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Change description ZEERICDWTODERH
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Change scope ZHEEFE DS

Code churn O—RAENL BWRES 1ich
Code quality JO—Ro&E

Code style O—F« V7K

Commit history O3y NERE

Composite changes ®HOEEHNES>TWS
Nature of the change Z%ZEn#E%E

Subsystem hothess Y 73XF7LDEHKS

Test inclusion TANDEE
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Industry  Microsoft 4 years

Industry  HP 18 years
Industry  SET GmbH 8 years
élndustry SET GmbH 14 years
Industry  Milvum B.V. NL 5 years
Industry  Google 10 years
élndustry éGoogIe S years
élndustry éGoogIe 10 years
OSS éSpring Framework O years
OSS éSpring Framework 12 years
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Pull Request Feedback

W W W W

How would you rate the necessity of this patch?

How long did you take to review this patch?

Number of minutes

W W W W W

How would you rate the reviewability of the submitted patch?

What aspects of this patch, if any, contribute to its reviewability?

Enter here...

What aspects of this patch, if any, should be improved to enhance its reviewability?

Enter here



Change Description
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“the first thing | want to see in a pull request is
why you want [it].”
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“the code cannot lie and users do lie.”



Code Churn
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“because it is a really short change, one can read
it fast.”
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Commit history
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“Fix typo” ¥ “Update” D& SLBRIETIIF A

“First | check if the commit history is normal . .. not “fix
this’,‘fix that’ in there because people can just use
rebase to clean that up.”
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“the developer to clean up the commit structure before
the pull request”
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Test inclusion
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A2 - Review comments
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change description , commit history
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code churn , composite changes
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code style

16



i am & PITR

LE2—UVPIZ2ERULERNGZHDTHD, LE2L—
LY 9 OBEIFHMEY —ILDERREICEZS

LE2—UP I EEFTEREDEEMICDWVWTDRERAEHL

ET—=VNRODSLE2—Y—=ILERETL-oHD &EETFH
EHrSElCLTWES

17



