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OF OREGON 
 

Docket No. UM 2362 
 

In the Matter of  

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC,  

2024 Distribution System Plan. 

 

Staff Comments  

 

Introduction and Background 
 
Staff appreciates Portland General Electric’s (PGE or the Company) time and effort to 
develop the 2024 Distribution System Plan (Plan). In November 2024, revised 
Distribution System Plan guidelines were adopted. These guidelines placed a much 
heavier emphasis on understanding the Company’s core distribution system investment 
strategy. This includes major drivers, total level of spend, prioritization, right sizing of 
spend, and clear articulation of the value that customers should be receiving for the 
costs incurred by the Company’s five-year Near-term Action Plan.1 Staff noted these 
goals would require utilities to provide detailed and comprehensive information about 
planned operational budgets (including operational changes) and system investments.2 

PGE residential customers have seen more than a 40 percent increase in rates in the 
past four years. One of the most significant sources of rate pressure, over which PGE 
has direct influence, has been growing distribution system investments. As 
demonstrated below in Table 1, PGE’s annual distribution system spending roughly 
doubled between 2019 and 2023. This underscores the need to understand how the 
Near-term Action Plan balances tradeoffs to deliver a reliable grid while accommodating 
a changing technology, customer, and policy landscape all at the lowest cost to 
customers.  

Table 1 presents PGE’s past and forecasted distribution system spending; 2019 to 2024 
are past actuals while 2025 to 2028 are forecasts. 

 
1 In the Matter of Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Investigation Into Distribution System Planning, 
Docket No. UM 2005, Order No. 24-421 at 3 (Nov. 15, 2024). 
2 Order No. 24-421 at 3. 
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Forecasting 
In reviewing the Plan, Staff sought out the Company’s load forecasts by substation, as 
required by DSP Guideline 5.a. However, Staff was unable to locate this information. 
Staff is interested in knowing how load growth, particularly from large commercial and 
industrial customers, is impacting the Company’s grid needs, costs and strategies. Staff 
seeks transparency into the load forecast by substation, similar to transparency 
currently provided by other adoption forecasts in Appendix G. Staff recommends that, 
in Reply Comments, PGE provide load forecasts by substation, per Guideline 5.a. 

PGE presents a forecast of electric vehicle (EV) load in a clear aggregation for the 
Company’s service territory and distributes this forecast to each substation. This comes 
at a time PGE is reexamining how the Company forecasts EV load. PGE reports the 
August 2024 forecast includes both a lower adoption rate and lower load than the May 
2024 forecast.6 The Company attributes this change to the following drivers:  

1. The May 2024 forecast kept the rate of fleet electrification high, but this rate of 
adoption has not materialized, particularly for medium and heavy-duty vehicles.  

2. A categorization error previously counted some combustion engines as EVs.  
3. The load impacts per vehicle are lower than previously assumed.7 

Together, these changes have reduced the expected impact of EVs on the Company’s 
distribution system.  

Staff would like to understand the specific modeling changes PGE is working on to 
improve distribution and resource planning. DSP Guideline 5.b.i calls for a discussion of 
method. PGE’s coverage of this requirement appears limited. Staff recommends that, 
in Reply Comments, PGE should provide a detailed description of the modeling 
choices the Company has made and is considering in order to forecast EV load 
more accurately since the May 2024 forecast. 

Grid Needs 

Grid Needs in 2024 Plan 

PGE presents six prioritized grid needs in Table 22, excerpted below in Figure 1.8 PGE 
notes these grid needs were analyzed for solutions as part of the 2025 capital cycle, 
which began in 2023. PGE states the proposed solutions are provided in Appendix E. 

 
6 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 134. 
7 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, pp. 134,135.  
8 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 109. 
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PGE states the revamped approach ensures that no single criterion can dominate the 
overall score unduly, and effectively narrows the scoring range, addressing concerns 
about previous scoring disparities. PGE also highlights the inclusion and elevation of the 
equity criterion, as it now serves as part of a new tiebreaker criteria. 

