COMMENT A

Part III: Chapter Details

Please provide detailed answers to the following questions.
1. Does the chapter provide sufficient background information regarding its topic?
Not really, it assumed a tremendous background in Boeing-specific terminology from the reader. It takes pleasure in accumulating 3-letter acronyms which makes it very hard for a non-insider to read it. For example

“An MDE-based Product Line Architecture for DRE Systems

This section introduces an architecture of MDE-based PLA for DRE systems,“„The Embedded Constraint Language (ECL), used by the C-SAW GME plug-in (Gray, 2001), is such a language.“ And so on
Response to the reviewer:
1) This paper talks about supporting evolution in model-driven software product line architectures. The Boeing case study is used throughout the paper to make the discussion concrete and solution more tangible and comprehensible. 

In our revised chapter, we strived to make our paper writing more general and not assume any background in the Boeing case study.
2) Regarding the acronyms, some of these are standard and have been used in many technical articles by many different authors in many research fields. Examples of commonly and widely used acronyms are model-driven engineering (MDE), distributed real-time embedded (DRE) systems, product-line architecture (PLA), etc. Some other acronyms, although less popular, have also appeared in many technical papers, such as Generic Modeling Environment (GME) and C-SAW. 

In our revised chapter, we reduced the usage of acronyms as much as possible.
2. Which topic(s)/information relating to the description/discussion appears to be missing?
N/A
3. Does the information in this chapter clearly illustrate the issues, problems, and trends described in the chapter? Please specify areas for improvement.
NO. The only examples seem to come from Boeing and leave the generalization to the reader. There is no list of acronyms or key terms (as actually required by the Encyclopedia-layout! Much of the paper is of the type: that’s how we arranged and organized it, without explanation.
(Typically fig 2 has no explanations, although promised).

See also my comments to the authors!

.

Response to the reviewer:

1) More discussion has been added to motivate the problem. Please take a look at Section 1 which explains why software PLA evolution is a hard problem in general. We also added more discussions in later sections to elaborate this problem in more detail, see Section 5.1 and 5.2. Now the Boeing case study is only used to make the discussion more concrete.
2) Almost the entire section 3 is now dedicated to explain Figure 2.

3) We will create a list of key terms.

4. Are the issues, problems, and trends described in this chapter given appropriate emphasis in relation to practical aspects?

I would say the paper describes specific solutions without really identifying the problems.
Response to the reviewer:

More discussion has been added to motivate the problem. Please take a look at Section 1, Section 5.1 and 5.2 now. Originally they were more targeted for the case study, but now in a more general manner.
5. Is there a serious over or under emphasis of certain issues/problems in the chapter?
The Boeing specific issues and also the names of (not further products) are over-emphasized.
Response to the reviewer:

We have deemphasized the Boeing case study and only discussed the chapter in a much more general manner and only used it to make the chapter discussion more concrete.

6. In your opinion, what are the strengths of this chapter?
Technical expertise.
7. In your opinion, what are the weaknesses of this chapter?
It does not help readers who wants to get the ‘general picture’ etc. to join the reading.
Response to the reviewer:

We have made our discussion in a much more general manner than the previous draft now.

8. How can this chapter be improved?
Eliminating some of the reference to products, giving more explanation, putting oneself into the shoes of ‘standard’ reader.
Response to the reviewer:

Right, we have made our discussion in a much more general manner than the previous draft now.

Part IV: Comments to the Author(s)

Please provide your constructive comments to the author(s) for improving and revising the chapter.
General: The paper assumes a strong background in Boeing-specific terminology from the reader.
1) The author takes pleasure in accumulating 3-letter acronyms which makes it very hard for a non-insider to read it. For example: “An MDE-based Product Line Architecture for DRE Systems This section introduces an architecture of MDE-based PLA for DRE systems,“
Response to the reviewer:

Most of the acronyms we used in the chapter have been used by many different authors in their technical writings. We only have very limited acronyms that are created by ourselves.
2) Why are there not page numbers?
Response to the reviewer:

Added.
3) 12 p2, almost bottom: “where changes to the database schema may invalidate the most recent extent of the database.” Why only the ‘most recent’?
Response to the reviewer:

What we meant here is the “existing contents”. We clarified this issue now.

4) “A key concept in the Mae environment is a system model that allows architectural concepts and configuration management to be mapped with each other through ADL syntax“ - This is not very helpful. What does ‚mapped with each other “mean?
Response to the reviewer:

We explained this and I think it is clearer now. Basically, the mapping means that the ADL allows users to describe what and how the changes should be made to the model.

5) Fig. 2 not explained:
Response to the reviewer:

We addressed this issue. Now almost the entire section 3 talks about different parts of the Fig. 2.
6) Fig. 3 What is the difference between ‚Component Framework’ and ‚Component Middleware’?
Response to the reviewer:

We clarified this issue now. The key difference between component frameworks and component middleware is that for latter is domain independent while the former is domain specific.
7) OS is not explained
Response to the reviewer:

OS in the context of DRE has been explained. “Many DRE systems are based on OS platforms with real-time scheduling capabilities. Examples of such OS platforms include VxWorks (Wind River Systems, 1998), Timesys Linux (Timesys, 2002), and Windows CE (Microsoft, 2006).”

