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Full attendance is available online: Go to the event notice page on OASIS EI TC website then click “Track Attendance” at the top

Agenda:

1. Roll call 
2. Defer approval of August 19 minutes (not yet available) 
3. Discussion on information models, exactly-one and implicit relationships, and definitions of programs/terms and conditions. (Bill Cox) Please have available the following documents: 
(a) CEC Report PDF 
(b) Committee Draft 01 (PDF in linked ZIP file) 
4. DR models of interaction (Toby Considine) 
5. DR data model – what is in OpenADR now vs what we need. Present current schema (Ed Koch), then open discussion on needed changes (say, to meet needs of DR outside CA, or storage, or DG). Pure pricing versus what we need now. Focus on the smart client. 

6. Adjourn

Minutes:

1. Call to Order

Bill Cox: Called to order at 11:01am EDT.

1. Roll Call

Bill Cox took roll – we have quorum. 

Members: 15 of 41 (36%)

Voting Members: 13 of 22 (59%)

2. Defer approval of August 19 minutes (not yet available).

3. Discussion on information models (Bill Cox)

Discussion is based on Bill’s email (in archives). Raw notes on the discussion are in a response (in archives).  Key issues discussed:

· Programs are not well defined. Should names be globally unique? Locally unique? Implications for multiple providers and service area overlaps—can’t assume that they are disjoint. How do you define a program? How was it done in OpenADR?  The examples in the CEC report Appendix D are only PGE programs; survey needed. Discussion: Ed: fairly representative; the NAESB/UCA work being delivered in October should address. Toby: Question about one facility likely to have multiple programs at one time? –(Ed) Yes. If sign up for five levels of DR responsiveness in certain circumstances, is that one or five programs? –(Ed) Five. –(Mary Ann) Building might participate in CPP, Demand Bidding; priority is required if more than one. Continuously changing rules about whether and what programs to participate in.  Ed: We didn’t address the global namespace issues.

· There seems to be an implicit assumption that a facility has exactly one “utility” and may participate in zero or more “programs.” If more than one program (say one or more aggregators, plus the distribution utility) this model and the OpenADR schemas may break. A more general model is required. Discussion: Ed: Although we didn’t use the word “aggregator” in this way, the model is intended to apply for those interactions. Bill: We need an architecture drawing here, showing e.g. aggregators and microgrids.

· Are the “programs” described suitable for standardization, or as a base set for standardization? Discussion: Per first bullet, defer until October deliveries when we’ll have more to work with.

· Implicit roles and relationships need to be made explicit. Critical for the security model, which should be composable fine-grained security rather than “secure pipes.” Discussion: Toby: I heard two action items, and nobody attached.

· The CEC report disclaims “semantics” but describes specific meaning for signals. Need to resolve this issue, which I believe is critical to discuss soon (the meaning and expected response to the signals is clearly “semantics.”) Discussion: Mary Ann: The moderate and high concepts are related to CPP tariffs, which have a multiplication factor (3x, 5x). Some customers respond the same way to both, others differently. There is also moderate and high in demand bidding. There are similar notions for different programs, interpreted slightly differently.  Bill: Signals in program context then? Ed: partially. CPP has natural mappings; others are user defined and mapped at the server end. T: Nominal levels, but these are shorthand for how much DR curtailment you can get. Differs from building to building.  Michel: Why on the server? Ed: For existing control systems; legacy issue. Going forward, less used. Allow clients to install inexpensive standard equipment, use existing levels, with no software upgrade. Toby: Dueling set point resets have been a problem if more than one control.  Our interface is to the EMS. Ed: Talking to the EMS; translation of XML from the DRAS into relay contacts to the EMS.  Discussion (Michel, Ed, Bill, others) on barrier to entry, proper storage and mapping of information points, scalability issues. Bill: Stateless is the way to go for highly scalable servers. Michel: Personalizing what signals mean to different facilities—not well-defined. Ed: You can’t avoid personalizing signals; there are programs that require bidding on an event-by-event basis. 

4. DR models of interaction (Toby Considine)

This is based on an email thread started by Toby.

Toby: CD01 is little changed from the CEC submission. I’m looking for a starting point. What is our current understanding?

There are three kinds of DR:

1. Pure price information

2. Price and contract invocation

3. Curtailment

Price and product description is just terms and conditions.

Financial markets are based around multi-legged products, i.e., a market that includes more than one product in the sale where the transaction is all or nothing.  (Added note from Bill: this is often accomplished by transaction processing/distributed agreement algorithms rather than combining).  

What is the right way to indicate price commitments over time? A series of intervals? A price curve? How do I bid an energy use curve? Can the consumer submit four usage curves for bids and accept the one that best serves their needs? What can we do that’s consistent with the financial model of the multilegged deal?

A key notion is that “Price and product is terms and conditions” (heard at the August 3-4 NIST meeting). For example, promise 80% green power from a source of our choosing.

Mary Ann: Are you considering ancillary services as well—fast DR, reg up, down, spin, non-spin, faster timescales? Dave Watson: This is a natural extension with faster DR. All these things we’re talking about need to apply to ancillary services. Toby: The ISO uses include certain ancillary services no matter what DR I have in my house.  Bill: No easy to find clear definition. Toby: NAESB, [UCAIug, BACnet, and LonMark] are trying. I urge people to participate in those definitions [on the NIST twiki]. If anyone wants an intro, send Toby an email.

Mary Ann: I have other questions about complexities of tariffs and two-part RTP; we can get into them later.

Matt W: Ancillary services can be an extension of DR. In simple definition, speed of response, amount, duration of response can be defined. Bill: Program definition as well.

Toby: So we can talk of energy as financial products. E.g., deliver carbon credits with energy combined. Now more than one thing is being bought, only one of which is electrons.  Others have talked of stripping green credits and selling separately. We need to think about what we’re trying to accomplish. Discussions on the list are welcome.

One can imagine perfect markets—everyone can tell the price tomorrow at 3pm. Not realistic. IN a pure price world, $3 now and $5 in 2 hours is very useful information. This would suggest that if you have storage charge it now. Price curves and prices have to be part of the picture.

If I'm a demand aggregator, I could bid price curves against two independent sites simultaneously, one in the morning peak, one in the evening peak. There might be market selection criteria so we could segregate price curves for multiple processes. Not sure how it fits, this is all part of the upcoming conversation.

Bill: Note that the heavy lifting on this is part of the Energy Market Information Exchange TC being formed. Note that there’s overlap, but different focus.

Toby: This is all part of the background. I wanted to introduce these issues to the TC so we are thinking about what EMIX might bring to the table, and what we might ask them to consider.
DaveW: If a price is part of the signal, it’s variable. Our definition would include price and program. Whatever level of complexity a utility [seller?] wants to put in a program, it should be relatively simple.

Bill: I support that in general—eMIX needs to provide actionable price information.

Ed: One set to get the definition, another for dispatch? That doesn’t necessarily contain the entire program definition. Certain calls, parameters, how program is defined: that information doesn’t need to be sent every time, just send a reference.

5. DR Data Model—deferred to September 9 meeting.

6. Adjourned at 12:07pm EDT.

Next meeting date September 2, 2009 at 8 a.m. U.S. PDT
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