
































































































































































































































































































































ORDER NO. 24-454

b. Resolution

We do not adopt AWEC’s proposals at this time. As the dollar impact of this program
increases, we must examine how costs are spread between customers and schedules, but
we are not prepared to adopt AWEC’s proposals in this proceeding. As we consider
modifications to the IQBD program in docket UM 2211, we will also address how the
costs are recovered. We note that we have not here and do not expect that we will be
persuaded in docket UM 2211 to further raise the costs of this program without
reexamining data and analysis pertaining to the equitable allocation across customer
classes.

51.  Ductless Heat Pump Program
a. Positions of the Parties

Verde discusses an Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO) pilot program for low- and no-cost
ductless heat pumps. Under the pilot program, low- and moderate-income residents
received heat pumps through ETO. Verde argues that given the success of the pilot
program, the Commission should direct PGE to coordinate with ETO to transform the
program into a fully-funded permanent offering. Verde states that the ductless heat pump
program helps to satisfy HB 2475’s directive that the Commission reduce energy burden
through energy efficiency measures.

Staff recommends the company be directed to share data with ETO on IQBD participant
heating type and should include IQBD enrollment data as part of its monthly data sharing
with ETO.

PGE responds that this ETO program is not one organized or put forth by PGE, and that it
would be inappropriate to address in this docket. In response to Staff’s suggestion, PGE
states this is not appropriate to address in this docket either and that PGE has recently
submitted comments on that issue in docket UM 2211.

b. Resolution

We recognize that HB 2475 included the opportunity to address energy burden through
energy efficiency measures and that this work both lowers the cost of the IQDB program
while delivering system benefits. We have supported this program through major
exception requests and ETO budget reviews. However, we will not order PGE to
coordinate on expansion of the no-cost and low-cost ductless heat pump program at this
time, particularly as the state faces uncertainty surrounding the availability of federal
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funds to leverage ratepayer funding of such programs. We have already ordered data
sharing as suggested by Staff in Order No. 24-426, entered in docket UM 2211, and
believe such data sharing will be fruitful and address some of Verde’s concerns.
Additionally, the appropriate scale and scope of ETO’s no-cost and low-cost ductless
heat pump program is better addressed in ETO specific dockets, such as the exception
request for this program.

52 Weatherization Efforts and Services
a. Position of the Parties

Verde argues that energy efficiency investments are an effective way to support
customers through this rate increase by addressing the root causes of energy burden.
Verde takes the position that PGE should be required to recognize the long-term benefits
of efficiency and weatherization and direct PGE to revisit its cost-effectiveness tests to
better reflect these benefits. It also states that the Commission should require PGE to
implement more targeted outreach to connect IQBD participants to weatherization
resources. Verde quotes PGE’s EBA, which states “energy assistance program mix
should equally prioritize sustained energy burden reductions through energy efficiency
and weatherization.”!?° According to that report, nearly a quarter of the company’s
IQBD-eligible households have high potential for energy efficiency measures.'?! Verde
also states that weatherization and energy efficiency will ultimately lower the cost of the
IQBD program to ratepayers.

PGE argues in response that while it collects funds for energy efficiency and
weatherization through the PPC and other pass-through funds to Community Action
Partner agencies and ETO, PGE does not provide weatherization services or have
operational oversight for those funded programs so it would be inappropriate to direct in
this docket that PGE expand weatherization efforts and services.

b. Resolution

As discussed above in the narrow case of heat pumps, ensuring that cost effective energy
efficiency reaches energy burdened households in substantial quantities is critical,
especially as PGE works to reduce emissions and manage affordability. Additionally,
HB 2475 creates the opportunity to deploy energy efficiency to reduce energy burden,
even beyond the traditional cost effectiveness rubric. There is a robust discussion of how

120 Verde/201, Segovia Rodriguez/22 (PGE’s Energy Burden Assessment).
121 verde/201, Segovia Rodriguez/21
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to deliver energy efficiency to energy burdened households in docket UM 2211 and the
ETO budget process and their Strategic Plan. Addressing energy burden is important but
will be most effective to consider in those other venues rather than directing PGE to take
further action here.

53.  Energy Efficiency for Low-Income Households
a. Positions of the Parties

Verde argues that the Commission should require adequate investments in energy
efficiency for low-income residents as part of this rate increase that will directly and
negatively affect burdened households. It points out that the increases at issue in this case
will both deepen energy burden and decrease energy efficiency incentives by raising the
base rate. It also argues that the Commission is directed to address energy burden and
energy affordability under HB 2475, including through energy efficiency measures.!??

