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This is a general remark about where this discussion should and should not be going. 

I have been quoting time and time again from C12.19 to establish associations between what C12.19 says and what a test outcome may be with a view to put together a suite of tests that expose, validate and confirm compliance of an end device with C12.19-1997. 

I also tried to classify areas where implementers may have clearly violated the strict word of the Standard and areas where the Standard is vague (by intent or accidentally). In addition there are areas where the Syntax of the Standard is right but the explanation is ambiguous. 

The objective of the compliance test is to explore the implementation and report its behaviour from the AMR point of view. 

1. The C12.23 application to ANSI states that 

2. Title of Project: "AMR Device Compliance Test Standards" 

3. Scope Summary of Project : To develop a standard for testing compliance
of AMR devices claiming compliance with standards jointly developed by ANSI
C12 SC17, IEEE SCC31, and Industry Canada Task Force (TFDCP). This standard
will specify procedures for verifying compliance of AMR devices to existing
standards.
1. For that reason I propose that we need to evaluate C12.19 and create tests that deal with the following scenarios (see examples below) 

2. Where the standard is clear and un-ambiguous produce a clear pass/fail a result 

3. Where the standard is un-ambiguously clear in its intent, but does not provide implementation details for the intent then the test shall use the un-ambiguous clear criteria and not the erroneous or lacking explanation (this is called apply common sense) 

4. Where the standard is vague or there is room for "possibilities" the test will be written to cope with these possibilities and expose the variations. 

5. Where the standard say nothing and it is so vague that one cannot formulate a test, then do not test.
Please review the examples below. I believe they are sufficiently clear and illustrate what I am talking about. 


Example 1: Test results where the Standard is clear and un-ambiguous 

Table 71 actual log table
TYPE LOG_FLAGS_BFLD = BIT FIELD OF UINT8 EVENT_NUMBER_FLAG : BOOL(0); HIST_DATE_TIME_FLAG : BOOL(1); HIST_SEQ_NBR_FLAG : BOOL(2); HIST_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG : BOOL(3); EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG : BOOL(4); FILLER : FILL(5..7); END; EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG 

FALSE Event Log is not inhibiting new entries when an overflow condition exists. TRUE Event Log is inhibiting new entries when an overflow condition exists 

Table 76 Data Description TYPE LIST_STATUS_BFLD = BIT FIELD OF UINT8 

ORDER : UINT(0..0); 

OVERFLOW_FLAG : BOOL(1); 

LIST_TYPE : UINT(2..2); 

INHIBIT_OVERFLOW_FLAG : BOOL(3); 

FILL : FILL(4..7); 

END; 

OVERFLOW_FLAG 

FALSE Overflow has not occurred. TRUE An attempt was made to enter an event such that the number of unread entries would have exceeded the actual number of possible entries in the log.

The standard is very clear in its expression of the indented implementation of the OVERFLOW_FLAG status as restricted by the EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG control flag. Therefore, one cannot argue against a test that validates the behaviour of an end device, following excessive excitation that will cause the log to overflow. The compliant log shall not overflow if EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG control flag is true, and it shall overflow if EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG control flag is false. Regardless of the state of EVENT_INHIBIT_OVF_FLAG control flag, the OVERFLOW_FLAG shall be set. 


Example 2: Where the standard is un-ambiguously clear in its intent but does not provide implementation details for the intent. Table 26 Data Description
LIST_TYPE_FLAG 

FALSE FIFO (First In First Out) as placed in self read list. TRUE Circular list as placed in self read list.

Table 63 Data Description
LIST_TYPE 

0 FIFO (First In First Out) as placed in load profile storage. 

1 Circular list as placed in load profile storage.

Table 74 Data Description 

LIST_TYPE 

0 FIFO - as placed in log. 

1 Circular - as placed in log.

The acronym FIFO is not defined in the Standard. However the standard qualified the FIFO in table 26 and table 63 with the definition "First In First Out". Using (flawed) logic one can argue that one cannot make any assumption about what the term FIFO means in Table 74, since the Standard is silent about that (this follows the reasoning similar to that of manufacturer tables do not have FLCs). So what would one make out of FIFO in table 74? Does FIFO mean "First In First Out" or "Fill In Faulty Order" or maybe "First In Final Out". Therefore, one can argue that a test for FIFO in Table 74 cannot be carried out on this basis.

Reasonable people would say that it is rather obvious that based on prior use of the term FIFO, the Standard is clear about the intended use of the definition "First In First Out" and the compliance Standard shall perform the tests accordingly.

Caveat: The term Circular is not defined in the Standard, does it mean that C12.23 cannot have a test for Circular vs. FIFO since we do not know what it really means in terms of placement or ordering of entries in a logs? If so, how can one build an AMR system to read a log based on the C12.19 Standard?

1. Example 2: Where the standard is vague or there is room for "possibilities" the test will be written to cope with these possibilities and expose the variations: The value of the element LAST_ENTRY_SEQ_NBR 0..4,294,967,295, the sequence number of the newest valid entry in the log, is not clearly described by C12.19. It could retain its value after a reset list pointers or maybe not. However, there are only two possible outcomes following the execution of a reset list pointers procedure: 

2. LAST_ENTRY_SEQ_NBR retains its value. 

3. LAST_ENTRY_SEQ_NBR does not retain its value.
The Standard is clear however that following a reset list pointer procedure, all elements that describe the content (extent) of the list shall be consistent with that of the empty list. Therefore, one can design a test that validates the reset action to create an empty list and also report the value of LAST_ENTRY_SEQ_NBR before and after the test. This will expose the actual implementation model of the DUT. Implementation variations of the LAST_ENTRY_SEQ_NBR shall not result in a failure of a DUT, unless there is a country specific clause regarding a specific desired behaviour (e.g. for Canada). 


Example 4: Where the standard say nothing and it is so vague that one cannot formulate a test, then do not test 

Table 75 Data Description

1. "EVENT_LOG_CTRL_TBL (Table 75) defines the Event Log codes to be written to the Event Log. It also defines which specific procedures and or table writes that are to be acknowledged in the Event Log. For a specific procedure or table to be acknowledged, three independent tests shall all be true: 

2. The procedure or table shall be used in the end device, per the GEN_CONFIG_TBL (Table 00). 

3. The appropriate Event code shall be used, per Table 75. 

4. The procedure or table shall be requested to be acknowledged, per Table 75. "

It is rather clear that table 75 contains the list of events used by the event logger. But what is an appropriate event code? The standard does not defines it and there is no indication of how one would interpret appropriate. For that reason one cannot define a test for the use of appropriate event codes. 

Caveat: It is possible that some countries may provide definitions (e.g. Canada) for what is appropriate. If such definitions mandated they can be entered into the country specific clause. 


I hope that the above shall result an a better understanding of the ground rules for future discussions. 

Avy
Disclaimer: 

This contribution has been prepared to assist TableFest II. This document is offered as a basis for discussion in accordance with the submission rules of TableFest II (ANSI C12.19-1997, IEEE 1377-1997, MC-Requirements and CT0101-003-x).


