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Save the investigation,
not just the chart
A practical method for handing over an analysis with its data reference, calculation,
alternatives and reasoning intact. A fictional 240-to-280 example separates a changed
data snapshot from a changed business rule; the DUKE workflow is a design direction to
evaluate.

One reference, two kinds of change

Snapshot A · 08:00

240
100 + 80 + 60

Snapshot B · 08:05

280
240 + 40

Filter on A · New rule

160
240 - O102 (80)

Fictional example · Synthetic units
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Key takeaways

01 Record the exact data reference, measure definition, query and filters behind each result.

02 Preserve the baseline when testing a new hypothesis, and distinguish a changed rule from
refreshed data.

03 Keep the reasons for a choice, rejected alternatives and unresolved assumptions beside the
result.

04 Test whether a colleague can reproduce, challenge and continue the work without a live
walkthrough.

05 Make access limits and replay limitations visible. The fictional exercise does not establish
shipped product capabilities.

THE COMPLETE ARTICLE

A colleague opens the chart you sent yesterday. The number is different. Someone asks
whether the model made a mistake. Another person suggests changing the prompt. Before
either conclusion, there is a more useful question: are they looking at the same state of the
data, using the same definition and filters?

An analysis worth handing over should make that question answerable. The chart helps
someone see the result. The investigation explains what was counted, which alternatives were
considered, and what the next person can safely continue. This article proposes a practical way
to preserve that work. The numerical example is deliberately fictional. The product ideas
described here are design directions, not a statement that every capability is available in DUKE
today.

Start with a result someone else can reproduce
Consider a tiny demonstration dataset containing three recorded amounts in synthetic units:
100, 80 and 60. At 08:00, snapshot A contains those three rows. A query that sums all recorded
amounts returns 240. At 08:05, snapshot B includes an additional row of 40. The same
calculation returns 280.

There is no contradiction in the arithmetic. The input changed. Calling both inputs “the sales
data” hides the distinction that explains the result. In this example, the measure is simply the
sum of recorded amounts. It is not a claim about recognised revenue, profit or a customer's
performance. Those measures would require their own business definitions.

The useful record is therefore more than “total equals 240”. It includes the selected source,
snapshot A, the three rows, the calculation and the absence of additional filters. The expected
total is independently checkable: 100 + 80 + 60 = 240. Snapshot B has a separate expected
total: 240 + 40 = 280. Keeping both makes the change explainable.
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Distinguish the question from the state of the data
Three things can change independently: the question, the calculation and the data available to
that calculation. A question about all recorded amounts can become a question about a
particular region. A business definition can start excluding refunded orders. New rows can
arrive while the wording stays identical. Each change deserves an explicit place in the
investigation.

Even a database transaction is not a universal promise that successive queries see identical
data. PostgreSQL documents that, at its Read Committed isolation level, successive SELECT
commands can observe different committed data. That is a specific database behaviour, not a
claim about every warehouse or connector. The broader practical lesson is to record the
consistency conditions you actually used. PostgreSQL transaction isolation documentation

A timestamp alone may be insufficient to reproduce an old result. If the source overwrites
records and retains no usable history, knowing when a query ran does not restore the old rows.
Record the available snapshot, version, export or other reproducible reference. If none exists,
say that exact replay is unavailable. An honest limitation is more useful than a misleading
“reproducible” badge.

Keep a baseline before opening a new hypothesis
Now imagine the next question: what happens if we exclude refunded orders? Treat this as a
new branch of the investigation. Preserve the original baseline, then record the changed filter
and why it was introduced. Keep the data reference fixed while testing the definition. In our
fixture, row O102 carries the amount 80 and the status refunded. Excluding that row from
snapshot A produces 160. The original 240 remains saved. Otherwise, a changed result might
reflect both a new filter and new incoming rows.

This is a proposed working method, not an instruction to exclude refunds from every measure.
A finance team might need net revenue, gross bookings, refund volume or another measure
entirely. Write the intended measure first. Specify how refund status, dates, currencies and
corrections affect it before judging a result as right or wrong.

