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Review comments on smart_grid_ssd100209reqcom_common_price_attach1.doc PAP03 working papers.

At its current stage this document is focused and useful.

These specific notes are for clarification.

(0) In my experience, printing to PDF with line numbers shown is very useful for clarity of review comments; I recommend publishing future versions in that form. (Word pagination and line breaks depends on the printer the reader has configured); line numbers allow clearer description of the affected text.).

(1) How might this fit into the DR+DER use cases document? I find it useful as a standalone document.

(2) Page 1 Actors section and table
    (a) The text begs several questions on the classification - who classifies? Is this common practice? I don't disagree on the high level categories, but the finer classifications (both their source, breadth of use, and whether these cut across all the three major categories) are not clear.
    (b) "Geographical Region". "...area with low transmission congestion" is incomplete. Network costs depend on congestion between the provider and consumer of energy, and transmission link congestion will guide the choice of provider. I suggest "transmission congestion affects costs and availability; different areas have more or less congestion on individual transmission lines."

(3) Use case table (all): The grouping of the Use cases and scenarios is not always clear if there is more than one scenario. See (e.g.) page 4, "Consumer choices based on environmental attributes" where there is one scenario. Then on the next page, is this another scenario for the same use case? This may be more clear with "continued" in the left hand column where the page breaks, and by breaking up large complex scenarios.

(4) Page 3, Demand management use case: 
    (a) Smart Meters are not the only enabling technology. The communication of price by whatever means is the enabler, not the mechanism.
    (b) The times are confusing, and should be either in a 24 hour clock or include AM or PM. 
    (c) typo in "pre-cool (over0cool) scenario.

(5) Page 5, Scenario starting "Utility delivers...". I suggest using the more general term "Supplier". In states with separated distribution and supply, this is more accurate. For facilities using aggregators, "utility" is not correct, unless you're only describing distribution, in which case the descirption is of the conduit not the actual supply and is misleading.

(6) Page 6, Existing common standards for data communication. This is incomplete, and even at a high level uses out critical common standards for data communication. Since this area is covered in some detail in the NIST Interim Roadmap and Framework documents. Finer than organizational detail is not useful. But at a minimum, IETF and W3C should be listed.
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