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About the book

Preface

Over the past 13 years of teaching project management, I have watched the discipline evolve and witnessed firsthand where
students and professionals alike encounter the greatest hurdles. My perspective on this field is shaped not only by my time in the
classroom but also by my practical experience serving as the head of a Project Management Office. Leading a PMO reinforced a
critical lesson. Theoretical frameworks are only as valuable as your ability to execute them in the real world. I wrote this book to
bridge the gap between academic methodology and practical, ground level execution.
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manuscript. This work would not exist without your constant encouragement.

I also want to specifically thank Varish Guharaman for lending his creative talents and designing the compelling cover and chapter
thumbnails for this book. He also dedicated several hours to reading the manuscript and providing thoughtful, critical feedback
on its readability and accessibility from a high school student’s perspective.

Finally, I owe a special thanks to my colleagues and the faculty who provided crucial support throughout the writing and
publication process. Thank you to Shagun Kaur, our Open Educational Resources (OER) lead, for championing this initiative and
providing essential guidance. I am deeply indebted to Sukhjit Singh for meticulously reviewing the manuscript and elevating the
quality of the content. Additional thanks go to Manisha K., Mary Pape, and Ram for their continued leadership, feedback, and
support from start to finish.

This page titled About the book is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.

210 viii


https://eng.libretexts.org/Courses/De_Anza_College/Agile_Project_Management/00%3A_Front_Matter/05%3A_About_the_book
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTextS"
About the Contributors

About the Contributors

Contributor Image Contributor Bio

Guha Janakiraman is an engineering leader, and
educator with over 13 years of experience teaching project
management, program management, and agile
methodologies as an adjunct faculty member at De Anza
College. Drawing from his extensive industry background,
he builds open educational resources to bridge the gap
between academic theory and practical execution. As a
seasoned practitioner, he holds multiple industry-
recognized credentials, including the Project Management
Professional (PMP) and several other advanced project
management certifications.

In the corporate sector, Guha has spent decades shipping
complex production systems at the intersection of
commerce, payments, and artificial intelligence. He
recently served as an Engineering Leader at Meta, where
he has played a pivotal role in scaling digital commerce
payments and driving generative AI adoption across
engineering workflows. Prior to Meta, he spent over ten
years at Visa. During his tenure, he served as the Senior
Director of Program and Portfolio Management, running
the PMO for the Payments and Digitization platform,
before transitioning to lead engineering for Visa Token
Services and Secure Remote Commerce.

Guha Janakiraman

Guha's strong academic foundation includes a Master of
Science in Computer Science from Georgia Tech and a
Master of Business Administration from the University of
Illinois Urbana-Champaign, complemented by his
educational background with prestigious institutions such
as BITS Pilani and IIM Calcutta. A passionate advocate
for continuous learning, he has also taught at Stanford
Continuing Education and mentors early-stage Al
founders. His core leadership philosophy remains simple:
invest in people, build happy and productive teams, and
exceptional results will inevitably follow.

©® ix



LibreTextS“'
Contributor Image Contributor Bio

Varish Guharaman is a high school student and dual-
enrollment student at De Anza College and Foothill
College, where he is pursuing coursework in both
computer science and business. He is particularly drawn
to the intersection of these fields, with an entrepreneurial
interest in eventually building ventures that combine
technical innovation with sound business strategy.

Alongside this, Varish has a strong and independent
interest in teaching and mentoring. He volunteers as a
tutor at his local library, and coaches elementary school
students in science and engineering topics, including
Science Olympiad preparation, helping younger students
build confidence and curiosity in STEM.

An enthusiastic artist with a passion for sketching and
manga, Varish applies his creative skills to graphic design
and has designed logos for several small businesses. For
this book, he contributed to the cover and logo design
and created bookmarks promoting the zero-cost textbook
initiative.

Varish Guharaman

Varish Guharaman is a student contributor who proofread
content in the project management domain for this book,
along with formatting and resolving accessibility issues,
bringing a student perspective to this review. Through this
work, he helped sharpen the clarity and precision of
material at the intersection of technology and business,
while supporting the broader goal of making educational
materials engaging, inclusive, and accessible to all
learners.

Outside academics and design, Varish practices karate

and is working toward earning his black belt. He is also
independently learning Japanese as his fourth language.

This page titled About the Contributors is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.

©@® x


https://eng.libretexts.org/Courses/De_Anza_College/Agile_Project_Management/00%3A_Front_Matter/06%3A_About_the_Contributors
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTexts"

1.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

PMI ACP ECO Alignment

The PMI-ACP exam tests your ability to apply the Agile mindset under pressure. Scenario-based questions frequently present
a struggling team or a demanding stakeholder. The correct answer almost always involves choosing transparency, collaborating
directly with the customer, or empowering the team to make decisions.

This section provides the necessary alignment to the certification exam domains.

PMI-ACP Domain

Domain I: Agile Principles and Mindset (28%).

e Relevant Tasks: Task 1 (Advocate for Agile principles), Task 2 (Ensure common understanding of Agile), Task 3 (Support
change), Task 4 (Practice visualization), Task 6 (Foster psychological safety).

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Active listening, servant leadership, empirical process control.

e Related Knowledge and Skills: Agile values and principles, Agile vs traditional project management.

This page titled 1.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2: Agile Mindset and Foundations

Agile Mindset and Foundations

Before we study Scrum, Kanban, Lean, XP, scaling frameworks, product backlogs, velocity, or iteration planning, we must first
understand the philosophy behind Agile. Agile is not simply a set of meetings, job titles, boards, or ceremonies. It is a way of
thinking about work when requirements are uncertain, customers need to be involved, and teams must learn as they deliver.

Many people first encounter Agile through its visible practices: daily standups, sprint planning, retrospectives, Kanban boards,
user stories, demos, and product backlogs. These practices are important, but they are not the foundation. The foundation is
the Agile mindset: deliver value early, learn from feedback, collaborate closely with customers, empower teams, and adapt when
reality changes.

Agile Mindset

Agile is a mindset anchored in adaptable execution, not a rigid checklist of rituals. When teams truly master how they
collaborate and respond to change, the what they deliver naturally maximizes value.

For the PMI-ACP exam, this mindset is especially important. The exam rarely asks only, “What is the definition of Agile?” Instead,
it gives you a situation and expects you to choose the response that best reflects Agile values and principles. That is why this
section matters. It trains you to think like an Agile practitioner, not just memorize Agile terminology.

What PMI-ACP Really Tests

The PMI-ACP certification tests whether you can operate effectively in complex, uncertain, and changing project environments. It
is not just a vocabulary test. It is a judgment test.

In a traditional exam, you may be asked to define a term. In the PMI-ACP exam, you are more likely to see a scenario like this:
"A key customer changes their mind after seeing the first product demo. The team has already completed several backlog items
based on the original request. What should the Agile practitioner do next?". The best answer will usually reflect Agile values:
welcome useful change, collaborate with the customer, review the backlog, protect value delivery, and help the team adapt. The
wrong answer may sound disciplined but overly rigid, such as forcing the customer to submit a formal change request before any
conversation can happen.

PMI-ACP tests your professional reflexes. When requirements shift, do you panic and defend the original plan, or do you inspect
the new information and adapt responsibly? When a team misses a commitment, do you blame individuals, or do you facilitate
learning and remove impediments? When stakeholders demand more features than the team can deliver, do you hide the problem,
or do you make trade-offs transparent?

A key exam principle is this: Agile is adaptive, but it is not chaotic. Agile welcomes change, but it does not mean every change
is accepted without discussion. Agile reduces waste, but it does not eliminate planning. Agile empowers teams, but it does not
remove accountability.

For PMI-ACP, think of Agile as disciplined adaptability. The team plans, delivers, inspects, learns, and adjusts. The goal is not to
follow a plan perfectly. The goal is to maximize value in the face of uncertainty.

This page titled 1.2: Agile Mindset and Foundations is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2.1: Agile Manifesto and Agile Principles

Manifesto of the software anarchists

In 2001, a group of software development leaders met in Snowbird, Utah, to discuss better ways of developing software. At the
time, many organizations were frustrated with heavy, document-driven methods. Projects often spent months or years creating
detailed specifications before customers saw anything usable. By the time the product was delivered, market needs had changed,
users were dissatisfied, and teams were exhausted.

The group did not create one single methodology. Instead, they identified common values shared by several lightweight
approaches. The result was the Agile Manifesto.

The Agile Manifesto is short, but its impact is enormous. It provides the philosophical foundation for modern adaptive delivery.
Most Agile frameworks, including Scrum, Extreme Programming, Lean-inspired Agile, and Kanban-based delivery, can be
understood as practical ways of applying the Manifesto.

The Agile Manifesto is not anti-process, anti-documentation, anti-contract, or anti-planning. This is one of the most important
misunderstandings to avoid. The Manifesto does not say the items on the right have no value. It says the items on the left have
more value.

In other words, Agile does not say, “Never document.” It says, “Do not let documentation become more important than delivering
a working solution.” Agile does not say, “Never plan.” It says, “Do not become so attached to a plan that you ignore new evidence.”

The Agile Manifesto Values

The right-side items have value, but the left-side items create agility.

e Individuals and interactions over processes and tools.
e Working software over comprehensive documentation.
e Customer collaboration over contract negotiation.

e Responding to change over following a plan.

The Agile Manifesto contains four value statements:

Individuals and interactions over processes and tools.

This means people matter more than procedures. A process is useful only when it helps people collaborate and deliver value. A
tool is useful only when it makes work more transparent or efficient. Agile teams do not blindly worship tools, templates, workflows,
or governance systems.

For example, a team may use Jira, Azure DevOps, Trello, or sticky notes on a wall. The specific tool is less important than whether
the team is communicating clearly, making work visible, and solving problems together.

In PMI-ACP questions, this value often appears when there is a conflict between following a formal process and having a direct
conversation. The Agile answer usually favors collaboration, facilitation, and communication over bureaucracy.

Working software over comprehensive documentation.

Originally, the Manifesto referred to working software because Agile emerged from software development. In broader Agile
project management, we can think of this as a working product, working increment, usable deliverable, or validated outcome.

The point is that real progress is demonstrated by something useful, not by documents alone. Requirements documents, design
documents, and status reports may support the work, but they are not the same as delivered value.

©@® 3 (1.2.1.1)
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For PMI-ACP, remember that Agile teams measure progress primarily through delivered value. A beautiful plan, a polished slide
deck, or a 200-page specification does not prove that the customer has received anything useful.

Customer collaboration over contract negotiation.

Agile recognizes that customers often discover what they truly need only after they see, test, and use early versions of the product.
Therefore, Agile teams work closely with customers and stakeholders throughout delivery.

This does not mean contracts are ignored. Contracts matter, especially in vendor relationships. However, Agile prefers contracts
and agreements that support collaboration instead of creating adversarial relationships.

A predictive mindset may say, “The contract says this, so we will deliver this even if the customer now knows it is not valuable.”
An Agile mindset says, “Let us collaborate within the boundaries of the agreement to maximize value.”

Responding to change over following a plan.

This is one of the most frequently tested Agile ideas. Agile teams plan, but they also recognize that plans are based on
assumptions. As the team learns more, the plan must be updated.

The Agile mindset treats change as information. A change request may reveal a new customer need, a market shift, a risk,
a technical discovery, or a misunderstanding. The team should inspect the change, assess its value, and adapt the backlog
appropriately.

This does not mean every change automatically enters the current iteration. Agile teams still protect focus. The Product Owner or
equivalent role helps prioritize changes based on value, risk, urgency, and capacity.

This page titled 1.2.1: Agile Manifesto and Agile Principles is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2.2: Agile Principles

The 12 Agile Principles

The official Agile Manifesto site lists the 12 principles behind Agile, and Agile Alliance also presents them as the guiding practices
for implementing Agile ways of working. I used those as the baseline and expanded them into the same textbook style.

The 12 Agile principles translate the Agile Manifesto from values into day-to-day behaviors.
The Agile values tell us what matters. The Agile principles tell us how those values show up in real project work.

The Agile Manifesto gives us four major value statements, but the 12 Agile principles explain how those values should influence
the way teams actually work. These principles are especially important for the PMI-ACP exam because they help you choose the
best response in scenario-based questions.

The exam may not ask you to recite all 12 principles word for word. Instead, it may describe a team situation and expect you to
recognize which Agile principle should guide the response. For example, if customers are not seeing progress until the end of
the project, the relevant principle is early and continuous delivery. If the team is being forced to follow an outdated plan despite
new market information, the relevant principle is welcoming change. If team members are burned out from constant overtime,
the relevant principle is sustainable pace.

Although the original principles refer to “software,” PMI-ACP applies the same thinking more broadly to products, services,
deliverables, and business outcomes. In this book, you can read “working software” as “working product,” “usable increment,” or
“valuable deliverable,” depending on the context.

Principle 1: Satisfy the Customer Through Early and Continuous Delivery
The first Agile principle says that the highest priority is customer satisfaction through early and continuous delivery of valuable
work. This is the heart of Agile. The team should not disappear for months, build in isolation, and then surprise the customer at
the end. Instead, the team should deliver useful increments frequently so the customer can see progress, provide feedback, and
receive value sooner.

Agile teams build trust by delivering value early, not by asking customers to wait until the end.
Customers do not receive value from promises, plans, or status reports. They receive value when something useful is delivered.
Early delivery reduces risk. If the team is building the wrong thing, it is better to discover that after two weeks than after two
years. Continuous delivery also builds stakeholder confidence. Customers and sponsors are more likely to trust a team that

demonstrates real progress regularly.For PMI-ACP, remember that customer value is more important than internal activity. A team
may be busy, but if it is not delivering usable value, it is not truly succeeding.

Principle 2: Welcome Changing Requirements

Change is not automatically a disruption. Sometimes change is the signal that helps the team deliver the right thing.

Traditional project management often treats change as a threat to the baseline. Agile treats change differently. Agile teams
understand that customers, markets, technologies, and business priorities can change during the project. Rather than resisting
all change, Agile teams evaluate change and use it to improve customer value.

Agile teams treat change as useful information, even when it arrives late.

This does not mean that every change is accepted immediately. The team still considers priority, effort, risk, dependencies, and
timing. However, Agile teams do not reject change simply because it was not part of the original plan.

This principle is especially important in competitive environments. If a competitor releases a new feature, customer expectations
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may change. If users test a prototype and dislike an assumption, the backlog may need to change. If new regulations appear, the
product may need to adapt.

When new information appears, do not blindly defend the old plan. Collaborate, inspect the impact, reprioritize, and adapt
responsibly.

Principle 3: Deliver Working Products Frequently
The shorter the feedback loop, the faster the team learns whether it is building something valuable.

Agile favors frequent delivery. Instead of waiting for one large final release, the team delivers smaller increments at regular
intervals. These increments should be usable, testable, reviewable, or at least meaningful enough to generate feedback.

Frequent delivery helps the team discover problems earlier. Technical issues, usability concerns, integration risks, and customer
misunderstandings become visible sooner. This allows the team to correct course while there is still time.

Agile teams reduce uncertainty by delivering small, usable increments on a regular rhythm.

The principle also encourages smaller batches of work. Smaller batches are easier to plan, easier to review, easier to test, and
easier to change. Large batches hide problems for too long.

Principle 4: Business People and Developers Work Together Daily
Agile fails when business and delivery teams throw work over the wall to each other.
Agile teams need frequent collaboration between business stakeholders and development teams. The people who understand
customer needs, business goals, compliance requirements, and market realities must stay connected with the people designing,
building, testing, and delivering the solution.

Agile requires close collaboration between those who understand the business need and those who build the solution.
This principle prevents misunderstandings. If business stakeholders only define requirements at the beginning and return at the
end, the team may build something technically correct but commercially useless. Daily or frequent collaboration helps clarify

priorities, answer questions, resolve trade-offs, and keep the work aligned with value.

In modern Agile environments, “business people” may include product owners, customers, sponsors, users, compliance experts,
operations teams, marketing, sales, or other stakeholders.

Principle 5: Build Around Motivated Individuals
You cannot command creativity into existence. You create the conditions where motivated people can do their best work.

Agile depends on motivated individuals. The team needs the right environment, tools, support, clarity, and trust. Leaders should
not micromanage every task or decision. Instead, they should help the team understand the goal and then trust them to determine
how best to accomplish the work.

Agile teams perform best when people are trusted, supported, and given the environment they need to succeed.

This principle connects directly to servant leadership. Agile leaders remove impediments, protect the team from unnecessary
disruption, clarify priorities, and support team ownership.

Trust is essential. A team that is constantly second-guessed will stop taking ownership. A team that is blamed for every problem
will hide risks. A team that is trusted and supported is more likely to collaborate, innovate, and improve.

Principle 6: Use Direct Communication Whenever Possible

A five-minute conversation can prevent five days of confusion.

©@® 6 (1.2.2.2)
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The Agile principles emphasize direct conversation as one of the most effective ways to share information. In the original
Manifesto, this was described as face-to-face conversation. In modern distributed teams, the same idea can include video calls,
collaborative working sessions, whiteboarding tools, pairing, workshops, and real-time discussions.

The point is not that documentation is bad. The point is that complex problems are often solved faster through conversation than
through long chains of written clarification. Documents can support understanding, but they should not replace collaboration.

Agile favors fast, clear, human communication over slow and indirect handoffs.

This principle is particularly useful when requirements are unclear, conflict exists, or the team needs rapid feedback. Instead of
sending messages back and forth for days, Agile encourages people to talk directly and resolve ambiguity quickly.

Principle 7: Working Product Is the Primary Measure of Progress

A project is not truly progressing just because documents are complete, meetings are held, or tasks are marked green.

In Agile, the clearest measure of progress is a working product or usable increment. This does not mean planning, design,
documentation, and analysis are unimportant. They are useful when they support delivery. But they are not the final proof of
progress.

Agile progress is measured by usable outcomes, not by how much activity has occurred.

A team may say it is 88% done because many tasks are complete. But if nothing works yet, the customer has not received value.
Agile prefers evidence that the product is actually functioning and moving toward the desired outcome.

This principle helps prevent false progress. A project can look healthy on a status report while hiding integration problems, quality
issues, or misunderstood requirements. A working increment exposes reality.

Principle 8: Maintain a Sustainable Pace
A team that burns out this month will not be faster next month.

Agile promotes sustainable development. Sponsors, team members, and users should be able to maintain a steady pace over
time. This principle rejects the idea that success requires constant overtime, weekend work, and emergency pressure.

Agile delivery should be steady and sustainable, not dependent on constant overtime and heroics.

Short bursts of extra effort may sometimes happen, but they should not become the operating model. If a team can only meet
commitments through exhaustion, the system is broken. Burnout reduces quality, creativity, morale, and long-term predictability.

Sustainable pace also supports better planning. A team that works at a realistic pace can understand its true capacity. A team
that constantly relies on heroics cannot forecast reliably.

Principle 9: Pursue Technical Excellence and Good Design
The faster you want to adapt, the more important quality becomes.

Agile is not just about moving quickly. It is about being able to change direction without collapsing under the weight of poor
quality. Technical excellence and good design make future change easier.

Agility depends on quality; weak design and poor engineering make change harder.
If a product is poorly designed, every new feature becomes risky. If testing is weak, defects increase. If code, architecture, or
process quality is ignored, the team accumulates technical debt. Eventually, the team slows down because every change breaks

something else.

This principle reminds us that Agile speed should not come from cutting quality. Agile speed comes from reducing waste,
improving feedback, keeping work small, and maintaining a strong technical foundation.
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For non-software projects, technical excellence may mean professional standards, quality practices, sound design decisions,
compliance discipline, operational readiness, or craftsmanship.

Principle 10: Maximize Simplicity
The most efficient feature is the one you discover you do not need to build.

Simplicity is one of the most powerful Agile ideas. Agile teams should maximize the amount of work not done. This means
avoiding unnecessary features, excessive documentation, over-engineered solutions, low-value approvals, and gold-plating.

Agile teams focus on the simplest thing that delivers value and avoid unnecessary work.

Customers may ask for many things, but not all requested features create equal value. Agile teams use prioritization, feedback,
and experimentation to identify what truly matters. The goal is not to build everything. The goal is to build the right things.

Simplicity also reduces risk. A smaller solution is easier to test, easier to change, easier to explain, and easier to maintain. Overly
complex solutions often create hidden costs.

Principle 11: Self-Organizing Teams Create the Best Solutions
The people closest to the work often understand the work best.

Agile principles emphasize self-organizing teams. This means the team has the authority and responsibility to decide how to
deliver the work. Leaders and stakeholders clarify goals, priorities, and constraints, but they do not micromanage every task.

Agile teams are trusted to decide how best to accomplish the work.

Self-organization increases ownership. When teams participate in planning and decision-making, they are more committed to the
outcome. They also adapt faster because they do not need approval for every small decision.

This principle does not mean the team does whatever it wants. The team still works within organizational goals, product priorities,
compliance constraints, and customer needs. Self-organization means autonomy with alignment.

Principle 12: Reflect and Adjust Regularly
A team becomes Agile not because it is perfect, but because it keeps improving.

The final Agile principle focuses on continuous improvement. At regular intervals, the team reflects on how to become more
effective and then adjusts its behavior. This is the foundation of retrospectives.

Agile teams improve by pausing, learning, and changing their behavior.

Reflection alone is not enough. The team must also act. A retrospective that produces no change becomes a ritual without value.
Effective teams identify improvement opportunities, select a small number of actions, and follow through.

This principle applies to process, collaboration, quality, tools, stakeholder engagement, estimation, planning, and team health.
Agile teams do not assume their current way of working is perfect. They inspect and adapt not only the product, but also the
process.Key Takeaways

[Grouping the 12 Principles for Easier Memory

e The 12 principles become easier to remember when grouped into themes. Do not memorize the principles as isolated
sentences. Understand the patterns behind them. The 12 Agile principles can be grouped into six major themes.

e Customer value: Principles 1, 2, and 3 emphasize customer satisfaction, welcoming change, and frequent delivery.

e Collaboration: Principles 4 and 6 emphasize close communication between business and technical people.

¢ Team empowerment: Principles 5 and 11 emphasize motivated individuals, trust, support, and self-organization.

« Evidence of progress: Principle 7 reminds us that working products are the primary measure of progress.
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Sustainable quality: Principles 8 and 9 emphasize sustainable pace, technical excellence, and good design.
Continuous improvement and simplicity: Principles 10 and 12 emphasize reducing waste, keeping work simple,
reflecting, and improving.

On the exam, the wrong answer is often not ridiculous. It is usually a predictive answer dressed in professional language.

Common Exam Traps

1.

2.

Watch for these common traps.

A question may suggest that the team should reject late changes because the plan has already been approved. This
violates the principle of welcoming change.

A question may suggest that progress should be measured mainly by completed documentation or percentage of tasks
finished. This violates the principle that working product is the primary measure of progress.

A question may suggest that the project manager should assign all tasks to team members. This violates the principle
of self-organizing teams.

A question may suggest that the team should work nights and weekends to meet an unrealistic commitment. This
violates the principle of sustainable pace.

A question may suggest that the team should build every requested feature because stakeholders asked for them. This
violates the principle of simplicity and value-based prioritization.

A question may suggest that business stakeholders should provide requirements upfront and then return only at the end.
This violates the principle of continuous collaboration.

A question may suggest that quality can be reduced to go faster. This violates the principle of technical excellence and
good design.

When you see these traps, return to the Agile principles. The best PMI-ACP answer usually supports early value, collaboration,
empowered teams, sustainable delivery, quality, simplicity, and continuous improvement. For PMI-ACP, this principle often
appears when the team repeatedly faces the same issue. The correct answer is usually not to blame individuals. It is to inspect
the process, identify root causes, and improve the system.

This page titled 1.2.2: Agile Principles is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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1.2.3: Agile vs Waterfall

Predictive vs. Adaptive

Predictive approaches work best when the path is known; Agile approaches work best when learning is part of the work. Traditional
project management relies heavily on predictive planning. The project team attempts to define the entire scope upfront before
any building begins. Once that scope is locked, the team estimates the time and cost required to deliver it.

Waterfall asks, “How do we protect the original plan?” Agile asks, “What have we learned, and how should we adapt?”\

This approach can work well when the work is stable and predictable. For example, if a company is building the same type of
warehouse it has built many times before, a predictive plan may be appropriate. The requirements are known, the sequence of
work is understood, and changes are relatively expensive.

Waterfall typically moves through phases such as requirements, design, development, testing, deployment, and closure. Each
phase is completed before the next begins. The logic is simple: understand first, design second, build third, test fourth, release
last.

The problem is that many modern projects do not behave this way. In software, digital products, data projects, Al initiatives,
innovation work, and customer-facing platforms, the team often cannot know everything upfront. Users may change their minds.
Competitors may release new features. Technology may behave differently than expected. Legal or compliance requirements may
evolve. Stakeholders may only understand their real needs after seeing a prototype.

Agile approaches the problem differently. Instead of assuming that all requirements can be known upfront, Agile assumes that
learning will happen during the project. The team delivers small increments, gets feedback, and uses that feedback to decide
what to do next.

Tablel1.2.3.1: Plan, Change and Success in Waterfall and Agile

Aspect Waterfall Agile
Plan Plan is treated as a living guide to deliver the
Plan is often treated as a baseline to protect scope, time and highest value

cost boundaries

Change | Change is often seen as disruption. Change is seen as expected learning.
Success | Success is often measured by delivering the agreed scope. Success is measured by delivering customer
value.

This distinction is central to PMI-ACP. The exam will often present a situation where the original plan conflicts with new learning.
The Agile answer usually favors value-based adaptation over rigid plan compliance.

Project Management Triangle in Waterfall and Agile

Waterfall and Agile handle the triple constraints differently. In a traditional Waterfall approach, the project scope is usually defined
and fixed early, while the schedule and cost may change as the work progresses. In Agile, the team fixes the timebox and cost,
usually through sprints and stable team capacity, while the scope remains flexible. This allows Agile teams to adjust priorities,
refine requirements, and deliver the highest-value work within the available time and budget.
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Waterfall Agile

Fixed Fixed

Triple
constraints

Variable Variable

Figure 1.2.3.1: The Diagram shows the how Agile and Waterfall are like inverted triangles. (CC BY 4.9; Guha Janakiraman). Accessible text
description of Figure 1.2.3.1

However, this does not mean Agile is always better than Waterfall. The best approach depends on the nature of the work. If the
requirements are stable, the solution is well understood, and change is costly, a predictive approach may be appropriate. If the
requirements are uncertain, the solution must be discovered, and feedback is valuable, Agile is usually a better fit.

The exam may use the phrase predictive life cycle to describe Waterfall-like approaches. It may use adaptive life cycle to
describe Agile approaches. It may also refer to hybrid approaches, where predictive and adaptive methods are combined.

For example, a construction project may use predictive planning for regulatory approvals and structural engineering, but Agile
techniques for designing a digital customer portal. A large enterprise may use predictive budgeting cycles but Agile teams for
product delivery. The PMI-ACP exam expects you to recognize that the delivery approach should fit the work.

Myths of Agile

A pervasive myth is assuming that Agile teams avoid planning. Agile teams actually plan continuously. They may not lock every
granular detail upfront, but they plan rigorously at the roadmap, release, iteration, and daily levels. The key difference is that Agile
plans are treated as living hypotheses expected to adapt as feedback emerges.

Agile Is Not No Planning

Agile teams do plan, but they plan continuously and update their plans as evidence emerges. Agile planning is not weaker
planning. It is planning that stays honest when reality changes. Whenever you hear any of the following statements, it is a
clear misunderstanding o what Agile is.

e “We are Agile, so we do not need estimates.”

e “We are Agile, so we do not need documentation.”

e “We are Agile, so the team can change direction every day.”

o “We are Agile, so management should not ask about progress.”

Some of the common myths above also appear in the exam and try to trap you with answers that sound Agile but are actually
irresponsible. These are dangerous misunderstandings. Agile teams estimate, document, plan, track, communicate, and manage
risk. They simply do these activities in a lightweight and adaptive way.
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Multi-Level Planning

Agile teams may plan at several levels.

At the product vision level, they clarify the overall purpose of the product.

At the roadmap level, they identify major outcomes, themes, or release goals.

At the release level, they decide what valuable capabilities may be delivered within a certain timeframe.
At the iteration or sprint level, they decide what work the team will focus on next.

At the daily level, they coordinate progress, identify impediments, and adjust execution.

This means Agile planning is not the absence of planning. It is continuous planning.

oA WON

Agile planning should be just enough to guide action, not so heavy that it prevents learning. A team does not need to document
every detail six months in advance if the product is likely to change after the first customer demo. However, the team still needs
a product goal, prioritization logic, a shared understanding of the work, and a plan for the next increment.

A better way to think about Agile planning is that Agile teams plan based on what they know now, deliver something useful, learn
from feedback, and then re-plan based on better information.

This page titled 1.2.3: Agile vs Waterfall is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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1.2.4: Defined Process vs Empirical Process

Agile and Empirical Process Control

A defined process works best when the steps are clear, repeatable, and predictable. If you follow the process correctly, you can
expect a consistent result. Manufacturing is often used as an example. If a machine is configured properly and the inputs are
controlled, the output should be predictable.

Agile is based on empirical process control: make the work visible, inspect frequently, and adapt based on learning. When the
work is uncertain, the best plan is not a perfect prediction. The best plan is a system for learning quickly.

To truly understand why Agile works, you must understand the difference between a defined process and an empirical
process.

To understand why Agile works, it helps to compare a defined process with an empirical process. A defined process works best
when the steps are clear, repeatable, and predictable. If the process is followed correctly, the result should be consistent.

Empirical Process Control

Agile is based on empirical process control: make the work visible, inspect frequently, and adapt based on learning. When
the work is uncertain, the best plan is not a perfect prediction. The best plan is a system for learning quickly.

This works well when the work is stable, variation is low, and the outcome can be understood in advance.

Defined Process vs. Empirical Process

A defined process assumes that the work can be planned upfront. It depends on predictability and stability. Manufacturing is
often used as an example: if the machine is configured correctly and the inputs are controlled, the output should be predictable.

An empirical process is used when the work contains uncertainty and cannot be fully predicted at the beginning. Knowledge work,
product development, and technology projects often involve unclear customer needs, changing requirements, technical risks,
stakeholder disagreements, and shifting market conditions. In these environments, pretending that everything can be planned
upfront creates false confidence.

Transparency, Inspection, and Adaptation

Empirical process control has three pillars: transparency, inspection, and adaptation. Transparency means the real state of
the work is visible, including progress, problems, risks, and impediments. Inspection means the team frequently examines the
product, process, and progress through reviews, demos, testing, retrospectives, backlog refinement, and customer feedback.
Adaptation means the team changes direction based on what it learns.

Key Takeaways

« Transparency means the real state of the work is visible. The team, Product Owner, Scrum Master, stakeholders, and
leaders should be able to see progress, problems, risks, and impediments. Without transparency, people make decisions
based on fantasy instead of reality.

o Inspection means the team frequently examines the product, process, and progress. Reviews, demos,
retrospectives, backlog refinement, testing, and customer feedback all support inspection. Inspection helps the team
discover whether it is building the right thing in the right way.

¢ Adaptation means the team changes direction based on what it learns. Adaptation may involve reprioritizing the
backlog, changing a design, improving team practices, adjusting release expectations, or removing an impediment.
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A simple way to remember this is: a defined process says, “Plan the work, then follow the plan.” An empirical process says, “Make
the work visible, inspect frequently, and adapt based on learning.” For PMI-ACP, when a question includes uncertainty, changing
requirements, unclear customer needs, or experimental product development, the best answer usually reflects empirical thinking.

This page titled 1.2.4: Defined Process vs Empirical Process is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2.5: Doing Agile vs Being Agile

Doing Agile vs. Being Agile

Many organizations say they are adopting Agile. They introduce Scrum teams, sprint planning, daily standups, retrospectives,
story points, Kanban boards, and Agile job titles. On the surface, it may look like Agile is happening. But an important question
remains: is the organization truly becoming Agile, or is it only performing Agile ceremonies?

Doing Agile vs. Being Agile

Doing Agile means using the practices. Being Agile means living the values behind the practices.

This is the difference between "Doing Agile" and "Being Agile". Doing Agile means using Agile practices and terminology. Being
Agile means internalizing the values, principles, and mindset behind those practices. A team can have sprints, standups, and story
points and still not be truly Agile. True agility shows up in trust, feedback, adaptation, collaboration, and continuous delivery of
value.

Starting with Why

Agile adoption should begin with the question “Why?” Why does the organization want to move toward Agile? Is it trying to
respond faster to change? Improve customer feedback? Reduce waste? Increase transparency? Deliver value sooner? Build
stronger teams?

If an organization starts only with “what,” Agile becomes a checklist of activities. The team is told what meetings to attend, what
tools to use, what roles to adopt, and what reports to produce. But without understanding the purpose behind Agile, the practices
become mechanical. People may follow the process, but they may not believe in it.

A better approach is to start with the reason Agile is needed. The “why” creates meaning. The “how” explains the behaviors

needed to support that purpose. The “what” becomes the visible practices that help the team work in an Agile way. In other words,
Agile should not begin with ceremonies. It should begin with the business need for adaptability, learning, and value delivery.

Doing Agile Being Agile

Start here Start here

Starts with practices and mechanics. Starts with purpose, mindset, and values.

Figure 1.2.5.1: Being Agile starts with “Why”; Doing Agile starts with “What.”. (CC BY 4.8; Guha Janakiraman). Accessible text description
of Figure 1.2.5.1
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When Organizations Only Do Agile

Organizations often struggle with Agile because they focus too much on mechanics and not enough on mindset. They introduce
standups, sprint planning, backlogs, retrospectives, and Agile tools, but they do not change how leadership behaves or how
decisions are made.

For example, a team may have a daily standup, but every update is really a status report to the manager. A team may work in
sprints, but leadership may still force fixed scope into every sprint. A team may hold retrospectives, but people may not feel safe
enough to discuss real problems. A team may maintain a backlog, but priorities may still be driven by politics instead of customer
value.

This creates frustration. Teams begin to feel that Agile is just more meetings. Managers may conclude that Agile does not work.
Traditionalists may use the failed adoption as evidence that Agile is a bad idea. But often the real problem is not Agile itself. The
problem is that the organization adopted Agile practices without adopting Agile thinking.

What It Means to Be Agile?

Being Agile means embracing the mindset behind the methodology. It means teams are trusted to solve problems, leaders
remove impediments, customers provide feedback, and plans are adjusted when new evidence appears. It also means
transparency is encouraged, even when the news is uncomfortable.

An Agile organization values learning over pretending to be certain. It understands that complex work cannot always be fully
planned upfront. Instead of punishing change, it creates a system for responding to change responsibly. Instead of measuring
success only by whether the original plan was followed, it measures whether value was delivered.

Being Agile also requires leadership change. Leaders must move away from command-and-control behavior and toward servant
leadership. They clarify direction, protect the team’s focus, remove blockers, encourage collaboration, and create an environment
where people can be honest about risks and problems.

The difference between Doing Agile and Being Agile is very important. Often describe teams that are using Agile labels but still
behaving in traditional ways. In those cases, the better choice usually supports empowerment, collaboration, servant leadership,
transparency, customer feedback, and adaptation.

A team is not Agile just because it has a sprint board. A team is Agile when it can deliver value, learn from feedback, and adapt
responsibly.

This page titled 1.2.5: Doing Agile vs Being Agile is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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1.2.6: Case Study- The Agile Theater

Meridian Bank’s Agile Transformation

For nearly a century, Meridian Bank had built its reputation on stability. Customers trusted the institution, executives valued
predictability, and major decisions moved carefully through established channels. That approach had served Meridian well for
decades, but the market around it was changing quickly. Digital-first financial companies were attracting customers with simpler
mobile experiences and rapidly introduced features, and Meridian eventually discovered that three competitors had taken 11
percent of its mobile banking market share. The CEO called an emergency leadership meeting. “We need to move faster,” he said.
One executive asked, “Faster how?” The CEO clicked to the next slide. One word appeared on the screen: Agile. “Like this,” he
replied. Within 60 days, every technology team was instructed to begin working in two-week sprints, Agile coaches were hired,
new tools were purchased, and employees were enrolled in training.

Dana Arkwright, an experienced Agile coach, was assigned to Meridian’s mobile banking initiative, one of the company’s most
visible technology projects. Richard Chow, Senior Vice President of Digital Strategy, sponsored the initiative and had already
presented the board with an 18-month roadmap containing a defined feature list, budget, and launch date. Mara Voss, a former
business analyst, had recently become the Product Owner, while Tony Huang, an 11-year Meridian veteran, served as technical
lead. Patricia Lund, the PMO Director, had spent more than two decades creating and maintaining the approval processes
governing Meridian’s major technology investments. During their first meeting, Dana asked the group, “What does success look
like for this transformation?” Richard answered immediately. “Delivering the roadmap faster.” Dana looked at him. “And if the
roadmap needs to change?” Richard smiled. “Let’s get through the roadmap first.” Tony glanced down at his notebook but said
nothing.

Dana began the engagement with optimism. She helped establish a sprint cadence, introduced a Definition of Done, organized
planning and review meetings, and worked with Mara to structure the backlog. Richard assured her that leadership was
committed. “You have our full support,” he said. But as Dana reviewed the backlog, she realized that most of it had been copied
directly from the original specification document. Hundreds of features had already been defined, sequenced, reviewed, and
approved for months of future development. “So you can reprioritize this?” Dana asked Mara. Mara hesitated. “Small things,
maybe.” “And large things?” “Change request.” “How long?” Dana asked. Mara gave a tired smile. “Depends which committee
likes me that week.” When Dana later raised the issue with Richard, he reminded her that the board had already approved the
roadmap. “We can’t change direction every few weeks,” he said. Dana replied, “I'm not asking to change for no reason. I'm asking
what happens when we learn something important.” Richard leaned back. “Then we manage it carefully.”

As the months continued, the team followed the new operating rhythm. Standups happened every morning, sprint planning
occurred every other Monday, retrospectives and reviews appeared regularly on calendars, and Jira dashboards displayed story
points, velocity, and sprint progress. Yet Dana noticed that the meetings did not always produce the conversations she expected.
During one standup, a developer said, “The UI specification conflicts with the accessibility requirements.” Mara asked, “Is that
blocking you?” The developer paused. “Not if I build what's in the spec.” Dana stepped in. “But is what's in the spec the right
thing to build?” The room went quiet. The developer finally said, “That sounds like a change request.” No one laughed. The same
pattern appeared in retrospectives. Early sessions produced long lists of concerns, but over time the lists became shorter. When
Dana later asked Tony why he had stopped contributing as much, he shrugged. “We raised the same issue three sprints in a row.”
“And?” Dana asked. “And it's still an issue.” “So you stopped raising it?” Tony looked at her. “At some point, silence is more
efficient.”

Six months into the initiative, the situation changed dramatically. A fintech competitor called Zephyr Pay released a mobile
feature that provided real-time spending insights and automated transaction categorization. The feature attracted considerable
attention, and Meridian’s customer forums quickly filled with questions about when the bank would offer something similar. Some
customers openly threatened to switch. The timing was particularly uncomfortable because Meridian’s roadmap still included
a static spending summary and a manual budgeting tool. Dana called Mara and Tony into a conference room. “Can we build
something competitive?” she asked. Tony nodded. “We've already built part of the infrastructure.” Mara added, “But it's not on
the approved roadmap.” Dana pointed at the customer comments on the screen. “Customers don’t care what’s on our approved
roadmap.” Tony gave a half-smile. “The PMO does.” Dana spent the next two days preparing a proposal that used existing
technical work, kept the budget largely intact, and shifted priorities toward the new customer demand.

Dana brought the proposal to Richard. “I need thirty minutes,” she said. “You have fifteen,” he replied. She walked him through
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the customer feedback, competitor analysis, and revised backlog. Richard listened without interrupting until she finished. “You're
asking me to change committed scope,” he said. “I'm asking you to respond to new information,” Dana replied. “The board
approved this roadmap.” “Before Zephyr launched.” “That doesn’t make the commitment disappear.” Dana leaned forward.
“Neither does pretending the market stood still.” Richard’s expression tightened. “If I go back to the board six months into the
project and say we're changing scope, what does that tell them?” Dana answered, “Maybe that we learned something.” “Or that we
failed to plan.” “And if we ship features customers no longer want?” Dana asked. Richard closed the document. “Stay the course.
We'll revisit it after launch.”

The team continued with the approved plan, but the project soon faced other complications. A security audit uncovered work that
had not been included in the original specification, a third-party API changed unexpectedly, and additional executive reviews
extended the final approval process. During one status meeting, Richard asked, “Why are we slipping if we're working in sprints?”
Tony replied, “Because some problems don't fit neatly into two-week boxes.” Patricia added, “This is exactly why we have controls.”
Dana looked at her. “Controls didn’t predict the API change.” Patricia responded calmly, “No, but they may prevent us from
making it worse.” The application eventually launched six months later than planned. Meridian delivered the features contained
in the approved roadmap, including a new account summary, notification capabilities, a static spending summary, and a manual
budgeting tool. During the first 90 days, adoption was 23 percent below projections, the application received an average rating
of 2.8 stars, and customer reviews repeatedly asked why Meridian still lacked the real-time spending capabilities available in
competing applications.

Senior leaders gathered for a post-launch review. Richard opened the meeting with a slide listing everything Meridian had
implemented: sprints, backlogs, standups, reviews, retrospectives, Product Owners, Agile coaches, and new tools. “We did all of
this,” he said, tapping the screen, “and we still launched late, went over budget, and missed what customers wanted.” Patricia
folded her arms. Mara looked down at her notes. Tony remained silent. Richard turned toward Dana. “So was Agile the wrong
choice for Meridian?” Dana did not answer immediately. “Is that the question you want to ask?” she said. Richard frowned. “What
question should I be asking?” Dana looked around the room. No one spoke. The transformation had introduced new terminology,
new meetings, new roles, and new tools, but Meridian’s leaders were now left to determine what those changes had actually
accomplished. Richard finally broke the silence. “So what exactly went wrong?”

Reflections and Pulse-Check 1.2.6.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. What factors do you believe contributed most to the outcome of Meridian Bank’s Agile transformation? Support your
analysis with evidence from the case.

2. When Zephyr Pay introduced its new feature and Meridian received significant customer feedback, what options did the
organization have, and what should have influenced its decision?

3. If you were advising Meridian before its next major digital initiative, what would you recommend changing about how
leadership, the Product Owner, the PMO, and the development team work together?

This page titled 1.2.6: Case Study- The Agile Theater is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2.7: When Agile Is Appropriate and When It Is Not

When Agile Is Appropriate and When It Is Not

Caption: Agile is powerful when uncertainty is high, but it is not the best fit for every type of work.

The best project approach is not the trendiest one. It is the one that matches the uncertainty, risk, and nature of the
work.

Agile is a remarkably powerful approach, but it is not a silver bullet. It thrives in environments characterized by high uncertainty,
changing requirements, close customer involvement, and the need for frequent feedback.

Agile is especially appropriate when the team cannot fully define the solution upfront. For example, a company building a new
mobile app may not know which features customers will value most. A startup developing a new platform may need to test
assumptions quickly. A data science team may not know whether a model will perform well until it experiments with real data. A
product team may need to release early versions to learn from users.

In these environments, Agile reduces risk by delivering small increments, gathering feedback, and adapting before too much time
and money are spent in the wrong direction.

Agile is also useful when speed of learning matters. The goal is not merely to move fast. The goal is to learn fast. A team that
releases a small prototype in four weeks may discover that half the planned features are unnecessary. That discovery can save
months of waste.

However, Agile is not always the best fit. If an organization is building a physical suspension bridge, a defined predictive
process is required. Engineering, safety, regulatory compliance, sequencing, procurement, and construction dependencies must
be planned carefully. Changes late in the project may be extremely expensive or dangerous.

This does not mean Agile has no role in physical or regulated work. Some parts of a larger initiative may benefit from Agile,
while other parts require predictive planning. For example, the physical construction of a hospital may be predictive, while the
development of its patient scheduling software may be Agile. The overall program may use a hybrid approach.

Tablel1.2.7.1: Agile vs. Waterfall Applicability

Agile is applicable when Waterfall is applicable when

Requirements are uncertain or likely to change Requirements are stable and well understood and customer
and Customers need to provide frequent feedback feedback can be periodic

The solution must be discovered through experimentation | The work has been done many times before

Early delivery of partial value is possible and the team can | The final product cannot be meaningfully delivered in increments

deliver in small increments and the sequence of work is highly dependent.
Stakeholders are willing to collaborate Changes are very expensive or unsafe
Scope can be adjusted to maximize value Scope has limitations around regulatory or contractual constraints

For PMI-ACP, avoid the extreme view that Agile is always the answer. The exam expects you to choose the appropriate approach
based on uncertainty, complexity, risk, and value delivery.

This page titled 1.2.7: When Agile Is Appropriate and When It Is Not is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.2.8: Case Study- Choosing Agile for the Right Reason

The Driver Routing Pivot

RouteNova Technologies had built its business developing software for regional delivery companies. With competition increasing
in last-mile delivery technology, the company saw an opportunity to launch a predictive routing tool for delivery drivers. Executives
believed RouteNova needed to move quickly and assembled a list of 75 features they felt would make the new product
competitive. The list included detailed route analytics, gamified driver rankings, advanced filtering, automated break scheduling,
dashboard customization, and several reporting capabilities. At the first planning meeting, the executive sponsor placed the
feature list on the screen and said, “This is what we need to deliver.” Maya, the product manager, looked through the list. “How
much of this came from drivers?” she asked. The room became quiet. One executive finally replied, “We know this business. We
know what drivers need.”

RouteNova's steering committee was particularly concerned about cost overruns. A previous technology initiative had exceeded
its budget and required several uncomfortable conversations with senior leadership, and no one wanted a repeat. The finance
representative proposed a fixed-price contract with all 75 features guaranteed within the agreed timeline. “If we lock the scope
now, we eliminate surprises later,” he said. Maya was not convinced. RouteNova had interviewed only a small number of drivers,
and most of the proposed features were based on internal assumptions. “We can fix the budget,” she said, “and we can fix the
delivery date. But what happens if we discover that some of these features are not useful?” The executive sponsor responded,
“Then we will have already paid for them, so I expect them to be delivered.”

Maya proposed a different starting point. Rather than building the full product immediately, she wanted the team to create a basic
version and put it in the hands of a small group of drivers. Her proposal generated immediate resistance. “You want customers
to see an unfinished product?” one executive asked. “I want ten drivers to use a working product,” Maya replied. “There’s a
difference.” The steering committee eventually agreed to a limited pilot, but only after Maya assured them that the original budget
and November delivery target would remain unchanged. What remained less clear was how much freedom the team would have
to alter the feature list once development was underway.

In July, RouteNova released a basic prototype to ten delivery drivers. It contained the essential routing workflow, simple
destination updates, and basic delivery confirmation. Maya and several team members spent time observing drivers as they used
the tool during actual delivery routes. What they saw did not always match the assumptions made in conference rooms. Drivers
rarely opened the detailed analytics screens. Advanced route controls received little attention, and no one seemed particularly
interested in comparing scores through the proposed driver-ranking system. During one observation session, Maya asked a driver
why he had ignored the dashboard. He laughed. “I'm trying to find an apartment entrance before someone calls me asking where
their package is. I'm not studying charts.”

Another behavior caught the team’s attention. Several drivers repeatedly pulled over, opened another application on their phones,
and recorded short voice notes about delivery problems. One driver explained that typing notes between stops was inconvenient
and sometimes caused information to be forgotten. “If I could just tap once and say, ‘Gate locked, package left with office,’ that
would save me a lot of time,” he said. Maya asked whether he would use that feature regularly. “Every day,” he replied. “Probably
every hour.” The team checked the original 75-feature list. Voice memos were not on it. Several features that drivers had largely
ignored, however, were scheduled for development during the next two months.

At the next steering committee meeting, Maya presented what the team had observed. She recommended moving a simple voice
memo capability near the top of the backlog and postponing several planned dashboard, ranking, and filtering features. The
finance representative frowned. “Those features are in the approved scope.” Maya nodded. “They are. But the people using the
product are showing us something different.” The executive sponsor looked at the original plan. “We spent months agreeing on
these requirements.” “Before drivers used the product,” Maya replied. “That was the best information we had then. This is the best
information we have now.” Another executive interrupted. “If we start changing features every time someone gives us feedback,
when does it stop?”

The discussion became more difficult when Maya showed the team’s estimates. RouteNova’s developers believed they could add
the voice memo capability without increasing the overall budget, but doing so would require delaying or removing some previously
approved features. The November deadline could remain, but all 75 original features would no longer fit. “So we have three
constraints,” Maya said. “Budget, date, and scope. Something has to give.” The executive sponsor shook his head. “The board
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expects the product we promised.” Maya pointed toward the driver feedback on the screen. “And the drivers expect a product they

can actually use.” The finance representative asked the question everyone in the room had been avoiding: “Who gets to decide
which promise matters more?”

Reflections and Pulse-Check 1.2.8.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.

There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. What should Maya recommend to RouteNova’s steering committee, and what evidence from the case should support her
recommendation?

2. How should the team balance the fixed budget, November deadline, original feature commitments, and new information
gathered from drivers?

3. If you were a member of RouteNova’'s steering committee, what additional information would you want before deciding
whether to change the product scope?

This page titled 1.2.8: Case Study- Choosing Agile for the Right Reason is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.3: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Test your knowledge with these scenario-based questions.

1.

Your organization mandates that all project managers immediately begin holding 15-minute daily standup meetings. After a

month, delivery speed has not improved. What is the most likely reason for this failure?

A. The teams are not using the correct digital software tools to track their work.

B. The organization is Doing Agile without Being Agile.

C. The daily standup meetings should be extended to 45 minutes.

D. Agile is inherently inappropriate for organizations that used predictive methods.

A sponsor angrily demands a detailed list of all features to be delivered by the end of the year. The team explains they are

using an Agile approach. How should the practitioner handle this?

A. Work overtime to create the feature list to avoid conflict.

B. Explain calmly that Agile projects fix time and cost, but scope is variable based on value.

C. Tell the sponsor that Agile teams do absolutely no planning.

D. Request a change order to move the project back to predictive.

A team is developing highly innovative software in a shifting market. Why is an empirical process better suited here than a

defined process?

A. An empirical process requires significantly less management reporting.

B. A defined process is illegal outside of manufacturing.

C. An empirical process relies on transparency, inspection, and adaptation to manage unpredictability.

D. An empirical process guarantees that all initially requested scope will be delivered.

A team is hesitant to release their product to the customer because it is not perfect yet. They want to spend two more months

polishing the code in secret. What Agile principle should you remind them of?

A. The best architectures emerge from self-organizing teams.

B. Deliver working software frequently, with a preference for the shorter timescale.

C. Agile processes promote sustainable development.

D. Welcome changing requirements.

Which of the following scenarios best describes a team that is successfully "Being Agile"?

A. The team uses a digital Kanban board but explicitly refuses to limit work in progress.

B. The team completes a two-week sprint but waits three months for steering committee approval.

C. The team inspects a workflow failure during a retrospective and courageously adapts their communication strategy to
fix it.

D. The team insists on finishing the project plan before writing code.

A stakeholder complains loudly that an Agile team is unstructured because they do not have an upfront project plan spanning

the next two years. How should the servant leader respond?

A. Draft a traditional Gantt chart over the weekend to keep the peace.

B. Explain that Agile teams do absolutely no planning.

C. Explain that Agile teams plan continuously at multiple levels to intelligently adapt to new information.

D. Ignore the stakeholder completely.

A city government is building a suspension bridge. Safety regulations require exact specifications before construction begins.

Which approach is most appropriate?

A. An adaptive Agile approach.

B. A Kanban approach to limit steel beams in progress.

C. A predictive Waterfall approach because requirements are stable and the cost of change is high.

D. A hybrid approach utilizing Scrum sprints for the concrete.

In an Agile environment, the concept of the "inverted triangle" means that:

A. Scope is rigidly fixed, while time and cost are estimated.

B. Time and cost are fixed constraints, while scope is negotiable and prioritized by business value.

C. Quality is completely removed from the constraint model.

D. The project manager physically sits at the bottom of the organizational chart.

During a tense kickoff, the customer insists on a financial penalty clause if the project scope changes. What is your primary

concern?

A. It violates the Agile value of customer collaboration over contract negotiation and suppresses adaptation.

B. It will force the team to use story points.
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C. It legally requires skipping standups.

D. It prevents the team from drawing an inverted triangle.
10. The Agile Manifesto values:

A. Processes over individuals.

B. Following a plan over responding to change.

C. Working software over comprehensive documentation.

D. Contract negotiation over customer collaboration.

Answer Key

. The organization adopted mechanics without culture.

. Educate the sponsor on the inverted triangle.

. Empiricism manages unpredictability.

. Frequent delivery provides vital feedback.

. Continuous improvement demonstrates true agility.

. Agile teams plan continuously.

. Waterfall is appropriate for high cost-of-change physical engineering.
. Time and cost are fixed; scope varies.

. Penalties suppress collaboration and adaptation.

C. This is a direct quote from the Manifesto.

VNN WN
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This page titled 1.3: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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1.4: Accessible Text Descriptions

Accessible Text Descriptions

The following text describes key visuals used to teach this material.

Visual 1: Agile vs Waterfall Inverted Triangle
Accessible text description: Two triangles illustrating constraints. The Waterfall triangle points upward with a broad flat base

labeled Scope (fixed) and angled sides labeled Time and Cost (variable). The Agile triangle points downward with a broad flat top
split into Time and Cost (fixed) and a downward point labeled Scope (variable).

Visual 2: Doing Agile vs Being Agile Concentric Circles
The diagram uses concentric circles labeled “Why,” “How,” and “What” to compare approaches to Agile adoption. Being Agile

starts with “Why,” focusing first on purpose, then on how to work, and finally on what practices to use. Doing Agile starts with
“What,” focusing first on practices and activities rather than the underlying purpose.

This page titled 1.4: Accessible Text Descriptions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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1.5: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile Mindset and Foundations establishes the core thinking behind Agile by connecting the Agile Manifesto, its four values,
and the 12 Agile Principles to the way teams deliver value in uncertain environments. The chapter contrasts Predictive (Waterfall)
approaches, where scope is largely defined upfront, with Adaptive (Agile) approaches, where teams use short delivery cycles,
feedback, and changing priorities to respond to learning. It also introduces Hybrid approaches, which combine predictive and
adaptive methods based on the nature of the work.

A central foundation of Agile is Empirical Process Control, built on Transparency, Inspection, and Adaptation. Rather than
assuming that complex work can be completely predicted in advance, Agile teams make progress visible, inspect outcomes
frequently, and adjust based on evidence. Agile therefore emphasizes early and continuous delivery, welcoming change, close
collaboration, empowered and self-organizing teams, working products as evidence of progress, sustainable pace, technical
excellence, simplicity, and continuous improvement. Finally, the distinction between Doing Agile and Being Agile reinforces that
true agqility requires more than adopting sprints, stand-ups, backlogs, and other practices; it requires embracing the underlying
mindset of trust, customer value, servant leadership, learning, collaboration, and responsible adaptation.

Key Terms

¢ Agile Principles: Twelve principles that translate Agile values into practical behaviors such as early delivery, collaboration,
welcoming change, sustainable pace, quality, simplicity, self-organization, and continuous improvement.

¢ Predictive Life Cycle: A project approach in which requirements and scope are largely defined upfront and work follows a
planned sequence; commonly associated with Waterfall.

¢ Adaptive Life Cycle: An Agile approach in which requirements and solutions evolve through short delivery cycles, feedback,
learning, and continuous reprioritization.

¢ Waterfall: A predictive approach in which work generally progresses sequentially through phases such as requirements,
design, development, testing, deployment, and closure.

« Hybrid Approach: A delivery approach that combines predictive and adaptive practices based on the characteristics of the
work.

¢ Triple Constraint: The relationship among scope, time, and cost. Predictive approaches commonly emphasize fixed scope,
while Agile generally fixes time and team capacity while allowing scope to vary.

o Empirical Process Control: An approach for managing uncertain or complex work through observation, feedback,
experimentation, and adaptation rather than relying entirely on upfront prediction.

e Transparency: Making the true state of the work, including progress, risks, problems, and impediments, visible to those
involved.

o Inspection: Frequently examining the product, process, and progress to identify problems, opportunities, and new
information.

¢ Adaptation: Adjusting priorities, plans, products, or ways of working based on what is learned through inspection and
feedback.

¢ Continuous Delivery: Delivering small, valuable increments frequently so customers can receive value and provide feedback
early.

e Working Product: A usable product or increment that provides tangible evidence of progress rather than relying only on
plans, documents, or percentage-complete reports.

¢ Sustainable Pace: Maintaining a realistic and consistent delivery rate that can continue over time without depending on
excessive overtime or team burnout.

¢ Technical Excellence: Maintaining strong engineering, design, quality, and professional practices so that the product
remains reliable and easy to change.

¢ Simplicity: Maximizing the amount of unnecessary work not done by focusing effort on the simplest solution that delivers
meaningful value.

¢ Self-Organizing Team: A team trusted to determine how best to accomplish its work while remaining aligned with
organizational goals, priorities, and constraints.

¢ Continuous Improvement: Regularly reflecting on how the team works and making changes to improve effectiveness,
quality, collaboration, and value delivery.
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o Multi-Level Planning: Agile planning performed at multiple horizons, including product vision, roadmap, release, iteration
or sprint, and daily execution.

¢ Doing Agile: Using Agile practices and terminology such as sprints, standups, backlogs, retrospectives, and story points.

e Being Agile: Applying the values and mindset behind Agile through trust, collaboration, customer focus, learning,
empowerment, feedback, and adaptation.

o Servant Leadership: A leadership approach in which leaders enable teams by clarifying direction, removing impediments,
encouraging collaboration, and supporting team ownership.

This page titled 1.5: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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2: VALUE-DRIVEN DELIVERY AND CUSTOMER COLLABORATION

Introduction

This chapter introduces the core mechanisms of value-driven delivery and clarifies what defines an outcome versus an output.
It explores how Agile teams deliver value through Minimum Viable Products, continuous customer collaboration, and structured
prioritization. You will examine how frequent feedback loops shape product decisions and reduce financial risk. The chapter
also outlines how Agile differs from simply checking off feature lists, emphasizing the distinction between building everything
requested and building only what provides value. Finally, it connects value delivery to PMI-ACP exam scenarios, where the best
answer often reflects releasing early, cutting waste, and adapting to user feedback.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Define value delivery in an Agile context.

¢ Explain the importance of early and continuous delivery.

e Compare MVP and MMF to traditional project phases.

e Distinguish between project outputs and product outcomes.

e Apply prioritization frameworks to maximize ROI.

e Analyze customer feedback loops for product validation.

¢ Recognize exam traps around delivering all requested features regardless of value.

2.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

2.2: Value Delivery Guide
2.2.1: Case Study- The $2 Million Gamble
2.2.2: Delivering Value Early and Continuously
2.2.3: Collaborating with Customers to Validate Value
2.2.4: Case Study- The $8 Million Launch That Nobody Used

2.3: Chapter Summary
2.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

This page titled 2: Value-Driven Delivery and Customer Collaboration is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This section connects Agile product delivery to the PMI-ACP emphasis on creating measurable business value early and
continuously. Rather than treating completion of activities or documentation as the primary measure of progress, Agile teams
focus on delivering usable outcomes that customers can evaluate. This requires teams to understand what stakeholders value
most, make deliberate trade-offs about what to build first, and use feedback from each delivery to refine subsequent work.

