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Helena, MT 59601

Telephone: (406) 457-5311
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Attorney for Petitioner FLS Energy and Cypress Creek Renewables

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE REGULATION
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MONTANA

IN THE MATTER of Application for UTILITY DIVISION
Approval of Avoided Cost Tariff Schedule
QF-1 DOCKET NO. D2016.5.39

RESPONSES OF FLS ENERGY AND CYPRESS CREEK RENEWABLES TO
NORTHWESTERN ENERGY DATA REQUESTS NWE-013 THROUGH NWE-018

NWE-013
Subject: Workpapers

Provide in electronic format with all formulas intact all workpapers for Mr. Schiffman's
testimony in this docket, including but not limited to: (a) His Table 2 (b) All calculations and
estimates in the text of his pre-filed testimony

Response: Please see NWE Purchase and Sales Transaction History.xlsx for calculations in
Table 2 (attached hereto in Compact Disk Format). Other calculations and estimates in the
pre-filed testimony are citations to PSC Orders, and reference to NorthWestern testimony
and data response.

NWE-014
Subject: Input and Output Data,

Provide the Original data sources for all inputs used by Mr. Schiffman in performing the various
calculations in his pre-filed testimony and exhibit, and provide electronic versions, with all
formulas intact, of all outputs of all calculations performed.
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Response: Most of the calculations and estimates in the pre-filed testimony are citations to
PSC Orders, and reference to NorthWestern testimony and data response.

For summary of avoided cost determinations in Greycliff case (Page 10 of Schiffman
testimony), please refer to Montana PSC DOCKET NO. D2015.8.64, ORDER NO. 7436d.

Page 7 of Order, Paragraph 29 : $53.39/MWh estimated energy avoided cost based on
NPCC Draft Forecast.

Page 7 of Order, Paragraph 30 : $48.32/MWh estimated energy avoided cost based on
NPCC Final Forecast being 9.5% lower than draft. $48.32 = $53.39 * (1 - .095).

Page 8 of Order, Paragraph 35: -$4.56/MWh Mid-C to Montana basis adjustment adopted
by Commission.

Page 14 or Order, Paragraph 55: Commission finding of -$1.84/MWh adjustment to
avoided cost for wind integration.

Page 14 or Order, Paragraph 56: Commission finding of $1.98/MWh adjustment to
avoided cost for capacity.

For percentage differences from current QF-1 tariff, see attached Schiffman Avoided Cost
Calculations.xlsx

NWE-015
Subject: Previous Testimony

For each time Mr. Schiffman has testified as an expert witness on avoided costs in a jurisdiction
other than Montana in the last five years provide complete copies of his testimony and exhibits.

Response: See attached PreFiled Direct Testimony of Schiffman (02293530x9FB59).pdf.
NWE-016
Subject: Rejection of position

Identify by state, forum, and docket number the administrative proceedings in which Mr.
Schiffman's advocacy on the calculation of avoided costs was rejected, in whole or in part, by the
forum before which he testified.

Response: See Greycliff Order referenced in response to NWE-014,
NWE-017
Subject: Retention Agreement

Provide a complete copy of the contract or similar agreement under which Mr. Schiffman was
retained to provide testimony in this docket.

Response: See attached PMRG Consulting Services Agreement.pdf
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NWE-018
Subject: Communications with MEIC and Vote Solar

Provide complete copies of all written communications in the last two years between FLS
Energy and Cypress Creek Renewables (their agents and attorneys, including Mr. Schiffman),
and either the Montana Environmental Information Center or Vote Solar (including their agents
and attorneys).

Response: See response by Vote Solar to data request NWE-008. Same objections apply.

FLS ENERGY/CYPRESS CREEK’S RESPONSES TO DATA REQUESTS NWE-013 THROUGH NWE-018

3



Current QF-1

$58.50

On-Peak

$53.14

Off-Peak

$55.82

Average

$55.69

Time Weighted Average

$49.92

Greycliff Energy Component of Avoided Cost

10%

% Change - Time Weighted Average

-11%

% Change - Average

$39.43

Solar

$39.88

Wind

$37.76

Hydro/Other

-29%

% Change - Solar

-28%

% Change - Wind

-32%

% Change - Hydro/Other
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James E. Moore

PO Box 5027

300 South Phillips Avenue, Suite 300

Sioux Falls, SD 57117-5027

Phone (605) 336-3890

Fax (605) 339-3357

Email James.Moore@woodsfuller.com

Attorneys for Juhl Energy, Inc.

BEFORE THE SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF UTILITY DIVISION

DOCKET NO. D2016

PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN ON BEHALF OF JUHL
ENERGY

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS

A. My name is Roger Schiffman. My business address is 1701 Arena Drive, Davis, CA
95618.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

A. I am the managing director of Power Markets Research Group (“PMRG”). PMRG is a
private consulting firm specializing in energy markets, resource planning issues, and in
calculating estimates of long-term avoided costs. I started that position after seven years with

Black and Veatch Corporation in Sacramento, California.

Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION

A. I received my bachelor of business administration, finance, investment and Banking in
1988 from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. I continued my studies at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison working toward a Master of Science in Finance from 1988-May 1990. 1

left the graduate studies program to join the Wisconsin Public Service Commission, where I
{02293530.1;GREYCLIFF’S NOTICE AND REQUEST TO RE-ESTABLISH SCHEDULE
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became a senior financial analyst. My curriculum vita is attached to this testimony as Exhibit

wy »

Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR WORK HISTORY

A. Prior to my assignment as manager at PMRG, I was a principle at Black and Veatch and
assisted in directing, preparing and developing market analysis, integrated resource planning,
nodal market planning, avoided cost, transmission planning, transmission congestion, other
transmission issues, resource planning/power supply analyses, and generation reliability analysis.
I have provided consulting services in energy market analysis, utility resource planning, and
power price forecasting for the last 18 years, at consulting firms including Henwood Energy
Services, Navigant Consulting, Ventyx, and Black & Veatch. At PMRG, I have continued my
work on these subject matter areas. At each of these firms, I have been responsible for
developing long-term projections of electricity prices in U.S. wholesale markets. Those
projections have been used in developing estimates of avoided cost, in utility integrated resource
planning, and in supporting valuation and due diligence review of purchase and sale transactions
for individual power plants, and for portfolios of power plants.

Q. HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU BEEN WORKING ON UTILITY RESOURCE
PLANNING AND UTILITY RESOURCE/AVOIDED COST ESTIMATES?

A. I have more than 25 years of experience working in the public and private sectors
directing, preparing and developing reports and testimony on market analysis, integrated
resource planning, nodal markets, avoided cost, transmissions, resource planning/power supply
analyses, and generation reliability analysis.

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. I was retained by Juhl Energy to analyze NorthWestern Energy’s (“NorthWestern”)
avoided cost estimates for the three 20 MW wind projects being developed by Juhl in South
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Dakota. I was also retained to create an independent avoided cost forecast which, in my
estimation, more accurately captured NorthWestern’s long-term avoided cost.

Q. CAN YOU SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF YOUR INVESTIGATION AND
ANALYSIS?

A. Yes. NorthWestern has developed a set of projected avoided costs for its system that it
proposes to use as a pricing offer for the purchase of energy from the Juhl Energy projects.
PMRG has been asked by Juhl Energy to review the NorthWestern avoided cost projections and
methodology, and to determine if the approach taken is consistent with industry best practice.
The discussion which is set forth below in detail highlights key findings of that review, and also
seeks to quantify areas where adjustments to NorthWestern’s methodology are appropriate.

Based on the review described below, PMRG has concluded that there are a number of
deficiencies in the NorthWestern avoided cost methodology, its specific application to Juhl
Energy, and the data assumptions used. These aspects result in the NorthWestern estimates
being below its actual avoided cost for the Juhl Energy projects.

PMRG has developed alternative estimates of avoided cost for Juhl Energy, based on
development of a true differential revenue requirement analysis, and using an independently
developed forecast of electricity prices. The independent forecast assumptions were developed
by Ventyx, an ABB Company, and PMRG replicated the Ventyx Reference Case forecast using
the PROMOD IV production simulation model licensed by Ventyx.

These avoided cost estimates are higher than the values proposed by NorthWestern.
PMRG recommends that the value developed using the Ventyx Reference Case forecast be used

in determining avoided cost for Juhl Energy. A summary of the avoided cost estimates prepared

by PMRG is listed below in Table 1.
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Table 1 — Summary of Juhl Energy Avoided Cost Projections

Differential Revenue Requirement Levelized Avoided Cost - NPV @7.24% -
($/MWh)

CO2 Compliance Cost Incremental Impact ($/MWh)

Adjusted Avoided Cost, with CO2 (3/MW)

Capacity Value of Juhl Projects

Total Levelized Avoided Cost, with CO2 and Capacity Value ($/MWh)

Q. CAN YOU SUMMARIZE FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE OF THE HISTORY
AND REQUIREMENTS OF PURPA AS IT RELATES TO AVOIDED COST?

A. Yes. The concept of Avoided Cost has its roots in the Public Utilities Regularly Policies Act
(“PURPA”) passed by Congress in 1978. PURPA was instituted when the nation’s power
generation relieci heavily on imported oil that had undergone significant price volatility.
Significant increases in the cost of new power plants and the general feel that the traditional
utility model was failing to foster an environment of competition also led to general
dissatisfaction with the utility model in the United States during the 1970s. Consequently,
Section 2(1) of PURPA explained that the purpose of the act was to further the goals of
conserving electric energy, increase utility efficiency, and achieve fair rates for utility customers.
The concept was to achieve these goals through policies that would foster the development of
non-utility cogeneration and small power production.

