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Who is sponsoring this testimony?

This testimony is jointly sponsored by idaho Power Company (‘ldaho Power” or the
“‘Company”), Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (“Staff’), the Citizens’
Utility Board of Oregon (“CUB"), Oregon Industrial Customers of ldaho Power. (“‘OICIP"),
and EP Minerals, referred to collectively as the “Parties.”

Please state your names.

Judy Johnson, Dustin Ball, Gordon Feighner, Dr. Don Reading, and Greg Said. Ms.
Johnson’s qualifications are set forth in Joint Parties/101; Mr. Ball's qualifications are
set forth in Joint Parties/102; Mr. Feighner's qualifications are set forth in Joint
Parties/103; Dr. Reading's qualifications are set forth in Joint Parties/104, and Mr.
Said’s qualifications are set forth in Idaho Power/100.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

This testimony describes and supports the Stipulation dated and filed in this case on
December 16, 2009, among the Parties (the “Stipulation”). Our testimony supports all
provisions of the Stipulation with two exceptions—CUB does not support the agreement
of the other parties as to Residential Rate Design and OICIP believes that the
Commission should address certain Schedule 19 service quality issues, as will be
discussed in more detail below.

How did the Parties arrive at the Stipulation?

Administrative Law Judge Hardie’s Prehearing Conference Memorandum scheduled a
settlement conference in this docket on November 4-5, 2009. The Parties discussed the
issues at the seftlement conference (EP Minerals did not attend individually, but did
through its membership in QICIP), and continued their discussions on a teleconference
held on November 20" The Parties’ discussions and agreements resulted in the

Stipulation.

1]Page
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Have all parties in this docket joined in the Stipulation?
No. Porfland General Electric Company (‘PGE"), which has not been an active
participant in this docket, is not a party to this Stipulation. PGE, however, does not
object to the Stipulation.
Background

Please describe ldaho Power’s original revenue requirement increase request.
On July 31, Idaho Power filed revised tariff sheets fof Oregon that would result in a price
increase of approximately $7.3 million or 22.6 percent. Idaho Power based its filing on a
2009 test year.
Did Staff and other parties conduct a thorough examination of the Company’s
filing?
Yes. The parties conducted extensive discovery on ldaho Power's filing. Over the
course of this proceeding, the Company provided responses to more than 300 data
requests, the vast majority of which were from Staff. In addition, in late October, Staff
members travelled to ldaho Power’s Boise offices to review the underlying accounting
data that was the basis for the Company’s filed revenue requirement. Staff members
travelled again to ldaho Power's Boise offices on November 12, 2009, to review the
Company's method for calculating revenues

Revenue Reguirement increase
What is the revenue requirement increase to which the Parties agree?
The Parties agree to a base rate revenue requirement increase of $5.0 million, which in
conjunction with the other terms in the Stipulation, represents a settlement of all revenue
requirement issues in this case. Attachment A to the Stipulation includes an agreed-

upon calculation of the $5.0 million increase in base rates based on the resolution of
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adjustments proposed by the Parties, as described in further detail later in this Joint
Testimony.
What is the overall percentage increase to rates resulting from the Stipulation?
The stipulated increase in test period revenue requirement of $ 5.0 million is an
approximate 15.4 percent increase to Oregon rates.
When will the rates to recover the stipulated revenue requirement increase and
new tariff riders go into effect?
The Parties cannot say with certainty when the Commission will order the rates it adopts
into effect. However, the Parties agree to support a schedule that will allow rates to go
into effect on March 1, 2010—provided that such a schedule allows CUB an adequate
opportunity to litigate the Residential Rate Design issue and OICIP an adequate
opportunity to litigate its Schedule 19 service quality issues.

