Southern Company

Comments on WEQ002 draft dated 7/25/2007



General Comments
This section highlights key issues at a summary level. The section “Detail Comments” will provide comments and text corrections on sections of the draft document. The comments are based on interpretation of the document rather than any prior knowledge. This is good since the document should stand alone.
There are many complex issues to address to produce Version 1.5 of the OASIS S&CP to meet the FERC Order 890. Care must be taken to minimize the risk to existing production operations. To do so requires only altering existing functionality if no other alternatives can be determined. It should not be limited to only using existing functionality (i.e., templates). If new templates are appropriate, they should be defined. 
This concept supports the original architecture of OASIS, to provide an automated interface to the system by the use of templates using HTTP protocol. In essence, OASIS was ahead of the IT industry. The template interface maps to current technology concepts of a Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) and as such it should continue to maintain this architecture. It should not confuse the presentation layer (GUI) with the service layer (template).
Key Issues

With this understanding, the following are key issues that appear to negatively affect current template functionality without a clear benefit.
· Offering templates new element OFFERING_INCREMENT is questionable.
· Reservation templates removal of START_TIME and STOP_TIME and replaced with similar time pair elements does not seem to provide any new functionality.
· Reservation templates complicated by rollover rights informational elements does not seem appropriate.
· Using of ANNOTATION element for systemdata template does not seem appropriate

Key Issues Discussion

Offering templates OFFERING_INCREMENT

Discussion:
The OFFERING_INCREMENT seems to be an attempt to associate an offering and supporting reservations at posting time. The current concepts handle this in a better manner since it associates supporting reservations at confirmation time by the use of the reassigned set of elements. In addition, the resellers are required to post offerings of like kind services that the Transmission Provider offers.
The impact of this change may be great since there is the likelihood that there will be validation and process changes for other templates in support of this new element.

Recommendation: 

Revert to current version of the S&PC. There is no perceived value to the change beyond current functionality.
Data Dictionary:
Remove the element OFFERING_INCREMENT.
ESS/ITS Response:

The OFFERING_INCREMENT is used by a reseller to signal to the market that he is willing to sell a shorter duration of a reservation than the parent reservation’s service increment.  It is not established for the purpose of association with the supporting (parent) reservation.  Association with the parent reservation is captured in the SERVICE_INCREMENT. 
Reservation templates time period elements

Discussion:
Entry of a reservation requires most elements to be set and unchangeable. This provides the Seller and Customer a known base for the transaction evaluation. Importantly Customers can view all reservation being evaluated and determine their position in the order of evaluation. This is important to meet the mission of OASIS (Open Access Same Time Information Systems) to provide openness to the process to insure all Customers are being treated equably.

The only elements appropriate for negotiation that has been agreed to are BID_PRICE, BID_CAPACITY (previously defined as CAPACITY_REQUESTED), OFFER_PRICE,  and OFFER_CAPACITY (previously defined as CAPACITY_GRANTED). Supporting comment elements may be provided but do not affect the evaluation. 
With this said, it is not clear the value of replacing the START_TIME/STOP_TIME elements representing the transaction profile with other pairs of time elements. The only assumption is that you might be allowing original profile period to be negotiated. This would seem to be counter to the mission of OASIS and FERC orders for transparency. It may be that we are forgetting that we have audit templates that provide information of changes over time.
Recommendation: 

It is recommended to reinstate the original elements START_TIME/STOP_TIME and remove the new time element pairs. As recommended the Data Dictionary entries are contradictory since the definition is for offerings.
Data Dictionary:
Reinstate original elements related to time pairs. Keep the renamed elements (if really necessary) for price and capacity values.
ESS/ITS Response:

This will be added to the next meeting agenda for further discussion.
Reservation templates Rollover Rights

Discussion:
The information is not directly related to reservation transaction processing. It is adjunct information that supports the implementation of a confirmed reservation. It appears to only be applicable to a small set of services and a low volume of transactions. It appears to be contractual information rather than core transaction processing information. 
It can be foreseen that this is just the beginning of adjunct information that needs to be associated with reservations. For example, in the future certain service requests may be able to be captured on OASIS more fully once the functionality to associate adjunct information is resolved.
Recommendation: 

Define a new template for managing Rollover Rights.

Data Dictionary:
To be developed.
ESS/ITS Response:

ESS/ITS understands that it would be easier system implementation and database management to implement as an additonal template rather than modifying a template.  Southern will draft new template for ESS/ITS review at next meeting. 
Template systemdata use of ANNOTATION

Discussion: 

The generalization of the template parameters seem appropriate to support the new functionality needed.
However, the use of the element ANNOTATION in the systemdata template seems to distort the purpose of the systemdata template. The template should be used as its name indicates, provide systemdata that is current basic numerical values. It should not be distorted to include any and all support information regarding the values nor what appears to be as the element name indicates, general informative non-time series information. In particular, to extend to include information that is query intensive to provide (large textual information element) for relatively minimal occurrences could impact performance.
Recommendation: 
Define a new template to capture information regarding the ATC change issue. 
Adopt generalized element changes but remove ANNOTATION element.
Data Dictionary:

SYSTEM_ATTRIBUTE
Field Format is not appropriate for Restricted Values documented.

SYSTEM_ELEMENT 
Field Format change reducing the length eliminates the full text for SYSTEM_ELEMENT_TYPE=PATH based on the current Data Dictionary definition for PATH.

