Definition of a Common Exchange Model - version 1.11 / 29Definition of a Common Exchange ModelSerge Demeyer, Sander Tichelaar and Patrick SteyaertVersion 1.1 -- Last Modified: Thursday, July 02, 1998Available on the WWW at: http://www.iam.unibe.ch/~famoos/InfoExchFormat/

AbstractThis document defines the exchange model for usage by tool prototypes within the FAMOOSreengineering project. The model is based upon the CDIF standard so that it can betransferred via flat ASCII streams.All comments are welcome: famoos@iam.unibe.ch.

1) IntroductionThe FAMOOS project (http://www.iam.unibe.ch/~famoos/) aims to develop a reengineering method for transforming object-oriented legacy code into frameworks. The reengineeringmethod itself is defined around a life cycle model (see Figure 1).1) Requirements Analysis: identifying the concrete reengineering goals2) Model Capture: documenting and understanding the software system3) Problem Detection: identifying flexibility and quality problems4) Problem Resolution: selecting new software architectures to correct the problems5) Reorganisation: transforming the existing software architecture for a new release6) Change Propagation: ensuring that all client systems benefit from the new releaseFigure 1: FAMOOS reengineering life cycleTo realise that life cycle, three research areas —which are likely to furnish solutions— havebeen selected for further investigationMetrics & Heuristics [DETECTM]Applied in phase (3) to identify problems and phase (4) to measure improvement.Grouping [DOCUM]Applied in phase (2) to form software modules and phase (4) to form target architectures.

Definition of a Common Exchange Model - version 1.12 / 29Reorganisation Operations [REORGOP]Applied in phase (5) to perform the actual program transformations and phase (6) toadapt the target software context.Currently, the FAMOOS partners are building a number of tool prototypes for conductingvarious experiments within those three research areas. However, the source code available forcase studies is written in different implementation languages (C++, Ada and to a lesser extentJava and Smalltalk). To avoid equipping all the tool prototypes with parsing technology forall of the implementation languages, it is necessary to agree on a common informationexchange format with language specific extensions (see Figure 2). This document is aspecification for such a format.