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My name is Bob Jenks, and my qualifications are listed in CUB Exhibit 101. 1 

I. Introduction. 2 

 3 

In February, PGE filed its case for a 9.5% rate increase for residential customers. 4 

Opening Testimony from Staff and other parties who reviewed the filing demonstrated a 5 

lack of support for the Company’s rate hike. 6 

In its Opening Testimony, Staff stated that it had trouble understanding PGE’s 7 

need for a non-power cost increase: 8 

Staff found it very difficult to support the basis of PGE’s request for an 9 

increase for the general non-power cost portion of the rate proceeding. 10 

While the rate request presented by the Company in its application for UE 11 

197 purported to identify new programs and other changes as justification 12 

for its rate request, Staff’s review did not verify those assertions. 13 

UE 197/Staff/100/5.  14 

 15 
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In our Opening Testimony, CUB argued that the rate filing, and the answers to 1 

our data requests, showed a Company that had made little effort to control its costs. 2 

Since that time, CUB has met with PGE’s senior management and its Board of 3 

Directors. In those meetings we described our testimony, but offered an alternative 4 

explanation. While the evidence did not demonstrate a Company that is trying to control 5 

costs, we suggested that it could be that the Company was working to control costs, but 6 

had failed to tell that story. 7 

Unfortunately, PGE’s Rebuttal again fails to the story of a company working to 8 

control costs.  It offers no real evidence that the Company has tried to control its costs, 9 

has a Company culture dedicated to cost control, or has strong cost reviews processes. 10 

Rather than reviewing its costs to identify additional places to control costs, or to 11 

demonstrate actions that it had already taken to control 2009 costs, the Company simply 12 

asserted that there was more savings, and pointed to AMI savings in 2010.  At the same 13 

time, the Company has now identified additional costs they wish to add into rates and 14 

changes to cost allocation, which combine to increase the rate hike to 13.9% for 15 

residential customers.1 This means that residential customers now face an increase that is 16 

50% higher than what the Company proposed in February. 17 

Based on the Company’s Rebuttal Testimony, we must conclude that PGE has 18 

accurately told its story on cost control, and that the resulting evidence proves that PGE 19 

has not made much effort to control its costs.  This lack of cost control is a large driver of 20 

this rate case. 21 

This is disappointing. We had hoped that in response to the criticism leveled by 22 

CUB and the Staff, and increasing power costs, that the Company would make an effort 23 

                                                 
1 UE 197/PGE/2003/1. 
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to identify additional places to save money. But, by the Company’s own evidence, it has 1 

made no such effort. 2 

 3 

II. PGE Shows Little Effort to Control Costs and Offers No New Cost 4 

Reductions. 5 

In our Opening Testimony, we demonstrated that there was little evidence that 6 

PGE has carefully controlled its costs.  In its Rebuttal Testimony, PGE objects to our 7 

conclusions, but rhetoric aside, offers no new reductions beyond the partial settlements 8 

and accepting some recommendations from the PUC staff. 9 

A. In spite of partial settlements, and accepting limited staff adjustments, PGE is 10 

asking for a larger rate hike. 11 

In its Rebuttal Testimony, the Company cites that it had reached two settlements 12 

with other parties that together reduce costs by $18.6 million,2 one on power costs that 13 

reduces power costs by $5.1 million, and one on non-power costs that reduces costs by 14 

$13.6 million. However, nearly two-thirds of this, $12.9 million, is a reduction from 15 

PGE’s requested increase in its ROE. Since ROE was established early last year, CUB 16 

believes that PGE has had little or no chance to gain a higher ROE.3  Not counting this 17 

change in ROE, the company has agreed in settlement to less than $6 million in 18 

reductions to its requested increase of $183 million. The partial stipulations have had 19 

little impact on the overall rate effect and settled few of the significant issues in this case.    20 

                                                 
2 UE 197/PGE/1300/5. 
3 UE 197/CUB/100/41. 
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PGE then goes on to explain that after reviewing other parties’ testimony, it was 1 

agreeing to accept a reduction to its case of $16.2 million.4  This reduction comes entirely 2 

from PGE accepting some of the reductions advocated by the PUC staff.  PGE does not 3 

accept any reductions that were advocated by CUB or ICNU, nor has it identified any 4 

reductions on its own. 5 

In addition to these decreases, PGE has also added a number of additional costs 6 

since its original filing5: 7 

*On April 3rd, PGE added an additional $1.3 million which reflects additional 8 

staffing positions, and other “corrections.” 9 

* PGE updated its load forecast and increased revenue requirement by $10 10 

million. 11 

*PGE updated its power costs by $21 million in April. 12 

*PGE updated its power costs by an additional $92 million in July. 13 

Overall, in spite of the reductions PGE has agreed to, it has increased its requested 14 

rate increase by nearly $40 million since filing this case. The increase to residential 15 

customers has gone from 9.5% to 13.9%.6 16 

B. PGE claims that it can reduce costs in tough times, but has yet to do so. 17 

Since PGE filed this case in February, the economy, both nationally and in 18 

Oregon has suffered. Unemployment has gone up. Employment in Oregon peaked in 19 

February, the same month that PGE filed its case. Since then, Oregon has lost more than 20 

                                                 
4 UE 197/PGE/1300/5. 
5 UE 197/PGE/1300/8-9. 
6 UE 197/PGE/2003/1. 



CUB/100 

Jenks/5 

11,000 jobs and unemployment has reached 6%.7   In addition, consumers have been hit 1 

hard with higher costs for gasoline and groceries.  2 

In the Company’s Rebuttal Testimony, the Company acknowledges that the 3 

economy is experiencing tough times and that the Company should evaluate whether it 4 

can adjust any costs and “defer some costs:”  5 

 6 

 We fully appreciate that the current state of the economy and rising costs 7 

are major concerns for our customers. Like any business, we understand 8 

that in tough times we must evaluate whether a given expenditure needs to 9 

be made now, or if a greater benefit can be achieved by deferring costs to 10 

a later time… Some costs can and should be deferred in a tough economy. 11 

UE 197/PGE/1300/ 12 

Even as this rate case proceeds, PGE is constantly looking for efficiencies, 13 

more effective strategies to control costs, and opportunities to leverage 14 

market forces to our customers’ advantage. 15 

UE 197/PGE 1300/4. 16 

 17 

However, in its Rebuttal Testimony, PGE fails to identify and quantify a single 18 

dollar of savings in the 2009 test year outside of what the Staff identified for them.  For 19 

our Opening Testimony, we examined PGE’s 2009 test year budget, asked a series of 20 

data requests, and concluded that the Company had done little to control costs.  The 21 

Company responded in its Rebuttal Testimony, defending what it has done to control 22 

costs, and even claiming that it is continuing to focus on cost control as this case 23 

proceeds.  But all of this continuing focus has not led the Company to identify and list 24 

any costs that can be reduced, with the exception of agreeing to a handful of PUC staff 25 

adjustments that reduce the 2009 test year revenue requirement.   Having the Company 26 

recognize that times are tough and that the Company should examine its costs in light of 27 

                                                 
7 CUB Exhibit 201. 
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the economy would be admirable if the Company actually made an effort to examine its 1 

costs.  But according to the evidence in this rate case, it hasn’t.  2 

C. PGE’s new budget might find savings. 3 

CUB Exhibit 202 is the response to a data request wherein we asked the Company 4 

if it had identified any additional cost savings that were not included in the Staff filing.  5 

In its response, PGE stated that it was in the process of developing its 2009 budget, 6 

“which may identify additional costs or savings compared to the 2009 test year forecast.”   7 

PGE filed its case in February. Since that time, the economy of Oregon has 8 

declined and customers have fallen on increasingly hard times. PGE acknowledges this 9 

and admits that in light of the faltering economy, it should look at its costs to see if some 10 

can be deferred. Again, the Company has yet to do so. Maybe when it puts together its 11 

budget for next year, it will look for some additional savings. But that budget will be 12 

finalized after Staff and intervenors have finished putting our case on the record, so the 13 

only way these savings can be passed through to customers is through a voluntary effort 14 

by PGE.  However, PGE would have no obligation to disclose these savings in this case. 15 

Instead, the Company would be allowed to retain these savings as additional corporate 16 

earnings.  17 

While PGE has not identified any cost reductions before finalizing its budget, it 18 

has not been so conservative with identifying cost increases, which is why the rate impact 19 

coming from this case has increased since its original filing.  20 
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D. PGE claims that it is controlling its costs, but offers no evidence. 1 

In our Opening Testimony, CUB pointed out that PGE could only identify less 2 

than $1 million in savings from a revenue requirement of $1.8 billion. PGE objects to this 3 

observation: 4 

CUB’s assertion, that PGE could only identify a small list of cost saving 5 

measures in its initial rate case filing, assumes that the examples give were 6 

the only measures taken. That is simply not the case and distorts the 7 

Company’s operations. 8 

UE197/PGE/1300/17. 9 

PGE goes on to cite cost savings from UE 180 that occurred between 2002 and 10 

2005 and then asks itself if there are more cost savings available: 11 

Q. Still, aren’t more cost savings available?  12 

A. Yes, and CUB ignored the largest component of cost savings identified 13 

in testimony (PGE Exhibit 100, page 13), which is the operational savings 14 

from the advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) project – a large project 15 

that will engage significant resources of numerous PGE departments over 16 

several years. PGE has estimated that the annual operational savings from 17 

AMI will be approximately $18.2 million after full deployment is 18 

completed in 2010… 19 

UE 197/PGE/1300/18-19. 20 

PGE says that CUB is wrong in concluding that the Company could only identify 21 

less than $1 million in cost savings related to the 2009 budget. According to PGE, our 22 

mistake was in taking some examples they listed and assuming that that was the complete 23 

list. PGE then cites cost savings that occurred before their last general rate case and to 24 

operational savings from AMI that will likely occur sometime after the next general rate 25 

case. But PGE fails to add any specific, quantifiable savings related to this rate case. 26 

CUB followed up with a data request asking PGE to back up their cost savings 27 

claim with facts: 28 
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Request: 1 

Mr. Piro (PGE/1300/17) states that “CUB’s assertion, that PGE could only 2 

identify a small list of cost savings measures in its initial rate case filing, 3 

assumes that the examples given were the only measures taken. That 4 

simply is not the case and seriously distorts the Company’s operations.” 5 

Please identify all other cost savings that impact the test year. 6 

 7 

Response: 8 

PGE has identified savings in the following dockets:  9 

 10 

UE 180, PGE Exhibit 500, pages 3-4. 11 

UE 197, PGE Exhibit 100, pages 11-15. 12 

UE 197, PGE Exhibit 1300, pages 14-15. 13 

PGE has not performed additional analyses to identify every savings or 14 

avoided cost associated with each capital job or O&M project that PGE 15 

has undertaken in the recent past that could have impacted the test year in 16 

one form or another.  One reason is that, as noted in PGE Exhibit 1300, 17 

page 21, many projects or costs are necessary by regulatory or service 18 

requirements, or have minimum discretionary components.  Another 19 

reason is that numerous projects do not have easily quantifiable benefits.  20 

In addition some projects provide needed capabilities that existing systems 21 

do not.  Again, the benefits may be difficult to quantify, but are fully valid.   22 

CUB Exhibit 203. 23 

PGE accuses CUB of distortion, and claims that the list we referred to in the 24 

Company’s Opening Testimony is a list of examples. But when asked what other costs 25 

savings there are, they point again back to that list, to the pages of Rebuttal Testimony 26 

that refer to UE 180 and AMI.  PGE provides no new evidence to support its argument 27 

that there are additional cost savings that impact the 2009 budget.   28 

It is time for PGE to stop this. PGE has the burden of proof in this case. PGE has 29 

failed to identify additional cost savings in its 2009 budget. Saying CUB is wrong is fine; 30 

but the Company cannot, or will not, back up that claim by identifying and quantifying 31 

the costs savings that are in addition to these examples.  32 
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Therefore, on this issue, CUB’s Opening Testimony stands, unrebutted. 1 

E. PGE wants AMI to be an issue in this case and then it doesn’t. 2 

In its Opening and Rebuttal Testimony, PGE goes out of its way to cite AMI as 3 

the primary example of how it is saving money.  CUB did not address AMI in our 4 

Opening Testimony, because it is unrelated to the 2009 test year that we are examining 5 

here. PGE criticized CUB for ignoring AMI: 6 

CUB ignored the largest component of cost savings identified in testimony 7 

(PGE Exhibit 100, page 13), which is the operational savings from the 8 

advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) project. 9 

UE 197/PGE/1300/18-19. 10 

If PGE thinks it is necessary for CUB to address AMI, we are willing to do so. 11 

