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. Introduction.

A pervasive weakness in the testimony and exhibits presented by Portland
General Electric Company (“PGE”) is PGE’s failure to meaningfully address the
concerns and issues raised by other parties in the case. PGE repeatedly either fails to
address issues or arguments raised by other parties, or addresses them only in
sursurrebuttal, after the other parties’ opportunity to file testimony has passed. For

example:

e The Commission’s policy, made clear by several orders issued since the
Western Power Crisis, is that utilities shall bear costs associated with normal
business variability. Notwithstanding this policy, PGE asks the Commission
to adopt a power cost adjustment mechanism that will shift to customers 90%
of all net variable power costs (“NVPC”) that exceed those included in rates.
PGE did not acknowledge the Commission’s policy, let alone address why it
should not apply, until its sursurrebuttal testimony.*

e In light of the policy described above, staff of the Public Utility Commission
of Oregon (“staff”), the Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities (“ICNU”),
and the Citizens’ Utility Board (“CUB”) testified in their direct and
surrebuttal testimony that any power cost adjustment mechanism adopted by
the Commission must have a deadband. In direct and rebuttal testimony,
PGE merely argued that a deadband is not necessary or appropriate.

However, it its last round of testimony, PGE described a deadband that the
Commission should adopt if the Commission decides that one is necessary.?
Because PGE saved this discussion for its last round of testimony, no party
has opportunity to comment on the reasonableness of PGE’s proposal.

e Staff recommends that the Commission indicate a preference for stochastic
modeling to incent PGE to develop and rely on such modeling for ratemaking
purposes. PGE acknowledges that its current modeling does not capture
uncertainty but nonetheless opposes the recommendation and fails to propose
an alternative to address the infirmities of using deterministic modeling for
rate-setting purposes.

o Staff, ICNU, and CUB recommend that the Commission adjust PGE’s NVPC
to take into account “extrinsic value” of certain resources that is not captured
by PGE’s deterministic modeling. PGE acknowledges that its modeling does
not capture this value, but opposes the adjustment on the ground that certain

! See PGE/2400, Lesh/9-21.
2 PGE/2400, Lesh/21-22.
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other costs are not captured by its modeling either. PGE argues that the
Commission should therefore not “cherry pick” extrinsic value for rate-setting
purposes. In other words, rather than engage in a discussion of how its
modeling can be improved, or how the results of its modeling can be adjusted
to better capture actual costs and revenues, PGE recommends the Commission
simply ignore the deficiencies and accept PGE’s modeling as it is.

e PGE’s proposed NVPC includes costs associated ancillary service sales, but
not offsetting revenues. Staff recommends that the Commission correct this
mismatch by including revenues from PGE’s ancillary service sales in PGE’s
NVPC. PGE does not address the policy reason underlying this proposal, but
merely argues that because there is uncertainty regarding the levels of
revenues, both ancillary sales revenues and costs should be “handled” under a
comprehensive variance tariff. PGE’s response to staff’s concern regarding
the mismatch of costs and benefits does not address the concern, but merely
tables it while PGE continues to enjoy the benefit of the mismatch.

e PGE relies on results of a “risk-positioning model” performed by its expert
witness. The Commission rejected the “risk-positioning model” in PGE’s last
general rate case. The Commission’s guidelines for cost of equity witnesses
require PGE to explain why the Commission should rely on the model in this
case when it was previously rejected in another case. Even though staff
pointed out that PGE is required to explain why the Commission should adopt
the previously-rejected model in this case, PGE failed to do so.

e At the beginning of this case, the parties agreed to five rounds of testimony,
which ostensibly would allow staff and intervenors two opportunities to
address PGE’s case in support of its requested rate increase. In support of its
cost of equity (COE) estimate in its direct testimony, PGE relied on the
testimony of two company witnesses. These witnesses arrived at their COE
estimate by applying a Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) model to three different
sample groups and by applying the risk-positioning model. In its rebuttal
testimony, PGE offered the testimony of another COE witness who testified
regarding COE results obtained with other financial models. Staff and other
parties had only one round of testimony in which to discuss these models.

e Insursurrebuttal testimony, PGE decreased its cost of debt estimate based on
its determination that it would issue $300 million of debt in 2007, rather than
the amount assumed for its direct and rebuttal testimony. Given the timing of
PGE’s disclosure regarding the $300 million debt issuance, neither staff nor
intervenors are given the opportunity to testify regarding the appropriateness
of PGE’s re-calculated cost of debt.

For the most part, PGE’s failure to meaningfully address issues and criticisms

raised by other parties merely hurts PGE’s case. This is because PGE bears the burden of
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persuasion in this case. However, in some instances, PGE’s failure prejudices other
parties. Specifically, PGE’s last-minute adjustment to its cost of debt estimate and
proposal for a deadband prejudice other parties because they have no opportunity to
testify on these issues. While staff is able to respond to PGE’s modification to its cost of
debt estimate in this brief, it is not able to respond to PGE’s deadband proposal.
Accordingly, staff asks the Commission to ignore it.

As discussed in the pre-hearing brief, many of the issues presented in these
consolidated dockets have been resolved by stipulation. The issues for which there is no
agreement between the parties concern four adjustments related to PGE’s forecast of net
variable power costs (“NVPC”), the model PGE uses to forecast NVPC, two power cost
adjustment mechanisms for which PGE seeks approval, PGE’s cost of equity (COE), cost
of debt and capital structure, the prudence of PGE’s new generating facility, Port
Westward, and other issues raised by the City of Portland and the Eugene Water and
Electric Board (“EWEB”). Staff discusses all but the issue regarding Port Westward and
the issues raised by the City of Portland and EWEB below.

1. Argument.

a. Power costs.

Staff recommends that the Commission make four adjustments to PGE’s proposed
NVPC for the forced outage rates for PGE’s Boardman and Colstrip plants, the sale of

ancillary services, and the extrinsic value of PGE’s flexible resources.

1. Forced Outage Rate for Boardman and Colstrip Plants

To determine test period power costs for ratemaking, the Commission uses a
“forced outage rate” to determine normalized generating unit availability. A forced
outage is an unplanned failure of a generating unit. The forced outage rate is the
proportion of forced outage hours to total hours a unit is capable of providing service on

an annual basis. The Commission uses forced outage rates to reflect normal generating
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unit availability in its determination of test period power costs.® Since 1984, the
Commission has generally used a four-year rolling average of actual unit forced outage
rates to determine a unit’s normal forced outage rate.

Staff recommends that the Commission abandon its practice of using actual
forced outage rates to determine the forced outage rate for PGE’s Boardman and Colstrip
plants. Using actual forced outage rates gives too much weight to extreme events,
resulting in unrealistic forced outage rates. Staff recommends that the Commission
determine “normal” forced outage rates based on industry-wide averages from the North
American Electric Reliability Council (“NERC”).

PGE’s opposition to staff’s proposal has little substance. First, PGE argues that
staff did not demonstrate that using NERC peer group averages would be less volatile
than using the four-year average methodology.* Volatility of the four-year average is not
a concern. Inappropriate weighting of extreme outage events is a concern, and is
addressed by staff’s proposal to use NERC data.’

Next, PGE argues that staff’s proposal to use NERC data is inappropriate because
staff does not apply the NERC-data methodology to PGE’s other generating plants.
Unlike the Colstrip and Boardman plants, PGE’s other generating units did not
experience any extraordinarily-long outages between 2002 and 2005. Accordingly, it is
not necessary to use the NERC-data methodology to ensure against an unreasonably high
forced rate for plants other than Boardman and Colstrip.

PGE also argues that the using the NERC industry-wide averages is inappropriate
because NERC believes that a standard peer group for an adjustment such as that
recommended by staff is more optimal if obtained through NERC’s benchmarking

services, rather than from NERC’s reported peer group equivalent forced outage rates.

% Staff/100, Galbraith/4.
: PGE/1900, Tinker-Schue-Drennan/41.
. Staff/1500, Galbraith/18.
PGE/1900, Tinker-Schue-Drennan/42-43.
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The information relied on by PGE for this argument does not show whether using a peer
group selected through NERC’s benchmarking services might benefit PGE or its
customers. Even if it is assumed, however, that an adjustment that is more perfect than
staff’s proposed adjustment may be obtained by purchasing certain services from NERC,
staff’s proposed methodology for calculating the forced outage rates for PGE’s
Boardman and Colstrip plants is still superior to continuing to use the traditional
methodology as PGE recommends.

Finally, PGE argues that it is inappropriate to use the NERC data to calculate the
forced outage rate because it is not verifiable.” Staff disagrees with PGE’s assertion that
the data is not verifiable.

2. Ancillary Services

Ancillary services are defined by NERC as services necessary to support the
transmission of capacity and energy from the resources to the loads while maintaining
reliable operation of the provider’s transmission system in accordance with good utility
practice.®. PGE began selling ancillary services in January 2005 and includes the costs of
ancillary service sales in its 2007 test year NVPC, but not the corresponding revenues.’
Staff recommends correcting this mismatch by including ancillary service sales revenues
in the 2007 test year revenue requirement, as well as the costs.

PGE’s opposes staff’s recommendation, arguing that the Commission should
address the mismatch identified by staff through a comprehensive variance tariff because
(2) there is “considerable risk to making a revenue projection for the test year,” and (2)
staff’s recommended adjustment does not take into account certain offsetting costs,

namely grid management costs, and thus is overstated. *° PGE’s arguments are meritless.

" PGE/100, Tinker-Schue-Drennan/44.

¥ Staff/200, Wordley/2.

% Staff/202, Wordley/1

19 PGE/1900, Tinker-Schue-Drennan/47-48.
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First, to the extent PGE asserts that the adjustment is incorrect because it does not
include certain costs, it is incumbent on PGE to provide evidence supporting this
assertion. Instead, PGE merely asserts the adjustment is overstated and asks the
Commission to reject it. In absence of persuasive evidence showing that staff’s
adjustment is overstated, the Commission should reject PGE’s assertion that it is.

Second, PGE’s recommendation to the Commission to ignore the mismatch of
costs and benefits in this proceeding and assume it will be resolved through a future
variance tariff filing is not a solution.  The existence of a variance tariff, if the
Commission ultimately approves such a mechanism, is irrelevant with regard to this
adjustment, which establishes a consistency between ancillary services revenue and costs
in the company’s revenue requirement. There is no valid reason to delay the correction
that staff suggests. The Commission should address the inequity that currently exists in
PGE’s rates by adopting staff’s proposed adjustment.

3. Extrinsic value and stochastic modeling.

Extrinsic value is the dollar value produced by the flexibility of a power resource
to operate profitably in a wholesale power market characterized by volatile and correlated
natural gas and electricity prices. This flexibility is also called optionality. The value of
this optionality is realized through profitable opportunities that present themselves with
economic dispatch of the company’s flexible resources in the uncertain market.
Although PGE has acknowledged the extrinsic value of its resources in its IRP and RFP
evaluations, PGE does not include this value in its forecasted NVPC.

Resources not used to full capacity in a forecasted period have extrinsic value.
For the 2007 test year in this case, two of PGE’s power plants and three purchase power
contracts have unused capacity. To estimate the extrinsic value of the two power plants
and one of the contracts, staff used estimates of extrinsic value PGE developed for the

evaluation of alternative bids in response to the company’s 2004 RFP for resource
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capacity. The remaining two power purchase contracts were evaluated in the RFP.
Accordingly, staff used PGE’s extrinsic value estimates for those contracts.*

Staff’s extrinsic value adjustment is related to its recommendation regarding
stochastic modeling. Stochastic modeling would allow PGE to model, for the purpose of
forecasting NVPC, the optionality of its resources. Stochastic modeling would capture
uncertainty associated with, and interaction of not only electricity and natural gas market
prices, but also system loads, hydroelectric generation and thermal unit availability, and
therefore provide a more realistic simulation of PGE’s actual power system operations. If
PGE used stochastic modeling, the Commission would not need to make an extrinsic
value adjustment.

Given the relationship between staff’s recommendations regarding extrinsic value
and stochastic modeling, as well as PGE’s concern that the cost to serve customers will
not be the same as the costs implicit in rates (what PGE refers to as “cost of service
risk”), PGE’s responses to these recommendations are puzzling. PGE acknowledges the
infirmities of its current modeling, admitting: (1) “Our NVPC forecast does not reflect
[extrinsic value] because it models only a point electric power market and gas market
price”; (2) “retail customers’ demand for power will rise significantly above [the]
forecast” used in MONET; (3) “any one or more of PGE’s resources can experience
difficulties at any time” that are not modeled in MONET; and (4)“[capacity resources]
are available for events that we anticipate but cannot precisely forecast.”*?
Notwithstanding that PGE acknowledges the infirmities of MONET and is concerned
with what it calls “cost of service” risk, PGE still opposes changes to modeling
methodology that will address uncertainty and result in a better match of forecasted costs

to actual costs.

11 Staff/200, Wordley/11-12.
12 pGE/1900, Tinker-Schue-Drennan/22-23.
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PGE’s response to staff’s extrinsic value adjustment is similar to its response to
staff’s ancillary services adjustment. PGE acknowledges the infirmity identified by staff
— its resources have extrinsic value that is not captured in rates — but argues that the
Commission should reject staff’s adjustment because staff did not consider other
potential costs associated with uncertainty when recommending its adjustment. PGE
argues that because the adjustment only captures a portion of the impacts that uncertainty
may have on the company’s NVPC forecast, the Commission should reject the
adjustment.

PGE’s recommendation is inappropriate. If PGE believes the adjustment is
incorrect because it fails to include all impacts of uncertainty on PGE’s NVPC, it is
incumbent on PGE to provide persuasive evidence demonstrating what an adjustment
with all impacts would be. Instead, PGE expects the Commission to simply accept
PGE’s assertion that the adjustment is deficient and reject it, even if it means ignoring the
infirmity in PGE’s NVPC forecast with respect to the value of certain resources.

In any event, PGE’s argument that staff’s adjustment amounts to “cherry-picking”
is unfounded. Staff’s adjustment focuses on a subset of PGE’s resources for which PGE
has the option, depending on market conditions, to use or not use to make a positive
margin and which have unused capacity in the test year. That this optionality has value,
and that this value is quantifiable, are not disputed.

