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PACIFICORP, dba PACIFIC POWER

'Request for a General Rate Revision

DISPOSITION: PARTIAL STIPULATION ADOPTED; REQUEST FOR
TARIFF RIDER GRANTED: REQUEST FOR PCAM
GRANTED WITH MODIFICATION; RATE RECOVERY FOR
COAL PLANT INVESTMENTS ALLOWED IN PART

L INTRODUCTION

In this order, we address the request of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, for a general rate
revision. We adopt the partial stipulation filed by the parties on TJuly 12, 2012. We grant
Pacific Power’s request for a separate tariff rider to recover its investment in the Mona-
to-Oquirrh transmission line, and grant with modification Pacific Power’s request for a
power cost adjustment mechanism. Finally, we grant partial approval of Pacific Power’s
request to include in rates its investment in upgrades to its coal flect.

IL PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pacific Power is a public utility providing electric service in the State of Gregon within
the meaning of ORS 757.005, and is subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction with
respect to the prices and terms of service for its Oregon retail customers. Pacific Power
provides electric service to approximately 580,000 retail customers in Oregon.

On March 1, 2012, Pacific Power filed its request for a general rate revision under

ORS 757.205 and ORS 757.220, secking a revenue requirement increase of $38.4
million, or 3.2 percent. After resetting Schedule 299, its Rate Mitigation Adjustment, to
reflect forecast customer loads by rate schedule, the proposed increase to net rates was
revised to $41.2 million, or 3.5 percent. In its filing, Pacific Power used an historical .
base period of the 12 months ending June 2011, with normalizing and pro forma
adjustments to calculate a 2013 calendar year future test period ending December 31,
2013.

On March 14, 2012, we suspended Pacific Power’s tariff filing for investigation under
~ ORS 757.215(1).1

! Order No. 12-093 (Mar 14, 2012).
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On March 19, 2012, a prehearing conference was held and a procedural schedule was
established. During the course of the proceedings, the following were granted leave to
intervene as parties: Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities (ICNU}; Portland

General Electric Company (PGE); Fred Meyer Stores and Quality Food Centers,

divisions of the Kroger Company (Kroger); Sierra Club; Northwest Energy Coalition;
Renewable Northwest Project; and the Klamath Water and Power Agency. The Citizens’
Utility Board of Oregon (CUB) intervened as a matter of right under ORS 774,180,

The parties conducted discovery, filed several rounds of testimony, and engaged in
settlement discussions. On July 12, 2012, Commission Staff, Pacific Power, CUB,
ICNU, and Kroger filed a partial stipulation of contested issues. Pacific Power filed three
rounds of testimony, and intervenors and Commission Staff filed two rounds of
testimony, prior to the hearing held on October 15, 2012. Parties filed simultanecus
briefs, with one round filed before and one round filed after the hearing. Oral argument
was held before the Commission on November 20, 2012.

1L, DISCUSSION
A, Procedural Issues

We resolve here the prudence of Pacific Power’s investment in upgrades to its coal fleet,
including its investments in Unit 3 of its Jim Bridger plant. Because [dabo Power
Company is a co-owner of the Jim Bridger plant, Idaho Power’s general rate case before
the Commission, docket UE 233, also addresses the prudence of investments to Jim
Bridger Unit 3. In this order, we address only the prudence of Pacific Power’s
invesiment.

B. Legal Standard

Ina general rate proceeding, we must balance the mterests of the utility investor and
ratepayers in establishing fair and reasonable rates? To protect ratepayers, the rates must
be set at a level sufficiently low to avoid unjust and unreasonable exactions. To protect
the utility investor, the rates must provide sufficient revenue not only for operatin g
expenses, but also for the capital costs of the business.

As the petitioner in this rate case, Pacific Power has the burden of proof on all issues. As
provided in ORS 757.210(1)2), “the utility shalt bear the burden of showing that the rate
or schedule of rates proposed to be established or increased or changed is fair, just and
reasonable.” This burden is borne by the utility throughout the proceeding and does not
shift to any other party.

With regard to the recovery of capital investments, Pacific Power must make two
showings. First, it must show that the investment is presently used for providing utility

2 ORS 756.040(1),
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service.® Second, it must show that the investments were prudently made, based on the
information that it knew or should have known at the time.*

J1II.  STIPULATED ISSUES

On July 12, 2012, most of the active parties filed a partial stipulation resolving certain
issues in this docket. Parties supporting the stipulation are: Pacific Power, Staff, CUB,
ICNU, and Kroger. No party objected to the partial stipulation.

A, Partial Stipulation

The partial stipulation addressed ten issues. We summarize each separately, followed by
our resolution: ' '

L Revenue Requirement

Stipulating parties agree to a revenue requirement increase of $20.7 million, representing
a settlement of contested revenue requirement issues. The calculation of the $20 million
increase in rates is attached to the stipulation as Exhibit A. The parties agreed to an
overall base price increase of $20.7 million, effective Janudry 1, 2013,

2. Effective Date

Stipulating parties agree that rates to recover the stipulated revenue requirement will go
into effect Janvary 1, 2013, as modified by the Commission’s resolution of the prudence
of Pacific Power’s environmental control investments.

3. Rate of Return

Stipulating parties do not agree on values for the components of capital costs and
structure, but do agree that Pacific Power’s overall rate of return (ROR) and notional
values of individual costs of capital components used to derive the ROR are as reflected
in the table at page 4 of the stipulation.

4. Carbon-Accelerated Depreciation

Stipulating parties do not oppose Pacific Power’s request to include in Oregon rates the
accelerated depreciation and decommissioning costs for the early retirement of Pacific
Power’s Carbon thermal generation plant in 2015, as reflected in Exhibit B to the
stipulation.

*ORS 757.355(1).

* See, e.g., In re Poriland General Electric Company, Docket No. UE 102, Order No. 99-033 at 36-37
(Jan 28, 1999). We further discuss the application of the pradence standard in addressing the prodence of
Pacific Power’s investments in environmentsl controls at its thermal generation plants.

3
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5 Prudence of Black Cap Solar Resource

Stipulating parties agree that Pacific Power’s investment in the Black Cap solar resource
is prudent, and should be included in its revenue requirement.

6. Open Access Transmission Tariff (OAT I) Revenues

Pacific Power agrees to file a request for deferred accounting to defer Oregon’s allocated
share of the incremental OATT revenue associated with its pending rate case at FERC
begitming January 1, 2013, and continuing until the revenues are included in rates. The
deferral will include incremental QATT revenues from all sources, and the intent of the
 deferral is to credit OATT revenues to customers without offsets.

7. Building of Moﬁa-to—Oquirrh Transmission Line

The stipulating parties agree not to contest the prudence of Pacific Power’s decision to
build the Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission project, which is scheduled to be placed in
service in May 2013. ICNU, CUB, and Staff oppose Pacific Power’s request for
Commission approval of a tariff rider to include the costs of the project in rate base after
January 1, 2013. If the Commission approves Pacific Power’s proposed tariff rider, the
stipulation provides that all parties will have the opportunity to review Pacific Power’s
actual costs for the project and challenge any cost as imprudent or exceedmg the amount
included in the initial filing of this case.

8. Rebalance Rate Mitigation Adjnstment (RMA)

Stipulating parties agree that an increase of $2.8 million is required to rebalance the
RMA to reflect forecast customer loads by rate schedule, in addition to the $20.7 million
revenue requirement increase agreed to in the stipulation.

-9 Rate Spread.

 Stipulating parties do not agree on the cost of service methodology used to determine rate
spread, but do agree to the allocation of base and net revermies by rate schedule as
presented on page one of Exhibit D to the stipulation. Stipulating parties agree Pacific
Power will use the base rate revenues or applicable functionalized revenue requirement
allocation factors at page 4 of Exhibit D to the stipulation as the rate spread allocation
factors for rate changes, until the Commission approves new functionalized revenue
requirement allocation factors in a subsequent general rate case filing. Most customer
rate schedules will see a 2.2 percent rate increase under the stipulated rate spread.

10.  Rate Design

Stipulating paﬁies agree fo the rate design for each rate schedule presented in Exhibit E
to the stipulation. '
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B. Resolution
The Commission will approve stipulations that appropriately resolve issues and result in
just and reasonable rates. After reviewing the stipulation, we conclude that the proposed
stipulation fairly resolves the contested issues. We adopt the partlal stipulation, attached
to this order as Appendix A
IV. DISPUTED ISSUES

Parties filed testimony and briefs on three disputed issues:

1. Pacific Power’s proposal to add the Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission line to
its rate base through a separate tariff rider when the line goes into service
in 2013;
2. Pacific Power’s request for a power cost adjusiment mechanism; and
3. Pacific Power’s request to recover investments in enviromnehtal controls

at its thermal generation plants.

We address each issue separately, summarizing the parties’ arguments followed by our
resolution.

A. Inclusion in Rates of Investments to Mona-to-Ogquirrh Transmission Line

The Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission project consists of a new high-voltage transmission
line and two new substations in Utah. The project originates with a single-circuit 500 kV
transmission line that spans from the Clover substation being constructed near Mona,

70 miles north fo the future Limber substation in Tooele County. From there, it continues
as a double-circuit 345 kV line 30 miles to the existing Oquirrh substation in South
Jordan.

Because the project is expected to go into service in May of 2013, midway through the
test period, Pacific Power tequests approval to make an advice filing for a separate tariff
rider for $12.6 mﬂhon 1o recover the Oregon-allocated portion of its investment when it

~ goes into service. > In their stipulation, the parties stipulated to the prudence of Pacific
Power’s decision to-build the Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission project. As a result, the sole
question before us at this time is whether to approve Pacific Power’s proposed separate
tariff rider.

ICNU, CUB, and Staff oppose Pacific Power’s proposed tariff rider. Because their
arguments opposing the rider are virtually identical, we refer to ICNU, CUB, and Staff
collectively as “opposing parties.” The opposing parties raise three primary arguments.
First, they contend the rider violates the Commission’s used and useful standard. Second,

* Pacific Power originally calculated the Oregon-atlocated revenue requirement for the project as
$13.1 million, and revised it to $12.6 million using the weighted average cost of capital agreed to in the
patties’ stipulation.

L,
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they argue that Pacific Power’s proposal undermines the principle of regulatory lag.
Finally, they contend the rider constitutes improper “cherry-picking.”

1. Used and Useful Standard

ICNU, CUB and Staff argue that Pacific Power’s proposed rider violates the intent and
purpose of the used and useful standard by allowing rate recovery for a project that will
not be in service when rates are approved in this case. The opposing parties cite to
precedent from this Commission and the Oregon Supreme Court that a new facility is
excluded from rate base “until it actually is placed in service and, even then, the
regulators may not allow it in the rate base until the utility established that the property is
reasonably necessary to provision of electrical service.”® The opposing parties note that
the underlying purpose of the used and useful statute is to ensure that customers do not
pay for costs that are not providing benefits, and the proposed rider would “prevent the
Commission from ascertaining the full value of the project or to incorporate other cost
savings that may occur if and when the project is completed.”’

Pacific Power responds that the project complies with ORS 757.355, because it will be
both used and uvseful at the tirne the tariff rider takes effect. Pacific Power states the
project is useful because it is necessary to comply with. refiability and performance
standards, as well as to strengthen the reliability of the utility’s transmission system and
support energy demands. Pacific Power notes that its 2007, 2008, and 2011 Integrated
Resource Plans (IRPs) evaluated the project for cost-effectiveness and meluded it as part
of the utility’s preferred resource portfolio. Because Pacific Power proposes to recover
its investment through a taniff rider begimning when the project is placed in service, the
utility argues the project will meet the used and useful standard because 1t will be
“presgntly used for providing utility service to customers™ at the time it 1s included in
rates. '

2 Regulatory Lag

The opposing parties cite fo the principle of “regulatory lag,” defined as “the delay
between rate cases and within a rate proceeding * * * where rates remain frozen until a
new rate is approved.” Because a utility carries both the risk and the reward associated
with “between rate case” occurrences, the opposing parties argue that Pacific Power has
failed to justify extraordinary treatment of its investment that would set it apart from any
other “between rate case” occurrence. The opposing parties note that while there are
dockets in which this Commission has approved “between rate case” investments to be
included in rates, the majority of those dockets were resolved through stipulations, and
should not be used as precedent here. ICNU and CUB further note that allowing non-

¢ See Joint ICNU-CUB Prehearing Brief at 4 (Sept 24, 2012}, citing Pac. Power & Light Co. v. Dept. of
Revenue, 308 Or, 49, 53-54 (1989).

7 See ICNU-CUB Joint Posthearing Brief at 11 (Nov 8, 2012).

¥ See ORS 757.355(1) (“a public utility may not, divectly or indirectly, by any device, charge, demand,
collect or receive from any customner rates that inchude the costs of congtruction, building, iostallation or
real or personal property not presently used for providing utitity service to the customer.”).

? See, e.z., Joint ICNU-CUB Prehearing Brief at 5, citing LEGNARD SAUL GOODMAN, THE PROCESS OF
RATEMAKING (Vol. I), 44 (Pub. Util. Rpts., Tuc. 1998).

6

;,;;.‘
)



ORDERNO. 4 =~

operational facilities to go into rates without proper review can lead to significant over-
earning, as with the Commission’s pre-approved inclusion of Coyote Sprmgs m PGE’s
1996 rate case.

Pacific Power responds that “regulatory lag” is not a governing principle of rate
regulation, but rather a consequence of traditional rate regulation that fails to match the
provision of service with the costs of providing that service. Pacific Power states that by
timing the recovery of costs with the customers’ rcce1pt of the benefits of service, no
regulatory lag is implicated here.

3. Cherry-Picking

The opposing parties argue that allowing the tariff rider would constitute “cherry
picking,” or selecting only those events that are beneficial to the utility and its
sharcholders for “extra rate case” recognition. The opposing partics note Pacific Power
does not propose to pass back to ratepayers any “between rate case” savings, including
lower capital costs, that may have occurred in the past or may occur at the time the
project is placed in service.

Pacific Power responds that the proposed rider is not being “picked” from an unexamined
future period. Pacific Power notes that “[a]ll known, measurable, and reasonably certain

expenses and revenues (other than other capital additions not expected to be complete
before Decernber 31, 2012) were included in the test year and reviewed by the parties.”

4 Resolution

We grant Pacific Powet’s request for a separate tariff rider for the Mona-to-Oquirrh
fransmission project, with the conditions described below. Under similar circumstances,
this Commission has previously allowed utilities to recover in rates the costs of
investments placed into service during the test year. We exercise our discretion and find
Pacific Power’s request for similar rate treatment of this project reasonable because we
‘previously acknowledged the line as part of the utility’s IRP process and other parties
have stipulated to the prudence of the investment. Further, we believe that a five-month
lag is a sufficiently short period of time to minimize the opposing parties’ concerns.

At the outset, we agree with Pacific Power that the proposed rider does not violate the
terms of ORS 757.355(1}, because at the time the cost of the investment will be included
in rates, it will be “presently used for providing utility service.” We decline the opposing
parties’ request that we interpret ORS 757.355(1) to restrict the Commission’s
consideration of whether to allow recovery of investments to only those placed in service
prior to the start of the test year. So long as the investment is used and useful at the time
it is included in rates, the provisions of ORS 757.355(1) are satisfied. Further, we note
that under the terms of the parties’ stipulation, the final costs of the transmission line will
be reviewed for prudence before being included in rates. As a result, we will not be
barred from analyzing and ascertaining the full value of the project.

W See Joint ICNU-CUB Prehearing Brief at 7, citing In Re Portland General Electric Compary, Docket
Ne. UE 100, Order No. 96-306, Appendix A, 2 (Nov 26, 1996).
" pacific Power Prehearing Brief at 57 (Sept 24, 2012).

7
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With regard to regulatory lag and “cherry-picking,” the opposing partics are correct that
utilities typically bear the risk of increased costs between rate cases.”> The opposing
parties acknowledge, however, that this principle is not binding, and this Commission has
permitted utilities to include in rates costs of investments that began operation during the
relevant test year.m_ Here, the Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission project has been
acknowledged as part of the IRP process and deemed prudent by the opposing patties.
Moreover, the final costs of the project will be subject to further review before being
included in rates. We do not believe that the expected five-month period is a sufficiently
long time to trigger serious concerns about regulatory lag and “cherry-picking,” and
adopt conditions below to address any possible delays beyond that period.

-We grant Pacific Power’s request for a tariff rider to recover the Oregon-allocated portion
of its investment, with the following conditions. Our decision regarding the tariff rider

“will prevail as long as the Mona-to-Oquirrh transmission project becomes operational by
May 31, 2013. With the proposed taciff rider, Pacific Power will need an aftestation by a
corporate officer that the project is complete and has been released for operation. We
will review for prudence the final costs of the transmission project before they are
included inrates. As provided by the partial stipulation, which we adopt in this order,
Pacific Power will facilitate the parties” audit and review of the utility’s final costs of the
project, and any party may challenge costs as imprudent or exceeding the amount initially
requested by Pacific Power.

If the transmission project becomes operational after May 31, 2013, but within 60 days of
that date, Stafl and intervenors will have 20 days from the online date to establish
sufficient cause to warrant the reopening of this docket to determine whether any cost -
reductions to Pacific Power’s test year expenses should be used to off-set, in part, costs
associated with the new transmission project. If the transmission project becomes
operational more than 60 days after May 31, 2013, Pacific Power must make a new filing
with the Commission under ORS 757,210 to add the project to rate base when it meets
the used and useful standard. _

B. Proposed Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism

Pacific Power proposes a Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM) to operate in
conjunction with the utility’s Transition Adjustment Mechanism {TAM), to collect or
credit the differences between actual net power costs (NPC) and the forecasted net power
costs approved in the TAM and recovered in rates. Staff recommends we adopt a PCAM
that mirrors the structure of the PCAM we adopted for PGE, with a deadband, earmings
test, and sharing provision. ICNU and CUB oppose a PCAM for Pacific Power, but if we
choose to adopt a PCAM, the parties generally agree with the PCAM proposed by Statf.

Y See, e.g., In Re PacifiCorp, Docket Nos. UM 995, UE 121, UC 578, Order No. 01-420 at 29 (May 11,
2001).

* See Pacific Power Prehearing Brief at 54-55, citing In re Idaho Power Company, Docket No. UE 248,
Order No, 12-358 at 4 {Sept 20,.2012) (adopting a stipulation allowing Idaho Power’s Langley Gulch
power plant investment 1o be included in rates soven months after the beginning of the relevant test period);
In re Portland General Electric Company, Docket Nos. UE 180, UE 184, Order No. 07-015 at 30 {(Jan 12,
2007 {adopting process for review and approval of PGE’s Port Westward natural gas plant after start of test
year; no additional review was required if the plant became operational by May of the test year).

8
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Finally, Kroger opposes adopting a PCAM that does not mclude a sharmg of the power
cost variances between the company and customers.

1. PCAM
a. Parties” Positions
i. Pacific Power

Pacific Power contends that the proposed PCAM is needed to address the utility’s
dramatic under-recovery of NPC, caused in large part by the passage of Senate Bill 838
{SB 838), which cstabhshed a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) for electric utilities and
~ electricity service supphers Pacific Power claims its under-recovery of NPC in Oregon
rates is due primarily to the inability to accurately forecast wind generation and factors
“associated with integrating a new, large fleet of renewable resources whose generation
fluctuates widely. Becaunse customers must bear all prudently incurred RPS compliance
costs—including the variable NPC impacts associated with integrating renewsble energy
sources—Pacific Power seeks a PCAM without deadbands, earning bands, sharing
percentages, or any other feature that WOlﬂd deprive the utility of dollar-for-dollar
recovery of any under-recovery of NPC 1> Pacific Power relies on the provisions of
ORS 469A.120(1), which address recovery of compliance costs.®

Pacific Power adds that in 2007, the Commission established the Renewable Adjustment
- Clause (RAC) to allow the utility to recover the fixed capital costs of compliance with
ORS 469A. 180(2) 7 At the time, Pacific Power intended that the RAC would provide
for recovery of its fixed capital costs, and the utility's annual TAM filing would allow for
timely recovery of the NPC impact of its renewable generation resources. Pacific Power
states that it has now become clear that the utility is significantly under-recovering NPC
in Oregon rates. Pacific Power estimates that, since SB 838 was enacted in 2007, the
utility has under-recovered its NPC by $134 million on an Oregon basis.

Pacific Power contends deadbands, sharing mechanisms, and earnings bands do not
provide incentives for the effective management of NPC, but rather function to arbitrarily
reward or penalize the utility for factors that it cannot control. Without proof that these
features provide an incentive for the utility to procure fuel and power at a lower cost,
Pacific Power argues there 1s no rational basis to itnpose such mechanisms and deny the

4 Codified in ORS Chapter 469A.

'3 Pacific Power notes that neither SB 838 nor the Commission's rules define the terms “integrate, firm or
shape,” but that in their ordinary usage, the terms refer to “the actions the Cormpany must take on a real-
time basis to balance its system to address large amounts of new internyitent renewsable resources.”
Pacific Power Prehearing Brief at 31.

16 That statute provides: “Except as provided in ORS 469A.180(5), all prudently incurred costs
associated with compliance with a renewable portfolio standard are recoverable in the rates of an
electric codipany, including interconnection costs, costs associated with using physical or financial
assets to ntegrate, firm or shape renewable energy sources on a firm annual basis to meet retail
electricity needs, above-market costs and other costs associated with transmission and delivery of
qualifying electricity to retail ¢lectricity consumers.”

Y Id. at 31, citing In Re Pacific Power, Dacket No, UM 1330, Order No. 07-572 at 3 (Dec 19, 2007)
(establishing Pacific Power's RAC). ‘
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utility a reasonable opportunity of recovering its costs of serving customers. Pacific
Power also disputes ICNU’s and CUB’s claim that a PCAM without these features is
“unprecedented.” Pacific Power states that its proposal is consistent with the majerity of
PCAMSs in the country, and states that PGE is the only utility in Pacitic Power’s cost of
capital peer group with a PCAM that includes all three components. Pacific Power adds
that, although the utility’s PCAMSs in other states have sharing bands, none have
deadbands.'®

if the Commmission chooses to adopt a deadband, Pacific Power argues the deadband
should be modified to address its unique circumstances. Pacific Power opposes the use
of an asymmetric deadband adopted for PGE. That deadband did not change rates when
excess power cost were less than the equivalent of 150 basis of authorized ROE or when
- power cost savings were less than the equivalent of 75 basis pomts of the utility’s
authorized ROE. Pacific Power notes that the use of such a large deadband would have
provided Pacific Power with zero percent recovery of its unrecovered NPC over the last
five years, even though its unrecovered NPC was more than $25 million in four of the
five years. Moreover, becanse that deadband was set through a basis points caleulation,
the deadband increases as the utility’s rate base expands to mcoxporate new renewable
resources required by SB 838.

More generaily, Pacific Power argues the deadband in PGE’s PCAM was set prior to the
passage of SB 838 and does not reflect the changed business risk resulting from the RPS
requirements. Pacific Power acknowledges that PGE’s PCAM was later modified to
include a dollar-defined deadband, but argues that a similar deadband would still be too
large. If the Commission adopts a dollar-defined deadband, Pacific Power recommends
one that is half of that adopted for PGE, because the utility’s Oregon NPC are
approximately half those of PGE’s.

Pacific Power argues that a sharing mechanism is also not appropriate, because it is a
misplaced incentive that would only penalize the utility for factors beyond its control.
Pacific Power argues nearly all NPC components are out of the utility’s control, including
wind generation capacity, market prices, variations in customer loads, hydro generation,
and the timing of forced outages. Pacific Power notes it currently bears 100 percent of
the risk of unrecovered NPC, and despite that incentive, the utility has still
underrecovered $134 million of NPC since 2007. Pacific Power argues that this
demonstrates it cannot reasonably control large cost exposures which are volatile and
inherently out of its control.

Finally, Pacific Power opposes the adoption of an earnings band, which would result in
no adjustment if the utility’s earnings are within a certain percentage of its authorized
ROE. Pacific Power argues that an earnings band would likely result in the disallowance
of prudently incurred costs, including those associated with compliance with SB 838,

The utility also contends that the earnings band proposed in this case effectively
functions as a back-up deadband, increasing the normal business risk a551g115d to the
utility..

