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1 INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this report is to describe current status regarding the process of feature 
enhancement and improvement of an identity and access management software called 
Cerebrum. Cerebrum is developed and maintained and used by the University of 
Oslo.  

This chapter contains information on the context for the software process 
improvement, the methods used in the improvement planning, execution evaluation, 
the issues in the baseline process and goals for the improved process. 

1.1 CEREBRUM AS A SOFTWARE AND AN ORGANISATION 

This report is about a large scale identity and access management (IaM) software 
system called Cerebrum. All access to IT services for all users at UiO is regulated 
through Cerebrum. Cerebrum consists of: 

• A relational database for storing data needed to successfully control IaM processes.  

• A framework database interface implementation, i.e. an API written in Python [3]  

• A number of applications and scripts implementing the IaM procedures, mostly written in 
Python and run periodically as automatic  routines. While these are not visible to the 
stakeholders, their effects very much are.  

• A number of user interfaces to Cerebrum such as a self-service web-application available for 
general user population [4] and text-based administration client available for super users [5]. 

Cerebrum is an “in-house” developed software system, designed, created, developed 
run and maintained at USIT. USIT is a hierarchically organized department at UiO 
[7] with around 270 employees and several development groups dealing with 
domain-specific software.  

People working with Cerebrum are members of the service group for Cerebrum which 
currently employs a service group manager, chief developer/solutions architect, two 
system developers, one web-application developer and three system administrators. In 
addition hierarchical management (hereby referred to as “upper management”) is 
included in all major decisions in the service group, and must therefore be a party to 
process changes. Development is mainly triggered by the service group 
members/development team.  
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The stakeholders relevant in this context1 are: 

• Super users (IT and administrative personnel), around 500 users 

• General user population, around 50 000 users at any point in time 

USIT is an informal work place with an existing culture based on a high degree of 
individual freedom regarding the choice of work hours, development tools, routines 
etc.  

1.2 METHOD 

The process to be improved is registration and management of improvement 
suggestions and feature enhancements in Cerebrum. The process to be improved lacks 
a complete prescribed form.  

I have decided to apply a slightly altered version the PROFES improvement cycle [8] 
to the process of handling improvement suggestions and feature/enhancement 
requests. PROFES improvement cycle is quite extensive and not all the described 
steps have been given equal consideration, i.e. verification of commitment is 
superficial, no experience base update is planned etc.   

Both the baseline and the target process are modeled descriptively [11], expressed 
using table notation [12].  

In order to determine successfulness of the improved process, its achievements must 
be measured [13]. In this report GQM [14] techniques will be applied in order to 
quantify, evaluate and control the target. 

1.3 ISSUES 

As suggested by the description of context, the overall success and continued 
development of Cerebrum is highly dependent on the feedback from the stakeholders, 
especially the super users. The expected feedback takes form of improvement 
suggestions and feature/enhancement request for both interfaces and automatic 
routines.  

Unfortunately the user input management is not well-organized [15]. This has led to 
several issues with high-impact consequences for the development and for the 
stakeholders of Cerebrum. Following issues will be addressed during the design of the 
target process: 

                                                 

1 Cerebrum is used by other institutions but their impact on feature enhancement/improvements is 
negligible when compared to UiO and therefore disregarded here 
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1. Improvement suggestions and enhancement request not reaching the service group for 
Cerebrum. Further development of Cerebrum is thus more dependent on the development 
team then the primary stakeholders. 

2. Suggestions and requests lost from sight/forgotten/not handled after reaching the service 
group for Cerebrum.  

3. Response quality to a received suggestion, i.e. the relevance, preciseness and speed of 
response, inconsistent. In simple terms this means that response quality is not uniform but 
depends on responder and other factors that may interfere, such as workload and time period. 

4. Little user involvement after initial request. When a requested feature/improvement is 
implemented often little attention is given to the requester, effectively cutting of user 
influence.  

5. Inconsistent follow-up once solution is implemented. No routine is defined to follow-up newly 
deployed solutions, sometimes leading to expensive clean-up operations. This is partly related 
to the high degree of complexity of Cerebrum and the low predictability in the integration 
related parts of the system [16]. 

