------ Forwarded Message

From: Michael Winikoff <winikoff@cs.rmit.edu.au>

Date: Mon, 10 Mar 2003 12:51:00 +1100

To: James Odell <email@jamesodell.com>

Cc: Michael Winikoff <winikoff@cs.rmit.edu.au>

Subject: Re: [Modeling] Comments on the sequence diagram draft

Hi!

A few comments on the draft (version 2003-03-03 11:05EST)

I've indicated for each comment below whether it is minor, trivial, or

significant.

Overall there's obviously a lot more work to be done, but I'm quite excited by

the direction things are heading - in particular, the interaction overview

diagrams seem to be quite promising, and the UML2-based splitting merging seems

to be an improvement on the previous version of AUML.

One thing that I'd like to see as part of the document (even as an appendix) is

a formal (visual) syntax for AUML diagrams.  I believe that this would help in

ensuring that people use the notation correctly, and that it would help tool

builders. If you're interested I can dig up some information on formalisms for

expressing syntax for graphical languages and do some work on this.

Cheers,

Michael Winikoff

winikoff@cs.rmit.edu.au
Page 6: figure 8 shows agent Smith changing role. The diagonal line that merges

from Smith's lifeline back into the Participant lifeline is confusing. IMHO

there should not be a continuation of Smith's lifeline after the role change

since Smith is no longer playing the role of Participant.

(minor)

Page 8 (and elsewhere): the threads of interaction of AUML (version 1) are 

no longer used. I'm still getting used to this but I think it's an improvement 

since lifelines are no longer split - except for splitting boxes the vertical

dimension really does now indicate time, whereas in AUML version 1 it was more

confusing because of implicit splitting of lifelines.

(aside)

page 11: the meaning of some of the splitting/merging operators needs to be

better explained. I couldn't understand how to interpret break, negative and

ignore.

(significant)

page 11: the reference [UML2] doesn't appear in the bibliography

(trivial)

page 12, second para: why are Seq, Strict, Critical region etc. not applicable?

(minor)

Page 12: "the abbreviations are alt, brk ..." These are not at all easy to read

and understand. I'd like to suggest that we allow graphical/mnemonic

alternatives. How about these as a first suggestion:

alt = ? or diamond

brk = ! or stop symbol

par = || or an arrow to a thick horizontal bar with two arrows coming out of it

neg = - or x or a logical negation symbol (probably not the latter)

ign = . (can't think of a good symbol for this - a cross over a human ear is 


getting too complex ... :-)

loop = little loop symbol (or @ if using ASCII?)

Page 12-13, continuations: This is one aspect that concerns me. Continuations as

they are used in this document are effectively GOTOs that cut across structured

constructs (alt, seq, par).  The study of programming languages has shown us

that such gotos are problematic in that they make code hard to comprehend and

they complicate the semantics.  Also, my reading of figure 16 is that

not-understood is followed by payment.  Am I missing something or is there a

missing "don't go on" after not-understood?

(significant)

Page 15: Using italics to indicate parameters is slightly problematic for two

reasons. Firstly, as I understand it, you need to scan the whole protocol to

find the parameters (they aren't listed in one place). Tool support could help

here. Secondly, it can be difficult to distinguish between italic and regular

text in poor quality images (e.g. faxes) and it can be difficult to write text

that is clearly italic. Perhaps (for those that will sketch designs on

paper/whiteboards) allow underlining as an alternate representation for italic?

