


































































Attachment A  



To ensure that sellers receive the contract price for all energy produced from the renewable 
resource and delivered to PGE, the pricing terms in Section 2.3 should be revised to read as 
follows: 

“PGE will pay the contract price for the lower of: 1) all energy produced from the 
resource during the monthly billing period, or 2) all energy delivered during the monthly 
billing period.  In addition to the above (paying the contract price for all renewable 
energy produced and delivered during the month), PGE will pay the seller the monthly 
energy imbalance price of the third party provider of integration services, for energy 
delivered to PGE in excess of the renewable energy actually produced by the resource in 
that month, if any.”  

The following examples show how this would work in practice if PGE adopted NIPPC’s 
language and agreed to pay contract price for all energy produced by the renewable resource, and 
how PGE’s proposed compensation proposal will financially penalize a PPA seller by paying 
less than the contract price for a portion of the energy produced by the renewable resource and 
delivered to PGE.  The examples both use the same assumptions, and are simplified only in that 
they use a 2 hour billing period to represent a month, and ignore heavy load hour (“HLH”) and 
light load hour (“LLH”) detail.   

Assumptions: 

• Hours in Billing Period = 2 
• Contract Price = $50 MWh 
• Hourly and Average Market Price = $25 in hour 1 and $35 in hour 2, or $25 average 
• Scheduled Amount = 100 MWh in hour 1 and 100 MWh in hour 2 = 200 MWh total  
• Actual Resource Output = 80 MWh in hour 1 and 110 MWh in hour 2 = 190 MWh 

renewable energy 

As is shown below, under NIPPC’s proposal, PGE will pay for the exact amount of energy 
scheduled and delivered (200 MWh) but will pay contract price only for 190 MWh of power 
actually produced from the renewable resource in the billing period.  PGE will pay a market 
price for the 10 MW of energy scheduled and delivered that exceeds the output of the renewable 
resource in that billing period.  Total compensation to the Seller by PGE for the month in this 
example is $9,800 and the amount purchased is 200 MWh which matches precisely the amount 
of power actually scheduled and delivered to PGE ($9,500 for 190 MWh of project energy at the 
contract price and $300 for 10 MW of imbalance energy at the market price). 

PGE’s Proposal below repeats the analysis using the same assumptions but PGE’s proposal does 
not pay contract price for all energy produced by the resource.  PGE compensates the Seller at a 
level of only $9,650 ($150 less).   

  



		 Hour	1	 Hour	2	 Total	 Average	 		 		
Scheduled	Output	(MWh)	 100	 100	 200	 		 		 		
Actual	Output	(MWh)	 80	 110	 190	 		 		 		
Contract	Price	($/MWh)	 50	 50	 		 		 		 		
Market	Price	($/MWh)	 25	 35	 		 30	 		 		
PGE	Price	($/MWh)	
(Contract	Price	-	Market	
Price)	

25	 15	 		 		 		 		

NIPPC	PROPOSAL	(Monthly	Settlement)	 		 		 		
Purchased	by	PGE	 100	 100	 200	 		 		 		
Hourly	Imbalance	 20	 -10	 10	 		 		 		
Payment	for	Actual	Output		
(Actual	Output	X	Contract	
Price)		

		 		 $9,500	 		 		 		

Payment	for	Balancing	
Energy	delivered		
(Net	Imbalance	X	Avg.	
Market	Price)		

		 		 $300	 		 		 		

Total	Amount	Paid	by	PGE	
to	Seller	

		 		 $9,800	 		 		 		

		 		 		 		 		 Total	MWh	Receiving	
Contract	Price	From	PGE	

190	

		 		 		 		 		 Average	Price	paid	by	PGE	
per	MWh		

$49	

PGE	PROPOSAL	(15	Min	Settlement)	 		 		 		
Purchased	by	PGE	 100	 100	 200	 		 		 		
Hourly	Imbalance	 20	 -10	 10	 		 		 		
Payment	for	Output		
(Partial	Output	X	Contract	
Price)		

$4,000	 $5,500	 $9,500	 		 		 		

Payment	for	Balancing	
Energy		
Delivered	to	PGE		
(Imbalance	Energy	Delivered	
X	Hourly	Market	Price)	

