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By Electronic Filing

Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Portland General Electric Co., Docket No. ER12-__-000
(request for limited waiver of filed tariff)

Dear Secretary Bose:

Pursuant to section 205 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”), 16 U.S.C.
§ 824d, Portland General Electric Company (“PGE”) hereby requests a limited,
one-year waiver of the provisions of its Open Access Transmission Tariff
(“OATT”) that govern the studies for interconnection and transmission service
requests for the Cascade Crossing Project (“Project” or “Cascade Crossing”). This
waiver will benefit customers by allowing PGE to plan the Project on a more
coordinated and transparent basis by conducting a general facilities study of the
Project (“General Facilities Study”) and posting that study for comment by all
customers.

This waiver proposal filing satisfies the Commission’s standard for one-
time waiver because it is “of limited scope, address[es] a concrete problem that
needs to be remedied, and will not have undesirable consequences, such as harming
third parties.” PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 128 FERC ¶ 61,162 at P 8 (2009).
The proposal also is consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT because it
replaces an inefficient queue-based process for studying the Project with a more
coordinated and transparent planning process. See, e.g., Pub. Serv. Co. of N.M.,
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136 FERC ¶ 61,231 (2011) (approving OATT deviations to provide more
coordinated planning via cluster studies), reh’g pending; Interconnection Queuing
Practices, 122 FERC ¶ 61,252 at P 4 (2008) (“All Transmission Providers should
be evaluating whether changes are needed to their queue management
practices . . . .”). PGE respectfully requests that the Commission grant the waiver,
if practicable, within 60 days of this filing.

I. Background

A. PGE

PGE is a regulated, vertically-integrated electric utility located in the
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”) region. PGE provides
electrical service to over 815,000 residential and commercial customers. PGE’s
service territory covers 4,000 square miles in seven counties and 52 cities within
Oregon’s northern Willamette Valley. PGE owns generation, transmission and
distribution facilities and serves both wholesale and retail customers. PGE is
subject to the regulatory authority of the Oregon Public Utilities Commission for its
Oregon utility operations and to this Commission for its sale of electricity and
transmission service in interstate commerce.

PGE owns and operates a transmission and distribution system that contains
286 circuit miles of 500 kV lines, 392 circuit miles of 230 kV lines, 528 circuit
miles of 115 kV lines, and 474 circuit miles of 57 kV lines. PGE is a member of
the Northern Tier Transmission Group (“NTTG”), a sub-regional planning group
that coordinates transmission planning for multiple local transmission providers
located in the Pacific Northwest.1

PGE provides interconnection and transmission services to customers under
the PGE OATT, which has been filed with and approved by this Commission.
Attachment O of the PGE OATT governs the process for interconnecting new
generation projects to the PGE transmission system.

B. The Cascade Crossing Transmission Project

Cascade Crossing is a 500 kV transmission project under development by
PGE to interconnect generating resources, including renewable resources, located
east of the Cascade mountain range. PGE has been developing the Project in
response to multiple requests for interconnection and transmission service from
renewable and other generation resources located east of the Cascade mountain

1 The other members of NTTG include: Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, Northwestern
Corporation, Deseret Generation & Transmission Co-operative, Inc., and Utah
Associated Municipal Power Systems.
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range. There are now approximately 3,000 MW of requests for interconnection
service associated with the Project, most of which are requests for Network
Resource Interconnection Service (“NRIS”). There are also approximately 1,500
MW of transmission service requests associated with the Project, including both
requests for network transmission service and long-term firm point-to-point
transmission service.

Because the Project is located in close proximity to transmission facilities
owned by the Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”), PGE has been and
continues in active negotiations with BPA regarding various configuration options
that would connect Cascade Crossing to the BPA transmission system and provide
for an equitable sharing of the transmission capacity in the West of Cascades South
Path. To this end, PGE and BPA entered into an initial Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”) on February 16, 2011 and, subsequently, a more detailed
MOU on December 23, 2011. PGE is hopeful that a definitive agreement will be
reached with BPA this year.

