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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Talbott, please state your name and business address.

My name is William Talbott. I am employed as a Development Project Manager
with EDP Renewables North America (“EDPR NA”). My business address is 53
SW Yamhill Street, Portland, Oregon 97204.

Please describe your background and experience.

I lead development of solar projects for EDPR NA in the West Region, which
includes market analysis and prioritization based on commercial prospects, site
identification, site acquisition, interconnection, permitting, power marketing and
power purchase agreement (“PPA”) negotiations. I have served in this role since
2015. Prior to joining EDPR NA, I worked as a management consultant with
McKinsey & Company. I received a Bachelor of Arts in Economics from
Pomona College, a Master of Business Administration from the MIT Sloan
School of Management and a Master of Public Administration from the Harvard
Kennedy School.

On whose behalf are you appearing in this proceeding?

Blue Marmot V, Blue Marmot VI, Blue Marmot VII, Blue Marmot VIII, Blue
Marmot IX (jointly, “Blue Marmots”) and their parent company, EDPR NA. The
Blue Marmots own each of the individual projects (jointly, “Blue Marmot
Projects™).

How is your testimony organized?

First, I will describe the series of exchanges through which the Blue Marmots
pursued and ultimately signed standard renewable off-system variable PPAs with

Portland General Electric Company (“PGE”). Second, I will summarize the
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position PGE has taken in justifying not countersigning the partially executed
Blue Marmot PPAs on the grounds of transmission constraints. Third, I will
explain the transmission arrangements required by Schedule 201 and the PPA and
how the Blue Marmots have satisfied those requirements. Fourth, I will
summarize the concept of a legally enforceable obligation, including the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) precedent on the factors that establish
a legally enforceable obligation, as well as the Oregon Public Utility Commission
(“OPUC”) policy regarding legally enforceable obligations. Finally, I will
explain how, contrary to PGE’s position, the Blue Marmots have demonstrated
the ability to meet the requirements under Schedule 201 and the PPA for
delivering power to PGE.

POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT NEGOTIATIONS

When did development of the Blue Marmot Projects begin?

Work began in the first quarter of 2016. This entailed desktop mapping of the
Lakeview area of Lake County to identify development constraints, reaching out
to owners of potentially suitable sites to gauge their interest in leasing or selling
land for purposes of solar development, and traveling to the Lakeview area to
meet with interested landowners. Initial work also included reviewing PGE’s
Schedule 201 for terms and eligibility rules. In February 2016, we requested the
list of materials and information required to request a PPA from PGE under
Schedule 201.

Did each Blue Marmot project pursue a PPA on the same timeline?

No. Since the projects did not all secure site control on the same timeline, they

did not all pursue PPAs on the same timeline. Blue Marmot V and VI were the
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first projects to begin the process and moved on the same timeline. Blue Marmot
VII and IX were the next to begin the process and moved on the same timeline,
and Blue Marmot VIII was the last and moved on its own timeline.

Can you please summarize the series of events that led to Blue Marmot V
and VI executing PPAs provided by PGE?

On August 1, 2016, Blue Marmot V and VI provided information and materials
required for requesting PPAs with PGE. Over the course of the next few months,
Blue Marmot V and VI and PGE exchanged information and communicated
regarding issues related to the sale of the net output of the Blue Marmot V and VI
Projects to PGE, including but not limited to contract terms, required information,
and project details. On December 20, 2016, Blue Marmot V and VI requested
final draft PPAs for the Blue Marmot V and VI Projects.

On January 12 and January 16, 2017, PGE provided Blue Marmot V and
VI with executable PPAs for the Blue Marmot V and VI Projects, as well as
accompanying cover letters.' The letters stated that PGE had determined that
Blue Marmot V and VI had provided sufficient information to allow PGE to
prepare executable PPAs, and that PGE had attached executable PPAs for the
Blue Marmot V and VI Projects. Each letter further stated that, if Seller “executes
the enclosed agreement without alteration and returns the partially executed
agreement to PGE for full execution, Seller will have established a legally

enforceable obligation.” Finally, the letters stated that Blue Marmot V and VI

Blue Marmot/201, Talbott/1-121 (PGE emails and Blue Marmot V and VI
executable PPAs)(On January 12, 2017, PGE initially provided the incorrect draft
of the Blue Marmot V PPA, but then provided the correct executable PPA on
January 16, 2017.).
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were entitled to receive PGE’s renewable avoided cost rates in effect at the time
of execution, if Blue Marmot V and VI executed the final executable PPAs
without alteration.

