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Meeting Attendees

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email

	Stephen Greer
	Agilent Technologies
	970 679-3474
	stephen_greer@agilent.com

	Roger Oblad
	Agilent Technologies
	(707) 577-3466
	Roger_Oblad@agilent.com

	Joe Mueller
	Agilent Technologies
	(970)679-3248
	joe_mueller@agilent.com

	Fred Bode
	Bode Enterprises
	619-297-1024
	fbode@vxinl.com

	Normand Precourt
	Elgar Electronics
	858-458-0200
	nprecourt@elgar.com

	John Ryland
	Keithley Instruments
	440-498-3134
	jryland@keithley.com

	Jon Bellin
	National Instruments
	512-683-5516
	jon.bellin@ni.com

	Scott Rust
	National Instruments
	512-683-5680
	scott.rust@ni.com

	Glenn Burnside
	National Instruments
	512-683-5472
	glenn.burnside@ni.com

	Dany Cheij
	National instruments
	512-683-5286
	dany.cheij@ni.com

	Dan Mondrik
	National Instruments
	512-683-8849
	dan.mondrik@ni.com

	Kirk Fertitta
	Pacific MindWorks
	858-587-8876 x237
	kirk@pacificmindworks.com

	Eric J. Lord
	Pacific Power Source, Inc.
	949-251-1800 x 151
	eric.lord@pacificpower.com

	Michael N. Granieri
	Phase Matrix, Inc.
	703-644-6015
	mgranieri@phasematrix.com

	Robert N. Bryant
	Racal Instruments
	
	bob@racalinst.com

	Dave Ptacek
	Rockwell Collins
	319-295-0198
	drptacek@rockwellcollins.com

	Jochen Wolle
	Rohde & Schwarz
	+49 89 4129 13044
	jochen.wolle@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com

	Johannes Ganzert
	Rohde & Schwarz
	503-403-4740
	johannes.ganzert@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com

	Don Essner
	SEI
	314-553-4238
	dessner@seistl.com

	Cathleen Kennedy
	SEI
	314-553-4467
	ckenned@seistl.com

	Badri Malynur
	Tektronix
	503-627-5880
	badri.s.malynur@tektronix.com

	Teresa P. Lopes
	Teradyne
	978-370-1377
	Teresa.Lopes@Teradyne.com

	Don Davis
	The Boeing Company
	314-234-2722
	donald.e.davis2@boeing.com

	Phillip Burke
	The Boeing Company
	314-233-4501
	phillip.h.burke@boeing.com

	Patrick Edson
	The MathWorks
	508-647-7475
	pedson@mathworks.com

	Ion Neag
	TYX 
	703-264-1080 x132
	ion@tyx.com

	Jeff Hulett
	Vektrex
	858 558-8282 x11
	jhulett@vektrex.com

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	


4.
IVI BoD Meeting  May12, 2005

Called to order at:   11:45 AM
4.1 Directors in attendance
	Present
	Director
	Company

	X
	Kirk Fertitta
	Pacific MindWorks

	X
	Dave Ptacek
	Rockwell Collins

	X
	Jeff Hulett
	Vektrex

	X
	Badri Malynur
	Tektronix

	X
	Scott Rust
	National Instruments

	X
	Jochen Wolle
	Rohde  Schwarz

	X
	Joe Mueller
	Agilent 

	X
	John Ryland
	Keithley

	X
	Chuck Pothier (Teresa) 
	Teradyne

	X
	Ion Neag
	TYX


Quorum is a majority of directors.  10/10 satisfies the requirement.

Review Agenda

Reminder of the IP Policy, Anti-trust, and Duty of Trust of Directors

The IVI Foundation has an IP policy that could require that some of your corporations’ IP be licensed to the IVI Foundation and its members at no cost.  Every participant in the IVI meetings should be familiar with the obligations that participation in the standard incurs on your company.

Every member of the consortium is encouraged to familiarize themselves with legal requirements regarding anti-trust violations.  Members need to be cautious and refrain from discussing markets and pricing.

Directors have a duty to the IVI Foundation.  They are legally and ethically obligated to do the “right thing” for the IVI Foundation since they serve as a principal of that organization, if this conflicts with other responsibilities such as their duty to their employer, they need to take appropriate actions to resolve the conflict of interest.
Resolutions passed by electronic means since last meeting


[image: image1.emf]Operating  procedures for inactive specs 2005-02-01.doc


Amend the existing Operating Procedures (IVI 1.2) to include a  section regarding how we manage documents with inactive working groups by adding a new section as described in the attachment to this e-mail "Operating procedures for inactive specs 2005-01-25.doc".

Passed unanimously Feb 7, 2005


[image: image2.emf]Revised IPR Policy  2005-04-14.doc


The IVI Foundation adopts the attached intellectual property rights policy, titled "Revised IPR Policy 2005-04-14.doc" in place of the previous policy currently available on the IVI web site and titled: "IVI_IP_Policy_Approved_02_06_19.doc."

Passed 7 in favor, 2 failed to vote, chair didn’t vote, no opposed May 2, 2005

 
Review Minutes of Previous Meeting

These minutes are posted at: Feb 2005 Meeting Summary
No amendments or changes

Action Items from Previous Meeting

	Item
	Owner
	update

	Liason’s with other groups

1. Kirk will determine status of EO group

2. Joe & Scott & Ion craft message to go to LXI and DoD SI groups consistent with above discussion, but clearly friendly and inviting.


	Kirk

Joe,Scott,Ion
	Heard back from Steve McHugh, they have a meeting around Autotestcon, don’t currently have anything scheduled after that.  They will be about one year before the need to synchronize with rest of IVI.

Proceeding, but not generatinga  tremendous amount of material for us to absorb

Prepared a single slide we shared with both groups.

LXI group proposed working group to IVI, see previous minutes.

Shared driver architecture information with both groups.  Ion shared info on MSS and Signals

Note that the SI group is looking for names for the class specs they anticipate.


Report from Legal group 

Joe: Legal group completed IPR policy and has no outstanding business items.

Report from Marketing group 

Discussed several activities, details are as yet to be determined.  Would like to do something around Autotestcon.  

Resolution: the BoD authorize the marketing group to spend up to $10K to implement as many of those activities as possible.  Any other expenses will need to be met directly by participating companies or may come back to the Foundation for more money.

Passes unanimously. 9/0/0

Report from Operating Procedures group

Joe: Met this week and discussed some of the changes required by new IPR policy.  Will work on between now and the October meeting.  Didn’t meet since the last meeting.

New business

Liaison Report

Should a liaison report be part of periodic BoD meetings?  Keep as a standing topic for now.

Kirk Fertitta will be the liaison to EO

Jon Ryland will be the liaison to the LXI group

Ion Neag will make sure the DoD RAI Working Group is aware of IVI

Ion Neag will be the liaison to the DoD SI I/O Working Group

Ion Neag will be the liaison to the ATML group

DoD RAI group is looking for relevant standards.  Need to make sure they are aware of IVI.

Act on Conformance WG Proposal

Have the following proposed changes to operating procedures and IVI 3.1:


[image: image3.emf]E:\IVI Conformance   Proposed Changes Fall 04.doc


Since this crosses the domains of both BoD (Operating Procedures) and Technical Committee we will follow the following process:

1. Post by 5/16 to IVI Web site, with notification to membership through IVI list server

2. Call for vote on or about 6/16 of the BoD

Joe is directed to proceed as outlined here.

	


5.
Technical Committee

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 12th, 2005
Location:
St Louis

Chairperson:
Scott Rust
Minutes Prepared By:
Dany Cheij

Meeting Attendees:

	Name
	Company

	Joe Mueller
	Agilent Technologies

	Stephen Greer
	Agilent Technologies

	Fred Bode
	Bode Enterprises

	Phillip Burke
	Boeing

	John Ryland
	Keithley

	Glenn Burnside 
	National Instruments

	Jon Bellin
	National Instruments

	Scott Rust
	National Instruments

	Dany Cheij
	National Instruments

	David Ptacek 
	Rockwell Collins

	Jochen Wolle
	Rohde & Schwarz

	Johannes Ganzert
	Rohde & Schwarz

	Thomas Burtelow
	SEI

	Teresa Lopes
	Teradyne

	Patrick Edson
	The MathWorks, Inc.

	Ion Neag
	TYX


Topics To Be Discussed:

· Review Agenda 

· Review Voting Members In Attendance

· Patent Call

· Approve minutes from the Feb 2005 Technical Committee Meeting
· Review Action Items from Previous Meeting

· Working Groups

· Conformance WG

· Needed changes to IVI 3.1

· Considering a name change for the working group

· Pending Votes

· New Business

· Creation of working groups for LXI timing and triggering

· MaxTime issue with the Power Meter Specification

· Regularly scheduled time to validate IVI web site and driver database

· Discuss upcoming meetings

· Adjourn
Voting Members In Attendance

	Company
	Voting Representative

	Agilent Technologies
	Joe Mueller

	Elgar 
	Normand Precourt

	Keithley
	John Ryland

	National Instruments
	Scott Rust

	Pacific Mindworks
	Kirk Fertitta

	Racal
	Bob Bryant

	Rockwell Collins
	David Ptacek

	Rohde & Schwarz
	Jochen Wolle

	SEI
	Don Essner

	Tektronix
	Badri Malynur

	Teradyne
	Teresa Lopes

	The Boeing Company
	Phillip Burke

	The Mathworks
	Patrick Edson

	TYX Corp
	Ion Neag

	Vektrex
	Jeff Hulett


There are 15 voting members in attendance, which satisfies the requirements for a quorum.

Patent Call

Please be aware that this meeting is being held under the Intellectual Property Rights policy adopted by IVI Foundation.  If you do not have a copy of this policy, please see me during this meeting.  You may also view and download a copy of that policy at the Organization>>Legal Documents section of the Consortium website.  

At this time, I would ask that anyone in attendance inform me if they are personally aware of any claims under any patent applications or issued patents that would be likely to be infringed by an implementation of the specification or other work product which is the subject of this meeting.  You need not be the inventor of such patent or patent application in order to inform us of its existence, nor will you be held responsible for expressing a belief that turns out to be inaccurate.
*******

Joe Mueller mentioned that he believes that the LXI Consortium could possibly pursue a patent with regard to triggering, which relates to the formation of a triggering working group within the IVI Foundation, a topic to be discussed later in this meeting. Fred Bode is also aware of this possibility.

Action Item: Joe Mueller is to assess the situation further and report back to the IVI Foundation before presenting a working group charter.
Bob Bryant mentioned that the IviCounter group discussed automatic measurements of rise time, fall time, and duty cycle which he believes Racal Instruments owns a patent on.

Action Item: Phillip Burke will discuss this issue with Bob Bryant and determine how the IviCounter working group will handle it.
No other attendees said that they are aware of any patent claims.

Approve minutes from the February 2005 Technical Committee Meeting

The minutes from the February 2005 Technical Committee Meeting are posted on the IVI Foundation web site.

No issues were brought up with the minutes. The TC chairman accepted the minutes.
Action Items from February 2005 Meeting

	Owner
	Action Item
	Status

	Scott Rust
	Call a resolution by electronic vote to initiate the new Counter/Timer technical work.  It may be impractical to do this prior to the Legal WG making progress on the IP Policy issue.   The TC will conduct the vote when there is appropriate clarification of the IP Policy
	Unable to call vote until IP Policy issues are resolved.

Dany checking to see if vote is still required.  Does not appear to be required under new IPR Policy.  May still be required under By-laws.

Under the new IP Policy, this vote does not require execution of the IP Rights Election Form.  The vote requires a 2/3 super majority of all members. Scott to proceed with email vote.  

	Fred Bode
	Confirm that the most recent updates to IviDMM Class Specification have been posted
	Sent request for status to Fred in April
Fred confirmed at the meeting that this is done

	Fred Bode
	Post editorial changes to the IVIScope Specification to the IVI Foundation web site
	Sent request for status to Fred in April
Fred confirmed at the meeting that this is done

	Jeff Hullet
	Put the updated versions of the Global Resource Manager and Basic Formatted I/O shared components on the public web site.  Needs to go in the “Downloads” area.
	Moved action item to the Shared Component Management  WG.

Sent request for status to Rengan in April.

These components need to be posted internally ASAP.

Jeff confirmed that this is in progress. Goal is to have it done in 2 weeks.

	Scott Rust
	Conduct vote on 1.2.1 version of shared components 
	Unable to call vote until IP Policy issues are resolved.

Under the new IP Policy, this vote does not require execution of the IP Rights Election Form.  The vote requires a 2/3 super majority of all members. Scott to proceed with email vote.  

	Scott Rust
	Run vote to approve IVI-3.1 specification updates for the uninstaller changes when IP Policy has been dealt with.
	Unable to call vote until IP Policy issues are resolved.

Under the new IP Policy, this vote does not require execution of the IP Rights Election Form.  The vote requires a 2/3 super majority of all members. Scott to proceed with email vote.  

	Scott Rust
	Post May meeting schedule 
	Complete

	Fred Bode
	Joe said that the IviPwrMtr spec Word document on the web site crashes MS Word 2003 when opened. Scott took the action to look into getting that fixed
	File opens fine for Scott and Glenn in MS Word 2003.  However, we noticed that the name of the file is IviPwrMeter_v1.0_Restored.doc.  Need to find out how the name was changed.