Rate of Return
Piease describe the Stipulation’s terms related to cost of capital.
The Parties agree that the Company’s overall rate of return ("ROR”) should be set at
8.061 percent and that return on equity should be set at 10.175 percent. The specific

rate of return components agreed upon by the Parties are specified in Table 1 below:

Financial Component | % Cost Weighted Avg. |
Long Term Cost of | 50.200 5.964% 2.994%

Debt

Preferred Stock 00.000

Common Stock Equity | 49.800 10.175% - 5.067%

Total 100.000 8.061%

How did the Parties arrive at their agreement regarding rate of return?
In its filing, ldaho Power proposed that ROE be set at 11.25 percent, and that overall
ROR be set at 8.680 percent. Staff initially proposed that ROE and ROR he set at

values lower than those ultimately agreed upon. -However, based upon Settlement
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discussions' the values shown above represent what the Parties believe to be a
reasonable compromise, and not outside of the general range of ROE and ROR adopted
by the Commission for other Oregon electric utilities.”
Calculation of Stipulated Revenue Requirement

Q. How did the Parties calculate the agreed-upon revenue requirement increase?
For purposes of supporting this Stipulation, the Parties agree to incorporate specific
adjustments to the Company’s proposed revenue requirement. These adjustments are
shown on Attachment A to the Stipulation, and reflect adjustments to rate base and to
expenses. These adjustments were based on proposals initiated by Staff prior to the
settlement conference. Subsequent to Settlement discussions, compromises were
reached regarding all proposed adjustments to the Company’s filing. However, the
Parties expressly agree that their acceptance of the adjustments for the purpose of
settlement is not binding in future proceedings and does not imply agreement on the
merits of the adjustments.

Q. What is the adjustment agreed upon by the Parties flowing from the ROR
stipulation?

A. The stipulated revenue requirement includes the 8.061 percent ROR described eariier in
the testimony. This reduces the Company’s requested revenue requirement by

approximately $1.1 milion.

! The contents of settiement discussions are normally regarded as confidential and not admitted into
evidence. However, in this case Staff and the intervenors did not file testimony prior to settlement and
therefore there is no evidence in the record as to their positions. For this reason, the parties’ positions as
articulated in the seitlement process may provide the Commission with the best information as to the
basis for the adjustments agreed upon by the Parties. Accordingly, the Parties have agreed o waive any
claim of confidentiality as to the settlement discussions to the extent that such discussions are disclosed
in this Joint Testimony.

2 Steve Storm of PUC staff will be sponsoring separate testimony providing an overview as to why the
stipulated cost of capital is reasonable.

4|Page
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Please explain the Parties’ agreed-upon adjustment with respect to transmission
plant?

In its originally-filed case, Idaho Power had proposed that approximately $762.6 million
related to transmission plant-in-service be included in rate base on a total Company
basis, an increase of $56.2 million over the Company’s actual year-end 2008
transmission plant-in-service balance. Staff disagreed with the Company's Test Year
forecasting methodology related to “step up stations” and proposed an adjustment to the
Company’s filed plant-in-service of approximately $1 million on a total jurisdiction basis,
or $6 thousand on an Oregon jurisdictional revenue requirement basis. After reviewing
actual transmission plant investment for 2009 the Company concluded that Staff's
proposal was reasonable for the purposes of seitlement.

Please explain the Parties’ agreed-upon adjustment with respect to distribution
plant?

In its original filing, ldaho Power had proposed that approximately $1.292 billion related
to distribution plant-in-service be inciuded in rate base on a total Company basis. This
number represented an increase of $83.4 million over the Company’s actual year-end
2008 distribution plant-in-service balance. At settlement, Staff disagreed with the
Company’s Test Year forecasting methodology related to “underground reconstruction of
distribution plant” and proposed that Company's filed plant-in-service be adjusted to
remove approximately $5.6 million on a system-basis. After reviewing actual distribution
investment year-to-date for 2009, the Company agreed. The adjustment to revenue

requirement on an Oregon jurisdictional basis is approximately $7,000.

S|Page
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Please explain the Parties’ agreement with respect to the General Plant
Adjustment.

The Company’s filed case included approximately $256.7 million related to General
Plant in rate base on a total Company basis, an increase of $17.4 million over the
Company's actual year-end 2008 general plant-in-service balance, Staff disagreed with
the Company’s Test Year forecasting methodology used for a number of General Plant
categories including meters, furniture and remodeling and as a compromise the Parties
agreed that the Company’s filed revenue requirement be adjusted o remove
approximately $97 thousand on an Oregon jurisdictional basis.

Did the Parties’ agree to any other adjustments with respect to General Plant?

