Model Interchange Working Group (MIWG) Minutes

Santa Clara, California

06 December 2010

The following is a summary from our December 06, 2010 face-to-face meeting in Santa Clara, CA. Let me know if you have any corrections. Next Monday December 13 we will have our usual telecom from 9:00 AM-10:00 AM EST.
Attendance:
Mickael Albert – Sodius  (call in)
Conrad Bock – NIST

Roy Bell – Raytheon 
Etienne Brosse – SOFTEAM  (call in)
Roger Burkhart – John Deere

Michael Chronoles – Lockheed Martin
Steve Cook – Microsoft 
Peter Denno – NIST (call in)
Sandy Friedenthal – Lockheed Martin 
Maged Elaasar – IBM  
Oystein Haugen – SINTEF

Bernard Jackson – Cognasante

Sam Mancarella – Sparx 
Simon Moore – Atego (call in)
Butil Muth – ProSTEP  iViP 
Nicolas Rouquette – JPL 
Pete Rivett – Adaptive  
Ed Seidewitz – Model Driven Solutions 
Andrew Watson – OMG 
Dial-up information:
Australia: +61 (0) 2 8014 9480 
Canada: +1 416 900 3440 
Finland: +358 942 415 770 
France: +33 (0) 182 880 159 
United Kingdom: +44 (0) 1316080046 
United States: 909-259-0011 
Participant Access Code: 515-912-155
Link to webcast: https://www2.gotomeeting.com/join/515912155
Agenda: 
Updates on testing for TC #12 and TC #13 – Vendors

Status of definition for TC #14 and TC #15 – Nerijus/Ed

Canonical XMI Approach with vendor discussion of results, issues, and recommendations
Reporting MIWG Interchange Testing Results including use of vendor interchange matrix
March Model Interchange Demo Planning – Ed

Plan forward including completion of UML, SysML testing and preparation for UPDM testing
Updates on testing for TC #12 and TC #13:
All vendor representatives except for Nerijus have completed their exports and all except for Nerijus and Sam have completed their imports.
Status of definition for TC #14 and TC #15:
Nerijus provided a MagicDraw file for TC #14. Ed was able to strip out the unneeded parts to create the valid.xmi file. Nicolas will export the diagram(s) from Nerijus’ file into PNG format and check them into SVN. 
Ed will prepare a draft of TC #15 for next Monday’s telecon.
Canonical XMI:
Canonical XMI is a set of constraints that eliminate the flexibility allowed in standard XMI. An example is a constraint on the ordering of a collection. Canonical XMI is defined for any MOF metamodel. A particular model has only one canonical XMI representation. Andrew asked whether the canonical XMI could be considered as a possible development path for XMI. This will be considered for recommendation after we get more experience with canonical XMI.

 Peter reported on the status of canonical XMI, and said he was not satisfied with the reporting capability of the NIST tool. He is working on improvements to the output so that users can make more effective use of it. One problem is that a small mistake in a diagram frequently cascades throughout the file causing many errors to be reported. This tends to obfuscate the root cause and makes it difficult to diagnose. Peter has ideas that he thinks will mitigate or solve this problem.

All participating vendors successfully imported the canonical XMI for TC #1, but EA, and RSx, Artisan Studio reported errors, while Rhapsody, MagicDraw, and Modelio did not. We found at least one error in the Canonical XMI, and it is possible that there are others. We conclude that some importers are more forgiving than others in this instance. Peter plans to fix the known error in the NIST canonical XMI generator.
Following Peter’s fix, vendors will repeat the canonical XMI export and import testing for TC#1 using the following procedure that Ed reviewed at the meeting.

1. Recreate the diagram from Test Case 1 in the latest version of your tool.

2. Export the model to XMI.

3. Upload the exported XMI to the validator and validate against the Test Case 1 canonical XMI.

4. Save the XMI difference report from your browser.

5. Download the canonical XMI from the validator for your model (available from the Test Case 1 results report page).

6. Download and import the downloaded valid canonical XMI into your tool.

7. Submit the following to SVN (location TBD):

· The exported XMI for your model

· The downloaded canonical XMI for your model

· The saved XMI difference report file

· Documentation of any problems you had importing the downloaded valid canonical XMI

Model Interchange Testing and Reporting:

