From: Hadley, Stanton W. [mailto:hadleysw@ornl.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2011 3:08 PM
To: David Whiteley; Busbin, James Y.
Subject: Comments on Final draft of Phase I report

Jim and David,
I read through the report and only had a few comments. Others have probably seen some of these.

On page vii you have the word "adaption" instead of "adoption"

In the Executive Summary Table 1, the description for Future 4 lists "distributed resources" but that should be "demand response"

On page ix it looks like the fifth bullet should be split.

On page 3 in the middle is a paragraph on the EISPC and SC structure that says more info can be found in the EIPC's Phase I report, but isn't that this paper? Guess it's from the merging of the EISPC writings into it.

On page 40 at the top, it says that for cases 1, 4 and 7,  "the Intermittency Regions were congruent with the NEEM regions." but I think in those cases we had some NEEM intermittency regions that were consolidated NEEM regions, as specified in Table 14 of the Google Doc inputs.
Specifically, all of PJM was one region, all of MISO was one region, all of NYISO was one region, and all of SPP plus Nebraska was one region. However, I don't think the limits had an impact in these Futures anyway.

I've sent you a Figure 5 and Figure 7. If you need further fixes from me, let me know.

I made some minor improvements to the NEEM map: changed color on California
SP15 so not the same as NP15, took out the black line between Minnesota and ND/SD, and a few other clean-ups (attached).

Above Figure 11 on page 72 is a paragraph saying the capacity and generation are shown in the Figures below, but you've moved figures 9 and 10 to above this paragraph.

I'm surprised I didn't see any regional results such as the TX changes (hardened line tables) or flows between regions. It just gives the EI-wide capacities, generation, and transmission expansion but little to nothing on what gets built where. Perhaps you could put tyler Ruthven's table of expansion for the three build-outs selected or my charts showing the flows or line capacity or capacity expansions.

On page 73 in the middle it says "zzz MW of load". I think you could use
"620,000 MW of load" depending on the year you're looking at. That is roughly the value for 2010.
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