Implementing Peer Reviews (in an Emerging Level 2 Software Development Organization)

This information is based upon a presentation by Jan Glendenning and Pat Green. The peer review process is a CMM Level 3 key process area and it was introduced and successfully implemented in their organization.  Their organization is currently is attempting to reach CMM level 2.  

The main objectives for implementing a review process were to:

· Improved systems quality

· Remove defects early and efficiently

· Enhance communication

· Add discipline to an existing process

· Collect measurements on the peer review process
Preparation

They developed peer review procedure and checklist based upon best practices from other organizations, books and quality websites.

Their checklists were tailored for requirements, design, code, test and documentation

They created a database to track review items such as project name, date of review, size of the item reviewed, time spent in prep and review, any defects, action items and closure info.  

Research sources
 Process impact has forms, spreadsheets and checklists. www.processimpact.com/pr_goodies.shtml 
Tantara Job Aids has many appropriate links.  www.tantara.ab.ca/job_aids.htm
STSC home page - www.stsc.hill.af.mil  (look at Software Documentation Evaluation guidelines)

www.stickyminds.com . They searched for related articles.
www.sei.cmu.edu
Peer Reviews in Software (2001) by Karl Wiegers

Software Reviews and Audits by Hollocker (product checklists)

Types of reviews and basic procedures
Used a thee tiered method for reviews formal, informal and desk checks.  
· The formal review was structured with assigned roles and participants prepared in advance.

· The informal review had less structure but participants were expected to review the product on their own, identify defects and provide feedback to the author.  Some meetings may be conducted.

· Desk check is where individuals review each others work and record results.  

What were the criteria for formal vs. informal reviews?  It was up to the moderator role to decide.  No hard and fast rules but left up to the judgment.  Their experience showed that 80% were formal and 20% informal.  

Roles and responsibilities for reviews
Moderator 
Someone who has solid facilitation skills used in-house training.  The moderator would identify the scope of the review, select participants, facilitate discussion, assigns action items, performs follow-ups completes checklists and sends metrics to QA.
Author
Distributes their materials, walks through product with review team, takes action on issues and defects

Recorder

Records action items

Summarizes defects on metrics log

Participant

Independently reviews production

Actively participates in peer review meeting 

Formal Review
Planning a review
Selected piece of work for review 

Select participants
Assign roles

Send out review notices, review package and tailored checklist at least 3 days in advance. 

Review Preparation
Review product and using checklist

Record defects, errors, suggestions, and questions

Note time spent in preparation

Conducting the review
Verify readiness of participants

Walk through material in structured manner

Achieve consensus on defects, action items and address questions

Complete defect list

What is the status of the work product is it accepted as is, accepted with changes or rejected

Assign action items and summarize

Rework
Send completed checklists and metrics to QA

Follow up on action items.

Formal Review Implementation

Their tip: They were unable to take an industry example off the shelf and implement as it didn’t fit their culture and work environment.   They utilized best practices but developed something that had reasonable chance of success for their environment and culture.  They ran pilots with actual pieces of work.  They accepted feedback and incorporated it into the review. 
Informal peer reviews and Desk Checks
Author

Selects product for review

Selects reviewers

Invites reviewers to provide feedback by target dates

Makes product and tailored checklist available to all reviewers

Participants

Review product using checklist

Record defects, errors, suggestions, and questions
Note time spent
Author 

Consolidates feedback

Meets with reviews if necessary to clarify

Makes corrections and changes to product

Completes checklist and metrics sheet

For desk checks

Author invites participants to review 

Reviewer or author records defects found on tailored desk check sheet

Training approach 

Presented overview and specifics on each role and responsibility.  Demonstrated the value added.  
Detailed out the process steps

Held practices reviews on actual work products.  This allowed training on the new review process on items each person could relate to and obtained immediate feedback on the process and checklists.

Revised procedure and checklists

Implementation approach
Started with requirements document and expanded to other life cycle products

Their challenges

Team was accustomed to doing walkthroughs
Peer reviews require additional documentation

Workload made it difficult to review products in advance of meting and provide the 3 day notice 

Preparation time and tailoring of checklists can be time consuming

Team was concerned that finding defects would be a reflection on performance

They found training was crucial

Practice peer reviews allowed participants to provide feedback and have input to the process

Modifications were made and that demonstrated buy-in and ownerships

Management was not involved in peer review unless serving a particular role

Defects were not attributed to individuals 

Outcomes

Added discipline to the process and improved quality
Peer reviews are now integrated into their work
The metric they sited was a defect found (can be called a save) in a review cost 3 hours while a defect found in test cost 13 hours.

They were developing new measures to capture
