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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

UE 192

In the Matter of ) MOTION TO ADMIT
) TESTIMONY OF PORTLAND 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC ) GENERAL ELECTRIC
COMPANY ) COMPANY

)
2008 Annual Power Cost Update Tariff )

)
_________________________________________ )

Portland General Electric Company moves that the following pre-filed testimony and 

exhibits, as amended, be admitted into the record of this proceeding: 

Testimony Witness(es)
PGE/100-101C L. Alex Tooman

Jay Tinker
Stephen Schue

PGE/200-201 Marc Cody
PGE/300-302C L. Alex Tooman

Jay Tinker
Stephen Schue

The affidavits of the above persons, attesting to the truth and accuracy of the testimony 

and exhibits, are attached.  The Affidavits of Jay Tinker, L. Alex Tooman, and Stephen Schue 

make certain deletions from the previously filed testimony (PGE/300/pages 10, 14).  In its 

response to ICNU Data Request 57, PGE stated that it would make these deletions.  That data 

response was provided to the parties before the deadline for submitting cross-examination 

statements, and ICNU has offered the data response as an exhibit.
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DATED this 31st day of July 2007.

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ DOUGLAS C. TINGEY

______________________________
DOUGLAS C. TINGEY





















































UE 192 / PGE / 300
Tooman - Tinker - Schue / 10

UE 192 ANNUAL UPDATE TARIFF – REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

Q. Do you agree with ICNU’s assertions?1

A. No.  As part of its Response to ICNU Data Request No. 020 in Docket UE 180, PGE 2

provided an extrinsic value analysis for the Cold Snap contract comparable to that adopted 3

by the Commission for the Super Peak contract.  Both came from the scoring process that 4

PGE used to rank capacity products bid into its 2003 Request for Proposals.  The Cold Snap 5

analysis showed an extrinsic value of less than zero.  PGE Confidential Exhibit 301C is a 6

copy of the Cold Snap contract portion of its Response to ICNU Data Request No. 020 in 7

UE 180.  OPUC Staff Exhibit 204 in Docket UE 180 relied on the same analysis that PGE 8

used to rank capacity products bid into its 2003 Request for Proposals, and Staff concluded 9

that the Cold Snap contract had no extrinsic value.  PGE Confidential Exhibit 302C is a 10

copy of Staff Exhibit 204 in Docket UE 180.11

Q. Did ICNU find that the Cold Snap contract had positive extrinsic value in Docket 12

UE 180?13

A. No.  ICNU Witness Falkenberg stated “For the other capacity tolling contract (PPM Cold 14

Snap), I performed an extrinsic value analysis but found no extrinsic value.”  (UE 180, 15

ICNU 103 at 10, Lines 11-12).16

Q. Does the OPUC Staff address the inclusion of no extrinsic value adjustment for the 17

Cold Snap contract in Order No. 07-015?18

A. Yes.  Referring to the evidence presented above, Staff states that it “believes the 19

Commission resolved the issue of the extrinsic value of the Cold Snap contract based on this 20

evidence.”  (Staff 100 at 3, Lines 14-15).21

Q. If there were new information available on possible extrinsic value of the Cold Snap 22

contract, would this be the appropriate docket for its consideration?23
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UE 192 ANNUAL UPDATE TARIFF – REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

A. The ICNU analysis disregards the contractual year maximum “take” provision of the Cold 1

Snap contract, a copy of which PGE provided to ICNU in its response to ICNU Data 2

Request No. 020 in Docket UE 180.  3

Q. What is the effect of disregarding the contract’s maximum “take” provision?4

A. ICNU’s result is dependent on a measure of extrinsic value for the “contract year” in 2000 5

and 2001.  However, ICNU’s analysis allows the contract to “dispatch” almost 10 times the 6

number of hours allowed by the contract.  7

Q. Please summarize your findings regarding ICNU’s proposal.8

A. ICNU’s proposal9

1. Seeks to re-litigate a matter decided in Order No. 07-015.10

2. Violates the limited update provisions of Schedule 125.11

3. Incorrectly uses the period of the Western Power Crisis to justify an adjustment.12

4. Does not use post-power crisis data.13

5. Ignores the contract’s operational constraints.14

6. Directly contradicts ICNU’s own testimony in Docket UE 180.15

The best forecast for the Cold Snap contract’s 2008 extrinsic value is zero, i.e. no 16

extrinsic value adjustment is appropriate.  As we noted above, Order No. 07-015 directs that 17

unexpected events, such as PGE dispatching the Cold Snap contract, be handled by the 18

