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l. Introduction

Q. Please state your names and positions with Portland General Electric (PGE).

A. My name is Sophiya Vhora. My position at PGE is Manager, Financial Analysis.

My name is Darrington Outama. My position at PGE is General Manager, Power
Operations.

My name is Greg Batzler. My position at PGE is Regulatory Consultant, Rates and
Regulatory Affairs.

Our qualifications were previously provided in PGE Exhibit 100.

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of our testimony is to respond to the positions the Public Utility Commission of
Oregon (OPUC or Commission) Staff (Staff), the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers
(AWEC), and the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board (CUB) put forward regarding PGE’s net
variable power cost (NVPC) forecast for 2022.

Please summarize your review of parties’ positions.

Parties have introduced positions on numerous issues and in a number of instances, parties
recommend reductions to PGE’s NVPC forecast. As described in more detail below, PGE
finds some of the parties’ recommendations to be reasonable, and others largely (1) inaccurate,
(2) opportunistic in seeking benefits (without recognizing costs or risks), or (3) based on
incomplete analysis. If implemented in their entirety, those latter recommendations and
associated reductions would unfairly introduce a significant downward bias on PGE’s NVPC
forecast, making it highly unlikely PGE would recover its prudently incurred power costs in

2022 under normal conditions.
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Q. What is your recommendation regarding the specific issues identified below?

With the exceptions that we discuss below, we recommend the Commission reject AWEC’s

and OPUC Staff’s other proposed adjustments.

Q. What is PGE’s position regarding the issues raised by CUB.

PGE finds CUB’s recommendations to be reasonable. We discuss each of CUB’s

recommendation in more detail in Section 11-J.

Q. What specific issues do you address in your testimony?

We address the following issues raised by parties:
e Unwarranted Modeling Enhancements (Section 11-A)
e Western Energy Imbalance Market (EIM) (Section I1-B)
e Major Outage at Pelton-Round Butte (Section 11-C)
e Transmission Resales Revenues (Section 11-D)
e Gas Optimization (Section I1-E)
o Day-Ahead Forecast Error (Section I1-F)
o COB Margin (Section 11-G)
e Avangrid Capacity Contract (Section I1-H)
e Lydia 2.0 (Section II-1)
e Other Items (Section I1-J)
o PTC Rate
o Carty, Colstrip, Beaver Forced Outage Rates (FOR)
o Faraday Repowering Project
0 Schedule 125 Changes

0 Wheatridge Facility Performance Report
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0 Wheatridge Battery Storage Optimization

o0 Energy Storage Systems modeling in MONET

Q. What are the recommendations that PGE finds reasonable?

A. PGE finds the following recommendations to be reasonable:

PTC Rate: PGE agrees with AWEC’ recommendation. See Section 11-J(1) for more details.
Faraday Repowering Project: PGE agrees with Staff’s recommendation. In fact, PGE
adjusted the average energy production at Faraday in the July 15, 2021 MONET update, to
reflect the expected total annual generation from the Faraday Repowering Project and the
PTCs associated with the project incremental generation. See Section 11-J(3) for more
details.

Schedule 125: PGE agrees with Staff’s and CUB’s proposed changes to the Schedule 125
language. See Section I1-J(4) for more details.

Wheatridge facility Performance Report: PGE agrees with Staff’s recommendation to
include additional items in the annual report. Additionally, PGE does not oppose CUB’s
request for clarification with regards to Commission Order No. 20-321 issued in Docket
No. UE 370. See Section 11-J(5) for more details.

Wheatridge Battery Storage Optimization: PGE partially agrees with AWEC’s
recommendation. Specifically, PGE agrees that more detailed modeling of the battery
dispatch could be warranted, and we propose to re-evaluate the Wheatridge dispatch
modeling and propose updated modeling in the 2023 AUT. See Section 11-J(6) for more
details.

Energy Storage Systems in MONET: PGE agrees with CUB’s recommendations, except

the inclusion of the Coffee Creek and the Baldock battery storage projects in the 2022

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler
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NVPC forecast because the two projects are not expected to come online in 2022. See
Section 11-J(7) for more details.
Q. How is the remainder of your testimony organized?
A. After this introduction, we have two sections:
e Section II: Parties’ Proposed Adjustments

e Section Ill:  Summary and Conclusion

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler
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Il.  Parties’ Proposed Adjustments

A. Unwarranted modeling changes

Please summarize AWEC’s concerns regarding the modeling enhancements included by
PGE in the initial April 1, 2021 AUT filing.

AWEC argues that PGE did not comply with the Minimum Filing Requirements (MFRS)
established in Docket No. UE 198, Commission Order No. 08-505, when including modeling
enhancements in the April 1, 2021 initial AUT filing. Instead, to be allowed to propose
modeling enhancements, AWEC argues that PGE should have filed this year’s AUT prior to

February 28, 2021.

Q. Why did PGE propose modeling enhancements in the AUT initial filing?

As noted in PGE Exhibit 100, PGE included modeling enhancements in the April 1 AUT
filing because at the time of the filing we were also preparing a 2022 test-year general rate
case (GRC) filing. PGE has since filed its 2022 GRC,* which is now docketed as UE 394. As
such, because the GRC direct case filing occurred after the required date for the AUT filing,

we included the proposed modeling enhancements within the AUT.

Q. What is the basis for AWEC’s argument?

AWEC reads Commission Order No. 08-505 to require that MFRs that include modeling
enhancements be submitted before February 28 ina GRC year.

Do you agree with this interpretation?

No. Commission Order No. 08-505 established that in either an AUT year or a GRC year, “at

a minimum [...] the Direct Case Filing MFRs will be delivered with the initial filing.”? The

! Filed July 9, 2021.
2 See Commission Order No. 08-505, Appendix A, page 11: https://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/20080rds/08-505.pdf

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

UE 391/ PGE / 300
Vhora — Outama — Batzler / 6

April 1*initial filing date for the AUT was established in Docket No. UE 180, Commission
Order No. 07-015. The Commission did not adopt a required filing date for GRC filings.

Did any other party raise this issue in their opening testimony?

No. Neither OPUC Staff nor CUB raised this as an issue. In fact, both Staff and CUB either
took no issue with and/or supported a number of modeling enhancements proposed in our
initial filing.

Did PGE comply with Commission Order No. 08-505?

Yes. PGE included MFRs that contained modeling enhancements in our AUT initial filing.
As noted above, we included these enhancements in the AUT initial filing because the GRC
filing did not occur until July 9, 2021.

Did PGE provide information to parties regarding the proposed modeling enhancements
prior to the April 1 initial filing?

Yes. In fact, PGE held three separate workshops and presentations with parties to describe
the proposed modeling enhancements and other major items for the 2022 NVPC forecast.®
PGE provided these workshop presentations within its initial April 1% filing as PGE Exhibits

102, 103, 104, and 105.

. AWEC also argues that parties did not have time to conduct proper discovery in this

case. Do you agree?

No. Not only is this statement not accurate, but no other party raised issues regarding
discovery in this case. PGE provided parties with timely information regarding the proposed
modeling enhancements through the workshops we held. Additionally, we submitted timely

responses to approximately 190 data requests in this case, with many of them containing

3 PGE held the workshops on December 16, 2020 (Exhibit 102), January 25, 2021 (Exhibits 103 and 104), and
March 5, 2021 (Exhibit 105)

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

UE 391/ PGE / 300
Vhora — Outama — Batzler / 7

numerous subparts. For comparison, in our 2019 GRC (Docket No. UE 335) parties submitted
less than 50 data requests on power cost items and in our last AUT (Docket No. UE 377), PGE
responded to approximately 150 data requests.

Did AWEC raise other issues regarding PGE’s proposed modeling enhancements?

Yes. AWEC provides lengthy testimony where they argue that, absent abnormal events, an
accurate NVPC forecast will have an average variance close to zero compared to actual
historical NVPC.* Therefore, because modeling enhancements proposed in this AUT result
in an increase to the NVPC forecast, AWEC appears to suggests they should be rejected
without a review on the merit of the proposal.® In support of their argument, AWEC analyzed
historical actual NVPC results and NVPC forecasts to determine the average power cost
variance between 2011 and 2020. In their analysis, AWEC excluded what they consider to
be outlier months when extraordinary events may have occurred that resulted in out of normal
power cost variances. Because historically PGE’s NVPC forecast did not perfectly align with
actual NVPC, AWEC recommends that PGE should not be allowed to include modeling
enhancements that increase the power cost forecast if an offsetting update is not applied.

Do you agree with AWEC?

No. AWEC’s recommendation suggests a biased approach when reviewing any proposal to
improve the MONET model, if the proposed enhancement results in a NVPC forecast
increase. It is expected that there would be a power cost variance every year because the
MONET forecast tool cannot perfectly mirror PGE’s actual power operations. As described
in Section I1-G below, MONET’s normalized and deterministic environment will produce

forecasts that will diverge from actual operations due to numerous factors, not only due to

4 AWEC/200, Kaufman/3, lines 19-21.
5 AWEC/200, Kaufman/7, lines 1-2.
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extraordinary events. However, overall, PGE’s NVPC forecasts have been in line with actual
results since the Commission adopted the Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM) in
2007. Supporting this is the fact that PGE has triggered the PCAM only twice since its
inception and not at all since 2011. Throughout that span, PGE and stakeholders have
collaborated in making several enhancements, modifications, and additions to the modeling
approach. These enhancements and updates are what has kept the forecast current. The very
analysis that AWEC performed is evidence that MONET has to keep up with the changes in
the portfolio as well as the market and is an explicit endorsement for continued changes to the
model. Furthermore, AWEC’s removal of outlier events is arbitrary at best and biased at

worst.

