1. Problem Solving: DSA, Time complexity analysis = 4/5
. Wes able 1 understand he problem quickly. and come up with test cases and figure out what Wl be answr in those cases

2.1

5 Kinds of Interview Rounds
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= Feedback Details and Meeting Notes:

b. Was able to come up with the brute solution with minimal hints.
¢. Understand time/space complexity of his solution.

d. When asked for alternate solution. He came up with a greedy solution. He explained to me very briefly, and said he can code it

Itwas working fine on sample example.
. He didn't have proof for his solution, neither any logic on why it should work.
f. Solution looked incorrect to me, asked him to check on other cases.
9. Need to provide the test cases, he was able to understand and rectify his mistake.
h. After some hints, able to come up with the optimal solution.

implementation: Coding, Debugging and Code Quality = 3.5/5
: showed knowledge of java by writing code.

b. Code quality - Do the code review and add your review comments here.
c. Time to Implementation - Longer/ sufficient’ fast

d. Had working Code -

. Able to understand his own code -

1. Debugging skill - Inlign

3. Tech Theory- (JAVA/ React/ JavaScnpvrypeScnpt) 4505

. Provided satisfactory answers t
i. Em)v Vs exception in Java

b, Nm Satised with response on -
How to create immutable class?
etc.

4. Miscellaneous: Introduction, Role Alignment, Communication, Explanation etc. = 4.5/5

Candidate joined on or before time. or candidate joined X minutes late.

Able to explain solution - clearly / struggled.

Confidence/ Attitude / Receptive of Feedback or hints/ Good Listener / Respectf

Values - Professiona ntegriy, Etical Standards, Honesty / Taking help from iemet /Al o someore.
‘Any other thing that couldn't be fit in technical sections.
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° HLD Round:
= System Design Skill:

Overall, the candidate demonstrated strong proficiency in high-level system design

Details:

* Requirement Gathering:

Listened to the problem statement, then asked clarifying questions before proposing solutions.
© Clearly captured functional and non-functional requirements.
> Stated reasonable assumptions to frame the design.

* Architecture Diagram:

 Produced a coherent high-evel architecture inluding core companeris (.9, oad balancer, API gaoway, seniees, queues,

databases, cache, object storage, pubsut
© Initially missed a few components but mcorporated them promptly after feedback.
© Was able to effetely draw the high-level design.

* Depth, Detailing & Discussion:

Provided a clear, detailed walkthrough of the high-level design and component responsibilties.
© Completed capacity estimates (e.g., storage and compute needs etc) with sensible reasoning
> Discussed trade-offs of the chosen approach and proposed viable alteratives.
© Explained component interactions accurately and confidently.
o Was able to Deep dive of one major component from the proposed design.

* Theol

= Bomonsirated sold understanding of core concepts such as load balancing, CAP theorem, sharding, scalability, availabilty,
and

communication protocols etc.

Debrief

© LLD Round:
= Summary:
® Code report: Link to report
* Fesdback Dealsand Meting Notes:

From Introduction, their profile looks very much aligned with the role. Not worked much on React but have basic knowledge.

: Inclined

Design (Classes, Design Patterns, Inheritance,
composmon Extenslbllliy Cade Testing) = 10115

Requirement Gatherin

The candidate was able {0 quickly undevsland me pmblem statement and ask relevant clarifying questions.
but missed a few edge cases felated to non-functional

reqmrements (like scalability and per‘am\ancei
Design Approach:
Presented a well-structured design using standard Object-Oriented principles (OOP).
Applied Inheritance and Composition effectively where appropriate, and demonstrated awareness of code extensibility.
Discussed the use of Design Patterns, opting for a Factory Pattern to solve a problem but required hints to justify why it was
necessary.
Extensibility and Code Desig
Initial design was not fully extensible to accommodate future changes or requirements. After some feedback and hints, the
candidate revised the design to make it more modular.
Demonstrated a sound understanding of SOLID principles but could improve on applying these principles more consistently
throughout the design.
Code Qual
Coding conventions were followed, and the candidate showed proficiency in wriing clean, maintainable code.
Class interactions were mostly well thought out but could have been beter tested for comer cases.
Testing and Validation:
The candidate was able to identify and suggest appropriate test cases for his design, both positive and negative. However, some
cases involving boundary conditions were not immediately considered until prompte
Theory -
© Strengths:
* Provided clear fions for common OOP and
= Gave a satisfactory answer on the Decorator Pattern and Smglelon Pattern and where they ahouidbe applied.
© Weaknesses:
* Could ot provide a solid example for Dependency Injection and its benefits when asked about scalable architecture
design.
* Was somewhat unclear about the difference between Aggregation and Composition.

3.1. Technical (~30 mins) :

3.1.1. Project Architecture: 0
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2. System Design Components : 0
+ Askod about Redis and DynamoDB

© Basic understaning of .
+ KAFKA, 505, RabiNO

o Lackscear undorsianding ofus cases whero each would bo gond .

o et i o b ot 1t
3 N Koo

3.2, Behavioral (~30 mins): (~5 mins per values)

3.2.1. Mentorst
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3.2.2. Conflict : -0.25
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3.2.3. Critical Feedback: 0

Do not hananok and et them work e iorg.
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3.2.0. leanings from career : 0.5
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3.25. Take Risk : +1
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Tl'\ings that feels like I“egal to Know

1. Everyone is Busy !/ HM is the most busiest
for a pos?tion

10 profiles are shortlisted.

first cou(ale are just for seeing the market.

2. Scl«eo(uliv\g all rounds in a Day.

* You are busy too, and work focussed.
Tak?ng just a o{a«t/ off for the Interview.

* Not Much Like you need to over prepared.

* In terms of conFlicting feedback - it will
support you.

3. Asking for Offline Interviews :

* Remove suspecious.
* cl«eo«tiv\g doubts is now discussed and called out
n

40% + interviews, compared to previously 5-10%
candidates.

4. Who owns the room?

* HM and Bar raiser decides the outcome.

* Debrief decision --

* role of bar raiser is to ensure oll feedback are
equa“y important.

* but often a leader / sr. eng being more voeal
and l«av}ng more exper}ence/ respec‘t

- influence more.

5. Prior Research and aSk?ng Good questions
* Leao(ersl«\ip pr?nc?PIeS
* Listen to their intro and ask questions
accordingly.

6. Writing keywords as you say

* your cursor remains in the screen.

* doubt of cl«eo“ting.

* easy for interviewers to take notes. Avoid
misunderstanding in critical cases - time time
co.mplexity.

* understand that interview has to fill out the
positives and goaps areas.

Mo\:\or Red Flags That Clr\omgeo( the Decisions

1. Luck
2. Not able to provide enough data
points.
3. Communications
4. Incorrect Basic 'T'L\Mgs
* Time complexity wrong
5. Integrity and Trust - Use of
external source / AL.



