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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Marianne Gardner.  I am a Senior Revenue Requirement Analyst 2 

with the Public Utility Commission of Oregon.  My business address is 201 3 

High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301-3612.  4 

Q. Have you filed testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I filed opening testimony Exhibit Staff/700; my qualification statement is 6 

provided in Exhibit Staff/701.  7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide additional information for specific 9 

issues in support of the Partial Stipulation (Stipulation) and the joint testimony 10 

filed by the Parties in this docket. 11 

Q. Does this Stipulation indicate that all parties agree on the calculations 12 

or bases employed by other parties to determine each adjustment? 13 

A. No, although the Stipulating Parties may not necessarily agree on the 14 

calculations, assumptions, or bases used to determine each adjustment, we 15 

believe the stipulated amounts represent a reasonable financial settlement of 16 

the respective issues in this docket.  The adjustments are in the public interest, 17 

and are consistent with rates that are fair, just, and reasonable. 18 

Q. Are other Staff submitting testimony in support of the Stipulation?  19 

A. Yes, on the following page is a listing of Staff who are submitting separate 20 

testimony in support of the settled issues. 21 

 22 
 23 
 24 
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Issues Staff Witness Description 
Exhibit  

No. 

S-1, S-4, S-11  Marianne Gardner  
Revenue Sensitive and 
Uncollectibles; Wages and 
Salaries; Escalation 

1000 

S-12  Michael Breish  Energy Efficiency 1100 

S-5  Mitch Moore  Advertising 1200 

S-7, S-8  Brian Bahr Medical Benefits; Pensions 1300 

S-9, I-2, I-7  Judy Johnson 
Dues and Donations; 
Construction Overheads;  Coal 
Inventory 

1400 

S-13  George Compton Research and Development 1500 

S-6  Linnea Wittekind  Various A&G; D&O Insurance 1600 

S-10, I-3  Jorge Ordonez 
Capital Additions; Carty 
Generation Station 

1700 

S-15  Phil Boyle Fee Free Bankcard Program 1800 
 1 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 2 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 3 

S-1  ------Revenue Sensitive and Uncollectibles ......................................... 2 4 

S-4  ------Wages and Salaries ..................................................................... 3 5 

S-11------Escalation ..................................................................................... 5 6 

 

S-1, Revenue Sensitive, and Uncollectibles 

Q. What was PGE’s filed position on Revenue Sensitive and 7 

Uncollectibles. 8 

A. PGE proposed an uncollectible rate of 0.4700% based on a three-year average 9 

of 2014 actuals, 2015 budgeted, and 2016 forecasted test year net-write offs to 10 

the average general revenues.  PGE’s calculation of the uncollectible rate 11 

included bad debts (non-light and power) unrelated to retail sales. 12 
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 Q. Did Staff agree with PGE’s calculation? 1 

A. No.  Staff issued approximately nine data requests and reviewed PGE’s 2 

responses.  Staff does not support counting non-light and power uncollectibles 3 

in net-write offs, and the Company’s use of budgeted and forecasted amounts 4 

for the calculation.  Historically, the Commission has used a three-year 5 

average of actual net write-offs (light and power), and the related general 6 

revenues to calculate the uncollectible rate.  Based on Commission policy and 7 

PGE’s response to Staff DR 278(a), Staff calculated an uncollectible rate of 8 

0.4032%. 9 

Q. What was the parties’ resolution for settlement purposes? 10 

A. For purposes of settlement, parties agreed to accept Staff’s proposed rate of 11 

0.4032% for revenue sensitive calculations.  So, while this revised uncollectible 12 

rate will change the net-to-gross factor, the parties did not agree to any specific 13 

reduction in uncollectible expenses for the test year. 14 

S-4, Wages and Salaries 15 

Q. What was PGE’s filed position on Wages and Salaries? 16 

A. PGE proposed an increase of 91 FTE between 2014 and the 2016 test year.  17 

In the Company’s filed testimony, PGE cited a number of causes including the 18 

Company’s ten percent share increase in Boardman ownership, training critical 19 

positions due to retirements, intensifying regulatory demands for cyber 20 

security, and supporting a growing IT user base combined with systems that 21 

are more complex.  In addition, PGE forecasted/escalated the 2016 wages 22 

around a market-based pay structure estimating a median based on that 23 
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research.  Lastly, PGE removed all of its forecasted officers’ stock incentive 1 

plan and 50 percent of all other forecasted employee incentives. 2 

Q. Did Staff agree with PGE’s forecast? 3 

A. No.  Staff reviewed PGE’s testimony, PGE’s responses to Staff’s standard data 4 

requests, and issued approximately 22 additional data requests.  Consistent 5 

with past Commission policy, Staff utilized Staff’s three-year model to estimate 6 

a reasonable increase in wages and salaries.  In this case, Staff’s model 7 

escalated the historic 2013 year based on the All-Urban CPI (CPI) as published 8 

by the Oregon Dept. of Administrative Services, Office of Economic Analysis, in 9 

March 2015.  (This is consistent with Commission Order No. 01-787 at 40; 10 

Order No. 99-697 at 43; Order No. 99-033 at 61; and Order No. 95-322 at 10.) 11 

 Staff also proposed elimination of the officers’ incentives that remained in 12 

PGE’s test year.  This treatment corresponds with Commission’s policy to 13 

disallow 100 percent of officers’ bonuses, because these incentives are 14 

predicated on increased earnings.  (Commission Order No. 99-033 at 62; 15 

Order No. 97-171 at 74-76.)  Based on Commission policy, Staff routinely 16 

disallows 50 percent of merit-based bonuses, contending this type of bonus 17 

equally benefits shareholders and ratepayers.  (Commission Order No. 99-697 18 

at 44-45; Order No. 99-033 at 62.)  Staff was satisfied with PGE’s 50 percent 19 

reduction of non-officer incentives for the 2016 test year.   20 

 Finally, based on Staff’s examination of the year-over-year trend of actual 21 

FTE, Staff proposed a reduction in PGE’s estimation of FTE because it finds 22 

the FTE count was over-stated in the Company’s filed case.  23 



Docket No UE 294 Staff/1000 
 Gardner/5 

 

Q. Were parties able to reach an agreement for a 2016 test year Wages 1 

and Salaries adjustment? 2 

A. Yes.  The parties agreed to settle S-4, Wages and Salaries, collectively with 3 

other items Staff had identified for an overall reduction in revenue expense and 4 

in rate base.  Staff considers the settled amount reasonable and consistent 5 

with past Commission precedent. 6 

S-11, Escalation 7 

Q. Please describe PGE’s position on escalation. 8 

A. PGE applied escalation rates to the 2015 budgeted amount for certain cost 9 

element groupings.  The groups and the respective rates are as follows: 10 

1. Labor – 3 percent; 11 

2. Outside Services – 3 percent; 12 

3. Direct Materials – 2 percent; and, 13 

4. Employee Business Expense – 1.6 percent. 14 

According to its filed testimony, the Company relied on various sources such 15 

as Global Insights; U.S. Economic Outlook dated September 2014 to develop 16 

the above rates. 17 

Q. Did Staff agree with PGE’s adjustment? 18 

A. No.  Staff disagreed and proposed an alternative calculation.  Staff has 19 

historically used the All Urban CPI index (CPI) to inflate or deflate the most 20 

recent year of actual O&M and A&G costs, outside of known and measurable 21 

adjustments.  Because Staff proposed a separate adjustment for labor in S-4, 22 

this adjustment is only for the expenses designated as outside services, direct 23 
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materials, and employee business expense by PGE.  Similar to the Wage and 1 

Salary model, Staff proposed to use the average change in CPI.  In this 2 

instance, Staff applied the CPI change for 2015 and 2016 to escalate 2014 3 

actual expense.  Staff believes that the CPI is a representative measure of 4 

price change for the types of expenses included in these categories.  Staff 5 

issued two data requests as part of the analysis. 6 

 Q. Were parties able to reach an agreement for a 2016 test year escalation 7 

adjustment? 8 

A. Yes.  Although parties did not specifically agree to the ideal index or base year 9 

for escalation, parties agreed to settle this adjustment in combination with a 10 

group of issues.  While a specific amount was not singled out for the escalation 11 

adjustment, in Staff’s opinion, the collective amount for settlement is equitable. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 13 

A. Yes.   14 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Michael Breish.  I am a Utility Analyst in the Energy – Resources 2 

and Planning Division of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC). My 3 

business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301-4 

3612.  5 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 6 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1101. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. This testimony presents my analysis concerning Portland General Electric’s 9 

(PGE’s) energy efficiency and other demand-side management (DSM) 10 

programs and supports the partial stipulation between the parties filed on June 11 

23, 2015. 12 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket other than your 13 

qualifications exhibit? 14 

A. Yes. I prepared the following exhibit: 15 

 Exhibit Staff/1102, PGE Data Request Responses, consisting of nine pages.  16 

Q. Please briefly summarize your analysis of the energy efficiency and 17 

other DSM program expenditures.  18 

A. PGE included in its UE 294 filing $282,221 in 2016 expenses for DSM research 19 

and development (R&D) programs.1  In my analysis of PGE’s DSM program 20 

expenditures, I identified two general R&D programs, “Pricing Programs 21 

Development” and “Time of Use Program,” as having a limited research or pilot 22 

                                            
1
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, at page 3, PGE Response to Staff Data Request Number 272. 
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program period.  In addition, for these two programs, PGE spent less than what 1 

was budgeted over the 2012-2014 period.  2 

 3 
Issue 1, Energy Efficiency and other DSM Expenditures 4 
 5 

Q. How did Staff conduct its analysis of PGE’s energy efficiency and 6 

other DSM expenditures? 7 

A. Staff began its analysis by asking PGE a series of data requests that were 8 

intended to generate a list of all DSM-related expenses or costs that are not 9 

covered through the DSM-related tariffs and instead are included in PGE’s 10 

revenue requirement.  PGE responded with a list of seven programs and their 11 

associated 2014 actual expenditures and budgeted amounts for 2015 and 12 

2016.2  PGE also provided a list of all DSM-related accounts that included the 13 

seven programs listed in the response to Staff data request number 272.3 14 

Staff correlated PGE’s proposed budget increases for certain programs to 15 

the planned pilots and program development presented and discussed in 16 

PGE’s 2015 Smart Grid Report.4 Within the report is an Appendix titled “Pricing 17 

& Residential Demand Response Pilots,” in which PGE describes DSM pilots 18 

to be implemented in the next few years.  These align with program 19 

descriptions provided in PGE’s response to Staff Data Request number 272. 20 

 21 

 22 

                                            
2
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, pages 1-3, PGE Response to Staff Data Request number 272. 

3
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, pages 4-5, PGE Response to Staff Data Request number 273. 

4
 See Docket No. UM 1657, “2015 Smart Grid Annual Report,” (May 28, 2015) p. 92. 
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Q. What are Staff’s findings regarding the budgeted expenditures for the 1 

DSM programs? 2 

A. Staff analyzed the Company’s list and found that PGE increased the budgets of 3 

two programs, “General Demand Response” and “Time of Use Program,” by a 4 

factor of approximately two and 33, respectively, when compared to 2014 5 

actuals.5  In addition, Staff found that on a yearly basis from 2012 to 2014, 6 

PGE spent less than what was budgeted for a number of DSM R&D programs, 7 

including the two programs specifically identified by Staff.  In other words, PGE 8 

only spent 70 percent of the Pricing Program budget and 13 percent of the 9 

Time of Use Program budget over the 2012-2014 period.6 10 

Q. Is the list of DSM programs that Staff reviewed comprehensive? 11 

A. Yes.  In order to be sure that all pertinent DSM expenditures and activity were 12 

accounted for, Staff submitted additional data requests to PGE requesting all 13 

DSM activity “paid for by customers not through monies collected and 14 

transferred by legislative directive to ETO”.  Staff was satisfied with the results 15 

of comparison between the Company’s responses to Staff Data Request 16 

numbers 272 and 273 with responses to these additional data requests, Data 17 

Request numbers 405 and 407.7 18 

 19 

 20 

                                            
5
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, at page 3, PGE response to data request number 272.   

6
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, at page 9, PGE Response to Data Request number 407. 

7
 See Exhibit Staff/1102, at pages 6-9, PGE response to data request numbers 405 and 407. 
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Q. Did the Parties reach settlement on the energy efficiency and other 1 

demand-side management (DSM) programs? 2 

A. Yes.  The Parties agreed that $237,000 should be removed from PGE”s 3 

revenue requirement request.  The adjustment takes into account what Staff 4 

viewed as an overstatement of projected 2016 costs related to the programs 5 

discussed above. 6 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 7 

A. Yes. 8 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Michael Breish 
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Utility Analyst 
 Energy Resources and Planning Division 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 

Salem, Oregon 97301-3612 
 
EDUCATION: Bachelor of Science, Atmosphere/Energy Engineering, 

Stanford University 2012 
  
EXPERIENCE: I have been employed as a Utility Analyst at the  
  Public Utility Commission since September, 2014.  My 

current responsibilities include analysis, policy and 
technical support for energy resource planning related 
proceedings, with an emphasis on integrated resource 
plans and demand-side management filings.   

 
    Prior to working for the OPUC I was an analyst instructor 

at Boston Pacific Company, a consulting firm located in 
Washington DC, where I worked on a number of 
electricity-industry related cases including retail and 
wholesale markets, RTO/ISO practices, offshore wind 
development, and federal preemption cases involving 
state commissions and in-state power generation. 