Yes. ldaho Power had included in its filed revenue requirement $33 thousand on an
Oregon jurisdictional basis for the purchase of communication equipment necessary to
implement the Company’s advanced metering infrastructure ("AMI”) system. However,
that system has not yei been implemented in Oregon and for that reason the Parties
agreed that the costs should be removed from. the case. The Parties explicitly
acknowledge that it may be appropriate for the Company to recover prudently incurred
costs to implement its AMI system once the system has been implemented.

The Stipulation notes that idaho Power may be receiving a grant from the federal
government under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) to be
used to subsidize its “Smart Grid” technology. Did the Parties come to an
agreement as to how such monies should be treated for ratemaking purposes if
they are received by Idaho Power.

Yes. The Parties agreed that if ldaho Power receives a government subsidy toward
future investments, those amounts received will be included as an offset to rate base in

future rate cases.

6ipage
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Please explain the Parties’ agreement with respect to Plant Held for Future Use.
idaho Power had included in its original filing apbroximately $211 thousand on an
Oregon jurisdiction basis for Plant Held for Future Use, related to real property
purchased by the Company to he used at some future date. The Parties acknowledged
that Oregon law does not allow the recovery of expenses or a return on investment
related to property that is not used and useful and therefore the Parties agreed to
remove the $211 thousand related to Piant Held for Future Use, which resuited in a $25
thousand reduction in the Oregon jurisdictional revenue requirement.

Piease describe the Parties agreed-upon adjustment to Wage and Salary.

The Company's filed request included 2009 Wage and Salary levels based on
projections about market wages as applied to Idaho Power's workforce. Staff originally
proposed that instead the Company's Wage and Salary be calculated by applying three-
year wage and salary formula that had been used by the Commission in other rate
cases. As used by Staff in the past, this method applies the three-year wage model to
all non-union employees, but passes through wages and salaries for union employees at
contracted levels. However, in settiement discussions Idaho Power pointed out that the
Company does not have union employees but still must compete with other utilities for
employees who work in those jobs generally filled with union employees. If applied as
Staff originally proposed, Idaho Power could recover less for those employees’ wages
than would a utility with a union work force, thus making it impossible for the Company to
compete for skilled labor. In the end, the parties agreed to apply half of the Staff's
initially-proposed adjustment resulting in a $117 thousand revenue requirement

reduction on an Oregon jurisdiction basis.

T|Page
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What is the Parties’ agreement with respect to Incentives expense?

In its initial filing, ldaho Power sought to recover approximately $296 thousand on an
Oregon jurisdictional basis in expenses related to tﬁe Company’s Employee Incentive
Plan ("EIP") for the 2009 Test Year. This number did not include expenses related to
officer incentives or the profit sharing element of the EIP. Staff had initially taken the
position that only 50% of the included EIP expenses should be recoverable, in
accordance with Commission precedent allowing only 50% of incentive payments.
However, Idaho Power pointed out that its proposal did not include 100% of incentive
payments. Idaho Power's filing included only two-thirds of the Test Year incentive
payment, the portion of the incentive that is considered by Company to be directly tied to
providing a customer-benefit Accordingly, the Parties agreed to an adjustment to the
Incentives category allowing the Company o recovef 50% of its total EIP expense. The
Stipulated agreement regarding EIP reduces the Company’s requested revenue
requirement by $75,000 on an Oregon jurisdiction basis.

What is the Parties’ agreed-upon adjustment with respect to meter depreciation.
ldaho Power had included in its case $628,000 on an Oregon jurisdictional basis for
meter depreciation associated with the accelerated depreciation of its meters scheduled
to be replaced through the AMI program. [t was pointed out by Staff that the Company
was recovering this amount through a rider, and so its inclusion in the case would resulit
in a double recovery. The Company confirmed that Staff was correct and agreed to
remove the costs from the case.

Please explain the Parties’ agreed-upon A8&G and Q&M adjustments.

Staff disagreed with the Company's Test Year forecasting methodoiogy used to
determine a number of A&G and O&M expense categories including “Outside Services”,

medical expense, insurance expense, and various other A&G and O&M expense, and

8|Page
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based on Staff's concerns the Parties agreed to specific reductions to this category of
expenses. However, at the same time, as described in more detail below, the Parties
agreed to include certain pension expenses that had been omitted from the Company’s
fiing. The net effect of these agreements is an increase to revenue requirement of
$150,000.

