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1 June 9, 2016 10: 02 Zé%? .

2 PROCEEDI NGS

3 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Good nor ni ng.

4 W'Ill go on the record. This is the time and pl ace

5 noticed for hearing in the matter of the application of

6 Rocky Mountain Power for approval of the power purchase

7 agreenent between Pacifi Corp and Thayn Hydro, LLC, as

8 conm ssion Docket No. 16-035-04.

9 My nane is M chael Hammer, and | am

10 commssion's designated presiding officer for this

11 hearing. Let's have appearances pl ease, beginning with

12 the applicant.

13 MS. HOGLE: Good norning. Yvonne Hogle on

14  behal f of Rocky of Mountain Power.

15 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  And do you have any

16 wtnesses with you?

17 M5. HOGLE: Oh, | apologize. Yes. M. Pau

18 Clenments is here, and he's the director of commrerci al

19 services for Rocky Mountain Power. Kyle More is also

20 here, although he is not a witness, and he is a senior

21 structure pricing marketer for Rocky Mountain Power.

22  Thank you.

23 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you.

24 MR JETTER Good norning. | amJustin Jetter

25 with the Uah Attorney CGeneral's Ofices. | represent
Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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the Utah Division of Public UWilities, and with nme at

counsel table is Charles Peterson with the Ut ah Division
of Public UWilities.

MR MOORE: Robert Moore with the Attorney
Ceneral's Ofice representing the Ofice of Consuner
Services. Wth ne is Bela Vastag. He is a utilities
analyst with the office.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER.  Thank you,
M. Mbore.

MR LONG And I'm-- I'"mAdamLong with Smth
Hartvi gsen here on behalf of Thayn Hydro. M sole
witness is Rick Kaster, who is sitting right behind ne.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you,
M. Long. And Ellis Hall Consultants, LLC, was al so
granted intervention in this docket. Are they present
t oday? No, okay.

VOCE: Ellis Hall is present.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMVER:  All right. Does
Ellis Hall have any intention of presenting evidence or
ot herwi se participating in the hearing?

VO CE: Not at this time, unless sonething
COnmes up.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Okay. Well, you're
wel cone to. Thank you.

COURT REPORTER: Is -- could I get her nane?

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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1 Is that Ellis? rage

2 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  |'m sorry. Can you

3 repeat your nane for the court reporter.

4 VOCE Ellis, E-L-L-1-S, hyphen, Hall,

5 HAL-L, Consultants.

6 COURT REPORTER: Ckay. That is your nane?

7 M5. CERUTI: Onh, I'msorry. That's the name

8 of the conpany. | amKinberly Ceruti.

9 COURT REPORTER:  WI I you spell that please.

10 MS. CERUTI: K-I-MB-E-R-L-Y, C I|ike Charlie,

11 EERUT-I.

12 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Bef ore we begi n,

13 are there any prelimnary nmatters the parties would |ike

14 to address? | have a hearing statenent on the bench

15 fromthe Ofice of Consuner Services.

16 MR MOORE: Yes. W handed those out to the

17 court reporter to make it easier to transcribe

18 M. Bela's -- M. Vastag's testinony.

19 MR VASTAG  Statenent.

20 MR, MOORE: Statenent, sorry.

21 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Ckay. |Is there any

22 objection to ny receiving this fromany of the parties?

23  Thank you.

24 G ven the legal briefing that was submtted in

25 this docket, | expect counsel mght want to sum --
Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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1 m ght, pardon ne, want to nake sone sort of [ egal rage
2 argunent on the record. | don't know if you want to do
3 that or if you choose to do that, you would prefer to do
4 it before we proceed with witnesses, or you would Iike

5 to nake a statenent at the end of the hearing. | offer
6 that to any of you who would |ike to nake a comment now.
7 M5. HOGLE: Thank you, M. Hearing Oficer.

8 The way that the conpany will approach the issues in the
9 caseis, M. Paul Cenments will be the policy witness in
10 this case. W believe that there is an opportunity to
11 present both -- well, sort of a general policy statenent
12 that wll include facts and a little bit of |aw

13 And if necessary, then | wll certainly

14 interject and add anything that | feel was omtted.

15  Thank you.

16 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Jetter?

17 MR JETTER  Good norning, your Honor. The

18 division didn't prepare an oral argunent summary of our
19 brief. W -- | suppose, this is kind of a m xed

20 question of fact and law. W intend to present a

21 witness that will summarize the comments that we have

22 provi ded.

23 And | think our positionis fairly clear from
24  our brief, which was also fairly brief, that in this

25 case we think that the facts, in a very narrow,

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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fact-specific view of this particular situation, my

support a LEO

COURT REPORTER: May what ?

MR JETTER  Support a legally enforceable
obligation to support the prior pricing. W think that
the comm ssion at this point has a pretty thoroughly
established tineline of the negotiations that occurred
and is fairly well briefed by the various parties, |egal
anal ysis of sort of the boundaries of where states may
determ ne when |l egally enforceabl e obligations occur or
don't. And it's probably a pretty good question for the
comm ssion to answer, | guess, in this case.

So that's the only initial statement |'d |ike
to put on the record. Thank you.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you,

M. Jetter. M. Moore?

MR MOORE: At present the office will rely on
its briefing, although we would Iike to reserve the
right to, if needed, as the hearing devel ops, to provide
sonme | egal argunent on that issue at the end of the
heari ng.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Under st ood, and
M. Long?

MR LONG Like M. Moore, we think the issues

have been fairly well briefed and thoroughly presented

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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. . . . . Page 9
to the commssion at this point. W don't anticipate

making a formal |egal argunent or any sort of summary of
the briefing position.

As a very basic summary of Thayn Hydro's
position, Thayn Hydro effectively wants the old Schedul e
37 pricing. From from Thayn Hydro's perspective, how
they get there is irrelevant. Thayn Hydro al so believes
that if it cones down a legally enforceable obligation
argunent, it's clear that that obligation existed based
on the facts. And I will ask sone questions of
M. Kaster to give his -- his own version of those
facts.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you. In
terns of order of the presentation of the evidence, ny
instincts tell me it nmakes sense to begin with the
applicant and then perhaps go to Thayn and then the
division and the office. 1Is there any objection to that
order?

MR JETTER. Not fromthe division. That
seens |i ke a reasonable way to proceed.

MR MOORE: No objection fromthe office.

M5. HOGLE: No objection from Rocky Mountain
Power .

MR LONG None from Thayn either

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Excel l ent. Then we

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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_ _ _ _ Page 10
will begin wth the applicant. M. Hogle?

M5. HOG.E: Your Honor, the conpany calls
M. Paul Cenents as a witness. And | don't know if you
want himto followon to the witness stand or if he can
give his testinony where he is now
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: | bel i eve our court
reporter would prefer he come to the stand. Make her
job a little easier.
COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. Also, could
sonebody cl ose that door over there? Thank you.
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: M. O enents, do
you swear to tell the truth?
THE W TNESS: Yes.
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you.
PAUL CLEMENTS,
called as a witness at the instance of the applicant,
having been first duly sworn, was exam ned and testified
as follows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. HOGLE:
Q Good norning, M. Cenents.
A Good nor ni ng.
Q Can you please spell and state your name for
the record and state your position wth the conpany.

A Yes. M nane is Paul Cenents,

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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1 GCL-EEME-NT-S. | amcurrently director of connef%?%]ll
2 services for Rocky Muntain Power.

3 Q And can you provide some background in how you
4  becane involved in this case?

5 A Yes. For the past 12 years | have been

6 responsible for negotiating qualified facility power

7  purchase agreenments for Rocky Muntain Power, either

8 directly negotiating the agreenent nyself or in a

9 nmanagerial standpoint overseeing those who negotiate the
10 agreenents.

11 Q And specifically do you have a background as
12 to your involvenent in this case that you would like to
13 give?

14 A Yes. | have been famliar with the

15 negotiation process for the Thayn Hydro power purchase
16 agreement. People who are under ny enpl oy negoti at ed

17 the power purchase agreenent, and | was involved in

18 directing and managi ng their work.

19 Q Ckay. So in your capacity, did you assist in
20 the preparation of the power purchase agreenent in

21 addition to the subsequent conpany filings related to

22 the power purchase agreenent?

23 A Yes, | did.

24 Q kay. So do you adopt the conpany's filings
25 here today as your own policy testinony?

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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1 A Yes. Froma policy standpoint, | do.

2 Q And have you prepared a summary that you woul d
3 Ilike to give today?

4 A | have.

5 Q Pl ease proceed.

6 A Thank you. Good nmorning. |If | speak too

7 quickly, please interrupt nmne.

8 Pursuant to the conm ssion's provisiona

9 conclusion of law issued on March 4th, 2016, the purpose
10 of today's proceeding is to determ ne whether there is a
11 legally enforceable obligation, or LEO L-E-O-- that

12 wll be atermyou will hear frequently today -- was

13 established by Thayn Hydro prior to either the

14 comm ssion issuing its pricing order on Septenber 18th,
15 2015, in the Schedule 37 docket, or the conm ssion

16 issuing its contract duration order on January 7th of

17 2016 in the qualifying facility contract term docket.

18 The pricing order on Septenber 18th, 2015,

19 established new pricing that would apply to Thayn Hydro.
20 The contract duration order reduced the maxi mum contract
21 termthat would apply to Thayn Hydro.
22 Thayn Hydro asserts that a |legally enforceable
23 obligation was created prior to the issuance of the
24  pricing order. The conpany does not agree with this
25 assertion. | wll detail why the conpany does not agree

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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inny remarks today. |It's also detailed in the
conpany's brief.

Thayn Hydro further believes the conm ssion
coul d decide this matter under extenuating
circunstances, the sane |logic that was used for the
Three Peaks Power power purchase agreenent in Docket No.
15- 035- 70.

Thayn Hydro asserts that the conm ssion does
not need to address the LEO issue in naking a
determnation in this docket. The conpany agrees wth
t hat position and agrees that the conm ssion need not
resolve the LEO issue in this proceeding, and instead,
coul d evaluate and consider the specific facts of this
case in nmaking a determnation as to what is just and
reasonabl e.

Regarding the issue of the establishment of a
LEQ, the FERC has determined it is up to the individual
states, not the FERC, to determ ne the paraneters of a
| egal |y enforceable obligation. The FERC has al so
expl ained that the purpose of the LEOis to prevent
utilities fromrefusing to enter into a contract wwth a
QF counterparty.

To be clear, at no point prior to the pricing
order or prior to the contract duration order did the

conpany refuse to enter into a contract with Thayn

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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Hydr o.

| will briefly summari ze the key dates and
activities between the tine Thayn Hydro first contacted
t he conpany and the tine of the pricing order. On July
7th, 2015, Thayn Hydro first contacted the conpany
regarding renewing their contract that was set to expire
at the end of 2015.

On July 14th, 2015, the conpany provided a
draft contract to Thayn Hydro. The contract, as first
delivered, was not in execution formand was clearly
| abel ed as a working draft that did not constitute a
bi ndi ng offer.

Wiile the contract is a renewal of an existing
QF agreenent, the existing contract between Thayn Hydro
and the conpany was put in place 20 years ago. And the
draft provided by the conpany on July 14th reflected the
nost up-to-date terns and conditions for simlarly
situated QFs. So there were several conmercial termns
that it changed fromthe existing agreenent.

On July 22nd, 2015, Thayn Hydro sends an
e-mail to the conpany stating it commts to sell its
out put under Schedule 37. This conmtnent occurred just
two weeks after initiating discussions wthout any
further exchange of draft contracts. The conpany views

this date as the date on which serious negotiations

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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began between the parties but not the date on which an

agreenent was consumat ed.

Regarding the timng of negotiations or the
duration of negotiations, the conmpany notes the typica
tine to conplete negotiation of a standard qualifying
facility power purchase agreenent is alnost three
nont hs, not the two weeks that occurred between the
first contact and Thayn Hydro's July 22nd e-mail .

The conpany further notes that not all terns
were agreed to at that point. Specifically, there were
negoti ati ons ongoing related to the |level or the anount
of i1 nsurance required and regarding an issue related to
a default provision if mninmmdelivery requirenents
wer e not net.

Thi s ongoi ng negoti ati on was evi denced in the
e-mai |l s between the parties on August 4th, 2015, and
even in sone e-nmails as |ate as Novenber 2015. |In those
August 4th, 2015, e-mails, Thayn Hydro stated, quote,
one itemthat causes ne concern, end quote, and quote, |
woul d appreciate you checking into the necessity of
addi ng the requirenent, end quote.

At that point in tinme, it appeared that Thayn
Hydro was not willing to conmt to sell under the
contract in its then current form because it continued

to inquire regarding changes to the insurance

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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provisions. This is further supported by conmunication

bet ween the parties on Septenber 17th, 2015, where Thayn
Hydro inquired again regarding the insurance anmounts.

Then on Septenber 18th, 2015, the pricing
order was issued. And at that point in tine, the
conpany could no | onger execute an agreenent with Thayn
Hydro under what we're referring to as the old Schedul e
37 pricing.

On Cctober 1st, 2015, the parties reached
agreenent on the insurance terns, and the agreenent that
was reached resulted in insurance terns that were | ower
than those being initially discussed in August. And the
parties reached agreenment on a final version of the
contract.

So to summarize the key points of this
timeline relevant to the proceedi ng today, at no point
did the conpany refuse to execute a contract that was
tendered for signature. Second, the conpany negoti ated
in good faith over the ordinary course of business,
including attenpting to resol ve i ssues and negoti ate
terns when request ed.

One key point for consideration today, and
this is in response to the OCS recommendati on, or the
O fice of Consuner Services recommendation, there is no

evi dence denonstrating that the inquiries regarding the

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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i nsurance anounts and the other commercial terns were

uncondi ti onal, meaning the conpany cannot be certain

t hat Thayn Hydro woul d have conmtted to sell under an
agreenent with the higher insurance anounts and ot her

i ssues or whether a | ower insurance anpunt and
resolution of those issues was a condition of their
comm tment to sell

In conclusion, the facts and the associ at ed
tinmeline do not support Thayn Hydro's assertion that a
LEO was established through a commtnment to sell prior
to the pricing order. And the conpany does not believe
t he comm ssion should determ ne that a LEO had been
est abl i shed.

As | mentioned earlier in nmy sunmary, the
conpany agrees with Thayn Hydro's suggestion that the
conm ssion could decided this matter under extenuating
circunstances w thout addressing the LEO i ssue. These
facts are very simlar to the facts reviewed by the
comm ssion in the Three Peaks Power case | nentioned
earlier.

O particular inportance to this issue of
extenuating circunstances is the unique tine involved
with the pricing order. The hearing in the Schedul e 37
docket occurred on Septenber 14th, 2015. The pricing

order was issued just four days |later on Septenber 18th,
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2015. The Schedul e 37 docket was a contested proceedi ng

where all parties were not in agreenent.

It is unusual for the comm ssion to issue an
order so quickly followi ng a contested proceeding. To
be honest, the issuance of the pricing order so soon
after the hearing caught the parties off guard. Based
on ny personal involvenment in the negotiations and ny
experience with simlar negotiations, it is reasonable
to assune the parties could have finalized negotiations
and possibly entered into a contract prior to the
pricing order had the parties known in advance that the
order was inmnent or about to be issued.

On a simlar note, regarding the applicable
contract term which would be the second issue in this
proceedi ng, the parties reached agreenent on all
conercial ternms in early October 2015, well in advance
of the January 7th, 2016, contract term order.

The parties did not execute a contract in
October after that agreenent was reached because the
parties were working to resolve the issue related to the
applicable pricing. It is probable that the parties
woul d have executed a contract prior to January 7th,
2016, or the contract termorder date, had there not
been an ongoi ng di spute over the pricing.

In summary, to answer directly the question

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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1 raised by the commssion in its provisional conclusion
2 of law, the conpany does not believe a LEO was
3 established prior to the pricing order. However, as |
4  expl ained today, the conpany does not believe the
5 commission is required to address the LEO i ssue in order
6 to resolve the issue before the comm ssion today.
7 And the conpany believes the comm ssion can
8 evaluate and should eval uate and consider the specific
9 facts of this case, including the unique nature and
10 timng of the pricing order in its determ nation of the
11 applicable rate and contract termfor Thayn Hydro. That
12  concludes ny sunmary.
13 M5. HOGLE: M. Cenents is available for
14  cross-exam nation.
15 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: M. Long, we'l |l
16 start with you.
17 MR LONG | have no questions for
18 M. denents.
19 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Jetter?
20 MR. JETTER | have no questions for
21 M. denents. Thank you.
22 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER. M. Mbore?
23 MR MOORE: No questions fromthe office.
24 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Cdenents, | do
25 have a few questions. First of all, the initial contact
Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
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t hat Thayn corresponded with at Rocky Mountain Power

was, is a M. Younie?

THE WTNESS: That's correct.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Did | pronounce his
name correctly?

THE W TNESS: Yes, John Youni e.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: | can't renenber
where in the briefing, but |I remenber seeing a
representation that during the negotiations M. Younie
was laid off; is that correct?

THE WTNESS:. Yes. During the negotiation
process, M. Younie left the conpany, that's correct.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  All right. There's
been testinony in other dockets, and it's the
conmm ssion's general understanding that the conpany has
been a little overwhel med with the volunme of QF requests
that cane in in the recent past. And | don't want to
delve into M. Younie's personnel file. 1It's none of
our busi ness.

But was -- were there factors that contributed
to his departure, aside fromthe conpany's determ nation
it didn't need as nuch assistance in processing QF
contracts?

THE WTNESS: | amnot aware of the facts that

led to his departure fromthe conpany, so | can't speak
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1 tothat. Internms -- if |I can expand and respond Fﬂge -
2 general to your question regarding the amount of work

3 that was occurring at that point in tine. That was not
4 a factor in this proceeding.

5 It's my testinony and ny opinion, having done
6 this for the past 12 years, that the course of

7 negotiations for this power purchase agreenent were

8 relatively standard, if not quicker than what we woul d

9 typically see. They requested a PPAin July 7th. A

10 draft was delivered one week |ater.

11 What occurred after M. Younie left the

12 conpany, | believe there were sone vacations between the
13 two parties. But the pace of negotiations in nmy opinion
14 was fairly routine or average.

15 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVMER:  So you are sayi ng
16 that the pace of negotiations was not affected by

17 M. Younie's departure?

18 THE WTNESS: Not in ny opinion, no.

19 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  And |I'11 invite
20 your counsel to interject with respect to any of these
21 questions because they do delve into | egal issues.
22 Wth respect to the conpany's position that
23 the commi ssion would be justified in finding that
24 extenuating circunstances warrant granting the otherw se
25 outdated pricing to Thayn Hydro, the conpany has
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referenced the Three Peaks matter, which was a Schedul e

38 matter.
And Schedul e 38 does expressly provide that
t he conm ssion can essentially postpone or give
extensions to ot herw se existing deadlines under
Schedul e 38, which outlines a process for contracting.
To ny know edge, Schedul e 37 contains no such | anguage.
Does that affect the conpany's anal ysis of
whet her or not the conmm ssion has authority to find
extenuating circunstances exist in this situation and

therefore grant the otherw se outdated pricing?

THE WTNESS: No. |'d be happy to answer
that. In ny opinion it does not, and here is why.
Schedul e 37 has just prices essentially. It's a tariff

that has published prices. Schedule 38 includes a
process that governs negotiation of the power purchase
agreenent .

There is nothing in Schedule 37 that dictates
t he process for negotiation, and so | think it's
reasonable to | ook to Schedule 38, when it cones to
contract negotiation issues, to nmake sure there's
consi stency between what occurs with smaller QFs under
Schedul e 37 and | arger QFs under Schedul e 38.

So | don't think it's unreasonable to use the

contract negotiation principles under 38 when eval uating
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i ssues under 37 that are related to contract negotiation

process.

M5. HOGLE: | would like to add to that as
well, if I may. | agree with what M. C enents has just
stated, and | would also add that the comm ssion -- it
is the conpany's position that the conm ssion has vast
di scretion and jurisdiction in its jurisdiction over
utilities and in its findings of just and reasonabl e and
results that are in the public interest.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Thank you. (oi ng
back to a nore fact-specific matter, M. Cenents, |
wonder if you could just elaborate a little bit nore on
the record concerning your opinion of the materiality of
the unbrella insurance requirenent and the default
provi sions that were being negotiated fromthe
perspective of the conmpany to the overall agreenent.

THE WTNESS: | would say there were two
i ssues that were really outstanding. One was the |evel
of insurance that was being required. And one was an
issue related to a default provision in the contract. |
woul d consider both of those issues to be material, as
we have had issues with other qualifying facilities who
have been unwilling to execute agreenments that had terns
simlar to those.

They have been issues that have held up
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execution of other agreements is the best way to put it.

So | would consider themto be in the bucket of material
terns or terns that would hold up potential execution of
an agreenent.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Just one nore
question. Wth respect to the conpany's position that
no LEO was incurred in this case, at least prior to the
conm ssion's issuing of what's been referred to as its
pricing order, does the conpany find relevant the fact
that this particular QF facility had been in existence
and actively doing business with the conpany for a
nunber of years, had an interconnection agreenent?

Is that -- are those facts relevant to the
inquiry?

THE WTNESS: | think they are relevant in
that | think it gets you further down the road towards a
LEO because your starting point is well down the road.
So | think it's very rel evant when you conpare it to a
greenfield QF who has quite a distance to travel down
t hat road.

The question, when it cones to a legally
enforceabl e obligation, is not where you are at on the
road. It's that if you are at the end of the road and
you have made that commtnment. | would say they started

wel | down the path because they already had their
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1 i nterconnection agreenent, but | don't believe we had a

2 full unconditional comm tnent because we still had those

3 outstandi ng issues.

4 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you,

5 M. Cenents. That's all the questions | have for you.

6 Any -- Ms. Hogle, it looks |like you have sonmething to

7 say.

8 M5. HOGE: Yes. | just have a coupl e of

9 questions on redirect.

10 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Sur e.

11 M5. HOGLE: M. Cenents --

12 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Ms. Hogle, may |

13 interrupt you. |1Is there any other party that would |ike

14 to ask any questions? 1'd like to give you the | ast

15 word, so | think it nmakes sense to see if anybody el se

16 has any questions first.

17 MR. LONG No questions from Thayn Hydro.

18 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Jetter?

19 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

20 BY MR JETTER

21 Q | actually do have just a brief couple

22 questions kind of relating to the questions that have

23  just been asked, M. denents.

24 A Sur e.

25 Q Coul d you briefly describe -- | guess with the
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background sort of to set up this question, Schedul e 37

is designed as a fixed rate for QFs that are under a
certain size; is that correct?

A That's correct, yes.

Q And it includes pricing terns, but it does not
include terns |ike insurance or the process for
negotiating the other terns that are not included
directly in the Schedule 37 tariff; is that correct?

A Correct. Schedule 37 only includes pricing.

Q Can you just briefly describe -- and | don't
need in detail every one, but what other terns are
significant that you negotiate outside of the pricing
tern?

A The other material terns woul d be performance
guarantees. So if you don't nmeet a perfornmance
guar ant ee, neani ng you don't deliver what you say you
are going to deliver, and that happens to be one of the
i ssues that was in question still.

Credit always tends to be a material issue,
how nmuch credit is going to be posted. The other issue
woul d -- other material issues would be insurance terns,
start date, l|liquidated damages if they fail to conme on
i ne when they say they are going to cone on line.

Default damages if a party defaults over the

course of the agreenent. Term nation danmages. Wat
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happens if one of the parties defaults and the agreenent

is term nated?

So the material ternms of the agreenent
typically are, if one party doesn't do what they say
they are going to do, what happens. And there are quite
a few of those.

Q Thank you. And so is it fair to say that
bef ore you would, | guess, sign a PPA or consider it a
bi ndi ng agreenent then in those cases, you would --
those are primarily for evaluating the ability and the
reliability of that QF to be able to deliver what it
clains it's going to deliver?

A Yes. That's correct. Before they -- before
the comm tnent can occur, they nust nake sure that they
can commt to the terns and conditions that are included
as part of the delivery of the energy.

Q And that's where your concern is with a
greenfield project; is that right? That they may be
willing to, |I suppose, even sign the PPA w thout any
ability to actually deliver?

A Yeah. The greenfield project really has two
primary differences. One is, they typically don't have
an interconnection. W found that that tends to be a
great unknown in the process. It often takes |onger

than what is expected. So having an interconnection is
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a mpjor step towards reaching that |evel of commtnent.

Second, if they have already been an existing
project and executed an agreenent with us, then there
are likely many terns in that existing agreenent that
woul d carry over to the new agreenent. So we're
starting froma point of nutual agreenent on many
concepts before. So | would say a greenfield is
definitely different than a renewi ng contract.

Q kay. Is that fair to say that's been al so
your experience in the nunber of -- | don't want to nane
them specifically. But we have sone typically one year
PPAs with sone, sone QFs in Ut ah.

A Yes. W have sone existing qualifying
facilities that are connected to the grid and operating
t hat have one year power purchase agreenents. W tend
to renew those each year. That renewal process tends to
be fairly streamined, but it still often takes several
mont hs.

MR JETTER kay. Those are all the
questions | have for M. Cenents. Thank you,

M. Cdenents.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER. M. Mbore?

MR MOORE: The office has no questions.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Ms. Hogl e?

M5. HOGLE: Just a couple. Just a couple,
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excuse ne.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. HOGLE:

Q M. Cenments, M. Hamer asked you about the
materiality of the fact that the insurance appeared to
be the problem for Thayn Hydro. |s there evidence in
the record as to the level of materiality in terns of an
increase in price for Thayn Hydro that they consi dered
to be -- or that anybody could consider to be material?

A Yes. Thayn Hydro indicated to the conpany
that the insurance anmounts that were being requested
would result in, | believe it was a 300 percent increase
in the premuns. And the conpany felt like that was a
mat eri al anmount that was of concern to them based on
coments they nade to the conpany.

Q And then just another question. M. Hammrer
al so asked you about the -- whether in a LEO
determ nation it was relevant that this particul ar PPA
was a renewal .

Can you tell -- and | think you have already
said this, but in the conpany's experience, is it also
rel evant that the average tine for negotiation of
simlarly situated renewal s or renewal s was what you
have testified that it was?

A Yes. So our typical tinme to negotiate even a
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renewal PPAis two and a half to three nonths. And an

existing contract starts further down the road towards a
LEOQ, but it's not how far you start. |It's where you are
when you finish, and you have to get all the way to the
finish line to have a commtnent to have a legally
enf orceabl e obligation

And so an existing agreenent, you start in a
much better spot. But it's not where you start. |It's
where you finish when it cones to a legally enforceable
obligation, and the conpany does not believe we had
reached that finish line prior to the pricing order.

M5. HOGLE: Thank you. That's all | have.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you.
M. Cenents, you are excused.

THE W TNESS: Thank you

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER  And we wi |l | proceed
to M. Long.

MR. LONG Thank you, M. Hearing Oficer.
Thayn Hydro would call Rick Kaster.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Kaster, do you
swear to tell the truth?

THE WTNESS:. | do.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you.

Rl CK KASTER,

called as a witness at the instance of Thayn Hydro,
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havi ng been first duly sworn, was exam ned and tesf? ?e%l
as follows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR LONG

Q So M. Kaster, your job here, unlike
M. Clenments, your job here is purely as a factua
wi tness. You, you are one of the part owners of Thayn
Hydro, and your purpose here is to give the comm ssion a
firsthand report of how this process went, you know, to
add any details or information that we haven't
accurately captured in the pleadings.

So | won't be asking you any |egal questions,
and | won't be asking you to make any concl usions. And
| am not asking you to read a prepared statenment. As |
said, the goal is to get your version of the events with
your -- with any details that only you can add.

So if you would, for the benefit of the
conm ssion, would you introduce yourself, state your
name, and describe your involvenent wth Thayn Hydro.

A My nane is Rick Kaster. | live in |daho.
Been working on hydro plants since about 1980. | net
t he Thayns about 1990. W partnered with themto
devel op their project. W sold power for three or four
years on a short-term basis.

(Discussion off the record about speaking up.)
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A And then we, we signed a 20 year contract that

ran from 1996 to the year 2000. And so in July of 2015
| called John Younie to start the renewal process. W
had worked wi th John Youni e before on sonme other issues,
so | had his nunber. And it -- and called him
And so about a week |later he sent ne the

tenplate. We got started on it. It was an extrenely
easy renewal .

Q M. Kaster, if | could interrupt, | don't want
to get ahead of ourselves.

A Yeah.

Q Just so we're all on the sane page --

A Uh- huh.

Q -- and the comm ssion's benefit, could you
give ne a real brief rundown of what the Thayn Hydro
project is, and al so describe the recent diversion dam

I nprovenents.

A Yeah. It's a -- it's a 575 kilowatt small
hydroel ectric plant. |It's near the city of Geen River.
It's at the end of an irrigation canal. It also serves

sone irrigators. Last winter the diversion damin the

river was replaced at a cost of several mllion dollars.
The | ocal water users agreed to cost share on

that dam so and we're the | argest water user, so yeah,

we made a pretty big commtnent there to help cost share
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1 on that dam rage 9s
2 Q And what's the current state of the
3 hydroelectric facility? 1Is it generating power?
4 A It is running at this tine, yes.
5 Q And that's under on interim PPA at current
6 Schedule 30 pri --
7 A Yes --
8 Q 37 prices?
9 A -- that's right.
10 Q So over the years when you deal with Rocky
11 Mount ai n Power, was John Younie your contact? Was there
12 anyone el se that you dealt with on a regul ar basis?
13 A In the early years, in the early 1990s John
14 wasn't there, but it seens like in the, | don't know, at
15 least 10 years ago or so we started working with John
16  Younie.
17 Q So he was the person you would go to for
18 questions or concerns or when sonething went w ong
19 and --
20 A. Yes, that's correct.
21 Q So you started at |east going into the renewal
22 process for your current -- or renewal process to renew
23  your then existing PPA. And you stated that you tal ked
24 to John Younie in July or so?
25 A | called himon July 7th.
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1 Q And when did your old PPA expire? rage s4

2 A The end of 2015.

3 Q So you called John Younie with -- five or six

4  nonths before your PPA expired, and he then told you

5 about the inmnent pricing change?

6 A He did. | asked himfor a schedule of the

7 pricing, and he sent ne both the current and the

8 proposed pricing.

9 Q So at that point, John Younie told you that --
10 and if | amputting words in your nouth, please stop ne.
11  John Younie told you that pricing would change, and you,
12 Thayn Hydro then asked for the process to be expedited?
13 A That's correct.

14 Q So throughout this process, even before you
15 contacted John Younie, did Thayn Hydro consider selling
16 power to anyone el se or consider not renew ng the PPA
17 with Rocky Muntain Power?

18 A No. We didn't.

19 Q And why not ?

20 A. Wll, we already had an interconnect there.
21 It's all set up. Trying to wheel power for such a small
22 project would be cost prohibitive, so we didn't even

23 consider that, no.

24 Q And so M. Cenents nentioned an e-mail you
25 sent to John Younie on July 2nd, and |'m paraphrasi ng,
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. . . _Page 39
but essentially saying that Thayn Hydro was conmtting

to sell output at the then effective Schedul e 37
pricing; is that correct?

A That's correct. | had -- excuse nme. | had
asked John if there was any way we could |ock in the
existing rates by, if we sent a letter of intent or
sonething simlar to that. And he responded by saying
that if we conmtted to the existing rates via e-mail
that that would lock us in on those rates. So |ater
that day | sent that e-mail.

Q So at that point did you expect to discuss the
pricing issue for the next 20 years ever again?

A | felt Iike the pricing issue was, was
resolved at that point in tine.

Q But to that point you hadn't actually signed
t he PPA?

A. No, no.

Q And so fromyour conversation with John
Youni e, how did you expect the PPA renewal process to
play out? Right? You stated that you thought pricing
was taken care of, but the contract wasn't actually
si gned?

A Yeah. We didn't just sit on our hands. W
just dove right into it, and within a couple weeks,

the -- John had the PPA ready to -- well, he said he
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_ - Page 36
submtted it internally. And the sane day on August

4t h, he gave ne the answer on the default question. So
t hat was resol ved.

The only outstanding issue at that point in
time was the question about the insurance. | had raised
the insurance question in a voice mail to himon July
17th, and followed up with an e-mail to himon the 21st.
So it just appears that it was sonething that slipped
past John Younie, that he was -- covered everything else
extrenely well. But it seened |ike the insurance
question slipped by him

So on August 4th | just -- | was rem nding him
that | had a question about the insurance. It was not a
new question that | brought up then, so and then August
5th John stated that he had submtted the question to
t he i nsurance department and that the PPA woul d be ready
to sign in about a nonth so...

Q So at -- at that point, the PPA was already in
Rocky Mountain Power's internal review process as far as
what you knew from John Youni e?

A That's what he told ne, yes.

Q At any point did you tell John Younie or
anyone el se at Rocky Muntain Power that the insurance
guestion was a deal breaker or that the PPA, as

submtted for review, was unacceptable with Thayn Hydro?
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1 A No. No, there are no deal breakers in tﬁgge >
2 entire tenplate. |In fact, the PPA that John submtted

3 on August 4th is alnpst a carbon copy of the tenplate

4 received on the 14th, other than we filled in the

5 Dblanks, of course, on the -- you know, the projected

6 power outputs and the -- you know, | e-nmailed himcopies
7 of the interconnection agreenent, so on.

8 Q So from-- fromthe very first week of August
9 through, through | think August 29th, when John Younie
10 told you that he was | eaving the conpany, did you hear
11 anyt hing from Rocky Mountain Power from John?

12 A. No, | didn't. He said it would take about a
13 nonth, so | was giving hima nonth. And before the

14 nonth was up, he sent ne an e-mail saying that his |ast
15 day at work was going to be Septenber 1st.

16 Q And you had di scussed with John Younie the

17 inmm nent pricing change. Wre you concerned about that
18 delay at all, the --

19 A Vell, | wanted to get --
20 Q -- nmonth that he wasn't talking to you?
21 A Personally | wanted to get it done before the
22 hol i days, but | felt like the pricing was established.
23 But at the same tine, | just wanted to get it done.
24 Q So had soneone asked you in, you know, in, say
25  August, so prepricing change, what you thought woul d
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1 happen, | am assum ng you thought the pricing was fg %n38
2 care of and the PPA woul d get signed when it eventually
3 ran through the process. |Is that accurate?

4 A |, | expected a copy of the PPA that woul d get
5 signed sonewhere around the 1st of Septenber and an

6 answer to the insurance question concurrently. They --
7 ny understanding was that they were considering the

8 insurance question and consider -- and review ng the PPA
9 concurrently during the nonth of August.

10 Q So -- so after John Younie left, can you tell
11 e what happened. You nentioned that John Younie was

12 | eavi ng the conpany as of the end of August.

13 A Yeah, everything just seened to cone to a

14 screeching halt. | called Bruce. O no, |I'msorry, |
15 e-mailed Bruce Giswld on Septenber 1st, told himl was
16 sorry to hear that John was |leaving, that as far as |

17 was concerned, the PPA was done. The only thing | was
18 wai ting on was, still hadn't heard back on the insurance
19 question.

20 So then Septenber, it wasn't until

21  Septenber -- well, Bruce e-mailed nme back and said,

22 "Gve ne tw days and |I'Il get back to you."

23 Q So at that point had Bruce given you the PPA
24  you know, the sane PPA that was submitted with the $5

25 mllion unbrella policy, what would you have done with
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2 A If that was their answer, we would have signed
3 it. It didn't matter what their answer was, whether it
4 was 5 mllion or 3 mllion or no unbrella, we were going
5 to sign the contract.

6 Q And there was never any question in your m nd
7 that you would continue to sell power to Rocky Muntain
8 Power, and that essentially the status quo would remain
9 unchanged except pricing updated to the current

10  schedule --

11 A Absol utely.

12 Q -- 37?

13 A Absol utely.

14 Q So eventually after, after being introduced to
15 Paul Cenments and Kyle More, who are here with us

16 today, you were inforned that the old Schedul e 37

17 pricing was not available. |Is that -- is that an

18 accurate statenent?

19 A Vell, Kyle left me a voice mail on, | believe
20 it was Septenber 16th, that he was going to be replacing
21  John Younie. | e-mailed himback and said, "Well, you
22 know, that's fine. Let's -- you know, we're still
23 waiting on an answer to the insurance."
24 So fromthe date when | first brought up the
25 insurance question on July 17th through Septenber 17th,
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it's actually about nine weeks. And five tinmes | asked

the question. | didn't get a single response, other
t han John Younie telling ne that they had submtted it
to the insurance departnent.

Q But either way, that -- right, that insurance
-- | assume from Thayn Hydro's perspective, you would
prefer not to pay nore for liability insurance unless
it's absolutely necessary?

A We are not guaranteed a profit |ike Rocky
Mountain Power. W just can't go around throw ng noney
away, so | think it's excessive. But, but it's -- but
it wasn't going to prevent us fromsigning the contract,
no.

Q And so eventually, eventually through
di scussions with Rocky Muntain Power, you cane to the
concl usion that the group, you know, the -- hand in hand
the parties would approach the comm ssion and seek
approval of the old prices?

A Yes. Initially they told us that they could
not approve the old prices. And we went back and forth,
and | think Kyle sent ne a nunber to call the DPUIif we
wanted to file a conplaint. And we discussed it back
and forth. | told himl would rather not file a
complaint if we didn't have to.

And eventually we got around to Paul and Kyle
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1 saying that we agreed, you should get the old rates, but
2 we need to go through the DPU. So that's where we are
3 at now, | guess.
4 Q M. Clements nmentioned extenuating
5 circunstances. Can you tell nme your understanding of
6 what that -- what the situation is and why --
7 essentially why we are here today?
8 A Well, | believe that if John Youni e had been
9 allowed to finish the process, we -- you know, we
10 wouldn't be here today. You know, or else if sonebody
11  had been appointed i medi ately after he was term nated
12 or he left or whatever happened, we wouldn't be here
13 today.
14 Q So at the point where John Younie left, you
15 know, end of August, as far as you were concerned, was
16 there anything left to do, other than sign the PPA?
17 A No. Like I say, I was waiting on an answer.
18 | mean, we, we really have no | everage in these
19 negotiations. W don't have anything that the power
20 conpany wants. It's not |ike we can negotiate and trade
21 back and forth, but | feel |ike we ought to be able to
22 ask questions and get answers to the questions.
23 Q Did you ever -- were you ever presented with a
24  ready-to-sign copy of a PPA prior to the pricing change?
25 A No.
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Q So you never refused to sign an agreenent

before the pricing changed?

A No.
Q | just have a couple nore questions in
conclusion, and then we'll let -- let the other parties

ask you whatever they have. For the benefit of the
conm ssion, wll you sunmarize your testinony today and

al so describe the relief that you would Iike to see be

gr ant ed.
A Wll, | don't know if the delays by the power
conpany were intentional or not. | have no way of

know ng that, but they certainly weren't our fault. And
you know, we were promsed the old rates. W did
everything we could to lock in on those, and | just feel
i ke we deserve themor we woul dn't be here today.

Q And what woul d you |like the conm ssion to do?
| assune you would like the conm ssion to grant the old
rates and then allow the payments under this current
interimPPA to be trued up. Is that --

A That's true.

MR LONG | have no further questions for
you, M. Kaster. Thank you.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Ms. Hogl e, any
Cross?

M5. HOGLE: Can you give nme a mnute?
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2 M5. HOGLE: No cross.

3 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Jetter?

4 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

5 BY MR JETTER

6 Q Good norning. | do have just a few brief

7 questions for you

8 A Sure.

9 Q And they relate to the insurance. | don't

10 believe that on the record before the comm ssion there
11 is any indication of the -- what | amtrying to find out
12 is, what's the value difference between the prem um for
13 the policy under what -- | suppose it was under the old
14  contract or what you were requesting from Rocky Mountain
15 Power and the increase in the anmount of the coverage.

16 Do you know that?

17 A | think the five -- for a single project, a $5
18 mllion unbrella is in the nei ghborhood of $8, 000 per

19 vyear. For a 3 mllion, it's probably closer to 5 or

20 6, 000 per year.

21 Q Ckay.

22 A | nmean, it's not huge. But it adds up. And
23 it is quite a bit of noney for a snmall project.

24 Q OCkay. That's the only question | had for you
25 this nmorning. Thank you.
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2 MR MOORE: The office has no questions.

3  Thank you.

4 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Al'l ri ght,

5 M. Kaster. | have just a few questions. First of all,
6 | was a little confused about your position at the

7 conpany. Are you an enployee or a principal or

8 independent consultant?

9 THE WTNESS: | ama -- | work for Thayn

10 Hydr o.

11 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Ckay.

12 THE WTNESS: And | am al so a conpany owner

13 wth, on the project.

14 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  And |'| 1l pose this
15 nore to your counsel and the other parties' counsels

16 respectively. There were e-mails attached to multiple
17 of the briefs that were submtted to the conm ssion.

18 M. Kaster, you were party on nost of those e-mails. |
19 think there were one or two that m ght have been conpany
20 internal e-mails.
21 To the extent any party wants to admt the
22 e-mails that M. Kaster participated in, into evidence,
23 | think M. Kaster is best situated to authenticate
24 those and testify to their veracity. So | would just
25 put that question to first your counsel and anyone el se
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who would like to ask M. Kaster about those e-nuails.

