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	Comments


Texas Competitive Power Advocates (TCPA) appreciates the opportunity to respond to the 10/13/26 ERCOT and IMM comments regarding NPRR1343, Introduction of PTP Obligation Bid Fee in DAM.
TCPA supports the objective of improving Day-Ahead Market (DAM) performance by discouraging chronically inefficient Point-to-Point (PTP) Obligation bidding.  However, the 10/13/26 ERCOT and IMM comments do not provide a data-supported basis for rejecting the targeted safe-harbor language proposed by the 10/2/26 TCPA comments, endorsed by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), and recommended for approval by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS).  The available data demonstrates that the DAM processing concern is overwhelmingly associated with speculative bidding. As ERCOT presented to the August 17, 2026 CMWG meeting, inefficient bidding is highly concentrated as “50% of inefficient PTPs are bid by just 15 (6%) of participating Counter Parties” and “65% of inefficient bids are on speculative paths” (defined as source and sink at Resource Node only).  As the 10/2/26 TCPA comments demonstrated, the hedging safe harbor provisions proposed by TCPA represent only 7-8% of total bids with unawarded bids accounting for only 3-5% of total unawarded bids (and therefore any “inefficient” bids within that safe harbor would be a further subset of that 3-5%). 
In other words, the hedging activity that ERCOT and the IMM seek to subject to the fee is small and predominantly follows recognizable physical hedging patterns, but it has not been shown to materially contribute to delayed DAM completion.  Therefore, it begs the question: why would it be appropriate to subject that activity to the Point-to-Point (PTP) bid fee in the first place if it would not drive the sought improvements but would create new costs to producing power and serving loads?  Stakeholders at WMS and PRS have asked that same question, and in turn supported TCPA’s comments as a principled and prudent path forward.
For these reasons and as further demonstrated below, TCPA continues to support NPRR1343 as amended by the 10/2/26 TCPA comments that were endorsed by WMS in the 10/8/26 WMS comments and recommended for approval at the October 14, 2026 PRS meeting.
ERCOT and the IMM Have Not Demonstrated that the Stakeholder-Endorsed Safe Harbor Would Materially Reduce NPRR1343’s Effectiveness
ERCOT and the IMM assert that the stakeholder-endorsed safe-harbor provisions could allow some non-hedging activity to occur without being considered for the PTP bid fee, thereby reducing NPRR1343’s effectiveness.  Their comments, however, do not quantify the number of bids within the stakeholder-endorsed safe harbor that are allegedly non-hedging, the number of such bids that constitute inefficient outliers, the contribution of those bids to DAM execution time, or the improvement in DAM performance that would result from subjecting those bids to the fee.  As noted above, it would be a fraction of a fraction.
TCPA recognizes that the safe harbor uses observable Resource, Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE), and Load Serving Entity (LSE) relationships rather than attempting to determine the subjective purpose of every individual bid; the relevant questions are whether the protected activity is a material contributor to the identified operational problem and whether the possibility of limited non-hedging use justifies imposing the fee on the much larger body of legitimate physical hedging activity.  The available data does not demonstrate that the protected activity is a material contributor to the identified operational problem.
· The latest Hedge Asset bid analysis shows that approximately 99% of bids pair a QSE-owned generation node with a Hub (HB) or Load Zone (LZ)— a primary transaction pattern protected by the WMS- and PRS-endorsed safe harbor provisions.
· Hedge to HB/LZ – either Source or Sink is QSE owned and the other is either HB or LZ
· Hedge to QSE – both Source and Sink are QSE owned
Hedge not to HB/LZ (the category highlighted as concerning in the ERCOT/IMM comment filed on 10/13) – either Source or Sink is QSE owned but other is not HB nor LZ.
	2025 Daily Average

	PURPOSE
	PURPOSE
	Submitted Bids
	Awarded Bid
	Unawarded Bids

	Hedge Asset
	Hedge to HB/LZ
	4074
	2747
	1328

	
	Hedge to QSE
	6
	3
	4

	
	Hedge not to HB/LZ
	24
	13
	11

	
	Total
	4105
	2763
	1342

	
	
