
Report for Questionnaire on Opening-Up Software Platforms

Co mp letio n  Rate: 10 0 %

Co m plete 18

To tal 18

1. Response Counts
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Count Response

2 so ftware develo pm ent

1 Co m puter Aided Design, Co m puter Aided Engineering and m anufacture,

1 Energy

1 Industrial Data Analytics

1 Industry

1 Io T

1 Mo nito r & co ntro l o f disciplines in buildings: HVAC, so m fo rt, fire safety, security, video , access co ntro l, intrusio n

1 Pro viding co nnectivity to  building infrastructure system s (heating, co o ling, fire detectio n, access co ntro ls, CCTV,...)

1 Rail Transpo rtatio n

1 Railway Infrastructure System s

1 SW develo pm ent in large Io T devices

1 auto m o tive

1 diagno stics and m aintenance

1 m edical app dev

1 so ftware deplo ym ent

1 system  develo pm ent

1 web applicatio ns in general (im plem ented in pytho n/django )

2. What is the domain of your platform (e.g., finance, software development, games, content
management)?
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S t rongly

Agree Agree Neut ral Disagree

S t rongly

Disagree

Linux kernel (extensible with driver m o dules) 1

5.6%

4

22.2%

1

5.6%

4

22.2%

8

44.4%

Andro id OS (extensible with apps) 1

5.6%

8

44.4%

1

5.6%

5

27.8%

3

16.7%

Apple iOS (extensible with apps) 1

5.6%

5

27.8%

2

11.1%

6

33.3%

4

22.2%

Pho to sho p (extensible with plugins) 1

5.6%

4

22.2%

2

11.1%

6

33.3%

5

27.8%

Eclipse IDE (extensible with plugin bundles) 4

22.2%

4

22.2%

2

11.1%

3

16.7%

5

27.8%

BlueMix:If yo u had to  characterize yo ur o pen platfo rm  by co m paring it to  o ther well-kno wn

platfo rm s, to  which extent do  yo u agree it is sim ilar to  o ne o f the fo llo wing platfo rm s?

Our platfo rm  is very sim ilar to  ...

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

FeatureHo use (static co m po sitio n):If yo u had to  characterize yo ur o pen platfo rm  by

co m paring it to  o ther well-kno wn platfo rm s, to  which extent do  yo u agree it is sim ilar to  o ne o f

the fo llo wing platfo rm s?

Our platfo rm  is very sim ilar to  ...

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

HTTP (extensible via presentatio n layer):If yo u had to  characterize yo ur o pen platfo rm  by

co m paring it to  o ther well-kno wn platfo rm s, to  which extent do  yo u agree it is sim ilar to  o ne o f

the fo llo wing platfo rm s?

Our platfo rm  is very sim ilar to  ...

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

OSGi:If yo u had to  characterize yo ur o pen platfo rm  by co m paring it to  o ther well-kno wn

platfo rm s, to  which extent do  yo u agree it is sim ilar to  o ne o f the fo llo wing platfo rm s?

Our platfo rm  is very sim ilar to  ...

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

extensible with o ften internally used plug-ins:If yo u had to  characterize yo ur o pen platfo rm  by

co m paring it to  o ther well-kno wn platfo rm s, to  which extent do  yo u agree it is sim ilar to  o ne o f

the fo llo wing platfo rm s?

Our platfo rm  is very sim ilar to  ...

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

3. If you had to characterize your open platform by comparing it to other well-known platforms, to
which extent do you agree it is similar to one of the following platforms?Our platform is very
similar to ...
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4. Who are the users of your platform?

P
er

ce
nt

Non-
technically

skilled
consumers

Technically
skilled

consumers

Highly
technically

skilled
consumers
(experts)

Other
developers

Other
departments in

our
organization

Other
companies

Other
0

20

40

60

80

Value Percent  Count

No n-technically skilled co nsum ers 11.1% 2

Technically skilled co nsum ers 38.9% 7

Highly technically skilled co nsum ers (experts) 38.9% 7

Other develo pers 72.2% 13

Other departm ents in o ur o rganizatio n 55.6% 10

Other co m panies 38.9% 7

Other 5.6% 1

Ot her Count

Business partners 1

To tal 1

4



5. Using which of the following programming language(s) is your platform realized?

P
er

ce
nt

C C++ C# Java Ruby Other:
0

10

20

30

40

50

Value Percent  Count

C 38.9% 7

C++ 50.0% 9

C# 27.8% 5

Java 38.9% 7

Ruby 5.6% 1

Other: 38.9% 7

Ot her: Count

HTML/JS/CSS 1

Pro lo g 1

Pytho n 1

Vario us scripting languages 1

do m ain specific language 1

js 1

To tal 6
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6. What are the extensions to your platform called?

