OpenHAN meeting

San Diego, CA

9am PDT

June 15th, 2007

Terry Moen (host) intros meeting.   Erich G. calls meeting to order.  Erich identifies himself as the Chair of the Home Area Networking (HAN) Task Force under the auspices of the UCA User’s Group and UtilityAMI Work Group initiative.   This is the 4th meeting. 

Agenda:

· Introductions

· TF operating rules

· Scope and deliverables of the TF

· Base Assumptions Review

· Presentation by the CA IOU HAN working group

· HAN Use Case Review and discussion

· HAN Requirements Review – form and depth discussion

· New business – OpenPCT TF formation

· Adjourn

Introductions

· Consumers’ Energy

· LJC

· Tim Simon; Golden Power

· Ray Bell, GridNet

· Mike Burns, Itron

· Tim Enwall, ZB Alliance/Tendril

· Dan Partridge, PG&

· Skip Ember

· Rolf

· Zarra PG&E

· Silver spring

· Intel

· Kobus

· David – Comvergf

· Austen – SDG

· Mike – RCS

· Bubb

· Gary Paul – Cap Gem

· SCE – Jeremy

· Paul P. & Terry – SDG&E

· Jay – SDG&E

· Joseph Reddy – TI

· Phone:

· Centerpoint – Greg Angst

· Conrad – Portland General Elec

· Echelon

· Paul Nagel – C4, Wally Barne

· Xcel Energy

· Corparate Sysetms Eng

· Consumers Energy – Wayne

· Geoff Mulligan – Proto6

· Dave Mulder, Current

· Trilliant

· EMeter – Chris King

· Michael Stuber – Itron

· Dave – DCSI

· We Energies

TF operating rules

Governing rules of UCA governing rules – utility driven activity, utility members in good standing eligible to vote.  Any issue can be put on the table by a utility; majority rules.  Any member may contribute/comment.

Scope and deliverables of the TF

Develop requirements for utility applications that utilize a Home Area Networking interface, implemented in utility equipment.  Purposefully narrowing the scope to get it accomplished.  Technology and platform independent.  Well-defined interfaces but NOT implementation technologies.  High-level architecture, capable of being implemented in a wide variety of embodiments and manners.  No regulatory requirements – no code language, just utility requirements driven issue.  Clearly have solid CA utility representation due to timing in CA, and today have good representation from many other states.  Need all utilities to participate so that all requirements of the industry are met.  Non-prescriptive – utilities don’t have to implement HAN.  Rather, the requirements are for instances when there is a Home Area Network and if you have one, these are the recommended requirements.  No musts, etc…  

Deliverables are two categories – Use cases and Common Requirements Document.  Use case is a tool to generate and validate requirements. Ray Bell representing OpenAMI has an active program going right now to flesh out the use cases and they are moving forward with that, our task force will help them accelerate the HAN-portion of that initiative and at the end of the day, OpenAMI is the owner and maintainer of the use cases.  Using the UtilityAMI organization to capture requirements, operational scenarios, and OpenAMI that has broad representation and equal representation, they have ability to debate and raise issue(s) to work out details of the situation.

Terry: point of process.  I believe UtilityAMI and OpenHAN are sub-groups of OpenAMI.  

Erich: UtilityAMI and OpenAMI are parallel task forces, reporting to the “OpenDR” committee within UCA (Demand Response).  Operational relationship is in the governing rules of how OpenAMI takes direction from UtilityAMI and this task for is under UtilityAMI.  

Terry: UtilityAMI is not required to vote on the results of the OpenHAN – the just automatically become embodied in the results of UtilityAMI.

Ray: and then those flow over to the use case repository and we hand them over to UtilityAMI for maintenance.

Common Requirements Doc are to give vendors guidance and for other organizations to develop the details.  

Base Assumptions Review

Blah

Presentation by the CA IOU HAN working group

Scope and vision for utility implemented HAN’s.  We’re now receiving a contribution from the 3 CA IOU joint task force to provide some input on HANs.  Turns over to the representative who is presenting the information (Jeremy – with Paul P. and Dan supporting).  Erich pulls up the posted CA presentation – posted to the SharePoint site.

“HAN Vision Statement”

Jeremy: as we’re looking at platforms and the like, we get questions on “thou shall” – and the vendor community says “what’s your justification for that; why are you doing it that way; what’s the context”.  Utilities got together and said, beneficial, if the utilities step back from the requirements and the use cases and sat down, at very high level, map out our position on this.  Utilities’ mission?  Vision?  Where do we want the end-state?  Utilities got together and put together a document.  Those layers that sit right above the use cases and requirements.  What we wanted to do is just present content of document.  It is a challenge when you get different utility entities – and we will present the final presentation eventually.  

Explain the process, the scope.  

Purpose: Info Sharing, Validate Approach, Establish Responsibility and Participation.

Outline: Intro Framework; Documentation Purpose and Process; Technology Drivers; Functional Characteristics and System Criteria; Communication Example; Security Example; Next steps.

Tech drivers really drive many decisions.  Then, the functional characteristics are for guidance, not mandate – “we had expectations, here’s what we’re thinking, if you want to push back that dialog is very good.”  Non-authoritative.  