We followed up their Rebuttal Testimony with some data requests on AMI.  PGE 12 

responded by arguing that AMI is not relevant. 13 

PGE objects to this request as seeking information that is neither relevant 14 

nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible information.  AMI costs 15 

are not part of this rate case. 16 

CUB Exhibit 203. 17 

The Company criticizes CUB for ignoring AMI, and when we ask data requests to 18 

examine their assumptions about AMI, they tell us it is not “relevant.” But if “it is the 19 

largest component of cost savings” that the Company has to offer, and if it is the primary 20 

example PGE wants folks to consider when evaluating the ability of the Company to 21 

control costs, then it is relevant.    22 

So let’s look at PGE’s AMI claims. Beyond the fact that AMI will not be 23 

completed until 2010 at the earliest, there are several problems with PGE’s AMI claims. 24 
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i. PGE Claims $18.2 million in operational savings, but ignores the capital costs. 1 

PGE cites $18.2 million in operational savings, beginning in 2010, when AMI is 2 

fully deployed. This is an impressive number, but is irrelevant, because rates will not go 3 

down $18.2 million. While the Company will reduce some costs by $18.2 million, this 4 

will be offset by other costs going up.  In fact, in 2010, the year that PGE claims it will 5 

see $18.2 million in operational savings, PGE projects that customer rates will be $12.9 6 

million higher than rates would be without AMI.8   7 

The operational savings will be offset by rate base, return on rate base, 8 

accelerated depreciation of the old meters, and accelerated depreciation of the smart 9 

meters that PGE purchased after UE 115, all of this together resulting in higher rates in 10 

2010. Over the full 20 years’ life of the project, the Company projects actual net savings 11 

of $34 million, so the overall amount average annual savings is less than $1.5 million per 12 

year. This is out of a revenue requirement that is now over $1.8 billion per year (and 13 

growing fast).  While we don’t want to discount this -- every little bit helps – we note that 14 

PGE identifies this as “the largest component of cost savings identified in testimony.”9 15 

When the largest component of savings PGE has identified is less than $1.5 million 16 

annually, and those savings won’t begin for at least another 2 years, and even then won’t 17 

save customers any money until some future year, then it is fair to conclude that the 18 

Company has failed to achieve significant cost savings related to its 2009 budget. 19 

ii. AMI will cause a lot of customers to incur significant cost to repair the meter base. 20 

CUB understands that the installation of AMI will require that some customers 21 

make repairs to, or replace, their meter base. In response to our data request, PGE 22 

                                                 
8 UE 189/PGE/100/12. 
9 UE 197/PGE/100/13 
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PGE did not directly answer the question, the answer they gave makes clear that the 1 

Company expects that power will be shut off for many customers while it waits for them 2 

to authorize repairs.  3 

The meter installer will attempt to notify the customer, but in many cases a 4 

customer could come home from work to find their power disconnected and a note on the 5 

door saying that they must make arrangements to repair the meter base before their power 6 

can be restored.   In most cases, once the customer authorizes repairs, the repairs will 7 

happen in 24 hours.  However, this situation will create problems for customers. 8 

 If PGE cannot notify the customer or property owner, the repair cannot 9 

begin. So in the case of someone who is on vacation, or a tenant who cannot make 10 

contact with a landlord, the household will experience a delay in service and will incur 11 

additional expenses, such as replacing food in a refrigerator or freezer.  12 

 So in a best case scenario, if a customer’s power is turned off in the 13 

morning and PGE contacts that customer at a current daytime telephone number, that 14 

customer could authorize repair over the phone and by the time they get home their 15 

power might be restored by that evening. But many customers will be at work, with PGE 16 

not having the customer’s current work number; therefore, it is likely that many 17 

customers will not know until they get home. At that time they will have to authorize the 18 

repair, and the repair will likely be delayed until the next day. 19 

 Low-income customers may not be able to immediately authorize 20 

hundreds of additional dollars in costs to make the repairs because they may not have the 21 

money. Even with PGE offering to pay for the repairs and then bill the customer, the 22 

customer still needs to be able to afford the repairs via an additional monthly payment.   23 
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iii. The savings PGE identifies assumes that the project will be done on time and on 1 

budget.  2 

CUB worries that the meter base issue is just the first of several problems PGE 3 

will experience with AMI and that as we go forward, the costs will add up so that in the 4 

end the net cost savings from AMI will be far less than projected.  5 

We asked PGE to provide us an update on actual costs versus projected. They 6 

provided us with status reports, but we note that the status reports provided to us are 7 

different than what was provided to the PUC. 8 

CUB Exhibit 208 is an update on costs for the quarter ending March 31, 2008, 9 

and was supplied to the Commission as part of the Company’s Quarterly Update required 10 

by the UE 189 order. CUB Exhibit 209 is a newer version of this same status report that 11 

was updated on 8/22/08, the day that we asked the Company for an update on its AMI 12 

costs. 13 

The primary difference is that the original report filed with the Commission 14 

showed that the Company had spent nearly 40% of its Project Management budget and 15 

40% of its O&M budget for the project, even though it is only just getting started.  The 16 

revised report shows that the Company has spent little of its Project Management and 17 

O&M budgets. In its filing to the PUC, the Company reported that its actual cost through 18 

March 31st for Project Management of AMI was $4.5 million. In answering our data 19 

request, PGE says that its actual cost through March 31st of Project Management is 20 

$371,000, a reduction of more than $4 million.  In its original filing with the 21 

Commission, PGE stated that its actual cost through March for O&M was $4.1 million. 22 

Now it is reporting that the actual cost was zero; again, this reduces the cost by more 23 
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than $4 million.  If PGE had reduced the cost of AMI by $8 million, this would be a good 1 

sign, but PGE’s spending did not go down, PGE simply decided to limit the costs that 2 

were reported on: 3 

This report was revised for two purposes.  1. Previously reported budget 4 

and cost to date was for the entire PGE AMI Project.  This revision reports 5 

only the portion of the project budget and cost tracked under the AMI 6 

Tariff. 2. Budget and cost to date were previously reported as loaded 7 

amounts. This revision reports unloaded budget and unloaded cost to date 8 

with loadings broken out on a single line (in above summary). 9 

CUB Exhibit 209. 10 

It should be noted that CUB’s data request did not limit itself to “project budget 11 

and cost tracked under the AMI Tariff.” More importantly, however, if PGE is only going 12 

to track the costs that were under the AMI Tariff, it makes the projected net benefits of 13 

AMI meaningless.  Additional costs associated with AMI, whether old costs or new costs, 14 

will not be accounted for, because they were not part of the budget approved with the 15 

AMI tariff.  In determining whether there is a net benefit associated with AMI, we must 16 

be concerned with the “entire AMI Project,” but because PGE no longer tracks the “entire 17 

AMI Project,” we will never know whether customers receive a benefit or not from AMI. 18 

Whether there is a net benefit to AMI should be determined by looking at the total 19 

costs and benefits. From a customer perspective, whether a cost was incurred before or 20 

after the tariff is irrelevant.  What is relevant is whether a cost was incurred, and whether 21 

it was charged to customers. If PGE’s projection of $34 million net benefits over the next 22 

20 years is based on the AMI Tariff approved by the Commission, we now know that 23 

there are $8 million in additional costs that are being ignored, so the net benefit now 24 

stands at $26 million. If the $34 million net benefits include these costs, then PGE should 25 
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include them in its budget updates, so the Company’s reporting is consistent with the 1 

benefit/cost case approved by the Commission.   2 

 3 

III. PGE’s Response to CUB’s Proposed Adjustments 4 

The only recommendation that CUB made that PGE accepted was a 5 

reclassification of costs for rate spread purposes.  All other recommendations from CUB 6 

were rejected by PGE.  7 

In our Opening Testimony, we proposed adjustments related to a number of items. 8 

PGE opposes all of our adjustments, but in every case PGE has failed to convince us that 9 

our adjustment should not be adopted. 10 

A. Boardman Simulator 11 

In our Opening Testimony, we recommending disallowing the costs associated 12 

with the Boardman simulator above $1.5 million.  The budget for the Boardman 13 

simulator was revised upwards several times.  Originally, the Company did a cost/benefit 14 

analysis of the simulator and found that its reliability benefits would reduce power costs 15 

and that the cost of the simulator was economical.  However, PGE then revised its budget 16 

upwards without ever looking at whether the simulator would still be cost effective at the 17 

higher cost. The Commission should limit recovery to the amount that the Company 18 

found to be cost effective. 19 

PGE disagrees with this, arguing that the project was never supposed to provide 20 

an economic benefit but was done for reliability purposes: 21 

The original version and the subsequent revisions of the project profile for 22 

the simulator at Boardman have always been approved on the basis of 23 

reliability. An economic valuation was performed in the original profile 24 
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and subsequently updated in revision one of the project to understand what 1 

benefits in addition to reliability would be obtained from the simulator at 2 

that point; however the project was always pursued on the basis of 3 

reliability. 4 

UE 197/PGE/1800/7. 5 

The record clearly shows that this is not what happened. Originally, the project 6 

was focused on the cost of training, with reliability being an afterthought. After the 7 

budget grew significantly, the Company did a cost/benefit analysis that specifically 8 

modeled the reliability benefits.  9 

CUB Exhibit 107 explains that the original project was developed in response to 10 

higher costs, while the Company believed there would be some reliability benefits, the 11 

driver for the simulator was the increase in training costs, not reliability: 12 

In the past, PGE sent Boardman employees off-site for training; however 13 

due to an uncontrollable change in service providers, the costs for 14 

Boardman training were expected to increase over 350%, from 15 

approximately $60,000 up to $272,000 per year. The initial proposal for 16 

the Boardman simulator was approved in August 2005 as a response to 17 

these increased costs and to maintain reliability. 18 

CUB Exhibit 107/Jenks/1-2. 19 

In February 2007, the project cost increased significantly and the Company 20 

conducted a cost/benefit analysis which then specifically looked at the reliability benefits. 21 

Confidential CUB Exhibit 108 from our Opening Testimony demonstrates this. PGE 22 

revised the data response that was the basis of Exhibit 107 on August 13.  We include 23 

that update as CUB Exhibit 210. This updates shows that the company did additional 24 

modeling of the reliability benefits of the simulator as they revised the cost of the project.  25 

However, as we showed in our Opening Testimony, the Company did not update the 26 

economic analysis after the last revision raised the cost by $1 million.  27 
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It should be noted that when PGE first answered our data request, they did not 1 

include any modeling of economic benefits, even though we asked broadly for the 2 

information that was used to support the decision to pursue this expense. After their 3 

initial response, we had to complain to the Company that the analysis which was referred 4 

to in the data response was not included. They then provided the analysis. Now we find 5 

out that there was additional analysis that was not included in response to our original 6 

data request.  This highlights a problem that we have had through recent cases with PGE, 7 

whereby it is difficult to get complete and timely responses to data requests which ask for 8 

the analysis behind decisions.  9 

These increased reliability benefits that were part of PGE’s analysis have been 10 

incorporated into the net power costs stipulation and will be passed through to customers.  11 

However, the project then increased by another $1 million after this projection and PGE 12 

decided not to revisit its cost/benefit analysis.  There is no basis to find that this 13 

additional $1 million is prudent and provides a benefit.  14 

The Commission faces a simple question. PGE made no attempt to justify this 15 

additional $1 million; they did not update their economic study; they did not revisit their 16 

analysis.  Is saying the word “reliability” alone enough justification for charging 17 

customers $1 million?  18 

B. Generation Excellence 19 

In our Opening Testimony, we showed that we have tried to get PGE to provide 20 

some justification for the costs associated with the Generation Excellence Program.   21 

CUB Exhibits 116, 117, and 118 comprise the evidence that the Company was able to 22 

provide in support of the program.  Ultimately we concluded: 23 
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We asked PGE for all of its analyses of the Generation Excellence 1 

Initiative. We reviewed the materials PGE sent in response, and we found 2 

no financial justification for the Initiative.  It seems that PGE did not 3 

perform any comprehensive cost-benefit evaluation of the overall 4 

Initiative. While PGE claims that these costs will improve plant 5 

performance and provide benefits to customers, outside of the financial 6 

analysis of the Boardman simulator, we found no analysis to support any 7 

financial benefit from these additional costs and employees. 8 

CUB/100/Jenks/30. 9 

In its Rebuttal Testimony, the Company responds by saying that CUB is 10 

mistaken: 11 

CUB is under the mistaken belief that all initiatives or projects must have 12 

a formal cost benefit analysis even if the primary motivation is another 13 

reason, such as reliability, or if the benefits are obvious.  In the case of 14 

Generation Excellence, the primary motivation is two-fold: safety and 15 

reliability. 16 

UE 197/PGE/1800/2. 17 

PGE believes that as long as they claim safety and reliability that we must support 18 

it and the Commission must approve it. But that isn’t the case. First of all, the distinction 19 

the Company is trying to make between economic benefits and reliability is a false one. If 20 

the program improves reliability of PGE-owned generating facilities, then it has an 21 

economic benefit. The Company can model that benefit as a reduction in Forced Outage 22 

