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An Analysis for Understanding the Relationship between
Priority of Bugs and Fixing Bugs in Bug Fixing Process

HavaTo YosHIYUKIT! and MaAsao OHIRAT!

A large number of bugs are reported to a large-scale open source software (OSS) project.
Since fixing all the bugs before the next release is very difficult, a manager in the project needs
to decide which bugs should be fixed preferentially. In this paper, bugs in two open source
software projects are analyzed and classified according to the priority and whether they were

fixed by the next release or not.
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