
 

Summary note: LCCC Thermal Generator Commissioning Test workshop 
7 August 2017 
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Discussion: 
 
OCP Requirement 2.1(B) 
 
1. LCCC outlined the approach to development of the guidance, and in particular the 

importance of early engagement with counterparties approaching OCPs in flushing out 
any potential issues early on.   
 

2. The contractual requirement was outlined, which is “to evidence that 80% of the 
installed capacity has been commissioned”, with reference to relevant supporting 
definitions being: “commissioned” to a “Reasonable and Prudent Standard”; and “able 
to generate electricity” or “fit for commercial operation”.  The importance of the 
definition of “installed capacity”, as the “capacity of the facility were it to be operated 
on a continual basis” was also referred to. 

 
3. LCCC explained its approach was to try to rely on utilising evidence from existing 

industry standards and tests, but that it had found difficulty in identifying sufficient 
existing standard tests that would demonstrate capability to operate at 80% of installed 
capacity (which is net of parasitic losses and loads). 
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Commissioning tests 
 
4. The evidence to prove that a plant had been commissioned was discussed. Generators 

explained the stages of testing that were typically undertaken in the run up to Take Over 
Certificates (TOCs), which may or may not be the last thing issued related to testing, 
depending on the provisions within the construction contract.  More usually 
performance testing followed the Take Over Test, but sometimes it preceded it. From an 
engineer’s perspective the 80% commissioned requirement must include an element of 
hot testing.  However, from a commercial perspective the tests normally undertaken 
prior to full commercial operation would not be performed at 80% and the general view 
was that the degree of reliability testing performed and whether or not full performance 
testing would be undertaken at the 80% threshold was a commercial decision. 
 

5. There was a general request to minimise the list of information required by LCCC to a 
few key areas.  Some generators thought that the only consistent standard prior to 80% 
operation would be mechanical completion, evidenced by a Construction Completion 
Certificate (CCC).  When asked whether this demonstrated ability to generate at 80% of 
installed capacity, it was agreed that the NGET export certificate was vital (the G59).   
Other generators pointed out that the Environment Agency’s waste acceptance permit 
should also be required, including evidence of having met any ICPs on the IED Permit, 
which would demonstrate that the plant was ready to safely operate with waste. 
However, it was noted by other generators that these alone don’t evidence 80% capacity 
and an operational test averaging 80% of ICE on the correct fuel was also needed.  

 
6. Some generators suggested that the Commissioning Report would normally be sufficient 

evidence of mechanical completion but admitted there was no one size fits all list of 
tests that would have been completed at that stage, for example one generator 
suggested the IChemE Red Book methodology, but another generator pointed out that 
gas engines in the ROC regime don’t use that approach as the testing of the gasifier and 
electrical connection are discrete activities.  Regardless of such variations it was 
recognised that testing would have to involve the correct fuel throughout other than 
very early firing tests.  There was a suggestion that the (Mechanical) Construction 
Completion Certificate would contain suitable information but some projects would not 
be going through that at the 80% stage and it was not a fully external process.  It was 
generally agreed that the most certifiable test was the CCC, signed by the Owner’s 
Engineer, as that was a fully independent assessment.  LCCC noted that it would be 
seeking the same supporting evidence for commissioning key components as the 
Owner’s Engineer would require before they were willing to sign off. 

 
 
 
 



 

80% Whole Facility test 
 

7. When prompted over whether mechanical completion / CCC confirmed continual 
operation at 80% installed capacity was possible, there appeared to be a consensus that 
there would also need to be some operating evidence to meet the installed capacity 
test.  Some Generators seemed to think there should be sufficient evidence in tests 
already performed at that stage, with one generator saying that G59 certificate included 
capacity readings that could be corrected to LCCC’s and also required an independent 
certification of fuel used during the test.  However some generators said the G59 was 
not fully standardised and was about protecting the grid from plant operation not 
necessarily proving export capability – for example it could be passed by proving that 
the plant could run in a controlled way in island mode using a local meter. 

