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Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Robert Blohm

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Economist and Applied statistician

Email of Contact




: rb112@columbia.edu

Phone Number on Contact



: 609 585 5451

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

None.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirements 6 & 14.  Reaching the unilateral L10, or 20 %-of-bias, upper limit imposed on a specific Balancing Authority's (BA) contribution to automatic time-error correction suddenly imbalances all the payback schedules being implemented and thereby suddenly makes WATEC ACE inconsistent with NERC ACE.   Instead requiring the BA to immediately do a bilateral payback interchange for any excess above those limits, if done properly, would keep WATEC ACE consistent with NERC ACE.  
Requirement 8.  The BA should not be allowed to unilaterally interrupt automatic inadvertent payback when it experiences a DCS event.  Once it does interrupt, all the payback schedules being implemented are suddenly imbalanced and WATEC ACE thereby suddenly becomes inconsistent with NERC ACE.
Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None.

General Comments

Unlike Option 1, Option 2 does provide mitigation of the economic abuse of accumulating Inadvertent Interchange and therefore goes a long way toward correcting the frequency drift problem.  But, contrary to what the IIPTF was charged to do, Option 2 still allows the Interconnection some discretion in when BAs pay back their Inadvertent Interchange to the Interconnection.  In particular it still leaves the BA a financial incentive to accumulate Inadvertent Interchange when energy prices are very high or very low relative to the expected average prices during the payback period.  The incentive is greater the longer is the length H of the common payback period set for all the BAs.  Reducing H reduces the incentive by making the average payback energy prices closer to the hourly price prevailing when the Inadvertent was incurred.  However, reducing H conflicts with the reliability objective of limiting the size of variations in scheduled energy in order to make frequency control less costly and require fewer additional reserves.  Option 2 suffers from creating a tradeoff between the mitigation of financial abuse of Inadvertent Interchange and the cost of additional control.

Like Option 1, Option 2 does not recognize transmission constraints and does not compensate for Inadvertent Interchange's use of constrained transmission.  Unlike Option 1, however, Option 2 does allow for a long payback period H to mitigate congestion impact, but the impact only of payback on congestion.

Unlike Option 1, Option 2 in no way recognizes the cost of (a) providing reserve and response used to manage the initial error that created Inadvertent Interchange nor of (b) providing the reserve and response to manage the impact of the automatic unilateral payback on the Interconnection nor, therefore, (c) compensates that cost.  

While Option 2 does a better job than Option 1, it fails to do enough of what is required to properly settle Inadvertent Interchange from both a reliability and an economic point of view.  Accordingly, the IIPTF should be tasked with completing and implementing the NERC Joint Inadvertent Interchange Taskforce's White Paper that was assigned as the IIPTF's point of departure. 