Please explain the Parties’ agreement with respect to Pension expenses.

Prior to the Company filing this case, the Idaho Public Utility Commission (“IPUC”)
requested a change in the Company's treatment of pension expenses. Specifically, the
IPUC requested that the Company begin to account for pension expenses on a cash
basis instead of accrual basis. As a result, the Company determined that it would be
best if the Oregon Commission addressed pension expense in a separate proceeding.
Accordingly the Company did not include pension expense in its filing, and inétead, on
October 20, 2009, the Company filed an application with the Commission requesting
permission to account for pension expenses on a cash basis with the plan to recover
such expenses at some point in the future.

During settlement discussions, Staff requested and the Company agreed, that the
Company should continue to account for pension expense on an accrual basis,
consistent with SFAS 87, for the Oregon jurisdiction.

How will the Company account for the resuiting differences in capitalized labor
charges between jurisdictions?

The Parties acknowledge that it will not be practicable for Idaho Power to account for
differences in capitalized labor charges between 'jurisdiciions within a fixed asset
system. However, the Company has historically capitalized a portion of its fabor costs,
including SFAS 87 expense. In order to simulate the historic accounting, without

creating an undue burden on the Company, the Parties agree that the Company should
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be allowed to record the capital portion of its SFAS 87 expense as a regulatory asset,
which will be amortized in a manner consistent with the depreciation of electric plant in
service. Further, the parties agree that the revenue requirement adopted by the
Commission in this rate case should allow the Company to recover the SFAS 87 pension
expense. Going forward, the Parties agree that the Commission should recognize both
a regulatory asset associated with the capital portion of pension expense and the non-
capital pension expense component when determining the Company's revenue
requirement.

Did the Company make any commitments with respect to Pension Expense as
part of the Stipulation?

Yes. Should the Commission approve the stipulated provisions related to Pension
Expense, the Company has committed to withdraw its request for authority to move to
cash-basis accounting for pension expense.

Please explain the Parties’ agreed-upon adjustment with respect to Net Power
Supply Expense (“NPSE”),

Idaho Power included in its case approximately $164.6 million on total Company basis
related to NPSE. The Company’s filed NPSE was based upon the level of NPSE that is
currently reflected in base rates plus the October portion of the Annual Power Cost
Update ("“APCU") rate that became effective June 1, 2009 (Order No. 09-186, Docket
No. UE 203). Also included in the Company's filed NPSE was approximately $797.5
thousand of purchased power expense to offset transmission line losses. Staff pointed
out that the expense related io these additional power purchases to offset transmission
losses are properly recovered through the Company’'s APCU, and the Parties agreed
that the costs should therefore be removed. Further, the Parties recognized that the

NPSE approved by Order No. 09-186 was calculated according to an April 2008 through
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March 2010 test period and therefore agreed to adjust the level of NPSE in this case to
align with the 20009 test year.

The Stipulated NPSE amount is $160.4 million on total Company basis. This amount
was calculated by multiplying the 2009 Test Year system-level energy sales by the
allowed per-unit base NPSE recovery approved in Order No. 09-186 (14,660,001°> MWh
X $10.94 per MWh = $160.4 million). The resulting impact of the Stipulated adjustments
to NPSE is a decrease to Oregon jurisdictional NPSE expense of approximately $193
thousand resulting in a total Oregon jurisdictional NPSE expense of $7.4 million.
However, because this change in expense also impacts the level of working cash
allowance included in rate base, the total adjust;nent to the Oregon jurisdictional
revenue requirement is a decrease of $203 thousand.

What is the Parties’ agreement with respect to the marginal cost methodology?
The Parties agree that the Company’s marginal cost approach to allocating costs is
appropriate and should be adopted with one exception. The Parties agree that at this
time transmission related revenue requirement should be classified as 75% demand-
related and 25% energy-related, for the purpose of allocation to the customer classes.
What is the Parties’ agreement with respect to functionalization of production
costs?

Idaho Power has historically separated its functionélized, embedded production costs
into energy and demand components, prior to their allocation. After settlement
discussions, the Parties have agreed that it is reasonable for the Company to allocate
functionalized production revenue requirement directly and on the basis of each

schedule’'s combined shares of marginal demand and energy costs.

