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A Study on Quality Metrics of Reusable Classes Candidates

Jae Saeng Kim' - Young Jae Song''

ABSTRACT

It is used in many researches that the s/w quality evaluation evaluates the developing system or the developed
system, updales the problems and selects the rewsable components from source code. In this paper, we propose
the objective metric functions which can evaluate the reusability of candidates classes with the KHR system(11]
and select a proper candidate. The quantitative quality metrics we proposed have merits to compare and to
evaluate the rensable candidates classes.
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