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

A. My name is Matt Muldoon.  I am a manager employed in the Accounting and 2 

Finance Section of the Rates, Safety, and Utility Performance Program (RSUP) 3 

of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 4 

201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is provided in Exhibit Staff/401. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I introduce Staff-sponsored adjustments and issues regarding the Portland 9 

General Electric Company (PGE, or Company) request for a general rate 10 

revision, docketed as Docket No. UE 416.  Please refer to Exhibit 11 

No. Staff/500, the testimony of Itayi Chipanera, for additional detail about 12 

revenue, expense, and rate base components of Staff’s proposed adjustments. 13 

In addition, I articulate some of Staff’s overarching concerns and 14 

summarize public comments received by the Commission in this rate case, 15 

pointing to Staff testimony where these issues are examined. 16 

I offer a Staff proposal to apply deferred revenues in Docket No. UM 2217 17 

from PGE’s transmission rate case before the Federal Energy Regulatory 18 

Commission (FERC) as a credit to mitigate the impact of this general rate 19 

increase Docket No. UE 416 on PGE’s utility Customers. 20 

I next introduce the escalation methodology utilized by Staff to reflect 21 

inflation’s impact on historical costs in projects for Test Year revenue 22 

requirement.  Please also refer to Exhibit No. Staff/500, the testimony of Itayi 23 
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Chipanera, for additional detail and examples of how Staff applies its 1 

escalation methodology to specific issues in this general rate case. 2 

Lastly, I address Cost of Capital components and overall Rate of Return 3 

(ROR), going into greater detail regarding Return on Common Equity (ROE).  4 

Further detail on Capital Structure and Cost of Long-Term (LT) Debt are found 5 

in Rose Pileggi’s testimony in Exhibit Staff/1800. 6 

Q. Will other Staff witnesses submit testimony on these same issues? 7 

A. Yes.  Each Staff assigned to Docket No. UE 416 is submitting separate and/or 8 

joint testimonies.  This testimony introduces the Staff witnesses and their 9 

respective assignments and estimate the revenue requirement impact of Staff 10 

recommended adjustments to the Company’s initial filing.  Staff testimony 11 

represents issues identified to date.  Staff’s recommendations and issues may 12 

change when informed by new data and after reviewing testimony and analysis 13 

by other parties. 14 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 15 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 16 

1. Revenue Requirement Impact by Staff Topic  ..............................................  4 17 
2. Introduction to Other Staff's Opening Testimony  .........................................  6 18 
3. Key Concerns  ............................................................................................  10 19 
4. Summary of Public Comments Received  ..................................................  16 20 
5. Use of UM 2217 Deferral to Reduce Revenue Requirement  .....................  21 21 
6. Staff's Escalation Methodology  .................................................................  20 22 
7. Overall Rate of Return (ROR)  ...................................................................  23 23 
8. Return on Equity (ROE)  ............................................................................  23 24 
9. Conclusion  .................................................................................................  51 25 
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Q. Did you prepare exhibits for this docket? 1 

A. Yes.  In addition to my witness qualifications statement, I prepared the 2 

following exhibits: 3 

Other Supporting Exhibits 

Exhibit Staff/402  ..  ROE – Peer Screen, Dividends, EPS, Hamada Adjustments 4 
Exhibit Staff/403  ..........................................  ROE - Three Stage DCF Modeling 5 
Exhibit Staff/404  .............................  ROE - Three Stage DCF Modeling Results 6 
Exhibit Staff/405  ...........................  ROE – Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) 7 
Exhibit Staff/406  ..............................  ROE – Gordon Growth, Single Stage DCF 8 
Exhibit Staff/407  ................................... ROE – US BEA Historical GDP Growth 9 
Exhibit Staff/408  ...................................................  ROE – TIPS Implies Inflation 10 
Exhibit Staff/409  ......................................  Financial News Investors Are Seeing 11 
Exhibit Staff/410  ..............................................................  EEI Financial Review 12 
Exhibit Staff/411  ..............................................  Value Line (VL) Electric Utilities 13 
Exhibit Staff/412  ..........  PGE Responses to DRs Regarding UM 2217 as Offset 14 
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1. REVENUE REQUIREMENT IMPACT BY STAFF TOPIC 1 

Q. Please provide a list of the rate case topics that Staff reviewed and 2 

introduce the responsible Staff. 3 

A. See Table 1 below: 4 

TABLE 1 – STAFF RATE CASE TOPICS 5 

 
Continued on Next Page 6 

Revenue Requirement (Rev. Req) Effects Twelve Months Ended 12/31/24 ($000)
228,807$      

Testimony Staff Issue Proposed Staff Adjustments by Issue Rev. Req.
400 Muldoon 1 Revenue Requirement by Staff Topic 0 

2 Intro to Other Staff's Opening Testimony 0 
3 Key Concerns 0 
4 Summary of Public Comments Received 0 
5 UM 2217 Deferral vs. Revenue Requirement Proposal
6 Intro to Staff's Escalation Methodology 0 
7 Overall Rate of Return Summary 0 
8 Return on Equity (ROE) w Interest Synch. (34,540)

500 Chipanera 1 Revenue Requirement
2 Overall Rate Base
3 Esclations on Miscellaneous Accounts (112)
4 Income Taxes

600 Scala 1 Energy Justice 0 
700 Ahmed 1 Schedule 125 Guidelines Update 0 

2 Extended Day Ahead Market (EDAM) 0 
800 1 Accumulated Depreciation, Accumulated 

Deferred Tax and Depreciation Expense 0 

2 Change from average of monthly averages to 
year end in rate base calculation (21,703)

900 Beitzel 1 Administrative and General (A&G) Expense
  Employee Health and Dental (3,736)

2 A&G Expense Non-Labor (NL) Memberships Sum Above
1000 Bolton 1 Franchise Fees 0 

2 Amortization - Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning 0 

1100 1 Grid Modernization Adminstrative and General
   (A&G) Salary (1,035)

2 Proposed Schedule 122 Update 0 
1200 Farrell 1 Uncollectible Expense (5,473)

2 Level III Outage Accrual Mechanism 0 
3 Research and Development (R&D) 0 

1300 Jent 1 Wages & Salaries
2 QF Pass Through Proposal in NVPC 0 
3 Full-Time-Equivalents (FTE) 0 
4 Generation Expenses NL 0 

1400 Lockwood 1 Advertising and Marketing 0 
2 Promotional Activities and Concessions 0 

* PGE Requested $337.807M - (NVPV $109M Request) = M Base Cost:

Young/Stevens

Dlouhy
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 1 

1500 Mondragon 1 Customer Service Expense - Operations and 
  Maintenance (O&M) NL (2,127)

2 Customer Assistance Expense - O&M NL 0 
1600 Moore 1 Non-Fuel Material and Supplies (121)

2 Miscellaneous Operating Revenues (13,700)
3 Miscellaneous Deferred Debits 0 
4 Affiliated Interest (AI) Transactions 0 

1700 Peng 1 Accumulated Depreciation, Computing 
  Licensing and Hosting Fees 0 

2 Amortization Expense 0 
3 Depreciation Reserve 0 
4 Amortization Reserve 0 

5 Allowance for Funds Used During
  Construction (AFUDC) 0 

1800 Pileggi 1 Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project
2 Faraday Cost of Equity Adjustment
3 Capital Structure 0 

4 Cost of Long-Term Debt
  w Interest Synchronizaton 1,214 

1900 Shierman 1 Fleet Electrification - Fleet Charging (594)
2 Stranded Chargng Infrastructure (146)

3
P36394 – Vintage Vehicle Replacement, 
P36412 – Incremental Added Vehicles and Fleet 
Charging

(1,049)

4 Line Extension (LE) Allowances (18)
5 Capital Expenditures on LE Allowances (64)

6 Capital Expenditures on Transportation 
  Electrification (TE) Investments (34)

7 Capital Expenditure on Electric Island (138)
8 Capital Expenditure on TE Database (11)
9 TE Operating Expenses (3,263)

2000 Stevens 1 Vegetation Management
2100 Young 1 Transmission and Distribution (T&D) Plant,

  Non Information Technology (IT) (2,887)

2 OH FITNES, T&D Plant (2,053)
3 T&D Plant, IT / Cloud Expenses (712)

2200 1 Role of Automatic Adjustment Clauses (AAC) 0 
2 The Need for Deferrals with AACs 0 

2300 Ahmed/Dlouhy/
Jent/Pileggi 1 Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism

  (PCAM) Changes 0 

2400 Nottingham/ 
Schearer 1 Changes to Schedules, Rules, Regulations 0 

2500 Gorsuch 1 Physical Security 0 
2 Service Quality Measures (SQM) 0 

2600 Lundquist 1 Cyber Security 0 
2700 Ankum/Fischer 1 Plant Additions (Other than Faraday 

  Repowering Project,  Cyber-Security IT) 0 

2 Fuel Stock (Major only) (1,497)
3 Maintenance of  Generation and Electric Plant (1,050)

4 Major Maintenance Accruals (MMA)
  Deferral Balance Adjustment+F13:F46 8 

5 CO2 Allowances 0 

NVPC Revenue Requirements (after Staff Adjustments) **
Total Revenue Requirement (After Staff Base Cost and NVPAC Adjustments)
* ** Staff/100 Jent, Staff 200 Dlouhy, Staff 300 Ahmed proposed a additional $10.521M reduction to NVPC.

Dlouhy/Muldoon/
Scala/Stevens

Staff-Proposed Base Cost Adjustments (Excluding NVPC adjustments)
Base Cost Revenue Requirement (after Staff-Proposed Adjustments)



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/400 
 Muldoon/6 

 

2. INTRODUCTION TO OTHER STAFF’S OPENING TESTIMONY 1 

Q. Please describe the opening testimony submitted by Staff in this rate 2 

case. 3 

A. Following a brief recap of the Staff’s earlier published Net Variable Power Cost 4 

(NVPC) testimony, the Staff exhibit number, respective Staff witness, and topic 5 

published on this date are presented below. 6 

Recap of Staff NVPC Opening Testimony published on May 24, 2023: 7 

In Exhibit 100, Julie Jent, Senior Economist, provides an overview of PGE’s 8 

Annual Update Tariff (AUT) and discusses trading margin refinement at 9 

the California Oregon Border (COB). 10 

In Exhibit 200, Dr. Ishraq Ahmed Ph.D., Senior Utility Analyst, reviews PGE’s 11 

interactions with Washington State’s Cap and Invest Program. 12 

In Exhibit 300, Dr. Curtis Dlouhy, Ph.D., Economist and Senior Utility 13 

Analyst, discusses PGE’s gas resale, storage, and optimization model 14 

updates, as well as a gas physical call option contract.  Further, Dr. 15 

Dlouhy reviews PGE’s capacity planning. 16 

Topics addressed in Opening Testimony published June 13, 2023: 17 

In Exhibit 500, Itayi Chipanera, Senior Financial Analyst, discusses revenue 18 

requirement, overall rate base, Staff escalation adjustments, and income 19 

taxes. 20 

In Exhibit 600, Michell Scala, Energy Justice Program Manager, provides an 21 

Energy Justice overview for this general rate case and discusses five 22 

energy justice foci. 23 
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In Exhibit 700, Dr. Ahmed analyzes PGE’s proposed modifications to 1 

Schedule 125 guidelines to include NVPC forecast modeling 2 

enhancements in non-general rate case (GRC) years.  In addition, Dr. 3 

Ahmed discusses impacts on customer rates from PGE compliance with 4 

requirements to participate in the Extended Day Ahead Market (EDAM). 5 

In Exhibit 800 Joint Testimony, Dr. Bret Stevens, Ph.D., Senior Economist, 6 

and Robert Young, Managing Director, of economists.com, discuss the 7 

use of the average of monthly averages in calculations of test year rate 8 

base. 9 

In Exhibit 900, Russ Beitzel, Senior Utility Analyst, reviews Administrative and 10 

General (A&G) Expenses – Non-Labor (NL). 11 

In Exhibit 1000, Madison Bolton, Senior Energy and Policy Analyst, 12 

examines the Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning Trust (NDT), and 13 

unbundling and franchise fees. 14 

In Exhibit 1100, Dr. Dlouhy analyzes reviews Grid Modernization Operations 15 

and Maintenance (O&M), and a proposed Schedule 122 update. 16 

In Exhibit 1200, Bret Farrell, Senior Utility and Energy Analyst, reviews PGE’s 17 

proposals for uncollectible expense, Level III Outage Accrual Mechanism 18 

expense, and research and development (R&D) expense. 19 

In Exhibit 1300, Julie Jent reviews PGE’s Qualifying Facility (QF) pass 20 

through proposal for Net Variable Power Costs (NVPC), the Company’s 21 

total compensation and Full Time Equivalents (FTE), as well as 22 

generation expenses – non-labor (NL). 23 
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In Exhibit 1400, Charles Lockwood, Utility Analyst, analyzes expense for 1 

advertising and marketing, and promotional activities and concessions. 2 

In Exhibit 1500, Luz Mondragon, Senior Financial Analyst, reviews non-labor 3 

(NL) customer service and related information and sales expenses. 4 

In Exhibit 1600, Mitch Moore, Senior Economist, analyzes miscellaneous 5 

operating revenue, non-fuel materials and supplies, deferred debits, and 6 

affiliated transactions. 7 

In Exhibit 1700, Ming Peng, Senior Economist, analyzes depreciation 8 

expense, amortization expense, depreciation reserve, amortization 9 

reserve, and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC). 10 

In Exhibit 1800, Rose Pileggi, Senior Utility Analyst, analyzes PGE’s capital 11 

structure and cost of long-term (LT) debt, and the Company’s investment 12 

and management of PGE’s Faraday Repowering Project. 13 

In Exhibit 1900, Eric Shierman, Senior Utility Analyst, examines fleet 14 

electrification – breaking out new fleet electrification, line extension (LE) 15 

allowances – also separately considering new LE allowances and prior 16 

rate case Docket No. UE 394, Order No. 19-385 budget violations.  17 

Mr. Shierman also considers UE 394 Electric Island issues, transportation 18 

electrification (TE) database, and TE operational expenses, as well as 19 

stranded charging infrastructure. 20 

In Exhibit 2000, Dr. Stevens analyzes PGE’s load forecast, routine vegetation 21 

management, marginal cost study and rate spread, and rate design. 22 
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In Exhibit 2100, Mr. Young examines transmission and distribution (T&D) 1 

plant additions and information technology (IT) issues – focusing on cloud 2 

computing. 3 

In Exhibit 2200 Joint Testimony, Dr. Dlouhy, Mr. Muldoon, Ms. Scala, and 4 

Mr. Stevens consider the role of Automatic Adjustment Clauses (AAC) in 5 

energy utility regulation and the need for deferrals for AACs. 6 

In Exhibit 2300 Joint Testimony, Dr. Ahmed, Dr. Dlouhy, Ms. Jent, and 7 

Ms. Pileggi discuss PGE’s proposed changes to its Power Cost 8 

Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM). 9 

In Exhibit 2400 Joint Testimony, Melissa Nottingham, Consumer Services 10 

and Residential Service Protection Fund (RSPF) Manager, and Scott 11 

Shearer, Analyst, discuss Schedule 300 billing rates, submersible 12 

transformers, and Reconnection Fees. 13 

In Exhibit 2500 Joint Testimony, Lisa Gorsuch, Emergency Preparedness 14 

Manager, discuss Service Quality Measures (SQM) and physical security. 15 

In Exhibit 2600 Scott Lundquist, Consultant of QSI Consulting, Inc, 16 

examines PGE’s cyber security. 17 

In Exhibit 2700 Joint Testimony, August Ankum, Chief Economist, and 18 

Warren R. Fisher, Chief Financial Officer (CFO), both with QSI 19 

Consulting, Inc, discuss PGE’s Major Maintenance Accrual Mechanism 20 

(MMA), Fuel Stock, CO2 issues and plant additions (other than T&D, 21 

Faraday, and certain IT investments). 22 
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3. KEY CONCERNS 1 

Q. Are there any issues that appear in the case that you would like to 2 

highlight? 3 

A. Yes.  Staff is concerned that the aggregate rate impacts of this general rate 4 

case, deferrals, and power costs may constitute rate shock for PGE’s Oregon 5 

utility customers outpacing Oregon wages.1  Further, the U.S. Federal Reserve 6 

(Fed) is tightening monetary policy to control high inflation.2  This increases the 7 

cost of borrowing for utility rate payers as well as the cost of debt for utilities. 8 

Q. Please show the approximate impact on residential customer rates were 9 

PGE’s rate increase implemented as requested. 10 

A. Staff cautions that it is still early in this proceeding and the following depiction 11 

reflects a point estimate just prior to this testimony: 12 

Table 2 13 

 14 

 
1  See Exhibit Staff/409 Muldoon/5, /14, /17, /26, /40, /50, /55, /59, and /70 for the inflation 

customers are experiencing. 
2  See Exhibit Staff/409 Muldoon/7, /10, /32, and /72 for Fed activity on interest rates. 

Current 
Residential Avg.

Bill $/Mo.
Single Family 141.65$               
Multi-Family 95.35$                 

PGE Proposed Jan. 1, 2024 Increase
With Power Costs $/Mo. Increase $/Mo % Increase

Single Family 164.12$               22.47$             15.90%
Multi-Family 110.92$               15.57$             16.30%

* After errata, requested increase is about $340M, early in rate case

$338 Million*

Scenario if increase were $338 M*
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This information does not yet reflect recommendations offered by Staff 1 

and intervenors for Commission consideration, which if adopted, would reduce 2 

the impact of PGE’s proposed rate increase. 3 

Q. What does PGE identify as key cost drivers when describing this rate 4 

case to investors and analysts? 5 

A. With the caution that this is at a very general level, PGE indicates that capital 6 

investments represent about 40 percent, or about $135 million, purchased 7 

natural gas and electricity represent about 30 percent, and higher operations 8 

and maintenance costs also represent about 30 percent of the overall increase 9 

in this general rate case. 10 

Staff’s testimony will go into greater detail. 11 

Table 3 12 

 

Cost Driver %
Capital Investments 40%
Cost of Purchased Natural Gas and Electricity 30%
Higher Operations and Maintenance Costs (Inflation) 30%
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PGE Revenue
Requirement ImpactDriver

$135 Million
Capital Projects (Examples Below)

Current Rate Base $6.3 Billion
PGE Proposed Increase $859 Million  +16%

Example: Faraday Dam Repowering Project
(Clackamas River) in service

Example: Transmission & Distribution
T&D Improvements

$100 MillionHigher Operations and Maintenance Costs
$100 Million Cost of Purchased Natural Gas & Electricity

$335 MillionTotal Approximately
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CAPITAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT 1 

Q. Please describe any concerns Staff has with PGE’s proposed capital 2 

project management. 3 

A. Historically, Staff has viewed PGE as focused on efficient capital project 4 

management with strict attention applied to control of cost and risk, while 5 

applying best financial and operational practices.  However, in this case Staff is 6 

concerned that PGE is not exercising the same level of risk and cost 7 

management. 8 

Q. Can you provide examples of where PGE managed cost and risk in prior 9 

projects? 10 

A. When building its 440 MW Carty gas fired Generation Station, PGE had 11 

performance guarantees from its primary contractor, a unit of Abengoa, S.A. 12 

and reinforced those obligations with insurance.  When Abengoa filed for 13 

bankruptcy and stopped work on December 14, 2022, PGE had to assume 14 

responsibility for engineering, procurement, and construction (EPC).  Because 15 

PGE had proactively controlled risk well, and forced insurance to pay out, the 16 

Company and its Oregon utility ratepayers were protected from much of the 17 

cost impact of the Abengoa bankruptcy. 18 

Another example is PGE’s use of turn-key contracts is when it installed 19 

12 reciprocating internal combustion engines at Port Westward.  On 20 

January 21, 2014, one of these power plant engines tumbled off the truck as 21 

contractors were preparing rigging to install the reciprocating engine at Unit 2.  22 

The primary contractor and subcontractors were responsible for cost and 23 
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logistics of installing a replacement engine. Again PGE proactively took actions 1 

to control cost and risk. 2 

Q. What is different about PGE’s management of capital projects for which 3 

the Company is seeking cost recovery in this general rate case? 4 

A. In Staff/1800, Rose Pileggi discusses the Faraday Dam Repowering Project.  5 

Because those details include highly confidential information, they are not 6 

duplicated herein.  However, Staff is concerned that PGE did not apply the 7 

same good management practices described above in the planning and 8 

oversight of the Faraday Repowering Project. 9 

Q. Do public comments received by the Commission mirror Staff’s 10 

concerns described above? 11 

A. Yes.  The next section of this testimony summarizes public comments, which 12 

also express concern about the frequency and magnitude of PGE’s general 13 

rate increases, and question whether PGE is managing cost and risk 14 

appropriately.  The testimony offered by Robert Young also discusses the lack 15 

of PGE’s use of software packages typically used by utilities to track capital 16 

projects and the rapid growth in planned spending for transmission and 17 

distribution projects without considering alternatives that may be less costly 18 

and if not controlled will further cause pressures on the Company to continue 19 

raising rates. 20 
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CALCULATION OF TEST YEAR RATE BASE 1 

Q. Please describe any concerns Staff’s has regarding the test year rate 2 

base calculations. 3 

A. Staff is concerned with the change in rate base value from the average-of 4 

monthly-test-period-averages to beginning-of-test-period.  In Staff/800, Dr. 5 

Stevens and Mr. Young’s testimony raises a significant issue that involves over 6 

$20 million in revenue requirement from a ratemaking change that occurred in 7 

a 2014 where rate base value was changed from the average-of monthly-test-8 

period-averages to beginning-of-test-period.  The Commission has supported 9 

the average-of-monthly-averages for decades, and yet PGE made this 10 

substantive change with no testimony or briefing.  The order adopting rate base 11 

calculated with a beginning-of-test period method was based on a stipulated 12 

resolution of issues, as were each of the orders for PGE’s rate cases since that 13 

time. 14 

Staff strongly supports reverting to the average-of-monthly-averages in 15 

this general rate case, as it represents the average rate base value over the 16 

test period when rates are in effect.  Otherwise, customers are paying for 17 

depreciation in rates without those payments being reflected in rate base.  18 

Consequently, there is no corresponding benefit for having paid for 19 

depreciation during the test period. 20 
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4. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 1 

Q. Please summarize the public comments received to date in this rate case. 2 

A. In addition to public comments received at the Commission’s Hearing on the 3 

evening of May 3, 2023, the OPUC has received 196 other public comments 4 

regarding this general rate case as of May 19, 2023.  These comments 5 

demonstrate that PGE’s residential and small business customers are very 6 

concerned about the large size of the increase.  Many residential customers 7 

who are working and on fixed incomes, or of limited means worry about energy 8 

utility increases outpacing their income and express concerns about having to 9 

balance paying for utilities, shelter, medications, food, and other essentials.  As 10 

an example, commenter Matthew Hale shared that, according to a U.S. 11 

Federal Reserve study released this May, American families did worse 12 

financially last year than they did the year before.  Most persons offering public 13 

comments urge the Commission to reduce the pace and size of PGE’s rate 14 

increases where possible. 15 

TABLE 4 – PRIMARY CONCERNS 16 

Size of 
Increase 

Investors’ 
Share of 
Risk and 

Costs 

Green & 
Sustainable 

Service 

Cost 
Control 

Needed at 
PGE 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

Certain public comments provided insights into energy justice challenges 17 

utility customers are facing.  Michelle Scala will address these in her Staff/600 18 

testimony including conflicts between apartments that charge tenants a fixed 19 
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utilities charges each month, even though some low-income tenants could 1 

qualify for PGE’s bill discount program. 2 

Commenters are also concerned whether utility customers are picking up 3 

risks and costs that commenters feel previously were more evenly split 4 

between investors and customers.  Staff opening testimony addresses the 5 

concern that PGE’s proposals seeking more certainty and faster cost recovery 6 

for the Company can leave PGE’s utility customers carrying a higher than 7 

historical share of risk and costs.  Prudent management on the Company’s part 8 

is necessary to control cost and risk to achieve favorable cash flows to the firm. 9 

Commenters also urge the Commission to “reign in PGE officers’ pay and 10 

benefits to incentivize senior management to control costs and associated 11 

utility rates”.  A common theme is commenters noting that customers must live 12 

within their means and asking the Commission to see that PGE does as well – 13 

through controlling expenses and the pace of new spending.  Commenters say 14 

they understand that there is a need for modest amounts of construction but 15 

ask whether the rate of increase in PGE’s new capital costs is excessive.  A 16 

few commenters suggest that without PGE controlling its own costs, PGE 17 

should become a government run utility. 18 

Both small businesses and residential customers are also concerned that 19 

they do not subsidize other classes of customers.  Dr. Stevens in Exhibit 20 

Staff/2000 explains how he works to develop a fair and equitable rate spread 21 

and rate design that incorporates cost causation principles while addressing 22 

commenters’ concerns.  The owners of Café Zamora also shared that small 23 
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Oregon businesses like themselves with limited liquidity are struggling to keep 1 

the doors open, and don’t have the resources of large corporations to ride out 2 

an economic downturn. 3 

Commenters expected solar and wind power to help control rates by 4 

avoiding purchases of natural gas and electricity on the market.  Staff 5 

appreciate these questions and Staff’s power cost team is looking into these 6 

issues. 7 

Commenters practicing conservation and using less electricity also asked 8 

why they were not seeing lower rates.  In this scenario, the total bill for 9 

electricity will go down.  But the price of electricity could go up.  That is 10 

generally how conservation works rates wise and why the OPUC, years ago, 11 

rejected a rate impact test for conservation.  Those who do not take advantage 12 

of conservation opportunities (non-participants) will see their total bill go up. 13 

Several commenters also asked whether the Commission was acting 14 

effectively to limit the City of Portland and Multnomah County growing utility 15 

taxes and fees shifting unrelated maintenance and social services costs to 16 

utility ratepayers. 17 

Participants in the May 3 Commission Public Comment Hearing were 18 

interested in how low-income renters could access solar power without the 19 

responsibility for repairs and maintenance of solar panels.  To learn more 20 

about the Oregon Community Solar Program, including how low-income 21 

renters can participate, please visit www.oregoncsp.org. 22 

Finally, some commenters suggested that the Commission ask utilities to 23 
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post upcoming Commission Public Comment Hearings on utility bills so that 1 

customers are aware of opportunities to provide feedback out, or to put an 2 

insert in bills that highlights when and how to participate.  One commenter also 3 

shared that it would be helpful for the Commission to provide a link to the 4 

Commission’s webpage showing filings for a general rate case on the notice for 5 

Public Comment Hearings 6 

Q. Please explain the reasoning behind the inclusion of public comments in 7 

Staff’s testimony. 8 

A. Consistent with the Commission’s Internal Operating Guidelines adopted in 9 

Order No. 20-065 in Docket No. UM 2055, in order to provide more 10 

transparency about the public comments in contested cases, public comments 11 

received are now made part of the Staff’s Opening Testimony. 12 

The Commission will post a link or instructions on how the public can see 13 

all public comments received, as well as the public comments from the edited 14 

transcript for the Public Informational Hearing on Tuesday, May 3, 2023, at: 15 

https://apps.puc.state.or.us/edockets/DocketNoLayout.asp?DocketID=23617. 16 

Written comments received after preparation of Staff's Opening 17 

Testimony will be included in subsequent Staff testimony.  However, Staff will 18 

not be able to testify regarding comments received after Staff prepares its final 19 

round of UE 416 testimony. 20 

Presenting comments at a Commission Informational Hearing or through 21 

the Commission's website does not subject the commenting person to cross 22 

examination.  Any party, though, may respond to Staff's summary of the public 23 
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comments or the comments themselves in evidentiary testimony. 1 

Q. Does Staff Opening Testimony address comments received? 2 

A. Yes. 3 
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5. USE OF UM 2217 DEFERRAL TO REDUCE REVENUE REQUIREMENT 1 

Q. Has Staff considered how PGE might reduce the rate shock when rates 2 

likely increase in January 2024, following a Commission decision in 3 

this general rate case? 4 

A. Yes.  Staff analyzed how deferred balances might be used to reduce rate 5 

shock.  To that end, Staff asked PGE to provide the Company’s best estimate 6 

of the dollar value of PGE’s deferral as authorized in Docket No. UM 2217, by 7 

month from January 1, 2023, through December 31, 2023, considering interest 8 

thereon.3  PGE returned the following table in the Company’s response. 9 

Table 5 10 

 
 

3  PGE provided this information in in response to Staff Data Requests (DR) 785 and 786.  See 
Exhibit No. Staff/41X for PGE’s response to these DRs. 

Accrual / Interest on
Month Year Deferral Amortization Avg Balance Balance

January 2022 -                      . -                      
February 2022 (846,919.95)       (642.25)                (847,562.20)       
March 2022 (770,524.15)       (1,869.78)             (1,619,956.13)   
April 2022 (820,042.68)       (3,078.80)             (2,443,077.61)   
May 2022 (875,391.61)       (4,369.17)             (3,322,838.39)   
June 2022 (567,551.00)       (5,470.03)             (3,895,859.42)   
July 2022 (435,523.25)       (6,238.99)             (4,337,621.66)   
August 2022 (613,057.66)       (7,043.63)             (4,957,722.95)   
September 2022 (810,774.60)       (8,134.05)             (5,776,631.60)   
October 2022 (781,071.77)       (9,353.54)             (6,567,056.91)   
November 2022 (648,409.82)       (10,451.75)           (7,225,918.48)   
December 2022 (754,955.84)       (11,531.82)           (7,992,406.14)   
January 2023 (1,328,236.47)   (37,006.64)           (9,357,649.25)   
February 2023 (780,171.70)       (41,671.57)           (10,179,492.52) 
March 2023 (544,248.72)       (44,680.66)           (10,768,421.90) 
April 2023 (569,201.39)       (47,251.67)           (11,384,874.96) 
May (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (50,285.20)           (12,190,651.53) 
June  (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (53,729.90)           (12,999,872.80) 
July (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (57,189.32)           (13,812,553.49) 
August (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (60,663.53)           (14,628,708.39) 
September (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (64,152.59)           (15,448,352.35) 
October (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (67,656.57)           (16,271,500.29) 
November (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (71,175.53)           (17,098,167.19) 
December (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (74,709.53)           (17,928,368.09) 

PGE UE 2217 TRC Revenue Deferral

I I 
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The table above provides actual amounts deferred from February 2022 1 

through April 2023 and a monthly estimate from May 2023 through 2 

December 2023.  PGE notes that May 2023 through December 2023 are rough 3 

estimates and that actual amounts will change. 4 

Q. How could the deferral balance in UM 2217 reduce rate shock? 5 

A. Staff looked at applying the deferral balance as a credit towards the revenue 6 

requirement in this rate case.  PGE indicates that assuming an amortization 7 

period of one year and using the 2023 blended treasury rate, the estimated 8 

December 31, 2023, deferred balance provided in in the table above would reduce 9 

PGE’s 2024 test year request by $18,391,138 for one year.  Staff is considering 10 

whether this deferral should be credited to customers over a one-year or two-11 

year period. 12 

Staff cautions that both Staff and PGE are making assumptions to 13 

generate estimates for deferred account future values, and that actual numbers 14 

will change. 15 

Q. Is this the best or only way to utilize funds represented above or to 16 

reduce the rate impact of an increase in rates January 1, 2024? 17 

A. No.  Staff invites PGE and intervenors to consider these questions and in 18 

subsequent testimony to offer their innovation suggestions on how best to 19 

mitigate what may be one of PGE’s largest ever general rate increases. 20 
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6. STAFF ESCALATION METHODOLOGY 1 

Q. Please introduce Staff’s escalation methodology for this rate case. 2 

A. First, Staff’s escalation methodology excludes wages and salaries, these rely 3 

on a different Commission preferred approach.  In this rate case, Staff relies on 4 

U.S. All Urban Consumer Price Index (CPI) information, using the following 5 

three steps. 6 

1. For July thru December 2022, Staff escalates actual data by 1.5 percent 7 

based on the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) (Seasonally Adjusted 8 

Monthly Data). 9 

2. Then for January thru December 2023, Staff relies on the 3.9 percent CPI 10 

projected by the OR Dept Econ Analysis Pg 44 March 2023 Release. 11 

3. Finally for January through June 2024, Staff uses 1.1 percent CPI, 12 

representing half of projected OR Dept Econ Analysis Pg 44 March 13 

Release for 2024. 14 

Q. What is the overall escalation from mid-year 2022 through mid-year 15 

2024? 16 

A. Staff’s aggregate escalation is 6.6 percent. 17 

Q. Why does Staff escalate to the middle of the 2024 test year? 18 

A. PGE will make utility purchases and expenditures throughout 2024.  Using the 19 

midpoint of 2024 avoids over-escalation from presuming that PGE will make all 20 

purchases in 2024 on the last day of the calendar year.  For example, some of 21 

PGE’s expenditures will be made in January 2024.  In addition, we are basing 22 

the overall escalation rate on the amount of inflation from the mid-year of 2022 23 
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through the mid-year of 2024 to reflect the average amount over the test 1 

period.  We note that PGE in most cases bases its 2024 forecasts by taking 2 

2022 budgets and escalating those to 2024 values. 3 

Please see Staff/500 for Itayi Chipanera’s examples of Staff escalations. 4 
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7. OVERALL RATE OF RETURN (ROR) 1 

Q. Did you prepare tables showing PGE’s current Commission-2 

authorized, Company-proposed, and Staff-calculated RORs? 3 

A. Yes.  The following three tables provide that information. 4 

TABLE 6 5 

 

TABLE 74 6 

 

TABLE 8 7 

 

Note:  See Staff/1800 for Staff’s analysis of PGE’s Cost of Long-Term (LT) Debt. 8 
  

 
4  See PGE/1000, Liddle-Villadsen/2. 

PGE

Component Percent of 
Total

Stipulated or 
Implied Cost

Weighted 
Average

Long Term Debt 50% 4.125% 2.063%
Preferred Stock 0% 0.0% 0.000%
Common Stock 50% 9.50% 4.750%

100% 6.813%

PGE Current OPUC Authorized
( UE 394 Order Nos. 22-129 )

Component Percent of 
Total Cost Weighted 

Average
ROR vs. 
Current

Long Term Debt 50% 4.317% 2.159%
Preferred Stock 0% 0.0% 0.000%
Common Stock 50% 9.80% 4.900%

100% 7.059%

PGE Requested  – UE 416 PGE Direct Testimony

0.246%

Component Percent of 
Total Cost Weighted 

Average
ROR vs. 
Current

Long Term Debt 50% 4.293% 2.147%
Preferred Stock 0% 0.0% 0.000%
Common Stock 50% 9.00% 4.500%

100% 6.647%

Staff Proposed  – UE 416 Staff Opening Testimony

-0.166%
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CAPITAL STRUCTURE 1 

Q. Has the Commission recently considered a preferred target capital 2 

structure? 3 

A. Yes.  In Order No. 20-473 at 24, the Commission adopted a notional 4 

50 percent equity capital structure: “We consider all components to the 5 

company's cost of capital that will result in a fair and reasonable rate of return, 6 

‘to strike a balance between the interests of ratepayers and the interests of 7 

investors.’” 8 

Q. What are the currently authorized capital structures of the other five 9 

Commission jurisdictional energy IOUs? 10 

A. All five are within 10 basis points (bps) of a 50 percent Equity and 50 percent 11 

Long-Term Debt Capital Structure.  See below for their equity layers.5 12 

AVA CNG IPC NWN PAC 

50.0 % 50.0 % 49.9 % 50.0 % 49.9 % 
 

Q. Does PGE target a 50 percent Common Equity / 50 percent LT Debt 13 

capital structure? 14 

A. Yes.  Both Staff and PGE recommend the Commission authorize a PGE capital 15 

structure with a balanced 50 percent equity layer as described further in 16 

Staff/1800. 17 

  

 
5  Avista Corp. (AVA); Cascade Natural Gas (CNG); Idaho Power Company (IPC); Northwest 

Natural Gas (NWN) and PGE (PAC). 
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8. RETURN ON EQUITY (ROE) 1 

Q. What range of reasonable ROEs does Staff recommend, and within that 2 

range, what point ROE? 3 

A. Staff recommends a point ROE estimate of 9.0 percent within a range of 4 

reasonable ROEs of 8.83 percent to 9.10 percent derived from Staff’s two 5 

separate Three-Stage Discounted-Cash-Flow (DCF) models.  The Commission 6 

has traditionally relied on the Three-Stage DCF models for its authorized ROE 7 

decisions. 8 

Q. Did you perform a check on the results of Staff’s Three-Stage DCF 9 

models? 10 

A. Yes.  Staff employed two simpler models to check the reasonableness of its 11 

findings: 12 

1. A Single-Stage DCF or Gordon Growth Model; and, 13 

2. A Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM). 14 

Q. What results did these models generate? 15 

A. The Gordon Growth Model generated a mean ROE of 8.8 percent using Staff’s 16 

peer electric utilities and 8.5 percent with the Company’s peer electric utilities. 17 

The CAPM generated a mean ROE of 9.1 percent using Staff’s peer 18 

electric utilities and 9.1 percent as well with the Company’s peer electric 19 

utilities. 20 

Based on these conflicting checks, one pointing to top of range and one 21 

pointing to bottom of range, Staff finds that the point estimate for ROE in Staff’s 22 

range of reasonable ROEs generated by its two separate Three-Stage DCF 23 
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models should be near the top of modeling results reflective of the above 1 

checks on reasonableness. 2 

Q. Does your recommended ROE meet appropriate standards? 3 

A. Yes.  The 9.0 percent ROE Staff recommends is appropriate for overall rates 4 

that are reflective of forward looking conditions in conjunction with Staff’s 5 

adjustments and meets the Hope and Bluefield standards, as well as the 6 

requirements of Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 756.040.6  Staff 7 

recommendations are consistent with establishing “fair and reasonable rates”, 8 

that are both, “commensurate with the return on investments in other 9 

enterprises having corresponding risks” and, “sufficient to ensure confidence in 10 

the financial integrity of the utility, allowing the utility to maintain its credit and 11 

attract capital.”7 12 

PEER SCREEN 13 

Q. How did you select comparable companies (peers) to estimate PGE’s 14 

ROE? 15 

A. Staff used companies that met the following criteria as peer utilities to the 16 

regulated electric utility activities of PGE: 17 

1. Covered by Value Line (VL) as an electric utility; 18 

2. Forecasted by VL to have positive dividend growth; 19 

3. LT Issuer Credit Rating from A1 to Baa2 inclusive from Moody’s and from 20 

A to BBB- inclusive from S&P; 21 

 
6  See Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Electric Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1944) and 

Bluefield Water Works & Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia, 262 
U.S. 679 (1923). 

7  See ORS 756.040(1)(a) and (b). 
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4. No decline in annual dividend in last five years based on VL; 1 

5. Has heavily regulated electric utility revenue; 2 

6. Has LT Debt from 45 percent to 55 percent inclusive in VL Capital 3 

Structure; and8 4 

7. Has no recent merger and acquisition activity. 5 

Q. What peer groups of electric utilities did Staff and Company ROE 6 

modeling primarily depend on, and were there similarities? 7 

A. The Company and Staff recommended regulated electric utility peer groups 8 

both drew from pertinent electric utilities covered by VL.  In Staff Exhibit 402, 9 

Page 2, Staff flags electric utilities not selected due to merger activity as it 10 

shows how each element of its screening was applied.  Table 9 shows a fair 11 

amount of overlap between PGE’s and Staff’s peer groups. 12 

Q. Did the Company apply some different criteria? 13 

A. Yes.  However, there was much overlap between PGE’s and Staff’s screening 14 

criteria. 15 

 

 
8  Staff also performs sensitivity analysis looking at a peer screen of 40 percent to 60 percent 

long-term debt in capital structure.  Sensitivity analysis does not impact Staff’s modeling results 
but does answer questions looking at alternative inputs and scenarios. 
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TABLE 99 1 

 
A comparison of the peer groups used by Staff and PGE are set forth in 2 

Table 9 above.  Staff excluded sixteen of the companies used by PGE based 3 

 
9  See Exhibit Staff 102, Muldoon/2 for the full peer screening table. 

Abbreviated UE 416 UE 416
Utility PGE Staff

Allete Yes No
Alliant Yes Yes
Ameren Yes Yes
AEP Yes No
Avista Yes Yes
Black Hills Yes No

CenterPoint Yes No

CMS Yes No
Consol Ed No Yes
Dominion Yes No
Duke Yes No
Edison Int'l Yes No
Entergy Yes No
Evergy Yes Yes
Eversource No Yes
Exelon Yes No
IDACORP Yes Yes
MGE Yes No
NextEra Yes No
NorthWestern Yes Yes
OGE Yes Yes
Otter Tail Yes No
Pinnacle Yes Yes
Public Serv. Yes No
Sempra Yes Yes
Southern Yes No
WEC Yes Yes
Xcel Yes No
No. of Peers: 26 12
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on its screening criteria described above.  PGE excludes two of the companies 1 

used by Staff.  Ten companies were relied upon by both Staff and PGE. 2 

Q. Are there some elements of PGE’s peer screening that Staff does not 3 

agree with. 4 

A. Yes.  For example, PGE comparable utilities for modeling purposes need only 5 

have an investment grade credit rating.10  In contrast, Staff requires credit 6 

ratings within two notches of PGE’s S&P or Moody’s credit ratings as a criteria 7 

for inclusion in Staff’s peer group.  Presuming investors require a higher return 8 

over time for holding riskier stocks as determined by credit ratings, PGE’s 9 

method would select riskier peer utilities than PGE, which would inflate 10 

modeling returns.  Instead Staff tries to select peer utilities most like PGE, 11 

including consideration of PGE’s credit ratings. 12 

Q. What are the results of your multistage DCF models? 13 

A. See Table 10 below for the results from Staff’s three stage DCF modeling. 14 

TABLE 10 – RESULTS OF STAFF’S 3-STAGE DCF MODELING11 15 

 

Supporting Exhibit Staff/404, Muldoon/1 shows step-by-step how Staff’s 16 

Hamada adjusted Three-Stage DCF modeling results, using Staff peers and 17 

growth rates, generates a higher recommended ROE than using PGE’s peer 18 

electric utility group. 19 

 
10  See PGE/1000, Liddle-Villadsen/52. 
11  See Exhibit Staff/404, Muldoon/1 for the results of Staff three-stage DCF modeling. 

Best Fit Range of Reasonable ROEs 8.70% to 8.97% ROE
Common Stock Flotation Costs Adjustment Shifts Range of Reasonable ROE's Upward by : 12.5 bps

8.83% to 9.10% ROE
Midpoint 9.0% ROE Testimony

Staff Point ROE Recommendation: 9.0%
CAPM  and Single Stage DCF point to top and bottom respectively of Staff's Three Stage DCF Modeling Results 
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10 
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12 

13 

14 

15 
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Q. Does Staff Agree with PGE's assertion that the Company's requested 

ROE of 9.8 percent is reasonable? 

A. No. Averaging its Discounted Cash Flow (DCF), Capital Asset Pricing Model 

(CAPM), and Risk Premium, PGE comes up with an average range of 9. 7 

percent to 10.4 percent with a midpoint of 10 percent.12 Then PGE suggests 

that its requested point ROE of 9.8 percent is reasonable. PGE inflates its 

results while averaging in modeling results from CAPM, and Single Stage DCF 

that the Commission accepts only as checks on recommendations. Further 

PGE uses extreme or unreasonable inputs which push modeling results 

upward. 

Q. Please provide an example of an extreme input used in PGE's 

modeling. 

A. In its CAPM modeling PGE overstates its market risk premium estimate. 

Example 1 - NOT a Staff Recommendation: 
4.05% Rate as shown in Exhibit PGE/1000 PGE Staff Liddle· Villadsen/56 - Top Current Table 

Direct 11 .51 % Mkt Return as shown in Exhibit PGE/1000 PGE Staff Liddle - Villadsen/61 -Top Current Table 

--------- PGE Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) Testimony 7.46% 

Staff 3.961% R1 May 26, 2023 30-Yr UST Yield /WSJ www.wsj.com/market-<lata/bonds 

9.75% 30-Year S&P 500 Proxy Market Return Geometric Return 

5.79% 1--................ ---1 Staff30-Yr Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) 

3.806% R1 May 26, 2023 10-Yr UST Yield /WSJ www.wsj.com/market-<lata/bonds 

10.41% 10-Year S&P 500 Proxy Market Return Geometric Return 
6.60% ...._ __ ....,_........,.......,__, Staff 10-Yr Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) 

Note that PGE does not identify its "extreme" market risk premiums as such. 

12 See PGE/1000 Liddle-Villadsen 61. 
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RPGe = R,+Beta"MRP 

LT Debt VL 

Staff MRP 
30 Yr 
ROE 

Staff MRP 
10 Yr 
ROE 

PGE MRP 

PGE/1000 
ROE 

Screen Abbrev iated UE 416 UE416 UE416 Q4 2022 w VL Beta w VL Beta w VL Beta 

13 

# 
1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
30 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

Utility PGE Staff Sensitivity T ick er Beta CAPM CAPM CAPM 
Allete Yes No No ALE 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
Alliant Yes Yes Yes LNT 0.85 8.88% 9.42% 10.39% 
Ameren Yes Yes Yes AEE 0.85 8.88% 9.42% 10.39% 
AEP Yes No Yes AEP 0.75 8.30% 8.76% 9.65% 
Avista Yes Yes Yes AVA 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
Black Hdls Yes No Yes BKH 0.95 9.46% 10.08% 11.14% 
CenterPoint Yes No No CNP 1.10 10.33% 11.07% 12.26% 
CMS Yes No No CMS 0.80 8.59% 9.09% 10.02% 
Consol Ed No Yes Yes ED 0.75 8.30% 8.76% 9.65% 
Dominion Yes No No D 0.85 8.88% 9.42% 10.39% 
Duke Yes No Yes DUK 0.85 8.88% 9.42% 10.39% 
Edison lnfl Yes No No EIX 0 .95 9.46% 10.08% 11.14% 
Entergy Yes No No ETR 0 .95 9.46% 10.08% 11.14% 
Evergy Yes Yes Yes EVRG 0 .90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
Eversource No Yes Yes ES 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
Exelon Yes No No EXC 0.95 9.46% 10.08% 11.14% 
IDACORP Yes Yes Yes IDA 0.80 8.59% 9.09% 10.02% 
MGE Yes No No MGEE 0.75 8.30% 8.76% 9.65% 
NexlEra Yes No No NEE 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes NWE 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
OGE Yes Yes Yes OGE 1.00 9.75% 10.41% 11.51% 
Otter Tail Yes No Yes OTTR 0.85 8.88% 9.42% 10.39% 
Pi1nacle Yes Yes Yes PNW 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
PublicServ. Yes No No PEG 0.90 9.17% 9.75% 10.76% 
Semora Yes Yes Yes SRE 0.95 9.46% 10.08% 11.14% 
Southern Yes No No SRE 0.95 9.46% 10.08% 11 .14% 
WEC Yes Yes Yes so 0.95 9.46% 10.08% 11 .14% 
Xcel Yes No Yes WEC 0.80 8.59% 9.09% 10.02% 
No. of Peers: 26 12 17 VL Betas VL Betas VL Betas 

Company Screen Mean 9.1% 9.7% ... 10.7% 
Staff Screen Mean 9.1% 9.7% -- 10.7% 

Staff Sensitivity Screen Mean 9.0% 9.6% r- .... 10.6% 

Above is an example of how PGE generates ROE modeling results above 

average authorized electric utility ROEs over the last 12 months. 

Staff usually relies on a U.S. Treasury (UST) thirty-year bond as reported 

by the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) and 30-year monthly geometric returns for the 

Standard and Poor's (S&P) 500 index as a proxy for market returns. If one 

instead uses an extreme arithmetic market return of 11.5% (from 1926 to 

2023) generating a 7.46% risk premium, one can inflate the results of a 

CAPM model with few inputs13 to an extreme result of 10.70 percent, which 

is a full percent above average authorized ROEs in rates cases across the 

U.S. over the last year. 

See PGE/1000, Liddle-Villadsen where PGE uses the yield on a 20-year U.S. Government 
Bond as a modeling risk-free rate for purposes of the Company's analysis. 
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Q. Is calculation of a market risk premium calculated from 1926-2003 a 1 

good predictor of future U.S. stock returns? 2 

A. No.  Since returns over the last thirty years are lower than those experienced 3 

earlier in PGE’s date range, which includes post-World-War II economic 4 

expansion in the U.S, expectations should mirror the recent 30 years returns.  5 

According to Ibbotson, reliance on a date range like PGE’s would overstate 6 

likely future market returns.14  The combination of a 20-year UST as a risk-free 7 

rate and a very long (almost 100-year) arithmetic market return is an odd 8 

choice, which Staff notes inflates PGE’s CAPM output. 9 

Q. Is Staff suggesting that CAPM is not a good model to check results of 10 

other modeling Staff performs, as advised by the Commission? 11 

A. No.  Rather, Staff shows why the Commission accepts CAPM only as a check 12 

on ROE modeling and demonstrates how one can abuse the model.  If one 13 

eliminates unreasonable modeling inputs, selects only peer electric utilities 14 

most like PGE using Staff’s standard screening methods, and eliminates the 15 

Company’s Risk Premium Modeling, you arrive at a result equal to Staff’s ROE 16 

recommendations.15  17 

According to Regulatory Research Associates (RRA), an affiliate of S&P, 18 

the average ROE authorized for electric utilities rose to 9.54 percent for rate 19 

cases decided in 2022 from the 9.38 percent average for cases decided in 20 

 
14  See “The Equity Risk Premium” by William N. Goetzmann and Roger G. Ibbotson available on 

Amazon.com. 
15  Exhibits Staff/402 – /406 show how Staff’s recommendations are generated. 
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2021.16  PGE’s recommendations do not seem to have any correlation 1 

whatsoever to prevailing state commission decisions regarding authorized 2 

ROE in rate case decisions in the last year.17 3 

GROWTH RATES USED IN THIRD STAGE OF DCF MODELS18,19 4 

Q. What long-term growth rates did you use in Staff’s two three-stage 5 

DCF models?20,21 6 

A. Staff used three different long-term growth rates, with different methods 7 

employed in developing each. 8 

The first method uses the U.S. Congressional Budget Office’s (CBO)  9 

4.05 percent nominal 20-year GDP growth rate estimate. 10 

Staff’s second Composite Growth Rate applies a 50 percent weight to the 11 

average annual growth rate resulting from estimates of long-term GDP by the 12 

U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), the Organization for Economic 13 

Co-operation and Development (OECD), the U.S. Social Security 14 

Administration (SSA), and the Congressional Budget Office’s (CBO), with each 15 

 
16  See Exhibit Staff/409, Muldoon for “Average Authorized ROEs in 2022” by Lisa Fontanella, 

RRA. 
17  The ROE determinations authorized by state public utility commissions for electric utilities 

in 2022 ranged from 7.85% to 10.80%, with an average of 9.54% and a median of 9.50%, 
according to Regulatory Research Associates (RRA) an affiliate of S&P Global Market 
Intelligence.  CIQ Pro: RRA Regulatory Focus: Electric authorized ROEs rebound in 2022 as 
interest rates bounce higher (spglobal.com) 

18 See Exhibit Staff/406, Muldoon1 for BEA historical GDP growth rates. 
19  See Exhibit Staff/407, Muldoon1 for TIPS implied long-run inflation rates. 
20  Methods used here related to GDP-based growth rates are similar, if not identical to methods 

Staff has used in past proceedings.  See, as an example, Staff’s discussion of these methods 
and, to a limited extent, their conceptual underpinnings in Docket No. UE 233, Exhibit Staff/800, 
Storm/46 – 52.  Growth rates relied upon by Staff are also shown in Exhibit Staff/104, 
Muldoon/1 

21  See three-stage DCF models X and Y in Exhibit Staff/403. 
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receiving one-quarter of that 50 percent weight.22  The remaining 50 percent is 1 

the average annual historical real GDP growth rate, established using 2 

regression analysis of U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) Nominal 3 

Historical,1980 Q1 – 2022 Q4, for the period 1980 through 2021 to which we 4 

apply a TIPS implied inflation forecast. 5 

Staff’s third “Near Historical” Stage 3 annual growth rate, is the earlier 6 

BEA derived projection which presumes the future will look much like the past.  7 

Table 7 below captures LT GDP growth rates Staff used. 8 

TABLE 11 9 
GROWTH RATES STAFF RELIED UPON 10 

 

Q. Did your analysis reflect a synthetic forward curve? 11 

A. Yes. Staff utilized synthetic forward curve using UST Treasury Inflation 12 

Protected Securities (TIPS) break-even points.  This reflects implied market-13 

 
22  The EIA is the Energy Information Administration within the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), 

OMB is the Office of Management and Budget, and CBO is the Congressional Budget Office. 
EIA and OMB’s estimates are of nominal GDP.  We applied to CBO’s estimate of real GDP as 
an inflation rate for the relevant timeframe developed using the Treasury Inflation-Protected 
Securities method described by Staff in testimony in multiple recent general rate case 
proceedings. 

Component Real
Rate

TIPS
Inflation
Forecast

20-Yr
Nominal

Rate
Weight Weighted

Rate

Energy Information Administration (EIA) 2.20% 2.33% 4.58% 12.50% 0.57%
Organization for Economic Co-operation
    and Development (OECD) 1.49% 2.33% 3.85% 12.50% 0.48%

 Social Security Administration (SSA) 2.00% 2.33% 4.38% 12.50% 0.55%
Congressional Budget Office CBO) 1.75% 2.33% 4.12% 12.50% 0.52%

BEA Nominal Historical,1980 Q1 – 2022 Q4 2.64% 2.33% 5.03% 50.0% 2.52%

Composite 100% 4.63% Composite
Congressional Budget Office

Long-Term 20-Year Budget Outlook 4.05% 100.0% 4.05% CBO

BEA Nominal Historical,1980 Q1 – 2022 Q4 2.64% 2.33% 5.03% 100.0% 5.03% Near Historical

Stage 3 – Long-Term Annual Dividend and EPS Growth Rates
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based inflationary expectations.  Staff’s recommendations are consistent with 1 

market activity indicating investor expectations of future inflation. 2 

Staff assumes for purposes of its three-stage DCF modeling that LDC 3 

utility growth is bounded by the growth of the U.S. economy, and more 4 

specifically impacted by challenges regarding U.S. population, workforce 5 

participation, and productivity in the long-run (20-year) modeling period. 6 

Q. Assuming that future U.S. GDP growth will mirror the growth 7 

experienced in the past 30 years, would a ROE based on that 8 

assumption still fall within Staff’s recommended range? 9 

A. Yes.  Staff extracted and ran regression on data from the U.S. Bureau of 10 

Economic Analysis (BEA) to generate the annual real historical GDP growth 11 

rate.  Staff recommended range of ROEs includes values that presume GDP 12 

growth over the next 30 years would look like that of the past 30 years 13 

informed by other federal projections. 14 

Q. How do your growth rates compare to the Company’s? 15 

A. Staff’s 20-year GDP growth rate estimates of 4.50 percent from the CBO; 16 

4.58 percent aggregated from the EIA, 4.38 percent from the SSA, and 17 

5.03 percent from Staff’s regression analysis of BEA historical data of 18 

4.95 percent are all higher than the Company’s proposed 3.90 percent – 19 

which is closer to Staff’s 3.85 percent EIA values.  Because higher growth 20 

rates typically result in higher estimates of ROE, the fact that Staff uses a 21 

higher growth rate than PGE means that Staff is using more favorable 22 

assumptions for PGE than PGE itself assumes.  23 
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Q. How do your methods employed in this case differ from those utilized 1 

by Staff in recent general rate cases? 2 

A. Staff’s methods and modeling parallel those employed by Staff in recent 3 

electric utility general rate cases.  Staff continues to look primarily to referent 4 

federal sources for long-term GDP growth rates which weight long-run 5 

population, workforce participation, and productivity higher than current 6 

financial market events and global events with shorter if not transitory effects.  7 

Nevertheless, Staff monitors current financial news, and this testimony is 8 

informed by such.23 9 

Q. Describe the two three-stage DCF models on which you primarily rely. 10 

A. Staff’s first model is a conventional three-stage discounted dividend model, 11 

which Staff denotes as a “30-year Three-stage Discounted Dividend Model with 12 

Terminal Valuation based on Growing Perpetuity” (referred to as “Model X”).  13 

This model captures the thinking of a money manager at a pension fund or 14 

insurance company, or other institutional investor, who expects to keep the 15 

Company’s stock indefinitely and use the dividend cash flow to meet future 16 

obligations. 17 

Staff’s second model is the “30-year Three-stage Discounted Dividend 18 

Model with Terminal Valuation Based on P/E Ratio” (referred to as “Model Y”).  19 

This model best fits the investor who has a goal they are working toward.  In 20 

addition to the income stream from dividends, this investor intends to sell the 21 

 
23  See Exhibit Staff/408, Muldoon/23, /30, /43, /45, and /50 for news that investors in electric 

utilities are seeing. 
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stock as the goal is reached. 1 

Both models require, for each proxy company analyzed by Staff, a 2 

“current” market price per share of common stock, estimates of dividends per 3 

share to be received over the next five years calculated from information 4 

provided by Value Line, and a long-term growth rate applicable to dividends 5 

10- to 30-years out.  On this last point, Staff always recommends the 6 

Commission be particularly vigilant for any substitution of a short-term growth 7 

rate for a long-term 20- to 30-year growth rate.  Some growth rates labeled 8 

“long” may be supported by information looking at the next ten years or less 9 

into the future. 10 

For a smooth transition, Staff steps the rate of dividend growth between 11 

the near-term (the next five years) and that of long-run expectations. 12 

Q. How does Model X calculate the terminal value of dividends as a 13 

perpetual cash flow into the future? 14 

A. Model X includes a terminal value calculation, in which Staff assumes 15 

dividends per share grow indefinitely at the rate of growth in Stage 3 (“growing 16 

perpetuity”).  In contrast, Model Y terminates in a sale of stock where the price 17 

is determined by our escalated price/earnings (P/E) ratio. 18 

Q. Why is thirty years the primary horizon for financial decision-making? 19 

A. Investors focus on the 30-year U.S. Treasury (UST) Bond against alternate 20 

investment opportunities.  Thirty years is a generally accepted period for 21 

economists to ascribe to one generation.  It is a common length of time for 22 

mortgages of plants, equipment, and homes.  Many institutional holders of 23 
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utility securities match the cash flows from utility dividends to future obligations, 1 

such as the payout of life insurance, preparing to meet future pension and 2 

post-retirement obligations, and interest service for borrowing.  Individuals plan 3 

for the education of their children, ownership of their home, and provision for 4 

their retirement on this same multi-decade timeframe. 5 

Staff uses five years for Stage One, as that is the timeframe for which 6 

Value Line estimates of future dividends are available.  This is as far as Value 7 

Line projects near-future trends.  Staff also uses five years for Stage Two as a 8 

reasonable length of time for individual company’s dividend growth rates that 9 

are materially different from the growth rate used in Stage Three (and common 10 

to all companies) to converge to a LT dividend growth rate more representative 11 

of all electric utilities. 12 

Q. How do you address dividend timing?24 13 

A. Each model uses two sets of calculations that differ in the assumed timing of 14 

dividend receipt.  One set of calculations is based on the standard assumption 15 

that the investor receives dividends at the end of each period. 16 

The second set of calculations assumes the investor receives dividends 17 

at the beginning of each period.  Each model averages the unadjusted ROE 18 

values to generate an Internal Rate of Return (IRR)  produced with each set of 19 

calculations for each peer utility.  This approach accounts for the time value of 20 

money, closely replicating actual quarterly receipt of dividends by investors. 21 

 
24  See Exhibit Staff/409 for Value Line (VL) information relied on in this testimony regarding 

publicly traded electric utilities. 
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Q. What price do you use for each peer utility’s stock? 1 

A. Staff used the average of closing prices for each utility from the first trading day 2 

in January, February, and March 2023, to represent a reasonable snapshot of 3 

utility stock prices. 4 

Q. Do you capture both the perspective of a buy and hold investor and an 5 

investor who plans to sell in the future? 6 

A. Yes.  Staff’s recommended 9.0 percent point ROE is consistent with findings 7 

modeling the perspectives of both types of investors through Staff’s two 8 

different three-stage DCF models. 9 

Q. Does this approach capture a reasonable set of investor expectations 10 

similar to Staff’s analysis in other recent general rate cases? 11 

A. Yes.  Staff modeling captures the expectations of investors who think that: A) 12 

the non-partisan CBO is reliable; B) blended federal agency expert analysis 13 

also informs the historical track record; and C) one should be optimistic about 14 

the economy’s long-run growth, provided there are still enough non-retired 15 

adult Americans to make it happen 20 years from now. 16 

Q. Is it appropriate to use estimates of long-term GDP growth rates to 17 

estimate future dividends for electric utilities? 18 

A. Yes.  In many of the Company’s prior rate cases, Staff has shared plots of U.S. 19 

electric demand growth since 1950 on a three-year moving average.  This 20 

downward trending consumption curve allows GDP growth to be a 21 

conservative proxy for both electric utility sales and dividend growth rates. 22 
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Q. Can relying on a long-term GDP growth rate overstate required ROE? 1 

A. Yes.  It is possible that Staff modeling anticipates greater growth than may be 2 

realized and so overstates required ROE to attract investors.  Our highest 3 

growth rate presumes return to near historical U.S. GDP growth rates. 4 

Q. Is it important to distinguish between long-run 20- to 30-year rates and 5 

rates over the next five years? 6 

A. Yes.  Over-extrapolating a snapshot of short-term data undermines confidence 7 

in modeling results.  For example, Value Line, Blue Chip, and a variety of other 8 

financial resources focus primarily on the next five years.  The next five years 9 

may be affected by recent events.  Over the long run, population and 10 

productivity are the key drivers of economic growth.  This is of concern with 11 

declines in the rate of growth of America’s population.25 12 

Q. In Staff’s two different three-stage DCF models, Staff is looking for 13 

growth rates for a period between 10 and 30 years in the future, or an 14 

average of 20-years out.  Why not just use a five- or ten-year 15 

projection? 16 

A. Staff could use a five- or ten-year projection, but there is better information 17 

available.  If a primary concern is whether enough Americans are both working 18 

and highly productive to support a robustly growing economy 30 years from 19 

now, 10-year data will not be the most useful.  This is because 10-year data is 20 

not yet impacted by retirement of persons born in 1960 or persons not 21 

 
25  See Exhibit Staff/408, Muldoon/1 and /43 for long-run concerns about birth rate declines. 
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immigrating and not being born to U.S. families now.  A better solution is to use 1 

data that is projected with those difficulties in mind, i.e., 30-year data. 2 

HAMADA EQUATION 3 

Q. Your application of the Hamada Equation to un-lever peer utility capital 4 

structures and to re-lever at PGE’s target capital structure increases 5 

required ROE.  Why is this adjustment reasonable? 6 

A. Staff employs the Hamada Equation to better compare companies with 7 

different capital structures driven by differing amounts of outstanding debt.  As 8 

earlier discussed, Staff applied screening criteria already identify peers that 9 

have a very close capital structure to the Company.  Use of the Hamada-10 

adjusted results helps ensure that Staff has captured all material risk in our 11 

analysis because it captures additional risk associated with varying capital 12 

structure. 13 

Within the confines of Staff’s testimony, one can see the steps to un-lever 14 

and re-lever a peer company’s capital structure as the equivalent of removing 15 

debt of peer companies with varying capital structures, and then adding 16 

enough debt back to equal the Company’s balanced target capital structure in 17 

this general rate case. 18 

Q. What accounts for differences in peer capital structures? 19 

A. Each of the two models employs the Hamada equation26 to calculate an 20 

adjustment for differences in capital structure between each peer utility and the 21 

 
26  Dr. Robert Hamada’s Equation as used in Staff/404 separates the financial risk of a levered 

firm, represented by its mix of common stock, preferred stock, and debt, from its fundamental 
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Staff-proposed capital structure for the Company.  When few peer utilities are 1 

available, the Hamada equation ensures Staff’s analysis addresses differences 2 

in peer utility capital structures. 3 

Q. Why is it important to consider capital structure when modeling ROE? 4 

A. Different amounts of debt financing along with different tax rates result in 5 

disparate risk profiles among peer utilities used in ROE modeling to 6 

approximate the unknown appropriate ROE for the utility examined.  All else 7 

equal, with more debt in a capital structure, investors require higher 8 

expected equity returns to compensate for the increased risk.  Debt has a 9 

higher call on the company’s available cash, and so less cash is available 10 

for equity holders.  Staff uses the Hamada’s equation, named after Robert 11 

Hamada, to separate the financial risk of a levered firm from its business 12 

risk, and adjust the results of peer utilities to have results as though they 13 

had the same capital structure as the utility for whom an appropriate ROE is 14 

sought. 15 

Q. Did Staff consider what modeling outcomes would result from using a 16 

larger peer capital structure screen with a sensitivity peer group with 17 

40 percent to 60 percent debt, carrying more interest rate risk than 18 

PGE? 19 

A. Yes.  Inclusive of Hamada adjustments, the higher debt sensitivity peer group 20 

would decrease Staff’s recommended ROE by 24 basis points.  While the 21 

 
business risk.  Staff corrects its ROE modeling for divergent amounts of debt, also referred to as 
leverage, between the Company and its peers. 
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Hamada equation addresses the capital structure itself to a certain degree, 1 

Companies taking on more debt may also be taking on more risk in other areas 2 

than finance.  In general, Staff screens to select companies most like the utility 3 

it seeks to identify a best range of reasonable ROEs and point ROE for. 4 

Q. Did Staff use robust and proven analytical methodologies? 5 

A. Yes.  Staff’s methods are robust, proven, and parallel Staff’s work for many 6 

years.  The Commission, for example, expressly relies on the multi-stage DCF 7 

to determine the range of ROEs and relies on CAPM and risk premium models 8 

to check the reasonableness of results.  This can be seen in Order No. 22-129 9 

in PGE Docket No. UE 394 as well as in Order No. 20-473 in PAC Docket No. 10 

UE 374. 11 

Q. Describe how you performed your analysis. 12 

A. Using the cohort of proxy companies that met our screens, Staff ran each of 13 

Staff’s two three-stage DCF models three times, each time using a different 14 

long-term growth rate. 15 

Q. Was your analysis consistent with a top supportable finding of 16 

9.1 percent ROE? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. Would applying Hamada adjustments like Staff does with three stage 19 

discounted cash flow modeling increase the outputs of CAPM and 20 

Single Stage DCF models? 21 

A. Yes.  PGE does so in this rate case, and the Company also performs after-tax 22 

Hamada adjustments to CAPM and Single Stage modeling.  PGE also uses 23 
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ECAPM, a variant of CAPM not recognized by the Commission, combined with 1 

what look like arithmetic 10-year market returns to boost results of these 2 

models. 3 

Q. Does use of arithmetic returns rather than geometric returns for a 4 

referent market index like the S&P 500 make much difference? 5 

A. Yes.  PGE used arithmetic returns in this rate case and also performs after 6 

taxes Hamada adjustments straining CAPM and single stage modeling.  As 7 

seen in Chart 1 below, inappropriate use of arithmetic market returns can 8 

inflate modeling inputs by different amounts depending on the number of years 9 

one measures returns over.27 10 

 
27  See e.g., In re Pacific Northwest Bell Company, et al., UT 43, Order No. 87-406,  (March 31, 

1987) (“A geometric average should be used to derive the market risk premium when CAPM is 
focused on a holding period greater than one year.”); In re GTE Northwest, Inc., UT 113, Order 
No. 94-336 (February 22, 1994)(“ The arithmetic mean provides a better measure of typical 
performance over a single historical period (e.g. one year). The geometric mean, however, is 
the best estimate of the ending value of an investment over multiple periods.”). 
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PGE also uses empirical (ECAPM), a variant of CAPM not recognized by 

the Commission, combined with what look like arithmetic 10-year market 

returns to boost results of these models. PGE makes what it calls direct 

empirical adjustments to CAPM.28 By effectively pivoting results upward, PGE 

generates results of 11.3 percent to 11.5 percent ROE. Though such results 

do not seem to have much relation to authorized ROEs in the last year in the 

U.S. on average, PGE indicates that manipulating its modeling in th is manner 

somehow makes the Company's requested 9.8 percent ROE reasonable. 29 

28 See PGE/1000, Liddle-Villadsen/58. 
29 See Figure 11 of PGE/1000, Liddle-Villadsen/61 . 
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Q. Is Staff’s point recommendation herein immalleable? 1 

A. Staff will continue to analyze analysis and testimony as well as incremental 2 

data requests and the work of intervenors and the Company’s response 3 

thereto.  At this time, Staff has shown how use of a 10-year geometric market 4 

risk premium can increase certain modeling results to +/- 20 bps of PGE’s 5 

currently authorized ROE.  While Staff does not agree with this approach and 6 

has concerns with much of PGE’s methodology, Staff will continue to be 7 

informed by ongoing work of participants in this rate case and Staff may update 8 

its positions based on new information or analysis, including that from financial 9 

market conditions.  The use of geometric results is further supported by the fact 10 

that PGE receives a continuous stream of revenues over the year and can 11 

reinvest those revenues.  This is consistent with using a geometric 12 

calculation.30 13 

BALANCED APPROACH TO ROE 14 

Q. Are your results robust given uncertainty around COVID-19, high 15 

inflation, U.S. Federal Reserve (Fed) intent to raise interest rates, and a 16 

major war in Eastern Europe further disrupting global supply chains? 17 

 
30  See In re Pacific Northwest Bell Company, Order No. 87-406 (“The yield to maturity on the 

Treasury Notes used by the Commissioner in development of the risk-free rate is 
a geometric average that reflects the benefits of compounding interim returns.  To develop a 
consistent model, the method used in estimating the market risk premium also must reflect 
compounding.  Staff's geometric average model does that and does it for the appropriate 
holding period.  PNB's arithmetic average contemplates no reinvestment of short-term earnings. 
As a result, it overstates the market risk premium.”). 
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A. Yes.  The downward glide path for ROE in Figure 1 below is not linear and may 1 

fluctuate through these uncertainties, but long-run GDP growth rates are 2 

mostly determined by the long future U.S. working age population and its 3 

productivity.31 4 

FIGURE 1 – Downward Glide Path of Utility ROES32 5 

 

Q. What trend is Staff seeing? 6 

A. Since 1990, according to Regulatory Research Associates (RRA), Electric and 7 

Electric Utility authorized ROEs have declined as the 30-year US Treasury 8 

(UST) has also declined.  While the Fed is now raising interest rates, there is 9 

 
31  See Exhibit Staff/408, Muldoon/1, 20 for pertinent population growth rates. 
32  Published by Regulatory Research Associates (RRA), an affiliate of S&P Global Market 

Intelligence on Feb. 10, 2022. 
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considerable uncertainty whether the Fed may need to decrease interest rates 1 

as soon as inflation is under better control, or the U.S. economy experiences 2 

duress due to such a rapid tightening cycle. 3 

Q. When will updated growth forecasts be available from referent federal 4 

agencies? 5 

A. Staff expects federal agencies to update long-run (20-year out and longer) 6 

forecasts this summer.  Staff intends to update its modeling in its next round of 7 

testimony to incorporate updated information available then. 8 

GORDON GROWTH MODEL – As Check on ROE Findings 9 

Q. What is the Gordon Growth model? 10 

A. The Gordon Growth model (or Single Stage DCF model), similarly to the 11 

Three-Stage DCF model, is based on the principle that a company’s value is 12 

equal to the net present value (NPV) of all its future cash flows and the 13 

company’s current stock price.  The Single-Stage DCF uses simpler 14 

assumptions than other models however, with dividend payments 15 

representing the only cash flow, and an assumption that growth will remain 16 

constant in perpetuity.33 17 

Q. What are the positive aspects and potential shortfalls of the DCF 18 

model? 19 

A. The most positive aspect of the Single-Stage model is its simplicity.  An 20 

analyst can use this model to calculate a rudimentary cost of equity 21 

 
33  See Docket No. UG 347, Staff/1300, Muldoon Watson/31 – 39, for further discussion of the 

Single-Stage DCF model, and the Commission’s historical treatment of its results. 
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valuations without needing complex inputs or analysis, beyond selecting a 1 

trusted source for the next quarter’s expected dividends.  In fact, after some 2 

algebraic simplification, the return can be expressed by: 3 

𝑅𝑅 =
𝐷𝐷1
𝑃𝑃0

+ 𝑔𝑔 4 

Where 𝑹𝑹 is estimated ROE, 𝑫𝑫𝟏𝟏 is the first dividend paid after stock 5 

purchase, 𝑷𝑷𝟎𝟎 is the stock price, and 𝒈𝒈 is the growth rate. 6 

Caution and discretion must be used when sourcing inputs to the 7 

model, for example, growth rates should be based on well vetted and 8 

reliable sources, as opposed to sell-side marketing information used by 9 

investment advisors to entice new investors.  This is important to bear in 10 

mind when considering the results of any Single-Stage model, as reliance 11 

on overly optimistic inputs or use of outboard after-the-fact adjustments can 12 

have a large impact on the model output. 13 

The Single-Stage model is based on simple principles and serves as a 14 

rough estimation of investor required ROE.  It cannot incorporate known, 15 

measurable, and material information about the future usually built into 16 

Three-Stage DCF analysis.  For this reason, Staff, consistent with 17 

Commission precedent, has traditionally only relied on it as a sensitivity 18 

check when rate making. 19 
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Q. How does Staff determine the dividend flow and growth rate for the 1 

single-stage DCF? 2 

A. Much like Staff’s Multi-Stage DCF, Staff sources its expected dividends from 3 

Value Line.  We calculate the average dividend growth rate by comparing 4 

the expected dividend by Value Line and actual dividend for each for each 5 

company in the peer screen. 6 

Q. What inputs does Staff use to build Staff’s single-stage DCF model? 7 

A. Staff uses the same representative draw of stock prices to build its single-8 

stage DCF model as it uses in the three-stage DCF model.  Current 9 

dividends and anticipated dividend growth are sourced from Value Line. 10 

Q. What are the results of Staff’s Gordon Growth model? 11 

A. Using Staff’s peer utility screen, the average required ROE under Staff’s 12 

Gordon Growth model is 8.5 percent. 13 
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TABLE 1234 1 

 

The average required ROE increased to 8.8 percent if the Company’s 2 

larger peer screen is used.  Staff’s sensitivity peer group allowing for Debt up 3 

to 60 percent of capital structure also increases the modeling result to 4 

8.8 percent.  Findings in Table 12 above support Staff’s recommended ROE of 5 

9.0 percent being within a range of reasonable ROEs. 6 

  

 
34  See Exhibit Staff/405, Muldoon/4 for Staff’s full Gordon Growth Model. 

Staff's Representative Single Stage (Gordon Growth) Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) Model
Presumes the Peer Utility will pay its divident as a fixed multiple of growth into the future as it is now.
The results would be true only if the utility stock's dividends were to grow at a constant rate forever.

Value of Stock (P0) = D1 / (k- g) Stock Price Now = Next Year's Dividend / (Required Stock Return - Growth in Dividends) 
k = (D1 / P0) + g Required Rate of Return on Utility Equity = ( Next Year's VL Dividend / Recent Stock Price ) - Perpetual Growth
This Model Implies: Points toward Upper End of Staff's 3-Stage DCF Modeling Results

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
= 9 + 10

LT Debt Recent Current Next VL Anticipated VL Investor
Screen Abbreviated UE 416 UE 416 UE 416 Stock Dividend Annual Dividend Dividend Required Screen

# Utility PGE Staff Sensitivity Ticker $ Price Yield Dividend Yield Growth ROE #
1 1 Allete Yes No No ALE 62.92 4.1% 2.70 4.3% 3.5% 7.7% 1 1
2 2 Alliant Yes Yes Yes LNT 53.45 3.2% 1.81 3.4% 6.0% 9.4% 2 2
3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes AEE 85.61 2.8% 2.52 2.9% 7.2% 10.2% 3 3
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes AEP 91.96 3.4% 3.35 3.6% 5.8% 9.5% 4 4
5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes AVA 42.16 4.2% 1.83 4.3% 4.0% 8.3% 6 5
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes BKH 68.02 3.5% 2.53 3.7% 5.2% 9.0% 7 6
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No CNP 29.01 2.4% 0.77 2.7% 1.9% 4.6% 8 7
8 9 CMS Yes No No CMS 61.74 3.0% 1.94 3.1% 5.9% 9.0% 9 8
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes ED 93.12 3.4% 3.24 3.5% 2.5% 6.0% 10 9

10 11 Dominion Yes No No D 60.27 4.4% 2.83 4.7% 0.9% 5.6% 11 10
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes DUK 99.38 4.0% 4.06 4.1% 2.0% 6.1% 13 11
12 14 Edison Int'l Yes No No EIX 65.58 4.3% 2.95 4.5% 5.4% 9.9% 14 12
13 15 Entergy Yes No No ETR 106.59 3.8% 4.30 4.0% 5.2% 9.3% 15 13
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes EVRG 61.29 3.8% 2.48 4.0% 6.8% 10.9% 16 14
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes ES 80.03 3.2% 2.70 3.4% 6.4% 9.8% 17 15
16 18 Exelon Yes No No EXC 41.74 3.2% 1.45 3.5% 2.6% 6.0% 18 16
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes IDA 105.73 2.9% 3.25 3.1% 6.6% 9.7% 22 17
18 23 MGE Yes No No MGEE 71.56 2.2% 1.66 2.3% 4.6% 7.0% 23 18
19 24 NextEra Yes No No NEE 75.98 2.2% 1.87 2.5% 10.2% 12.7% 24 19
20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes NWE 58.05 4.3% 2.56 4.4% 1.9% 6.3% 25 20
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes OGE 38.16 4.3% 1.70 4.5% 2.9% 7.4% 26 21
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes OTTR 64.83 2.5% 1.76 2.7% 6.8% 9.5% 27 22
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes PNW 74.82 4.6% 3.48 4.7% 2.4% 7.1% 30 23
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No PEG 60.80 3.6% 2.28 3.8% 5.6% 9.4% 33 24
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes SRE 153.82 3.0% 4.80 3.1% 6.1% 9.2% 34 25
26 35 Southern Yes No No SO 67.69 4.0% 2.78 4.1% 3.4% 7.5% 35 26
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes SO 67.69 4.0% 3.11 4.6% 7.0% 11.6% 36 27
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes WEC 91.88 3.2% 2.07 2.3% 6.8% 9.1% 37 28

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean
Company Screen 8.5% ROE

Staff Screen 8.8% ROE
Staff Sensitivity Screen 8.8% ROE

 Points toward lower end of Staff's 3 Stage DCF Modeling results.
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CAPM – As Check on ROE Findings 1 

Q. What is the Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM)? 2 

A. The CAPM assumes that a stock’s return on equity is a function of a risk-free 3 

return and a risk premium and that the risk premium should be augmented by a 4 

company’s level of risk relative to the market, which is captured by Beta or 𝛽𝛽.  5 

All told, CAPM takes the form: 6 

𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹 𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹𝑹 = 𝑹𝑹𝒇𝒇 + 𝜷𝜷(𝑹𝑹𝒎𝒎 − 𝑹𝑹𝒇𝒇) 7 

Where 𝑹𝑹𝒇𝒇 is the risk-free rate and 𝑹𝑹𝒎𝒎 is the market return.  Generally, the risk-8 

free rate is assumed to be the rate of return on bonds.  Taking cues from long-9 

standing financial modelling, Staff calculates its CAPM using the yield on 30-10 

year and 10-year US Treasury bonds as stand-ins the risk-free rate. 11 

Q. Should the Commission scrutinize CAPM carefully? 12 

A. Yes.  CAPM only relies on a few inputs.  In this case, there are three inputs: 13 

the risk-free rate, the market return, and the choice of Beta.  Although it is 14 

generally agreed that the rate of return on US Treasury bond is the proper 15 

choice for the risk-free rate, there is much discussion about what maturity 16 

should be used for Beta and the market return. 17 

There are a variety of sources to find or calculate both Beta and the 18 

market return.  Because there are so many sources for two inputs into this 19 

simple model, an uninformed or malicious investigator could use 20 

unrepresentative values to motivate abnormal required returns.  It is therefore 21 

of the utmost importance to be thoughtful and consistent in choosing CAPM 22 

parameters.  In Commission activities, we have standardized on Value Line 23 
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(VL) Betas that are broadly used to give apples-to-apples modeling output 1 

comparisons.  Staff has used CAPM for validation rather than rate setting in 2 

past cases. 3 

Q. Where do you find information on companies’ Beta estimates? 4 

A. Estimates of Beta can be found from many sources including Bloomberg, 5 

Yahoo Finance, and VL.  Traditionally, the Commission has relied on Value 6 

Line’s Beta estimates to conduct analysis to maintain consistency in regulation 7 

between rate cases.  The perils of switching between Beta estimates, known 8 

as “Beta shopping,” will be addressed later in this testimony. 9 

Q. Where do you find information on market returns? 10 

A. Market returns can also be found or calculated from a variety of places.  Two 11 

common sources for market returns are historical returns on stock market 12 

indices and projections for future growth.  As earlier discussed, care should be 13 

taken in selecting a market return due to the volatile nature of the stock market. 14 

Q. What issues can arise from an improper market return selection? 15 

A. For any company with a positive Beta, a higher market return translates directly 16 

into a higher required return according to the CAPM formula.  Overstating 17 

market returns, a required return estimate can vary by up to three percent for a 18 

typical regulated utility. 19 

Q. How does Staff recommend that market returns be calculated? 20 

A. Staff recommends that market returns be calculated based off the historic long-21 

run growth rates of stocks and an up-to-date measure of the risk-free rate.  By 22 

using historical averages, a modeler does not run the risk of a large shock in 23 
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one period unnecessarily augmenting estimated returns, much like the large 1 

negative shock caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, the roaring economic 2 

recovery post-pandemic, or the ongoing conflict in Ukraine. 3 

As has been done in past rate cases, Staff uses the market risk premium 4 

calculated by Ibbotson and the implied market risk premium from Morningstar’s 5 

Stocks, Bonds, Bills and Inflation 2015 Classic Yearbook, which measures 6 

average returns since 1926.  These two sources imply that the risk premium 7 

would be 4.5 percent and 6.0 percent, respectively.  Staff also calculates 8 

market risk premiums as described herein using annualized monthly data for 9 

30 years of geometric S&P 500 returns paired with current 30-year UST yields. 10 

Q. What recommendations do you have for the maximum authorized ROE 11 

according to CAPM? 12 

A. As stated previously, Staff only uses CAPM for validation rather than rate 13 

setting due to its historic unreliability.  Within Staff’s peer utility screen, the 14 

estimated ROEs from Staff’s CAPM under Staff assumptions average 15 

9.1 percent.  Using the Company’s peer screen and Staff’s methods, the 16 

average estimated ROE observed is 9.1 percent.  If one uses a nearly 100-17 

year arithmetic return combined with a 20-year UST risk free rate, one can 18 

boost results to 10.7 percent similar to that found in PGE’s testimony. 19 
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Q. Has the Commission determined that CAPM should not be relied upon 1 

as a stand-alone modeling method? 2 

A. Yes.  The Commission made this determination in two general rate cases in 3 

2001 with the issuance of Order No. 01-777 and Order No. 01-787, but still 4 

permits use of the CAPM as a check on other modeling methods employed.35  5 

  

 
35  In the Matter of Portland General Electric, Docket No. UE 115, Order No. 01-777 at 32 

(August 31, 2001).  In the Matter of PGE, Docket No. UE 116, Order No. 01-787 at 21 
(September 7, 2001). 
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9. CONCLUSION 1 

Q. What primary summary recommendation do those offering public 2 

comments make to the Commission? 3 

A. The frequency and magnitude of PGE’s rate increases is straining Oregon 4 

utility customers’ means and appears unsustainable to those sharing their 5 

personal experiences with the Commission. 6 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding ROE? 7 

A. Staff recommends that the Commission adopt a point ROE of 9.0 percent 8 

consistent with the findings herein within a range of reasonable ROEs between 9 

8.83 percent and 9.1 percent. 10 

Q. What Rate of Return (ROR) is generated by the Staff’s aggregated Cost 11 

of Capital recommendations on Capital Structure, ROE, and Cost of 12 

Long-Term Debt? 13 

A. Staff’s calculations generate a 6.647 percent Overall Rate of Return (ROR).  14 

Though 17 bps lower than the Company last authorized ROR, this is a fair and 15 

reasonable recommendation to the Commission. 16 

Q. Does Staff offer one possible way to mitigate some of the impact of 17 

this general rate increase? 18 

A. Yes.  Applying deferred monies in Docket No. UM 2217 from PGE’s 19 

transmission rate case before FERC as a credit against the revenue 20 

requirement herein in UE 416 could lessen the immediate shock of PGE’s 21 

largest ever proposed general rate increase, by reducing PGE’s 2024 test year 22 

request by $18,391,138 for one year. 23 
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Staff cautions that both Staff and PGE are making assumptions to 1 

generate the approximate above future values, and that actual numbers will 2 

change.  Staff will work with Company and intervenors to consider not just 3 

specific issues raised in this general rate case, but also how the Commission 4 

might mitigate some of the immediate impact of an increase of the potential 5 

magnitude requested by PGE in UE 416 effective January 1, 2024. 6 

Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 7 

A. Yes. 8 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT 

NAME: Matthew (Matt) J. Muldoon 

EMPLOYER: PUBLIC UTIILTY COMMISSION OF OREGON 

TITLE: Manager, Accounting and Finance Section of Rates, Safety 
and Utility Performance Program (RSUP) of the Public Utility 
Commission of Oregon (OPUC) 

ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, OR  97301 

EDUCATION: In 1981, I received a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Political 
Science from the University of Chicago.  In 2007, I received a 
Masters of Business Administration (MBA) from Portland 
State University with a certificate in Finance. 

EXPERIENCE: From April of 2008 to the present, I have been employed by 
the OPUC.  My current responsibilities include financial 
analysis with an emphasis on Cost of Capital (CoC).  I have 
worked on CoC in the following general rate case dockets:  
AVA UG 186; UG 201, UG 246, UG 284, UG 288, UG 325, 
UG 366, UG 389, UG 433 and current UG 461; CNG 
UG 287, UG 305, UG 347, and UG 390; NWN UG 221, 
UG 344, UG 388, and UG 435; PAC UE 246, UE 263, 
UG 374, and UE 399; and PGE UE 262, UE 283, UE 294, 
UE 319, UE 335, UE 394, and current UE 416. 
From 2002 to 2008, I was Executive Director of the 
Acceleration Transportation Rate Bureau, Inc. where I 
developed new rate structures for surface transportation and 
created metrics to ensure program success within regulated 
processes. 
I was the Vice President of Operations for Willamette Traffic 
Bureau, Inc. from 1993 to 2002.  There I managed tariff rate 
compilation and analysis.  I also developed new information 
systems and did sensitivity analysis for rate modeling. 

OTHER: I have prepared and defended formal testimony in contested 
hearings before the OPUC, ICC, STB, WUTC and ODOT.  I 
have also prepared OPUC Staff testimony in BPA rate cases. 

Abbreviations: AVA – Avista Corp., CNG – Cascade Natural Gas Company, IPC – Idaho Power Company, 
NWN – Northwest Natural Gas Company, PAC – PacifiCorp, PGE – Portland General Electric Company 
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BOE U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
CBO U.S. Congressional Budget Office
CIK SEC Central Index Key

EDGAR SEC Electronic Data Gathering, Analysis and Retrieval System
EEI Edison Electric Institute
EIN IRS Employer Identification Number
IRS U.S. Internal Revenue Service
SEC U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
SIC Standard Industrial Code
SPG Standard & Poors Global Market Intelligence
TIPS UST Treasury Inflation-Protected Securities
U.S. United States of America
UST U.S. Treasuries
VL Value Line Investment Survey

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Credit_rating

Acronyms and Abbreviations Used

Credit Ratings Page 1 of 1 Pages Credit Ratings

S&P 

Long-term Short~erm Lon g~e rm 

Aaa AA.A. AAA 
R-1H 

High Grade 

Aa1 A.A.+ AA(high) 
A-1+ F 1+ 

Aa2 A.A. AA High grade 
P-1 R-111 

Aa3 AA- AA(low) 

A1 A+ A{high) 
.A.-1 F·1 

A2. A. A R-1L Upper medium grade 

A3 A.- A(fow) 
P-2 A-2 F2 

8aa1 BBB+ BBB{high) R-2H 

8aa2 BBB BBB R-21V1 Lo1,ver medium grade 
P-3 A.-3 F3 

Baa3 BBB- BBB(low) R-2L. R-3 

8a1 BB + BB(high 

8a2 BB BB 
Non-investment grade 

R-4 speculative 
8a3 BB- BB(low) 

B B 
81 B+ B(high 

82 B B Highly speculative 

83 B- B{low 

Caa1 CCC+ CCC{high) 

Caa2 CCC CCC Substantia l risks 

Caa3 c:c:c- CCC low) 
l\l ot pri n1e 

CC{high) R-5 

c:c C C cc 



PGE UE 416 GRC Staff Peer Screen 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
s Small Cap Under 2 Bil lion 
M Mid Cap 2 to 10 Billion 1 PGE Peer Group 
L Large Cap Over 10 Billion 2 Staff Peer Group 

VL Abbreviated UE416 UE 416 VL Corporate Name SEC Edgar SEC Edgar SEC IRS 
# Utility PGE Staff Electric Utility CIK SIC File# EIN # Ticker 
1 Allete Yes No Allete, Inc. 0000066756 4931 1-3548 41 -0418150 ALE 
2 Alliant Yes Yes All iant Energy Corporation 0000352541 4931 1-9894 39-1380265 LNT 
3 Ameren Yes Yes Ameren Corporation 0001002910 4931 1-14756 43-1723446 AEE 
4 AEP Yes No American Electric Power Company, Inc. 0000004904 4911 1-3525 13-4922640 AEP 
5 Avangrid No No Avangrid, Inc. (ex merger: Iberdrola USA & UIL) 0001634997 4911 1-37660 14-1798693 AGR 
6 Avista Yes Yes Avista Corporation 0000104918 4931 1-3701 91-0462470 AVA 
7 Black Hills Yes No Black Hills Corporation 0001130464 4911 1-31303 46-0458824 BKH 

8 CenterPoint Yes No CenterPoint Energy, Inc. 0001130310 4911 1-31447 74-0694415 CNP 

9 CMS Yes No CMS Energy Corporation 0000811156 4931 1-9513 38-2726431 CMS 
10 Consol Ed No Yes Consol idated Edison Inc. 0001047862 4931 1-1 4514 13-3965100 ED 
11 Dominion Yes No Dominion Energy, Inc. 0000715957 4911 1-08489 54-1229715 D 
12 DTE No No DTE Energy Company 0000936340 4911 1-11607 38-3217752 DTE 
13 Duke Yes No Duke Energy Corporation 0001326160 4931 1-32853 20-2777218 DUK 
14 Edison lnt'I Yes No Edison International 0000827052 4911 1-9936 95-4137452 EIX 
15 Enterav Yes No Enterav Corooration 0000065984 4911 1-11299 72-1229752 ETR 
16 Evergy Yes Yes Evergy, Inc. (Holds Great Plains & Westar) 0001711269 4931 1-38515 82-2733395 EVRG 
17 Eversource No Yes Eversource Energy (formerly: Northeast Utilities) 0000072741 4911 1-5324 04-2147929 ES 
18 Exelon Yes No Exelon Corporation 0001109357 4931 1-16169 23-2990190 EXC 
19 First Energy No No FirstEnergy Corporation (Formerly in part: Allegheny) 0001031296 4911 333-21011 34-1843785 FE 
20 Fortis No No Fortis Inc. 001666175 4911 1-37915 98-0352146 FTS 
21 Hawai ian No No Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc. 0000354707 4911 1-8503 99-0208097 HE 
22 IDACORP Yes Yes IDACORP, Inc. 0001057877 4911 1-1 4465 82-0505802 IDA 
23 MGE Yes No MGE Energy, Inc. (Madison Gas & Electric Co.) 0001161728 4900 0-49965 39-2040501 MGEE 
24 NextEra Yes No NextEra Energy, Inc. (Formerly: FPL Group, Inc.) 0000753308 4911 1-8841 59-2449419 NEE 
25 NorthWesterr Yes Yes NorthWestern Corporation 0000073088 4931 1-1 0499 46-0172280 NWE 
26 OGE Yes Yes OGE Energy Corporation 0001021635 4911 1-1 2579 73-1481638 OGE 
27 Otter Tail Yes No Otter Tail Corporation 0001466593 4911 0-53713 27-0383995 OTTR 
28 PG&E No No PG&E Corporation 0001004980 4931 1-1 2609 94-3234914 PCG 
29 PGE No No Portland General Electric Company 0000784977 4911 1-5532-99 93-0256820 POR 
30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 0000764622 4911 1-8962 86-0512431 PNW 
31 PNM No No PNM Resources, Inc. 0001108426 4911 1-32462 85-0468296 PNM 
32 PPL No No PPL Corporation 0000922224 4911 1-1 1459 23-2758192 PPL 
33 Public Serv. Yes No Publ ic Serv. Enterprise Group, Inc. 0000788784 4931 1-09120 22-2625848 PEG 
34 Sempra Yes Yes Sempra Energy 0001032208 4932 1-1 4201 33-0732627 SRE 
35 Southern Yes No Southern Companv (Southern Companv Gas) 0000092122 4911 1-3526 58-0690070 so 
36 W EC Yes Yes WEC Energy Group (formerly W isconsin Energy) 0000783325 4931 1-09057 39-1391525 WEC 
37 Xcel Yes No Xcel Enerav Inc. 0000072903 4931 1-3034 41-0448030 XEL 

No. of Peers: 26 12 

Peer Screen Page 2 of 6 Pages 

11 12 13 14 15 18 

LT Debt VL$B VL Covered by 
Sensitivi~ VL 211/2023 21112023 Value Line 

VL UE 416 2/1/2023 Mkt Cap S,M,L 21112023 
Region Staff Beta $ Billions CAP (VL) 
Central No 0.90 3.80 M Yes 
Central Yes 0.85 14.00 L Yes 
Central Yes 0.85 23.00 L Yes 
Central Yes 0.75 48.90 L Yes 

East No 0.85 15.70 L Yes 
West Yes 0.90 3.20 M Yes 
West Yes 0.95 4.60 M Yes 

Central No 1.10 19.40 L Yes 

Central No 0.80 17.60 L Yes 
East Yes 0.75 31.20 L Yes 
East No 0.85 58.30 L Yes 

Central No 0.95 22.30 L Yes 
East Yes 0.85 84.60 L Yes 
West No 0.95 25.90 L Yes 

Central No 0.95 23.00 L Yes 
Central Yes 0.90 13.50 L Yes 

East Yes 0.90 26.40 L Yes 
East No 0.95 37.80 L Yes 
East No 0.85 21.60 L Yes 

Central No 0.70 25.90 L Yes 
West No 0.85 4.60 M Yes 
West Yes 0.80 5.50 M Yes 

Central No NIA NIA M No 
East No 0.90 ,L-Y.&{1 L Yes 
West Yes 0.90 3.40 M Yes 

Central Yes 1.00 8.00 M Yes 
Central Yes 0.85 2.40 M Yes 
West No N/A NIA L No 
West No 0.85 4.40 M Yes 
West Yes 0.90 8.50 M Yes 
West No 0.90 4.20 M Yes 
East No 1.10 19.50 L Yes 
East No 0.90 28.00 L Yes 
West Yes 0.95 49.40 L Yes 
East No 0.95 71.30 L Yes 

Central Yes 0.80 30.50 L Yes 
West Yes 0.80 39.40 L Yes 
AVG: 17 0.89 

19 

VL 
21112023 
No Div 

Declines 
5 years 

Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 

Fail 

Pass 
Pass 
Fail 
Fail 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Fail 
Fail 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Fail 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 
Pass 

PGE 

20 21 
Moody's S&P 
21712023 21712023 

A1 to Baa2 A to BBB-
Local LT Local LT 

Unsecured Debt 
Rating 
Baa1 
Baa2 
Baa1 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 

Baa2 

Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa3 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa1 
Baa2 
Ba1 

Baa3 
Baa1 
Baa2 
A1 

Baa1 
Baa2 
Baa1 
A3 

Ba2 
A3 

Baa1 
Baa3 
Baa1 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa2 
Baa1 
Baa1 

Moody's 
A3 

I Rating 
BBB 
A-

BBB+ 
A-

BBB+ 
BBB 

BBB+ 

BBB+ 

BBB+ 
A-

BBB+ 
BBB+ 
BBB+ 
BBB 

BBB+ 
A-
A-

BBB+ 
BBB-

A-
BBB-
BBB 
AA-
A-

BBB 
BBB+ 
BBB 
BB-

BBB+ 
BBB+ 
BBB 
A-

BBB+ 
BBB+ 
BBB+ 

A-
A-

S&P 
A 

Range A1 to Baa2 AA- to BBB+ 

Staff/402 Muldoon/2 

22 23 

+ I - SEC 10-K 
2 2110/2023 

Notches Percentage 
S&P& Regulated 

Moody's Revenue 
Pass 87% 
Pass 97% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 83% 
Pass NIA 
Pass 99% 
Pass 100% 

Pass 80% 

Pass 94% 
Pass 84% 
Pass 95% 
Pass 52% 
Pass 100% 
Fail 100% 
Pass 98% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 67% 
Fail 100% 
Fail 55% 
Pass 77% 
Pass 99% 
Fail 99% 
Pass 70% 
Pass 99% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 80% 
Fail NIA 
Pass 100% 
Pass 100% 
Fail 100% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 64% 
Pass 80% 
Pass 96% 
Pass 100% 
Pass 100% 

Peer Screen 



PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 2 3 4 
s Small Cap Under 2 Bill ion 
M Mid Cap 2 to 1 0 Billion 
L Large Cap Over 1 O Billion 

VL Abbreviated UE 416 UE 416 
# Utility PGE Staff 
1 Allete Yes No 
2 All iant Yes Yes 
3 Ameren Yes Yes 
4 AEP Yes No 
5 Avan rid No No 
6 Avista Yes Yes 
7 Black Hills Yes No 

8 CenterPoint Yes No 

9 CMS Yes No 
10 Consol Ed No Yes 
11 Dominion Yes No 
12 DTE No No 
13 Duke Yes No 
14 Edison lnt'I Yes No 
15 Enter Yes No 
16 Evergy Yes Yes 
17 Eversource No Yes 
18 Exelon Yes No 
19 First Energy No No 
20 Fortis No No 
21 Hawaiian No No 
22 IDACORP Yes Yes 
23 MGE Yes No 
24 NextEra Yes No 
25 North Wester Yes Yes 
26 OGE Yes Yes 
27 Otter Tail Yes No 
28 PG&E No No 
29 PGE No No 
30 Pinnacle Yes Yes 
31 PNM No No 
32 PPL No No 
33 Public Serv. Yes No 
34 Sempra Yes Yes 
35 Southern Yes No 
36 WEC Yes Yes 
37 Xcel Yes No 

No. of Peers: 26 12 

Peer Screen 

24 25 

EEi VL 
1/31/2023 2/1/2023 

80%+ LT Debt 
Regulated 45% -55% 

Assets of Capital 
50% to 80% 39.5% 

80% + 54.0% 
80% + 53.5% 
80% + 58.0% 

50% to 80% 33.0% 
80% + 49.5% 
80% + 56.5% 

80% + 59.0% 

80% + 62.0% 
80% + 53.0% 
80% + 56.5% 

50% to 80% 61.5% 
80% + 58.5% 
80% + 56.5% 
80% + 66.5% 
80% + 51.5% 
80% + 55.0% 

50% to 80% 61.0% 
80% + 70.0% 

N/A 53.5% 
50% to 80% 50.5% 

80% + 46.5% 
80% + 38.1% 

50% to 80% 56.5% 
80% + 49.5% 
80% + 52.0% 
80% + 41.5% 
80% + NIA 
80% + 55.0% 
80% + 54.5% 
80% + 59.0% 
80% + 47.5% 

50% to 80% 55.5% 
80% + 47.0% 
80% + 64.0% 

26 
Sensitivi 

VL 
2/1/2023 
LT Debt 

40% -60% 
of Capital 

39.5% 
54.0% 
53.5% 
58.0% 
33.0% 
49.5% 
56.5% 

59.0% 

62.0% 
53.0% 
56.5% 
61.5% 
58.5% 
56.5% 
66.5% 
51.5% 
55.0% 
61.0% 
70.0% 
53.5% 
50.5% 
46.5% 
38.1% 
56.5% 
49.5% 
52.0% 
41.5% 

N/A 
55.0% 
54.5% 
59.0% 
47.5% 
55.5% 
47.0% 
64.0% 

27 

VL 
2/2/2023 

Div. Growth 
5 Yr Rate 

Forecast > 0% 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Fail 
Yes 
Yes 

Fail 

Yes 
Yes 
Fail 
Fail 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Fail 
Fail 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Fail 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Fail 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

80% + 55.0% 55.0% Yes 
80% + 58.0% 58.0% Yes 
Edision Electric lnstutute (EEi 

Assets EEi Meaning 
80% Plus R Regulated 

50% to 80% MR Mostly Regulated 
Under 50% D Diversified 

EEi Updates each June to end of prior year. 

Staff Peer Screen 

28 

No 
M&A Executed 

in Last 
5 Years 

Sale of KY Power Subsidiary for $1.45 Billion expected to be completed in 2022 Q2 
Pro oses to b PNM for $4.3 Billion Has financed ac uisition / VL. Com anies a ealed to the state Su reme Court. 

H1 Failed to Buy Avista 2019 

CenterPoint Acquired Vectren Feb 2019 $6 B Deal, Sold 2 Gas Utilities in AR and OK 2022 
Now Exitin ROSition in Enable Mistream Partners 

# 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

9 
10 

2019 Purchase of Scana, 2020 Sale gas pipeline/ storage $9.78 to Berkshire Energ _____ 11 
2021 Spun Off subsidiary into OT Midstream NYSE:DTM 12 

2127122 GIC Pte. Ltd purchased minor stake in Duke Energy Indiana LLC all-cash valued at $2.05B for a total interest to 19.9% 13 
Aug 2000 Bought Citizens Power, Nuclear Gen w San Onofre Nuclear Generation Station (SONGS) 14 

15 
16 
17 

Exelon completed Spin Off of Nonutility O ertions on Feb. 1, 2022 ________ 18 

Failed Attempt by Next Era to Buy HECO for $17B in 2017 

Next Era Failed to Buy HECO for $17B in 2017, Next Era Failed to Buy Oncer for $17B in 2017 

2019 Chapter 11 bankruptcy liability for 2017 and 2018 wildfires in CA 

Avangrid Proposal to Purchase PNM, now more viable with newly constituted NW PRC 
2021 Sold operations in UK, Buying Narragansett Electric for $3.88 

Page 3 of 6 Pages 

Bought Oncor March 2018 for $9.5 B 
2016 AGL Resources mer ed with Southern Com 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

Staff/402 Muldoon/2 

Peer Screen 



PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Staff 
Sensitivitv 

Screen Abbreviated UE 416 UE 416 UE 416 2018 
# Utility PGE Staff LT Debt Q1 

1 1 Allele Yes No No 0.560 
2 2 All iant Yes Yes Yes 0.335 
3 3 Ameren Yes :(es _ Yes 0.4575 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 0.620 
5 6 Av ista Yes Yes Yes 0.3725 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 0.475 
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 0.2775 
8 9 CMS Yes No No 0.358 
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 0.7150 

10 11 Dominion Yes No No 0.835 
11 13 Du ke Yes No Yes 0.890 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 0.605 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 0.8900 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 0.400 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 0.505 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No 0.345 
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 0.590 
18 23 MGE Yes No No 0.3225 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No 0.2775 
20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 0.550 
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 0.3325 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 0.335 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 0.695 
24 33 Publ ic Serv. Yes No No 0.45 
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 0.8225 
26 35 Southern Yes No No 0.580 
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 0.5525 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 0.360 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 

VL Dividends 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

2018 2018 2018 2018 2019 2019 2019 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Yr Q1 Q2 Q3 

0.560 0.560 0.560 2.24 0.5875 0.5875 0.5875 
0.335 0.335 0.335 1.34 0.355 0.355 0.355 
0.4575 0.4575 0.475 1.85 0.475 0.475 0.475 
0.620 0.620 0.670 2.53 0.670 0.670 0.670 
0.3725 0.3725 0.3725 1.49 0.3875 0.3875 0.3875 
0.475 0.475 0.505 1.93 0.505 0.505 0.505 
0.2775 0.2775 0.2775 1.11 0.2875 0.2875 0.2875 
0.358 0.358 0.358 1.43 0.383 0.383 0.383 
0.7150 0.7150 0.7150 2.86 0.740 0.740 0.740 
0.835 0.835 0.835 3.34 0.9175 0.9175 0.9175 
0.890 0.928 0.928 3.64 0.928 0.928 0.945 
0.605 0.605 0.605 2.42 0.6125 0.6125 0.6125 
0.8900 0.8900 0.9100 3.58 0.9100 0.9100 0.9100 
0.400 0.460 0.475 1.74 0.475 0.475 0.475 
0.505 0.505 0.505 2.02 0.535 0.535 0.535 
0.345 0.345 0.345 1.38 0.3625 0.3625 0.3625 
0.590 0.590 0.6300 2.40 0.630 0.630 0.630 
0.3225 0.3225 0.3375 1.31 0.3375 0.3375 0.3525 
0.2775 0.2775 0.2775 1.11 0.313 0.313 0.313 
0.550 0.550 0.550 2.20 0.575 0.575 0.575 
0.3325 0.3325 0.365 1.36 0.365 0.365 0.365 
0.335 0.335 0.3350 1.34 0.350 0.350 0.350 
0.695 0.695 0.737 2.82 0.737 0.738 0.738 
0.45 0.45 0.45 1.80 0.47 0.47 0.47 

0.895 0.895 0.895 3.51 0.8950 0.9675 0.9675 
0.600 0.600 0.600 2.38 0.600 0.620 0.620 
0.5525 0.5525 0.5525 2.21 0.590 0.590 0.590 
0.380 0.380 0.380 1.50 0.380 0.405 0.405 

14 15 

2019 2019 
Q4 Yr 

0.5875 2.35 
0.355 1.42 
0.495 1.92 
0.700 2.71 
0.3875 1.55 
0.535 2.05 
0.2875 1.15 
0.383 1.53 
0.740 2.96 
0.9175 3.67 
0.945 3.75 
0.6125 2.45 
0.9300 3.66 

0.505 1.93 
0.535 2.14 

0.3625 1.45 
0.670 2.56 
0.3525 1.38 
0.313 1.25 
0.575 2.30 
0.388 1.48 
0.350 1.40 
0.782 3.00 
0.47 1.88 

0.9675 3.80 

0.620 2.46 
0.590 2.36 
0.405 1.60 

Value Line 
Historical and Near Term 

Dividends Declared per Share 
(Div) 

16 17 18 19 

2020 2020 2020 2020 
Q1 I Q2 I Q3 I Q4 

0.6175 0.6175 0.6175 0.6175 
0.380 0.380 0.380 0.380 

0.4950 0.4950 0.4950 0.515 
0.700 0.700 0.700 0.740 
0.405 0.405 0.405 0.405 
0.535 0.535 0.535 0.5650 
0.29 0.15 0.15 0.15 
0.408 0.408 0.408 0.408 

0.7650 0.7650 0.7650 0.7650 
0.94 0.94 0.94 0.63 

0.945 0.945 0.965 0.965 
0.6375 0.6375 0.6375 0.6375 
0.930 0.930 0.930 0.950 
0.505 0.505 0.505 0.535 
0.568 0.568 0.568 0.568 

0.3825 0.3825 0.3825 0.3825 
0.670 0.670 0.670 0.710 

0.3525 0.3525 0.370 0.370 
0.3500 0.3500 0.3500 0.3500 
0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 

0.3875 0.3875 0.3875 0.4025 
0.370 0.370 0.370 0.370 
0.783 0.783 0.783 0.830 
0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 
0.968 1.045 1.045 1.045 
0.620 0.640 0.640 0.640 
0.6325 0.6325 0.6325 0.6325 
0.405 0.430 0.430 0.430 

Note: MGE Was Not Covered by VL as of Mar 1, 2023, VL Data Shown is from March 11, 2022 VL Sheet 
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20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

2020 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2019-21 2022 
Yr Q1 I Q2 I Q3 I Q4 Yr Average Yr I 

2.47 0.630 0.630 0.630 0.630 2.52 2.45 2.60 
1.52 0.4025 0.4025 0.4025 0.4025 1.61 1.52 1.71 
2.00 0.550 0.550 0.550 0.550 2.20 2.04 2.36 
2.84 0.740 0.740 0.740 0.780 3.00 2.85 3.17 
1.62 0.4225 0.4225 0.4225 0.4225 1.69 1.62 1.76 
2.17 0.565 0.565 0.565 0.596 2.29 2.17 2.41 
0.74 0.16 0.16 0.16 0. 17 0.65 0.85 0.71 
1.63 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 1.74 1.63 1.84 
3.06 0.7750 0.7750 0.7750 0.7750 3.1 3.04 3.16 
3.45 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.63 2.52 3.21 2.67 
3.82 0.965 0.965 0.985 0.985 3.90 3.82 3.98 
2.55 0.6625 0.6625 0.6625 0.6625 2.65 2.55 2.80 
3.74 0.950 0.950 0.950 1.010 3.86 3.75 4.10 
2.05 0.535 0.535 0.535 0.573 2.18 2.05 2.33 
2.27 0.603 0.603 0.603 0.603 2.41 2.27 2.55 

1.53 0.3825 0.3825 0.3825 0.3825 1.53 1.50 1.35 
2.72 0.710 0.710 0.710 0.750 2.88 2.72 3.04 
1.45 0.370 0.370 0.3875 0.3875 1.52 1.45 1.59 
1.40 0.3850 0.3850 0.3850 0.3850 1.54 1.40 1.70 
2.40 0.620 0.6200 0.6200 0.6200 2.48 2.39 2.52 
1.57 0.4025 0.4025 0.4025 0.41 1.62 1.56 1.64 
1.48 0.390 0.390 0.390 0.390 1.56 1.48 1.65 
3.18 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.85 3.34 3.17 3.42 
1.96 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 2.04 1.96 2.16 
4.10 1.045 1.10 1.10 1.10 4.35 4.08 4.58 

2.54 0.64 0.66 0.66 0.66 2.62 2.54 2.70 
2.53 0.6775 0.6775 0.6775 0.6775 2.71 2.53 2.91 
1.70 0.430 0.4575 0.4575 0.4575 1.80 1.70 1.95 

28 29 30 31 

Value Line Estimated Dividends 

2023 2024 2025 2026 
Yr I Yr I Yr I Yr I 

2.70 2.80 2.90 3.00 
1.81 1.92 2.03 2.15 
2.52 2.70 2.89 3.10 
3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 
1.83 1.90 1.97 2.05 
2.53 2.66 2.80 2.95 
0.77 0.83 0.89 0.95 
1.94 2.05 2.17 2.30 
3.24 3.33 3.42 3.52 
2.83 3.01 3.20 3.40 
4.06 4.14 4.22 4.30 
2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 
4.30 4.55 4.82 5.10 
2.48 2.66 2.85 3.05 
2.70 2.89 3.09 3.30 

1.45 1.54 1.64 1.75 
3.25 3.48 3.73 4.00 
1.66 1.74 1.82 1.90 
1.87 2.06 2.27 2.50 
2.56 2.60 2.64 2.68 
1.70 1.75 1.80 1.85 
1.76 1.90 2.04 2.20 
3.48 3.54 3.60 3.66 
2.28 2.42 2.56 2.72 
4.80 5.12 5.46 5.82 

2.78 2.88 2.99 3.10 
3.11 3.32 3.55 3.80 
2.07 2.21 2.36 2.52 

32 33 

VL 

2027 2025 - 27 
Yr Average 

3.10 3.00 
2.27 2.15 
3.31 3.10 
4.23 4.00 
2.13 2.05 
3.10 2.95 
1.01 0.95 
2.43 2.30 
3.62 3.52 
3.60 3.40 
4.38 4.30 
3.69 3.50 
5.38 5.10 
3.25 3.05 
3.51 3.30 

1.86 1.75 
4.27 4.00 
1.98 1.90 
2.73 2.50 
2.72 2.68 
1.90 1.85 
2.36 2.20 
3.72 3.66 
2.88 2.72 
6.18 5.82 

3.21 3.10 
4.05 3.80 
2.68 2.52 

Company Screen 
Staff Screen 

Staff LT Screen 

34 
VL % 

Div Growth 

2025 - 27 vs. 
2019 -21 

3.5% 
6.0% 
7.2% 
5.8% 
4.0% 
5.2% 
1.9% 
5.9% 
2.5% 
0.9% 
2.0% 
5.4% 
5.2% 
6.8% 
6.4% 
2.6% 
6.6% 
4.6% 
10.2% 
1.9% 
2.9% 
6.8% 
2.4% 
5.6% 
6.1 % 
3.4% 
7.0% 
6.8% 

Mean 
4.9% 
5.0% 
5.1% 

Staff/402 Muldoon/3 

Screen 
# 
1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

6 5 

7 6 

8 7 

9 8 

10 9 

11 10 

13 11 
14 12 
15 13 
16 14 

17 15 

18 16 

22 17 

23 18 

24 19 

25 20 

26 21 

27 22 
30 23 

33 24 

34 25 

35 26 

36 27 

37 28 

VL Dividends 



PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Staff 

Sensitivih. 
Screen Abbreviated UE 416 UE416 UE 416 2019 

# Utilitv PGE Staff LT Debt Q1 
1 1 Allele Yes No No 1.18 
2 2 All iant Yes Yes Yes 0.53 
3 3 Ameren Yes ;res _ Yes 0.78 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 1.16 
5 6 Av ista Yes Yes Yes 1.76 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 1.73 
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 0.28 
8 9 CMS Yes No No 0.75 
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 1.39 
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 1.10 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 1.24 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 0.64 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 1.32 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 0.39 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 0.97 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No 0.87 
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 0.84 
18 23 MGE Yes No No 0.69 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No 0.35 
20 25 North Westen Yes Yes Yes 1.44 
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 0.24 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 0.66 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 0.16 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 1.08 
25 34 Semora Yes Yes Yes 1.78 
26 35 Southern Yes No No 0.75 
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 1.33 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 0.61 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 

VLEPS 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

2019 2019 2019 2019 2020 2020 2020 2020 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Yr Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

0.64 0.60 0.92 3.34 1.28 0.39 0.78 0.90 
0.40 0.94 0.46 2.33 0.72 0.54 0.94 0.26 
0.72 1.47 0.38 3.35 0.59 0.98 1.47 0.46 
0.93 1.48 0.51 4.08 1.00 1.05 1.50 0.87 
0.38 0.08 0.76 2.98 0.72 0.26 0.07 0.85 
0.24 0.44 1.13 3.54 1.59 0.33 0.58 1.23 
0.33 0.47 0.41 1.49 0.56 0.17 0.29 0.27 
0.33 0.73 0.58 2.39 0.85 0.48 0.76 0.55 
0.58 1.54 0.86 4.37 1.35 0.60 1.48 0.74 
0.77 1.18 1.18 4.23 0.92 0.73 1.08 0.81 
1.12 1.79 0.91 5.06 1.14 1.08 1.87 1.03 
1.57 1.35 0.45 4.01 0.50 0.85 -0 .76 1.13 
1.22 1.82 1.94 6.30 0.59 1.79 2.59 1.93 
0.57 1.56 0.28 2.80 0.31 0.59 1.60 0.22 
0.74 0.98 0.76 3.45 1.02 0.76 1.01 0.85 
0.60 0.92 0.83 3.22 0.87 0.55 1.04 0.76 
1.05 1.78 0.93 4.60 0.74 1.19 2.02 0.74 
0.45 0.88 0.48 2.50 0.75 0.53 0.88 0.44 
0.64 0.45 0.50 1.94 0.59 0.65 0.67 0.40 
0.49 0.42 1.18 3.53 1.00 0.43 0.58 1.21 
0.50 1.25 0.26 2.25 0.23 0.51 1.04 0.30 
0.39 0.62 0.51 2.18 0.60 0.42 0.87 0.45 
1.28 2 .77 0.57 4.78 0.27 1. 71 3.07 -0.17 
0.58 0.98 0.64 3.28 1.03 0.79 0.96 0.65 
0.85 2 .00 1.34 5.97 2 .53 1.58 1.31 1.88 
0.85 1.25 0.32 3.17 0.81 0.75 1.18 0.51 
0.74 0.74 0.77 3.58 1.43 0.76 0.84 0.76 
0.46 1.01 0.56 2.64 0.56 0.54 1.14 0.54 

15 

2020 
Yr 

3.35 
2.46 
3.50 
4.42 
1.90 
3.73 
1.29 
2.64 
4.17 
3.54 
5.12 
1.72 
6.90 
2.72 
3.64 
3.22 
4.69 
2.60 
2.31 
3.22 
2.08 
2.34 
4.88 
3.43 
7.30 
3.25 
3.79 
2.78 

16 17 

Value Line 
Historical and Near Term 

Earnings Per Share 
( EPS) 

18 19 20 21 22 

Value Line Estimated EPS 
2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2019-21 2022 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Yr Averaae Q1 

0.99 0.53 0.53 1.18 3.23 3.31 1.24 
0.68 0.57 1.02 0.35 2.62 2.47 0.77 
0.91 0.80 1.65 0.48 3.84 3.56 0.97 
1.15 1.15 1.59 1.07 4.96 4.49 1.41 
0.98 0.20 0.20 0.71 2.09 2.32 0.99 
1.54 0.40 0.70 1.11 3.75 3.67 1.82 
0.41 0.29 0.21 0.03 0.94 1.24 0.52 
1.09 0.55 0.54 0.40 2.58 2.54 1.20 
1.44 0.53 1.41 1.00 4.38 4.31 1.47 
1.09 0.76 1.11 0.90 3.86 3.88 1.18 
1.26 1.15 1.88 0.94 5.23 5.14 1.30 
0.68 0.84 -0.90 1.38 2.00 2.58 1.07 
1.66 1.30 2.63 1.28 6.87 6.69 1.36 
0.84 0.81 1.95 0.23 3.83 3.12 0.53 
1.15 0.79 1.02 0.91 3.87 3.65 1.30 
-0.06 0.89 1.09 0.90 2.82 3.09 0.64 
0.89 1.38 1.93 0.65 4.85 4.71 0.91 
0.97 0.63 0.97 0.36 2.93 2.68 0.95 
0.67 0.71 0.75 0.41 2.54 2.26 0.74 
1.24 0.59 0.70 0.97 3.50 3.42 1.08 
0.26 0.56 1.26 0.27 2.35 2.23 0.33 
0.73 1.01 1.26 1.23 4.23 2.92 1.72 
0.32 1.91 3.00 0.24 5.47 5.04 0.15 
1.26 0.70 0.98 0.69 3.63 3.45 1.33 
2.95 1.63 1.70 2.16 8.44 7.24 2.91 
1.09 0.67 1.22 0.44 3.42 3.28 0.97 
1.61 0.87 0.92 0.71 4.11 3.83 1.79 
0.67 0.58 1.13 0.58 2.96 2.79 0.70 

Note: MGE Was Not Covered by VL as of Mar 1, 2023, VL Data Shown is from March 11, 2022 VL Sheet 
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23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

2022 2022 2022 2022 2023 2023 2023 2023 2023 2024 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Yr Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Yr Yr I 

