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Abstract

Code completion models have made significant progress in recent years. Recently,
repository-level code completion has drawn more attention in modern software
development, and several baseline methods and benchmarks have been proposed.
However, existing repository-level code completion methods often fall short of
fully using the extensive context of a project repository, such as the intricacies of
relevant files and class hierarchies. Besides, the existing benchmarks usually focus
on limited code completion scenarios, which cannot reflect the repository-level
code completion abilities well of existing methods. To address these limitations, we
propose the R2C2-Coder to enhance and benchmark the real-world repository-level
code completion abilities of code Large Language Models, where the R2C2-Coder
includes a code prompt construction method R2C2-Enhance and a well-designed
benchmark R2C2-Bench. Specifically, first, in R2C2-Enhance, we first construct
the candidate retrieval pool and then assemble the completion prompt by retrieving
from the retrieval pool for each completion cursor position. Second, based on
R2C2-Enhance, we can construct a more challenging and diverse R2C2-Bench with
training, validation and test splits, where a context perturbation strategy is proposed
to simulate the real-world repository-level code completion well. Extensive results
on multiple benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of our R2C2-Coder.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models for Code (Code LLMs), such as Codex [12], CodeGen [40, 41], and Star-
Coder [32], have shown their power to enhance developer productivity as their promising results
in code completion [4, 5, 12, 39]. Besides, to evaluate these models in real-world scenarios, mul-
tiple code completion benchmarks are proposed. Recently, the challenging repository-level code
completion has drawn more attention, where the extensive cross-file dependencies (i.e., contextual
information from other code files within the same repository) are used to enhance the comple-
tion performance. Therefore, a direct but complex solution is to enhance the context length of
LLMs [13, 14, 43]. Nonetheless, increasing the context length significantly raises costs and is not
affordable, especially concerning the large number of files in a given repository. Hence, several recent
baseline methods [16, 37] apply the widely-used Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) strategy by
retrieving the most relevant code snippets to improve the repository-level code completion.
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However, this vanilla strategy exhibits significant limitations. First, it usually preprocesses the
source code files into code snippets under a repository in Fig. 1, and performs retrieval on
these code fragments for retrieval query. However, these fragments only preserve local and dis-
crete information and fail to cover more diverse and fundamental contexts of program seman-
tics, such as the intricate network of dependencies, shared utility functions, definition of the
input and output parameters, etc. Besides, as retrieved code snippets based on retrievers (e.g.,
BM25 [48]) usually contain irrelevant or noisy contexts, which may affect the completion re-
sults, it is important to evaluate and improve the robustness of the noisy contexts for Code LLMs.
Moreover, we observe that the existing repository-level code completion benchmarks focus on
limited completion scenes and cannot fully simulate real-world usage well (See Section 4.3).

#devchat/prompt.py

from abc import ABC, abstractmethod
from dataclasses import dataclass, field, asdict
import hashlib
.......
        if not self._check_complete():
            self._hash = None
        if self._hash:
            return self._hash
        self._count_response_tokens()
        data = asdict(self)
        data.pop('_hash')
        string = str(tuple(sorted(data.items())))
        self._hash = hashlib.sha256(string.encode('utf-8')).hexdigest()
        return self._hash
    def formatted_header(self) -> str:
        formatted_str = f"User: {user_id(self.user_name, self.user_email)[0]}\n"
        if not self._timestamp:
            raise ValueError(f"Prompt lacks timestamp: {self.request}")
        local_time = unix_to_local_datetime(self._timestamp)

        ......

Source Code File

Code Snippet 1

Code Snippet 2

Code Snippet 3

Figure 1: Examples of code snippets.

To address these limitations, we propose the R2C2-
Coder to enhance and benchmark the Real-world
Repository-level Code Completion abilities of Code
LLMs, where a code prompt construction method
(i.e., R2C2-Enhance) and a challenging benchmark
(i.e., R2C2-Bench) are proposed.

First, R2C2-Enhance includes two stages (i.e., can-
didate retrieval pool construction, and completion
prompt construction). In the retrieval pool construc-
tion stage, we first build the retrieval pool using the
abstraction context based on the parser generator tool
(e.g., Tree-sitter1) and the snippet context, where the
abstraction context aims to represent the coarse-grained global information of each programming
file and the snippet context is built by extracted code fragments to provide the fine-grained local
information for completion. Then, in completion prompt construction stage, for the current cursor
position2, we first build the retrieval query and produce the retrieved contexts by performing the
retrieval between the retrieval query and the retrieval pool, where the retrieved contexts are then
combined with the current code file to generate the completion prompt. Finally, the completion
prompt is sent to Code LLMs to generate the completion response.

Second, based on R2C2-Enhance, we can easily build a real-world repository-level code completion
benchmark called R2C2-Bench, which includes the training, validation and test splits in 4 languages.
Note that when producing R2C2-Bench, we also apply a context perturbation strategy to simulate
more diverse and challenging code completion samples for generating the completion prompt.

By performing experiments on the validation and test splits of R2C2-Bench, we observe that our
R2C2-Enhance achieves significant improvements when compared with the existing methods without
training. Besides, when we further fine-tune the Code LLMs using the training split of R2C2-Bench,
better results are obtained on the validation and testing splits of R2C2-Bench. Moreover, we also
validate the generalization abilities of R2C2-Enhance on the widely-used CrossCodeEval benchmark.

The contributions of our R2C2-Coder are as follows:

• We investigate the limitations of existing repository-level code completion (e.g., lack of
sufficient context and benchmark with limited scenarios) and propose the R2C2-Coder
including R2C2-Enhance and R2C2-Bench to enhance and benchmark real-world repository-
level code completion abilities of Code LLMs.

• For R2C2-Enhance, we propose to construct the candidate retrieval pool with abstract and
snippet contexts and generate the completion prompt using context retrieval and prompt
assemble. Based on R2C2-Enhance, we build a new repository-level code completion
benchmark called R2C2-Bench with training, validation, and testing splits, where a context
perturbation strategy is used to simulate the real-world completion scenes better.

• Comprehensive experimental results on multiple benchmark datasets demonstrate the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of our R2C2-Coder.

