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Flow of Value

Transparency, with practices 
including

Scrum

Unit Testing

Continuous Integration

Small Batches

Definition of Done

Exploratory Testing…
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PRODUCT 
BACKLOG

1. MAKE BUSINESS HYPOTHESIS
A TESTABLE EXPERIMENT

OPS 
BACKLOG

3. BUILD 
MEASUREMENT
INTO MVP

4. MEASURE 
THE RESULTS

6. PERSEVERE OR  PIVOT

2. DEFINE EXPERIMENT AS
MINIMUM VIABLE PRODUCT 
(MVP)

5. GAIN 
VALIDATED LEARNING



Could recent search history 
improve user engagement 
(and revenue per user visit)?



Total Avg Total Avg

Whole Page - Revenue per user (all) 445,623          0.063 444,823          0.063 0.513 0.14% No

Search - Revenue per user (all) 283,672          0.04010 281,495          0.03987 0.007 0.73% Yes

Page View - Revenue per user (all) 261,395          0.03695 262,095          0.03712 0.032 -0.31% Yes

Page Views per user (non-zero) 82,901,880   11.755 83,123,835   11.791 0.032 -0.31% Yes

Whole Page - Clicks per user (all) 32,381,376   4.592 32,464,748   4.605 0.109 -0.30% No

Whole Page - Clicks per user (%) 3,675,630      52.1% 3,678,322      52.2% 0.029 -0.11% Yes

Whole Page - CTR per experiment 32,462,260   39.1% 32,542,815   39.1% 0.885 -0.02% No

Whole Page - CTR per user 32,381,376   34.7% 32,464,748   34.8% 0.372 -0.07% No

Search Box (Top) - Clicks per user (all) 10,110,692   1.434 10,059,776   1.427 0.101 0.47% No

Search Box (Top) - Clicks per user (%) 1,590,360      22.6% 1,583,952      22.5% < 0.001 0.37% Yes

Search Box (Top) - CTR per experiment 10,134,763   12.2% 10,082,688   12.1% 0.003 0.75% Yes

Search Box (Top) - CTR per user 10,110,692   9.6% 10,059,776   9.6% 0.005 0.40% Yes

Search Modules - Clicks per user (all) 10,140,834   1.438 10,356,030   1.469 < 0.001 -2.12% Yes

EBS (Modules) - Clicks per user (all) 22,240,542   3.154 22,108,718   3.136 0.005 0.56% Yes

Search Transfers - Clicks per user (all) 11,588,971   1.643 11,513,704   1.633 0.019 0.62% Yes

Search Box (Bottom) - Clicks per user (all) 27,314             0.004 28,496             0.004 0.193 -4.18% No

TBCB per user (>0, max 90) 37,954,696   5.114 38,238,584   5.114 0.993 0.00% No

TACB per user (>0, max 90) 47,249,734   6.466 47,338,066   6.428 0.018 0.60% Yes

TTOL per user (>0, max 120) 56,864,158   8.64 56,940,331   8.566 0.001 0.86% Yes

Signif.T1 CName P Value % Change

No difference in revenue.
Decline in page views.
Pivot?

Unexpected discovery:
Increase in repeat visits.
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Note:  Only displaying changes released to 100% that showed positive data.  57 total experiments during this timeframe.

End of year 
“shared 

voice” push

Unpacked Tabs: Drop 

predicted by A/B test.  

Right network 

decision and good 

data driven recovery 

for Homepage.

- Programming / UI



Experiments 
as a Way of 
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Funding 
Models 
Have 
Changed



Enterprise Budgets Are Shifting Too



Technologies 
Accelerate 
Business Practice 
Changes

Public/hybrid 
infrastructure

Continuous 
Services

Big Data

Connected 
Devices



Direct-to-Consumer

Connected commerce

Modern workforce

New ecosystems

Start-ups and CSVs Enterprises



A Current Example



http://news.cnet.com/8301-17852_3-57547222-71/romney-victory-site-goes-live-by-
mistake/



A system deployed to volunteers by Mitt Romney's presidential campaign may have done more 
harm to Romney's chances on Election Day.

