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Abstract
Sustainability has evolved from an emerging concern into a fun-
damental responsibility in software design, development, and op-
eration. Research increasingly explores how sustainability can be
systematically integrated into existing software engineering prac-
tices.Buildingonan industry–academiacollaboration,wecontribute
to this discourse by conducting amixed-method empirical study.We
combine a rapid review of secondary studies with a focus group of
practitioners. The review identifies challenges and opportunities in
embedding sustainability in software architecture, while the focus
group enriches and compares these findings. Based on the literature
and industry synthesis, we derive five tangible takeaways to inform
architects working in the field, and to guide our industry partners in
the integration of sustainability concerns in architecture practices.
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1 Introduction
Theenvironmental footprintof softwaresystems, suchas thosebased
on cloud computing or artificial intelligence, already compares to
that of sectors traditionally associated with high emissions and con-
tinues to grow [21, 31]. With the rapid expansion of data-intensive
technologies, the consequences for our environment and society
have become impossible to overlook [2, 6, 22]. As a result, sustain-
ability has evolved from an emerging concern into a fundamental
responsibility in software development and operation.

Sustainability as a research field has reached a sufficientmaturity-
level since its earliest explorations around the early 2000s [3] and
can now be considered as a “stable line of research” [3]. Over the
past years, research also acknowledges the multi-dimensional na-
ture of sustainability in the context of software-intensive systems,
recognizing the dimensions of focus (i.e., environmental, technical,
social, and economic) and time (i.e., direct, indirect, systemic) [19].
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Meanwhile, the software industry has similarly recognized sus-
tainability as a relevant and pressing concern [14]. Also, research ef-
fortswith industry increasingly address how sustainability concerns
can be systematically integrated into existing software engineering
practices, revolving around concerns such as tackling it from the
knowledgeperspective [9], or fromeducational and trainingperspec-
tive [24]. Also in our own collaborationswith experts in the field and
organizations, similar questions emerge regarding how sustainabil-
ity concerns can be operationalized and addressed in the currentway
of working. Yet, most work approaches this challenge from a theoret-
ical, general software engineering viewpoint, leaving a gap for empir-
ically grounded reflections tailored to software architecture practice.

The authors of this paper are members of a national working
group1 in the Netherlands on digital sustainability in software archi-
tecture, which brings together practicing architects and researchers.
The group aims to strengthen collaboration between research and
industry. The goal of this group is (among others) to understand how
sustainability can be integrated into the software architecture process
and to provide architects with concrete guidelines and future working
directions. This goal serves as the underlying objective for our study.
We aim to contribute empirical insights as a starting point for future
collaboration and further work within the group. For our investiga-
tion, we define the following overarching research question (RQ):
RQ What are the challenges related to integrating sustainability

into software architecture?
To address this question, we build on the industry–academia

collaboration established within the working group and conduct a
mixed-method empirical study. First, we analyze the scientific lit-
erature through a (meta-)rapid review. Second, we compare these
findings in a focus group with 11 experts working in the field.

2 RelatedWork
Literature Reviews.Anumber of studies have conducted literature re-
views in the intersection of sustainability and software engineering.
However, we found only a few tertiary studies which relate directly
to our work. García-Mireles et al. [10] analyze 80 systematic reviews
on sustainability in software engineering. Although the study high-
lights the need for stronger research-industry collaboration, itsmain
goal is to synthesize implications and opportunities for research and
to provide a roadmap for academia.

Similar to our work, the tertiary study fromGross and Ouhbi [12]
identifies challenges, though again fromageneral software engineer-
ing perspective rather than through the lens of software architecture.
Based on 18 secondary studies, they distill key challenges and pro-
pose five recommendations, including the call for more actionable
research. Other tertiary reviews address more specific intersections
such as sustainability in Internet of Things and Smart Cities [23] or
blockchain [26].

1(in Dutch) https://coalitieduurzamedigitalisering.nl/werkgroepen/
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Beyond tertiary studies, other literature reviews exist analyzing
sustainability in different contexts. For example, Calero et al. [3] ex-
amine 542 studies to map the research field, concluding that sustain-
able software researchhas reachedamaturestage,withoutproposing
practical implications. Trinh et al. [27] explore howAI integration
in the software development lifecycle affects sustainability, while
Peters et al. [24] focus on sustainability in computing education.