1https://tree-sitter.github.io/tree-sitter/
2The cursor position denotes the location, where code completion is about to be triggered.
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2 Related Works

Code Large Language Models. The successive achievements of generative language modeling
[9–11, 46, 55, 56, 6, 60, 35, 53, 23, 59, 22, 64, 18] have inspired extensive studies on generative AI
for software engineering. While closed-source models [1, 12, 15] achieve significant dominance in
the benchmark leaderboards [12, 24, 36], their inaccessible model checkpoints and source code are
detrimental to subsequent innovation. In contrast, plenty of open-source models, for instance, Code
T5 [57, 58], CodeGen [40, 41], StarCoder [3, 32, 38], Code Llama [49] and DeepSeekCoder [21],
have been proposed and have substantially driven the development of code intelligence.

Repository-level Code Completion. Existing methods are usually based on a retrieval augmented
generation (RAG), and we categorize related works into ranking-based and fusion-based methods.
Ranking-based approaches [34, 42, 44, 63] explicitly select those code snippets in the repository that
are highly similar to the incomplete code. In contrast, fusion-based methods [17, 50, 51] focus on
organizing the repository-level context to be jointly modeled with the language model and allow the
model to automatically select the most relevant information.

Code Benchmark. Program synthesis is to prompt code models to solve programming problems
using the input description. The generated code snippet should be functional to pass all test cases [4,
5, 12, 19, 31, 36, 62]. Besides, numerous benchmarks can be used to comprehensively evaluate
code models, such as code translation [29, 61, 65], code retrieval [25, 27, 33, 39], and vulnerability
repair [26, 45, 47, 54]. Recently, several benchmarks have been proposed on repository-level code
completion [2, 3, 7, 17, 37, 42, 51, 50, 63]. For example, RepoBench [37] measures the retrieval and
completion performance of the system. CrossCodeEval [16] evaluates three cross-file prompting
levels: in-file, retrieval, and retrieval within references. However, RepoBench only supports two
programming languages and neglects the FIM setting. CrossCodeEval only considers explicit file
imports, resulting in few cross-file dependencies and low multi-line prediction difficulty.

3 R2C2-Coder

In this section, we discuss the details of R2C2-Coder, which includes a code prompt construction
method R2C2-Enhance and a new benchmark R2C2-Bench. For R2C2-Enhance, in Fig. 2, we first
build the candidate retrieval pool based on the abstract context and the snippet context to produce the
coarse-grained global information of each programming file and the fine-grained local information
of each code fragment, respectively. Then, for the current triggered cursor location, we produce the
retrieval query and obtain the retrieved contexts based on the completion query and the candidate
context pool, where the retrieved contexts and the current in-file context are used to construct the
completion prompt. Based on R2C2-Enhance, we can easily produce the R2C2-Bench, where a
context perturbation strategy is used to generate more diverse and challenging completion scenes.

3.1 R2C2-Enhance

3.1.1 Construction of the Candidate Retrieval Pool

Given a repository, we extract abstract and snippet contexts to construct the candidate retrieval pool.

if title == 'R2C2-Coder':
    print('R2C2-Coder')

Code Abstract Syntax
 Tree

Module

If

compare op: equal

variable name:
paper

constant value:
"R2C2-Coder"

expr

call print

func name: print R2C2-Coder 

condition body

Figure 3: An example of the abstract syntax tree
generated by the Tree-sitter tool.

Abstract Context Extraction. In Fig. 2, we
propose to use the parser generator tool (i.e.,
Tree-sitter3) to extract the abstract context for
each file in the repository. Specifically, we use
Tree-sitter to generate the abstract syntax tree in
Fig. 3, and then preserve these nodes to repre-
sent the declarations (e.g., functions, variables,
classes etc.). After that, for each node, we re-
move the redundant information (e.g., middle
variables, empty lines, comments etc.) and only
preserve the information related to the definition
for each declaration. Note that the extraction

3https://tree-sitter.github.io/tree-sitter/
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# Snippet 1
import tensorflow as tf
from pathlib import Path
from cnnClassifier.entity import EvaluationConfig
from cnnClassifier.utils import save_json
class Evaluation:
    def __init__(self, config: EvaluationConfig):
        self.config = config
    def _valid_generator(self):
        datagenerator_kwargs = dict(
            rescale = 1./255,

# Snippet 2
    def __init__(self, config: EvaluationConfig):
        self.config = config
    def _valid_generator(self):
        datagenerator_kwargs = dict(
            rescale = 1./255,
            validation_split=0.30
        )
        dataflow_kwargs = dict(
            target_size=self.config.params_image_size[:-1],
            batch_size=self.config.params_batch_size,

class Evaluation:
def __init__(self, config: EvaluationConfig):
self.config
def _valid_generator(self):
def load_model(path: Path) -> tf.keras.Model:
def evaluation(self):
def save_score(self):

class PrepareCallback:
def __init__(self, config: PrepareCallbacksConfig):
self.config
def _create_tb_callbacks(self):
return tf.keras.callbacks.TensorBoard(log_dir=tb_running_log_dir)
def _create_ckpt_callbacks(self):
return tf.keras.callbacks.ModelCheckpoint(
            filepath=self.config.checkpoint_model_filepath,
            save_best_only=True
        )
def get_tb_ckpt_callbacks(self):
return [
            self._create_tb_callbacks,
            self._create_ckpt_callbacks
        ]

cnnClassifier/src/cnnClassifier/components/prepare_callback.py

cnnClassifier/src/cnnClassifier/components/evaluation.pycnnClassifier/src/cnnClassifier/components/evaluation.py

Construction of the Candidate Retrieval Pool
Repository

Snippet Context Extraction Abstract Context Extraction

@app.route("/train", methods=['GET','POST'])
@cross_origin()
def trainRoute():
    os.system("python main.py")
    return "Training done successfully!"