We agreed to discontinue the use of the Vendor Interchange Capability Matrix due to the challenges of maintaining it, and the subjective nature of the results. (Note: Refer to email at end of these minutes for additional background). In place of this, the vendors participating in the meeting agreed to maintain up to date exports of all test cases, which can be accesses publically from the MIWG Wiki. This will enable the community at large to do their own interoperability assessment that may include running the test cases through the canonical XMI, or evaluating tool to tool interchanges. Other vendors can post their exports as well. In addition, the test coverage reports referred to below will be maintained on this site.
Test Coverage:
Peter developed a test coverage report that identifies the level of  UML or SysML coverage that each test case provides. The report is an excel matrix that lists the metaclasses that are tested by each test case, and the metaclasses that are not covered by any of the test cases. We agreed that this is a very important capability to assist in assessing model interchange capability, and provides a tool for test planning. Roy will post the UML and SysML coverage reports to the Wiki. We are requesting Peter to regenerate this report as each new test case is defined. 
March Model Interchange Demo Planning:
We had tentatively planned to hold another model interoperability demonstration at the next OMG meeting in March. We decided to expand this to a Model Interchange Information Day event, but postpone until the June OMG meeting in Salt Lake.  The goals will be to demonstrate current interchange capability, discuss future directions for interchange testing, and introduce the community to the set of tools that can be used to assess vendor interchange capability. The meeting is intended to include a combination of demonstrations, presentations, and a panel. One of the demonstrations was proposed to address collaborative model development where the model is interchanges among more than one development organizations using different tools.  We may also consider an ad hoc test case where a model is provided to the vendors to demonstrate their exchange capability similar to the 2009 demonstration, but involving a much more complex model.
We also agreed that it would be valuable to provide short presentations/demos (30 minutes) to the ADTF and SE DSIG, and perhaps to the Executable UML Information Day at the March OMG meeting on the MIWG interchange testing tool suite, capability and future directions.
Another Test Capability:
Conrad said there is a BPMN interchange test capability. Peter will investigate and compare and contrast it with the NIST validator.
Plan Forward:

Our goal is to complete initial phases of UML and SysML testing by March. This includes completing test cases 12,-16 (allocations). Then we will proceed with UPDM testing with the goal of leveraging the proven canonical XMI approach.

Andrew agreed that the MIWG should generate a white paper or other report that provides recommendations on how to infuse interchange testing into the OMG process.
Closed Actions: 
101011-04: Create coverage map of UML features tested and not tested – Peter (Dec 6)
100927-01: Provide the list of test cases that have valid.xmi files that fail the new validator check – Peter (Oct 4) 

101101-01: Correct UML 2.2 metamodel – Pete/Peter (Nov 08) 

101129-03: Create diagrams and XMI for TC #14 – Nerijus (Dec 6) 

Open Actions: 
100920-03: Schedule a telecom with Len to discuss preparation for UPDM interchange testing – Sandy (Oct 11) 

101011-05: Resolve issues with Canonical XMI for Test Case #1 – Simon, Peter, Pete (Oct 18)

101025-03: Create activity diagram for TC #15 – Ed (Dec 06) 

101115-01: Document root cause of issues and associated lessons learned for TC#12-13 – Simon (Nov 22) 

101206-01: Create valid.xmi file from Nerijus’ TC#14 MagicDraw file and check-in to SVN – Ed (Dec 13) 

101206-02: Export diagrams from Nerijus’ MagicDraw file into PNG format and check them into SVN – Nicolas (Dec 13) 

101206-03: Compare BPMN test capability with NIST validator – Peter (Dec 20) 

101206-04: Post test case #1 results using canonical XMI per test procedure provided by Ed  - Vendors (Dec 13)

101206-05: Prepare approach for vendors to post test case exports which are publically accessible via the MIWG Wiki. – Ed (Dec 13)

101206-06: Prepare a plan for canonical XMI development to facilitate community evaluation of interchange capability- Peter (Dec 13)
101206-07: Prepare draft plan for Model Interchange Information Days – Ed/Pete/Sandy (Feb 15, 2011)

101206-08: Develop white paper on how to infuse model interchange testing into the OMG process leveraging canonical XMI capability (TBD)

Wiki Updates:
Refer to Model-Interchange Wiki at http://www.omgwiki.org/model-interchange/doku.php for latest information. These minutes and previous minutes are posted to the Wiki.
-- Roy Bell

-- Raytheon
-- Network Centric Systems

From: Peter Denno [mailto:peter.denno@nist.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 1:34 PM
To: Friedenthal, Sanford
Cc: Levine, Leonard F CIV DISA GES-E; Okon, Walt, Mr, NII/DoD-CIO; model interchange; dandashi@mitre.org; updmgroup@omg.org
Subject: EXTERNAL: Re: OMG MIWG Interchange Report Capacity



