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1. Overview and Status

2. Open Issues
Overview and Status
Ion presents overview of Draft 7, obtained by merging the two parts of the schema developed separately. This version include design changes decided at Austin meeting.
Discussion on  adding Test Connectors and Hybrid connectors (with both signal pins and test pins). Relevant use cases are described by group members.
AI: Ion to implement tentatively in next draft.

Discussion on supporting component pins as signal locations. Not clear if validation can be accomplished.
AI: Ion to implement in next draft.

Discussion on adding “pin groups” to Interface | Electrical. For example, the pins carrying a bus signal may form a group. A test that sends a string through the bus could reference the bus, instead of referencing the individual lines. Tests should be able to control the bus and the individual lines at the same time. In the schema, this means that Connections of Parameters and Test Results can reference pin groups, as well as individual connector pins.
Post-meeting Note: If the interface definition is moved to UUT Description, this functionality may be supported through Ports. 

AI: Ion to implement tentatively in next draft. 
AI: Take into consideration when discussing harmonization with UUT Description. 
AI: Make sure the use of “pin groups” or Ports to model buses is described in the spec or the Users Guide. 
Discussion on Performance Characteristics. This may belong in UUT Description.
AI: Take into consideration when discussing harmonization with UUT Description.
Discussion on Replace Components. Several group members describe the need for supporting “maintenance actions”, in addition to the identification of faulty functions / components. This feature may be useful in the case of failures, where replace actions are not explicitly specified.
Maintenance actions should be specified under DetectionIsolation. They should be supported for Test Group Outcomes (ex. terminal leaves of fault trees), for both Faults and Failures. They should include a reference to the repair manual. A good name is be “Remediation”. May end up in UUT Description. AI-ESTATE and SIMICA may have this type of information.
Additional discussions on the second day: Bob Fox indicates that maintenance actions are usually described in a separate document. A  reference to this document and an action code are sufficient for their use case.

AI: Ion to look at AI-ESTATE, SIMICA. 

AI: Ion to implement tentatively in next draft. 
AI: Take into consideration when discussing harmonization with UUT Description.
Discussion on schema design for Faults. Decided to move Faults under Components, instead of referencing Components from Faults. May still need to reference Pins from Faults, as some faults occur at pins and some apply to the component itself.
Test group Outcomes may identify Components (to replace) or individual Faults. To reference a Component, the instance document should include an “unnamed” Fault, referenced from the Outcome. The schema should require 1 ... n Faults under a Component.

AI: Ion to implement in next draft. 
Discussion on identifying Faults in the ITA. The group considers that this is not desirable and should not be supported, in the case of new TPSs. When this situation occurs in legacy TPSs, ITA faults may be modeled as Failures. No schema change required.
Discussion on removing reverse references from Faults & Failures to Tests. The group decided that such references are not desirable, because they are redundant and may become inconsistent if instance documents are not properly maintained. The Comment field that is currently attached to the reverse references may be moved under Fault | Failure. Ion suggests that it may be a good idea to look at actual TRDs, to make sure that information is not lost by removing the reference.

AI: Mike to look at Mil-Std.1345 TRDs, to make sure that references from Faults to Tests do not carry additional information.

AI: Ion to modify the schema.
Discussion on InitializationCondition and TestGroup / Initialization. They carry similar information, but differ in scope (InitializationCondition applies to all sequences, while Initialization is specific to a sequence).
AI: Ion to create a type supporting both elements.