Rapid Reviews.We identified only two rapid reviews connecting
sustainability with software engineering practice. Kumar et al. [18]
partner with a financial institution to analyse sustainability benefits
and costs of AI systemswhile enriching their results with interviews.
Xiao [32] conducts a similar study to synthesize architectural tactics
for sustainable microservices.

Industry Studies. Some other studies approach the topic directly
in industry. Heldal et al. [14], for instance, investigate sustainability
competencies among practitioners through interviews and focus
groups to identify needs for education and training. They conclude
that companies are indeed motivated to address sustainability con-
cerns within their business, while the experts are unclear about the
foundational concepts of sustainability. Lammert et al. [20] on the
other hand, tackle sustainability from the requirements engineering
and sociological angle. They interview software engineers, and con-
clude that experts should be more involved in the design process of
the actual software. Also other studies (e.g., [9, 11, 15]) executed to-
gether with industry suggest that sustainability should be addressed
at architecture level.

Summary. In contrast to the studies discussed above, our research
wants to bridge the gap between literature and industry by identify-
ing a set of reflections specifically tailored to software architecture
practice. Additionally, our study is directly motivated by software
architectsworking in the field. Rather than taking a general software
engineering perspective, we adopt a software architecture focus.

3 Method
To answer our RQ,we design amixed-method research, as illustrated
in our study design in Figure 1. The literature review aims to analyze
the scientific state of the art regarding challenges and opportuni-
ties while integrating and addressing sustainability concerns within
software architecture practices. We then conduct a focus group with
professionals working in different domains, addressing two goals:
(i) exploring their own challenges and opportunities, and (ii) com-
paring the findings from the literature with industry experience.
Both results are then analyzed together. Based on this synthesis,
we frame tangible takeaways to guide our industry partners in the
adoption of sustainability-aware architecture practices. To increase
transparency and reproducibility, all relevant data and artifacts are
available in an online replication package [8].

3.1 Meta-Rapid Review
While systematic literature reviews [16] or systematicmapping stud-
ies [25] provide a rigorous means to analyze the scientific state of
literature, theyareusually time-intensiveandoften sacrifice the time-
liness of their results. As our problem emerged from an industrial
context (cf. Section 1), timeliness and practical relevance are crucial.

WorkshopLiterature
Review

Secondary
Literature

Data
Synthesis

Data
Synthesis

Joint
Synthesis

Merged
Results

Experts

Challenges & Opportunities
@ Literature

Challenges & Opportunities
@ Industry

Figure 1: General study design

A rapid review [4] addresses these needs by applying a simplified
yet systematic secondary study approach. It adapts review proce-
dures to time and effort constraints, trading some rigor for speed
and industry relevance. In our case, we further adapt this approach
by conducting not a secondary but a tertiary review [16], focusing
on existing literature reviews in the field of sustainability and soft-
ware architecture. Therefore, we refer to our method as ameta-rapid
review. Unlike typical rapid reviews, which are often derived from
the needs of a single industrial partner, our problem emerged from
a group of architects working in different companies, as mentioned
in Section 1. To support this effort, our meta-rapid review provides a
timely and evidence-based overview of the current state of research.
As in rapid reviews usual, the review was mostly performed solely
by one author, i.e., the first author of this paper. The second author
contributed in building the search term, solving uncertainties during
the study selection, and discussions for the thematic analysis. Our
findings will be reported back to our experts in form of an evidence
briefing, which is also part of the replication package online [8].

3.1.1 Search strategy. Our search string was driven by our RQ and
problem derived from industry. After collecting relevant literature
and performing pilot queries, we formulated the following query:

Q: ((software AND (architecture OR architectures OR archi-
tectural)) OR architecting) AND (sustainability OR sus-
tainable) AND (systematic OR literature OR mapping OR
review)

The query was executed using two source-neutral meta search
engines for scientific literature: Google Scholar and Scopus. Instead
of relying on specific digital libraries such as theACMDigital Library
or IEEE Xplore, we chose these search engines to reduce complexity
of our rapid review.

