
 
TEL (503) 241-7242     ●     FAX (503) 241-8160     ●     mail@dvclaw.com 

Suite 400 
333 SW Taylor 

Portland, OR 97204 
 
 

August 7, 2006 
 
Via Electronic Mail and U.S. Mail 
 
Public Utility Commission 
Attn: Filing Center 
550 Capitol St. NE #215 
P.O. Box 2148 
Salem OR 97308-2148 
 

Re: In the Matter of PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Application for Deferred Accounting of Excess Power Costs Due to Plant 
Outage 

   Docket No. UM 1234 
 
Dear Filing Center: 
 
  Enclosed please find the original and two copies of each of the following 
documents of the Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities: 
 

Motion to Admit Testimony and Exhibits (Confidential Version) in 
OPUC Docket No. UM 1234 
 
Motion to Admit Testimony and Exhibits (Redacted Version) in 
OPUC Docket No. UM 1234 
 
Affidavit of Randall J. Falkenberg in OPUC Docket No. UM 1234 

 
  Please return one file-stamped copy of each document in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope provided.  Thank you for your assistance. 
 

Sincerely yours, 
 

  /s/ Ruth A. Miller 
Ruth A. Miller 
 

Enclosures 
 
cc: Service List 



 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this day served the foregoing Motion to Admit 

Testimony and Exhibits (Confidential and Redacted Versions as indicated below) of the 

Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities, and the Affidavit of Randall J. Falkenberg upon the 

parties, on the official service list shown below for UM 1234, via U.S. Mail and electronic mail. 

Dated at Portland, Oregon, this 7th day of August, 2006.  

 
/s/ Ruth A. Miller  
Ruth A. Miller 

 
CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON 
CONFIDENTIAL 
LOWREY R BROWN 
610 SW BROADWAY - STE 308 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
lowrey@oregoncub.org 

CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON 
CONFIDENTIAL 
JASON EISDORFER 
610 SW BROADWAY STE 308 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
jason@oregoncub.org

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
CONFIDENTIAL 
STEPHANIE S ANDRUS 
REGULATED UTILITY & BUSINESS SECTION 
1162 COURT ST NE 
SALEM OR 97301-4096 
stephanie.andrus@state.or.us 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
REDACTED ONLY 
RATES & REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
121 SW SALMON ST 1WTC0702 
PORTLAND OR 97204 
pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
CONFIDENTIAL 
DOUGLAS C TINGEY 
121 SW SALMON 1WTC13 
PORTLAND OR 97204 
doug.tingey@pgn.com 

RFI CONSULTING INC 
CONFIDENTIAL 
RANDALL J FALKENBERG 
PMB 362 
8351 ROSWELL RD 
ATLANTA GA 30350 
consultrfi@aol.com 
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PAGE 1 – MOTION TO ADMIT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF ICNU 
 

DAVISON VAN CLEVE, P.C. 
 333 SW Taylor, Suite 400 
 Portland, OR 97204 

Telephone:  (503) 241-7242 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
 

OF OREGON 
 

UM 1234 
 
 
In the Matter of  
 
Portland General Electric Company  
 
Application for Deferred Accounting of 
Excess Power Costs Due to Plant Outage. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
MOTION TO ADMIT TESTIMONY AND 
EXHIBITS OF THE INDUSTRIAL 
CUSTOMERS OF NORTHWEST 
UTILITIES 

 
Pursuant to Administrative law Judge Kirkpatrick’s August 3, 2006 

Memorandum, Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities (“ICNU”) moves that the direct 

testimony and exhibits of Randall J. Falkenberg (ICNU/100-104) and the hearing exhibits that 

are attached to this Motion (ICNU/200-211) be admitted into the record in this proceeding.  

Along with this Motion, ICNU is filing an affidavit executed by Mr. Falkenberg attesting that his 

testimony is true and correct.  

Dated this 7th day of August, 2006. 

Respectfully submitted, 

    DAVISON VAN CLEVE, P.C. 