On March 29, 2017, Blue Marmot V and VI executed the final executable
PPAs without alteration.” The executed PPAs were delivered by hand to PGE on
March 31, 2017.

Can you please provide the same summary for Blue Marmot VII and IX?

On December 21, 2016, Blue Marmot VII and IX provided information and
materials required for requesting PPAs with PGE. Over the course of the next
couple months, Blue Marmot VII and IX and PGE exchanged information and
communicated regarding issues related to the sale of the net output of the Blue
Marmot VII and IX Projects to PGE. On February 28, 2017, Blue Marmot VII
and IX requested final executable PPAs for the Blue Marmot VII and IX Projects.
On March 21, 2017, PGE provided Blue Marmot VII and IX with cover
letters and executable PPAs for the Blue Marmot VII and IX Projects.” The
letters stated that PGE had determined that Blue Marmot VII and IX had provided
sufficient information to allow PGE to prepare executable PPAs, and that PGE
had attached executable PPAs for the Blue Marmot VII and IX Projects. Each
letter further stated that, if Seller “executes the enclosed agreement without
alteration and returns the partially executed agreement to PGE for full execution,

Seller will have established a legally enforceable obligation.” Finally, the letters

Blue Marmot/202, Talbott/1-131 (Blue Marmot V and VI executed PPAs).

Blue Marmot/201, Talbott/122-220 (PGE emails and Blue Marmot VII and IX
executable PPAs)(PGE’s letter incorrectly identified the Blue Marmot IX Project
as Blue Marmot XI).
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stated that Blue Marmot VII and IX were entitled to receive PGE’s renewable
avoided cost rates in effect at the time of execution, if Blue Marmot VII and IX
executed the final executable PPAs without alteration.

On March 29, 2017, Blue Marmot VII and IX executed the final
executable PPAs without alteration.* The executed PPAs were delivered by hand
to PGE on March 31, 2017.

Did the letters sent by PGE along with the executable PPAs for Blue Marmot

V, VI, VII and IX state any contingencies or conditions upon which the
provisions of the letter were based?

No, these were unconditional statements. Each letter stated: “If Seller executes
the enclosed agreement without alteration and returns the partially executed
agreement to PGE for full execution, Seller will have established a legally
enforceable obligation. Seller is entitled to receive PGE’s [Standard Avoided
Costs OR Renewable Avoided Costs] in effect at the time Seller executes the
enclosed agreement without alteration.” Therefore, PGE clearly and
unambiguously stated that signing the executable PPAs would create a legally
enforceable obligation at the renewable avoided costs in effect at the time of
signing.

What happened after Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX sent PGE executed
PPAs?

On April 5, 2017, Blue Marmot asked PGE when PGE would execute the four
final executable PPAs signed by Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX. On April 5,

2017, PGE informed Blue Marmot that PGE usually takes a couple of weeks from

Blue Marmot/202, Talbott/132-197, 264-329 (Blue Marmot VII and IX executed
PPAs).
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the date the QF executes the executable PPA for PGE to execute the partially
executed PPA.

On April 6, 2017, PGE informed Blue Marmot that there were two
changes PGE wished to make to the PPAs that PGE had provided to Blue Marmot
V, VI, VII and IX as executable and that Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX had
executed. These two non-substantive and immaterial changes were to: 1) attach
the FERC Form 556 qualifying facility (“QF”) self-certification forms that Blue
Marmot V, VI, VII and IX had previously provided to PGE; and 2) adding page
numbers. It is my understanding that PGE has executed previous PPAs with QFs
without including the FERC Form 556, and that these non-substantive and
immaterial changes did not change the Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX Projects’
legally enforceable obligations. On April 7, 2017, PGE provided corrections to
the partially executed PPAs to add the FERC form 556 and to correct the page
numbers. On April 10, 2017, Blue Marmot approved the corrections to the
partially executed PPAs.

What about the timeline for Blue Marmot VIII?