Discussion on Test Templates. Group members express concerns that this feature may be too close to implementation. The majority of the participants agree that the feature should be removed. Bob Fox suggests that a “test type” that has informational value only may be a suitable replacement. The group develops a tentative design. Test Type has Name, Description and Extension child elements. Test have an optional reference to a Test Type. The assignment of a Test Type indicates that Tests belong to the same category. It does not restrict the implementation (ex. Test of the same type may be implemented as one function/procedure, or as separate functions/procedures; this decision is often dependent on the technology used for implementation - ATLAS, C, test executive, etc.).
Discussion on ValueDescription. Teresa indicates that the current implementation uses and older version of Common. 
AI: Ion to integrate with the latest version of Common, using the new method for describing Units.
Teresa suggests that the type of defaultValue should be the one from Common, rather than the xs: type. This allows different units for the value to be measured and the default value. 
AI: Ion to use types from Common for defaultValue attributes & elements. Also for ArrayDescription.
The ItemDescription elements under CollectionDescription should be based on ValueDescription, adding Name attribute or element.

AI: Ion to modify schema.

Discussion on the location of the new types (Test Description or Common). Teresa prefers to leave the new types in Test Description (at least for now), because they are not used in another schema. No action.
Discussion on  Default Values. Ion summarizes previous discussions on this issue. A use case was identified for using defaultValue for simulation. But simulation can be done in different operational modes, ex. with different faults present. The group agrees that the default value should apply to the nominal operational mode. Bob suggests renaming the items and avoiding any reference to simulation. Ion suggests Nominal Value. The group agrees.

AI: Ion to rename items.

AI: Make sure simulation is not mentioned in spec or User’s Guide.
Discussion on default values for signal measurement. Chris indicates that 1641 XML supports the specification of nominal values. This is consistent with the semantics described above for non-signal measurements. Thus, the Test Description items are no longer needed. Also, a mapping from 1641 signal attribute types to ATML data types is no longer necessary. Anand points out that such a mapping is still necessary, if 1641 signal data are stored in ATML Test Results. The group agrees.
AI: Ion to remove DefaultValue currently present under SignalMeasurement.

AI: Make sure the mapping from 1641 signal attribute types to ATML types is defined in spec or User’s Guide.
Discussion on uniqueness of names for Test Entity Parameters, Test Results. The group agrees that names should be unique.
AI: Ion to add uniqueness constraints to the schema

Discussion on the current design of TestGroups, which allows sequences to be called from other sequences. Is this too close to the implementation? A majority of the participants (10 out of 12) are in favor of keeping the current implementation. 

There is a problem with the current design, which makes no distinction between Test Group definitions and Test Group calls. Ion suggests two solutions:
1. Create a separate types & elements for Test Group definition and Test Group call.

2. Convert current types into Test Group definitions (i.e., with “formal” parameters). Represent Test Group calls through the Behavior of Tests (which already contain the “actual” parameters). In this case, Tests will be the only callable entities.

José indicates that Test definitions should also be supported.

AI: Ion to tentatively implement a solution.

Discussion on state variables and effects. Ion describes the current solution (using state variables) and compares it to the AI-ESTATE solution (using predicates). Vern indicates that rules must be defined to specifies the interdependence of predicates. For example, when “Power is OFF” is created, it triggers a rule that removes “Power is ON”.

AI: Vernon Woodward to ask Mike Bodkin how they handle predicates.

AI: Ion to consult with Tim Wilmering on AI-ESTATE predicates.

AI: Ion to keep on list of open issues.

Discussion on the semantics of fault / failure data associated with Test Group outcomes. It appears that the semantics must be different for Test Group definitions and Test Group calls. Postponed discussion until the Test Group definition/call issue is resolved.
AI: Ion to keep on list of open issues.

Discussion on Adjust actions. Mike Seavey indicates that in DTI sheets GoTo Test, Adjust and Replace are alternative. An Adjust entry implies the repeated execution of the same test, until the Outcome changes. Adjustment may be specified for one or several components (ex, for optical paths). A free-form Description should be supported in addition to component references. 

In the schema, AdjustComponents and ReplaceComponents should be specified for the same element. Consequently,  AdjustComponents should be moved from NextStep | Outcome to Test | Outcome (and possibly TestGroup | Outcome).
AI: Ion to modify schema.

AI: Describe the meaning of Adjust in the spec or User’s Guide.
