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Code Inspections

* It is a formal and structured process to find defects

* Format: * Roles:
* Highly structured process  Moderator
* Based on line-by-line group reviews * Designer
* Extended meetings  Coder
* Tester

[there is still code to analyze]

[else] [else]

H Overview H Preparation ]W Rework H Follow-up ]%

[a defect was not fixed or a new one was found]

FAGAN, M. E. Design and code inspections to reduce errors in program development. IBM Syst. J., IBM Corp., Riverton, NJ, USA, v. 15, n. 3, p. 182-211, Sep. 1976.
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Modern Code Review

* |nformal

* Tool-based

e Occurs regularly in practice

HELLI, A.,;"‘BIRD, C. Expectations, outg c hallenges of modern code review. ICSE, USA, IEEE Press, 2013.
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Code Improvement
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Code Reviewing?
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A Case Study

Before Code Review
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After After After
Development QA/Test Customer
($200/fix) ($1000/fix)
Cost of fixing bugs: $174k
+ Cost of 194 latent bugs: $194k
i
Total Cost:( $368k

COHEN, J.; TELEKI, S.; BROWN, E. Best Kept Secrets of Peer Code Review. Massachusetts, EUA: Smart Bear Inc., 2006. 10



A Case Study

Bugs Remaining in the Application

Before Code Review

After Code Review
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After After After After After After After
Development QATest Customer Development Code Review QA/Test Customer]
($200/fix) ($1000/fix) ($25/fix) ($200/fix) ($1000/ix)
Cost of fixing bugs: $174k Cost of fixing bugs: $120k
+ Cost of 194 latent bugs: $194k +  Cost of 32 latent bugs: $ 32k
Total Cost:( $368k Total Cost:(( $152k

COHEN, J.; TELEKI, S.; BROWN, E. Best Kept Secrets of Peer Code Review. Massachusetts, EUA: Smart Bear Inc., 2006.
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Who Is Doing Code Reviews?
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Code Review Types

Main repository

—

Commit-then-review
(post-commit)

Review-then-commit
(pre-commit)

———————>

Code

change is
merged
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Code Review Types

e Review-then-commit

* Pros:
* Quality standard are met
* Review has been performed
 Team won’t be affected by bugs

———————>

Code

change is
merged




Code Review Types

e Review-then-commit

* Pros:
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Code Review Types

e Review-then-commit e Commit-then-review

* Pros:
 Commit changes continuously
* Members see the code changes

* Pros:
* Quality standard are met
* Review has been performed
 Team won’t be affected by bugs

———————>

 Cons:

* Decreases productivity Code

change is
merged




Code Review Types

e Review-then-commit e Commit-then-review

* Pros:
 Commit changes continuously
* Members see the code changes

* Pros:
* Quality standard are met
* Review has been performed
 Team won’t be affected by bugs
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 Cons:

Code * Poor code might make into
change is rep.OSIt.ory .
merged * Switching back to fix the bug

* Cons:
* Decreases productivity



Code Review Approaches

* Email pass-around
* Reviewers receive code changes sent via e-mail
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Code Review Approaches

* Email pass-around
* Reviewers receive code changes sent via e-mail

* Over-the-shoulder
* The code's author gives a walkthrough to a colleague

* Pair programming
* The code is written and reviewed at the same time

* Tool-assisted
* Simplest, efficient, and popular
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Code Review Process
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Code Review Process
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Code Review Process

l Reviewers’ Comments
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Code Review Process

l Reviewers’ Comments
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Code Review Process
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What to Look For in @ Code Review?

Design Naming

Functionality Comments

Complexity Style

Tests Documentation

29



Existing Challenges...

* Receiving feedback in a timely manner

* |dentifying an appropriate reviewer

* Review size

* Understanding the code change, its purpose, its context
e Obtaining insightful feedback

* Nitpicking



Code Reviews

Interested in working with

code reviews? Ping me!l =D

Code Review Types

* Review-then-commit

Code Review

* Commit-then-review

* Pros:
* Quality standard are met
* Review has been performed
* Team won’t be affected by bugs

————————

* Cons:
* Decreases productivity

* Pros:
= Commit changes continuously
* Members see the code changes

* Cons:

* Poor code might make into
repository

* Switching back to fix the bug

Why Code Reviewing?
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Code Improvement

Alternative Solutions

Knowledge Transfer Team Awareness

Code Review Process
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