 
 . 
      
     
   
      
 
     
       .   
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Mitchell Moore. I am a Senior Utility Analyst with the Public Utility 2 

Commission of Oregon (Commission). My business address is 201 High Street 3 

SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301-3612.  4 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 5 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1201. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support the partial stipulation in this docket 8 

that includes the areas of advertising, promotions and customer service. 9 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket other than your 10 

qualifications exhibit? 11 

A. Yes. Exhibit Staff/1202 contains PGE’s response to Standard Data Request 12 

#104, in which the Company provides supporting detail regarding its 13 

advertising and marketing budget. 14 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 15 

A. My testimony addresses advertising and customer service related expense. In 16 

my testimony, I will discuss the historical treatment of the issue, describe my 17 

analysis, and explain how this issue is addressed in the partial stipulation.  18 
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Advertising 1 

Q. Does the Commission have a standard means of defining how 2 

advertising-related expenses are treated? 3 

A. Yes, it does. OAR 860-026-0022 sets out how advertising-related expenses 4 

are addressed in a rate case.  5 

Q. How did Staff perform its analysis of PGE’s proposed advertising 6 

expenses? 7 

A. Staff reviewed the Company’s response to a standard data request, in which 8 

PGE provided a breakdown of its proposed 2016 advertising budget by 9 

category, and Staff reviewed the transaction-level detail of the Company’s 10 

2014 spending on advertising and marketing activities. 11 

Q. What did the Company propose to spend in its initial filing on advertising 12 

in its 2016 budget? 13 

A. For its 2016 advertising budget, PGE included the following:1 14 

 FERC 
Account 

PGE 
Account Account Description Budget 2016 Category 

909.0  9090001 Informational Advertising $2,087,673 
A 

909.0  9090001 Legally Mandated Advertising  $25,750 B 
930.1  9301001 Institutional/Promotional Advertising ($732,708) C* 
417.1  4171003 Political/Non-Utility Advertising $0 D** 

417.1  4171005 Political/Non-Utility Advertising $12,360 
D** 

182.3    EE & Conservation Advertising $0 E 
          

          

    2016 Advertising Budget $2,858,491   

 15 
* Remove 100% of Account 9301001 

** Not included in base rates  
                                             

1
 See Staff Exhibit/1202, PGE’s response to Staff Data Request #104. 
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Q. What is Staff’s assessment of PGE’s proposed 2016 advertising budget? 1 

A. Advertising categories are excluded from base rates in a manner consistent 2 

with the Commission’s rule, OAR 860-026-0022. 3 

Q. Please explain how Staff came to this conclusion. 4 

A. According to OAR 860-026-0022, Category A expenses are presumed 5 

reasonable if they are within 0.125 percent of the revenue requirement. Staff 6 

agrees that PGE’s proposed Category A budget of $2.1 million is consistent 7 

with the rule. In addition, the proposed budget for spending in this category is 8 

flat, relative to the Company’s actual spending in 2012-2014.  9 

 Category B spending on legally mandated advertising is presumed just and 10 

reasonable, according to the rule. Here again, PGE’s proposed spending is 11 

consistent with actual spending in 2012-2014. 12 

 For Category C spending, for which the Company must provide justification as 13 

to its reasonableness, the Company in its initial filing removed this amount from 14 

the revenue requirement. 15 

 Category D expenses are also excluded from the revenue requirement. 16 

 The Company proposes no spending on Category E advertising – energy 17 

efficiency and conservation. 18 

Q. How did Staff analyze advertising expense at the transaction-level? 19 

A.   Staff reviewed all transactions in FERC accounts relating to advertising and 20 

marketing for the 2014 base year.  In FERC account 908, Staff identified 21 

advertising-related transactions that would not have been justified and 22 

accounted for in PGE’s proposed 2016 advertising budget. The account also 23 
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contained miscellaneous items such as gift cards, flowers, and party favors – 1 

expenses that Staff does not support including in establishing the Company’s 2 

base rates. Staff identified an additional amount of  business meals as 3 

expenses that should not be included, which is in accordance with Commission 4 

Order 09-020 that allows the Company to include only 50 percent of these 5 

expenses.  Staff typically removes these expenses and then scales up 6 

according to the March 2015 All Urban Consumer Price Index.  7 

Q. What types of transactions are recorded in FERC account 908? 8 

A. FERC account 908 is used for transactions related to labor, materials and 9 

expenses the utility incurs in providing instruction or assistance to customers. 10 

Q. Did Staff identify issues with the other accounts that contain advertising-11 

related expense? 12 

A. No.  Upon review, Staff found that the advertising expenses in FERC accounts 13 

909, 930.1, 417.1, and 182.3 were consistent with prior years’ spending, and 14 

fell within the Commission’s prescribed parameters contained in OAR 860-026-15 

0022. 16 

Q. How is the issue of advertising expense resolved in the Partial 17 

Stipulation? 18 

A. Under the Partial Stipulation, the Parties agree to remove approximately 19 

$70,000 from PGE’s revenue requirement request.  20 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 21 

A. Yes. 22 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Mitchell Moore  
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Senior Utility Analyst 
 Energy Rates, Finance and Audit 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
 Salem Oregon  97301-3612 
 
EDUCATION: Bachelor of Arts, Journalism and Political Science 
 University of Hawaii at Manoa (1992) 
  
EXPERIENCE: I have been employed by the Public Utility Commission 

of Oregon since 2009, with my current position being a 
Senior Utility Analyst in the utility program’s Energy 
Rates, Finance and Audit division. 

     
    My prior position at the Commission was as a Senior 

Telecommunications Analyst, where my assignments 
included reviewing carrier interconnection agreements, 
wholesale service quality, and resolution of carrier-to-
carrier complaints. 

 
    Prior to my utility regulatory career, I worked with AT&T 

as a loop electronics coordinator, designing and 
implementing high-speed broadband and fiber optic 
services in Los Angeles. I have also worked as an 
outside plant design engineer with Qwest Corporation, 
and I spent several years as a newspaper reporter with 
the Honolulu Star-Bulletin. 
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FERC PGE
Account Account

2016 Advertising Budget

Account Description

UE 294 PGE Response to OPUC OR No. 104

Attachment 104-A

page 1

Budget 2016 Category

909.0 9090001 Informational Advertising

909.0 9090001 Legally Mandated Advertising

$2,087,673

$25,750

930.1 9301001 Institutional/Promotional Advertising $732,708

417.1 4171003 PoliticaS/Non Utility Advertising

417.1 4171005 Political/Non Utility Advertising

182.3 EE & Conversion Advertising

$0

$12,360

$0

2016 Advertising Budget $2,858,491

Remove 100% of Account 9301001

Staff/1202 

Moore/1



Category A Advertising Adjustment
2016 Test Year Budget

Category A

FERC 9090001 $2,113,423
Less: Legally Mandated Advertising (Cat B) 25,750
Net Category A $2,087,673

2016 Total Revenue Requirement 1 ,921,344,496
Factor per OAR 0.125%
Presumed Reasonable Cat A Costs 2,401,681

Difference $314,008

Adjustment

OAR 860-26-022 Rule = 1/8 of 1 % of sales is presumed reasonable

UE 294 PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 104
Attachment 104-A

Page 1

Category C Advertising Adjustment
2016 Test Year Budget

Category

Account 9301001

Adjustment %

Decrease to A&G Costs

732,708

100.0%

(732,708)

Staff/1202 

Moore/2
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Brian Bahr.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst for the Oregon Public 2 

Utility Commission (Commission).  My business address is 201 High St SE 3 

Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301.  4 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 5 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1301. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to describe my analysis of two issues that were 8 

settled in the stipulation reached between the parties in this docket on May 29, 9 

2015.  The two issues I analyzed that were settled were pension costs and 10 

medical benefits.  I also analyzed affiliated interests and taxes other than 11 

income, but these will not be discussed in this testimony, as I proposed no 12 

related adjustments to the Company’s filing.  13 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket? 14 

A. Yes, in addition to my Witness Qualification Statement, I prepared confidential 15 

Exhibit Staff/1302, which consists of various documents Staff reviewed in 16 

connection with its analysis in support of Staff’s testimony. 17 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 18 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 19 

Issue 1, Pension Costs ............................................................................... 2 20 

Issue 2, Medical Benefits Expense ............................................................. 7 21 

Summary of Recommendations ................................................................ 14 22 
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ISSUE 1, PENSION COSTS

Q. Please describe the company's request regarding pension costs.

A. The Company's proposed rate increase includes a test year pension expense

of approximately $25.3 million, $14.7 million of which is expensed and $10.6

million of which is capitalized. Additionally, in contrast to several of the

Company's most recent general rate cases, the Company is proposing to NOT

include in rate base its estimated prepaid pension asset, net of its related

accumulated deferred taxes. The prepaid pension asset is defined as the

difference between the Company's total cash payments into its pension fund

and the cumulative accrual expense the Company has incurred, as calculated

under Financial Accounting Standard (FAS) 87 and other relevant Generally

Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). The Company's estimate of the

December 31, 2015, prepaid pension asset balance, net of the estimated $B

of accumulated deferred taxes associated with it, is approximately $^B

Q. How are pension costs typically treated by the Commission?

A. Though most expenses approved for inclusion in rates are based on cash

costs, cash payments from a company to its pension fund can be volatile from

year to year, depending on market and interest rates, as well as changing

pension regulations. Because of the volatility of these cash payments, the

Commission has approved the use of accrual pension costs as a proxy for

See PGE/500, Barnett-JaramiElo/33, at line 17, and Barnett-Jaramilio/35, at line 5.
2 See PGE/500, Barnett-Jaramilio/35, at line 8.

See PGE/500, Bamett-Jaramilfo/34, at iine 6, and the Company's confidential res[:
Data Request No. 232, included as confidentiai Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/1-3.
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cash payments.  These accrual pension costs are calculated in accordance 1 

with applicable standardized accounting guidance. 2 

 The Commission is currently conducting a general investigation into the 3 

recovery of pension costs in Docket No. UM 1633.  In that docket, the 4 

Commission is investigating whether FAS 87 should be continued for use in 5 

rate recovery of pension expense, whether a company’s prepaid pension asset 6 

should be included in rate base, and whether there are more effective methods 7 

of pension cost recovery than those currently in practice in Oregon.  8 

Q. How did Staff analyze the Company’s requested pension costs? 9 

A. Staff reviewed the Company’s responses to 19 Staff data requests related to 10 

pension costs as well as the testimony and supporting work papers included in 11 

the Company’s filing.  In analyzing the Company’s requested pension costs, 12 

Staff distinguished between the two parts of the proposed cost, the requested 13 

FAS 87 expense amount and the exclusion from rate base of both the prepaid 14 

pension asset and the related accumulated deferred taxes.   15 

  As described above, the Commission has historically relied on FAS 87 16 

expense as a reasonable representation of cash costs in any given year.  The 17 

FAS 87 expense amount is calculated and determined by third-party actuaries.  18 

Though most of the calculation’s inputs are based on actual costs and 19 

amounts, two of the inputs require a degree of subjective judgment; these are 20 

the expected long term market rate of return on pension assets (EROA) and 21 

the expected discount rate.  Typically in reviewing pension costs as part of a 22 

general rate case, Staff analyzes these two inputs, reviews them for 23 
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1 || reasonableness, recalculates the expense, and potentially recommends an

2 || adjustment to the proposed cost based on recommended changes to the

3 j| EROA or discount rate.

4 [| With regard to the Company's request to exclude from rate base the

5 || accumulated deferred taxes associated with the prepaid pension asset, Staff

6 || notes this request is dissimilar to the Company's previous two general rate

7 || cases, Commission Dockets No. UE 262 and No. UE 283. In those cases, the

8 || Company requested the prepaid pension asset be included in rate base, net of

9 || the associated accumulated deferred tax amount. Several other companies

10 || have made the same request in recent general rate cases, including NW

11 || Natural (UG 221), PacifiCorp (UE 263), and Avista (UG 246). As these rate

12 || cases have been concurrent with Docket UM 1633, the Commission's general

13 [| investigation into pension cost recovery, Staff has recommended in each case

14 || that no change to current cost recovery methods is warranted until the

15 || conclusion of the general investigation.