Fred now has the action item to compare the document side by side with the pdf and if the document is correct, he will change name to the original name and post the spec.


Working Group Issues

Conformance WG

Jeff: the conformance WG has achieved its main goal – creating a driver registration mechanism and a registered driver web page. Moving forward, the WG may need to be renamed so as to not be misleading. The proposed name: “Conformance & Driver Registration WG”

Action Item: Jeff will work with WG members to define a new name and report back at the next meeting.
Jeff: WG needs to know when the changes to IVI-3.1 and IVI-1.2 (Operating Procedures) required by the group will happen?

Action Item - Send out the change documents to the IVI list server to get the change process kicked off. Joe will review this and present a plan to the BoD.
Potential Extensions to the IviScope Class Specification

On Tuesday, David Ptacek led a discussion on potential extensions to the IviScope Class specification.  Included were things like display control, cursors, additional triggers types, and additional waveform measurements.  

Action Item - Dave will put together a spreadsheet of all of the capabilities that he would like to see added.  

Action Item - We agreed on a group of companies that agreed to review the list – Agilent, Tek, NI.  The group of companies will report back on their recommendations during the Technical Committee meeting during the October meeting.
Pending Votes

The following are the votes that were postponed until a new IPR policy could be approved.

· IVI 3.1 Changes to register the IVI Shared Components uninstaller with the Windows Add/Remove Programs facility
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· IVI Shared Components Version 1.2.1 – This version of the shared components registers the IVI Shared Components uninstaller in the Windows Add/Remove Programs facility.


· IviCounter Working Group Charter

IVI Counter Working Group Charter

The working group will define two specifications of the IVI class for counters.

The first specification will define a low frequency counter class where the IviCounter class conceptualizes a counter as an instrument that can measure frequency of a signal, and allows extended functions.

The second specification will define an RF/microwave counter class where the IviRFCounter class conceptualizes a counter as an instrument that can measure frequency of a signal, and allows extended functions.

· Creation of a AC Power Supply Working Group


	Vote
	Vote Requires  IPR Policy
	Type of Vote

	IVI 3.1 – Register IVI Uninstaller
	No
	2/3 Super Majority

	IVI Shared Components Version 1.2.1
	No
	2/3 Super Majority

	IviCounter Working Group Charter
	No
	2/3 Super Majority

	Creation of AC Power Supply Working Group
	No
	Simple Majority


Motion:  Joe Mueller moved that the Technical Committee approve the IVI 3.1 changes to register the IVI Shared Component Uninstaller and the 1.2.1 Version of the Shared Components that implements the changes.  Jeff Hulett seconded the motion.  This vote requires a 2/3 super majority of all members to pass.  Therefore, Scott Rust will conduct this vote via email.

Motion:  Don Essner moved that the Technical Committee approve the IVI Counter Working Group charter that is listed above.  Teresa Lopes seconded the motion.  This vote requires a 2/3 super majority of all members to pass.  Therefore, Scott Rust will conduct this vote via email.
Motion:  Joe Mueller moved that the Technical Committee form an AC Power Supply working group with Normand Precourt of Elgar as the chairperson and report back with a charter at the October meeting.  Bob Bryant seconded the motion.

Motion passed unanimously. Kirk Fertitta was not present for the vote. 

The following Representatives volunteered to participate in the AC Power Supply WG: Steve Greer (Agilent), Jeff Hulett (Vektrex), Eric Lord (Pacific Power), Zulfiqar Haider (NI), Phillip Burke (Boeing)

New Business
Creation of working groups for LXI timing and triggering

Motion:  Joe Mueller moved that the Technical Committee form an LXI timing and triggering working group with Joe Mueller of Agilent as the chairperson and report back with a charter and an IPR clarification at the October meeting.  Jochen Wolle seconded the motion.

Motion passed unanimously. Kirk Fertitta was not present for the vote.

The following Representatives volunteered to participate in the LXI timing and triggering WG: Jochen Wolle (R&S), Johannes Ganzert (R&S), Norm Precourt, Bob Bryant, Badri Malynur, Teresa Lopes, John Ryland, Ion Neag, Scott Rust

MaxTime issue with the Power Meter Specification

Cathleen Kennedy mentioned that there is an inconsistency in the IviPwrMtr spec: The ReadChannel function should say milliseconds rather than seconds.

Action item - Zulfiqar Haider needs to broadcast the change he intends to make to the spec to address this issue and update the relevant document on the web site. We will document that a change was made at the next TC meeting.
Regularly scheduled time to validate IVI web site and driver database

Jeff Hulett mentioned that the IVI web site covers all operations of the IVI Foundation: Marketing, Driver Registration, Specifications, Private WG Areas, etc. Jeff thinks it would be a good idea to have a regularly scheduled time to validate the IVI web site.

Jeff suggests that for the next 2 meetings, we review the web site during the Conformance & Driver Registration WG time.
Discuss upcoming meetings
The next meeting is scheduled for be October 4th – 6th.  It will be hosted by Rohde & Schwarz in Munich, Germany.

	Working Group
	Time

	.NET
	¼ day

	Technical Committee Meeting and BoD
	½ day

	Signals Working Group
	1 day

	Users Committee
	1 hour

	Conformance Working Group
	¼ day

	Operating Procedures
	¼ day

	LXI Triggering and Timing
	½ day 

	Marketing Committee
	¼ to ½ day

	Shared Components Management
	¼ day

	Digital Working Group
	? day

	Scope Extensions and SCPI Mapping
	1 hour

	Web Services
	¼ day

	AC Power Supply
	¼ to ½ day

	Counter/Timer
	½ to 1 day

	VISA
	½ day

	Totals
	5 to 6 days


Discussion of Meeting Format Changes and Meeting Facility Requirements

In order to allow as many people to attend as many sessions as possible, Scott Rust will attempt to serialize as much of the meeting as possible. With a preset agenda, the group can then serialize or shift things around each morning if necessary.

Jon Bellin requested that each meeting have broadband access for each attendee simultaneously (either Wireless or Wired). This could be either prepaid for the whole Foundation or individuals can pay for it separately.

The meeting following the Munich meeting will be at the end of January beginning of February. 

Vektrex volunteered to host the meeting in San Diego. Tentative dates are February 7-9.

Adjourn
Meeting Adjourned.
	


6.
Dot NET Working Group

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 11, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, Missouri

Chairperson:
Jon Bellin
Minutes Prepared By:
Jon Bellin and Glenn Burnside

Meeting Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email

	Jon Bellin (chair)
	National Instruments
	512-683-5516
	jon.bellin@ni.com

	Glenn Burnside 
	National Instruments
	512-683-5472
	glenn.burnside@ni.com

	Dan Mondrik
	National Instruments
	512-683-8849
	dan.mondrik@ni.com

	Kirk Fertitta
	Pacific MindWorks
	858-587-8876 
	kirk@pacificmindworks.com

	Joe Mueller
	Agilent Technologies
	970-679-3248
	joe_Mueller@agilent.com

	Steve Green
	Agilent Technologies
	(970)678-3474
	stephen.greer@agilent.com

	Roger Oblad
	Agilent Technologies
	707-577-3466
	roger_oblad@agilent.com

	Johannes Ganzert
	Rohde & Schwarz
	503-403-4740
	johannes.ganzert@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com

	Jochen Wolle
	Rohde & Schwarz
	+49 89 4129 13044
	jochen.wolle@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com

	Badri Malynur
	Tektronix
	503-627-5880
	badmal@tektronix.com

	David Ptacek
	Rockwell-Collins
	319-295-0198
	dptacek@rockwellcollins.com

	Patrick Edson
	The MathWorks, Inc.
	508-647-7475
	pedson@mathworks.com

	Teresa Lopes
	Teradyne
	978-371-1377
	teresa.lopes@teradyne.com

	John Ryland
	Keithley
	440-498-3134
	jryland@keithley.com

	Jeff Hulett
	Vektrex
	858-558-8282 x11
	jhulett@vektrex.com

	Don Essner
	SEI
	314-553-4238
	dessner@seistl.com

	Ion Neag
	TYX
	203-264-1080
	ion@tyx.com

	Cathleen Kennedy
	SEI
	314-554-4467
	ckennedy@seistl.com

	Norman Precourt 
	Elgar
	858-458-0200
	nprecourt@elgar.com

	Don Davis
	Boeing
	
	

	Phillip Burke
	Boeing
	
	

	Eric Lord
	Pacific Power
	
	

	Fred Bode
	IVI Foundation
	
	

	
	
	
	


Topics to Be Discussed:

· Review Previous Meeting Action Items

· Exceptions classes

· Action Items for the next meeting

Record of Discussions:

Review Previous Meeting Action Items:

Action Items to be Completed before this Meeting
· Joe 

· Determine whether all IVI and VISA COM PIA’s are generated with the /unsafe switch.

· ConfigServer

· Event Server

· <Class Interfaces>

· SessionFactory

· VISA COM

· Kirk 

· Validate the existing PIA for the Event Server and determine if we need to generate a hand written interop assembly.

· Generate an example showing the security stack walk suppression with VISA-COM

· Glenn

· Recommend how to map inherent and scope error codes/HRESULTS to .NET Exceptions.

· Steve 

· Develop a scope interface prototype (maybe)  

· Perform a sanity check on use of the Config Store through the COM PIA in .NET

Action Items Deferred at Last Meeting

· Joe 

· Gather concrete data on 0- vs 1-based indexing.

· Glenn

· Develop a scope interface prototype

· Send out info on how to make prototypes available

· Teresa 

· Develop a scope interface prototype (maybe)
Use of the /unsafe switch:

Joe has determined that none of the IVI and VISA COM PIA’s use the /unsafe switch.  The /unsafe switch suppresses the stack walk, which is what we would like for usability and performance purposes.

Joe is more worried about the usability issues than the performance issues.  So far no one is complaining.  Kirk says that since most users run from the local machine, they are running with full trust so they have no security issues.

Glenn points out that if a user is using the IVI-COM instrument driver, the stack walk occurs at the instrument driver boundary, not at the VISA level.  The performance hit will be swamped by what is going on in the calls to the instrument driver.

There is no desire to fix this now.  Doing so would require that we do the following:

· Modify IVI-3.14, and approve changes

· Recompile the PIA’s (with new version numbers)

· Shared component review process

· Rev the shared component installer

· Create a publisher policy file (to handle version compatibility)

· Require driver developers to compile with the /unsafe switch (or else we get no benefit)

This issue is currently suspended indefinitely.

PIA for the Event Server:

The type library for the Event Server DLL is automation compliant (i.e., it does not use non-automation data types), although it is not registered as such.  Also, tlbimp.exe works on it.  Thus, Kirk believes that there will not be a problem using the existing PIA in .NET languages.   

Error Codes/HRESULTS Mapping to .NET Exceptions:

Glenn proposes to collapse several error codes into one .NET exception.  The driver still could and should format a very specific and rich error message.  But programmatically, the user would not be able to distinguish between the different cases, unless the user parsed the error message.  

You could define an IviException class that contains the specific error code and wrap it within a .NET exception.   However, Glenn argues that having specific error messages is sufficient.  Badri is not convinced because he does not have enough user data.

Ion says that Glenn might be right, depending on the particular mapping he has proposed.  Often, a high-level grouping is sufficient for programmatic control.   So he wants to review Glenn’s mapping.

There is a general (but not unanimous) consensus that Glenn’s approach is a good one.   Need to review his proposed mapping in detail.  The following people expressed interest in reviewing the mapping.  

· Ion

· Kirk

· Joe

· Steve

· Teresa

· Badri
Sanity Check on Config Store PIA

Steve says it works just fine.  He built a Config Store editor in VB.NET.
Defining IviException and IviScopeException classes

Glenn says we need to have a proposal by the next meeting.  Not sure whether we need an IviException class.  Answer depends mostly on decisions regarding the error code mapping.  Same thing is true of instrument-class-specific exception classes.   

We would still have exception classes for errors not covered by current .NET exceptions, such as instrument status exception.   But they might not be derived from a common IVI base class for exceptions.

Glenn shall drive this in concert with the error mapping reviewers.
Zero-based vs. One-based indexing

Joe has gotten confirmation that customers are using the COM PIA’s in .NET.  He has not gotten any information about their indexing preferences.

Glenn says that everything is 0-based in VB.NET except for COM collections.

Joe mentioned possibility of letting the user choose.

Jon said that it could be optional whether the instrument allows the user to choose.   

Joe wants to find a way to get user input.  Joe is concerned about systems where users have both native .NET and COM PIA drivers for similar instruments.

Joe suggests that the issue will become clearer when we have .NET driver prototypes and can see what the source code for heterogeneous user programs looks like.