P
er

ce
nt

Plugins Packages Components Scripts Other:
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Value Percent  Count

Plugins 35.3% 6

Packages 11.8% 2

Co m po nents 41.2% 7

Scripts 23.5% 4

Other: 58.8% 10

Ot her: Count

Applicatio ns 2

Add-Ons, Applicatio ns 1

Drivers, snap-ins, libraries 1

Features 1

GUI widgets 1

Services 1

applicatio ns 1

dro plets 1

To tal 9
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7. How large is your platform currently in lines of code (LOC)?

5.59% 50,000 – 150,000 LOC

33.27% 150,001 – 500,000 LOC

16.68% 500,001 – 1,000,000 LOC

27.77% 1,000,001 – 5,000,000 LOC

16.68% 5,000,001 LOC –
20,000,000 LOC

Value Percent  Count

50,000 – 150,000 LOC 5.6% 1

150,001 – 500,000 LOC 33.3% 6

500,001 – 1,000,000 LOC 16.7% 3

1,000,001 – 5,000,000 LOC 27.8% 5

5,000,001 LOC – 20,000,000 LOC 16.7% 3

  T o tal 18
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8. How many people are currently and actively involved in developing, maintaining, and testing the
platform?

5.59% < 5

33.27% 5 – 15

16.68% 16 – 50

22.18% 51 – 100

5.59% 101 – 250

16.68% 251 – 500

Value Percent  Count

< 5 5.6% 1

5 – 15 33.3% 6

16 – 50 16.7% 3

51 – 100 22.2% 4

101 – 250 5.6% 1

251 – 500 16.7% 3

  T o tal 18
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9. Were there any problems with the closed platforms that led to opening it up?

P
er

ce
nt

Strong
competition in

the market

Difficult to
maintain

Too many new
requirements

Lack of
compatibility
with other
platforms

Others: No Problems
0

10

20

30

40

Value Percent  Count

Stro ng co m petitio n in the m arket 38.9% 7

Difficult to  m aintain 16.7% 3

To o  m any new requirem ents 38.9% 7

Lack o f co m patibility with o ther platfo rm s 16.7% 3

Others: 38.9% 7

No  Pro blem s 22.2% 4

Ot hers: Count

Co ntradicting requirem ents 1

No t all features can be develo ped by o ur o wn 1

Scale effects fo r develo pm ent 1

allo w easy integratio n fo r o ther to o l vendo rs 1

designed as o pen platfo rm 1

to o  co m plex and diverse integratio n 1

To tal 6

9



10. What were the business intentions for opening up the platform?
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, e
tc.

)

Othe
r:

0

50

100

Value Percent  Count

Increase num ber o f users 38.9% 7

Increase value fo r existing users 27.8% 5

Increase attractiveness fo r new users 33.3% 6

Increase user binding 27.8% 5

Fo ster inno vatio n thro ugh extensio ns by third-parties 61.1% 11

Share co st o f inno vatio n 50.0% 9

Reduce co m m o dity burden (fo cus o n co re o rganizatio nal's expertise by o utso urcing co m m o n functio nality) 16.7% 3

Establish a unique selling po int 27.8% 5

Stabilize m arket po sitio n 16.7% 3

Establish a value chain (fo r resellers, third-party o fferings, suppo rt services, etc.) 33.3% 6

Other: 27.8% 5

Ot her: Count

Less co m pany internal synchro nizatio n 1

Originally designed as an o pen platfo rm , revenue generatio n, increase do m ain kno wledge in platfo rm  o rganisatio n 1

im pro ve tim e-to -m arket 1

new revenue stream s, new applicatio n areas 1

sell co nsulting services 1

To tal 5
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11. What were the technical intentions for opening up the platform?