Under Section 210 of PURPA, a utility is required to purchase electricity from certain
non-regulated power producers, termed qualifying facilities (“QFs™”). A QF can be either a

cogeneration facility meeting certain efficiency requirements, or a small power producer (80
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MW or less) whose energy input was primarily from waste, biomass, or renewable resources (the
size limitation has since been removed).

PURPA requires utilities to purchase QF power at a nondiscriminatory, just and
reasonable rate that does not exceed the purchasing utility’s avoided cost. This avoided cost is an
upper limit on purchases and is defined in Section 210 (d) as “the cost to the electric utility of the
electric energy which but for the purchase from such co-generator or small power producer, such
utility would generate or purchase from another source.” A utility’s full avoided cost includes
incremental costs of electric energy, capacity, or both that, if not for the purchase from the QF,

the utility would purchase or generate itself.

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE FERC’S GUIDANCE TO STATE REGULATORY
COMMISSIONS IN ESTABLISHING AVOIDED COST?

A. The FERC rules implementing PURPA did not select a specific method for establishing
the avoided cost rate to be paid QFs but rather left the specific methodology to the discretion of
each state. However, FERC has also made it clear that any methodology adopted by the
individual states must be consistent with FERC’s implementing regulations. FERC also
provided certain guidelines to states to consider when developing avoided cost rates. These
include:

1. Utilities can be required to pay QFs for the “capacity value” of their projects only
when the availability of such capacity allows the utility to reduce its own capacity-
related costs by deferring construction of a new plant or by deferring commitments to
firm power purchase contracts.

2. Utilities can be required to pay capacity payments even if the QF provides electricity
only on an “as available” basis. In such cases, calculation of the payment would be
based on a probabilistic estimate of production from a large number of similar QFs.

3. Avoided capacity costs based on a plant designed to displace less efficient generating
units must be adjusted to take into account the lower operating costs the utility would
incur with the new plant. Thus, if a new plant is deferred by virtue of QF purchases,
fuel savings also would be forgone and these “lost savings” should be reflected in the
rate paid to the QF.

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
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4, The avoided capacity and energy costs used to calculate QF purchase rates must be
internally consistent. For example, to use the high capacity cost of a deferred base
load unit and the high energy cost of a peaking unit would exceed the utility’s true
avoided costs.

5. The just and reasonable rate for new capacity is the avoided cost even when the utility
making the purchase is simultaneously making sales to the QF.
6. Rates for QF purchases may be levelized over the life of a fixed-term contract rather

than set equal to the utility’s avoided costs at the time of delivery. Rates may be
negotiated at levels below full avoided costs if the QF agrees to the arrangement,
presumably in return for some contractual provisions not mandated under the
applicable rules in that jurisdiction.

Q. APART FROM THIS GENERAL GUIDANCE, DO FERC’S REGULATIONS
PROVIDE GUIDANCE?

A. Yes. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(e) provides a list of factors that a state Commission must
consider when calculating the energy and capacity components of avoided cost rates. These

factors include:

1. Avoided cost data submitted by utilities to state regulatory authorities.
2. Auvailability and characteristics of the QF’s power during system peak periods
including:
a. The utility’s ability to dispatch the QF
b. QF reliability
c. Duration and enforceability of a utility’s contract with a QF
d. Ability to schedule QF outages in coordination with the utility
e. Usefulness of QF production during system emergencies
f. Aggregate value of QF capacity and energy on a utility system
g. Smaller capacity increments and shorter lead times associated with QF
capacity
3. The relationship between a QF’s production and a utility’s ability to actually avoid
costs.
4. Costs or savings from changes in line losses as a result of QF purchases.

Q. WHAT HAVE STATES DONE AS FAR AS IMPLEMENTING FERC’S
AVOIDED COST GUIDANCE AND REGULATIONS?

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
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A.

in establishing avoided cost methodologies. States have addressed the following conceptual

issues:

1.

W

5.

Whether short or long-run marginal costs should form the basis for the avoided cost
analysis.

The appropriate planning horizon and incremental block of output over which costs
are to be measured.

The particular methodology used for computing the relevant marginal costs.

The treatment accorded to small increments of QF capacity that have no impact
individually on a utility expansion plan but that could have an impact if there were a
large number of smaller QFs.

Treatment of firm versus non-firm QF purchases.

These conceptual issues have been the basis for the varying approaches that Commissions have

adopted, including:

N —

10.

Long-run marginal cost methods.

Proxy unit approaches (in which avoided capacity and energy cost payments are
linked to a unit selected to represent the next unit on the system, perhaps without a
detailed analysis confirming that the proxy unit is the best fit for the system).
Expansion planning analysis (in which avoided capacity and energy costs may be
linked to the next unit on the system as identified through a generation expansion
planning study).

Short-run marginal cost methods.

Single unit approaches (generally this involves identifying the unit on the dispatch
margin and linking avoided energy cost payments to the production cost of that unit).
Incremental heat rate approaches (linking payments to the incremental heat rate on a
utility system that may involve more than a single unit).

Production costing approaches (using a computer simulation to identify the
production cost and avoided cost payments).

Purchased power approaches (in which a bidding system may be used to determine
the basis for the utility’s avoided cost).

Reverse-the-meter approaches (in which energy produced is sent to the utility and
reverses the meter that registers energy consumption so that the meter records the net
energy consumed once QF production is taken into account).

Differential revenue requirements approaches (whereby the difference in a utility’s
revenue requirements are calculated with and without the QF purchase), usually
through the use of detailed production cost or market simulation models.

States have adopted a wide variety of approaches in implementing FERC’s directives and
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In addition, in some jurisdiction, resources are developed and selected by utilities as a result of
competitive RFP and resource solicitation processes. In cases where the process is administered
with safeguards that prevent self-dealing or preferential treatment for resources being developed
by the subject utility (e.g., the use of an independent evaluator or the adoption or presence of
rules precluding offers from the host utility), bid prices submitted through the RFP process may

be deemed as representative of the utility’s avoided cost and in compliance with PURPA.

Q. HOW HAS THE SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ESTABLISHED AVOIDED COSTS?

A. In past orders, the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (PUC) has issued some
guidance on avoided cost determination under PURPA. The PUC found that rates for purchases
from QF's with a design capacity of more than 100 KW should be set by contract negotiated
between the QF and the electric utility. The PUC views its primary role in this area as focusing
on resolving any contract disputes which arise between the parties. The PUC made a number of
specific findings related to avoided cost determination.

The PUC found that it should set certain parameters for the negotiation of QF contracts,
and that it is reasonable to distinguish between short-term and long-term contract purchase rates.
The Commission found that QF contracts less than 10 years in length are viewed as short-term,
and QF contracts 10 years or longer are viewed as long-term.

The PUC found that capacity credits included in short-term QF contracts should be based
on the cost of installed turbine peaking generation, and that capacity credits included in long-
term contracts should be based on the avoided cost of base load generation, with payments

further based on the average kW supplied by the QF for each month during the utility's on-peak
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period. The PUC also found that the capacity credits included in long-term contracts should be
made constant over the duration of the contract.

The PUC also found that both short-term and long-term QF contracts should include an
energy credit based on the average of the expected hourly incremental avoided costs calculated
over the hours in the appropriate on-peak and off-peak hours as defined by the utility. The PUC
stated that the hourly energy cost data required to be filed under Section 133 of PURPA is an
appropriate data source for determining avoided energy costs. As detailed below, PMRG
developed an independent assessment of avoided cost that follows this approach.

In May, 2013, in response to a complaint filed by Oak Tree Energy, LLC, the PUC issued
its latest decision on negotiated avoided cost for a wind QF project that has similarities to the
Juhl projects. In its May, 2013 decision, the PUC found that NorthWestern avoided costs
applicable for the Oak Tree project were $36/kW/Year for capacity, in 2013 and 2014, with
5.84% annual escalation in subsequent contract years. The PUC found that avoided costs for
energy were $49.24/MWh, if the project began production in 2013, or $51.23/MWh if the project
began production in 2014. The PUC ruled that the avoided energy cost values were to be

adopted as levelized values, and would remain constant throughout the QF contract period.

Q. WHAT ARE THE JUHL PROJECTS AND WHAT IS THE HISTORY OF
COMMUNICATIONS/NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN THE PARTIES IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

A. The Juhl Energy Projects consist of three 20 MW (nameplate capacity) wind projects

located in South Dakota. Juhl has entered into negotiations with NorthWestern, and has or will

reach agreement on commercial terms for a PPA agreement, with the exception of the

price/avoided cost value. During the negotiation process, NorthWestern has provided a number

of different avoided cost projections to Juhl, all of which have been lower than NorthWestern’s
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actual avoided cost, in my opinion. The table below lists the projections provided by

NorthWestern at different times throughout the negotiation process.
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11/24/2015

Letter to Juhl (PDF)
McKenzie A. Davis
Corporate Paralegal
Northwestern Energy

18.10

12/9/2015

Letter to Juhl (PDF)
McKenzie A. Davis
Corporate Paralegal
Northwestern Energy

1/20/2016
Email/spreadsheet
Bleau LaFave
Director Long Term Resources
Northwestern Energy

1| s $ 18.11 | $ 9.25
2| s 18.88 | $ 18.73 | $ 9.81
3|3 2090 | $ 19.76 | $ 10.73
4| s 2202 |5 18.83 | $ 10.74
5/ 8 2531 1% 20.65 | $ 11.47
6| S 2695} $ 2159 | $ 12.10
71 % 28.15 | $ 22288 12.63
8| s 29.40 | 2241 |8 12.72
9| $ 30.93 | % 2353 $ 13.58
10| $ 322415 24.02 | $ 13.84
11| $ 33.86 | $ 2481 | S 14.11
12| S 3539 ]S 25.81 | $ 14.69
13} $ 37.03 | $ 26.16 | $ 14.99
14| $ 38.80 | $ 26.74 | $ 15.31
15| $ 4066 | S 27518 15.71
16| $ 42.60 | S 28.41 | $ 16.24
17| $ 4455 { $ 29.29 | $ 16.68
18} $ 4655 | S 30.07 | $ 16.82
19| $ 48.72 | S 3051 (S 16.81
20| 8 50.78 | § 31.00 | $ 16.93