Joe will bring this issue back up when he feels we have more data.
Action Items:

· Kirk 

· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet
· Next Meeting - Generate an example showing the security stack walk suppression with VISA-COM

· Glenn

· Next Meeting - Drive to consensus on the exception mapping and exception classes issues.
· Deferred - Develop a scope interface prototype

· Deferred - Send out info on how to make prototypes available

· Teresa 

· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet
· Deferred - Develop a scope interface prototype (maybe)
· Ion
· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet

· Badri

· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet

· Steve

· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet
· Joe 

· By June 11 – Review error code mapping spreadsheet

· Next Meeting - Develop a scope interface prototype 
Conference Calls:

Glenn will set up conference calls on the error code mapping and exception classes issues.
	


7.
VISA TWG Meeting Minutes

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 11, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, MO
Chairperson:
Dan Mondrik
Minutes Prepared By:
Dany Cheij

Topics

· VISA-COM spec issues – the GUIDs are wrong

· Getting VISA components installed, from who, how to fix existing anomalies 

· Win64 (released)

VISA-COM Spec Issues (GUIDs in spec are wrong)

Latest NI VISA does not install with correct GUIDs but it does use the ones from the spec  -- the IDL in the spec was correct, but the GUIDs were not.  The GUID registration that NI VISA uses is similar to the IVI-COM shared components, does not regvr32, but is done “manually”.

The spec also had two component category Ids in the spec.  One for a vendor specific custom marshaller is the same as another one in the spec.   Proposal to change the GUID for the vendor specific custom marshallers, since the binaries implement the same GUID for IVxi3.

So, change to revision 3.0.1.  Modifications to:

· Revision explanation (beginning of spec)

· Table for global resource manager containing GUIDs in Rule6.1.1

· Under rule 6.1.4, Has GUIDs that are updated from the IDL

· Rule 6.2.4 has the component category ID for the vustom marshaller.  This was the same as IVxi3

· The following all reference the customer marshaller and need to be updated as well

· Rules: 6.2.7, 6.2.11, 6.2.14

Problem with organization of IDL files in VISA 3.0 (Appendix)

Within the IDL there is a definition of coclass FormattedIO488.  However there is no implementation of this in that GRM DLL.  This is somewhat dangerous/misleading since this class should not be registered.  The purpose of coclass is to locate an implementation.   Should have separate IDL files for the basic formatted I/O component coclass.

Note that the foundation approved formattedIO binary has the coclass FmtdIOCls as the coclass name.  The GRM DLL has the coclass listed as FormattedIO488, however it is not registered.  Note that both have the same GUID and the help strings are different.

Actions:

	Dan
	For October Meeting
	The spec coclass should mention the name as being FmtdIOCls.

	Dan
	For October Meeting
	There should be two IDLs, one for formatted I/O and one for GlobMgr.  The formatted I/O should import the GlobMgr.

	Dan
	For October Meeting
	Need to rebuild the binaries of the Global Manager as a shared component, but people don’t need to start using it.

	Steve
	For October Meeting
	Need to rebuild the formatted I/O dll per the new IDL


Note that the changes described in the last two sections will need to increment the spec revision 3.1.0

Getting VISA components installed, how and from where and from whom

Original intent of VISA-COM spec was that VISA vendors would install this and not something that end users need to access directly, however, and IVI vendor could install it.  Did not want the shared components lumped with IVI installer because didn’t want to bring the driver infrastructure to I/O only installations.

Concerns:

· There is a problem with simulation not working properly if a driver is installed without any I/O being installed.  

Many drivers pass a direct IO interface (VISA-COM) out to the client so they can access I/O.  But need the customer to have a reference to that type.  So need class IDs, interface IDs etc to be able to compile that driver.

Should there be a shared installer for the VISA-COM shared components: DLL, typelibs, PIAs?

General agreement that VISA needs a stand-alone install that does not require installing the driver infrastructure with I/O.

Alternatives:

1. No shared VISA installation

2. A merge module anyone can use

3. An MSI anyone can use

4. Update the IVI Shared component installer to install these components

5. 2 and 4

6. 3 and 4

7. 2 and 3

Note that Agilent currently implements something like option 2 and attaches that install to all of the drivers. 

General consensus that the group would benefit from doing two and/or three.  Need to further evaluate which one, and what would be involved in getting it standardized.  Also some interest in something that incorporates 4.

If we end up doing a separate shared component that does not get installed in the IVI Shared component installer, but we come up with something that users can incorporate, do we need an additional spec that describes what that thing does?

If we have a shared component of some sort, are companies required to install with the shared installer?

General preferences at this point:

· Regarding alternative 5.  Not worried about the size of the package in the short run.  The danger of having people do this in different ways is more important than concerns about size and coupling.

· Regarding opposition to doing 4 (and by implication 5 and 6).  Sets a bad precedent, could end up with a grab bag of stuff (the common component installer) where lots of stuff is accreted that does not necessarily fit together.  Too much coupling.  This installer would be subject to more turbulence, may get too large.

General concern that installers should not be changed lightly.

ACTION:

1. Dan will setup a teleconference where we will discuss doing merge module verses msi.

NI and Agilent will look into the complexity of a merge module and/or MSI and the rules, testing, etc that would be required to generate a common component for that meeting.

Plan on doing this within the next month.

Win64

When 64?

We discussed targeting a “solid” draft in January 2006.  Therefore need a draft at Oct 2005 meeting.

A little discussion at the last meeting.  Specific action items:

1. The basic VISA has some explicitly sized items, but “logical” types, like sessions could be increased in size to behave like a pointer.

General agreement that we can and should keep these as 32-bit.

2. General concern regarding COM mappings for VISA and IVI drivers and impact of 64 bits on these types.  Will not discuss today.

3. Register based API’s will probably need several changes, because of the intrinsic pointers.

4. Presume no changes to formatted I/O

Register based APIs may be impacted, proposal would nominally simplify the API even under Win32.

ViBusAddress and ViPBusAddress, ViBusSize.

However, the register based functions (e.g., viMoveOut32):

ViStatus ViMoveOut32(ViSession vi, ViUInt16 space, ViBusAddress offset, ViBusSize length, ViAUInt32 buf32)

May want to be able to pass an address in 64 and 32 bit for wider target busses.  So add

ViStatus ViMoveOut64Ex(ViSession vi, ViUInt16 space, ViBusAddress64 offset, ViBusSize64 length, ViAUInt32 buf32)

ViStatus ViMoveOut64Ex(ViSession vi, ViUInt16 space, ViBusAddress64 offset, ViBusSize64 length, ViAUInt64 buf64)

For Win32, this would require a version of the compiler that supports 64 bit integers.

For COM, add an iRegister2 interface that includes these.

Note that the base function would still take a 64 bit address on Win64.

ViAttrState would be an int64 to allow setting wider attributes.

Would also need to add a couple of attributes.  Might be some for querying the address mapped (may need a special attribute for that).

Plan on a draft to review before the next meeting.

Will impact additional VPP specs since installation information is in other documents.  Expect changes to:


4.3.*
- Main VISA spec


6
- Install requirements

Who wants access to the header files?

· Joe Mueller

· Badri Malynur

· Kirk Fertitta

	


8.
Marketing Committee Meeting Minutes

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 10, 2005
Location:
St Louis, Missouri

Chairperson:
Dany Cheij
Minutes Prepared By:
Dany Cheij

Meeting Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email

	Joe Mueller
	Agilent Technologies
	
	

	Roger Oblad
	Agilent Technologies
	
	

	Steve Greer
	Agilent Technologies
	
	

	Fred Bode
	Bode Enterprises
	
	

	Philip Burke
	Boeing
	
	

	Norm Precourt
	Elgar
	
	

	John Ryland
	Keithley Instruments
	
	

	Dany Cheij
	NI
	
	

	Jon Bellin
	NI
	
	

	Scott Rust
	NI
	
	

	Kirk Fertitta
	Pacific Mindworks
	
	

	Mike Granieri
	Phase Matrix
	
	

	Dave Ptacek
	Rockwell Collins
	
	

	Jochen Wolle
	Rohde & Schwarz
	
	

	Cathleen Kennedy
	SEI
	
	

	Jeff Hulett
	Vektrex
	
	


Topics To Be Discussed:

· Review action items from February meeting

· Plans for marketing activities for balance of 2005
Record of Discussions:

Review action items from February meeting

	Owner
	Action Item
	Deadline
	Status

	Jeff
	Lead the process to complete online driver registration mechanism
	End of March
	In Progress

	Dany
	Create announcement of the availability of drivers
	Mid-April
	In Progress

	Tanya
	Lead us through completing messaging exercise: Positioning statement
	Draft by End of February
	Done

	Fred
	Find out the logistics of getting an IVI panel discussion at ATC. Inform group of possibility.
	End of February
	Done


· Jeff effort has made great progress but is not 100% complete. Minor actions remain before this item can be considered complete. Jeff anticipates that we need another 3 weeks before he’d be comfortable with us announcing the “release” of the online driver registration database.

· Dany created a draft of a news release. It can be shared with the group today or later via email. This news can be announced once Jeff’s work above is complete.

· Tanya led us through the creation of the positioning statement over a series of conference calls. The positioning statement is for internal use but will serve as the basis of any material we generate in the future.

· Fred submitted a request to ATC and heard last week that our request for a panel discussion on IVI was rejected. Group discussed whether we should try to push the ATC committee or technical program chair to reconsider.

In addition to the panel, we could create a placard that all IVI members that are exhibiting at ATC could display at their booth.

Plans for marketing activities for balance of 2005

Discussed what we should do as a marketing committee beyond just doing piece-meal activities. Kirk talked about doing a more concerted campaign around IVI that would get the message out to more people about IVI and what it can do for them. Discussion ensued around 

Other than an ATC panel and placards that IVI members could display what other activities can we do to promote IVI at ATC?

· A program insert that would point attendees to all the booths that are displaying or showcasing IVI.

· In addition to the placard, could we have a pamphlet that could be handed out at booths to let customers know about IVI.

· A survey/questionnaire that ask of customers and enter them in a drawing for a prize at the end of the show.

· Budget for these activities can be determined based on the activities that we choose and may be supplemented by individual companies if need be. Group will ask the BoD to authorize up to $10,000 in budget for these marketing activities.

· In order to decide on and plan these activities we should hold a series of bi-weekly conference calls that could get more frequent as we get close to ATC.

Action Items:

	Owner
	Action Item
	Deadline
	Status

	Dany
	Setup a series of conference calls for every two weeks between now and ATC
	5/20/2005
	

	Tanya
	Lead group through deciding on specific activities for ATC and lead conference calls in general
	N/A
	

	Dany
	Circulate draft of news announcement of new driver registration database
	5/13/2005
	Done

	Dany
	Contact ATC to respectfully request they reconsider an IVI panel at the show
	5/20/2005
	

	Fred
	Find out about cost of different ways to publicize IVI at ATC
	6/3/2005
	

	Jochen
	Coordinate repeating some of the same ATC activities at Productronica in November in Munich
	N/A
	

	Jeff
	Complete online driver registration mechanism
	6/10/2005
	


	


9.
IVI Shared Components Meeting

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 10, 2005, some discussions in Operating Procedures meeting on the 10th and the VISA meeting on the 11th
Location:
Sheraton Hotel, St. Louis

Chairperson:
Jeff Hulett for Rengan Rajendran
Minutes Prepared By:
Jeff Hulett

Meeting Attendees:

Jeff Hulett 

Scott Rust  

Dany Cheij

Patrick Edson

John Ryland

Norm Precourt

Steven Greer

Teresa Lopes

Eric Lord

Jochen Wolle

Jon Bellin

Fred Bode

Dave Patack

Dan Mondrick (at meeting the following day)

Topics Discussed:

· Review of action items from previous meeting
· Status of Shared Components version 1.2.1
· Digital signing of installs
· Support for .NET framework 2.0
· Outstanding Technical Committee action item
· Ongoing Support for Shared Components
· VISA-COM Type library bug, spec bug – who owns this issue?
· Action item review
Review of action items from previous meeting

Posting of 1.2.1 of shared component installer.

Action - Rengan to post these to the site asap. – Done.

Discussion of what version number pertains to. 

Action: Rengan to look at the present site and see what the relationship is of the shared component installer and the version numbers of the various components themselves.

Voting on 1.2.2

Action - Rengan to call for call for vote of Version 1.2.1 or 1.2.2 (see below) when the IPR policy is in place.

This is still an open action item

Verisign of 1.2.2

Action - Fred to get Verisign done by February 11th. - Done

Action - Rengan to sign individual DLLs and send to Zulfigar 

Action - Zulfigar to prepare the installer

Action - Rengan to sign installer by March 15th

Action: Rengan to sign components and keep digital signature. Fred will keep in TBD safe area. 

Agilent and Pacific Mind Works have copies of the same key for .net assemblies. 

Microsoft Problem - .Net Framework 2.0

Action - Glenn took the action to confirm the problem was fixed and report back to Rengan by the next meeting. - confirmed

Additional Shared Components

Action - Rengan to include Global Resource Manager and Basic Formatted I/O components in the 1.2.1 update to the IVI page. 

This is not yet done. 

Jeff to make sure this gets done by 5/27. 

Steve – are these pieces of code available to public? Scott – decision was no. Scott- can we postpone this discussion to the VISA group? Issue if user does not have VISA installed then simulation will not work properly. Decision to talk about this to the VISA group tomorrow.

See discussion below. 