P
er

ce
nt

Enable external
realization of
specialized

requirements

Realize
functionality

that is beyond
the

organization's
capacity

Establish
compatibility
with other
platforms

Modernize the
platform's
codebase

Increase
compatibility
with other
platforms

Other:
0

20

40

60

80

100

Value Percent  Count

Enable external realizatio n o f specialized requirem ents 77.8% 14

Realize functio nality that is beyo nd the o rganizatio n's capacity 83.3% 15

Establish co m patibility with o ther platfo rm s 5.6% 1

Mo dernize the platfo rm 's co debase 27.8% 5

Increase co m patibility with o ther platfo rm s 11.1% 2

Other: 16.7% 3

Ot her: Count

Higher release frequency 1

Mo re m o dularity 1

adapt to  upco m ing o pen so urce co m po nents, be faster 1

To tal 3
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Year(s)

Count Response

9 0

2 10

2 4

1 0 - always o pen

1 15

1 20

1 3

1 6

12. How long did the platform exist before it was opened?

0104 15
20

3
6

open

12



Years

Count Response

2 0

2 2

1 4

1 5

13. How long did it take to open up the platform? Leave empty if still ongoing

02 45

13



14. What was the starting point of the opening process?

31.27% A previously closed
platform existed. The open
platform is a re-engineering,
refactoring or extension of the
previous platform.

12.49% A previously closed
platform existed. The open
platform is a complete re-
implementation.

31.27% No previous platform
existed. The open platform is a
completely new implementation.

24.98% Other:

Value Percent  Count

A previo usly clo sed platfo rm  existed. The o pen platfo rm  is a re-engineering, refacto ring o r extensio n o f the previo us platfo rm . 31.3% 5

A previo usly clo sed platfo rm  existed. The o pen platfo rm  is a co m plete re-im plem entatio n. 12.5% 2

No  previo us platfo rm  existed. The o pen platfo rm  is a co m pletely new im plem entatio n. 31.3% 5

Other: 25.0% 4

  T o tal 16

Ot her: Count

A previo usly clo sed platfo rm  existed. We m ade so m e features directly available to  interested clients 1

Add-o n to  platfo rm 1

We are no w wo rking o n o ur 3rd generatio n o pen platfo rm , was clo sed befo re the 1st generatio n 1

To tal 3

14



15. How many people were/are actively involved in opening up the platform?

11.09% < 5

49.95% 5 – 15

16.68% 16 – 50

11.09% 51 – 100

5.59% 101 – 250

5.59% 251 – 500

Value Percent  Count

< 5 11.1% 2

5 – 15 50.0% 9

16 – 50 16.7% 3

51 – 100 11.1% 2

101 – 250 5.6% 1

251 – 500 5.6% 1

  T o tal 18
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Count Response

1 - First steps o f inno vatio n driven by single em plo yee with m anagem ent suppo rt - Large scale funding suppo rt by custo m er pro jects in o rder to  scale

up pro duct develo pm ent - Value pro po sitio n by lim itatio n o f the o penness to  fro ntend / m m i o nly, whereas the pro prietary parts o f the system

rem ains unaffected and clo sed (sensible when talking abo ut safety relevance)

1 1st gen We identified partner need fo r APIs and im plem ented tho se 2nd gen New APIs to  enable m o re applicatio ns, partner input to  APIs 3rd gen New

infrastructure with higher security, API input fro m  partners and co m pany internal develo pers

1 ? ? ?

1 Asynchro no us service o riented interfaces

1 Co ncentrate o n co re functio nality Sco ping take existing fram ewo rks - as m uch as po ssible keep co m plexity lo w

1 Euro pean funded research pro gram

1 Identify extensio n po ints fo r external partners we want to  o pen. This is m ainly related to  user interface and data integratio n. In o ur specific area we had

the advantage to  kno w the apps which sho uld be put o n to p o f the platfo rm  - so  we kno w the use cases.

1 No t yet started.

1 Platfo rm  was designed to  be o pen.

1 Pro vide basis platfo rm  with defined extensio n m echanism s that allo w o ther departm ents to  build their functio nal extensio ns (business lo gic, drivers

o f target system s) using predefined extensio n m echanism s

1 Requirem ents side: co nsider which features were o n the way to  being co m m o dity, and which were m o re regio nally relevant. Define a set o f

extensio n po ints fo r o ther sites and o rganizatio ns to  use to  m ap their lo cal needs into  the general system  co ncepts (COVs, alarm s, po ints, drivers,...)

and then do cum ent pro cesses and libraries fo r explo iting these extensio n po ints.