@app.route("/predict", methods=['POST'])

@cross_origin()
def predictRoute():
    image = request.json['image']
    decodeImage(image, clApp.filename)
    result = clApp.classifier.
    return jsonify(result)

if __name__ == "__main__":
    clApp = ClientApp()
    app.run(host='0.0.0.0', port=8080)

Completion Retrieval Query

Cursor Position

......
# Similarity: 0.1064
# Path: src/cnnClassifier/pipeline/predict.py
# Compare with this code snippet:

def __init__(self,filename):
    self.filename =filename
def predictiondogcat(self):
    # load model
    model = load_model(os.path.join("artifacts","training", "model.h5"))
    imagename = self.filename
    test_image = image.load_img(imagename, target_size = (224,224))
    test_image = image.img_to_array(test_image)
    test_image = np.expand_dims(test_image, axis = 0)
    result = np.argmax(model.predict(test_image), axis=1)

...
# Similarity: 0.1333
# Path: src/cnnClassifier/pipeline/predict.py

class DogCat:
def __init__(self,filename):
self.filename
def predictiondogcat(self):
return [{ "image" : prediction}]

In-file ContextRetrieved Context
✨

Prompt
Assemble

Response

LLMs

Context
 Retrieval

Figure 2: Overview of our R2C2-Enhance. For the current completion cursor position, we first
generate the retrieval query using the prefix and suffix contexts. Then, we perform context retrieval
between the retrieval query and the pre-constructed candidate retrieval pool to produce the retrieved
contexts. After that, we use the in-file context of the current code and the retrieved contexts to
assemble the completion prompt, which is then sent to LLMs to generate the completion response.

process is easy and efficient (See Appendix B.1 for more details.). Moreover, in Fig. 9 of Ap-
pendix B.1, we provide examples of the extracted abstract contexts and observe that the abstract
context mainly provides the coarse-grained global information for each code file.

Snippet Context Extraction. For the snippet context, we iteratively scan the files in the repository
and extract contiguous M lines (in all our experiments, we set M = 10 follow [16]) of overlapping
code fragments, which are the candidates for context retrieval.

3.1.2 Construction of the Completion Prompt

Context Retrieval. In Fig. 2, for the current cursor position, we first build the retrieval query based
on the prefix and suffix contexts. Specifically, for the current cursor position, we first use the previous
P lines and subsequent S lines as the prefix and suffix contexts, respectively. Therefore, the retrieval
query usually has P +S lines. Note that if the prefix and suffix have one overlapped line, the retrieval
query has P + S − 1 lines. Then, we use the retriever (e.g., BM 25 [48]) to calculate the similarity
between the retrieval query and the candidate retrieval pool. After that, we can select the retrieved
contexts based on the similarities. Note that in the retrieval process, we remove the abstract context
and snippet context of the current code file, where the cursor position is located.

Prompt Assemble. We assemble the completion prompt by using the current code file, and retrieved
contexts. Specifically, we first follow [16] to maintain all context of the current code file as the
in-file context, where the completion cursor position is located. Then, we preserve the top-K similar
abstract contexts as the coarse-grained global structure information, After that, we append the most
relevant snippet context based on the similarity scores until the maximum number of tokens is N ,
where we set N as 4,096 by default. Finally, we can obtain the assembled prompt with N tokens,
which will be sent to the Code LLMs for generating the completion results.

3.2 R2C2-Bench

In this section, we provide the details of our R2C2-Bench with training, validation and test splits.
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3.2.1 Dataset Generation

Initial Repository Collection. We collect permissively licensed repositories from GitHub. Specif-
ically, following [16], we contain four languages and keep only repositories with the number of
stars >= 3. Then we filter out repositories with fewer than 10 or more than 50 source code files.
Finally, we remove these repositories with at least one source code file that exactly matches one of
the code files in the Stack [30] dataset. As a result, we ended up with 54972, 51796, 49790, and
35410 repositories for Python, Java, TypeScript, and C#, respectively.

Completion Cursor Position Generation. Based on R2C2-Enhance, given completion cursor
position, we can easily generate the completion prompt. Therefore, it is critical to generate informative
and sufficient cursor positions for our R2C2-Bench. Specifically, in Fig. 3, for each file in the
repository, we reuse the abstract syntax tree generated in the abstract context extraction stage, and
randomly choose one node of the tree as the cursor position to be triggered for completion. Then, for
the selected node, we can easily generate one completion prompt sample for our R2C2-Bench.

Feature Python Java TypeScript C#

# Repositories 260 397 451 245
# Files 2500 2500 2500 2500
# Examples 4394 6900 6506 5028
Avg. # cross files in prompt 6.4 7.8 6.8 10.1
Avg. # lines in prompt 320.5 333.7 365.7 373.8
Avg. # tokens in prompt 3192.25 3262.3 3200.52 3313.23
Avg. # lines in reference 1.73 1.75 2.02 1.78
Avg. # tokens in reference 17.47 14.22 15.00 13.32

Table 1: The statistics of the testing split of R2C2-Bench.

Context Perturbation. In real-world
repository-level code completion scenes,
we cannot always retrieve the relevant
context well. For example, in certain
software development scenes, we create
code files to implement different usages
under a repository. However, the rela-
tionships between these code files are
relatively low, which indicates that the
constructed completion prompt contains
many irrelevant contexts. Therefore, to
simulate the real-world repository-level code completion scene and improve the semantic variety
of the completion prompt, we introduce a so-called context perturbation strategy. Specifically, for
Q% completion cursor position (we set Q = 10 by default), we first sort the contexts based on the
similarities and follow the uniform distribution to determine the proportion R%. Then we randomly
discard top R% contexts with high similarities. After that, we perform the context retrieval based on
the retrieval query and the remaining contexts, and the generated retrieved contexts are then combined
with the current file to produce the completion prompt as discussed in Sec. 3.1.2.

Based on the above meticulous procedure, we can produce sufficient completion prompt samples
using these repositories, and randomly select 400,000 as training samples, where each language has
100,000 samples. For the validation and testing samples, to ensure the quality of the dataset, we apply
a series of rule-based and model-based post-processing filter strategies discussed in Appendix B.2.

