Mini Guide Functional Testing :
Governance based on testware
metrics

What to do when you want to outsource
your testing service to a Test Factory?
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About Nesma

\,

Ton Dekkers

Nesma|President The renewed website s

Interdependent | Software Cost Engineer organized into 6 themes:
ISBSG | Past President - Board
COSMIC | IAC member « Benchmarking

e Outsourcing

Partners e Productivity

« Galorath | US n e S m a « Project Control
o Leda | ES . « Estimation

o Metrieken.nl | NL « Sizing methods

PRICE systems | UK
Vision

- nesma is the not-for-profit organisation in the area of predictability of the cost of the
delivery and the maintenance of software

« nesma joins as much as possible existing standards with a different focus than measurement

- nesma connects surrounding attention domains

- nesma is independent from customers and suppliers
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Nesma Miniguide’s Software metrics in contracts K

-

Publication Language Year Platinum Gold Individual Registered Full price

member member member user

English 2015 Free Free Free Free

[1] Guideline 1
software FREE - ADD TO CART

[2] Mini Guide  English - Free €10=  €20= €40= in progress
1. Guideline for metrics in contracts (resume) f;fvegopmem
2. Development methodologies; Methodologies
3. Maintenance; [3] Mini Guide  English - Free €10=  €20= €40, in progress
4. Management; o -
>. RFP QueStionS; (4] Mini Guide ~ English ~ —~  Free €10~  €20- €40~ 1
6. Functional Quality;
7. Pricing Mechanisms;
8. Technical Quality; CLE TR o= e IR R R P ,
9. Assessing Suppliers Performance;
10. Software Metrics in Contracts; gjlld“gm' English - Free ~ €10= €20=  €40= in progress
11. Requirements for Supplier organizations; izzﬁﬂgna'

12. Requirements for Customer organizations.
13. Functional Testing,

http://nesma.org/publications/downloads/guides/software-metrics-in-contracts/
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http://nesma.org/publications/downloads/guides/software-metrics-in-contracts/

Spanish company
> 100 employees
Office in Madrid and Bogota

About LEDAMCc

Quantify 4

5:# Optimize

Focussed in Outsourcing Management
> 70% FP certified consultants in Spain
ROI service commitment (47M€ 2015)
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Projections

BBVA IT SERVICE MANAGEMENT
: . -
gon ' Consumer Financy SUPPLIER MANAGEMENT
Telefonica o Bankinter
Telef:cmlca Santander Consumer
Banklla Finance
s Compensar
vodaf ot s IT GOVERNANCE BASED IN PRODUCTION
Vodafone Portugal
Telefonica
Bankint ISBAN
OT':n:gr:e “ &, TESTING AND
Mapfre Compensar PRODUCTIVITY QUALITY
Ericsson__ Correos MANAGEMENT MANAGEMENT
Verti Endesa
Cepsa BENCHMAREKING

nexo QO MADRID,

Customers in Europe, USA, LATAM and ASIA

Telefdnica
BBVA -
Repsol
Mapfre

Telefonica I+D

MAPFRE Correos
Unicef _ Adif
Amper BBVA
Bankinter Iberia
Compensar Bankia
Amadeus Endesa
Reale Cetelem
Banco Caja Social Verti
Repsol DIA

Gas Natural Fenosa ONCE
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Risk SW Gobernance @

&
<
&
§

Risk Type

Persons

Process Consecuences

Technology

« Test Design Productivity y
Test Productivity — + Test Execution Productivity \ o
- gile

« Test Effectiveness
Testing

« Score Card

Test Gobernance * Predictions N -4
« Decision Making 2 Tea m
+ Test Audit & Test QA
* Quality Project Navigator

«+ Strategy &Test Planning

Test Management . Tracking reports y
+ Delivery reports Gobernange Agile Testing

Testin « Test Design I )
g Inside_

Projects

« Test Execution

SOAPUI

« Estimaciones Testware

* ROI Pruebas
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The question

g the industry to favour cf

good testers
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The question eXPO I[‘

Esfuerzo de pruebas:

