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[11] Z. Li,S. Lu, and D. e. a. Guo, “Automating code review activities by large-scale pre-training,” in Proceedings of the 30th ACM Joint EuropeanSoftware Engineering Conference and
Symposium on the Foundationsof Software Engineering, 2022, pp. 1035-1047.
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Code change

@@ -75,6 +75,8 @@

import com.google.common.annotations.VisibleForTesting;

+import javax.servlet.http.Part;

Original dataset

Real review comment why this import is required ?
Generated review comment I think we should use ‘Jjavax.servlet.http.Part‘instead of
‘org.apache.commons. fileupload.FileItem".

Curated dataset

Reformulated review comment This import is not immediately clear in its necessity. Could you provide context
or explain why ‘javax.servlet.http.Part' is required for this functionality?

Generated review comment Consider removing the import statement for ‘javax.servlet.http.Part' as it’s not
used in the code.
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