3.2.2 Dataset Statistics

The statistics of R2C2-Bench are shown in Table 14. We have provided the statistics of CrossCodeEval
and validation split of R2C2-Bench in Appendix B.4

4 Experiments

We conduct experiments on CrossCodeEval [16], CrossCodeEval+, and R2C2-Bench with three
popular Code LLMs (i.e., StarCoder-7B [32], DeepSeekCoder-7B [21] and Code Llama-7B [49])
(See Appendix C.1 for more details). For CrossCodeEval+, we collect the original repositories of
CrossCodeEval [16] then parse and extract the cross-file dependencies using R2C2-Enhance. During
retrieval, the abstracts and the snippets are placed together in the candidate pool (Sec. 3.1.1). Note that
we keep the cursor positions and the expected outputs the same as those in the original CrossCodeEval
(See Appendix C.2 for more details).

4We use the StarCoder tokenizer [32] to compute the number of tokens.
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Model Python Java TypeScript C# Average
EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

StarCoder-7B 17.0 49.5 21.6 55.9 18.1 53.6 17.6 51.0 18.6 52.5
+ R2C2-Enhance 21.4 46.2 27.6 51.9 24.8 52.8 25.2 45.8 24.8 49.2
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 21.5 46.2 26.1 51.4 24.6 52.8 24.9 45.7 24.3 49.0
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 34.0 65.0 45.3 74.4 37.0 68.9 45.0 71.6 40.3 70.0

Code Llama-7B 13.7 44.1 20.6 54.5 17.4 51.2 16.0 48.4 16.9 49.5
+ R2C2-Enhance 16.3 39.0 22.3 45.0 22.1 46.5 18.8 36.0 19.9 41.6
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 16.2 38.9 21.6 44.8 22.0 46.4 19.1 36.9 19.7 41.7
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 34.5 66.5 47.4 77.2 40.2 71.7 48.0 74.7 42.5 72.5

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 19.4 52.5 24.2 59.3 22.0 58.8 20.7 54.1 21.6 56.2
+ R2C2-Enhance 25.8 51.3 31.8 56.5 29.7 57.8 33.1 53.6 30.1 54.8
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 25.8 51.3 30.7 55.6 29.6 58.0 31.9 52.5 29.5 54.3
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 38.0 69.6 49.2 78.0 43.0 73.8 52.3 77.5 45.6 74.7

Table 2: Exact match (%) and edit similarity (%) performance on R2C2-Bench. The baseline results
are produced under the “In-file Context Only” setting while “+R2C2-Enhance” means the input is
prepended with retrieval results fetched by R2C2-Enhance at inference. In “+ R2C2-Enhance w.o.
Abs.”, we report results without using abstract contexts in the candidate retrieval pool. “R2C2-Enhance
w/ F.T.” means we fine-tune these LLMs on the training set of R2C2-Bench with R2C2-Enhance.

4.1 Experimental Setup

In-file Context Only. We only provide the original code file, where the cursor position is located.
Without any explicit cross-file context as input, the model should rely on its knowledge-based
reasoning capabilities to accomplish the code generation process.

Retrieval in CrossCodeEval. This setup is similar to the “+ Retrieval” setting of CrossCodeEval [16],
where the retrieval candidates are constructed by exhaustively scanning files in the same repository
and extracting contiguous-M -line code fragments (M = 10). Then, the top 5 similar candidates and
the test query assemble the prompt. Note that for better baseline performance, we do not truncate
cross-file contents into a total length of 512 tokens as [16].

Retrieval with R2C2-Enhance. Based on R2C2-Enhance in Sec. 3.1, given a repository, we first
construct the candidate retrieval pool via abstract and snippet context extraction. Then, we build
the retrieval query including prefix length P = 5 and suffix length S = 5. After that, candidates
are concatenated to the beginning of the in-file context based on their Jaccard similarity [28] in
descending order, until the cumulative length, including the in-file context, reaches the maximum
token limit of N = 4096. Note that we set the number of the abstract context K as 3.

R2C2-Enhanced Tuning. To further boost the performance, we fine-tune code LLMs on the training
split of R2C2-Bench including 400,000 files mentioned in Sec. 3.2.1.

Evaluation Metrics. Following CrossCodeEval [16], we evaluate code LLMs with code match
metrics including exact match (EM) and edit similarity (ES). Exact match expects that the prediction
and the real code are extremely identical, while edit similarity flexibly allows the generated samples
to match the original code through a certain number of editing operations.

4.2 Results

We present results on R2C2-Bench in Table 2, CrossCodeEval [16] in Table 3, and CrossCodeEval+
in Table 4. Based on Table 3 and Table 4, cross-file context is undoubtedly efficacious, while retrieval
with R2C2-Enhance surely exhibits its superiority compared with retrieval method in CrossCodeEval.
Moreover, fine-tuning strategy significantly improves the performance on both benchmarks. Besides,
when abstract contexts are removed from the candidate retrieval pool, these code LLMs suffer from
degraded performance. Notably, in Table 2, after applying R2C2-Enhanced tuning, the Code Llama-
7B, which is the worst in the in-file setting, outperforms the StarCoder-7B. Overall, we could say
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that there exists a performance promotion path, “In-file” → “+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs.” → “+
R2C2-Enhance” → “+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning”.

Model Python Java TypeScript C# Average
EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

StarCoder-7B 24.3 51.3 27.7 61.4 30.8 67.1 44.7 69.8 30.9 62.1
+ Retrieval 27.0 51.0 33.6 62.9 33.1 66.7 47.1 67.7 34.1 61.9
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 34.2 64.3 40.2 73.7 37.8 72.4 50.6 77.8 39.6 71.5

Code Llama-7B 22.0 46.8 28.6 60.4 10.1 63.0 44.5 71.3 23.4 59.6
+ Retrieval 23.0 45.3 33.8 61.3 10.7 63.1 49.3 70.1 25.8 59.2
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 34.7 65.4 41.0 72.7 11.4 69.5 53.2 77.8 31.5 70.6

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 25.9 51.8 31.3 62.5 33.8 67.5 42.9 67.6 32.8 62.2
+ Retrieval 28.0 52.6 36.2 62.3 35.6 66.7 48.4 67.7 35.9 62.1
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 37.7 67.3 45.1 75.3 42.0 75.7 59.3 81.8 44.6 74.5

Table 3: Exact match (%) and edit similarity (%) performance on CrossCodeEval.