1.4 GOALS 

In order to be able to define a target process with measurable outcomes clear and 
well-defined goals for the new process are needed. The primary ambition is that the 
target process should drive the development in a direction compatible with the 
stakeholders’ needs and wishes. The following goals describe what the target process 
should achieve when implemented: 

1. At least ten improvement suggestion or feature enhancements/requests should be registered 
and acted upon by the service group for Cerebrum within six months of the implementation of 
the target process.  

2. All requests must receive a response within two work days after submission. Every registered 
unresolved case must be re-evaluated and updated at least every two weeks.  

3. Responses must be compliant with, at the very least, the minimum response quality standard 
as defined in the target process.  

4. Simple feed-back on involvement is required from the requester after every completed task, 
asking if the requester is satisfied with the level of involvement. The number of negative 
answers should not exceed 20% of the total number of resolved inquiries. 

5. Post-deployment follow-up; before deployment a dated overview of potential impact must be 
created and retained in the request repository. The impact of the implemented improvements 
and features must be evaluated approximately thirty days after deployment, and evaluation 
status. No more than 10% of the registered request may lack updated evaluation 40 days after 
deployment. 

2 BASELINE PROCESS 

The baseline process assessed in this report is the process of registration and 
management of improvement suggestions and feature requests made by stakeholders 
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for Cerebrum, stable and deployed IaM software. In this chapter the existing process 
along with its components, artifacts, activities and performance is described.  

2.1 ELEMENTS OF THE BASELINE PROCESS 

Currently the registration and management of request is a disordered process, with a 
few variants. As the issues in 1.3 imply there is no single and well-defined way for 
Cerebrums stakeholders to deliver improvement request to the developers of the 
system, nor is there a uniform follow-up routine for the requests.  

Based on the nature of the process and on previous experience we may venture that at 
least the following three roles are encountered often enough to bare defining: 

• Requester or the person delivering the suggestion/request.  

• Service group for Cerebrum (SGC), a person or people receiving the request. 

• Advisor, a person or a group of people that may be needed in order to further evaluate the 
request/advise at decision making.  

The following activities are recognized in the baseline process: 

• Submission of suggestion/request. The request may be submitted either by e-mail, verbally, 
via a chat-service. Suggestions may be submitted to the service group for Cerebrum (SGC) or 
somewhere close within the organization thus resulting in the next activity, registration.  

• Registration of suggestion/request. Once a suggestion reaches the development team it is 
usually noticed and may subsequently be considered as registered. However, no special 
registration tool or routine is used for this activity.  

• Evaluation of the request and decision making. Evaluation mostly equals discussion, either at 
the weekly service group meeting or by individual members of the service group. Different 
outcomes may follow the evaluation: 

o The request cannot be fulfilled.  

o Solution is achievable, but no resources are available or solution is demanding/long 
term or further clarification by requester is needed.  

o The request may be readily resolved.  

o The request must be sent somewhere else, i.e. to an advisory body, for further 
evaluation. 

• Execution of the decision. 

o  If the request cannot be fulfilled usually an answer is given to the requester, but 
often response is unduly postponed or forgotten. 

o Requests requiring long term solution or resources not available for the moment 
mostly result in a one-off feedback to the requester. If further clarification is needed 
the requester is usually contacted, possibly initiating a new run in the activity loop. 
Nothing is done to ensure a future follow-up for the long term request and the input 
is lost if no external pressure exists to address the request. 
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o If the request is simple an “approximate” solution to the request may often be 
implemented. No guaranty exists that the solution actually fulfils the requestor’s 
need/suggestion.  

• Deployment. Produced solutions are deployed at the development teams’ request. No routine 
exist to make sure that the deployment happens. 

• Feedback. In some variants of the process feedback is given to the requester or the 
appropriate stakeholders at the time of decision and/or deployment. 

The following artifacts exist in the baseline process: 

• Improvement suggestion/feature request, often an e-mail. 

• Decision, what will be done about the request, often verbal?  

• Code, i.e. implementation of the request, or a document/e-mail requesting further 
information/informing the requester of the decision. (output from execution, input for 
deployment) 

• Feedback to stakeholders, when made available. 

It is not possible to create a full list of tools, methods and techniques used in the 
baseline process. The only fairly well-defined tool is an e-mailing list where 
members of the service group are included, but chat-services and web are also used. 
Methods and techniques used are too numerous to be of any use in the planning of 
the target process.  