Rates. However, if they quantify the benefits, then customers will rightly ask why we are 23 

being charged the costs of the program but are not receiving the economic benefits.  24 

Secondly, even if they cannot model the benefits, the Company should have some 25 

analysis of the program that supports it as a cost-effective program.  CUB Exhibits 116, 26 

117, and 118 are not analyses of the program that support the Company’s claims of 27 

effectiveness; they are lists of actions and costs that the Company intends to take. 28 
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Finally, PGE states that while the cost of the program is $1.2 million in the test 1 

year, only $100,000 of that is incremental, meaning that PGE spent $1.1 million on this 2 

program in 2008.15 We do not see that as a relevant point.  This is the first rate case 3 

where this program could be evaluated.  2008 was not a test year.  The Company cannot 4 

avoid a review of a program by beginning that program one year before a test year, so its 5 

costs are not incremental.  This is our first chance to review this program and we found 6 

that the Company has failed to justify it. Therefore, they should not be allowed to charge 7 

customers for this program. 8 

C.  Helicopter 9 

In our Opening Testimony, CUB agreed with PGE that its existing helicopter was 10 

ending its useful life; however, we disagreed with their economic analysis that justified 11 

purchasing a new helicopter. Because the actual use of the Company’s helicopter was less 12 

than 150 hours per year, we took PGE’s economic modeling and examined how it would 13 

change if we modeled 150 hours of usage rather than 250. We found that outsourcing the 14 

helicopter was lower cost and urged the Commission to reduce the Company’s revenue 15 

requirement accordingly to remove the cost difference between outsourcing and 16 

purchasing a new helicopter.16 17 

PGE recently sent CUB a revision to an earlier data response. This new response, 18 

provided as CUB Exhibit 212, states that the helicopter will not be used and useful in 19 

2009. Based on this information, CUB is now asking that the helicopter be fully removed 20 

from ratebase.  21 
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i. For how many hours does PGE need a helicopter? 1 

PGE objected to our original adjustment.  They argued that helicopter usage was 2 

low for in 2006 and 2007 because the helicopter was old and the pilot had health issues.17 3 

While we don’t dispute this, it does not change the fact that PGE operated transmission 4 

system prudently during these two years with less than 150 hours of flights per year. 5 

CUB Exhibit 213 shows that the Company did not need to switch any inspection of lines 6 

to ground crews: 7 

PGE did not supplement inspections by helicopter with other means 8 

during 2006 and 2007 because we have some flexibility with inspecting 9 

transmission lines.  At times, we are able to defer inspections.  In 2008, 10 

helicopter inspections have been completed as scheduled. 11 

CUB Exhibit 213 12 

Instead, they were able to not conduct some flights and to defer some others. This 13 

year the Company plans to fly a total of 225-250 hours,18 but this should include 14 

inspections that were deferred in the previous two years.  Even with a supposed 15 

inspection backlog from deferring the inspections, PGE is saying that 250 hours is the 16 

maximum that the helicopter will be used in 2008. For the three years 2006, 2007 and 17 

2008, the Company’s total helicopter hours is expected to be between 515 and 525, or 18 

about 175 hours per year. 19 

Essentially, PGE wants us to accept that prudent operations require a helicopter to 20 

be in use for 250 hours per year, but when it is not used that full amount, there are no 21 

operational consequences – no inspections are shifted to ground personnel, and there is 22 

no backlog that requires additional flights in the future. 23 
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At this point, there is no evidence that PGE needs a helicopter for 250 hours per 1 

year, other than PGE’s own assertion. In addition, we know that in 2009, PGE will be 2 

using a helicopter that has maintenance issues, and has trouble flying 250 hour per year. 3 

Therefore we revise our recommendation and ask the Commission to reduce the 4 

helicopter usage to 175 hours in 2009, based on actual usage of the current helicopter in 5 

2006 and 2007, and PGE’s projection of usage in 2008.  6 

ii. PGE’s Revised Economic Analysis should be dismissed. 7 

While the fact that the new helicopter will not be used in 2009, removes this as an 8 

issue from this case, we expect that it will be an issue in the future and we must respond 9 

to PGE’s criticism of CUB’s analysis of the purchase because it is obviously in error. 10 

According to PGE, CUB’s analysis was “too simplistic and fails to take into 11 

consideration the rigidity of the fixed costs involved in outsourcing a helicopter.”19 PGE 12 

claims that we assumed that all outsourcing costs are variable and they are not.20 First of 13 

all, that is not true. We used the economic model which PGE provided us, and which they 14 

said was the basis for their analysis. It contained both fixed and variable costs. We simply 15 

made an adjustment in the hours that were being flown, and a similar adjustment in stand-16 

by hours, believing that if the helicopter were used less, it would also be on stand-by less. 17 

All other assumptions in the model were PGE’s.  18 

In its Rebuttal, PGE claims that: 19 
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Rogers Helicopter and Haverfield Corp. provided an annual outsourced 1 

fixed bid, which is based on annual availability of an aircraft and pilot; 2 

this is comparable to what we have with our in-house operation. These 3 

costs are fixed and do not vary with usage hours as CUB assumed in its 4 

analysis.  5 

UE 197/PGE/1600/17. 6 

PGE states that the Outsource cost would be the exact same if PGE used the 7 

helicopter for 150 hours as it would if PGE used the helicopter for 250 hours.21  8 

 150 hours 250 hours 

Rogers 9,703,346 9,703,346 

Havenfield 11,311,367 11,311,367 

 9 

This makes little economic sense. One primary cost of helicopter usage, whether 10 

owned or outsourced, is helicopter fuel. It would make little sense for a Company to 11 

contract to provide a helicopter to PGE and have no incremental cost associated with 12 

increased usage. Since the helicopter company incurs an incremental cost with usage, it 13 

would want that reflected in its price.  14 

PGE includes the pricing information from Rogers as a confidential exhibit and 15 

this exhibit clearly shows both fixed and variable costs.  16 

Begin Confidential Information 17 

From PGE’s own Exhibit, it is clear that the price is not fixed and that there 18 

would be a difference in price between using the outsourced helicopter for 150 hours and 19 

250 hours.  20 

Rogers Helicopter replied that they would charge the following:22 21 

                                                 
21 UE 197/PGE/1600/17. 
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CUB implies that short-term cost efficiency should be the focal point for 1 

the Customer Focus Initiative. While we expect the Customer Focus 2 

Initiative will lead to some short term cost efficiencies, the program is 3 

designed to foster durable and sustainable improvements that will enhance 4 

reliability, service, and cost efficiency company-wide and over the long 5 

term.  Cost efficiency is part of the basis for Customer Focus Initiative, 6 

but is not the entire justification. 7 

UE 197/PGE/1700/8. 8 

Once again, PGE cries “reliability,” in a belief that if a program is done to 9 

improve reliability it must be approved.  But this statement’s real problem is that it 10 

creates a straw man to argue against rather than responding to CUB’s testimony. 11 

CUB did not say or imply that the focus should be on short-term cost efficiencies. 12 

We complained that there was no focus on cost efficiencies without any regard to short-13 

term or long-term.  CUB did not say that cost efficiency should be the “entire 14 

justification,” only that it should be there in some meaningful way. 15 

PGE goes on to criticize us for ignoring the “Facilitator’s Guide,” which has a 16 

couple of references in it to “price” and one reference to “value.”25 CUB believed that the 17 

document that described the program as designed was the more important of the two and 18 

focused on that one in our Testimony. Since PGE thinks that the Facilitator’s Guide 19 

justifies this program, then we will place it on the record. CUB Exhibit 212 is the 20 

Facilitator’s Guide.  21 

A review of the Facilitator’s Guide, just like a review of CUB Exhibit 106, the 22 

Design Team Report, demonstrates that the Customer Focus Initiative does not focus on 23 

cost control and efficiency in a meaningful way.  If after reading those documents, the 24 

Commission believes that these are well-thought-out attempts to design a new corporate 25 

culture in a way that benefits customers, grant PGE recovery of the $300,000. If after 26 

                                                 
25 UE 197/1700/9 



CUB/100 

Jenks/26 

reading them, the Commission believes, as we do, that this is a poorly designed program 1 

that lacks any real focus on cost control or other activities that benefit customers, 2 

disallow it. 3 

E.  Research and Development 4 

CUB proposed a disallowance of $1.8 million for the Company’s proposed R&D. 5 

This is a huge increase over the historical amount and simply is not justified.26 6 

PGE disagrees with this adjustment. First they say that we were wrong, and that 7 

what we were relying on was a list of what PGE could have spent, and was provided 8 

simply to show the importance of R&D. 27 The information was from a data request sent 9 

out by the Staff, and it clearly asked for the 2009 budget.  If PGE misstated this number 10 

in the data request, it should own up to it, and send out a corrected data response. Instead, 11 

the Company has admitted no mistakes and accuses CUB and Staff of ignoring PGE’s 12 

explanations that we are using an “erroneous number.”28 13 

PGE then proposes to reduce its R&D budget to $500,000, which is still more 14 

than double the 7-year average. PGE proposes to allocate this to a series of specific 15 

research projects.29 16 

CUB asked PGE to provide us with the analysis that supported each of these 17 

proposals. This analysis suggests that these programs are not well-thought-out.  18 

One item on PGE’s list is Distributed Energy Storage: 19 

PGE would focus on the use of rapidly evolving plug-in vehicles and high 20 

power density, deep cycle, advanced batteries. EPRI research in this area – 21 

especially in compressed air storage – would be reduced as would efforts 22 

around energy storage in ice. The overall impact involves deriving less 23 
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understanding and capability in using distributed energy storage 1 

opportunities to help with peak shaving and the intermittency associated 2 

with renewable power resources such as wind and solar. 3 

UE 197/PGE/1900/12. 4 

When we asked PGE about their analysis of this Distributed Energy Storage 5 

program and how customers benefit, we got a much different answer than the one above. 6 

CUB Exhibit 214 shows their response and includes this analysis of the Distributed 7 

Energy Storage and an explanation of how customers benefit: 8 

 9 

Attachment 117-B1 is a detailed research offering from EPRI covering the 10 

demonstration needs surrounding compressed air energy storage (CAES). 11 

PGE believes this a good example of the increasing awareness of the role 12 

distributed energy storage will have in (1) helping level peak power 13 

requirements; (2) providing minimum power “bridging” that would 14 

otherwise require turning on a large and expensive peaker power plant and 15 

(3) compensating for the intermittency of renewable power technologies 16 

such as wind and solar. 17 

 18 

Customers benefit from this research in the following manner:  19 

 20 

On their behalf, PGE assesses the viability, timeliness and cost-21 

effectiveness of CAES technology as a form of distributed energy storage;  22 

 23 

• Should PGE support this specific EPRI demonstration, the Company 24 

would evaluate its potential for the Biglow Canyon wind power plant 25 

which would be in the range of power (20 to hundreds of MW) where 26 

this technology would have application;  27 

 28 

• The technology would be added to PGE’s capability in helping 29 

“flatten” peak power demand. Although this example concerns CAES 30 

technology, the same arguments and cost / benefits would apply to any 31 

opportunity to store energy on a distributed model (e.g., via advanced, 32 

deep cycle lithium ion batteries in plug-in hybrid electric vehicles.) 33 

 34 

This is their analysis that supports the funding of the program. It is primarily 35 

about compressed air energy storage (CAES). But what the Company says will actually 36 
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be funded is something else: Plug-in Electric Vehicle Initiative – Charging Station Pilot 1 

Project 2 

• Conversion of two hybrids w/ advanced battery 3 

• New Electric Vehicle with advanced battery 4 

• Joint Partnership w/ manufacturer30 5 

PGE launched the plug-in hybrid charging station with great fanfare in July. 6 

According to the Oregonian article, the cost is supposed to be borne by the sponsor of the 7 

charging station, not customers.31 Now we find out that PGE intends to charge customers 8 

through their R&D budget for charging stations. However, the analysis to support this 9 

R&D project is about compressed air storage, not plug-in hybrids. 10 

Whether PGE is proposing to double, quadruple or increase sevenfold their R&D 11 

budget, makes little difference, they have failed to justify the increase with focused 12 

analysis, and it should be denied.  CUB recommends that the Commission approve a 13 

R&D budget of $239,000 which is the average of what the Company has spent over the 14 

last 7 years. 15 

 16 

F. Uncollectibles 17 

In our Opening Comments, we pointed out that PGE is proposing to increase 18 

uncollectibles by $2 million, but fails to account for the fact that the Oregon Legislature 19 

had increased low-income bill payment assistance by 50%.32 20 
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PGE responds by arguing that energy assistance is not a dollar-for-dollar credit to 1 