On February 2, 2017, Blue Marmot VIII provided information and materials
required for requesting a PPA with PGE. Over the next several weeks, Blue
Marmot VIII and PGE exchanged information and communicated regarding
issues related to the sale of the net output of the Blue Marmot VIII Project to
PGE. On March 22, 2017, PGE provided a final draft PPA for the Blue Marmot

VIII Proj ect.” On March 24, 2017, Blue Marmot VIII requested an executable

Blue Marmot/201, Talbott/221-270 (PGE emails and Blue Marmot VIII draft
PPA).
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PPA for the Blue Marmot VIII Project. On March 28, 2017, PGE informed Blue
Marmot VIII that it would provide an executable PPA, or request additional or
clarifying information by April 17, 2017.

What interaction did you have with PGE on April 17, 2017?

On April 17, 2017, PGE inquired about the point of delivery (“POD”) for the Blue
Marmot Projects. On April 18, 2017, PGE was informed that the anticipated POD
for the Blue Marmot Projects was PACW.PGE.® On April 19, 2017, PGE stated
that the POD was constrained and that it was concerned that deliveries to the POD
might not be feasible. On April 19, 2017, PGE stated that if PGE’s evaluation of
the alleged congestion at the POD went past May 1, 2017, then PGE would honor
the avoided cost prices currently in effect for both the partially executed PPAs for
Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX, as well as for Blue Marmot VIII.

Did the Blue Marmot Projects continue to attempt to obtain fully executed
PPAs?

Yes. On April 19, 2017, Blue Marmot expressed its concern with PGE’s refusal
to execute the partially executed PPAs for Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX, and to
provide an executable PPA for Blue Marmot VIII. On April 19, 2017, PGE
refused to execute the partially executed PPAs. On April 20, 2017, Blue Marmot
specifically informed PGE that its expectation was that PGE countersign without
delay the partially executed PPAs, and that Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX were
continuing to commit and obligate themselves to sell power to PGE from the Blue

Marmot V, VI, VII and IX Projects at the Schedule 201 rates, terms, and

PACW.PGE is a scheduling point between PGE’s and PacifiCorp’s systems, and
constitutes several actual points of physical interconnections between PGE’s and
PacifiCorp’s systems.
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conditions in the partially executed PPAs. On April 24, 2017, Blue Marmot
attempted to reach an agreement regarding PGE’s execution of the partially
executed PPAs, and was unable to reach agreement. On April 24, 2017, Blue
Marmot sent PGE a demand letter requesting that PGE execute the partially
executed PPAs or Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX would file a complaint with the
OPUC on April 28, 2017. On April 27, 2017, PGE informed Blue Marmot that it
would not execute the partially executed PPAs.

What about Blue Marmot VIII?

On April 20, 2017, Blue Marmot VIII communicated to PGE that it was
committing and obligating itself to sell power to PGE from the Blue Marmot VIII
Project at the Schedule 201 rates, terms, and conditions in the final draft PPA
provided by PGE. On April 28, 2017, Blue Marmot VIII executed the last draft
PPA that PGE provided to Blue Marmot VIII. Blue Marmot VIII made no
changes to the last draft PPA, other than executing the PPA. Blue Marmot VIII
did this because it was concerned that PGE would not provide an executable PPA
for Blue Marmot VIII, and because Blue Marmot VIII had requested an
executable PPA exactly matching the final draft PPA and was prepared to commit
itself to sell power to PGE under the terms of that PPA.” Blue Marmot VIII
unequivocally committed itself to sell the net output of the Blue Marmot VIII
Project at the terms and conditions included in the partially executed PPA,
including but not limited to being subject to penalties for failing to deliver energy

on the scheduled commercial on-line date.

Blue Marmot/202, Talbott/198-263 (Blue Marmot VIII executed PPA).



N —

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Blue Marmot/200
Talbott/9

Had PGE previously inquired about or expressed concern over the viability
of Blue Marmot’s POD?

Prior to April 17, 2017, PGE never specifically requested information regarding
the POD for any of the Blue Marmot Projects or provided any indication
regarding its concerns about potential constraints at the POD. Although PGE
never specifically requested information about the POD, each Blue Marmot
Project communicated in its request for an initial draft PPA that it would be
interconnecting with PacifiCorp, from which it could reasonably be inferred that
each Project would deliver to PGE’s system at the interface point between the
PacifiCorp and PGE systems, or the PACW.PGE POD.

