NPRR for RUC  Cancellations:

Garland Comments:  Garland supports this NPRR with the additional clarification that in Section 5.6.4 (2), instead of simply stating “fuel costs,” the wording should specifically mention that fuel costs should also include the costs of selling unused gas at a loss and/or imbalance fees associated with not taking gas that was purchased for the RUC that ERCOT later cancelled leaving the Market Participant in a position of having purchased gas that is now not needed. 
NPRR  Modification to FIP in the Verifiable Cost Process:

Garland Comments: Garland supports the FIP*1.10 adder; however, Garland does not support a dead-band (FIP*1.20 as proposed in Section 9.14.7) .  There has been no justification presented for a dead-band above FIP*1.10, much less a 10% range to come up with FIP*1.20. 
ERCOT Comments: ERCOT thinks that this section needs to be expanded or further clarified.  For example, you probably need to clarify what “actual” price means.  I believe you are referring to the actual fuel price paid by the Resource/QSE as shown in the fuel invoice.

9.14.7    Disputes for Verifiable Startup Costs and Verifiable Minimum-Energy Costs

Settlement Statement or Invoice Recipients may not dispute a Settlement Statement or Invoice related to verifiable startup costs or verifiable minimum-energy costs unless the actual price for natural gas is equal to or greater than FIP * 1.20.
Another question is regarding units that start with less than 100% natural gas (i.e. fuel oil).  I realize that these maybe a few but there will be some.  Under this condition would you apply the 10% to the entire fuel usage or just a percentage?