. What is PGE’s response to AWEC’s argument that the historical power cost variance

will be close to zero if no abnormal events would occur?

As described above, PGE does not find it realistic to assume the MONET tool can produce a
perfect forecast. AWEC’s arguments appear to suggest AWEC would prefer PGE’s power
costs were subject to a perfect pass-through and that the PCAM should be eliminated. This
would be the simplest approach for achieving AWEC’s goal of a zero variance between PGE’s
power cost forecast and actual results. And PGE would welcome the opportunity to simplify
the process.

Please summarize PGE’s position regarding AWEC’s recommendation that the
Commission should reject PGE’s modeling enhancements?

PGE disagrees with AWEC’s recommendation and arguments that the modeling

enhancements should be rejected. PGE provided MFRs in support of proposed modeling

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler
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enhancements with the AUT initial filing in a GRC year,® as provided in Commission Order
No. 08-505. Moreover, PGE held workshops and presentations with parties before making
the filing to ensure parties received timely information regarding the modeling enhancements
and other major items that impact the 2022 NVPC forecast. In support of their
recommendation, AWEC misinterprets Commission Order No. 08-505 and argues that,
“absent abnormal events, [...], the average deviation between forecast and actual NVPC will
be close to zero”’ and thus, any modeling enhancement that results in a power cost forecast
increase should be rejected if no discretionary offset is applied. This is an unreasoned biased
approach that doesn’t support an objective review on the merit of any proposed modeling

enhancement.

B. Western EIM

Q. What did Parties recommend regarding PGE’s EIM method:
A. Parties have the following recommendations:

OPUC Staff:

1. PGE should use historical data starting with December 2018 and including the most
recently available data up to a maximum of 36 months to inform the 2022 GHG
revenue forecast.

2. PGE should use the maximum amount of California Carbon Offsets (CCO) allowed
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) cap and trade regulation for 2022

CARB compliance obligation purposes.

& PGE submitted the 2022 GRC initial filing on July 9, 2021. The case is docketed under Docket No. UE 394.
” AWEC/200, Kaufman/3
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3. PGE should remove the escalation factor applied to historical Grid Management
Charges (GMC) when determining the GMC forecast for 2022.

4. Staff recommends adjusting PGE’s 2022 expected costs associated with CARB
compliance obligations based on historical data analysis showing that, on average,
only 77.4% of energy transfers to California were deemed delivered for CARB

compliance purposes and incurred a compliance obligation.

In total, Staff’s EIM recommended adjustment is approximately $0.5 million.

AWEC:
1. PGE should remove the data exclusions from the EIM trading limits calculations.
2. PGE should eliminate the dispatch offsets between same types of resources in the real
time dispatch.
AWEC’s EIM adjustment is approximately $0.7 million.
Please address Staff’s recommendations.
We discuss each of Staff’s recommendations below:

GHG Revenue Forecast Method

Has PGE evaluated Staff’s proposal?

Yes, and our evaluation is ongoing. Staff proposes a forecast that uses December 2018
through March 2021 data and includes a seasonality factor that PGE continues to evaluate.
Do you agree with Staff’s recommendation regarding the use of historical data for GHG
revenues calculations?

Partially. In concept, PGE is not opposed to including more than 12 months of historical data
in it its GHG revenue calculation. In practice, PGE proposes the use of its existing model

structure to forecast GHG revenue and costs but adjusted for two whole years. That is, there

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

UE 391/ PGE / 300
Vhora — Outama — Batzler / 11

are no changes to the method except that PGE’s weighted average method is applied to
multiple years instead of a single year. PGE would include a third year in future AUT

proceedings.

Q. What is the impact of PGE’s proposal?

Using the April 1 filing as the basis, adding a second year to PGE’s weighted average forecast
would increase the EIM GHG benefit forecast by approximately $35,000.

CCO Usage for CARB compliance obligation

Q. What is PGE’s position regarding the CCO adjustment proposed by Staff?

Presently, PGE is only investigating options to exchange CCOs in its inventory with CCOs
sourced from projects that provide direct environmental benefits in the state of California.
PGE proposes to use 4% instead of 2% in its calculation of compliance costs attributed to
CCOs if PGE executes a contract to exchange CCOs before the conclusion of the AUT

proceeding.

Q. What would be the impact of PGE’s proposal?

Using the April 1 filing as the basis, increasing the CCO weighing from 2 percent to 4 percent
would increase the EIM GHG benefit by approximately $4,000.

Grid Management Charges Escalation

Please summarize Staff’s proposal to adjust PGE’s forecast of grid management
charges.

Staff argues that GMCs should not be escalated because they are set based on trading volumes
in the entire EIM market and they both increase and decrease over time.

Do you agree with Staff’s proposal to reduce PGE’s forecast of grid management

charges?

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler
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No. GMCs do change year-to-year (and in some instances within a year), but that is not an
argument for no escalation. In fact, CAISO’s annual update from 2020 to 2021 was an
increase in the GMC of approximately 2.8%.2 PGE continues to propose the use of the
standard escalator (2.05%) in its GMC forecast.

CARB compliance cost

Does PGE agree with Staff’s proposal to adjust the EIM GHG benefit based on energy
“deemed delivered” to California per the CARB report?

No. In its analysis, Staff has identified the instances where only a financial benefit is attained
(i.e., no compliance obligation) due to the GHG price difference in the fifteen-minute market
(FFM) and five-minute market (RTD). Instances, where only a financial benefit is attained,
occur when the resource effectively “buys back” a GHG award in the five-minute market at a
lower price than the GHG award issued to the resource in the fifteen-minute market. PGE
does not include these instances in its GHG benefit forecast.

Why does PGE exclude the financial benefit from its EIM GHG benefit forecast?

The five-minute market activity (energy or GHG) is often the result of the market correcting
for forecast and schedule variance where load, variable energy resources, or other generating
resources are not equaling the schedules issued in the fifteen-minute market. These are
variances PGE cannot actively address (or plan to capture benefits from) through its
scheduling or bidding strategies in the EIM. Therefore, PGE does not consider them a benefit

suited for its deterministic NVPC forecast.

Q. Are there any other issue with Staff’s adjustment?

8 The 2020 weighted GMC of $0.1905/MWh compared to a 2021 GMC of $0.1958/MWH represents a 2.8%
increase in 2021. PGE provided GMCs by year from 2018 to 2021 in response to OPUC Data Request No. 076.
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A. Yes. Staff’s method assumes there is $0 cost associated with the “buy back” of the GHG

award in the five-minute market. This is not the case. The five-minute market “buy back”
will have a price greater than $0, meaning Staff’s proposed adjustment of $205,736 is an
estimate of the gross benefit. Staff arguments would in effect only include the benefit without
consideration given to the costs associated with the “buy back”. Thus, it is overstated and if
the adjustment is accepted by the Commission the amount would need to be reduced
appropriately.

Does PGE have an estimate of the over-statement?

Not yet. Evaluating 5-minute data over a two-year period is a time-consuming and tedious
task that will take more time than allotted for the reply testimony schedule.

Please summarize PGE’s position regarding Staff’s recommended changes to the EIM
method.

PGE partially agrees with Staff on the GHG revenue forecast method and the CCO adjustment.
Specifically, PGE proposes to use its existing model structure to forecast GHG revenues and
costs but adjusted for two whole years. PGE would include a third year in future AUT
proceedings. With regards to the CCO adjustment, PGE proposes to use 4% CCOs if we
execute a contract to exchange CCOs by the conclusion of this AUT. PGE however disagrees
with Staff on the other two adjustments they recommend. As described in this testimony,
GMCs change from year to year and applying the standard escalator used in MONET is a
reasonable approach. Also, Staff’s recommendation regarding CARB compliance costs is not
attainable in actual operations since PGE does not have an opportunity to actively employ
scheduling or bidding strategies to attain the reduced CARB compliance costs as described by

Staff.
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Please discuss AWEC’s recommended EIM adjustments.
We discuss AWEC’s adjustments below:

EIM Trading Limits

Did parties review PGE’s EIM sub-hourly dispatch method in general and the EIM
trading limits method in particular?

Yes. Staff and AWEC reviewed PGE’s proposed method and provided recommendations.
Staff, in particular, performed a very thorough review, issuing more than 30 data requests on
the EIM topic, many of them with numerous subparts, requesting a substantial amount of
detail.

Did Staff have a recommendation following their review of PGE’s forecast method?
Yes. At the conclusion of their review, in testimony Staff recommended that “PGE’s model,

including its proposed enhancements, be used for the purposes of the 2022 AUT.”®

Q. What is AWEC’s recommendation regarding PGE’s EIM trading limits method?

AWEC recommends removing all the outlier data exclusions applied by PGE on the dataset
used to ensure reasonable and expected thermal and hydro trading limits.

Do you agree with AWEC’s argument that all data should be included in the calculation
of EIM trading limits?

No. MONET is an average model. PGE removes outliers from the historical EIM data set to
more closely align with an average model construct and make it more likely that MONET will
generate reasonable and robust EIM benefits based on the normal operating conditions
represented in the MONET model.

Can you provide an example of an outlier in the data?