¥ pacific Power notes that out of 55 utilities in its cost of capital peex group, seven have a deadband, foar
have both a deadband and a sharing band, and one has a deadband, sharing bands, and an earnings review.
Pacific Power Prehearing Brief at 39,

10
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il. Staff

Staff recommends the Commission adopt a PCAM for Pacific Power that mirrors the
structure of the PCAM established for PGE. Specifically, Staff recommends a PCAM
that contains the following features:

1. Deadband: No adjustment to NPC if variances fall within an
asymmetrical dead band defined by 150 basis pomts of pre-tax
ROE in the case of potential collections and 75 basis points of
pre-tax ROE in the case of potential refunds.

2. Sharing Mechanism: “90/10” sharing between customers and the
utility for amounts outside the deadband.

3. BEarnings Test: No refunds or collections if earnings are within
100 basis points of the utility’s authorized ROE.

Staff disputes Pacific Power’s claims that fluctuations in wind integration costs and
under-recovery of NPC justify a pass-through to customers of all differences between
forecast and actual NPC. Staff notes wind integration costs are a small part of Pacific
Power’s overall NPC--less than 2 percent of the 2013 NPC forecast. Staff also notes that
costs associated with new wind resources can be reasonably forecast, noting that wind
integration studies use methodologies to translate large hour to hour fluctuations into
reasorably accurate annual cost estimates. With regard to Pacific Power’s under-
recovery of NPC, Staff notes the results of 2007 through 2011 may not be representative
of results over a longer period of time, and that under-recovered amounts remained
within a range that could be absorbed by Pacific Power without unduly affecting
earnings.

Staff also defends the use of an asymmetrical deadband to ensure the PCAM is revenue
neutral. Staff explains that various components of NPC can go up more than they can go
down; consequently, a symmetrical deadband would result in more collections than
refunds over a long period of time. Staff opposes Pacific Power’s alternate proposal of a
PCAM with a deadband half of that adopted for PGE. Staff notes that the modified
deadband resulted from a stipulation crafted on the prerise that a deadband should be
based on a utility’s ability to absorb cost variances, not on the size of the utility’s NPC.
Since Pacific Power's and PGE's rate base are approximately the same size, Staff believes
the two utilities’ deadbands should be the same size as well.

To provide Pacific Power with an incentive to prudently manage its NPC, Staff proposes
00/10 sharing between customers and the utility for amounts outside the deadband.
Under this feature, the utility and its shareholders would be responsible for 10 percent of
the difference between forecasted and actual NPC, and the customers would be
responsible for the remaining 90 percent. Staff argues that without a sharing percentage,
the utility will have no incentive to keep incremental NPC as low as possible when it
knows it will be refunding or collecting from customers any NPC differences. Staff
implicitly acknowledges there are certain factors affecting NPC that are beyond Pacific
Power’s control, but argues that the utility can affect costs to a degree with operational

11



ORDER NO. 6 Z

decisions, and that the sharing structure ensures that Pacific Power will prudently make
those decistons.

Finally, to ensure that the PCAM would impose rate adjustments only for significant
NPC variances, Staff’s proposes an earnings test that would preclude any refunds or
collections if Pacific Power’s earnings are within 100 basis points of its authorized ROE.
Staff explains that, if actual NPC are greater or less than forecast, Pacific Power may
collect from or refund to customers only up to a level at which ROE is 100 bagis points

~ more or less than authorized. Thus, under Staff’s proposal, no adjustments will be made
if earnings are within 100 basis points of authorized ROE; collections are made only up
to the point at which earnings are 100 basis points below authonzed ROZ; and refunds
arc made only down to the point at which earnings are 100 basis points above authorized
ROE.

1il. ICNU and CUB

ICNU and CUB oppose a PCAM for Pacific Power, and argue that the utility has not
demonstrated a need for the mechanism. ICNU and CUB claim that Pacitic Power has
overstated its under-recovery of NPC and the effects of SB 838, ICNU and CUB cite to
Staff’s calculation that wind integration costs represent less than 2 percent of all NPC,
and note that even this amount may be overstated because, on an actual net power cost
basis, Pacific Power cannot accurately track and separate its wind integration costs from -
other power costs. ICNU and CUB also note Pacific Power fails to consider other
significant factors that have affected its power costs, such as the economic recession and
increased regulation of coal resources. ICNU and CUB conclude Pacific Power has
failed to demonstrate that, on a normalized basis, it is unable to recover an appropriate
level of NPC in rates under the current regulatory framework.

ICNU and CUB argue that Pacific Power’s current regulatory mechanisms allow the
utility to recover its prudently-incurred costs associated with renewable resources and
other power costs. The parties state wind generation is already included in Pacific
Power’s rates, and the utility is receiving rate recovery on all of its owned generation
resources, including wind generation. ICNU and CUB note Pacific Power’s RAC allows
it to defer and recover the costs of renewazble generation and associated transmission
outside of normal ratemaking process. The parties conclude that adopting a dollar for
dollar PCAM for all costs to ensure the utility collects a small and flmdamenta]ly
unverifiable amount of wind integration costs is “overkill.” *

If the Commission adopts a PCAM, ICNU and CUB contend that 1t must include a
sharing mechanism, deadbands, earning tests, and amortization caps to protect customers
and ensure that the utility continues to bear the benefits and risks of normal power cost
variations. ICNU and CUB argue that Pacific Power’s reliance on SB 838 to support a
dollar-for-dollar recovery of NPC variations is misplaced. Although SB 838 allows
utilities to recover prudently incurred costs associated with comphance with the
renewable porttolio standard, ICNU and CUB contend that an “automatic adjustment
clause” or other “method that allows timely recovery of costs prudently incurred” is only

- ¥ See Joint ICNU-CUB Prehearing Briefat 11.
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available for fixed costs, such as construction or acquisition costs, and not variable costs,
such as NPC.%

ICNU and CUB support Staff’s proposed deadband and earnings test. They recommend,
however, a 75/25 sharing mechanism for costs outside the deadband, with Pacific Power
absorbing 25 percent of the costs outside of the deadband and ratepayers absorbing 75
percent. ICNU and CUB argue a larger sharing mechanism is warranted because it will
help insulate Oregon customers from subsidizing the outcomes of Pacific Power’s
services to other jurisdictions. ICNU and CUB also contend the Commission should
‘Himit any necessary collections to 6 percent of Pacific Power’s revenues for the last
calendar year, and that a PCAM should not apply to direct access customers, who already
bear the risk of variable power costs through their pricing structure.

v, Kroger

Kroger joins Staff, ICNU, and CURB in opposing Pacific Power’s proposed PCAM with
dollar-for-dollar pass-through of annual power cost variance. Kroger states that a 100
percent cost pass-through seriously reduces Pacific Power’s incentive to manage its fuel
and purchased power costs as well as it would manage them if the utility remained fully
responsible for the energy cost risk between TAM filings. Kroger recommends a 70/30
sharing mechanism to provide a more equitable balance between customer and :
shareholder interests, with 70 percent of the difference between forecasted and actual
NPC allocated to customers, and 30 percent allocated to Pacific Power. Kroger notes that
such power cost sharing provisions are in place in Pacific Power’s Utah and Wyoming
jurisdictions. Kroger argues 70/30 sharing meaningfully aligns vtility and customer

- interests through shared benefits and costs,

b. Resolution

In adopting a PCAM for PGE, we articulated general principles that form the basis of a
well-designed PCAM: (1) any adjustment under a PCAM should be limited to unusual
events and capture power cost variances that exceed those considered normal business
risk for the utility; (2) there should be no adjustments if the utility’s overall earnings are
reasonable; (3) the PCAM’s application should result in revenue neutrality; (4) the
PCAM should operate in the long-term to balance the interests of the utility shareholder
and ratepayer; and, 1mphc;ﬂy, (5) the PCAM should provide an incentive to the utility to
manage its costs effectively.”!

Applying those principles, we adopted a PCAM structure for PGE as follows. First, we
established a deadband so that PGE would absorb some normal variation of power costs.
If the power cost variation fell within the deadband, there would be no power cost rate
adjustment. We concluded a power cost deadband should be calculated based on PGE’s
overall rate base. To ensore the PCAM was revenue-neutral, we adopted an asymmetric
deadband that did not change rates when excess power costs were less than the equivalent

% Id. at 10, citing ORS 469A.120.
2 Docket Nos. UE 180, UE 181, UE 184, Order No, 07-015 at 2627 (Jan 12, 2007).
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of 150 basis points of authorized ROE ot when power cost savings were less than the
equivalent of 75 basis points of the utility’s ROE.

Second, we adopted a sharing mechanism: for any power costs above or below the
deadband, customers will bear 90 percent of the adjustment, and PGE will bear

10 percent of the adjustment. We concluded that the 10 percent share provides PGE
“with an incentive to manage its costs effectively, while sharing costs that are beyond
normal business risk.”**

Third, we applied an earnings test to determine whether the utility is earning an
acceptable ROE. As poted, an earnings test serves to protect customers from paying for
higher-than-expected power costs when the utility’s eéarnings are reasonable, while

- protecting the utility from refunding power cost savings when it i3 under-ecarning. We
established an earnings test of +/- 100 basis points around the utility’s allowed ROE.
Thus, if PGE is earning within +/- 100 basis points of this anthorized ROE, then there
would be no power cost adjustment for that year. If the utility’s earnings are more than
100 basis points below its anthorized ROE, then it would be allowed to recover excess
power costs, after application of the deadband and 90/10 sharing, up to an earnings level
that is 100 basis points less than its authorized ROE. If the utility’s earnings are more
than 100 basis points above its authorized ROE, then it would be required to refund to
customers power cost savings, after application of the deadband and sharing, down to the
ROE plus 100 basis points threshold.

Finally, we limited amortization of deferred amounts under the PCAM in any one year to

6 percent of PGE’s revenues for the preceding calendar year. Later, we adopted a - ‘
stipulation that modified PGE’s PCAM in one respect—changing the deadband from
basis points to a set dollar amount. Under this modification, the negative annual power
cost variance deadband was set at $15 million, and the positive annual power cost
variance deadband was set at $30 million.”

After reviewing the factual record and the parties” arguments in this proceeding, we
conclude that our reasoning used to establish a PCAM for PGE remains sound and
applies equally with respect to establishing a PCAM for Pacific Power. We note that
wind integration costs represent a small portion of all of Pacific Power’s NPC, and even
that pertion is difficult to determine. While we acknowledge that ORS 469A.120(1)
provides for recovery of prudently incurred SB 838 compliance costs, we find it
unreasonable to adopt a straight dollar-for-doilar PCAM for the totality of Pacific
Power’s NPC to address appropriate recovery for costs that may amount to far less than 2
percent of that total—particularly when those costs may be difficult to quantify precisely.
We find that the most prudent way to accomplish proper recovery is through a well-
designed PCAM that complies with the principles we summarized above.

Accordingly, we adopt a PCAM for Pacific Power identical to that adopted for PGE. The -
PCAM will contain the foliowing features:

% a7 : A
% In the Mazter of PGE, Docket No. UE 215, Order 10-478 (Dec 17, 2010).
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1. Deadband. We adopt a deadband to require Pacific Power to
: absorb some normal variation of power costs. If the power cost

variation falls within this deadband, there will be no power cost
rate adjustment. T'o ensure the PCAM is revenue neutral, we
adopt an asymmetric deadband, with a negative annual power cost
variance deadband of $15 million, and a positive anmuat power
cost variance deadband of $30 million. We base our adopted
power cost deadband on Pacific Power’s anthorized rate base,
rather than on the utility’s net power costs. In determining an,
appropriate power cost deadband, we look to the size of the
utility’s rate base and to the utility’s authonzed ROE. Although
Pacific Power’s rate base is slightly larger than PGE’s we find
these amountis to be reasonable for use in the PCAM.

2..  Sharing Mechanism. To provide Pacific Power the incentive to
manage its costs effectively, we adopt a sharing mechanism. For
any power cost variance above or below the deadband, customers
will bear 90 percent of the adjustment and Pacific Power will bear
10 percent of the adjustment.

3. Egrnings Test. To protect customers from paying for higher-than-
expected power costs when the utility’s earnings are reasonable,
and to protect Pacific Power from refunding power cost savings
when it is under-carning, we adopt an carnings test of +/- 100 basis

- points around Pacific Power’s allowed ROE. If Pacific Power is
carning within this range of its authorized ROE, there will be no
power cost adjustment for that year.

4. Amortization Cap. To be consistent with out prior practice with
nse of similar mechanisms for other energy utilities, we limit
-amortization of deferred amounts under the PCAM in any one year
to 6 percent of Pacific Power’s revenues for the preceding calendar
year.

5. Direct Access. The PCAM will not apply to direct access
customets, because they already bear the rigk of variable power
costs through their pricing structure.

We conclude that the adoption of this PCAM will result in just and reasonable rates.

4 Transition Adjustment Mechanism
a. Parties” Position
1. Pacific Power

Pacific Power states that the TAM should be preserved. Pacific Power notes a key
objective of the TAM 1s to update forecast NPC to account for changes in market
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conditions, and that all energy utilities in Oregon have an annual power cost or natural
gas update, The utility also notes the TAM is necessary to set accurate and fair transition
adjustments for direct access, and that customers pay significantly less than actually
incurred NPC since the TAMs adoption. Pacific Power notes the TAM provides
customers with advantageous treatment of new resources.

. Staff

Staff agrees with Pacific Power that the Commission should preserve annual TAM
proceedings, stating that annual filings are necessary to ensure that power cost rates are
set to match actual costs as accurately as possible. '

ii. ICNU and CUB

ICNU and CUB argue that Pacific Power’s TAM is unnecessary to protect cost of service
customers and should be eliminated. They argue that the Commission should set

- transition adjustment credits or charges without resetting net power costs for cost of
service customers. The parties argue customers will not lose the ability to get the
variable or dispatch benefits of Pacific Power’s renewable resources at the same time the
fixed costs of those resources go into rates, because the utility could use less harmful
mechanisms, such as a renewable adjustient clause or deferred accounting, which could
fully pass all the variable benefits of renewable resources to ratepayers.

If the Commuission preserves the TAM, ICNU and CUB request we change what the
parties claim are the most harmful and one-sided aspects of the TAM. These include
removing the final updates when seiting power costs for cost of service customers, adding
additional revenues associated with higher loads during stand alone TAMs, requiring
Pacific Power to fully support all changes to its GRID model, and barring Pacific Power
from changing TAM rates unless its carnings are more than 100 basis points above or
below its approved ROE.

iv. | Kroger

Kroger argues that if that TAM 15 eliminated, it should be replaced with a viable
mechanism that wilt not impede customers’ ability to choose direct access service.
Kroger also argues that, if [CNU's proposal to set transition charges or credits in the
context of a general rates case is adopted, Schedule 294 and 295 transition adjustments
should be annually updated even if cost of service rates are not. Finally, Kroger argues
that the direct access program may be more successful if customers are given the option
to transition over a five-year period to a cessation of the transition adjustment.

b. Resolution

We decline ICNU’s and CUB’s request to eliminate or modify the TAM on an ad hoc
basis for a single utility through a rate case. We will address any issues related to
transition adjustment mechanisms globally, such as through a generic docket applicable
to both Pacific Power and PGE. Similarly, we decline to address Kroger’s recommended
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changes to Pacific Power’s direct access program, because we are addressing issues
relating to direct access in docket UM 1587.

C. Investment in Thermal Generation Plants

Pacific Power secks recovery of the Oregon portion of $661 million for capital
investments in emissions control equipment at seven of the 19 coal-fueled generation
units owned znd operated by the utility: Naughton Units 1 and 2, Dave Johnston Unit 4,
Hunter Units 1 and 2, Wyodak, and Jim Bridger Unit 3.** The investments included
projects to reduce emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO;), nitrous oxides (NOx), and
particulate matter (PM}. The emission control investments are currently installed and
operating and have not yet been considered in a rate case.

Pacific Power argues that the emissions control equipment investments were prudently
incurredand should be fully included in rates. Pacific Power contends that all the
investments were required to meet existing and anticipated federal and state regulations,
and that the utility’s analytical path toward compliance with those regulations was
comprehensive and reasonable. Staff supports Pacific Power’s request, despite identified
infirmities in the utility’s decision-making processes related to these investments. Sierra
Club, CUB, RNP, and NW Energy Coalition oppose Pacific Power’s request, and argue
that the investments were not prudently incurred.

We divide our discussion into four parts. First, in order to provide context for the parties’
arguments, we review the state and federal regulations on which Pacific Power relies.
Second, we summarize the parties’ arguments and recommendations. Third, we review
our prudence standard. Fourth, we provide our resolution.

1L Background

In 1999, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued its Regional Haze Rule
(RHR) in compliance with the Clean Air Act (CAA).* The rule addresses regional haze
in 156 national parks and wilderress areas across the country, called “Class I areas.”

Tn 2005 and 2006, the BPA revised the RHR in response to legal challenges?® The goal
of the RHR is to eliminate human-caused visibility impairment in national parks and
wildemess areas across the country. The EPA requires all states containing sources
whose emissions are reasonably anticipated to contribute to regional haze in a Class I
area to submit a Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP) that ensures reasonable
progress toward the national regional haze goals, inclnding emission limits and schedules
of compliance.

The RHR generally requires each state to identify emission sources that are reasonably
anticipated to cause or contribute to impainment of visibility. Under 40 CFR § 51.308

# Pacific Power owns or has a partial share in 26 coal fueled units within the states of Wyoming, Utah,
Arizona, Colorado and Montana. The utility maintains operational responsibility for 19 of those units;
14 of those units were determined to be BART-eligible urits under the RHR. See PAC/500, Teply/8
(Mar 1,2012). ‘

% See 40 CER Part 51, 64 FR 35714 (Jul 1, 1999), citing Section 169 of the CCA, 42 USC § 7491(a)(1).
2% See 40 CER Part 51, 70 FR 39104 (Tul 6, 2005); 71 60612 (Cet 13, 2006),
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(Section 308), states must then determine the “Best Available Retrofit Technelogy™
{BART) for each of these sources, and evaluate the need for other control strategies for
each source, in order to show that the state’s plan will make reasonable progress toward
improving visibility in Class I areas. When evaluating potential control technologies to
determine their compliance with BART, states must consider: (1) the costs of
compliance, (2) the energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance,

(3) any existing pollution control technology in use at the source, (4) the remaining useful
life of the source, and (5) the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably
be anticipated to result from the use of such technology. A Section 308 Regional Haze
SIP must include source-specific BART emission limits and compliance schedules for
each source subject to BART. Once a state has made its BART determination for a
specific source, the source must install and operate the BART controls as expeditiously as
practicable, but no later than five years after the date of EPA approval of the SIp.*’

As an alternative to compliance under Section 308, and in recognition of the control and
cost efficiencies that can be achieved through more flexible trading programs and other
alternative measures, 40 CFR § 51.309 (Section 309) allows nine western. states whose
emissions impact regional haze in 16 Class I areas located on the Colorado Plateau,
mcluding Wyoming and Utah, the opportunity to comply with the RHR by developing an
alternative regional compliance program that achieves even greater reasonable progress
toward the national visibility goal than would be achieved under BART.*® If the states .
choose to use this alternative measure provided under Section 309, states are required to
compare the degree of visibility improvement expected to be achieved in Class T areas
through the application of BART to the degree of improvement expected under the
alternative measure. States are further required to adopt rules that are substantively
similar to model rules adopted by the EPA in 2003. %

Under Section 309, for each of the 16 Class I areas located on the Celorado Plateau, state
S1Ps must include a projection of improvement in visibility. Rather thar requiring
source-specific BAR'T controls, Section 309 allows the participating states to establish
regional milestone targets for annual SO, emissions with a “backstop” SO, emissions
trading program that is triggered if the milestone targets are exceeded.” Using this
approach, states must establish declining SO, emission milestones for each year of the
program through 2018.%!

777 FR. 28830.

® Five states initlally exercised this option by submitting plans te the EPA in 2003; at the time that Pacific
Power moved forward with upgrades to iis coal fleet in 2008 and 2009, participants in the program were
Artzona, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. Arizona elected fo cease participation in the program in 2010,
See Western Regional Air Partnership (WRATP) 2009 Regional SO, Emissions and Milestone Report

{Aug 30, 2011).

# Under Section 309, participating states adopt regional haze strategies that are based on recommendations
from the Grand Canyon Visibility Transport Commission (GCVTC) for protecting the 16 Class T areas on
the Coloradoe Plateau. In 2000, WRAP, the successor organization fo the GCVTC, submitted an annex to
the EPA with 80, emission reduction milestones and the detailed previsions of a backstop frading program
to be implemented automatically if voluntary measures failed to achieve the S0, milestones. The EPA
codified the-annex in 2003 as 40 CFR § 51.309(h). See 68 FR 33764.

77 FR 28829. :

40 CFR 51.309(d).
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* States are required to submit progress reports in the form of SIP revisions in 2013 and
2019, with evaluations of progress in Class I arcas. If a state can show that with the
alternative program the distribution of emissions is not substantially different from
source-specific BART, and the alternative program results in greater emission reductions
than source-specific BART, the alternatives program may be deemed to achieve greater
reasonable pro g,ress.3'2 '

Both Wyoming and Utah elected to participate in the Section 309 alternative program for
SO, emissions. Both states submitted SIPs to the EPA in 2003, and subsequently
submitted tevised versions. In compliance with the model program rules addressing an
SO, Milestone and Backstop Trading Program, both states’ SIPs require regional yearly
emission milestones from 2003 to 2018, calculating the milestones with regard to eleciric
generating units (EGUs), non-EGUs, and new sovrces.” As the EPA recently noted in
approving Wyoming’s 2011 SIP, state SIPs achieve greater reasoniable progress than
would be achieved under BART by promoting and sustaining emission reductions as
measured against a tnilestone, as well as encovraging carly emissions reductions,
Sources “will be actively mindful of the participating states” emissions inventory and
operating to avoid exceeding the milestone.”* In May 2012, EPA likewise approved a
portion of Utah’s proposed SIP, including its administrative rules adopting ar alternative
compliance program implemented to comply with Section 309.3

2 Parties’ Positions
a. Pacific Power

Pacific Power argues that its investments in emissions controls were necessary to comply
with applicable environmental regulations. Pacific Power states the seven units with
emissions control investments contested in this case were deemed “subject to BART”
under the RHR, and the utility was required to comply with the RHR as expeditiously as
practicable, but no later than five years from the date of EPA approval of Wyoming’s and
Utah’s state SIPs. The RHR required state SIP submissions by December 2007, and EPA
action on those SIPs was to occur within 18 months of submission. Utah and Wyoming
submitted their revised SIPs fo the EPA in early 2008, with the underlying assumption of
a 2013 compliance deadline. To meet this presumed 2013 compliance deadline for NOx,
PM, and SO, emissions, Pacific Power states that it worked with state regulators from
2006 to 2009 to determine BART and “Better-than-BART” for the utility’s affected units.
Pacific Power argues it was required to comply with specific emissions limiis for its
plants, and that although the Section 309 Backstop Trading Program created regional SO,
emissions milestones, the intent was to ensure emissions reductions throughout the region
by setting emissions limits for each emitiing source. Pacific Power also states the

32 See 40 CFR 51.308(e)(3).

% Regional milestones are calculated for the combined emissions of the three remaining states participating
in the alternative program: Wyonting, Utah, and New Mexico.

*¥ 77 FR 30953-01 (May 24, 2012 EPA Approval and Promulgation of State Implementation Plans; State of
Wyoming, Regional Haze Rule Requirements for Mandatory Class [ Areas).

¥ 77 FR 28825-02 (May 16, 2012 Approval, Disapproval, and Promulgation of State Implementation

Plans; State of Utah; Regional Haze Rule Requirements for Mandatory Class 1 Aseas). -
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program was designed to create incentives for early compliznce with presumptwe unit-
by-unit Hmits.

To comply with the RHR and Utah and Wyoming SIPs, Pacific Power argues that it
properly assessed regulatory compliance alternatives, cost effectiveness, and benefits
associated with the emissions control investments at issue here. Pacific Power states that
it first assessed its environmental compliance obligations and the timing of those
obligations. It then assessed the overall costs and availability of various emissions
control technolegies and compliance alteratives. It considered when, whether, and what
capital investments to make in environmental controls. As part of its compliance
planning efforts, Pacific Power states that it considered the selection of appropriate
emissions control technologies as well as alternate compliance options such as idling a
unit and replacing it with market power purchases.

Pacific Power states that its analysis for each unit evaluated alternative technologies for
their ability to economically achieve compliance and support an integrated approach to
control criteria pollutants. Among other considerations, the analyses (1) reviewed
available retrofit emissions control technologies, including performance and cost metrics,
and (2) reviewed capital costs on a dollars per ton of pollutant removed basis (as required
as a part of BART determinations) and costs for projected improvement in visibility. For
each unit subject to BART, the respective state regulatory authority identified the
appropriate control technology to achieve what the air quality regulators determined were
cost-effective emissions reductions. Once the state regulatory authority identified the
required BART technology, the utility proceeded with its competitive bidding process.

