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Context for Comments


The authors trust that the all changes between version 1.4 and 1.5 are appropriately highlighted by change tracking indicators.
Detail Comments

From the August 2007 ESS/TSIWG conference call, Southern Company was asked to prepare proposals to the OASIS S&CP draft dated August 25, 2007. The particular issues addressed by this document are:

002-2.4.a: Revision is good.

002-4.2.12: The question of Provider needing to be change may be appropriate. Is the term Seller the correct term.
002-4.3.2.1: As noted in previous comments, the OFFER_INCREMENT should be replaced by NERC_CURTAILMENT_PRIORITY. This is supported by the requirement to comment that SERVICE_INCREMENT in the query parameters must be mapped to an OR clause (SERVICE_INCREMENT OR OFFERING_INCREMENT) should be an indication that something isn’t clear. A second indication is that the OFFERING_INCREMENT isn’t a query parameter. This sets up ambiguity in interpretation for usage by all parties including system implementors.
002-4.3.4.1: 
Paragraph 6 - What are the conditions that required inserting the term “typically”?
Paragraph 8 – Lists security elements but is missing ANNOTATION. Perhaps the paragraph should reference the security template to add clarity.
002-4.3.4.3: 
Some of the inserted text seems to be business practice information. Does it really need to be included in the S&CP? For example, paragraph 2 in particular seems to be business practice information.
The usage of elements NERC_CURTAILMENT_PRIORITY and/or OTHER_CURTAILMENT_PRIORITY seems to differ from that associated with transmission reservation.  What is trying to be accomplished? It seems previously it was reduction in capacity, it now includes a change for priority of service.
I believe there was a misstep in the CAPACITY_GRANTED element issue. The renaming to BID_CAPACITY and OFFER_CAPACITY were agreed to be valid. The issue was the insertion of new elements. Of course, leaving unchanged is acceptable.
002-4.3.4.4:
Previous comments regarding the added element ANNOTATION are still an issue.

NOTE: The Data Dictionary reference the use of PATH for SYSTEM_ELEMENT_TYPE. This should be PATH_NAME.

002-4.3.6.2

The recommendation is to update the status transitions to control PRIMARY_PROVIDER _APPROVAL ( and other similar scenarios requiring TP intervention) rather than insert a new element.

As suggested before, rollover rights should be a provision amended using a new template. Similarly, condition service provisions should use a new template.
002-4.3.6.3
I don’t understand the need to add the clarification regarding TP and use of transsell. An OASIS implementation must implement the template.
As stated earlier, conditional and rollover provisions should be separate template templates. This is reflected in the need to clarify related elements null or not based on role of user submitting the template.
I don’t understand the conditions for a TP to submit and not be the SELLER?
002-4.3.6.5
I’m beginning to think we may need to consider a scenario wherein these types are used by a customer of a reseller. The customer initiates the transaction rather than the seller. This would seem to lend validity to the transaction. As suggested earlier, TP intervention for approvals would be added status states.
002-4.3.7.1
As previously stated, the added element is used to imply priority and as such NERC_CURTAILMENT_PRIORITY should be used. This further supported wherein the clarification has to be added for the interpretation depending on whether or no the posting is by the TP.
002-5.10

As previously stated, the implementation should be an industry switch over. This is particularly important since data elements are being added to existing database relations (template support).

002-5.10

The final element names for capacity elements for request needs to be properly reflected. 
Removal of start/stop elements is needed since reverted back to original element terms of START_TIME and STOP_TIME.
003 Data Dictionary
TS_CLASS

The removal of CBM and TRM should not occur if TTC is retained for historical purposes. It was my last understanding that all three would be left for historical purpose. It seems by removing you are requiring the customer to use multiple templates to acquire information affecting ATC calculation whereas in other templates you are adding elements to provide all aspects. This presents an inconsistent design approach. As suggested in the previous comments, separating interactions into smaller logical interactions would be a better design approach to minimize interacts and volume of data transfers.
SYSTEM_ELEMENT_TYPE value PATH should be PATH_NAME as referenced in the “Definition of Data Element” column. Since PATH_NAME is defined elsewhere, this should remove the requirement for the clarification in the “Definition of Data Element” column.

013-2.6.1

The last paragraph isn’t clear as to what can be change regarding profile segments.