® Staff 100/, Enright/27, lines 1-2

UE 391 - PGE Reply Testimony of VVhora, Outama, Batzler



10

UE 391/ PGE / 300
Vhora — Outama — Batzler / 15

A. Yes. CAISO market instructions for large movements in unit commitment or dispatch that
deviate from PGE’s submitted base schedules are often outliers. Figure 1 below shows a unit
commitment issued by CAISO for the Beaver resource. During Hour Ending 11 on February
2" 2020, CAISO committed Beaver from 0 to 360MW in the FMM market when PGE had
not scheduled to start Beaver to serve load. This unit commitment will look like a large

incremental movement (i.e., also referred to as Inc in this testimony) in PGE’s dataset.

Figure 1 — EIM Beaver Unit Commitment — Example#1

Can you provide another example?
Yes, see Figure 2 below. During Hour Ending 6 on March 25", 2019, CAISO committed
Beaver from 0 to 249MW in the FMM market, and stayed at 249MW level for only 30

minutes, when PGE had not scheduled to start Beaver to serve load.
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Figure 2 — EIM Beaver Unit Commitment — Example#2

Q. What method did PGE use to remove outlier data from the EIM trading limits

calculation?
PGE used the interquartile range (IQR) method to remove outlier interval values and ensure
normalized EIM trading limits. The lower end and the upper end cutoffs are both calculated
based on the calculated IQR. Also called midspread, the IQR is a measure of statistical
dispersion, being equal to the difference between 75" and 25" percentile. In PGE’s IQR
method, the outliers are defined as being any point of data that lies over 1.5 times IQRs below
the first quartile (25" percentile) or above the third quartile (75" percentile).

PGE’s method is a well-known method to identify outliers in the data, which do not
represent normal operating conditions and is commonly used in statistical analysis.
Instead of using the IQR method, would it be reasonable to review all incremental and
decremental movements to determine their root cause and whether they represent an
outlier?
No. PGE’s dataset includes tens of thousands of eligible intervals. It is not practical to review
each interval to determine the reason that a high incremental (“INC”) or decremental (“DEC”)

occurred.
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What issue does AWEC have with the data exclusion?

AWEC argues that the lower end cutoffs are nearly always below zero. As a result, PGE

almost never excludes records due to the lower bound and nearly all data exclusions are due

to the upper bound, and this introduces statistical bias

Why are all outliers identified on the upper end of the INC and DEC movements?

There are two reasons:

1. The EIM data is not a normal distribution.

2. PGE separated the incremental and decremental movements into two datasets and
converted the decremental movements to positive values (i.e., originally decremental
movements were all negatives). When the dataset contains only positive values and the
IQR method’s data inclusive range is quite large, it is mathematically reasonable to observe
a negative value for the lower end cutoff.

Do you agree that the result of a negative value signals bias?
No. PGE applied the IQR method objectively. PGE would have introduced bias if PGE
selected different multipliers for either the incremental or decremental range.

You have explained mathematically why a negative value for the lower end cutoff is

reasonable. Mathematics notwithstanding, does PGE consider generator movement
near zero to be an outlier?

No. The EIM is an imbalance market, and one of its primary purposes is to economically
resolve the imbalance that occurs between changes in resource schedules and actual
operations. These changes can be load deviations, variable energy resource deviations, or
other forms of schedule deviations (e.g., dispatchable resources or scheduled interchange). In

general, PGE expects these types of deviations to be small, not large.
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Q. Does PGE’s method remove a significant amount of outlier data?

No, it does not. Even after applying the method, only a small percentage of data intervals are
excluded. Table 1 below provides the percentage of intervals that remain in the data set after

removing the outlier data:

Table 1: Percentage Intervals Used in EIM Trading Limits Calculations

St RTD
% MM eligible 1 % in i s : 2y
BotE elig lc:);:alsl:ten SRR % of RTD eligible intervals remain in dataset

92.2% 93.5%
HydroINC [115305/125094] [77795/83181]
97.6% 94.1%
Bt [163687/167657] [114908/122136]
Thermal 97.6% 92.1%
INC [136258/139664] [78575/85323]
Thermal 96.3% 91.8%
DEC [126515/131388] [122760/133674]

Q. Are there other ways to review PGE’s method for reasonableness?

A. Yes. The Commission can review the MW (or 5-minute MWh) levels that remain in the

dataset. In this testimony, we will refer to this level as a “cutoff”. The cutoff is the highest
MW value that remains in the dataset to be part of the weighted average limit calculation. For
example, if the cutoff is equal to 300 MW (i.e., 25 MWh if measured at a 5S-minute level),
PGE is allowing all increments or decrements in the dataset to remain so long as they are equal

to 300 MW or lower.

Q. What are the cutoffs?

Exhibit 301 displays the monthly cutoff values in tabular form. The cutoff values listed in
Columns B through E and L through N in Exhibit 301 are reported in MWh units of
measurement at a S-minute time granularity but can be converted to an hourly MW level, as
shown in Columns F, G, P, and Q. For example, in January, the hydro INC upper limits for

FMM market and RTD market are 20.61 and 8.56, respectively. Combining the FMM limit
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and RTD limit together means that hydro incremental movement will not be considered as an
outlier unless it increases more than 29.17 MWh.

Converting 29.17 MWh to an hourly movement limit results in a value of 350.04MW.*°
That is, in January, PGE’s limit methodology is effectively allowing any hydro INC trading
movements below 350.04 MW per hour to be included in the dataset for calculating EIM
trading limits. Similarly, our cutoff for thermal INC is 340.2 MW. In total, the INC cutoffs
are 690.06 MW. The theme of high cutoff values is similar across other months.

For clarification, Table 6 included in AWEC Exhibit 200 on page 17, does not represent
PGE’s IQR cutoffs for either thermal or hydro resources in the FFM.

Is there anything else noteworthy about the January example of 690.06 MW?

Yes. As a general test of reasonableness, the cutoff values can be compared to the average
transmission limits in the market. CAISQO’s Department of Market Monitoring (DMM)
reports on market performance each quarter and as part of the report, DMM reports average
transfer limits. In the first quarter of 2021, PGE’s average transfer limit was 660 MW in the
export direction.'* This means that the cutoff value PGE is using for historical generator
movement data is slightly higher than the average transmission limit in the market during the
first quarter of 2021.

Are there other concerns with AWEC’s proposal?

Yes. AWEC’s recommendation is contrary to the normalized MONET environment and
increases the likelihood that the EIM benefit forecast will be unreasonably high due to trading

limits that reflect all historical data. AWEC also proves to be inconsistent and opportunistic

10 29.17 x 12 5-minute intervals = 350.04MW
11 See page 73 of the Quarterly Report on Market Issues and Performance. http://www.caiso.com/Documents/2021-
First-Quarter-Report-on-Market-Issues-and-Performance-Jun-9-2021.pdf
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depending on the argument they want to make. For example, in AWEC Exhibit 200, Section
11, AWEC argues that outlier months should be excluded when comparing actual NVPC with
forecast NVPC. However, in Section 1V of the same testimony exhibit, AWEC is proposing
an adjustment to EIM benefits based on the inclusion of outlier data in the calculation.

Dispatch Offsets

What is AWEC’s recommendation regarding dispatch offsets between the same type of
resources within EIM?

AWEC argues that “increments and decrements in the EIM are performed at the plant level
but PGE models them at the resource type-level” and in doing so “PGE allows increments and
decrements to offset and thus does not account for the benefit of redispatches that offset within
resource type.”2 AWEC then recommends that offsets be removed, which would result in a
higher increment limit. From this, AWEC calculates an adjustment of $93,000.

How does CAISO refer to dispatch offsets?

In general, CAISO will refer to dispatch offsets as a benefit category associated with base
schedule rebalancing. CAISO defines base schedule rebalancing as an instance where a
scheduling coordinator (like PGE) submits a resource plan (set of base schedules) that is not
economically optimized and EIM optimizes the base schedules. That is, there are no transfers
between EIM entities, just optimization of the single entity’s base schedules.

Is base schedule rebalancing a benefit applicable to PGE’s EIM benefit method?

No. PGE’s method assumes MONET is producing an optimal set of base schedules.
Therefore, base schedule rebalancing is not a benefit in the AUT construct.

Are there other reasons to reject AWEC’s recommendation?

12 AWEC/200, Kaufman/18, lines 8-12.
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A. Yes. Both the incremental and decremental dispatch are not necessarily economic outcomes.
Q. Can you provide an example?

A. Yes. Consider the unit commitment and dispatch of Port Westward 2. If load increases by

20MW and all other PGE thermal resources are at their maximum operating level, CAISO
will commit Port Westward 2 to start up. However, the market will also need to decrement the

generation from another thermal resource uneconomically to remain balanced, because Port

Westward 2 has a minimum load level of 36 MW (for all six engines in a hall) and the market
only needs a total of 20 MW increment. Therefore, there will be a dispatch offset from
reducing another thermal resource dispatch by 16 MW to ensure the market is balanced.

Are there any other issues with AWEC’s recommendation?

Yes. While AWEC recommends removing dispatch offsets between the same types of
resources, PGE’s method allows parties to have both FMM and RTD INC and DEC limits.
That is, we do not offset FMM and RTD markets. In our method, the FMM and RTD limits
are additive. However, in actual operations, the FMM instruction and RTD instruction are
frequently in the opposite directions due to the forecasts or market condition changes. For
example, PGE’s Carty resource might be instructed to move up in FMM according to the
FMM load forecast, but later when the load forecast is updated to be a lower value, the market
may move Carty back down.

Please summarize your position on AWEC’s recommendations and adjustments
regarding PGE’s EIM modeling.