For each investment, Pacific Power performed a present value revenue requirement
ditferential (PVRR{d)) analysis, which compared the expected costs of installing the
proposed emissions control equipment and continuing to operate a plant through the end
of its depreciable life against idling or closing the plant and replacing the power with
market purchases. In determining the expected costs of continued operation, the utility
included known and reasonably anticipated future capital investments in the plant, as well
as assumnptions regarding national economic conditions, natural gas prices, and future
carbon risk. A positive PVRR(d) number supports making the investments and
continuing o operate the coal plants.

Pacific Power states it structured its PVRR(d) analysis to be an objective measure of the
cost effectiveness of installing emissions control equipment at the unit, without favoring
a patticular outcome. Pacific Power states that its contemporaneous PVRR(d) analyses
showed that maintaining the ability to operate the existing coal units by retrofitting the
units with the emissjons contrel equipment represented the least-cost option. The
PVRR(d) analyses were usually conducted three to six months before executing contracts
but were not reevaluated later because, Pacific Power states, there was no material reason
to conduct reevaluations after execution or before beginning construction, Though
forward market power prices had begun to decline beginning in early 2009, the utility
argues there was no established trend indicating the decline would continve..

With regard to the availability of a broader array of options for analysis, Pacific Power
states the PYRR(d) analyses were not intended to analyze the continued operation of the
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plant against an alternative generating resource. When the PVRR(d} analyses were
conducted, the utility had completed the process of working with the state departments of
environmental quality to determine what emissions contro! equipment was necessary to
meet compliance obligations and necessary permits had been issued. The intent of the
PVRR(d) analysis was to analyze the cost-effectiveness of the emissions control
equipment by comparing the costs of continuing to operate the plant through the end of
its depreciable life, including known or reasonably foreseeable costs, with market
purchases, to find the least expensive alternate source of power. Pacific Power states
that, for each generating unit, the PVRR(d) analysis favored making the investment.
Pacific Power acknowledges concerns raised by the parties with regard to its analysis, but
states that an updated PVYRR(d) analysis to address those concerns (modifying the idling
date and updating market power price forecasts) still provided a positive benefit for the
challenged investments, demonstrating that ratepayers were not harmed by its
contemporaneous analysis.

" Finally, Pacific Power argues it is vnreasonable to impose the Commission’s more recent
analysis standards on the utility, when those standards did not exist at the time it was
acting. For example, Pacific Power argues. There was no awareness at the time of a
Boardman-style analysis advocated by CUB in this proceeding. Pacific Power also
argues that CUB’s phase-out PVRR(d) analyses for some of Pacific Power’s plants are
fundamentally flawed, because they close the units in 2020 but do not include alternative
costs for compliance with the CAA, and do not include any costs for decommissioning
the units or a replacement baseload generation resource.

b Staff

Staff states that Pacific Power, as a load-serving entity, had an obligation to operate its
system to meet reliability, quality, and safety standards, and that the utility could have
reasonably determined that upgrading its plants was a prudent method for complying with
what appeared to be an uncertain environmental compliance future. Staff concludes that
Pacific Power’s investments were prudent. Staff notes, however, that the utility’s
decision-making processes related to its environmental investments was deficient or
infirm, in the following respects: (1) failure to consider at the time of decision making
costs CO, emission regulation; (2) failure to include capital cost proxies for compliance
with potential coal combustion residuals (CCR), effluent limit, and cooling water intake
requirements; (3) failure to update the utility’s analyses as significant milestones were
reached; (4) use of decision making dates for idling the coal plants rather than state
permit compliance dates; and (5) lack of sensitivity analyses for BART compliance costs.
With regard to alternative analyses, Staff notes the Boardman-style approach to BART

+ analysis—ithat is, considering useful life as a permissible variable in the analysis—was
not recognized as being beneficial until late 2010, while Pacific Power’s PVRR(d)
analyses related to those investments had concluded in 2009,

Staff states that with the exception of Units 1 and 2 of the Hunter plant, Pacific Power’s
PVRR(d) analyses assumed each coal plant unit would be idled in the year of decision
making. For the Hunter plant, the idling date used was the end of 2012, approximately
three years after the year of the decision making. The result of these assumed idling
dates, Staff states, is an overstatement of the PVRR(d) benefit for each coal plant of
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making the environmental compliance investments. Staff argues that Pacific Power
should have used the compliance dates in individual state permits as idling dates for use
in analyses. Staff notes that while Pacific Power’s mnitial analysis was flawed, the

- utility’s updated PVRR(d) using a 2014 idling date and March 2009 market power price
forecasts still showed a positive benefit to investment. Staff concludes that if updated
PVRR(d) analyses show that investment would have been prudent even considering
alternatives, Pacific Power’s investments should be deemed prudent. Staff notes,
however, that it is unable to reconcile the conflicting results achieved by updated
analyses conducted by Pacific Power and Sierra Club for the Naughton 1 and 2 units, and
that Pacific Powet’s choice of idling date for these units was not reasonable.

C. Sierra Club

Sierra Club argues that Pacific Power moved forward with plant upgrades long before it
was legally required to do so, and that the utility’s analysis was superficial and
inadequate, resulting in urmecessary-expenses. Sierra Club challenges Pacific Power’s
practices with regard to all its investments, but recommends disallowances only for the
utility’s upgrades to its Naughton 1 and 2 and Hunter 1 and 2 units.

First, Sierra Club contends that Pacific Power misunderstands or misrepresents the
Regional SO, Milestone and Backstop Trading Program. Sierra Club explains that this
program includes region-wide SO; emissions caps or “milestones” that decline over time
through the year 2018, and the program is not triggered unless a milestone is exceeded.
Sierra Club argues that, contrary to Pacific Power’s assertions, the trading program does
not require source owners to take any action other than monitoring and reporting their
emissions, and that as a result, mere participation in the program did not trigger any
specific SO, emissions Himit ox umt-specific pollution controls for Pacific Power. Sierra
Club notes part of the SIP submittal under this alternative compliance program is a better-
than-BART demonstration, but that this demonstration does not require that each and
every unit to adopt emissions controls that are better than BART. Rather, the
demonstration is a regional demonstration. Sierra Club states that Pacific Power was not
subject to any unit-specific emission limits for-SO, for the years 2006 to 2009. Sierra
Club argued that Pacific Power never considered whether the flexibility inherent in the
regional Backstop Trading Program combined with excess or unanticipated reductions
from other sources would have allowed it to operate some of its units unscrubbed and still
stay below the milestones.

Sierra Club contends that Pacific Power acted prematurely in moving forward with
construction plans to upgrade its facilities in Wyoming. Sierra Club notes the Wyoming
regulations implementing the BART process, adopted in December 2006, expressly state
that any control equipment required under a permit issued pursuant to BART must “be
installed and operated as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than five years
after the US EPA approval of Wyoming’s SIP revision for Regional Haze.” Siefra Club
notes Pacific Power submitted its construction permit for low-NOx burners in January
2007, before any state or federal BART determination and before any deadline existed for
complying with the RHR.*

3 Sierra Club Prehearing Brief at 21-22 (Oct 4, 2012), citing PAC/1903, Woollums/2 (Sept 5,2012).
Sierra Club notes that in some instances the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WYDEQ)
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Sierra Club argues Pacific Power’s contemporaneous PVRR(d) analysis was
fundamentally inadequate because it was overly narrow in scope, used improper
assumptions, and contained errors in methodology. Sierra Club contends that, by only
considering immediate shut-down of the units or making the investment upgrades, Pacific
Power failed to examine other compliance options, such as a later or phased-out shut
down. Sierra Club argues Pacific Power’s analysis should have included the option of
not installing the pollution control retrofits and, instead, replacing any shortfall in
generation with an alternative resource, and should have assessed the costs associated
with running the plants uncontrolled until the compliance deadline forced the utility to
stop operating and find a replacement resource. Sierra Club also points out errors in
Pacific Power’s analysis performed for its Naughton units, noting that the utility did not
include additional costs related to chimney construction and waste disposal expenses.

Despite the deficiencies of Pacific Power’s analysis, Sierra Club contends that the
analysis nonetheless raised flags regarding the cost-effectiveness of proceeding with
certain investment upgrades that the utility ignored. Sierra Club cites specifically to
Pacific Power’s analysis regarding retrofits at Naughton units 1 and 2. Sierra Club
explains that, in determining whether to move forward with the upgrades, Pacific Power
analyzed the investment under a range of estimated future market power prices. That
analysis showed that the PVRR(d) value for each Naughton unit was negative under low
market price assumptions.”” Sierra Club contends that, although Pacific Power’s own
analysis showed that a 20 percent change in market prices would dramatically alter the
perceived economic benefit of the proposal and create a liability for customers, the utility
never undertook an effort to evaluate whether any other compliance alternatives would
have been better for its customers.

Sierra Club concludes that, by failing to fully consider its options, Pacific Power missed a
unique opportunity to comprehensively evaluate its entire coal fleet and assess whether
removing underperforming units from service was in the best interest of ratepayers where
lower-cost resources could meet the fleet-wide tonnage obligations.

d. CUB

CUB similarly argues that Pacific Power’s analysis was perfunctory and superficial, and
that had the utility considered other options, it would have reduced the cost to ratepayers.
It also questions whether certain investments are used and useful. CUB contends that
Pacific Power should have brought all the investments into an IRP proceeding for prior
review, and specifically challenges the utility’s investments in Nanghton Units 1 and 2
and Jim Bridger 3.

First, CUB contends that Pacific Power should have performed an analysis similar to that
_ performed by PGE for its Boardman coal plant. That analysis would have tested the
flexibility within the state and federal laws governing air quality by considering different
closure scenarios. CUB explains that, although PGE faced a 2016 compliance deadline
for Boardman, PGE cobtained approval to run the plant until 2020 without making all of

did not anticipate the need to install BAR T-determined controls until early 20135, based on fis assessment
that federal compliance was required within five years of approval of a state SIP,
%7 Sierra Club notes that market price forecasts did, m fact, drop dramatically after December 2008.
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the investments that would have been required to continue operating Boardman through
2040, because the investments were analyzed over the life of the plant. CUB
acknowledges that PGE was required to make some plant upgrades to comply with
environmental regulations, but emphasizes that the utility spent far less than it would
have to run Boardman until 2040. CUB claims that a modified PYRR(d) analysis vsing a
Boardman-style phase out results in a positive NPV higher than that calculated by Pacific
Power using immediate plant closure, and argues that had Pacific Power explored the
timing flexibility inherent in the Backstop Trading Program, it could have gamed the time
* to conduct a Boardman-style analysis.*®

Second, CUB argues Pacific Power’s decision to invest in its coal fleet rested on
inadequate analysis. Like Sierra Club, CUB notes the marginally positive and marginally
negative results of Pacific Power’s analysis, and argues that the utility should not have
proceeded with investments of this magnitnde without additional study. CUB argues
utilities have a responsibility to reevaluate their decision-making as conditions change,
and that in this case Pacific Power failed both to reevalnate conditions at key points such
as at confract signing and prior to beginning construction, and to consider cancellation of
its contracts when circumstances changed. For example, CUB notes that Pacific Power
modeled an immediate closure for Naughton unit 1 in 2009, even though the utility

" believed at the time that the primary environmental compliance planning deadline was
2013 under the states’ SIPs, and that for modeling purposes a retirement date of 2014
should be used.” CUB argues that simply changing the PVRR(d) analysis to delay
closure until 2014 results in a negative net present value. CUB notes that with additional
{ime, Pacific Power could have updated its analysis of Bridger 3 and Hunter 1 to
conclude that they should be converted to natural gas because the investment in SCR
scrubbers was not cost-effective in scenarios with low natural gas prices.

CUB further questions whether certain investments made by Pacific Power are used and
- useful, and therefore subject to recovery under ORS 757.355(1). CUB explains that,
although certain scrubber upgrades have been added to the plant and are being used,
Pacific Power needs to also install new selective catalytic reduction systems (SCRs) to
work with the scrubbers to meet the RHR. Thus, CUB contends that the scrubbers may
not be useful without the SCRs, because the scrubbers do not, by themselves, meet the
RHR requirements.

e. BNP and NWEC

RINP and NWEC filed joint briefs arguing that Pacific Power failed to demonstrate that it
was required to comply with SO; emissions limits or install unit-specific SO, pollution
controls at certain of its coal plants. RNP and NWEC state that the Backstop Trading
Program afforded participants flexibility in determining how best to stay below the SO,
milestones, and argue that, as the largest participant in the program, Pacific Power was
uniquely positioned to take advantage of the program’s flexible structure and think
creatively about alternatives to simply installing pollution controls at certain units.

% CUB Prehearing Brief at 29-30 (Oct 4, 2012)
% CUB Posthezring Brief at 20 (Nov 8, 2012), citing PAC/500, Teply/37 (Mar 1, 2012).
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The parties contend that Pacific Power could have shut down, converted, or “mothballed”
certain coal-fired units and continued operating others without adding costly controls.

3. Resolution
a. Prudence Standard for Utility Investments

Before we turn to the merits of this issue, we take this opportunity to clarify the prudence
standard in ratemaking. Parties have raised questions about how the Conumission applies
the prudence standard, particularly with regard to the relevance of the decision-making
process that a utility uses to make an investment.

The prudence standard is traditionally used to address the proper valuation of utility
investment in rate base. Any investment found to be unreasonable is deemed imprudent
and subject to partial or full disallowance. An example of a modern articulation of the
prudence standard is as follows:

A prudence review must determine whether the company’s actions, based
on all that it knew or should have known at the time, were reasonable and
prudent in light of the circumstances which then existed. It is clear that
such a determination. may not properly be made on the basis of hindsight
judgments, nor is it appropriate for the [commission] to merely substitute -
. its best judgment for the judgments made by the company’s managers.
The company’s conduct should be judged by asking whether the conduct
-was reasonable at the time, under all circumstances, considering that the
company had to solve its problems prospectively rather than in reliance on
hindsight. In effect, our responsibility is to determine how reasonable
people would have performed the task that confronted the company.*

Although the Oregon courts have not expressly discussed the applicability of the
prudence standard in this state, this Commission has long used the standard when
examining utility investments. Through various orders, the Commission has confirmed
that prudence of an investment is measured from the point of time of the utility’s actions
and decisions W]thout the advantage of hindsight,*! that the standard does not reqmre
optimal results,” and the review uses an objective standard of reasonableness,”

“ Phillips, Charles, Regulation of Public Utilities, 341 (3d ed 1993).

# See e.g., Order No. 99-033 at 36-37 (Jan 27, 1999) (prudence is determined by the reasonableness of the
actions “based on information that was available {or could ressonably have been available} at the time.”);
Order No. 95-322 at 48 (Mar 29, 1995) (& prudence review takes into account the information that was
available to decision mekers at the time the decision was made. It does not engage in hindsight or second-
guessing; to do so would be unfair.); and Order No. 99-697 at 52 (Nov 12, 1999) (we must determine
whether NW Natural’s actions and decisions, based on what it knew or should have known at the time,
were prudent in light of existing circumstances.)

* See e.g., Order No. 98-353 at 9 (Aug 24, 1998) (this Commission has apphed this prudency standard for
many years in deciding whether to include in rate base the full amount of a utility’s investment in 2 new
resource (as opposed to a standard that, say, focuses on the outcome of the utility’s decisions).); and Order
No. 02-469 at 4 (Jul 18, 2002) (in applying this standard, the Commission does not focus on the outcome of
the utility’s decision.) .

4 See e.g., Order No. 09-501 at 5 (Dec 18, 2009) (in a rate case the Commission would apply the
“reasonable person” standard); Order No. 95-322 at 48 (Mar 29, 1995) (endorsing an expert witnesses use
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In this proceeding, parties have questioned whether the Commission uses a prudence
standard that focuses solely on the decision made by the utility, without regard to the
decision-making process used to reach that decision. The questions arise from Order
No. 02-469, which addressed Pacific Power’s request fo recover excess NPC. The
Commission rejected claims that Pacific Power was entitled to no recovery because it
was unable, due to the time that had elapsed, to provide contemporaneous evidence of
key decisions relevant to the inquiry. The Commission agreed with the utility that:

[1]f the record demonstrates that a challenged business decision was
objectively reasonable, taking into account established historical facts and
circumstances, the utility’s decision must be upheld as prudent even if the
record lacks detail on the utility’s actual subjective decision making
pmcess.‘14

That language has raised questions whether our prudence standard focuses solely on the
decision made by the utility, without regard to the decision~making process used to reach
that decision. In particular, Staff reads the language to mean that, “while a utility’s
decision process is probative on whether the action itself is prudent, under the
Commission’s prudence standard, the primary focus is on the reasonableness of the
action, not on the process leading up to it.**

Although imprecisely worded, the Commission’s decigion in Order No. 02-469 correctly
concluded that a utility does not automatically fail its burden of proof'if it is unable to
present contemporaneous evidence of its own actions. Prudence 1s determined by what a
utility “knew or should have known” at the time the decision was made. It is posgible
that the utility may be able to present sufficient information from external sources {what
it should have known) to establish that its ultimate decision was pmdent—re gardless of
what internal decision-making process was used (what it knew).

That order should not, however, be interpreted as saying that a utility’s decision-making
process is not relevant to a prudence determination. Contrary to any implication from the
language in docket UM 993, the process used by the utility to make a decision to invest in
a plant is highly valuable in determining whether the utility’s actions were reasonable and
prudent in light of the circumstances which then existed. The prudence standard
examines all actions of the utility—including the process that the utility used to make 2
decision. Although there may be unique circumstances where a utility is able to
overcome the inability to explain its internal decision-making processes, a utility’s
actions are generally a primary consideration in a prudence review.

This clarification as to the importance of a utility’s decision-making process is consistent
with recent Commission decisions. For example, we recently examined the prudence of
certain hedging contracts entered into by Pacific Power. In that proceeding, we explained

of a reasonable person standard, similar to that commonly erployed in utility prudence review
proseedings).

M In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Docket Nos. UM 995, UE 121, UC 578, Order
No. 02-469 at 5. (July 18, 2002).

*5 Staff/1500, Colville/2 (Aug 13, 2012).
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that the decision-making process used by the utility was crucial in determining whether
the hedges were prudent: :

To evaluate the prudence of a hedging contract, we will first examine the .
utility’s hedging strategy. If the strategy is prudently designed (for
example, it includes sound hedging goals, methodology, and targets,
among other things), we will next examine whether the utility executed its
‘strategy prudently.

If a particular transaction is inconsistent with the strategy, or parties have
raised issues that appropriately call the transaction into question, such as
lack of market liquidity, we will then examine whether the utility provided
adequate and contemporaneous analysis and documentation and a sound
justification to support the transaction.*

- Although that case involved the reasonableness of power costs and not the proper

- valuation of rate base, 1t supports the conclusion that the utility’s decision-making
process may be highly relevant as to whether a capital investment was prudently incurred.
It is often central to the inquiry of whether the utility exercised the standard of care which
a reasonable person would be expected to exercise under the same circumstances

~ encountered by utility management at the time the decision had to be made.

b. Prudence of Pacific Power's Investments

We now turn to the parties’ arguments in this case. After reviewing the state and federal
regulations applicable to Pacific Power, we conclude that a reasonable utility faced with
emerging state and federal regulations would find that some action was required to
comply with those rules. At the federal level, the EPA’s RHR required states to prepare
and submit implementation plans that demonstrated reasonable continucus progress in
reducing regional haze in Class I areas. Even if states chose to implement an alternative
program under Section 309, that alternative program had to demonstrate, at a mininum,
even greater reasonable progress toward national visibility goals than they would
otherwise achieve under Section 308. At the state level, both Wyoming and Utah
prepared and submitted SIPs that demonstrated progress toward regional visibility goals,
with progress reviews to be conducted in 2013 and 2018. Both SIPs contained provisions
rewarding ea:rIy emission reductions.

As the owner of major sources of emissions in both Utah and Wyoming, Pacific Power
was required to take action fo comply with the mandate that the region achieve
reasonable progress toward the RHR s air quality goals. To help meet its obligation to
serve its customers and efficiently operate its fleet of generating resources, Pacific Power
acted prudently in initiating efforis to address the air quality and emissions regulations
that affected its multiple units. Pacific Power states that since 1999 it has worked to
reduce power plant emissions through its Comprehensive Air Imitiative, and that for the
plants at issue here it extensively analyzed its compliance alternatives, developed a long-

¥ In the Muatter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Docket No. UE 227, Order No. 11-435 at 7. (Nov 4,
2011).
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term pollution control strategy, and coordinated installation of controls with the utility’s
existing four-year outage cycle to reduce replacement power costs. We find Pacific '
Power’s nitial development of a coordinated and forward-looking response to be
reasonable. We decline to find that a prudent vtility faced with these state and federal
regulations would have simply done nothing and waited to see what additional
requirements emerged.

. We further find, bowever, that Pacific Power failed to act prudently in two areas. First,
we are not convinced by Pacific Power’s claims that there were not legitimate alternative
courses of action—both in terms of the mix of compliance actions and, particularly, in the
timing of those actions—that could have allowed Pacific Power to meet its air quality
requirements at a lower cost and risk to the utility’s Oregon ratepayers. The record
shows that throughout the period under question, even in response to changing
circurnstances, Pacific Power did not alter ifs course of action or consider alternatives of
any kind. Second, we find that Pacific Power failed to perform appropriate analyses to
determine the cost-effectiveness of the investments. Pacific Power’s contemporaneous
cost-effectiveness analyses were demonstrably deficient, and did not demonstrate the
rigorous review that a prudent utility should have pesforined prior to making these
significant investments.

We are not persuaded by Pacific Power’s claim that the state and federal implementation
of the RHR imposed a binding plant-specific emission limit on each of the utility’s plants
that had to be implemented at the time the investments were made. Although Pacific
Power notes repeatedly that the milestones under the Backstop Trading Program were
calculated using plant-specific emission limits, the program milestones established with
those limits were, as Sierra Club notes, regional milestones. We simzilarly are not
persuaded by Pacific Power’s reliance on construction approval orders and permits that
mandate specific SO, plant emission limits upon completion of construction. Pacific
Power has been unable to present us with documentary evidence demonstrating that the
Wyoming and Utah DEQs required Pacific Power to apply for all of the permits at issue
here when it did so.

Pacific Power itself states that it began implementing its emission reduction

commitments in 2005, “well ahead of the emission reduction timelines under the regional
haze rules which require BART to be installed no later than five years following approval
of the applicable Regional Haze SIP.”*" As cited by Sierra Club, documents from 2005
also show Pacific Power had a strategy of moving forward with air pollution controls that
was independent of state or federal action.”® Moreover, after it began implementing its

air quality commitments, Pacific Power was confident encugh that its emissions were
sufficiently below regional milestones that it sought, in its 2007 IRP, acknowledgement

to add two coal-fired resources that would begin operation in 2012 and 2014. In Aprl of
2008, we did not acknowledge those plants. '

The evidence also shows the WDEQ acknowledged the flexibility available under the
Backstop Trading Program. In Wyoming’s BART permit analysis for the Naughton
plant, the WDEQ noted that, for 8O,, “the State of Wyoming submitted a [Section] 309

7 See Sierra Club/100, Fisher/21, ¢iting Sierra Club/112, PacifiCorp’s Emissions Redunetion Plan.
# See Sierra Club Posthearing Brief at 3 (Nov 7, 2012), citing Confidential Sierra Club/115, Figher/2
(Jun 20, 2012). '
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SIP as is allowed by the Regional Haze Rule. Part of the SIP submittal is a *Better than
BART’ demonstration, required by rule, which does not require that each and every unit
demonstrate emission controls that are ‘Better than BART.” The demonstration is a
regional demonstration.”

The yearly Regional SO; Emissions and Milestone Reports issued by the Western
Regional Air Partnership also provided Pacific Power with notice that yearly emissions
were far below the emissions limits established under the Backstop Trading Program.
Early on, if was clear that the 2013 regional emissions would be much lower — regardless
of Pacific Power’s actions — and the limits would be readily met. Those reports showed
that:

. The 2008 regional emissions were 20,000 tons lower than the 2013
limit. '
e . The 2009 emissions were more than 40,000 tons lower than the
© 2013 Iimit.

. The 2010 emissions were 54,000 tons less than the 2013 limit and
: more than 10,000 tons less than the 2018 linit.