Staff is still reviewing PGE’s revamped grid needs ranking matrix and the results on 
individual project selection. Over the next round of comments, Staff will be working with 
PGE to understand: 

• Prioritization - How reasonable are the criteria for scoring grid needs to 
determine a threshold for investments that need to be incurred by ratepayers at a 
given time. 

• Weighting of grid needs - How reasonable are the criteria for determining 
investments between safety, reliability, customer needs, resilience, and grid 
modernization opportunities. 

Staff acknowledges that PGE has taken meaningful steps towards a distribution plan 
with a more equitable design by formally acknowledging and quantifying equity metrics 
in its decision-making processes. However, the limited information in the Plan makes it 
difficult to ascertain impacts of the design and influence of the equity index. 

Staff is interested in better understanding construction of the index, the weighting of its 
component metrics, and whether the index has impacted decisions in practice. Staff 
recommends that, in Reply Comments, PGE expand on construction of the equity 
index by providing a full list of included metrics, data sources, methodology 
behind any individual metric weighting, and whether the approach might be 
adaptive to regional needs. Staff further recommends that PGE address the 
appropriateness of utilizing an index to quantify equity related metrics, giving 
consideration to the diversity of implications behind the individual metrics. PGE 
should also address why other related ranking matrix criteria are not indexed, 
despite relationality and/or possible correlation. Finally, PGE should expand on 
how the 3.9 percent weighting of the equity index was determined, and whether, 
with this level of prescribed significance, the equity index has influenced 
tiebreaking prioritization decisions in practice. 

Evolution of Grid Needs Analysis 

The 2022 Part 2 filing articulates plans to conduct load sensitivity analysis when 
evaluating grid needs. Specifically, after a solution is identified, loads will be scaled to 
the load values expected once every ten years (instead of once every three), or the 
summer 2021 values (the system load record at the time), whichever is higher, and 
accounting for new load additions and system changes. Any upgrades required because 
of these higher loads would be considered a sensitivity option and evaluated further to 
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determine the benefit/cost ratio.12 Staff recommends that, in Reply Comments, PGE 
identify and discuss any instances where the result of this load sensitivity 
analysis has impacted investment decisions in practice. 

The 2022 Part 2 filing also notes plans to begin to integrate resiliency metrics into the 
capital decision framework, which will likely have a new resiliency improvement 
category to evaluate projects beyond existing categories of risk reduction, reliability 
improvement, and financial benefit. However, Staff does not find discussion of 
implementation of this resiliency category in the 2024 Plan. Staff recommends that, in 
Reply Comments, PGE provide an update on the status of development of the 
resiliency improvement category. 

Near-term Action Plan 
DSP Guideline 8.a through 8.c calls for the utility to present a Near-term Action Plan 
with a prioritized list of proposed investments/expenditures over the next five years, 
summaries of each investment/expenditure estimated to cost more than $2 million 
(investment summaries), and a table of the projected cost to implement the Action Plan. 
The Guidelines require the investment summaries to include, among other things, the 
grid need addressed, estimated timeframe and cost, prioritization rationale, and any 
alternative solutions considered in the Solution Identification step (DSP Guideline 7.c).13 
Utilities should use best efforts to include this content in investment summaries, and if 
omitted, explain why it is not included. 

Appendix E Gaps and Implications 

The Plan states PGE complies with Guideline 8.a and 8.b requirements through 
Appendix E,14 which describes approximately [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  [END 
CONFIDENTIAL] projects and is designated as protected information under the 
General Protective Order. Staff observed substantive gaps in Appendix E’s 
responsiveness to the Guidelines. These are noted below, with their implications to how 
Staff understands the Company’s near-term DSP investment strategy. 

Staff’s high-level observations are that: 

• Approximately ten percent of project investment summaries show clearly labeled 
grid needs. 

• None of the project investment summaries, including those addressing the 2024 
prioritized grid needs, show information on prioritization; there is no prioritized list 
of projects for the next five years. 

 
12 PGE’s Distribution System Plan Part 2, p. 104. 
13 Order No. 24-421 at 26. 
14 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 154. 
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• About half of the summaries provide forward-looking timeframes, the remainder 
are ambiguous or have backward-looking timeframe information. The majority do 
not provide forward-looking estimated costs, but rather 2024 costs, ambiguous 
costs or backward-looking costs. 