SYSTEM_ELEMENT_TYPE

Field Format length seems excessive for defined Restricted Values.
ESS/ITS Response:

This should be discussed in more detail at the next meeting.  ESS/ITS encourages Southern to submit a proposal for a new template to replace ANNOTATION in the System Data template.
Summary Templates

Discussion:
With the ever increasing amount of potential result data with query templates, there is a need for summary queries to minimize the impact to the system.

Recommendation:
Define summary templates for: status queries, schedule usage, reduction (may be others) to return an important subset of elements.
ESS/ITS Response:

The focus of these changes are implementation of Order 890.  If Southern anticipates a problem with query response time associated with these changes, we will consider specific suggestions.  Otherwise, it would be appropriate to submit a new request for standards development for this kind of change.
Miscellaneous Suggestions

Summary Query Templates:
Most of the key template responses provide all information and is very repetitive. This puts an undue load on systems as well as the transfer infrastructure. Revising/adding summary templates to return minimal information necessary and adding summary templates to return the additional information to be associated with the minimal results would be an improvement. In addition, this moves the solution to an improved SOA (Service Oriented Architechture) solution.
ESS/ITS response:

See response to Summary Templates. 
Detail Comments

This section provides comments on a detail level.

002-2.3
a.b. Remove. These requirements seem archaic, and to my knowledge never used. (leave in because not tied to Order 890)
d. Update text to reflect Version 1.1 (RFC 2616).  ESS/ITS will draft a minor correction so that it is applied to the baseline and will change this document as well.
002-2.4
a. The first paragraph generalization is good and sufficient. It might be good to add from the second paragraph that users must upgrade to GAs within 9 months of release. The technical list is not needed since implementers should not use features not supported by the top web browsers.  ESS/ITS will revise the language.
d. Remove. Not an issue for the specification to address. (leave in because not tied to Order 890)
e. Remove. Not an issue for the specification to address. (leave in because not tied to Order 890)
002-3.1.a Change the last sentence to: This URL address must comply with the syntax defined in section 002-4.2.1.2(leave in because not tied to Order 890)
002-3.3.e Remove the parenthetical reference to fetch_http in the last sentence. ESS/ITS will draft a minor correction so that it is applied to the baseline and will change this document as well.
002-3.4.i In the last sentence, update the 3 years to reference FERC requirements for data retention. Agree and will  modify language.
002-3.6.b The last sentence needs to be removed or revised. Once a request is stored and set to a state of QUEUD, it exists. No change needed.
002-4.2.1.2 Replace the term ‘directory’ with page and/or ‘home page’ throughout. The last sentence of the last paragraph needs to be removed, it is extraneous.  No change needed.
002-4.2.1.3 The section needs to be revised to use the term “function” rather than “script name”. In addition, the example is for a function that no longer is part of the specification. No change needed.
002-4.2.2.a The section needs to be removed since the NAESB standards can be acquired for review.  No change needed.
002-4.2.12 Generalize since new ancillary services are being defined elsewhere. This needs to be reviewed and expanded to reflect new ancillary services.  JT will review and provide revised text for the next meeting.
---------------------- review of the remaining Southern comments will be covered in the next meeting.
002-4.3.2 Restate the similar sentence to: “Query variable listed with an asterisk (*) may have up to 4 multiple instances.” This represents a maximum rather than leaving it inconsistent across implementations.

002-4.3.2.1 Key issues already discusses OFFER_INCREMENT element that needs to be removed.

002-4.3.2.2 The ancoffering template definition isn’t in sync with the transoffering template definition, missing element OFFER_INCREMENT. Of course as discussed above, this element should be removed.
002-4.3.4.2 Third paragraph, first sentence seems to need rewording.
002-4.3.4.3 Further review of the significant text is needed. Some of the queries could produce significant output if not appropriately constraint. One interesting point is that the query elements are not repeated in the response. Is this intentional? 

002-4.3.4.4 Issues with this template were discussed in the General Comments section.

002-4.3.6.1 Issues with this template were discussed in the General Comments section.
Paragraph 6 beginning with “When the request…” should be “When a valid request…”. Rather than all the confusing explanation for default, a valid REQUEST_TYPE should be required. The use of the word “modifying” is misleading. Perhaps “supporting” or “affected” would be better.
002-4.3.6.2 Issues as discussed in General Comments section.
Paragraph 3, last sentence. All reassignment records shall be marked as continuation records. This is because they are part of the overall reservation record set.
Identification of partial service should be the setting of OFFERING_CAPACITY to less that BID_CAPACITY. PRIMARY_PROVIDER_CONDITIONS element is interesting. However, a reference to another template of data might be a little more manageable.
002-4.3.6.3 Issues as discussed in General Comments section.
Paragraph 1, last sentence. This should be removed. It is extraneous information.
Paragraph 3. Doesn’t seem to make sense.

Paragraph 7. This becomes simple if we return to the current definition.
There really doesn’t seem to be a need for PART_ and FULL_ REQUEST_TYPEs?
Paragraph 9. PRIMARY_PROVIDER_CONDITIONS should follow suggestions as described in General Comments for rollover rights information. It is adjunct information that should be handled with an appropriate new template.

Paragraph 11. It is not clear why this condition will occur.
002-4.3.6.4 Issues as discussed in General Comments section.

002-4.3.6.5 Issues as discussed in General Comments section. 
002-4.3.7.1 Issues as discussed in General Comments section.

002-4.3.8 Doesn’t seem to include similar elements as for transmission templates. Are we sure about this.
002-4.3.11

Misspelling of audit counterpart to stdconduct
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