¢ PMI-ACP Domain: Value-Driven Delivery

¢ Relevant Tasks: Identify and prioritize high-value work, define meaningful outcomes, and release value in small increments.
¢ Related Tools and Techniques: MoSCoW prioritization, Minimum Viable Product (MVP), and value-based backlog ordering.
¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Customer collaboration, incremental delivery, and feedback-driven decision-making.

On the PMI-ACP exam, questions in this area often present a choice between completing supporting activities and delivering

something customers can actually use. When both options are feasible, favor the action that delivers usable value sooner, enables
customer feedback, and supports learning for the next increment.

This page titled 2.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.2: Value Delivery Guide

Guide to creating value

Agile teams exist to deliver value, not merely to finish tasks. This is one of the most important ideas in Agile project management.
A team can be busy every day, complete every assigned task, and still fail if the work does not solve a real customer problem.

In traditional project environments, success is often measured by whether the project delivered the planned scope on time and
within budget. Agile adds a deeper question: Did the work create value?

Value delivery is the heart of Agile. It connects customer collaboration, prioritization, early delivery, feedback, and adaptation.
Agile teams do not assume they know everything at the beginning. They deliver small pieces of value, learn from real feedback,
and adjust based on what they discover.

Value in Agile

Agile value is not what the team builds. Agile value is what the customer gains.

Understanding Value in Agile

Value Means solving a Real Problem. In Agile, value is broader than working software. Value can mean solving a customer
problem, increasing revenue, reducing cost, improving quality, reducing risk, improving usability, or learning something important
before making a larger investment.

For example, if a hospital builds a patient portal, the value is not simply that the portal exists. The value may be that patients
can schedule appointments faster, doctors receive better information, front-desk staff handle fewer phone calls, and patients feel

more in control of their care.

This is why Agile teams focus on the problem behind the work. They do not simply ask, “What feature should we build?” They ask,
“What customer problem are we trying to solve?”

Outcomes Matter More Than Outputs

An output is something the team produces. Examples include a feature, report, dashboard, screen, workflow, or release.

An outcome is the result created by that output. Examples include faster checkout, fewer support calls, higher customer
satisfaction, increased revenue, reduced defects, or improved user adoption.

A team may build a dashboard with twenty charts. That is an output. But if no one uses the dashboard to make better decisions,
the outcome is weak. Agile teams care about whether the work changes something meaningful for the customer or the business.

This does not mean outputs are unimportant. Agile teams still build real things. But the purpose of the output is to create an
outcome.

Value Is Decided by the Customer

One of the hardest lessons in Agile is that value is not decided only by the internal team. A feature may look exciting to executives,
product managers, architects, or developers, but the final test is whether customers use it and benefit from it.

Customers often behave differently from what organizations expect. They may ignore a feature that looked impressive in planning

meetings. They may love a simple feature that the team considered minor. They may reject a technically elegant solution because
it feels confusing, slow, or risky.
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Myth of more features

Some teams believe in delivering lot of features believing that more features automatically create more value. In reality, extra
features can make a product harder to use, slower to release, and more expensive to maintain.

Agile focuses on delivering highest value first and working through the list features in descending order of value. Even if the
Agile project is stopped half-way, customer still gets the highest value items delivered.

For example, a banking team may believe customers want advanced financial planning charts. After testing with real users, the
team may discover that customers mostly want faster mobile check deposit, clearer fraud alerts, and simpler password recovery.
The customer’s definition of value is often more practical than the organization’s internal vision.

Outcome-Based Thinking
Outcome-based thinking means the team focuses on the result it wants to create, not just the feature it wants to build.

Instead of saying, “We need to build a chatbot,” the team might say, “We need to reduce customer support wait time by 30%.”
The chatbot may be one possible solution, but the real goal is the outcome.

Outcome-based thinking helps Agile teams avoid falling in love with a solution too early. It keeps the conversation centered on
the customer problem.

MoSCoW Prioritization Framework

MoSCoW is a simple prioritization framework that helps teams separate essential work from optional work. This is one of the
many frameworks that helps teams have honest conversations about priority. It reminds stakeholders that not every request has
the same value. In Agile, saying “not now” to low-value work is not failure. It is a sign of focus.

MoSCoW Framework

MoSCoW is a simple prioritization framework that helps teams separate essential work from optional work.

¢ Must have items are essential. Without them, the product or release fails to meet its basic purpose.
¢ Should have items are important, but the product can still function without them in the short term.
e Could have items are useful or desirable, but they are not urgent.

¢ Won’t have items are intentionally excluded for now

This page titled 2.2: Value Delivery Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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2.2.1: Case Study- The $2 Million Gamble

MediConnect Health

MediConnect Health entered its Series A funding round with an ambitious promise. The startup planned to build an advanced
patient portal that would connect directly with wearable devices and give patients access to health analytics, personalized
recommendations, and an interactive dashboard. Investors responded enthusiastically, and the board approved a 12-month
product roadmap. Engineering teams began producing detailed architecture diagrams, while the marketing group started
developing launch campaigns built around the idea of a highly connected digital health experience. Within the company, the
product was increasingly described as the platform that would distinguish MediConnect from a growing field of healthcare
technology competitors.

Six months into the planning effort, Chief Financial Officer Elena Park presented an updated financial forecast to the executive
team. At the company's current spending rate, MediConnect had approximately nine months of funding remaining. The numbers
created an immediate problem. The development organization now estimated that the planned product, including wearable
integration, advanced analytics, personalized recommendations, and the patient dashboard, would require at least 15 months
before it could be considered market-ready. Even the original 12-month target was beginning to look difficult. Elena summarized
the issue simply: "Our roadmap extends beyond our runway."

The leadership team struggled with what to do next. Vice President of Product Marcus Chen argued that reducing the scope could
weaken MediConnect's position before it had even entered the market. Several competitors were already announcing partnerships
with wearable-device companies. "Wearable integration is what makes us different," Marcus told the team. "If we launch without
it, what exactly are we asking investors and customers to believe in?" Engineering leader Priya Raman viewed the situation
differently. Her team had already spent months designing the infrastructure needed to support the broader platform, but she
questioned whether continuing to build every planned capability was the best use of the company's remaining resources. "We
know what we want to build," she said. "I'm less certain we know what patients will actually use."

The disagreement became more difficult because both sides had legitimate concerns. Investors had funded MediConnect based
partly on its broader technology vision, and changing direction could raise questions about the founding team's strategy. At the
same time, continuing toward the complete platform could consume most of the company's remaining capital before patients
had an opportunity to use any part of the product. Marketing worried that a limited first release might attract little attention.
Engineering worried that waiting another year could leave the company with sophisticated technology but no established
customer base. As meetings continued, the original roadmap began to feel less like a plan and more like a commitment that
nobody wanted to be the first to challenge.

Chief Executive Officer Sofia Bennett eventually proposed an alternative that surprised the leadership team. She wanted
MediConnect to release a production-ready product in six weeks. It would not include wearable tracking, health analytics,
personalized recommendations, or the advanced dashboard featured in the company's investor presentations. Instead, the initial
portal would perform one function: appointment scheduling. Patients would be able to find available times and book appointments
online rather than calling a clinic and waiting for staff assistance. Marcus looked at the proposed release and responded, "That's
not the platform we raised money to build. That's one feature." Sofia replied, "Then we need to find out whether that one feature
matters."

The six-week release required the organization to change priorities quickly. Engineers focused on reliability, security, and
integration with clinic scheduling systems rather than the larger wearable architecture. Marketing reduced its launch plans and
positioned the portal around convenience instead of advanced health technology. When the scheduling service became available,
patients began using it almost immediately. Within three months, approximately 40 percent of appointments at participating
clinics were being booked through the portal. A process that had sometimes taken two or three days through phone calls could
now be completed in roughly five minutes, and patient satisfaction scores increased during the same period.

Those results created new questions rather than settling the earlier debate. The product team began contacting patients about
future capabilities, including the wearable integration that had been central to MediConnect's original strategy. The response was
far less enthusiastic than executives had expected. Some patients questioned why a relatively new company needed continuous
access to their health information. Others raised concerns about privacy, data security, and how information collected from
wearable devices might be stored or shared. Even some patients whom the product team had expected to be enthusiastic about
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connected health technology expressed hesitation. "T'll use the portal to book my doctor," one participant told a researcher. "I'm
not ready to give it everything my watch knows about me."

By the next leadership meeting, MediConnect faced a different decision from the one it had confronted six months earlier.
Appointment scheduling was gaining adoption, and patients were also asking about practical services such as appointment
reminders, prescription refills, and direct communication with clinicians. At the same time, the company had already invested
substantial effort in the technical designs needed for wearable integration, and investors still expected MediConnect to build
a differentiated health technology platform. Continuing with the original roadmap could preserve the company's initial vision.
Redirecting resources toward the services patients were already requesting could produce faster adoption but would move
MediConnect further from the product it had originally promised. With limited capital remaining and competing signals from
investors, patients, and internal teams, Sofia asked the executives to decide what MediConnect should build next.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 2.2.1.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. What factors should MediConnect's leadership consider when deciding whether to continue investing in wearable
integration or redirect resources toward the services patients are currently requesting?

2. How should the leadership team balance its commitments to investors and its original product vision with the evidence
emerging from actual patient behavior and feedback?

3. If you were part of MediConnect's leadership team at the final meeting, what additional information would you want
before deciding how to revise the product roadmap?

This page titled 2.2.1: Case Study- The $2 Million Gamble is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.2.2: Delivering Value Early and Continuously

Delivering Value Early and Continuously

Agile delivery is built around a simple idea. "Deliver value sooner so the team can learn sooner". Instead of waiting until the
end of a long project to discover whether the solution works, Agile teams release small, useful pieces, gather feedback, and adjust
based on what they learn. Techniques such as early delivery, MVPs, prototypes, increments, small batches, and Build-Measure-
Learn help teams reduce uncertainty, validate assumptions, and avoid investing too much in the wrong solution.

Early Delivery Reduces Risk

Agile reduces risk by delivering value early and continuously. Releasing a massive product at the end of a long project can be
dangerous because the team may discover too late that customers do not want the solution. Early delivery gives the organization
two advantages. First, the business can begin receiving value sooner. Second, the team can learn whether it is moving in the right
direction.

Think of a restaurant testing a new menu item. A traditional approach might spend months designing the perfect dish, training
every location, printing new menus, and launching nationwide. An Agile approach might test the item in three locations first. If
customers love it, the restaurant expands it. If customers ignore it, the company learns cheaply.

Framework: Build-Measure-Learn

Build-Measure-Learn is a simple learning cycle used to test ideas quickly. First, the team builds a small version of the idea.
Then it measures how users respond. Then it learns whether to continue, change direction, or stop. For example, an e-
commerce team may believe customers want product comparison charts. Instead of building a complex comparison engine,
the team could release a simple version for one product category. It could measure clicks, conversion rates, time on page,
and customer feedback. If the feature helps customers decide faster, the team expands it. If customers ignore it, the team
avoids further investment. Build-Measure-Learn keeps the team honest. It turns opinions into experiments.

The same logic applies to software, services, internal systems, and process improvements. Early delivery protects the organization
from expensive wrong assumptions.

MVP, MMF, Prototype, and Increment

Agile teams use different delivery vehicles for different purposes.

1. Minimum Viable Product: A Minimum Viable Product, or MVP, is the smallest thing the team can build to test whether a
hypothesis is correct. Its main purpose is learning.

2. Minimum Marketable Feature: A Minimum Marketable Feature, or MMF, is the smallest piece of functionality that delivers
distinct value to a customer and can be released or sold. Its main purpose is usable value.

3. Prototype: A prototype is used to test feasibility, usability, design direction, or technical risk. It may not be production-ready.
Its main purpose is exploration.

4. Increment: An increment is the latest complete and usable version of the product. In Scrum, every sprint should produce a
potentially releasable increment.

These terms are related, but they are not the same. A prototype helps the team explore. An MVP helps the team learn. An MMF
helps the team deliver marketable value. An increment represents the current working product.

Small Batches Help Teams Learn Faster

Agile teams avoid waiting too long to show work to customers. Instead of building a large amount of work before getting feedback,
they break work into smaller pieces and deliver frequently. Small batches reduce risk because problems are discovered earlier.
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They also improve flow because the team does not wait months to integrate, test, review, or release work. When work is delivered
in smaller pieces, feedback arrives sooner and course correction becomes easier.

Core Concept: Small Batch Delivery

Small batch delivery means breaking work into smaller, usable pieces so the team can deliver, inspect, and adapt more
frequently. The smaller the batch, the faster the feedback. The faster the feedback, the easier it is to correct mistakes before
they become expensive. Small batch delivery is one reason Agile teams can handle uncertainty better than teams that wait
until the end to release everything at once.

Myth: The first release must be complete. In Agile, the first release should be useful, valuable, and high quality, but it does
not need to contain every future feature.

This principle connects to many Agile approaches. Scrum uses sprints to create a regular rhythm of delivery and feedback. Kanban
helps teams visualize work, limit work in progress, and improve flow. Lean encourages teams to reduce waste, shorten delays,
and avoid large batches. XP supports frequent delivery through technical practices such as continuous integration, test-driven
development, and refactoring.Different Agile methods use different mechanics, but the idea is the same: deliver smaller pieces of
value, learn faster, and avoid large delayed failures.

This page titled 2.2.2: Delivering Value Early and Continuously is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.2.3: Collaborating with Customers to Validate Value

Customer Collaboration and Feedback in Agile

Agile's emphasis on individuals and interactions extends naturally into how teams work with customers throughout a project.
Rather than treating customer input as a one-time event at the start, Agile teams build ongoing relationships with the people who
will actually use what they build. This chapter explores why collaboration must be continuous, how real user feedback differs from
internal assumptions, and how structured feedback loops turn everyday delivery work into a genuine source of learning.

Customer Collaboration Is Ongoing

Customer collaboration is not the same as collecting requirements once at the beginning of a project. In Agile, collaboration is
continuous: customers and stakeholders help the team understand needs, review progress, clarify priorities, and respond to what
has been learned along the way. Traditional projects often treat requirements as something to gather, document, approve, and
protect from change. Agile takes a different view, treating requirements as something that will naturally evolve as people learn
more about the problem and the solution.

Core Concept: Validated Learning

Validated learning means the team proves or disproves its assumptions through evidence, not opinion. For example, a
product team might assume that users want a new reporting feature. Validated learning happens when the team releases a
small version of that feature, observes actual usage, gathers feedback, and learns whether the original assumption was true.
Agile teams do not treat this kind of learning as a side activity separate from the "real work". Learning is part of delivery itself.

This does not mean Agile teams accept random changes without discipline. Instead, it means they build a healthy feedback loop
in which new information is evaluated, prioritized, and incorporated responsibly. A good Agile team does not ask customers,
"What do you want us to build?" only once and move on. It keeps asking, throughout the project, "Is this solving the problem?
What have we learned? What matters most now?"

Real User Feedback Is Better Than Internal Guessing

One of the biggest mistakes teams make is relying only on internal opinions. Internal managers, executives, architects, and
product owners may offer useful insights, but their perspective is not a substitute for feedback from real customers. Real user
feedback can come from many sources, including sprint reviews, product demos, usability testing, support tickets, analytics,
interviews, surveys, beta releases, A/B testing, and direct observation. Each of these methods helps the team understand whether
the product is genuinely useful in the real world, rather than just useful in theory.

Myth: The Product Owner Alone Represents the Customer

The Product Owner plays an important role, but that role does not replace direct engagement with customers. Teams still
need feedback from real users and stakeholders to understand value accurately, since even a skilled Product Owner can only
approximate the perspective of the people actually using the product.

A simple customer feedback loop can be remembered as: Observe, Build, Demo, Measure, Adapt. The team first observes the
customer's problem, then builds a small solution or experiment addressing it. Next, the team demos that solution to customers
or stakeholders and measures their response using both qualitative and quantitative data. Finally, the team adapts the backlog,
design, or roadmap based on what was learned, closing the loop and setting up the next cycle of observation.

Consider a school district building a parent portal with dozens of features. Internal leaders may take pride in the scope and

sophistication of the system, but parents may only care about three things: checking grades, reporting absences, and receiving
alerts. Without real user feedback, the team risks building something that looks complete on paper while missing what actually
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matters to the people who use it.

Feedback Loops Turn Delivery into Learning

A feedback loop is a repeated cycle in which the team delivers something, receives information about it, learns from that
information, and adapts accordingly. Short feedback loops are especially powerful because they reduce the cost of being wrong.
If the team discovers a problem after one week, it can adjust quickly and cheaply; if the team discovers the same problem after a
year, the cost of that delay can be enormous.

Framework: Customer Feedback Loop

Feedback loops take different forms across Agile methods, but they all serve the same underlying purpose. Scrum relies on
sprint reviews and retrospectives, Kanban uses flow metrics and continuous improvement, Lean focuses on customer value,
waste reduction, and learning cycles, and XP builds in technical feedback through testing, pair programming, continuous
integration, and frequent releases. The mechanics differ from method to method, but the principle is consistent: Agile teams
learn by making work visible, inspecting it frequently, and adapting based on evidence rather than assumption.

This framework helps teams avoid assumption-driven development by grounding decisions in real evidence rather than internal
guesswork. It also supports PMI-ACP thinking directly, since it emphasizes the same core values of collaboration, transparency,
feedback, and adaptation that run throughout Agile practice.

This page titled 2.2.3: Collaborating with Customers to Validate Value is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.2.4: Case Study- The $8 Million Launch That Nobody Used

StyleHub Retail

StyleHub Retail had built its reputation through a large network of physical stores, but by 2021 its executives were increasingly
concerned that the company was falling behind in digital commerce. Competitors were investing heavily in mobile shopping, and
senior leaders believed StyleHub needed its own app to remain relevant. The company approved an $8 million budget, assembled
a dedicated 20-person team, and established a two-year delivery timeline. Leadership wanted more than a basic shopping tool.
Their goal was to create one of the most feature-rich retail apps in the market, and they were willing to invest the time and
resources necessary to make the launch feel substantial.

The project began with an extensive requirements effort involving nearly every major department. Marketing requested
promotional widgets, social sharing, and campaign features. The loyalty team wanted a sophisticated rewards experience.
Inventory leaders asked for real-time stock information. Customer service wanted live chat capabilities. Other departments
added personalization, video content, account management, and additional shopping tools. After six months of planning, the
requirements document contained approximately 150 features spread across 47 screens. The development team estimated that
delivering the complete scope would require close to two years. Leadership reviewed the plan and approved it. "If we're going to
do this," one executive said, "we should build the platform customers will expect from a company our size."

For the next 18 months, the project appeared remarkably stable. Development milestones were completed on schedule, testing
results were strong, and spending remained close to the approved budget. The engineering team was proud of the quality of
the codebase, while project managers consistently reported green status indicators to senior leadership. Individual departments
regularly reviewed progress on the features they had requested, and most were satisfied that their requirements were being
delivered. From an internal project perspective, there were few visible warning signs. "We're hitting the plan," the program manager
told the steering committee during one quarterly review. "At this rate, we'll be ready for the launch window."

One decision remained largely unchanged throughout development: customers would not see a functioning version of the app
until it was almost complete. Several leaders believed that releasing an incomplete product could hurt StyleHub's brand. They
worried that customers accustomed to polished retail experiences would judge the company harshly if early versions lacked
important capabilities. Engineering therefore developed and tested the app in a private environment while internal teams
reviewed each major release. Some team members occasionally raised the possibility of exposing selected customers to earlier
versions, but leadership remained focused on creating a strong first impression. "We get one chance to announce this," the Chief
Marketing Officer said. "I don't want customers seeing something that feels unfinished."

In early 2023, StyleHub launched the completed app with a major promotional campaign. Television advertising, customer emails,
launch bonuses, and positive media coverage generated immediate attention. Approximately 50,000 customers downloaded the
app on the first day. Employees gathered for a launch celebration, senior executives thanked the team publicly, and the project
was formally recognized for meeting its major schedule and budget commitments. For a company attempting a significant digital
transformation, the launch initially appeared to validate two years of planning and disciplined execution.

Within several weeks, however, the usage data began to concern the product team. New downloads slowed, and customer reviews
became increasingly critical. Some users reported that the app loaded slowly, while others found the navigation difficult to
understand. Completing a purchase could require as many as eight taps. The home screen displayed numerous promotional offers
alongside loyalty information, personalization settings, video galleries, and social features. Customers who wanted to find an item
and buy it sometimes struggled to locate the shortest path through the app. Thirty days after installation, only about 12 percent
of users were still actively using it. Many customers returned to StyleHub's website or continued shopping in its physical stores.

At roughly the same time, QuickShop, a smaller digital retailer, was gaining attention with a much simpler mobile app. Its product
centered on five functions: search, product filters, a shopping cart, checkout, and order tracking. It offered no integrated loyalty
program, social sharing tools, personalized content, or large promotional areas. A typical purchase could be completed in three
taps, and the app loaded in roughly two seconds. Six months after launch, QuickShop reported approximately 200,000 active
users. StyleHub had about 6,000. During an executive review, the Vice President of Digital Commerce pointed to the numbers
and asked, "Are customers rejecting our app because we are missing something, or because we're asking them to do too much?"
The room went quiet.
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The leadership team now faced a difficult decision. Nearly 95 percent of the original $8 million budget had already been
spent, and much of the application architecture had been designed around the broad set of capabilities requested during
planning. Some executives argued that StyleHub should improve performance and simplify navigation while protecting the
features departments had spent two years developing. Others questioned whether the company needed to reconsider the product
more fundamentally, even if that meant removing capabilities that internal teams considered strategically important. Marketing
was concerned about admitting problems so soon after a high-profile launch, while engineering warned that substantial redesign
could require additional time and investment. As the next budget cycle approached, StyleHub's executives had to decide whether
to refine the product they had built or reconsider what the mobile experience should become.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 2.2.4.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. How should StyleHub evaluate the success of the mobile app when the project met its schedule and budget
commitments but customer adoption and retention remained low?

2. What factors should the leadership team consider when deciding whether to improve the existing application
or significantly reduce and redesign its functionality?

3. At what points during the two-year project could StyleHub have gathered useful information from customers,
and how might that information have influenced later decisions?

This page titled 2.2.4: Case Study- The $8 Million Launch That Nobody Used is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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2.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile teams exist to deliver value, not simply to complete tasks or produce more features. Value is best understood as the benefit
created for customers, users, and the business. This means Agile teams must think beyond outputs such as screens, reports,
features, or releases. They must focus on outcomes such as solving customer problems, reducing delays, improving satisfaction,
increasing revenue, lowering risk, or learning whether an idea is worth pursuing.

Value delivery depends on early and continuous learning. Instead of waiting until the end of a long project to discover whether
customers care about the product, Agile teams deliver small, usable increments and gather feedback quickly. Concepts such as
MVP, MMF, prototype, and increment help teams test assumptions, reduce risk, and deliver useful value sooner. Frameworks such
as MoSCoW, Build-Measure-Learn, and customer feedback loops help teams prioritize work and avoid wasting effort on low-value
features.

Customer collaboration is central to Agile value delivery. Agile teams do not assume that internal opinions are enough to define
value. They involve customers, stakeholders, and users throughout the work through demos, reviews, interviews, analytics, usability
testing, and direct feedback. The key lesson is that the backlog is not a fixed promise to build everything. It is a living list that
should change as the team learns. For PMI-ACP, the best answers often favor early delivery, customer feedback, prioritization,
adaptation, transparency, and delivering the highest-value work first.

Key Terms to Remember

e Value: The benefit created for the customer, user, or business. Value may include solving a problem, saving time, increasing
revenue, reducing risk, improving quality, or learning something important.

e Output: Something the team produces, such as a feature, screen, report, dashboard, workflow, or release.

e Outcome: The result or benefit created by an output, such as faster checkout, fewer support calls, higher adoption, better
customer satisfaction, or increased revenue.

¢ Outcome-Based Thinking: A mindset where the team focuses on the result it wants to create, not just the feature it wants
to build.

¢ Customer Collaboration: Ongoing involvement of customers, users, and stakeholders to understand needs, review progress,
provide feedback, and guide adaptation.

o Feedback Loop: A repeated cycle of delivering work, receiving feedback, learning from it, and adapting the product, process,
or backlog.

¢ Validated Learning: Learning based on real evidence rather than assumptions or opinions. It helps teams prove or disprove
whether an idea is valuable.

« Minimum Viable Product (MVP): The smallest version of a product or solution built to test a key assumption or hypothesis.
The primary purpose of an MVP is learning.

¢ Minimum Marketable Feature (MMF): The smallest feature or capability that delivers distinct value to customers and can
be released or sold.

¢ Prototype: A rough or experimental version of a solution used to test feasibility, usability, design direction, or technical risk.

¢ Increment: The latest complete and usable version of the product. In Agile, each increment should move the product closer
to delivering real value.

¢ Small Batch Delivery: Breaking work into smaller pieces so the team can deliver, inspect, and adapt more frequently.

¢ MoSCoW Prioritization: A prioritization technique that classifies work as Must have, Should have, Could have, or Won't have.

¢ Build-Measure-Learn: A learning cycle where the team builds a small version of an idea, measures user response, and learns
whether to continue, change direction, or stop.

e Backlog: An ordered list of work items, features, improvements, defects, and experiments. In Agile, the backlog is living and
changes based on value and learning.

¢ Prioritization: The process of deciding which work should be done first based on value, risk, urgency, dependencies, and
learning needs.

o Deliver Everything Trap: The mistaken belief that Agile success means completing the entire backlog. Agile success means
delivering the highest-value work and avoiding low-value waste.

¢ Return on Investment (ROI): A measure of the benefit gained from an investment compared with its cost. Agile teams
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improve ROI by delivering valuable work earlier and avoiding waste.
e A/B Testing: A method of comparing two versions of a feature or experience to see which performs better with real users.
o Customer Value: The value perceived by the customer, not merely the value assumed by the internal team.
¢ Adaptation: Changing the plan, backlog, design, or approach based on feedback and evidence.

This page titled 2.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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2.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

10.

A team has 100 items in their backlog. After completing the top 20 items, the customer realizes their needs are fully met.
What should the Agile team do next?

A. Terminate the project and celebrate maximizing the work not done.

B. Continue building the remaining 80 items to fulfill the initial plan.

C. Ask the sponsor for more funding to expand the scope.

D. Demote the Product Owner for poor planning.

What is the primary purpose of an MVP?

A. To release a cheap, buggy product to save money.

B. To test a core business hypothesis with the least amount of effort.

C. To satisfy executives with a visual demo.

D. To finalize the project architecture.

A stakeholder complains that iterative delivery is too slow and demands the team build the entire system before releasing.
How should the practitioner respond?

A. Explain that iterative delivery reduces risk and accelerates return on investment.

B. Agree and transition to a predictive model.

C. Explain that Agile teams are incapable of building large systems.

D. Tell the stakeholder to wait until the project is finished.

In Agile, how is progress primarily measured?

A. Lines of code written.

B. Phase-gate sign-offs.

C. Working product delivering value.

D. Number of hours logged.

Which prioritization technique forces stakeholders to categorize requirements into Must-haves and Won't-haves?
A. Kano Model.

B. MoSCoW.

C. Planning Poker.

D. Relative Sizing.
A project is on time and under budget, but the customer refuses to use the final product. What Agile principle was most likely
violated?

A. Continuous attention to technical excellence.

B. Customer collaboration and frequent feedback loops.

C. Self-organizing teams.

D. Sustainable pace.
Why do Agile teams prioritize highest-value features first?

A. Because they are the easiest to build.

B. To ensure that if funding runs out, the most important work is already delivered.

C. Because the Scrum Guide mandates it.

D. To keep the development team motivated.
An Agile team discovers that a planned feature will take 3 months to build but provides very low customer value. What is the
best action?

A. Build it anyway because it was in the original plan.

B. Remove or deprioritize it from the backlog to maximize work not done.

C. Work overtime to build it faster.

D. Hide the estimate from the product owner.
Value-driven delivery focuses on outcomes over outputs. Which is an outcome?

A. Releasing 10 new API endpoints.

B. Writing 50 pages of documentation.

C. Reducing customer checkout time by 15%.

D. Completing a two-week sprint.
A Product Owner refuses to release an increment because it lacks a "nice-to-have" UI animation. The core functionality works
perfectly. What should the Agile coach advise?
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Release the working increment now to gather feedback, as it represents an MMF.
Hold the release until the animation is perfect.

Fire the UI designer.

Cancel the sprint.

Cowy

Answer Key

1. A. Agile maximizes the work not done.

2. B. MVPs are for validated learning.

3. A. Iterative delivery provides early ROI.

4. C. Working software is the primary measure of progress.

5. B. MoSCoW stands for Must, Should, Could, Won't.

6. B. Lack of collaboration leads to building the wrong thing.

7. B. Prioritizing value mitigates financial risk.

8. B. Deprioritize low-value, high-effort work.

9. C. Outcomes measure real-world impact; outputs are just deliverables.
10. A. Delaying release for minor features delays feedback and ROL.

This page titled 2.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3: AGILE METHODOLOGIES AND DELIVERY APPROACHES

Introduction

Agile is not a single method, but a family of approaches built around shared values such as delivering value early, collaborating
closely with customers, responding to change, and continuously improving. When organizations say, “We are doing Agile,” they
may be referring to Scrum, Kanban, Lean, Extreme Programming (XP), Disciplined Agile, SAFe, or a hybrid approach that combines
practices from several methods. This chapter provides a practical guide to the major Agile methodologies, focusing not on
memorizing every detail of every framework, but on understanding why different approaches exist, when each is most useful,
and how to select a method that fits the nature of the work rather than forcing the work to fit a particular framework. This
broader understanding is especially important for the PMI-ACP exam, which extends beyond Scrum and expects familiarity with
iteration-based and flow-based methods, Lean thinking, technical practices, governance-oriented approaches, and Agile methods
for scaling across larger organizations.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain why Agile has many methodologies instead of one universal method.

e Distinguish between iteration-based, flow-based, Lean, governance-oriented, hybrid, and scaling approaches.

e Describe Scrum, XP, Crystal, FDD, Lean, Kanban, Scrumban, DSDM, Disciplined Agile, SAFe, LeSS, Nexus, and Scrum of
Scrums at a high level.

e Choose an Agile approach based on context, team size, uncertainty, governance needs, delivery rhythm, and
organizational constraints.

e Recognize common methodology selection mistakes in PMI-ACP-style questions

3.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

3.2: Guide to Various Methodologies
3.2.1: Iteration-Based Agile Frameworks
3.2.2: Flow-Based and Lean Methods
3.2.3: Governance, Hybrid, and Scaling Approaches
3.2.4: Choosing the Right Agile Approach
3.2.5: Case Study- One Size Fits Nobody

3.3: Chapter Summary
3.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

This page titled 3: Agile Methodologies and Delivery Approaches is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
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3.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This chapter connects Agile methodologies to several important PMI-ACP exam themes by showing how different approaches
support value delivery, collaboration, adaptability, team effectiveness, planning, and continuous improvement. Scrum, Kanban,
Lean, XP, DSDM, Crystal, SAFe, and hybrid approaches use different practices, but the exam focuses less on memorizing
framework details and more on understanding which approach best fits a particular situation. Regardless of the methodology, the
selected approach should support Agile values such as transparency, feedback, collaboration, adaptation, and frequent delivery
of value.

¢ PMI-ACP Domains: Agile Principles and Mindset, Value-Driven Delivery, Stakeholder Engagement, Team Performance,
Adaptive Planning, and Continuous Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Select an Agile approach appropriate to the work, deliver value incrementally, engage stakeholders
frequently, support effective team collaboration, adapt plans as conditions change, and improve processes continuously.

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Scrum iterations and reviews, Kanban boards and flow metrics, Lean waste reduction, XP
engineering practices, retrospectives, backlog management, and multi-team planning approaches such as SAFe.

o Related Knowledge and Skills: Agile values and principles, methodology selection, customer collaboration, flow
management, adaptive planning, team facilitation, technical excellence, and continuous improvement.

On the PMI-ACP exam, methodology questions are usually not asking which framework is the most popular or which one should
always be used. Instead, examine the characteristics of the situation and choose the approach that best supports the team’s
needs. Favor methods that improve value delivery, feedback, collaboration, flow, adaptability, and learning rather than forcing the
work to conform to a particular framework.

This page titled 3.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.2: Guide to Various Methodologies

Same Principles, Different Methodologies

Agile has many methodologies because not all work is the same. A small software team building a new mobile app does not have
the same needs as a hospital modernizing patient systems, a bank improving compliance workflows, a support team handling
production incidents, or a large enterprise coordinating twenty product teams.

This is why Agile is better understood as a family of methods rather than a single recipe. Agile gives us shared values and
principles, but different methods help teams apply those values in different environments. Some teams need a clear iteration
rhythm. Some teams need continuous flow. Some need strong engineering discipline. Some need lightweight collaboration. Some
need governance and auditability. Some need to coordinate work across many teams.

A useful way to think about Agile methodologies is to ask: What problem is this method trying to solve?

SCRUM is not the only way

Myth: Agile means every team should use Scrum. Scrum is popular, but it is not the only Agile approach. The method
should fit the work, not the other way around.

Scrum helps teams organize complex product work into short cycles of planning, delivery, review, and improvement. Kanban
helps teams visualize work, manage flow, reduce bottlenecks, and improve continuously. Lean helps teams maximize value by
eliminating waste and reducing delays. XP helps teams build high-quality software through strong engineering practices. Scaling
frameworks help multiple teams coordinate work across larger products and organizations. Hybrid approaches help organizations
combine Agile and predictive practices when the environment requires both flexibility and governance.

Framework Thinking Lens

Useful way to understand Agile methods is through five thinking lenses

o Iteration-based thinking

¢ Flow-based thinking

o Lean thinking

¢ Governance-oriented thinking, and
¢ Scaling thinking

Iteration-based thinking focuses on learning through short timeboxes, such as Sprints or iterations. Flow-based thinking focuses
on moving work smoothly from request to completion by visualizing work, limiting work in progress, and reducing bottlenecks.
Lean thinking focuses on maximizing customer value by eliminating waste across the entire value stream. Governance-oriented
thinking focuses on balancing adaptability with compliance, auditability, funding, risk, and organizational oversight. Scaling
thinking focuses on coordinating multiple teams when one team alone cannot deliver the full product, solution, or value stream.

This thinking framework helps students avoid memorizing Agile methods as isolated names. Instead of asking, “Which method is
the best?” a stronger Agile question is, “What kind of work are we doing, what problem are we trying to solve, and which approach
best helps us deliver value?”

Core Concept: Fit-for-Purpose Agility
Fit-for-purpose agility means choosing an Agile approach based on the nature of the work, the team, the organization, and the

customer need. The best method is not always the most popular method. The best method is the one that helps the team deliver
value in its specific context.
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A team handling unpredictable support tickets may benefit more from Kanban than Scrum because the work arrives continuously
and cannot always be planned neatly into Sprints. A team building a new product with uncertain customer needs may benefit
from Scrum because short iterations create regular feedback loops. A team building safety-critical software may need stronger
technical practices, documentation, traceability, and governance. A startup testing product-market fit may need rapid
experimentation, MVPs, and short feedback cycles.

The key is not to force every team into the same framework. The key is to understand the work and select practices that improve
value delivery, feedback, quality, flow, and adaptation.

Method Selection Lens

When choosing a methodology, use this simple lens:

1. Work type: Is the work project-based, product-based, operational, support-driven, research-heavy, compliance-heavy, or

platform-oriented?

Delivery rhythm: Does the team need fixed iterations, continuous flow, or a mix of both?

Uncertainty: Are requirements changing often? Is the customer need unclear? Is the solution technically uncertain?

Team size: Is this one team, multiple teams, or an enterprise program with many dependencies?

Governance needs: Are compliance, auditability, funding, approvals, documentation, or risk controls important?

Technical risk: Does the team need strong engineering practices such as test automation, continuous integration,

refactoring, pair programming, or technical spikes?

7. Coordination needs: Does the team work independently, or does it need to coordinate with other teams, vendors,
platforms, or business groups?

oaprwN

This lens helps students avoid choosing a method based only on popularity, organizational pressure, or what another company is
doing. Agile methodology selection should be intentional. The method should help the team solve its real delivery problem and
improve its ability to deliver value.

A simple reminder: Do not choose a method because it is famous. Choose the approach that fits the work, supports customer
value, and improves the team’s ability to inspect and adapt.

This page titled 3.2: Guide to Various Methodologies is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.2.1: Iteration-Based Agile Frameworks

Iteration-Based Agile Frameworks

Iteration-based methods organize work into timeboxed cycles. A timebox is a fixed period of time during which the team plans,
works, reviews progress, and learns. The benefit of iteration-based Agile is rhythm. The team gets regular opportunities to inspect
progress, receive feedback, and adapt.

Inspect-and-Adapt Cycle

Iteration-based Agile follows an inspect-and-adapt cycle:

Plan a small amount of valuable work.
Build and test a usable increment.
Review the increment with stakeholders.
Reflect on how the team worked.

Adapt the backlog, product, and process.

A

It's a simple cycle, but a powerful one. It turns delivery itself into a form of learning.

Scrum at a Glance

Scrum is one of the most widely used Agile frameworks. It works well for complex product development, where the team needs
frequent feedback and has to adapt as it goes. Scrum organizes work into short timeboxes called sprints, usually one to four
weeks long.

Scrum has three accountabilities: Product Owner, Scrum Master, and Developers. The Product Owner focuses on maximizing
value and ordering the Product Backlog. The Scrum Master helps the team understand and use Scrum effectively while removing
impediments. Developers create the usable product increment.

Scrum events include Sprint Planning, Daily Scrum, Sprint Review, Sprint Retrospective, and the Sprint itself. Scrum artifacts
include the Product Backlog, Sprint Backlog, and Increment.

A sprint is not a mini-waterfall

Myth: A sprint is just a mini-waterfall. A sprint shouldn't be a shrunk-down version of requirements, design, build, and test
with no feedback along the way. A good sprint produces a usable increment and gives the team a real chance to inspect and
adapt

Scrum works well when a team needs a clear cadence, regular stakeholder feedback, and a structured way to handle shifting
priorities. That said, Scrum can turn mechanical if teams just go through the motions of the ceremonies without genuinely
embracing transparency, inspection, and adaptation.

Extreme Programming (XP)

Extreme Programming, known as XP, is an Agile method built around software engineering excellence. It matters most when
quality, fast feedback, and technical discipline are the priority.

XP practices include pair programming, test driven development, continuous integration, refactoring, simple design, collective
code ownership, small releases, and close involvement from the customer.
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At its core, XP treats technical quality as the thing that makes Agile delivery possible in the first place. A team cannot keep
moving fast if the codebase turns fragile, messy, and hard to change. XP keeps the product adaptable by building quality into the
work every single day, not saving it for the end.

A team working on a payment system might combine both approaches, using Scrum for planning and XP practices for
engineering. Scrum sets the delivery rhythm, and XP supplies the technical discipline underneath it.

Crystal Clear
Crystal Clear is a lightweight Agile method built for small, co-located teams where communication and people matter more than
heavy process. Crystal starts from the idea that different projects need different levels of formality depending on team size,

criticality, and complexity.

A small team building an internal tool doesn't need the same process weight as a large team building life-critical medical
software, and Crystal encourages teams to adjust their process to fit their own situation rather than copying someone else's.

Crystal Clear values frequent delivery, close communication, reflective improvement, and a safe environment where people feel

comfortable raising issues. It's a good reminder that Agile isn't about piling on process for its own sake. It's about building just
enough structure for the team to succeed.

Feature-Driven Development (FDD)

Feature-Driven Development, or FDD, organizes work around designing and building features. It carries more structure than some
other Agile methods, which makes it a good fit for larger teams or environments where feature-level planning really matters.

FDD typically follows a pattern: develop an overall model, build a feature list, plan by feature, design by feature, and build by
feature.

FDD works well when an organization wants visible progress through completed features. Because work gets broken down into
customer-valued features, it helps teams avoid the trap of vague, hand-wavy progress reporting.

Core Concept: Timeboxed Learning
The core idea behind iteration-based methods is timeboxed learning. The team doesn't wait until the end of the project to inspect

the product and how it's working. It learns at the end of every iteration.This rhythm matters most when the team is building
something complex. The sprint or iteration gives the work a regular heartbeat of planning, delivery, feedback, and improvement.

This page titled 3.2.1: Iteration-Based Agile Frameworks is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.2.2: Flow-Based and Lean Methods

Flow-Based and Lean Methods

Flow-based methods focus less on fixed iterations and more on the smooth movement of work through a system. Instead of
asking, "What can we complete in this sprint?" a flow-based team asks, "How can we move valuable work from request to
completion with less delay, less waste, and fewer bottlenecks?" This shift in framing changes how the team plans, tracks progress,
and even measures success, since the goal is no longer to fill a fixed timebox but to keep work flowing continuously.

This approach is especially useful when work arrives unpredictably, such as production support, maintenance, operations, service
requests, platform work, infrastructure work, and enhancement queues. In these environments, trying to force incoming requests
into two-week sprints often creates more friction than it solves, since urgent issues rarely wait politely for the next planning
session. Flow-based thinking accepts that reality and builds a system around it instead of fighting it.

Lean at a Glance

Lean focuses on maximizing value and minimizing waste. It originally comes from manufacturing, most notably the Toyota
Production System, but Lean thinking has strongly influenced Agile software and product development over the years. At its core,
Lean asks a simple question: does this activity create value for the customer, or is it just consuming time and effort along the
way?

In Lean, waste is anything that consumes time, money, or effort without creating value for the customer. Examples include waiting,
handoffs, partially done work, unnecessary features, rework, defects, overprocessing, and task switching. Some of these are easy
to spot, like a defect that has to be fixed twice, while others hide in plain sight, like a backlog full of half-finished features that
never quite ship.

When Flow Fits Better Than Sprints

A few signals suggest a team may benefit more from flow-based thinking than from fixed iterations:

o Unpredictable arrival of work: requests show up continuously rather than being planned in advance.

¢ Mixed priorities: urgent items regularly need to jump the queue.

¢ Short task duration: many items take hours or days rather than weeks.

o Operational focus: the team supports, maintains, or runs a system rather than building new products from scratch.

Lean encourages teams to see the whole system, reduce batch size, build quality in, optimize flow, and improve continuously. It's
not just about working faster. It's about removing the things that slow value delivery down in the first place, since speeding up
a broken process usually just produces broken work more quickly.For example, if a software team spends two weeks building a
feature but then waits six weeks for approval, the biggest problem probably isn't development speed. The real problem is delay
somewhere else in the system, and no amount of coding faster will fix an approval process that was never designed with flow in
mind.

Kanban at a Glance

Kanban is a flow-based method that helps teams visualize work, limit work in progress, manage flow, make policies explicit, and
improve continuously. Unlike Scrum, it doesn't prescribe roles, events, or fixed-length iterations. Instead, it starts from the team's
current process and improves it gradually, which makes it a comfortable entry point for teams that aren't ready for a bigger
structural change.

A Kanban board usually shows columns such as To Do, In Progress, Review, Testing, and Done. The board makes work visible,

and once work is visible, the team can see bottlenecks, blocked items, overloaded stages, and work that's been sitting around too
long. This visibility alone often drives improvement, since problems that used to be invisible or anecdotal become obvious the
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moment they're represented on a board everyone can see.

Kanban still involves planning

Myth: Kanban means there is no planning. Kanban still requires prioritization, policies, and improvement. It simply
manages work through flow instead of fixed iterations, and teams using Kanban still hold regular meetings to review
priorities, discuss blockers, and refine how work moves through the system.

One of the most important Kanban practices is limiting work in progress, often called WIP limits. WIP limits keep the team
from starting too much work at once, which sounds counterintuitive at first, since it seems like doing less should slow the team
down. In practice, the opposite happens: work finishes faster because people aren't constantly switching between half-finished
tasks.Kanban works well when a team needs flexibility, continuous delivery, and flow improvement without forcing all work into
fixed-length sprints

Scrumban

Scrumban combines Scrum and Kanban. It's often used by teams that started with Scrum but need more flow-based flexibility, or
by teams that use Kanban but still want some Scrum-like planning and review rhythms. Rather than treating Scrum and Kanban
as competing choices, Scrumban treats them as a spectrum a team can move along as its needs change.

For example, a team may keep Scrum events such as Sprint Planning and Retrospective but use a Kanban board with WIP limits
to manage daily work. Another team may drop fixed sprint commitments altogether while keeping regular replenishment meetings
and reviews. Both versions count as Scrumban, since the method is defined less by a specific rulebook and more by the practical
blend a team settles on.

Scrumban gives teams a practical transition path. It can help a team move away from rigid sprint behavior and toward better flow
without abandoning all structure at once, which matters for organizations that aren't ready to overhaul their entire process in one
step.

Core Concept: Flow Efficiency

Flow efficiency focuses on how smoothly work moves from start to finish. Many teams think they have a productivity problem
when what they actually have is a flow problem, and the difference matters because the two problems call for very different fixes.
Working harder doesn't help if the real issue is that work is sitting idle in a queue somewhere.

A user story may only need two days of actual effort, but if it sits in queues for three weeks, the customer still experiences a
three-week delay. Flow-based methods help teams find and reduce delays like these by measuring how long work actually spends
waiting versus how long it spends being actively worked on.

Visualize, Limit, Improve

A simple Kanban improvement framework:

Visualize the work.
Limit work in progress.
Measure flow.

Find bottlenecks.
Improve the system.

abrwnN

This framework helps teams stop guessing. When work is visible, the team can see exactly where value gets stuck, which turns
process improvement from a vague aspiration into a concrete, repeatable habit.

This page titled 3.2.2: Flow-Based and Lean Methods is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.2.3: Governance, Hybrid, and Scaling Approaches

Governance, Hybrid, and Scaling Approaches

Some environments need more than team-level Agile. Large organizations often have governance requirements, funding
processes, compliance reviews, vendor dependencies, shared platforms, and multiple teams working on the same product. In
these settings, Agile still has to support adaptability, but it also needs a way to coordinate people and decisions across a much
bigger surface area than a single team can handle on its own.

Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM)

Dynamic Systems Development Method, or DSDM, is an Agile method with a stronger focus on governance, business involvement,
and disciplined delivery. It fits well in environments where the organization wants the flexibility of Agile but still needs a clear
project structure to satisfy funding bodies, auditors, or contractual obligations.

DSDM emphasizes active user involvement, frequent delivery, empowered teams, integrated testing, collaboration, and delivering
on time. It's often associated with fixing time and cost while allowing scope to vary, which flips the usual project triangle on its
head. Instead of locking in scope and letting schedule and budget slip, DSDM locks in the schedule and budget and treats scope
as the thing that flexes to fit. This makes it a practical method for organizations that need predictability without pretending every
requirement can be nailed down up front.

DSDM is a good reminder that Agile does not mean a lack of discipline. A team can be structured, governed, and accountable to
a schedule while still staying adaptive about what exactly gets built along the way.

Disciplined Agile (DA)

Disciplined Agile, or DA, is a toolkit rather than a single prescriptive framework. Instead of telling every team to work the same
way, it helps teams choose their way of working based on their own context, recognizing that different teams may need different
lifecycles, roles, practices, and governance patterns depending on what they're building and who they're building it for.

DA is useful precisely because it avoids the assumption that one framework fits everyone. It encourages teams to make informed
choices rather than default choices. One team might use Scrum-like iterations, another might run on Kanban flow, and a third
might follow a Lean lifecycle, and under DA, all three can be legitimate answers depending on the situation each team is in.

Guided Choice Checklist

Before settling on a way of working, DA encourages teams to ask a few grounding questions:

e What is the nature of the work: predictable, exploratory, or a mix of both?
e How much regulatory or compliance oversight applies?

e How experienced is the team with Agile practices already?

e How much coordination is needed with other teams or vendors?

These questions don't produce a single correct answer, and that's the point. The goal is guided choice, helping an organization
ask "what way of working actually fits this team and this situation?" instead of copying whatever framework happens to be popular
that year.

Hybrid Agile Approaches
Hybrid Agile combines Agile and predictive practices, and it shows up often in organizations that can't move fully to Agile right

away or where part of the work is genuinely predictable while another part is genuinely uncertain. Rather than treating this as a
compromise to be embarrassed about, hybrid approaches treat it as a realistic response to mixed conditions.

©@® 51(3.2.3.1)



LibreTexts"

A construction project, for instance, might use predictive planning for permits, procurement, and physical build phases, since
those steps follow a known sequence with little room for iteration, while using Agile methods for software integration, customer
experience design, and digital services, where requirements are far less settled. A bank might run Agile product development
teams while keeping predictive governance around regulatory approvals, since regulators tend to want fixed documentation and
sign-off points rather than evolving backlogs.

Hybrid approaches can genuinely help, but they can also be misused. If "hybrid" ends up meaning command-and-control behavior
dressed up with Agile terminology, like calling a status meeting a "daily standup" without changing how decisions actually get
made, it isn't creating real agility. It's just relabeling the old way of working.

Scaling and Multi-Team Approaches

Scaling approaches help multiple Agile teams coordinate their work, and scaling becomes necessary the moment one team can
no longer deliver the full product on its own. Several frameworks have grown up around this problem, each with a different scope
and level of formality.

SAFe, or Scaled Agile Framework, is a large-scale framework used by enterprises to coordinate strategy, portfolio management,
programs, and teams. It tends to show up in large organizations that need alignment across many teams and multiple layers of
management. LeSS, or Large-Scale Scrum, takes a different approach by applying Scrum principles directly to multiple teams
working on one product, trying to keep scaling as simple as possible while preserving Scrum's focus on product ownership and
empirical process control. Nexus coordinates multiple Scrum teams working together on a single integrated product increment,
with a heavy focus on integration, dependencies, and cross-team coordination. Scrum of Scrums is the lightest-weight of the
group, a simple coordination technique where representatives from multiple Scrum teams meet to discuss dependencies,
impediments, and integration issues.

Scaling is not just installing a framework

Myth: Scaling Agile means installing a large framework. Scaling should solve real coordination problems. Adding a
framework without changing culture, decision-making, and flow may only create more bureaucracy, and an organization can
end up with all the meetings and none of the agility.

This is why scaling is not the same as simply adding more meetings or more roles. Done well, scaling helps teams reduce
coordination problems and deliver integrated value. Done poorly, it just adds overhead on top of the same underlying dysfunction.

Core Concept: Coordination Without Killing Agility

The main challenge in enterprise Agile is coordination without killing agility. Large organizations need alignment across teams,
budgets, and strategy, but too much process layered on top of that alignment can slow learning and decision-making right back
down to where it started.

Good scaling helps teams coordinate dependencies, manage shared risks, and align around value. Bad scaling creates layers of
meetings, approvals, and reporting that leave the organization less Agile than it was before it started scaling in the first place.

Team, Program, Portfolio Alignment

A simple way to understand scaling is through three levels:

¢ Team level: how does the team deliver value?
¢ Program or product level: how do multiple teams coordinate around a larger product or solution?
¢ Portfolio level: how does the organization fund, prioritize, and govern value streams?

Thinking in these three levels helps make clear that scaling isn't only about team ceremonies or bigger standups. It's also about
strategy, funding, dependencies, governance, and keeping everyone aligned around the same definition of value.
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3.2.4: Choosing the Right Agile Approach

Choosing the Right Agile Approach

The right Agile approach depends on context. A team should not choose Scrum just because it's popular, choose Kanban just
because it wants fewer meetings, or choose SAFe just because the organization happens to be large. Each of these reasons treats
methodology selection as a matter of preference or convenience rather than a decision that should follow from the actual nature
of the work. Methodology selection should be based on the work itself, the team doing it, the customer being served, and the
broader organizational environment the team operates within.

If the work is complex product development with changing requirements, Scrum may be a strong choice, since its short cycles
create regular checkpoints for feedback and adjustment. If work arrives continuously and unpredictably, such as support tickets
or operational requests, Kanban may fit better, since it manages flow rather than trying to force unpredictable work into fixed
planning cycles. If technical quality is the main risk, perhaps because the codebase is fragile or the domain demands high
reliability, XP practices may be needed to build discipline directly into how the code gets written. If the organization needs
strong governance around funding, compliance, or auditability, DSDM or Disciplined Agile may help bridge that gap. And if many
teams must coordinate around a single product or platform, a scaling approach may be appropriate to manage the dependencies
between them.

Questions to Ask Before Choosing a Method

Before settling on an approach, it helps to work through a few grounding questions:

e Is the work predictable, exploratory, or a mix of both?

e Does work arrive in planned batches or continuously and unpredictably?

e Is technical quality or engineering risk the biggest threat to delivery?

¢ Does the organization need governance, compliance, or funding controls?

e Does delivery depend on one team, or on several teams coordinating together?

None of these questions has a single right answer that applies to every team, which is exactly why methodology selection has
to be a deliberate exercise rather than a copy-paste decision. Answering them honestly usually points toward a method, or more
often a blend of methods, that actually fits the situation at hand.

In practice, the best Agile teams often combine methods thoughtfully rather than picking just one and forcing every situation
to fit it. A team might use Scrum for cadence, Kanban for managing daily flow, XP for engineering quality, Lean thinking for
waste reduction, and scaling practices for coordinating with other teams. Combining methods like this isn't a sign of confusion or
indecision. It's a sign of a team that understands its own context well enough to borrow the right tool for each part of the problem,
as long as the choices are intentional and clearly support value delivery rather than being adopted for their own sake.

Common Methodology Selection Mistakes

One common mistake is choosing a method based on fashion rather than fit. An executive hears that Scrum is popular at other
companies, so every team is told to adopt it, including teams doing support or operational work where Kanban would likely serve
them better. This kind of top-down mandate skips right past the question of what the work actually requires, and it often leaves
teams performing ceremonies that don't match how their work actually behaves.

Another mistake is choosing a method to avoid real cultural change. A company may adopt Agile roles and ceremonies, standups,
sprint reviews, retrospectives, while keeping the same command-and-control decision-making underneath. Leaders still make all
the calls, teams still wait for approval on basic decisions, and nothing about how authority or trust actually flows through the
organization has changed. This creates what practitioners often call "doing Agile" without "being Agile," where the vocabulary
changes but the underlying behavior doesn't.
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Scaling too early compounds weak practices

Myth: A scaling framework will fix a struggling Agile rollout. Some organizations adopt a large scaling framework before
individual teams have learned how to deliver value reliably on their own. Scaling weak Agile practices usually doesn't fix them.
It just spreads the same problems across more teams and adds coordination overhead on top.

This is why experienced practitioners usually recommend getting the fundamentals working at the team level first: a healthy
backlog, honest retrospectives, a team that can actually finish what it starts, before layering on a framework designed to
coordinate dozens of teams at once. Scaling something that doesn't work yet just makes the dysfunction bigger and harder to
see.

A fourth mistake is ignoring technical excellence entirely. Teams may adopt Scrum ceremonies enthusiastically, running crisp
sprint plannings and reviews, while continuing to build fragile software with poor testing and mounting technical debt underneath.
Ceremonies alone don't produce quality, and a team can look Agile on the surface while its codebase quietly becomes harder to
change every sprint.

Pairing Process With Practice

A simple way to think about closing this gap:

Keep the Scrum cadence for planning and feedback.

Add XP practices such as test-driven development and continuous integration.
Track technical debt alongside feature work, not separately from it.

Review code quality in retrospectives, not just delivery speed.

pPOwON o

In this case, XP practices may be just as important as Scrum events, since a well-run sprint cycle wrapped around a deteriorating
codebase only postpones the problem. Pairing a delivery rhythm with real engineering discipline is usually what separates teams
that stay fast for years from teams that slow down right when the stakes get highest.

This page titled 3.2.4: Choosing the Right Agile Approach is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.2.5: Case Study- One Size Fits Nobody

Meridian Financial Group: One Agile Method for Every Team

Meridian Financial Group was one of the largest financial services companies in the country, with technology teams supporting
mobile banking, payments, customer service, fraud detection, regulatory compliance, and internal operations. As digital
competitors entered the market, senior executives became concerned that Meridian's technology organization was moving too
slowly. Projects took months to approve, requirements changed faster than teams could deliver them, and business leaders
frequently complained that technology was not responsive enough. After a three-month consulting engagement, the executive
committee approved a company-wide Agile transformation. The announcement was direct: every technology team would adopt
Scrum.

The rollout moved quickly. More than 600 employees attended Scrum training within the first two months. Existing project
teams were reorganized into Scrum teams, project managers were encouraged to become Scrum Masters or Agile delivery
leads, and business analysts were reassigned into product-focused roles. Jira boards were redesigned around product backlogs
and two-week sprints. Recurring sprint planning sessions, daily standups, reviews, and retrospectives appeared across hundreds
of calendars. Transformation dashboards tracked the percentage of employees trained, the number of teams conducting
ceremonies, sprint completion rates, and adoption of standard Scrum terminology. At the next executive meeting, Chief
Technology Officer Daniel Mercer pointed to the dashboard. "Three months ago, fewer than ten percent of our teams were working
this way. Today we're above eighty percent." From the executive floor, the transformation appeared to be gaining momentum.

One of the strongest examples came from Meridian Mobile, the team responsible for the company's consumer banking
application. Product manager Lena Ortiz was trying to improve features such as mobile check deposit, account alerts, and
card controls. Customer expectations changed frequently, and competitors released new features every few weeks. Before the
transformation, Meridian Mobile often spent months preparing detailed requirements before customers saw anything. Under
the new approach, the team began delivering smaller increments, demonstrating them regularly to business stakeholders, and
adjusting priorities based on feedback. "Two weeks ago we thought transaction search was our highest priority," Lena told the
team during one review. "Now customer research is telling us card-freezing controls matter more." The team adjusted its backlog
and continued. For Meridian Mobile, the new rhythm seemed to match the way its work changed.

Across the building, the Production Services team was having a very different experience. The group handled incidents and
support requests for dozens of banking systems, and nobody could predict what would arrive on a given day. Some mornings
began quietly. Others started with payment failures, password problems, security alerts, or an outage affecting thousands
of customers. The team carefully planned each two-week sprint, but urgent incidents regularly displaced the work they had
committed to completing. Sprint reports showed unfinished stories being carried into the next iteration, and the team's delivery
metrics looked increasingly poor. During one retrospective, support manager Ravi Shah stared at the board covered with
interrupted work. "We're being told to protect the sprint,” he said. "But if online banking goes down at 19:00 Tuesday morning, I'm
not telling customers we'll look at it in the next sprint." His Scrum Master understood the problem but worried that abandoning
sprint commitments would be viewed as resistance to the transformation.

The Payments Engineering team faced another kind of pressure. Its developers maintained a high-volume platform that processed
millions of transactions every day. The team had adopted sprint planning, standups, reviews, and retrospectives exactly as
instructed. Their Scrum compliance scores were among the highest in the organization, yet production defects continued to
increase. Emergency patches were common, automated test coverage was limited, and developers were reluctant to change older
parts of the system because even small modifications sometimes produced unexpected failures. Engineering manager Maya
Desai raised the issue during a transformation review. "We can plan work every two weeks," she said, "but planning isn't what keeps
me awake at night. I'm worried about what happens after we release." Several developers wanted more time for automated testing,
continuous integration, refactoring, and improving the development pipeline. Product leaders, however, worried that allocating too
much capacity to engineering improvements would slow delivery of promised features.

