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1. Draft proposes two contradictory pricing methods: "single price" vs "price discovery".  "Discovery" means a capitalistic or a socialistic process: a process of "markets" where different prices are posted or a process of "litigation" where evidence is presented.  Federal regulatory policy of both political parties encourages replacing the socialistic process by the capitalistic one because it is more efficient and cheaper for requiring a smaller government budget.  Regardless of which process, of whether the "discovery" place is an exchange-floor or a hearing-room, it destroys the possibility of "single price".  "Price discovery" means multiple prices, or local/native prices: a taker of inadvertent will refuse to pay above its local price which is below the "single price"; a giver of inadvertent will refuse to be paid below its local price which is above the "single price".  A "local" price can be market-based or cost-based: a "single" price everywhere can be neither. 

2. The draft combines two equally problematic meanings of "single price": 

(a) "fixed across jurisdictions", and 

(b) "including two fixed prices:" a fixed energy price and a fixed frequency-impact price.

(b1) In the case of  $0 price for overfrequency inadvertent, the frequency-impact price and the energy price are set to be equal-and-opposite.  

(b2) In the case of $125 price for underfrequency inadvertent, the energy price is fixed and the frequency-impact price is set at zero.

2a. Imposing a fixed price for energy (b1) & (b2) worsens congestion: it encourages 

(i) underscheduling of consumption at high-price BAs to capture the advantage of a consumer-price that is lower for unscheduled than it is for scheduled, and 

(ii) underscheduling of generation at low-price BAs to capture the advantage of a producer-price that is higher for unscheduled than it is for scheduled.

2b. Imposing a penalty on overfrequency (b1) and no penalty on underfrequency (b2) harms frequency: it encourages 

(i) the underscheduling of consumption and 

(ii) the overscheduling of generation.  

This encourages underfrequency which is more dangerous to equipment than overfrequency.  Countering today's no-price trend toward over-frequency requires a frequency-impact-price that is neutraL, not one that encourages underfrequency.  A price that encourages underfrequency will just flip today's no-price over-frequency-drift problem into an underfrequency-drift problem

3.  A deadband increases the likelihood of blackouts.  A deadband does not reduce the perverse impact of a non-neutral frequency-impact price: a deadband creates a payback-in-kind-entitlement/obligation that does not reduce profit from the inadvertent subject to the frequency-impact price.  Admittedly, payback-in-kind by itself may encourage today's chronic overfrequency by rewarding overgeneration (with the full value of energy) when frequency is high but not (with more than the full value of energy) when frequency is low.  But adding opposite price signaling (outside of a deadband) that encourages underfrequency will only encourage downward frequency volatility to offset the overfrequency drift/volatility encouraged by the deadband.  It is better to simply eliminate the overfrequency drift pressure/volatility in the first place by removing the deadband.  Having a single neutral settlement mechanism across the board is more reliable than having two conflicting settlement mechanisms (a deadband encouraging overfrequency, plus a frequency-impact price that encourages underfrequency) guaranteed not to offset one another, but to increase frequency volatility and therefore worsen control performance measured by greater average frequency deviation in any direction, which translates into increased likelihood of blackouts.
4.  Simple, neutral alternative solution: (a) native price/cost for energy, plus (b) fixed megawatt-hertz price for frequency impact.  Besides being so simple, it's the only one verified and documented both by a professional economist and by the leading control-engineering expert to have no adverse commercial or reliability impacts whatsoever.  Any objections to it have been based solely on the raw short-sighted simplistic objective of minimizing the retooling cost of changing from current practice, with no concern/interest whatsoever to know/investigate any possible large commercial and reliability impacts.   
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