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This summer, we put out a quick 10-question sumegarding software
development and outsourcing or contracting of mgssiervices.

The intention of the survey was to use the respottspaint a picture of the
attitude or approach towards outsourcing of testimgomparison to how
organizations seek success for their projects eanuig.

In general it was hoped that the responses miditate that:

» Organizations were looking beyond hourly rateshi tbtal value
that was being delivered by contract service prerdd (eg:
productivity, increased capability/capacity, orgational planning
and execution improvements, bottom-line impact).

» Organizations were seeking solutions that: wereemban just
bodies to add to a project team; provided strategought
leadership rather than just execution on assigasiist built a
relationship with a partner specialized in delingrspecific value-
adds.

» Organizations were open to looking beyond the cmsfiof their
own offices to find much needed support such tlatafl of the
team members needed to be co-located in order édfédtive.

» Organizations were extracting the benefit of upatfrahinking
about risks and constraint trade-offs by investing test strategy
and effort estimation planning activities.

Not all of these expectations were fully supporiedthe responses,
suggesting that there is still significant oppoitynfor improvement

benefits. However the responses provided a piatfige stronger focus on
quality and testing activities than would have begpected 10 years ago.
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Executive Summary

Observations from reviewing the various responsesh¢ survey questions are made in the form of Isimp
comments or as possible areas or topics an ordamizenight investigate for potential returns on nopement
efforts.

The following are highlights of these opportunitiesimprovement:

* Review your governance processes and your orgamizhsstructure and interfaces for areas that @an b
improved to facilitate stronger communication amghership of quality, and project success across the
SDLC — even if your organization cannot or doesintand to leverage outsourcing.

* Review your product lines or system lifecyclesdtategic opportunities where a well-designed fiomat
automation, performance testing, and test data geamant approach can bring substantial value beyond
the lifetime of an individual release or project.

* Investigate establishment of a project success uneaent set that includes items beyond schedutigeiu
and features such as customer satisfaction antotia¢ Cost of (poor) Quality.

* Investigate areas within the organization or the Svhere a partner specializing in specific adtgtor
services could provide value with such return ovestment that evaluation criteria would go beyond
comparison of contractor resumes and hourly rates.

Detailed Resultsand Obser vations

The following information was collected from thespendents to the survey. Comments on particufsds of the
responses or their possible implications have Ipeevided. In the case where an average is proyitiedvalue is
calculated based on assigning a value of 1 for esgfponse in the first column and 2 to the next Ztm the next
and so on.

Note: The number of respondents was less than amdréd individuals. No scrubbing or dicing of respes based
onindustry, location, or role of respondents hesrbdone.

Question: What is the top consideration for your organization when measuring success of a given project
(scope of work)?

Results
Other i

5% Choi ces | Percent
Met schedule Met schedule and budget 33%

and budget Vi Vb =7

33% et quality bar o
Customer satisfaction is high 57%

Other 5%

Customer
satisfaction is Met quality bar
high 5%

57%

Comments There were very few responses for “met quality.b&erhaps this supports the idea that qualitp is
the eye of the beholder and if the customer is ydlpgn thatis a “quality” project.

Meeting SLA’s and having high sales were notablentio@s under the “other” category, and though pabgsi
attributable to customer satisfaction, they repneaemodel that would be driven and measured diffiy.

Related Materials:
» http://www.silverpath.com/resources/Silverpath- MestThinkinginNDimensions-090226. pdf
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Question: Rate the relative strength of your organization in the following activities in the context of your
software development lifecycle

Results
Requirementscapture/ Technicalarchitecture Governance processes
definition and design Coding Testing User acceptancetesting (PM, QA,CM,RM,etc.) Customer satisfaction
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Choices Very Strong Good Enough  Could Improve | Needs Improvement  Average

Requirements capture / defintian ~ 17.5% 27.5% 5%y. 17.5% 2.55
Technical architecture and design  25.0% 42.5% 5%7. 5.0% 2.13
Coding 37.5% 35.0% 225% 5.0% 1.95
Testing 30.0% 20.0% 45.0% 5.0% 2.25
User acceptance testing 15.0% 40.0% 35.0% 10.0% 24
Governance processes 15.0% 35.0% 325% 17.5% 2.53
(PM, QA, CM, RM, etc.)

