
Automatically surface your most critical issues
Qodoˇs context engine identifies and prioritizes the most important issues in your codebase, helping you ship reliable software with confidence.



Multi-repo codebase context
Review code against the context of your full codebase to catch breaking changes, dependency conflicts, architecture-level issues and other hidden risks.



Rules customization & enforcement
Embed governance and security standards directly into every code review to ensure consistent, automated enforcement at scale.



Agentic review automation
Specialized review agents with shared context enforce code quality rules, and use tools to execute specific review tasks.



Continuous learning
Qodo evolves with your codebase, learning from accepted suggestions, past PR discussions, and continuous code indexing to stay aligned with your teamˇs best practices.
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Catch and fix bugs early Automate code compliance Accelerate and scale review

Review agents across your SDLC

Context & Rules Engine Deep, cross-repo understanding to power intelligent, precise code reviews

Local Code Review

Analyze in-progress code in the IDE

Self-review in real-time

1-click Issue resolution

Unit test automation

Pull Request Review

Evaluate PRs for quality, compliance, and coverage


Context-aware code suggestions

Compliance & issue detection

PR workflow automation

Agentic Quality Workflows

Build review agents & automate quality workflows


Custom agent configuration

CI/CD deployment

Expose agents as MCPs

Integrated with
Supporting top tier models Deploy anywhere On-prem, Airgapped

VPC, Cloud

Code Quality Definition Framework
A Practical Guide to Standardizing Quality Across the SDLC

The Core Principle

Define quality standards first ™ Catch issues early ™ Merge without friction


Without clear quality definitions, AI-powered reviews become noise generators. Teams report AI tools flagging minor style issues while missing the business logic errors that cause outages.





Quality Dimension Priority Matrix

Risk-Based Classification
Different repositories need different quality gates. How do you scale quality gates that understand business context, not just code complexity?



Early-Detection Quality Criteria
Focus on 3-4 key metrics that are both measurable and actionable at the developer level:

Dimension        What it covers          core focus       priority & impact            

risk category         business exposure               technical examples              quality gate level             

Process Quality

Mission Critical

Testability, documentation, CI/CD compatibility, team collaboration


Revenue-generating, customer-blocking, compliance-required


Does it work as intended?

Payment flows, auth gates, core signup funnels, customer-facing critical paths


CRITICAL � Blocks CI/CD

HIGH � Prevents integration failures

MEDIUM � Address in regular cycles

Can it scale/be maintained?

Internal dashboards, admin panels, reporting systems


Can teams collaborate on it?

Build pipelines, dev tooling, internal APIs, testing infra


Code organization, developer experience tools


Correct behavior, edge cases, logic errors, breaking changes


Feature degradation, operational disruption, customer experience issues


Code organization, maintainability, duplication, patterns


Team productivity, development efficiency, development workflow


Documentation, non-functional improvements


Functional Quality

Business Impacting

Structural Quality

Development Velocity

Minimal Exposure

Functional Correctness Signals

High�risk logic hotspot detection

Edge-case and regression guardrails

Test and spec alignment coverage

Integration Readiness

Breaking change detection

Backward compatibility verification

Cross-service dependency mapping

Performance Guardrails

Resource utilization checks

Algorithmic complexity warnings

Memory leak detection

Architectural Consistency

Design pattern adherence

Code duplication detection
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step 1     Map Repositories to Quality Profiles
Use the risk categories and dimension matrix to define a quality profile for each repo: which dimensions are critical vs. optional.



Mission Critical Systems ™ Process & Functional = must-pass checks in PR, Structural = frequent background scans


Business Impacting Systems ™ Functional & Structural emphasized, Process checks tuned for speed

Velocity-focused / Experimental ™ Minimal mandatory gates, lightweight structural and process nudges


step 2     Define Early-Detection Quality Criteria
Focus on 3-4 key metrics that are measurable AND actionable at the individual developer level:

step 3     Implement Dynamic Rules as Enforceable Standards
Create adaptive quality gates with rules beyond static linters:

Practical Implementation Framework

Definition ™ Prevention ™ Velocity

Quality definition is the foundation for effective(shift-left practices.


Teams that master this sequence ship faster, more reliable software.


