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November 26, 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING
AND OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Public Utility Commission of Oregon

3930 Fairview Industrial Dr. S.E.

Salem, OR 97302-1166

Attention: Filing Center

RE: UE 263—Responses to Bench Request Nos. 1-2

On behalf of the Stipulating Parties, pursuant to ALJ Rowe’s Ruling of November 18, 2013,
enclosed for filing in this docket are the original and one copy of the Responses to Bench
Request Nos. 1-2.

As indicated on the attached certificate of service, a copy of this filing is being served on all

parties on the service list.

Sincerely, u
Woatlias K.Off b [ bt

William R. Griffith
Vice President, Regulation

Enclosures

cc: Service List—UE 263



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I served a true and correct copy of the Responses to Bench Request Nos. 1-2
on the parties listed below via electronic mail in compliance with OAR 860-001-0180.
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610 SW Broadway, Suite 400
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Portland, OR 97205
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Melinda J. Davison (W) (C)
Davison Van Cleve PC
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Portland, OR 97204
mid@dvclaw.com

Michael T. Weirich (W) (C)
Department of Justice
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1162 Court St. NE

Salem, OR 97301-4096
Michael. weirch(@state.or.us

Sarah Wallace (W) (C)

Pacific Power

825 NE Multnomah St., Ste. 1800
Portland, OR 97232
Sarah.wallace@pacificorp.com

Donald W Schoenbeck (W) (C)
Regulatory & Cogeneration Services, Inc
900 Washington St, Ste 780

Vancouver, WA 98660-3455
Dws@r-c-s-inc.com

Deborah Garcia (W) (C)

Marianne Gardner (W) (C)
Oregon Public Utility Commission
PO Box 2148

Salem, OR 97308-2148

deborah. garcia@state.or.us
Marianne.gardner@state.or.us

Douglas C. Tingey (W)
Portland General Electric
121 SW Salmon I1WTCI13
Portland, OR 97204
Doug.tingev@pgn.com
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Robert Jenks (W) (C)

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon
610 SW Broadway, Suite 400
Portland, OR 97205
Bob@oregoncub.org

Irion Sanger (W) (C)
Davison Van Cleve PC
333 SW Taylor, Suite 400
Portland, OR 97204

ias@dvciaw.com

Kevin Higgins (W)

Energy Strategies

215 State St., Suite 200

Salt Lake City, UT 84111-2322
Khiggins@energystrat.com

Oregon Dockets (W)

Pacific Power

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 2000
Portland, OR 97232
oregondockets@pacificorp.com

Katherine A. McDowell (W) (C)
McDowell Rackner & Gibson PC
419 SW 11™ Avenue, Suite 400
Portland, OR 97205
Katherine@mcd-law.com

Greg Bass (W)

Noble Americas Energy Solutions, LLC
401 West A Street, Suite 500

San Diego, CA 92101
ghass@noblesolutions.com

Gregory M. Adams (W)
Richardson & O’Leary

PO Box 7218

Boise, ID 83702
greg@richardsonandoleary.com

Jay Tinker (W)

Portland General Electric

121 SW Salmon 1WTC-0702
Portland, OR 97204

Pge.opuc.filines@pen.com




Kurt J. Boehm (W)

Jody Kyler Cohn (W)

Boehm Kurtz & Lowry

36 E. Seventh Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, OH 45202
kboehm@bkllawfirm.com
ikyler@bkliawfirm.com

Samuel L. Roberts (W) (C)

Hutchinson, Cox, Coons, Orr & Sherlock, P.C.

PO Box 10886
Eugene, OR 97440
sroberts@eugenelaw.com

Maja K. Haium (W)
Tracy Rutten (W)
League of Oregon Cities
PO Box 928

Salem, OR 97308
mbajum@orcities.org

trutten@orcities.org

Dated this 26" day of November.

Nona Soltero (W)

Fred Meyer Stores/Kroger
3800 SE 22™ Avenue
Portland, OR 97202
Non.soltero@fredmeyer.com

Steve W. Chriss (W) (C)
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

200 I SE IO'h Street
Bentonville, AR 72716
stephen.chriss@wal-mart.com
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Kaley McNay'
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations



UE 263/PacifiCorp
November 26, 2013
Bench Request No. 1 and 2

Bench Request 1

Testimony at PAC/100, Reiten/4 explains that the primary driver of Pacific Power's requested price
increase is the revised depreciation rates in docket UM 1647. The testimony further states that the
revenue requirement impact associated with the implementation of the revised depreciation rates is
reflected in the testimony and exhibits of Mr. Tawwater. In turn, Mr. Tawwater states that the
proposed rates in UM 1647 increase Oregon's allocated share of depreciation and amortization
expense by $27.2 million

Please point to the specific pre-filed testimony and/or exhibits that would allow the Commission to
understand the revenue requirement impact of the revised depreciation rates on both the revenue
requirement increase as originally filed and the stipulated revenue requirement increase. Evidence
addressing the revenue requirement impact may well be found within the record, but is not
explained or readily apparent. Alternatively, the parties are directed to provide supplemental
testimony sufficient to allow the Commission to understand the rate impact of the revised
depreciation rates.