_ N/A{Above ratesonly)
$31.02 Aprox. Levelized

, {Above rates only)
$21.94 Aprox. Levelized

11.67 {Levelized]
$11.67

1/20/2016
Email/spreadsheet
Bleau LaFave
Director Long Term Resources
Northwestern Energy

2/2/2016
Email/spreadsheet
Bleau LaFave
Director Long Term Resources
Northwestern Energy

4/5/2016
Email/spreadsheet

Bleau LaFave

Director Long Term Resources
Northwestern Energy

1| ¢ 14.66 18.11 [ $
2| s 15.22 18.68 | $
3|3 16.14 19.59 | $
4| $ 16.15 19.60 | $
53 16.88 20.33 | $
6/ S 17.51 20.96 | $
7| 18.04 21.48 | $
8| s 18.13 21.57 | $
9| s 18.99 2243 | %
10| $ S
11| $ $
12| s S
13| $ $
14| $ S
15| $ S
16| $ S
17] S S
18| S S
19| $ S

S S

N
o

. NWE Estimate \
$16.61

Ny jove rates only
$20.04 Aprox. Levelized
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As shown in the above table, in the six weeks between November 24, 2015, and January
20, 2016, NorthWestern decreased its avoided cost estimate from $31.02/MWh, to $11.67/MWh,
and then a revised value of $16.61/MWh. That is a 50 percent reduction of estimated avoided
cost in just a 6 week period. In the subsequent 8 weeks, NorthWestern’s estimate of its avoided
cost has increased to $24.35/MWh, which is an improvement, but is still well below its actual
avoided cost.

Because the NorthWestern proposed avoided cost value was well below apparent market
forecasts over a 20-year period, and below what Juhl perceived as NorthWestern’s actual
avoided cost during that time frame, Juhl retained PMRG to review NorthWestern’s
methodology, and to also develop an independent projection of avoided cost. PMRG and Juhl
participated on two conference calls with NorthWestern to discuss its avoided cost methodology.
Subsequently, PMRG identified a number of concerns with the NorthWestern methodology, and
provided an overview of those concerns to NorthWestern on an additional conference call. The
specific items discussed are detailed in the following section of this testimony.

In response, NorthWestern did make some changes to its avoided cost methodology, and
then developed an updated estimate of its avoided cost, applicable to the Juhl projects.
NorthWestern provided its updated avoided cost projection on April 1, 2016, at a value of
$22.20/MWh.

Juhl Energy believes that a Legally Enforceable Obligation, (“LEO”), has been
established, requiring it to sell all of its output from the Project to NorthWestern, and creating a

binding obligation on the part of NorthWestern to purchase all of Juhl Energy’s output..

Q. CAN YOU DESCRIBE NORTHWESTERNS AVOIDED COST ESTIMATES FOR
THE JUHL PROJECTS?
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A. NorthWestern estimated Juhl Energy’s long-term avoided cost as follows:

Table 2 ~ NorthWestern Energy Proposed Juhl Energy Levelized Aveided Cost (3/MWh)

Initial Estimate Revised Estimate
December, 2015 ($/MWh) April, 2016

Variable ($/MWh)

Energy Average Avoided Cost $19.75 $24.62
Renewable Energy Credit Value $0.37 $0.47
Regulation ($0.27) (80.33)
Transmission Network Upgrades ($3.24) ($2.56)
Avoided Cost (Offer) $16.61 $22.20

As shown in Table 2, NorthWestern proposed a series of “adjustments” to avoided cost,
to reflect Renewable Energy Credit value, and proposed deductions for Regulation Cost and for
Transmission Network Upgrades. The reductions proposed by NorthWestern total to almost 20
percent of the original energy avoided cost estimate, due primarily to a large deduction for
transmission network upgrade costs.

The most substantial adjustment to avoided cost proposed by NorthWestern, is a
$3.24/MWh deduction to reflect the cost of Transmission Network Upgrades. PMRG believes
this proposed adjustment is in violation of non-discrimination policies established by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and should not be included in determining Juhl
Energy’s avoided cost. FERC transmission policy is very clear, in assigning the cost of network
upgrades to project developers during the development stage, but then requiring the transmission
provider to refund those costs, with interest, at the time a project achieves commercial operation.
NorthWestern’s proposed adjustment for those costs is counter to FERC policy, and unfairly
discriminates against QF resources. PMRG has not seen this adjustment proposed or adopted in
any other avoided cost proceeding, and believes this adjustment should not be included in
determination of avoided cost for Juhl Energy.

Q. WHY DO YOU BELIEVE NORTHWESTERN’S PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT
FOR TRANSMISSION NETWORK UPGRADE COSTS IS DISCRIMINATORY?

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
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A. I believe the proposed adjustment is a violation of FERC transmission
interconnection policy, and unfairly discriminates against QF resources. For example, if a
merchant generator sought interconnection on the NorthWestern transmission system, it would
be required to pay for network upgrade costs during the development stage, but when it achieves
commercial operation, those costs would be refunded by NorthWestern. As NorthWestern
would have no contractual operation to purchase power from that merchant resource, it would
also have no opportunity to try and recover network upgrade costs. So under NorthWestern’s
proposed avoided cost adjustment, a QF would be required to pay for network upgrade costs, but
a merchant plant would not. That is the definition of discriminatory pricing treatment, and
highlights how NorthWestern’s proposed adjustment is discriminatofy and in violation of
PURPA.

Q. WHAT IS THE METHODOLOGY REPORTEDLY EMPLOYED BY

NORTHWESTERN TO PRODUCE ITS AVOIDED COST ESTIMATES FOR

THE JUHL PROJECTS?

A. The following summary of NorthWestern's avoided cost methodology is based upon the
description of the approach provided by NorthWestern via conference calls with Juhl Energy and
me. The description I provide below is also based upon review of public documents filed by
NorthWestern in other jurisdictions.

NorthWestern typically describes its avoided cost approach as a differential revenue
requirements method, where it completes a power system simulation using the PowerSimm
model. NorthWestern states that it simulated operation of its power system with and without
inclusion of the Juhl Energy project. NorthWestern then states that it examined changes in the
net energy balance on its system, and assigned value to output of Juhl Energy. As described, in

assigning value to Juhl Energy energy production, NorthWestern differentiated between time
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periods when its system energy balance was in surplus or deficit. As described, the following
differentiation was applied:

For periods when Juhl Energy produces and delivers energy when NorthWestern's supply
portfolio is short (i.e., when generation is less than load), Juhl Energy generation is assigned the
market purchase price for electricity that NorthWestern would otherwise have purchased.

For periods when the project produces and delivers energy when NorthWestern's supply
portfolio is long (i.e., when generation is greater than load), if NorthWestern's generating
resources can reduce dispatch levels, then Juhl Energy generation is assigned a value equal to the
variable cost of the unit being backed down . If NorthWestern generation is already dispatched
at minimum levels, then energy produced by Juhl resources is valued at zero.

NorthWestern describes its avoided cost approach as modeling the impact of Juhl Energy
production upon the NorthWestern power system, on an hourly basis, and examining the
differential with and without Juhl Energy in estimating avoided cost.

The PowerSimm model employed by NorthWestern in determining avoided cost relies
upon externally produced forecasts of fuel prices, including natural gas prices, forecasts of
electricity demand on the NorthWestern system, and forecasts of available generating capacity
and operating characteristics for NorthWestern power plants. Most importantly, the model also
relies upon an externally produced forecast of electricity prices. The inner workings of the
model are not at all transparent. This aspect critically limits the ability to analyze
NorthWestern's avoided cost methodology, and its specific projections for Juhl Energy.

Q. WHAT CONCERNS, IF ANY, DO YOU HAVE OF THE METHODOLOGY

EMPLOYED BY NORTHWESTERN TO CREATE AN AVOIDED COST
ESTIMATE FOR THE JUHL PROJECTS?
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A. As described on conference calls and in workpapers provided to Juhl, NorthWestern
describes a number of data assumptions it made that underlie its avoided cost methodology and
projections. In reviewing the fundamental data assumptions used by NorthWestern, there are a
number of areas where the approach, and specific assumptions chosen, tend to reduce or suppress
estimated avoided cost levels. They key areas requiring adjustment are detailed below.
Q. WHAT AREAS OF CONCERN HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED?
A. First, what NorthWestern describes as a Differential Revenue Requirements Method is in
reality not a Differential Revenue Requirements Method as that method has been traditionally
understood. While NorthWestern describes its approach as an application of the Differential
Revenue Requirements Method, and states that it is the most accurate way to measure avoided
cost, the actual application of its approach is quite different from a Differential Revenue
Requirement Method. Typically, application of the Differential Revenue Requirements (DRR)
avoided cost approach normally involves running detailed, fundamentally based production cost
simulation models, both with and without the QF resource on the host utility system. The
approach is also sometimes referred to as “QF-In/QF-Out.” It is true that the traditional DRR
avoided cost approach has been referred to as the most accurate way to measure avoided cost.
The reason that the DRR avoided cost approach is used, and sometimes preferred by state
commissions, is because it captures the changes in system dispatch and in underlying cost to
produce energy, on a system-wide basis, when a QF resource is introduced onto a power system.
The approach was adopted in cases where large amounts of QF resources were being developed
on target utility systems, or where the types of QF resources being developed had significantly
different operating and cost profiles. In cases such as that, capturing the interaction with other

generation on the system can have important implications for measuring avoided cost and for
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determining the value a particular QF brings to a host utility. An example of a cases where use
of this approach could be important would be in assessing avoided cost for a large cogeneration
facility, where the efficiency of the underlying resource brings energy cost savings to the host
utility, but where the must-run energy production profile of the resource, and associated must-
take energy purchases from the host utility, have implications for overall costs, and also for
dispatch of other generation on the system. The key focus of the DRR method is to measure the
changes in power system p}“oduction costs in a more precise way.