For Scopus, the query was extended with a broader set of syn-
onyms to better capture relevant secondary studies. The query
shown inQwasoptimized forGoogle Scholar due toGoogle Scholar’s
restrictionon thenumberof search terms.However, our initial search
revealed that some relevant studies were missing. To mitigate this
and capture secondary studies that do not explicitly label themselves
as “tertiary studies” but use terms such as “meta-analysis” or “analy-
sis of research”,we included such termvariations in the Scopusquery.

Both complete search queries are available in our online repli-
cation package [8]. For Google Scholar, we applied the query only
to the TITLE field, whereas in Scopus we used the TITLE-ABS-KEY
field, covering the study title, abstract, and keywords. To further
mitigate missing out on potential studies, we performed one round
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of forward and backward snowballing [29] on our selected studies
by using the Scopus advanced search feature.

3.1.2 Study selection. For Google Scholar we used the tool Publish
or Perish2 to execute the query; for Scopus the web-interface was
used. Both offer to export the search results in CSV format which
allowed us to use Zotero3 as literature management tool to merge
the results, identify duplications, and retrieve corresponding files
(i.e., PDFs). After the first merge and cleaning phase we moved all
results to a spreadsheet to perform the inclusion and exclusion based
on the following criteria:

I1 Study is a secondary or tertiary study
I2 Study is on software architecture
I3 Study is related to at least one sustainability dimension
E1 Study is not in English
E2 Study full-text is not accessible
E3 Study is not peer reviewed

3.1.3 Data extraction. During the final study selection phase, we
already extracted the most obvious paper meta-data (type of study
such as SLRor SMS; paper focus such as architecture in general, cloud
architecture, architecture evaluation; or target quality concerns such
as maintainability, energy efficiency) as well as the targeted sus-
tainability dimensions (technical, environmental, economic, social,
or other). If we discovered a paper as not fitting during this data
extraction phase, we excluded it.

3.1.4 Coding and Synthesis. For the actual data extraction, we fol-
lowed a systematic coding and thematic analysis [5] process. First,
we used ATLAS.ti4 to extract direct paper quotes and code first chal-
lenges, opportunities, categories or concepts across the final set of
studies (open coding). With challenges and opportunities we mean
potential implications that still hinder or could enable addressing
sustainability concerns into software architecture and related pro-
cesses and activities. We are not interested in how to improve the
sustainability of certain architecture styles (likemicroservices, cloud,
data centers, etc.). We focus solely on the architecture process. All
identified quotes and their preliminary codes were then exported
from ATLAS.ti and fed back to the working spreadsheet.

Wemoved then to another iterative coding cycle and translated
codes into higher-order themes (theming).Wewere open to let codes
and themes change, to get themmerged, or to get them split during
the entire process. After the last cycle we finished with the final
code book (cf. replication package [8]). The codes and themes were
eventually aggregated to 25 sub-categories, classified in 5 high-level
categories, with identifying 91 challenges and 68 opportunities.

3.2 Focus Group
To compare and enrich our literature study findings with the per-
spectives from industry, we conducted an expert focus group in the
working group of the national coalition (cf. Section 1). Focus groups
as qualitative research method are designed to gather data in the
formof insights, opinions, and attributes fromagroupof participants
through group interaction [17]. Typically, such groups are composed
of diverse participants (usually between 3-12 [17]) with different
2Publish or Perish - https://harzing.com/resources/publish-or-perish
3https://www.zotero.org/
4https://atlasti.com/

professional backgrounds who discuss a specific topic under the
guidance of a moderator.

3.2.1 Execution. To derive our results, we provided the participants
with a simple scenario5, physical sticky notes, and asked themwhat
methods, practices, challenges, or opportunities come to their mind
while considering the provided scenario. To ensure equal participa-
tion in our rather large group, the participants were asked to write
3-5 ideas individually. Each idea should be written on one sticky
note, carry their initials (for a potential followup), and their personal
priority for this idea. After 10 minutes, we asked the participants
to select their personal top-3 ideas, pitch them to the whole group,
and put them on a wall where we collected the results. We especially
allowed group discussions during this ‘pitch’ and encouraged the
participants to already (loosely) group their results on the wall (if
feasible). The session was moderated by the first author, while the
second author took notes and raised follow up questions.