We add that the regional milestone for 2013 was achieved before the retrofits at
Naunghton 1 and 2, Hunter 1 and 2, Bridger 3, and Wyodak were completed. Further,
these levels do not include other expected actions that will further limit or reduce
emissions in the region, such as the conversion of Naughton 3 to natural gas and the
shutdown of the Carbon plants. '

In addition to finding that Pacific Power failed to establish that it was required to make
each of the disputed investments at the time that it did, we find that the utility conducted
nadequate analyses to justify the plant upgrades. As pointed out by the parties, Pacific
Power’s cost-effective analyses were flawed in a number of ways:

Assumption of Immediate Shutdown: With the exception of the Hunter units, Pacific
Power’s PVRR({d) analysis compared the expected costs of installing emissions control
equipment against immediately replacing the output of the plant with market purchases,
even in instances when the utility anticipated a compliance date that would occur several
years later. As shown by Sierra Club and CUB in their analyses, the use of a more
realistic shut down date by itself significantly alters the economics of the projects.

Lack of meaningful sensitivity and scenario analyses: Major resource decisions should
not rely largely on single point forecasts, but should instead be shown to be robust over a
wide range of futures/scenarios and input assumptions. As CUB’s and Sierra Club’s
analyses showed, the economics of the utility’s projects changed significantly based on
changes in the assumptions about single variables such as wholesale prices or closure
date. This alone signals that all of the investments should have been stress-tested against
a wide range of futures and varied input assumptions and that a second stage of more
rigorous analyses were metited for a number of the investments. The ad hoc analyses

® See PAC/2002, Teply/262 (Sept 5, 2012).
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that were conducted during this case cannot substitute for the depth and breadth of
analyses that should have occurred at the time of the decision.

Failure 1o incorporate potential costs of known, emerging resulations: As Sierra Club
points out, Pacific Power assigned no costs fo some known, emerging regulations. In
retrospect, the retrofit cost associated with some of those regulations at Pacific Power’s
units were substantial. Further, Sierra Club notes other legitimate modelmg adjustments
that Pacific Power failed to make at the time of its analyses >

Failure to update analyses: While we do not expect a utility to engage in a never-ending
process of reconsideration of its investment decisions, with major resource investments -
such as these, a reasonable utility would consider changing conditions that significantly
impact the financial viability of the investments. The evidence in the record shows
substantial changes in the economics of Pacific Power’s investments if assumptions had
been updated just prior to the time of at least two significant milestones: contract signing
and the start of construction. With updated analyses, Pacific Power would have had
more refined estimates of market prices, gas prices, capital costs, and costs of other
regulations, among other factors. Sierra Club and CUB have shown substantial changes
to the economics of the investments with properly updated analyses. For example, CUB
and Sierra Club showed that if Pacific Power had conducted analyses for Naughton Units
1 and 2 before signing a contract in May 2009 to upgrade the units, and before beginning
construction in June 2010, on each date the updated results would have shown a :
substantial negative PVRR(d) result for the proposed retrofits. As CUB and Sierra Club
point out, updated analyses for these plants would have raised “red flags™ which would
have merited a slow-down in decision-making and further analyses.

The inherent limitations of a PVRR(d) analysis: Pacific Power acknowledges that its
PVRR(d) analysis 1s limited by focusing solely on market purchases, rather than a mix of
replacement resources. In fact, it justifies its investments in part by arguing that a gas-
fired replacement resource would have resulted in more positive PVRR(d) results. Yet,
there is nothing in the record that shows it conducted resource portfolio analyses at the
time of its decisions that back up any of its assertions. '

In addition, if Pacific Power had properly explored the potential flexibility in the timing
* of its options under the RFR, as we believe it had the opportunity to do, the utility and
ratepayers would bave benefited from additional information that could have been
incorporated into cost-effectiveness analyses. That additional information, at a
minimum, could have supported later potential shut down. dates for use in the PVRR(d)
analysis as suggested by CUB and Sierra Club. Indeed, had Pacific Power planned to
delay investments at some of its plants, then the utility would have been clearly aware of
the “phase-out” analysis conducted by PGE for its Boardman plant and prompted to
evaluate the economics of a similar phase-out. As noted by CUB, that analysis permitted
PGE to consider a phase-out of its Boardman plant geared toward shutting the plant in
2020, rather than investing in more costly upgrades necessary to allow the plant to
operate past that date, Further, if Pacific Power had altered the timing of some of its
investments, the utility and its ratepayers could also have benefited from analyses that

3% See Sierra Club Prehearing Brief at 6-8.
30




ORDER NO.

included the most up-to-date information on the cost of ali regulations at its units. In
some instances, these additional costs are substantial and significantly alter the cost-
effectiveness of retrofits at particular units.

c Disallowance

Based on our findings that Pacific Power failed to reasonably examine alternative courses
of action and perform adequate analysis to support its investments, we conclude that a
partial disallowance is warranted. Pacific Power’s imprudent and inadequate analysis
and decision-making put ratepayers at risk. The full costs of the investments resulting
from that imprudence should not be recoverable in rates.

Because the purpose of a prudence review is to hold ratepayers harmless from any
amount imprudently invested, a disallowance should equal the amount of the
unreasonable investment, For example, we recently concluded that a utility had failed to
establish that it acted prudently in building a nataral gas pipeline years ahead of a
demonstrated need for the project. Finding there was no persuasive evidence that the
pipeline was needed to serve customers at this time, we excluded the entire amount from
rate base.”"

We are unable to easily calculate the precise amount of a proper disallowance in this
case, however. Quantifying the impact of Pacific Power’s imprudence has been hindered
by the very actions that underlie our finding of imprudence—the utility’s inadequate
analysis and decision-making. Had Pacific Power reasonably considered other
compliance alternatives and performed proper and robust analyses, we would have the
information necessary to calculate the harm to ratepayers for the utility’s decision to
proceed with its investments rather than pursuing other, least-costly, options. Without
that information, we are left with determining a disallowance that reasonably penalizes
Pacific Power for its imprudence, while acknowledging our inability to assess a precise
amount.

CUB recognizes this dilemma and offers three recommendations. First, CUB suggests
that we could simply disallow the investments, reasoning that costs incurred from
imprudent actions should be eliminated. Alternatively, CUB proposes that we require
Pacific Power to perform the analysis it failed to perform so that the economic costs to
ratepayers resulting from the utility’s actions can be modeled. CUB’s final and primary
recommendation is to disallow 25 percent of the investments.

We dismiss CUB’s first two proposals. With regard to a total disallowance, even CUB
acknowledges the difficulty of excluding from rate base investments that enable the
affected plants to continue to operate and provide service to customers. Moreover,
although Pacific Power failed to reasonably consider other compliance scenarios or
timing options, significant investments in its coal fleet were necessary. And while we
agree that new analysis to model the impact on ratepayers would provide us additional
information o determine a disallowance, the proposal is not possible under the statutory

3 In Re Application of Northwest Natural for General Rate Revision, Docket No. UG 221, Order
No. 12-437 at 18. (Nov 16, 2012).
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framework governing ratemaking. As the parties are aware, we are resiricted to a
statutory suspension period to investigate and resolve a proposed rate request.”
Requiring the additional analysis would tzke more time than we are allotted.

We find merit in CUB?’s third proposal to adopt 2 percentage disallowance. Because our
finding of imprudence is based on Pacific Power’s inadequate analysis and decision-
making used for all of its investments, we find a partial disallowance applied to all of its
unit upgrades is appropriate.

The guestion then becomes how much of & percentage to disallow. As noted above,
Pacific Power seeks recovery, on a company-wide basis, of approximately $6¢1 mitlion
in its emission control investments. The Oregon-allocated share of those investments is
approximately $170 million. Accepting the fact that it is impossible, on this record, to
precisely quantify the impact of Pacific Power’s imprudence, we conclude sufficient
evidence exists to support a 10 percent ($17 million) disallowance.

We readily acknowledge that this disaliowance is not a precise result. This is not .
uncomnmon in ratemaking, however, as “[tlhe economic judgments required in rate A
proceedings are often hopelessly complex and do not admit to a single correct result.”> -
Moteover, this imprecision is due to an incomplete evidentiary record caused by Pacific
Power’s imiprudence. Nonetheless, in exercising our discretion in determining rate base,
we conclude that a 10 percent disallowance is reasonable in relationship to the potential
harm to customers. We further conclude that the effect of this disallowance, combined
with the other decisions made in this order, results in rates that are just and reasonable.

Finally, we imoplement this disallowance as follows. Rather than placing each of these
investments in rate base at reduced amounts, we direct Pacific Power to file a tariff rider
that credits ratepayers this $17 million disallowance during the upcoming calendar year.
This will simplify the tracking of recovery for these investments over their nseful lives.
The $17 million credit will be credited to the rate classes/schedules in proportion to the
generation functionalized revenue requirement allocation factors shown in Exhibit D to
the partial stipulation adopted in this proceeding,

d. Used and Useful

We reject CUB’s argument that certain scrubber upgrades made by Pacific Power are not
useful because of the potential that additional controls will be required in the future to
meet the RHR. These investments are placed in service and are useful to ratepayers for
purposes under ORS 757.355(1).%

>? See ORS 757.210 et seq.
% Duguesne Light Co. v. Barasch, 488 US 299, 314, 109 § Ct 609, 616, 102 L Ed 2d 646 (1989).
* See In re Pacific Power & Light Company, Docket UE 21, Order No. 84-898 at 3.
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e. Expectations

Because the parties have raised issues about the lack of 2 full evaluation of these
investments in Pacific Power’s IRP process, we close with the following clarifications.
We expect a utility to fully evaluate all major investments that have implications for the
utility’s resource mix—including those where the investment will extend the useful life
of an asset and where a plant shutdown is an option—in its IRP. >3 Although the IRP
process is not a legal prerequisite for a utility to seek recovery of investments in rates, we
have repeatedly stated that the IRP process serves as a complement to the rate-making
process and reduces the uncertainty of recovery.”® We give considerable weight to
actions that are consistent with an acknowledged IRP, and consistency with the plan is-
evidence to support favorable rate-making treatment of the action. If a utility seeks rate
recovery.of a significant investment that has not been included in an IRP, we will hold
the utility to the same level of rigorous review required by the IRP to demonstrate the
prudence of the project.

Regardless of whether a utility intends to use the IRP process for a resource decision, we
expect to be kept informed about anticipated major utility investment. As this case
demonstrates, investments made by a utility to serve its customers can significantly
impact the rates paid by those customers. The communications between Pacific Power
and this Commission with regard to the utility’s investments related to its emission
reduction plan were not sufficient. -

% Aswe recogaized in adopting least-cost planning principles in 1989, the IRP process enhances the
quality of information available to the utility and leads to better resource decision-making. In the Matter of
the Investigation into Least-Cost Planning for Resource Acguisitions by Energy Utilitles in Oregon, Docket
No. UM 180, Order No. 89-507 at 3. (Apr 20, 1989).

™ See, e.g., In Re PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2008 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 47,
Order No. 10-066 at 27 (Feb 24, 2010); In Re PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2607 Integrated Resource
Plan, Docket No. LC 42, Order No. 08-232 at 38 (Apr 24, 2008).
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V. ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The partial stipulation between PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power; the Staff of
the Public Utility Commission of Oregon; the Citizens’ Utility Board of
Oregon, the Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities; and Fred Meyer
Stores and Quality Food Centers, divisions of the Kroger Company,
attached to this order as Appendix A, is adopted.

2. Advice No. 12-003 15 permanently sugpended.

3. Pacific Power is directed to file new tariffs conmstent with this order to be
effective Yanuary 1, 2013.

Made, entered, and effective DEC 282017

Ja I WMW

Susan K, Ackerman
Chair

Stephen M. Bleom
Commissioner

A party may request rehearing or reconsideration of this order under ORS 756.561. A
request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed with the Commission within 60 days
of the date of service of this order. The request must comply with the requirements in
OAR 860-001-0720. A copy of the request must also be served on each party to the
proceedings as provided in OAR 860-001-0180(2). A party may appeal this order by filing

a petition for review with the Com“t of Appeals in compliance with ORS 183.480 through

183.484.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
' OF OREGON
UE 246

Tn the Matter of
PACIFICORY D/B/A PACIFIC POWER’S PARTIAL STIPULATION

Request for a General Rate Revision.

Parties to this case enter into thig Partial Stipulation for the purpose of resolving
certain issues related to PacifiCorp’s, d/b/a Pacific Péwm:’s, filing for a general rate revision.
PARTIES
1. The initial parties to this Partial Stipulation are PacifiCorp (PacifiCorp or
Company), Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Staﬁ‘), the Citizens” Utikity
Board of Oregon (CUB}, the Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities (CNU), and Fred

Meyer Stores and Qualify Food Centers, divisions of The Kroger Co. (Kxoger) {collectively

the Stipulating Parties). The only other party that filed testimony in this case and actively

participated in the settlement conferences~the Sierra Club—does not object to this Partial

Stipulation. This Partial Stipulation will be made available to the other parties to this docket,

who may participate by signing and filing a copy of the Partial Stipulation.
BACKGROUND
2. On March 1, 2012, Pac%ﬁ{}orp‘ﬁled revised tariff sheets to be effective
March 3 1; 2012, seeking a base rafe increase of approximately $38.4 million or ?}.z percent.
As a result of resetting Schodule 299, the Rate Mitigation Adjustment, 1o reflect forecast

customer loads by rate schedude, the propesed increase to net rates was $41.2 million, or

. 3.5 percent. Inits filing, PacifiCorp used an historical base period of the 12 months ended

June 2011, with normatizing and pro forma adjustiments to calowdate a 2013 calendar year

UE 246—Partial Stipulation - !
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futﬁre test period. The Company alse included tﬁe Mona to Oquirth tapsnﬁssioa line in ifs
filing. Because the transmission line is ﬁot projected to be in service until second quatter -
2013, the Company proposes to delay ixnplgmentaxion of the revenue requirement increase
related 1o the Mona to Oquirrh transmissicn line (31'3.1 million or 1.1 percent on an overall
basisj uzrdil the plant is in service, and to begin reéovery of it through a separate tariff rider at ‘
that time. | '

3. In Order No. 124}93, issued Match 14, 2012, the Public Utility Commission
of Oregon (Commission) suspended the Company’s apialication for a general rate revision for
an additional nine months from the original effective date of the revised tariff sheets. Dus fo |
the suspension, the effective date éf the revised tarff shéet§ is now January 1, 2013,

| 4. Consistent with Chief Administrative Lavg Judge Michael Grant’s Prehearing
Conference Memorandum dated March 20, 2012, the parties to this docket convened
settlement conferences on May 30, 2012, ané June 27-28, 2012. All parties were invited to
participate.

5. As aresult of the settlement ;onferences, the Stipulating Parties reaéhed a
partial se%tlementlresolving most of the issues in this case. The Stipulating Parties did not
settle the foﬂowiﬁg issnes, which are discussed in more detail in pafagraph 14 of this Partial
Stipul-éﬁon © (1) the prudence of PacifiCorp’s investments in environmental controls at its
thermal generation plants; (2} PacifiCotyy’s request for a power cost adjuéunent mechanism
{(PCAM), and ICNU’s related testimony on the Transition Adjustment Mechanism (TAM);
and (3) PacifiCorp’s proposal to add the Mona to Oquirth transmission line to its rate base
through a separate tariff rider when the Iine goes into service in 2013, Collectively, these

three specific issues are referred to in the Partial Stipulation as Reserved Issues.
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. Notwithstanding the Reserved Issues, the issues resolved in this Partial

Stipulation resultin an. overall base price increase of $20.7 million, effective January 1, 2013.
AGREEMENT

7. The Stipulating Parties agree to submit this Pérﬁal Stipulation to the
Comrﬁis sion and request that the Commission approve the Partial Stipulation as j::»rcsen’ted.
The Stipulating Parties agree that this Partial Stipulation will result in rates that meot the
standard in ORS 756.040. |

8. Revenue Requirement. The Parties agree to a revenue requirement increase of
$20.7 millicn, which in conjunction with the other terms identified below represents a
settlement of the revetue requirement issues in this case except the Reserved Issues. The
Parties agree to suspend discovery except as necessary for the continued litigation of the
Reserved Issues. Exhibit A inchades an agreed-upon calculation of the $20.7 million tncrease
in rates based on resolution of adjustments proposed by the Stipulating Parfies. The
Stipulating Parties égree that the acceptance of these adjustments for purposes of settlement
is not binding on parties in future proceedings and does not imply agreement on the merits of
the adjustments. |

e Effective Date. The Stipulating Parties agree that rates to recover the
stipulated revenue requirement for the issues resolved in this Partial Stipulation wilt go into
effect on January 1, 2013. The rates agreed to m this Partial S_tipu}aﬁon may be modified by
the Commission’s resolution of the prudence of the Company’s environmental control
investments at its thermal generating plants inciuded in the Reserved Issues.

10. - Rateof Retuwrn. The Stipulating Parties do not agree on values for the various

components of capital costs and capital structure but do agree that, for Oregon regulatory
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N

purposes, the Company’s overall rate of return (ROR) and notiopal values of individual cost

of capitat components used to derive this ROR are as reflectsd in the table belowe.

Component Structure Cost Weighted Cost
Long-term Debt 47.60% 5.322% 2.333%
Preferred Stock 0.30% 5427% 0.016%
Comumon 52.10% 9.800% 5.106%

100.00% 7.655% |

11.  Carbon Accelerated Depreciation. The Stipulating Parties do not oppose
PacifiCorp’s request to inclnde In Oregon rates the accelerated depreciation and

decommissioning costs for the early retirement of the Commpary’s Carbon thermal generation

- plant in 2015 as reflected in Exhibit B.

12. . Prudence of Black Cap Solar Resource. The Stipul;tﬁng Parties agree that the
Company’s investment in the Black Cap solar resource as presmteii in the Company’s initial
filing i this case 13 prudent and should be included in the Company’s revenue requirement.
Nothing in this paragraph limits a pazty"s ability to challenge any new costs associated with
this resource m a fiture case.

13, Open Access Transmissioa Tanff (OATT) Revenues. Upon approval of this
Partial Stipulation, PacifiCorp agrees to file a request for deferred accounting to defer
Oregon’s allocated share of the incremental OATT revenue associated with the Company’s
pending rate case af the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Docket No. ER11-3643-
000) beginning Jamary 1, 2013, and continuing until the revaﬁues are included in rates. The
deferral will include incremental OATT i‘evenues from all sources, andA the intent of the
deferral 13 to credit QATT revenues to customers without offsets,

14.  Reserved Issues. The Stipulating Parties agree that the Reserved Issues wifl

be further litigated 1 this case. The Stipulating Parties agree that the procedural schedule
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adopted on May 30, 2012, and amended on June 14, 2012, remains in effect and governs
litigation of the Reserved Issues. Nothing in ﬁns Partial Stipulation expands or Hmits the
existing rights of the Stipulating Perties with respect to the continued Iiﬁ gation of these
issues.

a, Environmental Control Investments. The Company is seeking raté iecovery
of its investmentsﬁin environmental controls st the following thermal generation plants:
Nanghton Units 1 and 2, Dave Johnston Unit 4, Hunter Units 1 and 2, Wyodak, and Jim
Bridger Umt 3. CUB proposes to disallow 23 petcent of the Company’s investment in all
environfaental controls as imprudent or to disallow as not cuzrently used and useful, and the
Sierra Club proposes disallowance of the investments in Naughton Uni%s"l and 2 and Hurter
Units 1 and 2 as impradent. Staff supports the prudence of the Company’s investments.
{CNU and Kroger did not raise issues related to these investments before seitlement, but may
address these issues on rebuttal.

b. PCAM/TAM. The Company is proposing that the Commission adopt a
PCAM for the Company. Staff, CUB, and Xroger oppose the Company’s proposat and
recommend alternative PCAM structures. ICNU recommends that no PCAM be adopteﬁ for
the Company .aﬁd’ if a PCAM is adopted, recommends an glternative structure. ICNU aisd ,
filed felated testimony recorumending that the TAM be eliminated or modified if retained.

¢. Mona to Oquirrh Tariff Rider. The Mona to Oquirrh transmission line is
expected to go into service in second quarter 2013. The Company filed testimony on the
prudence of this ihvestment and requested approval to file a separats tariff rider to begin
;:ecovéry of the investment when it goes into service, No party filed tesﬁmony contesting the

prudence of this transmission line, but Staff and ICNU filed testimony asserting that the costs

UE 246—Partial Stipulation 3 -
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should not be included in this case and the use of a tariff rider is inappropriate. CUB and
Kroger did not raise issues related to the tariff rider.

(1) The Stipulating Partics agree that they wiil litigate PacifiCorp’s
proposal to use a tariff rider to include the Mona to Oquinﬁ transmission ling in tate base
after the Tt anuary; 1, 2013 rate effective date in this case.

(2) The Stipulating Parﬁes agree not to contest the prudence of the
decision to build the Mona to Oquirrh transmission line in this case, absent material changes
in facts thaf raise new prudence issues. Parties may address the prudence of the otal
expenditures on the Mona to Oguirth fransmission Ene.

{3} PacifiCorp agrees to apply the cost of capital included in this Partial

Stipulation t¢ calculate the revenve requirement impact of the Mona to Oquireh transmission

line investment, reducing the maximﬁm amount to be incladed in rates it this case from
approximately §13.1 nﬁlﬁon to appre}d-mately $12.6 miltion as réﬂected in Exhibit C.

{4) If the Commission approves the tariff rider.-, the Stipulating Parties will
have the opportunity to i’eview for prudency PacifiCorp’s actual costs for the Mona to
Qquirth transmission line and challenge costs that are not properly assigned to the project or
are imprudent, or costs cxceeding the amount included il}the initial filing in ﬂn‘s case ($3 80.6

million total company). PacifiCorp agrees to facilitate the Stipulating Parties’ audit and

review and to provide an update on the costs of the invesiment as of the close of the thixd

quarter in 2012 and to provide additional updates as requested by any of the Stipulating

Partiss.

(5) If the Commission approves the tariff tider, the Stipulating Parties

“agree not to contest the implementation of a tariff rider consistent with the Commission’s

e

D
APPENDIX A
Page 6 0of 38
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order and thié Partial Stipulation. The Stipulating Parties are not prectuded from seeking
reconsideration or appealing the Cormmission order.

(6) PacifiCorp agrees that if the Mona to Oquirrh fransmission line is not
in service by November 30, 2013, then PacifiCorp will withdraw its tariff rider.

(7) If the Commission rejects the tariff rider, PacifiCorp agrees not to file
a request for deferred accounting to address the delay in rate recovery for the ‘Mona 10
Oquirrh transmission line.

| 8) If the Commission does not conclusively determine the prudence of
the hlveshﬁent in the Mona to Oquirth transmission line in this case and/or rejects the tariff
Iidelr, PaciﬁCorp may file a.géneral rate case to recover its investment. This Partial
Stipulation does not iareveﬁt the Stipulating Parties from raising any issues in that new
prq{;eedjng..

15.  Rebalance Rate Mitigation Adjustment (RMA). The Stipulating Partics agree
that an iﬁcrease of $2.8 million is required to tebalance the RMA 1o refiect forecast customer
loads by rate schedule. The amount is; additive to the $20.7 million revenue requirement
increase agreed to in this Partial Stipulation and is unaffectéd by the resolution of the
Reserved Issues.

16.  Rate Sp_read. The Stipulating Parties do not agres on the cost of sexrvice

“mefhodology used to determine rate spread in this case but do agree to "fhc allocation of base

and net revenues by rafe schedule as presented on page one of Exhibit D. The Stipulating
Parties further agree that the Company wiil use the base rate revenues or applicable
functionalized revenme requirement ellocation factors presented on page four of Exhibit D as

the rate spread allocation factors for rate changes, including the pending transition

UE 246—Partial Stipulation . 7
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adjustment mechanism case, Docket No. UE 245, until the Commission approves new
functionalized re;femig requitement aliocation factors in a subsequent general rate case filing.
As shown on Exhibit D, most custorner rate scheduies, mchuding residential, large general
service, and agricultural pumping service will see a 2.2 pc;écent rate mcmse.

- 17.  RateDesign. The Stipulating Parties agree to the rate &esign for each rate

~ schedule presented in Exhibit E.