$500	 		 $500	 		 		 		

Charge	for	Balancing	Energy	
Absorbed	by	BA	
(Energy	Absorbed	X	PGE	
Price)	

		 -$350	 -$350	 		 		 		

Total	Amount	Paid	by	PGE	
to	Seller	

$4,500	 $5,150	 $9,650	 		 		 		

		 		 		 		 		 Total	MWh	Receiving	
Contract	Price	From	PGE	

180	

		 		 		 		 		 Average	Price	paid	by	PGE	
per	MWh		

$48.25	
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Summary of Positions  
 
NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 

Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

Price / Non-price 
Factors 

Pages 8-
9 
(Section 
C), 18, 
19 

Disagree, 
Clarified 
Agreement  

Price / Non-Price Scoring Ratio, 
PGE claims that the existing 
60/40 structure is consistent with 
previous approved RFPs, and 
aligns with PGE’s IRP and OPUC 
policy, has been vetted in UM 
1535, but PGE will follow OPUC 
direction. 
 

 NIPPC opposes the use of 
60/40 structure.   
 
PGE has implemented the 
scoring methodology so that it 
could result in higher weighting 
of non-price factors than price 
factors.   

PPA price for all 
power 

Page 10 Agree,  
Clarified  

The terms of the PPA form 
agreement now indicate that 
section 2.3 refers to the 
scheduling period elected by 
bidders from the transmission 
provider. PGE claims that the 
terms related to section 2.3 will be 
consistent with the imbalance 
settlement and billing practices 
imposed by the native balancing 
authority. 
 

PPA term sheet at 2 
(Delivery Period; 
Contract Price and 
Adjustments) and 
PPA term sheet at 3 
(Price Adjustments 
for Excess Output)  

PGE’s redline states that PGE 
will not pay PPA price for any 
power produced by the resource 
that exceeds the schedule on 
any hour.  Instead, PGE will 
pay the PPA price MINUS 
market price. 
 
  

Jury Trial  Page 19 Disagree PGE believes that the matters 
included in the form agreements 
are technical, complex and not 
suitable for jury trial. 
 

 NIPPC will not oppose the RFP 
if the jury trial retained, except 
it must be removed from the 
NDA. 
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NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 
Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

Congestion Risks Pages 10, 
27  

Adopted, 
Clarified 
Agreement  

PGE has removed two paragraphs 
in Section 8.2.2 to address 
NIPPC’s concerns regarding 
evaluation of congestion risks. No 
transmission congestion factors 
are considered in non-pricing 
scoring.  

Page 24 NIPPC agrees that PGE has 
removed the two paragraphs as 
requested.  
 
The language in the non-price 
scoring portion of the RFP 
needs to be removed.   
 

Transmission Page 18 Clarified 
Agreement 

PGE claims that it has clarified 
that RFP is designed as NIPPC 
requested regarding Application 
of Dynamic Transfers, 
Application of Transmission 
Access (and Transmission Costs), 
and Application of 
Interconnection Costs.  
 

 NIPPC largely agrees.   
The Revised RFP should be 
further changed to specifically 
exclude PGE from assuming 
that utility owned projects will 
be balanced by PGE as the 
transmission provider or by 
PGE using dynamic scheduling.   
 

Integration  Page 18 Clarified 
Agreement 

Application of Integration Costs, 
PGE has clarified that ownership 
bids may be adjusted to consider 
the necessary owner’s costs. 

Pages 27, 29  NIPPC largely agrees.  The 
Revised RFP should be further 
changed to specifically exclude 
PGE from assuming that utility 
owned projects will be balanced 
by PGE as the transmission 
provider or by PGE using 
dynamic scheduling.   
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NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 
Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

Right of First 
Refusal  

Page 19 Clarified 
Agreement  

Right of First Offer, PGE has 
clarified that the final draft RFP 
includes a ROFO, but PGE claims 
it will accept revisions.  
 
Notice of Sale, PGE has clarified 
that the final draft RFP is includes 
a notice of sale, but PGE claims it 
will accept revisions. 

 PGE needs to remove its “Right 
of First Offer” because the 
operator cannot accept an 
unsolicited offer from a buyer 
or negotiate a sale of the project 
for a fair price at any time 
during the life of the project. 
 
Bidders are required to 
incorporate costs of ROFR into 
bid, which penalizes PPAs in 
the bidding process, even if 
they mark up the RFP. 
 