Staff states that it does not support conditioning PGE’s rate increase on its agreement to
center energy efficiency for low-income customers in its rate scheme.

PGE repeats that PGE customers fund weatherization services through the PPC and other
pass-through funds to Community Action Partner agencies and ETO. Although PGE
collects the funds, it states, PGE does not provide weatherization services or have
operational oversight for those funded programs so it would be inappropriate to direct in
this docket that PGE expand weatherization efforts and services.

b. Resolution
Again, as we stated in our immediately preceding resolution to Issue 53, we will be able
to address this issue more effectively in other venues rather than directing PGE to take
further action here.
54. Technical Support for Stakeholder Engagement

a. Positions of the Parties

CUB argues that the Commission should require PGE to implement neutral (i.e.,
third-party) technical support related to rate case “walk-throughs™ and other

122 ORS 757.695(1).
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quasi-technical stakeholder engagement, in order to appropriately bolster PGE’s
procedural equity efforts, prioritizing this for CBIAG most immediately.

PGE states that it has engaged Espousal Strategies as a third-party expert to facilitate
CBIAG meetings. It argues that because the types of information and best ways to engage
the community will continue to change and evolve depending on issue or case, there
should not be an order in this case setting a prescriptive requirement for specific types of
community engagement.

b. Resolution

As stated in our resolution to Issue 48, above, we recognize the importance of robust
stakeholder engagement but decline to be overly directive in this order. We look forward
to review of PGE’s first CBIAG report under ORS 469A.425(2)(a), and we expect that to
be a venue to examine and, as appropriate, consider improvements to PGE’s stakeholder
engagement.

Other Issues
55. Wholesale Rejection of Filing

Failure to meet requirements of ORS 757.210(1)(a) by not providing sufficient
evidence that proposed rates are just, reasonable and in the public interest (55a)

a. Positions of the Parties

AWEC argues that PGE has failed to meet its burden of proof that its proposed revenue
requirement will result in just and reasonable rates. In particular, it argues that this is the
case because the company’s proposed revenue requirement relies on a budget established
in the previous rate case instead of starting with actual verifiable expenses. AWEC argues
that PGE is the only Oregon utility that starts with a budget rather than actuals in its rate
cases.

AWEC cites to a Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) decision
from 2016 in which Avista filed its 2016 general rate case six weeks after the WUTC
issued a final order in Avista’s previous rate case. Following development of an
evidentiary record, the WUTC found that Avista failed to meet its burden to show that
existing rates were unjust, unreasonable, or insufficient to yield compensation for the
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service rendered.!?* This was because Avista’s requested rate increase was in large part
justified by an “attrition study” showing that an “attrition adjustment” was warranted. An
attrition adjustment increases a utility’s revenue requirement based on a study provided
by the utility that allegedly demonstrates that the level of investment the utility intends to
make in the rate year will result in earnings “attrition”, thus making it impossible for the
utility to earn its authorized return. In rejecting Avista’s rate request, the WUTC found
that Avista failed to follow the WUTC’s direction in Avista’s previous rate case to use
the “appropriate methodology” in which the utility should have developed a modified
historical test year with pro forma plant additions and then performed the attrition study
on these results.!>*

AWEC argues that PGE has done the same thing here as its increase begins and ends with
its 2024 budget rather than being supported by objective evidence, such as a pro forma
study of actual costs.

PGE defends its filing as thorough and adequate, as well as the supporting information it
provided to AWEC and other parties. In particular, it cites to: project justification forms
for projects over $3 million; generation O&M escalation factors that were applied and
adjusted for known and measurable changes with escalation factors broken down by cost
elements; account level details in workpapers including all of PGE’s A&G expense
viewed in summary and account level details; and 2024 8+4 information that shows the
validity of PGE’s 2024 budget when compared to eight months of actuals and four
months of forecasts.

