DRAFT

Minutes of the Testing Teleconference

Held on 8 November 2011 (15:00 to 15:57 UTC)

Introduction

This was a GoToMeeting Web Teleconference of the Testing SubCommittee to discuss organization issues and to continue with the plans for the Austin Meeting. The meeting announcement and an agenda were posted earlier. Draft reference documents had been sent out and/or posted earlier. The Teleconference was held on November 8 starting at 15:00 UTC, 10:00 AM Standard Time US East Coast, 7:00 AM Standard Time West Coast and 15:00 Europe Time. The date for this teleconference had been selected at our previous Testing SubCommittee meeting held on 18 October.

John Simmins moderated the teleconference and controlled the GoToMeeting screens. Bruce Muschlitz participated by phone only and was not able to access GoToMeeting. 

The teleconference was scheduled for 60 minutes but lasted just under that and was adjourned at 15:57 UTC. Jack Robinson and Bruce Muschlitz prepared the minutes (this document). 

Agenda

· Introduction: Appoint scribe/Roll call/ Review Teleconference Agenda

· Setup and Organization of the Testing SubCommittee

· Planning for Austin Testing Meeting with CIM, SmartGrid, and UCAIug

· Status of the ITCA Migration (Added Agenda Item)

· Suggestions for Next Meeting/ Teleconferences 

Participants 

The following people participated in the Teleconference:

	    Name
	    Company

	Beecher, Phil
	Beecher Consulting (For  PG&E)

	Janssen, Marco
	UTInnovation

	Muschlitz, Bruce
	Testing SubCommittee Chair, EnerNex

	Robinson, Jack
	UCAIug Secretary

	Schimmel, George
	Triangle Microworks

	Simmins, John
	EPRI

	Steinhauser, Fred
	Omicron

	
	


REFERENCES

A. Testing Teleconference Agenda/ GoToMeeting Announcement, Bruce Muschlitz, Posted and Sent to All on 6 November 2011  

B. Discussion on Paper Study for ITCA Migration, Jack Robinson, 4 March 2011, Sent to all on the Testing E-mail Exploder and Posted at: http://www.ucaiug.org/org/TechnicalO/Testing/SubCommittee%20Working%20Group%20Documents/201103_TestingDocuments/DiscussionOnPaperStudyIForUCAIugTCAMigrationDRAFT.doc 

C. Draft UCAIug Proposed Quality Manuals/ Forms for ITCA, Bruce Muschlitz Editor, See Documents in Directory at: http://www.ucaiug.org/org/TechnicalO/Testing/Shared%20Documents/UCA_Documents_as_NIST_SGIP_ITCA 
D. UCAIug International Charter Rev 3.1, October 2005, Posted at: http://www.ucaiug.org/aboutUCAIug/UCAIug%20Docs1/UCAInternationalCharterRev3.1Oct05.pdf
E. Austin UCAIug Meeting, Registration, Agenda and Meeting Room Assignments, See Web Site at: http://www.ucaiug.org/Meetings/Austin2011/default.aspx
Organization of the Testing SubCommittee

Bruce covered the status of the Testing SubCommittee positions given to date: CIM: Margaret Goodrich (SISCO, non-utility); OSG: Phil Beecher (Beecher Consulting, PG&E utility rep), Mark Ortiz (Extensible, non-utility). John Simmins (EPRI) is the new Co-Chair replacing Joe Hughes. Herb Falk and George Schimmel are the IEC 61850 representatives in accordance with the original setup of the Testing SubCommittee. 

At this time we are waiting on Margaret to nominate another CIM UG person to fill the other CIM position. Margaret has expressed concern and wants to ensure that the other nominated CIM person would have the expertise and time to serve on the Testing SubCommittee. 

Bruce asked all if all agree with the recommendations. There were no objections. A question was raised on whether Mark Ortiz has been contacted and will agree to serve. Bruce will check. 

After the meeting, Bruce confirmed Mark’s participation via a 14-October email exchange.
Jack: We still need to setup the CIM and OpenSG Working Groups who will take responsibility for the respective testing procedures. The IEC 61850 Testing Procedures Working Group is in place. All three of these working groups report to the Testing SubCommittee.

Austin Joint Meeting
We discussed preparation for our next face-to-face IEC 61850 Testing Group Meeting in Austin, Texas, USA, during the week of 14-17 November 2011. This will be a joint meeting of IEC 61850 UG and CIM UG and OpenSG and the Testing SubCommittee. The Testing SubCommittee will advise the CIM UG and OSG UG chairs on conformity and testing topics during this meeting. (See the Austin Agenda, Registration and Information at the URL Reference E.)

