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Admin
· You must be a party to comment on the decision
· Formal comments are due in 20 days
· Reply comments are due 5 days after that
· This call will not get into exact technical details of issues. We will handle that elsewhere. This call will discuss all things that we need to do to get documents ready for submittal to the CPUC b/c the document itself will not include all the details
IEEE 1547 Meeting summary
· Frances noted that there will be different settings for different scenarios (proximity to feed, etc.) but to define a default setting
· Chase Sun agreed and suggests establishing a wider range for flexibility
· Roger: one controversial area is oversizing. IEEE requires oversizing inverters by 10%, and Rule 21 does not
· Hawaii is looking to California for guidance on this issue
Main issues Raised in Phase 2 Comments
· Clarify terminology and diagrams
· Communications capability is required, but the decision on implementation is made on a case-by-case basis and is between DER owner/operator and Area EPS operator
· Utilities are focused on PCC even if some DER functions are defined for DER electrical connection point (ECP) and that could be inside the facility
· There is difference in where some functions are measures. Frances noted that there may not be a problem with this but could be a problem later on.
· Roger: try to do best to catch issues in review process or shortly after doing an upgrade on the wires. Certification still at ECP but for other rules it is at the PCC
· How specific should Rule 21 be on the communications protocol especially in regards to SEP 2
· Taskforce will examine how to get the SIWG requirements to be handled by SEP 2. This includes data identification and issues
· Added text "SunSpec Alliance has a preliminary mapping from 61850 to SEP2 (being used in HECO, Silver Spring, Fronius, Solar City)
· Chase Sun: Their data will really help PG&E with this effort
· John Gillerman: How close do we need to be to 61850?
· Frances noted that it is desirable to be close so we are in line with the rest of the world
· Greg Smith (SDG&E): can't test anything without detailed concrete profile. We struggle with being imprecise with terminology. We need to clarify what it means to be compatible with 61850, what it means to have a test environment, etc.
· Chase Sun: It would help if people knew if they were trying to solve the same problem or not
· leave flexibility for using other protocols, such as 61850 mapped to MMS or mapped to XML/XER
· Greg Smith (SDG&E): not sure what is meant by the first point and will have to confer with other SDG&E staff about this
· Frances: not always obvious what it means to be compliant or compatible with 61850
· John Gillerman: no need to get into fine details. The way to simplify this discussion is to say are we going to use SEP 2 as it exists today or not.
· Greg Smith: not comfortable blowing off the schemas and start again with a new model
· Frances: if there is an update to 61850, it should automatically update SEP 2 and other models. There should be more automation and less manual operation when things change. So far they are not planning to do this so this will be up for further discussion later.
· Frances clarified that 61850 is in digital format and can be printed out to XML or other formats
· John Gillerman specified that it is a design tool with versions
· Frances suggested not specifying the protocol at all
· Frances noted that some things are missing such as groups so don't know how good the mapping is yet
· Data requirements appear adequate with some caveats
· Utilities need de-rating information rather than alarms
· Gillerman: This comparison is not apt. De-rating is about data. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Greg Smith: The intent with this comment was that SDG&E doesn't want to get internal client alarms so if there is any internal communications that says if someone is not available but don't want additional data. What they want to know is how much can they depend on a particular resource. Want critical alarms. The intent was to keep it simple and to not understand internals of a client
· Gillerman: Agree with intent but what if you get a low derate alarm from an aggregator. Need to determine impact on power system, and the aggregator may not know that.
· Smith: That is the intent of the grouping project to see how information gets mapped back
· Phase 3 functions are still up for later discussion
· Frances assured parties that this is true and suggested updating list of phase 3 issues and functions after phase 2 is more complete
· Chase  Sun: is it possible to roll phase 3 into phase 2
· Chris Eich: Phase 2 is just trying to resolve communication protocol so not good to combine
· Performance requirements should be near real-time (minutes rather than seconds for most interactions)
· Parties for the most part agreed that this is still valid
· Address cyber security from a system level using well-established security best practices, not a technology-specific level
· Identify the requirement for authentication, authorization and accountability but not the technology
· Not shooting for interoperability at this point
· Frances would like to get it done but does not think it will happen currently
· May look to SEP2 security requirements initially
· Frances: we need to decide what to roll into Rule 21 but I would assume that there will be other documents that get into the gory details and get updated as needed that would provide the flexibility and ability to change better than Rule 21. Rule 21 takes so long to revise that it might be wise to include details in more flexible documents. What do parties think about this?
· Adds text - "handbooks could define the details and provide more flexibility and faster revisions. Hopefully at least the IOUs could agree on most details."
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