	
	
	

	2026 Daily Average

	PURPOSE
	PURPOSE
	Submitted Bids
	Awarded Bid
	Unawarded Bids

	Hedge Asset
	Hedge to HB/LZ
	3967
	2681
	1287

	
	Hedge to QSE
	4
	1
	3

	
	Hedge not to HB/LZ
	41
	27
	14

	
	Total
	4012
	2709
	1303


The residual categories underlying the ERCOT/IMM concern comprised only 30 submitted bids per day in the 2025 analysis and 45 submitted bids per day in the 2026 analysis. Relative to 101,046 total daily PTP bids in 2025 and 87,478 in the 2026 analysis (data for 2026 is from 1/1/26 to 7/13/26), those residual categories represent approximately 0.03% and 0.05%, respectively. Even if every bid in those residual categories were treated as non-hedging, which the available data does not establish, ERCOT and the IMM have not demonstrated that including them in the safe harbor would materially impair NPRR1343.
In addition, data shared in the 10/2/26 TCPA comments support targeting chronic inefficient bidding without unnecessarily burdening legitimate hedging activity:
· In 2025, speculative bids accounted for 94% of submitted PTP bids and 44,675 of 46,341 unawarded bids, approximately 96% of all unawarded bids. Hedge bids (Asset, Load/Regional) bids together accounted for 1,666 unawarded bids, only approximately 3.6% of the total.
· For the 2026 period analyzed, speculative bids represented 91% of submitted bids and 34,148 of 35,789 unawarded bids, approximately 95% of all unawarded bids. Hedge bids (Asset, Load/Regional) bids together accounted for 1,642 unawarded bids, approximately 4.6% of the total. 
The operational concern is therefore highly concentrated in only one category of bidding.
Casting a Broader Net Is Not a Substitute for Causation
ERCOT and the IMM state that applying the fee logic to all entities will cast a larger net, with the expectation that more entities will reduce inefficient PTP bids.  A broader net in this instance, however, should not be adopted without evidence that the additional transactions captured are materially contributing to the problem the fee is intended to solve.
Generation owners and LSEs use PTP Obligations to manage congestion exposure associated with transmission outages, weather, changing grid conditions, transmission constraints, and load forecast uncertainty.  Subjecting legitimate resource-backed and load-serving hedges to the fee would increase the cost of managing those risks without a demonstrated showing that those transactions materially contribute to delayed DAM completion.  The available data instead clearly identifies speculative bidding as the nearly singular predominant source of submitted and unawarded bid volume.
The Stakeholder-Endorsed Safe Harbor Is Narrow and Can Be Revisited if Future Data Demonstrates a Material Concern
The stakeholder-endorsed safe harbor provisions do not reject ERCOT’s bid-fee framework.  Instead, they build on the proposal in the 9/24/26 ERCOT comments by adding targeted protections for bids used to hedge Generation Resource and LSE exposure.  If future experience shows that activity protected by the stakeholder-endorsed safe harbor provisions becomes a material source of inefficient bidding or DAM delay, ERCOT and stakeholders can revisit the Protocol language based on demonstrated data.  The vague concern about the possibility of future misuse does not justify imposing broader costs today on activity that is directly involved in producing power and serving load, and that current data does not identify as a material source of the problem.
TCPA continues to support NPRR1343 as amended by the 10/2/26 TCPA comments and endorsed by WMS in the 10/8/26 WMS comments and recommended for approval at the October 14, 2026 PRS meeting   The 10/13/26 ERCOT and IMM comments do not establish that the additional bids captured by their broader approach materially contribute to DAM performance concerns or that charging those bids would produce a measurable improvement in DAM execution.
The stakeholder-endorsed NPRR1343 preserves the intent and purpose of the NPRR, targets the speculative bidding that accounts for the overwhelming majority of submitted and unawarded bids, and does not prejudice the ability to revisit the safe harbor if future data identifies a material concern.
	Revised Cover Page Language


None
	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


None
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