 November 14, 2006 Meeting Notes

Title 24 PCT Teleconference

Attendees:

The attendance list is taken from the WebEx roster.  Some partial names were not expanded into full names.
	Erich Gunther
	Howard Ng

	Alex Do
	Joe Hlavacek

	Austen D’Lima
	John Sartain

	Ben Rankin
	Mark S. Martinez

	Bon Truong
	Mark Heyman

	Bruce Muschlitz
	Michael Kintner-Meyer

	Carlos Haiad
	Michael Cambridge

	Clay Amb
	Mike Hoffman

	Craig Godwin
	Nick Ashworth

	Dave Auslander
	P. Tessier

	Ed Gray
	Raymond Archacki

	Edwin
	Richard Nidever

	Darren Nguyen
	Robert Juntunen

	Gary Davis
	Ron Gumina

	Gary Porter
	Ryan Wagner

	Geoff Mulligan
	Steve Blanc

	George Catlin
	Subra

	George Dietz
	Yilcanh Guzelgunier


Erich begins with review:

Purpose is to develop a draft technical reference design document to assist the Policy side of the Title 24 working group.  It is this groups charge to produce a document in the form of a complete outline of “useable & actionable” content prior to Thanksgiving.

Current funding ends this month which in effect covers today’s meeting and the meeting next week, so prior to Thanksgiving the group needs to produce a version of the document for review.

To complete this current effort on the document we want to identify solutions we have agreement on, identify those we don’t we do not have resolution, identify the issues and include them in the document.
Erich’s goal:  Messaging Specification – messages completed, defined, and validated by IOU’s and other stake holders. And the other sections completed as well as possible.
Today’s Agenda

Discuss HVAC Interface Issues

User Interface Issues

Recruiting someone (IOU, vendor) to write document content
Priorities for next meeting
Floor opened for questions / comments:

Bon Truong from SCE:

Issue: Addressing - refers to pg 3, where the comment is made:  “Needs to support PCT physical address”.  What type of format is necessary to support PCT physical address?

Erich’s response:  We discussed it would be a good idea if we could uniquely identify a specific PCT or household by unique PCT serial number, customer code entered when  the contractor installs the PCT.  To this point, a specific mechanism has not been addressed  and will need to be included in the reference document.
Bon asks follow up question based on comment of an SCE colleague.  If the utility sends signal to shed load, assuming it proceeds through the AMI infrastructure, and arrives at a specific meter, the question becomes in the neighborhood of the meter there are multiple PCT’s what is the mechanism to uniquely identify-what type of the address format will be used determine that the message was intended for one specific meter when multiple PCT’s are located in the same general area?
Erich’s response:  1.  Specific address for PCT’s not a requirement of Title 24.  Title 24 specifies Regional Address (perhaps even Feeder Level)  2.  Initial approach was to support the Regional addressing concept, but the IOU’s would like the addressing to be specific with an extension beyond Title 24.  Our desire is to have an addressing scheme that is extensible, that can identify a customer by meter number, etc.  In this reference design it was not our intent to include how one would actually use the addressing capability to talk to a specific PCT.
Carlos:  When you say Title 24 requires only regional addressability, please explain further, for there may be the scenario where you have connectivity to a specific Thermostat and not other customers.  How did Title 24 requirements address this?

Erich’s response:  The current Title 24 language; Item 2 E, says “Through user input be capable of addressing at the Substation Level or finer, including individual PCT’s”.  This implies, user / contractor enters “end-leaf info” to uniquely identify.  Our addressing scheme supports that capability.
Carlos:  Is the vision, such as a grid reliability message is sent that it will reach everyone?

Erich:  Yes this is why every message has the address capability to meet the messaging flexibility you desire.  It is your choice….you may not want to do so due to bandwidth restrictions, but the flexibility is present.
Need to enhance this description further in the document.  Someone volunteered to do so last week.  Geoff Mulligan identified himself and commented he would do so.

Erich / Geoff to arrange a future phone conversation to discuss.