0.67 0.59 1.25 3.75 1.30 0.65 0.90 1.10 3.95 4.20 
0.63 0.90 0.40 2.70 0.80 0.65 1.05 0.45 2.95 3.12 
0.80 1.74 0.59 4.10 1.00 0.90 1.80 0.65 4.35 4.63 
1.02 1.33 1.24 5.00 1.30 1.25 1.75 1.05 5.35 5.71 
0.16 -0.08 0.83 1.90 1.15 0.25 0.15 0.80 2.35 2.51 
0.52 0.54 1.17 4.05 1.75 0.60 0.65 1.20 4.20 4.52 
0.28 0.30 0.30 1.40 0.55 0.30 0.35 0.30 1.50 1.59 
0.50 0.56 0.64 2.90 1.25 0.55 0.60 0.70 3.10 3.30 
0.64 1.47 0.97 4.55 1.53 0.67 1.53 1.02 4.75 4.99 
0.77 1.13 1.02 4.10 1.25 0.82 1.20 1.08 4.35 4.65 
1.14 1.86 1.15 5.45 1.30 1.20 2.00 1.10 5.60 5.89 
0.94 1.48 1.11 4.60 1.05 1.00 1.55 1.20 4.80 5.26 
1.78 2.84 0.67 6.65 1.40 1.75 2.90 0.75 6.80 7.33 
0.84 1.86 0.32 3.55 0.60 0.80 2.05 0.30 3.75 4.06 
0.86 1.03 0.91 4.10 1.35 0.92 1.11 1.02 4.40 4.68 
0.44 0.70 0.47 2.25 0.64 0.49 0.77 0.50 2.40 2.56 
1.27 2.10 0.82 5.10 0.65 1.40 2.20 0.95 5.20 5.48 
0.60 0.95 0.50 3.00 1.00 0.65 1.00 0.50 3.15 3.26 
0.81 0.85 0.50 2.90 0.80 0.88 0.92 0.55 3.15 3.44 
0.58 0.47 1.22 3.35 1.15 0.59 0.58 1.23 3.55 3.69 
0.36 1.31 0.25 2.25 0.32 0.33 1.25 0.20 2.10 2.43 
2.05 2.01 0.82 6.60 1.40 1.35 1.20 0.80 4.75 4.39 
1.45 2.88 -0.23 4.25 0.20 1.50 2.70 0.00 4.40 4.67 
0.64 0.86 0.65 3.48 1.20 0.70 0.95 0.75 3.60 3.83 
1.98 1.97 1.99 8.85 3.00 2.10 2.10 2.10 9.30 9.91 
1.07 1.31 0.20 3.55 1.00 0.85 1.35 0.50 3.70 4.02 
0.91 0.96 0.74 4.40 1.80 0.95 1.05 0.90 4.70 4.95 
0.60 1.18 0.67 3.15 0.75 0.65 1.25 0.70 3.35 3.55 

33 

2025 
Yr I 

4.47 
3.31 
4.93 
6.09 
2.67 
4.87 
1.69 
3.52 
5.24 
4.96 
6.18 
5.75 
7.89 
4.39 
4.98 
2.90 
5.78 
3.38 
3.76 
3.84 
2.81 
4.06 
4.95 
4.08 
10.56 
4.37 
5.22 
3.77 

34 35 36 

VL 
2026 2027 2025 - 27 

Yr I Yr Averaae 
4.75 5.03 4.75 
3.50 3.69 3.50 
5.25 5.57 5.25 
6.50 6.91 6.50 
2.85 3.03 2.85 
5.25 5.63 5.25 
1.80 1.91 1.80 
3.75 3.98 3.75 
5.50 5.76 5.50 
5.30 5.64 5.30 
6.50 6.82 6.50 
6.30 6.85 6.30 
8.50 9.11 8.50 
4.75 5.11 4.75 
5.30 5.62 5.30 
2.90 2.90 2.90 
6.10 6.42 6.10 
3.50 3.62 3.50 
4.10 4.44 4.10 
4.00 4.16 4.00 
3.25 3.69 3.25 
3.75 3.44 3.75 
5.25 5.55 5.25 
4.35 4.62 4.35 
11.25 11.94 11.25 
4.75 5.13 4.75 
5.50 5.78 5.50 
4.00 4.23 4.00 

Company Screen 
Staff Screen 

Staff Sensitivity Screen 

Staff/402 Muldoon/4 

37 
VL 

EPS Growth 
2025 - 27 vs. Screen 

2019 -21 # 
6.2% 1 1 

6.0% 2 2 

6.7% 3 3 

6.4% 4 4 

3.5% 6 5 

6.1% 7 6 

6.4% 8 7 
6.7% 9 8 

4.2% 10 9 

5.4% 11 10 

4.0% 13 11 
16.1% 14 12 
4.1% 15 13 
7.3% 16 14 

6.4% 17 15 

-1.0% 18 16 

4.4% 22 17 
4 .6% 23 18 
10.4% 24 19 

2.7% 25 20 

6.5% 26 21 

4.3% 27 22 

0.7% 30 23 

4.0% 33 24 

7.6% 34 25 

6.4% 35 26 

6.2% 36 27 

6.2% 37 28 

Mean 
5.7% 
5.2% 
5.2% 

VLEPS 



PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 

28 

Hamada Adjustments 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

B _ BL 
Yahoo Finance 

" - , 1. (1- Tc) x (0/E) ( $ Stock Closing Price 
LT Debt 1st Trad ing Day of Month 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff Jan Feb Mar 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivit, Ticker 1/3/2022 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 
1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
30 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

Allele Yes No No ALE 
Alliant Yes Yes Yes LNT 
Ameren Yes Yes Yes AEE 
AE P Yes No Yes AEP 
Avista Yes Yes Yes AVA 
Black Hills Yes No ):es _ BKH 
CenterPoint Yes No No CNP 
CMS Yes No No CMS 
Consol Ed No Yes Yes ED 
Domin ion Yes No No D 
Duke Yes No Yes DUK 
Edison lnt'I Yes No No EIX 
Entergy Yes No No ETR 
Evergy Yes Yes Yes EVRG 
Eversource No Yes Yes ES 
Exelon Yes No No EXC 
IDACORP Yes Yes Yes IDA 
MGE Yes No No MGEE 
NextEra Yes No No NEE 
Northwester Yes Yes Yes NWE 
OGE Yes Yes Yes OGE 
Otter Tail Yes No Yes OTTR 
Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes PNW 
Public Serv. Yes No No PEG 
Sempra Yes Yes Yes SRE 
Southern Yes No No so 
WEC Yes Yes Yes WEC 
Xcel Yes No Yes XEL 

No. of Peers: 26 9 12 

Unlevered Beta= Levered Beta / (1 + ((1 -Tax Rate) x (Debt/ Equity))) 

Levered Beta = Un levered Beta x (1 + ((1 -Tax Rate) x ( Debt/Equity))) 

65.13 62.41 61.22 
55.37 54 .74 50.25 
88.49 87 .29 81 .04 
94.87 94 .65 86.36 
44.79 41 .10 40.59 
70.45 72.47 61 .14 
29.56 30 .10 27.36 
63.73 63 .72 57.78 
95.76 95.45 88.15 
62.97 63.1 54.74 

103.70 102.54 91 .91 
64.28 67 .87 64.59 

109.13 109.21 101.42 
62.93 62 .89 58.05 
84.22 82 .71 73.17 
43.16 42 .30 39.75 

108.23 107.59 101 .36 
70.68 74 .04 69.95 
83.83 74 .24 69.87 
59.79 57.54 56.83 
39.51 39 .83 35.14 
59.01 65 .09 70.40 
74.63 76 .53 73.29 
62.05 61 .81 58.54 

153.71 159.88 147.86 
71.90 68 .86 62.32 
94. 16 94 .90 86.57 
70.07 69 .61 63.27 

9 

3-Day 
Avg $ 
Stock 
Price 
62 .92 
53.45 
85 .61 
91 .96 
42 .16 
68 .02 
29 .01 
61 .74 
93 .12 
60 .27 
99 .38 
65 .58 

106.59 
61 .29 
80 .03 
41 .74 

105.73 
71 .56 
75 .98 
58 .05 
38 .16 
64 .83 
74 .82 
60 .80 

153.82 
67 .69 
91 .88 
67 .65 

Hamada Adjustment 

10 11 13 14 15 
VL VL 

Div Yield 2023 Cap Structure Percentages 
at Return on 2023 

Recent Common % LT 
Price 
4.1% 
3.2% 
2.8% 
3.4% 
4.2% 
3.5% 
2.4% 
3.0% 
3.4% 
4.4% 
4.0% 
4.3% 
3.8% 
3.8% 
3.2% 
3.2% 
2.9% 
2.2% 
2.2% 
4.3% 
4.3% 
2.5% 
4.6% 
3.6% 
3.0% 
4.0% 
3.2% 
2.9% 

Equity Debt 
8.0% 39.5 

11 .5% 54.0 
10.0% 53.5 
10.5% 58.0 
7.5% 49.5 
8.0% 56.5 

10.0% 59.0 
12.0% 62.0 
8.0% 53.0 

12.5% 56.5 
9.0% 58.5 

12.5% 56.5 
10.5% 66.5 
9.0% 51.5 
9.5% 55.0 
9.5% 61.0 
9.0% 46.5 

10.0% 41.0 
13.5% 56.5 
7.5% 49.5 
12.0% 52.0 
13.5% 41.5 
8.0% 54.5 

12.5% 55.5 
11.0% 47.0 
13.0% 64.0 
12.5% 55.0 
10.5% 58.0 

Company Screen 
Staff Screen 

Staff Sensitivity Screen 

2023 
Common 

Equity 
60 .5 
46 .0 
46 .0 
42 .0 
50 .5 
43 .5 
38 .0 
37 .0 
47 .0 
41 .0 
40 .0 
33 .5 
33 .0 
48 .5 
44 .5 
39 .0 
53 .5 
59 .0 
43 .5 
50 .5 
48 .0 
58 .5 
45 .5 
44 .5 
51 .0 
36 .0 
44 .5 
42 .0 

Mean 
45.2% 
48.0% 
47.1% 

2023 
Preferred 

Stock 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
3.0 
1.0 
0.0 
2.5 
1.5 

10.0 
0.5 
0.0 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
2.0 
0.0 
0.5 
0.0 

Note: MGE Was Not Covered by VL as of Mar 1, 2023, VL Data Shown is from March 11, 2022 VL Sheet 
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19 20 22 

VL 2023 
VL 2023 Unlevered 

Beta Tax Rate Beta 
0.90 0.0% 0.54 
0.85 4.0% 0.40 
0.85 12.0% 0.42 
0.75 7.0% 0.33 
0.90 15.0% 0.49 
0.95 8.5% 0.43 
1.10 20 .0% 0.48 
0.80 18.0% 0.33 
0.75 18.0% 0.39 
0.85 17.0% 0.39 
0.85 9.0% 0.36 
0.95 5.0% 0.33 
0.95 23 .0% 0.37 
0.90 9.0% 0.46 
0.90 24 .0% 0.46 
0.95 15.0% 0.41 
0.80 13.0% 0.46 
0.75 16.0% 0.47 
0.90 15.0% 0.43 
0.90 3.0% 0.46 
1.00 12.0% 0.51 
0.85 20 .0% 0.54 
0.90 13.5% 0.44 
0.90 20 .0% 0.45 
0.95 19.0% 0.53 
0.95 15.0% 0.38 
0.80 19.0% 0.40 
0.80 0.0% 0.34 

24 26 
2023 

Relevered 
Beta Equity 

Equity at Risk 
50.0% Premium 
109% 4.50% 
78% 4.50% 
79% 4.50% 
63% 4.50% 
91% 4.50% 
83% 4.50% 
86% 4.50% 
61% 4.50% 
71% 4.50% 
71% 4.50% 
69% 4.50% 
64% 4.50% 
66% 4.50% 
87% 4.50% 
81% 4.50% 
75% 4.50% 
85% 4.50% 
87% 4.50% 
79% 4.50% 
91% 4.50% 
96% 4.50% 
98% 4.50% 
82% 4.50% 
81% 4.50% 
97% 4.50% 
70% 4.50% 
72% 4.50% 
67% 4.50% 

Company Screen 
Staff Screen 

Staff Sensitivity Screen 

Staff/402 Muldoon/5 

27 
Hamada 

2023 
Adjustment 

Equity at Screen 
50.0% # 
0.85% 1 1 

-0.30% 2 2 
-0.29% 3 3 

-0.52% 4 4 
0.04% 6 5 

-0.53% 7 6 

-1.08% 8 7 

-0.87% 9 8 
-0.18% 10 9 

-0.64% 11 10 
-0.74% 13 11 
-1.39% 14 12 
-1.32% 15 13 
-0.12% 16 14 
-0.39% 17 15 

-0.88% 18 16 
0.23% 22 17 
0.55% 23 18 
-0.49% 24 19 
0.04% 25 20 

-0.17% 26 21 
0.57% 27 22 
-0.34% 30 23 

-0.40% 33 24 
0.08% 34 25 

-1.13% 35 26 

-0.36% 36 27 
-0.58% 37 28 

Mean 
-0.38% 
-0.15% 
-0.21% 

Hamada Adjustments 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Model X Staff/403 Muldoon/1 

! 4.05% I Annual Growth Rate - Stage 3 Dividend Growth with Terminal Value as Perpetuity 

E.O.Y. Cash Flows Staff Model X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 I 2026 2027 2028 I 2029 2030 I 2031 I 2032 I 2033 I 2034 I 2035 I 2036 I 2037 I 2038 I 2039 I 2040 I 2041 I 2042 I 2043 I 2044 I 2045 I 2046 I 2047 I 2048 2046 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff % of NPV@ Recent Terminal 2049 2049 Screen 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPV□1v IRR Price* Initial Stage Transition Stage Final Stage Value Div Perpetuity # 

1 1 Al lete Yes No No 8.3% 31.9% 0.00 (62.92) 2.60 2.70 2.80 2.90 3.00 3.10 3.31 3.51 3.68 3.83 3.98 4.14 4.31 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.05 5.26 5.47 5.69 5.92 6.16 6.41 6.67 6.94 7.22 7.52 7.82 8.14 217.39 8.47 208.92 1 1 

2 2 All iant Yes Yes Yes 7.8% 37.1% 0.00 (53.45) 1.71 1.81 1.92 2.03 2.15 2.27 2.47 2.64 2.79 2.90 3.02 3.14 3.27 3.40 3.54 3.68 3.83 3.99 4.15 4.32 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.06 5.27 5.48 5.70 5.93 6.17 186.76 6.42 180.34 2 2 

3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 7.5% 40.4% 0.00 (85.61 ) 2.36 2.52 2.70 2.89 3.10 3.31 3.63 3.91 4.14 4.30 4.48 4.66 4.85 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 299.94 9.52 290.42 3 3 

4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.0% 34.4% 0.00 (91.96) 3.17 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.59 4.91 5.19 5.40 5.61 5.84 6.08 6.32 6.58 6.85 7.12 7.41 7.71 8.03 8.35 8.69 9.04 9.41 9.79 10.18 10.60 11.03 11.47 322.78 11.94 310.84 4 4 

5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 8.4% 31.0% 0.00 (42.16) 1.76 1.83 1.90 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.28 2.42 2.54 2.64 2.75 2.86 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.79 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 146.32 5.85 140.47 6 5 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.0% 34.7% 0.00 (68.02) 2.41 2.53 2.66 2.80 2.95 3.10 3.35 3.57 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.24 4.42 4.59 4.78 4.97 5.18 5.39 5.60 5.83 6.07 6.31 6.57 6.83 7.11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.33 237.34 8.67 228.67 7 6 

7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.0% 45.7% 0.00 (29.01 ) 0.71 0.77 0.83 0.89 0.95 1.01 1.07 1.12 1.18 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.38 1.43 1.49 1.55 1.62 1.68 1.75 1.82 1.89 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.22 2.31 2.40 2.50 2.60 99.65 2.71 96.94 8 7 

8 9 CMS Yes No No 7.5% 39.9% 0.00 (61.74) 1.84 1.94 2.05 2.17 2.30 2.43 2.64 2.82 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.80 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 6.09 6.33 6.59 214.68 6.86 207.83 9 8 

9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.3% 40.5% 0.00 (93.12) 3.16 3.24 3.33 3.42 3.52 3.62 3.83 4.04 4.23 4.40 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.58 5.80 6.04 6.28 6.54 6.80 7.08 7.37 7.66 7.98 8.30 8.63 8.98 9.35 316.54 9.73 306.81 10 9 
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 8.9% 26.8% 0.00 (60.27) 2.67 2.83 3.01 3.20 3.40 3.60 3.77 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.89 7.17 7.46 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 9.10 210.98 9.47 201.50 11 10 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 7.8% 35.8% (0.00) (99.38) 3.98 4.06 4.14 4.22 4.30 4.38 4.63 4.86 5.08 5.29 5.50 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.71 6.98 7.27 7.56 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.86 9.22 9.59 9.98 10.39 10.81 11 .25 337.34 11.70 325.64 13 11 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 8.9% 27.4% 0.00 (65.58) 2.80 2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.00 4.27 4.50 4.69 4.88 5.07 5.28 5.49 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.25 7.55 7.85 8.17 8.50 8.85 9.20 9.58 9.96 232.60 10.37 222.23 14 12 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.4% 31.2% 0.00 (106.59) 4.10 4.30 4.55 4.82 5.10 5.38 5.82 6.21 6.55 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.31 8.64 8.99 9.36 9.74 10.13 10.54 10.97 11.41 11.87 12.35 12.85 13.38 13.92 14.48 375.02 15.07 359.95 15 13 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 8.7% 29.5% 0.00 (61 .29) 2.33 2.48 2.66 2.85 3.05 3.25 3.56 3.83 4.05 4.21 4.38 4.56 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.56 5.78 6.02 6.26 6.52 6.78 7.05 7.34 7.64 7.95 8.27 8.60 8.95 218.94 9.31 209.63 16 14 

15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 7.9% 36.1 % 0.00 (80.03) 2.55 2.70 2.89 3.09 3.30 3.51 3.83 4.11 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 281.55 10.00 271.55 17 15 

16 18 Exelon Yes No No 7.8% 36.7% 0.00 (41.74) 1.35 1.45 1.54 1.64 1.75 1.86 1.97 2.07 2.17 2.26 2.35 2.45 2.55 2.65 2.76 2.87 2.98 3.10 3.23 3.36 3.50 3.64 3.79 3.94 4.10 4.27 4.44 4.62 4.81 144.85 5.00 139.85 18 16 

17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.6% 39.1 % (0.00) (105.73) 3.04 3.25 3.48 3.73 4.00 4.27 4.66 5.01 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.57 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.87 9.23 9.60 9.99 10.40 10.82 11.26 11. 71 370.74 12.19 358.55 22 17 
18 23 MGE Yes No No N/A N/A N/A (71 .56) 1.59 1.66 1.74 1.82 1.90 1.98 2.14 2.27 2.39 2.49 2.59 2.69 2.80 2.92 3.04 3.16 3.29 3.42 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 #VALUEI 5.51 #VALUEI 23 18 

19 24 NextEra Yes No No 7.3% 42.7% 0.00 (75.98) 1.70 1.87 206 2.27 2.50 2.73 306 3.34 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 509 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.56 7.87 269.65 8.19 261.46 24 19 

20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.0% 33.4% 0.00 (58.05) 2.52 2.56 2.60 2.64 2.68 2.72 2.87 3.02 3.15 3.28 3.41 3.55 3.70 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.33 4.51 4.69 4.88 5.08 5.28 5.50 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 196.97 7.26 189.71 25 20 

21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 8.3% 31.4% 0.00 (38.16) 1.64 1.70 1.75 1.80 1.85 1.90 2.02 2.13 2.24 2.33 2.42 2.52 2.62 2.73 2.84 2.95 3.07 3.20 3.33 3.46 3.60 3.75 3.90 4.06 4.22 4.39 4.57 4.76 4.95 131 .20 5.15 126.05 26 21 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 7.2% 42.8% 0.00 (64.83) 1.65 1.76 1.90 2.04 2.20 2.36 2.58 2.77 2.93 3.05 3.17 3.30 3.44 3.58 3.72 3.87 4.03 4.19 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 226.48 6.75 219.73 27 22 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 8.3% 31.2% 0.00 (74.82) 3.42 3.48 3.54 3.60 3.66 3.72 3.94 4.15 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 255.04 10.00 245.04 30 23 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.1% 33.5% 0.00 (60.80) 2.16 2.28 2.42 2.56 2.72 2.88 3.12 3.33 3.52 3.66 3.81 3.96 4.12 4.29 4.46 4.64 4.83 5.03 5.23 5.44 5.66 5.89 6.13 6.38 6.64 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.78 213.58 8.09 205.49 33 24 

25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 7.6% 39.2% 0.00 (153.82) 4.58 4.80 5.12 5.46 5.82 6.18 6.72 7.21 7.61 7.92 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.66 10.05 10.45 10.88 11.32 11.78 12.25 12.75 13.27 13.80 14.36 14.95 15.55 16.18 16.84 537.13 17.52 519.61 34 25 

26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.1% 33.3% 0.00 (67.69) 2.70 2.78 2.88 2.99 3.10 3.21 3.42 3.62 3.80 3.96 4.12 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.90 7.17 7.47 7.77 8.08 8.41 233.45 8.75 224.70 35 26 

27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 7.9% 35.9% 0.00 (91.88) 2.91 3.11 3.32 3.55 3.80 4.05 4.43 4.77 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.90 10.31 10.72 11 .16 323.98 11.61 312.38 36 27 

28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 7.5% 39.6% 0.00 (67.65) 1.95 2.07 2.21 2.36 2.52 2.68 2.93 3.15 3.33 3.47 3.61 3.75 3.91 4.06 4.23 4.40 4.58 4.76 4.96 5.16 5.37 5.58 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.09 7.37 236.76 7.67 229.09 37 28 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 
7.95% 35.39% 0.00% Company Screen 
7.93% 35.41% 0.00% Staff Screen 
7.87% 36.01 % 0.00% Staff Sensitivity Screen 

8.0.Y. Cash Flows Staff Model X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 I 2026 2027 2028 I 2029 2030 I 2031 I 2032 I 2033 I 2034 I 2035 I 2036 I 2037 I 2038 I 2039 I 2040 I 2041 I 2042 I 2043 I 2044 I 2045 I 2046 I 2047 I 2048 2046 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff % of NPV @ Recent Terminal 2049 2049 Screen 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPV□1v IRR Price* Initial Stage Transition Stage Final Stage Value Div Perpetuity # 

1 1 Al lete Yes No No 8.4% 30.4% 0.00 (62.92) 2.70 2.80 2.90 3.00 3.10 3.31 3.51 3.68 3.83 3.98 4.14 4.31 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.05 5.26 5.47 5.69 5.92 6.16 6.41 6.67 6.94 7.22 7.52 7.82 8.14 8.47 217.62 8.81 208.81 1 1 

2 2 Al liant Yes Yes Yes 7.9% 35.4% 0.00 (53.45) 1.81 1.92 2.03 2.15 2.27 2.47 2.64 2.79 2.90 3.02 3.14 3.27 3.40 3.54 3.68 3.83 3.99 4.15 4.32 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.06 5.27 5.48 5.70 5.93 6.17 6.42 186.29 6.68 179.61 2 2 

3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 7.6% 38.6% 0.00 (85.61 ) 2.52 2.70 2.89 3.10 3.31 3.63 3.91 4.14 4.30 4.48 4.66 4.85 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 298.80 9.91 288.90 3 3 

4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.2% 32.7% 0.00 (91.96) 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.59 4.91 5.19 5.40 5.61 5.84 6.08 6.32 6.58 6.85 7.12 7.41 7.71 8.03 8.35 8.69 9.04 9.41 9.79 10.18 10.60 11 .03 11.47 11 .94 321.91 12.42 309.48 4 4 

5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 8.6% 29.5% 0.00 (42.16) 1.83 1.90 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.28 2.42 2.54 2.64 2.75 2.86 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.79 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 146.40 6.08 140.32 6 5 

6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.2% 33.0% 0.00 (68.02) 2.53 2.66 2.80 2.95 3.10 3.35 3.57 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.24 4.42 4.59 4.78 4.97 5.18 5.39 5.60 5.83 6.07 6.31 6.57 6.83 7.11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.33 8.67 236.97 9.02 227.95 7 6 

7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.1% 43.9% 0.00 (29.01 ) 0.77 0.83 0.89 0.95 1.01 1.07 1.12 1.18 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.38 1.43 1.49 1.55 1.62 1.68 1.75 1.82 1.89 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.22 2.31 2.40 2.50 2.60 2.71 99.38 2.82 96.56 8 7 

8 9 CMS Yes No No 7.6% 38.2% (0.00) (61 .74) 1.94 2.05 2.17 2.30 2.43 2.64 2.82 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.80 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 6.09 6.33 6.59 6.86 214.21 7.13 207.08 9 8 

9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.5% 39.1 % 0.00 (93.12) 3.24 3.33 3.42 3.52 3.62 3.83 4.04 4.23 4.40 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.58 5.80 6.04 6.28 6.54 6.80 7.08 7.37 7.66 7.98 8.30 8.63 8.98 9.35 9.73 317.23 10.12 307.11 10 9 

10 11 Dominion Yes No No 9.2% 25.2% 0.00 (60.27) 2.83 3.01 3.20 3.40 3.60 3.77 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.89 7.17 7.46 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 9.10 9.47 210.56 9.86 200.71 11 10 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 7.9% 34.5% 0.00 (99.38) 4.06 4.14 4.22 4.30 4.38 4.63 4.86 5.08 5.29 5.50 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.71 6.98 7.27 7.56 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.86 9.22 9.59 9.98 10.39 10.81 11 .25 11.70 338.62 12.18 326.45 13 11 
12 14 Ed ison lnt'I Yes No No 9.1% 25.8% 0.00 (65.58) 2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.00 4.27 4.50 4.69 4.88 5.07 5.28 5.49 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.25 7.55 7.85 8.17 8.50 8.85 9.20 9.58 9.96 10.37 231.98 10.79 221.20 14 12 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.6% 29.5% 0.00 (106.59) 4.30 4.55 4.82 5.10 5.38 5.82 6.21 6.55 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.31 8.64 8.99 9.36 9.74 10.13 10.54 10.97 11.41 11.87 12.35 12.85 13.38 13.92 14.48 15.07 374.18 15.68 358.50 15 13 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 8.9% 27.6% 0.00 (61.29) 2.48 2.66 2.85 3.05 3.25 3.56 3.83 4.05 4.21 4.38 4.56 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.56 5.78 6.02 6.26 6.52 6.78 7.05 7.34 7.64 7.95 8.27 8.60 8.95 9.31 217.95 9.69 208.26 16 14 

15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 8.1% 34.3% 0.00 (80.03) 2.70 2.89 3.09 3.30 3.51 3.83 4.11 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 10.00 280.55 10.41 270.15 17 15 

16 18 Exelon Yes No No 7.9% 35.0% 0.00 (41 .74) 1.45 1.54 1.64 1.75 1.86 1.97 2.07 2.17 2.26 2.35 2.45 2.55 2.65 2.76 2.87 2.98 3.10 3.23 3.36 3.50 3.64 3.79 3.94 4.10 4.27 4.44 4.62 4.81 5.00 144.48 5.20 139.28 18 16 

17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.7% 37.2% 0.00 (105.73) 3.25 3.48 3.73 4.00 4.27 4.66 5.01 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.57 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.87 9.23 9.60 9.99 10.40 10.82 11.26 11. 71 12.19 369.33 12.68 356.65 22 17 
18 23 MGE Yes No No N/A N/A N/A (71.56) 1.66 1.74 1.82 1.90 1.98 2.14 2.27 2.39 2.49 2.59 2.69 2.80 2.92 3.04 3.16 3.29 3.42 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 5.51 #VALUEI 5.73 #VALUEI 23 18 

19 24 NextEra Yes No No 7.5% 40.6% 0.00 (75.98) 1.87 2.06 2.27 2.50 2.73 3.06 3.34 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.56 7.87 8.19 267.85 8.52 259.33 24 19 

20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.2% 32.2% 0.00 (58.05) 2.56 2.60 2.64 2.68 2.72 2.87 3.02 3.15 3.28 3.41 3.55 3.70 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.33 4.51 4.69 4.88 5.08 5.28 5.50 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.26 197.89 7.55 190.34 25 20 

21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 8.5% 30.0% 0.00 (38.16) 1.70 1.75 1.80 1.85 1.90 2.02 2.13 2.24 2.33 2.42 2.52 2.62 2.73 2.84 2.95 3.07 3.20 3.33 3.46 3.60 3.75 3.90 4.06 4.22 4.39 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 131.48 5.36 126.12 26 21 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 7.4% 40.9% 0.00 (64.83) 1.76 1.90 2.04 2.20 2.36 2.58 2.77 2.93 3.05 3.17 3.30 3.44 3.58 3.72 3.87 4.03 4.19 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 6.75 225.60 7.02 218.58 27 22 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 8.5% 30.0% 0.00 (74.82) 3.48 3.54 3.60 3.66 3.72 3.94 4.15 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 10.00 256.20 10.41 245.79 30 23 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.3% 31.7% 0.00 (60.80) 2.28 2.42 2.56 2.72 2.88 3.12 3.33 3.52 3.66 3.81 3.96 4.12 4.29 4.46 4.64 4.83 5.03 5.23 5.44 5.66 5.89 6.13 6.38 6.64 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.78 8.09 213.02 8.42 204.60 33 24 

25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 7.7% 37.5% 0.00 (153.82) 4.80 5.12 5.46 5.82 6.18 6.72 7.21 7.61 7.92 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.66 10.05 10.45 10.88 11 .32 11.78 12.25 12.75 13.27 13.80 14.36 14.95 15.55 16.18 16.84 17.52 535.65 18.23 517.43 34 25 
26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.3% 31.8% 0.00 (67.69) 2.78 2.88 2.99 3.10 3.21 3.42 3.62 3.80 3.96 4.12 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.90 7.17 7.47 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 233.74 9.10 224.63 35 26 

27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 8.1% 34.0% 0.00 (91 .88) 3.11 3.32 3.55 3.80 4.05 4.43 4.77 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.90 10.31 10.72 11 .16 11.61 322.71 12.08 310.63 36 27 

28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 7.7% 37.7% 0.00 (67.65) 2.07 2.21 2.36 2.52 2.68 2.93 3.15 3.33 3.47 3.61 3.75 3.91 4.06 4.23 4.40 4.58 4.76 4.96 5.16 5.37 5.58 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 235.97 7.98 227.99 37 28 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 
8.12% 33.72% 0.00% Company Screen 
8.10% 33.78% 0.00% Staff Screen 
8.04% 34.37% 0.00% Staff Sensitivity Screen 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Model X Staff/403 Muldoon/1 

Average 8.0.Y. & E.O.Y. Cash Flows Model X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as Average 2020- 2024 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff Average % of Dividend Growth Rates Screen 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPV□1v EOY BOY Average # 

1 1 Al lete Yes No No 8.4% 31.1% 3.6% 3.5% 3.6% 1 1 

2 2 Al liant Yes Yes Yes 7.8% 36.3% 5.9% 5.8% 5.9% 2 2 

3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 7.5% 39.5% 7.1% 7.0% 7.0% 3 3 

4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.1% 33.5% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 4 4 

5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 8.5% 30.3% 3.9% 3.8% 3.9% 6 5 

6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.1% 33.9% 5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 7 6 

7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.0% 44.8% 7.6% 7.1% 7.3% 8 7 

8 9 CMS Yes No No 7.6% 39.0% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7% 9 8 

9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.4% 39.8% 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 10 9 

10 11 Dominion Yes No No 9.1% 26.0% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 11 10 

11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 7.9% 35.1% 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 13 11 
12 14 Ed ison lnt'I Yes No No 9.0% 26.6% 5.7% 5.8% 5.8% 14 12 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.5% 30.4% 5.6% 5.8% 5.7% 15 13 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 8.8% 28.5% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 16 14 

15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 8.0% 35.2% 6.7% 6.8% 6.7% 17 15 

16 18 Exelon Yes No No 7.9% 35.9% 6.7% 6.4% 6.5% 18 16 

17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.7% 38.2% 7.1% 7.0% 7.1% 22 17 

18 23 MGE Yes No No N/A N/A 4.6% 4.6% 4.6% 23 18 

19 24 NextEra Yes No No 7.4% 41.7% 10.1% 9.9% 10.0% 24 19 

20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.1% 32.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 25 20 

21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 8.4% 30.7% 3.1% 2.8% 2.9% 26 21 

22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 7.3% 41.9% 7.5% 7.6% 7.5% 27 22 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 8.4% 30.6% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 30 23 

24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.2% 32.6% 5.9% 6.0% 6.0% 33 24 

25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 7.6% 38.3% 6.2% 6.5% 6.4% 34 25 

26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.2% 32.6% 3.5% 3.7% 3.6% 35 26 

27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 8.0% 34.9% 6.9% 6.8% 6.8% 36 27 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 7.6% 38.7% 6.6% 6.7% 6.6% 37 28 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 
8.04% 34.56% 5.49% Company Screen 
8.02% 34.59% 4.97% Staff Screen 
7.95% 35.19% 5.11% Staff Sensitivity Screen 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Model Y Staff/403 Muldoon/2 

! 4.05% !Annual Growth Rate - Stage 3 EPS Growth to Determine a Sale Terminal Value EPS Growth 

E.O.Y. Cash Flows Staff Model y 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as 2020 I 2021 I 2022 I 2023 I 2024 2025 I 2026 I 2027 I 2028 I 2029 2030 I 2031 I 2032 I 2033 I 2034 I 2035 I 2036 I 2037 I 2038 I 2039 I 2040 I 2041 I 2042 I 2043 I 2044 I 2045 I 2046 I 2047 I 2048 2046 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff % of NPV @ Recent Terminal 2049 2049 Screen 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPV01v IRR Price* 

Initial Stage Transition Stage Final Stage 
Value Div Sale 2050 # 

1 1 Allele Yes No No 8.6% 34.4% 0.00 (62.92) 2 .60 2.70 2 .80 2.90 3.00 3.10 3.31 3.51 3.68 3.83 3.98 4.14 4.31 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.05 5.26 5.47 5.69 5.92 6.16 6.41 6.67 6.94 7.22 7.52 7.82 8.14 257 .92 8.47 249.45 1 1 

e e 3.75 3.95 4.20 4.47 4.75 5.03 5.48 5.88 6.21 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.87 9.23 9.61 10.00 10.40 10.82 11 .26 11 .72 12.19 12.68 13.20 13.73 14.29 14.87 
2 2 All iant Yes Yes Yes 8.1 % 39 .8% 0.00 (53.45) 1.71 1.81 1.92 2.03 2.15 2 .27 2.47 2 .64 2.79 2.90 3.02 3.14 3.27 3.40 3.54 3.68 3.83 3.99 4.15 4.32 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.06 5.27 5.48 5.70 5.93 6.17 221.69 6.42 215.27 2 2 

e e 2 .70 2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.01 4.30 4.54 4.72 4.92 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 6.75 7.03 7.31 7.61 7.91 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.65 10.04 10.45 10.87 
3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 7.8% 43 .1% 0.00 (85.61 ) 2 .36 2.52 2 .70 2.89 3.10 3.31 3.63 3.91 4.14 4.30 4.48 4.66 4.85 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 355 .16 9.52 345.64 3 3 

e e 4.10 4.35 4.63 4.93 5.25 5.57 6.08 6.54 6.91 7.19 7.48 7.79 8.10 8.43 8.77 9.13 9.50 9.88 10.28 10.70 11.13 11 .58 12.05 12.54 13.05 13.57 14.12 14.70 15.29 15.91 16.55 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.4% 37.3% 0.00 (91.96) 3.17 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.59 4.91 5.19 5.40 5.61 5.84 6.08 6.32 6.58 6.85 7.12 7.41 7.71 8.03 8.35 8.69 9.04 9.41 9.79 10.18 10.60 11.03 11.4 7 388.04 11.94 376.11 4 4 

e e 5.00 5.35 5.71 6.09 6.50 6.91 7.53 8.08 8.54 8.88 9.24 9.62 10.01 10.41 10.83 11.27 11.73 12.20 12.70 13.21 13.75 14.31 14.88 15.49 16.11 16.77 17.45 18. 15 18.89 19.65 20.45 
5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 9.0% 35.4% 0.00 (42.16) 1.76 1.83 1.90 1.97 2.05 2 .13 2.28 2.42 2.54 2.64 2 .75 2.86 2 .98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.79 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 196.60 5.85 190.75 6 5 

e e 1.90 2.35 2 .51 2.67 2.85 3.03 3.23 3.42 3.59 3.73 3.89 4.04 4.21 4.38 4.55 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.55 5.78 6.01 6.26 6.51 6.77 7.05 7.33 7.63 7.94 8.26 8.60 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.4% 37 .7% 0.00 (68.02) 2.41 2.53 2 .66 2.80 2.95 3.10 3.35 3.57 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.24 4.42 4.59 4.78 4.97 5.18 5.39 5.60 5.83 6.07 6.31 6.57 6.83 7.11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.33 287.43 8.67 278.76 7 6 

e e 4.05 4.20 4.52 4.87 5.25 5.63 6. 12 6.56 6.93 I 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.91 10.31 10.72 11.16 11 .61 12.08 12.57 13.08 13.61 14.16 14.73 15.33 15.95 16.60 
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.4% 48 .5% 0.00 (29.01 ) 0.71 0.77 0.83 0.89 0.95 1.01 1.07 1.12 1.18 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.38 1.43 1.49 1.55 1.62 1.68 1.75 1.82 1.89 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.22 2.31 2.40 2.50 2.60 119.67 2.71 116.96 8 7 

e e 1.40 1.50 1.59 1.69 1.80 1.91 2.08 2 .23 2.36 2.45 2.55 2.66 2 .76 2.87 2 .99 3.11 3.24 3.37 3.51 3.65 3.80 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.45 4.63 4.82 5.01 5.21 5.43 5.65 
8 9 CMS Yes No No 7.9% 42 .9% 0.00 (61.74) 1.84 1.94 2 .05 2.17 2.30 2.43 2.64 2 .82 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.80 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 6.09 6.33 6.59 258 .99 6.86 252.13 9 8 

e e 2 .90 3.10 3.30 3.52 3.75 3.98 4.35 4.68 4.94 5.14 5.35 5.57 5.80 6.03 6.27 6.53 6.79 7.07 7.35 7.65 7.96 8.28 8.62 8.97 9.33 9.71 10.1 o 10.51 10.94 11 .38 11.84 
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.6% 42 .0% (0.00) (93.12) 3.16 3.24 3.33 3.42 3.52 3.62 3.83 4.04 4.23 4.40 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.58 5.80 6.04 6.28 6.54 6.80 7.08 7.37 7.66 7.98 8.30 8.63 8.98 9.35 347.97 9.73 338.25 10 9 

e e 4.55 4.75 4.99 5.24 5.50 5.76 6. 18 6.56 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.77 8.09 8.42 8.76 9.11 9.48 9.86 10.26 10.68 11.11 11 .56 12.03 12.52 13.02 13.55 14.1 o 14.67 15.27 15.88 16.53 
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 9.3% 29.3% 0.00 (60.27) 2 .67 2.83 3.01 3.20 3.40 3.60 3.77 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.89 7.17 7.46 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 9. 10 251.26 9.47 241.78 11 10 

e e 4.10 4.35 4.65 4.96 5.30 5.64 6.1 0 6.51 6.87 7.15 7.43 7.74 8.05 8.38 8.71 9.07 9.43 9.82 10.21 10.63 11.06 11.51 11.97 12.46 12.96 13.49 14.03 14.60 15.19 15.81 16.45 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 8.0% 37 .1% 0.00 (99.38) 3.98 4.06 4.14 4.22 4.30 4.38 4.63 4.86 5.08 5.29 5.50 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.71 6.98 7.27 7.56 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.86 9.22 9.59 9.98 10.39 10.81 11.25 367 .33 11.70 355.63 13 11 

e e 5.45 5.60 5.89 6.18 6.50 6.82 7.30 7.75 8.14 I 8.47 8.82 9.17 9.54 9.93 10.33 10.75 11 .19 11.64 12.11 12.60 13.11 13.64 14.20 14.77 15.37 15.99 16.64 17.31 18.01 18.74 19.50 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 9.6% 32 .9% 0.00 (65.58) 2 .80 2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.00 4.27 4.50 4.69 4.88 5.07 5.28 5.49 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.25 7.55 7.85 8.17 8.50 8.85 9.20 9.58 9.96 339 .65 10.37 329.28 14 12 

e e 4.60 4.80 5.26 5.75 6.30 6.85 7.97 8.93 9.64 10.03 10.44 10.86 11 .30 11.76 12.24 12.73 13.25 13.79 14.34 14.92 15.53 16.16 16.81 17.49 18.20 18.94 19.71 20.50 21 .33 22.20 23 .10 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.7% 33.4% 0.00 ###### 4.10 4.30 4.55 4.82 5.10 5.38 5.82 6.21 6.55 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.31 8.64 8.99 9.36 9.74 10.13 10.54 10.97 11.41 11.87 12.35 12.85 13.38 13.92 14.48 433 .30 15.07 418.23 15 13 

e e 6.65 6.80 7.33 7.89 8.50 9.11 9.77 10.37 10.89 11 .34 11 .79 12.27 12.77 13.29 13.82 14.38 14.97 15.57 16.20 16.86 17.54 18.25 18.99 19.76 20.56 21.40 22.26 23. 16 24 .10 25.08 26 .09 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 9.1 % 32 .8% 0.00 (61.29 ) 2 .33 2.48 2 .66 2.85 3.05 3.25 3.56 3.83 4.05 4.21 4.38 4.56 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.56 5.78 6.02 6.26 6.52 6.78 7.05 7.34 7.64 7.95 8.27 8.60 8.95 273 .78 9.31 264.47 16 14 

e e 3.55 3.75 4.06 4.39 4.75 5.11 5.60 6.04 6.40 6.65 6.92 7.20 7.50 7.80 8.12 8.44 8.79 9.14 9.51 9.90 10.30 10.72 11.15 11 .60 12.07 12.56 13.07 13.60 14.15 14.72 15.32 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 8.2% 38.8% 0.00 (80.03) 2 .55 2.70 2 .89 3.09 3.30 3.51 3.83 4.11 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 334 .77 10.00 324.77 17 15 

e e 4.10 4.40 4.68 4.98 5.30 5.62 6.12 6.57 6.95 7.23 7.52 7.83 8.14 8.47 8.81 9.17 9.54 9.93 10.33 10.75 11.19 11 .64 12.11 12.60 13.11 13.64 14.19 14.77 15.37 15.99 16.64 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No 7.8% 37 .1% 0.00 (41.74) 1.35 1.45 1.54 1.64 1.75 1.86 1.97 2 .07 2.17 2.26 2 .35 2.45 2 .55 2.65 2.76 2.87 2.98 3.10 3.23 3.36 3.50 3.64 3.79 3.94 4.10 4.27 4.44 4.62 4.81 147.89 5.00 142.89 18 16 

e e 2 .25 2.40 2 .56 2.90 2.90 2 .90 2.99 3.10 3.22 I 3.35 3.48 3.62 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.25 4.42 4.60 4.78 4.98 5.18 5.39 5.61 5.83 6.07 6.32 6.57 6.84 7.12 7.40 7.70 
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.7% 40 .1% (0.00) ###### 3.04 3.25 3.48 3.73 4.00 4.27 4.66 5.01 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.57 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.87 9.23 9.60 9.99 10.40 10.82 11.26 11.71 394 .96 12.19 382.77 22 17 

e e 5.10 5.20 5.48 5.78 6.10 6.42 6.89 7.33 7.71 8.02 8.35 8.68 9.04 9.40 9.78 10.18 10.59 11.02 11.47 11.93 12.41 12.92 13.44 13.98 14.55 15.14 15.75 16.39 17.05 17.75 18.46 
18 23 MGE Yes No No 6.6% 52 .7% 0.00 (71.56) 1.59 1.66 1.74 1.82 1.90 1.98 2. 14 2 .27 2.39 2.49 2.59 2.69 2 .80 2.92 3.04 3.16 3.29 3.42 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 254 .68 5.51 249.17 23 18 

e e 3.00 3.15 3.26 3.38 3.50 3.62 3.90 4.15 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.53 5.76 5.99 6.23 6.49 6.75 7.02 7.31 7.60 7.91 8.23 8.57 8.91 9.27 9.65 10.04 10.45 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No 8.1 % 47 .9% 0.00 (75.98) 1.70 1.87 2 .06 2.27 2.50 2 .73 3.06 3.34 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.56 7.87 372 .71 8.19 364.52 24 19 

e e 2 .90 3.15 3.44 3.76 4.10 4.44 4.98 5.45 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.08 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.30 8.64 8.99 9.35 9.73 10.13 10.54 10.96 11.41 11.87 12.35 12.85 13.37 13.91 
20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.2% 34 .3% 0.00 (58.05) 2 .52 2.56 2 .60 2.64 2.68 2 .72 2.87 3.02 3.15 3.28 3.41 3.55 3.70 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.33 4.51 4.69 4.88 5.08 5.28 5.50 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 209 .38 7.26 202.13 25 20 

e e 3.35 3.55 3.69 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.41 4.65 4.87 5.07 5.27 5.49 5.71 5.94 6.18 6.43 6.69 6.96 7.24 7.54 7.84 8.16 8.49 8.83 9.19 9.56 9.95 10.35 10.77 11.21 11.66 
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 9.1 % 37 .0% 0.00 (38. 16) 1.64 1.70 1.75 1.80 1.85 1.90 2.02 2 .13 2.24 2.33 2.42 2.52 2 .62 2.73 2.84 2.95 3.07 3.20 3.33 3.46 3.60 3.75 3.90 4.06 4.22 4.39 4.57 4.76 4.95 190.76 5.15 185.61 26 21 

e e 2 .25 2.10 2.43 2.81 3.25 3.69 4.03 4.32 4.57 I 4.75 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.57 5.80 6.03 6.28 6.53 6.80 7.07 7.36 7.66 7.97 8.29 8.62 8.97 9.34 9.72 10.11 10.52 10.94 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 5.7% 30 .2% 0.00 (64.83) 1.65 1.76 1.90 2.04 2.20 2 .36 2.58 2 .77 2.93 3.05 3.17 3.30 3.44 3.58 3.72 3.87 4.03 4.19 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 103.91 6.75 97.16 27 22 

e e 6.60 4.75 4.39 4.06 3.75 3.44 3.70 3.93 4.13 4.30 4.47 4.65 4.84 5.04 5.24 5.45 5.67 5.90 6.14 6.39 6.65 6.92 7.20 7.49 7.79 8. 11 8.44 8.78 9.14 9.51 9.89 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 8.5% 32.4% 0.00 (74.82) 3.42 3.48 3.54 3.60 3.66 3.72 3.94 4.15 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 276 .27 10.00 266.27 30 23 

e e 4.25 4.40 4.67 4.95 5.25 5.55 5.80 6.06 6.32 6.57 6.84 7.11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.34 8.68 9.03 9.39 9.77 10.17 10.58 11.01 11.46 11 .92 12.40 12.90 13.43 13.97 14.54 15.13 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.4% 35 .2% 0.00 (60.80) 2 .16 2.28 2.42 2.56 2.72 2.88 3.1 2 3.33 3.52 3.66 3.81 3.96 4.12 4.29 4.46 4.64 4.83 5.03 5.23 5.44 5.66 5.89 6.13 6.38 6.64 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.78 238 .72 8.09 230.63 33 24 

e e 3.48 3.60 3.83 4.08 4.35 4.62 4.94 5.25 5.51 5.73 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.87 9.23 9.61 10.00 10.40 10.82 11 .26 11.72 12.19 12.69 13.20 
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 8.0% 42 .1% 0.00 ###### 4.58 4.80 5.12 5.46 5.82 6.18 6.72 7.21 7.61 7.92 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.66 10.05 10.45 10.88 11.32 11 .78 12.25 12.75 13.27 13.80 14.36 14.95 15.55 16.18 16.84 642.81 17.52 625.29 34 25 

e e 8.85 9.30 9.91 10.56 11 .25 11 .94 13.13 14.17 15.02 15.63 16.26 16.92 17.61 18.32 19.06 19.83 20 .64 21.47 22 .34 23.25 24.19 25.17 26.19 27 .25 28.35 29.50 30.69 31.94 33 .23 34 .58 35 .98 
26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.6% 37 .0% 0.00 (67.69 ) 2 .70 2.78 2 .88 2.99 3.10 3.21 3.42 3.62 3.80 3.96 4.12 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.90 7.17 7.47 7.77 8.08 8.41 298 .25 8.75 289.50 35 26 

e e 3.55 3.70 4.02 4.37 4.75 5.13 5.59 6.00 6.34 I 6.60 6.86 7.14 7.43 7.73 8.04 8.37 8.71 9.06 9.43 9.81 10.21 10.62 11.05 11 .50 11 .96 12.45 12.95 13.48 14.02 14.59 15.18 
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 8.2% 37 .9% 0.00 (91.88) 2 .91 3.11 3.32 3.55 3.80 4.05 4.43 4.77 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.90 10.31 10.72 11.16 368 .20 11.61 356.59 36 27 

e e 4.40 4.70 4.95 5.22 5.50 5.78 6.29 6.75 7.13 7.42 7.72 8.03 8.36 8.70 9.05 9.41 9.80 10.19 10.61 11 .03 11.48 11 .95 12.43 12.93 13.46 14.00 14.57 15.16 15.77 16.41 17.08 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 7.9% 42 .0% 0.00 (67.65) 1.95 2.07 2 .21 2.36 2.52 2.68 2.93 3.15 3.33 3.47 3.61 3.75 3.91 4.06 4.23 4.40 4.58 4.76 4.96 5.16 5.37 5.58 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.09 7.37 275 .77 7.67 268.10 37 28 

e e 3.15 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.60 4.93 5.21 5.42 5.64 5.87 6.11 6.36 6.61 6.88 7.16 7.45 7.75 8.07 8.39 8.73 9.09 9.45 9.84 10.24 10.65 11.08 11.53 12.00 12.48 
No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 

8.18% 38.09% 0.00% Company Screen 
8.28% 37.97% 0.00% Staff Screen 
8.10% 37.64% 0.00% Staff Sensitivity Screen 

8.0.Y. Cash Flows Staff Model y EPS Growth 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as 2020 I 2021 I 2022 I 2023 I 2024 2025 I 2026 I 2027 I 2028 I 2029 2030 I 2031 I 2032 I 2033 I 2034 I 2035 I 2036 I 2037 I 2038 I 2039 I 2040 I 2041 I 2042 I 2043 I 2044 I 2045 I 2046 I 2047 I 2048 2046 

Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff % of NPV @ Recent Terminal 2049 2049 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPVrnv IRR Price* 

Initial Stage Transition Stage Final Stage 
Value Div Sale 2050 # 

1 1 Allele Yes No No 8.8% 32 .9% 0.00 (62.92) 2 .70 2.80 2 .90 3.00 3.10 3.31 3.51 3.68 3.83 3.98 4.14 4.31 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.05 5.26 5.47 5.69 5.92 6.16 6.41 6.67 6.94 7.22 7.52 7.82 8.14 8.47 258 .26 8.81 249.45 1 1 

e e 3.75 3.95 4.20 4.47 4.75 5.03 5.48 5.88 6.21 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.87 9.23 9.61 10.00 10.40 10.82 11 .26 11 .72 12.19 12.68 13.20 13.73 14.29 14.87 
2 2 Alliant Yes Yes Yes 8.3% 38 .1% 0.00 (53.45) 1.81 1.92 2 .03 2.15 2.27 2.47 2.64 2 .79 2.90 3.02 3.14 3.27 3.40 3.54 3.68 3.83 3.99 4.15 4.32 4.49 4.67 4.86 5.06 5.27 5.48 5.70 5.93 6.17 6.42 221 .95 6.68 215.27 2 2 

e e 2 .70 2.95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.01 4.30 4.54 4.72 4.92 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 6.75 7.03 7.31 7.61 7.91 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.65 10.04 10.45 10.87 
3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 8.0% 41 .3% 0.00 (85.61 ) 2 .52 2.70 2 .89 3.10 3.31 3.63 3.91 4.14 4.30 4.48 4.66 4.85 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 355 .55 9.91 345.64 3 3 

e e 4.10 4.35 4.63 4.93 5.25 5.57 6.08 6.54 6.91 7.19 7.48 7.79 8.10 8.43 8.77 9.13 9.50 9.88 10.28 10.70 11.13 11 .58 12.05 12.54 13.05 13.57 14.12 14.70 15.29 15.91 16.55 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.6% 35 .5% 0.00 (91.96) 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.59 4.91 5.19 5.40 5.61 5.84 6.08 6.32 6.58 6.85 7.12 7.41 7.71 8.03 8.35 8.69 9.04 9.41 9.79 10.18 10.60 11.03 11.47 11.94 388 .53 12.42 376.11 4 4 

e e 5.00 5.35 5.71 6.09 6.50 6.91 7.53 8.08 8.54 8.88 9.24 9.62 10.01 10.41 10.83 11.27 11 .73 12.20 12.70 13.21 13.75 14.31 14.88 15.49 16.11 16.77 17.45 18.15 18.89 19.65 20.45 
5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 9.1 % 33 .9% 0.00 (42.16) 1.83 1.90 1.97 2.05 2.13 2 .28 2.42 2 .54 2.64 2.75 2 .86 2.98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.79 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 196.83 6.08 190.75 6 5 

e e 1.90 2.35 2 .51 2.67 2.85 3.03 3.23 3.42 3.59 3.73 3.89 4.04 4.21 4.38 4.55 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.55 5.78 6.01 6.26 6.51 6.77 7.05 7.33 7.63 7.94 8.26 8.60 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.6% 36 .0% 0.00 (68.02) 2 .53 2.66 2 .80 2.95 3.10 3.35 3.57 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.24 4.42 4.59 4.78 4.97 5.18 5.39 5.60 5.83 6.07 6.31 6.57 6.83 7.11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.33 8.67 287.79 9.02 278.76 7 6 

e e 4.05 4.20 4.52 4.87 5.25 5.63 6.12 6.56 6.93 I 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.91 10.31 10.72 11.16 11 .61 12.08 12.57 13.08 13.61 14.16 14.73 15.33 15.95 16.60 
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.5% 46 .8% 0.00 (29.01 ) 0.77 0.83 0.89 0.95 1.01 1.07 1.12 1.18 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.38 1.43 1.49 1.55 1.62 1.68 1.75 1.82 1.89 1.97 2.05 2.13 2.22 2.31 2.40 2.50 2.60 2.71 119.78 2.82 116.96 8 7 

e e 1.40 1.50 1.59 1.69 1.80 1.91 2.08 2 .23 2.36 2.45 2.55 2.66 2 .76 2.87 2 .99 3.11 3.24 3.37 3.51 3.65 3.80 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.45 4.63 4.82 5.01 5.21 5.43 5.65 
8 9 CMS Yes No No 8.0% 41 .1% 0.00 (61.74) 1.94 2.05 2 .17 2.30 2.43 2 .64 2.82 2 .98 3.10 3.22 3.35 3.49 3.63 3.78 3.93 4.09 4.26 4.43 4.61 4.80 4.99 5.19 5.40 5.62 5.85 6.09 6.33 6.59 6.86 259 .27 7.13 252.13 9 8 

2.90 3.10 3.30 3.52 3.75 3.98 4.35 4.68 4.94 5.14 5.35 5.57 5.80 6.03 6.27 6.53 6.79 7.07 7.35 7.65 7.96 8.28 8.62 8.97 9.33 9.71 10.1 o 10.51 10.94 11.38 11.84 
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.7% 40 .6% 0.00 (93.12) 3.24 3.33 3.42 3.52 3.62 3.83 4.04 4.23 4.40 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.58 5.80 6.04 6.28 6.54 6.80 7.08 7.37 7.66 7.98 8.30 8.63 8.98 9.35 9.73 348 .37 10.12 338.25 10 9 

e e 4.55 4.75 4.99 5.24 5.50 5.76 6.18 6.56 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.77 8.09 8.42 8.76 9.11 9.48 9.86 10.26 10.68 11.11 11 .56 12.03 12.52 13.02 13.55 14.1 o 14.67 15.27 15.88 16.53 
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 9.5% 27 .7% 0.00 (60.27) 2 .83 3.01 3.20 3.40 3.60 3.77 3.95 4.11 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.89 7.17 7.46 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 9.10 9.47 251.64 9.86 241.78 11 10 

e e 4.10 4.35 4.65 4.96 5.30 5.64 6.10 6.51 6.87 7.15 7.43 7.74 8.05 8.38 8.71 9.07 9.43 9.82 10.21 10.63 11.06 11 .51 11.97 12.46 12.96 13.49 14.03 14.60 15.19 15.81 16.45 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 8.1% 35 .8% 0.00 (99.38) 4 .06 4.14 4.22 4.30 4.38 4.63 4.86 5.08 5.29 5.50 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.71 6.98 7.27 7.56 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.86 9.22 9.59 9.98 10.39 10.81 11 .25 11.70 367 .80 12.18 355.63 13 11 

e e 5.45 5.60 5.89 6.18 6.50 6.82 7.30 7.75 8.14 I 8.47 8.82 9.17 9.54 9.93 10.33 10.75 11.19 11.64 12.11 12.60 13.11 13.64 14.20 14.77 15.37 15.99 16.64 17.31 18.01 18.74 19.50 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 9.8% 31.2% 0.00 (65.58) 2 .95 3.12 3.31 3.50 3.69 4.00 4.27 4.50 4.69 4.88 5.07 5.28 5.49 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.25 7.55 7.85 8.17 8.50 8.85 9.20 9.58 9.96 10.37 340.07 10.79 329.28 14 12 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Model Y Staff/403 Muldoon/2 

e e 4.60 4.80 5.26 5.75 6.30 6.85 7.97 8.93 9.64 10.03 10.44 10.86 11 .30 11.76 12.24 12.73 13.25 13.79 14.34 14.92 15.53 16.16 16.81 17.49 18.20 18.94 19.71 20.50 21 .33 22.20 23 .10 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.9% 31 .7% 0.00 ###### 4.30 4.55 4.82 5.10 5.38 5.82 6.21 6.55 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.31 8.64 8.99 9.36 9.74 10.13 10.54 10.97 11.41 11.87 12.35 12.85 13.38 13.92 14.48 15.07 433 .91 15.68 418.23 15 13 

6.65 6.80 7.33 7.89 8.50 9.11 9.77 10.37 10.89 11 .34 11 .79 12.27 12.77 13.29 13.82 14.38 14.97 15.57 16.20 16.86 17.54 18.25 18.99 19.76 20.56 21.40 22.26 23.16 24 .10 25.08 26 .09 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 9.3% 30 .9% 0.00 (61.29) 2.48 2.66 2 .85 3.05 3.25 3.56 3.83 4.05 4.21 4.38 4.56 4.74 4.93 5.13 5.34 5.56 5.78 6.02 6.26 6.52 6.78 7.05 7.34 7.64 7.95 8.27 8.60 8.95 9.31 274 .16 9.69 264.47 16 14 

e e 3.55 3.75 4.06 4.39 4.75 5.11 5.60 6.04 6.40 6.65 6.92 7.20 7.50 7.80 8.12 8.44 8.79 9.14 9.51 9.90 10.30 10.72 11.15 11.60 12.07 12.56 13.07 13.60 14.15 14.72 15.32 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 8.4% 37 .0% 0.00 (80.03) 2 .70 2.89 3.09 3.30 3.51 3.83 4.11 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 10.00 335 .18 10.41 324.77 17 15 

e e 4.10 4.40 4.68 4.98 5.30 5.62 6. 12 6.57 6.95 7.23 7.52 7.83 8.14 8.47 8.81 9.17 9.54 9.93 10.33 10.75 11.19 11.64 12.11 12.60 13.11 13.64 14.19 14.77 15.37 15.99 16.64 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No 8.0% 35.4% 0.00 (41.74) 1.45 1.54 1.64 1.75 1.86 1.97 2.07 2 .17 2.26 2.35 2.45 2.55 2 .65 2.76 2.87 2.98 3.10 3.23 3.36 3.50 3.64 3.79 3.94 4.10 4.27 4.44 4.62 4.81 5.00 148 .10 5.20 142.89 18 16 

e e 2.25 2.40 2 .56 2.90 2.90 2.90 2.99 3.10 3.22 I 3.35 3.48 3.62 3.77 3.92 4.08 4.25 4.42 4.60 4.78 4.98 5.18 5.39 5.61 5.83 6.07 6.32 6.57 6.84 7.12 7.40 7.70 
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.9% 38.3% 0.00 ###### 3.25 3.48 3.73 4.00 4.27 4.66 5.01 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.57 7.87 8.19 8.52 8.87 9.23 9.60 9.99 10.40 10.82 11.26 11. 71 12.19 395.45 12.68 382.77 22 17 

e e 5.10 5.20 5.48 5.78 6.10 6.42 6.89 7.33 7.71 8.02 8.35 8.68 9.04 9.40 9.78 10.18 10.59 11.02 11.47 11.93 12.41 12.92 13.44 13.98 14.55 15.14 15.75 16.39 17.05 17.75 18.46 
18 23 MGE Yes No No 6.7% 51 .3% 0.00 (71.56) 1.66 1.74 1.82 1.90 1.98 2 .14 2.27 2 .39 2.49 2.59 2 .69 2.80 2 .92 3.04 3.16 3.29 3.42 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4.17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 5.51 254 .90 5.73 249. 17 23 18 

3.00 3.15 3.26 3.38 3.50 3.62 3.90 4.15 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.53 5.76 5.99 6.23 6.49 6.75 7.02 7.31 7.60 7.91 8.23 8.57 8.91 9.27 9.65 10.04 10.45 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No 8.2% 45 .8% 0.00 (75.98) 1.87 2.06 2 .27 2.50 2.73 3.06 3.34 3.56 3.70 3.85 4.01 4. 17 4.34 4.51 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.29 5.51 5.73 5.96 6.20 6.45 6.72 6.99 7.27 7.56 7.87 8. 19 373 .04 8.52 364.52 24 19 

e e 2.90 3.15 3.44 3.76 4.10 4.44 4.98 5.45 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.08 7.37 7.67 7.98 8.30 8.64 8.99 9.35 9.73 10.13 10.54 10.96 11.41 11 .87 12.35 12.85 13.37 13.91 
20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.3% 33 .1% 0.00 (58.05) 2 .56 2.60 2 .64 2.68 2.72 2 .87 3.02 3.15 3.28 3.41 3.55 3.70 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.33 4.51 4.69 4.88 5.08 5.28 5.50 5.72 5.95 6.19 6.44 6.70 6.97 7.26 209 .68 7.55 202.13 25 20 

e e 3.35 3.55 3.69 3.84 4.00 4.16 4.41 4.65 4.87 5.07 5.27 5.49 5.71 5.94 6.18 6.43 6.69 6.96 7.24 7.54 7.84 8.16 8.49 8.83 9.19 9.56 9.95 10.35 10.77 11.21 11.66 
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 9.2% 35 .5% 0.00 (38.16) 1.70 1.75 1.80 1.85 1.90 2 .02 2. 13 2 .24 2.33 2.42 2 .52 2.62 2 .73 2.84 2.95 3.07 3.20 3.33 3.46 3.60 3.75 3.90 4.06 4.22 4.39 4.57 4.76 4.95 5.15 190.97 5.36 185.61 26 21 

e e 2.25 2.10 2.43 2.81 3.25 3.69 4.03 4.32 4.57 I 4.75 4.95 5.15 5.36 5.57 5.80 6.03 6.28 6.53 6.80 7.07 7.36 7.66 7.97 8.29 8.62 8.97 9.34 9.72 10.11 10.52 10.94 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 5.9% 28 .6% (0.00) (64.83) 1.76 1.90 2 .04 2.20 2.36 2 .58 2.77 2 .93 3.05 3.17 3.30 3.44 3.58 3.72 3.87 4.03 4.19 4.36 4.54 4.72 4.91 5.11 5.32 5.54 5.76 5.99 6.24 6.49 6.75 104 .18 7.02 97.16 27 22 

e e 6.60 4.75 4.39 4.06 3.75 3.44 3.70 3.93 4.13 4.30 4.47 4.65 4.84 5.04 5.24 5.45 5.67 5.90 6.14 6.39 6.65 6.92 7.20 7.49 7.79 8.11 8.44 8.78 9.14 9.51 9.89 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes 8.6% 31 .1% 0.00 (74.82) 3.48 3.54 3.60 3.66 3.72 3.94 4. 15 4.34 4.52 4.70 4.89 5.09 5.30 5.51 5.74 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 7.00 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.88 9.24 9.61 10.00 276 .68 10.41 266.27 30 23 

4.25 4.40 4.67 4.95 5.25 5.55 5.80 6.06 6.32 6.57 6.84 7 .11 7.40 7.70 8.01 8.34 8.68 9.03 9.39 9.77 10.17 10.58 11.01 11.46 11 .92 12.40 12.90 13.43 13.97 14.54 15.13 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.6% 33 .5% 0.00 (60.80) 2 .28 2.42 2 .56 2.72 2.88 3.12 3.33 3.52 3.66 3.81 3.96 4.12 4.29 4.46 4.64 4.83 5.03 5.23 5.44 5.66 5.89 6.13 6.38 6.64 6.90 7.18 7.47 7.78 8.09 239 .05 8.42 230.63 33 24 

e e 3.48 3.60 3.83 4.08 4.35 4.62 4.94 5.25 5.51 5.73 5.97 6.21 6.46 6.72 6.99 7.28 7.57 7.88 8.20 8.53 8.87 9.23 9.61 10.00 10.40 10.82 11.26 11.72 12.19 12.69 13.20 
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 8.1% 40 .3% 0.00 ###### 4.80 5.12 5.46 5.82 6.18 6.72 7.21 7.61 7.92 8.24 8.57 8.92 9.28 9.66 10.05 10.45 10.88 11 .32 11.78 12.25 12.75 13.27 13.80 14.36 14.95 15.55 16. 18 16.84 17.52 643 .51 18.23 625.29 34 25 

e e 8.85 9.30 9.91 10.56 11 .25 11 .94 13.13 14.17 15.02 15.63 16.26 16.92 17.61 18.32 19.06 19.83 20 .64 21.47 22 .34 23.25 24.19 25.17 26.19 27 .25 28.35 29.50 30.69 31.94 33 .23 34 .58 35 .98 
26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.8% 35 .5% 0.00 (67.69) 2 .78 2.88 2 .99 3.10 3.21 3.42 3.62 3.80 3.96 4.12 4.28 4.46 4.64 4.82 5.02 5.22 5.43 5.65 5.88 6.12 6.37 6.63 6.90 7.17 7.47 7.77 8.08 8.41 8.75 298 .61 9.10 289.50 35 26 

e e 3.55 3.70 4.02 4.37 4.75 5.13 5.59 6.00 6.34 6.60 6.86 7.14 7.43 7.73 8.04 8.37 8.71 9.06 9.43 9.81 10.21 10.62 11.05 11.50 I 11 .96 12.45 12.95 13.48 14.02 14.59 15.18 
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 8.4% 36 .0% 0.00 (91.88) 3.11 3.32 3.55 3.80 4.05 4.43 4.77 5.04 5.25 5.46 5.68 5.91 6.15 6.40 6.66 6.93 7.21 7.50 7.81 8.12 8.45 8.79 9.15 9.52 9.90 10.31 10.72 11 .16 11.61 368 .67 12.08 356.59 36 27 

e e 4.40 4.70 4.95 5.22 5.50 5.78 6.29 6.75 7.13 7.42 7.72 8.03 8.36 8.70 9.05 9.41 9.80 10.19 10.61 11.03 11.48 11.95 12.43 12.93 13.46 14.00 14.57 15. 16 15.77 16.41 17.08 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 8.0% 40 .2% 0.00 (67.65) 2 .07 2.21 2 .36 2.52 2.68 2 .93 3.1 5 3.33 3.47 3.61 3.75 3.91 4 .06 4.23 4.40 4.58 4.76 4.96 5. 16 5.37 5.58 5.81 6.04 6.29 6.54 6.81 7.09 7.37 7.67 276 .08 7.98 268.10 37 28 

e e 3.15 3.35 3.55 3.77 4.00 4.23 4.60 4.93 5.21 5.42 5.64 5.87 6.11 6.36 6.61 6.88 7.16 7.45 7.75 8.07 8.39 8.73 9.09 9.45 9.84 10.24 10.65 11.08 11 .53 12.00 12.48 
No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 

8.35% 36.45% 0.00% Company Screen 
8.44% 36.35% 0.00% Staff Screen 
8.27% 36.02% 0.00% Staff Sensitivity Screen 

Average 8.0.Y. & E.O.Y. Cash Flows Model y EPS Growth 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Terminal 
LT Debt Value as Average 2017 - 2021 

Screen Abbreviated PGE Staff Staff Average % of Dividend Growth Rates Screen 
# Utility Yes No Sensitivity IRR NPV0 1v EOY BOY Averan• # 

1 1 Allele Yes No No 8.7% 33.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.6% 1 1 
2 2 Alliant Yes Yes Yes 8.2% 39.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.9% 2 2 
3 3 Ameren Yes .Yes Yes 7.9% 42.2% 7.1% 7.0% 7.0% 3 3 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes 8.5% 36.4% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 4 4 
5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 9.1% 34 .6% 3.9% 3.8% 3.9% 6 5 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes 8.5% 36.8% 8.0% 5.2% 6.6% 7 6 
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 7.5% 47.7% 7.6% 7. 1% 7.3% 8 7 
8 9 CMS Yes No No 8.0% 42.0% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7% 9 8 

9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes 7.6% 41 .3% 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 10 9 
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 9.4% 28.5% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 11 10 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes 8.0% 36.4% 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 13 11 
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 9.7% 32.1% 5.7% 5.8% 5.8% 14 12 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No 8.8% 32.6% 5.6% 6.6% 6.1% 15 13 
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 9.2% 31 .9% 7.0% 4.5% 5.7% 16 14 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 8.3% 37.9% 6.7% 8.2% 7.4% 17 15 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No 7.9% 36.2% 6.7% 1.9% 4.3% 18 16 
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes 7.8% 39.2% 7.1% 5.8% 6.4% 22 17 
18 23 MGE Yes No No 6.6% 52.0% 4.6% 5.8% 5.2% 23 18 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No 8.1% 46.9% 10.1% 7.0% 8.6% 24 19 
20 25 NorthWestern Yes Yes Yes 8.2% 33.7% 1.6% 6.8% 4.2% 25 20 

21 26 OG E Yes Yes Yes 9.1% 36.3% 3.1% 6.3% 4.7% 26 21 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 5.8% 29.4% 7.5% 7.6% 7.5% 27 22 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes ;res ;res 8.5% 31 .7% 1.7% 6.6% 4.2% 30 23 
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No 8.5% 34 .3% 5.9% 6.6% 6.2% 33 24 
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 8.0% 41 .2% 6.2% 4.6% 5.4% 34 25 

26 35 Southern Yes No No 8.7% 36.3% 3.5% 6.4% 4.9% 35 26 
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 8.3% 36.9% 6.9% 7.0% 7.0% 36 27 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 7.9% 41 .1% 6.6% 6.7% 6.6% 37 28 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 Mean 
8.27% 37.27% 5.60% Company Screen 
8.36% 37.16% 4.97% Staff Screen 
8.18% 36.83% 5.27% Staff Sensitivity Screen 
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PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 
2 
3 

UE 416 Staff ROE Summary 

Stage 3 - Long-Term Annual Dividend and EPS Growth Rates 

Real TIPS 20-Yr Weighted Component Inflation Nominal Weight Rate Rate Forecast Rate 
Energy Information Administration (EIA) 2.20% 2.33% 4.58% 12.50% 0.57% 
Organization for Economic Co-operation 

1.49% 2.33% 3.85% 12.50% 0.48% 
and Development (OECD) 

Social Security Administration (SSA) 2.00% 2.33% 4.38% 12.50% 0.55% 
Congressional Budget Office CBO) 1.75% 2.33% 4.1 2% 12.50% 0.52% 

BEA Nominal Historical , 1980 Q1 - 2022 Q4 2.64% 2.33% 5.03% 50.0% 2.52% 

Composite 100% 4.63% 

Congressional Budget Office 
4.05% 100.0% 4.05% 

Long-Term 20-Year Budget Outlook 

BEA Nominal Historical , 1980 Q1 - 2022 Q4 2.64% 2.33% 5.03% 100.0% 5.03% 

!Though shown below for comparison purposes - Staff disagrees wi th the Company's third Stage Growth Rate 

Model X: 3 Stage DCF - Dividend Growth with Terminal Value as Perpetuity 

X CBO 4.05% Composite 4.63% Historical 

Company Peer Screen 7.98% 8.49% 9.02% 
Staff Peer Screen 8.02% 8.51% 8.85% 
Staff Sensitivity Peer Screen 7.95% 8.45% 8.79% 

Compo 

CBO 

Near Hi 

3.90% 

5.03% 

ROE Recommendations Staff/104 Muldoon/1 

site 

storical 

Model X: 3 Stage DCF - Dividend Growth with Terminal Value as Perpetuity (Hamada Adjusted) 

PGE 3.90% X CBO 

7.91% Hamada Company Peer Screen 7.61% 
7.89% Staff Peer Screen 7.87% 
7.83% ➔ Staff Sensitivity Peer Screen 7.74% 

4.05% Composite 4.63% Historical 

8. 11 % 8.64% 
8.36% 8.70% 
8.24% 8.58% 

5.03% PGE 

7.54% 
7.74% 
7.62% 

3.90% 

1 
2 
3 

Model Y: 3 Stage DCF - Dividend Growth with Termin al Value as Sales based upon EPS Growth and Terminal Stock Sale Model Y: 3 Stage DCF - Dividend & EPS Growth with Terminal Value as Stock Sale (Hamada Adjusted) 

1 
2 
3 

y CBO 4.05% Composite 4.63% Historical 

Company Peer Screen 8.27% 8.72% 9.02% 
Staff Peer Screen 8.36% 8.81% 9. 12% 
Staff Sensitivity Peer Screen 8.18% 8.63% 8.94% 

Best Fit Range of Reasonable ROEs 8. 70% to 8.97% ROE 

5.03% 

Common Stock Flotation Costs Adjustment Shifts Range of Reasonable ROE's Upw_a_r~d~by"-cc:~--1~2~-~5 __ lbps 
I 8.83% to 9.10% ROE 

Midpoint 9.0% ROE Testimony 
Staff Point ROE Recommendation: 9.0% - -CAPM and Single Stage DCF point to top and bottom respectively of Staffs Three Stage DCF Modeling Results 

Long Term Growth Rates and ROE Model Results 

PGE 

8.1 5% 
8.25% 
8.07% 

3.90% y CBO 4.05% Composite 4.63% Historical 

Hamada Company Peer Screen 7.89% 8.34% 8.65% 
Staff Peer Screen 8.21% 8.66% 8.97% 

➔ Staff Sensitivity Peer Screen 7.97% 8.42% 8.73% 

Note: Staff disagrees with a potential upper limit of 9.68% relying on an excessive GDP growth rate. 
Pacificorp reaches back to 1929 to pull in years with higher growth rates than have been experiences since 1980. 
Staff provides this illustration to show how excessive inputs can distort modeling results. 

5.03% PGE 

7.78% 
8. 10% 
7.86% 

3.90% 

1 
2 
3 

Page 1 of 1 Pages See 3-Stage DCF Models X and Y for Details 
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PGE UE 416 GRC 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

CAPM 

Capital Asset Pricing Model ( CAPM) 

Staff's CAPM Modeling Results 

4.05% 
Direct 11.51% 

Testimony 7.46% 
Staff 3.961 % 

9.75% 
5.79% 
3.806% 
10.41 % 
6.60% 

Screen Abbreviated 
# Utility 
1 Allete 
2 Al liant 
3 Ameren 
4 AEP 
6 Avista 
7 Black Hills 
8 CenterPoint 
9 CMS 
10 Consol Ed 
11 Dominion 
13 Duke 
14 Edison lnt'I 
15 Entergy 
16 Evergy 
17 Eversource 
18 Exelon 
22 IDACORP 
23 MGE 
24 NextEra 
25 NorthWesterr 
26 OGE 
27 Otter Tail 
30 Pinnacle 
33 Public Serv. 
34 Sempra 
35 Southern 
36 W EC 
37 Xcel 

No. of Peers: 

Rf Rate as shown in Exhibit PGE/1000 PGE Staff Liddle - Villadsen/56 --Top Current Table 
Mkt Return as shown in Exhibit PGE/1000 PGE Staff Liddle - Villadsen/61 -- Top Current Table 
PGE Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) 
R, May 26, 2023 30-Yr UST Yield /WSJ www.wsj.com/market-data/bonds 
30-Year S&P 500 Proxy Market Return 
Staff 30-Yr Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) 
R, May 26, 2023 10-Yr UST Yield /WSJ 
10-Year S&P 500 Proxy Market Return 
Staff 10-Yr Mkt Risk Premium (MRP) 

LT Debt 
UE 416 UE 416 UE 416 

PGE Staff Sensitivity Ticker 
Yes No No ALE 
Yes Yes Yes LNT 
Yes Yes Yes AEE 
Yes No Yes AEP 
Yes Yes Yes AVA 
Yes No Yes BKH -
Yes No No CNP 
Yes No No CMS -No Yes Yes ED ,- -
Yes No No D 
Yes No Yes DUK -
Yes No No EIX 
Yes No No ETR -
Yes Yes Yes EVRG 
No Yes Yes ES 

Yes No No EXC 
Yes Yes Yes IDA ,- -
Yes No No MGEE 
Yes No No NEE , __ -
Yes Yes Yes NWE 
Yes Yes Yes OGE 
Yes No Yes OTTR 
Yes Yes Yes PNW -
Yes No No PEG , __ -
Yes Yes Yes SRE 
Yes No No SRE -
Yes Yes Yes so 
Yes No Yes WEC 
26 12 17 

Company Screen 

Staff Screen 
Staff Sensitivity Screen 

Geometric Return 

www.wsj.com/market-data/bonds 
Geometric Return 

VL 
Q4 2022 

Beta 
0.90 
0.85 
0.85 
0.75 
0.90 
0.95 
1.10 
0.80 
0.75 
0.85 
0.85 
0.95 
0.95 
0.90 
0.90 
0.95 
0.80 
0.75 
0.90 
0.90 
1.00 
0.85 
0.90 
0.90 
0.95 
0.95 
0.95 
0.80 

Mean 

Mean 
Mean 

Staff MRP 

30 Yr 
ROE 

w VL Beta 
CAPM 

9.17% 
8.88% 
8.88% 
8.30% 
9.17% 
9.46% 
10.33% 
8.59% 
8.30% 
8.88% 
8.88% 
9.46% 
9.46% 
9.17% 
9.17% 
9.46% 
8.59% 
8.30% 
9.17% 
9.17% 
9.75% 
8.88% 
9.17% 
9.17% 
9.46% 
9.46% 
9.46% 
8.59% 

VL Betas 
9.1 % 

9.1 % 
9.0% 

Points to Upper Half of Staff's 3-Stage DCF Results 

Page 1 of 1 Pages 

Staff MRP 

10 Yr 
ROE 

w VL Beta 
CAPM 

9.75% 
9.42% 
9.42% 
8.76% 
9.75% 
10.08% 
11 .07% 
9.09% 
8.76% 
9.42% 
9.42% 
10.08% 
10.08% 
9.75% 
9.75% 
10.08% 
9.09% 
8.76% 
9.75% 
9.75% 
10.41% 
9.42% 
9.75% 
9.75% 
10.08% 
10.08% 
10.08% 
9.09% 

VL Betas 
9.7% 
9.7% 
9.6% 

PGE MRP 
PGE/1000 

ROE 
w VL Beta 

CAPM 

10.76% 
10.39% 
10.39% 
9.65% 
10.76% 
11 .14% 
12.26% 
10.02% 
9.65% 
10.39% 
10.39% 
11 .14% 
11.14% 
10.76% 
10.76% 
11 .14% 
10.02% 
9.65% 
10.76% 
10.76% 
11 .51 % 
10.39% 
10.76% 
10.76% 
11 .14% 
11 .14% 
11 .14% 
10.02% 

VL Betas 
10.7% 
10.7% 
10.6% 

Staff/505 Muldoon/1 

Screen 
# 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
6 5 
7 6 

8 7 
9 8 
10 9 

11 10 

13 11 
14 12 
15 13 
16 14 
17 15 

18 16 

22 17 
23 18 

24 19 
25 20 

26 21 
27 22 
30 23 
33 24 
34 25 

35 26 

36 27 
37 28 

ROE 

ROE 
ROE 

CAPM 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Gordon Growth 
Single Stage DCF Model 

Staff's Representative Single Stage (Gordon Growth) Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) Model 
Presumes the Peer Utility will pay its divident as a fixed multiple of growth into the future as it is now. 

The results wou ld be true on ly if the utility stock's dividends were to grow at a constant rate forever. 

Value of Stock (P0) = D1 I (k- g) Stock Price Now = Next Year's Dividend/ (Required Stock Return - Growth in Dividends) 
k = (D1 I Poi+ g Required Rate of Return on Uti lity Equity = ( Next Year's VL Dividend / Recent Stock Price) - Perpetual Growth 
This Model Implies: Points toward Upper End of Staff's 3-Stage DCF Modeling Results 

1 2 3 4 

LT Debt 
Screen Abbreviated UE 416 UE416 UE 416 

# Utility PGE Staff Sensitivity 
1 1 Allete Yes No No 
2 2 Alliant Yes Yes Yes 
3 3 Ameren Yes Yes Yes 
4 4 AEP Yes No Yes -
5 6 Avista Yes Yes Yes 
6 7 Black Hills Yes No Yes ,- -
7 8 CenterPoint Yes No No 
8 9 CMS Yes No No -
9 10 Consol Ed No Yes Yes ,- -
10 11 Dominion Yes No No 
11 13 Duke Yes No Yes ,~ -
12 14 Edison lnt'I Yes No No 
13 15 Entergy Yes No No - ,_ -
14 16 Evergy Yes Yes Yes 
15 17 Eversource No Yes Yes 
16 18 Exelon Yes No No -
17 22 IDACORP Yes Yes Yes ,- -
18 23 MGE Yes No No 
19 24 NextEra Yes No No ,_ -
20 25 North Westen Yes Yes Yes 
21 26 OGE Yes Yes Yes 
22 27 Otter Tail Yes No Yes 
23 30 Pinnacle Yes Yes Yes ,~ -
24 33 Public Serv. Yes No No -
25 34 Sempra Yes Yes Yes 
26 35 Southern Yes No No ,_ -
27 36 WEC Yes Yes Yes 
28 37 Xcel Yes No Yes 

No. of Peers: 26 12 17 

Single Stage DCF 

5 

Ticker 
ALE 
LNT 
AEE 
AEP 
AVA 
BKH 
CNP 
CMS 
ED 
D 

DUK 
EIX 
ETR 

EVRG 
ES 

EXC 
IDA 

MGEE 
NEE 
NWE 
OGE 
OTTR 
PNW 
PEG 
SRE 
so 
so 

WEC 

6 7 8 

Recent Current Next VL 
Stock Dividend Annual 
$ Price Yield Dividend 

62.92 4.1 % 2.70 
53.45 3.2% 1.81 
85.61 2.8% 2.52 
91.96 3.4% 3.35 
42.16 4.2% 1.83 
68.02 3.5% 2.53 
29.01 2.4% 0.77 
61.74 3.0% 1.94 
93.12 3.4% 3.24 
60.27 4.4% 2.83 
99.38 4.0% 4.06 
65.58 4.3% 2.95 

106.59 3.8% 4.30 
61.29 3.8% 2.48 
80.03 3.2% 2.70 
41.74 3.2% 1.45 

105.73 2.9% 3.25 
71.56 2.2% 1.66 
75.98 2.2% 1.87 
58.05 4.3% 2.56 
38.16 4.3% 1.70 
64.83 2.5% 1.76 
74.82 4.6% 3.48 
60.80 3.6% 2.28 

153.82 3.0% 4.80 
67.69 4.0% 2.78 
67.69 4.0% 3.11 
91.88 3.2% 2.07 

9 10 

Anticipatec VL 

Dividend Dividend 
Yield Growth 
4.3% 3.5% 
3.4% 6.0% 
2.9% 7.2% 
3.6% 5.8% 
4.3% 4.0% 
3.7% 5.2% 
2.7% 1.9% 
3.1% 5.9% 
3.5% 2.5% 
4.7% 0.9% 
4.1% 2.0% 
4.5% 5.4% 
4.0% 5.2% 
4.0% 6.8% 
3.4% 6.4% 
3.5% 2.6% 
3.1% 6.6% 
2.3% 4.6% 
2.5% 10.2% 
4.4% 1.9% 
4.5% 2.9% 
2.7% 6.8% 
4.7% 2.4% 
3.8% 5.6% 
3.1% 6.1% 
4.1% 3.4% 
4.6% 7.0% 
2.3% 6.8% 

Company Screen 
Staff Screen 

Staff Sensitivity Screen 

11 
= 9 + 10 

Investor 
Required 

ROE 
7.7% 
9.4% 
10.2% 
9.5% 
8.3% 
9.0% 
4.6% 
9.0% 
6.0% 
5.6% 
6.1% 
9.9% 
9.3% 
10.9% 
9.8% 
6.0% 
9.7% 
7.0% 
12.7% 
6.3% 
7.4% 
9.5% 
7.1% 
9.4% 
9.2% 
7.5% 
11.6% 
9.1% 
Mean 
8.5% 
8.8% 
8.8% 

Points toward lower end of Staff's 3 Stage DCF Modeling results. 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Historical GDP Growth 

Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) Staff Accessed 
Current-Dollar and "Real" Gross Domestic Product (GOP) February 18, 2022 

Annual https://fred .stlouisfed.org/series/GDP) Quarterly https://fred .stlouisfed.org/series/GDP htt s://fred .stlouisfed .or /series/GDP 

hit s://fred.stlouisfed.or /series/GDPCA (Seasonally adjusted annual rates) 1980 through 2022 Q4 

Yr 

1947 

1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

GDP in billions GDP in billions 
of current of chained 2012 

dollars dollars 

249.616 

274.468 
272.475 
299.827 
346.914 
367.341 
389.218 
390.549 
425.478 
449.353 
474.039 
481.229 
521.654 
542.382 
562.209 
603.922 

637.45 
684.46 

2465.461817 

2638.784425 
2668.443116 
2775.272168 
3030.366528 
3179.968303 
3349.288246 
3373.295866 
3661.31 1821 
3760.399928 
3849.939291 
3840.878516 
4101.236298 
4206.981 161 
4331.707004 
4596.426885 
4773.051375 
5064.368821 

Quarter 

194701 

1947Q2 
1947Q3 
1947Q4 
1948Q1 
1948Q2 
1948Q3 
1948Q4 
1949Q1 
1949Q2 
1949Q3 
1949Q4 
1950Q1 
1950Q2 
1950Q3 
1950Q4 

GDP in 
billions of 

current 
dollars 

243.164 

245.968 
249.585 
259.745 
265.742 
272.567 
279.196 
280.366 
275.034 
271 .351 
272.889 
270.627 
280.828 
290.383 
308.153 
319.945 

GDP in billions 
of chained 2012 Qtr# 

dollars 

2034.450 1 

2029.024 2 

2024.834 3 
2056.508 4 
2087.442 5 
2121 .899 6 

2134.056 7 
2136.440 8 
2107.001 9 
2099.814 10 
2121.493 11 
2103.688 12 
2186.365 13 

2253.045 14 
2340.112 15 
2384.920 16 

Average Ln(Real GDP) 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

8.831 

8.810 

8.809 
8.827 

1980 

8.847 1981 
8.839 
8.851 
8.840 
8.825 1982 
8.829 
8.825 
8.826 
8.839 1983 
8.861 
8.881 
8.902 

1984 

Long Run Historical GDP Growth Rate 

Annualized Real LN GPD Q 

1 2.64% I 

SUMMARY OUTPUT 

Regression Statistics 
Multiple R 0.98800266 
R Square 0.976149257 
Adjusted R Square 0.976008958 
Standard Error 0.051022521 
Observations 

ANOVA 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

172 

1 
170 
171 

ss MS F 
18.11286112 18.11286112 6957.660463 

0.4425606 0.002603298 
18.55542172 

Staff/407 Muldoon/1 

Significance F 
7.5669E-140 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

742.289 
813.414 
859.959 
940.651 

1017.615 

5388.785082 

1951Q1 
1951Q2 
1951Q3 
1951Q4 

336.000 
344.090 
351.385 
356.178 

2417.31 1 17 
2459.196 18 
2509.880 19 

2515.408 20 

17 
18 
19 
20 

8.921 
8.938 
8.948 
8.956 

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-vafue Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0% 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 

1073.303 
1164.85 
1279.11 

1425.376 
1545.243 
1684.904 
1873.412 
2081.826 
2351.599 
2627.333 
2857.307 
3207.041 
3343.789 
3634.038 
4037.613 
4338.979 
4579.631 
4855.215 
5236.438 

5641 .58 
5963.144 
6158.129 
6520.327 
6858.559 
7287.236 
7639.749 
8073.122 
8577.552 
9062.817 
9631.172 

10250.952 
10581.929 
10929.108 

11456.45 
12217.196 
13039.197 
13815.583 
14474.228 
14769.862 
14478.067 

15048.97 
15599.731 

16253.97 
16843.196 
17550.687 
18206.023 
18695.106 
19477.337 
20533.058 
21380.976 
21060.474 
23315.081 
25464.463 

Historical GDP Growth 

5713.19558 
5848.252351 
6109.501822 
6241.219043 
6235.431984 
6553.230702 
6958.990431 
711 8.290801 
6884.251093 
7006.927838 
7417.332124 
7726.515081 

8007.93921 
7899.799266 
7646.636364 
7880.289342 
7913.554108 
8286.645961 
8849.108204 
9162.219757 
9556.921 114 
9711.312003 
10031 .2711 7 
10328.20086 
10274.24828 
10303.10236 
10594.77533 
10839.66419 
11225.59624 
11478.04031 
11732.71742 
12257.78833 
12746.43315 
13192.70866 
13575.23123 
13792.35741 
13900.10606 
14280.17157 
14735.90128 
15219.26385 
15728.47325 
15827.97168 

16154.8466 
15402.25138 
15782.67 486 
15874.20904 

16253.97 
16592.18309 
17176.9441 1 
17705.23696 
17815.50672 
18175.97671 
18793.47233 
19134.71842 
18469.94557 
18979.22134 

20015.4 

1952Q1 
1952Q2 
1952Q3 
1952Q4 
1953Q1 
1953Q2 
1953Q3 
1953Q4 
1954Q1 
1954Q2 
1954Q3 
1954Q4 
1955Q1 
1955Q2 
1955Q3 
1955Q4 
1956Q1 
1956Q2 
1956Q3 
1956Q4 
1957Q1 
1957Q2 
1957Q3 
1957Q4 
1958Q1 
1958Q2 
1958Q3 
1958Q4 
1959Q1 
1959Q2 
1959Q3 
1959Q4 
1960Q1 
1960Q2 
1960Q3 
1960Q4 
1961Q1 
1961Q2 
1961Q3 
1961Q4 
1962Q1 
1962Q2 
1962Q3 
1962Q4 
1963Q1 
1963Q2 
1963Q3 
1963Q4 
1964Q1 
1964Q2 
1964Q3 
1964Q4 
1965Q1 
1965Q2 
1965Q3 
1965Q4 
1966Q1 
1966Q2 
1966Q3 
1966Q4 
1967Q1 
1967Q2 
1967Q3 
1967Q4 
1968Q1 
1968Q2 
1968Q3 
1968Q4 
1969Q1 
1969Q2 
1969Q3 
1969Q4 
1970Q1 
1970Q2 
1970Q3 
1970Q4 
1971Q1 
1971Q2 
1971Q3 
1971Q4 
1972Q1 
1972Q2 
1972Q3 
1972Q4 
1973Q1 
1973Q2 
1973Q3 
1973Q4 
1974Q1 
1974Q2 
1974Q3 
1974Q4 
1975Q1 
1975Q2 
1975Q3 
1975Q4 
1976Q1 
1976Q2 
1976Q3 
1976Q4 
1977Q1 
1977Q2 
1977Q3 
1977Q4 
1978Q1 
1978Q2 
1978Q3 
1978Q4 
1979Q1 
1979Q2 
1979Q3 
1979Q4 
1980Q1 
1980Q2 
1980Q3 
1980Q4 
1981Q1 
1981Q2 
1981Q3 
1981Q4 
1982Q1 
1982Q2 
1982Q3 
1982Q4 
1983Q1 
1983Q2 
1983Q3 
1983Q4 
1984Q1 
1984Q2 
1984Q3 

359.820 
361.030 
367.701 
380.812 
387.980 
391.749 
391.171 
385.970 
385.345 
386.121 
390.996 
399.734 
413.073 
421.532 
430.221 
437.092 
439.746 
446.010 
451.191 
460.463 
469.779 
472.025 
479.490 
474.864 
467.540 
471.978 
485.841 
499.555 
510.330 
522.653 
525.034 
528.600 
542.648 
541.080 
545.604 
540.197 
545.018 
555.545 
567.664 
580.612 
594.013 
600.366 
609.027 
612.280 
621.672 
629.752 
644.444 
653.938 
669.822 
678.674 
692.031 
697.319 
717.790 
730.191 
749.323 
771.857 
795.734 
804.981 
819.638 
833.302 
844.170 
848.983 
865.233 
881.439 
909.387 
934.344 
950.825 
968.030 
993.337 

1009.020 
1029.956 
1038.147 
1051.200 
1067.375 
1086.059 
1088.608 
1135.156 
1156.271 
1177.675 
1190.297 
1230.609 
1266.369 
1290.566 
1328.904 
1377.490 
1413.887 
1433.838 
1476.289 
1491.209 
1530.056 
1560.026 
1599.679 
1616.116 
1651.853 
1709.820 
1761.831 
1820.487 
1852.332 
1886.558 
1934.273 
1988.648 
2055.909 
211 8.473 
2164.270 
2202.760 
2331.633 
2395.053 
2476.949 
2526.610 
2591.247 
2667.565 
2723.883 
2789.842 
2797.352 
2856.483 
2985.557 
3124.206 
3162.532 
3260.609 
3280.818 
3274.302 
3331.972 
3366.322 
3402.561 
3473.413 
3578.848 
3689.179 
3794.706 
3908.054 
4009.601 
4084.250 

2542.286 21 

2547.762 22 
2566.153 23 
2650.431 24 
2699.699 25 
2720.566 26 
2705.258 27 
2664.302 28 
2651 .566 29 
2654.456 30 
2684.434 31 
2736.960 32 
2815.134 33 
2860.942 34 
2899.578 35 

2916.985 36 
2905.656 37 
2929.666 38 
2927.034 39 
2975.209 40 
2994.259 41 
2987.699 42 
3016.979 43 
2985.775 44 
2908.281 45 
2927.395 46 
2995.112 47 
3065.141 48 
3123.978 49 
3194.429 50 
3196.683 51 
3205.790 52 
3277.847 53 
3260.177 54 
3276.133 55 
3234.087 56 
3255.914 57 
3311 .181 58 
3374.742 59 
3440.924 60 
3502.298 61 
3533.947 62 
3577.362 63 
3589.128 64 
3628.306 65 
3669.020 66 
3749.681 67 
3774.264 68 
3853.835 69 
3895.793 70 
3956.657 71 
3968.878 72 
4064.915 73 
4116.267 74 
4207.782 75 
4304.731 76 
4409.518 77 
4424.581 78 
4462.053 79 
4498.660 80 
4538.498 81 
4541 .280 82 
4584.246 83 
4618.812 84 
4713.013 85 
4791 .758 86 
4828.892 87 
4847.885 88 
4923.760 89 
4938.728 90 
4971 .349 91 
4947.104 92 
4939.759 93 
4946.770 94 
4992.357 95 
4938.857 96 
5072.996 97 
5100.447 98 
5142.422 99 
5154.547 100 
5249.337 101 
5368.485 102 
5419.184 103 
5509.926 104 
5646.286 105 
5707.755 106 
5677.738 107 
5731 .632 108 
5682.353 109 
5695.859 11 0 
5642.025 111 
5620.126 11 2 
5551 .713 11 3 
5591 .382 114 
5687.087 115 
5763.665 11 6 
5893.276 117 
5936.515 11 8 
5969.089 11 9 
6012.356 120 
6083.391 121 
6201 .659 122 
6313.559 123 
6313.697 124 
6333.848 125 
6578.605 126 
6644.754 127 
6734.069 128 
6746.176 129 
6753.389 130 
6803.558 131 
6820.572 132 
6842.024 133 
6701 .046 134 
6693.082 135 
6817.903 136 
6951.495 137 
6899.980 138 
6982.609 139 
6906.529 140 
6799.233 141 
6830.251 142 
6804.139 143 
6806.857 144 
6896.561 145 
7053.500 146 
7194.504 147 
7344.597 148 
7488.167 149 
7617.547 150 
7690.985 151 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

8.966 1985 
8.974 
8.990 
8.997 
9.006 1986 
9.011 
9.020 
9.026 
9.033 1987 
9.044 
9.052 
9.069 
9.075 1988 
9.088 
9.093 
9.107 
9.117 1989 
9.124 
9.132 
9.134 
9.145 1990 
9.148 
9.149 
9.140 
9.135 1991 
9.143 
9.148 
9.151 
9.163 1992 
9.174 

Intercept 
X Variable 1 

8.857256013 0.007814914 1133.378626 0 8.841829243 8.872682783 8.841829243 8.872682783 
0.006535801 7.83551E-05 83.41259176 7.5669E-140 0.006381127 0.006690475 0.006381127 0.006690475 

Note July 31, 2013, 14th Comprehensive Significant Revision: 
BEA revised its tables back to 1929 in to order to count: 

1 Artistic Works 
2 Research and Development 

as Capital Investments that Depreciate Over Time 
rather than one time expenditures 

From an Economy based on 
( Industry and Manufacturing ) 

51 9.184 to one based on 
__ 5"2'--------'9'-'.1-"9'-,4'-~=- ( Knowledge and Information ) 

53 9.196 1993 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 

9.202 
9.207 
9.220 
9.230 1994 
9.243 
9.249 
9.260 
9.264 1995 
9.267 
9.275 
9.282 
9.290 1996 
9.306 
9.315 
9.325 
9.332 1997 
9.348 
9.361 
9.369 
9.379 1998 
9.388 
9.401 
9.417 
9.426 1999 
9.435 
9.448 
9.464 
9.468 2000 
9.486 
9.487 
9.493 
9.489 2001 
9.496 
9.492 
9.494 
9.503 2002 
9.509 
9.513 
9.514 
9.519 2003 
9.528 
9.545 
9.556 
9.562 2004 
9.570 
9.579 
9.589 
9.600 2005 
9.605 
9.613 
9.619 
9.632 2006 
9.634 
9.636 
9.644 
9.647 2007 
9.654 
9.660 
9.666 
9.662 2008 
9.667 
9.662 
9.640 
9.628 2009 
9.627 
9.630 
9.641 
9.646 2010 
9.655 
9.663 
9.668 
9.666 2011 
9.673 
9.672 
9.683 
9.692 2012 
9.696 
9.698 
9.699 
9.708 2013 
9.709 
9.717 
9.724 
9.720 2014 
9.733 
9.745 
9.749 
9.757 2015 
9.763 
9.766 
9.768 
9.774 2016 
9.777 
9.783 
9.788 
9.792 2017 
9.797 
9.805 
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PGE UE 416 GRC Historical GDP Growth Staff/407 Muldoon/1

1984Q4 4148.551 7754.117 152 152 9.815
1985Q1 4230.168 7829.260 153 153 9.822 2018
1985Q2 4294.887 7898.194 154 154 9.829
1985Q3 4386.773 8018.809 155 155 9.836
1985Q4 4444.094 8078.415 156 156 9.838
1986Q1 4507.894 8153.829 157 157 9.843 2019
1986Q2 4545.340 8190.552 158 158 9.850
1986Q3 4607.669 8268.935 159 159 9.859
1986Q4 4657.627 8313.338 160 160 9.863
1987Q1 4722.156 8375.274 161 161 9.852 2020
1987Q2 4806.160 8465.630 162 162 9.763
1987Q3 4884.555 8539.075 163 163 9.839
1987Q4 5007.994 8685.694 164 164 9.848
1988Q1 5073.372 8730.569 165 165 9.864 2021
1988Q2 5190.036 8845.280 166 166 9.880
1988Q3 5282.835 8897.107 167 167 9.887
1988Q4 5399.509 9015.661 168 168 9.904
1989Q1 5511.253 9107.314 169 169 9.900 2022
1989Q2 5612.463 9176.827 170 170 9.898
1989Q3 5695.365 9244.816 171 171 9.906
1989Q4 5747.237 9263.033 172 172 9.913
1990Q1 5872.701 9364.259 173
1990Q2 5960.028 9398.243 174
1990Q3 6015.116 9404.494 175
1990Q4 6004.733 9318.876 176
1991Q1 6035.178 9275.276 177
1991Q2 6126.862 9347.597 178
1991Q3 6205.937 9394.834 179
1991Q4 6264.540 9427.581 180
1992Q1 6363.102 9540.444 181
1992Q2 6470.763 9643.893 182
1992Q3 6566.641 9739.185 183
1992Q4 6680.803 9840.753 184
1993Q1 6729.459 9857.185 185
1993Q2 6808.939 9914.565 186
1993Q3 6882.098 9961.873 187
1993Q4 7013.738 10097.362 188
1994Q1 7115.652 10195.338 189
1994Q2 7246.931 10333.495 190
1994Q3 7331.075 10393.898 191
1994Q4 7455.288 10512.962 192
1995Q1 7522.289 10550.251 193
1995Q2 7580.997 10581.723 194
1995Q3 7683.125 10671.738 195
1995Q4 7772.586 10744.203 196
1996Q1 7868.468 10824.674 197
1996Q2 8032.840 11005.217 198
1996Q3 8131.408 11103.935 199
1996Q4 8259.771 11219.238 200
1997Q1 8362.655 11291.665 201
1997Q2 8518.825 11479.330 202
1997Q3 8662.823 11622.911 203
1997Q4 8765.907 11722.722 204
1998Q1 8866.480 11839.876 205
1998Q2 8969.699 11949.492 206
1998Q3 9121.097 12099.191 207
1998Q4 9293.991 12294.737 208
1999Q1 9411.682 12410.778 209
1999Q2 9526.210 12514.408 210
1999Q3 9686.626 12679.977 211
1999Q4 9900.169 12888.281 212
2000Q1 10002.179 12935.252 213
2000Q2 10247.720 13170.749 214
2000Q3 10318.165 13183.890 215
2000Q4 10435.744 13262.250 216
2001Q1 10470.231 13219.251 217
2001Q2 10599.000 13301.394 218
2001Q3 10598.020 13248.142 219
2001Q4 10660.465 13284.881 220
2002Q1 10783.500 13394.910 221
2002Q2 10887.460 13477.356 222
2002Q3 10984.040 13531.741 223
2002Q4 11061.433 13549.421 224
2003Q1 11174.129 13619.434 225
2003Q2 11312.766 13741.107 226
2003Q3 11566.669 13970.157 227
2003Q4 11772.234 14131.379 228
2004Q1 11923.447 14212.340 229
2004Q2 12112.815 14323.017 230
2004Q3 12305.307 14457.832 231
2004Q4 12527.214 14605.595 232
2005Q1 12767.286 14767.846 233
2005Q2 12922.656 14839.707 234
2005Q3 13142.642 14956.291 235
2005Q4 13324.204 15041.232 236
2006Q1 13599.160 15244.088 237
2006Q2 13753.424 15281.525 238
2006Q3 13870.188 15304.517 239
2006Q4 14039.560 15433.643 240
2007Q1 14215.651 15478.956 241
2007Q2 14402.082 15577.779 242
2007Q3 14564.117 15671.605 243
2007Q4 14715.058 15767.146 244
2008Q1 14706.538 15702.906 245
2008Q2 14865.701 15792.773 246
2008Q3 14898.999 15709.562 247
2008Q4 14608.208 15366.607 248
2009Q1 14430.901 15187.475 249
2009Q2 14381.236 15161.772 250
2009Q3 14448.882 15216.647 251
2009Q4 14651.248 15379.155 252
2010Q1 14764.611 15456.059 253
2010Q2 14980.193 15605.628 254
2010Q3 15141.605 15726.282 255
2010Q4 15309.471 15807.995 256
2011Q1 15351.444 15769.911 257
2011Q2 15557.535 15876.839 258
2011Q3 15647.681 15870.684 259
2011Q4 15842.267 16048.702 260
2012Q1 16068.824 16179.968 261
2012Q2 16207.130 16253.726 262
2012Q3 16319.540 16282.151 263
2012Q4 16420.386 16300.035 264
2013Q1 16629.050 16441.485 265
2013Q2 16699.551 16464.402 266
2013Q3 16911.068 16594.743 267
2013Q4 17133.114 16712.760 268
2014Q1 17144.281 16654.247 269
2014Q2 17462.703 16868.109 270
2014Q3 17743.227 17064.616 271
2014Q4 17852.540 17141.235 272
2015Q1 17991.348 17280.647 273
2015Q2 18193.707 17380.875 274
2015Q3 18306.960 17437.080 275
2015Q4 18332.079 17462.579 276
2016Q1 18425.306 17565.465 277
2016Q2 18611.617 17618.581 278
2016Q3 18775.459 17724.489 279
2016Q4 18968.041 17812.560 280
2017Q1 19148.194 17889.094 281
2017Q2 19304.506 17979.218 282
2017Q3 19561.896 18127.994 283
2017Q4 19894.750 18310.300 284
2018Q1 20155.486 18437.127 285
2018Q2 20470.197 18565.697 286
2018Q3 20687.278 18699.748 287
2018Q4 20819.269 18733.741 288
2019Q1 21013.085 18835.411 289
2019Q2 21272.448 18962.175 290
2019Q3 21531.839 19130.932 291
2019Q4 21706.532 19215.691 292
2020Q1 21538.032 18989.877 293
2020Q2 19636.731 17378.712 294
2020Q3 21362.428 18743.720 295
2020Q4 21704.706 18924.262 296
2021Q1 22313.850 19216.224 297
2021Q2 23046.934 19544.248 298
2021Q3 23550.420 19672.594 299
2021Q4 24349.121 20006.181 300
2022Q1 24740.480 19924.088 301
2022Q2 25248.476 19895.271 302
2022Q3 25723.941 20054.663 303
2022Q4 26144.956 20187.495 304
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PGE UE 416 GRC TIPS Implied Forward Curve 

2023 through 2053 TIPs-lmplied Average Annual Inflation Rate: 

Implied Market-based Inflationary Expectations 
Qtr 5-Yr 7-Yr 10-Yr 20-Yr 

2022-Q4 0.024 0.024 0.023 0.026 
Source: Federal Reserve Statistical Release H.15 
See H15 Qtrly Avg for data feed 

30-Yr 
0.023 PGE UE 416 1 

2.33% 

Yr. End Individually Implied Price Levels Implied Forward Curve/Price Level 
Mo.-Yr. Years 5-Yr I 7-Yr I 10-Yr I 20-Yr I 30-Yr 5-Yr I 7-Yr I 10-Yr I 20-Yr I 30-Yr 
Dec-23 0 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Dec-24 1 102.41 102.40 102.34 102.60 102.33 102.41 
Dec-25 2 104.88 104.86 104.73 105.27 104.71 104.88 
Dec-26 3 107.41 107.38 107.19 108.02 107.15 107.41 
Dec-27 4 109.99 109.97 109.69 110.83 109.65 109.99 
Dec-28 5 112.64 112.61 112.26 113.71 112.21 112.64 
Dec-29 6 115.31 114.89 116.67 114.82 115.33 
Dec-30 7 118.09 117.58 119.71 117.50 118.09 
Dec-31 8 120.33 122.83 120.23 120.67 
Dec-32 9 123.14 126.02 123.03 123.32 
Dec-33 10 126.02 129.30 125.90 126.02 
Dec-34 11 132.67 128.83 129.64 
Dec-35 12 136.12 131 .84 133.35 
Dec-36 13 139.67 134.91 137.18 
Dec-37 14 143.30 138.05 141 .11 
Dec-38 15 147.04 141.27 145.16 
Dec-39 16 150.86 144.56 149.32 
Dec-40 17 154.79 147.93 153.60 
Dec-41 18 158.82 151 .37 158.01 
Dec-42 19 162.96 154.90 162.54 
Dec-43 20 167.20 158.51 167.20 
Dec-44 21 162.20 170.18 
Dec-45 22 165.98 173.22 
Dec-46 23 169.85 176.31 
Dec-47 24 173.81 179.46 
Dec-48 25 177.86 182.67 
Dec-49 26 182.00 185.93 
Dec-50 27 186.24 189.25 
Dec-51 28 190.58 192.63 
Dec-52 29 195.02 196.07 
Dec-53 30 199.57 199.57 

Staff/408 Muldoon/1 

Implied 
Price Level Check 

100.00 
102.41 
104.88 
107.41 
109.99 
112.64 
115.33 
118.09 
120.67 
123.32 
126.02 
129.64 128.95 
133.35 131 .95 
137.18 135.02 
141 .11 138.16 
145.16 141.37 
149.32 144.66 
153.60 148.02 
158.01 151.46 
162.54 154.99 
167.20 158.59 
170.18 162.28 
173.22 166.05 
176.31 169.91 
179.46 173.86 
182.67 177.90 
185.93 182.04 
189.25 186.27 
192.63 190.60 
196.07 195.03 
199.57 199.57 
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PGE UE 416 GRC 

Implied TIPS Expectations 

Average Quarterly Values for FRB H15 Data 
See FRB H.15 Tab for Data Feed Sources. 

