Minutes of Meeting: Testing Technical Committee Meeting
25-August-2010 12:30-18:30 CEST Palais des Congres de Paris, France
Participants:  40 people for the open session

Nicholas Etherden, STRI AB

Edwin Melenhorst, UTInnovation

Bas Mulder, KEMA NV

Richard Schimmel, KEMA NV

Ton Jansen, Locamation

Muhammed Shameempv, KalkiTech

Myuk Soo Jang, Myongji University

Tim Tibbals, SEL

Bob Meresh, Kinectrics

Mare Desjardine, RTDS

Derrick Wong, Subnet

Roman Graf, ABB

Stephan Gerspach, ABB

Stefan Werner, AMA-Systems

Byung-Tae Jang, KEPCO

Byung-Hoon Lee, Myongji University

Jong-kab Kwak, Myongji University

Hyo-Sik Yang, Sejong University

Marcin Wycinka, Alstom Grid

Adam Babs, Institute of Power Engineering, Poland

The meeting was opened by Bruce Muschlitz and the agenda agreed upon. 
Nicholas Etherden graciously agreed to record the meeting minutes.

After a round of introductions of the attendees presentations were made by: 
Namho Lee from KEPCO  – KEPRI IEC 61850 Client Conformance Testing System CCTS (30 min)
After giving the presentation attached to this MoM a demonstration was made by Namho Lee where a virtual server, breaker simulator and the CCTS was used to test a client. After selecting a test case (association) from 120+ library of test cases the CCTS instructs actions to be done by test engineer with the client (Omicron IED Scout server was tested in the demo). The CCTS then analyzed the network traffic on the wire in order to determine the test result as well as giving a pass/fail verdict.
Bruce Muschlitz – UCAI Testing committee work: past, present, and future (20 min)
Presentation attached, expected delay for the edition 2.0 test procedure was stated as five month after the standards become IS. 
The next to presentation aimed at exemplifying typical issues that we come upon during the IEC 61850 testing

Richard Schimmel – Real-world experience with testing – failures during testing (35 min)
See attached presentation covering the challenges of conformance testing as well as the “top-ten failures”.
Bruce Muschlitz – Highly Interoperable ISD (Intelligent System devices)   15.09 – 15.44
Different interpretations of interoperability testing as well as a number of interoperability failure examples where given.
Presentation was followed by discussion for a task force to list known interoperability problems and/or implementation agreement. Is this an issue for testing or UCA technical committee? The role of UCA and relation to IEC was presented by Erich Gunther .
It was seen as problematic that the tissue process has been closed by IEC TC 57 wg 10 due to IEC documents having reach the stage where only editorial remarks can be added and no more changes can be added to edition 2.0. Still process will have to continue for future editions (>2.0) versions of the standard to gather in ongoing experiences and required improvements in the standard. The process of UCA testing requires feed-back is given according to the QAP (Quality Assurance Program, version 2.6 at http://www.ucaiug.org/org/TechnicalO/Testing/UCAIug%20Testing%20Quality%20Assurance%20Program/Current%20IEC%2061850%20Testing%20Procedures/8Mar2007QAPVer2_6.doc). This is not happening. Information about problems they are having on projects or internal multi-vendor tests are not something willingly published by some parties. 
An issue is also how to handle issues that are not a failure (and hence not a TISSUE) but where there still is a need for recommendation or best-practice guide on the application of standard. Does the TISSUE database need new categories. 
Suggestion was raised to start a task force to list these interoperability issues and, depending on the extent suggest form of such a list/database and ways to proceed. (No head or names for such a task force where however decided upon at this meeting). Suggestion was to base a first version of the list on the FGH Interoperability report which is publicly available for download
 http://www.fgh.rwth-aachen.de/www/cms/front_content.php?idcat=81 .
Next presentation was again by Bruce Muschlitz – Relationship of this committee with other bodies (20 min) Relations where recognized with e.g. Cigré, UCAIug OpenSG and UCAIug CIM and USE61400 and NIST SGIP TCC and IEC TC57 WG10 TF Testing. Feed-back is coming that organizations/companies are being asked to send participants to multiple overlapping groups. Ways to counter this where presented and discussed although no forums for coordination or split of work where decided upon.
Session 2 : Committee business (14 participants)
This was a meeting for the UCA Testing Technical Committee which is an umbrella organization for all three testing subcommittee (IEC 61850, IEC 61968/61970 CIM, and OpenSmartGrid). It was noted only IEC 61850 testing subcommittee members were present.
Bruce opened with a presentation on the strategic directions of this testing committee.
Is there a need to increase level of auditing? Plan is to start enforce yearly audits of level A (on-site) and Level B (remote) test organizations. Content of the audit will be auditing of records, examination of examples from latest tests. No objections were raised to this.

Edition 2.0 test procedure preparation

Richard Schimmel gave a presentation on the IEC 61850 edition 2.0 test procedure preparation. 

The time taken to develop previous test procedures must be shortened. Ambition has been to be ready to test devices 1-2 months after last 61850 IS of 8-1, 9-2 is published. It was discussed how realistic this target is. Possible timeline for Ed2 server, Ed1/Ed2 Client, Ed2 engineering tools test procedure development was presented.
According to the current IEC TC 57 wg 10 time schedule (from June 2010) part 10 of IEC 61850 will not be released before 2012. To meet are time plan for finalization of detailed edition 2.0 test procedures would mean they would come before IEC 61850 part 10 reaches the FDIS stage, which is not acceptable. It is important to meet user and manufacturer expectations to complete testing according Ed2 early 2012 as products are expected according to edition 2.0 during 2011. 

