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Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

B.2:
  “Settlement Entity” is mentioned repeatedly, but it is unclear what organization serves as the settlement entity.  If this is a 3rd party, how are they compensated given that the inadvertent settlement is a zero-sum game?
B.2 Footnote 1:
Question whether NERC will effectively be able to provide the stated information, given the status of current on- and off-peak summarization data. 
B.3:
It is not reasonable to assume that all schedules and MV90 data will be available on an error free basis by the end of the next business day 100% of the time.

C.7.1:
 Although prevailing time is not defined, it appears as though it means prevailing time for that area.  This creates a problem because the sum of On-Peak inadvertent would not have to equal zero for the summed interconnection, in the event one area was on DST and the other standard time.

D.8.:
An area that is too “diligent” about paying back an unverified balance could cause more harm on the interconnection.  Even when adjacent areas agree on schedules and interchange, mistakes do happen.  It has been many years since NERC issued interconnection wide inadvertent accounts that balance.

E.11:
Wording is confusing.  The only area eligible for any compensation would be the under-generating area.
G:

Price discovery could get very tricky because it would be an interconnection-wide issue, not just between neighboring areas.  Introduce locational pricing into inadvertent settlements.
-
-Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Attachment B:
Although this example tries to illustrate use of credit rating in settlements, the business practice does not address this issue at all.
General Comments

The Settlement Entity is described, but there is not a clear series of settlement dates nor an organized process for recalculating based on the latest updates or corrections, if required.  Generally, this proposal is somewhat lacking of the procedural structure needed in a business practice.  
