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Agenda

1. Overview and Status

2. Pre-conditions & Post-conditions

3. Parameters & Variables

4. IEEE 1641 Signals

5. Test Actions
Overview and Status
Ion presents overview of current design.
Draft 6 is uploaded in Groove. This version include design changes decided at Bath meeting. The schema changes are incomplete (not performed yet for Test Actions).

Discussion on how to link Test Description instance documents for UUTs on different levels of product hierarchy (ex. WRA/SRA)? 

· Faults identified at higher level are used for diagnostics at lower level. 

· There are not hard links between Test Description instance documents.

Ion presents development status:
· Draft 4 – includes design decisions from Orlando meeting

· Draft 5 – synchronized with current version of Common; available for review

· Draft 6 (incomplete) – includes design decisions from Bath meeting:
· Test Groups

· Sequences
Remaining design features for review:
· Pre-conditions & Post-conditions

· Parameters & Variables

· IEEE 1641 Signals

· Test Actions

· Supporting Diagnostic Reasoners
Pre-conditions and post-conditions
Ion presents the current design.
Discussions

The group discussed if mixing of conditions and fault trees should be allowed. Opinions:
· Chris - you should be able to mix
· José Manuel - you should not

· Mark - you should. For instance, you could have a mix of fault tree and conditions, during the intermediate stages of modifying a Test Description, when converting a legacy TPS to one that supports reasoners.

· Mike - what does AI-ESTATE specify?

There is not a clear preference for an alternative.

AI - Ion to look at AI-ESTATE and report back. Group to revisit the issue.

Questions and Open Issues

1. State Variables are now global (in DiagTestDescription).
· The group considers that the current solution appropriate. No schema changes are necessary.
2. Do we want to support Conditions for TestTemplate (and inherit them in Tests)?
· Anand - Once defined in Test Templates, the Conditions cannot be “turned off” in Tests. This would be a  problem. This is an argument for not supporting Conditions in Test Templates.
· The group decided not to support Conditions in Test Templates. No schema changes are necessary.
3. Data type for State Variable Value is now xs:anySimpleType
· The group considers that the current solution is appropriate. No schema changes are necessary.
4. What should the application executive do if a Test executed to satisfy a Post-Condition returns a “Failed” Outcome?
· Tom We should not define the behavior of the application executive.

· Ion - Agree. We are just using the application executive as a use case. More appropriate question: what is the significance for post-conditions of a  “Failed” outcome returned by the Test?
· The group identified the following alternatives for answering the above question:

· 1. Restrict contents of instance documents - cannot have Failed outcome if post-conditions are specified.

· 2. The post-condition is not considered satisfied.
· 3. The post-condition is considered satisfied.

· 4. Alternative design: Attach a separate post-condition to each Outcome, rather than the Test.
· The group decided to:
· Attach post-condition to each Outcome Test. This gives some flexibility for the specification of conditions. As we cannot anticipate exactly how conditions will be used, this may be an advantage.
· Implement tentatively. See how it is used in Candidate stage. May change before release, if it is used in only one way (i.e., according to one of the solutions 1 ... 3).
AI - Ion to implement schema change: associate Post-Conditions with Test Outcomes (possibly move under Test Outcome).

5. What should the application executive do if an Initialization Test Group returns a “Failed” Outcome?
· Ion - Similar to the previous issue, a more appropriate question is: What is the significance for Initialization of a “Failed” Outcome returned by the Test?

· Group decision: 

· Initialization is considered successful only if Test Group returns Passed.
AI - Ion to describe in annotation. The description will eventually be included in the text of the written spec.
6. What should the application executive do if a Pre-Condition or Exit Condition can be satisfied by more than one Test or Test Group?

· The specification should not dictate the behavior of the application executive. 

· To eliminate ambiguity, the following alternative design was proposed by Chris:

· delete Post-Conditions

· create Setup (other name?) element under State/Value; this is a simplified version of Test; may also be an Action; it accepts Parameters and returns a Success flag

· possibly record in Test Results as TestGroupAction (this is not related to the design of Test Description)
AI: Ion to tentatively implement alternative design as described above. To be evaluated during Candidate phase.