HiPagcr

® Oregon 2009 test year energy sales are forecast to be 679,301,864 kWh
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Please describe the Parties agreement as to Revenue Spread.
All Parties agreed to the Company's revenue spread as described in the Company's
direct testimony, but with certain exceptions. Those exceptions are described in the
Testimony of George Compton.
Please describe the Parties’ agreement as to Rate Design.
All Parties—except CUB—came to agreement on Rate Design. Specifically, the Parties
agreed to a rate design that is very close to that proposed by the Company—with certain
modifications that were proposed by Staff. Those modifications are discussed in the
Testimony of George Compion.
What is CUB’s position as to the Rate Design agreed upon by the other parties to
this Stipulation?
CUB objects to the Residential Rate Design agreed upon by the other Parties and will
file testimony explaining its position on January 19, 2010 pursuant to the schedule
adopted by the ALJ on December 9, 2009.

Non-Financial Commitments
Did the Company_ make any commitments with respect to terms and conditions of
service?
Yes. At the request of Staff, the Company agreed to withdraw its proposal to implement
the Service Establishment Charge, and the Continuous Service Reversion Charge. The
Company also agreed that it would file revisions to Rule H, New Service Attachments
and Distribution Line Instaliments or Alterations, during the first quarter of 2010.
Did the Company make any commitments to address concerns of the industrial
customers?

Yes. The Company made two commitments to address concerns voiced by OICIP.
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The first commitment concerns the EnerNoc demand response program that the
Company is offering to its 1daho customers. The Company plans in 2010 to evaluate the
first year operational results of that program, in order to determine whether it will (a)
continue the program; and (b) expand the program to its Oregon customers. ldaho
Power commits fo sharing the results of this evaluation (subject to confidentiality
concerns) with Schedule 19 customers. The Company agrees also to file a third-party-
operated, incentive-based, peak demand reduction program (such as the EnerNoc
contract), which will be available to Schedule 19 customers in Oregon during the 2010
peaking season.

What is the second commitment?

The Company commits to include in its 2009 Integrated Resource Plan 1) a
determination of the cost and viability of an Encentive-'based standby generation program
targeted toward Large Power Service (Schedule 19) customers and 2) a description of
the Company’s intent to develop such a program through a coliaborative approach
involving Schedule 19 customers. The Company commits to making this program
available to its Schedule 19 customers provided that it finds that the program will be
cost-effective and in the best interests of its customers.

Does the Stipulation address OICIP’s concerns regarding Schedule 19 service
quality standards?

No. During settiement OICIP expressed concerns regarding the Company’s Schedule
19 service quality. As a result, OICIP will file testimony on January 19, 2010 pursuant to
the schedule adopted by the ALJ on December 9, 2009, requesting that the Commission

resolve this issue.
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Other Terms of Stipulation

Do the terms of the Stipulation appily to other cases?
No, the Stipulation represents a compromise in the positions of the Parties made for this
case only. By entering into the Stipulation, none df the Parties are deemed to have
approved, admitted, or consented to the facts, principles, methods, or theories employed
in arriving at the terms of the Stipulation, other than those specifically identified in the
body of the Stipulation. No Party has agreed that any provision of the Stipulation is
appropriate for resolving issues in any other proceeding, except as specified in the
Stipulation.
If the Commission rejects any part of the Stipulation, are the Parties entitled to
reconsider their participation in the Stipulation?
Yes. The Stipulation provides that if the Commission rejects all or any material portions
of the Stipulation, any Party that is disadvantaged ﬁy such action shali have the rights
provided by OAR 860-014-0085 and shall be entitled to seek reconsideration or appeal
of the Commission’s Order.

Reasonableness of the Stipulation
Have the Parties evaluated the overall fairness of the Stipulation?
Yes. Each Party has reviewed the revenue requirement adjustments and other terms
contained in the Stipulation, as well as the revenue requirement level resulting from its
application. The Parties with the exceptions of CUB and OICIP agree that this
Stipulation resolves all issues and resulis in fair, just, and reasonable rates and should
be adopted. CUB disputes the Residential Rate Design portion of the settlement and
OICiP has concerns over the Schedule 19 service quality standards. Both CUB and
OICIP will file testimony setling forth their positions on January 19, 2010 pursuant to the

schedule adopted by the ALJ on December 9, 2009.
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Please explain why Staff believes that the Commission should approve the
Stipulation.

