Day One 12 October, 2004

Meeting opened at 8:40a.m. on 12 October.

First presentation was the current SCC20 org. chart for 2005 which was shown by Mike Seavey. This org chart (link) specifies the subcommittees which will be responsible for ATML schemas.

In a discussion of the status of the ATML PARs, it was noted that there is a standards committee meeting scheduled in December. In order to be considered at that meeting, our PARs must be completed and submitted by 14 October. The base (ATML Framework) PAR has been submitted to the SCC20 steering committee for consideration.

There was additional discussion of IEEE P1636 and whether Test Results should become part of that standard. 1636 deals with interface definition between systems, and is considered by some to be the "source" reference document for diagnostic maturation. Tim W. has suggested that Test Results can easily be included in the P1636 PAR, which would avoid splitting maturation data between two specifications. There is also the feeling that such an inclusion might cause unacceptable delay in the development of ATML due to the very preliminary state of 1636.

There have been comments received that we may need to provide an information model for our schemas. This has raised some spirited discussions. In a further discussion of these comments, there were questions raised on the need for such an information model. From the W3C, "XML Schemas Part 1: Structures": 

"...Schemas may also provide for the specification of additional document information, such as normalization and defaulting of attribute and element values. Schemas have facilities for self-documentation. Thus, XML Schema: Structures can be used to define, describe and catalogue XML vocabularies for classes of XML documents.

Any application that consumes well-formed XML can use the XML Schema: Structures formalism to express syntactic, structural and value constraints applicable to its document instances. The XML Schema: Structures formalism allows a useful level of constraint checking to be described and implemented for a wide spectrum of XML applications. However, the language defined by this specification does not attempt to provide all the facilities that might be needed by any application. Some applications may require constraint capabilities not expressible in this language, and so may need to perform their own additional validations."

There have been a number of comments that for users who read and understand XML and XML schemas, creation of further information models, especially using EXPRESS, would add little value. 

A further point in favor of pursuing an independent PAR for Test Results, it was noted that SIMICA/1636 is still in the information gathering stage. This could lead to unacceptable delays in the development and release of the Test Results schema and specification. [Please see the separate minutes for the management group.]
SERVICES

Tony Alwardt presented a concept for information exchange between ATE components. This work is based on an XML information exchange format used by the insurance industry. This, in conjuction with portions of WSDL, may be the best approach for defining ATML services.

TEST RESULTS

In the interest of time, Test Results documentation was presented. There were questions regarding the legalities of including XMLSpy-generated graphics in the ATML spec. Conclusion was that it is acceptable.

Peter Richardson briefed the group on a test implementation using the Test Results schema. They were successful, and found no shortcomings in the schema during this test.

Steve O'Donnell presented additional information on this effort, which was presented in full at the last Autotestcon in San Antonio.

DIAGNOSTICS BREAK-OUT MEETING

[minutes to be provided.]

MANAGEMENT BREAK-OUT MEETING
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Chris Gorringe
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The management group met to consider the new PARS for Instrument, TestResults and TestDescription.

The question was raised:


At this time we were ready to define these PARS?

 Bob Fax expressed the view that we should generate the PARS (as best we see fit) today so that they are available for the future and submit into the current electronic SCC20 Steering meeting being held over October 11th +.

The PARS were reviewed for consistency and correct scope and purpose. The output of the meeting are:


ATML Test Results Dot Standard PAR.doc 


ATML Test Description Dot Standard PAR.doc 


ATML Instrument Dot Standard PAR.doc 
Day Two 13 October, 2004

Morning introduction and review of planned agenda (see attached).

DIAGNOSTICS
Review of Tim W. cut at Test Results as depicted in EXPRESS.

INSTRUMENTS
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The group reviewed the PAR created at Monday's Management meeting.

Chris Nadovich asked for clarification of INSTRUMENT referring to static  information and model class, and explicitly excluded dynamic or build state.  The response is that TestStation shall cover these dynamic areas. augmenting the INSTRUMENT description.