The Horizon Compliance Program faced yet another challenge. Horizon was a major regulatory initiative involving seven
technology teams, four business units, legal counsel, risk management, cybersecurity, and an external deadline that Meridian
could not move. Each delivery team ran its own Scrum process, but dependencies crossed team boundaries constantly. One team
could not complete an interface until another team changed a data service. Security reviews needed to occur before several
components could move into testing. Decisions from regulators sometimes affected multiple backlogs at once. Program director
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Claire Bennett found herself attending seven separate sprint reviews and trying to reconstruct the overall program status from
individual Jira boards. "Every team tells me their sprint is green," she told Daniel during a steering committee meeting. "But I
still can't tell you whether Horizon will be ready for the regulatory deadline." Daniel responded, "The teams are supposed to be
empowered. I don't want us rebuilding the old project bureaucracy on top of Scrum." Claire agreed with the goal, but she still
needed a reliable way to coordinate dependencies and make program-level decisions.

Six months into the transformation, the differences among teams were becoming harder to ignore. Meridian Mobile was
delivering frequently and receiving positive stakeholder feedback. Production Services was carrying unfinished work from
sprint to sprint while responding successfully to hundreds of unpredictable incidents. Payments Engineering completed most
of its planned stories but continued to experience quality problems. Horizon's individual teams appeared productive, yet
program leaders remained concerned about coordination across the seven groups. Transformation consultants argued that the
organization simply needed more time and greater discipline. "Scrum works when teams follow it consistently," one consultant
explained. Some managers agreed, believing that allowing teams to select different approaches would create confusion and
make organizational performance difficult to compare. Others questioned whether identical processes made sense for work that
differed so dramatically.

The disagreement reached a turning point during Meridian's quarterly technology leadership meeting. Daniel displayed four
dashboards on the screen, each describing teams that were supposedly following the same operating model but experiencing very
different problems. One executive proposed another round of Scrum coaching. Another suggested allowing teams to modify their
practices based on the type of work they performed. The head of risk warned that too much flexibility could reduce governance
and make audits more difficult. Lena argued that teams should have room to adapt. Ravi wanted to stop measuring his support
organization by sprint completion. Maya wanted engineering quality to receive as much attention as ceremony compliance. Claire
needed a way to coordinate work across teams without recreating layers of unnecessary approval. Daniel looked around the room.
"We started this transformation because we wanted teams to become more adaptable," he said. "Now we have to decide how
much adaptation we're willing to allow."

Reflections and Pulse-Check 3.2.5.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. How should Meridian determine which delivery approach and practices are appropriate for teams such as Meridian
Mobile, Production Services, Payments Engineering, and the Horizon Compliance Program?

2. What risks would Meridian face if it continued requiring every technology team to follow the same Scrum process, and
what different risks could arise if teams were given greater freedom to choose their own approaches?

3. If you were advising Daniel and the technology leadership team, what information would you examine before deciding
how much standardization and flexibility Meridian's Agile transformation should allow?

This page titled 3.2.5: Case Study- One Size Fits Nobody is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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3.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile is not one methodology; it is a rich family of approaches that share common values but exist to solve very different
problems. Scrum helps teams work in short, focused iterations with regular inspection and adaptation, creating a steady rhythm of
delivery and reflection. XP strengthens technical quality and fast feedback, embedding discipline directly into the craft of building
software. Crystal Clear reminds teams that process should be earned, not assumed—use just enough structure to fit the situation,
and no more. FDD organizes work around tangible, client-valued features, while Lean sharpens the team's focus on reducing waste
in all its forms. Kanban improves flow by making work visible and limiting overload, and Scrumban blends the best of structure
and flow into a flexible middle path.

Governance-oriented and enterprise approaches exist to help Agile thrive even in larger, more regulated, or more complex
environments where pure adaptive methods may struggle. DSDM provides stronger project discipline through fixed time and cost
with flexible scope. Disciplined Agile goes a step further, helping teams choose their own way of working based on context rather
than forcing a one-size-fits-all framework. Hybrid approaches combine predictive and adaptive practices when the environment
genuinely calls for both. And when the work outgrows a single team, scaling approaches such as SAFe, LeSS, Nexus, and Scrum
of Scrums step in to help multiple teams coordinate around shared products and larger programs.

The most important lesson of this chapter is that methodology selection should always be fit-for-purpose. The goal is never
to copy a framework perfectly or follow it like a checklist—the goal is to deliver real value, collaborate meaningfully with
customers, improve flow, manage uncertainty with confidence, and adapt responsibly as conditions change. For the PMI-ACP
exam, remember that the best answer usually favors the approach that fits the team's actual context and genuinely supports Agile
principles, rather than the approach that simply sounds the most "official."

One size does not fit all

A common mistake is treating Agile frameworks as rigid recipes rather than adaptable toolkits. Forcing a small, co-located
team into a heavyweight scaling framework can smother their agility with unnecessary overhead. Just as damaging is
dropping a large, multi-team program into a lightweight method never designed to handle that scale—coordination gaps and
misalignment quickly follow. The real skill is not memorizing frameworks; it is matching the right level of structure to the
team's size, risk, and environment.

Take a moment to reflect: Which of these frameworks most closely resembles how your own team currently works—and was that
a deliberate choice, or did it happen by default? If your team or organization scaled tomorrow, which elements of your current
process would hold up, and which would need to evolve?

Key Terms to Remember

¢ Agile Methodology: A structured approach to applying Agile values and principles in practice. Examples include Scrum,
Kanban, XP, Lean, and DSDM.

e Scrum: An iteration-based Agile framework using sprints, defined accountabilities, events, artifacts, and increments to
manage complex product work.

e Sprint: A fixed timebox in Scrum, typically one to four weeks, during which the team creates a usable, potentially shippable
product increment.

¢ Extreme Programming (XP): An Agile method focused on technical excellence through practices such as test-driven
development, pair programming, refactoring, and continuous integration.

e Kanban: A flow-based Agile method that visualizes work, limits work in progress, manages flow, and drives continuous,
incremental improvement.

e Lean: An approach focused on maximizing customer value while systematically minimizing waste, delay, and unnecessary
effort across the entire workflow.

e Scrumban: A hybrid approach that combines Scrum's structure and cadence with Kanban's flow-based, continuous-delivery
practices.
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o DSDM: A governance-oriented Agile method that emphasizes business involvement, disciplined delivery, and fixing time and
cost while allowing scope to flex.

« Disciplined Agile (DA): A flexible toolkit that helps teams choose and evolve their own way of working based on context,
rather than adopting one fixed framework wholesale.

o Hybrid Agile: An approach that thoughtfully blends Agile and predictive practices when the environment genuinely requires
both adaptability and formal governance.

e Scaling Agile: Coordinating Agile work across multiple teams, products, programs, or portfolios without losing the core
benefits of agility.

o Fit-for-Purpose Agility: Deliberately choosing Agile practices based on the team's actual work, risks, customer needs,
delivery rhythm, and organizational context—rather than convention or habit.

This page titled 3.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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3.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

A team handles production support tickets. Work arrives unpredictably, and urgent issues often interrupt planned work. Which
Agile approach is likely the best fit?

A. Scrum, because all Agile teams should work in Sprints.

B. Kanban, because the team needs to visualize work and manage continuous flow.

C. SAFe, because every support team must use a scaling framework.

D. Waterfall, because support work cannot be Agile.

A product team is building a new customer-facing application. Requirements are uncertain, and stakeholders want frequent
opportunities to review working product and adjust priorities. Which thinking lens best fits this situation?

A. Iteration-based thinking.

B. Governance-oriented thinking.

C. Fixed-scope thinking.

D. Annual planning thinking.

A company wants every team to adopt Scrum because Scrum worked well for one product team. Some teams handle
operations work, some do research, and some work in regulated compliance environments. What should an Agile coach
recommend?

A. Require Scrum for all teams to maintain consistency.

B. Select Agile approaches based on each team's work, risks, and delivery needs.

C. Stop using Agile because one framework cannot fit every team.

D. Use only traditional project management for regulated teams.

A team already uses Scrum events, but it has frequent defects, slow integration, and a codebase that is becoming harder to
change. Which Agile method or practice area would most directly help?

A. XP practices such as test-driven development, refactoring, and continuous integration.

B. Longer Sprint Reviews.

C. More status reports from the Scrum Master.

D. Larger batches of work.

A large organization has eight Agile teams working on the same product. The teams are struggling with dependencies,
integration issues, and cross-team coordination. Which thinking lens is most relevant?

A. Scaling thinking.

B. Individual productivity thinking.

C. No-process thinking.

D. Single-team isolation thinking.
A healthcare organization wants to adopt Agile but must also maintain auditability, documentation, compliance reviews, and
risk controls. What is the best approach?

A. Avoid Agile because governance and Agile cannot coexist.

B. Use an approach that balances Agile adaptability with governance and compliance needs.

C. Remove all documentation because Agile does not use documentation.

D. Ask teams to ignore compliance during Sprints.
A team has many handoffs, long delays, and partially completed work sitting in queues. Customers complain that even small
requests take too long. Which thinking lens should the team emphasize?

A. Lean thinking.

B. Fixed annual planning.

C. Individual task assignment.

D. Scope protection.
A startup is testing a new product idea. The team is unsure whether customers actually want the product. What should the
team prioritize?

A. Build the entire product before showing it to users.

B. Use rapid experimentation and short feedback loops to test assumptions.

C. Freeze the roadmap for one year.

D. Avoid customer feedback until the product is complete.
Which statement best describes fit-for-purpose agility?

A. Every team should use the same Agile method for consistency.
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B. Teams should choose the most popular Agile method.
C. Teams should select practices based on their work, customer needs, risks, and context.
D. Agile methods should be selected only by senior executives.
10. A team chooses Kanban because they believe it means they no longer need planning, prioritization, or discipline. What is the
best response?
A. Agree, because Kanban eliminates the need for planning.
B. Explain that Kanban still requires explicit policies, prioritization, WIP limits, and continuous improvement.
C. Replace Kanban with no process at all.
D. Tell the team to stop visualizing work.

Answer Key

1. B. Kanban fits continuous, unpredictable work because it helps teams visualize work, manage flow, and reduce bottlenecks.

2. A. Tteration-based thinking fits work that benefits from short cycles of planning, delivery, review, and adaptation.

3. B. Agile methodology selection should be fit-for-purpose, since different teams may need different approaches.

4. A. XP practices directly address technical quality, integration, refactoring, and maintainability.

5. A. Scaling thinking is needed when multiple teams must coordinate around one product or value stream.

6. B. Agile can coexist with governance when auditability, compliance, and risk controls are built into the way of working.

7. A. Lean thinking focuses on reducing waste, delays, handoffs, and partially done work across the value stream.

8. B. High uncertainty calls for experimentation, MVPs, feedback loops, and rapid learning.

9. C. Fit-for-purpose agility means choosing the approach that best fits the work and context.

10. B. Kanban is disciplined, requiring visualization, explicit policies, WIP limits, flow management, and continuous improvement.

This page titled 3.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4: SCRUM DEEP DIVE

Introduction

Scrum is one of the most widely used Agile frameworks because it gives teams a simple, disciplined structure for tackling
complex, unpredictable work. Rather than attempting to plan every detail upfront, as traditional project management often does,
Scrum embraces uncertainty by organizing work into short, repeating cycles called Sprints. In each cycle, the team selects a small,
valuable slice of work, builds it, inspects the result with real stakeholders, gathers feedback, and adapts its plan accordingly. This
empirical rhythm of inspect-and-adapt is what makes Scrum so effective in environments where requirements evolve, customer
needs shift, and the "right" solution only becomes clear through iteration. It is why Scrum has become the framework of choice
not just in software delivery, but in product development, business transformation, marketing, and other knowledge-work domains
where complexity and change are the norm rather than the exception.

A common misconception, however, is to think of Scrum as little more than a set of recurring meetings. Many teams claim they
are "doing Scrum" simply because Sprint Planning, the Daily Scrum, Sprint Review, and Sprint Retrospective appear on their
calendars. In reality, these events are only the visible surface of the framework. Scrum does not derive its value from holding
meetings on schedule; it derives its value from the transparency, inspection, and adaptation that those time-boxes are designed
to create. A team can go through the motions of every Scrum ceremony and still fail to capture real feedback, still fail to produce
a usable Increment, and still fail to improve how it works together. Understanding this distinction, between performing Scrum's
rituals and genuinely living its empirical process, is essential to using the framework well.

This chapter explores Scrum the way teams actually experience it in practice, through its time-boxed events, defined roles, core
artifacts, planning and estimation techniques, and mechanisms for transparency and continuous improvement. Throughout, it also
connects these concepts to PMI-ACP exam thinking, where questions frequently test whether a candidate understands not just
what a Scrum practice is, but why it exists and what problem it solves.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain Scrum as an empirical, timeboxed framework.

e Describe Scrum roles, responsibilities, and stakeholder involvement.

e Explain Scrum events as timeboxes for planning, coordination, review, and improvement.

e Describe the Product Backlog, Sprint Backlog, Increment, Definition of Done, user stories, and acceptance criteria.
¢ Understand estimation, velocity, backlog refinement, and forecasting in Scrum.

e Explain how information radiators improve transparency and team performance.

e Recognize common Scrum mistakes in PMI-ACP-style questions.

4.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline
4.2: SCRUM Guide
4.2.1: Scrum Roles, Responsibilities, and Stakeholder Involvement
4.2.2: Scrum Timeboxes and Events
4.2.3: Scrum Artifacts, Stories, and Backlogs
4.2.4: Agile Planning, Estimation, and Forecasting in Scrum
4.2.5: Information Radiators and Scrum Performance
4.2.6: Case Study- It is SCRUM, But!

4.3: Chapter Summary
4.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions
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4.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to PMI-ACP Exam Content Outline

Scrum connects strongly to several PMI-ACP exam themes. Even though PMI-ACP is not a Scrum-only exam, many Agile
exam scenarios involve Scrum teams, Scrum events, backlogs, iteration planning, stakeholder reviews, retrospectives, and team
ownership.

The exam often tests whether you understand the mindset behind the practice. For example, it may describe a team holding a
Daily Scrum but using it as a status meeting for the manager. It may describe a Sprint Review where the team only presents slides
and avoids showing real working product. It may describe a Scrum Master assigning tasks instead of coaching the team. In each
case, the exam is testing whether you recognize the difference between performing Scrum ceremonies and actually using Scrum
to enable Agile delivery.

This chapter maps especially well to the following exam content areas:

¢ Agile Mindset and Principles: Scrum is based on empirical process control, which means the team learns through
transparency, inspection, and adaptation. PMI-ACP questions often reward answers that support learning, adaptation, and
collaboration.

¢ Value-Driven Delivery: Scrum should help teams deliver useful increments of value. The Product Owner orders the Product
Backlog to maximize value, while the team uses each Sprint to create something usable and inspectable.

¢ Stakeholder Engagement: Sprint Reviews, backlog refinement, demos, and feedback conversations help stakeholders shape
the product. The exam often favors answers that involve stakeholders early and often.

¢ Team Performance: Scrum relies on self-managing teams, servant leadership, collaboration, and shared ownership. The
Scrum Master supports the team but does not command the team.

¢ Adaptive Planning: Scrum teams plan continuously. Product vision, roadmaps, Product Backlogs, Sprint Planning, Daily
Scrums, and backlog refinement all work together to support planning under uncertainty.

« Continuous Improvement: Retrospectives, information radiators, metrics, and inspection help the team improve its process
over time. The exam often rewards answers that help the team learn and improve rather than assign blame.

The most important exam reminder is this: Scrum is not about performing ceremonies. Scrum is about creating transparency,
inspecting reality, and adapting based on learning.

This page titled 4.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2: SCRUM Guide

SCRUM Guide

Scrum is one of the most widely used Agile frameworks because it gives teams a simple rhythm for handling complex work.
It does not assume that every requirement, risk, dependency, and technical challenge can be fully predicted upfront, which is
precisely the assumption that trips up more traditional planning approaches when reality refuses to cooperate. Instead, Scrum
helps teams work in short cycles, inspect real progress, gather feedback, and adapt based on what they actually learn along the
way rather than what they guessed at the start.

For PMI-ACP, Scrum should not be understood as a set of ceremonies to memorize. It should be understood as a practical
framework for empirical work, one built on the idea that experience is a more reliable teacher than upfront prediction. The exam
often tests whether you understand the purpose behind Scrum roles, events, artifacts, planning practices, and team behaviors,
rather than whether you can simply recite them. A team may run Sprints, Daily Scrums, Sprint Reviews, and Retrospectives
on schedule every single time and still not be truly Agile if those practices fail to create transparency, inspection, adaptation,
customer feedback, and genuine team ownership.

A simple way to remember this: Scrum is not a meeting framework. Scrum is a time-boxed learning system, and every event, role,
and artifact exists to serve that learning rather than to fill a calendar.

Scrum Learning Loop

Plan: the team selects valuable work and creates focus.

Build: the team creates a usable increment.

Review: the team inspects the product with stakeholders.

Reflect: the team inspects how it worked.

Adapt: the team updates the backlog, process, or plan based on learning.

abrwnN

This loop is worth memorizing not as a sequence of steps to recite, but as a description of what should genuinely be happening
underneath every Sprint. When the loop is working, each cycle leaves the team a little wiser about the product, the process, and
itself than the cycle before it did.

Scrum as a Time-boxed Empirical Framework

Scrum is based on empirical process control, which means it's designed for work where the team cannot know everything at
the beginning, no matter how much planning or analysis happens upfront. Instead of relying on a perfect plan, the team learns
through direct experience. It builds something usable, inspects the result honestly, receives feedback from the people who
actually matter, and adapts its next steps based on what it discovered rather than what it originally assumed.

The Sprint is the main container for this kind of work. A Sprint is a fixed-length time-box, commonly one to four weeks, during
which the Scrum Team works toward a Sprint Goal and produces a usable product increment. The Sprint creates focus by limiting
how long the team can go without inspecting real progress, and it gives the team a regular rhythm for planning, building, reviewing,
reflecting, and improving. That rhythm is what makes Scrum resilient to uncertainty, since the team is never more than a few
weeks away from its next honest checkpoint.

Scrum works because it creates frequent learning moments where a traditional approach might not. In a more predictive setup,
a team may spend months building before customers or stakeholders ever see anything real, by which point course correction
is expensive and often too late to matter. In Scrum, the team creates regular opportunities to ask the questions that actually
determine success: Is this still valuable? Are we solving the right problem? What did we learn? What should we change next?
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The Three Pillars of Scrum

e Transparency: the real state of the work is visible, through the Product Backlog, Sprint Backlog, Increment, and
Definition of Done.

« Inspection: the team frequently examines the product, progress, and process at each Scrum event.

o Adaptation: the team changes course based on what it learns, whether that means adjusting the backlog, the process,
or the plan.

These three pillars work together rather than independently, since transparency without inspection is just data nobody looks
at, and inspection without adaptation is just observation without consequence. Scrum's events exist to guarantee that all three
happen on a predictable schedule: the team inspects the plan during Sprint Planning, progress during the Daily Scrum, the
product during the Sprint Review, and the process itself during the Sprint Retrospective. Taken together, this produces a simple
learning rhythm of plan, build, inspect, adapt, and improve, one that matters because complex work cannot be managed through
prediction alone. Product development, technology work, customer-facing solutions, and organizational change all involve real
uncertainty, and Scrum doesn't pretend to eliminate that uncertainty. It just helps the team expose it earlier and respond to it
more intelligently than a rigid plan ever could.

Productivity May Drop Before It Improves

When a team first adopts Scrum, productivity may appear to drop before it improves, which can catch leaders off guard if they
expected Agile adoption to produce immediate speed. In reality, the team is learning new roles, new events, new artifacts, and
new behaviors all at once, and that kind of learning simply takes time to settle into something that feels natural rather than forced.

Scrum also has a habit of exposing problems that may have been hidden for a long time. Poor backlog quality becomes visible.
Unclear priorities become visible. Technical debt becomes visible. Dependencies become visible. Delayed testing becomes
visible. Blocked work becomes visible. None of these problems are new, they were there all along, but Scrum's transparency drags
them into the light where the team can no longer avoid looking at them. This can make the team look slower at first, when what's
really happening is that the team is finally seeing its own reality clearly for the first time.

A useful analogy here is cleaning a messy garage. At first, things look worse because everything has been pulled out into the
open and scattered across the driveway. But that visibility is exactly what makes real cleanup possible, since you can't organize
what you can't see. In the same way, Scrum may initially expose confusion, overload, weak ownership, poor quality, and unclear
priorities that had simply been swept under the rug before. Once the team can actually see these problems, it can start improving
them, and over time, productivity climbs as the team builds rhythm, trust, shared understanding, better backlog quality, stronger
technical practices, and tighter stakeholder feedback loops.

Empirical Scrum

Empirical Scrum means the team learns by doing, inspecting, and adapting, rather than depending on a perfect upfront plan that
was never going to survive contact with reality anyway. It depends instead on visible work, frequent feedback, and responsible
adjustment made in light of what the team actually learns.

This is exactly why Scrum proves useful for complex work. When the solution is uncertain, and the team can't simply plan its way
to certainty no matter how much time it spends trying, the team needs a framework built to help it learn quickly rather than one
built to help it predict accurately.

Scrum is more than a meeting schedule

Myth: Scrum is just a set of meetings. The meetings only matter if they create transparency, inspection, and adaptation.
A team can hold every Scrum event on schedule and still fail to be Agile if those events never translate into real learning or
real change.

Keeping that distinction in mind is what separates teams that genuinely benefit from Scrum from teams that simply relabel
their old meetings with new names. The framework's value comes from what the events accomplish, not from the fact that they
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happened at all.

PMI-ACP Connection

In PMI-ACP questions, Scrum usually appears as a way to support learning and adaptation rather than as a rigid procedure
to enforce. Strong answers tend to support transparency, inspection, adaptation, servant leadership, team ownership, and
stakeholder feedback, since these are the outcomes Scrum actually exists to produce.

Be careful with answer choices that treat Scrum as a ceremony checklist, because the exam often rejects options where Scrum
is used as a command-and-control mechanism in disguise. For example, the Scrum Master should not assign tasks to team
members, since that undermines the self-management Scrum depends on. The Daily Scrum should not become a manager
status meeting where people report upward instead of coordinating with each other. The Sprint Review should not be skipped
just because the work feels imperfect, since imperfect work is exactly what stakeholder feedback is meant to improve. And the
Retrospective should not be ignored because the team is busy, since skipping reflection is usually how teams stay busy without
ever getting better.

This page titled 4.2: SCRUM Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.1: Scrum Roles, Responsibilities, and Stakeholder
Involvement

Scrum Roles, Responsibilities, and Stakeholder Involvement

Scrum works best when responsibilities are clear. The Scrum Team is accountable for creating value through each Sprint, while
stakeholders provide feedback, context, business direction, and validation. Stakeholders play an essential part in that relationship,
but they do not manage the team's day-to-day Sprint work, and keeping that boundary clear is part of what makes Scrum function
the way it's meant to.

Scrum has three core accountabilities: Product Owner, Scrum Master, and Developers. These are not just job titles borrowed from
a traditional org chart. Each one represents a distinct responsibility that Scrum depends on, and when any of the three gets
blurred or absorbed into another role, the framework tends to drift back toward traditional command-and-control management
wearing Agile language.

Product Owner

The Product Owner is responsible for maximizing product value. In practice, this means the Product Owner ensures the team
stays focused on the most valuable work available at any given moment, rather than simply the most recently requested work. The
Product Owner orders the Product Backlog, clarifies priorities, communicates the Product Goal, and helps the team understand
what actually matters most out of everything competing for its attention.

A strong Product Owner does not simply collect requests from stakeholders and drop all of them into the backlog in the order they
arrived. A strong Product Owner makes real value decisions, and that means sometimes saying yes, sometimes saying no, and
often saying not now, which tends to be the hardest of the three to say out loud in a room full of people who want their request
prioritized.

Imagine three stakeholders each request a different feature for the next Sprint. The Product Owner should not automatically add
all three to keep everyone happy. Instead, the Product Owner should weigh customer value, urgency, risk, dependencies, and
alignment with the Product Goal, and let the backlog reflect that analysis rather than whoever asked most recently or most loudly.
The Product Backlog should reflect value, not politics.

The Product Owner works closely with stakeholders, customers, users, and Developers, and that collaboration matters, but the
Product Owner remains the one accountable for backlog ordering. If everyone has a hand on the Product Backlog, no one truly
owns product direction, and the backlog quickly turns into a list of whoever pushed hardest that week.

Scrum Master

The Scrum Master helps the team and organization understand and apply Scrum effectively. The role is best understood as
servant leader, coach, facilitator, and impediment remover, all rolled into one, rather than as any kind of authority figure standing
over the team.

The Scrum Master does not manage the team in a traditional command-and-control way. The Scrum Master does not assign
tasks, approve every decision, or act as the team's boss, since doing any of that would undercut the self-management Scrum
depends on. Instead, the Scrum Master helps the Scrum Team become more effective at the things it's already trying to do.

A Scrum Master may facilitate Scrum events, coach the Product Owner on backlog management, help Developers improve how
they collaborate, remove organizational impediments standing in the team's way, and teach leaders how to actually support Agile
ways of working instead of quietly working against them. If the team is blocked because approvals take two weeks, the Scrum
Master makes that impediment visible and works with the organization to remove or reduce it rather than just letting the team
absorb the delay quietly. If the Daily Scrum has drifted into a manager status meeting, the Scrum Master coaches the team back
toward the actual purpose of the event.
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The Scrum Master is not a task assigner

Myth: The Scrum Master manages the team's work. For PMI-ACP, this is a major exam pattern worth internalizing. When a
question asks what a Scrum Master should do, the best answer usually involves coaching, facilitating, removing impediments,
supporting collaboration, or improving transparency. The wrong answer often involves assigning tasks, commanding the team,
or blaming individuals for missed outcomes.

Recognizing this pattern is often the difference between a right and wrong answer on the exam, since test questions frequently
disguise command-and-control behavior in reasonable-sounding language. Any answer that has the Scrum Master directing work
rather than removing obstacles to it should raise a flag.

Developers

Developers are the Scrum Team members who create the product increment. In Scrum, the word Developers doesn't only mean
software programmers. It includes everyone on the Scrum Team needed to produce a usable increment, which may mean
engineers, testers, designers, analysts, data specialists, and other contributors depending on what the product actually requires.

Developers manage the Sprint Backlog themselves. They decide how to do the work, inspect their own progress throughout the
Sprint, and adapt their plan as needed without waiting for permission from someone else. They are accountable for quality and
for producing an increment that meets the Definition of Done, which puts real ownership in their hands rather than treating them
as a resource pool executing someone else's instructions.

This matters because Scrum is built on team ownership at its foundation. If a manager or Scrum Master assigns all the tasks, the
team loses that ownership almost immediately. If Developers aren't trusted to plan and manage their own work, Scrum quietly
becomes traditional project management wearing Agile labels, which tends to produce all the overhead of Scrum with none of the
benefits.

Stakeholders

Stakeholders include customers, users, managers, sponsors, subject matter experts, governance groups, business partners, and
anyone else who cares about the product's success. They're essential because they help the Scrum Team understand value,
constraints, risks, and real-world feedback that the team can't generate entirely on its own.

That said, stakeholders should not directly control Sprint execution. They should not assign work to Developers mid-Sprint, and
they should not bypass the Product Owner to force their own priorities straight into the Sprint Backlog. Instead, they influence
value through feedback, Sprint Reviews, Product Backlog conversations, and ongoing collaboration with the Product Owner, who
remains the single point of accountability for what actually gets prioritized. A healthy Scrum environment has strong stakeholder
involvement without stakeholder micromanagement, and striking that balance is often harder in practice than it sounds on paper.

The Chicken and Pig Analogy

A classic Scrum teaching story: a chicken and a pig discuss opening a restaurant called "Ham and Eggs." The chicken is
involved because it provides eggs. The pig is committed because it provides ham.

¢ Committed roles: Product Owner, Scrum Master, and Developers, the Scrum Team itself.
¢ Involved roles: stakeholders, users, customers, managers, sponsors, subject matter experts, governance groups, and
business partners.

This analogy should be used carefully, since it's easy to walk away from it thinking stakeholders don't matter much. They matter
a great deal. The real point is narrower than that: the Scrum Team owns Sprint delivery, while stakeholders provide the feedback,
context, constraints, and value direction that keeps that delivery pointed at something worthwhile.
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PMI-ACP Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test exactly this kind of role confusion, and it's worth watching for a handful of recurring traps: the
Scrum Master assigning tasks to Developers, the Product Owner getting ignored when stakeholders want to change priorities,
managers taking control of the Sprint Backlog, Developers being told how to do their work instead of deciding for themselves,
or stakeholders bypassing the Product Owner to directly control Sprint execution. Each of these represents some role quietly
absorbing responsibility that belongs to another.

Strong answers on the exam usually protect servant leadership, Product Owner accountability, Developer ownership, stakeholder
feedback, and team self-management, roughly in that order of what's being tested. When an answer choice violates one of these
boundaries, it's usually the wrong choice even if it sounds efficient or reasonable on its surface.

Scrum Accountability Map

¢ Product Owner: value and backlog ordering. Ensures the team is focused on the most valuable work.

e Scrum Master: Scrum coaching and impediment removal. Helps the team and organization use Scrum effectively.

¢ Developers: increment creation and Sprint execution. Create the product increment and manage the Sprint Backlog.

o Stakeholders: feedback, context, and value validation. Help the team understand needs, constraints, and whether the
product is genuinely valuable.

Keeping this map in mind is a useful gut check whenever a scenario feels off. If a responsibility listed here seems to be sitting
with the wrong role, that's usually exactly the problem the question is testing.

This page titled 4.2.1: Scrum Roles, Responsibilities, and Stakeholder Involvement is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.2: Scrum Timeboxes and Events

Scrum Timeboxes and Events

Scrum events are timeboxes that create opportunities for focus, inspection, feedback, and improvement. They are not meetings
held for the sake of having a meeting. Each Scrum event exists for a specific reason, and understanding that reason is far more
important than knowing the event's name or length.

Event Purpose Map

¢ Sprint Planning : Decide Sprint focus: the team selects valuable work and creates the Sprint Goal.

o Daily Scrum : Inspect progress: Developers inspect progress toward the Sprint Goal and adapt the plan.

¢ Sprint Review : Inspect product: the team and stakeholders inspect the increment and adapt the Product Backlog.
¢ Sprint Retrospective : Improve process: the Scrum Team inspects how it worked and chooses improvements.

¢ Sprint : Deliver usable increment: the Sprint contains the work and creates a regular delivery rhythm.

When Scrum events lose their purpose, Scrum becomes mechanical rather than empirical. Sprint Planning turns into task
assignment handed down from above. Daily Scrum turns into status reporting aimed at a manager rather than coordination among
Developers. Sprint Review turns into a polished slide presentation instead of an honest conversation. Sprint Retrospective turns
into a complaint session that never produces change. A team can still technically be "doing Scrum” in this state, going through
every event on schedule, while getting almost none of the value Scrum is supposed to provide.

The Sprint: The Central Time-box

The Sprint is the container for all Scrum work. It's a fixed-length time-box, often one to four weeks, during which the Scrum Team
works toward a Sprint Goal and produces a usable increment. Every other Scrum event happens inside, or immediately around,
this container.

The Sprint creates a regular rhythm for planning, delivery, feedback, and improvement. It gives the team focus by narrowing
attention to a manageable slice of work, and it limits risk because the team never goes too long without inspecting real progress
and learning from it. This is very different from an open-ended project timeline where problems can hide for months before
anyone notices them.

A Sprint should never be treated as a mini-waterfall squeezed into a couple of weeks. The team shouldn't spend the first few days
only analyzing, the middle days only building, and the last day scrambling to test everything at once. That pattern just recreates
sequential phases inside a smaller box. The goal instead is to collaborate throughout the entire Sprint and produce a usable
increment that genuinely meets the Definition of Done by the time the Sprint ends.

Sprint Planning: Selecting Valuable Work and Creating Focus

Sprint Planning starts the Sprint. During this event, the Scrum Team decides what work it will pursue and, just as importantly,
why that work matters in the first place. Skipping the "why" is one of the quickest ways to turn Sprint Planning into a mechanical
exercise of pulling items off a list.

The Product Owner brings value context and priority to the conversation. Developers bring capacity, skills, technical judgment,
and delivery insight. Together, the team creates a Sprint Goal and selects Product Backlog items that support that goal, rather
than selecting items in isolation from each other.

The Sprint Goal matters because it gives the Sprint a purpose beyond simply completing a list of tasks. Without one, the Sprint
can turn into a random collection of unrelated backlog items that happen to fit into the available capacity, with no coherent story
connecting them. A weak Sprint plan might say, "Complete stories 12, 19, 24, and 31." A stronger Sprint Goal might say, "Enable
customers to reset their password without calling support." The second version gives the team something to rally around and a
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clear way to judge, mid-Sprint, whether they're still headed in the right direction.

Daily Scrum: Inspecting Progress, Not Reporting Status

The Daily Scrum is a short event for Developers to inspect progress toward the Sprint Goal and adapt their plan for the next day.
It exists for the team's own coordination, not as a status meeting for a manager sitting in the room.

The purpose is coordination among the people doing the work. Developers discuss what's happening, what needs to change, and
whether anything is blocking progress, and the team may update the Sprint Backlog afterward as it learns more about what the
day ahead actually requires. A common anti-pattern here is the "three-question status report," where each person reports what
they did yesterday, what they'll do today, and what's blocking them, often while everyone in the room looks at the manager instead
of at each other. This version of the Daily Scrum can become mechanical and low value fast, since it optimizes for reporting rather
than for actually coordinating the day's work.

A better Daily Scrum stays anchored to the Sprint Goal rather than to individual task lists: are we still on track to achieve the Sprint
Goal, what needs to change in our plan, where are we blocked, and who needs to collaborate today. Framing the conversation this
way keeps the event focused on the outcome the team is actually chasing rather than on a running inventory of individual activity.

Sprint Review: Inspecting the Product Increment

The Sprint Review happens near the end of the Sprint, and its purpose is to inspect the product increment and adapt the Product
Backlog based on the feedback that comes out of that inspection. It's one of the clearest moments where Scrum connects the
team's work back to the people who will actually use or benefit from it.

The Sprint Review should be a working conversation with stakeholders, not a rehearsed performance. The team shows real work,
discusses what was completed, explains what changed along the way, gathers feedback directly, and considers what should
happen next based on everything just discussed. A Sprint Review is not meant to be a slide show designed to make the Sprint
look successful regardless of what actually happened. It's a feedback loop, and the team should use it to learn honestly whether
the product is moving in the right direction.

For example, a team might demonstrate a new appointment scheduling feature during the review. Stakeholders and users in the
room may notice that the flow works smoothly for returning patients but feels confusing for first-time patients trying to navigate
it for the first time. That kind of feedback, surfaced in the moment, may lead the Product Owner to reorder the backlog to address
the first-time experience sooner than originally planned.

Sprint Retrospective: Inspecting and Improving the Process

The Sprint Retrospective happens after the Sprint Review and before the next Sprint Planning. Its purpose is to inspect how the
team worked, not what the team built, and to identify improvements to carry into the next Sprint.

The retrospective is where the Scrum Team reflects on collaboration, communication, tools, quality, process, impediments, and
team dynamics. The focus shouldn't fall only on what went wrong. A healthy retrospective also makes room to discuss what worked
well and what deserves to continue, since improvement isn't only about fixing problems, it's also about protecting the things that
are already working.

A good retrospective produces one or two practical improvement actions that the team actually follows through on. A weak
retrospective produces a long, meandering discussion with no real change afterward, which tends to make people cynical about
the value of retrospectives over time. Retrospectives also require psychological safety to work at all. If people are afraid to speak
honestly about what's not working, the conversation stays at the surface and never touches the real issues underneath. The Scrum
Master often facilitates the retrospective, but the responsibility for improvement belongs to the whole Scrum Team, not to the
facilitator alone.

Common Retrospective Techniques

¢ Mad, Sad, Glad: the team surfaces what made them mad, sad, and glad during the Sprint, useful for airing frustration
and positive moments in a safe way.
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o Start, Stop, Continue: a simple, action-oriented format identifying what the team should start doing, stop doing, and
continue doing.

e 4Ls (Liked, Learned, Lacked, Longed For): balances reflection and learning across four short prompts.

¢ Sailboat Retrospective: a visual metaphor where wind represents what moved the team forward, anchors represent
what slowed it down, rocks represent risks ahead, and the island represents the team's goal.

+ Timeline Retrospective: maps major events from the Sprint in sequence, useful when the Sprint had several incidents
or turning points.

e 5 Whys: repeatedly asks "why" to move from surface symptoms to root causes, useful when the same problem keeps
recurring.

e Lean Coffee: a structured, agenda-free format where the team proposes topics, votes on priority, and discusses the
highest-priority items first.

A Scrum Master may rotate between these techniques to keep the discussion fresh and to match the format to whatever the team
most needs to talk through that Sprint. There's no single correct technique. The best retrospective technique is simply the one
that helps the team have an honest conversation and walk away with a meaningful improvement action.

Special Sprint Patterns Used in Practice

Some organizations use additional Sprint patterns to handle setup, uncertainty, or long-lead activities that don't fit neatly into a
normal delivery Sprint. These patterns should be used carefully, since they can support agility when applied well but can just as
easily recreate waterfall thinking in disguise when misused.

Sprint © is often used for initial setup, discovery, tooling, environments, team onboarding, architecture runway, or early backlog
preparation. It can be genuinely useful when a team needs basic readiness before regular Sprint delivery begins in earnest.
However, Sprint ® should never turn into a long upfront planning phase where the team spends months trying to define everything
before any real delivery starts. Once that happens, it stops supporting Agile learning and starts recreating the very upfront
planning problem Scrum was meant to avoid. Sprint ® should enable early delivery, not delay it indefinitely.

A Spike, or Spike Sprint, is used for time-boxed research or technical learning. A spike might help the team investigate feasibility,
compare architecture options, test an integration, explore a design approach, or reduce uncertainty before committing fully to a
solution. The output of a spike could be knowledge, a prototype, a recommendation, a decision, or simply a clearer estimate than
the team had before. The key constraint is that spikes should stay time-boxed. They should never become open-ended research
with no clear endpoint.

¢ H - Hardening activities
¢ I - Innovation activities
¢ P - Planning activities

A HIP Sprint, standing for Hardening, Innovation, and Planning, is often seen in larger or scaled Agile environments. It may
support integration, stabilization, innovation, planning, technical cleanup, or preparation for upcoming work. The important
warning here is that a HIP Sprint should never become an excuse to postpone quality. Teams shouldn't tell themselves "we'll test
and harden everything later during HIP," since that mindset just defers the same quality debt to a later point instead of eliminating
it. Quality should be built into every Sprint through the Definition of Done, ongoing testing, integration, and technical discipline,
not saved up for a special cleanup Sprint down the road.

PMI-ACP Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether Scrum events are being used for their real purpose rather than as empty ritual. Watch for
the same handful of traps showing up in different scenarios: the Daily Scrum becoming status reporting, the Sprint Review being
skipped or treated only as a presentation, the Retrospective producing discussion but no action, Sprint ® becoming extended
upfront planning, a HIP Sprint becoming delayed quality cleanup, or spikes becoming open-ended research instead of timeboxed
learning. In nearly every case, the pattern is the same: an event or pattern that was designed to serve a specific purpose has
drifted away from that purpose and become a ritual performed out of habit.
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Strong answers on the exam usually restore the original purpose of whatever event is in question: inspect, adapt, collaborate, and
improve. If an answer choice has the team going through the motions of an event without actually inspecting anything or adapting
based on what it learns, that's almost always the weaker option.

Core Concept: Time-boxed Learning

Scrum events are not meetings for the sake of meetings. Each one creates a specific moment to inspect, adapt, align, or improve,
and stripping away that purpose is what turns Scrum from an empirical framework into an empty ritual.

Timeboxes help the team avoid endless planning, endless discussion, and delayed feedback. They create discipline by forcing
learning to happen frequently and on a predictable schedule, rather than whenever the team happens to get around to it.

A sprint is not a mini-waterfall

Myth: A Sprint is just a mini-waterfall. A Sprint should not delay testing, feedback, or integration until the end. It should
produce a usable increment throughout the Sprint and support ongoing learning, rather than compressing sequential phases
into a shorter timeline and calling it Agile.

Keeping this distinction in mind matters because a Sprint that quietly follows waterfall sequencing loses most of the benefit
Scrum is meant to provide. The whole point of the time-box is continuous collaboration and continuous feedback, not a shrunken
version of the same old phases.

Mapping each event to its underlying purpose this way is a useful habit for both practice and the exam. Whenever an event seems

to have drifted into ritual, this map is a quick way to check what the event was actually supposed to accomplish and to steer the
conversation back toward it.

This page titled 4.2.2: Scrum Timeboxes and Events is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.3: Scrum Artifacts, Stories, and Backlogs

Scrum Artifacts, Stories, and Backlogs

Scrum artifacts make work visible. They are not paperwork produced to satisfy a process requirement, and treating them that way
is one of the fastest ways to drain the value out of Scrum. They help the team and stakeholders understand what is valuable, what
is currently being worked on, what has actually been completed, and what quality means for this particular product.

Scrum Artifact Commitment Map

¢ Product Backlog - Product Goal: the backlog is ordered around a larger product objective.
e Sprint Backlog - Sprint Goal: Sprint work is organized around a focused Sprint purpose.
¢ Increment - Definition of Done: completed work must meet the agreed quality standard.

The three main Scrum artifacts are the Product Backlog, Sprint Backlog, and Increment. Each one comes paired with a related
commitment, the Product Goal, Sprint Goal, and Definition of Done, that gives the artifact its direction and its meaning. An artifact
without its paired commitment tends to drift into a disconnected list of items with no sense of why any of them matter.

Product Backlog

The Product Backlog is an ordered, evolving list of work needed to improve the product. It may include features, defects, technical
work, experiments, research items, improvements, and risk reduction work, and that variety is intentional since a product's needs
rarely fit neatly into a single category.

The Product Backlog is not a fixed scope contract signed at the start of a project. It changes continuously as the team learns
more about the customer, the product, the underlying technology, market conditions, and shifting business priorities. Treating it
as a locked list defeats the purpose of having a backlog that's supposed to reflect current understanding rather than a decision
made months ago.

The Product Owner is accountable for ordering the Product Backlog, but refinement itself is a collaborative activity. Developers
contribute technical insight about what's feasible or risky. Stakeholders contribute business context about what matters and why.
Customers and users contribute direct feedback about what's actually working for them. A healthy Product Backlog pulls all of this
together so that it stays clear enough to guide near-term work while remaining flexible enough to adapt as new learning comes
in.

Product Goal

The Product Goal gives the Product Backlog direction. It represents a longer-term objective for the product as a whole, and
without one, the backlog risks becoming a loose collection of disconnected requests that happen to be sitting in the same list.

A Product Goal might read something like: "Enable patients to manage routine appointments without calling the clinic." A goal
phrased this way helps the Product Owner decide which backlog items genuinely matter most, since every candidate item can be
weighed against whether it actually moves the product toward that outcome. In this sense, the Product Goal connects the team's
daily work back to a larger purpose that gives individual decisions some context beyond the current Sprint.

User Stories

User stories are a practical way to express work from the user's perspective rather than from a purely technical or internal point
of view. A common format is: As a [user], I want [capability], so that [benefit]. The value of this format isn't really the sentence
structure itself. The value is that it forces the team to think carefully about who actually needs the feature and why it matters to
them.
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User Story Format

The standard template for writing a user story:
As a [user or role], I want [capability or feature], so that [benefit or reason].

For example: "As a patient, I want appointment reminders so that I do not miss scheduled visits."

A weak backlog item might simply say, "Build notification system," which tells the team almost nothing about who benefits or how.
A stronger user story says, "As a patient, I want appointment reminders so that I do not miss scheduled visits," which immediately
clarifies the user, the capability, and the reason it's worth building at all. Good user stories are meant to encourage conversation
rather than replace it. They're a starting point for discussion between the Product Owner, Developers, stakeholders, and users, not
a substitute for that discussion.

Acceptance Criteria

Acceptance criteria describe the conditions that must be true for a story to be considered accepted. They clarify expected
behavior, define boundaries, and set quality expectations that everyone can agree on before work begins.

For the appointment reminder story mentioned earlier, acceptance criteria might include that the reminder is sent 24 hours
before the appointment, that it can be delivered by text or email, that the user can opt out of reminders, that a failed delivery
gets logged, and that the reminder text never includes sensitive medical details. Criteria like these help the team avoid
misunderstanding about what "done" actually means for a given story, and they support both testing and the Product Owner's final
acceptance decision.

What Makes a Story Backlog-Ready

Before pulling a story into a Sprint, it helps to check that it has:

e A clear user, capability, and benefit, following the standard story format.

e Acceptance criteria that describe expected behavior and boundaries.

e Enough shared understanding that Developers can estimate it with confidence.
¢ No unresolved dependencies that would block delivery mid-Sprint.

A story that's missing several of these isn't necessarily wrong to keep in the Product Backlog, but it usually isn't ready to be pulled
into a Sprint yet. Refining it further before Sprint Planning tends to save the team from discovering gaps midway through the
work.

Sprint Backlog

The Sprint Backlog is the selected work for the Sprint plus the Developers' plan for delivering it, and it belongs to Developers
rather than to anyone outside the Scrum Team. It's not handed down by a manager with a finished plan already attached. It's
created by the Scrum Team together during Sprint Planning, and Developers may continue updating it throughout the Sprint as
they learn more about what the work actually requires.

The Sprint Backlog can evolve over the course of the Sprint, but the team should protect the Sprint Goal even as the details shift

underneath it. If a proposed change threatens the Sprint Goal itself, that's a moment for the team and Product Owner to discuss
the impact together rather than quietly letting the goal slip.

Sprint Goal
The Sprint Goal is the purpose or focus of the Sprint, and it helps the team stay aligned even as individual details change

throughout the two or so weeks ahead. Without a Sprint Goal, the Sprint can collapse into a task checklist with no unifying thread
connecting the items on it. With one, the team has a shared understanding of the outcome it's actually trying to achieve.
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"Improve checkout reliability for returning customers" carries far more meaning than "Complete stories 14, 18, and 22," since the
first version gives the team an actual reason to collaborate and make trade-offs together, while the second just hands them a list
to work through independently.

Increment

The Increment is the latest usable product result, representing the sum of all completed work that meets the Definition of Done.
It should be genuinely inspectable, meaning stakeholders can look at it and see real product progress rather than a description
of progress.

A partially completed design document or untested code doesn't offer the same transparency as a working increment does, since
it's much easier to claim progress on paper than to demonstrate it in something that actually runs. In Scrum, the Increment
should move the product forward in a usable way every single Sprint, not just accumulate work that will eventually become usable
someday.

Definition of Done

The Definition of Done is the shared quality standard for the increment, defining what must be true before any piece of
work counts as complete. It might include coding standards, code review, testing, integration, documentation, security checks,
accessibility checks, performance expectations, and deployment readiness, depending on what the product and organization
actually require.

Without a clear Definition of Done, teams can quietly create fake progress. A story might get labeled "done" even though it hasn't
been tested, integrated, or reviewed, which creates hidden work that resurfaces later, usually at the worst possible time. The
Definition of Done exists specifically to protect quality and transparency against this kind of drift.

PMI-ACP Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether artifacts genuinely reflect reality or just look like they do on paper. Watch for the Product
Backlog being treated as fixed scope, the Sprint Backlog being controlled by managers or stakeholders instead of Developers, an
Increment that isn't actually usable, a Definition of Done that's unclear or quietly ignored, user stories written as technical tasks
with no real user value attached, or acceptance criteria that are simply missing altogether.

Strong answers on the exam usually improve transparency, clarify value, protect quality, and adapt the backlog based on what the
team has learned, rather than locking anything in place out of convenience or habit.

The backlog is not a fixed promise

Myth: The backlog is a promise to build everything on it. In Agile, the backlog is a living list of possibilities rather than a
commitment to deliver every item exactly as written. It should change continuously as the team learns what actually creates
the most value for the customer.

Holding onto this distinction matters because it changes how the team should react when priorities shift. Reordering or removing
backlog items isn't a broken promise. It's the backlog doing exactly what it's designed to do.

Core Concept: Artifact Transparency

Scrum artifacts exist to make work, value, progress, and quality visible to everyone involved. If the artifacts are unclear, outdated,
or misleading, Scrum quietly loses the transparency it depends on, even if every event is still happening on schedule.

A backlog full of stale requests doesn't help the team make good decisions. A Sprint Backlog that hides blocked work doesn't
support honest inspection. An Increment that isn't truly done creates false confidence in stakeholders who have no way of knowing
the difference.

Pairing each artifact with its commitment like this is a useful way to spot trouble early. Whenever an artifact seems to be drifting
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or losing meaning, checking it against its paired commitment is usually the fastest way to see exactly where the transparency
broke down.

This page titled 4.2.3: Scrum Artifacts, Stories, and Backlogs is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.4: Agile Planning, Estimation, and Forecasting in Scrum

Agile Planning, Estimation, and Forecasting in Scrum

Agile planning is continuous and adaptive. Scrum teams plan frequently, but they don't pretend that the first plan will stay perfect
all the way through delivery. Instead, planning is treated as something the team keeps returning to, refining each time based on
what it has learned since the last pass.

Planning happens at multiple levels rather than in a single upfront exercise. A product vision provides the long-term direction
for why the product exists at all. A roadmap shows the likely movement of the product over time without locking that movement
in place. Release planning helps the organization think about delivery across a longer horizon. The Product Backlog turns that
broader strategy into ordered, actionable work. Sprint Planning then turns selected backlog items into a short-term plan the team
can actually execute, and the Daily Scrum helps Developers adjust that plan as new information surfaces during the Sprint itself.

The Planning Iceberg

Picture planning as an iceberg. The small tip above the waterline is fully visible and heavily detailed. Everything beneath the
surface grows larger and hazier the further down it goes.

« Tip (above water): the current Sprint. Fully refined stories, clear acceptance criteria, ready for the team to execute.

o Just below the surface: the next Sprint or two. Reasonably well understood, but still open to refinement as the team
learns more.

o Deeper still: the release or quarter ahead. Rough themes and epics, described in broad strokes rather than detailed
stories.

¢ The submerged base: the long-term roadmap and product vision. Directional and intentionally vague, since detailing it
now would mean redoing the work later.

The iceberg image captures progressive elaboration well: the closer work gets to being pulled into a Sprint, the more detail it
deserves, and the further out it sits, the more the team should resist the urge to over-specify it.

This approach differs sharply from predictive planning, where the goal is often to define the full scope upfront and tightly control
any changes afterward. Agile planning expects learning to happen along the way and treats that learning as valuable input rather
than as a disruption to the plan. The plan becomes clearer as the team delivers real work and receives real feedback, not clearer
through more detailed upfront analysis.

Core Concept: Progressive Elaboration

Progressive elaboration means planning becomes more detailed as the team learns more, rather than trying to nail down every
detail from the very start. Work that's far away on the roadmap can stay high-level and loosely defined, since detailing it too early
usually means redoing that work later anyway once circumstances change.

Near-term work, by contrast, should become clearer and more refined before the team selects it for a Sprint, since that's the work
the team is about to commit real effort toward. This approach prevents the team from wasting time over-planning work that may
shift, get reprioritized, or disappear entirely before it's ever actually built.

Agile teams still plan

Myth: Agile teams do not plan. Agile teams plan frequently, often more frequently than teams following a predictive
approach. They simply update those plans as they learn instead of pretending the first version will remain perfect all the way
to the end.
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This distinction is worth holding onto, since it's a common misconception that Agile means abandoning planning altogether. In
practice, Agile teams plan constantly. They just refuse to treat any single plan as final.

INVEST for User Stories

« Independent: the story can be delivered with minimal dependency on other stories.
¢ Negotiable: the story invites conversation rather than acting as a fixed contract.

e Valuable: the story provides real value to a user, customer, or stakeholder.

o Estimable: the story is clear enough for the team to estimate with confidence.

¢ Small: the story is small enough to complete within a reasonable time.

¢ Testable: the story has clear conditions the team can validate against.

INVEST gives the team a quick, practical checklist for improving story quality before pulling any item into a Sprint. A story that
fails several of these checks is usually a sign that more refinement is needed before it's ready for real work.

Product Vision and Roadmap

The product vision explains why the product exists and what problem it's meant to solve for its users. The roadmap builds on that
vision by showing the likely direction of the product over time, giving stakeholders a sense of what's coming without committing
to exact dates or scope too far in advance.

In Scrum, the roadmap should guide the Product Backlog, but it shouldn't freeze it in place. If the team learns partway through
that customers don't actually value a planned feature, the roadmap needs to adapt to that reality rather than marching forward on
outdated assumptions. A roadmap works best as a communication tool that keeps everyone oriented in the same direction, not
as a prison that traps the team into building things it now knows are wrong.

Backlog Refinement

Backlog refinement is the ongoing activity of clarifying, splitting, estimating, and ordering Product Backlog items so that
upcoming work is ready enough to enter Sprint Planning without confusion. It's not a one-time event but a habit the team
maintains continuously between Sprints.

What Refinement Typically Involves

e Clarifying user stories so the intent is understood by everyone.

e Adding or improving acceptance criteria.

e Splitting large items into smaller, deliverable pieces.

e Removing outdated items that no longer reflect current priorities.
¢ Identifying dependencies before they become blockers.

e Discussing risks openly rather than discovering them mid-Sprint.
e Estimating work based on shared understanding.

e Reordering items based on value and recent learning.

A healthy backlog, shaped by consistent refinement, makes Sprint Planning noticeably easier. If Sprint Planning regularly feels
chaotic or rushed, the real problem usually isn't the planning meeting itself. It's that refinement wasn't done well enough in the
days and weeks leading up to it.

Estimation
Estimation helps the team understand size, complexity, risk, and uncertainty before committing to work. It's not meant to create
false certainty about exactly how long something will take, and treating it that way tends to backfire once reality inevitably diverges

from the estimate.

Agile teams often use relative estimation instead of absolute estimation. Rather than asking "how many hours will this take,"
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the team asks "how large is this compared with other work we already understand?" This reframing matters because people are
generally much better at comparing the relative size of two things than predicting an absolute duration for either one on its own.

The real value of estimation often isn't the number the team lands on but the conversation that produces it. When one person
thinks a story is small and another thinks it's large, that disagreement usually reveals a hidden assumption or a piece of missing
context. Surfacing that gap and talking it through is frequently more valuable to the team than the estimate itself.

Story Points

Story points are a common relative estimation technique, one that may reflect effort, complexity, risk, and uncertainty all rolled
together into a single number. They give the team a shorthand for comparing work without pretending to measure time directly.

Story points are not hours, and it's worth being explicit about that distinction. A five-point story doesn't mean five hours of work.
It means the story is larger or more complex than a two-point story and smaller than a thirteen-point story, based entirely on
the team's own shared understanding of its backlog. Because that understanding is specific to each team, story points are only
meaningful within the context that produced them. Comparing story points across different teams is usually misleading, since two
teams rarely calibrate their scales the same way.

Velocity

Velocity is the amount of work a team typically completes in a Sprint, often measured in story points, and it can help the team
forecast roughly what it might accomplish going forward. Used well, it turns the team's own recent history into a grounded basis
for planning rather than a guess pulled out of thin air.

That said, velocity has to be used carefully, since it's a planning tool and not a performance weapon. When leaders start comparing
teams by velocity, teams often respond in predictable but unhelpful ways: inflating their estimates, avoiding difficult work that
might slow their numbers down, or cutting corners on quality just to appear faster on a chart. None of these responses actually
make the team more productive. They just make the metric look better while quietly making the real situation worse.

Velocity should help a team answer a fairly modest question: based on our recent history, what might we realistically complete in
the next few Sprints? It was never meant to answer the question of which team is better than another.

Estimates Are Forecasts, Not Promises

Agile estimates exist to support forecasting under genuine uncertainty. They are not guarantees, and treating them as guarantees
tends to undermine the very honesty that makes them useful in the first place.

When estimates get treated as promises, people become afraid to be honest about what they don't yet know. They may hide
uncertainty rather than raise it, pad their estimates defensively, or avoid flagging risks that would make the estimate look worse.
All of this quietly weakens the transparency Scrum depends on. A healthier environment treats estimates as learning tools instead,
something the team refines as it goes, with the expectation that forecasts naturally improve as the team learns more about the
work.

PMI-ACP Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test these exact estimation and planning traps. Watch for answer choices that misuse velocity as a
comparison metric, force fixed commitments onto uncertain work, or effectively punish teams for being honest about uncertainty.

Strong answers on the exam usually support ongoing backlog refinement, adaptive planning, collaborative estimation, forecasting

grounded in real evidence, treating estimates as forecasts rather than commitments, and avoiding the temptation to compare
teams using velocity alone.

This page titled 4.2.4: Agile Planning, Estimation, and Forecasting in Scrum is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.5: Information Radiators and Scrum Performance

Information Radiators and Scrum Performance

Information radiators are visible displays that show the real state of work. They help teams, stakeholders, and leaders understand
progress, problems, risks, and flow without needing constant status meetings to explain what's happening. Instead of relying on
someone's memory or a hastily written update, the information is just there for anyone to see.

A good information radiator makes important information easy to see and easy to understand at a glance. It should be current,
visible, simple, and genuinely useful for decision-making, not just a display that technically shows data while telling nobody
anything actionable.

Information radiators amplify team performance because they improve transparency across the board. When work is visible,
teams coordinate with each other more naturally. When impediments are visible, leaders can actually help remove them instead
of hearing about them secondhand. When progress is visible, stakeholders can give feedback that's grounded in reality rather
than guesswork.

Common Information Radiators

e Scrum board: shows Sprint work, often across columns such as To Do, In Progress, Review, Testing, and Done.

¢ Kanban board: shows the flow of work through a system, including WIP limits, blocked items, and workflow policies.

e Burndown chart: shows remaining work over time during a Sprint or release.

e Burnup chart: shows completed work over time and may also show total scope.

e Cumulative flow diagram: shows how work moves across workflow states and helps reveal bottlenecks.

+ Impediment board: makes blockers visible so the team and Scrum Master can act on them.

¢ Risk board: shows key risks, their impact, likelihood, and response plans.

« Definition of Done checklist: makes quality expectations visible.

¢ Product roadmap: shows the broader direction of the product.

¢ Release forecast: shows likely future delivery based on current information.

o Team working agreements: make team norms visible, such as meeting expectations, response times, collaboration
rules, and quality expectations.

No single radiator tells the whole story on its own, which is why teams often run a small combination of these side by side. A
Scrum board paired with a burndown chart, for instance, shows both what's happening right now and whether the Sprint is trending
toward its goal.

Core Concept: Visibility Amplifies Performance

When work is visible, teams can coordinate better. When impediments are visible, leaders can help remove them. When progress
is visible, stakeholders can give feedback that actually helps. None of this happens automatically just because a board exists
somewhere, but visibility is what makes it possible in the first place.

Radiators are more than reporting tools

Myth: Information radiators are just reporting tools. Their real purpose is shared understanding, faster inspection, and
better team decisions. A radiator that only exists to satisfy someone else's curiosity is missing most of its value.