3.2.2 Analysis. After the session, the collected sticky notes were
digitized by transcribing them into digital notes using Miro6. Both
authors then performed a thematic analysis on the digitalized data—
independently. After identifying high-level categories individually,
the authors achieved consensus by discussing and consolidating
their results, merging the 40 notes into five distinct categories.

3.3 Threats to Validity
Following the recommendations of Verdecchia et al. [28], we do not
treat validity considerations as afterthought. Instead, we address
them as part of our method, as certain study design trade-offs were
already made during our research design. We structure the three
most relevant threats according toWohlin et al. [30].

External Validity. Even though our literature review followed a
systematic process and was validated through a focus group, the
generalizability of our results remains limited. While it is likely that
we coveredmost relevant studies using the twometa search engines,
yet some may have been missed despite the snowballing. We there-
fore decided to conduct the focus group, involving 11 experts from
10 organizations across 6 domains, to complement the literature and
provide an initial understanding of industry perspectives, rather
than providing complete generalizable conclusions.

Internal Validity. We made study design trade-offs to balance
efficiency and rigor, particularly in the rapid review, which was
conducted by a single researcher. To mitigate this, all key steps (i.e.,
the review protocol, and the inclusion and exclusion criteria) and
intermediate findings (i.e., primary studies, final themes, etc.) were
discussed among all authors. The focus group data were coded and
themed independently by both authors before merging. To reduce
bias among our participants, we did not disclose the literature find-
ings before the actual brainstorming session.

Construct Validity.Most of our data are text-based. As the liter-
ature use familiar terminology, we asses misinterpretation risks as
quite low. Some ambiguity in interpreting the notes of our focus
group participants may remain, though we mitigated this by asking
clarification questions during the session and comparing with our
own notes during the later analysis.

5Scenario: “You have to consider sustainability as a requirement in your next design.”
6https://miro.com/
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4 Results
In this section we first outline the results from our literature review,
i.e., the meta-rapid review; followed by the results coming from the
focus group.

4.1 Meta-Rapid Review
In total, we found 16 secondary studies with the majority of the
papers (n=81) resulting from Scopus (see Figure 2). The studies were
published between 2011 and 2025. As common, the studies target
mostly certain sustainability dimensions ([P 3–6, 8, 9, 11–13, 16])
while only 6 out of 16 ([P 1, 2, 7, 10, 14, 15] ) acknowledge the multi-
dimensional notion of sustainability and cover all dimensions.

Google
Scholar
(Publish or

Perish)

Scopus

Initial
Search

+6

16

Duplicates Phase #2
excl. based on:

title; abstract; keywords

Phase #4
excl. based on:

full paperMerge

+81

87 -5

Phase #1
excl. based on: title

Phase #3
snowballing

-55

-11

+7

-7

Figure 2: Meta-Rapid Review: number of publications per
selection stage

We extracted 179 statements and categorized them into 25 sub-
categories (labels), each classified as either a challenge or an op-
portunity. These were further grouped into 6 higher-level themes,
resulting in 238 labels in total (counted at most once per paper). Fig-
ure 3 presents the 6 themeswith their respective counts of challenges
(orange) and opportunities (blue). Table 1 shows examples for the
7 most frequent categories (𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑒 𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑑 >=5).
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Figure 3: Meta-Rapid Review: total challenges vs. total
opportunities per category (one count per paper)

4.1.1 Challenges. Asshown inFigure 3,Methods&Tools emerged
as the dominant category, reflecting a strong demand for new tools
/ frameworks (n=10) to support architects in addressing sustainabil-
ity. The sub-category7 SDLC (software development life cycle) (n=7)
7All sub-categories are available in the replication package and code-book online [8].

highlights the need to integrate sustainability across the entire lifecy-
cle, rather than limiting it to development stages. The sub-category
architecture evaluation (n=4) further indicates that current evaluation
methods should be extended to cover sustainability concerns.