PGE net write-offs. Further, PGE claims to be unaware of a relationship between energy 2 

assistance funding and uncollectibles: 3 

While one can theorize that there should be some relationship, it has not 4 

been quantified. 5 

UE 197/PGE/1700/14. 6 

CUB’s point was simple. We know energy assistance funding is increasing by 7 

50%. We can theorize that some of this will offset uncollectibles. PGE failed to take this 8 

into account at all.  By not taking it into account, PGE has failed to justify its request for 9 

a $2 million increase.  PGE has the burden to show that uncollectibles will increase by $2 10 

million. Dismissing the increase in funding for low-income customers, because the 11 

relationship has not been quantified, does not disprove the relationship, it simply means 12 

that PGE has failed to show that a relationship does not exist.  Since PGE did not take 13 

this new funding into account, their requested increase for uncollectibles should be 14 

denied. 15 

G. Discretionary Reduction 16 

In our Opening Testimony, we called for the Commission to order PGE to make a 17 

discretionary cut in its budget of 1%, “in light of PGE’s lack of rigorous financial 18 

analysis and the Company’s lack of aggressive cost management.”33 19 

i. If we cut costs, they go up. 20 

The Company’s Rebuttal Testimony is good evidence that this is necessary. To 21 

repeat: while PGE talks about controlling costs when times are tough for its customers, it 22 

has taken no actions to do so since filing this case and watching unemployment rise. In 23 
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fact, in their rebuttal testimony, they cite the growing unemployment as a reason to 1 

increase the cost of uncollectibles.34 So while PGE rhetoric seems to show empathy for 2 

customers during “tough” times, PGE actions suggest that a tough time for customers is 3 

simply one more reason to raise rates. 4 

Instead of working to control its costs, PGE opposes reducing their costs and 5 

claims that such a reduction would be detrimental for customers. According to PGE, it is 6 

more important that we ensure that PGE is financially healthy: 7 

Over the next four years, we expect to need to finance over $1 billion. 8 

Most of this will go towards the construction of new generation facilities 9 

to serve customers and for retrofits of exiting generation to reduce our 10 

environmental impact. Weak financial conditions will increase our 11 

financing costs and thus the prices our customers see. 12 

UE 197/PGE/1300/4 13 

The only way to keep rates down in future is to give PGE the money it seeks now. 14 

This is not a helpful argument. We are proposing an adjustment that we do not believe 15 

will undermine PGE’s financial condition, but will focus the Company on being more 16 

efficient.  In addition, if we can get the corporate culture of PGE focused on cost control 17 

before they incur up to a billion dollars in additional costs, then we are more likely to 18 

save money on those investments. 19 

PGE also opposed our adjustment by pointing out that discretionary cost 20 

reductions by the Commission in the past have been smaller.35  We acknowledge that we 21 

are asking for a larger discretionary cut than the Commission has made in the past, but 22 

think the circumstances here require a more significant cut and a more significant 23 

message to the Company. 24 
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ii. There is only a single discretionary item in PGE’s budget. 1 

In their Rebuttal Testimony, PGE made the following claim: 2 

PGE has two categories of capital projects: base business and strategic.  3 

The target for base business projects is set considering factors such as the 4 

amount spent in prior years and price impacts. These projects are ranked 5 

based on a matrix of priorities and do not require individual price-impact 6 

analysis because it has been done in total. After jobs have been ranked, the 7 

overall target is reviewed considering the jobs ‘on the edge’. Discretionary 8 

projects are not funded if the demand for capital exceeds availability. The 9 

strategic projects are much larger and are individually justified by relevant 10 

factors such as cost-benefit analysis. 11 

UE 197/PGE/1300/22. 12 

CUB asked PGE to see this matrix that Mr. Piro referred in his Testimony. We 13 

wanted to look both at what was funded and, just as importantly, what discretionary 14 

projects were rejected.  CUB Exhibit 216 is the answer PGE provided. We note that they 15 

did not answer our request. Instead of showing us the matrix to which Mr. Piro referred, 16 

PGE provided us with a list of the projects that were funded.  Mr. Piro stated that: 17 

After jobs have been ranked, the overall target is reviewed considering the 18 

jobs ‘on the edge’. Discretionary projects are not funded if the demand for 19 

capital exceeds availability. 20 

UE 197/PGE/1300/22. 21 

This statement cannot be verified, because PGE did not provide the full matrix 22 

that was referred to in Mr. Piro’s testimony.  The number of discretionary projects, if any, 23 

that were not funded, cannot be determined. 24 

CUB Exhibit 216 shows that a single discretionary project was funded in the 2009 25 

budget. Of the 211 projects listed for 2009, PGE identifies a single one as discretionary.  26 

That one was an upgrade/replacement of the fitness equipment in the Tualatin Call 27 

Center. PGE management believes that none of the other 210 projects are discretionary. 28 
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PGE opposes our discretionary reduction.  But PGE also claims that there is only 1 

a single discretionary item in this year’s base business project capital budget.  Out of a 2 

revenue requirement of $1.8 billion, the Company can only identify a single item that is 3 

discretionary.  The only way to make some progress with this Company – the only way to 4 

get them to actually look at their costs in a serious attempt to identify cost reductions is to 5 

order them to do so. They will not do it voluntarily. 6 

H. Employee Discount 7 

The Company opposes proposals by CUB and ICNU to eliminate the Employee 8 

discount.  PGE argues that because they compete with other utilities for employees they 9 

need the employee discount.36 10 

If this were true, the employee discount would be part of the compensation study 11 

that PGE uses to compare their total compensation package to other utilities, but PGE 12 

does not include the employee discount in its compensation study.  PGE studies the 13 

compensation needed to attract capable employees and then adds this on top of that 14 

compensation. It is not necessary. It is unfair and it insulates employees from the price 15 

signals related to PGE’s service. 16 

In addition, every time PGE raises its rates, this subsidy goes up.    17 

The Commission should eliminate or phase out on a defined timeline the 18 

employee discount, at least to the degree that customers pay for it. 19 

 20 
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I. Decoupling 1 

Ralph Cavanagh of NRDC agrees with our principle that decoupling should be 2 

tied to increased funding for energy efficiency.37 However, we don’t understand why he 3 

then goes on to say: 4 

 Let’s give PGE a chance to show what it can do when the barriers are 5 

removed and hold the company accountable if it fails, by making the 6 

extension of the mechanism contingent in part on energy efficiency 7 

results.  8 

UE 197/PGE/2100/24. 9 

Give PGE decoupling and give them 5 years to increase energy efficiency.  This 10 

is like telling my daughter that she can have an allowance if she does certain chores 11 

around the house, but having the allowance will begin today and then, five years from 12 

now, she needs to show that she did her chores. 13 

A better approach would be to tell the Company that decoupling will be 14 

considered when it is tied to additional energy efficiency programs. This is the approach 15 

that Oregon has taken with the natural gas companies. Decoupling clearly shifts 16 

additional risk to customers. This risk should be offset with additional benefits and the 17 

appropriate benefits associated with decoupling are additional energy efficiency 18 

programs that would not exist otherwise.  If Mr. Cavanagh is right that this is going to 19 

happen anyway, then PGE will get its decoupling.  But as Mr. Cavanagh admits, this was 20 

promised in the 1990s and did not happen.  He cites the reasons energy efficiency 21 

programs were not expanded at that time and if additional programs are not proposed this 22 

time, there will no doubt be reasons for the lack of programs yet again.  23 
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The principle that decoupling should be linked to more energy efficiency 1 

programs is an important one to us, and requires a real link in real time to real programs. 2 

Allowing decoupling with a 5-year review, at which time the Commission can consider 3 

revoking it, if the Company has not implemented new energy efficiency programs, is not 4 

consistent with this principle. 5 

We note that CUB has been a consistent supporter of decoupling before this 6 

Commission, but that support is based on utilities recognizing our principle of working 7 

toward maximum possible energy efficiency, and working within that framework.  PGE 8 

has not. Pretending that PGE’s proposal meets this principle, when it does not, is not 9 

helpful.  Working with us to develop additional energy efficiency programs that would 10 

meet this principle, as the gas utilities did, would be a helpful approach to decoupling. 11 

Finally, while we do not disagree with PGE’s statement that it did not pay for Mr. 12 

Cavanagh’s testimony and “that he is completely independent (as anyone who knows 13 

Ralph can attest),”38 we think that PGE should have disclosed that it is making a 14 

substantial contribution to Mr. Cavanagh’s organization, NRDC.  CUB Exhibit 217 15 

shows that PGE is paying the salary of Pamela Lesh, who is on loan to NRDC. 16 

 17 

IV. Staff’s Rate Design 18 

The staff proposed a new rate design which would add a seasonal summer block 19 

to residential customers.39 While we appreciate that the staff did not propose full seasonal 20 

rates for residential customers, we still must oppose their proposal. 21 
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Customers do not want time-of-use or seasonal rates.  Customers have a time-of-1 

use option and it is not widely used. In other industries, such as wireless phones, we have 2 

seen customers move away from time differentiated rates. In a nutshell, most customers 3 

don’t want to think about different rates for different usage patterns. 4 

CUB has supported tiered rates. They have a long history in Oregon, going back 5 

to Oregon Fair Share’s advocacy for Lifeline Rates in 1981. But these rates are constant 6 

and while they change with usage, they do not change from hour to hour or month to 7 

month.  Quite frankly, we do not believe that the hassle is worth the result or the potential 8 

risk to customers. While economists like price signals, most customers are too busy in 9 

their daily lives to respond in a way so as to optimize each economic decision. But there 10 

will be some customers who will notice and will want an explanation each year when 11 

their rates change as we enter the summer months.  12 

If the Commission is inclined to add a third pricing block, we would recommend 13 

that such a block be done on an annual basis.  This will allow these rates to be stable. It 14 

will remove the need to change prices an additional two times per year.  The change in 15 

rates will only have the desired effect if it is well advertised so customers are aware of it. 16 

Having it be well-advertised, of course, will increase the amount of time that we, and the 17 

PUC, spend explaining to customers why their rates have changed. 18 

 19 

V. Marginal Cost 20 

First, we are a little surprised over the number of recommendations to change 21 

PGE’s marginal cost study, and surprised at PGE’s offer of a compromise over the issue 22 

of short-run marginal costs for generation, since this was an issue that PGE took a strong 23 
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stand on a few years ago.  Both Staff and ICNU propose changes to PGE’s marginal cost 1 

study.  2 

In Oregon, we use marginal cost studies as a guide for allocating the costs of an 3 

embedded, historical system. The theory is that using marginal costs will send better 4 

price signals to customers, since it is assumed in a competitive market that marginal cost 5 

is the basis for setting prices. The problem with this theory is that we are not setting 6 

prices at marginal cost, because doing so would deprive Oregon customers of the benefits 7 

of the ratebase that we have funded for decades. Instead, we use marginal costs as a guide 8 

for allocating the actual costs of the utility system. 9 

In theory this sounds like a reasonable idea. However, in reality it requires many 10 

judgments that shift costs between customer classes. Some are much removed from how 11 

the utility system really operates. On the distribution system, we must theoretically 12 

construct a new system from scratch to project the marginal cost of wires, poles, meters, 13 

line drops, and other equipment. We then must find a theoretical approach to allocating 14 

the costs of this distribution system between customer costs, demand-design costs, 15 

demand costs, and energy costs.  This requires us to ask silly questions, such as how 16 

much of the cost of a power line is necessary to serve a customer if that customer put no 17 

actual load on the system. While no utility would build a system to serve customers 18 

without demand, we ask this question to identify the amount of the distribution system 19 

that is assigned as a customer cost. In order to do this, we have to adopt an approach to 20 

assigning costs. For the distribution system, there are three primary approaches: the 21 

minimum system approach, the zero intercept approach, or the facilities approach.  Once 22 
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we have chosen an approach we must make dozens of decisions about how to apply that 1 

approach. 2 

We must make similar judgments about the transmission and generation system. 3 

In the end we come up with a system of cost-allocation that involves dozens and dozens 4 

of judgment calls, all of which can be challenged by good arguments (or conversely, all 5 

of which are supported by poor arguments).   While we can debate each individual 6 

judgment, the ultimate test is whether the overall results are reasonable or not.    7 

  In the 1990s we had a debate about these in nearly every ratecase, until the 8 

Commission authorized UM 827 to look generically at marginal cost issues.  That docket 9 

did not reach a consensus.  CUB certainly does not support the approach to cost 10 

allocation that has been taken since that docket.  But we did achieve some resolution. 11 

