1. Extraordinary events


a. What unusual event occurs that causes an excessive cost during the operation of a unit?


i. Gas Curtailments

ii. Operational Flow Order 

iii. Hurricane Events

iv. Emergency Operations issued by ERCOT

v. Pipeline disruptions

vi. Switching Fuel Types 

Garland Comments: We feel that by putting an appropriate “adder” with FIP and having the ability to file disputes, there is no longer any need for the Working Group to indentify nor define “Extraordinary Events.”
NRG Comments:  NRG believes that allowing for submittal of actual fuel costs above 110% would simplify the Exceptional events and be in line with the Intent of Nodal Protocols’ to make Generators whole.

2. FIP/FOP

a. VCWG presented with drafting a NPRR that will address the issue of FIP/FOP not being reflective of fuel being purchased for RUC operations.  

b. Define how to capture or add a margin to the verifiable costs process so that it would more closely reflect spot gas prices purchased for RUC .

i. Should the adder be the same for DRUC and HRUC given the time constraints to purchase gas are higher on a HRUC than a DRUC?
ii. What should that adder be?

1. Set amount (ex. $.50)

2. % Amount (ex: FIP * 1.10)

Garland Comments:  With regard to FIP, we agree that FIP is not representative of fuel being purchased for RUC operations.  FIP plus ten percent should be considered with anything greater than this to be the threshold for disputes.  This FIP “adder” may include (borrowing from Zonal Protocol 6.8.3.3 (4)) “the cost of exceeding swing gas contract limits, additional gas demand costs set by fuel supply, or transportation contracts, demand fees, imbalance penalties, transportation charges, and cash out premiums.”

BTU Comments:  The adder should be the same for both DRUC and HRUC and should be a percentage somewhere in the neighborhood of 5% to 10%, similar to the VC submission requirements for Zonal. 

The adder should be small enough to not overpay on a majority of occurrences which will encourage submittal of VC gas receipts.
NRG Comments:  FIP + 10% will better align cost recovery to actual real time gas prices.  FIP alone does not cover costs associated swing, transport and imbalance fees. The use of FIP + 10% may reduce cost and personnel requirements for ERCOT and Market Participants.  

3. Cost Recover due to cancellation of RUC

a. Cancellation Prior  to firing of Unit

i. What costs occur from the time of receiving a RUC instruction to initiating start.

1. Gas Imbalance Fees assigned due to change in Gas Schedule

2. Fuel Price Variance – Purchase vs. Sale price for Fuel

3. Emission Costs

b. Cancellation during firing of the unit.

i. What costs can be incurred if you have already stated firing a unit? (based of RARF – Startup time leads for hot, warm, cold)

1. Gas Imbalance Fees

2. O & M 

3. Maintenance Service hours may be affected

4. Fuel Price Variances

5. Emission Costs

6. Other 

ii. What happens if a unit has already started a unit and can not bring it back off line?
1. Unit has fired and has to run the minimum run time for safety reasons to equipment.
Garland Comments:  With regard to cancellation of RUC instructions, there needs to be a provision to verify and recover the sale of gas for a loss (to the nearest 1000 MMBtu) and to consider a unit having to run for a minimum run time for emissions reasons.
BTU Comments:  VC should be a requirement in order to get paid for costs due to either cancellation. In regards to b.ii.1 If the unit was fired during the correct time frame, taking into consideration its ramp rate, then yes, ERCOT should pay for the run time. If the unit came on ahead of time, no payment should be made.

NRG Comments:  NRG believes that provisions need to be made on gas recovery due to cancellations as well as any costs associated with startup costs associated with the unit if it is past the required time for start stated in the RARF.  These costs include O & M, fuel used and minimum energy if the unit has to proceed with the minimum run time due to timing of the cancellation.