MR LONG Yeah. | think that woul d be
proper, and | suppose it's also proper to have
M. Kaster testify as to the accuracy of the facts
contained in the various pleadings. You know, to the
extent they are factual, they are based primarily on his
know edge.

THE WTNESS: Pretty nuch, pretty much al
true as far as | can renmenber. There's been quite a few
briefs.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: So M. Long, do you
want to actually take M. Kaster through any exhibits
that were attached to the briefing, or do you want him
to nmake a statenent that he has reviewed all -- | nean,
how do you want to proceed?

MR LONG | don't think it's necessary to go
t hrough them one by one.

Q (By M. Long) | guess, M. Kaster, to the best
of your know edge, are the factual statenents contained
in the pleadings filed by Thayn Hydro true and accurate?

A Yes.

Q And are the e-mails attached to the various
pl eadi ngs filed by both Thayn Hydro and the ot her
parties, are those -- are those e-mails that were sent

and true to the best of your know edge?
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1 A Yeah. Al of the e-mails that | was a party
2 to are actual e-mails, if that's what you nean.

3 MR LONG Is that sufficient, M. Hearing

4 Oficer?

5 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Yes, thank you.

6 Anyone else want to add anything on that subject before
7 we continue?

8 M5. HOGLE: M. Hearing Oficer, | just have a
9 question. Wuld it be then appropriate to at this tine
10 nove for the adm ssion of all of the pleadings that

11 contain -- all of the pleadings, period, as evidence

12 into the record?

13 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Wl |, all the

14  pleadings are certainly in the record. But they take
15 different form And | can't -- | can't recall the form
16 of each one off the top of ny head.

17 For exanple, |I know M. Long was the author of
18 the documents that Thayn Hydro filed. So any

19 representations nade in those are the representati ons,
20 for exanple, of Thayn Hydro's counsel. So | don't think
21 it would be appropriate to admt those representations
22 as evidence. They are certainly in the record, as are
23 all the parties filings.
24 But to the extent you want the comm ssion to
25 consider factual evidence in this docket, | think it
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woul d be appropriate that any exhibits are attested to

or identified that you would Iike the conm ssion to
consi der.

M5. HOGLE: Certainly. Your Honor, the
conpany noves then for the adm ssion of its pleadings,
in addition to any acconpanying exhibits that are
attached thereto, as evidence into the record, including
its application.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Let ne finish with
M. Kaster, and then we will revisit this before we
proceed.

M5. HOGLE: Ckay. Thank you.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER. M. Kaster, were
you aware that Rocky Mountain Power had sought to nake
changes to the Schedule 37 pricing in May 2014? There
was a docket. It was Docket No. 14-035-04. The
comm ssion ultimately denied sonme of the changes the
conpany wanted to nmake, and the conpany and the Division
of Public UWilities appeal ed the comm ssion's deci sion.
And it was actually on appeal as |ate as Decenber 2015.

| just wondered if you had any awareness of
t hose proceedi ngs.

THE WTNESS: No. | haven't really paid
attention to the various schedul es.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER.  Thank you.
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1 M. Kaster, and | apologize if | didn't catch this the

2 first time, if you spoke to it. | heard you speak to

3 the materiality or |ack thereof in your view of the

4 insurance requirenents, or at |least the fact that Rocky

5 Muntain Power's unwi |l lingness to | ower the insurance

6 requirenent would not have prevented Thayn fromentering

7 the contract.

8 My understanding is, there was al so sone

9 discussion and negotiation about default provisions.

10 Can you speak to those negotiations and whet her the

11  outcome of them may have precluded Thayn Hydro from

12 proceedi ng and entering a final contract?

13 THE WTNESS: No. There were no provisions

14 that would have prevented us from signing the contract.

15 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you. And

16 this mght be a question better directed or as well

17 directed to the Division of Public Utilities. But ny

18 understanding is that Thayn did at one point file an

19 informal complaint with the division. | don't know if

20 that conplaint was abandoned in |ight of Rocky Muntain

21 Power's filing of an application in this docket.

22 But can you give nme an understanding as to

23 what transpired with respect to that informal conplaint?

24 THE WTNESS: Yes. W did file an informal

25 conplaint, and then it kind of gotten -- it got taken
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over by this mutual application, | believe.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER. Ckay. That's all |
have. Thank you, M. Kaster.
THE W TNESS: Thank you
MR LONG | have just a couple redirect
questions if | may.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR LONG
Q M. Kaster, you mentioned that the $5 mllion
unbrella policy requirenent that was new in this PPA
woul d cost Thayn Hydro about $8,000 a year?
A That's correct.
Q Do you know off the top of your head about how
much power Thayn Hydro sells to Rocky Myuntai n Power
every year, a dollar value that you receive from Rocky

Mount ai n Power ?

A VWll, it depends on the rate for that
particular year. | think with the existing rates we're
probably I ooking at, | don't know, give or take a

hundred thousand per vyear.

Q So current -- currently the amount of -- the
amount of power you are selling to Rocky Muntain Power
isinthe six digits?

A Yes. | would think. | would say so.

Q And just one final question to reinforce your
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point. At any point in this process did you, did you

expect to not sign a renewal PPA?
A No.

MR LONG | have no further questions. Thank
you.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER. M. Kaster, | have
one, a followup, which is actually off point, but I
neglected to ask it to you the first time. And I
apol ogi ze for that. | wll give your counsel an
opportunity to followup if he desires to.

But you nmade sone statenments essentially
suggesting that there are no other takers for the power
t hat Thayn Hydro generates. Can you el aborate on that a
little bit?

THE WTNESS: You know, the few tinmes | have
| ooked i nto wheeling power years ago, it was very cost
prohibitive. Alot of -- alot of utilities, if they
want to buy power, they want to buy it in huge bl ocks of
power that we are not capabl e of delivering.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: And did you explore
that option at all during the negotiation process for
this renewal ?

THE WTNESS: Not really.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Anyt hi ng el se?

MR. LONG No questions, thank you.
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1 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you. Ygﬁg%ri}
2 excused, M. Kaster.

3 THE W TNESS: Thank you.

4 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER  So we'l|l return --
5 MR MOORE: M. Hearing Oficer?

6 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Yes.

7 MR MOORE: | don't knowif this wll be

8 useful at all, but I do have sone copies of sone e-mails
9 that could be nore formally introduced if you -- if that
10 would be necessary or hel pful.

11 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Was it your

12 intention to do so during your presentation of evidence?
13 MR MOORE: No. These are all M. Kaster's

14 e-mails. | just had them

15 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  You know, | think
16 the -- probably the best solution will be for us to have
17 all the parties present their evidence. W'Il|l have a

18 short recess. |[|'Il |ook over ny notes, and maybe you

19 all can discuss anong yoursel ves perhaps stipulating to
20 the adm ssion of certain e-mails. Does that sound
21 agreeable? M. Long?
22 MR LONG Yes, that would be fine.
23 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Ms. Hogl e?
24 M5. HOGLE: Well, | suppose | amnot -- first
25 of all, is it okay if we go off the record?

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG PROCEEDI NGS DOCKET NO. 16-035-04 - 06/ 09/ 2016

© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N T N T N T e N S O e e I N e
o A~ W N P O ©O 00 N oo 0o A W NN+ O

Page 52
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Are you concer ned

about confidential information being exposed?

M5. HOGLE: Possibly. But | just want to
di scuss the process as -- as it cones up. And | don't
know i f you want that to be in the record or -- | am
concerned about your use of the word "stipul ated,"
stipulate as to the e-mails, given that the conpany used
certain e-mails in its pleadings.

And to the extent that M. Kaster has already
indicated to his -- the best of his know edge they are
accurate, | amnot sure what the purpose of stipulating
woul d be. And | am not sure whether you want to di scuss
this on the record or off the record.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Well, no. That's
why | thought the parties mght do so off the record
while | was out of the room M recollection was that
there may have been an e-mail or two that were internal
to the conpany to which M. Kaster was a party.

| don't -- and | don't know that M. Cenents
was a party to all of those e-nmails. | don't knowif
there woul d be any objection to their adm ssion. The
comm ssion is not formally bound by the rul es of
hearsay, but | thought I'd allow you all an opportunity
to talk about it off the record.

MS. HOGLE: Ckay.
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PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: So nmay we proceed?

M. Jetter?
MS. HOGE: Thank you. The division would
like to call and have sworn in M. Charles Peterson.
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: M. Peterson, do
you swear to tell the truth?
THE W TNESS.  Yes.
CHARLES PETERSCN,
called as a witness at the instance of the Division of
Public Uilities, having been first duly sworn, was
exam ned and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR JETTER
Q Good norning, M. Peterson. Wuld you pl ease
state your nanme and occupation for the record.
A Charles E. Peterson. | ama utility technica
consultant with the Division of Public Utilities.
Q Thank you. And in the course of your
enpl oyment with the Utah Division of Public Uilities,
did you have the opportunity to review the application
filed by Rocky Mountain Power in this docket?
A Yes.
Q And did you create and cause to be filed with
t he comm ssion an action request response dated March

2nd, 20167
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A. Yes.

Q Are there any edits or corrections you would
l'ike to nake to that?

A Yes, one small one. On page 2, the paragraph
before the section that's headed discussion, | refer to
the date in which conments were due as March 10th, 2016.
That was actually the date for reply conmments. The
correct date should have been March 3rd, March 3, 2016.

Q Thank you. And we discussed briefly entering
sonme various evidence into the record, but ny specific
guestion for you is, as you |look through the page 2 and
3 of that division neno, there are a nunber of bull et
poi nted facts which are generally dates of an -- and
occurrences of events.

You don't have personal know edge of those, do
you?

A No. | relied on docunentation provided either
by -- | think nostly by Pacifi Corp.

Q Ckay. And that was largely fromthe sane
e-mai |l s we have discussed earlier about entering those
into the record?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. And --

A Also, | -- there's a correction. | believe

there are al so sonme copies of tel ephone records that
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woul d seemto indicate apparently or confirmecertain

dates of phone conversations. But we also had that kind
of information available to us.

Q Thank you. And you have that information
available, just so it's clear for the record, that that

was avail able and provided by the parties through data

requests?
A Yes.
Q kay. Wuld you |like to give a -- just a

brief summary of --
A Are we going to ask for the adm ssion of the

menns or not ?

Q | was intending to wait and --

A Oh.

Q -- we were going to do kind of a bulk --

A Ckay.

Q -- adm ssi on.

A That's fine. |In answer to your question about
brief statenent, yes. | have a very brief statenent.

Because the division believes that its position is well
set forth in the division's neno of March 2nd, 2016, as
well in -- as in the brief this counsel dated March or
May 6th, 2016.

Briefly, based upon the specific facts of this

case, the division supports granting the earlier
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Schedul e 37 pricing that was in effect in July 2015.

And al so the division does not at this point object to a
20 year termfor the contract between PacifiCorp -- or
t he proposed contract between Pacifi Corp and Thayn
Hydro. And that concl udes ny coments.
Q Thank you.

MR JETTER | have no further questions for
M. Peterson. He is available for cross-exam nation.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Ms. Hogl e?

M5. HOGLE: No cross.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Long?

MR. LONG No cross.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Mbor e?

MR. MOORE: No cross.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you. | don't
have anything for you, M. Peterson.

THE W TNESS: Thank you

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Mbor e?

MR MOORE: The office calls Bela Vastag.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Vastag, do you
swear to tell the truth?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you.

BELA VASTAG

called as a witness at the instance of the Ofice of
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Consuner Services, having been first duly sworn, was

exam ned and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR MOORE:

Q M. Vastag, can you please state and spell
your full nane.

A My nane is Bela Vastag. That's B-E-L-A. Last
name V-A-S-T-A-G

Q What is your occupation?

A | ama utility analyst, and | work for the
Utah O fice of Consuner Services.

Q During the course of enploynent at the office,
did you have the opportunity to review the application
in this case?

A Yes.

Q Have you reviewed the docket in this case?

A Excuse ne?

Q Have you reviewed the entire docket in this
case?

A Yes.

Q On March -- did you participate in the
preparation of the March 3rd, 2016, comments fromthe
O fice of Consuner Services?

A Yes, | did.

Q Do you have any changes you would |ike to nake
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to those doc -- to that?

A | have no changes.

Q Wul d you adopt these comments as your
testi nony?

A Yes.

MR MOORE: Deviate slightly fromthe
division's, we would like to introduce those conmments
into evidence at this point.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Any obj ecti on?
They are adm tted.

Q (By M. ©Mbore) Have you nade a brief
statenment -- have you prepared a brief statenent
summari zing the position of the office at this tinme?

A. Yes, very brief.

Q Coul d you please read it into the record.

A Absent a decision by the conm ssion that a
| egal ly enforceable obligation or LEO exists such that
Thayn Hydro is entitled to outdated prices and terms,
the Ofice of Consuner Services' position in this
proceedi ng remains the sane as presented in our comrents
dated March 3, 2016, that the ternms of Schedule 37
shoul d be followed and that the price and terns used in
the QF PPAs under Schedul e 37 should be those in effect
at the time the PPA contract is executed.

Shoul d the conmm ssion decide that a LEO was
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formed with Thayn Hydro at sone point in time, the

office requests that the conm ssion consider inits
decision the argunment in the office's response |egal
brief dated May 6, 2016.

The office does not believe it is necessary
for the comm ssion to nmake a broad determ nation of when
a LEO exists in this proceed -- proceeding. The office,
however, suggests that the conmm ssion open a new
proceedi ng to consider such broader issues, as well to
update the [ anguage in the Schedule 37 tariff as
appropriate. That concludes ny statenent.

MR MOORE: M. Vastag is now avail able for
Cross-exam nation

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Ms. Hogl e?

M5. HOGLE: No cross.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Long?

MR. LONG No cross.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Jetter?

MR JETTER No cross, thank you

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: M. Vastag, is it
Vastag or Vastag? | want to nake sure | enunciate it
correctly.

THE WTNESS: | say Vastag.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Vast ag, thank you.

M. Vastag, in the statenent you just gave, you stated
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the office requests that the comm ssion consider inits

deci sion the argunent the office's response |egal brief.
In its decision the argunent -- pardon ne. The office
requests that the conm ssion consider in its decision
the argunment in the office's response |legal brief dated
May 6th, 2016.

Sorry | butchered that, and this question
m ght be better directed to your counsel. But is there
a particular portion of the brief or particular argunent
in the brief that you are referring to or just the
entirety of the contents of that docunent?

MR. MOORE: The entirety of the contents of
the docunment. It was witten to give a background and
then to answer a specific question.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Ckay. Thank you.
Wll, if there's nothing else fromthe parties at this
time, then we will recess briefly. To be clear, what |
am suggesting the parties do is perhaps di scuss whet her
they can stipulate to the adm ssion of any e-mails that
were attached to any briefing in this case that have not
al ready been introduced.

| think that it would be the nost expedient
way to handle the issue to sinply allow you to discuss
anmongst yourselves off the record. So I'll give you a

few mnutes to do that, and we will reconvene in perhaps
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10 m nutes. Thank you

(Recess from11:13 a.m to 11:26 a.m)

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: W' re back on the
record. Did the parties have an opportunity to discuss
the adm ssion of e-mails attached to | egal briefs and
other filings in this case?

M5. HOGLE: Yes, your Honor.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER.  And was a
stipul ation reached?

M5. HOGLE: Yes. And the conpany noves on
behal f of all of the parties in this case for the
adm ssion of all of the e-mails that were attached to
all of the pleadings that were filed in this case, in
addition to the adm ssion of all of the comments that
are not pleadings, including the application, the
original application, and everything that has been filed
formally with this comm ssion as evidence in the record
in this case.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: | assune from
Ms. Hogel's having articulated that as a joint notion,
there is no objection.

MR. JETTER  No objection.

MR. MOORE: No objection.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: Thank you. They

are admtted, and | appreciate that stipulation. For
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1 the parties' benefit, | amnot attenpting to nmake f%?% >
2 process nore |aborious than it needs to be. | sinply

3 want to nake sure we have a clean record in the event

4 there were an appeal, so thank you.

5 MS. HOGLE: And your Honor, we -- | apol ogi ze.
6 W also conferred and would Ii ke naybe the opportunity
7 to nmake a short closing statenment or at |east allow

8 parties to nmake a short closing statenent if, if that's
9 what they want.

10 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: O course. That

11  would be fine. We will begin with you.

12 M5. HOGLE: kay. Thank you. Under Utah | aw,
13 avoided cost pricing for Schedule 37 is based on the

14 currently effective Schedule 37 rates. The Public

15 Service Comm ssion nust follow that law unless it is

16 shown by substantial evidence that Thayn Hydro was

17 legally obligated to deliver power to Pacifi Corp.

18 Rocky Mountain Power's position is that Thayn
19 Hydro has not supported its claimby substanti al
20 evi dence. Having said that, this comm ssion has vast
21 discretion to make a finding in this case based on the
22 uni que and extenuating circunstances present that wll
23 result in just and reasonable results and that are in
24 the public interest. Thank you.
25 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you,

Litigation Services | 1.800.330.1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG PROCEEDI NGS DOCKET NO. 16-035-04 - 06/ 09/ 2016

1 Ms. Hogle. Anything fromyou, M. Long? rage b9
2 MR LONG Yes. [I'Il also nmake a very brief

3 closing statement. Thayn Hydro unconditionally

4 commtted to sell its output to Rocky Muntain Power

5 prior to the order on Septenber 18th, 2015, nodifying

6 the Schedule 37 pricing. As such, if the comm ssion

7 desires to address the legally enforceabl e obligation

8 issue, it is clear that Thayn Hydro and Rocky Mountain

9 Power did establish a legally enforceable obligation to
10 sell and buy power respectively prior to the pricing

11 change.

12 Thayn Hydro further asserts the conm ssion can
13 reach this conclusion w thout setting any Utah-specific
14  precedent. The comm ssion can reach its concl usion

15 based solely on existing FERC precedent.

16 That said, Thayn Hydro believes that the

17 comm ssion has the power under its extrenely broad

18 authority over public utilities granted by statute to

19 resolve this issue without addressing the legally
20 enforceabl e obligation question.
21 The commi ssion has the ability to determ ne
22 that the Thayn Hydro PPA should include the old Schedul e
23 37 pricing based on extenuating circunstances. Thayn
24 Hydro asks that the conm ssion recognize that fairness
25 requires that the PPA include the old Schedule 37 rates.
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Page 64
PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you,

M. Long. And this question is directed to both

Ms. Hogle and M. Long, to the extent they are inclined
to answer it. But the extenuating circunstances
argunment that both of your clients are asserting, is

t hat based solely on the | anguage in Schedule 38, or are
you looking to title 54 or other |egal sources in
support of that argunent?

M5. HOGLE: | suppose | can go first.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Ckay.

M5. HOGLE: | believe that it's both. You do
| ook to Schedul e 38, and the reason why is, as
M. Cenments indicated, there are no set procedures in
Schedul e 37, one.

And second, there are many cases in which the
comm ssion -- or it is clear that the conm ssion has
vast discretion in its authority to regulate public
utilities to reach results that are just and reasonabl e
and in the public interest, in addition to, in
specifically statute -- excuse ne, the utility code in
Section 54. Thank you.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you.

MR. LONG Thayn Hydro -- Thayn Hydro,

i kewi se, believes the comm ssion has extrenely broad

authority over public utilities granted to it by
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statute. Thayn Hydro believes that the comm ssion has

that power to the fix things that have not happened as
t hey should, without reliance on Schedule 38 or any
ot her Rocky Mountain Power tariff.

If -- the comm ssion has the ability to sinply
make the world as it should have been. That is all that
Thayn Hydro is asking the conm ssion do, recognize that
t he situation should have worked out differently.
Because of circunstances, really, you know, a perfect
storm of circunstances, we ended up here, and really we
shoul dn't have.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you,

M. Long. M. Jetter?

MR JETTER  Thank you, your Honor. Just a
brief closing statenment. 1'd like to put on the record
now that fromthe division's point of view, this is a
uni que circunstance that rarely occurs where you have
a -- particularly a Schedul e 37 negotiation that spans
the tinme frame of two different pricings.

The di vi si on opposed the old 37 pricing when
it was put into effect. W appealed the commission's
final order in that docket. But we are here today in
support of providing that pricing because we believe it
was the pricing in effect at the tinme that Thayn Hydro

sought a renewal .
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And particularly in 37, | think the ideais to

satisfy PURPA s regul ation, which specifically I am
| ooking at 18 CFR 292. 304, subpart C, which is the
standard rate for purchases. And it's a standard rate
for purchases for small qualifying facilities.

And the reason that those exist is because in
t hose small contracts, the transaction costs of a
substantial |ong negotiation with individualized project
pricing may be such a high transaction cost that it
woul d thwart the sale of energy fromsnmall power
production facilities that are under 3 negawatts in our
case.

And | think that that really is the reason
t hat Schedul e 37 does not include a nore full guideline
for wal king through the entire negotiation process, |ike
Schedul e 38 does. And the fact that it doesn't include
that kind of leaves us in a bit of |inbo because we
don't have a specific tineline for nmoving through a 37
proj ect.

And for that reason, | think it i s reasonable
to look to 38 as, it's not -- certainly not binding. 38
is clear that it doesn't apply to a project under 3
megawatts. However, | think that the principles
i nvol ved in negotiating sone of the non-pricing elenents

are simlar. And to that extent, it m ght be
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persuasive, if not binding, to | ook to Schedule 38 for

the idea of potentially an extenuating circunstance
decision in this docket.

Wth respect to whether a legally enforceable
obligation occurred in this case, FERC and the federa
| aws provide states fairly broad authority in
determ ning when that is, and sonmething that mght be a
| egal |y enforceable obligation in one state may not be
in another. And in Uah we haven't thoroughly sorted
t hat out.

| think we generally are in agreenent with
sonme of the other parties that defining the boundaries
of that for Uah m ght be nore appropriate to do with
nore parties invol ved.

And for that reason, in the instance or in the
outcome, if it were the outcone that the comm ssion
found a legally enforceable obligation to be in
existence in this case granting the prior pricing from
the earlier Schedule 37, the division would sinply
request that an order, if it is in that nature, be very
narrowy construed to the facts of this case and | eave a
determ nation of sort of the bounds of what a legally
enforceabl e obligation mght be, leave those a little
nore open to potentially a future rule making or

sonet hi ng al ong those |ines.
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1 And so that would be the -- our suggestiE%QZSGS
2 far as if the conm ssion determnes that that is the

3 case, just to have a narrow ruling. And to reiterate,

4 the division is not opposed to the idea of an

5 extenuating circunstance in this case because we do

6 believe that the prior 37 pricing, based on the fact

7 that happened, would be a just and reasonabl e outcone in
8 this specific instance with these specific facts. So

9 that's ny closing statenent.

10 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: And as | posed to
11 M. Hogle and M. Long, would the -- under this theory
12 of an extenuating circunstance justifying granting Thayn
13 Hydro the otherw se outdated price, does -- is it the

14 comm ssion -- pardon ne, the division's position that

15 the comm ssion's authority to grant that stems fromits
16  broad powers under Title 547

17 MR JETTER Yes. | would say it's fromthe
18 broad powers under 54. | don't -- | don't think that

19 there's a plain reading of Schedule 38, as it currently
20 exists, that would support a direct application of 38.
21 | think it would nmerely be a situation where we don't
22 have a specific tariff or rule that covers this type of
23  negotiation.
24 Schedul e 37 is -- does have sone | anguage in
25 it that's sonewhat limting on, on signing a contract, a
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PPA with pricing that's not in effect at that tinme. But

| think it's possible to -- for the comm ssion to have
the authority to find a special circunstance where that
pricing would be appropriate with that |anguage because
in my opinion, that language is really a limtation on
Rocky Mountain Power's ability to sign the contract, not
necessarily the comm ssion's authority to approve that
pricing and potentially a -- | suppose, a revi ewed
exception to that.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you. And on
the LEO issue, would | be correct in summarizing that
the division's position is that it's anbi guous or
per haps undeci ded as to whether a LEO can be shown or
has been shown to exist in this particular circunstance,
but in the event the comm ssion were to find that one
did, any order should be narrowy drawn and construed to
apply to the circunstances at issue in this case?

MR JETTER Yes, that's exactly accurate, |
think. And just add a little bit to that. As | have
| ooked through sone other states that do have nore
concrete rules, whether they are fromjust precedent of
comm ssion's orders, the facts in this case could be a
LEO in one state and not in another.

So it's -- it's really a borderline case in ny

opi nion, which is probably why we are here. And by
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1 that, | mean it's a borderline on -- it mght be afa%%eYO
2 edge on sone cases and mght not be a LEO in others.

3 It's not on the other border where it alnost certainly
4 is, for exanple. | think it's a maybe.

5 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER: But the division is
6 not -- has not elected --

7 MR. JETTER  Yeah

8 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER. -- to advocate for
9 any particular standard in this docket?

10 MR JETTER: No, | think -- | think we'd I|ike
11 to have sone nore parties involved if we are setting a
12 conplete standard in sonething |ike an adm nistrative
13 rul e.

14 PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you.

15 M. Moore?

16 MR MOORE: The office will rest onits

17  pleadings on the issue of what constitutes a LEO and

18 whether it's a LEOin this case. W have briefed it

19 kind of extensively, and | don't know that | disagree
200 wth or have any comments on the other parties'

21 explanation of their positions.

22 | do want to make two brief coments on an

23 issue we are a little bit contrary to the other parties
24 in this docket. First one is the exceptional

25 circunstances. W in our briefing argued that they
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1 should not apply primarily because the term

2 "exceptional" in the Three Peaks case, the term

3 "exceptional circunstances" is in existence in Schedul e
4  38.

5 And we are uneasy with the notion that the --
6 that a termsuch -- as broad as exceptional

7 circunstances should be read into the entire utilities
8 code. For that reason, we don't believe that issue

9 should be decided on the exceptional circunstances

10  approach.

11 Al so, we believe that, as contrary to the

12 March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions of |aw, what the
13 comm ssion said that absent the show ng a LEO exi sted,
14 the comm ssion will not order RBM (sic) to enter into a
15 PPA using price terns contrary to the political tariff.
16 That appears to be the lawin this case, but
17 since it was interimorder, certainly the conm ssion can
18 change their mnds on their point. And the parties can
19 urge the comm ssion to change their m nds.
20 We just nentioned -- we would just state that,
21 given the fact that it is the aw of the case at this
22 poi nt, the conm ssion does not need to address it. It
23 can rely on the fact that they have addressed it, that
24 issue in their March 16, 2016, provisional concl usions
25 of law
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W also state that we feel that the Schedu?e
38 | anguage as it now stands is inconsistent with FERC
precedent -- precedents. Rather clearly in the |Idaho
cases which we cited, and | believe the division cited
and | believe Thayn cited, they were very clear that a
bright line test of signing a contract is insufficient
to inply to LEO concept.

Because of that, we agree with the division
t hat we shoul d probably have future proceedings to anmend
title -- | mean Tariff 37 and to address the LEO
doctrine on a broader scale than just the focus the
facts of this case, which are unique. Thank you

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER:  Thank you,
M. More. And | don't nean to put you on the spot, but
if -- to the extent the conm ssion were to agree with
the other parties in this case who have suggested t hat
Title 54 would enpower the -- or does enpower the
conm ssion to grant the otherw se outdated pricing to
Thayn Hydro based on its discretion -- we can use the
term extenuating circunstances, but it's really, | think
the argunment is, it's a matter of the comm ssion's
di scretion, or within the comm ssion's di scretion.

Does the office have any comment or does it
agree?

MR MOORE: W are -- certainly the conm ssion
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can exercise its discretion however it wants within the

statutory framework. W are a little concerned that
that's too broad a brush to paint the entire utility
code with. W think that a better approach would be to
amend Schedule 37, and if we need a exceptional
circunstances | anguage, to include it in the tariff.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMVER: Does anyone have
anyt hing el se before we adjourn?

MR LONG M. Hearing Oficer, |I have one
poi nt that M. Kaster addressed that may have not been
stated explicitly. So the current situation with Thayn
Hydro is that the project is generating power and is
bei ng sold to Rocky Muntain Power under an interim
power purchase agreenment wth the current Schedul e 37
rates.

In the event that the comm ssion orders the
PPA to use -- the PPA that's the subject of this
application to use the old Schedule 37 rates, Thayn
Hydro asks that that order also include a true-up of
paynents nmade under the interimPPA  You know, so in
ot her words, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, to nake
those old prices effective fromthe date of the interim
PPA which was at this point several nonths ago.

PRESI DI NG OFFI CER HAMMER:  Thank you,

M. Long. Does anyone have anything to add? Thank you.
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We' re adj our ned.

(The hearing adjourned at 11:45 a.m)
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CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF UTAH )
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

THIS IS TO CERTI FY that the foregoi ng proceedi ngs
were taken before ne, Teri Hansen Cronenwett, Certified
Real ti ne Reporter, Registered Merit Reporter and Notary
Public in and for the State of U ah.

That the proceedi ngs were reported by ne in
Stenotype, and thereafter transcri bed by conputer under
ny supervision, and that a full, true, and correct
transcription is set forth in the foregoi ng pages,
nunbered 3 through 74 incl usive.

| further certify that I amnot of kin or otherw se
associated with any of the parties to said cause of
action, and that I amnot interested in the event
t her eof .

W TNESS MYy HAND and official seal at Salt Lake
Cty, Uah, this 16th day of June, 2016.

Teri Hansen Cronenwett, CRR, RWMR
Li cense No. 91-109812-7801

My conmi ssi on expires:
January 19, 2019
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 1   June 9, 2016                                 10:02 a.m.

 2                    P R O C E E D I N G S

 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Good morning.

 4   We'll go on the record.  This is the time and place

 5   noticed for hearing in the matter of the application of

 6   Rocky Mountain Power for approval of the power purchase

 7   agreement between PacifiCorp and Thayn Hydro, LLC, as

 8   commission Docket No. 16-035-04.

 9             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am

10   commission's designated presiding officer for this

11   hearing.  Let's have appearances please, beginning with

12   the applicant.

13             MS. HOGLE:  Good morning.  Yvonne Hogle on

14   behalf of Rocky of Mountain Power.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And do you have any

16   witnesses with you?

17             MS. HOGLE:  Oh, I apologize.  Yes.  Mr. Paul

18   Clements is here, and he's the director of commercial

19   services for Rocky Mountain Power.  Kyle Moore is also

20   here, although he is not a witness, and he is a senior

21   structure pricing marketer for Rocky Mountain Power.

22   Thank you.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

24             MR. JETTER:  Good morning.  I am Justin Jetter

25   with the Utah Attorney General's Offices.  I represent
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 1   the Utah Division of Public Utilities, and with me at

 2   counsel table is Charles Peterson with the Utah Division

 3   of Public Utilities.

 4             MR. MOORE:  Robert Moore with the Attorney

 5   General's Office representing the Office of Consumer

 6   Services.  With me is Bela Vastag.  He is a utilities

 7   analyst with the office.

 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

 9   Mr. Moore.

10             MR. LONG:  And I'm -- I'm Adam Long with Smith

11   Hartvigsen here on behalf of Thayn Hydro.  My sole

12   witness is Rick Kaster, who is sitting right behind me.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

14   Mr. Long.  And Ellis Hall Consultants, LLC, was also

15   granted intervention in this docket.  Are they present

16   today?  No, okay.

17             VOICE:  Ellis Hall is present.

18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right.  Does

19   Ellis Hall have any intention of presenting evidence or

20   otherwise participating in the hearing?

21             VOICE:  Not at this time, unless something

22   comes up.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Well, you're

24   welcome to.  Thank you.

25             COURT REPORTER:  Is -- could I get her name?
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 1   Is that Ellis?

 2             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I'm sorry.  Can you

 3   repeat your name for the court reporter.

 4             VOICE:  Ellis, E-L-L-I-S, hyphen, Hall,

 5   H-A-L-L, Consultants.

 6             COURT REPORTER:  Okay.  That is your name?

 7             MS. CERUTI:  Oh, I'm sorry.  That's the name

 8   of the company.  I am Kimberly Ceruti.

 9             COURT REPORTER:  Will you spell that please.

10             MS. CERUTI:  K-I-M-B-E-R-L-Y, C, like Charlie,

11   E-R-U-T-I.

12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Before we begin,

13   are there any preliminary matters the parties would like

14   to address?  I have a hearing statement on the bench

15   from the Office of Consumer Services.

16             MR. MOORE:  Yes.  We handed those out to the

17   court reporter to make it easier to transcribe

18   Mr. Bela's -- Mr. Vastag's testimony.

19             MR. VASTAG:  Statement.

20             MR. MOORE:  Statement, sorry.

21             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Is there any

22   objection to my receiving this from any of the parties?

23   Thank you.

24             Given the legal briefing that was submitted in

25   this docket, I expect counsel might want to sum --
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 1   might, pardon me, want to make some sort of legal

 2   argument on the record.  I don't know if you want to do

 3   that or if you choose to do that, you would prefer to do

 4   it before we proceed with witnesses, or you would like

 5   to make a statement at the end of the hearing.  I offer

 6   that to any of you who would like to make a comment now.

 7             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you, Mr. Hearing Officer.

 8   The way that the company will approach the issues in the

 9   case is, Mr. Paul Clements will be the policy witness in

10   this case.  We believe that there is an opportunity to

11   present both -- well, sort of a general policy statement

12   that will include facts and a little bit of law.

13             And if necessary, then I will certainly

14   interject and add anything that I feel was omitted.

15   Thank you.

16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?

17             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, your Honor.  The

18   division didn't prepare an oral argument summary of our

19   brief.  We -- I suppose, this is kind of a mixed

20   question of fact and law.  We intend to present a

21   witness that will summarize the comments that we have

22   provided.

23             And I think our position is fairly clear from

24   our brief, which was also fairly brief, that in this

25   case we think that the facts, in a very narrow,
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 1   fact-specific view of this particular situation, may

 2   support a LEO.

 3             COURT REPORTER:  May what?

 4             MR. JETTER:  Support a legally enforceable

 5   obligation to support the prior pricing.  We think that

 6   the commission at this point has a pretty thoroughly

 7   established timeline of the negotiations that occurred

 8   and is fairly well briefed by the various parties, legal

 9   analysis of sort of the boundaries of where states may

10   determine when legally enforceable obligations occur or

11   don't.  And it's probably a pretty good question for the

12   commission to answer, I guess, in this case.

13             So that's the only initial statement I'd like

14   to put on the record.  Thank you.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

16   Mr. Jetter.  Mr. Moore?

17             MR. MOORE:  At present the office will rely on

18   its briefing, although we would like to reserve the

19   right to, if needed, as the hearing develops, to provide

20   some legal argument on that issue at the end of the

21   hearing.

22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Understood, and

23   Mr. Long?

24             MR. LONG:  Like Mr. Moore, we think the issues

25   have been fairly well briefed and thoroughly presented
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 1   to the commission at this point.  We don't anticipate

 2   making a formal legal argument or any sort of summary of

 3   the briefing position.

 4             As a very basic summary of Thayn Hydro's

 5   position, Thayn Hydro effectively wants the old Schedule

 6   37 pricing.  From, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, how

 7   they get there is irrelevant.  Thayn Hydro also believes

 8   that if it comes down a legally enforceable obligation

 9   argument, it's clear that that obligation existed based

10   on the facts.  And I will ask some questions of

11   Mr. Kaster to give his -- his own version of those

12   facts.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  In

14   terms of order of the presentation of the evidence, my

15   instincts tell me it makes sense to begin with the

16   applicant and then perhaps go to Thayn and then the

17   division and the office.  Is there any objection to that

18   order?

19             MR. JETTER:  Not from the division.  That

20   seems like a reasonable way to proceed.

21             MR. MOORE:  No objection from the office.

22             MS. HOGLE:  No objection from Rocky Mountain

23   Power.

24             MR. LONG:  None from Thayn either.

25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Excellent.  Then we
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 1   will begin with the applicant.  Ms. Hogle?

 2             MS. HOGLE:  Your Honor, the company calls

 3   Mr. Paul Clements as a witness.  And I don't know if you

 4   want him to follow on to the witness stand or if he can

 5   give his testimony where he is now.

 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I believe our court

 7   reporter would prefer he come to the stand.  Make her

 8   job a little easier.

 9             COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.  Also, could

10   somebody close that door over there?  Thank you.

11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, do

12   you swear to tell the truth?

13             THE WITNESS:  Yes.

14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

15                        PAUL CLEMENTS,

16   called as a witness at the instance of the applicant,

17   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified

18   as follows:

19                      DIRECT EXAMINATION

20   BY MS. HOGLE:

21        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Clements.

22        A.   Good morning.

23        Q.   Can you please spell and state your name for

24   the record and state your position with the company.

25        A.   Yes.  My name is Paul Clements,
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 1   C-L-E-M-E-N-T-S.  I am currently director of commercial

 2   services for Rocky Mountain Power.

 3        Q.   And can you provide some background in how you

 4   became involved in this case?

 5        A.   Yes.  For the past 12 years I have been

 6   responsible for negotiating qualified facility power

 7   purchase agreements for Rocky Mountain Power, either

 8   directly negotiating the agreement myself or in a

 9   managerial standpoint overseeing those who negotiate the

10   agreements.

11        Q.   And specifically do you have a background as

12   to your involvement in this case that you would like to

13   give?

14        A.   Yes.  I have been familiar with the

15   negotiation process for the Thayn Hydro power purchase

16   agreement.  People who are under my employ negotiated

17   the power purchase agreement, and I was involved in

18   directing and managing their work.

19        Q.   Okay.  So in your capacity, did you assist in

20   the preparation of the power purchase agreement in

21   addition to the subsequent company filings related to

22   the power purchase agreement?

23        A.   Yes, I did.

24        Q.   Okay.  So do you adopt the company's filings

25   here today as your own policy testimony?
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 1        A.   Yes.  From a policy standpoint, I do.

 2        Q.   And have you prepared a summary that you would

 3   like to give today?

 4        A.   I have.

 5        Q.   Please proceed.

 6        A.   Thank you.  Good morning.  If I speak too

 7   quickly, please interrupt me.

 8             Pursuant to the commission's provisional

 9   conclusion of law issued on March 4th, 2016, the purpose

10   of today's proceeding is to determine whether there is a

11   legally enforceable obligation, or LEO, L-E-O -- that

12   will be a term you will hear frequently today -- was

13   established by Thayn Hydro prior to either the

14   commission issuing its pricing order on September 18th,

15   2015, in the Schedule 37 docket, or the commission

16   issuing its contract duration order on January 7th of

17   2016 in the qualifying facility contract term docket.

18             The pricing order on September 18th, 2015,

19   established new pricing that would apply to Thayn Hydro.

20   The contract duration order reduced the maximum contract

21   term that would apply to Thayn Hydro.

22             Thayn Hydro asserts that a legally enforceable

23   obligation was created prior to the issuance of the

24   pricing order.  The company does not agree with this

25   assertion.  I will detail why the company does not agree
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 1   in my remarks today.  It's also detailed in the

 2   company's brief.

 3             Thayn Hydro further believes the commission

 4   could decide this matter under extenuating

 5   circumstances, the same logic that was used for the

 6   Three Peaks Power power purchase agreement in Docket No.

 7   15-035-70.

 8             Thayn Hydro asserts that the commission does

 9   not need to address the LEO issue in making a

10   determination in this docket.  The company agrees with

11   that position and agrees that the commission need not

12   resolve the LEO issue in this proceeding, and instead,

13   could evaluate and consider the specific facts of this

14   case in making a determination as to what is just and

15   reasonable.

16             Regarding the issue of the establishment of a

17   LEO, the FERC has determined it is up to the individual

18   states, not the FERC, to determine the parameters of a

19   legally enforceable obligation.  The FERC has also

20   explained that the purpose of the LEO is to prevent

21   utilities from refusing to enter into a contract with a

22   QF counterparty.

23             To be clear, at no point prior to the pricing

24   order or prior to the contract duration order did the

25   company refuse to enter into a contract with Thayn
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 1   Hydro.

 2             I will briefly summarize the key dates and

 3   activities between the time Thayn Hydro first contacted

 4   the company and the time of the pricing order.  On July

 5   7th, 2015, Thayn Hydro first contacted the company

 6   regarding renewing their contract that was set to expire

 7   at the end of 2015.

 8             On July 14th, 2015, the company provided a

 9   draft contract to Thayn Hydro.  The contract, as first

10   delivered, was not in execution form and was clearly

11   labeled as a working draft that did not constitute a

12   binding offer.

13             While the contract is a renewal of an existing

14   QF agreement, the existing contract between Thayn Hydro

15   and the company was put in place 20 years ago.  And the

16   draft provided by the company on July 14th reflected the

17   most up-to-date terms and conditions for similarly

18   situated QFs.  So there were several commercial terms

19   that it changed from the existing agreement.

20             On July 22nd, 2015, Thayn Hydro sends an

21   e-mail to the company stating it commits to sell its

22   output under Schedule 37.  This commitment occurred just

23   two weeks after initiating discussions without any

24   further exchange of draft contracts.  The company views

25   this date as the date on which serious negotiations
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 1   began between the parties but not the date on which an

 2   agreement was consummated.

