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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS 1 

ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Lisa Schwartz. I am a lead worker/senior analyst employed by the 3 

Public Utility Commission of Oregon. My business address is 550 Capitol 4 

Street NE Suite 215, Salem, Oregon 97301-2551.  5 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND WORK 6 

EXPERIENCE. 7 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Staff Exhibit 201. 8 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 9 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to propose an adjustment to the capacity factor 10 

of the Rolling Hills wind project, laying the foundation for staff witness Brown’s 11 

power cost adjustment for the plant.  12 

Q. DID YOU PREPARE EXHIBITS? 13 

A. Yes. I prepared Staff Exhibits 202 and 203. Exhibit 202 is selected pages from 14 

PacifiCorp’s renewable resources update to the Commission at the June 10, 15 

2008, regular public meeting. Exhibit 203 is PacifiCorp’s responses to data 16 

requests. 17 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN CAPACITY FACTOR. 18 

A. Capacity factor is a measure of the productivity of a generating plant. 19 

Specifically, capacity factor is the ratio of the plant’s actual energy production 20 

over a period of time – say, a year – to the amount of power the plant would 21 

have produced if it had run at full capacity. For a wind turbine, the amount of 22 
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power at full capacity is its nameplate capacity multiplied by the number of 1 

hours in a year. 2 

Q. WHY IS CAPACITY FACTOR ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT FOR WIND 3 

PLANTS? 4 

A. Capacity factor is the most direct measure of a wind project’s productivity and, 5 

therefore, its economic benefit. Capacity factor is highly sensitive to the 6 

average wind speed at the site. Because the power available in the wind is 7 

proportional to the cube of its speed, a small difference in wind speed among 8 

sites results in a big difference in energy production over the course of a year.  9 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE? 10 

A. The American Wind Energy Association provides the following example.1 A 11 

wind turbine at a site with an average wind speed of 12 miles per hour (mph) 12 

could in theory generate nearly a third more electricity than the same turbine at 13 

a site where the average wind speed is 11 mph. (The cube of 12 — 1,728 — is 14 

about 30 percent larger than the cube of 11 — 1,331.) Due to differences in 15 

turbine efficiencies at various average wind speeds, the actual difference in 16 

capacity factor at the two sites would be less than the above calculation. 17 

However, the capacity factor at the better wind site would be significantly 18 

higher than the proportionate 9 percent increase in wind speed.  19 

Q. WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS FOR ELECTRICITY COSTS? 20 

                                            
1 At http://www.awea.org/faq/wwt_basics.html. 
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A. A small difference in average wind speed among sites translates into a large 1 

difference in the amount of electricity produced and, therefore, a large 2 

difference in the cost of the electricity generated.  3 

Q. WHAT CAPACITY FACTOR DOES PACIFICORP ESTIMATE FOR THE 4 

ROLLING HILLS WIND PLANT? 5 

A. PacifiCorp expects a capacity factor of about 31 percent. See Staff Exhibit 202 6 

at 3. 7 

Q. HOW IS CAPACITY FACTOR DETERMINED FOR A WIND PLANT THAT 8 

IS NOT YET IN SERVICE? 9 

A. Wind project developers — PacifiCorp in this case — estimate the capacity 10 

factor based on historical wind speed data collected at the site. 11 

Q. WHAT ADJUSTMENT DO YOU RECOMMEND THE COMMISSION MAKE 12 

TO THE CAPACITY FACTOR OF THE ROLLING HILLS PLANT?  13 

A. I recommend the Commission adjust the capacity factor of the plant to 38 14 

percent. 15 

Q. WHY DO YOU PROPOSE THIS ADJUSTMENT? 16 

A. If PacifiCorp had issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for renewable 17 

resources to test this self-build resource against market bids, as it was required 18 

to do under Order No. 06-446, the company likely would have acquired a 19 

resource with this capacity factor — or better.    20 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING ISSUE. 21 

A. PacifiCorp acquired four of the new wind projects included in its 2009 22 

Transition Adjustment Mechanism (TAM) and Renewable Adjustment Clause 23 
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filings without an RFP.2 See Staff/203 at 1. Of these four projects, two are 99-1 

megawatt (MW) facilities developed by PacifiCorp on Company-owned land — 2 

Glenrock and Rolling Hills. These projects are at the same site and are under 3 

development by PacifiCorp in the same year. See Staff/202 at 2-3 and 4 

Staff/203 at 2-4. The capacity factor at the first of these project sites, Glenrock, 5 

is 38 percent. See Staff/202 at 2. If the Company had issued an RFP for 6 

renewable resources, including resources in Wyoming where these projects 7 

are located, the Company likely would have acquired a resource with a 8 

capacity factor at this level.  9 

Q. HOW DID YOU REACH THAT CONCLUSION? 10 

A. PacifiCorp assumed a conservative 35 percent capacity factor for Wyoming 11 

wind resources in its 2007 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).3 The average 12 

capacity factor of wind plants in Wyoming serving PacifiCorp is 38 percent. See 13 

