
I appreciated to work

on a small group and

then to share results

Q&A part a bit too

long...I lost my

attenction at the

beginning of the lecture

The discussion after the group

work could have been

shortened a bit with the

professor quickly reading all

post-its and maybe asking for

clarifications

Ideas

Using shared coding

platforms(e.g. repl) to

develop group projects

in "lab"sessions

a short discussion on

performance testing

an exercise of real

collaboration project on

github, use of merge and

rebase git command

Feedback

Does the refactored code communicate its intention better than the original code? Why?

What are the main differences between the refactored code and the original one?

What would you change in the refactored code?

In groups, look at the refactored version of TennisGame1 and answer to the following questions.

3. We would create a

class for the Player

1. The code is way

more readable

2. Many more

methods in the

refactored code

3. TennisTerms in

method tennisTermFor()

could be final instead of

literal

2. Names are more

meaningful

2. The methods are

smaller and cleaner
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Analyzing a refactored version of TennisGame1

1. Every method has

a clear behaviour

1. Every method

does a simple task

3. Renaming methods 

like: deuce(),

advantage(), win(),

fromLoveToForty() with

more specific terms

2. A lot of nested

conditions in the

original code

2. Less variables,

more explanatory
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2. Bad formatting in

original code

3. Method's names

too verbose

(sometimes)
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2) Each methods do

a simple thing,less

lines of code

1) thanks to natural

languages, extraction,

and naming to variables

and methods  
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3) Change names of

methods

"FromLoveToForthy" and

"Deuce" to enhance

comprensibility
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1. Every method is

closer to the natural

tennis language

2. The refactored code

is more tidy, while the

original code contains

more nested conditions

3. In tennisTermFor we

could change the

switch condition with

an array
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The method getScore()

is more readable and

you easily understand

what it does

The name and the length

of the methods in the

refactored version make

them easily

understandable 

There are a lot of

methods and many

more line of codes

In contrast, you have

to jump too much

inside the code 
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Some methods should

have a different name,

like deuce() and

from_love_to_forty()

Some lines of comment

explaining how the

scoring in tennis works

could be useful

Group 5

1-) It is better than the

original code, but maybe

since we are novice we

put the same effort to

understand it.

3-)

Name of the "deuce"

method because it is

misleading getscore

function.

2-)

Conditions are extracted as a

method. For example: "isWin"

method...

�- In refactored version there is no

static entrance like playerName ==

"player1"

2-)

Refactored one removes the duplications.

"tennisTermFor" method...

�- It gives better variable names which

helps other people understand. For

example "player1Score" ...
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