In summary, PGE disagrees with both of AWEC’s recommendations. To determine EIM
trading limits PGE employed the IQR method, which is a well-known and frequently used

statistical tool that results in reasonable trading limits that represent normal operating
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conditions. PGE also disagrees with AWEC’s EIM dispatch offset argument and adjustment.
As described above, while this type of offset occurs in real operations, it is not appropriate to

include within the forecast environment, as perfect optimization is already assumed.

C. Major Outage at Pelton Round Butte

Please summarize Staff’s issue with PGE’s planned 480v switchgear replacement outage
at the Pelton Round Butte hydro project (PRB).

Staff argues that the forecasted spill associated with the planned plant outage at PRB may not
be necessary and thus recommends removing the forecasted power cost increase associated
with spilling water at the facility. To support their argument, Staff indicates that water has
not been spilled at PRB for the past 25 years.®® They further support their argument with an
estimate of inflows to Lake Billy Chinook during the expected outage period that appears to
illustrate the reservoir will not grow high enough to force spillage.

Do you agree with Staff’s arguments for eliminating the forecasted spill at PRB?

No. There are several factors that make Staff’s assumption impossible, and Staff is incorrect
in some of the facts they use to support their assumption. First, the 2022 outage at Round
Butte will require all units to be off-line, something PGE has worked to avoid unless
absolutely necessary. Second, Staff’s support for their claim of no historical spillage (and
therefore spilling is unnecessary) at PRB only refers to water spills due to river flow
conditions, not spill due to maintenance work at the dam. The PRB project has in fact spilled
water in the past 25 years, the last occurrence due to maintenance work requiring all the units
to be out of service. Finally, and most importantly, there are FERC license requirements PGE

must follow that make it impossible to operate PRB in the manner Staff suggests.

13 Staff/100, Enright/17, lines 14-15
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Q. You mention that the 2022 outage will require all units at Round Butte to be offline.

Why does this matter?

This is not a typical outage for PGE. Given the age of the 480v station service electrical
system, PGE needs to repair and replace critical electrical components to ensure safe, reliable
operation of the plant. Because of the design of the station service circuit, to safely isolate the
system to do the repairs, the entire plant will lose power supply during the work. This includes
all the controls and supporting equipment for the hydro turbine generators. PGE will need to
de-energize all units at Round Butte and no Round Butte unit will have the ability to generate
energy. In past years during more typical major outrages, there is typically one or more
generators that are still online. As such, PGE is typically still able to pass water through the
remaining in-service turbine(s), generating electricity and discharging water down the river.
These are the more standard major outages that PGE experiences at PRB and it makes sense
that spillage is not required or modeled in MONET for these instances.

Has the PRB project spilled water in the past?

Yes. Staff cites a report on PRB water management to support their claim that water has never
been spilled at PRB in the last 25 years. However, the report cited by Staff appears to be
referring to water spills at PRB due to river flow conditions and not water spills due to
maintenance work at the dam. In fact, Round Butte was taken entirely offline in 2009 to
complete intake modifications necessary for installation of the Selective Water Withdrawal
for fish requirements. Just as we expect for the 2022 outage, Round Butte spilled water in
2009 during the period the entire plant was taken off-line.

Can you speak to PGE’s ability to simply shift its generation at the facility to manage

spill at PRB?
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A. Yes. Staff’s argument that PGE can simply hold the water and shift when the water is used

to generate energy, is not practical for multiple reasons. As part of the FERC license

requirements for PRB, PGE (as the operator of the entire facility) is subject to several

regulations that affect the ability to manage the water flow at the PRB facility. The FERC

license is heavily influenced by the Endangered Species Act and as such requires PGE to

maintain a certain amount of water through the PRB project to protect the fish that utilize the

Deschutes watershed. The primary requirements affecting water management before and after

the planned fall outage are as follows:

Summer Pond Elevation Requirements: The PRB facility is subject to a license requirement
(Article 414(a))** for summer pond elevation, which effectively results in PGE being
constrained to managing PRBs water to within one foot from the reservoir maximum over
summer months, from May to September 15" of each year. As such, when PGE heads into
the full Round Butte outage in October, Lake Billy Chinook will already be at (or close to)
full, severely limiting the ability to store any additional water while the plant is in its
outage.

Inflow/Outflow Requirements: PRB’s FERC license (Article 412(c))*® requires the water
volume out of the PRB facility, below the Re-Regulating dam, to match within 10% of the
volume that flows into Lake Billy Chinook, above the Round Butte dam, every day. There
are also limits on the rate of change for lower river flows (described in Article 409 (a)).®
As such, even if PGE could hold all the water during the outage, which, as we explain

above, we cannot, PGE is still restricted to power generation levels (or spill levels in

14 See PGE Exhibit 302 at page 70.
15 See PGE Exhibit 302 at page 67.
16 See PGE Exhibit 302 at page 63.
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absence of the ability to generate at the facility) that support the daily inflow/outflow
requirements, severely restricting PGE’s ability to utilize this stored water to increase
generation at PRB post-outage.

e Target Discharge Requirements: As described in License Article 412 (a)(1),*’ in addition
to the 10% requirement above, PGE is also required to meet the target discharge flow each
day by month. This additional constraint can serve to further reduce PGE’s flexibility at
PRB.

Q. Are there any other considerations PGE must take into account when managing the

water flow at PRB?

A. Yes. One very important consideration for PGE, when managing the water inflow and outflow

at PRB is the provision of ancillary services (AS) provided by the plant’s flexibility and
storage capabilities. Staff is correct that during the outages, PGE’s AS capabilities provided
by the facility will be impacted. However, what they do not recognize, or at least mention in
their testimony, is that should PGE strictly focus on managing the water supply up to the
maximum limits discussed above, the AS capabilities of the facility both pre- and post-outage
most likely would be impacted, resulting in an increase to costs elsewhere in PGE’s power
cost portfolio, along with increased strains on PGE’s system to perform balancing and
integration services. That is, should PRB be in any way limited in its ability to provide AS,
the provision of these services would most likely be handled by one of PGE’s thermal units,
at a higher cost.

Q. Please summarize PGE’s response to Staff’s proposed adjustment to Round Butte.

17 See PGE Exhibit 302 at page 66.
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A. Staff incorrectly argues that because PGE has not spilled water at PRB in 25 years and because

their analysis shows “there is significant storage available upstream,”*® PGE should be able
to hold on to the water during the Round Butte full outage, that no spill should need to occur,
and that PGE can increase generation at the facility both pre- and post-outage. This is
incorrect for the many reasons discussed in detail above. In summary, PGE has needed to
spill water during full plant outages, and has done so in the past, with the last one occurring
in 2009. Additionally, FERC license requirements at the facility are such that there will be
very little additional storage available pre-outage and very little ability to utilize stored water
to increase generation at the facility post-outage. Finally, should PGE manage the reservoir
to the edges of what we’re allowed to do under our license, there could be impacts to PGE’s
AS capabilities at the facility pre- and post-outage, creating additional strains and costs

elsewhere in PGE’s supply stack.

D. Transmission Resales

Please describe Staff’s proposed adjustment related to PGE’s forecast of transmission
resale revenues.

Staff recommends that the 2022 transmission resale revenues should be calculated based on a
five-year average of historical short-term transmission resale volumes and including
transactions that occurred in Q3 of each year.® Based on this proposed method, Staff proposes

to reduce PGE’s 2022 NVPC forecast by approximately $3.3 million.

Q. How does Staff support their recommendation?

18 Staff/100, Enright/19, line 10.
19 Staff/300, Hanhan/8, lines 3-7.
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A. Staff compares PGE’s historical transaction resales volumes over the last five years with

PGE’s current method that assumes 300 MW transmission capacity available for resale in Q1,
Q2, and Q4 of the forecast year. Based on their analysis, Staff concludes that PGE transacted
more volumes in actual operations than forecast and proposes an adjustment.

Do you agree with Staff’s recommendation?

No. First, Staff does not factor in any cost associated with short-term transmission purchasing
transactions into their adjustment. Second, Staff’s adjustment assumes excess transmission
in PGE’s portfolio in the test year that ensures historical volumes can be met on a forward-
looking basis during all hours of the year. PGE has neither excess transmission, nor a secured
firm transmission resale agreement to support the assumption that historical volumes can be
met on an ongoing basis.

How does PGE determine its long-term transmission needs?

PGE’s plans both generation and transmission on a long-term basis to meet projected peak
load service obligations. PGE determines our long-term (i.e., 5 to 10-year planning horizon)
transmission needs such that we meet our portfolio goals to: (a) ensure access to the full
generation capability of PGE’s remote resources and firm contracts; (b) ensure access to the
regional markets to allow PGE to meet load service obligations in a cost-effective manner
while ensuring reliability and deliverability; and (c) ensure power delivery during a 1-in-10
peak load event. Current estimates for a PGE 1-in-10 load event, including reserve
requirements, loss obligations, and station service for the next ten years range from
approximately 4,102 MW in 2022 to almost 4,482 MW in 2032. If compared to PGE’s 2022
BPA PTP transmission demand of 3920 MW, it is obvious that PGE has no excess

transmission in our portfolio. Moreover, we are beginning to see load events, such as the June
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2021 heatwave when PGE experienced record system load of 4471 MW, which may prohibit
PGE from engaging in short-term transmission resale transactions during portions of the year,
to ensure PGE meets its load-serving obligations.

Why does PGE see a risk in meeting the average transmission resales volumes seen in
the last 5 years?