Developed in just seven months on a lightning schedule following the Republican primary 
elections. 

Some field volunteers couldn't even report to their posts, because the campaign hadn't told 
them they first needed to pick up poll watcher credentials from one of Romney's local "victory 
centers." 

The system crashed repeatedly because of bandwidth constraints… the network connection 
to the campaign's data center went down… The ISP thought it was a denial of service attack 
and shut it down

This sort of failure is why there's a trend in application testing (particularly in the development 
of public-facing applications) away from focusing on testing application infrastructure 
performance and toward focusing on user experience.

http://arstechnica.com/information-technology/2012/11/inside-team-romneys-whale-of-an-it-meltdown/

http://arstechnica.com/information-technology/2012/11/inside-team-romneys-whale-of-an-it-meltdown/


The Other 
Reality

http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/11/06/



Inside the Secret World of the Data 
Crunchers Who Helped Obama Win

http://swampland.time.com/2012/11/07/inside-the-
secret-world-of-quants-and-data-crunchers-who-
helped-obama-win/print/



Experiments 
as a Way of 
Life

Any time you received an 
email from the Obama 
campaign, it had been 
tested on 18 smaller groups 
and the response rates had 
been gauged…. The worst-
performing letters did only 
15 to 20 percent of what the 
best-performing emails 
could deliver. The genius of 
the campaign was that it 
learned to stop sending 
poor performers.

The digital team's Quick Donate 
brought the ease of Amazon's 
one-click purchases to political 
donations. 

http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2012/11/when-the-nerds-go-marching-
in/265325/

http://nymag.com/news/intelligencer/obaa-emails-2012-8/



Build Measure 
Learn 

Hired campaign 
staff engineers 
from Facebook, 
Twitter, Google, 
Microsoft, and 
technology 
startups.

“We ran the election 66,000 
times every night,” said a 
senior official, describing the 
computer simulations the 
campaign ran to figure out 
Obama’s odds of winning 
each swing state. “And 
every morning we got the 
spit-out — here are your 
chances of winning these 
states. And that is how we 
allocated resources.”

Surveys used live 
interviewers, very large 
sample sizes and very 
short questionnaires, 
which focused on vote 
preference and 
strength of support, 
with no more than a 
handful of additional 
substantive questions.

The massive scope of 
its polling effort helped 
guide the Obama 
campaign in ways that 
would be impossible 
with conventional 
polling…three-day 
rolling-average tracking 
in each state 

http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2012/11/when-the-nerds-go-
marching-in/265325/

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/11/21/obama-campaign-polls-
2012_n_2171242.html



How Team Obama's tech efficiency left 
Romney IT in dust
Obama campaign's tech team beat Romney by using opposite strategy—
"insourcing.“

Even taken with the software and Web hosting expenses, the Obama campaign 
spent a seventh of what the Romney campaign spent on digital …

In the end, the deciding factor wasn't what the Obama campaign spent money on, 
but what it did with all that money. Insourcing gave the campaign a strategic 
flexibility that the Romney campaign lacked...

"This is the difference...between a well run professional machine and a gaggle of 
amateurs.  ..I would be shocked if such a chasm exists next cycle between the parties—
these aren’t mistakes to be repeated if you want to do things like win elections.“

 http://arstechnica.com/information-technology/2012/11/how-team-obamas-tech-efficiency-left-romney-it-in-dust/

http://arstechnica.com/information-technology/2012/11/how-team-obamas-tech-efficiency-left-romney-it-in-dust/
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Waves of Learning in ALM

Now with short cycle time, we 
can enable continuous feedback



Priorities

Code & Tests

User Experience

Live Site

Testing



CYCLE TIME

MEAN TIME TO REPAIR



Develop
Idea to working software

Operate
Software to validated learning

EXPERIMENTS AND 
VALIDATED LEARNING



Reduction of 

Waste

Trustworthy 

Transparency

Increased 

Flow of 

Value

Shortened 

Cycle Time

Continuous 

Feedback

Continuous 

Business 

Improvement
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