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Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

The first two formulas in requirement 2 on page 1 are inconsistent with each other.  The formula in the braces {} shows FA and T0b with different signs relative to each other, offsetting each other.  The second formula, which is part of the equation, shows FA and T0b with the same signs, adding to each other.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirement 4 specifies that The Balancing Authority’s Inadvertent Interchange, in MegaWatts (MW), shall be its current* accumulation of Inadvertent Interchange (IIi).  If it is an accumulation, then it should be an energy value such as MegaWattHours (MWH) instead of a power value such as MegaWatts.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

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.  It seems improper for two Balancing Authorities to be able to schedule bilateral payback without reserving capacity on transmission lines connecting them.

There seems to be greater discussion in this Option 2 on the dispute resolution process in regard to the interchange that was scheduled and that actually occurred while in Option 1 there was greater discussion on the issues on which the parties seek to agree.  It was almost as if a longer document was split into two pieces, with one piece included in Option 1 and the second piece included in Option 2.

As I commented in regard to Option 1, 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.

Again, as I commented in regard to Option 1, 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.  That this Option allows payback over the following hours denies the value of timely delivery of electricity.  Further, the Option does define peak and off-peak but the formula for the payback is silent in regard to peak versus off peak.
Finally, again as I commented in regard to Option 1, 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.