The second most frequently mentioned category is Transparen-
cy & Experience, reiterating the known need for greater industry
involvement (n=5) in conducting empirical studies. The literature
also highlights the importance of economic value (n=5), emphasiz-
ing the need for cost models (e.g., [P 15]) that enable evaluating
trade-offs between sustainability and traditional quality concerns.
Both sub-categories underline the necessity of a better cost–benefit
understanding, linking sustainability impact with economic factors.

It appears that the literature has a strong tendency towards de-
manding new tools and frameworks (as shown above) rather than
(re-)considering existing practices inDesign&Documentation. In
addition to challenges in architecture design (n=6)—such as creating
views that address sustainability aspects—we observe issues related
to QAs (n=3) and design decisions (n=3). The literature still struggles
to determine trade-offs between sustainability and traditional QAs,
which in turn hinders informed decision-making.

The Training & Awareness category was dominated by the
recurring need for improved sustainability knowledge (n=8), includ-
ing the acknowledgment of the different sustainability dimensions.
This gap is likely linked to insufficient training/education (n=3) on
sustainability-related topics. We were positively surprised that the
temporal dimension (n=2) was explicitly mentioned as less consid-
ered [P 7, 16], even though it plays a key role in sustainable decision-
making. The categoriesMetrics andReusable Knowledgewere
identified with equal frequencies regarding challenges, while the
demand for reusable standards/guidelines/patterns (n=6) emerged as
a major aspect within the reusable knowledge category.

4.1.2 Opportunities. Interestingly, as shown in Figure 3, we were
not able to identify any category that contained more opportuni-
ties than challenges. OnlyReusable Knowledge presents an equal
number of opportunities and challenges. The literature recognizes
potential that standards/guidelines/patterns (n=5) and the creation
of reference architectures (n=3) could effectively have an impact on
how sustainability is treated at architecture level [P 6].

Methods & Tools is the most dominant category mentioning
concrete opportunities. Tools / frameworks (n=8) such as a “green gap
analysis tool” [P 14] or using “neural networks” tomodel sustainabil-
ity [P 3] are mentioned to solve current issues at architecture level.
For Transparency & Experience, stakeholder awareness (n=4) was
identified as enabler for sustainability if also stakeholders such as
the end users are aware of the benefits and trade-offs of sustainable
solutions. ForDesign &Documentation, we identified that doc-
umentation (n=3) is crucial to embed sustainability into the current
way of working, leading to architecture as enabler (n=3), such as
“sustainability through cloud” [P 1].

The categories Training & Awareness andMetrics show a sim-
ilar amount of opportunities, while the former recognizes the most
opportunities in suggesting concrete standards/guidelines/patterns
(n=5) like “Event Driven Messaging” [P 4] for evolvability, or “de-
sign for reuse” [P 10] for reusability; and the latter puts forward the
usage ofmetrics (n=5) for, e.g., simulations to “predict the energy
consumption in segments at the design stage” [P 14].
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Table 1: Meta-Rapid Review: challenges and opportunities examples per sub-category (top 7; challengementioned >=5 times)

num
chall.

Challenge Example num
oppor.

Opportunity Example

Category:Methods & Tools→ Tools / Frameworks
10 “There is a pressing need for new tooling to fit today’s emergent

and dynamic environments” [P 15]
8 “Modelling notations and tools should support iterative refinements

based on the successively increasing available information during
architectural design.” [P 8]

Category:Metrics→Metrics
9 “Need for a mathematical model to quantify sustainability for all

four sustainability dimensions.” [P 7]
5 “Use of energy metrics as a tool to predict the energy consumption

in segments at the design stage.” [P 14]
Category:Methods & Tools→ SDLC
7 “Relieving the burden from software developers [...] we should

enable software architects and sustainability engineers to get more
involved in the design of carbon-efficient software [...]” [P 5]

5 “We believe that all software design activities, from requirements
engineering to prototyping, can benefit from incorporating
principles of sustainability-aware software design.” [P 10]

Category: Reusable Knowledge→ Standards / Guidelines / Patterns
6 “The ability to determine sustainability as a core software quality

of a software system from an architectural perspective remains an
open research challenge, and existing architectural principles need
to be adapted and novel architectural paradigms devised.” [P 15]