1 Running a do uble strategy fo r field agents (data co llecto rs) 1) Fully pre-co nfigured bo xed pro ducts with full co nfiguratio n suppo rt in the clo ud 2)

Openly available APIs fo r custo m  data co llecto rs and custo m  parsing and infrastructure o nly

1 The platfo rm  was already o pen o n certain areas but all extensio ns were develo ped with the platfo rm . No w the extensio ns allo wed o ther well-kno wn

techno lo gies to  be used as well.

1 The pro duct was always designed as a platfo rm . The interface and pro cesses have evo lved with best practice and techno lo gy

1 Two fo ld effo rt. 1. Open up clo sed platfo rm  1. Bring platfo rm  into  a clo ud enviro nm ent. Fo rm  fo cus team s fo r features that are identified to  be useful

in new clo ud based platfo rm . Use relevant parts o f already existing pro ducts o f clo sed platfo rm  and re-engineer them  to  run as m icro -services in an

clo ud enviro nm ent. Pro vide easy to  use rest api fo r these services.

1 new co de base started with co o peratio n o f several business units in m ind fro m  the beginning Feature creep in the beginnung, to o  high expectatio ns

fro m  everyo ne, then feature reductio n until first release

1 release as o pen so urce o n github

1 we were do ing so m e co nsulting and were pro m o ting FOSD. Then, we no ticed that two  custo m ers had requirem ents they wanted to  im plem ent which

we already im plem ented in ano ther co ntext. Then, we licensed tho se features to  them .

16. Can you briefly describe the process or strategy you followed when opening the platform?

openextension
features

other

1
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17. How is the execution of the deployed platform controlled?

47.10% The platform executes
the extensions (inversion of
control principle)

17.60% The extensions execute
the platform

35.30% Other:

Value Percent  Count

The platfo rm  executes the extensio ns (inversio n o f co ntro l principle) 47.1% 8

The extensio ns execute the platfo rm 17.6% 3

Other: 35.3% 6

  T o tal 17

Ot her: Count

bo th 2

Bo th o f them  is po ssible; depends o n the extensio n po int 1

bo th o f the abo ve depending o n the way extensio ns are m ade 1

m anually 1

unclear questio n 1

To tal 6
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18. Which of the following extension mechanisms did you incorporate to open the platform and
which technology was used?

P
er

ce
nt

Application
Programming

Interface (API),
specifically:

Web service,
specifically:

Domain-specific
language (DSL)
to be used by

external
contributors,
specifically:

Plug-in system,
specifically:

Isolated runtime
containers
(sandbox),
specifically:

Explicitly
formulated

conventions,
specifically:

0

20

40

60

80

Value Percent  Count

Applicatio n Pro gram m ing Interface (API), specifically: 76.5% 13

Web service, specifically: 29.4% 5

Do m ain-specific language (DSL) to  be used by external co ntributo rs, specifically: 29.4% 5

Plug-in system , specifically: 47.1% 8

Iso lated runtim e co ntainers (sandbo x), specifically: 29.4% 5

Explicitly fo rm ulated co nventio ns, specifically: 23.5% 4

Applicat ion Programming Int erface (API), specifically: Count

API into  pro cess im age, into  driver fram ewo rk, UI extensio ns 1

C-API 1

Custo m  Agent API 1

Java, Javascript, .NET 1

REST API 1

Service o riented 1

hm i integratio n 1

plug and play C#,C++ and class based C, 1

To tal 8
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Web service, specifically: Count

REST APIs to  access services 1

expo se values, alarm s, and histo ry via web service 1

m any... 1

To tal 3

Domain-specific language (DS L) t o be used by ext ernal cont ribut ors, specifically: Count

XML fo r co nfiguratio n data 1

scripting, m acro s, reactio ns, 1

To tal 2

Plug-in syst em, specifically: Count

Eclipse 2

auto generated wrapper stubs 1

drivers, UI elem ents 1

m o dularizatio n o f hm i 1

o wn co po nent fram ewo rk 1

To tal 6

Isolat ed runt ime cont ainers (sandbox), specifically: Count

Analytical APPs 1

Dro plets that can be executed in co m m o n clo ud enviro nm ent 1

GUI widgets 1

PikeOS 1

do cker 1

To tal 5

Condit ional compilat ion (e.g., #IFDEF), specifically: Count

To tal 0

Explicit ly formulat ed convent ions, specifically: Count

"Extensio n Mo dules" fo r bundled delivery and m anagem ent o f co m po nents at a high level, to  be m anaged by installatio n and a pro ject co ntro l panel (SMC) 1

m anifest to  describe extensio ns needs 1

refinem ents are realized as higher o rder functio ns (featurem o nkey co m po ser)) 1