8. Conditions related to Test execution state
· This use case originates from INDRA. 
· The group did not discover enough commonality in the available use cases, to justify support in schema. 
· Members who have use cases will:
· Investigate if the state variable approach can be used
· If not, propose schema enhancements. 
· The group will decide if enhancements should be included in the  final schema. If not, make sure that the use cases can be supported through schema extension.

Parameters and Variables
Ion recaps the arguments provided in past meetings for and against variables and presents the current design, which does not include variables.

Discussions

While examining the design for Test Templates, it was identified that only Test Results inherited from Test Template need to exist as children of Test, for referencing purposes. Parameters inherited from the Template do not need to exist under Test, if they are inherited directly from the Test Template. The design can be thus simplified.
· AI - Ion to implement the above design change in schema and in sample instance documents. Also, look if Outcomes can be simplified in a similar manner.
Discussion on the necessity of Default Value.
· Tom - when is the Default Value returned?

· Ion - when the measurement is not executed. It is not clear when this situation may occur.

· José Manuel - use case: return when performing the Test in simulation. 

No design changes are necessary at this time. Will see how the feature is used in candidate status and re-consider.

Questions and Open Issues

1. The design of TestResultType/Measurement type is tentative. Problems:

· Requires a simple type that enumerates the names of all scalar data types from Common
· The groups considers this solution appropriate. 

· Ion - The simple type may be moved to Common, as it has to be kept in sync with other typed from Common.
· AI - Ion to see if ScalarDataTypes can be moved to Common.

· AI - Ion to investigate if the present design (with ScalarDataTypes enum) supports data type extensibility.

· If a Default Value is specified, the type of that value must be consistent with the data type specified in the measurement description. This is not enforced through the schema.
· AI - Ion to tentatively implement design change: move DefaultValue under DatumMeasurement, CollectionMeasurement, etc. This should alleviate the above problem.

· Default Value should also support Signal Value, Custom Value. 

· AI - Ion to tentatively add Default Value under SignalMeasurement. This should be the default value of the signal attribute to be measured.
3. How to enforce data type compatibility when passing Test Results to Parameters?
· The group decides that this is not an issue, because the Parameter gets all information from the Test Result. 

4. Support for Variables
· Extensive discussions. 

· Pros: In the current design: if Test Description indicates that a Parameter can originate from the Test Results of multiple Tests, at run-time it originates from the Test Result of the last executed Test. Having variables makes this “last executed” rule more evident.
· Cons: With the current design, it is easier to determine the Test or Tests whose Test Result(s) can contribute to a given Parameter. The usage of Variables would make this determination more cumbersome.
· The opinions are split, without a majority of the participants expressing a preference for one of the alternatives.

· The group decides to keep the current design. During the Candidate phase, users will determine if it is sufficient..

6. Transfer between non-signal and signal parametric data
· Ion - should re-visit after finalizing the design of 1641 signal integration.

· AI - Ion to keep on list of open issues.
7. Not sure if “name” attribute of Parameter type should be optional
· The group decided to make it required.
· AI - Ion to implement design change in schema.

8. When adjusting Test Result type for consistency with Test Results schema, Transform was not added
· Anand - because Transform is a descriptive string, it can only come from Test Description. Thus, it must be supported.

· The group decided to add Transform, as a descriptive string. Its meaning is “Describes the transformation used to transform instrument data into the value to be returned as Test Result.”

· AI - Ion to implement design change in schema.
Miscellaneous Discussions 

Anand - The current design does not support referencing multiple Test Results as the source for a Parameter.

· AI - Ion to change schema.

This brings again the issue of data consistency - all Test Results referenced by a Parameter must have the same data type and unit.

· AI - Ion to keep this on the list of open issues.

Integration of P1641 Signal Descriptions
Ion presents the current design.

Discussions

Chris wants the XML schemas from the revised 1641 to be more in line with ATML. This includes style issues (key/keyref) and extensions of contents.

Ion - Need to define restrictions for the contents of BSC / TSF definitions:
· Parameter: must contain connection functions

· Test Result: must contain connection and measurement functions

Chris - This may be achieved

· in 1641 User’s Guide

· in next revision of 1641 spec 
· in ATML Test Description spec

Ion - maybe by creating new types in the 1641 or Test Description schemas.

AI: Chris and Ion to coordinate for designing a solution
Ion - Need to be able to reference TSFs created by users, without modifying the Test Description schema and without having to create a derived schema that duplicates all the contents of the original schema. This may be achieved through type derivation.
Chris wants to solve this problem in the 1641 revision. Meanwhile, it can be solved in Test Description.