PGE’s other resources do not require an extrinsic value adjustment. ICNU
witness, Randy Falkenberg, explained why ICNU’s extrinsic value adjustment did not

include coal or hydro resources:

Q. YOUR ANALYSIS DOES NOT INCLUDE COAL OR HYDRO
PLANTS. PLEASE EXPLAIN.

A For plants with very large spreads, whether positive or negative,
the expected value of savings will be zero. For example, a coal plant
might have a spread of -$30/MWh, and the standard deviation of the
spread is $5/MWh. It would take a very extreme event before the unit
would be “out of the money.”[] In such cases, the expected value of the
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difference between the spread in the probability distribution and the Monet
spread is zero, resulting in no additional savings. Calculations provided in
my workpapers show scenarios where the spreads are very large (both
positive and negative) resulting in no extrinsic value. This confirms the
reasonableness of the method employed and demonstrates that to capture
the benefits of stochastic price modeling, it is not necessary to model all
plants on the system. Only the “marginal” plants are likely to have
spreads close enough to zero to make this kind of analysis necessary or
useful.

Q. YOUR METHODOLGY MIGHT BE CRITICIZED ON
THE BASIS THAT IT ONLY TREATS GAS AND MARKET
ELECTRIC PRICES AS STOCHASTIC VARIABLES, WHILE
OTHER VARIABLES ARE DETERMINISTIC. PLEASE
COMMENT.

A. One could consider including a host of stochastic variables:
loads, outage rates, coal prices, and hydro generation in addition to gas
and power prices. However, in at least some cases, it is unlikely the
expected value of the power cost distribution would change, though the
dispersion probably would. For example, coal prices are not known in
advance. If one accepts the forecasted coal price as an unbiased mean, it
is unlikely that uncertainty surrounding coal prices will be responsible for
a systemic under or overstatement. Coal prices for individual plants are
unlikely to have systemic effect on market prices because coal is seldom at
the margin. As a result, there is no reason to believe that inclusion of
other variables in a stochastic analysis would change the expected value of
pOWer costs.

Certainly, it is likely that load and hydro conditions would affect
market prices, though probably not as much as gas prices. However, loads
will be unlikely to have substantial impact unless all utilities in the market
experience correlated load variations. There is some debate as to the
impact of hydro variations on market prices as well. By using historical
data over a four-year period, certainly some variations in load and hydro
condition have been captured in the price spreads used in my model. In
the end, models improve when the capability and desire to improve them
exists. By adopting a stochastic price adjustment, the Commission could
well provide the impetus for the utilities to improve their models. **

PGE’s arguments regarding the mechanics of staff’s adjustments also have little
substance. PGE argues that the estimate of extrinsic value it used to make capacity
resource decisions (on which staff based its adjustment) is not a forecast and accordingly,
cannot be used for ratemaking. PGE argues that ratemaking requires “prohibitive

precision” while resource planning does not. These arguments are meritless. First, to the

13 |CNU/103, Falkenberg/8 (footnote omitted).
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extent the utility relies on extrinsic value estimates to make multi-million long-term
investments in resources, the estimates should be sufficient to determine test year costs
for rate-making purposes. Second, as PGE admits, its current power cost methodology is
flawed. It is therefore disingenuous to suggest the extrinsic value estimates PGE
developed for IRP/RFP should not be used for ratemaking because they were based on
less than precise modeling.

Staff’s extrinsic value adjustment is intended to improve PGE’s power cost
estimation methodology. Staff recommends that the Commission indicate a preference
for stochastic power cost modeling to incent the company to develop such a
methodology. However, until the company develops and implements stochastic power
cost modeling, staff’s extrinsic value adjustment improves the company’s current NVPC
estimate by ensuring customers receive the benefits from the company’s flexible power
resources for which they are paying in rates.

b. PGE’s proposed Annual Update and Annual VVariance Mechanisms.

PGE asks the Commission to authorize two power cost mechanisms that shift
to customers risk for variations in NVPC that has traditionally been borne by the utility.
PGE’s proposals not only depart from traditional ratemaking, but from a policy that is
clearly discernable from Commission orders issued since 2001, which is that utilities
absorb variations in NVPC that represent normal business variability or risk. PGE’s
proposed Annual Variance Mechanism is also inconsistent with the Commission’s
primary design criteria for a power cost mechanism announced in Docket Nos. UE
165/UM 1187. Although the Commission described the design criteria for a hydro-only
power cost mechanism, there is no reason these criteria should not apply to a
comprehensive power cost mechanism. Accordingly, if the Commission decides to adopt
the power cost mechanisms proposed by PGE, the Commission must be willing to shift to

customers risk that has traditionally been borne by the utility and revisit the orders it
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issued in Docket Nos. UE 165/UM 1187, UM 995 and UM 1071. Staff recommends that

the Commission do neither.

1. Utilities bear risk for normal business variability between rate cases.

The policy referred to above is clarified in Commission orders in Docket Nos.
UM 995, UM 1071 and UE 165/UM 1187. In Docket No. UM 995, the Commission
authorized PacifiCorp to defer extraordinary excess NVPC, for later inclusion in rates,
subject to a sharing mechanism. The sharing mechanism had a deadband of +/- 250 basis
points of PacifiCorp’s ROE. The Commission found as fact that the purpose of the
deadband was “to capture normal business variability to which the company is generally
exposed between rate cases.”**

Approximately three years later, the Commission denied PGE’s request to defer
excess NVPC related to poor hydro conditions, finding that the costs at issue, which
equaled approximately 172 basis points of PGE’s ROE, were not sufficiently significant
to warrant deferral. The Commission noted that the costs at issue were well below those

in Docket No. UM 995, in which the Commission had declined to allow recovery of

NVPC less than 250 basis points of PacifiCorp’s ROE:

In UM 995, for instance, we established a deadband around
PacifiCorp’s baseline of 250 basis points of return on equity. We allowed
no recovery of costs or refunds to customers within that deadband,
reasoning that the band represented risks assumed, or rewards gained, in
the course of utility business.™

Less than two years after its order in UM 1071, the Commission addressed PGE’s
request to recover excess NVPC in Docket No. UE 165/UM1187, in which PGE asked

the Commission to authorize a power cost adjustment mechanism for NVPC variability

% Order No. 01-420 at 6 and 29 (Commission specifically adopting statements by
Commission Staff, including the statement quoted above).

1> Order No. 04-108 at 9 (Docket No. UM 1071).
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related to hydro conditions. Staff and PGE stipulated to a proposed power-cost
adjustment mechanism in those consolidated dockets (the “SD-PCAM?”), which would
have allowed PGE to defer certain NVPC for later recovery, or refund, subject to an
asymmetric deadband of + $15 million and - $7.5 million, 80/20 sharing outside the
deadband, and an annual earnings test that would serve as both a ceiling and floor on
PGE’s recovery.

In reviewing the SD-PCAM, the Commission specified four primary design
criteria for a hydro-related PCA: (1) limited to unusual events; (2) no adjustments if
overall earnings are reasonable; (3) revenue neutrality; and (4) long-term operation. The
Commission rejected the SD-PCAM agreed to by staff and PGE because it did not meet
the second, third, and fourth criteria. The Commission did conclude, however, that the
SD-PCAM met the first criteria, “limited to unusual events” because it included a
deadband of + $12 million and - $7.5 million.

PGE has articulated no sound reason for the Commission to depart from its
previous conclusions regarding NVPC risk and design of PCA mechanisms. Staff
recommends that the Commission decline to reject its previous conclusions regarding
utilities” assumption of normal business variability risk, as well the primary design

criteria for hydro-related PCA it articulated in Docket Nos. UE 165/UM 1187.

2. PGE does not explain why the Commission’s policy should not apply
in this docket.

As a preliminary matter, staff notes that meaningful discussion regarding the
applicability of the Commission’s policy regarding allocation of NVPC associated with
normal business variability between rate cases is absent from PGE’s testimony regarding
its proposed power cost adjustment mechanisms. PGE’s primary litigation strategy has

been to deny the existence of the Commission’s policy requiring utilities to absorb NVPC

16 Order No. 05-1261.
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associated with normal business variability risk between rate cases.’’ It is not until
PGE’s sursurrebuttal testimony that PGE acknowledges that recent Commission orders
may reveal “the recent direction of Commission policy” to limit a utility’s recovery of
NVPC, between rate cases, to costs those that are unusual or extraordinary.®

Due to the timing of PGE’s change in litigation strategy, no party had opportunity
to respond to the arguments PGE makes regarding the Commission’s policy in its
sursurrebuttal testimony. Staff will do so later in this brief. First, however, staff will
describe PGE’s proposed Annual Variance Mechanism in more detail and discuss its
infirmities.

3. The Commission should reject PGE’s Annual VVariance Mechanism.

PGE asks the Commission to authorize an “Annual Update Mechanism” and an
“Annual Variance Mechanism.” The Annual Update Mechanism is a prospective
automatic adjustment clause that would forecast normalized NVPC each year. The
Annual Variance Mechanism would track differences between actual NVPC and the
NVPC reflected in its rates through the Annual Update mechanism, and allocate 90% of

that difference to customers. Specifically, the Annual Variance mechanism would:

e Track the difference between actual unit NVPC and the unit N\VVPC
reflected in rates;*°

e Determine the Annual Variance by multiplying the difference between
unit NVPC by the actual loads from the variance period;

e Place ninety percent of the Annual Variance in a balancing account for
later offset or amortization;

e Employ an earnings test prior to amortization of any deferred amounts;
and

7 See e.g., PGE/400, Lesh/43-44 (witness stating that she is not aware of any regulatory
policy reason for applying a deadband).

'8 PGE/2400, Lesh/11.
19 Unit NVPC is defined as NVPC divided by loads (i.e., NVPC per KWh).
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e Share with customers fifty percent of any earnings exceeding an
updated return on equity (ROE) by more than 100 basis points.?’

PGE’s proposed Annual Variance Mechanism is inconsistent with the
Commission policy discussed above, which is encapsulated in the Commission first
primary design criteria identified for a hydro PCA. That policy is that utilities shall
maintain risk of normal business variability between rate cases. The design criteria is
that the PCA will be “limited to unusual events.”

PGE attempts to justify its departure from the Commission’s policy and first
primary design criteria by re-defining the risk a power cost mechanism is intended to
address. PGE asserts that the risk addressed by a power cost mechanism is “cost-of-
service” risk, which is the risk that “cost of service prices charged for PGE’s on-demand
retail electricity service will not reflect actual cost of service.”** Accordingly to PGE,
increases in power costs are PGE’s risk, and decreases in power costs are customers’
risk.?> PGE’s attempt to guide the Commission’s decision regarding its proposed
mechanism by redefining the risk at issue is unavailing for the following reasons.

First, to prevail on the issues presented by its Annual VVariance Mechanism
proposal, PGE must demonstrate why the Commission’s policy regarding allocation of
risk between rate cases and design criteria are no longer reasonable. PGE’s insistence
that the pertinent risk addressed by a power cost mechanism is “cost-of-service” risk is
not sufficient for this purpose.

This is particularly true in light of the Commission orders discussed above, as
well as staff testimony, which make clear that the risk appropriately addressed by a
power cost adjustment mechanism is the risk of extreme, or at least unusual, variations in
NVPC. In Order No. 05-1261, the Commission stated, “[a] hydro-related PCA should be

designed so that recovery or refund occurs only if the hydro event is unusual.”®® Staff

20 Staff/800, Galbraith 5.

;; PGE/1800, Lesh/7.

”s PGE/2400, Lesh/19 at footnote 2.
Order No. 05-1261 at 9.
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witness Galbraith reiterates the Commission’s conclusion, testifying in this case, as it has
in previous cases, that “PCA mechanisms should be used to protect the company from
extreme fluctuations in NVPC.”%

Second, as explained in staff testimony, the Commission should consider the
impact to customers when defining the risk addressed by the power cost adjustment
mechanism. As already noted, PGE characterizes increases in power costs as PGE’s
risk, and decreases in power costs as customers’ risk. This characterization is
incomplete and misleading.

Staff has analyzed differences between actual and forecasted power costs from the
perspective of both the shareholder and customer.® From the shareholder perspective,
without a PCA mechanism increases in power costs, all other things constant, result in
decreased earnings. Without a PCA mechanism, PGE is at risk from increases in power
costs. Decreases in power costs, all other things constant, result in increased earnings.
The opportunity for reward goes hand-in-hand with the risk exposure.

What PGE characterizes as customers’ side of cost-of-service risk is more
accurately characterized as customer’s potential reward from implementation of a PCA
mechanism. However, a PCA mechanism not only provides customers with an
opportunity to gain from decreases in power costs, it also exposes customers to rate
increases associated with increases in power costs. PCA mechanisms do not reduce risk;
they shift risk (and reward) from shareholders to customers.

More specifically, PGE’s proposal shifts to customers 90% of the risk that actual
NVPC will vary from the NVPC implicit in rates. Although customers may receive
benefit from this shift, i.e., when NVVPC is lower than forecast, customers are generally

better off without this risk. This is because: (1) customers likely assign more weight to

j;‘ Staff/800, Galbraith/9.
Staff/1500, Galbraith/3-9.
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the avoidance of large rate increases then they do to the pursuit of rate decreases, and (2)
PGE’s exposure to higher NVPC is greater than its exposure to lesser NVPC.%
Furthermore, customers would not only bear risk for excess NVPC

traditionally borne by utilities under PGE’s proposal, they would bear increased risk.
This is because PGE’s mechanism reduces PGE’s incentive to efficiently manage its
operation, thereby increasing the risk of excess costs.?’