 3             Regarding the timing of negotiations or the

 4   duration of negotiations, the company notes the typical

 5   time to complete negotiation of a standard qualifying

 6   facility power purchase agreement is almost three

 7   months, not the two weeks that occurred between the

 8   first contact and Thayn Hydro's July 22nd e-mail.

 9             The company further notes that not all terms

10   were agreed to at that point.  Specifically, there were

11   negotiations ongoing related to the level or the amount

12   of insurance required and regarding an issue related to

13   a default provision if minimum delivery requirements

14   were not met.

15             This ongoing negotiation was evidenced in the

16   e-mails between the parties on August 4th, 2015, and

17   even in some e-mails as late as November 2015.  In those

18   August 4th, 2015, e-mails, Thayn Hydro stated, quote,

19   one item that causes me concern, end quote, and quote, I

20   would appreciate you checking into the necessity of

21   adding the requirement, end quote.

22             At that point in time, it appeared that Thayn

23   Hydro was not willing to commit to sell under the

24   contract in its then current form because it continued

25   to inquire regarding changes to the insurance
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 1   provisions.  This is further supported by communication

 2   between the parties on September 17th, 2015, where Thayn

 3   Hydro inquired again regarding the insurance amounts.

 4             Then on September 18th, 2015, the pricing

 5   order was issued.  And at that point in time, the

 6   company could no longer execute an agreement with Thayn

 7   Hydro under what we're referring to as the old Schedule

 8   37 pricing.

 9             On October 1st, 2015, the parties reached

10   agreement on the insurance terms, and the agreement that

11   was reached resulted in insurance terms that were lower

12   than those being initially discussed in August.  And the

13   parties reached agreement on a final version of the

14   contract.

15             So to summarize the key points of this

16   timeline relevant to the proceeding today, at no point

17   did the company refuse to execute a contract that was

18   tendered for signature.  Second, the company negotiated

19   in good faith over the ordinary course of business,

20   including attempting to resolve issues and negotiate

21   terms when requested.

22             One key point for consideration today, and

23   this is in response to the OCS recommendation, or the

24   Office of Consumer Services recommendation, there is no

25   evidence demonstrating that the inquiries regarding the
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 1   insurance amounts and the other commercial terms were

 2   unconditional, meaning the company cannot be certain

 3   that Thayn Hydro would have committed to sell under an

 4   agreement with the higher insurance amounts and other

 5   issues or whether a lower insurance amount and

 6   resolution of those issues was a condition of their

 7   commitment to sell.

 8             In conclusion, the facts and the associated

 9   timeline do not support Thayn Hydro's assertion that a

10   LEO was established through a commitment to sell prior

11   to the pricing order.  And the company does not believe

12   the commission should determine that a LEO had been

13   established.

14             As I mentioned earlier in my summary, the

15   company agrees with Thayn Hydro's suggestion that the

16   commission could decided this matter under extenuating

17   circumstances without addressing the LEO issue.  These

18   facts are very similar to the facts reviewed by the

19   commission in the Three Peaks Power case I mentioned

20   earlier.

21             Of particular importance to this issue of

22   extenuating circumstances is the unique time involved

23   with the pricing order.  The hearing in the Schedule 37

24   docket occurred on September 14th, 2015.  The pricing

25   order was issued just four days later on September 18th,
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 1   2015.  The Schedule 37 docket was a contested proceeding

 2   where all parties were not in agreement.

 3             It is unusual for the commission to issue an

 4   order so quickly following a contested proceeding.  To

 5   be honest, the issuance of the pricing order so soon

 6   after the hearing caught the parties off guard.  Based

 7   on my personal involvement in the negotiations and my

 8   experience with similar negotiations, it is reasonable

 9   to assume the parties could have finalized negotiations

10   and possibly entered into a contract prior to the

11   pricing order had the parties known in advance that the

12   order was imminent or about to be issued.

13             On a similar note, regarding the applicable

14   contract term, which would be the second issue in this

15   proceeding, the parties reached agreement on all

16   commercial terms in early October 2015, well in advance

17   of the January 7th, 2016, contract term order.

18             The parties did not execute a contract in

19   October after that agreement was reached because the

20   parties were working to resolve the issue related to the

21   applicable pricing.  It is probable that the parties

22   would have executed a contract prior to January 7th,

23   2016, or the contract term order date, had there not

24   been an ongoing dispute over the pricing.

25             In summary, to answer directly the question
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 1   raised by the commission in its provisional conclusion

 2   of law, the company does not believe a LEO was

 3   established prior to the pricing order.  However, as I

 4   explained today, the company does not believe the

 5   commission is required to address the LEO issue in order

 6   to resolve the issue before the commission today.

 7             And the company believes the commission can

 8   evaluate and should evaluate and consider the specific

 9   facts of this case, including the unique nature and

10   timing of the pricing order in its determination of the

11   applicable rate and contract term for Thayn Hydro.  That

12   concludes my summary.

13             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements is available for

14   cross-examination.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long, we'll

16   start with you.

17             MR. LONG:  I have no questions for

18   Mr. Clements.

19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?

20             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions for

21   Mr. Clements.  Thank you.

22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?

23             MR. MOORE:  No questions from the office.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, I do

25   have a few questions.  First of all, the initial contact
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 1   that Thayn corresponded with at Rocky Mountain Power

 2   was, is a Mr. Younie?

 3             THE WITNESS:  That's correct.

 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Did I pronounce his

 5   name correctly?

 6             THE WITNESS:  Yes, John Younie.

 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I can't remember

 8   where in the briefing, but I remember seeing a

 9   representation that during the negotiations Mr. Younie

10   was laid off; is that correct?

11             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  During the negotiation

12   process, Mr. Younie left the company, that's correct.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right.  There's

14   been testimony in other dockets, and it's the

15   commission's general understanding that the company has

16   been a little overwhelmed with the volume of QF requests

17   that came in in the recent past.  And I don't want to

18   delve into Mr. Younie's personnel file.  It's none of

19   our business.

20             But was -- were there factors that contributed

21   to his departure, aside from the company's determination

22   it didn't need as much assistance in processing QF

23   contracts?

24             THE WITNESS:  I am not aware of the facts that

25   led to his departure from the company, so I can't speak
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 1   to that.  In terms -- if I can expand and respond in

 2   general to your question regarding the amount of work

 3   that was occurring at that point in time.  That was not

 4   a factor in this proceeding.

 5             It's my testimony and my opinion, having done

 6   this for the past 12 years, that the course of

 7   negotiations for this power purchase agreement were

 8   relatively standard, if not quicker than what we would

 9   typically see.  They requested a PPA in July 7th.  A

10   draft was delivered one week later.

11             What occurred after Mr. Younie left the

12   company, I believe there were some vacations between the

13   two parties.  But the pace of negotiations in my opinion

14   was fairly routine or average.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So you are saying

16   that the pace of negotiations was not affected by

17   Mr. Younie's departure?

18             THE WITNESS:  Not in my opinion, no.

19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll invite

20   your counsel to interject with respect to any of these

21   questions because they do delve into legal issues.

22             With respect to the company's position that

23   the commission would be justified in finding that

24   extenuating circumstances warrant granting the otherwise

25   outdated pricing to Thayn Hydro, the company has
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 1   referenced the Three Peaks matter, which was a Schedule

 2   38 matter.

 3             And Schedule 38 does expressly provide that

 4   the commission can essentially postpone or give

 5   extensions to otherwise existing deadlines under

 6   Schedule 38, which outlines a process for contracting.

 7   To my knowledge, Schedule 37 contains no such language.

 8             Does that affect the company's analysis of

 9   whether or not the commission has authority to find

10   extenuating circumstances exist in this situation and

11   therefore grant the otherwise outdated pricing?

12             THE WITNESS:  No.  I'd be happy to answer

13   that.  In my opinion it does not, and here is why.

14   Schedule 37 has just prices essentially.  It's a tariff

15   that has published prices.  Schedule 38 includes a

16   process that governs negotiation of the power purchase

17   agreement.

18             There is nothing in Schedule 37 that dictates

19   the process for negotiation, and so I think it's

20   reasonable to look to Schedule 38, when it comes to

21   contract negotiation issues, to make sure there's

22   consistency between what occurs with smaller QFs under

23   Schedule 37 and larger QFs under Schedule 38.

24             So I don't think it's unreasonable to use the

25   contract negotiation principles under 38 when evaluating
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 1   issues under 37 that are related to contract negotiation

 2   process.

 3             MS. HOGLE:  I would like to add to that as

 4   well, if I may.  I agree with what Mr. Clements has just

 5   stated, and I would also add that the commission -- it

 6   is the company's position that the commission has vast

 7   discretion and jurisdiction in its jurisdiction over

 8   utilities and in its findings of just and reasonable and

 9   results that are in the public interest.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  Going

11   back to a more fact-specific matter, Mr. Clements, I

12   wonder if you could just elaborate a little bit more on

13   the record concerning your opinion of the materiality of

14   the umbrella insurance requirement and the default

15   provisions that were being negotiated from the

16   perspective of the company to the overall agreement.

17             THE WITNESS:  I would say there were two

18   issues that were really outstanding.  One was the level

19   of insurance that was being required.  And one was an

20   issue related to a default provision in the contract.  I

21   would consider both of those issues to be material, as

22   we have had issues with other qualifying facilities who

23   have been unwilling to execute agreements that had terms

24   similar to those.

25             They have been issues that have held up
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 1   execution of other agreements is the best way to put it.

 2   So I would consider them to be in the bucket of material

 3   terms or terms that would hold up potential execution of

 4   an agreement.

 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Just one more

 6   question.  With respect to the company's position that

 7   no LEO was incurred in this case, at least prior to the

 8   commission's issuing of what's been referred to as its

 9   pricing order, does the company find relevant the fact

10   that this particular QF facility had been in existence

11   and actively doing business with the company for a

12   number of years, had an interconnection agreement?

13             Is that -- are those facts relevant to the

14   inquiry?

15             THE WITNESS:  I think they are relevant in

16   that I think it gets you further down the road towards a

17   LEO because your starting point is well down the road.

18   So I think it's very relevant when you compare it to a

19   greenfield QF who has quite a distance to travel down

20   that road.

21             The question, when it comes to a legally

22   enforceable obligation, is not where you are at on the

23   road.  It's that if you are at the end of the road and

24   you have made that commitment.  I would say they started

25   well down the path because they already had their
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 1   interconnection agreement, but I don't believe we had a

 2   full unconditional commitment because we still had those

 3   outstanding issues.

 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

 5   Mr. Clements.  That's all the questions I have for you.

 6   Any -- Ms. Hogle, it looks like you have something to

 7   say.

 8             MS. HOGLE:  Yes.  I just have a couple of

 9   questions on redirect.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Sure.

11             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements --

12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, may I

13   interrupt you.  Is there any other party that would like

14   to ask any questions?  I'd like to give you the last

15   word, so I think it makes sense to see if anybody else

16   has any questions first.

17             MR. LONG:  No questions from Thayn Hydro.

18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?

19                       CROSS-EXAMINATION

20   BY MR. JETTER:

21        Q.   I actually do have just a brief couple

22   questions kind of relating to the questions that have

23   just been asked, Mr. Clements.

24        A.   Sure.

25        Q.   Could you briefly describe -- I guess with the
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 1   background sort of to set up this question, Schedule 37

 2   is designed as a fixed rate for QFs that are under a

 3   certain size; is that correct?

 4        A.   That's correct, yes.

 5        Q.   And it includes pricing terms, but it does not

 6   include terms like insurance or the process for

 7   negotiating the other terms that are not included

 8   directly in the Schedule 37 tariff; is that correct?

 9        A.   Correct.  Schedule 37 only includes pricing.

10        Q.   Can you just briefly describe -- and I don't

11   need in detail every one, but what other terms are

12   significant that you negotiate outside of the pricing

13   term?

14        A.   The other material terms would be performance

15   guarantees.  So if you don't meet a performance

16   guarantee, meaning you don't deliver what you say you

17   are going to deliver, and that happens to be one of the

18   issues that was in question still.

19             Credit always tends to be a material issue,

20   how much credit is going to be posted.  The other issue

21   would -- other material issues would be insurance terms,

22   start date, liquidated damages if they fail to come on

23   line when they say they are going to come on line.

24             Default damages if a party defaults over the

25   course of the agreement.  Termination damages.  What
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 1   happens if one of the parties defaults and the agreement

 2   is terminated?

 3             So the material terms of the agreement

 4   typically are, if one party doesn't do what they say

 5   they are going to do, what happens.  And there are quite

 6   a few of those.

 7        Q.   Thank you.  And so is it fair to say that

 8   before you would, I guess, sign a PPA or consider it a

 9   binding agreement then in those cases, you would --

10   those are primarily for evaluating the ability and the

11   reliability of that QF to be able to deliver what it

12   claims it's going to deliver?

13        A.   Yes.  That's correct.  Before they -- before

14   the commitment can occur, they must make sure that they

15   can commit to the terms and conditions that are included

16   as part of the delivery of the energy.

17        Q.   And that's where your concern is with a

18   greenfield project; is that right?  That they may be

19   willing to, I suppose, even sign the PPA without any

20   ability to actually deliver?

21        A.   Yeah.  The greenfield project really has two

22   primary differences.  One is, they typically don't have

23   an interconnection.  We found that that tends to be a

24   great unknown in the process.  It often takes longer

25   than what is expected.  So having an interconnection is
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 1   a major step towards reaching that level of commitment.

 2             Second, if they have already been an existing

 3   project and executed an agreement with us, then there

 4   are likely many terms in that existing agreement that

 5   would carry over to the new agreement.  So we're

 6   starting from a point of mutual agreement on many

 7   concepts before.  So I would say a greenfield is

 8   definitely different than a renewing contract.

 9        Q.   Okay.  Is that fair to say that's been also

10   your experience in the number of -- I don't want to name

11   them specifically.  But we have some typically one year

12   PPAs with some, some QFs in Utah.

13        A.   Yes.  We have some existing qualifying

14   facilities that are connected to the grid and operating

15   that have one year power purchase agreements.  We tend

16   to renew those each year.  That renewal process tends to

17   be fairly streamlined, but it still often takes several

18   months.

19             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Those are all the

20   questions I have for Mr. Clements.  Thank you,

21   Mr. Clements.

22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?

23             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?

25             MS. HOGLE:  Just a couple.  Just a couple,
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 1   excuse me.

 2                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 3   BY MS. HOGLE:

 4        Q.   Mr. Clements, Mr. Hammer asked you about the

 5   materiality of the fact that the insurance appeared to

 6   be the problem for Thayn Hydro.  Is there evidence in

 7   the record as to the level of materiality in terms of an

 8   increase in price for Thayn Hydro that they considered

 9   to be -- or that anybody could consider to be material?

10        A.   Yes.  Thayn Hydro indicated to the company

11   that the insurance amounts that were being requested

12   would result in, I believe it was a 300 percent increase

13   in the premiums.  And the company felt like that was a

14   material amount that was of concern to them based on

15   comments they made to the company.

16        Q.   And then just another question.  Mr. Hammer

17   also asked you about the -- whether in a LEO

18   determination it was relevant that this particular PPA

19   was a renewal.

20             Can you tell -- and I think you have already

21   said this, but in the company's experience, is it also

22   relevant that the average time for negotiation of

23   similarly situated renewals or renewals was what you

24   have testified that it was?

25        A.   Yes.  So our typical time to negotiate even a
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 1   renewal PPA is two and a half to three months.  And an

 2   existing contract starts further down the road towards a

 3   LEO, but it's not how far you start.  It's where you are

 4   when you finish, and you have to get all the way to the

 5   finish line to have a commitment to have a legally

 6   enforceable obligation.

 7             And so an existing agreement, you start in a

 8   much better spot.  But it's not where you start.  It's

 9   where you finish when it comes to a legally enforceable

10   obligation, and the company does not believe we had

11   reached that finish line prior to the pricing order.

12             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  That's all I have.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

14   Mr. Clements, you are excused.

15             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And we will proceed

17   to Mr. Long.

18             MR. LONG:  Thank you, Mr. Hearing Officer.

19   Thayn Hydro would call Rick Kaster.

20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, do you

21   swear to tell the truth?

22             THE WITNESS:  I do.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

24                         RICK KASTER,

25   called as a witness at the instance of Thayn Hydro,
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 1   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified

 2   as follows:

 3                      DIRECT EXAMINATION

 4   BY MR. LONG:

 5        Q.   So Mr. Kaster, your job here, unlike

 6   Mr. Clements, your job here is purely as a factual

 7   witness.  You, you are one of the part owners of Thayn

 8   Hydro, and your purpose here is to give the commission a

 9   firsthand report of how this process went, you know, to

10   add any details or information that we haven't

11   accurately captured in the pleadings.

12             So I won't be asking you any legal questions,

13   and I won't be asking you to make any conclusions.  And

14   I am not asking you to read a prepared statement.  As I

15   said, the goal is to get your version of the events with

16   your -- with any details that only you can add.

17             So if you would, for the benefit of the

18   commission, would you introduce yourself, state your

19   name, and describe your involvement with Thayn Hydro.

20        A.   My name is Rick Kaster.  I live in Idaho.

21   Been working on hydro plants since about 1980.  I met

22   the Thayns about 1990.  We partnered with them to

23   develop their project.  We sold power for three or four

24   years on a short-term basis.

25             (Discussion off the record about speaking up.)
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 1        A.   And then we, we signed a 20 year contract that

 2   ran from 1996 to the year 2000.  And so in July of 2015

 3   I called John Younie to start the renewal process.  We

 4   had worked with John Younie before on some other issues,

 5   so I had his number.  And it -- and called him.

 6             And so about a week later he sent me the

 7   template.  We got started on it.  It was an extremely

 8   easy renewal.

 9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, if I could interrupt, I don't want

10   to get ahead of ourselves.

11        A.   Yeah.

12        Q.   Just so we're all on the same page --

13        A.   Uh-huh.

14        Q.   -- and the commission's benefit, could you

15   give me a real brief rundown of what the Thayn Hydro

16   project is, and also describe the recent diversion dam

17   improvements.

18        A.   Yeah.  It's a -- it's a 575 kilowatt small

19   hydroelectric plant.  It's near the city of Green River.

20   It's at the end of an irrigation canal.  It also serves

21   some irrigators.  Last winter the diversion dam in the

22   river was replaced at a cost of several million dollars.

23             The local water users agreed to cost share on

24   that dam, so and we're the largest water user, so yeah,

25   we made a pretty big commitment there to help cost share
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 1   on that dam.

 2        Q.   And what's the current state of the

 3   hydroelectric facility?  Is it generating power?

 4        A.   It is running at this time, yes.

 5        Q.   And that's under on interim PPA at current

 6   Schedule 30 pri --

 7        A.   Yes --

 8        Q.   37 prices?

 9        A.   -- that's right.

10        Q.   So over the years when you deal with Rocky

11   Mountain Power, was John Younie your contact?  Was there

12   anyone else that you dealt with on a regular basis?

13        A.   In the early years, in the early 1990s John

14   wasn't there, but it seems like in the, I don't know, at

15   least 10 years ago or so we started working with John

16   Younie.

17        Q.   So he was the person you would go to for

18   questions or concerns or when something went wrong

19   and --

20        A.   Yes, that's correct.

21        Q.   So you started at least going into the renewal

22   process for your current -- or renewal process to renew

23   your then existing PPA.  And you stated that you talked

24   to John Younie in July or so?

25        A.   I called him on July 7th.
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 1        Q.   And when did your old PPA expire?

 2        A.   The end of 2015.

 3        Q.   So you called John Younie with -- five or six

 4   months before your PPA expired, and he then told you

 5   about the imminent pricing change?

 6        A.   He did.  I asked him for a schedule of the

 7   pricing, and he sent me both the current and the

 8   proposed pricing.

 9        Q.   So at that point, John Younie told you that --

10   and if I am putting words in your mouth, please stop me.

11   John Younie told you that pricing would change, and you,

12   Thayn Hydro then asked for the process to be expedited?

13        A.   That's correct.

14        Q.   So throughout this process, even before you

15   contacted John Younie, did Thayn Hydro consider selling

16   power to anyone else or consider not renewing the PPA

17   with Rocky Mountain Power?

18        A.   No.  We didn't.

19        Q.   And why not?

20        A.   Well, we already had an interconnect there.

21   It's all set up.  Trying to wheel power for such a small

22   project would be cost prohibitive, so we didn't even

23   consider that, no.

24        Q.   And so Mr. Clements mentioned an e-mail you

25   sent to John Younie on July 2nd, and I'm paraphrasing,
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 1   but essentially saying that Thayn Hydro was committing

 2   to sell output at the then effective Schedule 37

 3   pricing; is that correct?

 4        A.   That's correct.  I had -- excuse me.  I had

 5   asked John if there was any way we could lock in the

 6   existing rates by, if we sent a letter of intent or

 7   something similar to that.  And he responded by saying

 8   that if we committed to the existing rates via e-mail,

 9   that that would lock us in on those rates.  So later

10   that day I sent that e-mail.

11        Q.   So at that point did you expect to discuss the

12   pricing issue for the next 20 years ever again?

13        A.   I felt like the pricing issue was, was

14   resolved at that point in time.

15        Q.   But to that point you hadn't actually signed

16   the PPA?

17        A.   No, no.

18        Q.   And so from your conversation with John

19   Younie, how did you expect the PPA renewal process to

20   play out?  Right?  You stated that you thought pricing

21   was taken care of, but the contract wasn't actually

22   signed?

23        A.   Yeah.  We didn't just sit on our hands.  We

24   just dove right into it, and within a couple weeks,

25   the -- John had the PPA ready to -- well, he said he
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 1   submitted it internally.  And the same day on August

 2   4th, he gave me the answer on the default question.  So

 3   that was resolved.

 4             The only outstanding issue at that point in

 5   time was the question about the insurance.  I had raised

 6   the insurance question in a voice mail to him on July

 7   17th, and followed up with an e-mail to him on the 21st.

 8   So it just appears that it was something that slipped

 9   past John Younie, that he was -- covered everything else

10   extremely well.  But it seemed like the insurance

11   question slipped by him.

12             So on August 4th I just -- I was reminding him

13   that I had a question about the insurance.  It was not a

14   new question that I brought up then, so and then August

15   5th John stated that he had submitted the question to

16   the insurance department and that the PPA would be ready

17   to sign in about a month so...

18        Q.   So at -- at that point, the PPA was already in

19   Rocky Mountain Power's internal review process as far as

20   what you knew from John Younie?

21        A.   That's what he told me, yes.

22        Q.   At any point did you tell John Younie or

23   anyone else at Rocky Mountain Power that the insurance

24   question was a deal breaker or that the PPA, as

25   submitted for review, was unacceptable with Thayn Hydro?
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 1        A.   No.  No, there are no deal breakers in the

 2   entire template.  In fact, the PPA that John submitted

 3   on August 4th is almost a carbon copy of the template I

 4   received on the 14th, other than we filled in the

 5   blanks, of course, on the -- you know, the projected

 6   power outputs and the -- you know, I e-mailed him copies

 7   of the interconnection agreement, so on.

 8        Q.   So from -- from the very first week of August

 9   through, through I think August 29th, when John Younie

10   told you that he was leaving the company, did you hear

11   anything from Rocky Mountain Power from John?

12        A.   No, I didn't.  He said it would take about a

13   month, so I was giving him a month.  And before the

14   month was up, he sent me an e-mail saying that his last

15   day at work was going to be September 1st.

16        Q.   And you had discussed with John Younie the

17   imminent pricing change.  Were you concerned about that

18   delay at all, the --

19        A.   Well, I wanted to get --

20        Q.   -- month that he wasn't talking to you?

21        A.   Personally I wanted to get it done before the

22   holidays, but I felt like the pricing was established.

23   But at the same time, I just wanted to get it done.

24        Q.   So had someone asked you in, you know, in, say

25   August, so prepricing change, what you thought would
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 1   happen, I am assuming you thought the pricing was taken

 2   care of and the PPA would get signed when it eventually

 3   ran through the process.  Is that accurate?

 4        A.   I, I expected a copy of the PPA that would get

 5   signed somewhere around the 1st of September and an

 6   answer to the insurance question concurrently.  They --

 7   my understanding was that they were considering the

 8   insurance question and consider -- and reviewing the PPA

 9   concurrently during the month of August.

10        Q.   So -- so after John Younie left, can you tell

11   me what happened.  You mentioned that John Younie was

12   leaving the company as of the end of August.

13        A.   Yeah, everything just seemed to come to a

14   screeching halt.  I called Bruce.  Or no, I'm sorry, I

15   e-mailed Bruce Griswold on September 1st, told him I was

16   sorry to hear that John was leaving, that as far as I

17   was concerned, the PPA was done.  The only thing I was

18   waiting on was, still hadn't heard back on the insurance

19   question.

20             So then September, it wasn't until

21   September -- well, Bruce e-mailed me back and said,

22   "Give me two days and I'll get back to you."

23        Q.   So at that point had Bruce given you the PPA,

24   you know, the same PPA that was submitted with the $5

25   million umbrella policy, what would you have done with
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 1   it?

 2        A.   If that was their answer, we would have signed

 3   it.  It didn't matter what their answer was, whether it

 4   was 5 million or 3 million or no umbrella, we were going

 5   to sign the contract.

 6        Q.   And there was never any question in your mind

 7   that you would continue to sell power to Rocky Mountain

 8   Power, and that essentially the status quo would remain

 9   unchanged except pricing updated to the current

10   schedule --

11        A.   Absolutely.

12        Q.   -- 37?

13        A.   Absolutely.

14        Q.   So eventually after, after being introduced to

15   Paul Clements and Kyle Moore, who are here with us

16   today, you were informed that the old Schedule 37

17   pricing was not available.  Is that -- is that an

18   accurate statement?

19        A.   Well, Kyle left me a voice mail on, I believe

20   it was September 16th, that he was going to be replacing

21   John Younie.  I e-mailed him back and said, "Well, you

22   know, that's fine.  Let's -- you know, we're still

23   waiting on an answer to the insurance."

24             So from the date when I first brought up the

25   insurance question on July 17th through September 17th,
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 1   it's actually about nine weeks.  And five times I asked

 2   the question.  I didn't get a single response, other

 3   than John Younie telling me that they had submitted it

 4   to the insurance department.

 5        Q.   But either way, that -- right, that insurance

 6   -- I assume from Thayn Hydro's perspective, you would

 7   prefer not to pay more for liability insurance unless

 8   it's absolutely necessary?

 9        A.   We are not guaranteed a profit like Rocky

10   Mountain Power.  We just can't go around throwing money

11   away, so I think it's excessive.  But, but it's -- but

12   it wasn't going to prevent us from signing the contract,

13   no.

14        Q.   And so eventually, eventually through

15   discussions with Rocky Mountain Power, you came to the

16   conclusion that the group, you know, the -- hand in hand

17   the parties would approach the commission and seek

18   approval of the old prices?

19        A.   Yes.  Initially they told us that they could

20   not approve the old prices.  And we went back and forth,

21   and I think Kyle sent me a number to call the DPU if we

22   wanted to file a complaint.  And we discussed it back

23   and forth.  I told him I would rather not file a

24   complaint if we didn't have to.

25             And eventually we got around to Paul and Kyle
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 1   saying that we agreed, you should get the old rates, but

 2   we need to go through the DPU.  So that's where we are

 3   at now, I guess.

 4        Q.   Mr. Clements mentioned extenuating

 5   circumstances.  Can you tell me your understanding of

 6   what that -- what the situation is and why --

 7   essentially why we are here today?

 8        A.   Well, I believe that if John Younie had been

 9   allowed to finish the process, we -- you know, we

10   wouldn't be here today.  You know, or else if somebody

11   had been appointed immediately after he was terminated

12   or he left or whatever happened, we wouldn't be here

13   today.

14        Q.   So at the point where John Younie left, you

15   know, end of August, as far as you were concerned, was

16   there anything left to do, other than sign the PPA?

17        A.   No.  Like I say, I was waiting on an answer.

18   I mean, we, we really have no leverage in these

19   negotiations.  We don't have anything that the power

20   company wants.  It's not like we can negotiate and trade

21   back and forth, but I feel like we ought to be able to

22   ask questions and get answers to the questions.

23        Q.   Did you ever -- were you ever presented with a

24   ready-to-sign copy of a PPA prior to the pricing change?

25        A.   No.
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 1        Q.   So you never refused to sign an agreement

 2   before the pricing changed?

 3        A.   No.

 4        Q.   I just have a couple more questions in

 5   conclusion, and then we'll let -- let the other parties

 6   ask you whatever they have.  For the benefit of the

 7   commission, will you summarize your testimony today and

 8   also describe the relief that you would like to see be

 9   granted.

10        A.   Well, I don't know if the delays by the power

11   company were intentional or not.  I have no way of

12   knowing that, but they certainly weren't our fault.  And

13   you know, we were promised the old rates.  We did

14   everything we could to lock in on those, and I just feel

15   like we deserve them or we wouldn't be here today.

16        Q.   And what would you like the commission to do?

17   I assume you would like the commission to grant the old

18   rates and then allow the payments under this current

19   interim PPA to be trued up.  Is that --

20        A.   That's true.

21             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions for

22   you, Mr. Kaster.  Thank you.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, any

24   cross?

25             MS. HOGLE:  Can you give me a minute?
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 1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Absolutely.

 2             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.

 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?

 4                       CROSS-EXAMINATION

 5   BY MR. JETTER:

 6        Q.   Good morning.  I do have just a few brief

 7   questions for you.

 8        A.   Sure.

 9        Q.   And they relate to the insurance.  I don't

10   believe that on the record before the commission there

11   is any indication of the -- what I am trying to find out

12   is, what's the value difference between the premium for

13   the policy under what -- I suppose it was under the old

14   contract or what you were requesting from Rocky Mountain

15   Power and the increase in the amount of the coverage.

16   Do you know that?

17        A.   I think the five -- for a single project, a $5

18   million umbrella is in the neighborhood of $8,000 per

19   year.  For a 3 million, it's probably closer to 5 or

20   6,000 per year.

21        Q.   Okay.

22        A.   I mean, it's not huge.  But it adds up.  And

23   it is quite a bit of money for a small project.

24        Q.   Okay.  That's the only question I had for you

25   this morning.  Thank you.
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 1        A.   Okay.

 2             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.

 3   Thank you.

 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right,

 5   Mr. Kaster.  I have just a few questions.  First of all,

 6   I was a little confused about your position at the

 7   company.  Are you an employee or a principal or

 8   independent consultant?

 9             THE WITNESS:  I am a -- I work for Thayn

10   Hydro.

11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.

12             THE WITNESS:  And I am also a company owner

13   with, on the project.

14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll pose this

15   more to your counsel and the other parties' counsels

16   respectively.  There were e-mails attached to multiple

17   of the briefs that were submitted to the commission.

18   Mr. Kaster, you were party on most of those e-mails.  I

19   think there were one or two that might have been company

20   internal e-mails.

21             To the extent any party wants to admit the

22   e-mails that Mr. Kaster participated in, into evidence,

23   I think Mr. Kaster is best situated to authenticate

24   those and testify to their veracity.  So I would just

25   put that question to first your counsel and anyone else
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 1   who would like to ask Mr. Kaster about those e-mails.

 2             MR. LONG:  Yeah.  I think that would be

 3   proper, and I suppose it's also proper to have

 4   Mr. Kaster testify as to the accuracy of the facts

 5   contained in the various pleadings.  You know, to the

 6   extent they are factual, they are based primarily on his

 7   knowledge.

 8             THE WITNESS:  Pretty much, pretty much all

 9   true as far as I can remember.  There's been quite a few

10   briefs.

11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So Mr. Long, do you

12   want to actually take Mr. Kaster through any exhibits

13   that were attached to the briefing, or do you want him

14   to make a statement that he has reviewed all -- I mean,

15   how do you want to proceed?

16             MR. LONG:  I don't think it's necessary to go

17   through them one by one.

18        Q.   (By Mr. Long) I guess, Mr. Kaster, to the best

19   of your knowledge, are the factual statements contained

20   in the pleadings filed by Thayn Hydro true and accurate?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   And are the e-mails attached to the various

23   pleadings filed by both Thayn Hydro and the other

24   parties, are those -- are those e-mails that were sent

25   and true to the best of your knowledge?
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 1        A.   Yeah.  All of the e-mails that I was a party

 2   to are actual e-mails, if that's what you mean.

 3             MR. LONG:  Is that sufficient, Mr. Hearing

 4   Officer?

 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes, thank you.

 6   Anyone else want to add anything on that subject before

 7   we continue?

 8             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I just have a

 9   question.  Would it be then appropriate to at this time

10   move for the admission of all of the pleadings that

11   contain -- all of the pleadings, period, as evidence

12   into the record?

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, all the

14   pleadings are certainly in the record.  But they take

15   different form.  And I can't -- I can't recall the form

16   of each one off the top of my head.

17             For example, I know Mr. Long was the author of

18   the documents that Thayn Hydro filed.  So any

19   representations made in those are the representations,

20   for example, of Thayn Hydro's counsel.  So I don't think

21   it would be appropriate to admit those representations

22   as evidence.  They are certainly in the record, as are

23   all the parties filings.

24             But to the extent you want the commission to

25   consider factual evidence in this docket, I think it
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 1   would be appropriate that any exhibits are attested to

 2   or identified that you would like the commission to

 3   consider.

 4             MS. HOGLE:  Certainly.  Your Honor, the

 5   company moves then for the admission of its pleadings,

 6   in addition to any accompanying exhibits that are

 7   attached thereto, as evidence into the record, including

 8   its application.

 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Let me finish with

10   Mr. Kaster, and then we will revisit this before we

11   proceed.

12             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.  Thank you.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, were

14   you aware that Rocky Mountain Power had sought to make

15   changes to the Schedule 37 pricing in May 2014?  There

16   was a docket.  It was Docket No. 14-035-04.  The

17   commission ultimately denied some of the changes the

18   company wanted to make, and the company and the Division

19   of Public Utilities appealed the commission's decision.

20   And it was actually on appeal as late as December 2015.

21             I just wondered if you had any awareness of

22   those proceedings.

23             THE WITNESS:  No.  I haven't really paid

24   attention to the various schedules.

25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.
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 1   Mr. Kaster, and I apologize if I didn't catch this the

 2   first time, if you spoke to it.  I heard you speak to

 3   the materiality or lack thereof in your view of the

 4   insurance requirements, or at least the fact that Rocky

 5   Mountain Power's unwillingness to lower the insurance

 6   requirement would not have prevented Thayn from entering

 7   the contract.

 8             My understanding is, there was also some

 9   discussion and negotiation about default provisions.

10   Can you speak to those negotiations and whether the

11   outcome of them may have precluded Thayn Hydro from

12   proceeding and entering a final contract?

13             THE WITNESS:  No.  There were no provisions

14   that would have prevented us from signing the contract.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And

16   this might be a question better directed or as well

17   directed to the Division of Public Utilities.  But my

18   understanding is that Thayn did at one point file an

19   informal complaint with the division.  I don't know if

20   that complaint was abandoned in light of Rocky Mountain

21   Power's filing of an application in this docket.

22             But can you give me an understanding as to

23   what transpired with respect to that informal complaint?

24             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We did file an informal

25   complaint, and then it kind of gotten -- it got taken
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 1   over by this mutual application, I believe.

 2             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  That's all I

 3   have.  Thank you, Mr. Kaster.

 4             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 5             MR. LONG:  I have just a couple redirect

 6   questions if I may.

 7                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 8   BY MR. LONG:

 9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, you mentioned that the $5 million

10   umbrella policy requirement that was new in this PPA

11   would cost Thayn Hydro about $8,000 a year?

12        A.   That's correct.

13        Q.   Do you know off the top of your head about how

14   much power Thayn Hydro sells to Rocky Mountain Power

15   every year, a dollar value that you receive from Rocky

16   Mountain Power?

17        A.   Well, it depends on the rate for that

18   particular year.  I think with the existing rates we're

19   probably looking at, I don't know, give or take a

20   hundred thousand per year.

21        Q.   So current -- currently the amount of -- the

22   amount of power you are selling to Rocky Mountain Power

23   is in the six digits?

24        A.   Yes.  I would think.  I would say so.

25        Q.   And just one final question to reinforce your

0050

 1   point.  At any point in this process did you, did you

 2   expect to not sign a renewal PPA?

 3        A.   No.

 4             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions.  Thank

 5   you.

 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, I have

 7   one, a follow-up, which is actually off point, but I

 8   neglected to ask it to you the first time.  And I

 9   apologize for that.  I will give your counsel an

10   opportunity to follow up if he desires to.

11             But you made some statements essentially

12   suggesting that there are no other takers for the power

13   that Thayn Hydro generates.  Can you elaborate on that a

14   little bit?

15             THE WITNESS:  You know, the few times I have

16   looked into wheeling power years ago, it was very cost

17   prohibitive.  A lot of -- a lot of utilities, if they

18   want to buy power, they want to buy it in huge blocks of

19   power that we are not capable of delivering.

20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And did you explore

21   that option at all during the negotiation process for

22   this renewal?

23             THE WITNESS:  Not really.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Anything else?

25             MR. LONG:  No questions, thank you.
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 1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  You are

 2   excused, Mr. Kaster.

 3             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So we'll return --

 5             MR. MOORE:  Mr. Hearing Officer?

 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes.

 7             MR. MOORE:  I don't know if this will be

 8   useful at all, but I do have some copies of some e-mails

 9   that could be more formally introduced if you -- if that

10   would be necessary or helpful.

11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Was it your

12   intention to do so during your presentation of evidence?

13             MR. MOORE:  No.  These are all Mr. Kaster's

14   e-mails.  I just had them.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  You know, I think

16   the -- probably the best solution will be for us to have

17   all the parties present their evidence.  We'll have a

18   short recess.  I'll look over my notes, and maybe you

19   all can discuss among yourselves perhaps stipulating to

20   the admission of certain e-mails.  Does that sound

21   agreeable?  Mr. Long?

22             MR. LONG:  Yes, that would be fine.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?

24             MS. HOGLE:  Well, I suppose I am not -- first

25   of all, is it okay if we go off the record?
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 1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Are you concerned

 2   about confidential information being exposed?

 3             MS. HOGLE:  Possibly.  But I just want to

 4   discuss the process as -- as it comes up.  And I don't

 5   know if you want that to be in the record or -- I am

 6   concerned about your use of the word "stipulated,"

 7   stipulate as to the e-mails, given that the company used

 8   certain e-mails in its pleadings.

 9             And to the extent that Mr. Kaster has already

10   indicated to his -- the best of his knowledge they are

11   accurate, I am not sure what the purpose of stipulating

12   would be.  And I am not sure whether you want to discuss

13   this on the record or off the record.

14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, no.  That's

15   why I thought the parties might do so off the record

16   while I was out of the room.  My recollection was that

17   there may have been an e-mail or two that were internal

18   to the company to which Mr. Kaster was a party.

19             I don't -- and I don't know that Mr. Clements

20   was a party to all of those e-mails.  I don't know if

21   there would be any objection to their admission.  The

22   commission is not formally bound by the rules of

23   hearsay, but I thought I'd allow you all an opportunity

24   to talk about it off the record.

25             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.
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 1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So may we proceed?

 2   Mr. Jetter?

 3             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  The division would

 4   like to call and have sworn in Mr. Charles Peterson.

 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Peterson, do

 6   you swear to tell the truth?

 7             THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 8                       CHARLES PETERSON,

 9   called as a witness at the instance of the Division of

10   Public Utilities, having been first duly sworn, was

11   examined and testified as follows:

12                      DIRECT EXAMINATION

13   BY MR. JETTER:

14        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Peterson.  Would you please

15   state your name and occupation for the record.

16        A.   Charles E. Peterson.  I am a utility technical

17   consultant with the Division of Public Utilities.

18        Q.   Thank you.  And in the course of your

19   employment with the Utah Division of Public Utilities,

20   did you have the opportunity to review the application

21   filed by Rocky Mountain Power in this docket?

22        A.   Yes.

23        Q.   And did you create and cause to be filed with

24   the commission an action request response dated March

25   2nd, 2016?
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 1        A.   Yes.

 2        Q.   Are there any edits or corrections you would

 3   like to make to that?

 4        A.   Yes, one small one.  On page 2, the paragraph

 5   before the section that's headed discussion, I refer to

 6   the date in which comments were due as March 10th, 2016.

 7   That was actually the date for reply comments.  The

 8   correct date should have been March 3rd, March 3, 2016.

 9        Q.   Thank you.  And we discussed briefly entering

10   some various evidence into the record, but my specific

11   question for you is, as you look through the page 2 and

12   3 of that division memo, there are a number of bullet

13   pointed facts which are generally dates of an -- and

14   occurrences of events.

15             You don't have personal knowledge of those, do

16   you?

17        A.   No.  I relied on documentation provided either

18   by -- I think mostly by PacifiCorp.

19        Q.   Okay.  And that was largely from the same

20   e-mails we have discussed earlier about entering those

21   into the record?

22        A.   Yes.

23        Q.   Okay.  And --

24        A.   Also, I -- there's a correction.  I believe

25   there are also some copies of telephone records that

0055

 1   would seem to indicate apparently or confirm certain

 2   dates of phone conversations.  But we also had that kind

 3   of information available to us.

 4        Q.   Thank you.  And you have that information

 5   available, just so it's clear for the record, that that

 6   was available and provided by the parties through data

 7   requests?