Moreover, on November 14, 2016, Blue Marmot sent several questions to
PGE seeking to clarify settlement details under the PPA for projects delivering to
PGE via PacifiCorp, again implying that the projects intended to deliver to PGE’s
system at the PACW.PGE POD. PGE did not raise any concerns about the Blue
Marmot Projects delivering to the PACW.PGE POD in response to these
questions. Additionally, the Required Facility Documents in the partially
executed PPAs specifically state that the Blue Marmots will secure transmission
service agreements with PacifiCorp, but do not mention transmission service from
the Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”), which would be required to
deliver to another POD.

With any reasonable level of attention, PGE could have determined that
the Blue Marmots intended to deliver to PGE’s system at the PACW.PGE POD.
By providing executable PPAs, PGE committed to purchase the Blue Marmots’

net output at this POD, and pay the then current Schedule 201 avoided cost rates
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without requiring the Blue Marmots to pay for studies or upgrades on PGE’s
transmission system or pay for transmission service to a different POD.

Please summarize your interactions with PGE since April 27 regarding this
matter.

PGE communicated on May 18, 2017 that it cannot accept delivery from Blue
Marmot at the PACW.PGE POD because of transmission constraints at this POD
arising from PGE’s acquisition of transmission rights to participate in the Western
Energy Imbalance Market (“EIM”). Blue Marmot met with PGE on June 1, 2017
and again on June 19, 2017 to explore potential settlement options.

What has PGE’s position been?

PGE has stated that there is “insufficient long-term firm available transmission
capacity (ATC) at this POD” and that, “Given the lack of long-term firm ATC at
the PACW.PGE POD, PGE cannot agree to accept delivery of Blue Marmot’s
output at this POD.” PGE has “declined to sign the executable PPA[s] until the
parties agree on an alternative delivery arrangement.” PGE has communicated
that Blue Marmot has two options: 1) either pay for upgrades at the PACW.PGE
POD; or 2) deliver to a different POD, i.e. the BPAT.PGE POD.

Has PGE changed its position about whether the Blue Marmot V, VI, VII
and IX have formed legally enforceable obligations?

Yes. PGE now claims that the legally enforceable obligations described in the
cover letters accompanying the executable PPAs for Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and
IX are actually contingent upon Blue Marmot making alternative delivery

arrangements.
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TRANSMISSION ARRANGEMENTS

What transmission arrangements have Blue Marmot already made and what
new transmission arrangements would be required to deliver at BPAT.PGE?

EDPR NA has executed on the Blue Marmots’ behalf transmission service
agreements with PacifiCorp for long term firm point to point transmission service
with rollover rights for the full capacity of the Blue Marmot Projects to deliver the
net output to the PACW.PGE POD, which is the interface between the PacifiCorp
and PGE systems. The total interconnection cost for the Blue Marmots is
expected to be approximately $9.5 million, of which $5.4 million would
eventually be reimbursed to Blue Marmot, and the cost of PacifiCorp transmission
is expected to be approximately $34 million over the term of the PPAs.

Delivering at BPAT.PGE would entail redirecting the PacifiCorp
transmission service to the PACW.BPAT interface point, and then adding a
second path of BPA transmission service from PACW.BPAT to the interface
between BPA and PGE at the BPAT.PGE POD. This second leg of transmission
would add over $14 million in costs total to the Blue Marmot Projects over the
term of the PPAs. The testimony of Keegan Moyer will address transmission
topics in greater detail.

What are the Seller’s obligations under Schedule 201 PPAs?

The Sellers’ obligations are to deliver power to PGE’s system. Section 4.1 states
“Commencing on the Effective Date and continuing through the Term of this
Agreement, Seller shall sell to PGE the entire Net Output delivered from the
Facility at the Point of Delivery” and Section 1.27 states “Point of Delivery means

the PGE System.” There is no further delineation of acceptable PODs and neither
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solution offered by PGE (upgrades at the PACW.PGE POD or delivery to an
alternative POD) is contemplated under the contract. PGE is now seeking to alter
the PPA and require the Blue Marmots to agree to specify that it will pay for
transmission costs not contemplated under the PPA.