Third, it is PGE that is most able to manage “cost-of-service risk,” not customers.
It is appropriate to leave risk of normal business variation with PGE, and shift to
customers only risk for extreme or unusual costs.”®

As noted above, PGE finally acknowledged in its sursurrebuttal testimony the
Commission’s current policy regarding allocation of NVPC risk between rate cases and
presented arguments as to why that policy should not apply to any power cost mechanism
adopted in this docket. Staff did not have opportunity to respond in testimony to these
arguments, which are listed below, but will respond to them in this brief. Briefly, PGE
argues that including a deadband in a power cost adjustment mechanism:

e Increases cost-of-service risk to both PGE and PGE’s customers

e Is asignificant departure from Oregon’s prior policies with respect to
electric utilities and current policies with respect to natural gas utilities

e Isasignificant departure from how other states regulate utilities otherwise
comparable to PGE and will reflect negatively on Oregon’s regulatory
climate and PGE in the national financial markets

e s not fair with respect to the different types of costs within a utility’s
power costs, allowing customers to enjoy the benefits of low embedded
fixed costs but shielding them from the full variable costs of the same
resources

e Isnot fair across utilities because it ignores how much a given electric
utility has invested in generation

e Skews the regulatory framework for normal business risk
May not produce reasonable results over a multiple year period

o |If bas%zl on a distinction among “events,” does not have a sound factual
basis.

%6 Staff/1500, Galbraith/7-8 and PGE/1900, Tinker — Schue — Drennan/53.
Z ICNU/103, Falkenberg/43.
2> Staff/1500, Galbraith/11.

PGE/2400, Lesh/13.
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None of these arguments has merit.

A. PGE’s argument that inclusion of a deadband in a power cost adjustment
mechanism increases “cost-of-service” risk is illogical.

PGE’s argument that approval of a PCA mechanism with a deadband
increases “cost-of-service” risk is illogical. PGE compares regulation with a PCA
mechanism without a deadband to regulation with a PCA mechanism that includes a
deadband and concludes that a deadband increases *“cost-of-service” risk. The proper
conclusion is that a PCA mechanism with a deadband does not reduce as much “cost-of-
service” risk as a PCA mechanism without a deadband. All PCA mechanisms reduce
“cost-of-service” risk when compared to regulation without any PCA mechanism. Staff
testified that the appropriate baseline for evaluation of PCA mechanisms is regulation

without any PCA mechanism.*

B. PGE’s arguments regarding Commission-authorized PCA’s in the 1980’s
and Purchased Gas Adjustment Mechanisms are not persuasive.

PGE argues that the Commission should not impose a PCA with a deadband
because the Commission did not require a deadband for the comprehensive PCA the
Commission authorized for PGE from 1979 to 1987. PGE’s argument that the
Commission should not impose a PCA with a deadband because it did not do so twenty
years ago is simply not persuasive. Simply pointing out the type of mechanism the
Commission employed in the late 1970’s and early to mid 1980’s does not offer insight
on why the Commission’s policies and design criteria articulated in recent orders is
inappropriate.

PGE’s reliance on Commission-authorized Purchased Gas Adjustments (“PGA”)
is not persuasive because the comparison between gas and electric utilities is not apt. As

noted by witnesses for CUB, PGE is not a natural gas utility.*

gj Staff/1500, Galbraith/5 and PGE/ , Lesh/
CUB/ , Jenks/Brown/ .
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Lastly, PGE’s assertion that the power cost deadband and the earnings test
deadband serve the same purpose and are duplicative is not well founded. In its direct
testimony, staff clearly articulated that these deadbands serve different purposes. The
purpose of the power cost deadband is to exclude a reasonable range of normal variation
from triggering the PCA mechanism.* The purpose of the earnings test deadband is to
override any surcharges when the company’s earnings are above the bottom of a

reasonable range.®

C. PGE’s argument that a deadband is a significant departure from
how other states regulate utilities otherwise comparable to PGE is
not persuasive. PGE’s argument that a deadband will reflect
negatively on Oregon’s regulatory climate and PGE in the
national financial markets is not supported by credible evidence.

PGE’s argument that a PCA with a deadband is a significant departure from how
other states regulate utilities is not, to staff’s knowledge, the type of argument this
Commission has ever found to be persuasive.

PGE’s argument that a PCA with a deadband “will reflect negatively on Oregon’s
regulatory climate and PGE in the national financial markets[,]” is not supported by
credible evidence. PGE relies on a September 25, 2006, S&P Research Report on PGE.

Ms. Lesh testifies:

Recently, S&P[] changed its outlook on PGE to ‘negative’ and cited
“an uncertain regulatory environment,” and “power cost variations that
cannot currently be passed through to customers” as concerns. S&P also
stated that it could PGE’s outlook to stable if, among other items, “a
sufficiently supportive PCA mechanism is adopted in addition to
extension of the RVM.”**

[Confidential material begins]

32 5taff/800, Galbraith/9.
33 Staff/800, Galbraith/17.
% PGE/2400, Lesh/16 (footnote omitted.)
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[Confidential material ends]
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In sum, it is impossible to conclude that S&P conducted a timely independent
inquiry into the powercost frameworks proposed by the parties in this proceeding, let
alone whether S&P has an opinion on whether a PCA with a deadband is “sufficiently

supportive.”

D. PGE’s argument that a deadband shields customers from paying the full
variable costs of resources is not well founded.

The Commission determines the full fixed costs of PGE’s resources in a general
rate case. The Commission also determines the full variable costs of PGE’s resources
when it determines normalized NVPC in a general rate case. As a result, PGE recovers
the full cost of its resources in base rates. PGE challenges this logic by implicitly
equating full variable costs with actual variable costs and then suggesting that a PCA
mechanism without a deadband is necessary for the recovery of its actual costs. Contrary
to PGE’s assertion, a PCA mechanism with a deadband does not shield customers from

paying the full cost of the company’s resources.

E. PGE’s argument that a deadband is not fair across utilities because it
ignores how much a given electric utility has invested in generation is
unpersuasive.

The ability of a utility to absorb increased power costs depends on its overall
ratebase not its generation ratebase. Contrary to PGE’s assertion, a policy that sets PCA
mechanism deadbands proportional to overall ratebase treats utilities equally.

In any case, staff is not recommending a universal deadband that would be
applied to all of Oregon’s investor-owned electric utilities. Staff has indicated that the
purpose of a deadband is to exclude a reasonable range of normal variation in power
costs from triggering the PCA mechanism. This standard may result in different

deadband recommendations for the different electric utilities.

F. PGE’s argument that a deadband skews the regulatory framework for
normal business risk is misguided.
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In a nutshell, PGE’s argument is that it cannot offset large increases in NVPC
with reductions in non-power O&M. First, staff’s proposed PCA mechanism does
provide for recovery of large increases in NVPC. Second, the ability to offset cost
increases is not the appropriate consideration. Staff and the Commission have both
indicated the appropriate consideration is the ability of the utility to absorb costs between

rate cases.

G. PGE’s argument that a deadband may not produce reasonable results
over a multiple year period is unpersuasive.

PGE’s assertions about what history tells, and does not tell, about the future
are unpersuasive. The issue is the likelihood and treatment of consecutive years of bad
events. PGE seems to believe that a cap on the amount the utility is required to absorb
over consecutive years would be appropriate, but stops short of making this part of its

alternative deadband recommendation. PGE’s discussion of this issue is untimely.

H. PGE’s argument that a deadband does not have a sound factual basis is
invalid.

PGE’s assertion that “unusual” is “in the eye of the beholder” is about as effective
as asserting that “cold” is “in the eye of the beholder”. Asserting that the determination
of “unusual” or “cold” requires judgment, does not imply that the determination is made
without a sound factual basis. In Oregon, an outside temperature of minus 10 degrees
Fahrenheit is cold, and unusual, in the eye of any reasonable beholder. Staff’s
recommended deadband is based on professional judgment (see UM 995) and compares
favorably with alternative deadbands based on a simulated distribution of PGE’s
NVPC.®

In addition to including new arguments in its sursurrebuttal testimony, PGE

included a proposal for a “NVPC variance deadband[,] in the event the “Commission

% Staff/1500, Galbraith/14-16.
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believes one is necessary.”® PGE’s deadband proposal is untimely. No party has the
opportunity to even investigate the merit of the proposal, let alone testify regarding its
merit.

That the Commission may require inclusion of a deadband in any power cost
adjustment mechanism it adopts should not have been a last-minute revelation for PGE.
ICNU, CUB and staff all criticized PGE’s proposed Annual Variance Mechanism quite
sharply because it did not include a deadband and pointed out the Commission’s orders
that supported inclusion of a deadband. PGE chose not to respond to those criticisms in a
timely manner. It should not be allowed to take advantage of that failure in its

sursurrebuttal testimony.

4, PGE’s Annual Variance Mechanism does not meet the Commission’s
second and third design criteria.

Notwithstanding PGE’s failure to include a deadband in its Annual Variance
Mechanism, and thus satisfy the Commission’s first primary design criteria, the
Commission should also reject PGE’s Annual Variance Mechanism because PGE did not
establish that its mechanism satisfies the second and third primary design criteria. The
Commission’s second primary design criteria is that the mechanism not allow adjustment
for NVPC variability if the utility’s overall earnings are reasonable. In UE 165/UM
1187, the Commission noted that a mechanism that would preclude recovery of excess
NVPC if the utility’s earnings otherwise were at least equal to the bottom of a range
around the utility’s ROE would meet this criteria.*’

While PGE’s proposed mechanism does include an earnings test, it is decidedly
different than that described by the Commission in Order No. 05-1261. Whereas the
Commission described a mechanism in which the utility would not recover excess NVPC

if its earnings exceeded a range below the utility’s ROE, PGE proposes that it be allowed

3 PGE/2400, Lesh/21.
37 Order No. 05-1261 at 9-10.
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to recover any NVPC variation unless its earnings exceed an amount equal to 100 basis
points above PGE’s ROE, which would be re-set each year. PGE’s proposal would
essentially guarantee PGE the opportunity to earn over its rate of return. This proposal
does not satisfy the Commission’s second design criteria.

With respect to whether PGE’s Annual Variance Mechanism meets the
Commission’s third primary design criteria, little discussion is necessary. PGE
acknowledges that it did not attempt to show that its proposed mechanism satisfies the
Commission’s third primary design criteria, revenue neutrality. *

5. The Commission should reject PGE’s Annual Update Mechanism.

Staff also recommends that the Commission reject PGE’s Annual Update
mechanism. This mechanism would be cumbersome and time consuming and it is
unclear whether its benefits would outweigh the regulatory burden it would impose.
Notably, the mechanism is very similar to the current RVM. However, under PGE’s
proposal in this docket, staff and other intervenors would have three months less to
examine PGE’s filing and pursue discovery.*

Furthermore, under PGE’s new method for determining the transition cost
adjustment, an annual update mechanism is not necessary. It is also not necessary if the
Commission adopts staff’s proposed power cost adjustment mechanism that is described
below.

6. Staff recommends the Commission adopt Staff’s proposed PCA.

Staff’s proposed Power Cost Adjustment (“PCA’) mechanism satisfies the
Commission’s design criteria. Staff recommends a long-term retrospective PCA

mechanism that would:

e Track the difference between the actual unit NVPC and the unit NVPC
reflected in rates;

38 PGE/400, Lesh-Niman/46.
39 cuB/200, Jenks-Brown/13.
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e Determine the annual variance amount by multiplying the difference
between unit NVPC by the normalized loads reflected in rates;

e Use a power cost deadband equal to plus and minus 150 basis points of
ROE to exclude normal variation from triggering the mechanism;

e Place ninety percent of all amounts exceeding the power cost deadband
in a balancing account for later offset or amortization;

e Use an earnings test with a deadband equal to plus or minus 100 basis
points of ROE to override any surcharges (surcredits) when the
company’s earnings are above (below) the bottom (top) of a reasonable
range; and

e Apply any surcharges or surcredits to customers that were charged cost-
of- service rates during the PCA year.

As already noted, the primary purpose of a PCA is to protect the utility from
major increases in net variable power costs. Staff’s proposed mechanism does this, and
also incents the utility to minimize NVPC, does not incent direct access eligible
customers on their choice to elect direct access or remain with the company and also,
overrides any surcharges or surcredits triggered by large variability in NVPC if PGE’s
earnings are above or below a reasonable range.

c. Cost of capital.

Staff’s recommends a 6.20 percent cost of debt and 9.4 cost of equity (“COE”)
based on a capital structure of 50 percent debt and 50 percent equity, for a 7.80 percent
overall rate of return.

d. Cost of debt.

PGE agreed, as a condition of the Commission’s approval of its 2005 request to
re-distribute its stock to Enron’s creditors, to not seek recovery of increases in its costs of
capital due to Enron’s ownership. Approximately 41 basis points of PGE’s latest cost of
debt estimate, which is 6.73 percent, are attributable to Enron-related costs. Staff

recommends that the Commission remove Enron-related costs from PGE’s cost of debt
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and correct several errors in PGE’s cost of debt analysis, which results in a cost of debt
estimate of 6.20 percent.
Staff’s adjustments and corrections to PGE’s cost of debt analysis are listed

below. Specifically, staff:

e Recalculated the internal rate of return (IRR) because PGE’s calculation
appeared to be in error.

e Substituted the actual amount of a $100 million issuance PGE plans for
mid-2007 for the average gross proceeds ($54 million), PGE used to
calculate the IRR.

e Removed losses on reacquired debt.

e Re-priced PGE’s pro forma debt issuance to reflect updated interest
rates and spreads.

e Re-priced six issuances negatively affected by Enron’s ownership of
PGE.

In its sursurrebuttal testimony, PGE modified its already amended proposal for
long-term cost of debt from 6.826 percent to 6.73 percent. This update did not include
the corrections and Enron-related adjustments proposed by staff. Instead, PGE updated
its cost of debt estimate because it concluded it would to issue $150 million more debt
than it discussed in prior rounds of testimony and would issue a substantial amount of
debt with a ten-year maturity. In light of the new information regarding PGE’s planned
debt issuances, staff modifies its cost of debt estimate to 6.20 percent.*’

The major differences between staff’s estimate of PGE’s cost of debt and PGE’s
modified proposal is Enron-related costs that account for approximately 41 basis points.
The remaining difference of 12 basis points is due to other corrections and standard

adjustments that staff describes below. For example, when recalculating PGE’s cost of

0 Attachment A to this brief is a spreadsheet updating staff’s analysis for the additional
facts PGE provided in its sursurrebuttal testimony.
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debt to include the new information regarding PGE’s debt issuances, staff followed its
long-standing practice of using the most current Treasury Rate, which was 4.565 percent

on November 14, 2006.*

1. PGE’s IRR calculation.

PGE finds staff’s first correction to the IRR of each of PGE’s debt issuances to be
of little moment. PGE notes that the differences between staff’s IRR calculations are
small (approximately one-half basis point) and that it does not understand why staff
believed it was important to discuss.*?

