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What	this	paper	did �

•  Perform		an	inves9ga9on	of	the	prac9ces	of	
soHware	product	teams	at	MicrosoH	to	beJer	

				understand	the	nature	of	the	code	review(CR)	
dialog,	exchange	of	informa9on,	how	the	
informa9on	was	retained	and	the	nature	of	its	
later	use.�



Mo9va9on �

•  CR	is	effec9ve	to	reduce	soHware	defects	and	
improve	soHware	quality	

•  Frequent	reviews	decrease	development	9me		
and	cost	in	the	long	run	

•  Knowledge	exchanged	during	CR	is	helpful	for	
engineer	to	do	later	modify.	



Method	 �

•  Design	a	25-ques9on	survey	
•  Distribute	to	random	selec9on	of	1000	
MicrosoH	developers	and	testers	using	
company	email	

•  Par9cipant	answer	the	ques9on	using	a	web	
form	



Result�

•  Nearly	30%	of		individuals	responded(278	
responses)	

•  49%	of	individuals	using	synchronous	
communica9on	during	CR(e.g	talking	face	to	
face)	

•  51%	of	individuals	using	asynchronous	
communica9on	during	CR(e.g	sending	email) �
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Result�

•  Only	18%	synchronous	CR	data	was	retained		
				32%	for	asynchronous	

•  Using	huge	archive	of	logs	to	store	
asynchronous	CR	(in	form	of	email)	but	not	
easy	to	query	

•  No	easy	way	to	store	synchronous	CR.	



Result�

•  Developers	and	testers	prefer	CR	tools	with	
enriched	change	list	and	allow	to	annotate	
and	share	change	list	in	a	more	streamlined	
fashion	

•  CR	through	e-mail	usually	is	task-oriented	

				(developers	and	reviews	comment	on	specific	
task)	



Conclusion �

•  Code	reviews	are	a	en9cing	opportunity	for	
capturing	design	ra9onale,	

•  Reviews	are	conducted	using	a	mix	of	
synchronous	and	asynchronous	
communica9on	

•  Developers	think	about	change	lists	in	a	task-
oriented	way �



Conclusion �

•  Results	suggests	a	tool	that	
				1.	allow	task-oriented	structuring	change	lists	
to	be	reviewed	

				2.	allow	retaining	and	querying	these	
structures	and	discussion	based	on	them	



Discussion �

• What	kind	of	CR	do	you	prefer?	(synchronous	
or	asynchronous)	

•  Do	you	have	any	idea	about	how	to	store	CR	
data	in	synchronous	communica9on?	
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