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Phone Number on Contact



: 301-428-3618
Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Interchange Schedule (proposed definition) - An agreed-upon Interchange Transaction, with specification of size (megawatts), start and end time, beginning and ending ramp times and ramp rates, and type
 required for delivery and receipt of power and energy between the Source and Sink Balancing Authorities involved in the transaction.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

7.1 Additional holidays are specified only for the Eastern and Western interconnections.  Does ERCOT not treat these holidays as off peak?  The requirement mentions “special holidays” but then lists “U.S. Holidays.”  This seems to imply that Canada will treat their holidays differently, even though they are interconnected both east and west.
11.  This requirement seems to say that the unit cost is always negative when the frequency is more that 20 mHz above standard.  The unit cost should seldom, if ever, be negative and certainly should not always be negative when frequency is so high.
12. “When Hourly Integrated Frequency is less than or equal to 20 mHz below scheduled frequency:”
I think you mean to say “When the Hourly Integrated Frequency is at 20 mHz below scheduled frequency”
14.1 Is this to be a fine?  By the settlement authority?

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendices should be a demonstration of the text in the body of the document.  There is a paucity of explanation in the body of the document in regard to how to do the calculations in the appendices.
General Comments

A significant component of the value of inadvertent interchange varies with location, as was stated by the NERC Joint Inadvertent Interchange Task Force.  Requirement 3 specifies that each Balancing Authority will reach an agreement with each of its neighbors as to their net scheduled and net actual interchange by neighbor.  Since we have imbalance by location (i.e., by neighbor) and value changes significantly by neighbor, the payments should be by location, not lumped together as shown in Attachment A.
A major concern on the eastern network involves calls for transmission line loading relief (TLR).  The payment for inadvertent interchange by location (see previous comment) provides some compensation for a TLR.  However, for two large balancing authorities with multiple interconnection points, a TLR might be the result of ordinary loop flow.  The compensation for such situations would be hidden by Requirement 3 that the Balancing Authorities reach agreement for net interchange by neighbor instead of by line.

A significant component of the value of inadvertent interchange occurs intra-hour.  A major problem during the ten minutes from :05 to :15 is not helped by inadvertent interchange between :30 and :55.  The settlement should be intra-hour to capture this value.  Inadvertent interchange is not uniquely defined to be an hourly amount, since the standard is forced repeatedly to limit the discussion to hourly inadvertent interchange.  Further, the definition of area control error refers to the instantaneous inadvertent interchange, at least it puts the word instantaneous in front of the words used to define inadvertent interchange.
There is no discussion of reactive power.  As was shown during the blackout of 2003 August 14, inadvertent reactive power can significantly disrupt the network, and thus has value.
�What is meant by type?