• The Company provides descriptions of alternative solutions considered for about 
half of these investments. 

Staff finds these gaps are a Guideline compliance issue but also prevent analysis and 
Staff understanding of distribution system spend, prioritization, and justification. Without 
information about project prioritization, there’s little basis to understand whether PGE is 
investing in the most urgent grid needs first, or why some projects move forward ahead 
of others. The lack of prioritization information, estimated timeframes, and forward-
looking costs does not allow Staff to assess the reasonableness of total spend or 
individual investments and connect them with a demonstration of expected ratepayer 
value. Little information tying a project to a grid need is a major barrier to understanding 
reliability investments and any resulting reliability improvements and customer benefits.  

Staff observes that further data on consideration of alternative solutions would 
demonstrate investment efficiency. This is of particular importance as Staff understands 
from conversations with PGE that the Company’s day-to-day planning practices 
collapse Solution Identification (developing alternative solutions to grid needs) with 
formation of the Near-term Action Plan (selecting the preferred solution for 
implementation). As a result, demonstration of the Company’s analytical work 
developing alternative solutions is not found elsewhere in the Plan. 

Without better articulation of what is being spent, where, and why, Staff and 
stakeholders are unable to consider tradeoffs in affordability, reliability, customer 
benefits, and an evolving grid to advance resiliency and decarbonization. Staff engaged 
PGE on these observations and the Company stated on May 29, 2025, that it would 
provide additional information that would address these data gaps under Guideline 8.a. 
through 8.c. Staff was pleased to also hear from the Company on June 11, 2025, that it 
would provide additional project information for investments. Staff recommends that, 
in Reply Comments or prior, PGE provide required data under Guideline 8.a. 
through 8.c. for all projects in its Near-term Action Plan.  

In review of the Company’s approach to solution identification and selection of individual 
projects for inclusion in its Near-term Action Plan, Staff will be looking for a 
demonstration of: 

• Measurement of benefit:  Did the Company use the best applicable tools to 
measure the benefits of a solution, e.g., what calculator was used to measure the 
value of service?  
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• Exploration of alternatives. How does the level of near and long-term benefit 
justify the cost of the project selected versus potentially lower cost alternatives 
and how does or could PGE’s benefit-cost analysis aid this process? 

Benefit-Cost Analysis 

PGE explains in Chapter 6 and Appendix B that the Company performs benefit-cost 
analysis (BCA) as part of the scoring process when selecting investments.15,16 However, 
PGE does not provide further insight into how each investment scored, inputs 
considered, how the investment compared to a rubric, or how it compared to other 
projects. 

BCA results could have been included in relevant investment summaries, in relation to 
Guideline 8.b.iv requiring prioritization rationale. For example, when investment 
summaries do include descriptions of alternative solutions, BCA metrics or scores could 
demonstrate how the investments are selected and justified, especially if scores for 
alternatives were included. BCA results would also demonstrate project benefits and 
ratepayer value for investments across a portfolio.  

It is unclear from Appendix E, and the Plan in general, if less tangible aspects are 
factored into the Company’s BCA for investment prioritization. For example, are benefits 
beyond reliability, such as affordability or decarbonization considered? While some 
investment summaries discuss these concepts, Staff cannot verify whether these are 
inputs in a BCA or are only qualitative considerations. If the latter, it is difficult to 
understand how PGE balances qualitative and quantitative considerations in the 
selection and prioritization process.  

Staff has outlined two Near-term Action Plan projects below as examples where further 
detail into BCA, alternative investments, and other prioritization information would be 
beneficial.  

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  

 

 

 

 
 

 
15 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 111. 
16 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 162. 
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 [END CONFIDENTIAL]  

Staff looks forward to working with PGE to refine the Company’s BCA methodology in 
order to better understand how BCA factors in affordability and customer value, and 
impacts project prioritization. Staff requests PGE include BCA results in investment 
summaries in future Plans. Additionally, PGE should consider extending the Company’s 
innovative application of BCA from virtual power plant investments to reliability 
investments or asset-replacement programs. 