Bruce has prepared draft agendas for the testing meetings to be held on Tuesday, Thursday and Friday. John brought up the agendas on the GoToMeeting screen.  We reviewed them and questions were raised and several changes were suggested (see inserts below):
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   Day 1: Tuesday, November 15, 2011 (“Testing Event” in Creekside I ) 

(Consider change the name of 

this event to: “Bootcamp: UCAIug Testing Concepts for IEC 61850, CIM and OpenSG”)

 

8:00

-

10:00

 

·

 

Introduction to groups within UCAIug : 61850, CIM, OSG

 

·

 

Testing Overview

 

o

 

Goals

 

o

 

Product types

 

o

 

Test case sources

 

·

 

Testing Details

 

o

 

Test procedure structure

 

o

 

Tensions between SDOs and User Groups 

–

 stability vs. practicality

 

 (Add Presentation on Open

ADE by Phil Beecher)

 

10:30

-

12:00

 

·

 

Development of a Testing Program

 

o

 

Clear definition of goal(s) of testing 

–

 sell product or validate standard?

 

o

 

Discuss funding issues early 

–

 who pays for development, ongoing, maintenance?

 

o

 

Conformance vs. Interoperability : 

one or both

 

o

 

Volunteer vs. fee

-

based developers

 

o

 

Industry acceptance of Testing Program

 

·

 

Practical Examples: 61850, CIM, OSG

 

(Note: Austin Agenda shows another “Testing Event” in this room from 1 PM to 5:30 PM. What is this?)

 

 

Day 3: Thursday, November 17 (“U

CAIug Testng/ITCA” in Barton Room)

 

8:00

-

10:00

 

·

 

Presentation by User Group Testing Organizations: 61850, CIMUG, OSG

 

o

 

Stakeholder reports

 

o

 

Present efforts within the testing working group(s)

 

o

 

Impediments to progress

 

o

 

Solutions found which may be of interest to ot

her groups

 

o

 

ITCA outlook 

–

 what do stakeholders think of NIST ITCA process

 

·

 

Take

-

aways from the presentations: what did we learn

 

 

10:30

-

12:00

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Bus Mulder : 61850 edition 2 testing

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Ralph Mackiewicz: Paris 2010 61850 Interoperabili

ty results

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Ralph Mackiewicz: EPRI CIM conformance testing results 

 

 

 


[image: image2.wmf]Thursday Continued:

 

15:30

-

17:30

 

·

 

Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing SubCommitee  

(Question: Is this open to all?)

 

o

 

Success stories 

–

 what is working, what is not working

 

o

 

Testing types and uses: Conformance, P2P IOP, End

-

to

-

End  IOP, standards

-

vetting IOP

 

o

 

Ad

option by different user groups: can consensus be reached of type of test

 

o

 

Funding issues: testing development, maintenance of test tools, per

-

test costs

 

 

Day 4: Friday, November 18 (“UCAIug Testing/ITCA” in Barton Room)

 

8AM to 10AM  

(Add the time to corres

pond to the Austin Agenda)

 

 

·

 

Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing Subcommittee

 

o

 

Available tools from groups: from 61850,l CIMUG, others?

 

o

 

NIST ITCA acceptance: advantages and disadvantages of ITCA process

 

o

 

Should working groups within UCAIug adopt common testin

g processes? How common?

 

o

 

Wrap

-

up: meet again in same format?

 

 

 

Added suggestions: 1) Setup remote teleconference for part of the meeting. 2) Cover test development and tools. 3) Cover funding issues.

Status of the UCAIug Migration to ITCA  

Marco raised some questions on the status of the proposed ITCA migration. This led to a discussion of the intent of the UCAIug move to become accredited as an ITCA in accordance with the Smart Grid Testing and Conformance Committee Interoperability Process Reference Manual (SGTCC IPRM). 

Marco: In the document "DRAFT Discussion on Paper 

Study for UCAIug Migration to SGIP/ITCA" (see Reference B), the way it is presented it sounds as if the decisions have already been taken. Jack: This is a DRAFT paper because it has not yet been finalized or approved; it was intended to document and continue the discussion on a possible paper study. The draft paper contains all the questions that came up in earlier discussions and concerns that were raised in meetings of the Testing SubCommittee and Working Groups. The Testing SubCommittee, Executive and Board agrees with moving forward with the pilot study, BUT has NOT approved any formal ITCA recommendations. As noted in the draft, there are decision points that must be passed before the UCAIug would agree to all the ITCA conditions as recommended by the SGIP-SGTCC. 

Marco: This is the main concern: Why should the UCAIug take on the responsibly of signing off and issuing device certificates? If the UCAIug does that, it totally changes our business model and adds considerable risk, liability and costs. The UCAIug has an established quality process based on general practice that keeps the responsibility with the test laboratory, that is where it belongs in my opinion.  NIST (a U.S. organization) is recommending that the UCAIug should become an ITCA; as an International organization, the UCAIug has to assess the need.