16 || As the balance of a prepaid pension asset grows, so also grows the

17 |j balance of its associated deferred tax benefit. Staff notes that PGE, as well as

18 || the three other utility companies mentioned above, currently does not include

19 [[ its prepaid pension asset in rate base. However, in contrast to the other

20 || companies, PGE currently does include the associated deferred tax benefit,

21 || which reduces rate base and benefits customers. Including the deferred tax

22 || benefit would reduce rate base by approximately $|



Docket UE 294 Staff/1300 
 Bahr/5 

 

Q. What were Staff’s findings on review of the Company’s proposed FAS 1 

87 expense? 2 

A. Staff carefully reviewed the assumptions and calculations of the third party 3 

actuary used by the Company to determine the expected test year FAS 87 4 

expense.  To compare the Company’s EROA and discount rate used in the 5 

FAS 87 expense calculation to those of other utility companies regulated in 6 

Oregon, Staff constructed the following table using 2014 SEC 10k filings found 7 

online.  As seen in the below table, the Company’s EROA was reduced by 75 8 

basis points between 2013 and 2014, and PGE’s was the only EROA that 9 

changed over that time.   10 

 Table 1.  Expected Rate of Return used in FAS 87 calculations 11 

Company 2013 2014 

Avista4 6.6% 6.6% 

Cascade5 7% 7% 

Idaho Power6  7.75% 7.75% 

NW Natural7 7.5% 7.5% 

PacifiCorp8 7.5% 7.5% 

PGE9 8.25% 7.5% 

                                            
4
 Avista’s 2014 10k can be found online at: 

http://www.annualreports.com/Click/6241?_SID_=20150706190117-
2fe6be35324430e88f3e9d1d6c83301a.   Page 89 is included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/4. 
5
 Cascade’s 2014 10k can be found online at: http://www.mdu.com/docs/default-source/Proxy-

Materials/2014-annual-report-10-k-and-proxy.pdf.  Page 89 is included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/5. 
6
 Idaho Power’s 2014 10k can be found online at:  

http://www.idacorpinc.com/pdfs/annualreps/ar2014.pdf.  Page 110 is included as Exhibit Staff/1302, 
Bahr/6. 
7
 NW Natural’s 2014 10k can be found online at:  

https://www.nwnatural.com/Content/AnnualReport/2014/files/10K_2014.pdf.  Page 72 is included as 
Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/7. 
8
 PacifiCorp’s 2014 10k can be found online at:  

https://www.last10k.com/Search/LoadPDF?u=http://www.last10k.com/sec-
filings/75594/000007559415000003/pacificorp123114form10-k.htm.pdf.  Page 79 is included as 
Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/8. 

http://www.annualreports.com/Click/6241?_SID_=20150706190117-2fe6be35324430e88f3e9d1d6c83301a
http://www.annualreports.com/Click/6241?_SID_=20150706190117-2fe6be35324430e88f3e9d1d6c83301a
http://www.mdu.com/docs/default-source/Proxy-Materials/2014-annual-report-10-k-and-proxy.pdf
http://www.mdu.com/docs/default-source/Proxy-Materials/2014-annual-report-10-k-and-proxy.pdf
http://www.idacorpinc.com/pdfs/annualreps/ar2014.pdf
https://www.nwnatural.com/Content/AnnualReport/2014/files/10K_2014.pdf
https://www.last10k.com/Search/LoadPDF?u=http://www.last10k.com/sec-filings/75594/000007559415000003/pacificorp123114form10-k.htm.pdf
https://www.last10k.com/Search/LoadPDF?u=http://www.last10k.com/sec-filings/75594/000007559415000003/pacificorp123114form10-k.htm.pdf
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 Staff also compiled a table showing the Company’s actual annual returns 1 

on its pension asset compared to the EROA used for each year’s FAS 87 2 

expense.  The Company’s actual and expected returns from 2003 through 3 

2014 can be found in the Company’s response to Staff Data Request No. 390, 4 

which is included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/10; an excerpt of the data is 5 

included in the table below. 6 

Table 2. Expected vs. Actual Rate of Return on Pension Assets 7 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Expected ROA 8.50% 8.50% 8.25% 8.25% 8.25% 7.50% 

Actual ROA 26.90% 15.02% 3.46% 17.51% 18.39% 7.90% 

% Difference 216.5% 76.7% -58.1% 112.2% 122.9% 5.3% 

Actual > Expected? Over Over Under Over Over Over 

 The information contained in the response to Staff’s Data Request No. 8 

390 indicates that the Company’s actual returns between the years of 1998 9 

and 2014 exceeded the expected return in ten of 17 years, in eight out of 12 10 

years since 2003, and five out of six years since 2009.  Though past results are 11 

no guarantee of future returns, this information suggests the Company 12 

regularly exceeds its EROA used in calculating FAS 87 expense, and a 13 

significant decrease in the Company’s expected rate of return is not supported. 14 

 In its testimony in the Commission’s general investigation into pension 15 

costs, Docket No. UM 1633, the Company testified (emphasis added):10 16 

                                                                                                                                       
9
 PGE’s 2014 10k can be found online at:  

http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/POR/401492826x0xS784977-15-5/784977/filing.pdf.  Page 
102 of the report is included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/9.  
10

 See Docket No. Um 1633, PGE/100, Hager-Jaramillo/4-6, included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/11-
13. 

http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/POR/401492826x0xS784977-15-5/784977/filing.pdf
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A projected return or expected return on assets (EROA) is a 1 

long-term estimate that is actuarially determined and generally 2 

does not vary significantly from year to year.  Its purpose is not to 3 

accurately forecast the real market returns for the year, but 4 

rather to provide an estimate of the expected average.  This 5 

average helps smooth FAS 87 expense year to year with the 6 

understanding that while actual market returns can vary widely 7 

up and down each year, over time they will average near the 8 

forecasted projections. 9 

PGE's pension asset has consistently outperformed similarly 10 

sized pension plans for the last five years, performing in the top 11 

decile of funds over the five years ending September 30, 2013.  12 

Additionally, from 2000 through 2011, PGE's pension plan 13 

performance outpaced the average pension returns of the 14 

nation's largest companies (companies listed in the 2012 Fortune 15 

1 000) by an average of 1.2% annually.  Since 1994, PGE has 16 

outperformed the market benchmark by 86 basis points on 17 

average.  This is not the result of a "single year's showing of 18 

above average market performance”, it is the result of 19 

consistently beating the market benchmarks. 20 

Because the Company’s actual returns were consistently exceeding its 21 

expected returns, Staff concluded that a reduction in the FAS 87 expense is 22 

warranted.  For example, by using a 7.75 expected return on assets instead of 23 

7.5, the expense would be reduced by approximately $1.3 million.11 24 

Q. Did Staff evaluate the Company’s proposed exclusion of the 25 

accumulated deferred taxes associated with the prepaid pension 26 

asset? 27 

A. Yes.  Consistent with recent practice and Commission decisions, Staff’s 28 

position is that the Company’s current pension cost recovery method should be 29 

maintained until a conclusion is reached in Docket UM 1633.  Because that 30 

                                            
11

 See Company’s response to Staff Data Request No. 60, included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/14. 
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docket is still pending, Staff finds no basis for changing the Company’s current 1 

pension cost recovery method.   2 

Q. Was a settlement reached between the parties to the case regarding 3 

pension costs? 4 

A. Yes, in conjunction with a group of other adjustments proposed by Staff, the 5 

parties reached a settlement regarding pension costs.  Table B in Exhibit 6 

Staff/700, Gardner/5, shows which issues are included in the group, the total 7 

amount of the adjustment for the group of issues, and Staff’s perspective of the 8 

allocation of the adjustment amount to each issue.  Note that agreement was 9 

reached between the parties on the amount of the settlement, not necessarily 10 

on the allocation of the dollars to specific expenses.  Staff supports the 11 

treatment of the pension issues in the partial stipulation as a reasonable 12 

resolution. 13 



Docket UE 294 Staff/1300 
 Bahr/9 

 

ISSUE 2, MEDICAL BENEFITS EXPENSE 1 

Q. Please describe the Company’s request regarding medical, dental, 2 

vision, and other benefits. 3 

A. The Company has requested approximately $86.4 million in expenses relating 4 

to benefits.12  This cost includes such forms of compensation as long term 5 

disability benefits, employee wellness program, and the pension plan.  The 6 

expense includes costs for both bargaining (union) and non-bargaining (non-7 

union) employees.  Benefit plan premiums are typically shared between the 8 

Company and the employees.  In its filing, the Company describes how its 9 

premium sharing structure has changed to allocate health care costs amongst 10 

employee groups more accurately, allowing for employees to choose between 11 

various plans tailored to suit the varying needs of employees.13  Prior to the 12 

change, the Company generally shared costs with union employees at a ratio 13 

of 90/10 (employees pay 10 percent of premium costs and the Company pays 14 

90 percent) and 85/15 for non-union employees.   15 

Q. Please describe the analysis performed by Staff. 16 

A. Staff reviewed the Company’s responses to 22 Staff data requests as well as 17 

the Company’s filing and supporting work papers.  For its review, Staff first 18 

analyzed the overall historical trend in benefits costs and the Company’s 19 

forecasted increase in premium amounts.  Though medical benefits costs have 20 

been increasing in recent years, this trend is common among companies and 21 

supported by term sheets of the benefits providers, which indicate generally 22 

                                            
12

 See PGE/500, Barnett-Jaramillo/19, at line 13.  
13

 See PGE/500, Barnett-Jaramillo/20, at line 13 
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higher premiums and rising health care costs.  Staff also compared actual 1 

annual costs to budgeted costs and found the Company has overbudgeted 2 

annually over the past four years by approximately two percent.   3 

 In addition to analyzing historical trends, Staff also compared the 4 

Company’s costs to industry averages.  Although the Company’s sharing 5 

structure was altered since its last general rate case, the new structure is not 6 

expected to increase or decrease costs to the Company, but merely reallocate 7 

costs amongst employees.14  Therefore, the Company’s costs are virtually the 8 

same as though its 85/15 sharing structure for non-union employees were still 9 

employed.  A survey found in the 2014 Kaiser Family Foundation publication 10 

indicates that the average sharing ratio in the industry is 82/18.   11 

 Staff typically relies on Kaiser Family Foundation research for industry 12 

health benefit trends and to date has yet to find a compelling reason to rely 13 

more heavily on other evidence.  Regarding premium sharing, the survey 14 

states, “Covered workers contribute on average 18% of the premium for single 15 

coverage … the same percentages as 2013.“15   16 

 Staff calculated the difference between a sharing ratio of 85/15 and 82/18, 17 

which would result in a downward adjustment to the Company’s proposed 18 

benefits non-union cost to align the Company’s virtual sharing percentage with 19 

industry average. 20 

                                            
14

 See Company’s response to Staff Data Request No. 293, included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/15. 
15

 The 2014 Kaiser Family Foundation Report executive summary can be found online at 
http://files.kff.org/attachment/ehbs-2014-abstract-summary-of-findings.  The premium sharing 
information used by Staff is found on page one, included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/16. 

http://files.kff.org/attachment/ehbs-2014-abstract-summary-of-findings
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  Staff typically proposes no adjustment to sharing between the Company 1 

and bargaining employees unless the sharing percentage is deemed 2 

unreasonable upon review.  These rates are negotiated between the Company 3 

and the union, include a wide range of total compensation elements, and are 4 

difficult to adjust without upsetting the carefully negotiated compensation 5 

balance.  In this case, Staff supported a reduction to union costs to reflect that 6 

annual costs have been approximately two percent less than budgeted costs 7 

over the past four years.     8 

  Finally, Staff reviewed the expenses for any unusual or unexpected costs.  9 

The Company’s revenue requirement included an expense line item titled 10 

“Company Picnic” for $127,000.  Based on Staff’s experience working on these 11 

issues and a response to a Staff data request, Staff believes this expense is 12 

inappropriate to entirely pass on to customers, as it does not contribute to the 13 

provision of safe and reliable energy.16   14 

Q. Did the Parties reach a resolution on the medical benefits expense 15 

issue? 16 

A. Yes, this issue is included in the partial stipulation.  The Parties agreed that 17 

non-union medical benefit expenses will be reduced by $577,000, and union 18 

medical benefit expenses will be reduced by $320,000.  The biannual 19 

Company picnic expenses will be reduced by $95,000.   20 

                                            
16

 See Company’s response to Staff Data Request No. 397, included as Exhibit Staff/1302, Bahr/17. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s recommendations. 2 

A. Staff recommends the Commission adopt the Stipulation as agreed to by the 3 

Parties.  With regard to pension costs, the expense originally proposed by the 4 

Company is reduced to reflect the Company’s strong performance in 5 

consistently achieving higher than expected returns on its pension asset, and 6 

precedent is followed relating to the issue of the prepaid pension asset and the 7 

associated accumulated deferred tax benefit.  Should the Commission decide 8 

to change the method of pension cost recovery through a decision in Docket 9 

No. UM 1633, the decision could be adopted in the Company’s subsequent 10 

general rate case, or as otherwise directed by the Commission. 11 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 12 

A. Yes. 13 



CASE: UE 294
WITNESS: BRIAN BAHR

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF

OREGON

STAFF EXHIBIT 1301

Witness Qualification Statement

August 14,2015



Docket No. UE 294  Staff/1301 
Bahr/1 

 
 

WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 
 
NAME:  Brian Bahr 
 
EMPLOYER:  Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Senior Utility Analyst 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE., Suite 100 
 Salem OR  97301 
 
EDUCATION: Certificate of Public Management, Willamette University, 

Salem OR 
 
 Bachelor of Science, Accountancy, Brigham Young 

University, Provo UT   
 
EXPERIENCE: Employed with the Oregon Public Utility Commission from 

March 2011 to present, currently serving as Senior Utility 
Analyst in the Rates, Finance, & Audit Section of the Energy 
Division.  

 
 Employed by Modern Seouf Plastics in Alexandria, Egypt as 

a Managerial Intern from January 2010 to June 2010.  
Assisted in variety of duties including supervision of 
production facilities and staff, market analysis, budget 
forecasting, sales, and office administration. 

 
Employed by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP in New York 
City as a Financial Assurance Associate from October 2007 
to November 2009.  Performed audits of various financial 
institutions, including investment banks, hedge funds, and 
insurance companies. 