The time period used by Staff to support their proposal includes years when PGE had a long-
term transmission resale agreement with a counterparty that included recall rights, which
mitigated PGE’s risk should load excursion events occurred. That agreement expired in Q1
2018, PGE was unable to renew it, and since then PGE has not secured another long-term
resale agreement of any kind. Therefore, in addition to and supporting the fact that PGE does
not have excess transmission capacity as described above, PGE has no firm transmission
resale agreement. Additionally, when it is prudent to transact on a short-term basis, PGE
participates in a transmission resale market that is somewhat illiquid, with a very limited
number of participants. As such, should any one or more of the market participants adjust their
resource portfolio so that their transmission demand is reduced, it would significantly impact
PGE’s transmission resale volumes. In short, PGE faces significant risk regarding
transmission resale transactions and so the assumption that PGE can meet historical average
volumes on a forward-looking basis is unreasonable.

You mentioned that Staff did not consider costs associated with short-term transmission
purchases in their proposed adjustment. Please elaborate.

While they do recognize that PGE engages in short-term transmission purchases, Staff did not

factor into their adjustment any costs associated with these transactions. Staff does however
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express openness to a mechanism that would include an offset to the total transmission resale
revenue to account for short term purchases.

You mention above that Staff’s analysis includes years when PGE had a long-term
transmission resale agreement, and it does not account for short-term transmission
purchases. How is Staff’s estimated transmission resale average volume impacted if only
the years without a long-term agreement (i.e., 2018 to 2020) are used and short-term
transmission purchases are factored in?

After adjusting to use only short-term transactions in years 2018-2020, and after including a
weighted short-term transmission purchase capacity offset based on the difference in short-
term sale and short-term purchase prices, the resulting net average transmission capacity
available for resale over the three years is 324MW, compared to the 477MW? calculated by
Staff. This is consistent with the 300MW currently assumed in MONET. However, as
mentioned above, PGE does not agree with changing the transmission resale forecast method
in this proceeding to using historical volumes as it is not representative of the significant risk
PGE is exposed to in the transmission resale market.

Are there other issues with Staff’s proposed adjustment?

Yes. The adjustment and method proposed by Staff looks at one item in isolation, whereas
PGE’s forecast and actual operations are managed at the portfolio level. When managing
PGE’s entire portfolio, transmission resales can represent an instrument to optimize PGE’s
transmission need to reliably serve our load and is based on the economics of PGE’s
generation plants. For example, transmission resales can occur when a plant is placed in forced

outage, if the transmission isn’t needed for replacement power. Also, going forward, PGE is

20 Staff/300, Hanhan/8, line 8
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expecting an increased need for transmission rights to fully optimize the capacity that the
Douglas hydro resource provides, and to enable transaction with new EIM participants.

Does PGE agree to modify the transmission resale modeling in this proceeding?

No. PGE does not agree with Staff’s proposed modification in this proceeding. However, PGE
does propose to re-evaluate the current methodology and include an update within its 2023
power cost forecast.

Did Staff have other clarification questions in their opening testimony?

Yes. Staff is seeking clarification regarding how PGE estimated the transmission resale price
of $1.5/MWh for 2022. Staff indicates they were not able to verify within PGE’s work papers
if historical short-term transaction prices were reasonably close to PGE’s estimate. However,
in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 015, Attachment 015-A, we provided historical
transmission resale transaction information, including transaction prices. Using this data and
considering short-term transmission resale transactions executed from 2018 to 2020, the
average transaction price is approximately $1.59/MWh. PGE relied on these historical
transaction prices and expected market movements in 2022 when estimating a 2022 short-

term transmission resale price.

E. Gas Optimization

Please describe Staff’s recommendation regarding PGE’s gas storage optimization
modeling.

Staff reviewed the gas storage optimization model included in MONET and concluded that
PGE omitted to reflect the expected benefit within our initial 2022 NVVPC forecast. Based on
their conclusion, Staff recommends that PGE reduce the 2022 NVPC forecast by $4.2 million

to account for the omitted value.
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Did PGE omit to include the gas storage optimization in the 2022 NVPC forecast?

No. Staff’s adjustment appears to be due to a simple misunderstanding of how the gas storage
optimization benefits are reflected in the 2022 NVPC forecast.

How does PGE reflect the gas storage optimization benefit in the 2022 NVPC forecast?
As described in PGE Exhibit 100, PGE enhanced the gas storage optimization modeling to
incorporate the North Mist stored gas into the fuel costs for dispatching the PW1, PW2, and
Beaver plants within the MONET model. With the enhancements, the fuel supply is optimized
to prioritize fueling the most efficient plant with the least expensive source of gas first. Thus,
the plant output within MONET and the NVPC forecast will reflect reduced plant dispatch

costs based on a blend of fuel from Sumas, Rockies, and North Mist storage.

. Why doesn’t PGE include the expected benefit as a line item in the gas storage

optimization worksheet, similar to how it was included in the 2021 AUT?

In the 2021 NVPC forecast (UE 377), the gas optimization modeling was performed outboard
of MONET, and the gas storage optimization benefit provided as a line item in the gas storage
worksheet was applied as a reduction to the forecast. For the 2022 NVPC forecast, PGE
embedded the gas storage optimization benefit in MONET, as described above. Thus, the
benefit is now reflected as a reduction to the dispatch costs of PGE’s plants in the PW/Beaver
complex via MONET dispatching the plants using a blended fuel price that is based on the
calculations in the “Gas Storage” worksheet — which estimates the expected plant dispatch
and fuel consumption volume by fuel source as a weighting for the respective prices and not
outboard, as a line item. Exhibit 303 provides a with and without April 1, 2021 MONET run
that reflects the gas storage optimization impact on the 2022 NVPC forecast. That is, if the

gas optimization modeling is switched off, the 2022 NVPC forecast is approximately $515.9
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million, compared to the $511.8 million reflected in PGE’s April 1 initial NVPC filing. Thus,
the gas storage optimization modeling reduces the 2022 NVPC forecast by approximately
$4.2 million.

Does Staff raise any other issues regarding PGE’s gas storage optimization model?

Yes. Staff noted and is seeking clarification for why the injection/withdrawal cycles in the
months of September and March are inconsistent with the injection and withdrawal patterns
for other months. Specifically, Staff is asking: 1) why PGE does not model gas storage
injection or withdrawal in the month of March, and 2) why does PGE model both gas storage
injection and withdrawal in the month of September.

Please address Staff’s question regarding gas storage injection and withdrawal in
March.

The gas injections for the storage modeling are determined based on the Sumas market gas
price curve, with monthly injections prioritized in order of least to most expensive gas prices.
For the March-June injection period, no injection occurs in March simply because the gas
price is higher compared with April through June. PGE’s gas storage optimization model
prioritizes injection when Sumas market prices are lowest to optimize the storage weighted

average cost of gas.

Q. Why does September have both gas storage injection and withdrawal?

Gas storage withdrawals are determined based on Summer and Winter seasons and are
typically planned for the months during which the electric and gas market prices are more
expensive. For the month of September, it is modeled as both a partial injection and
withdrawal month to compensate for the limited injection period over which the storage

capacity may be refilled before the next December-February gas withdrawal season. Doing
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this provides for more stored gas during the Winter season burn to benefit customers when
market prices are more expensive. Gas injection between the Summer and Winter
withdrawals is limited to October-November (approx. 60 days) and further limited by the
North Mist maintenance schedule in October, which reduces the injection days by 50%.
Please summarize PGE’s position regarding the gas optimization adjustment proposed
by Staff.

PGE does not agree with Staff’s conclusion that PGE omitted to reflect the gas storage
optimization benefit in the 2022 NVPC forecast. Compared to the 2021 NVPC forecast, PGE
enhanced the model to be embedded in MONET through reduced dispatch costs for PGE’s
PW/Beaver complex. Therefore, although not reflected as a line item in the gas storage
worksheet, PGE does provide the gas storage optimization benefit to customers via a reduction

of the NVPC forecast, as reflected in Exhibit 303.

F. Day-Ahead Forecast Error

Please summarize the issue raised by AWEC with regards to the costs associated with
the Day Ahead Forecast Error included in the MONET model.

AWEC makes two arguments in support of removing the day-ahead forecast error from
MONET. First, AWEC argues that the costs associated with the day-ahead forecast error
should be removed from the NVPC forecast because the MONET economic dispatch is not
based on day-ahead forecasts. Secondly, AWEC makes the argument that Lydia 2.0
methodology update proposed by PGE already “simulates the cost associated with dispatch in
hourly markets based upon the equivalent of an hour-ahead wind forecast”?! and therefore

“MONET already includes the cost associated with moving from a day-ahead to hour-ahead

2L AWEC 100, Mullins/14, lines 14-16
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wind forecast,”?? negating the need to include a day-ahead forecast error within MONET.
Additionally, AWEC argues that should PGE use the prior Lydia methodology (i.e., Lydia
1.0), PGE should at the very least remove escalation from the DAFE value.
Why does PGE include a day-ahead forecast error in the NVPC forecast?
The cost of wind day-ahead forecast error estimates the cost of the changes in PGE’s non-
wind resource portfolio and market position that result from the need to re-optimize PGE’s
system, in an effort to accommodate the differences between the day-ahead and hour-ahead
forecasts for wind generation. In actual operations, these costs materialize in the form of
market transactions (purchases and sales) and the re-position of available generation resources
between PGE’s day-ahead commitments, hour-ahead commitments, and real-time dispatch.
Please address AWEC’s argument that the MONET dispatch is not based on day-ahead
forecasts and therefore PGE should remove the day-ahead forecast error cost.
PGE does not find this argument to be compelling. The fact that MONET does not make
market purchases and sales and unit commitments in the day-ahead is precisely the reason a
day-ahead forecast error must be imputed into the model. MONET is a single-stage, hourly
NVPC forecast model that does not reflect the day-ahead wind variability. To integrate wind
resources, PGE incurs costs associated with forecast changes from day-ahead to hour-ahead,
and forecast changes for hour-to-hour, within the hour, and moment-to-moment.