Model Python Java TypeScript C# Average
EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

StarCoder-7B 24.3 51.3 27.7 61.4 30.8 67.1 44.7 69.8 30.9 62.1
+ R2C2-Enhance 30.9 51.9 38.1 63.6 35.5 67.7 68.4 78.2 40.7 64.5
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 30.9 51.8 35.3 62.6 34.5 67.6 65.2 77.1 39.2 64.0
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 41.8 68.5 46.2 76.0 40.7 74.4 69.3 86.5 47.3 75.3

Code Llama-7B 22.0 46.8 28.6 60.4 10.1 63.0 44.5 71.3 23.4 59.6
+ R2C2-Enhance 23.6 42.9 35.6 58.5 10.6 61.6 67.8 78.5 29.7 58.9
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 23.9 43.0 34.1 58.9 11.0 62.3 65.4 78.0 29.1 59.2
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 43.0 71.8 48.8 76.8 13.0 73.2 70.3 87.0 39.0 76.1

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 25.9 51.8 31.3 62.5 33.8 67.5 42.9 67.6 32.8 62.2
+ R2C2-Enhance 32.7 54.0 41.6 64.6 38.8 67.9 69.0 78.8 43.1 65.4
+ R2C2-Enhance w.o. Abs. 32.5 53.7 38.8 63.5 37.8 67.5 65.7 77.5 41.5 64.7
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 46.9 73.5 53.2 79.3 45.8 78.2 78.9 89.9 53.6 79.3

Table 4: Exact match (%) and edit similarity (%) performance on CrossCodeEval+.

Ablation Models P S
Python Java TypeScript C# Average

EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

StarCoder-7B + R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 5 5 40.8 68.5 42.0 74.1 35.6 68.1 50.0 76.6 42.1 71.8

Prefix & Suffix 5 1 38.0 64.0 41.6 71.8 31.6 64.7 48.0 74.2 39.8 68.7
5 3 40.0 66.8 41.6 73.8 32.0 65.5 49.2 75.6 40.7 70.4

Prefix Only 10 - 39.2 68.7 39.2 71.0 32.4 67.5 47.6 74.5 39.6 70.4

w.o. Snippet Context

1 1 24.8 59.1 36.4 71.5 26.8 64.4 36.8 70.3 31.2 66.3
3 3 26.4 59.7 36.0 71.5 25.6 64.0 35.6 70.0 30.9 66.3
5 5 25.6 59.0 37.6 71.4 24.8 64.0 38.4 70.8 31.6 66.3
10 10 24.0 58.1 36.4 71.5 25.2 64.2 35.2 68.4 30.2 65.5

w.o. Abstract Context

1 1 38.0 65.9 37.6 69.3 31.6 65.3 42.8 71.4 37.5 68.0
3 3 37.2 62.9 39.2 68.3 31.6 62.5 42.4 69.3 37.6 65.7
5 5 37.2 65.1 38.8 69.8 33.2 65.2 45.2 73.3 38.6 68.4
10 10 37.6 66.1 37.2 68.2 32.4 64.8 44.8 72.8 38.0 68.0

Table 5: Exact match (%) and edit similarity (%) performance on R2C2-Bench for StarCoder-7B.
During retrieval, P prefix lines and S suffix lines are concatenated as the query. In “Prefix Only”,
no suffix lines are taken as the query. “w.o.” stands for removing the snippet contexts or abstract
contexts at the fine-tuning and the inference stages simultaneously.
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4.3 Analysis

Ablations. We conduct ablation studies on R2C2-Enhance and present the results in Table 5. We
fine-tune StarCoder-7B [32] with R2C2-Enhance and report the performance on the validation set
of R2C2-Bench. Meanwhile, we conduct experiments on the retrieval manner, where we replace
the FIM mode with “prefix-only”. We could find that suffix contexts are necessary as the results of
P = 5, S = 3 even surpass those of P = 10. Additionally, we remove either snippet contexts (“w.o.
Snippet Contexts”) or abstract contexts (“w.o. Abstract Contexts”) simultaneously in fine-tuning
and testing. Results on various prefix lengths (P ) and suffix lengths (S) are further reported for
the ablation model. Despite the larger impact without using snippet contexts, abstract contexts still
deliver 3.5% and 3.4% performance gains. Furthermore, a case study in Fig. 6 shows how the code
LLMs benefit from abstract context extraction.

Context Perturbation Helps Cope with Confusing Contexts. In real-world scenarios, retrievers
would produce low-quality results as shown in Fig. 7. To enhance the model robustness on irrelevant
contexts, we select Q% of the cursors and randomly remove the top similar contexts during R2C2-
Enhanced tuning. Fig. 4 visualizes how the performance of StarCoder-7B on EM and ES scales
when using different perturbation rates for R2C2-Enhanced tuning. The perturbation rate Q% for
fine-tuning varies in 0%, 10%, 20%, 50%, and 80%, while the perturbation rate for the validation set
is always kept as 10%. The best results are achieved under perturbation rate Q% = 10%, which is
also the default setting of R2C2-Enhanced tuning for Table 2 , 3 and 4.

Similarity Metric Python Java TypeScript C# Average Execution Time
(ms)EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

Jaccard 40.8 68.5 42.0 74.1 35.6 68.1 50.0 76.6 42.1 71.8 2.941
BM25 38.4 64.6 40.8 71.5 31.6 65.6 50.0 75.4 40.2 69.3 3.142

UniXCoder 39.2 66.0 40.8 70.9 33.6 66.1 49.2 75.9 40.7 69.7 250.9

Table 6: Performance of StarCoder-7B with different similarity metrics on the validation set of
R2C2-Bench. The retrieval time consumption (ms) per sample is further reported.
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Figure 4: Performance of
StarCoder-7B + R2C2-Enhanced
Tuning at various perturbation
rates on the validation set of
R2C2-Bench.