 8        A.   Yes.

 9        Q.   Okay.  Would you like to give a -- just a

10   brief summary of --

11        A.   Are we going to ask for the admission of the

12   memos or not?

13        Q.   I was intending to wait and --

14        A.   Oh.

15        Q.   -- we were going to do kind of a bulk --

16        A.   Okay.

17        Q.   -- admission.

18        A.   That's fine.  In answer to your question about

19   brief statement, yes.  I have a very brief statement.

20   Because the division believes that its position is well

21   set forth in the division's memo of March 2nd, 2016, as

22   well in -- as in the brief this counsel dated March or

23   May 6th, 2016.

24             Briefly, based upon the specific facts of this

25   case, the division supports granting the earlier
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 1   Schedule 37 pricing that was in effect in July 2015.

 2   And also the division does not at this point object to a

 3   20 year term for the contract between PacifiCorp -- or

 4   the proposed contract between PacifiCorp and Thayn

 5   Hydro.  And that concludes my comments.

 6        Q.   Thank you.

 7             MR. JETTER:  I have no further questions for

 8   Mr. Peterson.  He is available for cross-examination.

 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?

10             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.

11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long?

12             MR. LONG:  No cross.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?

14             MR. MOORE:  No cross.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  I don't

16   have anything for you, Mr. Peterson.

17             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?

19             MR. MOORE:  The office calls Bela Vastag.

20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Vastag, do you

21   swear to tell the truth?

22             THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

24                         BELA VASTAG,

25   called as a witness at the instance of the Office of
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 1   Consumer Services, having been first duly sworn, was

 2   examined and testified as follows:

 3                      DIRECT EXAMINATION

 4   BY MR. MOORE:

 5        Q.   Mr. Vastag, can you please state and spell

 6   your full name.

 7        A.   My name is Bela Vastag.  That's B-E-L-A.  Last

 8   name V-A-S-T-A-G.

 9        Q.   What is your occupation?

10        A.   I am a utility analyst, and I work for the

11   Utah Office of Consumer Services.

12        Q.   During the course of employment at the office,

13   did you have the opportunity to review the application

14   in this case?

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   Have you reviewed the docket in this case?

17        A.   Excuse me?

18        Q.   Have you reviewed the entire docket in this

19   case?

20        A.   Yes.

21        Q.   On March -- did you participate in the

22   preparation of the March 3rd, 2016, comments from the

23   Office of Consumer Services?

24        A.   Yes, I did.

25        Q.   Do you have any changes you would like to make
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 1   to those doc -- to that?

 2        A.   I have no changes.

 3        Q.   Would you adopt these comments as your

 4   testimony?

 5        A.   Yes.

 6             MR. MOORE:  Deviate slightly from the

 7   division's, we would like to introduce those comments

 8   into evidence at this point.

 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Any objection?

10   They are admitted.

11        Q.   (By Mr. Moore) Have you made a brief

12   statement -- have you prepared a brief statement

13   summarizing the position of the office at this time?

14        A.   Yes, very brief.

15        Q.   Could you please read it into the record.

16        A.   Absent a decision by the commission that a

17   legally enforceable obligation or LEO exists such that

18   Thayn Hydro is entitled to outdated prices and terms,

19   the Office of Consumer Services' position in this

20   proceeding remains the same as presented in our comments

21   dated March 3, 2016, that the terms of Schedule 37

22   should be followed and that the price and terms used in

23   the QF PPAs under Schedule 37 should be those in effect

24   at the time the PPA contract is executed.

25             Should the commission decide that a LEO was
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 1   formed with Thayn Hydro at some point in time, the

 2   office requests that the commission consider in its

 3   decision the argument in the office's response legal

 4   brief dated May 6, 2016.

 5             The office does not believe it is necessary

 6   for the commission to make a broad determination of when

 7   a LEO exists in this proceed -- proceeding.  The office,

 8   however, suggests that the commission open a new

 9   proceeding to consider such broader issues, as well to

10   update the language in the Schedule 37 tariff as

11   appropriate.  That concludes my statement.

12             MR. MOORE:  Mr. Vastag is now available for

13   cross-examination.

14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?

15             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.

16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long?

17             MR. LONG:  No cross.

18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?

19             MR. JETTER:  No cross, thank you.

20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Vastag, is it

21   Vastag or Vastag?  I want to make sure I enunciate it

22   correctly.

23             THE WITNESS:  I say Vastag.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Vastag, thank you.

25   Mr. Vastag, in the statement you just gave, you stated
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 1   the office requests that the commission consider in its

 2   decision the argument the office's response legal brief.

 3   In its decision the argument -- pardon me.  The office

 4   requests that the commission consider in its decision

 5   the argument in the office's response legal brief dated

 6   May 6th, 2016.

 7             Sorry I butchered that, and this question

 8   might be better directed to your counsel.  But is there

 9   a particular portion of the brief or particular argument

10   in the brief that you are referring to or just the

11   entirety of the contents of that document?

12             MR. MOORE:  The entirety of the contents of

13   the document.  It was written to give a background and

14   then to answer a specific question.

15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Thank you.

16   Well, if there's nothing else from the parties at this

17   time, then we will recess briefly.  To be clear, what I

18   am suggesting the parties do is perhaps discuss whether

19   they can stipulate to the admission of any e-mails that

20   were attached to any briefing in this case that have not

21   already been introduced.

22             I think that it would be the most expedient

23   way to handle the issue to simply allow you to discuss

24   amongst yourselves off the record.  So I'll give you a

25   few minutes to do that, and we will reconvene in perhaps
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 1   10 minutes.  Thank you.

 2             (Recess from 11:13 a.m. to 11:26 a.m.)

 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  We're back on the

 4   record.  Did the parties have an opportunity to discuss

 5   the admission of e-mails attached to legal briefs and

 6   other filings in this case?

 7             MS. HOGLE:  Yes, your Honor.

 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And was a

 9   stipulation reached?

10             MS. HOGLE:  Yes.  And the company moves on

11   behalf of all of the parties in this case for the

12   admission of all of the e-mails that were attached to

13   all of the pleadings that were filed in this case, in

14   addition to the admission of all of the comments that

15   are not pleadings, including the application, the

16   original application, and everything that has been filed

17   formally with this commission as evidence in the record

18   in this case.

19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I assume from

20   Ms. Hogel's having articulated that as a joint motion,

21   there is no objection.

22             MR. JETTER:  No objection.

23             MR. MOORE:  No objection.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  They

25   are admitted, and I appreciate that stipulation.  For
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 1   the parties' benefit, I am not attempting to make this

 2   process more laborious than it needs to be.  I simply

 3   want to make sure we have a clean record in the event

 4   there were an appeal, so thank you.

 5             MS. HOGLE:  And your Honor, we -- I apologize.

 6   We also conferred and would like maybe the opportunity

 7   to make a short closing statement or at least allow

 8   parties to make a short closing statement if, if that's

 9   what they want.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Of course.  That

11   would be fine.  We will begin with you.

12             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Under Utah law,

13   avoided cost pricing for Schedule 37 is based on the

14   currently effective Schedule 37 rates.  The Public

15   Service Commission must follow that law unless it is

16   shown by substantial evidence that Thayn Hydro was

17   legally obligated to deliver power to PacifiCorp.

18             Rocky Mountain Power's position is that Thayn

19   Hydro has not supported its claim by substantial

20   evidence.  Having said that, this commission has vast

21   discretion to make a finding in this case based on the

22   unique and extenuating circumstances present that will

23   result in just and reasonable results and that are in

24   the public interest.  Thank you.

25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,
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 1   Ms. Hogle.  Anything from you, Mr. Long?

 2             MR. LONG:  Yes.  I'll also make a very brief

 3   closing statement.  Thayn Hydro unconditionally

 4   committed to sell its output to Rocky Mountain Power

 5   prior to the order on September 18th, 2015, modifying

 6   the Schedule 37 pricing.  As such, if the commission

 7   desires to address the legally enforceable obligation

 8   issue, it is clear that Thayn Hydro and Rocky Mountain

 9   Power did establish a legally enforceable obligation to

10   sell and buy power respectively prior to the pricing

11   change.

12             Thayn Hydro further asserts the commission can

13   reach this conclusion without setting any Utah-specific

14   precedent.  The commission can reach its conclusion

15   based solely on existing FERC precedent.

16             That said, Thayn Hydro believes that the

17   commission has the power under its extremely broad

18   authority over public utilities granted by statute to

19   resolve this issue without addressing the legally

20   enforceable obligation question.

21             The commission has the ability to determine

22   that the Thayn Hydro PPA should include the old Schedule

23   37 pricing based on extenuating circumstances.  Thayn

24   Hydro asks that the commission recognize that fairness

25   requires that the PPA include the old Schedule 37 rates.
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 1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

 2   Mr. Long.  And this question is directed to both

 3   Ms. Hogle and Mr. Long, to the extent they are inclined

 4   to answer it.  But the extenuating circumstances

 5   argument that both of your clients are asserting, is

 6   that based solely on the language in Schedule 38, or are

 7   you looking to title 54 or other legal sources in

 8   support of that argument?

 9             MS. HOGLE:  I suppose I can go first.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.

11             MS. HOGLE:  I believe that it's both.  You do

12   look to Schedule 38, and the reason why is, as

13   Mr. Clements indicated, there are no set procedures in

14   Schedule 37, one.

15             And second, there are many cases in which the

16   commission -- or it is clear that the commission has

17   vast discretion in its authority to regulate public

18   utilities to reach results that are just and reasonable

19   and in the public interest, in addition to, in

20   specifically statute -- excuse me, the utility code in

21   Section 54.  Thank you.

22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

23             MR. LONG:  Thayn Hydro -- Thayn Hydro,

24   likewise, believes the commission has extremely broad

25   authority over public utilities granted to it by
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 1   statute.  Thayn Hydro believes that the commission has

 2   that power to the fix things that have not happened as

 3   they should, without reliance on Schedule 38 or any

 4   other Rocky Mountain Power tariff.

 5             If -- the commission has the ability to simply

 6   make the world as it should have been.  That is all that

 7   Thayn Hydro is asking the commission do, recognize that

 8   the situation should have worked out differently.

 9   Because of circumstances, really, you know, a perfect

10   storm of circumstances, we ended up here, and really we

11   shouldn't have.

12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

13   Mr. Long.  Mr. Jetter?

14             MR. JETTER:  Thank you, your Honor.  Just a

15   brief closing statement.  I'd like to put on the record

16   now that from the division's point of view, this is a

17   unique circumstance that rarely occurs where you have

18   a -- particularly a Schedule 37 negotiation that spans

19   the time frame of two different pricings.

20             The division opposed the old 37 pricing when

21   it was put into effect.  We appealed the commission's

22   final order in that docket.  But we are here today in

23   support of providing that pricing because we believe it

24   was the pricing in effect at the time that Thayn Hydro

25   sought a renewal.

0066

 1             And particularly in 37, I think the idea is to

 2   satisfy PURPA's regulation, which specifically I am

 3   looking at 18 CFR 292.304, subpart C, which is the

 4   standard rate for purchases.  And it's a standard rate

 5   for purchases for small qualifying facilities.

 6             And the reason that those exist is because in

 7   those small contracts, the transaction costs of a

 8   substantial long negotiation with individualized project

 9   pricing may be such a high transaction cost that it

10   would thwart the sale of energy from small power

11   production facilities that are under 3 megawatts in our

12   case.

13             And I think that that really is the reason

14   that Schedule 37 does not include a more full guideline

15   for walking through the entire negotiation process, like

16   Schedule 38 does.  And the fact that it doesn't include

17   that kind of leaves us in a bit of limbo because we

18   don't have a specific timeline for moving through a 37

19   project.

20             And for that reason, I think it is reasonable

21   to look to 38 as, it's not -- certainly not binding.  38

22   is clear that it doesn't apply to a project under 3

23   megawatts.  However, I think that the principles

24   involved in negotiating some of the non-pricing elements

25   are similar.  And to that extent, it might be
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 1   persuasive, if not binding, to look to Schedule 38 for

 2   the idea of potentially an extenuating circumstance

 3   decision in this docket.

 4             With respect to whether a legally enforceable

 5   obligation occurred in this case, FERC and the federal

 6   laws provide states fairly broad authority in

 7   determining when that is, and something that might be a

 8   legally enforceable obligation in one state may not be

 9   in another.  And in Utah we haven't thoroughly sorted

10   that out.

11             I think we generally are in agreement with

12   some of the other parties that defining the boundaries

13   of that for Utah might be more appropriate to do with

14   more parties involved.

15             And for that reason, in the instance or in the

16   outcome, if it were the outcome that the commission

17   found a legally enforceable obligation to be in

18   existence in this case granting the prior pricing from

19   the earlier Schedule 37, the division would simply

20   request that an order, if it is in that nature, be very

21   narrowly construed to the facts of this case and leave a

22   determination of sort of the bounds of what a legally

23   enforceable obligation might be, leave those a little

24   more open to potentially a future rule making or

25   something along those lines.
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 1             And so that would be the -- our suggestion as

 2   far as if the commission determines that that is the

 3   case, just to have a narrow ruling.  And to reiterate,

 4   the division is not opposed to the idea of an

 5   extenuating circumstance in this case because we do

 6   believe that the prior 37 pricing, based on the fact

 7   that happened, would be a just and reasonable outcome in

 8   this specific instance with these specific facts.  So

 9   that's my closing statement.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And as I posed to

11   Ms. Hogle and Mr. Long, would the -- under this theory

12   of an extenuating circumstance justifying granting Thayn

13   Hydro the otherwise outdated price, does -- is it the

14   commission -- pardon me, the division's position that

15   the commission's authority to grant that stems from its

16   broad powers under Title 54?

17             MR. JETTER:  Yes.  I would say it's from the

18   broad powers under 54.  I don't -- I don't think that

19   there's a plain reading of Schedule 38, as it currently

20   exists, that would support a direct application of 38.

21   I think it would merely be a situation where we don't

22   have a specific tariff or rule that covers this type of

23   negotiation.

24             Schedule 37 is -- does have some language in

25   it that's somewhat limiting on, on signing a contract, a

0069

 1   PPA with pricing that's not in effect at that time.  But

 2   I think it's possible to -- for the commission to have

 3   the authority to find a special circumstance where that

 4   pricing would be appropriate with that language because

 5   in my opinion, that language is really a limitation on

 6   Rocky Mountain Power's ability to sign the contract, not

 7   necessarily the commission's authority to approve that

 8   pricing and potentially a -- I suppose, a reviewed

 9   exception to that.

10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And on

11   the LEO issue, would I be correct in summarizing that

12   the division's position is that it's ambiguous or

13   perhaps undecided as to whether a LEO can be shown or

14   has been shown to exist in this particular circumstance,

15   but in the event the commission were to find that one

16   did, any order should be narrowly drawn and construed to

17   apply to the circumstances at issue in this case?

18             MR. JETTER:  Yes, that's exactly accurate, I

19   think.  And just add a little bit to that.  As I have

20   looked through some other states that do have more

21   concrete rules, whether they are from just precedent of

22   commission's orders, the facts in this case could be a

23   LEO in one state and not in another.

24             So it's -- it's really a borderline case in my

25   opinion, which is probably why we are here.  And by
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 1   that, I mean it's a borderline on -- it might be at the

 2   edge on some cases and might not be a LEO in others.

 3   It's not on the other border where it almost certainly

 4   is, for example.  I think it's a maybe.

 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  But the division is

 6   not -- has not elected --

 7             MR. JETTER:  Yeah.

 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  -- to advocate for

 9   any particular standard in this docket?

10             MR. JETTER:  No, I think -- I think we'd like

11   to have some more parties involved if we are setting a

12   complete standard in something like an administrative

13   rule.

14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.

15   Mr. Moore?

16             MR. MOORE:  The office will rest on its

17   pleadings on the issue of what constitutes a LEO and

18   whether it's a LEO in this case.  We have briefed it

19   kind of extensively, and I don't know that I disagree

20   with or have any comments on the other parties'

21   explanation of their positions.

22             I do want to make two brief comments on an

23   issue we are a little bit contrary to the other parties

24   in this docket.  First one is the exceptional

25   circumstances.  We in our briefing argued that they
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 1   should not apply primarily because the term

 2   "exceptional" in the Three Peaks case, the term

 3   "exceptional circumstances" is in existence in Schedule

 4   38.

 5             And we are uneasy with the notion that the --

 6   that a term such -- as broad as exceptional

 7   circumstances should be read into the entire utilities

 8   code.  For that reason, we don't believe that issue

 9   should be decided on the exceptional circumstances

10   approach.

11             Also, we believe that, as contrary to the

12   March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions of law, what the

13   commission said that absent the showing a LEO existed,

14   the commission will not order RBM (sic) to enter into a

15   PPA using price terms contrary to the political tariff.

16             That appears to be the law in this case, but

17   since it was interim order, certainly the commission can

18   change their minds on their point.  And the parties can

19   urge the commission to change their minds.

20             We just mentioned -- we would just state that,

21   given the fact that it is the law of the case at this

22   point, the commission does not need to address it.  It

23   can rely on the fact that they have addressed it, that

24   issue in their March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions

25   of law.
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 1             We also state that we feel that the Schedule

 2   38 language as it now stands is inconsistent with FERC

 3   precedent -- precedents.  Rather clearly in the Idaho

 4   cases which we cited, and I believe the division cited

 5   and I believe Thayn cited, they were very clear that a

 6   bright line test of signing a contract is insufficient

 7   to imply to LEO concept.

 8             Because of that, we agree with the division

 9   that we should probably have future proceedings to amend

10   title -- I mean Tariff 37 and to address the LEO

11   doctrine on a broader scale than just the focus the

12   facts of this case, which are unique.  Thank you.

13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

14   Mr. Moore.  And I don't mean to put you on the spot, but

15   if -- to the extent the commission were to agree with

16   the other parties in this case who have suggested that

17   Title 54 would empower the -- or does empower the

18   commission to grant the otherwise outdated pricing to

19   Thayn Hydro based on its discretion -- we can use the

20   term extenuating circumstances, but it's really, I think

21   the argument is, it's a matter of the commission's

22   discretion, or within the commission's discretion.

23             Does the office have any comment or does it

24   agree?

25             MR. MOORE:  We are -- certainly the commission
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 1   can exercise its discretion however it wants within the

 2   statutory framework.  We are a little concerned that

 3   that's too broad a brush to paint the entire utility

 4   code with.  We think that a better approach would be to

 5   amend Schedule 37, and if we need a exceptional

 6   circumstances language, to include it in the tariff.

 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Does anyone have

 8   anything else before we adjourn?

 9             MR. LONG:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I have one

10   point that Mr. Kaster addressed that may have not been

11   stated explicitly.  So the current situation with Thayn

12   Hydro is that the project is generating power and is

13   being sold to Rocky Mountain Power under an interim

14   power purchase agreement with the current Schedule 37

15   rates.

16             In the event that the commission orders the

17   PPA to use -- the PPA that's the subject of this

18   application to use the old Schedule 37 rates, Thayn

19   Hydro asks that that order also include a true-up of

20   payments made under the interim PPA.  You know, so in

21   other words, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, to make

22   those old prices effective from the date of the interim

23   PPA which was at this point several months ago.

24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,

25   Mr. Long.  Does anyone have anything to add?  Thank you.
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 1   We're adjourned.

 2

 3             (The hearing adjourned at 11:45 a.m.)
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		223						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		224						LN		9		1		false		               1   to the commission at this point.  We don't anticipate				false

		225						LN		9		2		false		               2   making a formal legal argument or any sort of summary of				false

		226						LN		9		3		false		               3   the briefing position.				false

		227						LN		9		4		false		               4             As a very basic summary of Thayn Hydro's				false

		228						LN		9		5		false		               5   position, Thayn Hydro effectively wants the old Schedule				false

		229						LN		9		6		false		               6   37 pricing.  From, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, how				false

		230						LN		9		7		false		               7   they get there is irrelevant.  Thayn Hydro also believes				false

		231						LN		9		8		false		               8   that if it comes down a legally enforceable obligation				false

		232						LN		9		9		false		               9   argument, it's clear that that obligation existed based				false

		233						LN		9		10		false		              10   on the facts.  And I will ask some questions of				false

		234						LN		9		11		false		              11   Mr. Kaster to give his -- his own version of those				false

		235						LN		9		12		false		              12   facts.				false

		236						LN		9		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  In				false

		237						LN		9		14		false		              14   terms of order of the presentation of the evidence, my				false

		238						LN		9		15		false		              15   instincts tell me it makes sense to begin with the				false

		239						LN		9		16		false		              16   applicant and then perhaps go to Thayn and then the				false

		240						LN		9		17		false		              17   division and the office.  Is there any objection to that				false

		241						LN		9		18		false		              18   order?				false

		242						LN		9		19		false		              19             MR. JETTER:  Not from the division.  That				false

		243						LN		9		20		false		              20   seems like a reasonable way to proceed.				false

		244						LN		9		21		false		              21             MR. MOORE:  No objection from the office.				false

		245						LN		9		22		false		              22             MS. HOGLE:  No objection from Rocky Mountain				false

		246						LN		9		23		false		              23   Power.				false

		247						LN		9		24		false		              24             MR. LONG:  None from Thayn either.				false

		248						LN		9		25		false		              25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Excellent.  Then we				false

		249						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		250						LN		10		1		false		               1   will begin with the applicant.  Ms. Hogle?				false

		251						LN		10		2		false		               2             MS. HOGLE:  Your Honor, the company calls				false

		252						LN		10		3		false		               3   Mr. Paul Clements as a witness.  And I don't know if you				false

		253						LN		10		4		false		               4   want him to follow on to the witness stand or if he can				false

		254						LN		10		5		false		               5   give his testimony where he is now.				false

		255						LN		10		6		false		               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I believe our court				false

		256						LN		10		7		false		               7   reporter would prefer he come to the stand.  Make her				false

		257						LN		10		8		false		               8   job a little easier.				false

		258						LN		10		9		false		               9             COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.  Also, could				false

		259						LN		10		10		false		              10   somebody close that door over there?  Thank you.				false

		260						LN		10		11		false		              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, do				false

		261						LN		10		12		false		              12   you swear to tell the truth?				false

		262						LN		10		13		false		              13             THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		263						LN		10		14		false		              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		264						LN		10		15		false		              15                        PAUL CLEMENTS,				false

		265						LN		10		16		false		              16   called as a witness at the instance of the applicant,				false

		266						LN		10		17		false		              17   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified				false

		267						LN		10		18		false		              18   as follows:				false

		268						LN		10		19		false		              19                      DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		269						LN		10		20		false		              20   BY MS. HOGLE:				false

		270						LN		10		21		false		              21        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Clements.				false

		271						LN		10		22		false		              22        A.   Good morning.				false

		272						LN		10		23		false		              23        Q.   Can you please spell and state your name for				false

		273						LN		10		24		false		              24   the record and state your position with the company.				false

		274						LN		10		25		false		              25        A.   Yes.  My name is Paul Clements,				false

		275						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		276						LN		11		1		false		               1   C-L-E-M-E-N-T-S.  I am currently director of commercial				false

		277						LN		11		2		false		               2   services for Rocky Mountain Power.				false

		278						LN		11		3		false		               3        Q.   And can you provide some background in how you				false

		279						LN		11		4		false		               4   became involved in this case?				false

		280						LN		11		5		false		               5        A.   Yes.  For the past 12 years I have been				false

		281						LN		11		6		false		               6   responsible for negotiating qualified facility power				false

		282						LN		11		7		false		               7   purchase agreements for Rocky Mountain Power, either				false

		283						LN		11		8		false		               8   directly negotiating the agreement myself or in a				false

		284						LN		11		9		false		               9   managerial standpoint overseeing those who negotiate the				false

		285						LN		11		10		false		              10   agreements.				false

		286						LN		11		11		false		              11        Q.   And specifically do you have a background as				false

		287						LN		11		12		false		              12   to your involvement in this case that you would like to				false

		288						LN		11		13		false		              13   give?				false

		289						LN		11		14		false		              14        A.   Yes.  I have been familiar with the				false

		290						LN		11		15		false		              15   negotiation process for the Thayn Hydro power purchase				false

		291						LN		11		16		false		              16   agreement.  People who are under my employ negotiated				false

		292						LN		11		17		false		              17   the power purchase agreement, and I was involved in				false

		293						LN		11		18		false		              18   directing and managing their work.				false

		294						LN		11		19		false		              19        Q.   Okay.  So in your capacity, did you assist in				false

		295						LN		11		20		false		              20   the preparation of the power purchase agreement in				false

		296						LN		11		21		false		              21   addition to the subsequent company filings related to				false

		297						LN		11		22		false		              22   the power purchase agreement?				false

		298						LN		11		23		false		              23        A.   Yes, I did.				false

		299						LN		11		24		false		              24        Q.   Okay.  So do you adopt the company's filings				false

		300						LN		11		25		false		              25   here today as your own policy testimony?				false

		301						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		302						LN		12		1		false		               1        A.   Yes.  From a policy standpoint, I do.				false

		303						LN		12		2		false		               2        Q.   And have you prepared a summary that you would				false

		304						LN		12		3		false		               3   like to give today?				false

		305						LN		12		4		false		               4        A.   I have.				false

		306						LN		12		5		false		               5        Q.   Please proceed.				false

		307						LN		12		6		false		               6        A.   Thank you.  Good morning.  If I speak too				false

		308						LN		12		7		false		               7   quickly, please interrupt me.				false

		309						LN		12		8		false		               8             Pursuant to the commission's provisional				false

		310						LN		12		9		false		               9   conclusion of law issued on March 4th, 2016, the purpose				false

		311						LN		12		10		false		              10   of today's proceeding is to determine whether there is a				false

		312						LN		12		11		false		              11   legally enforceable obligation, or LEO, L-E-O -- that				false

		313						LN		12		12		false		              12   will be a term you will hear frequently today -- was				false

		314						LN		12		13		false		              13   established by Thayn Hydro prior to either the				false

		315						LN		12		14		false		              14   commission issuing its pricing order on September 18th,				false

		316						LN		12		15		false		              15   2015, in the Schedule 37 docket, or the commission				false

		317						LN		12		16		false		              16   issuing its contract duration order on January 7th of				false

		318						LN		12		17		false		              17   2016 in the qualifying facility contract term docket.				false

		319						LN		12		18		false		              18             The pricing order on September 18th, 2015,				false

		320						LN		12		19		false		              19   established new pricing that would apply to Thayn Hydro.				false

		321						LN		12		20		false		              20   The contract duration order reduced the maximum contract				false

		322						LN		12		21		false		              21   term that would apply to Thayn Hydro.				false

		323						LN		12		22		false		              22             Thayn Hydro asserts that a legally enforceable				false

		324						LN		12		23		false		              23   obligation was created prior to the issuance of the				false

		325						LN		12		24		false		              24   pricing order.  The company does not agree with this				false

		326						LN		12		25		false		              25   assertion.  I will detail why the company does not agree				false

		327						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		328						LN		13		1		false		               1   in my remarks today.  It's also detailed in the				false

		329						LN		13		2		false		               2   company's brief.				false

		330						LN		13		3		false		               3             Thayn Hydro further believes the commission				false

		331						LN		13		4		false		               4   could decide this matter under extenuating				false

		332						LN		13		5		false		               5   circumstances, the same logic that was used for the				false

		333						LN		13		6		false		               6   Three Peaks Power power purchase agreement in Docket No.				false

		334						LN		13		7		false		               7   15-035-70.				false

		335						LN		13		8		false		               8             Thayn Hydro asserts that the commission does				false

		336						LN		13		9		false		               9   not need to address the LEO issue in making a				false

		337						LN		13		10		false		              10   determination in this docket.  The company agrees with				false

		338						LN		13		11		false		              11   that position and agrees that the commission need not				false

		339						LN		13		12		false		              12   resolve the LEO issue in this proceeding, and instead,				false

		340						LN		13		13		false		              13   could evaluate and consider the specific facts of this				false

		341						LN		13		14		false		              14   case in making a determination as to what is just and				false

		342						LN		13		15		false		              15   reasonable.				false

		343						LN		13		16		false		              16             Regarding the issue of the establishment of a				false

		344						LN		13		17		false		              17   LEO, the FERC has determined it is up to the individual				false

		345						LN		13		18		false		              18   states, not the FERC, to determine the parameters of a				false

		346						LN		13		19		false		              19   legally enforceable obligation.  The FERC has also				false

		347						LN		13		20		false		              20   explained that the purpose of the LEO is to prevent				false

		348						LN		13		21		false		              21   utilities from refusing to enter into a contract with a				false

		349						LN		13		22		false		              22   QF counterparty.				false

		350						LN		13		23		false		              23             To be clear, at no point prior to the pricing				false

		351						LN		13		24		false		              24   order or prior to the contract duration order did the				false

		352						LN		13		25		false		              25   company refuse to enter into a contract with Thayn				false

		353						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		354						LN		14		1		false		               1   Hydro.				false

		355						LN		14		2		false		               2             I will briefly summarize the key dates and				false

		356						LN		14		3		false		               3   activities between the time Thayn Hydro first contacted				false

		357						LN		14		4		false		               4   the company and the time of the pricing order.  On July				false

		358						LN		14		5		false		               5   7th, 2015, Thayn Hydro first contacted the company				false

		359						LN		14		6		false		               6   regarding renewing their contract that was set to expire				false

		360						LN		14		7		false		               7   at the end of 2015.				false

		361						LN		14		8		false		               8             On July 14th, 2015, the company provided a				false

		362						LN		14		9		false		               9   draft contract to Thayn Hydro.  The contract, as first				false

		363						LN		14		10		false		              10   delivered, was not in execution form and was clearly				false

		364						LN		14		11		false		              11   labeled as a working draft that did not constitute a				false

		365						LN		14		12		false		              12   binding offer.				false

		366						LN		14		13		false		              13             While the contract is a renewal of an existing				false

		367						LN		14		14		false		              14   QF agreement, the existing contract between Thayn Hydro				false

		368						LN		14		15		false		              15   and the company was put in place 20 years ago.  And the				false

		369						LN		14		16		false		              16   draft provided by the company on July 14th reflected the				false

		370						LN		14		17		false		              17   most up-to-date terms and conditions for similarly				false

		371						LN		14		18		false		              18   situated QFs.  So there were several commercial terms				false

		372						LN		14		19		false		              19   that it changed from the existing agreement.				false

		373						LN		14		20		false		              20             On July 22nd, 2015, Thayn Hydro sends an				false

		374						LN		14		21		false		              21   e-mail to the company stating it commits to sell its				false

		375						LN		14		22		false		              22   output under Schedule 37.  This commitment occurred just				false

		376						LN		14		23		false		              23   two weeks after initiating discussions without any				false

		377						LN		14		24		false		              24   further exchange of draft contracts.  The company views				false

		378						LN		14		25		false		              25   this date as the date on which serious negotiations				false

		379						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		380						LN		15		1		false		               1   began between the parties but not the date on which an				false

		381						LN		15		2		false		               2   agreement was consummated.				false

		382						LN		15		3		false		               3             Regarding the timing of negotiations or the				false

		383						LN		15		4		false		               4   duration of negotiations, the company notes the typical				false

		384						LN		15		5		false		               5   time to complete negotiation of a standard qualifying				false

		385						LN		15		6		false		               6   facility power purchase agreement is almost three				false

		386						LN		15		7		false		               7   months, not the two weeks that occurred between the				false

		387						LN		15		8		false		               8   first contact and Thayn Hydro's July 22nd e-mail.				false

		388						LN		15		9		false		               9             The company further notes that not all terms				false

		389						LN		15		10		false		              10   were agreed to at that point.  Specifically, there were				false

		390						LN		15		11		false		              11   negotiations ongoing related to the level or the amount				false

		391						LN		15		12		false		              12   of insurance required and regarding an issue related to				false

		392						LN		15		13		false		              13   a default provision if minimum delivery requirements				false

		393						LN		15		14		false		              14   were not met.				false

		394						LN		15		15		false		              15             This ongoing negotiation was evidenced in the				false

		395						LN		15		16		false		              16   e-mails between the parties on August 4th, 2015, and				false

		396						LN		15		17		false		              17   even in some e-mails as late as November 2015.  In those				false

		397						LN		15		18		false		              18   August 4th, 2015, e-mails, Thayn Hydro stated, quote,				false

		398						LN		15		19		false		              19   one item that causes me concern, end quote, and quote, I				false

		399						LN		15		20		false		              20   would appreciate you checking into the necessity of				false

		400						LN		15		21		false		              21   adding the requirement, end quote.				false

		401						LN		15		22		false		              22             At that point in time, it appeared that Thayn				false

		402						LN		15		23		false		              23   Hydro was not willing to commit to sell under the				false

		403						LN		15		24		false		              24   contract in its then current form because it continued				false

		404						LN		15		25		false		              25   to inquire regarding changes to the insurance				false

		405						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		406						LN		16		1		false		               1   provisions.  This is further supported by communication				false

		407						LN		16		2		false		               2   between the parties on September 17th, 2015, where Thayn				false

		408						LN		16		3		false		               3   Hydro inquired again regarding the insurance amounts.				false

		409						LN		16		4		false		               4             Then on September 18th, 2015, the pricing				false

		410						LN		16		5		false		               5   order was issued.  And at that point in time, the				false

		411						LN		16		6		false		               6   company could no longer execute an agreement with Thayn				false

		412						LN		16		7		false		               7   Hydro under what we're referring to as the old Schedule				false

		413						LN		16		8		false		               8   37 pricing.				false

		414						LN		16		9		false		               9             On October 1st, 2015, the parties reached				false

		415						LN		16		10		false		              10   agreement on the insurance terms, and the agreement that				false

		416						LN		16		11		false		              11   was reached resulted in insurance terms that were lower				false

		417						LN		16		12		false		              12   than those being initially discussed in August.  And the				false

		418						LN		16		13		false		              13   parties reached agreement on a final version of the				false

		419						LN		16		14		false		              14   contract.				false

		420						LN		16		15		false		              15             So to summarize the key points of this				false

		421						LN		16		16		false		              16   timeline relevant to the proceeding today, at no point				false

		422						LN		16		17		false		              17   did the company refuse to execute a contract that was				false

		423						LN		16		18		false		              18   tendered for signature.  Second, the company negotiated				false

		424						LN		16		19		false		              19   in good faith over the ordinary course of business,				false

		425						LN		16		20		false		              20   including attempting to resolve issues and negotiate				false

		426						LN		16		21		false		              21   terms when requested.				false

		427						LN		16		22		false		              22             One key point for consideration today, and				false

		428						LN		16		23		false		              23   this is in response to the OCS recommendation, or the				false

		429						LN		16		24		false		              24   Office of Consumer Services recommendation, there is no				false

		430						LN		16		25		false		              25   evidence demonstrating that the inquiries regarding the				false

		431						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		432						LN		17		1		false		               1   insurance amounts and the other commercial terms were				false

		433						LN		17		2		false		               2   unconditional, meaning the company cannot be certain				false

		434						LN		17		3		false		               3   that Thayn Hydro would have committed to sell under an				false

		435						LN		17		4		false		               4   agreement with the higher insurance amounts and other				false

		436						LN		17		5		false		               5   issues or whether a lower insurance amount and				false

		437						LN		17		6		false		               6   resolution of those issues was a condition of their				false

		438						LN		17		7		false		               7   commitment to sell.				false

		439						LN		17		8		false		               8             In conclusion, the facts and the associated				false

		440						LN		17		9		false		               9   timeline do not support Thayn Hydro's assertion that a				false

		441						LN		17		10		false		              10   LEO was established through a commitment to sell prior				false

		442						LN		17		11		false		              11   to the pricing order.  And the company does not believe				false

		443						LN		17		12		false		              12   the commission should determine that a LEO had been				false

		444						LN		17		13		false		              13   established.				false

		445						LN		17		14		false		              14             As I mentioned earlier in my summary, the				false

		446						LN		17		15		false		              15   company agrees with Thayn Hydro's suggestion that the				false

		447						LN		17		16		false		              16   commission could decided this matter under extenuating				false

		448						LN		17		17		false		              17   circumstances without addressing the LEO issue.  These				false

		449						LN		17		18		false		              18   facts are very similar to the facts reviewed by the				false

		450						LN		17		19		false		              19   commission in the Three Peaks Power case I mentioned				false

		451						LN		17		20		false		              20   earlier.				false

		452						LN		17		21		false		              21             Of particular importance to this issue of				false

		453						LN		17		22		false		              22   extenuating circumstances is the unique time involved				false

		454						LN		17		23		false		              23   with the pricing order.  The hearing in the Schedule 37				false

		455						LN		17		24		false		              24   docket occurred on September 14th, 2015.  The pricing				false

		456						LN		17		25		false		              25   order was issued just four days later on September 18th,				false

		457						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		458						LN		18		1		false		               1   2015.  The Schedule 37 docket was a contested proceeding				false

		459						LN		18		2		false		               2   where all parties were not in agreement.				false

		460						LN		18		3		false		               3             It is unusual for the commission to issue an				false

		461						LN		18		4		false		               4   order so quickly following a contested proceeding.  To				false

		462						LN		18		5		false		               5   be honest, the issuance of the pricing order so soon				false

		463						LN		18		6		false		               6   after the hearing caught the parties off guard.  Based				false

		464						LN		18		7		false		               7   on my personal involvement in the negotiations and my				false

		465						LN		18		8		false		               8   experience with similar negotiations, it is reasonable				false

		466						LN		18		9		false		               9   to assume the parties could have finalized negotiations				false

		467						LN		18		10		false		              10   and possibly entered into a contract prior to the				false

		468						LN		18		11		false		              11   pricing order had the parties known in advance that the				false

		469						LN		18		12		false		              12   order was imminent or about to be issued.				false

		470						LN		18		13		false		              13             On a similar note, regarding the applicable				false

		471						LN		18		14		false		              14   contract term, which would be the second issue in this				false

		472						LN		18		15		false		              15   proceeding, the parties reached agreement on all				false

		473						LN		18		16		false		              16   commercial terms in early October 2015, well in advance				false

		474						LN		18		17		false		              17   of the January 7th, 2016, contract term order.				false

		475						LN		18		18		false		              18             The parties did not execute a contract in				false

		476						LN		18		19		false		              19   October after that agreement was reached because the				false

		477						LN		18		20		false		              20   parties were working to resolve the issue related to the				false

		478						LN		18		21		false		              21   applicable pricing.  It is probable that the parties				false

		479						LN		18		22		false		              22   would have executed a contract prior to January 7th,				false

		480						LN		18		23		false		              23   2016, or the contract term order date, had there not				false

		481						LN		18		24		false		              24   been an ongoing dispute over the pricing.				false

		482						LN		18		25		false		              25             In summary, to answer directly the question				false

		483						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		484						LN		19		1		false		               1   raised by the commission in its provisional conclusion				false

		485						LN		19		2		false		               2   of law, the company does not believe a LEO was				false

		486						LN		19		3		false		               3   established prior to the pricing order.  However, as I				false

		487						LN		19		4		false		               4   explained today, the company does not believe the				false

		488						LN		19		5		false		               5   commission is required to address the LEO issue in order				false

		489						LN		19		6		false		               6   to resolve the issue before the commission today.				false

		490						LN		19		7		false		               7             And the company believes the commission can				false

		491						LN		19		8		false		               8   evaluate and should evaluate and consider the specific				false

		492						LN		19		9		false		               9   facts of this case, including the unique nature and				false

		493						LN		19		10		false		              10   timing of the pricing order in its determination of the				false

		494						LN		19		11		false		              11   applicable rate and contract term for Thayn Hydro.  That				false

		495						LN		19		12		false		              12   concludes my summary.				false

		496						LN		19		13		false		              13             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements is available for				false

		497						LN		19		14		false		              14   cross-examination.				false

		498						LN		19		15		false		              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long, we'll				false

		499						LN		19		16		false		              16   start with you.				false

		500						LN		19		17		false		              17             MR. LONG:  I have no questions for				false

		501						LN		19		18		false		              18   Mr. Clements.				false

		502						LN		19		19		false		              19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?				false

		503						LN		19		20		false		              20             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions for				false

		504						LN		19		21		false		              21   Mr. Clements.  Thank you.				false

		505						LN		19		22		false		              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?				false

		506						LN		19		23		false		              23             MR. MOORE:  No questions from the office.				false

		507						LN		19		24		false		              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, I do				false

		508						LN		19		25		false		              25   have a few questions.  First of all, the initial contact				false

		509						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		510						LN		20		1		false		               1   that Thayn corresponded with at Rocky Mountain Power				false

		511						LN		20		2		false		               2   was, is a Mr. Younie?				false

		512						LN		20		3		false		               3             THE WITNESS:  That's correct.				false

		513						LN		20		4		false		               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Did I pronounce his				false

		514						LN		20		5		false		               5   name correctly?				false

		515						LN		20		6		false		               6             THE WITNESS:  Yes, John Younie.				false

		516						LN		20		7		false		               7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I can't remember				false

		517						LN		20		8		false		               8   where in the briefing, but I remember seeing a				false

		518						LN		20		9		false		               9   representation that during the negotiations Mr. Younie				false

		519						LN		20		10		false		              10   was laid off; is that correct?				false

		520						LN		20		11		false		              11             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  During the negotiation				false