PGE did not provide its workpapers showing its IRR calculations, so staff could
not determine why there was a difference between its IRR calculations and those of the
Company. However, staff was able to create the IRR calculations itself using Excel
formulas. When staff determined the resulting IRRs did not match, Staff decided to
report the discrepancy rather than ignore it or make the correction without mention. Staff

described its correction to be sure the results were clear and reproducible.

2. PGE’s use of “average gross proceeds” rather than actual cost of an
anticipated 2007 issuance results in an inflated IRR and estimate of
overall embedded cost of debt.

PGE’s cost of debt includes a $100 million issue planned for sometime around
July 2007. PGE did not use the full amount of the expected issuance to calculate its IRR,
but used a “monthly average balance” of $54 million. In its calculation of the IRR, staff
substituted the actual amount of the issuance for the monthly average balance used by
PGE for two reasons. First, because PGE did not average the expected fees in a similar

way, using the monthly average resulted in an inflated IRR. Second, because the

1 Attachment B to this brief is a spreadsheet showing the treasury rate on November 14,
2006. Staff asks the Commission to take official notice of the November 14, 2006
treasury rate under OAR 860-014-0050. See OPUC Order No. 99-697 at 20
(Commission taking official notice of spot rates for five-, seven-, and ten-year U.S.
Treasury securities).

2 PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/11.
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assumed debt in 2007 is less expensive than PGE’s embedded cost of debt, assuming a
lower balance inflated PGE’s estimate of its embedded cost of debt.*”®

PGE argues that its use of the monthly average balance is consistent with how it
treats its outstanding debt.** This argument is without merit. For example, when
assuming the replacement of existing long-term debt that is maturing within the test
period, staff does not argued to average the few months of the old debt series with the
remaining months of the new debt series. Atrtificially lowering the outstanding amount of
debt present at the end of the test period only serves to inflate the cost of debt on a going

forward basis.

3. Staff properly assumed a ten-year maturity to price PGE’s pro forma
debt issuance.

PGE’s complaint with staff’s adjustment re-pricing PGE’s pro-forma debt
issuance anticipated in July 2007 appears to be limited to staff’s decision to determine the
price using a ten-year maturity. PGE argues that staff should have assumed a thirty-year
maturity for the 2007 $100 million issue because this is what PGE intends to issue. PGE
argues that by assuming a 10-year maturity, staff “is essentially setting a maturity
schedule for future debt issuances.”* Again, PGE’s argument is not well taken.

First, it is important to put staff’s use of a ten-year maturity into context. Staff
uses the ten-year maturity term only to price debt that PGE says it plans to issue around
July 2007. This maturity may or may not match the maturity of the debt PGE issues;
much like the interest rate assumed for the debt may or may not match the actual interest
rate of the actual issuance. The maturity assumption is a tool to estimate the cost of the

anticipated debt issuance, not to limit PGE’s flexibility in issuing the debt.

%3 Staff/1200, Conway/3.
* PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/12.

*> PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/12-13.
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As explained by staff, if the Commission assumes a maturity for replacement debt
that is too long, this increases the potential gains to shareholders at the expense of
customers. This is because the Company can choose to issue debt of a shorter maturity,
and incur interest expense that is lower than that implicit in rates. Assuming a ten-year
maturity does not preclude PGE from issuing debt with a longer maturity. However, it
does help ensure that PGE will not be able to obtain a windfall at the expense of
customers.

Furthermore, PGE’s assertion that staff did not “take into account PGE’s need to
stagger its maturity dates as part of an overall financing strategy” is factually incorrect.

In support of this assertion, PGE apparently relies on the following exchange during

PGE’s deposition of staff witness Conway:

[PGE counsel:] Would you expect that the Company — one of the
considerations that they have when they issue debt is to stagger the
maturity of the various debt issuances so that they do not all mature at the
same time?

[Conway:] Yes, that would be a reasonable thing for them to do.

[PGE counsel:] And did you take that into account when you
recommended that the maturity be based on a 10-year rate?

[Conway:] | looked at the maturing — maturities going forward,
but I didn’t provide an exhibit that showed all the maturities that would be
coming due over the next 10 to 20 years.

[PGE counsel:] And in looking and performing that analysis, did
you conclude that a maturity in 10 years would be a reasonable thing to
do?

[Conway:] No, actually what | — what I advocated for, was a — it
was more — it was standard; it wasn’t saying you must issue it with a 10-
year, ** %4

“® PGE/2021, Hager-Valach/2.
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PGE’s reliance on Mr. Conway’s deposition testimony is misplaced. Mr. Conway
did not state that “staff did not take into account PGE’s need to stagger its maturity dates
as part of an overall financing strategy.” In fact, the opposite is true. Mr. Conway stated
that he did look at maturities going forward, but did not provide an exhibit that showed
all the maturities that would be coming due over the next 10 to 20 years.*’ Furthermore,
the full exchange between Conway and PGE counsel on this topic elucidates staff’s
reasoning underlying its use of an assumed ten-year maturity. A few minutes after the

exchange set forth above, Mr. Conway explains:

What I’m testifying to is that the Company has not issued the debt.
It is unclear what term they will use. When | refer to an average maturity
of 10 years, it is not a specific 10-year point in time. They could issue it
shorter, they could issue it longer.*

Additionally, PGE’s argument that assuming a ten-year maturity for its 2007
issuance will not allow it to recover its costs if the issuance actually has a thirty-year
maturity is not persuasive. As Mr. Conway noted in his deposition, his ten-year maturity
is based on a Treasury rate as of August 17, 2006, and a spread produced by PGE in
response to a data request. It is probable that both the spread and Treasury rate will be
different on the day that PGE actually issues the debt.*’

Finally, PGE testified in its final round of testimony that it now plans to issue
$150 million of 10-year first mortgage bonds during the test year.>

4. Staff properly excluded losses on reacquired debt.

Staff properly excluded losses on reacquired debt from the cost of long-term debt.
First, the debt securities are no longer outstanding and no replacement debt has been

identified. Second, the expenses are non-recurring in nature. Accordingly, it is

* PGE/2021, Hager-Valach/2.
“8 PGE/3103, Depo Tr/21.

* PGE/3103 Depo Tr/21-23.
%0 pGE/2700, Hager-Valach/4.
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inappropriate to include them in rates going forward unless PGE can establish customers
obtained some benefit that should be accounted for in future rates. Because PGE did not
show that customers benefited from the early redemption, it is not appropriate to continue
to charge customers for the debt.

The losses at issue are very similar to unamortized expense that the Commission
excluded by from the cost of debt calculation in Docket No. UE 116. In that docket,
which was a general rate case, the Commission excluded the unamortized expense
associated with PacifiCorp’s Quarterly Income Debt Securities (QUIDSs) because the
securities were no longer outstanding and PaciCorp had not replaced them with new debt,
they were not recurring and also, PacifiCorp did not show how early redemption of the
securities benefited customers. The Commission’s conclusion regarding the QUIDS is as

follows:

In reviewing the record, we note that Staff consistently asked
PacifiCorp to show the benefits the customers received when it redeemed
the QUIDS in November 2000. Although PacifiCorp did show that the
cost of debt fell, this was paid for by an increase in equity. Equity is more
expensive than debt. While customers may have benefited from the
redemption of the QUIDS, PacifiCorp has not shown us any actual
benefits to customers from its actions. Therefore, these costs should not
be put into rates.

We understand PacifiCorp’s contention that these costs should be
allowed. Under usual circumstances, the issuance costs would roll
forward into the new debt instrument. In this case, no new debt was
incurred. If the Commission had been given persuasive evidence as to
how customers specifically benefited from PacifiCorp’s decision to
redeem the QUIDS, we would be inclined to allow the expense. However,
the mere fact that the cost of debt costs fell does not establish that the
overall cost of capital also fell. Further, as the expense is non-recurring, it
is not appropriate for it to be recovered as some other type of expense.”

PGE argues that the Commission’s acceptance of staff’s recommendation to

exclude the reacquired debt costs would result in utilities being disinclined to redeem

°1 Order No. 01-787 at 19.
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debt when it is cost-effective to do so unless they are also able to issue long-term debt at
the same time. PGE’s response misconstrues staff’s testimony. In his deposition, Mr.
Conway explained to PGE that a cost effectiveness analysis need not be restricted to

issuing long-term debt:

The analysis would be that the cost, all things included, fees, transaction
costs, everything else, and identifying the replacement debt, would be -- or
replacement sources of funds -- would be lower cost than the -- if they had
left the bond in --in [alone].>

PGE also argues that staff “is asking for a cost-effectiveness study that we
performed over 18 years ago[,]” and that PGE does not keep such detailed financial
analysis for such a historical period.>® Again, PGE’s argument is not persuasive. It is
PGE’s burden to prove its proposed rates are just and reasonable. PGE cannot shed itself
of this burden by complaining that the necessary proof does not exist anymore. Notably,
when PGE was faced with a similar problem regarding its risk positioning model, it chose

to re-create its analysis.>

5. Staff properly re-priced six debt issuances negatively affected by
Enron’s ownership of PGE.

Staff re-priced six debt issuances issued between October 10, 2002 and August 4,
2003, to ensure that the impact of Enron’s ownership on PGE’s cost of debt is excluded

from PGE’s rates. Those debt issuances include the following:

$100 million 5.6675% Series issued October 28, 2002
$150 million 8.125% Series issued October 10, 2002
$50 million 5.279 Series issued April 8, 2003

$50 million 5.35% Series issued August 4, 2003

$50 million 6.75% Series issued August 4, 2003

$50 million 6.875% Series issued August 4, 2003

SourwnE

°2 pGE/3031, Depo Tr/16.
*3 PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/13.

> PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/62, lines 3-14.
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Staff made these adjustments pursuant to a condition to which PGE agreed at the

time it asked for authority to redistribute its stock.>® The condition states,

6. (a) PGE agrees not to seek recovery of increases in the allowed return
on common equity and other costs of capital (i) due to Enron’s
ownership of PGE or (ii) caused by the ownership by the Reserve of
25% or more of PGE’s outstanding common stock. These capital
costs refer to the costs of capital used for purposes of rate setting,
avoided cost calculations, affiliated interest transactions, least cost
planning, and other regulatory purposes.

(b) PGE agrees not to seek recovery of increases in PGE’s revenue
requirement that result from Enron’s ownership of PGE.

(c) In connection with Conditions 6(a)(i) and (6)(b), PGE shall not
make any distribution to shareholders that would cause PGE’s
common equity capital to fall below the level specified in Condition
5 plus $40 million. PGE has agreed to maintain this additional $40
million during the pendency of PGE’s next general rate case to
assure PGE’s financial capacity to absorb adjustment(s), if any, in
PGE’s revenue requirement resulting from Conditions 6(a)(i) and/or
6(b).

(d) Condition 6(c) shall expire thirty (30) days after the PGE tariffs
approved in PGE’s next general rate case become effective, without
regard to any appeal of the Commission’s order approving such
tariffs.

As a preliminary matter, staff clarifies the theory underlying the adjustments.
Staff’s adjustments are not, as PGE seems to suggest, based on the prudence or
reasonableness of the issuances. Staff does not suggest that the issuances were imprudent
or that the costs were unreasonably high, given PGE’s predicament. The purpose of
staff’s adjustment is to remove from PGE’s cost of debt costs due to Enron’s ownership
of PGE in accordance with condition no. 6 of Order No. 05-1250. For this reason, PGE’s
argument that staff concluded that the costs of at least some of the issuances were

reasonable at the time PGE requested authority to make them is of little relevance.>®

> OPUC Order No. 05-1250.
* PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/19.
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Similarly, PGE’s argument that the Commission should determine whether PGE’s
long-term debt costs are “prudent” by examining the debt issuances on a portfolio level,
misses the mark. PGE’s analysis compares its debt issuances to similarly rated issuances.
Staff analysis looks at the debt costs that would have occurred if PGE had not suffered a
rating downgrade due to Enron’s ownership. Comparing the debt costs to similarly rated
companies moots the impact of Enron on PGE’s bond rating. If a student flunks 4™
grade, you wouldn’t consider them “successful” based on an analysis that shows their
grades were similar to other students who flunked 4" grade.

A. The mechanics of staff’s adjustments.

PGE issued three of the issuances that are subject to staff’s Enron-related

adjustment pursuant to Order No. 02-477, which states:

[t]he interest rate spreads generally appear to be somewhat high,
though given the financial pressures that the Company has faced since the
Enron bankruptcy filing, such would be anticipated and are in line with
recent Commission financing decisions.”’

As explained in staff’s testimony, the first and third issuances listed above ($100
million 5.6675% Series issued October 28, 2002 and $50 million 5.279% Series issued
April 3, 2003), had high issuance costs because PGE insured the First Mortgage Bonds
(FMBs) with Ambac.*® The first issue had an issuance cost of over $12 million (12
percent) and the second had an issuance cost of over $4 million (8.4 percent). In
comparison, PGE’s most recent issues had issuance costs, on average, of 0.68 percent. >°

To offset the Enron effect, staff re-priced the bonds assuming that PGE was A
rated, as it was in November of 2001, before Enron filed for bankruptcy in December

2001. Staff assumed an all-in interest rate of 5.19% for both issuances.?’ Staff estimated

" Order No. 02-477.
%8 Staff/1200, Conway/15.

% Staff/1200, Conway 15-16.

%0 Staff/1200, Conway/8 and 15-16.
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the 5.19% based on fees PGE paid for its next ten-year issuance, issued in 2003, and also,
NW’s Natural’s projected spreads for January 2003.