Success Metrics

Prevention Effectiveness

Issues caught early vs. escaped to production

PR rejection rate reduction

Developer Velocity

Time from commit to merge

Developer confidence scores

Review Efficiency

Review cycle duration

Comments per PR trending down

Technical Debt Prevention

Code duplication rate

Architectural drift incidents

Enterprise Code Quality Severity Matrix


Quality Domain             Level    Definition         Enterprise Examples                

Functional

Non-Functional

Process

CRITICAL 

CRITICAL 

CRITICAL 

Breaks core business logic, data integrity violations


Security vulnerabilities, compliance violations, architectural violations



Deployment blockers, complete test gaps


Payment calculations off by 0.01%, user permissions bypassed, audit trail corruption



SQL injection in user inputs, PII exposure in logs, GDPR data retention violated, secrets hardcoded



Zero test coverage, CI/CD pipeline breaks, deployment scripts fail, rollback impossible



Functional

Non-Functional

Process

Functional

Non-Functional

Process

Functional

Non-Functional

Process

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

Medium

Medium

Medium

LOW

LOW

LOW

Edge cases fail, integration contracts broken


Scalability bottlenecks, enterprise constraint violations


Integration test gaps, documentation missing


Performance degradation, minor behavioral gaps


Maintainability erosion, technical debt accumulation


Coverage insufficient, review process friction


UX friction, non-essential features incomplete


Style inconsistencies, minor structural improvements


Workflow optimizations, tooling improvements


API rate limiting ignored, null pointer exceptions on enterprise data, third-party service timeouts unhandled



Memory leaks under load, single points of failure, dependency vulnerabilities, enterprise proxy incompatibility



Unit tests pass but integration fails, API contracts undocumented, runbook missing



Database queries inefficient at scale, caching strategies missing, error messages unclear



Code duplication across modules, inconsistent patterns, missing observability, configuration scattered



60% test coverage, complex PR review cycles, manual deployment steps



Loading states missing, responsive design gaps, accessibility improvements



Naming conventions, file organization, comment quality, dependency organization



Linting warnings, outdated dependencies, IDE configuration, commit message format



The New Code Review Culture: (9 Rules for High-Speed, High-Quality Engineering

Preserve strong ownership over everything that ships


No matter who generated the code, a human remains accountable for correctness, reliability and long�term maintainability. AI can suggest code, but only engineers can take responsibility for what reaches production.








Best practice:

Treat AI as an assistant, not an author.€


Hold AI-generated changes to the same review bar as handwritten code, including tests, edge cases, and failure modes.





Limit PR size for fast, reliable reviews


AI can create large batches of code, but human attention does not scale linearly. Very large PRs show diminishing returns in review time and effectiveness compared to smaller changes.







Best practice:

Break work into small, coherent PRs that each do one clear thing, end�to�end.




Avoid ˝AI dumps˛ of large, mixed-purpose changes that slow review, hide defects, and increase time�to�merge.





Review the quality of decisions, not just the code


As AI becomes part of the creation process, code review increasingly evaluates how well the contributor directed and curated AI output.





Best practice:

Look for thoughtful structuring, clear intent, and selective acceptance of AI suggestions.




Encourage reviewers to assess both the change and the underlying reasoning.




Review changes (with full context, not just (the diff




AI-generated changes can appear correct in isolation while conflicting with broader system behavior or intent. High�quality review for brownfield changes should validate the preservation of intended behavior and should fit cleanly into existing system boundaries.









Best practice:

Review changes in the context of the repository, upstream/downstream dependencies, and real execution paths, not just the local diff.





Confirm that the change aligns with documented intent, non�functional requirements, and any domain�specific constraints or assumptions.






Adopt team-specific workflows and generation patterns


Different domains, stacks, and problem types require different prompting styles and development rituals. Effective teams standardize domain�aware prompting, test strategies, and review checklists for each area of the codebase.








Best practice:

Document generation and review patterns that work well for each domain (e.g., migrations, APIs, infra, etc).





Maintain local guidelines or templates�prompt snippets, test expectations, and review questions�that reflect each domainˇs risks and nuances.






Use layered governance: global standards, domain rules, team rules



Quality at scale depends on clear guardrails, not ad hoc judgment. Clear standards reduce cognitive load on reviewers and make quality less dependent on individual heroics.







Best practice:

Define non-negotiable org�wide rules (e.g., testing requirements, security constraints, review coverage) that apply to all code, AI�generated or not.





Add domain-level patterns where needed.

Allow teams to maintain their own working conventions within these boundaries, so governance supports speed instead of fighting it.





Split greenfield and brownfield AI workflows


Greenfield and brownfield work demand different AI strategies and review checklists. Exploration is cheap in new code, but established systems benefit more from mechanical, tightly�scoped, test�driven changes.