Lexical Retrievers are Cost-effective. For ranking-based code
retrieval, several approaches could be adopted as the similarity
metric. We categorize the metrics into lexical ones, including
Jaccard similarity [28] and BM25 [48], and neural ones such
as UniXcoder [20]. In real-world scenarios, we often need to
make a trade-off, as lexical retrievers could save more response
time (RT) while neural retrievers would theoretically achieve
higher performance. To find the most suitable retriever for
R2C2-Enhance, we evaluate the code match performance and re-
trieval duration with Jaccard similarity, BM25, and UniXCoder.
Table 6 presents the code match performance and retrieval dura-
tion of each retriever. Although UniXCoder outperforms BM25
on code match, its time consumption is extremely worse than
lexical retrievers. We find that Jaccard similarity is the best
retriever regarding both effectiveness and efficiency. Thus, we
choose Jaccard similarity by default. See Appendix C.3 for
details of execution time benchmarking.

Scalability of Model Performance. We present how the performance of StarCoder scales w.r.t model
parameters in Table 7. We find that almost no performance gain is obtained for StarCoder-3B when
using R2C2-Enhance with abstract and snippet contexts. After R2C2-Enhanced tuning, StarCoder-
3B can outperform the inference-only results of StarCoder-7B. In Table 8 we further evaluate the
fine-tuned StarCoder-7B when using different sizes of tuning datasets based on our R2C2-Enhanced
tuning. We observe that when increasing from 10K samples to 100K samples per language, better
results are obtained. When continually increasing, the results are relatively stable. Thus, we choose
10K samples per language as the default training set size of R2C2-Bench.

Scalability on Multi-line Predictions. In Fig. 5, we provide a detailed analysis of the scalability
on multi-line predictions. Specifically, in Fig. 5(a), we provide the counts of completion references
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with different lines and observe that our R2C2-Bench has more multi-line completion scenes. Then,
in Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 5(c), we provide the results of StarCoder-7B with R2C2-Enhanced Tuning
on CrossCodeEval+ and R2C2-Bench, and observe that the scores on R2C2-Bench are lower than
CrossCodeEval+ a lot, specifically in multi-line scenes, which means that our R2C2-Bench is more
challenging than the CrossCodeEval+.

Limitations of CrossCodeEval. We summarize three major drawbacks of CrossCodeEval [16] as
follows: 1) The retrieval results provided in CrossCodeEval are produced by sliding-window-based
searching, which could potentially miss long-term dependencies that exceed the length of M . In
contrast, abstract extraction expands the reception field of code LLMs with coarse-grained global
information. 2) CrossCodeEval only considers explicit dependencies (i.e., file imports), but there
could be implicit references during software development. For example, in Java, usages in the same
package do not require the import statement. As shown in Fig. 8, such implicit dependencies
could not be detected by Ding et al. [16], but are successfully covered by our R2C2-Enhance during
constructing CrossCodeEval+. 3) Compared with CrossCodeEval, our R2C2-Bench provides more
complex cross-file dependencies (see “Avg. # cross files in prompt” in Table 1 and Table B.4) and
more difficult multi-line test samples in Fig. 5).
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Figure 5: (a) Statistics of references from 1 to 5 lines in R2C2-Bench and CrossCodeEval+. (b)
Exact Match of StarCoder-7B w/ R2C2-Enhanced tuning on R2C2-Bench and CrossCodeEval+ when
expected output varies from 1 to 5 lines. (c) Edit Similarity of StarCoder-7B w/ R2C2-Enhanced
tuning on R2C2-Bench and CrossCodeEval+ when expected output varies from 1 to 5 lines.

Model Python Java TypeScript C# Average
EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

StarCoder-3B 10.8 38.6 18.0 51.1 12.4 49.0 14.8 50.0 14.0 47.2
+ R2C2-Enhance 16.8 34.1 18.0 39.7 16.0 39.0 12.8 31.2 15.9 36.0
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 40.0 64.4 37.2 68.0 28.0 61.8 45.6 71.0 37.7 66.3

StarCoder-7B 15.2 45.2 26.0 59.1 14.4 52.4 16.0 52.6 17.9 52.3
+ R2C2-Enhance 23.2 46.4 30.8 56.8 25.2 52.6 26.4 48.9 26.4 51.2
+ R2C2-Enhanced Tuning 40.8 68.5 42.0 74.1 35.6 68.1 50.0 76.6 42.1 71.8

Table 7: Performance on the validation set of R2C2-Bench.

Training samples
(×4)

Python Java TypeScript C# Average
EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES EM ES

10,000 38.0 63.7 40.4 71.3 31.2 65.6 44.0 74.4 38.4 68.7
50,000 40.0 67.2 39.6 71.1 34.0 66.3 49.2 75.6 40.7 70.0
100,000 40.8 68.5 42.0 74.1 35.6 68.1 50.0 76.6 42.1 71.8
200,000 39.6 66.9 43.6 73.9 35.4 66.0 49.6 75.6 42.1 70.6

Table 8: Performance of StarCoder-7B with R2C2-Enhanced Tuning on the validation set of R2C2-
Bench. Experiments are conducted on R2C2-Bench using different sizes of training data.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the R2C2-Coder including R2C2-Enhance and R2C2-Bench to enhance
and benchmark the real-world repository-level code completion abilities of code LLMs. Specifically,
first, R2C2-Enhance is a code prompt construction method, which includes candidate retrieval pool
construction and completion prompt construction. Second, the R2C2-Bench is a more challenging
repository-level code completion dataset with R2C2-Bench with training, validation, and test splits.
Comprehensive results on multiple benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of our R2C2-Coder.
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from yamx import YAMX
from yamx.yamx import ConditionalData
def test_dump_to_file(tmp_path):
    yamx = YAMX()
    file_path = f"{tmp_path}/data.yaml"
    with open(file_path, "w+") as fp:
        yamx.dump(ConditionalData(None), fp)

    with open(file_path) as fp:
        data = fp.read()

    assert data == "null\n...\n"

def test_dump_to_(tmp_path):
    yamx = YAMX()
    data = yamx.[<INFILLING>]
    assert data == "null\n..."