Utility HAN Framework presentation slide.  “The most important slide of the presentation”.  The reason we put this out here – if we’re talking about it, we want to be very clear at what level of the “system architecture” pyramid we’re talking about.  We want to be clear on what, if anything, is “authoritative”.  Pyramid is a decomposition model – so you start off with value proposition (economic justification for the utility) – if there’s no value in the things we’re doing, we won’t do them.  Leads to vision, and then functional characteristics – and that’s where the document ends.   


We mapped this to the “GridWise” framework and tried to map this.  It’s not identical, but if you look at it, there’s some relationship.  

The very bottom are the technology specific requirements – e.g. ZigBee or HomePlug.  If it all works out perfectly, the requirements will trace back to the platform-independent, which then maps to the requirements and vision.

We are constantly bombarded by stakeholder questions.  We’re trying to factor in stakeholders to all layers of the pyramid.  So, what does this look like to a regulator, to a consumer advocate, to a consumer, etc…

Focus on what the 3 CA IOUs are developing are the top 3 pieces of the pyramid.  Then, the OpenHAN group should put together what’s below – e.g. the platform independent requirements.  That way they can look “up the pyramid” to make sure they understand what’s needed.

Document purpose.  Transparancy for regulators – see high level vision.  Interested in the OpenHAN group take, to take the material to validate requirements and use cases.  Then vendors, provides context so that vendors can refer to documents and then cut down on time consumption.  It also establishes a baseline for the industry.

Describes process.    Establish business need.  Each CA utility has to provide their net-value statement.  Each produces their own document.  Implicit business needs and business continuity piece – like if you violate regulation it won’t work.  So, PUC, CEC, NERC and others impact this.  So, bounce decisions off regulatory environment.  Then, program needs.  Where we’re really trying to unify the vision, purpose and principles – so that we establish one vision, purpose for the HAN – it’s hard to drive commonality so that is why it has taken a bit more time.  Paul – that’s one of the areas where we’re struggling – they’re guiding principles.  We don’t want to get caught in the exceptions and/or exceptional use cases – on what we want the HAN to accomplish, etc…  Jeremy: great point – when we talk about this, there’s the “what if” or exception – is that part of the guiding principle?  No – it’s important to just plan the vision and where things are going.  So, you won’t see a bunch of divergent paths – you’ll see the “we want it to go this way”.   Then, you get down to the “enabler” category – the work done at OpenHAN – the “functional characteristics” of the system.  We’re going to use the work done in the use cases to drive the Functional Characteristics and Criteria.  OpenHAN authorship – expectation is that OpenHAN will author some of these platform-independent pieces.   

It would have been really great for SCE, for example, when doing an RFP to tell the vendors to refer to a set of requirements and a set of documents that were well-vetted and created by an industry group.  It may be late for the very early leaders in this, but it’s valid as a validation exercise as the utilities get rolling into their pilots after RFPs.

Tech Drivers.  The “must haves” for us.

· Value Proposition.  The economic justification

· Vision Statement – end-state vision based on utilities’ mission.

· Guiding Principles – organized as “capabilities and constraints”.  Establishes the parameters for two-way comms with the meter.  Sets the boundaries of the system.  Establishes ownership.  High level expectations for functionality.  Establishes handling expectations (e.g. security, signal types).

· Standards – open source (the more open the better), applied at each level, can be constrained from level above.

??: are you precluding an energy services portal that logically resides outside the meter?  PG&E: conceptually we are, but this is a draft activity between the 3 CA utilities right now and we really don’t want to get into specific discussions on whether it’s a good/bad idea until we’ve gotten our thoughts together.  

Jeremy: what’s the “logical” decoupling – we’ll cover that.  And, you’re asking about 3rd party participation for various energy-management stakeholders.  Dan: we’ll talk use cases later – and should cover that later.  This presentation is just about process and what we’re attempting to do.  

Discussion of “open source” vs. “open standard” – mainly looking for “open-ness” in each level of the technology stack.  And, ideally, would like to see “open source” [free software].

Functional Characteristics & System Criteria.  This is the non-authoritative context.  You could be in an Alliance, or a technology vendor, but you can look back at “what was the utility thinking” – even though you may suggest a different approach.  First real “technical” level of description.  Includes things like performance statements.  Lays out Application criteria,, communications criteria (logical and physical decoupling – what happens if ownership is split between utility and consumer), security and privacy criteria (graduated model based on what you’re doing and types of messages – low, medium and high; authentication/authorization/accountability) and Performance (adaptability, flexibility, scalability, reliability, etc..)

Goes into “Communication Specification” example.  See presentation slide.

Goes into “Security Specification” example.  See presentation slide

Erich: brings up point that “in real world” – regulators or otherwise – may insert a “real world” requirement that inserts at a much higher level of the pyramid, which could impose requirements all the way down.  And, that’s an OK situation.  Jeremy: the regulator may feel the “market won’t get it right” so we’ll constrain it at this higher level.  And, we’ll just be aware that’s happening and call it out.

