Model Interchange Working Group (MIWG) Minutes

12 December 2011
Attendance: J. D. Baker – No Magic, Roy Bell – Raytheon, Graham Bleakley – IBM, Daniel Brookshier – NoMagic, Roger Burkhart – John Deere, Lance Cameron – HSBC, Michael Chronoles – Lockheed Martin, Maged Elaasar – IBM, Sandy Friedenthal, Laura Hart – Lockheed Martin, Nerijus Jankevicius – NoMagic, Lars Olof Kinlstiom – Generic, Andreas Korff – Atego, Sam Mancarella – Sparx, Steven W Mitchell – Locheed Martin, Aurelitus Morkevicus – No Magic, Pete Rivett – Adaptive, Mark Schults – Boeing, Ed Seidewitz – Model Driven Solutions, Daniel Siegl – LiberLieber, Rick Steiner – Raytheon, Andrew Watson – OMG, John Watson – Lockheed Martin, Ed Willink – Thales
The following is a summary from our December 12, 2011 face to face meeting in Santa Clara, California. Let me know if you have any corrections. Our next telecom will be held Monday December 19 at 10:00 AM EST.
Dial-up information:
Austria: +43 (0) 7 2088 1402
Canada: +1 (647) 724-3550
France: +33 (0) 182 880 458
Norway: +47 (0) 21 03 58 98
United Kingdom: +44 (0) 121 368 0267
United States: +1 (215) 383-1010 
Participant Access Code: 586-539-187
Link to webcast: https://www2.gotomeeting.com/join/586539187
Meeting Agenda: Our face to face meeting agenda included the following:

· MIWG Wiki Walkthrough 

· Scaling Model Interchange to Large Projects

· MIWG Planning

· MIWG Testing Process

MIWG Wiki Walkthrough:
The MIWG Wiki has been restructured to facilitate public access to the test cases and vendor XMI files.  Some issues have surfaced that may lead to confusion. For example: at the top of each test case we have posted the valid.xmi and the valid_canonical.xmi. A casual observer may wonder why both are posted and why both are needed. Ed will write an explanation, and he will add links to this explanation in all of the test cases where they are shown.

Another example that we encountered has to do with the NIST validator. The MIWG web site refers to the validator as a means for evaluating the vendor XMI file, and it provides a clear description for how to use it. The validator report is not easily interpreted by casual users.  Peter Denno is working to make these results more understandable to casual users. He should eliminate those items in the error listing that yield non-zero results on a good XMI input file. This includes things such as OCL execution errors.

Finally we noticed that the Wiki says that test cases 4 and 5 were executed. Ed will add a link to the fUML reference implementation, which was used to execute these test cases.

We may need to create a page for vendors, which will describe how to produce test results. We also agreed that vendors can choose to post the results from multiple versions of their tool or they can choose to delete old versions and just maintain the results from the latest version of their tool. Vendors are free to post other artifacts beyond the results of their test case results. If they do; we suggest they post a README file that provides a brief description of the contents of these additional artifacts.

Ed gave a demo of how to use the test case results and the validator. There are a number of steps to the process. One recommendation was to provide users the ability to select a vendor tool and a test case, and have it automatically submit all of the files to the validator, and produce a clear report of the results. Perhaps we could run all of the test cases for a selected tool and receive a summary report.

Scaling Interchange to Large Projects:
Sandy asked the question of what should constitute an industrial strength use case that we could use as a basis for defining model interchange in support of large projects. A proposed use case is highlighted in the following diagram:
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Model Interchange Considerations
« Model size
« Performance
« Security
« Tool Versions
« Diagram interchange
« Modeler variation (imperfect models)





Several considerations were noted that impact the ability to effectively interchange models. It was noted that it takes a long time for a tool to import a large XMI file that was produced by a different tool. Some people said that it can take a long time just to produce an XMI file from a large UML model. To achieve "industrial strength" or "real world" model interchange capability, we need a way to export a part of a model. We also need a way for someone to make changes to the part of the model that was exported (possibly with another tool) and then merge the changed file back into the original model. See diagram.

It is quite common to have large projects be implemented by multiple companies, or by multiple divisions within a company. We listed the following use cases for sharing a UML model among multiple developers at remote locations:

A one way transfer of the full model

A one way transfer of a partial model

A two way transfer of the full model

A two way transfer of a partial model

Reuse of pieces of a model (i.e., model library)

Delta XMI
We also observed that there a number of considerations when sharing model information among developers. These include things such as security, performance, use of different versions of a tool, use of different tools, use of different versions of XMI, and the inability to transfer diagram information.

Modeling language baseline versions:

Our test cases have been produced for UML version 2.3. Magic Draw and Sparx have already produced a tool that supports UML version 2.4.1. Atego also plans to support the new version of UML. Maged and Graham said they will check on the plans for IBM RSA and IBM Rhapsody.  We also need to confirm the plans for Modelio.

We agreed that our next transition will use the following versions of standards: 
· MOF 2.4.1

· UML 2.4.1

· XMI 2.4.1

· SysML 1.3 (which is based on UML 2.4.1)

· SoaML 1.0 (which is based on UML 2.3)

· UPDM 2.0 (which is based on SysML v1.2 and SoaML 1.0)

· fUML 1.0 (which is based on UML 2.3)

· OCL ???

· Others?

Version 1.0 of the diagram definition standard has been released, but there is still a large effort to incorporate it into UML. It appears that the UML 2.5 RTF has not decided whether to take on this additional work. If they agree, it will probably delay the completion of UML 2.5. We will consider incorporating diagram definition test cases once it is incorporated into UML.
Future test cases:
Ed has created a draft of test case 17, which will be our first SoaML test case. It was speculated that 4-5 SoaML test cases should be sufficient for a good coverage of SoaML. Ed already has a good idea for a second SoaML test case.
We want to begin the process of creating UPDM test cases, and we may decide to do them in parallel with the SoaML test cases.
In the future want to increase our coverage of UML and SysML with more test cases. We also want to do some "Industrial Strength" testing, which will be based on the Use Case described above. This includes the round-trip exchange of diagrams. Finally we would like to define a test that involves the combination of multiple standard and user defined profiles.
MIWG Testing Process:
We briefly reviewed the testing process that has been introduced for canonical XMI testing. This needs to be baselined as our proposed approach for interchange testing going forward.

Closed Actions: 

None this week
Open Actions: 

111128-01 Check in model files – Vendors (note: need a discussion of where the model files should be put)
111128-02 Recreate models that do not exist – Vendors (note: need to decide which vendor should do each of the missing model files)

111128-03 Update notes on test case 15 and the model interchange guidelines about structured activity nodes – Ed

111212-01 Provide an explanation on the MIWG Wiki of why both valid.xmi and valid-canonical.xmi files are needed, and add links to this explanation in all of the test cases where they are shown – Ed

111212-02 Eliminate the display of errors from validator that yield non-zero results on good XMI files (or if they must be kept, explain why) – Peter

111212-03 Update the roadmap for MIWG test cases – Sandy/All

111212-04 Baseline the MIWG testing process – Sandy/All
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
