Code Review Quality:
How Developers See It
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Code qualit 24% | 30% —_l-:ub i 73‘7!;&% yAN &“ NS J—RK @Eb\‘;@{g\gf\g 4
esting 6% | 9% | ——— T
Time constraints - - “hunk”
Change scope/rationale | 9% | 12%
Understanding code change/base | 6% | 9% - ~
Human factors - -
Tools 4% | 5%
Communication 2% | 2% =
hange complexit 1 2 24 H = -
Relationship/trust 370 970 xiﬁﬁ /nJ N O

Usefulness — - JINE LY/ \\Oa)jlj_b\j( =W\ T&LDhT < RTC=ED

Workload -
Submitter related 3% | 5%
Architecture/design — -
Reviewer related - -
Discussion - - -
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Irrelevant 9% | 12%
Total: 67 43
Average percent agreement 96.67%

Notes: #Q: the number of quotes, #R: the number of respondents, Q11: factors affecting decision, %13: factors aﬁ'ecting time,
Q14: patch quality, Q15: characteristics of code review quality, Q17: other factors affecting review quality, : challenges.
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Figure 2: Factors influencing code review decision.
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Q14: patch quality, Q15: characteristics of code review quality, Q17: other factors affecting review quality, Q18: challenges.
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