It also argues that there is no legal requirement to begin with a pro forma cost study,
unlike in Washington, which requires utilities to “include a results of operations
statement showing test year actual results and any restating and pro forma
adjustment * * * 125

Staff writes that it agrees with AWEC that it is within the Commission’s authority to
conclude that PGE failed to carry its burden of proof with respect to its proposed rate
increase. It notes that an increase in expense is appropriately included in the test year if it
is “reasonably certain to occur.” Here, Staff argues, it is not even possible to tell whether
the annual expense in the base year is reasonably certain to occur, which makes it very
difficult to establish whether an incremental increase is warranted. Staff does not,
however, think that dismissal of the pre-January 1, 2025 capital investment PGE seeks to

123 Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission vs. Avista Corporation, d/b/a Avista Utilities,
WUTC Docket Nos. UE-160228/UG-160229, Order 06 at J 61 (Dec. 15, 2016) (citing RCW 80.04.130
4).).

124 Id. at § 62 (citing Order 05 at  111.).

125 See WAC 480-07-510(1).
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include in rate base is warranted, noting that no party challenged the prudence of most of
that investment. CUB also states that it agrees with AWEC that a utility test year should
be based on actuals, not a budget.

b. Resolution

We will not reject this rate case as a whole based on PGE’s failure to base its rate request
on actuals with deviations measured from those actuals. In this case, PGE based its rate
request on its 2024 budget, adjusted to account for the black box settlement in UE 416,
and has made that the starting point from which it has escalated to make its rate request
for the 2025 test year in this proceeding. This is, perhaps, a consequence of the fact that
PGE filed its rate request very shortly after its last request was adopted, and before a new
year of actuals were available.

We agree with PGE that Oregon has long had a future test year. If we used a modified
historical test year, we might agree with AWEC that the case should be dismissed. But
we have never required a rate request be based solely on prior-year actuals and we
decline to do so at this time. We also see no cause to dismiss the company’s requested
capital recovery for projects in service prior to January 1, 2025—at least where, as Staff
notes, no party challenged the prudency of PGE’s investments.

That said, as we evaluate a company’s rate filing, we find some support more persuasive
and some support less persuasive. By and large, we found that elements of PGE’s rate
request that started from its 2024 budget to be less persuasive than we would have a case
based on actuals. As a result, we generally rejected PGE’s budget-based number in favor
of an escalation of a three-year average or the 2023 budget number, except where we
found the reasons for PGE’s request to escalate from its 2024 budget uniquely
compelling. While in general we find escalating actuals more consistent with
demonstrating reasonable, achievable spending and incentivizing cost effectiveness in a
future test year environment, we will not use it in every instance. The utility can also
support increases beyond that based on known and measurable changes by specifically
addressing the need for that particular higher expense in testimony.

A collateral attack of issues resolved in Docket UE 416 (55b)
a. Positions of the Parties
Verde argues in briefing PGE’s rate filing is a collateral attack on issues resolved in

Docket UE 416. PGE argues that this issue was not raised in testimony in this proceeding
and argues it is not an appropriate request for Commission decision. Staff rejects the
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issue on its merits, stating that issues in UE 416 were resolved by stipulation providing
that “no Stipulating Party shall be deemed to have approved, admitted, or consented to
the facts, principles, methods, or theories employed by any other Stipulating Party in
arriving at the terms of this Stipulation.”

b. Resolution

Docket UE 416 was resolved by a series of stipulations, including a black box rate
settlement, a black box operations and maintenance settlement, and ten individually
settled issues.!?® In addition to the language cited by Staff, the stipulations provide that
“[e]xcept as provided in this Stipulation, no Stipulating Party shall be deemed to have
agreed that any provision of this Stipulation is appropriate for resolving issues in any
other proceeding.” The Stipulations do not contain terms binding the parties to support
any particular revenue requirement in future proceedings or barring PGE from making
future rate filings. Accordingly, we agree with Staff that the argument that PGE’s filing is
a collateral attack on the prior stipulation should be rejected on its merits.

56. CUB'’s Proposed Effective Date
a. Positions of the Parties

CUB argues that the rate effective date for PGE’s general rate increase should be aligned
with the in-service date of the Seaside Battery Project—that is, when Seaside becomes
used and useful. CUB argues that it is in line with traditional rate making practices
wherein a utility incurs capital costs and depreciation on plant, subject to regulatory lag,
and then brings those costs into a general rate case proceeding for recovery.