Projected Cost 

The Plan summarizes projected spending from 2024 to 2028 on distribution system 
investments in Table 25 (excerpted below in Figure 2) and grid modernization 
investments in Table 26 (excerpted below in Figure 3), separately. PGE notes that 
projected spending in future years (2026 to 2028) is subject to change, and that new 
projects will be identified in future years, increasing forecasts for those years. 

Figure 2. Excerpt of Table 25. Summary of Distribution System Investments (as of 
July 2024) 
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Figure 3. Excerpt of Table 26. Summary of Grid Modernization Investments (as of 
July 2024) 

 

PGE states that Table 25 is based on estimated costs of projects prioritized for 
execution in the next four years. Staff appreciates this approach to estimating the 
projected cost to implement the Near-term Action Plan. It appears to present more 
meaningful information than Table 48 in the 2022 Part 2 filing, which projected spending 
of $325 million each year from 2023 to 2026.17  Staff notes the categories used in 
Tables 25 and 26 match the categories used in Table 68 presenting investments from 
the past five years which allows comparison of spending over time.18 At the same time, 
Staff observes an apparent disconnect between the totals in Table 25, and the lack of 
disaggregated estimated costs in Appendix E investment summaries. 

Staff finds the Plan meets the DSP Guideline 8.c minimum requirement to provide a 
table describing projected costs by category. However, Staff observes that DSP 
investments are forecast to increase approximately $100 million from 2024 to 2025. 
Year-over-year investments are forecast to decrease in some categories but increase in 
the following categories by these approximate amounts: Capacity/Flexibility, $55 million; 
Compliance, $40 million; and Reliability, $30 million.19 Staff appreciates the Company 
providing additional information about the projects comprising these increases through 
discovery,20 and observes that more information about sizeable changes in year over 
year spending would add transparency to future Plans. 

 
17 PGE’s Distribution System Plan Part 2, p. 138. 
18 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 304. 
19 As noted in Table 1, 2024 forecasts were subsequently updated to actuals. Using 2024 actuals, year-
over-year investments in these categories were forecasted to increase by these approximate amounts: 
Capacity/Flexibility, $65 million; Compliance, $44 million; and Reliability, $50 million. 
20 OPUC Staff Information Request No. 20. 
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Staff plans to review the Company’s overall spend for justification of a stable and 
reasonable DSP budget to deliver on expected outcomes of affordability, customer 
satisfaction, reliability, and resilience. This includes: 

• The extent to which the Company's spending on business-as-usual costs (such 
as spending for reliability, obsolescence, compliance with legacy codes, and local 
right of way obligation) remains stable or exceeds the annual depreciable 
expense. 

• Linkage between previous actions taken or delayed on forecasted spending 
needs. 

Prioritization of Non-discretionary Projects 

PGE prioritizes projects through a portfolio planning process that splits projects into two 
sub-portfolios: Grow the Business (GTB) and Sustain the Business (STB). Figure 60 in 
the Plan, excerpted below in Figure 4, visualizes how these sub-portfolios relate to the 
Company’s spending categories. 

Figure 4. Excerpt of Figure 60. T&D investment categories 

 

PGE further prioritizes sub-portfolio projects through two categories: discretionary and 
non-discretionary. PGE notes that non-discretionary projects are compliance-customer 
in both GTB and STB sub-portfolios. Discretionary projects fall in the remaining 
categories: operations, reliability, and capacity.21 The Plan discusses the Company’s 

 
21 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 329. 
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work to prioritize discretionary projects, however there is little discussion of prioritization 
of non-discretionary projects. 

The 2022 Part 2 filing indicated that the scope of the scoring and ranking framework 
described for discretionary projects may be expanded to include non-discretionary 
projects.22 Staff engaged the Company to learn about how it currently manages non-
discretionary projects and understands from the discussion that non-discretionary 
projects are not formally prioritized at this time. However, Staff assumes that the 
Company employs some decision-making and project management logic or framework 
for determining the projects that are most important for customers to bear the cost of 
during a given period. Staff would like visibility into the Company’s non-discretionary 
project decision-making framework to ensure the Company has a clear and cost-
efficient approach to managing projects and associated budgets that eventually appear 
in rate cases. Further, Staff is looking to understand asset data being used to make 
project decisions, and how that compares to the asset data discussion provided in the 
Plan. 