Erich:  Every message has a source utility identifier, demand response program identifier, area or substation identifier, meter identifier, and a billing point identifier which identifies the individual customer.

We need to map clearly IPV6 terminology and tactically describe how it might be implemented.  Editors Note – do we have to – maybe too complex for this document?
Messaging Updates

Updates – Time Stamp Class

NTP/SNTP Time Stamp Class updated

Price Class

Pulled out into class – Price Event

One of the 3 price options are mandatory & specified in the message
New Message Added

Comment in last weeks minutes…How do we know the system is working.  To facilitate – 2 new messages were added; only applicable to the 2 way scenario.
Status Request

Status Response
Action Time

Value added additions:
Estimated amount of curtailable load

Current Temperature

Current Set Point

Current Mode

Open the floor to discussion

Ray from Carrier:  Discusses the following inclusion recommendations

Fan Setting

2 Set Points (Auto mode) 

Erich:  Off, cooling, heating, auto…and return both set points

Mike Hoffman:  May wish to include, when communicating with Heat Pump, you may wish to know if the fan or compressor or both are operable.

Erich suggests to take a look at messages for Direct Control Events.  Looking for input on temp settings, etc. for set points.  Title 24 does not require this, but we made a comment in the last meeting it would be advantageous to report existing load report programs.  Please review and provide input.
2 Possible Issues with these messages

1. Adding complexity may be objectionable vendors

2. Privacy issues that may make it difficult to implement
Any comments from vendors?
Mike Hoffman:  Mentioned their messages include amount of KW is available.  From System Dispatcher perspective, describing curtailable load in KW is most appreciated.

Nick Ashworth:  Can we entertain Celsius Fahrenheit conversation again?  Faced with unit conversation Celsius to Fahrenheit. everyone operates in Fahrenheit.  Are we committed to this approach?

Erich:  attempt to force SI units wherever possible.  As long as we have resolution this should be workable.
Bruce:  Makes point that this should not be a problem in that the temperature values vary so much between the two system…example 25 degrees Celsius vs. 25 degrees Fahrenheit.

Unknown:  Is there a market driver for Celsius in CA?

Erich:  I doubt if there is a market issue here

Erich:  Based on last weeks discussion added an Error Class in general.  If utility sends message that is a “stupid request” (eg. - consume more energy) – gives the PCT the option to say no and respond with Error msg.

Action Time was added to all acknowledgeable messages.

Time Sync – For 2 way system

Recommending the logical aspects of the SNTP protocol be followed if the transport layer is not IP

Alex:  Unintelligible – something to do with time stamps
Erich:  Yes, the Network Time Protocol Std.  Basically, the wrap / epoch is detected.  Described in the Network Protocol Document.

Asks IOU’s if they have had the opportunity to review the messages and if they have encountered any problems with their use cases in relation to the messages.

No response from participants; makes another request for review / input by primary stakeholders.

Discussion of HVAC Interface

Alex summaries work done by his group.

Allow interface to legacy Central Air Systems

Constraints identified 

Bi-directional communication 3wire

What kind of systems exist

Standard coding

What are the wiring and electrical compatibility requirements

Pat Tessier (Honeywell):  Trying to understand the reason for changing this particular requirement.  It was his understanding that this had been stricken from the Title 24 document.
Erich:  Sites Rev. 29b

Ed Gray (NEMA):  What happened was a meeting was conducted without the CA utilities present and where this was taken out.  The utilities objected and it was re-entered.

Erich:  Our charge for the reference document is to define what we mean by standard.

Pat Tessier:  Will the standard be what is currently available on 99% of existing thermostats?

Erich:  Policy makers have generally asked for a physical connector that doesn’t require tools to make connection. Ex. RJ45 or equivalent.  Alex has reviewed a variety of connectors for technical suitability.

Pat Tessier:  We are still using 24v wiring?

Erich:  Quotes standard confirming 24v.  Suggests thinking outside the box and from a technical perspective propose 2 standard connections; 1.  barrier strip for direct control, current carrying capacity 2.  RJ45 or similar
Carlos (SCE):  Motivation for connector is for ease of connection. Existing Thermostat replacement would have plug-and-play, but the existing wire would still need run to a back plate. 