PGE argues that CUB’s proposal is confiscatory and unlawful. It cites to ORS 757.215,
under which the Commission is granted the authority to order the suspension of the rate
or schedule of rates for a period of up to nine months beyond the time when such rate or
schedule would otherwise go into effect. It then concludes that since PGE filed its tariff at
the time of filing opening testimony on February 29, 2024, the law does not permit a
suspension beyond January 1, 2025. PGE cites a New Mexico decision where the
Commission determined at an initial rate review phase that a telephone company was
entitled to a revenue increase of $12.9 million but after a separate hearing on rate spread
rejected the filing for failure to meet the burden of proof that the resulting rates were fair
and reasonable, the Supreme Court of New Mexico remanded the commission’s decision
stating:

126 See Docket No. 416, Order No. 23-386.
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It takes no intricate process of reasoning or calculation to arrive at the
conclusion that, at the point when it becomes obvious that the decision of
the Commission would be delayed and the [c]Jompany would suffer
irreparable loss of revenue in the interim, failure to increase rates was an
unconstitutional confiscation of the [clJompany’s property without due
process of law.'?’

PGE further notes that the Commission and Oregon courts have recognized the time
value of money.!?

CUB disagrees. It argues that PGE is operating under the just and reasonable rates set in
UE 416. It is doing so, and it is able to earn above its authorized rate of return, meaning it
has been able to compensate shareholders above that forecasted. CUB states it has not
found evidence in the record to suggest that from January to June PGE would be earning
less than a reasonable return, even it if were, that would not make the rates set in UE 416
confiscatory. It also argues that PGE is not entitled to a rate increase at the end of the
suspension period, only to a decision on its proposed rate increase.

In surrebuttal testimony, PGE proposed an option for an April 1 effective date that it
states is a “compromise,” under which PGE would be able to collect the full amount of
2025 revenue over the 9-month period from April to December 2025. CUB opposes this
proposal, stating that it is already concerned the rate increase is unaffordable for
customers and a higher rate increase would not solve that problem. It also states that the
compromise might violate the rule against retroactive ratemaking because that generally
prohibits incorporation of past losses in future rates.'?’

Verde filed in support of CUB’s position.
b. Resolution

Although we continue to regard the timing of customer rate impacts to be worthy of
future Staff and utility attention, after careful deliberation we have chosen not to adopt
CUB’s proposal to shift the effective date to the effective date of the Seaside project
without making a corresponding revenue requirement adjustment. We simply consider
the practical challenges with implementing CUB’s rate shock effective date proposal to

127 Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. v. New Mexico State Corp. Commission 563 P2d 588, 597-98.

128 Gearhart v. Public Utility Com’n of Oregon, 255 Or App 58 (Concluding that interest reflected money
that would otherwise be lost by inability to invest the value is return of and not return on). “[A]s the PUC
points out, a dollar today is worth more than a dollar a year from today.”

129 Op Atty Gen OP-6076 (1987).
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be too significant a distraction from our pressing need to make decisions that balance
affordability, reliability and safety in utility services for all customer classes. We prefer
to center strategies for addressing rate shock on those most likely to experience their
worst outcomes, as we have with temporary rules adopted in docket AR 667. We discuss
our decision in more detail in Issue 59 below, which is CUB’s holistic rate shock
proposal.

57. Overall or Residential Rate Cap
a. Positions of the Parties

In Opening Testimony, Staff testified in favor of a hard 3 percent cap on any increase to
the residential class as a check on affordability. Staff now withdraws that proposal.

CUB supports a cap on the total rate increase to the residential class equal to the lower of
ten percent or seven percent plus the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

b. Resolution
We address CUB’s proposed cap with its rate shock proposal, below.
58. CUB'’s Rate Shock Proposal
a. Positions of the Parties

CUB argues that the Commission should adopt its proposal to mitigate rate shock. First, it
proposes that the Commission cap the total rate increase for the residential class at the
lower of 10 percent or 7 percent plus the CPI. Second, it argues that if the rate increase
does exceed that threshold, then the Commission should adopt three tools to mitigate rate
shock:

1.  Phasing in the rate increase by allowing some of it to go into effect immediately
and providing a schedule for phasing in the remainder.

2.  Setting the ROE at the lowest reasonable level.

3. Mitigating the rate shock by: (a) delaying costs that do not need to be recovered
during winter heating season; (b) requiring the company to submit a plan to the
Commission outlining what it is doing to mitigate rate shock; (c) implementing a
six-month shut-off moratorium; (d) requiring the company to report arrearages
and shut-off notices to the Commission for 12 months after the rate case; and (e)
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suspending or reducing the amortization of certain deferred accounts or other
single issue ratemaking mechanisms.

CUB is also open to a broad policy docket to that looks at applying tools to manage rate
shock and methodologies to incentivize utilities to limit rate increases, but cautions that
rate shock still needs to be addressed in GRC:s.