2.2 DESCRIPTIVE MODEL OF THE BASELINE PROCESS 

Even though process definitions are poor, a correlation between artifacts and activities 
in the baseline process may be expressed:  

Table 1: baseline process model 

Activity Input Output Roles Tools 

Submission  Suggestion/request Requester E-mail, chat 

Registration Suggestion/request  SGC  

Evaluation Suggestion/request Decision SGC E-mail, verbal, chat 

Execution Decision Code/document SGC, Requester Adviser E-mail, verbal, chat 

Deployment Code  SGC  

Feedback  Information about the request solution SGC, requester, stakeholders E-mail, web 
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2.3 PERFORMANCE OF THE BASELINE PROCESS 

Acquiring good enough data to establish the performance of the baseline process was 
difficult. It was especially hard to quantify the performance pertinent to goals as no 
complete record of comparable values exists. 

The following was found:  

• A total of 14 unique requests, two of which have not been previously related to the service 
group for Cerebrum. 

• An average of 8 working days between registration and feedback to requester. 
• Three cases where no feedback was given.  
• Five “abandoned” cases (no update for long periods of time).  
• No minimum quality standard exists or is required when responding to requests. 
• No cases where a requester has been involved in the design of the solution or the decision 

making process were found. 
• As for the post-deployment follow-up, no data is available. 

For information on how the performance was assessed, see Appendix A. 

3 TARGET PROCESS 

In this chapter the changes and amendments to the baseline process are described. 

3.1 WHAT WILL BE CHANGED 

The baseline process is, more than anything else, incomplete and lacking in control 
mechanisms. The changes to the baseline process are therefore of both introductory 
and adaptive nature. Some elements of the baseline process stay the same but require 
different input/produce different output in the target process.  

Submission, registration, evaluation and execution activities defined in the baseline 
process will be changed. A new activity, post-deployment follow-up, will be added in 
the target process. 

The role set for the process will be expanded, and existing roles assigned new tasks. 
In the baseline process a request only had implicit state. The target process will 
introduce several valid, explicit states for a suggestion/request. 

The baseline process did not require use of any particular tools. This is no longer the 
case in the improved process.  

In addition a few new artifacts will be defined.  

3.2 DESCRIPTIVE MODEL OF THE TARGET PROCESS 

Detailed description of the elements in the target process is available in Appendix B. 

Acronyms: 
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• Roles: R – requester, M – manager, CD – chief developer, E – executor, A – advisor 
• Tools: RR – request repository, CT – communications tools, DT - decision documentation 

template, FT – feedback templates 

The following is a full model of the target process in table notation: 

Table 2: Target process model 

Activity Input  Output Roles Tools State at completion2 

Submission  Contact3 R RR Submitted 

Registration Contact Request M, R RR, CT Registered 

Evaluation Request Decision CD, R DT Evaluated/Info from 
requester  

Execution Decision Code, doc(s) E, R, A FT Unsolvable/Advisor/Ready 

Deployment Solution  E Other Pending follow-up 

R. feedback Feedback 
request 

Involvement 
assessment 

M, R CT Pending follow-up 

Post-deployment Solution Evaluation CD Other Resolved 

4 IMPLEMENTATION OF TARGET PROCESS 

In this chapter introduction of the target process in the existing organization is 
described. 

Introducing process changes is a challenging task. The success of the implementation 
depends on acceptance of the new process both on the organizational and individual 
level. Managerial support is crucial and the process improvement will be far less 
likely to succeed if the management does not recognize their role in the organization 
fully and correctly [20]. In addition, the success of the process improvement will 
depend on process managers’ ability to build consensus and support and recognize 
resistance [20]. 
   

                                                 
2 Description of valid states is available in Appendix C 

3 Not necessarily defined enough to be considered a request 
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Table 3: Implementation of the target process  

Activity When Responsible Implementation Participants Prerequisites 

Acquire 
management 
support  

Primo jan Manager, chief 
developer 

Present the 
improvement plan in a 
meeting with 
management and 
request 
support/sponsorship 

Upper 
management 

Improvement 
interest with 
manager and chief 
developer 

Create      

Communicate the 
desire and plan 
for improvement 

January Manager, chief 
developer 

Promote 
understanding of the 
improvement process, 
gain support in group, 
uncover resistance 

Upper 
management, 
Group 

Sponsorship/support 
by management 

Start 
improvement 
process 

1st feb Manager Do a kick-off and 
include all group 
members 

Group  

Jira [20] training 1st feb – 3d feb Manager Training for the whole 
group, by a Jira super 
user 