18.  This Partial Stipulation witl be offered info the record as evidence under

" OAR 860-001-0350(7). The Stipulating Parties agree to support this Partial Stipulation -

‘ throﬁghout this proceeding and any appeal, provide wimesses to sponsor this Partial

Stipulation at hearing, if needed, and recommend that the Commissi::m issue an order
adopting the Partial Stipulation,

19.  Ifthis Partial Stipulation is challenged by any other party to this proceeding,
ﬁlé Stipulating Parties agree that they will confinue to support the Commission’s adoption of
the terms of this Partial Stipulation. The Stipulating Parties reserve the right to cross-
examine witnesses and introduce evidence as they deem appropr;iate to respond fully to the
issues presented.

20.  'The Stipulating Parties have negotiated this Partial Stipulation as an integrated
documeni, If the Commission rejects all or any material portion of this Partial Stipulation or
imposes additional material conditions in approving this Partial Stipnlation, any of the
Stipulating Parties is entitled fo Withdra'w; from the Partial Stipulation or exercise any other
rights provided in OAR 86{3-001 ~0350(9), including the right to present evidence and

argument on the record in support of the Partisl Stipulation.

UE 246-—Partial Stipulation 8
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21. By entering into this Partial Stipulation, no Stipulating Party approves, admits,
or consents o the facts, principles, methods, or theories employed by any éther party in
arriving at t_he terms of this Partial Stipulatfan, other than as specifically identified in this
Partial Stipulation. Except as set forth in paragraphs 10, 11, 12, 13, 14(c)(3) through (8), and
16 of this Parfial Stipulatiox;, fhe Stipulating Saﬂies agree that the provisions of this Partial
Sﬁpulatién may not be nsed to reselve issues in any other proceeding.

) 22.  This Partial Stipulation is not enforceable by any party unless and until
adopted by the Commissionin a ﬁnai order, Each signatory to this Parf:iaf Stipulation avers

that they are signing this Partial Stipulation in good faith and that they intend to abide by the

" terms of this Partial Stipulation unless and until the Stipulation is rejected or adopted only in

part by the Commission. The Stipulating Parties agree that the Commission has exclusive

jurisdiction to enforce or modify the Partial Stipulation. If the Commission rejects or

modifies this Partial Stipulation, the Stipulating Parties reserve the right to seek
recongideration or rehearing of the Commission order under ORS 756.561 and QAR 860-
0010720 (;r to appeal the Commission order under ORS 756.610.

23, This Partial Stipulation mey be executed in counterparts and each signed
counterpart will constitute an original document.

"This Partial Stipulation is entered into by each party on the date enterad below that

party’s signature.

PACIFICORP STAFF

-BM M /u%—

,r

Date: [ 70 V7 Date
/ /’
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21, By entering inte this Partial Stipulation, no Stipulating Party approves, admits,
or consents to the fasts, principles, methods, or theories employed by any ofher party in
arriving at the éms of this Partial Stipulation, other than as specifically identified in this
?arﬁal Stipuiation. Except 2 set forth in paragraphs 19, 11, 12, 13, 14@(3} through {3), and
16 of this Partial Shpuia’non, the Stipulating Parties agree that the provtsmns of thls Partial
Stipulation may net be used to resolve issues in any other proceedﬁzg

22.  This Partial Sﬁpulertion is not enforceable by any party unless and until
adapted by the Commissior: in & final order. Bach signatory to this Partial Stipulation avers
that they are signing this Partial Stipulation in good faith and that they intend 1o abide by the
terms.of this Partial Stipulation uniess and nutil the Stipulation is rejected or adopted only in -
part by the Comunission, The Stipulating Parties agree that the Commission Has ex‘chisive
jurisdietion to enforce or rﬁodify the Partial Stipulation. If the Commission rejects or
modifies this Partla] Stipulation, the Stipulating Parties reserve the right 1o seek
reconsideration or reheamlg of the Commission order under ORS 756.561 and OAR 860~
001»0_7 20 or to appeal the Commission order under ORS 756.610. |

23.  This Partial Stipulation may be executed in Gounterparts and cach signed
éouﬁterpart will constitute an original document, \

_ This Partial Stipulation is entered into by each party on the date entered below thet

party’s signature.
PACIFICORP ' STAFF
By: _ ' By: ? ‘
Date: Date: __Fecte, /2, 22
/ £ .
UE 246—Partial Stipulation ' 9
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" CURB %—‘ - KCND
- By: s / 3 By
yw Y

Drate: '?-» jL - O | Daie:

XROGER

By:

Date:

UE 246-—Partial Stipadation 10
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CuB ICNU

By: ' By: %&ﬁ%&_‘

Date: ' Date: ?;f ! 2_.!_2.9 |2

KROGER

Date:

UE 246—Partial Stipuletion | 10
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CUB ICNU
By: By:
Date: Date:
KROGER

By: W\"

Date: ? - t’ Z - , Z

UE 246-~Partial Stipulation

10
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PACIFICORP UE 246
Stipulated Adjustments to Oregon Allocated Results
Year Ending December 31, 2013

Docket UE 248 7
Parfiat Stiputation Exhibit A
Page 1 of 4

{$000)
Revenus
Requirement Effect
{3000)
Original Filed Revenue Regquirement $38,358
Item Adjustments
Seftlement~0|  Rate of Retum - 7.655% ' ($14,857)
iscellansous Cperatio ifenance Expense Adjustmen )
Reflects the sombined revenue requiremant impact of adjustments propesed by
Betlemant - 1 Staff and ICNLU associated with uncollectible expenses, labor expenses, ($2,939)
miscellaneous adminisiralive and ganeral expanses, lega] expenses and cperation
and maintenance expense escalation,
Tota) Adjustments 1§17,6856)
Settled Revenus Requirement] $20,700 |
APPENDIX A
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Docket UE 245
. Partial Stipulation Exhibit A
PACIFICORP UE 2468 Page 2 of 4
Resulfs of Cperafions
Year Ending Decamber 31, 2012
{3000)
HE 248 Dregon
Resulis per Stipulated Stipulated Price Results at
Company Filing Adjustments 23 Adjusted Incresse Reaschable Returmn
)] 2} ) 4 )
1 Operaiing Revenues
2 Geperal Business Revenues 837,943 - 837543 20,700 858,843
% Inlerdeparimedal - - ' - : -
4 Specil Sales 1,014 - 1,019 1018
5 {iher Operating Revenues 39,568 - 33,568 38588
[ Totat Operating Revenuss 5878830 $0 $878 830 $20.700 $8995230
7 Operating Expinses
& Steam Production 88,353 (827) 87,826 87,526
9 Nudlear Produciion - - - -
10  Hydro Production 12,991 87} 12,908 92,305
11 Cther Power Supply 33,429 (219} 33,210 33,210
12 Ersedded Gost Diffarentlal 5,97 - 8,971 5971
13 Trensmilssion 17513 (111} 17462 17,402
14 Distribution 70,646 {380y 10,266 70,266
16 Cusiomer Accounting 35,339 . {423} 24,916 164 35,087
16 Gusiomer Barvice & Info 4,082 (15} 4047 4047
17 Saies - " - -
18 Adminfstrative & General 45485 {1,148} 44,338 44,338
19  Total Gperation & Maintsnance $313,790 (62,208} 310,881 §i51 $311.082
20 Depresistion 178458 - 178,468 178,458
2% Amortization 13,807 - 13,807 13,807
22 “faxes Other Than Income 85,230 - 85,230 728 B5 958
23 Income Taxes - Federa! (749) 822 73 6,622 3,608
24 Ineome Taxes - Blate 1,958 112 2111 200 3011
26 Ingome Taxes ~ Def Nel 71.518 - 71,515 71518
26 Irvestment Tax Cradit Ad). - - - -
27 Misc Revenue & Expanse (348) - 346) {3486)
78 Total Operating Expenses $643,704 (51,975) 561,725 38,401 $860, 131
29 NetOperating Revenues | §294.826 $1,875 $738,80G $12.200 $240 0569
30 Average Rats Base
131 Eleciric Piant In Service 6,407,408 ) “ 5,407,405 6,407 405
3% Plant Heid for Future Uss - - - -
83 Wisc Deferrsd Dobls 22573 - 22,578 22573
34 Eist Plant Acq Adf 11,281 - 11,261 11,261
35 WNuolear Fusi - - - -
I3 Prepaynents T.Ba8 - 7,656 7866
37  Fuel Stock 50,783 - 50,763 80,783
33 Material & Supplios £4,123 - 54,123 54,123
39 Working Capital 27,888 (40} 27,848 27848
40  Weatherization Loans {1 - £ {1
41 Misc Rate Base - - - -
42 Totad Blestic Plant; $6,581,698 - (340} 565,581,658 40 36,581,658
43 Less: )
44 Agtam Proy For Deprac (2,198,381) - (2,198,381} (2,188,381)
45 Acoum Prov For Amort {140,088) - {140,088} {140,088)
48 Accum Def ntome Tax (980,754) - (360,764 {980, 764)
47 Unamortized ITC {1,118} - (1,118) (1,116)
48 Customer Adv For Const {11,282} - (113 (11,392
48 Custorner Sarvice Deposits - - - -
50 Misc Rate Base Dedustions 15,8873 - {16,987} (15,887}
51 Total Rate Base Deductions $3,327,750) $0 48,327,740} $6 {$3,327, 739
52  Total Average Rate Base $3,253,959 {($40) $5,253.912 6 $3,253,91%
53 Rato of Rettsn 7.217% D.OB1% TLT1% 0,378% 7.8565%
54 Implied Retirn on Bquity 8.865% 0.209% 9.075% 0.725% 9.800%)
APPENDIX A
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Partial Stipulation Exhibit A
PACIFICORP UE 248 Page 3 of 4
Stipulated Adiustments to Qregon Results
Year Ending Becember 31, 2013
{3000)
Rate of Raturn Mise, Q&R Total Sffipuiateti——l
Adiustment Adjusiment Adipstments
Sefflement -9 Setliement - 1

1 Qperating Revenies ]

2 Generaf Busingss Revenues 0 o o

3 Interdeparimental ] [+ v

4  Spedal Sales 0 o] ]

5 Dther Operting Revenues 0 0 o]

B Total Operating Revehiues 80 $0 $0

7 Operating Expenses

8 Steam Prmduction ] 27y {5273

Y Nuclear Produstion 0 o 0
16 Hydro Production [ {87} {87}
11 Other Power Supply 1] 210y (219
412 Embaddad Cost Ditferential 2} a] o
4%  Transmission c (111) (111
14 Distrbufion 0 {380} (380}
45 Customer Accounting 9 {428) (423}
18  Customer Sevics & nfo 0 (15) {5)
17 Sales 0 & bo]
18 Administrative & General ' {1,148) (1,148)
1g  ‘Total Operation & Maintenance $0 {52,909} )
20 Depreciafion ] 1 0
21 Amocrizafion 0 o b
22 Texes Other Than Income D ¢ H]
23 ncome Taxes - Federal (160} 972 822
24 Incorne Tods - State 20 132 112
26  Income Taxes - Def Met 0 o} 0
26 Imvestment Tex Credit Adl 0 o] i
27 Misc Reverus & Expense 0 0 ‘ 0
28 Tetal Operating Expenses; 13170} (51,805} {31075
28 Net Operating Revenues |- $170 1,805 | $1,875
30 Average Rate Base
31 Elechic Plant In Servite {a} o o7
32 PlaptHeld for Fufure Use Y 2 1]
33  Misc Deferred Debits o 0 0
34 Elec Plant Acy Ad[ 0 0 0
35 HNuclear Fuel 0 o 0
38 Prepayments o 0 Q
37 Fusel Stock 0 ¢ 0
28 Materai & Supplles 0 0 4}
38 Working Capital ) (36) (40)
40 Wegtherzafion Loans by 0 0
&1 Migt Rate Bace jt} Q 0
4z Total Electtic Plant ) {336) (540
43 fesel i
44 Aacum Prov For Deprec 2 o] 0
45 Aceurn Prov For Amort i Q 0
45 Ageum Daf Ihcome Tax 0 0 o
47 Umamortizad 176 J. o} o
48 Customer Ady Eor Const 4] 0 ¢
#8  Customar Service Deposits o] u] 0
50 Misc Raie Base Deductions 0 ¢ 0
51 Tofal Rata Base Deductions $0 ] 40
52 Total Rate Base {53) e {340
53 Revenue Requirement £ffect i (14,557 {$2,009)] {F17,658)

APPENDIX A
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Docket UE 245

’ ' Partial Stipuiation Exhibit A
PACIFICORP UE 246 Page 4 of 4
" Cost of Capital
Year Ending December 31, 2013
Filed Cost of Capital {Refer to Page 2.1 of Exhibit PAC/1102) i
Capital Structure  Embedded Cost Waighted Cost
DEBT% 45.90% 5.372% 2.510%
PREFERRED % 0.30% 5.427% 0.016%
COMMON % 52.80% 10.200% 5.386%
100.00% 7.921%
Settiement Cost of Capital .
Capital Structure Embedded Cost . Weightsd Cost
DEBT% 47 60% B.322% 2.533%
PREFERRED % 0.30% 5.427% 0.016%
COMMON % 52.10% 9.800% 5.106%
. 180.00% 7.655%
" APPENDIX A
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Docket UE 245
PAGIFICORP UE 245 Partial Stipulation Exhibit B
Resulfs of Operations Paga tof 1 ’
Year Ending December 34, 2013
Partist Stipulation, Paragraph 14, Carbon Plant
&,15
Carbon Plant
Clostre Referanca
1 Oprersing Reverdos:
2 Gararal Business Revenues -
<] Imerdeparimertiat -
4 Bpechl Sales -
8 Qher Operaling Revesues -
8 Total Oparaling Revenues - 50
7
8 ' Operating Expenses;
g Stean Produchion -
10 Hnciear Production .
i1 Hydro Preduction -
12 Other Power Supply -
23 Emhedded Cost Differantal (80D) R
3 ‘Fransmisslon -
14 Dishibuion .
is Customer Accounting
16 Customear Serviee & Info -
17 Sales -
) Adramistrative & General -
18
20 Total O&M Expenses i)
21
23 Deprecation 40,606,163 Exhibit PACH102, page 8,15
25 Amorfization -
24 ‘faxes Other Thar ingaime -
25 Income Taxas » Fetera 75202
8 Theome Taxes ~ State $10,219 . .
27  income Taxes - Def dof {#4,025149) Extiibit PAGH 102, page 8,13
23 investment Tex Cred® Adh. -
25 Miso Revente & Bxponse -
an
31 Total Operaling Expenses; . ¥5.666.433
3z ' .
33 Operating Rev For Retur. (8,566 433)
-2
35 . RataBage:
a8 ‘Electric Plant In Servce 5388 186 Extibit: PAGF102, pags 8.45
37 Plant Held for Future Usa -
88 MscDeforred Debiis -
29 e Plant Acg AJD -
40 Nueiear Fuef -
41 Prepayments -
42 Fue! Stock -
47 WMaferlal & Supplies -
44 Winsking Capital 51,719
45 Waeatherization Loans -
44 Wise Rate Base -
47
48 rotal Electric Plank $358,005
49
50 Reis Base Dedusions:
51 Accum Proy For Daprac {$43,200,008) Exhibit PAGH 102, page B.15
52 Accum Prov For Amort -
53 Accum Def income Tax $4,025 441 Exhiblt PACHI02, page 815
54 Unamortized {TC -
55 Customer Adv For Congt -
&5 Gustomer Service Deposite -
57 Liisc Rate Base Deductions “
&8
59 Tofel Rate Pase Deductions {58274 955)
80
&1 Total Rate Bager {$8.885,050)
82 . .
63
64 TAR CALGULATION,
65 Operaling Revenue ($40,606,153)
88 Oither Deductions -
&7 Interest (AFUDCY -
58 Intarast {5225,082) -
63  Soheduie "M"Addiions $95,606,158 Sxhibit PACH 102, poga 8.5
- 70 Boheduls "M Daducticns -
71 Inooine Before Tax 5225 60
72 -
73 Shate Incoms Taxes 310,298
74 Taxable income §214,86¢
78 . .
78 Federal incoms Taxes + char $75,202
77
78 Ravahite Roquiremant impact 59,838,008 Nusta 1
Naote: .
{13 The reverds requiretnshit impact is calsuisted using Ihe stipulated! mte of mtum,
APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO.

Docket UE 246

Fartial Stipulation Exhibit G
PacifiCorp Page ] of &

Oregon General Rate Gase - December 2013 : .

Monz to Oguirrh Project

TOTAL )
ACCOUNT Tyve COMPANY FACTOR FACTOR % ALLOCATED REF#

May 2013 In Service .
Adjustment to Plant in Service:
Transmission Plant - Capital Addidion 355 3 380,613,078 SG 257772% 98,111,455 Page3d

Adjustment to Depreciallon Reserve;
“Transmjesion Plant « Capital Addition 108TP 3 (3,898,868) 8G 257772%  {1,004,501) Page 3

Adjustment to Depreciation Expense;

Transmission Plant - Czpital Addition 403TP 3 7.184,213 5G 287772% 1854464 Page3
Adjustment to O&M Expense:

Mora to Oguir 574 3 150,000  SG 25.7772% 38,666
Adjustments fo Tax:
Schedule M Adjustrient SCHMDT 3 15300183  SG 257772% 4075158 Pagea
Deferred Income Tax Expense Ao 3 5,999,743 &G 25.7772% 1,546,583 Page 4
ADIT Balance 282 3 {2,858,818) SG 28.7772% (735,922) Page 4
Description of Exhibit: ' .

This exhibit adds the Mona to Oquirrh fransmission capital project to rate base, as discussed in detall in Exhibit PAC/700. The
figures above reprasent the capital investment, depreciation sxpense, accumuiated depreciafion, O&W, and tax impacts
associated with the segmant of the line that will be placed info service in May 2013, The total Oregon-allocated anrual revenue
requirement asscciaied with this segment of the transmission line is shown on page two.

APPENDIX A
Page 19 0of 38

%




ORDER NO.

Dogket UE 246
' : Partial Stipulation Exhibi G

PagifiCern

Dregon Beneral Rate Case Page2 of 8

Revenue Reguirement: Vona fo Oguitth Project

Do - frowinds Agditan (iney 20131
Toky Results with Price
I Oregon Ali i Price Thange Change
Operaing Rovemmes:
Gaheral Business Revenues - - 12,545,187 12,648,187
icderdeparimentat - - -
Special Sales - -
Cither Oporating Reventss - -
Total Operaling Reveres - B 12546,187 12,648,187
Dperafing Expenses;
Steam Praduction - -
Nuclear Production - -
Hydro Producion - .
Giher Powar Supply . - -
Embedied Cost Differential - -
Transmission $50,000 36,896 38,468
Distribution - -
Gustomer Accotnting - - G2,560 52,360
Customer Service & tnfo - -
Sales - -
Adminjsfrative & General . -

Total OZY Expenses 150,860 BEG5G §2,860 107,025
Depreciation 7494213 1,854,454 1,854,464
Amortizetion - - .

‘T'axes Cther Than Income - - 0079 300,578
fneame Tawss - Pedens{ {40,800,086) 2,808,155 4,102,822 1,294,827
ihcome Taxes - Sitte £4,481,147) {381,723} 557,841 178,918
toome Taxes - Def Net 2,090,743 1,545,568 : 1,545,563
rvestment Tax Credit A, - -
tiisc Revarme & Expense - .

Total Operaiing Expenses 62,730 248774 . 5,024,803 5,273,577

Quarating Rey Far Returm: 1862, 730) {243,774) 7,521,385 7372615

Rate Base
e Prant In Servics 380,513,878 98,111,455 98,111,458
Piant Held for Pubwe Usa - -

Mise Deferred Debits - -
et Plart Acy Adj - -
Mucienr Fuet - -
Prepayimtnts - w
Fuel Stock - - -
Material & Supplies - -
Warking Caphinl - (63,429) (68.420)
Weatherlzatton Loans - -
MiscRateBasz - -

Total Blegfric Plart: 380,643,978 6,048,026 . 08,048,026

Rate Basz Deductions:
Aesum Prav For Deprec . (3,808,366} {1.004,501) {1.004.507)
Accum Prov For Amcrt - -
Acouny Def Inceme Tax (2,858,818} {re6,a00 {736,922}
Uparmortizes TG - . -
Gustomer Adv For Gonst B -
Customer Service Depbsits - T
* Misc Rate Base Deduetions - -
Toisl Rafe Ease Deliuions {6,745,684) {1,741.428 (1,741,423}

Total Rate Base: 75,548,208 8,305,608 98,506,803
Returm pn Rate Bass 0D26% . ' T86%
Refurn on Eouily -5.30% 8.80%
TAX CALCULATION:

Operafing Revenus {7.844,215} {1,893,129) 12 727 B4B 10,388,718
Other Deductions - . .
nterest (AFUDE) - - -
Interest 8,470,847 2,438,708 2,439,768
Schedule "M" Addiions - . - -
Schadule "M" Dedustions 15,809,183 4,075,158 4,075,158
Insome Before Tax (32,624,244) {8,407 355) 12,7282 848 8,674,853
Siats income Tates 1,481,341} {381,728) 557,841 75,918
Cregon/Utah State Tiax Credits = - - -
Totel Siat Incorne Taxes {1481, 47 381,723} 557 641 175,818
Taxable lncome : 51,143,108 28,075,372 V725,207 5.B98,855 X
Fedaral Taxs efore Credis (10,900.9858) 12,808,105} 4,403 827 4.284,827
Renewabls Energy Tax Credit - - - -
Feteral Ineome Taxes {£0,800.086) (2,809,195} - 4103822 1,234,627
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ORDER NO.

Pocket UE 245
Parlial Stipulation Bxhibi C
PacifiCorp Page 3 ofé
Oregon General Rate Case - December 2013
Mora o Oguirth Project
{Pepreciation Rate (Transmission 5G) 1.890%)
Mona - Dquirrh Project .
In Service: May 2013
Capital Addition Pieces . [ Depregiation Pieces {Capital) |
Month Addition Per Month Capital Addifion Balance Depreciation Expense Depreciation Reserve :
MayoTs 330,518,878 380,613,978 298,759 (280,759) - A
Jun-13 - 380,613,578 599 518 899 277)
13 - 380,613,978 509,518 {1,498 794}
Augs - 380,613,978 599,518 (2,088,512)
Sep-13 - 380,618,978 599 518 (2,697,830}
Oct13 : - 380,613,978 589 518 {3,297,348)
Nev-13 - 380,813,978 898,518 {5,808,858)
Dec-13 - 380,612,078 590,518 (4,495,383}
Jan-dd . - 380.813,578 599,518 {5,096,9073
Feb14 - 380,612,978 509 518 {5,595 415}
Mar-14 ] - 380,613,578 580,518 {6,294,937)
Apri4 - 380,813,078 608,518 (8,894,454}
May-14 . - 380,814 978 588,818 {7 493,972
Totat 380,513,978 380,513,978 T 7184593 13,895,566
13 Month Average Annal Leve! 13 Month Average
Ref. Page 1 Ref. Page § Ref. Page 1
APPENDIX A
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orRDERNO. 18 L G7F

. Docket UE 246
- Parial Stipujation Exhibit C
PaeifiCom Page 4 of 6
Oregon General Rate Case - December 2013 .
_ Wleha to Oguirrh Project
! . Mong-Lirmber-Oguirrs Project - (May 2043 Portian)
Tax Depraciztion Bock Depraciation ) Accommalated
Wanth Book-Tax Difference Deferred Income Tax | Book-Tax Difference Deferred Incoma Tax | Deferred Income Tax
01/31/2013 o ¢ R g
0272872013 6l [ A R LA
... Gamleofa T 570 TEg ' ... (882,558
T EEY 0 o 9
T ToemEois 8
DBAC20IS 1,781,657
- ommieeis ] &
T ] 5
Dofaelid $,181,857
NEENEN 0
1173002018 R
| Tameets 1,781,858
014312014
02/28/2014
CRI3H2014 .
O4/s072014
[ T oEiatR0l4 ] - }
06/30/2014 (8,019,884
o g7/a2014 Q .
IIIIII 0E/31/2014 4] -
L uaRtRetd | @S19esd) 1798553
.. loiEtiactd el SO & SOOI o SR NNON - SO
T 11/sbfE0i4 [ 0 ‘ of T (42,503 801
12/31/2014 (2,913,884 _ 3,385,108 1,768,658 (652 559} (1%, 205 431)
{_Book-Tax Differences | (22,008,395)] 8,730,019 | 7,194,212 (2,730,276 )k
' Ret Page 4 Ref. Page 1 Ref, Paye 4 Ref. Page 4
Wonthly Rollfowars of Accnrmulated Deferred Income Tax Lizbility: Internal Revenue Code Regulations
Konth Ended ‘Bag, Bal Provision Accum. Proﬁsion Ending Balanre
Q57312013 .. {1,060 088) . e oem oo .. 43,000,068}
oEApRME b 1,009,089 L {anis 745) T Taon ?451 {210,815
orateeis T T T e 0.es) ] T 74514“ 2.y 313}
08/81/2013 L 210,813) o 13)
09/50/2013 Teangm T ICED! __).
- 10312015 __gm gl B -7
41/30/2013 R (2,845.5 (1,746 484) o (2,845, 537)
N 123472018 5 __jm 582} . ____JZ 204457 o 4B303,225)
N o131/2014 N - (22044570 {3,308 2u8)
G2r78/2014 .- {5,308, 225) O S S -7 % X -1 A 30322@
L 08/31/2014 . 3,303,296) 159, 0820) . £2.583,219) . 3,782,287}
o D4/302014 (38,762,2 4 L aessae) . {B.762,287)
0a/ate014 3 7885
13-Ehonth Averagn {2.855,818
Ref. Page 1
| Monthly Period Ended | 04/30/2013 Actrual 0930/201%8 Acorual 42/3442013 Accrual 0313172014 Accrual Eoraeast Perled
5;‘1 5-’39f20‘13 R o t ' e
e 3 ——
08/312013 - :
Al R I
10/31/2048
11202048
s
0113‘!1‘2014
102282014
‘33/31{23?4
04B0E0A
05.'3114014
Days |y Forecast Per . : . 368
% Days in Forecast Per. 92.5'548”:4‘5} 65.8493% A1.6438%, T5.9868% 100.0680%,

APPENDIX A
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PaeifiGorp

{regan Geaerzl Rate Case - Dagember 2013

Mona te Oquirh Profect

ORDER NO.