Status of Shared Components Version 1.2.1

Current Status  - Rengan
 

Version 1.2.1 (unapproved version) posted on the IVI Web site. The cleanup utility in this version runs when you uninstall the shared components so we did not post the cleanup utility as a separate download. This has caused problems for people with old versions that want to uninstall the old version. I have asked Mike to post the Cleanup utility from the previous version of the shared components on the IVI Web site about 3-4 weeks ago. Mike has not done it so far. I have sent at least one follow up e-mail - no response from Mike.

Jeff – Mike has been busy lately as he has moved recently. 
Action to contact Mike to have him put this on the site – by 5/24.

Digital signing of installs

Rengan - I have not started this yet and I was not able to set up the conference call. Issues - 1. what should be the review cycle for this version? 2. Are we going to roll the version number?

Discussion of level of change. Do we need voting? Have Rengan contact Glenn to see if this change caused any problems and to verify that it does not. 

Could we make do with Rengan doing conference calls? Who would attend? Steve, Zulfigar, Rengan, Jeff. 

Concern that Rengan has not been at meetings. Scott – suggest that we try the conference calls for next quarter and see how it goes. 

NI will volunteer to set up conference call

Action: Zulfigar to figure out and set up call. 

Vektrex prefers Friday am 7:00 am Pacific time starting the 20th. Rengan and Zulfigar to finalize time. Steve would prefer an hour later but he can handle it. 

Send emails to the following potential attendees:

Kirk

Zulfigar

Rengan

Jeff

Dave

Steve

Joe

Dan

Badri

Support for .NET framework 2.0

Glenn confirmed that this works.

Outstanding Technical Committee action item

Tabled till VISA meeting. See discussion below.

Rengan - When we reviewed the VISA COM shared components all we had was source from NI (and the project files to build the DLLs). I have asked Dan Mondrick multiple times in the past week for the actual DLLs that NI is shipping to their customers - no response so they have not been posted. If I build the DLLs it seems very risky, I would much rather post the version that NI tests and ships

Support For Shared Components

Rengan - Open discussion - issues to discuss - 1. How should issues be tracked 2. Who should support the shared components (the vendor that donated the component?)? What is review cycle with new IP policy?

How do we support the shared components? 

Scott – the intention is for driver suppliers to provide the support. Kirk – there is also an issue with Harris as well. Rengan to coordinate who should attack the problem. Steve – some of this is covered in the IVI 1.3 Shared Components operating procedures. Jeff – this was to have been moved to operating procedures. 

Jeff – should we have a database of defects. Kirk – they use Fog bugs. $100 per user. 

Action: Kirk to investigate and report back by June 20th.  

Discussion of Dave’s problem. We reviewed the problem and it seems like it might be a fault of the driver. MathWorks says this works for them. Kirk – they may be doing the same thing. Steve – this is an excellent question from a process point of view. 

Scott – has Tek been involved? Dave – no, they thought this was a shared component issue. Agilent owns the config server shared component. 

Steve – found the passage in IVI 3.5, section 3.2.3 that discusses this.

Action – Dave to take this up with Tektronix

Action - Rengan to add this a bug.

 Jon – we may need to add something to 3.2 to clarify this. Dave to report back by June 20.  

What is review cycle of shared components now?

Scott - After looking at the operating procedures, it looks like much of the shared components procedures are missing. 

Action: Jeff to raise this in the technical committee. Done – raised in operating procedures committee.

Later discussion in the Operating Procedures meeting:  Need a change document for the Ops by Sept. 1 prior to Munich meeting. 

Action: Rengan to provide a proposed change document.

VISA Shared Components 

Discussions in the VISA meeting 5/11/05:

Intent was to have the VISA COM components separate from the IVI installer. Did not want to bring the driver infrastructure to I/O only installations. 
Dan – what is the problem? Jeff – problem with simulation if no I/O is installed. 

Discussion of how do we add this to shared components. Use MSI or MSM?

Agilent has this problem. Steve – when they install an IVI-COM driver, they install enough VISA-COM to make the driver work. Kirk – you have to be a VISA vendor to do this. Dan – no you have to be a foundation member. 

Alternatives – put it in shared components installer, have IVI-COM vendors put it in their installers.

Kirk – likes merge module that can be incorporated into vendor specific VISAs and also into shared component installers. Dan – not an expert, cannot comment on this. 

Considerable discussion of alternatives:

1) No shared VISA installation

2) A merge module anyone can use

3) An MIS anyone can use 

4) Update the IVI shared component installer to install these components

5) 2 and 4 

6) 3 and 4 

7) 2 and 3

Kirk prefers 5.  NI does not like 4. Agilent likes 7 but is afraid of the work involved.

Action: Dan to set up a teleconference where we will discuss doing the merge module. Potentially this could occupy one of the regularly scheduled shared components meeting slots but it might take 2-1/2 hours to do the call.  

General consensus that the group should do two and/or three.

Joe – do we have to document this or can someone just do it? Jon – thinks we will need a document to facilitate communication. Joe – thinks this could be expensive. Group should evaluate 2 or 3 and see what the total cost is of sharing it.

Action: Dan to set up call to discuss this. 

Action Items:

· Action: Rengan to look at the present site and see what the relationship is of the shared component installer and the version numbers of the various components themselves.

· Action - Rengan to call for call for vote of Version 1.2.1 or 1.2.2 (see below) when the IPR policy is in place.

· Action: Rengan to sign components and keep digital signature. Fred will keep in TBD safe area. 

· Action to contact Mike to have him put the old cleanup utility on the site – by 5/24.

· Action: Rengan to set up regular teleconference of shared components group

· Action: Zulfigar to figure out and set up call in number for regular meeting.

· Action: Kirk to investigate Fog bugs and report back by June 20th.  

· Action – Dave to take up driver problem with Tektronix

· Action - Rengan to add this a bug to shared components tracking information

· Action: Jeff to raise the missing shared components procedures in the technical committee. Done – raised in operating procedures committee.

· Action: Rengan to provide a proposed change document for operating procedures.

· Action: Dan to set up a teleconference where we will discuss doing the merge module. Potentially this could occupy one of the regularly scheduled shared components meeting slots but it might take 2-1/2 hours to do the call.  

· Action: Dan to set up call to discuss VISA-COM components.

· Action: Jeff to make sure VISA-COM components are placed on web site by 5/27. Send out email to listserve letting people know this.

	


10.
Signal Interface Working Group

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 11, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, MO

Chairperson:
Ion Neag

Minutes Prepared By:
Ion Neag

Meeting Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email

	Scott Rust
	NI
	
	scott.rust@ni.com

	Phillip Burke
	Boeing
	
	phillip.h.burke@boeing.com

	Teresa Lopes
	Teradyne
	
	Teresa.Lopes@Teradyne.com

	Ion Neag
	TYX
	
	ion@tyx.com

	Jochen Wolle
	Rhode&Schwarz
	
	jochen.wolle@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com

	Fred Bode
	IVI
	
	fbode@vxinl.com

	Roger Oblad
	Agilent
	
	Roger_Oblad@agilent.com

	Don Essner
	SEI
	
	dessner@seistl.com


Topics To Be Discussed:

· Overview

· Status

· Relationship with other standards
· Review specification

Record of Discussions:

Discussion on relationship with IEEE 1641, ATML, SIWG, Resource Adapter Interface (RAI) WG

· IVI uses IEEE 1641 signal type definitions properly, by extending them to satisfy requirements for capability description

· IVI Signal Drivers complement ATML by supporting signal-oriented instrument control

· IVI can support SIWG at all levels - architecture (MSS); class APIs; stim/measurement API (Signal Interface); not 100% clear what SIWG will eventually standardize

decided to change to XML model for capabilities

· XML is better suited for data models than C or COM API

· simplifies the future development of a C API, because the API that remains to be converted is smaller and less complex

· AI: Ion to look at ATML style & try to adapt to IVI spec style; change IVI styles as necessary

· AI: Ion to provide to ATML 

· AI: IVI and ATML members - make sure that ATML‑developed specs are compatible

discussion on benefits to mil-aerospace users

· supports signal-oriented testing paradigm (see Navy use case for SIWG)

· enables interoperability of signal run-times (ATLAS & other)

· enables reuse from application programs (ex. a calibration program written in VB)

IVI-SI supports the message the Foundation is crafting for the DoD 

· should have a very simple presentation

· would be useful to have the spec ready (maybe by Autotestcon)

· support the panel discussion at Autotestcon by providing data to the Marketing Committee; maybe through web conference

discussion on spec complexity

· the complexity is in the problem (the way instruments behave)

· the IVI-SI design moves this complexity out of the run-time, which is good

reviewed spec structure and sections 2.1.3 (signal-based instrument model), 2.2 (control of source and sensor instruments), 2.3 (new switch API); spec issues:

· AI: Ion to re-assess the utility of describing the signal-oriented instrument model in great detail

· AI: Ion to explain the use of words in the instrument model - set/get/fetch, configure, control/measure/monitor; maybe through simple examples 

· AI: Ion to add basic information on synchronized operation for Source, Sensor, Switch

· AI: Ion to try to schedule a 1-day side meeting in conjunction with LXI

	


11
Counter/Timer Working Group

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 10, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, MO
Chairperson:
Philip Burke
Minutes Prepared By:
Philip Burke

Meeting Attendees:

Meeting Location: Sheraton Hotel, St. Louis, MO

	Name
	Company
	Email
	Phone

	Fred
	Bode
	Bode Enterprises
	fbode@vxinl.com
	619.297.1024

	Bob
	Bryant
	EADSNA-Racal
	bbryant@racalinst.com
	949.460.6762

	Phillip
	Burke
	Boeing
	phillip.h.burke@boeing.com
	314.233.4501

	Glenn
	Burnside
	NI
	glenn.burnside@ni.com
	512.683.5472

	Don
	Essner
	SEI
	dessner@seistl.com
	314.553.4238

	Johannes
	Ganzert
	R&S
	johannes.ganzert@rsd.rohde-schwarz.com
	503.403.4760

	Mike
	Granieri
	Phase Matrix
	mgranieri@phasematrix.com
	703.644.6015

	Cathleen
	Kennedy
	SEI
	ckenned@seistl.com
	314.553.4467

	Joe
	Mueller
	Agilent
	joe_mueller@agilent.com
	970.679.3248

	Roger
	Oblad
	Agilent Technologies
	roger_oblad@agilent.com
	707.481.4261


Agenda:

· Review History of C/T and IVI

· Review Minutes from February 2005

· Action Items

· New Charter

· Proposed Schedule for Completion of Specification 

· Fuzzy End Gate / Reciprocal Counting

· Review C/T Terminology

· Behavior Models

· Instrument Surveys on Filtering, Hysteresis and Totalize

· Base Function Discussion

· Attribute Discussion

· Extension Discussion

· Discussion Questions

· Review Action Items

Record of Discussions:

The meeting was co-chaired by SEI (Don Essner, Cathleen Kennedy) and Boeing (Phillip Burke).

We started with a review of the history of the IVI C/T specification.  The minutes from February 2005 were reviewed, and the status of each action item was noted. 

The new charter was presented and further modified to simplify it while allowing two specifications to be developed under the same charter.  Approval of the charter to allow the Timer Working Group to be established will be presented at the BoD meeting on Thursday.

A proposed completion schedule was displayed.  Minor changes will be made to the schedule.  A discussion of the fuzzy end gate and reciprocal counting followed.  Due to the counter hardware techniques used for this process, it will not be necessary for the specification to include this concept.

Counter/Timer definitions of arming, gating, and triggering were agreed upon.  It was noted that this is a living document and may be modified as progress on the specification continues.

The previous behavior model was introduced and two new behavior models were presented - an event trigger behavior model and a totalize behavior model.  The pros and cons of including stop arm nomenclature on the event trigger behavior model were discussed.  The location of the start and stop gates for the totalize behavior model were also discussed.  Descriptive notes will be added to the behavior models.

The results of instrument surveys for filtering, hysteresis, and totalize were displayed.  Discussions about these results helped form concepts for attribute definitions.  

The base functions were presented.  The channel configurations were agreed upon, although the hysteresis configuration may be modified slightly.  The Configure Event function was moved to the channel configurations, and will be renamed to Configure Channel Level.   Rise time and fall time were discussed extensively.  It was determined that while rise time and fall time are defined as 10% - 90% measurements, variables will remain to allow other percentage values to be used.  For measurements requiring voltage values for the start and stop values theTime Interval function will be used.  Two configurations will be prepared for review.  One configuration will represent channel 1 to channel 1 and channel 2 to channel 2 measurements using an AB Common type parameter simulating the action of the A/B Common switch on the hardware.  This second configuration will also be written as two functions, single and dual input channels and presented for comparison.

Brief discussion followed concerning the attributes.  These will be reorganized by functionality and presented at upcoming audio conferences.

The next audio conference will be on June 1 at our regular time.  Joe Mueller (Agilent) will set up the phone and web ex links.

Several recommendations for more informative presentations were given to the co-chairs.

Finally we spent time creating action items and assigning responsibilities. 

The meeting was adjourned.

Action Items:

SEI-Boeing

1. Schedule - 
Modify the schedule in conjunction with consultation with Mike Granieri (Phase Matrix).

2. Timer Interval - 
Create two example functions.  One will be all inclusive, and the other will be two functions, single input and dual input.