Staff carefully analyzed the Company’s case and responses to data requests and
proposed certain adjustments at the time of settlement. With future Consumer Price
Index, investment returns, and expense levels unknoWn, reasonable minds can disagree
on methodologies and escalations in the forecasting of specific items for a future period.
Based upon its review, Staff concludes that the stipulated revenue requirement increase
of $5 million represents a compromise of differing positions, results in just, fair, and
reasonable rates, and is a reasonable resolution to all unresolved issues regarding
revenue requirement.

Did Staff conclude that the stipulated revenue requirement increase of $5 million
was reasonable?

Yes. Staff considered the stipulated ROR of 8.061 percent, which is a reduction to the
currently authorized rate of return of 8.16 percent, to be reasonable.

Does Staff support the stipulated adjustment to miscelianeous rate base?

Yes. Staff supports the total revenue requirement adjustments of $ 2,329,000 reflected
in the Stipulation. Staff performed a thorough review of the jurisdictional allocation
methodology described by Ms. Bowman on pages 17 and 18 of her direct testimony.
Further, Staff reviewed the Company’s responses to approximately thirty data requests
detailing the plant-in-service included in the rate base proposed by the Company in its
filed case. Based upon the resuilts of this review, Staff believes that with the stipulated

adjustment the result reasonably reflects [daho Power’s rate base for the test period.
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As part of its review of the Company’s proposed rate base, did the Staff evaluate
the Company’s proposed plant-in-service to determine that it was consistent with
past IRP’s acknowledged by the Commission?

Yes. Following its investigation, the Staff concluded that the plant-in-service included in
the Company’s rate base is consistent with past IRP's acknowledged by the
Commission. ‘

Please explain why CUB believes that the Commission should approve the
Stipulation.

With the exception of the resolution of Residential Rate Design, CUB believes the
settlement is reasonable. While CUB would always prefer that rates do not increase,
that outcome is not supportable in this case. This case reflects significant capital
investment in new generating resources that will provide benefits to customers. CUB
believes that this settiement will produce rates that are fair and are representative of the
Company's cost of providing service to customers. CUB will be providing separate
testimony on the Residential Rate Design in response to the terms of the Stipulation on
this issue and the supporting testimony.

Please explain why OICIP and EP Minerals helieves that the Commission should
approve the Stipulation.

OICIP and EP Minerals believe the Stipulation, with the exception of the service quality
issues, achieves a result that properly balances the interests of Idaho Power and
customers. OICIP and EP Minerais believe that the Stipulation, taken in combination
with the rate spread and rate design settlement agreement, produces rates that are just
and reasonable. OICIP will be providing separate testimony on the Schedule 19 service

quality issues because the Stipulation failed to resolve its concerns.
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Please explain why Idaho Power helieves that the Commission should approve the
Stipulation.

The Company believes that its proposed revenue increase in this case is well supported
and reasonable. Nevertheless, the Company recognizes that settlement can replace the
cost and risk of litigation with efficiency and certainty. The Company also values the
intangible aspects of settied outcomes, including good will from other parties. For these
reasons, the Company was willing to accept a revenue increase that was lower than it
requested, along with other concessions from its case position, in return for a Stipulation
supporting a 15.4 percent overall net rate increase, effective March 1, 2010.

What do the Parties recommend?

The Parties recommend that the Commission adopt the Stipulation and include the
terms and conditions in its order in this case (subject to CUB’s additional testimony on
Residential Rate Design and the Commission’s ruling thereon).

Does this conclude your testimony in support of the Stipulation?

Yes.
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WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT

JUDY A. JOHNSON

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF OREGON
PROGRAM MANAGER — RATES AND TARIFFS

550 CAPITOL ST. N.E., SALEM, OREGON 87310-1380

MBA with an emphasis in Statistics from
Eastern Washington University
Cheney, Washingion

BA in Accounting from
Eastern Washington University
Cheney, Washington

3/85-Present I have been employed by the Oregon Public Utility
Commission since March of 1995. My current position is
Program Manager of Rates & Tariffs. | was previously a
Senior Analyst for the Revenue Requirements Section.