The Compliance and Customer non-discretionary spending categories consistently rank 
as some of the largest estimated annual spend, though the Plan provides little 
information about prioritization and justification, or information such as key drivers and 
cost causation. Recognizing this level of spend, Staff recommends that, in Reply 
Comments, PGE provide its descriptive guidelines for a decision-making 
framework to prioritize non-discretionary projects. This information should 
include when it is appropriate to spend on smaller aggregate projects because 
they exceeded functional criteria for system performance, and the overall cost 
thresholds for addressing that criteria violation. 

Community Engagement and Equity 

Process 

DSP Guideline 3 requires utilities to engage stakeholders on distribution system 
planning through accessible stakeholder workshops, document stakeholder feedback 
and utility responses, and maintain a Community Engagement Plan that describes how 
the utility will engage communities impacted by potential non-wire solutions and larger 
projects. Staff finds the Plan meets the requirements of DSP Guideline 3. PGE held six 
virtual DSP stakeholder workshops from February-December 2024, prior to filing the 
Plan. PGE prepared presentations on various Plan aspects including advanced grid 
technologies, non-wire solutions, customer programs, DER forecasting, grid needs 
assessment, the capital planning process, and managing flexible loads. Staff 
acknowledges PGE’s efforts to provide publicly available information to stakeholders 

 
22 PGE’s Distribution System Plan Part 2, p. 100. 
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through its various workshops and office hours and hosting information on its 
Distribution System Planning website.23 PGE’s Plan includes documentation of 
workshop attendance by attendee type,24 and questions and answers from each 
workshop.25  

Staff observed a decline in attendance from 40 at the first workshop in February 2024 to 
an average of 19 for the remaining five workshops.26 Staff was unable to determine 
whether PGE took action to address this decline. Staff encourages PGE to increase 
participation and engagement, particularly from community-based organizations, EJ 
advocates, and tribal communities in the future. Additionally, it is unclear whether 
stakeholder feedback across the six workshops has been incorporated into or has 
influenced the outcome of the broader Plan. As such, the meaningful impact of the 
engagement activities above is unknown.  

Impact 

Overall, PGE has taken steps to demonstrate procedural equity by providing public 
venues for information sharing and formally incorporating equity metrics into planning 
processes. As DSP planning matures, Staff will be increasingly interested in greater 
data transparency, particularly regarding distributional equity assessments, and 
determining the specific impact, results, and outcomes of stakeholder engagement and 
equity integration. For example, Staff is interested in additional transparency around 
mapping overlays such as the Distributed Generation Evaluation Map27 to both allow 
the utility, the Commission, and stakeholders to assess areas where grid investments 
and reliability upgrades could reduce hardship for historically affected communities 
using energy burden and reliability data. 

Additionally, while Staff appreciates the inclusion of a summary of programs and 
partnerships for energy burdened residential customers in Appendix K of PGE’s Plan, a 
fundamental lever of affordability is minimizing the impact on rates through spending 
discipline and cost containment. Within the larger context of the DSP, Staff emphasizes 
the importance of creating a strong link between core investment planning and 
prioritization that informs the cost recovery process and ultimately impacts affordability. 

 
23 https://portlandgeneral.com/about/who-we-are/resource-planning/distribution-system-planning. 
24 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 121. 
25 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, pp.177-208  
26 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 121. 
27 https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/14d44674036b4f6dbd52ab0964f83c2a. 
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Virtual Power Plant (VPP) 
VPP Planning and Compliance with Order No. 24-454 

In Order No. 24-454, the Commission directed PGE to “integrate the VPP into its 
Flexible Load Plan and provide more detailed and granular benefit-cost analysis there, 
along with other information to facilitate our evaluation of the performance of the VPP as 
a whole.”28 In these comments, Staff will not answer the question of whether PGE is in 
compliance with this aspect of Order No. 24-454. Rather, Staff will wait for the 
Company’s forthcoming filing in Docket No. UM 2141 before providing a compliance 
interpretation. In these comments Staff will review what PGE filed in the Plan and 
provide Staff’s opinion on how to consider the VPP in future filings.  