Visibility on its own doesn't solve anything. A board full of red, blocked items doesn't fix itself just by being visible. What visibility
does is make real problem-solving possible, since a problem nobody can see is a problem nobody can act on.
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Information Radiators Reduce Status Reporting

When information is hidden, organizations tend to compensate by creating more status meetings. Managers ask for updates.
Stakeholders request reports. Team members spend real time explaining what's happening instead of actually doing the work
being asked about, which is a strange kind of overhead once you notice it.

A good information radiator reduces this burden considerably. It lets people see the work directly instead of relying on someone
to summarize it for them. Instead of asking "what's going on," people can ask sharper, more useful questions: why is this blocked,
what's aging, where is the bottleneck, what decision do we actually need to make. That shift in the kind of question being asked
changes the whole tone of the conversation, moving it from reporting toward problem-solving.

Information Radiators Support Team Ownership

Information radiators also support self-management, which is easy to overlook if you think of them purely as tools for outside
observers. When the team sees its own work clearly, it can make better decisions without waiting for someone else to point out
what's wrong. The team can notice overload, blocked items, weak flow, incomplete testing, or unclear priorities on its own, often
before anyone outside the team would have caught it.

If the Scrum board shows eight items in progress and none close to done, the team may decide on its own to stop starting new
work and start finishing what's already underway. If the impediment board shows the same approval blocker recurring every single
Sprint, the Scrum Master has clear evidence to escalate it as an organizational impediment rather than a one-off inconvenience.
In both cases, the radiator doesn't just display a problem, it prompts the team toward the next step.

Visualize, Inspect, Adapt

1. Visualize the work. Make work, risks, blockers, quality, and progress visible.

2. Inspect what the information shows. Look for delays, bottlenecks, hidden work, overload, unclear priorities, or quality
gaps.

3. Adapt the plan, process, or backlog. Use the information to make better decisions.

This loop is what turns a radiator from a passive display into an active part of how the team improves. Visualizing without
inspecting just produces noise, and inspecting without adapting just produces observations nobody acts on. All three steps have
to happen together for the radiator to earn its place on the wall.

PMI-ACP Connection

PMI-ACP questions often reward the use of information radiators and metrics as tools for learning. Be careful, though, with answer
choices where metrics get used as control tools, comparison tools, or punishment tools, since that's a common trap dressed up
in reasonable-sounding language.

Strong answers use visibility to support inspection, adaptation, and team improvement. Weak answers use that same visibility to
micromanage individuals, turning a tool meant to help the team into a tool used against it.

This page titled 4.2.5: Information Radiators and Scrum Performance is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.2.6: Case Study- It is SCRUM, But!

Pinnacle Insurance: All the Ceremonies, None of the Agility

Pinnacle Insurance had run on waterfall for as long as anyone in the software group could remember, shipping major system
updates once or twice a year and treating anything faster as reckless. By 2022, that pace had become a liability. Competitors were
pushing out policy management features and claims tools on a rolling basis, and Pinnacle's executive team decided the company
needed to modernize how it built software. Leadership brought in an Agile consultant, committed publicly to adopting Scrum,
and moved quickly to make it real. The software team went through training, a Scrum Master was hired, and the ceremonies
were locked into every calendar in the building: Sprint Planning every two weeks, Daily Scrum each morning at 9 AM, Sprint
Review on Friday afternoons, and a Retrospective immediately after. Within a matter of weeks, the team looked unmistakably
Agile. The engineering director told the CTO that the team was now operating under Scrum, the CTO told the CEO that Pinnacle
was transforming into an Agile organization, and the consultant, having been paid and having watched the ceremonies populate
the calendar, declared the adoption a success. On paper, everything was official.

Underneath that surface, the ceremonies had drifted into something else entirely. The Daily Scrum had become a status report
delivered standing up, with each developer describing what they had done yesterday and what they intended to do today while
the engineering manager took notes like a supervisor conducting rounds. Nobody mentioned the Sprint Goal, because nobody
was tracking one in any meaningful sense; when a blocker surfaced, the manager wrote it down and promised to deal with it
later, and the meeting stretched to thirty minutes with half the team mentally back at their desks. Sprint Review had become a
slide presentation rather than a demonstration, with the team assembling screenshots of completed features for stakeholders
who sat in a conference room, watched, and offered polite, vague feedback because there was no working product in front of
them to click through or question. The Retrospective followed its own tired loop every two weeks: sticky notes about what went
well and what didn't, read aloud, circling back to the same complaints about an unclear backlog, testing that always happened
too late, stakeholders interrupting with urgent requests, and approvals from other departments crawling along. The team agreed,
every time, that these were real problems. And every time, two weeks later, the same sticky notes reappeared in slightly different
handwriting.

Three months in, the frustration had curdled into something closer to resentment. The engineering director caught the Scrum
Master in a hallway one afternoon and asked her, half joking and half not, whether "this Agile thing" was actually working, since
all he could see from his seat was more meetings stacked on top of the ones they'd already had. A few developers had started
grumbling privately that Scrum had added overhead without changing anything that actually mattered to how the work got done,
and one of them said flatly in a planning session that Agile just seemed to be giving them more meetings and the same problems
as before. The Product Backlog was still a landfill of old requests, duplicate tickets, and descriptions vague enough to argue
about, which meant Sprint Planning routinely ran two hours long as the team stopped mid-meeting to ask what half the items
even meant. When the CTO asked the engineering director for a status update, the director didn't try to spin it; he said plainly that
the team didn't feel like Scrum was helping. Quiet conversations began about whether it was time to admit the experiment had
failed and go back to what they knew, and somewhere in those conversations, the Scrum Master's own contract started to feel like
it was on the table.

It was around this point that the Scrum Master started to suspect the problem wasn't Scrum itself but what the team had turned
it into. They were performing the ceremonies without ever having internalized why any of them existed, which meant the forms
survived while the function quietly died. She sat down with the engineering manager and asked him directly what he thought the
Daily Scrum was for, and he answered without much hesitation: status reporting. She told him that wasn't quite it, that the meeting
existed to coordinate the team's work and surface blockers so they could adjust and stay aimed at the Sprint Goal, and that he'd
been running it as something else entirely. Whether that single exchange was the actual turning point, or just the moment it
became easier to name what had already been slipping for months, was hard for anyone on the team to say afterward.

What changed in the weeks that followed was less about new tools than about what the existing ones were being asked to do.
The Daily Scrum shrank from thirty minutes of status updates to a much shorter conversation built around one question, whether
the team was still on track to hit the Sprint Goal and what needed to shift that day, with blockers getting addressed on the spot
instead of logged and forgotten. Sprint Review stopped being a slideshow; stakeholders were handed the actual product to click
through, and for the first time in months they said things that sounded like real reactions instead of polite nods, complaining that
a checkout flow was confusing or asking for a filter that hadn't occurred to anyone on the team. The Retrospective adopted a Start,
Stop, Continue format, but the more consequential change was a self-imposed rule limiting the team to a single improvement
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action per Sprint, which meant backlog readiness got tackled first, testing timing came later, and each fix was small enough to
actually verify rather than another item added to the pile of things everyone agreed on and nobody changed. The Product Owner
began treating the backlog as something that needed maintenance rather than accumulation, clearing out stale items, breaking
large ones into pieces small enough to plan around, and inviting stakeholders to prioritize based on business value instead of
whoever had complained most recently.

Six sprints into this adjusted rhythm, some of the old numbers had genuinely moved. Planning sessions ran closer to ninety
minutes than two hours, stakeholders were showing up to reviews on their own initiative, and the engineering director could point
to steadier velocity when the CTO asked. But the team that had once been praised for its ceremony compliance was now, by
some measures, doing less of what the transformation dashboard had originally rewarded, fewer boxes checked, more judgment
calls, more Sprints that looked different from the ones before them. The consultant who had declared the first rollout a success
was no longer in the room to declare anything about the second one, and nobody at Pinnacle had yet worked out whether what
mattered was the dashboard, the ceremonies, or whatever it was that had actually changed in that hallway conversation and the
quiet correction that followed it. The engineering director still wasn't entirely sure how he'd explain the difference to the CEO if
he were asked.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 4.2.6.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Pinnacle's team had every Scrum ceremony scheduled and fully attended, yet almost nothing about how they worked had
actually changed. What practices, meetings, or routines in your own work might be happening on the calendar without
serving their original purpose, and how would you actually know the difference?

2. The turning point in this case was a single question asked in a one-on-one conversation, not a new process or a
management directive. What would it take for someone in your organization to ask that kind of question, and what usually
prevents it from being asked sooner?

3. Pinnacle's dashboards and its consultant both called the first rollout a success well before anything underneath it had
changed. What signals should leadership have been watching instead, and how might you tell, from where you sit,
whether your own organization is measuring the same kind of surface compliance?

This page titled 4.2.6: Case Study- It is SCRUM, But! is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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4.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Scrum is a timeboxed empirical framework that helps teams manage complex work through transparency, inspection, and
adaptation. The Sprint is the central container for Scrum work. It creates a rhythm for planning, building, reviewing, reflecting,
and adapting. Scrum is not valuable because it adds meetings. It is valuable because those meetings, when used properly, create
learning and alignment.

Scrum works through clear accountabilities, meaningful timeboxes, transparent artifacts, adaptive planning, and visible
information. The Product Owner maximizes value and orders the Product Backlog. The Scrum Master coaches Scrum and removes
impediments. Developers create the increment and manage the Sprint Backlog. Stakeholders provide feedback and context but
do not control the team's day-to-day Sprint work.

Scrum events each serve a specific purpose. Sprint Planning creates focus. Daily Scrum supports coordination and adaptation.
Sprint Review inspects the product with stakeholders. Sprint Retrospective improves the team's way of working. Special patterns
such as Sprint 9, spikes, and HIP Sprints can help teams handle setup, uncertainty, and long-lead activities, but they should not
recreate waterfall thinking.

Scrum artifacts make work, value, progress, and quality visible. The Product Backlog connects to the Product Goal. The Sprint
Backlog connects to the Sprint Goal. The Increment connects to the Definition of Done. User stories, acceptance criteria, backlog
refinement, estimation, story points, and velocity help teams plan and forecast under uncertainty.

For PMI-ACP, remember that Scrum questions usually test mindset. The best answers support servant leadership, team
ownership, stakeholder feedback, adaptive planning, transparency, inspection, and adaptation. The wrong answers often turn
Scrum into command-and-control behavior with Agile labels.

Key Terms to Remember

e Scrum: An empirical Agile framework that helps teams deliver value through short cycles of planning, inspection, and
adaptation.

e Sprint: A fixed timebox in Scrum during which the team works toward a Sprint Goal and creates a usable product increment.

¢ Product Owner: The Scrum accountability responsible for maximizing product value and ordering the Product Backlog.

e Scrum Master: The Scrum accountability responsible for coaching Scrum, facilitating improvement, and removing
impediments.

o Developers: The Scrum Team members who create the product increment and manage the Sprint Backlog.

¢ Product Backlog: An ordered, evolving list of work needed to improve the product.

¢ Sprint Backlog: The selected work for the Sprint plus the Developers' plan for delivering it.

¢ Increment: The latest usable version of the product that meets the Definition of Done.

« Definition of Done: The shared quality standard that defines what must be true for work to be considered complete.

¢ Sprint Goal: The focused objective or purpose of the Sprint.

o User Story: A short description of user value, often written as: "As a user, I want a capability, so that I receive a benefit."

¢ Velocity: The amount of work a team typically completes in a Sprint, used for forecasting and not for comparing teams.

This page titled 4.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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4.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

10.

During the Daily Scrum, each developer gives a status update to the project manager. The meeting takes 40 minutes and
does not result in any adjustment to the team's plan. What should the Scrum Master do?

A. Continue the meeting because status reporting is the purpose of the Daily Scrum.

B. Coach the team that the Daily Scrum is for Developers to inspect progress and adapt their plan.

C. Ask the Product Owner to assign tasks during the meeting.

D. Cancel the Daily Scrum permanently.

A stakeholder wants to add several new items to the current Sprint. What is the best Agile response?

A. Add the items immediately because Agile welcomes all change.

B. Ask the team to work overtime.

C. Discuss the request with the Product Owner and evaluate impact on the Sprint Goal.

D. Reject all changes until the end of the project.

A team estimates a story as 13 points, but two Developers estimate it as 3 points. What should the team do?

A. Average the numbers and move on.

B. Let the manager decide.

C. Discuss the difference to uncover assumptions and clarify the work.

D. Remove the story from the backlog permanently.

A team's velocity increased after the manager started comparing teams publicly. What is the most likely risk?

A. The team has definitely become more productive.

B. The team may inflate estimates or reduce quality to appear faster.

C. Velocity is now more accurate.

D. The team no longer needs retrospectives.

A Product Backlog contains hundreds of outdated and unclear items. Sprint Planning is taking too long and Developers are
confused about priorities. What should happen next?

A. Start the Sprint anyway.

B. Conduct backlog refinement and reorder items based on value and clarity.

C. Move all items into the Sprint Backlog.

D. Ask Developers to ignore the Product Owner.

During the Sprint Review, the team shows slides instead of working product because the increment is not fully integrated or
tested. What is the best response?

A. Continue using slides because stakeholders only need a summary.

B. Strengthen the Definition of Done so future increments are usable and inspectable.

C. Cancel Sprint Reviews until the product is complete.

D. Ask stakeholders to provide feedback without seeing anything.

A Scrum Team keeps discussing the same problem in every retrospective, but nothing changes. What should the Scrum
Master encourage?

A. Stop holding retrospectives.

B. Choose one specific improvement action and carry it into the next Sprint.

C. Use the retrospective to assign blame.

D. Ask management to write the retrospective notes.

A team faces uncertainty about whether a third-party API can support a planned feature. What is the best Agile response?
A. Build the entire feature and hope the API works.

B. Create a timeboxed spike to investigate feasibility.

C. Stop all development until the vendor guarantees success.

D. Ignore the risk until the Sprint Review.

A manager asks the Scrum Master to assign tasks to Developers to improve accountability. What should the Scrum Master
do?

A. Assign the tasks because the Scrum Master manages the team.

B. Explain that Developers manage the Sprint Backlog and decide how to do the work.

C. Ask stakeholders to assign the tasks instead.

D. Cancel Sprint Planning.

The team has many blocked items, but stakeholders are unaware of the delays. What would help most?
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Hide the blockers until the end of the Sprint.

Create an impediment board or other information radiator to make blockers visible.
Increase velocity targets.

Add more work to the Sprint Backlog.

Cowy

Answer Key

1. B. The Daily Scrum is not a manager status meeting; it is for Developers to inspect progress toward the Sprint Goal and adapt
their plan.

2. C. Agile welcomes change, but the Product Owner and team should evaluate the impact on the Sprint Goal before adding it.

3. C. Large estimation differences reveal hidden assumptions, uncertainty, or missing information worth discussing.

4. B. Velocity should not be used to compare teams, since misusing it can distort behavior and reduce quality.

5. B. Backlog refinement improves clarity, priority, and readiness, supporting better planning and delivery.

6. B. Sprint Reviews should inspect real product progress, which a weak Definition of Done can undermine.

7. B. Retrospectives should lead to practical improvement, not repeated discussion without action.

8. B. A timeboxed spike is useful for research and reducing technical uncertainty.

9. B. Developers own the Sprint Backlog and decide how to accomplish the work; the Scrum Master coaches and removes
impediments.

10. B. Information radiators improve transparency and help the team and stakeholders inspect problems quickly.

This page titled 4.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5: KANBAN, FLOW, AND VISUAL MANAGEMENT

Kanban, Flow, and Visual Management

In Chapter 4, we studied Scrum as an iteration-based framework, one that helps teams work in short time-boxes, create usable
increments, inspect progress, gather feedback, and adapt. This chapter shifts the focus from iteration rhythm to flow. Where
Scrum organizes work into fixed cycles, Kanban and Lean thinking ask a different set of questions entirely: Where does work
wait? Where does it pile up? Where are people overloaded? Where does rework happen? Where are customers left waiting for
value, and where are we starting too much while finishing too little? These questions move us beyond the rhythm of iterations and
toward a deeper understanding of how work actually moves, or fails to move, through a system.

At its core, this chapter is about learning to see the system as it truly operates, rather than as it appears on the surface. A team
may look busy and still deliver slowly. A kitchen may look full and still be inefficient. A process may have many approvals and
still produce poor quality. A backlog may contain hundreds of items and still fail to deliver meaningful customer value. Lean and
Kanban give us the vocabulary and visual tools to move past the illusion of activity and focus instead on the flow of value, exposing
the waste, delays, and bottlenecks that busyness so often conceals.

A simple phrase captures the spirit of this chapter: stop starting and start finishing. Starting work creates activity, but finishing
work creates value, and this distinction lies at the heart of everything Lean and Kanban set out to teach. This chapter builds that
understanding from the ground up, tracing Lean's roots in the Toyota Production System, introducing pull systems and Kanban
boards, and connecting these ideas to practical, everyday examples that make flow-based thinking intuitive rather than abstract.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain how Lean thinking grew from the Toyota Production System.

e Describe pull systems using the supermarket replenishment story.

e Explain how Kanban supports flow-based work.

e Identify Muda, Mura, and Muri in everyday work.

e Describe common types of waste in Lean.

e Explain why WIP limits improve flow.

e Use 5S or 7S to organize workspaces and workflows.

e Connect Lean thinking to everyday examples such as Lean Kitchen, pre-vacation flow, and Miyawaki forests.
e Explain how the Kanban Pizza Game teaches flow, WIP limits, bottlenecks, and pull.

e Choose between Scrum, Kanban, Lean, and Scrumban based on the nature of the work.

5.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline
5.2: Kanban and Flow Guide
5.2.1: Visualizing Work and Making Policies Explicit
5.2.2: Seeing Muda- Waste Hiding in Normal Work
5.2.3: Kanban as a Flow-Based Method
5.2.4: Visualizing Work, Limiting WIP, and Managing Flow
5.2.5: The Kanban Pizza Game and Choosing the Right Flow Approach
5.2.6: Case Study- FinTech Systems

5.3: Chapter Summary
5.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions
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This page titled 5: Kanban, Flow, and Visual Management is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
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5.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This chapter connects Kanban and Lean to several important PMI-ACP exam themes by showing how visualizing work, managing
flow, and reducing waste support value delivery, transparency, adaptability, and continuous improvement. Rather than treating
Kanban as simply a board or Lean as simply cost-cutting, the exam focuses on the underlying mindset: making work visible,
limiting work in progress, managing flow, respecting people, and improving the system as a whole.

e« PMI-ACP Domains: Value-Driven Delivery, Team Performance, Adaptive Planning, and Continuous Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Visualize the current workflow, limit work in progress, manage and improve flow, reduce waste, and support
continuous, collaborative improvement.

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Kanban boards, work-in-progress (WIP) limits, cumulative flow diagrams, flow metrics, and
Lean waste-reduction practices.

¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Flow management, systems thinking, waste identification, respect for people, and root-
cause problem solving.

In PMI-ACP questions, strong answers often reflect themes such as visualizing work to make the current state visible, limiting
work in progress to protect focus and flow, managing flow by identifying and reducing bottlenecks, eliminating waste to improve
the process as a whole, improving continuously through feedback loops and inspection, respecting people by valuing team
knowledge and addressing system-level problems rather than blaming individuals, and delivering value over simply keeping
people busy. Weak answer choices, by contrast, tend to overload the team by pushing in more work than an already overloaded
system can handle, reward starting new work over finishing work in progress, ignore persistent bottlenecks, misread Kanban as an
absence of process or Lean as a justification for cutting people, misuse metrics to punish teams rather than guide improvement,
optimize one step in isolation at the expense of the whole system, or add tools, reports, or approvals that increase overhead
without improving the delivery of value.

On the PMI-ACP exam, when a scenario does not map neatly onto the themes above, apply a simple test: does the proposed
action improve the system's overall ability to deliver value, or does it merely make one part of the process look better? Favor the
choice grounded in evidence from the actual workflow over one based on assumption, urgency, or authority, since Kanban and
Lean both rely on observing the real system before acting on it.

This page titled 5.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.2: Kanban and Flow Guide

Lean Thinking: From Toyota Production System to Everyday Work

Lean thinking did not begin as a classroom theory. It grew out of a very practical challenge. Toyota wanted to build high-
quality cars in post-war Japan with limited resources, limited space, limited inventory, and far less scale than the large American
automakers it was competing against. The constraints weren't a footnote to the story, they were the entire reason Lean thinking
had to exist in the first place.

Toyota could not simply copy the American mass-production model. Large batches, huge inventories, and long production
runs required money, storage, and market conditions that Toyota simply didn't have access to at the time. Toyota needed a
fundamentally different way to think about production. Instead of producing as much as possible and pushing inventory forward
regardless of demand, Toyota had to learn how to produce exactly what was needed, exactly when it was needed, and in exactly
the amount needed. Nothing more, nothing less.

Lean is not about cutting people

Myth: Lean means cutting people or forcing everyone to work faster. Lean is about improving the system, reducing
waste, and respecting people, not squeezing more output from the same people through pressure or headcount reduction. A
Lean initiative that leaves people feeling more overworked or more replaceable has missed the point entirely.

One of the most famous stories behind this shift comes from Toyota's study of American supermarkets. Toyota leaders and
engineers observed closely how supermarkets replenished their shelves. In a supermarket, customers take what they need from
the shelf, and when milk, bread, or other items get removed, the store replenishes only what was actually consumed. The shelf
itself becomes a signal. Consumption is what creates the need for replenishment, not a schedule decided in advance.

Picture a supermarket refrigerator stocked with milk. Customers take milk from the front. Store employees refill the shelf from
the back based on what was actually removed, not based on some fixed quota. The store doesn't fill every possible corner with
milk just to prove that employees are staying busy. Too much milk creates storage problems, expiration risk, and outright waste.
Too little milk disappoints customers who came looking for it. The goal is the right amount, at the right time, based on real
consumption rather than a guess.

Toyota applied this exact thinking to production. A downstream process could behave like the supermarket customer, withdrawing
only the parts it actually needed, when it needed them, and in the amount it needed. The upstream process would then replenish
only what had been taken. This became the foundation for just-in-time production and Kanban-style signaling, ideas that would
later travel far beyond manufacturing floors.

This idea is powerful because it changes how we think about work at a fundamental level. In a push system, work gets pushed
into the process whether or not the next step actually has the capacity to handle it. In a pull system, work is pulled only when
there's real capacity waiting for it, which keeps the whole system from clogging up with more than it can process at once.

In knowledge work, the "milk shelf" might be a backlog, a testing queue, a design queue, a deployment pipeline, or a Kanban
board. If too much work gets pushed into the system regardless of capacity, everything slows down together. Developers context-
switch between too many things at once. Testers become overloaded with more than they can reasonably review. Reviews sit
waiting in line. Defects get found late, once they're far more expensive to fix. Stakeholders start asking for status updates precisely
because nothing seems to actually finish.

The team may look busy the entire time, but value is not flowing, and that distinction is the whole point Lean is trying to make.
Lean asks a much better question than "how busy is everyone™: is value flowing to the customer? This is the heart of Lean thinking.
Lean doesn't try to maximize activity for its own sake. It tries to maximize value and reduce waste, which means helping teams

see where work is waiting, where effort is being wasted, where people are overburdened, and where customers still aren't receiving
the value they're owed.

©® 92 (5.2.1)



LibreTexts"

Lean is also a leadership philosophy, not just a collection of tools and techniques to apply mechanically. A Lean leader doesn't
simply tell people to work faster and expect the system to improve on its own. A Lean leader studies the system itself, listens
carefully to the people closest to the work, removes barriers standing in their way, develops people's capabilities, and encourages
continuous improvement as an ongoing habit rather than a one-time initiative.The people doing the work often see the waste
first, long before it shows up in any report. They know where approvals slow things down. They know where tools are missing or
inadequate. They know where duplicate work quietly happens. They know where rework keeps recurring. Lean leadership respects
that knowledge instead of assuming answers only come from above.Keeping this distinction clear matters, since Lean has picked
up a reputation in some circles as a euphemism for layoffs. That reputation comes from misapplication, not from the philosophy
itself, which was built from the start around respecting the people doing the work and trusting their view of where the system
breaks down.

Lean at Home: The Lean Kitchen

A kitchen is one of the easiest places to actually feel what Lean thinking means, since almost everyone has direct, physical
experience with one. Imagine a kitchen full of rarely used gadgets, duplicate containers, expired ingredients, broken lids, and
tools stored far from where they're actually needed. The kitchen might look well-stocked at a glance, but it doesn't flow. Cooking
takes longer because people have to search, reach, move things aside, clean around clutter, and make small decisions around
unnecessary items at every step.

Even an unnecessary tool kept perfectly neat in a drawer is still waste, since it consumes space, attention, and effort without ever
helping value flow through the kitchen. Lean doesn't mean owning nothing at all. It means keeping what genuinely supports value
and removing whatever creates friction, however tidy that friction might look sitting in its drawer.

What a Lean Kitchen Looks Like

e Frequently used tools are stored near where they're actually used.

e Expired ingredients are removed rather than left to accumulate.

e Duplicate tools are reduced down to what's genuinely needed.

e Pantry items are visible rather than buried behind each other.

e Cleaning supplies are easy to reach when needed.

e Prep, cooking, serving, and cleanup flow naturally from one to the next.

e The system is simple enough for the whole family to use without explanation.

None of this is only about cleanliness for its own sake. It's about flow. When tools, ingredients, and routines genuinely support the
work, cooking becomes easier almost without anyone noticing why. When clutter hides what matters, effort quietly increases and
value slows down, even though nothing about the recipe itself changed.

The same idea applies directly to Agile teams. A team may have too many dashboards, too many approval forms, too many
communication channels, too many templates, too many meetings, and too many partially completed work items sitting around at
once. Each item might seem harmless enough on its own, but together they create real friction that slows the whole team down.
Lean teaches us to keep asking a simple question about all of it: does this help value flow, or does it create waste?

5S and 7S: Organizing for Flow

One practical Lean method for improving flow is 5S. It began as a workplace organization practice on factory floors, but the
thinking translates naturally to kitchens, offices, classrooms, software teams, and digital workflows alike.

The 5S (and 7S) Framework

e Sort: remove what isn't needed, whether that's expired food and broken containers in a kitchen or outdated reports and
stale backlog items on a software team.

¢ Set in order: arrange needed items so they're easy to find and use, from knives near the cutting board to priorities and
blockers that are easy to see at a glance.
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« Shine: clean the workspace and keep it ready for use, whether that means clean counters and prep areas or clean code
and updated boards.

o Standardize: create simple, repeatable ways to maintain the improvement, using labels, zones, checklists, working
agreements, and definitions of done.

e Sustain: build habits so the improvement actually lasts, since without sustainment the system slowly drifts back into
clutter.

o Safety (6S): design work so people are protected from harm, stress, and unnecessary risk.

e Spirit or Support (7S): emphasizes ownership, morale, and genuine participation from everyone involved.

The deeper lesson underneath all seven of these is simple, even if the acronym makes it look complicated: organize the system
so that good work becomes easier to do than bad work. Once the environment itself is pulling people toward the right behavior,
discipline stops being something you have to enforce and starts being something the system reinforces on its own.

Flow State Before Vacation

Many people experience an interesting version of flow the day before vacation, one worth noticing precisely because it happens
so naturally. Suddenly, priorities become crystal clear. People stop accepting new work. They close out important open items that
had been lingering for weeks. They delegate whatever must continue in their absence. They defer whatever can genuinely wait.
They clean up loose ends they'd been putting off. They make faster decisions than usual, simply because the deadline is now
completely real and non-negotiable.

They are not doing everything on their list. They are finishing what actually matters, and letting the rest go without much guilt
about it.

This is Lean and Kanban thinking showing up in everyday life without anyone calling it that. The person reduces work in progress,
limits distractions, creates visibility into what's actually left, and focuses entirely on completion rather than starting new things.
The result often feels, quite literally, like a flow state.

Teams need this same discipline on an ongoing basis, not just the day before a deadline. A team that keeps starting too many
items at once creates confusion and delay for itself, spreading its attention thin across everything and finishing little of it well. A
team that focuses on finishing what it's already started, the way a person does the day before vacation, creates real flow instead,
and tends to be surprised by how much more it actually gets done.

This page titled 5.2: Kanban and Flow Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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5.2.1: Visualizing Work and Making Policies Explicit

Visualizing Work and Making Policies Explicit

Visualizing work is one of the simplest and most powerful ideas in Lean and Kanban thinking, yet it is often the most underused.
When work exists only in someone's head, in scattered emails, or in a dozen different tools that don't talk to each other, no one
can actually see the whole picture. Making work visible turns an abstract, invisible process into something the whole team can
look at, discuss, and improve together.

Think back to the supermarket shelf from earlier. Part of what made the shelf work so well as a signal was that anyone walking
past could see exactly how much milk remained without asking a single question. A Kanban board, a Scrum board, or any other
visual workflow tool aims to do the same thing for knowledge work. Instead of asking a teammate "how's that feature coming
along," anyone can glance at the board and see for themselves where the work actually sits.

Why Visualizing Work Matters

When work is invisible, problems stay invisible along with it. A task can sit blocked for days without anyone outside the person
doing it realizing there's a problem at all. A tester can be quietly overwhelmed with more reviews than they can reasonably handle
while everyone else assumes things are moving smoothly. Visualizing work exposes these situations early, while there's still time
to do something about them, rather than weeks later when the delay has already cost real time.

A visual board also changes the nature of team conversations. Instead of a status meeting built around each person reporting
what they did, the team can look at the board together and ask sharper questions: why has this card been sitting in review for
three days, why do we have six items in progress and nothing close to done, what's actually blocking this piece of work right now.
The board becomes the starting point for problem-solving instead of a backdrop for status theater.

What a Visual Board Should Show

e The current state of every active item, not just the ones someone remembered to mention.
¢ How long each item has been sitting in its current state.

e Which items are blocked, and why.

o Where work is piling up compared to where it's flowing smoothly.

e Who is working on what, without requiring anyone to ask.

A board that only shows a handful of these things still helps, but a board that shows all of them turns into a genuine information
radiator. It stops being a place to record work after the fact and becomes a tool the team actually uses to make decisions during
the workday.

Visualizing Work in the Lean Kitchen

The Lean kitchen offers a useful, low-stakes way to see this principle at work. A pantry with clearly labeled shelves and visible
stock levels tells you at a glance what needs restocking, the same way a supermarket shelf signals when it needs replenishing. A
pantry where cans and boxes are crammed in three layers deep hides that same information completely, and the only way to find
out you're out of pasta is to discover it mid-recipe.

The same logic applies directly to a software team's workflow. A backlog that anyone can scan and understand functions like a
well-organized pantry. A backlog scattered across five different tools, half-updated spreadsheets, and someone's personal notes
functions like the crammed cabinet, and the team only discovers what's missing at the worst possible moment, usually right when
they need it.
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Making Policies Explicit

Visualizing work only solves half the problem. A board full of columns means very little if nobody agrees on what those columns
actually mean or when work is allowed to move between them. This is where explicit policies come in. An explicit policy is simply
a rule about how work moves through the system, written down and visible, rather than left as an unspoken assumption that lives
differently in every team member's head.

Without explicit policies, a board can look organized while hiding real disagreement underneath. One Developer might consider
a card "done" once the code compiles. Another might mean it's been tested. A third might mean it's been reviewed and deployed.
All three are using the same word to mean three different things, and the board can't catch that mismatch unless the team has
actually written down what "done" requires.

Common policies worth making explicit include what qualifies an item to enter the workflow at all, what conditions must be met
before an item can move to the next column, how work-in-progress limits apply to each stage, how blocked items get flagged and
escalated, and who is responsible for making a decision when priorities conflict. None of these need to be complicated. They just
need to be written down somewhere everyone can see, rather than trusted to memory or assumed to be obvious.

Explicit Policy Examples

o Entry policy: a story can enter "In Progress" only once it has clear acceptance criteria and no open dependencies.

e WIP limit: no more than three items may sit in "Review" at once, to prevent a review backlog from forming.

o Exit policy: a story can move to "Done" only once it meets the full Definition of Done, including tests and documentation.

¢ Blocked policy: a blocked item gets flagged on the board immediately and raised at the next Daily Scrum, not left to
age quietly.

Notice that none of these policies require any special tooling. A sticky note, a label on a card, or a shared team agreement
is enough to make a policy explicit. What matters is that the rule is visible and consistently applied, not that it's implemented
through a particular piece of software.

Why This Combination Matters

Visualizing work and making policies explicit work best together, and neither one accomplishes much without the other. A board
without explicit policies just shows activity without any shared understanding of what that activity means. Explicit policies without
a visible board just live in a document nobody checks. Put the two together, and the board itself starts enforcing the policies
simply by making violations obvious. A card that's been sitting in "Review" for a week when the WIP limit is three doesn't need a
manager to point it out. Anyone looking at the board can see it immediately.

A board is not the same as a policy

Myth: A visible board automatically means the team has good workflow policies. A board only shows where work sits.
It doesn't guarantee the team agrees on what each column means, when work is allowed to move, or how blocked items get
handled. Visibility and agreement are two separate things, and a team needs both.

This distinction matters because it's easy to mistake a tidy-looking board for a healthy process. A board can look organized and
still hide real confusion underneath if the team never took the time to agree on what the columns and rules actually mean. Getting
the policies right is usually the harder, less visible half of the work, even though the board is the part everyone notices first.

This page titled 5.2.1: Visualizing Work and Making Policies Explicit is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.

©@® 96 (5.2.1.2)


https://eng.libretexts.org/Courses/De_Anza_College/Agile_Project_Management/05%3A_Kanban_Flow_and_Visual_Management/5.02%3A_Kanban_and_Flow_Guide/5.2.01%3A_Visualizing_Work_and_Making_Policies_Explicit
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTexts"

5.2.2: Seeing Muda- Waste Hiding in Normal Work

Waste Hiding in Normal Work

Lean uses the word Muda to describe waste. Waste is any activity, delay, movement, material, process, or effort that does not
add value from the customer's perspective, and defining it this precisely matters, since "waste" in everyday language often means
something much narrower than what Lean is pointing at.

Improvement is not about adding more

Myth: Improvement means adding more effort, more tools, or more activity. Real improvement often comes from
designing the system better, removing friction, and creating the conditions for healthy flow, not from piling on additional
effort within a system that was never designed to support it.

Waste is not always obvious, and in fact it often hides inside work that looks perfectly normal. A meeting with no decision may
look like collaboration. A report no one reads may look like discipline. A large backlog may look like preparedness. A full inbox
may look like productivity. A kitchen drawer full of duplicate tools may look like readiness. In every one of these cases, the activity
has the appearance of value without actually delivering any, which is exactly what makes Muda so easy to miss. Lean asks people
to slow down and ask a simple question of nearly everything they do: does this actually help value flow?

The Seven Common Types of Muda

The Seven Forms of Muda

¢ Overproduction: making something before it's needed.

e Waiting: work is ready but cannot move forward.

¢ Transport: unnecessary movement of work, materials, or information.

¢ Motion: unnecessary movement by people.

¢ Overprocessing: doing more than the customer actually needs.

¢ Inventory: excess work, materials, or partially completed items.

o Defects: errors requiring correction or rework.

¢ Underutilized talent: failing to draw on people's knowledge and judgment.

Overproduction means making something before it's actually needed. In an office, this might look like printing hard copy forms
nobody asked for, preparing reports that no one reads, or processing work far earlier than necessary. In software, it might mean
building features before customers have shown any real need for them. In a kitchen, it might mean cooking far more food than
the family will ever eat in one sitting. Overproduction is especially dangerous because it tends to create other waste downstream.
It leads to inventory piling up, storage problems, rework, expiration, confusion, and errors that become much harder to detect
once they're buried under everything else.

Waiting happens when work is ready to move forward but simply can't. A story might be developed in two days but then sit waiting
ten days for review. A customer request might wait on approval. A report might wait on missing information from someone else. A
meal might wait because one ingredient wasn't prepped in time. Waiting is one of the most common forms of waste in knowledge
work specifically, since so much of that work depends on handoffs between people and systems.

Transport means unnecessary movement of work, materials, or information from one place to another. A document might pass
through five departments when two would have been enough. A file might move through far more folders than it needs to. A
request might bounce between teams simply because ownership was never made clear in the first place.

Motion means unnecessary movement by people themselves, as opposed to the work moving around them. In a kitchen, this

might mean walking across the room every single time you need a knife, a spice, or a pan that could have been stored closer at
hand. In office work, it might mean searching across multiple tools, channels, folders, or dashboards just to piece together what's
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actually happening on a project.

Overprocessing means doing more than the customer actually needs. A team might produce a thirty-page document when a one-
page decision note would have done the job just as well. A meeting might include ten people when three real decision-makers
would have been enough. A process might require approvals that don't improve quality or reduce risk in any measurable way,
existing only because they've always been there.

Inventory means excess work, materials, supplies, or partially completed items sitting around without moving. In Agile and
Kanban, too much work in progress is itself a form of inventory. It shows up as many stories in progress at once, many pull
requests waiting for review, many designs started but not finished, or many tickets sitting in a testing queue. In a kitchen,
inventory looks like expired food, too many duplicate containers, and ingredients bought "just in case" that never actually get used.

Defects are errors that require correction or rework after the fact. In software, defects create bug fixing, retesting, customer
dissatisfaction, and delay, all of which cost far more to resolve than they would have cost to prevent. In business processes more
broadly, defects might appear as inaccurate reports, wrong data, missing approvals, or communication that never quite got where
it needed to go.

Underutilized talent happens when the organization fails to draw on people's knowledge, creativity, skills, and judgment. A team
member might see a better way of doing something but have no real authority to suggest it. A tester might spot a genuine quality
risk but get ignored anyway. A support engineer might understand the customer's actual pain better than anyone in leadership, yet
never get asked what they know. This particular form of waste matters enormously for Agile, since Agile depends fundamentally
on empowered teams. If the people closest to the work aren't trusted to improve it, the organization loses one of its most valuable
sources of learning without even realizing what it's losing.

Muda, Mura, and Muri

Lean also uses two related ideas alongside Muda: Mura, meaning unevenness or inconsistency, and Muri, meaning overburden.
These three concepts work together, and understanding all three at once explains a lot about why waste keeps showing up even
in teams that are trying hard to eliminate it.

Table 5.2.2.1: Muda, Mura, and Muri lays out the three related Lean concepts, showing how unevenness and overburden in a
system tend to produce waste as a downstream effect.

Table 5.2.2.1: Muda, Mura, and Muri

Term Meaning What It Looks Like Example
Muda | Waste Activity, delay, movement, or effort that does not add A story waits ten days for review after being
value from the customer's perspective developed in two
Mura | Unevenness or Work arrives in irregular spikes rather than a steady, A team gets no requests for three days, then
inconsistency predictable flow twenty urgent ones on Friday
Muri | Overburden People or systems are pushed beyond their real A team is loaded with more work every Sprint
capacity than it can realistically complete

A team that receives no work for three days and then gets hit with twenty urgent requests on Friday is experiencing Mura. A team
that's constantly pushed beyond its real capacity is experiencing Muri. Both of these conditions end up creating more Muda as a
direct result, even though neither one is Muda itself.

Consider a team that's overloaded every single Sprint. Because people are overburdened, they start multitasking to keep up.
Because they multitask, work sits waiting between context switches. Because work waits, deadlines slip. Because deadlines slip,
managers apply more pressure to compensate. Because pressure increases, quality quietly drops. Because quality drops, defects
increase, which creates even more work for a team that was already overloaded to begin with. The original problem in this chain
was never laziness. It was a system full of Muri and Mura that ended up manufacturing Muda as a predictable side effect.

Lean thinking helps people avoid blaming individuals too quickly when this kind of pattern shows up. Often the more useful
question isn't "why isn't this person working harder," but rather: what is the system doing to create this behavior in the first place?
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Busy is not the same as efficient

Myth: If everyone is busy, the process must be efficient. A team can be very busy and still create enormous waste
through waiting, handoffs, rework, overproduction, and excess work in progress. Constant activity is not proof that value is
actually flowing.

This is worth sitting with, since a busy-looking team is often the hardest kind of waste to spot. Everyone appears productive,
calendars stay full, and yet very little value ends up reaching the customer at the end of it all.

Miyawaki Forest: Lean Thinking Beyond the Workplace

Lean thinking is not limited to factories, software teams, kitchens, or office workflows. It shows up just as clearly in how people
design natural systems, and a particularly useful example is the Miyawaki forest method.

A Miyawaki forest is a dense native-forest planting approach that focuses on understanding local conditions, preparing the soil,
selecting native species, planting densely, and creating conditions where the forest can grow quickly and eventually sustain itself
without ongoing intervention. At first glance, this might seem completely unrelated to Agile or Lean. But the underlying thinking
turns out to be strikingly similar.

The goal isn't to randomly plant trees and hope for the best. The goal is to understand the system, prepare the conditions properly,
reduce waste, and support growth that can sustain itself over time. Just as Lean asks teams to study a value stream carefully
before changing a process, the Miyawaki approach asks people to study soil, climate, native species, water, sunlight, and the
surrounding ecosystem before a single seed goes into the ground.

The Miyawaki example teaches an important lesson about system design more broadly. In a poorly designed garden, plants get
placed without much thought for sunlight, water, soil, root depth, or long-term growth, and this creates real waste. Some plants fail
outright. Some require excessive ongoing maintenance just to survive. Some compete with each other in unhealthy ways. Some
simply don't belong in that particular environment at all. In a better-designed system, by contrast, the environment itself supports
growth. The right species get selected from the start. The soil is properly prepared. The planting pattern encourages resilience
rather than fragile dependence. The system isn't forced forward every single day through heroic effort. It's designed, from the
outset, to sustain itself.

Preparing the System, Not Forcing the Outcome

¢ In a team: reduce handoffs, limit work in progress, clarify policies, improve quality, remove bottlenecks.

¢ In a kitchen: remove unused tools, place frequently used items where they're actually needed.

« In a Miyawaki forest: prepare the soil and select native species so growth happens with less waste and less forced
intervention.

This connects directly back to Lean's core instinct. Lean does not say "push more effort into a broken system." Lean asks a
different question entirely: what conditions allow value to flow naturally, without needing to be forced there every single day?

The Miyawaki example also illustrates why local context matters so much, in nature just as much as in organizations. Agile
methods should not be copied blindly from one organization to another. Lean practices should not be copied mechanically from
Toyota without understanding the system they came from. In exactly the same way, a forest design should not be copied from
one region and dropped into another without understanding the local ecosystem it will actually have to survive in. What works in
one climate, soil condition, region, team, or organization may simply not work in another, and fit-for-purpose thinking applies just
as much to teams and kitchens as it does to forests.A forest is also never "done" on the day it's planted. It has to be observed,
protected, adjusted, and supported until it becomes strong enough to sustain itself without that ongoing help. Agile teams work
the same way. A team is not done just because it adopted Scrum, Kanban, or Lean practices on paper. The team has to keep
inspecting how work actually flows, keep removing waste as it finds it, keep improving quality, and keep adapting based on real
evidence rather than resting on the framework it chose at the start.

This final point ties the whole chapter together. Whether the system in question is a Sprint, a kitchen, or a forest, the pattern
holds: waste tends to hide inside effort that looks productive, and real improvement usually comes from clearing that waste away
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rather than adding still more activity on top of it.

This page titled 5.2.2: Seeing Muda- Waste Hiding in Normal Work is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.2.3: Kanban as a Flow-Based Method

Kanban as a Flow-Based Method

Think back to the day before a vacation. Priorities suddenly become obvious. People stop taking on new work, close out whatever
they can, hand off what has to continue without them, and let the rest wait. Nothing about their workload actually shrank overnight,
but the way they move through it changes completely, and the result often feels like a flow state. Kanban tries to create that same
feeling for a team on an ongoing basis, not just the day before someone leaves for a week off. The goal isn't to make people feel
busy. It's to create the conditions where valuable work can move from start to finish as smoothly as it does in those final focused
hours before vacation.

Kanban is a flow-based method. It helps teams see how work actually moves from request to completion, rather than just tracking
whether individual people appear occupied throughout the day.

Busy is not the same as done

Myth: Starting more work makes a team more productive. Stop starting and start finishing is the corrective to this myth.
A team can look highly active with many items in progress while very little of it ever reaches the customer. Real productivity
is measured by what gets completed and delivered, not by how much is currently in motion.

Scrum asks teams to work in time-boxed iterations. Kanban takes a different angle and asks teams to understand and improve
flow instead. Rather than asking only "is everyone busy," Kanban asks a more useful question: is valuable work moving through
the system? That reframing changes what the team actually pays attention to day to day.

Kanban is especially useful when work arrives continuously or unpredictably. Support teams, operations teams, service teams,
platform teams, maintenance teams, and any team dealing with frequent interruptions often benefit from Kanban, since their work
doesn't always fit neatly into a fixed Sprint plan decided a week or two in advance.

Kanban begins with the current process, and this starting point matters more than it might seem. Kanban doesn't require the
team to redesign everything on day one. It doesn't require new titles, new roles, or a sudden organizational transformation. It
starts simply by making the existing system visible, whatever that system currently looks like, warts and all.

This is part of what makes Kanban feel less threatening than many change initiatives. People don't have to abandon everything
they've been doing. They begin instead by seeing clearly what they actually do, which is a much gentler entry point than being told
to throw out the old process and start over.

Kanban's Founding Ideas

e Start with what you do now.

e Agree to pursue incremental, evolutionary change.

e Respect current roles, responsibilities, and job titles.
e Encourage leadership at all levels.

These ideas matter because many change programs fail specifically when they're too disruptive too quickly. People tend to resist
change when they feel attacked, replaced, or blamed for how things currently work. Kanban reduces that fear by starting with the
current system exactly as it is, then inviting people to improve it step by step, rather than demanding wholesale change up front.

A Kanban board is often the first visible tool a team introduces. The board might have columns such as Backlog, Ready, In
Progress, Review, Testing, and Done, though the exact columns should reflect whatever the team's real workflow looks like rather
than a generic template.

But the board itself is not the goal. The board is a mirror. It shows the team how work actually flows, not how the team assumes
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or hopes it flows. It shows where work sits waiting. It shows where items start piling up. It shows where blockers keep appearing.
And it shows whether the team is starting far too much work while finishing far too little of it.

This is where the vacation instinct becomes a genuine team discipline rather than a once-a-year accident. Stop starting and
start finishing captures exactly what happens the day before someone leaves for a week off, except Kanban asks the team to
practice it every day instead of waiting for a deadline to force the behavior. Many teams operate under the belief that productivity
means starting more work as quickly as possible. Kanban directly challenges that belief. Starting more work often just creates
more context switching, more waiting, more partially finished work sitting around, more blocked items, and more overall confusion
about what's actually close to done. A team that instead focuses on finishing what it already has in flight, the same way a person
does right before vacation, tends to be surprised by how much more actually gets delivered.

Customers don't receive value when work is merely started. Customers receive value when work is completed, validated, and
actually delivered into their hands, which is a distinction worth keeping firmly in mind whenever a team is tempted to measure
itself by how much it has in motion.

Pull in Kanban

Kanban uses pull-based thinking rather than push-based thinking. Work is pulled into the next step only when there's real capacity
to handle it, which mirrors the supermarket shelf described earlier in this chapter. The shelf gets replenished when customers
remove items from it, not on a fixed schedule regardless of demand. In Kanban, the next work item gets pulled forward only when
the team or the specific workflow step actually has room for it.

This prevents the system from becoming overloaded in the first place. If testing is already full, Developers shouldn't keep pushing
more work into it just because they've finished their own piece. Instead, the team should notice that bottleneck and shift its
attention toward helping the stuck work finish, rather than adding to the pile behind it.

Pull thinking changes the whole team conversation in a fairly fundamental way. Instead of asking "what can I start next," the team
starts asking "what needs help so it can finish." That's a much bigger shift than it might first appear, since it moves everyone's
attention away from individual output and toward the health of the system as a whole.

Kanban is not the absence of process

Myth: Kanban means no process. Kanban starts with the current process, then makes work visible so the team can improve
it deliberately over time. Having no fixed roles or timeboxes is not the same as having no process at all.

Holding onto this distinction matters, since Kanban's flexibility is sometimes mistaken for a lack of discipline. In practice, a well-
run Kanban system tends to have very clear policies about how work enters, moves, and exits, even though none of those policies
come from a rigid, one-size-fits-all framework imposed from outside.

This page titled 5.2.3: Kanban as a Flow-Based Method is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.2.4: Visualizing Work, Limiting WIP, and Managing Flow

Visualizing Work, Limiting WIP, and Managing Flow

Kanban becomes powerful when teams practice it with real discipline rather than treating it as just a board with columns. The
core practices that make it work are visualizing work, limiting work in progress, managing flow, making policies explicit, using
feedback loops, and improving collaboratively. Each of these builds on the others, and skipping any one of them tends to weaken
the whole system.

Visualize the Work

Kanban begins by making invisible work visible. In many organizations, work hides in email threads, chat messages,
spreadsheets, private notes, individual task lists, hallway conversations, and people's memories. When work stays hidden like this,
the system can't actually be improved, since nobody can fix a problem they can't see.

A Kanban board solves this by putting the work out in the open. Each card represents a work item, and each column represents
a step in the workflow. Blocked items get marked clearly so they don't quietly disappear into the noise. Work item types might be
shown through colors or labels, and risks might carry their own tags or symbols. All of this visualization exists to help the team
and stakeholders see reality as it actually is, rather than as anyone assumes or hopes it to be.

A good board should be able to answer a whole range of questions at a glance: what's being worked on, what's waiting, what's
blocked, where work is piling up, what's close to done, what's been sitting too long, what the next priority should be, and what risk
might be hiding somewhere in the system. The board shouldn't be treated only as a reporting tool that gets glanced at once a
week. It should be used actively for making decisions, day to day.

Limit Work in Progress

Once work is genuinely visible, the team can finally see when too much of it is in progress at once. WIP limits exist to prevent the
team from starting more work than the system can actually handle, no matter how tempting it feels to keep pulling in new items.

This can feel uncomfortable at first, and that discomfort is worth naming rather than glossing over. People often assume a WIP
limit will slow them down. In reality, it does the opposite by exposing the truth that was already there. It shows exactly where the
system is overloaded, forces the team to collaborate instead of working in isolation, and prevents hidden inventory from quietly
building up behind the scenes.

Suppose the testing column has a WIP limit of three items, and all three slots are already full. The team shouldn't push a fourth
item into that column just because it's ready to move. Instead, the limit itself becomes an invitation to ask harder questions: why
is testing full right now, can someone step in to help test, are the items too large to move through quickly, are the acceptance
criteria unclear, are defects causing repeated rework, is testing happening too late in the process, does the team need better
automation, or is some dependency quietly slowing everything down.

Stop starting and start finishing

Myth: WIP Llimits slow the team down. WIP limits may feel restrictive at first, but they expose bottlenecks and help work
finish faster. Without a limit in place, a team can simply keep pushing new work forward and quietly hiding the bottleneck
underneath it, which feels productive right up until nothing actually ships.

The conversation a WIP limit forces is really the whole point. Without that limit sitting there as a hard boundary, it's far too easy
for a team to keep starting new work and let the pileup stay invisible until it becomes a crisis.
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Manage Flow

Flow is simply the movement of work through the system from start to finish. Good flow looks smooth, steady, and reasonably
predictable. Poor flow looks like queues building up, delays stretching out, items sitting blocked, rework piling on top of already-
finished work, uneven delivery from one week to the next, and people quietly becoming overloaded.

A team with poor flow often has plenty of items in progress but very few items actually completed, and this mismatch tends to
create frustration all around. Stakeholders feel like nothing is ever finishing. Team members feel busy without feeling effective.
Leaders start asking for status reports to figure out what's going on. Customers, meanwhile, are simply left waiting. Kanban helps
teams manage flow by paying close attention to how work moves through the system, rather than focusing narrowly on whether
individual people look active.

Some of the most useful flow questions a team can ask on a regular basis include how long work typically takes from request
to completion, where it tends to wait the longest, how many items are currently in progress, which items are blocked right now,
which workflow step is carrying too much load, whether the team is finishing work predictably, and whether it's starting more than
it can realistically complete. A team that manages flow well doesn't celebrate busyness for its own sake. It celebrates value that's
actually been completed and delivered.

Make Policies Explicit

A Kanban system works considerably better when its policies are made explicit rather than left as unspoken assumptions. A policy,
in this sense, is simply a shared rule or agreement about how work moves through the system.

Questions Worth Turning Into Explicit Policies

e What qualifies an item as ready to start?

e What qualifies an item as truly done?

e How are priorities selected?

e Who is allowed to add new work to the system?

e How is urgent work handled when it arrives?

¢ What happens the moment work becomes blocked?

e What are the current WIP limits, and where do they apply?
e When does work move from one column to the next?

e What quality checks are required before work can proceed?
e When should a risk be escalated, and to whom?

Explicit policies reduce confusion considerably, since everyone is working from the same shared understanding rather than their
own private assumptions. They also make genuine improvement much easier to pursue. If the team hasn't agreed on how work is
supposed to flow in the first place, conversations about improving that flow tend to turn emotional and subjective rather quickly.
But when the policies are visible and written down, the team can actually inspect them together and change them based on real
evidence.

Use Feedback Loops

Kanban relies on feedback loops to keep the system learning rather than settling into a fixed routine that never gets questioned.
A daily standup or flow review helps the team inspect its current work, with the focus staying on the flow of work itself rather than
on individual reporting. A replenishment meeting helps the team decide what should enter the system next, based on current
capacity rather than just whatever request came in most recently.

A service delivery review helps the team understand whether it's actually meeting customer expectations, while an operations
review helps the larger organization inspect how the system is performing at a broader level. A risk review, meanwhile, helps the
team and stakeholders stay aware of threats to delivery, quality, compliance, or customer value before those threats turn into real
problems. Together, these feedback loops let the team compare what it expected to happen against what actually happened, and
then adjust its policies, WIP limits, priorities, or workflow design based on that comparison.
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Improve Collaboratively and Experimentally

Kanban improvement works best as a collaborative effort, with the people closest to the work playing a central role in improving
it. When a WIP limit gets challenged by circumstances, the team essentially faces a choice: ignore the underlying problem, quietly
break the limit to relieve the pressure, or actually study what's causing the strain. A mature team treats that moment as a genuine
opportunity to improve rather than an inconvenience to work around.

A Small Experiment in Practice

If review is consistently overloaded, a team might try a few targeted experiments rather than overhauling everything at once:

e Breaking work into smaller items that are easier to review quickly.

e Clarifying acceptance criteria so reviewers know exactly what to check.
e Introducing pair reviews to catch issues earlier.

e Bringing reviewers into the conversation earlier in the process.

e Automating repetitive checks that don't need a human eye.

The team doesn't need a massive transformation to make progress here. It can run one small experiment, observe what actually
happens as a result, and adapt from there. This is continuous improvement in its most practical form, small, evidence-based
adjustments made by the people who understand the work best, rather than a sweeping change imposed from somewhere outside
the team.

This page titled 5.2.4: Visualizing Work, Limiting WIP, and Managing Flow is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/
or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.2.5: The Kanban Pizza Game and Choosing the Right Flow
Approach

The Kanban Pizza Game and Choosing the Right Flow Approach

The Kanban Pizza Game is a classroom activity that helps students experience flow instead of just reading about it. Rather than
explaining WIP limits, bottlenecks, pull systems, and continuous improvement as abstract concepts, the game turns them into
something students can actually feel by building pizzas together under changing rules from one round to the next. This page is
written as a facilitation guide, so an instructor can run the exercise confidently whether the class is meeting in person or over
Zoom.

Before You Start: Materials and Setup

The game works best with small teams of four to six people, each team running its own version of the exercise in parallel. In
an in-person classroom, each team needs a shared table and a simple set of pizza-making materials. Over Zoom, the same
structure works with digital substitutes, and the debrief conversation matters even more since students can't see each other's
tables directly.

What You'll Need

o In person: paper "pizza bases" (circles cut from paper or cardstock), colored markers or stickers to represent sauce and
toppings, a shared table space per team, and a simple visible board (whiteboard, flip chart, or sticky notes) once Round
2 begins.

e Over Video Conference (Zoom/Google meet, etc.): a shared digital whiteboard (such as Miro, Mural, or Jamboard)
with draggable "pizza" shapes, breakout rooms for each team, and screen sharing so the facilitator can watch each team's
board during debrief.

o For everyone: a timer visible to all teams, an order sheet listing pizza types and toppings, and a way to track how many
completed pizzas each team delivers per round.

¢ A facilitator per team (or one roaming facilitator) to enforce round rules and take notes for the debrief.

Assign each team member a station before the game begins: base preparation, sauce, toppings, and quality inspection are the
typical four stations. Over Zoom, this simply means each participant owns one draggable stage on the shared board rather than
one physical spot at a table.

Round 1: No WIP Limits

In the first round, let the teams loose with no constraints at all. Students typically start many pizzas at once, right from the opening
whistle. One person cuts bases, another adds sauce, another adds toppings, and another inspects quality, but because there are
no limits on how much work can sit at any station, everyone tries to stay busy by starting as much as possible.

This almost always produces the same predictable problems, and that predictability is exactly the point. Too many pizzas get
started at once. Work piles up between stations faster than it can move forward. Some people become badly overloaded while
others sit waiting for input. Quality drops as people rush. Partially finished pizzas clutter the workspace, whether that's a physical
table or a crowded digital board. The team feels busy the entire time but finishes far less than anyone expected once the timer
runs out. This is precisely what happens in real teams that start too much work at once: everyone stays occupied, but not enough
work actually crosses the finish line.

Round 1 Debrief Questions

e What got stuck, and where in the process did it happen?
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¢ Which station became the bottleneck?

e How much unfinished work was left sitting on the table or board?
e Who felt overloaded, and who felt like they were waiting around?
e What did the customer actually receive by the end of the round?
¢ Did staying busy actually translate into delivered value?

Run this debrief before moving on to Round 2, since the frustration from Round 1 is what makes the contrast in Round 2 land.
Give each team two or three minutes to discuss these questions among themselves before opening it up to the wider class.

Round 2: Add a Board and WIP Limits

In the second round, introduce visualization and constraints together. Each pizza order becomes visible on a shared board,
whether that's sticky notes moving across a physical whiteboard or cards dragged across a Miro board in a breakout room. Each
step in the process gets its own column, and a WIP limit gets attached to each one, capping how many pizzas can sit at any
station at once.

Work is now pulled forward only when there's genuine capacity to receive it. This often feels slower at first, since people are no
longer allowed to start everything they'd like to. But teams usually begin to notice better flow taking shape as the round continues.
Work finishes more predictably. Bottlenecks that were invisible in Round 1 suddenly become obvious, since a WIP-limited column
that's completely full is impossible to miss. People start collaborating across stations rather than working in isolation, and quality
tends to improve as a result.

Round 2 Debrief Questions

e Did the WIP limits feel uncomfortable or restrictive at first?

e Did flow actually improve compared to Round 1?

e Did quality improve as a result?

e Did people step in to help a bottlenecked station rather than starting new work?
¢ Did more completed pizzas reach the customer than in Round 1?

Encourage each team to compare their Round 1 and Round 2 completed-pizza counts directly. Seeing that number improve, even
though the round felt more constrained, is usually the moment the lesson clicks for students who were skeptical about WIP limits
going in.

Round 3: Improve the System

In the third round, let each team redesign its own process. Teams might rearrange their table layout, reduce unnecessary
movement, remove tools nobody actually uses, clarify who owns which decision, adjust their WIP limits based on what they learned
in Round 2, standardize how each step gets done, or add a lightweight quality check before a pizza counts as finished.

