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Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.


Dick,

Thank you for putting this information in well-formed and valid XML format.  I have the following comments about the XSD file:

Issue: <book_item_data> is defined twice, both as a parent and a child.

Recommendation: Change the child (or the parent) name.

Rationale: Avoids confusion and potential parsing issues.

Issue: There is not use of user-defined namespaces in the schema.

Recommendation: Define an eFiling-specific schema

Rationale: Provides an easier way to absorb future schema updates
Issue: <ferc_filing_data> is unbounded

Recommendation: Set “MaxOcc” for this (and all) elements

Rationale: Protects from the XML bomb attacks vulnerabilities

In addition I have general comments about related topics.  I stated some of these already in our last DC meeting, but I would like to formally document them with NAESB:

The use of XML Schema (as stated by the eTTF charter) is limited
General consensus was that only certain aspects of XML Schema would be utilized when defining the eTariff schema and that others such as using annotations and establishing constraints would be avoided.  Although the XML Schema specification does not require the use of these capabilities I believe they offer value to sending and receiving parties of information, and should not be discarded because of concerns about documentation practices (e.g. documenting twice) or project management issues (e.g. it may take too long to update).

Using emails for errors
I understood in the last meeting that part of the data exchange will prescribe the use of email to inform the sending party of any errors with submitted data.  I believe this should be addressed with more robust and automatic capabilities to be inserted in participating systems.  If this is not an option (e.g. smaller participants), then it can be optional, but the data exchange should be capable of handling basic errors at run-time.
Huge data payloads

Perhaps there is no easy way to avoid this, but I recall discussion around a maximum data payload of about 650MB for a single transmission.  I feel we may be defining a schema that will make it difficult to implement.  Should we consider implementing the data exchange in more manageable chunks of data (e.g. breaking down the data to be filed for example)?
Technical participation

It may be a good idea to reach for additional participation that can bring technical experts to the forum. The IGO segment of the WEQ will explore the possibility of bringing additional technical resources as should the other segments within WEQ and the other quadrants.  The eTTF appears to be lacking in Schema generation expertise and XML-driven data exchange mechanisms, which is key at this point in the project.

Remote participation

I would like to request that to facilitate remote participation we make better use of ReadyTalk by using its features such as “hand-up and hand-down” to ask questions, as well as the chat capabilities.  In our first meeting it was difficult to follow when topics were discussed and no associated material was present on the screen.  Perhaps we can figure out how to enable any participant to share a desktop and use whatever is at hand, even if it is not posted on the web site yet.
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