Comments Submitted by W. Cox, Cox Software Architects




From: William Cox  
Sent: Sunday, October 11, 2009 11:16 PM
To: NAESB@NAESB.ORG
Subject: Re: Review comments on smart_grid_ssd100209reqcom_dr_der_attach1.doc
One additional comment:

(11) The documents in Section 6.2, page 54, that have freely available URI should have the URI, author, and organization identified. The others should be identified similarly with the note that no link is available. The document needs to stand on its own.  (Since this is the first complete draft, this is an editing task for the next version).

Thanks!

bill cox
--

William Cox 
Web: http://www.CoxSoftwareArchitects.com 




William Cox wrote: 

Review comments on smart_grid_ssd100209reqcom_dr_der_attach1.doc "Framework for Integrated Demand Response and Distributed Energy Resources Models", Draft v1.0, September 25, 2009.

(0) General:
    (a) realizing that this is the first complete draft, nonetheless, the entire document would benefit from editing for clarity and spelling. I was amused to find multiple discussions of the "NASEB Smart Grid Task Force" for example.
    (b) The level is generally useful and appropriate.
    (c) Section 6.1 is very useful; I look forward to further programs and descriptions.
    (d) The stated responsibility is to consolidate and develop DR (and DER)  use cases as well as requirements. This is said slightly differently in the executive summary, the introduction, and in the body. Some material in the body does not appear to further the stated responsibility (specific notes below).

(1) The discussion of Market Types (Section 4.1) and related material is very useful. particularly the classification and lists and business context. The structure of Section 4 gives clear understanding of the present business context.

(2) Does the term "Merchant Operator" apply to all DER and bulk generation that can feed the grid? What about DER that serves a microgrid and the broader grid only incidentally? It's not in the definitions on page 63.

(3) Section 5 is mixture of levels. The guiding principles, some of which are related to the Interim Roadmap and Framework text, should be sourced if they are not purely the joint work of the Task Force. The scope is to provide use cases as input to the PAP09 process for DR and DER signal semantics. The focus in the text on AMI (e.g. #5 and #6) limits the applicability and generality of the principles.  

(4) Use cases are not an architecture. The discussion of "...future extensions of the architecture..."  should be eliminated. 

(5) It is not clear what "[developing] the follow [sic] reference architecture..." contributes to the mission of this group. A conceptual model, at a higher level, has already been invoked to help ensure consistent terminology. I would not further extend this section; relabeling it as either a "high level diagram" or "conceptual model for DR/DER interaction" would fit within the scope.  The context is good, and the drawing is useful as well as the numbered and bulleted lists that follow.

(6) As mentioned in (0) above, Section 6.1 is very useful; I look forward to expansion in this part of the document. An overview together with the specific examples would be a strong contribution to this work.

(7) Section 6.3 is not at all clear. 
    (a) If there is a model, the reference could be more clear, and not to the general work area -- that can't be reviewed in this morm.
    (b) the mentioned UML should be at an appropriate level including the identified actors and interactions. 
    (c) The icons in my version are images, and a clear formatting/editing problem.

(8) Section 6.4 Abbreviations:  Formatting is off - why does XML not have shading? The table should have items at the top of their respective cells -- look at ISO/RTO (for one example) and then OASIS.

(9) Section 6.5 Terms and Definitions: This is very useful, and has already helped improve understanding of details treated in other ways in other work.  I'm not sure that all the terms are used in the section; is this intended to be merged with Section 6.4 and the other terms/definitions/acronyms lists? Some are acronyms, and are included in both tables (e.g. SOAP, SLA), and some are in "Terms and Definitions" and not in "Abbreviations" (e.g., SOA, XSD) and some have different definitions.  These tables should be merged, and combined with input (on the twiki soon) from the vocabulary activity and rationalized.

(10) Speaking of terminology, the relationship intended between Table 2 and Table 3 (on pages 16 and 20 respectively) is not clear.   Just prior to Table 3 the text reads "Reference 15 and Section 3.1 describe each of the program types listed under the four major categories in the table. " Speaki This seems to be a confusing backward reference to Table 2 in Section 3.1; the terminology and the organization (as well as the source for the respective tables) is not clear.

For example, look at "TOU" which is "Time of Use (TOU) Rate" in Table 2, and in Table 3 is in a list of "TOU, BLock Rate, ..." and more. Are the rows of Table 3 intended to mean something? Do individual items in cells after the blue header relate to items at the same place in the right hand columns? Reading the text in the preceding paragraph (starting "Table 3 below...") did not help clarify the table. I suggest putting the explanation on the same page as the table, and making it clear what information is expected to be found in the table. Then follow the table with the examples, which confuse before the table.

Thanks!

bill cox

-- 
William Cox 
Web: http://www.CoxSoftwareArchitects.com 