6/77-2/95 | was employed by Avista Corporation, an electric and
natural gas utility located in Spokane, Washington. The
majority of my employment was spent in the Rates and
Regulatory Affairs Department as a Senior Rate Analyst.
| have prepared testimony and exhibits in numerous
electric and natural gas rate cases, primarily in the area
of results of operations and cost of service.
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NAME: DUSTIN BALL

EMPLOYER: PUBLIC UTIILTY COMMISSION OF OREGON

TITLE: SENIOR FINANCIAL ANALYSIT, ECONOMIC RESEARCH
& FINANCIAL ANALYSIS DIVISION

ADDRESS: 550 CAPITOL STREET NE SUITE 215, SALEM, OREGON
97301-2115.

EDUCATION: Bachelor of Science, Business focusing in Accounting,
Western Oregon University (2003)

EXPERIENCE: Employed with the Oregon Public Utility Commission since

August 2007. | am a Senior Financial Analyst for the
Economic Research & Financial Analysis Division.

Employed by the Oregon Real Estate Agency as a Financial
Investigator in the Regulations Division from January 2006 to
August 2007, .

Employed by the Oregon Departiment of Revenue as an
Income Tax Auditor, in the Personal Tax and Compliance
Section from January 2004 to January 2006.

Licensed Tax Consultant in the State of Oregon.
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WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT

Gordon Feighner
Citizens' Utility Board of Oregon (CUB)
Utility Analyst

610 SW Broadway, Suite 308
Portland, OR 97205

Master of Environmental Management
Duke University, Durham, NC

Bachelor of Arts, Economics
Reed College, Portland, OR

| have previously provided testimony in OPUC Dockets UM 1355, UM
1431, UE 196, UE 204, and UE 208. Between 2004 and 2008, | worked
for the US Environmental Protection Agency and the City of Portland
Bureau of Environmental Services, conducting economic and
environmental analyses on a number of projects. In January 2009 [ joined
the Citizens' Utility Board of Oregon as a Utility Analyst and began
conducting research and analysis on behalf of CUB.
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Reading/
Dan 7. Reading

Don C. Reading
Presentpositicn  Vice President dnd Consulting Economist

Edwratien  B.S., Eeonomi¢s — Utah State U niversity
M. b‘, Economics — Usiversity of Oregon
Ph.D,, Economics — Utah State U niversity

Howorsand  Omicron Delta Epsilon, NSF Fellowship
e ards

Professional  Benjoh ason Associates, Inc:
and bysiness 1989 --~ Vice President
Bistgyy 1986 - Consulting Econoimist

1daho Public Utilities Commission:
1981-86 Economist/Director of Pokey and Administration

Teaching:

1980-81 Assaciaté Pio fessor, University of Fawaii-Hilo

1970-80 Associate and Assistang Professor, Tdahe State U niversity
1968-70 Assistant Professor, Middle Tennessce State University

Experience  Dr. Reading provides expert testim ony con cerning ecénomic and regulatory issues.
He has testified on more than 35 occasions before udility regulatory comnvissions in
Alaska, California, Colorado, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada,
North Dakota, Texas, Utsh, Wyomling, and Washington,

Dr. Reading has tmore thaa 30 years experience in the field of economics. He has
participated in the development of indices reflecti ting economic trends, GNP growth
rakes, foreign exchange markets, the money supply, stock market fevels, and
inflation, He has analyzed such public policy issues as the minimum wage, federal
spending and waxation, and imiport/export balances. Dr. Reading is one of four
economists providing yearly forecasts of statewide personalinicome to the State of
Idaho for purposes of establishing state personal income tax rates.