 
 Employed by TESRA, SA in Antofagasta, Chile as a Project 

Management Assistant from September 2005 to April 2006.  
Assisted in design process and implementation of rail road 
crossing and other civil engineering projects. 
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EXHIBIT A

Average Annua! Health Insurance Premiums and Worker Contributions for
Family Coverage, 2004-20U

?16,B34

mployer-sponsored insurance covers about 149 mHEEon nonelderly people.1 To provide current jnformation about

'emptoyer-sponsored health benefits, the Kaiser Family Foundation (Kaiser) and the Health Research & Educationai Trust

(HRET) conduct an annual survey of private and nonfederaf pubiic employers with three or more workers. This is the sixteenth

Kaiser/HRET survey and refiects empioyer-sponsored heaith benefits In 2014-

The key findings from thesuryey^:";" { ':

conducted frotn January thi-ougli May ;:

2014, inciude a modast inctease iri the.

average premiums for family coverage ;

(3%). Single coverage premituris'are'-, ';'

2% higher thah in 2013, but the ::, ^ \
diffi-rence Is not statistically significant^
Covered workers generally face simUar •

premium contributions and cost-shmng

requirements in 2014 as they ditim 2013,
Tile percentage of firms (55%) which ofFer
health benefits to at \east some of their

employees and the percentage of workers

coveted ar those firms (62%) are stai-isticEtlty

unchanged from 2013. The percentage of

covered workers enrolled in grand fathered

health plans - those plans exempt from

mafty provlsiotis oftheAfIbrdabIe Care
Act (ACA) - declined to 16% of coveted

workers from 36% in 2013. Perhaps In.'. .

response to n.e.w provisions ofcheACAi-

the average length of the waiting period'

decreased for those with a -watttng period'.

and the percentage with an oiit-of-pocket

limit increased. Although employers . . •

cofidnu'e to' offer coverage to s^ottses^ :

dependents and domestic partnerei some

employers are instituting inceDtives to :

influence workers enrollment decisions,

including nine percent of employers who

attach restrictions for spouses eligibility if • ;•

they are offered coverage at another source, .:

or nine percent of firms who provide ; :.

additional compensation if employees do -:

riot enroll in JieaJth benefits, , •. : :

2004 2014

Worker Contribution B Employer Contribution

SOURCE; Kaisrr/HMT Sutwy of F.inpbysr-Sponsored HcaKh Oencflts, 2004-2014.

HEALTH INSURANCE PREMiUMSAND,
WORKER CONTRIBUTIONS

In 2014, elie average annual premiums for
employer-sponsored health insurance are'

$6,025 for single coverage a.nd $16,834

for family coverage. The average family

premium rose 3% over the 2013 average

premium. Singie coveriage ptetniums

rose 2% iti 2014 but are not statisfciatlly

different than the 2013 average piemium.

During the same period, workers wagey

increased 2.3% and inflation increased

2%. Over the last cen years, the average

premium for fittruly coverage has increased

69% (Exhibit A). Premiutns have increased

less quickly over the IELSC five years (2009 to

2014), tlian the preceding five year period

(2004 to 2009) (26% vs. 34%).

Average pretniuxns for high-deduccible

health plans with a. savings option
(HDHP/SOs) are lower thsm thie overall

'• average for all plan types for both single and

family coverage (Exhibit B), at $5i299 and
$15>401i respectively, There are importanc

difiFerences in premiums by firm size: Ac

average premium for family coverage is

lower for covered workers in small firms

(3—199 workers) cban for workers in larger

firms ($15,849vs. $17,265).

Premiums vary significantly around the

averages for single and family coverage,

resuklng from differences in benefits,

cost sharing, covered populations, and

geographical location. Twenty percent

of covered workers are in plans with an

annual total premium for family coverage

of at [&uit $20,201 (120% of die average

family premium)) and 20% of covered
workers are in plans where the family

premium is less than ^13,467 (80% of the

average family premium). The discribncion

is similar around die average single

premium (Exhibit C),

Most oftexii employers require tha.t worker

make a concribution towards the cost of

the premium. Covered workers contribute

on average 18% of the premium for single

coverage and 29% of the premium for

family coverEige, the same percentages

as 2013. Workers in smalE firms (3-199

workers) contribute a Jower average

percentage for single coverage compared to

workers in larger firms (16% vs. 19%), but

they contribute a higher average percentage

for famUy coverage (35% vs. 27%),
Workers in firms with a higher percentage

of iower-wage workers (arleast:35% of

workers earn $23)000 or less) contribute

higher percentages of the piemium for

single coverage (27% vs. 18%) and for

family coverage (44% vs. 28%) than
workers in. firms wltli a stnaller share of

lower-wage workers.

As with total premiumSj the share of the

premium conmbured by workers varies

considerably among firms. For single

coverage, 57% of covered workers are

in plans that require them to make a

contributkm of less than or equal to a.

quarter of the total premiLim, 2% are m

plans that require a contribution of more
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Judy Johnson.  I am a Senior Economic Analyst with the Public 2 

Utility Commission of Oregon. My business address is 201 High Street SE, 3 

Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301-3612.  4 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 5 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/801. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. I am writing testimony on three issues that I reviewed and are included in the 8 

multi-party settlement. 9 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket other than your 10 

qualifications exhibit? 11 

A. No. 12 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 13 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 14 

Issue 1, Dues and Donations ...................................................................... 2 15 

Issue 2, Construction Overheads ................................................................ 3 16 

               Issue 3, Boardman Coal Inventory .............................................................. 4 17 
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Issue 1, Dues and Donations 1 

Q. What was PGE’s filed position on Dues and Donations? 2 

A. PGE reviewed its own Dues and Donations which are projected to be 3 

$3,502,892 for 2016 and removed $171,946 in its request for includable 4 

expenses. 5 

Q. Did Staff agree with PGE’s adjustment? 6 

A. No.  Staff reviewed PGE’s proposed 2016 Dues and Donations and issued six 7 

data requests on dues and donations.  After Staff reviewed the Company 8 

responses, Staff concluded that there was an additional amount that warranted 9 

removal. 10 

Q. Did parties reach agreement on Dues and Donations? 11 

A. Yes.  The parties agreed that an additional $194,289 should be removed from 12 

PGE’s requested expense level.  The allowed Dues and Donations are 13 

reasonable and should be allowed by the Commission. 14 
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Issue 2, Construction Overheads 1 

Q. What is Staff’s concern regarding construction overheads? 2 

A. Staff became interested in this issue while attending a PGE information 3 

workshop about construction overheads.  During the workshop, PGE explained 4 

that many construction overheads could exceed 100 percent of the direct labor 5 

for the construction project.  The overhead amount seemed excessive and so 6 

Staff followed up with 10 separate data requests.  Staff’s main concern 7 

regarding these overheads is that it might be reflective of high administrative 8 

and management costs and therefore should be scrutinized further.  9 

Alternatively, the overheads might be calculated differently than industry norms 10 

and thus may be reasonable given their method of calculation. 11 

Q. Was this issue discussed and resolved in the settlement conference? 12 

A. Yes.  The Parties agreed PGE will obtain a third-party consultant to study the 13 

construction overheads accounting and methodology to better understand the 14 

calculation and whether it is a signal that PGE operations could operate more 15 

efficiently.  The consultant will examine whether PGE can readily identify the 16 

sources of these expenses and the basis for their allocation. 17 

Q. What role will Staff play in the selection of this outside expert? 18 

A. The Company has agreed to consult with Staff and other parties when 19 

identifying an expert and when defining the scope of work. 20 

Q. Is there a revenue requirement associated with this issue? 21 

A. No.  This is currently at the stage of fact-finding. 22 

 23 
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Issue 3, Coal Inventory 1 

Q. Does Staff have an issue with PGE’s coal inventory? 2 

A. No.  At the time OPUC Staff was preparing its settlement package, there were 3 

several outstanding data requests on the coal inventory issue.  By the time of 4 

the second settlement meeting on May 29, 2015, the data requests concerning 5 

the coal inventory had been answered by the Company and Staff is satisfied 6 

that no revenue requirement adjustment is warranted. 7 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 8 

A. Yes. 9 
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Q.   Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is George R. Compton.  I am a Senior Economist, employed in the 2 

Energy - Rates, Finance, and Audit Division of the Public Utility Commission of 3 

Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, 4 

Oregon 97301-3612.  5 

Q.   Please describe your educational background and work experience. 6 

A.   My qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/301. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support the partial stipulation on the subject 9 

of PGE’s (or Company’s) test year R&D budget. 10 

Q. What is Staff’s general orientation on this subject? 11 

A. PGE joins with many other electric utilities across the country in sharing the 12 

sponsorship of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), which performs 13 

research of interest to the electric utility industry at large.  It is Staff’s position 14 

that PGE should rely upon that industry-wide research rather than going out on 15 

its own.  In sum, we prefer to see relatively modest R&D budgets for the Oregon 16 

utilities. 17 

Q. What was the amount of the R&D budget proposed in PGE’s general rate 18 

case application for the 2016 test period? 19 

A. It was $3.1 million. 20 

Q. How does that amount compare with actual R&D spending for the year 21 

2014? 22 
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A. At $1.4 million, the 2014 actual amount is substantially below the year 2016’s 1 

proposed amount.  2 

Q. How did Staff approach this matter, and what were the initial findings? 3 

A. Staff’s starting position was to hold 2016 R&D spending to the same level as the 4 

2014 actual amount.  Staff issued four data requests on this topic, including a 5 

request that the Company prioritize its R&D budget as if the Company were 6 

limited to the 2014 actual amount.  In their response to that latter request the 7 

Company identified a number of projects that were already ongoing at the end of 8 

2015, and for which termination prior to their logical conclusions would be 9 

wasteful.   Also, a number of the ongoing R&D projects are being conducted in 10 

partnership with other entities such as colleges and universities, which relieves 11 

the Company of a major portion of those projects’ expenses.  The Company 12 

also identified other projects, of which the principal subjects involved smart grid 13 

and energy storage applications that have a sufficiently high priority to warrant 14 

inclusion in a slimmed down 2016 R&D budget. 15 

Q. Was a compromise reached regarding a final R&D budget? 16 

A. Yes. 17 

Q. What was the amount that the parties in this case settled upon? 18 

A. It is $2 million, or $1.1 million less than appeared in the Company’s original 19 

application.  From Staff’s perspective, this number accommodates the $1.4 20 

million in “carry-over” projects from 2014 and 2015, and adds $0.6 million, which 21 

are targeted largely for smart-grid related investigations.  For this reason, Staff 22 

supports the stipulation as reasonable. 23 
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Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 1 

A. Yes. 2 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Linnea Wittekind.  I am a Senior Financial Analyst in the Energy – 2 

Rates, Finance and Audit Section.  My business address is 201 High St SE, 3 

Salem, Oregon 97301.  4 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 5 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1601. 6 

Q. What issues were you responsible for in this docket? 7 

A. I was assigned Director and Officer (D&O) Insurance and various 8 

Administrative and General (A&G) expenses. 9 

Q. Are either of those issues included in the partial settlement reached 10 

among parties in this rate case? 11 

A. Yes, both my adjustment to various A&G expenses and my adjustment to 12 

D&O Insurance were resolved and are included in the partial settlement.  I 13 

would like to note that in analyzing various A&G expenses and D&O, I 14 

reviewed the Company’s responses to ten multi-part Standard Data 15 

Requests and submitted nine additional follow up data requests.  16 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 17 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support the partial settlement reached 18 

amongst the parties on May 21 and May 29, 2015. 19 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket? 20 

A. Yes, Exhibit Staff/1602. 21 

Q. Briefly describe your analysis of the A&G issue.  22 
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A. PGE included in its UE 294 filing $1.9 million in expenses for meals,

entertainment and employee recognition identified in FERC

Accounts 500 - 935. My analysis of these accounts identified 50 percent of

these meals, entertainment and employee recognition expenses for removal

from A&G, which is consistent with Commission practice.

Q. What would be the basis for removing 50 percent of these items from

A&G?

A. Because the costs for meals, entertainment and employee recognition are

discretionary and not required to provide safe and adequate service to

customers, Staff's practice is to recommend a 50 / 50 sharing of expenses

between customers and shareholders.

In Commission Order No. 09-020 (UE 197), the Commission adopted Staff's

recommendation concerning meals and entertainment expenses and ordered

the 50 percent sharing between customers and shareholders. The Commission

stated on page 21:.1

We agree with Staff that the costs for food and gifts are
discretionary and should be shared equally by ratepayers
and shareholders.

