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Reviewed Documents
Help:
Documents reviewed in the inspection.

	Ref
	Document id
	Rev
	Document title

	[1]
	-
	Ver. 1.1
	Test procedures for GOOSE Performance 

	[2]
	
	
	

	[3]
	
	
	

	[4]
	
	
	


1. Review Group

Help:
List the names, departments and roles (moderator, paraphraser, scribe, inspector) of the people in the review group. List also the time (in hours) used for preparation and the the number of issues (defects, questions, unclarities) found.

	Preparation

	Name
	Dept
	Role
	Time
	Issues

	UCA IEC61850 Testing Subcommittee
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Richard Schimmel /
	
	Author
	
	n/a

	Stephan Gerspach
	
	Author
	
	n/a


2. Review Type

Help:
List the type of review (desk check, walktrough, technical inspection) used for each of the reviewed documents.

	Ref
	Review Type

	[1]
	Technical Inspection

	[2]
	

	[3]
	

	[4]
	


Related Issues

Syntax for table below:

· Each remark and issue found during the review get's an entry #N
· The author added a comment to the review remark with entry #N.1 and whether the change is accepted, rejected or partially accepted.

· The discussion during the review meeting is recorded in entry #N.2
· By putting the initials into the Appr. column, the comment is accepted and will be implemented according to the description into the document.

Help:
List the type of issues issues (defects, questions, unclarities) found during the preparation and inspection. For each issue, give number, location (document + line/pag/sectione number), description and the initials of the person who has found the issue.

SVC Guideline AREVA [1KHL504093]
	Nr
	Location
	Description
	Found by
	Appr

	1
	3.1.1 
	Published GOOSE used for PING-PONG: Propose to specify which element of published dataset should be used for PING-PONG purposes (as  the “PONG” response) – the last one of the Normal/Large DS?
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	1.1
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	
	
	
	

	2
	3.1.1
3.1.2

3.1.3
	APPID=3001, Since the agreed value of APPID is same for all Goose messages, propose to move it to 3.1 (General message definitions)
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	2.1
	
	
	
	

	2.2
	
	
	
	

	3
	3.1.3
	Propose to remove the statement “The 5 GOOSEs ...  published by 5 IEDs”. It can be generated by a GOOSE simulator or 1.2 or 5 (real)IEDs. From the DUT point of view it does not matter. The source of GOOSEs cannot even be verified by reviewing the network capture files. 
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	3.1
	
	
	
	

	3.2
	
	
	
	

	4
	3.1.4
	Propose to remove the statement “The 100 GOOSEs … are published by 20 IEDs…” See comment 3
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	4.1
	
	
	
	

	4.2
	
	
	
	

	5
	3.2
	Gpf4: Editorial – “Yes” should be “YES”
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	5.1
	
	
	
	

	5.2
	
	
	
	

	6
	3.2
	Add note2 to clarify whether publishing LARGE (pong) GoCB should be disabled or enabled while testing NORMAL (should NORMAL (pong) be disabled while testing LARGE?)
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	6.1
	
	
	
	

	6.2
	
	
	
	

	7
	3.3
	Plausibility check, do we need to verify that measured Troundtrip.max > declared Application scan cycle? (to avoid the case when a vendor specifies unrealistic value of scan cycle just to pass the performance test)
	Marcin Wycinka
	

	7.1
	
	
	
	

	7.2
	
	
	
	

	8
	Annex B:
	Certificate: add the disclaimer from 1.2 “This test procedure is intended as a benchmark……..It does not test device under worst case load, worst network conditions……..”
	I think originally this was  Richard’s comment.
	

	8.1
	
	
	
	

	8.2
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	

	9.1
	
	
	
	

	9.2
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	

	10.1
	
	
	
	

	10.2
	
	
	
	

	11
	
	
	
	

	11.1
	
	
	
	

	11.2
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	
	

	12.1
	
	
	
	

	12.2
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	
	

	13.1
	
	
	
	

	13.2
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	
	

	14.1
	
	
	
	

	14.2
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Help:
Based on the findings of the inspection, list the decision made for each document. The options are:

· No changes required.

· Minor changers required, no re-inspection or only partial re-inspection needed.

· Major changes, full re-inspection needed.

For each document, state also the person approving the changes.

	Ref.
	Decision
	Approved by

	[1]
	
	

	[2]
	
	

	[3]
	
	

	[4]
	
	


REVISION

	Rev.

ind.
	Page (P)

Chapt.(C)
	Description
	Date

Dept./Init.

	1.0
	 all
	Initial document template for comments
	2010-11-25 / SG
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