The meeting set of reviewing the recently posted Instrument requirement Document ATML Instrument Schema Requirements.doc 

Further discussion took place on the entities that instrument covers, hardware,  hardware + software etc.


The type of the software driver, was added into to Instrument Control


Graphical Tools should be extended to Support Tools including Simulation Modes


Question over does an FPGA programmer become an instrument -  consensus was yes it does, if it communicates with UUT


Add firmware dependencies within Driver


And any external configuration files or setups that are needed for Instrument


Standard Compliance


Timing and triggering considerations. (Capability)


Platform operation for a driver standpoint


... Plus other changes recorded in the requirement document

A statement that the group thought clarified the use if INSTRUMENT is The information supplied from the Manufacturer


The intention is that the Instrument ports would map to the driver ports/capability ports


A description of the INSTRUMENT signals and capability was described identifying how capabilities and TestDescription requirements would be done using the same terms.. Where these capabilities are defined to/from ports defined with the INSTRUMENT.

For composite instrument description, should be a way of referencing other instruments. (TE). INSTRUMENTS are intended to be hierarchical making reference to other INSTRUMENTS.

The requirements should also include Alignments as well as Calibration.

Definitions of INSTRUMENT
Instrument

Things you can buy.


Root capabilies of the test system.


Things that can't really change.


Physical thing you can buy or make that is used to provide source, measure or switching.


Device used to accomplish a purpose (source, measure, switching).


hardware and other stuff (driver, internal working, firmware, documentation) -stuff that comes in a box when you buy it.


Things with ports.
Composite Instrument - An instrument made up of one or more other instruments
Virtual Instrument - The temporary creation of dynamic complex functions from the parallel operation of a number of Instruments, which by themselves cannot individually produce the complex function required

The term Virtual Instrument was determinedas not needed.
Synthetic Instrument (not expected to have Instrument descripion)


Anthing you can e-mail


abstract concept


Without changing hardware, you add software to add new capability


Instrument that can be configured at runtime to begave differently
TEST DESCRIPTION
Mike Seavey reviewed the reworded PAR to ensure all were aware of current content. Question raised regarding use of words "...support equipment..." Feeling was that this might encompass the ATE. Several participants agreed to do an off-line review of the requirements document.

Initial discussion of the meaning and uses of Test Description. Effort to contrast Test Program and Test Description.

Jim Babb (Boeing) commented that there may be a need for more detailed information to enable test on a variety of equipment.

Review of the schema. Tim D. pointed out that TestType/Input/Stimulus element would be well suited to a description using 1641 structures/definitions.

John Gomes questioned where environmental requirements would fit into the schema.

The ATPG element in the draft schema was flagged for removal as being too specific to execution.

There must be a change to the schema to accommodate inclusion of test prerequisites. This is NOT analogous to a sequence and isn't covered by a fault tree model.

Ion Neag will undertake an effort to expand the "Test" element with information he feels is important. Tim Wilmering will provide a TRD generator data model that has been developed by Boeing.

Matt Cornish and Steve Wegener will coordinate on creation of a 1553 compliant representation of 1641 data for signal definition.

Ion Neag worked real-time discussion group to go over the content and structure of "Test". End result was a candidate structure for the Test element of the Test Description schema.

Tony Alwardt briefed the current version of his Diagnostic transaction schema. The main structure is based on the concept of Work Orders as the medium for real time information access.

Request made that parties interested in Diagnostics begin weekly meetings to speed along finalization of a transaction and Diagnostics schema. 
Day Three 14 October, 2004

Smaller Group meeting with attendees as indicated on Participants tab, including Jose Manuel (INDRA).

Meeting began with an overview of the ARGCS slide from Autotestcon. (see ATML OverviewV3.ppt ) Thought is that the black arrows on the ARGCS CONOPS diagram represent ATML information. Likewise, the red arrows on the Northrop ARGCS diagram represent ATML data.

Chris G. pointed out that a more end-to-end use case should be considered. Such a use case will help better define the overall ATML structure.

Essentially, this means that the ATML group needs a fuller understanding of the entire process of test-diagnosis-repair.