This is where Lean enters the game directly. If the pizza table is cluttered with unnecessary tools, too many toppings nobody
ordered, an unclear layout, or people constantly reaching across each other to grab something, that's waste sitting in plain sight.
Even a tool nobody is actively using can create clutter and slow the whole team down simply by taking up space and attention.

Applying 5S to the Pizza Table

e Sort: remove unnecessary tools and unused ingredients from the workspace.

¢ Set in order: arrange needed items where they're actually used, close to the station that needs them.
¢ Shine: clean and reset the workspace so it's ready for the next round.

o Standardize: agree on a consistent way to perform each step.

¢ Sustain: keep the improved layout and habits going instead of drifting back to clutter.

Give teams five to ten minutes to redesign their process using this lens before running a short final round. The goal of Round 3
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isn't to produce a perfect system. It's to give students direct, hands-on practice with the idea that small, deliberate changes to
layout and workflow can meaningfully improve flow, even without adding more people or more effort.

Whether running this in person or over Zoom, the game teaches the same core lesson either way: the goal is not to make every
person busy. The goal is to make value flow. A facilitator running this over Zoom should watch each breakout room's shared board
during the round and be ready to prompt a team gently if their WIP limit isn't being enforced, since it's easy for that discipline to
slip when no one is physically blocking a full station.

Connecting the Game to Real Teams

Once the rounds are finished, spend real time connecting the game back to the students' own work. In a software team, pizzas
become stories, bugs, features, incidents, designs, or reports. The pizza stations become analysis, development, review, testing,
security, approval, or deployment. Partially finished pizzas become partially done work sitting in a backlog. The overloaded topping
station becomes a familiar bottleneck, like a testing queue or an approval step. The messy table becomes a cluttered workflow
full of unnecessary tools, unclear ownership, and duplicated effort.

The game helps students remember that flow is a property of the whole system, not of any one person's effort. If one part of the
system is overloaded, the whole system slows down regardless of how hard everyone else is working. This is exactly why Kanban
teaches teams to visualize work, limit WIP, manage flow, make policies explicit, and improve collaboratively rather than simply
asking individuals to work harder or faster.

Scrum, Kanban, Lean, and Scrumban

With the game fresh in mind, it's a good moment to revisit how Scrum, Kanban, Lean, and Scrumban relate to each other,
since they're closely related but built to solve different problems. Use Scrum when the team needs an iteration rhythm, regular
stakeholder feedback, Sprint Goals, Sprint Reviews, Retrospectives, and a timeboxed way of delivering increments. Use Kanban
when work arrives continuously, priorities shift often, interruptions are common, and the team's real challenge is controlling
flow rather than planning fixed iterations. Use Lean when the main problem is waste, delay, handoffs, rework, excess inventory,
overprocessing, or poor system design more broadly. Use Scrumban when the team genuinely needs both cadence and flow at
once, keeping Scrum events such as Sprint Planning, Reviews, and Retrospectives while also running a Kanban board with WIP
limits and flow metrics underneath.

The method should always fit the work rather than the other way around. A production support team probably won't benefit from
forcing every incoming ticket into a two-week Sprint. A product team building a new feature from scratch may genuinely benefit
from Scrum's regular rhythm and feedback loops. A platform team juggling planned work alongside urgent interrupts may find
Scrumban fits best. A process improvement team might reasonably start with Lean waste reduction before adopting any particular
framework at all.

For PMI-ACP, the strongest answer is rarely "use Scrum because Scrum is popular." The better answer almost always involves
understanding the nature of the work first, then choosing whichever approach actually improves value delivery for that specific
situation.

Kanban is not the easy option

Myth: Kanban is easier because it has fewer rules. Kanban may look simple on the surface, with no prescribed roles or
fixed iterations to follow. But managing flow, WIP limits, explicit policies, and continuous improvement well requires just as
much discipline as running Scrum effectively, if not more, since there's no built-in rhythm forcing the team to stop and reflect.

The pizza game makes this last point vivid in a way that lecture slides rarely manage. Round 2 wasn't easier than Round 1 just
because it had a board and some limits attached to it. It required teams to actually talk to each other, watch their WIP limits
honestly, and resist the urge to keep starting new pizzas just to look productive, which is exactly the discipline Kanban asks of a
real team every single day.

This page titled 5.2.5: The Kanban Pizza Game and Choosing the Right Flow Approach is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.2.6: Case Study- FinTech Systems

FinTech Systems: The Invisible Bottleneck

Marcus had been the Scrum Master at FinTech Systems for eight months, and the platform team's calendar had become a wall of
color-coded chaos: standup at 9, requirements review at 10, stakeholder sync at 11, a status meeting at 2, one-on-ones scattered
through whatever was left. Developers stayed late and analysts worked weekends, and everyone looked and felt busy, but almost
nothing was actually finishing. Marcus would ask in standup when the API authentication work would be done, and the developer
would say it was in code review, just waiting, and a week later the answer would be exactly the same, except by then that developer
had started three new features to fill the time. The analyst, seeing what looked like open capacity, had queued up six more backlog
items. Testers were drowning, the security team was overloaded, and the backlog had crept past 47 items.

Leadership tried to fix it the way leadership usually does. The engineering director pushed for better estimation, arguing the team
needed to be more realistic about story points; they adjusted their estimates, and nothing changed. The product manager decided
they were simply understaffed and pushed to hire; two new engineers joined, and the backlog grew faster while cycle time got
longer. Marcus himself proposed stricter intake controls to stop stakeholders from interrupting the team's focus; a change request
process went in, and stakeholders kept the requests coming through different channels instead. Each fix treated the symptom
that happened to be most visible that week, and each one left the underlying shape of the problem untouched.

The moment things cracked open came in a retrospective, when Sarah, one of the senior developers, said out loud what everyone
had been circling for weeks: that the team wasn't really delivering anything anymore, just moving things around. Nobody argued
with her. Marcus looked at the sprint board and saw work scattered across every stage, some items sitting in progress for three
weeks, the testing queue backed up with 23 items, a security reviewer sitting on 12 flagged items until documentation caught up,
and developers starting new work anyway because the old work was stuck. So he did something almost embarrassingly simple:
he taped a large sheet of paper to the wall, drew columns for Requested, Ready, Analysis, Development, Code Review, Testing,
Security Review, and Done, and asked the team to put a physical card on the board for every real piece of work in the system, not
the planned items or the estimated ones, all of it. The board filled up like a traffic jam.

The team stared at it in silence. Testing had 23 items waiting, security review had 12 blocked, code review had 8 sitting untouched,
development had 6 items half-finished, analysis had 4 stuck on clarification, and the Requested column alone held 37 items
nobody had even looked at yet. When the engineering director's instinct was to ask whether they needed more testers and more
security reviewers, Marcus told him to look at the board again: this wasn't a capacity problem, it was a flow problem, because work
was entering the system faster than it could ever leave it. He pointed at the code review column, where an item had waited seven
days while the developer who wrote it moved on to three new things, guaranteeing an expensive context switch the moment the
review finally came back. He pointed at testing, overloaded in part because development kept dumping half-finished work into
the queue, work that kept coming because developers had nothing else to do while their other items sat waiting. Sarah put words
to it: everything was backing up everything else, a feedback loop with no natural exit.

Marcus turned to James, the team lead, who had stayed quiet through all of it, and asked what would happen if they simply
stopped starting new work until the work already in the system was finished. James's first reaction was that idle people were
waste. Marcus asked whether fifty items in progress with nothing finishing wasn't a far more expensive kind of waste, and James
didn't have an answer for that. Marcus pushed further: no new development would start unless testing and security had the
capacity to receive it, and in the meantime developers would help finish what already existed, clarifying test cases, improving
documentation, splitting oversized items so they could move. Some people nodded. James didn't, warning that the moment
people had nothing assigned, they'd quietly start new work anyway, and that changing the rule wouldn't change how people thought
about their own usefulness. Marcus wrote it on the board anyway, in block letters: stop starting and start finishing.

The first week strained everyone's patience. Kevin, a developer with nothing new assigned because code review was backed up,
got asked by his manager why he wasn't starting the database migration, and had to explain he was holding off under Marcus's
new rule; the manager walked away calling it inefficient. Marcus had already talked the director into giving the experiment two
weeks, so it held. Kevin spent the time helping the testing team tighten vague test cases, and testing sped up once the cases
were clearer. Sarah worked through the backlog of security feedback that had been scattered across email threads, and once
it was organized, the security team started clearing items faster than it had in months. The code review queue began to move.
But the product manager was watching the same weeks unfold from a different angle, frustrated that nothing new was shipping,
fielding questions from stakeholders about the absence of new features, and warning Marcus in a meeting that the team was
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going to lose credibility if this kept up. Marcus didn't have a confident answer. He asked for two more weeks.

By the third week, the numbers had genuinely moved: the testing queue was down from 23 items to 14, and code review had
dropped to 4. Eight items had been fully completed. But in that same window stakeholders had requested 15 new ones, and the
product manager's frustration hadn't eased at all. The engineering director caught Marcus in a hallway and asked, not unkindly,
whether this was actually working or whether they were just moving slower with better documentation to show for it. Marcus
wasn't sure how to answer. James pulled him aside after standup to say people were getting bored, that they wanted to build
things, not spend their days on testing and documentation for work that wasn't theirs. Marcus understood, sitting with it, that the
rule had genuinely improved the flow of what was already in the system, but it had done nothing to slow the rate at which new
demands kept arriving, and that the real question, the one nobody had actually solved, was what a team does when the work
stakeholders need will always outpace what the team can deliver. Underneath that was a second question nobody had said aloud
yet: if developers kept being held back from new work, how long before the best ones left for somewhere they could build instead
of clean up.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 5.2.6.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Marcus's rule, "Stop starting and start finishing," improved flow in the short term but didn't resolve the deeper imbalance
between demand and capacity. What do you think the actual root cause is here, and what would you try next if you were
the Scrum Master?

2. The team felt productive when they were busy in meetings and starting new work, but they were actually less productive
by almost every measure that mattered. How do you tell the difference, in your own work, between staying busy and
making real progress?

3. If you were James or the product manager in this story, how would you feel about Marcus's experiment? What would
worry you most about it, and what would need to happen before you believed it was actually working?

This page titled 5.2.6: Case Study- FinTech Systems is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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5.3: Chapter Summary

Conclusion

Kanban and Lean help teams see work as a system. Scrum organizes work into iterations, while Kanban focuses on how work
flows from request to completion, and Lean helps teams identify waste, reduce friction, respect people, and continuously improve
the system. The history of Toyota's pull system shows why flow matters so much to this way of thinking. Toyota learned from
supermarkets that replenishment can be based on actual consumption instead of pushing large batches forward, and the same
idea applies directly to knowledge work: teams should not push unlimited work into an already overloaded system. Instead, they
should pull work when capacity exists and focus on finishing value rather than starting more.

Lean teaches students to see waste, or Muda, in everyday work. Waste can appear as overproduction, waiting, transport, motion,
overprocessing, inventory, defects, and underutilized talent, and Lean also trains teams to recognize Mura, or unevenness, and
Muri, or overburden. These system problems often compound one another, creating delays, rework, stress, and poor quality long
before anyone identifies a root cause. Kanban gives teams practical tools for addressing exactly these issues by managing
flow directly: visualize the work, limit work in progress, manage flow, make policies explicit, use feedback loops, and improve
collaboratively. Together, these practices help teams move from hidden work and individual busyness toward shared visibility and
genuine system improvement.

The Lean Kitchen, pre-vacation flow, Miyawaki forest, and Kanban Pizza Game all illustrate the same lesson from different angles.
Better outcomes do not come from starting more things or working harder within a broken system. Better outcomes come from
designing the system itself so that value can flow, finish, and sustain itself over time.

Key Terms to Remember

e Kanban: A flow-based method that helps teams visualize work, limit work in progress, manage flow, and improve
continuously.

e Lean: A philosophy and management approach focused on maximizing customer value, reducing waste, improving flow, and
respecting people.

« Toyota Production System: Toyota's production philosophy that influenced Lean, just-in-time production, pull systems,
continuous improvement, and built-in quality.

e Pull System: A system where work or materials are pulled based on actual demand and available capacity rather than pushed
into the system.

¢ Work in Progress (WIP): Work that has been started but not yet completed. Too much WIP slows flow and hides problems.

e WIP Limit: A limit on how much work can be in a workflow step or system at one time.

e Flow: The movement of work through a system from request to completion.

¢ Muda: Waste, or any activity that does not add value from the customer's perspective.

¢ Mura: Unevenness or inconsistency in demand, workload, or process flow.

e Muri: Overburden placed on people, teams, machines, or systems.

o 5S: A Lean workplace organization method: Sort, Set in order, Shine, Standardize, and Sustain.

e Scrumban: A hybrid approach that combines Scrum's cadence with Kanban's flow visualization and WIP limits.

This page titled 5.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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5.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1. A team is constantly busy, but stakeholders complain that very little work is being completed. Many items are partially done,
and team members switch between tasks frequently. What should the Agile practitioner recommend first?
A. Ask the team to start more work so everyone stays fully utilized.
B. Visualize the work and limit work in progress.
C. Increase the length of status meetings.
D. Assign each team member more individual tasks.
2. A support team receives work unpredictably throughout the day. Urgent issues often interrupt planned work. Which approach
is likely the best fit?
A. Scrum only, because all Agile teams must use Sprints.
B. Kanban, because the team needs to manage continuous flow.
C. Waterfall, because support work cannot be Agile.
D. A fixed annual project plan.
3. A team has many approvals, handoffs, waiting periods, and duplicate reports. Customers say small requests take too long.
Which Lean concept best describes the problem?

A. Velocity.
B. Muda.
C. Sprint Goal.

D. Product Goal.
4. A manager says Lean means reducing headcount and making people work faster. What is the best response?
A. Agree, because Lean is mainly a cost-cutting tool.
B. Explain that Lean focuses on improving the system, reducing waste, and respecting people.
C. Tell the team to ignore Lean because it only applies to factories.
D. Remove all documentation immediately.
5. A Kanban team has a WIP limit of three items in testing. Testing already has three items, but developers want to push two
more completed items into testing. What should the team do?
A. Push the items into testing because developers are done.
B. Ignore the WIP limit whenever people are busy.
C. Help clear the testing bottleneck before pulling more work forward.
D. Increase all WIP limits permanently.
6. A team uses a Kanban board but has no agreement about what "ready," "blocked," or "done" means. Team discussions are
emotional and inconsistent. What Kanban practice would help most?
A. Make policies explicit.
B. Remove the board.
C. Stop holding feedback loops.
D. Increase multitasking.
7. In the supermarket story that influenced Toyota's pull system, what was the key lesson?
A. Keep every worker busy at all times.
B. Replenish based on what was actually consumed.
C. Produce large batches to reduce conversations.
D. Avoid visual signals.
8. A team is overloaded every Sprint. Work arrives unevenly, people are overburdened, and defects are increasing. Which Lean
terms best describe these system problems?
A. Mura and Muri.
B. Product Goal and Sprint Goal.
C. Burnup and burndown.
D. Definition of Done and acceptance criteria.
9. A team wants to apply 5S to its digital workflow. Which action best represents "Sort"?
Remove outdated reports, unused dashboards, and stale backlog items.
Add more tools to every workflow step.
Increase the number of approval meetings.
Start more work to improve utilization.

Sowpy
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10. During the Kanban Pizza Game, the first round creates too many partially completed pizzas and several bottlenecks. What is
the main learning?
A. More started work always means more value.
B. Flow improves when teams visualize work, limit WIP, and focus on finishing.
C. Quality should be checked only at the very end.
D. Bottlenecks should be hidden so people do not feel blamed.

Answer Key

1. B. The team should visualize work and limit WIP so it can focus on finishing value instead of starting too many items.
2. B. Kanban fits continuous and unpredictable work because it helps teams manage flow and interruptions.
3. B. Muda means waste, and waiting, handoffs, duplicate reports, and delays are common forms of it.
4. B. Lean is about improving systems, reducing waste, and respecting people, not simply about cutting headcount.
. C. The WIP limit exposes the testing bottleneck, so the team should clear it before pulling more work forward.
6. A. Explicit policies clarify how work moves and reduce subjective or emotional process debates.
7. B. Toyota learned that replenishment could be triggered by actual consumption, which influenced pull-based production.
8. A. Mura means unevenness and Muri means overburden, and both can create more waste and defects.
9. A. Sort means removing what is not needed so the workflow is clearer and easier to manage.
10. B. The game teaches that flow improves when work is visible, WIP is limited, and the team focuses on finishing.

This page titled 5.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6: AGILE TEAMS, SERVANT LEADERSHIP, AND COLLABORATION

Agile Teams, Servant Leadership, and Collaboration

Agile methods create structure, but people create outcomes. Scrum events, Kanban boards, WIP limits, backlogs, and
retrospectives can all help a team work more effectively, but none of these mechanisms can replace trust, ownership,
communication, and leadership. A team can implement every ceremony with precision and still fail if the human elements
underneath are missing. This chapter turns to that human side of Agile, exploring how teams function, how leaders lead, and how
collaboration either flourishes or breaks down in practice.

A team can follow all the right ceremonies and still struggle if people are afraid to speak honestly, if leaders command instead of
support, if conflict is hidden rather than addressed, if stakeholders constantly interrupt the team's focus, or if individuals optimize
their own tasks while the overall team outcome suffers. This is why Agile is built on the principle of people before process. That
does not mean process is unimportant; it means process should exist to help people collaborate, learn, and deliver value, not
to replace their judgment. When process becomes mechanical and people stop thinking, Agile collapses into a checklist. When
people use Agile principles to strengthen collaboration, transparency, and ownership, the framework becomes genuinely powerful.

A high-performing Agile team is not accidental. It is deliberately shaped through trust, shared goals, clear working agreements,
servant leadership, constructive conflict, and a continuous commitment to improvement. This chapter examines each of these
elements in turn, from the mindset shift required of Agile leaders to the team dynamics that separate a group of individuals from
a truly self-organizing team.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain how Agile teams differ from traditional project teams.

e Describe self-organization and shared ownership.

e Explain servant leadership and the role of the Agile leader.

e Describe psychological safety and why it matters.

¢ Distinguish healthy conflict from unhealthy conflict.

e Explain the importance of communication, facilitation, and working agreements.

e Describe common challenges of distributed Agile teams.

e Explain team development using models such as Tuckman and Shu-Ha-Ri.

e Recognize PMI-ACP traps related to leadership, team behavior, communication, and collaboration.
e Explain how Agile teams improve through feedback, reflection, and sustainable pace.

6.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

6.2: Agile Leadership and Team Performance Guide
6.2.1: Servant Leadership in Practice
6.2.2: Psychological Safety, Trust, and Conflict
6.2.3: Working Agreements, Team Norms, and Distributed Teams
6.2.4: Team Performance Pitfalls
6.2.5: Case Study- The Culture Nobody Named

6.3: Chapter Summary
6.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions
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6.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This chapter connects strongly to PMI-ACP topics related to adaptive leadership, coaching, facilitation, and team empowerment.
Rather than treating leadership as directing tasks and controlling outcomes, Agile leadership focuses on creating the conditions
for the team to self-organize, surface problems early, and continuously improve. This requires a shift from command-and-control
instincts toward servant leadership, transparency, and trust in the team's ability to solve its own problems.

¢ PMI-ACP Domain(s): Team Performance, Stakeholder Engagement, Problem Detection and Resolution, and Continuous
Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Empower the team to self-organize, remove impediments, facilitate collaboration and conflict resolution,
and support continuous learning.

+ Related Tools and Techniques: Servant leadership, coaching and facilitation techniques, impediment logs, and conflict
resolution approaches.

¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Emotional intelligence, psychological safety, team facilitation, and adaptive leadership.

Strong PMI-ACP answers tend to center on empowering the team: coaching rather than commanding, removing impediments,
facilitating collaboration, and letting the team self-organize while involving stakeholders appropriately. They also center on
surfacing and learning from problems: making issues visible, encouraging psychological safety, resolving conflict constructively,
improving the system instead of blaming individuals, using metrics for learning rather than punishment, protecting sustainable
pace, and helping the team inspect and adapt. Weak answers, by contrast, reassert control instead of building trust: assigning
tasks top-down, escalating without team discussion, making decisions without the team, treating the Scrum Master as a
traditional project manager, or forcing harder work without removing blockers. They also erode safety and honesty: ignoring
conflict, punishing individuals, hiding bad news, comparing individuals using metrics, ranking performance by velocity, or silencing
disagreement in the name of harmony.

On the PMI-ACP exam, questions in this area often present a choice between directing the team toward a solution and creating
the conditions for the team to reach one on its own. Favor the action that builds ownership, surfaces problems transparently,
and supports learning over one that asserts authority or avoids discomfort. When a scenario doesn't map neatly onto the themes
above, ask whether the action treats people as the source of the problem or the system as the source of the problem — Agile
leadership consistently points to the latter.

This page titled 6.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.2: Agile Leadership and Team Performance Guide

Agile Teams Are Built on Ownership, Not Task Assignment

In traditional project environments, work is often organized around task assignment. A manager or project manager breaks the
work down, hands tasks to individuals, tracks progress against those assignments, and asks for regular status updates. This
approach can work reasonably well when the work is predictable and the path forward is already clear, since there's little ambiguity
left for anyone to resolve along the way.

Two Different Questions

A useful way to compare the two mindsets side by side:

¢ A traditional manager asks: "Who is assigned this task?"
¢ An Agile leader asks: "What does the team need to finish this outcome?"

Agile teams work differently at a fairly fundamental level. They're built around shared ownership of outcomes rather than individual
task lists. The team doesn't simply ask "what task was assigned to me." Instead, it asks what it's actually trying to deliver, what's
blocking that delivery, and how everyone can work together to get it finished. This shift matters more than it might first appear,
since the goal in Agile was never to keep every individual busy. The goal is to deliver value as a team, and those two things can
look very different in practice.

A traditional team may end up optimizing for individual utilization instead. Everyone has a task. Everyone stays busy. Everyone
can report progress when asked. But the customer may still receive nothing at the end of it all, since the work is stuck somewhere
between people, waiting on review, delayed by a dependency, or quietly broken by a quality problem nobody caught in time. An
Agile team optimizes for completed value instead, and that difference shows up constantly in day-to-day behavior. If testing is
overloaded, Developers may step in to help test. If requirements are unclear, the team works directly with the Product Owner to
clarify them rather than guessing. If a blocker appears, the team doesn't wait quietly for a manager to eventually notice. It makes
the blocker visible right away and works together to remove it.

Agile teams are often described as cross-functional, and that term deserves a precise definition rather than a vague one. A cross-
functional team has the collective skills needed to deliver a usable increment of value on its own. This doesn't mean every person
on the team can do every job equally well. It means the team as a whole has the ability to analyze, design, build, test, validate,
and deliver the work without depending on outside teams to fill in the gaps.

Self-organizing does not mean unstructured

Myth: Self-organizing teams do whatever they want. Agile teams still need goals, priorities, constraints, and accountability
just as much as any other team. Self-organization means the team owns how to achieve the goal, not that the goal, the
priorities, or the standards of quality are optional.

Agile teams are also self-organizing, sometimes called self-managing. This means the team owns how it does the work, even
though it doesn't own everything about the work. The Product Owner helps clarify what's valuable and what should be prioritized,
but the team itself decides how to actually accomplish that goal. Self-organization, importantly, does not mean chaos. It doesn't
mean the team ignores business priorities, and it doesn't mean the team can do whatever it wants regardless of context. Agile
teams still need clear goals, real boundaries, defined priorities, quality expectations, and genuine accountability. The difference
from a traditional setup is that Agile teams are trusted to make decisions close to the work itself, rather than waiting for those
decisions to come down from somewhere else.

That small change in wording reveals a much larger change in thinking underneath it. Agile teams are not just collections of

individuals who happen to share a manager. They're systems of collaboration, and the questions leaders ask of them tend to
shape which of those two modes actually takes hold.
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The Team Ownership Ladder

Teams typically grow through a series of levels as their sense of ownership deepens over time, and it's rarely a switch that flips
overnight.

Levels of Team Ownership

o Individual tasks: people focus on "my work." This can create local efficiency but often weakens team delivery as a
whole.

e Shared work: people begin helping each other when work is blocked, caring about the board rather than only their own
task list.

e Sprint or delivery outcome: the team owns the Sprint Goal and flow of work, noticing when the goal is at risk and
adapting together.

¢ Product outcomes: team members care not just whether work is done, but whether it creates real value for users and
stakeholders.

¢ Continuous improvement: the team regularly asks how it can work better next time, treating improvement as an
ongoing habit rather than a one-time event.

This ladder helps make clear that Agile maturity isn't really about how faithfully a team follows its events or updates its tools. It's
about the team's steady movement from individual task completion toward genuine shared responsibility for value, a shift that
tends to show up in small behaviors long before it shows up in any formal metric.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether a team is being empowered or quietly controlled underneath the surface. If a team is
waiting around for the Scrum Master to assign tasks, the best answer usually involves coaching that team back toward self-
organization rather than simply assigning the tasks for them. If a manager is deciding how Developers should complete Sprint
work, the best answer usually involves protecting the team's ownership of that decision. If team members are optimizing their
own individual tasks while the Sprint Goal quietly suffers, the best answer usually involves refocusing everyone on the shared
team outcome rather than on individual output.

Watch carefully for answer choices that place the project manager or Scrum Master at the center of every decision the team
makes. Agile leadership exists to support the team, not to absorb the team's responsibility for itself.

Keeping this distinction clear matters both for the exam and for real teams, since it's easy to mistake the absence of task

assignment for the absence of structure altogether. In a healthy Agile team, the structure is still there. It's just built around
outcomes and shared ownership rather than around individually assigned tasks.

This page titled 6.2: Agile Leadership and Team Performance Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.2.1: Servant Leadership in Practice

Servant Leadership: Leading by Removing Barriers

Servant leadership is one of the most important leadership ideas in Agile. A servant leader leads by helping others succeed,
and that framing matters because it's easy to mistake for passivity. It isn't. It means the leader relies on influence, coaching,
facilitation, and system improvement rather than command and control to get things done.

A command-and-control leader tends to ask how to make people follow the plan. A servant leader asks a very different question
instead: what's preventing the team from delivering value? That second question is deeply Agile at its core, since it shifts the
leader's attention away from controlling people and toward improving the system surrounding them, which is usually where the
real obstacle was hiding all along.

Servant leadership is not powerless leadership

Myth: Servant leadership means the leader has no authority. Servant leaders use their authority to create the conditions
for team success, rather than setting authority aside altogether. They lead through service, influence, coaching, and system
improvement, which takes just as much skill and intention as leading through direct command, if not more.

A servant leader might remove impediments, facilitate difficult conversations the team can't easily have on its own, coach the
team through a rough patch, mentor individuals one on one, protect the team from unnecessary disruption, help stakeholders
collaborate more effectively with the Product Owner, encourage decisions to happen close to the work, and build an environment
where trust can actually take hold. None of this looks like passivity once you see it in action. It just looks different from traditional
management.

Servant leadership doesn't mean solving every problem on the team's behalf, and that distinction matters more than it might
seem. If the leader solves everything, the team never actually grows its own capability, and it quietly becomes dependent on the
leader for problems it should be learning to handle itself. A strong servant leader instead helps the team build that capability over
time, even when it would be faster in the moment to just fix things directly.

Consider a team that keeps waiting on approval from an external architecture group, Sprint after Sprint. A command-and-control
leader might just tell the team to work nights to make up the lost time. A servant leader would take a different path entirely,
helping the team make the impediment visible, understand why the approval process works the way it does, engage the right
stakeholders directly, and improve the workflow so the same delay doesn't keep recurring every cycle.

Servant leaders also protect the team's focus, which is often undervalued as a leadership function. In many organizations, Agile
teams get pulled in constantly by urgent requests, side conversations, executive escalations, and priorities that shift without
warning. A servant leader helps the wider organization respect the team's working agreements and delivery commitments, rather
than letting the team absorb every disruption quietly on its own.

Servant leaders also coach upward, not just within the team. Leaders outside the team sometimes don't fully understand Agile,
and that gap shows up in familiar ways: asking for fixed scope, fixed date, and fixed cost all while expecting constant change to
be absorbed along the way; comparing teams against each other using velocity; treating retrospectives as optional when time
gets tight; or interrupting the team mid-Sprint without much thought. The Agile leader takes on the work of educating the wider
organization and creating better conditions for Agile delivery to actually succeed, rather than just absorbing the friction and
hoping it improves on its own.

What Servant Leaders Do

o Listen carefully before acting. Many team problems are symptoms of deeper system issues, not personal failings, so
a servant leader resists jumping straight to blame or a quick fix.
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o Facilitate. This means helping the group have better conversations, reach real decisions, and stay focused on outcomes
rather than getting sidetracked.

e Coach. Coaching helps the team discover better ways of working on its own, rather than simply receiving orders from
above.

¢ Remove barriers. Barriers might include unclear priorities, missing tools, unresolved dependencies, approval delays,
unaddressed conflict, poor communication, or organizational policies that quietly slow learning down.

o Develop people. Agile teams grow as individuals learn new skills, take on real ownership, and build genuine confidence
in their own judgment.

o Improve the system. The goal isn't to push people harder inside a system that's already broken. It's to change the
underlying conditions so value can actually flow.

Taken together, these behaviors point toward a leader who's constantly working on the system rather than on the people inside it,
trusting that a healthier system naturally brings out better work from the people already there.

This is worth holding onto, since the word "servant" sometimes gets misread as meekness. In practice, a servant leader often
has to make harder calls than a command-and-control manager would, since removing a systemic barrier or pushing back on
organizational pressure takes real conviction rather than simply issuing an instruction and moving on.

What Servant Leaders Do Not Do

A servant leader does not assign every task, since the team should own its own work plan rather than waiting on instructions
from above. A servant leader does not control every decision either, since decisions should happen as close to the actual work as
possible, made by the people who understand it best.

A servant leader does not use metrics to punish people, since metrics exist to help the team learn rather than to create fear
around being measured. A servant leader does not avoid conflict altogether, since healthy conflict is often exactly what's needed
for real improvement to happen, and smoothing it over usually just delays the same problem. And a servant leader does not quietly
act as a traditional project manager wearing new vocabulary, since Agile leadership is not old-fashioned control dressed up in
different words.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

In PMI-ACP questions, the Scrum Master, Agile coach, or Agile leader should usually be shown coaching, facilitating, removing
impediments, improving visibility, or helping the team work through a problem together, rather than stepping in to direct the
outcome personally.

Wrong answers often involve assigning tasks directly, directing technical decisions from above, blaming individuals for systemic
issues, demanding overtime to cover a delay, hiding problems from view, or escalating an issue before the team has even had a
chance at a constructive conversation about it. A strong PMI-ACP answer often reads something like "facilitate a discussion with
the team to understand the impediment and identify a way forward," while a weak one reads more like "tell the team exactly what
to do and assign the tasks," and spotting that contrast is often the fastest way to the right choice on the exam.

This page titled 6.2.1: Servant Leadership in Practice is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.2.2: Psychological Safety, Trust, and Conflict

Creating a safe zone for high performing teams

Agile depends on transparency at every level, from the Product Backlog to the Daily Scrum. But transparency is impossible without
psychological safety underneath it, since people only make reality visible when they trust that doing so won't be held against them.

Psychological safety means team members feel safe to speak up, ask questions, admit mistakes, raise risks, challenge
assumptions, and offer ideas without fear of humiliation or punishment. This matters because Agile teams are built around
inspecting and adapting, and inspection only works when reality is actually visible to inspect. If people hide problems out of fear,
the team can't inspect reality honestly. And if the team can't inspect reality, it has nothing genuine to adapt from.

A good Agile team is not a conflict-free team

Myth: A good Agile team has no conflict. Strong Agile teams disagree openly and respectfully as a matter of course.
Silence is often far more dangerous than conflict, since it usually means real problems are simply being hidden rather than
resolved.

A team without psychological safety can look perfectly calm on the surface. Nobody argues. Meetings run short and tidy. Everyone
says things are fine when asked. But underneath that calm, risks stay hidden, defects go undiscussed, estimates drift toward
unrealistic, and people vent privately to each other instead of solving problems together in the open. Silence in these situations
is not always agreement. Often, it's fear wearing agreement's clothing.

Consider a tester who notices real quality concerns in a feature but stays quiet because the team is already under pressure
to ship. Or a Developer who knows an estimate is unrealistic but says nothing because a manager clearly wants a confident
commitment. Or a Product Owner who accepts every stakeholder request because saying no feels politically risky in the moment.
Or a Scrum Master who avoids raising a tension because the team already seems worn down. In every one of these cases, the
underlying problem isn't really technical. It's safety, or the lack of it.

Agile teams need both courage and respect to function well, and the two work together rather than separately. Courage is what
allows people to speak the truth even when it's inconvenient. Respect is what allows them to do it without attacking anyone in the
process.

Trust

Trust is the foundation collaboration is built on. A team with real trust can ask for help without embarrassment, admit uncertainty
out loud, give each other honest feedback, and challenge ideas without it turning personal. Trust like this doesn't appear overnight.
It grows gradually through consistency, honesty, follow-through, competence, and genuine care between teammates.

Trust doesn't mean everyone always agrees with each other. It means disagreement can happen without destroying the
relationship underneath it, which is a much more useful and durable kind of harmony than simple agreement ever could be.

What a Trusting Team Sounds Like

e "I think this story is too large."

e "I am worried about the security risk."

¢ "I do not understand the acceptance criteria."
e "I made a mistake."

e "I need help."

e "I disagree with this approach."
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Statements like these are signs of a healthy team, not a struggling one, even though they might sound uncomfortable in isolation.
They show that people are genuinely willing to make reality visible rather than smoothing it over for the sake of appearances.

Constructive Conflict

Not all conflict is bad, and treating every disagreement as something to avoid actually works against Agile rather than for it.
Healthy conflict can be a real source of learning when it's handled well. Constructive conflict focuses on ideas, risks, assumptions,
tradeoffs, and decisions, and it helps the team understand the problem more clearly than it did before the disagreement surfaced.
Unhealthy conflict, by contrast, attacks people, status, identity, or intent, and it tends to create fear and defensiveness rather than
clarity.

"You always create bad estimates" is unhealthy conflict aimed squarely at a person. "I think this estimate may be too low because
we haven't considered integration testing" is constructive conflict aimed at the work itself. The second version focuses on the
actual risk rather than the person who raised the number, and it invites discussion instead of shutting it down defensively.

A Practical Approach to Conflict

Clarify the issue everyone is actually disagreeing about.
Listen to each side fully before responding.

Focus on the shared goal everyone is working toward.
Separate the people from the problem itself.

Generate options rather than defending a single position.
Agree on concrete next steps.

Inspect the result once those steps have played out.

NOoOOohrWN o

Following a structure like this keeps the team focused on solving the actual problem instead of drifting into winning an argument,
which is a very different goal that tends to leave the underlying issue untouched even when someone "wins."

Retrospectives and Safety

The Sprint Retrospective is one of the most important places where psychological safety shows its effects directly. If the team
is afraid, the retrospective turns shallow almost automatically. People discuss small, safe topics while carefully avoiding the real
problems sitting underneath them.

A weak retrospective sounds like "everything was fine, we were just busy," which closes the conversation before it's really begun.
A stronger retrospective sounds more like "we keep discovering defects late because testing is happening too close to the end,
let's try pairing earlier on acceptance criteria next Sprint," which names a real pattern and proposes something concrete to try.
The goal of a retrospective was never complaint for its own sake. The goal is improvement, and improvement requires naming the
uncomfortable thing clearly enough to actually act on it.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test how to respond when people are afraid, silent, or caught in conflict. Strong answers usually work
to create a safe conversation, facilitate mutual understanding, and keep the focus on the problem itself. Weak answers tend to
ignore the conflict outright, escalate it too quickly, blame individuals for surfacing it, or suppress disagreement before it can be
useful.

If a team member raises a concern, the right response is not to punish them for bringing bad news, but to thank them for making
the risk visible in the first place. If a conflict appears, the right response is not to immediately silence it, but to help the team
work through it constructively using the shared goal as an anchor. If a retrospective produces no honest conversation at all, the
right response is not to assume everything must be fine, but to explore whether the team actually has enough safety to speak
openly yet.

Holding onto this distinction is worth the effort, both for the exam and for real teams, since a quiet team is often mistaken for
a healthy one when the opposite is frequently true. The teams doing Agile well tend to be the ones willing to disagree out loud,
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precisely because they trust each other enough to do it safely.

This page titled 6.2.2: Psychological Safety, Trust, and Conflict is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.2.3: Working Agreements, Team Norms, and Distributed
Teams

Communication, Facilitation, and Working Agreements

Agile communication is not about having more meetings crammed onto the calendar. It's about creating shared understanding
quickly and effectively, using whichever method actually fits the situation rather than defaulting to whatever's most familiar. Some
problems genuinely need a conversation. Some need a visible board. Some need a short decision note. Some need a working
agreement written down once and referred back to. Some need a properly facilitated discussion with structure around it. The real
Agile skill here isn't communicating more. It's choosing the right method for the situation in front of you.

A complex conflict should not be worked out through a long email chain that drags on for days. A simple status update usually
doesn't need a meeting called just to deliver it. A durable decision shouldn't be buried inside a chat thread where it will scroll out
of view within hours. And a blocker should never sit quietly in someone's private notes, waiting to surface only when it's already
caused real damage. Communication exists to help the team coordinate, decide, learn, and deliver, and each of those purposes
tends to call for a different tool.

Communication Richness

Different communication methods carry different strengths, and matching the method to the moment makes a real difference in
how well a team actually functions. Face-to-face or video conversation works best for complex topics, emotional issues, conflict,
ambiguity, and important decisions, since it lets people hear tone, ask follow-up questions in real time, and adjust course as the
conversation unfolds rather than after the fact. Live discussion more broadly is useful whenever uncertainty is high and the team
needs rapid clarification rather than a delayed written answer.

Chat is well suited to quick coordination, short questions, and lightweight updates that don't need much context to land correctly.
Boards and information radiators exist mainly for visibility, cutting down on the need for the same status question to get
asked over and over by different people. Documentation, meanwhile, serves durable knowledge: decisions worth remembering,
architecture notes, onboarding material, and compliance needs that outlast any single conversation. Agile doesn't reject
documentation outright, whatever the stereotype suggests. It rejects wasteful documentation that doesn't actually help the team
or the customer, which is a very different target.

Facilitation

Facilitation is the skill of helping a group actually achieve the purpose of a conversation, rather than just occupying the time
set aside for it. A facilitator doesn't dominate the conversation with their own voice. Instead, they create structure, encourage
participation, keep the group focused, and help the conversation reach real closure by the end.

Questions a Good Facilitator Keeps in Mind

e Why are we meeting in the first place?

e What decision actually needs to be made here?

¢ Who needs to be heard before we move forward?

e What information is still missing?

e What options do we genuinely have on the table?

e What are the next steps once this conversation ends?

Facilitation matters especially in Sprint Planning, Daily Scrums, Sprint Reviews, Retrospectives, backlog refinement, conflict
discussions, and stakeholder workshops, since all of these events depend on the group thinking well together rather than one
person simply talking at everyone else. Useful facilitation skills include active listening, asking powerful questions that open up
rather than close down discussion, timeboxing so a conversation doesn't sprawl indefinitely, encouraging quieter voices to speak
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up, managing dominant voices so they don't crowd everyone else out, clarifying decisions as they're made, summarizing next
steps clearly, and keeping the group anchored to outcomes rather than tangents. A poor facilitator tends to become the center
of the meeting almost by accident. A strong facilitator does the opposite, staying mostly invisible while helping the group do
genuinely better thinking together.

Working Agreements

Working agreements are team-created norms for collaboration, and their main job is reducing ambiguity by making expectations
visible instead of assumed. A working agreement might cover core collaboration hours, response time expectations, meeting
norms, camera expectations for remote meetings, how blockers get raised, how risks get surfaced, how decisions get made, when
to reach for chat versus a meeting, how the board gets kept updated, how urgent work gets handled, how backlog refinement gets
prepared for, and what "ready" and "done" actually mean in concrete terms.

Working agreements turn out to be especially useful because a surprising number of team conflicts trace back to nothing more
than unclear expectations rather than any real disagreement about the work itself. One person assumes chat messages should be
answered immediately. Another only checks chat between longer blocks of focused work. One person treats silence as agreement.
Another treats the same silence as a sign of uncertainty nobody's voiced yet. One person waits a full day before raising a
blocker. Another sits on it for three days out of a sense that it isn't urgent enough to mention. Working agreements make these
mismatched expectations explicit, so the team is no longer relying on guesswork to interpret each other's behavior.

Working agreements work best when they aren't imposed from above by a manager who decided on them alone. They should be
created and revisited by the team itself, since a working agreement is strongest precisely when the people bound by it also own
it.

Distributed and Hybrid Teams

Distributed Agile teams need more intentional communication than a team sitting in the same room together, simply because
they lose the hallway conversations, body language, quick whiteboard sessions, and informal overhearing that co-located teams
take for granted without noticing. None of this means distributed Agile can't work well. It means communication has to be
designed deliberately rather than left to happen naturally, since it won't.

A distributed team should be clear about working hours across time zones, which meetings need to happen live versus which
can be handled asynchronously, where decisions get recorded so they don't disappear into someone's memory, how blockers
get raised across distance, how the board stays updated for everyone regardless of location, how stakeholders provide feedback
without needing to be in the room, how team members build real trust despite rarely seeing each other in person, how handoffs
happen across time zones, and how urgent issues get escalated when the usual channels might be asleep on the other side of
the world.

Remote teams also need genuinely digital information radiators, since a physical board sitting in one office does nothing for team
members working somewhere else entirely. The board, the backlog, key decisions, risks, and working agreements all need to be
visible to everyone regardless of where they happen to be sitting. Distributed teams should also stay especially careful about side
conversations, since important decisions made privately, even with no ill intent behind them, can quietly exclude remote team
members who simply weren't in the room, or on the call, when it happened.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether the Agile practitioner chooses the right communication approach for the situation at hand.
If there's real conflict, a live facilitated conversation is usually the better path rather than an email chain. If status is unclear across
the team, an information radiator is usually the better fix rather than scheduling yet another meeting. If remote team members
seem confused or left out, a clearer working agreement is usually the better response rather than quietly blaming individuals for
not keeping up.

Strong answers on the exam usually improve shared understanding in some concrete way. Weak answers often add control or
process without actually fixing the underlying communication problem, which tends to be the tell that separates the two.
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Agile communication is not about more meetings

Myth: Agile communication means more meetings. Agile communication means faster shared understanding, however
that gets achieved. Sometimes that requires a meeting, and sometimes it requires a visible board, a clear decision note, or
a better working agreement instead.

Keeping this distinction in mind is genuinely useful outside the exam too, since it's easy for a struggling team to respond to poor
communication by simply scheduling more time together, when what's actually missing is the right tool for the specific kind of
understanding they need to build.

This page titled 6.2.3: Working Agreements, Team Norms, and Distributed Teams is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.2.4: Team Performance Pitfalls

Team Growth, Performance, and Continuous Improvement

A team does not become high-performing simply because someone labels it Agile on an org chart. It becomes high-performing
through trust, practice, feedback, learning, and disciplined improvement sustained over real time, none of which arrives
automatically just because the team adopted a framework.

Speed comes from clarity, not effort

Myth: High-performing teams are fast because they work harder. High-performing teams are fast because they have
trust, clarity, focus, quality, and fewer system barriers standing in their way. Working harder inside a broken system rarely
produces the same result as removing what's broken in the first place.

New Agile teams often struggle in fairly predictable ways. They may misunderstand roles, overcommit during Sprint Planning,
avoid conflict rather than working through it, write unclear stories, skip retrospectives when time feels tight, misuse velocity as a
scoreboard, or keep waiting for a manager to make decisions the team is actually meant to own. None of this means Agile has
failed as an approach. It usually just means the team is still developing, and development takes time it deserves to be given.

The Tuckman Model

The Tuckman model describes five stages of team development: forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning. It's a
useful lens for understanding why a struggling new team isn't necessarily a broken one.

Forming is the early stage, where team members are polite, uncertain, and still learning what's expected of them. They tend to
depend heavily on the leader for direction during this period, simply because the shared norms that will later guide them haven't
formed yet. In this stage, Agile leaders should focus on clarifying goals, roles, working agreements, and basic practices, giving
the team something solid to stand on before asking it to self-organize fully.

Storming is the stage where disagreement and tension start to surface. Team members may challenge roles, priorities, estimates,
or established ways of working, and this stage can feel genuinely uncomfortable to be inside of. That discomfort isn't automatically
a bad sign, though. Storming often means real issues are finally surfacing after being suppressed during the politer forming stage.
Agile leaders should facilitate the resulting conflict rather than shutting it down, build safety so people feel able to speak honestly,
and keep the team anchored to its shared goals throughout.

Norming is the stage where the team begins forming genuine shared habits. People start to understand how to work together in
practice rather than in theory. Working agreements stop being a document and start being how the team actually behaves. Trust
improves steadily, and the team begins solving problems more effectively as a unit rather than as scattered individuals.

Performing is the stage where the team operates with real trust, focus, and shared ownership. Team members collaborate naturally
without needing to be told to, raise risks early before they become crises, and improve continuously as a matter of habit rather
than obligation. Leaders still support the team at this stage, but the team needs far less direct guidance than it once did.

Adjourning happens when the team completes its work, changes membership, or transitions into a new structure entirely. Agile
leaders should help capture whatever the team learned along the way, recognize individual contributions honestly, and support
people through the transition rather than letting it happen without acknowledgment.

The PMI-ACP exam may specifically test the storming stage, since it's the one most often misread. A weak answer treats

storming as failure and tries to suppress the disagreement driving it. A stronger answer helps the team work through that conflict
constructively, treating it as a sign of progress rather than a symptom of dysfunction.
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Shu-Ha-Ri

Shu-Ha-Ri is a model of learning and mastery that maps well onto how Agile teams grow into their practices over time. Shu means
follow the rule: a beginner learns the basics by following established practices closely, and a new Scrum team may genuinely
need to follow Scrum's events, roles, artifacts, and timeboxes carefully before it has earned the understanding to adapt them
thoughtfully. Ha means break or adapt the rule, the stage where the team starts to grasp the principles underneath the practices
and can begin adjusting them with real intention rather than guesswork. Ri means transcend the rule entirely, the stage where the
team has deep enough understanding to apply the underlying principles fluidly, shaped to whatever context it's actually working
in.

This model matters because Agile teams sometimes tailor their practices far too early in their development. A new team might
announce "we don't need retrospectives" or "we don't need a Product Owner" before it has actually understood why those practices
exist in the first place, and that kind of premature customization tends to be genuinely risky rather than a sign of maturity.
A mature team can tailor its practices responsibly precisely because it understands the principle sitting behind each one. A
beginner team is usually better served learning the discipline first, before it starts deciding which parts of that discipline it can
safely set aside.

Sustainable Pace

Agile teams should work at a sustainable pace, meaning the team can keep delivering value indefinitely without burnout, constant
overtime, or a slow collapse in quality. Working harder is not always the answer to a delivery problem, however tempting it feels
in the moment. An overloaded team tends to create more defects, take more shortcuts, hide more risks, and lose morale steadily,
and all of that quietly slows delivery down over time even as it might look like speed in the short term.

A team working at a genuinely sustainable pace can think clearly under pressure, improve quality consistently, collaborate
more openly, and maintain the trust that everything else depends on. Sustainable pace doesn't mean low standards or reduced
ambition. It means long-term performance is being actively protected rather than spent down for a short-term win.

Performance Is More Than Velocity

Velocity is frequently misunderstood in exactly the way earlier chapters warned about. It can genuinely help a team forecast
its own future work based on its own history, but it should never be used to compare teams against each other or to punish
individuals for a number moving the wrong direction.

A Broader Lens for Team Performance

e Customer value delivered, not just work completed.

e Quality of what's shipped, not just the speed of shipping it.
e Predictability of delivery over time.

¢ Flow of work through the system.

e Team health and morale.

e Learning captured and applied.

e Stakeholder satisfaction with outcomes.

e Ability to adapt when circumstances change.

e Sustainable pace maintained over time.

e Continuous improvement actually happening.

If a team's velocity climbs while defects increase and morale quietly collapses underneath it, performance hasn't actually
improved at all. The system has simply found a way to hide its true cost behind a single rising number, which is exactly the trap a
broader lens like this one is meant to catch.

Continuous Improvement

Agile teams improve through repeated, structured learning rather than through occasional big transformations. A simple
improvement loop looks like this: notice the problem, discuss it safely as a team, choose one improvement to try, actually try it,
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inspect the result honestly, and adjust based on what was learned.

This loop is simple, but it's genuinely powerful precisely because of that simplicity. The key is making each improvement small
enough to actually try within a Sprint or two, and visible enough that the team can honestly inspect whether it worked. A team
doesn't need a sweeping transformation every Sprint to keep improving. It needs a steady habit of learning, applied consistently
over a long enough period that small improvements compound into real change.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test team maturity and performance together, and the pattern tends to repeat across different
scenarios. Strong answers usually support coaching, honest reflection, sustainable pace, and system-level improvement. Weak
answers tend to punish the team for low velocity, compare teams against each other unfairly, ignore signs of burnout, treat
retrospectives as optional when convenient, or read healthy conflict as a sign of failure.

If a team is genuinely struggling, the right instinct is rarely to assume more pressure is the answer. The better question is almost
always what the team actually needs in order to improve, since pressure applied to an already strained system tends to produce
exactly the defects, shortcuts, and hidden risk that sustainable pace is meant to prevent in the first place.

This closing distinction ties the whole chapter together. Whether the topic is Tuckman's stages, Shu-Ha-Ri, sustainable pace,

or performance measurement, the same underlying idea keeps showing up: real team growth comes from removing friction and
building trust, not from asking people to push harder against a system that was never designed to support them.

This page titled 6.2.4: Team Performance Pitfalls is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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6.2.5: Case Study- The Culture Nobody Named

HealthCare Plus

From the outside, Rachel's team looked like the model of an Agile transformation. The Scrum board was color-coded and always
current, velocity climbed steadily on the burndown chart, Sprint Planning happened like clockwork every two weeks, and the
retrospectives never slipped. Rachel had been the Scrum Master for a year and had done everything by the book, training the team
on the ceremonies, pushing back on old waterfall habits, and fighting to protect the team's focus during Sprints. When executives
asked about productivity, she showed them the velocity chart, consistent and improving slightly, and the director told her in a
one-on-one that her team was a model for how Agile should work. Rachel smiled and thanked him. Something in her chest stayed
tight anyway.

Marcus, the team's tester, had learned to keep his concerns to himself. Months earlier he had flagged during Sprint Planning
that the acceptance criteria for a new patient notification feature were vague, and the developer assigned to it had shrugged
it off, saying they'd figure it out as they went, while the Product Owner looked rushed and the Scrum Master watched the clock.
He raised it again at standup, saying the AC still wasn't clear, and someone answered that they'd clarify it in development, but
development started and the clarification never came. Sitting with the story, Marcus realized the edge cases had never been
documented anywhere: what happened with two same-day appointments, what happened if the notification window was under
24 hours, what happened across time zones. He messaged the Product Owner and waited two days for a reply that never came,
raised it again in standup only to hear Rachel say they'd sync offline about it, and they never did. He knew he could push harder,
but the team had a pace now, everyone looked busy and stretched thin, and raising another problem felt like adding weight to a
boat that was already taking on water. He tested what he could and hoped for the best, and told no one he was worried.

David, one of the senior developers, was carrying a quieter version of the same doubt. During estimation for the notification
feature he had suggested 13 points, given the number of systems involved and the edge cases he could already see, but the team
pushed back that it should be 8, and David, remembering the director holding up the team's velocity chart at a recent all-hands
and praising how productive they'd become, understood the subtext well enough. High estimates made people look slow. So he
agreed to 8, and once the Sprint was underway he discovered dependencies he hadn't anticipated and an API integration far
messier than expected, confirming that 13 had been closer to right all along. By then the Sprint was half over, and re-estimating
felt like admitting he'd gotten it wrong in front of everyone. He told himself he'd mention it at the retrospective, but when the
meeting arrived, someone else raised communication issues instead, the team spent half an hour agreeing that communication
needed to improve without anyone saying how, and the meeting ended before David said a word about the estimate. He never
told anyone he doubted it.

Sarah, the Product Owner, felt trapped between two audiences that both wanted more than the team could give. The clinic director
needed a preferences feature, finance wanted better reporting, marketing wanted analytics, and every request arrived urgent.
Sarah knew the Sprint was already full, but pushing back created friction that stakeholders escalated straight to the director,
who then asked why the team couldn't simply do more. So she stopped pushing back and started accepting requests she hadn't
discussed with the team, quietly hoping they would somehow fit, never telling anyone that she was saying yes to things likely to
break the Sprint. When the team asked her directly what the priority was, she would say everything was important, knowing even
as she said it that this was the opposite of prioritizing, but not knowing how to say no without sounding incompetent. She never
told anyone she felt like she was drowning.

Three weeks later the notification feature went live, and it worked, sort of. A patient with two same-day appointments got only one
notification instead of two. A patient in California got a notification at 2 AM because time zones had never been handled. Several
patients with appointments less than 24 hours out got no notification at all. The incident report landed on a Tuesday morning, the
director called an emergency meeting, and Rachel felt her stomach drop with the specific, sinking recognition of a call she had
half-expected for weeks.

The meeting opened with blame — how had this gotten through testing, why hadn't development caught it, who approved it for
production — until Rachel stopped it and asked, quietly, for a blameless review instead, framing it as a question about what the
system had allowed rather than who was at fault. The room went heavier, not lighter, but the honesty finally came. Marcus said the
acceptance criteria had been unclear from the start, that he'd raised it twice during the Sprint, and that he hadn't felt comfortable
pushing harder because everyone seemed too busy, adding quietly that he should have. David admitted the estimate had felt
wrong from partway through the Sprint and that he'd stayed silent rather than look like he'd underestimated after the fact. Sarah
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said she'd been saying yes to requests that didn't belong in the Sprint and had been afraid that saying no would make her look
weak. And Rachel, feeling something give way inside her, said she'd sensed the tension the whole time and had avoided the
harder conversations, facilitating the ceremonies while never pushing on what actually mattered, assuming the team would raise
concerns on their own when they hadn't. The director listened and said nothing.

What followed was an attempt to build something more durable than good intentions. Any team member could now pause a
story the moment acceptance criteria felt unclear, no apology or explanation required. Blockers had to surface within one working
day of being noticed, not once they became critical. Quality concerns were to be treated as risk, not complaint. Retrospectives
would end with exactly one improvement action the team actually committed to measuring. Sarah built a simpler way to talk to
stakeholders — this is now, this is next, this is not in the current Sprint — and practiced saying "not now" without apologizing for
it. The director, for his part, stopped citing velocity in all-hands meetings and started asking Rachel about quality, flow, and risk
instead.

Over the following Sprints, the surface of the team visibly changed. Daily Scrum got more honest; Marcus flagged an acceptance-
criteria concern and David immediately offered to clarify it on the spot; Sarah told a stakeholder simply that a request wasn't
in the current Sprint and left it there. Retrospectives produced real improvement actions, blockers cleared faster, and quality
incidents dropped. But Rachel noticed something underneath the numbers that she couldn't quite name. People were more direct
in meetings and somehow more guarded in the hallways. She learned David had been interviewing at a startup, and when she
asked him about it directly, he said only that he wanted to explore his options. The metrics were good. The agreements were
being followed. And yet a stakeholder Sarah had turned down had gone over her head to the director, who had backed her, which
should have felt like a win, except that Sarah seemed more tired afterward, not less. Rachel found herself wondering whether rules
about safety actually created safety, or just its appearance, and whether Marcus was raising concerns because he finally felt safe
or because there was now a rule that said he should. In the break room, she overheard two team members talking. "It's different
now," one said. "Better or worse?" the other asked. The first one took a long time before answering. "I don't know yet."

Reflections and Pulse-Check 6.2.5.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Rachel did everything right as a Scrum Master on paper, running the ceremonies, tracking the metrics, facilitating every
discussion, yet the team still didn't feel safe enough to be honest with her or each other. What's the difference between
running the process correctly and actually creating the conditions where people trust each other, and what might she
have done differently from the start?

2. Marcus, David, and Sarah each believed staying quiet was the safer choice, and each one was wrong. What would it have
taken for any of them to speak up earlier, and what would a leader need to do to make honesty feel genuinely safer than
silence?

3. After the incident, the team built rules and agreements around raising concerns, and the metrics improved. David started
looking for another job anyway. Why might someone leave a team right after it starts following better practices, and what
might the team have actually lost in the process of trying to fix its own safety?

This page titled 6.2.5: Case Study- The Culture Nobody Named is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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6.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile teams are built on ownership, collaboration, and value delivery. They are not simply groups of individuals completing
assigned tasks; a strong Agile team owns outcomes together, with members collaborating across roles, making work visible,
helping each other finish, and focusing on customer value. Servant leadership enables this kind of team by creating the conditions
for success. Agile leaders remove barriers, coach, facilitate, protect focus, and improve the system rather than controlling every
decision or assigning every task, and in doing so they help the team grow its own capability over time.

Psychological safety, constructive conflict, working agreements, and continuous improvement all help teams mature. Agile
requires transparency, and transparency in turn requires safety: teams must be able to raise risks, admit mistakes, challenge
assumptions, and disagree respectfully if they are going to learn and adapt. Communication in Agile reflects this same principle,
since it is fundamentally about shared understanding rather than more meetings. Facilitation, working agreements, information
radiators, and appropriate communication channels help teams coordinate effectively, especially in distributed environments
where informal, hallway communication is not available.

High-performing Agile teams develop over time rather than forming instantly. Models such as Tuckman and Shu-Ha-Ri remind us
that teams grow through stages of learning, moving from early guidance and structure toward independent mastery. Ultimately,
sustainable pace, team health, quality, and customer value matter more than raw activity or individual utilization, and it is these
outcomes, not busyness, that define a truly high-performing Agile team.

Key Terms to Remember

¢ Agile Team: A collaborative team focused on delivering customer value through shared ownership, feedback, and adaptation.

¢ Self-Organization: The ability of a team to decide how to accomplish its work within agreed goals, priorities, and constraints.

¢ Cross-Functional Team: A team that has the combined skills needed to deliver a usable increment of value.

+ Shared Ownership: The idea that the team collectively owns delivery, quality, improvement, and outcomes.

¢ Servant Leadership: A leadership approach based on serving the team, removing barriers, coaching, facilitating, and
improving the system.

¢ Facilitation: Helping a group have a productive conversation, make decisions, and achieve a shared purpose.

e Coaching: Helping individuals or teams discover better ways of thinking and working through questions, feedback, and
guidance.

¢ Psychological Safety: A team environment where people feel safe to speak up, raise risks, ask questions, admit mistakes,
and challenge ideas respectfully.

e Constructive Conflict: Healthy disagreement focused on ideas, risks, assumptions, and decisions rather than personal
attacks.

¢ Working Agreement: A team-created set of norms that defines how the team collaborates, communicates, makes decisions,
and handles blockers.

¢ Tuckman Model: A model of team development: forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning.

e Shu-Ha-Ri: A learning model where people first follow practices, then adapt them, and eventually apply principles with
mastery.

« Sustainable Pace: A pace of work the team can maintain over time without burnout, quality decline, or hidden risk.