Jeremy: reiterate one more time.  It’s very important for us, in the utility, as we’re interacting with so many different industries and Alliances – that we’re very clear at what level we’re participating.  We’ll show up at an industry alliance – and we’ll have a dialog, we’ll be having engineering conversations and saying “hey, wouldn’t this be neat” and when a utility participates as a member of that platform team, it’s not an authoritative representation of what the industry needs.  We’ll say “wouldn’t this be…” and the whole industry will shift and we’re just, at that level, saying “we were just being part of the conversation”.  So, if it’s something the utility REALLY has to have, we’ll go back up the triangle and re-document them.  It won’t be an engineering comment – and, unfortunately, we have thousands of examples of this.  

Key goal is the platform-independent architecture views for the end-to-end AMI and HAN.  And, we’ll continue to work with the vendor community and the alliances (with all of the disclaimers mentioned).  


Erich: points out that we’re not doing these Architecture Views in the OpenHAN – but that we’ll want to eventually do that within the UtilityAMI – so that we synthesize it into one architectural view.  It’s working out that we’re working on lower-level and we’ll have better idea how to do overall view later.

Tim: how integrate other states & nations into the work here?

Jeremy: it’s really motivating material for the work that comes out of the OpenHAN.  As you do the work that integrates input from all states (or nations), then we’ll review and if the result is a “90% map”, then we may do a CA-specific set that gets to our states needs.  Dan: we’re attempting to get the next piece completed in the timeframe for CA – and that it’s inclusive for our three companies pyramids.  As OpenHAN group, you could have multiple level 1 and level 2 of the pyramid that are hopefully supported by the Functional Characteristics level – and then drive common platform-independent requirements.  And, we’re still looking for other people’s ideas and opinions – we’re not trying to close off conversation.  

Erich: one thing that comes to mind with the presentation – with the pyramid diagram – is that it’s almost like an “uber use case” showing how/where the OpenHAN work product fits into your overall process and documents.  As a sanity check to make sure that what we’re producing here is useful to the 3 CA IOUs – so would encourage other utilities to cogitate on this and think about how close this is to what you’re doing (on the external aspect of things).  We have one view of 3 utilities on how they’ll utilize the OpenHAN work products – and we’ll want to make sure other utilities can make use of the work product with, hopefully, a similar Top 3 Layer pyramid analysis.

Consumers: Good direction.  Seems like something we have to do fairly soon to meet timeframes.  Like the approach and have high expectations.

Silver Spring: you alluded to timeframe; what is it?

Erich: every utility has their own view on timeframes.  In CA we have a significant critical mass of meters that are coming in a short period of time – which is one of many drivers.  We have many other utilities who are starting this process – such as Consumers.  In general we think time is of the essence, generically, and every utility is different so we have to pace our schedule to meet the requirements.  We want as many people using our work products as possible – we don’t want to be too late so that nobody uses the work product.  Fuzzy answer to “no dates” but we do have to figure that out.  Putting it on the table for further discussion, it’s “matters of weeks” to get to final set of use cases and a good solid set of requirements.

Terry: the recommendation that the 3 IOUs are submitting as work-doctrine for OpenHAN task force and we’re making a motion that this be accepted as content we can work from.  Particularly the last-slide with action items.

Erich: restates motion to accept document as work product.  John Bubb seconds.  Motion carries.

HAN Use Case Review and discussion

Erich: introduces the work we’ve done to date on use cases and input received from SDG&E and SCE OpenAMI use cases with new HAN-related issues in more detail.  Use cases – C1, C4, D1, I1, I3.

Tim: describes what was done/posted.

Erich: so, we want to make sure at least that the top-level use cases are all captured.  Asking the question of “what’s missing”.  Then, drill down further into those and look at the actual requirements.  We could debate this list, to see if we’re covering the use cases – or drill down into one of these.  

CapGemini: confused.  This is a list of?  Erich: subset of the AMI use cases that help us extract the requirements for the HAN.

Paul P: question I have – I1 – where does the customer fall in?  Tim: that customer-provisioning is in I1.  Erich: so, we may have to re-title and/or break it out.  But, for the moment, because the requirements are somewhat similar, we have organization.

Jeremy: what about malicious use.  Where do we derive security requirements?  

Ray: UtilityAMI has guiding principles being applied to these use cases.  Those guiding principles are going down through each use case and being identified.  At a high level.  But, you may want to drill into the specifics.  Erich: we haven’t figured out what to do in this regard.  We did this in PCT case – we created “mis-use” cases.  Even though we have adverse-paths in these use cases, they haven’t been worked out in detail and haven’t worked out at what level. 

Zarra: usually use case gets used instead of “requirements”.  Do we have a general set of requirements that we’ll drill down and do use case?  Erich: use case is a tool to find, and identify requirements.  Use case approach is describing a scenario, end-to-end, to implement a function and when you do that you “discover” what the requirements are.  Zarra: but you may have requirements not driven by the use case.  Erich: that means there’s a use case you haven’t documented – which is dangerous because you don’t have a trace – whether it’s a “desirement” or a “requirement” – so in general all requirements should have a use case associated, otherwise you can’t trace why is it a requirement.

Zarra: when I read the C2 use case, it seemed like an inappropriate use case.  Erich: C2 mirrors C1 and there are relatively few additional HAN requirements to be pulled out.  Absolutely, it’s relevant.  

Roland: the use case decided as relevant is decided by?  Erich: the utilities are defining which of these use cases are appropriate to expose their requirements.  The utilities in this room are done.  Roland: and, new use cases are thrown into the hat here?  Erich: yes; this is the forum.  If we have a vendor with an idea for one, that’s fine, but the utilities would have to vet.  Paul: and, you can put this up on the Sharepoint site as well.

