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General Comments

1. Having participated in the initial WSCC inadvertent decomposition experiment in the 1980’s, worked with inadvertent decomposition in a New England-specific implementation in the 1990’s, and observing the WECC implementation in the 21st century, I am glad to see that it is being considered for the Eastern Interconnection with appropriate customization.

2. If the community of the Eastern Interconnection believes that inadvertent equity issues are significant enough to warrant the extensive implementation and support of a variant of the WATEC method, this method should address the equity issue sufficiently.   WECC efforts seem to be mostly successful, and I am confident that an Eastern interconnection variant could be deployed successfully with sufficient commitment from the industry.

3. This method is superior to Option 1.
4. Although the authors strived to explain technical details and derivations in the document describing it, this reviewer, perhaps through his own intellectual limitations, had a difficult time following those details and derivations.  In this area, the devil truly is in the details, and, I am willing to help in the clarification of the details in its prospective next version. 

5.  When control areas are operated by ISOs, the incentive for a comprehensive inadvertent settlement mechanism becomes less important, and the costs may outweigh the benefits.  However, for profit vertically integrated ultilities are perceived by some to have a competitive advantage over other market players because of the greater leeway they have in comparison with energy imbalnce penalties.  It is not clear just how an option 2 implementation would affect the real and/or perceived competitive advantage.  During my stint on the JIITF, I worked on a prototypical method to derive comparable inadvertent limits for control areas and energy imbalance limits for other entities, and am willing to share that effort with NAESB, should there be an interest in it.