CUB, which had taken the lead in challenging the cost allocation, stopped doing so, 12 

because after UM 827, the issues were largely settled. We disagreed with the approach 13 

the utilities advocated and the Commission adopted, but we had little choice but to accept 14 

it. 15 

Now a number of parties are proposing changes to the cost allocation approach. 16 

We think this raises several issues: Does the allocation methodology we use lead to a fair 17 

result? Are the proposals by ICNU and Staff reasonable? And what about Staff’s 18 

proposal to hold workshops on marginal cost issues? 19 

A.  Are the results of PGE’s marginal cost study, and the rate spread which comes 20 

out of it, reasonable? 21 

While each individual judgment in the marginal cost study can be contested, it is 22 

worth first looking at the overall result to see if customers are getting a fair allocation of 23 
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cost. A good way to do this is to compare the results of cost allocation in Oregon, with 1 

allocation results for our neighbors in the State of Washington.  Instead of using marginal 2 

costs, Washington uses an embedded cost approach to cost allocation. They attempt to 3 

take each cost in the utility’s revenue requirement and allocate it to customer classes 4 

based on cost causality: which class of customers caused the cost to be incurred. This is a 5 

significantly different approach that does not require the construction of a theoretical 6 

utility system, and therefore gives us a good point of comparison for our more theoretical 7 

approach. 8 

CUB Exhibit 218 shows the results of this comparison. It shows that Oregon 9 

allocates significantly more costs onto residential and commercial customers than 10 

Washington does, and considerably fewer costs are allocated to industrial customers in 11 

Oregon than in Washington.  This suggests that it is residential customers who are 12 

allocated costs that are too high in Oregon.  This is consistent with the analysis that CUB 13 

did in the 1990s that led to UM 827. 14 

Table 1: Rates, April 2008 (cents/kWh) 15 

40 Residential  Commercial Industrial 

Oregon 8.57 
 

8.2 
 

4.41 
 

Washington 7.49 
 

6.88 
 

5.2 
 

 16 
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B. Are the proposed changes in marginal cost methodology reasonable? 1 

Staff proposed that the Commission accept PGE’s marginal cost study because 2 

they “find the overall results to be reasonable.”  ICNU on the other hand, proposes 3 

several significant changes to the methodology.  CUB largely agrees with PGE’s 4 

response to ICNU’s first 3 critiques of PGE’s marginal cost analysis: 5 

• Adding estimates of hourly load shape for each individual rate schedule 6 

would complicate the study, but not improve it; 7 

• PGE’s cost of service study includes capacity and reserves; and 8 

• Historical fixed costs do not belong in a marginal cost study.41 9 

However, we disagree with PGE’s response to ICNU over the use of short-term 10 

marginal cost estimates for generation cost.  On the one hand, PGE defends their 11 

approach, but at the same time offers an alternative approach that blends short-term and 12 

long-term marginal cost. 13 

This is a dramatic change from where PGE was in UM 827. At that time PGE was 14 

a leading proponent of using short-term marginal cost pricing for generation costs.  In 15 

proposing an alternative to this approach, PGE fails to address the theoretical basis for its 16 

advocacy of short-term pricing for generation costs.  CUB Exhibit 218 is a paper written 17 

by Dr. Hethie Parmesano, of NERA, who was PGE’s outside expert on marginal cost 18 

issues in the 1990s. In it, she concludes that “marginal cost pricing based on LRMC 19 

[Long Run Marginal Cost] is efficient only by coincidence.”42 20 

At that time, ICNU was also a supporter of using short-term marginal cost for 21 

generation. They advocated simply using market prices: 22 

                                                 
41 UE 197/PGE/2000/12-13. 
42 CUB Exhibit 219, pages 11-12. 
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The results of information from the vigorous Northwest nonfirm markets 1 

should be used in developing energy costs on a time of day and season of 2 

year basis. For example, the Northwest nonfirm market prices, as reported 3 

in Clearing Up, or Mid-Columbia prices reported in various publications, 4 

could provide better indications of marginal costs of energy than a 5 

theoretical model could predict. 6 

UM 827, ICNU, Direct Testimony of Lincoln Wolverton, page 7. 7 

CUB does not support either ICNU’s proposed changes in generational marginal 8 

cost or PGE’s proposed “compromise.” Neither party has addressed the theoretical basis 9 

that led PGE to adopt the current approach, nor has either provided data that convinces us 10 

that changing the approach will lead to more reasonable overall costs. 11 

C. Staff proposes workshops to examine marginal cost.  12 

The Staff proposes that the Commission “direct PGE to hold workshops for the 13 

purpose of considering whether to revise the Company’s basis for developing marginal 14 

cost estimates.”43 PGE states that it is willing to meet with parties and a request from the 15 

Commission is needed, not an order.44 16 

CUB agrees that it is worth a review of PGE’s marginal cost methodology. We 17 

continue to believe that it leads to results that place too great a share of the costs of the 18 

system on residential customers.  In addition, we note that marginal cost methodology 19 

has not undergone a significant review in more than a decade. Here is what we had to say 20 

then: 21 

Periodic review allows the Commission to focus on the general role of 22 

marginal costs in the ratemaking process, and updates the marginal cost 23 

analysis as conditions warrant.  As OCEUR notes, the last such review 24 

was over a decade ago. This fact alone suggests that the item is ripe for 25 

reconsideration. Such reconsideration should take place in a generic, not 26 

ratecase, proceeding, so that the Commission can focus on the general role 27 

                                                 
43 UE 197/Staff/600/6. 
44 UE 197/PGE/2000/10. 
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of marginal costs in the ratemaking process of all utilities without the 1 

pressure of immediately setting rates for a particular utility. 2 

A generic docket for all utilities is a cost-effective and efficient way to 3 

review marginal costs, both for the Commission and for the various 4 

intervenors. 5 

CUB’s Reply to OCEUR Motion to Vacate Investigation, pages 1-2. 6 

Costs of Service studies are highly technical.  Staff’s proposal to open workshops, 7 

outside of a docket, would restrict customer groups from using intervenor funding to hire 8 

experts with sufficient technical knowledge.  CUB believes a review is a good idea, but 9 

we would prefer to have such a review happen as part of a new generic docket, and for 10 

the parties to bring sufficient technical knowledge to the table to justify the time spent. 11 

 12 

VI. Conclusion 13 

PGE filed this case in February. Since that time, CUB and other parties have 14 

conducted discovery on PGE, we have had settlement discussions, we submitted our 15 

Opening Testimony, and PGE submitted Rebuttal Testimony.  Each step of the way has 16 

reinforced our concern that a lack of good cost control and cost review is the primary 17 

factor driving this case.   18 

 CUB recommends that the Commission: 19 

• Adopt the labor adjustment proposed by CUB-ICNU witness Ellen Blumenthal. 20 

• Impose a 1% of overall revenue requirement cost reduction, approximately $17 21 

million, in light of PGE’s lack of rigorous financial analysis and the Company’s 22 

lack of aggressive cost management. 23 

• Remove the costs associated with the Generation Excellence Program, which 24 

PGE has been unable to justify. If the Commission adopts accepts Ms. 25 
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Blumenthal’s labor adjustment, then it should remove the non-labor portion of the 1 

program.  If the Commission rejects her labor adjustment, then it should remove 2 

the entire cost of the program. 3 

• Since PGE was only able to justify the first $1.5 million associated with the 4 

Boardman simulator, the Commission should disallow the additional $1 million 5 

from rate base. 6 

• The Customer Focus Initiative offers little or no benefit to customers and its 7 

$300,000 cost should be removed from rates. 8 

• Because PGE’s new helicopter will not be used and useful in 2009, it should be 9 

entirely removed from rate base. In addition, the Company’s revenue requirement 10 

should reflect using its existing helicopter for 175 hours in 2009. 11 

• PGE has failed to support its proposal to more than double its R&D budget. The 12 

budget should be set at $239,000, the average amount that PGE has spent on R&D 13 

over the last seven years. 14 

• PGE’s request to increase its uncollectibles budget by $2 million should be 15 

rejected, because PGE failed to consider the impact that increased low-income bill 16 

payment assistance will have. 17 

• PGE’s employee discount should be eliminated or the Commission should set a 18 

strict schedule to phase out its inclusion in customer rates.  It is not justified and is 19 

not necessary to compensate PGE employees, and it inappropriately insulates 20 

Company employees from rate increases. 21 

• PGE’s decoupling proposal should be rejected, because it does not contain a real-22 

time link to energy efficiency programs.  23 
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• The Staff’s proposal to add a new rate block for residential customers should be 1 

rejected. 2 

• ICNU’s marginal cost proposals should be rejected. There is no evidence that 3 

PGE’s cost allocation does not lead to a fair result for industrial customers. 4 

Instead, the Commission should open a generic docket to consider issues related 5 

to cost of service and rate spread. 6 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 110 

 

Request: 

 
PGE/1400/5 lists a number of adjustments to its test year budget that reduce PGE’s 

revenue requirement. All these reductions relate to costs that are contested by PUC 

Staff. Since filing its original case, has PGE identified any savings in its budget that 

does not relate to the partial settlement or to PUC Staff adjustments? 

 

 

Response: 
 
The request is based on an incorrect premise.  Several of the proposed reductions do not 
represent company savings but rather remain costs that PGE will continue to incur even 
though the costs are excluded from the final revenue requirement for the 2009 test year.   
 
PGE is currently developing its 2009 budget which may identify additional costs or 
savings compared to the 2009 test year forecast.  However, it has not been completed.  
For additional information regarding savings, see PGE’s response to CUB Data Request 
No. 102. 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 102 

 

Request: 

 
Mr. Piro (PGE/1300/17) states that “CUB’s assertion, that PGE could only identify a small 

list of cost savings measures in its initial rate case filing, assumes that the examples given 

were the only measures taken. That simply is not the case and seriously distorts the 

company’s operations.” Please identify all other cost savings that impact the test year. 

 

 

Response: 
 
PGE has identified savings in the following dockets:  
 

• UE 180, PGE Exhibit 500, pages 3-4. 

• UE 197, PGE Exhibit 100, pages 11-15. 

• UE 197, PGE Exhibit 1300, pages 14-15. 
 
PGE has not performed additional analyses to identify every savings or avoided cost associated 
with each capital job or O&M project that PGE has undertaken in the recent past that could have 
impacted the test year in one form or another.  One reason is that, as noted in PGE Exhibit 1300, 
page 21, many projects or costs are necessary by regulatory or service requirements, or have 
minimum discretionary components.  Another reason is that numerous projects do not have 
easily quantifiable benefits.  In addition some projects provide needed capabilities that existing 
systems do not.  Again, the benefits may be difficult to quantify, but are fully valid.   
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 108 

 

Request: 

 
Please provide a quarter-by-quarter comparison of the budget for AMI versus the 

actual cost incurred, since January 2007.  In this comparison, please separately 

identify all major project categories (project management, IT…).  Please explain 

any discrepancies between actual costs incurred versus budgeted. 

 

 

Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request as seeking information that is neither relevant nor likely to 
lead to the discovery of admissible information.  AMI costs are not part of this rate case.  
Subject to and without waiving it objection, PGE responds as follows: 
 
Attachments 108-A and 108-B provide copies of PGE’s first and second quarter 2008 
status reports for AMI.  These attachments reflect O&M costs incurred after June 1, 2008 
(in relation to the AMI tariff, as requested by OPUC Staff) and all capital costs from the 
beginning of the project.  Attachment 108-C lists actual O&M costs from July 1, 2007 
through May 31, 2008, the period covered by UM 1328 and approved by Commission 
Order No. 08-209.  Attachment 108-D provides PGE’s initial budget for July 2007 
through May 2008, as filed with the UM 1328 application. 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 103 
 

Request: 

 
Mr. Piro (PGE/1300/18-19) lists AMI as “the largest component of costs savings identified 

in testimony.”  With regards to AMI: 

 

a. Does the “NPV of approximately $34 million, include any estimate of the cost to 

customers of fixing meter bases that will be damaged in the installation of AMI? 

b. Does PGE have any estimates of the total cost to all customers of repairing the 

damage to meter bases? 

c. Does PGE have any estimates of the cost to an individual customer of repairing the 

damage to his or her meter base? 

d. Please provide any reports, memos, or analysis that PGE has which relate to the 

problem of meter base damage due to installing AMI. 

 

 

Response: 
 
a. AMI installation is not expected to result in damage to the meter base, but could reveal any 

damage or need for repairs that already exist.  PGE did not include any costs related to 
repairing meter bases in our AMI financial analysis.  If PGE were to cause damage during 
AMI installation, we would incur the repair costs as current year O&M expense.  To date, 
PGE has installed 3,150 AMI meters and has only experienced one instance where the 
customer’s equipment was in need of repair due to a pre-existing condition.  

 
b. See PGE’s response to part (a), regarding damage caused as a result of AMI installation.  