The second issuance listed above is a $150 million 8.125% Series issued October
10, 2002. PGE redeemed this debt issuance using a make-whole premium under which
PGE pays a premium intended to make the lender indifferent between re-marketing the
bond at a lower rate and the interest the lender would receive from PGE. This premium
was approximately $12.9 million. The two debt series to which PGE allocated this
premium are the $175 million 6.31% series issued April 1, 2006, and the $100 million
6.26% issued April 1, 2006. To account for the Enron effect, staff removed the $12.9
million of amortized costs associated with the make-whole call.®*

With respect to the three remaining debt series that PGE issued in August 2003,
staff subtracted 27.5 basis points from each issuance to account for the Enron effect.
Staff based this adjustment by comparing the cost of PGE’s issuance to the cost of a ten-
year debt PacifiCorp issued just one month later. PacifiCorp shared many characteristics
with PGE during 2003, geographic market (Western US) and Oregon regulation. On
November 21, 2001, PacifiCorp was rated A- by S&P (A3 by Moody’s), in part due to
the Western Energy Power Crisis, while PGE was rated A. In 2003, however, PacifiCorp
was still rated A-, while PGE had fallen to BBB+. Meaning, notwithstanding the
volatility of the market and other pressures in the months during and following the
Western Power Crisis, PacifiCorp maintained its A- rating. However, PGE’s rating,
dropped significantly, from a rating that was superior to PacifiCorp’s prior to the time
Enron filed for bankruptcy, and lower several months later.®

B. The evidence supports staff’s adjustments.

In support of its conclusion that the debt issuances discussed above were higher

cost because of Enron’s ownership of PGE, staff’s testimony includes excerpts of several

®1 Staff/1200, Conway/17.
%2 Staff/1200, Conway/17-18.
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Commission orders that demonstrate PGE was negatively affected by Enron. PGE
spends little time attempting to argue why these orders issued in 2001 through 2003 are
not persuasive evidence that Enron’s ownership of PGE affected PGE’s access to market
during that time period. Instead, PGE notes only that the orders reflect that PGE was
having difficulties apparently due to both the deterioration of the financial and wholesale
electric power markets and Enron’s bankruptcy, but that staff only focuses on the Enron
bankruptcy as a cause for PGE’s financing difficulties. PGE also argues that Enron’s
impact on PGE’s access to capital markets was primarily limited to access to the short-
term debt market in the Fall 2001 through Summer 2002 period.®® PGE’s arguments are

without merit.

First, the PGE’s contention that PGE only felt the Enron effect in the Fall 2001
through Summer 2002 is refuted by representations that PGE made in May 2003. In
May 2003, the Commission approved PGE’s application to secure its 364-day Revolving
Line of Credit with up to $200 million of FMBs. The Commission’s order approving the
application notes that PGE represented that the need to use FMBs as security was “due in
large part to economic pressures that face the Company resulting from Enron’s
bankruptcy filing[,]” and that it is unclear when that pressure would be reduced.®

Further, in PGE’s Form 10-K filed March 17, 2003, PGE states,

PGE’s secured and unsecured debt ratings continue to be investment grade
from Moody’s Investors Service (“Moody’s) and Standard and Poor’s
(“S&P”), with Fitch Ratings (“Fitch™) currently carrying a below
investment grade rating on the Company. In their 2002 reviews of PGE
ratings, credit agencies cited PGE’s reduced financial flexibility resulting
from its status as a subsidiary of an insolvent parent (Enron), a difficult
capital market environment, and uncertainty regarding ongoing federal
investigations into the Company’s energy trading activities in the western
U.S. power markets. Also cited in such reviews was the expectation that
PGE would be sold, the significant credit enhancement and strengthened
liquidity resulting from PGE’s creation of a ring fence structure (described

%3 PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/15.
% Staff/1201, Conway/46.
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in the following paragraph), as well as the Company’s fundamentally

sound operations, healthy capitalization ratios, and levels of earnings and

cash flows.

PGE’s argument that staff’s analysis overlooks the impact of deteriorating
markets on PGE’s ability to access the capital markets is incorrect for at least two
reasons. First, a review of PGE’s statements and representations in 2001, 2002 and 2003
reflect that PGE generally placed the lion’s share of the blame on Enron for its
diminished access to markets. Second, staff’s adjustments are intended to reflect what
PGE’s debt costs would have been during the pertinent time period, absent the Enron
impact, and therefore incorporate the difficult market conditions faced by all utilities
during that time.

That PGE itself blamed Enron for its limited access to capital markets is seen by
examining the Commission orders attached to staff’s testimony. On August 14, 2001,
PGE obtained Commission authority to issue and sell up to $250 million fixed mortgage
bonds (“Bonds™) and/or senior unsecured debt (“Debt”), subject to certain conditions.®®
One of the conditions limited the fixed interest spreads for the Bonds and Debt to a
defined table of spreads. In October 2001, PGE asserted that due to changes in capital
markets, the previously authorized spreads did not allow it access to the Bond or Debt
markets. Statements made by PGE’s chief financial officer at a December 10, 2001
Special Public Meeting, which are set forth below, make clear that the “changes” in
markets necessitating the increase in the markets’ reactions to events unfolding at Enron.

Soon after the Commission issued its October 31, 2001 order increasing the
authorized rate spreads for the issuances authorized in UF 4179, PGE requested that they
be increased again. PGE filed its application on December 5, 2001, and requested that

the issue be taken up as soon as possible at a Special Public Meeting.?® At the meeting,

% OPUC Order No. 01-726; Docket No. UF 4179.
® The audio file from the December 10, 2001 Special Public Meeting can be found at
http://apps.puc.state.or.us/agenda/audio/2006/exhibit/spm1202001.mp3
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held on December 10, 2001, PGE’s chief financial officer, Jim Piro, made clear that the

need for the increased spreads was primarily due to Enron:

[Chairman Hemmingway:] Do you perceive this difference to be
entirely due to Enron problems or are there things endemic within PGE
itself or the market for securities that caused this change?

[Jim Piro:] Tough question because the markets are looking at lots
of things but primarily | would say this is the result of the Enron situation.
The markets’ uncertainty around the bankruptcy and trying to understand
kind of how we fit in the overall picture with Enron. We did issue an 8-k
last week to try and clarify that to the market place. How we are situated
relative to Enron. But clearly, as the market is trying to sort out what is
going on with Enron that has had some effect on our credit rating as well
as our cost of capital.

In June 2002, PGE requested authority to issue up to $300 million of First
Mortgage Bonds to secure the Company’s short term revolving credit facilities. The
Commission’s order approving the request incorporates the following language: “PGE’s
request is in response to the financial pressures placed on the Company as a result of the
Enron bankruptcy proceedings.”®’

On September 21, 2001, PGE obtained authority to borrow up to $100 million
from Enron. The Commission specified, however, that the interest rate had to be less
than or equal to PGE’s commercial paper rate on the date the loan issued.®®

Subsequently, PGE asked that the Commission modify the restriction on the
interest rate because it did not have access to the commercial paper market.* On
July 26, 2002, the Commission issued an order authorizing PGE to issue and sell First

Mortgage Bonds (“FMBs”) not to exceed $300 million. In that order, the Commission

noted that PGE had recently received authorization for a $250 million of FMBs but had

%7 Order No. 02-384, App. A at 2.

% OPUC Order No. 01-838; UF 4182.

% OPUC Order No. 02-444, App A at 2 (Commission adopting staff’s statement that
“[cJompany has represented that neither PGE nor Enron has access to the commercial
paper market.”)).
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not been able to complete the authorized transaction, and that the current authorization
was intended to address PGE’s problem: “Order No. 02-292 was issued to provide the
requested authority. To date, the Company has not been able to issue that Order. The
current application is designed to offer more flexible terms while not discounting the
potential for finalizing the prior transaction.” Additionally, Order No. 02-477 states that
“[t]he interest rate spreads generally appear to be somewhat high, though given the
financial pressures that the Company has faced since the Enron bankruptcy filing, such
would be anticipated][.]”

To the extent PGE relies on its issuance of the “Golden Share” to support its
argument that Enron’s ownership of PGE did not affect PGE’s access to capital markets
after the Summer of 2002, the reliance is misplaced. PGE asserts that “after PGE issued
the “Golden Share” of preferred stock in September 2002, its access to the markets
returned to normal.””

Statements made by PGE in its March 17, 2003 10-K report belie this assertion.
In the report, PGE notes that rating agencies believed PGE to have reduced financial
flexibility, in part resulting from its status as a subsidiary of an insolvent parent (Enron).
PGE also notes, however, that the rating agencies believe the ring fencing provision (the
Golden Share) is a positive development. These statements make clear that even though

the rating agencies may have believed issuance of the Golden Share was a positive

development, it was not a panacea:

PGE's secured and unsecured debt ratings continue to be investment grade
from both Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) and Standard and Poor's
(S&P), with Fitch Ratings (Fitch) currently carrying a below investment
grade rating on the Company. In their 2002 reviews of PGE ratings, credit
agencies cited PGE's reduced financial flexibility resulting from its status
as a subsidiary of an insolvent parent (Enron), a difficult capital market
environment, and uncertainty regarding ongoing federal investigations into
the Company's energy trading activities in the western U.S. power
markets. Also cited in such reviews was the expectation that PGE would

® PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/15.
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be sold, the significant credit enhancement and strengthened liquidity
resulting from PGE's creation of a ring fence structure (described in the
following paragraph), as well as the Company's fundamentally sound
operations, healthy capitalization ratios, and levels of earnings and cash
flows.

Further, a Fitch rating release at the end of the summer of 2002 demonstrates that

Fitch placed little emphasis on the golden share and alert bond holders of continued

reduced financial flexibility and access to funding sources:

Based upon the company’s representations, substantive consolidation of
PGE in the bankruptcy of Enron seems unlikely due to the separate
operation of the utility under its own name, separate officers, maintenance
of separate books and records, avoidance of commingling of cash and
assets, and practices consistent with Oregon Public Utility Commission
conditions in approving the acquisition of PGE by Enron. Since any
attempt to consolidate PGE with Enron in bankruptcy is not likely to
succeed, there is no apparent advantage to any creditors of Enron or Enron
management to force PGE into bankruptcy. Thus, Fitch’s ratings of PGE
do not anticipate near-term bankruptcy of the utility, but do contemplate
continued reduced financial flexibility, access to funding sources and
potential exposure as a member of the Enron control group relating to tax
and employee benefit liabilities and other contingencies.”

Finally, staff’s adjustments to PGE’s cost of long-term debt focused on August
2003, take into account the difficult financial conditions faced by all Western utilities by
dropping NW Natural as the proxy and adopting PacifiCorp, a company who also was
affected by the Western energy crisis. Staff chose to compare PGE to an “A-" rated
company or PacifiCorp as the proxy company. Staff explained that PacifiCorp shared
many characteristics with PGE during 2003, geographic market (Western US) and
Oregon regulation. Staff also pointed out differences such as PGE’s more equity-rich
capital structure and PGE’s parent, Enron. On November 29, 2001, PGE was rated “A”
while PacifiCorp was rated A3 by Moody’s (A- by S&P) in part due to the Western
Energy Crisis. (See Moody’s release regarding PacifiCorp attached as Staff/1201,
Conway/52-53.) In 2003, PacifiCorp was still rated A-, but PGE had fallen to BBB+.

"™ Staff/1201, Conway/48-49; PGE’s response to Staff Data Request No. 60, Attachment
060-A pages 58-59.
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Also, in September 2003, PacifiCorp issued 10-year debt with a coupon rate of 5.45
percent. In contrast, PGE’s 10-year issuance from August 2003 was 5.625 percent, a
difference of 0.175 percent. For purposes of calculating the Enron effect, staff assumes
the 17.5 basis point difference between two Oregon utilities is due to PGE’s relationship
with Enron.

e. Cost of equity and capital structure.

In the last three rate cases in which cost of equity (“COE”) has been litigated, the
Commission has determined the COE by examining the integrity of the models used by
the parties to estimate COE, as well the reasonableness of the models’ results. PGE asks
the Commission to supplement this analysis with ad hoc determinations regarding
specific risks faced by PGE in Oregon and concomitant adjustments. PGE did not,
however, explain to the Commission why it should depart from the analysis underlying
its previous determinations of COE, in which no such determinations or adjustments were
made. And, in any event, PGE did not demonstrate that the financial models used by the
parties are so deficient that ad hoc determinations regarding PGE-specific risk are
necessary in order to arrive at a reasonable COE for the company.

Additionally, PGE’s witnesses appear to confuse the standard for setting the COE.
Specifically, it appears they believe ROE for the Company and the actual COE for the
equity investors are interchangeable terms. These two figures are not identical.

In the argument below, staff follows the analysis used by the Commission in
Docket Nos. UE 115, UE 116, and UG 132, which is to examine the models used by the
parties, and the results of those models. However, staff prefaces this discussion by

identifying several infirmities and inconsistencies in PGE’s COE testimony:

e In Order Nos. 01-777 and 01787, the Commission adopted guidelines
for cost of equity witnesses, specifying that “[w]hen advocating a new
approach, or one previously rejected by the Commission, a witness
should explain why the Commission should adopt the proposed
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methodology in the present docket.””? PGE urges the Commission to
reject staff’s COE recommendation because staff did not consider
PGE-specific risk in estimating COE. The Commission has not
previously made adjustments to a utility’s COE based on utility-
specific risks. Because PGE is advocating a new approach to
determining COE, it was incumbent on PGE to explain why the
Commission should adopt it. PGE failed to do so.

e Putting aside the fact that PGE failed to explain why the Commission
should adopt a new analysis and make determinations and
adjustments based on PGE-specific risk, PGE failed to quantify PGE-
specific risk and failed to provide persuasive evidence demonstrating
what effect PGE-specific risk should have on its COE.

. PGE’s COE estimate is based in part on a “risk positioning model.”
In Order No. 01-787, the Commission stated that a similar model
should not be used as a basis for a COE estimate, although it could be
used to measure the reasonableness of COE estimates produced by
other models. In light of the Commission’s statements limiting the
manner in which a model such as the risk positioning model could be
use in a COE analysis, it was incumbent on PGE to explain why the
Commission should use the model results as the basis of a COE
estimate. PGE failed to do so.

