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Abstract: Software review is a process to discover violations of coding rules, and defects involved in design
documents and source code. It promotes to discover and correct defects in early stage of software devel-
opment. It is reported that 60% of defects can be discovered by software review. Recently, several code
review systems have been proposed for tracking, management and assign reviews. In this study, we analyze
the review history of Android Open Source Project. In our analysis, we use information on developers who
review or submit patches, and calculate the ratio of self-reviews, completed by one developer who submitted
the patch. The analysis shows that 15.3% of reviews were self-reviews.

Keywords: Peer review, Software Inspection, Mining Software Repositories

1

Nara Institute of Science and Technology
†1

Presently with NTT DATA CORPORATION
a) kazuki-h@is.naist.jp
b) kenji-f@is.naist.jp
c) yoshida@is.naist.jp
d) raula-k@is.naist.jp
e) kyohei-f@is.naist.jp
f) iida@itc.naist.jp

1.

60

[1]

c© 2012 Information Processing Society of Japan 1

Vol.2012-SE-176 No.12
Vol.2012-EMB-25 No.12

2012/5/22



IPSJ SIG Technical Report

OSS

OSS

[2] OSS

OSS

ML BTS

OSS

Linux

ML ML

ML *1

ML

ML

[3] ML

*2

ML

Gerrit*3 Rietveld*4 Review Board*5

*1 How to Get Your Change Into the Linux Kernel or Care And
Operation Of Your Linus Torvalds http://www.kernel.org/
doc/Documentation/SubmittingPatches

*2 How to Contribute Patches to Apache http://httpd.

apache.org/dev/patches.html
*3 http://code.google.com/p/gerrit/
*4 http://code.google.com/p/rietveld/
*5 http://www.reviewboard.org/

Android Open Source Project AOSP

Gerrit

Gerrit

• 15.3%

80% 1

• AOSP

device 31

53.6% platform

1,088

15.3%

2. Android

AOSP Gerrit

Gerrit Git

Gerrit

*6

Gerrit

AOSP Gerrit

Gerrit

Git

AOSP 1

AOSP

Gerrit

AOSP

Contributor Gerrit

AOSP

Owner

Author

Owner

*6 Gerrit Code Review https://android-review.

googlesource.com/

c© 2012 Information Processing Society of Japan 2

Vol.2012-SE-176 No.12
Vol.2012-EMB-25 No.12

2012/5/22



IPSJ SIG Technical Report

Approver

Verifier

Approver

Verifier Approver Verifier

3.

Raymond

[4]

1:

2: AOSP

3:

1 AOSP

Fig. 1 Simplified Process for AOSP Review in the case of ac-

cepting a patch*7

*7 http://source.android.com/source/life-of-a-patch.

html
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Fig. 2 Contributor organizations
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Table 1 Review Status

Status #Reviews

Open 1,608

Merged 7,120

Pending 1

Abandoned 2,903

2

Table 2 Roles of Contributors

Role #Developers

Approver 103

Verifier 91

Committer 675

Author 772

Contributor 1,204

4.2

Gerrit 11,632

2008

10 21 2012 1 27

2011 7 6 2012 1 11
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*8 http://groups.google.com/group/android-contrib/

browse_thread/thread/ca2bb0b4a4d5fc89
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Fig. 6 Review Duration in Closed Reviews
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Table 3 Self review ratio and # of developers for each project category

Project #Reviews #Contributors #Unique Domains Self-Review Ratio

toolchain 79 15 6 67.2%

device 43 31 10 53.6%

kernel 3,520 274 34 13.2%

platform 7,990 1,088 171 15.3%

4

Table 4 Number of reviews and invited reviews for each re-

viewers

Reviewer #Invited Reviews #Real Reviews

jbq@google.com 5,151 3,836

digit@android.com 3,118 2,439

xav@android.com 2,925 1,726

ccross@android.com 1,865 1,477

pickgr@pv.com 1,426 1,383

btmura@android.com 1,469 1,305

ralf@android.com 1,995 1,133

tnorbye@google.com 1,432 947

malchev@google.com 907 705

lockwood@android.com 964 700

Subtotal 21,252 15,651

All 42,250 25,754
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Fig. 7 Self-Review Ratio for Each Category. Small-scale com-

munity is insufficient for frequent peer-reviews.
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