The estimated cost of Cascade Crossing is between $800 million and $1
billion, an investment level that is significantly in excess of PGE’s current
transmission rate base. Because of the challenges in financing a project of this
magnitude, PGE has been exploring the possibility of jointly constructing this
project (in whole or in part) with other transmission providers in the region. To
this end, PGE entered into MOUs with PacifiCorp on July 22, 2010 and Idaho
Power Company in October 2008 to consider joint development and ownership
options for Cascade Crossing. No definitive agreement has been reached, but the
parties are continuing their negotiations.

C. Challenges Posed by the Queue-Based Process for Planning
Cascade Crossing

With approximately 3,000 MW in the interconnection queue and
approximately 1,500 MW in the transmission service queue, PGE has experienced
significant challenges in planning Cascade Crossing. Under the iterative, queue-
based process set forth in the OATT, PGE is required to evaluate each request one
at a time even though all requests seek service over the same transmission Project.
This process has been further complicated because there are two large queues—
interconnection and transmission service—competing for the same limited
capacity. Consequently, it has been difficult to evaluate the commercial viability of
the two main configuration options: (i) a single 500 kV circuit with a minimum of
1,200 MW of capacity or (ii) a double 500 kV circuit with greater capacity if
connected both to PGE’s Bethel substation and a BPA substation. PGE cannot
rationally assess the overall demand for the project by serially evaluating each
individual request for interconnection or transmission service one at a time.
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To address these challenges, PGE notified customers in June 2011 that it
would propose to hold an open season to solicit binding financial commitments to
purchase transmission capacity on Cascade Crossing. PGE believed this approach
would allow customers in both queues with the most serious commercial interest in
the Project to obtain capacity through an open and nondiscriminatory process. To
facilitate the open season, PGE notified customers that it would suspend action on
the queue-based studies. See, e.g., Section 7.4 of PGE OATT, Attachment O
(“LGIP”) (requiring notice to customers regarding delays in completing studies).

PGE then held a customer meeting to receive comments on this approach.
Although the customers raised several questions, none objected to placing their
individual studies on hold. Since that time, none of the customers have requested
that PGE restart the studies for their individual service requests.

To further implement the open season, PGE circulated a draft Precedent
Transmission Service Agreement (“PTSA”) to provide the contractual basis for
open season participation. PGE then held a second customer meeting on November
3, 2011 and, based on the feedback, PGE determined that moving forward with the
open season would create “chicken and egg” problems for many (if not all)
customers for two main reasons.

First, it became apparent through the customer meetings that many
generators in the interconnection and transmission queue intend to participate in
PGE’s Request for Proposals (“RFPs”) for generating capacity. PGE intends to
issue two RFPs that, taken together, seek up to 1,400 MW of generating capacity,
but winning bids will not be selected until late 2012 or early 2013, at the earliest.
Consequently, moving forward with the open season at this time would require
customers to provide substantial performance security at a time when many of them
are awaiting the results of the RFPs to determine their commercial viability. This
uncertainty, in turn, would undermine the value of the open season in assessing
aggregate demand for the Project or allocating its limited capacity.

Second, PGE has been making substantial progress in negotiations with
BPA, but many critical issues remain to be negotiated, particularly the allocation of
capacity to the Project in the West of Cascades South Path. Consequently, the total
allocated capacity of the Project remains uncertain at this time. This further
complicates PGE’s ability to hold an open season for that capacity.

Given these developments and the feedback from customers, PGE
concluded that the most appropriate course of action at this time would be to delay
the open season and, in the interim, prepare a General Facilities Study for the
Project. PGE held a customer meeting to discuss this proposal on December 7,
2011. No customer objected to the waiver proposal and several customers
expressed strong support for the proposal.
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II. Description of Waiver Proposal

PGE’s proposal has four key elements. First, PGE is requesting that it be
permitted to defer, for a one-year period from the date of Commission action in this
proceeding, the processing of requests in its transmission and interconnection
queues that seek to utilize Cascade Crossing. The provisions that govern the serial
studies for transmission and interconnection service are set forth in Sections 19-20,
and 32 of the OATT and Sections 6-8 of the LGIP, respectfully.2