Group Time off from 
active tasks, use of 
Jira accepted by 
group 

Obtain Jira 
access 

14th feb Manager Contact Jira 
administrator at USIT, 
ask for access  

  

Establish request 
repository in Jira 

 15th feb Manager Create a dedicated 
issue tracker in Jira 

Chief developer Jira access available 

Establish 
workflow in Jira 

15th feb – 1st 
mar 

Manager Define a custom work-
flow for the request 
repository 

Chief developer  

Add custom 
fields to issue 
tracker 

1st mar Manager Involvement 
assessment 

Advisor(s) 

  

Decision doc. 
templates 

1st mar Chief developer Create template to 
document evaluation 
decision, add to Jira 

Manager  

Establish valid 
request states 

1st mar Manager Create doc. for request 
states and their use as 
described in app. B  

Group  
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Establish roles 1st mar Manager Document roles as 
defined in 3.2, assign 
responsibilities 

Chief developer Agreement on roles 

Establish alerts in 
Jira 

1st mar – 10th 
ma 

Chief developer Create alerts as 
described in 4.1 

  

Establish 
feedback 
templates and 
add to Jira 
workflow 

1st mar – 10th 
ma 

Manager Create feedback 
templates as described 
in 4.2 

Group Group agrees with 
templates   

Establish and 
document other 
routines 

10th ma – 20th 
ma 

Manager Create other routine as 
described in 4.3 

Chief developer  

Process training, 
overview 

20th mar Manager Carry out initial 
process training, show 
doc. and ex. (1 day) 

Group, upper 
management 

All templates and 
doc. ready 

Process training 25th mar Chief developer In-depth process 
training, extra state 
update training 

Group  

Role training 1st apr Chief developer Rehears and drill how 
roles are exercised 

Group Roles established 
and ready 

Define request 
submitting 
routine  

25th mar Manager Create documentation 
for use of request 
repository for 
stakeholders 

USITs support 
staff 

Support staff must 
be available 

Promote 
submitting 
tools/routine 

25th ma – 15th 
ap 

USITs support 
staff 

Create and execute 
promotion plan, and 
follow-up 

Manager Support staff must 
be available 

Deploy new 
process 

15th apr Chief developer Open repository for 
registrations 

 All of the above 

Process 
evaluation 

15th may Manager Evaluate process 
performance so far, 
institute this on 
monthly bases 

Chief 
developer/ 
upper 
management/ 
executors as 
needed 

 

 4.1 REPOSITORY ALERTS 

The following alerts must be created: 

• Alert manager when a new request is submitted 
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• Alert manager and chief developer if a request still has a state “Submitted” after two work 
days since submission 

• Alert manager if a request with state “Evaluated” or “Forwarded to advisor”  has not been 
updated for the last 15 days 

• Alert chief developer if a request has had the state “Pending follow-up” for 30 days 
• Alert manager and chief developer if a request has had the state “Pending follow-up” for more 

than 40 days 
• Alert manager when state “Resolved” is assigned to a request 

4.2 FEEDBACK TEMPLATES 

The following feedback templates must be created: 

• “No solution available”: drop, use decision documentation 
• More information needed 
• Forwarded to advisor 
• Solution ready 
• Deployed: drop, another process 

4.3 OTHER ROUTINES 

In addition to the alerts and templates following routines are needed: 

• Add a new post to the weekly developer meeting: changes in requests since last week, alerts 
received.  

• Repository follow-up meeting twice a month, meeting between manager, chief developer, a 
system administrator: changes in request since last meeting, alerts received, escalated cases. 

5 MEASUREMENT AND CONTROL 

Chapter 5 describes relevant measurements, methods, success criteria and corrective 
actions, should success not be achieved. The GQM method identifies a systematic 
approach towards measurement and consists of the phases: planning, definition, data 
collection and analysis [14]. Due to the nature of the assignment GQM method is used 
for all achievement criteria.  

5.1 MEASUREMENT PLAN 

The issues stated in chapter 1.3 should be addressed by the improved process as 
described in chapter 3.2. The target process and the proposed changes affect the 
artifacts pertinent to the goals for the improved process as defined in 1.4. Whether the 
proposed changes constitute an improvement is unknown until a measurement plan is 
established and executed.  

