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In my previous article, | was trying tothe system you have chosen. not on the critical path of a
avoid the famous dilemma of EPICH expectations of the final user, which i@roject and cost less than the major co

versus TANGO versus ACS VeISUshainly the operator and only sometimes thd ©N€nt s, nobody rea

TINE versus FESA versus <insert youf, . oer  should ultimately determine thduSt keep in mind that there is room fo

own favorite system>. Today, on POPUice of the CS. On one end of the CS shdMProvement. On the other hand, this

lar req:_ezt, Ifij:qve you rrt1y lhonetst OPINte requires the physical devices to be addeimprovemer?t may be smaller than the ga
lon, which ot Tnose control SySIemS 15,asily and on the other she/he wants a powerR! USt cOpYing whatever concept the mos
the best. recent project has adopted. Or take thg

ful and easyo-use usefinterface. No matter
Cosylab always tries to avoid this dithe technology and no matter all those incomProject of the control people you have bes
lemma by doing whatever the customeprehensible TLAs (TLA is a three letter acro-"élations with. If it worked for them, it will
wants. So why should we insultorevemy m t hat stands for SHEMWOTK{Oryquaqrthey will help yoy
lose at least half our customers by tellafter all, it worked perfectly well with cables©Ut anyway.

ing them their choice was wrong? Welland mechanical sliders and gauges half acent s i mport ant t he
I dm not going to tell t htesw y ago, di systdmithaiybu?are comfortable with for
that. Instead, 16l aH I‘(!,‘alityopfeop% ?naudingwhatever reasons. And the best reaso
that you were righ $rserf! ué’sually work back.2re always gut feelings. Of course, you s %
to prove that your decision wards. We decide on a have to justify your choice with rationa
was correct, irrespective 0 control system package, 2/9Uments to your management. But findi

then we decide on a givengOOd arguments in favour of any syste
hardware technology (say should not be a problem. Which remind

VME, compact PCI, etc.)M€ of how people buy cars. It is prove
(and well exploited by marketing agencig
that people first choose a new model bass
cations at all at this stage. But that is §" their emotions, then look for rational
. subject for a future article. arguments that justify this choice, such

~ ) safety, gas consumption, etc. So why sho
» One may wonder why this approaChcontrol systems be any different? In a

works. The simple reason is that NOWatase, this proves that your choice of co

days, practically any technology is Capgy| system was correct, just because yo
ble of doing the job. It may need Sligh“)f*nade the choice and not because d
faster computers, it may be vastly MOr€, hich choice

expensive to implement in terms of o )
money or time, but as CS are usuallyVhich I think is very reassuring.

and then we match our
specifications to that. If we have specifi

HOW TO GET A FREE CO SYLAB T -SHIRT?

SEND US AN INTERESTI NG STORY AND GET A T-SHIRT.

IF YOU ARE ALREADY T HE PROUD OWNER OF POPULAR COSYLAB'S T
SHIRT THAN YOU CAN ALSO CHOOSE BETWEEN VINTAGE KGB T -SHIRT,

MUG AND WITHOUT AN EPICS DRIVER.
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no, way... Planning... Huh, what's tha

Have you ever scratched your head tryingesponsible for the implementation. Doinginto late/lowlevel design is a productivity;
to figure out how the damn thing worksthis the designer proves he understands thkiller 8 and in this case you will #ive the
and after the big aha said to yourselproblem and simultaneously, requirementéirst paragraph again and again.

Jeeez, what an awk waercaptunediirypéetise Wehnical mgnmar. Do you follow this process at your-

ever required to add some newly bornIt is very important this process is clearlywork? No excuses even if you are doing i

requirement thate Wa?dldé)v\f?\ and QgpégdhuBoW. Itis "ihrcp(.r)rtanalone. You just need to be a little bit schizo

didn't it in and you just said: "Jeeez, let's 4y irements person understands this procphrenic and act both personas. If you don
a nasty quickfixé™" 5%

) e Vit rdowrr' r"équirerf’}enté:I i?eFal‘R/elytekv\'Bﬁt to, it's because you are relying on Jo
trying to keep you_r code bufree Qgsplte pand them and finally agree on architectureon Neumann's rule, who said: "There's n¢
frequent changes inferred by a drifting Sy$5ion0sal. And do bear in mind this is thepoint in being exact about something i
tem design? Were you ever late on thg way to infer design requirementsyou don't even know what you're talking

|mplementat|0n_ because the target Ju_sf.e. jumping over this haraff document about."
couldn't keep still? We all know where this

originates; poor requirements and lousy
architecture work.

fiRequirements
persono

What's the process of requirements gath-

ering anyway? Obviously we have a person

who has the requirements. And there is a

skilled developer who has to chew them

and produce acceptable artifact. last minute

changes are ©

Focus on what& needed and
not how it should be done; i.e.
requirements vs.
implementation (suggestions).