Staff sees the VPP content in the Plan as an important milestone in Commission 
understanding and oversight of the resource. In current practice, Staff sees multiple 
dockets informing wholistic evaluation of the VPP: 

1. IRP and CEP modeling identifies VPP’s role in PGE’s least cost resource 
investment strategy. IRP analysis identifies a least cost, least risk acquisition 
target for VPP (energy and capacity) based on an assessment of the costs and 
benefits of meeting customer load with this resource compared to other resource 
options. To the extent possible, the IRP/CEP analysis captures grid services 
provided by VPP resources. 

2. The DSP provides forecasts of necessary investments related to the VPP and 
associated enabling distribution system and grid modernization investments. The 
DSP highlights co-benefits and interdependencies of VPP enabling investments 
with other solutions considered for meeting identified grid needs. 

3. The flexible load plan provides programmatic, performance, and cost-
effectiveness analysis to validate the DSP, IRP, and CEP information. 

Staff views these dockets as complimentary and that coordination across each is 
essential. Staff will consider PGE’s cross-docket planning efforts when reviewing future 
general rate cases for the prudence of VPP investments.  

VPP Potential in IRP Modeling 

Staff is compelled by the promise of robust VPP resources. The combination of 
programs, incentives, and natural market momentum have increased customer adoption 
of connected technologies that can be flexibly managed to reduce peak demand and 
optimize low-cost and low-carbon energy consumption. In the Plan, PGE demonstrates 

 
28  PGE Request for a General Rate Case, Docket No. UE 435, Order No. 24-454 at 50 (December 20, 
2024). 
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recommends that, in Reply Comments, PGE discuss its ability to model the VPP’s 
constituent parts in its IRP/CEP modeling.  

VPP Growth in Near Term Action Plans 

Staff raises concerns about the Company’s ability to meet VPP capacity targets and 
DERMS integration goals proposed in the Plan given existing programmatic 
infrastructure. PGE plans to grow its distributed solar and storage resources to 365 MW 
and distributed storage to 175 MW by 2028, as demonstrated in Figure 5. In addition, 
PGE commits to having distributed solar resources achieve a VPP capability stage of 2 
or 3 in this timeframe. This means that distributed solar and storage will be visible to the 
DERMS and be responsive to a utility signal. 

While supportive of customer-sited solutions in the Company’s resource strategy, Staff 
is concerned about the lack of existing programmatic infrastructure to achieve such 
targets. For comparison, PGE added 54.3 MW of new NEM solar in 2024 bringing the 
Company’s cumulative capacity to 285 MW.31 Staff recommends that, in Reply 
Comments, PGE expand on how the Company seeks to achieve these goals, 
including partnership with Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust). Staff further 
requests PGE explain whether and at what volume existing NEM resources can 
be integrated into the Enterprise DERMS. 

VPP Cost-effectiveness 

PGE continues to be a leader and make valuable progress in BCA. Staff appreciates 
PGE’s initiative to provide the analysis for the Company’s VPP resources and a 
framework to apply the analysis to other distribution system investments. Of particular 
note, Staff recognizes the Company’s first attempt at valuing resiliency benefits of 
avoiding outages. Staff reviewed Company workbooks documenting its analysis and 
provides initial observations and seeks further conversation with the Company.  