AI - Chris to provide TSF extensibility example.

AI - Ion to experiment with usage of custom TSFs.

Ion - The file STDTSF.xds created for referencing from Test Description uses a name already used in 1641, for the schema defining the format of TSFs. Also, the file is not complete (only one signal is included).

AI - Chris to provide to Ion complete .xsd for 1641 TSF.

AI - Ion to rename the file STDTSFLib.xsd (same name as the .xml file, change extension).

Chris - Should place all “good” 1641 files in a public location. 

AI - Ion to determine proper location (options are: Groove, SCC20 private pages, SCC20 public pages) and upload the files.
Questions and Open Issues

2. The current design separates Values (with type ValueType) from SignalValues (with type std:Signal). Alternative: extend the ValueType from Common, to accommodate signal values. 

The group decided to wait until the Test Description schema reaches Candidate status.

3. The design is not optimal because it requires the creation of a schema that is not part of the 1641 specification. The group considers the design acceptable. The .XSD fil emay become part of the 1641 revised standard or the 1641 User’s Guide. May be included as a schema file, or maybe described through the conversion rules necessary to derive the .xsd file from the .xml file.

Test Actions
Ion presents the tentative design for Test Actions.

Questions and Open Issues

3. Synchronization and timing are not supported in the current design. 

The group decides that synchronization and timing must be supported. Chris believes that thy are supported in 1641 TPL.
AI - Ion to see if TPL supports them. If they are supported, include in Test Description schema. If not, keep on list of open issues.
Miscellaneous Discussions
Test Actions that do not use signals

· Anand - should support Test Actions that do not use signals. 
· Ion - The current actions are purely signal-oriented because they originate in the 1641 TPL. The group may need to define other types of Actions.

· Actions should have a common base type.

AI - Ion to investigate if a schema change is possible.

Miscellaneous schema changes

The following schema changes were identified as necessary during discussions:
· TestGroup_UnspecifiedOrder/TestRefs/TestRef@testId - change from Test to Test Entity reference 

· Add reference to UUT Description instance document. Look in a future version of Common for a type supporting references to instance document.

· Initialization and Termination should contain a reference to a Test Entity. Now they contain a reference to Test.

· Test Result/TT_TestResultRef@tT_TestResultID - move under FronTestTemplate element. Is this also necessary for Outcome?

AI - Ion to implement the above changes.

Coordination with Test Results

Discussions in side meeting involving John Ralph, Anand Jain, José Manuel Gonzalez, Ion Neag, Mike Malopolski.
Need to add in Test Results references to items from Test Description. 

· John - there is a place in Test Results to reference a Test Description instance document, but not specific items inside such a document. 

· José Manuel - reference to Tests and Test Groups. If a base type similar to Test Entity is defined in Test Results, instances of this type would reference Test Entity elements from Test Description. 
· Ion - there may be more.

· AI - Ion to schedule phone conference with Anand, José Manuel, John after updating the Test Description schema.
Other Discussions
The following issues were addressed in side discussions:

We may be able to eliminate pre-conditions and post-conditions - as we know them - from Test Description by referencing them from 1232, for the reasoner-oriented specialization of TestGroup.

We may add in Test Description “inter-conditions” that are checked at run-time, but not fulfilled by automatically executing a Test. They could reference: execution of other Tests; outcomes returned by other Tests, values of variables - if supported, etc. This should cover the Indra use case and the usage of conditions in NI TestStand.

The name Test Action is inconsistent with the usage of term TestGroupAction in Test Results (non-test). We may need to rename Test Action. Maybe use “Operation”.

We do not have an entity equivalent to TestGroupAction. If we would have one, it would be a reduced version of Test, with a Done/Aborted Outcome. May be member of Test Group (in which case it must be connected in sequence with other members). May be implemented as a base class for Test, or may be derived from Test Entity (which would have less contents).

There is a type in ATML Common supporting the representation of units. This type is used in Value type. Make sure it is used in types defined in the Test Description schema. Verify that the set of units is extensible.
Should be able to specify NextStep or SequenceOutcome for each Outcome-Qualifier combination. Ex: Passed + High, Passed + Low (?). Now it can be specified for each Outcome.