Second, PGE will conduct a General Facilities Study of the Project using
the design currently being proposed in the state, federal, and tribal permitting
processes. This General Facilities Study will effectively replace the “Facilities
Studies” of “Network Upgrades” that would otherwise be performed in connection
with the serial study approach under the OATT.3 To reflect the fact that there are
two main configuration options, the General Facilities Study will include a
nonbinding estimate of the costs of (i) a single 500 kV circuit connected to PGE’s
Bethel substation, and (ii) a double 500 kV circuit connected both to PGE’s Bethel
substation and a substation of BPA. PGE would post the study on its OASIS when
completed. PGE will bear the costs of the General Facilities Studies (i.e., they will
not be directly assigned to customers in the queue).4

Third, although the General Facilities Study will not include the
“Interconnection Facilities” (i.e., sole use facilities up to the point of
interconnection) for specific generators that may connect to the Project, PGE will
perform such individual studies upon request. Specifically, if a customer desires a
study of its specific Interconnection Facilities during the waiver period, PGE will
conduct a separate study and charge the customer the associated costs (just as it

2 Although PGE notified customers in June 2011 of this action pursuant to
Section 7.4 of OATT Attachment O to facilitate development of the open
season, PGE believes that a formal waiver is appropriate at this time given that
the open season is being placed on hold.

3 Although the General Facilities Study will evaluate the substations where
interconnection customers would likely connect to the Project, it is possible that
some discrete Network Upgrades associated with such specific requests for
service may not be fully evaluated until a customer-specific Interconnection
Facilities Study is performed. This notwithstanding, the General Facilities
Study will evaluate the vast majority of all anticipated Network Upgrades
associated with the Project.

4 PGE does not anticipate incurring any incremental costs (e.g., engineering
vendor fees) to perform the General Facilities Study and will not otherwise
directly assign any costs to perform the General Facilities Study to specific
customers in the interconnection or transmission service queues.
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would under the OATT). PGE does not expect a significant number of these
requests, but, if there are a significant number, they would be processed consistent
with the existing queue order.

Fourth, prior to the end of the one-year waiver period, PGE will discuss
with its customers the next steps that may be appropriate. This may include an
open season or other process to seek binding financial commitments on a
nondiscriminatory basis to support construction of the Project. Once the next steps
are selected, PGE would make a filing with this Commission prior to the
conclusion of the waiver period and request any necessary approvals.

III. PGE’s Waiver Proposal is Consistent with Commission Precedent

A. The Waiver Request is Consistent with Commission Policy on
Queue Reform and Coordinated Planning

The Commission has for many years recognized that the first-come, first-
served approach to processing interconnection and transmission service requests
creates problems when evaluating multiple service requests competing for the same
limited transmission capacity. In Interconnection Queuing Practices, 122 FERC
¶ 61,252, the Commission observed that, although the “first-come, first-served . . .
approach made good sense at the time Order No. 2003 was issued . . ., it has led to
some unexpected consequences, particularly in transmission systems with
numerous interconnection customers and limited excess transmission capacity.” Id.
at P 15. For example:

The relatively small deposit amounts, coupled with the incentives
produced by a first-come, first-served approach to allocating
capacity, provides an incentive for developers to secure a place in
the queue even for projects that may not be commercially viable.
These and other factors can result in large numbers of
interconnection requests being ultimately withdrawn, which in turn
slows down the process by necessitating more study and restudy.

Id.

Given these challenges, the Commission held that “[a]ll Transmission
Providers should be evaluating whether changes are needed to their queue
management practices.” Id. at P 4. Although not prescribing any particular
approach, the Commission noted that a more coordinated and open planning
process offered several advantages to the iterative, queue-based approach. For
example, the Commission observed that “over the long term, the improved
transmission planning required under Order No. 890 will address some of the
causes of the current interconnection queue problems” because “Order No. 890
should increase the transparency of planning information to all customers, increase
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coordination among transmission owners in each region, and otherwise result in a
more robust transmission system.” Id. at P 6. Similarly, the Commission
encouraged the use of cluster studies that were not dependent on a first-come, first-
served approach. Id. at P 18 (“Order No. 2003’s approach to clustering is
fundamentally based on a first-come, first-served paradigm, as clusters are limited
to requests filed within the same time frame, not to exceed 180 days.”).