    /s/ Matthew W. Perkins  
    S. Bradley Van Cleve 

Matthew W. Perkins 
Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
333 SW Taylor, Suite 400 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
(503) 241-7242 phone 
(503) 241-8160 facsimile 
mail@dvclaw.com 
Of Attorneys for Industrial Customers  
of Northwest Utilities 



ICNU Cross Examination Exhibit List 

UM 1234 Hearing 

NUMBER WITNESS A/R DATE DESCRIPTION 

Cross Examination Exhibits 
ICNU/200 Lesh-Tinker 

  
Excerpt of PGE Response to ICNU DR 
No. 020 (Confidential Subject to General 
Protective Order) 

ICNU/201 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 021 
ICNU/202 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 023 
ICNU/203 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 030 
ICNU/204 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 032 
ICNU/205 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 033 
ICNU/206 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 034 
ICNU/207 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 058 
ICNU/208 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 059 
ICNU/209 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 064 
ICNU/210 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 068 
ICNU/211 Lesh-Tinker   PGE Response to ICNU DR No. 074 
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July 19, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 6.1 
Dated July 11, 2006  

Question No. 020 
 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide workpapers showing the computation of the outage rates used in MONET.  
Include all backup data showing each outage (planned or unplanned, etc) and deration 
(planned or unplanned) considered in the four-year periods used to compute the outage 
rates used in MONET, including NERC cause code, type of event, duration, energy lost, 
etc.  Provide workpapers showing the derivation of any seasonal outage rate assumptions 
used.  Please provide this information electronically, and in the case of excel spreadsheets, 
please make sure that all formulas are intact. 
 
Note: ICNU previously submitted this request to PGE as DR 2.14 in UE 180/UE 181.   
 
 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request because it is overly broad and unduly burdensome.  However, 
without waiving its objection, PGE responds as follows: 
 
Attachment 020-A is provided on CD, which contains extensive information on unplanned 
outages and derations during the Four-Year Period.  See files “ThermalFOR2007GRC-
Final.xls,” “FileSummary.doc,” and “Files in this directory tree.xls” for summary statistics and 
information on how Attachment 020-A is organized.  For a discussion of why we use the 
2001-2004 period for Beaver 8, see the file “Beaver8EFOR_for2007GRC.doc,” which is located 
in the 
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PGE Response to ICNU Data Request No. 020 
July 19, 2006 
Page 2 
 
“Beaver 8” sub-folder.  Attachment 020-A is confidential and subject to Protective Order No. 
06-022.   
 
See pages 57-58 from PGE Exhibit 400 in UE 180 for information on our 2007 planned outage 
assumptions, included as Attachment 020-B. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\um-1234\dr_in\icnu\dr_020.doc
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UM 1234 
Attachment 020-A 

 
Confidential and Subject to Protective Order No. 06-022 

 
Provided electronically (CD) 

 
Copy of PGE’s response to ICNU data request No. 2.14 in UE 180 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

INFORMATION 

OMITTED 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.1 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 021 
 
 
Request: 
 
Regarding PGE/400, Lesh-Tinker/5, line 6, please provide all documents that refer or 
relate to or support the statement that the rolling four-year weighted average of actual 
forced outage rates to determine plant availability “dates back to the 1980s.” 
 
 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request because it is overly broad and unduly burdensome.  Without waiving 
objection, PGE responds as follows: 
 
Attachment 021-A contains a Staff memorandum from 1984 recommending the use of the four-
year rolling average for rate-making. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\um-1234\dr_in\icnu\finals\dr_021.doc
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UM 1234 
Attachment 021-A 

 
 
 

OPUC Staff Policy Statement 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.3 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 023 
 
 
Request: 
 
Please identify the specific statements in Staff or intervenor testimony that PGE intended 
to rebut with the discussion of SB 408 on pages Lesh-Tinker/21-23 of PGE’s rebuttal 
testimony. 
 
 
Response: 
 
See CUB Exhibit 100, page 2 lines 8-11.  Staff and ICNU did not consider SB 408 impacts, see 
PGE Exhibit 404, pgs. 16-17, and PGE Exhibit 405, pg. 1. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\um-1234\dr_in\icnu\finals\dr_023.doc 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.10 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 030 
 
 
Request: 
 
What is the current status of the Boardman plant?  Is it running and, if so, at what loading 
levels?  How long has it been up and running?  When did the outage end?  Did additional 
outages occur since that time? 
 