24,799,297

478,585 6Ad

#Eona-timber-Oquirth Froject - (ay 2013 Pertion]

. 158

113004 T RmasrT / 28
1314534 7 TEEAE ey
Total 1994 FR AL 7,360,953 TTETIS

BOOK BASIS
. AFUDG
Descripfion Coxst Eamity Teded Yota)
Land_ LT . R .
Com Rt ™ N e | R 1] W Rl EON '
Non-Land 351768, 848 10,055 1 16795087 17 T " "T9E 347 633 TEERLBITEE
Total 354,766,345 10,082,568 15,795 037 24,447,833 820,613,078
TAY BASS ; 1
: Eeas: AFURC “Tax Drprociation
Desariptlon Bosok Basis Rty Tolal Qost Add: Avojded Gosts Mathod | @onvention | Recovery Perod
Y U J [ P S SN .- 0 L VR Nan -Depreviebls
TR g L g Ty 0 N " Siaghiine | welNonh | G4V
380,614,878 citioezga) 17 T v vebnat] © A AT RIA] 381,766,557 "7 DU.E7 Fial
380,813,978 {30,087%.596) (18,755,057 28,5475 7 551,766,345 23,799,297 375,550,441 T
TAX DEPRECIATION | MASHS Bepreciation Tafle: Hali-1 4T Gonvention
WACRS I 15-Yeard Rusawary Period
Avolded Costs Tax Hasis Recovery Year I5-Year

APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO.

Docket UE 246
) Parital Stipulation Exhibit C
PacifiCorp Page Gof 8 .
Oregon General Rate Case - Dacember 2043
Mona to Qguirth Project
5G Allocation Factor 2B.7772%
Fedoral Tax Rate 35.0000%
State Tax Rate 4.54% .
Capital Siruciure and Cost
. % Cost Weighted Gost

Debt 47.600% 5.322% 2.533%
Preferred 0.300% 5.427% 0.016%
Common 52.100% 9.8500% 5.1068%

: ' 7.855%
Ravenue Sensilive llems
QOperating Revenue 100%
Ogperating Deductions
Uncollectable Accounts 0.493%
Teaxes Other - Franchise Tax 2.300%
Taxes Other -~ Revenue Tax 0,00%
Taxes Other - Resource Suppiier 0.080%
Taxes Qther - Gross Receipts 0.00%
Sub-Total - 97T 127%
Siate income Tax @ 4.54% 4.410%
Sub-Tota| 92.717%
Federal income Tax £ 35.00% - 32.451%
Net Opserating Income 60.258%

APPENDIX A
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B ey T th R W

10
n
12
13
i4
15
16

17
8
19
20
21

Present Revenues ($380) Propazed Revenuey (3000) Change
Beh Na. of Base Net Base Net Base Rates et Rates Line
Yrescription Na. Cust MWh Ratey Adgerd’ Rates Rates Addsrs’ Rates (5000) e (3060) % Mo,
(1 (@ @) . IS ® {7 {® © (10} (15 (12) (49) {14)
’ (5) +(8) (8)+ (%} 8)-{5) (UYE a0-M  (347)
Regidential
Residertial £ 479 457 3,400,365 - §564.497 $12.962 $377,453 $381,048 3,426 $3590,374 $17,457 2.1% $12,921 22% 1
Total Resideatkal . 479,457 5,400,866 3564491 312,962 $577,453 $581,548 33,428 $5§G,374 §317,457 3.1% 812,221 22% 2
LCommerdal & Industrial ‘
en, Sve. <31 kW px) 74,333 1,093,926 $120,069 (51.442) $113,627 $114.208 $5,625 $119,831 ($5,863) -4.9% $1,204 10% 3
Gen, Sve. 31 - 200 KW Aty 2818 1,986,600 $161,266 $7,928 $5169,194 $168,786 54,194 5 172_,'980 $7,520 4.7% 53,786 2% 4
Gen. Sve. 201 - 999 kW 30 §15 1,303,680 $98,119 $2,348 100,467 595,921 £1,80% $101,72% $1,802 1.8% $1,255 13% §
Large General Service >= 1,000 kW 43 208 3,003,510 301,084 ($3,613) $191,471 $202,882 (57,247) $195,641 $1,799 0.9% $4,170 22% 6
Partial Raq. Sve. >= 1,000 kW 47 5 50,204 $3,585 &177) $3,408 $3,716 {$134) $31.582 $131 03% $t74 22% 7
Agricultural Pumping Service 41 8,090 210,242 $24,940 {53,282 $21,658 $23,188 ($1,044) $32,144 (FL,752) -7.0% $436 0% B
Total Commereisl & lodustrial 94,269 7.648,271 $609,063 {4,238y 604,825 $612,700 §3.200 $615,900 33,637 0.6% 11,075 1.8% 8
Lighiing :
Cutdoer Area Lighting Service 15 6,850 - 9,710 $1,208 $257 31,555 $1,222 $238 $1,460 (376) -55% (%95 6.1 10
Strect Lighting Service 50 230 3,345 $1,02% S22l $1,243 $963 $202 $1,165 (359) -5.8% 375 -63% 11
Street Lighting Serviee HPS 51 733 18,680 $3,433 3732 34,165 $3,234 $693 $3,927 (693598 -5.3% $238) -5 7% 12
Street [ighting Jervice 52 50 599 $73 bi6 $89 $69 Fid £83 [623] -53% {%6) -67% 13
Strest Lighting Setvice 53 260 9,579 $621 $147 5768 $585 §127 $712 ($536)  -5.8% $3568) “73% 14
Recreational Fisld Lighting 54 103 1,189 5164 22 $126 . 558 528 5118 - (36) -5.8% (58) -6.4% 15
Total Public Street Lighting §,246 48,602 $6,551 $1.39% $7.946 86,171 $1,294 $7,465 (5380) -5.8% ($481) 6.1% 16
Total Baley to Yldmate Consunters 381,972 13,097,739 “BL180,:05 $10,119 $1,190,224 31,200,819 $12,920 $I!213,739 $20,714 1.8% §23,515 2.0% 17
Employee Discount 17,195 (8445 {($10) (3455} {§459) {36) ($485) $14) {310) 13
Total Sales with Employee Discount 581,972 13097739 $1,179.660 $10,109 - 51189760 $1,200,360 $12914  $1213274 $20,700 1.8% $13,508 2.0% 19
AGA Revenue $2,714 53,716 P76 32716 $¢ $0 20
*fotal Sales with Employee Discennt and AGA. 381,972 13,097,739 $1,182.376 $10,109 $1,102 485 $1,200,076 $12.914 31,215,950 $20,700 1.3% $23,508 20% 21
s ;u o}
' Bxcludes effects of thc Low Income Bill Payment Asglstance Charge (Sch. 91), BPA Credit (Sch, 98), Klamath Dam Resmoval Surcharges {Sck. 1993, Public Purpose Charge (Sch, 290) and Energy Consetvation Charge (Sch. 297). s = g‘i
* Percentages shown for Suliedules 43 and 47 reflect the sombined rate changs for bath scheduleg SE L
Cy =
»2 0
BB
5
3
I
2
. g
APPENDIX A ad

ORDER NO.

PACIFIC POWER

VE 246 Siipulated GRC Price Cixange - Updated Table 1303-1

ESTIMATED EFEECT OF PROPOSED PRICE CHANGE

ON REVENUES FROM ELECTRIC SALES TO ULTIMATE CONSUMERS

DISTRIBUTED BY RATE SCHEDULES IN OREGON
FORECAST 12 MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013
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ORDER NO.

UK 244 Stipulated Updated Table 13032
PACIFIC POWER

- BSTIMATED REVENUES OF ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULES

FORECAST 12 MONTHS INDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

Prop. Tax MEHC Grid Sal, 2040
Sales Adj Sov West Tnety. Pricl RMA - RMA
Line . . Sch 96 102 is4 355 204 291 259 290 Fotal Futal
No. Desorfption T, (5060) {3000} {$oon thoooy (3000) _ __(ho00) ($000) (3000Y {3000Y {3000}
(1 el ) “) (5} () (7 (8 (6] (1 {an {12
PRE PRO PRE PRO
Residential -
1 Residential 4 (51458 8637 3864 £162 3578 ($1,026) $7.669_ 3,133 312,962 $8.42¢
2 . Total Residenial (51458 35373 3864 3162 $378 {F1.008) © $7.66% $3,133 $12,962 38,426
Commereial & 7 i i
3 Gem Hve <31 kW 23 (5295) 51,291 $175 $33 77 G207 ($2518) $4,351 (31,342) $5,625
4 (et Svo, 31 - 200 kW 28 (5536) 2,345 $318 360 $13¢9 337173 $5,97% $2,245 #7928 84,194
5 QGen Svc. 2014599 KW 20 ($35D $1,53% $209 $39 sa1 (5234 31,058 $509 §2,348 $1,801
6 Large General Service >= 1,000 KW 48 Gs11) 43,544 3481 390 3211 ($5i1)  {$12,617)  (§10,246) {@9,613)  (37,242)
7 Partial Req, Sve. >= 1,000 kW 47 14 359 $9 52 4 39 ($228) ($185) #17n {$134)
2 Agricutioral Pumping Service 41 {837 3248 334 36 315 (§38) 53,490 (BL25D) (33,280 (81.044)
g  Totul Commercinl & Indastrial ($2,063) $9,016 $1,226 %230 537 (31378 ($1L816) (§4,378) ($4.238) %3200
Lighting '
10 Outdowr Area Lighting Servioe 15 (33 113 S $1 50 30 (31) 5245 4230 F257 4238
11 StrzetLighting Service 50 (523 30 $t $0 $1 31 212 §193 3121 202
12 Streot Lighting Service HPS 51 ($5) R 7 Fix] 8t Co%2 (54) $713 254 3732 $693
13 Street Lighting Setvice 52 30 $1 $0 $C 4] 3¢ 515 $13 316 3%
14 Strest Lighting Serviee 53 83) $11 82 50 30, 51) Bl 5118 3147 3127
15 Roureational Field Lighting 54 50 $1 50 jo it 50 $21 319 22 $20
16 Tolal Public Stree: Lighting [(3%))] $36 $7 §i 3 13 $1,348 31,247 $1,305 31,294
17 Total ($3,536) $}5,455 $2,097 $393 3918 {$2,40% $2.799) 52 310,118 312,920
18 Employee Discount 31 35y 1 $0 30 $1 $4 (82) {310y 36
18 ‘Fefal Bales with Employee Discount (53,335 315430 32,005 $30 3918 ($2,408) (32,305 . 30 - $1010% $12.914
APPENDIX A
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Line
Na.

ORDERNO. & &

UE 246 Stipuluted Updated Table 1303-3

PACIFIC POWER

6w

Wd &l

PRESENT AND PROTOSED RATES OF ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULES
FORECAST 12 MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2013

Prop. Fax MEHC Grid B0l 2010 RMA RMA RIMA RMA RMA RM4
Bales Adj Sey West Tnetv. Prici. Bee Pri Tra Ser Pri " Trn
Seh 26 162 194 195 234 91 299 299 2159 199 299 299
Deseripfion No, _ ¢/kWh gk #Wh $IEWh £, e, #KWh Wk #i\Wh ¢kWh $/kWh pkWh
ey @ 3 & &) () 7} ® ] Qo (in (123 (13 55
PRE PEE PRE PRO PRO FRO
Besidential
Residential 4 0.027) 0.118 0oL 0.003 0.007 0.019) 0.142 0058
Lommercint & Indusicia) .
Gen, Sve, <31 KW 23 (0027 0.118 0.016 0003 ™ 0.007 (0019)  (0.230) (0.230) . D416 0.416
Uen, Sve, 31 - 200 KW 28 (B.027) 4118 0.016 (.003 0.007 (0.019) 0,381 0301 0.113 ¢.133
Gen, Sve, 261 - 999 kW 30 (0,027) 0,118 0,026 0003 0.007 (0.018) 0,081 081 . 0039 0.639
Large Generat Serviee >= 1,000 kW 48 (0.027) 0118 0.01% 0.003 0,007 0.017) (0.329) A1t} - (050%) {0.267} 0.334) (0.413)
Partia] Req. Sve, >= 1,000 kW 47 (o.0zD 018 0.016 .003 0.007  (DOIT) (03 (041D 0509y {0.267) (0.334) (0417}
Agricuttural Pumping Service 4 @z o.us 0,016 2,003 0.007 B8 (1659 {1.659) (0,593} (0.595)
Liphting ’
(rnidoor Area Lighting Service 5 (0.0273 0118 0.016 0.663 0,006 0.017) 2578 2.365
Street Lighting Service 50 0.029) 0.118 0.016 0.603 0,006 (0.015) 2.393 2.183
Street Lighting Service HPS 51 (0.027) .18 0.016 £.003 0.00% {0.023) 3.619 3.609
Street Lighting Service 52 @7 0018 0016 000 0007  (0018) 2450 2240
Strest Lighting Service 3 ©.027) g.118 0446 4.003 0003 (0.408) 1,440 1230
Recreational Field Lighting 54 (0.027) 4,118 0,018 .002 (.005 (0.813) 1.800 1550
APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO.

FACIFIC POWER

STATE OF OREGON

'_a% ¢
&>

UT, 248 Stipulated Fimctionstzed Reovenie Roquiremnent ANocation Factors

(A) ©) o) ® © ) o o () w©
Residential General Service Generzl Service  Geperul Bervies Large Power Seryice Trrigntion Street Tyt
Tafak Sch 23 Sl 28 Seh 30 Sk 43T Sch 41 Beh 51, 53, 54
Line Dreacription {sec) (sa0}) {pti {se0) (i) (spc} () [sec) (i {tn)
‘Goheration ' I0%00%: 42.83%, $37%  0.01% 15.64% 0.14% 9.24% G.67%| 4.64% 141% 5,509 1.61% 0,192%
Transmission 106.00% 44.45% &41%  0.01% 16.22% 0.14% 9.04% 0.68% 4.56% 1174% 4.34%% 1.39% {,02%
Digtribetinn 100.00% 63.81% 12.68% 0.01% 10.58% 0.06% 4.10% 0.17% 1809 248% D6% 3.57% 0.64%
Ancillary Service 108.00% 42,83% 837%  00l% 15.64% 0.14% 9.24% 0.67% 4.64% 1141% 5.30% LoI% 0.1%
Customer - Billing 100.00% 84.82% 12.41%  001% 1.78% 0.01% 0,14% 0.01% 0.07% 0.06% 0.60% 0.55% 0,132%
Customer -~ Metering 106.00% FESEC 1459%  0,35% 4,84 DA% 0.99% 0.39% 0.22% 0.7% 1.36% Z.03% 0,01%
Custoraer - Other 100.80% R3.95% 12%8%  0.01% 2.04% 051% 0.26% 8.02% 0.11% 0.05% 0.61% 0.66% 0.12%
FEmbedded DSM - (MWh) 100.00% #1.83% 230%  0.01% 13.28% 0.15% S.27% 9.68% 4,65% 11.97% ¥.59% 1.70% 0,16%
Regalatory & Frauchise 100.00% 48.47% B10%  0.01% 13.75% 0.12% 1% 0.57% 3T «,00% 4.60% 2,.24% 9.22%
&
©
()
L
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Docket UE 248

ORDER NO. Parfial Stipuiation Exhibit E
Page 1 of 10
PACIFIC POWER
State of Oregon
UE 246 Stipnlated Base Rafes
Billing Determinants
Actgal 12 Months Kuded Fuoe 30, 2671
Forecast 12 Months Ended Dectmber 31, 213
Actual Wennshized Forecape
Hig-anl TA0-6AL 143- 12113 Presemt Froposcd
Sthedate Units itz Tnits Price Dollars Price Dellars
Scehedule No_d4
Residential Servite |
o KW SAITABLHIS 5,544,735,200 540058643 W DAL ¢ 22,359,567 037 ¢ 20 415,275
‘Basic Charse, permonth STI60TF 3,706,071 5,735484 bill §2.00 §3),78L356 55,00 351,781,356
“Trago Phaps Dimand Chatgs, por kW demand 15062 18062 17505 W g2.20 £58,705 522 $35,705
Thyre Phess Minimum Demmst Charge, per myath 1529 1529 1,539 ill 5380 35,848 53,50 55,848
Distritnrtton Enerzy Charge, por kWh SRTA2LALS 5,.544,795.290% SA0,866473 KWE 3366 § . 3176392299 38X § 5206537151
Enerpy Clinvge - Bohedale 200 .
First Riowl M (0-1,000) 4,099,028 935 4,053,241,935 3,948030,052 LWh 2054 ¢ §108,728,7458 13559 ¢ $301 030,089
Steond Blosk ki - 1,000 1,508,402.850 1491 553364 1,452,836421 ¥Wh 576} ¢ 85450178 1434 4 - BS0762105
Subtatal . 5,607,431,415 5,594,795,25% SAGEBECATE KWh 3413,040.721 $430,670,529
Fopwius to Tarmbasl Adhsbaent (80), per KWa 507451515 5544795250 5400866475 XWh 0040 p 52,380,347y nooo ¢ -
TAM Adj for Other Rews (205}
First Block 15h (3-1,008) 4,089,028,935 4,053,243,535 3.948,080,052 KWh 0.024 ¢ §947,527 6000 § s
Sroand Blok Kivh = £,000) 1,508,402 480 1,491,553 354 1451836471 EWh 0083 ¢ 5573436 000D ¢ 80
Subatet $413,214 337 $A0,670.379
Schedule ZFL
 ¥ivt Blosk KWH [0-1,000) 4,099,028 935 4,053,241,935 3.943,030,852 JWh 2550 ¢ $100,674,768 2550 ¢ ¥108574766 ;
Seaond Block ¥Wh - 1LO00) 1,305 AD2,450 191,553,364 LASEAIEATE KWh 3488 ¢ 550,602,285 3483 ¢ S50502.:293 !
Tatsl 5.607.433,415 5,504,795,299 5.400,366,475 1&VH $564,451,356 ES4i947,538
Change 317,456,792 ;
Sehedate No. 4 - Employes Discount
Resdential Yervics
Tressrisston & Anciflary Services Chargs .
per ¥¥h 17,683,351 - . 17653331 105695 W 0.454 ¢ $71,188 0378 5 4997
‘Bexle Charge, per month 13922 13922 1403 bill 9.0 SN 11T w00 126,117 i
Thres Phage Demand Charpe, perlcW demsnid B 86 B¢ W 220 Tles 3220 3185 H
“Threz Phave Minfome Dentand Charee, per ot iz 12 12 Will 53.80 346 $3.80 346
Distrivneion Foergy Chergs, per &Wh 17,655,531 17,655,331 17,095,095 KWh 3266 p 5361,592 5826 § 637,584
Energy Cherge - Schadnle 200 i .
First Block KWh (0-1,000) 15,790,524 11,790,524 11484472 JWh 2754 ¢ $315282 2559 » 293,388
Second Block KWk (= 1,000} 5362307 5862307 5,710,562 FWE 3781 4 $214777 5404 ¢ 130,579
Saliata? . ., 17,653,351 17,653,351 17,195,055 LWh 31,290,187 1,542,646
Poptus to Terminal Adfustment (30), por Wh 17,653,331 17,653,355} 17,195,095 kWh “0.040 ¢ (B6878) 0000 # 50
FAM Ad} for Gther Revs (205}
sl Bladk KWh (0-1,000) 14,790,524 11,790,324 1E484,472 ¥Wh 0.0 ¢ $2.756 .00 ¢ 30
Sirond BlockkWh = 1,000} 5.8&3@7 3,860,507 5,710,628 V¥WE 0085 ¢ 55355 8000 ¢ 30 :
ol $1,287,050 51342 hiS i
Schedule 281 . !
First Bleck kWh (0.1,000) 11,790,524 13,790,574 11484472 kWh 255 ¢ 5292854 2450 ¢ R854 i
Encond Blowk kWh ¢ 1,000) 3,882,867 5,8652.807 5710623 KWh 348 ¢ $152,901 3485 B 3108 50t H
Tomal 17,553,339 T7E55,51 17153005 W . LTI 1,334,408
Schedule 201 Emploges Disrount {8122,939) : (SE1L.559) :
Tosial Exaploves Discount s (38,000
i
Begetar 10- APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO. Docket UE 246

