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A.1. Frameworks and Related Tools List
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A.2. Project Structure

A.2.1. Existing System's Main Project Structure (Muster)

Figure A.1.: Existing System's Main Project Structure
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A.3. Full-Version Comparison Tables

A.3. Full-Version Comparison Tables

A.3.1. General Web Framework Criteria Comparison Table

* DI = Dependency Injection **AOP = Aspect Oriented Programming
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Spring MVC JSF Wicket Seam

Architecture MVC, DI, MVC, Clear Integrate
and AOP component separation of AJAX, JSF or
Patterns request/ and event- presentation Wicket, EJB

response- based and logic, 3.0, JBPM
based framework POJO for together +
framework logic and Seam POJOs

HTML
template for
presentation,
component-
based
framework,
DI

Support Yes Yes Yes Yes
IBM
Websphere
7.0

Support EJB Yes Yes Yes Yes

Learning Very Steep Low at the Very Low Steep
Curve beginning

level and
steep for
advance
usage
(custom
component,
Facelets).

User Interface Integrate A lot of UI HTML JSF
with many component templates components,
view and libraries. and CSS Wicket, GWT
options Also custom
such as UI
JSP/JSTL, components.
Tiles,
Velocity,
FreeMarker
, Excel, XSL,
PDF
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Validation Spring Default Both server JSF default
Common validation and client- validation
Validators messages side messages,
are mature need validation. Wicket, GWT
solution. con�guration Using DHTML
Bean .Bean on client-side
Validation Validation validation.
can be can be done
done using using
annotations annotations
and the and the error
error messages will
messages will appear
appear automatically
automatically on the view.
on the view.

Degree Very Complex Very simple No Simple xml
Complexity but very con�guration con�guration con�guration

�exible. �le (xml) �le, XML, or �les for
using the annotation deployment
default (zero time but
editor, which con�guration) mainly,
can manages based on
navigation annotation-
rules and based
beans con�guration
e�ectively
through
diagrams and
UI.

Testability Easy to test. Easy to test. Easy to test. Easy to test.
The business presentation using since, all
and layer but WicketTester components
navigation Hard to test api, api for are POJOs.
logic are business Unit test for For the
separated layer Wicket. No integration
from independently. need for testing, mock
presentation There are Servlet object
logic. many tools container creation
EasyMock and support such and including tools can be
Spring Mocks as JSFUnit, mock object. used.
are supported InfoQ, and
tools for mock many which
object allow testing
creation. inside the

container.
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Community Very active Very active Very active Very active
and Support community community community community

and supports and supports and supports and supports

Tools and Only Spring Many No o�cial JBoss Eclipse
IDEs IDE available. supporting tool plugin allow

It supports tools such as supported. jBPM
only for XML Eclipse However, viewer, CRUD
validation. plugin, Wicket need application

NetBeans, no speci�c generator,
Websphere tools. and reverse
IDE, Oracle engineering.
Developer.

Strengths - One of the - J2EE and - Very - JBPM
most �exible JSR standards famous in - Design
framework - Many 3rd term of one speci�cally
- Clear party of the most for EJB 3.0
separation of libraries such vibrant - JSF
business logic, as communities optimization
model, and PrimeFaces, (forums, - Full-stack
view ADF Faces, mailing lists) framework
- Very easy to IceFaces, - Very Light with CRUD
integrate with Trinidad, weight generation
other view RichFaces, - Very low
technology and more. learning
- Easy to test curve

- Very clear
and strict
separation of
presentation
and logic
- Very
productive
- No XML
con�guration

Weaknesses - One of the - Heavy - Good - Not �exible
most weight in knowledge in (JSF, Wicket,
complicate term of OO is GWT for
and steepest memory required presentation
learning curve consumption - Huge layer/ EJB for
framework amount of Business
- Large and artifacts logic and
complex XML produced Data layer/
con�guration work best on
�les with poor JBoss Web
IDE supported Server)

Table A.1.: Framework Comparison Matrix Part 1

60
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Struts 2 Tapestry Stripes JSP/Servlet
(Current
Solution)

Architecture MVC, DI, DI , MVC, action- request/
and request/ component- based response
Patterns response- based framework based,

based framework, command
framework POJO for pattern (GoF)

logic and
HTML
template for
presentation,
Clear
separation of
presentation
and logic

Support Yes Yes Yes Yes
IBM
Websphere
7.0

Support EJB Yes Yes Yes Yes

Learning Average Steep Very Low Very Low
Curve

User Integrate with HTML JSP with Simple JSP,
Interface many view templates Stripes HTML, CSS,

options such and CSS components JSTL and
as JSP/JSTL, other taglibs
Tiles, Velocity,
FreeMarker,
Excel, XSL,
PDF

Validation Provides basic Tapestry No client-side Javascript
validation default validation. validation
using XML and client-side but currently,
more validation is no validation
powerful very at all.
validation powerful
using OGNL even without

customization.
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Degree Average Low. No Low. No No
Complexity complexity for external external con�guration

both XML and con�gurations con�gurations required.
annotations. (Annotation (Annotation

only). only).
ActionBeans
are auto-
discovered.

Testability EasyMock and Hard to test Servlet API Hard to do
TestStruts2 since, page Mocks and the Unit
are supported classes are MockRound Testing
tools for mock abstract. Trip are because of
object
creation. supported dependencies

tools for and not clear
mock object separation of
creation. view and

logic.

Community Not very Not very Small There are
and Support active active communities. plenty of

communities communities Not good learning
with poor with poor documentation. resources
organized organized No books. such as
documentation. (conceptual Not actively books,

rather than developed as websites,
pragmatic). other tutorials.

project.

Tools and EclipseWork Spindle No o�cial There are
IDEs Eclipse plugin Eclipse Plugin tool plenty of

supported. allow debug, supported. tools and
auto- However, IDEs such as
completion, Stripes need Eclipse,
and tools for no speci�c NetBeans.
fast artifact tools.
creation.
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Strengths - Widely used - Very good - No XML - Very simple
- Very easy to choice in con�guration and required
integrate with term of CPU - Easy to only basic
other view and memory manage large knowledge of
technology usage complex - web
- The optimization form using development
interceptors - Live class type to
provides high reloading (no conversion, understand.
reusability of redeploy, no binding,
the common restart validation
code in the - Very - Very low
system. productive learning

curve
- Very good
documentation

Weaknesses - Poor - No - Very small - Produced a
organized backward community lot of action
document and compatibility and not classes,
resource in Tapestry actively Dependencies

5.0 for lower developed between
version. classes.

Table A.2.: Framework Comparison Matrix Part 2
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Architecture Brief description about the architecture of the framework
and Patterns and design patterns using by the framework.

Support IBM Does the framework support working with IBM Websphere
Websphere 7.0 (existing restrict environment)?
7.0

Support EJB Does the framework support integration with EJB 3.0
(existing restrict environment)?

Learning The slope of learning curve of the framework. The criteria
Curve that determine the slope of learning curve are architecture

simplicity and learning time consumption.

User Interface List of possible technologies, which can integrate with the
framework in order to develop User Interface.

Validation Brief description about form validation support of the
framework.

Degree of Determine the complexity of the artifacts produced by the
Complexity framework especially, con�guration method.

Testability Description of test method and di�culty provides by
framework and support testing tools.

Community Description of framework's community activity and learning
and Support resources.

Tools and IDEs List of framework's support tools/IDEs and descriptions.

Strengths Strengths of the framework.

Weaknesses Weakness of the framework.

Table A.3.: Description of the Criteria
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