This page titled 6.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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6.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

A Scrum Master notices that Developers are waiting for her to assign tasks each Sprint. What should the Scrum Master do?
A. Assign tasks efficiently so the Sprint can begin without delay.

B. Coach the team toward self-organization and let Developers plan their own work.

C. Ask the Product Owner to assign tasks instead.

D. Escalate the issue to the department manager for task assignment.

During a retrospective, the team says, "Everything was fine, we were just busy," even though the Sprint had several late-
discovered defects. What is the most likely explanation?

A. The team genuinely had no problems worth discussing.

B. The retrospective format was too short.

C. The team may lack the psychological safety needed to discuss real issues.

D. The Scrum Master facilitated the retrospective poorly by asking too many questions.
A team member says, "You always create bad estimates" during a planning disagreement. How should this statement be
characterized?

A. Constructive conflict, since it addresses a real performance issue.

B. Unhealthy conflict, since it attacks the person rather than the work.

C. Acceptable, since estimation accuracy is a fair topic to raise.

D. Irrelevant, since conflict has no place in Agile teams.
An executive frequently compares team velocity across departments and rewards the team with the highest number. What
risk does this create?

A. It encourages teams to deliver more customer value.

B. It has no real effect on team behavior.

C. It may encourage inflated estimates and discourage honest forecasting.

D. It improves cross-team collaboration.
A Developer privately believes an estimate is too low but says nothing because the team already committed to it in Sprint
Planning. What does this scenario best illustrate?

A. A healthy respect for team commitments.

B. A gap in psychological safety that prevents honest re-estimation.

C. Normal and expected Agile behavior.

D. A sign that the Developer lacks technical competence.

A distributed team frequently makes important decisions in side conversations between two members who happen to overlap
in time zone. What is the main risk?

A. The team is being efficient by avoiding large meetings.

B. Remote team members may be unintentionally excluded from decisions.

C. This has no effect since decisions eventually reach everyone.

D. This is a normal and acceptable Agile practice.

A team is in the storming stage of the Tuckman model, with frequent disagreements about priorities and roles. What is the
best response from an Agile leader?

A. Suppress the disagreement to restore a calm environment.

B. Facilitate the conflict constructively and help the team focus on shared goals.

C. Replace team members who are causing friction.

D. Skip the Daily Scrum until tensions settle.

A new Scrum team wants to stop holding retrospectives because "we already know what to improve." Using Shu-Ha-Ri, how
should this be understood?

A. This is appropriate Ri-level mastery, since the team already knows what to fix.

B. This is a risky Shu-level shortcut, since the team hasn't yet built the discipline to understand why the practice matters.
C. Retrospectives are optional in Scrum regardless of team maturity.

D. This decision should be made by the Scrum Master alone.

A Product Owner keeps accepting every stakeholder request rather than saying no, causing the Sprint Backlog to grow
unmanageably. What is the underlying issue?

A. The Product Owner is following good stakeholder engagement practices.

B. The Product Owner may lack the support or confidence to prioritize and decline requests.
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C. This is acceptable since stakeholders should get everything they ask for.
D. The Developers should decide which requests to accept instead.
10. After a production incident, a team holds a review that starts with "How did this get through testing?" and "Who approved
this?" What should happen next?
A. Continue identifying who is responsible so accountability is clear.
B. End the review early since blame has already been assigned.
C. Shift to a blameless review focused on understanding system and process gaps.
D. Escalate the incident to HR for disciplinary action.

Answer Key

1. B. Servant leaders coach teams toward self-organization rather than assigning tasks, since Developers own how Sprint work
gets planned.

2. C. A retrospective that avoids real problems often signals the team lacks enough psychological safety to speak honestly.

3. B. Constructive conflict focuses on the work; attacking a person's character or competence creates fear instead of useful
discussion.

4. C. Using velocity as a comparison or reward metric tends to encourage inflated estimates rather than honest forecasting.

5. B. Staying silent about a known estimation problem usually signals the environment doesn't feel safe for honest disagreement.
6. B. Side conversations that produce real decisions can quietly exclude distributed team members who weren't part of them.

7. B. Storming is a natural stage of team development, and leaders should facilitate the conflict constructively rather than suppress
it.

8. B. Skipping a foundational practice before the team has internalized why it matters is a Shu-level shortcut.

9. B. A Product Owner who says yes to everything is often lacking the confidence or support to prioritize honestly.

10. C. A blameless review focuses on understanding what allowed a problem to happen within the system, surfacing more useful
information than blame.

This page titled 6.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7: AGILE METRICS, RISK, AND DELIVERY DISCIPLINE

Measure to learn and Improve

Agile does not mean "no tracking." Agile teams do measure progress, risks, quality, flow, and outcomes; the difference lies not in
whether measurement happens, but in how the measurements are used. In a traditional control mindset, metrics are often used
to check whether people followed the plan. In an Agile mindset, metrics are used instead to help teams learn, inspect reality,
and adapt. Good metrics create better conversations, while poorly used metrics create fear, gaming, and false confidence, an
important distinction that shapes everything discussed in this chapter.

Chapter 4 focused on Scrum and iteration rhythm. Chapter 5 focused on Lean, Kanban, flow, and waste reduction. Chapter
6 focused on people, leadership, and collaboration. This chapter brings these threads together by asking a single, practical
question: how do Agile teams know whether delivery is actually healthy? A team can have a beautiful backlog, a polished
dashboard, and a stable velocity, and still fail to deliver real value. Metrics only help when they reveal something useful. A flat
burndown chart should not be used to shame the team; it should start a conversation. A rising defect trend should not become
a blame exercise; it should trigger learning. A high velocity should not automatically be celebrated if customer value, quality, and
team health are quietly declining underneath it.

The repeated teaching phrase for this chapter is: measure to learn, not to punish. This idea runs through every topic covered
here, from flow metrics and forecasting tools to how Agile teams manage risk, dependencies, and technical debt without losing
their adaptability or sustainable pace.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain the difference between learning metrics and control metrics.

e Describe velocity, lead time, cycle time, throughput, WIP, and flow efficiency.

e Explain burnup charts, burndown charts, cumulative flow diagrams, risk boards, and impediment boards.
o Identify how Agile teams manage risk early and continuously.

e Explain spikes, assumptions, dependencies, and technical debt.

¢ Describe how delivery discipline protects adaptability.

e Recognize PMI-ACP traps around metric misuse, risk avoidance, technical debt, and delivery pressure.
e Explain why sustainable pace is part of responsible Agile delivery.

7.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline
7.2: Agile Delivery Discipline Guide
7.2.1: Delivery Metrics- Velocity, Throughput, Lead Time, and Cycle Time
7.2.2: Visual Metrics- Burndown, Burnup, and Cumulative Flow
7.2.3: Managing Impediments, Risks, Spikes, and Dependencies
7.2.4: Quality, Technical Debt, and Sustainable Delivery
7.2.5: Case Study- The Dashboard That Lied

7.3: Chapter Summary
7.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

This page titled 7: Agile Metrics, Risk, and Delivery Discipline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This chapter connects to several PMI-ACP exam themes, including value-driven delivery, risk management, quality management,
and continuous improvement, with a particular focus on how metrics and information radiators support Agile decision-making.
Rather than treating metrics as reporting artifacts for status updates, PMI-ACP frames them as tools for transparency, inspection,
and adaptation. This requires distinguishing between metrics that create insight into what is actually happening and metrics that
are misused to compare, pressure, or punish people.

e PMI-ACP Domain(s): Value-Driven Delivery, Adaptive Planning, Problem Detection and Resolution, and Continuous
Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Make progress and risk visible, manage risk early, inspect trends to guide adaptation, and support
continuous improvement in flow and quality.

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Information radiators, burndown/burnup charts, cumulative flow diagrams, and risk-
adjusted backlogs.

¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Metrics interpretation, transparent stakeholder communication, risk management, and
quality practices.

Strong PMI-ACP answers tend to center on visibility and learning: making progress visible, using metrics for learning, inspecting
trends instead of reacting to a single data point, and communicating transparently with stakeholders. They also center on
proactive, sustainable delivery: managing risk early, running experiments or spikes, addressing impediments and dependencies,
protecting sustainable pace, improving flow and quality, and improving the system rather than blaming individuals. Weak answers,
by contrast, misuse metrics to create pressure rather than insight: using velocity to compare teams, punishing people based on
metrics, treating estimates as promises, or measuring activity instead of value. They also avoid or defer real problems: hiding bad
news from stakeholders, ignoring risk until later, adding pressure without removing impediments, demanding overtime as a first
response to delay, or cutting retrospectives, testing, or refinement under pressure.

On the PMI-ACP exam, questions in this area often present a choice between using a metric to look good in the short term
and using a metric to surface the truth so the team can adapt. Favor the action that increases transparency and supports early,
informed decision-making over one that hides risk or manufactures favorable numbers. When a scenario doesn't map neatly onto
the themes above, apply this test: does the response to the metric create insight, or does it create fear?

This page titled 7.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.2: Agile Delivery Discipline Guide

Agile Metrics, Risk, and Delivery Discipline Guide

Metrics help Agile teams see reality more clearly than opinion or gut feeling ever could. They make progress, flow, quality, risk,
and delivery health easier to inspect together as a team. Without metrics, teams end up relying on optimistic status updates and
whoever speaks most confidently in the room. With the right metrics in place, teams can spot real patterns and actually improve
based on evidence rather than impression.

A metric is a signal, not a verdict

Myth: A good metric tells you exactly what's wrong and who is responsible. A metric only points to where to look. It
doesn't explain why cycle time increased, why defects rose, or why work got stuck. Treating a number as a final verdict instead
of a starting question is what turns a useful signal into a tool for blame.

That said, metrics are genuinely dangerous when used carelessly. A metric can improve transparency, but the same metric can
just as easily damage trust depending entirely on how it's used. If people believe a metric will be used to punish them, they'll start
hiding problems rather than surfacing them. If leaders quietly turn a metric into a target, teams will optimize for the number itself
instead of the outcome the number was ever supposed to represent.

A healthy Agile metric starts a conversation rather than ending one. Questions like why cycle time is increasing, where work is
getting stuck, why defects are rising, whether the team is delivering value sooner, whether WIP has crept too high, or whether the
team is genuinely learning from customer feedback all point toward inspection and improvement. A harmful metric conversation
sounds noticeably different: which person is slow, why one team's velocity is lower than another's, how to force output higher, who
caused a particular defect, or why people aren't fully utilized. These questions create fear and defensiveness almost immediately,
and they push people toward protecting themselves rather than improving the system they're actually part of. Agile metrics work
best when approached with curiosity. They're signals worth investigating, not verdicts to be handed down.

Goodhart's Law in Agile

A useful idea for understanding metric misuse is Goodhart's Law, which in simple terms says that once a metric becomes a target,
it tends to stop being a good measure of anything real.

Goodhart's Law in Practice

o If velocity becomes a target, teams may start inflating story points to hit it.

o If defect counts become a punishment, people may quietly hide defects rather than report them.

o If individual utilization becomes the goal, people may stay visibly busy while real work sits waiting in queues.

o If completed ticket count becomes the main measure, teams may split work artificially or chase easy items over
genuinely valuable ones.

o If meeting attendance gets measured, people may show up without contributing anything meaningful.

The problem was never measurement itself. The problem is measuring something without understanding how people will actually
respond once they know it's being watched. Metrics shape behavior whether or not that's the intention behind them, which means
Agile leaders need to keep asking a fairly simple question before adopting any new one: what behavior will this metric actually
encourage once it's out in the open?

Vanity Metrics

A vanity metric looks impressive on a dashboard but doesn't actually help the team make better decisions. A team might proudly
report that it completed 200 tasks in a quarter, but if customers are still unhappy, defects are climbing, and lead time keeps
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stretching longer, that number doesn't mean nearly as much as it appears to at first glance.

Other common vanity metrics include the number of meetings held, the number of stories created, the number of backlog items
refined, the number of hours worked, the number of emails sent, the number of dashboards created, and the number of tasks
started rather than finished. Metrics like these can show real activity, but activity and value are not the same thing, and confusing
one for the other is an easy trap to fall into. A genuinely useful Agile metric should help answer a real question the team actually
has, and it should point toward something concrete to inspect, adapt, improve, or simply stop doing.

Metrics and Trust

Metrics depend heavily on trust to function the way they're meant to. When trust is high, teams tend to use metrics honestly,
treating them as useful information rather than something to manage carefully. When trust is low, the same metrics become
political almost overnight, turned into evidence for whatever argument someone needs to win rather than a shared basis for
improvement.

If a team trusts leadership, it might openly discuss a flat burndown chart and say plainly, "we're blocked by unclear requirements
and a dependency on another team." If that same team doesn't trust leadership, it's far more likely to hide the problem until
it can't be hidden any longer. If a tester trusts the team around her, she'll raise a concerning defect trend early, while fear of
blame would push her to wait instead. If a Product Owner trusts the stakeholders he works with, he'll share honestly that scope is
growing faster than the team's capacity, while fear of punishment would push him toward unrealistic reassurance instead. Agile
transparency depends on this kind of safety being present. Metrics should make it safer to discuss reality honestly, never more
dangerous.

Agile teams still need metrics

Myth: Agile teams do not need metrics. Agile teams need metrics just as much as any other team does, but they use them
to learn, inspect, and improve rather than to punish or control. The presence of metrics isn't the problem. How they get used
is what determines whether they help or harm.

Holding onto this distinction matters, since it's tempting to read Agile's caution around velocity and vanity metrics as a rejection
of measurement altogether. It isn't. The goal is simply making sure every metric in use is actually pointing the team toward better
decisions rather than toward fear.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether metrics are being used appropriately within a given scenario. If a question shows a leader
using velocity to rank teams, punish individuals, or force higher output through pressure, that's almost always a warning sign worth
noticing immediately.

A strong answer will usually involve using the metric to start a conversation, understand root causes, remove impediments,
improve flow, or support genuine team learning. A weak answer will usually involve pressure, blame, comparison between teams
or individuals, or some form of hiding information rather than surfacing it, and recognizing that pattern quickly tends to be the
fastest route to the correct choice.

This page titled 7.2: Agile Delivery Discipline Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.2.1: Delivery Metrics- Velocity, Throughput, Lead Time, and
Cycle Time

Agile Delivery Metrics: Velocity, Lead Time, Cycle Time, Throughput, and
WIP

Agile teams use different metrics to answer different questions, and no single metric ever tells the whole story on its own.
A team that only watches velocity may completely miss how long the customer is actually waiting. A team that only watches
throughput may miss quality slipping underneath the surface. A team that only watches defects may miss a flow problem building
up elsewhere in the system. The real skill isn't picking a favorite metric. It's matching the right metric to the question actually
being asked, and part of that matching depends on which flavor of Agile the team is running. An iteration-based team, a flow-
based team, and a large scaled program each lean on a different set of signals to understand their own health.

Choosing the Right Metric

o Iteration-based
> Velocity: Velocity asks how much work this Scrum Team has completed in recent Sprints.
¢ Flow-based
o Lead time asks how long the customer waits.
o Cycle time asks how long work takes once started.
o Throughput asks how many items are finishing.
o WIP asks how much work is open right now.
> Flow efficiency asks how much time is active work versus waiting.
o Takt time asks how fast work needs to finish to keep pace with customer demand.
¢ Governance and scaling
o Cross-team dependency resolution time asks how long a blocking dependency between teams takes to resolve.
> Program-level predictability asks how consistently multiple teams deliver against a shared roadmap.

Iteration-Based Metrics

Teams working in Scrum or other time-boxed frameworks tend to organize their measurement around the Sprint itself, since that's
the natural unit of planning and delivery they're already working within.

Sprint Goal Success Rate

Alongside velocity, iteration-based teams often track Sprint Goal success rate, which simply measures how often the team actually
achieves the Sprint Goal it committed to. A team that consistently completes its story point total but frequently misses the actual
Sprint Goal may be optimizing for the wrong outcome, chasing a number instead of the purpose that number was supposed to
serve.

Velocity

Velocity is the amount of work a Scrum Team completes in a Sprint, usually measured in story points. It's useful mainly for
forecasting: if a team has completed around 30 points per Sprint for several Sprints running, that history gives the team
something concrete to discuss when planning what might realistically fit into a future Sprint or release.

Velocity is not a productivity score, and it should never be used to compare one team against another. One team's 30 points may
not equal another team's 30 points at all, since story points only carry meaning relative to a single team's own estimating history.
Velocity is also not a promise. It's a historical pattern that supports forecasting, and future work may still turn out differently
because of complexity, risk, team availability, dependencies, defects, or interruptions nobody could see coming.
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Velocity becomes genuinely harmful the moment leaders turn it into a performance target. If a manager says "your velocity must
increase by 20 percent,” the team is far more likely to inflate its estimates or quietly cut corners on quality than to actually become
faster. The number on the chart goes up, but the underlying system hasn't improved at all.

Higher velocity is not automatically better

Myth: Velocity is a measure of team productivity. Velocity only measures how much work a team completed relative to
its own past Sprints. It says nothing about quality, customer value, flow, or team health, and treating it as a productivity score
often pushes teams toward inflating estimates rather than actually delivering more.

A healthy velocity conversation sounds like "our recent velocity suggests we may not complete all planned release items, what
should we prioritize?" An unhealthy one sounds like "Team A has higher velocity than Team B, so Team B must work harder," which
compares two numbers that were never meant to be compared in the first place.

Flow-Based Metrics

Teams working in Kanban or other continuous-flow environments tend to care less about what fits inside a fixed timebox and
more about how smoothly work moves through the system as a whole. Flow-based metrics answer that question directly, focusing
on movement rather than iteration boundaries.

Lead Time

Lead time measures the time from request to delivery, and it answers a distinctly customer-centered question: how long does the
customer actually wait? If a customer requests a report on March 1 and receives it on March 21, the lead time is 20 days, full stop,
regardless of how that time was actually spent behind the scenes. Lead time includes waiting, handoffs, delays, approvals, active
work, review, testing, and deployment all rolled together, which is exactly what makes it so powerful as a metric. A team might say
"the development only took two days," but if the customer waited 30 days because the item sat idle in various queues along the
way, the lead time the customer actually experienced is still 30 days.

Cycle Time

Cycle time measures the time from when work starts to when it finishes, answering a more internal, workflow-focused question:
how long does work take once the team actually begins it? If a story moves from In Progress to Done in six days, the cycle
time is six days, regardless of how long it sat in a backlog before that. Cycle time is especially useful for Kanban and other flow-
based teams, since a rising cycle time is a clear signal to inspect for too much WIP, unclear requirements, unnecessary handoffs,
unresolved dependencies, recurring defects, or a bottleneck sitting somewhere in the workflow. Lead time and cycle time are
related but genuinely different measurements: lead time starts the moment a request is made, while cycle time starts only once
active work begins.

Throughput

Throughput is the number of completed items in a given period of time, whether that's "the team completed 18 support tickets
this week" or "the team resolved 45 incidents this month." Throughput is useful precisely because it focuses on finished work
rather than started work, which fits neatly with the Lean and Kanban idea introduced earlier: stop starting and start finishing. That
said, throughput needs careful interpretation rather than a simple assumption that higher is always better, since completing many
small, low-value items isn't necessarily an improvement over completing fewer items that carry real value for the customer.

Work in Progress (WIP)

Work in progress is work that has been started but not yet completed, and too much of it tends to slow delivery down in ways that
aren't always obvious at first glance. A team carrying too much WIP often feels busy while actually delivering quite slowly, since
context switching, waiting, and hidden dependencies all pile up together. WIP is one of the most important flow metrics precisely
because it reveals overload directly: if ten items are in progress and only one finishes each week, the system clearly has a flow
problem worth investigating.
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Flow Efficiency

Flow efficiency compares active work time to total elapsed time, and it often reveals an uncomfortable truth once a team actually
calculates it. Suppose a story takes 20 days from request to delivery, but the team is only actively working on it for 3 of those
days. The flow efficiency in that example is low, since most of the lead time turns out to be waiting time rather than working time.
This metric helps teams see a painful but important truth: the biggest problem is often not that people are working too slowly,
but that work spends far too long waiting between the moments when someone is actually touching it.

Takt Time

Takt time comes from Lean manufacturing and answers a slightly different question than the flow metrics above: given customer
demand, how frequently does a completed item need to leave the system to keep up? If customers request roughly one item
every two days, the takt time is two days, and the team's actual cycle time can then be compared against that pace to see whether
the system is keeping up with demand or falling behind it. Takt time isn't about how fast the team can theoretically go. It's about
matching the team's rhythm to the rhythm customers actually need, which echoes the supermarket shelf idea from earlier in this
course: replenish at the pace of real consumption, not faster or slower than what's actually needed.Governance and Scaling-Level
Metrics

Governance and scaling based metrics

When multiple teams coordinate around a shared product, platform, or portfolio, the metrics that mattered at a single-team level
don't disappear, but they stop being sufficient on their own. Leaders overseeing several teams at once need signals that describe
how well the pieces are fitting together, not just how any one team is performing in isolation.

Cross-Team Dependency Resolution Time

This metric tracks how long it takes for a blocking dependency between two teams to actually get resolved, since dependencies
that linger unaddressed are one of the most common ways scaled Agile efforts quietly stall.

Program-Level Predictability

This looks at how consistently the collection of teams delivers against a shared roadmap or program increment, which matters
more to portfolio-level planning than any single team's Sprint-by-Sprint velocity ever could.

Value Stream Flow

This extends cycle time thinking beyond one team's board, tracking how long it takes work to move all the way from an idea
entering the portfolio to real value reaching the customer, cutting across every team and handoff in between.

Governance-oriented organizations often add compliance and audit-readiness metrics on top of these, tracking things like
how consistently the Definition of Done includes required regulatory checks, or how quickly a required approval actually gets
processed once requested. These metrics exist to satisfy a different kind of stakeholder than a Sprint Review does, but the
same underlying caution from earlier in this chapter still applies. A compliance metric used to start a conversation about where
approvals are genuinely necessary is healthy. The same metric used to punish a team for an approval delay it never controlled is
not.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

If a PMI-ACP question describes velocity as low, the right instinct is never to immediately demand a higher number. The first step
is always to inspect the causes behind it. Possible causes might include unclear stories, too much WIP, unresolved dependencies,
recurring defects, frequent team interruptions, poor backlog refinement, missing skills on the team, external blockers, or simply
unrealistic expectations set from the start.

The best answer on the exam is almost always to inspect the system together with the team, rather than to pressure the team
into pushing the number up artificially, regardless of whether the metric in question sits at the iteration level, the flow level, or
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the program level. A number that improves without the underlying system improving alongside it hasn't actually solved anything.

This page titled 7.2.1: Delivery Metrics- Velocity, Throughput, Lead Time, and Cycle Time is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.2.2: Visual Metrics- Burndown, Burnup, and Cumulative
Flow

Visual Metrics: Burnup, Burndown, Cumulative Flow, and Risk Boards

Visual metrics help teams and stakeholders see patterns that a plain number in a report can easily hide or get misunderstood. A
single figure buried in a status email is easy to skim past or misread, but a chart showing a trend over time tends to spark the
right conversation almost immediately. Agile treats visual metrics as information radiators for exactly this reason. The goal was
never decoration. It's shared understanding and faster inspection, and a good visual metric earns its place by helping people ask
better questions rather than just looking impressive on a screen.

A dashboard does not fix delivery by itself

Myth: A dashboard automatically improves delivery. A dashboard only helps if the team actually uses it to inspect reality,
make decisions, and improve the system behind it. A beautifully designed board that nobody acts on is no better than no
board at all.

Burndown Chart

A burndown chart shows remaining work over time, and it's most commonly used during a Sprint or a release to track how much
is left to complete. If the line trends steadily downward, work is genuinely being completed at a healthy pace. If the line stays flat
for several days, work may be blocked, too large to move quickly, unclear in its requirements, or simply not making its way to done
despite effort being spent on it. If the line ticks upward instead, new work has likely been added mid-Sprint, or existing work has
been re-estimated to reflect newly discovered complexity.

A burndown chart is genuinely useful, but it can also be quietly misleading if read too literally. A team might show a beautifully
declining burndown while quality is actually suffering underneath it, or the chart might sit flat for days simply because work is
nearly finished but hasn't yet been formally accepted. A burndown chart should always trigger a conversation rather than panic.
A good Agile response to a flat burndown sounds like "let's inspect why work isn't moving to done." A poor response sounds like
"everyone must work overtime," which treats a system signal as a personal failing.

Burnup Chart

A burnup chart shows completed work over time, and it often displays total scope alongside it, which makes it especially valuable
whenever scope is shifting. A burndown chart can show remaining work shrinking, but it doesn't always make clear that the total
amount of work has actually grown behind the scenes. A burnup chart captures both progress and scope growth on the same
picture, so nothing gets hidden in the gap between the two lines.

Imagine a team completing work at a steady, healthy pace while stakeholders keep quietly adding new scope along the way. A
burnup chart can show clearly that the team isn't failing to deliver at all. The target itself is what's moving. This tends to produce
a much healthier stakeholder conversation: "we're completing work steadily, but scope is increasing faster than completion, so
we need to talk through priority, date, or scope tradeoffs together." Burnup charts earn their usefulness by showing progress and
change side by side, rather than forcing a team to explain scope creep after the fact.

Cumulative Flow Diagram

A cumulative flow diagram, or CFD, shows how work moves through workflow states over time, typically using colored bands to
represent steps such as Ready, In Progress, Review, Testing, and Done. The width of each band at any point in time shows how
much work currently sits in that state, and a band that keeps widening is a direct signal that work is piling up in that step rather
than moving through it.
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If the Testing band keeps growing wider, for instance, testing is becoming a real constraint on the whole system. The right
response isn't to keep pushing more work into an already overloaded step. It's to ask why testing has become the bottleneck in
the first place. Possible causes might include unclear acceptance criteria, testing happening too late in the process, too many
defects surfacing at once, too few people with the right testing skills, work items that are simply too large to test quickly, unstable
test environments, or a lack of automation covering repetitive checks. A cumulative flow diagram earns its place among Agile's
most powerful tools precisely because it makes flow problems visible at a glance, helping the team see exactly where work is
getting stuck rather than guessing.

Risk Board

A risk board makes risks visible rather than letting them live only in someone's memory or a document nobody opens after the
first week. Agile teams should manage risk continuously rather than treating it as a one-time exercise, and a risk board is what
makes that continuous management practical day to day.

What a Risk Board Typically Tracks

e Risk description.
¢ Probability.

e Impact.

e Risk owner.

e Response plan.
e Trigger.

e Status.

e Date reviewed.

A risk board can hold product risks, technical risks, dependency risks, compliance risks, quality risks, security risks, adoption risks,
and delivery risks all in one place. For example, a risk entry might read: risk, a security review may delay release; probability, high;
impact, high; owner, the Product Owner together with a security liaison; response, engage the security reviewer during refinement,
identify high-risk stories early, and run a spike for any uncertain controls; status, active. The real value of a risk board isn't the
paperwork. It's visibility, since a risk the team can see is a risk the team can act on well before it becomes an incident.

Impediment Board

An impediment board shows blockers that slow or stop the team outright, and naming them clearly is often the first step toward
removing them. Common examples include missing access to a needed system, an unavailable environment, a delayed approval,
an unclear requirement, a dependency on another team, unstable test data, a stakeholder who's hard to reach, a tool issue, or a
production incident pulling attention away from planned work.

A good impediment board shows not just what's blocked, but who owns resolving it, what action is currently being taken, and
whether the impediment needs to be escalated further. This kind of board is especially useful for Scrum Masters, Agile coaches,
and servant leaders, since it helps them remove barriers as they appear and, just as importantly, notice recurring patterns that
point to a deeper systemic problem worth addressing directly.

Dependency Board

A dependency board shows work that depends on other teams, systems, vendors, approvals, or decisions outside the team's direct
control. Dependencies are dangerous for two reasons at once: they create waiting, and they create false confidence. A team can
genuinely believe its own work is on track while the larger delivery is quietly at risk simply because another team, somewhere
else, is running behind.

A dependency board typically tracks the dependency description, the owning team, the date the dependency is needed by, its
current status, its risk level, the escalation path if it slips, and any mitigation plan already in motion. This kind of board becomes
especially valuable in larger Agile environments where several teams have to coordinate closely, since it's often the only place
where those cross-team risks are visible to everyone who needs to see them.
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PMI-ACP Exam Connection

If a chart in a PMI-ACP scenario shows a problem, the best answer is almost always to inspect the cause together with the
team rather than react to the chart itself. The team shouldn't be punished simply because a chart looks bad, the chart shouldn't
be hidden from stakeholders to avoid an uncomfortable conversation, and overtime shouldn't be the first response reached for.
Visual metrics exist to create transparency, and the right next step after that transparency is always to adapt based on what the
team actually learns from it.

This page titled 7.2.2: Visual Metrics- Burndown, Burnup, and Cumulative Flow is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.2.3: Managing Impediments, Risks, Spikes, and
Dependencies

Agile Risk Management: Uncertainty, Spikes, Assumptions, and Early
Feedback

Agile does not ignore risk. It manages risk early and continuously rather than treating it as a phase that happens once at the start
and never gets revisited. In predictive approaches, risk management often happens mostly at the beginning of a project, through
upfront planning, analysis, and a risk register that gets updated occasionally. Agile teams also plan for risk, but they recognize
something predictive planning tends to miss: many risks only become clear through actual delivery and real feedback, not through
analysis alone.

Agile reduces risk primarily by shortening the learning cycle. Instead of waiting months to discover whether customers actually
like the product, Agile teams deliver small increments and gather feedback along the way. Instead of waiting until the very
end to test integration, Agile teams integrate frequently, catching problems while they're still small and cheap to fix. Instead of
pretending technical uncertainty doesn't exist, Agile teams use spikes and prototypes to confront it directly. Risk management, in
this view, isn't a separate activity happening off to the side of delivery. It's built directly into how Agile delivery works.

Types of Agile Risk

Agile teams face several distinct types of risk, and naming them separately helps a team recognize which kind it's actually dealing
with, since the right response tends to differ from one type to the next. Table7.2.3.1: Types of Agile Risk lays out the seven common
risk categories a team encounters, the core question each one raises, and the practices that typically help reduce it.

Table7.2.3.1: Types of Agile Risk

Risk Type Core Question How It's Reduced

Product risk Are we building the right thing? MVPs, prototypes, user testing, feedback loops

Technical risk | Can we build it reliably? Spikes, prototypes, technical reviews, early integration

Delivery risk Can we deliver within the needed constraints? Realistic capacity planning, transparent scope and timeline
tradeoffs

Dependency Are we waiting on others? Visible dependency boards, early coordination with other

risk teams

Quality risk Will the product work correctly and safely? Strong Definition of Done, automation, clear acceptance
criteria

Compliance Are we meeting regulatory, audit, legal, or privacy | Building compliance thinking into work earlier, not at the

risk needs? end
Adoption risk | Will users actually use the solution? Early user involvement, usability feedback, trust-building
with users

Product risk centers on whether the team is building the right thing at all, since a team can deliver exactly what was requested
and still discover that customers never actually use it. Technical risk centers on whether the team can build it reliably, covering
unknowns around architecture, scalability, integration, security, performance, or data. Delivery risk covers whether the team can
deliver within the constraints it's actually facing, whether that's capacity, scope, timeline, dependencies, quality, funding, or shifting
priorities. Dependency risk asks whether the team is waiting on something outside its own control, such as another team, a
vendor, a platform, an approval group, or an external service. Quality risk shows up when testing gets delayed, the Definition of
Done is weak, automation is missing, defects keep climbing, or acceptance criteria stay unclear. Compliance risk asks whether
the team is meeting regulatory, audit, legal, privacy, or security requirements, and Agile doesn't mean ignoring any of that. It
means building that thinking into the work earlier rather than bolting it on at the end. Adoption risk, finally, asks whether users
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will actually use the solution once it exists, since a technically flawless product can still fail if users don't understand it, trust it, or
find it genuinely useful.

Assumptions

An assumption is something the team believes to be true but hasn't actually proven yet, and assumptions have a way of hiding
quietly inside plans without anyone noticing they were never tested. Statements like "users will prefer mobile login," "the API can
support peak volume," "security approval will take one week," "customers will understand this workflow," "the vendor will deliver the
integration by the end of the month," or "the data quality is good enough" are all assumptions dressed up as facts.

"o

Assumptions are risky precisely because they're easy to overlook until they turn out to be wrong at the worst possible moment.
Agile teams should make their assumptions visible deliberately and test the most important ones as early as possible. A useful
question to ask regularly is simply: what must be true for this plan to actually work? Once the answers to that question are written
down and visible, the team can decide together how to go about testing each one.

Spikes

A spike is a timeboxed investigation used to reduce uncertainty, and it earns its place whenever the team doesn't yet know enough
to estimate, design, or commit to something responsibly.

Questions a Spike Might Answer

e Can this API actually support our needs?

e Which architecture option is safer?

e Can we meet the required performance target?

e How complex is the data migration really going to be?
e What security controls are actually required here?

e Can we build a simple working prototype?

The output of a spike might be new learning, a recommendation, a working prototype, a firm decision, a refined estimate, or a
clearer backlog item ready for planning. A spike should always stay timeboxed. It should never turn into open-ended research with
no clear stopping point, since the whole purpose is reducing uncertainty just enough to make a better decision, not eliminating
uncertainty entirely.

Prototypes and MVPs

A prototype helps the team explore a possible solution without committing to it fully. It might be rough, incomplete, or entirely
throwaway once it's served its purpose, since the goal was always learning rather than building something permanent.

An MVP, or minimum viable product, serves a related but distinct purpose: testing real value with real users or customers. It
isn't the smallest random collection of features the team could ship. It's the smallest genuinely useful product capable of testing
an important assumption the team actually cares about. Both prototypes and MVPs reduce risk the same fundamental way, by
creating real feedback earlier than a fully built product ever could.

Early Feedback

Early feedback is one of Agile's most important tools for reducing risk, full stop. A team that waits until the very end to gather
feedback may discover too late that the product is confusing, technically fragile, misaligned with what customers actually need,
or difficult to operate in practice. A team that gathers feedback early can adapt while change is still relatively cheap to make.

Early feedback might come from customers, users, stakeholders, testers, security reviewers, operations teams, compliance

partners, or support teams, and the specific source matters less than the timing. The key is exposing uncertainty before it
becomes expensive to address, rather than after.

©@® 147 (7.2.3.2)



LibreTexts"

Risk Burndown

Agile teams can usefully think of risk as something to reduce steadily over time, much like a burndown chart tracks remaining
work. Early in a project, risk tends to be high simply because so much is still unknown. As the team runs spikes, delivers
increments, tests its assumptions, and gathers feedback, that risk should decline in a visible, trackable way.

This decline doesn't happen automatically just because time passes. It requires deliberate action from the team. If the highest-
risk item on the backlog gets saved for the very end, the team may discover far too late that the whole plan was never actually
feasible. Agile teams generally do better by exploring their highest-risk items earlier, precisely so there's still time left to adapt
once something concerning turns up.

Speed is not the same as risk management

Myth: Agile teams handle risk by moving fast and fixing problems later. Agile teams reduce risk by exposing
uncertainty early, delivering in small increments, and learning continuously, not by racing ahead and hoping problems will be
manageable whenever they eventually surface. Speed without early feedback just moves the same risk further down the road.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test whether a team manages risk early or lets it drift until later, when it's become far more expensive
to address. Strong answers usually involve making risk visible, running a spike, building a prototype, delivering a small increment,
clarifying an unstated assumption, or actively seeking early feedback from the right source.

Weak answers, by contrast, often involve hiding uncertainty rather than naming it, deferring testing until it's too late to matter,

skipping risk discussions to save time, or simply waiting until the end and hoping things work out. Recognizing that pattern, early
exposure versus late discovery, tends to be the fastest way to the right answer on this topic.

This page titled 7.2.3: Managing Impediments, Risks, Spikes, and Dependencies is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.

©@® 148 (7.2.3.3)


https://eng.libretexts.org/Courses/De_Anza_College/Agile_Project_Management/07%3A_Agile_Metrics_Risk_and_Delivery_Discipline/7.02%3A_Agile_Delivery_Discipline_Guide/7.2.03%3A_Managing_Impediments_Risks_Spikes_and_Dependencies
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTexts"

7.2.4: Quality, Technical Debt, and Sustainable Delivery

Impediments, Dependencies, Technical Debt, and Delivery Discipline

Agile delivery requires real discipline, not less of it. Agile does not mean casual delivery, weak quality standards, or constant
change happening without any responsibility attached to it. Agile teams still need clear goals, quality standards, visible risk,
technical excellence, and a pace they can actually sustain. Delivery discipline is what makes adaptability possible in the first
place. Without it, change stops being agility and starts becoming plain chaos.

Impediments

An impediment is anything that blocks or slows the team down from delivering what it's committed to. This might mean missing
access to a system, an unavailable environment, unclear requirements, a delayed approval, missing test data, a dependency on
another team, a stakeholder who's hard to reach, too many interruptions pulling focus away, tool instability, a slow build pipeline,
conflicting priorities, or a lack of decision-making authority sitting where it's needed most.

Impediments need to be visible to actually get resolved. If an impediment stays hidden, the team can end up looking slow when
the real problem was the system around them the entire time. The team should remove impediments at the lowest responsible
level available to it. If the team itself can solve the problem, it should. If the Scrum Master can help remove it, that's the next step.
If leadership action is genuinely needed, escalating is entirely appropriate at that point.

Escalation is not a failure on the team's part. It's a useful and often necessary step whenever the team lacks the authority to
remove a barrier on its own. The key is escalating clearly and responsibly rather than either staying silent or escalating everything
reflexively.

What a Good Impediment Statement Includes

e What is actually blocked right now?

e Why is it blocked?

e What impact is this having on delivery?
e Who can realistically help resolve it?

e When is action actually needed by?

Framing an impediment this clearly makes it far easier for whoever picks it up, whether that's the team itself or someone above
it, to act quickly rather than spend time first figuring out what the problem even is.

Dependencies

A dependency exists whenever work depends on another team, system, vendor, decision, or approval outside the team's own
control. Dependencies create waiting almost by definition, and that waiting turns them into one of the most common reasons
Agile teams end up missing their own delivery expectations, often through no fault of their own.

Consider a mobile team waiting on an API team to finish its side of an integration, a product team waiting on legal approval
before a feature can ship, a software team waiting for test data it doesn't control, a platform team waiting on cloud infrastructure
to be provisioned, a release waiting on a security review, or a vendor integration waiting on a contract that hasn't been signed yet.
Agile teams do themselves a real favor by identifying dependencies like these as early as possible, since hidden dependencies
have a habit of surfacing as unpleasant surprises right when there's no time left to absorb them.

Ways to Manage Dependencies

e Splitting work to reduce how much depends on another team.
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e Integrating early rather than waiting until the end.

e Keeping dependency boards visible to everyone involved.

e Clarifying owners and target dates explicitly.

e Creating shared working agreements across teams.

e Using Scrum of Scrums or similar coordination meetings when needed.

e Running spikes for uncertain integrations before committing to them.

e Engaging compliance, security, or operations partners earlier in the process.
e Designing architecture deliberately to reduce coupling between systems.

The best dependency, in the end, is the one the team can simply remove altogether. The next best dependency is the one the
team makes visible early enough that everyone can plan around it honestly, rather than discovering it once it's already caused a
delay.

Technical Debt

Technical debt refers to design shortcuts, weak spots in the code, missing tests, manual processes, or architecture compromises
that make future change harder than it needs to be. Not all technical debt is inherently bad. Sometimes a team intentionally
accepts a short-term compromise to learn something quickly or meet a genuinely critical need under time pressure. But technical
debt has to stay visible and managed regardless of why it was taken on, since unmanaged debt slows delivery, increases defects,
and makes every future piece of work more expensive than it should be.

Common forms of technical debt include missing automated tests, duplicated code, fragile integrations, poor documentation,
outdated dependencies, manual deployment steps, hard-coded configuration, inconsistent architecture, security gaps, a slow
build process, and untested legacy code sitting quietly in the system. Technical debt often behaves like an iceberg in this sense:
the visible part might just be bugs, slow delivery, and failed builds, while the much larger hidden part is poor design, missing
tests, rushed decisions, and dependencies nobody's updated in years.

A team under real pressure may be tempted to skip refactoring, testing, automation, or documentation just to hit a deadline. This
can create the illusion of speed in the short term, but over time the system simply becomes harder and harder to change, and
that cost eventually comes due whether or not anyone planned for it. Agile teams should keep technical debt visible directly in
the backlog and discuss it openly as part of value, risk, and long-term sustainability. The Product Owner, in particular, should
understand that technical debt isn't just a developer preference or a matter of taste. It genuinely affects future delivery speed,
quality, and the value customers eventually receive.

Definition of Done

The Definition of Done is a key piece of delivery discipline, defining precisely what must be true before any piece of work counts
as complete. A strong Definition of Done might require that code is complete, peer reviewed, tested, integrated, documented as
needed, meets its acceptance criteria, has passed security checks, has considered accessibility, meets performance expectations,
is deployed or at least deployable, and carries no known critical defects.

Without a strong Definition of Done in place, teams can end up creating fake progress without meaning to. Work looks done on
the board, but it quietly still needs testing, integration, rework, or defect fixing before it's actually usable. Done, in a healthy Agile
team, should simply mean done, with no asterisk attached.

Sustainable Pace

Sustainable pace means the team can keep delivering value without burnout, constant overtime, or a slow collapse in quality
creeping in underneath the surface. Overtime may occasionally be necessary in genuinely exceptional situations, but it should
never become the normal way a team gets its work done. Constant overtime tends to hide real system problems rather than solve
them, and it also creates more defects, more fatigue, more turnover, and steadily lower morale over time.

If a team finds itself perpetually behind, the answer is rarely to simply work harder. It's worth inspecting the actual causes first:
is the scope too large, are priorities unclear, is WIP too high, are dependencies going unmanaged, is technical debt quietly
slowing everything down, are interruptions too frequent, is the Definition of Done unrealistic given the team's actual capacity, are
stakeholders changing direction too often, or is the team simply under-skilled or under-supported for what it's being asked to do.
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Sustainable pace isn't softness dressed up in nicer language. It's what responsible delivery actually looks like over the long run.

Delivery Discipline Under Pressure

Pressure has a way of revealing whether a team genuinely understands Agile or has only been performing its surface rituals.
How a team responds when a deadline is closing in says a great deal about which of those two is actually true. Table7.2.4.1:
Responses to Delivery Pressure contrasts the weaker instincts a team might reach for under deadline pressure with the stronger,
more disciplined responses Agile actually calls for.

Table7.2.4.1: Responses to Delivery Pressure

Weak Response Stronger Agile Response

Remove testing to save time Inspect root causes of the delay

Skip retrospectives Make risks visible to stakeholders

Ignore the Definition of Done Discuss scope tradeoffs honestly

Hide bad news from leadership Remove impediments and reduce WIP

Demand overtime as the default fix Improve flow and protect quality

Add more work in progress Communicate transparently with stakeholders

Blame individuals for the delay Use spikes to address uncertainty directly

Accept all scope without tradeoffs Address technical debt responsibly and keep feedback loops alive

Agile delivery discipline, at its core, means the team stays honest and adaptive even when the pressure is real, rather than
reaching for shortcuts that only make the underlying problem worse and harder to see.

Speed does not come from cutting discipline

Myth: Agile teams go faster by reducing discipline. Agile teams go faster over time by protecting quality, reducing waste,
managing risk, and improving flow, not by skipping the practices that keep those things in check. Cutting discipline under
pressure tends to buy a small amount of short-term speed at a much larger long-term cost.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

If a PMI-ACP question describes a team that's behind schedule, it's worth being careful here. The best answer is rarely to skip
testing, cancel retrospectives, or demand overtime as a quick fix. The stronger answer usually involves inspecting the actual
cause of the delay, making the problem visible to the people who need to see it, managing scope honestly, removing whatever
impediments are in the way, and protecting quality even when the deadline feels immovable.

This page titled 7.2.4: Quality, Technical Debt, and Sustainable Delivery is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.2.5: Case Study- The Dashboard That Lied

RetailTech Inc.: The Illusion of Control

Robert, the VP of Product at RetailTech, opened his dashboard every morning and felt something close to peace. Velocity tracked
upward, story points climbed, hours logged and tickets closed all trended in the right direction, and the lines on the charts went
up and to the right in exactly the way a VP hopes they will. He used it constantly: telling the CTO that velocity was stable and the
team was delivering consistently, telling the board the numbers proved the team was well-managed and productive. Jennifer, the
team lead, had built the thing herself, pulling data out of JIRA, GitHub, and the time-tracking system into a set of visualizations
comprehensive enough that Robert called it a model of management transparency. Jennifer had started to notice something
underneath the praise, though. The dashboard was extremely good at proving people were busy. It said nothing at all about
whether customers were getting what they needed.

Sarah, one of the developers, was exhausted in a way the dashboard couldn't see. It credited her with 89 story points completed
last Sprint, 42 hours logged, 23 tickets closed, and 105 percent of expected capacity, numbers that made her look like the
team's best performer. What the dashboard didn't show was that her finished code sat in review for four days at a time while an
overloaded reviewer worked through his own queue, that by the time comments came back she'd already moved on and had to
context-switch to address them, and that testing after that could take so long her work often didn't clear until the last day of the
Sprint, with any bugs found simply sliding into the next one as defects. She mentioned once in standup that her code was waiting
in review again, and Robert, looking at the dashboard rather than at her, told her the team's velocity was excellent and moving
fast. She didn't bring it up again.

Marcus, the tester, was watching the same problem from the other end of the pipeline. He had 34 items waiting for testing and the
capacity to clear roughly eight a Sprint if he stayed focused, but new urgent items kept arriving mid-Sprint, developers messaging
him to test something else first because it was suddenly critical, and every context switch cost him the mental model he'd built
for whatever he'd been testing before. Acceptance criteria were often little more than a phrase, make the dashboard faster, and
when he asked what that actually meant, a developer would tell him he wasn't sure, just to test it, so Marcus tested his best guess,
logged the bugs he found, and watched them sit untouched in a backlog belonging to someone already on to the next thing. The
dashboard credited him with 47 closed tickets that Sprint and said nothing about the 34 items aging in his queue, some by then
eighteen days old. He put together a short list of those ages and shared it with Robert, who looked it over and said overall velocity
was still strong, the team was closing tickets at a good rate. Marcus felt something in him give out.

Customers, meanwhile, didn't care what the dashboard said. Support tickets were climbing, a customer who asked for a simple
dashboard filter watched two weeks of estimated work stretch into eight actual ones and left for a competitor before it shipped,
and a reporting bug introduced three Sprints earlier went undetected until it had already spread across multiple customer
accounts in production. Jennifer started tracking support tickets outside the official dashboard and noticed a pattern: the items
with the longest cycle times also carried the highest defect rates, while work that moved through quickly came back cleaner. She
raised it with Robert, who pointed to stable velocity as proof nothing was actually wrong. She told him, carefully, that velocity
looked stable precisely because they were counting story points as done once development finished, even though the work still
hadn't been reviewed, tested, or verified against acceptance criteria, that it wasn't finished at all. Robert looked at the dashboard
and, for the first time, saw it as something that might be lying to him.

The retrospective that followed was where it finally broke into the open. Sarah said, sounding somewhere between angry and
simply worn down, that they kept completing points while the work itself sat in review and testing indefinitely. Marcus added that
by the time anything reached him the Sprint was nearly over, leaving no real room to test properly. David, the Product Owner, said
quietly that stakeholders kept escalating urgent items because from where they sat nothing ever seemed to ship, so they panicked
and asked for more urgency, which only made the backlog worse. Jennifer turned to Robert and asked what they'd actually been
measuring all along: activity, or flow; work getting started, or work getting finished. Robert felt the dashboard crack a little further
in his mind.

Jennifer proposed mapping the real workflow instead of the official one, and the team built a physical board with the actual
stages work passed through, Requested, Ready, Analysis, Development, Code Review, Testing, Security Review, Done, and put a
card on it for every one of the 68 items currently in flight. The board looked like a pileup: eleven items stuck in code review,
thirty-four waiting on testing, seven sitting in security review that hadn't even been flagged yet, twelve still in active development,
and thirty-seven new items piled up in Requested. Robert stared at it and said slowly that they weren't actually finishing work, they
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were marking it done once it was merely developed. Jennifer confirmed it: development moved fast, everything after it moved
slowly, but only development counted toward the story points that made velocity look healthy, so the metric looked fine while the
system underneath it was breaking down. When Robert asked why no one had told him, the room went quiet until Sarah finally
said it plainly: he'd kept insisting velocity was excellent, so what exactly were they supposed to say.

What followed was a real attempt to change what got measured and rewarded. Robert stopped treating velocity as a performance
target, keeping it only for forecasting. The team added WIP limits so new development couldn't start while testing was overloaded,
with developers helping clear that backlog instead. They began tracking cycle time and lead time to see where work actually
stalled, built an impediment board to make the backups visible, moved security review earlier so high-risk items got flagged
during refinement rather than after the fact, tightened the Definition of Done so nothing counted as finished until it was reviewed,
tested, and verified, and set aside a fifth of each Sprint's capacity for technical debt instead of stacking on more new work.

Within a few Sprints, work in progress fell from 68 items to 34, cycle time improved, defects dropped, and customers started
noticing work actually finishing on a predictable rhythm. But Robert found himself missing the simplicity he'd given up. Where
he'd once had one number to watch, he now had five: cycle time, lead time, defect trends, WIP by stage, impediment aging, each
more honest and each more work to interpret. He caught himself one afternoon tracing a spike in the cycle time chart back to a
single unclear acceptance criterion that had caused a round of rework, fixed the wording for future items, and felt genuinely useful
doing it, even as he missed the old certainty of a single green line. When he tried to walk the CTO through the new dashboards,
the CTO asked simply how he was supposed to know if the team was performing well, and Robert, without a tidy answer, said
you looked at cycle time, at defect rates, at whether work was finishing, at whether customers were happy. The CTO nodded, but
Robert could tell he missed the old simplicity too.

Weeks later, in a hallway conversation, Robert asked Jennifer whether she thought it had actually worked. She thought about it
before answering that the metrics were better, the work was flowing better, defects were down, but she wasn't sure whether the
culture had really changed or whether they'd simply found a new target to optimize for: people now rushing work through testing
to keep cycle time low, some developers growing protective of their own items to avoid rework, which ironically showed up as
longer cycle times of its own. Robert asked if that meant they hadn't solved it after all, and Jennifer said they'd solved a different
problem: shipping was faster, customers were happier, that part was real, but whether the new numbers actually captured what
mattered, or just happened to move in a direction that looked like it, was something neither of them could say for certain. Robert
thought about the old dashboard, simple and wrong, and the new ones, complicated and more honest, and found he still didn't
have an answer for which kind of blindness was worse.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 7.2.5.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Robert felt in control with the old dashboard because it was simple and positive, but it was hiding the real problems
underneath it. What metrics are you optimizing for in your own work right now, and what problems might those metrics
be quietly hiding from you?

2. Once Robert stopped treating velocity as a performance target, the team stopped gaming velocity and started gaming
cycle time instead. Is there any metric that won't eventually get gamed, or do you simply have to accept that
measurement always creates its own incentives and manage that reality directly?

3. By almost every visible measure, the team's work improved: customers were happier, defects dropped, cycle time got
better. But Jennifer wondered whether they'd fixed the real problem or just moved it somewhere new. How do you tell
the difference between actually solving something and relocating it to a place you're not measuring yet?

This page titled 7.2.5: Case Study- The Dashboard That Lied is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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7.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile teams use metrics for learning, transparency, and improvement. Metrics should help teams inspect reality and adapt,
not serve as a scorecard for individuals. When metrics are used to punish or compare people, they damage trust and reduce
transparency, undermining the very purpose they were meant to serve. Delivery metrics such as velocity, lead time, cycle time,
throughput, WIP, and flow efficiency each answer a different question about the system: velocity helps a Scrum Team forecast,
lead time shows how long customers wait, cycle time shows how long work takes once started, throughput shows how much
work finishes, WIP shows how much work is open, and flow efficiency reveals how much of that time is spent waiting rather than
progressing.

Visual metrics such as burnup charts, burndown charts, cumulative flow diagrams, risk boards, impediment boards, and
dependency boards help teams see these patterns at a glance. A chart should trigger conversation and learning, not blame, and
its value lies entirely in the decisions and adaptations it prompts. This same philosophy extends to risk: Agile risk management
is continuous, and teams reduce risk through early feedback, small increments, spikes, prototypes, assumption testing, technical
excellence, and visible risk tracking. Agile teams do not hide uncertainty; they expose it early so they can adapt before it becomes
a bigger problem.

Delivery discipline ties all of this together. It includes impediment removal, dependency management, technical debt control,
Definition of Done, quality practices, transparent communication, and sustainable pace. Agile teams do not go faster by ignoring
discipline or cutting corners. They go faster over time by improving the system itself, using metrics, visibility, and continuous risk
management as the tools that make sustainable speed possible.

Key Terms to Remember

¢ Agile Metrics: Measurements used by Agile teams to understand progress, flow, quality, risk, and delivery health.

¢ Vanity Metric: A metric that looks impressive but does not help the team make better decisions or deliver more value.

e Velocity: The amount of work a Scrum Team completes in a Sprint, often measured in story points. It is useful for team
forecasting, not team comparison.

o Lead Time: The time from customer request to delivery. It shows how long the customer waits.

¢ Cycle Time: The time from when work starts to when it finishes. It shows how long active workflow takes.

e Throughput: The number of completed work items in a period of time.

¢ Work in Progress (WIP): Work that has been started but not yet completed.

¢ Flow Efficiency: The ratio of active work time to total elapsed time. It helps reveal waiting.

¢ Burndown Chart: A chart that shows remaining work over time.

e Burnup Chart: A chart that shows completed work over time and may also show total scope.

e Cumulative Flow Diagram: A visual chart showing how work moves through workflow states over time. It helps reveal
bottlenecks.

¢ Risk Board: A visual board that makes risks, owners, impact, probability, responses, and status visible.

o Impediment: Anything that blocks or slows the team.

o Dependency: A relationship where work depends on another team, system, vendor, decision, or approval.

¢ Technical Debt: Shortcuts, weaknesses, or unresolved technical issues that make future change harder.

o Spike: A timeboxed investigation used to reduce uncertainty and support better decisions.

« Sustainable Pace: A pace of work the team can maintain over time without burnout, quality decline, or hidden risk.

This page titled 7.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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7.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

10.

A manager wants to compare two Scrum Teams based on velocity and reward the team with the higher number. What should
the Agile coach explain?

A. Velocity is a good way to compare teams because all story points are equal.

B. Velocity should mainly be used by a team for its own forecasting, not for comparing teams.

C. The team with lower velocity should be required to work overtime.

D. Teams should increase story point estimates to improve velocity.

A customer submits a request on April 1, and the team delivers it on April 20. The team actively worked on it from April 10 to
April 15. What does the April 1to April 20 period represent?

A. Cycle time.

B. Lead time.

C. Velocity.

D. Throughput.

A team has many items started but few items completed. Team members are constantly switching between tasks. Which
metric or practice should the team inspect first?

A. Work in progress.

B. Individual utilization.

C. Number of meetings attended.

D. Number of emails sent.

A burndown chart has been flat for several days during a Sprint. What is the best Agile response?

A. Ask the team to work overtime immediately.

B. Inspect the situation with the team to identify blockers or work that is not moving to done.

C. Hide the chart from stakeholders.

D. Cancel the Sprint Retrospective.

A cumulative flow diagram shows that the Testing band is widening over time. What does this most likely indicate?

A. Testing is becoming a bottleneck.

B. The team has no work to do.

C. Velocity is automatically increasing.

D. The Product Backlog is complete.

A team is unsure whether a third-party API can support the required transaction volume. What should the team do?

A. Ignore the risk until development is complete.

B. Run a timeboxed spike to investigate the API capability.

C. Commit to the full solution without investigation.

D. Remove all performance requirements.

A team is under schedule pressure. A manager suggests skipping testing to finish faster. What is the best Agile response?
A. Agree because testing can always be done after release.

B. Protect quality and inspect scope, risks, impediments, and tradeoffs.

C. Remove the Definition of Done.

D. Hide known defects from stakeholders.

A team has stable velocity, but customer complaints are increasing, lead time is getting longer, and defects are rising. What
should the team conclude?

A. Stable velocity proves delivery is healthy.

B. Velocity alone is not enough, and the team should inspect flow, quality, and customer value.

C. The team should stop collecting all metrics.

D. The Product Owner should ignore customer complaints.

A team has repeated delays because it depends on another team for security review. What should the team do?

A. Wait until the end of the release to request security review.

B. Make the dependency visible and engage the security team earlier.

C. Remove security review from the process.

D. Blame the Developers for the delay.

A team has accumulated technical debt from rushed shortcuts. Delivery is slowing, defects are rising, and changes are
becoming harder. What should the Product Owner and team do?
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Ignore technical debt because it is not customer-facing.

Make technical debt visible and balance debt reduction with feature work.
Increase WIP to deliver more features.

Remove refactoring from the backlog.

Cowy

Answer Key

1. B. Velocity is useful for a team's own forecasting, and comparing teams by it creates unhealthy behavior since teams estimate
differently.

2. B. Lead time measures the time from request to delivery, which is the April 1to April 20 span.

3. A. Too much WIP creates context switching, waiting, and partially completed work, so the team should inspect WIP.
4. B. A flat burndown chart should trigger inspection and conversation, not blame or automatic overtime.

5. A. A widening band in a cumulative flow diagram often shows work piling up in that state, indicating a bottleneck.
6. B. A spike is a timeboxed investigation used to reduce uncertainty.

7. B. Agile teams protect quality and inspect tradeoffs, since skipping testing creates hidden risk.

8. B. Velocity alone does not show delivery health, so the team should inspect flow, quality, and customer value.

9. B. Dependencies should be made visible and managed early rather than discovered late.

10. B. Technical debt affects future delivery and quality, so it should be visible and managed responsibly.

This page titled 7.4: PMI-ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8: AGILE TRANSFORMATION, CHANGE MANAGEMENT, AND

SCALING

Agile Transformation, Change Management, and Scaling

Agile often begins with one team. A team adopts Scrum, visualizes work with Kanban, improves flow, runs retrospectives, and
learns to deliver in smaller increments. But real organizations are far more complicated than a single team. Organizations
have budgets, governance, approval processes, compliance needs, reporting structures, vendors, legacy systems, platform
teams, executives, middle managers, departments, and competing priorities. A single team may become Agile while the larger
organization continues to fund, measure, approve, and govern work in traditional ways, and this mismatch is precisely why Agile
transformation is difficult.

Agile transformation is not simply installing a framework, buying a tool, renaming project managers as Scrum Masters, or
scheduling daily standups. It is a deeper change in how the organization thinks, decides, funds, measures, learns, and delivers
value. A useful teaching phrase for this chapter captures that idea directly: Agile transformation is not installing a framework.
It is changing how the organization learns.

This chapter moves from team-level Agile to organizational agility. It explains how organizations move from current state to future
state, why change management matters, how Kotter's 8-Step Change Model can support Agile adoption, how teams choose the
right way of working, and how scaling frameworks help multiple teams coordinate delivery across an entire organization.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Explain why Agile transformation is cultural change, not just process change.

e Describe how to move from current state to future state using a change framework.

e Explain Kotter's 8-Step Change Model in the context of Agile adoption.

e Choose an appropriate way of working based on work type, uncertainty, governance, and scale.

e Explain how governance, funding, compliance, and organizational alignment affect Agile delivery.

e Describe major scaling approaches such as Scrum of Scrums, Nexus, LeSS, SAFe, and Disciplined Agile.
e Recognize common Agile transformation anti-patterns.

e Identify PMI-ACP traps related to transformation, scaling, governance, and organizational change.