Q. HOW DOES NORTHWESTERN’S AVOIDED COST METHODOLOGY DIFFER
FROM A DRR METHODOLOGY?

A. In NorthWestern’s avoided cost approach, while the utility states that it conducted QF-
In/QF-Out simulations, it did not use the PowerSimm model to measure changes in production
cost with and without the Juhl Energy projects. In contrast, NorthWestern apparently
completed PowerSimm simulations with and without Juhl Energy, tabulated results on a monthly
basis, and then external to the simulation, applied a combination of forecast monthly energy
prices, and/or production cost estimates for its existing generation, or zero to the monthly
forecast production of Juhl Energy. NorthWestern limited its use of the PowerSimm model only
to estimate whether its system would be in a net purchase or net sale position, on a monthly
basis, segmented by High Load (On-Peak) and Low Load (Off-Peak) periods. NorthWestern
also used the PowerSimm model to develop long-term market price projections in SPP, but the
approach taken in that area is not transparent.

By not using the PowerSimm simulations to assess production costs differences on its
system, with and without Juhl Energy, NorthWestern departs fundamentally from the DRR
approach. It’s not clear why NorthWestern does not evaluate avoided cost for Juhl Energy, or
the net short/sales position on its system on an hourly basis, which is the primary intent of a
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DRR approach. Instead, NorthWestern rolls up hourly results to calculate net purchase/sales
position monthly, on-peak and off-peak, and then applies forecast prices in SPP, or in some
instances, either the production cost of generation or assigns a zero value to that generation.

Q. HAVE YOU SEEN DATA SUGGESTING THAT NORTHWESTERN IS ACTIVE
IN BOTH PURCHASING AND SELLING ENERGY IN THE WHOLEALE
MARKET?

A, Yes. NorthWestern consistently purchases and sells energy in the wholesale power

market, both in its Montana operations and in its South Dakota operations. Table 3 below shows

NorthWestern’s market purchase and sale history, as reported through the FERC Form 1. These

data were extracted by PMRG from the Energy Velocity datasource. As shown, NorthWestern

routinely and consistently engages in both power sales and purchase activity in the wholesale
power market. These data show that NorthWestern routinely engages in both wholesale
purchase and sale transactions. This is important because while NorthWestern’s avoided cost
methodology assumes when it is in a net sales position (generation is greater than load), it would
back down its existing generation in order to accommodate energy production from the Juhl
projects, and would assign something less than market price to the Juhl production. As discussed
earlier, this violates economic dispatch principles. The data in Table 3 show that NorthWestern

routinely engages in wholesale power sales, and operates its system differently from what it

assumes in its avoided cost methodology.

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
18



Table 3 — NorthWestern Energy Purchase and Sales Data

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Power Purchases (MWh) 6,790,265 5,936,248 5,971,881 6,762,934 7,013,369 4,752,672
Energy Charges ($) $299,843,946| $255,317,849| $252,484,353] $311,119,417| $304,822,900| $231,825,119
Demand Charges ($) $19,457,729 $9,800,498 $12,017,081] $10,441,580{ $11,166,832| $12,527,973
Total Charges (3) $319,262,816| $265,180,449| $265,206,353] $321,523,916] $315,957,355| $244,320,023
Energy Charges ($/MWh) $44.16 $43.01 $42.28 $46.00 $43.46 $48.78
Total Charges ($/MWh) $47.02 $44.67 $44.41 $47.54 $45.05 $51.41
Power Sales (MWh) 2,446,738 1,398,453 1,429,602 1,965,449 2,425,078 3,522,568
Energy Sales Revenue ($) $91,021,282| $22,387,196| $22,778,986| $47,864,234| $65,512,720] $84,836,564
Demand Rewvenue ($) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Energy Sales Rewvenue ($) $91,021,282] $22,387,196| $22,778,986| $47,864,234] $65,512,720] $84,836,564]
Energy Sales Rewenue ($/MWh) $37.20 $16.01 $15.93 $24.35 $27.01 $24.08
Total Sales Revenue ($/MWh) $37.20 $16.01 $15.93 $24.35 $27.01 $24.08

WHAT OTHER CONCERNS, IF ANY, DO YOU HAVE REGARDING

NORTHWESTERN’S AVOIDED COST METHODOLOGY IN THIS

PROCEEDING?

A.

As described, NorthWestern states that it uses a forward electricity and natural gas price

strip, and building from those price strips, the PowerSimm model develops prices and simulates

operation of its system.

NorthWestern has not provided details about the simulation process used by PowerSimm

to translate historical prices into a forecast of future or forward power prices. PMRG also

reviewed information available on the Ascend Analytics (Ascend) website. Ascend is the

developer of the PowerSimm model. In data responses, and phone conversations, NorthWestern

revealed that Ascend had been involved in completing the PowerSimm simulations, and that

output data from the simulations resides on computer servers in the Ascend offices. The Ascend

website refers to use of stochastic modeling, and a mean-reversion algorithm for PowerSimm,

but also provides very little detail, and no characterization of how stochastic parameters are

derived or used in the model.
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To develop my understanding of the NorthWestern PowerSimm simulation, PMRG also
reviewed documentation provided with NorthWestern’s 2013 Electricity Supply Resource
Procurement Plan filed in Montana. In supporting documents related to that plan, NorthWestern
refers to stochastic modeling of natural gas prices, power prices, hydro production, electricity
demand, renewable production, and generator outages. Based on the discussion contained in
supporting documents submitted to the Montana Public Service Commission, the inference is
that NorthWestern followed a similar approach in developing its Juhl Energy avoided cost
estimates, but with updated input price curves for natural gas and SPP electricity prices.

In its avoided cost analysis provided to Juhl Energy, NorthWestern does not discuss the
stochastic nature of the PowerSimm model, and does not provide any information about the
algorithms used, the specification of probability distributions and correlation and covariance
statistics, or other key input data and algorithms that play a pivotal role in the PowerSimm
simulation environment. This is critical information to omit, because the specification of
volatility and correlation parameters plays a key role in influencing the dispatch results, and
especially the projected power prices.

Q. DID NORTHWESTERN MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO ITS
METHODOLOGY AFTER DISCUSSION WITH PMRG?

A. The NorthWestern avoided cost approach starts with a near-term forward/futures
electricity price curve, and applies escalation to translate that curve into long-term projected
prices. In NorthWestern’s initial avoided cost estimate, it applied a nominal escalation rate of
1.27% in developing its long-term forecast, and pointed to a variable listed in the EIA Annual
Energy Outlook, 2015 as the source of the escalator. PMRG reviewed that escalation rate and
pointed out to NorthWestern that it reflected both historical and incremental fixed capital cost
components, in addition to wholesale energy market components. As such, the escalation used
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by NorthWestern was more reflective of a fully embedded rate, and not reflective of likely
changes in wholesale market energy costs as is necessary to forecast incremental energy prices in
the future.

In response to PMRG’s review of that escalation rate, NorthWestern revised its
methodology to use an escalation rate based on EIA forecast natural gas prices instead. Under
NorthWestern’s revised projections, power prices are escalated at 4.32% annually.

Q. DID YOU HAVE ANY OTHER CONCERNS ABOUT THE NORTHWESTERN
AVOIDED COST ESTIMATE?

A. Yes. NorthWestern did not reflect likely CO> emissions regulation impacts, and likely
Clean Power Plan (CPP) compliance costs in developing its avoided cost projections. While
CPP implementation is currently stayed by the U.S. Supreme Court, the greenhouse gas
emissions reductions inherent in CPP remain a highly likely requirement in the U.S. power
industry. Virtually all U.S. utility companies include greenhouse gas reduction regulations in the
current power supply and integrated resource planning analyses. This includes NorthWestern.
NorthWestern has consistently reflected CO2 compliance costs in its resource planning analyses
in both its South Dakota and Montana jurisdictions. In recent avoided cost projections
developed in Montana, NorthWestern has explicitly reflected CO2 compliance costs in its
avoided cost projections, and proposed that inclusion as appropriate if a wind project developer
provides Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) from the project to NorthWestern. In its most recent
2014 South Dakota Integrated Resource Plan, NorthWestern explicitly recognizes likely CO2
emissions compliance costs, averéging $21.11/ton over the forecast period. In its justification
for purchasing hydro-electric generating assets before the Montana Public Service Commission
in 2014, NorthWestern used CO2 emissions compliance costs starting at $21/ton in 2021, and
escalating at 5 percent annually. In its recently filed 2015 Electricity Supply Resource
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Procurement Plan in Montana, NorthWestern used CO2 emissions compliance costs starting at
$20/ton in 2022, and increasing to $37/ton by 2037. As such, it is clear that NorthWestern
routinely considers CO2 costs in its resource planning decisions, and CO2 emissions compliance
costs should be reflected in the projected avoided cost for the Juhl Energy projects.

Q. WHAT CONCERNS, IF ANY, DO YOU HAVE ABOUT POWERSIMM AS IT IS
EMPLOYED BY NORTHWESTERN IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A. As discussed above, NorthWestern utilized the PowerSimm simulation model to develop
its forecasted electricity prices in SPP, and its resulting avoided cost for Juhl Energy. The
PowerSimm model relies upon near-term forward natural gas and electricity prices, and
statistical relationships between fundamental variables, to develop long-term stochastic forecasts
of natural gas and power prices, and of NorthWestern system operations. While NorthWestern
provides no discussion of its stochastic modeling, or specification of the statistical parameters
used, presumably statistical parameters were developed using historical data on fuel prices,
electricity prices, electricity demand, hydro production, wind production, generator outages, and
other relevant variables.