Averaae Monthly Inflation Indexed Rates by Quarter 
Qtr TIPS-05m TIPS-07m TIPS-10m TIPS-20m TIPS-30m 

2003-01 1.33 1.81 2.07 
2003-02 1.15 1.61 1.94 
2003-03 1.36 1.84 2.21 
2003-04 1.24 1.65 2.01 
2004-01 0.82 1.26 1.71 
2004-02 1.26 1.69 2.05 
2004-03 1.17 1.55 1.89 2.28 
2004-04 0.93 1.30 1.69 2.08 
2005-01 1.17 1.41 1.71 1.93 
2005-02 1.30 1.44 1.68 1.83 
2005-03 1.59 1.70 1.82 1.98 
2005-04 1.92 1.98 2.04 2.13 
2006-01 2.00 2.05 2.09 2.08 
2006-02 2.34 2.39 2.46 2.48 
2006-03 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.38 
2006-04 2.40 2.36 2.32 2.29 
2007-01 2.28 2.33 2.33 2.36 
2007-02 2.35 2.40 2.44 2.49 
2007-03 2.38 2.44 2.45 2.46 
2007-04 1.54 1.81 1.92 2.11 
2008-01 0.58 1.02 1.32 1.81 
2008-02 0.79 1.17 1.48 2.03 
2008-03 1.18 1.47 1.70 2.16 
2008-04 2.73 2.92 2.60 2.73 
2009-01 1.37 1.54 1.79 2.34 
2009-02 1.12 1.37 1.72 2.31 
2009-03 1.17 1.41 1.74 2.22 
2009-04 0.58 0.94 1.37 1.98 
2010-01 0.47 0.94 1.43 2.00 2. 16 
2010-02 0.46 0.91 1.36 1.77 1.88 
2010-03 0.20 0.57 1.06 1.68 1.76 
2010-04 -0.11 0.28 0.75 1.48 1.65 
201 1-01 0.07 0.67 1.09 1.71 2.00 
201 1-02 -0.29 0.33 0.80 1.49 1.78 
201 1-03 -0.65 -0.22 0.28 0.95 1.25 
201 1-04 -0.75 -0.39 0.05 0.61 0.85 
2012-01 -1.02 -0.60 -0.17 0.51 0.78 
2012-02 -1.08 -0.75 -0.35 0.35 0.66 
2012-03 -1 .27 -1.01 -0.63 0.02 0.43 
2012-04 -1.42 -1.15 -0.76 --0.02 0.36 
2013-01 -1.40 -0.98 -0.59 0.19 0.56 
2013-02 -1.04 -0.62 -0.25 0.47 0.80 
2013-03 -0.32 0.17 0.56 1.16 1.43 
2013-04 -0.29 0.25 0.57 1.19 1.50 
2014-01 -0.16 0.37 0.58 1.11 1.39 
2014-02 -0.25 0.27 0.43 0.88 1.14 
2014-03 -0.13 0.24 0.32 0.72 0.98 
2014-04 0.19 0.39 0.45 0.75 0.95 
2015-01 0.11 0.23 0.27 0.52 0.71 
2015-02 -0.10 0.22 0.30 0.67 0.91 
2015-03 0.26 0.48 0.57 0.92 1.14 
2015-04 0.36 0.51 0.66 1.02 1.24 
2016-01 0.15 0.32 0.49 0.88 1.1 1 
2016-02 -0.24 -0.05 0.19 0.62 0.85 
2016-03 -0.22 -0.09 0.08 0.44 0.62 
2016-04 -0.06 0.12 0.33 0.69 0.86 
2017-01 0.07 0.33 0.44 0.75 0.95 
2017-02 0.10 0.30 0.44 0.76 0.94 
2017-03 0.17 0.36 0.45 0.75 0.94 
2017-04 0.32 0.44 0.50 0.72 0.87 
2018-01 0.56 0.65 0.68 0.82 0.93 
2018-02 0.69 0.77 0.79 0.88 0.95 
2018-03 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.88 0.93 
2018-04 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.15 1.23 
2019-01 0.73 0.76 0.79 0.96 1.10 
2019-02 0.42 0.46 0.51 0.71 0.89 
2019-03 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.37 0.59 
2019-04 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.36 0.54 
2020-01 -0.14 -0.12 -0.06 0.14 0.29 
2020-02 -0.49 -0.50 -0.48 --0.27 -0.09 
2020-03 -1.19 -1.09 -0.94 -0.58 -0.33 
2020-04 -1.32 -1 .13 -0.91 --0.50 -0.29 
2021-01 -1 .70 -1.27 -0.86 -0.34 -0.09 
2021-02 -1.71 -1 .18 -0.79 --0.27 -0.03 
2021-03 -1 .69 -1 .31 -1.02 -0.53 -0.30 
2021-04 -1.65 -1.30 -1.00 --0.58 -0.38 
2022-01 -1 .21 -0.90 -0.64 -0.25 -0.05 
2022-02 -0.13 0.05 0.20 0.43 0.55 
2022-03 0.66 0.66 0.69 0.87 1.01 
2022-04 1.59 1.53 1.49 1.52 1.57 

TIPS Quarterly Data Staff/408 Muldoon/2 

Staff TIPS Analysis Quarterly Aggregation 

Averaae Monthly Nominal UST Rates by Quarter Implied Market-based lnflationar Expectations 
Qtr UST-05m UST--07m UST-10m UST-20m UST-30m Qtr 5-Yr 7-Yr 10-Yr 20-Yr 30-Yr 

2003-01 2.91 3.46 3.92 4.90 2003-0 1 1.58 1.65 1.85 
2003-02 2.57 3.13 3.62 4.59 2003-02 1.42 1.52 1.68 
2003-03 3.14 3.72 4.23 5.17 2003-03 1.78 1.87 2.03 
2003-04 3.25 3.78 4.29 5.16 2003-04 2.01 2.13 2.28 
2004-01 2.99 3.52 4.02 4.89 2004-0 1 2.17 2.26 2.31 
2004-02 3.72 4.18 4.60 5.36 2004-02 2.47 2.50 2.55 
2004-03 3.51 3.92 4.30 5.07 2004-03 2.34 2.37 2.41 2.79 
2004-04 3.49 3.85 4.17 4.87 2004-04 2.56 2.55 2.48 2.79 
2005-01 3.88 4.09 4.30 4.76 2005-0 1 2.72 2.68 2.58 2.83 
2005-02 3.87 3.99 4.16 4.55 2005-02 2.57 2.55 2.48 2.72 
2005-03 4.04 4.11 4.21 4.51 2005-03 2.44 2.41 2.39 2.52 
2005-04 4.39 4.42 4.49 4.77 2005-04 2.47 2.44 2.45 2.64 
2006-01 4.55 4.55 4.57 4.76 4.64 2006-0 1 2.55 2.50 2.48 2.69 
2006-02 4.99 5.02 5.07 5.29 5.14 2006-02 2.65 2.62 2.61 2.80 
2006-03 4.84 4.85 4.90 5.09 4.99 2006-03 2.47 2.48 2.52 2.71 
2006-04 4.60 4.60 4.63 4.83 4.74 2006-04 2.20 2.24 2.31 2.54 
2007-01 4.65 4.65 4.68 4.90 4.80 2007-0 1 2.36 2.32 2.35 2.54 
2007-02 4.76 4.79 4.85 5.07 4.99 2007-02 2.41 2.39 2.41 2.58 
2007-03 4.50 4.60 4.73 5.01 4.94 2007-03 2.13 2.16 2.28 2.55 
2007-04 3.79 3.98 4.26 4.65 4.61 2007-0 4 2.24 2.17 2.34 2.54 
2008-01 2.75 3.15 3.66 4.40 4.41 2008-0 1 2.17 2.13 2.34 2.59 
2008-02 3.16 3.46 3.89 4.59 4.58 2008-02 2.37 2.29 2.40 2.56 
2008-03 3.11 3.44 3.86 4.49 4.45 2008-03 1.93 1.96 2.16 2.33 
2008-04 2.18 2.63 3.25 3.97 3.68 2008-0 4 -0.55 -0.29 0.65 1.24 
2009-01 1.76 2.23 2.74 3.69 3.45 2009-0 1 0.39 0.69 0.95 1.35 
2009-02 2.23 2.88 3.31 4.19 4.17 2009-02 1.11 1.51 1.60 1.88 
2009-03 2.47 3.12 3.52 4.28 4.32 2009-03 1.30 1.72 1.77 2.06 
2009-04 2.30 2.98 3.46 4.27 4.33 2009-04 1.72 2.04 2.09 2.29 
2010-01 2.42 3.16 3.72 4.49 4.62 2010-0 1 1.96 2.22 2.28 2.49 2.47 
2010-02 2.25 2.93 3.49 4.20 4.37 2010-02 1.80 2.03 2.13 2.43 2.49 
2010-03 1.55 2.19 2.79 3.60 3.85 2010-03 1.35 1.63 1.73 1.92 2.09 
2010-04 1.49 2.18 2.86 3.84 4.16 2010-04 1.59 1.90 2.12 2.36 2.51 
201 1-01 2.12 2.83 3.46 4.32 4.56 2011-0 1 2.05 2.16 2.37 2.61 2.56 
201 1-02 1.86 2.55 3.21 4.07 4.34 2011-02 2.15 2.22 2.41 2.57 2.56 
201 1-03 1.15 1.78 2.43 3.34 3.70 2011-03 1.81 2.00 2.15 2.39 2.45 
201 1-04 0.95 1.50 2.05 2.75 3.04 2011 -04 1.71 1.89 1.99 2.14 2.19 
2012-01 0.90 1.44 2.04 2.80 3.14 2012-0 1 1.92 2.04 2.20 2.29 2.36 
2012-02 0.79 1.24 1.82 2.55 2.94 2012-02 1.86 1.99 2.17 2.21 2.28 
2012-03 0.67 1.08 1.64 2.37 2.75 2012-03 1.94 2.09 2.28 2.35 2.31 
2012-04 0.69 1.12 1. 71 2.46 2.86 2012-04 2.11 2.27 2.47 2.48 2.50 
2013-01 0.83 1.32 1.95 2.75 3.14 2013-0 1 2.23 2.31 2.54 2.55 2.58 
2013-02 0.92 1.39 2.00 2.78 3.15 2013-02 1.95 2.01 2.25 2.32 2.34 
2013-03 1.51 2.12 2.71 3.44 3.72 2013-03 1.82 1.95 2.15 2.29 2.29 
2013-04 1.44 2.12 2.75 3.50 3.79 2013-04 1.73 1.86 2.17 2.31 2.29 
2014-01 1.60 2.22 2.76 3.42 3.68 2014-0 1 1.77 1.85 2.18 2.30 2.29 
2014-02 1.66 2.19 2.62 3.18 2.66 2014-02 1.90 1.92 2.20 2.30 1.52 
2014-03 1.70 2.16 2.50 3.01 3.26 2014-03 1.83 1.92 2.18 2.28 2.29 
2014-04 1.60 2.00 2.28 2.69 2.97 2014-04 1.41 1.61 1.83 1.95 2.02 
2015-01 1.45 1.77 1.97 2.32 2.55 2015-0 1 1.35 1.54 1.70 1.79 1.85 
2015-02 1.52 1.91 2.17 2.62 2.89 2015-02 1.63 1.69 1.86 1.95 1.97 
2015-03 1.55 1.94 2.22 2.65 2.96 2015-03 1.29 1.47 1.65 1.73 1.82 
2015-04 1.59 1.94 2.19 2.60 2.96 2015-04 1.23 1.43 1.53 1.58 1.72 
2016-01 1.37 1.69 1.92 2.32 2.72 2016-0 1 1.23 1.37 1.43 1.45 1.61 
2016-02 1.24 1.54 1.75 2.15 2.57 2016-02 1.48 1.58 1.56 1.53 1.72 
2016-03 1.13 1.40 1.56 1.91 2.28 2016-03 1.35 1.49 1.48 1.47 1.66 
2016-04 1.61 1.93 2.13 2.52 2.82 2016-04 1.67 1.80 1.80 1.83 1.96 
2017-01 1.94 2.25 2.44 2.78 3.04 2017-0 1 1.87 1.92 2.01 2.03 2.10 
2017-02 1.81 2.07 2.26 2.64 2.90 2017-02 1.71 1.78 1.82 1.88 1.96 
2017-03 1.82 2.06 2.24 2.58 2.82 2017-03 1.65 1.70 1.79 1.83 1.88 
2017-04 2.07 2.25 2.37 2.62 2.82 2017-04 1.75 1.81 1.87 1.89 1.95 
2018-01 2.54 2.69 2.76 2.91 3.03 2018-0 1 1.97 2.04 2.08 2.08 2.11 
2018-02 2.77 2.87 2.92 3.00 3.08 2018-02 2.07 2.11 2.13 2.12 2.14 
2018-03 2.81 2.88 2.93 3.00 3.07 2018-03 2.01 2.07 2.11 2.11 2.13 
2018-04 2.88 2.96 3.03 3.17 3.27 2018-04 1.81 1.90 1.98 2.02 2.03 
2019-01 2.47 2.55 2.65 2.85 3.01 2019-0 1 1.73 1.79 1.86 1.89 1.91 
2019-02 2.12 2.22 2.33 2.58 2.78 2019-02 1.70 1.76 1.82 1.87 1.88 
2019-03 1.63 1.71 1.80 2.08 2.28 2019-03 1.45 1.55 1.64 1.71 1.69 
2019-04 1.62 1.72 1.79 2.10 2.26 2019-04 1.53 1.61 1.64 1.74 1.72 
2020-01 1.16 1.29 1.38 1. 71 1.88 2020-0 1 1.30 1.41 1.44 1.58 1.59 
2020-02 0.36 0.54 0.69 1.15 1.38 2020-02 0.85 1.05 1.16 1.42 1.47 
2020-03 0.27 0.46 0.65 1.15 1.36 2020-03 1.46 1.55 1.59 1.73 1.69 
2020-04 0.37 0.61 0.86 1.40 1.62 2020-04 1.69 1.75 1.78 1.90 1.91 
2021-01 0.60 0.98 1.32 1.92 2.07 2021 -0 1 2.30 2.25 2.18 2.26 2.16 
2021-02 0.84 1.27 1.59 2.17 2.26 2021-02 2.55 2.45 2.39 2.44 2.29 
2021-03 0.80 1.10 1.32 1.86 1.93 2021 -03 2.49 2.41 2.34 2.39 2.23 
2021-04 1.18 1.42 1.54 1.97 1.95 2021-04 2.83 2.72 2.54 2.55 2.33 
2022-01 1.82 1.92 1.94 2.32 2.25 2022-01 3.03 2.82 2.58 2.57 2.30 
2022-02 2.95 2.98 2.93 3.24 3.04 2022-02 3.08 2.93 2.73 2.81 2.50 
2022-03 3.23 3.20 3.11 3.51 3.26 2022-03 2.57 2.53 2.42 2.64 2.26 
2022-04 4.00 3.93 3.83 4.12 3.90 2022-04 2.41 2.40 2.34 2.60 2.33 
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PGE UE 416 GRC TIPS Monthly Data 

FRB H.15 Market Yield on U.S . Treasury (UST) Securities at Constant Maturity, Quoted on an Investment Basis in Percent per Year Staff Accessed, Feb . 13, 2023 at: http://federalreserve.gov/re leases/h15/data .htm 
Staff Accessed , Feb. 13, 2023 at: http://federalreserve .gov/releases/h15/data.htm 

Month ly https: /jwww. fed era I reserve .gov/ datadown I cad/ Choose. aspx ?re I= H 15 

TIPS-05m 5 RIFLGFCY05 XII N.M 
TIPS-07m 7 
TIPS-10m 10 Year 
TIPS-20m 20 
TIPS-30m 30 

Month TIPS-05m TIPS-07m 
2003-01 1.65 2.10 
2003-02 1.24 1.74 
2003-03 1.09 1.60 
2003-04 1.36 1.85 
2003-05 1.18 1.61 
2003-06 0.91 1.37 
2003-07 1.30 1.76 
2003-08 1.48 1.97 
2003-09 1.29 1.80 
2003-1 0 1.21 1.68 
2003-1 1 1.27 1.64 
2003-12 1.23 1.64 
2004-01 1.09 1.48 
2004-02 0.86 1.31 
2004-03 0.52 0.98 
2004-04 1.02 1.49 
2004-05 1.34 1.77 
2004-06 1.41 1.80 
2004-07 1.29 1.68 
2004-08 1.12 1.51 
2004-09 1.10 1.46 
2004-1 0 0.97 1.35 
2004-11 0.90 1.27 
2004-1 2 0.92 1.28 
2005-01 1.13 1.40 
2005-02 1.08 1.33 
2005-03 1.29 1.49 
2005-04 1.23 1.42 
2005-05 1.28 1.41 
2005-06 1.39 1.49 
2005-07 1.67 1.75 
2005-08 1.71 1.79 
2005-09 1.40 1.56 
2005-1 0 1.70 1.82 
2005-11 1.97 2.03 
2005-1 2 2.09 2.10 
2006-01 1.93 1.98 
2006-02 1.98 2.02 
2006-03 2.09 2.15 
2006-04 2.26 2.34 
2006-05 2.30 2.36 
2006-06 2.45 2.48 
2006-07 2.46 2.48 
2006-08 2.27 2.29 
2006-09 2.38 2.35 
2006-10 2.51 2.45 
2006-1 1 2.41 2.35 
2006-1 2 2.28 2.28 
2007-01 2.47 2.47 
2007-02 2.34 2.38 
2007-03 2.04 2.14 
2007-04 2.12 2.20 
2007-05 2.29 2.32 
2007-06 2.65 2.67 
2007-07 2.60 2.63 
2007-08 2.39 2.45 
2007-09 2.14 2.24 
2007-1 0 2.01 2.15 
2007-1 1 1.35 1.65 
2007-12 1.27 1.62 
2008-01 0.86 1.24 
2008-02 0.65 1.09 
2008-03 0.23 0.73 
2008-04 0.62 1.00 
2008-05 0.79 1.16 
2008-06 0.97 1.35 
2008-07 0.84 1.24 
2008-08 1.15 1.47 
2008-09 1.55 1.71 
2008-1 0 2.75 2.96 
2008-1 1 3.69 3.84 
2008-12 1.76 1.96 
2009-01 1.59 1.72 
2009-02 1.29 1.48 
2009-03 1.23 1.43 
2009-04 1.11 1.29 
2009-05 1.07 1.34 
2009-06 1.18 1.48 
2009-07 1.18 1.44 
2009-08 1.29 1.49 
2009-09 1.03 1.29 
2009-1 0 0.83 1.12 
2009-11 0.48 0.84 
2009-1 2 0.43 0.86 
2010-01 0.42 0.85 
2010-02 0.42 0.90 
2010-03 0.56 1.08 
2010-04 0.62 1.10 
2010-05 0.41 0.86 
2010-06 0.34 0.76 
2010-07 0.34 0.73 
2010-08 0.13 0.51 
2010-09 0.13 0.46 
2010-1 0 -0.32 0.02 
2010-11 -0.21 0.17 
2010-1 2 0.21 0.65 
2011-01 0.06 0.62 
2011-02 0.25 0.84 
2011 -03 -0.09 0.54 
2011-04 -0.14 0.49 
2011-05 -0.34 0.29 
2011-06 -0.38 0.21 
2011-07 -0.49 0.09 
2011-08 -0.75 -0.36 
2011 -09 -0.72 -0.39 
2011 -10 -0.63 -0.28 
2011-1 1 -0.85 -0.46 
2011-1 2 -0.78 -0.44 
2012-01 -0.92 -0.55 
2012-02 -1 .11 -0.69 
2012-03 -1.03 -0.57 
2012-04 -1.06 -0.65 
2012-05 -1.12 -0.79 
2012-06 -1.05 -0.82 
2012-07 -1.15 -0.92 
2012-08 -1 .19 -0.94 
2012-09 -1.47 -1.17 
2012-10 -1.47 -1.18 
2012-11 -1.38 -1.13 
2012-12 -1.40 -1.13 
2013-01 -1 .39 -1.04 
2013-02 -1.39 -0.94 
2013-03 -1.43 -0.97 
2013-04 -1.38 -0.97 
2013-05 -1.14 -0.69 
2013-06 -0.59 -0.21 
2013-07 -0.45 0.02 
2013-08 -0.33 0.15 
2013-09 -0.17 0.34 
2013-10 -0.41 0.11 
2013-11 -0.38 0.18 
2013-12 -0.09 0.47 
2014-01 -0.09 0.45 
2014-02 -0.26 0.30 
2014-03 -0.14 0.37 
2014-04 -0.11 0.38 
2014-05 -0.34 0.21 
2014-06 -0.29 0.23 
2014-07 -0.27 0.18 
2014-08 -0.21 0.15 
2014-09 0.10 0.38 
2014-10 0.06 0.32 
2014-11 0.14 0.37 
2014-12 0.37 0.47 
2015-01 0.17 0.24 
2015-02 0.11 0.22 
2015-03 0.04 0.23 
2015-04 -0.26 -0.01 
2015-05 -0.10 0.27 
2015-06 0.05 0.39 
2015-07 0.14 0.42 
2015-08 0.31 0.49 
2015-09 0.33 0.52 
2015-10 0.21 0.39 
2015-11 0.40 0.55 
2015-12 0.46 0.59 
2016-01 0.33 0.49 
2016-02 0.14 0.30 
2016-03 -0.03 0.16 
2016-04 -0.22 -0.03 
2016-05 -0.22 -0.04 
2016-06 -0.27 -0.07 
2016-07 -0.32 -0.16 
2016-08 -0.17 -0.06 
2016-09 -0.17 -0.05 
2016-10 -0.26 -0.10 
2016-11 -0.07 0.11 
2016-12 0.15 0.36 
2017-01 0.03 0.27 
2017-02 0.01 0.29 
2017-03 0.18 0.42 
2017-04 0.08 0.28 
2017-05 0.09 0.29 

TIPS Inflation Expectations 

Inflation 
Indexed 

TIPS-10m 
2.29 
1.99 
1.94 
2.18 
1.91 
1.72 
2.11 
2.32 
2.19 
2.08 
1.96 
1.98 
1.89 
1.76 
1.47 
1.90 
2.09 
2.15 
2.02 
1.86 
1.80 
1.73 
1.68 
1.67 
1.72 
1.63 
1.79 
1.71 
1.65 
1.67 
1.88 
1.89 
1.70 
1.94 
2.06 
2.12 
2.01 
2.05 
2.20 
2.41 
2.45 
2.53 
2.51 
2.29 
2.32 
2.41 
2.29 
2.25 
2.44 
2.36 
2.18 
2.26 
2.37 
2.69 
2.64 
2.44 
2.26 
2.20 
1.77 
1.79 
1.47 
1.41 
1.09 
1.36 
1.46 
1.63 
1.57 
1.68 
1.85 
2.75 
2.89 
2.17 
1.91 
1.75 
1.71 
1.57 
1.72 
1.86 
1.82 
1.77 
1.64 
1.48 
1.28 
1.36 
1.37 
1.42 
1.51 
1.50 
1.31 
1.26 
1.24 
1.02 
0.91 
0.53 
0.67 
1.04 
1.06 
1.24 
0.96 
0.86 
0.78 
0.76 
0.62 
0.14 
0.08 
0.19 
0.00 
-0.03 
-0.11 
-0.25 
-0.14 
-0.21 
-0.34 
-0.50 
-0.60 
-0.59 
-0.71 
-0.75 
-0.77 
-0.76 
-0.61 
-0.57 
-0.59 
-0.65 
-0.36 
0.25 
0.46 
0.55 
0.66 
0.43 
0.55 
0.74 
0.63 
0.55 
0.56 
0.54 
0.37 
0.37 
0.28 
0.22 
0.46 
0.38 
0.45 
0.51 
0.27 
0.26 
0.28 
0.08 
0.33 
0.50 
0.50 
0.56 
0.65 
0.57 
0.69 
0.73 
0.67 
0.47 
0.34 
0.19 
0.21 
0.17 
0.04 
0.09 
0.12 
0.10 
0.32 
0.56 
0.42 
0.40 
0.49 
0.39 
0.47 

RIFLGFCY07 XII N.M 
H.151D RIFLGFCY10 XII N.M 

RIFLGFCY20 XII N.M 
RIFLGFCY30 XII N.M 

TIPS-20m TIPS-30m 

TIPS-20 
2.44 
2.23 
2 .16 
2 .13 
2 .09 
2 .02 
1.98 
1.85 
1.95 
1.87 
1.82 
1.80 
2 .00 
2 .02 
1.93 
2 .09 
2 .16 
2 .14 
2 .05 
2.01 
2 .17 
2.43 
2.48 
2 .54 
2 .52 
2 .31 
2 .31 
2 .38 
2.23 
2.26 
2.42 
2 .38 
2.27 
2 .35 
2.45 
2 .67 
2 .62 
2.47 
2 .30 
2.26 
1.99 
2 .08 
1.81 
1.87 
1.76 
1.91 
2 .00 
2 .19 
2 .09 
2 .15 
2.25 
2 .87 
3.00 
2 .32 
2.46 
2 .31 
2.26 
2.22 
2 .36 
2 .36 
2 .31 
2.22 
2 .13 
2 .04 
1.90 
1.99 
2 .00 TIPS-30 
2.03 2.16 
1.98 2.15 
1.90 2.05 
1.72 1.83 
1.69 1.77 
1.80 1.87 
1.65 1.76 
1.58 1.66 
1.32 1.44 
1.44 1.61 
1.67 1.89 
1.70 1.97 
1.85 2.13 
1.58 1.89 
1.48 1.79 
1.47 1.77 
1.53 1.78 
1.36 1.62 
0.81 1.10 
0.69 1.02 
0.72 0.99 
0.55 0.78 
0.56 0.78 
0.51 0.74 
0.45 0.72 
0.56 0.87 
0.50 0.79 
0.44 0.68 
0.10 0.50 
-0.01 0.39 
0.06 0.47 
0.02 0.44 
-0.01 0.41 
-0.06 0.35 
0.00 0.33 
0.20 0.48 
0.19 0.57 
0.19 0.62 
0.07 0.48 
0.35 0.72 
0.98 1.21 
1.09 1.34 
1.16 1.44 
1.22 1.50 
1.05 1.37 
1.20 1.51 
1.32 1.61 
1.17 1.44 
1.12 1.40 
1.05 1.33 
0.98 1.23 
0.82 1.08 
0.84 1.11 
0.72 0.98 
0.64 0.90 
0.81 1.05 
0.74 0.96 
0.77 0.99 
0.73 0.89 
0.50 0.66 
0.52 0.73 
0.55 0.73 
0.42 0.65 
0.70 0.96 
0.89 1.13 
0.87 1.11 
0.87 1.08 
1.01 1.24 
0.98 1.22 
1.03 1.25 
1.06 1.26 
1.05 1.26 
0.85 1.09 
0.73 0.99 
0.60 0.86 
0.64 0.86 
0.63 0.82 
0.42 0.61 
0.43 0.62 
0.47 0.64 
0.49 0.69 
0.69 0.86 
0.89 1.04 
0.74 0.92 
0.73 0.93 
0.79 0.99 
0.72 0.91 
0.80 0.99 

Monthly 
UST-05m 
UST-07m 
UST-10m 
UST-20m 
UST-30m 

Month 
2003-01 
2003-02 
2003-03 
2003-04 
2003-05 
2003-06 
2003-07 
2003-08 
2003-09 
2003-10 
2003-11 
2003-12 
2004-01 
2004-02 
2004-03 
2004-04 
2004-05 
2004-06 
2004-07 
2004-08 
2004-09 
2004-10 
2004-11 
2004-12 
2005-01 
2005-02 
2005-03 
2005-04 
2005-05 
2005-06 
2005-07 
2005-08 
2005-09 
2005-10 
2005-11 
2005-12 
2006-01 
2006-02 
2006-03 
2006-04 
2006-05 
2006-06 
2006-07 
2006-08 
2006-09 
2006-1 0 
2006-11 
2006-1 2 
2007-01 
2007-02 
2007-03 
2007-04 
2007-05 
2007-06 
2007-07 
2007-08 
2007-09 
2007-10 
2007-11 
2007-12 
2008-01 
2008-02 
2008-03 
2008-04 
2008-05 
2008-06 
2008-07 
2008-08 
2008-09 
2008-10 
2008-11 
2008-12 
2009-01 
2009-02 
2009-03 
2009-04 
2009-05 
2009-06 
2009-07 
2009-08 
2009-09 
2009-10 
2009-1 1 
2009-12 
2010-01 
2010-02 
2010-03 
2010-04 
2010-05 
2010-06 
2010-07 
2010-08 
2010-09 
2010-10 
2010-11 
2010-12 
2011 -01 
2011 -02 
2011-03 
2011-04 
2011 -05 
2011 -06 
2011-07 
2011-08 
2011 -09 
2011 -10 
2011-11 
2011-12 
2012-01 
2012-02 
2012-03 
2012-04 
2012-05 
2012-06 
2012-07 
2012-08 
2012-09 
2012-10 
2012-11 
2012-12 
2013-01 
2013-02 
2013-03 
2013-04 
2013-05 
2013-06 
2013-07 
2013-08 
2013-09 
2013-10 
2013-11 
2013-12 
2014-01 
2014-02 
2014-03 
2014-04 
2014-05 
2014-06 
2014-07 
2014-08 
2014-09 
2014-10 
2014-11 
2014-12 
2015-01 
2015-02 
2015-03 
2015-04 
2015-05 
2015-06 
2015-07 
2015-08 
2015-09 
2015-10 
2015-11 
2015-12 
2016-01 
2016-02 
2016-03 
2016-04 
2016-05 
2016-06 
2016-07 
2016-08 
2016-09 
2016-10 
2016-11 
2016-12 
2017-01 
2017-02 
2017-03 
2017-04 
2017-05 

5 
7 

10 
20 
30 

UST-05m 
3.05 
2.90 
2.78 
2.93 
2.52 
2.27 
2.87 
3.37 
3.18 
3.19 
3.29 
3.27 
3.12 
3.07 
2.79 
3.39 
3.85 
3.93 
3.69 
3.47 
3.36 
3.35 
3.53 
3.60 
3.71 
3.77 
4.17 
4.00 
3.85 
3.77 
3.98 
4.12 
4.01 
4.33 
4.45 
4.39 
4.35 
4.57 
4.72 
4.90 
5.00 
5.07 
5.04 
4.82 
4.67 
4.69 
4.58 
4.53 
4.75 
4.71 
4.48 
4.59 
4.67 
5.03 
4.88 
4.43 
4.20 
4.20 
3.67 
3.49 
2.98 
2.78 
2.48 
2.84 
3.15 
3.49 
3.30 
3.14 
2.88 
2.73 
2.29 
1.52 
1.60 
1.87 
1.82 
1.86 
2.13 
2.71 
2.46 
2.57 
2.37 
2.33 
2.23 
2.34 
2.48 
2.36 
2.43 
2.58 
2.18 
2.00 
1.76 
1.47 
1.41 
1.18 
1.35 
1.93 
1.99 
2.26 
2.11 
2.17 
1.84 
1.58 
1.54 
1.02 
0.90 
1.06 
0.91 
0.89 
0.84 
0.83 
1.02 
0.89 
0.76 
0.71 
0.62 
0.71 
0.67 
0.71 
0.67 
0.70 
0.81 
0.85 
0.82 
0.71 
0.84 
1.20 
1.40 
1.52 
1.60 
1.37 
1.37 
1.58 
1.65 
1.52 
1.64 
1.70 
1.59 
1.68 
1.70 
1.63 
1.77 
1.55 
1.62 
1.64 
1.37 
1.47 
1.52 
1.35 
1.54 
1.68 
1.63 
1.54 
1.49 
1.39 
1.67 
1.70 
1.52 
1.22 
1.38 
1.26 
1.30 
1.17 
1.07 
1.13 
1.18 
1.27 
1.60 
1.96 
1.92 
1.90 
2.01 
1.82 
1.84 

Year 

UST-07m 
3.60 
3.45 
3.34 
3.47 
3.07 
2.84 
3.45 
3.96 
3.74 
3.75 
3.81 
3.79 
3.65 
3.59 
3.31 
3.89 
4.31 
4.35 
4.11 
3.90 
3.75 
3.75 
3.88 
3.93 
3.97 
3.97 
4.33 
4.16 
3.94 
3.86 
4.06 
4.18 
4.08 
4.38 
4.48 
4.41 
4.37 
4.56 
4.71 
4.94 
5.03 
5.08 
5.05 
4.83 
4.68 
4.69 
4.58 
4.54 
4.75 
4.71 
4.50 
4.62 
4.69 
5.05 
4.93 
4.53 
4.33 
4.33 
3.87 
3.74 
3.31 
3.21 
2.93 
3.19 
3.46 
3.73 
3.60 
3.46 
3.25 
3.19 
2.82 
1.89 
1.98 
2.30 
2.42 
2.47 
2.81 
3.37 
3.14 
3.21 
3.02 
2.96 
2.92 
3.07 
3.21 
3.12 
3.16 
3.28 
2.86 
2.66 
2.43 
2.10 
2.05 
1.85 
2.02 
2.66 
2.72 
2.96 
2.80 
2.84 
2.51 
2.29 
2.28 
1.63 
1.42 
1.62 
1.45 
1.43 
1.38 
1.37 
1.56 
1.43 
1.21 
1.08 
0.98 
1.14 
1.12 
1.15 
1.08 
1.13 
1.30 
1.35 
1.32 
1.15 
1.31 
1.71 
1.99 
2.15 
2.22 
1.99 
2.07 
2.29 
2.29 
2.15 
2.23 
2.27 
2.12 
2.19 
2.17 
2.08 
2.22 
1.98 
2.03 
1.98 
1.67 
1.79 
1.84 
1.69 
1.93 
2.10 
2.04 
1.91 
1.88 
1.76 
2.02 
2.04 
1.85 
1.53 
1.68 
1.57 
1.60 
1.44 
1.33 
1.40 
1.46 
1.56 
1.93 
2.29 
2.23 
2.22 
2.30 
2.10 
2.11 

RIFLGFCY05 N.M 
RIFLGFCY07 N.M 

H.151D RIFLGFCY10 N.M 
RIFLGFCY20 N.M 
RIFLGFCY30 N.M 

UST-10m 
4.05 
3.90 
3.81 
3.96 
3.57 
3.33 
3.98 
4.45 
4.27 
4.29 
4.30 
4.27 
4.15 
4.08 
3.83 
4.35 
4.72 
4.73 
4.50 
4.28 
4.13 
4.10 
4.19 
4.23 
4.22 
4.17 
4.50 
4.34 
4.14 
4.00 
4.18 
4.26 
4.20 
4.46 
4.54 
4.47 
4.42 
4.57 
4.72 
4.99 
5.11 
5.11 
5.09 
4.88 
4.72 
4.73 
4.60 
4.56 
4.76 
4.72 
4.56 
4.69 
4.75 
5.10 
5.00 
4.67 
4.52 
4.53 
4.15 
4.10 
3.74 
3.74 
3.51 
3.68 
3.88 
4.10 
4.01 
3.89 
3.69 
3.81 
3.53 
2.42 
2.52 
2.87 
2.82 
2.93 
3.29 
3.72 
3.56 
3.59 
3.40 
3.39 
3.40 
3.59 
3.73 
3.69 
3.73 
3.85 
3.42 
3.20 
3.01 
2.70 
2.65 
2.54 
2.76 
3.29 
3.39 
3.58 
3.41 
3.46 
3.17 
3.00 
3.00 
2.30 
1.98 
2.15 
2.01 
1.98 
1.97 
1.97 
2.17 
2.05 
1.80 
1.62 
1.53 
1.68 
1.72 
1.75 
1.65 
1.72 
1.91 
1.98 
1.96 
1.76 
1.93 
2.30 
2.58 
2.74 
2.81 
2.62 
2.72 
2.90 
2.86 
2.71 
2.72 
2.71 
2.56 
2.60 
2.54 
2.42 
2.53 
2.30 
2.33 
2.21 
1.88 
1.98 
2.04 
1.94 
2.20 
2.36 
2.32 
2.17 
2.17 
2.07 
2.26 
2.24 
2.09 
1.78 
1.89 
1.81 
1.81 
1.64 
1.50 
1.56 
1.63 
1.76 
2.14 
2.49 
2.43 
2.42 
2.48 
2.30 
2.30 

UST-20m 
5.02 
4.87 
4.82 
4.91 
4.52 
4.34 
4.92 
5.39 
5.21 
5.21 
5.17 
5.11 
5.01 
4 .94 
4.72 
5.16 
5.46 
5.45 
5.24 
5.07 
4.89 
4.85 
4.89 
4.88 
4.77 
4.61 
4 .89 
4.75 
4.56 
4.35 
4.48 
4.53 
4.51 
4.74 
4.83 
4.73 
4.65 
4.73 
4.91 
5.22 
5.35 
5.29 
5.25 
5.08 
4.93 
4.94 
4.78 
4.78 
4.95 
4.93 
4.81 
4 .95 
4.98 
5.29 
5.19 
5.00 
4.84 
4.83 
4.56 
4.57 
4.35 
4.49 
4.36 
4.44 
4.60 
4.74 
4.62 
4.53 
4.32 
4.45 
4.27 
3.18 
3.46 
3.83 
3.78 
3.84 
4.22 
4.51 
4.38 
4.33 
4.14 
4.16 
4.24 
4.40 
4.50 
4.48 
4.49 
4.53 
4.11 
3.95 
3.80 
3.52 
3.47 
3.52 
3.82 
4.17 
4.28 
4.42 
4.27 
4.28 
4.01 
3.91 
3.95 
3.24 
2.83 
2.87 
2.72 
2.67 
2.70 
2.75 
2.94 
2.82 
2.53 
2.31 
2.22 
2.40 
2.49 
2.51 
2.39 
2.47 
2.68 
2.78 
2.78 
2.55 
2.73 
3.07 
3.31 
3.49 
3.53 
3.38 
3.50 
3.63 
3.52 
3.38 
3.35 
3.27 
3.12 
3.15 
3.07 
2.94 
3.01 
2.77 
2.76 
2.55 
2.20 
2.34 
2.41 
2.33 
2.69 
2.85 
2.77 
2.55 
2.62 
2.50 
2.69 
2.61 
2.49 
2.20 
2.28 
2.21 
2.22 
2.02 
1.82 
1.89 
2.02 
2.17 
2.54 
2.84 
2.75 
2.76 
2.83 
2.67 
2.70 

UST-30m 

UST-30 
4.54 
4.73 
5.06 
5.20 
5.15 
5.13 
5.00 
4.85 
4.85 
4.69 
4.68 
4.85 
4.82 
4.72 
4.87 
4.90 
5.20 
5.11 
4 .93 
4.79 
4.77 
4.52 
4.53 
4.33 
4.52 
4.39 
4.44 
4.60 
4.69 
4.57 
4.50 
4.27 
4.17 
4.00 
2 .87 
3.13 
3.59 
3.64 
3.76 
4.23 
4.52 
4.41 
4.37 
4.19 
4.19 
4.31 
4.49 
4.60 
4.62 
4.64 
4.69 
4.29 
4.13 
3.99 
3.80 
3.77 
3.87 
4.19 
4.42 
4.52 
4.65 
4.51 
4 .50 
4.29 
4.23 
4.27 
3.65 
3.18 
3.13 
3.02 
2 .98 
3.03 
3.11 
3.28 
3.18 
2.93 
2.70 
2.59 
2 .77 
2 .88 
2.90 
2.80 
2.88 
3.08 
3.17 
3.16 
2.93 
3.11 
3.40 
3.61 
3.76 
3.79 
3.68 
3.80 
3.89 
3.77 
3.66 
3.62 
3.52 
3.39 
3.42 
3.33 
3.20 
3.26 
3.04 
3.04 
2.83 
2.46 
2 .57 
2 .63 
2.59 
2.96 
3.11 
3.07 
2 .86 
2 .95 
2.89 
3.03 
2.97 
2.86 
2.62 
2 .68 
2.62 
2.63 
2.45 
2.23 
2.26 
2 .35 
2.50 
2.86 
3.11 
3.02 
3.03 
3.08 
2.94 
2.96 

Annual 
TIPS-05a 
TIPS-07a 
TIPS-10a 
TIPS-20a 
TIPS-30a 

Year 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
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5 
7 

10 
20 
30 

TIPS-05a 
1.27 
1.04 
1.50 
2.28 
2.15 
1.30 
1.06 
0.26 
-0.41 
-1.19 
0.76 
-0.09 
0.15 
-0.01 
0.17 
0.78 
0.35 
-0.79 
-1.69 
0.22 

Year 

TIPS-07a 
1.73 
1.45 
1.63 
2.29 
2.25 
1.63 
1.32 
0.68 
0.09 
-0.87 
-0.29 
0.32 
0.36 
0.07 
0.36 
0.82 
0.37 
-0.71 
-1.26 
0.33 
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Inflation 
Indexed 

TIPS-10a 
2.06 
1.83 
1.81 
2.31 
2.29 
1.77 
1.66 
1.15 
0.55 
-0.48 
0.07 
0.44 
0.45 
0.27 
0.46 
0.83 
0.40 
-0.60 
-0.91 
0.43 

RIFLGFCY05 XII N .A 
RIFLGFCY07 XII N .A 

H.15 ID RIFLGFCY10 XII N .A 
RIFLGFCY20 XII N .A 
RIFLGFCY30 XII N .A 

TIPS-20a TIPS-30a 

2.14 
1.97 
2.31 
2.36 
2.18 
2.21 
1.73 
1.19 
0.22 
0.75 
0.86 
0.78 
0.65 
0.75 
0.93 
0.60 
-0.31 
-0.43 
0.64 

1.82 
1.47 
0.56 
1.07 
1.11 
1.00 
0.86 
0.92 
1.01 
0.78 
-0.11 
-0.2 
0.76 

Annual 
UST-05a 
UST-07a 
UST-10a 
UST-20a 
UST-30a 

Year 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 

5 
7 

10 
20 
30 

UST-05a 
2.97 
3.43 
4.05 
4.75 
4.43 
2.80 
2.20 
1.93 
1.52 
0.76 
1.17 
1.64 
1.53 
1.33 
1.91 
2.75 
1.95 
0.53 
0.86 
3.00 

Year 

UST-07a 
3.52 
3.87 
4.15 
4.76 
4.51 
3.17 
2.82 
2.62 
2.16 
1.22 
1.74 
2.14 
1.89 
1.63 
2.16 
2.85 
2.05 
0.72 
1.20 
3.01 
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RIFLGFCY05 N .A 
RIFLGFCY07 N .A 

H.151D RIFLGFCY10 N.A 
RIFLGFCY20 N .A 
RIFLGFCY30 N .A 

UST-10a 
4.01 
4.27 
4.29 
4.80 
4.63 
3.66 
3.26 
3.22 
2.78 
1.80 
2.35 
2.54 
2.14 
1.84 
2.33 
2.91 
2.14 
0.89 
1.45 
2.95 

UST-20a 
4.96 
5.04 
4.64 
5.00 
4.91 
4.36 
4.11 
4.03 
3.62 
2.54 
3.12 
3.07 
2.55 
2.22 
2.65 
3.02 
2.40 
1.35 
1.98 
3.30 

UST-30a 

4.91 
4.84 
4.28 
4.08 
4.25 
3.91 
2.92 
3.45 
3.34 
2.84 
2.59 
2.89 
3.11 
2.58 
1.56 
2.06 
3.11 

Implied Market-based Expectations 



PGE UE 416 GRC TIPS Monthly Data Staff/408 Muldoon/3

2017-06 0.14 0.32 0.46 0.75 0.93 2017-06 1.77 2.01 2.19 2.54 2.80
2017-07 0.23 0.42 0.55 0.84 1.01 2017-07 1.87 2.13 2.32 2.65 2.88
2017-08 0.16 0.35 0.43 0.74 0.93 2017-08 1.78 2.03 2.21 2.55 2.80
2017-09 0.12 0.31 0.37 0.67 0.87 2017-09 1.80 2.03 2.20 2.53 2.78
2017-10 0.25 0.42 0.50 0.77 0.94 2017-10 1.98 2.20 2.36 2.65 2.88
2017-11 0.30 0.43 0.50 0.72 0.87 2017-11 2.05 2.23 2.35 2.60 2.80 NWN UG 344
2017-12 0.42 0.48 0.50 0.68 0.80 2017-12 2.18 2.32 2.40 2.60 2.77
2018-01 0.45 0.51 0.54 0.69 0.80 2018-01 2.38 2.51 2.58 2.73 2.88
2018-02 0.63 0.73 0.76 0.89 0.99 2018-02 2.60 2.78 2.86 3.02 3.13
2018-03 0.61 0.71 0.75 0.89 0.99 2018-03 2.63 2.77 2.84 2.97 3.09
2018-04 0.65 0.72 0.74 0.85 0.93 2018-04 2.70 2.82 2.87 2.96 3.07
2018-05 0.72 0.82 0.84 0.92 0.98 2018-05 2.82 2.93 2.98 3.05 3.13
2018-06 0.71 0.76 0.79 0.87 0.93 2018-06 2.78 2.87 2.91 2.98 3.05
2018-07 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.84 0.88 2018-07 2.78 2.85 2.89 2.94 3.01
2018-08 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.86 0.92 2018-08 2.77 2.84 2.89 2.97 3.04
2018-09 0.89 0.88 0.88 0.95 1.00 2018-09 2.89 2.96 3.00 3.08 3.15
2018-10 1.01 1.03 1.04 1.14 1.21 2018-10 3.00 3.09 3.15 3.27 3.34
2018-11 1.10 1.11 1.11 1.21 1.30 2018-11 2.95 3.04 3.12 3.27 3.36
2018-12 1.08 1.04 1.02 1.11 1.19 2018-12 2.68 2.75 2.83 2.98 3.10
2019-01 0.91 0.91 0.92 1.07 1.19 2019-01 2.54 2.61 2.71 2.89 3.04
2019-02 0.73 0.76 0.80 0.96 1.10 2019-02 2.49 2.57 2.68 2.87 3.02
2019-03 0.56 0.60 0.66 0.85 1.02 2019-03 2.37 2.47 2.57 2.80 2.98
2019-04 0.49 0.54 0.60 0.79 0.97 2019-04 2.33 2.43 2.53 2.76 2.94
2019-05 0.48 0.52 0.57 0.75 0.92 2019-05 2.19 2.29 2.40 2.63 2.82
2019-06 0.28 0.32 0.37 0.59 0.79 2019-06 1.83 1.95 2.07 2.36 2.57
2019-07 0.25 0.27 0.31 0.54 0.77 2019-07 1.83 1.93 2.06 2.36 2.57
2019-08 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.25 0.49 2019-08 1.49 1.55 1.63 1.91 2.12
2019-09 0.17 0.13 0.11 0.32 0.51 2019-09 1.57 1.64 1.70 1.97 2.16
2019-10 0.12 0.12 0.15 0.36 0.55 2019-10 1.53 1.62 1.71 2.00 2.19
2019-11 0.09 0.12 0.17 0.37 0.54 2019-11 1.64 1.74 1.81 2.13 2.28
2019-12 0.06 0.09 0.14 0.35 0.52 2019-12 1.68 1.79 1.86 2.16 2.30
2020-01 -0.09 -0.04 0.04 0.26 0.43 2020-01 1.56 1.67 1.76 2.07 2.22
2020-02 -0.26 -0.20 -0.11 0.12 0.29 2020-02 1.32 1.42 1.50 1.81 1.97
2020-03 -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 0.03 0.16 2020-03 0.59 0.78 0.87 1.26 1.46
2020-04 -0.37 -0.44 -0.45 -0.28 -0.12 2020-04 0.39 0.55 0.66 1.06 1.27
2020-05 -0.43 -0.45 -0.44 -0.26 -0.08 2020-05 0.34 0.53 0.67 1.12 1.38
2020-06 -0.67 -0.62 -0.54 -0.28 -0.06 2020-06 0.34 0.55 0.73 1.27 1.49
2020-07 -1.03 -0.95 -0.83 -0.53 -0.29 2020-07 0.28 0.46 0.62 1.09 1.31
2020-08 -1.28 -1.17 -1.01 -0.62 -0.35 2020-08 0.27 0.46 0.65 1.14 1.36
2020-09 -1.26 -1.14 -0.98 -0.59 -0.34 2020-09 0.27 0.46 0.68 1.21 1.42
2020-10 -1.23 -1.10 -0.92 -0.51 -0.29 2020-10 0.34 0.55 0.79 1.34 1.57
2020-11 -1.24 -1.06 -0.84 -0.44 -0.26 2020-11 0.39 0.63 0.87 1.40 1.62
2020-12 -1.48 -1.24 -0.98 -0.54 -0.33 2020-12 0.39 0.66 0.93 1.47 1.67
2021-01 -1.66 -1.31 -1.00 -0.53 -0.28 2021-01 0.45 0.77 1.08 1.63 1.82
2021-02 -1.77 -1.35 -0.92 -0.35 -0.10 2021-02 0.54 0.91 1.26 1.88 2.04
2021-03 -1.67 -1.14 -0.66 -0.14 0.11 2021-03 0.82 1.27 1.61 2.24 2.34
2021-04 -1.67 -1.11 -0.71 -0.20 0.05 2021-04 0.86 1.31 1.64 2.20 2.30
2021-05 -1.83 -1.25 -0.85 -0.27 -0.01 2021-05 0.82 1.28 1.62 2.22 2.32
2021-06 -1.63 -1.18 -0.82 -0.34 -0.13 2021-06 0.84 1.23 1.52 2.09 2.16
2021-07 -1.73 -1.32 -1.01 -0.52 -0.29 2021-07 0.76 1.07 1.32 1.87 1.94
2021-08 -1.72 -1.34 -1.07 -0.56 -0.31 2021-08 0.77 1.06 1.28 1.83 1.92
2021-09 -1.63 -1.28 -0.97 -0.51 -0.30 2021-09 0.86 1.16 1.37 1.87 1.94
2021-10 -1.64 -1.28 -0.95 -0.51 -0.29 2021-10 1.11 1.40 1.58 2.03 2.06
2021-11 -1.78 -1.39 -1.06 -0.63 -0.44 2021-11 1.20 1.45 1.56 1.97 1.94
2021-12 -1.52 -1.24 -0.99 -0.61 -0.42 2021-12 1.23 1.40 1.47 1.90 1.85
2022-01 -1.26 -0.94 -0.69 -0.31 -0.14 2022-01 1.54 1.70 1.76 2.15 2.10
2022-02 -1.06 -0.78 -0.52 -0.13 0.07 2022-02 1.81 1.91 1.93 2.31 2.25
2022-03 -1.30 -0.99 -0.72 -0.30 -0.08 2022-03 2.11 2.15 2.13 2.51 2.41
2022-04 -0.54 -0.32 -0.14 0.13 0.26 2022-04 2.78 2.80 2.75 2.99 2.81
2022-05 -0.15 0.04 0.21 0.47 0.60 2022-05 2.87 2.92 2.90 3.26 3.07
2022-06 0.30 0.42 0.53 0.70 0.78 2022-06 3.19 3.21 3.14 3.48 3.25
2022-07 0.38 0.45 0.53 0.75 0.89 2022-07 2.96 2.97 2.90 3.35 3.10
2022-08 0.34 0.36 0.39 0.65 0.84 2022-08 3.03 2.98 2.90 3.35 3.13
2022-09 1.25 1.18 1.14 1.21 1.29 2022-09 3.70 3.64 3.52 3.82 3.56
2022-10 1.71 1.64 1.59 1.64 1.71 2022-10 4.18 4.09 3.98 4.28 4.04
2022-11 1.61 1.56 1.52 1.55 1.60 2022-11 4.06 3.99 3.89 4.22 4.00
2022-12 1.45 1.39 1.36 1.37 1.40 2022-12 3.76 3.72 3.62 3.87 3.66
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Financial News Investors Are Seeing 

April Jobs Report Shows Hiring Remained Robust 
in a Slowing Economy 
by Sarah Chaney Cambon – WSJ – May 5, 2023 
Nick Timiraos contributed to this article. 
Employers added 253,000 jobs, unemployment fell to 3.4% amid banking turmoil, 

rising interest rates and still-high inflation. 

 
A historically low unemployment rate kept pressure on wages in April. 

Hiring strengthened in April, showing the job market is resilient amid banking 
turmoil, rising interest rates and high inflation. 

Employers added 253,000 jobs in April, the best gain since January, the Labor 
Department said Friday. The jobless rate fell to 3.4% last month, matching the 
lowest reading since 1969. 

A historically low unemployment rate kept pressure on wages, which grew 4.4% in 
April from a year earlier.  That was slightly higher than a 4.3% annual increase in 
March. 
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Last month’s job growth suggests the labor market remains a pillar of strength in a 
cooling economy.  The economy grew more slowly to start the year versus the end of 
2022 as businesses cut back on investments, while the housing market remained weak. 
Many economists forecast the U.S. to slip into recession in the next 12 months. 

The April jobs report provides the latest update on the health of U.S. consumers 
and how companies are responding to higher borrowing costs.  It’s also got key data 
about the pace of inflation. 

The jobs report does little to clarify the outlook for Federal Reserve policy because 
officials will have one more employment report before their June 13-14 meeting and 
because they are paying closer attention to banking stress. 

Officials raised their benchmark federal-funds rate this week to a range between 
5% and 5.25%, the highest level in 16 years, to slow down the economy and combat 
inflation.  Fed Chair Jerome Powell suggested that the central bank might pause rate 
rises after that to study the impact of its rapid increases over the past year and assess 
any fallout from the failures of three midsize banks since March. 

Friday’s report showed job gains in 
most industries.  Businesses in 
professional and business services, 
healthcare, and leisure and hospitality 
bulked up with workers in April. 
Temporary-help agencies cut jobs. 

After the pandemic spurred a rise in 
pet ownership, Goodheart Animal Health 
Center has hired front-desk staff as well 
as veterinarians and nurses in recent 

months to meet the demand from pet owners 
bringing their dogs and cats in for checkups 
and surgeries, said Alex Robb, medical 
director at one of the two Denver locations. 

The center has increased wages to 
retain existing employees in an industry 
suffering from high levels of worker burnout, 

Nonfarm payrolls, monthly change 
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Mr. Robb said.  “You can’t underpay folks and expect them to stay,” he said. 
The hospital has raised pay an average of about 10% in the past 16 months. 

Receptionists now make between $18 and $20 an hour and nursing staff between $21 
and $25.  Goodheart also raised prices last year including for lab work and surgical 
fees, helping offset the higher labor costs. 

April’s monthly payrolls increase was slightly below the average monthly gain of 
290,000 over the prior six months, but consistent with a healthy labor market.  After 
mass layoffs in early 2020 during pandemic lockdowns, hiring surged in the middle of 
that year.  Job gains have moderated since, but have trended above the pace in the 
year before the pandemic began. 

Demand for metal parts has slowed over the past 18 months at Birmingham, Ala., 
manufacturer DSW Cutting, President Chris McIlvaine said. DSW makes parts used in 
tractors, lawn mowers and electrical hardware. 

Weaker sales and production volumes mean less need for workers.  The 75-person 
company is looking to hire four employees, fewer than it sought to hire in 2021 when 
business was booming. 

“Things are not terrible, but they’re not nearly as active as they were,” Mr. 
McIlvaine said.  “It’s been a very strange economy.” 

The company finds hiring becoming easier as more people enter the labor force.  
DSW’s recruitment agency can now fill factory-floor positions within two to three days of 
searching, compared with two to three weeks a year ago, Mr. McIlvaine said. 
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The share of Americans in their prime working years, ages 25 to 54, who are 

employed or seeking jobs has climbed over the past year.  The influx of job seekers 
is helping restaurants, bars and hotels snap up workers, after they struggled with acute 
labor shortages for much of the pandemic.  Healthcare providers are also staffing up, 
replacing workers who quit or retired early. 

Job gains at providers of in-person services, such as restaurants, have offset 
recent cuts at large companies such as Facebook parent Meta Platforms, Google 
parent Alphabet and Walt Disney.  

Wage growth is running above pre-pandemic levels but is cooling as more 
Americans seek work.  Slowing wage growth could comfort Federal Reserve officials 
who have worried that strong earnings gains would fuel continued inflation above the 
central bank’s 2% target. 

Hourly wages and CPI, change from a year earlier 
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The Fed approved its 10th consecutive interest-rate increase this week and 

signaled it could be done lifting rates.  The latest move brings its benchmark federal-
funds rate to a range between 5% and 5.25%, a 16-year high. 

Officials considered skipping a rate increase in March after the failures of two 
regional lenders, Silicon Valley Bank and Signature Bank, raised worries about a 
bank-funding crisis.  But they concluded that the stresses had calmed enough on the 
eve of their March 22 decision to move ahead with an increase. 

Federal regulators recently seized another regional lender, First Republic Bank, 
orchestrating a sale to JPMorgan Chase.  The banking stress could lead to tighter 
lending conditions for businesses and households that ultimately results in 
layoffs. Workers, meanwhile, could be more hesitant to search for new jobs. 
– 
  

Labor-force participation rate, by age 
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Average Authorized ROE Rises for Electric, 
But Declines for Gas in 2022 
by Lisa Fontanella – Regulatory Research Associates (RRA) 
an Affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence – Jan. 11, 2023 
Rate case activity remained elevated with about 136 decisions issued by state 

public utility commissions in 2022.  This level of activity, however, is down from 2021, 
which was a record year with 151 decisions rendered in electric and gas rate cases in 
the U.S. 

As per preliminary calculations from Regulatory Research Associates, a group 
within S&P Global Commodity Insights, the average authorized return on equity for 
electric utilities approved in cases decided during 2022 rebounded from 2021, which 
was the lowest annual average in RRA's rate case database comprised of all major rate 
cases decided since 1980.  Despite the rise, however, the average authorized ROE for 
electric utilities in 2022 remains near historic lows and was the third-lowest annual 
average on record. 

For gas utilities, the average authorized ROE in 2022 fell to the second-lowest 
annual average on record. 

The average ROE authorized for electric utilities rose to 9.54% for rate cases 
decided in 2022 from the 9.38% average for cases decided in 2021.  The average 
ROE authorized for gas utilities was 9.53% for cases decided during 2022, slightly 
lower than the 9.56% average observed in 2021. 

CPI Report Shows Inflation Eased in April 
But Remains Stubbornly High 
by Gabriel T. Rubin – WSJ – May 10, 2023 
Nick Timiraos contributed to this article 
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Consumer-price index rose 4.9% from 
year earlier, 10th straight month of easing. 

Inflation is still much higher than the 
Fed’s target and economists are warning it 
may be stickier than markets are 
expecting. 

Inflation eased slightly in April, the 
10th straight month of cooling, but price 
gains remain historically high as the 
broader economy cools. 

The Consumer-Price Index rose 4.9% 
in April from a year earlier, the Labor 
Department said Wednesday, down 
slightly from March’s 5% increase.  The 
inflation reading has eased from a recent 
peak of 9.1% in June 2022. 

The Federal Reserve aggressively 
raised rates for more than a year to try to 
tame inflation by slowing economic activity.  
The Fed is looking to see signs of inflation 
declining toward its 2% target. 

 

Consumer Inflation 
Consumer-price index, change from a year 
earlier 
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Consumer prices rose a seasonally adjusted 0.4% in April from the prior month, 

versus a 0.1% gain in March. April’s increase was driven by housing costs and an uptick 
in gasoline prices.  Used vehicle prices surged by 4.4% over the month due to lack 
of inventory, while new car prices declined modestly. 
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Wednesday’s report could keep Fed 
officials on course to pause rate increases at 
their next meeting because they have shifted 
their focus away from lagging indicators of 
economic activity to assess the impact of 
recent bank failures on lending conditions 
and economic activity, which won’t 
immediately show up in broad measures of 
hiring and inflation.  

Fed officials raised their benchmark 
federal-funds rate last week to a range 
between 5% and 5.25%, the highest level in 
16 years, to slow down the economy and 
combat inflation.  At that meeting, some 
officials had discussed whether to pause rate 
rises after the most recent increase, said Fed 
Chair Jerome Powell at a news conference 
on May 3.  “We feel like we’re getting closer 
or maybe even there,” he said. 

Until now, officials have been looking for 
clear signs of a slowdown to justify ending 
rate increases.  But Mr. Powell indicated that 
calculation could shift now, and officials 
would need to see signs of stronger-than-
expected growth, hiring and inflation to 
continue raising rates.  The Fed slows the economy through lifting rates, which causes 
tighter financial conditions such as higher borrowing costs, lower stock prices and a 
stronger dollar. 

While the report contains some positive signs for a continued slowdown in price 
gains, “it does suggest a risk that rates will need to remain high for a little longer than 
we have assumed,” said Andrew Hunter, an economist at Capital Economics. 

On Wednesday, investors saw a 14% chance that the Fed would raise rates at its 
next meeting, according to CME Group. 

Wednesday’s report showed that when removing volatile food and energy costs, 
prices rose 5.5% from a year earlier, a slightly slower increase than in March.  Those 
so-called core prices remain elevated due to persistently strong shelter costs that 
economists expect to cool in the coming months.  Housing price changes can take time 
to show up in inflation data due to the lag in mortgage and rental contracts. 

Economists see core prices as a better predictor of future inflation. 

Consumer-price index, change from prior 
month 
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Left: Ryan Flick, a tech sales professional in Denver. 
Some Americans are making adjustments as 

prices rise. 
Ryan Flick, 39, said he used to eat fast food a 

couple of times a week.  “It never really felt like it was 
making a dent whatsoever in my budget,” he said. 

But as prices for meals he favored rose to over 
$10 from $5 to $8 he was paying a few years ago, he 
made a choice to cut back.  He said he would rather 
forgo a few forgettable weekday lunches and save 
money by making a sandwich at home, especially 
since he works remotely more often than in the past. 

“If you’re going to eat out, you might as well take 
three times where you might have gotten fast food 
and go out for something nicer,” said Mr. Flick, a 
Denver resident who works in tech sales.  Food prices 
have remained flat over the past two months, though 
a decline in grocery prices in April was offset by a rise 
in prices for dining out. 

That divergence could provide relief to household 
budgets by giving them “an option to avoid inflation by cutting out at least one 
discretionary spending indulgence from their routines,” said PNC Senior Economist Kurt 
Rankin. 

Inflation started to rise sharply in late 2020, as pandemic restrictions eased, and 
the rate remains well above 2019 levels.  Price pressures initially grew because of 
supply-chain bottlenecks and high commodity prices, but those factors have significantly 
improved. 

More recently, one factor supporting inflation is sustained demand for workers 
among service providers.  Average hourly wages rose 4.4% in April from a year 
earlier, slightly faster than the prior month, while the unemployment fell to match the 
lowest level since 1969.  Some companies are passing along higher labor costs to 
consumers. 

Another factor is that companies have been able to raise prices, and boost profits, 
without prompting a backlash. 

However, some companies say the significant pricing power they enjoyed in recent 
years has begun to fade amid early signs of a consumer pullback.  Consumer spending, 
the primary driver of economic growth, has stagnated recently after jumping at the start 
of the year. 
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Higher gasoline prices are one of the factors keeping upward pressure on inflation. 

Businesses struggling with high input costs are trying new strategies.  Becky 
Nelson, co-owner of Nelson’s Greenhouse in Clinton, Ind., recently decided that they 
would add a surcharge for customers who paid with credit cards, rather than raising 
prices.  Encouraging shoppers to pay with cash will save the greenhouse on 
interchange fees. 

They have also cut back on their offerings, opting to shut down the greenhouse 
over the winter to save money on propane, which they use to heat the 35,000 square 
foot facility. 

· - · 
· 

· -
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Banks are making it harder for individuals and small businesses to get loans. 

“We had to quit growing poinsettias,” Mrs. Nelson said.  “It’s not that we don’t like 
growing year-round, it’s that we couldn’t keep up with the prices.” 

The Producer Price Index will be out on Thursday.  PPI usually leads CPI. 

 

USED CARS AND TRUCKS 

GASOLINE (AU TYPES) 
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ELECTRICITY .............. · · .. 

AIRLINE FARES 

MAJOR APPLIANCES 
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Consumer-price index for select metropolitan areas, 
change from a year earlier 
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There were 52 electric ROE determinations reflected in the calculations for 2022 

versus 55 in 2021.  The accompanying chart and table show the distribution of the 52 
new electric ROE determinations in 2022, awarded across 23 regulatory jurisdictions.  
These authorized equity returns ranged from 7.85% to 10.80%, with an average of 
9.54% and a median of 9.50%. 

RRA's calculations reveal 33 gas rate case decisions that included an ROE 
determination during 2022 versus 43 in 2021. The accompanying chart and table show 
the distribution of the 33 ROE determinations in 2022, awarded across 22 regulatory 
jurisdictions.  These authorized equity returns ranged from 9.0% to 10.2%, with an 
average of 9.53% and a median of 9.60%. 

Frequency of authorized electric ROEs, 2022 (%) 
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For many years, interest rates, including long-term U.S. Treasury bond yields 
that are used to represent the risk-free rate in utility ratemaking, have remained 
historically low, exerting downward pressure on authorized ROEs over the past 
several years.  With inflation running at multi-decade highs, however, the U.S. Federal 
Reserve hiked its benchmark policy interest rate during 2022 as part of an aggressive 
effort to combat high and persistent inflationary pressures. 

While both interest rates and authorized ROEs have generally been declining 
since 1990, the gap between authorized ROEs and interest rates widened somewhat 
over this period, largely as a result of the regulators' often-unstated understanding that 
the drop in interest rates caused by the Fed intervention was unusual.  Consequently, 
regulators did not necessarily fully reflect the interest rate drop in newly 
authorized ROEs in some instances; in others, regulators acknowledged that the 
changing dynamics of the industry and instability in the overall economy presented 
increased risks for investors, justifying a higher premium over interest rates. 

With interest rates on the rise, the average authorized return for 2022 edged higher 
for the electric group.  For the gas group, the average authorized return declined 
slightly. The spread between authorized ROEs and U.S. Treasury yields, however, 
narrowed considerably in 2022. 

Freq uency of authorized gas ROEs, 2022 (%) 
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Spread between US authorized electric ROEs and Treasury yields* 

900 

800 

700 

l!l 600 
C 

&_ 500 
<I> 

? 400 
a, 

300 

200 

100 

0 

Data as of Jan. 9, 2023. 

- spread over 30Y US Treasury Yields 

* Average of the daily Treasury y ields. 

- Average spread 

Sources: Regulatory Research Associates, a group w ithin S&P Global Commodity Ins ights; U.S. Department of the Treasury. 
®2023 S&P Global. 



Docket No. UE 416  Staff/409 
  Muldoon/17 

 
 

 

A detailed report regarding major rate case decisions rendered in 2022, as well as 
historical ROE authorizations, is expected to be issued later this month. 

Spread between US authoriz:ed gas RO Es and Treasury yiel.ds* 
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Authorized elect ric ROEs, 2022 
ROE Rate case 
Int erval completed 
(%) date Co. Name State 

<8,5 
11/17/22 Commonwealt h Edison Co. IL 
12/01/22 Ameren Illinois Co. IL 

8.5-8.74 08/3V22 Green Mountain Power Corp. VT 
8.75-8.99 

01/20/22 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. NY 
01/28/22 Appalachian Power Co. VA 
02/10/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
03/ 15/22 Virginia Electric and Power Co. VA 
03/18/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 

9-9.24 
03/24/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
04/14/22 Orange and Rockland Ut ilftles Inc. NY 
05/12/22 Unitil Energy Systems Inc. NH 
05/13/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
06/09/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
07/15/22 Appalachian Power Co. VA 
08/05/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
03/ 16/22 Public Service Co. of Colorado co 
02/ 16/22 Sout hwestern Public Service Co, NM 
03/ 09/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
03/11/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
07/01/ 22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 

9.25-9,49 
09/15/22 El Paso Electr ic Co. TX 
09/21/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
10/20/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
10/31/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 

* 12/22/22 Pu et Sound Energy Inc. WA 
04/25/22 Portland General Electr ic Co. OR 
05/23/22 Sout hwestern Electr ic Power Co. AR 
09/08/22 OklahOma Gas and Electric Co. OK 
10/25/22 Kingsport Power Co. TN 

9.5-* 
12/14/22 Duke Energy Ohio Inc. OH 
12/16/22 Pacif iCorp OR 
12/27/22 Sierra Pacific Power Co. NV 
12/14/22 Delmarva Power & Light Co. MD 
02/23/22 Indiana Michigan Power Co. IN 
11/30/22 NSTAR Electric Co. MA 
12/22/22 Wisconsin Public Service Corp. WI 

9.75-9,99 12/29/22 '.Visconsin Electric Power Co. WI 

11/18/22 DTE Electric Co. Ml 
12/15/22 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. CA 
12/14/22 The Dayton Power and Light Co. OH 
12/15/22 Pacif ic Gas and Elect r ic Co. CA 
12/15/22 Sout hern California Edison Co. CA 

10·10,24 
10/04/22 Duke Energy Florida, LLC FL 
02/ 08/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power Co. VA 
08/16/22 Tampa Electric Co. FL 
11/03/22 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. CA 
12/06/22 Tampa Electric Co. FL 
11/03/22 Pacif ic Gas and Electric Co. CA 

10.25-10.49 11/03/22 Sout hern California Edison Co. CA 
05/26/22 Virginia Elect ric and Power CO. VA 

10, 50-10.74 12/20/ 22 ~eorgia Power Co. GA - -
10.75-10.99 10/04/22 Florida Power & Light Co. FL 
Average ROE 
Median ROE 
oau as of Jan. 9, 2023, and ref lects electric ROEs authoriz8d in 2022. 

Authorized 
return on 

equity 

Staff/409 
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(%) Decision type Case type 

7. 85 Fully litigated Distribut ion 
7.85 Fully litigat ed Distribution 
8. 57 Fully lit igated Vert ically integrated 

9.00 Settled Distribution 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-issue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9. 20 Fully lit igated Limited-Issue rider 
9.20 Settled Dist r ibution 
9.20 Settled Dist r ibution 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigated Limited-issue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigat ed Limited-l!>Sue rider 
9. 20 Fully litigated Llmlted·lssue rider 
9.30 Settled Vertically integrated 
9.35 Settled Vert ically Integrated 
9. 35 Fully litigated Limited-issue rider 
9. 35 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9.35 Settled Limited-issue rider 
9. 35 Settled Vert ically integrated 
9. 35 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9. 35 Fully litigated Limited•i!>Sue rider 
9. 35 Fully litigated Limited-Issue rider 
9.40 Settled Vertically integrated 
9.50 Settled Vertically Integrated 
9.50 Fully litigat ed Vert ically integrated 
9.50 Settled Vertically integrated 
9.50 Settled Vert ically Integrated 
9.50 Settled Distribut ion 
9.50 Settled Vertically Integrated 
9. 56 Fully litigat ed Vert ically integrat ed 
9.60 Settled Dist r ibution 
9.70 Settled Vert ically integrated 
9.80 Fully lit igated Distribution 
9.80 Fully litigated Vertically Integrated 
9.80 Fully litigat ed Vertically integrated 
9.90 Fully litigated Vertically Integrated 
9. 95 Fully litigat ed Vert ically integrat ed 

10.00 Fully litigated Distribution 
10.00 Fully litigated Vert ically integrated 
10.05 Fully litigated Vertically integrat ed 
10.10 Settled Limited-Issue rider 
10. 20 Fully lit igated Limited•i!>Sue rider 
10. 20 Settled Limited-Issue rider 
10. 20 Fully litigated Vert ically integrat ed 
10. 20 Settled Limlted-l!>Sue rider 
10.25 Fully litigated Vert ically Integrated 
10.30 Fully litigated Vertically integrated 
10. 35 Fully litigat ed Limited-Issue rider 
10.50 Settled Vertically integrat ed 
10.80 Settled Limited-Issue rider 
9.54 

9.50 

Source: Regulatory Research Associates, a group within S&P Global Commodity Insights. 
©2023S&PGlobal. 
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Aut horized gas ROEs, 2022 
ROE Interval Rate case 
(%) completed date Co. Name State 

01/20/22 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. NY 
04/14/22 Orange and Rockland Utilities Inc. NY 

9.00-9.24 
10/25/22 Public Service Co .. of Colorado co 
05/19/22 Atmos Energy Corp. KY 
01/03/22 Delta Natural Gas Co. Inc. KY 
06/16/22 Corning Natural Gas Corp. NY 
07/20/22 Northern Utilities Inc. NH 
09/15/22 Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Inc. SC 
11/30/22 New Mexico Gas Co. Inc. NM 
08/18/22 CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp. MN 

9.25-9.49 
03/22/22 Southwest Gas Corp. NV 

03/22/22 Southwest Gas Corp. NV 

**08/02/22 Avista Corp. OR 

* 

08/23/22 Cascade Natural Gas Corp. WA 
10/24/22 Northwest Natural Gas Co. OR 
12/22/22 Puget Sound Energy Inc. WA 
01/06/22 Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Inc. NC 
01/21/22 Public Service Co. of North Carolina Inc. NC 
08/17/22 Elizabethtown Gas Co. NJ 
10/10/22 Black Hills Energy Arkansas Inc. AR 

9.50-9.74 10/12/22 Delmarva Power & Light Co. DE 
12/ 21/22 South Jersey Gas Co. NJ 
12/23/22 Dominion Energy Inc. UT 
11/17/22 Columbia Gas of Maryland Inc. MD 
10/27/22 The Berkshire Gas Co. MA 
10/27/22 Northern States Power Co. ND 
12/ 15/22 Southern Calif ornia Gas Co. CA 
12/22/22 Wisconsin Public Service Corp. WI 

9.75-9.99 12/29/22 Wisconsin Gas LLC WI 
12/29/22 Wisconsin Electric Power Co. WI 
07/27/22 Northern Indiana Public Service Co. IN 
07/07/22 Consumers Energy Co. Ml 

10.00-10.24 11/03/22 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. CA 
Average ROE 

Median ROE 
Data as of Ja.n. 9, 2023, and reflects gas ROEs a.uthorized in 2022 
Source: Regulat ory Research Associat es, a group w ithin S&P Global Commodity Insights. 
© 2023 S&P Global. 
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Authorized 
return on equity 

{%) Decision type 
9.00 Settled 
9.20 Settled 
9.20 Fully litigated 
9.23 Fully litigated 
9.25 Settled 
9.25 Settled 
9.30 Settled 
9.30 Settled 
9.38 Settled 
9.39 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.40 Settled 
9.60 Settled 
9.60 Settled 
9.60 Settled 
9.60 Fully litigated 
9.60 Settled 
9.60 Settled 
9.60 Fully litigated 
9.65 Settled 
9.70 Settled 
9.80 Settled 
9.80 Fully litigated 
9.80 Fully litigated 
9.80 Fully litigated 
9.80 Fully litigated 
9.85 Settled 
9.90 Settled 

10.20 Fully litigated 
9.53 

9.60 
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Commodities Prices Signal Slump 
by Yusuf Khan and Joe Wallace – WSJ – Jun. 5, 2023 

Industrial malaise, particularly in China, is draining demand for energy and metals. 

Grain prices have fallen along with those for many other commodities. 
Commodity prices are in retreat, signaling a slowdown in the world economy but 

lending central banks a hand in their fight against inflation. 
The S&P GSCI commodities index has fallen about 11% so far this year 

through Friday, as prices for energy, metals, grains and other raw materials have 
retreated.  Crude oil is close to its lowest levels since just 
before Russia’s invasion of Ukraine – even after Saudi 
Arabia’s weekend decision to cut output boosted prices 
early Monday. 

Wheat hasn’t been this cheap since 2020 and 
natural gas has taken a tumble in Europe.  Almost 
every commodity besides weather-affected sugar, 
cocoa and coffee has pulled back.  Niche materials 
such as glass have fallen.  Copper, a bellwether for the 
global economy because of its use in everything from 
buildings to cars, has slipped 1.3% this year.  
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A big driver is sluggish activity in manufacturing, particularly in China, the 
world’s biggest consumer of metals and second-biggest user of oil. 

A pre-markets primer packed with news, trends and ideas.  Plus, up-to-the-minute 
market data. 

 
Traders’ hopes for a post-pandemic surge in Chinese demand for industrial 

materials and energy proved wide of the mark.  That is partly because China’s recovery 
has been led by services, rather than the resource-intensive manufacturing and 
construction sectors that powered previous upswings. 

“Industrial activity is subdued,” said Caroline Bain, chief commodities economist at 
Capital Economics.  Chinese imports of semirefined copper dropped 13% year-over-
year in the first four months of 2023, she said. 

In the U.S. and Europe, too, manufacturers are in a funk, even as economies grow 
overall thanks to a stronger services sector.  The rise of hybrid working has made 
economies less oil-dependent, some economists say. 

The commodity declines mark a reversal from a year ago, when Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine sent prices for energy and grains soaring.  That surge stoked 
inflation in the West, encouraging the Federal Reserve and its peers to jack up interest 
rates, and led to fuel and food shortages in parts of Africa and Asia. 

Commodities Slump 
Price change, year to date 
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The selloffs largely take prices back down to more typical levels, rather than 
depressed ones indicative of serious oversupply or an economic shock.  For instance, 
early on Monday, Brent crude oil was trading at close to $78 a barrel, which would be 
near the high end of the range in which the benchmark traded between 2015 and early 
2022.  

The drops nonetheless point to slowing growth, if not an outright recession in 
which economic activity contracts. 

“In a recession, demand for 
commodities lowers,” said Arlan Suderman, 
chief commodities economist at StoneX 
Group, a brokerage.  “We’re finally getting 
to data showing decreased demand for 
commodities.” 

A silver lining for consumers and 
financial markets is that cheaper energy 
has started to feed into slower inflation.  
That could eventually help the Fed, and 
other monetary authorities such as the 
European Central Bank and the Bank of 
England, to lower rates.  For now, though, 
other drivers of inflation are sufficiently 
strong that investors expect further rate 
rises. 

Higher rates are likely to curb 
demand for commodities even more, 
said Darwei Kung, who runs commodities 
investments at DWS Group – one reason 
why he is betting on lower energy and 
industrial-metal prices.  

Losers from the decline include commodity companies such as Exxon Mobil and 
Chevron.  The energy sector is the worst performer in the S&P 500 so far this year, 
having been the best in 2022. 

Some states that depend on oil-and-gas sales to sustain their budgets, notably 
Russia and Gulf oil producers, have experienced difficulties.  Saudi Arabia said Sunday 
that it would cut a million barrels from its daily oil output in an effort to raise prices, 
after a contentious meeting at which other members of the Organization of the 
Petroleum Exporting Countries cartel and its allies, known as OPEC+, agreed to extend 
existing curbs. 

Consumers will enjoy the benefits of lower wholesale prices at varying speeds. In 
the U.S., for instance, lower crude prices quickly feed through to the pump.  Average 

Manufacturing activity by region 
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gas prices stand at $3.55 a gallon, according to AAA, down from about $4.82 a year 
ago. 

In Europe, households and businesses won’t feel the drop in wholesale gas and 
power prices so fast, in part because governments put in policies to ease the pain on 
the way up. 

And food prices are still galloping higher, even though wholesale wheat is 
down 22% this year, aided by bumper harvests in Russia and Australia, and exports 
from Ukraine under the Black Sea grain deal. 

Many food producers locked in prices near the peak of the market because they 
feared losing access to ingredients.  “It’s a long supply chain for a lot of these 
supermarkets,” said Dave Whitcomb, founder of Peak Trading Research. 

Some analysts see commodity prices leveling off rather than falling further.  They 
expect OPEC+ cuts to drain oil supplies in the second half of the year.  Metals could get 
a boost from a splurge in spending on the electricity grid in China, and in the longer 
term from demand for materials needed for the energy transition. 

For now, though, many say high interest rates and industrial malaise could bring 
more pressure.  “Central banks in developed nations are pushing on the brakes 
pretty hard,” said Nitesh Shah, head of commodities research at exchange-traded-fund 
provider WisdomTree. 

The prices investors pay in the open market for commodities like coffee, 
copper or corn can have little to do with the price customers pay at the store. 
– 

CPI Report Shows Inflation Eased in April 
But Remains Stubbornly High 
by Gabriel T. Rubin – WSJ – May 10, 2023 
Nick Timiraos contributed to this article 
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Consumer-price index rose 4.9% from 
year earlier, 10th straight month of easing. 

Inflation is still much higher than the 
Fed’s target and economists are warning it 
may be stickier than markets are 
expecting. 

Inflation eased slightly in April, the 
10th straight month of cooling, but price 
gains remain historically high as the 
broader economy cools. 

The Consumer-Price Index rose 4.9% 
in April from a year earlier, the Labor 
Department said Wednesday, down 
slightly from March’s 5% increase.  The 
inflation reading has eased from a recent 
peak of 9.1% in June 2022. 

The Federal Reserve aggressively 
raised rates for more than a year to try to 
tame inflation by slowing economic activity.  
The Fed is looking to see signs of inflation 
declining toward its 2% target. 

 

Consumer Inflation 
Consumer-price index, change from a year 
earlier 
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Consumer prices rose a seasonally adjusted 0.4% in April from the prior month, 

versus a 0.1% gain in March. April’s increase was driven by housing costs and an uptick 
in gasoline prices.  Used vehicle prices surged by 4.4% over the month due to lack 
of inventory, while new car prices declined modestly. 
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Wednesday’s report could keep Fed 
officials on course to pause rate increases at 
their next meeting because they have shifted 
their focus away from lagging indicators of 
economic activity to assess the impact of 
recent bank failures on lending conditions 
and economic activity, which won’t 
immediately show up in broad measures of 
hiring and inflation.  

Fed officials raised their benchmark 
federal-funds rate last week to a range 
between 5% and 5.25%, the highest level in 
16 years, to slow down the economy and 
combat inflation.  At that meeting, some 
officials had discussed whether to pause rate 
rises after the most recent increase, said Fed 
Chair Jerome Powell at a news conference 
on May 3.  “We feel like we’re getting closer 
or maybe even there,” he said. 

Until now, officials have been looking for 
clear signs of a slowdown to justify ending 
rate increases.  But Mr. Powell indicated that 
calculation could shift now, and officials 
would need to see signs of stronger-than-
expected growth, hiring and inflation to 
continue raising rates.  The Fed slows the economy through lifting rates, which causes 
tighter financial conditions such as higher borrowing costs, lower stock prices and a 
stronger dollar. 

While the report contains some positive signs for a continued slowdown in price 
gains, “it does suggest a risk that rates will need to remain high for a little longer than 
we have assumed,” said Andrew Hunter, an economist at Capital Economics. 

On Wednesday, investors saw a 14% chance that the Fed would raise rates at its 
next meeting, according to CME Group. 

Wednesday’s report showed that when removing volatile food and energy costs, 
prices rose 5.5% from a year earlier, a slightly slower increase than in March.  Those 
so-called core prices remain elevated due to persistently strong shelter costs that 
economists expect to cool in the coming months.  Housing price changes can take time 
to show up in inflation data due to the lag in mortgage and rental contracts. 

Economists see core prices as a better predictor of future inflation. 

Consumer-price index, change from prior 
month 
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Left: Ryan Flick, a tech sales professional in Denver. 
Some Americans are making adjustments as 

prices rise. 
Ryan Flick, 39, said he used to eat fast food a 

couple of times a week.  “It never really felt like it was 
making a dent whatsoever in my budget,” he said. 

But as prices for meals he favored rose to over 
$10 from $5 to $8 he was paying a few years ago, he 
made a choice to cut back.  He said he would rather 
forgo a few forgettable weekday lunches and save 
money by making a sandwich at home, especially 
since he works remotely more often than in the past. 

“If you’re going to eat out, you might as well take 
three times where you might have gotten fast food 
and go out for something nicer,” said Mr. Flick, a 
Denver resident who works in tech sales.  Food prices 
have remained flat over the past two months, though 
a decline in grocery prices in April was offset by a rise 
in prices for dining out. 

That divergence could provide relief to household 
budgets by giving them “an option to avoid inflation by cutting out at least one 
discretionary spending indulgence from their routines,” said PNC Senior Economist Kurt 
Rankin. 

Inflation started to rise sharply in late 2020, as pandemic restrictions eased, and 
the rate remains well above 2019 levels.  Price pressures initially grew because of 
supply-chain bottlenecks and high commodity prices, but those factors have significantly 
improved. 

More recently, one factor supporting inflation is sustained demand for workers 
among service providers.  Average hourly wages rose 4.4% in April from a year 
earlier, slightly faster than the prior month, while the unemployment fell to match the 
lowest level since 1969.  Some companies are passing along higher labor costs to 
consumers. 

Another factor is that companies have been able to raise prices, and boost profits, 
without prompting a backlash. 

However, some companies say the significant pricing power they enjoyed in recent 
years has begun to fade amid early signs of a consumer pullback.  Consumer spending, 
the primary driver of economic growth, has stagnated recently after jumping at the start 
of the year. 
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Higher gasoline prices are one of the factors keeping upward pressure on inflation. 

Businesses struggling with high input costs are trying new strategies.  Becky 
Nelson, co-owner of Nelson’s Greenhouse in Clinton, Ind., recently decided that they 
would add a surcharge for customers who paid with credit cards, rather than raising 
prices.  Encouraging shoppers to pay with cash will save the greenhouse on 
interchange fees. 

They have also cut back on their offerings, opting to shut down the greenhouse 
over the winter to save money on propane, which they use to heat the 35,000 square 
foot facility. 

· - · 
· 

· -
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Banks are making it harder for individuals and small businesses to get loans. 

“We had to quit growing poinsettias,” Mrs. Nelson said.  “It’s not that we don’t like 
growing year-round, it’s that we couldn’t keep up with the prices.” 

The Producer Price Index will be out on Thursday.  PPI usually leads CPI. 
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Consumer-price index for select metropolitan areas, 
change from a year earlier 
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Deutsche Bank Stock Falls on Contagion Fears 
by Patricia Kowsmann and Anna Hirtenstein – WSJ – Mar. 24, 2023 
Caitlin McCabe contributed to this article. 
Concern over Germany’s leading lender emerges days after Credit Suisse was 

forced into a takeover. 

 
Shares of Deutsche Bank, one of Europe’s largest and most important lenders, 

tumbled to their lowest level since last fall. 
Investors sparked a selloff in 

Deutsche Bank and thrust one of 
Europe’s most important lenders into the 
center of concerns about the health of the 
global financial system. 

Shares of Germany’s largest 
lender tumbled as much as 15%, their 
third consecutive day of losses, though 
they later regained some ground and 
closed down 8.5%. The cost to insure 
against its default using credit-default 
swaps soared to the highest levels since 
2020. 

The concern over Deutsche Bank 
emerged days after Credit Suisse Group 
AG was forced into a takeover by its 
larger and more stable rival UBS Group 
AG.  Since the collapse of Silicon Valley 
Bank in the U.S. earlier this month, 
investors have scoured the globe for 
institutions perceived as vulnerable. 
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“People want to avoid anything that could come under focus,” said Jon Jonsson, 
credit portfolio manager at Neuberger Berman. 

Deutsche Bank sits at the heart of the German economy.  Despite years of 
retrenchment to make the bank smaller and safer, it remains a globally vital bank, with a 
major footprint on Wall Street trading bonds, derivatives and currencies.  It serves 
multinational companies with bread-and-butter basics of lending, managing money and 
corporate accounts. 

“Deutsche Bank has thoroughly modernized and reorganized its business model 
and it is a very profitable bank,” German Chancellor Olaf Scholz told reporters at an 
European Union summit in Brussels on Friday.  “There is no reason whatsoever to be 
concerned.” 

Some analysts and investors appeared perplexed that Deutsche Bank was taking 
the brunt of the market’s ire.  Though it has long been considered one of Europe’s most 
problematic banks, an overhaul launched in 2019 stabilized its operations.  Unlike 
Credit Suisse, Deutsche Bank’s deposit base has remained steady in recent quarters.  
Last year was the Frankfurt-based bank’s most profitable since 2007. 

Left: Credit Suisse struck a deal to be 
bought by UBS, its larger and more 
stable rival. 

“The market is on edge.  It 
seems to just be looking for targets,” 
said Tatjana Greil Castro, portfolio 
manager at Muzinich & Co. 

Shares of other European 
banks also fell Friday, but by less 
than Deutsche Bank.  Shares of 
crosstown rival Commerzbank AG 
dropped 6.5%.  Barclays PLC was 

down 5.8%, as was France’s most valuable bank, BNP Paribas SA. 
One factor hammering Deutsche Bank: Mentions of the German bank have 

exploded on social media in recent days, a bout of activity reminiscent of the social-
media frenzy that surrounded Credit Suisse last fall and which that bank’s executives 
said was partly to blame for its eventual demise. 

Markets have reeled since the sudden collapse of Silicon Valley Bank, reminding 
investors how quickly confidence can erode in banks.  SVB was an institution few had 
on their radar screens.  It failed in a matter of days despite an investment-grade 
credit rating and a seemingly devoted base of customers and investors. 

Signature Bank followed within days, and then a week later Credit Suisse was 
pushed into a deal after more than a century and a half of independence. 
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The terms of the UBS takeover of Credit Suisse engineered by Swiss regulators 
shook European banking markets this week, especially a provision to write down $17 
billion of Credit Suisse bonds.  Known as additional tier one bonds or AT1s, these 
instruments are an important part of European bank capital, money regulators require 
them to raise to protect themselves from losses.  

The price of AT1 bonds fell hard this 
week.  The fewer investors are willing to 
pay for AT1 bonds and bank bonds in 
general, the higher the borrowing costs 
banks have to pay, squeezing their ability 
to turn a profit. 

A Deutsche Bank AT1 bond issued 
in 2014 declined to 70 cents on the dollar 
on Friday from 95 cents at the start of the 
month, according to Tradeweb.  Other 
bank AT1s also fell despite assurances 
from U.K. and European regulators about 
the importance of the capital instruments. 

Deutsche Bank tried to ameliorate 
investor concerns over its debt on Friday 
by offering to redeem a separate type of 
subordinated bond, due in 2028.  The 
offer promised to buy back the bonds at 
100% of the principal, plus accrued 
interest, showing the bank has money to 
spare. 

The price of those specific bonds jumped after the redemption offer.  While that 
helped individual bondholders, it did little to assuage wider concerns. 

Friday’s fall adds to the reversal in the shares from a huge upswing they and other 
European bank shares enjoyed to start the year.  Rising interest rates in Europe and the 
U.S. promised fatter profits. 

Deutsche Bank, like other European banks, suffered for years from Europe’s 
negative interest rates.  When interest rates are near zero or negative, banks struggle to 
charge much more to lend than they pay on deposits, squeezing what is known in the 
industry as the net-interest margin. 

Worries over the banks prompted investors Friday to dive into government bonds 
for safety, lowering yields, further suppressing the ability for banks to profit. 

Deutsche Bank’s checkered past has long drawn skeptics.  It paid regulatory fines 
for facilitating money laundering in Russia, for holding accounts for convicted sex 
offender Jeffrey Epstein and for weak internal controls. 
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Its asset-management arm, DWS  is under investigation in the U.S. for allegedly 
overstating sustainability claims over its investments.  Last year, it agreed to extend the 
term of an outside compliance monitor after Justice Department prosecutors found the 
bank violated a criminal settlement by not disclosing a complaint about how DWS 
managed its ESG, or environmental, social and governance investments. 

Deutsche Bank was also a key lender to former President Donald Trump, and 
became ensnared in a long-running fight between the president and Congress over 
access to his tax returns. 

But investors and regulators have by and large lauded Deutsche Bank’s turnaround 
under Chief Executive Officer Christian Sewing, who took over in 2018.  He shrank 
Deutsche Bank’s investment-banking business in the U.S., cut costs and focused on 
serving Germany’s mighty companies. 

Unlike Credit Suisse, Deutsche Bank is profitable and its big litigation woes are 
mostly behind it, analysts said.  The German lender avoided losses on the meltdown of 
Archegos Capital Management in 2021, which spread $10 billion of losses across Wall 
Street, with Credit Suisse taking about half of the pain. 

“Deutsche is NOT the next Credit Suisse,” said analysts at Autonomous Research, 
a unit of AllianceBernstein.  They added that interest-rate risk in Deutsche Bank’s 
books, which sparked troubles in U.S. banks, is in line with European peers and well 
below the levels of some U.S. regional banks. 
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Fed Boosts Rates to 16-Year High 
by Nick Timiraos – WSJ – May 4, 2023 

Central-bank officials signal they could be done 
tightening after 10th straight increase. 

Federal Reserve officials signaled they might be 
done raising interest rates for now after approving 
another increase at their meeting that concluded 
Wednesday. 

“People did talk about pausing, but not so much at 
this meeting,” Fed Chair Jerome Powell said at a news 
conference.  “We feel like we’re getting closer or maybe 
even there.” 

Wednesday’s unanimous decision to lift rates by 
a quarter percentage point marked the Fed’s 10th 
consecutive rate increase aimed at battling inflation.  It 
will bring its benchmark federal-funds rate to a range 
between 5% and 5.25%, a 16-year high. 

Stocks retreated after the decision after rising earlier 
in the day.  The Dow Jones Industrial Average fell about 270 points, or 0.8%, while the 
S&P 500 and Nasdaq Composite indexed closed down 0.7% and 0.5%, respectively. 
U.S. government bonds rallied slightly, pushing the benchmark 10-year Treasury yield 
down to 3.401%, from 3.438% Tuesday. 

The Fed has now raised its benchmark federal-funds rate by a cumulative 5 
percentage points from near zero in March 2022, the most rapid series of increases 
since the 1980s.  The rate influences other rates throughout the economy, such as on 
mortgages, credit cards and business loans. 

“I think that policy is tight,” Mr. Powell said. But he said, “we are prepared to do 
more if greater monetary policy restraint is warranted.” 

Until now, officials have been looking for clear signs of a slowdown to justify ending 
rate rises.  But Mr. Powell indicated that calculation could shift now and that officials 
would need to see signs of stronger-than-expected growth, hiring and inflation to 
continue raising rates.  The Fed’s next meeting is June 13-14. 

Banking stresses are expected to further tighten financial conditions, but the 
magnitude of any credit crunch might not be apparent for months. 

“We have a broad understanding of monetary policy.  Credit tightening is a different 
thing,” Mr. Powell said. 

Analysts said Mr. Powell’s comments suggested an important shift in what the Fed 
would monitor as it determines any further moves. 
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“For the last 12 months, it has been all about inflation and the pace of employment 
growth,” said Blerina Uruci, chief U.S. economist at T. Rowe Price.  “Now, perhaps, that 
is broadening.  Banking-sector stress and credit conditions are going to be part of that 
calculation much more now.” 

Some said the Fed would have been better off holding rates steady Wednesday to 
see how those strains slow the economy.  “It’s not clear this move was necessary,” said 
Brian Sack, an economist and former senior executive at the New York Fed.  “The 
arguments for the hike were very backward- looking, and that’s just not the right 
approach when you have such important developments affecting the path of the 
economy going forward.” 

Mr. Sack said he thought the Fed wouldn’t raise rates again this year. 
Others said the increase was a reasonable way to balance the risks of sustained 

inflation pressures in a resilient economy.  “It’s not an indefensible position, I don’t think. 
Is it one made a lot more difficult by the current backdrop?  Yes,” said Michael de Pass, 
global head of linear rates trading at Citadel Securities. 

Officials dropped a key phrase from their previous policy statement, in March, that 
said they anticipated some additional increases might be appropriate, and they replaced 
it with new language saying they would carefully monitor the economy and the effects of 
their rapid increases over the past year. 

“That’s a meaningful change, that we’re no longer saying that we ‘anticipate’ ” 
additional increases, Mr. Powell said. 

Officials considered skipping a rate hike in March after the failures of two regional 
lenders, Silicon Valley Bank and Signature Bank, raised worries about a bank-funding 
crisis.  But they concluded that the stresses had calmed enough on the eve of their 
March 22 decision. 

The sale of First Republic Bank to JPMorgan Chase, announced Monday, showed 
how those strains are still clouding the economic outlook. 

Mr. Powell said conditions in the banking sector had broadly improved since 
March.  “There were three large banks, really, from the very beginning that were at the 
heart of the stress that we saw,” he said.  “Those have now all been resolved, and all 
the depositors have been protected.” 

Officials have signaled growing divergence over the policy outlook recently, with 
some urging greater caution about raising rates given the lagged effects of the banking 
stress and the Fed’s earlier increases.  Others are more worried about stopping 
prematurely only to see economic activity and inflation remain strong. 

In projections released after their March meeting, most Fed officials thought they 
would need one more quarter-point rate rise before moving to the sidelines.  But many 
thought they might need at least two more increases. 
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At the March meeting, the Fed staff forecast a recession would start later this year 
due to the banking-sector turmoil.  The staff hasn’t usually projected a recession before 
a downturn begins.  Previously, the staff had judged a recession this year was about as 
likely to occur as not. 

Mr. Powell said he didn’t share the staff’s view, but he didn’t dismiss the prospect 
of a recession.  “It’s possible that we will have – what I hope would be – a mild 
recession,” he said. 

Since officials’ March meeting, the economy has shown only modest signs of 
cooling, including more muted consumer spending and factory activity.  Job openings 
declined in February and March, and the share of private-sector workers voluntarily 
leaving their jobs has returned closer to pre-pandemic levels.  Hiring remains robust. 

Steady job growth and brisk wage gains could sustain higher inflation.  The Fed’s 
preferred inflation gauge, the personal- consumption expenditures price index, rose 
4.2% in March from a year earlier.  That was down from the previous month’s 5.1% 
increase.  Core prices, which exclude volatile food and energy prices, rose 4.6% in 
March, down from 5.1% in October.  The Fed targets 2% inflation over time. 

The Fed and many investors have sometimes been at odds during the past nine 
months over how high rates might rise and how long rates will stay at those higher 
levels to ensure inflation declines. Investors have often anticipated a speedier decline in 
inflation and rates, in part because they expect rate increases to tip the economy into 
recession. 

Mr. Powell pushed back against expectations of rate cuts this year, but he 
acknowledged that investors expecting inflation to fall quickly could take that view. 

“We on the committee have a view that inflation is going to come down not so 
quickly.  In that world, if that forecast is broadly right, it would not be appropriate to cut 
rates, and we won’t cut rates,” he said. 
– 
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Frantic Weekend Led Officials to One Conclusion 
by Andrew Ackerman, Andrew Duehren, and Rebecca Ballhaus 
WSJ – Mar. 17, 2023 
Tarini Parti and Nick Timiraos contributed to this article. 

$200B – Silicon Valley Bank’s assets as of Dec. 31. 

For more than a decade after the collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008, 
Washington’s regulatory watchdogs sought to ensure that they would never again 
face fraught weekend deliberations about propping up the financial system from a 
bank failure. 

Last weekend, they did. 
For the nation’s top economic officials – Federal Reserve Chair Jerome Powell, 

Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen, Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. Chairman Martin 
Gruenberg and White House National Economic Council director Lael Brainard – the 
challenge boiled down to a single decision: whether to employ a federal law allowing a 
“systemic risk exception” permitting the FDIC to guarantee deposits beyond the 
$250,000 limit per customer. 

The government rescued banks, shareholders, auto makers and others in 2008. 
This time they were considering a rescue of bank depositors.  The regulators triggered 
the rule to guarantee all deposits at on Sunday, regardless of account size.  It was 
the most powerful tool at their disposal to stop panicked households and businesses 
from pulling deposits from those and other banks. 
Silicon Valley Bank and Signature Bank 

This account of the internal deliberations over deposit coverage, based on 
interviews with people involved, many of whom declined to be identified, shows how the 
supervisors came to a decision they had hoped to avoid.  The continued financial-
market turmoil also raises questions over whether their measures are working. 
Reluctance at FDIC 

Mr. Gruenberg was initially reluctant to use the exception that would let his agency 
expand deposit insurance.  The FDIC chairman, whose agency is constrained by legal 
requirements, wanted more evidence that the collapse of the roughly $200 billion SVB 
would risk the stability of the financial system. 

By the time Ms. Yellen briefed President Biden on Sunday, the White House and 
the regulators had concluded that they didn’t have another realistic option.  At the same 
time, the Fed launched a special lending program to ensure banks had wide access to 
central bank credit as needed. 

“Americans can have confidence that the banking system is safe,” Mr. Biden said 
the next morning. 
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Many of the questions the supervisors faced over the weekend about the 
broadened use of deposit guarantees remain unanswered: Was backstopping two 
banks’ depositors enough to stop an exodus from other small- and medium-size banks?  
Would the public expect the backstop to be extended to others – and would that require 
taxpayer money? 

“You now really have this issue of the government being the ultimate protector of 
all deposits,” said Thomas Hoenig, former FDIC vice chairman.  “What you’ve done with 
very good intentions is you’ve removed market discipline as a preventative to unsafe 
and unsound practices.” 

SVB had been on the radar of the Fed, its primary federal regulator, and of the 
FDIC before last week, according to people familiar with its oversight.  Examiners had 
raised concern about its portfolio of securities, which had lost significant value as the 
central bank raised interest rates.  The bank was also seen as an unusual case for the 
FDIC because its customers were so concentrated in venture-capital and tech startups, 
officials said. 

Officials were coordinating their efforts by Thursday evening, as SVB faced a run. 
Depositors had become spooked about signs of instability at the bank, including its 
hasty effort to raise funds from stock investors. 

The Fed is the first line of defense for a bank in a panic.  Banks can turn to the Fed 
for emergency funds through a mechanism called a discount window, as long as 
these banks have collateral to pledge against temporary Fed loans.  SVB sought and 
received emergency loans at the discount window on Thursday.  But the scale of 
borrower demands for withdrawals ultimately exceeded the amount of unpledged assets 
it could offer as collateral for more loans. 

By Thursday evening of that week, regulators began to worry that SVB wouldn’t 
make it to the weekend. 

Ms. Brainard and White House chief of staff Jeff Zients briefed Mr. Biden in the 
Oval Office on Friday before he left Washington for Delaware for the weekend.  They 
told the president that the crisis at SVB threatened to engulf banks across the country – 
which could endanger the ability of small businesses to make payroll, a White House 
official said. 

Mr. Powell scrapped plans to travel to Basel, Switzerland, for a routine international 
bank meeting. Michael Barr, the Fed’s point-man on regulation, had left for a vacation 
on Thursday morning but was deluged by phone calls as soon as he got on the plane. 
After two days of nonstop work, he flew back to Washington early. 

Ms. Yellen later Friday met with Mr. Powell, Mr. Gruenberg and other top 
regulators.  She told them she was worried that the crisis would spread, kicking off a 
marathon of Zoom calls over the weekend. 
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They hoped they could prepare SVB for a sale during the weekend that would 
reassure depositors that their money was safe. But they also realized that they needed 
to develop backup plans if panic spread. 

Big Banks Shunned the Auction of SVB 

In 2008, regulators' go-to tactic for a bank in danger was to have big private 
banks such as JPMorgan Chase & Co. and Bank of America Corp. purchase troubled 
rivals, including Countrywide Financial, Bear Stearns and Washington Mutual. 

This time around, leaders of the big banks such as JPMorgan Chief Executive 
Jamie Dimon were in contact with regulators. But when the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corp. held its auction of SVB, the big banks didn't bid. PNC Financial Services Group 
Inc. considered making an offer on SVB, but its interest depended on government 
support that regu lators couldn't offer at the time, according to people familiar with the 
discussions. No other serious parties emerged. 

The search for buyers was difficult for other reasons. The FDIC didn't have time to 
run through its normal processes for a bank closure. Last weekend, the agency was 
still scrambling to set up data rooms where bidders could examine SVB's financial 
statements, people familiar with the matter said. 

Eventually, regulatory officials realized that, even if bidders emerged, they wouldn't 
have time to close an auction for SVB before markets in Asia opened on Monday. 

Jerome Powell Lael Brainard Martin Gruenberg 

Payroll concerns 

Ms. Brainard and others made the case that depositors at other midsize banks like 
SVB could pull out their deposits on Monday, precipitating a bank run across the 
country that could endanger billions in deposits. They also feared that the loss of 
deposits at SVB could leave startups that banked with SVB and even other regionals 
without the cash to meet payroll this week. 
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Ms. Yellen and other Treasury officials faced a crush of warnings and lobbying 
from California lawmakers, bank chief executives and small-business associations 
about the risk of runs at other banks.  Ms. Yellen was interrupted during a Zoom 
meeting on Sunday by a call from House Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R., Calif.) to discuss 
the banking crisis. 

Officials at the Fed monitored real-time data showing a growing pile of withdrawal 
requests. 

By Friday evening, another crisis was brewing.  After SVB was closed, Signature 
began to see significant outflows of uninsured depositors.  The FDIC and New York 
state’s banking regulator worried the bank wouldn’t be able to open Monday, and 
doubted the firm’s management when it assured them it would. 

Signature’s problems were critical to regulators who were worried that panic was 
spreading.  By Saturday, the regulators were seeing signs of large deposit outflows from 
fewer than 20 midsize banks, whose share prices had also been tumbling, a person 
familiar with the matter said.  That convinced the group that the crisis was systemic and 
required urgent intervention. 

Regulators had considered telling uninsured depositors that they could access at 
least 50% of their deposits as early as Monday, but after Signature’s failure and other 
stresses became clear, they decided that would be insufficient.  By Saturday morning, 
Ms. Yellen had concluded that a blanket guarantee of SVB bank deposits would be 
needed. Ms. Brainard shared Ms. Yellen’s assessment of the developments over the 
weekend. 

By Sunday afternoon, the four top overseers concluded that they had no choice but 
to invoke the systemic-risk exception, backstopping all SVB and Signature depositors. 
– 
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Jobs Market Proves Resilient 
by Gabriel R. Rubin – WSJ – Jun. 3, 2023 
Nick Timiraos contributed to this article 
Stocks rally on strong hiring, modest gain in wages, complicating picture for 

Fed. 
Hiring surged this spring, the latest sign the U.S. economy maintains momentum in 

the face of rising interest rates, complicating the Federal Reserve’s decision over 
whether to pause rate in-creases this month. 

Employers added a seasonally adjusted 339,000 jobs in May, and the prior two 
months’ payrolls were revised up by nearly 100,000, the Labor Department said Friday.  
Workers gained more than 1.5 million jobs in 2023, more evidence of economic vitality, 
including robust consumer spending and a stabilizing housing market. 

 

U.S. employers added 339,000 jobs in May with strong gains across much of the economic spectrum. 
Unemployment notched upto 3.7%, but remains near its historic lows. 
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The latest data does little to settle the Fed’s debate over whether to hold rates 
steady at a meeting this month, but does suggest that if officials do so, they could favor 
raising rates later this summer. 

Stocks leapt on Friday, with the blue-chip Dow industrials advancing 701.19 points. 
The largest one-day point gain since November came after the strong jobs report and 
the Senate passing legislation that suspends the debt ceiling.  A measure of financial-
market volatility fell to the lowest level in nearly two years. 

The U.S. unemployment rate rose to 3.7% in May, still 
near historic lows but an uptick from April’s 3.4%, the Labor 
Department said.  Average hourly earnings grew a solid 4.3% 
in May over the prior year, similar to annual gains in March and 
April. 

Fed officials in May lifted the benchmark federal-funds 
rate by a quarter percentage point to a range between 5% and 
5.25%, their 10th consecutive increase aimed at taming 
stubbornly high inflation. 

Fed Chair Jerome Powell and some colleagues have 
raised the idea of skipping a rate increase in June to study the 
effects of past moves.  But other officials have said the Fed 
may need to continue to lift rates, and the May jobs data likely 
reinforces that view.  The central bank had hoped to see higher 
borrowing costs cause the economy to slow more by now, 

curbing wage and price increases. 
“The labor market and the economy it supports will just not go gently into that good 

night despite policy efforts to cool both,” said Joe Brusuelas, chief economist at RSM 
US. 

Even with the spring hiring jump, there were some underlying signs of weakness in 
the report.  Unemployment rates rose for women and Black Americans, both groups that 
had seen joblessness fall over the past few years. 

The average workweek fell to 34.3 hours, the lowest since April 2020, near the 
start of the pandemic.  As a result of fewer hours worked, average weekly earnings 
advanced at a slower rate than hourly earnings, and gains have cooled since the start of 
the year. 

The labor-force participation rate, the share of Americans who are working or 
actively seeking jobs, remained flat in May at 62.6% and below the February 2020 pre-
pandemic level of 63.3%.  That partly reflects the aging U.S. population. Among workers 
age 25 to 54, the participation rate rose to 83.4%, a level last touched in 2007. 

May’s job gains were broad-based. Professional and business services, including 
accounting and engineering firms, added 64,000 jobs.  Healthcare, including hospitals 
and nursing homes, added 52,000 jobs. Government employment increased by 56,000, 
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construction firms added 25,000 jobs, and transportation and warehousing payrolls 
increased by 24,000. 

 
Young workers prepare for summer camp at a Boys & Girls Club in Scottsdale, Ariz. 

May’s job gains were broad-based, although service industries fared better than 
technology and manufacturing. 

Service providers, including restaurants, have been a driver of job gains this year. 
Restaurants and bars added 33,000 jobs in May. 

At Red Robin Gourmet Burg-ers, a 500-location chain, executives have added 
more positions to keep up with customer demand and to refocus their restaurants on 
better service.  Wages have gone up, but so have productivity and revenue, said G.J. 
Hart, Red Robin’s chief executive. 

Hart said the moves are intended to reverse decisions from previous years when 
the company used a more barebones approach to staffing that led to declining sales 
and frustrated customers.  Understaffed locations would shut down whole sections of 
the restaurant and make customers wait for the remaining tables, and additional staffing 
means that is no longer happening, according to Hart. 

“It’s getting a little bit better on the labor front,” Hart said.  “But you still have to 
make people feel wanted, make people feel special.” 

Some sectors such as tech, finance and manufacturing have shown signs of 
stress.  The tech-heavy information sector cut 9,000 jobs in May. 

High-profile companies such as Facebook parent Meta Platforms, Goldman Sachs 
Group and Grant Thornton recently moved to cut jobs.  Overall layoffs have remained 
low, and job openings ticked up in April, the Labor Department said.  Workers, 
especially in tech, have largely been able to find new jobs quickly, although a new 
position might be less lucrative or at a company with less cachet. 

Manufacturers slightly reduced employment in May.  Retail payrolls have been little 
changed since February, even as job gains have been widespread throughout the 
economy. 
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Home Depot warned last month that its annual sales will decline for the first time 
since 2009.  Power tools manufacturer Makita said it would lay off 213 workers at the 
end of June and close two of its five U.S. distribution centers. 

Sales of power tools took off during the height of the pandemic.  But increased 
material and energy costs, as well as tariffs and inflation, have eroded Makita’s pricing 
advantage.  The layoffs are the Japanese company’s first in the U.S. in nearly 20 years. 

“It speaks to the confluence of these challenging conditions,” said Wayne Hart, a 
Makita spokesman. 
– 

PGE CFO to Retire 
by Selene Balasta – S&P Global Market Intelligence – Apr. 28, 2023 
Jim Ajello is planning to retire as CFO, senior vice president of finance, treasurer 

and corporate compliance officer of Portland General Electric Co. (PGE), the company 
said in an April 28 news release. 

Ajello joined PGE in 2020.  He will transition from his current roles on June 30 and 
serve as a senior adviser to the company through Aug. 31. 

PGE has launched a search to identify its next CFO and will consider both 
internal and external candidates, the release said. 
– 

Portland General Electric to Purchase 
75-MW Ore. Battery Storage System 
by Nephele Kirong – S&P Global Market Intelligence – May 31, 2023 
Portland General Electric Co. (PGE) will invest $150 million to purchase a 

planned 75-MW battery energy storage system in Hillsboro, Ore., the company said 
in a May 31 filing. 

The Evergreen battery energy storage system is the last project to be procured 
under PGE's 2021 all-source RFP and will be constructed by an unspecified third party.  
The project is expected to come online on Dec. 31, 2024, and to qualify for the federal 
investment tax credit. 

PGE plans incremental capital spending on the project of roughly $40 million in 
2023, with the balance invested in 2024.  This will bring the company's total expected 
capital spending to $1.37 billion in 2023 and $1.02 billion in 2024, the filing said. 

The agreement for the Evergreen facility is subject to a prudency review by the 
Oregon Public Utility Commission. 
– 
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Productivity Drop Blurs Economic Picture 
by Gwynn Guilford – WSJ – Jun. 5, 2023 
You would think from May’s blowout jobs report the economy was booming. 
Here’s the puzzle: Other recent data suggest it is in recession. 
The dichotomy emerges from the divergent behavior of employment and output, 

two key indicators of economic activity.  In May, employers added 339,000 jobs, 
bringing the total number of jobs added this year to nearly 1.6 million, a gain of 
2.5% annualized. 

But real gross domestic income, a measure of total economic activity, shrank 
in both the fourth quarter and the first quarter. Two negative quarters of output 
growth are one indicator of a recession. 

The economy has gone through periods where output has expanded faster than 
employment, but seldom the other way around, said Ryan Sweet, chief U.S. economist 
at Oxford Economics. 

What explains these dissonant signals is productivity, or output per hour 
worked: It is cratering.  That raises questions about whether the much-hyped 
technology adoption during the pandemic and, more recently, artificial intelligence are 
making a difference.  It also raises the risk that the Federal Reserve will have to raise 
interest rates more to tame inflation. 

 
Labor productivity fell 2.1% in the first quarter from the fourth at an annual 

rate, and was down 0.8% in the first quarter from a year earlier, the Labor 
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Department said Thursday. That is the fifth-straight quarter of negative year-over-
year productivity growth—the longest such run since records began in 1948. 

Those calculations are derived from gross domestic product, which shows output 
rising at a 1.3% annualized rate in the first quarter.  But another key measure – gross 
domestic income – declined, implying an even bigger productivity collapse. 

GDI is the yin to GDP’s yang, measuring incomes earned in wages and profits, 
while GDP tallies up purchases of goods and services produced.  In theory, the two 
should be equal, since someone’s spending is another’s income. 

They never exactly match because of statistical challenges.  Lately, though, the 
divergence is dramatic.  “Over the past two quarters, real GDP shows the economy 
expanding by 1.0%, not far off potential growth, whereas GDI shows it contracting by 
1.4%, which amounts to a deportant cent-sized recession,” said Paul Ashworth, chief 
U.S. economist at Capital Economics.  The divergence is ominous: GDI previously 
undershot GDP dramatically during the 2007-09 financial crisis and in the early 1990s 
recession, Ashworth said. 

The second quarter is also shaping up to be weak.  S&P Global Market 
Intelligence sees second-quarter real GDP expanding at a 0.8% annual rate; 
Morgan Stanley projects 0.3%. The Atlanta Fed’s GDP-Now model estimates 2%. 
Most economists don’t forecast GDI. 

Usually, employment plummets during recessions because as factories, offices and 
restaurants produce less, they need fewer workers.  That clearly isn’t happening.  “If 
you look at the early 2000s, that was what was called a ‘jobless recovery,’ because 
employment took a long time to come back even though the economy was growing,” 
said Sweet.  “This time around it could be the opposite – the economy could be 
contracting, but you’re not seeing job losses.” 

One reason could be labor hoarding.  After struggling to hire and train workers 
during the pandemic-induced labor crunch, employers are now balking at letting them 
go, even as sales slip, given the labor market’s unusual tightness.  There were 10.1 
million vacant jobs in April, well above the 5.7 million people looking for work 
that month.  Some firms – particularly services such as restaurants and travel-related 
businesses – ran short-staffed for the past couple of years and are still catching up. 

It’s “not that technology got worse in the last year, but that businesses were selling 
less stuff and they’re nervous about their ability to attract employees, so they’re holding 
on to their employees,” said Jason Furman, an economist at Harvard University who 
served in the Obama administration.  It is also plausible, he said, that the shift to 
working from home generated a hit to productivity, whose impact grows with the 
cumulative loss of creative exchange and mentoring. 

Productivity growth is im- in the long run because it is one of two engines of 
economic growth, the other being an expanding workforce.  Sweet, the Oxford 
Economics economist, notes businesses have been spending on equipment, software 
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and intellectual property, investments that should eventually raise productivity.  Though 
it may take many years, so should recent advances in artificial intelligence. 

Amore imminent concern is that when workers produce more, companies can raise 
wages without increasing prices.  When productivity falls, it is harder to keep 
inflation in check. 

This could make things even more challenging for the Fed.  “Companies probably 
have the ability to pass on higher prices to consumers if they want to,” said Neil Dutta, 
head of economic research at Renaissance Macro Research.  “That would be 
problematic for the Fed.” 

Moreover, if GDI is a better indicator of output than GDP, “it would mean that the 
economy has slowed more than we had thought, without bringing down inflation that 
much,” Furman said.  That might mean it will ultimately take an even bigger economic 
pullback “to bring inflation down.” 
– 
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Supplier Data Point to Easing Inflation 
by Gabriel T. Rubin – WSJ – Apr. 14, 2023 
Austen Hufford contributed to this article. 

 
U.S. supplier prices fell in March by the most in nearly three years, the latest 

evidence that inflation is moderating. 
The Producer-Price Index, which generally reflects supply conditions across the 

economy, fell 0.5% in March from the prior month, the largest monthly decrease 
since April 2020, the Labor Department said Thursday. 

From a year earlier, supplier prices rose by 2.7% in March, a significant 
slowdown from highs reached last year, but above pre-pandemic levels.  PPI 
increased 4.9% in February, from a year earlier. 

Cooling supplier prices can signal future fading of consumer inflation, if firms pass 
on easing costs.  The Consumer- Price Index rose 5% in March from a year earlier, 
extending a cooling trend but well above the Federal Reserve’s 2% inflation target.  
Consumer inflation, especially excluding volatile food and energy costs, remains 
elevated enough for the Fed to contemplate another interest-rate increase next month. 

“We expect the bite from the Fed’s previous rate hikes will further reduce business 
and consumer demand, pushing producer-price inflation lower throughout the rest of the 
year,” said Matthew Martin, U.S. economist at Oxford Economics. 
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Excluding often volatile food and energy costs, the PPI decreased 0.1% from the 
prior month and was up 3.4% from a year earlier.  The year-over-year figure was a 
slowdown from the February reading.  A decline in goods prices was a major factor in 
the cooling of supplier prices in March, particularly for gasoline, diesel and residential 
natural gas.  A drop in warehousing costs as well as in machinery and vehicle 
wholesaling drove a more modest decline of the services supply index. 

Separate Labor Department data Thursday 
showed that worker filings for unemployment benefits 
rose last week but were still near 2019 levels, a sign 
the labor market remains solid despite large 
companies announcing layoffs and stresses in the 
banking sector. 

Initial jobless claims, a proxy for layoffs, 
increased by 11,000 to a seasonally adjusted 
239,000 last week.  The latest reading was down from 
the highest level of the year, touched last month. 

The red-hot labor market cooled some in 
March, with hiring moderating and wage growth easing 
as more Americans sought work.  Sectors that boomed 
earlier in the pandemic, such as construction, 
manufacturing and retail, lost jobs last month.  Recent 
turmoil in the banking sector raised concerns about a 
pullback in lending slowing the economy this year. 

– 
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UBS Agrees to Buy Rival Credit Suisse 
Margot Patrick, Ben Dummett, Dana Cimilluca and Patricia Kowsmann 
WSJ – Mar. 20, 2023 
Summer Said and Julie Steinberg contributed to this article. 
Deal for over $3 billion forged by regulators is the first big merger of global banks 

since 2008. 
UBS Group AG agreed to take over its longtime rival Credit Suisse Group AG 

for more than $3 billion, pushed into the biggest banking deal in years by regulators 
eager to halt a dangerous decline in confidence in the global banking system. 

The deal between the twin pillars of Swiss finance is the first megamerger of 
systemically important global banks since the 2008 financial crisis, when banks across 
the landscape were carved up and matched with rivals, often at the behest of 
regulators. 

The Swiss government said it would provide more than $9 billion to backstop 
some losses that UBS might incur by taking over Credit Suisse. The Swiss 
National Bank also provided more than $100 billion of liquidity to UBS to help 
facilitate the deal. 

Swiss authorities were under pressure to make the deal happen before Asian 
markets opened for the week. They had to walk a fine line, needing to get the two 
banks’ boards to agree to the deal and avoiding the alternative, a regulator-led 
winddown of Credit Suisse, which could have proved more protracted and painful for the 
financial system. 

The urgency on the part of regulators was prompted by an increasingly dire outlook 
at Credit Suisse. The bank faced as much as $10 billion in customer outflows a day 
last week, according to a person familiar with the matter. 

Regulators also worried that Credit Suisse’s failure could make Switzerland a new 
source of contagion for global stress.  Hours after the UBS deal, a group of central 
banks, including the U.S. Federal Reserve and the Swiss National Bank, announced an 
expanded dollar swap line, a type of international lending operation.  They called the 
expansion “an important liquidity backstop to ease strains in global funding markets.” 
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Credit Suisse Chairman Axel Lehmann said the recent bank troubles that started in 
the U.S. were too much to withstand.  “The acceleration of the loss of trust and the 
worsening of the last few days made it clear that Credit Suisse cannot continue to 

operate in its current form,” he said. 
Left: UBS Chairman Colm Kelleher said UBS would shrink Credit 
Suisse’s investment-banking business and align it with UBS’s 
“conservative risk culture.”  He said the deal “supports financial stability 
in Switzerland and creates significant sustainable value for UBS 
shareholders.”  To help absorb the deal, however, UBS said it would 
pause its stock buyback program. 

The sudden collapse of Silicon Valley Bank earlier this month 
prompted investors globally to scour for weak spots in the financial 

system.  Credit Suisse was already first on many lists of troubled institutions, 
weakened by years of self-inflicted scandals and trading losses, most notably the 
failure of two key clients in 2021, Greensill Capital and Archegos Capital 
Management. 

Despite repeated executive changes and pledges to reform, there was what felt to 
investors like a never-ending series of stumbles. 

The bank’s new management, which took over last year, many of them hailing from 
UBS, tried a campaign of reassurance among customers and promised a restructuring 
that would turn the bank around. 

The bank had just raised $4 billion in fresh equity from Saudi National Bank 
and other investors last fall to finance a sweeping overhaul.  But customers were 
fleeing in droves and taking with them $120 billion in assets under management in 
the last months of 2022. 

Friday, Silicon Valley Bank’s parent 
company filed for bankruptcy, the largest 
bank failure since Washington Mutual Bank 
in 2008.  That is for the parts of the parent 
that are not SVB.  SVB is already under 
federal control.   
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Its stock price and bonds in free fall, Credit Suisse took a $54 billion lifeline 

from the Swiss National Bank last Thursday.  Switzerland’s finance minister said on 
Sunday that the liquidity line was doubled later that day to ensure the bank could 
survive until the weekend. 

 
But Swiss officials, along with regulators in the U.S., U.K. and European Union, 

who all oversee parts of the bank, feared it would become insolvent this week if not 
dealt with, and they were concerned crumbling confidence could spread to other banks. 
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Finma, Switzerland’s financial regulator, said Credit Suisse experienced a “crisis of 
confidence.”  It added that there was “a risk of the bank becoming illiquid, even if it 
remained solvent, and it was necessary for the authorities to take action in order to 
prevent serious damage to the Swiss and international financial markets.” 

Finma said the banks would open normally on Monday. 
The talks among the regulators and the two banks began last Wednesday. 
Regulators laid out two choices: A takeover or a bankruptcy.  Bankruptcy would be 

a protracted mess, and UBS executives worried that it would taint the whole brand of 
Swiss banking, according to a person familiar with the matter. 

A forced marriage of the two titans was something UBS had never wanted.  Credit 
Suisse had its scandals, and its big investment bank was the opposite of UBS’s model 
built around managing the finances of rich clients.  But other parts of the deal were 
attractive, as Credit Suisse is UBS’s chief rival in the Swiss banking system. 

On Sunday, there was a last-ditch effort by a group including Credit Suisse’s 
largest shareholder, Saudi National Bank, to keep the lender alive, according to people 
familiar with the offer.  The group made a rival proposal to inject around $5 billion into 
Credit Suisse.  Under the plan, Credit Suisse bondholders would have been fully 
protected. 

Swiss ministers rejected the offer outright, according to the people.  The 
shareholders wanted the same government backstops being offered to UBS, such as 
the liquidity line, but were turned down. 

Agitation by the shareholders did have an effect.  An earlier UBS proposal to pay 
around 1 billion Swiss francs, or around $1.1 billion, was eventually lifted to 3 billion 
francs, paid in UBS shares.  Still, that is less than half of Credit Suisse’s last traded 
market value on Friday.  An end to Credit Suisse’s nearly 167-year run represents a 
new global dimension of damage from a banking storm that started with SVB’s 
collapse. 

Credit Suisse had a half-trillion- dollar balance sheet and around 50,000 
employees at the end of 2022, including more than 16,000 in Switzerland. 
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UBS has around 74,000 employees globally. It has a balance sheet about twice 

as large, at $1.1 trillion in total assets. 
– 
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U.S. Births Held Flat in 2022 
by Anthony Debarros – WSJ – Jun. 1, 2023 
About 3.66 million babies were born in the U.S. in 2022, essentially unchanged 

from 2021 and 15% below the peak hit in 2007, according to new federal figures 
released Thursday. 

The provisional total – 3,661,220 births – is about 3,000 under 2021’s final count, 
according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s National Center for 
Health Statistics.  Final government data expected this year could turn that small deficit 
positive. 
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Experts have pointed to a confluence of factors behind the nation’s recent relative 
dearth of births, including economic and social obstacles ranging from child-care to 
housing affordability. 

Absent increases in immigration, fewer births combined with continuing baby-
boomer retirements will likely weigh on the labor force supply within the next 10 
years, said Kathy Bostjancic, chief economist at Nationwide, an insurance and 
financial-services company. 

“You’re going to have a real shortage of workers unless we have technology 
somehow to fill the gap,” Bostjancic said. 
A look at the trends: 
1. The government tallied – about 655,000 fewer births in 2022 than at the 2007 

high of 4.32 million, reflecting continuing decreases.  Coupled with still-elevated 
deaths partly because of the latter part of the Covid-19 pandemic, the U.S. in 
2022 saw only about 385,000 more births than deaths.  The 2022 total may tick 
higher when final data is tallied this year.  Final 2021 births were about 5,000 
above the provisional number; for 2020. 

2. The total fertility rate – closely watched because a level of 2.1 children per 
woman is the “replacement rate” needed for a population to maintain current 
levels—was 1.665 in 2022, essentially unchanged from 1.664 in 2021 and only a 
slight recovery from a record low in 2020. 
The U.S. has generally been below replacement level since the early 1970s. 

3. The general fertility rate for Hispanic mothers increased 4% in 2022, second 
only to people of Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander origin.  Fertility rates 
among Asian women rose 3%; rates for all other groups fell. 
Hispanic mothers accounted for 25.5% of U.S. births in 2022, a record, while the 
shares of births from non-Hispanic white and Black women declined.  White 
women accounted for 50.1% of births in 2022, Black women for 13.9%, and Asian 
women for 6%. 

4. The trend of decreasing birthrates among younger women continued in 2022.  
For teens ages 15 to 19, the birthrate fell 3%, and for ages 20 to 24 it was down 
2%.  The rate for the next oldest group, 25 to 29, edged up only slightly. 
Increases were mainly seen among women 35 to 44.  If trends continue, the 
birthrate for women ages 35 to 39 may soon eclipse the rate for ages 20 to 24. 

– 
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US Utility-Earned Returns on Equity Trail 
Authorized ROEs for 3rd Year 
by Dan Lowrey – Regulatory Research Associates (RRA) 
an Affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence – Apr. 19, 2023 
The average annual earned return on equity for the Financial Focus energy 

coverage universe of utility operating companies trailed the average authorized return 
on equity (ROE) for electric and gas utilities again in 2022 for the third year since 
the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Energy utilities' average annual earned ROE climbed steadily from 2014 to 2018 
and exceeded the average authorized ROE from 2016 to 2019.  However, the 
average earned ROE declined in 2019, fell sharply in 2020 and declined again in 2021 
before slipping slightly further in 2022 as utility disconnection moratoriums expired and 
states of emergency were lifted. 

Utility-earned ROEs, on average, have trailed ROEs authorized for those utilities by 
state regulatory commissions over the past three years, reflecting the difficult operating 
environment for utilities during a period of tremendous volatility brought about by the 
pandemic. 

A hotter-than-normal summer and a record number of rate cases that address 
growing capital spending plans by utilities could pave the way for a return to higher 
earned returns. 

While there is new evidence of rising authorized ROEs in data collected by 
Regulatory Research Associates, history cautions about the stickiness of authorized 
returns.  Commissions may be less inclined to boost approved returns in an 
environment of high inflation and interest rates. 

The pandemic forced states to institute service disconnection moratoriums for 
customers unable to pay their utility bills as businesses shuttered or curtailed 
operations.  In turn, earned ROEs for US investor-owned utility operating subsidiaries 
have fallen below authorized levels since the pandemic began, and some utilities 
delayed rate case filings or postponed capital investments to alleviate financial impacts 
on ratepayers. 

Disconnection moratoriums have largely expired, and states of emergency 
imposed by state governors and the federal government have also been lifted.  In the 
past two years, utilities have filed some of the largest rate cases ever witnessed by 
RRA, and underearning has been frequently cited as a factor by utilities in testimony. 
Rate requests by utilities totaled a combined $16.78 billion in 2022, up about 13% from 
a record-setting 2021, as tracked by RRA.  Coinciding with record-breaking capital 
investment plans by utilities, this should bode well for utilities and could point toward a 
rebound in earned ROEs. 
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Energy utility operating companies' average annual earned versus authorized ROEs, 2008- 2022 
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Utilities have noted several capital market factors that could increase their cost of 
equity, including changes in monetary policy, exceptionally high inflation, increasing 
interest rates and volatile market conditions. Inflation and rising interest rates, in 
particular, pose challenges to the recovery of capital investment and authorized ROEs. 
Examining the period from 2008 to 2018, a range of outcomes with respect to utilities' 
earned ROEs becomes clear. 

From 2008 to 2015, utilities' average annual earned ROEs were, at best, modestly 
below authorized equity returns. The largest variance was in 2009 when earned ROEs 
fell short of authorized ROEs by 177 basis points. At that time, the economy was in the 
depths of a sharp recession, and US GDP declined by 2.5%. The largest calendar-year 
positive variance occurred in 2018, when utilities' earned ROE was 56 basis points 
higher than the authorized equity return . GDP grew by 2.9% in 2018, matching the 
period's highest growth rate, which occurred in 2015. 

Earned ROEs peaked in 2018 but dropped in 2022 to the lowest levels in the 
review period. Interestingly, in 2022, the utilities experienced favorable weather. The 
US experienced a higher-than-average number of cooling degree days during the 
summer and a higher-than-average number of heating degree days during the waning 
months of the year. 

Authorized ROEs have also drifted lower through the review period. More recently, 
there is some evidence of rising authorized ROEs. The latest authorized ROE data 
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collected by RRA for the first quarter of 2023 point to an increase in returns for both gas 
and electric utilities from that observed in the previous three years. 