8.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

8.2: Agile Transformation Guide
8.2.1: Change Management- Moving from Current State to Future State
8.2.2: Kotter's 8-Step Change Model and Agile Adoption
8.2.3: Choosing the Right Way of Working- Scrum, Kanban, Lean, Hybrid, or Scaling
8.2.4: Governance, Funding, Compliance, and Organizational Alignment
8.2.5: Scaling Agile- Scrum of Scrums, Nexus, LeSS, SAFe, and Disciplined Agile
8.2.6: Case Study- The Transformation That Started with Tools Instead of Mindset

8.3: Chapter Summary
8.4: PMI ACP Style Sample Questions

This page titled 8: Agile Transformation, Change Management, and Scaling is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline

Mapping to Exam Content Outline

This chapter connects to several PMI-ACP exam themes, including organizational change, adaptive leadership, scaling, and
stakeholder engagement. Rather than treating Agile transformation as adopting ceremonies or rolling out tools, PMI-ACP frames
it as a genuine shift in mindset, governance, and organizational structure. This requires understanding the current state before
designing change, engaging stakeholders and leaders throughout, and scaling only when teams already have a healthy Agile
foundation to build on.

¢ PMI-ACP Domain(s): Value-Driven Delivery, Stakeholder Engagement, Team Performance, Problem Detection and
Resolution, and Continuous Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Assess the current state before designing change, engage and coach leaders and stakeholders, remove
organizational impediments, and align governance and funding with Agile values.

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Value stream funding, incremental change roadmaps, coaching and facilitation, and
outcome-based metrics.

¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Organizational change management, systems thinking, risk management, and Agile scaling
considerations.

Strong PMI-ACP answers tend to center on grounding change in reality: starting with the problem rather than the framework,
understanding the current state before designing change, creating shared urgency and vision, and engaging stakeholders and
coaching leaders early. They also center on sustaining change structurally: removing organizational impediments, supporting
incremental change, aligning governance with Agile values, funding value streams instead of only temporary projects, measuring
outcomes and learning, scaling only when there is a real coordination need, and preserving team empowerment while
coordinating across teams. Weak answers, by contrast, mistake activity for transformation: forcing one framework on every team,
rolling out tools without changing behaviors, treating Agile as only ceremonies, or declaring transformation complete after
training. They also avoid the harder structural work: ignoring middle management, scaling before teams are healthy, using metrics
to punish teams, keeping traditional governance while expecting Agile outcomes, ignoring compliance until the end, assuming
resistance means people are the problem, or copying another company's model without understanding context.

On the PMI-ACP exam, questions in this area often present a choice between adopting the appearance of Agile and pursuing
genuine organizational change. Favor the action that improves value delivery, learning, collaboration, and adaptation over one
that simply performs Agile theater. When a scenario doesn't map neatly onto the themes above, apply this test: does the change
address the underlying system and behaviors, or does it only change labels and titles while leaving the old structure intact?

This page titled 8.1: Mapping to Exam Content Outline is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2: Agile Transformation Guide

Agile Transformation Is Cultural Change, Not Just Process Change

Many organizations begin their Agile transformation by changing whatever's most visible first. They create Scrum teams, buy Agile
lifecycle management tools, schedule standups, rename existing meetings, introduce story points, build dashboards, and train
people on roles and ceremonies. These changes can genuinely help, but on their own, they're rarely enough to produce the shift
an organization is actually looking for.

An organization can go through the motions of Agile practices without ever developing an Agile mindset underneath them. A team
may hold Daily Scrums religiously while still quietly reporting status up to a manager afterward. A Product Owner may exist on
paper without ever having real authority to prioritize the backlog. A retrospective may happen faithfully every single Sprint while
producing no real improvement at all. A Kanban board may exist while work keeps getting pushed into an already overloaded
system regardless of what the board is telling everyone. Leaders may say they want Agile out loud while still quietly punishing
teams for raising risks honestly. This gap is exactly why Agile transformation has to be understood as cultural change, not merely
a change in process.

Culture Eats Strategy for Breakfast

This well-known phrase, often attributed to management thinker Peter Drucker, captures exactly why Agile transformation
efforts stall when they focus only on process. An organization can design the most thoughtful Agile strategy imaginable: the
right framework, the right roles, the right tools, the right training plan. But if the underlying culture still rewards command and
control, punishes honest bad news, and measures people by activity rather than outcomes, that culture will quietly override
the strategy every time the two come into conflict.

This is why leaders who focus exclusively on installing Scrum events or Kanban boards, without addressing how decisions
get made, how failure gets treated, and what actually gets rewarded, tend to end up with Agile theater rather than genuine
transformation. The practices survive on the surface, but the culture underneath keeps producing the same old behaviors it
always has.

Culture, in this sense, is the collection of habits, beliefs, incentives, decisions, and behaviors that shape how work actually
happens day to day, regardless of what's written in a process document. Culture tends to show up clearly in a handful of simple
questions: who actually makes decisions, what happens the moment bad news appears, are teams genuinely trusted, are people
rewarded for learning or for merely looking good, are risks discussed early or hidden until they can't be avoided, are customers
involved continuously or only at the very end, are teams measured by outcomes or by activity, are leaders removing barriers or
quietly adding pressure instead, are teams allowed to actually improve their own process, and is failure treated as learning or as
something to assign blame for.

Agile transformation is what changes these underlying patterns. It moves an organization from command and control toward
genuine empowerment. It moves planning from fixed prediction toward adaptive learning built on real feedback. It moves
measurement from output tracking toward outcome and flow. It moves governance from pure gatekeeping toward enabling
responsible delivery instead of merely blocking risk.

This is genuinely difficult work precisely because transformation touches power, structure, funding, leadership behavior, career
paths, reporting systems, and personal identity all at once. Some people may feel that Agile threatens the role they've built for
themselves. Some leaders may feel they're losing control they've held for years. Some teams may feel this transformation is simply
the latest management fad passing through. Some middle managers may be genuinely unclear about what their new role is
even supposed to look like. Resistance in situations like these is not automatically laziness or stubbornness. Often, resistance
is actually information worth listening to. It might reveal fear, confusion, fatigue from past change efforts that went nowhere,
unclear incentives, or genuine risks hiding inside the transformation approach itself. A strong Agile transformation doesn't begin
by blaming people for resisting it. It begins by understanding the system that's producing that resistance in the first place.
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Doing Agile vs. Being Agile

A useful distinction runs between doing Agile and being Agile, and confusing the two is one of the most common ways
transformation efforts stall out.

Doing Agile means using Agile practices: Sprints, standups, boards, backlogs, story points, reviews, retrospectives, WIP limits, and
demos. Being Agile means genuinely living Agile values and principles: customer collaboration, trust, transparency, adaptation,
continuous improvement, working solutions, servant leadership, and real responsiveness to change. Doing Agile is visible from the
outside. Being Agile is behavioral, and it only shows up once you look closely at how people actually act when no one's checking
whether they followed the process correctly.

A company may do Agile by installing Jira and scheduling every Scrum event on the calendar. But it only becomes Agile once
people start making decisions differently, collaborating differently, learning differently, and responding to change differently
than they did before. None of this means practices themselves should be rejected. Practices are genuinely useful when they're
connected to a real purpose. The goal was never to throw out Sprints, boards, or retrospectives. It's to make sure each of these
practices is actually serving the purpose it was designed for, rather than being performed out of habit.

A Daily Scrum isn't valuable because it appears on the calendar every morning. It's valuable if it actually helps the team inspect
its progress and adapt its plan. A retrospective isn't valuable because it satisfies a rule written in some framework. It's valuable
if the team genuinely improves as a result of having it. A backlog isn't valuable because it contains a large number of items. It's
valuable if it helps the team focus clearly on the most important work in front of it.

Transformation is broader than one framework

Myth: Agile transformation means rolling out Scrum to every team. Scrum may genuinely help some teams, but
transformation runs far broader than adopting any single framework. The organization has to change how it prioritizes, funds,
measures, governs, and learns, none of which a framework rollout accomplishes by itself.

Keeping this distinction in mind matters because it's tempting for an organization to treat a framework rollout as the finish line
of transformation, when it's really only the visible starting point. The harder, less visible work of shifting decision-making, funding,
and incentive structures is what actually determines whether the organization becomes Agile or simply starts doing Agile-flavored
activities.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often describe organizations that have adopted Agile language without ever adopting genuinely Agile
behavior underneath it, and recognizing this pattern, sometimes called Agile theater, is worth watching for closely. Signs typically
include Scrum events that exist on the calendar while decisions remain entirely top-down, teams that estimate their work while
those estimates get treated as binding promises anyway, retrospectives that happen faithfully while no actual improvements
ever get implemented, Product Owners who technically exist while stakeholders routinely bypass them, velocity that gets tracked
closely while customer value goes largely ignored, teams labeled self-organizing while managers continue assigning their tasks
directly, and scaling frameworks adopted at the organizational level while the individual teams underneath them remain just as
unempowered as before.

Strong answers on the exam usually return to Agile's underlying values whenever a scenario like this appears: transparency,
collaboration, customer value, servant leadership, adaptation, and continuous improvement. When a question describes practices
happening without the values behind them showing up in actual behavior, the correct answer is almost always the one that closes
that gap rather than adding yet another practice on top of it.

This page titled 8.2: Agile Transformation Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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8.2.1: Change Management- Moving from Current State to
Future State

Change Management: Moving from Current State to Future State

Agile transformation is best understood as a change journey rather than a single announcement. A useful way to teach that journey
is to move through five questions in sequence: where are we now, where do we want to go, what gap exists between the current
state and the future state, what changes will help close that gap, and how will the new way of working actually get reinforced once
it's in place. Thinking this way through prevents transformation from turning vague. Without it, organizations tend to say "we want
to be Agile" without anyone actually agreeing on what that means in practice.

Current State

The current state is how work actually happens today, not what the official process document claims should be happening. It's
the real system underneath the paperwork, and it's worth looking at honestly rather than charitably.

Understanding the current state means looking closely at how work gets requested, how priorities actually get decided, how
teams are funded, how decisions get made in practice, how risks get raised, how dependencies get managed, how quality gets
measured, how stakeholders provide feedback, how approvals actually work, how teams are structured, how leaders behave once
real pressure hits, how success gets measured, where work tends to wait, where people are quietly overloaded, and where rework
keeps happening. A current state assessment only holds value if it's honest. If an organization pretends its current system is
healthier than it really is, the resulting transformation will end up targeting the wrong problems entirely.

A company might assume its problem is that teams simply need Scrum training. But the real problem could be that teams have no
real authority, priorities shift every week regardless of what was planned, testing environments are unstable, and leaders quietly
punish anyone who delivers bad news. Training alone was never going to fix any of that.

Future State

The future state describes the way of working the organization is actually aiming for, and it needs to be specific enough to
genuinely guide change rather than just inspire it. A weak future state simply says "we will become Agile." A stronger one says
something closer to "we will organize teams around products, prioritize work through empowered Product Owners, deliver in small
increments, involve customers earlier, make risks visible, reduce approval delays, and measure outcomes and flow instead of only
activity."

A useful future state describes behaviors rather than labels, and it should answer how decisions will be made, how teams will be
organized, how work will be prioritized, how funding will happen, how risks will be managed, how stakeholders will give feedback,
how quality will be built in rather than inspected in afterward, how leaders will support teams day to day, and how success will
actually be measured once the transformation is underway.

Gap Analysis

The gap is simply the distance between the current state and the future state, made concrete enough to act on. If the current state
has teams funded as temporary projects while the future state calls for long-lived product teams funded around value streams, the
gap touches budgeting, portfolio planning, staffing, and governance all at once. If the current state has quality testing happening
late in the process while the future state calls for quality built into every increment, the gap points toward earlier testing, a stronger
Definition of Done, more automation, and better technical practices across the board.

Gap analysis like this helps an organization avoid superficial change that looks good on a slide but doesn't touch what's actually

broken. It shows plainly what has to change in structure, behavior, process, technology, leadership, and measurement, rather than
leaving the hard parts unnamed.
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The Lippitt-Knoster Model: Ingredients for Successful Complex Change

Another helpful lens for understanding Agile transformation is the Lippitt-Knoster Model for managing complex change. This
model holds that successful change depends on six core ingredients working together: vision, consensus, skills, incentives,
resources, and an action plan. Its real value lies in diagnosis, since when one ingredient goes missing, the change effort tends to
fail in a fairly predictable and recognizable way.

Table8.2.1.1: The Lippitt-Knoster Model shows the six ingredients needed for successful complex change, and the specific
outcome that results when each one is missing.

Table 8.2.1.1: The Lippitt-Knoster Model for Managing Complex Change

Vision Consensus Result

Vision Consensus Skills Incentives Resources Action Plan Successful Change
NO Vision Consensus Skills Incentives Resources Action Plan Confusion

Vision NO Consensus Skills Incentives Resources Action Plan Sabotage

Vision Consensus Incentives Resources Action Plan Anxiety

Vision Consensus Skills Resources Action Plan Resistance

Vision Consensus Skills Incentives Action Plan Frustration

Vision Consensus Skills Incentives Resources _ False Starts

This model turns out to be especially useful for Agile transformation because many organizations focus almost entirely on the
skills ingredient. They provide Scrum training, tool training, and role training in abundance, while quietly ignoring the other five
ingredients sitting alongside it. Training alone rarely creates real transformation. People also need a clear vision, genuine shared
commitment, incentives that actually point the right direction, sufficient resources to do the work, and a practical action plan they
can follow.

Imagine an organization that tells its teams to become Agile while still rewarding managers for hitting fixed scope commitments
regardless of what was learned along the way. The skills might genuinely be there, but the incentives are working directly against
them. Or imagine teams being told to deliver in small increments while stable environments, test automation, and Product Owner
availability are all missing. The vision might be perfectly clear, but the resources needed to reach it simply aren't there yet.

The Lippitt-Knoster Model helps leaders ask sharper diagnostic questions when a transformation stalls: do people actually
understand the vision, do enough stakeholders genuinely agree with the change, do teams and leaders have the skills to work
differently, are incentives actually aligned with the behavior being asked for, do teams have the resources they need to succeed,
and is there a clear action plan with real next steps attached to it.

It's rarely just unwillingness

Myth: Agile transformation fails mainly because people do not want to change. Transformation more often fails
because one or more of the six ingredients for complex change is missing entirely. Unwillingness is usually a symptom of a
missing ingredient, not the root cause itself.

For PMI-ACP, this model is genuinely useful because it moves the answer away from blame and toward diagnosis. If change is
failing in a scenario, the Agile leader's job is to inspect which specific ingredient is missing and respond to that directly. Confusion
usually calls for a clearer vision. Resistance usually calls for building real consensus. Anxiety usually calls for developing skills.
Frustration usually calls for more resources. False starts usually call for a concrete action plan. Slow adoption usually calls for
realigning incentives with the behavior actually being asked for.

Change Strategy

The change strategy defines how the organization actually plans to move from its current state to its future state, and a strong one
tends to include leadership alignment, a clear transformation vision, a real communication plan, pilot teams to test the approach,
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training and coaching, updated roles and responsibilities, governance changes, funding changes, metrics changes, functioning
feedback loops, active impediment removal, change champions embedded across the organization, an incremental rollout rather
than a single big-bang launch, and reinforcement mechanisms to keep the new behavior from quietly reverting.

Transformation should never be treated as a one-time announcement made once and then assumed to take hold on its own. It
should be managed as an adaptive change effort in its own right. Organizations do well to experiment first: a few teams pilot
a new way of working, the organization learns honestly from that pilot, adapts based on what it found, and only then expands
more broadly. This approach is, fittingly, more Agile in spirit than forcing a massive rollout across the whole organization with no
feedback loop built in.

Reinforcement

Change doesn't stick because of training alone, however good that training might be. It sticks when the surrounding system
actually reinforces the new behavior consistently over time. If leaders say they want Agile while still rewarding teams for following
fixed plans regardless of what was learned along the way, the old behavior will quietly return. If teams are told to self-organize
while managers keep assigning their tasks anyway, the old behavior will return. If Product Owners get the title without the actual
authority to prioritize, the old behavior will return. If retrospectives keep identifying real improvements that nobody ever acts on,
the old behavior will return.

Genuine reinforcement tends to include leadership behavior that models the change directly, updated performance measures
that actually reward the new way of working, communities of practice where people can learn from each other, ongoing coaching
support, real recognition of the behaviors the organization wants to see more of, portfolio governance changes, funding changes,
working agreements that get honored rather than just written down, regular inspection of transformation progress itself, and the
active removal of policies that quietly block Agile behavior from taking hold. A transformation only really succeeds once its new
way of working becomes simply normal, rather than something people perform when they remember to.

Resistance usually has a reason

Myth: People resist change because they are difficult. People often resist change because the purpose is unclear,
incentives are misaligned, past changes failed and left them wary, or the surrounding system makes the new behavior
genuinely hard to sustain. Treating resistance as a personality flaw usually misses the actual, fixable cause underneath it.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions about transformation often reward incremental, adaptive change over forceful process enforcement. If a
scenario describes an organization struggling with Agile adoption, the best answer is rarely to simply enforce more process on
top of what's already failing. Look instead for answers that clarify the vision, genuinely engage the people affected, inspect the
real current-state problems, coach leaders through their own behavior change, remove impediments standing in the way, and
reinforce the new behaviors deliberately rather than assuming they'll stick on their own.

This page titled 8.2.1: Change Management- Moving from Current State to Future State is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2.2: Kotter’'s 8-Step Change Model and Agile Adoption

Kotter's 8-Step Change Model and Agile Adoption

Kotter's 8-Step Change Model offers another useful lens for thinking about organizational transformation. It wasn't created
specifically for Agile, but it maps onto Agile adoption remarkably well, since Agile transformation depends on exactly the same
ingredients this model calls out: real energy, genuine leadership, ongoing communication, and consistent reinforcement over
time.

Kotter's 8-Step Change Model

Create urgency: build a clear, shared understanding that the current way of working isn't enough.

2. Build a guiding coalition: bring together leaders, managers, and team members who can carry the change forward
together.

3. Form a strategic vision and initiatives: define where the organization is going and why, in terms specific enough to

guide real choices.

—

4. Enlist a volunteer army: grow adoption through belief and participation, not just compliance.

5. Enable action by removing barriers: identify and remove whatever is preventing people from working the new way.

6. Generate short-term wins: create visible, meaningful proof that the change is actually working.

7. Sustain acceleration: keep removing barriers and deepening adoption after the first wins land, rather than assuming
the work is done.

8. Institute change: make the new way of working part of the culture, so it no longer depends on a few dedicated

individuals to survive.

The eight steps run in sequence: create urgency, build a guiding coalition, form a strategic vision and initiatives, enlist a volunteer
army, enable action by removing barriers, generate short-term wins, sustain acceleration, and finally institute the change. Rather
than memorizing this list mechanically, it's worth understanding what each step is actually contributing to the overall success of
a transformation.

1. Create Urgency

People rarely change in any deep or lasting way unless they genuinely understand why the change matters to them. Urgency in
this sense doesn't mean panic or crisis messaging. It means a clear, shared understanding that the current way of working simply
isn't enough anymore.

Urgency might show up as dissatisfied customers, competitors releasing faster than the organization can respond, lead times that
have stretched too long, rising quality issues, burned-out employees, projects that stay late despite heavy upfront planning, slow
innovation, work stuck sitting in approval queues, or teams that look busy while very little value actually flows out the other end.
A good urgency message ties the need for change directly to real business and customer problems rather than abstract ideals.
A weak urgency message simply says "leadership wants Agile." A stronger one says something closer to "our customers wait six
months for changes that competitors deliver in weeks, and we need a way of working that helps us learn and deliver value faster."

2. Build a Guiding Coalition

Transformation can't realistically be carried on the shoulders of one Agile coach or a single executive sponsor. It needs a
genuine coalition behind it, one that might include executives, middle managers, Product Owners, Scrum Masters, team members,
architecture leaders, operations leaders, compliance partners, finance representatives, HR partners, and whichever informal
leaders people already trust and listen to.

Middle managers deserve particular attention here, since many transformations quietly fail by overlooking them. They're often

asked to support Agile without ever being told clearly how their own role is supposed to change, and they can end up squeezed
uncomfortably between executives demanding transformation and teams demanding real empowerment. A strong coalition
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helps remove barriers, communicate the vision consistently, align policies across departments, and model the new behavior the
organization is actually asking for.

3. Form a Strategic Vision and Initiatives

A transformation vision explains where the organization is headed and, just as importantly, why it's headed there. That vision
needs to be clear, practical, and tied directly to value rather than left as an inspirational slogan.

A vision might focus on delivering customer value in smaller increments, reducing lead time from idea to release, improving
quality through earlier testing and automation, empowering product teams to make faster decisions, shifting from project funding
toward product funding, improving flow across value streams, or increasing transparency to reduce hidden risk. Whatever form it
takes, a vision should actively guide choices rather than just decorate a slide. If the vision is "empower teams," governance has
to change to genuinely support empowered teams. If the vision is "deliver faster," the organization has to confront dependencies,
technical debt, and approval delays head-on. If the vision is "customer value," metrics need to shift toward outcomes rather than
staying fixed on output alone.

4. Enlist a Volunteer Army

Change tends to spread faster when people choose to participate in it rather than feel forced into it. A volunteer army is made up
of people who genuinely believe in the change and help others learn it, whether that's Agile champions, early adopters, coaches,
Product Owners, Scrum Masters, technical leaders, or simply team members willing to model the new behavior in their own daily
work.

This doesn't mean transformation stays optional forever for everyone. It means real, lasting adoption grows out of participation
and genuine belief, not compliance alone. Communities of practice can help enormously here, whether that's a Scrum Master
community, a Product Owner community, an engineering excellence community, or an Agile leadership community, each one
helping learning spread across the organization rather than staying trapped inside individual teams.

5. Enable Action by Removing Barriers

Transformation tends to fail whenever an organization asks for new behavior while quietly leaving the old barriers standing exactly
where they were. Common barriers include teams that aren't actually empowered to make decisions, Product Owners without real
authority, too many approval gates stacked on top of each other, funding tied only to temporary projects, architecture reviews
happening far too late in the process, compliance treated as a final checkpoint rather than an ongoing conversation, performance
measures that reward individual utilization over team outcomes, leaders comparing teams by velocity, tools that hide work rather
than surfacing it, teams overloaded with too many competing priorities, technical debt quietly slowing delivery, and dependencies
left unmanaged.

Removing barriers like these is essentially servant leadership practiced at the organizational level rather than the team level. A
transformation effort should keep asking a simple question: what's preventing people from working the new way? Then it should
actually remove or reduce whatever the answer turns out to be, rather than just naming the barrier and moving on.

6. Generate Short-Term Wins

Large transformations take real time, and short-term wins along the way build the confidence needed to sustain that longer effort.
A short-term win should be visible, meaningful, and clearly connected back to the transformation's broader vision, not just a
convenient milestone picked for its own sake.

A pilot team reducing lead time by 30 percent, a product team moving from quarterly releases to monthly ones, a team improving
quality through automated testing, a group cutting approval delays by involving compliance earlier, a Kanban team reducing WIP
and improving predictability, a Product Owner improving stakeholder alignment through clearer prioritization, or a team using
its retrospectives to actually remove a recurring blocker are all the kind of wins worth highlighting. These wins matter because
they demonstrate that change is genuinely possible, and they cut down on the cynicism that tends to build up during any long
transformation effort. That said, these wins should never be manufactured or declared prematurely, since claiming success too
early tends to damage trust far more than it builds it.
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7. Sustain Acceleration

After early wins land, organizations often relax and quietly assume the transformation is essentially complete. This is genuinely
dangerous, since sustaining acceleration means continuing to remove barriers, expand learning, improve systems, and deepen
adoption well past the point where the first wins felt satisfying.

The organization should keep asking what it actually learned from its early teams, what barriers still remain in place, what
needs to change before expanding further, where teams are still going through Agile motions mechanically without the mindset
behind them, which policies still quietly conflict with Agile ways of working, what technical practices still need strengthening,
how cross-team coordination can improve, and how leaders themselves are being supported as they adapt to this new model.
Transformation, at this stage, mostly requires persistence rather than any single dramatic intervention.

8. Institute Change

The final step is making the new way of working genuinely part of the culture rather than something the organization does
when reminded to. This happens once Agile behavior becomes simply normal: teams raise risks early without prompting, leaders
instinctively ask how to remove barriers, Product Owners make real value decisions, stakeholders expect incremental delivery
as the default, finance supports adaptive funding models, governance enables responsible delivery instead of just blocking risk,
metrics get used for learning rather than judgment, retrospectives lead to real improvement, technical excellence is genuinely
valued, and customers stay involved continuously rather than only at the beginning and end.

The change becomes truly institutionalized once the organization no longer depends on a handful of heroic individuals to keep it
alive. At that point, the new way of working survives turnover, reorganization, and changing leadership, because it's become how
the organization simply works rather than a program someone has to actively champion.

Training is the start, not the finish

Myth: Agile transformation is complete after training and tool rollout. Training and tools may genuinely start the journey,
but transformation only sticks once behaviors, incentives, governance, and leadership actually change alongside them. A
rollout without that deeper shift tends to fade once the initial enthusiasm wears off.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions may not always name Kotter directly, but they frequently test the same underlying ideas his model captures.
Watch for scenarios touching on urgency, stakeholder engagement, a leadership coalition, short-term wins, barrier removal, and
ongoing reinforcement, since these tend to be the recurring signals behind correct answers on transformation-related questions.

If a scenario describes a transformation that's failing, the best answer is rarely "force compliance" through stricter enforcement.
It's almost always to understand the resistance first, clarify the purpose behind the change, genuinely engage the stakeholders
affected by it, remove the barriers actually standing in the way, and reinforce the desired behaviors consistently over time rather
than assuming a single mandate will make them stick.

This page titled 8.2.2: Kotter's 8-Step Change Model and Agile Adoption is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/
or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2.3: Choosing the Right Way of Working- Scrum, Kanban,
Lean, Hybrid, or Scaling

Choosing the Right Way of Working: Scrum, Kanban, Lean, Hybrid, or
Scaling

Not every team needs the same Agile method, and a common mistake in transformation efforts is forcing one framework onto
every team regardless of the actual work in front of them. Agile should be fit-for-purpose rather than fit-for-fashion. A team
building a new product may need Scrum's iteration rhythm to structure its planning and feedback. A support team handling
unpredictable work may need Kanban to manage flow rather than force everything into a fixed Sprint. A process improvement
team may need Lean thinking to strip out waste. A regulated organization may need a hybrid approach that respects both
flexibility and compliance. A large product with many teams involved may need scaling practices to keep everyone coordinated.

A framework alone doesn't make a team Agile

Myth: Choosing Scrum automatically makes a team Agile. Scrum can genuinely help, but real Agile success depends on
context, behavior, value delivery, feedback, and continuous improvement, none of which arrive automatically just because a
team adopted a particular framework's events and artifacts.

The question worth asking isn't "which framework is most popular.” The better question is: what kind of work are we actually doing,
and what approach helps value flow through it most naturally?

Work Type

Different types of work genuinely call for different approaches, and matching them well is most of what fit-for-purpose thinking
comes down to. Product development work often benefits from Scrum, since the team needs regular planning, review, feedback,
and adaptation built into its rhythm. Operational or support work often benefits from Kanban instead, since work arrives
continuously and unpredictably rather than fitting neatly into a two-week box. Improvement work often benefits from Lean, since
the actual goal there is reducing waste, improving flow, and strengthening the system rather than shipping a specific feature.

Highly uncertain technical work may call for spikes, prototypes, and hands-on experimentation before any framework's rhythm
even matters much. Regulated work may need Agile practices combined deliberately with documentation, traceability, approvals,
and compliance controls layered in responsibly. Enterprise programs spanning many teams may need real coordination practices
to keep everyone moving in the same direction without constant collision.

Delivery Rhythm

Some teams genuinely need fixed iterations, while others need continuous flow instead, and the right rhythm depends heavily on
how the work actually arrives. Scrum gives teams a Sprint rhythm, which works well when stakeholders need regular, predictable
planning and review cycles to stay aligned. Kanban gives teams continuous pull instead, which suits situations where work simply
can't wait politely for the next Sprint boundary to roll around. Scrumban combines both approaches, letting a team keep its
planning, review, and retrospective cadence while layering Kanban's WIP limits and flow metrics underneath for managing the
day-to-day work itself.

Uncertainty

The type of uncertainty a team is facing points toward a different response each time. When requirements themselves are
uncertain, short feedback loops tend to help most, whether that's through Scrum's Sprint rhythm, prototypes, MVPs, or direct user
reviews. When the process itself is the problem, Lean and Kanban tend to be more useful, since they're built specifically around
exposing where flow breaks down. When technical uncertainty runs high, spikes and hands-on technical experiments tend to help
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more than any process change would. And when the organization itself is uncertain about its own operating model, small pilots
and incremental change tend to work better than a single sweeping decision made in advance.

Governance and Compliance

Some environments genuinely require more documentation, auditability, traceability, privacy controls, security reviews, or
regulatory evidence than a typical Agile team might expect. Agile can absolutely work inside these environments, but the practices
supporting it have to be designed responsibly rather than bolted on as an afterthought. The answer here was never to ignore
governance altogether. It's to integrate governance earlier in the process and make it lighter, clearer, and more directly aligned
with the value being delivered.

Integrating Governance Without Slowing Delivery

e Include compliance experts directly in backlog refinement rather than at the end.

e Build audit evidence into the Definition of Done itself.

e Use automated controls wherever they're genuinely possible.

e Make risk visible on the same boards the team already uses.

e Document decisions just enough to satisfy real need, not out of habit.

e Review high-risk items earlier rather than saving them for the end.

e Treat governance as an enabling system, not a final inspection trap waiting at the finish line.

Approached this way, governance stops being a wall the team has to get past at the end and becomes something woven into how
the work already gets done, which tends to satisfy auditors and delivery teams far better than a last-minute compliance gate ever
could.

Scale

A single team may not need a scaling framework at all, and it's worth remembering that scaling always adds real coordination
cost on top of whatever benefit it provides. Organizations shouldn't scale Agile simply because scaling sounds like the mature,
grown-up thing to do. Scaling earns its place when multiple teams genuinely must coordinate around one product, platform, value
stream, or portfolio, not before.

Before reaching for a scaling framework, it's worth asking whether the individual teams involved are actually healthy on their
own, whether there's a real cross-team coordination need driving the decision, whether dependencies between teams are visible,
whether product ownership is genuinely clear, whether the backlog is organized around value rather than convenience, whether
teams are actually empowered to make their own decisions, whether technical practices are strong enough to support scaling,
and whether the organization is scaling real collaboration or quietly scaling bureaucracy instead. Scaling teams that are already
struggling on their own almost always creates bigger problems than it solves, since a scaling framework amplifies whatever
dysfunction was already present underneath it.

Fit-for-Purpose Decision Lens

A practical decision lens brings all of this together into a set of questions worth working through deliberately rather than
defaulting to habit or popularity.

Questions for Choosing a Way of Working

e Is the work product-based, operational, support-driven, compliance-heavy, or exploratory?
e Does the team need fixed iterations or continuous flow?

e How much genuine uncertainty exists in the work?

e How often do priorities actually change?

¢ Are there significant governance or compliance needs to account for?

e How many teams are actually involved in delivering this?

e Are dependencies between teams significant?
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e Does the team need stronger engineering practices before anything else?
e Is the main problem waste, delay, quality, coordination, or customer learning?

Working through a lens like this helps a team, or an organization choosing on behalf of many teams, make its decision
intentionally rather than by default, which tends to produce a much better fit than simply adopting whatever framework happens
to be trending at the moment.

PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often reward exactly this kind of fit-for-purpose thinking over reflexive framework loyalty. If the work described
is continuous support, Kanban is often the better answer than Scrum. If the work involves complex product development with real
uncertainty, Scrum often helps more directly. If the core issue is waste and delay, Lean thinking is often the more appropriate
lens. If many teams need to coordinate around a shared product, scaling practices may genuinely be useful.

Whatever the specific scenario, it's worth staying wary of any answer that forces a single method onto a situation without first

understanding what the work actually requires, since that mismatch is usually exactly the trap these questions are designed to
test for.

This page titled 8.2.3: Choosing the Right Way of Working- Scrum, Kanban, Lean, Hybrid, or Scaling is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and
was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2.4: Governance, Funding, Compliance, and Organizational
Alignment

Organizational Governance, Funding, and Compliance in Agile
Transformation

Agile transformation often fails not because the team changes too little, but because the organization around that team never
changes at all. A team may deliver in Sprints while funding still happens annually around fixed scope decided months in
advance. A Product Owner may prioritize a backlog carefully while governance still requires long approval cycles that ignore that
prioritization entirely. Teams may be asked to adapt as they learn, while performance measures quietly keep rewarding whoever
follows the original plan most closely. Leaders may genuinely want faster delivery while compliance continues to be treated as a
final gate sitting at the very end of the process. All of this creates real organizational friction, where the team is pulling in one
direction and the surrounding system is pulling in another.

Agile still needs governance

Myth: Agile means no governance, no documentation, and no planning. Agile still needs governance, documentation,
and planning just as much as any organization does. The difference is that these should be lightweight, genuinely useful,
delivered on time to matter, and connected clearly to value, rather than heavy, delayed, and disconnected from what teams
are actually doing.

Agile governance does not mean no governance at all. It means governance should exist to enable responsible value delivery,
rather than simply controlling for its own sake.

Governance

Governance, at its core, answers a set of fairly practical questions: are we investing in the right work, are risks visible, are
compliance needs actually being met, are decisions transparent, are teams delivering real value, are dependencies managed, are
customers and stakeholders genuinely engaged, and are quality standards being upheld. Traditional governance tends to answer
these questions through phase gates, approval boards, heavy documentation, and periodic status reports. These mechanisms can
provide real control, but they can just as easily delay learning and hide the truth of what's actually happening behind a wall of
paperwork.

Agile governance should be lighter, more frequent, and more grounded in real evidence than its traditional counterpart. Instead
of asking only whether the team followed the original plan, Agile governance asks what value has actually been delivered, what the
team has learned along the way, what risks are currently visible, what should change based on that learning, what tradeoffs are
genuinely needed, whether the organization is funding the right outcomes, and whether teams are being blocked by constraints
the organization itself created.

Funding

Many organizations fund work through projects: a start date, an end date, a fixed scope, a fixed budget, and a temporary team
assembled for the duration. This model can work reasonably well for certain kinds of work, but it tends to conflict directly with
product agility once it's applied too broadly.

Products typically live far longer than any single project ever did. Customer needs shift over time. Markets shift. Technology shifts.
A fixed project funding model can end up pushing a team to deliver a predetermined scope even after everyone involved has
learned that priorities genuinely should have changed. Agile organizations often move instead toward product or value-stream
funding, where long-lived teams get funded around a product, platform, or value stream rather than around a fixed scope decided
once at the start. This lets teams adapt their priorities over time while still staying anchored to the business outcomes that
justified the funding in the first place. None of this means an unlimited budget with no accountability attached. It means funding
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decisions stay connected to value, learning, and outcomes, rather than to a scope document written before anyone actually
understood the problem.

Compliance

Compliance is frequently misunderstood during Agile transformation. Some people assume Agile means less documentation and
fewer controls across the board, and that assumption simply isn't correct. Agile teams working in regulated environments still
need compliance, auditability, security, privacy, traceability, and risk management just as much as any other team does. The real
difference is that Agile tries to build all of this into the work earlier, rather than saving it for a review at the very end.

A healthcare software team shouldn't wait until release week to think seriously about privacy requirements. A banking team
shouldn't wait until the end of a project to review compliance obligations. A safety-critical product shouldn't treat its
documentation as an afterthought bolted on once the real work is done.

What Agile Compliance Can Look Like

e Compliance experts involved early, rather than brought in only at the final gate.

e Regulatory requirements represented directly in the backlog alongside feature work.
¢ Definition of Done that includes whatever evidence compliance actually requires.

e Automated checks wherever they're genuinely feasible.

e Traceability built directly into the tools the team already uses.

e Risk reviews happening during refinement, not after delivery.

e Frequent validation rather than a single validation at the end.

e Lightweight but genuinely useful documentation, not documentation for its own sake.
e Early security and privacy review specifically for high-risk items.

The goal underneath all of this was never less discipline. It's earlier and smarter discipline, applied at the point where it can
actually shape the work rather than simply judge it after the fact.

Organizational Alignment

Agile teams need real alignment across strategy, portfolio, product, and day-to-day team execution. Without that alignment, a
team can deliver quickly and confidently while heading in entirely the wrong direction, which is arguably worse than delivering
slowly toward the right one.

Genuine alignment tends to include clear business goals, a coherent product vision, a prioritized backlog that reflects real
value, roadmap transparency that stakeholders can actually see, visibility into dependencies across teams, active stakeholder
engagement, shared metrics everyone is working from, clear decision rights so people know who owns what, and regular feedback
loops connecting all of these pieces together. Alignment doesn't mean every detail gets fixed in advance. It means teams
understand the direction clearly enough to make good decisions on their own within that direction, without needing to check in
on every small choice.

Metrics at the Organizational Level

At scale, organizations have to be genuinely careful with the metrics they choose to watch. If leaders measure only output, teams
will find ways to maximize output regardless of whether it's the right output. If leaders measure only velocity, teams will find ways
to game velocity rather than actually improve. If leaders measure only utilization, flow tends to suffer quietly in the background
while everyone looks appropriately busy.

Better organizational metrics tend to focus on customer outcomes, lead time, cycle time, flow efficiency, quality trends, employee
engagement, predictability, business value actually delivered, escaped defects, time to learn, time to recover from failure,
stakeholder satisfaction, and innovation rate. Metrics like these exist to help leaders improve the underlying system, not to punish
the teams working inside it.
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PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions often test the balance between agility and governance directly, and it's worth staying wary of extreme answers
in either direction. An answer that says to simply ignore compliance is wrong, and so is an answer that says to halt all Agile
work until every approval is fully complete. The better answer almost always involves integrating governance, compliance, and risk
earlier into the Agile workflow itself, rather than treating agility and governance as forces pulling against each other.

This page titled 8.2.4: Governance, Funding, Compliance, and Organizational Alignment is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored,
remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2.5: Scaling Agile- Scrum of Scrums, Nexus, LeSS, SAFe,
and Disciplined Agile

Scaling Agile: Coordinating Multiple Teams Around Shared Value

Scaling Agile means coordinating multiple teams that genuinely need to work together to deliver value. Scaling is not the same
thing as making Agile more complicated, and it should exist to solve a real coordination problem rather than to look sophisticated
on an org chart.

Scaling structure is not the goal

Myth: Scaling Agile means adding more roles, meetings, and layers. Scaling should improve alignment and value
delivery. If it only adds bureaucracy on top of what already exists, it isn't actually helping agility, regardless of how official or
comprehensive the resulting framework looks on paper.

A single team doesn't need a scaling framework. Two genuinely independent teams may not need one either. Scaling becomes
relevant once multiple teams actually depend on one another, share a single product, work on the same value stream, or need
coordinated planning and integration to deliver anything usable. The real danger here is that scaling can quietly recreate the
very bureaucracy Agile was meant to escape. Organizations can add layers, roles, ceremonies, and reporting structures without
improving value flow one bit, which is exactly why scaling deserves careful, deliberate thought rather than reflexive adoption. The
goal was never more structure for its own sake. It's better coordination, alignment, integration, and value delivery.

Scrum of Scrums

Scrum of Scrums is a lightweight coordination practice built for multiple Scrum Teams working alongside each other.
Representatives from each team meet regularly to discuss cross-team progress, dependencies, impediments, integration issues,
and shared risks. A Scrum of Scrums should never quietly turn into a status meeting. It should stay focused on genuine
coordination between teams.

Useful questions to anchor this conversation include what my team has completed that affects other teams, what my team will do
next that affects other teams, what impediments my team has that other teams should know about, what dependencies require
coordination right now, and what integration risks exist between us. Scrum of Scrums works well when several teams need regular
coordination without requiring a heavier scaling framework layered on top of them.

Nexus

Nexus is a framework for scaling Scrum across multiple teams working on a single product, and it places heavy emphasis
on integration and reducing dependencies between those teams. In Nexus, all the teams work from a single Product Backlog
and focus together on producing one integrated increment rather than several disconnected ones. This matters because many
scaled environments fail exactly at this point, where teams complete their own work separately but can't actually integrate it into
something usable together. Nexus fits well when the main challenge is genuinely multiple Scrum Teams working on one shared
product and needing frequent integration to stay aligned.

LeSS

LeSS stands for Large-Scale Scrum, and it extends Scrum's core principles to multiple teams while deliberately trying to keep
the overall structure simple. LeSS emphasizes a single Product Backlog, a single Product Owner, feature teams organized around
customer value, and a consistent effort to reduce organizational complexity rather than add to it.

A key idea running through LeSS is that scaling shouldn't automatically mean adding more layers on top of what already exists.
Instead, organizations should simplify wherever they genuinely can. LeSS fits well for organizations that want to scale Scrum while
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still preserving simplicity and real team empowerment, rather than trading those things away for the sake of coordination.

SAFe

SAFe stands for Scaled Agile Framework, and it's a broad framework built for scaling Agile across large enterprises. It includes
concepts such as Agile Release Trains, Program Increments, Lean Portfolio Management, and a fairly extensive set of roles,
events, and coordination structures designed to work together.

SAFe can be genuinely useful in large organizations that need alignment across many teams, portfolios, compliance requirements,
funding structures, and enterprise-level planning cycles all at once. That said, it has to be implemented with real care. Used
mechanically, it can become heavily process-laden and start to feel like exactly the bureaucracy Agile was meant to avoid. Used
well, it can genuinely help align strategy, funding, teams, and delivery across a large organization. It's worth understanding SAFe
as one possible scaling approach among several, not as the automatic or only answer to a scaling question.

Disciplined Agile

Disciplined Agile is a toolkit-oriented approach that helps organizations choose their own way of working based on their actual
context, rather than prescribing one fixed lifecycle for everyone to follow. It offers choices and guidance instead of a single
mandated path.

This makes Disciplined Agile especially useful for fit-for-purpose agility, since it starts from the recognition that different teams
and organizations genuinely need different approaches. It can blend Agile, Lean, hybrid, and even traditional elements depending
on what the context actually calls for, which connects directly back to the broader theme running through this whole chapter:
choose the approach that genuinely fits the work in front of you.

Common Scaling Mistakes

Scaling efforts often fail because organizations scale their structure before they've solved the problems sitting at the team level
underneath it.

Common mistakes worth watching for include scaling before teams have even learned Agile basics, adding coordination layers
instead of actually removing dependencies, letting coordination meetings quietly drift into status reporting, keeping component
teams organized around technology instead of reorganizing around value, ignoring the technical practices integration genuinely
requires, scaling without empowered Product Owners in place, treating SAFe, LeSS, Nexus, or Scrum of Scrums as a magic fix
rather than a tool, using scaling to increase control instead of improve delivery, failing to align funding and governance alongside
the new structure, and ignoring culture and leadership behavior entirely while focusing only on process. A good question to ask
before scaling anything is simply this: are we scaling agility, or are we scaling bureaucracy?

Scaling and Technical Excellence

Scaling genuinely requires technical discipline to succeed. Multiple teams cannot deliver one coherent product effectively if
the integration between their work is weak or inconsistent. Important practices here include continuous integration, automated
testing, a shared Definition of Done across teams, clear architecture boundaries, feature toggles, solid DevOps practices, frequent
integration rather than occasional big-bang merges, active technical debt management, strong quality standards, and shared
engineering practices that everyone actually follows. Without this kind of technical excellence underneath it, scaling tends to
create real integration pain that no amount of coordination meetings can fully paper over.

Scaling and Product Ownership

Scaling also requires genuinely strong product ownership to work well. When multiple teams are working on one product, priorities
have to stay clear, and a single, coherent product direction matters enormously. Poor product ownership at scale tends to create
real confusion: teams end up working on low-value items, dependencies get discovered far too late to plan around, stakeholders
compete directly for the same limited team capacity, roadmaps quietly conflict with each other, integration suffers as a result,
and customers ultimately receive fragmented value instead of something coherent. Scaling frameworks can genuinely help with
coordination, but none of them can substitute for clear product thinking sitting at the center of the effort.
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PMI-ACP Exam Connection

PMI-ACP questions about scaling often test coordination, dependencies, integration, empowerment, and alignment together.
Strong answers usually involve making dependencies visible, coordinating actively across teams, preserving team ownership
rather than centralizing it away, and focusing squarely on integrated value rather than isolated team output.

Weak answers, by contrast, usually involve adding control without actually improving collaboration, which tends to be the clearest
signal that an answer choice is treating scaling as more structure rather than better coordination.

This page titled 8.2.5: Scaling Agile- Scrum of Scrums, Nexus, LeSS, SAFe, and Disciplined Agile is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was
authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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8.2.6: Case Study- The Transformation That Started with
Tools Instead of Mindset

Commonwealth Insurance: The Mandate From Above

It started with an email from the CFO, subject line "Agile Transformation Initiative," announcing that the company was becoming
an Agile organization: a consultant firm had been hired, a management tool had been purchased, and every team, without
exception, would adopt Scrum, run two-week Sprints, and track velocity. The email was copied from the C-suite down to individual
contributors. Michael, a middle manager in claims processing, read it with genuine confusion since he'd never heard of Scrum or
velocity before, but the plan sounded simple enough on paper: new tool, new structure, new process, complete by the end of Q2.
The consultant firm arrived with glossy decks, trained everyone on Product Owners, Scrum Masters, Sprints, and Daily Scrums, and
stood up dashboards and boards for every team. Within two weeks every team had a Scrum board, within three every team had
run a Sprint Planning session, and within a month the company had officially declared its Agile transformation launched. Michael
felt genuinely proud. It looked like modernization.

Something was off from the very first Daily Scrum. The team gathered on a Monday morning, and Claire, the Scrum Master, asked
the developers to talk about progress toward the Sprint Goal. One developer mentioned he was working on the claims batch
process, and Michael, standing at the back of the room, asked when it would be done. Claire tried to redirect, saying the point
was to discuss blockers and adapt the plan, but Michael was the manager, and when the manager asked a direct question, people
answered it: end of week, probably. The meeting turned into a status report, person by person, with Michael nodding and taking
notes for twenty-five minutes while no one mentioned the Sprint Goal or asked for help. Afterward Claire pulled him aside and
told him plainly that the Daily Scrum wasn't supposed to be a status report to the manager. Michael, confused, said he needed to
know what the team was doing. Claire told him that was what one-on-ones were for, that the Daily Scrum existed for the team to
coordinate with each other. He nodded. The next day, nothing changed.

Stakeholders, meanwhile, were using the new system in ways nobody had planned for. The claims director would call Michael
directly to demand something urgent, and Michael would go looking for it in the backlog only to find it had never been through
refinement, never estimated, never touched by the Product Owner. He'd ask Tom, the Product Owner, about it, and Tom would say
he didn't know anything about it, that it hadn't come through him, to which Michael would reply that the director wanted it done
this Sprint regardless. Tom, frustrated, pointed out that if everything was urgent, nothing was, but the work went into the Sprint
anyway, without clear acceptance criteria, mentioned in Daily Scrum but never properly logged. It happened three times the first
month and every week by the second. Tom started to feel like a figurehead, the backlog he'd built quietly bypassed while work
flowed around the system instead of through it. He said so at a retrospective, that he had the title of Product Owner but no actual
authority, and a developer agreed that they were getting work pulled from five different directions. Michael said that was just how
it had always been, stakeholders had needs, and Claire said quietly that wasn't how Scrum was supposed to work. Michael looked
at the dashboard on the screen, velocity tracked, Sprints running, and told the room the system was working, the tool was working,
they were following the framework. The team didn't feel like they were following anything new. It felt like the old system wearing
new words.

Three months in, a developer named Jordan finally said what everyone had been thinking. Asked in a retrospective what was going
well, she paused and said nothing was working, that they had a new tool, new ceremonies, new titles, and an identical system
underneath all of it. They had Daily Scrums, but Michael still controlled the work. They had a Product Owner, but stakeholders
bypassed him routinely. They had a backlog, but urgent work still arrived from five directions at once. They tracked velocity, but
no one cared about quality, and they were still locking in fixed scope three months out because Finance required it. Tom nodded
along, repeating that he had no real authority, that work bypassed him, that he was just managing a backlog that didn't matter.
Michael, defensive, said they were following the framework exactly as the consultant had instructed. Jordan told him they were
doing the rituals, not being Agile, that they'd bought a tool and swapped some words but changed nothing underneath. The
retrospective ended awkwardly, and Michael left feeling like he'd failed at something he didn't fully understand.

The transformation office brought in an outside coach named Elena to assess what was actually happening. She spent two weeks
observing teams and interviewing people, and the report she produced was unflattering: teams carried too much work in progress,
Product Owners had no real authority, middle managers like Michael were unsure what their new role even was, governance still
required late approvals from compliance and security, output was still what got measured instead of outcomes, technical debt was
slowing everyone down, compliance partners were pulled in far too late, and leadership wanted adaptability while still demanding
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fixed-scope commitments a year out. Most damning of all, teams didn't feel safe raising risk. When she presented it, the CFO
asked whether the transformation simply hadn't worked. Elena told him it hadn't started: they'd installed a tool and changed some
words, but the system underneath, still command and control, still demanding fixed commitments, still measuring output, hadn't
moved at all, and Agile couldn't be bolted onto that. When the VP of Operations asked what to do instead, Elena said the company
had to decide what it actually wanted, real Agility or the appearance of it. The room went quiet.

Leadership chose, at least provisionally, to actually change something. They started by clarifying the purpose itself, not "install
Scrum" but reduce the time it took to deliver value, improve quality, and surface risk earlier. They built a guiding coalition
of executives, middle managers, Product Owners, Scrum Masters, engineers, compliance partners, finance people, and team
representatives, not just the transformation office. They picked two pilot value streams instead of trying to convert the whole
company at once, one in claims processing and one on the customer portal, real teams doing real work. Michael was pulled into
the claims coalition and coached into a different role entirely, no longer assigning work but removing barriers and supporting the
team, which felt genuinely strange after a career spent telling people what to do. Tom was given clear decision rights: stakeholders
could offer input, but priorities had to move through the backlog, and Tom could say no. When the claims director tried calling
Michael directly again, Michael told him it had to go through Tom and the backlog, and though the director was frustrated, the
system held. Compliance and security partners started joining refinement on high-risk items instead of waiting for code review,
which meant work that would once have bounced back for rework now had buy-in before development even began. The Definition
of Done was tightened to build in audit evidence and automated security checks, closing off the late surprises that used to derail
Sprints. Michael stopped asking about velocity in status meetings and started asking about lead time instead, how long work
actually took from request to deployment, where the bottlenecks sat, what the team's quality metrics looked like.

The pace of change was slower than the original rollout, and the consultant firm, having promised rapid transformation, wasn't
happy about it; Elena was pushing for something deliberate enough to actually stick. But the claims pilot cut lead time from eight
weeks to three by limiting work in progress and pulling compliance in earlier, and bugs dropped as Tom's prioritization gave the
work a clear line to follow. The customer portal team improved quality by folding automated checks into the Definition of Done,
and the team started to feel like the tool served them instead of the other way around. Michael found himself asking different
questions of his team, not who was behind on tasks but what was slowing them down and how he could help. Daily Scrums got
shorter and more useful, built around blockers Michael could actually clear, and the meeting stopped feeling like a report card.
It was messier than the old rollout and required constant thinking rather than simply following a script, but it felt like something
real.

Six months into the pilot, Elena presented results to the board: lead time down, quality up, velocity stable but lower than before,
mostly because the team was finally being honest about what it could actually get done in a Sprint. The CFO asked if the
transformation was working. Elena said the pilots were working, but the real question now was whether the rest of the organization
could change at all, since the pilot teams succeeded because they had a Product Owner with real authority, clear governance,
and leadership backing, while the rest of the company still ran on the old system: fixed-scope commitments, compliance reviews
tacked on at the end, managers still measured by output. Scale the pilot without changing that, she said, and those systems would
fight it. The CFO, uncomfortable, asked if she was saying they had to change everything. Elena told him he had to choose, pilots
that worked beautifully in isolation, or a real transformation of the whole organization, but not both. The room went silent. Michael,
sitting at the back, waited to hear which one the company would pick, and found he already suspected the answer.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 8.2.6.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Commonwealth bought a tool, hired a consultant, and created new ceremonies, but the underlying system didn't change.
What's the difference between changing a process and changing a system, and what systems in your own organization
tend to survive even when the processes on top of them are replaced?

2. Michael's role changed, and he resisted it at first, having spent his whole career assigning work rather than removing
obstacles. When you're asked to change your role or approach, what tends to make you resistant, and what would actually
have to happen for you to believe the new way was better?

3. The pilots succeeded because they had executive backing and a Product Owner with real authority, while the rest of the
organization kept the old system intact. If you were the CFO and Elena told you that scaling this required changing the
whole organizational system, how would you respond, and what would make that scale of change worth doing?
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8.3: Chapter Summary

Chapter Summary

Agile transformation is cultural change, not just process change. Organizations do not become Agile simply by adopting
Scrum, buying tools, or renaming roles; they become more Agile when they change how they think, decide, fund, measure,
govern, collaborate, and learn. Change management helps organizations move from current state to future state, and a strong
transformation understands the current system, defines a clear future state, identifies gaps, creates an adaptive change strategy,
and reinforces new behaviors so the change actually sticks. Kotter's 8-Step Change Model provides a useful way to understand
this kind of adoption, reminding organizations that they need urgency, a guiding coalition, a vision, broad participation, barrier
removal, short-term wins, sustained momentum, and ultimately institutionalized change.

Choosing the right way of working is essential to any transformation effort. Scrum, Kanban, Lean, hybrid approaches, and scaling
frameworks all solve different problems, and Agile should always be fit-for-purpose: the method should fit the work, not the other
way around. This same principle extends to governance, funding, compliance, and organizational alignment, all of which must
evolve for Agile to work at scale. Agile does not mean no governance; it means governance should enable responsible value
delivery, early risk visibility, and adaptive decision-making rather than simply enforcing control for its own sake.

Scaling Agile should solve real coordination problems rather than exist for its own sake. Scrum of Scrums, Nexus, LeSS, SAFe,
and Disciplined Agile can each help in different contexts, but scaling should never add unnecessary bureaucracy. The goal at
every level of an Agile transformation, from a single team to an entire enterprise, is integrated value delivery, not more layers of
process.

Key Terms to Remember

¢ Agile Transformation: A change in how an organization thinks, decides, funds, measures, governs, learns, and delivers value.

o Agile Theater: The appearance of Agile through ceremonies, tools, and language without real changes in behavior,
empowerment, or value delivery.

e Current State: How work actually happens today, including real decision patterns, delays, incentives, and constraints.

o Future State: The desired way of working that describes how the organization wants to deliver value, make decisions, and
learn.

¢ Gap Analysis: The process of identifying differences between current state and future state.

¢ Change Management: The structured approach to helping people and organizations move from old ways of working to new
ways.

¢ Kotter's 8-Step Change Model: A change model that includes urgency, coalition, vision, volunteer participation, barrier
removal, short-term wins, sustained acceleration, and institutionalized change.

¢ Guiding Coalition: A group of leaders and influencers who help drive and support organizational change.

¢ Fit-for-Purpose Agility: Choosing Agile practices and frameworks based on the nature of the work, team, organization, risk,
and customer need.

¢ Agile Governance: Governance that supports responsible value delivery, transparency, risk management, and adaptive
decision-making.

¢ Product Funding: Funding long-lived products, platforms, or value streams instead of only temporary projects.

¢ Scaling Agile: Coordinating multiple Agile teams that work together on a product, platform, value stream, or portfolio.

e Scrum of Scrums: A lightweight coordination practice for multiple Scrum Teams.

o SAFe: Scaled Agile Framework, a broad framework for enterprise Agile alignment and delivery.

« Disciplined Agile: A toolkit-oriented approach that helps organizations choose a way of working based on context.

This page titled 8.3: Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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8.4: PMI ACP Style Sample Questions

Sample Questions

1.

An organization has adopted Scrum events, Agile tools, and velocity dashboards, but teams are still not empowered to make
decisions. What is the biggest concern?

A. The organization has too many retrospectives.

B. The organization may be doing Agile practices without changing the culture.

C. Scrum does not work in large organizations.

D. Teams should stop using visual boards.

A company wants to begin Agile transformation. What should it do first?

A. Force every team to use the same framework immediately.

B. Understand the current state and clarify the desired future state.

C. Remove all governance and documentation.

D. Compare all teams by velocity.

During an Agile transformation, middle managers feel confused about their role and begin resisting the change. What is the
best response?

A. Ignore them because Agile teams do not need managers.

B. Engage them, clarify their role, and help them support the transformation.

C. Remove them from all communication.

D. Tell teams to avoid discussing impediments with them.

A transformation team has completed Agile training and tool rollout. Leadership declares the transformation finished. What
is the best Agile response?

A. Agree because training and tools are enough.

B. Explain that transformation requires sustained behavior, governance, funding, and measurement changes.

C. Stop holding retrospectives.

D. Require teams to increase velocity by 30 percent.

A support team receives unpredictable work throughout the day. Leadership wants to force the team into two-week Sprints
because another team uses Scrum successfully. What should the Agile coach recommend?

A. Use Scrum for all teams to ensure consistency.

B. Choose a way of working that fits the team's continuous flow of work, such as Kanban.

C. Stop using Agile for support work.

D. Require the team to estimate all support tickets in story points.

A regulated healthcare team wants to use Agile but must maintain audit evidence and compliance controls. What is the best
approach?

A. Ignore compliance until the release is complete.

B. Build compliance needs into the backlog, Definition of Done, and review process.

C. Avoid Agile because compliance and Agile cannot coexist.

D. Remove all documentation.

An organization wants to scale Agile across many teams. Several teams are still struggling with basic Agile practices, unclear
product ownership, and poor technical integration. What should the organization do?

A. Scale immediately to force consistency.

B. Address team-level and integration issues before adding more scaling structure.

C. Eliminate Product Owners.

D. Stop coordinating dependencies.

A Scrum of Scrums meeting has become a status report to senior management. What should be done?

A. Refocus the meeting on cross-team coordination, dependencies, impediments, and integration risks.

B. Cancel all cross-team communication.

C. Use the meeting to compare team velocity.

D. Ask managers to assign tasks to each team.

An organization says it wants Agile, but annual funding requires fixed scope and fixed dates before learning begins. What is
the likely issue?

A. Team members need more daily standups.

B. Funding and governance are not aligned with Agile adaptability.

C. The team should stop delivering increments.
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D. Velocity is too low.
10. A company copies another organization's scaling framework without considering its own work type, culture, governance, or
team maturity. What principle is being ignored?
A. Fit-for-purpose agility.
B. Daily Scrum.
C. Sprint timeboxing.
D. Individual task ownership.

Answer Key

1. B. The organization may be doing Agile mechanically without changing decision-making, empowerment, and culture.

2. B. A transformation should begin by understanding current state and defining the desired future state.

3. B. Middle managers are important stakeholders in transformation and should be engaged and coached into their new role.