3. Charter -
Modify the Charter and present it at the BOD meeting along with a motion to create a T/C working group.

4. Trigger Definition -
Modify to include threshold on measurement channel.

5. Behavior Models -
Add descriptive notes.

6. Conference Calls -
Schdule the next audio conference for June 1 at our regular time.

7. Hysteresis - 
Write the API two ways, % and volts, combine with channel.

8. Attributes -
Group by function.

9. Measure -
Remove as a base function.

10. Totalize -
Investigate using channels as gates.

Agilent (Joe Mueller)

1. Conference Calls -
Setup webex conferencing for audio and data.

2. Arming -
Will develop arming API.

1. Phase Matrix (Mike Granieri)

2. μW parameters -
Prepare list of settable parameters for μW functions.

	


12.
IVI Conformance Meeting

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 10, 2005
Location:
Sheraton Hotel, St. Louis, MO

Chairperson:
Jeff Hulett
Minutes Prepared By:
Jeff Hulett

Meeting Attendees:

Jeff Hulett 

Scott Rust  

Dany Cheij

Patrick Edson

John Ryland

Norm Precourt

Steven Greer

Teresa Lopes

Eric Lord

Jochen Wolle

Jon Bellin

Fred Bode

Topics Discussed:

· Review minutes and action items of last meeting

· Review of driver registration page

· Review of driver database work

· Review of driver database page

· Need for consistency across vendors

· Other needed changes

· Action item review

Record of discussions
Review minutes of last meeting

Action Items:

· Bring up change to 3.1 to the BOD – Jeff – complete

Jeff – has this change been made to 3.1? Scott – this is not in his action. 

Action: Jeff to bring this up again at the technical committee. 

· Request $5K from BOD to implement these changes – Jeff – complete

· Talk about disbanding the group in technical committee – Jeff – complete

· Fred and Jeff to look into designers and pick one by 3/31 - complete

· Get the present registration site up and request lists of drivers – Jeff 3/1 - complete

· Get the database page up – Jeff 3/31 – complete

· Cost automatic notification of new registration – not complete

Review of Driver Registration Page

Actions from last meeting:

· Instead of None, use IVI Custom Specific

Action: This was not done, need to add Custom to list, make this the default and first on the list.

· The instrument model list could get long, we should specify that a comma-separated list should be used and provide an example.

· Add sentence or two describing the IP policy to let people know their personal information is safe.

Action : The state/province field should be not required.

· Lengthen the URL field, rename it applicable URL

Action: Change applicable URL to displayed URL

· Lengthen the email address field

Prefer to have text displayed right in the form that indicates what is missing. Bold red text. Or a pop-up would be preferred to bottom error. 

Action: modify form error checking to use on-form or (less preferred) pop-up notification of missing or incorrect items

Have a problem with page cannot be displayed error on submission of jon’s driver. Error message says internal server error. Found that removing the apostrophe fixed this.

Action: Country is missing on response email. Fix this.

Action: Add link to About IVI/Conformance to logo page. 

John – need a backup mechanism for database. 

Action:  Jeff to propose a backup scheme if one is not in place now.

Review of driver database work

	Implemented
	Not Implemented 

	Sorted, tabular list of drivers
	Downloadable excel file

	Facility for bulk input of drivers
	Automatic notification when new drivers are registered

	Display of compliance text file
	Listing by instrument model number

	Automatic update of list
	Facility for removal of entries

	Automatic registration of drivers (improved)
	

	
	


Steve – can we cut and paste into excel from the page. We did the experiment and it is easy. Might take an hour to put in the excel display. 

Action: Jeff to put in copy table button into page. 

Review of driver database page

Discussion of Description field. Permutations are:

IVI-C Class 

IVI-C Specific

IVI-COM Specific 

IVI-COM/IVI-C Specific

Action: Add drop-down called driver type to replace the Description. 

Action: Fix colors on hyperlinks. Need to match other pages on site.

No compliance files on class drivers. 

Action: Jon to investigate this and get back to me. 

Noticed that a number is incorrect. How to qa the database? Jon – we could look at this once per year. 

Action:  Jeff to look at removal mechanism. Jeff to get a quote for removal. 

Suggest send email to original person that registered the driver.  

Discussion of copy of excel to query to excel. Jochen suggests a copy button that copies the table to the clip board, including the column headings.

Decision to keep the web page up for now. Leave it live. Group likes the new pages.

Discussion of what to call the group. Steve – Call it conformance and driver registration. 

Action: Jeff to bring up to technical committee

Suggestion by Roger (later in marketing meeting) to make the page a secure page. 

Action: Need to update the Driver registration page, text at bottom is out of date.

Action: All updates to be in place by July 2 to allow for press release. 

Action Items

Action: Jeff to bring changes to 3.1 up again at the technical committee on 5/12 

Action: Jeff to make changes to registration and database pages by 7/2 (see above)

Action: Jon to look into NI class drivers and get back to Jeff – complete

Action: Jeff to look into removal mechanism and report back to conformance group by next meeting

Action: Jeff to ask Technical committee what to call the conformance group, now that it is mostly involved with registration of drivers.
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IviDigital Working Group

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 11, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, MO
Chairperson:
Teresa P. Lopes
Minutes Prepared By:
Teresa P. Lopes

Meeting Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email

	Teresa P. Lopes
	Teradyne
	978-370-1377
	Teresa.Lopes@Teradyne.com

	Ion Neag
	TYX
	
	Ion@TYX.com

	Roger Oblad
	Agilent
	
	Roger_Oblad@agilent.com 

	Don Essner
	Systems & Electronics
	
	dessner@seistl.com 

	Glenn Burnside
	National Instruments
	
	glenn.burnside@ni.com


Record of Discussions:

Some discussion, but no regular meeting was held.  A record of the conclusions and next steps for the Digital group is captured in the Technical Committee meeting minutes.
	


14.
IVI Instrument Class Meeting 
DMM & Scope Extensions, SCPI Mapping and AC Power Supply 

General Meeting Info:

Date of Meeting:
May 10, 2005
Location:
St. Louis, MO
Chairperson:
various
Minutes Prepared By:
Cathleen Kennedy
Meeting Attendees:

Jeff Hulett – Vektrex

Mike Granieri – Phase Matrix

Steven Greer – Agilent

Normand Precourt – Elgar

Cathleen Kennedy – SEI

Philip Burke – Boeing

Jochen Wolle – Rohde & Schwarz

Scott Rust – NI

Eric Lord – Pacific Power

Topics Discussed:

· Request for DMM Extension
· Development of an AC Power Supply Instrument Class Specification

Record of Discussions:

The meeting was chaired by Cathleen Kennedy (SEI).

The IVI DMM specification does not support setting the input impedance.  It was requested that an extension group be added to allow the impedance to be set.  SEI has a contractual obligation to provide IVI class compliant drivers with their product, a DMM with a signal conditioner front end requiring a 50 Ω input impedance.  

Among mainline DMMs the participants in the room believe only the NI DMM supports settable input resistances of 1MΩ and >10 MΩ.  It was noted that not everything in an instrument class has to be IVI class compliant.  An update of the DMM Specification would also require a change in the Shared Components specification because the COM driver libraries would also need to be updated.

There are other ways to provide support for this type of request.  Device specific drivers can be used instead of adding an extension group.  

The request was denied.  Glenn Burnside (NI) offered support on other ways to handle this issue.

AC Power Supply Instrument Class Specification:

Normand Precourt proposed that we start a new Instrument Class for AC Power Supplies.  We poled the group and Pacific Power and Agilent said they would work on it, and NI also will support.  Norm Precourt will chair the group.  He will develop a Group Charter and circulate to all interested parties.
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1. Operating Procedures for Documents Produced by Currently Inactive Committees or Sub-Committees

During the initial development or during active maintenance of a specification or other IVI Foundation document there is normally an entire team that is actively engaged in the development of that document.  That team generally also has a clear leader, in the case of class specifications, that person is the chairperson of the working group.  During active development, the chairperson is responsible for integrating input from various group members into the document, although the actual mechanics may be delegated to someone else.  

This section deals with how changes and updates should be made to documents that do not have active work.  In this section, the terms specification and chairperson are used for convenience, however these processes shall be followed for any IVI document development (for instance the IPR policy and marketing documents are also managed based on this policy).

1.1 Determining When Specifications are Inactive

Specifications are deemed to be inactive when the working group has not met live for two consecutive general IVI Foundation meetings and a voted version is publically available.  Note that this means that documents that belong to standing committees will generally never be deemed inactive.


1.2 Updates to Inactive Documents

The IVI Foundation shall retain a list of editors for all inactive documents.  This list shall be reviewed and updated at the annual membership meeting.  At the annual meeting, the membership shall select the editors.  If no one accepts this responsibility, it shall be assigned to one of the directors of the foundation that is present at the annual meeting.

The representative of any member of the IVI Foundation may request changes to an inactive document.  Changes will be directed to the current editor of the specification.  The editor shall evaluate the requested change.  If the editor deems the change to be editorial, the editor shall notify the IVI Foundation of the proposed changes.  The notification shall contain a reasonable deadline and the details of the changes to be made.  If there are no objections to classifying the changes as editorial before the deadline, then the editor shall implement them, updating all relevant documents as indicated in section <reference>.

If anyone believes that the change is substantive in nature, the request is forwarded to the chairperson of the relevant standing committee (for instance the Technical Committee or Marketing Committee chairpersons).  That standing committee can either:


· Act on the request directly


· Form a working group to decide what to do


· Disregard the request and notify the requestor

If a change is ultimately approved by the standing committee, the editor shall incorporate it into the foundation documents appropriately.
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Incorporation of conformance requirements into 3.1 and 1.2



IVI Conformance Requirements Proposed Changes


This document summarizes the proposed changes to the 1.2 version of the IVI-3.1: Driver Architecture Specification and the 1.0 version of the IVI-1.2: IVI Operating Procedures.


Purpose of Changes


These changes incorporate the work of the IVI Conformance working group into IVI-3.1 and IVI-1.2. This content was originally to have been incorporated into IVI-3.13 IVI Conformance Verification Specification. These changes add new requirements for driver vendor self-certification and driver registration with the IVI Foundation. By adhering to these requirements vendors can obtain and display the IVI Conformance logo. The changes also add a dispute arbitration process to the IVI operating procedures. 


Changes


The following sections detail the necessary changes to IVI 1.2 and 3.1


1.1 Modify section 5.2 of IVI-3.1 


The current version of IVI 3.1 has a placeholder for this work.


Was:


     5.2 Use of the IVI Conformance Logo 


An IVI driver is IVI conformant if it complies with the requirements set forth in Section 5, Conformance Requirements.  Only IVI conformant drivers are allowed to use the IVI conformance logo. The IVI conformance logo is a trademark of the IVI Foundation.


Should be replaced by the following.  Note that the section numbers and references to IVI 3.1 will not be changed.
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1.2 Add appendix D to IVI 3.1


Add the following appendix to IVI 3.1:
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1.3 Add Certification Statement Requirement to IVI 3.1


Add a paragraph on Certification to the Compliance documentation requirements to IVI-3.1 section 5.21.  This should appear after the paragraph on Class Capability Groups.


Certification Statement


All IVI drivers shall include a statement certifying that they comply with all applicable requirements of the IVI specifications at the time this compliance document was submitted prepared.  The following text shall be used:


<provider’s name> has evaluated and/or tested this driver to verify that it meets all applicable requirements of the IVI specifications at the time this compliance document was submitted to the IVI Foundation and agrees to abide by the dispute arbitration provisions in Section 7 of IVI-1.2: Operating Procedures, if the IVI Foundation finds this driver to be non-conformant.


1.4 Update Table of Contents and Increment Minor Version Number of IVI-3.1


Update the table of contents of IVI-3.1.


Rev the version number.


1.5 Add section 7 to IVI 1.2


Add the following section to IVI 1.2 as section 7.
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1.6 Modify the introduction of section IVI 1.2


Modify the introduction section of IVI 1.2 to (thus extending the scope to include the arbitration process for non-members): 


IVI-1.2 Operating Procedures describe IVI Foundation rules and practices for conducting business.  All discussions and business conducted in any forum within the foundation shall conform to these procedures.  These procedures include an arbitration process for anyone that claims conformance to the IVI specifications.


In general the foundation by-laws are the ultimate authority on foundation procedures.  If they are found to conflict in any way with anything appearing in this document, the by-laws take precedence.


Where procedures are not defined by the document or the by-laws, the IVI Foundation uses Robert’s Rules of Order (Revised).

1.7 Update Table of Contents and Increment Minor Version Number of IVI-1.2


Update the table of contents of IVI-1.2


Rev the version number.


