Minutes of UCAIug Testing Teleconference
09-February-2010 15:00 UTC
Meeting purpose: Review latest drafts of GOOSE Performance documents

Attendees:

	Name
	Company

	Roman Graf
	ABB

	Richard Schimmel
	KEMA

	Stephan Gerspach
	ABB

	Chun He
	KETOP

	Nicholas Etherden
	STRI

	Fred Steinhauser
	Omicron

	Marcin Wycinka
	Areva T&D

	Edwin Melenhorst
	Utinnovation

	George Schimmel
	TriangleMicroWorks

	Herb Falk
	SISCO

	Veselin Skendzic
	Schweitzer


Logistics: Richard will keep changes by section, Bruce to keep general comments

Discussions:

General discussion – GOOSE performance is a benchmark test.

· Future benchmarks can be added later

· The are not meant to exactly duplicate a specific project environment

· Users need to understand that their results may differ from these benchmarks

Richard starts with Nicholas’s markup of version 0.2b (in folder:
http://www.ucaiug.org/org/TechnicalO/Testing/SubCommittee%20Working%20Group%20Documents/201002_Testing_Documents file named 

Test procedures for GOOSE Performance rev0p2b_STRI.doc 

· Revision to this performance test (version 0.3) will include a report template for standardized reporting of results

· §1.1 (near end) Decided to put all performance information into the PIXIT document (previously, this was marked “PICS or PIXIT” throughout the document)

· §1.2 Remove “Load of CPU Processing GOOSE” in “impact” section

· Richard to add a picture of GOOSE testing 
· §1.4 (Identifications) Discussion on location of “Performance class”. Some people wanted it in report and some wanted it in PIXIT. Richard states that it belongs in the PIXIT, but the report will also have a copy of that value.

· §1.4 (Identifications) Discussion on whether to retain “Test Initiator” line. Decided to leave in because there is more trust in a user-initiated test than a vendor-initiated test.

· §2 (Figure 3) Much discussion on the role that a Client Simulator would perform. Richard will clarify that this sets up reports and SVs in the unit-under-test and does not perform a network load

· §3.1 The fifth bullet which Nicholas removed “URCB/BRCB dataset with data objects (not attributes)” to be replaced. Much discussion on this point. Richard stated that BRCB is preferable because that is what a majority of substations use, but URCB could be used if BRCB is not available. Discussion also concerned “what if GOOSE publisher does not have RCB capability? Group consensus was that test repot would indicate that RCB was not used during the test.
· §3.1.1 Nicholas noted that some devices can only source a very small number of GOOSE bits. He suggests changing from 10 data/10 qualities to 4 boolean/4 qualities to allow for these less-capable devices. Similarly, Nicholas suggested changing the “large data set” to be an order of magnitude larger than the small data set. He suggests 20 double points, 20 booleans, and 40 qualities. Members agreed to this chage.
· §3.1.3 George mentioned that the GOOSE message might be sent independently of the report depending upon actual implementation.

· §3.1.4 Dataset for the concurrent (optional) Merging Unit outputs will include all possible data that the vendor can supply. This allows users to be able to infer the actual test conditions based upon vendor claims for the device. It was also noted that RCB and SV are conditional and not optional (if a vendor claims support for these services then they MUST be enabled during the GOOSE performance test).

· §3.2 Test case section re-written by Nicholas. Richard and group accept this change.
· §3.3 Nicholas comment NE5 not accepted, Nicholas withdrew comment NE6

· §3.3 He Chun believes that equation 2) is incorrect. t[application.max] should be t[application.min]. Richard to review this equation and equation 3).

· §3.3 Last line on page “PICS or PIXIT” should be “PIXIT”

Richard continued with RanZhang+Marcin version

http://www.ucaiug.org/org/TechnicalO/Testing/SubCommittee%20Working%20Group%20Documents/201002_Testing_Documents file named 

Test procedures for GOOSE Performance rev0p2b +RanZhang +Marcin comments.zip

· Marcin comment §3.1.4 – Marcin withdrew his comment
· Marcin comment §3.1.5 – Marcin comment is no longer applicable

· Marcin comment §3.3 – (Plusibility…) Group agreed to keep as written by Richard

· Marcin comment §3.3 – (“to pass the performance test…”) I think we decided to leave as written by Richard. Is this correct?

· Richard noted that he will create a template for the performance test statement with words similar “this device has not been shown to …”

· Marcin comment §31.4 – (Identifications) We agreed to record the scan cycle time even if it is ZERO. Some devices use a highly optimized logic sequence upon GOOSE reception which results in a very short effective scan time.
Richard to revise the document by 9-March. Group to review and submit comments by 23-March. Richard to issue editor’s responses prior to the next teleconference.

Next teleconference scheduled 30-March-2010 15:00 UTC.

Note that summer time begins in Europe 28-March and in USA 14-March to the meeting times should be 16:00 Europe, 10:00 EST, 7:00 PST.

Notes recorded by Bruce Muschlitz 9-February-2010 20:30 UTC.

Please make note of required corrections for discussion at our next teleconference.

Sincerely … Bruce Muschlitz (bruce (at) EnerNex.com) 