Abandon scribble,
once agreed.

productivity killers

It's not so uncommon these two persons O X .
speak different languages; Word vs. VHDL, i Ry
penandpaper vs. Visio, Chinese vs. Rus-
siané

This is designer® understanding
of the application and must be
written by the designer.

(by gr8 guy, Doug.)

We were in a project where we had a lot

of problems until we understood the proc-
esses and stages diagram represents. : o

. . . If it | design, ight ind dent
main issue was we were trying to force decil o ndpendent v \

bbl d t | t f reviewer | froma domain expert who is not
scribble document as a replacement for (vet) passionately invalved J — —

. . inal implementation shoul

architecture proposal. And we tried to \ 3 mirror architecture proposal. It is

important the blueprint is
agreed. Changes, reflecting
additional requirements should
not be injected in any other way.

substitute the later with code snippets. Not : :
a good way to follow! The major break- implementation

through was the point when we realized
ritten
hlly be

Progr, ¥, | om—
gress e e —

Progress goes down, so should reading of this workflow chart. We dond have to rigidly stick to this,
but we need to understand these stages and do appropriate planning. We all recognize exceptions,
but we dond want to abuse them for poor planning excuse.
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There have been several attempts madg set priorities of all EPICS related tasksjuested data rate until it reaches the
towards integrating LabView and EPICRyyer to those of LV RT. vicinity of 100%. The remaining serie

The approach discussed here involves
run zpl n a full FPUG‘CI%SIm[iﬂI%I)éOf the I;i)roto%\,q%?1 Ité%‘s depict the percentage of successful dat
g Strips. EPICS tasks were set to lower pri

. ded that the shared memory would

vxWorks operating system alon S|dgeC' ; ;

\ op 9 sy 9 only provide separate memory blocks forOfities and were starved of CPU time
with LabView Realime. A prototype of

i thus failing to finish the full circle of the
this solution was developed for and is |ﬁaCh dateéype. Additionally, no event ata roundtrips on some occasions.
. based communication was |mplementedj p
use at the Los Alamos National Labora:-
tory thus relying on the polling only. The maximum data exchange rate wa
obtained using array® we reached 23

MB transfer rate, which is to be sufficien

We measured the performance for
round-trips of data pairs. We used two B
variables, where LV was increasing one &f" the proposed application.
f B\VWHP PXVW UXQ IX{R&G if the§ Qer & RQ

The main requirements for the system
were:

the VxWorks platform equal and EPICS
t 7KH )3*$ PXVW EH FR @as yrng mHEe®eH XVLQJ
LV FPGA them by increas-

t 7KH WZR PDLQ SURFHQp\/I-tlr\_?_h 799°°§d7 DQG
EPICS) must be able to efficiently exne us

change data using different data typé) tained a meas-
urable transfer

and arrays .
rate. The Figure
$ 6\WWHP PXVW EH FRQI{IXURE OfdtaZ LWKRXW D

need for recompilation of the EPICSgries. Two of
source code them (blue and
It was decided to base our work on thegreen) depict CPU
Windows-based shared memory apusage that in-
proach implemented by Spallation Newcreases linearly
tron Source. An important decision wagvith  the  re-

Cosylab and Jozef Stefan Institute have an a less formal setting of a workshop; more&kingdom was staying in Ljubljand,
ganized the 7th PCaPAC workshop in Ljublemphasis is given to specific technologyunning into" PCaPAC participant
jana, Slovenia. oriented talks that to general status reportseveral times during the week

With 39 oral presentations, 45 posters and@lks: The next PCaPAC will be held i
109 participants from 39 organizations, thisVe were very lucky with the weather; it Canada in 2010, hosted by the Cang-
was the biggest PCaPAC so far. This wagas a warm and sunny October. The V|S|t9'a” Light Source. Goodbye till the
also the first PCaPAC to host an industriato pubs in the old center of Ljubljana afterCeck the PCaPAC workshop web
exhibition. The mission of PCaPAC is tdhe official program ended were thus everSit® fpr procgedmgs, photos  ang
attract young researches in the field of conmore attractive. Side program included als@ther information:

trol systems for accelerators who can pre-a visit to Skocjan caves, one of the naturalttp://www.pcapaevorkshop.org

sent their work and to exchange experiencesvonders of Slovenia. During the time of the
workshop, Queen Elizabeth Il of the United
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