5 “Patterns and tactics are a way to encode design knowledge
and make good design practice available even to inexperienced
architects. Knowledge bases should be created to capture and reuse
the experiences from former sustainability evaluations.” [P 8]

Category:Design & Documentation→Architecture Design
6 “New approaches are required to recover relevant views of the

software architecture, including architectural design decisions, that
map to architectural concepts, i.e., patterns and tactics.” [P 15]

4 “The attainment of sustainability through cloud computing
becomes feasible by incorporating it into the software architecture;
a concept we term sustainability through cloud.” [P 1]

Category: Transparency & Experience→ Economic Value
5 “Our review revealed that return on investment numbers for

scenario-basedmethods and architecture-levelmetrics are currently
missing.” [P 8]

1 “[...] help future researchers to (i) identify the economic feasibility
to replicate or to use the proposed design, (ii) identify the viability
in project planning and technology adoption, and (iii) know the
relevance of the design to the business contexts.” [P 13]

Category: Training & Awareness→ Sustainability Knowledge
5 “Going beyond the technical dimension [...] there is an urgent

need for approaches incorporating as many dimensions as possible,
and addressing especially the least popular ones (environmental,
economic, and social).” [P 2]

3 “Participants were very aware of the human factors of evolvability
and sometimes even saw them as more challenging as technical
ones. Knowledge exchange between teams was therefore a high
priority for some interviewees.” [P 4]

4.2 Focus Group
Our invitationwas followedupby11experts from10different compa-
nies, representing 6 distinct domains. Their roles cover various areas
of expertise ranging from business consultant to solution architect.
Except for 3 participants, all experts have more than 10 years of pro-
fessional experience, with a median of 21 years (range: 4–36 years).
The complete participant demographics is available online [8].

During our focus group, we collected 40 notes (i.e., physical sticky
notes) which were classified into 5 distinct categories by both au-
thors of this paper together. As outlined in Section 3, no further
sub-categorization was applied due to the limited number of notes.
Each note was, however, categorized as either a challenge or an
opportunity by the first author of this paper, following the same
approach as in the literature review. Section 4.2 presents the five
categories with their respective numbers of notes, divided into chal-
lenges (orange bars) and opportunities (blue bars). Table 2 provides
one concrete example of each category, mapped to the participant
identifier (if applicable).

4.2.1 Challenges. Surprisingly, we were able to categorize only
5 challenges among all notes. These challenges belong either to
Way of Working (WoW) (n=2), Standards & Good Practices
(n=2), orMetrics &Monitor (n=1). CategoryWoW (n=2) reflects

Way of Working Standards
& Good Practices

Metrics
& Monitor

Product Engineering
& Methods

Governance

Category

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

Co
un

t

2 2

1

0 0

10

4 4

13

4

Challenges
Opportunities

Figure 4: Focus Group: total challenges vs. total opportunities
per category

organizational challenges, such as questions about priorities when
sustainability and other values in the process are “diametrically op-
posed” (PID-9), or in which phase sustainability (i.e., ESG considera-
tions) should be addressed. Category Standards & Good Practices
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Table 2: Focus Group: challenges and opportunities examples

Challenge Example Opportunity Example

Category:Way of Working
“What wins? When sust. and
some other value are diametrically
opposed” (PID-9)

“Don’t Over Engineer: Don’t pro-
vision more than what is needed;
Design for the near future” (PID-1)

Category: Standards & Good Practices
“You need guidelines of best prac-
tices which the solution architect
can use as reference” (PID-4)

“Include it [sustainability] in the
NFR [non-functional requriement]
taxonomy” (PID-10)

Category:Metrics &Monitor
“Require energy + carbon measure-
ments incl. monitoring” (PID-3)

“Think of common improvement
from the start with a measuring
perspective” (n/a)

Category: Product Engineering &Methods
n/a “Make sure app is location inde-

pendent” (PID-7)
Category: Governance
n/a “Include a check on sustainability

aspects in the architecture gover-
nance process” (PID-4)

(n=2), in line with the literature, highlights the need for require-
ments, frameworks, and guidelines with best practices to implement
sustainability at the solution architecture level. Finally,Metrics &
Monitor (n=1) points to the missing means for “energy and carbon
measurements and monitoring” (PID-3).

