What you really, really want...

Someone wants to develop then test then sell. Happens every day, right? Not quite. Firstly, the sequencing is a little bit more complex than that but we’ll get to that later. The key thing here is that it is the rarest, rarest  thing: a project in which company A deals with post-dev testing company B without costly misunderstandings, bad communication or at least changes of plan/new opinions not well communicated.
So, what’s to be done about that? It may not be practical to 100% test your own products or to have testers sniffing around every key-strike the developers make but Alvicom/Hungary think they have come up with the answer.

Let’s consider the process via a basic scenario: A company comes to us with an idea for a new piece of software asking us to do the final testing, stating their aims, needs and specifications. After 2 months, at only our second meeting, they’ve changed the specifications slightly (or significantly) and their teamwork may look suspect and their original specifications appear far from complete and they now claim that they didn’t exactly specify this but that. And it’s all my fault...
I think we’ve all been there.

We’re tired of that, even though it’s only Man’s Inability to Concentration 100% on All Things at All Times which is letting us down. Here’s the solution which Judit Javorszky came up with in mid 2005:

At the initial meeting between the developers and the testers an experienced enough member of the testing team is designated to become part of the development team, perhaps to actually work as an insider developer before working as an external tester, but more likely just to be supervisor of every decision made at the key stages the dev team go through. This supervisor need not be there every day, that could prove expensive, but his vital role is to be so involved with the planning stage that he inevitably knows all there is to know about the real aims, needs and specifications the project encompasses. This is lacking in a lot of modern testing projects and this is what leads to arguments and failure. Failure to provide complete and well considered initial specifications seems to be enemy No.1  for dev/tester partnerships (see David Fern’s article  XUS9030041file1.doc (54 Kb) published at StickyMinds.com)
Let’s call this insider The Mole. He’s deep inside the development phase even if he’s not actually writing the code. But, crucially, The Mole is co-author of the dev team’s specifications and he and his fresh, first-hand overview of the project’s needs are either on hand or just a phone call away.

And our Mole is smart. He doesn’t just shuffle the project forward from stage to stage as if following a Boy Scout’s step-by-step guide to putting a tent up (1. spread out canvas 2. pegs in the ground 3. erect poles... Oh dear...) Minor or major oversights or downright bad practice and communication always mean there are arguments at the end.
Idea > Plan > Specifications > Design > Development > Test > Report > Arguments
Our Mole, however, rallies round the dev team overseeing progress and refering constantly to the perfected initial aims, needs and specifications. If any of these has changed, our Mole is on hand to help manage the smooth integration of new ideas.
It’s an iterative cycle many developers know well already but Alvicom makes it personal. The support is as good as you can get from an external source. Vitally, our Mole has got to know the dev team’s style of work and the patterns in their coding. In addition, there are an array of suitable coverage and performance tools either on the market or free on-line to help project leaders identify inefficient code, bad architecture, potential crash black-spots and any number of other glitches. A selection of links to useful coverage and performance tools can be found at the end of this article.

As the co-planned project moves forward mistakes are spotted quickly, dealt with and poor guy who’ll be doing the final testing gains an ever-improving overview of the coding process.
Idea+Plan+Specifications+Design+Development

+Test+Continually Ongoing Review of ALL stages
So now communication breakdowns with testers can be a thing of the past because the whole thing can be co-planned and overseen by someone for whom optimized specifications are everything: a key tester. Any testing done after such a process has a much greater chance of finding relevant weak-spots and the sooner bugs and other troubles are eliminated the cheaper and easier life will be for all involved.
Results are good too. We have operated this system with a number of clients since September 2005 with clear success – Good communication, minimal lost time and wasted efforts, better team coding, quicker completions, lower costs, higher dev profit, greater user satisfaction.

I work with 4 experienced Moles who all started out as developers and were later required to work in testing so they are in a perfect position to oversee all stages of a project with an outsider’s objectivity and an insider’s knowledge. The efficiency of their latest consultancy (Mole) work impressed our clients well enough to lead to further project collaboration. The value of experience and personal involvement at the planning stage is clear and surely even NASA’s ridiculous project requirement automated analysis tool called ARM http://satc.gsfc.nasa.gov/tools/index.html has no hope of matching the human touch.
-----------------------------------
Judit Javorszky’s team are based in Budapest at www.alvicom.hu
The best 3 coverage tools I have researched or used are:

SilkPerformer - http://www.segue.com/products/load-stress-performance-testing/silkperformer.asp
Clover - http://www.cenqua.com/clover/
JavaCov - http://www.alvicom.hu/web.nsf/ENGTartalom/JavaCov?OpenDocument
A good summarizing list of the better tool providers:

http://www.performancetester.com/component/option,com_weblinks/Itemid,4/catid,73/
and a useful list of tester/consultants:

http://www.performancetester.com/component/option,com_weblinks/Itemid,4/catid,72/
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