Meeting notes for January 5, 2004 I++ DME implementer’s conference call

Meeting scribe: John Horst, NIST
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I++ DME interoperability demo issues

· In order to start scheduling interoperability testing, NIST needs to know who has or is planning to have both server and client implementations.  Wilcox (Perluigi) is doing a server implementation where the scanning functionality is with a Leitz machine; Wilcox (Michel) is working on a client implementation; Mitutoyo (Swen) is working on a server implementation. A client-side implementation is planned, but has not been yet realized; Zeiss has server with scanning and is working on client and the latter is expected to be available in the first half of 2004; Dave is working on the server first and planning a client- side implementation later; Metromec (Rene) is working on client and server both about the same level of effort with no scanning as yet.  Other aspects of I++ DME spec version 1.3 have been implemented except AlignTool command.  

Status and update on I++ DME spec 

· John asked what are the plans of the I++ DME spec writers to make I++ DME compatible with the types of commands in DMIS like “calibrate sensor” and “get sensor geometry.” I++ DME as it stands will not support that, which means that many existing DMIS programs will not run on I++ DME compatible systems.  Dave asked that since DMIS is expected to soon become an international (ISO) standard, what are the vision and plans for the I++ DME spec to become an international standard, and particularly, what are the plans to make I++ DME compatible with DMIS.  Dave also argued that I++ DME and DMIS seem to be in stark contrast with respect to calibration and sensor geometry.  He said that many commands allowed in DMIS cannot be implemented in I++ DME, and that certain data values needed by certain DMIS programs will not be available across an I++ DME compliant interface.  He suggested adding certain error codes to I++ DME that signify the server’s refusal to reveal certain data would be a helpful first step towards compatibility between I++ DME and DMIS.  Josef remarked that different proves vary substantially as to how they are calibrated and what data is involved in the calibration, so that it would substantially complicate the interface.  Josef pointed to a portion of the DMIS 4.0 spec, section 5.4.3.2 (dealing with sensors) that states that “calibration data is transparent to the user,” and therefore is not available to the user.  Tom pointed out that this statement seems inconsistent with other portions of the DMIS 4.0 spec.  Dave asked what is the vision for I++ DME as an ISO standard? I believe that Josef promised to get the answer to that question and get back to us.  

· Josef reminded implementers that they have only 2 more weeks to reply with comments I++ DME version 1.39.  

· John asked whether the prioritization of comments and the I++ DME spec were well received and how they influenced version 1.39.  Josef said that the comments were of a lower priority than form testers and safety.    

Status and update on I++ DME test suite 

· NIST is still making corrections based on feedback and should be placing a version 2.1 on the web very soon.  NIST plans to put a list of changes in version 2.1 on the web site as well.  

· John asked if it important to implementers that the NIST server utility use a non-zero radius for the tool tip when reporting data back, i.e., server utility reports measurement points from the center of a non-zero radius tool tip? All seemed to agree that a non-zero radius should be assumed and that the user should be able to specify the value of that radius within the server utility user-interface window.  

The next conf call meeting is planned for Monday 10AM EST Jan 19, 2004.  

