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Abstract—Nowadays, machine learning (ML) is being used in
software systems with multiple application fields, from medicine
to software engineering (SE). On the one hand, the popularity of
ML in the industry can be seen in the statistics showing its
growth and adoption. On the other hand, its popularity can
also be seen in research, particularly in SE, where multiple
studies related to the use of Machine Learning in Software
Engineering have been published in conferences and journals.
At the same time, researchers and practitioners have shown that
machine learning has some particular challenges and pitfalls. In
particular, research has shown that ML-enabled systems have a
different development process than traditional software, which
also describes some of the challenges of ML applications. In
order to mitigate some of the identified challenges and pitfalls,
white and gray literature has proposed a set of recommendations
based on their own experiences and focused on their domain
(e.g., biomechanics), but for the best of our knowledge, there is
no guideline focused on the SE community. This thesis aims to
reduce the gap of not having clear guidelines in the SE community
by using possible sources of practices such as question-and-
answer communities and also previous research studies. As a
result, we will present a set of practices with an SE perspective,
for researchers and practitioners, including a tool for searching
them.

Index Terms—Machine learning, good practices, software en-
gineering

I. MOTIVATION - PROBLEM DEFINITION

Machine learning (ML) has multiple fields of applications,
such as finance, medicine, education, and software engineer-
ing. Indeed, in each of these fields, ML has different kinds of
applications; for example, fraud detection [[1]] and trading [2];
cancer detection [3] and outbreak prediction [4]; program
translation [5]]; and code transformation [6]]. Showing the wide
adoption of ML for different tasks and disciplines and its
capability to affect multiple domains.

The aforementioned impact could also be seen in the
industry, as it has not only grown in its usage demand but
also its popularity and benefits. For instance, a McKinsey
report by Chui et al. states that 50% of the respondents
to their study answered that their companies had adopted
artificial intelligence in at least one business function [7;
this is also supported by the most recent NewVantage Partner
2022 Data and Al Executive survey (NPAIS), that shows
that 91% of organizations are investing in Al activities [8].
Complementary, on the same survey, NPAIS, it is reported that
92.1% of organizations are realizing measurable benefits [8],
which could also be seen in the survey realized by McKinsey

in which it is reported that Al has helped in increasing the
revenue of companies in sales and product development [7]].

On the not-that-bright side, recent studies have shown
that ML-enabled systems (i.e., systems that have at least
one ML component) have challenges [9], pitfalls [10]—[12],
problems [13]], or mismatches [14] as any software develop-
ment process and system. Some studies also have shown that
ML challenges and problems are also publicly discussed in
communities such as Stack Overflow [9]], [15], [16l]. More-
over, some studies indicate that ML systems have particular
problems and challenges [13], [14], and could be related
to inadequate documentation and communication across the
different actors involved in the ML development [14]; or
technical debt [13]. In addition, the development of ML
systems involves different phases from the traditional software
ones [17], and in each of those phases, different challenges
could be presented [9], [14], [L16].

Concerning ML challenges from an industry perspective,
some surveys show common fears and challenges faced by
companies. Including problems when collecting data [18],
data quality [18]], versioning, and reproducibility of the mod-
els [[19]. There are also some risks associated with artificial
intelligence, such as equity and fairness or personal/individual
privacy, that companies are working to mitigate [7].

In order to avoid, mitigate or deal with the ML challenges,
pitfalls, and problems, some studies have proposed a series
of recommended guidelines and best practices based on their
own experience and focused on their respective discipline,
e.g., [IL1]], [12]], [20]. Additionally, there is a plethora of pub-
lications (e.g., books, blogs) on the field of ML; for example,
grey literature, such as the Google article by Zinkevich [21]], is
publicly available and could be considered as a first step with
general practices derived from anecdotal evidence. However,
to the best of our knowledge, there are no handbooks listing
best practices for using ML focused on SE practitioners or
researchers, i.e., software engineers and researchers. As ML
is becoming more and more involved in SE development
projects, bad practices should be avoided to prevent inadequate
model planning, implementation, tuning, testing, deployment,
and monitoring of ML implementations, e.g., [14], [17]. The
interest in ML has also been displayed in the SE community
as more workshops, and conferences related to ML are being
colocated within SE conferences, e.g., [22]-[27]. We aim to
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reduce the gap of not having the aforementioned handbook by
(1) studying what the best practices discussed by practitioners
are; (ii) analyzing what the practices used by SE researchers
when executing studies that involve ML models are, and (iii)
building a taxonomy and a handbook of ML practices that
could be used by the SE community that uses ML in order to
guide their ML development and research.
II. RELATED WORK

As previously mentioned, there is a plethora of ML litera-
ture; this literature can be peer-reviewed (i.e., white literature)
or not (e.g., technical reports and blog post) [28].