Test Energy Pages 10, 
19  

Disagree PGE states that Test Energy, the 
request to pay near market price 
for test energy does not recognize 
the diminished quality and cost of 
test energy. 

PPA at 17-18 PGE has changed the RFP to 
50% of the market price for 
Test Energy rather than 50% of 
the PPA price.  NIPPC believes 
75% of the market price is more 
equitable and PGE should 
permit the bidder to sell the 
Test Energy to a third party. 
 
NIPPC will not oppose the RFP 
with 50% of the market price if 
PGE revises the terms so that 
the bidder has the option to sell 
the Test Energy to a third party. 
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NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 
Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

18 Months of 
Replacement 
Power – Delivery 
Period Security 

Pages 19, 
38 

Disagree PGE declines to adopt the redline 
because PGE’s analysis 
demonstrates that a diminished 
delivery period security does not 
meet PGE’s established risk 
management requirements. 
However, bidders are free to red-
line the PPA as they see fit, such 
edits will be considered in the 
negotiation process.  
 

 Commercial term but the 
number is large and will add 
significant costs to a PPA bid 
but not affect ownership bids 
because PGE places all the risks 
on ratepayers at no cost to PGE. 
 
NIPPC supports the bidder’s 
proposed change. 
 

Fixed post-COD 
Amount 

Page 40 Disagree PGE declines to adopt the 
proposed change for the PPA as it 
does not satisfy PGE’s risk 
management requirements. 
However, bidders are free to red-
line the PPA as they see fit, such 
edits will be considered in the 
negotiation process.  

 Commercial term but the 
number is large and will add 
significant costs to a PPA bid 
but not affect ownership bids 
because PGE places all the risks 
on ratepayers at no cost to PGE. 
 
NIPPC supports the bidder’s 
proposed change. 
 

Bidders Should Be 
Provided Their 
Scores  

Page 26 Agree PGE will provide for the 
opportunity for bidders, upon 
request, to receive indicative 
feedback on the competitiveness 
of their bid. Feedback will not 
include detailed price and non-
price scores. 
 

 PGE’s scoring information 
provided to bidders is likely to 
be insufficient, but PGE’s 
proposal is acceptable for this 
RFP.   
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NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 
Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

Four Year Rolling 
Average 

Pages 10, 
25 

Agree PGE has adopted, in part, the 4 
year rolling average requested by 
NIPPC. 

PPA term sheet at 3 
(Price Adjustments 
for Excess Output) 

NIPPC opposes that energy 
PGE has never paid contract 
price for is included in the 
calculation of “excess output”, 
even though PGE never fully 
paid for it. 
 
NIPPC will not oppose PGE’s 
proposal for a 110% four year 
rolling average trigger, with a 
penalty for deliveries above 
100% of expected output.  
 

Final Short List 
Diversity 
Requirement 

Page 19  Disagree The proposal is inconsistent with 
OPUC Order No. 14-149. 

 PGE’s RFP is inconsistent with 
SB 1547 and the Commission’s 
policies because it is biased in 
favor of a particular category of 
resources and promotes a utility 
owned shortlist, which is 
contrary to the underlying goal 
of the IRP and RFP processes 
of obtaining resources 
representing the best 
combination of risk and cost for 
customers.  
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NIPPC’s Critique PGE’s 
Filing 
Ref(s).  

PGE’s Filing 
“Response” 
Status 

PGE’s Rationale from Filing PGE’s RFP 
Redline Ref(s). 
 

NIPPC Comments 

The RFP Scoring 
Is Unlikely to 
Fairly Compare 
PPA and 
Ownership 
Operational Costs, 
Risks and Benefits  

Page 21 Disagree Price scoring of the RFP bids is 
inclusive of all life cycle costs for 
all ownership bids. 

 There is insufficient time to 
resolve this issue.  The 
Commission should ensure that 
the final short list is evaluated 
to determine if the RFP actually 
allowed for diverse ownership, 
and change the price/non-price 
scoring factors to 80/20. 
 

IE Participation   Issue not 
raised. 

No position yet.  The IE should not participate in 
any proceeding acknowledging 
the short list or in any aspect of 
the proceeding after completing 
its Closing Report. 
 

 


