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6/18/2014

· What issues need to be resolved before (and after) July 18
· What do they need to provide to the CPUC before 7/18?
· What do parties need to agree on before 7/18? What can wait until later? What will not require agreement and can be left up to implementations?
· IEC 6150 mappings
· Cyber security
· Recommended data objects (phase 1 or also phase 3?)
· Communications testing
· Communications recommendations between utilities and FDEMS/DER
· Communications recommendations between utilities and Aggregators/Retail Energy Providers
· Parties note that they do not understand the desired use cases for phase 2
· Should the working group develop the use cases?
· Frances notes that there are many uses cases out there already and that it may be helpful to review them and determine which ones are applicable
· The hierarchical DER system five-level architecture diagram is derived from such a review 
· Hierarchical DER system five-level architecture diagram
· Parties discuss the internet as a communication method
· Parties discuss the possibility of interacting with individual meters
· Go around third-party providers
· Frances notes that this is less likely but possible
· SMUD expresses belief that the requirements to securely connect through the internet in the NERC guidelines are not worth the trouble
· Parties discuss variation in systems and regulations
· Parties question how to resolve conflicts from a hardware perspective?
· Can’t force the same regulations on everything
· Find the common areas
· Parties suggest saying that for any given DER there is only one channel (e.g. to an aggregator, utility, etc.)
· Some large fleet operators actually own the systems as well
· Parties suggest being clear that all communication channels on hierarchical diagram are not required and that only one of the methods in the diagram is necessary
· Parties discuss dual communication paths
· Parties discussed what happens when there are higher penetrations of DG
· High penetrations would change the nature of communications
· Dual communication paths are not out of the question
· Frances discusses multiple levels of communication
· Media – can be linked to aggregator and utility with appropriate communication protocols so it’s clear if the aggregator or utility is saying something. This can be done over the internet, cell phone interconnections, AMIs
· It can still be a single interface at the inverter. We aren’t talking about having different modems unless there is a reason for it
· Parties discuss the need for providing control down to the distribution circuit
· Notes that it might be wise to have a control point at the substation to aggregate DG from respective circuits b/c it would be good to be able to control them at the circuit level
· Frances notes that it would be nice to interact with systems as a group but that a unit may not always be on the same substation
· Parties want to explore privacy issues between utilities and other parties
· Can’t discuss where exactly systems are located
· Frances notes that parties should back up and discuss the larger work flow that includes not just the electronic communication because some issues being discussed are outside the bounds of the electronic communications discussion
· Parties discuss Market information arrow 
· Parties suggest adding another arrow for control
· Frances notes that this document is not specific to California
· Initial basic interactions with residential inverters
· Utilities do not think they will ever communicate with individuals residential inverters
· They envision communicating with an aggregated group of residential inverters
· Utilities want to remove the communication line between the utility and residential home on this diagram
· Companies like Solar City do not leave much room for the utilities
· Solar City will not aggregate data for the utilities yet
· Parties want to know how Solar City, aggregators, etc. would be compensated for aggregating data for utilities and other entities	
· Level 3
· DER power plants
· This will be complex as there are many different options
· E.g. micro grids, virtual power plants, etc.
· Topics to discuss
· Parties agree on the data model
· Parties are unsure if there is agreement on items labeled “Agreement” on the Phase 2 Communications for Smart Inverters Slide
· Parties express concern about agreeing on “application” protocol that becomes obsolete almost immediately
· Suggest saying that “application” protocol varies by manufacturer
· Frances agrees that this makes sense
· There seems to be agreement on the use of IP, though parties note that there are plenty of systems now that do not employ IP
· Phase 2: Areas of Agreement
· All smart inverters shall be capable of communications with external systems
· Not all inverters need to be deployed with communications
· Communications within a DER system or within premises are out-of-scope for any Phase 2 agreements – only communications between utilities and other entities are within scope
· Between utility and DER system
· Between Utility and DER energy management system (FDEMS)
· Between utility and aggregator/retail energy provider (?)
· Transport layers shall be IP-based, with TCP/IP for Wide Area Networks, but dependent on media
· Any media should be supportable, whose use is dictated by stakeholder decisions and any media constraints
· Data exchanges required for Phase 1 functions shall be supported. Additional discussions are needed to determine what other data, if any, should be required
· Cyber security shall be provided, although details need to be developed
· Privacy also means that you don’t want third parties to see information just because it is being transmitted
· Going forward
· Frances would like to submit the above bullets (Phase 2: Areas of Agreement) to CPUC
· Parties should come to next meeting with any comments or objections to specific items in the list
· Frances notes that transmittal protocol should be discussed further
· Everything is translated to common protocol to exchange information
· 2 meetings left before July 18 deadline
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Parties suggest cutting the PowerPoint down to what will be included in CPUC report
· Important to create a schedule in order to get a workshop on the calendar
· Workshop will be at least three months after the comments list is received 
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