Customer satisfaction 22.5% 40.0% 275% 10.0% 252

Comments The core activities related to the production led &ctual software are rated strongly, as oppased t
testing with 50% of respondents indicating improeetrs possible or required.

The relative low rating for requirements and useceptance testing is something that would be erpet

contribute to difficulty in achieving high customegatisfaction and this seems to be reflected h8teonger, but not
necessarily more formal/bureaucratic, governanoegas could potentially raise the mediocre ratihthe testing
effort as well as increase overall project successbmer satisfaction.

Related Materials:
* http://www.silverpath.com/resources/Silverpath-Usme ptance TestingWhite paper-090203. pdf
* http://www silverpath.com/resources/Silverpath-biltyOfVal ue Whitepaper-090505. pdf
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Question: Ratethe relative grength of your organizationin the following testing activities

Results

Manualtesting of Manual regression Test data Automated

Test strategy Test estimation Test case design newfeatures testing management functional testing Performancetesting

Lo~
(

Choices Very Srong Good Enough  Could Improve | Needs | mprovement Aver age
Test strategy 17.5% 40.0% 325% 7.5% 28% 231
Test estimation 10.0% 37.5% 375% 10.0% 5.0%.5 2
Test case design 5.0% 47.5% 325% 7.5% 7.5%46 2.
Test data management 7.5% 27.5% 50.0% 10.0% % 5{02.66
Manual testing of new features  27.5% 45.0% 15.0% 7.5% 5.0% 2.03
Manual regression testing 17.5% 45.0% 20.0% %0.0 7.5% 2.24
Automated functional testing 17.5% 15.0% 20.0% 75% 20.0%| 2.72
Performance testing 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 325% 7.598.97

Comments A significant number of responses indicated thatcfional automation is missing from or not
applicable to their projects. More indicated thatomation, performance testing, and test data geanant all need
improve ment or could be improved. These activitiesinterlinked and so suggest a specific aregppbrtunity for
organizations to benefit rom a well-planned/desihsol ution.

Planning activities such as estimation, test sgsatend test design are ranked on average as “@muithproved”,
suggesting that though there is generally a fedingfrength in regards to the effectiveness ofuaatesting for
new features and regression, that the efficiendpade activities, and the test effort overall,Iddae improved.

Related Materials:
*  http://www silverpath.com/resources/testingthroughkdic.htm
*  http://www silverpath.com/resources/Silverpath-msting TestEffortWhite paper-080812. pdf
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Question: Rate the importance for your organization of team members having domain expertise for each of
thefollowing activities

Results
Setting test priorities  Reviewing requirements Managing a test effort Creating test cases Executing tests Automating tests

175 L L L L L
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Must be Expert (1) Must be Knowledgeable (2) Not Required though Nice-to-have (3) Average

Setting test priorities 30.0% 60.0% 10.0% 1.8
Managing a test effort 15.0% 70.0% 15.0% 2.0
Reviewing requirements  30.0% 57.5% 12.5% 1.83
Creating test cases 15.0% 70.0% 15.0% 2.0
Executing tests 22.5% 60.0% 175% 1.95
Automating tests 10.0% 45.0% 45.0% 2.35

Comments Though a substantial number of respondents fettdbmain expertise was not critical for automation
activities, a majority still felt that strong or peett knowledge is needed, perhaps under the assumntpat well-
designed test cases/scenarios would not be awatialthose team members from which to build thgtscr

Feeding the automation effort with test cases/stenalesigned to scale to eventual automation eamove a

significant part of the need for automators toriortet, fill in the blanks or otherwise decide whwll actually be
tested.