 
8. If a separate electrical output mode test was required, generators should be able to 

adjust for calorific value of fuel, for example if wetter fuel was used at this stage, prior to 
full commercial operation, as this would increase parasitic load and could make it harder 
to prove 80% net.  Generators expressed concern that whatever was agreed for OCPs 
would set a benchmark for FIC that could disadvantage some generators in terms of the 
maximum contract capacity that they could receive payments for post-FIC milestone.  
There was concern about the definition of installed capacity which was not as some 
generators had assumed at allocation stage and contracts were already in place and 
could not be changed.  LCCC confirmed that it was the BMU output that counted. 

 
9. It appeared to be a concern of all generators present that the CFD did not allow 

increased efficiency gains that may be possible through optimisation to decrease 
parasitic load, even though the EA pushes generators to increase their energy efficiency.  
It was suggested that the “no less than 95% but no greater than 100%” was too fine a 
margin for error so many years out, as subcontractors would always try to exceed 
minimum performance specifications and this should be a good thing but could result in 
failure at CFD FIC milestone.  Generators did not want to be in a situation where money 
had to be spent to de-rate a station in order to stay within an artificial and inflexible cap.  
LCCC said it was concerned with deliberate over-specification and overbuild, which was 
important to resist in order to protect consumers.  LCCC asked if generators could 
evidence standard industry tolerances to support their case in this regard. It was 
suggested the FIC guidance should be progressed alongside the OCP, with the LCCC 
noting that the resource focus must be on existing counterparties progressing through 
approaching contract milestones. 

 
10. There was a fair degree of debate about what level the ambient temperature should be 

set to and whether generators should be allowed to choose their own assumptions for 
the purposes of determining what is “normal operating conditions”.  There was fairly 
split views on this, with one generators suggesting zero degrees, but others claiming this 
would be unfair.  After some discussion, it seemed that the only fair solution was to 



 

require generators to correct back to design conditions as evidence by manufacturer’s 
specification or warranty. 

 
11. In conclusion, generators seemed to agree that the key components of evidence for 

LCCC should consist of: 
- Mechanical completion / construction completion certificates; 
- Environment Agency test on readiness to accept waste and fulfilment of any waste 

permit ICPs,  
- G59 certificate confirming readiness to export in controlled manner; and 
- standard test performed, such as AMSE PTC 46, for a duration justified against such 

standard. The Standards normally allow to corrections for outliers and fuel 
variations, with capacity readings corrected back to design conditions provided by 
the manufacturer. 
 

Guidance Process 
 

12. On the broader engagement piece generators were very keen to have further workshops 
in the same format, with the most important topics to process through a dialogue being 
FIC and FMS.  It was suggested that a working group could look at both these issues 
starting as soon as possible as urgent clarity was required. 

 
 
 
Actions agreed in workshop: 
 
LCCC: 
 

1. To set up a small working group to develop forthcoming thermal guidance. 
 
Thermal industry: 
 

1. Generators to either collectively or individually suggest a minimum set of tests that 
must be included in the summary report / certificate that would evidence 
mechanical / construction completion, that the Generators engineer would be 
looking for before they would be comfortable to sign off a Construction Completion 
Certificate  

 
Post-workshop suggested attendee actions: 
 

2. In light of the discussion around the whole facility test, LCCC would like to ask all 
attendees individually to: 

 
a. Confirm that our understanding with regards to the consensus amongst 

generators described in para 11 of these minutes is accurate. 



 

b. Explain why they consider that the evidence as set out in para 11 would confirm 
that the Facility can generate electricity at a level not less than 80% of its 
installed capacity. 

c. Provide evidence to support tolerances requested for FIC stage, e.g.: 
a. the typical capacity variation between the contractual guaranteed 

capacity value and actual obtained value during acceptance testing.   
b. standard power output curves showing potential for a plant to achieve a 

higher output that what was contracted. 
 