10.560 TMH 10.560 TMH 10.560 TMH

532.762 € e 0e Disminucion del coste por reduccién de tarifa

493.183 €

Afio 1 Afio 2 Afio 3

532.762 €

518.729 €
8.756 TEP 65,92 €/TFP

8.103 TFP

Produccion de Pruebas (TFP):

493.183 €

. 7482 TFP
Incremento de coste por perdida de

productividad de pruebas Afio 1 Ao 2 Afio 3

.-,/
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Test Teams / Test Factories X

-

Lack of this
Testware metrics
Some goes directly
enhance to this model
capability o 4
Lack of reference
. values
Testing |
R v
faCtOrles Lack of results expected

enhance ? RFP Testing Factory <€— ?
effectiveness o v

Select wrong Testing
Factory supplier

enhance v
performance g Loss of time, money
and quality

Functional Testing
» Reels Miniguide
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Typical Problems expomg

- Don’t worry
Expetience an d S ":  Diffe o Be busy
Func-tional productivity of R ~., on to

Hour project Testing activity esti ion

Test Plan Design

High 42.000
3.000 g Test (;ase:.:x.ecutlon
" ug Fixing
Function
Point Test Plan Design
oin
Low 54.000 Test Case execution
Bug Fixing

Capability
Performance
Effectiveness

Savings

nexo QQ MADRID, JUNE 2016 leda.



What to do to mitigate problems?

\

Four Stages during the testing outsourcing process to mitigate the problems :

RFP preparation: before the RFP adjudication -

RFP adjudication: during the RFP adjudication &/

L

Service Operation: during the operation of the outsourced testing service

Close/Renewal of service: during the termination or renovation of the outsourced service

MADRID, leda



Activities

RFP preparation

\ Close/Renewal

of service

NN

Getting reference
values of testing
activities

Define testing service
payment model

Define Testware
estimation model

Define testing
ecosystem conditions
of outsourced service

Sizing of human Selection of possible
Resources needed suppliers

Justify savings with
outsourcing to testing

factories

RFP preparation

Getting reference
values of testing
productivity

Define Non subjective
payment model

Define size estimation
model of the project

Define outsourcing
location

Analyze the size and
business focus of the
suppliers needed

Sizing of testing
resources

Justify savings
in time

Getting reference
values of testing
effectiveness

Define testing service
ROI model

Define size of testware

Define model of
outsourcing testing
factory

Ask for a RFQ to no
more than six suppliers

Sizing of defect
removal resources

Justify savings
in Quality

Getting reference
values of current
testing cost

Define bonus/penalty
scheme

Define test
effort estimation
model

Define testing level to
be outsourced

Function Points tested
or any other functional
size metrics

Function Points or
any other
functional size
metrics

Define Defect removal
effort estimation
model

Enhancement detail of
documentation needed

MADRID,

Test design, Test execution,
Test automation

Justify savings
in€

Designed test case , expected to be
detected defects, expected incidence in
production (during the guarantee period

and Quality debt)

leda
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Activities

\Y,

RFP preparation

RFP adjudication

\/ Service Operation

Close/Renewal

of service

J

Define Testing Factory

Define Testing Factory

Prepare testing

RFP MUST RFP NTH ecosystem
RFP adjudication
Request for a Prepare organization of
Define ANS continuous operation with testing

improvement model

tools Requirements, Test

Management, defect Tracking

Define Quality Gates
metrics

Demand the use of a
test process reference
model not proprietary

Guarantee access to
different test
environments

Define protocol to start
and finish the testing
service

Select different blocks
for two different
suppliers

Guarantee semi real
test data

ISTQB, ...

