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Please state your name and position with Portland General Electric Company 

(PGE). 

My name is Joe Barra. I am a Senior Consultant in Customer Strategy & Business 

Development. My qualifications appear in Section II of this testimony. 

What is the purpose of your response testimony? 

My testimony responds to Northwest Natural (NW Natural) UM 1744 Application for 

Carbon Emissions Reduction Program filed on June 24, 2015. 

Please summarize the points raised in your testimony. 

My testimony addresses three key points for PGE: 

1. As a matter of policy, is it appropriate to use ratepayers' funds to promote fuel 

switching; 

2. As a matter of policy it is inappropriate to use funds collected from electric 

utility customers for electric energy efficiency to promote natural gas 

conservation; 

3. The methodology used by NW Natural in calculating the avoided greenhouse 

gas emissions associated with displaced utility electric generation contains 

significant analytical flaws. 

Please summarize NW Natural's request in its filing? 

NW Natural is seeking approval for a carbon emission reduction program to provide 

financial incentives to encourage customers to install Combined Heat & Power systems 

(the CHP Program). NW Natural proposes to recover the cost of those incentives in 

rates. The basis of the incentive is a claimed net reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 
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With regard to the first issue, what are PGE's policy concerns about the use of 

ratepayers' funds to promote fuel switching? 

OAR 860-027-0310(1)(b) defines "fuel switching" as "any substitution of one type of 

energy or fuel for another[.]" The CHP Program provides customers an incentive to 

displace all or a portion of electric service to that customer with natural gas to achieve 

greenhouse gas reductions. NW Natural proposes to recover incentive costs and other 

expenses related to the program in rates. 1 This, in essence, uses ratepayer funds to 

promote fuel switching from electric to gas. PGE questions NW Natural's proposed use 

of ratepayer funds to promote what is essentially fuel switching to achieve greenhouse 

gas reductions. PGE supports PacifiCorp's testimony by Mary Wieneke on this point. 

Not only does NW Natural's proposal clearly fall under the OAR's definition of fuel 

switching, NW Natural strongly argued against such fuel switching in UM 1565.2 If the 

Commission, as a matter of policy, were to allow this approach, there are a growing 

number of electric technologies that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 

displacing natural gas appliances at the point of use. 

With regard to the second issue, how does NW Natural propose to use funds 

collected from electric utility customers for electric energy efficiency to promote 

natural gas conservation in its filing? 

NW Natural's application anticipates the use of Energy Trust incentives.3 Although the 

incentives are based on natural gas savings, those savings would then be represented as 

kWh equivalents, and the incentives paid from funds collected from electric customers 

1 NWN/200, Speer/4. 
2 UM 1565, NWN/200, Edmonds/3. 
3 NWN/100, Summers/7. 
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for electric energy efficiency.4 When asked for support of its approach, NW Natural 

produced a DOJ advisory letter dated May 18, 2005 that responded to the narrow 

question then posed: "Whether fossil-fueled combined heat and power systems may be 

funded by public purpose charges." (See Exhibit 101). The DOJ advice finds that the law 

does not preclude funds collected for electric efficiency from being used this way. PGE 

does not question the legal underpinnings but rather questions as a matter of policy, 

whether this should be the sanctioned policy approach. Said another way, DOJ opined 

that funds can be used this way but should they be? This is especially important at a time 

when there are specific restrictions at the ETO on how much may be paid in incentives 

for industrial energy efficiency, and similar restrictions do not exist for natural gas 

conservation incentives and industrial customers. Industrial customers are a customer 

class targeted by NW Natural's CHP initiative in this filing. 

In addition, the Energy Trust has proposed an incentive increase from $.08kWh to 

$.25kWh for Combined Heat & Power projects. PGE questions whether that increase is 

necessary if the CHP Program is approved. 

With regard to the third issue, what does NW Natural use to calculate the carbon 

reductions in its filing? 

NW Natural proposes to estimate carbon reductions from displaced utility generation 

using regional eGRID data for non-baseload fossil fuel generation from 2010. NW 

Natural points to guidance from the EPA's Combined Heat & Power Partnership to 

support this methodology.5 

4 NWN/100, Summers/8. 
5 NWN/100, Smmners/12-13. 
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What are your objections to the proposed methodology for calculating carbon 

reductions? 