The Commission made similar findings when adopting the transmission
planning reforms in Order No. 890. For example, because of the limitations
inherent in the serial approach, the Commission imposed a new obligation to
perform certain economic studies, finding:

The process for addressing individual requests for service under the
pro forma OATT is adequate for customers who request specific
transmission rights to purchase power from a particular resource in a
particular location during a defined time period. However, it does
not provide an opportunity for customers to consider whether
potential upgrades or other investments could reduce congestion
costs or otherwise integrate new resources on an aggregated or
regional basis outside of a specific request for interconnection or
transmission service. It thus limits, for example, groups of
customers from considering more comprehensive solutions to
transmission congestion, including investment in demand response.
It also limits multiple LSEs from considering, on a more aggregated
basis, whether particular upgrades may represent the most economic
means of integrating new generation resources (e.g., wind resources)
located in a common area that could be accessed by many
customers. The Commission believes such coordinated studies can,
for system planning purposes, be more beneficial than studies
performed on a request-by-request basis.

Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Serv., Order No.
890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,241 at P 543, order on reh’g and clarification,
Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,261 (2007), order on reh’g and
clarification, Order No. 890-B, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,241 (2008), order on
reh’g, Order No. 890-C, 126 FERC ¶ 61,228, order on clarification, Order No.
890-D, 129 FERC ¶ 61,126 (2009) (codified at 18 C.F.R. pts. 35 and 37).

Since the time of these orders, the Commission has approved various
reforms in multiple regions experiencing significant influxes of new generation. A
common feature of these reforms has been a more coordinated planning process
that seeks to determine the optimal upgrades to satisfy multiple requests and uses of
the system. For example, several Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”)
have adopted more integrated planning processes to address the transmission
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necessary to integrate renewable resources. Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 132
FERC ¶ 61,042 (2010), reh’g denied, 136 FERC ¶ 61,050 (2011); Midwest Indep.
Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 133 FERC ¶ 61,221 (2010), order on reh’g, 137
FERC ¶ 61,074 (2011), appeal docketed sub nom. Ill. Commerce Comm’n v.
FERC, Nos. 11-3421, et al. (7th Cir. Oct. 27, 2011). Similarly, public utilities
operating outside of RTO regions, particularly in the West, have adopted clustering
reforms to increase the coordinated nature of the planning process. Pub. Serv. Co.
of N.M., 136 FERC ¶ 61,231; Ariz. Pub. Serv. Co., 137 FERC ¶ 61,099 (2011); El
Paso Elec. Serv. Co., 137 FERC ¶ 61,101 (2011). Even developers with limited
transmission facilities (e.g., a single radial line) have proposed clustering reforms
when required to submit an OATT. Terra-Gen Dixie Valley, LLC, 135 FERC
¶ 61,134 at P 18 (2011); Sagebrush, 130 FERC ¶ 61,093 at P 30, order on reh’g,
132 FERC ¶ 61,234 (2010).

In each instance, the Commission has approved these proposals as
consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT. For example, in Public Service
Co. of New Mexico, the Commission found that “PNM has made convincing
arguments regarding the inefficiencies of the serial approach in its balancing
authority and how it has caused backlogs and delays on PNM’s interconnection
queue.” 136 FERC ¶ 61,231 at P 75. It therefore approved a proposal “to study
geographically and electrically related interconnection requests under two different
interconnection queues, using a cluster study approach.” Id. at P 79. The
Commission found that, “[i]n certain instances, clustering is the preferred method
for conducting interconnection studies” and that “study[ing] related projects
together will likely improve efficiency by limiting the need for re-studies.” Id.
Indeed, the Commission rejected a proposal to return to the serial study approach
after a one-year waiver, because the same problems would likely arise again. Id. at
P 75 (“PNM has failed to provide a reason to believe that this increase in
interconnection requests is temporary and would warrant a return to the serial
approach”).

This filing is fully consistent with the direction of the Commission’s
reforms in this area. PGE is proposing an open, transparent and coordinated
planning process for the Project that will benefit all customers. As the Commission
found in Order No. 890, the first-come, first-served approach to planning “limits
[PGE] from considering, on a more aggregated basis, whether particular upgrades
may represent the most economic means of integrating new generation resources
(e.g., wind resources) located in a common area that could be accessed by many
customers.” Order No. 890 at P 543. The solution proposed here—to conduct a
General Facilities Study—is also consistent with the “cluster study” approach
approved by the Commission in the cases discussed above. See also Order No. 890
at PP 1370-71 (encouraging transmission providers to cluster transmission service
request studies when reasonable). The General Facilities Study is effectively a
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cluster study of the Network Upgrades necessary to serve all customers in the
queue for interconnection or transmission service from the Project.

