Meeting notes for November 17, 2003 I++ DME implementer’s conference call

Meeting scribe: John Horst, NIST

Attendees: 

	Name
	Organization
	Present

	
	
	

	Manfred Becker 
	Zeiss
	(

	Perluigi Borgogno 
	Wilcox
	(

	Joe Falco 
	NIST
	

	Swen Haubold 
	Mitutoyo
	(

	John Horst 
	NIST
	(

	René Keller 
	Metromec
	(

	Tom Kramer 
	NIST
	(

	Chuck Leckenby 
	Tecnomatix
	(

	Michel Penlae 
	Wilcox
	(

	Chiratana Pot 
	Tecnomatix
	(

	Josef Resch 
	Zeiss
	(

	Bill Rippey 
	NIST
	(

	Dave Smith
	LK
	(

	Keith Stouffer 
	NIST
	

	Mark Vinson 
	Boeing
	

	Ray Admire 
	Lockheed Martin
	

	Bob Waite
	DCX
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


I++ DME interoperability demo 

· John Horst presented what he thinks are key challenges facing the I++ DME effort:

· Time is of the essence:  The I++ DME spec is beginning to be implemented in commercial systems.  This means that as time goes by, and more commercial implementations appear, it will be harder and harder to make important changes to the spec needed for interoperability, and we will create problems similar to those that hindered the success of DMIS.  

· NIST needs to generate preliminary conformance tests and get agreement from the community on those conformance tests.  Interoperability tests are also planned for 2004 and will be described in a minute

· Need to avoid the appearance of “flavors” or “dialects” of I++ DME, in other words, we need to avoid the appearance of one-of-a-kind proprietary implementations; implies much of our work will be wasted, since every one had open, proprietary implementations before, and since proprietary interface standards are what the users (and most vendors) want to get away from.  

· Implementers, who are not on the I++ spec writing team, need to feel that their input is taken seriously

· Implementers, for their part, need to examine the integrated comments document to see if anything is missing of importance to them.  

· I++ spec writers need to make all the changes to the spec suggested by the implementers, especially those labeled “High” or “Medium.”

· In order to address some of these challenges, an interoperability demonstration is being planned for the Quality Show in Novi, Michigan USA in June 2004. Different scenarios are the following: 

· MEPT laptop with application software at each CMM vendor booth or 

· A loan of small tabletop CMMs at MEPT booth running all CMMs and software simultaneously in one place demonstrating interoperability.  Value of the demo: one single program sent to several CMM vendors, which should reveal ambiguities in the spec or quasi-proprietary implementations

· Chiratana requested that draft documents describing the interoperability test be sent to the group and John agreed to write something up and send it to everyone

Status and update on I++ DME implementations 

· Chiratana Pot of Tecnomatix asked what is the status of vendor I++ implementations?  

· Dave Smith - LK: not implementing at the moment; waiting to see if I++ DME becomes an interoperable international standard

· Swen Haubold - Mitutoyo: should have I++ DME implementation by the end of 2003 for all CMM systems

· Michele Penlae – Wilcox: client implementation complete, however, need to work more on tool-related items (e.g., tool offset)

· Perluigi Borgogno – Wilcox: server implementation done, working on scanning; server connects in an open manner to at least two CMM controllers, one of which is a Leitz controller  

· Josef Resch – Zeiss:  server is implemented, working on the client implementation; it is not a DMIS client

· Chiratana – Tecnomatix: client is being implemented; scanning has been tested for both known and unknown contours  

Status and update on I++ DME spec 

· Josef reported on I++ DME spec status.  They continue to work on version 1.4, including changes from implementors comments and adding additional functionalities such as form testing.  Alignment issues still need to be addressed along with other improvements.  Chiratana asked if tool offsets are currently being added to the new spec and Josef said the I++ team is still thinking about that one.  

· René and Michel then asked Josef several questions concerning issues of sensor calibration and qualification.  Sounds like there are some issues for resolution here.  John later emailed René and Michel to provide constructive and concrete comments on the spec relating to these issues.  Just subsequent to the adjournment of this meeting, NIST received comments from René on these issues and is currently working on integrating them into the comments document.  
Status and update on I++ DME test suite 

· John described a new artifact consisting of an assembly of lego pieces.  Barring opposition to this approach, NIST will proceed with this as an initial artifact.  Arguments for such an artifact are that it is 

· Cheap (< $100US)

· Available world-wide overnight (earlier lego artifact was not)

· Of small size and therefore sufficiently accurate, though high accuracy should not be an issue

· Stiff

· Chiratana asked what CAD representations we have of the artifact.  John said that it is in ProEngineer and Chiratana requested it to be available in Unigraphics and Catia also.  He said that Parasolid would be good, but wireframe should be OK too.  NIST agreed to solve this problem to the satisfaction of the group.  

Questions and problems with the test suite 

· Michele mentioned that when the client asks the NIST client-side server utility certain questions, error messages are received with no % at the end.  NIST agreed to look into this problem.  

· Josef spoke of problems with ScanOnCircle command, that the points on the first circle need to be offset by the ball radius and the second circle yields too many results form the scanning than is reasonable.  NIST agreed to address this issue as well.  

· René offered that OnPtMeasReport in the test suite does not represent i, j, k.  Tom Kramer responded to say that the text of the spec has nothing to say about i, j, k.  It seems that the only place where i, j, k is described for OnPtMeasReport is in the model.  A fairly lengthy discussion ensued on text descriptions in the spec and UML model descriptions in the spec.  Josef said that model descriptions have higher priority.  John asked why the I++ team doesn’t simple commit themselves to complete consistency between model and text descriptions.  Tom offered what he has already expressed in the comments document, namely, that the actual contents of the interface, which are text strings over a socket, should form the heart of any interface specification.  Therefore, since the UML models do not describe the exact content of the strings, they should merely be explanatory and not definitive.  Josef offered that the object models are completely implementation independent.  
· Josef concluded the meeting by suggesting that if anyone wants a quick response to their issues, to send those issues straight to the I++ team.  John suggested that any such issues also be copied to NIST, so that there remains one location for all comments.  This seemed agreeable to all and the meeting was adjourned.  
The next conf call meeting is planned for Monday 10AM EST Dec 1, 2003.  