The first stated goal for the improved process is to increase the number of registered 
suggestions/requests, leading to at least 10 registered requests within the six months 
after target process implementation. An objective measurement [13], i.e. a count of 
registered requests will yield appropriate data for analysis [20] in this case.  
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The performance measure is request registration, an absolute value measured as a 
number of registered requests and related to the registration activity. The measuring 
will be done 6 months after target process deployment by the manager and controlled 
by the chief developer. The number of registered requests is readily available in the 
issue tracker used as request repository.  

The goal related to response routines consist of two parts; response rate and follow-up 
of unresolved request.  

In the case of the response rate the goal is that no more than two work days may 
elapse between request submission and response. The repository issues alerts if this is 
exceeded and a check is performed by the chief developer every first Monday in a 
month to make sure that no alerts have been missed.  

Follow-up of unresolved requests is not measured in a classical sense either; it is an 
automatically monitored routine. If an active unresolved request is not updated every 
two weeks a warning is sent to the manager, who is also responsible for control.  

The third goal cannot be measured objectively or as an absolute value. Making sure 
that feedback is consistent and holds a (at least) minimum quality standard agreed 
upon requires human judgment to be applied. “Measuring” will be done by the chief 
developer and controlled by manager. Every first Monday in a month response quality 
will be evaluated and corrective measures instituted if necessary.  

User involvement is measured in a very simplistic way; upon request resolution the 
requesters are asked to state if they were happy with the degree of involvement. If no 
answer is given the request is excluded from the statistics. The actual “measuring” is 
performed one year after deployment of the new process by manager and expressed in 
percent.  

The post-deployment follow-up is the truly new part of the process. The goal is that 
no more than 10% of the requests with state “Pending follow-up” should not be 
evaluated and subsequently resolved after no more than 40 days. The repository issues 
alerts if this limit is exceeded and a check is performed by the chief developer one 
year after deployment of new process. 

5.2 ACTION PLAN 

Event though effects of the improvement plan are measured, the measurements don’t 
acquire meaning until criteria for success is established. The success in each goal will 
lead to greater chance of incorporating the improved process into the daily work 
culture [18] [20]. The stated goals for the improvement process will be considered 
achieved if: 

• At least 10 requests registered within the 6 months after target process deployment constitutes 
a success for the goal related to lack of stakeholder feedback to development team/unclear 
requesting routines. If this goal should not be achieved the submission and registration 
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activities defined in 3.2 must be reviewed. A survey might be devised to clarify/uncover 
reasons for the lack of request submissions by stakeholders. 

• The goals pertinent to response routines are absolute; the goals are achieved only if no alerts 
are raised for response rate or unresolved request follow-ups. Failure to achieve the response 
and follow-up goals may be due to too-ambitious goals (compared to baseline process). 
Reasons for failure might be uncovered through interview with manager and chief developer, 
and remedied by either adjusting the process or the goals.  

• The third stated goal is harder to quantify, but success is here defined as “no need for 
corrective measures ensues” at each measurement time. If corrective measures are needed 
either more training on the job [22] should be given, or the feedback templates revised based 
on the feedback from executors. 

• Lack of user involvement is a big challenge in the current situation, and the goal is ambitious. 
Success is declared if no more than 20% of the requesters are unhappy with the level of 
involvement. Should the process fail in this goal, a more in-depth analysis of user involvement 
in middleware development should be done before further process adaptation.  

• Last but not least, post-deployment follow-up is introduced as an activity in the improved 
process. This goal states that no more than 10% of request solutions deployed should lack 
post-deployment evaluation4. If this goal is not reached an analysis should be done to uncover 
the reasons for failure. Since this step is new the whole sub process of post-deployment 
evaluation may need adjusting or clarification. 

When can we declare the whole improved process a success? For the purposes of this 
report a success in each goal will constitute a successful improvement, in a micro-
evaluation style [20]. I other words the process is a success if all the goals are 
achieved. 

6 DISCUSSION 

In chapter 6 the rationale for the proposed improvement process and risks associated 
to the target process are assessed. Not every introduced change is discussed. This is 
partly due to lack of space, and partly to the fact that many of the changes don’t have 
an inherent external validity since they are rooted in practical experience in an 
existing working environment and implicit knowledge rather then theory and 
literature [25]. 