Q. Briefly describe your analysis related to D&O Insurance.

A. PGE included in its filed case $^^^B in D&O insurance expense. This

22 11 amount represents 100 percent of the cost of the first "layer" of insurance, and

23 || 50 percent of the remaining "layers". Exhibit PGE/600, Lobdell - Henderson -

Docket No. UE 197, OPUC Order No. 09-020 at 21. An excerpt of the relevant ruiings from that
Order is included in Exhibit Staff/1602.
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Tooman/12.   My analysis is that  50 percent of the total cost of all layers of 1 

D&O insurance may be removed from A&G, which is also consistent with 2 

Commission practice. 3 

Q. What would be the basis for removing 50 percent of D&O Insurance? 4 

A.  In PGE’s general rate case filed in 2008, Docket UE 197, Staff proposed that 5 

customers and ratepayers share the cost of excess layers of D&O liability 6 

insurance.  The Commission agreed the cost of D&O liability insurance should 7 

be split between ratepayers and shareholders.  In fact, the Commission ordered 8 

that the Company absorb a greater amount of the cost of D&O insurance than 9 

proposed by Staff: 10 

We concur with Staff that the cost of D&O insurance should be 11 
shared equally between shareholders and ratepayers to properly 12 
reflect the benefits and burdens of that expense. We eliminate 50 13 
percent of the D&O insurance as a shareholder cost.2 14 
 15 

Consistent with this ruling, Staff proposed an adjustment in Docket UE 283 16 

removing 50 percent of the entire cost of D&O Insurance.  Exhibit UE 17 

283/Staff/500, Wittekind/3.   Staff’s adjustment was settled in the second partial 18 

stipulation in that docket, which was adopted by the Commission in Order No. 19 

14-422.  20 

Q. How have D&O Insurance and A&G been resolved in this docket? 21 

A. Both issues are included in a larger settlement agreement.  Staff’s proposed 22 

adjustments to D&O Insurance and A&G expenses, along with adjustments to 23 

wages and salaries, pensions, escalation, and the fee free bankcard program 24 

and issues related to capital additions related to the Northfork Surface Collector 25 

                                            
2
 OPUC Order No. 09-020 at 19-20 See Exhibit Staff/1602. 
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and Grassland Switchyard, Carty and coal inventory, were settled as a group 1 

for an $8 million reduction in the Company’s revenue requirement and a $9 2 

million reduction in rate base.   3 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 4 

A. Yes. 5 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 

 
 
NAME: Linnea Wittekind   
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Senior Financial Analyst 
 Energy Rates, Finance and Audit Division  
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street, SE., Suite 100 
 Salem, OR 97301 
 
EDUCATION: B.S.   Western Oregon University    
              Major: Business with Focus in Accounting  
         Minor: Entrepreneurship  
  
EXPERIENCE: Since November 2009, I have been employed by the Public Utility 

Commission of Oregon.  Responsibilities include research, analysis 
and recommendations on a wide range of cost, revenue and policy 
issues for electric and natural gas utilities.  I have provided 
testimony in UE 215, UE 233, UG 221, UE 246, and UE 283 and 
have filed comments in LC 50 and numerous UP and UI dockets.  I 
have also reviewed and analyzed a number of energy efficiency 
tariff filings.  I’ve written several public meeting memos summarizing 
my analysis of the energy efficiency tariff filings.  I have performed 
operational audits of NW Natural, Cascade Natural Gas, and 
Portland General Electric as well as assisted in an operational audit 
PacifiCorp.  Recently I’ve completed an audit regarding gas 
accounting best practices. 

 
    Through the Public Utility Commission of Oregon, I am a member of 

the NARUC Staff Subcommittee on Accounting & Finance.   
 
    I’ve attended a number of trainings which include, The Basics 

through the Center for Public Utilities, New Mexico State University, 
Best Practices in an Era of Renewables and Reduced Emissions 
through EUCI as well as Benchmarking the Performance of Electric 
and Gas Distribution Utilities also through EUCI.  I’ve also attended 
the Advanced Regulatory Studies Program through the Institute of 
Public Utilities at Michigan State University. 

 
    From July 2005 to November 2009, I worked as a Tax Auditor for the 

Oregon Department of Revenue.  In enforcement of tax laws, rules and 
regulations, I performed income tax audits of individual tax payers and 
small businesses.  Additionally I prepared cost analysis of tax credits 
and measures.  I also represented the department before the Oregon 
Tax Court for tax deficiency appeals.      
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Jorge Ordonez.  I am employed by the Public Utility Commission of 2 

Oregon (OPUC) as a Senior Economist in the Energy Resources and Planning 3 

Division.  My business address is 201 High St. SE Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 4 

97301-3612. 5 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 6 

A. My Witness Qualifications Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/901, Ordonez /1 in 7 

this proceeding. 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to support the partial stipulation reached by Staff 10 

and Parties, specifically regarding two capital additions: Portland General 11 

Electric’s (PGE’s) decision to construct the Carty Generation Station (Carty), 12 

including the Grassland Switchyard (Grassland), and the Clackamas PME – 13 

Surface Collector C project (Clackamas Surface Collector). Staff recommends 14 

that the Commission approve the partial stipulation. 15 

Q. Did you prepare an exhibit for this docket other than your qualifications 16 

exhibit? 17 

A. Yes. I have prepared Exhibit Staff/1701 consisting of six pages, Confidential 18 

Exhibit Staff/1702 consisting of 48 pages, and Exhibit Staff/1703 consisting of 19 

two pages.  20 

 21 
TESTIMONY ORGANIZATION 22 

I. Carty and Grassland 23 

II. Clackamas Surface Collector 24 
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I. CARTY AND GRASSLAND  1 
 2 

PGE’s Request 3 
 4 

Q. What was the Company’s request in its Direct Testimony? 5 

A.  In several parts of the Company’s Direct Testimony,1 PGE requested that the 6 

OPUC authorize tariffs to include in rates the costs of Carty when placed in 7 

service. 8 

Q. Please provide a brief description of Carty. 9 

A. Carty is adjacent to the currently operating Boardman Plant in Boardman, 10 

Oregon. It is a G-class combined cycle combustion turbine (CCCT) with a 11 

capacity of 441 MW that is designed to provide base load capacity.2, 3 The 12 

capital cost of Carty is approximately $488 million.4 Including the capital cost of 13 

Grassland, which will be described later in my testimony, of approximately $25 14 

million, the Carty and Grassland capital cost total approximately $514 million. 15 

Q. When does PGE expect to place Carty in service? 16 

                                            
1
 PGE asked the OPUC to authorize the tariffs in the following parts of its Direct Testimony: 

- On page 2 of PGE’s Executive Summary, filed concurrently with its Direct Testimony, the 
Company represented: “In accordance with past Commission practice, PGE requests that Carty 
be incorporated into customer prices when it begins service to customers.” 

- On page 4 of Id., the Company represented: ““PGE seeks a schedule in this docket that will 
allow for a Commission order by mid-December and revised tariff schedules implemented on 
January 1, 2016, with an additional price change implemented when Carty begins service to 
customers.” 

- On page 5 of Id., the Company represented: “PGE’s request with respect to the price change 
when Carty comes online is consistent with past Commission practice. As has been done in 
previous dockets, when the plant is online, PGE will provide an attestation of a PGE officer 
verifying that the plant is in operation and available for service to customers. PGE requests that 
after the filing of such an attestation, prices including the costs of the plant become effective.” 

- In Exhibit PGE/200, Tooman-Brown/2, lines 3-6, the Company represented: “PGE requests that 
the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC) authorize tariffs to collect the annualized 
amount beginning with the in-service date of Carty. We currently expect Carty to be in service 
in the second quarter of 2016.” 

2
 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/3, line 3. 

3
 Base load capacity is the generating equipment normally operated to serve loads on an around-the-

clock basis. 
4
 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/12, line 5. 
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A. In its Direct Testimony, the Company represented that it anticipates the 1 

in-service date of Carty to be in the second quarter of 2016.5  2 

Q. Why does the Company believe its request for Carty is reasonable? 3 

A. Based on PGE’s Direct Testimony, Staff has identified three components of the 4 

Company’s claim of reasonableness: 5 

1. The Company’s request is consistent with past Commission practice, 6 

2. Carty is the result of PGE’s integrated resource plan (IRP) process, and 7 

3. Carty is the result of PGE’s request for proposal (RFP) process. 8 

Q. Please explain the first component of the Company’s claim of 9 

reasonableness (i.e., that the Company’s request “is consistent with 10 

past Commission practice”). 11 

A. In its Direct Testimony, the Company represented that “PGE’s request with 12 

respect to the price change when Carty comes online is consistent with past 13 

Commission practice. As has been done in previous dockets, when the plant is 14 

online, PGE will provide an attestation of a PGE officer verifying that the plant is 15 

in operation and available for service to customers. PGE requests that after the 16 

filing of such an attestation, prices including the costs of the plant become 17 

effective.”6 18 

Q. Please explain the second component of the Company’s claim of 19 

reasonableness (i.e., Carty is the result of PGE’s IRP process). 20 

                                            
5
 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/15, line  3-4. 

6
 See page 5 of PGE’s Executive Summary, which was filed concurrently with the Company’s Direct 

Testimony. 
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A. In its 2009 IRP, PGE identified a shortfall in its annual average energy need, 1 

which resulted in PGE’s action plan to acquire additional energy resources by 2 

2015. A baseload resource, such as a high-efficiency CCCT, comprised a 3 

portion of the energy resource additions considered. The Commission 4 

acknowledged the 2009 IRP action plan in Order No. 10-457 of Docket No. 5 

LC 48.7 The Company also described how the updates to its 2009 IRP continued 6 

to support the need for the base load resource.8 7 

Q. Please explain the third component of the Company’s claim of 8 

reasonableness (i.e., Carty is the result of PGE’s RFP process). 9 

A. In its Direct Testimony, PGE represented that “Carty was chosen through a 10 

robust [RFP] process in accordance with the Commission’s rules and guidelines 11 

[as well as] [i]t was identified as the least cost/least risk resource to fill the need”9 12 

of base load capacity.   13 

Historical Treatment of this Kind of Request 14 
 15 

Q. What is the latest ruling regarding this kind of request? 16 

A. In Order No. 12-493 of Docket No. UE 246 (PacifiCorp 2012 Rate Case), the 17 

OPUC granted PacifiCorp a tariff rider to recover the costs of the M2O 18 

Transmission Line.10  Regarding this docket, it should be noted that: 19 

 The PacifiCorp 2012 Rate Case was filed on March 1, 2012, with a 2013 test 20 

period; 21 

                                            
7
 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/2, lines 2-9. 

8
 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/2-3. 

9
 See page 2 of PGE’s Executive Summary filed concurrently with its Direct Testimony. 

10
 See pages five to eight of Order No. 12-493 of Docket No. UE 246 at 

http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2012ords/12-493.pdf 

http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2012ords/12-493.pdf
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 At the time of filing, PacifiCorp anticipated the M2O Transmission Line to be 1 

placed in service in May 2013; 2 

 Parties in the PacifiCorp 2012 Rate Case stipulated that the investment was 3 

prudent, but disagreed on whether  the Commission should grant PacifiCorp 4 

the tariff rider; and 5 

 In Order No. 12-493, the OPUC granted PacifiCorp the tariff rider, because the 6 

OPUC had previously acknowledged the transmission line as part of the utility’s 7 

IRP process and other parties had stipulated to the prudence of the investment 8 

with the conditions. 9 

Analysis 10 

Prudence of the Decision to Pursue Carty 11 

Q. What standard does the Commission use to determine whether an 12 

investment is prudent? 13 

A.  In Docket No. UE 246, the Commission provides this example of the prudence 14 

standard:   15 

“A prudence review must determine whether the company's 16 
actions, based on all that it knew or should have known at the 17 
time, were reasonable and prudent in light of the circumstances 18 
which then existed. It is clear that such a determination may not 19 
properly be made on the basis of hindsight judgments, nor is it 20 
appropriate for the [commission] to merely substitute its best 21 
judgment for the judgments made by the company's managers. 22 
The company's conduct should be judged by asking whether the 23 
conduct was reasonable at the time, under all circumstances, 24 
considering that the company had to solve its problems 25 
prospectively rather than in reliance on hindsight. In effect, our 26 
responsibility is to determine how reasonable people would 27 
have performed the task that confronted the company.”11 28 

                                            
11

 See page 25 of Order No. 12-493 in Docket No. UE 246 at 
http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2012ords/12-493.pdf 

http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2012ords/12-493.pdf
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 1 
Q. Has Staff analyzed the prudence of the Company’s pursuit of Carty? 2 

A.  Yes. Staff has analyzed the prudence of the Company’s pursuit of Carty from 3 

two perspectives: 1) the consistency of Carty with previous IRPs and RFPs, and 4 

2) the prudence of Carty as of the date when the Company decided to proceed 5 

with the project.  6 

Consistency of Carty with Previous IRPs and RFPs 7 

Q. Please explain the first perspective (i.e., the consistency of Carty with 8 

previous IRPs and RFPs). 9 

A. Staff’s analysis, described below, is the result of its review of multiple data 10 

requests (DRs), PGE’s 2009 IRP, updates to PGE’s 2009 IRP, and PGE’s 2012 11 

RFP. 12 

Q. Please explain Carty’s consistency with PGE’s 2009 IRP. 13 

A.   PGE’s 2009 IRP, filed on November 5, 2009, in Docket No. LC 48,12  identified 14 

the need for approximately 873 average megawatts (aMW) of resources in 15 

2015.13 The need would be partially14 covered with approximately 400 aMW of 16 

baseload generation from new, high-efficient natural gas generation as 17 

represented in Action Item 4 of the IRP.15 In Order No. 10-457 in Docket No. 18 

                                            
12

 See http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf. 
13

 See page 4 of PGE 2009 IRP at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf. 
14

 To cover the anticipated deficit, in addition of the approximately 400 aMW to be provided by new, 
high-efficiency natural gas generation, the PGE action plan included other resources such as energy 
savings (214 aMW), Tuccannor River Wind Farm (122 aMW), short- and mid-term market purchases 
(100 aMW), the Boardman lease contract (72 aMW), and existing contract renewals (66 aMW). For 
more details, see page 320 of the PGE 2009 IRP at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf. 
15