Staff Exhibit 203 at 6-9. Among projects under development by PacifiCorp in 14 

Wyoming, the Company expects a capacity factor of about 40 percent for the 15 

99 MW Seven Mile Hill project. The project is on land leased by a third party, 16 

Eurus Wind Power Development. PacifiCorp expects a 39 percent capacity 17 

factor on its 19.5 MW addition to that project (Seven Mile Hill II), also expected 18 

to be in service by year-end. See Staff Exhibit 202 at 1 and 4. PacifiCorp states 19 

that the wind turbines that are being used at the Rolling Hills site were 20 

originally slated for another site in a different state. See Staff Exhibit 203 at 5. 21 

                                            
2 PacifiCorp acquired the Mountain Wind contracts in the TAM filing under the federal Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act. 
3 See Table 5.3, PacifiCorp’s 2007 IRP at 95, available on the Company’s Web site at 
http://www.pacificorp.com/File/File74765.pdf and in Docket LC 42. 
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At the June 10, 2008, Commission public meeting, the Company stated that 1 

the capacity factor for the Rolling Hills project is much lower than the Glenrock 2 

project at the same PacifiCorp-owned site because the turbines were placed in 3 

a less desirable location on the site.4  4 

Q. DID PACIFICORP ANALYZE WHETHER A BETTER SITE WOULD HAVE 5 

BEEN AVAILABLE FOR THESE TURBINES? 6 

A. Staff is not aware of any analysis PacifiCorp performed to determine whether 7 

another Wyoming site would have provided a greater benefit to customers than 8 

the Rolling Hills site, with its relatively low capacity factor for that state. The 9 

Company did not acquire the project through an RFP, so there was no price 10 

discovery through the Commission’s established process for determining the 11 

best deal for ratepayers, and no Commission-appointed Independent Evaluator 12 

to advise the Commission on the fairness of the process. The site PacifiCorp 13 

chose for its leftover turbines has a far lower capacity factor than other 14 

Wyoming sites already developed, sites under development and sites likely to 15 

be offered in a competitive acquisition process. 16 

Q. THE ROLLING HILLS PROJECT IS UNDER 100 MW. DID PACIFICORP 17 

HAVE ANY OBLIGATION TO ISSUE AN RFP UNDER THE 18 

COMMISSION’S COMPETITIVE BIDDING GUIDELINES?  19 

A. Yes. While PacifiCorp is attempting to distinguish the Rolling Hills and 20 

Glenrock projects as separate resources, they are both on the same site, both 21 

to be completed this year and both 99 MW. Further, the Company is building 22 

                                            
4 Audio at http://www.oregon.gov/PUC/meetings/pmemos/2008/061008/agenda.shtml. 
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another 39 MW of capacity at the Glenrock site to be in-service by year-end. 1 

See Staff Exhibit 202 at 5. The Commission’s guidelines require that Major 2 

Resources — those 100 MW or greater and for a term of five years or longer, 3 

including utility-owned plants — be acquired through a Commission-approved 4 

competitive bidding process unless the Commission grants a Company-5 

requested waiver. See Order No. 06-446 at 3. 6 

Q. DID THE COMPANY REQUEST SUCH A WAIVER? 7 

A. No. 8 

Q. HAS THE COMMISSION PREVIOUSLY DETERMINED WHETHER 9 

PROPOSED MULTIPLE RENEWABLE RESOURCE PROJECTS SHOULD 10 

IN FACT BE CONSIDERED A SINGLE PROJECT? 11 

A. Yes. In Order No. 06-538, corrected by Order No. 06-586, the Commission 12 

adopted a stipulation that defines whether two or more Qualifying Facilities5 13 

(QFs) under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act are distinct projects for 14 

the purpose of receiving standard rates and a standard contract. The Rolling 15 

Hills and Glenrock projects — and the addition to the Glenrock project — would 16 

be considered a single project under the adopted stipulation. The stipulation 17 

defines a project as distinct and eligible for the standard rates and contract “…if 18 

the nameplate capacity of the QF, together with any other electric generating 19 

facility using the same motive force, owned or controlled by the same person(s) 20 

or affiliated person(s), and located at the same site, does not exceed 10 MW.” 21 