Request of a Control
Panel for the TKPI's

Include testing service
ROI model

Facilitate communication
with developers: Defect
removal

Request for a service
tracking model

MADRID,
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Activities

RFP preparation

RFP adjudication

impactin the
quality,
performance and
effectiveness of the
testing service

\V,

Control testing metrics
(TKPI’s)

Audit the outsourced
testing service

Establish model to
reduce the testing
resource needed

Extrapolate possible
evolution of the final
quality results

Service Operation

Control testing
productivity

Audit the level of
details of the test case
designed

Enhancement of the
testing activities in the
testing levels

Related with Quality
Gate and compared
with initial estimation

Control testing
effectiveness

Audit the test
coverage, depth and
risk of test designed

Automatize tracking
service, quality and
governance reports

Propose evolution
needed to get the
committed results

Compare the TKPI's
metrics by area (block),
supplier, technology,

Audit the effectiveness
of the testing service

Compare the TKPI’s
metrics by month and
year

Control Impact of
rotation of the hhrr
assigned to the service

MADRID,

Propose possible new
and more realistic
commitments

Translate TKPI’s
evolution to economic
data

defectsin the next
testing phases

dates and quality

leda



Activities

e X

E
|
ﬂ

~ —

RFP preparation

7

N

7

A

RFP adjudication \/ Service Operation

7

e

J

Close/Renewal

of service

Economical review

Prepare next period of
service

Close

Renewal

Close/ Renewal of service

Analyze ANS results

Estimate new needs for
next period

Execute transfer plan
to new supplier

Fix new TKPI’s target
for next period of
service

Perform ROl report of
the testing service

Define target of
enhacement

Perform bonus/penalty
scheme

MADRID,

Perform continuous
improvement model
(TMMI)
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Examples RFP Preparation: Test-ware estimation

Early test-ware size and effort estimations

7 Development Test Cases: 6.583
WF# . QA Test Cases 18.417
© UAT Test cases:3.750
2 Development Test Cases: 6.583
{ ™ € simple TC QA 10.917
.'I S (@ € simple TC UAT:1.125
| { Type =
. @ O complex TC QA 7.500
i complex Test Cases
= @ © complex TC UAT:2.625

|
|
—" 2 Development Testing: 6.583 MH }

9[ ' Total Test Cases: 28.750 =
/ (3 simple Test Cases _

]
Testware % wrong bugs: 570 _ Not needed to fix
I".I “? Detected in Development Testing: 1.235 f[[‘ﬂ Test Case Design 3.277 MH | € QA Testing -18.417 MH |
" Origen Detection _ | © Detected in QA Testing: 3.265 [ O AT 3TS0MH |
/
| © Detected in UAT:630 |."l |47 Development Testing: 936 MH f

/ o 4, Test Case execution: 6.255 MH /= | © QA Testing: 4.141 MH}

I { "3 Bugs in Testing:5.700 J‘: . Valid hugs 5130
S ™ critical: 770 | .
' | © UAT: 1,148 MH -

Friori 'y ) ayor T ﬂllﬂ ﬂ'Ol't J

| T Minor: 3.437 .1 estimation (MH) .
. | 7 Development Testing: 1.054 MH |
\v{  Bug Fixing: 6.835 MH }@‘-{ € QA Testing. 4.886 MH |

9 GL+60° 184 Incidences
{ & Incidence in PROduction: 929 |€'[ f Technical Debt: 745 Incidences @ uar-sss
| & oL+30: 696 MH |

& Incidence fixing in PRO: 1.099 MH | GL+60: 278 WH |
i . Technical Debt: 125 MH
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Examples

MNex0

Effort (MH)

Effort (MH)
estimated

Start date
estimated

Know data

End date
estimated

#Man
Days

Days

RFP Preparation: Sizing of testing resources &4 IL

Hours
available available

-

Estimation for Simulation for less
100% resources resources
# lower Lower
FESOUNCES COVETage
estimated accepted

Resources
needed

UAT 3.053
Design Test Cases Business 1.145 | 31/12/2015 | 15/02/2016 EE] 57 264 434 2,5 57,64%
Execution Test Cases Business 1908 | 15/02/2016 | 30/03/2016 ES] 57 264 7323 4 55,35%

