Minutes of Joint Conference Call on Methodology - UML- among ITU-T SG4, 3GPP SA5, TISPAN WG8, TMF mTOP and ATIS TMOC Participants
Date&Time: 2008-10-29 16.00-18.00 CET
Moderator: Thomas Tovinger
Minutes taken by: Knut Johannessen 
Participants:

SG4:

Knut Johannessen, Telenor

SA5:

Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson
Edwin Tse, Ericsson

TISPAN: 

Leen Mak, Alcatel-Lucent (also SG4)
Jean-Jacques Trottin, Alcatel-Lucent
ATIS: 

Joe Scolaro, ATIS
Linda Garbanati, Alcatel-Lucent
TM FORUM:

Francesco Caruso, Telcordia

Agenda and minutes 

1. Introduction 
Knut gave an introduction and explained the background for the meeting. In short: The purpose of the meeting is 
a) to investigate if there are different needs regarding use of UML for standards work compared to design and development; and 
b) examine current and planned use of UML 2.x in the SDOs.

2. Presentation of UML 2.x 

Linda gave a presentation of UML 2.x (attachment within this document)
· support for new modelling requirements

· UML 2.x de-coupling supporting use of the necessary building-blocks without extra "baggage"

· structured in language-units

· simplified compliance that should allow for better interchange between tools

· extensions to support complexity

· support for profiles (domain specific languages)

Edwin commented that behaviour is better expressed using UML 2.x than using 1.x.
Summarized: UML 2.x has benefits for both standards work and developers
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3. Status of UML 2.x in SDOs

ATIS: 

· Has worked with UML 2.x  and have developed guidelines 

· Many of the members are developes (some implication of focus)

· Agreement within ATIS to use UML 2.x

· Limitations with UML 1.3 (interchange between tools, sequence of outputs/formatting) 

· Will generate XML schemas from the UML tool (MyEclipse)
· Looking for a reasonably priced tool such that the license cost is not a limitation to the number of participants that will have access to the tool    

· Is working with the tool vendor (formal requirements)

TISPAN:

· has opted for UML 2.x

SG4:

· has not decided, but can be expected to adopt UML 2.x unless strong reservations by members or other SDOs.

SA5:

· currently no plans for upgrading to UML 2.x

· authors are restricted by the UML repertoir that can be used to control the adoptation of new constructs.

4. Summary

Agreement in the meeting that tool interchange is also a benefit for standards work (allowing re-use of source files and work to be shared)

Assuming that an SDO adopts UML 2.x, the consensus is that 

· both versions should be allowed for a grace period. 
· new work should use the latest version (given that UML 2.x is adopted by a SDO).
However, an SDO may also select (as ATIS has done) to convert existing specifications to the new version. This may also be more a practial issue related to use of tool.  
5. AOB

None
6. Next steps and actions going forward 

Next call:  20 January 16.00-17.30 CET (Geneva time).
ATIS will present experience using UML 2.x with the MyEclipse tool.
Action Items:
a) Knut: Set up the next teleconference the 20 January.

b) Joe: Distribute (if possible) the formal requirements for tool capabilities 
c) Joe: Prepare input on MyEclipse experiences for the next meeting.
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Source: Bran Selic, What’s New in UML™ 2.0?, 2005, IBM Whitepaper.

No “official” whitepaper provided on the OMG web site, only a set of links, this article appeared to be the best single source.













Introduction

		UML 1 specified in 1996

		UML 2 is the first major revision 

		Specified in 2004

		Most current point release (UML 2.1.2) found at http://www.omg.org/docs/formal/07-11-04.pdf. 

		There is frequent mention or citing of UML1.5 (“specified” in 2003) in information linked to OMG UML 2.0 web page.















Motivations for Revision

		Improve precision of definition of the language to better support standardized automation (to development languages) and implementation verification







		Incorporate modeling requirements derived from emerging web services and SOA 

		Extensive experiences with UML 1 and new understanding of meta-modeling support for any modeling language has provided insight for improvements.  OMG members wanted to explore these insights in an architectural restructure.



UML 1

Proprietary Definitions

code







Precision in Definition

		Re-factored the metadata infrastructure – the low level modeling concepts and patterns that are not visible to the user.  These entities are combined in different ways to support “the same” modeler’s diagrams. 

		e.g.: In UML 1, ownership, namespaces, and classifier were bound together in one complex notion or semantic so couldn’t employ one without implying the other two.  In UML 2 these concepts are provided with separate syntax and semantics.









Precision (cont.)

		Provides a clearly defined semantic framework, particularly for basic behavior dynamics. :

		Addresses the structural semantics of links and instances at runtime

		Addresses the relationship between structure and behavior

		Normalizes the underlying semantics (causality meta model) shared by all behavioral descriptions (aka state machines, interactions, and activities) so that objects whose behaviors are expressed using different UML2 formalisms can interact with understandable combined behavior.  Hooks for future modeling aspects.









UML 2.0 Semantics Framework







Motivation for New Language Architecture

		Since 1996, UML has become increasingly complex

		Learning curve too long

		Cumbersome

		New architecture allows user to concentrate on single language modules and climb the “Levels” – using only the subset best matching the user’s modeling needs.









New Language Architecture

NOTE: Typo in figure … should read “Level 1” on bottom horizontal line







UML2 Language Units







Compliance

		Because of the architectural viewpoint, the definition of “compliance” was significantly simplified between UML 1 and UML 2.

		In UML 1, the basic units of compliance were defined by the meta-model packages with hundreds of possible combinations – so it was highly unlikely to find two or more modeling tools that could interchange models.

		In UML 2, only three levels of compliance (corresponding to the “Levels” of the diagram shown before) are defined in such a way that a tool determined to be compliant to Level n+1 can import models without loss of information from tools that are compliant with Level n.

		Additionally, there are four types of compliance:  1. abstract syntax, 2. concrete notation (UML), 3. abstract syntax and concrete notation combined, 4. abstract syntax, concrete notation, and the diagram interchange standard.

		ONLY 12 compliance combinations

		Model interchange now becomes more likely









Extensions to Support Complexity

Little feature creep for the general user, includes the following:

		Introduce Complex Structures (think Visio)

		Liberated activity diagrams to capture all types of sophisticated flows (think BPEL) 

		Introduce Interactions (think sequence or collaboration diagrams from UML1) – a sequence of “inter-object” communication of arbitrary complexity 

		State machine improvements – can modularize composites



Use the principle of recursive application of the same basic set of concepts at different levels of abstraction (“nesting” – Russian nesting dolls) to improve application of UML notation with particular impact to the above







Automatic Teller Machine Interaction Example







Other Improvements

		Profiles (cross-over of insights from wprl in Domain Specific Languages)

		Actions (introduced in UML 1.5) vs Activity Diagrams rationalized

		General clean-up









Conclusions and Observations

		No significant (insurmountable) change in user level diagrams from user perspective (good thing).

		Simplification of compliance description and improvements in precision obviously benefit ATIS goals of adoptable standards and tool-independence expressions.

		We could map existing standards to the new language architecture and see where we stand with respect to “level”.

		Why NOT use UML 2 as basis for our guidelines?














