
1. The generation plan approved by 
City Council on Dec. 11 2014 includes 
energy efficiency. It is mentioned 
twice. We ask to follow City Council's 
direction and put energy efficiency 
back in.

2. The generation plan approved by City Council on Dec. 11 
2014 includes the following statement about cost for the gas 
plant: "Expected and hi/lo sensitivities for on‐going operating 
costs including operations and maintenance, fuel, and 
financing."  Hedging falls within operating cost, fuel and 
financing. We have seen from backcast for a 500MW 
gasplant that hedging cost are relevant and tied to the use of 
gas by Austin Energy in the past. Also, all costs are included 
in PPA’s so why not for a non PPA resource. This makes it 
reasonable to assume it is relevant for the future. We ask to 
put hedging cost back in.

3. Same comment as under 1.
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4. The EUC expects to be invited to any 
executive sessions relevant to the work 
in the RFP.  Please make sure that 
proper announcement times and 
procedures are followed for 
scheduling.

5. Same comment as under 1.
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6. The generation plan approved by City Council 
on Dec. 11 2014 includes the following 
statement about cost for the gas plant: 
"including estimates of power plant 
construction and operating costs."  Site 
preparation that is relevant to the construction 
of a gas plant, would also include the cost for 
decommissioning of an existing facility that 
needs to be removed of that is relevant to a 
specific site. We ask to put hedging cost back in.

7. Same comment as under 2.
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8. Same comment as under 1.
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9. Same comment as under 1 and 2. 
We ask the proposed language of the 
EUC Working Group to be accepted.

10. The last recommended sentence 
has been deleted and not commented 
on by Austin Energy. We ask the 
proposed language of the EUC Working 
Group to be accepted.

ATTACHMENT 2



11. It is relevant. Austin Energy’s net purchases 
of power from ERCOT are around 15% and 
could easily be lowered or increased as has 
been the case over the years. The comment is 
aimed at the possibility that for a (short) period 
of time more power could be purchased. This is 
relevant as Austin Energy does not have to own 
any generation, it could just buy all from the 
ERCOT market. We ask the proposed language 
under topic 14 and 15 of the EUC Working 
Group to be accepted.

12. The idea of an analysis up to the lifespan of the 
longest living is that all cost are included, including 
O&M over that period, including 
decommissioning,  including scenarios for 
parameters that change with time, think of fuel 
cost, environmental compliance like carbon price 
etc. In the end the rate payer has to pay for all the 
cost associated with a decision for a generation 
resource. We ask the proposed language of the 
EUC Working Group to be accepted.

13. IF water quality impact leads to changes to the design of the plant due to permitting constraints, for 
example for water temperatures, then impacts on water quality are relevant for the total cost of ownership and 
should be part of the analysis. We ask the proposed language of the EUC Working Group to be accepted.

14. City Council has directed the following during the council meeting on Dec. 11 2014 (recording Item 10 (Part 3 of 3) from 32.00 minutes) 
http://austintx.swagit.com/play/12112014-648 “we would be interested in the impacts on our ability our goal in achieving net zero climate emissions”. Khalil 
agreed. Council agreed. Spellman concludes “we have an understanding to what the meaning of this phrase is“. We ask to include this clarification in the RFP 
using the following language: …such as climate change, and more specifically how emissions relate to the city goal of achieving net zero climate emissions for 
the utility by 2030”.
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15. Affordability has been of key concern of City Council and the affordability projections 
where more then relevant for the council decision in Dec. 11 2014 and will continue to be 
relevant for Council going forward. A clear impact on affordability is needed to evaluate any 
outcome from the study. We ask Austin Energy to perform similar analyses of the rate impact 
of all studied scenarios and make that available to the EUC and council for consideration for 
their decision making process.

16. The EUC requests the weekly status 
reports to be provided in a timeline fashion 
and would deem 3 working days after 
receiving the weekly report timely. 
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17. Other comments related to the RFP. 

a. The role of the EUC should be included in the RFP as the consultant will have to respond to comments and 
suggestions and review of the draft and final report from both Austin Energy and the EUC. The Appendix A 
passed by council is specific and it has an impact on time and perhaps timeline. We ask to include the 
language from Appendix a where it relates to the role of the EUC.

b. Under “D. Demonstrated Applicable Experience: “ some relevant experience and capabilities are listed as 
required and some as expected. We are not sure what the difference is as the terms are not defined. We 
suggest removing both terms from the list and leave “preferred” as is.
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