PGE strenuously opposes this. It first addresses CUB’s proposed cap, which is modeled
on the legislative cap on rental housing increases. First, it argues that rental housing
increases are not comparable to the highly regulated utility sphere. Second, it argues that
many of the utility rate increases in recent years have been due to power cost filings
outside the utility’s control. Next, it notes that its filing in this case is below CUB’s
threshold, even when combined with the power cost increase in docket UE 436.

PGE also argues that CUB’s proposal is contrary to Commission precedent. The
Commission has previously concluded that “[r]ate shock plays no role in the first phase
of ratemaking—the determination of a utility’s revenue requirement.”!*? This, PGE
argues, is because it is unlawful for the Commission “to use rate shock as a tool to
authorize a revenue requirement that is unreasonably low.”!3! PGE does note that the
Commission recently stated that “not as clear to us as it was to our predecessors that rate
shock can only be considered during rate design,”!3? but argues that it is still unlawful to
authorize a revenue requirement that is unreasonably low.

PGE also objects to CUB’s specific rate shock mitigation proposals. First, it argues that
delaying the rate increase denies recovery of just and reasonable rates; the company’s
rates would be unreasonably low during the period in which the rate case is deferred. It
also argues that it would be a violation of ORS 757.215(1) which provides for a
ten-month suspension period for rate cases.

Next, it objects to CUB’s proposal to set the ROE at the lowest reasonable rate, stating
that under the precedent cited above, it is unlawful to consider rate shock when
considering the utility’s revenue requirement. It further argues that the Supreme Court’s
Hope and Bluefield decisions require consideration of consistency of the allowed return
with the returns of other businesses having similar risk, adequacy of the return to provide
access to capital and support credit quality, and the requirement that the result lead to just
and reasonable rates. PGE argues that choosing the very lowest ROE in the range would

130 Docket No. UE 115, Order No. 01-842 at 4.

131 Docket No. UE 115, Order No. 01-988 at 5.

132 In the Matter of Northwest Natural Gas Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, Docket No.
UG 490, Order No. 24-459 at 46 (Oct. 25, 2024).
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fail to give appropriate weight to those factors. Further, it argues, customers have an
interest in the company’s ability to attract capital and Oregon utilities are sufficiently
risky due to wildfire risk and other factors, that the lowest reasonable ROE in the study
would not accurately capture their risk. It also argues that the Commission has
historically rejected consideration of other dockets, including deferral dockets, in
reviewing rate shock issues because the rate impact of deferred accounts is temporary,
and these temporary impacts “do not change [the Commission’s] review in establishing
the revenue requirement for the rates that will be in effect until the company’s next
general rate case.”!?

Finally, PGE opposes CUB’s other proposals to mitigate rate shock. It states that it is
hesitant to implement any new moratoria that might further increase arrearages and
overall customer energy burden. PGE urges that if CUB believes its proposed
data-gathering and reporting exercise would be useful in addressing affordability and
energy justice issues, its proposal should be further explored in policy dockets, such as
the ongoing docket UM 2211.

b. Resolution

We addressed CUB'’s rate shock proposal in our recent order in docket UG 490, noting
that while there are “both constitutional and statutory boundaries on our discretion in
setting rates, * * * we have flexibility to address both rate shock and broader affordability
issues within those boundaries, including sufficient flexibility to adopt some version of
CUB’s concept.” We maintain that conclusion here, grounded in our ample discretion to
set a utility’s revenue requirement within a reasonable range that satisfies our
constitutional and statutory requirements.

As noted above, we decline to delay the effective date of this rate case and we similarly
decline to phase in the rate increase here. To implement CUB’s proposal in a reasonable
manner, we would need to provide in our general rate case order an explanation of why
we regard the range of acceptable revenue requirement outcomes to be sufficient to
accommodate a delayed effective date. However, we commonly would not know whether
the rate shock proposal had been triggered for residential customers until several things
had occurred: 1) power cost updates and other rate adjustments had been finalized; 2) we
had evaluated the parties’ evidence and argument on major contested rate case issues; and
3) an accurate calculation of both the revenue requirement and allocation among rate
classes had been made. We are unwilling to simply assume, as CUB does, that in all
cases the impacts of a delayed effective date on revenue collection would be part of a

133 Docket No. UE 374, Order No. 20-473 at 7.
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reasonable revenue requirement outcome. Moreover, although we find attractive the
advance discipline that a setting a rate shock mechanism might provide utilities in timing
general rate cases, we think the utilities’ own lack of advance insight into and control
over power cost changes and other regularly updated customer charges could undermine
the effectiveness of the incentive.