While the ancillary services modeling within MONET handles the hour-to-hour
(imbalance reserves), within the hour (load following reserves), and the moment-to-moment
(regulation reserves) changes at the hourly stage, it does not address the day-ahead and hour-

ahead portfolio changes due to variable energy resources (including wind) and the associated

22 AWEC 100, Mullins/14, lines 16-17
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costs. The day-ahead and hour-ahead portfolio changes and associated costs are only
accounted for in MONET through the inclusion of the day-ahead forecast error and therefore

it is not appropriate to remove it.

. AWEC states that PGE does not actually dispatch its system based on a day-ahead wind

forecast. Is that correct?

No. Contrary to AWEC’s assertion, PGE makes unit commitments, sets expected dispatches,
and engages in market activity (e.g., buying and selling power) to take a position that supports
meeting the day-ahead load forecast. This day-ahead process is impacted by forecasts of
expected wind and solar output. While AWEC is correct that the physical dispatch of PGE’s
plants isn’t finalized until real-time, PGE does position its resources to meet expected system
needs and the fact that changes occur all the way up until real time (e.g., updated wind

forecasts) highlights the impacts of forecast error.

. AWEC’s second argument is that PGE’s update to the Lydia model incorporates the

day-ahead forecast error cost. Do you agree?

No. The Lydia 2.0 methodology was not developed to capture the costs associated with the
variance between the day-ahead and the hour-ahead wind forecast generation. As described
in PGE Exhibit 100, Section I11-B, Lydia 2.0 incorporates the effects of wind generation
volatility on Mid-C hourly energy prices in the single-stage, hourly market in which MONET
operates. This has no impact to the unit and market commitment changes that PGE must
effectuate between the day-ahead and real-time. So, while Lydia 2.0 forecasts the impact of
wind generation on Mid-C hourly energy price shaping, creating an interdependent process

on an hourly basis, there still exists a day-ahead forecast error with respect to changes between
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PGE’s day ahead and hourly positions that a single-stage model, such as MONET cannot
forecast.

Can MONET account for changes in PGE’s resource portfolio between day-ahead, hour-
ahead, and real-time?

No. With the average wind shapes used in MONET, the model does not and cannot account
for the dynamic changes within the portfolio between day-ahead, hour-ahead, and real-time.
Further, as mentioned above, MONET is a single-stage model that does not reoptimize PGE’s
portfolio under changing conditions (e.g., block power purchases in the day-ahead vs. hourly
purchases in the hour-ahead). Therefore, even with the changing Mid-C hourly energy price
shapes for the NVPC forecast, there still exists a day-ahead forecast error because wind
forecasts change from stage to stage (i.e., day-ahead - hour-ahead - real-time) and this
impacts how PGE positions and re-positions its portfolio in each stage, which creates a cost.

Has an estimate of the cost of day-ahead forecast error been included in PGE’s prior
power cost proceedings?

Yes. An estimate related to the cost of day-ahead forecast error has been included in PGE’s
NVPC forecasts every year since the 2008 test year in Docket No. UE 188. Parties have not
contested the inclusion of the cost of day-ahead forecast error as a wind integration cost in
prior proceedings. In fact, Staff stated in Docket No. UE 266 that they find that the “wind
integration study is based on sound methodology and allows for reasonably accurate

separation and calculation of wind integration cost components.”?

23 UE 266/Staff/100/Crider-Ordonez/7/16-20
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. AWEC also raised concerns regarding the escalator applied to the day-ahead forecast

error cost in MONET. Does PGE agree with AWEC’s recommendation to remove the
escalation factor?

Yes. PGE will remove the escalation factor in this proceeding. However, PGE may propose a
more appropriate escalator or conduct a new day-ahead forecast study in future power cost
proceedings.

Please summarize PGE’s position regarding AWEC’s adjustment related to removing
the day-ahead forecast error cost from the NVPC forecast?

PGE fundamentally disagrees with AWEC’s adjustment. We don’t find the adjustment to be
appropriate because MONET is a single-stage, hourly NVPC model that does not account for
the dynamic changes within the portfolio due to wind variability between day-ahead, hour-
ahead, and real time. Reserves modeled in MONET to support wind integration only address
the moment-to-moment, hour-to-hour, and within-hour changes to wind forecast generation.
The day-ahead forecast error cost ensures that MONET also captures the impact of wind

variability between the day-ahead and hour-ahead stages.

G. California-Oregon Border (COB) Trading Margins

Please describe PGE’s current method for calculating COB trading margins.

PGE’s current method, which has been employed since Docket No. UE 335 (2019 test year),
includes a pro forma contract in MONET, recognizing PGE’s ability to purchase at Mid-C
and sell at COB and vice versa (depending on prevailing forward price curves). The pro forma
contract’s value will be the result of a modeled hourly purchase or sale for each month of the

year. To value the pro forma contract, we use shaped hourly forward curve prices for the
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Mid-C and COB trading hubs to forecast the price margin. We forecast the pro forma contract
quantity based on an analysis of historical trading volumes.

This method uses actual hourly data for trading activities and market forward curves to
produce a granular forecast result that is consistent with PGE’s actual ability to use its firm
transmission access to sell or purchase power at the COB market. Moreover, the COB trading
margin methodology captures both daily variation and intra-monthly variability of prices. The
daily variation in prices is captured through the modeling of a weighted price shape for COB
by hour and day of the week (i.e., weekday, Saturday, or Sunday) and intra-monthly variability
of prices is accounted for through the modeling of hourly purchases or sales for each month
of the year.

Please summarize AWEC’s proposal regarding COB trading margins.

AWEC argues that PGE’s COB trading margin forecast method understates the margins
because PGE’s method “restricts the volume of transactions relative to the historical average
because it assumes that PGE is making the same daily profile of sales and purchase in every
day of the month.”?* AWEC goes on to argue that PGE’s method “limits the price spreads,
which are representative of a wider range of price spreads if viewed on an hourly basis, rather
than a single monthly diurnal profile.”?® To support their argument, AWEC produces a
margin by calculating monthly transaction volumes for purchases and sales and transacting
for every hour based on these monthly limits and whether the spread between the hourly prices

IS positive or negative. Using this hourly view, AWEC calculates a margin.

Q. Was this issue raised by any other party in the proceeding?

A. No.

24 AWEC/100/page 18 lines 5-7.
%5 AWEC/100/page 18 lines 7-9.
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Q. Do you agree with AWEC’s proposal regarding COB trading margins?

A. No. PGE’s current method for forecasting COB margins provides for a normalized and

forecasted value that recognizes both seasonality and hourly variability. AWEC’s method is
opportunistic in nature, using trading volumes that are greater than PGE’s firm rights on the
California-Oregon Intertie (COIl), and simulating a real-time hourly trading approach, when
PGE primarily transacts at COB in the day-ahead market, which trades in on-peak and off-
peak blocks.

AWEC also fails to recognize the basic principle of MONET, which is to produce a final

test year forecast of NVPC that reflects a baseline (or deterministic) forecast of all variables,

including sales from PGE’s resource portfolio under normal conditions (e.g., plant operations,
water and wind flows, and weather). Risks associated with the variables are “frozen” at the
final forecast date in November. That is, PGE no longer updates its forecast to reflect changes
in the variables that would result in a reduction to (or increase in) costs. PGE’s PCAM is
designed for this type of activity, and actual changes to sales, purchases, plant dispatch, and
any other variable within PGE’s NVPC are considered in of that process.

You mentioned that AWEC’s analysis uses trading volumes in excess of PGE’s firm
rights on the COI. Please elaborate.

PGE’s merchant operations have firm north to south rights on the COI of 296 MW. That is,
assuming no outages or derations on the line, PGE can make firm deliveries of 296 MWh of
electricity on the COI every hour of the year. However, AWEC’s method assumes PGE can
transact above this firm limit in 9 out of the 12 months of their analysis, or in approximately
3,811 hours out of the 5,273 hours they calculate a sale. Thus, approximately 72% of AWEC’s

calculated sales are using transaction limits above PGE’s firm rights. In other words, for 9 of
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12 months during 2022, AWEC’s analysis assumes that if it is economic within the hour in
question PGE will execute a transaction to sell energy at COB that is in excess of PGE’s firm
transfer rights.

Notwithstanding the fact that AWEC is using transaction limits higher than PGE’s firm
rights, is it reasonable to assume PGE can utilize its firm capacity limit on the COI at
any economic hour for 9 full months of 2022?

No, not at all. There is routine maintenance performed on the COI every year. In fact, over
the last three full years, the north to south path on the COI had a total transfer capability (TTC)
of approximately 82.6% on average, with the monthly average TTC over the same period
ranging from a low of 43.4% to a high of 99.5%. As these data points illustrate, assuming
PGE merchant can utilize their full rights within a normalized modeling environment is
unreasonable.

Does PGE solely use the COI for arbitrage opportunities?

