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	Comments


DC Energy Texas, LLC (“DCE”) welcomes the discussion on Point-to-Point (PTP) Obligation administration and submits these comments expressing concerns regarding the awarding of PTP Obligations beyond their bid price.  DC Energy understands that this special case arises due to the administrative price floors being applied after the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) optimization.  Furthermore, we understand that ERCOT’s intention is to clarify what it would do if this special case were to occur.  However, we believe that since this issue has come to light through NPRR991, it is imperative that ERCOT and stakeholders consider its damaging impact.  In short, the NPRR exposes Market Participants to substantial harm by introducing revisions that contravene the spirit of the rule that a PTP bid price is a maximum price a bidder is willing to pay (“not-to-exceed price”).  DC Energy submits these comments early on as an effort to guide the discussion and desires to work with ERCOT and stakeholders on ways to address ERCOT’s concerns without harming the market.  
NPRR991 is more than a clarifying NPRR 

The title of the NPRR suggests that the NPRR is merely a clarification when instead it actually creates an exception to the existing de minimis threshold (i.e., $.01) that applies to awarding PTP bids beyond their not-to-exceed price.  It is not clear how this NPRR can be classified as “administrative” when currently there is no avenue in the Protocols for ERCOT to award PTP bids beyond the $.01 threshold.  Moreover, if this outcome did occur today, it is not clear how such an outcome fits with the long-standing precedent of ERCOT honoring not-to-exceed prices
.  
The NPRR should not be justified on the basis of how infrequent the issues arise


We understand the issue highlighted in the NPRR’s Business Case only arises in a special case.  However, the harm introduced to Market Participants is not trivial and should not be accepted as permissible because of the infrequency of its likely application.  The concept of awarding PTP bids materially beyond their not-to-exceed price can cause real harm no matter how often it occurs
 and, more importantly, such harm could be avoided by not awarding the PTP bids in the first place. 
It is a fundamental principle that market products should not be awarded beyond the buyer’s “willingness” reflected in its bid price

Honoring a Market Participant’s willingness to enter into transactions with ERCOT is crucial for a well-functioning market.  We understand the current de minimis threshold (e.g., $.01) is not capable of producing material harm and was part of the solution to address uneconomic awards in the first place
, but it is not clear why we would open the window for clearing market products hundreds, if not thousands of dollars/MWh, beyond their bid price.  Just as buyers and sellers do not have the right to alter or void their awards after the market closes, ERCOT should not seek to institute procedures that expose the market to material harm by not honoring PTP bid prices.  Such would pose real costs to Market Participants by causing financial losses and destabilizing Market Participants’ trust in the Locational Marginal Price (LMP) pricing process.  This is a large price to pay when it is feasible to honor PTP bid prices as a not-to-exceed price.
By definition, PTP Obligation bid prices are not to exceed prices

The ERCOT Protocols are very clear on the attributes of PTP bid prices in paragraph (1) of Section 4.4.6, PTP Obligation Bids, which reads:

(1) 
A Point-to-Point (PTP) Obligation bid is a bid that specifies the source and sink, a range of hours, and a maximum price that the bidder is willing to pay (“Not-to-Exceed Price”).

It is not clear how this section of the Protocols does not conflict with NPRR991.  The correct policy as established in paragraph (1) of Section 4.4.6 is to treat PTP bid prices as not-to-exceed prices and not expose Market Participants to material harm by doing otherwise.   
� See Resolution of ADR Proceedings between ERCOT and North Maple Energy LLC (ADR No. 2017-NME-01). http://www.ercot.com/services/comm/mkt_notices/archives/1495


� See Resolution of ADR Proceedings between ERCOT and North Maple Energy LLC (ADR No. 2017-NME-01). http://www.ercot.com/services/comm/mkt_notices/archives/1495


� NPRR833  http://www.ercot.com/mktrules/issues/NPRR833
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