Stipulating Parties’ Response:' PacifiCorp incorporated its initially proposed depreciation rates from
docket UM 1647 in its general rate case filing in docket UE 263 as part of Adjustment 6.1, Depreciation /
Amortization Expense — Adjustment to Test Period. As explained in the testimony of Gary Tawwater at
PAC/1000, Tawwater/22-23, the total company impact to depreciation expense of including revised
depreciation rates was $116.0 million, or $27.2 million on an Oregon-allocated basis.

On July 9, 2013, parties to docket UM 1647 filed a stipulation resolving all issues related to the
Company’s request to implement revised depreciation rates. In paragraph 10 of the stipulation, the parties
agreed that PacifiCorp would reflect the adjustment in depreciation rates in PacifiCorp’s proposed
revenue requirement in docket UE 263. In September 2013, the Commission approved the stipulation in
docket UM 1647 and adopted PacifiCorp’s new depreciation rates. In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba
Pacific Power, Application for Authority to Implement Revised Depreciation Rates, Docket UM 1647,
Order No. 13-347 (Sept. 25, 2013). The change in depreciation expense resulting from the stipulation had
an Oregon revenue requirement impact of $1.655 million. Id at 3, n.4,

The stipulation in docket UE 263 incorporated the results of the UM 1647 stipulation in the $23.7 million
revenue requirement increase agreed to in paragraph 10. As detailed on Pages 1 and 3 of Exhibit A to the
stipulation, the use of the stipulated depreciation rates had the impact of reducing Oregon-allocated
depreciation by approximately $1.6 million, resulting in a revised depreciation expense increase of $25.6
million in docket UE 263.

The stipulated depreciation expense increase exceeds the total stipulated revenue requirement increase of
$23.7 million in docket UE 263. Therefore, all else equal, without the $25.6 million stipulated

"ICNU does not oppose the responses to the bench requests but is not joining in them. While ICNU
supports the stipulation in docket UE 263, ICNU did not testify regarding the technical background and

that stipulation in docket UE 263.



UE 263/PacifiCorp
November 26, 2013
Bench Request No. 1 and 2

depreciation expense increase in the UE 263 stipulation,” the stipulation would produce a revenue
requirement decrease of approximately $1.9 million. This is consistent with Mr. Reiten’s testimony that
PacifiCorp’s revised depreciation rates were the primary driver of the rate increase in docket UE 263.

Bench Request 2

If it is not evident from the answer above, please provide a summary listing the major components
of the parties’ stipulated $23.7 million revenue requirement increase. Please see the chart in docket
UE 217, Joint Testimony/100, Joint Parties/16, as an example that the Commission would find
helpful in analyzing the stipulated amounts.

Stipulating Parties’ Response: Unlike this case, the primary cost driver in docket UE 217 was new
capital investment. The nature of the rate filing and the size of the increase in docket UE 217 made it
possible for the parties to negotiate a settlement that incrementally built to the settlement amount by
identifying specific categories of cost increases to then-current rates. In contrast, in this case the parties
negotiated the stipulation by decrementing the Company’s filed case for specific categories of costs. All
parties agreed to: (1) a $23.7 million total increase and six categories of cost reductions from the
Company’s filed case necessary to produce this number; and (2) the $25.6 increase in depreciation
expense carried over from docket UM 1647. Because the stipulated depreciation expense increase
exceeds the total stipulated revenue requirement increase, the entire stipulated rate increase can be
attributed to this cost component. There is no agreement among the parties regarding the specific cost
decreases to current rates implied by the stipulation, except as can be indirectly derived from Exhibit A to
the stipulation.

As noted above, the stipulated $25.6 million depreciation expense increase is derived by reducing the
$27.2 million depreciation expense increase in the Company’s filing in docket UE 263 by $1.6 million
p g ,

as inferred in the approved stipulation in docket UM 1647 and the pending stipulation in docket UE 263.