Prepared By:  Author’s Name, Company

Page 1 of 2

Prepared IVI Conformance WG 2004-10-06

Page 2 of 2
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1. IVI Conformance Disputes Arbitration Process



1.1 Purpose



Purpose of the process:



· Provide a way for companies or individuals to raise concerns regarding illegitimate claims of IVI conformance



· Provide a way for the IVI Foundation to evaluate those complaints in a timely and equitable fashion



· Establish how the IVI Foundation responds to both legitimate and false complaints regarding IVI drivers



1.2 Raising concerns



To raise concerns about IVI conformance, a company, or individual should inform the IVI Foundation in writing of the complaint.  The paper letter or e-mail should be sent to the IVI Foundation business address. This letter must include:



· The driver supplier name, along with contact information for the driver supplier



· Where, how, and when the driver was acquired



· The version of the driver



· Any compliance claims made about the driver



· Description of non-compliant behavior



1.3 IVI Foundation Evaluation Process



When the IVI Foundation receives a complaint regarding a driver, it will immediately notify the company that provides the driver of the complaint.  Within 30 days, the company must respond to the IVI Foundation. If the company does not respond, it is assumed to be claiming that there is no infraction and the arbitration process will be started.



a. If the company confirms the infraction, it will be given six months (in addition to the remainder of the 30 day response period) to either correct the specific flaws in the driver or remove claims of IVI compliance.  If the situation is not corrected within six months, the IVI Foundation will begin the censure process.



b. If the company claims the driver is in compliance, the arbitration process is initiated.  



1.4 Arbitration



This process is invoked when there is a dispute regarding the efficacy of a complaint regarding the compliance of an IVI driver.  It is presumed at the outset of this process that a written complaint as described above is available, as well as a written document from the provider of the driver stating why it disputes the complaint.



In order to resolve the complaint, a Compliance Review Committee will be created, in accordance with IVI Foundation by-laws, to review this complaint.  The Compliance Review Committee is a subcommittee of the IVI Technical Committee.  The Technical Committee chairman is responsible for creating the Compliance Review Committee and insuring that all the membership of the Technical Committee has an opportunity to volunteer for the Compliance Review Committee.  The Technical Committee chairman will initiate this process as soon as is convenient after being notified of the dispute.  The membership will be made up of volunteer members from the Technical Committee; they shall elect an impartial chair from their membership.  Note that the committee may include both the driver supplier and/or the person or company that initiated the complaint regarding the driver in question.



The Compliance Review Committee will review the complaint and response.  They will then discuss the problem either in person or via phone meeting with the driver supplier.  The Compliance Review Committee will then formulate an authoritative opinion regarding the fact of the matter.  The committee shall create a document either stating that the driver appears to be in compliance or stating the specific problems with the driver, including references to the appropriate IVI specifications as why the driver in question does not comply.  This will be sent to both the driver supplier and the person or company that initiated the complaint.



If the flaw in the driver is found to be based on a lack of clarity in the specification then the Compliance Review Committee will forward the matter to the Technical Committee and the Technical Committee shall initiate a request to update the specification using defined operating procedures for submitting specification changes.



If the driver is found to be in compliance, the matter is finished.



If the driver is found to not be in compliance, and if the driver supplier agrees in writing to remedy the situation, the driver supplier will be given three months from the time they are informed of the problem to remedy the situation (either update the driver or remove claims of conformance).



If the driver supplier is not satisfied with the written conclusions of the Compliance Review Committee, the driver supplier may summarize the situation in writing to the IVI Board of Directors and request they take action on it.  The Board of Directors shall review the findings of the Compliance Review Committee.  If it does not agree, a new Compliance Review Committee will be formed to repeat the work of the previous committee.  If the Board of Directors is in agreement with the Compliance Review Committee that the driver is falsely claiming compliance to IVI, or falsely using the IVI Foundation logo, the company providing the driver will be given one month to remedy the problem.



1.5 Censure



If the company producing the driver fails to remedy the problem in the prescribed period, the IVI Board of Directors shall take the following actions:



a. It shall pass a resolution, based on a standard IVI Foundation form, indicating that the driver in not in compliance and the driver supplier has failed to correct it.



b. It shall send a letter based on a standard IVI Foundation form to the provider of the driver stating that the provider is not allowed to use any IVI Foundation trademarks in reference to the driver in question.



c. It shall remove the driver’s registration information from the publicly available IVI website. 



At its discretion, the Board of Directors may also remove the driver supplier from the IVI membership or issue a press release stating the situation with the driver supplier and problems with the driver in question.



1.6 Closure



All parties involved shall be notified of the results of the process.



If the driver supplier subsequently corrects the problem, it may request that the IVI Foundation update its judgment on the driver.
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5. 2 Conformance Verification Process And IVI Conformance Logo Usage



5.2.1 Purpose of Conformance Verification



Conformance verification is necessary for two reasons: first to verify that the driver complies with the requirements of the various applicable IVI specifications, and second, to provide the documentation necessary to allow the IVI Foundation to grant the IVI Conformant logo.



5.2.2 Verification Process



5.2.2.1 Driver Evaluation and Testing



IVI Drivers shall be evaluated and/or tested to verify that they meet all applicable IVI requirements. IVI Drivers may be tested using any of the methods listed in Appendix D. The precise verification methodology is left up to the provider.



5.2.2.2 Driver Registration



Driver providers wishing to obtain and use the IVI Conformance logo shall submit to the IVI Foundation the driver compliance document described in section 5.21 of IVI 3.1, along with driver information and a point of contact for the driver. The information shall be submitted to the IVI Foundation website: complete upload instructions are available on the site. Driver vendors who submit compliance documents will receive an email from the IVI Foundation containing IVI Conformant logo graphics.



The IVI Foundation may make some driver information available to the public for the purpose of promoting IVI drivers.  All information is maintained in accordance with the IVI Privacy Policy, which is available on the IVI Foundation website.



5.2.3 Permissible Uses Of The IVI Conformant Logo



The IVI Conformant Logo may be used for promotion and publicity of registered IVI Specific Drivers and IVI Class Drivers. The Logo shall not be used to promote Specific Driver Wrappers, Custom Class Drivers, or any other IVI-related or IVI-enabled products.



[image: image1.png]|

>








Figure X - IVI Conformant Logo
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Appendix D – Example IVI Conformance Tests 



The following table documents a suggested checklist of tests and checks that driver vendors may find useful for assuring compliance with various IVI specifications. The list is not comprehensive: driver vendors should evaluate each development project to determine the best method for assuring compliance. The list also contains tests that test other driver characteristics areas such as ADE usability that are not covered by IVI specifications. – 3.1



			Test Step


			Actions





			Document Development and Test Setup(s)






			Document:



Hardware Used



· Instrument Model(s)



· Firmware Version



· Options Installed



· Accessories Used



· Communication Bus



Software Used, Including Version Information



· IVI Shared Components



· Support Components (VISA)



· Developer Specific Support Libraries



· ADE



Operating System



· Operating System(s) 



· CPU Description









			Inherent Capabilities Checks






			Check or Test:



API Compliance



· Inherent API



Attributes



Values



Data Types



Read/Write Access



Functions



Function Prototypes









			Class Compliant Capabilities Checks 






			Check or Test:



API Compliance



· Class Compliant API



Attributes



Values



Data Types



Read/Write Access



Base Class



Extension



Cross dependencies in extensions



Functions



Prototypes



Base Class 



Extension



Cross dependencies in extensions



Behavior



· Attribute Coercion Direction



· Parameters (When Ignored)



· Disables Unused Extensions per  IVI3.1, section 3.3.4



· Other Behavioral Models 



· Simulation





			Architecture Checks






			Check or Test: 



Simulation



Applying User-Defined Settings



Usage of Shared Components



Status Checking – How specific do we need to be?



Resource Locking



Error Handling



Interchange Checking



Multithreading





			Installer Tests


			Check:



Presence of Proper Files



Common Components



· Registry Entry



· Configuration Server Entry



Install Modes



· Silent Install



· Dialog Install



· Standard Install



· Custom Install



· Uninstall








			Test Step


			Actions





			Instrument Specific Capabilities Checks






			Check or Test:



API Compliance



· Instrument Specific Compliant API



Attributes



Values



Data Types



Read/Write Access



Functions



Prototypes



Check:



Adherence to IVI 3.4 



· Naming Conventions



· Parameter Types



· Help Strings



Other 3.4 Topics 



· Behavior



· State Caching





			Unit Tests






			Test:



Function & Attributes Perform as Intended



· Nominal Values



· Boundary Conditions



· Proper Coercion of Values



· Errors are Logged and Handled



· Proper Error Codes are Returned



· Handling of Illegal Values



Parameters (When Ignored)





			System Tests 






			Test:



Driver Attributes/Functions in a Realistic Application Program



For Couplings and Dependencies



For Memory Leaks



Driver Can be Called From a Class Interface





			ADE Tests






			Test:



Syntactic Performance in ADE



If the driver provides an interface not specified by the IVI Foundation, it should be tested in an appropriate ADE.



Supplied example programs 





			Help Tests


			Check:



· Style



· Topic Content



· Cross References



· Table of Contents Hyperlinks



· Spelling



· Context Sensitivity





			Performance Tests


			Test:



Data Throughput



Function/Attribute Execution Time



Memory Usage





			Interoperability Tests


			Check:



Driver Performance With Other IVI Drivers, participate in the IVI Foundation Interoperability Forum.
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IVI-3.1 Change Document



IVI-3.1: Driver Architecture Specification Proposed Changes


This document summarizes the proposed changes to version 1.2 of the IVI-3.1: Driver Architecture Specification.


Summary of Issues


The table below lists each proposed change.  For each change the table lists the following – a change #, a descriptive tile, the owner, and the status. The possible statuses are:


· Open – An issue has been identified, but no work or discussion has taken place.


· In Work – An owner has been defined and the issue is being working on or discussed


· Closed – A decision has been made on the issue.


		Issue #

		Title

		Owner

		Status



		IVI31 01

		Register the IVI Shared Components installer with the Windows Add Remove Programs facility

		Noel Adorno – National Instruments

		In Work





Change Details


This section gives detailed information for each issue in the Summary of Issues section.  For each issue this section gives a description of the issue, summarizes discussion regarding the issue, defines the impact on the specification, and documents any decisions. 


		Issue #

		Title

		Owner

		Status



		IVI31 01

		Register the IVI Shared Components installer with the Windows Add Remove Programs facility

		Noel Adorno – National Instruments

		In Work





Description:


The IVI Shared Components Installer should register an uninstaller with the Windows Add Remove Programs facility.

Discussion:


At the January 2004 meeting, the IVI Foundation agreed to move toward a more Window’s like behavior to remove IVI shared components from a user’s system.  To accomplish this, the IVI 3.1 specification needs to define additional behavior for the IVI Shared Component Cleanup Utility.  Specifically, the shared components installer will install the cleanup utility on the system and register an uninstaller with the Windows Add/Remove Programs facility.  The uninstaller will launch the IVI Shared Component Cleanup Utility.


The group discussed the possibility of adding command line options for silent mode and uninstallation mode (partial, complete).  It was decided that this was not necessary as it was not a pervasive customer issue and was too dangerous.  With silent mode options it is too easy for one uninstaller to inadvertently remove critical configuration information on the user’s system).

Impact on the Specification:


The specification should be modified to define additional behavior for the IVI shared component installer.  Below are the specific proposed changes to the specification.

The following paragraph in Section 6.3.4, IVI Shared Component Installation:


The IVI shared component installation program does not register an uninstaller with the Windows Add Remove Programs facility.  To remove the IVI shared components from a system, the user runs the IVI shared component cleanup utility that the IVI Foundation provides.  The IVI shared component cleanup utility is available for public download from the IVI Foundation web site.


Should be changed to:


To remove the IVI shared components from a system, the user either uses the Windows Add Remove Programs facility or runs the IVI shared component cleanup utility that the IVI Foundation provides.  The IVI shared component cleanup utility is available for public download from the IVI Foundation web site.

The following paragraph in Section 6.3.6, Recommendations for Users:


· If you are no longer using IVI drivers and therefore do not need IVI shared components, run the IVI shared component cleanup utility supplied by the IVI Foundation. 


Should be changed to:


· If you are no longer using IVI drivers and therefore do not need IVI shared components, use the Windows Add Remove Programs facility to remove the IVI shared components.

The following paragraph in Section 6.7.2, IVI Shared Component Installation:


6. The IVI shared component installer shall not register an uninstaller in the Windows Add Remove Programs (ARP) facility or anywhere else on the system.


Should be changed to:

6. The IVI shared component installer installs the IVI Shared Component Cleanup Utility and registers it with the Windows Add Remove Programs (ARP) facility.

The following paragraph should be added to Section 6.7.3, IVI Shared Component Cleanup Utility Requirements:


7. Unregisters the IVI Shared Component Cleanup Utility with the Windows Add Remove Programs (ARP) facility.


Decisions:


IVI Foundation Technical Working Group decided to go forward with these changes.
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IVI FOUNDATION


INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS POLICY


As approved on ________, 2005


1.
IPR Generally


1.1
Purpose



IVI Foundation (the "Consortium") has adopted this Intellectual Property Rights Policy (the "Policy") and related Operating Procedures (the "Operating Procedures") in order to minimize the possibility of inadvertent infringement of the IPR of Members and third parties using or implementing any Consortium Specifications.  


1.2
Applicability



All Members, all Member Representatives, and all third parties attending any technical process meeting are subject to this Policy and the Operating Procedures.


