 November 21, 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.
	Alex Do (UC Berkeley)
	Jerine Ahmed

	Austen D’Lima
	Joe Hughes

	Ben Rankin
	John Chapman

	Bon Truong
	Kristy Chew

	Brian Parsonnet
	Mark Heyman

	Bruce Muschlitz 
	Michael Cambridge (SCE)

	Cal K
	Nick Ashworth

	Charles Glorioso
	Ray Archacki

	Darren Nguyen 
	Robert Juntunen

	Ed Gray
	Ryan Wagner

	Erich Gunther
	Terry Mohn (SDGE)

	Ernie Soderlund
	Vadim Korchnoy

	Geoff Mulligan
	

	George Catlin
	

	Grant Gilchrist
	

	Greg Tropsa
	

	JD
	

	Jeff Mulligan
	


Today’s Agenda
Message Updates 
Review revised HVAC interface section
Expansion interface discussion
Other issues
Process for conclusion of this phase of effort
Messaging Updates
Added – Update Firmware message(added based on review of use cases)

Rob Johnson (Honeywell) – Quite a complex task to do through a pager network. 

Erich – Meant to be a placeholder for now, the requirement is there and we’ll have to address this further in the future.

Jeff Mulligan – I’m assuming that all of the PCTs are not running the same firmware. Suggests identifier for various types of PCTs.

Charles Glorioso – You could handle that by co-coordinating firmware version numbers among the vendors.

Group – seems to think that this is possible but difficult to implement. Additional work will need to be done on this message.
Updated – Status Request Response message
Erich – added/changed attributes based on discussion from last meeting: Fan, Running, Mode

Bruce – I would like to add messages to read and write additional registers. <To be discussed further offline>

Review revised HVAC interface section

Erich – The policy side feedback is willing to compromise with a standardized terminal block for the immediate future but will still require a standardized connection in the not to distant future

Power Point Slide

1 required terminal block – 5 terminals

1 optional terminal block – 9 terminals

Group discussion on wiring colors – these will be verified before becoming final

Unknown – request to have heat pump on required terminal block
Erich – I thought last time we had consensus on having the heat pump terminal on the optional block

Rob Johnson – Yes, we’re OK with that

Discussion on the labeling standard for the advanced terminals.

Rob Johnson suggests overloading the terminal functions for different applications to reduce the required number of terminals as is common current practice. Rob will provide a document detailing this proposal.

Erich – The discrete terminal labels/functions will permit the transition to a standard connection.

Ed Gray – My understanding is that the 2011 Standard will be where the standard connection will be required.
Erich – I was asked to leave the digital interface language in the document. It’s only advisory and a placeholder for that class of interface that could be implemented in the future.
Expansion interface discussion
Erich – The CEC is not compromising on this requirement. 

<Presentation of Alex Do’s document - akd-exp_interface_framework 16Nov2006.pdf>

Alex – summarizes document. Suggests a hardware abstraction with a simple serial interface. Suggests connector for MMC card.
Joe Hughes – I think we could use security and management capabilities as an initial filter.

Erich – We have been focusing on the basic physical and electrical interface parameters for the interface.

Unknown – One of the key things, some of the proposed  technologies are not consistent with broadcasting from a central location to the local homes. Are we saying that the utility will have another local port that they are communicating through some other means?
Erich – We know that SCE will be using Zigbee to communicate between the meter and PCT. When their Zigbee module is plugged in to the PCT it will override the California radio path.
Unknown – Some of the applications require some local communications otherwise the power will be too high

Erich – The mandated CA is one-way (pager or radio), the add on is two-way that would be engineered to work with a utility system.
Terry Mohn (SDG&E) – I want to echo Erich’s position, we’ll be using AMI to communicate with the PCTs and they will be uniquely addressable.
Erich – What Alex was putting on the table is that the external addon will carry the burden of the communications stack which reduces the complexity of the interace

Terry Mohn (?) – I think we should specify if the physical connection must support the addon card (strong enough to hold the card) or if there will be an additional physical mounting point. 

Unknown – I would suggest a simple interface with power, ground and picking a common serial interface.

Erich – I agree, power and ground and balanced Tx and Rx.

Group discussion rules out USB, IEEE 1394, SDIO due to the increased application overhead.

Charles Gloriso – When I did work at Berkley we found that the overhead for USB was astounding. I suggest the 4 pin – power, ground, Tx and Rx

Unknown – I would like to put on the table SCI.

Howard – Can we change the voltage from 5V to 3.3V? More devices are going to be lower.

Group agrees with lower voltage but there is a concern about the power requirements for some of the longer range communications methods.

Grant – Do people prefer SCI vs. SPI ?
Erich – Everyone seems to be agreeing with the premise of a simple serial interface and the lower voltage. We can gather additional specifications for these different interfaces and present them with the minutes.

Unknown – I would like to suggest a reset line in addition to the other lines.

Unknown – You can cycle power to do a reset.

Unknown – If you define the line as open collector, either device can reset the other. That’s a nice general solution.

Charles Gloriso – I don’t think we need the balanced Tx and Rx for the short distances we’re dealing with for this connection.

Erich – Let’s get a consensus about which serial standards we’re considering: SCI and SPI. Has the benefit of simplicity. We’re not going to have the time to define how we use that interface. And we haven’t gotten to that point on how to use the wide area communications interface. These things will need to be addressed early next year.

Summary – SCI is probable interface, 3.3 Volts, possibly a Reset

Erich – Let’s talk about the physical connection. And say something about whether there is 1 or 2 connections. I think Alex had a suggestion for the physical connector.

Alex – The MMC connector. The SD is different (it has more pins). There are 3 flavors of MMC and 2 flavors of SD. It sounds like we’re going to need at least 5 pins.

Unknown – The MMC spec has 7 pins

Charles Gloriso – One reason PCT suggested something like this form factor is that we were able to find existence proofs of Zigbee and WiFi in this form and they are small enough to fit inside the PCT housing.

George Catlin – Can we assume that there is no problem with communications grounding / power ground since this is short range communications.
Erich – No.

Charles Gloriso – There are 2 issues. Distance to the microcontroller and the PCT and the microcontroller on the expansion card.

Unknown – there is a third issue – influence of the local ground structure of the PCT. Issue with FCC compliance in different applications.

Group discussion about FCC compliance and certification for intentional vs. unintentional radiation and the certification requirements for only the communications card vs. communications card mated with a PCT. 

ISSUE - Clarification of the FCC requirements will be required.

Group Discussion on the requirement for 2 ports – The communications card could include storage elements instead of having 2 ports. 
Alex – There are existence proofs of modules that have communications and storage

Discussion about the need to support auditing and verifying the actions that a customer took.

Erich – There is a use case for auditing in the one-way scenario but the port would be available in this case.

Unknown – We also see a scenario to use the port to connect test equipment

Alex – I don’t see the need for the second port, just remove the communications board and connect the test equipment.

ISSUE – Group seems to validate the need to only have 1 port, need to verify that there are no scenarios which require 2.

Discussion about access to PCT memory, but it is out of bounds of the core functionality that this group is focused on.
Erich – Is the connection enclosed in a recess or exposed? Those could be vendor choices but there could be FCC communications issues. To what degree do we need to specify these choices?
Next steps
Cleaning up the document, creating an issue list and being clear on what has been agreed on.

We will be looking for your feedback on the meeting.

Right now no scheduled meeting for next week, but that may change.
Commenting on display requirements / recommendations.