6.1 UNDERLYING RATIONALE OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

I chose Cerebrum as subject because I’m employed as the chief developer/solution 
architect of the service group5 responsible for development and administration of 
Cerebrum [1].  The baseline process was chosen because the developers are missing 
the opportunities to interact with the stakeholders and thus increase their knowledge 

                                                 
4 Notice that the evaluation is not defined at present, the actual measurement is related to request state 
update only 

5 A service group is an organizational entity with a well-defined area of responsibility created across 
the hierarchical boundaries within the broader organization  
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of how Cerebrum is used. Improvement suggestions and feature requests by 
stakeholders are perceived as crucial for further development of the system by both 
the developers and the owner of Cerebrum.  

A request repository is needed because user generated insights necessary for the 
successful further development of Cerebrum, as well as design related decisions are 
being “lost”. I choose to build the improved process around the repository in order to 
streamline the request handling process and increase process transparency6.  I 
considered keeping the target process based on e-mail and concentrating effort on 
creating a knowledge base along the guidelines described in [23]. I abandoned this 
idea based on the understanding that less friction/resistance will be encountered if the 
target process was based on tools already supported, and used, by the organization 
[20].  

There is, due to an impending reorganization of USIT, no room for implementation 
of a demanding, prescript handling process or indeed a prescriptive general 
development process such as RUP [9] or V-model [10]. No major changes should be 
introduced to the general development process, but an add-on in form of a post-
deployment follow-up/evaluation is acceptable because it’s easily altered at need.  

Choosing to standardize on templates and rely heavily on automates 
escalation/alerting routines is due to the fact that no need for additional human 
resources should follow the process change. Initially a strictly managerial approach 
was considered, but then discarded because measurements would have been to error-
prone.  

6.2 RISKS OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

Both the description of the baseline process and the improvement suggestions for the 
target process are based on the knowledge of the organization, the software and 
stakeholders that I have acquired during the nine years of working with Cerebrum in 
different capacities. The baseline process description/assumptions may be faulty, 
subsequently constituting a risk to the whole target process. This risk could have been 
somewhat alleviated through a more extensive baseline process elicitation with 
formalized interviews and analysis, which was abandoned because of the scope 
limitations for this report.  

The goals for the target process are largely based on the baseline process performance 
estimates. This means that some of the goals may be hard/impossible to reach, and 
may therefore cause frustration, loss of support and even “tweaking” of the 
process/results to insure a sense of achievement [20]. In order to mitigate these risks 
is should be made clear that the ultimate target is improvement of Cerebrum 

                                                 
6 All stakeholders will be allowed to view data about requests registered in the repository.  
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development rather than reaching goals. Also, monthly process evaluation should 
produce data indicative of the need to adapt the process further.  

In the target process new roles are defined. Assigning roles is often challenging [24], 
and one of the more prominent risks is that the assigned role is misunderstood/not 
exercised properly. In order to prevent this, a role description is created, and separate 
role training is done. 

The risk of loosing requests is still there; communicating clearly to stakeholders on 
how to submit requests and making the target process inclusive and user-friendly will 
hopefully prevent such loss. 

A risk that we for now don’t have any way of alleviating is that the process assumes 
that the requester also is the origin of the request. This may not be the case and some 
method of registering and including the origin should be implemented.  

This is a simplistic approach to the question of overall success and, in practice, a 
macro-evaluation should be performed; procedures and schedule for SPI progress 
review as well as strategic direction review should be devised and followed [20]. 

Lastly, USIT via the service group for Cerebrum is in effect an ASP of IaM-solutions 
based on Cerebrum. An improvement process based on UiO-stakeholders only might 
create an unrealistic picture of the development needs and potential. The general 
deployment process7 should help prevent this because almost all features 
implemented for UiO are presented and deployed in the other institutions. In addition 
the business process around the ASP enterprise is such that the other institutions are 
consulted and informed about the impending changes in monthly status meetings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 Not described here, included as a sub process in the target process 
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8 APPENDICES  

APPENDIX A: BASELINE PROCESS PERFORMANCE ESTIMATION 

To find out how many request related to Cerebrum are generated by the stakeholders 
I’ve checked the archive for the e-mailing list of the service group for Cerebrum, 
checked my own e-mail archive, asked the department manager to check his own e-
mail archive and asked all the members of the service group for Cerebrum to try to 
think of request and suggestion for Cerebrum improvement that they could think of 
received between January 1st and October 1st 2011. This yielded a total of 14 unique 
requests, two of which have not been previously related to the service group for 
Cerebrum. 