2.
Definitions


		Term

		Definition



		Amendment

		A new version of a Specification, however numbered, that prior to the final vote for adoption by the Members is deemed to include changes significant enough to warrant the making of elections under this IPR Policy.  The requirement of making such elections may be (a) imposed by the chair of the Technical Committee, or (b) invoked by any Member; in each case within two weeks of the date that the amended Specification has been posted for final adoption vote.



		Call for Patents

		See Section 3.5 below



		Draft Specification

		A Draft Specification may be (a) software (such as the Shared Components), (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR that is the subject of a formally chartered process within the Consortium.  



		Implementers

		Those Members and non-Members who desire to use or implement a Specification.



		IPR

		An abbreviation of "Intellectual Property Rights".  As used in this Policy, IPR means claims in patents and patent applications and copyrights, but excludes trademarks and trade secrets, which are not included in a Participant and Member's licensing obligations.



		Member

		A Consortium member of any class 



		Necessarily Infringed

		Unavoidable infringement by an implementation of a required element of a Specification, there being no reasonable alternative way to implement that element of the Specification without resulting in such infringement. 



		Necessary Claims

		Those claims under patents and/or patent applications anywhere in the world that would be Necessarily Infringed by the implementation of the required elements of a Specification.



		Necessary Patents

		Those patents believed by the disclosing party to contain one or more Necessary Claims.



		Participant

		Any Member that participates in a Consortium in-person or telephonic technical process meeting, or participates electronically in connection with the development of a Specification.



		RAND

		Reasonable and Non-discriminatory



		Representative

		Any individual that acts on behalf of a Member in connection with the technical process, or in the completion of any form to be delivered to the Consortium pursuant to the Policy or the Operating Procedures.



		Shared Component

		Software that provides services to drivers, or other software intended to be made available by the Consortium in pursuit of its mission.



		Specification

		A Specification may be (a) software, such as Shared Components, (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR, that has been formally adopted by the Consortium.  Unless the context otherwise requires, any reference to the adoption of a Specification shall also be deemed to apply to the adoption of an Amendment to a Specification.



		Submission

		An affirmative and knowing contribution of IPR with the intention that such IPR be considered for inclusion in a Specification. A Submission, in written or electronic form, may occur: as a result of an unsolicited offer to the Consortium of existing technology by a Member or third party; in response to a general Consortium request for proposals; or from a Participant at any time during a technical process.



		Submitters

		Both Members as well as any representative(s) of a Member, and any other person or entity making a Submission.



		Update

		Any new version of a Specification that has not been designated as an Amendment.





3.
Necessary Claims


3.1  
Applicability



In order to reduce the possibility of adopting a Specification that would infringe any Member or third party Necessary Claims if implemented, the Consortium will require all Members, Participants and Submitters to conform to the following rules, as supplemented by the Operating Procedures.


3.2  
Elections at Time of Submission



(a)  Any Submitter making a Submission must at the time of making such Submission, elect one of the following:


i. Agree that if the Draft Specification in connection with which the Submission is made is finally approved by the Consortium, the Submitter will license all Necessary Claims owned by it and inherent in its Submission on a perpetual, non-exclusive and worldwide basis, without compensation and otherwise on a RAND basis, to all Implementers; or 


ii. Agree to the same terms, but reserving the right to charge a royalty or other compensation on RAND terms.  



(b)  Such election shall be made pursuant to a written declaration in the form of Appendix A to this Policy.  


3.3
Elections at Time of Final Comments 



(a)  Every Member must, at the time that a Draft Specification is posted for final comments, elect one of the following:


i. Agree that if the Draft Specification is finally approved by the Consortium, the Participant will license all Necessary Claims that are owned by it on a perpetual, non-exclusive and worldwide basis, without compensation and otherwise on a RAND basis, to all Implementers; or 


ii.  Agree to the same terms, but reserving the right to charge a royalty or other fee on RAND terms; or


iii. Identify those Necessary Claims relating to the Draft Specification, in its then-current form, and the portion of the Draft Specification that would result in such infringement, and indicate that no guarantee of license rights is being made (or that such rights will in fact be denied in some or all cases) as to such Necessary Claims.  In the case of Necessary Claims under non-public patent applications, the disclosure of such claims need not be in such detail as would disclose any trade secrets.

   [Notes:  (A)  A Participant may elect option i. or ii. as to some Necessary Claim(s), and this option as to other Necessary Claim(s).  


  (B)  If the Member elects option i. above, it need only identify the Necessary Patent(s) that it will license, and not the individual Necessary Claim(s) under such Necessary Patent(s).]


Provided, however, that an election form returned pursuant to this Section 3.3 by a Member that was a Submitter shall only apply to those portions of a Draft Specification that do not derive from such Member’s Submission.


(b)  No elections under this Section 3.3 may be required to be made in less than 45 days from the date that a Draft Specification has been posted for final comments, and electronic notification of such posting has been sent to each Member.  All elections by Members shall be made pursuant to a written election in the form of Appendix B to this Policy.  


3.4
Elections at Time of Final Vote for Adoption


(a)  In the event that the Chair of the Technical Committee believes that the nature of any changes made in response to final comments warrants it, or in any case if requested by any Member, Elections shall also be required at the time that Members are entitled to exercise the right to vote on the adoption of a Specification.  In such event, a Member may either (i) return a new election form in the manner, and subject to the rules set forth in Section 3.3(a) of this Policy, and make any additional disclosures as required by Section 3.3(b), or (ii) return no new election form, and by so doing reaffirm its prior election; provided, however, that any change in a Member’s election form from option 3.3(a)i. to option 3.3(a)ii. or 3.3(a)iii., or from option 3.3(a)ii. to option 3.3(a)iii., may only relate to patent claims that were not Necessary Claims prior to the making of changes as a result of any final comments received.


(b)  No elections under this Section 3.4 may be required to be made in less than 30 days from the date that a Draft Specification has been proposed for adoption, and electronic notification of such proposal has been sent to each Member.  All elections by Members shall be made pursuant to a written election in the form of Appendix B to this Policy.  If the Member elects option 3.3(a)i. above, it need only identify the Necessary Patent(s) that it will license, and not the individual Necessary Claim(s) under such Necessary Patent(s).


3.5
Patent Calls


At the beginning of every in-person meeting and teleconference of the Technical Committee, and at any other appropriate time in the course of electronic collaboration as may be provided for under the Operating Procedures, a Patent Call shall be made.  The text to be employed in making Patent Calls is set forth in Appendix C to this Policy.  Every attendee in such a meeting or teleconference is required to respond in good faith to the best of his or her individual knowledge.


3.6
Sanctions for Failure to Respond or to Knowingly Withhold IPR


(a)   In the event that any Member seeks to vote but fails to tender an election form under Section  3.4, that vote will not be counted unless the Member had previously tendered an election under Section 3.3 with respect to the same Specification.



(b)  In the event that:

i. any Representative knowingly and willfully fails to respond to a Patent Call with respect to all Necessary Claims that are personally known to such Representative and are owned by such Representative or his/her employer, or  


ii  a Member (x) fails to timely return a signed and completed election form under Section 3.3 and/or 3.4 above, and (y) it can be shown that such Member knowingly and willfully withheld disclosure of such Necessary Claim(s) by not doing so; or


 iii.  a Member (x) does return a signed and completed election form, but later asserts a Necessary Claim(s) against an Implementer of the Specification in question, and (y) it can be shown that such Member knowingly and willfully withheld disclosure of such Necessary Claim(s) at the time of returning such election form;


then such Member (or the Member represented by the Representative referred to in i. above, as the case may be), shall be deemed to have elected to license all of its Necessary Claims under the Specification in question (in the case of i.or ii.), or the Necessary Claim(s) in question (in the case of iii. above), with the terms to be as set forth in Section 3.3(a)i above.  In the event that such Member shall later bring an infringement action against any Implementer with respect to such a Necessary Claim(s), the Consortium shall have no obligation to intervene, but such Implementer shall be entitled to claim protection, and assert a complete defense against such action, under this Section 3.6 as a third party beneficiary.


3.7   Ownership of Collaborative Work Product



Subject to the pre-existing IPR rights of Members, all IPR ownership rights in that portion of the text of any Specification that is collaboratively created in the course of the Consortium's technical process (i.e., that is not a formal Submission) shall belong to the Consortium.


3.8
Document Notations


3.8.1
Notation when no IPR has been Identified



All Draft Specifications that are subject to comment and all Specifications shall include the following introductory language:



"Recipients of this document are requested to submit, with their comments, notification of any relevant patent claims or other intellectual property rights of which they may be aware that might be infringed by any implementation of the specification set forth in this document, and to provide supporting documentation."



3.8.2
Notation when IPR are Identified



(a)  When Necessary Claims or other IPR has been identified for Draft Specifications, or thereafter with respect to already published Specifications, a notice substantially as follows shall also be included in the introductory language:



"The Consortium draws attention to the fact that it is claimed that compliance with this specification may involve the use of a patent or other intellectual property right (collectively, "IPR") concerning [Subject Matter] given in [Subclause].  The Consortium takes no position concerning the evidence, validity or scope of this IPR.



"The holder of this IPR has assured the Consortium that it is willing to license all IPR it owns [and any third party IPR it has the right to sublicense] which might be infringed by any implementation of this specification to the Consortium and those licensees (Members and non-Members alike) desiring to implement this specification.  The statement of the holder of this IPR to such effect has been filed with the Consortium.  Information may be obtained from:



[Name of Holder of Right]



[Address]



"Attention is also drawn to the possibility that some of the elements of this specification may be the subject of IPR other than those identified above. The Consortium shall not be responsible for identifying any or all such IPR.



"THIS SPECIFICATION IS BEING OFFERED WITHOUT ANY WARRANTY WHATSOEVER, AND IN PARTICULAR, ANY WARRANTY OF NON-INFRINGEMENT IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED.  ANY USE OF THIS SPECIFICATION SHALL BE MADE ENTIRELY AT THE IMPLEMENTER'S OWN RISK, AND NEITHER THE CONSORTIUM, NOR ANY OF ITS MEMBERS OR SUBMITTERS, SHALL HAVE ANY LIABILITY WHATSOEVER TO ANY IMPLEMENTER OR THIRD PARTY FOR ANY DAMAGES OF ANY NATURE WHATSOEVER, DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, ARISING FROM THE USE OF THIS SPECIFICATION."



(b)  In the event that the owner of any IPR has asserted that infringement would result from the implementation of a Draft Specification or Specification, and such owner has refused to grant a license under the terms of this Policy, then the second paragraph of the above notice shall be replaced or supplemented, as appropriate, with the following:


"The holder of such IPR has refused a request by the Consortium that it agree to make a license available for the purpose of implementing this specification. Information may be obtained from:




[Name of Holder of Right]




[Address]"


3.9
Patent Searches



In no event shall the Consortium or any Member be obligated to conduct any patent searches regarding any Necessary Patents or Necessary Claims that may be infringed by any implementation of a Draft Specification or Specification. 


3.10
Patent Claims Revealed After Publication



In the event that a Necessary Claim is first revealed by a Member or third party following adoption and publication of a Specification (other than a Necessary Claim subject to sanction under Section 3.6 above), such holder will be asked to license the Necessary Claim in the manner outlined in Section 3.2 above.  If such request is refused, the Specification in question shall be referred back to the Technical Committee for further consideration, as appropriate. 

4.
Copyrights


4.1
Copyright in Specifications



The copyright for all Specifications shall belong to the Consortium.


4.2
Contributions of Copyrighted Materials



Those who contribute their copyrighted materials to the Consortium shall retain copyright ownership of their original work, while at the same time granting the Consortium unrestricted, worldwide, perpetual rights to revise, modify, and create derivative works based on that original work, under the Consortium's own copyright.


5.
Trade Secrets



Participants and other Members will not be expected to reveal trade secret information in the course of participation in any Consortium activity, nor will they be asked by the Consortium to sign non-disclosure agreements.  The Consortium will not be held responsible for the disclosure of any Member's or non-Member's trade secrets, regardless of the circumstances.


6.
Trademarks


6.1 
Consortium Trademarks



Trademarks created by the Consortium, registered or otherwise, are the property of the Consortium.  Use of Consortium trademarks shall be governed by such policies, procedures and guidelines as may be established and approved by the Consortium from time to time, and applicable law.


6.2
Non-Consortium Trademarks



The Consortium's use of third-party trademarks, registered or otherwise, shall be governed by such policies, procedures and guidelines as may be established and approved by the owners of such trademarks, and applicable law.


Appendix A


IVI FOUNDATION


SUBMISSION OF TECHNOLOGY FORM

NOTE:  All blanks must be completed in order for this Submission to be given consideration.  This submission is subject to the Intellectual Property Rights Policy (the "IPR Policy") of  IVI Foundation (the "Consortium"), and the Operating Procedures of the Consortium (collectively, both such documents being referred to below as the "Policies and Procedures").  All capitalized terms used in this form are intended to have the meanings given to them in Exhibit A attached to this form.