8) “Components in such a framework coordinate to provide a generic architectural skeleton for a family of related applications.” Do you think that that can easily be understood?
Response to the reviewer:

For those people who have the knowledge about frameworks should have sufficient background in understanding this. In our revised version, we rephrase the sentence to make it more understandable by people from different background.
9) “The relationship between component frameworks and components is highly synergistic, with neither subordinate to the other.” What does that really mean?
Response to the reviewer:

What we meant is that frameworks can be composed by a set of components, while more sophisticated components can be built through frameworks also. We rephrased this sentence.

10) QVT not explained
Response to the reviewer:

QVT is now explained in Related Work section. 
11) What does Fig 5 really show – no explanation
Response to the reviewer:

Fig. 5 is a diagram that shows the Boeing case study and illustrates the layered architecture of the PLA, as well as many product instances can be build atop it.
12) (right under Fig. 5):

“The Boeing Bold Stroke architecture is an event-driven component-based DRE system platform built atop (1)

The ACE ORB (TAO) (Schmidt et al., 1998), which implements key Real-time CORBA (OMG, 2005) features

(such as thread pools, thread pool lanes, and client-propagated or server-declared priority policies), and (2)

TAO’s Real-time Event Service (Harrison et al., 1997), which implements the publish/subscribe pattern, and

schedules and dispatches events via a federation of real-time event channels.

Do you really think that a normal reader can easily digest that?

Response to the reviewer:

We deleted the terms which are not necessary to understand the concepts of this chapter.

13)Fig. 11 is trivial, does not say much!
Response to the reviewer:

For users who don’t have much background in metamodeling, Fig. 11 would be helpful for them to understand the problem.
14) Section 5.2.1, second sentence

“These results provide intuition into the problem.“ ????

Response to the reviewer:

We fixed this typo.
15) after Table 1 : “An issue arises regarding the type assignment of EventChannelGateway elements; depending on the context, these elements could be migrated to either the type of IIOPGatway or UDPGateway. In cases like these, it is quite challenging to discover the semantics of the Change“What do you mean by ‚discovering semantics’?
Response to the reviewer:

What we meant here is that semantics of the model elements cannot be deduced from the syntax of the model. We clarified this in the revised version.

16) The Embedded Constraint Language (ECL), used by the C-SAW GME plug-in (Gray, 2001), is such a language.“ The reader would like to get an idea WHAT this language basically is!
Response to the reviewer:

We have more discussion about ECL. “The ECL is a textual language for describing transformations on visual models. Similar to the Object Constraint Language (OCL) defined in OMG’s UML specification, the ECL…”
COMMENT B

Part III: Chapter Details

Please provide detailed answers to the following questions.

1. Does the chapter provide sufficient background information regarding its topic?

The introductory part is long, but the related work part is very short.

Response to the reviewer:

We added more discussion to the related work section.

8. Which topic(s)/information relating to the description/discussion appears to be missing?

The related work part ought to be expanded.

Response to the reviewer:

We added more discussion to the related work section.

9. Does the information in this chapter clearly illustrate the issues, problems, and trends

described in the chapter? Please specify areas for improvement.

There is a lot of prose, and not much technical detail.

Response to the reviewer:

We motivate the problem in much more depth and detail now, please refer to Section 1 and Section 5.1 and Section 5.2

10. Are the issues, problems, and trends described in this chapter given appropriate emphasis in relation to practical aspects?

There is too much description, and too little analysis.

Response to the reviewer:

We added more in depth discussion about the problems in Section 5.

11. Is there a serious over or under emphasis of certain issues/problems in the chapter?

The presentation is too tightly coupled to a single system.

Response to the reviewer:

The revised paper is discussed in a much more general manner now.

12. In your opinion, what are the strengths of this chapter?

Trying to automatic more of the software production is a good thing.

13. In your opinion, what are the weaknesses of this chapter?

The authors don’t convince in their arguments with respect to an effective and efficient system.

Response to the reviewer:

The goal of this paper is to automate the software PLA evolution, and the solution approach is centered around this goal.
8. How can this chapter be improved?

Make the presentation more generic – instead of focusing on a single system.

Response to the reviewer:

Yes, the revised version is discussed in a more general manner now.
Part IV: Comments to the Author(s)

Please provide your constructive comments to the author(s) for improving and revising the chapter.

Please change the title to something like: Evolution in Model-Driven Software Product-line Architectures

Response to the reviewer:

Yes, we changed the title based on your suggestion, thanks!

Make your presentation less dependent on a single system. Add more technical detail and more analysis. Make your figures more readable.
Response to the reviewer:

Yes, the revised version is discussed in a more general manner now.