PGE does not have an estimate of the total cost to all customers based on a pre-existing 
need for repairs because we do not know in advance how many customers will require 
repairs.  As noted in PGE’s response to part (a), 0.03% of meters to date have required



PGE Response to CUB Data Request No. 103 
September 5, 2008 
Page 2 
 

repairs.  If this ratio were to continue, then approximately 254 meters out of 800,000 would 
require repairs based on pre-existing conditions.  If the average cost of repairs is 
approximately $260 (see PGE’s response to part (c)), then total costs would be 
approximately $66,000. 
 

c. See PGE’s response to part (a), regarding damage caused as a result of AMI installation.  
Estimated costs based on contractor quotes for a pre-existing need for repairs (not including 
permit costs) are as follows (see PGE’s Response to CUB Data Request No. 105, 
Attachment 105-B): 

• $163 for replacement of socket clips for 200-amp meter base only. 

• $357 for replacement of the meter base only. 

•  
d. See PGE’s response to part (a). 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 107 

Request: 

 
Does PGE have any plans to inform customers in advance that AMI could lead to damage 

the meter base which would require shutting off electricity until the customer authorizes 

repairs? If so, please provide the plans. If not, why not. 

 

 

Response: 
 
AMI installation is not expected to result in damage to the meter base, but could reveal any 
damage or need for repairs that already exist.  PGE did not include any costs related to repairing 
meter bases in our AMI financial analysis.  If PGE were to cause damage during AMI 
installation, we would incur the repair costs as current year O&M expense.  To date, PGE has 
installed 3,150 AMI meters and has only experienced one instance where the customer’s 
equipment was in need of repair due to a pre-existing condition.  
 
If PGE does identify a meter base with existing damage or need for repairs, we will notify 
customers as follows: 
 
1. The on-site meter installer will attempt to contact an occupant of the premise and inform 

them of needed repairs and whether service will be disconnected for safety reasons. 
 
2. If no face-to-face contact is made at the premise, the meter installer will leave an 

informational door hanger detailing what was found and the customer equipment in need of 
repair.  The door hanger will inform the occupant if service has been or is scheduled to be 
disconnected due to safety reasons.  The door hanger will include a local and toll-free 
number to a PGE field coordinator who will provide detailed information to the property 
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owner about needed repairs, including the opportunity to use a contractor recommended by 
PGE as described in PGE’s response to CUB Data Request No. 105. 

 
3. A PGE field coordinator will attempt to contact the property owner by phone if no face-to-

face contact is made at the premise to inform them of needed repairs to the 
customer-owned equipment, as well the opportunity to use a contractor recommended by 
PGE as described in PGE’s response to CUB Data Request No. 105. 
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August 13, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Lowrey Brown 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Second Supplemental Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated May 19, 2008 

Question No. 049 

 

Request: 

 

PGE in investing in a new training simulator and expanding the staff related to training at 

Boardman. 

a. Please provide a copy of the proposals (analyses, memos, and all other 

documentation) that was consider by Jim Piro, the Officers, and the Board of 

Directors concerning this new training program.  

b. How does this group benefit customers? 

c. If the Company has engaged in multi-year planning for this group, does PGE forecast 

the amount of company resources invested in this program to increase, decrease, or 

remain the same in the next few years? 

d. What is the total cost in the 2009 test year related to the training simulator and 

training at Boardman (please distinguish between the two), and how does this 

compare to the cost before PGE purchased the simulator. 

 

 

Response: 

 
a. PGE objects to this request on the basis that is it overly broad and unduly burdensome.  

Without waiving its objection, PGE replies as follows: Please see PGE Attachment 049-A, 
which is the internal project profile used by the Capital Review Group.  Attachment 049-A 
is confidential and subject to Protective Order 08-133. 

 
b. Training for plant staff is critical to maintain high reliability.  In the past, PGE sent 

Boardman employees off-site for training; however, due to an uncontrollable change in 
service providers, the costs for Boardman training were expected to increase over 350%, 
from approximately $60,000 up to $272,000 per year. The initial proposal for the 
Boardman simulator was approved in August 2005 as a response to these increased costs 
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and to maintain plant reliability.  After Revision 1 in August 2006 the project had a 4.88 year 
payback period.  In February 2007, PGE increased the project cost by an additional $0.6 
million for the simulator and a further $0.4 million to increase the size of the building for 
Boardman offices and storage.  With these additional costs, the project was not expected to 
have an economic payback of less than 5 years; however, it was still considered a critical part 
of training, reliability and safety.  The project justification is also described in PGE 
Attachment 049-A.  
 
c. The total costs in 2009 represent a consistent level of PGE’s current plans for on-going 

costs.  
 
d. The total cost for training at Boardman in years 2005 through 2009 are presented below: 
 

 
 

Year Dollars % Change 

2005             282,000   

2006             251,000  -10.99% 

2007             333,009  32.67% 

2008             176,155  -47.10% 

2009             184,926  4.98% 

 
* Includes PGE’s share of labor and non-labor 

 

 
Supplemental Request June 13, 2008 

 
On June 13, 2008, CUB requested the economic analysis provided to support version 3 of 

the project approval.  

 
Supplemental Response June 13, 2008 

 
Related to the payback analysis discussed on page 3 of Attachment 049-A: 
 
As discussed in part b above, the final version of the project was approved for reliability 
purposes, not on economic payback, and therefore the payback analysis was not included in 
the final project approval and, subsequently, was not included in PGE’s response.  The original 
payback analysis is PGE Attachment 049 Supp 1-B.  
 
Second Supplemental Response August 6, 2008 

 
In preparing PGE’s rebuttal testimony, PGE reviewed the individual revisions of the 
Boardman Simulator Project profile for a job and ranking code.  During that review, we 
discovered that the final project profile, Revision 3, provided to CUB in PGE’s Response to 
Data Request 049, did not include all of the detail from the previous versions.  Specifically, 
version 0 of the project profile included an original economic analysis, but this information 
was removed in revision 1.0 to avoid confusion because the results were no longer valid.  The 
economic analysis in version 0 was a preliminary analysis that was then updated in revision 1.  
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PGE Attachments 049 Supp 2-C, D and E provide revisions 0, 1, and 2.  PGE Attachment 049 
Supp 2-F is the economic analysis for version 0.  These do not change the final conclusions of 
the revisions already provided, but only include the additional analysis described above.  
Attachments 049 Supp 2-C, D, and E are confidential and subject to Protective Order 08-133. 
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September 10, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Supplemental Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated July 1, 2008 

Question No. 097 

Request: 

 
The CRG Summary provided in response to CUB data request 50 Attachment A is 

dated Wednesday, May 21, 2008. 

a. Is this the version of the Project Summary/Approval upon which the decision 

to purchase the helicopter was made? 

b. Please provide a copy of the CRG Summary that was signed for approval. 

 

 

Response: 
a.) Yes. 

 
b.) Attachment 097-A is a copy of the project summary that was signed for approval.  
Note that the date of May 21, 2008 from Attachment A of CUB data request 050 
reflects an automatic update of the date in Word when the document was resaved for 
purposes of responding to a data request, and not a revision date of the Project 
Summary.  The document in Attachment 097-A and the document in Attachment 
050-A are the same, except Attachment 097-A provides a signed copy. 

 
Supplemental Response (Sept 10, 2008): 

 

PGE has recently received verbal notice that the helicopter will not be delivered until late 
2009.  Given the new helicopter will require some assembly and outfitting prior to use, it 
is not expected to be ready for operation until 2010.  This change also means that PGE 
would use its old helicopter throughout 2009, not just in the first half. PGE expects to 
make this modification to its test year revenue requirements in its Sursur rebuttal 
testimony. 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 113 

 
Request: 

 
PGE experienced “significantly lower” use of its helicopter in 2006 and 2007 due to an 

aging helicopter, pilot illness, and difficulty in contracting experienced pilots.  

 

a.  During 2006 and 2007 did PGE use other means to conduct the inspections that 

would have done with the helicopter or did it not inspect some parts of its 

transmission lines.  

b.   Did shifting transmission inspections to other means cause any costs to be 

incurred. If so, please list any incremental costs associated with shifting inspections 

from the helicopter to other means. 

c.   Did the Company incur any overtime because it had to shift some inspections from 

the helicopter to other means. 

 

 

Response: 
 
a. No.  PGE did not supplement inspections by helicopter with other means during 2006 and 
2007 because we have some flexibility with inspecting transmission lines.  At times, we are able 
to defer inspections.  In 2008, helicopter inspections have been completed as scheduled.   
 
b. No. 
 
c. No. 
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September 5, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board   
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 117 
 

Request: 

 
PGE/1900/11-13. For each R&D project listed in this section please provide the following: 

 

a. The analysis (not a summary of the analysis) that led PGE to believe funding it was 

appropriate. 

b. An explanation of how customers benefit from this expenditure. 

c. An explanation of why funding this project is appropriate for an electric utility. 

d. An explanation of why PGE believes the project should be considered “used and useful.”  

 

 

Response: 
 
PGE Research and Development (R&D) is overseen by PGE senior management, managers, and 
supervisors.  R&D Committee operations, funding projects, project selection and status reports are 
reviewed on a monthly basis.  Each fall the annual corporate R&D cycle begins with a call to all areas 
of the company (Every area in the company is eligible to participate). Project sponsors submit written 
research proposals to the R&D Committee.   

R&D proposal requirements include a written request with identification of the project lead and 
collaborator, description of the project including other entities involved in the collaboration, 
identification of the benefit to PGE and risks of non-participation, alternative approaches, 
identification of total annual costs and expected duration.  All proposals include amounts the 
sponsoring area (responsibility center or RC) can or will contribute to the project. 

All targets and projects that receive R&D funding are reviewed by the R&D Committee.  All projects 
must be approved each year and the previous year’s projects must be resubmitted for renewal 
consideration.  All proposed projects are ranked by project value, qualitative and/or quantitative, and 
funds distributed accordingly.
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Members of PGE’s R&D Committee independently review R&D proposals that will benefit and bring 
increased value to the customers, including increased economic value at PGE power plants; successful 
and cost-effective relicensing or decommissioning at hydro facilities; distributed generation; product 
development in response to or anticipation of deregulation (market-based programming, green power, 
cost of service, system benefit charge effects, industrial and commercial customers, etc.)   However, 
PGE’s R&D Director and Managers analyze various areas of research and scrutinize issues that affect 
PGE customers.   
 
PGE’s Response to OPUC Data Request No. 269, Attachment B-2 provided proposed areas of research 
since the above process has not been conducted for 2009.   
 
For additional information see PGE Exhibit 500, Pages 7-11, and PGE Exhibit 1900, Pages 10-13 as 
well as PGE’s Responses to OPUC Data Requests No. 269, 279, and 290, and CUB Data Request No. 

37.    
 
See Attachments 117-A through 117-E for a detailed explanation of the five potential areas of research 
listed in PGE Exhibit 1900, pages 11 through 13. These proposed areas of research cover long-term 
issues important to PGE and its customers.    
 
For subject areas, we provide analyses as to why PGE believes funding should continue and be 
appropriate, provide an explanation of how customers will benefit from the continued expenditures, 
why funding of projects for the area should continue to be appropriate for an electric utility and 
whether PGE believes the areas of research and final projects should be considered “used and useful.”  
 