Definity not. Access to the California market and firm rights on the COI provide significant
reliability benefits to PGE. This was most recently seen during the June 2021 heatwave
Portland and the Pacific Northwest just recently experienced, where PGE saw all-time highs
in system load and Portland broke all-time temperature records. Mid-C day-ahead prices
during this heatwave were in excess of $300 and PGE relied heavily on the COI to help meet
load. In the month of June 2021 alone the Mid-C day-ahead on-peak price posted above $100
during six separate days. These are not arbitrage opportunities for PGE, these are reliability
events, where PGE can use its access to California markets to manage power supply risk.
Additionally, the examples highlight a distinction in PGE’s methods of using access to

California to manage risk that a simple review of historical prices would miss.
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Q. What is the issue with forecasting margins by simulating hourly changes?

A. Most of PGE’s actual trading activity at COB is in the day-ahead market. One of the

fundamental differences of this market versus trading in real-time is the type of trade that can
be executed. Trades in the day-ahead market are typically executed in 16- and 8-hour blocks.
That is, for any given weekday and Saturday, you can transact at a price for hour ending (HE)
0700 through HE 2200 (i.e., on-peak or high-load hours) and/or for HE 2300 through HE 0600
(i.e., off-peak or low-load hours). Additionally, all of Sunday is considered off-peak.
AWEC’s method allows for a different transaction, at a different price during all hours of the
year.
You also mention that transactional costs and differences between MONET’s
normalized environment (normal weather, load, etc.), and real-world conditions within
which PGE must operate should be factored in. Please explain.
Using a set of average historical volumes against a forward price curve, consistent with the
price curve used in MONET, PGE’s forecasting model for COB margins provides a relatively
consistent and normalized forecast. However, when simply looking at actuals by hour in
isolation, as is true for many of PGE’s other power costs in isolation, you see non-normalized
results that are affected by PGE’s load deviations, weather deviations, and PGE’s overall
response to a constantly changing set of real-world conditions. As such, the effect on power
costs from these changes is appropriately handled through the PCAM.

PGE also incurs transactional costs primarily on purchases that are not included in any of
the data and are not forecast within MONET. When PGE exports energy from California to
Oregon, we are subject to a Wheeling Access Charge (WAC), which is a flat fee (it does not

update very frequently) and uplift costs for ancillary services, congestions, line losses, and
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other factors, which tend to vary by month depending on the congestion conditions. For 2021,
the WAC was $13.62 per MWh, while the uplift costs tended to vary between $0.50 to $1.00
per MWh. While PGE does not propose at this time to include these costs within our forecast
method, we feel it is important to note that they exist.

In summary, the costs and conditions that PGE faces and must respond to when managing
actual NVPC can vary significantly from what is included within a normalized forecast
environment. As such, looking at calculated actual amounts in isolation will never exactly
match what a reasonable forecast should be.

AWEC also argues that PGE’s forecast method underestimates volumes used. How does
PGE respond to this argument?

AWEC is correct that PGE’s method for calculating trades only includes one purchase or sale
per trade, based on which direction the margin generates a positive value. However, what
AWEC neglects to recognize is that PGE’s forecast fundamentally differs from actual trades

made at COB. PGE’s forecasted trades only produce a benefit and never a loss. This is not

the case when looking at actual COB purchases and sales against a Mid-C day-ahead price.
In fact, from 2018 through 2020 on average, when comparing PGE’s COB data to a settled
day-ahead Mid-C price, a “loss” is calculated on over 668,000 of the MWh actually traded.
Removing these volumes from PGE’s three-year average MWh volumes of approximately 2.4
million results in approximately 1.7 million MWh,2® which is in line with the approximate 1.5

million of volumes PGE transacts on within its forecasted method.

Q. You mention AWEC’s proposal is opportunistic. Please elaborate.

26 See Confidential PGE Exhibit 304.
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A. AWEC is focusing on one specific trading activity in MONET and comparing it to actuals.

However, the fact is actual operations in a number of areas diverge significantly from
MONET’s normalized environment. Most notably, PGE’s actual purchases and sales across
all trading hubs is routinely very different from what MONET forecasts. There are many
reasons for these differences, such as changes in load, changes in PGE’s supply stack, and
changes in market prices. When comparing to actuals it is not appropriate to look at COB in
isolation without considering PGE’s trading and resource portfolio as a whole.

If real operations can be so different from forecast, how does one gauge the accuracy of
PGE’s power cost forecasting?

One simple, yet holistic way to do this is through a review of PGE’s power cost adjustment
mechanism (PCAM) history. PGE has had a PCAM in place since 2007 and during this time
(14 years), PGE has only triggered the PCAM mechanism twice. Furthermore, the PCAM
has not triggered since 2011. What this shows is that PGE’s forecast of power costs in total
is very much in line with its actual results.

Has the PCAM triggered since PGE’s inclusion of a COB trading margin forecast?

No. In fact, as demonstrated in Table 2 below, a review of PGE’s PCAM result for the four
years it has included a COB trading margin forecast in the baseline shows that the total

variance from forecasted results is $3.7 million above the baseline. That is, in total, PGE has

under-recovered its power costs over this period.

Table 2
2017-2020 PCAM Results ($000s)
2017 2018 2019 2020* Total
$15,019 ($3,017) $5,432 ($13,737) $3,697

*As filed on June 29, 2021

Q. Please summarize PGE’s response to AWEC’s proposed adjustment.
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A. PGE has been forecasting a COB trading margin since 2017 and our current method used to

forecast trading margins at COB has been in place since the 2019 forecast. PGE’s method
produces a normalized value that recognizes both seasonality and hourly variability and is
consistent with the fundamental principles of MONET’s deterministic forecast. In contrast,
AWEC’s proposed method uses several incorrect and/or unrealistic assumptions to achieve a
result that is opportunistic and will result in PGE under-recovering its prudently incurred

NVPC.

H. Avangrid Capacity Contract

. What is AWEC’s recommendation with regards to the Avangrid Capacity contract

modeling?

AWEC raised concerns that PGE is modeling the Avangrid capacity contract on a monthly
basis assuming a static dispatch for the entire month and is recommending that PGE calculate
the dispatch benefits of the Avangrid capacity contract in a manner that is consistent with the
hourly market prices input into MONET. Based on their analysis, AWEC recommends an
adjustment of approximately $0.6 million to the 2022 NVPC forecast.

Does PGE agree with AWEC’s recommendation?

No. AWEC argues that PGE should calculate the Avangrid capacity contract benefit based on
hourly prices but fails to clarify that, in their adjustment, they do not use an hourly or even
daily shaped gas price. To evaluate the most economic block-hour option for the contract
dispatch and determine their proposed adjustment, AWEC is using an hourly shaped Mid-C
energy price forecast for market prices, against a monthly, flat [ BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]

I (END CONFIDENTIAL] price, with no hourly or daily shape. PGE finds this
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analysis flawed since it’s not an apples-to-apples comparison and is inconsistent with the
contract parameters.

Please elaborate on why AWEC’s analysis produces incorrect results.

By using a flat monthly gas price, AWEC fails to account for the expected variability of daily
gas prices or the unidirectional relationship between electric and gas prices. As provided in
confidential Exhibit 306, the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [JJj [END CONFIDENTIAL]
daily average gas price is quite volatile and trended in the same direction as the Mid-C daily
average prices for the period January 1, 2017, to December 31, 2019. This unidirectional
relationship is common between regional gas and electric markets and it is reasonable to
assume the gas and power market prices will continue to trend in the same direction and
fluctuate every day.

Does MONET forecast the daily gas volatility?

No. AWEC is assuming PGE has perfect foresight of hourly prices for a [BEGIN
conrioentiaL] [N (=\0
CONFIDENTIAL]. In reality, there is significant volatility in those daily prices and PGE
does not forecast such volatility. Instead, MONET uses average conditions, and it is
appropriate to make use of the monthly view because the daily volatility is not incorporated
into the model and [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [ GGG
I (END CONFIDENTIAL]

Is AWEC’s modeling consistent with the terms of the agreement?

No. (BEGIN conripenTiAL)
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e

CONFIDENTIAL] PGE provided the agreement in April 15 MFRs, Volume 5-Contracts.
Irrespective of the contract terms, would PGE be able to model the contract using daily

or hourly energy prices?

No.[BEGIN coNFIDENTIAL] I

[END CONFIDENTIAL].
Please summarize PGE’s position regarding this adjustment.

PGE does not agree with AWEC’s adjustment. AWEC’s recommendation does not align with
the terms of the agreement and the inputs used to determine the adjustment do not provide an

apples-to-apples comparison to support a sound analysis, which leads to a biased result.

. Lydia2.0

Please summarize AWEC’s recommendation regarding Lydia 2.0.

AWEC argues that, in accordance with Commission Order No. 08-505, PGE is not allowed
to propose modeling changes if the AUT initial filing is not submitted prior to February 28 of
a GRC year and therefore, the Commission should reject PGE’s proposed update to Lydia 2.0.

Additionally, AWEC argues that the Lydia 2.0 methodology update does not appropriately
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represent the relationship between wind and energy market prices. AWEC’s recommendation
results in a $5.6 million reduction to the 2022 NVPC forecast.

Is PGE required to submit the AUT prior to February 28 in a GRC year if it proposes
modeling changes?

No. The Commission Order No. 08-505 cited by AWEC does not establish required filing
dates for AUT or GRC filings. The Order simply established the MFRs PGE must submit with
the initial filing of AUTs and GRCs. Because PGE submitted the AUT prior to the GRC this
year, we included proposed modeling changes in the AUT filing. Please see PGE’s position
on this matter in Section II-A.