On 11/22/2010 01:03 PM, Friedenthal, Sanford wrote: 

Peter Denno maintains the NIST Validator tool, and reported at this mornings telecon that this capability will require significant effort and is several months away, However, Peter has been making steady progress towards augmenting the Validator with the Canonical XMI transformation and reporting capability. I will ask Peter to provide a realistic plan and expectations for what he thinks he can provide over the next several months. We can adjust our approach based on the results achieved. This will be a topic of discussion at the MIWG Face to Face meeting in Santa Clara on Monday, December 6 from 9-12 PT, along with discussions on status and plans forward.
I had the following in mind for the next few months. I'm open to other ideas:

January time frame (for use in March demo):
 - Correct canonical XMI generation and effective methods of reporting differences between valid canonical and user's canonical

6 month time frame:
  - download-able tool for use on PCs, with capability to run in batch mode
  - weighted-scoring capability -- calculate a score for a file-under-test based on an assessment of how the errors it exhibits may impede interoperability

-- 

Best regards,

  Peter

Peter Denno 

National Institute of Standards and Technology, 

Manufacturing Systems Integration Division, 

Engineering Laboratory,

100 Bureau Drive, Mail Stop 8265          Tel: +1 301-975-3595 

Gaithersburg, MD, USA 20899-8265          FAX: +1 301-975-4694 

 
From: Friedenthal, Sanford 
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 1:04 PM
To: 'Levine, Leonard F CIV DISA GES-E'; Peter Denno; Okon, Walt, Mr, NII/DoD-CIO
Cc: model interchange; dandashi@mitre.org; updmgroup@omg.org
Subject: OMG MIWG Interchange Report Capacity (was: Regression testing Test Case files with new Validator capabilities) (UNCLASSIFIED)

Len,

I am including a bit of clarification and background on the MIWG reporting approach as I understand  it, and would ask other  members of the MIWG to comment further. As stated on the Model Interchange Working Group (MIWG) Wiki*, ‘The goal of the MIWG is to improve the interoperability of MOF/XMI-based tools’ by providing a forum and process for interchange testing, issue identification and resolution. At the same time, we want to provide accurate, timely, and fair reporting of the results to the community at large. To date, we have relied on a combination of demonstrations, reports, and minutes from our weekly MIWG meetings that are available on our MIWG site as a mechanism to report the results. In particular, the MIWG conducted a Model Interoperability Demonstration in December 2009, and plans to conduct another demo in March of 2011. As part of the December 2009 demonstration, we also, published the vendor interchange capability matrix to capture the results.
The issues we have encountered with the vendor interchange capability matrix is that it requires additional effort on the part of the vendors to maintain, and that the data is somewhat subjective.  Because it is difficult to maintain, the data is not current or necessarily accurate. As a result, we do need to find a more effective reporting mechanism.

The canonical XMI approach may provide an opportunity for more accurate, timely, and fair reporting over the longer term. In particular, the approach would enable any third party to evaluate the vendors interchange capability. This approach involves making the vendor XMI exports for each MIWG test case available, and then a third party could run the test using the Validator tool available on the NIST Site at http://syseng.nist.gov/se-interop/miwg/. The Validator tool then could generate a report that compares the vendor XMI to the reference XMI using the Canonical XMI transformation. In addition, if the third party had access to the vendor tool, one could import the reference XMI into the vendor tool and then generate the XMI output and run a comparison with the reference. Using this approach to verify a vendors XMI import and export  is intended to provide a good indication as to the vendors model interchange capability.  Ultimately, a more robust testing of the actual models would be required to increase the level of confidence in their capability. 

Peter Denno maintains the NIST Validator tool, and reported at this mornings telecon that this capability will require significant effort and is several months away, However, Peter has been making steady progress towards augmenting the Validator with the Canonical XMI transformation and reporting capability. I will ask Peter to provide a realistic plan and expectations for what he thinks he can provide over the next several months. We can adjust our approach based on the results achieved. This will be a topic of discussion at the MIWG Face to Face meeting in Santa Clara on Monday, December 6 from 9-12 PT, along with discussions on status and plans forward.

Thanks.

*MIWG Wiki at http://www.omgwiki.org/model-interchange/doku.php 

 

Sandy

Sanford Friedenthal

MIWG Chair

Lockheed Martin