Jay: Roland – the UtilityAMI is the utility members.  If a vendor has requirements, then they have to engage a customer and have them input.  UtilityAMI as the defining body, any member can submit a use case down through that channel – doesn’t have to be through this task force.  Dan: there’s an implication that vendors and utilities are the parties, from a practical standpoint, to an extent it’d be nice to have an EMS person have input to the use cases.  Realistically that looks like it’ll come from a white goods vendor, etc…  

Erich: think of the utilities as the ‘congressmen’ and any of their constituents can contact and put in a requirement and if the utility wants to put it out there, then do so.  That’s our filter – to make sure we’re really getting utility-driven requirements. 

Jeremy: “customer reduces their usage” – there’s the converse.  Price goes down, they increase their usage?  John Bubb: I’m pretty sure that’s captured – it’s about delivering the information (whether it’s up or down).  Erich: we’ve delivered a price – and we’re focused on reduction, but it’s just a price message.  Mike: you could call it ‘customer modified”.

Jeremy: C4 – “external clients” – it could be “all stakeholders” – it covers some of our specific signaling things we need.  

Roland: does any of that apply to reverse direction – customers providing and sending it into the grid.  Erich: maybe associated with distributed generation?  There are other use cases that support distributed generation.  But, it’s sort of out of scope.  But – it’s still from the HAN – so that’s a valid use case.

Action: so, that use case needs to be noted and discussed from the HAN perspective.  

Erich: the electric car and grid is something I’ve had quite a bit of requests for.  Probably something we’ll have to look at in more detail.  

Dan: on I1.  Certainly the utility is going to configure the AMI system.  But, I don’t think we’re configuring the HAN as typical.  I would prefer to see that wording…  Erich: our scope is already narrowed to the situation where, by virtue of the utility installing a meter or data concentrator, you are in fact establishing a HAN.  That’s the premise so far.  Jay: the guiding principle talked about a “service interface”, not a HAN.  Paul P. – when we first talked about this, we called it the UtilityHAN.  We’ll go out with meter – and it’ll communicate with something – a PCT.  If they customer has bought at HomeDepot, we have to be part of that process at some point.  Jay: recommendation – call it the “Utility HAN Interface”.  Dan: two things.  1 is – we’ll put a lot of meters in with HAN comms capability – that’s our typical demarcation point and over time people will get the t-stats and we’ll interface there.  In one of our unresolved – we’ve talked about the HAN being owned by the customer and the wording here seems to be the opposite.  Erich: there can be and are likely to be multiple, physical HANs – in general, for early deployments, it may just be the radio/gateway and the t-stat that you’ve established.  The consumer may establish another one.  I have a Z-Wave HAN, a Insteon HAN and a ZB HAN that already co-exist.  Jay: so is it an interface?  Or you have your own?  Erich: scenarios we’ve had – A, B and C scenarios where we identified those multiple HANS – in 1st one there’s the Utility HAN by putting in the meter and, at the same time, configuring the utilities PCT and/or Display Device, you’ve provisioned that.  That’s the 1st.  The 2nd is a derivative – the utility established HAN and customer purchases a device and they need to provision and link into the Utility Han because that’s all that exists.  Then, 3rd scenario is where Customer has their own HAN and Gateway, and the complex configuration where we have to establish some element of Customer and some of the Utility so that information can flow.  Dan: so are we saying it’s what happened historically?  If first application then “Utility HAN” and if Customer first then “Customer HAN”?  Erich: no, it’s really equipment – whether the Consumer has 3 HANs or not, if you’re talking to a device, it’;s the “Utility HAN” and whether the devices that homeowner wishes to control directly with the HAN or indirectly via the gateway, we still have those actors.  Jay: I would say those 3 scenarios have much different implementation requirements – so you may not want to lump them into one Use Case.  SilverSpring: you can say “interface” and it’s really about authorized devices making contact.  Jay: but Scenario 1 is utility puts PCT or display into the home and it’s their network – which is distinct from yours which is “something else binds on”.  SilverSpring: some device has access to network resources and provisioning those assets.  Jay: at high-level requirement, from utility case, those are different scenarios.  Jeremy: we view that environment as being owned by the customer.  I don’t think you can provision/configure an interface. For certain types of operations – for PCTs, we extend the “logical AMI network” to comm with those devices – that’s what we plan to do for control.  It’s an extension of the assets and logical network we own.  Enviro owned by customer and devices owned by whoever – when we decide to comm there are a couple of things – we either give info to autonomous network (like price signal) or we decide there’s accountability with info and we extend ourselves, for period of comms, to the device.  It’s not network commissioning or provisioning – it’s AMI commish and provision for other purposes which may be out of scope.  Jay: what comes to mind here, I use this example – the cable industry has a very similar set of requirements with the cable modem – a service interface or something at the app level to go in and talk to something in the premises.  Sspring: you’re provisioning network access and control, not particular devices – it’s access control.  Roland: Telco examples.  What might be worthwhile clarifying – there’s one “head end” device – and it turns on a network or a potential network.  That still needs to be very tightly defined on where the demarcation is – are the customers on their own?  Is compatibility their own problem?  Or, if you plug into the radio/PLC and the thing I’m the head-end for, I’m not including it inside my demarcation zone.  When we get WiFi – they don’t guarantee anything about whether printer is going to work – and it’s well-defined demarcation model.  Jeremy: but that’s not the model we’re using.

