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Reuse-Based Software Architecture Evaluation Methods
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Abstract: The limit of the current scenario-based software architecture evaluation (SAE) is not taken into account the knowl-
edge reuse of SAE. A new reused-based software architecture evaluation pattern, which includes meta-model and application
framework, is proposed in this paper for integrating the SAE into a systematic and reusable procedure. Exploiting the meta-
model and the application framework of SAE can make decision of SAE in high-level and reuse the historic data of SAE. Fi-
nally, this pattern is successfully applied and validated in the software architecture of the ground system for data. research
and application of lunar exploration program of China. The pattern reduces the research risk of deep-space exploration com-
plex system.
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Table 1 Analysis result of scenario-based software architecture evaluation methods
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2 GSDAS
Table 2 Prioritized utility tree subset of GSDAS
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