In RRA's view, macroeconomic factors could reduce customer and regulatory 
tolerance for rate increases, which could put downward pressure on authorized ROEs. 
If history is any guide, the contraction in spreads between US Treasurys and average 
authorized returns may continue, causing authorized ROEs to remain relatively flat, or 
perhaps even fall in some instances, as interest rates continue to rise. For more 
information, refer to Macro challenges give utility regulators a chance to differentiate 
themselves. 
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Another interesting issue is whether the authorized equity return accurately 
represents the utility's cost of equity capital. Unlike the cost of debt, which can be 
observed, the cost of equity cannot be directly observed/measured, as it is an 



Docket No. UE 416  Staff/409 
  Muldoon/61 

 
 

investor expectation, and expectations, as a psychological concept, do not always lend 
themselves well to measurement.  Regulators utilize various models to estimate the 
required ROE.  Because the required ROE is not directly observable, it cannot be 
conclusively demonstrated that the authorized ROE, as estimated by regulators, is the 
company's actual cost of equity capital, which may be higher or lower. 
Comments on methodology 

The earned ROE data represents the simple average of the returns for the electric 
and gas utility operating companies in the Financial Focus coverage universe, and the 
authorized ROE is the simple average of the equity returns adopted by regulators in the 
specified 12-month period.  As noted, RRA uses the average annual authorized ROE 
as a proxy for the average required equity return in each annual period. 

RRA emphasizes that this analysis is an overall industry study and not one of 
individual companies.  For some companies, determining the authorized ROE is 
difficult, if not impossible, since rate cases can be resolved through "black box 
settlements" that do not specify an authorized ROE.  In addition, some utilities operate 
in multiple regulatory jurisdictions, and the authorized ROE can differ across 
jurisdictions.  Also, for multijurisdictional companies, ROE determinations in various 
jurisdictions may have occurred in different years. 
– 
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Why Americans Are Having Fewer Babies 
by Janet Adamy – WSJ – May 27, 2023 
Anthony DeBarros and Paul Overberg contributed to this article. 
The U. S. birthrate is down sharply since 2007, as women say economic and social 

obstacles prevent them from having as many children as they want. 
The number of babies born in the U. S. started plummeting 15 years ago and 

hasn’t recovered since.  What looked at first like a temporary lull triggered by the 2008 
financial crisis has stretched into a prolonged fertility downturn.  Provisional monthly 
figures show that there were about 3.66 million babies born in the U.S. last year, a 
decline of 15% since 2007, even though there are 9% more women in their prime 
childbearing years. 

The decline has demographers puzzled and economists worried. America’s 
longstanding geopolitical advantages, they say, are underpinned by a robust pool of 
young people.  Without them, the U.S. economy will be weighed down by a worsening 
shortage of workers who can fill jobs and pay into programs like Social Security that 
care for the elderly. At the heart of the falling birthrate is a central question: Do 
American women simply want fewer children?  Or are life circumstances impeding them 
from having the children that they desire? 

The gap between women’s 
intended number of children and 
their actual family size has widened. 

New evidence points to the latter 
explanation. In a study published in 
January in the journal Population and 
Development Review, sociologists 
Karen Benjamin Guzzo and Sarah R. 
Hayford found that when millennials 
(born 1981 to 1996) and the oldest 
members of Generation Z (starting in 
1997) were surveyed in their late teens 
and early 20s, they said, on average, 
that they wanted to have at least two 
children – just a fraction less than 
members of Generation X and the 
youngest baby boomers when they 
were surveyed at the same age. 

But the gap between women’s 
intended number of children and their 
actual family size has widened 
considerably.  The researchers found 

that by the time women born in the late 1980s were in their early 30s, they had given 
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birth, on average, to about one child less than they planned.  That is roughly double the 
size of the shortfall for women born two decades earlier, and it is likely too large to be 
erased by a spurt of childbearing in their late 30s. 

These findings reflect a growing consensus among demographers that for many 
Americans, economic and social obstacles have become intractable deterrents to 
having children.  Young adults can’t afford to buy a house as nice as the one their 
parents raised them in or to pay for childcare while they are still repaying student loans.  
Many men lack the earning power to be providers, because blue-collar jobs don’t pay as 
well and fewer men are employed.  More women can’t find a suitable partner because, 
with their own greater education and economic status, it’s harder for them to find a man 
who measures up. 

“People aren’t able to have the kids that they want,” said Guzzo.  “There’s a 
growing feeling that if you were to have kids, you really need to provide something for 
them.  You have to do all these things to give your kids advantages because the world 
is really tough right now. In a world where social mobility is limited and there’s a weak 
social safety net, I think a lot of people look around and say, ‘Well, maybe not.’”  Leticia 
Quiles, a 36-year-old unemployed administrative assistant who lives in West Haven, 
Conn., said that she and her husband, an ATM coordinator, talked about having two 
children before they got married a decade ago.  “We had definitely planned on having 
children at some point, but because of the economy and the time that you need to put 
aside for children, it’s not something we can do,” she said.  “We can barely take care of 
ourselves let alone take care of a child.” Instead, Quiles helps to care for her nieces and 
nephews, babysitting them and taking them for outings like wall climbing.  “I get my fill,” 
she said. 

Some young people say that by not having children, they’re helping to solve other 
global problems.  “To me it feels borderline unethical to even be having kids with the 
way the future is looking in terms of climate change and resource shortages and all of 
that,” said Cara Pattullo, a 31-year-old urban and environmental planner who lives with 
her boyfriend in Chicago.  Instead, she thinks that she might adopt or foster children 
when she gets older, or forego childrearing altogether. 

To maintain current population levels, the total fertility rate—a snapshot of the 
average number of babies women have over their lifetime – must stay at a “replacement 
rate” of 2.1 children per woman. In 2021, the U.S. rate was 1.66.  Had fertility rates 
stayed at their 2007 peak, the U.S. would now have 9.6 million more kids, according to 
Kenneth Johnson, senior demographer at the University of New Hampshire. 

Federal agencies are treating the slump like a temporary downturn.  The Social 
Security Administration’s board of trustees projects that the total fertility rate will 
slowly climb to 2 by 2056 and hold there until the end of the century.  Yet it’s been 
over a decade since fertility rates reached that level. 

Last year there were 2.8 workers for every Social Security recipient.  That ratio 
is projected to shrink to 2.2 by 2045, roughly two-thirds what it was in 2000.  Some 
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other developed countries are in a far deeper childbearing trough than the U.S.  In 
South Korea, the total fertility rate hit a world record low of 0.84 in 2020 and has since 
sagged to 0.78.  Italy’s rate slid to 1.24 last year.  China’s population fell in 2022 for the 
first time in decades because its fertility rate as been far below the replacement rate for 
years.  Its two-century reign as the world’s most populous country is expected to end 
this year when India overtakes it, if it hasn’t already.  In a recent note to clients, Neil 
Howe, a demographer at Hedgeye Risk Management, pointed to a World Bank report 
showing that the 2020s could be a second consecutive “ lost-decade” for global 
economic growth, in large part because of worsening demographics. 

By 2026 or 2027, he wrote, the growth rate of the working-age population in the 
entire high-income and emerging-market world will turn from slightly positive to slightly 
negative, reversing a durable driver of economic growth since the Industrial Revolution.  
This shift will make the U.S. more dependent on immigration to supply enough workers 
to keep the economy humming.  Immigrants accounted for 80% of U.S. population 
growth last year, census figures show, up from 35% just over a decade ago.  Yet the 
number of young immigrant women coming to the U.S. has diminished, Johnson 
said, and the decline in fertility has been greatest among Hispanics.  Having fewer 
children has already changed the social fabric of the country’s schools, neighborhoods 
and churches. J.P. De Gance, president and founder of Communio, a nonprofit that 
helps churches encourage marriage, said that lower marriage and birth rates are one of 
the largest drivers of the decline in religious affiliation that’s left pews empty across the 
country.  That matters for the whole community, De Gance said, because churches give 
lonely people a place to form friendships, as well as feeding hungry people and running 
schools that fill gaps in public education.  “When that’s diminished, the entire culture’s 
diminished,” he said. 
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One reason the U.S. has fewer children is that the teen birth rate has plunged 

78% since its peak in 1991.  Greater access to contraception, including long-acting 
methods such as intrauterine devices, has helped curb unplanned pregnancies that 
prompt the youngest women to halt their education and become mothers before they’re 
ready. 

Whether the Supreme Court’s 2022 Dobbs decision allowing states to prohibit 
abortion will materially lift the number of births is an open question.  In 2017, the 
national abortion rate reached its lowest level since Roe v. Wade legalized the 
procedure in 1973, before drifting up over the next three years, according to data from 
the Guttmacher Institute, a policy group that supports abortion rights.  There were about 
930,000 abortions performed in the U.S. in 2020, the most recent year for which figures 
are available. 

Kathryn Kost, Guttmacher’s director of domestic research, said that new state-level 
restrictions on the procedure will make it harder to track abortions.  “These laws push it 
underground,” she said.  In a recent paper, Kost and co-authors found that between 
2009 and 2015, there was a drop in the rates of women who said they got pregnant too 

From Boom to Bust 
The margin between U.S. births and deaths has narrowed dramatically 
since births peaked during the baby boom. 
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soon.  At the same time, older women saw an uptick in pregnancies they described as 
happening later than they desired. 

The median age at which women give birth is 30, three years older than it was in 
1990.  Despite advances in fertility treatments, women who delay having kids until their 
final childbearing years reduce their chances of doing so – not just because it narrows 
their biological window but because other priorities and roadblocks can more easily 
derail their plans. 

“Right now I think we’re one and done,” said Hester Graves, a 42-year-old math 
researcher at a think tank who lives outside Washington, D.C.  After giving birth to her 
daughter four years ago, she hemorrhaged and had to undergo surgeries and blood 
transfusions: “I would love to have a second. I don’t know that I can risk my life to have 
a second.” 

U.S. policymakers are looking for solutions to the falling birth rate. President Joe 
Biden has proposed a series of measures aimed at aiding parents, including paid family 
leave, subsidized child care and federally funded preschool, though they’ve stalled amid 
opposition from lawmakers who say they’re too expensive.  Former president Donald 
Trump, who is trying to return to the White House in 2024, recently said that he supports 
paying out “ baby bonuses” to fuel a reproductive boom. 

Demographers say that it takes years of large-scale programs to spur childbearing. 
France, which has one of the highest fertility rates in the developed world, has long 
invested in pro-natalist policies including subsidized child care.  Other countries are 
catching up. Hungary recently exempted women under the age of 30 who have a child 
from paying personal income tax. 

Pilar Muner, a 34-year-old married human resources executive at a tech company, 
said that her desire to have children has run up against a series of deterrents, including 
long Covid.  She doesn’t want to waltz into parenthood like her mother and father’s 
generation did: “You had more kids than you could afford.  You smoked cigarettes when 
you were pregnant.  Not a lot of thought went into it,” said Muner, who lives outside 
Boston.  “I think I’m just not ready.” 

For now, she is exploring freezing her eggs.  “I have a lot of things I enjoy that have 
made me really happy,” she said.  “I don’t want to feel like parts of my life are being 
compromised.” 
– 
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Why Did Inflation Take Off?  Two Top Economists Answer 
by Greg Ip – WSJ – May 24, 2023 
For two years, debate has raged over what caused the highest inflation since 

the 1980s: government stimulus or pandemic-related disruptions. 
Now two top economists have an answer: It’s both.  Pandemic-related supply 

shocks explain why inflation shot up in 2021.  An economy overheated by fiscal 
stimulus and low interest rates explain why it has stayed high ever since.  The 
conclusion: For inflation to fade, the economy has to cool off, which means a weaker 
labor market. 

The study, released Tuesday, is by Ben Bernanke, former chair of the Federal 
Reserve, and Olivier Blanchard, former chief economist of the International 
Monetary Fund.  Bernanke is now at the Brookings Institution and Blanchard is at 
the Peterson Institute for International Economics. 

When Congress passed President Biden’s $1.9 trillion American Rescue Plan in 
2021, which included checks to households, enhanced jobless benefits and aid to state 
and local governments, inflation was around 2% and unemployment still above 6%. 

At the time many forecasters thought stimulus could push demand above the 
economy’s potential to supply goods and services and unemployment below its long-run 
natural rate of around 4%.  Yet few thought this would meaningfully raise inflation. 

A few disagreed, notably former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers and 
Blanchard.  Both warned the stimulus was so large it would push the economy into 
overheating territory. 

Inflation did shoot up, hitting 7% that December, 5.5% excluding food and energy.  
“The critics’ forecasts of higher inflation would prove to be correct – indeed, even too 
optimistic – but, in substantial part, the sources of the inflation would prove to be 
different from those they warned about,” Blanchard and Bernanke write. 

To tease out sources of inflation, Bernanke and Blanchard build a relatively 
conventional model in which inflation is a function of, among other things, the gap 
between the supply and demand for labor, public expectations of inflation, and 
commodity prices. 

Usually economists judge labor market tightness from how far unemployment is 
above or below its natural rate.  But this time the labor market heated up before 
unemployment got that low.  So Bernanke and Blanchard use the ratio of job 
vacancies to unemployed workers.  Finally, their model lets these factors interact, 
with varying lags. 

If stimulus had overheated the economy, it should have shown up in the labor 
market.  In fact, labor conditions put downward pressure on inflation through 2021’s 
third quarter, the authors concluded. Instead, inflation that year was driven almost 
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entirely by shortages and energy prices.  (To be sure, many shortages reflected 
restricted supply interacting with demand boosted by stimulus.) 

Demand shifted abruptly from services to goods early in the pandemic.  The 
effect should have been a wash as prices rose for goods and fell for services.  It wasn’t, 
because goods producers faced supply constraints, while costs to service 
producers didn’t decline much. “These sectoral mismatches between demand and 
supply proved more intractable and longer-lasting than many had expected,” the 
authors note. 

 
Pandemic disruptions eventually subsided.  Why didn’t inflation then fall?  The 

reason, the authors conclude, is that by this point demand was so strong, and the labor 
market was significantly overheated.  Moreover, the initial surge of inflation lifted 
workers’ expectations of short-term inflation, which then partly found its way into their 
wages. 

If anything, the study might understate the effect of pandemic disruptions.  The 
labor market didn’t just overheat because of excess demand, but reduced supply, as 
well.  The rising ratio of vacancies to unemployed, which the model equates with a 
tighter labor market, reflects employers’ struggling to fill vacancies.  The authors note 
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much of that struggle was because of the pandemic: Firms that had laid off employees 
had to find new ones, while some workers left the labor force because of family 
obligations, illness or work-life priorities. 

This decline in supply-side potential hasn’t gotten much attention, but its role could 
be significant.  New York Fed President John Williams has estimated that potential was 
4.2% lower at the end of 2022 than its pre-pandemic trend. 

That stimulus wasn’t the inflation culprit it’s often made out to be doesn’t entirely 
absolve the Fed and Biden.  Arguably, they should have anticipated supply disruptions 
would amplify the risks of stoking demand. In 2020, under new Fed framework and 
guidance, interest rates would stay near zero until maximum employment was restored, 
even if inflation topped 2%.  That “contributed to delayed action and the inflation 
overshoot,” former Fed Vice Chair Donald Kohn and Brown University economist Gauti 
B. Eggertsson say in a new paper. 

Bernanke and Blanchard conclude that because inflation today reflects a too-hot 
labor market, the solution is to cool it off.  They estimate unemployment would have to 
rise above 4.3% assuming vacancies remain difficult to fill.  But, they say, inflation could 
drop without a significant increase in unemployment if the ease of hiring returns to pre-
pandemic norms.  The good news: There are tentative signs that is happening. 
– 
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Why Did Inflation Take Off?  Two Top Economists Answer 
by Greg Ip – WSJ – May 24, 2023 
For two years, debate has raged over what caused the highest inflation since 

the 1980s: government stimulus or pandemic-related disruptions. 
Now two top economists have an answer: It’s both.  Pandemic-related supply 

shocks explain why inflation shot up in 2021.  An economy overheated by fiscal 
stimulus and low interest rates explain why it has stayed high ever since.  The 
conclusion: For inflation to fade, the economy has to cool off, which means a weaker 
labor market. 

The study, released Tuesday, is by Ben Bernanke, former chair of the Federal 
Reserve, and Olivier Blanchard, former chief economist of the International 
Monetary Fund.  Bernanke is now at the Brookings Institution and Blanchard is at 
the Peterson Institute for International Economics. 

When Congress passed President Biden’s $1.9 trillion American Rescue Plan in 
2021, which included checks to households, enhanced jobless benefits and aid to state 
and local governments, inflation was around 2% and unemployment still above 6%. 

At the time many forecasters thought stimulus could push demand above the 
economy’s potential to supply goods and services and unemployment below its long-run 
natural rate of around 4%.  Yet few thought this would meaningfully raise inflation. 

A few disagreed, notably former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers and 
Blanchard.  Both warned the stimulus was so large it would push the economy into 
overheating territory. 

Inflation did shoot up, hitting 7% that December, 5.5% excluding food and energy.  
“The critics’ forecasts of higher inflation would prove to be correct – indeed, even too 
optimistic – but, in substantial part, the sources of the inflation would prove to be 
different from those they warned about,” Blanchard and Bernanke write. 

To tease out sources of inflation, Bernanke and Blanchard build a relatively 
conventional model in which inflation is a function of, among other things, the gap 
between the supply and demand for labor, public expectations of inflation, and 
commodity prices. 

Usually economists judge labor market tightness from how far unemployment is 
above or below its natural rate.  But this time the labor market heated up before 
unemployment got that low.  So Bernanke and Blanchard use the ratio of job 
vacancies to unemployed workers.  Finally, their model lets these factors interact, 
with varying lags. 

If stimulus had overheated the economy, it should have shown up in the labor 
market.  In fact, labor conditions put downward pressure on inflation through 2021’s 
third quarter, the authors concluded. Instead, inflation that year was driven almost 
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entirely by shortages and energy prices.  (To be sure, many shortages reflected 
restricted supply interacting with demand boosted by stimulus.) 

Demand shifted abruptly from services to goods early in the pandemic.  The 
effect should have been a wash as prices rose for goods and fell for services.  It wasn’t, 
because goods producers faced supply constraints, while costs to service 
producers didn’t decline much. “These sectoral mismatches between demand and 
supply proved more intractable and longer-lasting than many had expected,” the 
authors note. 

 
Pandemic disruptions eventually subsided.  Why didn’t inflation then fall?  The 

reason, the authors conclude, is that by this point demand was so strong, and the labor 
market was significantly overheated.  Moreover, the initial surge of inflation lifted 
workers’ expectations of short-term inflation, which then partly found its way into their 
wages. 

If anything, the study might understate the effect of pandemic disruptions.  The 
labor market didn’t just overheat because of excess demand, but reduced supply, as 
well.  The rising ratio of vacancies to unemployed, which the model equates with a 
tighter labor market, reflects employers’ struggling to fill vacancies.  The authors note 
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much of that struggle was because of the pandemic: Firms that had laid off employees 
had to find new ones, while some workers left the labor force because of family 
obligations, illness or work-life priorities. 

This decline in supply-side potential hasn’t gotten much attention, but its role could 
be significant.  New York Fed President John Williams has estimated that potential was 
4.2% lower at the end of 2022 than its pre-pandemic trend. 

That stimulus wasn’t the inflation culprit it’s often made out to be doesn’t entirely 
absolve the Fed and Biden.  Arguably, they should have anticipated supply disruptions 
would amplify the risks of stoking demand. In 2020, under new Fed framework and 
guidance, interest rates would stay near zero until maximum employment was restored, 
even if inflation topped 2%.  That “contributed to delayed action and the inflation 
overshoot,” former Fed Vice Chair Donald Kohn and Brown University economist Gauti 
B. Eggertsson say in a new paper. 

Bernanke and Blanchard conclude that because inflation today reflects a too-hot 
labor market, the solution is to cool it off.  They estimate unemployment would have to 
rise above 4.3% assuming vacancies remain difficult to fill.  But, they say, inflation could 
drop without a significant increase in unemployment if the ease of hiring returns to pre-
pandemic norms.  The good news: There are tentative signs that is happening. 
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For more than 25 years, PowerPlan 

has helped North American energy 
companies make the right financial 

decisions. Between market dynamics, 

regulators, technology, green energy, 

and investor and public sentiment, 

the electric industry is always 

changing. Having access to the 

right data enables you to respond 
to trends, challenges and change to 

make the most of your organization's 
assets. Through our industry-leading 

expertise, innovative technology 

and vast experience listening to 

and working in tandem with our 
customers, PowerPlan software sets 

the standard that CFOs can count on 

for financial clarity to prepare today 
for tomorrow's challenges. 



2021
FINANCIAL REVIEW
ANNUAL REPORT
OF THE U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED
 ELECTRIC UTILITY INDUSTRY

About EEI and the Financial Review
The Edison Electric Institute (EEI) is the association that 
represents all U.S. investor-owned electric companies. Our 
U.S. members provide electricity for 220 million Americans 
and operate in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. As 
a whole, the electric power industry supports more than 7 
million jobs in communities across the U.S. and contributes 
5 percent to the nation’s GDP. The 2021 Financial Review is 
a comprehensive source for critical financial data covering 39 
investor-owned electric companies whose stocks are publicly 
traded on major U.S. stock exchanges. The report also includes 
data on five additional companies that provide regulated electric 
service in the United States but are not listed on U.S. stock 
exchanges because they are owned by holding companies not 
primarily engaged in the business of providing retail electric 
distribution services in the United States. These 44 companies 
are referred to throughout the publication as the U.S. Investor-
Owned Electric Utilities. Please refer to page 80 for a list of 
these companies.
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Highlights of 2021 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWN ED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

FINANCIAL ($ Millions) 2021 2020r % Change 
Tota l Operating Revenues 385,500 347,934 10.8% 
Uti lity Plant (Net) 1,362,155 1,309,480 4.0% 
Tota l Capita lization 1,299,776 1,232,301 5.5% 
Earnings Excluding Non-Recurring and 

Extraordinary Items 53,480 54,217 (1.4%) 
Dividends Paid, Common Stock 30,075 29,503 1.9% 

r = revised Note: Percent changes may reflect rounding. 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 

AFUDC Allowance for Funds Used During kWh Kilowatt-hour 
Construction 

M&A Mergers & Acquisitions 
BTU British Thermal Unit MW Megawatt 
CFTC Commodity Futures Trading 

Commission MWh Megawatt-hour 

CPI Consumer Price Index NARUC National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners 

DOE Department of Energy NERC North American Electric Reliability 
DOJ Department of Justice Corporation 
DPS Dividends per share NOx Nitrogen Oxide 
EEi Edison Electric Institute NOAA National Oceanic & Atmospheric 
EIA Energy Information Administration Administration 

EITF Emerging Issues Task Force NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency O&M Operations and Maintenance 

EPS Earnings per share PSC Public Service Commission 

FASB Financial Accounting Standards Board PUC Public Utility Commission 

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission PUHCA Public Utility Holding Company Act 

GDP Gross Domestic Product PURPA Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act 

GW Gigawatt ROE Return on Equity 

GWh Gigawatt-hour RTO Regional Transmission Organization 

IPP Independent Power Producer SEC Securities and Exchange Commission 

IRS Internal Revenue Service so2 Sulfur Dioxide 

ISO Independent System Operator T&D Transmission & Distribution 

ITC Independent Transmission Company 

iv EEi 2021 FI NANCIAL REVIEW 
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Company Categories 

Two categories are used throughout this publication that group companies based on their percentage of 
total assets that are regulated. These categories are used to provide an informative framework for 
tracking financial trends: 

Regulated: 80% or more of total assets are regulated. 

Mostly Regulated: Less than 80% of total assets are regulated. 

Note: In prior editions of the Financia l Review, a "Diversified" category was included for companies with less than 50% of total assets that 
are regulated. Some tables with historical data therefore include a "Diversified" category. 
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President’s Letter
2021 Financial Review

EEI’s member companies—
America’s investor-owned electric 
companies—are woven tightly into 
the fabric of our nation. For nearly 
140 years, we have provided the 
energy that has sustained our cus-
tomers and our communities, while 
powering our economy.

In 2021, we made substantial prog-
ress on our commitment to provide 
America’s resilient clean energy. At 
the same time, we saw the continua-
tion—and the emergence—of many 
unprecedented challenges. Our 
nation’s economy faces headwinds 
from rising inflation and interest 
rates, as well as ongoing pressure 
within key supply chains. And, 
around the world, we are seeing the 
impacts of extreme weather and 
other natural disasters. Russia’s war 
in Ukraine and its human toll on 
civilians have compounded these 
challenges, even as geopolitical ten-
sions rise in other flashpoints.

Against this backdrop, EEI’s mem-
ber companies are maintaining the 
powerful momentum we have built 
over many years. Electricity truly 
is the energy that powers our lives. 
Now more than ever, our customers 
depend on the supply of resilient 
clean energy that EEI’s member 
companies provide. As always, our 
customers are the focus of every-
thing we do.

For us, the path forward is clear—
and the path forward is clean. 
Thanks largely to the leadership of 
EEI’s member companies, carbon 
emissions from the U.S. electric 
power sector today are nearly 40 
percent below 2005 levels. At the 
same time, 40 percent of our na-
tion’s electricity now comes from 
clean, carbon-free sources, including 
nuclear energy, hydropower, wind, 
and solar energy. Dozens of EEI’s 
member companies have announced 
ambitious long-term carbon-re-
duction targets, including net-zero 
targets, showing the path forward.

In 2020, nearly 28 gigawatts (GW) 
of renewable technologies went on-
line in the United States—a record 
deployment by a wide margin. Early 
data show that renewables also had 
a banner year in 2021, making up 
20 percent of the energy mix for the 
second year in a row. EEI’s member 
companies are well-positioned to be 
a major part of the climate solu-
tion—and we want to be part of the 
solution. With new technologies 
and the right policies—including 
congressional passage of a robust 
clean energy tax package that will 
deliver significant long-term benefits 
to electricity customers—a 100-per-
cent clean energy future can be more 
than a goal. It can be a reality.

To create a cleaner economy, we 
will need a cleaner transportation 
sector. Today, the biggest barrier 
to electric vehicle (EV) adoption is 

not a lack of EVs. It is a lack of ac-
cess to charging infrastructure that 
is convenient, affordable, equitable, 
and reliable. EEI projects that there 
will be nearly 22 million EVs on 
U.S. roads in 2030. Given this 
growth in EVs, we estimate that 
more than 100,000 EV fast charg-
ing ports will be needed. That is 
more than a ten-fold increase over 
what we have today.

EEI’s member companies already 
are investing more than $3.4 bil-
lion to help build and to deploy 
this charging infrastructure and to 
accelerate electric transportation 
programs, with more than $1 billion 
of additional investment pending. 
In December 2021, we proudly 
launched the National Electric 
Highway Coalition, which is a col-
laboration among electric companies 
that are committed to providing 
EV fast charging stations that will 
allow the public to drive EVs with 
confidence along major U.S. travel 
corridors by the end of 2023.

We also are working every day 
to improve energy grid security, 
reliability, and resiliency, and we 
continue to strengthen cyber and 
physical defenses and to en-
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was 82 percent, slightly lower than 
the range of 87 percent to 93 per-
cent in each of the prior five years. 
Our industry’s dividend payout 
ratio was 66.2 percent for the 12 
months ended December 31, 2021, 
leading among the other major U.S. 
business sectors. As of December 
31, 2021, 38 of the 39 companies 
in the EEI Index were paying a 
common stock dividend.

In 2022 and beyond, EEI and our 
member companies will remain 
focused on our commitment to 
delivering America’s resilient clean 
energy. Fulfilling this commit-
ment—and reaching a clean energy, 
net-zero carbon future—is not just 
a goal. It is the opportunity of our 
lifetimes—as well as a great chal-
lenge.

We truly value the partnership that 
we share with the financial com-
munity.

Thomas R. Kuhn 

President 
Edison Electric Institute 

Association’s members, among other 
improvements.

As you will see in this year’s 
Financial Review, EEI’s member 
companies continue to build upon 
a strong financial foundation. The 
industry’s average credit rating was 
BBB+ for the eighth straight year in 
2021, after increasing from the BBB 
average that previously had held 
since 2004. This improved credit 
quality greatly supports the contin-
ued level of elevated capital expen-
ditures, which set a tenth consecu-
tive record high of $134.1 billion in 
2021. We continue to be America’s 
most capital-intensive industry.

The EEI Index returned a strong 
17.1 percent for 2021, yet the ma-
jor averages were stronger. The S&P 
500 Index returned 28.7 percent, 
while the Dow Jones Industrial 
Average and Nasdaq Composite 
each gained more than 21 percent. 
Nonetheless, the EEI Index has 
produced a positive total return in 
16 of the last 19 years, with returns 
of greater than 10 percent in 13 of 
the 16 positive years, and greater 
than 20 percent in 5 of the 16 
positive years. Notably, the com-
bined market capitalization for the 
39 companies included in the EEI 
Index exceeded $1 trillion for the 
first time in 2021, landing at $1.03 
trillion at year-end.

Our industry extended its long-term 
trend of widespread and consistent 
dividend increases last year, with 
a total of 32 companies increasing 
their dividend in 2021. The per-
centage of companies that raised or 
reinstated their dividend in 2021 

hance preparedness. Our strong 
industry-government partnership, 
coordinated through the CEO-led 
Electricity Subsector Coordinating 
Council, continues to be critical to 
accomplishing our shared goal of 
protecting the energy grid against 
all threats.

Increasingly, EEI’s member com-
panies are investing in adaptation, 
hardening, and resilience (AHR) 
initiatives to make the grid stronger 
and more secure for all customers. 
In October 2021, EEI published 
industry-level information on AHR 
capital expenditures based on a 
member company survey, which 
indicated that more than one-third 
of transmission and distribution 
investment is being driven specifi-
cally by AHR initiatives, rather than 
the traditional drivers of growth or 
maintenance.

We know that our stakeholders 
need a clear and consistent way to 
measure our progress on delivering 
a sustainable energy future. That is 
why EEI, working with our mem-
ber companies and the investment 
community, created the first-of-its-
kind, industry-wide environmental, 
social, governance, and sustainabil-
ity (ESG/sustainability) reporting 
template. Launched in 2018, the 
template helps member compa-
nies provide investors, Wall Street 
analysts, and other key stakeholders 
with more consistent and uniform 
ESG/sustainability data and infor-
mation. We continue to expand 
and to refine our original template, 
adding a qualitative disclosure on 
cybersecurity governance and for-
mally integrating the American Gas 
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Capital Markets 
Stock Performance 

The EEI Index returned a strong 

17. 1% in 2021, yet the major aver

ages were even stronger. The S&P 

500 Index returned 28.7% while 

the Dow and Nasdaq each gained 
more than 21 %. Yet utilities' rela

tive weakness occurred in 2021 's first 

half, as the post-pandemic bull mar

ket lifted major averages up 12% to 

15% while the EEI Index returned 

only 2.3%. The year's second half 

was a different story. Utilities out

performed the major averages in 

both Q3 and Q4. The EEI Index 

gained a notably strong 12.9% in 

Q4 even as rising monthly inflation 

data made news headlines. In fact, 
2021 's second half marked a trend 

change in relative return as utilities 

had sharply trailed the market's surge 

from the pandemic-induced low in 

Ql 2020 through Q2 2021. The in

dustry's robust Q4 gain also helped 

it outperform the other primarily de
fensive sector, telecommunications, 

for 2021, which returned - 8.7% for 

the year. 

Economy Watch 
Economic data throughout 2021 

showed a relatively steady economic 

recovery from the impact of 2020's 

lockdowns and restrictions. In late 

February, the Bureau of Economic 

2021 Index Comparison 

EEi Index 
Dow Jones Industrials 
S&P 500 
Nasdaq Composite Index* 

17.1 
21.0 
28.7 
21.4 

• Price gain/(loss) only. Other indices show total return. 

Source: EEi Finance Department and S&P Global Market Intelligence. 

Comparison of the EEi Index, S&P 500, 
and DJIA Total Return 111111-12131121 

REFLECTS REINVESTED DIVIDENDS 

(Dollars) 

250 

200 

150 

100 

50 
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

■ EEi Index ........ S&P 500 DJIA 

All returns are annual. 
Note: Assumes $100 invested at c losing prices December 31, 2016. 

Source: EEi Finance Department and S&P Global Market Intelligence. 
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EEi Index Top 10 Performers 
Twelve-month period ending 1 V31/2021 

Company Total Return % Category 
Otter Tail Corp. 72.5 R 
FirstEnergy Corp. 41.7 R 
Exelon Corp. 41.2 MR 
CenterPoint Energy, Inc. 32.4 R 
Portland General Electric Co. 28.1 R 
Evergy, Inc. 28.0 R 
OGE Energy Corp. 26.3 R 
NiSource Inc. 24.6 R 
NextEra Energy, Inc. 23.4 MR 
Consolidated Edison, Inc. 23.0 R 

Note: Return figures include capital gains and dividends. 
Source: EEi Finance Department. 

Sector Comparison 2021 Total Shareholder Return 
Sector Total Return % 
Oil & Gas 54.4% 
Technology 37.2% 
Financials 32.3% 
Basic Materials 27.8% 
Healthcare 23.6% 
Consumer Goods 21.8% 
Industrials 18.4% 
Utilities 17.4% 
EEi Index 17.1% 
Consumer Services 12.0% 
Telecommunications -8.7% 

Source: EEi Finance Dept., Dow Jones & Company, Y Charts. 

Analysis (BEA) reported Q4 2020 

real gross domestic product (GDP) 

rose 4.1 % from its level in Q3 2020, 

which in turn jumped 33.8% from 

Q2, when pandemic stress was at its 

worst. In late June 2021, the BEA 

said real GDP rose at an annual 

2 EEi 2021 FI NANCIAL REVIEW 

rate of 6.1 % in Q 1. In late July, the 

agency said Q2 GDP gained an even 

stronger 6.5%, which was revised 

higher to 6.7% in late September. 

Real GDP growth slowed to 2.3% 

in Q3 before surging to 6.9% in 

Q4 (announced in January 2022), 

Staff/41 O Muldoon/12 

marking its fastest quarterly pace of 

the year. 

The corporate earnings outlook 

also became increasingly bullish as 

2021 evolved. By late December, 

Wall Street analysts surveyed by 
Zacks Investment Research collec

tively pegged S&P 500 2022 revenue 

and profit growth at 7.4% and 8.5%, 

respectively, with further gains of 

5.3% and 9.8% expected for 2023. 

The year's economic data and opti

mistic corporate profit outlook lifi:ed 

stocks across the board in 2021. 

Inflation Fireworks 
While investors m early 2021 

focused on strong growth readings, 

economic headlines later in the year 

centered on inflation. Monthly infla

tion measured by the consumer price 

index (CPI) rose above 4% in April, 

held over 5% through Q3, breached 
6% in October and November, and 

reached 7.1 % in December. In fact, 

2021 's final quarter produced the 

highest inflation numbers since the 

early 1980s. Economists framed the 

inflation surge as a consequence of 

post-pandemic economic strength 

along with related supply chain dis

ruptions, not as a new secular trend. 
That was the Federal Reserve's posi

tion too, as it held short-term inter

est rates at zero in Q4 and continued 

monthly purchases of Treasury and 

agency mortgage-backed securi

ties. Natural gas spot prices seemed 

to confirm inflation skepticism; spot 

prices surged early in the year, reach

ing their highest levels since 2014, 

but fell back sharply in Q4 and 

longer-dated futures remained un

changed at lower levels. 
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NYMEX Natural Gas Futures  
February 2022 through December 2026

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence.
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Natural Gas Spot Prices - Henry Hub  
12/31/17 through 12/31/21
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Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence.
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Interest rates during 2021 seemed 
to confirm the belief that inflation 
pressures are temporary. The 10-year 
U.S. Treasury yield jumped from 
0.9% to 1.7% in Q1, but despite the 
headline, inflation numbers fell back 
to 1.2% in July and spent 2021’s sec-
ond half drifting between 1.3% to 
1.7%, closing the year at 1.5%.

Electric Output Up 2.8% in 2021
Electricity demand rose a strong 

2.8% for the year, powered in part 
by the economic rebound. Demand 
jumped 4.1% in the year’s first half 
(rising a notable 5.1% in Q2) mir-
roring the buoyant economic data. 
Analysts cited a hot June across 
much of the nation combined with 
an economic recovery-induced boost 

Source: U.S. Federal Reserve.

10-Year Treasury Yield
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in commercial and industrial load 
as likely drivers of Q2’s strength. 
Weather had a smaller impact on 
Q3, as demand gained 1.7% year-
to-year. U.S. electric output rose 
1.5% nationwide in Q4 with the 
fast-growing West Central region up 
more than 3%. Heating degree days 
in October and December were well 
below last year’s level and historical 
averages, which may have suppressed 
electric demand for heating.

Simplification Trend Continues
The industry’s dominant strate-

gic trend continued in 2021. Utility 
industry business strategies had al-
ready coalesced in 2020 around am-
bitious environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) agendas centered 

on improving carbon profiles and 
ESG metrics, in many cases tied 
to a focus on regulated rate base. 
Numerous companies in 2020 an-
nounced moves to restructure and 
focus on developing state-regulated, 
clean energy infrastructure as their 
primary path to shareholder value 
creation. These moves continued in 
2021 with an extensive list of an-
nouncements and transactions that 
included sales of fossil generation 
assets, natural gas midstream opera-
tions, international operations, and 
non-utility subsidiaries, along with 
the spin-off of competitive genera-
tion (see Business Segmentation for 
additional discussion).

Other Industry Themes
Wall Street’s analytical attention 

in early 2021 was focused on track-
ing and interpreting the new Biden 
Administration’s many moves to ad-
vance a clean energy agenda. While 
a stronger federal focus on climate 
change was expected after Biden’s 
2020 election victory, the details that 
emerged as administration plans came 
into focus left industry analysts more 
bullish on prospects for long-term 
utility industry capex and rate base 
growth. Analytical attention shifted 
later in the year to tracking day-to-
day news from Capitol Hill concern-
ing legislative prospects for spending 
and tax proposals that support clean 
energy and decarbonization.

Utilities’ perspectives on infla-
tion were another key point of inter-
est, particularly in the year’s second 
half. Wall Street research suggested 
analysts and companies did not see 
meaningful pressure on near-term 
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operating costs, which are mostly 

labor related and controlled through 

long-term contracts or stable work

force pay schedules. But longer-term 

impacts are impossible to predict 

and if inflation becomes a secular 

trend the outlook is far less clear. 

The EEI Financial Conference 

held in November is always a key 

industry event. Analysts noted dis

cussions there with utility manage

ments as well as upbeat Q3 earnings 

calls affirmed the industry's growth 

outlook. With broad public, state, 

regulatory and federal support, 

along with rising corporate demand 

for clean power, opportunities for 

renewable capex seemed to grow 

during 2021. Some utilities raised 

growth guidance for clean energy ca

pex and analysts ratcheted up related 

earnings outlooks. 

While not a new theme, utiliry 

bill headroom for funding aggressive 

capex arose as a focal point of analyst 

discussions; this was spurred in part 

by headline inflation data. Customer 

rates in aggregate nationwide have 
been almost flat for a decade, ben

efitting from low fuel commodity 
costs, falling interest rates, lower cor

porate taxes, and utilities' efforts to 

hold operations and maintenance 

(O&M) costs down. While analysts 

viewed state regulation as generally 
constructive, a few noted that fund

ing capex plans may require rate 

increases that risk pushback from 

state commissions. That becomes 

especially hard to predict if inflation 
evolves into a durable source of con

sumer discontent, so it's a topic the 

industry watches carefully. 

2021 Returns By Quarter 

Index Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
EEi Index 3.0 (0.7) 1.4 12.9 
Dow Jones Industrial Average 8.3 5.1 (1.5) 7.9 
S&P 500 6.2 8.6 0.6 11.0 
Nasdaq Composite* 2.8 9.5 (0.4) 8.3 

Category Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
All EEi Index Companies 6.0 0.3 (0.7) 11.5 
Regulated 4.8 0.3 (0.7) 11.9 
Mostly Regulated 10.6 0.3 (0.8) 10.1 

• Price gain/loss only. Other indices show total return. 
For the Category comparison, straigh~ equal-weight averages are used (i.e., not market-cap-weighted). 

Source: EEi Finance Department, S&P Global Market Intelligence. 

2021 Category Comparison 

Category 
EEi Index 
Regulated 
Mostly Regulated 

Return(%) 

17.6 
16.7 
21.1 

• Returns shown here are unweighted averages of constituent company returns. The EEi 
Index return shown in the 2021 Index Comparison table is cap-weighted. 

Source: EEi Finance Department, S&P Global Market Intelligence, and company 
annual reports. 

Infrastructure Bill Implementation 
EEI was instrumental in advocat

ing for many key provisions within 

the Infrastructure Investment and 

Jobs Act, particularly with respect to 

electric transportation, grid modern

ization, cybersecuriry, energy resil
ience, broadband, and research, de

velopment, and deployment of new 

clean energy technologies. In early 

January 2022, the White House out

lined its strategy for helping to accel

erate the deployment of clean energy 

using new authorities and the sub

stantial funding that was included in 

this legislation. 

EEI is focused now on coordinat

ing and leading industry efforts re

lated to funding programs and im-
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Comparative Category Total Annual Returns 2011-2021 

(Dollars) 

200 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES, 
VALUE OF $100 INVESTED AT CLOSE ON 12/31/2016 
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50 

■ EEi Index 

Regulated 

■ Mostly Regulated 

2017 2018 

EEi Index Annual Return(%) 
EEi Index Cumulative Return($) 

Regulated EEi Index Annual Return 
Regulated EEi Index Cumulative Return 

Mostly Regulated EEi Index Annual Return 
Mostly Regulated EEi Index Cumulative Return 

2019 2020 

2017 2018 2019 
11.56 4.28 23.06 

111.56 116.34 143.16 

11.66 4.55 24.56 
111.66 116.74 145.41 

11.32 3.62 17.87 
111.32 115.35 135.97 

- For the Category Comparison, straight, equal-weight averages are used (i.e., not market-cap-weighted). 
- Cumulative Return assumes $100 invested at closing prices on December 31, 2016. 

Source: EEi Finance Dept., S&P Global Market Intelligence. 
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2021 

2020 2021 
(8.07) 17.62 

131.60 154.78 

(9.01) 16.72 
132.30 154.43 

(4.95) 21.09 
129.24 156.50 
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plementation of this law, working to 
ensure that member companies and 
their state and local governments are 
ready and able to access and to use 
new federal infrastructure funds and 
programs. Through careful planning 
and partnerships, everyone can ben-
efit from the clean energy transition.

Relative Performance Drought
The 2019 through 2021 period 

produced the worst stretch of rela-
tive return for utilities since the late 
1990s tech bubble. The group gen-

erally lags a sharply rising bull mar-
ket, so perhaps that three-year trend 
should not be a surprise. Yet inves-
tors may wonder if utilities have got-
ten the respect they deserve. As 2021 
ended, analysts noted the industry 
offers good prospects for mid-single-
digit steady earnings gains along with 
a 3% dividend yield. The S&P 500’s 
40%+ profit gain in 2021 overshad-
owed that but looking forward utili-
ties may offer a comparable growth 
outlook with more than double the 

S&P 500’s 1.4% dividend yield and 
with less business risk.

As inflation numbers rose, ana-
lysts’ reports late in the year tried to 
gauge utilities’ sensitivity to rising in-
terest rates, noting utilities typically 
suffer when long-term rates rise but 
are less sensitive to short-term yields. 
Of course, it is difficult to be certain 
about any rate sensitivity analysis. 
Interest rates have tracked a steady 
secular downtrend since the early 
1980s, rising rate environments have 

Capital Expenditures 2012–2021

($ Billions)

r = revised

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence, company reports, and EEI Finance Department.
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Market Capitalization at December 31, 2021 (in $MM) 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Company Name Ticker Market Cap. % of Total Company Name Ticker Market Cap. % of Total 
NextEra Energy, Inc. NEE 183,238 17.82% CMS Energy Corporation CMS 18,806 1.83% 
Duke Energy Corporation DUK 80,668 7.84% CenterPoint Energy, Inc. CNP 16,875 1.64% 
Southern Company so 72,763 7.07% Evergy, Inc. EVRG 15,760 1.53% 
Domin ion Energy, Inc. D 63,531 6.18% Alliant Energy Corporation LNT 15,386 1.50% 
Exelon Corporation EXC 56,547 5.50% NiSource Inc. NI 10,856 1.06% 
American Electric Power Company, Inc. AEP 44,595 4.34% Pinnacle West. Ca pita I Corporation PNW 7,971 0.78% 
Sempra Energy SRE 42,216 4.10% OGE Energy Corp. OGE 7,684 0.75% 
Xcel Energy Inc. XEL 36,490 3.55% MDU Resources Group, Inc. MDU 6,256 0.61% 
Public Service Enterprise Group Inc. PEG 33,632 3.27% IDACORP, Inc. IDA 5,735 0.56% 
Eversource Energy ES 31,299 3.04% Portland General Electric Company POR 4,731 0.46% 
WEC Energy Group, Inc. WEC 30,616 2.98% Hawaiian Electric lndust.ries, Inc. HE 4,536 0.44% 
Consolidated Edison, Inc. ED 30,152 2.93% Black Hills Corporation BKH 4,470 0.43% 
Edison I nternationa I EIX 25,935 2.52% PNM Resources, Inc. PNM 3,926 0.38% 
PG&E Corporation PCG 24,098 2.34% ALLETE, Inc. ALE 3,477 0.34% 
PPL Corporation PPL 23,078 2.24% Avist.a Corporation AVA 2,977 0.29% 
DTE Energy Company DTE 23,071 2.24% MGE Energy, Inc. MGEE 2,974 0.29% 
Ameren Corporation AEE 22,902 2.23% NorthWest.ern Corporation NWE 2,966 0.29% 
Entergy Corporation ETR 22,638 2.20% Otter Tail Corporation OTTR 2,964 0.29% 
FirstEnergy Corp. FE 22,625 2.20% U niti I Corporation UTL 715 0.07% 
AVANGRID, Inc. AGR 19,320 1.88% 

Total Industry 1,028,480 100% 
Source: EEi Finance Department and S&P Global Market Intelligence. 

been few and short-lived, and Federal 

Reserve policy has dominated bond 

markets since the Financial Crisis of 

2008 and 2009. That history may 

not offer much to go on looking for

ward. And rising rates will probably 

impact high-growth, high-PIE com

panies more sharply than utilities, as 

early 2022's market volatility seemed 

to portend. It may take a bear market 

for utilities to really shine on a relative 

basis, if not in absolute terms. And in

vestors have not seen a real bear for a 

long, long time. 
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EEi Index Market Capitalization 2012-2021 
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EEI Index Market Capitalization
December 31, 2017–December 31, 2021

Source: EEI Finance Department and S&P Global Market Intelligence.
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Dividends 

The investor-owned electric util

ity industry continued its long-term 
trend of widespread dividend in
creases in 2021. A total of 32 com
panies increased or reinstated their 
dividend compared to 34 in 2020, 
37 in 2019, 39 in 2018 and 36 to 

40 companies annually from 2012 
through 2017. 

The percentage of companies that 
raised or reinstated their dividend 
in 2021 was 82%, just below the 

85% to 93% range seen from 2015 
through 2020. By contrast, only 27 
of the 65 utilities tracked by EEI in-

Dividend Patterns 1996-2021 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Staff/41 O Muldoon/20 

creased their dividend in 2003, just 
prior to the passage of legislation 
that reduced dividend tax rates. The 
percentages noted above are based 
on data beginning in 1988. Mergers 
and acquisitions reduced the number 
of publicly traded utilities included 
in the EEI Index from 65 in 2003 to 
39 at year-end 2021. 

Dividend 
Raised No Change Lowered Omitted* Reinstated Not Paying Total Payout Ratio 

1996 48 44 2 1 1 2 98 70.7% 
1997 40 45 6 2 3 96 84.2% 
1998 40 37 7 5 89 82.1% 
1999 29 45 4 3 2 83 74.9% 
2000 26 39 3 1 2 71 63.9% 
2001 21 40 3 2 3 69 64.1 %** 
2002 26 27 6 3 3 65 67.5% 
2003 26 24 7 2 1 5 65 63.7% 
2004 35 22 1 7 65 67.9% 
2005 34 22 1 1 2 5 65 66.5% 
2006 41 17 6 64 63.5% 
2007 40 15 3 3 61 62.1% 
2008 36 20 1 1 1 59 66.8% 
2009 31 23 3 1 58 69.6% 
2010 34 22 1 57 62.0% 
2011 31 22 1 1 55 62.8% 
2012 36 14 1 51 64.2% 
2013 36 12 1 49 61.5% 
2014 38 9 1 48 60.4% 
2015 39 7 46 67.0% 
2016 40 4 44 62.9% 
2017 38 4 1 43 64.0% 
2018 39 1 1 1 42 63.9% 
2019 37 2 1 40 62.6% 
2020 34 2 2 1 39 65.3% 
2021 32 6 1 39 62.7% 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Avera2e of the 
Increased Dividend Actions *** 7.2% 5.3% 5.7% 5.8% 5.6% 5.6% 5.7% 5.1% 5.1% 4.8% 

Avera2e of the 
Declinin2 Dividend Actions *** NA (41.0%) (34.5%) NA NA NA (79.8%) NA (40.6%) NA 

• Omitted in current year. This number is not included in the Not Paying column. 
•• • Prior to 2000: Total industry dividends/total industry earnings. Starting in 2CXX>: Average of all companies paying dividend. 
• •• Excludes companies that omitted or reinstated dividends. 

2021 current year figures reflect dividend changes (raised, lowered, etc.) through 12/31/2021 and earnings and dividends through 12/31/2021 
(payout ratio). 
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEi Finance Department 
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As shown in the Dividend 

Patterns table, 38 of the 39 publicly 

traded utilities in the EEI Index were 

paying a common stock dividend as 
of December 31, 2021. Each com

pany is limited to one action per year 

in the table. For example, if a com

pany raised its dividend twice dur

ing a year, that counts as one in the 

Raised column. Companies general

ly use the same quarter each year for 

dividend changes, with Ql the most 

common for electric utilities. 

2021 Increases Average 4.8% 
The average dividend increase in 

2021 was 4.8%, with a range of 1.3% 

to 10.0% and a median increase of 

5.4%. NextEra Energy (+10.0% in 

Ql), DTE Energy (+7.3% in Q4), 

WEC Energy (+7.1% in Ql) and 

Evergy (+7.0% in Q4) posted the 

largest percentage increases. 

NextEra Energy, headquartered 

in Juno Beach, Florida, increased 

its quarterly dividend from $0.35 

to $0.385 per share during the first 

quarter. The increase is consistent 

with its plan, announced in 2020, 

to target roughly 10% per year an

nual growth in dividends per share 

through at least 2022, off a 2020 

base. NextEra recorded the indus

try's highest percentage increases in 

2020 (+12.0%) and 2019 (+1 2.6%), 

the second-highest percentage in

crease in 2018 (+1 3.0%), and the 

largest percentage increases in both 

2017 (+1 2.9%) and 2016 (+1 3.0%, 

along with Edison International and 

DTE Energy). DTE Energy, based 

in Detroit, Michigan, increased its 

quarterly dividend from $0.825 to 

$0.885 per share in Q4. DTE has is

sued a cash dividend for more than 

100 years. WEC Energy Group, 

2021 Dividend Patterns 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Not Paying 
3% "-

Source: EEi Finance Department. 

2020 Dividend Patterns 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

No Change 
5% 

Not Paying \ 

3% ""' 

Lowered 
/ 5% 

Source: EEi Finance Department. 
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headquartered in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, raised its quarterly divi-
dend from $0.6325 to $0.6775 in 
the first quarter. This marked its 
310th consecutive quarterly divi-
dend dating back to 1942 and its 
17th straight annual increase. WEC 
Energy continues to target a divi-
dend payout ratio of 65% to 70% 
of earnings. Evergy, based in Kansas 
City, Missouri, increased its quarter-
ly dividend from $0.535 to $0.5725 
in the fourth quarter.

The industry’s average and me-
dian increases have been relatively 
consistent in recent years. The aver-
age increase was 5.1% in 2020 and 
2019, 5.7% in 2018, and 5.6% in 
2017 and 2016. The median in-
crease was 5.3% in 2020, 4.9% in 
2019, 5.5% in 2018 and 2017, and 
5.1% in 2016.

Payout Ratio and Dividend Yield
The industry’s dividend pay-

out ratio was 66.2% for the twelve 
months ended December 31, 2021, 
exceeding all other U.S. business 
sectors. The industry’s payout ratio 
was 62.7% when measured as an 
un-weighted average of individual 
company ratios. From 2000 through 
2020, the industry’s annual payout 
ratio ranged from 60.4% to 69.6%.

While the industry’s net income 
has fluctuated from year to year, its 
payout ratio has remained relatively 
consistent after eliminating non-
recurring and extraordinary items 
from earnings. We use the following 
approach when calculating the in-
dustry’s dividend payout ratio:

1.  Non-recurring and extraor-
dinary items are eliminated 
from earnings.

2.  Companies with negative 
adjusted earnings are elimi-
nated.

3.  Companies with a payout 
ratio in excess of 200% are 
eliminated.

The industry’s average dividend 
yield was 3.3% on December 31, 
trailing only the Energy sector’s 
4.2%. The year-end yield was 3.6% 

in 2020, 3.0% in 2019 and 3.4% 
in each of the three previous years. 
In 2021, the industry’s strong divi-
dend activity was more than offset by 
higher stock prices, resulting in the 
lower average yield. The market cap-
weighted EEI Index had a total return 
of 17.1% in 2021.

We calculate the industry’s ag-
gregate dividend yield using an un-
weighted average of the yields of EEI 
Index companies paying a dividend. 
The strong yields prevalent among 

 Sector Comparison
Dividend Payout Ratio

For 12-month period ending 12/31/21

 

* For this table, EEI (1) sums dividends and (2) sums earnings of all index
   companies and then (3) divides to determine the comparable DPR.

Assumptions:  
1. EEI Index Companies payout ratio based on LTM common dividends paid 
and income before nonrecurring and extraordinary items.

2. S&P sector payout ratios based on 2021E dividends and earnings per 
share (estimates as of 12/31/2021). 
 
For more information on constituents of each S&P sector, 
see http://www.sectorspdr.com/. 
 
Source: AltaVista Research, S&P Global Market Intelligence, 
and EEI Finance Department.

 Sector Payout Ratio (%)
EEI Index Companies* 66.2%
Utilities 63.9%
Energy 60.8%
Consumer Staples 54.5%
Industrial 38.1%
Materials 29.2%
Health Care 26.4%
Financial 22.9%
Technology 22.7%
Consumer Discretionary 20.5%
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 Sector Comparison, Dividend Yield
As of December 31, 2021

Assumptions:  
1. EEI Index Companies' yield based on last announced, annualized dividend rates 
(as of 12/31/2021); S&P sector yields based on 2021E cash dividends (estimates 
as of 12/31/2021).
  
For more information on constituents of each S&P sector, 
see http://www.sectorspdr.com/.  

Source: AltaVista Research, S&P Global Market Intelligence 
and EEI Finance Department.

Sector  Dividend Yield (%)
EEI Index Companies 3.3%
Energy 4.2%
Utilities 2.9%
Consumer Staples 2.5%
Financial 1.7%
Materials 1.7%
Health Care 1.4%
Industrial 1.4%
Technology 0.8%
Consumer Discretionary 0.6%

most electric utilities have benefitted 
their stock prices over the past de-
cade, particularly given the period’s 
historically low interest rates.

Business Category Comparison
The Regulated category’s divi-

dend payout ratio was 60.5% for 
the 12 months ended December 
31, 2021 compared to 70.3% for 
the Mostly Regulated category. 
The Regulated group produced 
the highest annual payout ratio in 
2020, 2017, 2015, 2011, 2010 and 
from 2003 through 2008.

The Regulated and Mostly 
Regulated average dividend yields 
were 3.3% and 3.0% on December 

31, 2021, compared to 3.6% and 
3.4% at year-end 2020 and 3.0% 
and 3.1% at year-end 2019. The 
dividend yield for both categories at 
year-ends 2018 and 2017 was 3.4%.

Electric Utilities’ History of Strong 
Dividends

For more than a century, the in-
vestor-owned electric utility industry 
has stood out among U.S. business 
sectors for its steady and rising divi-
dends. This reputation is founded on:

 ■ A steady stream of income from a 
product that is universally needed 
with low elasticity of demand.

 ■ A highly regulated industry that 
provides reasonable returns on 
investment with associated low 
business risk.

 ■ A mature industry comprised of 
companies with very long track 
records of maintaining and/or 
steadily increasing their dividends 
over time.

These characteristics are especially 
attractive to an aging population of 
investors who seek a combination of 
growth and income. A typical total 
return model for electric utilities is 
approximately 4-5% annual earn-
ings growth and a 3-4% dividend 
yield, producing highly visible and 
relatively stable 7-9% annualized 
long-term total return potential. The 
market’s valuation of that return 
stream, of course, will shift with in-
vestor sentiment.

Legislative Proposals
During much of 2021, increases 

in capital gains and dividend tax 
rates for the top individual tax brack-
et were on the table as potential rev-
enue sources for the Administration’s 
“Build Back Better” plan. The 
House version of the bill, called the 
Build Back Better Act, was passed 
in November and did not include 
changes to capital gains or dividend 
tax rates. As 2022 started, passing 
a “slimmed down” version of the 
Build Back Better Act in the Senate 
remained a possibility.

The top tax rate for dividends and 
capital gains is currently 20%, with 
2021 income thresholds of $501,600 
for couples and $445,850 for indi-
viduals. For taxpayers below these 
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 Category Comparison, Dividend Yield
As of December 31, 2021

Regulated: 80% or more of total assets are regulated
Mostly Regulated: Less than 80% of total assets are regulated
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence, company reports and 
EEI Finance Department

Category Dividend Yield 

EEI Index 3.3%
Regulated 3.3%
Mostly Regulated 3.0%

  Category Comparison, Dividend Payout Ratio

Regulated: 80% or more of total assets are regulated
Mostly Regulated: Less than 80% of total assets are regulated
Diversified: Prior to 2017, less than 50% of total assets are regulated

*2021 figures reflect earnings and dividends through 12/31/2021.

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence, company reports, and EEI Finance Department

Category 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

EEI Index 64.2 61.5 60.4 67.0 62.9 64.0 63.9 62.6 65.3 62.7
Regulated 62.1 60.5 59.4 68.7 61.1 68.7 60.1 62.1 65.3 60.5
Mostly Regulated 69.7 64.7 63.8 62.6 68.0 53.3 72.8 64.1 65.2 70.3
Diversified 53.4 44.7 56.4 64.9 64.6 – – – – –

thresholds, dividends and capital 
gains are taxed at rates of either 15% 
or 0%, depending on a filer’s income. 
A 3.8% Medicare tax that was in-
cluded in 2010 health care legislation 
is also applied to all investment in-
come for couples earning more than 
$250,000 ($200,000 for singles).

Low dividend tax rates support 
the electric utility industry’s abil-
ity to attract capital for investment. 
Maintaining parity between divi-
dend and capital gains tax rates is 
crucial to avoid a disadvantage for 
companies that rely on strong divi-
dends to attract investors.
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Company Name 

ALLETE, Inc. 
Alliant Energy Corporation 
Ameren Corporation 
American Electric Power Company, Inc. 
AVANGRID, Inc. 
Avista Corporation 
Black Hills Corporation 
CenterPoint Energy, Inc. 
CMS Energy Corporation 
Consolidated Edison, Inc. 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 
DTE Energy Company 
Duke Energy Corporation 
Edison International 
Entergy Corporation 
Evergy, Inc. 
Eversource Energy 
Exelon Corporation 
FirstEnergy Corp. 
Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc. 
IDACORP, Inc. 
MDU Resources Group, Inc. 
MGE Energy, Inc. 
NextEra Energy, Inc. 
NiSource Inc. 
NorthWestern Corporation 
OGE Energy Corp. 
Otter Tail Corporation 
PG&E Corporation 
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 
PNM Resources, Inc. 
Portland General Electric Company 
PPL Corporation 
Public Service Enterprise Group Incorporated 
Sempra Energy 
Southern Company 
Unitil Corporation 
WEC Energy Group, Inc. 
Xcel Energy Inc. 

Industry Average 

NOTES 

Dividend Summary 
As of December 31, 2021 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Company Annualized Payout Yield 
Stock Cate2ory Dividends Ratio (o/o) 

ALE MR $2.52 95.7% 3.8% 
LNT R $1.61 59.8% 2.6% 
AEE R $2.20 56.8% 2.5% 
AEP R $3. 12 60.8% 3.5% 
AGR MR $1.76 88.8% 3.5% 
AVA R $1.69 80.2% 4.0% 

BKH R $2.38 57.7% 3.4% 
CNP R $0.68 NM 2.4% 
CMS R $1.74 66.3% 2.7% 

ED R $3. 10 63.0% 3.6% 
D R $2.52 65.7% 3.2% 

DTE MR $3.54 57.7% 3.0% 
DUK R $3.94 78.2% 3.8% 

EIX R $2.80 41.1% 4.1% 
ETR R $4.04 56.1% 3.6% 

EVRG R $2.29 55.0% 3.3% 
ES R $2.41 64.4% 2.6% 

EXC MR $1.53 47.3% 2.6% 
FE R $1.56 62.4% 3.8% 
HE MR $1.36 60.1% 3.3% 

IDA R $3.00 59.4% 2.6% 
MDU MR $0.87 45.4% 2.8% 

MGEE R $1.55 51.8% 1.9% 
NEE MR $1.54 122.6% 1.6% 

NI R $0.88 57.9% 3.2% 
NWE R $2.48 68.8% 4.3% 
OGE R $1.64 80.9% 4.3% 

OTTR R $1.56 36.7% 2.2% 
PCG R $- 0.0% 0.0% 

PNW R $3.40 58.1% 4.8% 
PNM R $1.31 49.7% 2.9% 
POR R $1.72 61.5% 3.3% 
PPL R $1.66 NM 5.5% 
PEG MR $2.04 45.1% 3.1% 
SRE R $4.40 44.0% 3.3% 
so R $2.64 71.1% 3.8% 

UTL R $1.52 65.4% 3.3% 
WEC R $2.71 64.3% 2.8% 
XEL R $1.83 58.5% 2.7% 

62.7% 3.3% 

Business Segmentation: Based on assets as of 12/31/2020. 

Last 
Action To 

Raised $2.52 
Raised $1.61 
Raised $2.20 
Ra ised $3. 12 
Raised $1.76 
Raised $1.69 
Raised $2.38 
Raised $0.68 
Raised $1.74 
Raised $3. 10 

Lowered $2.52 
Raised $3.54 
Raised $3.94 
Raised $2.80 
Raised $4.04 
Raised $2.29 
Raised $2.41 
Raised $1.53 
Raised $1.56 
Raised $1.36 
Raised $3.00 
Raised $0.87 
Raised $1.55 
Raised $1.54 
Raised $0.88 
Raised $2.48 
Raised $1.64 
Raised $1.56 

Lowered $-
Raised $3.40 
Raised $1.31 
Raised $1.72 
Raised $1.66 
Ra ised $2.04 
Raised $4.40 
Raised $2.64 
Raised $1.52 
Raised $2.71 
Raised $1.83 

R = Re2ulated: 80% or more of total assets are regulated. MR= Mostly Re2ulated: Less than 80% of tota I assets a re regulated. 

Dividend Per Share: Per share amounts are annuali zed declared figures as of 12/31/2021. 

Date 
From Announced 

$2.47 2021 Ql 
$1.52 2021 Ql 
$2.06 2021 Ql 
$2.96 2021 Q4 
$1.73 2018Q3 
$1.62 2021 Ql 
$2.26 2021 Q4 
$0.64 2021 Q3 
$1.63 2021 Ql 
$3.06 2021 Ql 
$3.76 2020Q4 
$3.30 2021 Q4 
$3.86 2021 Q3 
$2.65 2021 Q4 
$3.80 2021 Q4 
$2. 14 2021 Q4 
$2.27 2021 Ql 
$1.45 2020Ql 
$1.52 2019Q4 
$1.32 2021 Ql 
$2.84 2021 Q4 
$0.85 2021 Q4 
$1.48 2021 Q3 
$1.40 2021 Ql 
$0.84 2021 Ql 
$2.40 2021 Ql 
$1.61 2021 Q3 
$1.48 2021 Ql 
$2. 12 2017 Q4 
$3.32 2021 Q4 
$1.23 2020Q4 
$1.63 2021 Q2 
$1.65 2020Ql 
$1.96 2021 Ql 
$4.18 2021 Ql 
$2.56 2021 Q2 
$1.50 2021 Ql 
$2.53 2021 Ql 
$1.72 2021 Ql 

Dividend Payout Ratio: Dividends paid for 12 months ended 12/31/2021 divided by net income before nonrecurring and extraordinary items for 12 months 
ended 12/31/2021. While net income is after-tax, nonrecurring and extraordinary items are pre-tax, as there is no consistent method of gathering these 
items on a tax adjusted basis under current reporting guidelines. On an individual company basis, the Payout Ratio in the table could differ slightly from 
what is reported directly by the company. 
"NM" applies to companies with negative earnings or payout ratios greater than 200%. 
Dividend Yield: Annuali zed Dividends Per Share at 12/31/2021 divided by stock price at market close on 12/31/2021. 
By Business Segment: Average of Dividend Payout Ratios and Dividend Yields for companies with in these business segments. 

Source: EEi Finance Department and S&P Global Market Intelligence. 
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Credit Ratings 

The industry's average parent com

pany credit rating in 2021 remained 

at BBB+ for an eighth straight year, 

although three parent-level down

grades versus one upgrade caused a 

slight weakening in aggregate holding 

company credit quality. There were 

only 52 total actions - 20 upgrades 

and 32 downgrades - affecting both 

parents and subsidiaries. This pace 
was below the 73-action annual aver

age of the previous ten calendar years 

and is the third-lowest annual total in 

our historical dataset (back to 2000). 

On December 31, 2021, 68.2% 

of parent company ratings out
looks were "stable" and 9.1 % were 

"positive" or "watch-positive". The 

22.7% share that was "negative" or 

"watch negative", down from 31.8% 

at year-end 2020, was in line with 
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Credit Rating Agency Upgrades and Downgrades 2011 Ql- 2021 Q4 
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Credit Rating Agency Upgrades and Downgrades 2011 01 - 2021 Q4 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total 

Up2rades Down2rades Up2rades 0own2rades Up2rades Down2rades Up2rades Down2rades Up2rades Down2rades 
Fitch 
Ql 2 0 1 (5) 3 (7) 0 (1) 0 0 
Q2 1 0 2 (3) 7 0 4 (2) 0 (1) 
Q3 5 (4) 1 (11) 3 0 1 0 1 0 
Q4 3 0 8 (2) 13 (3) 0 (16) 1 (3) -
Total 11 (4) 12 (21) 26 (10) 5 (19) 2 (4) 

Moody's 
Ql 4 0 0 (4) 2 (6) 1 (3) 2 (3) 
Q2 3 0 2 0 2 (2) 1 (1) 1 0 
Q3 3 (2) 0 (9) 5 (1) 2 (2) 0 (3) 
~ 0 0 1 __ill 0 _l?l 1 _ill_ 0 (3) 
Total 10 (2) 3 (20) 9 (11) 5 (7) 3 (9) 

S&P 
Ql 7 (4) 5 (2) 9 (8) 0 0 1 (9) 
Q2 3 (1) 2 (4) 1 0 0 (3) 0 (1) 
Q3 0 (3) 16 (3) 4 (4) 0 (2) 0 (2) 
Q4 0 (1) 7 0 3 (2) 2 (16) 14 (7) 
Total 31 (7) 17 (8) 26 (11) 2 (21) 15 (19) 

Note: Chart depicts the number of occurrences and includes each event, even if multiple downgrades occurred for a single company. 

Source: Fitch Ratings, Moody's, and Standard & Poor's. 

the 18.2% and 23.4% shares at year

end 2019 and 2018, respectively. 

Electric utility industry credit 

quality generally improved over the 

past decade, although it experienced 

a slight decline, in aggregate, in each 

of the last three years. Aggregate 

parent-level credit had steadily 

strengthened from 2013 through 

2018. Across the numerically larger 

universe that includes both parents 

and subsidiaries, the five-year pe

riod 2013 through 2017 produced 

the five highest upgrade percentages 

in our 22 years of historical data. 

Moreover, upgrades outnumbered 

downgrades in six of the past ten cal

endar years with an annual average 

upgrade percentage of 60.1 % over 

the decade. 

EEI captures upgrades and down

grades at both the parent and sub-

sidiary levels. The industry's average 

credit rating and outlook are the 

unweighted averages of all S&P par

ent holding company ratings and 

outlooks. However, our upgrade/ 

downgrade totals reflect all actions 

by the three major ratings agencies 

directed at parent holding compa

nies as well as individual subsidiaries. 

Our universe of 44 U.S. parent com

pany electric utilities at December 

31, 2021 included 39 that are pub

licly traded and five that are either a 

subsidiary of an independent power 

producer, a subsidiary of a foreign

owned company or owned by an in
vestment firm. 

The three major rating agencies 

remain somewhat divergent in their 

outlooks for 2022. S&P maintained 

a negative outlook, Moody's outlook 

remained stable and Fitch held its 

neutral outlook. While the agencies 

noted regulatory relations are broad

ly constructive, managing regulatory 

risk and financial metrics in an era 

of high capex and potentially rising 

costs were cited as key concerns. 

Credit Actions at Parent Level 
Parent-level ratings actions m 

2021 included three downgrades 

and one upgrade. By comparison, 

there were three downgrades, one 

upgrade and one reinstatement in 

2020, five downgrades and one up

grade in 2019, and six upgrades and 

two downgrades in 2018. 

Duke Energy 

On January 26, S&P downgraded 

Duke Energy to BBB+ from A- af
ter Duke's North Carolina utilities 

(Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke 

Energy Progress) reached a rate set-
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dement agreement where they would 

forgo recovery of roughly $1.1 bil

lion in coal ash management costs. 

Southern Co. 

On October 27, S&P lowered 

Southern Co.'s issuer credit rating 

to BBB+ from A-, observing that 

construction delays and higher costs 

at Vogde Units 3 and 4 indicate 

heightened construction risk until 

these nuclear generating facilities are 
in service. S&P also lowered the rat

ings of subsidiaries Alabama Power 

(A- from A), Georgia Power (BBB+ 

from A-), Mississippi Power (BBB+ 
from A-), and Southern Power (BBB 

from BBB+). 

FirstEnergy 

On November 8, S&P raised 

FirstEnergy's rating by two notches 

to BBB- from BB based on recent 

significant improvements to the 

company's business risk and financial 

measures. The higher rating incorpo

rates the effects of FirstEnergy's pro

posed minority sale of FirstEnergy 
Transmission LLC, the issuance of 

common equity, and the settlement 

in multiple Ohio proceedings. 

Pinnacle We.rt Cap ital 

On November 9, S&P downgrad

ed Pinnacle West's rating to BBB+ 

from A due to a recent rate decision 

in Ariwna. The downgrade reflects 

the Ariwna Corporate Commission's 
final order, which included a re

duced authorized ROE of 8.7% and 

a $119 million base rate reduction 

in the form of a $5 million rate de

crease and denied recovery of $216 

million of pollution control invest
ments. S&P expects Pinnacle West's 

18 EEi 2021 FI NANCIAL REVIEW 
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Bond Ratings December 31, 2021 
as rated by Standard & Poor's 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

A or higher 
5% 

Below BBB-

BBB 
18% 

BBB+ 
43% 

Bond Ratings December 31, 2020 
as rated by Standard & Poor's 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

A or higher 
5% 

Below BBB-

BBB 
18% 

7% 

BBB+ 
36% 



Docl<et No. UE 416 

Bond Ratings December 31 , 2019 
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credit metrics to suffer as a result of 

regulatory lag from the lower ROE 

and disallowance of investment and 

cost recovery. S&P also downgraded 

subsidiary Ariwna Public Service to 

BBB+ from A-. 

Ratings Activity Remained Slow 
in 2021 

The 52 rating changes during 

2021 (upgrades plus downgrades), 
seven fewer than in 2020, was the 

third-lowest total of any year back to 

our dataset's inception in 2000. By 

comparison, there were 90 actions 

in 2019, 93 in 2018, and an annual 

average of 73 over the last decade. 

Given the heightened activity in 

2019 and 2018, a slowdown in 2020 

and 2021 is not surprising. 

The industry's 20 upgrades m 

2021 versus 32 downgrades pro

duced an upgrade percentage of 

38.5%, up from 20.3% in 2020 but 

below the 61.1 % result in 2019. The 

five-year period 2013 through 2017 

produced the five-highest upgrade 

percentages in our historical data. 

Upgrades outnumbered downgrades 

in six of the past ten calendar years, 

with an annual average upgrade per

centage of 60.1 %. 

The Credit Rating Agency 

Upgrades and Downgrades table on 

page 17 presents quarterly activity by 

all three ratings agencies. Following 

are full-year totals for 2021: 

■ Fitch (2 upgrades, 4 downgrades) 

■ Moody's (3 upgrades, 9 down

grades) 

■ Standard & Poor's (15 upgrades, 

19 downgrades) 
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Rating Agency Activity 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Total Ratings Changes 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Fitch 26 23 14 11 16 15 33 36 24 6 
Moody's 20 17 85 12 13 12 23 20 12 12 
Standard & Poor's 30 40 7 27 38 25 37 34 23 34 

Total 76 80 106 50 67 52 93 90 59 52 

Source: Fitch Ratings, Moody's, Standard & Poor's, S&P Global Market Intelligence, and EEi Finance Department. 

Improved Metrics, Regulatory 
Outcomes Spur Upgrades 

Most of the year's 20 upgrades 

were based on significant improve

ments to business risk and financial 
measures, while several were due to 

favorable regulatory outcomes. 

Along with FirstEnergy, 13 of its 

subsidiaries were also upgraded on 

November 8 in recognition of the 

company's recent significant im

provements to its business risk and 
financial measures. Twelve of those 

subsidiaries were increased two 
notches, to BBB from BB+, with 

Allegheny Generating Company ris

ing one notch to BB+ from BB. 

On March 17, S&P upgrad

ed Hawaiian Electric Company 

(HECO), the utility operating com

pany of Hawaiian Electric Industries 
(HEI), to BBB from BBB-. S&P 

cited the strength of HECO's finan

cial measures and regulatory protec

tions. On April 20, Moody's also up

graded HECO to Baal from Baa2, 

reflecting the company's consider

able progress adding renewable re
sources to its energy supply mix and 

its improving regulatory relation

ship with the Hawaii Public Utilities 

Commission. Parent company HEI 
derives about 80% of its cash flow 
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from operations and 75% of its op

erating income from HECO. HEI 

relies to a lesser extent on its banking 

subsidiary, American Savings Bank, 

which S&P also views as having an 

investment-grade credit profile. 

On March 30, Moody's upgraded 

Sempra Energy subsidiary San Diego 

Gas & Electric (SDG&E) to A3 from 

Baal, reflecting the agency's expecta
tion that SDG&E will maintain ro

bust credit metrics. The upgrade also 
considers SDG&E's track record 

of effective wildfire risk mitigation 

and the credit support provided by 

wildfire fund legislation enacted by 

the state of California in July 2019. 

Moody's said the combination of 
these factors has reduced SDG&E's 

exposure to wildfire risk, a key ESG 

risk consideration and an important 

driver of the organization's improved 

credit quality. 

On July 26, Fitch upgraded 

Dominion Energy South Carolina to 

A- from BBB+. Fitch cited financial 

improvements that have occurred 

since Dominion Energy acquired the 

subsidiary in January 2019, includ

ing equity contributions, debt re

ductions and a recent favorable rate 

case outcome. 

On December 23, Fitch upgraded 

AEP subsidiary Indiana Michigan 

Power Company to A- from BBB+ 

due to strong credit metrics and 

supportive regulation, including a 

resolution with the Indiana Utility 

Regulatory Commission regarding a 

lease termination for the utility sub

sidiary's Rockport power plant. 

Merger activity resulted in a rat

ing increase on January 4 when 

Moody's upgraded Gulf Power, a 

NextEra Energy subsidiary, to Al 
from A2, reflecting Gulf Power's 

January 1, 2021 merger with af

filiate Florida Power & Light 

Company (FPL). FPL, which has 

an Al rating and stable outlook, as
sumed all of Gulf Power's outstand

ing debt obligations. Gulf Power 

was initially acquired by NextEra 

Energy in January 2019. 

Weaker Metrics, Regulatory 
Outcomes Drive Downgrades 

Weaker credit metrics were cited 

in the majority of 2021 's down

grades. Among the underlying driv

ers, adverse regulatory outcomes 

were the most common followed by 

planned and/or potential divestitures 

of subsidiaries or business units. 
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On January 26, Moody’s down-
graded Orange & Rockland Utilities 
(O&R), a subsidiary of Consolidated 
Edison, to Baa2 from Baa1 due to a 
weakened financial profile and high-
er political and regulatory risk in 
New York, its primary service terri-
tory. Moody’s said O&R’s weakening 
financial profile comes at the same 
time that political and regulatory 
risks are rising. Given rising business 
risk and a projected cash flow to debt 
ratio expected to be around 15% for 
a sustained period, Moody’s noted 
O&R’s credit profile is better aligned 
with Baa2-rated peers.

On January 26, S&P lowered the 
rating for seven Duke Energy sub-
sidiaries as a result of Duke’s coal ash 
settlement, all falling to BBB+ from 
A-. S&P’s outlook for Duke Energy 
and its subsidiaries is stable. On 
March 26, Moody’s lowered its rat-
ings for Duke Energy (to Baa2 from 
Baa1) and Duke Energy Carolinas 
(to A2 from A1), citing weaker fi-
nancial metrics and the coal ash set-
tlement agreement.

On February 25, Exelon 
Generation was downgraded by 
S&P to BBB- from BBB due to its 
planned spinoff by parent Exelon. 
The rating agency now considers 
Exelon Generation as nonstrategic 
to Exelon with resulting heightened 
business risk. S&P also noted that 
Exelon Generation’s business risk 
profile has weakened due to declin-
ing costs for renewable power along 
with the advancement of energy 
storage technologies.

On April 8, Fitch lowered its rat-
ing for AEP Texas (AEPTX), a sub-

sidiary of American Electric Power, 
to BBB from BBB+. The downgrade 
reflects weaker credit measures from 
a lower equity capitalization, lower 
than expected parent capital contri-
butions, high capex, and regulatory 
lag associated with a fast-growing 
service territory.

On April 28, S&P downgraded 
Kentucky Power Co. (KPCo), a 
subsidiary of American Electric 
Power, to BBB+ from A-, following 
the parent company’s announce-
ment that it had launched a process 
to sell KPCo. AEP views this poten-
tial sale as a means to finance robust 
renewable energy investment over 
the next decade.

On July 20, Moody’s downgraded 
AVANGRID’s parent company rat-
ing to Baa2 from Baa1 and its sub-
sidiaries New York State Electric & 
Gas (NYSEG) and Rochester Gas 
& Electric (RG&E) to Baa1 from 
A3. The downgrade of AVANGRID 
reflects weaker financial ratios, a 
higher-risk capital program through 
2025, and heightened political influ-
ence and uncertainty in utility rate 
making in the company’s two largest 
regulatory environments, New York 
and Connecticut. The downgrades 
of NYSEG and RG&E reflect the 
financial implications of their com-
bined three-year rate plan in addi-
tion to heightened risk of political 
intervention in New York state’s util-
ity regulatory process.

In September, two Entergy sub-
sidiaries were downgraded by S&P 
in the aftermath of Hurricane Ida. 
On September 2, Entergy Louisiana 
(ELL) was lowered to BBB+ from 

A- due to the severity of storm ac-
tivity in its Gulf Coast service ter-
ritory, which eroded its business 
risk profile relative to peers rated 
A-. After factoring in the impact of 
Hurricane Ida, S&P expects ELL’s 
financial measures to weaken but 
remain largely credit supportive. On 
September 24, S&P downgraded 
Entergy New Orleans (ENO) to BB 
from BB+ based on parent company 
Entergy’s announcement of a variety 
of options for ENO’s future, includ-
ing a sale, spinoff, or municipaliza-
tion of the utility.

On October 8, Moody’s down-
graded Public Service Electric and 
Gas to A3 from A2, reflecting the 
agency’s concern that cash flow 
metrics will weaken as the utility 
implements its robust capital in-
vestment program.

On October 12, Fitch downgrad-
ed Pinnacle West Capital (PNW) 
and subsidiary Arizona Public 
Service (APS) to BBB+ from A- in 
anticipation of an adverse final or-
der in APS’s pending general rate 
case, which Fitch said could degrade 
credit metrics and elevate business 
risk. On November 17, Moody’s 
lowered PNW’s rating to Baa1 from 
A3 and APS’s rating to A3 from 
A2; both moves were based on the 
Arizona Corporate Commission’s 
final order that included a lower au-
thorized ROE.

Ratings by Company Category
The S&P Utility Credit Ratings 

Distribution by Company Category 
chart presents the distribution of 
credit ratings over time by com-
pany category (Regulated, Mostly 

Docket No. UE 416 Staff/410 Muldoon/31



Staff/41 O Muldoon/32 

S&P Utility Credit Ratings Distribution by Company Category 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

2017 2018 2019 
# % # % # % # 

Re2ulated 
A or higher 2 6% 1 3% 1 3% 1 
A- 12 34% 11 32% 11 31% 11 
BBB+ 10 29% 11 32% 11 31% 10 
BBB 7 20% 7 21% 8 23% 7 
BBB- 4 11% 4 12% 2 6% 2 
Below BBB- 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 3 

Total 35 100% 34 100% 35 100% 34 

Mostly Re2ulated 
A or higher 1 7% 2 15% 1 10% 1 
A- 2 14% 2 15% 1 10% 1 
BBB+ 7 50% 7 54% 7 70% 6 
BBB 2 14% 1 8% 0 0% 1 
BBB- 1 7% 1 8% 1 10% 1 
Below BBB-0 1 7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 

Total 14 100% 13 100% 10 100% 10 

Note: Totals may not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
Refer to page v for category descriptions. 
Source: Standard & Poor's, S&P Global Market Intelligence, and EEi Finance 0epartment. 

Regulated and Diversified) for the 
investor-owned electric utilities. 

The Diversified category was elimi

nated in 2017 due to its dwindling 

number of companies. Ratings are 

based on S&P's long-term issuer 

ratings at the holding company lev

el, with only one rating assigned per 

company. At December 31, 2021, 

the average rating for both the 

Regulated and Mostly Regulated 

categories was BBB+. 

Rating Agency Credit Outlooks 
The three major ratings agen

cies held somewhat divergent util

ity industry credit outlooks as 2022 

began. S&P maintained a nega
tive outlook, Moody's outlook re-
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mained stable and Fitch retained its 

neutral outlook. The agencies cited 

the regulatory environment, rising 

costs and related customer bill im

pacts, elevated capital expenditures, 

success managing the clean energy 

transformation, and stability of fi

nancial metrics as key themes they 

are watching. It should be noted that 

the groups of underlying companies 

vary slightly across the three rating 

agency outlooks. 

Standard & Poor's (S&P) 

Published in late January 2022, 

S&P's report "Industry Top Trends 

2022 - North America Regulated 

Utilities" maintained the agency's 

negative industry outlook. The re-

2020 2021 
% # % 

3% 1 3% 
32% 8 23% 
29% 14 40% 
21% 7 20% 

6% 3 9% 
9% 2 6% 

100% 35 100% 

10% 1 11% 
10% 1 11% 
60% 5 56% 
10% 1 11% 
10% 1 11% 
0% 0 0% 

100% 9 100% 

port noted that downgrades out

paced upgrades in 2021 and in 

2020, and many utilities continue to 

operate with minimal financial cush

ion above downgrade thresholds. 

Given that 20% of the industry has 

a negative outlook versus about 5% 

with a positive outlook, the agency 

said downgrades will likely outpace 

upgrades again in 2022. 

The report cited the size of the 

clean energy transformation and 

management of regulatory risk as oth

er key concerns. Acknowledging the 

industry's ongoing success at reducing 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the 

agency said pressure to accelerate that 

pace could lead to unintended con-
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Long-Term Credit Rating Scales 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Moody's Standard & Poor's Fitch 
Aaa AAA AAA 

Aal AA+ AA+ 
Aa2 AA AA 

Investment 
Aa3 AA- AA-

Grade Al A+ A+ 
A2 A A 
A3 A- A-

Baal BBB+ BBB+ 
Baa2 BBB BBB 
Baa3 BBB- BBB-

Moody's Standard & Poor's Fitch 
Bal BB+ BB+ 
Ba2 BB BB 
Ba3 BB- BB-

Bl B+ B+ 
B2 B B 

Speculative B3 B- B-
Grade 

Caal CCC+ CCC+ 
Caa2 CCC CCC 
Caa3 CCC- CCC-

Ca cc cc 

C C C 

Moody's Standard & Poor's Fitch 

Default C D D 

Source: Fitch Ratings, Moody's, and Standard & Poor's. 
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sequences, such as operational issues 
from over-reliance on intermittent 

power, which might weaken financial 

measures and credit quality. The S&P 

report noted many utilities delayed 

rate case filings during the pandem

ic or received rate orders that were 

lower than expected. While the pace 

of rate case filings has subsequently 

increased, the agency said effective 

management of regulatory relations 

remains a risk. Moreover, rising inter

est rates, general price inflation, and 

higher commodity fuel prices could 

increase customer bills and contrib

ute to a more challenging regulatory 
environment. 

While limiting excess credit ca

pacity and maintaining thin down

grade cushions works well under 

favorable conditions, the report said 

utilities risk a weakening of credit 

quality if unexpected risks material

ize or base case assumptions deviate 

from expectations. 

MoodJJ's 
In its "Outlook - Regulated 

Electric and Gas Utilities- US" (re

leased November 2021), Moody's 

maintained its stable outlook. The 

report said the regulatory environ

ment will likely remain supportive 

for rate base growth, infrastructure 

investment, and efforts to protect 
networks from extreme weather 

events, and that utilities will ben

efit from continuing U.S. economic 

growth. The report projects aver

age aggregate rate base growth of 
about 6% in 2022. The sector's ag

gregate industry funds from opera

tions (FFO) to debt ratio will range 

between 14% and 15% in 2022 

according to the report; this is con-

EEi 2021 FINANCIAL REVIEW 23 



CAPITAL MARKETS

24 EEI 2021 FINANCIAL REVIEW

sistent with Moody’s projections last 
year for 2021.

Moody’s listed several factors that 
could change its outlook to positive: 
1) if regulation turns more credit 
supportive, 2) if there is additional 
legislative support for certainty and 
visibility of cost recovery, and 3) if 
the sector’s consolidated FFO-to-
debt ratio rises to around 18% on a 
sustainable basis. Factors that could 
change its outlook to negative were: 
1) a widespread and sustained de-
cline in regulatory support for time-
ly cost recovery, 2) a less favorable 
capital market environment, and 3) 
if availability of bank credit facilities 
becomes constrained. Moody’s could 
also change its outlook to negative 
if aggregate FFO-to-debt appears 
likely to dip below 14% during 2022 
and beyond, which could result from 
higher leverage, a slower-than-ex-
pected U.S. recovery, material load 
declines, high or unrecoverable bad 
debt expenses or the postponement 
of needed rate increases.

Fitch Ratings
In its “2022 Outlook: North 

American Utilities, Power & Gas” 
(released December 2021), Fitch 
Ratings maintained a neutral out-
look for the North American utili-
ties, power and gas sector.

Fitch believes state regulatory 
environments will remain broadly 
constructive and retail electricity 
sales will continue to gain strength 
as commercial and industrial sales 
reach and/or exceed pre-pandemic 
levels. Fitch expects overall retail 
electricity sales to increase between 
0.5% and 1.0% in 2022, however it 
cited the late-2021 increase in natu-

ral gas prices as a near-term concern 
since fuel and purchased power costs 
are passed through to customers. 
The report said that, based on natu-
ral gas futures prices in December 
2021, customer rates may experience 
a high-single to low-double digit 
percent increase over the next one to 
two years and current winter heating 
bills may rise 30% versus last year. In 
addition, elevated capex, recovery of 
storm restoration costs, and recovery 
of deferred coronavirus-related ex-
penses may compound any pressure 
on customer bills.

Fitch noted weather-driven outag-
es are on the increase and regulatory/
political scrutiny is forcing utilities 
to explore further storm-hardening 
responses, such as underground-
ing electric lines, that may require 
further grid-hardening investment. 
While broadly supported by regu-
lators, higher capex is also resulting 
from rising investments in solar, on-
shore and offshore wind, and battery 
storage projects. The report noted 
declining O&M expenses from cost 
control initiatives as well as the on-
going transition to lower cost renew-
ables should provide some offset to 
customer impacts.

With more than 80% of compa-
ny ratings at a stable outlook, Fitch 
expects limited rating movement in 
2022. The number of downgrades 
from Fitch declined in 2021 af-
ter elevated levels in the preceding 
three years.
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Business Segmentation—Revenues
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

($ Millions) 2021  2020  Difference % Change

Regulated Electric  271,452   251,443   20,008  8.0%
Competitive Energy 46,800   42,463   4,338  10.2%
Natural Gas Distribution 53,149   45,054   8,096  18.0%
Natural Gas Pipeline 5,798   4,499   1,299  28.9%
Other 19,497   18,592   905  4.9%
Discontinued Operations  —   —   —  0.0%
Eliminations/Reconciling Items (11,197)  (10,966)  (230) 2.1%

Total Revenues 385,500   351,085   34,415  9.8%

r = revised

Note: Difference and percent change columns may reflect rounding. Totals may reflect rounding.

Business Strategies
Business Segmentation

The industry’s regulated busi-
ness segments — regulated electric 
and natural gas distribution — grew 
their combined assets by $79.3 bil-
lion, or 5.1%, in 2021, extending 
a multi-year trend and driving a 
$73.4 billion, or 3.9%, increase in 
total industry assets. Regulated as-
sets were 81.6% of the industry to-
tal at year-end, rising from 80.8% 
at year-end 2020. The Regulated 
Electric segment’s share of total in-
dustry assets was nearly unchanged 
at 68.6% compared to 68.7% at 
year-end 2020, although the seg-
ment’s total assets increased $50.6 

billion, or 3.8%. The industry’s oth-
er two significant business segments 
also grew assets in 2021. Natural 
Gas Distribution assets rose $28.7 
billion, or 12.3%, and Competitive 
Generation assets rose $2.3 bil-
lion, or 1.1%. Assets for the smaller 
Natural Gas Pipeline segment fell by 
$2.6 billion, or 7.3%. A record-high 
$134.1 billion of capital expendi-
tures and generally constructive reg-
ulatory relations supported the sig-
nificant growth in Regulated assets.

Revenue for each primary busi-
ness segment rose in 2021 as energy 
demand broadly rebounded from 
the impact of the COVID-19 pan-
demic. The Regulated Electric busi-

ness segment’s revenue increased by 
$20.0 billion, or 8.0%, as power de-
mand was 2.8% higher in 2021 than 
in 2020. Revenue also experienced 
significant gains in each of the other 
primary business segments: Natural 
Gas Distribution revenue increased 
$8.1 billion, or 18.0%; Competitive 
Energy revenue increased $4.3 bil-
lion, or 10.2%; Natural Gas Pipeline 
revenue increased $1.3 billion, or 
28.9%. As a result, total industry 
revenue increased $34.4 billion, or 
9.8%, in 2021.

2021 Revenue by Segment
Regulated Electric revenue in 

2021 increased by $20.0 billion, or 
8.0%, to $271.5 billion from $251.4 
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Business Segmentation-Assets 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

($ Millions) 12/31/2021 12/31/2020 Difference % Change 

Regulated Electric 1,377,457 1,326,815 50,642 3.8% 
Competitive Energy 208,901 206,563 2,338 1.1% 

Natural Gas Distribution 261,706 233,005 28,702 12.3% 
Natural Gas Pipeline 32,691 35,283 (2,593) -7.3% 
Other 126,527 129,298 (2,772) -2.1 % 
Discontinued Operations 1 1 (0) -28.5% 
Eliminations/Reconciling Items (66,629) (63,662) (2,967) 4.7% 

Total Assets 1,940,653 1,867,303 73,350 3.9% 

Note: Difference and percent change columns may reflect rounding. Tota Is may reflect rounding. 

billion in 2020. The segment's share 

of total industry revenue fell to 
68.4% from 69.4% in 2020, but 

remained well above its level at the 

start of the industry's two-decade

long migration back to a regulated 

focus (Regulated Electric's share was 

only 51.9% in 2005). 

Natural Gas Distribution revenue 

rose $8.1 billion, or 18.0%, to $53.1 

billion from $45.1 billion in 2020. 

This followed a decrease of 3.3% in 

2020 and increases of 4.4% in 2019, 

3.0% in 2018, 17.6% in 2017 and 

8.9% in 2016; the sharp gains in 

2016 and 2017 were due in part to 

the completion in 2016 of four large 

acquisitions of natural gas distribu

tion businesses. 

Total regulated revenue - the sum 

of the Regulated Electric and Natural 

Gas Distribution segments - in

creased by $28.1 billion, or 9.5%, to 

$324.6 billion in 2021. The indus-
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try's focus on regulated operations 

has driven a steady growth in these 

business segments' share of industry 

revenue in recent years. Regulated 

revenue accounted for 81.8% of total 

industry revenue in 2021, matching 

its percentage in 2020 and well above 

2005's 65.3% share. 

Eliminations and reconciling 

items are added back to total rev

enue to arrive at the denominator 

for the segment percentage calcula

tions shown in the graphs Revenue 

Breakdown 2021 and 2020. 

2021 Assets by Segment 
Regulated Electric assets increased 

$50.6 billion, or 3.8%, during 2021. 

The segment's share of total industry 

assets was 68.6% at year-end, just 

below its 68.7% share at year-end 
2020. Natural Gas Distribution as

sets increased by $28.7 billion, or 

12.3%, while Competitive Energy 

assets edged up $2.3 billion, or 

1.1 %. The Natural Gas Pipeline seg

ment's relatively small asset total got 

even smaller, declining $2.6 billion, 

or 7.3%, to $32.7 billion at year-end 

2021 and representing just 1.6% of 

industry assets. 

Total regulated assets (Regulated 

Electric and Natural Gas 

Distribution) grew $79.3 billion, or 

5.1 % in 2021, increasing its share 

of total industry assets to 81.6% at 

year-end 2021 from 80.8% at year

end 2020. This aggregate measure 

has risen steadily from 61.6% at 

year-end 2002, underscoring the sig

nificant regulated rate base growth 

and widespread divestitures of non

core businesses over that 19-year 

period. Thirty of the industry's 44 

constituent companies (68.2%) ei

ther increased regulated assets as a 

percent of total assets or maintained 

a 100% regulated structure in 2021. 
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Revenue Breakdown 2021 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Natural Gas 
Pipeline 
1.5% "-

Other 
4.9% 
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Source: EEi Finance Department and company annual reports. 

Asset Breakdown 
As of December 31, 2021 
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Revenue Breakdown 2020 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Competitive 
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Natural Gas 
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Source: EEi Finance Department and company annual reports. 

Asset Breakdown 
As of December 31, 2020 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Natural Gas / 
Pipeline 

1.S% Other 
6.7% 

Source: EEi Finance Department and company annual reports. 
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Regulated Electric
Regulated Electric segment op-

erations include the generation, 
transmission and distribution of 
electricity under state regulation for 
residential, commercial and indus-
trial customers. Regulated Electric 
revenue experienced a significant 
jump in 2021, rising $20.0 billion, 
or 8.0%. Forty-two companies, or 
95% of the industry, had higher 
Regulated Electric revenue versus the 
prior year. Regulated Electric revenue 
fell by 0.8% in 2020 and by 0.5% in 
2019, was unchanged in 2018, grew 
0.8% in 2017 and declined in 2016 
(-0.1%) and in 2015 (-2.6%).

Total nationwide electric output 
increased 2.8% in 2021, recovering 
from a 2.9% decline in 2020. On a 
weather-adjusted basis, electric out-
put gained 2.4% in 2021. Electric 
output has risen in only seven of the 
past 14 years. Prior to this period, 
a year-to-year output decline was a 
rare event in an industry that typi-
cally experienced low-single-digit 
percent demand growth. Energy 
efficiency initiatives, demand-side 
management programs, and the 
off-shoring of formerly U.S.-based 
manufacturing and heavy industry 
are all forces that have suppressed the 
growth of electricity demand since 
the late 20th century.

Regulated Electric assets increased 
$50.6 billion, or 3.8%, in 2021, 
marking the largest asset growth in 
dollar terms of all business segments. 
The industry’s record-high $134.1 
billion of capital expenditures in 
2021 and generally constructive 
regulatory relations supported the 
increase in regulated assets. The 
2021 capital expenditure total was 

the tenth consecutive annual record 
high, with the decade-long expansion 
well represented across the industry’s 
Regulated Electric and Natural Gas 
Distribution segments. Asset growth 
is also evident in the industry’s prop-
erty, plant and equipment in service, 
which rose 4.0% from year-end 
2020 and 38.5% over the level at 
year-end 2015. Such robust growth 
in assets reflects the size of the indus-
try’s build-out of new renewable and 
clean generation, new transmission, 
reliability-related infrastructure and 
other capital projects in recent years.

Competitive Energy
Competitive Energy assets in-

creased $2.3 billion, or 1.1%, to 
$208.9 billion at year-end 2021 
from $206.6 billion at year-end 
2020. This followed a $9.7 billion, 
or 4.9%, increase in 2020. The re-
cent growth has been driven large-
ly by new renewable generation. 
Although the segment’s assets are 
on the rise and its revenue rose $4.3 
billion, or 10.2%, in 2021 to $46.8 
billion from $42.5 billion in 2020, 
2020’s revenue was the lowest annual 
total in data back to 2000. The seg-
ment’s recent asset growth has only 
returned total assets to their level a 
decade ago; the segment’s year-end 
2011 asset total was $209.4 billion, 
and its annual revenue peaked at 
$110.9 billion in 2008. Competitive 
Energy covers the generation and/or 
sale of electricity in competitive mar-
kets, including both wholesale and 
retail transactions. Wholesale buyers 
are typically regional power pools, 
large industrial customers, and elec-
tric utilities looking to supplement 
generation capacity. Competitive 
Energy also includes the trading 

and marketing of natural gas. Of 
the 20 companies that maintain 
Competitive Energy operations, ten 
(50%) grew these assets during 2021 
and 14 (70%) had revenue gains 
from this segment.

Natural Gas
Natural Gas Distribution as-

sets rose $28.7 billion, or 12.3%, 
to $261.7 billion at year-end 2021 
from $233.0 billion at year-end 
2020. The segment’s revenue rose 
$8.1 billion, or 18.0%, to $53.1 bil-
lion in 2021 from $45.1 in 2020, 
after declining 3.3% in 2020. This 
followed revenue growth of 4.4% 
in 2019, 3.0% in 2018, 17.6% in 
2017 and 8.9% in 2016, gains that 
were supported by four large gas 
acquisitions completed in 2016. 
All 26 companies that report gas 
distribution revenue showed a year-
to-year increase in 2021 while only 
26% did so in 2020. This followed 
increases at 70%, 86% and 93% of 
reporting companies in 2019, 2018 
and 2017, respectfully. Natural Gas 
Distribution includes the delivery of 
natural gas to homes, businesses and 
industrial customers throughout the 
United States.

Natural Gas Pipeline assets de-
creased $2.6 billion, or 7.3%, to 
$32.7 billion at year-end 2021 from 
$35.3 billion at year-end 2020. Five 
of the six companies that report 
this segment showed asset declines. 
Despite lower assets, higher natural 
gas prices enabled the segment’s rev-
enues to increase by $1.3 billion, or 
28.9%, to $5.8 billion in 2021 from 
$4.5 billion in 2020. The Natural 
Gas Pipeline business concentrates 
on the transmission and storage of 
natural gas for local distribution 
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companies, marketers and traders, 
electric power generators and natu-
ral gas producers. Added together, 
the Natural Gas Distribution and 
Natural Gas Pipeline segments in-
creased assets by $26.1 billion, or 
9.7%, in 2021 and produced rev-
enue of $58.9 billion, up from $49.6 
billion in 2020. In percentage terms, 
the contribution to total industry 
revenue from these two natural gas 
activities increased to 14.9% in 2021 
from 13.6% in 2020.

Strategic Moves Completed  
in 2021

Several companies completed 
strategic transactions in 2021 that 
notably affected their business seg-
mentation reporting.

■ CenterPoint Energy closed the
sale of its Arkansas and Okla-
homa natural gas LDC assets to
Summit Utilities for $2.15 billion
in cash.

■ CMS Energy completed the sale
of its wholly owned subsidiary,
EnerBank USA, to Regions Bank,
a subsidiary of Regions Financial.
CMS said the sale simplifies its
investment thesis through a pure
focus on energy, improves its risk
profile, and helps finance its clean
energy transformation. Estimated
proceeds from the transaction
were approximately $1 billion and
will be used to fund key initiatives
in CMS’ core utility businesses.

■ PPL completed the sale of its U.K. 
utility business, Western Power
Distribution (WPD), to National
Grid for £7.8 billion, concluding
the first of two strategic transac-
tions announced in March 2021.
PPL’s second transaction is its

planned acquisition of Rhode  
Island’s Narragansett Electric 
from National Grid for approxi-
mately $3.8 billion. PPL said the 
sale and purchase will simplify its 
business mix, strengthen credit 
metrics, and improve prospects 
for long-term earnings growth 
through investment in sustain-
able energy solutions.

■ DTE Energy completed the spin-
off of its non-utility natural gas
pipeline, storage and gathering
business, DT Midstream. DTE
said the transaction transforms
the company into a predominant-
ly pure-play electric and natural
gas utility, where approximately
90% of DTE Energy’s operating
earnings and investments focus
on utility operations.

Strategic Announcements in 2021
In addition to 2021’s completed 

transactions, several announcements 
were made that, if completed, will 
impact business segment reporting 
in 2022 and beyond.

■ OGE Energy announced it would
exit its midstream investment in
Enable Midstream Partners and
become a pure-play electric utility.

■ Public Service Enterprise Group
(PSE&G) announced it would
sell its fossil fleet as it transitions
to a 100% clean energy company.

■ Duke Energy agreed to sell a
20% stake in subsidiary Duke
Energy Indiana, which empha-
sizes coal and gas generation,
to Singapore’s sovereign wealth
fund for $2 billion. Duke said
the move would eliminate the
need for an equity offering and

help accelerate its regulated, 
clean energy rate base growth.

■ Exelon announced plans for a
tax-free separation of its regulated
utilities and its competitive gen-
erating business into two inde-
pendent companies. Exelon said
the move would give each compa-
ny better flexibility to focus on its
core strategy and better address
customer and shareholder goals.

■ American Electric Power an-
nounced the sale of its Kentucky
operations, which include Ken-
tucky Power and AEP Kentucky
Transco, to Liberty Utilities,
a regulated utility subsidiary
of parent company Algonquin
Power & Utilities, for $2.846
billion enterprise value. The
sale is expected to close in 2022,
pending regulatory approvals.

■ Con Edison announced it would
divest Stagecoach Gas Services, a
natural gas pipeline and storage
subsidiary, to Kinder Morgan for
$1.225 billion. Con Edison said
the sale is consistent with its strat-
egy to deliver the clean energy fu-
ture customers expect.

2021 Year-End List of Companies 
by Category

Early each calendar year, we up-
date our list of investor-owned elec-
tric utility holding companies orga-
nized by business category. The list is 
based on the prior year-end business 
segmentation data presented in 10-
Ks. Our two categories are Regulated 
(80% or more of holding company 
assets are regulated) and Mostly 
Regulated (less than 80% of holding 
company assets are regulated).
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We use assets rather than revenue 
for determining category mem-
bership because we believe assets 
provide a clearer picture of strate-
gic trends; fluctuating commod-
ity prices for natural gas and power 
can impact revenue so greatly that 
a company’s strategic approach to 
business segmentation may be dis-
torted by reliance on revenue data 
alone. Comparing the list of compa-
nies from year to year reveals com-
pany migrations between categories 
and shows the general trend in in-
dustry business models. We also base 

our quarterly category financial data 
during the year on this list.

The only change in 2021 was 
DTE Energy’s move from the 
Mostly Regulated to the Regulated 
category. DTE’s regulated asset per-
centage rose above 80% due to the 
spin-off of its midstream natural gas 
pipeline, storage and gathering busi-
ness. The transaction was completed 
on July 1, 2021. This lone migration 
increased the number of Regulated 
companies to 36 from 35 and re-
duced the Mostly Regulated group 
to eight companies from nine. The 

number of parent companies in the 
EEI universe remained at 44, the 
same as the year-end 2020 total. 
(See List of Companies by Category on 
December 31, 2021).

List of Companies by Category at December 31, 2021

Alliant Energy Corporation

Ameren Corporation

American Electric Power 

Company, Inc.

Avista Corporation

Black Hills Corporation

CenterPoint Energy, Inc.

Cleco Corporate 

Holdings LLC*

CMS Energy Corporation

Consolidated Edison, Inc.

Dominion Energy, Inc.

DPL Inc.*

DTE Energy Company

Duke Energy Corporation

Edison International

Entergy Corporation

Evergy, Inc.

Eversource Energy

FirstEnergy Corp.

IDACORP, Inc.

IPALCO Enterprises, Inc.*

NiSource Inc.

NorthWestern Corporation

MGE Energy, Inc.

OGE Energy Corp.

Otter Tail Corporation

PG&E Corporation

Pinnacle West Capital 

Corporation

PNM Resources, Inc.

Portland General Electric 

Company

PPL Corporation

Puget Energy, Inc.*

Sempra Energy

Southern Company

Unitil Corporation

WEC Energy Group, Inc. 

Xcel Energy Inc.

Regulated (36)

ALLETE, Inc.

AVANGRID, Inc.

Berkshire Hathaway Energy*

Exelon Corporation

Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc.

MDU Resources Group, Inc.

NextEra Energy, Inc.

Public Service Enterprise 

Group Incorporated

Mostly Regulated (8)

Note: * Non-publicly traded companies.
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Mergers & Acquisitions 

M&A activity involving whole 

U.S. utility operating companies 

with regulated service territories re

mained relatively low in 2021. There 

were two proposed whole company 

deals: 1) PPL's offer to buy Rhode 

Island regulated utility Narragansett 

Electric from National Grid USA (a 

subsidiary of the British utility hold

ing company National Grid pie) 

and 2) Canadian utility Algonquin 

Power's move to buy regulated util

ity Kentucky Power from AEP. But 

2021 was quite active if M&A activ

ity is framed a bit more broadly. 

The year produced several partial 

sales and restructurings that show

cased key industry themes. Duke 

Energy sold a 19.9% stake in sub

sidiary Duke Indiana to Singapore's 

sovereign wealth fund. Exelon an

nounced the split of its regulated and 

competitive operations into two sep

arate companies. CenterPoint sold 

its Arkansas and Oklahoma LDC 

natural gas assets to Summit Utilities. 

Public Service Enterprise Group 

(PSEG) sold its fossil generation 

portfolio to private equity investor 

ArcLight Capital, which also bought 

a fossil portfolio from NRG Energy. 

And FirstEnergy sold a 19.9% stake 

Staff/4 ffi~~,AHGIES 

in its transmission assets to private 

infrastructure investor Brookfield. 

Duke, PPL, PSEG, AEP and 

FirstEnergy all cited the chance to 

finance their build-outs of regu

lated clean energy investment as a 

key rationale for their moves. The 

private buyers in turn noted strong 

and steady returns from regulated 

utility infrastructure or the ability 

to own productive fossil assets with

out the cash flow and ESG pressures 

associated with public ownership. 

Exelon's split reflected long-term 

challenges with low power prices 

in competitive markets and capital 
markets' preference for lower-risk 

regulated business strategies. All ac-

Status of Mergers & Acquisitions 1995-2021 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 
(Number of Mergers & Acquisitions) 

30 

■ Completed (121 total) 
25 Announced (151 total) 

■ Withdrawn (32 total) 
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tions broadly illustrate the primary 

trend in the industry: the ongoing 

focus by most utilities on earnings 

growth through building and oper

ating the state-regulated clean en

ergy infrastructure needed for the 

nation's clean energy transition. 

Finally, the December 2021 rejec

tion by New Mexico state regulators 

of AVANGRID's proposed acquisi

tion of PNM was a reminder that 

regulatory oversight of utility M&A 

can present a difficult path to success. 

Announced Transactions 

Duke Energy sells Stake 

in Indiana Utility 

On January 28, Duke Energy an

nounced plans to sell a 19.9% stake 

in regulated subsidiary Duke Energy 

Indiana (D EI) to an affiliate of GI C 

Private Limited, Singapore's sover

eign wealth fund and an experienced 
investor in U.S. infrastructure. Duke 

said the $2.05 billion purchase price 

represented a significant premium to 

its public equity valuation and said 

proceeds would allow it to forego 

plans to raise $1 billion of common 

equity as it accelerates its clean ener

gy investments in its portfolio of reg
ulated utilities. With the announce

ment, Duke raised its projected 

five-year capex from $58 billion to 

$60 billion and boosted long-term 

earnings growth guidance to a range 

of 5% to 7% from a previous range 
of 4% to 6%. 

Duke, which called GIC a long
term investor in DEI, said it would 

continue to operate the Indiana util

ity as majority owner with work force 

intact. GIC said companies focused 

on meaningful sustainability prac-
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Status of Announced Mergers & Acquisitions 
1995-2021 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Year Completed 
1995 2 
1996 1 
1997 13 
1998 9 
1999 10 
2000 23 
2001 6 
2002 5 
2003 1 
2004 1 
2005 1 
2006 3 
2007 6 
2008 6 
2009 1 
2010 2 
2011 2 
2012 4 
2013 2 
2014 4 
2015 2 
2016 9 
2017 1 
2018 2 
2019 3 
2020 2 
2021 

Totals 121 

Source: EEi Finance Department. 

tices deliver superior risk-adjusted 

long-term returns and cited Duke's 

proven management team and com

mitment to a clean energy transition 
as motivations for its investment, 

which it said supports Duke's ESG 

and decarbonization goals. In 2016, 

GIC acquired a 19.9% stake in inde

pendent electric transmission com

pany ITC Holdings. 

The first of the two-phase sale 

closed in September when Duke re

ceived $1.025 billion. The second 

Announced Withdrawn 
8 3 

13 3 
11 3 
10 
26 2 
9 1 
5 4 
2 3 
2 1 
3 1 
3 
7 2 
4 1 
6 2 

4 
5 1 
1 
4 
6 1 
5 
6 1 
3 2 
3 
1 1 
2 
2 

151 32 

phase was expected to close in early 

2022. 

Duke Energy provides regulated 

electric service to 7.8 million cus
tomers in North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Florida, Indiana, Ohio 

and Kentucky. It distributes natu

ral gas to 1.6 million customers in 
North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Ohio and Kentucky. The 

Duke Energy Renewables unit oper

ates wind and solar generation facili-
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ties across the U.S. as well as energy 
storage and microgrid projects.

Exelon Separates Regulated  
and Competitive Businesses

On February 24, Exelon an-
nounced a plan to separate its six reg-
ulated and gas utilities (RemainCo) 
from its competitive power gen-
eration and customer-facing energy 
businesses (SpinCo), creating two 
publicly traded companies. Exelon 
said the separation gives each com-
pany the financial and strategic in-
dependence to focus on its specific 
customer needs while executing its 
core business strategy.

RemainCo will continue as par-
ent company for Exelon’s fully regu-
lated transmission and distribution 
utilities, which deliver electricity and 
natural gas to more than 10 million 
customers across five states and the 
District of Columbia. SpinCo will 
be the nation’s largest supplier of 
clean energy with more than 31,000 
megawatts of generating capacity 
consisting of nuclear, wind, solar, 
natural gas and hydro assets. SpinCo 
will produce about 12 percent of the 
nation’s carbon-free energy.

Exelon shareholders retained their 
shares of Exelon stock and received 
a pro-rata dividend of shares of 
SpinCo. After the transaction closed 
on February 2, 2022, the regulated 
company retained the familiar EXC 
stock symbol while the competitive 
operations, named Constellation 
Energy Corp., began trading under 
the symbol CEG.

Exelon noted the regulatory busi-
ness is a high-quality utility asset 
with strong earnings growth of 6% 

to 8% annually and a diversified rate 
base across seven jurisdictions with 
constructive regulation. Exelon said 
the combination of strong opera-
tions and attractive ESG attributes 
provides a platform that supports 
transition to a clean energy economy 
without owning generation. The 
competitive business operates 18.7 
gigawatts of nuclear generation and 
12.3 gigawatts of natural gas, hydro, 
solar and wind energy. Constellation 
Energy also includes a retail business 
with a strong share of commercial 
and industrial energy customers in 
the nation’s competitive energy mar-
kets.

PPL Sells U.K. Business  
and Bids for Rhode Island Utility

Pennsylvania-based PPL Cor-
poration announced in August 
2020 it would seek to sell its U.K. 
utility distribution business, West-
ern Power Distribution (WPD), 
and become a U.S. utility hold-
ing company focused on advancing 
the nation’s clean energy goals with 
rate-regulated assets. That plan ma-
terialized on March 18, 2021, when 
PPL announced an agreement to sell 
its U.K. utility business, Western 
Power Distribution (WPD), to Na-
tional Grid plc for £7.8 billion and, 
in a separate transaction, acquire Na-
tional Grid’s Rhode Island regulated 
utility business, The Narragansett 
Electric Company (NEC), for $3.8 
billion. PPL said the strategic repo-
sitioning will refocus its strategy on 
strong, rate-regulated U.S. utilities, 
strengthen credit metrics and en-
hance long-term earnings growth 
and earnings predictability.

The agreement calls for PPL to 
sell WPD to National Grid in an 

all-cash transaction valued at £14.4 
billion, including assumption of 
£6.6 billion of debt, for net cash 
proceeds of approximately $10.2 
billion. Separately, PPL plans to 
acquire Narragansett Electric from 
National Grid in a transaction val-
ued at $5.3 billion, including the 
assumption of approximately $1.5 
billion of Narragansett Electric debt. 
PPL said it plans to use a portion of 
the proceeds from the sale of WPD 
to finance the acquisition. PPL also 
highlighted its plan to play a key role 
in advancing Rhode Island’s decar-
bonization goals, noting its experi-
ence automating electricity networks 
can help the state achieve its target 
of 100% renewable energy by 2030.

PPL said net cash proceeds from 
the WPD sale will strengthen its 
balance sheet and enhance oppor-
tunities for strategic investment at 
its other utilities, in renewables or 
in share repurchases. On June 14, 
2021, PPL announced it completed 
the sale of WPD to National Grid. It 
hopes to close the Narragansett pur-
chase in the first half of 2022.

When both transactions are com-
plete, PPL said it will serve approxi-
mately 3.5 million electricity and gas 
customers across diverse, construc-
tive regulatory jurisdictions in the 
U.S. with rate base of approximately 
$22 billion, mostly in the form of 
electricity and gas T&D assets.
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Merger Impacts 1995-2021 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Date No. of Utilities Change 

12/31/95 98 
12/31/96 98 
12/31/97 91 (7.14%) 
12/31/98 86 (5.49%) 
12/31/99 83 (8.79%) 
12/31/00 71 (14.46%) 
12/31/01 69 (2.82%) 
12/31/02 65 (5.80%) 
12/31/03 65 
12/31/04 65 
12/31/05 65 
12/31/06 64 (1.54%) 
12/31/07 61 (4.69%) 
12/31/08 59 (3.28%) 
12/31/09 58 (1.69%) 
12/31/10 56 (3.45%) 
12/31/11 55 (1.79%) 
12/31/12 51 (7.27%) 
12/31/13 49 (3.92%) 
12/31/14 48 (2.04%) 
12/31/15 47 (2.08%) 
12/31/16 44 (6.38%) 
12/31/17 43 (2.27%) 
12/31/18 42 (2.33%) 
12/31/19 40 (4.76%) 
12/31/20 39 (2.50%) 
12/31/21 39 

Number of Companies Declined by 60% since Dec.'95 

Note: Based on completed mergers in the EEi Index group 
of electric utilities. 

Source: EEi Finance Department. 
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CenterPoint Energy 

Sells Gas LDCs 
In December 2020, CenterPoint 

Energy said it would seek to sell its 

Arkansas and Oklahoma natural gas 

distribution utilities to finance regu

lated electric system capex, including 

new solar and wind generation, with

out issuing new equity. It announced 

a sale on April 29, 2021 to Summit 

Utilities for $2.15 billion in cash, 

including recovery of approximately 

$425 million in unrecovered storm

related expenses. The assets include 

approximately 17,000 miles of main 

pipeline in Arkansas, Oklahoma, 

and Texarkana, TX serving more 

than half a million customers. 

The proceeds represented a 2.5x 

multiple of 2020 rate base and a 

38.0x multiple of 2020 earnings; 

industry observers noted the strong 

sale price was a vote of confidence in 

natural gas LDC assets, which had 

been shadowed by politicized anti

gas sentiments and concern about 
terminal values. CenterPoint, which 

retained other LDC assets, said the 

sale demonstrates its ability to effi

ciently recycle capital across its util

ity footprint - in this case selling 

assets at 2.5x rate base and building 

new rate base at the implied multiple 
of I.Ox. With the announcement, 

CenterPoint affirmed its goals of 6% 

to 8% annualized utility earnings per 

share growth and 10% annualized 

rate base growth. The transaction 

was completed on January 10, 2022. 

The only investor-owned elec

tric and gas utility based in Texas, 

CenterPoint Energy, Inc. (NYSE: 

CNP) is an energy delivery company 

with electric transmission and distri-
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bution, power generation and natu-
ral gas distribution operations that, 
after the closing of the Arkansas/
Oklahoma transaction, serve nearly 
seven million metered customers 
in Indiana, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Mississippi, Ohio and Texas.

PSEG Divests Fossil Portfolio
On July 31, 2020, Public Service 

Enterprise Group (PSEG) an-
nounced it would explore strategic 
alternatives for PSEG Power’s non-
nuclear generating fleet, which in-
cludes more than 6,750 megawatts 
of fossil generation and a 467-mega-
watt merchant solar portfolio. It said 
the move would accelerate its trans-
formation into a primarily regulated 
electric and gas utility, reduce busi-
ness risk and earnings volatility, im-
prove its credit profile and enhance 
its ESG position through clean ener-
gy investments, methane reduction 
and zero-carbon generation.

On August 12, 2021, PSEG an-
nounced it would sell the fossil port-
folio — which consists of 13 gener-
ating units in Maryland, New Jersey, 
New York and Connecticut — to 
ArcLight Energy Partners, a private 
equity fund controlled by Boston-
based ArcLight Capital Partners, for 
approximately $1.92 billion. PSEG 
affirmed the move enhances its ESG 
profile and advances its strategy to 
prepare for a low-carbon future. 
With the sale, PSEG also said it 
accelerated its net-zero climate vi-
sion from 2050 to 2030.

PSEG completed the sale of its so-
lar portfolio to Quattro Solar LLC, 
an affiliate of LS Power, in June 2021 
and finalized the sale of its fossil 

portfolio in February 2022. PSEG 
said its business is now 90% regu-
lated. The company noted it contin-
ues to advocate for the viability of its 
carbon-free 3,700-megawatt nuclear 
generation fleet, while also explor-
ing investments in regional offshore 
wind.

PSEG is a diversified energy com-
pany whose operating businesses 
include Public Service Electric and 
Gas (PSE&G), New Jersey’s larg-
est provider of electric and natural 
gas service, and PSEG Long Island, 
which operates the electric transmis-
sion and distribution system of the 
Long Island Power Authority. PSEG 
Power owns and operates a diverse 
fleet of power plants located primari-
ly in the Mid-Atlantic and Northeast 
regions and has solar energy facilities 
throughout the United States.