 
Response: 
 
Current Status as of August 1, 2006: Running at full load 
 
Boardman has been on-line since June 28, 2006;  it was released for dispatch July 1, 2006. 
 
For deferral purposes, the outage ended on February 5, 2006.  Additional outages have occurred 
since the end of the deferral period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\um-1234\dr_in\icnu\finals\dr_030.doc 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.12 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 032 
 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide all root cause analyses conducted related to the Boardman outage. 
 
 
Response: 
 
There is a Root Cause Analysis of the Boardman LP1 low pressure rotor cracking being 
performed. PGE has initiated and participated in a multi-disciplinary and multi-company effort 
to examine potential failure scenarios and determine the root cause and contributing causes of the 
rotor cracking.  The effort requires operational measurements by a consultant firm, scheduled for 
August, to fully complete its investigation.  Additionally, the original equipment manufacturer is 
conducting its own proprietary analysis of the cracking. 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.13 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 033 
 
 
Request: 
 
To the extent Boardman was on outage after February 5, 2006, please explain why PGE did 
not seek to include the associated replacement power costs in the deferral or, alternatively, 
why it did not file a new deferral for those costs. 
 
 
Response: 
 
February 5, 2006, was the date PGE deemed the original outage concluded, see PGE Exhibit 100 
page 1.  PGE has no request pending for the subsequent outage.   
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.14 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 034 
 
 
Request: 
 
Please explain why PGE did not file a deferral related to the Boardman outage prior to 
November 18, 2005. 
 
 
Response: 
 
The following is from PGE’s Application for Deferred Accounting of Excess Power Costs Due 
to Plant Outage filed November 18, 2005:   
 

On October 22, 2005, a vibration was detected in the rotor of the low-pressure turbine 
rotor at Boardman. The plant was taken off line to determine the cause of the vibration. 
The turbine has been partially disassembled and reassembled; however, repeated efforts 
to rebalance the rotor have been unsuccessful. The plant continues to experience a 
temperature sensitive and load sensitive rotor vibration, which makes continued 
operation of the low-pressure turbine unsafe and potentially destructive. Visual 
inspection of the rotor indicates no specific problem.  After the most recent attempts to 
run the turbine were unsuccessful PGE has decided to remove the rotor and perform non-
destructive examination of it. The actual repair time is also unknown at this time but the 
plant may not be operational until the end of January 2006, or later. 

 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\um-1234\dr_in\icnu\finals\dr_034.doc 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.38 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 058 
 
 
Request: 
 
Does PGE have any property on or near flood planes?  If so, does it consider a one in one-
hundred year flood such an unlikely event that it takes no steps to minimize either the cost 
or damage of such an event? 
 
 
Response: 
 
PGE carries flood insurance coverage within our main "All Risk" property program.  The 
program provides $133 million in flood limits subject to a $2,500,000 deductible.  The program 
is not limited to 1 in one-hundred year floods.  Further, such insurance would not cover costs 
associated with replacement power - the subject of this docket. 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.39 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 059 
 
 
Request: 
 
Reference PGE/400, Lesh-Tinker/14, lines 16-22.  Does PGE contend that it has no cost 
included in rates such as costs for insurance, redundancy, back up systems, etc., that have a 
likelihood of one in one-hundred years or less? 
 
 
Response: 
 
No. 
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cwg
Text Box
ICNU/208Page 1 of 1



 
 
 
 
August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.44 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 064 
 
 
Request: 
 
Reference PGE/400/page 24, lines 1-11.  Please explain what assumptions PGE makes 
regarding plant outages in making its decisions to purchase power.  Does the Company 
assume outages will never occur, or does it assume some outages will occur and make 
allowances for such outages in its purchasing decisions? 
 
 
Response: 
 
PGE’s power operations group—the group that makes energy purchase and sales decisions 
within PGE—does not consider a forced (a.k.a. unplanned) unit outage component in its energy 
procurement strategy until a unit actually experiences an unplanned outage.  This decision is not 
an oversight, but instead a thoughtful strategy based on operational experience.   
 
