amount of time in design reviews.  For component 1, he spent no time in design review.  For component 5, he spent about half as much time in the review as planned, found no defects, missed four, for a design review yield of 0. 

6. Peter did design reviews but had unit test problems with both components.  His review rate was high with component 4 where he missed a lot of defects for a 41% yield before compile.  His review times were more reasonable for component 6 but he still missed 12 defects in his reviews.

7. Without re-inspections, it is likely that components 4, 5, and 6 will have defects found in subsequent testing or system use.  Components 1 and 2, however, have moderate defect risk and component 3 looks good

Considerations

In deciding how to react to this situation, consider the following.

1.
The team members have all gathered comprehensive process data and should be complimented. 

2.
The first action is to improve all the engineers' design and design reviews.  The principal improvement steps are to use data on previously missed defects to update their personal review checklists, to take more time in the reviews, and to use orderly review methods.  By using execution tables or trace tables, for example, they should be able to consistently get review yields approaching 70%.

3.
The second action is relatively clear: have all three engineers inspect components 4, 5, and 6.  In these inspections, they should take the time to thoroughly comb through the design to find as many of the remaining defects as possible.

4. The most sensitive software quality issue is the handling of personal defect data.  For example, make no comparisons among engineers' defect rates, do not use one engineer's performance as an example for anyone else, and never criticize an engineer for his or her numbers of defects.  Focus on the quality of the processes used and not the numbers of defects.  While you should stay away from defect numbers, yields and review rates are not generally sensitive and should be the basis for your process improvement discussions.  So far, the engineers are gathering the data needed to analyze product and process quality and you must not do anything that might reduce their willingness to continue gathering these data.

5. The critical need is to motivate the engineers to take the needed actions.  This is most likely when they identify the problems themselves and arrive at their own conclusions on how to solve them.
Alternative Actions

In deciding how to react and what to do next, your principal alternative actions are as follows.

1. Before saying anything about the issues, ask the engineers for their ideas and suggestions, and then facilitate their discussion on how to proceed.  Refrain from making comments or suggestions until the engineers' views are clear and they have thoroughly discussed the issues, and then contribute your views and any important points or considerations they missed.

2. Start the meeting by identifying the problem components and process deficiencies and telling the engineers how to fix them.

3. Tell the engineers what you think and ask for their comments.

Comments on the Actions

Regarding these actions, the key considerations are as follows.

Action 1 will intellectually involve the engineers in the problem.  It also keeps you out of the decision process, at least until you know their thoughts.  This permits the engineers to think through the issues and alternatives.  While they will likely arrive at the same conclusions you did, they could also think of points you had not considered.  This approach has the double advantage of getting the best solution and having the engineers support it.  Of course, if they do not come to the same conclusions you did, you could debate the issues with them and likely still arrive at a sound and agreed course of action.

While action 2 would quickly get the issues on the table, it has two serious drawbacks.  First, by bearing the bad news, you will be unconsciously blamed for it.  Second, by defining the necessary actions these actions will appear to be management directed, almost regardless of their merits. 

Action 3 is an improvement over action 1 but it still has you identifying the problem and defining the actions.   While you have asked for their input, the engineers will not have had time to think about the issues and may not intuitively support your ideas. While you say you want their comments, you have made up your mind and clearly do not need their input.
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