We agree with CUB that there remains much to be improved upon in how rate changes
are anticipated, timed, and communicated to customers. CUB’s proposal has generated
productive discussion of how the utilities’ unilateral control over when to file rate cases
affects customers. It also has highlighted the challenge to consumers with limited
financial flexibility of accommodating even a rate increase that falls below the level of
rate shock with minimal notice, particularly during the winter. We expect that the interim
protections we adopted in AR 667 will help to mitigate the impact of this winter change
on the most vulnerable.

59. Clearwater Wind Project Deferral

a. Position of the Parties
Staff initially supported beginning amortization of the deferral on January 1, 2025, based
on docket UE 427 resolving before the rate effective date of this docket. The target rate
effective date for docket UE 427 has been delayed to March 1, 2025. Thus, Staff now
recommends waiting to amortize this deferral until docket UE 427 is resolved. PGE also
recommends filing to begin amortization of the deferral in 2025 following a Commission
order in docket UE 427.

b. Resolution
We agree that it is premature to address amortization prior to a decision in docket
UE 427.

60.  ITCs for Anderson Readiness Center

We address this in issue 29, supra.
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61.  Renewable Automatic Adjustment Clause Modification
a. Positions of the Parties

PGE initially requested that the Commission consider the definition of “associated energy
storage” for purposes of PGE’s Renewable Automatic Adjustment Clause (RAAC)
Schedule 122. While PGE formally dropped that request in later rounds of testimony, all
parties, including PGE, now believe that a Commission decision on this issue would be
useful.

PGE believes that standalone battery projects should count as “associated energy storage”
under that tariff. In particular, PGE defines “associated energy storage,” as “all
co-located energy storage and standalone storage connected at the transmission-voltage
level that are used to integrate, firm or shape renewable energy sources.” PGE argues that
such language is reasonable given statutory language that references “associated energy
storage” because the value of energy storage does not come from its co-location, but from
its ability to firm, shape, and integrate renewable resources on the grid. Indeed, it argues,
standalone storage options can provide renewable resource integrating and balancing
capabilities while avoiding co-locational disadvantages.

Staff, AWEC, and CUB disagree. Staff argues that the definition of “associated energy
storage” is not given by statute and therefore it is appropriate to look at the dictionary
definition of “associated,” for which the first definition reads “1: closely connected,
joined, or united with another (as in interest, function, activity, or office)[.]”!>* Staff
argues that this plain meaning is completely inconsistent with PGE’s definition of
associated storage. It also argues that associated storage is at odds with the context of the
relevant statute, ORS 469A, which allows PGE to cover costs associated with RPS
compliance. A stand-alone battery is not RPS compliant as it is charged by the grid rather
than a renewable resource, and therefore, logically should not be covered under the
statute.

AWEC argues that PGE commits a “cardinal sin” of statutory interpretation, rendering
the term “associated” in the statute meaningless. It further argues that the grid stability
benefits PGE assigns to stand-alone storage apply equally to other resources, including
natural gas and hydro, and the company’s storage resources do not solely balance the
variability of RPS resources.

134 Webster’s Third New Int’l Dictionary, unabridged 132 (2002).
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CUB cites to testimony from its witness, Bob Jenks, who testified that he was part of the
negotiations for SB 1547 that codified ORS 469A and that the term “associated” was
specifically meant to refer to co-located storage.!*®

b. Resolution

Principles of statutory interpretation require that we give effect to each word in the statute
where feasible. We agree with AWEC that PGE’s interpretation would render the term
“associated” meaningless, because every storage resource within a power system that
includes renewable resources would effectively be captured; for that matter, all new
transmission would be captured as well. As Staff points out, the plain meaning of the
term “associated” suggests something akin to co-location; it does not suggest that any
storage would qualify as “associated” regardless of its location on the grid. Having
concluded that the statute is clear in its intent to cover only storage and transmission
more directly connected to the renewable energy resource for which recovery is sought,
we reject PGE’s interpretation.

62.  Investigation into Multi-Year Rate Cases
a. Positions of the Parties

In opening testimony, PGE proposed an Investment Recovery Mechanism (IRM) that
would allow for the review and recovery of a limited category of capital projects while
avoiding increases for O&M and the recovery for all capital projects common in general
rate cases. PGE’s proposal was rejected by parties and PGE indicated in reply testimony
that it was withdrawing its request and would potentially explore the use of a multi-year
rate case in the future.