See Stipulation Exhibit A at 1. Projects are considered to be located at the 22 
                                            
5 Qualifying Facilities include Small Power Production Facilities (renewable resources) and 
Cogeneration Facilities. 
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same site “… if they are located within a five-mile radius of any generating 1 

facilities or equipment providing fuel or motive force associated with the QF for 2 

which qualification for the standard rates and standard contract is sought.” Id. 3 

Applying this principle to the Commission’s 100 MW threshold for Major 4 

Resources in Order No. 06-446, PacifiCorp was required to issue an RFP or 5 

request a waiver. 6 

Q. WHAT IS THE RESULTING REVENUE REQUIREMENT ADJUSTMENT 7 

FOR YOUR RECOMMENDED MODIFICATION TO THE CAPACITY 8 

FACTOR OF THE ROLLING HILLS PROJECT? 9 

A. Staff witness Brown provides the adjustment in Staff/100. 10 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 11 

A. Yes. 12 



 
 CASE:  UE 199 
 WITNESS:  Lisa Schwartz 
 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 201  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Witness Qualification Statement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 23, 2008 



Docket No. UE 199 Staff/201 
 Schwartz/1 

 

WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT 1 
 2 

 3 
NAME: Lisa Schwartz 4 
 5 
EMPLOYER: Oregon Public Utility Commission  6 
 7 
TITLE: Lead Worker/Senior Analyst, Electric and Natural Gas Division 8 
 9 
ADDRESS: 550 Capitol Street NE #215 10 

Salem, OR  97301-2551 11 
 12 
EDUCATION: Master of Science, Land Resources (1982) 13 

University of Wisconsin - Madison, Wisconsin 14 
 15 
 Bachelor of Science, Environmental Studies (1980) 16 

George Washington University - Washington, D.C. 17 
 18 
EXPERIENCE: I have worked at the Oregon Public Utility Commission since 19 

May 2002. I am staff lead for electric utility resource planning, 20 

competitive bidding and renewable resources. I also provide 21 

analysis and recommendations on other electricity issues 22 

including advanced metering, demand response, distributed 23 

generation and climate change. I was a policy and 24 

communications analyst at the Oregon Department of Energy for 25 

more than six years and a research assistant and assistant 26 

administrator of the Oregon State University Extension Energy 27 

Program for about nine years. 28 
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CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON   

      LOWREY R BROWN  (C) 
      UTILITY ANALYST 

610 SW BROADWAY - STE 308 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
lowrey@oregoncub.org 

      JASON EISDORFER  (C) 
      ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

610 SW BROADWAY STE 308 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
jason@oregoncub.org 

      ROBERT JENKS  (C) 610 SW BROADWAY STE 308 
PORTLAND OR 97205 
bob@oregoncub.org 

DAVISON VAN CLEVE   

      IRION A SANGER  (C) 
      ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY 

333 SW TAYLOR - STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97204 
ias@dvclaw.com 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE   

      JASON W JONES  (C) 
      ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 

REGULATED UTILITY & BUSINESS 
SECTION 
1162 COURT ST NE 
SALEM OR 97301-4096 
jason.w.jones@state.or.us 

ENERGY STRATEGIES LLC   

      KEVIN HIGGINS  (C) 
      PRINCIPLE 

215 STATE ST - STE 200 
SALT LAKE UT 84111-2322 
khiggins@energystrat.com 

MCDOWELL & RACKNER PC   

      KATHERINE A MCDOWELL  (C) 
      ATTORNEY 

520 SW SIXTH AVE - SUITE 830 
PORTLAND OR 97204 
katherine@mcd-law.com 

PACIFICORP   

      RYAN FLYNN  (C) 
      LEGAL COUNSEL 

825 NE MULTNOMAH, SUITE 1800 
PORTLAND OR 97232 
ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com 

PACIFICORP OREGON DOCKETS   

      OREGON DOCKETS 825 NE MULTNOMAH ST 
STE 2000 
PORTLAND OR 97232 
oregondockets@pacificorp.com 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF 
OREGON 

  

      KELCEY BROWN  (C) PO BOX 2148 
SALEM OR 97301 
kelcey.brown@state.or.us 



RFI CONSULTING INC   

      RANDALL J FALKENBERG  (C) PMB 362 
8343 ROSWELL RD 
SANDY SPRINGS GA 30350 
consultrfi@aol.com 

RICHARDSON & O'LEARY   

      PETER J RICHARDSON  (C) PO BOX 7218 
BOISE ID 83707 
peter@richardsonandoleary.com 

SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS LLC   

      GREG BASS 101 ASH STREET HQ09 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 
gbass@semprasolutions.com 

      ALVIN PAK 101 ASH STREET HQ09 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 
apak@sempraglobal.com 

  
 