Skip: you just have to be clear on the different use cases.  Requirements may be similar.  John Bubb: we don’t really want to be in the HAN business (and that’s some policy issue).  But, we have multiple scenarios.  To Dan’s point – physical demarcation and there’s still logical connectivity with what we want to achieve – in highest one there’s control and we want assurance.  But, if we’re sending public price information, we just want to provide that to customer and devices that are in and around the home, so we do have all of these different scenarios.  We have jumped into the use cases in this conversation – maybe this is a good check point.  The use cases we’ve identified, we’ve got meaningful things to work on.  It may not be exhaustive, but maybe move into the next piece where we work on the use cases.

Jay: more use cases may come along – as long as they plug into that upper-level framework, then we’re OK.  We’ve fallen into the argument of “how many use cases are there”. 

Jeremy: we see the “handling” scenarios and the uses being very different depending on what you’re doing.  But, all sharing physical demarcation.  If you’re doing command/control then it’s different than just public pricing signals, so uses fo the system oare different.  When we organized the use cases, we organized from control point of view, public info and private info – what are the uses of the system based on those data types.  Installation, registration, configuration – there may not be any of that for public info.

Erich: that’s a scenario we envision.  Where utility-owned system, through demarcation is providing some information – broadcasting, through/to a gateway where it can do whatever it darn well wants.  Jay: today it’s a PCT.  In 5 years, it may just say “stop using so much load” and you decide what you want to turn off.  Erich: in this case, the in-home intelligence system could be the new, cool GE thing but you’re simply telling them what the price signal is.

Jeremy: Ray has a good point.  When we philosophize – the control scenarios, it’s better for the utility that we never use them.  If the marketplace is efficient and manages itself on the price signals, we’d never have to exercise the control commands.  Erich: you have direct load control, service disconnect.  Jeremy: so, maybe it’s “utility provides control, public info and private info” – and they’re 3 different uses of the system and there are high-level drivers of those three different ones.  Or, put the 3 scenarios underneath that one statement.

The handling is different. 

Action: I think that means there are either 3 scenarios in C1 or they are split out and we re-organize based on the lines of “control” vs. “public” vs. “private”.

John Bubb: let’s do provisioning.  I1.  Erich: loads I1 (which is on Sharepoint site)

Jeremy: it’s not necessarily “Utility HAN devices” – or “Consumer HAN with ability to do Utility HAN”.  

Erich: it’s the home area network – it’s the radio “the ether” – and that’s it.  Ray: in a wired world, it would be the electric wires in the house.  

Dan: maybe we shouldn’t use the word “Utility” – maybe we call it the “Energy HAN”.  Jeremy: that’s back to my original comment.  Some of the devices are enabled for control uses, some are not.  It doesn’t really matter who owns the devices.  They can buy the PCT at HomeDepot, and if it’s registered to the AMI system.  It should be an enabled device.  But, in operation and in use it’ll look the same (but may have different provisioning and commissioning).  John: agree with comment – if we have “generic HAN device” – and take the “ownership out of the device”.  We have HAN devices, the meter, 

Tim: superset and subset – “HAN Devices” and then subset is “energy-enabled HAN devices”.   Jeremy: HAN devices (at highest level) – then ones that can take control signals and ones that can’t.  Dan: I like Gunther’s suggestion to parallel with computer world.  I don’t say that I have  “network device” with a keyboard – I have a computer that’s network- enabled.  

Jay: this is pretty residential specific.  But, with industrial – they get signals and they decide which chillers to handle and manage.  That’s where the world will go.  Today we’re hitting t-stat.  Tomorrow, here’s a signal and here’s an interface and you need to react.

Spring: there are devices that accept energy management signals and participate.  There are two devices, in ZB, that will have 2 profiles – the HA and the AMI profiles so that they have dual role and/or dual-entity devices out there.  Jay: it’s shown there that ZB is one of many things, ultimately, in the home. Erich: it could be the Building Automation, the HomeSeer, it could be anything.  

??: maybe call it the “HAN interface” – so that you can go to the meter, the broadband, the AMI system – all ways to get into the home.  It’s tied down or not tied down – just like the distribution system with a meter there, you have a meter and you can connect to us and do whatever you need to do.  Jay: you have AMI and HAN and there’s an interface – how you embody that is something we don’t care about.

Jeremy: so, a HAN device, in this context, is an energy-services (can consume energy-services information) otherwise we don’t really need to be talking about them.  So, the definition of HAN devices is just the energy-enabled devices.  Then, there’s a special subset which is “enabled for control”.  Dan: that’ll confuse the general public.  If we substite the word “network device” for HAN – that’s like a router, or whatever.  These defvices are meters, appliances that are network-enabled.  Erich: they’re the equivalent of the computers on the corporate network.  Dan: and we’re restricting our conversation to be around just energy-related apps.  Jeremy: if we had thin clients communicating with some back-office in Australia, they’re communication endpoints which something that is NOT in the home, so it’s not as clean.