Staff had initially proposed an investigation into a multi-year rate case but withdraws its
request on consideration of the Commission’s order in docket UG 490 which declined a
similar request.!3®

b. Resolution

We reiterate our determination in docket UG 490 and decline to open an investigation
into multi-year rate proceedings at this time. We recognize the administrative burden and
cost that the current pace of general rate cases places on intervenors, the company, and
ratepayers. While the high inflation environment of the last few years may be easing,

135 CUB/100, Jenks/63-64.
136 Docket No. UG 490, Order No. 24-359 at 50.
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state policy efforts to decarbonize and ongoing investments in system safety may well
drive more frequent rate cases in the coming years. We have also observed the limitations
of annual fuel cost cases and other periodic cost trackers. It has proven difficult to test
prudence, discipline costs, and ensure that areas of cost savings are incorporated into the
revenue requirement. Automatic adjustment clauses are very good at eliminating
regulatory lag when adding investments to rate base but rarely reduce regulatory lag for
the removal of depreciated assets. As discussed in our resolution of issue four, we seek to
broadly balance regulatory lag between customers and the utilities. We are uncertain
multi-year rate cases will truly reduce the administrative burden while ensuring just and
reasonable rates if they do not address both the increased pace of investment and the need
to maintain balanced regulatory lag.

At the same time, this Commission has always been open to regulatory innovations, and
sees inherent value in developing and testing the methods and data sources for the
utility-specific performance metrics that would be critical to ensuring consumer
protection during the pendency of a multi-year rate plan. We agree that there is
significant work to be done to engage all parties ahead of the adoption of any multi-year
rate plan and a general policy investigation is likely the appropriate procedural forum.
However, we are cautious about committing the limited resources of Staff and
stakeholders to the effort. Thus, instead of opening an investigation into multi-year rate
proceedings, we direct Staff to submit and present a report at a public meeting in 2025
that addresses the types of multi-year rate plans available, how other jurisdictions have
implemented multi-year rate plans, the likely resource commitment and timeline required
to effectively implement multi-year rate plans, and any concerns raised by stakeholders.
We request Staff to pay special attention to metrics that hold utilities accountable for
acceptable performance during the pendency of a multi-year plan. As part of this report,
we ask Staff to convene at least one workshop with stakeholders.

We also expect that any stakeholder proposing a multi-year rate plan framework will
engage in a robust stakeholder process ahead of the filing to gather feedback on the
design and all elements of the framework, as well as any stakeholder concerns. We
expect any such request to address in detail the stakeholder process conducted prior to
filing, as well as any issues or recommendations raised by stakeholders during that
process. A multi-year rate plan proposal should include detailed discussion regarding
meaningful performance metrics, how the plan results in just and reasonable rates, and
any customer protections or benefits.
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63.  Public Version of Rate Increase Forecasts
a. Positions of the Parties

CUB argues that the Commission should require PGE to file a public version of its rate
increase forecasts, including forecasts that clearly identify how the rate change affects
major customer classes contained in MONET updates and bench requests, unless PGE
has a valid reason for designating that information as confidential. PGE argues that the
information is likely to be confusing to consumers and the media because it is not final.
Staff supports CUB’s position.

b. Resolution

We find generally in CUB’s favor. The forecasts should not be marked confidential
unless there is a separate reason to keep them confidential and, at a minimum, PGE
should include a high-level non-confidential summary with its forecasts that allows CUB
and other stakeholders to communicate the likely magnitude of rate changes to consumers
and the media. Possibility of consumer confusion is not a sufficient reason to make
information confidential that otherwise is not appropriate for confidential treatment.

64. Customer Bills — Cents/kWh
a. Positions of the Parties

CUB argues that the Commission should require PGE to provide information on
customer bills showing average cost of electricity in a cents/kWh basis. It argues that this
is a common way to describe electric rates in consumer bills. PGE disagrees, stating that
PGE is currently working to address design changes in the bill design to better share
information with customers while complying with the Commission’s regulatory
requirements in OAR 860-021-0120. However, PGE does not support CUB’s proposal
because it fails to account for charges that are flat charges or vary based upon usage with
limits of recovery, such as Schedule 102 (Federal Columbia River Benefits Supplied by
Bonneville Power Administration) which is limited to the first 2,000 kWhs. Nor does it
consider customers on time-of-day pricing, which will require PGE to list more than one
price, resulting in a very complex bill.

b. Resolution

We reject CUB’s proposal. We agree with PGE that there are limits to the information
conveyed by an average cents/kWh price which could create consumer confusion and
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otherwise not be a useful line item on customers’ bills. However, we base this decision in
part on PGE’s commitment to address bill design more holistically (as discussed above in
issue no. 40) and will hold PGE to that commitment.