Bug Fixing 13.066
Bug Fixing System Test Software Factory 7.040 | 01/11/2015 | 31/12/2015 M 67 352 20,00 14 70,00%
Bug Fixing UAT Software Factory 1759 | 01/01/2016 | 30/03/2016 &4 57 512 3,44 2,5 72.77%
| Bug Fixing Incidence in PRO duction(GL+60) | Software Factory 4267 | 01/04/2016 | 01/06/2016 L] 57 352 12,12 11 00, 74%

MADRID,
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Examples

RFP Preparation: Testing Productivity figures expo

9A 10

700,00€
@,69€
600,00€
512,07 €
500,00€ T 47544€
400,00 € =€ /TC designed
300,00 € €/Bug
=€ [FP tested
200,00 €
993 €
100,00 € \IL---... 55,59€
~b9,06€ i 5449 €
6,79 € ’
0,00€ . ‘ 16,17 €
2012 2013 2014
2.000,00
1.745,84
1.354,33
1.500,00 *W
1.000,00
=P Tested /
500,00 Person
2012 2013 2014 2015

NEXO ( x

8,00
6,28
6,00 /l
4,00 4,35
2,20 331 ——TC designed
2,00 JFP
0,00 T T T
2012 2013 2014 2015
0,25
0,15
\S< Bugs/FP
Incidence/FP
0.1 N
0,05
0 T T
2012 2013 2014

MADRID,
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Saving money

Using the Mini Guide

KPI Indicator Control No control Indicator Control No control GAP
L Timeto createa TC 24 39 ... [Total TC designed by person/year 3.575 2.200 | 1.375 62,5%
Productivity Time to executea TC 32 48 Productivity Total TC executed hy nerson/year 2.681 1788 | 894 | | ! 50,0%
% Bugs detected 81% 49% Total Bugs detected by person/year 203 75 | 127 163,69
Effectiveness % Wrong bugs 8,0% 15,7% Efectiveness [Total Wrong Bugs reported by person/year 16 6 10 168,6%
Bug Fixing 67,0% 26,7% B [Tctal Bugys fixed by person/year 136 20 116 574,8%
Project Size 5.236 PF
. #TC 28.275 Control control %
T iz
.. Testware est size # Bugs 3.677
i napanan ; Size Test Team 8 13 -5 62%
estimation Test effort TC DeS|g_n 4.166 LnnEn e - RIS A Y 1
TD execution 5.024
[Total Cost 417.600 [588.120 [170.520 29%
TC
A
28275 =TT TToTTT o T TTIIITIIIITIIT TS A 4 ':
17.400 |- oo e 2 ': E
! ! Control
l i No control
0 + ! >
1 year 1,6 years Time

MADRID,
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Software Testing metrics in Agile projects X

-

* Relation between History Point and Function Point Qr—
* Quality debt by team (current and future) . . e
* Quality team ranking ! Agile yes, but not
* Sprint amount needed by 100 implemented History Point « k_am'kaze
i * Test automation effectiveness TSEHT el S
Cooperation metrics always
of all team

DAILY SCRUM needed
Agile Test MEETINGS f Y
WEEIne (AT POTENTIALLY SHIPPABLE __) \_‘

SPRINT PRODUCT INCREMENT

BACKLOG BACKLOG
Factories N L Point with
\ = ‘ - different

criteria

Don’t

=
(=] .
—
compare

persons
and teams

* Average test cases designed by person [/ day] * €/ 1 designedTest Case Agile teams -
* Average test cases executed by person [/ day] * €/ 1 executed Test case Releases
* Average defects checked by person [/ day] * €/ 1 detected defect Sprints

* # detected defects by History Point * €/ 1 avoided defect
* 9% total errors detected QA / UAT’s / Production * €/ 1 tested History Point

MADRID, leda



Software Testing metrics in Agile pojects

~ ‘ k%;__ﬂ,/’ t§ ;
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ledamc expo lLYs

} Gobierno del Riesgo SW, mucho mas que Pruebas

: -~
g ‘ 3
g visién (3603 !
E' ' dela &b '_
| calidad
- .Be Agile, Not Fragile

{ : L i :‘:',(‘I:‘!‘ﬁ.“,\‘\ R
4 ;_;\T\ //j::i\
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