Jay: I brought up the CNI example – because there’s an energy management system in the building, and it decides, based on complexity of customer and its business what happens.  It’s complex whether the chillers go off or the AC goes off.  If you think forward 5-10 years, the home will be more energy efficient and you’ll have all kinds of complex algorithms.  You can’t preclude that – today you’re just trying to hit t-stats.  

Jeremy: if you’re just giving price signals and you have appliances that can react, then a lot of our use cases go away.  At that point it’s the meter just providing an interface of messages.  But, it’s when we get into the control situations where the architecture and stuff become very different.

Jay: if you give the house a load signal, that load signal will be implemented by a variety of appliances in the house – it’s the same use case.  The utility said here’s a load (or information) signal.  Jeremy: that’s not where we are today – we won’t provide a load control signal to the environment and it’ll react.  We’ll go to a PCT, set point, and it’s very different from giving an EMS a load-control parameter.  Jay: what’s the difference?

Erich: these two scenarios are very different.  Scenario A is one Jeremy is talking about – it’s much more direct.  Direct control, constrained and utility doing the manipulation. Scenario B is providing the information at a boundary to a 3rd party controller device and it’s up to that device what to do with that.  Jay: messages are the same.  Erich: suite of messages are the same, but in the price-only-message scenario all you have to do is give price.  Jay: it’s the information – what implements that is very different.

Dan: this conversation is supposed to be about definition of terms/actors.

Zarra: I hear HAN end-point and HAN-enabled end-points.  Meter is a HAN-enabled.  It could be an end-point.  How about we say “HAN-enabled end-points” vs. “meter”.  Erich: we still have to identify the equivalent of the Cisco router, with an Ethernet switch that has the boundary that creates the network.

Dan: we’ve said “HAN” is going to be used for all kinds of apps.  What Jeremy is referring to is some “application” or “other system”.  Jeremy: we have the preferred use – we want marketplace take care of it, but then we have a “special” use of the system where we register the device, secure it, control it, etc…  This second scenario can be extended to support things like DG, sub-metering because it’s control and secure. 

Sspring – the difference is how far you’re extending your security perimeter and the messages.  If you have plethora of devices and extend perimeter into the home, there’s concern.  Jeremy: messages are the same, handling is different.

Erich: we have a diagram (Scenario A, B and C) – let’s use this as a way to NAME the stuff that’s on the screen.  Can we use these as actors for the system?  What do we want to call the meter with two network interfaces?  It could be a meter, it could be a card in a pole-top concentrator?  What, generically, do we want to call that actor?

Jeremy: Utility HAN Interface?  AMI Gateway Device? 

Erich: we have an actor, which has one or more interface(s).  We may not need an actor called the “Home Area Network” – it’s just the interface (?).  Jeremy: you have a Utility AMI gateway that provides a gateway into the home.  Purpose is to provide an interface to the home.  Jay: don’t worry about the embodiment – it is the Utility AMI Gateway.  Dan: I’ve heard people use the word gateway with “applications” embedded into it.  Erich: it fits the definitions we use every day.  The Cisco thing is a gateway.  

Tim: this group went away from word “Gateway” due to political concerns.

Discussion: significant discussion ensued {scribe lost track}

Jay: here’s something very relevant.  C12 has a new table with 250 set points that the utility will configure and that will cause information flow to back office and possibly this AMI Interface.  Paul P. that meter is definitely in that AMI cloud and the interface is between the meter and the home.  Jay: now you can say what are the requriemetns around that interface from a device on the HAN connecting to it.  You might even have a controlle r- you may have a part of that HAN as part of the embodiment, possibly under glass, and then the interface would be under the glass, but it’s the same interface.

Dan: if I have a rural customer and give them a nothing – if I give them something that can bind to their HAN, then that would work?  Ray: yes.  

Dan: one other thing – I fixated on the physical which is different from the logical.  Is this interface also representing our physical demarcation point?  Erich: there’s a physical – we don’t care where it’s located – it has 2 physical interfaces.  Dan: do we need another term for physical demarcation.  The meter is my physical AND my logical.  If I’m just providing electricity, everyone understands that the meter socket is the customers, and that the meter and everything behind it to the utility is owned by utility.  Does that definition, for comms network come in as part of the definition or do we need another term?  Erich: wherever the physical radio/PLC interface, that’s where the physical demarcation point is.  Pace: so, all of those devices speak some HAN interface – this embodiment could be in the meter, a pole-top, an energy-services provider.  Erich: I’ll re-do this diagram and get rid of word meter.  Real Actor is “Utility AMI Gateway”

Action: Utility AMI Gateway is the name of the actor.  NOT the meter.

Erich: are there different names for actors in customer HAN that have different names?  We have actors who are capable of listening to control signal, passively using info or providing info.  The commonality is that they’re all connected ot the consumer side of the Utility AMI Gateway (UAG) – using whatever technology that we don’t care about.  Is there one actor name?  Or do we want to differentiate?  Ray: the thing that jumped out was production/generation.  You may have devices that can actually generate energy.  Erich: I wasn’t on the electricity side – I was just on information side for the time being.  I don’t think it matters from info perspective – all devices can product/consume info and produce/consume control commands.