Did any of the other parties to this proceeding raise concerns regarding the inclusion of
modeling changes in the initial filing in general and the Lydia 2.0 update in particular?
No. Neither Staff nor CUB raised any procedural issues regarding PGE’s inclusion of
modeling changes in the April 1, 2021 initial filing or with regards to the Lydia 2.0 proposed
update. In fact, Staff performed a thorough review of the Lydia 2.0 methodology and
concluded that “Staff supports this change as Lydia 2.0 captures the price volatility related to

wind generation [...] and will improve the Company’s Mid-C price shaping.”?’

Q. What technical issues does AWEC raise with regards to the Lydia 2.0 update?

While agreeing that there is a correlation between Mid-C prices and wind generation, AWEC
is recommending that the Lydia 2.0 update be rejected because it overestimates the
relationship between wind and market prices. In support of this recommendation AWEC states
that: 1) the Lydia 2.0 update represents “ad-hoc modeling” and the “methodology is not

derived from analysis;” 2) Lydia 2.0 is “double counting hourly price shapes;” and 3) “PGE

27 Staff/200, Cohen/20
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does not weight normalized wind or prices when generating the quartile shapes” within Lydia

2.0.8

Did AWEC provide analysis to support their statement that Lydia 2.0 overestimates the

relationship between wind generation and market prices?

In support of this assertion, AWEC points to a regression modeling that uses the same

five-year historical Mid-C price and wind generation data as used in the Lydia 2.0

methodology, for the month of July. AWEC’s analysis resulted in a reduced impact of wind

generation on power prices for the month of July, compared to PGE’s method. AWEC

provided input data and the regression model in response to PGE Data Request No. 001 on

July 21, 2021.%° In this response, AWEC clarified that they understated the $12/MWh

“maximum price effect of wind in July” *° provided in opening testimony. AWEC notes that

the regression analysis actually results in a $15/MWh price effect of wind generation.

Did PGE identify any issues with AWEC’s analysis?

Yes. PGE finds AWEC’s regression analysis rather simplistic as it implies wind production

is the only variable that impacts Mid-C price movements. After reviewing AWEC’s analysis

we identified the following issues:

e AWEC’s regression analysis, which is performed without normalizing historical actual
Mid-C price and wind generation data, assumes that other market fundamentals, such as

hydro forecast,3? remain constant across all five years.

28 AWEC/200, Kaufman/14-15

29 PGE Exhibit 305

30 AWEC/200, Kaufman/14, lines 4-6

31 PGE Exhibit 305 at 3

32 Hydro forecast results in regional price volatility in the mid-term time frame (three to nine months ahead)
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Although wind generation impacts regional energy prices in the day-ahead market, the
impact is not just driven by the daily average wind generation volume, but also by hour-
to-hour wind generation volatility, which is not accounted for in AWEC’s regression
analysis.

AWEC’s method fails to capture the asymmetrical impact that wind generation has on
energy market prices. That is, the wind generation impact is more pronounced during
periods of high-power prices, or scarcity pricing periods.

Finally, as mentioned above, AWEC only used the month of July for the regression analysis
and not the other months of the year. When asked why, AWEC explained that “July is
used as a reference month because July commonly displays the greatest price range and as
such was expected to capture the largest potential price impact of wind.”3® Performing
analysis for only the month of July further limits the scope of AWEC’s analysis and

diminishes the validity of AWEC’s proposed adjustment.

Q. AWEC asserts that PGE’s method is forcing the majority of wind to be produced during

A

lower power price hours.?* Is this accurate?

AWEC’s statement is not accurate. PGE’s method is built with the goal to incorporate

empirically observed intra-month wind uncertainty and its relative impact on intramonth

power prices in the NVPC forecast and does not artificially force the wind generation to be

produced during periods with low market prices. To ensure reliable and unbiassed results,

PGE applied normalization and calibration calculations on the wind generation power price

data:

33 id

34 AWEC/200, Kaufman/13, lines 13-14
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1. The normalization of the data is performed to ensure all year-months are comparable and
to prevent exclusion of data points where the actual hourly Mid-C prices are negative
because the MONET model is not set up to operate with negative power prices.

2. The calibration ensures that the price and wind shaping model is mean reverting. This
allows for intramonth redistribution of wind generation and Mid-C prices while keeping
the methodology deterministic and mean reverting.

Q. Do you agree with AWEC’s description of PGE’s method as “ad-hoc”?

A. No. First;, AWEC did not define the term “ad-hoc” in opening testimony so it was not clear
to PGE the argument AWEC was trying to make. AWEC attempted to define the term *“ad-
hoc” in response to PGE Data Request No. 002:

“In this context, AWEC interprets ad-hoc modeling as modeling that
does not follow from a mathematical analysis of the impact of wind on
pricing and does not attempt to reconcile the final result of the model
with expected outcomes. AWEC also interprets ad-hoc modeling in this
context to refer to modeling that accounts for hourly price correlations
in only one dimension, without accounting for hourly correlations in
other dimensions, such as COB transactions.”3®
AWEC’s interpretation continues to be unclear to PGE. First, as described in PGE
Exhibit 100 and in this testimony, the Lydia 2.0 method update was developed to incorporate
the observed correlation between wind generation and Mid-C market power prices and PGE
performed a very thorough analysis in support of the update. As part of this case, PGE
provided extensive supporting testimony, work papers, and documentation. Second, it is not
correct that PGE’s Lydia 2.0 modeling “accounts for hourly price correlation in only one

dimension.” The COB trading margin is calculated outboard of the MONET model but uses

the Lydia 2.0 implied hourly Mid-C prices against a COB forward price curve shaped using

35 Exhibit 305, at 4
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three years of actual COB market prices, which inherently incorporate the impact of variable
energy resources in the region. Thus, the COB trading margin does account for the wind
variability impact on hourly power prices. Making this argument, AWEC appears to further
and inappropriately imply that the Lydia modeling update should be accepted only if a

discretionary offset related to the COB trading margin is applied.

. AWEC also argues that PGE’s method is over shaping the hourly inputs to Lydia and

“does not weight normalized wind or prices when generating the quartile shapes.”® Do
you agree?

No. Other than directing PGE to the hourly wind and price data used for the Lydia modeling,
AWEC does not provide any supporting analysis or evidence to demonstrate “over shaping”
and how that impacts the modeling. Also, AWEC fails to articulate the benefit of weighting
normalized wind or prices when generating quartiles shapes.

Please summarize PGE’s response to AWEC’s Lydia 2.0 adjustment?

PGE finds AWEC’s analysis to be opportunistic in nature, based on incomplete data, and not
supporting the recommendation that the Commission should reject the Lydia 2.0
methodology. PGE performed analysis to determine the correlation between wind generation
and Mid-C market prices and updated the Lydia model to incorporate this relationship in the
forward hourly power prices used by MONET to forecast NVPC. Furthermore, OPUC Staff
performed a thorough review of the Lydia model update and supports the change. In

conclusion, Lydia 2.0 improves the MONET model, and the Commission should approve it.
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J. Other Items

1. PTC Rate

. AWEC proposes an adjustment because it believes that the PTC rate will increase to 2.6

cents per kilowatt-hour due to projected inflation in 2021.3” Do you agree with AWEC’s
adjustment?

Yes. PGE agrees that the PTC rate is likely to increase, and we plan to incorporate this change
in our October 1, 2021 MONET update filing.

2. Carty, Colstrip, Beaver FOR

Please summarize Staff’s recommendations regarding the modeling of forced outage

rates for Colstrip, Carty, and Beaver plants.

Staff is recommending the following:

1. PGE should remove the 2018 Colstrip forced outage due to emissions exceeding
compliance limits from the Colstrip 2022 FOR calculation.

2. PGE should update the Carty FOR in the October 1 MONET update to use three years and
eight months of actual forced outage data.

3. Staff raised concerns regarding the impact of the Beaver Unit plant upgrade on the

calculation of the plant FOR.

. What is Staff’s stated basis for its recommended changes to the Colstrip 2022 FOR

calculation?
Staff is contending that this issue was not resolved in PGE’s 2021 AUT (Docket No. UE 377)

when it was raised by AWEC and therefore, an adjustment is appropriate in this proceeding.
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Does Staff provide other arguments in support of this adjustment?

No. Staff does not provide any evidence or other arguments to support this adjustment.
When would it be appropriate to remove forced outages from the FOR calculation?

In accordance with Commission Order No. 10-414, establishing the FOR calculation
methodology, “If the Commission finds that any plant outage in the previous four years was
due to utility imprudence, the FOR(s) for the year(s) of the outage shall be replaced in the
four-year average by the historical average FOR [...].”%8

Did the Commission make a determination that PGE’s actions with regard to the 2018
Colstrip forced outage were imprudent?

No. There has been no determination by the Commission that PGE’s actions were imprudent
regarding Colstrip’s 2018 June and July outages to warrant removal of Colstrip’s 2018 FOR
from the four-year average. Moreover, as noted above, Staff provides no evidence to support
the premise that PGE acted imprudently in 2018. Therefore, Staff’s recommendation has no

reasonable basis and should be rejected.

Q. What is the basis for Staff’s recommended changes to the Carty 2022 FOR calculation?

Similar to the Colstrip recommendation, Staff references AWEC’s concern raised in PGE’s
2021 AUT, where AWEC recommended an adjustment based on removing Carty FOR
estimates from the four-year rolling average that calculates the forecast FOR. For the 2022
NVPC forecast, PGE is using three years of actuals and one year of estimated FOR and Staff
recommends, instead that PGE use three years and eight months of actuals. As with the
Colstrip recommendation, Staff does not provide any arguments or evidence in support o