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TABLE 1
FILTERING OF COMMENTS, DIVIDED BY MULTI AND SINGLE LINE.

Multilines Single-lines

Type # Comments % # Comments %
Explanation 17170 10.45 91820 55.89
Code 7846 4.77 9832 5.98
Title 5222 3.17 15432 9.39
SATD 2043 1.24 2919 1.77
Credits 2563 1.56 978 0.59
Exceptions 582 0.35 2252 1.37
Block Closures 237 0.14 1183 0.72
Return Notes 365 0.22 1593 0.96
Example Data 315 0.19 484 0.29
Fixes 636 0.38 790 0.48
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Fig. 2. Distribution of mean Likert values for all sampled comments, in terms
of Usefulness and Clarity, for each block of comments (SATD and non-SATD.

Mean—Likert

Class [E non-sarp B samo



RQ3:TDDOX A 7

* 4962{TMDSATD I X > b & FEZETH4

/

. Code, Test, Defect DebtDJEIZZ% <, & ODE’)
S THFERBEC EHHTWD

TABLE II
TYPES OF TD FOUND IN SATD COMMENTS.
TD Type # Lines % Total
Code 2015 40.6%
Test 784 15.8%
Defect 693 13.97%
Requirements 355 7.15%
Architecture 291 5.86%
Algorithm 276 5.56%
Design 221 4.45%
Build 160 3.22%
Usability 71 1.4%
Documentation a3 1.07%
People 21 0.42%

Versioning 21 0.42%
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Fig. 3. Survey responses on how often developers encounter or address SATD.
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