Jeremy: if you can differentiate things that are participating in control and that aren’t, they’re very very different.  The registration, security, acknowledgement, etcc… will be very different. Requirements associated with command/control and end-oints and logical estneions of network, but on just public info side, you won’t have all of those requirements.  All you’ll require is someone will receive a signal.  Erich: you’ve already covered this – Control, Public-Info, Private-Info [and possibly those that Provide Info – like a generator – who have to provide trust into the system].  Jeremy: do we give Private the “command and control” treatment?  Or do we give it the Public because we’re just addressing it to the one consumer?  Erich: the one in-between is an interesting one – in some diagram, we said “utility has responsibility for insuring integrity of the confidentiality and message delivery, and is that the same level as control”?  Roland: suggestion – it may not be attribute of device, but a transaction element.  If you think smarter devices in the future – like your PC – you get some unencrypted, and some encrypted.  We might want to think about Control, Public, Private being attached to a transaction or a session that has a shorter life.  

Erich: we have agreement on “Control”….

Jay: if we use more generic term.  It’s “sensor”, “actuator” – like a pump is an actuator.  Those are the two types of actors – and they’re more generic terms.  

Erich: devices that can both consume/produce have different information/security requirements.  Or, we can call it what we have – PCT, Appliances, Sub-meters and Display Devices.  Pace: that’s a good point – because we all know what they are.  But, if you have services on each of these, those services map into a set of security buckets and that’s how you define the problem.  Erich: it’s the services they subscribe to that affect these elements.  I can see where we’ll want to refer to the “family” of devices – but we should try not to do that.

Skip: the three delineations of information are clear and probably we want to do it that way.  Erich: we’ll probably want to have actors that make sense.  But, we’ll probably need some names for the “control”, “produce”, “consume” and the grey area ones.

[Break for 5 minutes.]

Erich: try to get a few more of these actors defined.  Identify a process – for how we’re going to go forward, spending quality time off-line to review and update.  Looking for volunteers.  Let’s get the actors defined so we can use them in that process.  [Then other items related to add’l task forces]  Getting back to our naming of these devices – create explicit naming for these.  Anyone have a bright idea for what to call a device that is “consuming Public info” or a device that is “acting upon a control signal”?  Public Device?

Tim: Public Info Consumer?  Control Command Consumer?

CapGemini: “un-secure” vs. “secure”?

Ray: it’s the message-type or transaction type.  Erich: if look at that it’s “HAN-connected device” and the requirements fall out of the step that is in the scenario at that time.  That makes a heck of a lot more sense.  The requirement is associated with the step.  

Erich: the problem we run into is it makes great sense when we generate the requirement.  But, when the requirement is in a “list of requirements’ – there are different requirements on a device that consumes Public and Private and Command, vs those others.  They’re different.  Ray: what they do will define what they have to do.  Erich: it’s frustrating to have to deal with these conflicts.  I like the purity of saying “it’s a device” and rely on the context of the step to identify it, but I don’t think we can get away with that.  Roland: in the IT world – SNMP, FTP, etc… -- then you have things that are “router requirements” – where you’re compliant with several things.  Same with IP host – support TCP/IP, UDP, etc… So transaction, by transaction you want to specify the security, etc… - for an information-only you have to comply with these two “sub-specs”. 

Erich: how about, when we pull out of the actual requirements – we use the “HAN-connected Device” but when we talk about requirement it’s HAN-device implementing the Command Function set (or all three) – “shall do, must do, etc…” and that can be extracted from the step in the scenario.  That’s where we formulate using context.  How does that work?

Roland: yes, you’d have “any HAN end-point” requirements and then subsets for different gradients.

Erich: OK – that would allow us to have single name for these devices.  HAN end-point?  HAN-connected Device?  Pace: yes.  Basics to operate.  Then, subset of transactions and services that help them map into different apps and uses.  HAN-enabled?  HAN device?  

Action: Actor is “HAN Device” – and scenario step will guide the “Control”, “Public” and “Private” is included in the requirement definition.  

Erich: on to Scenario B and the actors.  We now have an intermediary gateway.  John Bubb: AMI Utility Interface?  No; we’ve been there.  

Jeremy: HAN Gateway?  In Scenario A it was collapsed into one device (and one actor).  Pace: I actually see the demarcation as moving into the home and the device that’s now in the consumer premises.  So, it’s not the meter, you’re extending/pushing the gateway into the home.  Ray: the interface doesn’t shift, it’s the same – it’s the same as it was in Scenario A.  

Erich: So – “Home Area Network” Gateway.  

Tim: “Consumer Interface” – like the third party that is managing energy for the customer?  Ray: that’s out of scope – because that’s a separate complete application and connection to the HAN devices that don’t have to do with the AMI, just with the AMI messaging.

Roland: no need to do special action(s) for the HAN Gateway as an “alien” device – different/special from the UAG.  There will be many different boxes in the home and we won’t know whether we’re talking to the box, the t-stat, etc… -- the box may just advertise the services that you can see.  Erich: we’ll have to figure out what those services are and specify.

