17-654: Analysis of Software Artifacts

Jonathan Aldrich

Assignment 5: Framework Design Inspection
Assignment Goals

· Gain further experience with design analysis by inspecting a framework proposal made by another team in the class

A design team at Bored Games Software has proposed a framework design for a product line which will support multiple board games on multiple platforms.  As another team of experienced designers in the company, you have been asked to perform a Fagan inspection of the design and provide constructive feedback to the design team.

Here are some criteria under which to evaluate the design.  This may form a checklist for your inspection, although you may wish to refine it:
· Goals.  Are the design goals clear, objective, measurable (to the degree possible), and responsive to the needs of Bored Games as expressed by the CEO and management?

· Documentation Quality. Is the design documentation (mainly UML diagrams) readable and complete?

· Pattern Use. Are design patterns used appropriately?  For example, was a pattern chosen that is appropriate to the design problem, and was it used in a way that is consistent with the pattern’s intent?  Are there unnecessary patterns that clutter the design, or are they well-justified?

· Game Genericity.  How generic is the framework with respect to board games?  At a minimum it should support games like Hnefatafl, Checkers, Reversi, Go, and Chess.  What about board games not played on a grid, like Backgammon?  What about multi-player board games, like Risk? But what about card games like Spades, Hearts, Bridge, or Blackjack?  Perhaps there are other categories that you can think of as well.  It is not necessary that the framework support every kind of game, but look for whether the design team has clearly documented how generic the framework is intended to be, and justified that choice (e.g. a less generic framework may be able to provide more features).

· Platform Genericity. How generic is the framework with respect to platforms?  Obviously it should support desktop games, but the company is interested in going beyond that.  What about online games played through the browser?  What about games on a cell phone?  Again, not every platform must be supported, but management would like to see some option beyond the desktop, a clear description of what is supported, and 

· Plugin Independence.  How independent are the two above areas of genericity?  If BGS sells a Chess game running on a PC, then develops a UI plugin for web games, will the Chess code have to be modified to run with the web UI plugin or will it just work?

· Legacy Code Support.  How much will existing company code (e.g. the Hnefatafl game rules) have to change to work them into the platform?  Some incompatibilities are OK if the choice is well-justified.
· Testing Support.  Does the framework effectively support testing game and UIs plugins?  Is there support, for example, for testing a game plugin without a UI and vice versa?  Are there interfaces for getting at internals of games that might otherwise be hard to test, and for setting up game positions for testing?

· Plugin Documentation.  You might be asked to implement either a UI or a game plugin for this framework.
  Does the design tell you at a high level what you need to know?  For example, if there are constraints on how plugins should use the framework, are they defined and well-justified.  Does the framework provide the right facilities for you to be successful?  If you’d like to see any changes made before you write to this interface, explain very clearly what they are and why you want them.
Note that the scope of the framework is something that, once detailed design and interface specification is complete, should be implementable by a team of 3-5 developers in 2 weeks at 9 hours/week—unless the design clearly documents a believable way to divide up the work into two such teams.  So the framework should be well-designed but scoped appropriately.

Your manager has asked you to provide the following deliverables:
· Individual reports of the issues found.  We are not requiring the ODC format in this case. 

· Group inspection report.  This must include how much time was spent at review meeting. The document should state who played the roles of moderator, reader, and recorder.  The document should also list all issues identified by the team.  For describing issues, ODC is not required—you must provide a title that clearly captures the essence of the issue, and reference the location of the issue in the documents you received.  You may optionally provide other information you feel would be helpful to the authoring team.
· Detailed feedback to the authoring team.  The issue titles in your inspection report are a summary, but a more in-depth explanation may be necessary for some or all of them.  The feedback document should address each of the major bullets listed above; if the design is adequate in the category of each bullet, then say so and provide 2-3 sentences explaining why the design is adequate.  Beyond addressing each bullet, the feedback may take whatever form is appropriate—at least some narrative text
, but possibly supplemented by annotations on the design document.  For this you may annotate the PDF
, print the document and write comments (legibly!) then scan it in, or use any other markup facility you find useful.
Turning in Deliverables

Your files should be in txt, html, doc, pdf, jpg, xls, java, or zip format. If there is more than one document, zip everything together.  Name the top-level file username1-Assignment5.zip (where username1 is the username for one member of your group) and submit to the Assignment 5 folder on Blackboard.

Grading Expectations (subject to change)
Individual
10 points for issue document that shows adequate effort
We will NOT grade for coverage/completeness, only effort.

5 points if it is present but clearly not much effort when into it.

Group

10 points for following the review process and documenting it correctly.
10 points for considering each of the issues listed.

30 points for the quality of the feedback to the original team.
This is inevitably somewhat subjective.  However, your comments should generally agree with the TA’s evaluation of the submitted design (perfect agreement is not necessary), should be clear, should not miss any truly glaring errors, should be supported by evidence, and should be well-focused on the most important issues.  Adequate, A-worthy critiques will receive 25 points; exceptionally strong “A+” critiques will receive 30 points.
� You’ll have some choice about this and won’t get stuck extending a bad framework design, but it is in your best interest to provide very good feedback!


� 2-3 pages is likely an adequate scope for the text part, not counting diagrams/markup, but use what you need to communicate effectively


� Foxit reader is a free tool with annotation capability





