
 

  
 
 

 
 

 BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 OF THE STATE OF OREGON  

 
 
 

UM-1271 
 

 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 
 
 
 

Deferred Accounting Authorization for 
Expenses/Refunds Associated with SB 408 

 
 
 
 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY  
 

OF  
 

Randy Dahlgren 
Jay Tinker 

 
 
 
 

 
February 21, 2007 



 

 

UM 1271 / PGE / 300 
DAHLGREN - TINKER 

 

 BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 OF THE STATE OF OREGON  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 
 
 
 

Rebuttal Testimony 
 
 

Randy Dahlgren 
Jay Tinker 

 
 

 
  
 
  

 
February 21, 2007 



UM 1271 / PGE / 300 
Dahlgren - Tinker / 1 

 

UM 1271 – REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

I. Introduction 

Q. Please state your names and positions? 1 

A. My name is Randy Dahlgren.  I am Director of Regulatory Policy and Affairs at PGE.   2 

  My name is Jay Tinker.  I am a Project Manager for PGE.  My areas of responsibility 3 

include revenue requirement analyses and other regulatory analyses. 4 

Q. Have you previously provided testimony in this docket? 5 

A. We are responsible for PGE Exhibit 100. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. We rebut the testimony of Staff, CUB, and ICNU in this proceeding. 8 

Q. Did any of the other parties claim that PGE's opening testimony did not meet the 9 

statutory requirements for a deferral? 10 

A. No.  The parties did not dispute any of the facts related to the sale of the turbine, claim that 11 

we did not meet the statutory requirements, or disagree regarding the Commission policy on 12 

unregulated assets in effect at the time of the purchase.   13 

Q. Is the deferral of the turbine costs good public policy? 14 

A. PGE believes that the deferral is good public policy.  The intent of the Commission’s policy 15 

on unregulated assets in effect at the time of the purchase was two-fold:  (1) to protect 16 

customers from potential losses from unregulated operations and (2) to preserve for 17 

investors potential gains from unregulated operations.  Granting this deferral allows the 18 

Commission to apply this policy in the SB 408 world.  Deferring only as much of the cost of 19 

the turbine as is necessary to offset the tax effects of its sale at a loss accomplishes both 20 

tasks.  It protects customers from potential losses and preserves for investors potential gains.  21 

We have supported the deferral based on the standards of ORS 757.259 and that approval 22 
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would result in a better matching of costs and benefits.  None of the parties have suggested 1 

our assertion is incorrect.  Our deferral not only provides symmetric treatment of losses and 2 

gains, but customers incur no harm as a result of its granting.  Rates will not change. 3 

Q. Do any of the parties disagree with the facts of this case? 4 

A. No.  Each party, while agreeing on the facts, maintained that approval of the application 5 

would violate ORS 757.268.  (SB408)  We believe that the interpretation of SB 408 and 6 

whether it prevents the Commission from approving the application are legal matters that the 7 

parties will address in briefs and that the Commission must decide.   8 

Q. Do you agree with CUB that “distinguishing between unregulated activities 9 

commenced before the passage of SB 408 and after would be a procedural rat’s nest?” 10 

A. We disagree.  Obviously, PGE would not have filed this application if we had not been able 11 

to differentiate the costs and meet the requirements associated with ORS 757.259 which 12 

authorizes deferrals.  The application concerns a single identifiable transaction involving an 13 

asset PGE purchased before enactment of SB 408.  We have met the requirements laid out in 14 

OAR 860-027-0300 and therefore believe the deferral should be granted. 15 

Q. What was ICNU's primary reason for opposing the application? 16 

A. ICNU says that this issue is a legal one and should be dealt with by the Commission.   17 

Q. Do you agree?  18 

A. Yes.  The other parties have raised primarily legal objections to the application, which are 19 

most appropriately addressed in legal briefs.  20 

Q. Do you have any response to ICNU's statement that in Interim Order 06-400 at 12 the 21 

Commission said it would view deferral applications with a “skeptical eye”?   22 
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A. Yes.  The Commission has always stated that it will review deferred accounting application 1 

with a skeptical eye.  This reflects no change in Commission policy.  The Commission said 2 

it would review deferred accounting applications under the standards set forth in UM 1147 3 

and its other deferred accounting orders.  The application has met those standards.  4 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 5 

A. Yes. 6 