Indeed, PGE repeatedly emphasized through multiple conversations with
Blue Marmot that other than variable terms in the contract, there can be no
changes to the Schedule 201 contract to clarify or stipulate unique details or
arrangements for specific projects. There is no variable term for the POD and, as
stated previously, PGE never inquired about PODs prior to April 17, 2017, until
after providing executable PPAs.

The closest thing to a variable term for POD in the PPA is specifying the
interconnecting utility. For off-system QFs such as the Blue Marmot projects
interconnecting with PacifiCorp, it could be reasonably inferred that the
PACW.PGE POD would be the interface point between the PacifiCorp and PGE
systems.

Additionally, the Blue Marmot Projects stipulated in the list of Required
Facility Documents in Exhibit B that prior to the Commercial Operation Date, the
projects would secure Transmission Service Agreements with PacifiCorp. Given
that there was no mention of Transmission Service Agreements with BPA, it
could be reasonably inferred that each of the projects intended to deliver to the
PACW.PGE POD.

In sum, the contract simply requires delivery to PGE’s system, with no

negotiation on a mutually agreeable POD required, and Blue Marmot’s intention
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to deliver to the PACW.PGE POD was clear from the information included in the
executable contracts provided by PGE.
What has PGE communicated regarding the ability of Blue Marmot to

receive the renewable avoided costs in effect at the time Blue Marmot
executed PPAs for the Blue Marmot Projects?

PGE confirmed in its May 18, 2017 answer to complaints filed by Blue Marmot
that it communicated in April 2017 that if evaluating the feasibility of Blue
Marmot delivering at the PACW.PGE POD went past May 1, 2017 (when PGE
filed to reduce its renewable avoided cost rates), then PGE would continue to
honor the avoided cost prices in effect at the time Blue Marmot executed its
PPAs.

LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE OBLIGATIONS

What is a legally enforceable obligation?

While I am not a lawyer, I will explain my understanding of legally enforceable
obligations. FERC has established an administrative rule and policy that ensures

that a QF has the right and obligation to sell its net output to a utility pursuant to a

contract or a legally enforceable obligation.” ||| GG

18 CFR 292.304(d).
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>

When the QF commits itself to sell its net output at specific terms and conditions.
While I am not an expert in issues related to the Public Utility Regulatory Policies
Act (“PURPA”), my understanding is that the OPUC has concluded that it is up to

the QF, and not the utility, to determine when a legally enforceable obligation has

on
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How do these factors apply to the Blue Marmot Projects?

All five projects were well past the point of initial communications, and all five
projects unequivocally committed themselves to sell their net output at specific
terms and conditions. This included the terms and conditions of the executed
PPAs, which determined the applicable avoided cost rates and included details

regarding commercial operation dates, minimum and maximum net output,

penalties, ctc. |

Have the Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX Projects exceeded the standard for
forming legally enforceable obligations?

Yes. PGE provided executable PPAs with all the required terms, conditions and
rates, which Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX all signed. I agree with PGE’s
statements in its letters that Blue Marmot V, VI, VII and IX established a legally
enforceable obligation once they executed without alteration the executable PPAs
and then returned the partially executed PPAs to PGE for full execution.

Has PGE agreed that the Blue Marmots have formed legally enforceable
obligations?

No. PGE takes the position that the Blue Marmots will only have formed legally

enforceable obligations if they agree to pay for transmission upgrades at the
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PACW.PGE POD, or deliver to a different POD. This is directly inconsistent
with PGE’s prior statements made when it provided the executable PPAs.

In addition, PGE appears to be taking the position that the Blue Marmots
will not have formed legally enforceable obligations or otherwise be eligible for
the avoided cost rates at the time they executed the PPAs, even if the OPUC,
FERC or a court agrees with the Blue Marmots that the Blue Marmots have
satisfied their obligations under PURPA and the partially executed contracts by
arranging delivery at the PACW.PGE POD. Regardless of the outcome of this
litigation, or whether PGE can impose additional transmission costs on a QF that
delivers its net output to a POD on its system, the Blue Marmots should be
eligible for the prices at the time they executed their PPAs. The Blue Marmots
have committed to sell their net output under the terms and conditions of the
partially executed PPAs regardless of transmission arrangements the OPUC,
FERC, or a court ultimately decide are necessary.

