
PUP Meeting Notes

October 8, 2002   1:00 p.m.

Ships View Conference Room

Attendees: Sheri White, Ed Peltzer, Martin Lee, Danelle Cline, Rich Henthorn, Mark Brown, Bill Kirkwood

General issues:

Our next meeting will be October 17th (Thursday) at 10:30 in Ships View

Software Issues:

DC handed out a Software Concept Review draft (on Polarbear:\PUP\PUP-Concept_Review \Software\swconcept.doc).  Please read it over and send her and Rich comments via email.


Two key things to think about are:

1) Is a joystick necessary?

2) What about having two cameras (possibly web cams) to observe the motion?

There are four communications transport options (see figure protocols.flo):

1) Corba (sp?)

2) Remote Desktop (a Microsoft protocol)

– Netmeeting runs over this

3) Decom (sp?)

4) RMI (using Java)


ML asked which is most robust if there is a failure.  They all seem to be okay.

The user will have to switch between Holograms (to run the LRS) and the PUP control program.  This could be done on two computers or one computer using two displays – the user will want to observe how the PUP is moving while monitoring the spectra.

The position at a point where a spectrum is obtained will be recorded as a “snapshot”.  EP asked if this is position data or an image.  DC noted it could be either, but meant to imply data.

DC noted that this document is generic for all of the concept options presented.  An image of what the GUI may look like is on Polarbear.

Design Issues:

BK handed out work on the hexapod (some of which can be applied to other designs).

There are three Interconnect Options:

1) Through the LRS (the PUP plugs into the LRS which plugs into the ROV)

–  No positioner electronics housing is needed (saves weight)

–  BK prefers this one

–  The LRS can is full as it is and there is little room for more connectors on it

2) Positioner housing (the PUP is separate from the LRS and plugs into the ROV)

· Does the ROV have a second Ethernet line? 

3) Decon (the PUP and LRS both plug into a Decon which plugs into the ROV)


–   Better for cross-platform functionality

BK stepped through the hexapod option, looking at weight, electronics, and power, and compared electrical to hydraulic systems.


– The electrical system is lighter and has finer control


– Hydraulics will have the same electrical package, the actuators/valves will weigh more, and the power will be less (the hydraulic power from the ROV is considered a freebee).


– Estimated weights will scale for other concepts


– Power will be about the same for other concepts

BK provided info on Stewart platforms (hexapods): control equations, errors, etc.  Note that Matlab has a program for a hexapod.

Optical Concept:
ML looked into the ability to do optical scanning.  There are two ways:

1) Tilting flat glass panes between the lens and the sapphire window

2) Moving the lens itself

Movement could be done with temperature-sensitive wire.

Not yet sure how it would fit in the Immersion Probe (a big tube would be needed)

Trade-Offs:
SW handed out Rev 1.2 of the Criteria Matrix to go over.

At this point it looks like optical scanning is a neat but complicated option that should be considered in the future.  For now we will proceed with a mechanical option.

The Criteria Matrix was reviewed and items explained.  SW will provide an updated version for everyone.  Everyone on the team should fill out the matrix and note their preferred concept (SW needs these by the end of the week). 

· Email DC with comments on Software Requirements

· Email SW with your filled in criteria matrix and your concept preference

· The team should get a viewer for Flowchart software to view files

· The next meeting will be Tuesday (October 17th) at 10:30 p.m. in Ships View.            (NOTE: Different time)
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