Related Materials:
*  http://www silverpath.com/resources/Silverpath-Fegb mationBusinessCase-091101.pdf

Question: What would metivate your organization to outsource any part of your software development

lifecycle?
Results
70.00% .
0.00% Choices Percent
50.00% — Need for cost savings 60%
40.00% Reduce time to market 35%
30.00% Need for flexible resources 51%
20.00% Free up internal resources 57%
10.00% A
0 Create a stronger business focus 0%
0.00%
Need for ~ Reduce time  Need for Free up Createa Needforon  Other Need for on-demand specialized skills 41%
costsavings  to market flexible internal stronger demand
resources resources business  specialized Other 8%
focus skills
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Comments Three areas held a comparable number of respfmstss question: cost savings; freeing up interna
resources; and accessing flexible/scalable ressurEach of these areas is typically prioritizedanyorganization
in terms of budget and resource management dnaghier than in terms of project success or quatifyrove ment
opportunities.

Accessing on-demand specialized skills and eveatioge a stronger business focus (which was noterheven
once) would indicate a deliberate choice by an mimdion to specialize internally and leverage otiiups or
organizations to obtain non-strategic or non-corgfions in a more cost efficient manner. Resp®itsdollowing

guestions also support the idea that there is portymity for organizations to strategically rethitheir approach or
atitude on how to use outsourcing versus simpilygong in additional bodies for a specific projdetdline.

“My company just doesn't outsource” was the mostahle mention under the “other” category in thiestion
suggesting an opportunity to internally review/ioye the configuration of groups and their interfditeeractions
to gain benefits as if outsourcing were to be smiip pursued — ie: an organization does not agtusve to
outsource to gain some of the benefits of strunturd do so.

Question: What type of relationship would your organization look for with a tes services outsourcing

vendor?
Results
1would like to Choices Percent
have a partner I would like to have a partner who can participatall | 11%
who can | levels within our projects/teams
Nothing. | keep it lz:;'sc'\ﬁﬁi?oir I would like to partner with a vendor who can syppl | 45%
allin-house. projectshears one or more specific specialized services (eg:
14% 1% regression testing, functional automation, perfarcea
testing, UAT management) - We will do the rest.
| contract individuals to add to my on-site projggam | 30%
Nothing. | keep it all in-house. 14%
| contract 1w ould like to
individuals to add partner with a
to my on-site vendor who can
project team supply one or
30% more specific
specialized

services - We
willdo the rest.
45%

Comments The desire to have a partner to provide specthegvices would seem to be the more appropriate us
of outside groups for a given organization. Idg#flat partner should be able to participate icwsions at all
levels within the project or team as well, howetlesre would not be the expectation that the pareeable to
undertake all of those tasks or activities — amgl $bems to be the same thinking expressed in &perity of the
responses to the question.

However, the responses are almost split betwedrrébponse and the choice of contracting of indialsl or not
seeking outside support at all. Perhaps this stggedivision in the types of the respondentsanizations as
much as a division in the opinion on where and hmleverage specialized service groups.
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Question: Rate the importance of each of the following to your organization when selecting an outsourcing
partner for the scope of testing services you slected in the previous question
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Very Important | Somewhat Important  Not Important AsOthers  Average

Lower costs 37.8% 45.9% 16.2% 1.78
Reliability of infrastructure 45.9% 35.1% 18.9% 1.73
Scalable productive talent pool 51.4% 35.1% 13.5% 1.62
Attrition levels 27.0% 48.6% 24.3% 1.97
Post secondary education levels of team 16.2% %4.1 29.7% 2.14
Proximity of time zone / geographical location  28.9 43.2% 37.8% 2.19
Ease of travel to/from outsourcing 21.6% 37.8% 40.5% 2.19
destination (flights, visas)

Fit of culture and language 48.6% 24.3% 27.0% 781.
Data / IP protection and legal maturity 59.5% 24 .3 16.2% 1.57
Low geopolitical risks 135% 56.8% 29.7% 2.16
Recognition of outsourcing destination 54% 56.8% 37.8% 2.32
by analysts

Comments Ease of physical access and recognition or reéputaif a candidate vendor got the fewest points,
suggesting that though some items are rankedvelgtiow, the higher ranked items are just moredrtgnt, not
that the lowest are unimportant.