 See page 7 of the PGE 2009 IRP at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf. 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
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LC48, entered on November 23, 2010, the Commission acknowledged PGE’s 1 

2009 IRP.16   2 

The two top-performing portfolios (i.e., Green with the on-peak energy target 3 

and Boardman through 2020), both of which included Carty, provided to PGE the 4 

best combination of cost and risk (Best Cost/Risk).17 5 

Q. Please explain Carty’s consistency with the Company’s updates to 6 

PGE’s 2009 IRP. 7 

A.  PGE filed two updates to its 2009 IRP: the 2011 Update filed on November 23, 8 

2011,18  and the 2012 Update filed on November 21, 2012.19 PGE’s 2011 Update 9 

recognized that 2016 was a more likely start year for new baseload resource 10 

additions due to the extended regulatory process and RFP schedule. The 2011 11 

Update identified a remaining20 energy deficit for 2015 of approximately 682 12 

aMW.21  The 2011 Update also identified a remaining energy deficit for 2016 of 13 

approximately 770 aMW.22   PGE’s 2012 Update identified an energy deficit for 14 

2016 of approximately 649 aMW.23 15 

Q.  Please explain Carty’s consistency with PGE’s 2012 RFP. 16 

A.  PGE’s 2012 RFP in Docket No. UM 1535 resulted in the selection of Carty as the 17 

lowest-cost, least-risk bid. The Company described how the RFP process 18 

                                            
16

 See page 30 of the referenced order at http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2010ords/10-457.pdf. 
17

 See page 84 of PGE’s 2009 IRP Addendum at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAQ/lc48haq12127.pdf. 
18

 See http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf. 
19

 See http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf. 
20

 By using the word “remaining,” Staff emphasizes that there is still a need for 682 aMW compared to 
the Company’s initial 2009 IRP in which the need for 2015 was 873 aMW. 
21

 See page 9 of PGE’s 2011 Update at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf. 
22

 See page 10 of PGE’s 2011 Update at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf. 
23

 See page 10 of PGE’s 2012 Update at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf. 

http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2010ords/10-457.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAQ/lc48haq12127.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAD/lc48had152312.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf
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resulted in selecting the bid submitted by Abengoa S.A. instead of PGE’s 1 

benchmark resource bid.24 In the Final Report of the Independent Evaluator (IE) 2 

of the 2012 RFP process (issued on January 30, 2013), the IE concluded that it 3 

"believes [the] RFP was conducted in a fair and unbiased manner and that the 4 

Final Short List accurately identified the Bids with the most value for PGE 5 

customers." 25  6 

Prudence of Carty as of the Date When the Company Decided to Proceed with 7 
the Project 8 

Q.  Please explain the second perspective (i.e., the prudence of Carty as of 9 

the date when the Company decided to proceed with the project). 10 

A.  Staff’s aim was to determine whether the decision to proceed with the project 11 

was prudent as of or close to June 3, 2013, which was when the Company filed 12 

Form 8-K with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), included in 13 

Exhibit Staff/1701, Ordonez/1-6, announcing that it had entered into an 14 

agreement with Abengoa S.A.26 for the construction of Carty.27  15 

Staff’s analysis focused on two aspects: 1) whether the need for the base 16 

load was still present, and, if so, 2) whether that need could have been met with 17 

resources other than Carty. 18 

Q.  Please explain Staff’s findings under its first item of consideration (i.e., 19 

whether the need for base load was still present). 20 

                                            
24

 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/5. 
25

 See UM Docket No. 1535, Final Report (January 30, 2013) at page 2, available at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162426.pdf. 
26

 PGE entered into the agreement with Abeinsa Abener Teyma, an affiliate of the international 
developer and contractor Abengoa S.A. 
27

 See http://investors.portlandgeneral.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=784977-13-35. 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162426.pdf
http://investors.portlandgeneral.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=784977-13-35
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A.  As shown in Table 1 below, as of November 21, 2012, approximately six months 1 

before June 3, 2013, the Company still needed approximately 649 aMW in 2016. 2 

This need was assumed to be covered by 406 aMW from Carty and 286 aMW 3 

from other resources, which in the aggregate would provide 692 aMW. Going 4 

forward, as shown in Figure 1 below, with the contribution of Carty’s 400 aMW, 5 

the Company would maintain a positive balance until approximately 2018, with a 6 

deficit starting in 2019. 7 

Table 128 8 

 9 

Figure 129 10 

                                            
28

 Source: Page 10 of PGE’s 2012 Update to its 2009 IRP at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf. 
29

 Source: Page 11 of PGE’s 2012 Update to its 2009 IRP at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf. 

Output of Carty 

Resource Need 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/lc48hah112927.pdf
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 1 

Q. Was the need for base load substantiated on any other date? 2 

A. Yes. On April 3, 2013, the Company updated its load resource balance as shown 3 

in Figure 2 below. 4 

With the contribution of Carty’s approximately 400 aMW, the surplus for 5 

2016 was approximately 33 aMW, slightly lower than the surplus of 43 aMW for 6 

2016 from the November 2012 load resource balance. Also, the deficit for 7 

subsequent years was notably increased. For example, for 2018, the deficit of 46 8 

aMW was increased to 152 aMW. This demonstrates the importance of Carty’s 9 

output of approximately 400 aMW to meet the Company’s need. 10 

Additionally, in the Addendum to the Final Report of the IE (issued on 11 

February 14, 2013), the IE found the "baseload, natural gas-fired capacity to be 12 

consistent with the acknowledge[d] IRP needs and those needs did not change 13 

enough to justify redesigning the RFP categories." 30 14 

                                            
30

 See the IE Addendum to the Final Report, page 4, Docket No. UM 1535, available at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162717.pdf. 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162717.pdf
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Figure 231 1 

 2 

Q. Now that you have explained the “need” aspect of Carty, please explain 3 

Staff’s findings with respect to whether such “need” could have been 4 

met with resources other than Carty. 5 

A. Staff has investigated other means by which the “need” for Carty could have 6 

been fulfilled, such as: relying on the market (i.e., Short- and Mid-Term Market 7 

Purchases or Market Purchases), power purchase agreements, ownership of 8 

existing facilities, and engineering, procurement, and construction (EPC) 9 

contracts.   10 

Q. Please explain the first option for meeting the need with resources other 11 

than Carty (i.e., Market Purchases). 12 

A. Market Purchases are spot-market purchases made in the short- and mid-term. 13 

Throughout PGE’s IRP process from 2009 through 2012, PGE assumed 100 14 

aMW of Market Purchases.32  15 

                                            
31

 Source: Page 39 of PGE’s 1
st
 Stakeholder Presentation & Discussion, dated April 3, 2013, in 

preparation for the Company’s 2013 IRP at 
https://www.portlandgeneral.com/our_company/energy_strategy/resource_planning/docs/irp_2013.pdf.  

https://www.portlandgeneral.com/our_company/energy_strategy/resource_planning/docs/irp_2013.pdf
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Q. Why did the company not replace the 400 aMW with market purchases? 1 

A. First, the 100 aMW assumption is consistent with the roughly 100 aMW in Market 2 

Purchases made by the Company in the four years prior to June 3, 2013 (i.e., 3 

2009 through 2012). Staff believes that this reliance on the market would have 4 

been imprudent, because in the IRP process, the Company analyzed a possible 5 

aggressive “go-short” strategy portfolio, which was embodied by the Market 6 

Portfolio.33 The Market Portfolio consisted of replacing the approximately 400 7 

aMW to be provided by Carty with Market Purchases. The Market Portfolio did 8 

not comply with reliability standards, because it was the worst-performing 9 

strategy with respect to tailvar unserved energy (Tailvar UE).  10 

Q. Please explain the other options for meeting the need with resources 11 

other than Carty (i.e., power purchase agreements, ownership of 12 

existing facilities, and EPC contracts). 13 

A. PGE’s 2012 RFP requested the products listed in Table 2 below to cover the 14 

400-aMW need. As shown in confidential appendices D and E of the IE’s Final 15 

Report of the 2012 RFP process (issued on January 30, 2013), included in 16 

Confidential Exhibit Staff/1702, Ordonez/1-48, the initial short list and final short 17 

list included multiple bids involving the aforementioned options.  18 

Table 2 19 
Summary of Requested Base Load Natural Gas Products 20 

                                                                                                                                          
32

 For example, for PGE’s 2009 IRP, see page 322 of PGE’s IRP 2009 at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf. 
33

 The Market Portfolio was described on page 226 of PGE’s 2009 IRP at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf and on page 20 of PGE’s Addendum to its 
2009 IRP at http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAQ/lc48haq12127.pdf. 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc48haa151359.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAQ/lc48haq12127.pdf
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 1 

 The RFP process resulted in selection of the bid submitted by Abengoa S.A. 2 

instead of PGE’s benchmark resource bid.34 In the Final Report of the IE of the 3 

2012 RFP process, the IE concluded that it "believes [the] RFP was conducted in 4 

a fair and unbiased manner and that the Final Short List accurately identified the 5 

Bids with the most value for PGE customers." 35 6 

Finally, in the Addendum to the Final Report of the IE (issued on February 7 

14, 2013), the IE found that “the final short list selections provided a reasonable 8 

mix of products to meet the identified system need." 36 9 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding the prudence of Carty? 10 

A. Staff finds that, based on all the circumstances at the time, PGE’s decision to 11 

proceed with Carty was prudent.   12 

Q. The stated purpose of your testimony included a reference to Grassland. 13 

What is Grassland?  14 

A. As depicted in Figure 2 below, Grassland is a switchyard that will be built to 15 

integrate Carty into the existing Boardman-Slatt transmission line. 16 

                                            
34

 See Exhibit PGE/300, Pope - Lobdell/5. 
35

 See Docket UM 1535, Final Report at page 2, available at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162426.pdf. 
36

 See UM Docket No. 1535, Addendum to Final Report (February 14, 2013) at 4, available at 
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162717.pdf. 

http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162426.pdf
http://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/um1535hah162717.pdf
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Abengoa S.A.37 will remove a portion of the existing facilities that are transferring 1 

energy between Boardman and Slatt as identified by the dashed line in Figure 2. 2 

Carty, along with Boardman, will be connected to Grassland, and a single 3 

transmission line will continue to run to Slatt. Grassland will allow one plant to 4 

continue to deliver energy even if the other plant is out of service.38 In its Direct 5 

Testimony, PGE anticipated that Grassland would be in service in June 2015 6 

and requested to include the costs of this switchyard in rates beginning on 7 

January 1, 2016.39   8 

 9 
Figure 240 10 

 11 

Q. Did Staff examine the Grassland project? 12 

A. Yes.  Staff issued two data requests concerning this project. 13 

Q. What were Staff’s findings? 14 

                                            
37

 PGE entered into the agreement with Abeinsa Abener Teyma, an affiliate of the international 
developer and contractor Abengoa S.A. 
38

 See Exhibit UE 294/PGE/300, Pope – Lobdell/9-10, lines 19-20 (page 9) and lines 1-3 (page 10). 
39

 Grassland was included as a capital addition in PGE’s general rate case. The general rate case 
requested new rates to enter into effect in January 1, 2016. See page 4 of PGE’s Executive Summary, 
filed concurrently with its Direct Testimony, wherein the Company represented: “PGE seeks a schedule 
in this docket that will allow for a Commission order by mid-December and revised tariff schedules 
implemented on January 1, 2016, with an additional price change implemented when Carty begins 
service to customers.” 
40

 Source: Exhibit UE 294/PGE/300, Pope – Lobdell/10.  
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A. Staff finds this project is also prudent and necessary to operation of Carty.  In 1 

fact, if it were not for the construction of Carty, Grassland would have not been 2 

built. This was corroborated by the Company in its response to Staff Data 3 

Request number 433, included in Exhibit Staff/1703, Ordonez/1-2.  4 

Q. How has the issue of Carty, including the Grassland Switchyard been 5 

addressed by the parties? 6 

A. In the partial stipulation, the stipulating parties agree that the decision to 7 

construct Carty was prudent, and the tariff rider requested by PGE should be 8 

approved to reflect the costs and benefits of the plant when it is placed in 9 

service, with certain conditions. 10 

The first condition is that for purposes of this docket, the gross plant for 11 

Carty, including Grassland, will be $514 million.  If actual capital costs are lower 12 

than $514 million, PGE has agreed to refund the 2016 revenue requirement 13 

difference resulting from the lower capital costs, with interest at its overall 14 

authorized cost of capital, beginning January 1, 2017.  If Carty capital costs are 15 

higher, PGE may not recover those costs through the Carty tariff rider, but PGE 16 

will not be bound to the original $514 million estimate in subsequent rate 17 

proceedings.  If PGE seeks to recover any additional amounts in a subsequent 18 

general rate filing, PGE must demonstrate the prudence of the additional costs. 19 

The second condition is that PGE will file an attestation by a corporate officer 20 

when the Carty plant is placed in service.  If Carty is not completed and in 21 

service by July 31, 2016, PGE will need to file a new ratemaking request before 22 

including Carty costs in rates, inclusive of Grassland.   23 
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Q. What are Staff’s findings and recommendation with respect to Carty?  1 