 Erich:  Connector cannot support current carry capacity.  Refers to use case to facilitate ease of multiple options from a consumers point of view on PCT in/out.
Unidentified participant: Sounds like we are discussing a Single gain junction box interface similar to the RJ11.

Erich:  That has been discussed.  Our charge from policy standpoint is to pick something or 1 for digital, 1 for conventional.

Rob Juntunen (Honeywell): Please clarify what we are trying to solve.  The industry has been served with bundle of cables, generic ways to connect to a terminal block that individual vendors can plug to.  Trying to connect to existing wiring is very difficult.  Concerned with design flexibility.
Erich:  Understand concern, however, at the policy level, these arguments lost, therefore we have the Item C language.
Rob Juntunen (Honeywell):  That is why I would like to introduce data concerning the physical connections, or RJ45 type connections.  Are we really solving something or is this an idea without supporting data to determine what it is supposed to do?

Another Manufacturer:  We are in agreement.  From our perspective ……
Erich:  I cannot address this.  Recommends vendors interact directly with Policy makers to readdress their issues.  Our mandate is to select one of the available options.

General comment to vendor community: What is the bottom line?  What can you live with?  What aspects need to be addressed?

Another Manufacturer:  We should take this opportunity to standardize wiring.

Erich:  Look at draft document on pg. 6, table 2-1 summarize all different connectors…
Requests the group for an agreement on Table and which items can be supported.

Another Manufacturer:  More discussion of the issue of Standards vs Design Flexibility 
Erich:  No one wants to dictate what is inside the box, but to define the points of interoperability on the periphery of the box.  Identify what are the interfaces where they do want to be prescriptive (WAN, Expansion Port, User Interface).  Everything is open, but we need to define area of interoperability.

Should there be a specification for digital and conventional?  Can we come to some agreement?

Manufacturer:  Forcing people to upgrade.

Exactly why we specify one for both….gives you choice.  In this document we are not implying any communication protocol.

Manufacturer:  Differential communications?

Erich:  If we can’t agree on conventional, we will never agree on digital.  Please review so we can decide on how to proceed.

Manufacturer (Venstar):  Don’t see labeling….

Erich:  Terminal Block should be standardized….1st 5 elements the same.

Manufacturer:  There is no simple solution to powering the PCT.

Erich:  Needs to be solution for retrofit market.  Running another wire, or creative within PCT.

Group conversation on how too’s

Erich:  Support all these?  Ex. Use 17 point terminal block in which all terminals won’t be used.  Not enough information to standardize at this time what we can do is agree on uniformity, ease of installation, address conventional stuff.

Please enter comments on SharePoint site!!

Does anyone have a problem with 1 - 5 mandatory?  Discussion

Do we do this we single cable and single cable terminal block or do we break others down into another class or a single terminal strip that supports both classes.

Reminds group that discussion is about “point of interface”, not what is internal to the PCT.

We will capture discussion (post to sharepoint) that people favorably to define the Ontology; minimum number of connections  & 2-tier approach.  With the hope for everyone to comment.

Final:  Erich will update document with two barrier strips defined (1-5 for conventional, rest for heat pump and other – eliminate terminal 10) and standard designations for all connections.

Display Interface

Remind folks to review Berkley’s team work as an example of what can be done.  Request for Manufacturer / IOU to put together straw-man on which elements we should have.  It is not in your best interest to have a consultant write this vs. stakeholder.
Erich volunteers to pull out user interface – specific wording in all supporting documents – send out separately look for comments on how to translate into the interface document.

Rob Juntunen (Honeywell): Volunteers to homogenize documents

IOU especially IT folks review messages to ensure they meet your needs!!

Next week

Security - Private key scenario – hopefully exchange emails prior to

Please review reference document (rather than separate docs, they will all now be integrated into this doc)
Expansion Interface

Use Cases 

Complete document defined as not solving all problems.  Those items that are solved may just be a list of issues.
Next Conference:  Tues 11/21