To tal 3
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 S t rongly Agree Agree Neut ral Disagree S t rongly Disagree

Our business m o del 4

22.2%

6

33.3%

4

22.2%

2

11.1%

2

11.1%

Our platfo rm  architecture 4

22.2%

6

33.3%

5

27.8%

2

11.1%

1

5.6%

Our platfo rm  develo pm ent pro cess 4

22.2%

8

44.4%

4

22.2%

2

11.1%

0

0.0%

Our o rganizatio n o f the develo pm ent (e.g., team  structure) 3

16.7%

7

38.9%

7

38.9%

1

5.6%

0

0.0%

19. For opening the platform, did you need to significantly change one of the following aspects?
We needed to significantly change ...
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20. Did you face any particular challenges when opening-up the platform? If so, where?
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10

20

30

40

50
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70

Value Percent  Count

Maintaining backwards co m patibility 66.7% 12

Restructuring team s 27.8% 5

Restructuring the architecture 50.0% 9

Intro ducing new techno lo gies 55.6% 10

User acceptance 16.7% 3

Mo deling the eco system 16.7% 3

Other: 27.8% 5

Ot her: Count

Agile - understanding and acceptance 1

Inclusio n o f IP within the platfo rm  (as the sam e pro duct is used by internal pro ducts and their direct co m petito rs 1

Pro ject o rganizatio n still lags in suppo rting individual regio nal develo pm ent effo rts - far fro m  the ideal in the BAPO m o del o f PLE. 1

creating eco system 1

fufilling o f expectatio ns 1

To tal 5
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 S t rongly Agree Agree Neut ral Disagree S t rongly Disagree

Overall, the platfo rm  o pening was a success. 3

16.7%

10

55.6%

5

27.8%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

21. Considering the entire process of opening up the software platform, to which extent do you
agree with the following statement?
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22. How did the size of the code base change as result of the platform opening process?

88.20% No significant change

11.80% Increased in percent (%)
by

Value Percent  Count

No  significant change 88.2% 15

Increased in percent (% ) by 11.8% 2

  T o tal 17

Decreased in percent  (% ) by Count

To tal 0

Increased in percent  (% ) by Count

30 1

n.a. 1

To tal 2

application
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Count Response

1 Allo w o ther vendo r to  integrate.

1 Clients are interested in the platfo rm  and specific features. We get so m e licensing fees. We m ight be able to  sell m o re co nsulting to  them  in the

future. Fo r tho se clients, we no w have an advantage o ver o ther co nsultancies that pro vide sto ck django  co nsulting (increased custo m er binding).

1 Increase in Do m ain specific kno wledge by the co re assets team . Increased Mind Share in a technical do m ain Im pro ved architecture and functio nality

fro  internal custo m ers.

1 Intro duced so und techno lo gical basis fo r who le platfo rm . That allo ws easy develo pm ent o f do m ain specific applicatio ns. Better co ntro l o f m arket

needs.

1 Mo re inno vatio n

1 New business o ppo rtunities by pro viding a platfo rm  fo r so urcing visual integratio n o f data and indicatio ns fro m  o ther do m ains

1 Plugin m echanism  allo ws fo r extending the platfo rm  functio nality by new m o dules fo r business lo gic, HMIs, and drivers

1 Po ssibility to  drive applicatio n develo pm ent o n a bro ad basis. Ability to  im plem ent m uch m o re features in-tim e rather than in a clo sed co ntext.

1 Team s with a m o re regio nal identity (so  call, "far fro m  the platfo rm ") can develo p and deliver so lutio ns o n their o wn schedule, no t bo und by the

release schedule o f the central m o no lith.

1 co m m o n applicatio n fram ewo rk fo r m ed appl o f < co m pany nam e here>

1 established integratio ns, m o re use cases that were no t earlier co nsidered

1 we will see - we just started

23. What were the particular benefits of opening-up the platform?

otherspecific

application

basisbusiness
domain features

ability
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appl

applications
architecture

assets

binding

bound

broad

call
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central
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closed

ad
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d
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Count Response

1 Balancing internal and external business m o dels. Balancing need to  pro tect <company name here> IP against o ther architectural drivers.