Statistical relationships are only valid in forecasting if the underlying processes that are
being modeled remain stable and unchanging. If the processes are undergoing structural change,
then results from statistical modeling are invalid and inaccurate. In the current fuel and power
markets, the underlying processes that form prices are rarely stable and unchanging. To the
contrary, those price formation processes are fundamentally based, and are undergoing
substantial structural transformation. Moreover, that transformation will continue for the
foreseeable future. There are a variety of factors contributing to structural change in the fuel and

power markets:
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The advent of shale gas production has fundamentally changed the supply dynamics of
natural gas, the cost of production/extraction, and is also fundamentally changing natural
gas basis differentials compared to historical price levels

U.S. EPA environmental policies to reduce hazardous air pollutants, regional haze,
Nitrogen Oxide, Sulfur Dioxide, and Carbon Dioxide, are having a significant impact on
the electric generation supply mix, and are causing the retrofit and/or retirement of a
substantial number of coal-fueled generators.

The wide-scale penetration of wind and solar resources in the Upper Midwest, and
throughout the country, are further altering the economics of power generation, the
underlying composition of the supply mix, and the operation of fossil resources.

Lower natural gas prices, more economic construction costs, and lower emissions from
natural gas-fueled generation relative to coal-fueled resources, are all driving a
substantial increase in the demand for natural gas for use in electricity generation. In
virtually all long-term projections, natural gas use for electricity generation is the largest

projected component of demand growth for that fuel.

These factors all point to increased demand and prices for natural gas, which will further increase

the correlation between natural gas and electricity prices in SPP but will also alter the underlying

statistical relationships between fuel and electricity prices in the region, and between those prices

and other key fundamental variables. A statistical model such as PowerSimm is not able to fully

or accurately capture the fundamental changes occurring in the fuel and power markets, due to its

reliance upon historical statistical relationships. Instead, it is necessary to utilize a fundamental

simulation model to fully capture the changing dynamics of the industry. For this reason,

virtually all major consulting firms that develop long-term fuel and power price forecasts, utilize

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
23



structural simulatidn models, for developing forecasted natural gas and electricity prices. This
includes firms such as Ventyx, Navigant Consulting, ICF, Pace Global, and Black & Veatch.
Given the strong growth in natural gas demand anticipated due to environmental regulation
affecting the power industry, using a statistically based model such as PowerSimm, is likely to
understate the underlying fundamental natural gas and energy price levels in the market.
Q. IN LIGHT OF THE FOREGOING ANALYSIS, DO YOU FIND
NORTHWESTERN’S AVOIDED COST ESTIMATE FOR JUHL ENERGY
REASONABLE AND CREDIBLE?
A. No. Given the lack of transparency in the PowerSimm model and the statistical
parameters applied by it, and the relative lack of clarity about what the stochastic modeling
utilized by NorthWestern purports to address, I believe a simpler and more repeatable
methodology for new large QFs like Juhl Energy is in order.
Q. WHAT ALTERNATIVE FORECAST DO YOU PROPOSE TO UTILIZE IN THIS
PROCEEDING IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AVOIDED COST RATES FOR JUHL
ENERGY?
A. Given the assessment above, PMRG believes that the NorthWestern proposed avoided
cost for Juhl Energy is lower than its actual avoided cost. This is due to the methodology
employed by NorthWestern, and due to the proposed deductions from avoided cost for
transmission network upgrade costs, which should not be included.

To develop a more accurate estimate of NorthWestern’s avoided cost, PMRG developed
an independent forecast for use in determining avoided cost to be applied to the Juhl Energy
projects. The approach taken by PMRG in developing avoided cost projections is summarized as

follows:
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PMRG licensed the PROMOD IV simulation model from Ventyx, and completed a
true Differential Revenue Requirement method to develop avoided cost projections
PMRG also licensed the Ventyx Advisors data set, which allows replication and use
of Ventyx’s Advisors Reference Case fuel and electricity price forecast. The Ventyx
Reference Case is an independent forecast developed by Ventyx, and is used as the
basis for power supply planning decisions throughout the country. The Ventyx
Reference case is also used to provide independent electricity price forecasts and
valuation estimates in many transactions involving purchase and sale of existing
power plants throughout the U.S.

The NorthWestern South Dakota Power System was dispatched on an hourly basis,
for the 2018-2037 period, both including and excluding the Juhl Energy 60 MW wind
projects.

The Juhl projects were modeled as three separate 20 MW wind resources.

The difference in total production costs (fuel, variable O&M, market purchases and
market sales revenue), was divided by Juhl Energy generation, to derive avoided cost
projections. This approach is consistent with the PUC’s approved avoided cost
methodology, in examining a utility system’s hourly incremental cost as a basis for
determining avoided cost.

Market purchase and sales were included as dispatch options in the analysis, and
occur based on forecast hourly SPP-Dakotas power prices from the Ventyx Reference
Case. As such, this is a true Differential Revenue Requirement analysis, and is also

consistent with how NorthWestern actually operates its power system in South

Dakota.
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7. The Ventyx Reference Case does not include carbon costs, or CPP compliance costs.
A separate CPP compliance case was also developed, to estimate incremental

avoidable costs that will be faced by NorthWestern, due to the Clean Power Plan.

PMRG has developed alternative avoided cost estimates, based on the analyses described
above. Figure 1 provides an illustration of the process and data flow underlying PMRG’s
avoided cost projections. As shown, the process begins with Ventyx Reference Case data
assumptions, relies upon the PROMOD IV model to first develop forecast energy prices in SPP,
and to then model the NorthWestern South Dakota power system with and without the Juhl
Energy projects. Output from those simulations is then used to develop long-term projections of

avoided cost on the NorthWestern system.

Figure 1 — PMRG Avoided Cost Process Diagram
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Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE VENTYX REFERENCE CASE FORECAST?
A. Ventyx is an ABB company, and is the developer of a number of software and databases

widely used in the electricity industry. Ventyx, and its predecessor, Global Energy Decisions
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has been developing Reference Case power market forecasts since the late 1990s, for all North
American power market regions. The Ventyx Reference Case forecast is routinely used
throughout the industry in power supply resource planning, and in supporting power plant
development activity, financing activity, and purchase and sale of power plant portfolios.
Figure 2 provides an illustration of the power market region topology underlying the Ventyx

Reference Case for the Midwest U.S. markets.
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Figure 2 — Ventyx Reference Case Market Regions
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Source: Ventyx

As shown in Figure 2, the SPP market region is represented as four separate pricing zones
in the Ventyx Reference Case, but the underlying fundamental simulation modeling reflects

market regions throughout the Midwest and Mid-Atlantic U.S. regions, and Canada. The market
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simulation configuration used by PMRG also includes the Northeast and Southeast U.S. regions
as well. The NorthWestern power system resides within the SPP-Dakota sub-market depicted on
Figure 2.

In developing its Reference Case, Ventyx produces a fundamental analysis of the North
American electric market twice a year, developed using the PROMOD Electric Market
Simulation tool, Velocity Suite data and Horizons Interactive, a market-based, fundamental
model of North American power, gas, coal and environmental markets, which accounts for the
interdependency of these markets and provides forecasts based on consistent economic
assumptions.

Ventyx’s Reference Case considers current and projected new generating resources;
transmission limits and losses; operations and seam issues in neighboring markets; and hourly
loads. It includes a fundamental base forecast of Market Clearing Prices, which are comprised of
hourly, monthly and annual prices for the 25 year study period.

In completing this analysis for Juhl Energy, PMRG elected to rely upon the Ventyx
Reference Case because it is a well-respected, independent view of North American energy
markets and forecast fuel and power prices. The forecast is widely used in the industry, and was
not specifically prepared on behalf of Juhl. From PMRG’s perspective, use of the Ventyx
Reference Case allowed it to develop an unbiased, independent forecast of avoided cost on the
NorthWestern system.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE FUNDAMENTAL INPUT DATA UNDERLYING THE
VENTYX REFERENCE CASE?

A. In developing its Reference Case, Ventyx develops detailed and integrated fundamental
input data assumptions concerning supply and demand in the fuel and power markets. The
assumptions are used in Ventyx’s fuel model and in the PROMOD model to develop
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fundamental prices for key input variables such as natural gas and coal prices, and for emissions

prices. The fuel and emissions prices serve as key input variables for generators. Table 4

describes key considerations.

Table 4 — Ventyx Approach in Developing Fuel and Power Prices

Price Series

Description of Approach

Natural Gas Prices

Considers production cost by basins, transportation network to liquid
market centers, and tariffs to the market areas

Coal Prices

Considers production cost curves by mine, transportation network to the
plants, and individual plant constraints on heat input and SO2 content

Emissions Prices

Considers current regulatory caps on CO2, SO2 and NOX, existing unit
environmental controls and emission rates, and options for retrofits or
retirement

Renewable Energy Credit Prices

Considers state RPS demand for renewables, current existing renewable
generation, cost curves and characteristics of new renewable capacity,
and regional potential

Capacity Prices

Considers cost curves for new generation, reserve margin requirements,
economic retitement options, and capacity market areas

Energy Prices

Considers detailed unit characteristics incorporating all forecasts
presented above, hourly dispatch of units versus demand, scarcity
adders at tighter reserve margins, and electric transmission network

Source: Ventyx

Table 5 below lists the electricity demand forecast for the Midwest regions, built into the

Ventyx Reference Case assumptions. Ventyx relies upon demand forecasts submitted by load-

serving entities and reported to FERC through the Form 715 filings as a key input for developing

demand forecasts, supplemented by demand forecasts prepared by regional ISO entities such as

SPP and MISO. In modeling the NorthWestern system, PMRG relied upon the demand forecast

presented by NorthWestern in its 2014 South Dakota Resource Plan.
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Table 5 — Midwest Electricity Demand Forecast

Manitoba ™IS MISC-South PIM SaskPouwer SPF

tear | peakLoad ET_‘::Y Peak Load E:‘:; PeakLoad ET_:‘; Peak Load ET_‘:; Peak Load ET::; Peak Load ET-::,.

