DevOps Metrics:

Measurement and Interpretatlon

50, ® WhyDevOps measurement e -
COY matters for developers, teams, ' ~ x\
and leaders
@ e Avoid vanity metrics, O
gaming, and perverse incentives <

= ® From metric definitions to '
= interpretation and organizational use (\/ j

C/.j e Shift from 'dashboard theater @
to diagnostic practice m ,w

® Metrics as thermometers,
not scoreboards



Why Measure:
Goals, Context, and
Common Pitfalls

e Align metrics with business goals:
speed, reliability, quality,
developer experience

¢ Avoid common failure modes:
gaming, local optimization,
overload, dashboard theater

e Goodhart's Law:
when a measure becomes a target,
it ceases to be a good measure

¢ Build a learning culture:
- separate signals from targets,
- embrace transparency b
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The DORA Foundation: Speed and Stability

® Four original metrics:
deployment frequency,
lead time, change failure
rate, recovery time

® Two pairs: throughput
(speed) vs. instability
(stability)

® (Core finding: speed and
stability are not trade-offs

® Elite teams perform well
on both dimensions

® Benchmarks are directional,
not fixed targets




@m Four to Five: The DORA Evolution

e 2023: MTTR renamed failed
deployment recovery time

Jﬂ :‘ "‘

e Scoped to failures caused by
deployments, not external factors

e 2024: Fifth metric added —
deployment rework rate

x e Measures unplanned work from
production incidents

e Grouping: throughput (3 metrics)
vs. instability (2 ratios)

e 2025: Elite/High/Medium/Low
tiers replaced by seven
team archetypes
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From Four To Five



Benchmarks in Context:

What ‘Good’ Actually Means
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Elite deploys on demand,
sub-day lead time; tiers shift yearly

High and Elite share
failure-rate ranges;
frequency defines tier

Your own trend beats
industry percentile comparisons

Context matters: monoliths,
regulation, system criticality

Al code can inflate frequency
and lead time without real gains

TEAM ARCHETYPES
A FIELD GUIDE
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Beyond DORA: Throughput,
Quality, and Reliability

® - Throughput: cycle time,
WIP, and delivery rate

® - Quality: escaped defects,
coverage, and MTBF

=)
® - Reliability: availability, |
latency, and SLOs :’ |

® - Fast shipping with more
incidents is a failure, not elite

® - Read Speed, Effectiveness,
Quality, and Impact together




Leading vs. Lagging Indicators

DORA metrics are lagging:
they report what already
happened

Leading indicators predict
future outcomes: PR size,
pickup time, review time

Pair leading indicators for
fast iteration with lagging
ones for validation

Process degradation precedes
outcome degradation by 2-4
weeks

Predictive metrics are proxies;
validate them against real
outcomes
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Interpreting Metrics:
Trends, Context, and Causation

/',,_—:-\\ e Metrics are signals, not explanations;
o trends reveal what snapshots hide

®o ® Correlation # causation: Al adoption
e * and DORA performance is the key example

[Fe5d e Context explains shifts: team size,

ljlﬁ architecture, migrations, release cycles %

/‘\ * Report medians and distributions,
not averages—Ilong-tail incidents get hidden

;;'_'——| * Verify instrumentation, segment data,
< @ check definitions before forming conclusions

@ ® Pair every metric with a narrative:
“what did this number cause us to change?”



Metric Gaming and
How to Defend Against It

Q m e Goodhart's Law: targets stop
NG ) being good measures

N 3 v

wa * Gaming patterns: PR splitting,

j,/ redefining failure, clock manipulation
( lé)"\&t e Al agents optimize stated
k\ _ g A objectives literally
r”f \ e Defenses: paired counter-metrics,
\\// separating measurement from
= consequences
Z
* & | ® Warning sign: metrics improve while
N\ user pain and error budgets worsen
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Data Collection and Instrumentation

control, incident management,

c@ ® Data sources: CI/CD, version
observability platforms

| _ Deployment
Event

® Key points: deployment events,
Q commit timestamps, rollbacks,
incident timelines

&

Commit
Timestamp
@ ® Automate collection with

consistent definitions; avoid
manual reporting

Rollback

: n
® QOfTel pattern: instrument once, Event
< / > export anywhere; use standard
semantic conventions 4

Incident
Timeline

latency; control cardinality; follow
the single-writer principle

@ ® Balance precision vs. cost and




Using Metrics for Continuous Improvement

® Plan-Do-Check-Act loop: form
hypothesis, make targeted change,
measure impact

COLLECT

e (Collect, visualize, identify bottleneck,
act, measure — repeat

Q

MEASURE
IMPACT

' CONTINUOUS .D.D.[I.
" IMPROVEMENT

® |mprove the system, not a singl
VISUALIZE P y g€

number; reject metric plateaus

b | ® Reduce review pickup time, automate
W rollback, parallelize Cl
e Cadence: weekly team reviews,

monthly leadership, quarterly strategy



Metrics for
Different Audiences

'-
OPERATIONAL l' )‘

Daily/Weekly
Detail

® One pipeline, three views:
operational, strategic, board-level

® Teams: daily/weekly detail;
managers: trends; executives:
monthly business language

)
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® Translate delivery terms: STRATEGIC \
lead time = time-to-market; Managers
change failure rate - cost of rework e
® Keep individual metrics out of 0
[ ing— ' 02 0
executlv_e reporting—psychological SO b
safety first s ) P
BOARD-LEVEL |'
® Every review is diagnostic, not a Executives
Monthly

performance judgment—ask what

Business Language
the number changed




Implementing a
Metrics Program:

Getting Started

e Start small, fit metrics to
team matarity and pain

e Define metrics precisely
before choosing tools

e Build review cadence;
ignore dashboards that sit idle

e Baseline first,
then one improvement target

e |terate, measure impact,
retire what stops helping

e Tooling spans native, .
open source, engineering intelligence




The Al Moment:

Measurement Under Stress

Al adoption is near-universal;
legacy metrics strain to keep up

2026 data: throughput up,
main-branch success rates down,
recovery times up

DORA: Al improves throughput
but often at the cost of stability

Change fail rate and deployment
rework rate are the metrics
that still hold

¢ Verification tax: 30% of
developers distrust
Al-generated code

Read throughput and instability
on the same axis; add
review-queue signals

THROUGHPUT INSTABILITY
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Key Takeaways and Action Plan

\ @ - Metrics are thermometers, not

scoreboards: insight over green dashboards

| @ - Pair speed with stability; every

metric with a counter-metric

@® - Read trends with context; never
present a number without a narrative

| @ - Separate measurement from consequence:

metrics for learning, judgment for rewarding

| @ - Action plan: pick one service, baseline

4-6 metrics, run one experiment

| @ - The test: if a number changed 10%,

would you change a decision? If not,
it’s decoration

®
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MONTH AT A GLANCE
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RUN ONE
EXPERIMENT

REVIEW & LEARN



PersonWise.

PersonWise - Al digital-human course platform

Scan the code or click anywhere to watch this course live, with voice Q&A
personwise.ai/t/al49b2f9/public
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