1 Custo m ers having less appetite in co ntinuing with their legacy investm ent m o del (which was m ainly retained due to  having no  alternatives)

1 High effo rt to  keep interfaces stable and to  m anage backward co m patibility. It is hard to  nego tiate required features between different stakeho lders.

1 Higher m aintenance and o peratio ns co st. Co nsiderable effo rt fo r re-engineering the existing co de base.

1 Slo w to  be adapted.... pro cess-im m aturity by the rem o te regio nal team s who  had been benefitting fro m  the centralized builds, infrastructure, change

co ntro l, revisio ns, etc (while in parallel co m plaining abo ut the burden o f the big central team .)

1 backwards co m patibility pro blem s, reso urce co m petitio n between platfo rm  and applicatio ns

1 co de o wnership o f co ntributio ns, co o peratio n, who  has the last wo rd/ decisio n m aking

1 m o re testing and so m e extended integratio n needed like speed which were in "typical" use cases earlier no t relevant

1 no ne fo r no w

1 we will see - we just started

24. What were the particular drawbacks after opening-up the platform?
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 S t rongly Agree Agree Neut ral Disagree S t rongly Disagree

... the so ftware architecture 1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

... the em plo yed extensio n m echanism 1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

... the o rganizatio nal structure o f the co m pany 0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

... the free m arket enviro nm ent (e.g., app sto res) 0

0.0%

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

... backwards co m patiblity fo r existing users 1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

25. Many aspects are important in the process of opening up a software platform. To which extent
do you agree with the following statements?A very important aspect in the process of opening up
the software platform is ...
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S t rongly

Agree Agree Neut ral Disagree

S t rongly

Disagree

So ftware quality o f the platfo rm  (e.g., stability, m aintainability, extensibility) 15

83.3%

3

16.7%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

So ftware quality o f the extensio ns (e.g., stability, m aintainability, extensibility) 3

16.7%

12

66.7%

3

16.7%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Stable extensio n m echanism s 12

66.7%

6

33.3%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Quality assurance o f the extensio ns (e.g., certificatio n pro cess, develo pm ent guidelines,

SDKs)

2

11.1%

10

55.6%

5

27.8%

1

5.6%

0

0.0%

Large num ber o f extensio ns 0

0.0%

4

22.2%

7

38.9%

6

33.3%

1

5.6%

Market place fo r extensio ns (e.g., app sto re) 0

0.0%

3

16.7%

5

27.8%

6

33.3%

4

22.2%

Co m m unity m anagem ent (e.g., fo rum , blo g, so cial channels) 0

0.0%

9

50.0%

7

38.9%

1

5.6%

1

5.6%

Co m m unicatio n:Which o f the fo llo wing aspects do  yo u find very imp o rtan t fo r sustaining

yo ur o pen platfo rm ?

A very imp o rtan t aspect fo r sustaining the success o f the o pen platfo rm  is ...

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Custo m er feedback lo o p (clo se invo lvem ent):Which o f the fo llo wing aspects do  yo u find very

imp o rtan t fo r sustaining yo ur o pen platfo rm ?

A very imp o rtan t aspect fo r sustaining the success o f the o pen platfo rm  is ...

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Regio nal o rganizatio ns understanding their new added task as so lutio n bundler, no t o nly as

reseller o f turn-key packages:Which o f the fo llo wing aspects do  yo u find very imp o rtan t fo r

sustaining yo ur o pen platfo rm ?

A very imp o rtan t aspect fo r sustaining the success o f the o pen platfo rm  is ...

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

respo nsiveness o f platfo rm  - frequency o f releases, fast turnaro und o n issues:Which o f the

fo llo wing aspects do  yo u find very imp o rtan t fo r sustaining yo ur o pen platfo rm ?

A very imp o rtan t aspect fo r sustaining the success o f the o pen platfo rm  is ...

0

0.0%

1

100.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

26. Which of the following aspects do you find very important for sustaining your open platform?A
very important aspect for sustaining the success of the open platform is ...
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27. How do you support the development of extensions?

