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:

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

4.1.1 and 4.1.2  These sections require that bilateral and unilateral payback be reported to the Settlement Entity.  Because the effect of the use of either form of payback manifests itself in changes to the accumulated inadvertent, there is no additional action needed via a Settlement Entity to achieve the intended result.  Why is it necessary to report it?  Is there an intent to somehow correct manually or otherwise the payments to be made or received for an hour outside of the frequency deadband, given the concurrence of payback with the large frequency deviation?  If yes, it is not stated, and if so, how would that be done?

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

1. This methodology is a significant improvement over that offered by the Joint Inadvertent Interchange Task Force (JIITF).

2. Presently, frequency deviations exceed 20 mHz relatively few hours a year.  The overhead of this methodology seems to have limited benefit, assuming the goal is to promote equity / prevent abuse with respect to inadvertent energy flows.  Option 2 seems to be a far more comprehensive solution.

3. If the goal is to prevent leaning on the ties during high price periods, it may not always be true that the frequency will be low during those periods.  In fact, some larger control areas during high load periods may be “extra-vigilant” to prevent falling behind incoming loads, while other smaller control areas may be leaning on the ties excessively, causing transmission related problems.

4. Why should the inadvertent management be tied to frequency anyway?  CPS1 and CPS 2 are in place to bound frequency in a more real-time context.  Other measures are or will be in place at the Reliability Authority level to directly address undeisrable frequency performance.

5. If the methodology is used for smaller frequency deviations, a MW tolerance may be desirable.  With a 20 mHz threshold, it may not be necessary.  For example, a control area with a frequency bias setting of 200 MW/ .1 Hz is expected to provide 40 MW of bias support to the Interconnection with a frequency error of 20 mHz.  A reasonable tolerance for variations in control performance is desirable, and was a goal of the JIITF.  An absence of a tolerance may require more regulation resouces, which can be costly in a regulation market environment.

6. Schedule ramping impacts need to be addressed.  Could the difference between the integrated schedule and the agreed –to block schedule change a control area’s position from a payment receiver to a payer?

7. The discovery process for alternative pricing seems to be vulnerable to abuse and time consuming to audit.  Perhaps a simpler method of pricing such as 200% of the average LMPs of 5 nodes in the Interconnection might be more effective. 