A. Staff finds that PGE’s decision to construct Carty and Grassland was prudent 2 

and recommends that the Commission adopt the stipulation reached by Staff 3 

and Parties for granting PGE the Carty tariff rider when Carty is placed in 4 

service. 5 

II. CLACKAMAS SURFACE COLLECTOR 6 

Q. Please provide a brief description of the Clackamas Surface Collector 7 

A. This project consists in building a floating surface collector (collector) on the 8 

Clackamas River will boost the survival rate of fish traveling downstream from 9 

the North Fork Dam. The collector is 147 feet long and 60 feet wide and is being 10 

built on a steel barge. When complete, all but three feet of the 26 foot depth of 11 

the collector will be submerged. A series of engineered pumps and screens will 12 

create an attractant flow of water to lure fish inside. 13 

Q. How has the issue of the Clackamas Surface Collector been addressed 14 

by the parties? 15 

A. In the partial stipulation, the stipulating parties agree that when the North Fork 16 

Surface Collector project is placed into service, PGE will file an attestation from 17 

an officer attesting that the plant has been placed into service.  If the plant is not 18 

placed into service by December 31, 2015, the project costs will be removed 19 

from the test-year rate base.  Project costs included in test-year rate base will be 20 

the lesser of actual project costs or $53.8 million. If North Fork capital costs are 21 

higher than that amount, PGE will not be bound to its original $53.8 million 22 

estimate in subsequent general rate proceedings.  If PGE seeks to recover any 23 
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additional amounts in a subsequent general rate filing, PGE must demonstrate 1 

the prudence of such additional costs.   2 

Q. Did Staff examine the Clackamas Surface Collector project? 3 

A. Yes.  Staff reviewed the Company’s filing and data requests about this project. 4 

Q. What were Staff’s findings? 5 

A. Staff finds that PGE’s pursuit of this project was prudent because it is a 6 

requirement of the hydro relicensing settlement agreement which was included 7 

in PGE’s FERC license for the Clackamas Hydro Project. PGE expects the 8 

collector to be operational in the fall of 2015.   9 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?  10 

A. Yes. 11 
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Item 2.06    Material Impairments.  
 
Cascade Crossing Project Update  
 
Since 2009, Portland General Electric Company (PGE, or the Company) has been in the process of developing new transmission 
capacity from Boardman, Oregon to Salem, Oregon, under a project known as the Cascade Crossing Transmission Project 
(Cascade Crossing). Cascade Crossing was included in PGE’s 2009 integrated resource plan (IRP), which the Public Utility 
Commission of Oregon (OPUC) acknowledged in November 2010.  
 
Cascade Crossing was originally proposed as a 215-mile, 500 kV transmission line to help meet future electricity demand. In 
January 2013, the Company entered into a non-binding memorandum of understanding (January MOU) with the Bonneville 
Power Administration (BPA) to pursue modifications to PGE’s originally proposed project. Under the proposal described in the 
January MOU, the transmission line would terminate at a new substation called Pine Grove, near Maupin, Oregon (approximately 
midway between Boardman and Salem), eliminating the need for construction of approximately 101 miles of the originally 
proposed transmission line. The January MOU also provided that the parties would: (i) explore opportunities for PGE to invest in 
upgrades to BPA’s system; (ii) analyze the possibility of asset exchanges; and (iii) work together to determine the feasibility of 
additional transmission projects under which PGE could obtain additional capacity between Boardman, Oregon and the 
Willamette Valley. Subject to the outcome of negotiations between the parties and continued evaluation of regional transmission 
needs and timing, the January MOU provided for PGE investments and conveyances in exchange for a total of up to 2,600 
megawatts (MWs) of transmission capacity that could be staged to come on-line in phases as needed.  
 
Based on subsequent analyses and an updated forecast of the demand for future transmission capacity in the region, PGE and BPA 
have continued to work toward refining the scope of Cascade Crossing. Conditions in the region have changed significantly since 
the OPUC acknowledged Cascade Crossing in PGE’s 2009 IRP. The transmission needs for resource developers in the Northwest 
have changed, due in part to California’s decision in 2011 to give preferential treatment to renewable energy projects developed 
in-state, as well as slower than expected regional load growth. At the same time, there has been construction of new transmission, 
which has increased the region’s available capacity.  
 
Over the past three months, PGE has had extensive discussions with BPA regarding new projections of available capacity. These 
discussions led to PGE’s determination that original projections of transmission capacity limitations contemplated in the IRP 
process were not likely to fully materialize. In addition, the parties have explored alternatives that could provide PGE with needed 
transmission capacity at a lower cost to customers and with reduced environmental impact. As a result of these efforts, PGE and 
BPA executed a new non-binding memorandum of understanding on May 30, 2013 (May MOU) under which PGE has decided to 
suspend permitting and development of Cascade Crossing, and the parties will explore a new option under which BPA could 
provide PGE with ownership of approximately 1,500 MW in transmission capacity phased in over the next few years, in exchange 
for certain PGE assets, investments and/or PGE transfer capabilities to BPA. In a subsequent phase, PGE could also obtain 
ownership of up to an additional 1,100 MW of transmission capacity through system upgrades and/or expansion that is not 
expected to be needed before 2020. Timing and costs of these transmission capacity resources may be clarified through future 
discussions with BPA. BPA and the Company are working cooperatively to pursue single utility transmission planning that is 
consistent with FERC’s objectives regarding regional planning and the parties’ collective desire to minimize social and 
environmental impacts while facilitating PGE’s need for additional transmission capacity to serve its customers in an efficient 
manner. The parties will continue discussions and negotiations to reach a definitive agreement concerning the options described in 
the May MOU. However, there is no assurance that the May MOU will result in a binding agreement.  
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As a result of the decision to suspend permitting and development of Cascade Crossing, the Company determined on May 30, 
2013 that it will record a pre-tax loss of approximately $52 million ($31 million after-tax) for the costs currently recorded as 
construction work in progress related to the development of Cascade Crossing. This will be recorded as production and 
distribution expense during the second quarter of 2013. The Company also made a filing with the OPUC on June 3, 2013 seeking 
deferral of these costs for future recovery in customer prices. Management is unable to predict at this time what amount of these 
costs, if any, will ultimately be recoverable through customer prices. At such time that any portion of these costs become probable 
of recovery, the Company will record the related amount as a regulatory asset, with a corresponding reduction to expense.    
 
Item 7.01    Regulation FD Disclosure.  
 
Earnings Guidance  
 
For 2013, PGE previously disclosed its forecasted full year earnings guidance of $1.85 to $2.00 per diluted share. As a result of 
the items outlined in this report on Form 8-K, the Company has revised its 2013 earnings guidance range to $1.35 to $1.50 per 
diluted share.  
 
Item 8.01    Other Events.  
 
Integrated Resource Plan Update  
 
On June 3, 2013, PGE completed the competitive bidding process and subsequent negotiations to acquire two new power plants 
that were part of the Company’s implementation of its current IRP, which the OPUC acknowledged in November 2010. The 
power plants emerged as the best performing bids with the best balance of cost and risk in requests for proposals (RFPs) PGE 
issued in 2012 seeking resources to help meet the Company’s energy needs and Oregon’s renewable portfolio standards.  
 
Accion Group, Inc., an independent evaluator (IE) selected by the OPUC, oversaw the RFPs and review of the bids to assure an 
objective and impartial process. The IE issued reports earlier this year that confirmed the RFPs were conducted in a fair and 
unbiased manner and the final short lists accurately identified the bids with the most value for PGE customers.  
 
New Energy Resource  
 
The Company has entered into an agreement for the construction of a new 440 MW natural gas-fired power plant in eastern 
Oregon to meet the base load energy requirements outlined in the RFP for energy and capacity resources. The new facility, known 
as the Carty Generating Station, will be built by Abeinsa Abener Teyma, an affiliate of international developer and contractor 
Abengoa S.A. that specializes in turn-key projects for thermal generation, and will be owned and operated by PGE. The facility is 
scheduled to be in service in 2016 and the estimated total cost of the project is $440 million to $455 million, excluding allowance 
for funds used during construction.  
 
New Renewable Resource  
   
The Company also announced that it has entered into agreements for the development of a new wind farm known as the Lower 
Snake River Phase 2 project, with a nameplate capacity of 267 MWs to be constructed in eastern Washington to meet the 
requirements outlined in the Company’s RFP for renewable resources. Under these agreements, PGE would acquire development 
rights to the project from Puget Sound Energy, Inc. and RES America Construction Inc. would construct the project for PGE, 
installing 116 turbines, each with a generating capacity of 2.3 MWs, manufactured by Siemens Energy, Inc. The project will be 
owned and operated by PGE. The transaction is expected to close in August 2013, subject to customary conditions.  
 
The anticipated cost of the project is between $520 million and $535 million, excluding allowance for funds used during 
construction. Project construction and related milestones have been structured to enable the project to qualify  
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for federal production tax credits. Subject to closing, the project is expected to be completed in 2015. The project will help PGE 
meet its obligation under the Oregon Renewable Portfolio Standard, which requires the Company to provide 15% of its retail 
energy deliveries from renewable sources beginning in 2015.  

 
Petition for Declaratory Ruling  
 
On May 31, 2013, Troutdale Energy Center, LLC (TEC) submitted a Petition for Declaratory Ruling to the OPUC requesting that 
the OPUC issue a number of declarations concerning PGE’s ability to recover costs related to Cascade Crossing, the Port 
Westward Unit 2 Plant and the Carty Generating Station. TEC alleges that (i) PGE did not update the OPUC on the status and 
viability of Cascade Crossing and that this alleged failure directly impacted the scoring for the Company’s energy and capacity 
RFP, (ii) PGE gave itself an undue or unreasonable preference or advantage through the scoring criteria it used and (iii) PGE did 
not evaluate, in a fair and reasonable manner, bids for projects located within PGE’s control area and service territory that 
provided an alternative to developing transmission projects, such as Cascade Crossing. PGE believes the Petition is without merit 
and intends to ask the OPUC to dismiss the request.  
 
Customer Billing Matter  
 
In May 2013, PGE discovered that it had over-billed an industrial customer as a result of a meter configuration error that occurred 
over several years. An analysis of the data determined that the Company’s revenues were overstated during that period in the 
aggregate by approximately $9 million. Management believes the customer billing error is not material to any past annual 
reporting period. The error overstated revenues by $2.5 million in 2012, $2.5 million in 2011 and $1.8 million in 2010, and will be 
corrected by the Company as an approximate $9 million pre-tax (approximately $5 million after-tax) out of period adjustment in 
the quarter ending June 30, 2013.  
 
New Accounting Pronouncement  
 
On January 1, 2013, PGE adopted Accounting Standards Update (ASU) No. 2011-11, Disclosures about Offsetting Assets and 
Liabilities and ASU No. 2013-01, Clarifying the Scope of Disclosures about Offsetting Assets and Liabilities , on a retrospective 
basis. The new guidance requires enhanced disclosures regarding an entity’s ability to offset certain instruments on the balance 
sheet and how offsetting impacts the balance sheets. The adoption of this guidance resulted in expanded disclosures relating to its 
derivative instruments but did not otherwise impact the Company’s financial statements. As management does not consider the 
disclosures to be material to the annual consolidated financial statements as of December 31, 2012 and 2011, those annual 
financial statements have not been updated to reflect these disclosures.  
 
Information Regarding Forward-Looking Statements  
 
This current report includes forward-looking statements. Portland General Electric Company based these forward-looking 
statements on its current expectations about future events in light of its knowledge of facts as of the date of this current report and 
its assumptions about future circumstances. Investors are cautioned that any such forward-looking statements are subject to risks 
and uncertainties and that actual results may differ materially from those projected in the forward-looking statements, which 
include statements concerning the expected completion of capital projects, statements concerning the expected cost and 
completion dates of such projects, and statements concerning the possible outcome of discussions and negotiations with BPA 
concerning the May MOU. The Company assumes no obligation to update any such forward-looking statement. Prospective 
investors should also review the risks and uncertainties included in the Company’s most recent Annual Report on Form 10-K and 
the Company’s reports on Forms 10-Q and 8-K filed with the United States Securities and Exchange Commission, including 
Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations and the risks described therein from 
time to time.  
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SIGNATURE  
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caused this report to be signed on its 
behalf by the undersigned thereunto duly authorized.  
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            PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY  

            (Registrant)  
          

Date:  June 3, 2013     By:  /s/ James F. Lobdell  

            James F. Lobdell  

                                                                                       
Senior Vice President of Finance,  

Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer  
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May 7, 2015 
 
 
TO:  Kay Barnes 
  Oregon Public Utility Commission 
 
FROM: Patrick Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UE 294 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 433 
Dated April 23, 2015 

 
Request: 
 
Regarding Exhibit UE 294/PGE/300, Pope – Lobdell/9, Lines 19-20, and Pope – Lobdell/10, 
Lines 1-5,  where the Company represented: 

“Abeinsa will construct a 500 kV switchyard, known as the Grassland 
Switchyard (Grassland), to integrate Carty into the existing Boardman-Slatt 
generation lead. Abeinsa will remove a portion of the existing facilities 
transferring energy between Boardman and Slatt (identified by the dashed line) 
[as shown in Exhibit UE 294/PGE/300, Pope – Lobdell/10]. Carty, along with 
Boardman, will be connected to Grassland, and a single generation lead will 
continue to run to Slatt. Grassland will allow one plant to continue to deliver 
energy even if the other plant trips offline.” 