) | | | ) e || e | ™) e M) o |
2016 4,622 26,442 95,493 512,130 30,4932 165,863 164,434 | 329,073 3,821 25,160 £3,858 265,321
2017 4,686 26,724 97,642 513,143 30,838 163,041 166,286 | 837,634 3,961 26,163 54,6649 270,367
2018 4,655 | 26,024 | 95,454 | 522,497 | 31,217 | 170,168 | 167,743 | 846,532 | 6,033 | 26,734 | 55,149 | 273,176
2013 4,710 | 27158 | 98,192 | 526,443 | 31,644 | 172,505 | 169,193 | 552,988 | 4,067 | 26,987 | 55929 | 277,175
2020 4732 | 27,561 | 99,896 | 530,136 | 32,005 | 174,376 | 170,323 | 863,417 | 4,110 | 27,386 | 56,691 | 281,302
2021 ag@s | 25,073 | 100,713 | 532,302 | 32,182 | 175,103 | 172,259 | 969,425 | 4,197 | 27,955 | 57,505 | 285,493
2022 4,985 | 26,611 | 100,595 | 535,345 | 32,413 | 176,310 | 173,806 | 678,200 | 4,267 | 25,460 | 58,365 | 289,704
2023 5054 | 29,086 | 101,495 | 538,449 | 32,635 | 177,918 | 175,435 | oo6,178 | 4307 | 25,713 | 59,263 | 294,238
20249 5,134 29,438 10%,243 | 542,528 33,068 180,273 175,685 | 856,015 4,351 23,072 50,048 293,425
2025 5,205 24,896 102,723 | 545,079 33,290 181,425 175,230 | 901,167 4415 29,436 60,211 302,509
2026 5,277 30,210 103,207 | 547,653 33,552 182,701 | 179,832 | 908,745 4,471 29,204 61,596 306,698
2027 5,350 20,720 103,702 | 550,251 33,802 183,925 | 121,092 | 916,216 4,536 30,176 62,402 311,000
2025 caza | 31,155 | 104,151 | 552,673 | 39,098 | 185,157 | 182,536 | 926,501 | 4,563 | 30,554 | 63,257 | 315,419
2029 5995 | 31,586 | 104712 | 555,515 | 34,193 | 196,396 | 183,817 | 932,214 | 4,640 | 30,935 | 64,040 | 318,611
2030 5575 | 22,023 | 105,207 | 558,182 | 34,918 | 187,648 | 195,420 | 938,688 | 4,698 | 31,323 | 64,847 | 323,883
2031 to52 | 32.466 | 105,712 | 560,582 | 34,650 | 198,307 | 195,670 | 845,007 | 4,757 | 31,714 | 65,675 | 328,275
2032 5731 | 32,915 | 106,729 | 562,500 | 34,949 | 190,174 | 187,933 | 552,273 | 4817 | 32,111 | 66,518 | 332,770
2033 5,210 33,371 105,753 566,343 35,194 191,450 | 189,204 | 953,686 4877 32,512 657,381 337,342
2034 5,390 | 33,832 | 107,280 | 569,111 | 35,354 | 142,735 | 190,481 | 955,147 | 4,938 | 32,913 | 68,296 | 342,035
2035 5,972 24,300 107,810 | 571,904 35,591 194,029 151,773 | 971,656 5,000 33,320 55,198 346,837
2036 6054 | 24,775 | 108,325 | 574,721 | 35,826 | 185,392 | 193,063 | 975,214 | 5,062 | 33,747 | 70,113 | 351,751
2037 §.138 | 35,256 | 108,62 | 577,565 | 36,108 | 195,544 | 194,371 | 984,820 | 5,125 | 34,168 | 71,056 | 356,786
2035 6,223 | 35,744 | 102,314 | 530,933 | 36,373 | 187,965 | 185,651 | 951,476 | 5,190 | 34596 | 72,030 | 361,945
2039 5.305 | 35.233 | 103,964 | 583,725 | 36,634 | 198,295 | 157,015 | 988,181 | 5,54 | 35,029 | 73,029 | 367,333
2040 £337 | 36.790 | 110.521 | 586,248 | 35,302 | 200,636 | 155,363 |1,004,636] 5,320 | 35,467 | 74,070 | 372,653

G:T:h vo6% | 1389% | o5 | owew | o7s% | osox | ogew | osow | 129% | 14w | o1mam | 141w

Source: Ventyx

The Ventyx Reference Case assumptions reflect announced power plant retirements in

the region, driven largely by compliance activities related to the EPA MATS regulation, and due

to unit operating lives, and due to economic screening analysis completed by Ventyx. The

assumptions also reflect new power plants currently under construction or active development,

renewable energy expansion anticipated to comply with Renewable Portfolio Standard

requirements, and generic new entry thermal units needed to maintain reserve margin targets

over the forecast period.

Table 6 lists generation capacity retirements in SPP during the forecast period, under

Ventyx Reference Case assumptions. Table 7 lists a load and resource balance for the SPP
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region as a whole, reflecting forecast demand growth, and installed generation capacity by type.

Table 7 also lists planning reserve margin levels in the SPP region during the forecast period.

Table 6 — SPP Generation Retirements (MW)
Year SPP-C SPP-Dakota SPP-KSMO SPP-NE SPP Total
2016 1,114 12 493 40 1,659
2017 490 16 51 29 586
2018 305 21 1,431 195 1,952
2019 3 6 187 7 203
2020 124 2 49 355 530
2021 5 1 418 167 591
2022 247 262 348 857
2023 67 3 451 8 529
2024 97 7 346 87 537
2025 212 461 i 674
2026 489 260 22 771
2027 248 233 147 628
2028 210 7 217
2029 138 34 1 173
2030 418 356 774
2031 114 55 172 341
2032 373 225 687 1,285
2033 652 120 | 957 1,729
2034 239 313 552
2035 161 109 270
2036 477 2 150 7 636
2037 60 32 136 228
Total 5,872 303 6,212 3,335 15,722

Source: Ventyx

Table 7 — SPP Load & Resource Balance

Net
Renewable Total Peak Reserve
Coal Gas Fuel Oil | Nuclear | Hydro & Other Capacity | Load Margin
Year | (MW) (MW) MW) (MW) (MW) MW) MW) (MW) (%)
2016 26,469 | 29,601 1,626 2,419 5,299 4,582 69,997 51,926 35%
2017 25,359 | 29,569 1,602 2,419 5,299 4,871 69,120 52,700 31%
2018 25,359 29,504 1,579 2,419 5,299 4,906 69,066 53,152 30%
2019 23,872 29,192 1,519 2,419 5,299 4951 67,252 53,908 25%
2020 23,317 29,663 1,511 2,419 5,299 5,005 67,214 54,649 23%
2021 23,317 | 29,620 1,483 2,419 5,299 5,081 67,219 55,459 21%
2022 23,275 29,740 1,335 2,419 5,299 5,381 67,449 56,277 20%
2023 23,233 29,616 1,099 2,419 5,299 5,426 67,092 57,129 17%
2024 23,233 29,615 1,063 2419 5,299 5,426 67,054 57,891 16%
2025 22,716 | 30,979 893 2,419 5,299 5,456 67,762 58,629 16%
2026 22,716 31,929 738 2,419 5,299 5,456 68,557 59,387 15%
2027 22,716 32,652 578 2,419 5,299 5,456 69,120 60,164 15%
2028 22,716 33,520 400 2,419 5,299 5,456 69,809 60,963 15%
2029 22,716 34,304 400 2,419 5,299 5,456 70,593 61,730 14%
2030 22,716 35,284 389 2,419 5,299 5,456 71,563 62,516 14%
2031 22,716 36,273 379 2,419 5,299 5,456 72,542 63,320 15%
2032 22,607 37,256 376 2,419 5,299 5,456 73,412 64,138 14%
2033 22,607 38,427 365 1,941 5,299 5,456 74,094 64,975 14%
2034 22,498 39,996 365 1,175 5,299 5,456 74,788 65,831 14%
2035 22,390 | 41,526 362 1,175 5,299 5,456 76,208 66,707 14%
2036 | 22,390 | 42,560 354 1,175 5,299 5,456 77,234 | 67,602 14%
2037 22,261 43,892 351 1,175 5,299 5,456 78,434 68,516 14%
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In Table 7, load is shown on a net peak basis, with interruptible demand subtracted from forecast

peak demand levels.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE NATURAL GAS PRICE FORECAST UNDERLYING
THE VENTYX REFERENCE CASE?

A. Forecast natural gas prices play a key role in developing long-term energy price

forecasts. As shown above in Table 7, natural gas fueled capacity is projected to increase

substantially over the period, and as a result, SPP energy prices will become increasingly

influenced by the underlying natural gas prices borne by generators. Figure 3 illustrates a natural

gas price forecast for key natural gas pricing points under the Ventyx Reference Case, and also

lists the AEO 2015 natural gas price forecast, as point of reference.

Figure 3 — SPP Natural Gas Price Forecast (Nominal $/mmBtu)

South Dakota Netural Gas Prices
ala - :

| e M gt 3] AECD mememtfgniyx Forecast - Dabotas  ssewbistories! AECD - Daliverad to South Dakata ARG 015 I :

- 5 ;fﬁa,;j

Suuth Dekote Delivered Matural Sas Prices {$/mmBtud)

i

]

R
&

2
B ay-i5

{02293530.1} PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN
32



Nominal escalation in AEO 2015 for natural gas prices, averages 4.2%. The Ventyx
Natural Gas Price Forecast is within the range of most fundamental price forecasting services.
Given projected growth in natural gas demand, primarily driven by increased demand for natural
gas for electricity generation, and given expected production cost increases for shale and
conventional natural gas extraction, virtually all fundamentally derived natural gas price
forecasts anticipate robust growth in natural gas prices that exceeds the general rate of inflation.