First, while Staff appreciates PGE initiating benefit-cost analysis for distribution system 
investments, we seek to establish reasonable boundaries for VPP costs and benefits. 
The most obvious example of concern is PGE’s inclusion of a benefit-cost ratio scenario 
with fault location, isolation, and service restoration (FLISR). Staff appreciates seeing 
the benefits of FLISR to PGE’s system but wonders whether PGE would pursue FLISR 
absent its pursuit of the VPP, especially if half of the feeders in the system are currently 
planned to be FLISR enabled by 2035.32 

Second, PGE’s VPP benefit-cost analysis omits the benefits and costs of acquiring the 
365 MW of distributed solar identified in Figure 5. Based on review of workpapers, it is 

 
31 See Docket No. RE 45, PGE’s Division 39 Net Metering Annual Report, Mar. 28, 2025.   
32 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, p. 92. 
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also unclear if PGE’s pursuit of CBRE, QF, and NEM resources, as illustrated in 
Table 12 of the DSP, are part of the benefit-cost analysis.33   

Third, Staff will continue to work with the Company on consistency of avoided costs. As 
Staff published in UM 2141, PGE’s use of $175/kW-yr for avoided capacity cost does 
not align with the results of the 2023 IRP, and Staff suggests a $353/kW-yr value would 
better align with the preferred portfolio.34   

Finally, Staff seeks to understand how PGE might characterize VPP resources for input 
into its IRP modeling. The IRP is the venue to demonstrate appropriate least cost, least 
risk acquisition targets and the VPP should be modeled as an option competing against 
other resources. Cost-effectiveness workpapers require certain assumptions about 
number of events for demand response resources and generic cycling assumptions for 
batteries. As noted previously, endogenous selection of VPP resources in IRP modeling 
may help explore the value of these resources compared to alternatives. Staff will 
continue to engage with PGE on this across multiple forums including Docket 
No. UM 1893, energy efficiency avoided costs and UM 2141, PGE’s flexible load 
portfolio.  

VPP Desk 

Staff appreciates additional detail provided in the Plan to conceptualize the operation of 
the VPP. In response to discovery, PGE responded with a comparison of the 10 full time 
equivalent employees proposed to operate the VPP Desk versus the existing Real Time 
Trading desk: 

For comparison, the Real Time Trading desk, which requires 24 hours 
coverage, has a team of 14 within Power Operations, and includes a 
Manager, Lead Trader, and 12 trading personnel who work in teams of 2 on 
a cyclical shift schedule. These rotating teams work 12-hour shifts to ensure 
24-7 coverage of the desk with one responsible for Generation Coordination 
and the other responsible for Energy Scheduling.35 

Staff seeks further clarity on the necessity of this level of staffing devoted directly to 
operating a VPP desk. In current practice, Staff understands that for demand response 
events, PGE’s Power Operations coordinates with flexible load portfolio staff who 
schedule and initiate events via individual Edge DERMS platforms unique to each pilot 
or program. With PGE’s investment in an Enterprise DERMS to aggregate and 
centralize communication with the Edge DERMS, there appears to be some 
optimization and automation of current manual processes. 

 
33 PGE 2024 Distribution System Plan, pp. 81-82. 
34 See Docket No. UM 2141, Staff Response to PGE’s Cost-Effectiveness Proposals, Mar. 10, 2025, p. 4. 
35 PGE response to OPUC Staff Information Request No. 22. 
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Staff seeks additional justification for the proposed staffing levels and capital costs for 
establishing the VPP desk. Staff recommends that, in Reply Comments, PGE 
should explain whether the VPP desk will also need 24-7 coverage, and how the 
VPP desk will coordinate with the Real Time Trading desk. PGE should also 
provide additional clarity on the scope of the VPP desk, as the 475 MW of utility 
storage, 17 MW Coffee Creek storage, and 3.5 MW of behind-the-meter large 
storage customers are already in service.36 Finally, PGE should confirm whether 
VPP desk capital costs are separate from Enterprise DERMS and other grid 
modernization investments detailed elsewhere in the DSP. 

Inverter-based Resource Readiness under FERC Order 901 
In 2023 FERC issued Order 901 establishing the need for improved reliability standards 
for a range of inverter-based resources (IBR)-related issues.37 In it, FERC found that 
current reliability standards do not ensure that Bulk-Power System planners and 
operators have the necessary tools to plan for and reliably integrate IBRs into the Bulk-
Power System, or to plan for IBRs connected to the distribution system that in the 
aggregate have a material impact on the Bulk-Power System. Staff understands that 
NERC as directed by the Order is underway with rulemaking to develop these new 
standards. Staff recommends that, in Reply Comments, PGE discuss how its 
proposed Near-term Action Plan investments reflect current development of IBR 
performance standards, especially in light of the VPP plans. PGE should also 
discuss how future IBR-related planning considerations (data sharing and model 
validation, and planning and operational studies) may affect the Company’s 
future distribution planning. 