A. Gray literature

A quick search on Google using the keywords “machine
learning” yields more than 647 million results; if we fur-
ther specify the query to include “machine learning” AND
“practices,” the number of hits is reduced to more than 95
million hits, and it gets lower if we search for “best practices”
instead, which yields about 40 million results instead. Showing
a significant amount of information that could be related to
finding good guidelines when developing an ML system.

Some of the gray literature that can be found when searching
for ML practices or guidelines are published by recognized
institutions such as SAS [29], Google [21]], [30], or Carnegie
Mellon [31]]. In particular, the aforementioned works present
a list of practices and guidelines based on the authors’ experi-
ence. The last two institutions, [21], [31]], present the practices
in a broad and general way. By broad and general, we mean
that the practices are not specific for use cases but general
recommendations, such as “thinking about if the usage of
ML/AI is beneficial and necessary or not”.

Regarding the more detailed practices, Google [30]] presents
a set of practices related to designing with Al. The practices
are presented in different ways. For example, they are asso-
ciated with a series of case studies, organized by chapters
that are milestones in product development flow, or they are
retrieved by questions that guide the practice search. In addi-
tion, SAS [29] presents a series of practices that are associated
with different stages of the ML development process, i.e., data
preparation, training, and deployment. For each of these stages,
a brief description of what each stage encompasses is given,
followed by a theory of possible approaches, e.g., ways to
deploy a model. However, this report is missing some ML
pipeline stages like model requirement (i.e., the stage in which
“designers decide the functionalities that should be included in
an ML system, their usefulness for new or existing products”),
model evaluation, data labeling, and model monitoring.

In addition, some of the gray literature covered are pre-
prints or papers that are not peer-reviewed, e.g., [12[], [32].
Lones et al. [12] present a series of challenges that they
have encountered during their time in academia (i.e., teaching
and researching). For some of the pitfalls, they present a
possible way to handle or avoid the error. They mainly focus
on research and on properties (i.e., robustness, reliability)
more than stages of the development of the ML system.
Clemmedsson et al. [32] focus only on ML pitfalls and
challenges in an industrial case study where, after a literature

review on possible challenges, they surveyed employees in
four companies. As a result, they identify that some challenges
are similar to the traditional SE ones, but some of them are
only ML-specific challenges, showing that not all the ML
challenges can be addressed in the same way as traditional
SE challenges and problems.

B. White literature

A couple of white literature encompassing some best prac-
tices in different fields of knowledge that are not targeted for
relating ML and SE exists. For instance, [20] studies pitfalls
and challenges in biomechanics, followed by some practices
to deal with them. In addition, [33] also focuses on pitfalls,
but in relation to the use of ML use in omics data science,
and they give guidelines to avoid those pitfalls, without giving
details on how those guidelines are extracted.

Regarding the white literature that discusses ML and SE,
there are a couple of studies [[17], [34]—[37] but with a different
approach than the desired one (i.e., ML for SE). Some areas
of SE, such as defect modelling, use ML as a tool to achieve
its purpose, which in this case would be to “understand
actionable insights in order to make better decisions related
to the different phases of software practice” [34]]. And asso-
ciated with ML use, research has been conducted to find and
understand some problems and challenges, also giving active
recommendations on how to handle them [34]]. However, those
guidelines do not only focus on ML but also on different
aspects that are associated with the specific ML applications
without a clear separation of those two aspects. In addition,
those guides are not always associated with other possible SE
applications in which they can be applied. This association is
also missing in the study by Arp et al. [37], which identifies
ten pitfalls in learning-based security systems and evaluates
their existence in the security literature using ML. They also
give recommendations on how to avoid the pitfalls.

The other three aforementioned studies that relate SE and
ML, [[17], [35], [36]], are the ones that are more closely related
to our approach. First, Breck et al. [35] list 28 practices for
testing and monitoring different stages of the ML development
process. Amershi et al. [17] conducted a study that reports a
broad range of practices and challenges observed in software
teams at Microsoft as they develop Al-based applications.
Nevertheless, the set of challenges and practices are broad and
often not actionable. They also focus on a single enterprise
(Microsoft). Finally, Serban et al. [36] listed a series of best
practices for ML applications. The presented practices are
mined from academic and gray literature with an engineering
perspective, meaning that the practices are from an engineering
point of view and not ML, software engineering for ML
(SE4AML). Serban et al. [36] also present a taxonomy of
the SE4AML practices, and the taxonomy has six categories:
data, training, coding, deployment, team, and governance. This
taxonomy was validated via a survey in which they asked
the respondents (i.e., researchers and practitioners) about the
adoption of the identified practices on it. The authors also
surveyed if adopting a set of practices would lead to a desired
effect (e.g., agility, software quality, and traceability). As a



result, of their study, they present the list of practices in their
article and provide an online tool in which the practices are
presented in more detail in the aforementioned taxonomy.