4.2.2 Opportunities. The participants framed their notes mainly as
opportunities. Category Product Engineering &Methods (n=13)
represents the most frequently mentioned theme, emphasizing that
sustainability can be fostered through engineering at the product
level, e.g., throughdynamic scaling, sustainableUX, location shifting,
grid-aware computing, and the creation of reusable components.

In category WoW (n=10), experts pointed to process-level en-
ablers such as the need for more experience in how solution archi-
tects have actually addressed sustainability in their work, “don’t
over-engineer” (PID-1), or “creating a sustainability competence
center to help solution architects” (PID-4). This indicates a mindset
shift froma problem focus towards a solution focus. Categories Stan-
dards & Good Practices (n=4) andGovernance (n=4) both stress
that sustainability requiresorganizational commitment, e.g., through
strict architecture guidelines or consistent evaluation criteria that
explicitly assess sustainability alongside other business standards.
Finally, categoryMetrics & Monitor (n=4) again emerged as an
enabler, highlighting the potential of measuring energy usage to
enable informed decision-making.

5 Discussion
Below, we synthesize findings from the meta-rapid review and the
focus group to distill key takeaway messages. For consistency, we
refer to them as the literature and the industry. We first discuss their
overlaps and differences based on the Venn diagram of Figure 5,
followed by key takeaways with practical implications, as typical
for rapid reviews to provide actionable insights for industry [4].

Way of Working

Metrics & Monitor

Standards & Good
Practices

Governance

Product Engineering &
Methods

Transparency &
Experience

Design &
Documentation

Training &
Awareness

Methods & Tools

Metrics

Reusable Knowledge

Meta-Rapid Review
(literature)

Focus Group
(industry)

Figure 5: Overlap between findings from the meta-rapid
review (literature) and focus group (industry)

Figure 5 shows the overlap between our literature and industry
findings. Since we did not reuse the literature themes for the focus
group synthesis (cf. Section 3), a direct comparison was not feasi-
ble. However, several similar themes emerged. Such overlaps are
indicated as dashed blue rectangles in the Venn diagram.

Categories such as way of working /methods & tools,metrics &
monitor /metrics, and standards& good practices / reusable knowledge
are similarly represented in both sources. Interestingly, however, the
industry focuses more on product-level engineering and concrete
architectural decisions, while also emphasizing that sustainability
needs to start earlier in the process (e.g., governance).

In contrast, the literature takes a more holistic view, addressing
sustainability across thewhole architecture process (cf. design& doc-
umentation category) and calling for stronger collaboration between
academia and industry (cf. transparency & experience)—a key point
which was not discussed by our experts.

5.1 Literature identifies Challenges
while Industry finds Opportunities

Our experts put their emphasis mostly on identifying concrete op-
portunities (n=35) instead of needs and challenges (n=5). In contrast,
the literature categorizes more challenges (n=91) over opportunities
(n=68). This difference might suggest that industry and academia
are currently positioned at different stages. The literature mostly
tries to tackle sustainability from a holistic software architecture
point of view (awareness, guidelines, design decisions, etc.); instead,
the industry appears to transition into an “experimentation’ phase.
Curiosity and intuition driven, industry starts implementing differ-
ent approaches (e.g., energy efficiency tactics); while research could
provide the necessary sound evidence.

Implication for practice:Architects should use their intuition
as starting point for their experimentation to build, keep track
of, and share gained evidence with others.
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5.2 Industry is mostly concerned about
Engineering Aspects focusing on the Product

As reflected in the Venn diagram analysis, industry focuses primar-
ily on engineering-level optimizations such as “location shifting”
or “dynamic scaling”. Such concrete approaches, which we would
call reusable architectural tactics, were not found in the secondary
studies. Only Ahmadisakha and Andrikopoulos [P 1] propose “cloud
as solution” which we would consider as an actual architectural
decision. This shows that current initiatives tend to remain limited
to the technical implementation layer. Broader aspects, such as or-
ganizational processes, governance mechanisms, or socio-economic
concerns are still underexplored in practice.