For each branch, keep a short description of the hypothesis, the version of the rule, the exact
query or calculation, the active filters and the result. State what changed from the baseline. If
one branch answers a different business question, label that difference. Two plausible numbers
can both be valid answers to different questions.

Centralised metric definitions can support this discipline. For example, dbt documents defining
metrics in a semantic layer and consuming them through downstream tools. That is useful
context, not an exclusive DUKE claim. An investigation still needs to identify which definition
and data reference its particular result used. dbt Semantic Layer documentation

https://www.postgresql.org/docs/current/transaction-iso.html
https://docs.getdbt.com/docs/use-dbt-semantic-layer/dbt-sl
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Save the reasons behind the choices
Reproducing a number is only part of a handover. The next analyst also needs to understand
why a particular path was selected. Perhaps one comparison used incomplete periods. Perhaps
a segment was too small to interpret. Perhaps an apparent increase disappeared when the
population was held constant. These are examples of reasoning to document, not events
claimed to have happened in a customer project.

A useful note can be short: “The refund-exclusion branch changes the refund rule; it does not
refresh the data. We retain baseline A for the original question.” Another might read: “We
cannot compare these two outputs yet because their source versions differ.” Save that
explanation beside the result it concerns, rather than leaving it buried in an unrelated
conversation.

Also preserve the open question. An investigation should make its uncertainty visible enough
for someone to continue. State which assumption remains untested and what evidence would
change the conclusion. A clean final chart can otherwise make unfinished reasoning look
settled.

Make the handover test concrete
Give a colleague the investigation without a live walkthrough. Ask them to recover the initial
question, locate the data reference and reproduce the baseline result. Then ask them to identify
the changed filter in the alternative branch and explain why one result was selected or why no
decision was reached.

Do not treat disagreement as an automatic failure by the colleague. It may reveal an ambiguous
definition, missing evidence or an unsupported choice in the original work. Record the point
where they needed clarification. That is a precise improvement to make, and it is more
informative than asking whether the chart “looks clear”.

Next, let them continue with a new question while preserving the original result. The test
succeeds when the earlier conclusion remains inspectable and the new work shows what
changed. It should also be possible to stop because the evidence is insufficient. A system that
confidently invents missing context has not passed the test.

Share the investigation within the right boundaries
Keeping context does not mean copying every source into an unrestricted folder. The person
receiving the investigation must have appropriate access to the underlying material. A saved
result can itself contain sensitive information. Decide which parts can be shared, which
references require fresh permission checks and how the team handles a later revocation.

Separate access to a record of past work from permission to execute a new query. A historical
explanation can remain useful even when the recipient cannot access every original row. That
limitation should be visible. The handover should never imply that a shared chart grants
authority to retrieve or redistribute its source data.
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The design direction for DUKE
The direction we want to explore is a working surface where the question, reference,
alternatives and explanation stay together. A new hypothesis would create a visible branch. A
refreshed source would create a visible change. A colleague would see enough context to
check the result and decide what to investigate next.

Those are acceptance criteria to demonstrate, not features we can declare complete by writing
them in an article. The fictional dataset provides a small starting test. A useful evaluation should
then use a relevant business question, an agreed definition and a known expected result, with
failures recorded as carefully as successes.

Bring an analysis that another person needs to continue: explore DUKE.

Questions & answers
How can 240 and 280 both be correct?

In the fictional dataset, snapshot A contains 100, 80 and 60, totalling 240. Snapshot B adds a row of
40. The unchanged sum then returns 280. Each result is correct for its own input state.

Is a timestamp enough to reproduce an analysis?

Not necessarily. If earlier rows have been overwritten without usable history, the time of the query
cannot restore them. Retain an available snapshot, version or export, and state clearly when exact
replay is unavailable.

What should travel with an analytical result?

Keep the question, measure definition, data reference, query or calculation, active filters, result,
alternatives, reasons for the choice and unresolved assumptions. Also record the access boundaries
that apply to the recipient.

Does this example show an available DUKE workflow?

No. The arithmetic is a deliberately fictional, checkable example. The workspace and handover
behaviour described for DUKE are design directions and acceptance criteria to evaluate, not a claim
that every capability is delivered.

Sources
Documentation reviewed on 2 November 2026.
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