Since our goal is to help reduce the gap of not having a clear
handbook of ML practices applied to SE, we want to build on
the strengths identified in the related work to accomplish that
goal. This means that (i) we focus on the approach of ML
for SE, trying to understand the perspective of researchers but
also practitioners; (ii) give context to the practices and not only
the practice itself; in this way, the practices are actionable and
meaningful; (iii) related to the last point we want to provide
not only case studies in which the practices are used but also
help the interested person to identify what task they are trying
to achieve/execute in an ML pipeline.

III. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following research questions (RQs) aim to reduce the
gap towards having a clear source of ML practices oriented
to SE. For that, the RQs are going to be crowdsourced data-
driven, which means that the sources of information that will
support them are not from a single source of information,
but from multiple sources which are not centralized and with
different origins.

RQ1. What is the perspective of ML practitioners
on best practices, and in which ML stages are they
located?

Answering this research question will help the practitioners’
community to understand which stages of the process of devel-
oping ML systems have best practices associated with them,
and also could help to avoid pitfalls that are being executed
by omitting, with or without knowing, technical requirements
or knowledge of the system. We will answer this question
by studying Stack Exchange posts in which practitioners ask
questions about different topics, including ML, as mentioned
in previous literature. And in order to minimize false positives,
we will conduct filtering on the relevant posts based on topic
(ML) and quality. After filtering the data, a process of analysis
should be carried out in order to extract the possible practices.
Subsequently, the practices should be validated by ML experts
in order to filter out the practices that may be outdated or are
not considered good practices.

RQ2. What is the perspective and adoption of ML
practices by researchers and their studies?

The identified practices in this research question will give
an indication of what practices are being used and reported
by the SE research community. This will help the SE research
community to (i) identify possible points to strengthen the
research and focus when describing their studies and proto-
cols, (ii) identify possible good practices with SE examples,
which could facilitate the use of good practices and avoid
making mistakes. We will answer this question by sampling
ML-related papers from SE conferences and identifying ML
practices, then they will be categorized in the different ML
pipeline stages and SE applications (i.e., defect modeling).
Complementary to this, we will conduct a survey and in-
terviews with ML research experts in order to identify their

opinion on the use of ML practices and the consequences of
omitting them.

RQ3 What are the practices identified and adopted
by practitioners and researchers?

Answering this RQ will give both practitioners and re-
searchers a better perspective on the used and identified ML
practices. This will help the SE community, in general, to be
aware of possible practices that are being used and/or omitted.
For this RQ, we will compile a handbook of practices from
the perspective of SE researchers and practitioners. As this
RQ complements the previous two RQs, we will consider
the results obtained in RQ/ and RQ2 while comparing and
complementing the identified practices from both perspectives.
In addition, we will enrich the practices with complementary
information, such as use cases and previous research, to pro-
vide context and examples of their use. Also, we will provide
the nature of the perspective (i.e., researchers, practitioners, or
both).

RQ4 To what extend do the identified practices affect
previous research?

Understanding how the use (or lack of use) of the practices
affects the result of research studies will give the community
an idea of the impact and importance that this could cause.
Understanding the impact could generate more awareness of
the use and report of the ML practices followed during the
study. For this, we will use a sample of SE studies that use
ML, that can be replicable, which allows us to obtain the
same/similar results and then apply or omit ML practices and
evaluate how that affects the results that were reported by the
studies. Kindly note that the study will be executed in a way in
which, when reporting the results, they will not directly point
to specific studies. This study will be a reflective exercise
rather than a finger-pointing one, as previously done by the
study conducted by Arp et al. [37] when identifying dos and
dont’s in ML in computer security.

IV. CURRENT STATUS

This section describes the results achieved so far for each
research question in the context of the related work.

Regarding our first research question, in a paper currently
under review [38]], we used as data source 14 StackExchange
websites, including StackOverflow. We decided to use this
family of Q&A because of its popularity in the SE com-
munity, which can be seen in multiple studies that have
used StackOverflow as a data source to analyze different
topics in SE, e.g., [39]-[41]. In addition, to its popularity
in the SE community, StackOverflow has also been used to
study ML-related topics such as expertise and challenges [9],
problems and challenges for ML libraries [[15], and popular
deep learning topics [42].

As a result of selecting Q&A Stack Exchange websites,
filtering posts from them to extract the possible ML practices,
and analyzing them, we obtained 157 ML best practices and
their taxonomy. The practices were obtained by executing an
open-code procedure in which tags for the different practices
were identified and assigned together with the identification



of the ML pipeline stage(s) associated with each possible
practice. For stage identification, we used a predefined ML
pipeline built by Amershi et al. [17]. As a result of the open-
coding process, a list of 187 practices was identified, but only
157 were considered best practices by ML experts after a
validation process.