Historical energy prices in the SPP North area averaged $44.52/MWh in 2013,
$27.35/MWh in 2014, and $19.66 in 2015. During the last three years, oil and natural gas prices
have declined due to abundant supply expansion of shale gas in the U.S., including in the North
Dakota area.

As shown above in Figure 3, natural gas prices are projected to remain relatively flat
through 2017, and to then increase rapidly beginning in 2018. The increase in projected natural
gas prices is driven by anticipated demand growth as substantial amounts of coal generation
retires due to the EPA MATS regulation, as natural gas fueled generation takes a more prominent
role throughout the country. Natural gas demand continues to drive real price increases in
natural gas, as CPP compliance further increases the reliance upon natural gas-fueled generation,
and as shale gas extraction costs increase. The higher natural gas prices lead to corresponding
increases in projected electric energy prices. Table 8 lists the forecast SPP Dakotas region
energy prices under the Ventyx Reference Case. For ease of comparison, the SPP price

projections developed by NorthWestern are also shown.
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Table 8 - SPP Forecast Energy Prices (Nominal $'MWHh)

Ventyx

Reference NorthWestern NorthWestern

Case - SPP South Dakota South Dakota -
Year Dakotas (12/2015) Revised (4/2016)
2016 $26.04 $19.63 $20.57
2017 $27.66 $21.01 $21.27
2018 $29.02 $21.49 $22.19
2019 $33.54 $21.77 $23.15
2020 $36.40 $22.04 $24.15
2021 $39.30 $22.32 $25.19
2022 $41.98 $22.61 $26.28
2023 $44.33 $22.90 $27.41
2024 $46.14 $23.19 $28.60
2025 $47.99 $23.48 $29.83
2026 $50.54 $23.78 $31.12
2027 $52.95 $24.08 $32.46
2028 $55.31 $24.39 $33.86
2029 $57.23 $24.70 $35.33
2030 $59.68 $25.01 $36.85
2031 $61.90 $25.33 $38.44
2032 $64.03 $25.65 $40.10
2033 $67.23 $25.98 $41.83
2034 $72.37 $26.31 $43.64
2035 $76.23 $26.64 $45.52
2036 $79.05 $26.98 $47.49
2037 $82.21 $27.32 $49.54

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE NATURAL GAS PRICE FORECAST UNDERLYING
THE VENTYX REFERENCE CASE?

A. Based on the Ventyx Reference Case hourly energy price forecast, completed detailed
hourly simulations of the NorthWestern South Dakota power system with and without inclusion
of the Juhl Energy projects. All other existing resources owned or under control of
NorthWestern were used in the simulation. During hours when the NorthWestern system
requires additional energy, the simulation assigns incremental costs for that energy based on
forecast SPP market prices. During hours when the NorthWestern system is long on energy, the
simulation allows the excess to be sold into the SPP market based again on forecast hourly SPP
market prices. This is common and industry accepted best practice for completing power market
simulations. It is also how NorthWestern operates, or should operate its power system on a daily

basis.
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The results of PMRG’s Differential Revenue Requirement analysis are summarized in Table 9.

Table 9 - PMRG Differential Revenue Requirement Aveided Cost Estimate

QF-In/QF-Out | Avoided
NorthWestern | Cost Juhl Value -
Energy Savings Avoided Cost | Juhl Value -
Juhl Change in Production | Savings - NorthWestern
Project SPP Production Cost - Net SPP LMP Production
Generation | LMP Cost - Net of of Sales Based Cost Net of
Year | (MWh) ($/MWh) | Sales ($000) ($/MWh) Estimate Sales ($MWh)
2018 273,052 $29.02 -$8,046 -$29.47 -$7,923,877 -$8,045,746
2019 273,052 $33.54 -$8,788 -$32.18 -$9,159,001 -$8,787,944
2020 273,052 $36.40 -$9,508 -$34.82 -$9,939,181 -$9,507,863
2021 273,052 $39.30 -$10,186 -$37.31 | -$10,730,080 -$10,186,225
2022 273,052 $41.98 -$10,621 -$38.90 | -$11,462,273 -$10,621,408
2023 273,052 $44.33 -$11,356 -$41.59 | -$12,105,320 -$11,355,914
2024 273,052 $46.14 -$11,832 -$43.33 -$12,597,749 -$11,831,927
2025 273,052 $47.99 -$12,437 -$45.55 | -$13,104,871 -$12,437,155
2026 273,052 $50.54 -$12,923 -$47.33 -$13,801,094 -$12,922,982
2027 273,052 $52.95 -$13,591 -$49.77 -$14,459,322 -$13,590,600
2028 273,052 $55.31 -$14,096 -$51.62 | -$15,101,627 -$14,095,924
2029 273,052 $57.23 -$14,916 -$54.63 | -$15,626,196 -$14,915,535
2030 273,052 $59.68 -$15,461 -$56.62 | -$16,295,586 -$15,461,196
2031 273,052 $61.90 -$16,311 -$59.73 | -$16,900,611 -$16,310,668
2032 273,052 $64.03 -$17,708 -$64.85 | -$17,483,285 -$17,707,758
2033 273,052 $67.23 -$18,756 -$68.69 | -$18,356,094 -$18,755,837
2034 273,052 $72.37 -$19,530 -$71.53 | -$19,760,478 -$19,530,056
2035 273,052 $76.23 -$20,569 -$75.33 | -$20,813,752 -$20,569,064
2036 273,052 $79.05 -$22,028 -$80.67 | -$21,586,090 -$22,027,982
2037 273,052 $82.21 -$22,012 -$80.61 | -$22,448,269 -$22,011,996
Levelized Avoided Cost - NPV
@7.24% ($/MWh) {$134,268)

As shown in Table 9, based on the Ventyx Reference Case assumptions and resulting

power price forecast, PMRG’s estimated levelized avoided cost for the Juhl projects is

$47.29/MWh, based on application of the differential revenue requirement method. The Juhl

{02293530.1}

PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER SCHIFFMAN

35



projects are projected to reduce net production costs for NorthWestern by $134.3 million NPV
over the 2018 to 2037 time period.

The DRR projection is slightly lower than avoided cost projections based on straight
application of the SPP power prices to the Juhl production. That approach would result in a
levelized avoided cost estimate of $49.07/MWh. This highlights a feature of the DRR approach,
where interactions with NorthWestern’s other assets and the time of day generation patterns of
the Juhl projects are more rigorously reflected in the analysis

Q. ARE THERE ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENTS TO AVOIDED COST THE PUC
SHOULD CONSIDER IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A. Yes. As discussed above, the Ventyx Reference Case does not reflect CPP compliance
costs associated with anticipated requirements to reduce CO2 emissions in the industry. At the
same time, given the CPP rules developed by EPA, and given NorthWestern’s approach taken in
power supply and resource planning analyses, it is appropriate to reflect a carbon component in
the avoided cost for Juhl. This is particularly true given that the Juhl Energy wind projects will
produce carbon-free energy, which will help NorthWestern in its CPP compliance activities.
To assess the likely impact of carbon regulation on NorthWestern avoided cost, PMRG
developed a high level estimate of the likely impact. Under this approach, the CO2 price
forecast recently developed by NorthWestern in its Montana Power Supply study was utilized.
PMRG assumed that 50 percent of the carbon cost, expressed on a $/MWh basis, would flow
through to energy prices. This is a very conservative assumption, as it effectively assumes that
efficient natural gas-fueled resources always set marginal energy prices in SPP, so the carbon
pricing component would be reflective of CO2 compliance costs for a natural gas-fueled

combined-cycle resource. Table 8 lists the incremental impact of CO2 costs on Juhl avoided
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cost, using this approach. As shown, inclusion of CO2 compliance costs increases levelized
avoided cost by $11.63/MWh.

The avoided cost projections discussed above, as well as the NorthWestern avoided cost
estimates, also do not reflect any capacity value for the Juhl Energy wind projects. In its 2014
South Dakota Integrated Resource Plan, NorthWestern identified a need for capacity resources
beginning in 2019. As such, it would also be appropriate to assign a capacity value to the
avoided cost for Juhl Energy.

PMRG developed an estimated capacity value for Juhl Energy, reflecting a 5% capacity
credit assigned to Juhl Energy, and based on the avoided capital cost of a LMS100 simple cycle
power plant. That technology represents a likely addition in NorthWestern’s next resource plan,
given the size of its system, and the addition of renewable resources onto its system since the
time it last developed a resource plan. The inclusion of capacity value increases the avoided cost
for Juhl Energy by $1.78/MWh. That potential adjustment is also reflected in Table 10.

Table 10 — Potential Adjustments to Levelized Aveided Cost ($/MWh)

Differential Revenue Requirement Levelized Avoided Cost - NPV @7.24%
($/MWh)

CO02 Compliance Cost Incremental Impact ($/MWh)

Adjusted Avoided Cost, with CO2 ($/MW)

Capacity Value of Juhl Projects

Total Levelized Avoided Cost, with CO2 and Capacity Value (§/MWh)

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. Yes.
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DATED this day of June 2016

Roger Schiffman

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

A notary public or other officer completing
this certificate verifies only the identity of
the individual who signed the document to
which this certificate is attached, and not
the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that
document.

State of California County of )

On before me,

(insert name and title of the officer) personally appeared

, who proved to me

on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing paragraph is true and correct. WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature (Seal)
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Consuiting Services Agreement

This Consulting Contract is being entered into by FLS Energy and Cypress Creek Renewables,
(“Clients”) and Roger Schiffman, dib/a Power Markets Research Group (*Consultant”) this 8th
day of Octeber, 2016.

