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Abstract: We investigate the selection of the reuse scenarios on a two-stage software product line for satisfying the
given requirements within a budgetary constraint while maximizing the product quality. Based on the two-stage process
model, we conclude 6 typical reuse scenarios and their realizations, and propose a method for selecting the best one from
them by considering the budget limitations, the development cost and time, the failure rate and reliability to optimize the
production quality. Based on the Bayes theory, we developed a simplified testing function for estimating the intensity of
domain testing in the developing phase of the product. A mailbox service system is used as a real example to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the model.
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Fig. 1 The two-stage procedure model for reuse scenarios

selection in SPL
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Fig. 2 Typical reuse scenarios and effect factors in SPL
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KT R T ), g R ke 7 AR T R
Mod44h, % FESRAZ PR A R4 J A7 % 7= 1) o &2 9 F A
R PRAIE =y 18 TF A 3 7= 1) o i, AHLHS T A R
TFR BT IR OC R K REE B AT . ModSiZEFFOR A& H
T-Mod5SEHLI D REAH X B /b, B8 & 2 AR5 2%
e AT LLAR R T R R U, AEOG AN 7= i 2 R Y1 1 4
REBA T BIN.

FEHE 2B M ar DLUR B, RV K ) A g
PARAUAE H T —ANCOTS, {H i 13F & 45 i v] 5
PE(0.05) T € 2 1 W0 3 i A s 2 s A A P
LR TF RN TR 1913%. Bt AAE LRI 2 6k AN ] 228 0
TR v 7 R R I T, 8 7 b 2k T RE I i
I Bt 200 28 fe k.

6 458 (Conclusions)

SCE I I 53 T 7 i A A S T R T AR,
Pyt T 56 F 7 R I T R P B BB AR, A b
H ORI 55 AN R R ) i 7R A SR s K L s
. M4 HQOCREDE Y, 75 2% [ FF & i F ik

A TR T i e 4 pR 56 0T B AT W) S R R A 1
SRS JEFE, M PRAT AL PTERAF TR S JT R RN R4
SRR R SR A AR 7 i e TR B R AR 1) B Y AE
R ST A0 3 b DI AR TR v gl 25 S A i S U D
T e v ) A, DR T DU B R it 1 5
BRI, PO TPl e ™ dh IR R A 8 2 1) il
RPN
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