Implication for practice: Architects should move from
micro-optimizations on the product level, back to the big picture
enabling long lasting impacts with the process level.

5.3 Does the Industry
really needmore Tools andMethods?

Nakagawa and Kazman [P 10] conclude their research as follows:
“Factors and characteristics of sustainable software
architectures are not novel [...] We believe therefore
that no new factors or characteristics are necessary for
sustainable architectures.” [P 10]

On the industry side, one expert also concludes that no newmeth-
ods are necessary to address sustainability:

“The methods I use will not change: Application + In-
fra[structure], Data modeling.” (PID-10)

Although this takeaway is grounded in only one primary study
and one expert, these two conclusions suggest a potentially unex-
plored angle: rather than developing yet another tool or framework
for sustainability (currently the most common need in the literature
(n=26)), we could advocate that existing architecture practices are
mature enough to address sustainability as a conventional design
concern. Research and practice should rather join forces to identify
where in the architecture process sustainability can be anchored by
(i) reusing existing concepts (e.g., guidelines, tactics, viewpoints) and
(ii) adapting processes where necessary. Tool support may still aid
decision-making for emerging trade-offs between sustainability and
traditional quality concerns.

Implication for practice: Rather than developing new tools,
it might be worth shifting the effort towards reusing established
architecture processes for sustainability concerns.

5.4 Sustainability in Industry should
become aMulti-level Architectural Concern

Our experts were concerned with aspects going beyond concrete
software or solution architectures (n=4), beginning at procurement,
governance, and enterprise architecture. Governance should en-
able sustainability through policies and KPIs; while procurement
should require sustainable criteria from suppliers. Together, these
mechanisms can cascade sustainability priorities down across all
architectural levels.

Similarly, both literature (n=8) and experts (n=3) suggest that
sustainability should be addressed throughout the entire SDLC. E.g.,
Danushi et al. [P 5] argue thatwe should “avoid putting all the burden
of environmental sustainability on software developers” by trying to
solve sustainability issues with coding alone; instead, efforts should
support the “design of environmentally sustainable software” in
earlier stages such as software architecture.

Together, these insights suggest that sustainabilitymustbe treated
as amulti-level architectural concern. It needs to be addressed
(i) top-down, from enterprise to implementation, and (ii) bottom-up,
from development to architectural design. Unlike other traditional
concerns such as availability which can often be treated ‘locally’ at
one specific level (e.g.,by adding redundancyor caching), sustainabil-
ity is inherentlymulti-dimensional [19] and cross-cutting [7], requir-
ing coordinated attention across all business and architectural layers.
This also resembles the classic business–IT alignment problem [1].

Implication for practice: Instead of trying to solve sustain-
ability concerns locally in one single level of architecture or
development, a holistic perspective should be pursued.

5.5 Establishing a Baseline is Key before
measuring or optimizing Sustainability

One of the most frequent challenge regards the need for sustainabil-
ity metrics. Though intuitive, neither our literature nor the experts
mention the need for establishing a baseline. Addressing sustainabil-
ity concernswithout a sound baseline risks putting the cart before the
horse. While it is indeed important to specify measures and metrics,
such discussions should always go hand in hand with establishing
a reliable baseline. As there is already considerable literature on
energy-efficiency metrics (e.g., [13]), the focus should shift from
demanding more metrics to enabling sound monitoring.

Implication for practice:Next to applying sound measures,
a baseline is necessary to monitor the actual impacts.

6 Conclusion
Our study investigated how to integrate and tackle sustainability
concerns within software architecture by combining a rapid review
of 16 secondary studies with a focus group of 11 practitioners.While
the literature emphasizedmore challenges, experts highlightedmore
actionable opportunities at the product level. By combining both
results, we can suggest 5 takeaway messages tailored to industry
practice. Future work should (i) investigate whether existing archi-
tectural methods are sufficient by identifying concrete hooks in the
architecting way of working; (ii) examine sustainability as a multi-
level concern across all involved architecture layers; and (iii) focus
more on the support for making architectural trade-offs.
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