4, B. Training and tools are not enough, since transformation requires sustained changes in behavior, governance, funding, and
metrics.

5. B. Fit-for-purpose agility means choosing the approach that fits the work, and continuous support work may fit Kanban better
than Scrum.

6. B. Agile can work with compliance when compliance needs are built into the workflow early.

7. B. Scaling weak teams often creates larger problems, so team-level agility and integration discipline should be strengthened
first.

8. A. Scrum of Scrums should focus on coordination, dependencies, impediments, and integration, not status reporting.

9. B. Traditional funding and governance can conflict with Agile adaptability if they require fixed commitments before learning.
10. A. Fit-for-purpose agility means selecting practices based on context rather than copying another organization's model.

This page titled 8.4: PMI ACP Style Sample Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9: PMI-ACP FINAL REVIEW AND SCENARIO-BASED EXAM

STRATEGY

PMI-ACP Final Review and Scenario-Based Exam Strategy

The PMI-ACP exam does not simply test whether you can memorize Agile terms. It tests whether you can think like an Agile
practitioner in realistic situations. A question may describe a team conflict, a stakeholder change request, a quality issue, a
blocked Sprint, a velocity concern, a compliance constraint, a scaling problem, or a transformation challenge, and in each case,
the exam wants to know what you would do next, not simply what a term means. This is why the final chapter is not just a summary
of everything that came before. It is an exam thinking guide, one designed to help you apply the concepts from every prior chapter
under exam-like pressure.

The repeated phrase for this chapter is: do not memorize Agile, think Agile. Thinking Agile means choosing responses that
improve transparency, collaboration, customer value, learning, team ownership, and adaptation. It means avoiding answers that
rely too quickly on command and control, blame, rigid plans, individual task assignment, hidden risk, or mechanical process
compliance. The strongest exam candidates are not the ones who have memorized the most definitions, but the ones who can
recognize the Agile mindset embedded in a scenario and select the response that reflects it.

This chapter pulls together the full arc of the course, from Scrum and Kanban to teams, leadership, metrics, risk, transformation,
and scaling, and reframes each topic as exam-ready thinking. Rather than introducing new frameworks, it focuses on integration:
recognizing patterns, avoiding common traps and distractors, and practicing the kind of scenario-based reasoning the PMI-ACP
exam demands.

Learning Objectives

By the end of this chapter, you should be able to:

e Apply Agile values and principles to PMI-ACP scenarios.

e Distinguish Agile responses from traditional command-and-control responses.

e Recognize common PMI-ACP answer patterns.

e Identify common exam traps and distractors.

e Use a scenario-based strategy to answer difficult questions.

e Review major topics from the full course.

e Practice integrated thinking across Scrum, Kanban, Lean, teams, metrics, risk, transformation, and scaling.

9.1: Mapping the Whole Book to the PMI-ACP Exam

9.2: PMI-ACP Mindset and Answering Strategy Guide
9.2.1: Common PMI-ACP Answer Patterns
9.2.2: Common PMI-ACP Traps and Distractors
9.2.3: Scenario-Based Question Strategy

9.2.4: Final Review by Topic Area

9.3: Final Chapter Summary
9.4: Full-Length PMI-ACP Style Practice Questions
9.5: The Champion Who Was Right About Everything... Almost!

This page titled 9: PMI-ACP Final Review and Scenario-Based Exam Strategy is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.1: Mapping the Whole Book to the PMI-ACP Exam

Mapping the Whole Book to the PMI-ACP Exam

This book has moved from Agile foundations to exam application. Earlier chapters introduced Agile mindset, value delivery,
empirical process control, and customer collaboration, then extended into Scrum, Kanban, Lean, servant leadership, metrics, risk,
delivery discipline, transformation, governance, and scaling. The PMI-ACP exam often blends these topics together, so a question
that looks like a Scrum question may really be about psychological safety, a metrics question may really be about misuse of
velocity, and a transformation question may really be about a missing vision, consensus, skill, incentive, resource, or action plan.
For this reason, students should study the relationships between topics rather than treating each one as isolated vocabulary.

¢ PMI-ACP Domain(s): Agile Principles and Mindset, Value-Driven Delivery, Stakeholder Engagement, Team Performance,
Adaptive Planning, Problem Detection and Resolution, and Continuous Improvement.

¢ Relevant Tasks: Recognize the underlying Agile principle behind a scenario, connect practices across frameworks, and
identify the practitioner's best next action.

¢ Related Tools and Techniques: Scrum events, Kanban boards, Lean waste reduction, servant leadership, information
radiators, and risk-adjusted planning.

¢ Related Knowledge and Skills: Systems thinking, cross-topic synthesis, transparency, psychological safety, and adaptive
decision-making.

Across the book, these topics reinforce one another rather than standing alone: Scrum events support transparency, inspection,
and adaptation; Kanban boards make flow and bottlenecks visible; Lean thinking helps teams remove waste and improve systems;
and servant leadership helps teams grow ownership and solve problems. Psychological safety makes honest inspection possible,
metrics should support learning rather than punishment, and risk should be exposed early rather than hidden until the end.
At the organizational level, governance should enable responsible delivery rather than block learning, scaling should improve
coordination rather than add bureaucracy, and transformation requires genuine behavior change rather than only tools and
training.

On the PMI-ACP exam, questions in this area often ask, "What should the Agile practitioner do next?" Favor the answer that helps
the team or organization inspect reality, collaborate with the right people, protect value, and adapt responsibly, rather than one
that addresses only the surface framework named in the question. When a scenario draws on multiple chapters at once, apply this
test: strip away the framework-specific labels and ask which Agile value or principle is actually at risk underneath.

This page titled 9.1: Mapping the Whole Book to the PMI-ACP Exam is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.2: PMI-ACP Mindset and Answering Strategy Guide

Think Like an Agile Practitioner, Not a Traditional Project Manager

The PMI-ACP exam often presents answer choices that sound decisive and confident but aren't actually Agile once you look
closely at them. These choices tend to involve assigning tasks directly, escalating immediately without trying anything first,
enforcing the original plan regardless of what's been learned, demanding overtime as a default fix, hiding bad news to avoid a
difficult conversation, or using metrics to punish teams rather than to learn from them.

A traditional project management response tends to ask how to control the plan. An Agile response asks something quite
different: how do we learn, adapt, and deliver value responsibly? This mindset shift, subtle as it can seem in the moment, sits at
the center of nearly everything the exam is actually testing.

From Command and Control to Servant Leadership

In a command-and-control mindset, the leader directs the team, assigns tasks, controls decisions, and corrects any deviation
from the original plan. In an Agile mindset, the leader instead creates the conditions for the team's own success. The Agile
leader removes impediments, facilitates collaboration, coaches the team through difficulty, protects its focus from unnecessary
disruption, and helps the wider organization improve alongside it.

For PMI-ACP, whenever a question involves a Scrum Master, Agile coach, or servant leader, it's worth being cautious of any answer
suggesting the leader should assign work directly, make every decision on the team's behalf, or tell the team exactly how to solve
its own problem. Better answers almost always involve coaching, facilitation, or impediment removal instead.

From Fixed Plan to Adaptive Planning

Agile teams still plan, and plan often. They simply don't pretend the first version of that plan will stay perfect all the way through
delivery. Traditional thinking tends to treat the plan as something to protect at nearly any cost. Agile thinking treats it instead as
a living guide, one that adapts as the team learns more about the work in front of it.

If a stakeholder asks for a change mid-Sprint, Agile doesn't automatically reject it out of loyalty to the original plan. It also doesn't
automatically accept it without any real discussion. The team should evaluate the request through its backlog, weighing value,
impact, priority, risk, and tradeoffs before deciding how to respond.

From Task Assignment to Team Ownership

Agile teams are not simply collections of individuals completing whatever tasks land on their desk. They own outcomes together
as a unit. If a team is sitting around waiting for a manager or Scrum Master to assign work, the right Agile response is usually to
coach that team toward self-organization rather than simply handing out the assignments they're waiting for. If team members
are quietly optimizing their own individual tasks while the shared Sprint Goal suffers, the right response is to refocus everyone on
that shared ownership rather than on individual output.

The PMI-ACP exam tends to reward answers that protect this kind of team ownership consistently, even when a more directive
answer might feel faster or more decisive in the moment.

From Output to Outcome
Output is simply what the team produces. Outcome is the actual value or result that production creates for someone. A team
can complete a large number of stories and still fail outright if the underlying customer problem never actually gets solved. Agile

thinking asks whether the work is creating real value, not merely whether the team stayed busy producing something.

In exam questions, it's worth being cautious whenever an answer focuses narrowly on the volume of work completed, the number
of features shipped, hours spent, or tasks checked off a list. Stronger answers tend to focus instead on customer value, real
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feedback, genuine outcomes, and what the team actually learned along the way.

From Blame to System Improvement

Agile teams inspect problems without immediately reaching for blame. A defect, a delay, or a conflict often reveals something
about the underlying system rather than something about any one person's competence or effort. If a defect escapes into
production, the Agile response is not to punish whichever tester or Developer happened to be closest to it. The better response is
to inspect how the defect actually escaped in the first place, strengthen the Definition of Done, improve testing coverage, clarify
unclear acceptance criteria, or adjust the workflow wherever the gap was found. Blame tends to shut down transparency almost
immediately, while a genuine focus on system improvement tends to open up real learning instead.

From Hidden Risk to Visible Risk

Agile does not hide uncertainty away and hope it resolves itself quietly. It exposes uncertainty early, while there's still time to do
something useful about it. If technical uncertainty exists, a spike or prototype can help clarify it. If product uncertainty exists,
direct customer feedback can help resolve it. If dependency risk exists, making it visible and coordinating early is the right move.
If compliance risk exists, involving compliance partners earlier in the process tends to prevent much bigger problems later.

In PMI-ACP questions, it's worth staying wary of any answer that defers risk handling until the very end of a process, since that
pattern runs directly against how Agile is meant to manage uncertainty.

From Individual Utilization to Team Value Delivery

Traditional management often tries to keep every individual fully occupied at all times, treating idle time as inherently wasteful.
Agile and Lean thinking recognize something less intuitive: high individual utilization can actually slow the whole system's flow
down rather than speed it up. A team can look extremely busy while still failing to deliver anything meaningful, since too much
work in progress creates delays, constant context switching, and a pile of partially completed work that never quite crosses the
finish line.

The Agile question was never "is everyone busy." The better question is simply: is value actually flowing through the system?

Fast-looking is not the same as Agile

Myth: The fastest-looking answer is always the best Agile answer. PMI-ACP often rewards the answer that improves
learning, collaboration, quality, and sustainable value, rather than the answer that simply creates the appearance of speed.
An answer that looks decisive in the moment isn't automatically the one that reflects genuine Agile thinking underneath it.

This page titled 9.2: PMI-ACP Mindset and Answering Strategy Guide is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.2.1: Common PMI-ACP Answer Patterns

Recognizing PMI-ACP Answer Patterns

The exam often repeats certain patterns across different scenarios, and learning to recognize these patterns helps students
choose the best answer with far more confidence than trying to memorize individual questions ever could. Nearly every scenario
below follows the same underlying shape: something has gone wrong or feels uncertain, and the exam wants to see whether the
answer chosen genuinely reflects Agile values or just sounds efficient on the surface.

When the Team Is Blocked

If the team is blocked, the right move is to make the impediment visible and help remove it. The Scrum Master or Agile leader
may facilitate a conversation, escalate responsibly if the barrier sits beyond the team's own authority, or work directly with the
wider organization to remove it. The good answer pattern here is identifying the impediment, making it visible, and helping the
team remove it. What to avoid includes blaming the team for being blocked, demanding overtime as an immediate response,
ignoring the blocker altogether, or piling on more work while the original blocker remains untouched.

When Requirements Are Unclear

If requirements or acceptance criteria are unclear, the right response is to collaborate directly with the Product Owner, customer,
or stakeholder to clarify both value and expectations before proceeding further. The good answer pattern is facilitating a
conversation with the Product Owner and stakeholders to clarify the requirement and its acceptance criteria. What to avoid
includes building based on unconfirmed assumptions, waiting until the very end to ask the obvious questions, escalating
immediately without first attempting collaboration, or freezing all work unnecessarily while waiting for perfect clarity that may
never arrive.

When Stakeholders Request Change

Agile welcomes change, but welcoming it doesn't mean accepting it uncritically. Change still needs to go through prioritization
like anything else on the backlog. The good answer pattern is evaluating the request together with the Product Owner, weighing
its value and impact, and updating the Product Backlog if that evaluation supports it. What to avoid includes accepting every
change request immediately without discussion, rejecting every change simply because a Sprint or plan already exists, letting
stakeholders bypass the Product Owner entirely, or changing Sprint work mid-flight without considering what it does to the Sprint
Goal.

When Conflict Occurs

Conflict should be addressed constructively rather than smoothed over for the sake of artificial harmony. Agile does not reward
pretending a disagreement doesn't exist. The good answer pattern is facilitating a conversation, keeping the focus on shared
goals, and helping the team resolve the conflict respectfully. What to avoid includes ignoring the conflict outright, blaming one
person immediately without understanding the full picture, escalating every disagreement rather than working through it at the
team level, or silencing disagreement in a way that just pushes it underground.

When Risk Is High

If uncertainty is genuinely high, the right response is to expose it early and learn from it directly, rather than hoping it resolves
on its own. The good answer pattern is using a spike, prototype, MVP, experiment, or some form of early feedback to reduce that
uncertainty. What to avoid includes waiting until the end to address it, pretending the risk simply doesn't exist, making a fixed
commitment without the information needed to support it, or removing risk discussion altogether just to protect an existing plan.
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When Velocity Changes

Velocity is a signal worth investigating, not a weapon to wield against a team. If velocity shifts noticeably, the right response
is to inspect the causes together with the team itself. The good answer pattern is discussing the trend openly and inspecting
possible causes such as WIP, dependencies, defects, unclear stories, or frequent interruptions. What to avoid includes comparing
teams against each other by velocity, punishing the team for a number moving the wrong way, forcing a higher velocity target
from above, or quietly inflating story points to make the chart look better.

When Quality Drops

Quality problems should be addressed through built-in quality practices, a strong Definition of Done, solid technical practices,
and genuine root cause analysis rather than a quick patch. The good answer pattern is inspecting the cause and strengthening
whatever quality practice is actually weak, whether that's acceptance criteria, testing, the Definition of Done, integration, or
automation. What to avoid includes skipping testing just to move faster, hiding defects rather than surfacing them, blaming testers
for problems that trace back to the system, or deferring all quality work until some later point that never quite arrives.

When the Team Is Overloaded

If the team is overloaded, the right response is reducing WIP, clarifying priorities, and inspecting capacity honestly rather than
pushing harder against the overload. The good answer pattern is making work visible, limiting WIP, and collaborating with the
Product Owner to reprioritize. What to avoid includes starting even more work on top of what's already overwhelming the team,
demanding multitasking as a solution, maximizing individual utilization as if that were the goal, or treating visible busyness as a
proxy for success.

When a Retrospective Identifies an Issue

A retrospective should lead somewhere concrete rather than ending in agreement with no follow-through. The good answer
pattern is helping the team choose one practical improvement action and inspecting the result of that action in the next iteration.
What to avoid includes ignoring what the retrospective actually surfaced, treating retrospectives as little more than complaint
sessions, canceling them because the team feels too busy to hold one, or sending the issue straight to management without the
team retaining ownership of its own improvement.

When Transformation Is Struggling

Transformation problems often trace back to a missing vision, missing consensus, missing skills, misaligned incentives,
insufficient resources, or the absence of a clear action plan. The good answer pattern is diagnosing what's actually missing,
engaging stakeholders directly, clarifying the underlying purpose, removing real barriers, and reinforcing the behaviors the
organization actually wants to see. What to avoid includes forcing compliance through mandate, blaming people for resisting
change, assuming training alone will solve a transformation problem, or simply installing more tools without any accompanying
shift in behavior.

There is no single fixed rule

Myth: PMI-ACP questions are solved by remembering one fixed rule. Most questions require reading the scenario
carefully, identifying the real underlying problem, and choosing the answer that best supports Agile values in that specific
context. Pattern recognition helps, but it works alongside careful reading, not as a substitute for it.

This page titled 9.2.1: Common PMI-ACP Answer Patterns is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.2.2: Common PMI-ACP Traps and Distractors

Common PMI-ACP Traps and Distractors

PMI-ACP distractors often sound perfectly reasonable at first glance, which is exactly what makes them tricky. Many of them
borrow Agile vocabulary while quietly hiding traditional command-and-control thinking underneath it. Learning to spot these
patterns is often more useful than memorizing any single fact, since the same traps tend to reappear in different scenario
dressing across the exam.

Trap 1: Assign Tasks to the Team

If an answer suggests the Scrum Master or Agile leader should assign tasks directly to team members, that's worth treating with
real suspicion. Agile teams are meant to self-organize around the goal rather than wait for someone else to hand out the work.
The better response coaches the team to decide for itself how to accomplish what needs doing, keeping that decision where it
actually belongs.

Trap 2: Escalate Too Early
Escalation is sometimes genuinely necessary, but it's rarely the right first move. If the team is capable of discussing and resolving

the issue on its own, that's where the response should start. The better response facilitates a team conversation first, then
escalates responsibly only once it's clear the team lacks the authority to resolve the issue itself.

Trap 3: Ignore Conflict
Answers that suggest suppressing or avoiding conflict should raise a flag immediately, since Agile teams depend on honest

conversation to function well. The better response facilitates constructive conflict that stays focused on shared goals, rather than
smoothing things over to preserve a false sense of calm.

Trap 4: Skip Retrospectives
Skipping retrospectives under pressure weakens continuous improvement at precisely the moment a team needs it most. A team

under strain needs more learning, not less. The better response keeps the retrospective useful and tightly focused, choosing just
one improvement action rather than abandoning the practice altogether.

Trap 5: Skip Testing to Go Faster
Skipping testing to hit a deadline creates hidden risk that tends to resurface later, usually at a worse time than if it had been

caught early. It may look faster today and quietly become far slower tomorrow. The better response protects quality, inspects
scope and tradeoffs honestly, and strengthens the Definition of Done rather than cutting corners around it.

Trap 6: Use Velocity to Compare Teams
Velocity is not comparable across teams, since each team estimates differently and calibrates its own story points independently.

The better response uses velocity only for a team's own forecasting, relying on broader metrics for flow, value, quality, and team
health whenever a wider view is genuinely needed.

Trap 7: Treat Estimates as Promises
Agile estimates are forecasts made under real uncertainty, not guarantees carved in stone. The better response uses estimates

to support planning while updating those forecasts as the team learns more, rather than holding the team to an early number
regardless of what's since been discovered.
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Trap 8: Hide Bad News

Hiding problems destroys the transparency Agile depends on to function at all. Agile only works when reality stays visible,
uncomfortable or not. The better response communicates transparently and collaborates openly on options, rather than delaying
the bad news until it can no longer be avoided.

Trap 9: Add More Process Without Solving the Problem

More process is not automatically a better process. If the real issue is trust, unclear value, a bottleneck, or poor quality, adding a
new template or extra approval step usually doesn't touch the actual cause. The better response inspects what's genuinely driving
the problem and improves the system directly, rather than layering more process on top of an unresolved root cause.

Trap 10: Choose Scrum for Every Situation

Scrum is valuable, but it isn't the right fit for every team or every kind of work. A support or operations team may be much
better served by Kanban. A process burdened with waste may need Lean thinking first. A large, multi-team product may need
genuine scaling practices rather than a single team's framework stretched too thin. The better response chooses a fit-for-purpose
approach based on the actual work in front of the team, not on which framework happens to be most familiar or popular.

Trap 11: Treat Agile as No Documentation

Agile values working solutions over comprehensive documentation, but that's a matter of emphasis, not an outright rejection of
documentation altogether. The better response creates just enough documentation to support value, quality, compliance, and
genuine shared understanding, rather than treating documentation itself as the enemy.

Trap 12: Treat Agile as No Planning

Agile teams plan frequently, often more frequently than teams following a predictive approach ever do. They simply adapt those
plans continuously as they learn. The better response relies on adaptive planning, ongoing backlog refinement, roadmaps, release
planning, Sprint Planning, and real feedback, rather than assuming Agile means skipping planning entirely.

Trap 13: Optimize Individual Utilization

High individual utilization can actually reduce flow rather than improve it, since a team can look fully occupied while very little
value is genuinely reaching completion. Agile focuses on team value delivery instead of keeping every person maximally busy.
The better response limits WIP, improves flow across the system, and focuses on finishing value rather than starting more of it.

Trap 14: Blame Individuals for System Problems

Many problems that look like individual failures actually trace back to unclear policies, unmanaged dependencies, overburden,
technical debt, or weak feedback loops sitting underneath the surface. The better response inspects the system itself and
improves it, rather than assigning blame to whoever happened to be closest to the problem when it surfaced.

Authority is not the same as correctness

Myth: The answer with the most authority is usually correct. PMI-ACP usually favors empowerment, collaboration,
transparency, and servant leadership over command and control. An answer that sounds decisive and authoritative is not
automatically the one that reflects genuine Agile thinking, and on this exam, it's frequently the wrong one.

This page titled 9.2.2: Common PMI-ACP Traps and Distractors is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.2.3: Scenario-Based Question Strategy

Scenario-Based Question Strategy

PMI-ACP questions are frequently scenario-based, packed with extra detail, a bit of emotional pressure, and often several answers
that all sound plausible at first glance. Working through them with a consistent, repeatable strategy tends to cut through that
noise far more reliably than trying to spot the "Agile buzzword" in the question stem.

Step 1: Identify the Real Problem

Resist the urge to jump straight to the first Agile term you recognize in the question. Instead, pause and ask what the problem
actually is underneath the scenario's surface details. Is it a value problem, a team ownership problem, a stakeholder problem, a
quality problem, a risk problem, a flow problem, a metrics misuse problem, a transformation problem, a governance problem, or a
psychological safety problem?

A question might mention velocity, but the real issue could be that stakeholders keep adding work mid-Sprint without anyone
pushing back. Another might mention conflict on the surface, while the real issue is unclear roles nobody's actually clarified.
Another might describe a missed deadline, when the underlying cause is really an unmanaged dependency the team never made
visible. Naming the real problem correctly is usually most of the work in getting to the right answer.

Step 2: Identify Who Should Be Involved

Strong Agile answers usually involve the right people for the problem at hand, rather than routing every decision through a single
authority figure. If the issue concerns product priority, the Product Owner should be involved. If it concerns customer value,
customers or stakeholders belong in the conversation. If it concerns technical uncertainty, the team and relevant technical experts
should be pulled in. If it concerns team process, the team itself should own the discussion. If it concerns an organizational
impediment sitting beyond the team's authority, the Scrum Master, Agile leader, and appropriate organizational stakeholders
should get involved together.

It's worth being cautious of any answer where a single person solves everything alone in a situation that genuinely calls for
collaboration between multiple roles.

Step 3: Look for Transparency

Strong Agile answers tend to make reality visible rather than keeping it tucked away.

Signals of Transparency in an Answer

e Making impediments visible rather than absorbing them quietly.

e Updating the board to reflect what's actually happening.

e Sharing risk openly with the people who need to know.

e Clarifying acceptance criteria before work proceeds further.

e Showing the real increment rather than describing it secondhand.
e Reviewing metrics honestly rather than selectively.

e Communicating tradeoffs directly instead of avoiding them.

¢ Discussing dependencies openly across teams.

e Making unstated assumptions visible before they cause a surprise.

If an answer choice involves hiding information from anyone who genuinely needs it, that's usually a strong sign the answer is
weak, regardless of how reasonable it sounds elsewhere.
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Step 4: Look for Inspection and Adaptation

Agile is fundamentally empirical, which means the team is expected to inspect what's actually happening and adapt based on
what it finds. Strong answers often include facilitating a discussion, inspecting the available data, reviewing feedback honestly,
running a spike to reduce uncertainty, reprioritizing the backlog based on new information, adapting the plan itself, improving the
process, updating the Definition of Done, adjusting WIP limits, or removing an impediment directly.

Weak answers, by contrast, tend to freeze the plan in place regardless of new information, ignore what's actually being learned, or
delay feedback until it's far too late to act on usefully.

Step 5: Protect Value and Quality

The best Agile answer protects value and quality rather than simply chasing speed at any cost. It's worth staying wary of answers
that skip testing, ignore the Definition of Done, accept all scope without discussing real tradeoffs, hide defects rather than
surfacing them, push more work into an already overloaded system, or deliver output that never actually translates into customer
value. Strong answers stay focused on producing valuable, usable, high-quality increments, even when that means resisting
pressure to simply go faster.

Step 6: Watch for Command-and-Control Language

Certain phrases tend to signal a distractor answer dressed up in confident language: directing the team, assigning all tasks,
demanding overtime, forcing compliance, punishing the team, comparing individuals against each other, escalating immediately
without trying anything else first, ignoring a raised concern, or hiding an issue from view. These phrases aren't automatically
wrong in every conceivable context, but they show up far more often as distractors than as correct answers, and it's worth treating
them with extra scrutiny whenever they appear.

Step 7: Choose the Best Next Action

Many questions ask specifically what to do next, and the best next action is usually not the final, complete solution to the whole
scenario. It's simply the next responsible Agile step available in that moment.

Matching the Situation to the Next Step

o If the team is confused, clarify the situation directly.

e If the team is blocked, make the impediment visible.

o If stakeholders disagree, facilitate alignment between them.

e If risk is unknown, investigate it with a spike.

o If quality is dropping, inspect the root causes.

o If work is overloaded, limit WIP.

o If transformation is failing, diagnose the missing ingredient.

e If psychological safety is low, create a safer conversation first.

A good PMI-ACP answer tends to sound calm, collaborative, and adaptive rather than dramatic or decisive for its own sake.
Working through these seven steps in order, rather than reacting to the first familiar term in the question, is usually what separates
a confident guess from a genuinely well-reasoned answer.

This page titled 9.2.3: Scenario-Based Question Strategy is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.2.4: Final Review by Topic Area

Final Review by Topic Area

This section pulls together the major topics from the book into exam-ready thinking patterns. Rather than treating this as a fresh
chapter of new material, it's worth reading each section below as a quick check against everything covered so far, since the exam
tends to reward recognizing these patterns quickly rather than reasoning from scratch under time pressure.

Agile Mindset and Principles

Agile is grounded in customer collaboration, responding to change, working solutions, individuals and interactions, sustainable
pace, technical excellence, and continuous improvement. Every other topic in this book ultimately traces back to one or more of
these foundations, which is part of why the exam keeps circling back to them in different disguises.

Exam reminder: choose answers that support value, feedback, collaboration, adaptation, and transparency. Avoid answers that
protect a plan at the expense of genuine learning, since defending a plan that's proven wrong is exactly the instinct Agile was
built to correct.

Empirical Process Control

Empirical process control rests on three pillars working together: transparency, inspection, and adaptation. Take any one of these
away, and the other two lose most of their value, since there's little point inspecting work that isn't genuinely visible, and little
point adapting based on an inspection that never happened.

Exam reminder: when a situation feels uncertain, choose the answer that makes reality visible, inspects it honestly, and adapts
based on what's found. Avoid any answer that pretends everything can be known upfront, since that's precisely the assumption
empirical process control exists to replace.

Value Delivery and Customer Collaboration

Agile teams stay focused on outcomes rather than just outputs, and customers or stakeholders should stay genuinely involved
throughout delivery rather than only at the beginning and end. A team can produce plenty of output and still miss the point entirely
if that output never translates into something the customer actually values.

Exam reminder: if value is unclear in a scenario, the right move is collaborating with the Product Owner, customers, or

stakeholders to clarify it. Avoid building based on unconfirmed assumptions whenever real feedback is actually available to ask
for instead.

Scrum and Iteration-Based Delivery

Scrum uses Sprints, roles, events, artifacts, and commitments together to create a consistent learning rhythm rather than a
collection of disconnected rituals. Sprint Planning creates focus for the work ahead. The Daily Scrum inspects progress toward the
Sprint Goal. The Sprint Review inspects the product itself. The Sprint Retrospective improves the process behind it. The Product
Backlog reflects value, the Sprint Backlog belongs to Developers, and the Increment must meet the Definition of Done before it
counts as complete.

Exam reminder: avoid treating any Scrum event as a status meeting dressed up in Agile language, since that's one of the most
common ways a team ends up doing Scrum without actually being Agile.

Kanban, Lean, and Flow

Kanban works by visualizing work, limiting WIP, managing flow, making policies explicit, using feedback loops, and improving
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collaboratively, while Lean focuses more broadly on reducing waste and improving the system underneath the work itself.

Exam reminder: when work is stuck somewhere in the system, the right response is visualizing flow, reducing WIP, and removing
the bottleneck directly. Avoid any answer that treats maximizing busyness as the actual goal, since a busy team and a productive
team are not the same thing.

Agile Teams and Servant Leadership

Agile teams depend on genuine ownership, real trust, psychological safety, constructive conflict, clear working agreements, and
servant leadership holding it all together. None of these substitute for the others; a team can have working agreements written
down and still lack the psychological safety needed to actually follow them honestly.

Exam reminder: the Agile leader coaches, facilitates, removes impediments, and improves the system around the team. Avoid
any answer built around task assignment or command-and-control leadership, since that pattern tends to be the most reliable
signal of a wrong answer across this entire topic area.

Metrics, Risk, and Delivery Discipline

Metrics should help teams learn rather than serve as a scoreboard for comparison or punishment. Risk should be exposed early
rather than discovered late. Quality should be built directly into the work rather than inspected in afterward. Technical debt should
stay visible in the backlog rather than hidden until it quietly slows everything down.

Exam reminder: use velocity for a team's own forecasting, never for comparison against another team. Use spikes to address
genuine uncertainty. Use the Definition of Done to protect quality consistently. Use visual metrics to inspect flow honestly. Avoid
any answer that punishes a team based on what a metric happens to show.

Transformation, Governance, and Scaling

Agile transformation is cultural change at its core, requiring vision, consensus, skills, incentives, resources, and a clear action
plan working together. Scaling, meanwhile, should exist to solve a real coordination problem between teams, not to add structure
simply because structure feels reassuring.

Exam reminder: avoid any answer that installs a framework without also changing the behaviors, governance, funding, and
measurement surrounding it, since a framework layered onto an unchanged culture rarely produces the transformation it
promises. Avoid, above all, scaling bureaucracy rather than scaling genuine collaboration.

The Thread Running Through Every Topic

e Make reality visible before deciding what to do about it.

e Involve the people closest to the work in the decisions that affect it.

e Favor learning and adaptation over defending an existing plan.

e Protect quality and sustainable pace even under real pressure.

e Treat every metric, framework, and practice as a means to value, never as the goal itself.

Every topic covered across this book eventually points back to this same short list. Whether the scenario involves a blocked
team, a struggling transformation, a misused metric, or a stalled retrospective, the strongest answer is almost always the one that
reflects these five habits rather than the one that simply sounds the most confident or the most in control.

This page titled 9.2.4: Final Review by Topic Area is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.

©@® 193 (9.2.4.2)


https://eng.libretexts.org/Courses/De_Anza_College/Agile_Project_Management/09%3A_PMI-ACP_Final_Review_and_Scenario-Based_Exam_Strategy/9.02%3A_PMI-ACP_Mindset_and_Answering_Strategy_Guide/9.2.04%3A_Final_Review_by_Topic_Area
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTexts"

9.3: Final Chapter Summary

Conclusion

The PMI-ACP exam tests Agile judgment. It is not enough to memorize terms such as Scrum, Kanban, velocity, retrospective,
Product Owner, spike, or WIP limit; students must understand why these practices exist and how to apply them in real scenarios.
Strong Agile answers usually increase transparency, collaboration, value delivery, learning, team ownership, and adaptation, while
weak answers often rely on command and control, blame, rigid planning, hidden risk, individual task assignment, or metric misuse.

Scenario questions should be approached carefully. Identify the real problem, involve the right people, make reality visible,
inspect and adapt, protect value and quality, and choose the best next action. Working through each scenario with this discipline
is what separates candidates who understand Agile from those who have only memorized its vocabulary.

The full PMI-ACP mindset can be summarized simply:

The core mindset

Do not memorize Agile. Think Agile.

This page titled 9.3: Final Chapter Summary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman
Janakiraman.
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9.4: Full-Length PMI-ACP Style Practice Questions

Sample Questions

1.

A Scrum Team is falling behind during a Sprint. The burndown chart has been flat for several days. What should the Scrum
Master do first?

A. Tell the team to work overtime until the burndown improves.

B. Facilitate a discussion with the team to identify blockers and inspect why work is not moving to done.

C. Hide the burndown chart from stakeholders.

D. Assign each Developer a new task to increase activity.

A stakeholder asks a Developer to add an urgent feature during the Sprint. The work is not related to the Sprint Goal. What
should the Developer do?

A. Add the work immediately because stakeholders are important.

B. Ask the stakeholder to work with the Product Owner so value, urgency, and impact can be evaluated.

C. Reject the request permanently because Agile does not allow change.

D. Complete the work secretly and tell the team later.

A team's velocity has dropped for two Sprints. A manager wants to know who caused the decline. What is the best Agile
response?

A. Identify the lowest-performing individual.

B. Inspect the trend with the team and look for system causes such as dependencies, WIP, defects, or unclear stories.

C. Increase story point estimates.

D. Cancel retrospectives until velocity improves.

A team is unsure whether a new architecture can support expected usage volume. What should the team do?

A. Commit to the architecture because planning is complete.

B. Run a timeboxed spike to reduce technical uncertainty.

C. Ignore the concern until testing at the end.

D. Ask stakeholders to remove all performance expectations.

A retrospective reveals that testing happens too late in the Sprint and defects are found near the end. What is the best next
action?

A. Tell testers to work faster.

B. Help the team identify one improvement, such as earlier testing or clearer acceptance criteria, and inspect the result

next Sprint.

C. Stop holding retrospectives.

D. Move all testing to a hardening phase at the end of the release.
A support team receives unpredictable requests throughout the day. Leadership wants all teams to use Scrum because it is
the company standard. What should the Agile coach recommend?

A. Force Scrum because consistency is always more important than fit.

B. Consider Kanban because the team's work is continuous and interrupt-driven.

C. Stop using Agile for support work.

D. Require all support requests to wait for the next Sprint Planning.
A team member raises a concern that the release may not meet compliance requirements. The Product Owner is worried this
will slow delivery. What should the team do?

A. Ignore compliance until the release is complete.

B. Make the compliance risk visible and involve the appropriate compliance stakeholders early.

C. Remove the compliance item from the backlog.

D. Ask the team member not to raise concerns during the Sprint.

During Sprint Planning, the team waits for the Scrum Master to assign stories to each person. What should the Scrum Master
do?

A. Assign the work quickly to keep the meeting moving.

B. Coach the team to self-organize around the Sprint Goal.

C. Ask the project sponsor to assign the work.

D. Cancel the Sprint.
A Kanban board shows that many items are stuck in review. Developers continue starting new work because they do not want
to be idle. What should the team do?

A. Increase the number of items in progress.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

B. Focus on clearing the review bottleneck before starting more work.

C. Remove the review column from the board.

D. Stop visualizing work.
A team has many defects because the Definition of Done is unclear. What is the best response?

A. Create or improve the Definition of Done with the team so quality expectations are clear.

B. Ask testers to catch all problems at the end.

C. Reduce testing to increase velocity.

D. Avoid discussing quality with stakeholders.
A new Agile team is experiencing disagreement about roles, priorities, and how to work together. What should the Agile
leader do?

A. Treat the conflict as a normal team development stage and facilitate constructive discussion.

B. Disband the team immediately.

C. Tell the team that conflict is not allowed.

D. Ask senior management to make every decision.
An organization has adopted Agile tools and ceremonies, but Product Owners are not empowered and managers still assign
tasks to team members. What is the likely problem?

A. The organization is focusing on Agile practices without changing behaviors and decision-making.

B. The organization needs more dashboards.

C. Scrum events should be longer.

D. Teams should stop using backlogs.
A customer complains that a feature technically works but does not solve the real problem. What should the team do?

A. Mark the feature complete because the requirements were met.

B. Collaborate with the customer and Product Owner to understand the desired outcome and adapt the backlog.

C. Avoid customer feedback in the future.

D. Add more features without discussion.
A team is under pressure to deliver more features. Technical debt is increasing, and changes are becoming slower. What
should the Product Owner and team do?

A. Make technical debt visible and balance debt reduction with feature delivery.

B. Ignore technical debt because customers do not see it directly.

C. Increase WIP to start more features.

D. Remove refactoring from future work.
A distributed team often misses important decisions because they happen in side conversations among co-located
members. What should the team do?

A. Create working agreements for decision-making and record decisions visibly.

B. Continue side conversations because they are efficient.

C. Exclude remote members from planning.

D. Stop documenting decisions.
A transformation effort is failing. Teams received training, but they do not have time, coaching, tools, or leadership support
to apply the new way of working. Which change ingredient is most clearly missing?

A. Resources.

B. Velocity.

C. Sprint length.

D. Story points.
A Product Owner accepts every stakeholder request, and the Product Backlog has become a long list of unrelated items.
What should the Product Owner do?

A. Continue accepting all requests to keep stakeholders happy.

B. Order the backlog based on value, Product Goal, risk, and stakeholder input.

C. Ask Developers to choose all priorities.

D. Remove stakeholders from all future conversations.

A Sprint Review is being used only as a slide presentation. Stakeholders do not see working product. What should the Scrum
Team do?

A. Use the Sprint Review to inspect the actual increment and gather feedback.

B. Cancel Sprint Reviews because they take time.

C. Send only written status reports.

D. Wait until the final release to show the product.

A team's cumulative flow diagram shows that the Testing band is widening. What does this suggest?

A. Testing may be a bottleneck.

B. The team has no work.
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C. Velocity is automatically improving.
D. The Product Backlog is empty.
20. A manager asks the team to skip the retrospective because the project is behind schedule. What is the best Agile response?
A. Skip it because improvement can wait.
B. Keep the retrospective focused and identify one improvement that may help the team deliver better.
C. Replace it with an individual performance review.
D. Cancel all future retrospectives.

Answer Key

1. B. A flat burndown should trigger inspection with the team to identify blockers or work that is not moving to done.

2. B. Stakeholder requests should be evaluated through the Product Owner so value, urgency, and impact are considered.
3. B. Velocity changes should be inspected with the team, focusing on system causes rather than individual blame.

4. B. A spike is a timeboxed investigation used to reduce uncertainty.

5. B. Retrospectives should lead to practical improvement actions that are inspected later.

6. B. Kanban may fit continuous, unpredictable support work better than Scrum.

7. B. Compliance risk should be made visible and addressed early with the right stakeholders.

8. B. Agile teams self-organize around the goal, and the Scrum Master should coach rather than assign tasks.

9. B. The team should stop starting and start finishing by helping clear the bottleneck.

10. A. A clear Definition of Done protects quality and transparency.

11. A. Disagreement can be normal during team development, and the Agile leader should facilitate constructive conversation.
12. A. This is Agile theater, where practices exist but behavior and decision-making have not changed.

13. B. Agile focuses on outcomes and customer value, so the team should collaborate and adapt.

14. A. Technical debt should be visible and managed as part of responsible delivery.

15. A. Distributed teams need explicit working agreements and visible decision records.

16. A. Resources are missing when people lack time, coaching, tools, or support.

17. B. Product Owners maximize value by ordering the backlog based on value, goals, risk, and stakeholder input.

18. A. Sprint Review should inspect the actual increment and gather feedback.

19. A. A widening band in a cumulative flow diagram often indicates work piling up in that workflow state.

20. B. Retrospectives support continuous improvement, and under pressure the team still needs focused learning.

This page titled 9.4: Full-Length PMI-ACP Style Practice Questions is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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9.5: The Champion Who Was Right About Everything...
Almost!

NorthStar Logistics: The Training That Promised Everything

The training was excellent, three days for every team in engineering, and by the end of it NorthStar Logistics was officially
trained on Scrum. Sarah Chen, who had been hired six months earlier to lead the transformation, had ten years of Agile coaching
behind her, certifications, and two successful transformations on her resume, and she had come in with a clear mandate from
CTO Rebecca Martinez to make the company Agile because it was moving too slowly and competitors were eating its lunch. On
Monday morning the ceremonies started, the boards went live in the tool, the velocity dashboards were configured, and Sarah,
having drafted a one-page Agile Operating Model and emailed it out Sunday night, felt ready and certain she was right. Within
ten minutes of sitting in on the platform team's first Sprint Planning, she knew something was already wrong.

Marcus Reilly had been at NorthStar twelve years and had built most of the platform himself. He'd sat through the training,
taken notes, nodded politely, and said almost nothing, and in Sprint Planning he simply ran his old meeting under a new name:
estimates, assignments, deadlines. When Sarah gently suggested they start with the Sprint Goal and think about what value they
were delivering, Marcus said the goal was to finish the database migration, and when she told him that was a task and asked him
to think from the user's perspective, he paused and offered that customers should be able to keep using the platform without
performance problems, then turned right back to the team and walked through the same task list as before. Sarah noted that night
that the platform team was going through the motions and that Marcus was resistant. She wasn't wrong, exactly, but she misread
the shape of it. Marcus wasn't opposed to Agile. He was reacting, in a way he couldn't quite have named even to himself, to being
told that twelve years of judgment were now wrong, and what came out looked like polite compliance instead of the quiet refusal
it actually was.

James Okonkwo, an engineer until a month earlier, had been nominated by Sarah for Product Owner because he was thoughtful
and willing to learn, and because he had never once said no to anyone in his life. In the first Sprint, stakeholders called him
constantly: sales needed a demo feature, customer success needed bug fixes, marketing wanted analytics, and James said yes to
all of it, with no real sense of how to prioritize and no authority that felt real to him four weeks removed from being an engineer
himself. The Sprint Goal was missed the first week and missed again the second. Sarah told him he needed to push back, that
the Sprint Goal was sacred, and James said sales had a major customer demo coming, so Sarah told him he had to choose, the
Sprint Goal mattered or it didn't. James went back to his team and told them they had to deliver the demo feature, and the Sprint
Goal was missed again. By week six he was deferring every hard call to Sarah, who was now making product decisions herself and
calling it coaching, while James learned nothing about being a Product Owner except how to do what Sarah told him. He started
telling friends he wanted to go back to engineering. One of those friends mentioned it to Marcus, who filed it away.

Theresa Park led the data integration team, which handled real, high-stakes work across three shipping providers and two million
orders a day, with compliance reporting that had to be flawless. She'd read the books Sarah recommended and understood Scrum
well enough intellectually, but she didn't believe her team had the slack to learn a new way of working while keeping the pipelines
running. So she built a Scrum board, held Daily Scrums when Sarah was around, and kept the dashboards looking exactly as green
as they should. Underneath that, her team ran an 8 AM call before the official 9 AM Daily Scrum where the actual coordination
happened, along with a private task tracker and a Slack channel no one outside the team saw. She wasn't sabotaging anything.
She believed Sarah didn't understand the risk her team carried and was protecting it accordingly, but the effect was the same
either way: Scrum wasn't actually being adopted there. Sarah, seeing only the green dashboard, told Rebecca that Theresa's team
was doing well, and Rebecca, who had worried most about the team handling the most critical work, felt relieved.

Three months in, Sarah went to Rebecca with a firm assessment: Marcus was openly resistant, James was too soft to be a real
Product Owner, the platform team was performing Scrum theater, and Marcus, in her view, needed to move into an individual
contributor role so someone who actually believed in the change could take his place. Rebecca pointed out that Marcus had
been there twelve years and knew the platform better than anyone, and Sarah said that was part of the problem, that he was
invested in the old way. Rebecca said she'd think about it, without saying aloud that she'd hired Sarah to fix problems, not remove
people, and that she was starting to worry Sarah was right about the diagnosis and wrong about the cure. Sarah didn't wait for an
answer. She booked a one-on-one with Marcus the next week and told him directly that she didn't think he was really adopting
Scrum, that he was going through the motions. Marcus, who had outlasted plenty of process changes before her, asked calmly for
specific examples, and when she gave them, Sprint Planning as task allocation, standups as status updates, the Sprint Goal as an
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afterthought, he told her that she was asking him to change coordination patterns that had evolved for good reasons over years,
that he was doing his best with what the training had given him, and that he wasn't opposed to it even if his execution wasn't
perfect. Sarah pressed for a real commitment, telling him the team took its cue from him and that if he wasn't all in, they wouldn't
be either. Marcus just said he was doing his job and wasn't sure what else she wanted. The conversation ended without resolution,
Sarah convinced Marcus had lied about buying in, Marcus convinced Sarah didn't respect his experience. That evening he told
two colleagues she wanted changes that didn't fit their work and clearly didn't understand what they did. Within a week the story
circulating across half of engineering was that Sarah had told Marcus to get all in or leave, which she had never actually said, but
which was now simply believed.

By month eight, Rebecca's confidence had worn thin. Sarah's reports still said the transformation was progressing, and the
dashboards still looked reasonable, but Rebecca kept hearing things in hallways: Marcus had gone quietly cold toward Sarah,
James looked worn down, and Theresa's team kept missing handoffs in ways that suggested real coordination gaps despite
metrics that looked fine. Without telling Sarah, Rebecca hired an outside consultant, David Whitfield, for a four-week assessment,
framing it to Sarah as a fresh pair of eyes to validate their progress. Sarah, mildly annoyed, assumed he'd simply confirm what
she'd already been saying. David spent his first week only listening, interviewing Marcus, James, Theresa, Sarah, Rebecca, and
a dozen others, sitting silently through ceremonies, reading memos and notes, and looking at what was actually being delivered
rather than what the dashboards claimed. By the end of week two, the picture he'd assembled looked nothing like what Sarah had
reported.

He sat down with Rebecca privately first, warning her some of it would be uncomfortable. The transformation had a vision problem,
he said, but not the one Sarah assumed: leadership was clear about the destination, but nobody doing the actual work understood
why they were heading there, since no one had ever explained what problem the change was meant to solve, which left Marcus
treating it as a passing initiative he'd simply outlast. There was a skills problem too, in a different place than Sarah was looking,
because she was treating training as equivalent to skill when they weren't the same thing at all: James lacked the skills to be a
Product Owner, Marcus lacked the skills to facilitate a real Scrum team, Theresa lacked the skills to adapt Scrum to her context,
and Sarah herself lacked the coaching skills the moment required, since coaching and teaching aren't the same craft. Beyond
that, the organization's own incentives were fighting everything Sarah was trying to build: budgets still locked to fixed scope a
year out, finance still wanting Gantt charts, sales commitments still overriding Sprint plans midstream, Marcus's bonus still tied to
system reliability, Theresa's team still judged on uptime, James promoted on paper while the people who used to give him orders
still expected to. The system was rewarding exactly the behavior Sarah was asking people to abandon, and the system, David said
flatly, always wins that fight. On top of it, there wasn't enough capacity anywhere: Sarah alone coaching four teams while also
setting strategy, James doing Product Owner work part time while still pulled into engineering fires, no Scrum Master for Marcus
or Theresa at all, no room in any Sprint to actually act on a retrospective's own findings. And underneath all of it, there was no
real plan, only a target state of "we are Agile" and a starting state of "we are not,” with ceremonies and dashboards standing in
for an actual path between the two. Rebecca, taking it all in, finally asked what to make of Sarah herself, and David chose his
words carefully: she was right about nearly everything she'd diagnosed, the platform team wasn't really doing Scrum, James was
struggling, the data team was running its own parallel system, but her certainty had generated resistance she couldn't see, the
one-on-one with Marcus had done damage still spreading through the org, and her recommendation to remove Marcus would
have been close to catastrophic, since losing the one person who actually understood the platform would have cost the company
six months of crisis.

What David proposed instead was slower and less satisfying than anything Sarah had offered. The organization needed to name
its actual problems in measurable terms, cycle time, quality, missed customer commitments, rather than chase a framework for
its own sake, so that everyone from Rebecca down could say plainly what the change was for. It needed real skill-building instead
of training, months of pairing with experienced coaches rather than days in a room, an outside mentor for James, and Sarah
stepping back from day-to-day coaching into strategy so other coaches could work with teams without her authority distorting
the relationship. The incentive system had to change before behavior could, meaning finance, sales, and performance reviews all
needed to measure something different, or every new practice would keep fighting the system it lived inside. The organization
needed real capacity, fewer teams transforming at once, more coaches, or less demanded of people during the transition, instead
of asking everyone to rebuild the plane mid-flight with no extra fuel. There needed to be an honest, phased plan with real
checkpoints and the willingness to slow down when something wasn't working, not a roadmap that simply promised Agile by year's
end. Sarah needed an entirely different conversation with Marcus than the one she'd already had, something closer to admitting
she'd made assumptions worth revisiting and asking what would actually help his team. And the relationship between Sarah and
Rebecca itself needed to change, since both of them had spent months protecting each other from bad news instead of trading
it honestly.

David sat down with Sarah in week four and told her directly that her diagnosis of the organization was largely right but

incomplete, and that some of what she'd done had made the resistance worse rather than better. Sarah was defensive at first,
citing her years of experience and the organizations she'd seen before this one. David told her he wasn't saying she was bad at

©® 199 (9.5.2)



LibreTexts"

her job, only that she'd walked into a complicated system and treated it like a simple one, diagnosing the people as the problem
when they were responding rationally to a system that rewarded exactly what she was asking them to stop doing. Marcus wasn't
resisting Agile, he said. He was responding to being told his experience didn't count. Theresa wasn't faking compliance, she was
protecting her team from what looked, from where she sat, like genuine risk. James wasn't too soft, he was doing a job he'd never
been prepared for inside a system that had never actually given him authority. Sarah sat with that for a long time before asking
what David wanted her to do. He said he didn't want anything from her, that the decision belonged to Rebecca, but that if she
wanted his honest advice, her next conversation with Marcus should look nothing like the last one, and her next memo to Rebecca
should say more plainly what she didn't yet know.

Rebecca read David's full report on a Friday night, read it again Saturday morning, and by Sunday had highlighted three sections
with notes in the margins. By Monday she had decisions in front of her that none of them were easy: accept David's plan and slow
everything down at real cost, both in money and in the argument she'd have to make to an already impatient board; let Sarah
continue as she had been, a path David had called unlikely to produce real transformation and likely, eventually, to cost them
Marcus; replace Sarah outright and absorb another six months of disruption while signaling to the whole organization that the
transformation was failing; or find something in between that she hadn't yet figured out how to define. She had a one-on-one
scheduled with Sarah for Tuesday and didn't know yet what she was going to say. In the meantime, the ceremonies kept happening
exactly as before. The dashboards stayed green wherever they'd already been green. Marcus kept running his planning meetings
the way he always had. James kept saying yes. Theresa's team kept its parallel system quietly humming along beneath the official
one. And the actual problems that had started the transformation in the first place, cycle time, quality, the competitors who kept
moving faster, were all still sitting there, untouched, eight months into a transformation that wasn't yet one.

Reflections and Pulse-Check 9.5.1

This section is designed for you to pause and consider how these leadership concepts land in your own professional world.
There are no right or wrong answers here. Instead, these questions are meant to help you audit your current approach and
identify where you might want to pivot.

1. Sarah was right about most of what she diagnosed, and being right didn't help her solve the problem. Why might being
technically correct about what's wrong in an organization actually make it harder to change, and what does it take to be
both right and effective?

2. Marcus, James, and Theresa each responded differently to the change, and none of them saw themselves as resisting
it. When you've resisted a change in your own work or life, did it feel like resistance at the time, or like a reasonable
protection of something that mattered? How do you tell the difference in the moment?

3. David's plan was slower, costlier, and more uncomfortable than what Sarah had proposed, and most leaders in Rebecca's
position would pick the faster path that looks better on a dashboard. What would it actually take for an organization to
choose the slower path anyway, even when it costs more in the short term?

This page titled 9.5: The Champion Who Was Right About Everything... Almost! is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed,
and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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GLOSSARY

A

Agile Governance | Governance that supports responsible value delivery, transparency, risk management, and adaptive decision-making.
Agile Methodology | A structured approach to applying Agile values and principles. Examples include Scrum, Kanban, XP, Lean, and DSDM.
Agile Metrics | Measurements used by Agile teams to understand progress, flow, quality, risk, and delivery health.

Agile Team | A collaborative team focused on delivering customer value through shared ownership, feedback, and adaptation.

Agile Theater | The appearance of Agile through ceremonies, tools, and language without real changes in behavior, empowerment, or value
delivery.

Agile Transformation | A change in how an organization thinks, decides, funds, measures, governs, learns, and delivers value.

Burndown Chart | A chart that shows remaining work over time.

Burnup Chart | A chart that shows completed work over time and may also show total scope.

Cc

Change Management | The structured approach to helping people and organizations move from old ways of working to new ways.
Coaching | Helping individuals or teams discover better ways of thinking and working through questions, feedback, and guidance.
Constructive Conflict | Healthy disagreement focused on ideas, risks, assumptions, and decisions rather than personal attacks.
Continuous Improvement | An ongoing effort to enhance processes, products, or services through incremental changes.
Cross-Functional Team | A team that has the combined skills needed to deliver a usable increment of value.

Cumulative Flow Diagram | A visual chart showing how work moves through workflow states over time. It helps reveal bottlenecks.
Current State | How work actually happens today, including real decision patterns, delays, incentives, and constraints.

Cycle Time | The time from when work starts to when it finishes. It shows how long active workflow takes.

D

Definition of Done | The shared quality standard that defines what must be true for work to be considered complete.

Dependency | A relationship where work depends on another team, system, vendor, decision, or approval.

Developers | The Scrum Team members who create the product increment and manage the Sprint Backlog.

Disciplined Agile (DA) | A toolkit that helps teams choose their way of working based on context rather than following one fixed framework.

DSDM | A governance-oriented Agile method that emphasizes business involvement, disciplined delivery, and fixing time and cost while allowing
scope flexibility.

E

Emotional Intelligence (EQ) | The capacity to recognize, understand, and manage one's own emotions and influence others' emotions.

Extreme Programming (XP) | An Agile method focused on technical excellence through practices such as test-driven development, pair
programming, refactoring, and continuous integration.

Extrinsic Motivation | Drive based on external rewards such as money, status, or recognition.

F

Facilitation | Helping a group have a productive conversation, make decisions, and achieve a shared purpose.

Fit-for-Purpose Agility | Choosing Agile practices based on the team's work, risks, customer needs, delivery rhythm, and organizational context.
Flow | The movement of work through a system from request to completion.

Flow Efficiency | The ratio of active work time to total elapsed time. It helps reveal waiting.

Future State | The desired way of working that describes how the organization wants to deliver value, make decisions, and learn.
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G

Gap Analysis | The process of identifying differences between current state and future state.

Guiding Coalition | A group of leaders and influencers who help drive and support organizational change.

H

Hybrid Agile | An approach that combines Agile and predictive practices when the environment requires both adaptability and governance.

I

Impediment | Anything that blocks or slows the team.
Increment | The latest usable version of the product that meets the Definition of Done.

Intrinsic Motivation | Drive that comes from internal satisfaction, purpose, mastery, and autonomy.

K

Kanban | A flow-based method that helps teams visualize work, limit work in progress, manage flow, and improve continuously.
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) | A measurable value that indicates progress toward a goal.

Kotter's 8-Step Change Model | A change model that includes urgency, coalition, vision, volunteer participation, barrier removal, short-term
wins, sustained acceleration, and institutionalized change.

L

Lead Time | The time from customer request to delivery. It shows how long the customer waits.

Lean | A philosophy and management approach focused on maximizing customer value, reducing waste, improving flow, and respecting people.

M

Mentorship | Guidance provided by an experienced individual to support another's professional development.
Muda | Waste, or any activity that does not add value from the customer's perspective.
Mura | Unevenness or inconsistency in demand, workload, or process flow.

Muri | Overburden placed on people, teams, machines, or systems.

P

Product Backlog | An ordered, evolving list of work needed to improve the product.

Product Funding | Funding long-lived products, platforms, or value streams instead of only temporary projects.

Product Owner | The Scrum accountability responsible for maximizing product value and ordering the Product Backlog.
Psychological Safety | An environment where team members feel safe to take risks, ask questions, and admit mistakes without fear.

Pull System | A system where work or materials are pulled based on actual demand and available capacity rather than pushed into the system.

R

RACI Matrix | A responsibility assignment tool defining who is Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, and Informed for each task.
Resource Breakdown Structure (RBS) | A hierarchical representation of resources organized by category and type.

Resource Leveling | Adjusting the schedule to address resource over-allocation, often extending the timeline.

Resource Smoothing | Adjusting activities within available float to reduce resource demand peaks without changing the critical path.
Retrospective | A structured team reflection to identify improvements for future work.

Risk Board | A visual board that makes risks, owners, impact, probability, responses, and status visible.

Root Cause Analysis | Techniques for identifying the fundamental reason for a problem.

S

SAFe | Scaled Agile Framework, a broad framework for enterprise Agile alignment and delivery.
Scaling Agile | Coordinating Agile work across multiple teams, products, programs, or portfolios.

Scrum | An empirical Agile framework that helps teams deliver value through short cycles of planning, inspection, and adaptation.
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Scrum Master | The Scrum accountability responsible for coaching Scrum, facilitating improvement, and removing impediments.
Scrum of Scrums | A lightweight coordination practice for multiple Scrum Teams.

Scrumban | A hybrid approach that combines Scrum's structure with Kanban's flow-based practices.

Self-Organization | The ability of a team to decide how to accomplish its work within agreed goals, priorities, and constraints.
Self-Organizing Team | A team that manages its own work allocation, sequencing, and problem-solving with minimal direction.
Servant Leadership | A leadership philosophy focused on serving the team's needs to enable their success.

Shared Ownership | The idea that the team collectively owns delivery, quality, improvement, and outcomes.

Shu-Ha-Ri | A learning model where people first follow practices, then adapt them, and eventually apply principles with mastery.
Spike | A timeboxed investigation used to reduce uncertainty and support better decisions.

Sprint | A fixed timebox in Scrum during which the team works toward a Sprint Goal and creates a usable product increment.
Sprint Backlog | The selected work for the Sprint plus the Developers' plan for delivering it.

Sprint Goal | The focused objective or purpose of the Sprint.

Succession Planning | Preparing for leadership and role continuity when key team members transition.

Sustainable Pace | A pace of work the team can maintain over time without burnout, quality decline, or hidden risk.

T

Team Development (Tuckman Model) | The stages teams progress through: forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning.
Technical Debt | Shortcuts, weaknesses, or unresolved technical issues that make future change harder.
Throughput | The number of completed work items in a period of time.

Toyota Production System | Toyota's production philosophy that influenced Lean, just-in-time production, pull systems, continuous
improvement, and built-in quality.

U

User Story | A short description of user value, often written as: "As a user, I want a capability, so that I receive a benefit."

Vv

Vanity Metric | A metric that looks impressive but does not help the team make better decisions or deliver more value.

Velocity | The amount of work a team typically completes in a Sprint, often measured in story points. It is useful for team forecasting, not team
comparison.

w

WIP Limit | A limit on how much work can be in a workflow step or system at one time.
Work in Progress (WIP) | Work that has been started but not yet completed. Too much WIP slows flow and hides problems.

Working Agreement | A team-created set of norms that defines how the team collaborates, communicates, makes decisions, and handles
blockers.

This page titled Glossary is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Guharaman Janakiraman.
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