B. The Filing Satisfies the Commission’s Standards for Waiver

The Commission will grant a tariff waiver where it is “of limited scope,
address[es] a concrete problem that needs to be remedied, and will not have
undesirable consequences, such as harming third parties.” PJM Interconnection,
L.L.C., 128 FERC ¶ 61,162 at P 8; see also Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator, Corp., 118
FERC ¶ 61,226 at P 24, clarified, 120 FERC ¶ 61,180 (2007) (one-time waiver
appropriate “where good cause . . . exists, there are no undesirable consequences,
and the resultant benefits to the customer are evident”).

These standards are clearly satisfied here. The requested waiver is limited
in scope because it will last for one year and apply only to the service requests and
queues related to service over Cascade Crossing. The waiver also addresses a
concrete problem—the inability to study the Project effectively and on a
coordinated and holistic basis under the iterative, queue-based process set forth in
the OATT. Finally, the waiver will not harm third parties. It will have no effect on
the existing queue position of any customers. It will also not affect a customer’s
ability to request a customer-specific study of its Interconnection Facilities (sole
use facilities). It therefore does not harm any existing customer and, to the
contrary, all customers will benefit from the information developed through a more
coordinated, transparent and accelerated study of the Project.

Furthermore, the proposal is consistent with or superior to the pro forma
OATT in several respects.

First, the proposal avoids the “chicken and egg” problem currently faced by
customers that are uncertain whether they will be selected in PGE’s RFPs. PGE’s
proposal therefore benefits all customers by allowing PGE to move forward with
the planning of the Project without imposing financial demands on customers that
may not be feasible at this time.

Second, even though it is styled as a waiver request, PGE will continue to
comply with all the key elements of the study process set forth under the OATT,
albeit through a modified process. In particular, (i) PGE will conduct a General
Facilities Study that effectively replaces the need for customer-specific studies of
the Network Upgrades associated with the Project, and (ii) PGE will, upon request,
study the specific Interconnection Facilities associated with individual customer
requests.

Third, unlike in Public Service Co. of New Mexico, PGE is not proposing to
return to the iterative, queue-based process at the end of the requested waiver
period. 136 FERC ¶ 61,231 at P 75. Rather, prior to that time, PGE will discuss
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with its customers the next steps, including whether moving to an open season at
that time would be appropriate. PGE will then make a filing with this Commission
requesting any necessary approvals.

Finally, the cost of the General Facilities Study will be borne by PGE and
not directly assigned to customers in the interconnection or transmission service
queue.

IV. Communications

Please place the following individuals on the official service list for this
proceeding.

John S. Moot
Gerard A. Clark
Skadden, Arps, Slate,
Meagher & Flom LLP

1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 371-7890
jmoot@skadden.com
gclark@skadden.com

Cece L. Coleman
Assistant General Counsel
Portland General Electric Co.
121 SW Salmon Street, 1WTC1301
Portland, Oregon 97204
(503) 464-7831
cece.coleman@pgn.com

Johnny Useldinger
FERC Compliance Department
Portland General Electric Co.
121 SW Salmon Street, 1WTC0408
Portland, Oregon 97204
(503) 464-8757
johnny.useldinger@pgn.com

V. Persons Served

PGE has served a copy of this filing on the Oregon Public Utilities
Commission, all customers taking service under PGE’s OATT, and all customers in
its transmission and interconnection queues that seek to utilize Cascade Crossing.
In addition, the PGE has posted this filing on its website.
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VI. Conclusion

For the reasons stated herein, PGE respectfully requests that the
Commission grant the limited waiver sought herein.

Respectfully submitted,

Cece L. Coleman
Assistant General Counsel
Portland General Electric Co.
121 SW Salmon Street, 1WTC1301
Portland, Oregon 97204
(503) 464-7831
cece.coleman@pgn.com

/s/
John S. Moot
Gerard A. Clark
Skadden, Arps, Slate,
Meagher & Flom LLP

1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 371-7890