Partial Stipuiation Exhibit B
Page Z of 10 :
PACIFIC POWER
State pf Oregon
UK 246 Stipulated Base Rates
Billing Determinants
Actusl 12 Months Ended Jume 30, 2010
Forerast 12 Months Euded December 31, 2013
Axtual Normaliped Furecast
D611 T4 TS~ 1253 Preont B Propassd
Schedule Tnitg Unita Dnits . Frice Dollars Price Duallazs
Schedule No. 23/723 - Composi
Genersl Sorvies (Secondsry)
por KR L E254LL855 1123497446 1,092504,951 Wk L4802 ¢ $4,468.713 0361 g 33,944,268
Distribution Charge
Bagie Cheree
Single Phese, permanti 710,057 711,857 97,562, halt $14.70 513,044,408 51795 $12,521238
“Theee Phse, per moith 209,508 209,108 205,865 DI FIT90 SE743634 526,80 $3317,182
Eood Size Chege - )
=15 KW KW No Charge No Chags
- per kW for all kW in exmesw of IS KW 525,557 925,557 397,006 KW £130 51,166,235 5135 B1,121,570
Demnand Chtegn, The fewt 15 W of demaad . W Mo Chatge Weo Charge
Detmend Charge, per KW for 23t KW i pxosas of 15 k4 s7E0e 47,030 463,526 LKW $434 $2,010,835 $41¥ $1952,069
Reactive Power Charge, por Jorar 20,654 80,604 FEB43 hynr 6500 ¢ 851,248 6500 ¢ £51248
Tistribution Enerpy Chergt, per kWh 1LA25 AL R53 1,128,327 448 1992594951 LWk L7565 $29,827. 542 . 2622 ¢ 528447590
Eyursy Charge » Schedule 306
153,000 15k, per ¥Wh $82,208,260 384,651,260 ESEA70,502 WWh 3208 ¢ $27478,782 2817 ¢ £24,543,533
AT edditiomal ¥iVh, prc 1WE 243,1¥350% 243,766,186 13%024,449 kWE Z38] ¢ 35518, 742 20135 ¢ 55,039,122
Srhrotsl 125,413,858 113§ 473 445 052 S04 08T A S840 523,417 B76
Popilusto Termicat Adiastme 86), per KWh 1125411853 1,X28,437,446 1092594951 KWh 0,038 ¢ ($226,132) - o000 g 50
TAM Aff for Oher Rovs £205) .
st 5,000 X'Wh, per KR BBL295,260 B34,B61,260 $36,570,502 IWa D2 § 233,840 . 000 ¢ 58
All additionat KW, yeo KWH. 243,113,591 243,766,186 236024448 KWE 002]-¢ $43,565 S.00¢ ¢ 55
Bubtnid : $BO2T4TTS 3,417,870
Soheduls 201 ) :
13t 3000 |, po KR 822,208,260 384,661,260 §55,570,502 kW 2971 f 525048710 2971 ¢ 525448710
AR ndditiomal KW, per 10 243,113,593 243,768,188 136004440 kWh 220 £ §3,200,979 28 & . $5 20 279
Taeal 1,125 41}, 8538 128,427 ddd LOLIMBSl KW e ¢ 31002541 814,083,559
Change {85,856,853)
Schedale No, 33723 - Corposit
General Service (Primary)
Transmiszing & Ancill et Chitrve ’
perkWh 1348277 1348277 1,336,930 XWh 0396 ¢ 5271 0357 g 4672
.
Basip Charge
Single Phase, pez month. X rd) 51 315 F1270 24351 317458 $5,5%4
Fhree Phase, pormicath - 251 251 258 Bill $27.00 $158 526.30 - $5,914
Load fize Charge .
=15 % W NNo Therge Ne Charge -
per KW S all KW in eoess of 15 kW 5508 - 5,50% 5611 kW 3130 a3 pale 570314
Demend Clrpe, the first 15 KW of durend X Mo Chargs 2o Cherge
Drmind Charge, per BW for L KV in emposs of 15 W 2234 2754 2,237 kW 5422 S0 440 405 59,060
Resmtive Pawer Clmtye, pir kvar 2512 281k 2930 var 60.00 £ §1,%52 6000 ¢ SL1%2
Distributice Enecgy Charge, per KWh 1348277 1343277 1530980 ¥Wh 1544 ¢ 235,171 23548 ¢ $33.513
Enesngy Charps - Scheduls 00 :
156 3,000 1R, perkWh. : 853,168 _ 53,188 836445 kWh 3107 ¢ $25,588 2786 4 523387
AT eddifopal kWh, per KW 455,105 465 108 494537 kWh 2306 ¢ £1),409 2075 ¢ 314,762
Subtotd . 1,598207 1345577 1350580 EWh s ey 102,574
Fopuiusto Yeminat Adfustrosnt (80), por 598k 134B.273 1548277 1530540 kWh A8 F063 0.006 ¢ 50
EAM Ad) for Erher Reve (205) :
151 3000 K Wh, v KR (833,468 853,68 BG4S KWh 0028 £ $z¢ [.000 ¢ 5
All sidiffonal EWh, per KWh . ADS 108 A455.10% 494537 TWh 0020 ¢ 599 0,000 ¢ F0
Subtotal $106,256 3102628
Sehedrle 241 .
15t 3,300 K4, porkWh BAR,16% 853,163 836,445 ¥Wh 2378 . fodnm 2578 ¢ 524,073
Al aditional Kh, per JWE 453,108 495,109 494,737, 5 2136 ¢ $10,563 2T36 ¢ 310565,
Tptal 1348277 1,338 277 1530880 kWh 0obt 0 143492 EI3T264
Chmge {36,529)

Pege 28 16 APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO. Docket UE 246
. Partial Stipulations Exhibit £
) Page 301G
PACIFIC POWER ‘ t
State of Oregon. : . i
UE 246 Sdpulated Base Rates
Billing Determinsnts
Actual 12 Months Exded June 36, 2011
Forecast 12 Monghs Ended December 31, 2013
Artos Normalized Forgenst
Wio-snm1 FiInsf1z 1£35- 123 Preseat Propased . . H
Scheduls Uniix Thils Units Price Doliuz Frice Dolinry :
Sehedule No, 20778 - Lomposite
Large Generaf Service - {Secondary)
Lranamission & Ancillary Services Charge
per KW 6,758,502 6,768,502 6,629,746 kW 120 7955695 3512 57425316
Digtribnfion Charpe .
Bagin Cherpe :
Lond Size £ S0 K5, per month. 34876 34,876 55755 Bl 3140 3306,295 2800 51,075,560
Laod Size 52 100 XW, per month 41,602 41,602 @722 bill X24.00 $SLH0216 §32.00 81506714
Load Sizs 107-300 %W, par manth w77 22797 22,283 bill S£7.00 31492961 800 §1,068.904
Load Size> 300 L7, per manth a3t 438 428 hill 596,00 543055 $125,00 553,500
Load Size Cherpe ~
SSORW, e KW 2,004,760 206,760 057,028 kKW 36,55 1954178 IL25 $2,571:286
S1-100 KW, pet KW 2,889,297 2L580,707 2,828,198 WG S0.75 E2,121140 81,00 52,828,136
163300 KW, per W 3475309 3425109 3356475 XW S0.45 FL812214 5.60 2016285
>3001W, par kW 182,47 183.47% 180,103 kW 30 354031 A0 72,041
Demand Charge, per kW 6,768,302 6,768,502 8,620,746 KW cics ) $21.94450 W82 524,640,503
* Reactive Power Charge, perkvar 599342 396342 " 555353 kvar 500 ¢ 3386579 &S00 ¢ 5386979
Digiritmtion Prergy Change, per KWh 2,004,166.08¢ 2,004,166,03& 1.960,069.773 KWh 0326 ¢ 56,389,827 2425 ¢ $8.330,257
. nrp - Schedule 200
18 20,000 kWh, per kWi 135,479,365 1,241,365,565 3409538258 KWh 3040 ¢ 542,840,063 2838 ¢ £40,002,696
AT ediitional JoWh, per KWh 568,688,171 370,944,867 555 265695 WWh 1959 p S16,51.112 2763 ¢ 715,424,509
Subkots) 2004,166,036 LOEE 110,730 L967,804.948 WU £105,168,158 SH2384 878
Popufus to Terminal Adstment {§03, per K 6,763,502 6,768,502 5,620,746 kW (50.12) (8795570} $o.a0 )
TAM AG; for Other Rervs (205)
13 20,900 KW, yer XWh 1433,470.865 1441, 165,863 4,609,598.253 TWh 07 $340 575 6one £ s6
AT sAdHonal KWh, per EWR 568,686,171 570,944 567 558,266,655 1Wh 6,628 $145,149 4000 2 0
Subfotal £104.308310 511,294,676
Srhedule 200
120,000 k9h, per KWk 1,455,479, 865 1,441, 165,565 140,558,253 Kk 2816 £ $30,692,507 2816 ¢ §39,602.597
Al additionad Kb, pes kWi 563,885,171 ST0.044.867 538,266,695 KWh L7399 4 $15 250 925 2748 ¢ $15,290.925
T ota$ 2,004,166,056 2,012,110,732 1567,504,548 KWh $199,881,334 BI67,278,198
Changt ¥7356564
Sehadule No. 25728 - Composi
Large General Bervies - Frimary)
Trupsemission & Ancilury ervics Crarge
W 65,882 65,552 65,892 1 0,47 S5 5100 565,892
Bigtribuetion Cheere
Bagio Chaurge
Load Size 5 50 kW, por montt e 28 B Wil E17.0t $re32 $24.60 $2304
Load Sizs 51-100 XW, per month 183 163 152 Wt 828.00 34582 $45.00 56475
Lond Size 101-300 KW, per monta 35 353 341 bill 859.50 $25,508 39700 38,077
Losd Bize > 300 k¥, prr moath 35 35 34 il §99.00 53,365 £130.00 - 4726
Load Size-Charee
S30%W, pr kW 5.4 3294 3351 kW plis) 83,088 5135 3438
51300 kW, par i 12238 12,748 17246 KW $0.30 §3,707 SLIT SE3471
TOL-300 KW, per LW 81575 61578 61,812 kW 5OAS SLEBLY 30,65 $AGEFS
300 KW, peckW 14,95 14,953 1438E 1% 3025 53,720 35 5208
Demand Chargs, par kW 65,682 65,082 65,892 KW 3337 5212056 84,72 $311,610
Reseiive. Fewer Chargs, porkovar 25,905 15,905 25,838 Jover M0 g 15,535 R06 ¢ £155%
Distritration Ererpy Charge, ps kWh 18,509,08 18,507,080 AEFO5, 182 T c.002 g 56,014 0.074 ¢ 513,908
=Schady
15t 20,000 KWE, per KWh 1,645,693 545,608 685,055 kbh 2817 ¢ g8 217 g 8265079
ANl addifional KWh, per EWh 9.15L.385 SAL3RS 5110.106 kXWh 2 g 3245708 2.68% ¢ 5240 500
Bubtoted 14,807,080 18,307,030 18,795,535 XWh 500,953 #1073 R57
Prpulaste Tesmbned Adfmstment (30), per KW 5,60 65,682 65,892 BW (50.08) #5272 5600 50
TAM Adj for Dtfrer Hews (205)
15t 20800 kW, per kivh 3,645,695 9,645,605 2685033 KWR 0025 £ s2421 0000 ¢ 50
All iditional kg, pot KR 9,151 305 9,161 335 110108 1Wh 0024 ¢ $2 ]36_ 0000 ¢ 80
Subsotal 00328 $1,023,355
Schedule 201
1t 20,000 KWh, prrkWh 9,645,685 9,545,695 9685833 EWh 2609 ¢ $252,683 A9 ¢ 252423
Al additional kKW, per kK#k 9,161,383 9,161,385 2,110,206 kWh 2339 ¢ S231308 2539 ¢ $131.306
Total . 23,807,088 1507,050 1795550 IWh B384 5TR - $1,507 844
Chimge 8123526
Page 30t 10 APPENDIX A
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Docket UE 248

ORDER NO. Parial Stipuletion Exhibit £
: FPage 4 of 10
PACTFH. POWER.
Biate of Oragon
TR 246 Stipnlated Base Rates
Efling Determibnants
Actmal 12 Mamnths Ended Jue 38, 2615
Foreeast 12 Monthe Bnded Becember 31, 2033
Actnd Morsslized Forseast
511 6111 1135313 Present Propmed
Seheduly Ynity Units Units Brics Daitars Erice Dallpry
Sebedsle Ne. /750 - Comp
Lazge Genersl Servies— (Secondavy)
Tranomision & Ancillvry Services Charge
RrE¥ 3,435,320 3,840,320 3,212,157 W Bla24 4572290 jaWete 4,251,875
Digribwtinn Charge
Basic Charge -
Lopd Fiztrs 200 kW, prreaonth 261 26} 250 B #335.00 595238 $499.09 H1a506
Lozd Size 201-300 kW, prrmond 516 2518 2,413 ill 311500 $277493 2l49.68 $248,534
Toad Bize > 500 KW, por month 6180 6,750 6496 bilt FOLOO F1u55 38 391,66 $2,540,057
Load Bize Cheras
2200 B, perkW 1381 1,381 1,339 XW No Charge No Clurgn
20L-300 W, per IV 552,734 632,734 545,273 W §155 SROHZSE 575 $1125,55
* 00 N, s KW 3,359,033 3,379,038 5320260 KW 30.69 2,158,1% 5085 $2,22221
Pemasd Charge, per W 3,449,326 3,449,520 341 KW 543 $11,703,6%9 $445 F18216,220
Reastive Power Chargs, por koar S60, 552 650,392 661305 Tovar 5500 2 433,748 G802 $433,748
Enapey, Charee - Brhedule 200
Desnmd Charge, per ke 45,320 2,449,520 3412057 BW -$125 34,265,105 kel 54367561
120,000 KWh, per iWWh 184,180,533 130,454,535 187,732,515 kWh 2950 § $5,554,109 2645 & $4.965,525
A1l 1d@itfonal K'Wh, per ¥R 1943,750.698 1,056,231 487 1026570446 K¥h 25538 ¢ S26250.672 229 f §13.540,526
Subtots) - 1,227,920,233 1,255,586, 52 1214,302,961 Eth : £58,128 257 $50,757,716
Popntus to Teminal Adustert (55, per kW 3449370 3 409,520 342157 KW ($0.13) (5443,590) $0.00 50
TAM Ad] fir Ot Res (20} : ’
Ist 20,008 15¥0, per KWh 134,180,533 190 454 535 1k7,734L515 ¥Wh (50 & B56.520 0.000 & 0
All ddifional EWh, por XWh 043979408 £998. 31487 126,570,448 KWh 0026 ¢ F266.50% 0500 ¢ 50
Snitoted 158,007,505 $55,797,716
Schedule 251 . .
18t 20,050 KW, per KWh 154,150,535 190,454,583 187,752,515 kWa 3096 ¢ TSH12 109 3096 ¢ 5,512,129
A3 adeitionat KRR, por kWh L045,780.688 1,886,231 467 LO25,570546 KWh 2687 £ §27,563,415 1685 ¢ 27365416
Totat : LEE] 020,233 1,236, 636,008 1214302361 KWh 591,558,570 593 113,351
Change 1,725,511
Scbeduke No. 38730 -~ Compasiie
Largs Geneesl Berelos- (Primaxy}
Travemiisgton & dnelllary fuveless Charee .
per W 276,534 5554 273442 KW $is2 $361,207 SLI6 3317425
Distributiop Charge
Bnsio Charge
Lond: Sizex 200k W, permonth. 4 4 4 bl $367.09 BLA2% B468.00 $,813.00
Tovad Size 201300 X%, per month Iap 100 37 Wil $117.00 312,300 SHE00 33436500
Load Size> 30410, zer ionth 550 540 517 bill $301.0¢ 156,754 38,00 519%,136.00
Loud Size Charge
L0 Kw, por X5 o [ & LW W Charge No Charge .
201300 X%, par KW 7421 27421 26,699 KW 8125 333,374 FL.60 342,718
30 BW, por K 302,291 302201 99,138 KW 50,65 5194440 56,89 L &3]
Temasd Catigr, bW 276,534 276,554 7R KW 3538 §or 66 122 FLILI8E
Heactive Power Chargs, per kvar 28,785 28755 20465 Lver 60.00 & 517679 0.0F ¢ 317,679
Enerpy Charze- Schednle 206
Deineed Charge, por kW W6,534 276534 T3040 KW ka3 834205 SL.2% BI5I8T
st 26,009 Wb, per KWh 12,725,135 12726135 . 12534690 kwh 2392 g 6230 1580 ¢ $323395
ATl pddStionat 1Wh, par bW 78,263,768 78281, 768 96851087 KWh 2.500 ¢ 5195108 2990 ¢ FL713,78%
Sulbtata . 90,587,503 90,037,902 - 89385986 KWk B4320653 FLI0,00
Popalutto Yerminal Adustmest{80), ter k¥ 275,534 255 TTREAE B 053 835,573 3000 50
TAM Ad) for Grhar Revs (205)
1st 20,000 kWh, per Kivh 12725,158 12.726,135 1253459 Vb 029 ¢ FA685 0830 ¢ 50
ARl pdffitiem kWh, per KWh 78261768 78.2G,768 76851297 Y, Dazs g $19213 0000 ¢ 30
Subtotal $4.516.525 4390002
Schedule 2],
1s£20,000 1Wh, per KWE 12,726,135 12,725,135 12524,659 LKWh 2061 ¢ §383,687 3061 ¢ $283.587
AR pddifioual KW, per kWH 78,261,768 T8.261,768 TEES].257 LWL 2,647 ¢ $2.034.254 2647 3 $2.034,254
Total 60,687,503 90 047 263 89,385,598 LWL S6734 B3 $6.507,543
Chinge 373,074
Bage 40f 16 APPENDIX A
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— Docket UE 248

