List of issues resolved/unresolved for the Verifiable Cost Process

Resolved Issues

Issue 1:

Should the extra fuel consumption that occurs when Resources ramp up from Breaker Close to LSL be included as a Verifiable Cost?

Resolution – Yes; the entire fuel consumed from BC to LSL will be included with VC StartUp costs
To clarify, the fuel to be included is not the total fuel consumed from breaker close to LSL.  Rather, only the extra fuel consumption above the  but the difference between the actual fuel ramping to LSL and fuel at LSL.

Issue 2:

            Should Shutdown Costs be included as a Verifiable Costs?

Resolution - Yes; will be included with VC
Issue 3:

There is a possibility that a Resource will startup per a RUC instruction, only to have the RUC Instruction cancelled prior to the Resource reaching Breaker Close.  Would the costs a Resource incurs in such a situation properly be recoverable? 

Resolution – Yes, an NPRR will be required
Issue 4:

Is it appropriate to apply the logic of RUC-decommitments to SPS actuation events?  Specifically, should the cost recovery be capped at startup costs in those situations? Should such Resources recover nothing if they planned to be offline later in an Operating Day?  Would it be more appropriate to allow recovery of all costs incurred as a direct result of the SPS actuation and then uplift those costs based on load-ratio share?

Resolution:  an NPRR will be required will be developed related to SPS and will be brought to this group for consideration. 
Unresolved Issues
1. Should the Verifiable Cost Process account for Resources' decreased rate of fuel consumption while ramping down from LSL to Breaker Open?  
Resolution:  No, the difference in fuel should not be used to reduce startup costs
2. Is it appropriate to guarantee Shutdown costs in every situation where a startup occurs?  As opposed to, say, only guaranteeing shutdown costs when a shutdown has sufficient proximity to the end of a commitment?
Resolution:  N/A

3. Does the market think all Resources should be compensated at fuel index prices, regardless of whether a Resource incurs additional transportation costs or pays more/less than market price due to long-term supply or requirements contracts unless an extraordinary event occurs at which time MP may file a dispute via?
Resolution: Yes, subject to a definition of extraordinary event
4. Should Power Purchase Agreements (PPA) be included as a Verifiable Costs? 
Resolution:  Group has not agreed to include PPAs in VC so far.

5. How should fuel curtailments be addressed?
Resolution:  This may fall into extraordinary RUC events

6. Should Long-Term Service Agreements (LTSAs) be applicable to all types of resources or just combustion turbines (CT)?
Resolution: yes, it should be applicable to all types of types of fuel-fired generators.

7. Should ERCOT pay for penalties associated with number of starts outside warranty?  If yes, how will this be handled?
Resolution:  Resources should update their VC to include the incremental O&M costs.
8. How will emission prices be determined?
Resolution:  Index or historical.  TBA
9. Are emission credits associated with the entire Fuel use, For example, entire fuel to start a resource?  Is this appropriate?
Resolution:  yes
10. How are Split Generation Resources going to submit VC?  With a Master QSE or individually?
Resolution:  SGRs will submit VC Individually or via a Management QSE
11. For SGRS, should the O&M for the generator be split based on percent ownership as provided in the RARF or by another percentage? 

Resolution:  Costs will be split based on the percentages as submitted with VC by each individual owner.

12. For SGRS, should the fuel for the generator be split based on percent ownership as provided in the RARF or by another percentage?
Resolution:  Costs will be split based on the percentages as submitted with VC by each individual owner.

13. For SGRs, the dispatch MWs during Real Time may or may not be consistent with the ownership percentages.  Is this appropriate?
Resolution:  It is appropriate for these percentages to be different.
14. If only one owner of the SGRS submits a type of cost, i.e, water costs, that it represents less than 100 percent of the cost, how does ERCOT know for sure the total water costs for the Resource?  How can ERCOT make a comparison to other generators of similar type?  

Resolution:  Resources may submit individual VC and ERCOT may approve individually.  However, ERCOT may require the submission of VC by all owners.

15. How are Resources going to correct actual decreasing IHR curves?  
Resolution:  Bob Spangler will provide a report to the group
16. Is there a need to create a Nodal VC Implementation Plan?  ERCOT thinks yes. 
Resolution:  TBD
17. Does ERCOT need to post on the MIS a table showing average O&M values by Resource Type? If yes, what are the guidelines?
Resolution:  No
18. For Real Time Mitigation, ERCOT is accepting any fuel percent combination for gas, oil, solid fuel.  However, the chosen fuel percentages will apply equally to all of the points along the IHR curve.  Is this appropriate or is there another option?
Resolution:  This methodology is acceptable 
19. According to the VC Manual, QSE/Resources must submit in writing the specific methodology that it intents to use to determine O&M costs.  What is the timeline for reviewing this request?  If it is part of the timeline to approve VC then more time may be needed.
Resolution:  To be submitted with VC 
20. Is it appropriate for Resources to utilize O&M costs escalation factors different form the Handy-Whitman Index?   
Resolution:  Utilize the Handy-Whitman Index
21. Table 4 and 5 of the VC Manual lists the only acceptable Verifiable Operating costs.  Do the tables need to be expanded or is there another reasonable approach to expand the list?
Resolution:  TPTF will provide comments- GADS 

22. There were several comments made by market Participants that the O&M values shown in Appendix 2 (figures 1-7) seem low.  Does it make sense to keep these charts and tables in the VC Manual to serve as a reference to Market Participants and ERCOT or are these not require?
Resolution:  TPTF will provide comments

23. How should escalated maintenance costs (or average annual maintenance costs) be apportioned to the individual start-types, a single hour of operation at LSL, and points along the IHR curve?
Resolution:  Resources will provide costs by start type as appropriate.
24. Should the threshold for requiring VC to be submitted be increased?  If a threshold is met once, is it best to permanently require periodic updates?
Resolution:  To be discussed at TPTF or WMS.  The VC group recommends the number should be 5 in a rolling twelve month period.

25. How are CCP units going to submit VC?  Does the Resource need to submit VC for all registered configurations?
Resolution:  Resources will submit VC by configuration. Resources must submit VC for the configuration that is RUCed.  Not required to submit VC for all registered configurations.
26. Describe exceptional events, i.e. Fuel curtailments.
Resolution:  TBD
27. CCP Issues
· Reconcile CC Whitepaper and VC process for CC and any NPRR language in terms of Fuel to be included in Start up

O&M-

Survey to include tables in appendix from VC manual, and Section 8 on Guidelines on O&M
Emissions rate Index v. Historic more detail on a presentation to TPTF on the opportunity cost of assigned Emissions credits

Exceptional Events

Implementation Plan

28. SGR Owners must have the same IHR values for Real time Mitigation.  Therefore, ERCOT will choose the points and notify all owners of the chose made.