Best practice:

In greenfield areas: leverage AI for rapid iteration and exploration.


In brownfield areas: use structured, mechanical, test-driven transformations for safety and consistency.





Prevent code quality drift as models change


Model versions, prompts, and tools evolve, and small shifts can quietly erode quality if review workflows stay static. Teams that periodically re�audit AI�generated changes and patterns catch regressions earlier and maintain trust in automation.










Best practice:

Regularly sample and re�review AI�generated code, migrations, and common patterns to verify they still meet standards as tools evolve.





Use AI-assisted review to flag risky patterns, unexpected diff shapes, or deviations from house style before they reach human reviewers.





Make excellence visible

Code review culture is built more by what gets celebrated than by what gets mandated.


Best practice:

Publicly recognize review behaviors that prevented incidents, improved reliability, or clarified architecture, not just ˝fast approvals.˛





Share effective rules, checklists, and workflows across teams


Use visible quality signals to spark healthy standards�raising competition.




Super Qodoer(Ambassador Program

Community-led. Developer-driven. Built on real usage. High trust, real stories.



about the program

What is Super Qodoer?
A Super Qodoer is a developer/ community leader passionate about code quality and developer experience. Super Qodoers help shape better his engineering practices better through real product use, honest feedback, and hands-on experience.





The Group Includes

Community leaders, influencers, and DevRels




Hands-on developer leaders and power users



Power users from Qodo customers


Open-source maintainers using Qodoˇs free for open-source plan





What You Get

Private ambassador community Swag + Super Qodoer badge

Quarterly sessions with the Qodo team Direct access to the Qodo leadership team

Support for community events and meetups Support in the second quarter for speaking at conferences

What We Expect

Product usage Honest feedback

One meaningful community or ecosystem-facing activity per quarter, such as - speaking at meetups or conferences, writing or sharing technical content, hosting workshops or webinars, participating in podcasts or panels, supporting open-source or local communities, running live demos, and providing real product feedback.
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Focus reviews on what actually matters
Qodo delivers context-aware AI code review for complex codebases. Standardize quality, detect real issues, and accelerate review time.


High signal, agentic code review
Qodoˇs agentic review system uses specialized agents and shared standards to surface the most important issues first, with clear and actionable findings.



Living standards, enforced at scale
Qodo discovers coding standards from your codebase and PR history, keeps them current, and enforces them consistently across reviews to maintain quality, security, and governance.




Continuous learning
Qodo evolves with your codebase, learning from accepted suggestions and PR comments to stay aligned with your teamˇs best practices.




Built-in review context
Qodo combines PR history, repository knowledge, and organizational policies to understand each change and deliver accurate, relevant reviews aligned with your teamˇs standards.





Catch and fix bugs early Automate code compliance Accelerate and scale review

Integrated with
Supporting top tier models Deploy anywhere On-prem, Airgapped

VPC, Cloud
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How Qodo Builds Review Intelligence
Qodo builds a continuously evolving understanding of your system, reviews, intent, and standards, so every code review is precise, relevant, and aligned.


Context Engine
Learns from and retrieves the right context for every change






Full Codebase
Architecture, dependencies, ownership

Pull Requests
Review history and team decisions

Tickets & Requirements
Intent, scope, acceptance criteria

Standards & Policies
Quality, security, governance rules

Bugs & Issues

Standards & Compliance

Code Understanding

Codebase Health

Code Quality Agents

AI Code Review by Qodo:
Deploy with Confidence. Every time.
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Gartner does not endorse any vendor, product or service depicted in its research publications, and does not advise technology users to select only those vendors with the highest ratings or other designation. Gartner research publications consist of the opinions of Gartnerˇs research organization and should not be construed as statements of fact. Gartner disclaims all warranties, expressed or implied, with respect to this research, including any warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose.




AI Code Review Benchmark

Qodo Augment Copilot Cursor

F1 score: identifying real issues while minimizing false positives

Greptile Codex CodeRabbit

Qodo scored highest in precision and recall against other code review tools




Qodo ranked #1 for Code Understanding by Gartner




˝[Qodo] offers strong context enrichment, leveraging IDE-based telemetry, execution error traces and repository metadata to personalize suggestions.˛









Gartner Critical Capabilities for AI Code Assistants, 15 September 2025.(Haritha Khandabattu, Matt Brasier, Arun Batchu, Philip Walsh
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