ORDER NO. . -« Partial Sfiputation Exhibit E
J Page 5 of 10
PACIFIC POWER
State of Oregon .
: 'UE 246 Stipuflated Base Rates
Billivtg Determinants .
Acimal 12 ¥onths Exded Juze 36, 2017 ;
Forecast 12 Meaths Erded DecemBer 31, 2003
Astugl Nermalized ~ Forecast
ar10-6/13 TEO-6/ET 13- 1213 Pragent — Propased
Sahednle Eanits Uoits. Unlts Prize Doliars Byien Bollarz
hedule N, 417741 - Composit
Agriculteral Pumpiog Service (Seenndary) -
suemissinn & Aneill £7Y:
pez KWh 159,445,303 198,445,502 200714409 WWh 6324 ¢ BS79475 020 4 $514,463
Distribution Charpe : i
Besls Chorpg (biFjed in Movember)
Load Sizex 50kW, ur Single Phase Auy St 6331 5321 £357 Bt N Chiarger Wo Charges
“Thirks Fhato Load Sio §1 ~300 KW, por customer 1925 pick] 1357 it $360.00 Benba0 §i25.00 $587,440
Three Phoss Lowd Sizo™ 200 W, per costomer 54 &4 63 il F3,A00.00 388,200 FASL00 578,750
“Total Customers 8310 830 BAET hilk '
Monthty Bills 38,075 38,775 37822
Loed Size Choige (bllled i1 Movenber) .
Single Phase Awy Size, Thres Phases 501567 -4 FL2E 75256 KW 81708 SL279352 $15.06 85,128,540
“Three Fhase Load Size 51-300 KW, pez kKW 115,789 13,789 124548 kW $1180 L7434 ’ $£1000 SI049 2440
Three Fhege Lopd Sizo> 300 KW, perkW 17,983 17985 15,808 kw 700 $131,685 $6.00 $132,830
Singlo Phase, Minimazn Chergn 369 369 . 564 bt $60.00 333540 88500 531020
Three Fhaes, Minhuun Ceange 1803 Lo05 157 bR $185.60 365,280 595,00 $148,720
Pistbution Encgy Chargs, prr KWh 150,445,307 199,445,502 209,714,469 KWL 4,168 ¢ 340,807 308 & $7,776210
Rewotive Power Charge, pe'!:kv_ar . 172285 Bas 140,366 Tvar - 6300 ¢ 51,10% 63.00 ¢ 553,108
Ensrgy Charpe - Sckadule 203
Wisttor, 16 100 FWhAW, ptr KWh 1,759, 81 1,759,751 LEd2 66 kom 4306 £ ITTAST 3979 ¢ } 5,326
Winter, AR =dditions] kKWh, perkWh L7155 T 1,717,133 1796353 kwh 2367 ¢ $51,508 Y 548,670
Surmarer, AEWh, per kh 195958436 195,908 434 LTSS K 2887 & 59,908,189 2908 ¢ §5,582,549
Snbtelal 199,445,303 199,443,302 - 309,714,408 FWh RI293670 RI7,534306
Popuhes to Terssinal Adjustment {58}, per kKWh 189,445,302 199,445,562 209714409 Kk £H01 g (X501} 0.000 g 50
TAM Adj for Other Reva (209)
Wintar, Lst 100 KWR/AW, per KWh ’ 1,759,731 L758,721 1342166 K¥Wh 0057 ¢ $682 0.000 ¢ . 30
Winter, AD additional KW, per EWh 1,717,335 1,717,185 1,796,504 15l 8,035 g $4e9 LT ¢ 50
Suruner, AL KW par KW 195,958 43¢ 195,068, 435 OG0TS0 1w o5 ¢ 35151 4000 # £
Subtotsd ’ 519,381,309 £17 532,508
Scheduls 201
Winter, Ist H0 EWREW, par 500 1,759,783 1,759,731 T34ZI66 KWR 5397 £ sIEme 3,897 ¢ R7L,789
Wintor, 43) sdiitions] KWk, per KWL 117,155 s 1796594 kWh AR 247,700 2658 ¢ 347,700
Sumsoer, AH KW, prr KPR 193,968 436 195,968,456 - 206,075,684 Kk 2885 g E5471,308 2655 £ gg’n,sﬂx
Total . 199,445,302 198445302 208714405 kKWh $24.872. 108 23,125,105
Clange £51,742,003)
Erhednle Nou 41741
Agricnltoral Pumping Service (Eﬁmary} :
Topsmisgpz & Ancillary Servizes Charge i
por 1R 604,026 504,826 627,388 KWh 6,314 ¢ $L972 0285 ¢ $1,188 :
Pistribation Charge . )
Basie Clurge (bilid in Novenknd
Load Stec=50 1%, o Single Phoso Any Size z 2 2 ¥k Mo Chasye No Chmege )
Thrze Phese Load Size 51 - SCOKW, persusiones L) ¢ 6 Bl $350.00 o 00 o
Threo Phase Losd Atz 308KV, per castomer 1 1 =1 3136000 41,360 31,230,00 1210
Total {uppmery 3 3 L wl
Fonthly Dills g 0 0
Logd Size Chargs Mliled i Mavenbor) :
Single Phass Avy Size, Three Phase< S0EW 10 18 10 kW 517.00 5170 215.00 $150
Thres Paese Lowd Size 51300 kW, pre kKW L] a . o X $lLou 50 SLeD0 0
Thxes Phose Losd Size & 300K, per KW 343 §18 642 TW §700 4494 £6.00 R £F 5}
Singls Phas, Misbrem Chage : 1 . h] 1 bl S60.00. 560 85500 555
Thyss Pirsss, Miniaea Chasge g Il 0 Bif 510000 2] 390,60 5
Distritarion Enerzy Charen, por kWh 604,026 4,926 627,888 EWh L, Amre 823,348 5608 # $13.0675
Reactive Power Chavge, per kvar : L1 1,41 LI86 Ry 000 ¢ sz 60,00 ¢ 5712
Ensrgy Charps - Stiednis 200 “ .
Winter, Ist 100 KFRAKW, pec KD T M A 9263 KWk 107F ¢ a7 3363 ¢ 512
Winter, AR addlonal KWh, perkWh 42397 42,957 44,608 Kb 2T B FL4 2638 ¢ 31177
Sutieper, Al KWh, per KWh 553080 553,080 SH520 KWh 2 ¢ 315,966 2635 ¢ F15.138
Sublotsd 604,026 £04,02¢ £27,383 kWb . 431,660 247,025
Pepuils b Tupmina Adjustment (80), per X¥h 604 25 604,026 627,88F EWh 0050 £ (BL4R) 0008 ¢ . 30
TAM Adi far Other Revs (205)
Winks, Ist L6 KEREW, peckWh . 7940 7949 8265 KWh 2o ) kil 009 g 20
Whantes, AR mdditionat KWh, per KWh 42997 42,997 44695 LkWh b2s g 3t 0.006 £ &
Sommes, Alf KW, per KWh 553,080 553,080 51492 KVWh - G025 g $18g 0.000 & sn
Sybeief 851,650 $47,028
Schedute 201 N
Wher, 1st 100 KWRAW, per KWh 748 7,948 8353 KWh 3914 4 5312 379 g §312
Winter, All nidifiona) K¥h, perkh 42,557 AZ,P9F 44,598 kWh 2371 ¢ ¥, 149 AT 51,148
Swsnraer, ATl KW, per K7h 7 353, 08¢ 333,080 STASES LKWh 2571 ¢ 514,781 257 ¢ $14,781
Tokd 604,026 604,028 €758 wwa BETREE 63,267
Chmgo (34,05}
a3 £ 10 APPENDIX A
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& &y
ORDERNO. %% 4 v
- i i Parfial Stipulstion Exhinit £
Page 6 of 10
PACITIC POWER.
State of Oragon » )
UL 245 Stipulated Base Rates
Billing Brisriminants '
Actunl 12 Months Ended Jans 3, 2011
Forecast 12 Months Endedd December 31, 2013
Actuak Nermalin? Forecast .
THG-ET TG N~ 1E . Fresent Proposed
Schedi Uit i Ontts Frice Dollaps Frive Dellurs
Sihedull N, 47/747 - Composite ‘ )
Earzs Generg] Beveive  Partial Regairement (Peipers)
Tranimission 5 hnoiibary Servive Charge
per kW of on-peak dossand, IDL9GT . 151,967 10,288 W 50.97 5106376 s0.52 590,434
stetilt por LV of on-peak denmd {OATT) 0 9 o W 57 B 1] (30.82) $0
Distribuion Charas
Basie Charge
TFacifity Capaciy <4500 IOV, pur moozth [ [ o kil $360.00 ki $510,06 50
Facility Copacity > 4,000 XW, per moath 3 30 35 Hll $640.00 22,400 $910.00 531,850
Facififies Chirge
Feedliy Copaciig 24,000 K9, p k¥ o [} L 075 5o 3075 50
Fagiltgy Cppacity 4,000 KW, por KW 212.32) 22,50 23,202 LW 50,70 186,717 $6.20 34,717
Demand Charge, por KW of-an-pedc demand. 191,967 151,967 E10,283 KW 52.81 §308,001 5443 3488,563
Reactive Pawer Charge, per ke 34,)39 34,135 L3,579 Yoer s0.00 # 56,827 60.00 ¢ 56,827
Renctive Hours, per kvark 157755510 15,759,610 12,162.758 kves BO%0 ¢ 785 Lof0 & 3,735
Tezorves Charges .
Bproming Benorver, yer W of Fucthly Cap. 21521 212,521 123,382 BW 027 533,448 3097 §33,443
Supplarenta] Reserves, per KW ot Frollity Cap. 21257 2iz5a1 125882 KW $037 $47,441 $0.27 s53.448
Spinuing ReservesCrail, por W of Feollity Cim,_ ) 0 0 B LT 0 ($0.27), 1)
Surplgmentsl Reservas Credie, par KW Paeil. Cap, 4 ) 0 RW ©0zD &0 sozn P
Breygy Charpe- Schefdule 200
Deenand Chargs, per KW of On-Posk deraend 19196 131,967 110,785 KW 15 $126,828 S1.18 130,136
vl pr oer-pee KT 39,678,341 39,678,341 18,345,889 10 2605 & 5390,936 1738 ¢ $431,362
Off-Pealk, por st pede KWh I 2L 20,194,321 2,182,084 X%Wh 2555 ¢ $208502 2758 § 5183421
Unseheduled Eoserv, wax EWh 1.240,386 1,250,185 1,225,206 KWh $E844 542,844
Subtotal e i 6117525 FEITRT=E0N SLiThse 51,354,203
Populus to Temminal Adjesanens (§0, pe KW BT 151,957 110,285 KW (30,15} 516343y 5000 $0
TAM A for Other Revs (2053
On-Pesil, ey an-pesa 1Wh 35678341 32,4753 13,545,855 kWi ol g R 0900 ¢ $0
Off-Benls, per pffpede KW 26,194,321 20150331 8,192,008 EiFE 00235 8 52,048 5000 ¢ 50
Subotal SLA69,584 53,568,385
Schusinke 20,
On-Posk, e en-poak KTh 39,678341 59,678,391 18,845,895 kWh 2,663 # §501,868 2863 $501,566
Off-Peak, per ofEpedk KWh 20,196.52) 26,194,331 8,192 934 FWh 2613 ¢ - RI408 2513 ¢ 214,059
Total G 122844 51,122 848 28,283,193 KWk $a2,185,50% 52,284,730
Change $59,03F
ScheduleNp 477747 - Copmosite
Ly rvire - Partrel Requivement {Tregsmjesing
Eranemisson & Ancillary Servies Chargs X
" Pt W oF gnopadk demand 285,240 255240 42,60 B¥ las $6L952 $L2 52410
credit por 14 of te-poak deramd (GATT) 2 g T kW (FLaz) 50 {51.33) $0
serihutl
Pasic Charge .
Farilicg Capaciy 54,000 I, permonih k2 12 8 bill §550.00 $4.689 595006 $7,5%0
Fiillgy Capaciy > 4,000 KW, px montk 24 4 17 Hil $L07000 532 $1730.90 30,260
Haellides Churge
Faciliy Capnwity £ 4,000 5V, pee KW 18320 18,526 L013 EW $0.80 3810 SL18 $1,165
Froflicy Capueity > 4,000 KW, per K% 326,500 326,400 a2 W 20,80 835,777 08 SLize
Daaed Cherpe, per KF of on-pesk demand 258,240 258240 42630 KW 354 5108228 a7 FW0,467
Reactivt: Powse Chnge, per kv 7,048 7,048 450 o 500 ¢ 327 55.60 ¢ 270
Banctve Hoprs, por ek 1048, 000 1,084,008 $1.9% hveh DORO § Fag D08 p 46
Brgervas [ R
Spimning Reseerss, ot kW of Facilily Cap. 344,750 344720 45,73 kKW ik d §12,34% $0.27 Fia4s
Sepplamental Reserves, per KW of Facility Cap. 344,720 4,720 45,736 KW 5027 812,368 $0.27 $12,348
Spiming Reseryex Coedit, por KW of Fupility Cap: ] [ B EW F02TY ity G027 So
Sugplamentl Resorves Credit, por kF Facll. Cap, 9 o 0 kW (8027 80 (56:27} 50
Enargy Charge - Sthedule 261 .
Pomand Sharge, por KW of Da-Paa denmd 288,240 268240 43,610 XW $1.16 $49.428 L0 $50,706
On-Pesk, poy strpoak K. 2039447 FOEI4ALT 13246613 ¥Wh 2589 ¢ 340305 X $292355
OH-Posk, per off-pesk KWh 51385488 SL3R5A58 §218765 XWh 2,519 & $206,981 215 § $277.236 -
“nerheduled Erergy, por K'SVh 3,963,257 3,060,297 457,485 EWh $11,205 $11205
Hudtotal 133,345,232 134,345,753 21,976,851 XWh §351,509 $280,028
Populus % Teqminet Adustment (86, per B 288,240 288740 42610 KW (5018 F5,055) $0.00 §0
TAM Al for Dfher Reve (205)
Ou-Fenl, gur oirpoale KWh 80894447 50,804,447 13246818 KWh 0024 £ bx1yi 8000 ¢ 50
Off-Peak, per offpeak i 51,335 488 S1ags a8 T R2I6TES K¥h 8044 & $1577 B.00¢ ¢ 30
Subtotal 858,564 F80423
Schedule 201 .
On-Pezls; par gnpealc KW 80,894,447 30,494,427 13,246,613 K¥n 530 £ 3536332 2539 g 3236332
Off-Pezk, per off-ponk k'Wh 51,335,488 51,385,488 526,785 kWh 489 ¢ $204516 2489 ¢ 3204516
Total 135,389,252 133,349,232 21020 56 kW " BE0E1S §1430,471
Change 531,259
Pagedat i¢ APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO. £ Partial Stipulation Exhibi £
Page 7 of 10
PACIFICPCGWER
State of Oregon. R
UX: 246 Stipulated Base Rates
Filling Determinant:
Achal 12 Menths Ended Jane 30, 2013 :
Foreeast 12 Months Foded Docomber 31, 2013 -
Actusl Normalized Fereeaet
THO-6/43 o611 ¥13-1212 Fresent Proposed
Schadds TOnitz Ynity Units Price Dolars ~ Frice Deflars
Bohedute No. TERITTER .
Yarpe Gepers? ServicePartin] Requirements ise - Reanombe Py et Pirsrer Rider H
Transmission & Ansiilary Servicss Chaege, pee [ of Daily ERP On-Pedk Demand ) :
Heoondery a 9 0 KW 0.032 h-¢] $0.0590 ]
- o & 0 XW $0.058 §0 50,022 hid
ﬁmmj. ssion B ] [ ¢ wWW $0.055 88 0045 0
Dalty ERP Demamd Charge, per KW of Daily BRE On-Peak Demand .
Socori 8 0 T B 50101 = 50166 k.
Primsry 1] 1] 8 ¥W 30165 30 £0.173 L)
Tranensission & o KW ikeed 3 50,174 0
Sohedule Mo, AB/7A8 - Compisite
Large Ganeral Servite (Secondsry])
Cransmission & Aneiliary Servides Charsy
per kW ef onpedcdernand 1630687 . 1830687 L L663,005 kW izt 278,517 5130 F2A6L,087
Distributipn Charge '
Basic Charge
Prcitity Capardty< £,000 55, per month L3536 1338 1287 il 5340.00 37,530 BTG.00 504,89
Facility Capscity> 4,000 KW, permonth, z4 ## 24 i $63000 15,120 FE80,00 $21 120
Facllitien Charge
Facility Capacity< £,000 kW, per KW 1,774,246 LI 1812453 1 5135 $i495,152 $135 Faad8,10
Facilily Capnciey > 4,000 KW, per B 152,858 w8 16796 KW sL2s 731995 5128 5233495
Tepssing Chtg, pet EW of oneprsk dorpand 1630687 1,630,887 1,663,005 KW 3258 $4.290,553 3406 $7,084,40
Resctive Pawer {erge, pet komt 444 823 444 893 465,888 ltvar 500 ¢ 202412 £ih0 £ A30z.412
Enerpy Charpe « Schedule 100
Demand Charge, per KW of OnePeak demend 630,687 1,630,687 1,663,005 kW 5118 $1895,236 LT $1,545,715
CnPesk, por on-poak KWh 387425543 R53,198 545 BI0.171 768 kKWE 2667 £ 310,643,911 314 ¢ Su476E
O Feuk, par cffpoak KWh 213,562,551 216,173,195 218471139 WA 2617 4 35,747,888 2324 ¢ PS.086 565
Saltakl E00,695,1 64 T BCS.21,740 618,087 50 WL 2RITEIE £79 563 D0F
Popnilus to Termins Adjustment $0), perkW 1,630,637 LG50,687 1,563,008 W $0.13) (216197} $0.60 E
TAM. Adj for Other Revs {205)
On-Pesk, per on.pedk EWh 387,025,545 333,198,545 30037074 kWh 202 ¢ £103,78% 0.008 ¢ 50
Off-Peak, per cdfpeak KW 213,669 56} L 81815 218871139 kWh 0.026 ¢ £56,508 ho0 ¢ 30
Snbtotal 528,219,734 52,365,835
Sckednts 201
On-Peak, per om-pogk KW 387,025,543 395,198,545 399,171.764 LkWh 1766 ¢ $11,041,081 2766 ¢ S48
OffPosk, por offpedk KWh 213.859,581 216,173 195 218,571,139 kWh 2716 ¢ 35944 540 2,718 E $5 __gﬁ_ﬁ_
Total 600,555,196 609,321,940 618,042,503 kwn £.000 5,208,365 F4B350.657
Change sz
Bchedule No: 49/748 - Compasite
Large Gonersl Bervice (Primary}
Ereusmission & Anciliary Services Chare .
per kW of ttt-piotk demend 3,585,103 3,585,128 3256578 K FL51 55,673,087 5156 $5,100,450
A T
Rasis Charge:
Fagiitty Capacity< 4,000 kW, por month 783 783 758 hill 20 X277,380 E530,00 $386,580
. Faliiey Capacity > 4,000 kW, por month 972 372 353 iR Fs40.00 3225280 390,00 320320
Facitities Charge . .
Facility Capasity £4,900 KW, por KW 1,434,948 1,454,948 LA84,689 WW $4.78 SLILESEY 0,75 §1,L13.517
Fagility Capacity > 3,000 KW, per kW 2,587,862 2,597,462 3,270,630 KW $0.76¢ 213401 ik 52,219,441
Domand Charge, ser ¥ of an-peak domand 5,585,123 3,545,173 " 3,756,508 kW #2610 F10,457,108 B3 $16,643,413
Reactirs Power Charge, pet kvar 243451 842,451 292,857 kvar .00 2 533,744 w000 3 385,714
Chwrga - Suheduls 200
Dewmund Charge, yerlW of On-Pask demand 3,585,171 3585133 M6 KW sLI5 $33420,528 SL1% $a.41204
On-Peal por on-peek KWW 537,707,001 F3TT0TL0Y B2, 507,452 KWk 2,608 ¢ 823,589,109 228 ¢ S22 A5mE
OfFPeak, por ofT-prak KWH 580,241,952 580,241,052 607,635,708 LWh 1555 g $15,525,198 2030 ¢ $13,505,053
Subtoist ES17,548,058 LSIT548,055 T589.597, 160 WWh F66,031,306 . $66,851,780
Papalus i Tesminal Adjestment. (36), per KW 3,585,125 355,10 3,756,978 oW e AEy 18363,557) 5000 s
FAM &dj for Oher Rovs {205)
On-Feak, per obi-pesk KWh 937,707,001 ST 582,307,452 KWh 055 ¢ 5245577 0000 £ 50
Off-Feek, peroffprak KWk 580,241,052 530,741,052 07,639,708 KW LS g ___‘5151315 0000 £ 0
Subtetal 565,365,746 56,851,730
Bchedaie 201
Om-Ponl, per on-peak KW 337,707,001 957,787,401 952,307,452 ¥Wh 2883 £25,158 347 AEES 2 26,158,347
OffPeak, per offgeak KWh 380.241,052 580,241,052 SULE35708 TWL 2813 ¢ S15,877.026 260 2 $15.877 626
Tatal 1517548 053 1587 948,053 1,585,547 160 XWh Jo750zI1e $108,88%,292
Changs SEBGT
Fras 7o 10 APPENDIX A
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ORDER NO. - Docket UE 246

Parfial Stpulstion Exhibit £
Paga 8 of 10
FACIFIC POWER.
Stivke of Orramon !
- UE 246 Sipuiated Base Rates
Biting Deterpinants
Artual 12 Morths Enéed Juze 30, 2011
Forecast 12 Months Bnded Devember 31, 2413
Actusl TMocmalized Koreeast
TE0-6/11 Tosa1 1312413 Presead | FProposet
Scheduk Yhnits Unitg ity Friee Dojlars . Price - Dollars
Eehedale Mo, 45748~ Compislie
Large Geperal Service {Franfmission}
Trrummiison & Ancillary Sserviess Charye X . -
« por W o opepeak demrmd £08,014 $95.014 3LWATR56) KW $197 52,509,945 5172 20545
Distribufion Charpe )
Basic Chzrge
Pazdiiio Smpacity < 4,000 FW, per natth 26 0 30 kil $580.08 17,400 290,00 328,300
Facilizy Capacity > 4,000 XW, per manth 27 7 38 bill $1,070.00 540,650 $1,730.00 $67,548
Faciiities (harge
Freility Cupacity< 4,000 K, per KW 43406 40,406 33,58 kW $0.50 $31,61% sL15 45,851
Paeity Cppanity > 4,000 W, per kW . 652,502 $92,50Z 1132311 kW 30.80 5911445 SLIS $1,310,20%
Demmed Chirge, pex KW of en-pezk deasand 695,014 899,004 1,172,561 kW $254 52,998,305 F47 5,241,348
Ronotive Power Chamge, per ke 115,295 115299 1ZRA07 foymr 00 & FT,621 00 £ 370,62
Enerery Charse - Scheduls 290
Demand Charge, por kW of On<Poak demend 9,014 599,014 1172561 W BLI6 $L560,371 L 51,395,308
Gn-Fesk, pa on-prak KW 251,574,000 2ELITAIGD 444,520,508} 2889 ¢ 811,523,452 2007 ¢ 39,694,848
OfEPedlls, per oftprale KWh 195,520,000 180,514,000 346,999,262 §Wh 2313 & 240011 2157 ¢ $7,482 794
Subiotad 450,244,000 450,684,000 95,539,710 KWk N BT 27,615,471
Populus 1o Tamminal Adiwstosst (30), I 695,014 609,614 LA7LSAL KW (30,15 C EmRTEn 50,08 40
TAM Adj for Other Reve (205)
Or-Poals, per pn-posd W LA * 255,374,000 448,520308 kWh 0024 £ $107585 008 ¢ $0
Off-Peal, yer offpoak kWh 139.513400 199,510,000 6,880,262 KWh 0,024 ¢ $83.280 0.00¢ ¥ pii]
Sabtotal - 29,951,710 SI7EILAT1
Schadute 201 -
On-Poak, poe o prak KV . 251374800 251,374,600 445,570,508 KWh 2539 ¢ 11,387,956 258 ¢ £11,507.936
OfFPraly, por off peak KWh 189,510,000 195 SHIL 000 346999262 LWk 2488 2 £8.636.812 1430 ¢ -‘1‘6,536,%1%:
Total 450,884,000 450,824 008 795318,70 KWh 47,976,458 FAL643210
: Chage R35,258)
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. Docket UE 248

ORDER NO. Partial Stipulation Exhiblt E
Page 9 of 10
PACIFIC POWER
State of Oregon )
TPE. 246 Stipulated Base Rates
Billing Deferminants
Actnal 12 Months Exded June 30, 2011 . ' :
Foverast 12 Months Ended December 31, 2013
Actuat Normalized Foracast :
- L4 ‘ni-aid VES- 12713 Preseat Proposed
Srhadpbe Doty Unity Units ) Dofars _ Pries Doliary
Schedule No. 15 Composits ' E
Crutdoor Area Lighting Servize :
Mo, of Crslomers 7208 728 6350
‘Fransmissios & Ancilitry Servipes Chargs . .
e KR 10,558,287 10,358,287 $705.823 KWn 2068 p 56,528 D050 ¢ 6,105
Bigiribotion Charpe
Distribaion Chares, per K&k 10,398,387 10,398,289 9709023 Wh 7005 g Serczed 782l p 755,477
Egsear. Charge » Schadule 308 . . .
per AW 103&?87 10,398 23F 9709823 ik 2EM g 5254 343 2046 # $198,205 ° H
Subtotal 0398287 70,398,357 2,709,823 ¥Wh §1097,155 Foun,207
Fopelus 1o Tomtand Adjnstnect (80), por ¥9h 10,398,787 10,398,257 9,709,875 kWh 0007 g - (5630} nose ¢ 50 |
TAM Ad] for Ot Rovs (205), per )W 10,398,287 10,398,287 5708373 1Wh 0.025 ¢ 2427 0,000 ¢ ki1
Subtotal 1,038302 863,27 :
Sehredulo 201
o WE 10,398,287 10,398 287 2705823 Tk 2560 p $230,387 2664 ¢ 553,36
Fotal 10,398,287 0,395,787 9705873 KWh 51,207,269 5,272,104
Change (875,075}
Bebiedule Mo, 50
Merrury Vapor Street Lightlbg Sereies .
He., of Costorsars 251 251 250
Eranymission & Ancillary Services Chargy ’ .
por EWE 5,273,384 8,273,584 8,84547 kWh 4068 ¢ $5.908 0060 ¢4 53,648
Ersteibmtion Obares . .
Distribution Charge, por kWA 9,273 834 9,213,884 &R45.574 ¥Wh 8916 ¢ 3611,718 5781 £ $600,580
Epgryy Charya - Sthedels 200 -
per KWh ] 5,273,584 9,273 384 2845474 kEWh 1363 ¢ 5209,31_51‘ 1845 g $162.965
Sunsotal 9373384 9,275,884 8,845,674 Wi $EI647 69,207
Popdusto Terminal Adfustmens (36), por k' 9,275,354 5,213,834 LRSAT RWh -8.007 ¢ (5619) 8000 ¢ b
TAM Ad] for Other Reva {205), por k¥R 2273 384 5273 834 £345.475 kWwh B0z g $1.85% 2,000 ¢ i)
Subtotad 823,158 69,207 :
Scedule 291 . :
o KR 9,273,584 D275 884 8345474 kWh 2.190 ¢ 3193330 2190 ¢ $I53,3%
Totst B.275, 354 9,273,884 8845479 KWh SLh23,368 262,597 i
Chugs 58,59
Seheduls No. 517751, 55 .
Steeat Lighting Servies, Company-Caned Spstem i .
Nox of Custemess L 01 75
Transupipsion & Andifacy Sarvicss Charse )
e KSR 14,391, 166 18,551,166 WE79.T35 KWh 0oy g F1z81 - 0.086 ¢ 31,55
Distribution Charps, per KVh 15,551,158 - 18,581,366 BT K 15055 ¢ BL07LTE 16,285 ¢ 5203239 !
[o = Schedigle 200 . : !
P 14,551,168 L% 551,166 18,679,135 kWh 3052 ¢ 3586817 1514 ¢ §343.589
frod A 2 2+ S . .- -]
Subtotal 18,551,168 IB,551,165 675735 k¥ - 52,752,555 88,735
Populng to Tezspiaal Adfstment (30), por kWh . 18,551,166 18,551,166 18679735 kWh 000 # (81,308 2,600 g 0
T Ad] fee Otber Rovs (205), per KWE 18,551,168 18,591,156 18,679,785 IWh 0083 ¢ 55,164 0.000 ¢ 50
et . - 8,787,151 58,75
Scheduts 201
perkWh ' 18,581,166 15,551,166 18,678,755 Wb 5486 p 5645407 3.458 ¢ $945,407 :
Total 18,551,166 18351166 18,679,155 kWh 83,452,688 823031
: Changy (5198,456)
Schedule No. 82752 R .
Siraet Lighting Saryies, Compeny-Cwned System . v
Ne, of Cosiemiars 35 55 59
Transmission & Aneillacy Services Charse
per kbR . 788,030 788 080 F99.08 K 1069 &£ 1F 0.060 ¢ 3360 -
Distrihatin Cherge
Distrsburfion Charge, prr KW 788,980 788,080 599,263 kWh 2406 ¢ $19,588 6557 ¢ pxZid
- Charvae- Sehodwle 300 .
parkWh 758,080 788,080 599,205 XWh . 2860 ¢ 7157 2233 ¢ §15350
Subtotst 708,450 738,080 599363 K¥Wh 557,156 533,083 :
Populus o Tersfal Adjustmont {80), poc KWh 758,080 Th4, 000 599,203 JKWh 007 ¢ isazy 0000 £ - 0
TAMAS for Other Reys {205), per KWL 755080 788 080 535203 1 2025 ¢ 3150 0000 ¢ - 0 .-
Suborat = ’ 55,083 ‘
Schediile 201 ) . :
pec kB TESO8E 788,150 300,205 LWh 26847 ¢ $15851, 2647 ¢ 515,86}
“Total - 78k 08D F36,0h0 599203 Kb 293,308 557,807
Change {£4,213)
-
i
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Page 10 ¢f 167
PACIFIC FOWER
Stxte of Oregon
UE 246 Stipnlated Base Rafes
Billing Deferminants
Acizal 12 Months Ended Jane 30, 2011
Forecast 12 Months Ended Detembey 31, 2513
Actoal Normalized Forscast
TAR-AIE) TG/ AEs- 1243 Presiot Fropused
Schedsle Tnits Units Tits _Priwe Tollare Price Dallurs
Bohedule No. 58763 . e
Streat Lighting Serriee, Consuner-Ownad System ) . .
No.of Bustormen . . 5% 55 260
T Ferion & Anl Servis 3
e ¥R 95,5487 9,543,236 | 9578780 KWk 0080 ¢ 55,608 0068 ¢ 55,747
Distribefion Chucye
Distibution Chesgs, per kWh 9,543,735 8548234 9,575,730 ¥Wh 4062 ¢ 5589, 107 3968 p 380,195
Eussrgy Chargs - Schodula 200
por LWL 9548236 9,545,236 9,575,780 XWh 1221 ¢ 516257 0953 ¢ 91,286
Sobtotal 5548238 9,584,758 9578750 kWb . $312,675 J47LE
Pojprlug o Terminal Aciutment (), per KWk 9548256 5,543,256 9578780 KFh BO0T ¢ @s7)) 0000 50
TAM AQ for Obar Revs (2053, por Kk N 548735, 9,544,238 9,578,780 JcWh 0.01] & $1454 2.000 ¢ 30
Subtotal . . IT13056 $477,2592
Sehredulo 201
per BWh 3,548,235 5,548,256 5,578,730 %A LiZe ¢ 5105240 1130 ¢ 108,240
Total 6,518,536 6,5485135 3,578,730 KWk . : 521,297 T RESATL
Change {535,825
Bekedutle Mo, 54154
Recreational Kreld Liphting .
Eramsmission & Aniflary Services Charse : :
per kR . 1,138,574 188,574 1,139,358 KWh no6y ¢ $u21 0060 ¢ ¥4
Basic Charge, Singls Phaso, pec month a2 822 513 il 5606 $4.878 56.00 4878
Basio Clrarge, Three Frust, permanth . &y a7 425 il $9.00 $5,807 $9.00 - 8,807
Distriurdon, Bacrgy Chargs, perkWh . LIRS 1158, 574 1,189,558 LWk 3371 ¢ §46,039 3848 ¢ 8078
Bucryy Charge - Sohedule 28 ) . -
ner K9V, L ) . L LI3%s7 1,138,374 LI8H 388 W 2300 » Loty 1640 ¢ 19,505
Sabrofa T 1,138,574 1I5k574 1283,338 kWh 80,521 FIAEEE
FPopalus bo Terminal Adjustment (89, pocKWWh 1,134,574 1,138,574 1,185,338 XWh 0,007 ¢ (583) 2000 5
TAM Adj for Other Bues (205), per kWh 1,138,574 1158574 1,182,338 LWh G0y ¢ 226 D000 ¢ 30
Subiotal . $80,564 §74582
Scheckale 261
purkWh 1133574 Li3gs?d  ° LISR3 EWh 1947 ¢ 23,156 1947 ¢ 423,156
Totk LL38,5%% 1,138,574 1,183,338 KRh 103,320 597,838
Change: ($5.082)
" TOTAL OREGON 13,09L8K958, 150375365068 13057739585 51,132,105 926 $1200 18,012
Rrmpleyee Barount ‘ ‘ {5444,925) (455,600
TOTAL URBGON . LI 88008 s1203ma12
{WITH EMPLOYEE DISCOLANT) - .
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