		521						LN		20		12		false		              12   process, Mr. Younie left the company, that's correct.				false

		522						LN		20		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right.  There's				false

		523						LN		20		14		false		              14   been testimony in other dockets, and it's the				false

		524						LN		20		15		false		              15   commission's general understanding that the company has				false

		525						LN		20		16		false		              16   been a little overwhelmed with the volume of QF requests				false

		526						LN		20		17		false		              17   that came in in the recent past.  And I don't want to				false

		527						LN		20		18		false		              18   delve into Mr. Younie's personnel file.  It's none of				false

		528						LN		20		19		false		              19   our business.				false

		529						LN		20		20		false		              20             But was -- were there factors that contributed				false

		530						LN		20		21		false		              21   to his departure, aside from the company's determination				false

		531						LN		20		22		false		              22   it didn't need as much assistance in processing QF				false

		532						LN		20		23		false		              23   contracts?				false

		533						LN		20		24		false		              24             THE WITNESS:  I am not aware of the facts that				false

		534						LN		20		25		false		              25   led to his departure from the company, so I can't speak				false

		535						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		536						LN		21		1		false		               1   to that.  In terms -- if I can expand and respond in				false

		537						LN		21		2		false		               2   general to your question regarding the amount of work				false

		538						LN		21		3		false		               3   that was occurring at that point in time.  That was not				false

		539						LN		21		4		false		               4   a factor in this proceeding.				false

		540						LN		21		5		false		               5             It's my testimony and my opinion, having done				false

		541						LN		21		6		false		               6   this for the past 12 years, that the course of				false

		542						LN		21		7		false		               7   negotiations for this power purchase agreement were				false

		543						LN		21		8		false		               8   relatively standard, if not quicker than what we would				false

		544						LN		21		9		false		               9   typically see.  They requested a PPA in July 7th.  A				false

		545						LN		21		10		false		              10   draft was delivered one week later.				false

		546						LN		21		11		false		              11             What occurred after Mr. Younie left the				false

		547						LN		21		12		false		              12   company, I believe there were some vacations between the				false

		548						LN		21		13		false		              13   two parties.  But the pace of negotiations in my opinion				false

		549						LN		21		14		false		              14   was fairly routine or average.				false

		550						LN		21		15		false		              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So you are saying				false

		551						LN		21		16		false		              16   that the pace of negotiations was not affected by				false

		552						LN		21		17		false		              17   Mr. Younie's departure?				false

		553						LN		21		18		false		              18             THE WITNESS:  Not in my opinion, no.				false

		554						LN		21		19		false		              19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll invite				false

		555						LN		21		20		false		              20   your counsel to interject with respect to any of these				false

		556						LN		21		21		false		              21   questions because they do delve into legal issues.				false

		557						LN		21		22		false		              22             With respect to the company's position that				false

		558						LN		21		23		false		              23   the commission would be justified in finding that				false

		559						LN		21		24		false		              24   extenuating circumstances warrant granting the otherwise				false

		560						LN		21		25		false		              25   outdated pricing to Thayn Hydro, the company has				false

		561						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		562						LN		22		1		false		               1   referenced the Three Peaks matter, which was a Schedule				false

		563						LN		22		2		false		               2   38 matter.				false

		564						LN		22		3		false		               3             And Schedule 38 does expressly provide that				false

		565						LN		22		4		false		               4   the commission can essentially postpone or give				false

		566						LN		22		5		false		               5   extensions to otherwise existing deadlines under				false

		567						LN		22		6		false		               6   Schedule 38, which outlines a process for contracting.				false

		568						LN		22		7		false		               7   To my knowledge, Schedule 37 contains no such language.				false

		569						LN		22		8		false		               8             Does that affect the company's analysis of				false

		570						LN		22		9		false		               9   whether or not the commission has authority to find				false

		571						LN		22		10		false		              10   extenuating circumstances exist in this situation and				false

		572						LN		22		11		false		              11   therefore grant the otherwise outdated pricing?				false

		573						LN		22		12		false		              12             THE WITNESS:  No.  I'd be happy to answer				false

		574						LN		22		13		false		              13   that.  In my opinion it does not, and here is why.				false

		575						LN		22		14		false		              14   Schedule 37 has just prices essentially.  It's a tariff				false

		576						LN		22		15		false		              15   that has published prices.  Schedule 38 includes a				false

		577						LN		22		16		false		              16   process that governs negotiation of the power purchase				false

		578						LN		22		17		false		              17   agreement.				false

		579						LN		22		18		false		              18             There is nothing in Schedule 37 that dictates				false

		580						LN		22		19		false		              19   the process for negotiation, and so I think it's				false

		581						LN		22		20		false		              20   reasonable to look to Schedule 38, when it comes to				false

		582						LN		22		21		false		              21   contract negotiation issues, to make sure there's				false

		583						LN		22		22		false		              22   consistency between what occurs with smaller QFs under				false

		584						LN		22		23		false		              23   Schedule 37 and larger QFs under Schedule 38.				false

		585						LN		22		24		false		              24             So I don't think it's unreasonable to use the				false

		586						LN		22		25		false		              25   contract negotiation principles under 38 when evaluating				false

		587						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		588						LN		23		1		false		               1   issues under 37 that are related to contract negotiation				false

		589						LN		23		2		false		               2   process.				false

		590						LN		23		3		false		               3             MS. HOGLE:  I would like to add to that as				false

		591						LN		23		4		false		               4   well, if I may.  I agree with what Mr. Clements has just				false

		592						LN		23		5		false		               5   stated, and I would also add that the commission -- it				false

		593						LN		23		6		false		               6   is the company's position that the commission has vast				false

		594						LN		23		7		false		               7   discretion and jurisdiction in its jurisdiction over				false

		595						LN		23		8		false		               8   utilities and in its findings of just and reasonable and				false

		596						LN		23		9		false		               9   results that are in the public interest.				false

		597						LN		23		10		false		              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  Going				false

		598						LN		23		11		false		              11   back to a more fact-specific matter, Mr. Clements, I				false

		599						LN		23		12		false		              12   wonder if you could just elaborate a little bit more on				false

		600						LN		23		13		false		              13   the record concerning your opinion of the materiality of				false

		601						LN		23		14		false		              14   the umbrella insurance requirement and the default				false

		602						LN		23		15		false		              15   provisions that were being negotiated from the				false

		603						LN		23		16		false		              16   perspective of the company to the overall agreement.				false

		604						LN		23		17		false		              17             THE WITNESS:  I would say there were two				false

		605						LN		23		18		false		              18   issues that were really outstanding.  One was the level				false

		606						LN		23		19		false		              19   of insurance that was being required.  And one was an				false

		607						LN		23		20		false		              20   issue related to a default provision in the contract.  I				false

		608						LN		23		21		false		              21   would consider both of those issues to be material, as				false

		609						LN		23		22		false		              22   we have had issues with other qualifying facilities who				false

		610						LN		23		23		false		              23   have been unwilling to execute agreements that had terms				false

		611						LN		23		24		false		              24   similar to those.				false

		612						LN		23		25		false		              25             They have been issues that have held up				false

		613						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		614						LN		24		1		false		               1   execution of other agreements is the best way to put it.				false

		615						LN		24		2		false		               2   So I would consider them to be in the bucket of material				false

		616						LN		24		3		false		               3   terms or terms that would hold up potential execution of				false

		617						LN		24		4		false		               4   an agreement.				false

		618						LN		24		5		false		               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Just one more				false

		619						LN		24		6		false		               6   question.  With respect to the company's position that				false

		620						LN		24		7		false		               7   no LEO was incurred in this case, at least prior to the				false

		621						LN		24		8		false		               8   commission's issuing of what's been referred to as its				false

		622						LN		24		9		false		               9   pricing order, does the company find relevant the fact				false

		623						LN		24		10		false		              10   that this particular QF facility had been in existence				false

		624						LN		24		11		false		              11   and actively doing business with the company for a				false

		625						LN		24		12		false		              12   number of years, had an interconnection agreement?				false

		626						LN		24		13		false		              13             Is that -- are those facts relevant to the				false

		627						LN		24		14		false		              14   inquiry?				false

		628						LN		24		15		false		              15             THE WITNESS:  I think they are relevant in				false

		629						LN		24		16		false		              16   that I think it gets you further down the road towards a				false

		630						LN		24		17		false		              17   LEO because your starting point is well down the road.				false

		631						LN		24		18		false		              18   So I think it's very relevant when you compare it to a				false

		632						LN		24		19		false		              19   greenfield QF who has quite a distance to travel down				false

		633						LN		24		20		false		              20   that road.				false

		634						LN		24		21		false		              21             The question, when it comes to a legally				false

		635						LN		24		22		false		              22   enforceable obligation, is not where you are at on the				false

		636						LN		24		23		false		              23   road.  It's that if you are at the end of the road and				false

		637						LN		24		24		false		              24   you have made that commitment.  I would say they started				false

		638						LN		24		25		false		              25   well down the path because they already had their				false

		639						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		640						LN		25		1		false		               1   interconnection agreement, but I don't believe we had a				false

		641						LN		25		2		false		               2   full unconditional commitment because we still had those				false

		642						LN		25		3		false		               3   outstanding issues.				false

		643						LN		25		4		false		               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,				false

		644						LN		25		5		false		               5   Mr. Clements.  That's all the questions I have for you.				false

		645						LN		25		6		false		               6   Any -- Ms. Hogle, it looks like you have something to				false

		646						LN		25		7		false		               7   say.				false

		647						LN		25		8		false		               8             MS. HOGLE:  Yes.  I just have a couple of				false

		648						LN		25		9		false		               9   questions on redirect.				false

		649						LN		25		10		false		              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Sure.				false

		650						LN		25		11		false		              11             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements --				false

		651						LN		25		12		false		              12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, may I				false

		652						LN		25		13		false		              13   interrupt you.  Is there any other party that would like				false

		653						LN		25		14		false		              14   to ask any questions?  I'd like to give you the last				false

		654						LN		25		15		false		              15   word, so I think it makes sense to see if anybody else				false

		655						LN		25		16		false		              16   has any questions first.				false

		656						LN		25		17		false		              17             MR. LONG:  No questions from Thayn Hydro.				false

		657						LN		25		18		false		              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?				false

		658						LN		25		19		false		              19                       CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		659						LN		25		20		false		              20   BY MR. JETTER:				false

		660						LN		25		21		false		              21        Q.   I actually do have just a brief couple				false

		661						LN		25		22		false		              22   questions kind of relating to the questions that have				false

		662						LN		25		23		false		              23   just been asked, Mr. Clements.				false

		663						LN		25		24		false		              24        A.   Sure.				false

		664						LN		25		25		false		              25        Q.   Could you briefly describe -- I guess with the				false

		665						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		666						LN		26		1		false		               1   background sort of to set up this question, Schedule 37				false

		667						LN		26		2		false		               2   is designed as a fixed rate for QFs that are under a				false

		668						LN		26		3		false		               3   certain size; is that correct?				false

		669						LN		26		4		false		               4        A.   That's correct, yes.				false

		670						LN		26		5		false		               5        Q.   And it includes pricing terms, but it does not				false

		671						LN		26		6		false		               6   include terms like insurance or the process for				false

		672						LN		26		7		false		               7   negotiating the other terms that are not included				false

		673						LN		26		8		false		               8   directly in the Schedule 37 tariff; is that correct?				false

		674						LN		26		9		false		               9        A.   Correct.  Schedule 37 only includes pricing.				false

		675						LN		26		10		false		              10        Q.   Can you just briefly describe -- and I don't				false

		676						LN		26		11		false		              11   need in detail every one, but what other terms are				false

		677						LN		26		12		false		              12   significant that you negotiate outside of the pricing				false

		678						LN		26		13		false		              13   term?				false

		679						LN		26		14		false		              14        A.   The other material terms would be performance				false

		680						LN		26		15		false		              15   guarantees.  So if you don't meet a performance				false

		681						LN		26		16		false		              16   guarantee, meaning you don't deliver what you say you				false

		682						LN		26		17		false		              17   are going to deliver, and that happens to be one of the				false

		683						LN		26		18		false		              18   issues that was in question still.				false

		684						LN		26		19		false		              19             Credit always tends to be a material issue,				false

		685						LN		26		20		false		              20   how much credit is going to be posted.  The other issue				false

		686						LN		26		21		false		              21   would -- other material issues would be insurance terms,				false

		687						LN		26		22		false		              22   start date, liquidated damages if they fail to come on				false

		688						LN		26		23		false		              23   line when they say they are going to come on line.				false

		689						LN		26		24		false		              24             Default damages if a party defaults over the				false

		690						LN		26		25		false		              25   course of the agreement.  Termination damages.  What				false

		691						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		692						LN		27		1		false		               1   happens if one of the parties defaults and the agreement				false

		693						LN		27		2		false		               2   is terminated?				false

		694						LN		27		3		false		               3             So the material terms of the agreement				false

		695						LN		27		4		false		               4   typically are, if one party doesn't do what they say				false

		696						LN		27		5		false		               5   they are going to do, what happens.  And there are quite				false

		697						LN		27		6		false		               6   a few of those.				false

		698						LN		27		7		false		               7        Q.   Thank you.  And so is it fair to say that				false

		699						LN		27		8		false		               8   before you would, I guess, sign a PPA or consider it a				false

		700						LN		27		9		false		               9   binding agreement then in those cases, you would --				false

		701						LN		27		10		false		              10   those are primarily for evaluating the ability and the				false

		702						LN		27		11		false		              11   reliability of that QF to be able to deliver what it				false

		703						LN		27		12		false		              12   claims it's going to deliver?				false

		704						LN		27		13		false		              13        A.   Yes.  That's correct.  Before they -- before				false

		705						LN		27		14		false		              14   the commitment can occur, they must make sure that they				false

		706						LN		27		15		false		              15   can commit to the terms and conditions that are included				false

		707						LN		27		16		false		              16   as part of the delivery of the energy.				false

		708						LN		27		17		false		              17        Q.   And that's where your concern is with a				false

		709						LN		27		18		false		              18   greenfield project; is that right?  That they may be				false

		710						LN		27		19		false		              19   willing to, I suppose, even sign the PPA without any				false

		711						LN		27		20		false		              20   ability to actually deliver?				false

		712						LN		27		21		false		              21        A.   Yeah.  The greenfield project really has two				false

		713						LN		27		22		false		              22   primary differences.  One is, they typically don't have				false

		714						LN		27		23		false		              23   an interconnection.  We found that that tends to be a				false

		715						LN		27		24		false		              24   great unknown in the process.  It often takes longer				false

		716						LN		27		25		false		              25   than what is expected.  So having an interconnection is				false

		717						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		718						LN		28		1		false		               1   a major step towards reaching that level of commitment.				false

		719						LN		28		2		false		               2             Second, if they have already been an existing				false

		720						LN		28		3		false		               3   project and executed an agreement with us, then there				false

		721						LN		28		4		false		               4   are likely many terms in that existing agreement that				false

		722						LN		28		5		false		               5   would carry over to the new agreement.  So we're				false

		723						LN		28		6		false		               6   starting from a point of mutual agreement on many				false

		724						LN		28		7		false		               7   concepts before.  So I would say a greenfield is				false

		725						LN		28		8		false		               8   definitely different than a renewing contract.				false

		726						LN		28		9		false		               9        Q.   Okay.  Is that fair to say that's been also				false

		727						LN		28		10		false		              10   your experience in the number of -- I don't want to name				false

		728						LN		28		11		false		              11   them specifically.  But we have some typically one year				false

		729						LN		28		12		false		              12   PPAs with some, some QFs in Utah.				false

		730						LN		28		13		false		              13        A.   Yes.  We have some existing qualifying				false

		731						LN		28		14		false		              14   facilities that are connected to the grid and operating				false

		732						LN		28		15		false		              15   that have one year power purchase agreements.  We tend				false

		733						LN		28		16		false		              16   to renew those each year.  That renewal process tends to				false

		734						LN		28		17		false		              17   be fairly streamlined, but it still often takes several				false

		735						LN		28		18		false		              18   months.				false

		736						LN		28		19		false		              19             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Those are all the				false

		737						LN		28		20		false		              20   questions I have for Mr. Clements.  Thank you,				false

		738						LN		28		21		false		              21   Mr. Clements.				false

		739						LN		28		22		false		              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?				false

		740						LN		28		23		false		              23             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.				false

		741						LN		28		24		false		              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?				false

		742						LN		28		25		false		              25             MS. HOGLE:  Just a couple.  Just a couple,				false

		743						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		744						LN		29		1		false		               1   excuse me.				false

		745						LN		29		2		false		               2                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		746						LN		29		3		false		               3   BY MS. HOGLE:				false

		747						LN		29		4		false		               4        Q.   Mr. Clements, Mr. Hammer asked you about the				false

		748						LN		29		5		false		               5   materiality of the fact that the insurance appeared to				false

		749						LN		29		6		false		               6   be the problem for Thayn Hydro.  Is there evidence in				false

		750						LN		29		7		false		               7   the record as to the level of materiality in terms of an				false

		751						LN		29		8		false		               8   increase in price for Thayn Hydro that they considered				false

		752						LN		29		9		false		               9   to be -- or that anybody could consider to be material?				false

		753						LN		29		10		false		              10        A.   Yes.  Thayn Hydro indicated to the company				false

		754						LN		29		11		false		              11   that the insurance amounts that were being requested				false

		755						LN		29		12		false		              12   would result in, I believe it was a 300 percent increase				false

		756						LN		29		13		false		              13   in the premiums.  And the company felt like that was a				false

		757						LN		29		14		false		              14   material amount that was of concern to them based on				false

		758						LN		29		15		false		              15   comments they made to the company.				false

		759						LN		29		16		false		              16        Q.   And then just another question.  Mr. Hammer				false

		760						LN		29		17		false		              17   also asked you about the -- whether in a LEO				false

		761						LN		29		18		false		              18   determination it was relevant that this particular PPA				false

		762						LN		29		19		false		              19   was a renewal.				false

		763						LN		29		20		false		              20             Can you tell -- and I think you have already				false

		764						LN		29		21		false		              21   said this, but in the company's experience, is it also				false

		765						LN		29		22		false		              22   relevant that the average time for negotiation of				false

		766						LN		29		23		false		              23   similarly situated renewals or renewals was what you				false

		767						LN		29		24		false		              24   have testified that it was?				false

		768						LN		29		25		false		              25        A.   Yes.  So our typical time to negotiate even a				false

		769						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		770						LN		30		1		false		               1   renewal PPA is two and a half to three months.  And an				false

		771						LN		30		2		false		               2   existing contract starts further down the road towards a				false

		772						LN		30		3		false		               3   LEO, but it's not how far you start.  It's where you are				false

		773						LN		30		4		false		               4   when you finish, and you have to get all the way to the				false

		774						LN		30		5		false		               5   finish line to have a commitment to have a legally				false

		775						LN		30		6		false		               6   enforceable obligation.				false

		776						LN		30		7		false		               7             And so an existing agreement, you start in a				false

		777						LN		30		8		false		               8   much better spot.  But it's not where you start.  It's				false

		778						LN		30		9		false		               9   where you finish when it comes to a legally enforceable				false

		779						LN		30		10		false		              10   obligation, and the company does not believe we had				false

		780						LN		30		11		false		              11   reached that finish line prior to the pricing order.				false

		781						LN		30		12		false		              12             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  That's all I have.				false

		782						LN		30		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		783						LN		30		14		false		              14   Mr. Clements, you are excused.				false

		784						LN		30		15		false		              15             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		785						LN		30		16		false		              16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And we will proceed				false

		786						LN		30		17		false		              17   to Mr. Long.				false

		787						LN		30		18		false		              18             MR. LONG:  Thank you, Mr. Hearing Officer.				false

		788						LN		30		19		false		              19   Thayn Hydro would call Rick Kaster.				false

		789						LN		30		20		false		              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, do you				false

		790						LN		30		21		false		              21   swear to tell the truth?				false

		791						LN		30		22		false		              22             THE WITNESS:  I do.				false

		792						LN		30		23		false		              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		793						LN		30		24		false		              24                         RICK KASTER,				false

		794						LN		30		25		false		              25   called as a witness at the instance of Thayn Hydro,				false

		795						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		796						LN		31		1		false		               1   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified				false

		797						LN		31		2		false		               2   as follows:				false

		798						LN		31		3		false		               3                      DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		799						LN		31		4		false		               4   BY MR. LONG:				false

		800						LN		31		5		false		               5        Q.   So Mr. Kaster, your job here, unlike				false

		801						LN		31		6		false		               6   Mr. Clements, your job here is purely as a factual				false

		802						LN		31		7		false		               7   witness.  You, you are one of the part owners of Thayn				false

		803						LN		31		8		false		               8   Hydro, and your purpose here is to give the commission a				false

		804						LN		31		9		false		               9   firsthand report of how this process went, you know, to				false

		805						LN		31		10		false		              10   add any details or information that we haven't				false

		806						LN		31		11		false		              11   accurately captured in the pleadings.				false

		807						LN		31		12		false		              12             So I won't be asking you any legal questions,				false

		808						LN		31		13		false		              13   and I won't be asking you to make any conclusions.  And				false

		809						LN		31		14		false		              14   I am not asking you to read a prepared statement.  As I				false

		810						LN		31		15		false		              15   said, the goal is to get your version of the events with				false

		811						LN		31		16		false		              16   your -- with any details that only you can add.				false

		812						LN		31		17		false		              17             So if you would, for the benefit of the				false

		813						LN		31		18		false		              18   commission, would you introduce yourself, state your				false

		814						LN		31		19		false		              19   name, and describe your involvement with Thayn Hydro.				false

		815						LN		31		20		false		              20        A.   My name is Rick Kaster.  I live in Idaho.				false

		816						LN		31		21		false		              21   Been working on hydro plants since about 1980.  I met				false

		817						LN		31		22		false		              22   the Thayns about 1990.  We partnered with them to				false

		818						LN		31		23		false		              23   develop their project.  We sold power for three or four				false

		819						LN		31		24		false		              24   years on a short-term basis.				false

		820						LN		31		25		false		              25             (Discussion off the record about speaking up.)				false

		821						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		822						LN		32		1		false		               1        A.   And then we, we signed a 20 year contract that				false

		823						LN		32		2		false		               2   ran from 1996 to the year 2000.  And so in July of 2015				false

		824						LN		32		3		false		               3   I called John Younie to start the renewal process.  We				false

		825						LN		32		4		false		               4   had worked with John Younie before on some other issues,				false

		826						LN		32		5		false		               5   so I had his number.  And it -- and called him.				false

		827						LN		32		6		false		               6             And so about a week later he sent me the				false

		828						LN		32		7		false		               7   template.  We got started on it.  It was an extremely				false

		829						LN		32		8		false		               8   easy renewal.				false

		830						LN		32		9		false		               9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, if I could interrupt, I don't want				false

		831						LN		32		10		false		              10   to get ahead of ourselves.				false

		832						LN		32		11		false		              11        A.   Yeah.				false

		833						LN		32		12		false		              12        Q.   Just so we're all on the same page --				false

		834						LN		32		13		false		              13        A.   Uh-huh.				false

		835						LN		32		14		false		              14        Q.   -- and the commission's benefit, could you				false

		836						LN		32		15		false		              15   give me a real brief rundown of what the Thayn Hydro				false

		837						LN		32		16		false		              16   project is, and also describe the recent diversion dam				false

		838						LN		32		17		false		              17   improvements.				false

		839						LN		32		18		false		              18        A.   Yeah.  It's a -- it's a 575 kilowatt small				false

		840						LN		32		19		false		              19   hydroelectric plant.  It's near the city of Green River.				false

		841						LN		32		20		false		              20   It's at the end of an irrigation canal.  It also serves				false

		842						LN		32		21		false		              21   some irrigators.  Last winter the diversion dam in the				false

		843						LN		32		22		false		              22   river was replaced at a cost of several million dollars.				false

		844						LN		32		23		false		              23             The local water users agreed to cost share on				false

		845						LN		32		24		false		              24   that dam, so and we're the largest water user, so yeah,				false

		846						LN		32		25		false		              25   we made a pretty big commitment there to help cost share				false

		847						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		848						LN		33		1		false		               1   on that dam.				false

		849						LN		33		2		false		               2        Q.   And what's the current state of the				false

		850						LN		33		3		false		               3   hydroelectric facility?  Is it generating power?				false

		851						LN		33		4		false		               4        A.   It is running at this time, yes.				false

		852						LN		33		5		false		               5        Q.   And that's under on interim PPA at current				false

		853						LN		33		6		false		               6   Schedule 30 pri --				false

		854						LN		33		7		false		               7        A.   Yes --				false

		855						LN		33		8		false		               8        Q.   37 prices?				false

		856						LN		33		9		false		               9        A.   -- that's right.				false

		857						LN		33		10		false		              10        Q.   So over the years when you deal with Rocky				false

		858						LN		33		11		false		              11   Mountain Power, was John Younie your contact?  Was there				false

		859						LN		33		12		false		              12   anyone else that you dealt with on a regular basis?				false

		860						LN		33		13		false		              13        A.   In the early years, in the early 1990s John				false

		861						LN		33		14		false		              14   wasn't there, but it seems like in the, I don't know, at				false

		862						LN		33		15		false		              15   least 10 years ago or so we started working with John				false

		863						LN		33		16		false		              16   Younie.				false

		864						LN		33		17		false		              17        Q.   So he was the person you would go to for				false

		865						LN		33		18		false		              18   questions or concerns or when something went wrong				false

		866						LN		33		19		false		              19   and --				false

		867						LN		33		20		false		              20        A.   Yes, that's correct.				false

		868						LN		33		21		false		              21        Q.   So you started at least going into the renewal				false

		869						LN		33		22		false		              22   process for your current -- or renewal process to renew				false

		870						LN		33		23		false		              23   your then existing PPA.  And you stated that you talked				false

		871						LN		33		24		false		              24   to John Younie in July or so?				false

		872						LN		33		25		false		              25        A.   I called him on July 7th.				false

		873						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		874						LN		34		1		false		               1        Q.   And when did your old PPA expire?				false

		875						LN		34		2		false		               2        A.   The end of 2015.				false

		876						LN		34		3		false		               3        Q.   So you called John Younie with -- five or six				false

		877						LN		34		4		false		               4   months before your PPA expired, and he then told you				false

		878						LN		34		5		false		               5   about the imminent pricing change?				false

		879						LN		34		6		false		               6        A.   He did.  I asked him for a schedule of the				false

		880						LN		34		7		false		               7   pricing, and he sent me both the current and the				false

		881						LN		34		8		false		               8   proposed pricing.				false

		882						LN		34		9		false		               9        Q.   So at that point, John Younie told you that --				false

		883						LN		34		10		false		              10   and if I am putting words in your mouth, please stop me.				false

		884						LN		34		11		false		              11   John Younie told you that pricing would change, and you,				false

		885						LN		34		12		false		              12   Thayn Hydro then asked for the process to be expedited?				false

		886						LN		34		13		false		              13        A.   That's correct.				false

		887						LN		34		14		false		              14        Q.   So throughout this process, even before you				false

		888						LN		34		15		false		              15   contacted John Younie, did Thayn Hydro consider selling				false

		889						LN		34		16		false		              16   power to anyone else or consider not renewing the PPA				false

		890						LN		34		17		false		              17   with Rocky Mountain Power?				false

		891						LN		34		18		false		              18        A.   No.  We didn't.				false

		892						LN		34		19		false		              19        Q.   And why not?				false

		893						LN		34		20		false		              20        A.   Well, we already had an interconnect there.				false

		894						LN		34		21		false		              21   It's all set up.  Trying to wheel power for such a small				false

		895						LN		34		22		false		              22   project would be cost prohibitive, so we didn't even				false

		896						LN		34		23		false		              23   consider that, no.				false

		897						LN		34		24		false		              24        Q.   And so Mr. Clements mentioned an e-mail you				false

		898						LN		34		25		false		              25   sent to John Younie on July 2nd, and I'm paraphrasing,				false

		899						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		900						LN		35		1		false		               1   but essentially saying that Thayn Hydro was committing				false

		901						LN		35		2		false		               2   to sell output at the then effective Schedule 37				false

		902						LN		35		3		false		               3   pricing; is that correct?				false

		903						LN		35		4		false		               4        A.   That's correct.  I had -- excuse me.  I had				false

		904						LN		35		5		false		               5   asked John if there was any way we could lock in the				false

		905						LN		35		6		false		               6   existing rates by, if we sent a letter of intent or				false

		906						LN		35		7		false		               7   something similar to that.  And he responded by saying				false

		907						LN		35		8		false		               8   that if we committed to the existing rates via e-mail,				false

		908						LN		35		9		false		               9   that that would lock us in on those rates.  So later				false

		909						LN		35		10		false		              10   that day I sent that e-mail.				false

		910						LN		35		11		false		              11        Q.   So at that point did you expect to discuss the				false

		911						LN		35		12		false		              12   pricing issue for the next 20 years ever again?				false

		912						LN		35		13		false		              13        A.   I felt like the pricing issue was, was				false

		913						LN		35		14		false		              14   resolved at that point in time.				false

		914						LN		35		15		false		              15        Q.   But to that point you hadn't actually signed				false

		915						LN		35		16		false		              16   the PPA?				false

		916						LN		35		17		false		              17        A.   No, no.				false

		917						LN		35		18		false		              18        Q.   And so from your conversation with John				false

		918						LN		35		19		false		              19   Younie, how did you expect the PPA renewal process to				false

		919						LN		35		20		false		              20   play out?  Right?  You stated that you thought pricing				false

		920						LN		35		21		false		              21   was taken care of, but the contract wasn't actually				false

		921						LN		35		22		false		              22   signed?				false

		922						LN		35		23		false		              23        A.   Yeah.  We didn't just sit on our hands.  We				false

		923						LN		35		24		false		              24   just dove right into it, and within a couple weeks,				false

		924						LN		35		25		false		              25   the -- John had the PPA ready to -- well, he said he				false

		925						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		926						LN		36		1		false		               1   submitted it internally.  And the same day on August				false

		927						LN		36		2		false		               2   4th, he gave me the answer on the default question.  So				false

		928						LN		36		3		false		               3   that was resolved.				false

		929						LN		36		4		false		               4             The only outstanding issue at that point in				false

		930						LN		36		5		false		               5   time was the question about the insurance.  I had raised				false

		931						LN		36		6		false		               6   the insurance question in a voice mail to him on July				false

		932						LN		36		7		false		               7   17th, and followed up with an e-mail to him on the 21st.				false

		933						LN		36		8		false		               8   So it just appears that it was something that slipped				false

		934						LN		36		9		false		               9   past John Younie, that he was -- covered everything else				false

		935						LN		36		10		false		              10   extremely well.  But it seemed like the insurance				false

		936						LN		36		11		false		              11   question slipped by him.				false

		937						LN		36		12		false		              12             So on August 4th I just -- I was reminding him				false

		938						LN		36		13		false		              13   that I had a question about the insurance.  It was not a				false

		939						LN		36		14		false		              14   new question that I brought up then, so and then August				false

		940						LN		36		15		false		              15   5th John stated that he had submitted the question to				false

		941						LN		36		16		false		              16   the insurance department and that the PPA would be ready				false

		942						LN		36		17		false		              17   to sign in about a month so...				false

		943						LN		36		18		false		              18        Q.   So at -- at that point, the PPA was already in				false

		944						LN		36		19		false		              19   Rocky Mountain Power's internal review process as far as				false

		945						LN		36		20		false		              20   what you knew from John Younie?				false

		946						LN		36		21		false		              21        A.   That's what he told me, yes.				false

		947						LN		36		22		false		              22        Q.   At any point did you tell John Younie or				false

		948						LN		36		23		false		              23   anyone else at Rocky Mountain Power that the insurance				false

		949						LN		36		24		false		              24   question was a deal breaker or that the PPA, as				false

		950						LN		36		25		false		              25   submitted for review, was unacceptable with Thayn Hydro?				false

		951						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		952						LN		37		1		false		               1        A.   No.  No, there are no deal breakers in the				false

		953						LN		37		2		false		               2   entire template.  In fact, the PPA that John submitted				false

		954						LN		37		3		false		               3   on August 4th is almost a carbon copy of the template I				false

		955						LN		37		4		false		               4   received on the 14th, other than we filled in the				false

		956						LN		37		5		false		               5   blanks, of course, on the -- you know, the projected				false

		957						LN		37		6		false		               6   power outputs and the -- you know, I e-mailed him copies				false

		958						LN		37		7		false		               7   of the interconnection agreement, so on.				false

		959						LN		37		8		false		               8        Q.   So from -- from the very first week of August				false

		960						LN		37		9		false		               9   through, through I think August 29th, when John Younie				false

		961						LN		37		10		false		              10   told you that he was leaving the company, did you hear				false

		962						LN		37		11		false		              11   anything from Rocky Mountain Power from John?				false

		963						LN		37		12		false		              12        A.   No, I didn't.  He said it would take about a				false

		964						LN		37		13		false		              13   month, so I was giving him a month.  And before the				false

		965						LN		37		14		false		              14   month was up, he sent me an e-mail saying that his last				false

		966						LN		37		15		false		              15   day at work was going to be September 1st.				false

		967						LN		37		16		false		              16        Q.   And you had discussed with John Younie the				false

		968						LN		37		17		false		              17   imminent pricing change.  Were you concerned about that				false

		969						LN		37		18		false		              18   delay at all, the --				false

		970						LN		37		19		false		              19        A.   Well, I wanted to get --				false

		971						LN		37		20		false		              20        Q.   -- month that he wasn't talking to you?				false

		972						LN		37		21		false		              21        A.   Personally I wanted to get it done before the				false

		973						LN		37		22		false		              22   holidays, but I felt like the pricing was established.				false

		974						LN		37		23		false		              23   But at the same time, I just wanted to get it done.				false

		975						LN		37		24		false		              24        Q.   So had someone asked you in, you know, in, say				false

		976						LN		37		25		false		              25   August, so prepricing change, what you thought would				false

		977						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		978						LN		38		1		false		               1   happen, I am assuming you thought the pricing was taken				false

		979						LN		38		2		false		               2   care of and the PPA would get signed when it eventually				false

		980						LN		38		3		false		               3   ran through the process.  Is that accurate?				false

		981						LN		38		4		false		               4        A.   I, I expected a copy of the PPA that would get				false

		982						LN		38		5		false		               5   signed somewhere around the 1st of September and an				false

		983						LN		38		6		false		               6   answer to the insurance question concurrently.  They --				false

		984						LN		38		7		false		               7   my understanding was that they were considering the				false

		985						LN		38		8		false		               8   insurance question and consider -- and reviewing the PPA				false

		986						LN		38		9		false		               9   concurrently during the month of August.				false

		987						LN		38		10		false		              10        Q.   So -- so after John Younie left, can you tell				false

		988						LN		38		11		false		              11   me what happened.  You mentioned that John Younie was				false

		989						LN		38		12		false		              12   leaving the company as of the end of August.				false

		990						LN		38		13		false		              13        A.   Yeah, everything just seemed to come to a				false

		991						LN		38		14		false		              14   screeching halt.  I called Bruce.  Or no, I'm sorry, I				false

		992						LN		38		15		false		              15   e-mailed Bruce Griswold on September 1st, told him I was				false

		993						LN		38		16		false		              16   sorry to hear that John was leaving, that as far as I				false

		994						LN		38		17		false		              17   was concerned, the PPA was done.  The only thing I was				false

		995						LN		38		18		false		              18   waiting on was, still hadn't heard back on the insurance				false

		996						LN		38		19		false		              19   question.				false

		997						LN		38		20		false		              20             So then September, it wasn't until				false

		998						LN		38		21		false		              21   September -- well, Bruce e-mailed me back and said,				false

		999						LN		38		22		false		              22   "Give me two days and I'll get back to you."				false

		1000						LN		38		23		false		              23        Q.   So at that point had Bruce given you the PPA,				false

		1001						LN		38		24		false		              24   you know, the same PPA that was submitted with the $5				false

		1002						LN		38		25		false		              25   million umbrella policy, what would you have done with				false

		1003						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		1004						LN		39		1		false		               1   it?				false

		1005						LN		39		2		false		               2        A.   If that was their answer, we would have signed				false

		1006						LN		39		3		false		               3   it.  It didn't matter what their answer was, whether it				false

		1007						LN		39		4		false		               4   was 5 million or 3 million or no umbrella, we were going				false

		1008						LN		39		5		false		               5   to sign the contract.				false

		1009						LN		39		6		false		               6        Q.   And there was never any question in your mind				false

		1010						LN		39		7		false		               7   that you would continue to sell power to Rocky Mountain				false

		1011						LN		39		8		false		               8   Power, and that essentially the status quo would remain				false

		1012						LN		39		9		false		               9   unchanged except pricing updated to the current				false

		1013						LN		39		10		false		              10   schedule --				false

		1014						LN		39		11		false		              11        A.   Absolutely.				false

		1015						LN		39		12		false		              12        Q.   -- 37?				false

		1016						LN		39		13		false		              13        A.   Absolutely.				false

		1017						LN		39		14		false		              14        Q.   So eventually after, after being introduced to				false

		1018						LN		39		15		false		              15   Paul Clements and Kyle Moore, who are here with us				false

		1019						LN		39		16		false		              16   today, you were informed that the old Schedule 37				false

		1020						LN		39		17		false		              17   pricing was not available.  Is that -- is that an				false

		1021						LN		39		18		false		              18   accurate statement?				false

		1022						LN		39		19		false		              19        A.   Well, Kyle left me a voice mail on, I believe				false

		1023						LN		39		20		false		              20   it was September 16th, that he was going to be replacing				false

		1024						LN		39		21		false		              21   John Younie.  I e-mailed him back and said, "Well, you				false

		1025						LN		39		22		false		              22   know, that's fine.  Let's -- you know, we're still				false

		1026						LN		39		23		false		              23   waiting on an answer to the insurance."				false

		1027						LN		39		24		false		              24             So from the date when I first brought up the				false

		1028						LN		39		25		false		              25   insurance question on July 17th through September 17th,				false

		1029						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1030						LN		40		1		false		               1   it's actually about nine weeks.  And five times I asked				false

		1031						LN		40		2		false		               2   the question.  I didn't get a single response, other				false

		1032						LN		40		3		false		               3   than John Younie telling me that they had submitted it				false

		1033						LN		40		4		false		               4   to the insurance department.				false

		1034						LN		40		5		false		               5        Q.   But either way, that -- right, that insurance				false

		1035						LN		40		6		false		               6   -- I assume from Thayn Hydro's perspective, you would				false

		1036						LN		40		7		false		               7   prefer not to pay more for liability insurance unless				false

		1037						LN		40		8		false		               8   it's absolutely necessary?				false

		1038						LN		40		9		false		               9        A.   We are not guaranteed a profit like Rocky				false

		1039						LN		40		10		false		              10   Mountain Power.  We just can't go around throwing money				false

		1040						LN		40		11		false		              11   away, so I think it's excessive.  But, but it's -- but				false

		1041						LN		40		12		false		              12   it wasn't going to prevent us from signing the contract,				false

		1042						LN		40		13		false		              13   no.				false

		1043						LN		40		14		false		              14        Q.   And so eventually, eventually through				false

		1044						LN		40		15		false		              15   discussions with Rocky Mountain Power, you came to the				false

		1045						LN		40		16		false		              16   conclusion that the group, you know, the -- hand in hand				false

		1046						LN		40		17		false		              17   the parties would approach the commission and seek				false

		1047						LN		40		18		false		              18   approval of the old prices?				false

		1048						LN		40		19		false		              19        A.   Yes.  Initially they told us that they could				false

		1049						LN		40		20		false		              20   not approve the old prices.  And we went back and forth,				false

		1050						LN		40		21		false		              21   and I think Kyle sent me a number to call the DPU if we				false

		1051						LN		40		22		false		              22   wanted to file a complaint.  And we discussed it back				false

		1052						LN		40		23		false		              23   and forth.  I told him I would rather not file a				false

		1053						LN		40		24		false		              24   complaint if we didn't have to.				false

		1054						LN		40		25		false		              25             And eventually we got around to Paul and Kyle				false

		1055						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1056						LN		41		1		false		               1   saying that we agreed, you should get the old rates, but				false

		1057						LN		41		2		false		               2   we need to go through the DPU.  So that's where we are				false

		1058						LN		41		3		false		               3   at now, I guess.				false

		1059						LN		41		4		false		               4        Q.   Mr. Clements mentioned extenuating				false

		1060						LN		41		5		false		               5   circumstances.  Can you tell me your understanding of				false

		1061						LN		41		6		false		               6   what that -- what the situation is and why --				false

		1062						LN		41		7		false		               7   essentially why we are here today?				false

		1063						LN		41		8		false		               8        A.   Well, I believe that if John Younie had been				false

		1064						LN		41		9		false		               9   allowed to finish the process, we -- you know, we				false

		1065						LN		41		10		false		              10   wouldn't be here today.  You know, or else if somebody				false

		1066						LN		41		11		false		              11   had been appointed immediately after he was terminated				false

		1067						LN		41		12		false		              12   or he left or whatever happened, we wouldn't be here				false

		1068						LN		41		13		false		              13   today.				false

		1069						LN		41		14		false		              14        Q.   So at the point where John Younie left, you				false

		1070						LN		41		15		false		              15   know, end of August, as far as you were concerned, was				false

		1071						LN		41		16		false		              16   there anything left to do, other than sign the PPA?				false

		1072						LN		41		17		false		              17        A.   No.  Like I say, I was waiting on an answer.				false

		1073						LN		41		18		false		              18   I mean, we, we really have no leverage in these				false

		1074						LN		41		19		false		              19   negotiations.  We don't have anything that the power				false

		1075						LN		41		20		false		              20   company wants.  It's not like we can negotiate and trade				false

		1076						LN		41		21		false		              21   back and forth, but I feel like we ought to be able to				false

		1077						LN		41		22		false		              22   ask questions and get answers to the questions.				false

		1078						LN		41		23		false		              23        Q.   Did you ever -- were you ever presented with a				false

		1079						LN		41		24		false		              24   ready-to-sign copy of a PPA prior to the pricing change?				false

		1080						LN		41		25		false		              25        A.   No.				false

		1081						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1082						LN		42		1		false		               1        Q.   So you never refused to sign an agreement				false