Marco: From a practical point of view I also wonder how the UCAIug is going to be able to make pass/fail decisions on test results obtained by third parties and belonging to the manufacturers that have paid for the test to be conducted. Jack: Yes, if the UCAIug does decide to issue certificates, we would have to do that based on the lab documentation because we would not actually witness the tests; if we take on the responsibility it would add liability and change our agreements with the testers. That is why the draft paper suggests we need to review all consequences and get approval from the UCAIug Members, Executive, and Board and fully understand what would change in our present Charter and QAP. 

Bruce has maintained a list of issues that must be resolved, and negotiated, between the UCAIug and SGIP-SGTCC if the UCAIug is to be listed as one of their approved ITCAs. (There are nine issues on the list at this time.) Jack: As an ITCA we would be required to verify test tools. Another important issue, “self-test” would not be allowed; recall that many of our members considered “self-test”  an important part of our QAP. Bruce: As an ITCA, we would also be required to monitor the industry deployment of tested products and that is a new UCAIug responsibility. 

Jack: Note that there may be ways to stay with our current Charter and QAP and still become an ITCA.  As the first step in the study, we have suggested that we resolve all the conflicts between our current QAP and the SGIP-SGTCC recommendations (see Task 1 of Reference B).  Perhaps the most important issue: It may be possible to leave the handling of  approvals of test results and certificates as presently defined in the QAP but put in place more rigorous, fully defined, review procedures before we post certificates (which would only carry signatures from the testing lab as is done now). 

Marco: We need to meet or teleconference with some of the key individuals and take the time, perhaps a few days, to resolve the main questions. Jack: There has not been any feedback on the draft paper since we first published it for review last March. Marco: We have to push people to respond. Jack: Everyone has been content to wait and see what happens next; it seems that the ITCA migration has not been on anyone’s critical path. 

Marco: I suggest we include the ITCA migration on the agenda in Austin and ask for review of the UCA International Users Group. Since this would include a change to the bylaws of the UCA International Users Group a majority of the members should agree to the proposed changes and understand the consequences of how we would incorporate the U.S. NIST recommendations. 

Jack: The MofU (Memorandum Of Understanding) on the NIST ITCA was signed by Kay Clinard and Rik Drummond and it has an expiration date of 15 December 2011; we will have to make a decision by that date to move forward with the pilot (and modify the end date) or let the MofU  expire.  

For further action. 

Teleconference Conclusion/ Next Meetings

Our next meeting will be in Austin November 15 through 18, 2011. In response to questions from  Bruce: All agreed that we should meet face-to-face at least once a year. We did not schedule a next teleconference and will take up planning for testing activities in Austin. 

Teleconference Action Items 

1. Testing SubCommittee to assist with definition of  the scope, schedule and tasks for the IPRM/ ITCA Pilot Program.  All to review the initial draft discussion paper for this ITCA Study. Review responses are still pending from the several Testing Working Groups. 

2. Bruce to invite prospective members from the CIM and OpenSG Working Groups to support those testing activities.

3. All to prepare for Austin.
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   Day 1: Tuesday, November 15, 2011 (“Testing Event” in Creekside I ) 

(Consider change the name of 

this event to: “Bootcamp: UCAIug Testing Concepts for IEC 61850, CIM and OpenSG”)

 

8:00

-

10:00

 

·

 

Introduction to groups within UCAIug : 61850, CIM, OSG

 

·

 

Testing Overview

 

o

 

Goals

 

o

 

Product types

 

o

 

Test case sources

 

·

 

Testing Details

 

o

 

Test procedure structure

 

o

 

Tensions between SDOs and User Groups 

–

 stability vs. practicality

 

 (Add Presentation on Open

ADE by Phil Beecher)

 

10:30

-

12:00

 

·

 

Development of a Testing Program

 

o

 

Clear definition of goal(s) of testing 

–

 sell product or validate standard?

 

o

 

Discuss funding issues early 

–

 who pays for development, ongoing, maintenance?

 

o

 

Conformance vs. Interoperability : 

one or both

 

o

 

Volunteer vs. fee

-

based developers

 

o

 

Industry acceptance of Testing Program

 

·

 

Practical Examples: 61850, CIM, OSG

 

(Note: Austin Agenda shows another “Testing Event” in this room from 1 PM to 5:30 PM. What is this?)