65. Communication of Rate Changes
a. Positions of the Parties

CUB recommends that before PGE is allowed to implement a new rate for any residential
schedule, the PUC should direct PGE to file with the Commission, and copy all parties to
this proceeding, a plan on how it intends to communicate the rate change.

PGE opposes this recommendation, stating it would negatively impact the ability of
utility to determine when it seeks a rate change. It furthermore states that the Commission
already addresses the requirements for announcements of utility tariff changes in

OAR 860-022-0017(2). And finally, it states that proponents for this issue failed to
demonstrate that there is a need to communicate a rate increase due to lack of public
awareness in this docket.

b. Resolution

We reject CUB’s proposal to mandate a filed plan for communication of a rate change.
However, we do put PGE on notice that we expect their communications around rate
changes to improve. As discussed above, we direct PGE to include a high-level
non-confidential summary of their power cost forecasts which will allow better
communication of expected rate changes to customers by PGE and other stakeholders.
We also note that the regulation PGE cites requires communication of an initial
application to change rates; we expect robust communication throughout the rate case
process.

VII. ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Advice No. 24-06, filed on February 29, 2024, is permanently suspended.
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2. Portland General Electric must file new tariffs consistent with this order by
3:00 p.m. on December 27, 2024, to be effect January 1, 2025.

Made, entered, and effective Dec 20 2024

Maga DLt /é@é%

Megan W. Decker Letha Tawney
Chair Commissioner

Commissioner Perkins, concurring and dissenting in part:

I would first like to acknowledge the breadth of issues contemplated in this case as well
as the high level of complexity of many of the issues considered. On nearly every issue,
we were able to come to consensus and, overall, I believe we have produced a
well-balanced order. However, I dissent on one issue: Rate Base Calculation.

Rate Base Calculation:

I agree with my colleagues regarding the need to establish a different methodology than
what was utilized by PGE in this case for calculating rate base, however, I believe we
should adopt Staff’s average of monthly averages approach as policy now. Taking this
action now would make our expectations moving forward clear while providing a
material reduction to rate base and therefore the ultimate rate increase in this case. [
believe this method provides a more balanced approach to regulatory lag. Regulatory lag
is one of the most powerful tools we have available to control affordability and pushes
the utilities to be more efficient, and in fact rewards them for doing so. I believe
regulatory lag is currently unbalanced in the favor of the utility and needs to be moved to
a more balanced position relative to customers. Regulatory lag has been reduced in many
ways over time, as has forecasting risk and timeliness of recovery, through automatic
adjustment clauses, power cost dockets, trackers, and deferral mechanisms which have
been beneficial to utilities. If utilities come in more frequently for rate cases, as has been
suggested is to be expected, then regulatory lag will be further reduced.
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It is especially important to use our tools to discipline spending as we move into an era of
high capital expenditure to meet growing energy demand and policy goals. Anything we
can do now to discipline spending and limit rate increases, will help to minimize impacts
of future rate increases and signal to the utilities we will expect disciplined spending
going forward.

On the topic of normalization raised by PGE in this section, I agree with my colleagues
and appreciate and fully support the direction given in the order.

In summary, while I respectfully dissent on the above point, I support all the other
resolutions in this order and appreciate the hard work by my fellow Commissioners,
Staff, the company, and all intervenors. Rate cases are incredibly complex and time
consuming. We rely on the record developed through the testimony of all parties,
representing a wide array of interests, to come to fair and balanced decisions.

P

Les Perkins
Commissioner

A party may request rehearing or reconsideration of this order under ORS 756.561. A request
for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed with the Commission within 60 days of the date
of service of this order. The request must comply with the requirements in
OAR 860-001-0720. A copy of the request must also be served on each party to the
proceedings as provided in OAR 860-001-0180(2). A party may appeal this order by filing a
petition for review with the Court of Appeals in compliance with ORS 183.480 through
183.484.
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