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	Comments


It is ERCOT’s understanding that the intent of NPRR407, Credit Monitoring Credit Parameters Posting Requirements is to improve the transparency and reporting of credit calculations and variables by expanding the types of key data available to the market before, during, and after market operations.  
Although ERCOT does understand the potential benefit of some of these postings, we must also clarify that the sponsor’s assessment that these new postings “do not require additional calculations or processes, only additional posting of known quantities by ERCOT” is inaccurate.  Many of these calculations are dynamically calculated and not stored in the system databases.  Therefore, they are not available for developing straightforward reporting requirements.
ERCOT encourages more discussion with the market of potential improvements to these credit monitoring processes and postings in a focused forum to vet options and impacts, such as the Credit Work Group (CWG), Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) and the Market Information System User Group (MISUG).

At a high level ERCOT offers the following initial feedback and questions:

ERCOT notes that although the credit logic has become more complex in the market design, all postings being requested by the sponsor are data that is already available to the market for downloading and shadowing their submissions with the appropriate calculations, variables, and historical prices. 
Section 16.11.4.7, Credit Monitoring and Management Reports paragraph (3) (a)(e)

Most of the listed posting requirements in the new sections (a) through (e) are already required to be posted on the Market Information System (MIS) per other Protocol sections and portions of this section can be eliminated.  Duplication of Protocol requirements can create problems with maintaining consistency in requirements and is inefficient.  

If the requirement in the last portion of (e) is properly understood related to Point-to-Point (PTP) Obligation credit evaluation, then note that a Market Management System (MMS) system change would be needed to calculate, store and post the uth percentiles requested. With the current network operations model, there are potentially 290,000 source/sink combinations for PTP Obligation Bids, leading to over 7,000,000 uth percentiles in a day (source/sink combos x 24 hours).  Due to the size, the current architecture is designed to not store all uth percentiles daily, but to instead only calculate a small subset of some recently-used source/sink combos, and then calculate the remaining values as needed in memory during submission validation.  

Section 16.11.4.7 paragraph (4)

This Protocol requirement to post a record for every Day-Ahead Market (DAM) transaction and its corresponding credit value may also have significant implementation impacts.  For some transactions, the current architecture is designed to calculate the values in memory and not to write the intermediary transaction calculations to the database.  So this data is not readily available to report in a post-DAM report disclosure without development costs.  Furthermore, any existing stored data would need to be aggregated to post by bid/offer ID.   
Section 16.11.4.7 (7)

ERCOT believes this requirement could potentially be met with the development of a new webservice credit query (and MMS-UserInterface Display) with MMS, whereby the Counter-Party could query the current Available Credit Limit (ACL) in DAM as transactions process between 0700-1000.  This may potentially be leveraged (and possibly replace) some preceding requirements above since the transactions could be measured in terms of credit impact prior to and after the transaction submission.
As stated, ERCOT is willing to support focused discussion of these potential changes in more detail and consider cost-effective options.
407NPRR-02 ERCOT Comments 091511.doc
Page 1 of 2
PUBLIC