AEP to Sell Kentucky Power
AEP announced in April 2021 

that it was conducting a strategic 
review of its Kentucky operations. 
On October 26, 2021 the company 
announced a sale, which included 
Kentucky Power and AEP Kentucky 
Transco, to Liberty Utilities, a regu-
lated subsidiary of Canadian utility 
holding company Algonquin Power 
& Utilities. AEP said the sale is ex-
pected to close in the second quarter 
of 2022, pending regulatory approv-
als. It plans to use the expected $1.45 
billion cash proceeds to eliminate 
equity needs in 2022 as it boosts in-
vestment in regulated renewable en-
ergy infrastructure. Kentucky Power 
owns 1,075 megawatts of generation 
including a 295-megawatt natu-
ral gas plant in Kentucky and 50% 
of the 1,560-megawatt coal-fired 

Mitchell Plant in Moundsville, West 
Virginia, which it operates.

Ontario-based Algonquin said 
acquisition of Kentucky Power 
and Kentucky TransCo adds to its 
regulated footprint in the United 
States and said it expects to replace 
Kentucky Power’s fossil fuel gen-
eration with renewable generation. 
Algonquin noted it has experience 
“greening” fleets of regulated fossil 
fuel generation. In 2017, it com-
pleted the acquisition of The Empire 
District Electric Company and re-
cently completed a $1.1 billion in-
vestment in 600 MW of wind gen-
eration to support Empire’s service 
territory. AEP plans to grow its re-
newable generation portfolio to ap-
proximately 50% of total capacity 
by 2030. AEP noted it’s on track to 
achieve an 80% reduction in carbon 
dioxide emissions from 2000 lev-
els by 2030 and has committed to 
achieve net zero by 2050.

FirstEnergy Sells Stake  
in Transmission Business

News reports in the summer of 
2021 said FirstEnergy was look-
ing to sell a stake in its FirstEnergy 
Transmission subsidiary. On 
November 7, the company said 
it reached agreement with private 
equity investor Brookfield Super-
Core Infrastructure Partners to sell 
a 19.9% stake in FET, the holding 
company for FirstEnergy’s three 
regulated transmission subsidiaries, 
for $2.4 billion. FirstEnergy said the 
price represented an attractive elec-
tric utility valuation of 40 times trail-
ing twelve-month earnings. On the 
same day, FirstEnergy announced 
that Blackstone Infrastructure 
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Partners would make a $1 billion eq-
uity investment at $39.08 per share 
to support FirstEnergy’s smart grid 
and clean energy transition initia-
tives. With these simultaneous an-
nouncements, FE also announced a 
$2.2 billion increase to its capital in-
vestment plan through 2025, which 
now totals $17 billion from 2021 to 
2025 including $10 billion in sus-
tainable energy investments.

FirstEnergy said the two transac-
tions will enhance its credit profile, 
fund strategic capital expenditures 
and address its equity capital needs. 
FirstEnergy said the initiatives will 
also support a more resilient grid 
and drive its transition to a low-car-
bon future; the company hopes to 
achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, 
with an interim 30% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions under the 
company’s direct control by 2030, 
from a 2019 base. Brookfield said 
FET is well-positioned to capture 
significant capital investment op-
portunities driven by grid modern-
ization, decarbonization and general 
electrification of the economy. FET 
owns and operates one of the largest 
transmission systems in PJM.

With the deal announcements, FE 
affirmed a 6-8% long-term growth 
rate along with the expanded invest-
ment plan. FirstEnergy’s 10 regu-
lated distribution companies form 
one of the nation’s largest investor-
owned electric systems, serving six 
million customers in the Midwest 
and Mid-Atlantic regions from the 
Ohio-Indiana border to the New 
Jersey shore,

New Mexico Regulators Block 
AVANGRID/PNM Merger

One of the 2020 announcements 
on EEI’s list of whole company deals 
was AVANGRID’s offer to acquire 
PNM Resources. AVANGRID said 
the transaction would support its 
U.S. growth strategy focused on 
regulated businesses and renewables 
in states with legal and regulatory 
stability and predictability. PNM, 
which operates regulated utilities in 
Texas and New Mexico, called the 
move a strategic fit that will help the 
utility invest in clean energy distri-
bution and transmission and expand 
its position in renewables.

Despite widespread stakeholder 
support and approvals by PNM 
shareholders, Texas regulators and 
the FERC, the New Mexico Public 
Regulation Commission rejected the 
merger on December 8, 2021. News 
reports cited concern about reliabili-
ty, potential rate increases and slower 
development of renewable resources 
by PNM as reasons for the decision. 
Reports also noted nearly all inter-
vening customers and clean energy 
advocates supported the merger, 
and that the PRC staff had said they 
would not oppose it. AVANGRID 
expressed disappointment with the 
decision but said it will evaluate next 
steps and hoped the merger could 
eventually succeed.

As 2022 began, most utilities 
seemed focused on organic growth 
opportunities and M&A was not 
high on most lists of shareholder 
value strategies. Yet industry analysts 
noted potential drivers that may 
prompt future deals. Load growth is 
uneven across the nation and smaller 

utilities operating in slow-growth 
territories may use M&A for poten-
tial cost savings and synergies with 
stronger parents; that may be par-
ticularly true for those facing heavy 
capex needs to fund clean energy de-
velopment. Acquirers may seek utili-
ties with fossil generation and con-
structive state regulators who would 
support greening the portfolio with 
regulated rate base. Vast global pools 
of private capital, whether infra-
structure funds or sovereign wealth 
funds, will continue to view steady 
returns from utility infrastructure as 
attractive in a world with pervasive 
low bond yields. Productive fossil 
generation assets, whether coal or 
gas, do not present to private buyers 
the same strategic ESG and volatile 
cash flow concerns that public com-
panies face. It is not possible to pre-
dict specifics, but it seems likely spo-
radic M&A deal flow will continue.
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Note: Includes all new capacity placed on the grid by investor-owned utilities, independent power producers, municipals, 
co-ops, government authorities and corporations. Totals may reflect rounding.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy, March 2022
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The electric utility industry 
brought 33,391 MW of new ca-
pacity online in 2021, 7% less than 
2020’s 35,714 MW but 21% more 
than the 27,505 MW of 2019. The 
decline from 2020 to 2021 was due 
to reductions in both new natural 
gas and wind capacity. New natural 
gas capacity declined from 7,892 
MW in 2020 to 6,448 MW in 2021, 
extending a trend of annual declines 
that began with 2018. Supply chain 
issues plagued wind and solar proj-
ects in 2021, causing many to be de-
layed. As a result, new wind capac-
ity brought online decreased from 

16,359 MW in 2020 to 11,957 
MW in 2021, marking wind’s first 
annual decline since 2017. Despite 
supply chain challenges, solar capac-
ity installation increased 35%, from 
10,984 MW in 2020 to 14,845 MW 
in 2021.

New plants comprised 82% 
of 2021’s total new capacity. 
Expansions and rerates accounted 
for the remaining 18%. The ratio of 
new plants to expansions was essen-
tially unchanged from 2020.

Renewables continued to lead 
capacity additions, accounting for 
80% of new capacity in 2021 ver-
sus 77% in 2020 even though sup-

ply chain challenges pushed some of 
2021’s scheduled projects into 2022. 
Supported by continually declining 
costs, wind and solar have powered 
more than half of new capacity each 
year since 2019. Solar led new ca-
pacity additions in 2021, accounting 
for 14,845 MW or 44% of the total 
across all fuels. Wind was second, 
with 11,957 MW or 36%. Investor-
owned utilities that brought the 
most new renewable capacity online 
were NextEra Energy (2,126 MW 
of wind, 1,606 MW of solar), Duke 
Energy (534 MW of wind, 483 
MW of solar), American Electric 
Power (488 MW of wind, 127 MW 
of solar), Southern Company (418 
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MW of wind, 139 MW of solar), 
Ameren (496 MW of wind), DTE 
Energy (459 MW of wind), ConEd 
(437 MW of solar), AES (376 MW 
of solar), NiSource (302 MW of 
wind), and Xcel Energy (200 MW 
of wind).

Natural gas accounted for nearly 
all the remaining new capacity add-
ed in 2021, totaling 6,448 MW or 
19% of the total. Combined cycle 
accounted for 44% compared with 
76% in 2020. Combustion turbine 
technology powered 56%. New 
plants represented 62% of total new 
gas capacity, expansions accounted 

for 34% and the remaining 4% were 
rerates. NextEra Energy led natu-
ral gas additions with 950 MW in 
gas plant expansions (940 MW gas 
turbine, 10 MW combined cycle), 
followed by TECO Energy, whose 
gas turbine expansions totaled 796 
MW. Third was Otter Tail Power 
with 349 MW of new build gas tur-
bine capacity.

New Capacity Online by Region
The Reliability First Corporation 

(RFC) region had the largest year-
to-year percentage increase in new 
capacity, 120% higher than in 2020. 
Increases in natural gas (1,008 MW 

to 2,775 MW), solar (645 MW to 
1,139 MW), and wind capacity (990 
MW to 1,885 MW) all contributed 
to the gain. The Electric Reliability 
Council of Texas (ERCOT) had the 
second-largest year-to-year percent-
age growth, at 43%, with capac-
ity gains for both gas (290 MW to 
1,208 MW) and solar (2,102 MW 
to 4,130 MW); wind decreased 
from 3,481 MW in 2020 to 3,054 
MW in 2021. The Alaska Systems 
Coordinating Council (ASCC) was 
the only other region with an in-
crease in new capacity compared to 
2020, up 21% from 6.7 MW to 8.1 
MW. The Hawaiian Coordinating 
Council (HCC) saw the largest 
percentage decrease in new capac-
ity added, down 71% due to a 
decline in new solar additions (17 
MW compared to 32 MW in 2020) 
and no new wind additions. The 
Midwest Reliability Organization 
(MRO) had the largest absolute de-
crease in new capacity added, from 
5,039 MW in 2020 to 2,693 MW 
in 2021, producing a drop of 47%. 
The decline resulted from reduced 
additions of gas (700 MW to 505 
MW) and wind (3,995 MW to 
1,761 MW); these were partly off-
set by an increase in solar installa-
tions (298 MW to 408 MW). New 
capacity additions in the Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council 
(WECC) region also declined more 
than 2,000 MW, dropping 28% 
from 8,111 MW in 2020 to 5,831 
in 2021. That decline was led by 
lower gas (1,592 MW to 63 MW) 
and wind (3,643 MW to 1,917 
MW) and was partially offset by 
an increase in solar capacity (2,680 
MW to 3,799 MW).

New Capacity Online by Fuel Type 2017–2021

(MW)

Note: Includes all new capacity placed on the grid by investor-owned utilities, independent power producers, 
municipals, co-ops, government authorities and corporations. Other includes biomass, diesel/fuel oil, 
fuel cells, geothermal, landfill gas, pet coke, waste heat, water, wood, and energy storage. Totals may 
reflect rounding.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy, March 2022

Fuel Type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Coal 45 10 62 30 11

Natural Gas 13,194 22,282 10,773 7,892 6,448

Nuclear 102 192 175 20 0

Solar 6,467 5,570 6,683 10,984 14,845

Wind 7,190 8,187 9,240 16,359 11,957

Other 872 569 572 428 130

Total 27,871 36,811 27,505 35,714 33,391 
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New Capacity Online by Region (MW) 2017–2021

Note: Data includes new plants and expansions of existing plants, including nuclear 
uprates. Totals may reflect rounding.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy, March 2022

Region Online Online Online Online Online
 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

ASCC 116 1 33 7 8

HCC 61 135 187 60 17

MRO 1,976 3,298 3,297 5,039 2,693

NPCC 682 3,294 2,156 1,647 1,096

RFC 5,484 12,023 4,026 2,656 5,843

SERC 6,507 9,582 7,282 8,938 7,146

SPP 3,233 1,906 1,118 3,370 2,354

TRE 6,537 2,950 5,277 5,888 8,402

WECC 3,274 3,622 4,130 8,111 5,831

Total 27,871 36,811 27,505 35,714 33,391

Announced New Capacity by Region and Fuel Type in 2021 (MW)

Fuel Type Electric Hawaiian Midwest Northeast Power Reliability SERC Southeast Western Total
 Reliability Coordinating Reliability Coordinating First Reliability Power Electricity 
 Council Council Organization Council  Corp Pool Inc. Coordinating 
 of Texas       Council 
Coal — — — — —  — — —  —
Natural Gas  8 —  635  17  913  1,296 —  190  3,060
Nuclear — — —  22 —  — — —  22
Wind  665 —  1,652  1,230  2,100  994  870  1,158  8,668
Solar  1,013  13  1,041  7,516  8,367  8,109  19  9,029  35,107
Hydro — — — — —  216  34  3,379  3,629
Other — —  2  9 —  27 —  509  546
Total  1,686  13  3,330  8,793  11,381  10,642  923  14,265  51,032

Fuel Type Electric Hawaiian Midwest Northeast Power Reliability SERC Southeast Western Total
 Reliability Coordinating Reliability Coordinating First Reliability Power Electricity 
 Council Council Organization Council  Corp Pool Inc. Coordinating 
 of Texas       Council 
Coal — — — — —  — — —  —
Natural Gas  8 —  635  17  913  1,296 —  190  3,060
Nuclear — — —  22 —  — — —  22
Wind  665 —  1,652  1,230  2,100  994  870  1,158  8,668
Solar  1,013  13  1,041  7,516  8,367  8,109  19  9,029  35,107
Hydro — — — — —  216  34  3,379  3,629
Other — —  2  9 —  27 —  509  546
Total  1,686  13  3,330  8,793  11,381  10,642  923  14,265  51,032

Notes: Data includes new plants and expansions of existing plants announced, including nuclear uprates. Other includes biomass, diesel/fuel oil, 
energy storage, fuel cells, geothermal, landfill gas, pet coke, waste heat, and wood. Totals may reflect rounding.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy, EEI Finance Department, March 2022

Announcements by Region  
and Fuel Type

New capacity announced in 2021 
totaled 51,032 MW, a decrease of 
23% from 66,386 MW in 2020. 
Renewable capacity accounts for 
93% of 2021’s total, with solar at 
69%, wind at 17%, and hydro at 
7%. The remaining 7% is almost all 

natural gas. As in 2020, no new coal 
capacity was announced in 2021.

Lower wind and solar announce-
ments led the overall decline in new 
capacity announcements. New wind 
capacity announcements declined 
34%, from 13,073 MW in 2020 
to 8,668 MW in 2021. New solar 
capacity announcements also de-

creased, falling 28% from 48,449 
MW in 2020 to 35,107 MW in 
2021. The supply chain challenges 
that impacted renewable buildouts 
may also have contributed to lower 
renewable capacity announcements 
in 2021 compared to 2020.

Wind, solar, and hydro accounted 
for nearly 100% of new capacity 
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announcements in the Electricity 
Reliability Council of Texas 
(ERCOT), Hawaiian Coordinating 
Council (HCC), Northeast Power 
Coordinating Council (NPCC), 
Southwest Power Pool (SPP), and 
Western Electricity Coordinating 
Council (WECC) regions. New 
natural gas capacity announcements 
decreased for the second year in a 
row, falling 26% from 4,144 MW in 
2020 to 3,060 MW in 2021.

The Western Electricity Coor-
dinating Council (WECC) region 
saw the most announced new capac-
ity for the second year in a row, at 
14,265 MW; 95% of that is renew-
able, with 63% solar, 24% hydro, 
and 8% wind. The Reliability First 
Corp (RFC) region had the second-
largest amount of new capacity an-
nounced in 2021, at 11,381 MW; 
92% is renewable, with 74% solar 
and 18% wind.

Projected Capacity Additions
As of March 2022, the new capac-

ity expected to come online from 
2022 through 2026 was 365,191 

MW, a 10% increase over the pro-
jection one year ago for the 2021 
through 2025 five-year period. 
Renewable capacity accounted for 
most of the projected new capac-
ity, with solar representing 52%, 
wind accounting for 27%, natural 
gas at 13% and nuclear at 2%. Of 
the 365,191 MW total, 50% was in 
the proposal stage as of March 2022, 
including 53% of the projected so-
lar and 61% of the projected wind. 
Only 12% of the total was under 
construction.

Retirements
As of March 2022, 104,044 MW 

of capacity was scheduled to be re-
tired from 2022 through 2026. Coal 
continues to lead retirements, ac-
counting for 41% of the projected 
total. Coal retirements are expected 
to reach a new peak in 2022, with 
17,597 MW expected to shut down. 
Natural gas ranked second and fuel 
oil third in terms of projected retire-
ments, at 38% and 17%, respectively.

Natural gas retirements are expect-
ed to peak in 2023 at 19,761 MW; 

this would be the highest actual or 
projected annual retirement total of 
any fuel from 2017 through 2026. 
Wind and solar retirements remain 
minimal, together accounting for 
only a combined 0.3% of total re-
tirements from 2022 through 2026. 
Nuclear retirements peaked in 2020, 
at 2,031 MW, with the shutdowns 
of the Duane Arnold Energy Center 
in Iowa (660 MW) and Indian Point 
Unit 2 in New York (1,371 MW). 
Indian Point Unit 3 (1,074 MW) 
was the only nuclear facility to retire 
in 2021 and accounted for all nucle-
ar capacity retired that year. An addi-
tional 3,146 MW of nuclear capac-
ity is expected to retire over the next 
four years due to two anticipated 
shutdowns: the 823 MW Palisades 
Power Plant in Michigan in 2022 
followed by the 2,323 MW Diablo 
Canyon Power Plant (CA) in stages 
between 2024 and 2025.

Energy Storage
Energy storage continues to be a 

fast-growing area for the industry. 
At year-end 2021, electric compa-
nies owned 19,135 MW of storage 

Stage of Announced Capacity Additions (MW) 2022–2026

Notes: Other includes biomass, diesel/fuel oil, fuel cells, geothermal, landfill gas, pet coke, waste heat, water, wood, and energy storage.
 Totals may reflect rounding. Data includes new plants and expansions of existing plants, including nuclear uprates. Data includes 
 projects with an expected online date up to 2026.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy, March 2022

 
   Application   Under
Fuel Proposed Feasibility Pending Permitted Site Prep Construction Testing Total
Coal  95 — — — — — —  95
Natural Gas  15,993  876  5,245  11,917 —  11,828  2,410  48,269
Nuclear  4,753  1,600 —  219 —  —  2,200  8,772
Wind  58,915  2,412  13,146  9,051  352  12,026  1,101  97,003
Solar  102,063  200  31,106  34,825  545  20,081  2,049  190,869
Other  2,321  8,777  719  1,851  6,511 —  5  20,183
Total  184,140  13,865  50,215  57,863  7,408  43,935  7,765  365,191
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capacity, or about 70% of all en-
ergy storage in the United States. 
Since 2015, total installed energy 
storage capacity nationwide has in-
creased 19%, from about 23 GW to 
just over 27 GW in 2021. Pumped 
hydro accounts for 81% of the to-
tal, at 21.9 GW of capacity. Battery 
storage is the fastest-growing storage 
technology in terms of capacity, with 
total deployed capacity up approxi-
mately 1,400% from 2015 to 2021. 

Between 2017 and 2021, battery en-
ergy storage grew from 2.75% of to-
tal energy storage capacity to 17.4%.

The fast-paced growth is likely 
to continue; 58,756 MW of storage 
capacity is expected to come online 
from 2022 through 2026, increas-
ing total energy storage capacity by 
200% by year-end 2026. Front-of-
the-meter, grid-scale energy storage 
will continue to dominate energy 

(MW)
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Notes: Other includes biomass, diesel/fuel oil, fuel cells, geothermal, landfill gas, pet coke, waste heat, wood, and energy storage. Totals may reflect rounding. 

2017-2021 is actual plants retired. 2022-2026 is projected based on announced or expected retirements.

Source: Velocity Suite, Hitachi Energy; EEI Finance Department, March 2022

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total

Coal  8,529  13,877  14,460  11,813  7,342  17,597  10,385  3,311  8,740  3,018  43,051

Natural Gas  6,012  8,390  4,108  2,760  747  2,617  19,761  4,852  6,673  5,384  39,288

Nuclear —  550  1,641  2,031  1,074  823 —  1,159  1,164 —  3,146

Oil  848  2,482  543  1,336   765  2,306  11,333  2,292  947  1,004  17,882

Solar —  3  8 —  265 — — — —  1  1

Wind  60  63  135  224 —  203 — —  1 —  205

Hydro  126  55  161  9  5  6  48  6  14 —  74

Other  207  384  733  180  367  106  200 —  91 —  397

Total  15,781  25,803  21,789  18,353  10,565  23,658  41,727  11,620  17,631  9,408  104,044

Actual Planned

PlannedActual

�  Coal       �  Natural Gas       �  Nuclear       �  Oil       �  Solar       �  Wind       �  Hydro       �  Other

storage deployments, accounting for 
82% of projected deployment from 
2022 through 2026. Battery stor-
age is expected to continue to ac-
count for most new energy storage 
deployments, representing 55,881 
MW, or 95%, of the projected new 
energy storage from 2022 through 
2026 and becoming the dominant 
energy storage technology by 2024. 
Pumped hydro is expected to ac-
count for the remainder, with 1,520 
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MW provided by four new pumped 

hydro facilities - the Gordon Butte 

Pumped Storage Project in Montana 

(400 MW), the Old Forge Bore 

Hole Reclamation Pumped Storage 

Project in Pennsylvania (184 MW), 

the Cat Creek Energy & Water 

Project in Idaho (720 MW), and the 

Lewis Ridge Pumped Storage Project 

in Kentucky (216 MW). While 

data sources indicate these projects 

may become operational by 2026, 

they are in early stages of develop

ment and only Gordon Butte has 

been permitted. Rerates and expan

sions at existing facilities accounted 

for 1,355 MW of the projected new 

pumped storage capacity. 

Transmission and Distribution 
According to EEi's Property & 

Plant Capital Investment Survey, 
investor-owned electric utilities 

and stand-alone transmission com

panies invested $25.0 billion in 

transmission assets in 2021, a 5.5% 

increase over the $23.7 billion m
vested in 2020. 

EEI member companies are 

spending a significant and growing 

amount of resources on adaptation, 

hardening, and resilience (AHR) 

initiatives. In recent years, it is esti

mated that EEi's member companies 

have invested around $25 billion per 

year in AHR for transmission and 

distribution infrastructure. Specific 

examples of AHR investments in the 

electric grid include undergrounding 

power lines, installing cement poles, 

and elevating or relocating trans

formers. AHR is increasingly be

coming an important way that elec

tric companies fulfill their mission of 

supplying customers with reliable, 

affordable and increasingly sustain-
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Total Installed Energy Storage 
Capacity by Technology - 27,203 MW 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Thermal 

Source: Energy Information Administration Form 860. 

able energy. Electric companies also 

are developing weather predictive 

services, risk modeling, fire spread 

modeling, deployment of sensors 

and high-definition cameras, com
munication networks, satellite data 

damage assessment, and other real or 
near real time siniational awareness 

instruments that can help them bet

ter predict and prepare for extreme 
weather events and wildfires. 
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Actual & Projected Transmission Investment* 2015–2024

r =  revised

*Investment of investor-owned electric companies and stand-alone transmission companies. Actual Investment 
figures were obtained from the EEI Property & Plant Capital Investment Survey supplemented with FERC Form 1 
data. Projected investment figures were obtained from the EEI Transmission Capital Budget & Forecast Survey 
supplemented with data obtained from company 10-K reports and investor presentations.

Source: EEI Business Analytics.

Updated December 2021.
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Adaptation, Hardening, and Resilience (AHR) as Drivers of T&D Investment
Based on 2021 Survey Results

Source: EEI Financial Analysis and Business Analytics; EEI member 
company survey, regulatory filings, and investor presentations; and S&P 
Global Market Intelligence.

� AHR: Hardening & Resilience

� AHR: Advanced Technology

� Expansion/Growth

� Replacement/Maintenance

� Other

Transmission

Distribution

AHR CapEx = 34%

AHR CapEx = 35%

  
 

27% 7% 32% 31% 4%

23% 12% 27% 29% 8%
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Fuels Analysis

Net Generation  
and Electricity Sales

Electric power industry net genera-
tion in 2021 amounted to 4,164,566 
gigawatt hours (GWh), an increase 
of 2.9% versus 2020. Nationwide 
retail electricity sales increased 2.1% 
in 2021, showing gains across 46 
states and the District of Columbia, 
after declining 3.9% in 2020 due 
to the impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic. The states with the larg-
est year-to-year percentage increases 
in retail electricity sales in 2021 
were Arkansas (+6.2%), Virginia 
(+5.7%), Tennessee (+5.5%), and 
North Dakota (+5.3%). California 
(-1.7%), Arizona (-1.1%), Florida 
(-0.6%), and Texas (-0.1%) were the 
few states with sales declines.

Total sales to commercial custom-
ers increased 2.9%, substantially 
above the 2.1% overall nationwide 
sales gain, indicating that busi-

Fuel Sources for Net Electric Generation 
U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITY AND NON-UTILITY

Note: Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding.

U.S. Electric Utility: Owns and/or operates facilities within the 
United States, its territories, or Puerto Rico for the generation, 
transmission, distribution, or sale of electric energy primarily for 
use by the public. This includes investor-owned utilities, public 
power, and cooperatives.

Non-Utility Power Producer: Non-utility power producers include 
qualifying cogenerators, qualifying small power producers, and 
other non-utility generators (including independent power 
producers) without a designated franchised service area.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information
Administration (EIA). March 2022.

2020 2021

Coal 19.1% 21.6%

Gas 40.1% 37.8%

Nuclear 19.5% 18.7%

Hydro 7.0% 6.2%

Renewables 13.3% 14.8%

   Biomass 1.4% 1.3%

   Geothermal 0.4% 0.4%

   Solar 3.2% 3.9%

   Wind 8.3% 9.1%

Other fuels 0.9% 0.9%

Total 100% 100%

nesses were reopening and resuming 
business-as-usual following 2020’s 
pandemic-related shutdowns. Every 
state experienced an increase in com-
mercial sales in 2021, with Rhode 
Island (+0.5%) showing the small-
est percentage increase and Virginia 
(+10.1%) producing the largest.

Total electricity sales to industrial 
customers also increased 2.9% com-
pared to 2020, showing year-to-year 
gains in 40 states and the District of 
Columbia. As with commercial sales, 
this was likely due to the resumption 
and expansion of industrial activity 
after states relaxed their COVID-19 
protocols. The District of Columbia 
had the highest percentage increase, 
at 29%, followed by North Dakota 
(+10.7%) and Arkansas (+9.6%). 
Ohio showed the highest increase 
in absolute terms, at 3,298 GWh, 
representing a 7% increase from 
2020. The states experiencing in-
dustrial sales declines were Arizona, 
California, Connecticut, Maine, 
Montana, New Jersey, Oregon, 

Texas, Utah, and Washington, 
where decreases ranged from 0.3% 
(Montana) to 5.7% (Maine).

Electricity sales to residential 
customers increased 0.8%, with 
Tennessee (+5.1%) and Arkansas 
(+5%) experiencing the highest per-
centage growth in 2021. Tennessee 
also experienced the highest growth 
in absolute terms, at 2,102 GWh, 
followed by North Carolina, at 2,079 
GWh. 40 states and the District of 
Columbia saw residential electric-
ity sales increase in 2021. Whereas 
California (-4.6%) and Arizona 
(-3.9%) had the largest declines in 
residential electricity sales.

The variations in year-to-year 
residential sales trend across states 
may be due, in part, to the impact 
of differing COVID-19 protocols 
and mandates. States with residen-
tial electricity sales growth may have 
seen an increase in the number of 
people working from home in 2021 
compared to 2020. Conversely, resi-
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dential sales declines may indicate 
that fewer people worked from home 
in those states in 2021 than in 2020.

Coal
Generation from coal-fired plants 

increased for the first time since 2014, 
rising 16.2% above its 2020 total due 
to stable coal fuel prices and higher 
natural gas fuel prices. Coal account-
ed for 21.6% of total electricity gen-
eration nationwide in 2021. Coal’s 
898,679 GWh of generation placed 

it second, behind natural gas, among 
the fuels that contributed to total na-
tionwide generation. The coal fleet’s 
capacity factor increased for the first 
time since 2018, from 41% in 2020 
to 49% in 2021.

The price of coal combined with 
operations and maintenance costs 
for coal plants decreased 1.4%, from 
$32.26/MWh in 2020 to $31.81/
MWh in 2021. A 3.6% increase 
in the average price of coal, from 

$1.96 per million British Thermal 
Units (MMBtu) in 2020 to $2.03 
MMBtu in 2021, was offset by a 
14.4% decline in average operations 
and maintenance expenses, which 
dropped from $10.73/MWh in 
2020 to $9.19/MWh in 2021. The 
largely unchanged overall generation 
cost for coal made it the second-
most expensive fuel for electricity 
generation in 2021 as higher natural 
gas fuel prices made natural gas gen-
eration more costly.

Fuel Sources for Net Electric Generation 
(in Percent of total electric generation) 2013–2021

U.S. ELECTRIC UTILITY AND NON-UTILITY

U.S. Electric Utility: Owns and/or operates facilities within the United States, 
its territories, or Puerto Rico for the generation, transmission, distribution, or sale of 
electric energy primarily for use by the public. This includes investor-owned utilities, 
public power, and cooperatives.

Non-Utility Power Producer: Non-utility power producers include qualifying cogenerators, 
qualifying small power producers, and other non-utility generators (including 
independent power producers) without a designated franchised service area.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration (EIA),
March 2022.
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U.S. Electric Utility: O.Vns and/or operates facilities within the United States, its 
territories, or Puerto Rico for the generation, transmission, distribution, or sale 
of electric energy primarily for use by the public. This includes investor-owned 
uti I ities, public power, and cooperatives. 

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration (EIA), 
March 2022. 

The rise in coal generation m 

2021 was mainly due to an increased 

average capacity factor, instead of 

new coal capacity or lower-than

expected coal capacity retirements. 

From 2017 through 2021, only 158 

MW of new coal capacity came on

line compared to 56,021 MW of 

coal retirements during the same 

period. Another 43,051 MW of coal 

capacity is projected to retire from 

2022 through 2026. 

Natural Gas 
Natural gas accounted for 38% of 

2021 's total generation from utility

scale facilities, more than any other 

single fuel type. That share, however, 

was down two percentage points 

from its 2020 level due to higher 

natural gas fuel prices in 2021. The 

average cost of natural gas for elec

tricity generation rose dramatically, 

increasing 91 % from $2.63/MMBtu 

in 2020 to $5.03/MMBtu in 2021, 

its highest level since 2014. As a 

result, the average cost to produce 

electricity from natural gas rose 58% 
in 2021 versus 2020 and was 22% 

higher than the average cost to pro

duce electricity from coal. 

Renewables 
The electric industry continues 

to add record amounts of renewable 

capacity. Electric generation from 

carbon-free sources increased to 

1,653,563 MWh in 2021, represent

ing 39.7% of the electric power in-
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U.S. Electric Utility: Owns and/or operates facilities within the United States, its territories, or 
Puerto Rico for the generation, transmission, distribution, or sale of electric energy primarily 
for use by the public. This includes investor-owned utilities, public power, and cooperatives. 

Non-Utility Power Producer: Non-utility power producers include qualifying cogenerators, 
qualifying small power producers, and other non-utility generators (including independent 
power producers) without a designated franchised service area. 

*2021 results are preliminary. All years based on modeled data from Velocity Suite, Hitachi 
Energy; March 2022. 

dustry's total generation. Generation 
from all renewable sources was 

875,411 MWh, or 21 % of the to

tal in 2021 compared with 824,526 
MWh, or 20.4%, in 2020. 

Conventional hydroelectric gener
ation fell to 260,225 MWh, an 8.8% 

decline from 2020's 285,274 MWh. 

It accounted for 6.2% of electricity 

generation in 2021, down from 7% 

50 EEi 2021 FINANCIAL REVIEW 

in 2020, due to a historic drought in 

California and reduced hydroelec

tric output in the Pacific Northwest. 

Generation from wind power in

creased 12.4%, from 337,938 MWh 

in 2020 to 379,767 MWh in 2021 

and accounted for 9.1% of 202l's 

total electricity generation. Solar 

generation increased 25.2%, from 

130,721 MWh in 2020 to 163,793 

MWh in 2021, reaching 3.9% of 

total electricity generation. Utility

scale solar accounted for 114,678 
MWh, or 70%, of solar generation, 

an increase from 68% in 2020. 

Nuclear 
Nuclear generation decreased 

1.5% in 2021 and accounted for 

18.7% of total electric power gen

eration, down from 19.5% in 2020. 

The decline was due to reduced 
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capacity resulting from nuclear 
plant retirements – 5,298 MW of 
nuclear capacity was retired from 
2017 through 2021. Another 3,146 
MW is projected to retire over the 
next five years through closure of 
the Diablo Canyon power plant in 
California and the Palisades power 
plant in Michigan. Nuclear power 
plants had an average capacity fac-
tor of 92.7% in 2021, compared to 
average capacity factors of 49% for 
coal and 36% for natural gas.

Nuclear fuel costs increased 6%, 
from $6.26/MWh in 2020 to $6.64/
MWh in 2021. However, non-fuel 
operations and maintenance costs 
decreased 6.2%, from $15.56/MWh 
in 2020 to $14.60/MWh in 2021. 
As a result, the total cost to produce 
electricity from nuclear power de-
clined 2.6%.

A total of 15,962 MW of nuclear 
capacity is expected to come online 
from 2022 through 2026. Including 
reductions due to planned retire-
ments, nuclear capacity is projected 
to increase 12,816 MW during this 
period. Five existing plants have 
planned expansions — 2,200 MW 
each at Vogtle (GA) and Harris 
(NC), 1,700 MW at Comanche 
Peak (TX), 1,520 MW at North 
Anna (VA), and 1,213 MW at 
Bellefonte (AL). An additional five 
new or restarted plants, including 
the proposed 3,000 MW Blue Castle 
Nuclear (UT), 1,650 MW Southern 
Ohio Clean Energy Park, and 1,600 
MW Colorado Energy Park, are also 
expected to contribute to new nucle-
ar capacity additions.

Small modular nuclear reactors 
(SMR) will also begin to contrib-

ute to nuclear capacity increases. 
The Idaho National Laboratory 300 
MW Next Generation Nuclear plant 
is expected to restart in 2022 and the 
540 MW NuScale Small Nuclear 
Modular Project (ID) is expected to 
come online in 2024. In addition, 
the Tennessee Valley Authority has 
proposed to build an 800 MW SMR 
project at its Clinch River site with 
an operational date of 2032.
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Notes: The table depicts fi nalized and proposed state actions. Goal indicates there is no explicit compliance requirement. 

Updated March 2022.

States with Renewable Energy, Clean Energy 
and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals and Targets

State State- and Economy-wide 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

Clean Energy 
Target

RPS Target

Arizona 15% by 2025, 4.5% distributed generation

California 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. Carbon neutrality 
by 2045. 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.

100% of electric retail sales from renewable 
energy and zero-carbon resources by 2045

44% by 2024, 52% by 2027, 60% by 2030

Colorado 26% below 1990 levels by 2025, 50% by 2030, 
90% by 2050

By 2030, reduce emissions from electricity genera-
tion 80% from 2005 levels. 100% carbon-free 
electricity generation by 2050.

30% by 2020, 3% of electric retail sales from 
distributed generation, including 1.5% customer 
sited, by 2020. 100% by 2050. Energy storage 
charged solely by renewable resources is a quali-
fi ed renewable energy source. 

Connecticut 45% below 2001 levels by 2030,80% by 2050 28% by 2022, increasing 2% annually to 44% by 
2030, plus 4% energy effi ciency

Delaware 30% below 2008 levels by 2030 40% by 2035, 10% solar

District of 
Columbia

50% below 2006 levels by 2032, 80% reduction 
and net-zero emissions by 2050

100% of electric retail sales from renewable 
energy by 2032

32.5% by 2022 plus 2.175% local solar, 51.25% 
by 2025 plus 2.85% local solar, 82.5% by 2030 
plus 4.5% local solar, 95% by 2032 plus 5% 
local solar

Hawaii Net-zero emissions by 2050 100% of electric retail sales from renewable 
energy by 2045

40% by 2030, 70% by 2040, 100% by 2045

Illinois By 2050, procure 100% of energy from clean 
energy sources, which are defi ned as sources that 
are at least 90% carbon-free. Coal-fi red power 
plants must reduce emissions by 45% by 2035 
and by 100% by 2045.

25% by 2025, 40% by 2030, 50% by 2040

Indiana 10% by 2025 (voluntary goal). Underground 
pumped hydro storage projects may be used to 
meet this goal.

Iowa 105 MW; 1 GW wind goal by 2010

Kansas 20% by 2020 (voluntary goal)

Louisiana 26-28% below 2005 level, 40-50% by 2030, Net-
zero emissions by 2050

Maine 45% below 1990 levels by 2030, 80% reduction 
and net-zero emissions by 2050

By 2050, 100% of electricity sold in the state must 
be supplied by renewable resources

50% by 2030, 80% by 2030, 100% by 2050

Maryland 60% below 2006 levels by 2031 50% by 2030, including 14.5% solar

Massachusetts 50% below 1990 levels by 2030, 75% by 2040, 
85% reduction and carbon neutrality by 2050

35% by 2030, +1% annually, 80% of electricity 
sales from clean energy sources by 2050

Michigan 26-28% below 2005 levels by 2025. Carbon 
neutrality by 2050 and net negative emissions 
thereafter.

15% by 2021

Minnesota 30% below 2005 levels by 2025, 80% by 2050 31.5% by 2020 (Xcel Energy), 26.5% by 2025 (all 
other IOUs), 1.5% solar

Missouri 15% by 2021, 2% solar

Montana GHG neutrality between 2045 and 2050
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Notes: The table depicts fi nalized and proposed state actions. Goal indicates there is no explicit compliance requirement. 

Updated March 2022.

States with Renewable Energy, Clean Energy 
and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals and Targets (continued)

State State- and Economy-wide 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

Clean Energy 
Target

RPS Target

Nebraska No state goal but Nebraska's two largest public 
power districts have renewable goals

Nevada 28% below 2005 levels by 2025, 45% by 2030, 
Zero or near-zero emissions by 2050

State economy must have zero or near-zero carbon 
emissions by 2050

29% by 2022, 34% by 2024, 42% by 2027, 50% 
by 2030, 100% by 2030 (voluntary goal)

New Hampshire 20% below 1990 levels by 2025, 80% by 2050 22.5% by 2022 (0.7% solar), 25.2% by 2025

New Jersey 80% below 2006 levels by 2050 100% carbon-free electricity by 2050 (voluntary goal) 35% by 2025, 50% by 2030, 5.1% from solar by 
2021 then declines to 1.1% by 2033

New Mexico 45% below 2005 levels by 2030 By 2045, zero-carbon resources must provide 
100% of electric retail sales

50% by 2030, 80% by 2040, 100% by 2045 
(IOUs)

New York 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, 85% reduction 
and net-zero emissions by 2050

By 2040, 100% of electricity sold in the state must 
come from carbon-free sources

70% by 2030, 100% by 2040

North Carolina Per Executive Order, the state will strive to achieve 
50% reduction below 2005 levels by 2030, 100% 
reduction by 2050, and 70% reduction in the 
electric power sector by 2030

12.5% by 2021 for investor owned utilities, 0.2% 
solar by 2018.

Ohio 8.5% by 2026

Oklahoma 15% by 2015 (voluntary goal)

Oregon 80% below baseline (average emissions level for 
period of 2010 through 2012) by 2030, 90% below 
baseline by 2035, 100% below baseline by 2040

25% by 2025, 50% by 2040

Pennsylvania 26% below 2005 levels by 2025, 80% by 2050 18% by 2021, 0.5% solar by 2021

Rhode Island 45% below 1990 levels by 2035, 80% by 2050 38.5% by 2035

South Carolina 2% by 2021, 0.25% from distributed generation 
(goal)

South Dakota 10% by 2015 (voluntary goal)

Tennessee Tennessee Valley Authority's goal is 60% clean 
energy by 2030

Texas 5,880 MW by 2015, 10,000 MW by 2025. 500 MW 
non-wind (voluntary goal)

Vermont 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, 80% by 2050 55% by 2017, 75% by 2032. Additional 12% 
energy effi ciency by 2032.

Virginia Net-zero emissions by 2045 100% carbon-free electricity by 2050 Dominion Energy Inc.: 17% by 2022, 100% 
by 2045. Appalachian Power Co. and all retail 
providers: 7% by 2022, 100% by 2050.

Washington 45% below 1990 levels by 2030, 70% by 2040, 
95% reduction and net-zero by 2050

Electricity generation must be carbon-neutral by 
2030 and fossil fuel-free by 2045

15% renewables by 2020. Carbon-neutral elec-
tricity supply by 2030. Fossil fuel-free electricity 
supply by 2045.

Wisconsin 100% carbon-free electricity by 2050 Varies by electric company. Total of 10% by 2015.
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Cost climbed 21.7% year-to-year 
while Gas Cost jumped 41.1%. 
These two line items combined to 
drive the industry’s Total Energy 
Operating Expenses up 24.2%. 
Many utilities separately disclose 
Electric Fuel Expense and Cost 
of Purchased Power. Based on 
that data, the industry’s aggregate 
Electric Fuel Expense rose 28.8% 
while Cost of Purchased Power 
increased 15.3%.

 ■ Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) costs rose 4.6% after gain-
ing only 1.0% to 1.5% in the three 
previous years. Utilities are benefit-
ting from smart-grid investment 
productivity and they worked hard 
to constrain O&M-related expens-
es during the pandemic as a means 
of addressing revenue declines. But 
O&M costs are also driven by es-
sential reliability needs. Most utili-
ties showed a year-to-year increase 
in O&M for 2021.

 ■ Depreciation & Amortization 
(D&A) expenses rose 6.9%. This 
metric increased for 39 of the 44 
constituent companies, reflect-
ing the industry’s ongoing wide-
spread and diverse investments in 
new clean generation, transmis-
sion, distribution and grid mod-
ernization.

Industry Financial
Performance

Income Statement

 ■ Energy Operating Revenues rose 
10.8% versus last year. The his-
torically strong gain was mostly a 
result of sharply higher fuel com-
modity prices, which are directly 
passed through to customers  
under rate regulation. Nationwide 
electricity generation rose 2.8% 
due to a recovery in commer-
cial and industrial sales from  
2020’s pandemic-related weak-
ness. Residential sales rose only 
marginally in 2021. The average 
retail price of electricity nation-
wide increased 5.6%, according to 
EIA data, as recent rate reviews al-
lowed for recovery of rising capex; 
the average retail price nationwide 
was nearly unchanged over the 
four previous years. Almost all of 
the utilities included in EEI’s in-
dustry consolidated data reported 
higher revenue in 2021.

 ■ The inflation pressures that made 
news headlines in 2021 impact-
ed generation costs. The cost of 
natural gas for electric generation 
more than doubled from 2020’s 
level while the cost of coal rose 
about 4%, based on EIA data. 
As a result, the industry’s consoli-
dated Total Electric Generation 

 ■ Most of the $5.8 billion year-to-
year jump in Other Operating 
Expenses reflects accounting for 
energy trading at one utility and 
cost allocation for non-utility 
operations at another large di-
versified company with energy 
holdings. Neither reflect industry- 
wide trends.

 ■ Operating Income was unchanged 
versus 2020. Higher Energy 
Operating Revenues were par-
tially offset by higher generation 
and gas costs while Operations 
and Maintenance expenses and 
Depreciation and Amortization 
expenses also increased. Operating 
Income rose for 30 companies and 
declined for 14.

 ■ Beneath the Operating Income 
line, 2021’s negative $3.2 bil-
lion Gain on Sale of Assets re-
sulted primarily from the sale of 
impaired fossil generation assets 
at one utility. The $4.7 billion 
reduction in Asset Write-downs, 
from $6.7 billion in 2020 to $2.0 
billion in 2021, likewise sourced 
to three utilities with large write-
downs in 2020 but not 2021.
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■ Interest Expense declined by 
0.6%. However, this line item 

rose markedly for some utilities 

and declined for others in rela

tion to each company's approach 

to balance sheet management. 

Exactly half the underlying utili

ties showed higher interest ex

pense and half lower. 

■ Net Income Before Taxes in

creased 7.7%. Net Income rose 

9.4%. These figures are driven 

by the industry's largest compa

nies and mask a wide variation in 

company-specific results. Pre-Tax 

Income rose at 29 companies and 

declined at 15. Net Income like

wise rose at 28 and fell at 16. The 

year-to-year change in both met
rics showed considerable vana

tion across companies. 

■ The industry's aggregate Common 

Dividend payments rose 1.9% 

versus 2020, although the average 

percentage dividend increase was 

4.8%. The lower aggregate figure 

from 2020 reflects dividend cuts 

at two large utilities. Most utilities 

increased their dividend rates in 

2021. The industry's reliable stock 

dividends offer a welcome source 

of income for savings-oriented in

vestors, especially given the near

zero short-term rates and meager 

bond yields available during 2021. 

1Nou~~ieR~NcE 

Consolidated Income Statement 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

12 Months Ended 

($ MIiiions) 12/31/2021 12/31/2020r % Chanie 

Energy Operating Revenues $385,500 $347,934 10.8% 

Energy Operating EXpenses 
Total Electrica I Generation Cost 98,104 80,606 21.7% 
Gas Cost 16,910 11,984 41.1% 
Total EnerEY Operatlnii Expenses 115,014 92,589 24.2% 

Revenues less eneriiy operatlni expenses 270,486 255,344 5.9% 

Other operating EXpenses 
Operations & maintenance 95,741 91,549 4.6% 
Depreciation & Amortization 60,424 56,547 6.9% 
Taxes (not income) - Total 22,156 20,895 6.0% 
Other Operating Expenses 21,126 15,320 37.9% 
Total operatlni Expenses 314,460 276,902 13.6% 

Operatlnii Income 71,040 71,032 0.0% 

Other Recurrlni Revenue 
Partnership Income 2,566 3,337 (23.1%) 
Allowance for Equity Funds Used for Construction 2,085 2,032 2.6% 
Other Revenue 8,290 8,291 (0.0%) 
Total other Recurring Revenue 12,941 13,660 (5.3%) 

Non-Recurrlnii Revenue 
Gain on Sale of Assets (3,207) (398) 705.2% 
Other Non-Recurring Revenue 1,161 NM 
Total Non-Recurrlni Revenue (2,046) (398) 413.7% 

Interest expense 26,469 26,636 (0.6%) 
Other expenses 385 486 (20.7%) 
Asset Writedowns 2,012 6,704 (70.0%) 
Other Non-Recurring Expenses 7,875 8,504 (7.4%) 
Total Non-Recurring Expenses 9,888 15,208 (35.0%) 
Net Income Before Taxes 45,192 41,964 7.7% 

Provision for Taxes 3,646 3,354 8.7% 
Dividends on Preferred Stock of Subsidiary NM 
Other Minority Interest Expense NM 
Minority Interest Expense NM 
Trust Preferred Security Payments NM 
Other After-tax Items NM 
Total Minority Interest and Other After-tax Items NM 
Net Income Before Extraordinary Items 41,547 38,610 7.6% 

Discontinued Operations 731 17 NM 
Change in Accounting Pri nci pies NM 
Early Retirement of Debt NM 
Other Extraordinary Items NM 
Total Extraordinary Items 731 17 NM 
Net Income 42,277 38,627 9.4% 

Preferred Dividends Declared 573 597 (4.0%) 
Other Preferred Dividends after Net Income 2 2 0.0% 
Other Changes to Net Income (2) (3) (33.3%) 
Net Income Attributable to Noncontrolling Interests (527) (533) NA 
Net Income Available to common 42,227 38,558 9.5% 
Common Dividends 30,075 29,503 1.9% 

r = revised NM = not meaningful 
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEi Finance Department 
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Quarterly Net Operating Income
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.
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Individual Non-Recurring and Extraordinary Items 2012–2021

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

r = revised  Note: Figures represent net industry totals. Totals may reflect rounding.

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.

($ Millions) 

Net Gain (Loss) on Sale of Assets
Other Non-Recurring Revenue

Total Non-Recurring Revenue

Asset Writedowns
Other Non-Recurring Charges

Total Non-Recurring Charges

Discontinued Operations
Change in Accounting Principles
Early Retirement of Debt
Other Extraordinary Items

Total Extraordinary Items

Total Non-Recurring 
and Extraordinary Items

2012 2013 2014 2015  2016  2017  2018  2019  2020r  2021      
 311  414  996  789  767  1,012  5,272  3,049  (398) (3,207)
 264  78  296  (4) 888 493  131  117  – 1,161

576  492  1,292  785  1,655  1,505  5,403  3,167  (398) (2,046)

(5,646) (4,276) (8,762) (5,189) (17,487) (4,166) (4,121) (3,470) 6,704   2,012
(3,136) (3,510) (2,675) (1,764) (3,109) (5,630) (17,841) (13,034) 8,504   7,875

(8,783) (7,786) (11,437) (6,953) (20,596) (9,796) (21,962)    (16,504)  15,208      9,888 

(4,317) (88) 295 (1,148) (732) (1,554) 602  1,243  17   731 
  –  –  – –  –  –   –  –   –   –  

–  –  –  –  –  –   –  –   –   –  
–  –  –  –  –  –   –  –   –   –  

(4,317) (88) 295 (1,148) (732) (1,554) 602  1,243  17   731 

 (12,524) (7,381) (9,850) (7,316) (19,674)  (9,844) (15,957) (12,094) (15,589) (11,203)

Top Net Non-Recurring and
Extraordinary Gains (Losses) 2021

($ Millions)

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department. 
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Consolidated Edison - 443 443
P  p  4 2

Company Gains Losses Net Total 
Public Service Enterprise Group  (2,637)  298   2,935 
Exelon Corp (954) 1,305  2,259 
Southern Company   186   1,785   1,599 
Sempra Energy   36   1,596   1,560 
Edison International   10   1,491   1,481 
PG&E Corp  - 786  786 
CenterPoint Energy   689  - 689
Duke Energy   13   484  471
Consolidated Edison - 443 443
PPL Corp  - 432 432
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Aggregate Non-Recurring 
and Extraordinary Items 2012-2021 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

($ Billions) 

Staff/41 O Muldoon/68 

25 ~----------------------------

20 1--------- Gains 

15 1-----------------1 

5 

-5 

201 2 2013 2014 201 5 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Gains 0.6 0.5 1.3 0.8 1.7 1.5 
Losses 8.8 6.6 11.4 7.0 20.6 9.8 

Total (8.2) (6.2) (10.1) (6.2) ( 18.9) (8.3) 

r = revised Note: Totals may reflect rounding. 

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEi Finance Department. 

Net Income 2012-2021 

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

2018 2019 2020r 2021 Total 
5.4 3.2 (0.4) (2.0) 12.6 

22.0 16.5 15.2 9.9 127.8 

( 16.6) (13.3) ( 15.6) ( 11.9) ( 115.2) 

Net Income Before Non-Recurring 
and Extraordinary Items 2012-2021 

($ Billions) 

50 U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 
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Source: S&P Global Market lntell igence and EEi Finance Department 
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U.S. Electric Output (GWh) 
Periods Ending December 31 

Region 2021 2020 

New England 115,930 114,308 
Mid-Atlantic 418,296 408,677 
Central Industrial 651,041 630,703 
West Central 335,136 321,004 
Southeast 1,014,838 984,921 
South Central 778,018 756,856 
Rocky Mountain 292,947 287,084 
Pacific Northwest 158,170 153,806 
Pacific Southwest 268,259 266,450 

Total United States 4,032,635 3,923,809 

% Change 
1.4% 
2.4% 
3.2% 
4.4% 
3.0% 
2.8% 
2.0% 
2.8% 
0.7% 

2.8% 

Note: Represents all power placed on grid for distribution to end customers; 
does not include Alaska or Hawaii. 

Source: EEi Business Analytics. 

EEi U.S. Electric Output - Regions 
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Source: EEi Business Analytics. 
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Cooling Degree Days 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East North Central 
West North Central 
South Atlantic 
East South Central 
West South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
United States 

Heating Degree Days 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East North Central 
West North Central 
South Atlantic 
East South Central 
West South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
United States 

U.S. Weather 
January - December 2021 

Total Dev from % 
Norm Change 

656 239 57% 
912 256 39% 
968 260 37% 

1,117 189 20% 
2,226 262 13% 
1,684 136 9% 
2,649 200 8% 
1,400 157 13% 

906 202 29% 
1,439 223 18% 

5,831 (780) (12%) 
5,101 (810) (14%) 
5,745 (752) (12%) 
6,051 (699) (10%) 
2,454 (399) (14%) 
3,154 (450) (12%) 
1,964 (323) (14%) 
4,700 (509) (10%) 
3,105 (123) (4%) 
4,012 (512) (11 %) 

Staff/41 O Muldoon/70 

Dev from % 
Last Year Change 

(81) (11 %) 
(33) (3%) 
101 12% 
114 11% 

(121) (5%) 
(10) (1 %) 
(80) (3%) 

(103) (7%) 
(77) (8%) 
(36) (2%) 

17 0% 
31 1% 

(75) (1%) 
(236) (4%) 
124 5% 
127 4% 
101 5% 

(116) (2%) 
116 4% 
28 1% 

A mean daily temperature (average of the daily maximum and minimum temperatures) 
of 65 degrees Fahrenheit is the base for both heating and cooling degree day computations. 
National averages are population weighted. 

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Weather Service, 
Climate Prediction Center. 
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2021 Weather Compared to 2020 
AS MEASURED BY DEVIATIONS BETWEEN THE TWO YEARS 

Number of Degree Days 
200 

150 1----------------------

100 1----------------------

-100 1---------------------------

■ Cooling Oevladon from Last Year 
• l50 1---------1 Heating Oevladon from Last Year 

-200 '----------------------
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and National Weather Service. 

Cooling 
DeVlatlon 
From Last 

Year 

Jan (4) 
Feb 0 
Mar (13) 
Apr (7) 
May (7) 
Jun 29 
Jul (55) 
Auir 8 
Sep 11 
Oct 3 
Nov (15) 
Dec 14 

Total (36) 

Heating 
Deviation 
From Last 

Year 

71 
147 
24 

(51) 
(9) 
(7) 
1 

(2) 
(31) 
(73) 
88 

(130) 

28 

Heating and Cooling Degree Days and Percent Changes 
January-December 2021 

COOLIN: DEGREE DAYS HEATING DEGREE DAYS PERCENTAGE CHANGE 

Cooli11J1 Coolin2 Heatir12 Heatir12 
De2r1e Devee Devee Devee 

Total Deviation Deviation Total Deviation Deviation Cha11J1e Chan2e Chanie Chan2e 
from from from from from from from from 
Norm Last Yr Norm Last Yr Norm Last Yr Honn Last Yr 

Jan 5 (4) (4) 812 (105) 71 (44.4%) (44.4%) (11.5%) 9.6% 
Feb 10 2 0 811 79 147 25.0% 0.0% 10.8% 22.1% 
Mar 21 3 (13) 518 (75) 24 16.7% (38.2%) (12.6%) 4.9% 

Fim Quarter 36 1 (17) 2,141 (101) 242 2.9% (32.1%) (4.5%) 12.7% 

Apr 33 3 (7) 321 (24) (51) 10.0% (17.5%) (7.0%) (13.7%) 
May 102 5 (7) 161 2 (9) 5.2% (6.4%) 1.3% (5.3%) 

Jun 275 62 29 19 (20) (7) 29.1% 11.8% (51.3%) (26.9%) 
Second Quarter 410 70 15 501 (42) (67) 20.6% 3.8% (7.7%) (11.8%) 

Jul 341 20 (55) 4 (5) 1 6.2% (13.9%) (55.6%) 33.3% 
Aug 354 64 8 6 (9) (2) 22.1% 2.3% (60.0%) (25.0%) 

Sep 189 34 11 39 (38) (31) 21.9% 6.2% (49.4%) (44.3%) 
Third Quarter 884 118 (36) 49 (52) (32) 15.4% (3.9%) (51.5%) (39.5%) 

Oct 78 25 3 186 (96) (73) 47.2% 4.0% (34.0%) (28.2%) 
Nov 12 (3) (15) 511 (28) 88 (20.0%) (55.6%) (5.2%) 20.8% 
Dec 19 12 14 624 (193) (130) 171.4% 280.0% (23.6%) (17.2%) 

Fourth Quarter 109 34 2 1,321 (317) (115) 45.3% 1.9% (19.4%) (8.0%) 

Full Year 1,439 223 (36) 4,012 (512) 28 18.3% (2.4%) (11.3%) 0.7% 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Heatin2 Devee Days Percenfa28 Chanie from Historical Nonn (16.6) (0.6) 1.1 (9.1) (14.8) (14.2) (4.2) (4.4) (11.9) 
Coolin2 De2r1e Days Percentaie Chanie from Historical Honn 22.4 10.9 5.8 19.2 29.4 16.0 26.4 20.3) 21.1 
A mean daily temperature (average of the daily maximum and minimum temperatures) of 65°F is the base for both heating and cooling 
degree day computations. National averages are population weighted. 

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and National Weather Seivice. 

2021 

(11.3) 

18.3 
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Balance Sheet

 ■ The economic turmoil of 2020 
caused by the COVID-19 pan-
demic gave way to steady growth 
in 2021. U.S. real gross domes-
tic product (GDP) gained 6.3% 
in Q1, 6.7% in Q2, slowed to 
2.3% in Q3, then jumped to 
its strongest gain of the year, at 
7.0%, in Q4. Full-year real GDP 
rose 5.7%, according to annu-
alized data from the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis.

 ■ An unwelcome consequence 
of the post-pandemic rebound 
was the worst inflation since 
the early 1980s. Monthly infla-
tion measured by the Consumer 
Price Index jumped above 4% 
in April, above 5% in June and 
climbed steadily through the sec-
ond half of 2021, reaching 7.9% 
in December.

 ■ Surprisingly, interest rates barely 
responded to the inflation fire-
works. The Federal Reserve held 
money market rates near zero 
all year to support the economic 
recovery and framed inflation 
pressures as only temporary. The 
10-year Treasury yield drifted be-
low 1.75% all year and ended the 
year at 1.5%. Investment-grade 
corporates could borrow long-
term for less than 3% throughout 
2021’s second half, even with in-
flation above 6%.

 ■ The industry’s financial condi-
tion remained strong in 2021. 
The multi-decade trend toward a 
regulated focus continued along 
with leverage appropriate for a 
lower risk profile. Balance sheet 

leverage, in aggregate, was largely 
unchanged. Four large utilities – 
Sempra, CenterPoint, Dominion 
and Berkshire Hathaway Energy – 
each reduced preferred equity and 
drove the small reduction in this 
metric. However, aggregate fig-
ures convey only broad, long-term 
trends and emphasize large utility 
holding companies. Balance sheet 
structures widely vary across the 
industry. Leverage increased at 
27 of the 44 utilities included in 
EEI’s industry consolidated data, 
but rose more than one percentage 
point at only 21. Leverage was re-
duced by more than one percent-
age point at 14 companies.

 ■ The industry’s consolidated total 
debt rose in 2021, a natural con-
sequence of strong asset growth. 
Utilities took advantage of anoth-
er year of very low interest rates 
and strong demand from fixed-
income investors with most com-
panies managing balance sheet 
ratios and cash flows to maintain 
investment-grade credit ratings. 
Long-term debt increased at 35 
utilities. The nine instances where 
debt declined included large debt 
reductions at AVANGRID and 
Sempra tied to equity financings, 
at PPL funded through the sale of 
its U.K. subsidiary, and at DTE fi-
nanced through the spin-off of its 
midstream business. Balance sheet 
management also produced five 
much smaller debt reductions.

 ■ Common equity issuance was 
sharply lower after three active 
years. Four companies accounted 
for almost 70% of 2021’s $9.4 
billion total. AVANGRID raised 
$4 billion in a private place-

ment with parent Iberdrola and 
the Qatar Investment author-
ity. FirstEnergy likewise raised 
$1 billion from private inves-
tor Blackstone Infrastructure 
Partners. Consolidated Edison 
raised $775 million through a 
public offering. AEP also issued 
$600.5 million in new equity. 
Thirty utilities reported equity 
issuance in 2021, but generally 
in small amounts. Issuance was 
strong in both 2020 and 2019 
as companies augmented balance 
sheets and addressed the impact 
of tax reform. Equity issuance 
was also strong in 2018 as utili-
ties took advantage of high price-
earnings ratios and welcoming 
capital markets to fund capex and 
offset debt issuance.

 ■ Property, plant and equipment 
in service (PPE in Service, net) 
rose 4.0% from year-end 2020 
and 10.1% over the level at year-
end 2019. This metric grew at 
nearly all utilities included in 
EEI’s consolidated data. Such 
broad growth indicates the size 
and scope of the industry’s build-
out of new renewable generation, 
new transmission, reliability-
related infrastructure and other 
capital projects related to the na-
tion’s clean energy transition.

 ■ Debt-to-capitalization ratios by 
category show the dominance of 
regulated operations in the indus-
try. The tendency in the Mostly 
Regulated category toward 
slightly lower leverage in 2021 
resulted from AVANGRID’S bal-
ance sheet restructuring and, to 
a lesser extent, reduction in le-
verage at MidAmerican Energy. 
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Consolidated Balance Sheet
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

($ Millions) 12/31/2021  12/31/2020r  % Change  $ Change  
PP&E in service, gross  1,746,509   1,677,413  4.1%  69,096  
Accumulated depreciation   502,863   481,097  4.5%  21,765  
 PP&E in service, net        1,243,646   1,196,315  4.0%  47,331  
Construction work in progress   86,365   81,559  5.9%  4,806  
Net nuclear fuel   15,358   15,252  0.7%  107  
Other property   16,786   16,354  2.6%  432  
 PP&E, net      1,362,155   1,309,480  4.0%  52,676  
    
Cash & cash equivalents  17,842   16,404  8.8%  1,438  
Accounts receivable  47,728   41,962  13.7%  5,766  
Inventories  25,220   24,300  3.8%  919  
Other current assets  67,067   70,954  (5.5%) (3,886) 
 Total current assets      157,857   153,620  2.8%  4,237  
    
Total investments  136,761   129,344  5.7%  7,417  
Other assets  283,880   274,860  3.3%  9,020  
    
Total Assets       1,940,654   1,867,303  3.9%  73,350  
    
Common equity  526,146   494,872  6.3%  31,274  
Preferred equity  10,870   14,566  (25.4%) (3,697) 
Noncontrolling interests  25,939   27,502  (5.7%) (1,563) 
 Total equity      562,954   536,940  4.8%  26,014  
    
Short-term debt  41,836   35,951  16.4%  5,885  
Current portion of long-term debt  37,380   39,208  (4.7%) (1,828) 
 Short-term and current long-term debt    79,217   75,160  5.4%  4,057  
    
Accounts payable   79,979   72,654  10.1%  7,326  
Other current liabilities  54,400   63,311  (14.1%) (8,911) 
 Current liabilities         213,596   211,125  1.2%  2,471  
Deferred taxes  112,686   106,328  6.0%  6,358  
Non-current portion of long-term debt  699,441   656,153  6.6%  43,288  
Other liabilities  349,363   356,000  (1.9%) (6,638) 
 Total liabilities     1,375,086   1,329,606  3.4%  45,480  
    
Subsidiary preferred  712   712  0.0%  0  
Other mezzanine   1,901   45  4106.4%  1,856  
Total mezzanine level   2,613   757  245.2%  1,856  
    
Total Liabilities and Owner's Equity  1,940,654   1,867,303  3.9%  73,350  

r = revised 

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.
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Capitalization Structure
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Capitalization Structure ($M) 12/31/2021 12/31/2020r 12/31/2019r

Common Equity     526,146    494,872     462,915  

Noncontrolling Interests 
& Preferred Equity     36,808    42,068     29,811  

Long-term Debt 
(current & non-current)*    736,821    695,361     627,662  

Total     1,299,776    1,232,301     1,120,389  

Common Equity % 40.5% 40.2% 41.3%

Noncontrolling Interests 
& Preferred Equity % 2.8% 3.4% 2.7%

Long-Term Debt 
(current & non-current)* % 56.7% 56.8% 56.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

r = revised
Long-term debt not adjusted for (i.e., includes) securitization bonds.
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.

($ Billions)

r = revised

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Proceeds from Issuance 
of Common Equity 2012–2021

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and 
EEI Finance Department.
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The dispersion across companies 
in both categories – with some 
showing higher, some lower and 
others no change in leverage – in-
dicates why individual company 
strategies are as meaningful as ag-
gregate totals when assessing in-
dustry trends.

 ■ Regulated companies as a group 
continued to report higher bal-
ance sheet leverage than their 
mostly regulated peers. This is 
to be expected given their lower 
business risk profile.
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Debt-to-Cap Ratio by Category  2021 vs. 2020r
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES

*No change defined as less than 1.0%
Note: December 31, 2021 vs. December 31, 2020. Refer to page v for category descriptions.
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.

Regulated Mostly Regulated Total Industry
Number % Number % Number %

Lower 12  34.3%  2  22.2%  14 31.8% 
No Change* 8  22.9%  1  11.1%  9 20.5% 
Higher 15  42.9%  6  66.7%  21 47.7% 

Total 35  100.0%  9  100.0%  44 100.0% 
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Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and 
EEI Finance Department.
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Capitalization Structure by Category 2021 vs. 202or 
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Regulated 
2021 2020r Change 

Common Equity ($M} 359,101 335,185 23,916 
Total Preferred Equity 21,213 22,366 (1,152) 
Long-term Debt 
(current & non-current}* 542,835 505,542 37,294 

Total Capitalization 923,149 863,092 60,057 

Common Equity % 38.9% 38.8% 0.1% 
Preferred Equity % 2.3% 2.6% -0.3% 
Long-Term Debt % 58.8% 58.6% 0.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

r = revised 
Refer to page v for ca tegory descriptions. 
Note: Long-term debt not adjusted for (i.e., inc ludes) securitization bonds. 
Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEi Finance Department. 

Date PP&E in Service, Net ($M) 

12/31/2021 1,243,646 
l 2/3 l/2020r 1,196,315 
12/31/2019r 1,129,880 
12/31/2018 1,058,164 
12/31/2017 1,015, 100 

Mostly Regulated 
2021 2020r 

167,045 159,687 
15,595 19,703 

193,986 189,820 

376,626 369,209 

44.4% 43.3% 
4.1% 5.3% 

51.5% 51.4% 

100.0% 100.0% 

0/o Change from 
12/31/2017 

22.5% 
17.9% 
11.3% 
4.2% 

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEi Finance Department. 
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Cash Flow Statement

 ■ Net Cash Provided by Operating 
Activities decreased by $14.7 bil-
lion or 21.8%. The two primary 
contributors to this metric both 
generated cash. Cash supplied 
by Net Income grew 9.4% while 
cash supplied by Depreciation 
and Amortization (a non-cash 
expense) increased 5.3%. The 
59.2% decrease in cash used 
for Change in Working Capital 
sourced mostly to accounting 
treatment of a 2020 restruc-
turing at one large utility. The 
40.3% increase in cash used for 
Other Operating Changes in 
Cash sourced to activity at nine 
relatively large utilities in 2021. 
Neither of these two line items 
reflects broad-based fundamental 
industry trends.

 ■ Net Cash Used in Investing 
Activities decreased by $12.2 bil-
lion or 9.5%. The industry’s capi-
tal spending — by far the largest 
component of this metric — to-
taled $134.1 billion in 2021, up 
$1.3 billion from 2020 after ris-
ing an unusually strong $8.9 bil-
lion, or 7.2%, in 2020. Industry 
capex has reached a new record 
high in each of the past ten years. 
Most utilities’ five-year outlooks 
at year-end 2021 emphasized 
growth through rising regulated 
clean energy investment. Half of 
the utilities represented in consol-
idated data grew capex in 2021.

 ■ EEI member companies continue 
to invest in clean energy resources 
and the infrastructure necessary 
to make the power grid more 

modernized, more resilient, and 
more secure for all customers. 
Spending on transmission and 
distribution continues to increase 
relative to recent years, as EEI 
member companies expand their 
focus on adaptation, hardening, 
and resilience (AHR) initiatives. 
Investment in generation contin-
ues to be driven by the develop-
ment of renewable energy and 
natural gas generation.

 ■ Cash provided by Asset Sales in-
creased $9.6 billion, or 37.3%, 
from $25.6 billion to $35.2 bil-
lion. The increase sourced most-
ly to PPL’s June 2021 sale of its 
U.K. utility business, Western 
Power Distribution (WPD), to 
National Grid for $10.4 billion. 
Cash used for Asset Purchases 
decreased by $5.3 billion, or 
23.1%; this was mostly due to 
reduced asset purchases in 2021 
at five large utilities compared to 
their activity in 2020.

 ■ Net Cash Provided by Financing 
Activities decreased by $30.8 
billion or 47.3%. The decline 
resulted primarily from broadly 
reduced debt issuance relative to 
2020 as well as debt paydowns to 
strengthen balance sheets at a few 
large utilities. Twenty-five com-
panies reported a reduction in 
cash provided by long-term debt. 
Issuance of common equity also 
declined, falling by nearly 50% to 
$9.4 million from $17.9 billion 
in 2020.

 ■ Dividends Paid to Common 
Shareholders rose 3.3%, to  
$30.3 billion.

Docket No. UE 416 Staff/410 Muldoon/77



INDUSTRY FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

68 EEI 2021 FINANCIAL REVIEW

 $ Millions  12 Months Ended 
  12/31/2021  12/31/2020r  % Change
Net Income  $42,277   $38,627  9.4% 
Depreciation and Amortization  62,928   59,766  5.3% 
Deferred Taxes and Investment Credits  5,278   4,196  25.8% 
Operating Changes in AFUDC  (1,453)  (1,432) 1.5% 
Change in Working Capital  (8,354)  (20,478) (59.2%)
Other Operating Changes in Cash  (18,277)  (13,029) 40.3% 
Net Cash Provided by Operating Activities  82,400   67,651  21.8% 
   
Capital Expenditures  (134,056)  (132,733) 1.0% 
Asset Sales  35,221   25,647  37.3% 
Asset Purchases  (17,535)  (22,793) (23.1%)
Net Non-Operating Asset Sales and Purchases  17,686   2,854  519.6% 
Change in Nuclear Decommissioning Trust  (314)  (408) (23.0%)
Investing Changes in AFUDC  49   102  (51.5%)
Other Investing Changes in Cash  754   2,081  (63.8%)
Net Cash Used in Investing Activities  (115,881)  (128,104) (9.5%)
   
Net Change in Short-term Debt  5,043   3,182  58.5% 
Net Change in Long-term Debt  45,444   68,220  (33.4%)
Proceeds from Issuance of Preferred Equity  3,783   5,364  (29.5%)
Preferred Share Repurchases  (2,100)  -  NM 
 Net Change in Prefered Issues  1,683   5,364  (68.6%)
Proceeds from Issuance of Common Equity  9,432   17,938  (47.4%)
Common Share Repurchases  (1,531)  (3,933) (61.1%)
 Net Change in Common Issues  7,901   14,006  (43.6%)
Dividends Paid to Common Shareholders  (30,279)  (29,319) 3.3% 
Dividends Paid to Preferred Shareholders  (475)  (397) 19.9% 
Other Dividends  –   –  NM 
 Dividends Paid to Shareholders  (30,754)  (29,716) 3.5% 
Other Financing Changes in Cash  5,112   4,219  21.2% 
Net Cash (Used in) Provided by Financing Activities  34,430   65,274  (47.3%)
   
Other Changes in Cash  12   9  33.3% 
   
Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash equivalents  $961   $4,830  (80.1%)
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period  $16,881   $11,574  45.9% 
Cash and cash equivalents at end of period  $17,842   $16,404  8.8% 

r = revised     NM = not meaningful

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.

Statement of Cash Flows
U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES
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Capital Expenditures 2012–2021

($ Billions)

r = revised

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence, company reports, and EEI Finance Department.
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2017 2018

Net Change in Long-term Debt 2012–2021
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Note: Based on data from industry’s consolidated balance sheet.

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.
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Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.
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($ Billions) 2012   2013    2014   2015   2016   2017  2018 2019  2020r 2021  

Net Cash Provided by Operating Activities  84.0   87.1   89.0   101.6   98.3   101.2   100.1   95.3   67.7  82.4   

Capital Expenditures (90.3)  (90.3)  (96.1)  (104.0)  (112.5)  (113.1)  (119.2)  (123.8)  (132.7)  (134.1)

Dividends Paid to Common Shareholders  (20.5)  (20.8)  (21.1)  (22.5)  (23.8)  (25.5)  (25.6)  (27.9)  (29.3)  (30.3)

Free Cash Flow  (26.8)  (24.0)  (28.2)  (24.8)  (38.1)  (37.5)  (44.7)  (56.4)  (94.4)  (81.9)
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Rate Review Summary

 ■ There were approximately 28 
percent more rate reviews filed in 
2021 when compared to 2020. 
At the end of the year, there were 
31 pending rate reviews while 48 
rate reviews were decided.

 ■ In total, electric companies re-
quested revenue increases of ap-
proximately $9 billion in 2021. 
Of that amount, approximately 
$5 billion was approved.

 ■ For 2021, the average awarded 
ROE was 9.40 percent, continu-
ing a decade long downward 
trend. By way of comparison, 
for 2020, the average awarded 
ROE was 9.43 percent. On aver-
age, awarded ROE in 2021 was 
approximately 50 basis points 
lower than the average requested. 
Consistent with declining inter-
est rates, average awarded ROEs 
have been under 10 percent for 
the electric industry for most of 
the last decade.

 ■ Regulatory lag was approximately 
8.41 months, which is slightly 
better than 2020. Commission 
agendas continued to be filled 
with numerous other regulatory 
filings including those related to 
COVID, clean energy transition, 
and affordability.

Key Highlights from 2021

 ■ COVID-Related Matters – By 
the end of 2021, there were only a 
handful of states that had extend-
ed their disconnection moratoria 
until December 31. With most 
states having no active COVID-
related disconnection moratoria, 
more than a dozen rate reviews 
had requests by electric compa-
nies to recover COVID-related 
costs. Most companies that 
sought approval to defer or am-
ortize uncollectible expenses re-
lated to COVID-19 were success-
ful. As a condition of settlement, 
some electric companies agreed to 
work with stakeholders to create 
new or expand existing income 
qualified programs or discount 
rates to assist customers that are 
still struggling economically due 
to the pandemic.

 ■ Affordability – The topic of af-
fordability is not new to regulated 
electric companies; however, the 
pandemic brought this issue to 
the forefront of numerous com-
missions. Many electric compa-
nies, that had filed or decided 
rate reviews in 2021, recognized 
the economic hardships custom-
ers were facing and utilized regu-
latory and accounting mecha-
nisms to mitigate customer bill 
impacts. Some electric companies 
agreed to phase in rate increases 
over multiple years, offset costs 
through a variety of accounting 
mechanisms, or delay rate re-
view requests until a later date. 
In addition, numerous states, like 
California, Connecticut, Illinois, 
and Pennsylvania, have contin-

ued discussions, via general dock-
ets, around energy affordability.

 ■ Accelerated Clean Energy 
Transition – Momentum for in-
creased clean energy and carbon-
free resources were a major focus 
for electric companies in 2021. 
The transition to clean energy 
requires the efficient upgrading 
of existing and development of 
new transmission in order to meet 
ambitious clean energy goals. 
Knowing that regulators, at both 
the state and federal level, must 
address numerous transmission-
related issues, the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
and the National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
(NARUC) established a joint-task 
force to increase cooperation and 
coordination. Meetings of this 
group are expected to continue 
throughout 2022.

Docket No. UE 416 Staff/410 Muldoon/81



INDUSTRY FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

72 EEI 2021 FINANCIAL REVIEW

Number of Rate Reviews Filed  1997–2021 

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence/Regulatory Research Assoc. and 
EEI Finance Department.
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Average Requested ROE  1997–2021  
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Average Regulatory Lag  1997–2021
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Finance, Accounting, 
and Investor Relations

The Finance, Accounting, and 
Investor Relations teams are part 
of EEI’s Energy Supply & Finance 
Department. This group provides 
the leadership and management for 
advocating industry policies, tech-
nical research, and enhancing the 
capabilities of individual members 
through education and information 
sharing. The division’s leadership is 
used in areas that affect the financial 
health of the investor-owned electric 
utility industry, such as finance, ac-
counting, taxation, internal audit-
ing, investor relations, risk manage-
ment, and budgeting and financial 
forecasting. If you need research 
information about these issue ar-
eas, please contact an EEI Finance, 
Accounting, or Investor Relations 
staff member (listed in this sec-
tion). Under the direction of both 
the Finance and the Accounting 
Executive Advisory Committees, the 
division provides staff representa-
tives to work with issue area commit-
tees. These committees give member 
company personnel a forum for 
information exchange and training 
and an opportunity to comment on 
legislative and regulatory proposals.

Publications

Quarterly Financial Updates
A series of financial reports on 

the investor-owned segment of the 
electric utility industry. Quarterly 
Financial Update (QFU) reports  
include stock performance, divi-
dends, credit ratings, and rate  
review summary.

Financial Review
An annual report that provides a 

review of the financial performance 
of the investor-owned electric utility 
industry including the QFU topics 
mentioned above as well as the in-
dustry’s consolidated financial state-
ments. The report also includes an 
analysis in the areas of business seg-
mentation, mergers & acquisitions, 
construction and fuel use by electric 
utilities.

EEI Index
Quarterly stock performance of 

the U.S. investor-owned electric utili-
ties. The EEI Index, which measures 
total return and provides company 
rankings for year to date and trail-
ing one-year periods, is widely used 
in company proxy statements and for 
overall industry benchmarking.

Executive Accounting News Flash
Published quarterly and distribut-

ed to members of accounting com-
mittees, this update provides current 
information about the impact on 
our companies of evolving account-
ing and financial reporting issues. 
The News Flash is prepared jointly 
with AGA by the Utility Industry 
Accounting Fellow in coordination 
with our accounting staff in order 
to keep members informed on pro-
posed and newly effective require-
ments from key accounting stan-
dard-setters.

Introduction to Depreciation for 
Utilities and Other Industries

Updated in 2013, the latest edi-
tion of this book serves as a primer 
on the concepts of depreciation ac-
counting including fundamental 
principles, life analysis techniques, 
salvage and cost of removal analysis 
methods and depreciation rate calcu-
lation formulas and examples.
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Conference Highlights

Financial Conference
This three-day conference is the 

premier annual fall gathering of util-
ities and the financial community; 
it is attended by more than 1,000 
senior executives, including utility 
CEOs, CFOs, treasurers, investor 
relations executives, and Wall Street 
investment analysts, portfolio man-
agers, commercial and investment 
bankers and the rating agencies. The 
General Sessions cover topics of stra-
tegic interest to the industry and fi-
nancial community. Contact Aaron 
Cope for more information.

Chief Financial Officers’ Forum
This forum is held once a year in 

the fall in conjunction with the EEI 
Financial Conference. The forum 
provides an opportunity for chief 
financial officers to identify and 
discuss critical issues and challenges 
impacting the financial health of the 
electric utility industry. The forum is 
open to member company chief fi-
nancial officers only. Contact Aaron 
Cope for more information.

Finance Committee Meeting
This day and a half meeting is held 

in the spring or summer. The meeting 
covers current and emerging industry 
issues critical to the electric power in-
dustry. It also provides an opportunity 
for utility financial officers to identify 
best practices and share management 
skills that contribute to financial per-
formance. Contact Aaron Cope for 
more information.

Investor Relations Meeting
This one-day meeting is held in 

the spring. Executives gain insight on 
current and evolving industry issues, 
analysts’ perspectives on the industry 
and have an opportunity to identify 
and share IR best practice concepts 
within and outside the electric util-
ity industry. Contact Aaron Cope 
for more information.

Treasury Group Meeting
Half day meetings are held in 

the spring and the fall annually. 
Discussion is focused on pension 
funding, capital markets and eco-
nomic and regulatory impacts on 
debt and equity issuances. Members 
are provided an opportunity to 
share and identify best practices 
beneficial to the well-being of the 
industry. Contact Aaron Cope for 
more information.

Accounting Leadership 
Conference

This annual meeting, held jointly 
with the Chief Audit Executives and 
their counterparts from AGA, covers 
current accounting, finance, busi-
ness, and management issues for the 
Chief Accounting Officers and key 
accounting leadership of EEI mem-
ber companies. Contact Randall 
Hartman for more information.

Chief Audit Executives 
Conference

This annual conference provides a 
forum for EEI and AGA Chief Audit 
Executives to discuss issues and chal-
lenges and exchange ideas on utility-
specific internal auditing topics. The 
conference is open to members of 
the Internal Auditing Committee 

and other employees of EEI/AGA 
member companies designated by 
the CAE. Contact Dave Dougher for 
more information.

Spring and Fall Accounting 
Conferences

Hosted by the EEI Corporate 
Accounting Committee, the Prop-
erty Accounting & Valuation Com-
mittee, the Accounting Standards 
Committee, the Budgeting & Fi-
nancial Forecasting Committee and 
the AGA Corporate Accounting and 
Property Accounting Committee, 
the conference provides a forum for 
members to discuss current issues 
and challenges and exchange ideas 
in the electric and natural gas util-
ity industries. The spring meeting 
is intended for all aforementioned 
committees, while the fall meet-
ing is designed for the Corporate 
Accounting Committee and the 
Property Accounting & Valuation 
Committee. The meetings are open 
to members of the Committees 
and other employees of EEI/AGA 
member companies. Contact Dave 
Dougher for more information.

Tax School
Provides utility tax professionals 

with a forum to discuss developing 
tax issues impacting our member 
companies. This two and half day 
training is held every other year in 
the spring and is targeted for inter-
mediate-level personnel. Contact 
Mark Agnew for more information.
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Accounting Courses

Introduction to Public  
Utility Accounting

This 4-day program, offered 
jointly with AGA, concentrates on 
the fundamentals of public utility 
accounting. It focuses on providing 
basic knowledge and a forum for un-
derstanding the elements of the util-
ity business. It is intended primarily 
for recently hired electric and gas 
utility staff in the areas of account-
ing, auditing, and finance. Contact 
Randall Hartman or Dave Dougher 
for more information.

Advanced Public Utility 
Accounting

This intensive, 4-day course, 
jointly sponsored with AGA, focuses 
on complex and specific advanced 
accounting and industry topics. It 
addresses current accounting issues 
including those related to deregula-
tion and competition, as they affect 
EEI member companies. Contact 
Randall Hartman or Dave Dougher 
for more information.

Property Accounting & 
Depreciation Training Seminar

This is a one and a half day semi-
nar offered jointly with AGA that 
provides an introduction to property 
accounting and depreciation in the 
electric and natural gas utility in-
dustries. Contact Dave Dougher for 
more information.

Utility Internal Auditor’s Training
Provides utility staff auditors, 

managers, and directors with the 
fundamentals of public utility au-
diting and specific utility audit/ac-
counting issues including advanced 
internal auditing topics and is pre-
sented jointly by EEI and AGA – 
convenes for two and one-half days. 
Contact Randall Hartman or Dave 
Dougher for more information.

Additional Training Opportunities
Provides additional training op-

portunities as appropriate, such as 
Accounting for Energy Derivatives 
and FERC Accounting. Contact 
Randall Hartman or Dave Dougher 
for more information.
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The EEI Energy Supply & Finance Department Staff

Richard McMahon 
Senior Vice President, Energy 
Supply and Finance 
(202) 508-5571 
rmcmahon@eei.org

Irene Ybadlit 
Senior Coordinator,  
Energy Supply and Finance 
(202) 508-5502 
iybadlit@eei.org

Financial Analysis  
and Business Analytics Staff
Mark Agnew 
Senior Director, Financial Analysis 
(202) 508-5049 
magnew@eei.org

Bill Pfister  
Senior Director, Business Analytics 
202-508-5531 
bpfister@eei.org

Steve Frauenheim  
Senior Manager, Business Analytics  
202-508-5580 
sfrauenheim@eei.org

Wenni Zhang  
Senior Financial and Business 
Analyst  
202-508-5142  
wzhang@eei.org

Accounting and Investor 
Relations Staff
Randall Hartman  
Director, Accounting  
(202) 508-5494 
rhartman@eei.org

Dave Dougher  
Senior Manager, Accounting  
(202) 508-5570 
ddougher@eei.org

Aaron Cope 
Manager, Investor Relations 
(202) 508-5127 
acope@eei.org

Kim King  
Coordinator, Finance and Tax  
(202) 508-5493 
kking@eei.org
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Edison Electric Institute Schedule of Upcoming Meetings

To assist in planning your sched-
ule, here are upcoming meetings re-
lated to finance and accounting that 
may be of interest to you. For fur-
ther details, contact Aaron Cope at 
(202) 508-5127, Randall Hartman 
(202) 508-5494, or Dave Dougher 
(202) 508-5570.

July 27-28, 2022 
EEI/AGA FERC Accounting  
Liaison Committee Meeting  
with FERC Staff 
EEI Office 
Washington, DC

August 22-24, 2022 
EEI/AGA Utility Internal 
Auditor’s Training Courses 
JW Marriott 
Indianapolis, Indiana

August 22-25, 2022 
EEI-AGA Introduction  
to Public Utility Accounting 
and Advance Public Utility 
Accounting Training Courses 
JW Marriott 
Indianapolis, Indiana

November 13-15, 2022 
EEI Financial Conference  
Diplomat Beach Resort Hollywood 
Hollywood, FL

November 13, 2022 
EEI Treasury Group Meeting 
(Closed meeting, admittance  
by invitation only)  
Diplomat Beach Resort Hollywood 
Hollywood, FL

November 13, 2022 
Chief Financial Officers Forum 
(Closed meeting, admittance by invi-
tation only)  
Diplomat Beach Resort Hollywood 
Hollywood, FL

November (TBD), 2022 
Fall Accounting Conference 
and Property Accounting & 
Depreciation Training Seminar 

Location TBD

December (TBD), 2022 
Investor Relations Planning 
Group Meeting 
(Closed meeting, admittance  
by invitation only) 
New York, New York

December (TBD), 2022 
Wall Street Advisory  
Group Meeting 
(Closed meeting, admittance  
by invitation only)  
New York, New York

May 21-24, 2023 
Spring Accounting Conference 
Grand Hyatt 
Denver, Colorado
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($ Millions)

Earnings  Twelve Months Ending December 31

U.S. INVESTOR-OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Earnings Excluding Non-Recurring 
and Extraordinary Items 53,480  54,217 
  
Non-Recurring Items (pre-tax)  
Gain on Sale of Assets  (3,207)  (398)
Other Non-Recurring Revenues    1,161   — 
Asset Write-downs  (2,012)  (6,704)
Other Non-Recurring Expenses  (7,875)  (8,504)

Total Non-Recurring Items (11,934) (15,607)
  
  
Extraordinary Items (net of taxes)  
Discontinued Operations  731   17 
Change in Accounting Principles  —     —  
Early Retirement of Debt   —     —  
Other Extraordinary Items  —   —  
 
Total Extraordinary Items  731  17  
  
Net Income  42,277  38,627 
  
Total Non-Recurring and Extraordinary Items (11,203) (15,589)

2021 2020r

r = revised    Note: Totals may reflect rounding.    

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence and EEI Finance Department.
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U.S. Investor-Owned 
Electric Utilities
ALLETE, Inc.
Alliant Energy Corporation
Ameren Corporation
American Electric Power 
 Company, Inc.
AVANGRID, Inc.
Avista Corporation
Berkshire Hathaway Energy
Black Hills Corporation
CenterPoint Energy, Inc.
Cleco Corporate Holdings LLC
CMS Energy Corporation
Consolidated Edison, Inc.
Dominion Energy, Inc.
DTE Energy Company
Duke Energy Corporation

Edison International
Entergy Corporation
Evergy, Inc.
Eversource Energy
Exelon Corporation
FirstEnergy Corp.
Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc.
IDACORP, Inc.
MDU Resources Group, Inc.
MGE Energy, Inc.
NextEra Energy, Inc.
NiSource Inc.
NorthWestern Corporation
OGE Energy Corp.
Otter Tail Corporation

PG&E Corporation
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation
PNM Resources, Inc.
Portland General Electric Company
PPL Corporation
Public Service Enterprise Group Inc.
Puget Energy, Inc.
Sempra Energy
Southern Company
The AES Corporation *
 DPL Inc.
 IPALCO Enterprices, Inc.
Unitil Corporation
WEC Energy Group, Inc.
Xcel Energy Inc.

(At 12/31/2021)

Note: This list includes 39 publicly traded U.S. electric utility holding companies plus an additional fi ve electric utilities (shown in italics) that 
are not listed on U.S. stock exchanges because they are owned by holding companies not primarily engaged in the business of providing retail 
electric distribution services in the United States.

* The AES Corporation is not included in the count of 39, but rather its two U.S. electric utility subsidiaries are included in the group of fi ve 
italicized companies.

Other EEI Member Companies

Alaska Power & Telephone Company
American Transmission Company
Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp.
Cross Texas Transmission
Duquesne Light Company
El Paso Electric
Florida Public Utilities

Green Mountain Power
ITC Holdings Corp.
Liberty Utilities
Mt. Carmel Public Utility Company
National Grid
Ohio Valley Electric Corporation
Sharyland Utilities

Tampa Electric an Emera Company
UGI Corporation
UNS Energy Corporation
Upper Peninsula Power Company
Vermont Electric Power Company

Note: These companies are not included in the EEI Financial Review data sets for one of the following reasons: they do not provide retail electric 
distribution service (i.e., transmission-only), they are subsidiaries of foreign-owned companies, they are not traded on a major U.S. stock ex-
change, or they are owned by a non-utility holding company and the granularity of publicly available fi nancial data is insuffi cient.
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The Edison Electric Institute (EEI) is the association  
that represents all U.S. investor-owned electric 
companies. Our U.S. members provide electricity  
for 220 million Americans and operate in all 50 states 
and the District of Columbia. EEI also has dozens 
of international electric companies as International 
Members, and hundreds of industry suppliers and 
related organizations as Associate Members.

energy enhances the lives of all Americans and  
powers the economy. As a whole, the electric  
power industry supports more than 7 million jobs  
in communities across the United States and 
contributes 5 percent to the nation’s GDP.

Organized in 1933, EEI provides public policy 
leadership, strategic business intelligence, and 
essential conferences and forums.

For more information, visit our Web site at www.eei.org.

Edison Electric Institute
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004-2696
202-508-5000 | www.eei.org
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November 11, 2022 ELECTRIC UTILITY (EAST) INDUSTRY 131 
All 1najor electric utilities located in the Eastern 

region of the United States are reviewed in this 
Issue; WesternRbased electrics, in Issue 11; and the 
remaining Industry participants, in Issue 5. 

On average, this group had held up well over the 
first two-thirds of the year, down just a few per• 
centage points in value. Over the past two months, 
the market's correction finally spread to this In• 
dustry, We view the recent correction as healthy, 
since this group had grown relatively expensive 
due to a rotation into these stocks earlier this year 
for their defensive fundamentals, With the price 
declines of late, ,ve're now seeing opportunities 
for utility investors to add to their portfolios at 
more reasonable valuations than available in 
some time. In that vein, we'll discuss below some 
of the things we think utility investors should be 
considering when adding to and/or constructing 
their incon1eMoriented portfolios. 

' The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) of 2022 re• 
mains a topical subject fo1· this Industry, The 
preliminary consensus among electric utility man
agements l'egarding the new legislation is that it's 
an overall positive for this lndustl'y and cash flow 
accretive. It's not directly a boon to utilities, but 
should help to speed up the adoption of 
renewables/clean energy initiatives, as it makes 
the overall transition less painful for consumers 
through various tax incentives and subsidies for 
the next several years, 

In pal'ticulal', the Electric Utility Industry 
should benefit from the IRA based on how state 
political leadel'ship reacts to the new legislation, 
Politicians should be more open to directing 
green-energy initiatives if they believe it will be 
less of a burden on their constituencies. State 
utility regulatory agencies will likely see it as such 
also, thereby taking that into account when set
ting electric rates ancl considering the inclusion of 
renewable-ene1•gy projects in a utility's rate base 
(the property, plant, and equipment on which 
utilities are allowed to earn an economic rate of 
return, given their status as regulated monopo
lies), Interestingly, the IRA apparently defines 
nuclear, which is "non-emitting" in terms of green
house gasses, as clean energy and grants tax 
incentives/subsidies that will help utilities make 
the necessary capital investments to keep their 
nuclear plants economically viable, (Note: 
renewable-e~1ergy was covered in depth in our 
August 12th, Utility East repol't.) 

Considerations For Portfolio Construction 

First and foremost1 diversification is of the utmost 
importance. Whether an investor is positioned in just a 
few issues from this Industry or carries a portfolio 
mainly of utility and high-income stocks, they should 
have a minimum of 20 equities, and preferably more1 in 
their portfolio, with no single issue malting up much 
more than 5% of the whole, As investors1 our tendency is 
to overweight our favorite ideas. Countless studies show 
that's not a good approach over time and can be quite 
detrimental. 

INDUSTRY TIMELINESS: 76 (of 93) 

If keeping a portfolio of mainly utility stocks, that 
diversification should go beyond simple numbers. We1d 
recommend that utility investors vary their holdings 
with consideration to geography. For instance, we've 
noticed that utility stocks with geographic exposure to 
the oil patch have by and large clone better than the 
group oflate. It makes sense, as so goes oil prices, so goes 
local economies that support the utilities that serve 
them, A large overweighting to one geographic region, 
however, may create problems down the road. As an 
example, consider the investor who hypothetically was 
based in California and owned just the three major 
CaliforniaNbased issues a number of years back. All were 
stricken with wild-fire problems to varying degrees. 
PG&E filed for bankruptcy protection, and Edison Inter
national has underperformed for years. 

A balanced approach regarding diversification is adN 
vised from a number of directions. Lately, renewableN 
energy looks very promising for this Industry. Perhaps 
an investor really likes solarNoriented equities or off
shore wind directed ideas, We wouldn't advise a utility 
portfolio too overweighted in any one of these arenas, 
Recently, solarNoriented equities had a bit of a scare 
when the U.S. Department of Commerce was consider
ing a major tariff hike on imported solar panels that 
included wafers made in China. Luckily for solarN 
oriented companies that fiasco was narrowly averted by 
the Biden Administration's intervention. So balance 
across different business models, including keeping a 
core group of tried-andNtrue, conservativelyNmanaged, 
mainly-regulated utilities versus hybrid operations, 
would be advisable. 

Lastly, dividend growth matters. We discussed this 
topic at length in our most recent Utility West Industry 
report in Issue 11, dated October 21st, so we're not going 
to rehash that topic here in depth. A balanced growth• 
and incomeNoriented approach to utility selection, more 
weighted to growth, would be advisable. On a final note, 
many investors may need the dividend income from 
their utility holdings, but there are studies that show 
that this slow-growth, but steady Industry actually 
compares favorably over the long term to the broader 
market's total returns when dividend reinvestment is 
accounted for. 

Anthony J. Glennon 
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December 9, 2022 ELECTRIC UTILITY (CENTRAL) INDUSTRY 901 
All major companies in the Electric Utility (Cen

tral) Industry reported third-quarter financial re
sults and are reviewed in this Issue, 

Stocks in the the electric utility industry have 
been among the worst-performing sectors of the 
S&P 500 the past few months, but have rebounded 
as oflate, 

Through the first nine months of 2022, utilites 
were among the best-perforining segments, high
lighted by high dividend yields and the constancy 
of electric utilities. However, all but one equity 
covered in the Electric Utility (Central) Industry 
declined considerably in value since our last re
view in Septembe1•. 

The Recent Rout 
To start the year, utility stocks were a safe haven from 

market turmoil. Even in economic downturns, utilities 
have typically been among the strongest performers as 
the resource they provide is a necessity to customers. 
However, the industry could not protect investors from 
the latest market conditions. The Federal Reserve has 
continued raising interest rates aggressively, causing 
competition for this group. Indeed, income-01-iented ac
counts have been increasingly attracted to the ii.sing 
payouts offered by the bond market. 

Stocks in the Industry have tumbled in coordination 
witµ rising bond rates. The 10-year yield on Treasury 
notes climbed above 4.2% in late October, and currently 
are around 3. 7%. In contrast, most utilities lost a sig
nificant amount of value in October before rebounding in 
p1i.ce through November. As interest rates rise, the 
Treasury market will present an increasingly appealing 
alternative to stocks particularly for income-oriented 
investors, and future moves from the Fed will certainly 
dictate the performance of utilties moving forward. 

Higher Rates Continue To Drive Ea1·nings 
Rate hikes remain one of the main drivers to earnings 

for utilities. A majority of the equities covered in the 
Electric Utility (Central) Industry have subsidiaries 
that have pending or recently approved rate cases. In 
the third quarter, OGE Energy agreed to its $30 million 
rate case in Oklahoma, and implemented new fuel rates 
in Arkansas. DTE Energy recently approved its $30.6 
million hike and rates went into effect in late November. 
Rate hikes will remain necessary and beneficial, and will 
continue driving earnings growth long term. 

Positive Near-Term Outlook 
All Electric Utility Industry stocks located in the 

central region of the United States reported third
quarter results. While all of the utilities, besides Allele, 
have seen their stock p1i.ces decrease significantly, the 
near-term financial outlook remains optimistic in most 
cases, In 'fact, Allete shares have ii.sen by almost 10% 
since our last review. Management reaffirmed its 2022 
earnings-per-share range of $3.60 to $3.90, indicating 
solid earnings growth throughout the full-year. WEC 
Energy shares dropped nearly 10%, but had a strong 
financial performance in the third quarter. Earnings per 
share for the period beat our forecast, and the company 
now expects to reach the high end of its targeted range of 
$4.38 to $4.40 a share. Evergy also delivered strong 
financial results and guidance. The utility posted earn
ings of $1.86 per share, on a top line of $1.9 billion, 

INDUSTRY TIMELINESS: 66 (of 93) 

exceeding our and Wall Street's expectations. However, 
this strong performance was not enough to overcome 
macroeconomic headwinds and its shares dropped 
nearly 20% in the period. 

Dividends or Treasuries 
Utility stocks offer some of the highest dividend pay

outs in the market. The industry average of 3.2% farN 
outpaces the Value Line median yield of 2.1 %, which has 
longNmade utility stocks an enticing investment for 
income-odented accounts. However, rising Treasury 
market yields have offered investors a much safer, 
alternative investment, In October, l0Nyear yields closed 
above 4%, and have since dropped to around 3. 7%. The 
recent slip in treasury yields has already improved the 
trading conditions of utilities. 

Conclusion 
While nearly all of the stocks covered in the group lost 

a significant amount of value as of late, industrywide 
long-term capital appreciation potential remains unap
pealing. A number of utilities remain close to or inside 
our 18-month and 3-to 5-year Target Pdce Ranges. 

Almost all of the equities in the Electric Utility Indus
try have been hit hard over the past three months. 
Utilties have long served as a strong, consistent invest
ment to conservative accounts due to Above Average 
Safety ranks, and high dividend yields. As of late, 
however, utility stocks have lost appeal as interest rates 
continue to increase. IncomeNoriented investors are be
coming more attracted to 'risk-free', climbing bond yields 
versus investing in individual equities. Otter Tail Corp., 
Evergy Inc., DTE Energy, and MGE Energy were among 
the worst performers over the past three months, each 
losing more than 15% in market value over that interim. 
Most equities have fared better recently, the Utilities 
Sector Fund, XLU which had fallen 18% over the three 
months through October, is up more than 10% since. 
Despite the recent price recovery, the macroeconomic 
climate, most notably rising interest rates, will continue 
to put utility stocks under duress. 

Zachary J. Hodgkinson 

Electric Utility 
RELATIVE STRENGTH (Ratio of Industry to Value Line Comp.) 
150 

120 

90 

75 

60 

45 

30 

. 
V 

1 5 
2016 2017 

I\ 

" ' , 
I ~ / ,-

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Index: June, 1967 = 100 

0 2022 Valu& l.kie, Inc, All rights 1e-SM'ed. Factual malerial Is obtained from SO\lfre!l beliewd !O ba reliable and is p,-umed 11ilh01.11 wanan~es o1 arr-; kind. 
TI-IE PUBUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR AfN ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. llis publication ls stricUy for subscnber's own, non-commercial, !n!ema! use, No part 
or ii may be rnproduu-d, r!Scl,1, stored or transmil!ed /n arrt pJinli:d, el~ooic or ofuer IO!lll, 01 used lor gM,:,~fu".J or mrul,;.eM(I any prinled or electton.lc PIJbkalioo, sMl,ce or predict. 

To subscribe call 1-800-VALUELINE 



Docket No. UE 416 Staff/411 Muldoon/3

January 20, 2023 ELECTRIC UTILITY (WEST) INDUSTRY 2195 
All major electric utilities located in the Western 

region of the Unitecl States are reviewed in this 
Issue; Eastern-based electrics, in Issue 1; and the 
remaining Industry participants, in Issue 5, 

Electric utility stocks turned in a decent perfor
mance in 2022, On average, the group held up well, 
down just 2% over the course of the year compared 
to a more than 19% decline in the S&P 500, There 
was a stretch from late su1nmer to early autumn 
when inte1•est rate sensitive stocks sold off se
verely, We viewed it as a good opportunity for 
utility investors to add to their holdings, Since our 
review three months ago, the 35 electric utilities 
included within The Value Line Investment Survey 
are up more than 14% on average, outperforming 
the S&P 500 by nearly eight percentage points. 

At present, 3- to 5-year total return prospects for 
electrics look thin, with the median level at just 
7%, Although there is a generally reduced risk 
level in owning utilities, given that they're regu
lated monopolies, we'd still like to see roughly 10% 
long-ternt total return potential in order to recom
mend them to utility investors. That's in line with 
the long-run average for the broad market, Mean
while, the median dividend yield of electric utility 
stocks is 3.5%, 130 basis points above the average 
of all dividend-paying issues covered by Value 
Line. 

Topical Considerations 

The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) of 2022 remains a 
topical subject for this Industry. The preliminary con
sensus among electric utility managements regarding 
the new legislation is that it's an overall positive for this 
Industry and cash flow accretive. While the IRA won't 
deliver a windfall to the companies within this group, it 
should help to speed up the adoption ofrenewables/clean 
energy initiatives, as it makes the overall process more 
palatable to consumers through tax incentives and sub
sidies over the next several years. 

Moreover, electric utilities should in theory profit from 
the IRA based largely on how state political leadership 
reacts to the new legislation. Politicians ought to be 
more willing to push for renewable-energy initiatives if 
the transition is perceived as less burdensome on their 
constituencies. State utility commissions are likely to 
see it similarly, We expect they will take the consumer 
subsidies into account when setting electric rates, and 
considering the inclusion of renewable-energy projects 
in a utilities rate base (RB). (The RB is the dollar value 
of the property, plant, and equipment on which a utility 
is allowed to earn a specified economic rate of return, 
given its status as a regulated monopoly.) 

We found it interesting that the IRA defines nuclear 
power, which is "non-emitting" in terms of green-house 
gases, as clean energy. The act grants tax 
incentives/subsidies that will help electric utilities make 
the necessary capital improvements to keep their 
nuclear power plants economically viable. (Note: for a 
more in depth discussion of renewable-energy prospects, 
please see our August 12th, Utility East report.) 

INDUSTRY TIMELINESS: 87 (of 93) 

Utility Portfolio Considel'ations 

First, we want to be clear that we're not suggesting 
subscribers own a portfolio primarily made up of utili
ties. However, for those so inclined we'd like to share 
some considerations. Diversification is very important. 
Whether an investor is positioned in just a few issues 
from this Industry or carries a portfolio mainly of utility 
and high-income stocks, they should have a minimum of 
20 equities, and preferably more. No single issue should 
make up much more than 5% of the whole. As investors, 
our tendency is to overweight our favorite ideas. That 
should be avoided. Countless studies show that ap
proach can be quite detrimental. 

If keeping a portfolio with a high weighting of utilities, 
diversification should extend beyond simple numbers. 
Investors should vary their holdings with considerations 
to geography, Natural disasters could wreak havoc on a 
portfolio with too much geographic exposure to the same 
area. A shift in regulatory climate could be problematic 
in that regard, as well, 

A balanced approach to diversification from numerous 
directions is advisable. Lately, renewable energy looks 
promising for this industry. An investor may be en
thused with solar-oriented equities, or offshore-wind
directed ideas. It would be better to seek diversification 
across various business models, including keeping a core 
of some conservatively-managed, mainly regulated utili
ties as opposed to too many hybrid operations. 

Lastly, dividend growth matters. This was discussed 
in depth in our last Utility West Industry report, dated 
October 21st. A balanced growth- and income-oriented 
approach to utility selection, weighted more to growth is 
advisable. On a final note, many investors may need the 
dividend income from their utility holdings, but there 
are studies which show that this relatively slow-growth, 
but steady Industry actually compares reasonably well 
over the long run to the broader market's total returns 
when dividend reinvestment is accounted for. This is the 
power of compounding. 

Anthony J. Glennon 
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" STOCK INDEX 
l0B11Y 139 172 134 shares 10 ~Ire~- 1 yr. -4.7 -13.4 
~:,000 39jfJ 44Jgg 44JJg traded 5 - n:: :~~:g ~:: l-,"'e'l""'l,..o'E.!.!"-.,.-""""-..-"'""'-1------ __, __ _,_'"-----~'-.....+----l 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5-27 

25.23 27.33 24.57 21.57 25.34 
4.14 4.42 4.23 3.57 4.35 
2.77 3.08 2.82 1.89 2.19 
1.45 1.64 1.72 1.76 1.76 
3.37 6.82 9.24 9.05 6.95 

21.90 24.11 25.37 26.41 27.26 
30.40 30.80 32.60 35.20 35.80 

16.5 14.8 13.9 16.1 16.0 
.89 .79 .84 1.07 1.02 

3.2% 3.6% 4.4% 5.8% 5.0% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 

24.75 
4.91 
2.65 
1.78 
6.38 

28.78 
37.50 

14.7 
.92 

4.6% 

Total Debt $2043.7 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $390.7 mill. 
LT Debi $1653.0 milL LT Interest $65.9 mill, 
(l T interest earned: 2.7x} 

24.40 24.60 24.77 30.27 
5.01 5.35 5.68 6.79 
2.58 2.63 2.90 3.38 
1.84 1.90 1.96 2.02 

10.30 7.93 12.48 5.84 
30.48 32.44 35.06 37.07 
39.40 41.40 45.90 49.10 

15.9 18.6 17.2 15.1 
1.01 1.05 .91 .76 

4.5% 3.9% 3.9% 4.0% 
961.2 1018.4 1136.8 1486.4 

97.1 104.7 124.8 163.4 
28.1% 21.5% 22.6% 19.4% 
5.3% 4.4% 6.3% 2.0% 

43.7% 44.6% 44.2% 46.3% 
66.3% 55.4% 55.8% 53.7% 

27.01 27.78 29.10 23.99 22.44 26.68 27.20 27.60 Revenues per sh 29.50 
7.08 6.59 7.37 7.24 7.52 7.54 8.00 8.50 "Cash flow" per sh 9.75 
3.14 3.13 3.38 3.33 3.35 3.23 3.75 3.95 Earnings per sh A 4.75 
2.08 2.14 2.24 2.35 2.47 2.52 2.60 2.70 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh 8 • t 3.00 
5.35 4.08 6.07 11.55 13.78 8.90 3.70 5.95 Cap'I Spending l)(lr sh 7.25 

38.17 40.47 41.86 43.17 44.04 45.38 47.00 49.10 Book Value per sh c 54.00 
49.60 51.10 51.50 51.70 52.IO 53.20 57.00 58.00 Common Shs Oulsl'g O 61.00 
18.6 23.0 22.2 24.7 18.3 20.6 Boldtlg resare AvgAnn'IP/ERalio 17,0 
.98 1.16 1.20 1.32 .94 1.10 Va/11, Ll11e Relative PIE Ra!lo .95 

3.6% 3.0% 3.0% 2.9% 4.0% 3.8% eSI/I ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 3.7% 

1339,7 1419.3 1498.6 1240.5 1169.1 1419.2 1550 1600 Revenues ($mill) 1800 
155.3 159.2 174.1 172.4 174.2 169.2 215 230 Net Profit /$milll 290 

11.3% 14.8% .. .. NMF NMF NMF NMF Income Tax Rate NMF 
1.4% .8% .7% 1.3% 1.1% 1.5% 2.0% 2.0% AFUDC % to Net Prom 1.0% 

42.0% 41.0% 39.9% 38.6% 41.0% 42.2% 39.5% 39.5% Long-Term Debi Rallo 40.5% 
58.0% 59.0% 60.1% 61.4% 69.0% 57.8% 60.5% 60.5% Common Eouitv Ra!lo 59.5% 

Pension Assets-12121 $745.7 mill. 4465 4700 Total Cap!lal ($mill) 5550 
Obllg$911.7mlll. 5215 5300 NetPlant/$mllll 5675 

2134.6 2425.9 2882.2 3388.9 3263.4 3507.4 35B4.3 3632.8 3887.8 4176.3 

Pfd Stock None f--"~"-+""'~+-"'°"""-+""""'-+-"'""'+"""'""--1-""":';"'+"""-il-""~+~"'--l-'5'",5"%+--'5_"5•"%-lR;;'e"tu"rn""o,.n~T""ot"",1'"'c-,p-•1~+---'6."0•"%-I 
2347.6 2576.5 3286.4 3669.1 3741.2 3822.4 3904.4 4377.0 

5.6% 5.3% 5.2% 5.8% 5.8% 5.5% 5.8% 5.6% 
4840.8 5!00.2 

6.3% 4.8% 
Common Stock 57,161,878 shs. 8.1% 7.8% 7.8% 9.0% 8.2% 7.7% 8.1% 7.7% 7.6% 7.0% 7.5% 8.0% Relurn on Shr, Equity 9.0% 

8.1% 7.8% 7.8% 9.0% 8.2% 7.7% 8.1% 7.7% 7.6% 7.0% 7.5% 8.0% Return on Com Eou!tv E 9.0% 
MARKET CAP: $3.8 bllllon (Mld Cap) 2.3% 2.2% 2.5% 3.6% 2.8% 2.4% 2.7% 2.3% 2.11% 1.5% 2.5% 2.5% Retained lo Com Eq 3.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 71% 72% 67% 60% 66% 68% 66% 70% 74% 78% 69% 68% All Dlv'ds lo Net Prof 63% 

%CheroaR&.ailSates(KWH) 
2
~1.i ~i~g +~~~i BUSINESS: ALLETE, Inc. ls !he parent or Minnesota Power, which energy projects. Acq'd U.S. Water Services 2/15; sold it 3/19. Gen-

A19.l:1d(;stuse(MWll NA NA NA supplies electricity to 146,000 customers in northeastern MN, & Su- erating sources: coal, 28%; vAnd, 10%; other, 4%; purchased, 58%. 
Avg.lrio'ust.Re;s.~l(WH{C) NA NA NA perior Water, light & Power In norlhwestern WI. Elec!ric rev. break- Fuel cosls: 40% of revs. '21 deprec. rate: 3.2%. Has 1,400 emp!oy-
Ci1P:3c,':yatPeaI(Aii) NA NA NA down: !aconite mining/processing, 26%; paper/wood products, 9%; ees. Chairman, President & CEO: Bethany M. Owen. Inc.: M!n-
~}~~~:~~

1/,tt 15JX 15~2 15JA other industrial, 8%; residential, 13%; commerclal, 13%; who!esale, nesota. Address: 30 West Superior SI., Duluth, MN 55802-2093. 
_¾_ChMge--'-_~_sm_,_"~!~vg~) ___ N_A __ N_A __ N_A,_1_4'~,;~o-~_e~r,_1_6'_¼_._AL_L_E_TE_C_le_M_~_,~~~y~(-~_E~)_o_oo_s_ro_ne_w_,_bl_e_T_el_.:_2_18_·2_7_9-_50_0_0._ln_t_er_ne_l,_1vww __ ,a_lle_~_.c_o_m_. ______ __, 

Fl!(,j Oia:ge th1. (%) 277 230 219 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd'19-'21 
of change (per sh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs. to '25·'27 
Revenues .. -2,5% 
"Cash Flow" 5.5% 2.5% 
Earnings 4.0% 1.0% 
Dividends 3.5"/o 4.0% 
Book Value 5.0% 3.5% 
Cal-

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 

Cal• 
endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
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endar 
2018 
2019 
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2021 
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QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) 
Mar.31 Jun. 30 Sep. 30 Dec. 31 
357.2 290.4 288.3 304.6 
311.6 243.2 293.9 320.4 
339.2 335.6 345.4 399.0 
383.5 373. I 388.3 405.1 
40/i 390 400 410 

EARNINGS PER SHARE A 
Mar,31 Jun. 30 Sen, 30 Dec, 31 

1.18 .64 .60 .92 
1.28 .39 .78 .90 
.99 .53 .53 1.18 

1.24 .67 .59 1.25 
1.30 .65 .90 1.10 

QUARTERLY DMDENDS P~D • • j 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 

.56 .56 .56 .56 

.5875 .5875 ,5875 ,5875 
,6175 .6175 .6175 .6175 
. 63 .63 .63 .63 
.65 .65 .65 .65 

3.0% 
4.5% 
6.0% 
3.5% 
3.5% 

Full 
Vear 

1240.5 
1169.1 
1419.2 
1550 
1600 

Full 
Year 
3.33 
3.35 
3.23 
3.75 
3.95 
Full 
Year 
2.24 
2.35 
2.47 
2.52 

ALLETE's Minnesota Power subsidi- dated earnings per share range of $3.60 to 
ai.·y had its rate case hearing extended $3.90. 
and the utility awaits a decision by The Inflation Reduction Act should 
the end of February, with final rates greatly improve the continued chal
likely being implemented in mid-2023, lenging operating environment, The 
Minnesota Power also filed a proposed biggest benefit should be the effect of prod
agreement that would add 400 Inegawatts uction tax credits and investment tax cred
of wind energy and 300 megawatts of solar its. The tax credits will provide new in
energy as the company remains committed vestment options, especially in clean ener
to increasing renewable energy and gy. The utility expects to add $45-$50 mil
providing 100% carbon-free energy by lion of credits in 2023 due to the Act. 
2050. Meanwhile, Superior Water, Light Shares of ALLETE have been 
and Power, the cornpany's subsidiary in downgraded to Below Average (4) for 
Wisconsin, expects a final order in its rate Timeliness, The stock is also trading 
case by the end of the year. The case above the midpoint of our 18-month Tar
would generate $4.3 million of additional get Price Range due to a recent uptick in 
annual 1·evenue if its proposed rate in- its value. In fact, these shares aTe up more 
c1.·ease of 3.6% is approved. than 8% since our last review in early Sep
ALLETE posted third-quarter earn- tember, among one of the best-performing 
ings of $0.59 per share on net income equities in the utility industry, which has 
of $33.7 million, a $6.1 million in- been under pressure due to rising interest 
crease year over year. Interim rates at rates. ·while long-term capital appreciation 
Minnesota Power, along with a strong potential does not stand out, an attractive 
showing from the regulated operations dividend yield of 3.9% is above the utility 
segment were the main drivers to an im- average. Too, ALLETE has a high score for 
proved performance in the September peri- Price Stability and is ranked Above Aver
od. Our earnings estimate remains at the age (2) for Safety . 
midpoint of management's full-year up- Zachary J. Hodgkinson December 9, 2022 

(A) Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains {loss}: '15, 
(46¢): '17, 25¢; '19, 26¢; loss on disc. ops.: '06, 
2¢. '19 EPS don't sum due to roundin~, Next 
eamfngs report due early Feb, (8) Div ds his• 

torically paid In early Mar., June, Sept. and 
Dec. • Div'd reinvest. plan ava!I. t Shareholder 
Invest plan avail. fC) Incl. deferred charges. In 
'21: $9.62/sh. (D) n mill. (E) Rate base: Orig, 

cost depr. Rate all'd In MN on com. eq. !n '18: 
9.25%; earned on avg. com. eq., '21: 7.2%. 
Regul. Climate: Avg, (F) Summer peak In '21. 

Company's Financial Strength 
Slock's Price S!abl!lty 
Price Growth Persistence 
Earnings Pred!clablllty 

A 
90 
35 
90 
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:~~f ~~§ ~l1 ~~i 
Percent 
shares 
traded 

24 
16 
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Hld'ilfooo 195423 188290 192005 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

14.46 
2.16 
1.03 
.58 

1.71 
11.42 

15.57 
2.56 
1.35 
.64 

2.46 
12.15 

16.67 
2.28 
1.27 
.70 

3.98 
12.78 

15.51 
2.10 

.95 

.75 
5.43 

12.54 

15.40 
2.60 
1.38 
.79 

3.91 
13.05 

16.51 
2.75 
1.38 
,85 

3.03 
13.57 

232.25 220.72 220,90 221.31 221.79 222.04 
16.8 
.91 

15.l 
.80 

13.4 
.81 

13.9 
.93 

12.5 
,80 

14,5 
.91 

3.3% 3.1% 4.1% 5.7% 4.6% 4.3% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 
Total Debi $8611 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $2126 mlll. 
LT Debt $7570 mill. LT Interest $272 mill. 
\LT Interest earned: 3.3x) 

Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $2 ml!I. 

Pension Assels•12121 $1011 mlll. 
Obllg $1251 mill. 

Pfd Slack None 

Common Slock 251,021,830 shs. 

MARKET CAP: $14.0 bllllon (Large Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

I 
' " 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
13.94 
2.95 
1.53 
,90 

5.22 
14.12 

221,97 
14.5 

,92 

14.77 
3.34 
1.65 
,94 

3.32 
14.79 

221.89 
15.3 
.86 

15.10 
3.49 
1.74 
1.02 
3.78 

15.54 
221.87 

18.8 
.87 

14.34 
3.45 
1.69 
1.10 
4.25 

16.41 
226.92 

18.1 
.91 

4.1% 3.7% 3.5% 3.6% 
3094.5 3276.8 3350.3 3253.6 
337.8 382,1 395.7 390.9 

21.5% 12.4% 10.1% 15.3% 
6.5% 8.1% 8.8% 9.4% 

48.4% 46.1% 49.7% 47.3% 
48.4% 50.8% 47.5% 50.0% 
6476.6 6461.0 7257.2 7446.3 
7838.0 7147.3 6442.0 8970.2 

6.3% 7.rt/o 6.5% 6.3% 
10.1% 11.0% 10.8% 10.0% 
10.3% 
3.9% 
64% 

11.3% 
4.9% 
57% 

11.2% 10.2% 
4.6% 
60% 

3.6% 
66% 

14.58 
3.43 
1.65 
1.18 
5.26 

16.96 
227.67 

22.3 
1.17 

3.2% 
3320.0 
384,0 

13.4% 
16.3% 
51.5% 
46.1% 
8377.6 
9809.9 

5.6% 
9.5% 
9.7% 
2.8% 
72% 

14.62 
3.97 
1.99 
1.26 
6.34 

18.08 
231.35 

20.6 
1.04 

3.1% 

14.97 
4.32 
2.19 
1.34 
6.92 

19.43 
236.06 

19.1 
1.03 

3.2% 
3382.2 3534.5 

466,1 522,3 
12.5% 
10.7% 
47.8% 
49.8% 
8392.8 
!0798 
6.7% 

10.6% 
10,9% 
4,0% 
64% 

8.4% 
14.5% 
52.3% 
45.7% 
10032 
12462 
6.3% 

10.9% 
11.2% 
4.4% 
62% 

14.89 
4.59 
2.33 
1.42 
6.69 

21.24 
245.02 

21.2 
1.13 

2.9% 

3647,7 
567.4 

10.8% 
16.3% 
50.6% 
47.6% 
10938 
13527 
6,3% 

10,5% 
10.7% 
4.2% 
61% 

lHIS VL ARrrtt.• 
STOCK IIWEX 

1 yr. -5.0 -13.4 . ' 3 yr. 6.0 35.8 
5 yr. 38.9 45.6 

2020 2021 2022 2023 © VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 
13.67 14,65 16.35 16.90 Revenues per sh 
4.92 5.25 5.50 5.75 "Cashflow"persh 
2.47 2.63 2.70 2.95 Earnings per sh A 

1.52 1.61 1.71 1.81 D!v'dDecl'dpersh 8 •t 
5.47 4.67 5.90 5.90 Cap'I Spending per sh 

22.76 23.91 25.05 26.25 BookVafuepersh c 
249.87 250.47 251,00 251,50 Common Shs Outsl'g 0 

21.2 21.2 Bald fig resare AvgAnn'IP/ERalio 
1.09 1.13 Valm Line RelaUve PIE Ra!lo 

2.9% 2.9% eslifi ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yleld 
3416,0 3669.0 4100 4250 Revenues{$mlll) 
624.0 674.0 700 745 Net Prolill$milll 
10.8% NMF 4.0% 4.0% Income Tax Rate 
8.8% 3.7% 4.0% 5.0% AFUDC % lo Net Profit 

53.5% 52.9% 54.5% 54.0% Long-Term Debt Ratio 
44.9% 47.1% 45.5% 46.0% CommonEoultvRallo 
12657 12725 13875 14425 Total Capllal ($mill) 
14336 14987 16025 17075 Net Planll$mllll 
5.9% 6.3% 6.0% 6.0% Return on Total Cap'] 

10.6% 11.3% 1/.0% 11.5% ReturnonShr.Equlty 
10.8% 11.0% 1/.0% 11.5% RetumonComEaullv E 

4.2% 4.3% 4.5% 4.5% Retained lo Com Eq 
62% 62% 61% 61% All Div'ds to Net Prof 

-
-
5-27 

18.50 
6.75 
3.50 
2.15 
6.25 

30.25 
253.00 

18.0 
1.00 

3.7% 

4700 
885 

4.0% 
6.0% 

55.0% 
45.0% 
17100 
20300 
6.5% 

11.5% 
11.5% 
4.5% 
61% 

2019 2020 
-2,2 -2.3 

2021 BUSINESS: Alliant Energy Corporation (formerly Interstate Energy) 29%; wholesale, 8%; other, 2%. Geneia1ing sources: coal, 32%; +3.7 
11448 11134 NA is a holding company formed through !he merger of WPL Holdings, gas, 32%; wind, 16%; other, 1%; purchased, 19%. Fuel cos!s: 25% 

6.98 7.55 
NA NA 

7.64 IES Industries, and Interstate Power. Supplies electricity to 985,000 of revs. '21 reported deprec. rates: 2.9%·6,1%. Has 3,300 employ-
5626 5496 NA customers and gas lo 425,000 customers In Wisconsin, Iowa, and ees. Chairman, President & CEO: John o. Larsen. Inc.: Wisconsin. 