Conclusion 
Staff appreciates PGE’s commitment to publishing its 2024 Distribution System Plan. 
We also value the Company’s collaborative approach with Staff. Staff notes the 
importance of ongoing discussion and cooperation in identifying and providing additional 
information about unresolved grid needs and investment summaries, among other 
topics highlighted in these comments. Staff suggests adding a second Comment period 
to the docket process to allow for additional data sharing and Staff review. Staff will work 
with the Company and stakeholders to determine a feasible schedule. 

In addition, Staff has recommended the following for the Company’s Reply 
Comments: 

1. Provide load forecasts by substation, per Guideline 5.a. 
 

36 PGE response to OPUC Staff Information Request No. 23. Large storage customers include Beaverton 
Public Safety Center (BPSC), Anderson Readiness Center (ARC), Daimler Electric Island, and Integrated 
Operating Center (IOC). 
37 https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession number=20231019-3157&optimized=false.  
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2. Provide a detailed description of the modeling choices the Company has made 
and is considering in order to forecast EV load more accurately since the May 
2024 forecast. 

3. List and provide detail for additional grid needs not included in the Plan. These 
may include grid needs that have been identified but were not analyzed for 
solutions as part of the 2025 capital cycle, but may be in future capital cycles. 

4. Expand on construction of the equity index by providing a full list of included 
metrics, data sources, methodology behind any individual metric weighting, and 
whether the approach might be adaptive to regional needs. Staff further 
recommends that PGE address the appropriateness of utilizing an index to 
quantify equity related metrics, giving consideration to the diversity of 
implications behind the individual metrics. PGE should also address why other 
related ranking matrix criteria are not indexed, despite relationality and/or 
possible correlation. Finally, PGE should expand on how the 3.9 percent 
weighting of the equity index was determined, and whether, with this level of 
prescribed significance, the equity index has influenced tiebreaking prioritization 
decisions in practice. 

5. Identify and discuss any instances where the result of new load sensitivity 
analysis has impacted investment decisions in practice. 

6. Provide an update on the status of development of the resiliency improvement 
category. 

7. Provide required data under Guideline 8.a. through 8.c. for all projects in its 
Near-term Action Plan. 

8. Provide descriptive guidelines for a decision-making framework to prioritize non-
discretionary projects. This information should include when it is appropriate to 
spend on smaller aggregate projects because they exceeded functional criteria 
for system performance, and the overall cost thresholds for addressing that 
criteria violation. 

9. Discuss the Company’s ability to model the VPP’s constituent parts in its 
IRP/CEP modeling. 

10. Expand on how the Company seeks to achieve distributed solar and storage 
goals, including partnership with Energy Trust. Staff further requests PGE explain 
whether and at what volume existing NEM resources can be integrated into the 
Enterprise DERMS. 

11. Explain whether the VPP desk will need 24-7 coverage, and how the VPP desk 
will coordinate with the Real Time Trading desk. PGE should also provide 
additional clarity on the scope of the VPP desk, as the 475 MW of utility storage, 
17 MW Coffee Creek storage, and 3.5 MW of behind-the-meter large storage 
customers are already in service. Finally, PGE should confirm whether VPP desk 
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capital costs are separate from Enterprise DERMS and other grid modernization 
investments detailed elsewhere in the DSP. 

12. Discuss how its proposed Near-term Action Plan investments reflect current 
development of IBR performance standards, especially in light of the VPP plans. 
PGE should also discuss how future IBR-related planning considerations (data 
sharing and model validation, and planning and operational studies) may affect 
the Company’s future distribution planning. 

 

This concludes Staff’s comments. 

Dated at Salem, Oregon, this 13th of June 2025. 

/s/ Nick Sayen 
Senior Utility Analyst 
Energy Resources and Planning Division 