P
er

ce
nt

Tuto
ria

ls 
/ h

ow
-to

s

Dev
elo

pm
en

t g
uid

eli
ne

s

Cod
e e

xa
mple

s

Cod
e t

em
pla

tes

Soft
war

e D
ev

elo
pm

en
t K

it (
SDK)

Int
er

fac
e/A

PI d
oc

um
en

tat
ion

Othe
r:

0

20

40

60

80

100

Value Percent  Count

Tuto rials / ho w-to s 72.2% 13

Develo pm ent guidelines 77.8% 14

Co de exam ples 83.3% 15

Co de tem plates 33.3% 6

So ftware Develo pm ent Kit (SDK) 50.0% 9

Interface/API do cum entatio n 94.4% 17

Other: 11.1% 2

Ot her: Count

Object m o deling librarian utilities 1

co nsulting 1

To tal 2
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28. Which mechanisms do you use to verify the quality of third-party/external extensions?

P
er

ce
nt

Manual
technical
review of

extensions

Automated
technical
review of

extensions

Certification of
extensions

Certification of
contributors

Certification of
development

process

Use contracts
to oblige

contributors to
use certain

quality
assurance

mechanisms

Other:
0

10

20

30

40

50

Value Percent  Count

Manual technical review o f extensio ns 27.8% 5

Auto m ated technical review o f extensio ns 5.6% 1

Certificatio n o f extensio ns 16.7% 3

Certificatio n o f co ntributo rs 11.1% 2

Certificatio n o f develo pm ent pro cess 11.1% 2

Use co ntracts to  o blige co ntributo rs to  use certain quality assurance m echanism s 16.7% 3

Other: 44.4% 8

Ot her: Count

No  m echanism s used 1

Systrem  tests are perfo rm ed by platfo rm  clients 1

clients use extensio ns them selves and do  no t share until no w - they m anage quality them selves; we o ffer suppo rt and co nsulting 1

currently no  verificatio n - planed fo r future 1

custo m ers verify the extensio ns 1

no ne 1

no ne yet 1

no thing great here 1

To tal 8
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29. How many extensions exist for the open platform (apps, plug-ins, components etc.)?

27.80% < 5

22.20% 6 - 25

38.90% 26 - 100

11.10% 101 - 500

Value Percent  Count

< 5 27.8% 5

6 - 25 22.2% 4

26 - 100 38.9% 7

101 - 500 11.1% 2

  T o tal 18
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30. At which stage of the platform lifecycle does the platform first get in contact with an
extension?

P
er

ce
nt

Continuous
integration

(single source
code base for
platform and
extensions)

Regularly and
multiple times
per release

(e.g., repository
with multiple
branches)

Explicit
integration

phase for each
release

Explicit phase for
commisioning/deployment

(i.e.., extensions are
applied to platform before

system can run at end
customer)

End-user adds
it to running

system

Other (after
release)

0

20

40

60

80

Value Percent  Count

Co ntinuo us integratio n (single so urce co de base fo r platfo rm  and extensio ns) 52.9% 9

Regularly and m ultiple tim es per release (e.g., repo sito ry with m ultiple branches) 29.4% 5

Explicit integratio n phase fo r each release 29.4% 5

Explicit phase fo r co m m isio ning/deplo ym ent (i.e.., extensio ns are applied to  platfo rm  befo re system  can run at end custo m er) 64.7% 11

End-user adds it to  running system 35.3% 6

Other (after release) 11.8% 2

Ot her (before release) Count

To tal 0

Ot her (aft er release) Count

Upgrade-in-place pro cedure 1

end user adds it to  the system  and restarts the system  (static co m po sitio n) 1

To tal 2
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31. What have been your roles in software-platform development?

P
er

ce
nt

Dev
elo

pe
r

Mod
ele

r

Soft
war

e A
rc

hit
ec

t

Tea
m Le

ad
er
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jec

t M
an

ag
er
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 E
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er
t
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ea
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he

r

Pro
du

ct 
Man

ag
er

Mar
ke

tin
g E

xp
er

t

Othe
r:

0

20

40

60

80

Value Percent  Count

Develo per 44.4% 8

Mo deler 11.1% 2

So ftware Architect 72.2% 13

Team  Leader 33.3% 6

Pro ject Manager 33.3% 6

Do m ain Expert 22.2% 4

Researcher 11.1% 2

Pro duct Manager 16.7% 3

Marketing Expert 5.6% 1

Other: 22.2% 4

Ot her: Count

CTO 1

Req Engineer 1

System  Architect 1

user 1

To tal 4
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32. How many years of industrial experience do you have in software engineering?

5.59% 3-5 years

16.68% 5-10 years

77.72% >10 years

Value Percent  Count

3-5 years 5.6% 1

5-10 years 16.7% 3

>10 years 77.8% 14

  T o tal 18
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