NA NA 
5~f Minnesota. Electric revenue by stale: WI, 43%; IA, 56%. MN, 1%. Address: 4902 N. BIitmore Lane, Madison, Wisconsin 53718-2148. 

+.8 rE_le~,l~ric_ra_ve_n_ue_:_r_es_ld_e_nt_la_t, _3_6'_¼_; _co_m_m_,_rc_taJ_, _2_5'_¼_: _tn_du_s_tn_al_, _T_al_.: _60_8_,4_59-_3_3_1_1 ._ln_le_rn_e_t:_1W11_v_,a_llian_te_ne_r~9y_,c_o_m_, -----< 
FttOOCha•geC-Ov.(%) 265 251 259 Alliant Enel'gy came up a bit shol't in power for more than 180,000 homes at 

rA_N_N_U~A~L-R-A~TE~S--P,-,-,--,,-,-1-E-,~1.-d-,1-g.-,2--f1 the September quarter. Indeed, on a times when sun- and wind-power genera-

+.6 +,6 

ofchall{le(persh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs, to'25-'27 reported basis, the Wisconsin-based elec- tion is inadequate. 
Revenues -1.0% -.5% 4.5% tric utility earned $0.90 a share in the pe- The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) 
"Cash Flow" 7.0% 7.5% 5.5% riod, down 12% year over year, even as that was signed into law in mid-
Earnings 7.0% 8,0% 6.0% 11 $ A Dividends 6.5% 6.5% 6.0% overa revenue rose 11 %, to nearly 1.14 ugust is expected to be a big benefit. 
Book Value 5.5% 7,0% 5.0% billion, Weighing on EPS was, among As we understand it, new financing op-

>---0-,1-. ~-Q-UA-R-TE_R_LY-R-EV-E-NU_E_S_($-ml-11.-) ~-,-u---rll other things, a oneMtime charge below the tions under the IRA will enable Alliant 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep,30 Dec,31 Year operating line (included in our estimates). Energy to take full ownership of 12 solar

r.c20cc1'c9+':c9c'87c'.2c--'-=7cc90cc_2;--c::;99e:0cc.2;--c'c88cc0-c_1+ 3cc6-c47"=1_7 Notably, AUiant wrote down the value of power farms that it currently shares with 
2020 916 763 920 817 3416,0 tax assets on its balance sheet aftei· Iowa's several investment partners. According to 
2021 901 817 1024 927 3669.0 Department of Revenue announced a 1·e- a recent report1 the transition could save 
2022 1068 943 1135 954 4100 duction in state levies on corporate income the utility and its customers upwards of 
2023 1100 925 1175 1050 4250 beginning next year. That said, operating $138 million. 

rc~,~,_+=~E~A~RN"IN=:G°'S~P~ER~s"H~AR~E~A=---j~F~ul'-II conditions remained generally favorable, Shares of Alliant Energy are ranked 4 
endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep,30 Dec,31 Year with warmer-thanMnormal weather driving (Below Average) for relative yearR 

~~~~l7~-+--:~~~~-:~~:-~:i~:--::~:-+--~~:~cc-i~ ~:h~-!~~~.il~ ~fi;~t'~i;i~~:~·st!~~d fod~i;~.\~~~:ity ~~t~ti::i~l:e ~h~:~~l'~1::rb~y~;n1:r1~i'~t~~: 
2021 .68 .57 L02 .35 2.63 T e uh 1ty s investment roa map 1nR vestors wi 1 also do better elsewhere, 
2022 .77 .63 .90 .40 2.70 eludes a notable amount of energy Notably, at 3.2%, the dividend yield is be-
2023 ,80 ,65 1.05 .45 2,95 stol'age. In late September, Alliant filed a low both the utility average and less-risky 

r-0-,-,_-+7QU7 A~R-TE~R~LY~D~IV~ID-E~ND-S~P7Al~D-,-,~j+-,-ul--<I plan with the Public Service Commission returns offered by United States 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Year of Wisconsin, calling for the addition of Treasuries. Prospects over the next 18 

~
20
=
1
=
3
---¥=~==~=~==4-=c., 175 megawatts of battery storage in the months and the 3R to 5-year period are 

2019 •335 •335 •335 •335 1.34 state. Specifically, the facilities would be also subpar. Like many electric utility isR 
2020 ::

5 
:~

5 
:~~

5 
::

5 t:~ located in Grant and Wood counties, sues, the recent quotation is within our 
2021 .4025 .4025 .4025 .4025 1.61 alongside two previously~approved solar 2025R2027 Target Price Range. 
2022 .4275 .4275 .4275 .4275 arrays. Importantly, they'd provide bridge Nils C, Van Liew December 9, 2022 

(A) DIiuted EPS, Exel. nonrecurring lesses: '11, 
1¢; '12, Be. '20 & '21 EPS don't sum due to 
rounding. Next earnings report due late Feb. 
(B) Divldends h!storically paid In mid-Feb., 

May, Auj·• and Nov, • Dividend relnveslmen! base: Orig. cost. Rates all'd on com. eq. In IA Company's Financial Strength A 
planaval.tShareho!derlrwestmentplanavail. !n '20: various: in WI In '22: 10%; earned on Stock'sPrlceStablllly 95 
(C) Incl. deferred charges. In '21: $1,980 mill., avg. com. eq., '21: 11.3%. Regulatory Climate: Price Growth Persistence 70 
$7.91/sh. (D) In millions, adj. for split. (E) Rate Wisconsin, Above Average; Iowa, Average. Earnings Predlclabllity 95 

© 2022 Value Line, lno. All ri(lhts resewed. Factual malenal Is ob1a:ne<l horn sources bef:aved lo be reliable and Is provided w,tllout warrantes of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESP6NSIBLE FOR MY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN, Thts pub!icaUon Is slrlcUy !or subscrlber's own, non-commerc!al, Internal use. No part 
or it may he reproduced, resold, s\ored or transm'tled in 8Ir/ prin'.ed, electronic or o!her form, or used !or generating 01 maikefng My prinled 01 ele,:110n'c publ:cafon, service or prodoct. 

To subscribe call 1-800•VALUELINE 
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AMERICAN ELEC. PWR. NDQ-AEP l~i~ENT 95 22 IPre 18 6 (Trailing: 19.7) RELATIVE 114 IDIV'D 3.5% ' 
, RATIO , Median: 17,0 PIE RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 3 Raised 4l1t22 High: 41.7 45.4 51.6 63.2 65.4 71.3 78.1 81.1 96.2 105.0 91.5 105.6 Target Price Range 

1 Rafaed3/17117 
Low: 33.1 37.0 41.8 45.8 52.3 56.B 61.8 62.7 72.3 65.1 74.8 80.3 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

2 loRered 111181;12 
- 29.40 x o:vidends p sh ' 200 TECHNICAL , , . . . ~i~i~~e bp)~~em~~n~f~e 

BETA .75 {1.oO .. Mruke1) 0B~~~~ V:!a indicales recession 
160 

18-Month Target Price Range . ---. ----. 
,11""'' .,,~ ,. ,i ~ 100 

Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 
,, . 

80 
111q 11 1: 60 $89-$127 $108 (15%) ----:-:-11,I "'tll I ' 50 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS 
,,,,,, 111,t" 40 

Ann'I Total '1"11'"'· ,ll'rplT :•J 30 Price Gain Return .... .. .... •··· ..... ......... ,: ..... ', ...... High 120 (+25%) 9% .,,••· ...... , ........... ...... ••,• ........... ....... 
·•••••· low 100 (+5% 5% i ••'•,•····· 

20 
% TOT. RETURN 10/22 lnstltutlonal Decisions IBIS VlARITil' 

102022 202022 302022 Percent 
24~ 

I STOCK INDEX 

:~tl :~~ ~~ :~i 1 yr. 66.7 -13.4 >-shares 16 ~ 

traded 8 
.,. ' 3Yr, ·7,5 35.8 ~ Hld;rooo 352433 385400 384675 5 yr, 25.7 45.6 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
31.82 33.41 35.56 28.22 30.01 31.27 30.77 31.48 34.78 33,51 33.31 31.35 32.84 31.49 30.04 33.30 35.20 35.95 Revenues per sh 38.55 
6.67 6.80 6.84 6.32 6.29 6.83 6.92 7.02 7.57 7.98 8.47 7.95 8.77 9.35 10.28 10.98 11.50 11.95 ''Cash Flow" per sh 14.00 
2.86 2.86 2.99 2.97 2.60 3.13 2.98 3.18 3.34 3.59 4.23 3.62 3.90 4.08 4.42 4.96 5.00 5.35 Earnings per sh A 6.50 
1.50 1.58 1.64 1.64 1.71 1.85 1.88 1.95 2.03 2.15 2.27 2.39 2.53 2.71 2.84 3.00 3.17 3.35 Div'd Decl'd per sh 8 ■ t 4.00 
8.89 8.80 9.83 6.19 5.07 5.74 6.45 7.75 8.68 9.37 9.98 11.79 12.89 12.43 12.72 11.43 15.35 14.15 Cap'I SJ){!nding per sh 14.00 

23.73 25.17 26.33 27.49 28.33 30.33 31.37 32.98 34.37 36.44 35.38 37.17 38.58 39.73 41.38 44.49 47.30 50.30 Book Value per sh c 59.00 
396.67 400.43 406.07 478.05 480.81 483.42 485.67 487.78 489.40 491.05 491.71 492.01 493.25 494.17 496.60 504.21 514.00 523.00 Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 545.00 

12.9 16,3 13.1 10.0 13.4 11.9 13.8 14.5 15.9 15,8 15.2 19.3 18.0 21.4 19.6 17.1 Bold fig res ere Avg Ann'! PIE Ratio 17.0 
.70 .87 .79 .67 .85 .75 .88 .81 .84 .80 .80 .97 .97 1.14 1.01 .93 Valu, Line Relative PIE RaUo .95 

4.1% 3.4% 4.2% 5.5% 4.9% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.8% 3.8% 3.5% 3.4% 3.6% 3.1% 3.3% 3.5% cs/in a/es Avg Ann'/ Dlv'd Yield 3.6% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 14945 15357 17020 18453 16380 15425 16196 15561 14919 16792 18100 18800 Revenues ($m!IJ) 21000 
Total Debt $36349 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $12886 mlll, 1443,0 1549.0 1634.0 1763.4 2073.6 1783,2 1923,8 2019.0 2200.1 2488.1 2580 2775 Nel Profit t$mllh 3565 LT Debi $33647 mill. LT Interest $1067 mill. 33.9% 36.2% 37.8% 35.1% 26.8% 33.7% 5.8% .7% 1.9% 4.6% 7.0% 7,0% Income Tax Rate 7.0% Incl. $549.4 mil!. securi!lzed bonds. Incl. $500,7 
mill. finance leases. 11.2% 7.3% 9.0% 11.0% 8.0% 8.0% 10.7% 12.7% 9.7% 7.8% 7.0% 7,0¾ AFUDC % lo Net Profit 5.0% 
(LT interest earned: 3.2x) 50.6% 51.1% 49.0% 49.8% 50.0% 51.5% 53.2% 56.1% 58.5% 58.3% 58.0¾ 58.0% Long-Term Debt Ral!o 57.5% 
Leases, Uncapllallzed Annual rentals $119.6 mill. 49.4% 48.9% 51.0% 50.2% 50.0% 48.5% 46.8% 43.9% 41.5% 41.7% 42.0% 42.0% Common Eoultv Ratio 42.5% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $5352.9 mill. 30823 32913 33001 35633 34775 37707 40677 44759 49537 53734 57775 62950 Tolal Capilal ($mill) 75900 Obllg $5187.0 mil!. 38763 40997 44117 46133 45639 50262 55099 60138 63902 66001 70650 74600 Nel Plan! 1$mlll\ 87300 Pfd Sieck Nona 

6.1% 6,0% 6.3% 6.1% 7.2% 5.9% 5.9% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'I 5.5% 
Common Stock 513,863,678 shs. 9,5% 9,6% 9.7% 9.9% 11.9% 9.8% 10.1% 10,3% 10.7% 11.1% 11.0% 10.5% Return on Shr. Equity 11.0% 
as of 10/27/22 9,5% 9,6% 9.7% 9.9% 11.9% 9.8% 10,1% 10.3% 10.7% 11.1% 11.0% 10.5% Return on Com Enu!tv E 11.0% 
MARKET CAP: $48,9 bllllon (Large Cap) 3.5% 3.7% 3.8% 3.9% 5.5% 3.2% 3,5% 3.4% 3.8% 4.3% 4.0% 4.0% Retained to Com Eq 4.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 63% 62% 61% 60% 54% 67% 65% 67% 65% 61% 63% 63% All Dlv'ds lo Net Prof 62% 
%ChaniloRetaJSaies(KWH) 2i1.~ 2020 ~i~J BUSINESS: American Eleclric Power Company Inc. (AEP), 1hrough barge operation in '15. Generating sources not available. Fuel 
Avg.!~ef0s!.Use(MWHl NA NA NA 10 operating utilities, serves 5.5 million customers in Arkansas, cos!s: 33% of revenues. '21 reported depreciation ra!es (utility): 
A1~.l.1ts!.Re-,s.per!(WH(e) NA NA NA Kentucky, Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennes- 2.6%·12.5%. Has 16,700 employees. Chairman, President & CEO: ~~~f1~~:(I/.N) ~~ ~! NA see, Texas, Virginia, & West Virginia. Has a transmission subsldi· Nicholas K. Akins. COO: Lisa Barton. Incorporated: New York. Ad· 
AflriiMIL-0adF~lor('/,) NA NA ~~ ary. Electric revenue breakdown: residential, 43%; commercial, dress: 1 Riverside Plaza, Columbus, Ohio 43215-2373, Telephone: 
%CharQaCus\oo-,erso1-e~d) +,3 + 1.0 NA 23%; lndus1rial, 18%; wholesale, 10%; other, 6%. Sold commercial 614-716-1000. Internet: www.aep.com, 
RrndCha'9eCw.(¾) 234 243 272 American Electric Power will soon to meet or exceed its full-year guid-
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd ,19_,21 complete a divestiture, and the com- ance. American continues to realize 
o!change(persh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs, to'25-'27 pany is interested in shedding othei· above-forecast, weather-normalized load 
Revenues .5% ·1.5% 3.5% assets, AEP expects to raise $1.46 billion (the amount of electricity on the grid at 
"Cash Flow" 4.5% 5.0% 5.5% from the sale of its Kentucky Power sub- any given time), which is now 2.6% above 
5fJ1~~~~s t:8~ ::8~ ~:g~ sidiary. The motivation for the sale is the pre-pandemic levels. Year to date, residen-
Book Value 4.0% 3.5% 6.0% entity's lack of an adequate return on tial, commercial, and industrial sales com-
Cal- QUARTERLYREVENUES($mill.} Full equity. The last remaining hurdle before parisons are up .3%, 3.8%, and 5.5%, 

endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Sep.30 Dec,31 Year the deal can go through is the approval of rnspectively. This comparns to the compa-
2019 4056 3573 4315 3616 15561 an application, which should be received ny's 2.9% (revised upward from 1.6%) 
2020 3747 3494 4066 3610 14918 by mid December. The transaction would rntail sales forecast for 2022. The company 
2021 4281 3826 4623 4061 16792 then close by early January. The company should continue to benefit from rate relief, 
2022 4593 4640 5526 3341 18100 has also started accepting initial bids for increased investment in its transmission 
2023 4800 4300 5150 4550 18800 its l,600wmegawatt portfolio of nonregu- business, and volume growth. Our $5.00 
Cal- EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full lated renewab}ewenergy projects, either GAAP earnings estimate is within man-

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 Year piecemeal or as a whole. Management is agement's guidance (on a GAAP basis) of 

~~i~ t63 1:i~ t:i :~} 1:~~ ~1~;; :I~11~1!ie~11 
b~id~~:.1f:x~~!f!~f1~ ~~:~: !!J;-i~t~ie~, st?1:r~~1!~JJ~; !~~:t~!1!J\!~ 

2021 1.15 1.15 1.59 1,07 4,96 cess to close in the June quarter of 2023. 2023 earnings per share guidance range at 
2022 1.41 1.02 1.33 1.24 5.00 Meanwhile, the company is conducting a $5.19w$5.39 and the long-term bottom line 
2023 1.30 1.25 1.75 1.05 5.35 strategic review of the retail business growth rate at 6%-7%. 
cal- QUARTERLYDIVIDENDSPAIDn•t Full which it expects to complete in the first The dividend yield of this topwquality 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec.31 Year half of 2023. FoUowing divestitures, AEP stock is at the utility ave1.•age. 'lbtal re-
2018 plans to expand its investments in regu- turn potential is unspectacular for the 
2019 ·i~ -~~ ·62 •67 2•53 lated renewable-energy projects, which next 18 months and Timeliness is average. 
2020 :10 :10 :~l :~~ ~:~J have less risk than nonutility assets, and Further, the recent quotation is just below 
2021 .74 .74 .74 .78 3,00 electric transmission. our 2026w2027 Target Price Range. 
2022 .78 .78 ,78 .83 The company appears well positioned Kevin Downing Deceniber 9, 2022 

(Al Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains ~osses/: '06, 2¢; '08, 3¢; '15, 58¢; '16, (1¢). Next earn- fC/ Incl. lntang. In '21: $17.04/sh. (D) ln mill. Company's Flnanc!al Slrenglh At 
'06, (20¢): '07, (20¢); '08, 40¢; '10, (7¢); '1 , lngs report due late Jan. (Bl Div'ds paid early E Rate base: various. Rates allowed on com. Stock's Price Stablllty 100 
89¢; '12, f38e/; '13, (14i); '16, ($2.99); '17, Mar., Juno, Sept., & Dec.• biv'd re!nveslmen! eq.: 9.3%-10.9%; earned on avg, com, eq., '21: Price Growth Persistence 60 
26¢; '19, 20¢ : gains (loss) from disc. ops.: plan avail. t Shareholder Invest. plan avail. 11.6%, Regulatory Climate: Average. Earnings Predlctablllty 95 
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AMEREN NYSE-AEE !RECENT 87 94 lpre 20 8 (Trailing: 22.0) RELATIVE 1 28 DIV'D 2.8% • 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 19.0 Pre RATIO , VLD 

TIMELINESS 4 Lowered 12tm2 High: 34.1 35.3 37.3 48.1 46.8 54.1 64.9 70.9 80.9 87,7 90,8 99,2 Target Price Range 
1 Ralsed 9/10l21 

Low: 25.5 28.4 30.6 35.2 37.3 41.5 51.4 51,9 63,1 58.7 69.8 73.3 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 4 Lowfre<l 121.112:2 
- 35.70 x DMdends [! sh 160 , .. , ~'~~~Je b~:!e~J!~~a ,, 

BETA .85 (1.00 ~ Ma1kel) ' 120 
og~i~;d ~~~a lndtcales recession 100 

18-Month Target Price Range , .. , l.'11. -- 80 «JI" " " Low-High Mldpolnl (% to Mid) ,,.,,,• "'" 60 
$81-$129 $105 {20%) ,,, •111 1 50 

40 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS -•II ,.,,,11,. ,,1J1JIJI'' 

30 
An~~tJ?~al 1,,,111 1•··• 11' 1 i•♦ 

Price Gain .. . ··••'•'• ~ ;•, ... , 20 ri9h 100 (+15%! 6% ..... ...... ..... , ....... .,,, ..... .. ..... ......... .. ...... i j ... 
ow 80 (-10% 1% .... .... ,,• -15 

'' % TOT. RETURN 10/22 Institutional Decisions ! 1 rnos VLARITTl.' 
1Ql022 202022 302022 Percent 30 STOCK ltlOEX -

:~~ ~ii gg~ ~~! shares 20 
,, 1 yr. ~-' -13.4 -

traded 10 " ' ' " 3yr. 12.7 35.8 -
Hld'SrOOo 2ooso1 201631 2042a2 5yr. 49.5 45.6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 5-27 

33.30 36.23 36.92 29,87 31.77 31.04 28.14 24.06 24.95 25.13 25.04 25.46 25.73 24.00 22.87 24,81 27,25 28.10 Revenues per sh 30.00 
6.02 6.76 6.44 6.06 6.33 5.87 5.87 5.25 5.77 6.08 6.59 6.80 7.64 7.83 8.08 8.89 9.50 10.05 "Cash Flow" per sh 11.75 
2.66 2.98 2.88 2.78 2.77 2.47 2.41 2.10 2.40 2.38 2.68 2.77 3,32 3.35 3.50 3.84 4.10 4.35 Earnings per sh A 5,25 
2.54 2.54 2.54 1.54 1.54 1.56 1.60 1.60 1.61 1.66 1.72 1.78 1.85 1.92 2,00 2.20 2.36 2.52 D!v'd Decl'd per sh 8 ■ 3.10 
4.99 6.96 9.75 7.51 4.66 4.50 5.49 5.87 7.66 8.12 8.78 9.05 9.56 9.92 13.02 13.67 12.90 12.55 Cap'! Spending per sh 13.00 

31.86 32.41 32.80 33.08 32.15 32.64 27,27 26,97 27.67 28.63 29.27 29.61 31.21 32.73 35.29 37.64 40.20 42.90 Book Value per sh c 51.25 
206.60 208.30 212.30 237.40 240.40 242.60 242.63 242.63 242.63 242.63 242.63 242.63 244,50 246.20 253.30 257.70 262.50 267.00 Common Shs Ou!sl'g 0 280.00 

19.4 17.4 14.2 9.3 9.7 11.9 13.4 16.5 16.7 17.5 18.3 20.6 18.3 22.1 22.2 21.4 Bold fig res are Avg Ann'! PIE RaUo 17.5 
1.05 ,92 .85 ,62 .62 ,75 ,85 ,93 ,88 ,88 .96 1,04 .99 1,18 1.14 1.14 Value Lins RetaUve PIE Ratlo .95 

4.9% 4.9% 6.2% 6.0% 5.8% 5.3% 5.0% 4.6% 4.0% 4.0% 3.5% 3.1% 3.0% 2.6% 2.6% 2.7% es// ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.4% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 6828,0 5838,0 6053,0 6098,0 6076,0 6177,0 6291.0 5910,0 5794,0 6394.0 7150 7500 Revenues ($mlll) 8400 
Total Debi $14798 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $3446 mill. 589.0 518.0 593,0 585,0 659,0 683,0 821,0 334,0 877.0 995.0 1075 1165 Net Prolil 1$mlll\ 1455 LT Debt$13577 mil!. LT Interest $436 mill. 36.9% 37.5% 38.9% 38.3% 36.7% 38.2% 22.4% 17.9% 15.0% 13.6% 12,0% 12.0% Income Tax Rate 12.0% (LT Interest earned: 3.Bx) 
Pension Assets-12/21 $5745mill. 6.1% 7.1% 5.7% 5.1% 4.1% 5.6% 6.9% 5.8% 5.5% 6.0% 6.0% 5.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 4.0% 

Obllg $5457 mm. 49.5% 45.2% 47.2% 49.3% 47.7% 49.2% 50.3% 52.1% 55.0% 56.1% 55.5% 53.5% Long-Term Debi Ratio 51.0% 
Pfd Stock$129 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $5 mill. 49.4% 53.7% 51.7% 49.7% 51.3% 49.8% 48.8% 47.1% 44.3% 43.3% 44.0% 46.0% Common Eaultv Ratio 48.5% 
807,595 sh. $3.50 to $5.50 cum. (no par), $100 13384 12190 12975 13968 13840 14420 15632 17116 20158 22391 23960 24950 Total Capllal {$mlll) 29500 
stated val., redeem. $102.176·$110/sh.; 487,508 16096 16205 17424 18789 20113 21466 22810 24376 26807 29261 31225 33050 Nel Planl1$mlll 38400 sh, 4.00% !o 5.16%, $100 par, redeem. $100-
$104.30/sh. 6.0% 5.6% 5.8% 5.3% 6.0% 6.0% 6.4% 6.0% 5.3% 5.3% 5.5% 5.5% Return on Total Cap'I 6.0% 
Common Stock 258,522,169 shs, 8.7% 7.7% 8.7% 8.3% 9.1% 9.3% 10.6% 10,2% 9.7% 10.1% 10.0% 10.0% Relum on Shr. Equity 10.0% 
as of 10/31/22 8.8% 7.8% 8.7% 8.3% 9.2% 9.4% 10,7% 10.3% 9.7% 10.2% 10.0% 10.0% Relurn on Com Eaullv E 10.0% 
MARKET CAP: $23 bllllon (Large Cap) 3.0% 1.9% 2.9% 2.5% 3.3% 3.4% 4.8% 4.4% 4.2% 4.4% 4.5% 4.5% Relalned to Com Eq 4.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 66% 76% 67% 70% 64% 64% 56% 57% 57% 57% 58% 58% All Dlv'ds to Net Prof 60% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Ameren Corporalion Is a holding company formed era!ing sources: coal, 73%; nuclear, 11%; hydro & other, 9%; pur-%0ta~R!!.a:!Sa!eslK\',tf) ·3,5 -5.6 +2.1 
A1~. ust Use (~!NH~ NA NA NA through the merger of Union Electric and CIPSCO. Has 1.2 million chased, 7%. Fuel costs: 25% of revenues. '21 reported deprec, 
A19. L'ldust Rovs.,.e( IH(C) NA NA NA elec!ric and 127,000 gas customers !n Missouri: 1.2 million eleclric ra!es: 3%·4%. Has 9,100 employees. Chairman: Warner L Baxter. 
~tfyal Peak! ,iwl NA NA NA and 813,000 gas customers In Illinois. Discontinued nonregll!ated President & CEO: Marlin J. Lyons, Jr. Inc,: Missouri. Address: One PeaUood,S·.1mmeq 1,1·) NA NA NA 
Ar,nuall-Oadfac\O! (¾i NA NA NA power-generation operation in '13. Electric revenlla breakdown: Ameren Plaza, 1901 Chollteau Ave., P.O. Box 66149, St. Louis, 
% Cmnti'e C~s!ome1s Hr¥.!) NA NA NA residential, 49%; commercial, 34%: Industrial, 8%; other, 9%. Gan- MO 63166-6149. Tel.: 314-621-3222. Internet: www.ameren.com. 

R~edC!iaigsCov. !%) 307 291 325 Ameren reported inwline results for eludes a 6% to 8% compounded annual 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19-'21 the September quarter, Earnings per growth rate for earnings from 2022 
of changa (per sh) 10Vrs, 5 Yrs. to '25-'27 share of $1.74 were a penny higher than through 2026. This should be driven pri-
Revenues -2.5% -1.0% 4.0% our estimate and 5% greater than the marily by strong rate base growth and in-
"Cash Flow" 3.0% 6.0% 6.0% year-ago tally. Earnings at Ameren Mis- frastructure investment. It expects divi-Earnings 3.0% 7,5% 6.5% souri, the largest segment, benefited from <lend growth to be in line with long-term Dividends 3,0% 4.0% 7.0% 
Book Value 1.0% 4.5% 6.5% higher electric service rates. This was par- earnings growth and is planning for a pay-

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full tially offset by higher operations and out ratio range of 55% to 70%. 
endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep,30 Oec,31 Year maintenance expenses derived from unfa- Business investment is paying off, At 
2018 1556 1379 1659 1316 5810 vorable market returns and company- Ameren Missouri, the company estimates 
2020 1440 1398 1628 1328 5794 owned life insurance investments. Earn- that over 6.5 mi11ion minutes of customer 
2021 1566 1472 1811 1545 6394 ings at the three remaining business seg- outages have been avoided in 2022 due to 
2022 1879 1726 2306 1239 7150 ments were solid, prhnarily due to in- recent infrastructure investments. Mean-
2023 1900 1700 2100 1800 7500 creased investments in infrastructure. while, the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full The company's guidance has im- was enacted in August, and is designed to 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sell.30 Oec.31 Vear proved a bit. Due to strong execution, help reduce the cost of the clean enm·gy 
2019 .78 .72 1.47 ,38 3,35 management narrowed the 2022 earnings transition. It provides tax credits for wind, 
2020 ,59 ,98 1.47 .46 3.50 guidance to a 1.·ange of $4.00 to $4.15 per solar, and nuclear energy centers, as well 
2021 .91 .80 1.65 .48 3.84 share. This compares to the initial guid- as energy storage, carbon capture utiliza-
2022 .97 .80 1.74 .59 4.10 ance range of $3.95 to $4.15 per share. Im- tion and hydrogen development. The in-
2023 1.00 .90 1.80 ,65 4.35 portantly, the year-to-date benefits it has centives in the IRA align well with the 
Cal- QUARTERLY DWIDENDS PAID•• Full seen from weather and higher-than- companywide goal of reaching net zero 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Oec.31 Year expected 30-year Treasury rates are most- carbon emissions by 2045. 
2018 .4575 .4575 .4575 .475 1.85 

]y being offset by the aforementioned The dividend yield of this high-
2019 .475 .475 .475 .485 1.82 company-owned life insurance investment quality stock is below the utility 
2020 .485 .495 .485 .515 2.00 perfonnance, as well as higher than ex- mean. The 1·ecent price is within our 
2021 .55 ,55 .55 ,55 2.20 pected short-term and long-term borrow- 2025-2027 Target Price Range. 
2022 ,59 .59 ,59 .59 ing rates. The current five-year plan in- Kevin Downing December 9, 2022 

(A) DIiuted EPS. Exel. nonrec. gain ~losses): (B) D!v'ds paid late Mar., June, ser,t, & Dec. • '22: elec. & gas, none specified; ln IL: e!ec!rlc, Comrany's Flnanclal Strength A 
'10, ($2.18); '11, {32¢): '12,J$6.42); 17, {63¢): Div'd reinvest. plan avail, (C) Incl. ntang. In varies; In '21:ias, 9.67%; earned on avg. com. 
gain (losshfrom discontinue ops.: '13, (92¢); '21: $6,60/sh. (D) In mill. (E) Rate base: Orlr,, eq., '21: 10.6°0. Regll1atory Climate: MO, Aver-
'15, 21¢. ext earnings report due mid-Feb, cost depr. Rate allowed on com. eq. in MO n age; IL, Below Average, 
© 2022 Valua Line, Inc. All rights reserYed. Faciual material Is ob\a'ned from sourC1Js beteved to be rel;ab!a and Is provided withou! warranfes of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub!"cafon is strictly tor subSCllber's own, non-rornmerc_ial, in1emaJ use. No part 
of it may be reproduced, resold, stored or transm:tled In any prio!ed, €¾<:tronlc or o'.he1 form, 01 used for genera~ng 01 marke[ng arrj printed or el«lroo'c publ,cation, serice or product. 

Sloe 's Price Slablllty 100 
Price Growll1 Persistence 85 
Earnings Predlctablllty 95 

To subscribe call 1·800•VALUELINE 
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TIMELINESS 4 lo·oiernd1114f22 High: 38.9 46.7 53.5 54.6 52,9 57.2 55.6 51.7 Target Price Range 

2 -=~~-~=~= === 
SAFETY Rafsed2/17/17 ~o~rf:o:vjdends P sh l----l------l----l------l----l------l---h---l---l------l------1-'------l------1-----1-120 
TECHNICAL 2 Raised 11/4!22 • • • , Re!a~ve Pries Strength i--+-----1---+-----1---+-----1---<',~,---+---1-----l-----1-~----1-----1-----1--100 
BETA .85 (1.00" Mrukel) 

0B~~~~ 'Zr~a ind'<:ales recession BO 
e==-===="'------1-'="-i'="'-';==,=~+--+----1-1----+--+---+--+:-.c--,+-,,-+,----l---+--+..~.~--~-± .. ~.~-~-+-64 ~;;{~t T~~:i:~:~•,::,;i• l-----l---1----1-----1-1---l------l-,,,,, =,,,", "1 ,=e!'!:,' !la'~'•!,'•,!!/,"''"'"'.'!!e/!ii!l,":"1"~,l,i!'la'"Ce' _i,,•~m't'·,; i+.------1---fa.~.~-~-.+..~.~-~-.+;; 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS 20 
Ann'I Tolal 16 

Price Gain Return ,,. ,, .... , ,. , • '-' 12 High 60 {+45%) 13% •r, : , .. , 
Low 45 (+10% ?% I,'. ... %TOT.RETURN10/22 L..8 
Institutional Decisions i ,,. wis VlARITH.' 

402011 102012 202-012 Percent 9 -l------l----1------1----1------1---J...----1---l------l---1------1------1- 1 yr. ~~i~; '.~~~~ L,_ 
!oBuy 130 155 143 shares 6 
toSell 125 135 133 t d d 3 _ _ •• 3yr. .9.4 35.8 I-
H1tiooo1 43102 45311 46587 re e 5yr. •6,1 45.6 
AVANGRID, Inc. was formed through a 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5-27 
merger between Iberdrola USA Inc. and •• •• •• 14.14 19.48 19.30 20.96 20.51 20.45 18.04 19.80 20.15 Revenuespersh 21.95 
UIL Holdings Corporation in December of •· •• .. 3.44 4.74 4.49 4.89 5.41 5.22 4.64 5.10 5./5 "CashFlow"persh 6.0iJ 
2015. Iberdrola S.A., a worldwide leader in .. •· •· 1.05 1.98 1.67 1.92 2.17 2.02 2.18 2.37 2.30 Earnings per sh A 2.55 
!he energy industry, owns 81.5% of •• •• •• •• 1.73 1.73 1.74 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 t.76 Div'dDecl'dpersh B ■ t.90 
AV ANGRI D. The predecessor company was l----.. --1---.. --1--.-. l-3~.,~o-1-.::,_,,,,;2ci.-_;1.:::s2'--l--',c:. 1'--s l-s"'.s"'1--1--~e.:::oo'-l--.'1"'.10;.i.._s"".a"'o 1-.::B.6,,,;5c1.c:;c,c:P,~I s"'p,'"nd,:;r,"'9'"'pe",-,h-=--+....;e"'.5,;..ro 
founded in 1852 and Is headquartered in •• •• •• 48.74 48,90 48.79 48,88 49.31 49.21 49.35 49.95 50.50 BookValuepershc 52.25 
New Gloucester1 Maine, II was incorportated 1---.. --1---_-_-1---.-. 1--,3,;os"'.s~6-k3o"'s"'_99+3,;o"-g.o,,,;t+3:;:09".o"°1 ~30"-9,"'01+3,;09"',o"'s-k3s"'s"'.,1+_;3"'ss"".s-ha"'a1"'.oo';+c"',m"m'-',"',"s;,h,"o"'u"'r,1-·9~0+-'aa ... 1."'oo'" 
in19971nNewYorkunderthenamaNGE •· •· •· 33.5 20.5 27.3 26.1 23.1 23.6 23.2 Bolrlflgresare AvgAnn'IP/ERallo 19.5 
Resources, Inc, AVANGRID began trading •· •· •• 1.69 1.08 1.37 1.41 1.23 1.21 1.25 Valui Line RelaliveP/ERalio 1.10 
on the NYSE on December 17, 2015. • • -• -- -• 4.3% 3.8% 3.5% 3.5% 3.7% 3.5% e

s11
n ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 3.8% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 9/30/22 • • • • 4594.0 4367.0 6018.0 5963.0 6478.0 6338.0 6320.0 6974.0 7650 7800 Revenues ($mill) 8500 
TotaIDebl$8586mill. Dueln5Yrs$3225mlll. •• •• 424.0 267.0 611.0 516,0 595.0 673.0 625.0 780.0 915 890 NetProm1$mm\ 990 
LT Debt $7764 mill. LT!nleresl $300 mill, • • • • 39.9% 11.3% 37.4% 32.4% 22.1% 17.0% 7.2% 6.2% 7.0% 7.0% Income Tax Rate 70% Incl. $95 mill. finance leases. • 
[fotal Interest coverage: 3.6x) •• • • 6.8% 12.7% 7.5% 12.4% 9.4% 15.0% 17.1% 15.5% 14.0% 15.0% AFUDC¾ lo Ne! Prom 14.0% 
Leases, Uncapl!allzed Annual rentals $14 mill. • • • • 16.8% 23.1% 23.0% 25.6% 26.2% 30.6% 40.8% 29.3% 31.5% 33.0% Long-Term Debi Ratio 38.0% 

• • 83.2% 76.9% 77.0% 74.4% 73.8% 69.4% 59.2% 70.7% 68.5% 67.0% Common Enulhl Ratio 62.0% 
PenstonAssels-12/21 $3079mill. •• •• 14956 19583 19619 20273 20472 21953 25687 26998 28175 29175 TotafCapltal($mlll) 3260() 

Oblig $3487 mill. • • • • 17099 20711 21548 22669 23459 25218 26751 28866 31000 33250 Net Plant 1$mllll 40400 Pfd Stock None f--.-. +--.-. +-'3"_1c:c%+"2,;. tc'c%+°'3".s""%+s;3~. ,~%+~3~.,.~y.+"s."'1•:"v.+~3".0"%+''::3~.4 •"'v.+'"4."0•~%+'~a.",%ccf.R:c-,-;-,u"rn'",",~r,;-:,";,1"c-,p7.'l-+-"4,~0%"'-
Common Stock 386,624,231 shs. 
as of 10/25/22 

• • • • 3.4% 1.8% 4.0% 3.4% 3.9% 4.4% 4.1% 4.1% 4.5% 4,5% Return on Shr, Equity 5.0% 
•• •• 3.4% 1.8% 4.0% 3.4% 3.9% 4.4% 4.1% 4.1% 4.5% 4.5% Re!urnonComEnultvE 5.0% 

MARKET CAP: $15,7 blll!on {Large Cap) •• •• 3.4% 1.8% 1,4% NMF .4% .8% .5% .9% 1.0% 1.0% Rela!nedloComEq 1.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS •• •• •• •· 66% 104% 90% 81% 87% 79% 74% 76% AIIDiv'dstoNe!Prof 74% 

2019 2020 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
+,8 +.9 

2021 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
+.1 

BUSINESS: AVANGAID, Inc. (formerly Iberdrola USA, Inc.), is a 
diversified energy and umily company that serves 2.3 million elec• 
Irie customers in New York, Connecticul, and Maine and 1 million 
gas cus!omers In New York, Conneclicu1, Massachusetts & Maine. 
Has a nonregulated generating subsidiary focused on wind and 
solar power generation, with 8.5 g!gawalts of capacity. The Renew-

R~..:!C~.argaCo'I.{%) 278 237 270 AVANGRID is putting together a good 
~""""'""'"'-----=!."---'""---"!."-J year. The company has been filing for 
:i~~~~~p~r~irs 1~Y~~- r~r~: Es::~;J.?2/

1 
rate rnlief in its various territories and has 

Revenues - - 3.0% 2.0% received some price hikes thus far. It has 
"Cash FJov/' • • 3.5% 3.0% also been approved to bill for late pay-
5f:1~1~~ds : : 3:~;: l~~ ments and arrears. Next year it faces dif-
Book Value • • • • 1.0% ficult earnings comparisons due to some 

'-c-,-r.--Q-U-A-RT_E_R_LY-R-EV_E_N-UE_S_($_m_ll_l,)--F-,--'
11 

unusual items in the 1.·enewables segment 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year that benefited the first quarter of this 

c,c=..c=:,.,...=='-'"===='.L-"""-' year, but AVANGRID should resume a 
2019 1842 1400 1487 1609 6338.0 o--.•owth traJ'ectory in the back half of 2023. 2020 1)89 1392 1470 1009 6320.0 b" 

2021 1966 1477 1598 1933 6974.0 Resolving the stalled acquisition of 
2022 2133 1794 1838 1885 7650 PNM Resources is a high priority. 'Th 
2023 2170 1830 1875 1925 780() recap, the com.pany has agreed to pur-
Ca1• EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full chase the utility holding company (parent 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 Year of electric utilities in New Mexico and 

~~~i :~J :~~ :l~ :i~ 2•17 f~:aJ!J01~!!t1~~\~~d ~; f1~!\'1:v
0M::i~o 

2021 1.14 ,35 ,34 .44 ~:~ii Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC). 
2022 1.16 .46 .31 .44 2.37 The state Supreme Court will rule on the 
2023 .90 .46 .46 .48 2.30 case eventually, but it may not come to 
cal- QUARTERLYDIVIOENDSPAIDll ■ Full that. The New Mexico governor is for 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 Year green energy and pro-merger. She will 
have the opportunity this .January to place 

2016 .432 .432 .432 •44 1.14 her own appointments in the NMPRC. 
2019 .44 .44 .44 .44 1.76 Tl , I I • ti 2020 .44 .44 .44 .44 1.76 1.e company 1s a rny p ayer 111 1.e 
2021 .44 .44 .44 .44 1.76 burgeoning green-energy arena, Exist-
2022 .44 .44 .44 .44 ing renewable generation comes from. 

ables segment currently accounts for roughly one !hird of operating 
income. Fuel costs: 25% of revenues. '21 reported depr. rate (utili-
ty): 2.8%. Iberdrola owns 81.5% of stock. Has approximately 7,300 
employees. Board Chair: Ignacio Sanchez Galan. CEO: Pedro 
Azagra Blazquez. Inc.: New York. Address: 180 Marsh Hi!I Road, 
Orange, CT 06477. Tel.: 207-629·1200. Web: VMIW,avangr!d.com. 
onshore wind and solar. Construction of 
the first U.S. largeHscale offshore wind 
project began a year ago. Three more 
eastern seaboard projects are in the preH 
construction phase. Over time, renewaH 
bles may grow to become a larger income 
source, with accelerated profit growth. 
The PNM deal would also open up avenues 
of growth for AVANGRID's wind and solar 
operations, with some ideal areas in the 
Southwest for these types of projects 
(strong winds, sunny days, and cheap land 
are advantageous). Lastly, the company is 
partnering with Sempra Energy to explore 
the development of renewable energy 
projects using hydrogen as a fuel. 
This issue offers utility invest01·s 
worthwhile l8~111.0nth total 1·eturns. 
Although dividend growth is limited by the 
high payout ratio over the next few years, 
AVANGRID does provide sizable current 
income with a yield that's 50 basis points 
above the industry average. Utility invesN 
tors who like the long-term potential of the 
renewable energy business may find these 
shares appealing. Short-term accounts 
should note the stock is untimely. 
Anthony J. Glennon November 11, 2022 

(A) Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrecurring gain Doss/' 
'16, 6¢; '17, (44¢): '19, 9¢; '20, (14¢); '2 , 
(21¢); 1H22, 1¢. EPS may not sum to full-year 
\o1al due to rounding. Next egs. report due fate 

Jan. (B) Div'ds paid In early Jan., April, JulY., origlnal cost. Rate allowed on com. eq. In NY In Company's Financial Strength 
and 6ct. ■ DMdend reinvestment plan avail- '20: 8.8%: In CT In '17: 9.1% e!ec.; In CT In '19; Stock's Price Slability 
able, (C) Incl. lntan9.ibles. In '21: $5659 mill., 9.3% gas: In ME in '22: 9.25%. Regulatory Price Growth Pers!s!ence 

8++ 
85 
40 
80 $14.64/sh. (D) In millions, (E) Rate base: Net Climate: Below Average. Earnings Pred!ctabll!ly 

© 2022 Value Una, Inc. Al! rights reMrved. Factual material Is obta'ned from sources be[eved lo ba reiiab:e and Is p1wided wiU1oul warranties of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSl8lE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publ'cation Is s!rit!iy for subscriber's own, non--:omme1clal, lnlernal use. No par1 
of tt rr.ay b-0 reproduced, 1esold, stored Of transm'rted in ariy prinle<I, electronlo or o!her fo!Tl1, or used for generafng or market:ng any prlnle<l or electronic publ,c.it"oo, sm1ce or prod~cl 

To subscribe call 1-800-VALUELINE 
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AVISTA CORP. NYSE-AVA IRECEIIT 43 101P~ 20 3 (Trailing:24.2) RELATIVE 1 21 OIV'O I PRICE , RATIO , 1,ledlan: 19.0 Pre RATIO , YLO 4.1% 
TIMELINESS 4 Ra1sed1/13123 High: 26.5 28.0 29.3 37.4 38.3 45.2 52.8 52.9 49,5 53,0 49.1 46.9 Target Price Range 

Low: 21.1 22.8 24.1 27,7 29.8 34.3 37,8 41.9 39.8 32.1 36,7 35.7 2025 2026 2027 
SAFETY 2 Ralse<l5/7/10 LEGENDS 

4 - 27.00 x Divide~ds p sh t--+-----+--+----+--+----+---t---+--t---+--t---+-----,f--+128 
TECHNICAL Raised 1'20/"23 . , . . ~~i~~e b~J~!e~t!~~a : 96 

f-BiiiEHTA"1or.,iiioi,1r,1.0;;0;
0

,1MF•k,;i"~i eiiancie\.;0&11l~~~~~~4:~e,;:;,!;,;":!j'~"~"~"~"%~;.,;:;J=:i==:::i:==:i==:::i:==i==:::i::==ii=:=::i::==i==:i::=::::i:==:i===i:==:i::80 I18-Month Target Price Range 64 . 
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) """ • • • • ". • t~ ... t••j,,o• 

' •fiiwl I " ' • 
$35·$55 $45 (5%) 32 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS ' ' ,,,n'l,i ,ii!,u, ... 
11 

t 24 
Ann'I Total 1!' 1111 11 ''

1 
' r 

Price Gain Re!Um •--r._.-...t-~"""t.c<""-..,.f--+---,--.,P.-.d-~sb~-,,--+-,'---+--+--+--+--+--f--+16 High 65 (+50%j 14% r·· •" '•• .,,,• •• "•• ••'•.,, ,,••• "••• ,,.,• ',. .. ,.,,,' 
low 50 (+15% 8% .... '• • 

• '• % TOT, RETURN 12/22 
........ '• -12 

lnstltul!onal Decisions rnis VLARITH.' 
102022 202022 302022 Percenl 18 t:;::;:;l:;;;=;t:;i;;;;l"t;;i;::"1;1::;::=it;;::lti;illt:iiiii --t,lh,,rl,r-;+.-,--fft---1 1 yr. 

51~~K ~~~~ -1o8~y 136 135 138 shares 12 tfj -

~l~ooo eoJgi eoJi: e1JJri traded 6 ~t~: ~:~ !~:~ -
~2~0c!0'£6~20~0C:7cr!!2'!!00~8~2~0~09;!+2=0~1~0=20~1~1-"1'±2~012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5·27 

28.68 26.80 30.77 27.58 
4.27 2.93 3.98 4.45 
1.47 .72 1.36 1.58 
.57 .60 .69 .81 

3.14 4.04 4.09 3.86 
17.46 17.27 18.3-0 19.17 
52.51 52.91 54.49 54.84 
15.4 30.9 15.0 11.4 
.83 1.64 .90 .76 

27.29 
3.62 
1.65 
1.00 
3.64 

19.71 
57.12 

12.7 
.81 

27.73 25.86 26.94 23.66 23.83 22.47 22.08 21.27 20.03 19.09 20.13 20.80 20.80 Revenuespersh 
3.78 3.70 4.36 4.36 4.92 5.30 4.87 5.01 6.06 5.16 5.34 5.25 5.80 "Cash Ffow" per sh 
1.72 1.32 1.85 1.84 1.89 2.15 1.95 2.07 2.97 1.90 2.10 1.90 2.35 Earnlngspersh A 
1.10 1.16 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.37 1.43 1.49 1.55 1.62 1.69 1.76 1.83 Dlv'dDecl'dpershB ■ 

4.20 4.61 5.05 5.47 6.46 6.34 6.30 6.46 6.59 5,84 6.15 6.25 6.40 Cap'l Spending per sh 
20.30 21.06 21.61 23.84 24.53 25.69 26.41 26.99 28.87 29.31 30.14 30.90 31.80 BookValuepersh c 
58.42 59.81 60.08 62.24 62.31 64.19 65.49 65.69 67.18 69.24 71.50 74.50 77.00 CommonShsOulsl'g 0 

1U 1U 1U 1D 1U U ru NW 712 mm --M-
.88 1.23 .82 .91 .89 .99 1.18 1.32 .80 1.09 1.11 1.30 Rela11vePIERa11o 

21.40 
6.75 
2.85 
2.05 
6.00 

34.95 
83.00 

2.5% 2.7% 3.4% 4.5% 4,8% 4.5% 4.0% 4.0% 4.2% Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 4.6% 4.5% 4.0% 4.0% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 3.5% 

20.0 
1.10 

3.6% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 1321.9 1438.9 1550 1600 Revenues ($mlll) 
Tola! Debt$2562,3 mm.Due In 5 Yrs $750,0 mill. 129.5 147.3 140 /80 Ne! Profll ($mill) 

1547.0 1618.5 1472.6 1484.8 1442,5 1445.9 1396.9 1345.6 1775 
235 78.2 

LT Debi $2281.8 mlll. LT lnlerest $120,0 mill. 5.2% 7.5% 15.0% 15.0% Income Tax Rate 
~~c~~~;~~~:~: debt to affiliated trusts; $48.S mll!. B.S% ?.S% B.O% B.O% AFUOC % to Net Profit 

111.1 114.2 118.1 137,2 126.1 196.4 197.0 
34.4% 36.0% 37.8% 36.3% 36.3% 36.5% 16.0% 13.8% 15.0% 
8.3% 8.8% 11.1% 10.1% 8.1% 7.9% 7.7% 5.5% 5.0% 

(LT interest earned: 2,5x) 50.4% 47.5% 49.0% 49.5% long-Term Debt Rallo 50.8% 51.4% 51.0% 50.0% 51.2% 47.2% 50.5% 49.4% 48,5% 
Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $4.8 mill. 49.6% 52.5% 51.0% 50.5% Common Equity Ratio 51.5% 49.2% 48.6% 49.0% 50.0% 48.8% 52.8% 49.5% 50.6% 
Pension Assels-12121 $751.0 mill. 4089.8 4104.7 4600 4900 Total Capita! ($mill) 5675 

Oblig $799.0 mill, 4991.6 5225.5 5450 5675 Net Plant ($m!H) 6225 
2561.2 2669.7 3027.3 3-060.3 3379.0 3273.2 3580.3 3834.6 

Pfd Stock Nona 

Common Stock73,775,760 shs. 
as cf 10/28/22 
MARKET CAP: $3.2 bll!lon (M!d Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

2019 2020 
+.8 -2.4 

1296 1265 
6.26 6.38 

NA NA 
1656 1721 

NA NA 
+1,3 +1.8 

f-":cccF.Scrc~F.~E-'2-+-'-'c~+-":~E~+-"':-2-rc~t-'c?.:-t-'~~=~~~--+--c'= 4.2% 4.7% 4.0% 5.0% Retum on Total Cap'I 5.0% 
3-023.7 3202.4 3620.0 3898.6 4147,5 4398.8 4648.9 4797.0 

4.3% 5.4% 4.9% 5.1% 5.3% 5.0% 4.8% 6.2% 
6.2% 8,6% 7.7% 7.7% 8.3% 7.3% 
6.2% 8.6% 7.7% 7.7% 8.3% 7.3% 
,8% 2.9% 2.4% 2.3% 3.0% 1.9% 

88% 66% 69% 70% 64% 73% 

7.7% 10.2% 
7.7% 10.2% 
2.2% 4.9% 
72% 52% 

6.4% 6.8% 6.5% 7.5% Return on Shr. Equity 8.0% 
6.4% 6.8% 6.5% 7.5% Return on Com Equ!\y E 8.0% 

.9% 1.4% .5% 2.0% Retained lo Com Eq 
85% 80% 93% 78% All Olv'ds lo Ne! Prof 

2.0% 
72% 

2°,tJ >-B-U-SI_NLES_S_:_A_vLisl_a_C_o_rpLor-,-l~-n-(Lw-rm-,-,ly~Th-,-W-,sLh_in-9\-on~W-,-w-,~,-,,-,;~ln-du_s_1ri_al~,-,-,•-¼;~,~-o-1,-,-,1L,,-9•-¼;-01-h,-,-,-5-%-.-G-eLn,-ra-Li-ng_, 
1+383 Power Company) supplies electricity & gas In eastern Washington sources: gas & coal, 30%; hydro, 29%; purch., 41%. Fuel costs: 
6.41 & northern Idaho. Supplies electricity to part of Alaska & gas to part 35% or revs. '21 reported depr. rate (Avista Utilities): 3.5%. Has 
18~~ of Oregon, Customers: 423,000 electric, 372,000 gas. Acq'd Alaska 1,900 employees. Chairman: Scott L Morris. Pres. & CEO; Dennis 

NA Electric Light and Powar 7/14. Sold Ecova energy-management Vermillion, Inc.: WA. Address: 1411 E. Mission Ave., Spokane, WA 
+1.4 sub, 6/14. Electric rev. breakdown: residential, 41%; commercial, 99202-2600. Tel.: 509-489-0500. ln!ernel: W1w1.avistacorp.com. 

FiiedCha'gaCov.(½) 202 221 21s Avista's electric and natural gas gen- the situation even tougher. Inflation got 
~A~N~N~U~A~L~R~Ar~,-5-.-,-,,-=.~,-,-1 ~,~,~1.d-,1~,.~.2'-"1 eral rate cases in Washington have much of the blame in a year where the top 
ofchange(persh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs. lo'25-'27 received commission approval. The fil- line was expected to grow by about 7%. 
Revenues -3.5% -3.5% 1.5% ing took place in June of 2022 and its For this year, the aforementioned rate 
"Cash Flow'' 3.5% 2.5% 3.5% settlement was signed off by the Washing- hikes will be beneficial, and 111.ore relief 
~fJ1~~~ds t~~ ~:g~ ~:i~ ton Utilities and Transportation Commis- should be coming in the states where 
BookValua 4.0% 3.5% 3.0% sion in mid-December. That governing Avista operates. Management's target 
f--~~=====~~~~---l body appl'Oved increases of annual electric range for EPS in 2023 is $2.27 to $2.47. Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full 
endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 
2019 396.5 300.8 283.8 364.5 
2020 390.2 278.6 272.6 360.5 
2021 412.9 298.2 296.0 431.8 
2022 462.0 378.8 359.4 350 
2023 480 390 370 360 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 
2019 1.76 .38 .08 .76 
2020 .72 .26 .07 .85 
2021 .98 .20 .20 .71 
2022 .99 . 16 d.08 .83 
2023 1.15 .25 .15 .80 
Cal- QUARTERLY OM OEN OS PAIO a• 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 
20/9 .3875 .3875 .3075 .3875 
2020 .405 .405 .405 .405 
2021 .4225 .4225 .4225 .4225 
2022 .44 .44 .44 .44 
2023 

Year 
1345.6 
1321.9 
1438.9 
1550 
1600 

Full 
Year 
2.97 
1.90 
2.10 
1.90 
2.35 
Full 
Year 
1.55 
1.62 
1.69 
1.76 

rnvenues of $38 million effective December Our $2,35 call (now a dime lower) fa11s 
21, 2022 and $12.5 million effective De- within these parameters. 
cember 21, 2023, as weU as hikes in natu- Additional financial information tied 
1·al gas revenues by $7.5 m.illion and $1.5 to 2023 bas been provided. The current 
million, respectively, on the same dates. plan is to issue roughly $120 million in 
To reduce the impact on customers, an in- common stock, and long-term debt is apt 
dividual tax credit was approved for bene- to increase by $140 miJlion. Capital ex
fits of $27 .6 million on the electric front penditures will be at least $4 75 million, 
and $12.5 million on the natural gas side but we look for that figure to run a bit 
of the coin. The commission passed a rate higher, especially when factoring in eco
of return on the rate base of 7 .03%, but nomic development opportunities in some 
there were no concrete figures for return service territories . 
on equity, cost of debt, or capital structure. The yield for this utility is a few ticli::s 
Avista management views this as a posi- above the industry average. From 
tive outcome, as it supports ongoing in- other angles, like in the 18-month window 
vestments in infrastructure. and 3- to 5-year pull, AVJ>:s readings are 
After an expected earnings drop in well below average. The selection's Timeli-
2022, we look for a bounce back this ness rank is also unfavOl'able (4: Below 
year. Operating expenses rose sharply Average). 
last year, and rising interest rates made Erik M. Manning January 20, 2023 

(A) Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrec. gain (loss): '14, ary. (B) Dlv'ds paid in mid-Mar., June, Sept. & allowed on com. eq. !n WA In '21: 9.4%; In ID Company's Financial Slrenglh Btt 
9¢; '17, (16¢); galris on dlscont. ops.: '14, Dec, • Div'd reinvest. p!an avail. (C) Incl. In '21: 9.4%; In OR In '21: 9.4%; earned on Stock's Price Stablllly 75 
$1.17; '15, 8¢. '19 & '21 EPS don't sum due to deferred chgs. In '21: $913.1 mill., $19.22/sh< avg. com. eq., '21: 7.1%. Aegula1ory Climate: Price Growth Persistence 40 
rounding. Next earnings report due late Febru- (D) In mil!. (E) Rate base: Net orig. cost Rate WA, Below Avg.; ID, Above Avg, Earnings Prediclability 85 
© 2023 Value Una, Irle. All rights resewed. Factual malerial is obla'ned from sources be!;eved !o be rn!iab:e and is provided w;\hout wananties of any kind. -
lHE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th:s pub::caf.on is strictly for subscnber's cum, non-oommercial, lntemal use. No part t I t • , l 11 ' 
of h may bo reprndtlced, resold, s!ored or llansrn'tled In any pr'rnted, clcdron'c 01 o:her lom1, or used for generating or market'ng any printed or eleclron!c pubr,cation, service or product. 
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BLACK HILLS CORP. NYSE-BKH IRECENT 7117 IPffi 17 5 (Trailing: 17.8) RELATIVE 1 04 DIV'D 3.5% ' 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 18.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 4 lowe€e<l 11/18'l2 High: 34.8 37.0 55,1 62.1 53.4 64.6 72.0 68.2 82.0 87.1 72.B 80.9 Target Price Range 
Low: 25.8 30.3 36.9 47.1 36.8 44.7 57.0 50.5 60.8 48,1 58.2 59,1 2025 2026 2027 

SAFETY 2 Rai;edS/1115 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 4 Raised 1113.123 
- 30.30 x Dividends p sh 200 , , , , *~~l~abPJi!e~J!:~e 

BETA .95 (1.00" Markel) 0EJ:~~ ~er!e inacetes recession 
160 

18-Monlh Target Price Range ---" - . --. - 100 
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) lhjp .. 80 

111 ""1 
, .. 

$58-$99 $79 {10%) , ' iftmtt " 60 
" I , ... , 

50 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS ' "I ·, 

40 
Ann'I To!al ,, "·' " " I 11111,1 1'1' 30 Price Gain Relurn ,, '" I 

High 105 f+50%l 13% .......... ... ', ......... ...... .. .. ....... ....... . ......... ,, 
low 80 +10% 7% .... '"•,,,,••· ·····•·:· I ,· ... ,,., 

-20 
lnstltutlonal Decisions , ......... % TOT. RETURN 12/22 ............ "" VLAllITH.' 

102011 202012 "'"" Percent STOCK !UDEX 
lo Buy 152 172 155 

30 1 yr. 3.1 -14.0 ... 
shares 20 lttf ~ 

''"" 139 128 142 traded 10' ,. ' 3 yr. -1.5 28.1 
~ Hld's/000 57141 57056 58257 5 yr. 36.8 40.0 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @ VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
19.69 18.41 26.03 32.58 33.29 28.96 26.55 28.67 31.20 25.48 29.47 31.38 29.24 28.22 27.02 30.11 33.10 32.90 Revenues per sh 34.15 
5.04 5.29 2.95 5.41 4.88 4.01 5.59 5.93 6.25 5.67 6.28 7.15 6.61 7.02 7.41 7.41 7.80 8.15 "Cash Flow" per sh 9.85 
2.21 2.68 .18 2.32 1.88 1.01 1.97 2.61 2.89 2.83 2.63 3.38 3.47 3.53 3.73 3.74 4.05 4.20 Earnings per sh A 5.25 
1.32 1.37 1.40 1.42 1.44 1.46 1.48 1.52 1.56 1.62 1.68 1.81 1.93 2.05 2.17 2.29 2.41 2.53 D1v'd Dec!'d per sh 8 ■ 2.95 
9.24 6.92 8.51 8.90 12.04 10.03 7.90 7.97 8.92 8.90 8.89 6.09 7.62 13.31 12.22 10.47 9.25 9.30 Cap'! Spending per sh 9.50 

23.68 25.66 27.19 27.84 28.02 27.53 27.88 29.39 30.80 28.63 30.25 31.92 36.36 38.42 40.79 43.05 44.00 45.95 Book Value per sh c 50.75 
33.37 37.80 38.64 38.97 39.27 43.92 44.21 44.50 44.67 51.19 53.38 53.54 60.00 61.48 62.79 64.74 66.50 67.50 Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 71.00 

15.6 15.0 NMF 9.9 18.1 31.1 17.1 18.2 19.0 16.1 22.3 19.5 16.8 21.2 17.0 17.7 17,7 Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 17.5 
.85 .80 NMF .66 1.15 1.95 1.09 1.02 1.00 .81 1.17 .98 .91 1.13 .87 .97 1.05 Relative PIE Rallo .95 

3.8% 3.4% 4.2% 6.2% 4.8% 4.6% 4.4% 3.2% 2.8% 3,5% 2.9% 2.7% 3.3% 2.7% 3.4% 3.5% 3.4% Avg Ann'! D!v'd Yield 3.2% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 1173.9 1275.9 1393.6 1304.6 1573.0 1680.3 1754.3 1734,9 1696,9 1949.1 2200 2220 Revenues ($m!II) 2425 
Total Debt$4632.4 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $1850.0 mill. 86.9 115.8 128.8 128.3 140.3 186.5 192,5 214.5 232.9 236.7 270 285 Nel Prolil ($mllll 375 LT Debi $4131.0 mill. LT lnlerest $165.0 mill. 35.5% 34.7% 33.7% 35.8% 25.1% 28}% 19.2% 13.0% 12.2% 2.8% 8.5% 8.5% Income Tax Rate 8.5% (LT Interest earned: 2.9x) 
Leases, Uncapl!a!lzed Annual rentals $2.2 mill. 5.4% 2.4% 2.4% 2.7% 5.3% 2.7% 1.4% 3.3% 2.5% 2.0% 2.0% 1.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 1.0% 

43.2% 51.6% 47.9% 56.0% 66.5% 64.5% 57.5% 57.1% 57.9% 59.7% 58.0% 56.5% Long-Term Debt Ral!o 50.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $458.4 mill. 56.8% 48.4% 52.1% 44.0% 33.5% 35.5% 42.5% 42.9% 42.1% 40.3% 42.0% 43.5% Common Equltv Ratio 50.0% 

Obl!g $478.3 mill. 2171.4 2704.7 2643.6 3332.7 4825.8 4818.4 5132.4 5502.2 6089.5 6914.0 7120 7295 Total Capital ($mill) 7500 Pfd Stock None 2742.7 2990.3 3239.4 3259.1 4469.0 4541.4 4854.9 5503.2 6019.7 6449.2 6775 7110 Net Planl($mllll 8200 
Common Stock 65,078,259 shs. 5.5% 5.5% ·6.1% 4.9% 4.0% 5.2% 5.0% 4.9% 5.0% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Tola! Cap'I 5.5% 
as of 10/31122 7.1% 8.9% 9.4% 8.8% 8.7% 10.9% 8.8% 9.1% 9,1% 8.5% 8.0% 8.0% Return on Shr. Eqully 9.5% 

7.1% 8.9% 9.4% 8.8% 8.7% 10.9% 8,8% 9.1% 9.1% 8.5% 8.0% 8.0% Return on Com Equltv e 9.5% 
MARKET CAP: $4,6 bllllon (Mid Cap) 1.8% 3.7% 4.3% 3.8% 3.3% 5.3% 3.9% 3.8% 3.8% 3.3% 3.0% 2.5% Retained lo Com Eq 3.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 75% 58% 54% 57% 62% 52% 55% 58% 58% 61% 60% 60% All Div'ds lo Ne! Prof 56% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Black Hills Corporation Is a holding company for Black industrial, 19%; other, 16%. Generating sources: coal, 34%; gas, %C~Re1i1Sa~(K\1,1,) +2.1 -.7 +1,5 
Avg.I tJSI.Uw!MWH~ 21406 21624 21358 Hills Energy, which serves 218,000 electric cuslomers in CO, SD, 25%; wind, 11 %; purchased, 30%. Fuel costs: 38% of revs. '21 
Avg.lrdusl. Re,$.~r IH(C) 7.38 7.31 8,51 WY and MT, and 1.1 million gas customers In NE, IA, KS, CO, WY, deprec. rate; 3.1%. Has 2,900 employees, Chairman: David A. 
C~':ja1Yea-.-ri:11M•·1 NA NA NA and AA. Has coal mining sub. Acq'd utility ops. from Aquila 7/08; Emery. President & CEO: Linn Evans. Inc.: SD. Address: 7001 PeaH6ad, Surn11:er th 1022 1050 1078 
AnMal l~ Fac!CA (~i NA NA NA SourceGas 2/16. Discontinued gas marketing in '11; gas & oil E&P Mount Rushmore Rd., P.O. Box 1400, Rapid City, SO 57709-1400. 
% Crung~ Guslomeis Hnd) +1.1 +.9 +1.0 In '17. Electric rev. breakdown: residential, 31%; commercial, 34%; Tel,: 605-721-1700. Internet: www.bfackhillscorp.com. 

Flted Cha·g~ Co-1, (¼) 278 285 259 Black Hills share earnings will likely into later years. 
ANNUAL RATES Past Pas! Est'd '19-'21 come in at a record high for 2022, The co111pany is not resting on its 
of change (pe1 sh) 10 Yrs. 5 Yrs, lo'25-'27 Leadership has provided a bracket of $3.95 laurels. The 2022-2026 capital plan has 
Revenues -1.0% .. 3.0% to $4.15, and our call sits precisely at the been raised by $250 million, to $3.5 billion. 
"Cash F(ov/' 4.5% 3.5% 5.0% midpoint of this spread. Rising interest Renewable investment opportunities are a Earnings 8.0% 5.5% 6.0% rates and inflation were headwinds, but focus, and incentives from clean Dividends 4.0% 6.0% 5.5% energy 
Book Value 4.0% 6.5% 3.5% population gains in the areas the company legislation will not be ignored. A 60/40 
Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full services were a boon. All~time peak load split favoring gas uti1ities was laid out, as 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year days among its electric generating fleet, was a net zero emissions reduction plan 
2019 597.8 333.9 325.5 477.7 1734.9 coupled with strong off~system sales of ex- for the gas arm by the year 2035. 
2020 537.0 326.9 346.6 486.4 1696.9 cess energy, likely contributed to a top-line The dividend payout was raised 5% to 
2021 633.4 372.6 380.6 562.5 1949.1 gain north of 10%. finish out last year. The December 
2022 823.6 474.2 462.6 439.6 2200 We are looking for anothe1.· record- stipend was upped to $0.625 a share, for 
2023 700 520 510 490 2220 breaking year in 2023. Our fresh call is an annual payout of $2.50. This raise puts 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full down a dhne, to $4.20, to reflect the cost Black Hills' yield almost exactly on par 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Year structure continuing to run on the high with the average utility stock in om· cover-
2019 1.73 . 24 .44 1.13 3.53 side. Still, this number equates to 4% an- age universe . 
2020 1.59 .33 .58 1.23 3.73 nual growth on the earnings-per-share Outside of an average yield, there is 
2021 1.54 .40 .70 1.11 3,74 line, which comes close to management's little to get subscribers' attention, The 
2022 1.82 .52 .54 1.17 4.05 annual gi·owth range goal of between 5% l8-n10nth reading is subpar, and the same 
2023 1.75 .60 .65 1.20 4.20 and 7%. A favorable rate rnlief situation can be said for capital appreciation poten-
Cal- QUARTERLY DMD ENDS PAID s • Full could lift the metric higher, as could the tial three to five years hence. The equitis 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec,31 Year loftier revenue run rate brought about by Timeliness rank has dropped one position 
2019 .505 .505 .505 .535 2.05 will riders. These are surcharges on cus- to a Below Average (4) designation. It ap-
2020 .535 .535 .535 .565 2.17 ton1ers' bills. Moreover, BKH has op- pears a lot of the favorable characteristics 
2021 .565 .565 .565 .595 2.29 portunities in the cryptocurrency mining that BKH possesses are already baked 
2022 .595 ,595 ,595 .625 2.41 arena, though the current turbulent situa- into the quotation here. 
2023 tion in that space could push plans back Erik "111. l\1a.nning January 20, 2023 

(A) Di!, EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains oosses): '10, '18, l12¢). '19 & '21 EPS don't sum due to '21: $28.20/sh. (DI In mill. (E) Raia base: Net Comrany's Financial Strength A 
10¢; '15, ($3.54); '16, !$1.26); '17, 14¢; '18, roun i11g. Next egs. r:r,;rt due early February. orig. cost. Rate al 'don com. eq, In SD in '15: Sloe 's Price Stability 85 
$1.31; '19, (25¢); '20, ( ¢/; discont. ops.: '08, (8) Dlv'ds pd. early ar., Jun., Sept., & Dec. none; In CO In '17: 9.37%; earn. on avg. com, Price GroW1h Persistence 40 
$4.12; 'OS, 7¢; '11, 23¢;' 2, (16¢); '17, (31¢); ■ Div'd re!nv. p!an avail. (C) Incl. derd chgs. In eq,, '21: 8.9%. Regu!. Climate: Avg. Earnings Predlclabillty 95 
© 2023 Value Line, Inc. All rlgh!s reserved. Factual material Is obta'ned from sources be!:eved to be iel'ablo arid Is provided w1thou1 warranl'es ol a"r, kind. -
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th:s ub:'calion Is slricL'y !Of subscriber's own, ncm-rommercial, inlemal use. 'o part I t • , 1 11 ' 
of It may be repmduc«I, resold, stored 01 transm'tted in any pr'.n\ed. e!cctron'c or o~her form, or us~ for genernfog 01 markefog any printed or electronic pub!CJtioo, serv:ce or product 
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CENTERPOINT EN'RGY NYSE-CNP l~lftr1 30 86 IPIE 21 3 (Trnlllng:27,3) RELATIVE 1 31 DIV'D 2.3% • 
, RATIO , Median: 19.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 3 Ralsed 3W22 High: 21.5 21,8 25.7 25.8 23.7 25.0 30.5 29,6 31.4 27.5 28.4 33.5 Target Price Range low: 15.1 18.1 19.3 21.1 16.0 16.4 24,5 24.8 24.3 11.6 19.3 25,0 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY 3 l(}'~~red 12/lB/15 LEGENDS 

3 Lowe1ed 1W2:2 
- 30.00 x o;v;dends p sh 64 TECHNICAL ' '. . *~!~~~ebPJ~!eri!n~~a 48 BETA 1.10 (1.00" Mar~et) 
om;~~~ \~!a Indicates recess/en 40 

18•Monlh Target Price Range I: " - - * - ----" 32 
1'"''1'"' 1•1111•1!1 ...:_•111111 

··l•l'I i1'Jl'r1 -. -.. ---- 24 Low-High Mldpolnl (% to Mid) 
1
,,,plh I • ' ----" 

.. 
20 $26-$40 $33 (5%) .,,,q I : !' 16 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS ·~ ,•·· ..... 12 
Ann'I Total · ........ •' .. .. ....... 

•' .......... ........... Price Gain Return •"••·· ......... 8 High 35 (+15%) 6% ........ ... .,,, 
··••' ~6 low 25 (·20% -2% .... •' % TOT. RETURN 10/22 Institutional Decisions i ........... 

ms VLAflffil.' 
102022 202022 302012 STOCK INDEX 

f-, Percent gg:m 1 yr. 12.5 ·13.4 lo Buy 295 294 256 shares ~ 

~~ooo 5ooffJ s6o~fi see~Jg traded 10 . 3 yr . 6.4 35.6 ~ 
syr. 13.2 45.6 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
29.71 29.82 32.71 21.14 20,69 19.83 17.43 18.90 21.51 17.18 17.48 22.30 21.13 24.49 13.45 13.28 14.30 14.90 Revenues per sh 16,75 
3.47 3.39 3.42 2.94 3.14 3.43 3.89 3.54 3.85 3.40 3.68 4.03 3.24 4.12 3.48 3.00 3.65 3.85 "Cash Flow" per sh 4.50 
1.33 1.17 1.30 1.01 1.07 1.27 1.35 1.24 1.42 I.OB 1.00 1.57 ,74 1.49 1,29 .94 1.40 I.SO Earnings per sh A I.BO 
,60 .68 .73 ,76 .78 .79 .81 .83 .95 .99 1.03 1.35 1.12 .86 .90 .66 .71 ,71 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a• ,95 

3.21 3.45 2.95 2.96 3.55 3.08 2.84 3.00 3.20 3.68 3.28 3.31 3.29 4.99 4.71 5.03 6.10 7.45 Cap'J Spending per sh 7.25 
4.96 5.61 5.89 6.74 7.53 9.91 10.06 10.09 10.60 8.05 8.03 10.88 12.53 13.10 10.78 13.70 14.75 15.50 Book Value per sh c 18.00 

313.65 322.72 346.09 391.75 424,70 428.03 427.44 429,00 429.00 430.00 430.68 431.04 501.20 502.24 551.36 628.92 630.00 631.00 Common Shs Outsl'g 0 634.00 
10.3 15.0 11.3 11.8 13.8 14.6 14.8 18.7 17.0 18.1 21.9 17.9 37,0 19.5 15.9 26.1 Bold fig res are Avg Ann'! PIE Ral!o 16.0 
,58 .60 ,68 ,79 .88 .92 .94 1.05 .89 .91 1.15 ,90 2.00 1.04 .82 1.39 Value Line Relallve PIE RaUo .90 

4.4% 3.9% 5.0% 6.4% 5.3% 4,3% 4.0% 3.6% 3.9% 5.1% 4.7% 4.8% 4.1% 3.0% 4.4% 2.7% es// a/es Avg Ann'! Dlv'd Ylefd 3.3% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 7452.0 8106.0 9226.0 7386.0 7528.0 9614,0 10589 12301 7418.0 8352.0 9000 9400 Revenues ($mill} 16500 
Total Debt $14913 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $7844 mill, 581.0 536.0 611.0 465.0 432.0 679,0 368,0 871.0 863.0 668,0 950 1000 Net Profil 1$mllli ffBO LT Debt $13435 mill. LT Interest $500 mil!. 33.4% 31.4% 31.0% 35.1% 37.0% 36.1% 28.4% 14.9% 13.4% 14.1% 20.0% 20.0% Income Tax Rate 20.0% Incl, $240 mill. securitiied transition & system 

2.6% 3.5% 4.1% 4.7% 3.5% 2.9% 5.4% 6.7% 6.0% 9.3% 6.0% 6.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 5.0% restoration bonds. 
{LT Interest earned: 2.4x) 66.0% 64.4% 63.8% 69.5% 68.5% 63.6% 51.9% 63.0% 58.0% 62.3% 62.0% 59.0% Long-Term Debt Ratio 60.0% 
Leases, Uncapflallzed Annual rentals $6 mill, 34.0% 35.6% 36.2% 30.5% 31.5% 36.4% 37.5% 29.1% 29.9% 34.5% 35.0% 38.0% Common Enu!tv Ratio 37.5% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $2072 mm. 12658 12146 12557 11362 10992 12883 16740 22603 19869 24973 26525 25725 Total Cap!lal ($mltl) 30400 Obllg $2298 mlll. 13597 9593,0 10502 11537 12307 13057 14044 20945 22362 23484 25925 29150 Ne! Plan! 1$mlll1 35700 Pfd Stock $790 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $49 mlll. 6.8% 6.3% 6.7% 6.1% 5.8% 6.8% 3.4% 5.1% 5.6% 3.8% 4.5% 5.0% Relum on Total Cap'! 5.0% 800,000 shs, 6.125%, cumulative, with !lquldaUon 
value of $1000, 13,5% 12.4% 13.4% 13.4% 12.5% 14.5% 4.6% 10.4% 10.3% 7.1% 9.5% 9.5% Relum on Shr. Equity 9.5% 
Common Stock 629,535,631 shs. as of 10/24/22 13,5% 12.4% 13.4% 13.4% 12.5% 14.5% 5.3% 11.5% 11.6% 6.7% 9.5% 10.0% Relum on Com Enul\v e 10.0% 
MARKET CAP: $19.4 blll!on (Large Cap) 5.5% 4.2% 4.5% 1.1% NMF 4,7% NMF 2.7% 5.0% 2.2% 5.0% 5.0% Retained lo Com Eq 4.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 60% 66% 67% 92% 103% 68% NMF 80% 66% 72% 52% 53% All Dlv'ds lo Ne! Prof 54% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: CenlerPoJnt Energy, Inc. is a holding company for LP in '21 and '22, Electric revenue breakdown not available. Fuel % crwi Retail Sales {KWIJ) +6.7 +1.8 NA 
Al~. I LISI. Use (MWHiiw NA NA NA Houslon Electric, which serves 2.7 million customers In Houston costs: 28% of revenues. '21 depreclaLion rate: 3.9%. Has 8,900 em-
A1~.IOOLIS!.RM~r 'H(C) NA NA NA and environs, Indiana Elec1ric, which serves 150,000 custome1s, ployees. Chairman: Martin H. Nesbitt. President & CEO: David J. 
QapacityalPeak .A') NA NA NA and gas utilities with 4.2 million customers In Texas, Minnesota, Lesar. Incorporated: Texas. Address: 1111 Louisiana, P.O. Box Pea~ toad, &;,i,,.-,-er ! .1/1) NA NA NA 
A!mal toad Faclor (¾j NA NA NA Louisiana, Mississippi, Indiana, and Ohio. Acquired Vectren 2/19. 4567, Houston, Texas 77210·4567. Telephone: 713-207-1111. In• 
%Char,geCusWMIS a',~.) +7.9 +2.5 NA Sold nonuUlity operations in '20. Sold !ts stake In Energy Transfer teme1: www.centerpolntonergy.com, 

Ried Ciiarga Cov, (%) 152 135 181 CenterPoint Energy posted com- isms. We remain optimistic considering 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19-'21 mendable September-period results. the latest qua1-ter's results. 
or change (per sh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs. lo '26·'27 The top line increased 9% year over year, Managen1ent plans to use proceeds 
Revenues -2.0% ·2.0% •,5% to $1.903 billion, The bottom line rose 43% from previous asset sales for debt re-
"Cash Flow" 1.0% -.5% 4.0% over the yearwago tally, to $0.30 per share. duction and capital expenditures, Earnings 1.0% 1.0% 6.5% The company benefited from better rate CenterPoint thinks that it will not need to Dividends .5% -4.0% 2.5% 
Book Value 4.5% 7.0% 6.0% relief and improved demand for its serv- issue common equity through 2030 despite 
Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full ices. Management also stayed active on revising its current capital spending plan 

endar Mar.31 Jun. 30 Sep, 30 Dec. 31 Year the expense-cutting front to enhance prof- to $43 billion from $40 billion. However, 
2019 3531 2798 2742 3230 12301 its amid an elevated cost environment. the share count could 1·ise slightly due to 
2020 2167 1575 1622 2054 7418 The regulatory matter in Minnesota is stock issued for options and other plans. 
2021 2547 1742 1749 2314 8352 n10ving along. CenterPoint reached a Increased capital spending is expected to 
2022 2763 1944 1903 2390 9000 settlement calling for a $48.5 million gas be used for investments in transitioning to 
2023 2900 2000 2000 2500 9400 rate increase, based on a 9.39% return on clean energy and modernizing existing 
Ca!• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full equity or a 6.65% overall rate of return. A systems, Some initiatives include 

endar Mar.31 Jun. 30 Seo. 30 Dec. 31 Year written order from the state commission strengthening its presence in the electric 
2019 .28 .33 .47 .41 1.49 was issued in the third quarter. After ap- vehicle market and renewable energy. 
2020 .56 .17 .29 .27 1.29 proval of compliance filing1 implementa- Furthermore, the company remains on 
2021 .41 .29 .21 .03 .94 tion of the new rate is anticipated by Jan- ti·ack to develop Houston's regional master 
2022 .52 . 28 .30 .30 1.40 uary 1, 2023 . energy plan. 
2023 .55 .30 .35 .30 1.50 We have maintained our 2022 and Shares of CenterPoint Energy are 
Cal- QUARTERLY DMDENOS PAID O • Full 2023 shareNprofit estimates at $1.40 neutrally (3) 1•anked for Timeliness. At 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 Year and $1.50, 1.·espectively. Earnings are the recent quotation, the equity's long-
2018 .2775 .2775 .2775 .2775 I.II expected to stay healthy thanks to solid term capital appreciation potential doesn't 
2019 .2875 .2875 ,2875 .2875 1.15 demand growth at the utilities, We also stand out. All told, we believe there are 
2020 .29 .15 .15 .15 .74 note that Houston Electric obtains reve- morewattractive selections available else-
2021 .16 .16 ,16 .17 ,65 nues for transmission and distribution where. 
2022 ,17 .17 .18 .18 every year through regulatory mechan- Emma Jalees December 9, 2022 

(A/ Oil. EPS. Exel. nonrecur, jains (losses!: report due late Feb (BJ D1v'ds h1stor. paid In (E) Rate base· Not orig. cost. Rate all d on Comrany's F!nanc!al Strength B++ 
'I , $1.89; '/2, (38¢); '13, (52¢; '15, ($2,69; early Mar., June, Sept & Doo. 5 declara11ons In com, eq. (elecj !n '20 9.4%; (gas) 9.45%· Sloe 's Price Stablllty 70 
'1_7, $2.56_:,'20, ( 2.7_4~; '22, 30¢; gain ~ossl on '17 & '20, 3 in '19 • Dw'd relnv. plan avail (C) 11 25%; earne on avg, com. eq, '21 7.9% Price Growth Persistence 30 
disc, ops .. 20, (34e), 21, $1,34, Next earn ngs Incl lntang In '21 • $10 52/sh, (D) In mill Regulatory Climate TX, Avg , IN, Above Avg. Earnings Predictability 50 
© 2022 vaiue Line, loo. All "&' hls resewed. Factual malerial is ob!a.imxl from sources be'.iave<l lo be rerabie arKI Is provided w:tnoot warranfos of an; kind. 
TlfE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESP NSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Thi:J'ub'.ication Is stricUy !or subscriOer's own, non-oommercial,. Internal use. o part 
of h llli'ly bo rep.oduced. resold, slored or kansm'tled in any prin!ed, electronic or o:h~r form, or us !or generafng °' maikef.ng any prin!ed or eleclron!o publ:tation, servfce or product. • • .. :11 
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CMS ENERGY CORP. NYSE-CMS I
RECENT 60 801 P/E 20 3 (Trallin9:22.9) RELATIVE 1 25 IDIV'D 3.0% ' 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 20.0 PIE RATIO , YLO 

TIMELINESS 4 -Lowered 1W22 High: 22.4 25.0 30,0 36.9 38.7 46.3 50./J 53.8 65.3 69.2 65.8 73.8 Target Price Range 

2 Rrused3.01/1' 
Low: 17.0 21.1 24.6 26.0 31.2 35.0 41.1 40,5 48.0 46.0 53.2 52.4 2025 2026 2027 

SAFETY LEGENDS 

4 Loweied12/af22 
- 28.00 x Dividends p sh 160 TECHNICAL , , , • ~;~i~~e b~J~!efuet!n~1~e ' BETA .BO (1.00" Markel) O~~~~/!!a /nd'cates recession 

120 
100 

18-Monlh Target Price Range 
/"1'f ----- -- -. - 80 

Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) ''"" 60 ... -- -- -. -. - ---- - 50 $50-$88 $69 (15%) I'll r••''' 1111 40 
2025·27 PROJECTIONS 11, ' 30 Ann'! To!al - ,,, , 

Pr!ce Gain Re!urn ,,,,,11,,,• 
" 20 High 75 (+25%) 8% -~,,11' T ...... ......... , ~ ,. ...... 

Low 55 (-10% 1% 4"I! -15 ..... -:·:• ........ ... ... .......... . ..... , .. •·· . . . ....... ' .... % TOT. RETURN 10/22 lnst!tu!lonal Decisions .... ........ .. .. ,, .. , .. •· 
lHOS VLAllfll!.' 

1021'122 202022 """ Percent 
~8~-

STOCK lllDEX -tollu)' 329 310 308 shares . 1 yr, -2.8 -13.4 

m~~oo:J 212~§~ 268:~ 267~gi traded 10 3yr. -4.3 35.8 
5 yr. 34,8 45,6 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @ VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
30.57 28.95 30.13 27.23 25.77 25.59 23.90 24.65 26.09 23.29 22.92 23.37 24.25 24.11 23.12 25.29 27.60 28.30 Revenues per sh 30.75 
3.22 3.08 3.88 3.47 3.70 3.65 3.82 4.06 4.22 4.59 4.88 5.29 5.61 5.89 6.24 6.42 7.00 7.45 "Cash Flow" per sh 8.75 

.64 .64 1.23 .93 1.33 1.45 1.65 1.66 1.74 1.89 1.98 2.17 2.32 2.39 2.64 2.58 2.90 3.10 Earnings per sh A 3.75 
.. .20 .36 .50 .66 .84 .96 1.02 1.06 1.16 1.24 1.33 1.43 1.53 1.63 1.74 1.84 1.94 O!v'd Decl'd per sh 6 • 2.30 

3.01 5.61 3.50 3.59 3.29 3.47 4.65 4.98 5.73 5.64 5.99 5.91 7.32 7.41 8.02 7.16 8.95 10.00 Cap'I Spending per sh 9.75 
10.03 9.46 10.88 11.42 11.19 11.92 12.09 12.98 13.34 14.21 15.23 15.77 16.78 17.68 19.02 22.11 24.25 25.50 Book Value per sh c 26.50 

222.78 225.15 226.41 227.89 249.60 254.10 284.10 266.10 275.20 277.16 279.21 281.65 283.37 283.86 288.94 289.76 290.00 290.00 Common Shs Outst'g 0 300.00 
22.2 26.8 10.9 13.6 12.5 13.6 15.1 16.3 17.3 18.3 20.9 21.3 20.3 24.3 23.3 23.6 80/df/g res are Avg Ann'I PIE Rallo 17.5 
1.20 1.42 .66 .91 .60 .85 .96 .92 .91 .92 1.10 1.07 1.10 1.29 1.20 1.26 Va/m Line Relative PIE Ralio .95 
.. 1,2% 2.7% 4.0% 4.0% 4.3% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4% 3.0% 2.9% 3.0% 2.6% 2.6% 2.9% es/Ir ales Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.5% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 6312.0 6566.0 7179.0 6456.0 6399.0 6583.0 6873,0 6845.0 6660.0 7329.0 8000 8200 Revenues {$mll!) 9200 
Total Debt$13685 mlll, Due In 5 Yrs $2324 milL 413.0 454.0 479.0 525.0 553.0 610,0 659.0 682.0 757.0 751.0 855 910 Net Profll 1$miln· 1130 LT Debt $12685 mill. LT Interest $500 mill. 39.4% 39.9% 34.3% 34.0% 33.1% 31.2% 14.9% 17.7% 15.0% 11.5% 11.0% 11.0% Income Tax Ra!e 11.0% Incl. $47 mill. finance leases, 2.9% 2.0% 2.3% 2.7% 3.1% 1.1% 1.4% 2.1% 1.1% 1.5% 1.0% 2.0% AFUDC % to Nel Prom 1.0% (LT interest earned: 2.7x) 
Leases, Uncapl!al!zed Annual rentals $5 mill, 67.9% 67.5% 68.7% 68.3% 67.1% 67.3% 69.0% 70.4% 71.2% 64.5% 63.0% 62.0% Long-Term Debt Ratio 60.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $3599 mill, 31.6% 32.2% 31.0% 31.4% 32.6% 32.4% 30.7% 29.4% 28.6% 34.2% 36.0% 37.0% Common Eoultv Ratio 39,0% 

Oblig $3070 mill. 10101 10730 11846 12534 13040 13692 15476 17082 19223 18760 19800 20050 Tola I Cap Hal ($mill) 20400 Pfd Stock $224 mill. Pfd Div'd $11 mill, 11551 12246 13412 14705 15715 16761 18126 18926 21039 22352 23775 25400 Nel Planl 1$mllll 29900 Incl. 373,148 shs. $4.50 $100 par, cum., callable at 
$110.00; 9,200,000 shs. 4.2%, $25 par, cum. 5.9% 6.0% 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 5.9% 5.6% 5.3% 5.2% 5.3% 5.5% 5.5% Return on Total Cap'I 6.5% 
Common Stock 290,251,602 shs. 12.8% 13.0% 12.9% 13.2% 12.9% 13.6% 13,8% 13.5% 13.7% 11.3% 11.5% 12.0% Return on Shr, Equity 14.0% 
as of 10/10/22 12.9% 13.1% 13.0% 13.3% 13.0% 13.7% 13.8% 13.6% 13.7% 11.6% 12.0% 12.0% Return on Com EouJiv e 14.0% 
MARKET CAP: $17,6 bllllon (Large Cap) 5.0% 5.2% 5.0% 5.2% 4.8% 5.2% 5,3% 4.9% 5.3% 3.8% 4.5% 4.5% Retained to Com Eq 5.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 61% 60% 62% 61% 63% 62% 62% 64% 62% 68% 64% 63% All Div'ds to Ne! Prof 62% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: CMS Energy Corporation Is a holding company for sources: coal, 31%; gas, 16%; renewables, 6%; purchased, 47%. %Chan::, Re!il Sales (K\.\1-l) -~; -3.1 +2.4 
Ai~. I st UsejlMIH~ NA NA Consumers Energy, which supplies electricity and gas to lower Fuel costs: 42% of revenues. '21 reported deprec. rates: 3.9% e!ec• 
A1~. l~usl Revs.1,er ~}l (C) 7.94 8.14 8.46 Michigan (exc!udi~g Detroi!). Has 1.9 million e!ectric, 1.8 million gas Irie, 2.9% gas, 9.4% olher. Has 8,500 full•lime employees. Chair-
~ci:ya!Pea~( 1~-1 NA NA NA customers. Has 1,234 megawatts of nonregulated generating capa· man: John G. Russel!. President & CEO: Garrick Rochow. Inc.: Pea~ load, S'.llllme<j!N) 8039 8215 7951 clty. So!d EnerBank ln '21. Electric revenue breakdown: residential, Michigan. Address: One Energy Plaza, Jackson, Michigan 49201. Arma/ Load fa-:!Or ( ! NA NA NA 
%CM!\9e◊.is!-Orneis 1-er,d) +.9 +1.0 +1 48%; commercial, 32%; Industrial, 13%; other, 7%. Generating Tel.: 517·788·0550. Internet: V/1.WJ.cmsenergy.com, 

R1€<j Cr,iif,1a Cov. {%} 235 240 223 CMS Energy registered strong third- commercial and industrial customers espe-
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19-'21 quarter results. The top line increased cia1ly recovering well. Furthermore, the 
o! change (per sh) 10 Yrs. 5V1s. lo '25·'27 17 .3% year over year, to $2.02 billion. company will benefit from the gas rate in-
Revenues -1.0% -· 4.0% Meanwhile, the bottom line rose 3. 7%, to crease and ongoing cost controls. Our es-
"Cash Flow" 5.5% 6.5% 6.0% $0.56 per share. The conJany's efforts to timate is a cent above management's new Earnings 7.5% 6.5% 6.5% acquire rate relief an reduce costs targeted range of $2.87-$2.89 a share Dividends 9.5% 7.0% 6.0% 
Book Value 5,5% 6.5% 7.0% benefited the overall performance. Also, fa- (raised from the previous guidance of 
Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full vorable weather boosted gas sales more $2.85-$2.89). 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 Year than last year's tally. For next year, profits will likely in-
2019 2059 1445 1546 1795 6845 The pending electric rate case of Con- crease further. The company stands to 
2020 1864 1443 1575 1798 6680 sumers Energy (subsidiary of CMS benefit from the revised electric rate in-
2021 2013 1558 1725 2033 7329 Energy) was revised in September. In- crease. We look for a 7% rise in earnings, 
2022 2374 1920 2024 1662 8000 vestors may recall that Consumers filed which aligns with management's annual-
2023 2400 1950 2000 1850 8200 for an electric tariff increase of $272 mil- earnings growth target of 6%-8%. 
Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full lion, based on a 10.25% return on equity. The long-term growth plan involves 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sea.30 Dec,31 Year Recently, management revised the re- an expanding presence in renewable 
2019 .75 .33 .73 .58 2.39 quested rate increase to $292 million. The energy. The company intends to grow its 
2020 .85 .48 ,76 ,55 2.64 ruling from the commission is expected in clean energy capacity to 30% by 2025 
2021 1.09 .55 .54 .40 2.58 the first quarter of 2023. We note that the (from the current 14%) and 50% by 2030. 
2022 1.20 .50 .56 .64 2.90 subsidiary has a vast electric and gas sys- CMS expects to invest $26 billion over the 
2023 1.25 .55 .60 .70 3.10 tern with several aging pieces of equip- next 10 years to upgrade its electricity and 
Cal· QUARTERLY DMOENDS PAID a• Full ment needing replacement. Hence, the gas infrastructure. 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se",30 Dec. 31 Vear company seeks frequent rate relief to keep At present, untimely shares of CMS 
2018 .3575 .3575 .3575 .3575 1.43 providing affordable customer prices. Energy have subpar total return 
2019 .3825 .3825 .3825 .3825 1.53 \Ve see a low-double-digit increase in potential over the 2025-2027 horizon, 
2020 .4075 .4075 .4075 .4075 1.63 earnings this year. Consumers' utility Investors can find better options else-
2021 .435 .435 .435 .435 1.74 sales are expected to stay strong in the where, in our opinion . 
2022 .48 .46 .46 .46 coming months, with electric deliveries to E,nma Jalees December 9, 2022 

(A) Dilu1ed EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains (losses/' '11, 1¢; '12, 3¢; '21, $2.08; '22, 1¢. Next earn• $7.80/sh, (Dj In mill. (E) Ra!e base: Net ortg. Comcan~'s Financlal Strength A 
'06, ($1.08j: '07, (S1.26): '09, (7¢): '10, 3¢;' 1, !ngs report due eai!y Feb. {B) Dlv'ds historical• cos!. Rate a I'd on com, eq. In '22: 9.9% e!ec.; Stoc 's rice Slablllty 95 
12¢; '12, { 4¢); '17, (53~; gains (losses) on ly paid late Feb., May, Aug., & Nov. • Div'd In '19: 9.9% ias; earned on avg. com. eq,, '21: Price Growth Persistence 65 
disc. ops,: '06, 3¢; '07, ( 0¢); '09, 8¢; '10, (8¢); reinvestment plan avan. (C) Incl, Jntang. !n '21: 13.2%. Regu atory Climate: Above Average. Earnings Predlctabllfly 90 
© 2022 Value lfae, Inc. All lights resef'le{I. Factual ma1erial Is cbla'ned from sources bel:eved to be rel;ab!e and Is provided w:1nout warranties of arrj kind;~ 
THE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This ubfoaEon Is slricliy lot subsC!lbe(s own, non-wmmerc_;a1, lnlernal use. No par! I 1 • , : 11 ' 
of it may be reproduced, reso!d, stored or transm:tted in any prin:ed, electron'c or o!her form, or us~!or geneiating or maikeling any prin!ed 01 electrode pubfcafon, servire or product. 
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CON. EDISON NYSE-ED IRECENT 87 961 P~ 19 Q (Trailing: 19.5) RELATIVE 1 23, IOIV'O 3.7% • 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17.0 Pre RATIO , YLO 

TIMELINESS 3 Raised 9J30/22 . High: 62,7 66.0 64.0 68.9 72.3 Bi.9 89,7 84.9 95.0 95.i 85.6 102.2 Target Price Range 
1 New7127/90 

Low: 48.6 53.6 54.2 52.2 56.9 63.5 72.1 71.1 73,3 62.0 65.6 78.1 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

1 Raised 10114!22 
- 27.0 x Dividerids p sh ' 160 TECHNICAL , , , , Re!ative Price Strength 
O~Uons: Yes '' 12() BETA .75 (1.00" Marlrnl) /Jaded area lndjgates !,.~SS!on ' ----. -" ... 100 

18-Month Target Price Range '" ,,,,,1•11 II, .. I:""· .. ----- . . -" - BO 1;11111 I 11 "' Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) '"" 60 ,,,,II' OJI, 11 t,•I• 50 $74-$113 $94(5%) 1,,•11I' ... ... 40 
2025·27 PROJECTIONS ·••' ••, ...... .. •, · ..... ., 30 Ann'I Tota! "• .... ..... . .. ... .. ..... '•• ·, 

Pi!ce Gain Return ........ . .. ,, .. , .. i",,', ..... 
High 105 (+20%1 8% .. • 20 
Low 85 (-5% 3% .... -15 . % TOT, RETURN 10/22 lnstllutlonal Decisions .,: rnos VLAR!TH.' 

402(121 102022 202022 Percent 
21~ 

STOCK INDEX -
:~:~~ i:; ;~; !61 shares 14 

~ 
1 yr. 20.9 -13.4 -

1raded 7 ·--~ 3yr. 6,0 35.8 -H1cfJOOo 224002 221241 229945 syr. 22.0 45.6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 

47.14 48,23 49.62 46.36 45,69 44.17 41.62 42,27 44,11 42,85 39.59 38.82 38,44 37.80 35.78 38,63 41,00 42.55 Revenues per sh 43,50 
5.28 5.77 5.99 5.86 6,24 6,61 7.15 7.45 7,30 7,93 7.89 8.41 8.92 9.39 9.70 10,08 10.55 11.05 "Cash Flow" per sh 12,25 
2.95 3.48 3,36 3.14 3,47 3,57 3.86 3,93 3,62 4.05 394 4,10 4.55 4.37 4.17 4.38 4.55 4.75 Earnings per sh A 5.50 
2.30 2.32 2,34 2.36 2,38 2.40 2.42 2.46 2.52 2.60 2,68 2,76 2,86 2,96 3,06 3,10 3.16 3.24 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 3.52 
7.17 7.09 8,50 7,80 6,96 6.72 7.06 8.57 8,26 10.42 12.07 11.11 10,90 10.48 11.42 11.17 13.00 15.25 Cap'I Spending per sh 14,50 

31.09 32.58 35.43 36.46 37.93 39.05 40.83 41.81 42.94 44.55 46,88 49.74 52.11 54,18 55.06 56,60 58.40 59,90 Book Value per sh c 67.75 
257.46 272.02 273.72 281.12 291.62 292.89 292.87 292.87 2$2,88 293,00 305,00 310.00 320,96 332,63 342,30 35398 355.00 355,00 Common Shs Oulst'g 0 380.00 

15.5 13,8 12.3 12.5 13.3 15.1 15.4 14.7 15.9 15.6 18,8 19.8 17.1 19.7 19,0 17.2 Bold fig res ere Avg Ann'/ PIE Ratio 17.5 
.84 .73 .74 .83 ,85 ,95 .98 ,83 ,84 .79 ,99 1.00 .92 1.05 .98 .92 Va/Ill 1/116 Re!allve PIE Ra!lo ,95 

5.0% 4.8% 5.7% 6.0% 5.2% 4.5% 4.1% 4.3% 4.4% 4.1% 3.6% 3.4% 3.7% 3.4% 3.9% 4.1% esllf "" Avg Ann'I D!v'd Yield 3.7% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 6/30/22 12188 12381 12919 12554 12075 12033 12337 12574 12246 13676 14550 15100 Revenues ($min) 16500 
Total Deb\$25327 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $3994 mllJ. 1141.0 1157.0 1066.0 1193.0 1189,0 1288,0 1424.0 1438,0 1399,0 1528,0 1620 1690 Net Prom 1$mHII 2085 LT Debt $22361 ml!!. LT Interest $904 mill. 34.5% 31.8% 34.0% 33.6% 35.3% 36.6% 20.1% 17.5% 12.9% 16.2% 18.0% 18.0% Income Tax Ra!e 18.0% (Total Interest Coverage: 3.0x) .5% .5% .3% .7% 1.3% 1.5% 1.5% 1.9% 2,2% 2.1% 2.0% 2.0% AFUOC % to Ne! Profit 2.0% 
Leases, Uncapltallzed Annual rentals $81 mill. 45.9% 46.1% 48.0% 47.9% 50.8% 48.9% 51.1% 50.7% 52.0% 53.0% 52.5% 53.0% Long-Term Debt Ratio 53.0% 

54.1% 53.9% 52.0% 52.1% 49.2% 51.1% 48.9% 49.3% 48.0% 47.0% 47,5% 47.0% Common Eoultv Ratio 47,0% 
Pension Assets-12121 $18504 mllL 21933 22735 24207 25058 29033 30149 34221 36549 39229 42641 43825 45275 Tola I Capllal ($mill) 54500 Obllg $17357 mill. 26939 28436 29827 32209 35216 37600 41749 43889 46555 48596 51075 54300 Ne1 Plan11$mllll 61000 Pfd Stock Nona 6.5% 6.4% 5.6% 6.0% 5.3% 5.4% 5.3% 5.1% 4.7% 4.7% 5.0% 5.0% Return on Tota! Cap'I 5.0% 
Common Stock 354,582,086 shs. 9,6% 9,4% 8.5% 9.1% 8.3% 8.2% 8.5% 8.0% 7.4% 7.6% 8.0% 8.0% Return on Shr. Equity 8.0% 
as of 7/31/22 9.6% 9.4% 8.5% 9.1% 8.3% 8.2% 8.5% 8.0% 7.4% 7.6% 8.0% 8.0% Return on Com EouJtv E 8.0% 
MARKET CAP: $31.2 bllllon (Large Cap) 3,6% 3.6% 2.6% 3.5% 3.0% 3.0% 3,5% 2.9% 2.2% 2.5% 2,5% 2.5% Retained to Com Eq 3.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 62% 62% 69% 61% 64% 63% 59% 64% 71J'/4 67% 69% 68% All Dlv'ds to Net Prof 64% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Consolidated Edison, Inc. (ConEd) Is a holding compa- pelilive energy opporlunilies through three wholly ovmed subsidi• % c~ij R&.il Sales (KWH} -2.9 -6.2 •,1 
Avg.Ir. ustUse(MWH~ NA NA NA ny for Consolidated Edison Company of New York (CECONY), aries. II entered Into midstream gas joint venture 6/16; sold it 7/2L 
Avg. lr,dusl Re',i.ff! IH(C) NA NA NA which sells electricity, gas, and steam in most of NY city and Purchases most of ils power. Fuel costs: 20% of revenues. '21 
Cap,10\' il Peak ( hi NA NA NA Westchester County. ConEd also owns Orange and Rockland Ulili• reported deprec. 10\es: 3.1%-3.5%. Employs 13,900. Chrmn, Presl· Pea~ load, Sumrcer J h) 13835 13170 13517 lies (O&R), which operates ln New York and New Jersey, ConEd dent & CEO: Timothy Cawley, Inc.: NY. Addr.: 4 Irving Place, New A~1Jal load Fad.or ('1.t NMF NMF NMF 
%C~eCusl01'.-HS i-end) NA NA NA has 3,7 mill. electric, 1.2 mil!. gas customers. It also pursues com- York, NY 10003. Tel.: 212-460-4600. ln!ernet: www.conedlson.com. 

foed Cr,ar!}(I \IJJ. (¾) 267 257 284 Consolidated Edison is selling its re~ from an 8.8% ROE currently. Staff at the 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19-'21 newable energy subsidiary. In October, regulatory body, New York Public Service 
of change (per sh) 10Yrs. 5 Yrs. lo '25-'27 the company announced it had agreed to Commission, are far apart from ConEd in 
Revenues -2.0% -2,5% 2.5% sell its non-regulated solar and wind their initial proposals, with no change in 
"Cash Flow" 4.5% 4.5% 4.0% power business to RWE Renewables Amer- the existing ROE structure offered, and a Earnings 2.5% 2.0% 4.0% icas for $6.8 billion. The transaction is ex- 2023 recommended electric and gas hike of Dividends 2.5% 3.0% 2.5% 
Book Value 4.0% 4.5% 3.5% pected to be completed by mid-2023. As a $278 million and $164 million, respective-

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full result of the pending deal, the company ly. Settlement negotiations have been 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep,30 Dec.31 Year will forego its previous plan to issue up to ongoing since July, with a joint proposal 
2019 3514 2744 3365 2951 12574 $1.6 billion of common equity through expected this month and a final rate deci-
2020 3234 2719 3333 2960 12246 2024, and is now better able to self fund sion due in December. While New York 
2021 3677 2971 3613 3415 13676 upcoming regulated capital projects neces- has traditionally represented a below-
2022 4060 3415 3635 3440 14550 sary to bring about the modernization of average regulatory climate for CECONY, 
2023 4215 3545 3775 3565 15100 the electric grid in its territory. The re- the state now has government leadership 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full newables segment represents about 9% of in place that is publicly supportive of the 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 se,.30 Dec.31 Vear operating income. So initia11y, the sale various projects geared towards delivering 
2019 1.39 ,58 1.54 .86 4.37 wi11 reduce eaTnings per share, with off- clean ene1·ro1i including the electrification 
2020 1.35 .60 1.48 .74 4,17 sets from less financing needs and a lower of the transportation system, An accept-
2021 1.44 .53 1.41 1.00 4.38 share count, 'l'hese changes should not able regulatory settlement with give and 
2022 1.47 .64 1.47 ,97 4.55 impact the dividend. Our estimates won't take from both sides seems likely. 
2023 1.53 ,67 1.53 1.02 4.75 reflect the sale until it closes. ConEd stock doesn't staud out at the 
Cal· QUARTERLY DIVIDENDS PAID'• Full A settlen1ent for ConEd's primary utilM recent valuation. Utility investors can 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Oec.31 Year ity's general 1·ate case is due by year do better elsewhere. The dividend yield is 
2018 .715 .715 .715 .715 2.86 end. CECONY updated its rate 1.·equests 10 basis points below the peer-group 
2019 .74 .74 .74 .74 2.96 in the spring and is now filing for a 2023 median, while growth in the disbursement 
2020 .765 .765 .765 .765 3.06 electric increase of $1.04 billion and a gas wi11 likely be constrained by the high pay-
2021 .775 .775 ,775 ,775 3.10 hike of $402 million, The application is out 1.·atio over the next few years . 
2022 .79 .79 .79 based on a 10% return on equity (ROE), up Anthony J. Glennon Noveniber 11, 2022 

(A) Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrec. P,ains/{lossesJ: Next earnings report due early Februa~, IC) Incl. lntang. In '21: $15.17/sh. (D) In mlll. Comrany's F!nanclal Strength A+ 
'13, (32¢); '14, 9¢; '16, 18¢; 17, 84¢; '1 , (B) Dividends historically paid in m d-Mar., E) Rate base: net orig. cost, Rate allowed on Sloe 's Price StabUlly 90 
(13¢); '19, (29¢); '20, (89¢): '21, (53¢): 10-20 June, Sept., and Dec. ■ Div'd reinvestment com. eq. for CECONY In '20: 8.8%; O&R In Price Growth Perslslence 45 
'22, 30¢; gain on disc. operations: '08, $1.01. plan available. '22: 9.2%. Regtl!atory Climate: Below Average, Earnings Predlctabllity 160 
© 2022 Value Line, Inc. All rights iese,ve<I, Factual material is oblaine<I !rom sources be:'eve<I !o be iel:able and Is provided without l'l'afranUes ol any kind: ~ 
Tl-lE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Tll:S ub!:cation Is slric~'y for subscriber's own, non-0:1mmerc_ial, Internal use. No part I I I • , : 11 ' 
ol i1 may be rep1odoced, reso!d, stored or tlansm'!led in any printed, el«lron!c or o!her form, or us~ !Of generarn9 or marke(ng any piinted or eleclrodc publ.cat:on, sel\i:o or piodocl. 
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DOMINION ENERGY NYSE-D 1RECENT 69 971pre 16 6 (Trailing: 17,7) RELATIVE 1 08 J DIV'O PRICE , RATIO , Me<lian: 21.0 Pre RATIO , 1 J YLD 4.0% 
TIMELINESS 4 Lowe.ed2/5l'21 High: 53.6 55,6 68.0 80.9 79.9 79.0 85.3 81.7 83.9 90.9 81.1 88.8 Target Price Range 

L',L£o,r,,;CL~4,-2;_.1'-'--'4,s8".9u__,51.9 63.1 64.5 66.3 70.9 61,5 67A 57.8 67.9 61.7 2025 2026 2027 
SAFETY 2 Raised9/11198 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 2 Lo;vered 1114122 -.. -. • ~~·1!tt~~~~e~~rfnt~h 200 
BETA .85 (1.00" Markel) 08~~~:~ 'Zr~a incf,'ca/es recess!M l---!---l---l---1---1----1---./-l---l---l----J---l----l----ll----l--l 60 

~1'.:8"'-Mc.o"n'..lh-"T"ar"'g'-",1"'P"',1:'.ce-Ra_n_g_,_f-""""';"""'--"'"",'""--"""r'--' · i - -- · - · - - - - 100 

Low-H!gh Midpoint(% to Mid) ,11 .,,., 1, , 111 "'' 1 \ 111 ,, 111 •""" ·,ft1t' , -....c.·- 1 .• •·- j - BO 
$57-$100 $79(10%} , 11, 11 1 ~g 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS rr141 !" 11 111
". , 40 

Ann'I Total •,,,•· •,. .. ... •"••·•· .,•, • • .• ... • ... ,, .. 30 
Price Gain Return =i='"-'"'f'~,,,._1-"",,_,,!,h,, .... o •• ,.,.".--+--+--.~+---+--+---+--+----+--+-

H!gh 110 {+55%) 15% •, .. :: ,, ......... ' i '•••, _
20 

~~=tllut~~nal (~!:::ons l% ........... ......... % TOT. :~TURV~ :: 
~02(121 102-022 202-0n Percent 15 SlOCK lllDfX 

to Buy 680 725 699 shares 10 1 yr. •4.8 -13.4 ' ~,ililll~ ~,000 ssa~J~ 554fJj 581~gJ traded 5 ~~;: I~ !ti 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB,LLC 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5-27 

23.61 27.17 27.93 25.24 26.17 25.24 22.73 22,56 21.25 19.59 18.70 19.53 19.63 19.78 17,59 17,23 19.15 20.50 Revenues per sh 22.40 
4.91 5.08 5.07 4.82 5.11 5.04 5.24 5.47 5.71 5.98 6.33 6.90 7.24 7.87 7.25 7,35 7.70 8,15 "Cash Flow" per sh 9.50 
2.40 2.13 3,04 2,64 2.89 2.76 2.75 3.09 3.05 3.20 3.44 3.53 4.05 4.24 3.54 3.86 4.10 4.35 Earnings per sh A 5.30 
1.38 1.46 1.58 1.75 1.83 1.97 2.11 2.25 2.40 2.59 2.80 3.04 3.34 3.67 3.45 2.52 2.67 2.83 Dlv'd Dec I'd per sh 8 • 3.40 
5.81 6.89 6.09 6.40 5.89 6.41 7.20 7,06 9.13 9.35 9.69 8.54 6.25 5.94 7.47 7.35 10.30 12.25 Cap'l Spending per sh 8.85 

18.50 16.31 17.28 18.66 20.66 20.09 18.34 20.02 19,74 21.24 23.28 26.59 29.53 35.33 2il,46 31.50 33.45 35.30 Book Value per sh c 42.00 
698.00 576.80 563.20 599.40 580.80 569.70 576,10 581.50 585.30 596.30 627.80 844.60 680.90 838.00 805.60 810.40 835.00 842.00 Common Shs Oulsl'g O 870,00 

16.0 20.6 13.8 12.7 14.3 17.3 18.9 19.2 23.0 22.1 21.3 22.2 17.5 18.2 22,6 19,5 Bold Ilg res ere Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 18.0 
.86 1.09 .83 .65 .91 1.09 1.20 1.08 1.21 I.II 1.12 1.12 ,95 ,97 1.16 1.05 Value Lino Re1allve PIE Ratio UW 

3.6% 3.3% 3.8% 5.2% 4.4% 4.1% 0s111 ales Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 3.6% 4.1% 3.8% 3.4% 3.7% 3.8% 3.9% 4.7% 4.8% 4.3% 3.3% 
13093 13120 12436 11683 11737 12586 13366 16572 14172 13964 CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 6/30/22 16000 17250 Revenues ($min) 19500 

Total Debt $42586 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $14043 mill. 3495 3770 Nel Prom l$mml 4725 1594,0 1606.0 1793.0 1899.0 2123.0 2244.0 2651.0 3464,0 3071,0 3259.0 
36.2% 33.0% 28.1% 32.0% 22,8% 27.2% 17.3% 20.3% 12.2% 13.7% LT Debi $36961 mill. LT Interest $1337 mill. 17.0% 17.0% Income Tax Rate 17.0% 

(Total Interest coverage: 3.3x) 
3
,0% 5.7% 3.7% 4.5% 5.3% 7.5% 10.5% 5.1% 2.6% 3.4% 3.6% 

60.9% 61.9% 65.4% 65.1% 67.4% 64.4% 60.8% 51A% 56.5% 56.4% 
Leases, Uncapltallzed Annual rentals $50 mill. 4.0% 4.0% AFUDC % to Net Prom 
Pension Assets-12/21 $10890 mill. 57.0% 56.5% Long-Term Debi Ralio 56.5% 

38.2% 37.3% 34.6% 34.9% 32.6% 35.6% 39.2% 45.0% 39.5% 38.5% Obl!g $11945 mill 40.5% 41.0% Common Eauitv Ratio 41.5% 
Pfd Slock $3389 mill. Pfd Dlvd $65 mill. >---"=c+==+==l-"=-l-'='-+="'-"c==-l--"='+-==+==l---"69~32~5+-7~24~7~5"T~ol~al~C~,p~ilaxl~($Lm~ill)=-+~8~81~0-0--, 27676 31229 33360 36280 44836 48090 51251 65818 60074 66344 

30773 32628 36270 41554 49964 53758 54560 69082 57848 59774 
7.5% 7.3% 6.6% 6.5% 6.0% 5,9% 6,5% 6.4% 6.3% 6.0% 

2 mill. shs, 1.75%, cum,, conv. In 2022. 800,000 shs. 65400 72575 Net Plani /$mHI\ 91200 
4.65%, cum,, not redeem. before 12/15/24. 1 mill. f---'=-'+==+-'='-l-~=....c=e+-==l-'-='+-==e-c=+.='--'--l~=-1--=cc..,====~---1-~=--l 
shs. 4.35%, cum., with divd. rate reset every 5 yrs., 6.0% 6.5% Return on Total Cap'I 6.5% 

14.7% 15.2% 15.5% 15.0% 14.5% 13.1% 13.2% 10.8% 11.8% 11.3% not redeem. before 1/15/27, 11.5% 11.5% Return on Shr. Equity 12.0% 
14.9% 15.4% 15.4% 15.0% 14.5% 13.1% 13.2% 11.6% 12.7% 12.5% Common Stock 832,502,797 shs. as of 8/1122 12,5% 12.5% Return on Com Eou!ty e 13.0% 

MARKET CAP: $58,3 b!llfon (Large Cap) 4.5% 4.5% Relafned to Com Eq 4.5% 3.5% 4.2% 3.3% 2.9% 2.7% 1.8% 2.3% 1.6% .6% 4.5% 
77% 73% 79% 81% 81% 86% 82% 87% 96% 65% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 66% 66% AU Dlv'ds to Ne\ Prof 64% 