		1083						LN		42		2		false		               2   before the pricing changed?				false

		1084						LN		42		3		false		               3        A.   No.				false

		1085						LN		42		4		false		               4        Q.   I just have a couple more questions in				false

		1086						LN		42		5		false		               5   conclusion, and then we'll let -- let the other parties				false

		1087						LN		42		6		false		               6   ask you whatever they have.  For the benefit of the				false

		1088						LN		42		7		false		               7   commission, will you summarize your testimony today and				false

		1089						LN		42		8		false		               8   also describe the relief that you would like to see be				false

		1090						LN		42		9		false		               9   granted.				false

		1091						LN		42		10		false		              10        A.   Well, I don't know if the delays by the power				false

		1092						LN		42		11		false		              11   company were intentional or not.  I have no way of				false

		1093						LN		42		12		false		              12   knowing that, but they certainly weren't our fault.  And				false

		1094						LN		42		13		false		              13   you know, we were promised the old rates.  We did				false

		1095						LN		42		14		false		              14   everything we could to lock in on those, and I just feel				false

		1096						LN		42		15		false		              15   like we deserve them or we wouldn't be here today.				false

		1097						LN		42		16		false		              16        Q.   And what would you like the commission to do?				false

		1098						LN		42		17		false		              17   I assume you would like the commission to grant the old				false

		1099						LN		42		18		false		              18   rates and then allow the payments under this current				false

		1100						LN		42		19		false		              19   interim PPA to be trued up.  Is that --				false

		1101						LN		42		20		false		              20        A.   That's true.				false

		1102						LN		42		21		false		              21             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions for				false

		1103						LN		42		22		false		              22   you, Mr. Kaster.  Thank you.				false

		1104						LN		42		23		false		              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, any				false

		1105						LN		42		24		false		              24   cross?				false

		1106						LN		42		25		false		              25             MS. HOGLE:  Can you give me a minute?				false

		1107						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1108						LN		43		1		false		               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Absolutely.				false

		1109						LN		43		2		false		               2             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.				false

		1110						LN		43		3		false		               3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?				false

		1111						LN		43		4		false		               4                       CROSS-EXAMINATION				false

		1112						LN		43		5		false		               5   BY MR. JETTER:				false

		1113						LN		43		6		false		               6        Q.   Good morning.  I do have just a few brief				false

		1114						LN		43		7		false		               7   questions for you.				false

		1115						LN		43		8		false		               8        A.   Sure.				false

		1116						LN		43		9		false		               9        Q.   And they relate to the insurance.  I don't				false

		1117						LN		43		10		false		              10   believe that on the record before the commission there				false

		1118						LN		43		11		false		              11   is any indication of the -- what I am trying to find out				false

		1119						LN		43		12		false		              12   is, what's the value difference between the premium for				false

		1120						LN		43		13		false		              13   the policy under what -- I suppose it was under the old				false

		1121						LN		43		14		false		              14   contract or what you were requesting from Rocky Mountain				false

		1122						LN		43		15		false		              15   Power and the increase in the amount of the coverage.				false

		1123						LN		43		16		false		              16   Do you know that?				false

		1124						LN		43		17		false		              17        A.   I think the five -- for a single project, a $5				false

		1125						LN		43		18		false		              18   million umbrella is in the neighborhood of $8,000 per				false

		1126						LN		43		19		false		              19   year.  For a 3 million, it's probably closer to 5 or				false

		1127						LN		43		20		false		              20   6,000 per year.				false

		1128						LN		43		21		false		              21        Q.   Okay.				false

		1129						LN		43		22		false		              22        A.   I mean, it's not huge.  But it adds up.  And				false

		1130						LN		43		23		false		              23   it is quite a bit of money for a small project.				false

		1131						LN		43		24		false		              24        Q.   Okay.  That's the only question I had for you				false

		1132						LN		43		25		false		              25   this morning.  Thank you.				false

		1133						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1134						LN		44		1		false		               1        A.   Okay.				false

		1135						LN		44		2		false		               2             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.				false

		1136						LN		44		3		false		               3   Thank you.				false

		1137						LN		44		4		false		               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right,				false

		1138						LN		44		5		false		               5   Mr. Kaster.  I have just a few questions.  First of all,				false

		1139						LN		44		6		false		               6   I was a little confused about your position at the				false

		1140						LN		44		7		false		               7   company.  Are you an employee or a principal or				false

		1141						LN		44		8		false		               8   independent consultant?				false

		1142						LN		44		9		false		               9             THE WITNESS:  I am a -- I work for Thayn				false

		1143						LN		44		10		false		              10   Hydro.				false

		1144						LN		44		11		false		              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.				false

		1145						LN		44		12		false		              12             THE WITNESS:  And I am also a company owner				false

		1146						LN		44		13		false		              13   with, on the project.				false

		1147						LN		44		14		false		              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll pose this				false

		1148						LN		44		15		false		              15   more to your counsel and the other parties' counsels				false

		1149						LN		44		16		false		              16   respectively.  There were e-mails attached to multiple				false

		1150						LN		44		17		false		              17   of the briefs that were submitted to the commission.				false

		1151						LN		44		18		false		              18   Mr. Kaster, you were party on most of those e-mails.  I				false

		1152						LN		44		19		false		              19   think there were one or two that might have been company				false

		1153						LN		44		20		false		              20   internal e-mails.				false

		1154						LN		44		21		false		              21             To the extent any party wants to admit the				false

		1155						LN		44		22		false		              22   e-mails that Mr. Kaster participated in, into evidence,				false

		1156						LN		44		23		false		              23   I think Mr. Kaster is best situated to authenticate				false

		1157						LN		44		24		false		              24   those and testify to their veracity.  So I would just				false

		1158						LN		44		25		false		              25   put that question to first your counsel and anyone else				false

		1159						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1160						LN		45		1		false		               1   who would like to ask Mr. Kaster about those e-mails.				false

		1161						LN		45		2		false		               2             MR. LONG:  Yeah.  I think that would be				false

		1162						LN		45		3		false		               3   proper, and I suppose it's also proper to have				false

		1163						LN		45		4		false		               4   Mr. Kaster testify as to the accuracy of the facts				false

		1164						LN		45		5		false		               5   contained in the various pleadings.  You know, to the				false

		1165						LN		45		6		false		               6   extent they are factual, they are based primarily on his				false

		1166						LN		45		7		false		               7   knowledge.				false

		1167						LN		45		8		false		               8             THE WITNESS:  Pretty much, pretty much all				false

		1168						LN		45		9		false		               9   true as far as I can remember.  There's been quite a few				false

		1169						LN		45		10		false		              10   briefs.				false

		1170						LN		45		11		false		              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So Mr. Long, do you				false

		1171						LN		45		12		false		              12   want to actually take Mr. Kaster through any exhibits				false

		1172						LN		45		13		false		              13   that were attached to the briefing, or do you want him				false

		1173						LN		45		14		false		              14   to make a statement that he has reviewed all -- I mean,				false

		1174						LN		45		15		false		              15   how do you want to proceed?				false

		1175						LN		45		16		false		              16             MR. LONG:  I don't think it's necessary to go				false

		1176						LN		45		17		false		              17   through them one by one.				false

		1177						LN		45		18		false		              18        Q.   (By Mr. Long) I guess, Mr. Kaster, to the best				false

		1178						LN		45		19		false		              19   of your knowledge, are the factual statements contained				false

		1179						LN		45		20		false		              20   in the pleadings filed by Thayn Hydro true and accurate?				false

		1180						LN		45		21		false		              21        A.   Yes.				false

		1181						LN		45		22		false		              22        Q.   And are the e-mails attached to the various				false

		1182						LN		45		23		false		              23   pleadings filed by both Thayn Hydro and the other				false

		1183						LN		45		24		false		              24   parties, are those -- are those e-mails that were sent				false

		1184						LN		45		25		false		              25   and true to the best of your knowledge?				false

		1185						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1186						LN		46		1		false		               1        A.   Yeah.  All of the e-mails that I was a party				false

		1187						LN		46		2		false		               2   to are actual e-mails, if that's what you mean.				false

		1188						LN		46		3		false		               3             MR. LONG:  Is that sufficient, Mr. Hearing				false

		1189						LN		46		4		false		               4   Officer?				false

		1190						LN		46		5		false		               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes, thank you.				false

		1191						LN		46		6		false		               6   Anyone else want to add anything on that subject before				false

		1192						LN		46		7		false		               7   we continue?				false

		1193						LN		46		8		false		               8             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I just have a				false

		1194						LN		46		9		false		               9   question.  Would it be then appropriate to at this time				false

		1195						LN		46		10		false		              10   move for the admission of all of the pleadings that				false

		1196						LN		46		11		false		              11   contain -- all of the pleadings, period, as evidence				false

		1197						LN		46		12		false		              12   into the record?				false

		1198						LN		46		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, all the				false

		1199						LN		46		14		false		              14   pleadings are certainly in the record.  But they take				false

		1200						LN		46		15		false		              15   different form.  And I can't -- I can't recall the form				false

		1201						LN		46		16		false		              16   of each one off the top of my head.				false

		1202						LN		46		17		false		              17             For example, I know Mr. Long was the author of				false

		1203						LN		46		18		false		              18   the documents that Thayn Hydro filed.  So any				false

		1204						LN		46		19		false		              19   representations made in those are the representations,				false

		1205						LN		46		20		false		              20   for example, of Thayn Hydro's counsel.  So I don't think				false

		1206						LN		46		21		false		              21   it would be appropriate to admit those representations				false

		1207						LN		46		22		false		              22   as evidence.  They are certainly in the record, as are				false

		1208						LN		46		23		false		              23   all the parties filings.				false

		1209						LN		46		24		false		              24             But to the extent you want the commission to				false

		1210						LN		46		25		false		              25   consider factual evidence in this docket, I think it				false

		1211						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1212						LN		47		1		false		               1   would be appropriate that any exhibits are attested to				false

		1213						LN		47		2		false		               2   or identified that you would like the commission to				false

		1214						LN		47		3		false		               3   consider.				false

		1215						LN		47		4		false		               4             MS. HOGLE:  Certainly.  Your Honor, the				false

		1216						LN		47		5		false		               5   company moves then for the admission of its pleadings,				false

		1217						LN		47		6		false		               6   in addition to any accompanying exhibits that are				false

		1218						LN		47		7		false		               7   attached thereto, as evidence into the record, including				false

		1219						LN		47		8		false		               8   its application.				false

		1220						LN		47		9		false		               9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Let me finish with				false

		1221						LN		47		10		false		              10   Mr. Kaster, and then we will revisit this before we				false

		1222						LN		47		11		false		              11   proceed.				false

		1223						LN		47		12		false		              12             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1224						LN		47		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, were				false

		1225						LN		47		14		false		              14   you aware that Rocky Mountain Power had sought to make				false

		1226						LN		47		15		false		              15   changes to the Schedule 37 pricing in May 2014?  There				false

		1227						LN		47		16		false		              16   was a docket.  It was Docket No. 14-035-04.  The				false

		1228						LN		47		17		false		              17   commission ultimately denied some of the changes the				false

		1229						LN		47		18		false		              18   company wanted to make, and the company and the Division				false

		1230						LN		47		19		false		              19   of Public Utilities appealed the commission's decision.				false

		1231						LN		47		20		false		              20   And it was actually on appeal as late as December 2015.				false

		1232						LN		47		21		false		              21             I just wondered if you had any awareness of				false

		1233						LN		47		22		false		              22   those proceedings.				false

		1234						LN		47		23		false		              23             THE WITNESS:  No.  I haven't really paid				false

		1235						LN		47		24		false		              24   attention to the various schedules.				false

		1236						LN		47		25		false		              25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		1237						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1238						LN		48		1		false		               1   Mr. Kaster, and I apologize if I didn't catch this the				false

		1239						LN		48		2		false		               2   first time, if you spoke to it.  I heard you speak to				false

		1240						LN		48		3		false		               3   the materiality or lack thereof in your view of the				false

		1241						LN		48		4		false		               4   insurance requirements, or at least the fact that Rocky				false

		1242						LN		48		5		false		               5   Mountain Power's unwillingness to lower the insurance				false

		1243						LN		48		6		false		               6   requirement would not have prevented Thayn from entering				false

		1244						LN		48		7		false		               7   the contract.				false

		1245						LN		48		8		false		               8             My understanding is, there was also some				false

		1246						LN		48		9		false		               9   discussion and negotiation about default provisions.				false

		1247						LN		48		10		false		              10   Can you speak to those negotiations and whether the				false

		1248						LN		48		11		false		              11   outcome of them may have precluded Thayn Hydro from				false

		1249						LN		48		12		false		              12   proceeding and entering a final contract?				false

		1250						LN		48		13		false		              13             THE WITNESS:  No.  There were no provisions				false

		1251						LN		48		14		false		              14   that would have prevented us from signing the contract.				false

		1252						LN		48		15		false		              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And				false

		1253						LN		48		16		false		              16   this might be a question better directed or as well				false

		1254						LN		48		17		false		              17   directed to the Division of Public Utilities.  But my				false

		1255						LN		48		18		false		              18   understanding is that Thayn did at one point file an				false

		1256						LN		48		19		false		              19   informal complaint with the division.  I don't know if				false

		1257						LN		48		20		false		              20   that complaint was abandoned in light of Rocky Mountain				false

		1258						LN		48		21		false		              21   Power's filing of an application in this docket.				false

		1259						LN		48		22		false		              22             But can you give me an understanding as to				false

		1260						LN		48		23		false		              23   what transpired with respect to that informal complaint?				false

		1261						LN		48		24		false		              24             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We did file an informal				false

		1262						LN		48		25		false		              25   complaint, and then it kind of gotten -- it got taken				false

		1263						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1264						LN		49		1		false		               1   over by this mutual application, I believe.				false

		1265						LN		49		2		false		               2             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  That's all I				false

		1266						LN		49		3		false		               3   have.  Thank you, Mr. Kaster.				false

		1267						LN		49		4		false		               4             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		1268						LN		49		5		false		               5             MR. LONG:  I have just a couple redirect				false

		1269						LN		49		6		false		               6   questions if I may.				false

		1270						LN		49		7		false		               7                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		1271						LN		49		8		false		               8   BY MR. LONG:				false

		1272						LN		49		9		false		               9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, you mentioned that the $5 million				false

		1273						LN		49		10		false		              10   umbrella policy requirement that was new in this PPA				false

		1274						LN		49		11		false		              11   would cost Thayn Hydro about $8,000 a year?				false

		1275						LN		49		12		false		              12        A.   That's correct.				false

		1276						LN		49		13		false		              13        Q.   Do you know off the top of your head about how				false

		1277						LN		49		14		false		              14   much power Thayn Hydro sells to Rocky Mountain Power				false

		1278						LN		49		15		false		              15   every year, a dollar value that you receive from Rocky				false

		1279						LN		49		16		false		              16   Mountain Power?				false

		1280						LN		49		17		false		              17        A.   Well, it depends on the rate for that				false

		1281						LN		49		18		false		              18   particular year.  I think with the existing rates we're				false

		1282						LN		49		19		false		              19   probably looking at, I don't know, give or take a				false

		1283						LN		49		20		false		              20   hundred thousand per year.				false

		1284						LN		49		21		false		              21        Q.   So current -- currently the amount of -- the				false

		1285						LN		49		22		false		              22   amount of power you are selling to Rocky Mountain Power				false

		1286						LN		49		23		false		              23   is in the six digits?				false

		1287						LN		49		24		false		              24        A.   Yes.  I would think.  I would say so.				false

		1288						LN		49		25		false		              25        Q.   And just one final question to reinforce your				false

		1289						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1290						LN		50		1		false		               1   point.  At any point in this process did you, did you				false

		1291						LN		50		2		false		               2   expect to not sign a renewal PPA?				false

		1292						LN		50		3		false		               3        A.   No.				false

		1293						LN		50		4		false		               4             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions.  Thank				false

		1294						LN		50		5		false		               5   you.				false

		1295						LN		50		6		false		               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, I have				false

		1296						LN		50		7		false		               7   one, a follow-up, which is actually off point, but I				false

		1297						LN		50		8		false		               8   neglected to ask it to you the first time.  And I				false

		1298						LN		50		9		false		               9   apologize for that.  I will give your counsel an				false

		1299						LN		50		10		false		              10   opportunity to follow up if he desires to.				false

		1300						LN		50		11		false		              11             But you made some statements essentially				false

		1301						LN		50		12		false		              12   suggesting that there are no other takers for the power				false

		1302						LN		50		13		false		              13   that Thayn Hydro generates.  Can you elaborate on that a				false

		1303						LN		50		14		false		              14   little bit?				false

		1304						LN		50		15		false		              15             THE WITNESS:  You know, the few times I have				false

		1305						LN		50		16		false		              16   looked into wheeling power years ago, it was very cost				false

		1306						LN		50		17		false		              17   prohibitive.  A lot of -- a lot of utilities, if they				false

		1307						LN		50		18		false		              18   want to buy power, they want to buy it in huge blocks of				false

		1308						LN		50		19		false		              19   power that we are not capable of delivering.				false

		1309						LN		50		20		false		              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And did you explore				false

		1310						LN		50		21		false		              21   that option at all during the negotiation process for				false

		1311						LN		50		22		false		              22   this renewal?				false

		1312						LN		50		23		false		              23             THE WITNESS:  Not really.				false

		1313						LN		50		24		false		              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Anything else?				false

		1314						LN		50		25		false		              25             MR. LONG:  No questions, thank you.				false

		1315						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1316						LN		51		1		false		               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  You are				false

		1317						LN		51		2		false		               2   excused, Mr. Kaster.				false

		1318						LN		51		3		false		               3             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		1319						LN		51		4		false		               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So we'll return --				false

		1320						LN		51		5		false		               5             MR. MOORE:  Mr. Hearing Officer?				false

		1321						LN		51		6		false		               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes.				false

		1322						LN		51		7		false		               7             MR. MOORE:  I don't know if this will be				false

		1323						LN		51		8		false		               8   useful at all, but I do have some copies of some e-mails				false

		1324						LN		51		9		false		               9   that could be more formally introduced if you -- if that				false

		1325						LN		51		10		false		              10   would be necessary or helpful.				false

		1326						LN		51		11		false		              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Was it your				false

		1327						LN		51		12		false		              12   intention to do so during your presentation of evidence?				false

		1328						LN		51		13		false		              13             MR. MOORE:  No.  These are all Mr. Kaster's				false

		1329						LN		51		14		false		              14   e-mails.  I just had them.				false

		1330						LN		51		15		false		              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  You know, I think				false

		1331						LN		51		16		false		              16   the -- probably the best solution will be for us to have				false

		1332						LN		51		17		false		              17   all the parties present their evidence.  We'll have a				false

		1333						LN		51		18		false		              18   short recess.  I'll look over my notes, and maybe you				false

		1334						LN		51		19		false		              19   all can discuss among yourselves perhaps stipulating to				false

		1335						LN		51		20		false		              20   the admission of certain e-mails.  Does that sound				false

		1336						LN		51		21		false		              21   agreeable?  Mr. Long?				false

		1337						LN		51		22		false		              22             MR. LONG:  Yes, that would be fine.				false

		1338						LN		51		23		false		              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?				false

		1339						LN		51		24		false		              24             MS. HOGLE:  Well, I suppose I am not -- first				false

		1340						LN		51		25		false		              25   of all, is it okay if we go off the record?				false

		1341						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1342						LN		52		1		false		               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Are you concerned				false

		1343						LN		52		2		false		               2   about confidential information being exposed?				false

		1344						LN		52		3		false		               3             MS. HOGLE:  Possibly.  But I just want to				false

		1345						LN		52		4		false		               4   discuss the process as -- as it comes up.  And I don't				false

		1346						LN		52		5		false		               5   know if you want that to be in the record or -- I am				false

		1347						LN		52		6		false		               6   concerned about your use of the word "stipulated,"				false

		1348						LN		52		7		false		               7   stipulate as to the e-mails, given that the company used				false

		1349						LN		52		8		false		               8   certain e-mails in its pleadings.				false

		1350						LN		52		9		false		               9             And to the extent that Mr. Kaster has already				false

		1351						LN		52		10		false		              10   indicated to his -- the best of his knowledge they are				false

		1352						LN		52		11		false		              11   accurate, I am not sure what the purpose of stipulating				false

		1353						LN		52		12		false		              12   would be.  And I am not sure whether you want to discuss				false

		1354						LN		52		13		false		              13   this on the record or off the record.				false

		1355						LN		52		14		false		              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, no.  That's				false

		1356						LN		52		15		false		              15   why I thought the parties might do so off the record				false

		1357						LN		52		16		false		              16   while I was out of the room.  My recollection was that				false

		1358						LN		52		17		false		              17   there may have been an e-mail or two that were internal				false

		1359						LN		52		18		false		              18   to the company to which Mr. Kaster was a party.				false

		1360						LN		52		19		false		              19             I don't -- and I don't know that Mr. Clements				false

		1361						LN		52		20		false		              20   was a party to all of those e-mails.  I don't know if				false

		1362						LN		52		21		false		              21   there would be any objection to their admission.  The				false

		1363						LN		52		22		false		              22   commission is not formally bound by the rules of				false

		1364						LN		52		23		false		              23   hearsay, but I thought I'd allow you all an opportunity				false

		1365						LN		52		24		false		              24   to talk about it off the record.				false

		1366						LN		52		25		false		              25             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.				false

		1367						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1368						LN		53		1		false		               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So may we proceed?				false

		1369						LN		53		2		false		               2   Mr. Jetter?				false

		1370						LN		53		3		false		               3             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  The division would				false

		1371						LN		53		4		false		               4   like to call and have sworn in Mr. Charles Peterson.				false

		1372						LN		53		5		false		               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Peterson, do				false

		1373						LN		53		6		false		               6   you swear to tell the truth?				false

		1374						LN		53		7		false		               7             THE WITNESS:  Yes.				false

		1375						LN		53		8		false		               8                       CHARLES PETERSON,				false

		1376						LN		53		9		false		               9   called as a witness at the instance of the Division of				false

		1377						LN		53		10		false		              10   Public Utilities, having been first duly sworn, was				false

		1378						LN		53		11		false		              11   examined and testified as follows:				false

		1379						LN		53		12		false		              12                      DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		1380						LN		53		13		false		              13   BY MR. JETTER:				false

		1381						LN		53		14		false		              14        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Peterson.  Would you please				false

		1382						LN		53		15		false		              15   state your name and occupation for the record.				false

		1383						LN		53		16		false		              16        A.   Charles E. Peterson.  I am a utility technical				false

		1384						LN		53		17		false		              17   consultant with the Division of Public Utilities.				false

		1385						LN		53		18		false		              18        Q.   Thank you.  And in the course of your				false

		1386						LN		53		19		false		              19   employment with the Utah Division of Public Utilities,				false

		1387						LN		53		20		false		              20   did you have the opportunity to review the application				false

		1388						LN		53		21		false		              21   filed by Rocky Mountain Power in this docket?				false

		1389						LN		53		22		false		              22        A.   Yes.				false

		1390						LN		53		23		false		              23        Q.   And did you create and cause to be filed with				false

		1391						LN		53		24		false		              24   the commission an action request response dated March				false

		1392						LN		53		25		false		              25   2nd, 2016?				false

		1393						PG		54		0		false		page 54				false

		1394						LN		54		1		false		               1        A.   Yes.				false

		1395						LN		54		2		false		               2        Q.   Are there any edits or corrections you would				false

		1396						LN		54		3		false		               3   like to make to that?				false

		1397						LN		54		4		false		               4        A.   Yes, one small one.  On page 2, the paragraph				false

		1398						LN		54		5		false		               5   before the section that's headed discussion, I refer to				false

		1399						LN		54		6		false		               6   the date in which comments were due as March 10th, 2016.				false

		1400						LN		54		7		false		               7   That was actually the date for reply comments.  The				false

		1401						LN		54		8		false		               8   correct date should have been March 3rd, March 3, 2016.				false

		1402						LN		54		9		false		               9        Q.   Thank you.  And we discussed briefly entering				false

		1403						LN		54		10		false		              10   some various evidence into the record, but my specific				false

		1404						LN		54		11		false		              11   question for you is, as you look through the page 2 and				false

		1405						LN		54		12		false		              12   3 of that division memo, there are a number of bullet				false

		1406						LN		54		13		false		              13   pointed facts which are generally dates of an -- and				false

		1407						LN		54		14		false		              14   occurrences of events.				false

		1408						LN		54		15		false		              15             You don't have personal knowledge of those, do				false

		1409						LN		54		16		false		              16   you?				false

		1410						LN		54		17		false		              17        A.   No.  I relied on documentation provided either				false

		1411						LN		54		18		false		              18   by -- I think mostly by PacifiCorp.				false

		1412						LN		54		19		false		              19        Q.   Okay.  And that was largely from the same				false

		1413						LN		54		20		false		              20   e-mails we have discussed earlier about entering those				false

		1414						LN		54		21		false		              21   into the record?				false

		1415						LN		54		22		false		              22        A.   Yes.				false

		1416						LN		54		23		false		              23        Q.   Okay.  And --				false

		1417						LN		54		24		false		              24        A.   Also, I -- there's a correction.  I believe				false

		1418						LN		54		25		false		              25   there are also some copies of telephone records that				false

		1419						PG		55		0		false		page 55				false

		1420						LN		55		1		false		               1   would seem to indicate apparently or confirm certain				false

		1421						LN		55		2		false		               2   dates of phone conversations.  But we also had that kind				false

		1422						LN		55		3		false		               3   of information available to us.				false

		1423						LN		55		4		false		               4        Q.   Thank you.  And you have that information				false

		1424						LN		55		5		false		               5   available, just so it's clear for the record, that that				false

		1425						LN		55		6		false		               6   was available and provided by the parties through data				false

		1426						LN		55		7		false		               7   requests?				false

		1427						LN		55		8		false		               8        A.   Yes.				false

		1428						LN		55		9		false		               9        Q.   Okay.  Would you like to give a -- just a				false

		1429						LN		55		10		false		              10   brief summary of --				false

		1430						LN		55		11		false		              11        A.   Are we going to ask for the admission of the				false

		1431						LN		55		12		false		              12   memos or not?				false

		1432						LN		55		13		false		              13        Q.   I was intending to wait and --				false

		1433						LN		55		14		false		              14        A.   Oh.				false

		1434						LN		55		15		false		              15        Q.   -- we were going to do kind of a bulk --				false

		1435						LN		55		16		false		              16        A.   Okay.				false

		1436						LN		55		17		false		              17        Q.   -- admission.				false

		1437						LN		55		18		false		              18        A.   That's fine.  In answer to your question about				false

		1438						LN		55		19		false		              19   brief statement, yes.  I have a very brief statement.				false
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		1443						LN		55		24		false		              24             Briefly, based upon the specific facts of this				false
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		1447						LN		56		2		false		               2   And also the division does not at this point object to a				false

		1448						LN		56		3		false		               3   20 year term for the contract between PacifiCorp -- or				false
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		1452						LN		56		7		false		               7             MR. JETTER:  I have no further questions for				false

		1453						LN		56		8		false		               8   Mr. Peterson.  He is available for cross-examination.				false

		1454						LN		56		9		false		               9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?				false

		1455						LN		56		10		false		              10             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.				false

		1456						LN		56		11		false		              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long?				false
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		1458						LN		56		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?				false

		1459						LN		56		14		false		              14             MR. MOORE:  No cross.				false

		1460						LN		56		15		false		              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  I don't				false

		1461						LN		56		16		false		              16   have anything for you, Mr. Peterson.				false
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		1463						LN		56		18		false		              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?				false

		1464						LN		56		19		false		              19             MR. MOORE:  The office calls Bela Vastag.				false

		1465						LN		56		20		false		              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Vastag, do you				false
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		1468						LN		56		23		false		              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		1469						LN		56		24		false		              24                         BELA VASTAG,				false
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		1471						PG		57		0		false		page 57				false

		1472						LN		57		1		false		               1   Consumer Services, having been first duly sworn, was				false
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		1476						LN		57		5		false		               5        Q.   Mr. Vastag, can you please state and spell				false
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		1478						LN		57		7		false		               7        A.   My name is Bela Vastag.  That's B-E-L-A.  Last				false

		1479						LN		57		8		false		               8   name V-A-S-T-A-G.				false
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		1489						LN		57		18		false		              18        Q.   Have you reviewed the entire docket in this				false
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		1512						LN		58		15		false		              15        Q.   Could you please read it into the record.				false
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		1525						LN		59		2		false		               2   office requests that the commission consider in its				false
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		1547						LN		59		24		false		              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Vastag, thank you.				false

		1548						LN		59		25		false		              25   Mr. Vastag, in the statement you just gave, you stated				false

		1549						PG		60		0		false		page 60				false
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		1676						LN		64		23		false		              23             MR. LONG:  Thayn Hydro -- Thayn Hydro,				false

		1677						LN		64		24		false		              24   likewise, believes the commission has extremely broad				false

		1678						LN		64		25		false		              25   authority over public utilities granted to it by				false
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		1680						LN		65		1		false		               1   statute.  Thayn Hydro believes that the commission has				false

		1681						LN		65		2		false		               2   that power to the fix things that have not happened as				false

		1682						LN		65		3		false		               3   they should, without reliance on Schedule 38 or any				false

		1683						LN		65		4		false		               4   other Rocky Mountain Power tariff.				false

		1684						LN		65		5		false		               5             If -- the commission has the ability to simply				false

		1685						LN		65		6		false		               6   make the world as it should have been.  That is all that				false

		1686						LN		65		7		false		               7   Thayn Hydro is asking the commission do, recognize that				false

		1687						LN		65		8		false		               8   the situation should have worked out differently.				false

		1688						LN		65		9		false		               9   Because of circumstances, really, you know, a perfect				false

		1689						LN		65		10		false		              10   storm of circumstances, we ended up here, and really we				false

		1690						LN		65		11		false		              11   shouldn't have.				false

		1691						LN		65		12		false		              12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,				false

		1692						LN		65		13		false		              13   Mr. Long.  Mr. Jetter?				false

		1693						LN		65		14		false		              14             MR. JETTER:  Thank you, your Honor.  Just a				false

		1694						LN		65		15		false		              15   brief closing statement.  I'd like to put on the record				false

		1695						LN		65		16		false		              16   now that from the division's point of view, this is a				false

		1696						LN		65		17		false		              17   unique circumstance that rarely occurs where you have				false

		1697						LN		65		18		false		              18   a -- particularly a Schedule 37 negotiation that spans				false

		1698						LN		65		19		false		              19   the time frame of two different pricings.				false

		1699						LN		65		20		false		              20             The division opposed the old 37 pricing when				false

		1700						LN		65		21		false		              21   it was put into effect.  We appealed the commission's				false

		1701						LN		65		22		false		              22   final order in that docket.  But we are here today in				false

		1702						LN		65		23		false		              23   support of providing that pricing because we believe it				false

		1703						LN		65		24		false		              24   was the pricing in effect at the time that Thayn Hydro				false

		1704						LN		65		25		false		              25   sought a renewal.				false
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		1706						LN		66		1		false		               1             And particularly in 37, I think the idea is to				false

		1707						LN		66		2		false		               2   satisfy PURPA's regulation, which specifically I am				false

		1708						LN		66		3		false		               3   looking at 18 CFR 292.304, subpart C, which is the				false

		1709						LN		66		4		false		               4   standard rate for purchases.  And it's a standard rate				false

		1710						LN		66		5		false		               5   for purchases for small qualifying facilities.				false

		1711						LN		66		6		false		               6             And the reason that those exist is because in				false

		1712						LN		66		7		false		               7   those small contracts, the transaction costs of a				false

		1713						LN		66		8		false		               8   substantial long negotiation with individualized project				false

		1714						LN		66		9		false		               9   pricing may be such a high transaction cost that it				false

		1715						LN		66		10		false		              10   would thwart the sale of energy from small power				false

		1716						LN		66		11		false		              11   production facilities that are under 3 megawatts in our				false

		1717						LN		66		12		false		              12   case.				false

		1718						LN		66		13		false		              13             And I think that that really is the reason				false

		1719						LN		66		14		false		              14   that Schedule 37 does not include a more full guideline				false

		1720						LN		66		15		false		              15   for walking through the entire negotiation process, like				false

		1721						LN		66		16		false		              16   Schedule 38 does.  And the fact that it doesn't include				false

		1722						LN		66		17		false		              17   that kind of leaves us in a bit of limbo because we				false

		1723						LN		66		18		false		              18   don't have a specific timeline for moving through a 37				false

		1724						LN		66		19		false		              19   project.				false

		1725						LN		66		20		false		              20             And for that reason, I think it is reasonable				false

		1726						LN		66		21		false		              21   to look to 38 as, it's not -- certainly not binding.  38				false

		1727						LN		66		22		false		              22   is clear that it doesn't apply to a project under 3				false

		1728						LN		66		23		false		              23   megawatts.  However, I think that the principles				false

		1729						LN		66		24		false		              24   involved in negotiating some of the non-pricing elements				false

		1730						LN		66		25		false		              25   are similar.  And to that extent, it might be				false

		1731						PG		67		0		false		page 67				false

		1732						LN		67		1		false		               1   persuasive, if not binding, to look to Schedule 38 for				false

		1733						LN		67		2		false		               2   the idea of potentially an extenuating circumstance				false

		1734						LN		67		3		false		               3   decision in this docket.				false

		1735						LN		67		4		false		               4             With respect to whether a legally enforceable				false

		1736						LN		67		5		false		               5   obligation occurred in this case, FERC and the federal				false

		1737						LN		67		6		false		               6   laws provide states fairly broad authority in				false

		1738						LN		67		7		false		               7   determining when that is, and something that might be a				false

		1739						LN		67		8		false		               8   legally enforceable obligation in one state may not be				false

		1740						LN		67		9		false		               9   in another.  And in Utah we haven't thoroughly sorted				false

		1741						LN		67		10		false		              10   that out.				false

		1742						LN		67		11		false		              11             I think we generally are in agreement with				false

		1743						LN		67		12		false		              12   some of the other parties that defining the boundaries				false

		1744						LN		67		13		false		              13   of that for Utah might be more appropriate to do with				false

		1745						LN		67		14		false		              14   more parties involved.				false

		1746						LN		67		15		false		              15             And for that reason, in the instance or in the				false

		1747						LN		67		16		false		              16   outcome, if it were the outcome that the commission				false

		1748						LN		67		17		false		              17   found a legally enforceable obligation to be in				false

		1749						LN		67		18		false		              18   existence in this case granting the prior pricing from				false

		1750						LN		67		19		false		              19   the earlier Schedule 37, the division would simply				false

		1751						LN		67		20		false		              20   request that an order, if it is in that nature, be very				false

		1752						LN		67		21		false		              21   narrowly construed to the facts of this case and leave a				false

		1753						LN		67		22		false		              22   determination of sort of the bounds of what a legally				false

		1754						LN		67		23		false		              23   enforceable obligation might be, leave those a little				false

		1755						LN		67		24		false		              24   more open to potentially a future rule making or				false

		1756						LN		67		25		false		              25   something along those lines.				false

		1757						PG		68		0		false		page 68				false

		1758						LN		68		1		false		               1             And so that would be the -- our suggestion as				false

		1759						LN		68		2		false		               2   far as if the commission determines that that is the				false

		1760						LN		68		3		false		               3   case, just to have a narrow ruling.  And to reiterate,				false

		1761						LN		68		4		false		               4   the division is not opposed to the idea of an				false

		1762						LN		68		5		false		               5   extenuating circumstance in this case because we do				false

		1763						LN		68		6		false		               6   believe that the prior 37 pricing, based on the fact				false

		1764						LN		68		7		false		               7   that happened, would be a just and reasonable outcome in				false

		1765						LN		68		8		false		               8   this specific instance with these specific facts.  So				false

		1766						LN		68		9		false		               9   that's my closing statement.				false

		1767						LN		68		10		false		              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And as I posed to				false

		1768						LN		68		11		false		              11   Ms. Hogle and Mr. Long, would the -- under this theory				false

		1769						LN		68		12		false		              12   of an extenuating circumstance justifying granting Thayn				false

		1770						LN		68		13		false		              13   Hydro the otherwise outdated price, does -- is it the				false

		1771						LN		68		14		false		              14   commission -- pardon me, the division's position that				false

		1772						LN		68		15		false		              15   the commission's authority to grant that stems from its				false

		1773						LN		68		16		false		              16   broad powers under Title 54?				false

		1774						LN		68		17		false		              17             MR. JETTER:  Yes.  I would say it's from the				false

		1775						LN		68		18		false		              18   broad powers under 54.  I don't -- I don't think that				false

		1776						LN		68		19		false		              19   there's a plain reading of Schedule 38, as it currently				false

		1777						LN		68		20		false		              20   exists, that would support a direct application of 38.				false

		1778						LN		68		21		false		              21   I think it would merely be a situation where we don't				false

		1779						LN		68		22		false		              22   have a specific tariff or rule that covers this type of				false

		1780						LN		68		23		false		              23   negotiation.				false

		1781						LN		68		24		false		              24             Schedule 37 is -- does have some language in				false

		1782						LN		68		25		false		              25   it that's somewhat limiting on, on signing a contract, a				false

		1783						PG		69		0		false		page 69				false

		1784						LN		69		1		false		               1   PPA with pricing that's not in effect at that time.  But				false

		1785						LN		69		2		false		               2   I think it's possible to -- for the commission to have				false

		1786						LN		69		3		false		               3   the authority to find a special circumstance where that				false

		1787						LN		69		4		false		               4   pricing would be appropriate with that language because				false

		1788						LN		69		5		false		               5   in my opinion, that language is really a limitation on				false

		1789						LN		69		6		false		               6   Rocky Mountain Power's ability to sign the contract, not				false

		1790						LN		69		7		false		               7   necessarily the commission's authority to approve that				false

		1791						LN		69		8		false		               8   pricing and potentially a -- I suppose, a reviewed				false

		1792						LN		69		9		false		               9   exception to that.				false

		1793						LN		69		10		false		              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And on				false

		1794						LN		69		11		false		              11   the LEO issue, would I be correct in summarizing that				false

		1795						LN		69		12		false		              12   the division's position is that it's ambiguous or				false

		1796						LN		69		13		false		              13   perhaps undecided as to whether a LEO can be shown or				false

		1797						LN		69		14		false		              14   has been shown to exist in this particular circumstance,				false

		1798						LN		69		15		false		              15   but in the event the commission were to find that one				false

		1799						LN		69		16		false		              16   did, any order should be narrowly drawn and construed to				false

		1800						LN		69		17		false		              17   apply to the circumstances at issue in this case?				false

		1801						LN		69		18		false		              18             MR. JETTER:  Yes, that's exactly accurate, I				false

		1802						LN		69		19		false		              19   think.  And just add a little bit to that.  As I have				false

		1803						LN		69		20		false		              20   looked through some other states that do have more				false

		1804						LN		69		21		false		              21   concrete rules, whether they are from just precedent of				false

		1805						LN		69		22		false		              22   commission's orders, the facts in this case could be a				false

		1806						LN		69		23		false		              23   LEO in one state and not in another.				false

		1807						LN		69		24		false		              24             So it's -- it's really a borderline case in my				false

		1808						LN		69		25		false		              25   opinion, which is probably why we are here.  And by				false

		1809						PG		70		0		false		page 70				false

		1810						LN		70		1		false		               1   that, I mean it's a borderline on -- it might be at the				false

		1811						LN		70		2		false		               2   edge on some cases and might not be a LEO in others.				false

		1812						LN		70		3		false		               3   It's not on the other border where it almost certainly				false

		1813						LN		70		4		false		               4   is, for example.  I think it's a maybe.				false

		1814						LN		70		5		false		               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  But the division is				false

		1815						LN		70		6		false		               6   not -- has not elected --				false

		1816						LN		70		7		false		               7             MR. JETTER:  Yeah.				false

		1817						LN		70		8		false		               8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  -- to advocate for				false