PCAM mechanism, not the AUT forecast of net variable power costs.  19

Q. You assert that the extrinsic value of the Cold Snap contract is zero.  Is ICNU’s claim 20

that this contract adds a “’dead weight’ to the model, with no offsetting benefits for 21

ratepayers” (ICNU 100 at 6, Lines 9-10) then true?  22



UE 192 / PGE / 300
Tooman - Tinker - Schue / 10

UE 192 ANNUAL UPDATE TARIFF – REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

Q. Do you agree with ICNU’s assertions?1

A. No.  An extrinsic value analysis for the Cold Snap contract comparable to that adopted by 2

the Commission for the Super Peak contract showed an extrinsic value of less than zero.  3

PGE Confidential Exhibit 301C is a copy.  OPUC Staff Exhibit 204 in Docket UE 180 relied 4

on the same analysis that PGE used to rank capacity products bid into its 2003 Request for 5

Proposals, and Staff concluded that the Cold Snap contract had no extrinsic value.  PGE 6

Confidential Exhibit 302C is a copy of Staff Exhibit 204 in Docket UE 180.7

8

9

10

11

Q. Did ICNU find that the Cold Snap contract had positive extrinsic value in Docket 12

UE 180?13

A. No.  ICNU Witness Falkenberg stated “For the other capacity tolling contract (PPM Cold 14

Snap), I performed an extrinsic value analysis but found no extrinsic value.”  (UE 180, 15

ICNU 103 at 10, Lines 11-12).16

Q. Does the OPUC Staff address the inclusion of no extrinsic value adjustment for the 17

Cold Snap contract in Order No. 07-015?18

A. Yes.  Referring to the evidence presented above, Staff states that it “believes the 19

Commission resolved the issue of the extrinsic value of the Cold Snap contract based on this 20

evidence.”  (Staff 100 at 3, Lines 14-15).21

Q. If there were new information available on possible extrinsic value of the Cold Snap 22

contract, would this be the appropriate docket for its consideration?23



UE 192 / PGE / 300
Tooman - Tinker - Schue / 14

UE 192 ANNUAL UPDATE TARIFF – REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

A. The ICNU analysis disregards the contractual year maximum “take” provision of the Cold 1

Snap contract.2

 3

Q. What is the effect of disregarding the contract’s maximum “take” provision?4

A. ICNU’s result is dependent on a measure of extrinsic value for the “contract year” in 2000 5

and 2001.  However, ICNU’s analysis allows the contract to “dispatch” almost 10 times the 6

number of hours allowed by the contract.  7

Q. Please summarize your findings regarding ICNU’s proposal.8

A. ICNU’s proposal9

1. Seeks to re-litigate a matter decided in Order No. 07-015.10

2. Violates the limited update provisions of Schedule 125.11

3. Incorrectly uses the period of the Western Power Crisis to justify an adjustment.12

4. Does not use post-power crisis data.13

5. Ignores the contract’s operational constraints.14

6. Directly contradicts ICNU’s own testimony in Docket UE 180.15

The best forecast for the Cold Snap contract’s 2008 extrinsic value is zero, i.e. no 16

extrinsic value adjustment is appropriate.  As we noted above, Order No. 07-015 directs that 17

unexpected events, such as PGE dispatching the Cold Snap contract, be handled by the 18

PCAM mechanism, not the AUT forecast of net variable power costs.  19

Q. You assert that the extrinsic value of the Cold Snap contract is zero.  Is ICNU’s claim 20

that this contract adds a “’dead weight’ to the model, with no offsetting benefits for 21

ratepayers” (ICNU 100 at 6, Lines 9-10) then true?  22