Attachment 117-E1 is Confidential, Proprietary and Subject to Protective Order No. 08-133. 
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Research Area 

 

 

Sub-Total 

Cost 

 

Total Cost at 

100% ($) 

Impact of 

25% funding 

    

Distributed Energy Storage    

Plug-in Electric Hybrid Vehicles    

• Plug-in Electric Vehicle Initiative – Charging Station 
Pilot Project 

10,000  10,000 

• Conversion of two hybrids w/ advanced battery 75,000  50,000 

• New EV with advanced battery 75,000  40,000 

• Joint Partnership w/ manufacturer 100,000  0 

Sub-total 250,000 250,000 100,000 

 
20% of $500,000 

 
a. The analysis (not a summary of the analysis) that led PGE to believe funding it was 

appropriate 

 
Attachment 117-B1 is a detailed research offering from EPRI covering the demonstration needs 
surrounding compressed air energy storage (CAES). PGE believes this a good example of the 
increasing awareness of the role distributed energy storage will have in (1) helping level peak power 
requirements; (2) providing minimum power “bridging” that would otherwise require turning on a 
large and expensive peaker power plant and (3) compensating for the intermittency of renewable 
power technologies such as wind and solar. 
 
b. An explanation of how customers benefit from this expenditure 
 
Customers benefit from this research in the following manner:  
 

• On their behalf, PGE assesses the viability, timeliness and cost-effectiveness of 
CAES technology as a form of distributed energy storage;  

 
• Should PGE support this specific EPRI demonstration, the company would evaluate 

its potential for the Biglow Canyon wind power plant which would be in the range 
of power (20 to hundreds of MW) where this technology would have application;  

 
• The technology would be added to PGE’s capability in helping “flatten” peak power 

demand. Although this example concerns CAES technology, the same arguments 
and cost / benefits would apply to any opportunity to store energy on a distributed 
model (e.g., via advanced, deep cycle lithium ion batteries in plug-in hybrid electric 
vehicles.) 

 
c. An explanation of why funding this project is appropriate for an electric utility 
 
PGE believes it is incumbent on any electric utility to seriously consider reasonable and cost-effective 
opportunities to manage peak power requirements to yield both system reliability and economic benefit 
to customers. This would be especially true should the same technology also have applicability in 
helping offset or compensate for the intermittency of wind and solar over short (several hours) time 
periods. The ability to store energy to offset either marginal power purchases (e.g., should a wind plant 
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not deliver forecasted power) or to help shave power peaking would in each instance, offset the most 
expensive power that PGE would normally acquire. Naturally, the ability to store energy would 
contribute to system stability and reliability – the benefits of which are quite high. 
 
d. An explanation of why PGE believes the project should be considered “used and useful” 

 
These projects represent prudent operations and maintenance expenditures.  These projects represent 
prudent operations and maintenance expenditures, are not capital jobs, and thus “used and useful” does 
not apply.  
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The fill-up's free in Portland, if you've got 

a plug-in hybrid car 

Electric hybrids - PGE unveils an outlet, plans more around Portland to push 

charge-up vehicles 
Wednesday, July 30, 2008  
DYLAN RIVERA 
The Oregonian Staff 

What price is low enough to entice droves of Oregonians to fill up their cars with 
electricity generated by Northwest wind turbines rather than gasoline made from 
imported fossil fuels?  

How about free -- from drive-up stations across the metro area?  

That's the strategy Portland General Electric Co. launched Tuesday when it unveiled the 
first of a dozen plug-in vehicle-charging stations it will install through September. The 
utility hopes the stations -- a bit taller than Portland's electronic parking meters, with a 
sleek blue and silver design -- will encourage ownership of plug-in electric vehicles by 
offering visibility, convenience -- and a hard-to-beat price. The free test period will 
continue for an undetermined time.  

"It's what we want to call the filling station of the future," said Bill Nicholson, vice 
president of customers and economic development for PGE.  

PGE and several major automakers are gearing up for what they consider the next 
generation of cars: gas-electric hybrids with plug-ins to use electricity to reduce gas 
consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. They think Portland, which has the nation's 
highest ownership rate for the standard Toyota Prius hybrid, could be at the vanguard.  

"Wouldn't it be great to charge up your battery while you're shopping or visiting OMSI, 
so the gas motor barely has to fire up?" Nicholson said. "That's the concept with this 
next-generation car."  

But why go for a plug-in hybrid when 100 percent electric cars have been around for 
more than a decade? Because, industry observers say, such cars so far suffer from federal 
speed limits of 25 mph, high prices and technology glitches.  

Gas-electric hybrids such as the Prius have caught on nationwide, offering performance 
and reliability comparable to that of standard gas-powered passenger cars. Fuel economy 
of up to 60 miles per gallon has drawn flocks of consumers, especially amid rising 
gasoline prices.  
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Only 268 all-electric passenger cars are registered in Oregon, state transportation officials 
say. But the state has 26,338 registered hybrids -- still shy of 1 percent of the state's 3.3 
million passenger cars.  

Advocates of plug-in technology say a hybrid with a plug could be better than a standard 
hybrid. The plug-in cars could get better mileage -- perhaps 100 miles or more a gallon. 
Consumers also may like knowing they can recharge with any standard 110-volt 
household electrical outlet and still have gas as backup power.  

Page 2 of 2 

"When you're all-electric, you're very reliant on how far your car can go," said 
Elizabeth Paul, project manager for PGE.  

That makes the availability of electricity on the road a crucial consideration, Paul added.  

PGE unveiled the first in its new fleet of charging stations Tuesday at its headquarters 
downtown. The company has offered a nondescript electrical outlet there since 1996; the 
new station comes with an 8-foot-tall stainless-steel design that will be replicated across 
the area. Shorepower Technologies, a startup with West Coast operations based in 
Portland, built the stations.  

The stations cost about $2,000 each, and companies that host stations pay for equipment, 
any underground utility extensions -- and the power bill for car users. Charging up a test 
Toyota model takes about three hours with a 110-volt outlet and uses as much electricity 
as running a large microwave for three hours. The stations offer 220-volt plugs that 
charge faster.  

PGE passes all costs on to the stations' host companies and buys renewable energy credits 
so that the stations sell power generated from wind, solar or hydroelectric sources, not 
coal. Even under those terms, local business interest in the project has been 
"overwhelming," said PGE's Nicholson, as companies look for a visible way to show a 
green ethic.  

In coming years, PGE envisions charging electric cars, and potentially giving users 
discounts for those who charge during off-peak hours.  

PGE touted its plans by presenting a test model of a plug-in hybrid Toyota Prius, one of 
only five in the nation.  

In 2010, Toyota plans to sell a demonstration plug-in Prius to commercial fleets, said 
Chris Hostetter, group vice president with Toyota Motor Sales U.S.A. Inc. Using a 
lithium-ion battery, the model could travel up to 10 miles at speeds up to 60 mph, all 
while using no gasoline.  

With battery packs costing about $500 per mile of travel capacity, a 10-mile range could 
add about $5,000 to the cost of a Prius, Hostetter said.  
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"That's what we're researching now: How many miles do people really drive all electric?" 
he said. "How much convenience do they want? Do they want to go more miles with less 
trunk space but pay more?"  

Dylan Rivera: 503-221-8532; dylanrivera@news.oregonian.com For environment news, 
go to: oregonlive.com/environment  
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UE 197

PGE Response to CUB Data Request No. 109

Attachment 109-A

Project Job # Job Title Rank Year Notes

P21633 23650 Sand Springs Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 23651 Sycan Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 23652 Fort Rock Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24881 Beaver Plant Switchyard - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24883 Coyote Springs Switchyard - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24886 Fairmont Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24887 Faraday Plant Switchyard - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24888 Grand Ronde Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24890 Indian Substation - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24891 Pelton Switchyard - Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24892 Port Westward Switchyard- Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24894 St Helens Substation Enhance Security NERC (Catg 5) 1,1 2009

P21633 24896 Physical Security Upgrade at Bald Peak Telecom Site 1,1 2009

P21633 24897 Physical Security Upgrade at W. Salem Telecom Site (2009) 1,1 2009

P25696 25696 Pelton - Install automated fish ladder cell cleaning system 1,1 2009

P16567 16567 T&D System Inspection, Major Maintenance-UG 1,2 2009

P17443 17443 T&D System Inspection, Pole Treatment/Replacement 1,2 2009

P22564 22564 Separate St Marys-Trojan 230kV & Keeler-St Marys 230kV Dbl-C1,2 2009

P24723 25383 Arc Flash - Core Area 1,2 2009

P24723 25531 Arc Flash Mitigation - Canyon substation 1,2 2009

P24723 25532 Arc Flash Mitigation - Mill Creek substation 1,2 2009

P24723 25533 Arc Flash Mitigation - Cedar Hills substation 1,2 2009

P24723 25534 Arc Flash Mitigation - Grand Ronde substation 1,2 2009

P25410 25410 Town Center Substation - Install Oil Spill Containment 1,2 2009

P25410 25411 Harborton 115kV Substation - Install Oil Spill Containment 1,2 2009

P25410 25412 Dilley Substation - Install Oil Spill Containment 1,2 2009

P25605 25605 C Springs 1-Upgrade GSU Transf Oil Spill Prevention 1,2 2009

P14757 14757 Underground Locating 2,1 2009

P15760 15760 Colstrip- Plant Additions 2,1 2009

P15760 21629 Colstrip - Ongoing Transmission Upgrades 2,1 2009

P20594 20594 Sunset substation - Install WR8 50 MVA Transformer 2,1 2009

P20594 25485 Sunset substation - Install Oil Spill Containment for WR8 2,1 2009

P20594 25486 Intel dist. feeders (radial) - Replace padmount switches 2,1 2009

P20594 25522 Sunset substation - Relocate D1B3 Feeder from WR5 to WR7 2,1 2009

P24303 24303 Scholls Fry New Sub - Purchase Property W of Murrayhill 2,1 2009

P25056 25099 Purchase New Temporary Substation 2,1 2009

PB2000 B2000 Blanket-Distribution Lines-Non Customer 2,1 2009

PB2000 B2500 Blanket-Non Customer Street Widening 2,1 2009

PB4000 B4000 Blanket-Distribution Lines-New Customers 2,1 2009

PB4000 B4500 New Customers-Connect Streetlights 2,1 2009

PB4000 E3684 Purchase Utilization Transformers-New Customers 2,1 2009

PB4000 E3700 Purchase Electric Meters 2,1 2009

PB4000 KC475 UNITY 2,1 2009

P20512 20512 Habitat MOU 2,2 2009

P23331 23986 2009 QRP Reliability Improvements 2,2 2009

P23556 23581 Canyon Sub - Install PQ Metering 2,2 2009

P23659 23659 Install Atmospheric Data Equipment - Carty Meterological Twr 2,2 2009

P24182 25631 Enterprise Protection for Sensitive Data 2,2 2009

P24330 24928 PGE Web - .BIZ Site Upgrade 2,2 2009

P24330 24929 PGE Web - Implement Web Analytics Tool 2,2 2009

P24330 25457 PGE Web - Functional Enhancements and Improvements 2,2 2009

P25538 25538 Purchase Vehicles for Discontinuation of Employee Vehicle Ow 2,3 2009

P14628 14628 Replace Failed Underground Cables 3,1 2009

P23260 23260 Boardman-Miscellaneous Pumps, Valves, Motors, etc. 3,1 2009

P23260 23626 Beaver-Miscellaneous Pumps, Valves, Motors, etc. 3,1 2009

P23260 23628 Coyote Springs 1-Miscellaneous Pumps, Valves, Motors, etc. 3,1 2009

P23260 23661 Port Westward-Miscellaneous Pumps, Valves, Motors, etc. 3,1 2009

P19032 19032 Substation Fitness Program 3,2 2009

P19349 19932 Distribution Automation of Canyon #3 Network 3,2 2009

P19712 20381 Underperforming Feeder Improvement for 2001 to 2012 3,2 2009

P20657 21577 Beaver-Replace CT Excitation System Unit #2 3,2 2009

P21616 21616 Bdmn-Install New Coal Dust Suppression System 3,2 2009

P21633 25227 Harborton Substation Expanded Metal Fencing - 12500 NW Marin3,2 2009

P21633 25229 McLoughlin Substation Expanded Metal Fencing 3,2 2009

P21633 25633 Westside Hydro Faraday - Enhance Security 3,2 2009

P22063 22063 Communications Site Upgrade 3,2 2009

P22074 22074 Network Comm. UPS & DC Distribution Vintage 3,2 2009

P22074 24739 TCC UPS and Battery Vintage 3,2 2009

P22074 25470 Replace TCC DC Rectifier System 3,2 2009

P22074 25471 3WTC 4th floor UPS Battery Load Test 3,2 2009

P22159 22159 Bvr-Repl Bypass Stack Dampers/Foundations 3,2 2009

P22579 22579 Alarm Monitoring for Communications Technologies 3,2 2009

P22840 22840 Replace/Rewind Failed Substation Transformers 3,2 2009

P23089 23091 Rivergate Substation - Replace Digital Fault Recorder 3,2 2009

P23089 23095 Trojan Switchyard - Replace Digital Fault Recorder 3,2 2009

P23098 23098 McLoughlin Substation - Replace Obsolete Impedance Relays 3,2 2009

P23098 25376 Rivergate Substation - Replace Obsolete Impedance Relays 3,2 2009

P23234 23234 Sherwood-BPA Pearl Fiber Optic Installation 3,2 2009

P23386 23386 Extend Hemlock-Mason 13 kV Feeder 3,2 2009

P23438 24588 Hillsboro Substation - SCADA Installation 3,2 2009

P23456 23456 N Fork-Install New Liner in Prom Park Sewage Lagoon 3,2 2009

P23784 23999 Woodburn-West OH Reroute & Reconductor 3,2 2009
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Project Job # Job Title Rank Year Notes

