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Summary of Responsive Testimony of William S. Casey
On Behalf of Portland General Electric Company


Mr. Casey testifies to the volumes and prices of energy that Portland General sold to the California ISO pursuant to orders of the U.S. Department of Energy under Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act.  PGE-1 at 2-3.  He explains that Portland General's records show a total volume of 38,771 MWH sold under these orders for a total revenue of $18,761,943.76, as contrasted to the volumes of 3,685 MWH shown in the testimony of Ms. Ean O'Neill on behalf of the ISO, for a total revenue of $1,863,121.74.  The total difference is 35,086 MWH and $16,898,822.02 in revenues.  Id. at 3-4.  He explains the discrepancy by pointing out that the ISO only listed sales as being made under the DOE orders when ISO personnel made notes in their records that scheduler conversations mentioned the DOE orders.  Id. at 4.  Mr. Casey explains that the ISO’s method of identifying sales made pursuant to DOE orders is inaccurate, especially given that a formal process was in place for much of the period at issue.  Id. at 8-9.  Mr. Casey describes this formal certification and response process that formed the basis of these sales on and after December 20, 2000.  Id. at 4-7.  He submits both the daily written documentation by the ISO and also Portland General’s daily written response for this period, and he explains Portland General’s understanding of transactions from December 14-20.  Id. at 4-5.  Further, he  describes routine trading floor activity and presents evidence that Ms. O'Neill's calculations are based on incomplete and inaccurate recordkeeping on the part of the ISO,  based on the actual tape recordings of ISO/Portland General scheduler conversations kept by Portland General in the regular course of business, and he explains that the criteria now adopted by the ISO to identify DOE sales were never communicated to Portland General.  Id. at 7-9.
Mr. Casey also identifies four instances where the prices listed by the ISO do not match the prices in Portland General’s records.  He describes Portland General’s general pricing policies, presents evidence in the nature of taped conversations to show that they were communicated to the ISO, and explains the discrepancies in detail.  Id. at 10-12.  Mr. Casey also explains why it is necessary to address in this phase of the proceeding the volumes and prices of sales made by Portland General pursuant to the DOE orders.  Id. at 12.  Finally, Mr. Casey sponsors an exhibit regarding an instance where the ISO purchased power from Portland General instead of turning on a more expensive unit in California.  Id.