It was decided that the test lab accreditation shall be ready no later than when IS of part 10 is released. 

Proposal to wg10 will be made to skip the CD stage for part 10. This proposal could imply first certified device in April 2012, but not sooner.UCA will request the time schedule for part 10 to be discussed at the upcoming wg 10 meeting on 4-8 of October 2010.

We will, however, begin to write detailed test procedures as soon as FDIS version of state 8-1 has been sent to Geneva. (This is currently scheduled for November 2010.) It was noted that delay of 8-1 FDIS will also delay the test procedures according to edition 2.0.
Questions were raised to what extent the IEC 61850 requires that e.g. a client according to edition 2.0 shall be compatible/interoperable with both edition 1.0 and 2.0 editions servers. This could for example imply that when testing a client according to edition 2.0 it should be verified for support of both editions 1.0 and 2.0 servers?

Additional testing services
Bruce Muschlitz presented additional testing services (40 min). Such testing could cover network devices, SCL tools testing etc. For tool/SCL testing a discussion arose around what we can test against. With edition 2.0 have SCL conformance (SICS) statement in Part 6. But is what we can test enough to ensure interoperability? Other questions are if focus should be on system configuration tool or on IED tool. There is a need to find use cases in order to define what to test against. Do we have to wait for commercially available edition 2.0 system integrator to use in such testing? Another issue is the commercial viability. If it would show to cost half that of a server conformance test to verify a tool, will manufactures submit their tools for testing? Will users request certified tools? An alternative could be to call for an interoperability workshop over a couple of days where tool developers exchange files and see what SCL information can be read and engineered outside vendors own tool environment. 
It was concluded that UCA shall not do any activities on SCL tool testing for next year.

A need to test network devices to IEC 61850 conformance was raised . Today a test institute is testing switches for RSTP, VLAN, multicast and priority handling. These tests are not directly related to IEC 61850 but done with IEC 61850 (GOOSE) traffic. Such test could also be subject to part 90-4, as test cases must be related to specific requirements on IEC 61850 standard. Should UCA produce test procedures for this?
It was decided that UCA will follow the development of IEC 61850-90-4 network engineering guidelines. We will consider the need and possibility to test once 90-4 has been finalized. The 90-4 task force will be asked if there is a role for UCA in network testing and if they can suggest IEC 61850 [conformance/functional] test for network devices used in IEC 61850 systems. 
Maintenance of edition 1.0 test procedures (15 min)

The release of edition 2.0 raises the question if we should focus only on Ed2.0 test procedures or keep Ed1.0  testing documents up to date . According to IEC procedures edition 1.0 is no longer available once edition 2.0 is finalized. UCAIug will freeze edition 1.0 test procedures as soon as edition 2.0 of the IEC 61850 standard is released. This means that the edition 1.0 TPCL (Test Procedure Change List) will not be updated either. Edition 2.0 TPCL will be updated for any reported issue that also relate to edition 2.0 test procedures.

How to accredit devices with same firmware/hardware (+1 hour)
Richard Schimmel made a presentation on - Platform testing, how to accredit devices with same firmware/hardware. Discussed where cases where different ICD file (different data model) are used, testing of virtual relay (example, PC with plug-in cards), products with common source code libraries or common object code (example, DLL libraries).
Proposal for multi-variant test was discussed lengthily. The proposed concept of variant tests was finally approved if it is made clear which actual product was completely tested (and which variants were partially tested). The multi-variant test certificate shall therefore stipulate on the front page that the certificate is “For the completely tested product: xxx (product)” and on the back side e.g. 
”The data model of the following devices, using the same software version and hardware revision, have been tested as well.
XXX.variant 1, XXX;variant 2 ….”
The test certificate template shall be updated to reflect the change. The UCA white paper for conformance testing will is also be updated. 

Concern was raised regarding the various types of certificates (product variant and superset and to what extent this variety is wanted and understood by customers. With variant testing it becomes an issue for UCA to define what a valid and invalid variant of a platform is. This definition was proposed but should be approved at consecutive meeting following the lengthy discussion and different views at the meeting. It was discussed if the superset certificate should be terminated with the introduction of the variant testing. No decision on this was made.
A case of testing of software was finally presented where a CD was delivered to test institute and test executed on computer selected by them. In the shown example a software test was identified in the certificate by the absence of a specified hardware. This was not seen as a good practice. Question raised; shall test be on other than hardware supplied by the vendor? Should we describe PC hardware software was tested on with operating system, processer and hardware interface? It is to be worked out if such information is to be in test report, certificate or both.
General discussion evolved how specific the specification should be regarding exact hardware, configuration and validity of certificate on other hardware and/or with other /configuration. The meeting was ended 19.30 due to time constraint.

Remaining issues on the agenda that were not covered:

Bruce Muschlitz - Meetings: 

Too many? too few? Is meeting duration 1 hour OK? 

Split into task forces?


Jack Robinson (Bruce WAS to present this) – 

Funding: should we begin to charge testing fees? 

(per submitted certificate, annual per vendor, annual per tester?)

Bruce Muschlitz - Interoperability testing



- what is strategy (simply expand upon all corresponding positive test cases?)



- application versus communication interoperability? 



- Functional vs. performance testing? 



- What are other groups doing for interoperability testing

Bruce Muschlitz - Virtual substation (remote testing): should we revive this testing; should we accredit 
test houses supporting this?



- BM/RS - ICD file posting: is there still industry support for this? 



Should we make ICD file posting mandatory? 



Allow posting of alternate (vendor-declared but not tested) ICD files?
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