L

Scope of Services. Consultant shall, from fime to time as provided herein, render
professional services to Clients in the area of Consultant's expertise. Each request for
services shall be defined in & separate Task Order and shall be effective upon execution
and shall thereafter become part of this Agreement. Each Task Order shall be
consecutively numbered with the year and sequence number {e.g. 2016-01). The Task
Order shall also identify the scope of services to be performed, a budget for the work, and &
schedule for completion. Consuitant may not assign or subcontract its duties and
responsibilities hereunder without express written permission of Clients.

Compensation. Consultant will perform the services outlined in Task Orders specified
under this Agreement. Payment for services is due 15 days subsequent to an invoice
submittal. Estimated budgets and budget limits are as cutlined in applicable Task Orders
under this Agreement,

independent Contractor Relationship. Consultant's relationship with Clienis will be that of
an independent confractor, and nothing in this Agreement is intended to, or should be
construed to, create a partnership, agency, joint venture, or employment refationship. No
part of Consultant's compensation will be subject to withholding by Clients for the payment
of any social security, federal, state, or any other employee payroll taxes.

Ownership of Work Product. Consultant agrees that all work product developed by her
alone or in conjunction with others in connection with the performance of services pursuant
to this Agresment is and shall be the sole property of Clients, and Consuliant shall retain no
ownership, interest, or rights therein. Work product includes but is not limited to reports,
graphics, memoranda, slogans, and taglines.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, all methodologies, procedures, management iools, soffware,
data files, concepts, ideas, inventions, know-how, raports, documents, materials and other
intellectual capital that Consultant has developed, created or acquired prior o performing
the above-described services shall remain the sole and exclusive property of the Consultant,
and Clients will not have or acquire any right, claim, title or interest in or fo any such
infellectual capital. Consultant retains the right to create products similar to the Deliverables
so long as the Client's rights under this agresment related to its Confidential Information are
maintained.

Confidentiality.

3.1 Definition of Confidential information. "CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION® as used in
this Agreement shall mean any and all technical and non-technical information including
patent, copyright, trade secret, proprietary information, computer files, and Clienis
information related to the past, current, future, and proposed services of Clients and
includes, without limitation, Clients property, and Client's information concerning
customers, research, financial information, purchasing, business forscasts, sales and
mierchandising, and marketing plans and information.
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§.2 Nondisclosure and Nonuse Obligations. Consultant agrees io protect the
confidentiality of all Confidential Information and, except as permitted in this section,
Consultant shall neither use nor disclose the Confidential Information. Consultant may use
the Confidential Information solely to perform consulting services under this Agreement for
the benefit of Clients.

§.3 Exclusion from Nondisciosure and Nonuse Obligations. Consultant's obligations
under the above section, ("NONDISCLOSURE AND NONUSE OBLIGATIONS™) with
respect to any portion of the Confidential information shall not apply to any such portion
that Consultant can demonstrate (a) was in the public domain at or subsequent fo the time
such portion was communicated to Consuitant by Clients; (b) was rightfully in Consultant's
possession free of any obligation of confidence at or subsequent to the time such portion
was communicated to Consultant by Clients; or (c) was developed by Consultant
independenitly of and without reference to any information communicated to Consultant by
Clients. A disclosure of Confidential Information by Consultant, either {iyinresponseto a
valid order by a court or other governmental body, (ii) otherwise required by law, or (i)
necessary to establish the rights of either party under this Agreement, shall not be
considered a breach of this Agreement or a waiver of confidentiality for other purposes,
provided, however, that Consultant shall provide prompt written notice thereof fo Clients to
enable Clients to seek a protective order or otherwise prevent such disclosure.

General Provisions.

6.1 Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed in all respects by the laws of the
United States of America and by the laws of the State of California. Each of the parties
irevocably consents to the exclusive personal jurisdiction of the federal and state courts
located in California, as applicable, for any matter arising out of or relating to this
Agreement, except that in actions seeking to enforce any order or any judgment of such
federal or state courts located in California, such personal jurisdiction shall be
nonexclusiva,

6.2 Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is held by a court of law to be lllegal,
invalid, or unenforceable, (a) that provision shall be deemed amended o achieve as nearly
as possible the same economic effect as the original provision, and (b) the lsgality, validity,
and enforceability of the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected or
impaired thereby,

6.3 Injunctive Relief for Breach. Consultant agrees that her obligations under this
Agreement are of a unique character that gives them particular value; Consultant's breach
of any of such obligations will result in irreparable and continuing damage to Cllents for
which there will be no adequate remedy at law; and, in the event of such breach, Clients
will be entitled to injunctive relief andfor a decree for specific performance, and such other
and further relief as may be proper, including monetary damages if appropriate.

6.4 Representations and Warranties. Consultant hereby represents and warrants that it
is capable and competent to provide the services requested by Clients, fo Cliente’s
reasonable satisfaction. Consultant further represents and warrants that it is not bound by
any restrictive covenant or Agreement that limits its ability to enter into this Agresment with
Company. Consultant further represents that it will not bring or use any confidential or
proprietary information of any third party into its work as Consultant for the Clients. Finally,
Consultant acknowledges that time is of the essence in performance of services
hersunder.



damages, suits, claims, and expenses, but only to the extent such losses, damages, suits,
claims and expenses arise from Consultant’s negligence. Any claime or money damages
against Consultant under this Agreemant shall be limited to the amount of compensation paid
urider the Agresment and applicable Task Orders,
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TASK ORDER TO INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT
BETWEEN FLS ENERGY, CYPRESS CREEK RENEWARLES AND
ROGER SCHIFFMAN, D/B/A POWER MARKETS RESEARCH GROUP
October 6, 2016

Task Order No. 2016-001

Task 1 — Review NorthWestern Energy (NWE) Avoided Cost Projections, and Develop
fesponsive Testimony

in completing Task 1, Consultant will review avoided cost projections developed by
NorthWestern Energy in Docket D2016.5.39, before the Montana Public Service Commission,
related to establishment of QF-1 Avoided Cost Rates. This will include review of NWE's
application and supporting testimony, review of testimony and comments filed by other parties in
the case, and review of dala requests and data responses filed to date. Consultant's review will
include a critique of the methodology employed by NWE in developing those avoided cost
estimates. Consultant will complete an evaluation of NWE’s avoided cost estimates based on
current power and fuel market conditions in Montana, and based on anticipated power, fual and
regulatory market conditions in Montana over the next 25 vears. Specific items included in this
assessment inciuds:

» Review avoided cost methodology employed by NWE, and develop comparison to
industry best practice approaches in developing avoided cost projections

+ Review of key fundamental assumptions used by NWE, degree of influence of each
fundamental assumption, and whether the assumptions are reasonable

= Review of methodology and data responses filed by NWE in proceedings before the
Montana Public Service Commission {Docket M.C.A. § 68-3-803)

» Review of avoided cost projections, and whether the level and tralectory of avoided
costs is reasonable and consistent with current market expectations

¢ ldentification of any shortcomings in NWE's analysis, and approaches for addressing
those shoricomings

Upon completion of this review, Consultant will develop written Responsive testimony
addressing identified shortcomings in NWE’s approach, and recommending alternative
approaches fo developing QF-1 avoided cost rates.

Consuitant is available to begin this project immediately. Consultant proposes fo complete its
efforis under the following scheduls:

Table 1 — Schedule

Dellverable
1. OCutline of Response Testimony and Key Conclusions October 10, 2018
2. Dreft Testimony for Review by Clients and by Uda Law Firm Ogelober 12, 2018
3. Final Testimony _ Oclober 13, 2018




Budaet
Consultant will complete the scope of work on a fixed fee basis, af the costs listed in Table 2.

Table 2 ~ Project Cost

Task Cost
Task 1.  Review NWE Avoided Cost Projections and Develop Responise $5,700
Tegtimony
Total $58,700

Consultant will provide additional analyses and support to Clients, including discovery response,
beyond that outlined in the above Scope of Work, on a time and materials basis, at an hourly
rate of $150. Consultant will provide subsetuent task orders for Clients review and approval
prior to beginning any additional work.

if any travel is required in the course of this project and completing tasks outlined above,
Consultant will bill Clients for actual travel expenses. !



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSES OF FLS ENERGY
AND CYPRESS CREEK RENEWABLES TO NORTHWESTERN ENRGY DATA REQUEST
NWE-013 THROUGH NWE-018 was served, electronically and postage prepaid via first class U.S.
mail on this 14" day of November, 2016, upon the following:

The foregoing was e-filed and the original was hand-delivered to the following:

Montana Public Service Commission
1701 Prospect Avenue

Montana Consumer Counsel
Jason Brown

Bozeman, Mt 59715

Helena, Mt 59620 P.O.Box 201703
Helena, Mt 59620

Northwestern Energy Northwestern Energy

John Alke Tracy Killoy

208 North Montana Ave 11 E park Street

Suite 205 Butte, MT 59701

Helena, MT 59601

Earthjustice Luxan & Murfitt, PLLP

Jenny Harbine DarAnne Dunning

313 East Main St P.O.Box 1144

Helena, MT 59624

Cairncriss Hempelmann
Eric Christensen

524 Second Ave

Suite 500

Seattle, WA 98104

Mr. Al Brogan
NWE

208 N. Montana Ave
Suite 205

Helena, Mt 59601

ElGuindy, Meyer & Koegel, PLLP
Ryan Meyer

2990 Lava Ridge Court

Suite 205

Roseville, CA 95661

Meyer, Shaffer & Stepans, PLLP
Ryan Shaffer

305 S Fourth St

Suite 101

Missoula. MT 59801 -