P23784 24000 Woodburn-Young 13 kV Along Young Rd 3,2 2009

P23784 24001 Woodburn-West 13 kV Reconductor along  Harrision St 3,2 2009

P23784 24002 Woodburn-Cannery 13 kV Reconductor along Ogle Rd 3,2 2009

P23784 24003 Woodburn-Cannery 13 kV Reconductor along Parr Rd 3,2 2009

P23813 23813 Cornell substation - Construct New Sub. with 28 MVA Transf. 3,2 2009

P23941 23941 BUDGET ONLY - Eng. Contract Design Svcs. Substation 3,2 2009

P24182 24182 Cyber Security Infrastructure Upgrades 3,2 2009

P24226 24226 Boardman - Purchase Spare Generator Rotor 3,2 2009

P24335 24335 Harmony Sub:  WR1 Repl. w/2 New Fdr Positions 3,2 2009

P24335 24390 Harmony Sub: Replace Motor-op Switches with Circuit Switcher 3,2 2009

P24335 24775 Construct Harmony-Lake Feeder 3,2 2009

P24335 25156 Harmony Sub: Install (2) Getaways 3,2 2009

P24335 25258 Harmony Sub: Install Conduit for Future Communications 3,2 2009

P24339 24340 Harrison - Add One 13 kV Feeder Position 3,2 2009

P24339 24399 Harrison - SCADA Installation 3,2 2009

P24339 25046 Harrison - Install new feeder getaway 3,2 2009

P24339 25130 Harrison - Expand feeder backbone 3,2 2009

P24339 25328 Alder Substation: Remove House 3,2 2009

P24339 25379 Harrison - Install fiber for SCADA 3,2 2009

P24608 23391 Extend Carver-Woods & Pleasant Valley-Baxter Feeders 3,2 2009

P24608 24608 Pleasant Valley WR2 Capacity Addition 3,2 2009

P24608 25405 Pleasant Valley Add Oil Spill Containment 3,2 2009

P24623 24937 Replace Town Center-Sunnybrook Getaway 3,2 2009

P24623 24939 Town Center - Portable Ready 3,2 2009

P24623 24978 Split Town Center-13 Feeder 3,2 2009

P24623 25261 Town Center-North getaway 3,2 2009

P24745 24745 3WTC03 Computer Room UPS Distribution 3,2 2009

P24758 24758 Oak Grove to Timothy Lake Microwave Upgrade 3,2 2009

P24805 24805 Meridian Sub.-Add 28 MVA Xfmr, 13 kV metalclad, 115 kV brk 3,2 2009

P24805 25239 Build 2 new feeders from Meridian WR3 3,2 2009

P24805 25301 Install pilot relaying at Rosemont substation 3,2 2009

P24805 25302 Install pilot relaying at Sherwood substation 3,2 2009

P24805 25304 Build 2 new feeder getaways from Meridian WR3 3,2 2009

P24812 24812 Build feeder tie to offload Murrayhill-Teal 3,2 2009

P24835 24835 Dual Monitors at TCC 3,2 2009

P24838 24838 Software Upgrade for Contact Center Integrated Technologies 3,2 2009

P24838 24839 Hardware Upgrade for Contact Center Integrated Technologies 3,2 2009

P24838 25622 Replace Wygant Call Recording - Software 3,2 2009

P24838 25623 Replace Wygant Call Recording - Hardware 3,2 2009

P24838 25627 Purchase Customer Callback Software 3,2 2009

P24838 25628 Purchase Customer Callback Hardware 3,2 2009

P24838 25630 Upgrade Contact Center Integrated Technologies Fax Services 3,2 2009

P24843 24843 Beaver-Replace Unit #7 Battery 3,2 2009

P24855 24855 Backup Communications Upgrade - New NERC Requirements 3,2 2009

P24855 25420 Coyote Springs - Backup Communications Upgrade 3,2 2009

P24855 25421 Boardman - Backup Communications Upgrade 3,2 2009

P24855 25422 Pelton/Round Butte - Backup Communications Upgrade 3,2 2009

P24866 24866 Purchase Helicopter 3,2 2009

P24870 20244 Pelton-Paint Tainter Gates & Replace Seals 3,2 2009

P24976 24976 Purchase Peoplesoft Enterprise Learning Management System 3,2 2009

P25020 25020 Rockwood - Portable Ready 3,2 2009

P25140 25140 Carver 13 Reconductor, HWY 224 East 3,2 2009

P25144 25144 Desktop Equipment - Vintage & Growth 3,2 2009

P25144 25145 Trojan: Desktop Vintage & Growth 3,2 2009

P25144 25146 Boardman: Desktop Vintage & Growth 3,2 2009

P25144 25147 Coyote Springs: Desktop Vintage & Growth 3,2 2009

P25144 25148 Pelton/Round Butte: Desktop Vintage & Growth 3,2 2009

P25144 25149 DMS Production Scanner - Vintage Replacement 3,2 2009

P25144 25607 Personal Technology - Growth 3,2 2009

P25177 25177 Network Equipment - Vintage Replacement 3,2 2009

P25177 25212 Network Equipment - Baseline Growth 3,2 2009

P25224 25224 Brightwood - Install SCADA & Communications 3,2 2009

P25224 25225 Dunns Corner - Replace Relays 3,2 2009

P25224 25351 Summit, Install 3-phase PT at 57kV 3,2 2009

P25224 25409 Welches ground fault protection 3,2 2009

P25250 25316 Scholls Ferry Substation: Permitting 3,2 2009

P25250 25370 Scholls Ferry Sub - Transmission Permitting 3,2 2009

P25446 25446 Boardman - Replace Coal Car Dumper Drives 3,2 2009

P25452 25452 Boardman - Upgrade AWS Building HVAC Chillers 3,2 2009

P25483 25483 Rd Butte - Entrance Road Asphalt Paving Improvement 3,2 2009

P25499 25500 Pelton-Install Transformer Gas Monitoring System 3,2 2009

P25502 25502 Server Infrastructure Vintage Replacement 3,2 2009

P25502 25507 Server Infrastructure Growth 3,2 2009

P25515 25515 CIS Technology Upgrade - Software 3,2 2009

P25515 25521 Upgrade CIS Technology - Hardware 3,2 2009

P25519 25519 Bdmn-Upgrade Coal Yard PLC Control System 3,2 2009

P25579 25579 Microsoft Office Suite Vintage Replacement 3,2 2009

P25599 25599 Upgrade PBX Software 3,2 2009

P25599 25600 Upgrade PBX  - Hardware 3,2 2009

P25601 25601 Voice Mail Upgrades - Software Upgrades 3,2 2009

P25601 25602 Voice Mail Upgrades - Hardware 3,2 2009

P25621 25621 Coyote Springs - Process Portal upgrade for DCS 3,2 2009



CUB/216

Jenks/3

UE 197

PGE Response to CUB Data Request No. 109

Attachment 109-A

Project Job # Job Title Rank Year Notes

P25624 25624 Intranet Portal to replace PGEWeb 3,2 2009

P25657 25657 Purchase 2 Meter Services Vehicles 3,2 2009

PCN089 CN089 Boardman-Purchase Portable Electrical Instruments 3,2 2009

PCN094 CN094 Boardman-Purchase Minor Tools & Equipment 3,2 2009

PM9200 M9200 Purchase Replacement Vehicles 3,2 2009

PM9203 M9203 Emergent Radio Equipment 3,2 2009

PM9204 M9204 M9204-Unbudgeted Phone Equip/Job Scope Change 3,2 2009

PM9205 M9205 Emergent Cabling Requirements 3,2 2009

PMN089 MN089 PURCHASE  PORTABLE ELECTRICAL INSTRUMENTS 3,2 2009

PMN094 MN094 MINOR TOOLS & EQUIPMENT 3,2 2009

PWN094 WN094 Minor Tools & Equipment-Round Butte 3,2 2009

P24876 24876 TCC Fitness Room Equipment Replace/Upgrade 3,3 2009 DISCRETIONARY

P23421 23421 Pelton-Replace See's Water Supply System 4,1 2009

P23445 23445 Round Butte-Replace Generator Protective Relays 4,1 2009

P24747 24747 O Grove-Install Pavement to T Lake Lodge 4,1 2009

P25426 25426 North Fork-Install Ground Detectors 4,1 2009

P25426 25432 Oak Grove-Install Ground Detectors 4,1 2009

P25426 25433 River Mill-Install Ground Detectors 4,1 2009

P25426 25434 Pelton-Install Ground Detectors 4,1 2009

P25426 25435 Pelton Reg Dam-Install Ground Detectors 4,1 2009

P25484 25484 O Grove-Install New Lodge Sanitary System 4,1 2009

P25490 25490 Pelton - Widen Roadway at Pelton Fish Ladder 4,1 2009

P25528 25528 Faraday-Upgrade Office HVAC System 4,1 2009

P25581 25581 O Grove-Create Road Rock Repair Staging Area 4,1 2009

PX0041 X0041 Hydro & Wind Fitness Capital Job Fund <$150k ea 4,1 2009

P19750 19750 Upgrade PGE Office Space at World Trade Center 4,2 2009

P19752 19752 Facility Maintenance Plan 4,2 2009

P22764 23949 Phase II Upgrade - Oregon City Line 4,2 2009

P22764 24708 Phase III Upgrade TCC 4,2 2009

P23596 23596 Expand Fire Protection Systems 4,2 2009

PM9300 M9300 Purchase of Furnishings for Corporate Use 4,2 2009

PX0044 X0044 WTC - CRG Placeholder 4,4 2009

P21663 21663 C Springs-Inst Mini CCW for Air Comp/Aux Boiler 4,5 2009

P22039 25350 Boardman-Install Type K Pneumatic Controllers - 2009 4,5 2009

P22676 22676 Beaver-Pave Areas Around Warehouse 4,5 2009

P24067 24069 Boardman - Install Platforms (2009) 4,5 2009

P24083 24085 CS - Install Platforms (2009) 4,5 2009

P24086 24088 Beaver - Install Platforms (2009) 4,5 2009

P25454 25454 Port Westward - Upgrade the Plant Desuperheaters 4,5 2009

P25495 25495 C Springs 1-Replace Hydrogen Purge Monitoring Equipment 4,5 2009

P25518 25518 C Springs-Purchase Spare FD Fan & Rotor 4,5 2009

P25529 25529 Boardman-Replace Coal Conduit Bends 4,5 2009

P25530 25530 Coyote Springs 1-Replace FAC Piping 4,5 2009

P25537 25537 P Westward-Upgrade Diagnostics for Critical Valves 4,5 2009

P25589 25589 Coyote Springs - Replace telephone system 4,5 2009

PX0045 X0045 Thermal Fitness Capital Job Fund <$150k ea 4,5 2009
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September 05, 2008 
 
 
TO:  Bob Jenks 
  Citizens’ Utility Board 
   
FROM: Randy Dahlgren 
  Director, Regulatory Policy & Affairs 
 
 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC  

UE 197 

PGE Response to CUB Data Request  

Dated August 22, 2008 

Question No. 099 

 

Request: 

 
We understand that PGE employee Pamela Lesh is on loan to NRDC. Who is paying 

her salary? If it is PGE, how does PGE account for the salary? 

 
 
Response: 
 
PGE pays her salary.  Since May 1, 2008, she has been using the following two 
accounting strings: 
 
181 - N44012 - 11 - 892 - 00000 - EXCVS (Provide Executive Oversight) 
181 - X79199 - 11 - 892 - 00000 - LOAND (Loaned Executive) 
 
Ms. Lesh still spends a portion of her time working for PGE, which is charged to the 
utility ledger (N44012) while the remainder of her time is charged to the non-utility 
ledger (X79199). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g:\ratecase\opuc\dockets\ue-197\dr_in\cub_pge\dr_099.doc 
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Table 5.6.A.  Average Retail Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by End-Use Sector, by State, April 2008 and 2007

(Cents per Kilowatthour)

Census 

Division

and State

Apr-08 Apr-07 Apr-08 Apr-07 Apr-08 Apr-07 Apr-08 Apr-07

Oregon 8.57 7.7 8.2 7.83 4.41 4.2 7.4 6.78

Washington 7.49 6.99 6.88 6.5 5.2 4.61 6.78 6.27

Residential/Average Commericial/Average Industrial/Average

Oregon 1.16 1.14 1.11 1.15 0.60 0.62

Washington 1.10 1.11 1.01 1.04 0.77 0.74

source: Energy Information Administration

Average all classesResidential Commercial Industrial
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I hereby certify that on this 15
th
 day of September 2008, I served the foregoing 

Surrebuttal Testimony of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon in docket UE 197 upon 

each party listed, by sending a non-confidential version via email and, where paper 

service is not waived, by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, and by sending a confidential 

version to the appropriate parties as identified on the service list by U.S. mail, postage 

prepaid, and upon the Commission by emailing a non-confidential version and by 

sending 6 confidential copies by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, to the Commission’s Salem 

offices. 
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