		Name of Submitter:

		



		Name of Representative Completing this Form on Behalf of Submitter: 

		



		Mailing Address of Representative:

		



		Email Address of Representative:

		



		Draft Specification and RFP (if any) to which this Submission relates:

		





A
The Representative hereby represents the following on behalf of him/herself and the Submitter, as the context requires:


1.  The Representative is authorized to make the Submission attached hereto as Exhibit B on behalf of the Submitter, and to make the following representations and warranties.


2.  The Submitter has reviewed the Policies and Procedures and agrees that its Submission is being made in full compliance with the same.


3.  The Submitter hereby irrevocably agrees that if its Submission is incorporated, either in whole or in part, into the Draft Specification referenced above, that on request it will license IPR owned by it on the following terms (Note:  A Submitter must elect one of the following):


________  The Submitter will license all Necessary Claims and other necessary IPR owned by it and inherent in its Submission on a perpetual, non-exclusive and worldwide basis, without compensation and otherwise on a RAND basis, to all Implementers; or 

________  The Submitter agrees to the same terms, except with regard to compensation, and reserves the right to charge a royalty or other fee on RAND terms.  

4.  The Submitter hereby agrees that the Consortium may copy, distribute and otherwise make available this Submission for the purpose of evaluation, and that in the event that the Submission is accepted, in whole or in part, that the Consortium will own the copyright in the resulting Specification and all rights therein, including the rights of distribution.  This agreement shall not in any way deprive the Submitter of any patent claims or other IPR relating to the technology to which its Submission relates.


5. The Submitter is not aware of any Necessary Claim(s) or other IPR of any third party that might be infringed by the implementation of the Specification referenced above as a result of the incorporation of the Submission therein, whether in whole or in part.  If the Submitter is aware of any such potential infringement, then the Submitter has described such Necessary Claim(s) or other IPR on Exhibit C, together with any supporting documentation that may be readily available to the Submitter.


B.
The Consortium, in accepting this Submission, acknowledges the following:


1.  The representation required in paragraph A.5 above is being solicited purely for informational purposes, and the Consortium will not be relying on such representation or otherwise holding the Representative or Submitter responsible for its completeness or accuracy.


2.  EXCEPT AS SPECIFICALLY PROVIDED FOR ABOVE, THIS SUBMISSION IS BEING OFFERED WITHOUT ANY WARRANTY WHATSOEVER, AND IN PARTICULAR, ANY WARRANTY OF NON-INFRINGEMENT IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, EXCEPT TO THE EXTENT OF KNOWING FALSITY IN ANY STATEMENT MADE ABOVE.  ANY IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY SPECIFICATION INCORPORATING THIS SUBMISSION IN WHOLE OR IN PART SHALL BE MADE ENTIRELY AT THE IMPLEMENTER'S OWN RISK, AND THE SUBMITTER SHALL HAVE NO LIABILITY WHATSOEVER TO ANY IMPLEMENTER OR THIRD PARTY FOR ANY DAMAGES OF ANY NATURE WHATSOEVER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY ARISING FROM SUCH IMPLEMENTATION, EXCEPT AS A RESULT OF ANY KNOWING FALSITY IN ANY STATEMENT MADE ABOVE.



This submission has been made on _____________, 200_.









_____________________________








Name of Submitter









By:  __________________________










Signature of Representative









Name:  _______________________


Exhibit Index:


A:  
Defined Terms


B:
Submission


C:
Necessary Claims (if any)


D:
Third Party IPR (if any)


Exhibit A


DEFINED TERMS


		Term

		Definition



		Amendment

		A new version of a Specification, however numbered, that prior to the final vote for adoption by the Members is deemed to include changes significant enough to warrant the making of elections under this IPR Policy.  The requirement of making such elections may be (a) imposed by the chair of the Technical Committee, or (b) invoked by any Member; in each case within two weeks of the date that the amended Specification has been posted for final adoption vote.



		Draft Specification

		A Draft Specification may be (a) software (such as the Shared Components), (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR that is the subject of a formally chartered process within the Consortium.  



		Implementers

		Those Members and non-Members who desire to use or implement a Specification.



		IPR

		An abbreviation of "Intellectual Property Rights".  As used in this Policy, IPR means claims in patents and patent applications and copyrights, but excludes trademarks and trade secrets, which are not included in a Participant and Member's licensing obligations.



		Member

		A Consortium member of any class 



		Necessarily Infringed

		Unavoidable infringement by an implementation of a required element of a Specification, there being no reasonable alternative way to implement that element of the Specification without resulting in such infringement. 



		Necessary Claims

		Those claims under patents and/or patent applications anywhere in the world that would be Necessarily Infringed by the implementation of the required elements of a Specification.



		Necessary Patents

		Those patents believed by the disclosing party to contain one or more Necessary Claims.



		Participant

		Any Member that participates in a Consortium in-person or telephonic technical process meeting, or participates electronically in connection with the development of a Specification.



		RAND

		Reasonable and Non-discriminatory



		Representative

		Any individual that acts on behalf of a Member in connection with the technical process, or in the completion of any form to be delivered to the Consortium pursuant to the Policy or the Operating Procedures.



		Shared Component

		Software that provides services to drivers, or other software intended to be made available by the Consortium in pursuit of its mission.



		Specification

		A Specification may be (a) software, such as Shared Components, (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR, that has been formally adopted by the Consortium.  Unless the context otherwise requires, any reference to the adoption of a Specification shall also be deemed to apply to the adoption of an Amendment to a Specification.



		Submission

		An affirmative and knowing contribution of IPR with the intention that such IPR be considered for inclusion in a Specification. A Submission, in written or electronic form, may occur: as a result of an unsolicited offer to the Consortium of existing technology by a Member or third party; in response to a general Consortium request for proposals; or from a Participant at any time during a technical process.



		Submitters

		Both Members as well as any representative(s) of a Member, and any other person or entity making a Submission.



		Update

		Any new version of a Specification that has not been designated as an Amendment.





Exhibit B


SUBMISSION 


Exhibit C


NECESSARY CLAIMS AND/OR NECESSARY PATENTS*


List here all Necessary Claim(s) owned by the Member you represent of which you are personally aware:


		Patent Number

		Necessary Claim

		Affected Portion of Specification



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





*As to any Necessary Claim(s) that the Member you represent is willing to license without compensation, you need only identify the Necessary Patent(s) that include(s) such Necessary Claim(s), and not the individual Necessary Claim(s) themselves.


Exhibit D


THIRD PARTY IPR


List here all Necessary Claim(s) owned by third parties, to the extent of your knowledge.


		Patent Number

		Necessary Claim

		Affected Portion of Specification



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





Appendix B


IVI FOUNDATION


INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS ELECTION FORM

NOTE:  All blanks must be completed in order for this election form to be given consideration.  This election form is subject to the Intellectual Property Rights Policy (the "IPR Policy") of  IVI Foundation (the "Consortium"), and the Operating Procedures of the Consortium (collectively, both such documents being referred to below as the "Policies and Procedures").  All capitalized terms used in this form are intended to have the meanings given to them in Exhibit A attached to this form.


		Name of Member:

		



		Name of Representative Completing this Form on Behalf of Member:

		



		Mailing Address of Representative:

		



		Email Address of Representative:

		



		Draft Specification to which this Election Form relates:

		





A
The Representative hereby represents the following on behalf of him/herself and the Member, as the context requires:


1.  The Representative is authorized to complete and submit this Election Form on behalf of the Member, and to make the following representations and warranties.


2.  The Representative and the Member have each reviewed the Policies and Procedures, and agree that this Election Form is being completed and submitted in full compliance with the same.


3.  The Member hereby irrevocably agrees that if the Draft Specification referred to above is finally adopted (Note:  all Representatives must elect one of the following):

________  That on request it will license all Necessary Claims and other necessary IPR owned by it and inherent in the resulting Specification on a perpetual, non-exclusive and worldwide basis, without compensation and otherwise on a RAND basis, to all Implementers; or 

________  The Member agrees to the same terms, except with regard to compensation, and reserves the right to charge a royalty or other fee on RAND terms; and/or

    ________   The Member identifies on Exhibit B certain Necessary Claim(s) and/or other IPR under the Draft Specification, in its current form, and the portion of the Draft Specification that would Necessarily Infringe such Necessary Claims or other IPR, and hereby notifies the Consortium that no guarantee of license rights is being made (or that such rights will in fact be denied in all cases) as to such Necessary Claims. (Note:  You may elect option i. or ii. as to some Necessary Claim(s), and this option as to other Necessary Claim(s)).

4.  The Representative is not aware of any Necessary Claim(s) or other IPR of any third party that might be infringed by the implementation of the Draft Specification referenced above.  If the Representative is aware of any such potential infringement, then the Representative has described such Necessary Claim(s) or other IPR on Exhibit C, together with any supporting documentation that may be readily available to the Representative.


B.
The Consortium, in accepting this Election Form, acknowledges that the representation required in paragraph A.4 above is being solicited purely for informational purposes, and the Consortium will not be relying on such representation or otherwise holding the Representative or Member responsible for its completeness or accuracy.



This Election Form has been submitted on _____________, 200_.



































_____________________________










Name of Participant or 










Non-Participant Member









By:  __________________________










Signature of Representative









Name:  _______________________


Exhibit Index:


A:  
Defined Terms


B:
Withheld IPR (if any)


C:
Third Party IPR (if any)


Exhibit A


DEFINED TERMS


		Term

		Definition



		Amendment

		A new version of a Specification, however numbered, that prior to the final vote for adoption by the Members is deemed to include changes significant enough to warrant the making of elections under this IPR Policy.  The requirement of making such elections may be (a) imposed by the chair of the Technical Committee, or (b) invoked by any Member; in each case within two weeks of the date that the amended Specification has been posted for final adoption vote.



		Draft Specification

		A Draft Specification may be (a) software (such as the Shared Components), (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR that is the subject of a formally chartered process within the Consortium.  



		Implementers

		Those Members and non-Members who desire to use or implement a Specification.



		IPR

		An abbreviation of "Intellectual Property Rights".  As used in this Policy, IPR means claims in patents and patent applications and copyrights, but excludes trademarks and trade secrets, which are not included in a Participant and Member's licensing obligations.



		Member

		A Consortium member of any class 



		Necessarily Infringed

		Unavoidable infringement by an implementation of a required element of a Specification, there being no reasonable alternative way to implement that element of the Specification without resulting in such infringement. 



		Necessary Claims

		Those claims under patents and/or patent applications anywhere in the world that would be Necessarily Infringed by the implementation of the required elements of a Specification.



		Necessary Patents

		Those patents believed by the disclosing party to contain one or more Necessary Claims.



		Participant

		Any Member that participates in a Consortium in-person or telephonic technical process meeting, or participates electronically in connection with the development of a Specification.



		RAND

		Reasonable and Non-discriminatory



		Representative

		Any individual that acts on behalf of a Member in connection with the technical process, or in the completion of any form to be delivered to the Consortium pursuant to the Policy or the Operating Procedures.



		Shared Component

		Software that provides services to drivers, or other software intended to be made available by the Consortium in pursuit of its mission.



		Specification

		A Specification may be (a) software, such as Shared Components, (b) a technical specification and any supporting materials, or (c) any other work product containing IPR, that has been formally adopted by the Consortium.  Unless the context otherwise requires, any reference to the adoption of a Specification shall also be deemed to apply to the adoption of an Amendment to a Specification.



		Submission

		An affirmative and knowing contribution of IPR with the intention that such IPR be considered for inclusion in a Specification. A Submission, in written or electronic form, may occur: as a result of an unsolicited offer to the Consortium of existing technology by a Member or third party; in response to a general Consortium request for proposals; or from a Participant at any time during a technical process.



		Submitters

		Both Members as well as any representative(s) of a Member, and any other person or entity making a Submission.



		Update

		Any new version of a Specification that has not been designated as an Amendment.





Exhibit B


NECESSARY CLAIMS AND/OR NECESSARY PATENTS*


List here all Necessary Claim(s) of which you are personally aware that the Member you represent owns and is willing to license:


		Patent Number

		Necessary Claim

		Affected Portion of Specification



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





*As to any Necessary Claim(s) that you are willing to license without compensation, it need only identify the Necessary Patent(s) that include(s) such Necessary Claim(s), and not the individual Necessary Claim(s) themselves.


WITHHELD IPR


List here all Necessary Claim(s) owned by the Member you represent and personally known to you for which Section 3.3(a)i. or ii. licenses will not be supplied.

		Patent Number

		Necessary Claim

		Affected Portion of Specification



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





Exhibit C


THIRD PARTY IPR


List here all Necessary Claim(s) owned by third parties, to the extent of your knowledge.


		Patent Number

		Necessary Claim

		Affected Portion of Specification



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





Appendix C


PATENT CALL TEXT



Please be aware that this meeting is being held under the Intellectual Property Rights policy adopted by IVI Foundation.  If you do not have a copy of this policy, please see me during this meeting.  You may also view and download a copy of that policy at the Organization>>Legal Documents section of the Consortium website.  


At this time, I would ask that anyone in attendance inform me if they are personally aware of any claims under any patent applications or issued patents that would be likely to be infringed by an implementation of the specification or other work product which is the subject of this meeting.  You need not be the inventor of such patent or patent application in order to inform us of its existence, nor will you be held responsible for expressing a belief that turns out to be inaccurate.
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