%Char':]oRe!ilSa1es(Ki~ll) 20~f 20J2 20JA f-B-U-S~INJ.E_SS-,-□-oJ.m_in-lo_n_EJ.ae_,g_y_, 1-n,L.-(1-o,-m-e,Lly-□-,-m-inLlo_n_R_es_oLur_ce_s_)_,_3_4°-Yo;--'ind_u_Sl_ria~l,-'8-0A-,;-o-,h-',-,,-1-1°-Y,.-'G-e_n_e,_a_lin_g_s_o_ur_ce_s_: -g,.1s_, 4_0_%_;--1 
A1~.lidt.Sl,Use(MWll NA NA NA is a holding company for Virginia Power, North Carolina Power, & nuclear, 29%; coal, 9%; olher, 5%; purchased, 17%. Fuel costs: 
A1~.l~dl,s!.RM,fi«liWH(C) NA NA NA South Carolina E&G, which serve 3.5 mill. customers !n VA, SC, & 25% of revs. '21 reported deprec. ra!es: 1.8%-3.8%. Has 17,100 
Capac.;:a/a!Pea~(.hl NA NA ~! NC. Serves 3.5 mllL gas customers in OH, \NV, UT, SC, & NC. employees, Chairman, President & CEO: Robert M. Blue. lnc.: VA. 
~~~1rotS~~~11(~tj ~! ~~ NA Other ops, inc!. independent power producUon, Acq'd Questar 9/16; Address: 120 Tredegar SI., P.O. Box 26532, Richmond, VA 23261· 

0%_C~--~~•-~csmc•c'"~~-·•-~~-c1·c4c%_c1.c~c¼_1~.4c>~•f-S~C~AN~A~11~19~.~E~le~c.~r~ev~.~b~re=ak=d=°'=~~:~re=sl=de~n=ti•~l,~4~7~%~:~co=m=m=e=~=ia~l,~6=53~2=,T~•=l~B=M~-=81=9~-2~000=·=1n=le=m=el~:=w'~w~,.=do=m=ln=lo=n=en=e~~~·=oo=m=,-~ 
Dominion Energy is on target for a pacity is another plus. The majority of its 
good year. The company is benefiting capital investment plan is recoverable via 
from rate hikes that took effect in late real-time rate adjustments formulas, 
2021, which continue to flow through to which minimizes regulatory lag, a real 
the bottom line. In September 2021, it problem for this industry. 

ANNUAL RATES 
o1 change (per sh) 
Revenues 
"Cash Flow" 
Earnings 
Dividends 
Book Value 

Past 
10Yrs. 

-3.5% 
4.0% 
3.5% 
5,5% 
5.0% 

166 128 188 
Past Esl'd '19-'21 
5 Yrs. lo '25·'27 
-1.5% 3.5% 
4.5% 4.0% 
3.5% 5.5% 
4.5% 1.0% 
8.5% 4.5% 

Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep,30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 3858 3970 4269 4475 16572 
2020 3938 3106 3607 3521 14172 
2021 3870 3038 3176 3880 13984 
2022 4279 3596 3770 4355 16000 
2023 4615 3875 4065 4695 17250 
Cal• EARNINGS PER $HARE A Full 

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sen.30 Deo.31 Year 
2019 1.10 ,77 1.18 1.18 4,24 
2020 .92 ,73 1.08 .81 3.54 
2021 1.09 ,76 1.11 ,90 3.86 
2022 1.18 ,77 1.13 1.02 4,10 
2023 1.25 ,82 1.20 1.08 4.35 
Cal- QUARTERLY OM OE NOS PAID'• Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se",30 Dec.31 Year 
2018 ,835 ,835 ,835 ,835 3.34 
2019 ,9175 ,9175 ,9175 ,9175 3.67 
2020 ,94 ,94 .94 .63 3.45 
2021 ,63 ,63 ,63 ,63 2.52 
2022 ,6675 ,6675 ,6675 

received a $62 million electric rate in- Don1inion has a dispute with regu
crease in South Carolina, based on a 9.5% lators regai.•ding its large offshore 
return on equity (ROE). Then, last No- wind project, Virginia officials want the 
vernber, rates were 1·aised $29 million at utility to bare the full risk of the venture 
its gas utility in North Carolina, based on falling short of expectations in power prod
a 9.6% ROE. Our 2022 earnings estimate uction. The company has threatened to 
of $4.10 per share is unchanged. scrap the project undei· those terms. There 
This utility has above-average growth is a lot of political posturing in this indus
prospects relative to its peer group. try and it's always an ongoing negotiation. 
Management has targeted a 6.5% earnings Deliberations will likely resolve this snag. 
growth rate through at least mid-decade. This issue offers utility investors solid 
In our view, the goal is achievable. 3- to 5-year total returns, The below
Volume growth and recoverable invest- average (4) Timeliness rank means it's not 
ments in distribution and transmission for short-term accounts. Buy-and-hold 
modernization projects are key factors. utility investors, however, should strongly 
The company is seeing decent load growth, consider adding Dominion to their port
as development is ahead of national aver- folios at the recent valuation. The healthy 
ages in many areas of the South. Prepar- correction since our August report has the 
ing the grid for increased renewable dividend yield about 20 basis points above 
sources of energy, and an electric-vehicle the peer-group median, while the long
future, are part of the equation, as well. term growth rate in the disbursement ex
Having the green light to grow its rate ceeds the electric utility average. 
base by adding regulated generating ca- Anthony J. Glennon Noveniber 11, 2022 

(A) DiL egs. Exel. nonrec. gains (losses): '08, (93¢); gain (losses) from d)sc, ops .. : '10, (26¢); Div'd relnv. plan avail. (C). Incl. !ntang. In '21:. - Company's Financial Strength 
12¢; '09, (47¢); '10, $2.13; '11, {31¢); '12, '12, (4¢); '13, {16¢); '20, ($2.39); '21, 79¢. EPS $20.78/sh. (D) In mill. (E) Rate base: Net orig, Slock's Price Stablllty 

l$2.18); '14, (81¢); '17, $1.19; '18, (31¢); '19, don't add due to rnd'g. Next egs. due Feb, cost, adj. Rate all'd on com, eq, In VA ln '22: Price Growth Persistence 
$2.62); '20, {·$1.72); '21, (67¢): 1Q-2Q '22, (B) Div'ds paid mid-Mar., June, Sept., & Dec.• 9.35%; In SC In '21: 9.5%. Reg, Clim.: Avg. Earnings Predictability 

© 2022 Value Una, Inc. All rights reseNed. Faciual malerial Is obla'ned !rom sources be1:eved to be rel,able and Is provided 1•.i\hou! wanant:es of any kind. 
TI-IE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. n,:s pubrca~on is slricli'y for subscriber's own, non-OJmmercial, Internal use. No part • ♦ • , : 11 ' 
of it may be 1eprodl.lCC<l, resold, stored or transm:r.oo in any prinled, m1rnn'c Of o:her form, or used 101 generating or maiket'ng aoy printed Of eleclron'c publ:CJ\ion, serv'.ce or product. 
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DTE ENERGY CO, NYSE-DTE TRECENT 115 301P/E 171 (Tralllng:20.0) RELATIVE 1 05 JDIV'O I PRICE , RATIO , /,ledian: 18.0 PIE RATIO , 'I YLD 3.3% 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 a,soo9,M2 High: 55.3 62.6 73.3 90.B 
64.8 

92.3 iOOA 116.7 121.0 134.4 135.7 145.4 140.2 
73.2 78.0 96.6 94.3 107.3 71.2 108.2 100.6 

Target Price Range 
2025 2026 2027 2 Ralscd 1m1112 

3 Lo,1-ered 11125122 

µL1'o''""'--L-'4,;3>,,.2u__;5,,2c,.5u_--'i60.3 
LEGENDS 

- 28.00 x DM:lends p sh 
, , , , i•Jj~t1ebPJ~!e~~!n~~e 

f-+-+---l--+--+--+--f--+-+---l--+--+--+--~320 

~B~Ecirni.;;;.
9i5~(i1.0~0~a~Miark~•~l);.;;;;;;;;--l~~~~~i~~~~~~~~'~ma,~,~•i~es~rece~es~w~,J~~r~~~~r~~~~r~~~~r~~~~r~~~~l~~~1t'~~,~~j~~~~j~~~~j~~~~t~~~~t~~~~t~~~~t200 

I 18-Monlh Targel Price Range _ _. 160 
L HI h Mid 11(.,, Mid) ,, '""' I 111 111,II ----- 120 ow• g pon ro o ,,,11,1 .!• .... .. •••• 100 
$86-$143 $115{0%) l i:~• 80 

2025•27 PROJECTIONS ,., 1-,.11 '' 
111

'
1
'• 60 

Ann'I Total 1111.,, ,,•'••111 11 ' 

Price Gain Return l1''f'' :;;;;cc''!----'.s..+~"''r,hr.~+--c!f-~4' ..... .d=~d--c,l. ..... ,..,µ,..=,,+--l---+--l--+--l--+4o ... 
High 155 (+35o/o) 11% '••' '• ..... • ' •·• • 0"', .. , ,, .. .,,,••' • ... , ... ••• "•• ,., ' '' low 115 (NII) 4% ' .,.,,, .. 

! ,. ...... 
,•····· . 

lnstltutlonal Decisions 
.... , 

% TOT. RETURN 10/22 •'••,• 

102022 202022 301022 Percent 21 .:l:==l==::!::==l==:!::=:::l:==±::=::±==!:l:=:::!:==l=~~=:::::I 
l~"~'"Lcl-"J'~"LJ'f"GJ'~°'W'~"~":"~J'1'liiim®~ 

: .. - ™" VLARfTH.• 
STOCK INDEX c 1s 

1 yr. 1.8 -13.4 . 
~ 

i~t~o 143~J.1143?!; 14s~JJ 1raded ITIIIllIIIIlIIl " 3yr. •2.8 35.8 ~ 
5 yr, 19.4 45.6 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
50.93 54.28 57.23 48.45 50.51 52.57 51.01 54.56 69.50 57.60 59.24 70.28 78.12 65.91 62.84 77.23 87.80 90.25 Revenues per sh 93.25 
8.19 8.48 8.26 9.38 9.78 9.57 9.77 10.13 11.85 9.44 10.50 11.77 12.58 12.97 14.70 11.94 12.65 14.10 "Cash Flow" per sh 17.00 
2.45 2.66 2.73 3.24 3.74 3.67 3.88 3.76 5.10 4.44 4.83 5.73 6.17 6.31 7.08 4.10 5.50 6.20 Earnings per sh A 7.50 
2.08 2.12 2.12 2.12 2.18 2.32 2.42 2.59 2.69 2.84 3.06 3.36 3.59 3.85 4.12 388 3.68 3.84 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh 8 • 4.65 
7.92 7.96 8.42 6.26 6.49 8.77 10.56 10.59 11.58 11.28 11.40 12.54 14.91 15.59 19.91 19.47 17.50 17.05 Cap'I Spending per sh 18.50 

33.02 35.86 36.77 37.96 39.67 41.41 42.78 44.73 47.05 48.88 50.22 53.03 56.27 60.73 84.12 44.93 50.55 52.95 Book Value per sh c 60.75 
177.14 163.23 163.02 165.40 169.43 169.25 172.35 177.09 176.99 179.47 179.43 179.39 181.93 192.21 193.77 193.75 205.00 205.50 Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 206.00 

17.4 18.3 14.8 10.4 12.3 13.5 14.9 17.9 14.9 18.1 19.0 18.6 17.4 19.9 16.3 30.0 Bold fig res are Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 18.0 
.94 .97 .89 .69 .78 .85 .95 1.01 .78 .91 1.00 .94 .94 1.06 .84 1.60 Value Line Relative P/E Rallo 1.00 

4.9% 4.4% 5.2% 6.3% 4.8% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.5% 3.3% 3.2% 3.3% 3.1% 3.6% 3.2% es/11 ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yleld 3.5% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 
Total Debt $18867 mill. Due In 5 Yrs$6481 mill. 
LT Debt $17442 mill. LT Interest $514 mill. 
Incl. $209 mill. securilization bonds. Incl. $19 ml!I. 
finance leases. 

8791.0 9661.0 12301 10337 l0630 
666.0 661.0 905.0 796.0 868.0 

29.8% 27.5% 28.5% 25.6% 24.5% 
3.0% 3.5% 4.1% 4.3% 3.6% 

12607 14212 
1029.0 1120.0 
21.8% 8.1% 
3.5% 3.8% 

12669 12177 
1169.0 1368.0 
11.5% 10.9% 
3.3% 3.4% 

14964 18000 18550 Revenues ($m!II) 19200 
796.0 1125 1275 Net Profit t$milli 1550 

.. 5.0% 5.0% Income Tax Ra!e 5.0¾ 
4.9% 4.0% 3.0¾ AFUDC % lo Nel Profit 3.0% 

(LT Interest earned: 1.7x) 
Leases, Uncapltal!zed Annual rentals $16 mill. 

48.8% 47.7% 50.0% 50.2% 55.6% 
51.2% 52.3% 50.0% 49.8% 44.4% 

56.2% 54.2% 
43.8% 45.8% 

57.7% 60.5% 
42.3% 39.5% 

62.5% 63.0% 61.5% Long-Term Debt Ratio 61.0% 
37.5% 37.0% 38.5% Common Eau!tv Ratio 39.0% 

Pension Assets•12/21 $5507 mill. 
14387 15135 16670 17607 20280 21697 22371 27607 31426 23236 28000 28250 Total Capllal ($mill) 32200 
14684 15800 16820 18034 19730 
6.1% 5.7% 6.6% 5,7% 5.3% 

20721 21650 
5.9% 6.1% 

25317 27969 
5.3% 5.4% 

26944 29150 31050 Ne! Plan! 1$mllll 36600 
4.7% 4.5% 5.0% Return on Total Cap'I 6.0% 

Obllg $5857 mill. <--'='-l--="-+~=....c=.L="---l-==c==-J-CC='-+-="-+~=,-c=+'="+====--l-"='-' 
Pfd Stock None 
Common Slack 193,741,991 shs. 9.0% 8.3% 10.9% 9.1% 9.6% 10.8% 10.9% 10.0% 11.0% 9.1% 9.0% 11.5% Re tum on Shr. Eqully 12.5% 

9.0% 8.3% 10.9% 9.1% 9.6% 10.8% 10.9% 10.0% 11.0% 9.1% 9.0% 11.5% Return on Com Eaultv E 12.5% 
MARKET CAP: $22,3 bll!lon (Large Cap) 3.5% 2.7% 5.2% 3.4% 3.7% 4.6% 4.9% 4.1% 4.9% .1% 2.0% 4.5% Retained to Com Eq 4.5% 

61% 67% 52% 63% 61% 58% 55% 59% 56% 99% 76% 60¾ AH Div'ds lo Net Prof 62% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 
%C~aAelilSolM(li\\'tt) 2i~~ 2i~~ ~°l.l l-B-U-S~IN'-E-SS_:_D_T,_E_E_n_er_9yL.Co_m_p_ao,_y_i_s_a_hLol-di-ng_c_oLm-pa_n_y.JloLr_D_T_E.L1_1'-¼;_o.Jlh_e_r,-6'_¼.J. G-,-,-er-,1.,in_g_so_u_,c-1es_:_co_a_l,-67_%_:~n-uc-l,-,-,.~,,-'-,-,,-g-as-,-I 
A\'g,lndusl.Use(MWH) NA NA NA Electric (formerly Detroit Edison), which supplies electricity in De· 1%; purchased, 15%. Fuel cos1s: 62% of revenues. '21 reported 
Avg,IOOus!.RMJerRWH(~) NMF NMF NMF troit and a 7,600-square-mile area in southeastern Michigan, and deprec. ra!es: 4.2% electric, 2.9% gas. Has 10,600 employees. 
C~c,':yalPeak(M,'t NA NA NA DTE Gas {fo1merly Michigan Consolidated Gas). Customers: 2.2 Chairman, President & CEO: Jerry Norcia. Incorporated: Michigan. 
:~~~~f~~;rM•·l ~! ~! ~t mill. electric, 1.3 mill. gas. Has various nonulility operaUons. Electric Address: One Energy Plaza, Detroit, Michigan 48226-1279. Tel.: 

1 _%_COJO_g,_a __ Cv_s'-Omer_·--s_..\r __ ,_,,d)c___c__N ... A_c__N--A_c__NA-- I--":.:'.:_'":.:".:.' .cb:.:,e:.:ak:.:d.:_ov.:_rn::.: .:_re.:_sl.:_de:..n.:_lla:cl•..:5.:_0'.:_Y•,_: c:.:o.:_m::_m::.":::'l::.al:_, 3.:_3.:_%:-_: _cin::.du=:s::_tri::.al:.., -'3'-13:..·2.:_3.:_5-.:_40.:_0:.:0.:_. l.:_nl.:_ar.:_ne.:_1:_:v.:_N:..m.:_.d.:_te:..a:..ne"-r9,,y.:_.co.:_m.:_.c_ _____ -l 
RxedCharg;Cov.(%) 260 268 233 DTE Energy's stock price has fallen The company's electric utility subsidi-

"-'AN"N"'u"'A"L"R"•"r'-,8--p,-,-,--'"'°'p-,,-,-"",,"1-,d-,l--'9"',2"..J1 over 15% since our early-September ary in Michigan. had its rate case ap-
olchange(persh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs, lo'25-'27 repm.•t, alongside losses by most of its proved, The Michigan Pub1ic Service 
Revenues 3.0% 2.0% 5.0% peers over that interim. Indeed, the Commission a~·eed to a $30.6 million 
"Cash Flov/' 3.5% 4.5% 4.5% stock was trading near its all-time high hike, a near $0. 71 monthly increase for 
51!J1~~~ds ~:8~ ~:g~ i:i~ just a few months ago. Recently, however, residential custom$ers. DTE Electric ini-
Book Value 3.5% 3.0% 1.0% rising interest rates have plagued the tially requested a 388 million hike, based 

Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 
2019 3514 2888 3119 3148 
2020 3022 2583 3284 3288 
2021 3581 3021 3715 4647 
2022 4577 4924 5251 3248 
2023 4700 4150 4850 4850 

Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 
2019 2.19 .99 1.73 1.40 
2020 1.76 1.44 2.46 1.42 
2021 1.65 .60 .30 1.55 
2022 2.03 .19 2.00 1.28 
2023 2.45 1.00 1.60 1.15 
Cal- QUARTERLY DMDENDS PAID'• 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec.31 
2019 .945 .945 .945 .945 
2020 1.0125 1.0125 1.0125 1.0125 
2021 .9225 .9225 .9225 .825 
2022 .885 .885 .885 .885 
2023 .9525 

Full 
Year 

12669 
12177 
14964 
18000 
18550 

Full 
Vear 
6.31 
7.08 
4.10 
5.50 
6.20 

Full 
Year 
3.78 
4.05 
3.59 
3.54 

entire utilities industry. Utility stocks, on a return on equity of 10.25%. The ap
which have long enticed income-oriented proved rates went into effect on November 
accounts because of high dividend yields1 25th. The utility also announced it will be 
have been among the worst-performing adding 2,000 jobs in the state of Michigan 
sectors of the S&P 500 of late. Investors through its $1.6 billion investment in new 
are increasingly attracted to the bond battery operations. 
market, due to its safety, as the macro- Despite the equity's recent price drop, 
economic climate shows few signs of im- capital appreciation potential 
provement over the near term, remains unappealing, It is currently 
The utility posted strong thirdN trading at the low end of our 3- to 5-year 
quarter results. Earnings per share Target Price Range, Upside possibilities in 
came in at $2.00 for the period, out- the 18-month period am not impressive, 
performing Wall Street's expectations and either. In the coming six to 12 months 
well surpassing our call of $1.50 a share. these shares are ranked to mirror the 
We have 1·aised our 2022 prnfit target by broader market averages. DTE Energy's 
$0. 75 to $5.50 a share, reflecting the com- dividend yield is 3.3%, which is about in 
pany's strong performance and updated line with the industry average. 
guidance. Meanwhile, our full-year 2023 Conservative accounts may be drawn to 
forecasts remain untouched. We expect a the stock's high mark for Price Stability 
top line of $18,55 billion on profits of and Above-Average rank (2) for Safety. 
$6.20. Zachmy J, Hodgkinson Dece,nber 9> 2022 

{A) D1!~1ed EP~., Exel. n~~rec. galn~ floss): '0,7, Next earnings report due early Feb. (B) Div'ds cost. Ra!e allowed on common equity !n '20: j ~ompany's Flnanclal Strength A 
$1.96, 08, 50¢, 11, 51¢, 15, (39¢), 17, 59¢, pa!d mid-Jan., Apr,, July & Oct,• Div'd relri· 9.9% alee.; In '22: 9.9% gas; earned on avg, Stock's Price S!abillty 90 
gains (losses) on dlscoritinued operations: '06, vestment plan available. (C) Incl. lr1!ar19. In '21: com. eq., '21: 7.6%. Regulatoiy Climate: Price Growth Persistence 60 
(2¢): '07, $1.20; '08, 13¢; '12, (33¢): '21, 57C, $29.17/sh. (D) In mill. {E) Rate base: Net orig. Above Average. Earnings Predlctablllly 70 
© 2022 Va'ua Una, Inc. All rights reserved. Factual material Is obla'ned lrom sources be:'aved lo be ie:'<lb!e and is provided willlout warrenUes of arr/ kind. , 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publ:Ca1ion Is strlctry for subscribe(s own, non-«immerc•al, Internal use. No part I I 1 • , , I I ' 
of ii may be reproduced, resold, slcred or lransm'tled In any prin:ed, eloclron'c or o!her form, or used for gerieratng or maiket'ng any printed or electrcn'c pub!:cafon, serv:re or prOOucL 
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DUKE ENERGY NYSE-DUK !RECENT 93 1 a 1p~ 17 1 (Trilling: 17.7) RELATIVE 111 DIV'D PRICE , RATIO , Median: 18.0 PUAIIO , YLD 4.3% 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 Ralsed5®2 
2 New£/1/07 

High: 66.4 71.1 75.5 87.3 90.0 87.8 91.8 91.4 97.4 103.8 108.4 116.3 Target Price Range 
uL~•••~•~amy.~•~Y•••=~-~1==m1==•1== === 

LEGENDS 

2 Lowered 11/~122 ~ ~~!iLi;ft~~eenitfn~~ l-+---l--+---+--+---+---l---+--l---+--l--+---ll--+200 
1·1or-3 Rev split 7/12 l-+---l--+---+--+---+---l---+--l---+--l--+---l'---+160 

~B_E_cTA_c_c·•_c_5 _clccLO'-'O-•=-'-'=-"'cc"'-I __ _, 0]t~~ ~r~a Jncfcales recession 
18-MonthTargetPrlceRange 

111 
l-4~, ''" 1

1 -- -·-·- ..... 100 
, , ! 1"111 1 80 Low-High Midpoint(% to M!d) " ,u,,, , ,,,1,1111 ,, ,,111,,• 111,1 11 "TT' 

$88-$134 $111 (20%) ,,1, ,,,, ... , ~~ 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS •"• "" .... '•,., 40 

Ann'I Total1--+'-"
0

_·•-l--+-"".::":::'•~•c,""'"""-_..j,.~,,,. .. ..,.,,,.-4,_:'c.'"-''':,',.J......,...J __ 4,._4,:;''.,_-+--+-----l---l---+--I-----I-Price Ga!n Return • , , .. , ,, : ,,,,., 30 
High 130 (+40%J 12% ,..,, .. : ,, ,,, •••••• ,. -20 

~~=t!tut~!nal De~~~lons S% I. I % TOT. !~TURv~~: ----,. ' --!oBuy 934 942 877 shares 10 . 
1 

1 yr. -5.1 ·13.4 

IB:~ooo 484~~j 487g1J 491Ji~ lraded 5 ~ ~;: ~~:! !~:: 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB,LLC 

25.32 
7.86 
2.76 

8.07 
62.30 

418.96 

30.24 
8.11 
3.60 
2.58 
7.43 

50.40 
420.62 

16.1 
.85 

31.15 
7.34 
3.03 
2.70 

10.35 
49.51 

423.96 
17.3 
1.04 

29.18 
7.58 
3.39 
2.82 
9.85 

49.85 
436.29 

13.3 
.89 

32.22 
8.49 
4.02 
2.91 

10.84 
50.84 

442.96 
12.7 
.81 

- - 4.4% 5.2% 6.2% 5.7% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 6/30/22 

32.83 
8.68 
4.14 
2.97 
9.80 

51.14 
445.29 

13.8 
.87 

5.2% 

Total Debt $70193 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $19536 mill. 
LT Debi $63147 mill. LT Interest $2206 mill. 
!nc!. $915 mill. finance leases, 
(LT interest earned: 2.7x) 
Leases, Uncapl!allzed Annual rentals $225 mill. 
Pension Assets-12121 $9235 mm. 

Obllg $8207 mlll. 
Pfd Stock$1962 mill. Pld Dlv'd $107 mill. 
40 mill. shs. 5.75%, cum., $25 liq. value, 
redeemable al $25.50 prior lo 6/15/24; 1 mill. shs, 
4.875%, cum., $1000 liq. value. 
Common Stock 769,968,724 shs. as of 7/31/22 
MARKET CAP: $84.6 bllllon (Large Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

27.88 
6.80 
3.71 
3.03 
7.81 

58.04 
704.00 

17.5 
I.II 

4.7% 
19624 

2136.0 
30.2% 
22.3% 
47.0% 
52.9% 
77307 
68558 
3.6% 
5.2% 
5.2% 

,9% 
B2% 

34.84 
8.56 
3.98 
3.09 
7.83 

58.54 
706.00 

17.4 
.98 

4.4% 

24598 
2813,0 
32.6% 
8.8% 

48.0% 
52.0% 
79482 
69490 
4.6% 
6.8% 
6.8% 
1.5% 
78% 

33.84 34.10 32.49 33.66 33.73 34.21 31.04 32.64 35.05 36.05 Revenues per sh 
9.11 9.40 9.20 10.01 11.05 12.12 12.04 12.60 13.25 14,00 "CashFlow"persh 
4.13 4.10 3.71 4.22 4.72 5.06 5.12 5.24 5.45 5.75 Earnlngspersh A 
3.15 3.24 3.36 3.49 3.64 3.75 3.82 3.90 3.98 4.06 Div'd Dec I'd per sh 8 • 

7.62 9.83 11.29 11.50 12.91 15.17 12.88 12.63 16.00 16.75 Cap'ISpendlngpersh 
57.81 57.74 58.62 59.63 60.27 61.20 59.82 61.55 62.75 64.50 BookValuepersh c 

707.00 688.00 700.00 700.00 727.00 733.00 769.00 769.00 770,00 770.00 Common Shs Outsl'g D 
17.9 18.2 21.3 19.9 17.0 17.7 17,1 18.9 Bo/dllg resare AvgAnn'IP/ERatio 
.94 .92 1.12 1.00 .92 .94 .88 1.02 Valui Line Re1ativeP/ERallo 

4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 4.2% 4.5% 4.2% 4.4% 3.9% es/Ii ates Avg Ann'I D!v'd Yield 
23925 23459 22743 23565 24521 25079 23868 25097 27000 27750 Revenues ($min) 

2934.0 2854.0 2560.0 2963.0 3339.0 3747,0 3878.0 4133.0 4200 4500 Nel Prolll 1$mllll 
30.6% 32.2% 31.0% 30.4% 
7.2% 

47,7% 
52.3% 
78088 
70046 
4.8% 
7.2% 
7.2% 
1.7% 
76% 

9.2% 
48.6% 
51.4% 
77222 
75709 
4.8% 
7.2% 
7.2% 
1.5% 
79% 

11.7% 12.3% 
52.6% 54.0% 
47.4% 
86609 
82520 
4.0% 
6,2% 
6,2% 
.6% 

91% 

46.0% 
90774 
88391 
4.3% 
7.1% 
7.1% 
1.2% 
B3% 

14.1% 
11.4% 
53.8% 
46.2% 
94940 
91694 
4.6% 
7.6% 
7,6% 
2.0% 
74% 

12.7% 
8.0% 

54.0% 
44.1% 

101807 
102127 

4.7% 
8.0% 
8.3% 
2.4% 
71% 

.3% 5.1% 10.0% 9.0% Income Tax Rate 
6.9% 5.9% 8.0% 7.0% AFUDC¾loNelProli! 

53.7% 55.1% 56.5% 58.5% Long-Term Debi Ralio 
44.4% 43.1% 42.0% 40.0% CommonEauitvRalio 

103589 109744 115150 124525 Tolal Capital ($mlllJ 
106782 111408 117725 124375 Ne1Plan11$mllll 

4.8% 4.8% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'I 
8.1% 8.4% 8.5% 9.0% ReturnonShr.Equ!ty 
8.2% 8.5% 8.5% 9.0% Return on Com Eou!lv e 
2.3% 1.9% 2.5% 2.5% Retained to Com Eq 
73% 78% 76% 73% All Div'ds to Net Prof 

-
5-27 
37.90 
16.00 
6.50 
4.30 

16.75 
70.00 

770.00 
17.0 
.95 

3.9% 

29200 
5040 
9.0% 
7.0% 

61.0% 
37.5% 

144100 
141100 

4,5% 
9.0% 
9.0% 
3.0% 
68% 

%Chanyeflel.2i1Sal.s(Ki\'H) 201§ 2t2g 2i2J BUSINESS: Duke Energy Corporation Is a holding company for util· residential, 45%; commercial, 28%; Industrial, 13%; other, 14%. 
A1y,lildiJstUse(MWH) NA • NA + N.A ilies wi!h 7.6 mill, elec. customers in NC, FL, IN, SC, OH, & KY, and Generating sources: gas, 32%; nuclear, 30%; coal, 18%; other, 1%; 
A11],lm'uitRe\lS.fierKWH((} NA NA NA 1.6 mill. gas customers in OH, KY, NC, SC, and TN. 01•ms lnde- purchased, 19%. Fuel costs: 28% of revs. '21 reporied deprec. rate: 
Cil/l:SC•':ya!Pe.ak( '~t NA NA NA pendent power plan1s & has 25% slake In Nat!onal Methanol In 2.9%. Has 27,600 employees. Chairman, President & CEO: Lynn J, 
~~~~~d8FJctil~)11l ~t ~~ ~t Saudi Arabia. Acq'd Progress Energy 7/12; Piedmont Natural Gas Good. Inc.: OE. Address: 550 South Tryon SI., Charlotta, NC 

,,_c_,.,_i:_•_Cu_s!<J_"_".:.i'.:.~•:_I ___ N_A __ N_A __ N_A_ 0_10_/_16~:_d_lsc_o_n_tin_u_ed_m_os_t_ln_t'l_•~p_s._l_n_'1_6_. _El_ec_._ra_v_. _b_m_ak_d_ov_m_:_2_82_0_2-_18_0_3._T_e_l.:_7_04_-3_8_2-_3_85_3_. l_nt_er_n_,1_:v_N_WJ_,d_u_ke_-e_n_er-"g'--y,c_o_cm.:.. ~ 
R~e<lChar!fBCo'I.(¾) 233 183 209 Duke Energy has a number of rate ty is estimating cost mitigation of $200 
ANNUAL RATES Pas\ Past Esl'd'lS-'21 cases pending. In North Carolina, Duke million starting in 2023, due to rising in-
ofchange(persh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs. to'25-'27 Energy Progress requested a boost of $326 terest rates and inflation. 
Revenues .5% -.5% 2.5% million (8.5%) in 2023, $151 million (3.9%) The company is very focused on carN 
"Cash Flow" 4.0% 5.0% 5.0% in 2024, and $138 million (3.6%) in 2025. hon reduction and the development of 
fif,Ji~l~~Js t8~ t~~ i:8~ In South Carolina, Duke Energy Progress clean and renewable energy projects. 
Book Value 2.0% 1.0% 2.5% proposed its first base rate case in four Currently, the utility has 5,000 megawatts 

e~~~r Mi~a1Tj~~:aiEv:~~.~i($~~~~31 ;~~~ ~:;i;,2i
1~t PI~f~1~~0~-~~= ~~ifli/i~0

s:!f~~~i~ ~;.o~~~::~~~:~th;g 'it~iithi~atJ;e a;~~-foa\~~~l 
2019 6163 5873 6940 6103 25079 $55 million (3%) hike, as the rate case est renewable companies in the United 
2020 5949 5421 6721 5777 23868 hearing nearn a conclusion. Adjusted States. By 2035, the company intends to 
2021 6150 5758 6951 6238 25097 second-quarter earnings of $1.14 a share, reach 30,000 megawatts of renewable en-
2022 7132 6685 7255 5928 27000 slightly outperformed our call of $1.10. ergy. Duke plans to invest $145 billion 
2023 7250 6750 7375 6375 27750 Our 2022 full-year estimate remains at over the next 10 years and achieve net-
Cal- EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full $5.45 a share. Management reaffirmed a zero carbon emissions by 2050 in its clean 

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Seo.30 □ec.31 Year range of $5.30 to $5.(10, and a long-term energy transition. Management expects 
2019 1 24 112 179 91 s,06 ean1ings growth rate of 5% to 7% thrnugh carbon emission reduction to exceed 50% 
2020 1:14 1:oa 1:a1 1:oa 5.12 2026. R

1 
ate re!iefda!1d strong

1
retbail volm

1
1?es bTyl 203t0, a

1
ndh80%d~Y 2040d. . 

2021 1.26 1,15 1.88 .94 5.24 were t 1e mam rivers to t 1e ottom me ie s oc { as roppe 20% nt value 
2022 1.30 1.14 1.86 1.15 5.45 in the second period, Volume growth in- since our August report, alongside 
2023 1.30 1.20 2.00 1.10 5.75 creased 2.6% year over year, which is losses by most of its pee:rs over that 
Cal- QUARTERLYO!V!OENOSPAIDB• Full higher than 2019 levels. tin1e due to rising interest rates. 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Se",30 □ec.31 Year We look for a strong earnings per- Despite the stock's price 1·eduction, its 18-
formance in 2023, near the cmnpany's month and 3- to 5-year capital appreci-2018 •89 •89 •9275 •9275 3•64 growth target of between 5% and 7%. ation potential does not stand out. Mean-~i1i :~~~5 :~~~5 :ici~ :~ci~ ~:~~ HigdhDer kelecEtric volun~esds~10uld continue, ,Tiv~1ile

1
,. this issue is ranked 3 (Average) for 

2021 .965 .965 .985 .985 3.90 an u e nergy raise 1ts load growth me mess. 
2022 .985 ,985 1.005 prediction to 1.5%-2% from 1.5%. The utili- Zachary J. Hodgkinson Noveniber 11, 2022 

(A)DII.EPS.Excl.netnonrec.!osses:'12,64¢; due to rounding, Next egs. dua ea!ly Feb. (E) Rate base: Net orig. cost. Rate a!l'd on Company'sFlnanclalStrenglh A 
'13, 22¢; '14, 59¢; '15, 5¢; '16, 60¢; '18, 96; (B) Div'ds paid mid-Mar., June, Sept., & Dec. ■ com. eq. In '21 In NC: 9.6%; In '19 in SC: 9.5%; Stock's Price Stability 95 
'20, $3.40; '21, 30¢; 1022, 22¢; net nonrec Div'd relnv. Rian avail. (C) Incl. lntang. In '21: In '20 In FL: 9.5%-11.5%; in '20 In IN: 9.7%. Price Growth Persistence 45 
gain: '17, 14¢. 2021 EPS don't sum to annual $41,34/sh, (D} In mlll., adj. for rev, split Reg, Clim,: NC, SC Avg.; OH, IN Above Avg. Earnings Predictabilily 100 
© 2022 Va'ue Line, Inc. All righls reser>/ed. Faclual material Is obta'nad 1rom sources be::eved to be ie:•able and Is provided v.1lhout warranties of any kind. -
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publ:cation is stricUy for subscriber's own, non-commercial, lnlernal use. No part I I I • , l 11 ' 
of h ma be reprodured, resold, s!ored or transmitted In any pr'.nted, electron'c or o!her form, or used for genera[ng or maikel'ng any printed or e!ectroo'c ublcat:on, servico or product. 
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EDISON INTERNAT'L NYSE-EIX IRECEIIT 67 79 lpffi 14 6 (!Jailing: 13.9) RELATIVE O 87' IDIV'D 4.4% ' 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 4 Lowered 9l'23/22 High: 41.6 48,0 54,2 68.7 69.6 78.7 83.4 71.0 76.4 78.9 68.6 73,3 Target Price Range Low: 32,6 39.6 44.3 44.7 55.2 58.0 62.7 45.5 53.4 43.6 53.9 54.4 2025 2026 2027 
SAFETY 3 Lower€<! 11/23118 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 3 - 27.80 x o;vidends 11 sh 200 Raised 1120!23 , , , , ~ii~~te bPJ2!effi:!n~~8 
: 160 BETA .95 (1.00"' Mar~e1) 0E~~~~ ~:a ln~ca/es recession 
. 

18-Monlh Target Price Range ----- -" --- 100 
Low-High Mldpolnl (% to Mid) 11111 11111 

~ BO 

$50·$94 $72 (5%) ' I,, rJt4, I 1111111 1• 60 .. ,,,,,,. : 11!1 50 
2025•27 PROJECTIONS 11•''11'1! I ... ,,,, '" 40 

Ann'! Total 1111 111 ' .. .. 30 Price Gain Return ......... , .. , .. • . .. •••· ....... .. ....... ••',, . .. .. ,, ..... ;.~ High 120 !+75%l 18% ........ 
low 80 +20% 8% .. -20 

lnstltutlonal Decisions ..... .......... % TOT. RETURN 12/22 
.......... · '"" VLARmt• 

102022 202022 3021122 Percent 30 STOCK U/DEX -lo Buy 323 368 339 shares 20 • 1 yr. -2.5 •14,0 -
lo Sell 291 254 277 traded "TI " . " 3yr. -3.5 28.1 -
Hld's[OOO 332086 333217 335090 Syr. 24.0 40.0 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 5·27 

38.74 40.25 43.31 37.98 38.09 39.16 36.41 38.61 41.17 35.37 36.43 37.81 38.85 34.11 35.83 39.18 42.65 43.45 Revenues per sh 47.70 
7.25 7.60 8.08 7.96 8.41 9.03 9.63 8.80 9.95 10.35 10.43 11.03 4.69 9.15 7.94 8.58 11.50 11.85 "Cash Flow" per sh 13.75 
3.28 3.32 3.68 3.24 3.35 3.23 4.55 3.78 4.33 4.15 3.94 4.51 d1.26 3.98 1.72 2.00 4.60 4.80 Earnings per sh A 6.30 
1.10 1.18 1.23 1.25 1.27 1.29 1.31 1.37 1.48 1,73 1.98 2.23 2.43 2.48 2.58 2.69 2.00 2.95 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 3.50 
7.70 8.67 8.67 10.07 13.94 14.76 12.73 11.05 11.99 12.97 11.46 11.75 13.84 13.47 14.47 14.47 14.80 15.10 Cap'! Spending per sh 16.50 

23.66 25.92 29.21 30.20 32.44 30.86 28.95 30.50 33.64 34.89 36.82 35.82 32.10 36.75 37.08 36.57 41.90 44.00 Book Value per sh c 47.45 
325.81 325.81 325.81 325,81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 325.81 361.99 378.91 380.38 382.00 382.00 Common Shs Ou!sl'g 0 390,01) 

13.0 16.0 12.4 9.7 10.3 11.8 9.7 12.7 13.0 14.8 17.9 17.2 .. 16,7 34.9 29.7 14.1 Avg Ann'l PIE Ratio 16.0 
.70 .85 .75 .65 .66 .74 .62 .71 .68 .75 .94 .87 .. .89 1.79 1.63 .85 Refa11ve PIE Rallo .90 

2.6% 2.2% 2.7% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.8% 2.8% 2.9% 3.8% 3.7% 4.3% 4.5% 4.3% Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.5% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 11862 12581 13413 11524 11869 12320 12657 12347 13578 14905 16300 16600 Revenues ($ml!I) 18600 
Tolal Debt $30331 mil!. Due !n 5 Yrs $10250 milt 1594.0 1344.0 1539.0 1480.0 1422.0 1603.0 d290,0 1477.0 775.0 925.0 1760 1835 Net Prom {$mllt) 2455 LT Debt$25145 mill. LT Interest $1030 mill. 14.3% 25,2% 22.4% 6.6% 11.1% 5,0% .. .. .. .. 5.0% 5.0% Income Tax Rate 5.0% (LT interest earned: 3.1x) 
Leases, UncapUallzed Annual rentals $623 mill. 8.5% 7.8% 5.8% 8.0% 6.8% 7.2% .. 11.1% 22.5% 18.5% 10.0% 9.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 7.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $4296 mill. 45.2% 45.7% 44.1% 45.0% 41.8% 45.6% 53.6% 53.5% 55.2% 57.6% 56.5% 56.5% Long-Term Debi Ratio 60.5% 

Obllg $4171 mill. 46.2% 46.2% 47.2% 46.7% 49.2% 45.8% 38.3% 39.9% 39.5% 33.2% 33.5% 33.5% Common Eaultv RaUo 32.0% 
Pfd Stock $3878 mil!. Pfd Dlv'd $211 mill. 20422 21516 23216 24352 24362 25606 27284 33360 35581 41959 45000 47500 Total Capllal ($mill) 61000 
350,000 sh. 6.25%, $1000 liq. va!L1e; 638,020 sh. 30273 30455 32981 35085 37000 39050 41348 44285 47839 50700 53700 57300 Net Plant ($mill 66600 5.0%-5.75%, $2500 liq. value; 1,250,000 sh. 8.9% 7.3% 7.7% 7.1% 6.9% 7.3% .1% 5,6% 3.4% 3.3% 6,0% 5,5% Return on Total Cap'/ 5.5% 5.375%, 750,000sh. 5%, $1000 liq. value, all cum. 
Common Slock 381,874,674 shs. 14.2% 11.5% 11.9% lt1% 10.0% 11.6% NMF 9.5% 4.9% 5.2% 11,0% 10.5% Relurn on Shr. Equity 11.0% 
as of 10/31/22 15.9% 12.5% 13.0% 12.0% 10.8% 12.7% NMF 10.2% 4.6% 5.5% 13.0% 12,5% Relurn on Com Eaultv E 13.0% 
MARKET CAP: $25.9 bllllon (Large Cap) 11.4% 8.1% 8.8% 7.2% 5.6% 6.6% NMF 4.1% NMF NMF 6,0% 5.5% Retained to Com Eq 6.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 32% 40% 37% 44% 53% 52% NMF 63% NMF 125% 61% 61% All Dlv'ds to Net Prof 56% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Edison lnlarnalional (formerly SCECorp) is a holding dential, 43%; commercial, 45%; indus!rial, 3%; other, 9%. General· % Ch;o~e Retal Sales (K\\ll) -2.7 +.7 ·3,9 
AIJIJ. U$l Use (IJW11t 657 589 NA company for Sou!hern California Edison Company (SCE), whlch Ing sources: nuclear, 8%; gas, 3%; hydro, 3%; purch., 86%. Power 
A1¥J. lfid.J1l Revs.le' 1JH(¢) NA NA NA supplies electricity lo 5.2 mill. customers In a 50,000•sq.-ml. area In costs: 37% of revs, '21 reported depr. 1a1e: 3.7%. Has 13,000 
9,iiiati'.y ~I Pea~ ( ,t~•t NA NA NA central, coastal, & southern CA (exct Los Angeles & San Diego). empls. Chairman: William P. Sullivan. Pres. & CEO: Pedro J, Piz-Pea~ Loa~. s~,rner \ 1,;) 22009 23133 21190 
M'IJ~ Load Fatlor {¾! 49.6 46.7 52.7 Edison Energy Is an energy svcs. co. Disc. Edison Mission Energy zaro. Inc.: CA Address: 2244 Walnut Grove Ave., P .0. Box 976, 
% Change Cus!orners r,e,"dj +.5 +.6 +.3 (Independent power producer) In '12. Elec. rev. breakdown: resl• Rosemead, CA 91770. Tel.: 626-302-2222. Web: \Wtw.edlson.com. 

RxOO C1wga O:iv. (%) 172 NMF 113 Edison International likely earned miles of covered conductor in place by the 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Est'd '19·'21 about $4.60 a share in 2022. Manage- end of 2022. That amount is 43% of SCE's 
of change (per sh) lOYrs, 6Yrs. to '25·'27 ment has provided an earnings-per-share overhead miles jn high fire risk areas. 
Revenues -.5% -.5% 4.5% target of $4.48 to $4.68 and our estimate Our earnings call for 2023 is now a 
"Cash Flow" .. -3.5% 8.0% falls within this spread. The long-term nickel lower, at $4.80 a share. This fig-Earnings -2.5% -9.0% 16.0% growth rate for annual EPS is 5% to 7%. ure is more in line with (though slightly Dividends 7.5% 8.5% 5.0% 
Book Value 1.5% 1.0% 4.5% However, that reading this year will be below) the expected annual growth rate. 

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.I Full dramatically higher as 2021's figure (as Still, visibility is clouded. The California 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Oec.31 Year well as 2018 and 2020) was suppressed by Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) could 
2019 2824 2812 3741 2970 12347 setbacks tied to the wildfires/mudslides trim Edison's ROE retroactively for 2022 
2020 2790 2987 4644 3157 13578 that began in 2017. The ledger was de- and then set figures for 2023-2025. The 
2021 2960 3315 5299 3331 14905 cidedly cleaner in 2022, though adjust- regulatory climate here is average and we 
2022 3968 4008 5228 3096 16300 ments do pop up sometimes still. do not think CPUC will make changes, but 
2023 3750 4180 5400 3270 16600 Each time the company reports nothing is yet finalized. 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full quarterly results, manageinent This utility's yield is nearly a full per-

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Year reviews loss estimates for the centage point higher than the broader 
2019 .64 1.57 1.35 .45 3,98 catastrophic events of 2017-2018. The industry's average. Beginning with the 
2020 ,50 ,85 d.76 1.13 1.72 third-quarter review obtained after the ,January 30th payment, the quarterly 
2021 .68 .84 d.90 1.38 2.00 statute of limitations expfred for plaintiffs stipend has been raised 5.4%, to an annual 
2022 1.07 .94 1.48 1.11 4.60 in the Woolsey fire showed higher-than- run rate of $2,95 a share (was $2.80). This 
2023 1.05 1.00 1.55 1.20 4.80 expected costs to settle claims. The result- is where the appeal of EIX stock ends 
Cal- QUARTERLY Dl~DENOS PAID'• Full ing net charge to earninis was $830 mil- though, as it is below the respective Value 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec,31 Year lion ($880 million with 50 million sub- Line averages for both the coming 18 
2019 .6125 .6125 .6125 .6125 2.45 tracted for expected recoveries in electric m.onths and the stretch to 2025-2027,. The 
2020 .6375 .6375 .6375 .6375 2.55 rates), or just shy of $600 million on an equity also has an untimely designation 
2021 .6625 .6625 .6625 .6625 2.65 after-tax basis. In the meantime, the wild- (4: Below Average) for year-ahead relative 
2022 .70 .70 .70 .70 2.80 fire mitigation plan rolls on. Southern Cal- price performance, 
2023 .738 ifornia Edison (SCE) was set to have 4,300 Erih M. li1anning January 20, 2023 

lA) D11. EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains {losses/: '09, '13, 11¢; '14, 57¢; '15, 11¢; '18, 10¢. '19 EPS (C) Incl. def'd chgs. !n '21: $20.14/sh. fD~ In Comrany's Financial Strength Bt+ 
64¢1: '10, 54¢: '11, ($3.33); '13, 1$1.12: '15, don't sum due to change In shs, Naxt earnings mill. (E) Rate basa: net orig. cos!. Rate a I' on Sloe 's Price Stabll!ty 75 
$1. 8): '17, 1$1.37): '1B, (15¢): '19, 121¢g· '20, report due ea1ly February, (B) Div'ds faald late com. eq. In '20: 10.3%; earned on avg. com, Price Growth Persistence 30 

25¢; gains {loss) from disc. ops.: '12, {$ .11); Jan., Apr., July, & Oct. ■ Div'd reinv, pan avail, eq., '21: 5.4%. Regulatory Climate: Average. Earnings Predictability 10 
© 2023 Va'ue Line, Inc. AJI righis reserved. Factual material Is obta'ned from sources ba':aved to be ie:;able Md Is pro·tided without warranl;es of an kind. IBE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOn ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This"'"""°" Is slriolly Joe'""""'"'' owe, oon-oomma,oial, Iola ma I""· ~o pa~ I f.fifl_ :

1~~J~f ~;,(;:'.~ntglh' Bi~ I 
ol O may be ,epmdooad, mro!d, slocoo • :.amm'oed lo aoy p,iO:ed, alectio,:o oc o>ec fo~, oc osed lo, ge,1e,afog oc ma&a[og MY prlo,Od oc al<lmo•o pob!Nfoo, se>ioa o, pmdoc:. ~ 
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ENTERGY CORP. NYSE-ETR IIRECENT 113 25 lpre 17 Q (Tralllng: 18.1) RELATIVE 1 04 IDIV'O 3.8%-PRICE , RATIO , Median: 14.0 Pre RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 3 Raised912/22 High: 74.5 74.5 72.6 92.0 90.3 82.1 87.9 90.8 122.1 135.5 115.0 126.8 Target Price Range 

2 Raised 12113119 
low: 57.6 61,6 60.2 60.4 61.3 65.4 69.6 71.9 83.2 75.2 85.8 94.9 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

4 Lowe,e<l 12iW.22 
- 27.00 x Dj~ldends p sh 320 TECHNICAL 
•• > • i~i~tl~e bPri~!ew;~~t~e 

BETA .95 (1.00d,1arket) O~lions: Yes 200 
18-Monlh Target Price Range 

haded area ind,Ca/e~ recession 160 
I 

Low-High Midpoint(% to Mld) ' ' . ' . .. . ---- --. -- 120 
100 

$99·$158 $129(15%) tt ••. ,11 " 80 
11,"!111,,1, l ,, 111J1,11, ,11111,1, I' I' ,- hi Ill ,,., t11 P' ' ., 

2025·27 PROJECTIONS " 60 
Ann'! To!al " '• 

Price Ga!n Return '•• ._ .... •'•• 40 
High 160 (+40%) 12% ...... . ... . ........ ... ,,.i, 
low 115 (NII 5% ..... ....... .......... 

......... ·.•1· · ··T···•" : ...... 
lnstltutlonal Decisions 

., 'I, ........ ,:""', % TOT. RETURN 10122 , ...... . m,s VlARITll' 
102012 101012 sown STOCK INOEK e-18 

:~:~ g~~ gig gig 
Percent 30 

14 

1 yr. 7.8 -13.4 "' shares 20 f-
traded 10 ' " 3yr. -2.6 35.8 f-

lfkMOOO 179128 184330 184041 5y1. 49.1 45.6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUELINE PUB. LLC 5-27 

53.94 59.47 69.15 56.82 64.27 63.67 57.94 63.86 69.71 64.54 60.55 61.35 58.23 54.63 50.51 57.95 63.10 56.45 Revenues per sh 61.50 
10.69 11.73 12.89 13.29 16.54 17.53 15.98 16.25 17.68 17,71 18.72 16.70 16.50 17.19 18.21 17.90 17.75 17.95 "Cash Flow" per sh 20.50 
5.38 5.60 6.20 6.30 6.66 7.55 6.02 4.96 5.77 5.81 6.88 5.19 5.88 6.30 6.90 6.87 6.65 6.80 Earnings per sh A 8.50 
2.16 2.58 3.00 3.00 3.24 3.32 3.32 3.32 3.32 3.34 3.42 3.50 3.58 3.6$ 3.74 3.86 4.10 4.30 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh 8 ■ t 5.10 
9.44 10.29 13.92 12.99 13.33 15.21 18.18 15.73 14.82 16.79 17.28 22.07 22.45 21.72 24.52 30.86 18.15 19.00 Cap'J Spending per sh 19.75 

40.45 40.71 42.07 45.54 47.53 50.81 51.73 54.00 55.83 51.89 45.12 44.28 46.78 51.34 54.56 57.42 60.00 63.55 Book Value per sh c 74.00 
202.67 193.12 189.36 189.12 178.75 176.36 177.81 178.37 179.24 178.39 179.13 180.52 189.08 199.15 200.24 202.65 2011.00 209.011 Common Shs Ou!sl'g 0 214.00 

14.3 19.3 16.6 12.0 11.6 9.1 11.2 13.2 12.9 12.5 10.9 15.0 13.8 16.5 15.3 15.0 Bo/dffg rosare Avg Ann'! PIE Ratio 16.0 
.77 1.02 1.00 .80 .74 .57 .71 .74 .68 .63 .57 .75 .75 .88 .79 .80 Value line Re!aUve PIE Ratio .90 

2.8% 2.4% 2.9% 4.0% 4.2% 4.9% 4.9% 5.1% 4.5% 4.6% 4.6% 4.5% 4.4% 3.5% 3.6% 3.7% es/I ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.7% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 9/30/22 10302 11391 12495 11513 10846 11074 11009 10879 10114 11743 1300/J 11800 Revenues ($m!II) 13150 
Total Debt $27606 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $11117 mill. 1091.9 904.5 1060.0 1061.2 1249.8 950.7 1092.1 1258.2 1406,7 1402,8 1370 1420 Nel Prolil /$mllll 1845 LT Debi $24635 mill. LT Interest $824.0 mill. 13.0% 26.7% 37.8% 2.2% 11.3% 1.8% NMF NMF NMF 16.1% 23.0% 23.0% Income Tax Rate 23.0% Incl. $54,7 mil!. of securilizalion bonds. 
(LT Interest earned: 2.8x) 11.9% 10.1% 9.3% 7.4% 8.1% 14.7% 17.5% 16.7% 12.2% 7,1% 8.0% 8.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 7.0% 
Leases, Uncapllallzed Annual ren!a!s $65.3 mill. 55.8% 55.1% 54.9% 57.8% 63.6% 63.6% 63.2% 62.0% 65.5% 67.6% 66.5% 66.5% Long-Term Debt Ratio 66,0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $6993.1 mill. 42.9% 43.6% 43.8% 40.8% 35.5% 35.5% 35.9% 37.1% 33.7% 31.7% 32.5% 33.0% Common Eaultv Ra!lo 33.5% 

Obl!g $8409.6 mlll. 21432 22109 22842 22714 22777 22528 24602 27557 32386 36733 38050 40200 Total Capl1al ($mill) 47300 Pld Stock $254.4 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $18.3 mill. 27299 27882 28723 27824 27921 29664 31974 35183 38853 42244 43750 45425 Nel Plant /$mllll 50800 200,000 shs. 6.25%-7.5%, $100 par; 250,000 shs. 
8.75%, 1.4 milt shs. 5.375%; all cum., wi1hout sink- 6.4% 5.4% 6.0% 6.0% 6.9% 5.7% 5.8% 5.9% 5.6% 4.8% 3.0% 4.5% Re!um on To!al Cap'I 5.0% 
Ing fund. 11.5% 9.1% 10.3% 11.1% 15.1% 11.6% 12.0% 12.0% 12.6% 11.6% 9.5% 10.5% Return on Shr. Equity 11.5% 
Common Stock 203,483,660 shs, as ol 10/31/22 11.6% 9.2% 10.4% 11.2% 15.2% 11.7% 12.2% 12.1% 12.7% 11.9% 9.5% 10.5% Return on Com Eaul1v E 11.5% 
MARKET CAP: $23.0 blll!on (Large Cap) 5.2% 3.0% 4.4% 4.8% 7.7% 3.9% 4.9% 5.2% 5.9% 5.2% 3.5% 4.0% Retained lo Com Eq 4.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 56% 68% 58% 58% 50% 68% 61% 58% 55% 57% 62% 64% All Dlv'ds lo Net Prof 60% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Entergy Corpora!ion supplies electricity to 3 million 12%. Generating sources: gas, 46%; nuclear, 30%; coal, 6%; pur-% Chan~e Retail Sale~ tKWH) -1.4 -4.1 +3.2 
Avg. h us!. Use (M',~i 1070 1017 1015 customers through subsidiaries in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, chased, 18%. Fuel costs: 32% of revenues. '21 reported depreda-
Avg, hd\.s!.Re.s~ VH(C) 5.24 4.95 5.91 Texas, and New Orleans (regulated separa!ely from Louisiana). lion rate: 2.7%. Has 12,400 employees. Chairman & CEO: Leo P. 
~ci:y at PW! hj 23887 25665 NA Distributes gas to 206,000 customers In Louisiana. Is sell!ng its last Denault. Incorporated: Delaware. Address: 639 Loyola Avenue, Peak load, S•Jllirr& j ,1,v) 21598 21340 NA nonulility nuclear unit (shut down 5/22}, Electric revenue break- P.O. Box 61000, New Orleans, Louisiana 70161. Telephone: 504-Armual load Factor(¾! 64 62 NA 
%Char.QeCus!0t1:ers t-e,10) +,8 +1.0 +1.0 down: reslden!!a1, 37%; commercial, 24%; Industrial, 27%; other, 576-4000. Internet; www.entergy.com. 

R:100 Cha:ga C-:.v. {¾) 165 202 243 Entergy Corp. recorded solid third~ Additionally, it has filed for several rate 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19-'21 tuarter results, Revenues expanded to cases1 including for Entergy New Orleans 
of change (per sh) 10 Yrs. 5 Yrs. lo '25·'27 4.2 billion, aided by strong growth across and Entergy Texas, with a decision on the 
Revenues -1.0% -3.5% 2.0% its electric services business and higher latter due in the second quarter of 2023. 
"Cash Flow" 1.0% -.5% 2.5% energy prices. Positives included healthy Additionally, the company has been in-Earnings .. 1.5% 4.0% demand from industrial companies, while vesting in renewable energy projects that Dividends 1.5% 2.0% 5.0% 
Book Value 1.5% 1.5% 5.0% population growth across the southern will come online in the yearn ahead, help-

Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full United States was positive. The company ing to bolster revenues, and regulators 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep,30 Dec.31 Year also benefited from sevei·al rate cases could approve more. Costs for fuel and 
2019 2610 2666 3141 2462 10879 being approved, allowing for more maintenance will likely increase with the 
2020 2427 2413 2904 2370 10114 l'ecoveries, and a few projects were placed added operations. The company has been 
2021 2845 2822 3353 2723 11743 into service. Still, costs rose at a quick funding capital expenditures with debt 
2022 2878 3395 4219 2508 13000 rate, especially those rnlated to fuel costs, and equity sales, which should limit profit-
2023 2950 2850 3250 2750 11800 while operational maintenance was much per-share gains. Bad-debt expenses may 
Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE• Full higher. Overall, adjusted earnings rose to well pick up if the economy slows further. 

endar Mar.31 Jun.so Seo.30 Dec,31 Vear $2.84 per share during the quarter. The We project adjusted earnings per share of 
2019 1.32 1.22 1.82 1.94 6.30 fourth-quarter performance will likely be $6.80 in 2023 and $8.50 in 2025-2027. 
2020 .59 1.79 2.59 1,93 6,90 lackluster as the company faces tough The board raised the quarterly divi~ 
2021 1.66 1.30 2.63 1.28 6.87 comparisons from 2021, which had cooler- dend by 6% to $1.07, This payout 
2022 1.36 1.78 2.84 .67 6.65 than-usual weather. It exited some non- remains well covered by profits and should 
2023 1.40 1.75 2.90 .75 6.80 1·egulated nuclear operations in Michigan expand steadily in the years ahead. 
Cal- QUARTERLY DIWOENOS PAIO • • t Full over the past year, and it sold some shares Shares of Entergy Corp. are neutrally 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Vear to fund capital expenditures. We estimate 1·anked for Timeliness. This stock has a 
2018 .89 .89 .89 .91 3.58 adjusted earnings will reach $0.67 per good dividend yield and long-term upside 
2019 .91 .91 .91 .93 3.66 share in the final quarter of 2022. potential is subpar. Overall, we think this 
2020 .93 .93 .93 .95 3.74 The long-ter111 outlook is decent. En- is best suited for conservative income-
2021 .95 ,95 .95 1.01 3.86 tergy should gain from population and in- seeking accounts. 
2022 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.07 dustrial growth across its coverage area. John E. Seibert III December 9, 2022 

¥
A) Diluted EPS. Exel. nonrec. losses: '12, Dlv'ds h!stor!cally paid !n early Mar., Juno, IEI Rate base: Net original cost. Al/owed ROE Com~any's Flnanclal Strength 8++ 
1.26; '13, $1.14: '14, 56¢; '15, $6.99; '16, Sept., & Dec. ■ Div'd reinvestment plan avail. t b ended): 9.95%; earned on avg. com. eq., Sloe 's Prlce Stablll1y 90 

$10.14; '17, $2.91; '18, $1.25; '21, $1.33; '22, 
$1.19. Next earnings report due early Feb. (B) 

Shareholder Investment ~an avail. ~Cl Incl. 
deferred charges. In '21: 5.95/sh, (D In mill. 

'21: 12.1%. Regulatory Climate: Average. 

© 2022 Valua Line, Inc. A!I lights reservecl. Factual material is obta'ne<l from sour~s believed lo be rei;able ancl Is provided without warranties ot any kind. 
TI-!E PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub!icat:on Is slrfcUy for subscnbe(s own, non-commercial, internal use. No part 
of~ may be reproduced, resold, store<! or transm:tted In any printed, eioctronic or o'.her form, or used for generafog or marl:eting any prinied or elet!ron!c pubfo1.lion, sef'lce 01 product. 

Price Growth Persistence 45 
Earnings Pred!ctablllty 70 

To subscribe call 1·800•VALUELINE 
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EVERGY. INC. NYSE-EVRG !RECENT 
PRICE 58 691 P~ 16 4 (Trailing: 17,0) RELATIVE 1 01 DN'D , RATIO , 1,leolan:NMF P~ RATIO , YLD 4.2% 

T!MEUNESS 3 Ra1sed9t2/22 Target Price Rang High: 61.1 67,8 76.6 69.4 73.1 
Low: 50.9 54.6 42.0 51.9 54.1 

SAFETY 2 New9114/18 LEGENDS j 2025 2026 2027 
, , , , Re1a!ive Price Strength 1---l-----l---l-----l---l-----1----4-c--l---1-----l----1-----l---'1--+128 

TECHNICAL 3 Lowered 1111!1'22 °j~~~~':,!a indicates recess!O/! I 96 BETA .90 (LOO- Markel) 80 
I 

. ' 
18-MonthTargetPriceRange ----- ----- 64 ,. .. J.,_j, 

1,,r,11 IP''' J11r·1.1l1 ,1 'I' 
Low-High Midpoint(% lo Mid) 1==±==1==±==1==:l:==t==:l:==t==t=:::!ifr:=1==±==1==±==1==±=:::!::4& 
$53·$88 $71 (20%) ' i 32 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS i i 24 
Price Garn An~~1i~~alt---+--t--+---1f--+----l--+---+~•"""-''

0

4° '.c"c..
0

'_•"_'•+· ;,.lc..
0

".:.•-1---+.--+--t--+--f--+16 
High 95 !+60%} 16% i ! .. ,,'•.,• ,, _ 12 Low 70 +20%) 8% i ; % TOT, RETURN 10/22 
lnst!tullonal Decisions i : 11115 VLARITTJ.' 

102022 202022 301022 Percent 36 i 
I STOCK INDEX 

!OB y 284 304 305 1 yr. -0.8 -13.4 
!o~a 270 252 250 shares 24 3yr. 6.1 35.8 
H!d';fooo, 196288 194242 193700 lraded 12 5yr. 45.6 -. 
Evergy, Inc, was formed through the merger <-==+=-====="-l'=.oc.i=~======-===2~0~22,..,_.2,,oc=2,,_3.,_©-'V"'AL,,U=.EL,,IN,,,E-"PU,,.B ... L"LC=5,_.-2,._7_j 
of Great Plains Energy and Westar Energy 24.80 2s.20 Revenues per sh 26.50 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
.. .. .. .. .. .. 16.75 22,71 21.66 24.38 

in June of 2018. Great Plains Energy 8.05 8.40 "Cash Flow" persh 10.00 
holders received .5981 of a share of Evergy 3.55 3.75 Earnings per sh A 4.75 

.. .. .. .. .. .. 4.89 7.18 7.06 8.18 .. .. .. .. .. . . 2.50 2.79 2.72 3,83 
for each of their shares, and Westar Energy f--+--+--lf--+-----l----+-;:;;..+-;-;;+...;;;;.+-:;;;..if-2;;,33;;+__:;2:;,48;.i;D;:.iv,;;'d,;;D:::ec;:.l'd;iP:::"'-''"'h~";='---l--....;-3·;;'5~ 
holders received one share of Evergy for 8.60 9.20 cap'I Spending per sh 9.50 

.. .. .. .. .. . . 1.74 1.93 2.05 2.18 
4.19 5.34 6.88 8.60 .. .. .. .. .. .. 

each of their shares. The merger was com• f--+--+--lf--+--+---1..,;;;:;;-+;;;-;;-1,;;c;:;+~;:;:.i~4~1.4;;0h4;;2:;.70;.+;B-'oo'"k-'Va=l";;''"P:;'';c'h;.,,..' ~hc;4;;7.5;;0~ 
pleted on June 4, 2018. Shares of Evergy f---+--+---+---+--+--1..:.:;;;:;..i-=;;;::;.+=;;;c;+=c;;:;+.c2"30"',00"+2=30,,.o:::o-i;c;:.o:cmm;::o::;n;;;sh;;',;;o::;uls;:.1',_g _0 +-"23-;o;;;,oo;..J 
began trading on the New York Stock Ex• Bold no res are Avg Ann'l PIE Ratio 17,5 

.. .. .. .. .. . . 39.28 37.82 38.50 40.32 

.. .. .. .. .. . . 255,33 226.64 226.84 220.30 
22,7 21.8 21.7 18.2 .. .. .. .. .. . . 

change one day later, va1m Line Relative PIE Ra!lo .95 .. .. .. .. .. . . 1.23 1.16 1.11 .87 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 eSl/i ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 3.7% .. .. .. .. .. . . 3.1% 3.2% 3.5% 3.5% 
Total Debt $11664 mlll. Due In 5 Yrs $4388.2 mill. 5700 5800 Revenues(SmiH) 6100 
LT Debt $9197.2 mill. LTlnteresl$305,5 mill. 835 880 Nel Profil($mi!ll 1115 

.. .. .. .. .. .. 4275,9 5147.8 4913.4 5586.7 .. .. .. .. .. . . 535,8 669,9 618.3 879,7 Inc!. $40.9 mlll. finance leases, 
(LT Interest earned: 3,Sx) 9.0% 9.0% Income Tax Rate 9.0% .. .. .. .. .. . . 9.8% 12.6% 14.1% 11.7% 

2.5% 
Leases, Uncapllallzed Annual rentals $18.8 mill. 

Pension Assets-12/21 $1714.7 mil!. 
Obllg $2561.7 mil!, 

Pfd Stock Nona 

Common Stock 229,536,385 shs, 
as ol 10/31/22 
MARKET CAP: $13.5 bllllon (Large Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. . . 

.. .. . . 40.0% 

.. .. . . 60.0% 

.. .. . . 16716 

.. .. .. 18952 

.. .. . . 4.0% .. .. .. 5.3% .. .. .. 5.3% .. .. . . .6% .. .. . . 89% 

2.5% 5.5% 5.0% 5.0% 6.0% AFUOC % lo Net Profit 5.0% 
50.6% 51.3% 50.1% 51.5% 51.5% Long-Term Debt Ratio 53.5% 
49.4% 48.7% 49.9% 48.5% 48.5% Common Eaultv Rallo 46.5% 
17337 17924 18542 19675 20175 Tola! Capilal ($mlll) 23400 
19346 20106 21150 22100 23150 Ne! Plan! 1$mllll 26300 
4.8% 4.5% 5.7% 5.0% 5.5% Return on Tola! Cap'I 6.0% 
7.8% 7.1% 9.5% 
7.8% 7.1% 9.5% 

8.5% 9.0% Return on Shr, Eqully 10.0% 
8.5% 9.0% Return on Com Eauiiv E 10.0% 

2.4% 1.8% 4.1% 3.0% 3.0% Retained to Com Eq 3.5% 
69% 75% 57% 64% 65% All Oiv'ds lo Net Prof 63% 

2019 2020 2021 i-==~~=-"--='--=.L.=-'-=---"~--'--c-...L=--'-='---.L,--'---=--='----J 
+3.1 BUSINESS: Evergy, Inc. was formed through 1he merger or Great 13%; olher, 12%. Generating sources: coal, 54%; nuclear, 17%; NA -3.9 

NA NA 
7.25 7.14 

NA Plains Energy and Westar Energy in June of 2018. Through its sub- pu1chased, 29%, Fuel costs: 28% of revenues. '21 reported deprec. 
6~/4 sidiaries (now doing business under the Evergy name), provides rate: 3%. Has 4,900 employees. Chal1man: Mark A. Ruelle, Presi-NA NA 

NA NA NA electric service !o i .6 mlll!on customers in Kansas and Missouri, ln• dent & CEO: David A. Campbell. COO: Kevin E, Bryant. Inc.: Mis-
NA eluding the greater Kansas City area. Electric revenue breakdown: souri. Address: 1200 Main S\ree1, Kansas City, M!ssour) 64105. NA NA 

NA NA NA f-c-re_s_id_en_ti_al,'--34_%c';~oo_m_m_er_cl_al--, _30_% ... :_l_nd_u_sl_ria ... I,'--11-'%-':_w.ch_ol __ es-'a-'le._, _T_el_.:_81_6_·5_5_6·_22_0_0._In_te_m_e_I,_1w_m_,e_ve __ rg,,y_,oo_m __ , ______ -I 
Evergy delivered strong financial re- ing a dividend growth rate in line with 
sults in the third quarter, Earnings of earnings at a 60%~70% payout. ANNUAL RATES 

of change {per sh) 
Revenues 
"Cash Flow'' 
Earnings 
Dividends 
Book Value 

Past 
10Y1s. 

305 286 350 
Past Esl'd '19·'21 
5 Yrs, to '2&-'27 

"" 2.5% 
"" 5.0% 
-- 7.5% 
•• 7.0% 
-- 3.5% 

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep,30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 1217 1222 1578 1131 5148 
2020 1117 1185 1517 1094 4913 
2021 1612 1236 1617 1122 5587 
2022 1224 1447 1909 1120 5700 
2023 1225 1450 1900 1225 5800 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 ,39 ,57 1.56 ,28 2.79 
2020 ,31 ,59 1.60 .22 2.72 
2021 ,84 ,81 1.95 ,23 3,83 
2022 .53 .84 1,86 .32 3.55 
2023 ,60 .80 2.05 .30 3.75 
Cal- QUARTERLY DIVIDENDS PAID'• Full 

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Se",30 Dec.31 Year 
2018 .40 .40 .46 .475 1.74 
2019 .475 .475 .475 ,505 1.93 
2020 ,505 ,505 ,505 ,535 2,05 
2021 .535 .535 .535 ,5725 2,18 
2022 ,5725 ,5725 .6125 

$1.86 a share, on revenues of $1.9 billion, The company hopes to get approval 
both exceeded Wall Street's expectations on its acquisition of the Permisson 
and increased 75%, and 27% from the last Creek \Vind Farm by year end. The 
period, respectively. The performance was $250 million investment will boost the re
due primarily to the company's improved newable energy business and assist the 
transmission margin, along with continued utility in its goal of net-zero carbon emis
favorable demand in all sectors. Total sions by 2045, 
demand has grown 3% this year and 2.4% Evergy shares have underperfor1ned 
in the September-period, driven by in- of late. The stock has declined more than 
creases in industrial demand such as the 16% in value over the past three months, 
chemical and oil and gas sectors. alongside losses by many of its peers, 'I'he 
The company raised its 2022 earnings utility industry has struggled recently due 
range from $8.43-$8.63 a share to to the challenging interest-1·ate environ
$3.53-$3.68 due to the bettm·-than- ment. Higher yields on Treasuries have 
expected September-period showing. prompted a growing number of income
Management remains committed to its oriented investors to enter the bond mar
long-term EPS growth-rate target of 6%- ket, and the competition has not augured 
8% annualy. We have adjusted our top-line well for utilities, Due to its recent price 
estitnate which now stands at $5. 7 billion, struggles, capital appreciation potential 
up from our previous call of $5.4 billion. In over the 18~month span, and 3- to 5-year 
2023, we are forecasting revenues of $5.8 period have improved since our last 
billion and earnings of $3. 75 per share. review. Also, these shares are ranked to 
Evergy has hiked its dividend by 7%, mirror the broader market averages over 
The dividend yield of 4.2%, which is solid the next year. But the dividend continues 
for a utility should appeal to income- to be the main attraction here. 
oriented investors. Management is target- Zachary J. Hodghinson December 9, 2022 

(A) Diluted earnings, '19 EPS don't sum to full• ■ DMdend reinvestment plan available. equity In Missouri In '18: none specified; In Company's Flnanclal Strenglh B++ 
year total due to rounding. Next eam!ngs report (C) Inc!. Intangibles. In '21: $4,327.7 ml!I., Kansas ln '18: 9.3%; earned on average com- Stock's Price Stability 85 
due late February. (B) Dividends paid !n mid· $18.87/sh, (D) In millions. (El Rate base: Orig!• mon equity, '21: 9.8%, Regulatory Climate: Price Growth Persistence 35 
March, June, September, and December. na! cost depreciated, Rate al owed on common Average. Earnings Predlctablllty NMF 
© 2022 Valua Line, Inc. A!I righ!s reserved. Fac1ual material is ob1a'ned !rom sourC(ls bel'ave<l to be ieI:ab:0 and Is provide<l w:lllout warranEes or any kind. -
THE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publ:cation Is stricL'y !or subscnber's own, non~mmercial, Internal use. No part 1 1 1 • , : 11 ' 
o! ~ ma be re roduced, resold, slored or transm:tted In any printed, e!ectronlo or other form, or used for eriernfo 01 marketing any p~nted 01 eieclronlc uhlcal'on, service or roduct 
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EVERSOURCE ENERGY !RECENT 76 28 fp~ 181 (Tlalling:18.7) RELATIVE 118 Dl~D NYSE-ES PRICE , I RATIO , Median: 19.0 PHATIO , YLD 3.5% 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 lO',\~e<l 8/19!22 

1 Raise<lS.122/15 
2 Lowered11/4/'l2 

High: 36.5 40.9 45.7 56.7 56.8 60.4 66.1 70.5 86.6 99.4 92.7 94.6 Target Price Range 
j_'Le,ow,,_,~· L_a,,.o,,,.o'-'-~3~3~.s'-'-_,,38.6 41.3 44.6 50.0 54.1 52.8 63.1 60.7 76.6 70.5 2025 2026 2027 

LEGENDS 

~ ~i·!~li~i~~ni~rfn1~h l-+---+--+--+--+---+--+-'--+--+---+--+---+--l--+160 
O~~;~;z~a ind"cates recession - " " " " " " " " " 158 BETA ,90 (1.00c./,1arket) 

18-Month Target Price Range 
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 
$78-$129 $104(35%) 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS .. 111 '"
1 

" 

!I 11 11 .. 1 II, 11,,111,1 ¥~ ••••• ••••• 80 

' 

.. 
60 
50 
40 
30 

Ann'I Total ql'l1I, ,•.. ........... ....... ..... •• , ..... ·••,. : ••,,,, 
Price Gain Return rc•,,, .. ,:,•_"_:'•ee•':::••_:''--+1---1--"'u..l~•~•-'""' :,_• _, .. ,::••:.· _ _:'•e,•,.,,, .. ,: .. ,,:,••,,,•4. --'+:::--l-~--'k--l--~1---l----11---l--_j_.20 

High 115 (+50%l 14% '•,•" ··••,•·····" 
Low 95 (+25% 9% % TOT. RETURN 10/22 ,-15 
lnslltut!onal Decisions I IBIS VL ARlllt' 

(Q2021 102022 202012 Percent 
toBuy 366 412 411 shares 

~~000 275~J~ 269!~l 211J?~ 1rad0d 

30 
20 
10 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
44.64 37.27 37.22 30.97 

3,69 4.82 6.16 4.96 
.82 1.59 1.86 1.91 
,73 .78 .83 .95 

5.49 7.14 8.06 5.17 
16.14 16.65 19.38 20.37 

154.23 156.22 155.83 175.62 
27.1 16.7 13.7 12.0 
1.46 .99 .82 .80 

27.76 
5.68 
2.10 
1.03 
5.41 

21.60 
176.45 

13.4 
.85 

25.21 
4.88 
2.22 
1.10 
6.08 

22.65 
177.16 

15.4 
.97 

2012 2013 2014 
19.98 23.16 24.42 
4.03 5.22 4.56 
1.89 2.49 2.58 
1.32 1.47 1.57 
4.69 4.62 5.06 

29.41 30.49 31.47 
314.05 315.27 316.98 

19.9 16.9 17.9 
1.27 .95 .94 

3.5% 3.5% 3.4% 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
26.66 25.85 25.96 
6.64 6.65 6.99 
3.25 3.45 3.64 
2.02 2.14 2.27 
7.96 8.03 8.58 

36.25 38.29 41.01 
316.89 329.88 342.95 

2021 
28.64 
7.74 
3.86 
2.41 
9.22 

42.39 
344.40 

2022 2023 

STOCK INDEX 1-
1 yr. -7.5 -13.4 1-
3 yr. -0.9 35.8 
5 yr. 40.9 45.6 

@ VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
32.75 34.20 Revenues per sh 37,0{} 

8.10 8.55 "Cash Flow" per sh 10.00 
4.10 4.40 Earnings per sh A 5.30 
2.55 2.70 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh 8 ■ 3.30 

11.20 10.50 Cap'I Spending per sh 9.50 
44.20 46.50 Book Value per sh c 53.75 

348.00 351.00 Common Shs Outst'g O 365.00 
18.7 22.1 23.7 22.2 18.1 18.7 19.5 Bold fig res are Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 19.5 
1.01 1.18 1.22 1.19 .91 .98 .98 Value Line RelaUve P/E Rallo 1.10 

3.3% 2.8% 2.6% 2.8% 3,3% 3.2% 3.1% eS// ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.2% 

6273.8 7301.2 7741.9 8448.2 8526,5 8904.4 9863.1 CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 6/30/22 7954.8 7639,1 7752,0 11400 12000 Revenues ($mtn) 13500 
Tola! Debt $21423 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $8313.5 mill. 886,0 949.8 995.5 1430 1545 Net Prom ($mill\ 1935 533.0 793.7 827.1 

34.0% 35.0% 36.2% 
2.3% 1.4% 2.4% 

1040.5 1121.0 1244.8 1337,7 
21.7% 19.7% 22.2% 21.9% 
6.1% 6.3% 5.3% 4.2% 

LT Debt $20016 mill. LT !nteresl $619.8 mill. l--c~'-+~~-l-,'""'-+c'37"'.9:"%"--l-c'36::'.9':'%"-+3c'6"".8'"%'+""'"'-l-'-'=c+-~"'--i~""'-l-2c'4':,0"'%+-2c'4,"o•"'%-ll"'nc"o"m"'e~T,J,x"'R"'a1""e---l-2-'4_"0•"'%--I 
(Tota!lnterestcovorage:3.9x) 2.9% 3.9% 4.7% 5.0% 4.0% AFUDC%toNetProfil 3.0% 

Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $11.1 mill. 43.7% 44.3% 45.9% 52.4% 52.8% 52.4% 54.2% 45.6% 44.8% 51.2% 54.5% 55,0% Long-Term Debt Ratio 56.0% 
55.4% 54.8% 53.2% 
16675 17544 18738 
16605 17576 16647 
4.2% 5.5% 5.3% 

46.9% 46.6% 47.1% 45.3% 
24474 27097 29842 32233 
25610 27585 30883 33378 
5.2% 5.1% 5,1% 5.1% 

53.6% 54.4% 48.2% 45.0% 44.5% Common Eoultv Rallo 44.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $6495.5 mill. 19313 19697 23018 34325 36650 To!al Capital ($ml!l) 44700 

Obll9 $5729•7 mill. 19892 21351 23617 36025 38400 Ne1 Planl/$mllli 44500 Pfd Stock $155.6 mill. Pld Div'd $7.6 mill. f-'~'-+--"'""-+-'~'-+-""""-l-='-"'--l-""'"'-l-'""'+="'--f..."""':+',"'"'-4-"'C";"+'""'"'-+;""""'~""°''-c-~-+...:C=--i 5.5% 5,8% 5.2% 5.0% 5.0% Return on Total Cap'I 5.5% 
5.7% 8.1% 8.2% 8.9% 8.8% 8.8% 9,1% Common Stock 346,443,316 shs. SA¾ 8,7% 8.9% 9.0% 9.5% Return on Shr. Equity 10.0% 
5.7% 8.2% 8.2% 9.0% 8.8% 8.8% 9,1% as of7/31/22 8.5% 8.8% 8.9% 9.0% 9.5% Return on Com Eaullv E 10.0% 
1.6% 3.4% 3.5% 3.4% 3.6% 3.5% 3,6% MARKET CAP: $26.4 bllllon (Large Cap) 3.4% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% Relalned to Com Eq 3.5% 

ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 72% 59% 58% 61% 60¾ 61% 62% 60% 60% 61% 62% 62% All Div'ds lo Net Prof 62% 

%0BJ,geRe!ailSoles(K\',H) 2~J.~ 2i~~ ~~~J BUSINESS: Eversource Energy (formerly Northeasl Ulililies) !s the Acq'd NSTAR 4/12; Aquarion 12117; Columbia Gas 10/20. Eleclric 
A19.kldiJst.Use(~flMJ NA NA NA parent of u!iliUes with 3.3 mill. electric, 887,000 gas, 226,000 water rev, breakdown: residential, 53%; commercial, 33%; industrial, 5%; 
A19.hdiJS!.Re','S.8erKWH(t} NA NA NA customers, Supplies power lo most of Connecticut and gas to part other, 9%. Fuel costs: 34% of revs. '21 reported depr. rate: 3.1%. ~~i%~'.~n,~Mh ~! ~! ~~ of Conne<:tlcut; supplies power to 3/4 of New Hampshire's popu!a• Has 9,200 emp!s. Chairman: James J. Judge. Pres. & CEO: Joseph 
Armalload Foctor (½) NA NA NA Uon; supplies power to western Massachusetts and parts of eastern A. Nolan, Jr. Inc.: MA. Address: 300 Cadwell Drive, Springfield, MA 
%Crnng_1Cu$\~e1s~Hrxl) +.7 +.8 +.6 MA & gas to cen1ra1 & eastern MA; supplies water to CT, MA, & NH. 01104. Te!.: 413-785·5871. Internet: \WIW,eversource.com. 
Fl(00Ci8:ga0:i'l.(½l 319 345 324 Eversource Energy is on pace for a be a bit of a stretch. Nevertheless, we 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Est'd ,19_,21 solid year. The company is receiving a think a constructive outcorne is likely and 
ofchange(persh) 10Vrs. 5Vrs, to'26-'27 full year's effect from last November's nat- rates should increase in January. 
Revenues -.5% 2.0% 5.5% ural gas price hike in Massachusetts, with Leadership has adjusted its clean-
"Cash Flow" 3.5% 7,5% 6.0% the rate set to rise again this November. energy strategy. Eversource is shopping 
6r!Ji~l~~ds i:g~: i:~~ i:i~ Eversource is also benefiting from trans- its stake in non-regulated offshore wind 
Book Value 6.5% 4.5% 5.0% mission and distribution (T&D) capital ventures, deeming them outside of its risk 
Cal- QUARTERLYREVENUES($m!ll,j Full projects, which raise the rate base (proper- tolerance and too high a drain on capital. 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year ty, plant, and equipment on which utilities Instead, the company plans to benefit from 
2019 2416 1884 2176 2050 8526_5 are allowed to earn an economic rate of re- this new power source's growth in New 
2020 2373 1953 2344 2234 8904.4 turn). The rising rate base increases the England through the relative safety of reg-
2021 2826 2122 2433 2482 9863.1 company's electric rates annually through ulated T&D projects, such as those neces-
2022 3471 2573 2750 2606 11400 a forward-looking algorithm that takes sary to connect wind generation to the 
2023 3650 2700 290() 2750 12000 regulatory lag out of the equation for T&D grid. Modernization programs that ready 
Cal• EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full investments. We expect earnings will be its territories for the electrification of the 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo,30 Dec.31 Vear up about 6.5% this year to $4.10 per share. transportation system will also serve to 

~i~i 1:~~ Jci 1:i~ :~~ ~:ci~ ~~~~~~rEfi~:~~ci:ler!!uft~es~~rtii~~te~
11fl~t ~~~~:r~~e1::;:tfo~~e. v~~ru~:;ea ~~ruewlit~l; 

2021 1.i5 ,79 1.02 .91 3.86 report goes to press.) remain a viable option, as well. 
2022 1.30 .86 1.03 .91 4.10 We look for 1nore of the same going Total returns for this issue over the 
2023 1.35 .92 1.11 f.02 4.40 forward. NSTAR has a pending electric 18-montb time frame look attractive. 
Cal- QUARTERLY DIVIDENDS PAID s • Full rate case in Massachusetts, with a deci- We view Eversource as a desirable holding 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se",30 Dec.31 Year sion due in December, The utility re- for utility investors due to its superior 
quested increases of $4G million and $47 earnings and dividend growth rates rela-

2018 •5o5 •5o5 •5o5 •5o5 2-02 million at the start of 2023 and 2024, tive to its peer group. Its yield is 30 basis 
~i~i :lli5 ::i~5 :~i~5 :~~~5 ~:Jj 1·es~ecti(v

5
e
0
Jy,bba~ed op a 1h9.5h% 1.·e

1
turn ohn pho~n

1
ts 

1
below

1 
th~ industr~ av~ra_ge, b

6
ut we 

2021 ,6025 ,6025 .6025 .6025 2.41 eqmty as1s pomts 1g er t 1an t e t m ct 1e va uat10n prennum 1s Justi 1ed. 
2022 .6375 .6375 .6375 rate of rnturn granted in 2018). This may Anthony J. Glennon November 11, 2022 

IA) Diluted EPS Exel. nonrecurring qa!n paid late Mar., June, Sept., & Dec ■ Dlv'd rein- 10 0%;]9"l '20, 9 7%·9,9%; In CT (alee) '18, Company's Financial Strength A 
losses) '08, (19¢), '10, 9¢, '19, (64¢), 20, vestment plan avail, (C) Incl deferred charges, 9.25%; gas '18, 9.3%, In NH '21, 9 3%, Reg- Stock's Price Slablfl\y 85 
9¢), '21, (32e), 10·20 '22, (3¢), Next carnlnis In '21 $9064 mill, $26 32/sh (0) In mil!. ulatory :11mate CT, Below Average; NH, Aver- Price Growth Persistence 65 

report due early Feb. (B) Dlv'ds hlstonca ly (E) Raia al/owed on com, eq, In MA- (e!ec.) '18, age, MA, Above Average. Earnings Predlctablllty 100 
© 2022 Value Line, Inc All nghls resmved Fact~al material Is obtaned from sources beceved 10 be rel ab'e and Is prov ded v,,lholll warran~es ol any kind -
THE PUBLISHER !SNOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN This pub'~I on Is slncUy for subscnbe1's 01m, non-rommerclaJ, lnlernal use No part 1 1 1 • , , 11 ' 
of tt may be reproduce<l reso'd stored or transm'tte<l 1n any pnn'ed electron a or o~er forni or use<l for geociatng or mmetng any prin•e<l or eleclron'c ublcalon, se/\'ce 01 produc1 
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EXELON CORP. NDQ-EXC IRECENT 38 59, IP/E 17 2 (Tralllng: 12.6) RELATIVE 1121 IDIV'D 
PRICE , ' 1 RATIO , Median: 14.0 Pffi RATIO , , 1 YLD 3.6% 

TIMELINESS - Suspended 214122 High: 45.4 43.7 37.8 38.9 38.3 37,7 42.7 47.4 51.2 50.5 58.0 58.2 Target Price Range 
~L~•~&~·~~■~.1~~•~8ttA~~--~--=-~== === 

SAFETY 2 Raised 8113'21 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL - Suspended2/4122 ~ ~~\iti~f~~(anisllgnt~h , 128 
BETA .95 (1.00" Ma(Ke1) 

OB½~~~ ;;,!a ind.'cales recession >-+---+--+---+--+---+--r-"--+--->---+----!---+----!--+ijg 

~~1~8~-M;o~n:lh~T~airgieliP;r~lc~e:R;an:g~eJ~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~;;;;~~~~~;;~;;~~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~!~~~~~-~-~--~-~~--~-~-~-~·64 , ,Id 48 
Low•Hlgh Mldpolnl (% to Mid) 111 ,.,,,, 1 1, , 1,,1 • • 11 11•1 • • - • - - - - - - 40 
$30-$54 $42 {10%) , .. ,, II 11J111p 32 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS • • ...... "''Ii, l •• 111 24 
Ann'I Total ••• 

Price Gain Return >---+--->---;',-··-• ~-+---<--+---+--+---+--+-'--+--t---+--->---+----if---+-16 
High 60 !+55%} 14% ••••, ,'",,,'•', , , ... .,,, ,, • •• •"•, ."• 
low 45 +15%) 7% ,, ... .••••", -12 • • , % TOT. RETURN 10/22 !nstllutlonal Decisions , ,,.,. ..... '.' "", THIS VLA!lmt• 

402021 102022 202012 Percent 30 +-~f--+---,--+---+--+---1--+-'-+--+--+---, STOCK INDEX 

l'~''§"b.L"~5fi''~J51ij,~J
5o~af,~h~"~"~~20~jjillijijillinilfilfJlfcr.k.ltmil 1 yr. •25.3 •13.4 ~ m:~ooo 793~f~ 804g~g a12lfJ 1raded 10 illllUlllllllll ,. ~t:: i~:~ !t! r-

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5-27 
23.37 
6.71 
3.50 
1.64 
3,61 

14.89 
669,86 

16.5 
,89 

28.62 
7.43 
4.03 
1.82 
4.05 

15.34 
660,88 

18.2 
,97 

28.65 
7,64 
4.10 
2.05 
4.74 

16.78 
658.15 

18.0 
1.08 

26.25 
8.25 
4.29 
2.10 
4.96 

19.16 
659.76 

11.5 
.77 

28.17 
8.32 
3.87 
2.10 
5.03 

20.49 
661.65 

11.0 
,70 

28.53 
7.23 
3.75 
2.10 
6.09 

21,68 
663.37 

11.3 
,71 

2.8% 2,5% 2.8% 4.3% 4.9% 5.0% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 6/30/22 
Total Debi $39843 mil!. Due In 5 Yrs $12334 mill. 
LT Debi $35789 mill. LT Interest $1450 mill. 
Includes $390 mill. nonrecourse transl\lon bonds. 
(Interest coverage: 2.7x) 
Leases, Uncaplla!lzed Annual rentals $156 mill. 

Pension Assets-12/21 $20827 mlll. 
Oblig $23846 mill. 

Pfd Stock None 

Common Stock 980,472,436 shs. 
as of 6/30/22 
MARKET CAP: $37,8 blllion (Large Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

27.48 
8.81 
1.92 
2.10 
6.77 

25.07 
854,78 

19.1 
1.22 

5.7% 
23489 
1579.0 
32.4% 
5.8% 

45.8% 
53.5% 
40057 
45186 
5.1% 
7.3% 
7.3% 
NMF 

109% 

29,03 31.90 32,01 33.94 
8.72 6.61 6.BO 7.88 
2.31 2.10 2.54 2.68 
1.46 1.24 1.24 1.26 
6.29 7.07 8.29 9.26 

26.52 26.29 28.04 27.96 
857.29 859.83 919.92 924.04 

13.4 16.0 12.6 12.5 
,75 ,64 .63 ,66 

4.7% 3.7% 3.9% 3.7% 

34.81 
8.37 
2.78 
1.31 
7.87 

30,99 
963,34 

13.4 
,67 

3.5% 

37.17 
9.29 
3.12 
1.38 
7.64 

31.77 
968,19 

13.3 
.72 

3.3% 
27429 
1826,0 

29447 31360 33531 35985 
2282.0 2488,0 2636.0 3026,0 

27,2% 32.2% 38.5% 34.2% 11.1% 
5.5% 5.4% 8.3% 6.5% 4.6% 

35,39 
9.17 
3.22 
1.45 
7.45 

33.12 
973.00 

14.7 
,78 

3.1% 
34436 
3139,0 
19.4% 
5.0% 

24688 
1999.0 
36.5% 
4.5% 

44.4% 
55.2% 
41196 
47330 
5.9% 
8.7% 
8.7% 

46.7% 48.3% 55.5% 52.2% 52.8% 49.6% 

3.2% 
63% 

52.8% 
42811 
52087 
5.3% 
8.0% 
8.0% 
3.3% 
59% 

51.3% 
50272 
57439 
5.5% 
8.8% 
8.8% 
4.5% 
49% 

44.5% 
58053 
71555 
5.5% 
9.6% 
9.6% 
5.1% 
47% 

47.8% 
62422 
74202 
5.3% 
8.8% 
8.8% 
4.7% 
47% 

47.2% 
65229 
76707 
5.7% 
9.8% 
9.8% 
5.5% 
44% 

50.4% 
63943 
80233 
6.0% 
9.7% 
9.7% 
5.4% 
45% 

33,85 
9.65 
3.22 
1.53 
8.25 

33.39 
976,00 

12.4 
,64 

3.8% 
33039 
3149,0 
17.4% 
5.5% 

52.1% 
47.9% 
68068 
82584 
5.7% 
9.7% 
9.7% 
5.1% 
47% 

37.13 
10.56 
2.82 
1.53 
8.15 

35.13 
979,00 

16,6 
,69 

3.3% 
36347 
2764,0 
16.1% 
7.4% 

50.9% 
49.1% 
70107 
64219 
5.0% 
8.0% 
8.0% 
3.7% 
54% 

18.70 19.10 Revenues per sh 
6.55 6.75 "Cash Flow" per sh 
2.25 2.40 Earnings per sh A 

1.35 1.45 Div'd Dec!'d per sh 8 • 

6,85 6.80 Cap'! Spending per sh 
24.10 25,20 Book Value per sh c 

990.00 995.00 Common Shs Outst'g o 
Bold Ilg res are Avg Ann'I P/E Ratio 

Valu~ Line Relative P/E Ratio 
eslin ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 

18500 19000 Revenues ($mlll) 
2225 2400 Net Profit ($milll 

13.5% 15.0% Income Tax Rate 
7.0% 

59.5% 
40.5% 
58750 
66250 
5.0% 
9.5% 
9.5% 
4.0% 
60% 

6.0% AFUDC % to Net Profit 
61.0% Long-Term Debi Ratio 
39,0% Common Eouitv Ratio 
64125 Total Capital ($m111) 
69175 Net Plan! /$mllll 
5.0% Return on Total Cap'l 
9.5% Re!um on Shr. Equity 
9.5% Return on Com Eau!lv E 

4.0% Relafned lo Com Eq 
60% All D!v'ds to Net Pror 

20.50 
7.50 
2.90 
1.75 
7.00 

28.75 
10/JO.O 

17,5 
,95 

3.5% 

20500 
2900 

15.0% 
5.0% 

64.5% 
35.5% 
81000 
77600 
5.0% 

10.0% 
10,0% 
4.0% 
60% 

%Ch.¥lgaRtl.il$ales(K\l,H) 20~J 2~2 20Jl BUSINESS: Exelon Corporation is a holding company for Com• E!ec. rev. breakdown: residntl., 54<>/o; small commercl. & indstrl., 
A1!J.lndU1lllsejllM-JJ NA NA NA monwealth Edison (ComEd), PECO Energy, Baltimore Gas and 16%; large commerd. & indstrl., 17%; olher, 13%. Fuel costs: 48% 
A1~.lridsslfre','$.fie!KWH(C) NA NA NA Electric (BGE), Pepco, Delmarva Power (DPL), & Atlantic City Elec- of revs. '21 deprec. rates: 2.8%·8.7% elec., 2.1% gas. Has 18,700 
~:t¼~WJ:Lk{,l;1j NA NA NA 1ric (ACE). Has 9,1 mill. elec., 1.3 mllL gas customers. Spun off empls. Chrmn.: John F, Young. CEO: Christopher M. Crnne. Inc.: 
LoodFactori:, ~~ ~~ ~~ Constellation Energy (nonregulated generating & energy-marketing PA. Addr.: 10 S.Dearbom S!., P.O. Box 805379, Chicago, IL 60680-

1 
_½_Cl>io_·_g_e Q_os_. _•_•_oi<_,~ ___ +_._1 __ +_.1 __ +_.B_ f-~•P='~•l_21_2_2._A_c~q•ccd =Cccon_s~1e~lla_tio_n_E=n_e~r9~y_3/~12~;_P_ep~c_o~H~•l_di

7
n9~s_3_/1~6~. _53_7~9._T

7
e_!.:~3_12~·3~9_4~•7_39_8~. l=n1~er_n_e1_c1_,,~,_.e_x

7
el_on_c_or~p,_co_m_. __ --,--i 

fo:edCil~rgaC-ov,('/2) 257 211 159 Shares of Exelon Corp. have declined relief of $37.5 million over three years and 
rA=N=N=U~A~L=R~AT~E~S~P~,-,-, ~=P,-,-, ~,=,~,.~d~.1~9_=.2'-11 significantly in value since our Au- new electric supply rates began in Octo-
ofchange(persh) 10Yrs, 5Yrs, lo'25·'27 gust report. The stock has dropped near- her. Delmarva also proposed a $14.5 mil-
Revenues 2.5% 1.5% NMF ly 20% over that interim, as all of the elec- lion gas increase, based on a 10.3% return 
"Cash Flov/' 2.0% 6.5% NMF tric utilities (East) covered in The Value on equity, in Delaware, The company ex-
'/ir,J1~1~Rjs :~:E~ 1:2~ ~~~ Line Investment Survey have experienced pects a final order in early 2023. In late 
Book Value 5,0% 4.5% NMF a substantial price drop due to rising in- October, the Illinois Commerce Comrnis-

,-c-,-1.~-a=u=A=Rr=e=RL=v=R=Ev=e=Nu=e=s=1s-m=11=1,)~-F-ul-il terest rates. Second-quarter earnings per sion approved ComEd's $50 million hike. 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 □ec,31 Year share of $0.44, slightly underperformed The con1pany connnended the l'ecent

fC"20~1
9
c...+~

9
~4

7
~7~~76~8~

9 
~

8
~
9
~29~~.

3
~
4
~
3

.c.+-
3
~
44
~
3
"'"a both Wall Street's expectations, as well as ly passed Inflation Reduction Act, as 

2020 8747 7322 8853 8117 33039 our calls of $0.45. We expect earnings per- it will help the transfor1nation to 
2021 9890 7915 8910 9632 36347 formance to be much more consistent cleaner energy and an improved grid. 
2022 5327 4239 5000 3934 18500 moving forward, as Exelon continues to However, the act also imposes a corporate 
2023 5050 4250 5250 4450 19000 operate exclusively as a utility holding minimum tax of 15%. This could impact 

e.ccc~,1~_-+-=~E-AR-N~IN~G~S-PE-R~S~H~AR_E_A='-l~F~ut.c..il company. Our bottom-line estimates for the utility's incremental cash tax by as 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo,30 □ec.31 Year 2022 and 2023 are $2.25 and $2.40 a much as $300 rn.illion per year, starting in 

rc20cc1'c9+=c,8::C7~=c.60;c-=_,;92;c-=_7
83c'-l-c3'c_2cc,J2 share, respectively. Management reaf- 2023, offsetting the lower costs of clean en-

2020 .87 .55 1.04 ,76 3.22 firmed its 2022 projections of $2.18 to ergy incentivized in the bill. 
2021 d,06 ,89 1.09 .90 2.82 $2.32 a share, and year-to-date operating Despite the 1·ecent pullback in the 
2022 .64 .44 .70 .47 2.25 earnings of $1.08 per share are exactly in share price due to rising intel'est 
2023 ,64 .49 .77 ,50 2.40 line with full-year estimates. (The com.pa- rates, total return potential is avel'age 

r=c~,1~. +~Q'cU-'cAR"1°'eR"L~YccDIV~l°'DE"N"'ns~P~A~ID~,~.'-l~F~ut7I ny was set to report third-quarter results in comparison to its peers over the 18-
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 □ec.31 Year shortly after this report went to press.) month and 3- to 5-year stretch, Due to 
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Exelon's utilities have made progress the company spinoff of Conste11ation Ener-
2019 .3625 .3625 _3625 ,3625 1.45 in several pending rate cases and gy in February, the stock 1·emains un-
2020 .3825 .3825 .3825 .3825 1.53 higher distribution rates are a main ranked for Timeliness. The dividend yield 
2021 ,3825 .3825 .3825 .3825 1.53 driver of earnings growth, In also remains below the industry average, 
2022 .3375 ,3375 Maryland, Delmarva Power received rate Zachary J. Hodgkinson Noveniber 11, 2022 

!Al Di!. egs. Exel. nonrec. gain 0oss): '06, disc. ops. gain (loss): '07, 2¢; '08, 3¢, Next (D)lnmill.(E)Rateallowedoncommonequily.~ompany'sFlnanclalS\rength B++-
$1.15); '09, (20¢); '12, (50¢); '13, {31¢; '14, egs. report: Feb. {B) Div'ds paid !nearly Mar., In IL !n '15: 9.25%; In MD In '16: 9.75% alee., Stock's Price Slabi!lly NMF 
22¢ ; '16, ($1.46; '17, $1.19; '18, {$1,05: '19, June, Sept., & Dec,• Div'd reinvest. Jan avail, 9.65% gas; in NJ in '16: 9.75%. Regulatory Price Growth Perslslence NMF 
21¢{: '20, ($1.2l): '21, ($1.08}; 1022, 115¢); (C} Incl. deferred charges. In '21: $15.22/sh. C.llmate: PA, NJ: Average; IL,.MD: Be!ow Avg. Earnings Predlclabillty 80 

© 2022 Va!ue Una, Inc. All rigllls ieserved. factual material is ob!a'ned from sources be!:eved 10 be iel:able and Is provided williou1 warran[es of 811)' kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publ'ca~on is slricUy for subscrtber's own, non·commercraJ, Internal use. No pru1 t I 1 ' • : 11 ' 
of it may be reproduced, resold, stored or lransm)led in any prin!ed, eledrnn'.o or o'.her form, or used for generarng or ma!l(etng any printed or electron'c publ:cat,on, service or product 
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FIRSTENERGY NYSE-FE rRECENT 
PRICE 37 71 I

Pre 15 1 (Trailing: 15.5) 
, RATIO , Median: 13.0 

RELATIVE o 98 IDIV'D 
Pre RATIO , YLD 4.1%-

JIIJELINESS 3 Lo;1•ered 3.'4f22 High: 46.5 51.1 46.8 40.8 41.7 36.6 35.2 39.9 49.1 52.5 41.8 48.8 Target Price Range 
3 lowe1ed 7/31/20 

Low: 36.1 40.4 31.3 30.0 28.9 29.3 27.9 29.3 36.3 22.9 29.2 35.3 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

2 Ralsed10l21fl2 
- 26.3 x D:vidends p sh 128 TECHNICAL , , , , Relative Price Strength 

BETA .es (1.00= Market) Oj~~~!~ ~er!a incf:ca/es recession 96 
80 

18-Monlh Target Price Range ' ' 64 
T ~ ..... . . . . " 

Low•Hlgh Midpoint(% to Mld) '" ]Ip 1' 
,, 

" 
11

11' 
48 
40 $34-$55 $45 {20%) 1111111 .. .. ·111111 ., ;·i-, """ ·= "' 

,,1111! ,, .,,, 
32 .. ,., ,,. ,., " , pi I 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS . .. 24 
Ann'I Total ..... 

Price Gain Return .. 16 High 55 (+45%) 13% ......... .......... '••· .... ····••"····· ·', low 40 (+5% 6% ~12 ......... ........ 
'j, .. •. lnslilullonal Decisions ,•"••,•· % TOT, RETURN 10122 ........... "" VLAfHTH.' 

402021 102022 202022 Percen! 30 ; ' STOCK IIIDEX ... !o8uy 349 341 318 shares 20 ' 

~ 
1 yr. 1.7 ·13.4 '-

:fJ!fooo 477:~: 479:g; 469n: 
!raded 10 ' 

. 3 yr . -12.4 35.8 '-5yr. 39.1 45,6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5·27 

36.03 42.00 44.70 41.70 43.76 38,87 36,57 35,60 35.74 35.48 32.92 31.49 22,00 20.41 19.87 19.52 21.0il 21,40 Revenues per sh 23.20 
7.22 8.34 9.04 8.80 8.50 5.75 6.05 6.30 6.26 7.04 7.04 6.54 5.19 4.80 4.59 5.30 5,0/J 5.25 "Cash Flow" per sh 6.10 
3.82 4,22 4.38 3.32 3.25 1.88 2.13 2.97 2.56 2.71 2.63 2.73 2.59 2.56 2.39 2.60 2.44 2.55 Earnings per sh A 3,0/J 
1.85 2,05 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 1.65 1.44 1.44 1.44 1.44 1.82 1.53 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.56 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 1.80 
4.12 5.36 9.47 7.23 6.44 5.45 7.09 6.90 8.42 6.83 6.93 6.38 5.23 4.93 4.89 4.29 5.75 5.90 Cap'I Spending per sh 6.25 

28.30 29.45 27.17 28.08 28.03 31.75 31.29 30,32 29.49 29.33 14.11 8.81 13.17 12.90 13.33 15.21 15.75 16.75 Book Value per sh c 20.50 
319.21 304.84 304.84 304.84 304,84 418.22 418.22 418,63 421.10 423,56 442.34 445.33 511.92 540,65 543.12 570.26 572,0i) 575.00 Common Shs Oulsl'g o 582,0i) 

14.2 15.6 15.6 13.0 11.7 22.4 21.1 13.1 13.2 12.6 12.7 11.4 13.6 17.1 15.7 14.1 Bold fig resaro Avg Ann'I PIE Ra!lo 15.5 
,77 .83 .94 .87 .74 1.41 1.34 ,74 .69 ,63 ,67 .57 .73 .91 .81 .76 Valu Line Relallve PIE Ratio ,85 

3.4% 3.1% 3.2% 5.1% 5,8% 5.2% 4.9% 4.3% 4.3% 4.2% 4.3% 4.6% 5.2% 3.5% 4.2% 4.3% eslll ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.8% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9130122 15294 14903 15049 15029 14562 14022 11261 11035 10790 11132 120/JO 12300 Revenues ($mill) 13500 
Total Debi $21258 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $5795 mm. 891.0 1245.0 1074.0 1144,0 1118.0 1213,0 1346.0 1380,0 1296,0 1419,0 1400 1470 Net Prom 1$ml!I 1750 LT Debt$20905 mill. LT Interest $972 mil!. 41.1% 36.1% 28.4% 35.8% 37.4% 37.2% 28.5% 19.8% 13.6% 20.6% 21.0% 21,0% Income Tax Rate 21,0% Incl. $36 mil!. finance leases. 
(f otal Interest coverage: 2.6x) 8.1% 6.0% 11.0% 10.2% 9.2% 6.5% 4.8% 5.1% 5.9% 5.3% 6.0% 5.0% AFUDC % lo Net Profit 5.0% 
Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $54 mill, 53.7% 55.5% 60.7% 60.7% 74.5% 84.3% 72.3% 73.8% 75.4% 71.9% 71.0% 70.0% Long-Term Debi Ratio 67.5% 

46.3% 44.5% 39.3% 39.3% 25.5% 15.7% 27.4% 26.2% 24.6% 28.1% 29.0% 30.0% Common Enultv Ra!lo 32.5% 
Pension Assels• 12121 $9020 mill. 28263 28523 31596 31613 24433 25040 24565 26593 29368 30923 30850 32375 Total Capital ($mill) 3670/J Obtfg$11479mlll. 32903 33252 35763 37214 29387 28879 29911 31650 33294 34744 36625 38550 Net Plant 1$mlllt 44300 Pld Sleek None 

4.9% 6.0% 5.0% 5.3% 6.6% 7.0% 7.4% 6.8% 6.0% 6.2% 6.0% 6.0% Return on Total Cap'l 6.5% 
Common Stock 571,753,195 shs. 6.8% 9.8% 8.6% 9.2% 17.9% 30.9% 19.8% 19.8% 17.9% 16.4% 15.5% 15.0% Rel um on Shr, Equity E 14.5% 

6.8% 9.8% 8.6% 9.2% 17.9% 30.9% 18.9% 19.7% 17.9% 16.4% 15.5% 15.0% Return on Com Enultv E 14.5% 
MARKET CAP: $21.6 b!lllon (Large Cap) NMF 2.6% 3.8% 4.3% 8.1% 14.6% 8.4% 8.1% 6.2% 6,6% 5.5% 6.0% Retained to Com Eq 6.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 103% 74% 56% 53% 55% 53% 58% 59% 65% 60% 64% 61% All Dfv'ds lo Net Prof 60% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: FirstEnergy Cmp. ls a holding company for Ohio 61%; commercial, 25%; induslfial, 13%; other, 1%. Purchases most %0~ Re!a:ISal.s f,W,il) ·2.7 -4.0 +2.4 
A\>g. lr.dl/Sl, Use (M'Nt NMF NMF NMF Edison, Pennsylvania Power, Cleveland Eleclric, Toledo Edison, of its power. Power costs: 31% of revenues. 2021 reported 
A1<J. lrl..1t Re'.~-!;; 1/H{c} NA NA NA Metropolitan Edison, Penelec, Jersey Central Power & Light, West depreciation rate: 2.7%. Has 12,400 employees. Board Chair, Inter-
~¼ei':yatPe~k{}.NI NA NA NA Penn Power, Po!ornac Edison, & Mon Power. Provides electric ser- Im President and CEO: John W. Somerhalder II. Incorporated: Peal! Load, s~m,r,61t!11·) NA NA NA vice to 6.2 million customers In OH, PA, NJ, WV, MD, & NY. Acq'd Ohio. Address: 76 South Main Street, Akron, Ohio 44308-1890. Tel-AfM~loadFzct01( ! NA NA NA 
% ewig~ C\ls!crners r-e1d) +,3 +,6 +.4 Nlegheny Energy 2111. Electric revenue breakdown: residential, ephone: 800·736-3402. Internet: w1w1.lirslenergycorp.com, 

Fited CM:ge Co'1. (%) 249 203 171 It has not been easy for FirstEnergy cooperating with the DOJ. It had 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Est'd '19-'21 to 1nove beyond the major bribery seemingly settled with Ohio state regu~ 
of cilaoge (per sh) 10Y1s, 5Yrs. to '25-'27 scandal that came to light in 2020. In lators already as well, with agreements to 
Revenues -7.0% -10.5% 2.5% our last report, dated August 12th, we pro~ refund Ohio customers significantly 
"Cash Flow" -4.5% ·6,5% 3.5% vided a detailed progression of the new ex~ through yearend 2025, Earnings ·1.0% -1.0% 3.0% ecutive team's actions that have gone a In the meantime, we're projecting an Dividends -3.5% 1.5% 2.5% 
Book Value •7.0% ·10,5% 7.0% long way towards turning the company earnings recovery to take hold start~ 
Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full around. However, in mid~September, just ing next year. The recovery is partially 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec,31 Year after the board of dfrectors completed a driven by easier comparisons from 
2019 2883 2516 2963 2673 11035 review of its executive management team diminishing annual 1.·efunds that are tied 
2020 2709 2522 3022 2537 10790 as part of a lawsuit settlement, the chief to the bribery settlement. Identifiable dis-
2021 2726 2622 3124 2660 11132 executive officer since March 2021, Steven tribution and transmission projects 
2022 2989 2818 3475 2718 12000 Strah, retired. The company announced throughout its vast Mid-Atlantic and con-
2023 3060 2880 3570 2790 12300 that John W. Somerhalder II, chair of the tiguous network have the potential to 
Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Fu!l FirstEnergy Board of Directors, would drive rate-base growth of 6% annually, 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Oec.31 Year take the helm as interim president and which can potentia1ly translate to com-
2019 .67 .61 .76 .55 2.56 CEO while the board commences a search parable earnings-per-share gains, 
2020 ,66 ,57 .84 .32 2.39 for a permanent external candidate. FirstEne1•gy shares do not stand out 
2021 .69 .59 .82 ,51 2,60 Meanwhile, the Departn1ent of Justice at the recent valuation, Utility inves~ 
2022 .60 .53 .79 ,52 2.44 {DOJ) has asked Ohio state regulators to tors can likely do better elsewhere in our 
2023 .63 ,55 .83 .54 2.55 delay their own probes, as they may inter~ opinion, as there al'e peers with higher in-
Cal• QUARTERLY DMOENDS PAIO "• Full fere with the DOJ's ongoing investigation. termediate and 1ong~term total-1.·eturn 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 s,,.3o Dec.31 Year Lastly, the former Speaker of the Ohio potential. This issue does, however, offer 
2018 .36 .36 .36 .36 1.44 House of Representatives1 who is accused a dividend yield that's about 30 basis 
2019 .39 .38 .38 .38 1.52 along with four others of accepting $60 points above the peer-group median, and a 
2020 .39 ,39 .39 .39 1.56 million in bribes from FirstEnergy, has a resmnption of growth in the payout by 
2021 .39 .39 .39 ,39 1.56 January trial. The company has already year-end 2024 seems feasible. 
2022 .39 ,39 .39 settled with U.S. attorneys and is Anthony J. Glennon November 11, 2022 

IA) OIi. EPS. Exel. nonrec, loss: '13, $2.07; '14, 
2.05; '15, $1.34; '16, $17.12; '17, $6.61; '18, 

'21, 8¢. Qlr, EPS don't sum due to chg. ln shs. 
Next egs. report: !ate Jan. (B) Div'ds pd. early 

$9.98lsh. {D) In mill. (E) High ROE from out- Comfany's Financial Strenglh Bt 

$1.26; '19, 89¢; '20, 54¢; '21, 33¢; 10-30 '22, 
49¢; galris from disc. ops.: '18, 66¢; '20, 14¢; 

Mar., June, Sept., & Dec. 3 div'ds In '13, 5 In 
'18. ■ Div'd relnv. avail. (C) Incl, lntang. !n '21: 

sized wri!eoffs. Rate base: Depr. orig. cost. 
Rates all'd on com. eq.: 9.6-11.7%; Reg.: OH, 
Above Avg.; PA, NJ Avg,; MD, WV Below Avg. 

© 2022 Value Lina, loo. A!I rights reserved. Faciual ma1erial Is obla'ned from sources be':sved to be ra:•able and is provjde<l without wauanfos of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub!,cafon is slrlcUy for subscriber's own, non-«1mmercial, Internal use. No part 
of rt may be reprod~ce<l, resold, stored or transm'Ued In any prtn'.ed, ele.::tron'c or o:her form, or used for generating or market'ng any p1in'.ed 01 eleclroo'a publicafoo, service or product 

Sloe 's Price Stability 80 
Price Growth Persistence 25 
Earnings Predictability 100 
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FORTIS INC. TSE-FTs.ro• 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 Raised 51131'22 

2 Rrusoo 7/17115 

3 Raised 11t2S.122 
BETA .70 (1.00" Mar~el) 

18-Month Targel Price Range 
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 

$53·$84 $69 {25%) 

2025·27 PROJECTIONS ., 

I RECENT 53 93 lpffi 19 Q (Trailing: 20.0) RELATIVE 117 IDIV'D I PRICE , RATIO , Median: 20.0 Pffi RATIO , YlD 

40.5 
29,8 

42.1 
34.5 

45.i 
36.0 

48.7 
40.6 

47.4 
39.4 

56.9 
44.0 

59,3 
41.6 

61.6 
48.7 

65.4 
48.2 

4.2% 
Target Price Range 
2025 2026 2027 

>--l-----1---1-----1----1-----1----l----1--->----l---aC---1---a----1-160 

",,,II 
" ,,,,., 

.. ,.,, 
,, 

,: 120 
100 

··--· 80 
----- 60 

50 
40 
30 Ann'I Total '1 11• ' 

Price Ga!n Relum l-'-+-=l-~+-~l---l----l--.J.---+--.J.---+-';--l---1---l---l--+--l--+20 
High 85 {+60%l 15% '•, ·••'••· ........... ~..... , 
Low 65 (+20% Y¾ •• % TOT. RETURN 10/22 - lS 
lnstltutlonal Decisions '••, ..... , ...... •• .... , ..... •••"••••, ,,,,,,,.,., ,,,,••'"•·1'. :·....... wis VLARITH.' 

10Uln 202-022 302-022 Percent 12 • ....... ,. ......... STOCK INDEX 
toBuy 129 141 122 shares 8 HJ---,-1--.--1.----U .--.Jl--l-l-:.---1----'---+-'--+---l--l~,--l---a 1 yr, 0.0 -13.4 
~f~ooo 230JJg 2aeJJ~ 23aJJJ trncied 4 ~ ~;: a~:! !~:i 

-
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5-27 

14.14 
3.05 
1.36 
.67 

4.80 
12.26 

104,09 
17.7 
,96 

17.48 
2.96 
1.29 
.82 

5.16 
18.72 

155.52 
21.1 
1.12 

23.07 
3.51 
1.52 
1.00 
5.34 

18.00 
169.19 

17.5 
1.05 

21.24 21.01 19.84 19.07 18.99 19.57 23.89 17.03 19.71 19.58 18.96 19.14 19.90 21.60 21.96 Revenuespersh 23.50 
3.66 3.99 3.90 4.10 4.10 3.62 5.21 3.91 5.43 5.40 5.44 5.65 5.76 6.15 6.40 "CashFfow"persh 7,50 
1.51 1.62 1.74 1.65 1.63 1.38 2.11 1.89 2.66 2.52 2.68 2.60 2.61 2.75 2.90 Earnings per sh a 3.50 
1.04 1.12 1.17 1.21 1.25 1.30 1.43 1.55 1.65 1.75 1.86 1.97 2.08 2.17 2.35 Div'dDecl'dpersh C ■ 2.80 
5.79 5.89 5.91 5.68 5.32 6.00 7.97 5.13 7.18 7.51 8.03 8.65 7.13 8.25 7.85 Cap'ISpendlngpersh 8.25 

18.57 18.95 20.53 20.84 22.39 24.90 28.63 32.32 31.77 34.80 36.49 36.58 37,21 38.75 39.25 BookValuepersh O 46.00 
171.26 174.39 188.83 191.57 213.17 276.00 281.56 401.49 421.10 428.50 463.30 466.80 474.80 482.00 489.00 CommonShsOutsl'g E 510.00 

16.4 18.2 18.8 20.1 20.0 24.3 18.0 21.6 16.8 17.1 19.2 20.6 21.2 80/dflg resare AvgAnn'IP/ERatio 21.5 
1.09 1.16 1.18 1.28 1.12 1.28 .91 1.13 .84 .92 1.02 1.06 1.13 Va/ui Line Relative PIE Ralio 1.20 

2.8% 3.0% 3.8% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.6% 3.8% 3.9% 3.8% 3.8% 3.7% 4.1% 3.6% 3.7% 3.8% eSII~ ates Avg Ann'I Div'd Yleld 3.7% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 3654.0 4047.0 5401.0 6727.0 6838.0 8301.0 8390.0 8783.0 8935.0 9448.0 10400 10700 Revenues ($mill) 12000 
TotaIDebt$29072mill. Dueln5Yrs$7732mlll. 362.0 390.0 374.0 672,0 660,0 1174.0 1136.0 1238.0 1274.0 1294.0 1380 1475 NelProfllt$mrn) 1845 
LTDebl$25929mill. LTlnleresl$945mlll. 14.1% 7.4% 14.6% 21.3% 16.9% 25.8% 13.4% 12.5% 14.3% 14.3% 14.5% 14.5% lncomeTaxRale 14.5% 
tncl.S34omill. linanceleases. 5.0% 5.9% 7.2% 7.4% 10.0% 9.5% 8.4% 9.2% 9.3% 9.0% 9.0% 8.0% AFUDC%IoNelProfil 7.0% (LT Interest earned: 2.4x) 
Leases, Uncaplta!lzed Annual rentals $8 milL 55.1% 53.5% 54.8% 53.3% 59.3% 58.4% 58.8% 54.2% 55.6% 55.5% 55.0% 53.5% Long.Term Debi Ral!o 51.5% 

35.1% 37.0% 35.7% 38.1% 36.2% 37.1% 37.2% 41.8% 40.5% 40.8% 41.5% 43.0% CommonEnuityRatlo 45.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $3722 mm. 11358 12892 1923S 211S1 35874 36108 40082 40445 42141 43328 44925 46275 Tolal Capital ($m!II) 51900 

Obllg $3922 mill. 10249 12267 17816 19595 29337 29668 32654 33988 35998 37816 40125 42250 Nel Pfant1$mflll 48600 Pfd Stock$1623 mill, Pfd D!v'd $65 mill. l-'="+-"""'-'-'='-'-="'-'--"=--1-=""-'-""=-'-'=~~=+-="'-'--"=+-="-'====L...----1--"."=..J 
4.8% 4.6% 3.4% 4.5% 2.8% 4.5% 4.1% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'I 5.0% 

Common Stock 480,308,482 shs. 7.1% 6.5% 4.3% 6.8% 4.5% 7.8% 6.9% 6.7% 6.8% 6.7% 7.0% 7.0% ReturnonShr,Equlty 7.5% 
7.9% 7.ff'/4 4.5% 7.4% 4.5% 8.3% 7.2% 6.9% 7.1% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% Return on Com Eflultu F 7.5% 

MARKET CAP: $25.9 bl!llon (Large Cap) 3.7% 3.2% 1.7% 4.5% 2.1% 5.2% 4.1% 4,0% 2.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% Retained to Com Eq 4.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 60% 61% 68% 46% 59% 41% 46% 45% 67% 52% 47% 47% All Div'ds to Net Prof G 47% 
% c~o fret.a] 5a1es (K\1,t{) 20~2 20J2 20J,l. ~B-U-SI_Nl.E-SS_:_F_orul.· ,-In,-_,-, l.m-,1-n-fo-,uLs-1,-,-,,-,Ltri_cf __ ~-. h.JyLd,-oe"1,'-c.JlriLc,-, .. n .. d .J...m_e_r,-1,.11 r-ea-1-,-,ta.lte_an_d_h.10l_e_l p_co_p.1,rty_a_ss_e-1,-,n-'-'20-,-,.'-A-,-quJ.lr-,d-'-'IT .. C-I 
Avg.h:fustuse(l,1WHJ NA NA NA gas uUli\y operaUons (both regulated and nonregulated) In the Holdings 10/16. Fuel costs: 31% of revs. '21 reported deprec. rate: 
Avg,htM.Revs.perKWH(C) NA NA NA United States, Canada, and the Caribbean. Has 2 mill. electric, 1.3 2.6%. Has 9,100 employees. Chairman: Douglas J, Haughey. Pres-
Capac,':ya!Pea~(lh'j NA NA NA mlll. gas customers. Owns UNS Energy (Arizona), Central Hudson ldent & CEO: David G. Hutchens. Jnc.: Canada. Address: Fortis 
:~M-~S~1i1{~:r) ~~ ~! ~! {New York), ForlisBC Energy {British Columbia), FortlsAlberta Place, Suite 1100, 5 Springdale St., PO Box 8837, S1. John's, NL, 

r%_et._,g:..eC_u_s1om_,e_rs-=or_,od)..c._ ___ N_A __ N_A __ N_A_1-.o.lC::e:::nl:::ra::.f:.:,'J::be:::rt::accl,.:•:::nd:..E::a::.s:::te:::rnc:C::a:::n•::d:::a..,:IN.::e::w:::lo:::u:::nd:::la:::nd:,i:..• S::'=":..'::':::m:..·_:C:::'":::':::d::'•-=A::.IB:..:.3T:::2::.. T:.:e:cl.:..,7::0::.9•.:.73::7..:•2::.8:::00::.·.::'':::l':::'°:::'l::.':::'w:::,w:::·:.:fo:::rtl=sl:::nc=·'::':::m:_. 