Erich: Scenario C – looking at different/new actors.  This is where there is no Utility AMI Gateway – the functionality is only provided through the HAN Gateway to the devices and the 3rd Party provider is now in-scope.  That 3rd Party provider is providing the “Utility AMI Gateway” function.  Ray: this is probably an inter-application, from a data center application.  So, specifically NOT attached to the AMI.  The 3rd Party is an organization with an interface to the Enterprise (SCE, for example) and an interface to the HAN Gateway.  Ray: interface between the 3rd Party provider and the HAN is out of scope – because the information flow is just between the Enterprise and the 3rd Party Provider.  Pace: aren’t same services available in the AMI?  Erich: Yes.  And, remember, this is the scenario that the CEC “cares dearly” about – if there’s an unrepairable security issue, technology obsolescence issue, what have you – the whole concept is that there has to be another way to implement all of the functionality.  Ray: so, all of those functions you’re talking about are being defined in the IEC working group.  Jeremy: I don’t know that we want to put a lot of effort into defining this scenario or elements of this scenario.  Erich: not much need to define here, but if this scenario comes to pass, our information models still has to be defined here.  Ray: my argument is that your interface doesn’t change – on any of these scenarios – you’ve just moved where the interface is – either the meter, in the house, or behind the cloud.  Erich: there’s a change in the non-functional reality.  In Scenario C, if the app is providing real-time display of energy usage of 5 second display, we can get there but we may not be able to do it.  Ray: the utility can’t take on responsibility for the reliability of that 3rd party connection.  Terry: it’s still out of scope for utility.  Jeremy: we still recognize that it’s possible, but we don’t know the information that will flow.  Maybe 3rd Parties need a lot or don’t.  Erich: it’s the same info; only difference is that there may be differences in latency, reliability, etc…  You may be able to get the same level of reliability from that network – but highly unlikely you could meet all of your NFRs through this kind of architecture.  Only reason it’s here, is because it was offered up by CEC to make sure it’s in line with their needs.

Pace: if people feel that first-order of work is Scenario A and B, does that satisfy CEC?  Erich: showing the information exchange is the same is sufficient; it’s OK to have NFR differences.  Ray: in the IEC working committee, they’re defining these messages between applications and data center – this stuff will work.  It’s a policy question.

Erich: we’ve defined some actors.  Now time to wrap up.

HAN Requirements Review – form and depth discussion

See above.

CA IOUs are committed to getting some of this done.  Let’s get commitment from another IOU to break off and help.  Need one IOU with sub-committee (or use case)?  

Erich: if Joint IOU guys will disperse amongst yourself off-line that’d be great.  Terry: ask the audience which utility members are willing to participate in the de-composition of this.  

Terry: call for volunteers.  No answer from phone.  Need other utilities to directly participate, edit, review, comment on the use cases – a specific level of review.

Action: we will send an email to each of those other utilities to ask for their specific assistance on particular items.

Tim: volunteers to edit/logistics.

Tim: fix the actors.  Create new unified version of use cases with track original – with versions, etc…  And we’ll coordinate with Ray – and work with Dave Watson for those use cases.  

Erich: timeline?  When next meeting?  Target date for reasonably complete use cases?  For reasonably complete requirements?  

Jeremy: we were asked for a timeline from our management.  What is that John?  I think it’s “next 8 weeks” that we’re getting some push on.  If the OpenHAN doesn’t get it done we’ll have to.

Erich: so, teleconference every two weeks?  I’ll propose dates for that. 

Action: set dates.  Set high-level agenda for next 2 teleconferences.

Dan: PG&E will start participating in the use cases.  When we came to this meeting, there was some editing and consolidation of use cases, which wasn’t done as part of the group.  Erich: it came out of the previous meeting.  We now have what we need to put that in a more “usable” form.  Dan, so if we put up a use case, we’ll find that it hasn’t been “modified” before the meeting.  Erich: but, once we post those, we’ll want to have people indicate what they want to propose.  Ray: “extension”, not “modification” – we took the theory that if utility can’t have it changed – it can’t disappear.  Dan: correct.  

New business – OpenPCT TF formation

See PPT for the new OpenPCT – suggested that we do RDS and another profile that is likely to be implemented.  ZigBee as the second example.  The concept is that the whole idea is that the MF community leads this charge – the whole idea is to get the CEC away from specifying this stuff.  Based on the requirements, and based on the reference design of Title 24.  We’re charged with a scope for this – it’s a heads-up.  

Pace: is ZB Profile with Alliance?  Or separate?  Erich: I imagine it’ll be ZB Alliance and for them to put the person to lead the effort.  Tech lead and go from there.  Facilitate that.  Jeremy: what about those involved in the reference architecture – is it a two-way thing?  Or a throw-it-over-the-fence thing?  Erich: this is getting to implementation – to truly implement the interop – specific tech decisions, protocol mappings, etc… and there needs to be interaction with folks who created higher-level requirements and that you don’t break something when you go to that level of detail.

Pace: CEC is OK with another profile?  Erich: absolutely. 

Pace: if done under auspice of ZB Alliance, have to be member?  There are people in this group who are not part of the Alliance and will there be a requirement of that?  Terry: if this is UCA activity, then members ought to qualify.  Erich: we’re trying to find a way to have ZB info available to UCA members for purpose of the overlapping scope – for the ZigBee profile work.

{Note to Tim: the work from ZigBee HA Profile group ought to be 80% of what’s needed here.}

Meeting Adjourns