		1818						LN		70		9		false		               9   any particular standard in this docket?				false

		1819						LN		70		10		false		              10             MR. JETTER:  No, I think -- I think we'd like				false

		1820						LN		70		11		false		              11   to have some more parties involved if we are setting a				false

		1821						LN		70		12		false		              12   complete standard in something like an administrative				false

		1822						LN		70		13		false		              13   rule.				false

		1823						LN		70		14		false		              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.				false

		1824						LN		70		15		false		              15   Mr. Moore?				false

		1825						LN		70		16		false		              16             MR. MOORE:  The office will rest on its				false

		1826						LN		70		17		false		              17   pleadings on the issue of what constitutes a LEO and				false

		1827						LN		70		18		false		              18   whether it's a LEO in this case.  We have briefed it				false

		1828						LN		70		19		false		              19   kind of extensively, and I don't know that I disagree				false

		1829						LN		70		20		false		              20   with or have any comments on the other parties'				false

		1830						LN		70		21		false		              21   explanation of their positions.				false

		1831						LN		70		22		false		              22             I do want to make two brief comments on an				false

		1832						LN		70		23		false		              23   issue we are a little bit contrary to the other parties				false

		1833						LN		70		24		false		              24   in this docket.  First one is the exceptional				false

		1834						LN		70		25		false		              25   circumstances.  We in our briefing argued that they				false

		1835						PG		71		0		false		page 71				false

		1836						LN		71		1		false		               1   should not apply primarily because the term				false

		1837						LN		71		2		false		               2   "exceptional" in the Three Peaks case, the term				false

		1838						LN		71		3		false		               3   "exceptional circumstances" is in existence in Schedule				false

		1839						LN		71		4		false		               4   38.				false

		1840						LN		71		5		false		               5             And we are uneasy with the notion that the --				false

		1841						LN		71		6		false		               6   that a term such -- as broad as exceptional				false

		1842						LN		71		7		false		               7   circumstances should be read into the entire utilities				false

		1843						LN		71		8		false		               8   code.  For that reason, we don't believe that issue				false

		1844						LN		71		9		false		               9   should be decided on the exceptional circumstances				false

		1845						LN		71		10		false		              10   approach.				false

		1846						LN		71		11		false		              11             Also, we believe that, as contrary to the				false

		1847						LN		71		12		false		              12   March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions of law, what the				false

		1848						LN		71		13		false		              13   commission said that absent the showing a LEO existed,				false

		1849						LN		71		14		false		              14   the commission will not order RBM (sic) to enter into a				false

		1850						LN		71		15		false		              15   PPA using price terms contrary to the political tariff.				false

		1851						LN		71		16		false		              16             That appears to be the law in this case, but				false

		1852						LN		71		17		false		              17   since it was interim order, certainly the commission can				false

		1853						LN		71		18		false		              18   change their minds on their point.  And the parties can				false

		1854						LN		71		19		false		              19   urge the commission to change their minds.				false

		1855						LN		71		20		false		              20             We just mentioned -- we would just state that,				false

		1856						LN		71		21		false		              21   given the fact that it is the law of the case at this				false

		1857						LN		71		22		false		              22   point, the commission does not need to address it.  It				false

		1858						LN		71		23		false		              23   can rely on the fact that they have addressed it, that				false

		1859						LN		71		24		false		              24   issue in their March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions				false

		1860						LN		71		25		false		              25   of law.				false
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		1862						LN		72		1		false		               1             We also state that we feel that the Schedule				false

		1863						LN		72		2		false		               2   38 language as it now stands is inconsistent with FERC				false

		1864						LN		72		3		false		               3   precedent -- precedents.  Rather clearly in the Idaho				false

		1865						LN		72		4		false		               4   cases which we cited, and I believe the division cited				false

		1866						LN		72		5		false		               5   and I believe Thayn cited, they were very clear that a				false

		1867						LN		72		6		false		               6   bright line test of signing a contract is insufficient				false

		1868						LN		72		7		false		               7   to imply to LEO concept.				false

		1869						LN		72		8		false		               8             Because of that, we agree with the division				false

		1870						LN		72		9		false		               9   that we should probably have future proceedings to amend				false

		1871						LN		72		10		false		              10   title -- I mean Tariff 37 and to address the LEO				false

		1872						LN		72		11		false		              11   doctrine on a broader scale than just the focus the				false

		1873						LN		72		12		false		              12   facts of this case, which are unique.  Thank you.				false

		1874						LN		72		13		false		              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,				false

		1875						LN		72		14		false		              14   Mr. Moore.  And I don't mean to put you on the spot, but				false

		1876						LN		72		15		false		              15   if -- to the extent the commission were to agree with				false

		1877						LN		72		16		false		              16   the other parties in this case who have suggested that				false

		1878						LN		72		17		false		              17   Title 54 would empower the -- or does empower the				false

		1879						LN		72		18		false		              18   commission to grant the otherwise outdated pricing to				false

		1880						LN		72		19		false		              19   Thayn Hydro based on its discretion -- we can use the				false

		1881						LN		72		20		false		              20   term extenuating circumstances, but it's really, I think				false

		1882						LN		72		21		false		              21   the argument is, it's a matter of the commission's				false

		1883						LN		72		22		false		              22   discretion, or within the commission's discretion.				false

		1884						LN		72		23		false		              23             Does the office have any comment or does it				false

		1885						LN		72		24		false		              24   agree?				false

		1886						LN		72		25		false		              25             MR. MOORE:  We are -- certainly the commission				false
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		1888						LN		73		1		false		               1   can exercise its discretion however it wants within the				false

		1889						LN		73		2		false		               2   statutory framework.  We are a little concerned that				false

		1890						LN		73		3		false		               3   that's too broad a brush to paint the entire utility				false

		1891						LN		73		4		false		               4   code with.  We think that a better approach would be to				false

		1892						LN		73		5		false		               5   amend Schedule 37, and if we need a exceptional				false

		1893						LN		73		6		false		               6   circumstances language, to include it in the tariff.				false

		1894						LN		73		7		false		               7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Does anyone have				false

		1895						LN		73		8		false		               8   anything else before we adjourn?				false

		1896						LN		73		9		false		               9             MR. LONG:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I have one				false

		1897						LN		73		10		false		              10   point that Mr. Kaster addressed that may have not been				false

		1898						LN		73		11		false		              11   stated explicitly.  So the current situation with Thayn				false

		1899						LN		73		12		false		              12   Hydro is that the project is generating power and is				false

		1900						LN		73		13		false		              13   being sold to Rocky Mountain Power under an interim				false

		1901						LN		73		14		false		              14   power purchase agreement with the current Schedule 37				false

		1902						LN		73		15		false		              15   rates.				false

		1903						LN		73		16		false		              16             In the event that the commission orders the				false

		1904						LN		73		17		false		              17   PPA to use -- the PPA that's the subject of this				false

		1905						LN		73		18		false		              18   application to use the old Schedule 37 rates, Thayn				false

		1906						LN		73		19		false		              19   Hydro asks that that order also include a true-up of				false

		1907						LN		73		20		false		              20   payments made under the interim PPA.  You know, so in				false

		1908						LN		73		21		false		              21   other words, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, to make				false

		1909						LN		73		22		false		              22   those old prices effective from the date of the interim				false

		1910						LN		73		23		false		              23   PPA which was at this point several months ago.				false

		1911						LN		73		24		false		              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,				false

		1912						LN		73		25		false		              25   Mr. Long.  Does anyone have anything to add?  Thank you.				false
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		1914						LN		74		1		false		               1   We're adjourned.				false
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               1   June 9, 2016                                 10:02 a.m.



               2                    P R O C E E D I N G S



               3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Good morning.



               4   We'll go on the record.  This is the time and place



               5   noticed for hearing in the matter of the application of



               6   Rocky Mountain Power for approval of the power purchase



               7   agreement between PacifiCorp and Thayn Hydro, LLC, as



               8   commission Docket No. 16-035-04.



               9             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am



              10   commission's designated presiding officer for this



              11   hearing.  Let's have appearances please, beginning with



              12   the applicant.



              13             MS. HOGLE:  Good morning.  Yvonne Hogle on



              14   behalf of Rocky of Mountain Power.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And do you have any



              16   witnesses with you?



              17             MS. HOGLE:  Oh, I apologize.  Yes.  Mr. Paul



              18   Clements is here, and he's the director of commercial



              19   services for Rocky Mountain Power.  Kyle Moore is also



              20   here, although he is not a witness, and he is a senior



              21   structure pricing marketer for Rocky Mountain Power.



              22   Thank you.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              24             MR. JETTER:  Good morning.  I am Justin Jetter



              25   with the Utah Attorney General's Offices.  I represent
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               1   the Utah Division of Public Utilities, and with me at



               2   counsel table is Charles Peterson with the Utah Division



               3   of Public Utilities.



               4             MR. MOORE:  Robert Moore with the Attorney



               5   General's Office representing the Office of Consumer



               6   Services.  With me is Bela Vastag.  He is a utilities



               7   analyst with the office.



               8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



               9   Mr. Moore.



              10             MR. LONG:  And I'm -- I'm Adam Long with Smith



              11   Hartvigsen here on behalf of Thayn Hydro.  My sole



              12   witness is Rick Kaster, who is sitting right behind me.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



              14   Mr. Long.  And Ellis Hall Consultants, LLC, was also



              15   granted intervention in this docket.  Are they present



              16   today?  No, okay.



              17             VOICE:  Ellis Hall is present.



              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right.  Does



              19   Ellis Hall have any intention of presenting evidence or



              20   otherwise participating in the hearing?



              21             VOICE:  Not at this time, unless something



              22   comes up.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Well, you're



              24   welcome to.  Thank you.



              25             COURT REPORTER:  Is -- could I get her name?
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               1   Is that Ellis?



               2             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I'm sorry.  Can you



               3   repeat your name for the court reporter.



               4             VOICE:  Ellis, E-L-L-I-S, hyphen, Hall,



               5   H-A-L-L, Consultants.



               6             COURT REPORTER:  Okay.  That is your name?



               7             MS. CERUTI:  Oh, I'm sorry.  That's the name



               8   of the company.  I am Kimberly Ceruti.



               9             COURT REPORTER:  Will you spell that please.



              10             MS. CERUTI:  K-I-M-B-E-R-L-Y, C, like Charlie,



              11   E-R-U-T-I.



              12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Before we begin,



              13   are there any preliminary matters the parties would like



              14   to address?  I have a hearing statement on the bench



              15   from the Office of Consumer Services.



              16             MR. MOORE:  Yes.  We handed those out to the



              17   court reporter to make it easier to transcribe



              18   Mr. Bela's -- Mr. Vastag's testimony.



              19             MR. VASTAG:  Statement.



              20             MR. MOORE:  Statement, sorry.



              21             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Is there any



              22   objection to my receiving this from any of the parties?



              23   Thank you.



              24             Given the legal briefing that was submitted in



              25   this docket, I expect counsel might want to sum --
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               1   might, pardon me, want to make some sort of legal



               2   argument on the record.  I don't know if you want to do



               3   that or if you choose to do that, you would prefer to do



               4   it before we proceed with witnesses, or you would like



               5   to make a statement at the end of the hearing.  I offer



               6   that to any of you who would like to make a comment now.



               7             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you, Mr. Hearing Officer.



               8   The way that the company will approach the issues in the



               9   case is, Mr. Paul Clements will be the policy witness in



              10   this case.  We believe that there is an opportunity to



              11   present both -- well, sort of a general policy statement



              12   that will include facts and a little bit of law.



              13             And if necessary, then I will certainly



              14   interject and add anything that I feel was omitted.



              15   Thank you.



              16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?



              17             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, your Honor.  The



              18   division didn't prepare an oral argument summary of our



              19   brief.  We -- I suppose, this is kind of a mixed



              20   question of fact and law.  We intend to present a



              21   witness that will summarize the comments that we have



              22   provided.



              23             And I think our position is fairly clear from



              24   our brief, which was also fairly brief, that in this



              25   case we think that the facts, in a very narrow,
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               1   fact-specific view of this particular situation, may



               2   support a LEO.



               3             COURT REPORTER:  May what?



               4             MR. JETTER:  Support a legally enforceable



               5   obligation to support the prior pricing.  We think that



               6   the commission at this point has a pretty thoroughly



               7   established timeline of the negotiations that occurred



               8   and is fairly well briefed by the various parties, legal



               9   analysis of sort of the boundaries of where states may



              10   determine when legally enforceable obligations occur or



              11   don't.  And it's probably a pretty good question for the



              12   commission to answer, I guess, in this case.



              13             So that's the only initial statement I'd like



              14   to put on the record.  Thank you.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



              16   Mr. Jetter.  Mr. Moore?



              17             MR. MOORE:  At present the office will rely on



              18   its briefing, although we would like to reserve the



              19   right to, if needed, as the hearing develops, to provide



              20   some legal argument on that issue at the end of the



              21   hearing.



              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Understood, and



              23   Mr. Long?



              24             MR. LONG:  Like Mr. Moore, we think the issues



              25   have been fairly well briefed and thoroughly presented
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               1   to the commission at this point.  We don't anticipate



               2   making a formal legal argument or any sort of summary of



               3   the briefing position.



               4             As a very basic summary of Thayn Hydro's



               5   position, Thayn Hydro effectively wants the old Schedule



               6   37 pricing.  From, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, how



               7   they get there is irrelevant.  Thayn Hydro also believes



               8   that if it comes down a legally enforceable obligation



               9   argument, it's clear that that obligation existed based



              10   on the facts.  And I will ask some questions of



              11   Mr. Kaster to give his -- his own version of those



              12   facts.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  In



              14   terms of order of the presentation of the evidence, my



              15   instincts tell me it makes sense to begin with the



              16   applicant and then perhaps go to Thayn and then the



              17   division and the office.  Is there any objection to that



              18   order?



              19             MR. JETTER:  Not from the division.  That



              20   seems like a reasonable way to proceed.



              21             MR. MOORE:  No objection from the office.



              22             MS. HOGLE:  No objection from Rocky Mountain



              23   Power.



              24             MR. LONG:  None from Thayn either.



              25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Excellent.  Then we
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               1   will begin with the applicant.  Ms. Hogle?



               2             MS. HOGLE:  Your Honor, the company calls



               3   Mr. Paul Clements as a witness.  And I don't know if you



               4   want him to follow on to the witness stand or if he can



               5   give his testimony where he is now.



               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I believe our court



               7   reporter would prefer he come to the stand.  Make her



               8   job a little easier.



               9             COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.  Also, could



              10   somebody close that door over there?  Thank you.



              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, do



              12   you swear to tell the truth?



              13             THE WITNESS:  Yes.



              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              15                        PAUL CLEMENTS,



              16   called as a witness at the instance of the applicant,



              17   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified



              18   as follows:



              19                      DIRECT EXAMINATION



              20   BY MS. HOGLE:



              21        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Clements.



              22        A.   Good morning.



              23        Q.   Can you please spell and state your name for



              24   the record and state your position with the company.



              25        A.   Yes.  My name is Paul Clements,
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               1   C-L-E-M-E-N-T-S.  I am currently director of commercial



               2   services for Rocky Mountain Power.



               3        Q.   And can you provide some background in how you



               4   became involved in this case?



               5        A.   Yes.  For the past 12 years I have been



               6   responsible for negotiating qualified facility power



               7   purchase agreements for Rocky Mountain Power, either



               8   directly negotiating the agreement myself or in a



               9   managerial standpoint overseeing those who negotiate the



              10   agreements.



              11        Q.   And specifically do you have a background as



              12   to your involvement in this case that you would like to



              13   give?



              14        A.   Yes.  I have been familiar with the



              15   negotiation process for the Thayn Hydro power purchase



              16   agreement.  People who are under my employ negotiated



              17   the power purchase agreement, and I was involved in



              18   directing and managing their work.



              19        Q.   Okay.  So in your capacity, did you assist in



              20   the preparation of the power purchase agreement in



              21   addition to the subsequent company filings related to



              22   the power purchase agreement?



              23        A.   Yes, I did.



              24        Q.   Okay.  So do you adopt the company's filings



              25   here today as your own policy testimony?
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               1        A.   Yes.  From a policy standpoint, I do.



               2        Q.   And have you prepared a summary that you would



               3   like to give today?



               4        A.   I have.



               5        Q.   Please proceed.



               6        A.   Thank you.  Good morning.  If I speak too



               7   quickly, please interrupt me.



               8             Pursuant to the commission's provisional



               9   conclusion of law issued on March 4th, 2016, the purpose



              10   of today's proceeding is to determine whether there is a



              11   legally enforceable obligation, or LEO, L-E-O -- that



              12   will be a term you will hear frequently today -- was



              13   established by Thayn Hydro prior to either the



              14   commission issuing its pricing order on September 18th,



              15   2015, in the Schedule 37 docket, or the commission



              16   issuing its contract duration order on January 7th of



              17   2016 in the qualifying facility contract term docket.



              18             The pricing order on September 18th, 2015,



              19   established new pricing that would apply to Thayn Hydro.



              20   The contract duration order reduced the maximum contract



              21   term that would apply to Thayn Hydro.



              22             Thayn Hydro asserts that a legally enforceable



              23   obligation was created prior to the issuance of the



              24   pricing order.  The company does not agree with this



              25   assertion.  I will detail why the company does not agree
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               1   in my remarks today.  It's also detailed in the



               2   company's brief.



               3             Thayn Hydro further believes the commission



               4   could decide this matter under extenuating



               5   circumstances, the same logic that was used for the



               6   Three Peaks Power power purchase agreement in Docket No.



               7   15-035-70.



               8             Thayn Hydro asserts that the commission does



               9   not need to address the LEO issue in making a



              10   determination in this docket.  The company agrees with



              11   that position and agrees that the commission need not



              12   resolve the LEO issue in this proceeding, and instead,



              13   could evaluate and consider the specific facts of this



              14   case in making a determination as to what is just and



              15   reasonable.



              16             Regarding the issue of the establishment of a



              17   LEO, the FERC has determined it is up to the individual



              18   states, not the FERC, to determine the parameters of a



              19   legally enforceable obligation.  The FERC has also



              20   explained that the purpose of the LEO is to prevent



              21   utilities from refusing to enter into a contract with a



              22   QF counterparty.



              23             To be clear, at no point prior to the pricing



              24   order or prior to the contract duration order did the



              25   company refuse to enter into a contract with Thayn
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               1   Hydro.



               2             I will briefly summarize the key dates and



               3   activities between the time Thayn Hydro first contacted



               4   the company and the time of the pricing order.  On July



               5   7th, 2015, Thayn Hydro first contacted the company



               6   regarding renewing their contract that was set to expire



               7   at the end of 2015.



               8             On July 14th, 2015, the company provided a



               9   draft contract to Thayn Hydro.  The contract, as first



              10   delivered, was not in execution form and was clearly



              11   labeled as a working draft that did not constitute a



              12   binding offer.



              13             While the contract is a renewal of an existing



              14   QF agreement, the existing contract between Thayn Hydro



              15   and the company was put in place 20 years ago.  And the



              16   draft provided by the company on July 14th reflected the



              17   most up-to-date terms and conditions for similarly



              18   situated QFs.  So there were several commercial terms



              19   that it changed from the existing agreement.



              20             On July 22nd, 2015, Thayn Hydro sends an



              21   e-mail to the company stating it commits to sell its



              22   output under Schedule 37.  This commitment occurred just



              23   two weeks after initiating discussions without any



              24   further exchange of draft contracts.  The company views



              25   this date as the date on which serious negotiations
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               1   began between the parties but not the date on which an



               2   agreement was consummated.



               3             Regarding the timing of negotiations or the



               4   duration of negotiations, the company notes the typical



               5   time to complete negotiation of a standard qualifying



               6   facility power purchase agreement is almost three



               7   months, not the two weeks that occurred between the



               8   first contact and Thayn Hydro's July 22nd e-mail.



               9             The company further notes that not all terms



              10   were agreed to at that point.  Specifically, there were



              11   negotiations ongoing related to the level or the amount



              12   of insurance required and regarding an issue related to



              13   a default provision if minimum delivery requirements



              14   were not met.



              15             This ongoing negotiation was evidenced in the



              16   e-mails between the parties on August 4th, 2015, and



              17   even in some e-mails as late as November 2015.  In those



              18   August 4th, 2015, e-mails, Thayn Hydro stated, quote,



              19   one item that causes me concern, end quote, and quote, I



              20   would appreciate you checking into the necessity of



              21   adding the requirement, end quote.



              22             At that point in time, it appeared that Thayn



              23   Hydro was not willing to commit to sell under the



              24   contract in its then current form because it continued



              25   to inquire regarding changes to the insurance
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               1   provisions.  This is further supported by communication



               2   between the parties on September 17th, 2015, where Thayn



               3   Hydro inquired again regarding the insurance amounts.



               4             Then on September 18th, 2015, the pricing



               5   order was issued.  And at that point in time, the



               6   company could no longer execute an agreement with Thayn



               7   Hydro under what we're referring to as the old Schedule



               8   37 pricing.



               9             On October 1st, 2015, the parties reached



              10   agreement on the insurance terms, and the agreement that



              11   was reached resulted in insurance terms that were lower



              12   than those being initially discussed in August.  And the



              13   parties reached agreement on a final version of the



              14   contract.



              15             So to summarize the key points of this



              16   timeline relevant to the proceeding today, at no point



              17   did the company refuse to execute a contract that was



              18   tendered for signature.  Second, the company negotiated



              19   in good faith over the ordinary course of business,



              20   including attempting to resolve issues and negotiate



              21   terms when requested.



              22             One key point for consideration today, and



              23   this is in response to the OCS recommendation, or the



              24   Office of Consumer Services recommendation, there is no



              25   evidence demonstrating that the inquiries regarding the
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               1   insurance amounts and the other commercial terms were



               2   unconditional, meaning the company cannot be certain



               3   that Thayn Hydro would have committed to sell under an



               4   agreement with the higher insurance amounts and other



               5   issues or whether a lower insurance amount and



               6   resolution of those issues was a condition of their



               7   commitment to sell.



               8             In conclusion, the facts and the associated



               9   timeline do not support Thayn Hydro's assertion that a



              10   LEO was established through a commitment to sell prior



              11   to the pricing order.  And the company does not believe



              12   the commission should determine that a LEO had been



              13   established.



              14             As I mentioned earlier in my summary, the



              15   company agrees with Thayn Hydro's suggestion that the



              16   commission could decided this matter under extenuating



              17   circumstances without addressing the LEO issue.  These



              18   facts are very similar to the facts reviewed by the



              19   commission in the Three Peaks Power case I mentioned



              20   earlier.



              21             Of particular importance to this issue of



              22   extenuating circumstances is the unique time involved



              23   with the pricing order.  The hearing in the Schedule 37



              24   docket occurred on September 14th, 2015.  The pricing



              25   order was issued just four days later on September 18th,
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               1   2015.  The Schedule 37 docket was a contested proceeding



               2   where all parties were not in agreement.



               3             It is unusual for the commission to issue an



               4   order so quickly following a contested proceeding.  To



               5   be honest, the issuance of the pricing order so soon



               6   after the hearing caught the parties off guard.  Based



               7   on my personal involvement in the negotiations and my



               8   experience with similar negotiations, it is reasonable



               9   to assume the parties could have finalized negotiations



              10   and possibly entered into a contract prior to the



              11   pricing order had the parties known in advance that the



              12   order was imminent or about to be issued.



              13             On a similar note, regarding the applicable



              14   contract term, which would be the second issue in this



              15   proceeding, the parties reached agreement on all



              16   commercial terms in early October 2015, well in advance



              17   of the January 7th, 2016, contract term order.



              18             The parties did not execute a contract in



              19   October after that agreement was reached because the



              20   parties were working to resolve the issue related to the



              21   applicable pricing.  It is probable that the parties



              22   would have executed a contract prior to January 7th,



              23   2016, or the contract term order date, had there not



              24   been an ongoing dispute over the pricing.



              25             In summary, to answer directly the question
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               1   raised by the commission in its provisional conclusion



               2   of law, the company does not believe a LEO was



               3   established prior to the pricing order.  However, as I



               4   explained today, the company does not believe the



               5   commission is required to address the LEO issue in order



               6   to resolve the issue before the commission today.



               7             And the company believes the commission can



               8   evaluate and should evaluate and consider the specific



               9   facts of this case, including the unique nature and



              10   timing of the pricing order in its determination of the



              11   applicable rate and contract term for Thayn Hydro.  That



              12   concludes my summary.



              13             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements is available for



              14   cross-examination.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long, we'll



              16   start with you.



              17             MR. LONG:  I have no questions for



              18   Mr. Clements.



              19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?



              20             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions for



              21   Mr. Clements.  Thank you.



              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?



              23             MR. MOORE:  No questions from the office.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Clements, I do



              25   have a few questions.  First of all, the initial contact
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               1   that Thayn corresponded with at Rocky Mountain Power



               2   was, is a Mr. Younie?



               3             THE WITNESS:  That's correct.



               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Did I pronounce his



               5   name correctly?



               6             THE WITNESS:  Yes, John Younie.



               7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I can't remember



               8   where in the briefing, but I remember seeing a



               9   representation that during the negotiations Mr. Younie



              10   was laid off; is that correct?



              11             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  During the negotiation



              12   process, Mr. Younie left the company, that's correct.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right.  There's



              14   been testimony in other dockets, and it's the



              15   commission's general understanding that the company has



              16   been a little overwhelmed with the volume of QF requests



              17   that came in in the recent past.  And I don't want to



              18   delve into Mr. Younie's personnel file.  It's none of



              19   our business.



              20             But was -- were there factors that contributed



              21   to his departure, aside from the company's determination



              22   it didn't need as much assistance in processing QF



              23   contracts?



              24             THE WITNESS:  I am not aware of the facts that



              25   led to his departure from the company, so I can't speak
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               1   to that.  In terms -- if I can expand and respond in



               2   general to your question regarding the amount of work



               3   that was occurring at that point in time.  That was not



               4   a factor in this proceeding.



               5             It's my testimony and my opinion, having done



               6   this for the past 12 years, that the course of



               7   negotiations for this power purchase agreement were



               8   relatively standard, if not quicker than what we would



               9   typically see.  They requested a PPA in July 7th.  A



              10   draft was delivered one week later.



              11             What occurred after Mr. Younie left the



              12   company, I believe there were some vacations between the



              13   two parties.  But the pace of negotiations in my opinion



              14   was fairly routine or average.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So you are saying



              16   that the pace of negotiations was not affected by



              17   Mr. Younie's departure?



              18             THE WITNESS:  Not in my opinion, no.



              19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll invite



              20   your counsel to interject with respect to any of these



              21   questions because they do delve into legal issues.



              22             With respect to the company's position that



              23   the commission would be justified in finding that



              24   extenuating circumstances warrant granting the otherwise



              25   outdated pricing to Thayn Hydro, the company has
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               1   referenced the Three Peaks matter, which was a Schedule



               2   38 matter.



               3             And Schedule 38 does expressly provide that



               4   the commission can essentially postpone or give



               5   extensions to otherwise existing deadlines under



               6   Schedule 38, which outlines a process for contracting.



               7   To my knowledge, Schedule 37 contains no such language.



               8             Does that affect the company's analysis of



               9   whether or not the commission has authority to find



              10   extenuating circumstances exist in this situation and



              11   therefore grant the otherwise outdated pricing?



              12             THE WITNESS:  No.  I'd be happy to answer



              13   that.  In my opinion it does not, and here is why.



              14   Schedule 37 has just prices essentially.  It's a tariff



              15   that has published prices.  Schedule 38 includes a



              16   process that governs negotiation of the power purchase



              17   agreement.



              18             There is nothing in Schedule 37 that dictates



              19   the process for negotiation, and so I think it's



              20   reasonable to look to Schedule 38, when it comes to



              21   contract negotiation issues, to make sure there's



              22   consistency between what occurs with smaller QFs under



              23   Schedule 37 and larger QFs under Schedule 38.



              24             So I don't think it's unreasonable to use the



              25   contract negotiation principles under 38 when evaluating
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               1   issues under 37 that are related to contract negotiation



               2   process.



               3             MS. HOGLE:  I would like to add to that as



               4   well, if I may.  I agree with what Mr. Clements has just



               5   stated, and I would also add that the commission -- it



               6   is the company's position that the commission has vast



               7   discretion and jurisdiction in its jurisdiction over



               8   utilities and in its findings of just and reasonable and



               9   results that are in the public interest.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  Going



              11   back to a more fact-specific matter, Mr. Clements, I



              12   wonder if you could just elaborate a little bit more on



              13   the record concerning your opinion of the materiality of



              14   the umbrella insurance requirement and the default



              15   provisions that were being negotiated from the



              16   perspective of the company to the overall agreement.



              17             THE WITNESS:  I would say there were two



              18   issues that were really outstanding.  One was the level



              19   of insurance that was being required.  And one was an



              20   issue related to a default provision in the contract.  I



              21   would consider both of those issues to be material, as



              22   we have had issues with other qualifying facilities who



              23   have been unwilling to execute agreements that had terms



              24   similar to those.



              25             They have been issues that have held up
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               1   execution of other agreements is the best way to put it.



               2   So I would consider them to be in the bucket of material



               3   terms or terms that would hold up potential execution of



               4   an agreement.



               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Just one more



               6   question.  With respect to the company's position that



               7   no LEO was incurred in this case, at least prior to the



               8   commission's issuing of what's been referred to as its



               9   pricing order, does the company find relevant the fact



              10   that this particular QF facility had been in existence



              11   and actively doing business with the company for a



              12   number of years, had an interconnection agreement?



              13             Is that -- are those facts relevant to the



              14   inquiry?



              15             THE WITNESS:  I think they are relevant in



              16   that I think it gets you further down the road towards a



              17   LEO because your starting point is well down the road.



              18   So I think it's very relevant when you compare it to a



              19   greenfield QF who has quite a distance to travel down



              20   that road.



              21             The question, when it comes to a legally



              22   enforceable obligation, is not where you are at on the



              23   road.  It's that if you are at the end of the road and



              24   you have made that commitment.  I would say they started



              25   well down the path because they already had their
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               1   interconnection agreement, but I don't believe we had a



               2   full unconditional commitment because we still had those



               3   outstanding issues.



               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



               5   Mr. Clements.  That's all the questions I have for you.



               6   Any -- Ms. Hogle, it looks like you have something to



               7   say.



               8             MS. HOGLE:  Yes.  I just have a couple of



               9   questions on redirect.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Sure.



              11             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Clements --



              12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, may I



              13   interrupt you.  Is there any other party that would like



              14   to ask any questions?  I'd like to give you the last



              15   word, so I think it makes sense to see if anybody else



              16   has any questions first.



              17             MR. LONG:  No questions from Thayn Hydro.



              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?



              19                       CROSS-EXAMINATION



              20   BY MR. JETTER:



              21        Q.   I actually do have just a brief couple



              22   questions kind of relating to the questions that have



              23   just been asked, Mr. Clements.



              24        A.   Sure.



              25        Q.   Could you briefly describe -- I guess with the
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               1   background sort of to set up this question, Schedule 37



               2   is designed as a fixed rate for QFs that are under a



               3   certain size; is that correct?



               4        A.   That's correct, yes.



               5        Q.   And it includes pricing terms, but it does not



               6   include terms like insurance or the process for



               7   negotiating the other terms that are not included



               8   directly in the Schedule 37 tariff; is that correct?



               9        A.   Correct.  Schedule 37 only includes pricing.



              10        Q.   Can you just briefly describe -- and I don't



              11   need in detail every one, but what other terms are



              12   significant that you negotiate outside of the pricing



              13   term?



              14        A.   The other material terms would be performance



              15   guarantees.  So if you don't meet a performance



              16   guarantee, meaning you don't deliver what you say you



              17   are going to deliver, and that happens to be one of the



              18   issues that was in question still.



              19             Credit always tends to be a material issue,



              20   how much credit is going to be posted.  The other issue



              21   would -- other material issues would be insurance terms,



              22   start date, liquidated damages if they fail to come on



              23   line when they say they are going to come on line.



              24             Default damages if a party defaults over the



              25   course of the agreement.  Termination damages.  What
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               1   happens if one of the parties defaults and the agreement



               2   is terminated?



               3             So the material terms of the agreement



               4   typically are, if one party doesn't do what they say



               5   they are going to do, what happens.  And there are quite



               6   a few of those.



               7        Q.   Thank you.  And so is it fair to say that



               8   before you would, I guess, sign a PPA or consider it a



               9   binding agreement then in those cases, you would --



              10   those are primarily for evaluating the ability and the



              11   reliability of that QF to be able to deliver what it



              12   claims it's going to deliver?



              13        A.   Yes.  That's correct.  Before they -- before



              14   the commitment can occur, they must make sure that they



              15   can commit to the terms and conditions that are included



              16   as part of the delivery of the energy.



              17        Q.   And that's where your concern is with a



              18   greenfield project; is that right?  That they may be



              19   willing to, I suppose, even sign the PPA without any



              20   ability to actually deliver?



              21        A.   Yeah.  The greenfield project really has two



              22   primary differences.  One is, they typically don't have



              23   an interconnection.  We found that that tends to be a



              24   great unknown in the process.  It often takes longer



              25   than what is expected.  So having an interconnection is
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               1   a major step towards reaching that level of commitment.



               2             Second, if they have already been an existing



               3   project and executed an agreement with us, then there



               4   are likely many terms in that existing agreement that



               5   would carry over to the new agreement.  So we're



               6   starting from a point of mutual agreement on many



               7   concepts before.  So I would say a greenfield is



               8   definitely different than a renewing contract.



               9        Q.   Okay.  Is that fair to say that's been also



              10   your experience in the number of -- I don't want to name



              11   them specifically.  But we have some typically one year



              12   PPAs with some, some QFs in Utah.



              13        A.   Yes.  We have some existing qualifying



              14   facilities that are connected to the grid and operating



              15   that have one year power purchase agreements.  We tend



              16   to renew those each year.  That renewal process tends to



              17   be fairly streamlined, but it still often takes several



              18   months.



              19             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Those are all the



              20   questions I have for Mr. Clements.  Thank you,



              21   Mr. Clements.



              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?



              23             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?



              25             MS. HOGLE:  Just a couple.  Just a couple,
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               1   excuse me.



               2                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION



               3   BY MS. HOGLE:



               4        Q.   Mr. Clements, Mr. Hammer asked you about the



               5   materiality of the fact that the insurance appeared to



               6   be the problem for Thayn Hydro.  Is there evidence in



               7   the record as to the level of materiality in terms of an



               8   increase in price for Thayn Hydro that they considered



               9   to be -- or that anybody could consider to be material?



              10        A.   Yes.  Thayn Hydro indicated to the company



              11   that the insurance amounts that were being requested



              12   would result in, I believe it was a 300 percent increase



              13   in the premiums.  And the company felt like that was a



              14   material amount that was of concern to them based on



              15   comments they made to the company.



              16        Q.   And then just another question.  Mr. Hammer



              17   also asked you about the -- whether in a LEO



              18   determination it was relevant that this particular PPA



              19   was a renewal.



              20             Can you tell -- and I think you have already



              21   said this, but in the company's experience, is it also



              22   relevant that the average time for negotiation of



              23   similarly situated renewals or renewals was what you



              24   have testified that it was?



              25        A.   Yes.  So our typical time to negotiate even a
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               1   renewal PPA is two and a half to three months.  And an



               2   existing contract starts further down the road towards a



               3   LEO, but it's not how far you start.  It's where you are



               4   when you finish, and you have to get all the way to the



               5   finish line to have a commitment to have a legally



               6   enforceable obligation.



               7             And so an existing agreement, you start in a



               8   much better spot.  But it's not where you start.  It's



               9   where you finish when it comes to a legally enforceable



              10   obligation, and the company does not believe we had



              11   reached that finish line prior to the pricing order.



              12             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  That's all I have.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              14   Mr. Clements, you are excused.



              15             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



              16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And we will proceed



              17   to Mr. Long.



              18             MR. LONG:  Thank you, Mr. Hearing Officer.



              19   Thayn Hydro would call Rick Kaster.



              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, do you



              21   swear to tell the truth?



              22             THE WITNESS:  I do.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              24                         RICK KASTER,



              25   called as a witness at the instance of Thayn Hydro,
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               1   having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified



               2   as follows:



               3                      DIRECT EXAMINATION



               4   BY MR. LONG:



               5        Q.   So Mr. Kaster, your job here, unlike



               6   Mr. Clements, your job here is purely as a factual



               7   witness.  You, you are one of the part owners of Thayn



               8   Hydro, and your purpose here is to give the commission a



               9   firsthand report of how this process went, you know, to



              10   add any details or information that we haven't



              11   accurately captured in the pleadings.



              12             So I won't be asking you any legal questions,



              13   and I won't be asking you to make any conclusions.  And



              14   I am not asking you to read a prepared statement.  As I



              15   said, the goal is to get your version of the events with



              16   your -- with any details that only you can add.



              17             So if you would, for the benefit of the



              18   commission, would you introduce yourself, state your



              19   name, and describe your involvement with Thayn Hydro.



              20        A.   My name is Rick Kaster.  I live in Idaho.



              21   Been working on hydro plants since about 1980.  I met



              22   the Thayns about 1990.  We partnered with them to



              23   develop their project.  We sold power for three or four



              24   years on a short-term basis.



              25             (Discussion off the record about speaking up.)
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               1        A.   And then we, we signed a 20 year contract that



               2   ran from 1996 to the year 2000.  And so in July of 2015



               3   I called John Younie to start the renewal process.  We



               4   had worked with John Younie before on some other issues,



               5   so I had his number.  And it -- and called him.



               6             And so about a week later he sent me the



               7   template.  We got started on it.  It was an extremely



               8   easy renewal.



               9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, if I could interrupt, I don't want



              10   to get ahead of ourselves.



              11        A.   Yeah.



              12        Q.   Just so we're all on the same page --



              13        A.   Uh-huh.



              14        Q.   -- and the commission's benefit, could you



              15   give me a real brief rundown of what the Thayn Hydro



              16   project is, and also describe the recent diversion dam



              17   improvements.



              18        A.   Yeah.  It's a -- it's a 575 kilowatt small



              19   hydroelectric plant.  It's near the city of Green River.



              20   It's at the end of an irrigation canal.  It also serves



              21   some irrigators.  Last winter the diversion dam in the



              22   river was replaced at a cost of several million dollars.



              23             The local water users agreed to cost share on



              24   that dam, so and we're the largest water user, so yeah,



              25   we made a pretty big commitment there to help cost share
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               1   on that dam.



               2        Q.   And what's the current state of the



               3   hydroelectric facility?  Is it generating power?



               4        A.   It is running at this time, yes.



               5        Q.   And that's under on interim PPA at current



               6   Schedule 30 pri --



               7        A.   Yes --



               8        Q.   37 prices?



               9        A.   -- that's right.



              10        Q.   So over the years when you deal with Rocky



              11   Mountain Power, was John Younie your contact?  Was there



              12   anyone else that you dealt with on a regular basis?



              13        A.   In the early years, in the early 1990s John



              14   wasn't there, but it seems like in the, I don't know, at



              15   least 10 years ago or so we started working with John



              16   Younie.



              17        Q.   So he was the person you would go to for



              18   questions or concerns or when something went wrong



              19   and --



              20        A.   Yes, that's correct.



              21        Q.   So you started at least going into the renewal



              22   process for your current -- or renewal process to renew



              23   your then existing PPA.  And you stated that you talked



              24   to John Younie in July or so?



              25        A.   I called him on July 7th.
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               1        Q.   And when did your old PPA expire?



               2        A.   The end of 2015.



               3        Q.   So you called John Younie with -- five or six



               4   months before your PPA expired, and he then told you



               5   about the imminent pricing change?



               6        A.   He did.  I asked him for a schedule of the



               7   pricing, and he sent me both the current and the



               8   proposed pricing.



               9        Q.   So at that point, John Younie told you that --



              10   and if I am putting words in your mouth, please stop me.



              11   John Younie told you that pricing would change, and you,



              12   Thayn Hydro then asked for the process to be expedited?



              13        A.   That's correct.



              14        Q.   So throughout this process, even before you



              15   contacted John Younie, did Thayn Hydro consider selling



              16   power to anyone else or consider not renewing the PPA



              17   with Rocky Mountain Power?



              18        A.   No.  We didn't.



              19        Q.   And why not?



              20        A.   Well, we already had an interconnect there.



              21   It's all set up.  Trying to wheel power for such a small



              22   project would be cost prohibitive, so we didn't even



              23   consider that, no.



              24        Q.   And so Mr. Clements mentioned an e-mail you



              25   sent to John Younie on July 2nd, and I'm paraphrasing,
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               1   but essentially saying that Thayn Hydro was committing



               2   to sell output at the then effective Schedule 37



               3   pricing; is that correct?



               4        A.   That's correct.  I had -- excuse me.  I had



               5   asked John if there was any way we could lock in the



               6   existing rates by, if we sent a letter of intent or



               7   something similar to that.  And he responded by saying



               8   that if we committed to the existing rates via e-mail,



               9   that that would lock us in on those rates.  So later



              10   that day I sent that e-mail.



              11        Q.   So at that point did you expect to discuss the



              12   pricing issue for the next 20 years ever again?



              13        A.   I felt like the pricing issue was, was



              14   resolved at that point in time.



              15        Q.   But to that point you hadn't actually signed



              16   the PPA?



              17        A.   No, no.



              18        Q.   And so from your conversation with John



              19   Younie, how did you expect the PPA renewal process to



              20   play out?  Right?  You stated that you thought pricing



              21   was taken care of, but the contract wasn't actually



              22   signed?



              23        A.   Yeah.  We didn't just sit on our hands.  We



              24   just dove right into it, and within a couple weeks,



              25   the -- John had the PPA ready to -- well, he said he



                                                                        35

�













               1   submitted it internally.  And the same day on August



               2   4th, he gave me the answer on the default question.  So



               3   that was resolved.