 

 

Day 3: Thursday, November 17 (“U

CAIug Testng/ITCA” in Barton Room)

 

8:00

-

10:00

 

·

 

Presentation by User Group Testing Organizations: 61850, CIMUG, OSG

 

o

 

Stakeholder reports

 

o

 

Present efforts within the testing working group(s)

 

o

 

Impediments to progress

 

o

 

Solutions found which may be of interest to ot

her groups

 

o

 

ITCA outlook 

–

 what do stakeholders think of NIST ITCA process

 

·

 

Take

-

aways from the presentations: what did we learn

 

 

10:30

-

12:00

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Bus Mulder : 61850 edition 2 testing

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Ralph Mackiewicz: Paris 2010 61850 Interoperabili

ty results

 

·

 

Presentation 

–

 Ralph Mackiewicz: EPRI CIM conformance testing results 

 

 

 

[image: image4.wmf]Thursday Continued:

 

15:30

-

17:30

 

·

 

Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing SubCommitee  

(Question: Is this open to all?)

 

o

 

Success stories 

–

 what is working, what is not working

 

o

 

Testing types and uses: Conformance, P2P IOP, End

-

to

-

End  IOP, standards

-

vetting IOP

 

o

 

Ad

option by different user groups: can consensus be reached of type of test

 

o

 

Funding issues: testing development, maintenance of test tools, per

-

test costs

 

 

Day 4: Friday, November 18 (“UCAIug Testing/ITCA” in Barton Room)

 

8AM to 10AM  

(Add the time to corres

pond to the Austin Agenda)

 

 

·

 

Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing Subcommittee

 

o

 

Available tools from groups: from 61850,l CIMUG, others?

 

o

 

NIST ITCA acceptance: advantages and disadvantages of ITCA process

 

o

 

Should working groups within UCAIug adopt common testin

g processes? How common?

 

o

 

Wrap

-

up: meet again in same format?
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   Day 1: Tuesday, November 15, 2011 (“Testing Event” in Creekside I ) (Consider change the name of this event to: “Bootcamp: UCAIug Testing Concepts for IEC 61850, CIM and OpenSG”)


8:00-10:00


· Introduction to groups within UCAIug : 61850, CIM, OSG


· Testing Overview


· Goals


· Product types


· Test case sources


· Testing Details


· Test procedure structure


· Tensions between SDOs and User Groups – stability vs. practicality


 (Add Presentation on OpenADE by Phil Beecher)


10:30-12:00


· Development of a Testing Program


· Clear definition of goal(s) of testing – sell product or validate standard?


· Discuss funding issues early – who pays for development, ongoing, maintenance?


· Conformance vs. Interoperability : one or both


· Volunteer vs. fee-based developers


· Industry acceptance of Testing Program


· Practical Examples: 61850, CIM, OSG


(Note: Austin Agenda shows another “Testing Event” in this room from 1 PM to 5:30 PM. What is this?) 


Day 3: Thursday, November 17 (“UCAIug Testng/ITCA” in Barton Room)


8:00-10:00


· Presentation by User Group Testing Organizations: 61850, CIMUG, OSG


· Stakeholder reports


· Present efforts within the testing working group(s)


· Impediments to progress


· Solutions found which may be of interest to other groups


· ITCA outlook – what do stakeholders think of NIST ITCA process


· Take-aways from the presentations: what did we learn


10:30-12:00


· Presentation – Bus Mulder : 61850 edition 2 testing


· Presentation – Ralph Mackiewicz: Paris 2010 61850 Interoperability results


· Presentation – Ralph Mackiewicz: EPRI CIM conformance testing results 


Thursday Continued:


15:30-17:30


· Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing SubCommitee  (Question: Is this open to all?)


· Success stories – what is working, what is not working


· Testing types and uses: Conformance, P2P IOP, End-to-End  IOP, standards-vetting IOP


· Adoption by different user groups: can consensus be reached of type of test


· Funding issues: testing development, maintenance of test tools, per-test costs


Day 4: Friday, November 18 (“UCAIug Testing/ITCA” in Barton Room)


8AM to 10AM  (Add the time to correspond to the Austin Agenda) 


· Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing Subcommittee


· Available tools from groups: from 61850,l CIMUG, others?


· NIST ITCA acceptance: advantages and disadvantages of ITCA process


· Should working groups within UCAIug adopt common testing processes? How common?


· Wrap-up: meet again in same format?
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Thursday Continued:


15:30-17:30


· Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing SubCommitee  (Question: Is this open to all?)


· Success stories – what is working, what is not working


· Testing types and uses: Conformance, P2P IOP, End-to-End  IOP, standards-vetting IOP


· Adoption by different user groups: can consensus be reached of type of test


· Funding issues: testing development, maintenance of test tools, per-test costs


Day 4: Friday, November 18 (“UCAIug Testing/ITCA” in Barton Room)


8AM to 10AM  (Add the time to correspond to the Austin Agenda) 


· Technical meeting of UCAIug Testing Subcommittee


· Available tools from groups: from 61850,l CIMUG, others?


· NIST ITCA acceptance: advantages and disadvantages of ITCA process


· Should working groups within UCAIug adopt common testing processes? How common?


· Wrap-up: meet again in same format?



