Meeting notes for December 15, 2003 I++ DME implementer’s conference call

Meeting scribe: John Horst, NIST
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I++ DME interoperability demo issues

· NIST is planning to ship the simple part (with CAD data and DMIS test program) today to all those that offered to participate in the interoperability tests, namely, Perluigi Borgogno, Michel Penlae, Swen Haubold, Chiratana Pot, Josef Resch, Dave Smith, and René Keller.  Everyone in this group should be receiving it soon.  

· John explained NIST’s interpretation of the terms “conformance test” and “interoperability test,” which lead into a discussion of how should we conduct the interoperability tests and how should we collect and analyze results?  The following issues were discussed: 1) How to share results, 2) how to schedule testing, 3) kinds of tests (only errorless programs for interoperability tests? 4) interoperability tests are not a replacement for conformance tests (with software utilities)

Josef liked the idea of having a schedule.  Dave says he will contact NIST if and when they might be ready to participate in an interoperability test, since LK is only in the initial phases of I++ DME implementation,.  Tom suggested a “½ way test” in which vendors can use the NIST utilities with the NIST utilities running at NIST.  Advantage: NIST could easily and closely at results.  Josef mentioned that two overall steps are necessary in our work: a) improve both the spec and the test suite and b) come together bilaterally to improve error handling.  

John shared his concern that interoperability tests will be less able (than conformance tests) to demonstrate interoperability, due to the lack of ability to create test cases with intentional errors, something that is easier to do with conformance tests.   Tom argued that even when conformance testing with a client-side utility, we are hindered due to the fact that our I++ command file format isn’t very flexible, since we cannot give commands conditioned on responses.  On the other hand, Swen argued that even with interoperability tests, one would be able to specify wrong angle or do things like sending the probe far from the work piece in a DMIS program.  However, one cannot have dynamically generated errors like a false trigger.  Tom said that one could do that in server-side utility in a conformance test.  Chiratana mentioned that random hits of a part, probe out of limits, and the server PC going down are typical error conditions/situations that we need to be able to test for.  Josef argued against having randomly generated errors in the test cases and all agreed with him that we want deterministic even if erroneous test cases.  Swen argued that some test cases should include timing errors. He also mentioned that switching of ordering responses is not allowed in the spec, so it would not be helpful to have out-of-sequence responses in test cases; but timing errors will be helpful.  Dave felt that we should add missing or out-of- sequence responses in some test cases, since this should be tested even if not allowed.  It seemed that most agreed with this latter view, particularly when it became clear that this was for conformance tests, not interoperability tests.  In the regard, Chiratana asked if there would be any need for changes to implementation code for interoperability tests and John said he didn’t think that would be needed.  

In conclusion, it was agreed that NIST should create an initial testing schedule, detailing who will test on what part when.  It was also agreed that NIST should generate some initial ideas about how to share and record test results data.  

Status and update on I++ DME spec 

· John asked if version 1.4 would be available January 2004?  Josef replied that they are working hard and are hoping to send it out at least by January 2004.  Chiratana asked when could we get a preliminary spec?  Josef said he would talk with spec writers about this.  
· Josef brought up two items: 1) on the subject of interoperability tests, since the implementers group suggested each implementer talk with appropriate company representatives, Josef offered that Zeiss prefers option one, namely, employing a small machine for an interoperability demo at a testing booth.  Josef also mentioned the need to 2) present us a time schedule about offering the first simple test part and more complicated test part. NIST agreed to work on this.  
Status and update on I++ DME implementations 

· John asked for discussion about calibration and sensor data.  Chiratana replied that he wants to provide use cases on the need for calibration and sensor data on the interface and has tried to get hold of Jose Torres, but has yet to do so.   

· Dave mentioned issue he is working with Tom Kramer on, namely, converting NIST’s command/response classes and parser to be compatible with UNICODE.  He argued that the NIST parsers are good, but it would also be good to have UNICODE compatibility.  

Status and update on I++ DME test suite 

· NIST is making corrections based on feedback and is planning to offer a version 2.1 before the New Year.    

Dave offered in later conversation with Tom and John that DMIS allows “calibrate sensor” and “get sensor geometry” type of commands and I++ DME as it stands will not support that, which means that many existing DMIS programs will not run on I++ DME compatible systems.  This is an important issue and should be addressed at the next conference call.  

The next conf call meeting is planned for Monday 10AM EST Jan 5, 2003.  