. If the results of PGE’s risk positioning model are used as a check for
reasonableness, a comparison between the results of PGE’s risk
positioning model and every other model result in the case, which
includes other models employed by PGE as well as by ICNU/CUB
and staff, shows that the risk positioning model results are too high.
The range of COE estimates produced by the RPM starts at 11.1
percent. 11.1 percent is at the top of, or exceeds, the range for every
other model used in this docket, including those used by PGE.

o PGE’s assertion that it “operates in a risk environment that is more
risky and uncertain than that of the electric utility industry on
average[,]” is inconsistent with the results of its own analysis. If PGE
is correct, its COE analysis based on a selection of companies that are
comparable to PGE should have resulted in COE ranges higher than
that produced by PGE’s risk positioning model, which is not limited
to PGE-comparable companies, but merely analyzes returns
authorized for utilities around the nation in recently litigated cases.
Instead, PGE’s analysis based on the returns authorized for various
utilities around the nation results in a COE range that is considerably
higher than ranges produced by PGE, as well as staff, ICNU and
CUB, based on companies directly comparable to PGE.

. PGE argues that staff’s COE estimate is unreasonably low. However,
staff’s estimate is within PGE’s recommended range. This is
particularly notable in light of the fact PGE’s recommended range is
based in part on the unrealistically high estimates produced by its risk
positioning model.

"2 Order No. 01-777 at App A.
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o In direct testimony, PGE’s COE estimate was based on a proposed
capital structure of approximately 56% equity and 44% debt. PGE
asserted that an adjustment to its COE would be necessary if its COE
is based on a debt structure with less equity. This argument appears
to be disingenuous, because PGE proposes a capital structure with
only 53% equity in its sur-surrebuttal testimony, but does not propose
a concomitant adjustment to its COE estimate.

1. Legal standard.

In 1944, the United States Supreme Court established the standard for

determining cost of capital allowance in utility ratemaking proceedings:

[T]he return to equity owner should be commensurate with returns
on investments in the other enterprises having corresponding risks. That
return, moreover, should be sufficient to assure confidence in the financial
integrity of the enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and attract capital[.]"

This standard is captured in ORS 756.040, which provides, in pertinent part:

Rates are fair and reasonable for purposes of this subsection if rates
provide adequate revenue both for operating expenses of the public utility
or telecommunications utility and for capital costs of the utility, with a
return to the equity holder that is:

(a) Commensurate with the return on investments having other enterprises
having corresponding risks; and

(b) Sufficient to ensure confidence in the financial integrity of the utility,
allowing the utility to maintain its credit and attract capital.

2. Capital structure.

Staff’s recommended COE assumes a capital structure of 50 percent common
equity and 50 percent debt, which mirrors the common equity ratio of the companies in
staff’s sample group. In Docket No. UE 115, the Commission noted that it is “well
understood” that the cost of equity drops as the percentage of common equity in the

capital structure increases.” Based on this understanding, the Commission adjusted the

"8 Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Company, 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944).
™ OPUC Order No. 01-777 at 36.
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PGE’s cost of equity downward to account for the difference between PGE’s capital

structure and that of comparable companies on which PGE’s COE was based:

It is well understood by finance practitioners and theoreticians that
the cost of equity drops as the percentage of common equity in the capital
structure increases. Because the average amount of common equity is the
capital structure in the comparable group of electric companies was 45.14
percent compared to 52.16 percent for PGE, it necessarily follows that
PGE has a lower cost of equity. PGE’s capital structure is therefore less
risky, and its cost of common equity should be adjusted accordingly. ™

In this docket, staff recommends that the Commission simply determine PGE’s
COE using the same capital structure found in the sample of comparable companies staff
used to determine PGE’s COE, rather than use a capital structure that differs from that of
the comparable companies and adjust the COE.

PGE opposes staff’s proposed capital structure, arguing that adopting the staff’s
proposed capital structure would reduce its financial flexibility. PGE acknowledges that
it would not be compelled to alter its capital structure to match a Commission-imposed
structure, but argues that it would disincented to maintain an equity level that is higher
than that adopted by the Commission because it would not be compensated for it. PGE
does not understand staff’s analysis or the Commission’s adjustment in Docket No. UE
115.

PGE has not been publicly traded for a sufficient period to allow a direct analysis
of its COE. Accordingly, it is necessary to use a comparable sample of companies to
estimate PGE’s COE. One consequence of using a comparable sample of companies to
estimate PGE’s COE is that the COE obtained from the analysis of the comparable
companies may be overstated or understated if the average equity ratio of the comparable
companies differs from PGE’s. Accordingly, when setting PGE’s COE, it is necessary to
either assume the same capital structure used to obtain PGE’s COE estimate or adjust the

COE estimate. Either way, the Commission will obtain the same result.

> See OPUC Order No. 01-777 at 36.
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If the Commission adopts a COE for PGE that is based on an examination of
comparable companies that have equity ratios lower than PGE’s, PGE will be
overcompensated. Nonetheless, this is what PGE asks the Commission to do.

In any event, PGE’s argument that staff’s proposed capital structure will
artificially limit PGE’s financial flexibility appears to be factually incorrect. In fact, it
appears that staff’s equity ratio of 50 percent is consistent with PGE’s target
capitalization structure. Specifically, on November 7, 2006, PGE reported to the Edison
Electric Institute that its target debt ratio is 50% in 2007, 51% in 2008 and 50% in
2009.” This means that PGE’s target equity ratio for 2007 and 2009 can be no higher
than 50% and no higher than 49% for 2008.

3. Cost of equity

A. Both PGE and staff applied DCF models.

Staff applied two different multi-stage DCF models in addition to a single-stage
DCF model to a carefully selected sample group of 12 companies, and also conducted
sensitivity analysis, to obtain its COE estimate. The Commission relied on DCF models
in UE 115, UE 116 and UG 132. The underlying theory of the DCF model is that a
firm’s current stock price represents the sum of future dividends, discounted to the
present. The rate of return of common equity under the DCF model is the rate that
compensates investors for risk and time, assuming that the security is efficiently priced.
To calculate an investor’s expected return on equity, the DCF formula uses the current
stock price, the expected dividends in the coming year, and the expected growth rate of
future dividends.”’

PGE also relies on DCF analysis, as well as a risk positioning model, to obtain its
COE estimate. PGE applied one multi-stage model to three different sample companies.

PGE applied the model to these sample groups three times, varying the terminal growth

’® Staff/1925, EEI Report at 30. See also Staff/1400, Morgan/6.
" OPUC Order No. 99-697 at 7 (UG 132).
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rate for each application. Specifically, PGE relied on a growth rates estimated using
sustainable growth, anticipated Gross Domestic Product (“GDP”), and historic GDP
growth rates. If the unreasonably high results of PGE’s risk positioning model and DCF
analysis based on historic GDP growth rates are discarded, PGE’s remaining DCF
analysis supports a COE estimate comparable to what staff recommends.

Cost of Equity Summary Results

Model Range of Results

Staff

Single Stage DCF 8.56 percent to 9.4 percent

2-stage 150-year DCF 8.5 percent to 9.4 percent

3-stage 40-year DCF 8.8 percent to 9.8 percent

PGE

Multi-stage (Trend (GDP Forecast))

8.36 percent to 8.99 percent

Multi-stage DCF — br+vs

8.21 percent to 9.83 percent

Multi-stage DCF — (historic) GDP

10.2 percent to 10.8 percent

Risk Positioning Method — 7-Year
Treasuries

11.1 percent to 11.3 percent

Risk Positioning Method — Corporate

10.50 percent

Bonds

B. Differences in results from the DCF models used by staff and PGE are
attributable to different assumptions regarding long-term growth rates.

The dramatic difference between the COE estimates obtained by PGE’s “historic
GDP” multi-stage model and the estimates obtained by the DCF models applied by staff
as well as PGE’s “br+vs” model is due to high terminal growth rate PGE assumed in the
historic “GDP” model. Staff assumed long-term growth rates of 4.0 to 5.0 percent and

used three different methods to obtain these assumptions: (1) analysis of market
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consensus growth rates (financial analysts’ forecasts); (2) sustainable growth; and (3)
historical utility growth rates.

The Company also used three methods to estimate long-term growth: (1) a
“sustainable growth” rate method similar to what staff used, which obtained an average
estimate of 4.78; (2) a forecast of GDP growth, which obtained an estimate of 5.01
percent; and (3) a 40-year average calculation of historical GDP growth, which obtained
a long-term growth rate estimate of 6.76 percent. The Company’s 4.78 and 5.01 percent
assumptions are similar to the assumptions used by staff. PGE’s long-term growth rate
assumption based on a 40-year calculation of historical GDP is unrealistically high, and
should be rejected.

More specifically, the growth rate produced by the 40-year calculation of
historical GDP is more than two hundred basis points higher than the estimates obtained
by PGE using different methods, is greater than PGE or the electric industry has
experienced on average, is based only on nominal GDP, and disregards analyst estimates,
sustainable growth rate calculations, and historic growth rates. Furthermore, this growth
rate is clearly higher than PGE’s own long-term growth target.”

Specifically, in its November 7, 2006 report to the Edison Electric Institute, PGE
reported that its “[e]arnings [are] expected to grow 4 to 5 percent over the long term.”"
In light of PGE’s expectation that its earnings will grow 4 to 5 percent over the long-
term, its COE estimate based in large part on an assumption that its earnings will grow at
a rate close to 7 percent should simply be rejected. Once these results are rejected as well
as the results from PGE’s risk positioning model, which is discussed below, the DCF
results discussed in PGE’s opening testimony appear to be within a reasonable range and

are consistent with the results of staff’s analysis.?

"8 Staff/1000, Morgan/17.
79 Staff/1925, EEI Report/ 29.
8 Staff/1000, Morgan/23.
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C. PGE’s criticisms of staff’s COE analysis are without merit.

PGE attacks staff’s COE analysis on two fronts. A witness PGE introduced in its
rebuttal testimony, Thomas Zepp, offers technical criticism to accompany the variety of
criticisms made by PGE witnesses Hager and Valach. Staff will briefly address the
complaints raised by PGE witnesses Hager and Valach before turning to Dr. Zepp’s
testimony. Before doing so, staff notes that notwithstanding PGE’s many complaints
with staff’s analysis, the fact remains that the results PGE obtained with its own DCF
analysis, other than that based on historic GDP growth, are consistent with the results
obtained by staff.

I. Hager-Valach arguments.

Argument 1: Staff only uses one method, the DCF model, to evaluate PGE’s
required ROE. The significance of this argument is not readily apparent. Certainly the
Commission should not reject staff’s analysis because it is based on only multi-stage
DCF models. Further, the Commission may determine the reasonableness of the results
of staff’s analysis by comparing it to COE estimates obtained by PGE and ICNU and
CUB. As already noted, staff’s results are consistent with PGE’s analysis that does not
rely on the risk positioning model or unreasonably high estimates of long-term growth.

Argument 2: Staff made no reference to the standards of setting just and
reasonable rates required by Hope, Bluefield, and ORS 756.040. Staff is not
obligated to put legal analysis into its testimony, and thus, cannot be faulted for not
setting forth the legal standards. An examination of staff’s testimony reflects that its
COE estimate is in fact predicated on the appropriate legal standards. For example, staff
includes an exhibit that analyzes the return expected by electric utilities (Staff/1003,
Morgan/37-40). Staff also testifies that its COE estimate is not “extreme” when
compared to recently set COEs around the country (Staff/1400, Morgan/13-15); there is
no indication that a 9.40 COE would cause PGE to experience a ratings downgrade

(Staff/1400, Morgan/18-21); staff considered the final results of its model in light of the

Page 48 UE 180 - STAFF OPENING BRIEF



expected return to the overall market (Staff/1400, Morgan/23); the results of other
commissions indicate that staff’s COE estimate is not out of line with other commissions
(Staff/1400, Morgan/29); and staff checked the reasonableness of its COE
recommendation against overall market expectations (Staff/1400, Morgan/47).
Argument 3: Staff did not follow their own criteria in the selection process
for their sample group of companies. In its rebuttal testimony, PGE specifically
criticized staff’s inclusion of two specific companies in staff’s sample of proxy
companies. In surrebuttal testimony, staff agreed that these companies should be
excluded from its analysis, noting that one of them had been improperly included and that
the other’s credit had deteriorated since staff’s initial analysis. Staff updated its analysis
using the new sample of companies.®
PGE also made more general criticisms regarding staff’s selection of proxy
companies. These criticisms are not persuasive. Staff’s selection process was more
detailed than PGE’s process. PGE merely used two samples that were included in broad
industry classifications and simply eliminated companies that had changed dividend
payments. PGE’s third sample was comprised of Staff’s sample from Docket UE 170.
Argument 4: After performing their DCF analysis on their sample group of
companies, staff failed to make any adjustments to reflect PGE-specific risks.
Adjusting a COE obtained by analyzing proxy companies for company-specific
risks would be a departure from the way in which the Commission has previously
determined COE. To the extent PGE thinks such adjustments should be made, PGE is
obligated by the Commission’s Guidelines for Cost of Equity Witnesses to explain why.®?
Further, PGE did not establish PGE is any more risky than comparable

companies, or attempt to quantify the alleged risk faced uniquely by PGE. In absence of

81 Staff/1400, Morgan/2.

8 Order No. 01-777 at App A (“When advocating a new approach * * *, a witness should
explain why the Commission should adopt the proposed methodology in the present
docket.”)
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these demonstrations, its argument concerning staff’s failure to adjust PGE COE for
PGE-specific risk is unpersuasive.

Argument 5: Staff considers only Oregon regulatory decisions and policy and
does not attempt to evaluate its analysis alongside those used in other regulatory
environments. The Commission has made clear that examination of ROE decisions in
other states is pertinent only to provide confirmation of a decision, and is not an
independent basis on which to base a COE determination.®® Staff testified that it
considered the results from other commission decisions that demonstrated staff’s
proposals are not out of line with other Commission decisions.

In fact, staff’s analysis refutes another PGE criticism that staff’s COE estimate is
“extreme” when compared to results in other states. As staff testified, PGE makes this
assertion without attempting to control for the various factors that influence the COE.
For example, focusing on only the COE without considering capital structure leads to
erroneous conclusions.

