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ABSTRACT

The concepts of inspection are presented, organized around
the three Ms of inspection (Management, Mechanics and
Metrics). Fundamentally, inspection provides a way of
observing and quantifying software processes while
improving software quality. It can be used as a dtatistical
quality control technique for software production. The
tutorial addresses variations in inspection processes and
techniques, and presents recent research results that
investigate which variations are more effective than others.
This is done with recognition of the need to adapt
inspection approachesto fit local circumstances.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Research says software inspections are an effective,
essential part of software development. Yet, according to
some industry practitioners, inspections are difficult, costly,
ineffective, and excessively time consuming. So what's
gonewrong?

Developed over 25 years ago, Fagan style code inspections
are ill the most widely practiced form of inspection.
Given the pace of today's software devel opment, there is a
perceived need for other formsthat are lighter weight, more
flexible, and make better use of precious resources. Useful
new forms have been introduced and validated in industry.
We will look at avariety of these.

2 GOALSOFTHETUTORIAL
This tutorial aims to provide inspection practitioners and
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developers with a range of approaches for designing
software ingpections to suit their own software
development environment. One of the most common
perceptions is that there is no time to do inspections, even
though there is a payback on resources invested in
inspections. In this tutorial, we look at designing your
inspection process and finding novel ways to shift
resources to inspection. We consider issues from three
perspectives. management, mechanics, and metrics. The
tutoria provides a toolkit of ideas to help you answer
guestions such as: What aspects of inspection should you
pay specia attention to? How can you match resources to
your inspection goals? What makes the biggest difference
to ingpection effectiveness? The end result will help you
design or dreamline your inspection process to fit your
needs, whether personal, small group or large group.

3 PRESENTATIONS

The tutorial starts with an overview of current industry
inspection practice, giving the novice background on what
ingpections are about. We introduce the three Ms of
inspection (Management, Mechanics, Metrics) as a basis
for taloring inspections to your own environment,
including variations on inspection techniques and processes
which will be of interest to experienced inspection
practitioners as well asto novices.

Management addresses those concerns that influence the
success of ingpections, including culture, goal-setting,
resource issues, and process improvement choices.

Mechanics cover both the process and techniques needed to
design software inspections for a given environment.
Processes vary from Fagan's original version of inspection,
with participant roles, inspection meetings, and follow-up
activities, to the light-weight inspection activities of
extreme programming. Inspection techniques vary from
ungtructured ad-hoc approaches to the systematic, specific,
and distinct characterigtics of structured approaches such as
scenario-based reading. We discuss important research and
improvements suggested by a number of authors, including
Votta [15] and Chernak [3]. Votta [15] suggests that not
every ingpection needs a meeting. Chernak [3] discusses



concerns when using checkligts as a basis for inspection.
Materia for the tutoria is drawn from al the references
below ([1] to [17]).

Metrics are core to ingpection. If no metrics are taken, the
activity is better referred to as review or walkthrough. The
metrics that you choose to include in your inspection
process have to be meaningful, usable, and useful. To
ensure that this continues to be true, metrics may change as
a project progresses. Metrics are a necessary part of
feedback to management, and a necessary part of process
improvement.

We present a case study of an ingpection exercise designed
to address a particular situation in indugry, including the
management goals, the process and techniques devel oped
to address the goals and constraints, and the results. This
particular case study has led to continuing research at the
Royal Military College into the task-directed inspection
technique.

The conclusion summarizes the main points and provides
possible approaches to evolving ingpection in a software
devel opment environment with significant challenges.

Opportunities for questions and discussion will be provided
throughout, so the tutorial will in part be a workshop.
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