The highly ranked combination of cultural fit, sable talent, data/IP protection and legal matunigliable
infrastructure, and lower costs suggests that aagedh multi-location or “hybrid” model may be beshem
engaging with an outsourcer so as to be able te masily meet these requirements along with therdthss”
important criteria.
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Question: How would your organization measure the cog savingsfrom employing your selected test services

vendor?
Results
Ot?er Compare hourly -
o 6% rates Choices Percent
mpare 22% Compare hourly rates 22%
reduction of Total —
Cost of Quality Compare productivity and hourly rates 44%
28% Compare reduction of Total Cost of Quality28%
Other 6%
Conypare

productivity and
hourly rates
44%
Comments The majority of respondents indicated that theklbeyond the simple hourly rate. However, most ar
not measuring the total impact on the organizatiaun retaining an outside group can have.

“Not applicable” was the most notable mention urither“other” category in this question suggestieghaps that,
for organizations without outsourcing, efforts wile evaluated only indirectly via headcount linatsd budget
constraints.

Related Materials:
*  http://www silverpath.com/resources/testingthroughdic.htm

Question: What would your organization consider most important when evaluatingthe value-add of a vendor
of testing services?

Results
28%
25% ] Choaices | Percent
53:2 Hourly rates 17%
123’ ] ] Turnaround time / flexibility 6%
13% Ability to take 26%

10%
8%
5%
3%
0%

ownership/responsibility / self
e e direct / prioritize / fill in the blanks

4| F Contribution to overall project / 17%
organization value / improvements

Other

Overall cost savings with respect [023%

Hourly rates

project / organization
value / improvements

Contribution to overall

@
E <3
2E€ gf%5¢ g z the Total Cost of Quality
< e = = @ -
g& e 2 g29 8 Zero severe issues post release 6%
£ £ 38%° g
E g s 523 e Other 5%
= 20
o

ownership/responsibility
| self direct / prioritize /
with respect to the Total

Zero severe issues post

Comments The responses to this question seem to be inmalighwith the responses to the previous question
where most indicate that a partner with expertis# @pability is most desired, but hourly rated alo be a big
influence.

“Not applicable” was also the most notable mentiader the “other” category in this question.
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SURVEY REPORT — PROJECT SUCCESS & TEST OUTSOURCING

Conclusion

In general, the survey responses supported thimdetblat the software industry has advanced indke10 years
with respect to its attitude towards project suscesistomer satisfaction and quality, and includintsourcing of
testing as part of the solution to that succedsis $till clear that some organization have thpartunity to see
significant improvement benefits by reviewing hdwey are structured internally and how they condheit quality
and test efforts whether there is the intentiooutsource or not.

In considering outsourcing, carefully examine wélabuld remain in-house or onsite versus what cbeldione
with a commodity or solution-based approach (esteiad of outsourcing a dozen positions outsoureegression
testing of your legacy product-line).

In this vein, we recently outlined a quality apprbao one local company where the solution wast landund
identifying the different components that made lwp ¢éxpressed goal, determining the skills or guoalibns that
would be needed for each of those components, grgupem into roles or activity sets, and then tifging the
source/form of the solution. For example, one ipbssolution took the form of:
* A part-time senior consultant to supply thoughtdesahip, assist in coordination of and between team
members, oversight and course correction, chanipitatives to achieve the goals,
* A services firm to undertake certain defined spemid tasks in-parallel with project work, such as
functional automation smoke test, performancengstind scripted manual regression testing, and
* An intermediate tester hired full-time to test néxatures and run the automated tests, investigate a
isolate bugs; working side-by-side with the develgpto draw out their contribution and input on the
quality side in an agile-minded manner with respe@revention and appraisal of quality issues.

Crafting such a multi-faceted solution aims to jevbenefits on a combination of fronts such ag eéf&iency,
capacity scalability, optimized communication, domaxpertise capture/retention, specialized skitcess,
centralized strategic planning and accountabiétg,

Perhaps there is such an opportunity to identify armganize the teams, their activities and procegsthin your
organization to realize such benefits as well, Bngla greater capability for overall project suexe
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