               4             The only outstanding issue at that point in



               5   time was the question about the insurance.  I had raised



               6   the insurance question in a voice mail to him on July



               7   17th, and followed up with an e-mail to him on the 21st.



               8   So it just appears that it was something that slipped



               9   past John Younie, that he was -- covered everything else



              10   extremely well.  But it seemed like the insurance



              11   question slipped by him.



              12             So on August 4th I just -- I was reminding him



              13   that I had a question about the insurance.  It was not a



              14   new question that I brought up then, so and then August



              15   5th John stated that he had submitted the question to



              16   the insurance department and that the PPA would be ready



              17   to sign in about a month so...



              18        Q.   So at -- at that point, the PPA was already in



              19   Rocky Mountain Power's internal review process as far as



              20   what you knew from John Younie?



              21        A.   That's what he told me, yes.



              22        Q.   At any point did you tell John Younie or



              23   anyone else at Rocky Mountain Power that the insurance



              24   question was a deal breaker or that the PPA, as



              25   submitted for review, was unacceptable with Thayn Hydro?
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               1        A.   No.  No, there are no deal breakers in the



               2   entire template.  In fact, the PPA that John submitted



               3   on August 4th is almost a carbon copy of the template I



               4   received on the 14th, other than we filled in the



               5   blanks, of course, on the -- you know, the projected



               6   power outputs and the -- you know, I e-mailed him copies



               7   of the interconnection agreement, so on.



               8        Q.   So from -- from the very first week of August



               9   through, through I think August 29th, when John Younie



              10   told you that he was leaving the company, did you hear



              11   anything from Rocky Mountain Power from John?



              12        A.   No, I didn't.  He said it would take about a



              13   month, so I was giving him a month.  And before the



              14   month was up, he sent me an e-mail saying that his last



              15   day at work was going to be September 1st.



              16        Q.   And you had discussed with John Younie the



              17   imminent pricing change.  Were you concerned about that



              18   delay at all, the --



              19        A.   Well, I wanted to get --



              20        Q.   -- month that he wasn't talking to you?



              21        A.   Personally I wanted to get it done before the



              22   holidays, but I felt like the pricing was established.



              23   But at the same time, I just wanted to get it done.



              24        Q.   So had someone asked you in, you know, in, say



              25   August, so prepricing change, what you thought would
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               1   happen, I am assuming you thought the pricing was taken



               2   care of and the PPA would get signed when it eventually



               3   ran through the process.  Is that accurate?



               4        A.   I, I expected a copy of the PPA that would get



               5   signed somewhere around the 1st of September and an



               6   answer to the insurance question concurrently.  They --



               7   my understanding was that they were considering the



               8   insurance question and consider -- and reviewing the PPA



               9   concurrently during the month of August.



              10        Q.   So -- so after John Younie left, can you tell



              11   me what happened.  You mentioned that John Younie was



              12   leaving the company as of the end of August.



              13        A.   Yeah, everything just seemed to come to a



              14   screeching halt.  I called Bruce.  Or no, I'm sorry, I



              15   e-mailed Bruce Griswold on September 1st, told him I was



              16   sorry to hear that John was leaving, that as far as I



              17   was concerned, the PPA was done.  The only thing I was



              18   waiting on was, still hadn't heard back on the insurance



              19   question.



              20             So then September, it wasn't until



              21   September -- well, Bruce e-mailed me back and said,



              22   "Give me two days and I'll get back to you."



              23        Q.   So at that point had Bruce given you the PPA,



              24   you know, the same PPA that was submitted with the $5



              25   million umbrella policy, what would you have done with
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               1   it?



               2        A.   If that was their answer, we would have signed



               3   it.  It didn't matter what their answer was, whether it



               4   was 5 million or 3 million or no umbrella, we were going



               5   to sign the contract.



               6        Q.   And there was never any question in your mind



               7   that you would continue to sell power to Rocky Mountain



               8   Power, and that essentially the status quo would remain



               9   unchanged except pricing updated to the current



              10   schedule --



              11        A.   Absolutely.



              12        Q.   -- 37?



              13        A.   Absolutely.



              14        Q.   So eventually after, after being introduced to



              15   Paul Clements and Kyle Moore, who are here with us



              16   today, you were informed that the old Schedule 37



              17   pricing was not available.  Is that -- is that an



              18   accurate statement?



              19        A.   Well, Kyle left me a voice mail on, I believe



              20   it was September 16th, that he was going to be replacing



              21   John Younie.  I e-mailed him back and said, "Well, you



              22   know, that's fine.  Let's -- you know, we're still



              23   waiting on an answer to the insurance."



              24             So from the date when I first brought up the



              25   insurance question on July 17th through September 17th,
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               1   it's actually about nine weeks.  And five times I asked



               2   the question.  I didn't get a single response, other



               3   than John Younie telling me that they had submitted it



               4   to the insurance department.



               5        Q.   But either way, that -- right, that insurance



               6   -- I assume from Thayn Hydro's perspective, you would



               7   prefer not to pay more for liability insurance unless



               8   it's absolutely necessary?



               9        A.   We are not guaranteed a profit like Rocky



              10   Mountain Power.  We just can't go around throwing money



              11   away, so I think it's excessive.  But, but it's -- but



              12   it wasn't going to prevent us from signing the contract,



              13   no.



              14        Q.   And so eventually, eventually through



              15   discussions with Rocky Mountain Power, you came to the



              16   conclusion that the group, you know, the -- hand in hand



              17   the parties would approach the commission and seek



              18   approval of the old prices?



              19        A.   Yes.  Initially they told us that they could



              20   not approve the old prices.  And we went back and forth,



              21   and I think Kyle sent me a number to call the DPU if we



              22   wanted to file a complaint.  And we discussed it back



              23   and forth.  I told him I would rather not file a



              24   complaint if we didn't have to.



              25             And eventually we got around to Paul and Kyle
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               1   saying that we agreed, you should get the old rates, but



               2   we need to go through the DPU.  So that's where we are



               3   at now, I guess.



               4        Q.   Mr. Clements mentioned extenuating



               5   circumstances.  Can you tell me your understanding of



               6   what that -- what the situation is and why --



               7   essentially why we are here today?



               8        A.   Well, I believe that if John Younie had been



               9   allowed to finish the process, we -- you know, we



              10   wouldn't be here today.  You know, or else if somebody



              11   had been appointed immediately after he was terminated



              12   or he left or whatever happened, we wouldn't be here



              13   today.



              14        Q.   So at the point where John Younie left, you



              15   know, end of August, as far as you were concerned, was



              16   there anything left to do, other than sign the PPA?



              17        A.   No.  Like I say, I was waiting on an answer.



              18   I mean, we, we really have no leverage in these



              19   negotiations.  We don't have anything that the power



              20   company wants.  It's not like we can negotiate and trade



              21   back and forth, but I feel like we ought to be able to



              22   ask questions and get answers to the questions.



              23        Q.   Did you ever -- were you ever presented with a



              24   ready-to-sign copy of a PPA prior to the pricing change?



              25        A.   No.



                                                                        41

�













               1        Q.   So you never refused to sign an agreement



               2   before the pricing changed?



               3        A.   No.



               4        Q.   I just have a couple more questions in



               5   conclusion, and then we'll let -- let the other parties



               6   ask you whatever they have.  For the benefit of the



               7   commission, will you summarize your testimony today and



               8   also describe the relief that you would like to see be



               9   granted.



              10        A.   Well, I don't know if the delays by the power



              11   company were intentional or not.  I have no way of



              12   knowing that, but they certainly weren't our fault.  And



              13   you know, we were promised the old rates.  We did



              14   everything we could to lock in on those, and I just feel



              15   like we deserve them or we wouldn't be here today.



              16        Q.   And what would you like the commission to do?



              17   I assume you would like the commission to grant the old



              18   rates and then allow the payments under this current



              19   interim PPA to be trued up.  Is that --



              20        A.   That's true.



              21             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions for



              22   you, Mr. Kaster.  Thank you.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle, any



              24   cross?



              25             MS. HOGLE:  Can you give me a minute?
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               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Absolutely.



               2             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.



               3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?



               4                       CROSS-EXAMINATION



               5   BY MR. JETTER:



               6        Q.   Good morning.  I do have just a few brief



               7   questions for you.



               8        A.   Sure.



               9        Q.   And they relate to the insurance.  I don't



              10   believe that on the record before the commission there



              11   is any indication of the -- what I am trying to find out



              12   is, what's the value difference between the premium for



              13   the policy under what -- I suppose it was under the old



              14   contract or what you were requesting from Rocky Mountain



              15   Power and the increase in the amount of the coverage.



              16   Do you know that?



              17        A.   I think the five -- for a single project, a $5



              18   million umbrella is in the neighborhood of $8,000 per



              19   year.  For a 3 million, it's probably closer to 5 or



              20   6,000 per year.



              21        Q.   Okay.



              22        A.   I mean, it's not huge.  But it adds up.  And



              23   it is quite a bit of money for a small project.



              24        Q.   Okay.  That's the only question I had for you



              25   this morning.  Thank you.
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               1        A.   Okay.



               2             MR. MOORE:  The office has no questions.



               3   Thank you.



               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  All right,



               5   Mr. Kaster.  I have just a few questions.  First of all,



               6   I was a little confused about your position at the



               7   company.  Are you an employee or a principal or



               8   independent consultant?



               9             THE WITNESS:  I am a -- I work for Thayn



              10   Hydro.



              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.



              12             THE WITNESS:  And I am also a company owner



              13   with, on the project.



              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And I'll pose this



              15   more to your counsel and the other parties' counsels



              16   respectively.  There were e-mails attached to multiple



              17   of the briefs that were submitted to the commission.



              18   Mr. Kaster, you were party on most of those e-mails.  I



              19   think there were one or two that might have been company



              20   internal e-mails.



              21             To the extent any party wants to admit the



              22   e-mails that Mr. Kaster participated in, into evidence,



              23   I think Mr. Kaster is best situated to authenticate



              24   those and testify to their veracity.  So I would just



              25   put that question to first your counsel and anyone else
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               1   who would like to ask Mr. Kaster about those e-mails.



               2             MR. LONG:  Yeah.  I think that would be



               3   proper, and I suppose it's also proper to have



               4   Mr. Kaster testify as to the accuracy of the facts



               5   contained in the various pleadings.  You know, to the



               6   extent they are factual, they are based primarily on his



               7   knowledge.



               8             THE WITNESS:  Pretty much, pretty much all



               9   true as far as I can remember.  There's been quite a few



              10   briefs.



              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So Mr. Long, do you



              12   want to actually take Mr. Kaster through any exhibits



              13   that were attached to the briefing, or do you want him



              14   to make a statement that he has reviewed all -- I mean,



              15   how do you want to proceed?



              16             MR. LONG:  I don't think it's necessary to go



              17   through them one by one.



              18        Q.   (By Mr. Long) I guess, Mr. Kaster, to the best



              19   of your knowledge, are the factual statements contained



              20   in the pleadings filed by Thayn Hydro true and accurate?



              21        A.   Yes.



              22        Q.   And are the e-mails attached to the various



              23   pleadings filed by both Thayn Hydro and the other



              24   parties, are those -- are those e-mails that were sent



              25   and true to the best of your knowledge?



                                                                        45

�













               1        A.   Yeah.  All of the e-mails that I was a party



               2   to are actual e-mails, if that's what you mean.



               3             MR. LONG:  Is that sufficient, Mr. Hearing



               4   Officer?



               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes, thank you.



               6   Anyone else want to add anything on that subject before



               7   we continue?



               8             MS. HOGLE:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I just have a



               9   question.  Would it be then appropriate to at this time



              10   move for the admission of all of the pleadings that



              11   contain -- all of the pleadings, period, as evidence



              12   into the record?



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, all the



              14   pleadings are certainly in the record.  But they take



              15   different form.  And I can't -- I can't recall the form



              16   of each one off the top of my head.



              17             For example, I know Mr. Long was the author of



              18   the documents that Thayn Hydro filed.  So any



              19   representations made in those are the representations,



              20   for example, of Thayn Hydro's counsel.  So I don't think



              21   it would be appropriate to admit those representations



              22   as evidence.  They are certainly in the record, as are



              23   all the parties filings.



              24             But to the extent you want the commission to



              25   consider factual evidence in this docket, I think it
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               1   would be appropriate that any exhibits are attested to



               2   or identified that you would like the commission to



               3   consider.



               4             MS. HOGLE:  Certainly.  Your Honor, the



               5   company moves then for the admission of its pleadings,



               6   in addition to any accompanying exhibits that are



               7   attached thereto, as evidence into the record, including



               8   its application.



               9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Let me finish with



              10   Mr. Kaster, and then we will revisit this before we



              11   proceed.



              12             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.  Thank you.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, were



              14   you aware that Rocky Mountain Power had sought to make



              15   changes to the Schedule 37 pricing in May 2014?  There



              16   was a docket.  It was Docket No. 14-035-04.  The



              17   commission ultimately denied some of the changes the



              18   company wanted to make, and the company and the Division



              19   of Public Utilities appealed the commission's decision.



              20   And it was actually on appeal as late as December 2015.



              21             I just wondered if you had any awareness of



              22   those proceedings.



              23             THE WITNESS:  No.  I haven't really paid



              24   attention to the various schedules.



              25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.
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               1   Mr. Kaster, and I apologize if I didn't catch this the



               2   first time, if you spoke to it.  I heard you speak to



               3   the materiality or lack thereof in your view of the



               4   insurance requirements, or at least the fact that Rocky



               5   Mountain Power's unwillingness to lower the insurance



               6   requirement would not have prevented Thayn from entering



               7   the contract.



               8             My understanding is, there was also some



               9   discussion and negotiation about default provisions.



              10   Can you speak to those negotiations and whether the



              11   outcome of them may have precluded Thayn Hydro from



              12   proceeding and entering a final contract?



              13             THE WITNESS:  No.  There were no provisions



              14   that would have prevented us from signing the contract.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And



              16   this might be a question better directed or as well



              17   directed to the Division of Public Utilities.  But my



              18   understanding is that Thayn did at one point file an



              19   informal complaint with the division.  I don't know if



              20   that complaint was abandoned in light of Rocky Mountain



              21   Power's filing of an application in this docket.



              22             But can you give me an understanding as to



              23   what transpired with respect to that informal complaint?



              24             THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We did file an informal



              25   complaint, and then it kind of gotten -- it got taken
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               1   over by this mutual application, I believe.



               2             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  That's all I



               3   have.  Thank you, Mr. Kaster.



               4             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



               5             MR. LONG:  I have just a couple redirect



               6   questions if I may.



               7                     REDIRECT EXAMINATION



               8   BY MR. LONG:



               9        Q.   Mr. Kaster, you mentioned that the $5 million



              10   umbrella policy requirement that was new in this PPA



              11   would cost Thayn Hydro about $8,000 a year?



              12        A.   That's correct.



              13        Q.   Do you know off the top of your head about how



              14   much power Thayn Hydro sells to Rocky Mountain Power



              15   every year, a dollar value that you receive from Rocky



              16   Mountain Power?



              17        A.   Well, it depends on the rate for that



              18   particular year.  I think with the existing rates we're



              19   probably looking at, I don't know, give or take a



              20   hundred thousand per year.



              21        Q.   So current -- currently the amount of -- the



              22   amount of power you are selling to Rocky Mountain Power



              23   is in the six digits?



              24        A.   Yes.  I would think.  I would say so.



              25        Q.   And just one final question to reinforce your
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               1   point.  At any point in this process did you, did you



               2   expect to not sign a renewal PPA?



               3        A.   No.



               4             MR. LONG:  I have no further questions.  Thank



               5   you.



               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Kaster, I have



               7   one, a follow-up, which is actually off point, but I



               8   neglected to ask it to you the first time.  And I



               9   apologize for that.  I will give your counsel an



              10   opportunity to follow up if he desires to.



              11             But you made some statements essentially



              12   suggesting that there are no other takers for the power



              13   that Thayn Hydro generates.  Can you elaborate on that a



              14   little bit?



              15             THE WITNESS:  You know, the few times I have



              16   looked into wheeling power years ago, it was very cost



              17   prohibitive.  A lot of -- a lot of utilities, if they



              18   want to buy power, they want to buy it in huge blocks of



              19   power that we are not capable of delivering.



              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And did you explore



              21   that option at all during the negotiation process for



              22   this renewal?



              23             THE WITNESS:  Not really.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Anything else?



              25             MR. LONG:  No questions, thank you.
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               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  You are



               2   excused, Mr. Kaster.



               3             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



               4             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So we'll return --



               5             MR. MOORE:  Mr. Hearing Officer?



               6             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Yes.



               7             MR. MOORE:  I don't know if this will be



               8   useful at all, but I do have some copies of some e-mails



               9   that could be more formally introduced if you -- if that



              10   would be necessary or helpful.



              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Was it your



              12   intention to do so during your presentation of evidence?



              13             MR. MOORE:  No.  These are all Mr. Kaster's



              14   e-mails.  I just had them.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  You know, I think



              16   the -- probably the best solution will be for us to have



              17   all the parties present their evidence.  We'll have a



              18   short recess.  I'll look over my notes, and maybe you



              19   all can discuss among yourselves perhaps stipulating to



              20   the admission of certain e-mails.  Does that sound



              21   agreeable?  Mr. Long?



              22             MR. LONG:  Yes, that would be fine.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?



              24             MS. HOGLE:  Well, I suppose I am not -- first



              25   of all, is it okay if we go off the record?
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               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Are you concerned



               2   about confidential information being exposed?



               3             MS. HOGLE:  Possibly.  But I just want to



               4   discuss the process as -- as it comes up.  And I don't



               5   know if you want that to be in the record or -- I am



               6   concerned about your use of the word "stipulated,"



               7   stipulate as to the e-mails, given that the company used



               8   certain e-mails in its pleadings.



               9             And to the extent that Mr. Kaster has already



              10   indicated to his -- the best of his knowledge they are



              11   accurate, I am not sure what the purpose of stipulating



              12   would be.  And I am not sure whether you want to discuss



              13   this on the record or off the record.



              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Well, no.  That's



              15   why I thought the parties might do so off the record



              16   while I was out of the room.  My recollection was that



              17   there may have been an e-mail or two that were internal



              18   to the company to which Mr. Kaster was a party.



              19             I don't -- and I don't know that Mr. Clements



              20   was a party to all of those e-mails.  I don't know if



              21   there would be any objection to their admission.  The



              22   commission is not formally bound by the rules of



              23   hearsay, but I thought I'd allow you all an opportunity



              24   to talk about it off the record.



              25             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.
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               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  So may we proceed?



               2   Mr. Jetter?



               3             MS. HOGLE:  Thank you.  The division would



               4   like to call and have sworn in Mr. Charles Peterson.



               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Peterson, do



               6   you swear to tell the truth?



               7             THE WITNESS:  Yes.



               8                       CHARLES PETERSON,



               9   called as a witness at the instance of the Division of



              10   Public Utilities, having been first duly sworn, was



              11   examined and testified as follows:



              12                      DIRECT EXAMINATION



              13   BY MR. JETTER:



              14        Q.   Good morning, Mr. Peterson.  Would you please



              15   state your name and occupation for the record.



              16        A.   Charles E. Peterson.  I am a utility technical



              17   consultant with the Division of Public Utilities.



              18        Q.   Thank you.  And in the course of your



              19   employment with the Utah Division of Public Utilities,



              20   did you have the opportunity to review the application



              21   filed by Rocky Mountain Power in this docket?



              22        A.   Yes.



              23        Q.   And did you create and cause to be filed with



              24   the commission an action request response dated March



              25   2nd, 2016?
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               1        A.   Yes.



               2        Q.   Are there any edits or corrections you would



               3   like to make to that?



               4        A.   Yes, one small one.  On page 2, the paragraph



               5   before the section that's headed discussion, I refer to



               6   the date in which comments were due as March 10th, 2016.



               7   That was actually the date for reply comments.  The



               8   correct date should have been March 3rd, March 3, 2016.



               9        Q.   Thank you.  And we discussed briefly entering



              10   some various evidence into the record, but my specific



              11   question for you is, as you look through the page 2 and



              12   3 of that division memo, there are a number of bullet



              13   pointed facts which are generally dates of an -- and



              14   occurrences of events.



              15             You don't have personal knowledge of those, do



              16   you?



              17        A.   No.  I relied on documentation provided either



              18   by -- I think mostly by PacifiCorp.



              19        Q.   Okay.  And that was largely from the same



              20   e-mails we have discussed earlier about entering those



              21   into the record?



              22        A.   Yes.



              23        Q.   Okay.  And --



              24        A.   Also, I -- there's a correction.  I believe



              25   there are also some copies of telephone records that
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               1   would seem to indicate apparently or confirm certain



               2   dates of phone conversations.  But we also had that kind



               3   of information available to us.



               4        Q.   Thank you.  And you have that information



               5   available, just so it's clear for the record, that that



               6   was available and provided by the parties through data



               7   requests?



               8        A.   Yes.



               9        Q.   Okay.  Would you like to give a -- just a



              10   brief summary of --



              11        A.   Are we going to ask for the admission of the



              12   memos or not?



              13        Q.   I was intending to wait and --



              14        A.   Oh.



              15        Q.   -- we were going to do kind of a bulk --



              16        A.   Okay.



              17        Q.   -- admission.



              18        A.   That's fine.  In answer to your question about



              19   brief statement, yes.  I have a very brief statement.



              20   Because the division believes that its position is well



              21   set forth in the division's memo of March 2nd, 2016, as



              22   well in -- as in the brief this counsel dated March or



              23   May 6th, 2016.



              24             Briefly, based upon the specific facts of this



              25   case, the division supports granting the earlier
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               1   Schedule 37 pricing that was in effect in July 2015.



               2   And also the division does not at this point object to a



               3   20 year term for the contract between PacifiCorp -- or



               4   the proposed contract between PacifiCorp and Thayn



               5   Hydro.  And that concludes my comments.



               6        Q.   Thank you.



               7             MR. JETTER:  I have no further questions for



               8   Mr. Peterson.  He is available for cross-examination.



               9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?



              10             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.



              11             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long?



              12             MR. LONG:  No cross.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?



              14             MR. MOORE:  No cross.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  I don't



              16   have anything for you, Mr. Peterson.



              17             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Moore?



              19             MR. MOORE:  The office calls Bela Vastag.



              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Vastag, do you



              21   swear to tell the truth?



              22             THE WITNESS:  Yes.



              23             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              24                         BELA VASTAG,



              25   called as a witness at the instance of the Office of
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               1   Consumer Services, having been first duly sworn, was



               2   examined and testified as follows:



               3                      DIRECT EXAMINATION



               4   BY MR. MOORE:



               5        Q.   Mr. Vastag, can you please state and spell



               6   your full name.



               7        A.   My name is Bela Vastag.  That's B-E-L-A.  Last



               8   name V-A-S-T-A-G.



               9        Q.   What is your occupation?



              10        A.   I am a utility analyst, and I work for the



              11   Utah Office of Consumer Services.



              12        Q.   During the course of employment at the office,



              13   did you have the opportunity to review the application



              14   in this case?



              15        A.   Yes.



              16        Q.   Have you reviewed the docket in this case?



              17        A.   Excuse me?



              18        Q.   Have you reviewed the entire docket in this



              19   case?



              20        A.   Yes.



              21        Q.   On March -- did you participate in the



              22   preparation of the March 3rd, 2016, comments from the



              23   Office of Consumer Services?



              24        A.   Yes, I did.



              25        Q.   Do you have any changes you would like to make



                                                                        57

�













               1   to those doc -- to that?



               2        A.   I have no changes.



               3        Q.   Would you adopt these comments as your



               4   testimony?



               5        A.   Yes.



               6             MR. MOORE:  Deviate slightly from the



               7   division's, we would like to introduce those comments



               8   into evidence at this point.



               9             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Any objection?



              10   They are admitted.



              11        Q.   (By Mr. Moore) Have you made a brief



              12   statement -- have you prepared a brief statement



              13   summarizing the position of the office at this time?



              14        A.   Yes, very brief.



              15        Q.   Could you please read it into the record.



              16        A.   Absent a decision by the commission that a



              17   legally enforceable obligation or LEO exists such that



              18   Thayn Hydro is entitled to outdated prices and terms,



              19   the Office of Consumer Services' position in this



              20   proceeding remains the same as presented in our comments



              21   dated March 3, 2016, that the terms of Schedule 37



              22   should be followed and that the price and terms used in



              23   the QF PPAs under Schedule 37 should be those in effect



              24   at the time the PPA contract is executed.



              25             Should the commission decide that a LEO was
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               1   formed with Thayn Hydro at some point in time, the



               2   office requests that the commission consider in its



               3   decision the argument in the office's response legal



               4   brief dated May 6, 2016.



               5             The office does not believe it is necessary



               6   for the commission to make a broad determination of when



               7   a LEO exists in this proceed -- proceeding.  The office,



               8   however, suggests that the commission open a new



               9   proceeding to consider such broader issues, as well to



              10   update the language in the Schedule 37 tariff as



              11   appropriate.  That concludes my statement.



              12             MR. MOORE:  Mr. Vastag is now available for



              13   cross-examination.



              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Ms. Hogle?



              15             MS. HOGLE:  No cross.



              16             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Long?



              17             MR. LONG:  No cross.



              18             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Jetter?



              19             MR. JETTER:  No cross, thank you.



              20             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Mr. Vastag, is it



              21   Vastag or Vastag?  I want to make sure I enunciate it



              22   correctly.



              23             THE WITNESS:  I say Vastag.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Vastag, thank you.



              25   Mr. Vastag, in the statement you just gave, you stated
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               1   the office requests that the commission consider in its



               2   decision the argument the office's response legal brief.



               3   In its decision the argument -- pardon me.  The office



               4   requests that the commission consider in its decision



               5   the argument in the office's response legal brief dated



               6   May 6th, 2016.



               7             Sorry I butchered that, and this question



               8   might be better directed to your counsel.  But is there



               9   a particular portion of the brief or particular argument



              10   in the brief that you are referring to or just the



              11   entirety of the contents of that document?



              12             MR. MOORE:  The entirety of the contents of



              13   the document.  It was written to give a background and



              14   then to answer a specific question.



              15             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.  Thank you.



              16   Well, if there's nothing else from the parties at this



              17   time, then we will recess briefly.  To be clear, what I



              18   am suggesting the parties do is perhaps discuss whether



              19   they can stipulate to the admission of any e-mails that



              20   were attached to any briefing in this case that have not



              21   already been introduced.



              22             I think that it would be the most expedient



              23   way to handle the issue to simply allow you to discuss



              24   amongst yourselves off the record.  So I'll give you a



              25   few minutes to do that, and we will reconvene in perhaps
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               1   10 minutes.  Thank you.



               2             (Recess from 11:13 a.m. to 11:26 a.m.)



               3             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  We're back on the



               4   record.  Did the parties have an opportunity to discuss



               5   the admission of e-mails attached to legal briefs and



               6   other filings in this case?



               7             MS. HOGLE:  Yes, your Honor.



               8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And was a



               9   stipulation reached?



              10             MS. HOGLE:  Yes.  And the company moves on



              11   behalf of all of the parties in this case for the



              12   admission of all of the e-mails that were attached to



              13   all of the pleadings that were filed in this case, in



              14   addition to the admission of all of the comments that



              15   are not pleadings, including the application, the



              16   original application, and everything that has been filed



              17   formally with this commission as evidence in the record



              18   in this case.



              19             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  I assume from



              20   Ms. Hogel's having articulated that as a joint motion,



              21   there is no objection.



              22             MR. JETTER:  No objection.



              23             MR. MOORE:  No objection.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  They



              25   are admitted, and I appreciate that stipulation.  For
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               1   the parties' benefit, I am not attempting to make this



               2   process more laborious than it needs to be.  I simply



               3   want to make sure we have a clean record in the event



               4   there were an appeal, so thank you.



               5             MS. HOGLE:  And your Honor, we -- I apologize.



               6   We also conferred and would like maybe the opportunity



               7   to make a short closing statement or at least allow



               8   parties to make a short closing statement if, if that's



               9   what they want.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Of course.  That



              11   would be fine.  We will begin with you.



              12             MS. HOGLE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Under Utah law,



              13   avoided cost pricing for Schedule 37 is based on the



              14   currently effective Schedule 37 rates.  The Public



              15   Service Commission must follow that law unless it is



              16   shown by substantial evidence that Thayn Hydro was



              17   legally obligated to deliver power to PacifiCorp.



              18             Rocky Mountain Power's position is that Thayn



              19   Hydro has not supported its claim by substantial



              20   evidence.  Having said that, this commission has vast



              21   discretion to make a finding in this case based on the



              22   unique and extenuating circumstances present that will



              23   result in just and reasonable results and that are in



              24   the public interest.  Thank you.



              25             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,
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               1   Ms. Hogle.  Anything from you, Mr. Long?



               2             MR. LONG:  Yes.  I'll also make a very brief



               3   closing statement.  Thayn Hydro unconditionally



               4   committed to sell its output to Rocky Mountain Power



               5   prior to the order on September 18th, 2015, modifying



               6   the Schedule 37 pricing.  As such, if the commission



               7   desires to address the legally enforceable obligation



               8   issue, it is clear that Thayn Hydro and Rocky Mountain



               9   Power did establish a legally enforceable obligation to



              10   sell and buy power respectively prior to the pricing



              11   change.



              12             Thayn Hydro further asserts the commission can



              13   reach this conclusion without setting any Utah-specific



              14   precedent.  The commission can reach its conclusion



              15   based solely on existing FERC precedent.



              16             That said, Thayn Hydro believes that the



              17   commission has the power under its extremely broad



              18   authority over public utilities granted by statute to



              19   resolve this issue without addressing the legally



              20   enforceable obligation question.



              21             The commission has the ability to determine



              22   that the Thayn Hydro PPA should include the old Schedule



              23   37 pricing based on extenuating circumstances.  Thayn



              24   Hydro asks that the commission recognize that fairness



              25   requires that the PPA include the old Schedule 37 rates.
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               1             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



               2   Mr. Long.  And this question is directed to both



               3   Ms. Hogle and Mr. Long, to the extent they are inclined



               4   to answer it.  But the extenuating circumstances



               5   argument that both of your clients are asserting, is



               6   that based solely on the language in Schedule 38, or are



               7   you looking to title 54 or other legal sources in



               8   support of that argument?



               9             MS. HOGLE:  I suppose I can go first.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Okay.



              11             MS. HOGLE:  I believe that it's both.  You do



              12   look to Schedule 38, and the reason why is, as



              13   Mr. Clements indicated, there are no set procedures in



              14   Schedule 37, one.



              15             And second, there are many cases in which the



              16   commission -- or it is clear that the commission has



              17   vast discretion in its authority to regulate public



              18   utilities to reach results that are just and reasonable



              19   and in the public interest, in addition to, in



              20   specifically statute -- excuse me, the utility code in



              21   Section 54.  Thank you.



              22             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              23             MR. LONG:  Thayn Hydro -- Thayn Hydro,



              24   likewise, believes the commission has extremely broad



              25   authority over public utilities granted to it by
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               1   statute.  Thayn Hydro believes that the commission has



               2   that power to the fix things that have not happened as



               3   they should, without reliance on Schedule 38 or any



               4   other Rocky Mountain Power tariff.



               5             If -- the commission has the ability to simply



               6   make the world as it should have been.  That is all that



               7   Thayn Hydro is asking the commission do, recognize that



               8   the situation should have worked out differently.



               9   Because of circumstances, really, you know, a perfect



              10   storm of circumstances, we ended up here, and really we



              11   shouldn't have.



              12             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



              13   Mr. Long.  Mr. Jetter?



              14             MR. JETTER:  Thank you, your Honor.  Just a



              15   brief closing statement.  I'd like to put on the record



              16   now that from the division's point of view, this is a



              17   unique circumstance that rarely occurs where you have



              18   a -- particularly a Schedule 37 negotiation that spans



              19   the time frame of two different pricings.



              20             The division opposed the old 37 pricing when



              21   it was put into effect.  We appealed the commission's



              22   final order in that docket.  But we are here today in



              23   support of providing that pricing because we believe it



              24   was the pricing in effect at the time that Thayn Hydro



              25   sought a renewal.
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               1             And particularly in 37, I think the idea is to



               2   satisfy PURPA's regulation, which specifically I am



               3   looking at 18 CFR 292.304, subpart C, which is the



               4   standard rate for purchases.  And it's a standard rate



               5   for purchases for small qualifying facilities.



               6             And the reason that those exist is because in



               7   those small contracts, the transaction costs of a



               8   substantial long negotiation with individualized project



               9   pricing may be such a high transaction cost that it



              10   would thwart the sale of energy from small power



              11   production facilities that are under 3 megawatts in our



              12   case.



              13             And I think that that really is the reason



              14   that Schedule 37 does not include a more full guideline



              15   for walking through the entire negotiation process, like



              16   Schedule 38 does.  And the fact that it doesn't include



              17   that kind of leaves us in a bit of limbo because we



              18   don't have a specific timeline for moving through a 37



              19   project.



              20             And for that reason, I think it is reasonable



              21   to look to 38 as, it's not -- certainly not binding.  38



              22   is clear that it doesn't apply to a project under 3



              23   megawatts.  However, I think that the principles



              24   involved in negotiating some of the non-pricing elements



              25   are similar.  And to that extent, it might be
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               1   persuasive, if not binding, to look to Schedule 38 for



               2   the idea of potentially an extenuating circumstance



               3   decision in this docket.



               4             With respect to whether a legally enforceable



               5   obligation occurred in this case, FERC and the federal



               6   laws provide states fairly broad authority in



               7   determining when that is, and something that might be a



               8   legally enforceable obligation in one state may not be



               9   in another.  And in Utah we haven't thoroughly sorted



              10   that out.



              11             I think we generally are in agreement with



              12   some of the other parties that defining the boundaries



              13   of that for Utah might be more appropriate to do with



              14   more parties involved.



              15             And for that reason, in the instance or in the



              16   outcome, if it were the outcome that the commission



              17   found a legally enforceable obligation to be in



              18   existence in this case granting the prior pricing from



              19   the earlier Schedule 37, the division would simply



              20   request that an order, if it is in that nature, be very



              21   narrowly construed to the facts of this case and leave a



              22   determination of sort of the bounds of what a legally



              23   enforceable obligation might be, leave those a little



              24   more open to potentially a future rule making or



              25   something along those lines.
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               1             And so that would be the -- our suggestion as



               2   far as if the commission determines that that is the



               3   case, just to have a narrow ruling.  And to reiterate,



               4   the division is not opposed to the idea of an



               5   extenuating circumstance in this case because we do



               6   believe that the prior 37 pricing, based on the fact



               7   that happened, would be a just and reasonable outcome in



               8   this specific instance with these specific facts.  So



               9   that's my closing statement.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  And as I posed to



              11   Ms. Hogle and Mr. Long, would the -- under this theory



              12   of an extenuating circumstance justifying granting Thayn



              13   Hydro the otherwise outdated price, does -- is it the



              14   commission -- pardon me, the division's position that



              15   the commission's authority to grant that stems from its



              16   broad powers under Title 54?



              17             MR. JETTER:  Yes.  I would say it's from the



              18   broad powers under 54.  I don't -- I don't think that



              19   there's a plain reading of Schedule 38, as it currently



              20   exists, that would support a direct application of 38.



              21   I think it would merely be a situation where we don't



              22   have a specific tariff or rule that covers this type of



              23   negotiation.



              24             Schedule 37 is -- does have some language in



              25   it that's somewhat limiting on, on signing a contract, a
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               1   PPA with pricing that's not in effect at that time.  But



               2   I think it's possible to -- for the commission to have



               3   the authority to find a special circumstance where that



               4   pricing would be appropriate with that language because



               5   in my opinion, that language is really a limitation on



               6   Rocky Mountain Power's ability to sign the contract, not



               7   necessarily the commission's authority to approve that



               8   pricing and potentially a -- I suppose, a reviewed



               9   exception to that.



              10             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.  And on



              11   the LEO issue, would I be correct in summarizing that



              12   the division's position is that it's ambiguous or



              13   perhaps undecided as to whether a LEO can be shown or



              14   has been shown to exist in this particular circumstance,



              15   but in the event the commission were to find that one



              16   did, any order should be narrowly drawn and construed to



              17   apply to the circumstances at issue in this case?



              18             MR. JETTER:  Yes, that's exactly accurate, I



              19   think.  And just add a little bit to that.  As I have



              20   looked through some other states that do have more



              21   concrete rules, whether they are from just precedent of



              22   commission's orders, the facts in this case could be a



              23   LEO in one state and not in another.



              24             So it's -- it's really a borderline case in my



              25   opinion, which is probably why we are here.  And by
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               1   that, I mean it's a borderline on -- it might be at the



               2   edge on some cases and might not be a LEO in others.



               3   It's not on the other border where it almost certainly



               4   is, for example.  I think it's a maybe.



               5             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  But the division is



               6   not -- has not elected --



               7             MR. JETTER:  Yeah.



               8             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  -- to advocate for



               9   any particular standard in this docket?



              10             MR. JETTER:  No, I think -- I think we'd like



              11   to have some more parties involved if we are setting a



              12   complete standard in something like an administrative



              13   rule.



              14             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you.



              15   Mr. Moore?



              16             MR. MOORE:  The office will rest on its



              17   pleadings on the issue of what constitutes a LEO and



              18   whether it's a LEO in this case.  We have briefed it



              19   kind of extensively, and I don't know that I disagree



              20   with or have any comments on the other parties'



              21   explanation of their positions.



              22             I do want to make two brief comments on an



              23   issue we are a little bit contrary to the other parties



              24   in this docket.  First one is the exceptional



              25   circumstances.  We in our briefing argued that they
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               1   should not apply primarily because the term



               2   "exceptional" in the Three Peaks case, the term



               3   "exceptional circumstances" is in existence in Schedule



               4   38.



               5             And we are uneasy with the notion that the --



               6   that a term such -- as broad as exceptional



               7   circumstances should be read into the entire utilities



               8   code.  For that reason, we don't believe that issue



               9   should be decided on the exceptional circumstances



              10   approach.



              11             Also, we believe that, as contrary to the



              12   March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions of law, what the



              13   commission said that absent the showing a LEO existed,



              14   the commission will not order RBM (sic) to enter into a



              15   PPA using price terms contrary to the political tariff.



              16             That appears to be the law in this case, but



              17   since it was interim order, certainly the commission can



              18   change their minds on their point.  And the parties can



              19   urge the commission to change their minds.



              20             We just mentioned -- we would just state that,



              21   given the fact that it is the law of the case at this



              22   point, the commission does not need to address it.  It



              23   can rely on the fact that they have addressed it, that



              24   issue in their March 16, 2016, provisional conclusions



              25   of law.



                                                                        71

�













               1             We also state that we feel that the Schedule



               2   38 language as it now stands is inconsistent with FERC



               3   precedent -- precedents.  Rather clearly in the Idaho



               4   cases which we cited, and I believe the division cited



               5   and I believe Thayn cited, they were very clear that a



               6   bright line test of signing a contract is insufficient



               7   to imply to LEO concept.



               8             Because of that, we agree with the division



               9   that we should probably have future proceedings to amend



              10   title -- I mean Tariff 37 and to address the LEO



              11   doctrine on a broader scale than just the focus the



              12   facts of this case, which are unique.  Thank you.



              13             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



              14   Mr. Moore.  And I don't mean to put you on the spot, but



              15   if -- to the extent the commission were to agree with



              16   the other parties in this case who have suggested that



              17   Title 54 would empower the -- or does empower the



              18   commission to grant the otherwise outdated pricing to



              19   Thayn Hydro based on its discretion -- we can use the



              20   term extenuating circumstances, but it's really, I think



              21   the argument is, it's a matter of the commission's



              22   discretion, or within the commission's discretion.



              23             Does the office have any comment or does it



              24   agree?



              25             MR. MOORE:  We are -- certainly the commission
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               1   can exercise its discretion however it wants within the



               2   statutory framework.  We are a little concerned that



               3   that's too broad a brush to paint the entire utility



               4   code with.  We think that a better approach would be to



               5   amend Schedule 37, and if we need a exceptional



               6   circumstances language, to include it in the tariff.



               7             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Does anyone have



               8   anything else before we adjourn?



               9             MR. LONG:  Mr. Hearing Officer, I have one



              10   point that Mr. Kaster addressed that may have not been



              11   stated explicitly.  So the current situation with Thayn



              12   Hydro is that the project is generating power and is



              13   being sold to Rocky Mountain Power under an interim



              14   power purchase agreement with the current Schedule 37



              15   rates.



              16             In the event that the commission orders the



              17   PPA to use -- the PPA that's the subject of this



              18   application to use the old Schedule 37 rates, Thayn



              19   Hydro asks that that order also include a true-up of



              20   payments made under the interim PPA.  You know, so in



              21   other words, from Thayn Hydro's perspective, to make



              22   those old prices effective from the date of the interim



              23   PPA which was at this point several months ago.



              24             PRESIDING OFFICER HAMMER:  Thank you,



              25   Mr. Long.  Does anyone have anything to add?  Thank you.
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               1   We're adjourned.



               2



               3             (The hearing adjourned at 11:45 a.m.)
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