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Part #1 (Testing) Outline

• Demographics

• Level of knowledge research software developers have on testing

• Current testing practices in research software community

• Difficulties to test research software

• Compatibility of Commercial/IT testing techniques 

• Improvement of the testing process in research software
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Discussion

• Researchers pose a clear goal of testing their project 

• Complexity associated with the process needs further 
attention 

• Make a culture of testing in the research software 
community.

• Providing proper training and resources can improve the 
testing process in research software. 
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• Impacts of the code review process in research software

• Difficulties develpers face during code review

• Potential areas of improvement in the review process
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Discussion
• Research software developers employ an informal code 

review process

• Code review has an overall positive impact 

• Most common difficulty reported by participants is finding 
time to to do it and understand other people’s code.

• Formalizing the review process by including more people, 
more training, and providing compensation could potentially 
improve the code review process.
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• Provide enough training on software testing to all kinds of 
research software developers ranging from graduate students to 
experienced researchers

• Incorporate more tests that can solve specific needs of the 
research software

• Provide infrastructure support, for example, a public service for 
testing including many-tier pricing structure for machine time 
and a sophisticated testing dashboard

60

Recommendations - Testing



• Provide automation for setting tests and analysis of the results

• Improve continuous integration system to facilitate a better way 
of testing, especially, the incoming tests during down time

• Make a culture of testing in the team and encourage others by 
sharing the benefits from the experience of testing

• Improve the quality of the code so that developers can write 
tests easily
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Recommendations - Testing

• Provide proper acknowledgement of developers for 
contributions in testing

• Make the testing process simpler so that it is easy to adopt in 
the project

• Provide enough resources to developers so that they can utilize 
the resources to develop test suits
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Recommendations – Code Review

• Make code review process more formal with a structured 
guideline for each step of the process

• Try to ensure at least one science review and one technical 
review

• Include automatic tools in the code review process and train 
your peer reviewers the best practices to use the tool
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• Encourae more people to participate in the review process and 
allocate some time to do the review

• Provide incentives or rewards to reviewers to participate in code 
review

• Allocate sufficient time in the development process to perform 
code review

• Provide faster feedback to any incoming review request
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• Train reviewers on how to phrase good feedback

• Train developers to forget their egos and accept comments from 
the reviewers to improve their code

• Make the overall code review process faster

• Provide necessary support from the administrative level that 
encourages people to participate in the code review process 
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