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Disclaimer

This document is a ProSTEP iViP / VDA Documentation. It is
freely available for all ProSTEP iViP e. V. members and those
of the VDA AK PLM. Anyone using these recommendations
is responsible for ensuring that they are used correctly.

This Documentation gives due consideration to the prevailing
state-of-the-art at the time of publication. Anyone using PSI
Documentations must assume responsibility for his or her
actions and acts at their own risk. The ProSTEP iViP Associa-
tion and the parties involved in drawing up the Documenta-
tion assume no liability whatsoever.

We request that anyone encountering an error or the possibil-
ity of an incorrect interpretation when using the Documentations
contact the ProSTEP iViP Association (psi-issues@prostep.com)
immediately so that any errors can be rectified.

Full or partial reproduction of tables or pictures is only
allowed, using the complete original underline, including a
description of symbols.

For all full or partial reproductions a deposit copy to ProSTEP
iViP is required.

Copyright

I. All rights on this PSI Documentation, in particular the
copyright rights of use and sale such as the right to
duplicate, distribute or publish the Documentation
remain exclusively with the ProSTEP iViP Association and
its members.

II. The PSI Documentation may be duplicated and distri -
buted unchanged, for instance for use in the context of
creating software or services.

III. It is not permitted to change or edit this PSI Documenta-
tion.

IV. A suitable notice indicating the copyright owner and the
restrictions on use must always appear.



JT has become a widely used format for product visualization
during the product development process. The ProSTEP iViP
Association and the German Association of the Automotive
Industry (VDA) have launched three JT-related projects in suc-
cession, which are being coordinated with each other: The
ProSTEP iViP / VDA JT Workflow Forum, the ProSTEP iViP /
VDA JT Application Benchmark and the ProSTEP iViP / VDA
JT Implementor Forum. In August 2010, the ProSTEP iViP
Association submitted the latest JT specification (version 9.5)
to the ISO for standardization. JT 9.5 was published by ISO
as ISO 14306:2012 in December, 2012.

Since then, ProSTEP iViP and VDA have developed imple-
mentation guidelines for JT and discussed issues and further
requirements. This eventually led to the publishing of the JT
Industrial Application Package (PSI 14), combining the
guidelines and enhancements with the latest JT specification.
This specification is compatible with the ISO standard
released in 2012 as well as with the latest proprietary ver-
sions of JT.

As the latest in a row of seven benchmarks, the JT Applica-
tion Benchmark was carried out in 2016 to achieve an inde-
pendent evaluation of the progress being made with regard
to the development of JT translators and viewing applica-
tions. The object of testing was ISO 14306:2012 (JT 9.5).
Additionally, the interoperability between JT and the STEP
AP242 Business Object (BO) Model XML schema (published
as ISO Standard ISO 10303-242:2014) was also part of
the benchmark.

The benchmark was managed by the JT Workflow Forum
and JT Implementor Forum. Because the benchmark is an
independent activity, it was financed directly by the two
organizations, the ProSTEP iViP Association and the VDA,
and not by the participating companies whose products
were tested. It is a neutral test of trendsetting JT applications
with regard to the selected criteria. Therefore, the results of
the benchmark cannot only be used to evaluate the applica-
tion of JT in PLM environments, but also for improvement of
the interoperability of the applications.

As such applications are undergoing a permanent develop-
ment; the benchmark can only give a snapshot of the func-
tions and qualities of the applications.
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1 Introduction 2 Approach

The JT Application Benchmark is a common activity of the
ProSTEP iViP Association and the VDA. Goal of the bench-
mark is a neutral evaluation of actual JT applications. Focal
points of this 7th benchmark were the testing of CAD-JT and
JT-CAD translators as well as testing the state of the art
regarding the interaction of JT and STEP AP242 XML. Also,
the performance of viewing applications was tested.

2.1 Four steps

Based on the Lessons Learned from previous benchmarks, the
JT Workflow and JT Implementor Forum agreed on the follow-
ing four-step approach:
1. The JT Workflow Forum clarified the target intent for the

benchmark and provided details on the expected out-
come.

2. The vendors made proposals for the JT file scope, con-
figuration settings and evaluation approach which in
their eyes would best fit the requirements.

3. A proof of concept / test run for the benchmark was
conducted, using the agreed-on settings and test mod-
els, with close involvement of the vendors.

4. After the successful test run, the actual benchmark was
conducted.