The answer should be:

dump_to_string(ConditionalData(None))

# Similarity: 0.9907
# Path: yamx/yamx.py
# Import from: 
# class ConditionalRoundTripConstructor(RoundTripConstructor):
# def __init__(self, *args, **kwargs):
........
# class YAMX:
# def __init__(self, yaml: Optional[YAML] = None, sort_keys: bool = True):
# self.sort_keys
# self.yaml
# def indent(
#         self,
#         mapping: int = DEFAULT_MAPPING_INDENT,
#         sequence: int = DEFAULT_SEQUENCE_INDENT,
#         offset: int = DEFAULT_OFFSET_INDENT,
#     ) -> None:
# def _set_custom_representers(self) -> None:
# def load(self, stream) -> ConditionalData:
# def dump(self, data: ConditionalData, stream) -> None:
# def resolve(self, data: str, context: Dict[str, Any]) -> Any:
# def dump_to_string(self, data, **kwargs) -> str:
# def _remove_field_names_deduplicator(s: str) -> str:
# def _construct_map(self, node):
# def _construct_seq(self, node):

Here is the most relevant abstract: Please complete the code:

Figure 6: A test case from CrossCodeEval+. With the help of abstract extraction, the code model
could understand the entire class YAMX at a glance and then generate the correct method invocation.
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class ExpStructBox(ExpStruct):
    ......
    def has_child(self, num_or_name):
        if util.is_num(num_or_name):
            return num_or_name in self.__num_to_child
        elif util.is_name(num_or_name):
            return num_or_name in self.__name_to_child
        ......

    def child(self, num_or_name):
        if util.is_num(num_or_name) and num_or_name in self.__num_to_child:
            return self.__num_to_child[num_or_name]
        ......

    def make_child(self, name, descr, num=None) -> Type['Exp | ExpGroup']:
        util.check_num(num, True)
        if self.has_child(name):
        ......
        if child is not None:
            self._add_child(child)
        return child

    def delete_child(self, num_or_name, need_confirm=True) -> bool:
        child = self.child(num_or_name)
        if confirm.[<INFILLING>]
            self._remove_child(child)
            maker.delete_child(child, False)
            return True
        return False

Please complete the following code:

I believe in my judgment., here is my answer:

delete_struct_and_all_its_content(child, need_confirm):

I trust in the majority, here is my answer:

delete_child(child, need_confirm):

Here are top-5 relevant contents:

# Path: src/xman/maker.py
# Compare with this code snippet:
#     location_dir = filesystem.get_child_dir(parent, child_num)
#     return get_child_class(parent)(location_dir, parent)
# def delete_child(child: Exp | ExpGroup, need_confirm) -> bool:
#     if not filesystem.delete_dir(child.location_dir, need_confirm):
#         return False
#     child._destroy()
#     return True

# Path: src/xman/maker.py
# Compare with this code snippet:
#     child = child_class(child_dir, parent)
#     ......
#     return child
# def recreate_child(parent, child_num):
#     location_dir = filesystem.get_child_dir(parent, child_num)
#     return get_child_class(parent)(location_dir, parent)
# def delete_child(child: Exp | ExpGroup, need_confirm) -> bool:
#     if not filesystem.delete_dir(child.location_dir, need_confirm):
#         return False

# Path: src/xman/group.py
# Import from:
# class ExpGroup(ExpStructBox):
# def proj(self) -> 'ExpProj': return self.parent
# def info(self) -> str: return exp_helper.get_info_with_marked_exps(self)
# def update(self):
# return
# def has_exp(self, num_or_name: int | str)
# ......

# Path: src/xman/confirm.py
# Import from:
# ......
# def request(need_confirm, request):
# return True
# def delete_struct_and_all_its_content(struct: ExpStruct, need_confirm):
# return request(need_confirm)

# Path: src/xman/maker.py
# Import from:
# def __get_data_class(obj_cls):
# return ExpData
# def make_proj(location_dir, name, descr) -> ExpProj:
# def recreate_proj(location_dir) -> Optional[ExpProj]:
# ......
# def delete_child(child: Exp | ExpGroup, need_confirm) -> bool:
# return Pipeline(exp.location_dir, exp._data.pipeline, run_data)
# ......

True Reference

+ Context Perturbation

Retrieval Query

Noisy Retrival Contexts

Noisy Retrival Contexts

Retrival
Prompt

Figure 7: A test case from R2C2-Bench. The statement delete_child occurs multiple times
in the prefix and suffix, resulting in retrieval contexts that are highly relevant to delete_child.
The vanilla code model tends to predict the term that frequently appears in retrieval results. On the
contrary, the model could focus on the true reference after R2C2-Enhanced tuning.

A Broader Impacts and Limitations

Broader Impacts. In this paper, we propose a methodology with prominent efficiency and ingenious
utilization of cross-file information for real-world code completion. We anticipate that this methodol-
ogy, alongside our fine-tuning strategy and the corresponding benchmarks, will assist developers in
enhancing coding efficiency and liberating productivity. Therefore, we hope our work can enable
programmers to focus on scenarios with greater creativity.

Limitations. Firstly, to attain enhanced performance, it is essential to fine-tune several hyperparame-
ters. Secondly, despite the need for only 400,000 training samples to achieve outstanding performance,
the process demands a certain amount of GPU resources for fine-tuning. Thirdly, four programming
languages are covered in our setting, and a large number of languages are not considered in our paper.
In our future work, we will continue to investigate to support more languages for facilitating research
in this field.

B More Details

B.1 Details on Abstract Context Extraction

In Fig. 11, we have provided a relatively complex abstract syntax tree for the code in Fig. 10. Besides,
we also provide two examples of the extracted abstract context for Python and Java in Fig. 9.

B.2 Quality Control Procedure

We first define the ground-truth completion result as the “reference”, and design a series of rule-based
and model-based post-processing filters to ensure the quality of the dataset as follows. First, we filter
examples if (1) too short (< 10 tokens) reference. (2). too long (5 lines) reference. Second, we keep
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/**

 * This class represents a service that handles communication with a Telegram Bot.

 * It receives messages from the bot and processes them accordingly, 

 * either executing commands or generating responses using GPT technology.