In the field of tekecommunications, Dr. Reading hasprovided expert testimony on
the issues of marginal cost, price chsticity, and measured seivice, Dr, Reading
prepared a staw-specific stady of the price elasticity of demand for beal telephone
service in 1daho and recently conducted research for, and directed the preparation
of, a report to the Idaho legislature regarding the stams of tekcommunications
compc’t'itioniin‘that state,
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Dr. Reading's areas of expeitisein the ficld of clectric power inchide demand
forecasting, long-range planning, price elasticity, magginal and average cost pricing,
production-simuhtion modeling, and econometric modeling. Among his recent
cuses was an electric rate desdgn analysls for the Industdal Customers of Tdaho
Power. Dr. Reading is currently 2 consultant to the Idaho Legislature’s Committee
on Electric Restructuring,

Since 1999 D t. Reading has been affiliated with the Climate Impact Group (CIG) ar
the Univesity of Washington, His woik with the CIG has involved dn anslysis of
the fimpact of Global Warming on the hydo Fcilities on'the Saake River. Iralso
includes an investigation into water:markets in the Northwest and Florida. In
addition he has analyzed the economics of snowmaking for skiarea’simpacted by
Global Warming.

Among Dr. Réading's receit projeces are 2 FERC hydropowér reficensing study (for
the Skokomish Indian Tribc) and an analysis of Northern Sttes Power's North
Dikota rate desigs proposas affecting hrge industrial customers (for | R, Simplot
Company). D Reading has also performed analysis for the Idsho Govetnot's
Office o f the impact on the Northwest Power Grid of various plans to increase
salmon runs 1n the Columbia River Basin.

e, Readinghas prepaced cconometric forecass for the Southeast Idaho Councd of

Governments and the Revenue Projécion Committee of the Idaho State Legislawre,
He has also been @ member of several Northwest Power Plana ing Council Statistical

Advisory Committeés and vas vice chaivman of the Governot's Beonomic Rescadch
Council in Tdaho

While at Idabo State University, Dr. Reading performed demographic studies usinga
cohigrt/survival model and several dconpmic impact studies nsiog nput/ocutpat
analysis, He hias also provided expert testimony Incases concerningloss of inconie
resulting from wrongfil death, injury, or cm.plri)}m} ent discrimination, He s
‘currently a adjunct professor of economics at Boise: State. University Idaho
cconontic history, urban /regions! economics.and laboy economie.)

Dr. Reading has recently completed a public interest wates vigh o vansfer dage. He s
currently a member of the Boise City Public Works Commission.
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“Encrgxzing Idaho™; Tdaho Issues Onling, Boise State University, Fall 2006.
www.boisestate.edn/ history/issuésonling/ fall2006 _issues/ind ¢t hem|

The Bconomic Impact of the 2001 Salmon Season In Tdaho, Idahe Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Aprit 2003

The Economic Impact.of a Restored Salmon Fishery in Idabho, Idaho Fish and
Wildlife Foundatdon, April; 1999,

The Beonomic Impact of Steelhead Fishing and the Return of Salmon B ishing in
Idaho, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Foundation, September, 1997,

“Cost Savings from Nuclear Resources Reform: An Bconometric Model" (with E.
Ray Canterbery and Ben Johnson) Sonthern Economic Jasrnal, Spring 1996,

A Visitor Analysis for a Birds of Prey Public Attraction, Peregrine Fund, Inc,,

November, 1988,

Investigation of a Capitalization Rate: for Tdaho Hydroeleotric Projects, Idaho State
Tax Commission, June, 1988,

"Post-PURPA Views," In Proceedings of the N ARUC Biennial Regulatory.
Conference, 1983,

Ap Input-Output Analysis of the Impace from Proposed Mining in the Challis Area
(with R. Davies). Public Policy Research Center, Idaho State U sitversity, February
1980.

Phospbate and Southeast: A S acio Egouoniic Anafysic (with . Eyre, etal). Government
Research Instimte of Idaho State University and . the Southeast Idaht Council of
Govertiments, Auguse 1975,

Estimattiy General Fund Revertes of the State of Idabo (with S, Ghazanfar and D, Holley).
Center for Businessand Economic Research, Boise State University, June 1975,

"A Note on the Distribution of Federal Expenditures: An Interstate Comparison,
1933-1929 and 1961.1965." In The American I cononrist,
Vol. XVIII, No, 2 (Fall 1974), pp. 125-128.

New Deal Activity and the Stawes, 1933-1939." In Journn/ aof Efon'wf/i{f'fisfd{)','Vof.
XXX, Decetber 1973, pp. 792-810.