Checking the e-mailing lists archive and minutes from the weekly service groups 
meetings indicates an average of 8 working days elapsing between registration and 
feedback to the requester. In three cases no feedback was given. 5 of the cases could 

http://www.scrum.org/scrumguides/Scrum_Guide.pdf
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/JIRA
http://writingcenter.unc.edu/resources/handouts-demos/writing-the-paper/evidence
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not be handled at the responding time and have subsequently been only sporadically 
updated/not updated at all.  

No minimum quality standard exists or is required when responding to requests. This 
is made quite obvious by perusing the responses available in the e-mailing lists 
archive. 

No cases where a requester has been involved in the design of the solution or the 
decision making process were found. 

As for the post-deployment follow-up, no hard data is available, although several 
members of the service group recall clean-up operations caused by lack of same. 

APPENDIX B: ELEMENTS OF THE TARGET PROCESS 

The following roles are defined in the target process: 

• Requester (R) or the person delivering the suggestion/request.  

• Manager (M), much like a product owner in Scrum [17]. Also responsible for registration of 
requests, process management and control. 

• Chief developer (CD), responsible for evaluation of the request, documentation, decision and 
post-deployment follow-up. 

• Advisor (A), a person or a group of people that may be needed in order to further evaluate the 
request/advise at decision making. 

• Executor (E), responsible for the implementation of the decision, deployment etc. 

Following activities are defined in the target process: 

• Submission of suggestion/request. Requests may be submitted to the request repository made 
available to the stakeholders, by the manager. 

• Registration of suggestion/request. A submitted request is registered in a repository, by the 
manager, after the request description or the user story [17] is made available. Initial feedback 
must be given within two work days after submission. To achieve complete registration the 
manager may engage in a feedback-loop with the requester until enough information is 
gathered.   

• Evaluation of the request and decision making. The chief developer must evaluate the request 
sufficiently to make a decision on how the request will be handled. Decision must be 
documented in accordance to appropriate template. 

• Execution of the decision, feedback to the requester. 

o A response containing background information for the decision not to offer solution 
for the request must be registered in the request repository and made available to the 
requester.   

o If further information from the requester is needed the relevant questions are 
registered by the chief developer and a feedback-loop is started. 
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o If the request is simple an approximate solution to the request is often implemented.  

o If advisor involvement is required the repository is updated and requester included in 
the ensuing proceedings (but allowed to opt-out!). 

• Deployment. Produced solutions are deployed at the executors’ request (status updated to 
Solution ready). A deployment process which is included as a sub process here exists. This 
process includes communication of changes to the stakeholders/management. It is, however, 
required that the deployment results in an appropriate update of the request in order to insure 
feedback to the requester and the next activity.   

• Requester feedback. The manager informs requester of deployment and request feedback on 
satisfaction with the level of involvement.  

• Post-deployment follow-up. Within 40 days after deployment an evaluation of the deployed 
service is done by the chief developer. 

As each activity/sub process is completed the request state is altered to reflect the 
current status. 

The following artifacts exist in the target process: 

• Request registered in repository. 

• Decision documentation.  

• Code, i.e. implementation of the request, or a document representing the execution of a 
decision. 

• Feedback solicitation  

• Involvement assessment by requester 

• Post-deployment evaluation record 

A repository of requests as well as several reporting and other tools needed for 
process management must be introduced into the improved process. 

o Request repository (RR) 

o Communication tools, i.e. e-mail, phone, chat (CT) 

o Decision documentation template (DT) 

o Feedback templates (FT). A feedback template should exist for all possible outcomes. 

APPENDIX C: VALID STATES FOR A REQUEST IN TARGET PROC 

The following states may be assigned to a request: 

• Submitted, automatically assigned at submission. 

• Registered, assigned by manager when the request is clear. 
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• Information from requester needed, assigned by chief developer under 
evaluation. 

• Evaluated, assigned by chief developer. Further action decided and 
background recorded. 

• Unsolvable, assigned by executor. 

• Forwarded to advisor, assigned by executor. 

• Solution ready, assigned by executor.  

• Pending follow-up, assigned by the deployment executor8 post deployment. 

• Follow-up done, assigned by the chief developer. 

• Resolved, assigned by chief developer. 

 

                                                 
8 Usually a different member of the group will deploy a solution 
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