To include a forced outage rate in PGE’s purchasing strategy, in essence, would mean that PGE 
would regularly carry length (i.e., extra power) into the real-time market in the amount of the 
forced outage rate.  This length, if an outage were not to occur, would have to be sold into the 
wholesale energy market to balance PGE’s system.  As such, including a forced outage rate 
would create an undesired trading position for PGE the majority of the time. 
 
Furthermore, in the event PGE experienced an unplanned outage, the volume of power 
associated with the historical forced outage rate would not be sufficient to cover the majority of 
any large plant outage and PGE would still have to rely on purchases from the spot market.   

cwg
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PGE’s Response to ICNU Data Request No. 064 
August 1, 2006 
Page 2 
 
 
PGE does, however, take extra precautions during peak periods where the wholesale market 
conditions are expected to be tight.  In such circumstances, PGE will generally carry length into 
the day-ahead market and real-time market to cover potential contingencies such as load 
overruns or unit underperformance.   
 
Finally, there are several other potential energy resources available to PGE in the event of an 
emergency.  These options include operating reserves, capacity contracts, and dispatchable 
standby generation (DSG).  The capacity contracts are available on a seasonally limited basis.  
Similarly, DSG is limited on an annual hourly basis.  Both are discussed more fully in UE 180, 
PGE Exhibit 300.  PGE carries operating reserves as required by WECC/NERC guidelines.  
These include both spinning and supplemental reserves.  Reserve requirements for thermal and 
hydro resources are 7% and 5% respectively, of which half must be spinning.   
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.48 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 068 
 
 
Request: 
 
Reference PGE/400, Lesh-Tinker/24, lines 1-11.  Does PGE contend that any outage at 
Boardman was unforeseeable, or just this particular outage?  Please explain.  Had the 
repair only taken a few weeks, would PGE have considered this to be a foreseeable outage?  
Please explain whether it was the outage event itself or the time it took for repair that PGE 
considered unforeseeable. 
 
 
Response: 
 
Forced outages by definition are not subject to prediction.  NERC defines a forced outage as 
follows: 
 

1. The removal from service availability of a generating unit, transmission line, or other 
facility for emergency reasons. 2. The condition in which the equipment is unavailable 
due to unanticipated failure. (NERC Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards, 
May 2, 2006) (emphasis added) 
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August 1, 2006 
 
 
   

TO:  S. Bradley Van Cleve 
  Davison Van Cleve, P.C. 
   
FROM: Patrick G. Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UM 1234 

PGE Response to ICNU’s Data Request 7.54 
Dated July 19, 2006  

Question No. 074 
 
 
Request: 
 
Reference PGE/400, Lesh-Tinker/24, lines 14-15.  Has PGE inquired whether any counter 
party would consider providing outage insurance?  If not, explain why not. 
 
 
Response: 
 
Yes, PGE has in the past solicited premium quotes for Generating Plant Forced Outage 
Insurance.  This type insurance protection is designed for generating owners to protect against 
long-term unplanned extended outage.  Coverage is triggered by a discrete event of physical loss 
or damage to insured property that results in a forced outage at the insured generating facility. 
 
With this type of coverage there is a time element deductible [waiting period] before the policy 
will begin to pay its daily indemnity payments to the insured.  Waiting periods for this type of 
coverage typically range from 30 to 180 days. 
 
As a result of these long deductible periods; this type of coverage yields little economic value to 
PGE since typically the majority of economic loss is usually sustained within the deductible 
[waiting period] of the policy. 
 
For example, in 2002 we solicited a long term outage insurance quote for Boardman, the terms 
were as follows: 
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PGE’s Response to ICNU Data Request No. 074 
August 1, 2006 
Page 2 
 
Annual Premium:           $2,000,000 
 
Deductible:                    60-days 
 
Daily indemnity limit:      $150,000 
 
Based on the above terms, assuming the premium remained constant, along with the deductible 
and daily limit, PGE would have recovered approximately $3 million for the deferral period.  
This is much less than the replacement power costs incurred ($45.7 million) and less than the 
total premium amounts over the years 2002-2006 ($10 million). 
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