Staff presented a table that sets forth 16 regulatory decisions in 2004 and 2005.
The table shows that while the COE in these decisions averaged 10.3 percent, the
percentage of equity in the capital structure averaged only 41.13 percent. It also shows
that, considering both figures together, these commissions have adopted average
“contributory returns to equity,” i.e., weighted by the amount of equity in the capital
structures, of only 4.23 percent. When COEs authorized by these commissions are
adjusted for leverage, adopting staff’s 50 percent common equity recommendation and
using the range of adjustment for decreased leverage identified in UE 115, the average
range is from 9.15 percent to 9.95 percent.®*

Argument 6: Staff’s DCF analysis inappropriately relies upon a one-day spot

price to calculate the dividend yield component. Staff’s reliance on the one-day spot

8 Order No. 01-777 at 34.
8 Staff/1400, Morgan/13.
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price to calculate the dividend yield component of the DCF model is consistent with
Commission precedent. In UG 152, the Commission rejected NW Natural’s request to
the Commission to use an average stock price, rather than the most recent stock price, to
determine dividend yield component, quoting a previous Commission order in which the

Commission stated:

Conceptually, the stock price to use is the current price of the
security at the time of estimating the cost of equity. In an efficient market,
the current stock price provides the best information of future prices. An
efficient market implies that prices adjust instantaneously to the arrival of
new information. Therefore, current prices reflect the fundamental
economic value of the security.

PGE’s argument is puzzling in light of the Commission’s previous decisions on
the use of the one-day spot price. In fact, it is incumbent on PGE to explain its departure
from this practice under the Commission’s Cost of Equity Witness Guidelines.

In any event, PGE’s argument is misplaced in light of the fact that staff based its
COE estimate on a cohort sample of companies. One advantage of using a cohort sample
is that even if anomalous pricing behavior may be found for a portion of the sample on
any given day, the effect should not skew the results. This is because the larger sample
of companies will reduce the impact of any anomalous pricing.*

Argument 7: Staff ailed to consider capital structure requirements imposed
by existing Commission orders. Staff responded to this argument above.

Argument 8: Although staff claimed to reject use of historical GDP growth
rates in DCF model, they consider historical growth rates in their analysis.  There
is a fundamental difference between considering historic information when determining a
COE, and concluding that the appropriate long-term growth rate to use for a DCF
analysis is based on historic GDP growth. Little more needs to be said in response to this

argument.

8 See Order No. 99-697 at 14, quoting Order No. 94-336.
8 Staff/1400, Morgan/32.
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Argument 10: Staff incorrectly evaluates the impact of institutional
ownership in their DCF analysis. Staff asserted that ownership of shares by large
institutions “can create stability in share pricing.” Advice obtained by PGE from Lehman
Brothers supports staff’s assertion.?’

ii. Dr. Zepp’s criticisms of staff’s COE analysis are also without merit.

Dr. Zepp’s criticism of staff’s DCF analysis is predicated in part on results he
obtained using staff’s DCF model, but modifying the assumptions. More specifically, Dr.
Zepp attempts to discredit staff’s DCF analysis by replicating it, using different
assumptions. That Dr. Zepp obtained different results using different assumptions is
certainly not noteworthy. It is also not probative of an appropriate COE because his
assumptions are unrealistic or inappropriate.

The primary changes that Dr. Zepp makes to staff’s DCF model are to include a
higher terminal ROE, to include a “v x s” factor adjustment, and to apply initial growth
rates based on a calculation of historic growth he believes should be applied on a going-
forward basis. Dr. Zepp’s first two changes are inappropriate because the terminal
growth rate assumed by staff implicitly includes the impact of the “v x s” factor.®®
Because Dr. Zepp “double-counts” the impact of selling shares, he generates a higher
growth rate factor in the model.

The primary impact of Dr. Zepp’s adjustments is that the first-stage growth is 7.6
percent in one version and 8.8 percent in the other version, with the first stage in the first
version extending five years and the first stage in the second version extending ten years.

To expound on this concept, Dr. Zepp calculates the 7.6 percent figure based on
the earnings growth from 1996-2005. He then applies it to the ten-year future period.

Similarly, he calculates the 8.8 percent growth as the rate from 2001-05, and applies this

87 See Staff/1400, Morgan/29 (Confidential).
8 Staff/1400, Morgan/38.
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to the future five-year period.®?® Ultimately, the terminal ROE in both versions is 12.97
percent.”

Dr. Zepp’s 12.97 percent terminal ROE is beyond the range of reasonableness for
the sample companies. As already noted, staff proposed a growth rate of between 4 and 5
percent. A growth rate in the 4 to 5 percent range is the growth rate that PGE obtained
with two of the three methods it used to obtain a growth rate and also, is PGE’s expected
long-term growth rate. Dr. Zepp’s extreme results simply must be disregarded.

iii. PGE failed to prove that staff’s COE estimate and capital structure
recommendation would push PGE closer to investment grade. All PGE’s cost of
capital witnesses criticize staff’s COE estimate on the ground that the estimate and staff’s
proposed capital structure would push PGE “closer to non-investment grade.” The
argument is not supported by persuasive evidence. Essentially, the evidence in support of
PGE’s argument boils down to PGE’s assertion that staff’s recommended capital
structure and COE recommendation could “conceivably” affect PGE’s bond rating.”
This assertion is too speculative to be persuasive. Second, it is not supported by a solid
factual foundation.

PGE’s criticisms rely on analysis regarding PGE’s “financial ratios” in 2007
assuming staff’s recommendations are adopted. Its reliance on this analysis is misplaced
because credit ratings are based on more than a utility’s financial ratios and are based on
a period of time longer than one year.*

Furthermore, PGE’s argument that staff’s capital structure proposal pushes PGE
closer to non-investment grade is not credible in light of the fact that PGE’s own reports

reflect that it expects an equity ratio of 50 percent or less in 2007-09.

%9 Staff/1400, Morgan/39.

% Staff/1400, Morgan/40.

°1 PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/28.
%2 Staff/1400, Morgan/16-21.
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D. The additional models that Dr. Zepp presented in PGE rebuttal
testimony are not persuasive.

In addition to critiquing staff’s analysis, Dr. Zepp testifies regarding results of
three additional financial models that he believes support PGE’s COE estimate. The new
models do little to inform the Commission regarding the appropriate COE for PGE. First,
no evidence demonstrates that the water utilities analyzed in the first new model, a
single-stage DCF model, are comparable to PGE. Furthermore, the terminal growth rate
in the model is higher than the growth in the overall economy. A basic tenet of
economics is that companies cannot grow faster than the economy in the long run.
Accordingly, the results of the first model are questionable at best.

The second new model is a risk premium analysis using the years 1986 to 2006,
and is based on the assumption that VValue Lines reported short-term growth is a
reasonable proxy for perpetual growth in the overall market. The model reflects the
industrial companies that Value Line analyzes are expected to grow at an average rate of
12.68 percent, which is an untenable level of growth in light of the tenet identified above.

The third new model is also a risk-premium analysis based on a sample of what
are described as “Moody’s Electric Utility” companies. This model has several
weaknesses, including (1) use of a very broad base of companies, including those that are
not purely rate regulated; (2) use of general corporate bond rates, not the actual rates of
the sample companies; (3) a failure to address an overall decrease in risk premiums; and
(4) a failure to identify the appropriate holding period assumptions.”

E. The Commission should reject PGE’s risk positioning model.

In addition to a two-stage DCF model, PGE employs a univariate regression
analysis that PGE refers to as a “risk positioning model” (“RPM?”) to obtain a COE

estimate. Staff recommends that the Commission reject PGE’s analysis based on its

% Staff/1400, Morgan/37.
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RPM for several reasons. First, the Commission has previously rejected this model and
PGE provides no explanation as to why the Commission should nonetheless accept it in
this docket. Second, PGE’s modeling has several infirmities, including the omission of
relevant variables. Third, PGE provides no theoretical support for the model.

i. PGE’s RPM violates this Commission’s published guidelines.

PGE’s use of the RPM in UE 180 violates the Commission’s Cost of Equity
Witness Guidelines adopted in the last general rate case filed by PGE. Those guidelines

specify,

All witnesses should clearly and fully explain the methodologies used and
the theoretical support for using the methodologies. When advocating a new
approach, or one previously rejected by the Commission, a witness should
explain why the Commission should adopt the proposed methodology in the
present docket.**

PGE actually presented the RPM in the case in which the Commission adopted its
Cost of Equity Witness Guidelines. The Commission rejected the methodology. In
doing so, the Commission noted it had rejected a similar methodology in a 1999 rate case

involving another utility:

This Commission rejected a similar risk-positioning method
proposed by another utility in a recent rate case.[] We reach the same
conclusion here. As Staff notes, PGE’s proposed methodology using
authorized ROEs and yields on treasuries and corporate bonds is
unconventional and has not been accepted by regulatory agencies as a
reliable means for determining cost of equity. Because the methodology is
not based on accepted regulatory principles, we decline to adopt it for use
in this proceeding.*

It appears that at least in part, the Commission adopted its Cost of Equity Witness
Guidelines in response to PGE’s presentation of the RPM in the 2001 rate case.
Nonetheless, PGE still fails to explain why the Commission should rely on the RPM in
this docket even though the Commission has now twice rejected it.

PGE presented the RPM in its direct testimony with only one change from the

model presented in Docket No. UE 115, it updated a few years of authorized ROEs and

% Order No. 01-777 at App A.
% Order No. 01-777 at 33 (footnote citing order No. 99-697 omitted).
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interest rates. In fact, PGE stated that it didn’t go back and try to update its original
analysis done in 1998.% In absence of any explanation as to why it is appropriate to rely
on the RPM in this docket, notwithstanding the Commission’s previous rejection of the
model, the Commission should reject it again.

ii. PGE’s RPM is flawed from a regulatory perspective

Using the RPM to determine a utility’s COE is fundamentally flawed for several
reasons. First, the RPM uses hopelessly circular logic. In other words, use of the RPM
to set a COE would simply make such a determinations a never-ending loop among
Commissions, i.e., Washington would use Oregon utilities’ COE to determine COE for
Washington utilities, Oregon would then use Washington utilities” COE to set use the
COE for utilities in Oregon, etc.”” This loop would replace independent analysis based
on current market conditions, which as staff points out in its testimony, is wholly

inappropriate.

“[t]he cost of equity, as | discussed at length, is based on the required returns of
investors and simply averaging other ROE decisions from other jurisdictions is
circular and cedes the important authority for ROE decisions in Oregon to the
ROE decisions in other states. In other words, the market sets the required ROE,
not other Commissions.”*®

Second, the RPM relies on decisions of other jurisdictions over an unreasonably
long period of time. There is no reason to assume that a COE determined by a regulatory
commission in one year is probative of the COE that should be determined by another
regulatory commission the next year. Similarly, the RPM ignores the fact that an analysis
relying only on the final COE determined by a particular Commission is not particularly
meaningful if the circumstances underlying that COE decision are not also considered.

This Commission made a similar point in its order in PGE’s last general rate case:

Thus, the ROE awards may have been based, in part, on other unknown
parameters relevant in that particular docket. Accordingly, we will continue
to review ROEs authorized in other jurisdictions to help gauge the

% Staff/1102, Conway/19 (PGE’s Response to Staff Data Request 91).
97 Staff/1000, Morgan/24.
% Staff/ , Morgan/ .
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reasonableness of the cost of equity estimates derived from independent
methodologies. We will not, however, rely on such decisions to base an
ROE award for a utility.*

The Commission further addressed this issue in PacifiCorp’s 2001 general rate case,

stating,
Capital market conditions, not regulatory decisions, determine a utility’s
cost of equity. While we agree that regulatory agencies generally make
every effort to capture those market conditions, a review of past decisions
cannot replace an independent analysis of current market conditions and
how they affect the particular utility. Moreover, ROE determinations are
made not just in the traditional rate cases, but also in a range of other
proceedings, such as industry restructuring plans, merger approval cases, or
performance-based regulatory plans. Thus, the ROE awards may have been

based, in Opart, on other unknown parameters relevant in that particular
docket.'

iii. RPM lacks a theoretical foundation.
Finally, PGE’s RPM lacks a theoretical foundation. Rather than supporting the
model with scholarly journal articles or other such proof of a theoretical foundation, PGE

merely states that,

“[it] established a hypothesis regarding interest rates and authorized ROEs; we
then tested our hypothesis, and verified our results. Once we had determined that
interest rates were the most important variable, we limited our analysis to one
variable.” See PGE/2700, Hager-Valach/25.

As the Commission concluded in 2001, PGE’s RPM “is unconventional and has
not been accepted by other regulatory agencies as a reliable means for determining cost
of equity.”*® PGE’s assertion that it tested the hypothesis underlying the RPM is not
sufficient to demonstrate this Commission should adopt this unconventional method in
this docket. This is particularly true in light of the fact that the extent to which PGE
actually tested its hypothesis is not clear.

iv. PGE’s RPM is flawed from a financial analysis perspective.

PGE’s RPM is flawed from a financial analysis perspective because it omits

relevant factors such as capital structure. Further, as demonstrated by PGE itself, the R-

% Order No. 01-777.
190 Order No. 01-787.
191 Order No. 01-777 at 33.
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squared is not correct when using its RPM.**? However, this is the criteria PGE used to
determine that the data fit the model quite well. Staff further points out that even if the
R-Squared is not flawed, it is inappropriate for PGE to conclude its model was quite good
for a pooled cross sectional regression.*®

v. The RPM is flawed from a statistical perspective

PGE’s RPM lacks relevant variables and the reported statistics of the RPM are
fallacious. In PGE’s rebuttal testimony, PGE produced an “alternate form of the RPM.”
PGE also produced an analysis that demonstrates that the predicted results are the same
as PGE’s original form of the RPM. PGE demonstrates that the R-Squared and t-
statistics are not incorrectly specified (as they are in the original specification) but, PGE
discards the alternate form of the model and continues reporting results and statistics for
the original form. The production of the alternate form regression is a red herring. If
PGE has a model that has identical predicted values and does not suffer from fallacious
statistical results, then why does PGE not advocate for that model? Discarding the RPM
in favor of the “alternate model” would have simplified the discussion regarding PGE’s
regression analysis. However, both the RPM and the alternate form of the model likely
suffer from omitted variable bias which can cause statistical tests to be misstated. PGE
admits that its model lacks relevant factors considered by commissions in authorizing
ROEs.'™ PGE further admits that bias is a concern. Yet, PGE continues to advocate for
its simplistic single-variable model. In a nutshell, PGE’s argument seems to be that if
you are unable to produce a perfect model, why try?

vi. RPM application is flawed from a practitioners' perspective

102 pGE/2700, Hager-Valach/28 lines 8-12.
103 See Staff/1300, Conway/21 line 19 to Conway/22, line 18.