 */

package es.achousa.services;

import com.pengrad.telegrambot.TelegramBot;
import com.pengrad.telegrambot.UpdatesListener;
import com.pengrad.telegrambot.model.Chat;
import com.pengrad.telegrambot.model.Update;
......
import org.apache.commons.logging.LogFactory;
import org.springframework.beans.factory.annotation.Autowired;
import org.springframework.beans.factory.annotation.Value;
import org.springframework.stereotype.Service;

import javax.annotation.PostConstruct;
import javax.annotation.PreDestroy;
import java.util.List;

@Service
public class TelegramBotService {

    protected final Log log = LogFactory.getLog(this.getClass());
    private static final String EMOJI_UFF = "\uD83D\uDE13" ;
    @Autowired
    GptService gptService;

    @Value("${bot.token}")
    private String BOT_TOKEN;
    @Value("${bot.name}")
    private String botName;
    @Value("${bot.presentation}")
    private String presentationText;
    private TelegramBot bot;

}

Implict Dependency in Package

Import Statements

Package Statement

Figure 8: A case found in CrossCodeEval [16]. As Java supports the package statement, developers
could call cross-file APIs in the same package. Such kinds of implicit dependencies are ignored by
Ding et al. [16].

class row_type(Enum):
class cmake_row:
def __init__(self, raw_row: str, row_number: int, comment: List[str]=[]):
self.val
self.name
self._cmake_type
self.row_number
self.comment
self.row_type
def is_comment(self, row: str) -> bool:
def is_slash_comment(self, row: str) -> bool:
def is_pound_comment(self, row: str) -> bool:
def serialize(self) -> str:
def get_val(self) -> str:

public class MinecraftProvider extends MiniProvider 
public MinecraftProvider(Project project, String version) 
public final String version;
public Result getMinecraft() throws Exception
public static class Result 
public Result(VanillaJarFetcher.Result vanilla, Path minecraft, List<String> dependencies) 
public final VanillaJarFetcher.Result vanilla;
public final Path minecraft;
public final List<String> dependencies;
public void installTo(Project project, String configurationName)
public void installMinecraftTo(Project project, String configurationName)
public void installDependenciesTo(Project project, String configurationName)
@Override public String toString()

(a). An example of abstract context for Python (b). An example of abstract context for Java

Figure 9: Examples of the generated abstract contexts for Python and Java.

that the percentage of the multiple lines for the reference is larger than 30%. Moreover, to ensure that
the reference isn’t predictably inferred solely from the current file (possibly owing to strong clues in
function names and comments), we feed the examples (input prompts) to DeepSeekCoder-1.3B
model [21] to complete the statement and remove the exact matches. This step removes 57.1%,
39.8%, 48.0%, and 47.2% of the samples for Java, Python, TypeScript, and C#, respectively. Finally,
we perform human annotations on a subsample of R2C2-Bench and found that the dataset has a
satisfactory quality to serve the goal of cross-file code completion.
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while num2 != 0:
  if num1 > num2:
    a = a - b
  else:
    b = b - a

Figure 10: A code example.
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Figure 11: An example of the abstract syntax tree generated by the Tree-sitter tool.

B.3 Dataset Statistics of the validation split of R2C2-Bench

In Table 9, we provide the statistics of the validation split of R2C2-Bench.

B.4 Dataset Statistics of CrossCodeEval

As shown in Table 10, we have provided the dataset statistics of the CrossCodeEval benchmark.

C More Experiments

C.1 Details of the baseline models

StarCoder [32] is a generative decoder-only LM series whose size varies from 1B to 15.5B. Trained
on the Stack [30] dataset, StarCoder supports a maximum context length of 8K.

DeepSeekCoder [21] is a suite of code models with sizes ranging from 1.3B to 33B trained on a 2-
trillion-token manual collected corpus. Benefit from FIM strategy [8] and Rotary Position Embedding

Feature Python Java TypeScript C#

# Repositories 23 43 42 21
# Files 250 250 250 250
# Examples 425 717 687 521
Avg. # cross files in prompt 6.03 7.76 6.84 11.28
Avg. # lines in prompt 326.04 333.98 367.46 374.81
Avg. # tokens in prompt 3527.72 3467.47 3451.46 3460.65
Avg. # lines in reference 1.65 1.80 2.12 1.77
Avg. # tokens in reference 16.19 14.64 15.06 13.52

Table 9: The statistics of the validation split of R2C2-Bench.
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Feature Python Java TypeScript C#

# Repositories 471 239 193 99
# Files 1368 745 779 642
# Examples 2665 2139 3356 1768
Avg. # cross files in prompt 3.19 3.15 3.16 3.98
Avg. # lines in prompt 90.6 106.7 116.5 71.1
Avg. # tokens in prompt 938.9 995.3 944.9 584.1
Avg. # lines in reference 1.0 1.1 1.7 1.7
Avg. # tokens in reference 13.2 14.5 17.4 12.5

Table 10: The statistics of the CrossCodeEval.

(RoPE) [52], these models are capable of efficient code generation and infilling under a 16K context
window.

Code Llama [49] is a family of large language models based on Llama 2 [55] with 7B, 13B, 34B, and
70B parameters. These models are trained on sequences of 16K tokens and capable of inference on
100K. We conduct experiments with the foundational Code Llama models, not the Python-specialized
versions or instruction-tuned ones.

C.2 Details of CrossCodeEval and CrossCodeEval+

CrossCodeEval [16] is an arising benchmark for cross-file code completion that is built on a diverse
set of real-world, open-sourced, permissively-licensed Github repositories in four popular program-
ming languages: Python, Java, TypeScript, and C#. To create accurate and high-quality test samples,
the authors adopt static analysis and filter out those samples solved by starcoderbase-1B within
in-file only context.

CrossCodeEval+. We collect the original code bases of CrossCodeEval [16] then parse and extract
the cross-file dependencies with our R2C2-Enhance. During retrieval, the abstracts and the snippets
are placed together in the candidate pool (Sec. 3.1.1). Note that we keep the cursor positions
and the expected outputs the same as those in CrossCodeEval. Here, we name the reconstructed
CrossCodeEval as CrossCodeEval+.

C.3 Execution Time Benchmarking

Execution time measurements are conducted on an Intel Xeon CPU E5-2682 v4 with a base frequency
of 2.50 GHz and a turbo boost of up to 4.00 GHz.
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