Another outcome of the open-coding process is a four-level
taxonomy. The first level of the taxonomy consists of the
10 ML-pipeline stages proposed by Amershi et al. [17]. The
second level consists of categories that encompass multiple
tasks for each ML pipeline stage, e.g., the learning category
in the model training stage. The third level of the taxonomy
is composed of an action/task that can be performed in each
ML stage. The fourth level is the practice itself.

Upon further analysis of the practices, we identified which
ML-pipeline stages had the highest number of practices and
which ones had the lowest number of practices. On the one
side, the ML pipeline stages with the highest number of
identified practices were model training and data cleaning,
which could indicate an interest of practitioners in those two
stages. The interest could be related to (i) model training being
the core of the ML pipeline, as it enables the use of a model;
(ii) data cleaning is a stage where data scientists spend most
of their time [43].

On the other side, model deployment, model monitoring,
and data labeling are the ones with the lowest number of
identified practices. Regarding the low number of practices
in model deployment and monitoring, this could be due to
these stages are more related to the “operations” staff [14]
(i.e., staff in charge of deploying, operating, and monitoring
ML-enabled systems). Regarding the low number of practices
identified for the data labeling stage, it could be related to
the intrinsic nature of this stage. By this, we mean that this
stage is inherently not mandatory in the ML pipeline, as it
is only needed when ground truth is required, e.g., supervised
and semi-supervised learning. In addition, sometimes, the data
used to train models has already been labeled, which could
lead to efforts being focused on other ML phases.

Another aspect that we noticed when analyzing the identi-
fied practices in the Q&A websites is that they did not cover
some specific topics. Ethics is an example of a topic that
was not discussed/covered by the identified practices. This
could indicate that there is a need to explore other sources
of information to find ML-best practices, such as technical
blogs like the one presented by IBM [44]], which presents an
ethical framework for ML.

When analyzing the validation of the ML experts, we
noticed some aspects to highlight. Firstly, the majority of the
practices considered good were validated by all the experts,
which means that there was unanimous agreement. However,
30 practices were rejected by the experts, as only half or
less of the experts considered them valid best practices. After
inspecting the practices that the ML experts rejected, we
noticed that, in most cases, the opinion was divided. This
means that most of the time, half of the experts considered that
the practices were not good ones, but the other half considered

them good ones. This could mean that those practices, with
divided opinions, were not well-known, or without a use case
scenario, were not clear. In addition, some practices that were
considered contradictory, i.e., practices that indicate opposite
actions, were agreed as good practices by the experts, which
could also be an indicator of the need for more context to
present an actionable practice.

Concerning RQ2, we are working on a study in which
research-track articles from top SE conferences are being
analyzed in order to understand the reported and used ML
practices. In this study, we are also taking as a reference
the ML pipeline proposed by Amershi et al. [17], for cat-
egorizing the identified practices. In preliminary results, we
have found that the least mentioned stages, i.e., stages in
which few practices were identified, are related to model
requirements, model deployment, and model monitoring. The
last two were expected as it is not common to describe/execute
those two stages in a research study. While the first mentioned
stage, model requirements, could be considered the basis of
a research study that uses ML, as it could define how the
models should be built, and not defining it properly could
cause disastrous consequences.

Regarding RQ3, as part of the process of presenting a hand-
book of practices with both perspectives, practitioners, and
researchers, we are currently designing an approach/tool, that
will not only be able to be referenced but that will be useful in
a practical way. With that, we mean that the practices will be
associated and enriched with context, examples, and possible
identified limitations. In addition, this tool should present the
aforementioned information in a friendly way, which will
allow the users of the tool to find relevant information without
going through an entire book, blog, or research article. For
that, we are identifying ways that practices could be presented
in a more interactive way, like the appendix presented by
Serban et al. [36] for the SE practices for ML, the practices
presented by Google in their “People + Al guided book™ [30],
the “Deep Learning Tuning Book™ [45]] focused on the process
of model hyperparameter tuning addressed to engineers and
researchers. We also take as a reference other white and gray
literature aforementioned in the related work that, for each
practice, present additional information, such as use cases,
e.g., [29], [37].

V. TIMELINE

I am currently in my third year of my four-year Ph.D.
program. In my third year, I plan to continue working on
my research, focusing mainly on RQ2 and RQ3, while also
finishing answering RQI. In my last year, we will focus on
RQ4 in order to complete it in my fourth year.

VI. CONCLUSION

As a conclusion of this thesis, a synthesis of all four
research questions will be provided, including a proposed tool
to retrieve the practices. This will help to reduce the gap of
not having a clear handbook of ML practices applied to SE,
since the set of validated practices will be oriented to the SE
community with practitioners’ and researchers’ perspectives,
which will be complemented with context and SE use cases.
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