104 PGE/2000, Hager-Valach/57, lines 18-19.)
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PGE’s RPM is flawed from a practitioners’ perspective because PGE failed to
conduct basic statistical tests. In response to this criticism, PGE responds that it did not
have a “full cross-sectional time series data set.” With respect to the cross-sectional data,
PGE states that they have “some cross-sectional data, but not for all the jurisdictions in
any month.” With respect to the time-series data, PGE states that they have “some time
series data, but not consistently for any jurisdiction.” With respect to whether they
should have performed cross-sectional statistical tests, PGE responds, “[n]o. There is no
logical grouping to the data.” With respect to whether they should have performed time-
series statistical tests, PGE responds “[n]o. There is no logical grouping to the data.”*%

Puzzlingly, in PGE’s final round of testimony, PGE now claims the data has “a
very obvious logical grouping” and that it performed the standard statistical tests such as
R-squared, Adjusted R-squared, F-statistic, and t-statistic. However, this argument puts
the Commission back to square one. Staff demonstrated that the F-test and the t-test
provide identical results for a univariate regression.'®® Further Staff demonstrated that
PGE’s reported t-statistic, R-squared, and Adjusted R-squared are fallacious.'®’

PGE’s reliance on the original flawed statistics in its sursurrebutal testimony is
misleading. Staff’s criticism was very specific -- PGE did not run any basic statistical

tests to check for common problems. Staff testified regarding the benefit of such tests:

In its simplest terms, the tests would determine if the relationship between
authorized ROEs and Treasury rates are stable over time and across jurisdictions
(are the parameters stable). Additionally, the tests would determine if the
variations of the estimates vary across either time or jurisdiction (e.g., does the
model suffer from either heteroskedasticity or autocorrelation?). These basic
statistical tests are generally performed to see if it is reasonable to assume that the
model reflects the assumptions embedded in standard regression analysis.'*

195 pGE/2000, Hager-Valach/61, lines 11-20..

106 > Staff/1100, Conway/11, lines 6-7.
Staff/llOO Conway/6 line 10 through Conway/8, line 12.
%8 Staff/1300, Conway/9, lines 2-9.
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The problem PGE’s rebuttal to Staff’s criticism is that PGE seems undecided
whether the model is intended to predict or explain. PGE rebuts this criticism by
explaining, “If underlying assumptions do not change significantly, a model that has a
good fit will also predict well. They key is the underlying assumptions.”*% The problem
with PGE’s assertion is that it has no evidence that the underlying assumptions did not
change. That evidence would have come from the basic statistical tests advocated by
Staff that PGE declined to run.

PGE’s rebuttal of Staff titled “Model Statistics are solid” is a complete red
herring. PGE completely mischaracterizes and inaccurately describes the analysis Staff
conducted using Shazam. Staff adopted Shazam because Excel did not produce the AIC
and BIC statistics PGE was now relying upon. The results of Staff’s Shazam
demonstration are clear. The AIC and BIC statistics are identical between alternate forms

of the models due to the way they are set up.

PGE follows this analysis with its meatloaf example.*® Staff never advocated for
a regression model to forecast this commission’s cost of equity decision. Staff is
advocating against such a model. However, the correct use of PGE’s example of
meatloaf is that PGE has provided the Commission with a pound of raw ground beef and
is claiming it is a delicious meatloaf. Staff’s criticism of PGE’s meatloaf is that it is
missing the other crucial ingredients such as bread crumbs and that PGE did not do any
basic testing of its meatloaf (e.g., test to determine if it was heated sufficiently to kill
bacteria).
IV. Conclusion.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should adopt staff’s

recommendations regarding PGE’s NVPC, its proposed power cost adjustment

109 pGE/2700, Hager-Valach/26 lines 7-9.
119 see PGE/2700, Hager-Valach/27.
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mechanisms, staff’s proposed power cost adjustment mechanism and staff’s cost of

capital recommendations.

DATED this 20th day of November 2006.
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HARDY MYERS
Attorney General

[s/Stephanie S. Andrus

Stephanie S. Andrus, #92512
Assistant Attorney General

Of Attorneys for Staff of the Public
Utility Commission of Oregon
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$103,714
$163,234
§158,350

$10,448,808

Calf Premium &
Unamort. DDEE
of Refunded Issue
{K)

.81,946,808
$1,946,809
-$1,946,808

$1,268,000
$1,267,030
$1.617,373
$438,143
$244,162
$184.473
$184,980

Net
Proceeds

(856,182,317,
649,699,158
$47,644,349
$47.631,849
$47,551,849
$19,828,423
$173,875,000

$99,25€,000 .
$207,096,950

$146,514,200
522,247,120
$95,826,792
§20,485437
§18,737.486
$16,335,008
$8,311,248
$4,936,766
$5,640,66¢

$G

Face Amounl
Quislanding
©

= 8100,000,000
$50,000,000
$50,000,000
$60,000,000
$60,000,000
$20,000,000

$175.000,000

£149,260,000
$23,600,000
$97,800,000
$21,000.000
$20,200,000
$16,700,000
$8,600,000
§8,100,000
$5,800,600

$100,000,000 -
=$300,600,000 -

Net
Gutstanding

-:§99,182,317
$49,581,158 -

$47,644.340
$47,531,840
$47,531849
$19,823,423
$173,875,500
599,260,000
$207,096,950
$146,511,200
$22,247,120
$95,828,792
$20,485,437
§16,737,486
$16.335,008
$2.311,249
$4,936,766
$5,640,650

$11,042,588 $§1,222,558,604 §1,244.050,000 $1,222,558,604

Face
Amount
Weight
Q)
[OfFotal)

8,031
(A819%
- 4.019%
L4.019%
4.019%
1.608%
14.067%
8.038%
24.115%
11,997%
1.597%
7.861%
1.688%
1.624%
1.342%
0772%
0.416%
0.466%

100.00% -

8%

PGE
Weighted
Rate

R
Q)

0.260%

0,220% ..
0.275%

0.280%
20151%
0.855%
0.48%%
1.583%
0.975%
0.105%
C.418%
G.085%
0.082%
0.068%
0.043%
0.030%
0.017%

6.1984%

0.596%

Atlachment B

Slaff
Embeddad
Cost

6]

AT
{058%

-7.6387%
7.0998%
9.3906%
£.3583%
£.3201%
5.6932%
8.1488%
55742%
53278%
5.6106%
4.8668%
4.9534%
55358%
7.4123%
BEI%
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on November 20, 2006, I served the foregoing Amended Staff Opening

Brief upon all parties of record in this proceeding by electronic mail and by mailing a copy by

postage prepaid first class mail or by hand delivery/shuttle mail to the parties accepting paper

service.

JIM DEASON ~ CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY AT LAW

1 SW COLUMBIA ST - STE 1600
PORTLAND OR 97258-2014
jimdeason@comcast.net

ROBERT VALDEZ

PO BOX 2148

SALEM OR 97308-2148
bob.valdez@state.or.us

AF LEGAL & CONSULTING SERVICES
ANN L FISHER ~ CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY AT LAW

PO BOX 25302

PORTLAND OR 97298-0302
energlaw@aol.com

BOEHM KURTZ & LOWRY

KURT J BOEHM - CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY

36 E SEVENTH ST - STE 1510
CINCINNATI OH 45202
kboehm@bkllawfirm.com

MICHAEL L KURTZ - CONFIDENTIAL
36 E 7TH ST STE 1510

CINCINNATI OH 45202-4454
mkurtz@bkilawfirm.com

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
GEOFFREY M KRONICK LC7 « CONFIDENTIAL
PC BOX 3621

PORTLAND OR 97208-3621
gmkronick@bpa.gov

CRAIG SMITH

PO BOX 3621--L.7
PORTLAND OR 97208-3621
cmsmith@bpa.gov

BRUBAKER & ASSOCIATES INC
JAMES T SELECKY ~ CONFIDENTIAL
1215 FERN RIDGE PKWY - STE 208
ST. LOUIS MO 63141
jtselecky@consultbal.com

CABLE HUSTON BENEDICT ET AL
TAMARA FAUCETTE

1001 SW 5TH AVE STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97204
tfaucette@chbh.com

CHAD M STOKES

1001 SW 5TH - STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97204
cstokes@chbh.com

CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON
LOWREY R BROWN - CONFIDENTIAL
UTILITY ANALYST

610 SW BROADWAY - STE 308

PORTLAND QR 97205
lowrey@oregoncub.org

JASON EISDORFER ~ CONFIDENTYIAL
ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR

610 SW BROADWAY STE 308
PORTLAND OR 97205
jason@oregoncub.org

COMMUNITY ACTION DIRECTORS OF OR
JIM ABRAHAMSON ~- CONFIDENTIAL
COORDINATOR

PO BOX 7964

SALEM OR 97303-0208
jim@cado-oregon.org

CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY INC
WILLIAM H CHEN

REGULATORY CONTACT

2175 N CALIFORNIA BLVD STE 300
WALNUT CREEK CA 945%6
bill.chen@constellation.com

DANIEEL W MEEK ATTORNEY AT LAW
DANIEL W MEEK - CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY AT LAW

10949 SW 4TH AVE

PORTLAND OR 97219

dan@meek.net

Department of Justice
1162 Court Street NE
Salem, OR 973014096

(503) 378-6322



2 333 SW TAYLOR - STE 400 ASSOCIATE COUNSEL
PORTLAND OR 97204 220 NW 2ND AVE
3 mail@dvclaw.com PORTLAND OR 97209
elisa.larson@nwnatural.com
EPCOR MERCHANT & CAPITAL (US) INC
4 LORNE WHITTLES NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS CO
MGR -~ PNW MARKETING ALEX MILLER - CONFIDENTIAL
5 1161 W RIVER ST STE 250 DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
BOISE ID 83702 220 NW SECOND AVE
6 Iwhittles@epcor.ca PORTLAND OR 97209-3991
alex.miller@nwnatural.com
GRESHAM CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
7 DAVID R RIS PACIFICORP
SR, ASST. CITY ATTORNEY LAURA BEANE
8§  CITY OF GRESHAM MANAGER - REGULATORY
1333 NW EASTMAN PARKWAY 825 MULTNOMAH STE 300
9 GRESHAM OR 97030 PORTLAND QR 97232
david.ris@ci.gresham.or.us laura.beane@pacificorp.com
10 GRESHAM CITY OF W
JOHN HARRIS ~-CONFIDENTIAL PORTLAND CITY OF - OFFICE OF CITY ATT
11 TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS BENJAMIN WALTERS -~ CONFIDENTIAL
SUPERINTENDENT DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
12 1333 NW EASTMAN PKWY 1221 SW 4TH AVE « RM 430
GRESHAM OR 97030 PORTLAND OR 97204
13 john.harris@ci.gresham.or.us bwalters@ci.portland.or.us
KAFOURY & MCDOUGAL w
14 LINDA K WILLIAMS - CONFIDENTIAL PORTLAND CITY OF ~ OFFICE OF
ATTORNEY AT LAW TRANSPORTATION
15 10266 SW LANCASTER RD RICHARD GRAY
PORTLAND OR 97219-6305 STRATEGIC PROJECTS MGR/SMIF
[Inda@lindawilliams.net ADMINISTRATOR
16 1120 SW 5TH AVE RM 800
LEEAGUE OF OREGON CITIES PORTLAND OR 97204
17 ANDREA FOGUE - CONFIDENTIAL richard.gray@pdxtrans.org
SENIOR STAFF ASSOCIATE
18 PO BOX 928 w
1201 COURT ST NE STE 200 PORTLAND CITY OF ENERGY OFFICE
SALEM OR 97308 DAVID TOQZE
19 afogue@orcities.org SENIOR ENERGY SPECIALIST
721 NW 9TH AVE -- SUITE 350
20 MCDOWELL & ASSOCIATES PC PORTLAND OR 97209-3447
KATHERINE A MCDOWELL dtooze@ci.portland.or,us
71 ATTORNEY
520 SW SIXTH AVE - SUITE 830 PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
PORTELAND OR 97204 PGE - OPUC FILINGS
22 katherine@med-law.com RATES & REGULATORY AFFAIRS
121 SW SALMON ST 1WTC0702
23 W PORTLAND OR 97204
NORTHWEST ECONOMIC RESEARCH INC pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com
24 LON L PETERS - CONFIDENTIAL
607 SE MANCHESTER PLACE DOUGLAS C TINGEY ~ CONFIDENTIAL
PORTLAND QR 97202 121 5W SALMON 1WTC13
25 peters@pacifier.com PORTLAND OR 97204
doug.tingey@pgn.com
26

DAVISON VAN CLEVE PC

S BRADLEY VAN CLEVE - CONFIDENTIAL

NORTHWEST NATURAL
ELISA M LARSON - CONFIDENTIAL
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PRESTON GATES ELLIS LLP
HARVARD P SPIGAL

222 SW COLUMBIA ST STE 1400
PORTLAND OR 97201-6632
hspigal@prestongates.com

SEMPRA GLOBAL
THEQDORE E ROBERTS

101 ASH ST HQ 13D

SAN DIEGO CA 92101-3017
troberts@sempra.com

SEMPRA GLOBAL

LINDA WRAZEN

101 ASH ST HQ3C

SAN DIEGO CA 92101-3017
iwrazen@sempraglobal.com

SMIGEL ANDERSON & SACKS
SCOTT H DEBROFF

RIVER CHASE OFFICE CENTER
4431 NORTH FRONT ST
HARRISBURG PA 17110
sdebroff@sasllp.com

T s %/L@/
Neoma Lane

Legal Secretary
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