We have multiple objections to the methodology. First, the EPA guidance is to use the 

proposed methodology in the absence of consistent and complete utility import and 

export data. 6 PGE tracks greenhouse gas emissions associated with the power we 

generate and purchase on behalf of our customers and reports it annually. 7 For NW 

Natural sited projects in PGE's service territory, the Commission should rely on accurate, 

current, utility specific data. 

Second, NW Natural proposes to "lock-in" the incentive payment for carbon 

reductions for 10 years. 8 The incentive calculation then relies on 2010 data for avoided 

utility emissions, when reality is more fluid. 9 For example, PGE's carbon emissions 

have declined since 2010, and will likely continue to decline in the coming decade as 

more renewables are added and our Boardman generating station ceases coal-fired 

operation after 2020. 10 PGE understands the desirability of a fixed project incentive, but 

objects to it being based on outdated information that will not accurately reflect actual 

carbon reductions. It appears that NW Natural is choosing its numbers to create an 

optimal cost effectiveness and carbon reduction outcome rather than using more accurate 

and realistic numbers. 

Has PGE raised these concerns with NW Natural? 

6 http://epa.gov/chp/documents/fuel and co2 savings.pdf 
7 PGE reports this data to Oregon DEQ annually. 
8 NWN/100, Summers/8. 
9 NWN/101, Summers/34. 
10 PGE reported emission factors from electricity generated from facilities owned or operated by PGE to Oregon 
DEQ of0.55 MTC02e/MWh in 2010, 0.47 MTC02e/MWh in 2011, 0.42 MTC02e/MWh in 2012, and 0.39 
MTC02e/MWh in 2013. 
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PGE was not included in the working group NW Natural formed to consider the 

methodology for calculating greenhouse gas reductions. In fact, PGE first learned of the 

public workshops associated with this filing by happenstance, one business day prior to 

the first workshop. PGE did attempt to raise its concerns at those workshops; however, 

NW Natural has not been willing to reconsider the proposed methodology. 

Does PGE have other issues with this filing? 

At this point, PGE is narrowly focused on the issues raised. However, the NW Natural 

filing was lengthy and complex, and the number of data responses provided additional 

detail and added complexity. In some instances, NW Natural's data responses either 

corrected information or provided responses we found to require additional follow-

up. Further, PGE is concerned about the limited involvement in discussions held prior to 

the March 16, 2015 workshop due to a lack of notification given to PGE, as mentioned. 

SB 844 requires the utility to involve stakeholders prior to filing an application with the 

Commission. Since the CHP Program clearly affects PGE and its customers, PGE should 

have had full opportunities for participation and input in the process including 

involvement in the working group. Given the voluminous nature of data produced and 

the expedited statutory timeline for this application, PGE has not had the time to fully 

reconcile all of NW Natural's responses to the data requests associated with this filing. 

Thus, PGE reserves the right to raise other issues regarding NW Natural's application in 

a future round of testimony. 

What does PGE recommend in regards to the issues raised? 

PGE recommends the Commission deny the CHP Program as filed by NW Natural. 

With regard to the use of ratepayer funds to promote programs that involve elements of 
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I · fuel switching, PGE requests the OPUC issue policy guidance. If permitted in this 

2 context, PGE notes there are similar opportunities to promote customer fuel switching 

3 from gas to electric. Further, PGE requests that the Commission provide policy direction 

4 to Energy Trust of Oregon such that Energy Trust incentives based on claimed natural 

5 gas savings are not paid from funds collected from electric customers for electric energy 

6 efficiency. Finally, the Commission should reject the carbon emissions value used for 

7 the CHP Program incentive calculation as it is both outdated and inaccurate for potential 

8 projects located in PGE's service territory. 
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Mr. Barra, please state your educational background and qualifications. 

I received a Bachelor of Arts degree from William Paterson University in 1973. Since 

joining PGE in 1994, I have managed new product and business development initiatives, 

including those related to distributed generation. From 1988 to 1993, I managed new 

product development and directed energy services for commercial and industrial 

customers at PacifiCorp. 
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