CONCLUSION

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Moyer, please state your name and business address.

My name is Keegan Moyer. My business address is 215 South State Street, Suite
200, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am a Principal in the firm of Energy Strategies, LLC (“Energy Strategies”).
Energy Strategies is an independent energy consulting firm specializing in
economic and policy analysis applicable to energy production, transportation, and
consumption.

Please describe your professional responsibilities, background, and
experience.

As a Principal with Energy Strategies, where I have been employed since 2014, 1
assist private and public sector clients in the areas of electric transmission,
generation, and energy-related economic and public policy analyses. In that
capacity, I specialize in transmission system analysis and strategy for power
generation and transmission projects. I have performed numerous technical and
economic assessments of transmission and generation projects and have a strong
understanding of power markets, system planning, and the services that allow
power to interconnect and move across the transmission system.

Prior to joining Energy Strategies, | was the Manager of Transmission
Expansion Planning at the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).
In that role, I was responsible for regional transmission assessments and the
development of transmission plans for the Western Interconnection. I was

responsible for providing leadership and direction to the WECC Transmission
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Expansion Planning Department, facilitating Transmission Expansion Planning
Policy Committee stakeholder activities, and managing the $14.5 million
Department of Energy Regional Transmission Expansion Planning Grant. I also
advised WECC senior management on the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) Order 1000 and other relevant energy and planning
policies.

In addition to my transmission policy background, I have extensive
technical experience designing and conducting production cost model and power
flow simulation studies, and providing policy-oriented analyses of complex power
system issues. I regularly deal with FERC-approved Open Access Transmission
Tariffs, qualified facilities (“QFs”), interconnection and transmission analyses,
and support clients in navigating generation interconnection, transmission service,
and transmission planning processes.

My academic background is in both engineering and business
management. I have completed a Master of Science in Engineering and
Technology Management and a Bachelor of Science in Engineering with
Mechanical Specialty, both at the Colorado School of Mines.

In connection with my testimony in this docket, I am familiar with the
relevant transmission systems, obligations of QFs as it relates to transmission and
interconnection, avoided cost pricing, and the types and nature of transmission
service available under Portland General Electric Company’s (“PGE”)

transmission function’s (“PGE Transmission”) Open Access Transmission Tariff.
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Have you testified previously before any other state utility regulatory
commissions?

Yes. I have testified regarding transmission issues before the Colorado Public
Utilities Commission and the Utah Public Service Commission.

On whose behalf are you appearing in this proceeding?

Blue Marmot V, VI, VII, VIII and IX (“Blue Marmots™).

Please summarize your testimony.

The Blue Marmot QFs have signed power purchase agreements (“PPAs”) to sell
their output to PGE under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (“PURPA”).
As “off-system” QFs, the Blue Marmots have arranged for transmission service
that will allow them to deliver the QF output to PGE’s system. However, PGE’s
merchant function (“PGE Merchant”) is refusing to counter-sign the Blue Marmot
PPAs on account of transmission constraints on PGE Transmission’s system at

the location where the Blue Marmots have arranged to deliver the power. [}

I 1 spend

the majority of my testimony explaining why this is the case, while also
discussing practical transmission options that could be implemented that would
allow PGE Merchant to effectively and efficiently discharge their PURPA
responsibilities to accept and manage the QF net output at the location the Blue
Marmots have identified.

In addition, I address the notion that the Blue Marmots should be held

responsible for potential costs to upgrade PGE’s transmission system to further

facilitate their detivery |
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Lastly, I review two potential discrimination issues at play that appear to
be working against the Blue Marmot projects. The first relates to how PGE
Merchant is handling the Blue Marmot QFs relative to other QFs with similar
transmission arrangements and contractual obligations, and the other considers
PGE Merchant’s inability to act objectively and fairly when there is a parallel
need to reserve transmission for itself and QFs at the same location.

PURPA OBLIGATIONS

Please summarize this portion of your testimony.

B Vhilc [ am not a lawyer, I will explain my understanding

of a QF’s obligations under PURPA, and then explain why the Blue Marmots

have met these obligations.

PGE Merchant, however, has refused to purchase the Blue Marmots’ net output
and is instead demanding that they pay for transmission upgrades on PGE
Transmission’s system or deliver their net output to a POD on PGE
Tra