Please: 
a. Provide comprehensive explanation whether or not the Grassland Switchyard 

would have been built absent the Company’s building of the Carty Generation 
Station. Please provide copies of the documentation justifying the Company’s 
response (e.g., generation planning documents, transmission planning 
documents, etc.) and indicate the page numbers where relevant parts upon 
which the Company relied in answering this question are located.    

 
If the information requested in the above question was derived or obtained from 
other sources, please identify each such specific source and provide a copy of each 
such specific source document in portable document format (PDF) file(s), MS Word 
file(s), Excel workbook (with cell references and formulae intact) file(s), or any 
other common document format indicating the specific page, section, etc. of the 
relevant source document. 
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Response: 
 
No, PGE would not have built Grassland absent the construction of the Carty Generating Station 
(Carty).  However, as described in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 378, Grassland 
performs the function of “generation integration” for both Carty and the Boardman Generating 
Plant (Boardman) and is scheduled to begin serving Boardman by June 2015.  As part of 
interconnecting through Grassland, Boardman will also employ a more modern protection and 
communication system.  PGE replaced Boardman’s old protective relays, which increases system 
protection.  PGE also added a new fiber communication system at Boardman, which improved 
overall system reliability.  
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Phil Boyle.  I am the Consumer Services Manager with the Public 2 

Utility Commission of Oregon.  My business address is 201 High Street SE, 3 

Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301-3612.  4 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 5 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1801. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. To discuss the Fee Free Bankcard proposal in order to provide support for the 8 

partial stipulation in this docket. 9 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits other than your qualification exhibit for 10 

this docket? 11 

A. Yes. I include Exhibit Staff/1802, which contains PGE’s response to Staff DR 12 

468 requesting an update to their transaction cost model.  This exhibit does not 13 

include the confidential attachment that was included in the Company’s 14 

response to Staff DR 468. 15 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 16 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 17 

Issue 1, Residential Program ...................................................................... 2 18 

Issue 2, Commercial Program .................................................................... 7 19 
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Issue 1, Residential Program 1 

Q. Did you review PGE’s proposal to continue to offer the fee free 2 

bankcard payment option to residential customers in 2016? 3 

A. Yes. In its initial filing, the Company proposed continuation of the Fee Free 4 

Bankcard payment option which was originally approved in Docket UE 262, 5 

Order No. 14-422, and launched on September 30, 2014.  In this docket, the 6 

Company forecasted $2.3 million to cover the fee-free bankcard program costs 7 

in the 2016 test year for both residential customers and the proposed 8 

commercial expansion.  See UE 294, Exhibit PGE/900, Stathis-Dillin/15. I 9 

reviewed the company’s cost model and assumptions.  PGE projected a year-10 

end 2015 customer adoption rate of 11.1 percent, and a year-end 2016 11 

adoption rate of 17 percent. Using these starting and ending points, PGE 12 

projected total credit/debit card payment transactions during 2016.  PGE 13 

assumed that 43 percent of card payments will be made with credit cards, and 14 

57 percent will be made with debit cards for its original filing. PGE’s confidential 15 

model for transaction costs provides an estimate of the cost per transaction for 16 

credit card payments versus debit card payments, with credit card payment 17 

transactions being more costly to process.  The model uses an average 18 

payment amount, which impacts the fee structure.  Part of the cost of 19 

processing transactions under the fee-free bankcard program is related to the 20 

size of the payment.   21 

Staff issued twelve data requests to the Company on this topic prior to the 22 

partial stipulation, and one data request was issued after the Parties reached 23 
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agreement regarding the residential program.  Staff’s data requests ask about 1 

various aspects of the Company proposal in order to gain a full understanding 2 

of the assumptions the Company used to arrive at their proposed starting and 3 

ending adoption rates, and calculated number of transactions. Staff’s data 4 

requests also explored allocation of costs, the impact on uncollectables, 5 

demographic information about who is using this payment option, research 6 

about other utility card payment programs, and actual adoption rates achieved 7 

since the program launch in September 2014. 8 

Q. What were Staff’s findings regarding the fee-free bankcard program for 9 

residential customers? 10 

A. The Company’s responses to Staff data requests included a 2013 survey that 11 

detailed two other utilities’ experiences with fee-free bankcard adoption rates 12 

over time.  To Staff, this data suggested that PGE’s proposed starting adoption 13 

rate of 11.1 percent, ending adoption rate of 17 percent and monthly adoption 14 

growth rate of .49 percent were too high, resulting in an unrealistically high 15 

number of payment transactions, and higher than necessary program costs.  I 16 

modified PGE’s cost model using six months of actual adoption rate data since 17 

the program launched in September 2014, and year-end penetration rates for 18 

two other utilities offering a fee free bankcard payment option.  From this 19 

information, I was able to calculate what Staff views as more realistic 2015 and 20 

2016 year-end adoption rates and monthly adoption growth projections.  My 21 

calculations resulted in projected year-end 2015 and 2016 adoption rates of 9.1 22 
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percent and 13.1 percent respectively, and a monthly adoption growth rate of 1 

.33 percent, resulting in a lower number of projected bankcard transactions. 2 

Q. Did you also review the demographics of the users of the fee free 3 

bankcard program? 4 

A. Yes.  In its initial testimony, the Company provided Exhibit PGE/903 which 5 

provides demographic information about who the primary users of a Fee Free 6 

Bankcard program are.  They are more likely to be renters, have only a high 7 

school education, have a lower credit score, and tend to be lower income.  8 

Over 50 percent of bankcard program users have received a late notice and 38 9 

percent have received a disconnect notice in the last 12 months.  Being able to 10 

pay their electric bill without being assessed a transaction fee is a valuable 11 

benefit to customers with these demographic characteristics. 12 

Q.  Did Staff conduct any further analysis? 13 

A. Yes.  Following the first settlement conference held on May 21st, Staff 14 

considered that the mix of users of the fee-free bankcard program are much 15 

more likely -- as noted above -- to use credit cards rather than debit cards.  16 

According to PGE’s response to an additional data request, review of the data 17 

now available has shown that closer to 80 percent of the card transactions are 18 

done using a credit card rather than the original projection of 43 percent, and 19 

debit card transactions are closer to 20 percent of all transactions rather than 20 

the 57 percent originally projected.   21 

Also, the Company has updated the original model to assume the average 22 

payment amount of program participants, for which data which is now 23 
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available, rather than the average Schedule 7 residential customer’s payment.  1 

Compared to $98 for the average Schedule 7 payment, the average actual 2 

payment has been closer to $150.  The Company has projected the average 3 

2016 Fee Free Bankcard payment to be $168.94.  This is significant as the 4 

higher the payment, the higher the transaction costs.  5 

The transaction cost for the program is determined by two primary factors:  6 

the mix of credit and debit card use and average amount of the payment. The 7 

combined effect of the higher percentage of credit card transactions and the 8 

higher payment amount by program users has resulted in an increased 9 

average transaction cost. 10 

Q. How was the issue of the fee-free bankcard program addressed in this 11 

docket? 12 

A. The issue was resolved by the stipulating parties.  Staff’s proposed 13 

adjustments to the fee free bankcard program, along with adjustments to D&O 14 

insurance, A&G, wages and salaries, pensions, and escalation, and issues 15 

related to capital additions related to the Northfork Surface Collector and 16 

Grassland Switchyard, Carty and coal inventory, were settled as a group for an 17 

$8 million reduction in the Company’s revenue requirement and a $9 million 18 

reduction in rate base.  As part of the stipulation, PGE agrees with Staff’s 19 

residential bankcard program adoption rate of 9.1 percent for 2015 and 13.06 20 

percent for 2016.  The stipulating parties agree to additional terms regarding 21 

the commercial fee free bankcard program, which are discussed below. 22 

 23 
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Staff supports the settlement with PGE as reasonable and finds that it 1 

reflects the higher credit card use as well as a higher average residential bill 2 

being paid,  3 
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Issue 2, Commercial Program 1 

Q. Did you review PGE’s proposal to extend the fee-free bankcard 2 

payment option to commercial customers in 2016? 3 

A.  Yes. Once again, as in UE 262 and UE 283, PGE proposes at a later time to 4 

expand the fee-free bankcard payment option to commercial customers.  5 

Company projections indicated an adoption rate to go from zero at the start of 6 

2016 to 10 percent by the end of the year, and program costs of $172,000.  7 

See UE 294, Exhibit PGE/900, Stathis-Dillin/15. 8 

Staff issued six data requests about the proposed commercial program to 9 

gain an understanding of how the company arrived at their projected year-end 10 

adoption rate, monthly adoption growth rate, and number of transactions. 11 

Some of the data requests also requested information about any research the 12 

company did with commercial customers about their desire for such a program, 13 

and other utilities’ experience.   14 

Staff is not supportive of expanding the fee-free bankcard program to 15 

commercial customers.   16 

Q. Did the Parties reach agreement on a commercial program? 17 

A. The Parties have agreed that PGE will not extend the payment option to 18 

commercial customers in 2016.  The Company also agreed to provide Staff 19 

with at least 45 days’ notice before launching a program to offer a fee-free 20 

bankcard payment option to commercial customers after 2016.  21 
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Q. Please summarize Staff’s position regarding the fee-free bankcard 1 

payment program? 2 

A. Staff supports the stipulation that PGE continue to offer the fee-free bankcard 3 

payment option to residential customers in 2016, to exclude extending this 4 

payment option to commercial customers in 2016, and that the Commission will 5 

receive at least 45 days’ notice of Company intention to extend this payment 6 

option to commercial customers at any time after 2016.  I also support 7 

including the $1.96 million revenue requirement expense associated with 8 

providing the fee-free bankcard program to residential customers as part of the 9 

group of Staff adjustments that were settled for an $8 million reduction in test 10 

year expenses and $9 million reduction in rate base. 11 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 12 

A. Yes. 13 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Phil Boyle 
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Program Manager 
 Consumer Services Section 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE., Suite 100 
 Salem, OR 97301 
 
EDUCATION: Bachelor of Science (Education), Portland State 

University, 1980 
  
EXPERIENCE: 1980 to 2003 – PacifiCorp 
    I worked at PacifiCorp (Pacific Power) in a variety of 

customer facing positions over the years, starting as an 
Energy Consultant, progressing through Sales and 
Commercial Account Manager position’s, to local District 
Manager and Customer Service Manager.  In my 23 
years at PacifiCorp I learned about all aspects of 
customer service and distribution operations.  

 
    2004 to 2005 – Oregon Department of Revenue 
    Worked in collections unit collecting delinquent taxes. 
 
    2005 to Present – Oregon Public Utility Commission 
    I am currently Program Manager for the Consumer 

Services Section, beginning my work with the PUC as a 
Consumer Specialist, advancing to a Senior Compliance 
Specialist and finally to Program Manager. In these roles 
I have become very experienced working with utilities to 
help them comply with Division 21 Administrative Rules.    
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June 15, 2015 
 
 
TO:  Kay Barnes 
  Oregon Public Utility Commission 
 
FROM: Patrick Hager 
  Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  
UE 294 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 468 
Dated June 1, 2015 

 
Request: 
 
Please provide the updated transaction cost model for the fee free bankcard 
program reflecting current credit card and debit card usage rates, and reflecting 
an updated average billing amount. 
 
Response: 
 
Attachment 468-A provides the updated fee-free bankcard (FFBC) program transaction 
cost model and fee structure reflecting current credit and debit card use as described 
below. 
 
Attachment 468-A is Confidential and Subject to Protective Order No. 15-036. 
 
Debit versus credit card use and proportion of use: 
In its original filing, PGE assumed bank card use at 57% debit card use and 43% credit 
card use.  When actual use history became available, PGE realized that we understated 
the cost in our original filing. Actual residential program participant card use is 
significantly different and is currently at 16.59% debit card use and 83.41% credit card 
use (see tab ‘Fee Structure & Assumptions, Cell F70 and F71).  Credit cards have the 
highest transactional cost amount the two. 

  
Average Payment Amount: 
In its FFBC model, PGE uses the average payment (rather than billing) amount because 
the transaction costs are based on the size of the payments and the number of 
transactions. These factors impact the fees paid to the vendor.  The average bill amount 
is calculated using consumption while FFBC fees are calculated using payments 
received.  The average historical bill amount for all Schedule 7 (residential) customers is 
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$93.50 (see Tab ‘Fee Structure & Assumptions’, Cell N51), while the average program 
participant’s bill is $154.12 (see Tab ‘Fee Structure & Assumptions’, Cell P51). 
 
In its original FFBC model, PGE used the average Schedule 7 residential customer 
payment of $98 which is understated compared to the actual program participants 
average payment amount of $154.12 (see above).  
 
For the 2016 test year, however, PGE calculates the average forecasted 2016 program 
participants payment at $168.94 (see tab ‘Fee Structure & Assumptions’, Cell U51) 
based on the variance between the payments and bills of program participants as 
explained in rows 43-46 under the ‘Fee Structure & Assumption’ tab.  This payment 
level directly impacts the fee structure and the fees paid to the vendor. 
 
These updated costs result in a total program cost of $1.96 million, and a total cost per 
transaction of $1.94 (see tab 2016 Residential Adoption Rate’, Cell H59, and Cell H61, 
respectively.  
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