211 We continue to look for Fortis to post dividends1 have been the worst-performing 
steady earnings growth through the sector as of late and may remain under 
end of this year and 2023. Third-quarter pressure for a while due to rising interest 
earnings of $0,68 a share narrowly beat rates, 

Flted 01a'g~ C-0'1. (%) 204 207 
ANNUAL RATES 
of change (per sh) 
Revenues 

Pas! 
IOYrs, 

-,5% 
4.0% 
5.0% 
6.0% 
6.5% 

Pas! Esl'd '19·'21 
5 Yrs, lo '25·'27 
-1.0% 3.5% 

"Cash Flow" 
Earnings 
Dividends 

6.0% 5.0% 
8.0% 5,0% 
6.5% 6.0% 

Book Value 5.0% 4.0% 

Cal-
endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal• 

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal• 

endar 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 

QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 
2436 1970 2051 2326 
2391 2077 2121 2346 
2539 2130 2196 2583 
2835 2487 2553 2525 
2900 2450 2500 2850 

EARNINGS PER SHARE a 
Mar,31 Jun.30 Sea.30 Dec.31 

,72 .54 .63 ,77 
. 67 ,59 .63 .71 
.76 ,54 .62 .69 
.74 .59 .68 .74 
.80 .62 ,70 .78 

QUARTERLY DMD ENOS PAID c • 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Sea.30 Dec.31 
.425 .425 .425 .45 
.45 .45 .45 .4775 
.4775 .4775 .4775 .505 
.505 .505 .505 .535 
.535 .535 ,535 ,565 

Full 
Year 

8783 
8935 
9448 

10400 
10700 

Full 
Year 
2,68 
2,60 
2.61 
2.75 
2.90 

Full 
Year 
1,73 
1.83 
1.94 
2,05 

our call for $0.67 a share, thus we are The cmnpany announced its largest 
maintaining our 2022 bottom-line target of ever fiveRyear capital investnien.t plan 
$2. 75. Rate base increases will probably of $22.3 billion. Renewable and clean en
remain the main driver of growth during ergy projects will receive $5.9 billion of the 
the next few years. The Inflation Reduc- total. The initiative is expected to be 
tion Act will also benefit earnings and the funded primarily by cash flow from opera
transition to clean energy, including the tions, thus the capital sfa'ucture should not 
company's goal of net-zero carbon emis- be affected, (The plan assumes inflation 
sions by 2050. The utility is targeting 4%- will return to historical averages by 2025.) 
6% annual dividend growth through 2027 A generous dividend is this stocl{'s 
and recently hiked its quarterly common most notable feature. Fortis sports an 
stock dividend by 5.6%1 to $0,565 a share. attractive yield of 4.2%, which is above 
However, investors do not seem to be average for a utility and the distribution 
enthusiastic about the company's has been raised 49-consecutive years . 
prospects these days, These shares Meanwhile, these shares are ranked to 
reached an all-time high of nearly $52.00 perform in line with the broader market 
in April but have declined siginificantly as averages over the next six to 12 m.onths. 
of late, along with the peer group, due to Given recent price weakness, our 18-
signs that the economy is decelerating. month Target Price Range midpoint 
Fortis stock is down nearly 15% in value represents a 25% premium to the recent 
since our early September review, com- quotation. However, investms may want to 
pared to a 10% drop in the Utilities Fund stay on the sidelines, for now, due to the 
Index, XLU. Utilities, one of the most challenging macroeconomic climate. 
stable industries because of high-paying Zachary J. Hodgldnson Dece,nber 9, 2022 

(A) A!so trades on NYSE (FTS). All data !n Ca- In shs. Next egs. report due early Feb. (C) (F) Rates all'd on com. eq.; 8,3%-10.32%; Company's Financial S!rength 
nadian $. (B) Oil. egs. E:xd. nonrecur. gains Div'ds hlstor. pd. early Mar., June, Sept., and earn. on avg, com. eq., '21: 7.1%. Reg. Clim,; Stock's Price Slablllty 
{loss): '07, 3¢; '14, 2¢; '15, 48¢; '17, (35¢); '18, Dec. ■ Div'd relnv. plan avall. (2% disc.), FERG, Above Avg.; Al_, Below Avg.; NY, Below Price Growth Persistence 

Bt+ 
100 

60 
95 7c. 'i9, $1.12. '19 EPS don't sum due to chng. (D) Incl. lntang, In '21: $34.04/sh. (E) In mill. Avg. (G) Exel. dtv'ds pd. via relnv. plan, Earnings Predlclab!lity 

© 2022 Value Una, Inc. All rigMs reserv(W. Factual material Is ob1a'ned 1rom sources bei·a¥ed to be re:~b!e and Is p!Ovlded willlout warrent:es of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub:icatioo Is s!ric!ly for subscnber's own, non-commerc_:al, Internal use. No part 
of h may be reproduced, resold, stored or llam;m'!ted In any plin!ed, eletllon!c or o:ller form, or used for 9ooerat'n9 or mari<e(ng any prln!ed or electronic pub!,calion, service or prixluct. 

To subscribe call 1-800-VALUELINE 
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HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC NYSE-HE I
RECENT 42 45 IP/E 19 4 (Trailing: 19.5) RELATIVE 115 OW'D 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 18.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 3.3% 

TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

4 Lowered 12/30122 
2 Ralse<IW2112 

High: 26.8 29.2 28.3 35.0 34.9 35.0 38.7 39.3 47.6 55.2 46.0 44.7 Target Price Range 
'-''"°'""c.L-2e0,,.6"'-~'"3"",7c_;__,.23.8 22.7 27.0 27.3 31.7 31.7 35.1 31,B 33.0 33.2 2025 2026 202? 

4 Ralse<l 1/2003 
~G~rg~ Divida!Kls p sh 120 
' ... ~;~i~~ebPJi~es~:ln~~e : !~ 

BETA .85 (1.00" Markel) OB~~~~;:r!a ind."calrts recession l-+--l--+----+--+----+--+---+--l--+---!l--+--11--+64 
18-MonthTargetPrlceRange •1 ! ·---- ···-· 48 
Low-H!gh Midpoint(% to Mid) 1 --=l===l~==l===l==#-,aa,,,,lao'=J.,-se':i,' .,,...,.~,•1~•::;•·=•''="="t·!:'l·ll!![·tl,j,':'"="::

111
:''11~":::":''!'1]1i~''~!:_. _ _j_ _ _j_:·.:.··::·:.:·L·.:.· ·::·:.:·+ 

$ $ $4 I- ,,c " •"il' . . 32 

t.:::
3
:.
3·i5ii4wm4

~(J;O'~¼)'c!l0lls7,;TI~t':!"=( .,, ::"'::'':::''•=• t"'::' "'"~ ''f":'::~ ''::''j::::::::'='"t'==' t===t==t==:t= ':::j==:l===t==:l===t==t=±" I 2025·27 PROJECTIONS ' ' ' 20 
Ann'I Total ·•·• ... ,.., 16 

Price Gain Return • '""• •• '• ·••, • ,,, ,.,,, • , • 
12 ~!t ~8 <+ti;:l 1S~ .... • ..... .:· .. .. ...................... •• • •• ... . 

f-="cc--c'"--==""--=-i--.L---L--.l---l.->-~,J_-__j_ __ j_ _ __j___:__j__...):..'.._-"1_.,,_, _ _j_.-"•"'-' --4----' % TOT, RETURN 12/22 -8 
lnslilul!onal Decisions Tllls VLARFTH.' 

.. 

~ 
l ·-· 

1QW22 202022 3QW22 STOCK l!JOH 1-
toBu~ 162 166 141 1 yr. 4.3 ·14.0 f-

Percent 15 
loS~Il 132 117 147 ----;-. 3yr. ·1.8 28.1 '-

shares 10 
traded 5 Iii·' Hkl"s'OOO 5B052 58364 58730 5 yr. 35.9 40.0 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2022 2023 @VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5-27 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
30.21 30.40 35.56 24.96 30.20 32.20 Revenues per sh 28.14 33.78 34.48 31.98 31.59 24.22 21.92 23.49 28.28 28.38 23.83 28.08 
3.19 3.01 2.72 2.59 4.45 4.80 "Cashflow"persh 2.88 3.18 3.28 3.22 3.41 3.31 4.17 3.88 4.20 4.55 4.48 4.80 
1.33 1.11 L07 .91 2.15 2,35 Earnings per sh A 1.21 1.44 1.87 1.82 1.84 1.50 2.29 1.84 1.85 1.99 1.81 2.25 
1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.40 1.44 Div'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.28 1.32 1.38 
2.58 2.62 3.12 3,29 2.90 3.35 Cap'I Spending per sh 1.92 2.45 3.32 3.49 3.31 3.39 3.04 4.55 4.94 4.20 3.52 2.88 
3.44 15.29 15.35 15.58 20.00 21.25 BookVa!uepersh c 15.87 15.95 18.28 17.06 17.47 17.94 19.03 19,28 19.88 20.93 21.41 21.87 

81.46 83.43 90.52 92.52 110.00 110,50 Common Shs Outsl'g 0 94.89 96.04 97.93 l01.28 102.57 107.48 l08.58 108.79 108.88 108.97 109.18 109.31 
18.8 17.1 20.3 21.6 23.2 19.8 18.9 Avg Ann'I PIE RaUo 15.8 16.2 15.9 20.4 13.8 20.7 18.9 21.3 21.5 18.2 
1.18 1.07 1.10 1.15 1.40 1.32 1,10 RelaUveP/ERaUo 1.01 .91 .84 1.03 .71 1.04 1.02 1.13 1.10 1.00 

4.6% 5.2% 5.0% 6.9% 5.5% 5.0% 3.4% Avg Ann'I Olv'd Yield 4.7% 4.7% 4.8% 4.1% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.0% 3.4% 3.3% 
3375.0 3238.5 3239,5 2803.0 2380.7 2555.8 2880.8 2874.8 2579.8 2850,4 

184.9 183.4 170.2 161.8 250.1 180.8 203.7 219.0 199.7 248,1 
35.9% 34.0% 35.0% 36.5% 33.1% 34.7% 20.0% 19.0% 17.0% 20.2% 
6.9% 4.8% 5.5% 5.8% 4.6% 9.6% 7.7% 7.5% 5.9% 5.2% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 3320 3560 Revenues ($mill) 
Tolal Debt $2601.4 mm. Due in 5 Yrs $800.0 mill, 235 260 Net Prom {$ml!!\ 
LT Debi $2430.3 mill.. LT Interest $125,0 mill. 19.0% 19.0% Income Tax Rale 
Ind. $50 mill. 6,5% obllg. pld. sec, of !rust subsld, 6,0¾ 7,0¾ AFUDC % to Net Pro flt 

35.40 
5.50 
2.60 
1.60 
4.00 

25.50 
113.00 

17.5 
.95 

3.4% 

4000 
295 

19.0% 
6.0% 

45.7% 44.0% 45.2% 43.5% 41.6% 43.4% 47.5% 44.6% 46.5% 46.4% 
(LT interest earned: 3.4x) 
Leases, Uncap11allzed Annual rentals $11.0 mil!. 50.0% 50.5% Long-Term Debi Rallo 50.0% 

53.1% 55.0% 53.8% 55.5% 57.5% 55.7% 51.7% 54,6% 52.7% 52,8% Pension Assets-12/21 $2320.8 mil!. 49.0% 48.5% Common Eoultv Rallo 49.5% 
3001.0 3142.9 3332.3 3473.5 3595.1 3785.5 41B2.3 4178.9 4435.9 4524.1 
3594.8 3358.9 4148.8 4377.7 4603.5 5025.9 4830.1 5109.8 5285.7 5392.1 

6.7% 6.4% 6,2% 5.7% 7.9% 5.8% 5.9% 6.3% 5.5% 6.4% 
10.1% 9.3% 9.3% 8.2% 11.9% 8.5% 9.3% 9.5% 8.4% 10.2% 

•-• •••~M • Pfd Slock $34.3 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $2.0 mill. 5670 5755 Net Plant($mll!l 6050 
1,114,657 shs. 4¼% lo 5¼%, $20 par, call. $20 to ~.

5
" 

7
_
5
., 

$21; 120,000 shs. 7%%, $100 par. call, $100. v 10 7.0% Return on Total Cap'I ro 
Sinking fund ended 2018. 12.0% 13.0% Return on Shr. Equity 12.5% 

10.2% 9.4% 9.4% 8.3% 12.0% 8.5% 9.3% 9.6% 8.5% 10.3% Common Stock 109,470,439 shs, as of 10/25/22 12.0% 13.0% Return on Com Eau!\v E 12.5% 
4.2% 3.7% 2.3% 1.5% 6.3% 2.1% 3.1% 3.4% 2.3% 4.1% MARKET CAP: $4.6 b!IHon (Mid Cap) 5.0% 6.0% Retained to Com Eq 6.5% 
59% 61% 75% 83% 48% 76% 67% 64% 73% 61% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 65% 61% AUDlv'dstoNetProf F 62% 

%CMf\1,1RetilSte.sfl{1NH) 2~.~ 2~~? ~~~} BUSINESS: Hawaiian Electric lnduslries, Inc. is the parent oompa• breakdown: residential, 34%; commercial, 34%; large light& power, 
A1~.lnd>;sll/se(l,('l,l~J 5225 4474 4561 ny of Hawaiian Eleclric Company, Inc. {HECO), American Savings 32%; other, less than 1%. Generating sources: oil, 52%; purch., 
Avg.lnd\.~.Revs.pe;l(WH(cl 25.52 24.21 26.88 Bank {ASS), and Pacific Current. HECO & i!s subs., Maui Electric 48%. Fuel costs: 46% of revs, '21 reported deprec. rate (utility): 
C~0]iatYea'endJ!h') 2254 2254 2278 Co. (MECO) & Hawaii Electric Light Co. (HELCO), supply electricity 3.2%. Has 3,600 employees. Chairman: Torn Fargo. Pres. & CEO; 
:ea~~fdJ~n'.er\~{1 \ 60J \4a7J \ 471 lo 471,000 customers on Oahu, Maui, Molokai, Lanai, & Hawa!i. Scot! Seu, Inc.: HI. Address: 1001 Bishop St., Suite 2900, Honolulu, 
%n~~aCtis1:r; I.Yid) 1:5 +:s ~:~ Operating companies' systems are not interconnected. Elec. rev. H! 96808·0730. Tel.: 808-543·5662. !nternel: W\W1.hei.com. 
RtedCnargeCov.(¼) 368 337 393 Hawaiian Electric likely earned $2.15 resilience in terms of unemployment, 

~~ri~~~r~~fs 1~~:!. ::r~~ Es:~~;1.~2?1 be:~:
1
;::d; !Z!!· \~l~i~ 1fi~~,

0~~;;:~~~-Jbl! ~~~t~~i~1fr~~fi8~c:~
1
dE~sri;:~~vi~r 0,

2
~1:1~:t 

Revenues -1.5% -.5% 5.5% backdrop. Therefore, while revenues are 10% from our anticipated 2022 figure. 
"Cash Flow" 5.0% 5.0% 3.0% apt to rise handsomely, ean1ings will prob- The company bolstered its executive 
fjfJi~1~Rjs 5

:~~ 1:g~ jj~ ably be a tick lower due to the increasing 1·oster as 2028 began. For starters, Paul 
Book Value 3.0% 3,5% 3.0% costs of doing business. An example of this Ito was named executive vice president 
Cal• QUARTERLYREVENUES($mlll.) Full is the company's electric operations, Durw and CFO, Mr. Ito, who has been with HE 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Seri.30 Dec,31 Year ing the September quarter, the top line since 2018, had been the interim CFO 
2019 661,6 715_5 771.5 726.0 2874_6 rose an impressive 40%, but those gains since July of 2022. Separately, Yoko Otani, 
2020 609 0 I were more than offset by rising expenses a Citibank veteran, has been given a board 677.

2 
• 64 .4 

652
•
2 2579

•8 that were closer to the 45% level. Fuel seat for both Hawaiian Electric and Alnerw 2021 642.9 680.3 756.9 770.3 2850.4 " 
2022 785.1 895.6 1042.2 597.1 3320 costs were an impediment earlier in the ican Savings Bank, while Mary Kipp, the 
2023 845 950 1100 665 3560 year, and as the year progressed, inflation president and CEO of Puget Sound Enerw 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full spread to numerous areas. gy, also joins the board of HE. 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 sel'l.30 □ec.31 Year We are raising our 2023 earnings exw This untimely stock has a dividend 
2019 42 39 58 61 1,99 pectation by a nickel, to $2.35 a sha1·e, yield that lags the ave1•age utility unw 
2o2o :31 :45 :59 :46 1.Bl A performance.wbas

1
ed 1:athe-1dn.akin~ po}icy his der our covmd•agc.dTh~ hper

1
centage

1 
of ~he 

2021 .59 .58 ,58 ,50 2,25 a strong step m t 1e rig t 1rect10n 1or t e payout was 1·e uce wit t 1e stoc c price 
2022 .63 .48 ,57 .47 2.15 island chain state. The new math will facw moving roughly 25% in value over the last 
2023 .65 .50 .65 .55 2.35 tor in inflation and capital spending bur- 90 days. Elsewhere, projections for the 
Cal- QUARTERLYDIVIDENDSPAIDB ■ Full dens. Add to this, the banking arm should coming 18wmonth window are below aver-

endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Se'"',30 Dec.31 Year generate better returns in 2023, as interw age and the quotation is trading within 
2019 _32 .32 _32 ,32 1.28 est rates are likely to remain elevated our Target Price Range out to 2026-2027, 
2020 _33 ,33 ,33 .33 1,32 tluoughout the year and loan growth With that, long-term appreciation potenw 
2021 .34 ,34 ,34 .34 1.36 should be sturdy. Additionally, while the tial is muted. Better options are present 
2022 .35 ,35 ,35 ,35 1.40 fear of a recession is very real, the elsewhere in the electric utilities arena. 
2023 Hawaiian economy has been showing Erih 'Jt.1. Manning January 20, 2023 

{A) Diluted EPS. Exel nonrec losses '07, 9¢, Dec ■ Dlv'd reinvestment plan avail {C) Incl, HELCO, 9.5%; in '18: MECO, 9.5%; earned on Company's Financial S!rength A 
'12, 25¢, '17, 12¢. '19 EPS don't sum due to intang. ln '21 $532/sh. {DJ In mill, ad/. for avg. com. eq., '21: 10.4%. Regu!at. Climate: Stock's Price Stablllty 85 
rounding. Next earnings report due early Feb• split {E) Rate base Orig. cost Rate a lowed Below Avg. (F) Exel. div'ds paid through relrw. Price Growlh Persistence 50 
ruary. (B) DIV'ds paid early Mar., June, Sept , & en com eq In '18 HECO, 9 5%, !n '18 plan. Earnings Predlc!abJ\lty BO 
© 2023 Value Line, Inc. All righls ieserved. factual malarial ls obla'ned from so~1ces be1:eved lo be rei<able and Is provided w:tllout warranres of any kind. -
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub!'catiO!l is slric~'y for subscribe~s own, non-wmmerc_:a1, inlemal use. No part 1 1 l • , l 11 ' 
of i1 ma be re roduced, resold, slored or 1ransm·t1ed in any prln'.ed, elec!ron'c 01 o:her form, or used for generat:ng or markefog any prin!ed 01 electron'a ubl-calion, serica or product. 
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IDACORP. INC. NYSE-IDA lRECENT 107 84 IP/E 21 7(Tralllng:21.9) RELATIVE 1 29 OIV'D PRICE , RATIO , Median: I9.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 2.9% 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 Ralse<l 111!8!22 
1 Raised W2121 
3 Raised 1t20t23 

High: 42,7 45,7 54.7 
J_!L,Q0Y'-W'--: L_,',33,;. 9,_i_~3-,,81",2CL---'l43.1 

LEGENDS 

70.1 
50,2 

70.5 
55.4 

83.4 mo.a 102.4 114.0 113.6 113.8 118.9 Target Price Range 
65,0 77,5 79.6 89.3 69.1 85.3 93.5 2025 2026 2027 

BETA .00 (1.00- Markel} 

18-Monlh Target Price Range 
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 

- 29.40 x o:vidends ~ sh 
d,V:ded bv Interest Raia 

• , , , Re'a~ve Price Stiength 
ODl:Ons: Yes 

1---1---l----1--1----l---l--~~-,·--1---l----l--l----l---l----'~-200 
'--1-----1----'--1----l---l---'~--1---+----'--1----l---l---"'-160 

Shaded area illd:catos recession . ,11 , r. • -·--- ----- 100 '111111•·1 ,1 

$91-$147 $119 (10%) 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS , , 

Ann'I Total, 1'1 ....... , •. •• ,,• •• ,,,'",, /1, 

High fJ~e (+~~~lo) R~~n ~•-• .. _•_·_••~.,_ .. _ .. _~•·_"_'_•·-I· _ .. _ ... _ .. _•'-1"-"_"'_'•_•"-1•-••_··•_··_• -l----l---l-·-·_·_.J-_-+.1•_·•_.,i., .. ~•"""'•'j.'.''_"_''_••·_··1----I 

80 
60 
50 
40 
30 

Low 105 (·5% 3% I · : % TOT. RETURN 12/22 
lnstllullonal Decisions 

15 
➔,~t.~~ 1: 1 nus VLAllml.' 

L
==~10"'ro"12'-'"20"'20'-'22'-'",o"-w'-'12CL.p_,_"_'"_'_1_,o--~Ji\t1ITTJ;rlill~=~ 1 yr. s~g~K ~~~~~ L'" t
lo
0

Buy 181 174 159 shares - -- -
Hl~OOO 39i: 40~~ 40iri traded ~ ~~: J:ci !i:i L 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 201U22LIUJc2~0~2~3+e©,;;V~AL-U;;El;;;IN-E~PU~B:.:,l;;LCcc-l-5~-~27c-l 
21.23 19.51 20.47 21.92 20.97 20.55 
4.58 4.11 4.27 5.07 5.35 5.84 
2.35 1.86 2.18 2.64 2.95 3.36 
1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 
5.16 6.39 5.19 5.26 6.85 6.76 

25.77 26.79 27.76 29.17 31.01 33.19 
43.63 45.06 46.92 47.90 49.41 49.95 

15.1 18.2 13.9 10.2 11.6 11.5 
.82 .97 .84 .66 .75 .72 

3.4% 3.5% 4.0% 4.5% 3.4% 3.1% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 
Total Debt$2150,B mill. Due In 5 Yrs $350.0 mill. 
LT Debi $2071.4 mm, LT lnleresl$105.0 mill. 
(LT Interest earned: 3.8x) 

Pension Assets-12/21 $984.5 mill. 
Obllg $1346.5 mlll. 

Pfd Stock Nona 

Common Slock 50,561,892 shs. 
as of 10/28/22 

MARKET CAP: $5.5 blll!on (Mid Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

2019 2020 
-.3 +2.0 
NA NA 

5.32 5,38 
NA NA 

3242 3392 
NA NA 

+2.5 +2.7 

2021 
+3.9 

NA 
5.62 

NA 
3751 

NA 
+2,8 

21.55 24.81 25.51 25.23 25.04 26.76 27.19 26.70 
5.93 6.29 6.58 6.70 6.66 7.50 7.85 8.07 
3.37 3.84 3.85 3.87 3.94 4.21 4.49 4.61 
1.37 1.57 1.76 1.92 2.08 2.24 2.40 2.56 
4.78 4.68 5.45 5.84 5.89 5.66 5.51 5.53 

35.07 36.84 36.85 40.88 42.74 44.65 47,01 48.88 
50.16 50.23 50.27 50.34 50.40 50.42 50.42 50.42 

12.4 13.4 14.7 16.2 19.1 20.6 20.5 22.3 
.79 .75 .77 .02 1.00 1.84 1.11 1.19 

3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 
1080.7 1246.2 1282.5 1270.3 1262.0 1349,5 1370.8 1346.4 
168.9 182.4 193.5 1S4.7 198.3 212.4 226.8 232,9 

13.4% 28.3% 8.0% 19.0% 15.5% 18.6% 7.1% 9.5% 
20.3% 12.3% 13.6% 16.3% 16.3% 13.9% 15.2% 16.2% 
45.5% 46.6% 45.3% 45.6% 44.8% 43.7% 43.6% 41.3% 
54.5% 53.4% 54.7% 54.4% 55.2% 56.3% 56.4% 58.7% 
3225.4 3465.9 3567.6 3783.3 3898.5 3997.5 4205.1 4201.3 
3536.0 3665.0 3833.5 3992.4 4172.0 4283.9 4395.7 4531.5 

6.5% 6.4% 6.6% 6.2% 6.1% 6.3% 6.4% 6.5% 
9.6% 9.9% 9,9% 9.5% 9.2% 9.4% 9,6% 9.4% 
9.6% 9.9% 9.9% 9.5% 9,2% 9.4% 9,6% 9.4% 
5.7% 5.6% 5.4% 4.8% 4.3% 4.4% 4.4% 4.2% 
41% 43% 46% 50% 53% 53% 54% 56% 

BUSINESS: IDACORP, Inc. is a holding company for Idaho Power 
Company, a regulated electric utility that serves 604,000 customers 
1hroughou! a 24,000-square-mlle area In southern Idaho and east-
ern Oregon (population: i,3 million), Most of the company's reve-
nues are derived from 1he Idaho portion of its service area. Rave• 
nue breakdown: resldenlla!, 45%; commerclal, 24%; Industrial, 

RxOOCr.o~ga~v.(%] 307 313 334 IDACORP's streak of consecutive an-
eA"'N"'N"'u"A"L"R~A"'TELS_P_a_s_t __,"'-'-P,-,-1-'E'-',"-,,-d-.1-'9"_.,"--11 nual earnings growth should reach 15 
ofchange(persh) 10Yrs. sv,s, lo'25-'27 years when 2022 financials conie in. 
Revenues 2.5% 1.5'% 4.0% ·when the report cornes out in mid-
"Cash Flow" 4,5% 4.0% 4.0% February, we now think share earnings 
5fJ{d1~~ds ri:E~ t8~ b:~~ will grow 5%, to $5.10, The September 
Book Value 5,0% 4.5% 5.0% quarter was particularly strong, as cus-
<----------------' tamer growth was evident. Also, retail 

Cal- QUARTERLY REVEIIUES{$ mill,) 
endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Sep.30 Dec.31 
2019 350.3 316.9 386.3 292.9 
2020 291.0 316.8 425.3 315.6 
2021 316.1 360.1 446.9 335.0 
2022 344.3 358.7 518.0 279.0 
2023 335 370 530 295 
Cal· EARNINGS PER SHARE A 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Oec.31 
2019 .84 1.05 1.78 .93 
2020 .74 1.19 2.02 ,74 
2021 .89 1.38 1.93 .65 
2022 .91 1.27 2.10 .82 
2023 .65 1.40 2.20 .95 
Cal• QUARTERLY DMOENOS PMD" • t 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 
2019 .63 .63 .63 .67 
2020 .67 .67 .67 .71 
2021 .71 .71 .71 ,75 
2022 ,75 .75 .75 .79 
2023 

Full 
Year 

1346.4 
1350.7 
1458.1 
1500 
1530 

Full 
Year 
4.61 
4,69 
4,85 
5.10 
5.20 
Full 
Year 
2.56 
2.72 
2.88 
3,04 

sales were up with hotter weather settling 
in the areas the company services. Anoth
e1· positive contributor to 2022 results was 
the mid-year approval of a plan to speed 
up the retirement of the Jim Bridger coal 
plant, Management has a1so been quick to 
point out that labor-related inflation was a 
sizable component tO" increasing cost pres
sures, which offset some of the pluses over 
the course of the year. 
Our earnings call fo1· 2023 is now 
down a nickel, to $5.20 a share, Reve
nue gains are only apt to be about 2% year 
over year. Transmission wheeling should 
be steady and air condition and irrigation 
will likely remain drivers. Even still, we 
only see earnings climbing around that 
same 2% figure, One i1otable reason will 
be an uptick on the capital expenditures 
front. Here, layouts for resources related 

26.77 28.86 29.60 
8.19 8.41 8.70 
4.69 4.85 5.10 
2.72 2.88 3.04 
6.16 5.94 10.15 

50.73 52.82 55.50 
50.46 50.52 50.70 

19.9 20.8 21.1 
1.02 1.14 1.23 

2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 
1350.7 1456.1 1500 
237.4 245.6 260 

10.8% 13.1% 13.0% 
17.3% 17.7% 20.0% 
43.9% 42.8% 42.5% 
56.1% 57.2% 57.5% 
4560.4 4669.1 4950 
4709.5 4901.8 5250 

6.1% 6.2% 6.5% 
9.3% 9.2% 9.5% 
9.3% 9.2% 9.5% 
3.9% 3,7% 4.0% 
58% 60% 60% 

30.00 
9.00 
5.20 
3.25 

14.20 
58.75 
51.00 

1530 
265 

13.0% 
21.0% 
46,5% 
53,5% 

5625 
5750 
6.0% 
9,0% 
9.0% 
3.5% 
63% 

Revenues per sh 
"Cash Flow" per sh 
Earnings per sh A 
Div'd Decl'd per sh 8 • t 
Cap'I Spending per sh 
Book Value per sh c 
Common Shs Outst'g 0 

Avg Ann'I P/E Ra!io 
RelaUve P/E Ratio 
Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 
Revenues (Sm!II) 
Net Prom t$mm\ 
Income Tax Rate 
AFUDC % lo Net Prom 
Long•Term Debi Ra!lo 
Common Eou]tv Ratio 
Toi al Caplla\ ($mill) 
Net Plan.I f$m1JII 
Re!urn on Total Cap'I 
Return on Shr, Equity 
Re!urn on Com Eoultv E 

Retained lo Com Eq 
All Div'ds to Net Prof 

35.10 
10.40 
6.10 
4.00 

10.10 
67.30 
52.00 

19.5 
1.10 

3.4% 

1825 
315 

13.0% 
16.0% 
50.0% 
50.0% 

6775 
6750 
5.5% 
9.5% 
9.5% 
3.5% 
66% 

15%; irrigation, 13%; other, 3%, Generating sources: hydro, 30%; 
coal, 17%; gas, 15%; purchased, 38%. Fuel cos!s: 36% of reve• 
nues. '21 reported depreciation rate: 2.9%. Has 2,000 employees. 
Chairman: Richard J. Dahl, President & CEO: Lisa Grow. Incor-
porated: Idaho, Address: 1221 W. Idaho St., Balsa, Idaho 83702. 
Telephone: 208-388-2200. Internet: WVNl.!dacorplnc.com, 
to new capacity should push the annual 
spend number to $725 million, up from 
around $500 million in 2022. Battery 
storage capabilities will be paid for and a 
new transmission line is in the works, 
Still, there is upside given the tail~ 
winds the company should enjoy in 
the coming years. Idaho's customer base 
is expanding rapidly, and the people 
moving to that state look to be well-heeled. 
Rising demand for clean energy plays into 
IDA1s hands, as coal is phased out and 
management plans to provide 100% clean 
energy by 2045. That metric was just 
above 60% at the last reading, 
High-quality (Safety: 1) shares of 
IDACORP are not all that appealing 
at this juncture, For starters, the yield, 
even with a raise to close out 2022, is 
noticeably below the average utility in our 
coverage. Add to this, the stock is neutral
ly ranked for year-ahead relative price 
performance. Too, the 18-month reading is 
unexciting and the quotation is trading 
with our Target Price Range out to 2025-
2027, and thus long-term capital appreci
ation potential is not great, 
Erik M. Manning January 20, 2028 

IA) Diluted EPS, Exel. nonrecurring gain: '06, Aug., and Nov. • Dividend reinvestment plan orl~inal cost. Rate allowed on common equity 
7¢, '19 earnings don't sum due lo rounding. available. t Shareholder investment plan avail- In 12: 10% (imputed); earned on avg. com. 

Next earnln~s report due mld•Fabruaiy. (E3) able. (Cl Incl. Intangibles, In '21: $1,462.4 mill., eq., '21: 9.4%. Regu!atoiy Climate: Above 
Dividends historically paid in !ate Feb., May, $28.95/sh. (D) In millions. (E) Rate base: Net Average. 

Company's Financial Strength 
Stock's Price Slabllity 
Price Growth Perslslence 
Earnings Prediclab!llly 

A+ 
100 

65 
100 
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NEXTERA ENERGY NYSE-NEE I
RECENT 77 50 Ip~ 25 6 {lralllng,27,6) RELATIVE 1 66, IDIV'D 2.4% ' PRICE , RATIO , Median: 21.0 Pre RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 4 lowered S.130.122 High· 15.3 18.1 22.4 27.7 28.2 33.0 39,8 46.1 61.3 83.3 93,7 93.6 Target Price Range 
1 RaisedV16J18 

Low. 12.3 14.6 17.5 21.0 23.4 25.5 29.3 36.3 42.2 43.7 68.3 67.2 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

1 Raised 9.IJ0/22 
- 38.5 x o:vidands p sh 128 TECHNICAL • • • • RelaWe Price Strength 

' • ··--- ..... Hor•1 sii!:t 10/20 96 BETA .90 (1.00- Markel) 0
.iJ;~~;d ':ia Indicates recession ' ' .. -- . . . . . . BO 

18-Month Target Price Range ,1111 I,, I .. . . 64 
,11 11 ' --

Low-Hlgh Midpoint(% to Mid) 48 
40 $66-$136 $101 (30%) 1•1' 32 

dlt ,I 1,,. 
,,,, '" 2025-27 PROJECTIONS 24 

Ann'I To!al - .1'!111,1
11 ;.'\ ..... .... Price Gain Relurn 11,•,1 16 High 105 !+35%l 10% • ·11'1, •1''"1111 1 " .. ...... . ....... ... 

Low 85 +10% 5% ..... ...... -12 
••'••• ........ ··· .... •••·•·· .......... ........... . .......... ¾ TOT, RETURN 10/22 Institutional Decisions .... 

I rn,s VtARITTl.' 
402021 102022 202-022 STOCK INDfX Percent 15 

~ +---
1 yr, ·7.3 -13.4 -

l~~ 1ii17 1 i~l 1 i~ shares 10 -traded 5 3yr. 38.3 35.8 -H!d·Slooo 15oa9s415000921514051 5 yr. 123.8 45,6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 5-27 

9,69 9,37 10,03 9.45 9.10 9,22 8.41 8.70 9,61 9.48 8,63 9,13 8.75 B,82 9,18 8.70 10,85 12,60 Revenues per sh 14.75 
1.69 1.71 2,01 2,19 2.41 2,32 2,17 2,63 3,03 3,23 3,24 3,03 3,84 4.22 4,52 4,70 5,15 5.40 "Cash Flow'' per sh 6.75 
,81 ,82 1.02 ,99 1.1B 1.21 1.14 1.21 1.40 1.52 1.45 1.63 1.67 1,g4 2,31 2.55 2,90 3,15 Earnings per sh A 4.10 
,38 .41 .45 .47 ,50 ,55 ,60 ,66 .73 ,77 ,87 ,98 1.11 1.25 1.40 1.54 1,70 1.87 D!v'd Decl'd per sh B • t 2,50 

2,31 3.00 3.20 3,63 3.47 3.98 5,58 3,84 3,B6 4,54 5,15 5.70 6,80 6,29 7.45 8,19 8,10 BAO Cap'I Spending per sh 10.00 
6.12 6,59 7,14 7.84 8,59 8.98 9.47 10,37 11,24 12,24 13,00 14,B7 17.86 18,92 18,63 l8,95 19.70 22.75 Book Value per sh c 27.25 

1621,6 1629.4 1635.7 1654.5 1683.4 1654,0 1696,0 1740,0 1772,0 1844,0 1872.0 1884,0 1912,0 1956.0 1960,0 1963,0 1980,0 2025,0 Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 2025,0 
13.7 18,B 14,5 13.4 10,8 11,5 14.4 16,6 17,3 16,9 20.7 21.6 24,8 26,8 28.9 31.3 80/d fig res are Avg Ann'I PIE Rallo 23,5 
.74 1.00 ,87 ,89 ,69 ,72 ,92 ,93 ,91 ,85 1.0B 1.0B 1.34 1.43 1.48 1.68 Va/111 Line Relative PIE Ratio 1,30 

3.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.5% 3.9% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.0% 3.0% 2.9% 2.8% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% esli~ ales Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 2,6% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 14256 15136 17021 17486 16155 171B5 16727 19204 17997 17069 21500 25500 Revenues ($m!II) 3000/) 
Tola! Debt $64825 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $26264 mlfl. 1911,0 2062,0 2465,0 2752.0 2693.0 3074,0 3200,0 3769,0 4552,0 5021.0 5750 6335 Net Profit ($mill\ 8330 LT Debt $54670 mill, LT Interest $1402 mil!. 26.6% 26.9% 32.3% 30.8% 29.3% 24.4% 28.6% 11.7% 13.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% Income Tax Rate 15.0% 
(Total Interest coverage: 4.6x) 10.8% 7.0% 6.7% 6.9% 8.2% 6.7% 6.6% 3.9% 3.8% 5.3% 5.0% 4.0% AFUDC % to Ne! Profit 4.0% 

59.1% 57.1% 55.0% 54.2% 53.3% 52.7% 44.0% 50.4% 53.5% 57.8% 58.5% 56.5% Long-Term Debi Ratio 56,0% 
40,9% 42.9% 45.0% 45.8% 46.7% 47.3% 56.0% 49.6% 46.5% 42.2% 41.5% 43.5% Common Enu!hi Ratio 44,0% 

Pension Assets-12/21 $5688 mill. 39245 42009 44283 49255 52159 59671 60926 74548 78457 88162 93950 105850 Tola! Capllal ($mill) 126100 Obllg $3445 mill. 49413 52720 55705 61386 66912 72416 70334 82010 91803 99348 110925 123300 Nel Plan! 1$mill\ 165200 Pfd Stock Nona 6.2% 6.2% 7.0% 6,8% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.0% 6.5% 6.4% 7.0% 6.5% Return on Tola! Cap'I 7.5% 
Common Stock 1,964,779,183 shs. 11.9% 11.4% 12.4% 12.2% 11.1% 10.9% 9.4% 10.2% 12.5% 13.5% 15.0% 13.5% Return on Shr, Equity 15.0% 
as of 6/30/22 11.9% 11.4% 12.4% 12.2% 11.1% 10,9% 9.4% 10,2% 12.5% 13.5% 15.0% 13,5% Return on Com Eaulty E 15.0% 
MARKET CAP: $152,3 bllflon (Large Cap) 5.6% 5.2% 6.0% 6.1% 4.4% 4.4% 3.2% 3,7% 5.0% 5.4% 6.0% 5,5% Re!ained to Com Eq 6.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 53% 54% 51% 50% 60% 60% 66% 64% 60% 60% 58% 59% All D!v'ds to Nel Prof 61% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: NextEra Energy, Jnc. is a holding company for Florida residential, 55%; commercial, 33%; indus1rial & other, 12%. Gener-% c~~ Re'.;ll Sa'8s (KWrl) NA NA NA 
Avg. I sl. Use (M\\~ NA NA NA Power & Light Company (FPL), which provides electricity to roughly ating sources: gas, 73%; nuclear, 22%; other, 3%; purchased, 2%, 
Avg.l"Oltsl.Re1"o.1,er JH(t) NA NA NA 5.8 mill. customers in eastern, southern, & northwestern FL Nex- Fuel costs: 27% of revenues. '21 depreciation rate: 3.3%, Has 
~~a!Peak(h'I NA NA NA !Era Energy Resources ls a nonregulated power generator wiU1 15,000 employees. Chairman, President and CEO: John W. Pea~ load, s,m'leq hJ NA NA NA nuclear, gas, & renewables. Has 550/., slake In Nex!Era Energy Ketchum, Inc.; Florida, Address: 700 Universe Blvd., Juno Beach, Nlfiual Lwl Facloi {'.!! NA NA NA 
%ChangeCu1\omers Ht,d) +1.8 +1.5 +1.5 Partners. Acquired Gulf Power 1/19; Florida City Gas 7/18. Rev.: FL 33408. Tel.: 561-694-4000. Internet: wwv,1.nexteraenergy.com. 

R100 cna,ge C-Ov. (%) 230 235 203 NextEra Energy is well situated for market for the company and should 
ANNUAL RATES Past Pas! Esl'd '19·'21 sustained earnings growth. Its utility, be bolstered by the Inflation ReducM 
of change (per sh) 10Y1s. 5 Yrs. to '25·'27 Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), is tion Act (IRA). FPL continues to expand 
Revenues .. .. 8.0% benefiting from a very healthy local econo- its regulated solar capacity within its rate 
"Cash Flow" 7.0% 7,0% 7.0% my. The Sunshine State continues to at- base, and the company's nonregu1ated sub-Earnings 7.0% 9.5% 10.5% tract strong migration, and jg experiencing sidiary, NextEra Energy Resom·ces, is a Dividends 10.5% 12.0% 10.0% 
Book Value 8.5% 9.0% 6.5% one of the fastest U.S. population g1.'owth major player in renewable energy across 
Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full 

rates. Florida's unemployment rate of the U.S. That business unit has been 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep,30 Oec,31 Year 2. 7% remains below the national .average gl'owing nicely in recent quarters. The 
2019 4075 4970 5572 4587 19204 and at its lowest level in over 15 years. company has 55% ownership in NextEra 
2020 4613 4204 4785 4395 17997 Meanwhile, distribution and transmission Energy Partners, LP (NYSE: NEP)1 which 
2021 3726 3927 4370 5046 17069 (D&T) expansion, and reliability/hardiness is heavily invested in renewables across 19 
2022 2890 5183 6719 6708 21500 projects in storm-chal1enged Florida, are states. It's growing at a double-digit clip, 
2023 4800 5770 7455 7475 25500 leading to rapid growth in the utility's rate while rapidly increasing its dividend to 
Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full base (property, plant1 and equipment on partners. Tax incentives for renewables 

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Se0 ,30 Dec,31 Year which utilitites are allowed to earn an eco- were set to expire after 2025, but the IRA 
2019 ,35 ,64 .45 ,50 1,94 nomic rate of return). FPL's territory did is expected to help keep this market flourM 
2020 ,59 ,65 ,67 AO 2,31 exceptionally well in keeping the power on ishing for decades to come. 
2021 ,67 .71 ,75 .41 2,55 and/or getting it back up following Hurri- NextEra Energy shares offer appeal-
2022 .74 ,81 ,85 ,50 2,90 cane Ian, That's going to help keep the ing interinediate~term total retm·ns. 
2023 ,80 ,88 ,92 ,55 3,15 reliability/hardiness program going strong. 'l'he below-average (4) Timeliness rank 
Cal· QUARTERLYDMOENDS PAfD' • t FuH It's also notable thati as part of NextEra's means it's likely not appropriate for ac-

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Se0 ,30 Dec,31 Year 2021 settlement agreement with regu~ counts with an investment horizon of less 
2018 ,2775 ,2775 ,2775 ,2775 1.11 lators, a sustained increase in 30-year than one year. Investors with a conserva-
2019 ,3125 ,3125 .3125 ,3125 1.25 Treasury Bond yields has triggered an in~ tive bent and a dividend-growth focus 
2020 ,35 ,35 .35 ,35 1.40 crease in the authorized return on equity should find this high-quality issue an at-
2021 ,385 ,385 ,385 ,385 1.54 midpoint from 10.6% to 10.8%. tractive addition to their portfolios, 
2022 .425 .425 .425 Renewable energy is a burgeoning Anthony J. Glennon Noveniber 11, 2022 

~

A) Diluted EPS, Exel. nonrecurrln! ga!ns 
osses); '11, (6\t); '13, (20¢); '16, 2¢; '17, 

not some to lull yr. due !o rounding. Next egs, vestment plan avail. fCl Incl. deferred charges, Compan~'s Flnanclal S!renglh A+ 
report due late Jan. (BJ Dlv'ds hlstorlcal!ipaid In '21; $5.94/sh. (D) n ml!I., ad!'· for stock split 

1.22¢; '18, $1.80; '20, (83¢); '21, (74¢); 10- in mid-Mar,, mid-June, mld-se1t., & mid· oc. • IE) Rate a!l'd on com. eq. In '2 {FPL): 9.7%-
30 '22, ($1.07); disc. ops.: '13, 11¢. EPS may Dlv'd ielnvestment plan avall. Shareholder In• 1.7%; Aogulatcry Climate: Average. 
© 2022 Value Una, Inc. All righls reser1ed. Faciual maleria! Is obta'ned from sources 00!:eved lo be re:~ble and Is prov:ded without wananlies of any kind. 
ntE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR f<NY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pub!:cat-On Is stricUy for subscnlJer's O'lm, non•cornrnerc_ial, internal use. No part 
of il may he reproduced, resold, stored or transm1\1ed In any printed, e1ec!mn!c or o'.her form, 01 used for generat:ng or rnaikefng any prinled or elec!ron'c publ,cat1on. serice or product. 

Stock's rice Stability 85 
Price Growth Persistence 95 
Earnings Predlclabllity 85 

To subscribe call 1-800-VALUELINE 
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NORTHWESTERN NDQ-NWE IIRECENT 58 581P/E 17 1 (Trailing: 18,9) RELATIVE 1 02 DW'D 4.4% ' PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17,0 Pre RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 4 Raised 1'20123 High: 36.6 38.0 47.2 58.7 59.7 63.8 64.5 65.7 76.7 80.5 70,8 63.1 Target Price Range 
2 Raised 7/27/18 

Low: 27.4 33.0 35.1 42.6 48.4 52.2 55.7 50.0 57,3 45.1 53.2 48.7 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 

4 Raised 1/20123 
- 24-40 x o;~:dends p sh 128 TECHNICAL • • , , Re!a~ve Price Slfeng1h I• OBt~~ ~rta imfcales recession 

96 BETA .SO (1.00" Mar'~el) 80 
,,,111111, 

~ 
.. ----- ----- 64 18-Monlh Target Price Range 

.. ,1 Ii,, •l IJI Jlh '111 111••1,r, t111 .. ,, li,:11• -- --- -. -. -Lo1v-Hfgh Midpoint(% to Mid) "', 48 
40 

$45·$71 $58{0%) ' 32 I' 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS 

,lhl"u, 1• 
24 •" ......... Ann'I Total ..... •···•. ···••• ... • ....... . ......... ...... ····· . .... •••••••••··· . ............. ·• . Price Gain Return .. 
16 High 75 (+30%l 10% . .... 

Low 65 (-5% 3% ... , ... -12 
I•• ... % TOT, RETURN 12/22 lnstltullonal Decisions ' '"" VLAllffil.' 

102022 2()2-022 302022 Percent 30 STOCK UIDEX 
IOBlf,' 154 140 176 ' . . I . 1 yr. 8.5 -14,0 shares 20 

' . "' 3yr. -5.9 28.1 
~ 

m~ooo 
111 121 97 traded 10 -~ ~ 

57800 56756 56117 5 yr. 21.2 40.0 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5·21 

31.49 30.79 35.09 31.72 30.66 30.80 28.76 29,80 25.68 25,21 26.01 26.45 23.81 24.93 23.70 25.38 24.30 23.55 Revenues per sh 25]5 
3.62 3.70 4.40 4.62 4.16 5.42 5.18 5.45 5,39 5.92 6.74 6.76 6.96 7.07 6.86 6.92 6.70 6.85 "Cash Flow" per sh 8.00 
1.31 1.44 1.77 2.02 2.14 2.53 2.26 2.46 2.99 2.90 3.39 3.34 3.40 3.53 3.21 3.50 3.35 3.55 Earnings per sh A 4.00 
1.24 1.26 1.32 1.34 1.36 1.44 1.46 1.52 1.60 1.92 2.00 2.10 2.20 2.30 2.40 2.48 2.52 2.56 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a• t 2,68 
2,81 3.00 3.47 5.26 6.30 5.20 5.89 5,95 5.76 5.89 5.96 5.60 5.64 6.26 8.02 8.03 10.05 9.10 Cap'I Spending J)flr sh 6.50 

20.65 21.12 2L25 21.86 22.64 23.68 25.09 26.60 31.50 33.22 34.66 36.44 38.68 40.42 41.10 43.28 44,60 46,30 Book Value per sh c 50.00 
35.97 38.97 35.93 36.00 36.23 36.28 37.22 38.75 46.91 48.17 48.33 49.37 50.32 50.45 50.59 54.06 58,00 62,00 Common Shs Outst'g o 62.00 
26.0 21.7 13.9 11.5 12.9 12.6 15.7 16,9 16.2 18.4 17.2 17.8 16.8 19.9 18,6 17.4 17,0 Avg Ann'I PIE Rallo 16.5 
1.40 1.15 .84 .77 .82 .79 1.00 ,95 .85 .93 .90 .90 .91 1.06 ,96 ,94 ,99 Rela!lve PIE Ratio ,90 

3.6% 4.1% 5.4% 5.7% 4.9% 4.5% 4.2% 3.7% 3.3% 3.6% 3.4% 3.5% 3.9% 3.3% 4.0% 4.1% 4.4% Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 4.1% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 9/30/22 1070,3 1154,5 1204.9 1214.3 1257.2 1305.7 1198.1 1257,9 1198.7 1372,3 1410 1460 Revenues (Smlll) 1600 
Total Debt $2566,1 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $1037.4 milL 83,7 94,0 120.7 138.4 164.2 162,7 171.1 179,3 162,6 181.6 190 215 Ne1 Prollt 1$mlll\ 250 LT Debt $2418.6 mill. LT Interest $87.8 mill. 9.6% 13.2% .. 13.7% •· 7.6% .. 1.6% 1.6% .9% 1.5% 3.0% Income Tax Rate 12.0% Incl, $9,6 mill. finance leases. 

9.4% 8.7% 8.9% 9.6% 4.3% 5.2% 3.4% 4.6% 6.0% 14.9% 16.0% 14.0% AFUDC % to Ne! Profit 10.0% (Total Interest Coverage; 2.7x) 
53.8% 53.5% 53.4% 53.1% 52.0% 50.2% 52.2% 52.5% 52.8% 52.2% 50.0% 49,5% Long-Term Debi Ratio 49.0% 

Pension Assets-12/21 $605.5 mill. 46.2% 46.5% 46.6% 46.9% 48.0% 49.8% 47.8% 47.5% 47.2% 47.8% 50.0% 50.5% Common Eouitv Ratio 51.0% 
Oblig $696.8 mill. 2020.7 2215.7 3168.0 3408.6 3493.9 3614,5 4064.6 4289,8 4409.1 4893.1 5195 5675 Total Capital ($mill) 6050 Pfd Stock None 2435.6 2690,I 3758.0 4059.5 4214.9 4358,3 4521.3 4700.9 4952.9 5247,2 5630 5980 Net Plant1$mllll 6550 

Common Stock 57,776,743 shs. 5.5% 5.5% 4.8% 5.2% 5.9% 5.6% 5.2% 5.2% 4.6% 4.6% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'l 5.0% 
as ol 10/21/22 9.0% 9.1% 6.2% 8.6% 9.8% 9.0% 8,8% 8,8% 7,8% 7.8% 7.5% 7.5% Return on Shr. Equity 8.0% 

9.0% 9.1% 8.2% 8.6% 9.8% 9.0% 8,8% 8.8% 7,8% 7.8% 7.5% 7.5% Return on Com Eoullv E 8.0% 
MARKET CAP: $3.4 bl!llon (Mid Cap) 3.2% 3.5% 3.8% 3.0% 4.1% 3.4% 3,2% 3.1% 2.0% 2.3% 2.0% 2,0% Retained to Com Eq 2.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 65% 61% 54% 65% 58% 62% 64% 64% 74% 71% 75% 72% All D!v'ds to Net Prof 67% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: NorthWestern Corporation (doing business as North· 4%; other, 4%. Genera!ing sources: coal, 28%; hydro, 27%; wind, % C!an~e Reil Sa!e.s (KWH) +4.6 .4.4 +.7 
Ai~. I ·st Use(M\'/H~ 37808 33526 31792 Western Energy) supplies electricity & gas in the Upper Midwest 6%; other, 4%; purchased, 35%. Fuel costs: 31% of revenues. 
A1y, lndu1l Revs. pei 'M (C) NA NA NA and Northwest, serving 456,000 electric customers in Montana and 2021 reported depreciation rate: 2.8%. Has about 1,500 employ· 
~C•1'a!Peak(V~·) NA NA NA South Dakota and 298,000 gas customers In Montana (85% of ees. Board Chair: Dana J. Dykhouse, Pres. & CEO: Brian B. Bird. 
Pe~~ Lood1 Wnltr (l~t.! 2237 NA NA gross margin), Soulh Dakota (14%), and Nebraska (1%). Eleclrlc Inc.: DE. Address; 3010 West 69th Street, Sioux Falls, SD 57108. Ann~al Load Fa,;,or lb NA NA NA 
% Chi1lge 0Js\01eis H'10) +1.2 +1.2 +1.6 revenue breakdown: residential, 43%; commercial, 49%; Industrial, Tai.: 605-978-2900. Internal: www.northweslernenergy.com. 

Fited C~a,.ge Cw. (¾) 284 237 252 North Western stock has been range Montana is expected to be opm·ational 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd '19·'21 bound for years, in line with limited later this year. Financing was via a $200 
of change (per sh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs. lo '25·'27 ea1·11ings gains. (The annual 1·ate of million equity offering ($53.50 a shai·e) 
Revenues -2.5% -1.0% 1.0% growth over the past five years was 2%, completed in late 2021, with a forwm·d 
"Cash Flow" 3,5% 3.0% 3.0% compared to the electric utility industry's sale of $300 million more in aggregate, Earnings 4.5% 2.0% 3.5% median of 4.5%.) The main problem has likely by the middle of this year. Dividends 5.5% 5.5% 2.0% 
Book Value 6,0% 4.5"/o 3.0% been yeal'S of underearning its regulated And a reasonably good outcome fron1 

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full 
ROE (return on equity). This is largely an hnpending GRC (general rate case) 

endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Sen.30 Oec.31 Year due to the relative constraints of the rate- decision looks feasible, NWE has al-
2019 384.2 270.7 274.8 328.2 1257,9 relief mechanisms available in the utility's ready received permission to bill a sizable 
2020 335.3 269.4 280.6 313.4 1198.7 territories, resulting in regulatory lag. interim 1·ate hike and should obtain 
2021 400.8 298.2 326,0 347.3 1372,3 That is, NWE foots the bill for grid upkeep permanent increases this year. It's also 
2022 394.5 323.0 335,I 357.4 1410 and rising power costs, but has to justify seeking pricing mechanisms that would 
2023 415 333 345 367 1460 the higher expenses for a deferred reduce regulatory lag, Assuming NWE 
Cal· EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full payback. Historica1ly, we've Tated its reg- gets those, and the genel'ating capacity ex-

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sea.30 Oec,31 Year ulatory environment as below average. pansions are allowed to proceed (there are 
2019 1.44 .49 .42 1.18 3,53 Lifting the rate base should help reig- environmental challenges), the gap be-
2020 1.00 .43 .58 1.21 3.21 nite growth. (The rate base includes the tween its earned and allowable ROE 
2021 1.24 .59 .70 ,97 3.50 property, plant, and equipment for which would narrow. Our projections assume an 
2022 1.08 .58 .47 1.22 3,35 a uti1ity is allowed to earn an economic re- annual earnings-per-share growth rate of 
2023 1.15 ,59 ,58 1.23 3.55 turn.) NWE is in the process of adding 3%-4% through mid-decade. Ifs below the 
Cal• QUARTERLY DIWDENDS PAID•• j Full significant gas-fired capacity in both South peer average, but significantly better than 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se",30 Dec.31 Year Dakota and Montana, enabling it to be- what's transpired in recent years, 
2019 ,575 .575 .575 .575 2.30 come less reliant on pm·chased power, But much of the improvement the 
2020 .60 .60 .60 ,60 2.40 while modernizing and shoring up utility may garner is already reflected 
2021 .62 .62 .62 ,62 2.48 reliability. An $83 million, 58-megawatt in its valuation. Total return potential 
2022 ,63 . 63 .63 ,63 2,52 plant in South Dakota was completed in for untimely NWE stock is unappealing . 
2023 ,June. A $275 million, 175-mw facility in Anthony J. Glennon January 20, 2023 

(A) Diluted egs. Exel. nonrec. ~alns/(losses): Feb. (B) Div'ds hlsloricail paid In late Mar., base: Net orig. cost. Rate allowed on com. eq. Com~any's Flnanclal Strength B++ 
'12, 40¢; '15, 27¢; '18, 52¢; 19, 45¢; '20, June, Sept. & Dec. ■ Div' reinvest. plan avail, In MT In '19 {elec,): 9.65%; In '17 (gas): 9.55%; Sloe 's Price S!abiUty 90 
{15¢}: '21, 10¢; 01-03 '22, (4¢). '20 EPS don't t Shareholder Invest. plan avail. (C/ Incl. derd In SD !n '15: none specified; In NE In '07: Price Growth Persistence 35 
sum due to rounding, Next egs. report due mid- charges. In '21: $19.39/sh. (0) In _m. I!. (E) Rate_ 10.4% .. Regulatory Climate: Below Average. -Earnings Predlclabl!lty 90 
© 2023 Value Line, Inc. All Mgh!s reserve<l. Faciual ma1erial is obta'ned from sources be1:eved lo be rel,able and Is p1ovfded without warrant:es of a1' kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Thi;J'ubl caEon !s slricUy 101 subscnber's mm, no11.comme1cial, Internal use. 'o part 1 1 I ' , : 11 ' 
of it ma be re reduced resold stored or trans<n't!e<l In an rin:ed, el!l1:lron'c or o'.her form, or us /or enernfn or maikern an 'nled or e!&troo'c ubl:Cation, serV:Cll or mdud. yp 
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OGE ENERGY CORP. NYSE-OGE I
RECEIIT 39 75 IP/E 18 Q (Trailing: 17,5) RELATIVE 11 Q DIV'D 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 4.2% 

TIMELINESS 3 Ralsed 6.'20f22 

SAFETY 2 Lowered 12/18/15 

TECHNICAL 3 Lrmered 1 W/'22 
BETA 1.00 (1.00=l,larke1) 

18-Month Target Price Range 
Low-High Midpoint{% to Mid) 
$33·$51 $42 (5%) 

2025·27 PROJECTIONS 

High: 28.6 30.1 
Low: 20.3 25.1 
LEGENDS 

- 25.00 x o;vidends /l sh 
. , . , ~ti.~:~a b~J~!effi~!~~e 
Nor•1 spl1! 7/13 

40.0 39.3 36.5 34.2 37.4 
27.7 32.8 24.2 23.4 32.6 

41.8 45.8 46.4 
29.6 38.0 23.0 

38.6 42.9 
29.2 33.3 

Target Price Range 
2025 2026 2027 

. ' 
;-+--+---t--t--+--+--h--+---+---t--t--+--+--1--160 
!--+----+--+---+--+---+--+--,--+--t---+----Sf---+----+--+120 
!--+----+--+---+--+---+--+-+--+--t---+---+f---+----+--+100 0R:~~ 'i~a indicates recession f-"""'i""""""':""'""""':""-r-J--j--j--j--j--j--t-,--j--j--j--j--j--J--t-80 

;--+--+--r--+---+---t--t--+--+---Jh--+--+---+--+--+--+--f-60 """ "" "· • •• 50 
, .. 11,IJ,, ; tf ejf<~-~---+--t---+--i--40 

Ann'I Total 111 1, I1 p1 1•1•111'' ' 

i1h1,,l ,,,,1,,,11 iJ l 30 

20 Price Ga!n Re!urn ,,.,, 
High 55 (+40%) 12% ,, . , ,.. Low 40 (NII 4% , , • •''"•''• ' '•••.,. 
lnstl!utlonal Decisions .... [ 

102-022 202-022 301-021 

:~:~ ~~g ~J~ ~:~ 
H!d's(OO(I 129869 136256 136256 

Percent 
shares 
traded 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
21.96 20,68 21.77 14.79 19.04 
2.23 2.39 2.40 2.69 3.01 
1.23 1.32 1.25 1.33 1.50 
,67 .68 .70 ,71 .73 

2.67 3.04 4.01 4.37 4.36 
8.79 9.16 10.14 10.52 11.73 

182.40 183.60 187.00 194.00 195.20 
13.7 13.8 12.4 10,8 13.3 
.74 .73 .75 .72 ,85 

18 
12 
6 

2011 
19.96 
3.31 
1.73 
.76 

6.48 
13.06 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 5•27 
18.58 14.45 12.30 11.00 11.31 11.32 11.37 11.15 10.61 18.26 16.00 16.50 Revenuespersh 18.25 
3.69 3.46 3.40 3.23 3.31 3.34 3.74 4.02 4.03 4.44 4.45 4.40 "Cash Flow" per sh 6.25 
1.79 1.94 1.98 1.69 1.69 1.92 2.12 2.24 2.08 2.36 2.25 2.10 Earnlngspersh A 3,25 
.80 .85 .95 1.05 1.16 1.27 1.40 1.51 1.58 1.63 1.64 1.70 Div'dDecl'dpersh 8 • 1,85 

5.85 4.99 2.86 2.74 3.31 4.13 2.87 3.18 3.25 3.89 4.75 4.75 Cap'ISpend!ngpersh 4.75 
14.00 15.30 16.27 16.66 17.24 19.28 20.06 20,69 18.15 20.27 21.25 22.25 BookValuepersh c 26.00 

196.20 197.60 198.50 199.40 199.70 199.70 199.70 199.70 200.10 200.10 200.10 200.20 200.20 Common Shs Oulst'g o 200.20 
14.4 15.2 17.7 18.3 17.7 17.7 18.3 16.5 19.0 16.2 14.3 80/df/g resaro AvgAnn'IP/ERallo 14.0 
.90 .97 .99 .96 .89 .93 ,92 .89 1.01 .83 .76 Va/m Uno Relallve PIE Ratio ,80 

4.0% 3.8% 4.5% 5,0¼ 3.7% 3.1% 2.9% 2.5% 2.6% 3.5% 3.9% 3.6% 4.7% 4.8% es//~ ates Avg Ann'] Div'd Yield 4.0% 4.0% 3.5% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 3671.2 2867.7 2453.1 2196.9 2259,2 2261,1 2122.3 3653.7 3200 3300 Revenues ($mlll) 3650 
Total Debt $5279.5 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $1731.5 mllL 355.0 387.6 395.8 337,6 338,2 384.3 415.9 472.5 450 420 Net Prom ($mill} 665 

2270.3 2231.6 

LT Debi $3548.0 milL LT lnteresl S158•7 mill. 26.0% 24.9% 30.4% 29.2% 30.5% 32.5% 13.2% 11.5% 12.0% 12.0% Income Tax Rate 12.0% 
\LT Interest earned: 4•3x) 2.7% 2.6% 1.7% 3.7% 6.4% 15.0% 1.6% 2,2% 2.0% 2.0% AFUDC% to Ne! Prom 2.0% 

425,5 449.6 
14.5% 7.4% 
8.3% 1.6% 

Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $5.7 mi1L 50.7% 43.1% 45.9% 44.3% 41.1% 41.7% 49.0% 52.6% 46.0% 52.0% Long-TermDeblRa!io 50.0% 42.0% 43.6% 
49.3% 56.9% 54.1% 55.7% 58.9% 58.3% 51.0% 47.4% 53.0% 48.0% Common EQuitv Ratio 50.0% 58.0% 56.4% 

Pension Assets-12121 $486.0 mill. 5615.8 5337.2 5999.7 5971.6 5849.6 6600.7 7126.2 8552.7 8100 9400 Tola! Capita! ($mil!) 10400 
Oblfg S5o2•9 mill. 8344.8 6672.8 6979.9 7322.4 7696.2 8339.9 9374.6 9832.9 10345 10830 Net Planl($mill) 12075 

6902,0 7334.7 

7.7% 8.6% 7.8% 6.9% 7,0% 7.0% 6.9% 6.4% 7,5% 6.5% Return on Total Cap'! 7.5% 
Pfd Stock None 8643.8 9044,6 

7.3% 7.1% 
Common Slock 200,2.02,672 shs. 12.8% 12.8% 12,2% 10.2% 9.8% 10.0% 11.5% 11.6% 12.0% 12.0% ReturnonShr.Equ!ty 13.0% 10.6% 10.9% 

12.8% 12.8% 12.2% 10.2% 9.8% 10.0% 11.5% 11.6% 12,0% 12.0% ReturnonComEqu!tv e 13,0% 10.6% 10.9% 
MARKET CAP: $8.0 bllllon (Mid Cap) 7.2% 7.3% 6.5% 4.0% 3.3% 3.5% 2.8% 3.6% 4.0% 4.5% Retained lo Com Eq 5.5% 3.8% 3.6% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 44% 43% 47% 61% 67% 64% 76% 69% 73% 81% A!I Dlv'ds to Net Prof 57% 64% 67% 
%ChJrlJJ.oRe!ai!SalM(Kil'tl] 

2+~1.1 2~~~ ~i~i BUSINESS: OGE Energy Corp. is a holding company for Ol<laho• other, 10%. Genera1ing sources: gas, 25%; coal, 21%; wind, 6%; 
Avg.11\Wst lhe(IM/Hl NA NA NA ma Gas and Electric Company (OG&E), which supplies electricity to purchased, 48%. Fuel costs: 58% of revenues. '21 reported depre• 
Avg.lni:l,,'Sl.Re.~,P.erKWH(tl 4.69 4.40 7.68 879,000 customers in Oklahoma (84% of electric revenues) and cia!ion rate (utility): 2.6%. Has 2,200 employees. Chairman, Presl· 
~1'alPe.a~(V,;J 68~~ 64~~ NA western Arkansas (8%); wholesale Is (8%). Owns 3% of Energy dent and Chief Executive Officer: Sean Trauschke. Incorporated: 
~~~~~r~:ra:::(\i)~) NA NA ~~ Transfer's limited partnership units. E!ectr!c revenue breakdown: Oklahoma, Address: 321 North Hatvey, P.O. Box 321, Oklahoma 
%ChangeCtis!-Omels~r-e,d) + 1.0 + 1.1 +1.4 resldentlal, 44%; commercial, 25%; Industrial, 11%; oilfield, 10%; City, OK 73101·0321. Tel.: 405·553·3000. Internet: vmw,oge.com, 
foe,jChariietc,.(¾) 335 326 336 OGE Energy's utility subsidiary in ing margin pressures from rising interest 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Esl'd ,19.,21 Oklahoma agreed to a $30 million rates, along with depreciation rates and 
ofchange(persh) fOYis, 5Yrs, to'2S-'27 settlement in its general rate case. The pending rate reviews. 
Revenues -3.0% 3.0% 5.5% company initially requested a $164 million In the third quarter, OGE completed 
"Cash Flow" 3,5% 4.5% 7.0% increase which was reduced drastically by its transformation to an electric utili-
fit~~R~s t:~~ i:i~ g:z~ the Oklahoma Corporation Commission ty, after selling its Energy Transfer 
Book Value 5.5% 3.5% 5.5% after regulatory hearings, The commission units. The exit from midstream operations 
Cal· QUARTERLY REVENUES($ m!II.) Full is now considering spreading out monthly should reduce business risk and attract in-

endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Sep.30 □ec,31 Year price increases of $9. 72 over a three to vestors as it becomes a pure-play electric 
2019 490.0 513_7 755.4 472_5 2231 .6 four year time frame, compared to the cur- utility. The natural gas midstream seg-
2020 431.3 503,5 702.1 495.4 21 22.3 rent two-year span to help mitigate the ment has long been a weakness, and the 
2021 1630.6 577.4 864.4 581.3 3653.7 impact on customer bills, In Arkansas, the exit should improve performance. 
2022 589.3 803.7 1270.8 536.2 3200 utility implemented its new fuel rates These shares are ranked to mirror the 
2023 600 BOO 1200 700 3300 which went into effect on November 1st. broader 1narket averages in the cmn-
Cal• EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full The increases will recover $40 million over ing six to 12 111onths. Equities in the 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year the next 17 months. utilties industry have faced immense pres-
2019 _24 _50 1.25 _26 2,24 We see earnings declining through sure as of late due to 1·ising interest rates. 
2020 ,23 ,51 1.04 ,30 2.08 2023, Management continues to expect Rising Treasury yields are becoming more 
2021 ,26 .56 1.26 .27 2.36 long-term share-earnings growth of 5%-7% appealing to income-oriented investors, 
2022 .33 .36 1.31 .25 2.25 annually, based off 2021 profits. (Exclud- cha1lenging the attractiveness of the utili-
2023 .32 .33 1.25 .20 2.10 ing equity income.) For 2022, the company ty industry. As a rnsult, the stock is down 
Cal- QUARTERLYDIVIDENDSPAlDB• Full expects share earnings in a range of $2.08- more than 5% in value since our last 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sen,30 □ec,31 Year $2.12 a share. Our full-year 2022 and 2023 report in September. While total return 

~i:i :~i~5 :~i~5 :~i~5 :::ii 1:: ~~~l~nii~;et el~u)t:f;adtfn$\2o':nlr0~ $JI.!~ aE~~:~ inhoJ~~~ial~nl~ds ~~lot':t ~~~::1~edl?~fd•i~<l:dh~1~!sl8d~ 
2020 .3875 .3875 .3875 .4025 1.57 .l.tansJer s a rn , an . a s iare, 1·espec- s ares 10 an at ractive 1v1 en yie 
2021 .4025 .4025 .4025 .41 1,62 tively. We have lowered our 2023 forecasts that is we11 above the utility average. 
2022 .41 .41 .41 .4141 due to the macroeconomic climate, includ- Zacha,y J. Hodgkinson Deceniber 9, 2022 

!A) DIiuted EPS. ExcL nonrecurring gains rounding. Next earnings rer,ort due late Feb. milL, adj. for split {E) Rate base: Net or19lnal Company's Fmanclal Strength A 
losses): '15, (33¢); '17, $1.18; '19, (8¢); '20, (B} Div'ds hlstor!cally paid n late Jan., Apr., cost. Rate allowed on com. eq. In OK In 19: Stock's Price Slah11lly 85 
$2.95); '21, $1.32; '22, $1.06; gain on discont. July, & Oct• Div'd reinvestment plan avail. \Cl 9.5%; !n AR In '18: 9.5%; earned on avg. com. Price Growlh Persistence 25 

ops.: '06, 20¢. '19 & '21 EPS don't sum due to Incl. deferred charges. In '21: $6.15/sh. (D) n eq., '21: 12.7%, Regulatory Climate: Average, Earnings Predictability 95 
© 2022 Value Line, Inc. All rights rnse/\led. Faciual ma1erial Is oblllcned from sources bo'.eve<l lo be 1erable and Is p<ov;ded wlthou\ warranties of any kind. -
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pubt;cation i_s stricL'y lor subscriber's own, non•commerc_ial, internal use. No part I I • , : 11 ' 
or it may be reproduced, reso1d, slored or transm:Hed In ru,y prin:ed, electroo'c or other !orm, or used for genera log 0/ rnaiketng any prin:ed or eteciron!c publ-calion, ser.ice or producL 
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OTTER TAIL CORP. NDQ-OTTR !RECENT 57 42 IP/E 1 Q 3 (Trailing: 8.2) RELATIVE Q 63' IDIV'D PRICE , RATIO , Median: 20.0 PIE RATIO , I I YLD 2.9% 
TIMELINESS 2 Lowered 12i'9122 High: 23•5 25•3 Target Price Rang 

Low: 17.5 20,7 2025 2026 2027 
31.9 32.7 33.4 42.6 48.7 51,9 57.7 56.9 71.7 82.5 
25.2 26.5 24.8 25.8 35.7 39,0 45.9 31.0 39.4 52.6 

SAFETY 2 Ralsed6/17/16 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 2 Lower!M 12/9!.22 -.. -•. , ~}1!~v~ i1
~~~rtte~g~ 160 

BETA .85 (1.00= Mar~e!) 
0j~~~~~~er1a lrnfrates recession >--+----t--+----+--+----+---P--+--+---+--l---+--t--+120 

' 1: j 

C's-jnontfi"Tari~ice"Rangef====i=='f===i=cc1=:J:==:t=+=:::::+=:t=:::::+=+==t=+:;;::1=+==1b+d100 
I18-Month Target Price Range so ' ,,'I, --- -. -- --" Low-H!gh Midpoint (% to Mid) 

1 
60 

$56·$111 $84 (45%) 11lh, 11 fl I ~i 
,, 

-. -" - . ---. .. .. 
2025·27 PROJECTIONS 1 11 _1no" 30 

P'lc. Gain 
AnRn•,1

1
r,,,n1a1 

1 
.,, 1·11 ,. 11, ,,11,1 11 ,,. 

L " 

"' I h 11u 1 \J"t" 1' 1' High 75 (+30%l 10% l'"ltttt'"P"'¾ .. ,.fF''---+--+----,~-+--+---+--t--+;--+----,~-+--+---+--+--+20 
Law 55 (-5% 3% 1-15 
lnslilullonal Decisions , "f"'••:•,• ···•· '•"' '•'•.,•, ·••.,,,,. .. ··•,,.,. ... •,.,•'•"'' ·•·•···••'• ,., .... , •• • • 

' 
' • ,• % TOT. RETURN 10/22 

!02022 202012 302012 Percent 9 :~:~J 121 121 140 shares 6 ~ 
H!d's/000 195n 20611 205~g lraded 3 JlJJlllllllllll 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

37.43 41.50 37.06 29.03 31.08 29.86 
3.39 3.55 2.81 2.76 2.60 2.36 
1.69 1.78 1.09 .71 ,38 .45 
1.15 1.17 1.19 1.19 1.19 1.19 
2.35 5.43 7.51 4.95 2.38 2.04 

16.67 17.55 19.14 18.78 17.57 15.83 
29.52 29.85 35,38 35,81 36,00 36,10 

17.3 19.0 30.1 31.2 NMF NMF 
.93 1.01 1.81 2.08 NMF NMF 

3.9% 3.5% 3.6% 5.4% 5.7% 5.6% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 
Tola! Debt $823.8 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $207.8 mill. 
LT Debl$823.8 mill. LT lnleresl $31,6 mill, 
(LT Interest earned: 9,7x) 

Leases, UncapltaUzed Annual ren!a!s $5.0 mill. 
Pension Assets-12121 $387.2 milt 

Pfd Stock None 

Common Stock 41,630,952 shs. 
as of 10/25/22 

Obllg $416.7 mill. 

MARKET CAP: $2.4 b!l!lon (Mid Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

23.76 24.63 
2.71 3.02 
1.05 1.37 
1.19 1.19 
3.20 4.53 

14.43 14.75 
36.17 36.27 
21.7 21.1 
1.38 1,19 

5.2% 4.1% 
859.2 893,3 
39,0 50,2 

5.2% 21.3% 
1.7% 5.6% 

44.0% 42.1% 
54.4% 57.9% 
959.2 924,4 

1049.5 1167,0 
5.7% 6.8% 
7.3% 9.4% 
7.3% 9.3% 
NMF 1.2% 

113% 87% 

2014 2015 2016 2017 
21.48 20.60 20.42 21.47 

3.09 3.14 3.44 3.70 
1.55 1.56 1.60 1.88 
1.21 1.23 1.25 1.28 
4.40 4.23 4.10 3.36 

15.39 15.98 17.03 17.62 
37.22 37,86 39.35 39.56 

18.8 18.2 20.2 22.1 
.99 ,92 1.06 1.11 

4.1% 4.3% 3.9% 3.1% 
799.3 779.8 803.5 849.4 
56.9 58.6 62,0 73,9 

22.5% 27.0% 24.5% 25.5% 
3.9% 3.5% 2.2% 2.3% 

46.5% 42.4% 43.0% 41.3% 
53.5% 57.6% 57.0% 58.7% 
1071.3 1051.0 1175.4 1187.3 
1268.5 1387.8 1477.2 1539,6 

6.7% 6.8% 6.5% 7.3% 
9.9% 9.7% 9.3% 10.6% 
9.9% 9.7% 9.3% 10.6% 
2.2% 2.0% 2.1% 3.3% 
78% 79% 78% 69% 

2018 2019 -2020 2021 2022 
23.10 22,90 21.46 28.80 35.45 
3.96 4.11 4.29 6.45 7.75 
2.08 2.17 2.34 4.23 6.60 
1.34 1.40 1.48 1.56 1.65 
2,66 5.16 8.96 4.14 4.35 

18.38 19.46 21.00 23.84 27.55 
39.66 40.16 41.47 41.55 41.75 
22.2 23.5 18.3 12.3 Bold/lg 
1.20 1.25 ,94 ,66 Value 

2.9% 2.7% 3.5% 3.0% estlr 

916.4 919.5 890.1 1196,8 1480 
82.3 86,8 95,9 176.8 250 

15.0% 16.7% 17.4% 16.9% 20.0% 
4.1% 4.9% 6.4% .8% 1.0% 

44.7% 46.9% 41.8% 42.6% 41.5% 
55,3% 53.1% 58.2% 57.4% 58.5% 
1318.9 1471.1 1495.4 1724.8 1975 
1581.1 1753,8 2049.3 2124.6 2210 
7.3% 7.0% 7.4% 11.1% 12.0% 

11.3% 11.1% 11.0% 17.8% 19.5% 
11.3% 11.1% 11.0% 17.8% 19.5% 
4.0% 4.0% 4.1% 11.3% 13.5% 
65% 64% 63% 37% 31% 

-
-

2023 
29.35 

6.60 
4,75 
1.76 
5.90 

29.80 
41.90 

res are 
Line 
ates 

1230 
200 

20.0% 
3.0% 

41.5% 
58.5% 

2140 
2355 
9.0% 

13.5% 
13.5% 
7.5% 
44% 

n11s VLAflml.' 
STOCK INDfX 

1 yr. 11.4 -13.4 
3yr. 29.4 35.8 
5 yr. 69.0 45,6 

"VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 
Revenues per sh 
"Cash Flow" per sh 
Earnings per sh A 
Dlv'd Decl'd per sh B. 

Cap'I Spending per sh 
Book Va!ue per sh c 
Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 

Avg Ann'! PIE Ratio 
Relative PIE Ratio 
Avg Ann'/ Olv'd Yield 
Revenues (Smlll) 
Net Profit {$mm 
Income Tax Rate 
AFUDC % lo Net Prom 
Long•Term Debt Aa!io 
Common EQuitv Ratio 
Total Capital ($mill) 
Net Plant ($mill) 
Return on Total Cap'I 
Return on Shr, Equity E 

Return on Com EQultv 
Retained to Com Eq 
All Div'ds to Net Prof 

5-27 
32,25 
6.75 
3.75 
2.20 
6.25 

34.25 
42,50 
17.5 
.95 

3.4% 

1370 
165 

20.0% 
4.0% 

42.5% 
57.5% 
2525 
2700 
7.5% 

11.5% 
11.5% 
5.0% 
57% 

2019 2020 2021 r::=,:!ccc-;:c--:cccc~--c-"'C-c-~--c-c-'ccc--c-+-c--~...,.-ccc-~~--cc-c~-cc--c-~-c'c--c, 
+.S BUSINESS: Oller Tail Corporation is the parent of Otter Tai! Power cos!s: 10% of revenues. Also has operations in manufacturing and ·.2 -3.9 

NA NA NA Company, which supplies e!ec!ricity lo 133,000 cuslomers in plastics (62% of '21 operating income). '21 deprec. rate: 2.9%. Has 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NA Minnesota {52% of retail electric revenues), North Dako1a (38%), 2,500 employees. Chairman: Na1han L Partain, President & CEO; 
NA and South Dakota (10%). Electric rev. breakdown: reslden!fal, 32%; Charles S. Macfarlane, Inc.: Minnesota. Address: 215 South Cas-NA NA 

NA NA ~t commercial & farms, 36%; Industrial, 30%; o1her, 2%. Generating cade St., P.O. Box 496, Fergus Falls, Minnesota 56538·0496. Tel.: 
+,1 NA NA sources: coal, 38%; wind & other, 18%; purchased, 44%. Fuel 866-410•8780, Internet: www.ouertail.com. 

RtedC~a•ooCo1i.(½) 407 405 651 Shares of Otter Tail have declined sig
""A~N~N~U~A~L~R~AT~E-S-P-,-,,-~.~,-,-1 ~E~,~,,-,-,,~9_~,2'-'1 nificantly in value since our SeptemM 

olchange(persh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs, to'25·'27 her report. The stock price has dropped 
Revenues -2.0% 3.0% 5.0% more than 25%, compared to a 10% decline 
"Cash Flow" 7.0% 9.0% 5.5% in XLU shares (an S&P utility sector fund) 
Earnings 19.0% 13.0% 4.5% l • • I , • J Dividends 2.0% 4.0% 7.0% over t 1at 1nternn. n .1.act, 1n t 1at time 
Book Value 2.0% 6.0% 8.0% span the utility turned in the worst-
f---.~=====~~~~--j performance out of all the companies cov

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) 
endat Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep,30 Oec,31 
2019 246.0 229.2 228.6 215.7 
2020 234.7 192.8 235.8 226,8 
2021 261.7 285.6 316.3 333.2 
2022 374.9 400.0 383,9 321.2 
2023 320 315 300 295 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Oec.31 
2019 ,66 ,39 ,62 .51 
2020 .60 ,42 .87 .45 
2021 .73 1.01 1.26 1.23 
2022 1.72 2.05 2.01 .82 
2023 1.40 1,35 1.20 .80 

Cal- QUARTERLY DMOENOS PAID"• 
endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Sel'l,30 Dec,31 
2018 .335 .335 .335 .335 
2019 .35 .35 .35 .35 
2020 .37 .37 .37 .37 
2021 .39 .39 ,39 ,39 
2022 .4125 .4125 .4125 .4125 

Full 
Year 

919,5 
890.1 

1196.8 
1480 
1230 

Full 
Vear 
2.17 
2.34 
4,23 
6.60 
4.75 

Full 
Vear 
1.34 
1.40 
1.48 
1,56 

ered by Value Line in the Electric Utility 
(Central) Industry. Too, management is 
concerned about near-term prospects be
cause of rnsin price reductions and the 
weakening home imprnvement market. 
The company lowered its 2022 share
earnings target from $6.83-$7.13 to $6.42-
$6. 72. The Plastics segment, which has 
been a main driver for earnings recently, 
is facing a slowdown in PVC pipe demand 
that will likely continue to hurt profits in 
the future, Sales volume decreased by 15% 
in the thl.l'd-quarter due to the headwinds 
previously mentioned. 
Nevertheless, the company delivered 
strong financial results in the third 
quarter. Share earnings grew about 60% 
year over year, while revenues increased 
21 % over that span. Performance was well 
rounded, high]ighted by the Plastics seg-

ment, as mentioned, despite lower-than
expected sales volumes, 
The cmnpany remains connnitted to 
its long-ter1n annual earnings growth 
rate ta1•get of 5%~7%, using 2024 as the 
base year. While this is certainly in the 
cards, we expect the bottom-line to decline 
next year as conditions normalize within 
the utility's Plastics division. We are look
ing for 2023 full-year earnings of $4. 75 a 
share, 
Otter Tail shares are best suited for 
accounts with a short-toMintermediate 
investment horizon. The stock currently 
carries our 'l'imeliness rank of 2, making it 
a strong selection for the next six to 12 
months, Too, given the aforementioned 
drop in its value, the uti1ity now offers 
much stronger capital appreciation poten
tial. The midpoint of our 18-month Target 
Price Range represents a 45% premium to 
its current price. Capital appreciation 
potential out to 2025-2027 is not appealing 
as these shares remain within our 3- to 5-
year estimate. This stock also offers a 
yield of 2.9%, which is just below-average 
for a utility, 
Zachary J, Hodghinson December 9, 2022 

(Al DJI. EPS. Exel. nonrec. gains (loss): '10, 
(44¢); '11, 26¢; '13, 2¢; gains (losses) from 
disc. ops.: '06, 1¢; '11, ($1.11); '12, ($1.22); 
'13, 2¢; '14, 2¢; '15, 2¢; '16, 1¢; '17, 1¢, '19 

EPS may not sum due to rounding. Next earn· 
ings report due early Feb. (Bl Dlv'ds h!stor. pd. 
In early Mar., Jun,, Sept., & Dec.• Div'd relnv. 
plan avail. (C) Ind ln!ang. In '21: $4.14/sh. 

(D) In mill. (E) Rate all'd on com. eq. in MN in 
'22: 9.48%; In ND In '18: 9.77%; ln SD !n '19: 
8.75%; earned on avg, com. eq., '21: 19.2%. 

Company's Financial Slrenglh 
$lock's Price Stability 
Price Growth Persistence 
Earnings Predlclablllly 

A 
100 
70 
70 

© 2022 Va1ue Line, Inc. All nghls resewed. Factual malenal is obtained from sources be'.ieved to be rel;abie and ls provided without warranties of any kind. 
lHE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th's pub'.:cafon Is slricLiy for subscriber's own, non.commercial, lnlemal uso. No part 
of It may be reproduced, resold, s\ored or transrn·rted in any prin\ed, cledrodc or o:her form, or used for generafog or mai1<efng any printed or eleclron'c publcafon, serv:ce or product 
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PINNACLE WEST NYSE-PNW 
High: 48.9 54.7 
Low: 37.3 45.9 
LEGENDS 

TRECENT 75 55lPIE 17 4 (Tralling: 16.0) RELATNE 1 Q4 IDN'D I PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17.0 P~ RATIO , • I YLD 
61.9 71.i 73.3 82.8 92.5 92,6 99.8 105.5 88.5 80.6 
51,5 51.2 56.0 62.5 75.8 73.4 81.6 60.1 62.8 59.0 

4.6% 
Target Price Range 
2025 2026 2027 

TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 Ralse<l1113123 

2 Lo.vercd 10/22121 

3 Raised 111&'23 
- 25.60 x o;v.dends p sh 
••• ' RB!ative Price Sllefiglh f--l-----1----+--4----l---1--f---l-----l-----l------l-----l----l-----l-200 

f----1-----1-----1-----!--+--1.--+.,;---!---f----1---f----1---f----1-160 BETA .90 {1.00" Markel) 
; 0£~~~~'Z!a ind.Cates recession 

18-Month Target Price Range - • - - - - - - • - 100 
,,,,,r,11 ·1 J" " '1, • • • • -

Low-High M!dpolnt(%toMld) ~ 
11 111 11 111 1 11 11111 11 11 .1,1 80 

$51·$87 $69 (·10%) 1 " ' '" 11• ~g 
i,''I ~ '" 2025·27 PROJECTIONS ,,, 

1
;r ' 40 

P1ice Gain AnR~t~~~a! rs•..;.,·•:c•·:..b .. ~. +·•--1• f"• ._.•·_·•_·•4· ,,,._..,•.=+--;~=,,_, .. ,_, •• ,.. -..l,,""•·., • .-.1-----i,,,._.,_ • .,.. 'c-l-+-f--+--f--+----l--+--+30 
High 110 (+45%) 13% "•, ,, .. ,.,,•• ••,,••• •• ... , ... : •• · ,••••,•• 
Low BO {+5% 6% ..... ,,, ,,'"•'••• % TOT. RETURN 12/22 
lnstllutlonal Decisions •,• • THIS VlARITli.' 

-20 

10W22 201022 302022 Percent +----IL--l------l--..1----l--..l---l.--1---1---1---l----l STOCK INDEX 

li"~'"!'OQI_J2i52LJ2l49LJ2i27ij_s~h~ac~,~s-~lo~

0,ltlnaiili~ ~~ij 1yr. 13.1 ·14.0 IBJ~ooo osfJ~ 07JJ5 97]11 lmcted 10 [1lll1Jlllll[ll • :~;: i:~ ~~:6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUELINEPUB.LLC 

., 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
34.03 
9.70 
3.17 
2.03 
7.59 

34.48 
99.96 

13.7 
.74 

35.07 
9.29 
2.96 
2.10 
9.37 

35.15 
100.49 

14.9 
.79 

33.37 
8.13 
2.12 
2.10 
9.46 

34.16 
100.89 

16.1 
.97 

32.50 
8.08 
2.26 
2.10 
7.64 

32.69 
101.43 

13.7 
.91 

30.01 29.67 
6.85 7.52 
3.08 2.99 
2.10 2.10 
7,03 

33.86 
108.77 

12.6 
.80 

8.26 
34.98 

109.25 
14.6 
.92 

30.09 
7.92 
3.50 
2.67 
8.24 

36.20 
109.74 

14.3 
.91 

31.35 31.58 31.50 31.42 31.90 
8.15 8.09 9.09 9.39 9.79 
3.66 3.58 3.92 3.95 4.43 
2.23 2.33 2.44 2.56 2.70 
9.36 8.38 9.84 11.84 12.80 

38.07 39.50 41.30 43.15 44.80 
110.18 110.57 110.98 111.34 111.75 

15.3 15.9 16.0 18.7 19.3 
.86 .84 .81 .98 .97 

32.93 30.87 31.81 33.66 
11.41 11.13 10.86 12.23 
4.54 4.77 4.87 5.47 
2.87 3.04 3.23 3.36 

10.73 10.76 11.93 13.04 
46.59 48.30 49.98 52.26 

112.10 112.44 112.76 113.01 
17.8 19.4 16.7 14.1 
.96 1.03 .86 .77 

38.35 37.0-0 
11.30 11.75 
4.25 4.40 
3.42 3.48 

14.10 14.10 
53.0-0 53.75 

113.20 113.60 
17.2 
1.00 

Riwenues per sh 
"Cash Flow" per sh 
Earnings per sh A 
Dlv'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 

Cap'I Spending per sh 
Book Value per sh c 
Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 

Avg Ann'! PIE Ratio 
Relal!ve PIE Rallo 

5·27 
39.00 
13.75 
5.25 
3.66 

14.50 
59.25 

18.0 
1.0-0 

5.3% 4.0% 4.1% 3.9% 3.5% 3.2% 3.5% 3,3% 4.0% 4.3% 4.7% Avg Ann'l Dlv'd Yield 4.7% 4.8% 6.2% 6.8% 5.4% 4.8% 3.9% 

3301.8 3454.6 3491,6 3495.4 3498,7 3565.3 3691.2 3471.2 3587.0 3803.8 4115 4200 Revenues ($m111) CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30122 4600 
387.4 406.1 397,6 437.3 442.0 497.8 511.0 538.3 550.6 618.7 480 50-0 Net Prom 1$mml Tolal Debt$7782.3 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $1892.0 mill. 620 

LT Debt $7241.3 mill. LT Interest $244.1 mill. f-="-+---"=+--'='---l----"='-'="-+-~"'-'-'='+-=~c..c=.L="--4-=+~====='----1--1-3,"'5,"¾--l .. 36.2% 34.4% 34.2% 34.3% 33.9% 32.5% 20.2% 
9.7% 10.0% 11.6% 11.8% 14.1% 13.9% 15.2% 

12.1% 14.8% 13.5% 13.5% Income Tax Rate 
9.3% 9.5% 10.1% 13.0% 13.0% AFUDC % lo Net Profit (Total Interest Coverage: 3.0x) f1.0% 

44.6% 40.0% 41.0% 43.0% 45.6% 48.9% 47.0% 47.1% 52.8% 53,9% 55.0% 54.6% Long-Term Debi Ra!lo Leases, Uncapitalized Annual rentals $13.1 mill. 54.5% 
55.4% 60.0% 59.0% 57.0% 54.4% 51.1% 53.0% 52.9% 47.2% 46.1% 45.0% 45.5% Common Eoultv Rallo 45.5% 
7171.9 6990.9 7398.7 8046.3 8825.4 9796.4 9861.1 10263 11948 12820 13350 13415 Tola! Cap!lal ($mill) Pension Assets-12/21 $3812.0 mlll. 15425 

Obllg $3716.8 mm. 19875 
Pfd Slack None 

Common Stock 113,140,203 shs. 
as of 10/28122 
MARKET CAP: $8.5 bllllon (Mid Cap} 

10396 10889 11194 11809 12714 13445 14030 
6.8% 7.1% 6.4% 6.4% 6.0% 6.1% 6.2% 

14523 15159 15987 16775 17525 Net Plani f$mU!l 
6.3% 5.5% 5.8% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'[ 

e--c="--!-~=+-'='-l-~=l-C='--l--==i-'-='+-=~c..c=.L="-l---"=---1-="--l-===='------1----"=--l 

9.8% 9.7% 9.1% 9.5% 9.2% 9.9% 9.8% 9.9% 
9.8% 9,7% 9.1% 9.5% 9.2% 9.9% 9.8% 9.9% 
4.1% 4.1% 3.5% 3.9% 3,5% 4.2% 3.9% 3,8% 

9.8% 10.5% 8.0% 
9.8% 10.5% 8.0% 
3.5% 4,2% 1.0% 

8.0% 
8Al% 
1.5% 

Return on Shr, Equity 
Return on Com Enu!\v E 
Retained lo Com Eq 

5.0% 
9.0% 
9.0% 
2.5% 

58% 58% 62% 59% 62% 58% 60% 61% 84% 60% 80% 79% All Div'ds lo Net Prof ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 69% 
% ChMQa A&.:il Sal~ (Ki',11) 20:.: \i~~ ~~~i f-B-U_S_!Nl.E_SS_:_P_lol.oa_c_le_W_el.s_l C-,-p-i!al.l _C_o,_po_,aLli-,n-i-,-,Lh_old-ln_g_cLom-p,-, .L,-,m-m_a.Joc_la-,,-3-8.J%_; -,n-du_s.Jtri-,1-, -,,-Yo;_j_o_lh-,-,.-,-%-. -G-,-n,-ra-11-ng-'-,,-u-oc_as_: -I 
Avg.lndusl.U.se(f,l;'/Kl 714 583 808 ny for Arizona Public Service Company (APS), which supplies elec· gas & other, 30%; nuclear, 27%; coal, 20%; purchased, 23%. Fuel 
A1y. lnd~sl. R€'\'$.pe1KWH{Cl 7.88 7.49 8.11 tricity to 1.3 million customers in most of Arizona, except about half costs: 30% of revenues. '21 reported deprec. rate: 2.9%. Has 5,900 
C~,;yatPea~(~!~l ~i1i ~gig ~~~g of the Phoenix me1ro area, !he Tucson metro area, and Mohave employees. Chairman, President & CEO: Jeffrey B. Guldner. Inc.: 
~:~~r~J~~~(Wl 47 .1 45.5 45.9 County In northwestern Arizona. Discontinued Suncor real estate Al.. Address: 400 North Fifth St, P.O. Box 53999, Phoenix, A2 

1 _%C_MO_g_,_o,_sm_,_,._f,_+_n1) ___ +_2_.0 __ +_2._1 __ +_2._2 f.--'s'--ubc.sl..:dl..:a,"-.:.yln'--'1c.O:... =":.."='':..lc_r:.:•v:..o:..n:cua'-"br::_eak=do:::v:::m:..: :.."c:'i:..de::n:=lla=cl,_5:::1.::%:c; _:8.:.50=7:..2·c.39:::9c.9:... Tc:a:..l.:..:6:..02:.·2:c5:.:0..:·lc.OOO=. l..:nl:::':::'":..'':..":::'":..m''"•Pc:inc.o:cac::_le::w:.:e:::sl:::.co:::m:::·---1 
Fiscal 2022 was a difficult transition a result, comparisons for this year are dif
period for Pinnacle West Capital. The ficult. Weather-normalized retail volume 
company's late 2021 GRC (general rate tends to rise at a 2% clip annually, and 
case) decision went very poorly. Entering there are pricing mechanisms that enable 
calendar 2022, the utility was operating certain grid investments to be recouped 
under revised regulatory parameters that promptly. All told, we're looking for ean1-
cut its allowed return on equity (ROE) ings of $4.40 per share in 2023. 

286 318 317 
ANNUAL RATES 
of change (per sh) 
Revenues 
"Cash Flow" 
Earnings 
Dividends 

Past 
10Yrs, 

.5% 
4.5% 
6.0% 
4.5% 
4.0% 

Past Est'd '19·'21 
5 Yrs. to '25·'27 

.5% 3.5% 
5.0% 3.0% 
5,5% .5% 
5.5% 2.0% 

Book Value 4.0% 3.0% 

Cal· QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Oec.31 Year 
2019 740.5 869.5 1190.8 670.4 3471.2 
2020 661.9 929.6 1254.5 741.0 3587.0 
2021 696.5 1000.2 1308.2 798.9 3803.8 
2022 783.5 1061.7 1469.9 799.9 4115 
2023 810 1110 1425 855 4200 
Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec,31 Year 
2019 .16 1.28 2.77 .57 4.77 
2020 .27 1.71 3.07 d.17 4.87 
2021 .32 1.91 3.00 .24 5.47 
2022 .15 1.45 2.88 d.23 4.25 
2023 .20 1.50 2.70 NII 4.40 
Cal- QUARTERLY DMOENDS P~D O • Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 .731 .738 .738 .782 3.00 
2020 .783 .783 .783 ,83 3.1B 
2021 .83 .83 .83 .85 3.34 
2022 .85 . 85 .85 .85 3.40 
2023 .865 

from 10% to a miserly 8. 7%. The change In late October, the company filed a 
effectively reduced Pinnacle West's annual new GRC with Al·izona regulatm.•s, It's 
earning power by roughly $1.00 per share. asking for an increase in its ROE to 
While on the topic of fiscal 2022, it's worth 10.25% from 8. 7%. It is also seeking an 
noting that third-quarter profits benefited expansion in the use of automatic pricing 
by $0.23 per share from the impact of ex- mechanisms to recoup investments it's 
cessive heat and humidity on seasonal planning to make in support of the state's 
demand. Financial penalties ensue when dean-energy objectives. A decision is due 
utilities excessively exceed their annual in the fourth quarter. Pinnacle West is 
ROE. As such, Pinnacle West will proba- not completely without leverage. Odds fa
bly post a fourth-quarter deficit when it var a compromise on the ROE level. 
reports its 2022 year-end financial results This issue has been quite volatile over 
next month. Most likely the company the past 18 months. Contentious 
pulled forward some of its O&M (opera- testimony leading up to the last rate deci
tions and maintenance) work to avoid sur- sion was followed by investors trying to 
passing its ROE limits. gauge if the setback would be permanent 
This year probably won't be sig- or not. The price appears range bound be
nificantly better. Heading into 2022 our tween $60 and $80. We think the mid-$60 
bottom-line expectation for the year was level would be a good entry point for utili
roughly $4.00 per share. With weather on ty investors with a long-term horizon . 
its side, the company likely did better. As Anthony J. Glennon January 20, 2023 

(A) DIiuted EPS. Exel. nonrac, gain {loss): '09, 
($ .45); '17, 8¢; gains jlosses) from disconl. 
ops,: '06, 10¢; '08, 28¢; '09, (13¢); '10, 18¢; 
'11, 10¢; '12, (5¢). '19 & '20 EPS don't sum 

due to rounding. Next egs. report due late Feb. (Cl Incl. deferred charges. Jn '21: $23.60/sh I Company's Financial Strenglh A 
(B) Div'ds hlstorlcal!y paid In ea1ly Mar., June, (D In mill. {E) Rate base: Fair value. Rate al• Stock's Price Slabl!lty 90 
Sept., & Dec, There were 5 declarations In '12. lowed on common equity in '21: 8,7%. Regu- Price Growth Persistence 40 
■ Div'd reinvestment plan avail, latory Climate: Below Average, Earnings Predlclablllly 95 

© 2023 Value Line, Inc. All rights reserved. Factual material Is obta'ned from sources be::eved lo be rel;ab!e and is provlled w;thout warranres of any kind. 
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Tllis publ'calion is sliictiy for subscnber's zy1m, non-oommelC_!al,_ Internal use. No part 
of h may be repmdl){ed, rnso!d, stored or ~ansm·~ed In any prin'.ed, elec!ron'c or o'.her fOJm, or used for generafog 01 marl,;efng any printed or elect1on'c pub!,cat100, service or product. 
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PNM RESOURCES NYSE-PNM IRECENT 49 Q5TPre 18 Q(Trniling:17.9) RELATIVE 1 07,IOIV'o 
I PRICE , I RATIO , Median: 19.0 PIE RATIO , I YLD 3.0% 

Tll.!ELINESS - Susprodedl/20i23 High: 19.2 22.5 24.5 31.6 31.2 36.2 46.0 45.3 53.0 56.i 50.i 49,3 Target Price Range 
ule,o,;w,_: 1___,.12",8"-'-_1_,.7,,,,3'-L-<20.1 23.5 24.4 29.2 33,3 33.8 39.7 27.1 43.8 43.4 2025 2026 2027 

SAFETY 2 Raised4f23.12l LEGENDS 
- 32.30 x o;vidends p sh '---1-----1----l------1----1------'---'-'-_,_ __ .__ _ _,_ _ _, __ _,_ _ _, __ _,__ 128 

TECHNICAL - Suspffl(Jed 1'20123 •, •. • Relative Prlce Slrength 
1 

l•~eiTAA__!.,~O_JCll.:"OOlaa_'M;,,;,.;,i==J.~
0!~_1~·:_:.,~'_'~",_,~•,_:~,3

1
"~'_

1c'4'~"-'"_re"'_!'"_'"/'c.'''""}~cJccccJccccJccccfccccfcccc1cccc1·~=•_=_=_=,_~_=_=_=_=j_~_=_=_=_=j_=_=_=_=_=j_=_=_=_=_t=_=_=_=.,t=_=_=_=_,_+!64! 
18-Monlh Target Price Range•-
Low-High Midpoint(% to Mld) ... , 1,, - ••• - • - • • • :i 
$42-$58 $50 (0%) I 11 1101 32 

2025-27PROJECTIONS ,,,, , 1'
1
'
1 '

111 
·J; 24 

Ann'l Tolal 
Price Gain Return 16 

H!gh 65 (+35%) 10% ,,u·'l4tt,,LJl''l;_'_,:.lil 4-f""<=-+~-=1~~+••..:•''-' ._,,._..,.::••:,:••4, ~-•.i,::••;_•'•_"_'.,+•-•1_,_uJ---1---+----J 
low SO (NII} 4% itt •" • .. • ... ,,,,, ........... • .. ,,,••·· •• •,,.,• ~ % TOT. RETURN 12122 C-12 
lnslltulional Decisions ''•'•'••·•· ,,."•• THIS VLMHTH.' 

102022 202-012 302022 Percent 24 STOCK ltJDEX 1-, 

loBuy 139 128 135 shares 16 1 yr, 10.2 ·14.0 1-llillHIHll ,, 
m:.~000 78Jg; nJ~g 774zg traded 8 :~;: 3~:~ ~~:~ 1---

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUELINEPUB.LLC 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 5-27 
32.25 24.92 22.65 19.01 
3.57 2.54 1.76 2.32 
1.72 ,76 .II ,58 
,86 .91 .61 .50 

4.04 5.94 3.99 3.32 
22.09 22.03 18.89 18.90 
76.65 76.81 86.53 86.67 

15.6 35.6 NMF IS.I 
.84 1.89 NIIF 1.21 

3.2% 3.4% 4.9% 4.8% 

19.31 
2.67 
.87 
.50 

3.25 
17.60 
86.67 

14.0 
.89 

4.1% 

21.35 
3.18 
I.OB 
,50 

4.IO 
19.62 
79.65 

14.5 
.91 

3.2% 

16.85 
3.39 
1.31 
.58 

3.88 
20.05 
79.65 

15.0 
.95 

3.0% 

17.42 18.03 
3.52 4.09 
1.41 1.45 
,68 .76 

4.37 5.78 
20.87 22.39 
79.65 79.65 

16.1 18.7 
,90 ,98 

3.0% 2.8% 

18.07 17.11 18.14 18.04 18.30 17.74 20.74 23,60 23.60 Revenues per sh 26.65 
4.28 4.51 5.30 5.47 5.95 5.80 6.19 6.50 6.65 "Cash Flow" per sh 8.10 
1.48 1.46 1.92 2.00 2.16 2.28 2.45 2.65 2.70 Earnings per sh A 3, 10 
.82 .90 .99 1,09 1.18 1.25 1.33 1.41 1.49 Dlv'd Dec I'd per sh a ■ t 1,80 

7.01 7.53 6.28 6.29 7.74 7.91 10.89 10.20 10.55 Cap'I Spending per sh 9.00 
20.78 21.04 21.28 21.20 21.08 23.88 25,25 27.00 28.60 Book Value per sh c 32.45 
79.65 79.65 79.65 79.65 79.65 85,83 85.83 88.00 90,00 Common Shs Outst'g O 90.00 

18.7 22.4 20.4 19.4 22.2 19.6 19.9 17.7 Avg Ann'! PIE Rallo 18.5 
.94 I.IS 1.03 1.05 1.18 1.01 1.07 1.03 Relative PIE Rallo 1.05 

3.0% 2.8% 2.5% 2.8% 2.5% 2.8% 2.7% 3,0% Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.1% 
1342.4 1387,9 1435.9 1439.1 1363.0 1445.0 1436,6 1457,6 1523.0 1779,9 2075 CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9(30/22 2125 Revenues ($m!II) 2200 

Total Debt $3953,7 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $2046.4 mill. 240 Nel Profllf$mllll 280 106.I 114.0 116.8 118.8 117.4 154.4 168,6 173,1 
31A% 31.6% 34.8% 36.9% 32.4% 33.0% 12.9% 8.1% 

183.4 211.6 230 
9.5% 13.4% 21.0% LT Debi $3893.5 mm. LT Interest $92.6 mill. >-=c+~=l--'='+~=l--'=--1-=='-'-=--l-="--J~=-1-="'-+-=+-2-1.~o¾ce+l~n,~o~m~, r~,~,~R,~l,~---1--2-1.~0%"'--" 

(l T Interest earned; 3.3x) 7,0% 7.1% 1.3% 10.7% 17.0% 11.0% 11.9% 12.1% 9.8% 
50.9% 50.0% 4r8% 54.1% 55.7% 56,1% 61.1% 59.8% 

8.9% 8,6% 9.0% 
56.9% 61.8% 60.0% 

Leases, Uncapllatlzed Annual rentals $28.4 mill. 8.0% AFUDC ¾ lo Net Profit 
Pension Assets-12121 $639,6 mill. 59.0% Long-Term Deb! Ra!lo 59.0% 

48.7% 49.7% 51.9% 45.5% 44.0% 43.6% 38.6% 39.9% 42.9% 38.0% 39.5% Obl!g $643.7 mlll. 40.5% Common Eoultv Ratio 40.5% 
Pfd Stock $11.5 mill, Pfd Dlv'd $.5 mill, ~=~="--+==l-"=+-'='+="-l==-l-"'=-1-="--+==C-"=+-'~62~75'-+'T~ol~al~Ca~p~lla~I (~$m~l~lll=_,_~7~2~25c-, 3277.9 3344.0 3437,1 3633.3 3886.8 3887.5 4370.0 4207.7 

3746.5 3933.9 4270.0 4535.4 4904.7 4988.2 5234.6 5466,0 
4780.6 5698.6 5975 
5965.1 6752.9 7300 115,293 shs, 4.58%, $100 par l'~!hout mandatory 7900 Net Plaril f$mllll 9050 

redemption, Sinking fund began 211/84, 4,5% Return on Total Cap'I H% SJ% 5.2% 5.1% 4.8% 4.7% 5.3% 5.0% 5.5% 4.9% 4.6% 4.5% 
6,6% 6.8% 6.5% 7.1% 7.0% 9,0% 9.4% 10.2% 8.9% 9.7% 9.5% Common Stock 85,834,874 shs, 9.5% Return on Shr. Equity 9.5% 
6.6% 6.8% 6.5% 7.1% 7.0% 9.1% 9.5% 10,3% 8.9% 9.7% 9.5% as of 10121/22 9.5% Re\urn on Com Eaultv E 9.5% 
3.8% 3.8% 3.2% 3,3¾ 2.8% 4,5% 4.5% 4,8% 4.1% 4.6% 4.5% MARKET CAP: $4,2 bllllon (Mid Cap) 4.0% Retained lo Com Eq 4.0% 
43% 45% 51% 54% 61% 51% 53% 54% 54% 53% 53% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

2019 2020 
+5.0 NA 

55¾ AU Dlv'ds to Ne! Prof 58% 
2°r-T/4 1-.-U-Sl~NLES_S_:_P_NLM_R-,-,-,u'-r~-,.-1-,cL.-1,-,-h-oLld-l,-,-,~,mLp-,-ny-,~,1-~-.-,-,-'-,,-m-m_ei"~;,~1.-,-~i•_;i-nd_u_Sliria~l,-8-%_:i,-,h-er-,-14-o/c-,.-G-,-na-,-al-ln-,i,,-u-re-,,--1 

NA regulated electric utilities. Public SetVice Company of New Mexico not available. Fuel costs: 36% of revenues. '21 reported deprecia-NA NA 
NA NA 

2761 NA 
NA (PNM) setVes 538,000 customers in north central New Mexico, in- lion rates: 2,5%-7.9%. Has 1,600 employees. Chairman and CEO: 

19~~ eluding Albuquerque and Santa Fe, Texas-New Mexico Power Patricia Vincent-Collawn. Incorporated: New Mex!co. Address: 414 1937 1974 
NA NA NA Company (TNMP) 1ransmits and distributes power lo 261,000 cus- Silver Ave. SW, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3289. Tele-

NA tomers in Texas, Electric revenue breakdown: residential, 42%; phone; 505-241-2700, Internet: www.pnmresources.com, 

ANNUAL RATES 
of change (per sh) 
Revenues 
"Cash Flow" 
Earnings 
Dividends 
Book Value 

Past 
10Yrs, 

-0.5% 
8.0% 

10.5% 
9,5% 
2.5% 

NA NA 

228 237 299 
Pas! Esl'd '19·'21 
5 YIS, to '25·'27 

1.5% 5.5% 
7.0% 5.0% 
9,5% 5.0% 
8,5% 6.0% 
2.0% 5.5% 

Ca!• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full 
endar Mar,31 Jun,38 Seo,30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 349.7 330.2 433.6 344.1 1457.6 
2020 333.6 357,6 472.5 359.3 1523.0 
2021 364,7 426.5 554.6 434.1 1779,9 
2022 444,1 499.7 729,9 401.3 2075 
2023 465 520 680 460 2125 
Cat- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec,31 Vear 
2019 .13 ,37 1.29 ,36 2.16 
2020 .18 ,55 1.40 ,15 2.28 
2021 ,32 ,55 1.37 .21 2.45 
2022 .50 .57 1.46 .12 2.65 
2023 ,52 ,62 1.40 .16 2.70 
Cal- QUARTERLY OIVIDENDS PAID a• t Full 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec.31 Year 
2019 ,29 ,29 .29 .29 1.16 
2020 ,3075 ,3075 .3075 .3075 1.23 
2021 .3275 .3275 .3275 .3275 1.31 
2022 ,3475 ,3475 ,3475 ,3475 1.39 
2023 ,3675 

Twenty-seven 1no11ths after PNM: Re- The 1nai11 stumbling block to the 
sources agreed to be purchased by 1nerger may well have fallen. Histori
AVANGRID, the deal still has life. cally, the NMPRC has been a body of five 
Subscribers may recall that this acquisi- commissioners with a bias towards keep
tion was initially proposed in October of ing electric rates down. It hasn't been con-
2020. To recap) shareholders of the ducive for modernization or renewables, 
Southwest-based utility are to receive Last year, a law was passed which stream
$50.30 per share (all cash) from Northeast lined the commission from five to three 
utility AVANGRID, Inc. (AGR). Regu- members, The Democratic governor 
latory approval was rnceived from all of recently appointed three commissioners 
the necessary state and federal agencies who've moved into their new roles this 
except for one. The New Mexico Public month. As she is for "green" energy and 
Regulation Commission (NMPRC) voted pro-merger, we expect policy changes that 
against the merger in October 2021. The will shift the state to a cleanwenergy bias. 
NMPRC cited concerns over AGR's track The odds of a successful acquisition are 
1·ecord in the Northeast, a legal investigaw also higher now in our opinion. After the 
tion into the CEO of its parent company, recent NMPRC selections receive legislaw 
Iberdrola (based in Spain), and potentially tive confirmation, there appears to be no 
higher electric rates as its reasons for reason they could not rule favorably on a 
striking down the merger. Charges against revamped merger proposal. 
the CEO have since been dismissed. And 'fhe shares are trading as if a conM 
AGR's utility subsidiaries have actually summated deal is likely. The stock has 
improved in rnliability metrics over the moved to within 2%-3% of AGR's offer and 
years, with electric rates below average for has held that level since early December. 
the region, Last Februai·y, the companies No new commitments should be made. 
appealed NMPRC's denial to the state Su- -PNM's Timeliness rank is suspended, as 
preme Court. A decision is expected some the buyout is the dominant pricing factor. 
time between now and this summer. Anthony J. Glennon January 20, 2023 

IA) Di!. EPS. Exel. nonrec. galn/(loss): '08, op. gains: '08, 42¢; '09, 78C, Next. egs •. report. Rate base: net orig. cost. A.a· le all.owed on com.: ~ompany's Flnanclal Strenglh Btt 
$3,771; '10, ($1.36); '11, 88¢; '13, (16¢\; '15, due late February. (B) Div'ds paid mid-Feb,, eq, In NM In '18: 9.575%; in TX in '11: $lock's PrlceS!ablllly 90 
$1.28: '17, (92¢); 18, (93¢): '19, ($1.19; '20, May, Aug., & Nov.• b1v'd relnv. plan avail. (Cl 10.125%; Regulatory Climate: NM, Below Price Growth Perslslence 70 
13¢); '21, (18¢); Q1-Q3 '22, (76¢). Exel. disc. Incl. !ntang. In '21: $10.06/sh, (D) !n mill. (E Average,; TX, Average, Earnings Predlclablllty 90 

© 2023 Value Line, !nc. All rights reserved. Factual material is obtained from sources be::eved to bo re:,able and ls pro•lided wi1hou1 warrant-es of any kind. 
Tl-IE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. To:s pubi:caUon is stiicUy tor subscnber's own, llM•COmmerc;al, inlmnal use. No part I I • • ' : 11 I 

of ft ma be re roduced roso!d stored or lransm'11ed in any printed, electrode or o'.her form, or used for eneraun or rnari<efog any prin\ed or eleclron'c ublcalion, serico or roduct. 
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PORTLAND GENERAL NYSE-POR 

'

RECENT 49 461Pffi 16 9 (lf•lllng: 17,9) RELATIVE 1 01 IDIV'D PRICE , RATIO , Median: 18.0 Pffi RATIO , YLD 3.8% 
TIMELINESS 4 Loweredl/612J High: 26.0 28.1 33.3 40.3 41.0 45.2 50.1 50.4 58.4 63.1 53.1 57.0 Target Price Range 

ulo,or,wc_: L_<_211_c.3.>_t__2,e4,,..3.>_t_-<27.4 29.0 33.0 35.3 42.4 39.0 44.0 32.0 40.8 41.6 2025 2026 2027 
SAFETY 2 Raised 10122121 LEGENDS 

4 
- 26.60 x Dividends p sh , -+---+--+---+--+---+--f--+--f--+---+f--+---+--+128 TECHNICAL Raised 1120123 • • • • Re1aLive Price Strnnglh r 

La~EifA'.__!.8~5_{~1.~00>:·!:M~•;k,;;ll_::__::_J~O~~h~i~:k~',i~~er~~•;,_low'dcC,:at,lese,,"oc"es")sioneJt:::j:::==t==:J:::=:::j:==t:=:J:==t::=+==1t==::1===1==t.;: __ ;:;_;:;_t_;:; __ ;:;_;:;_:j::~3 
18-Month Target Price Range <----+---l----+C---l---+--'--'--+---1----+--+--+--'--'--+.-.. -.-.-'-.-.-_-__ +64 

I 
,,,,,, .. 1, It. .. ,_ . 

Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 1, 11 1 1" , j~ 
$41-$68 $55 (10%) II 32 ' ' I ,,, 

' 
, r""I' '"' 2025-27 PROJECTIONS "'I• 24 

Ann'I Total 'll'lu"''
1 

,. 

Price Gain Relurn l-.::,._...j.._.,..,h.,.._-,,,=--+--+---+'-'-.l---1---,l......-._,i.::.._j_ _ _j_ __ l----1---1----1----+-16 
High 75 f+50%l 14% • .............. • ••• • •••• .. .............. ••••• •, , ........ ' .... • •'• 
Low 55 +10% 7% f-'----l---f----l---"'"¥=!....i-""'---.l---l----h-._.,,'--l---l,.-'-""•~1----l---l----a ~12 

•... "•t"'•, 0
'. TOT, RETURN 12122 

lnslilutlonalDecfslons 1~
1 

;i 1 ............. I 
1
• " mis VLAAITH.' 

toBuy 1~~~ 2012!2; 30;:~ :i~~!~t ~~ . - I 1 yr. s~.iK '.~~~~ ~ 
~1:fooo 02Ji] 89ir5 87i~g traded 7 :~~: 2i:: ii:i i--

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 =2=02=3c+C,!©;:;VA=L"'UE;;l;;,IN=EP=u,;.s.;:;LL"'crh5.=27~ 
24.32 27,87 27.89 23.99 23.67 24.06 23.89 23.18 24.29 21.38 

5.37 
2.04 
1.18 

21.62 
5.78 
2.16 
1.26 

22.54 
6.16 
2.29 
1.34 

22.30 
6.65 
2.37 
1.43 

23.75 
6.97 
2.39 
1.52 

23.96 26.80 29,00 28,55 Revenues per sh 30,00 
8.95 
3.50 
2.24 

4.64 5.21 4,71 4.07 4.82 4.96 5.15 4.93 6.08 7.83 7.25 7.65 7.75 "Cash Flow" per sh 
1.14 2.33 1.39 1.31 1.66 1.95 1.87 1.77 2.18 2.75 2.72 2.80 2.95 Earnings per sh A 
.68 .93 .97 1.01 1.04 1.06 1.08 1.10 1.12 1.59 1.70 t79 1.88 Div'd Decl'd per sh n • t 

5.94 7.28 6.12 9.25 5.97 3.98 4.01 8.40 12.87 6.73 
25.43 

6.57 
26.35 

5.77 
27.11 

6.67 
28.07 

6.78 
28.99 

8.76 7.11 8.25 8.25 Cap'I Spending per sh 8.50 
37.00 19.58 21.05 21.64 20.50 21.14 22.07 22.87 23.30 24.43 29.18 30.28 31.35 33,00 Book Value per sh c 

62.50 62.53 62.58 75.21 75.32 75.36 75.56 78.09 78.23 88.79 88.95 89.11 89.27 89,39 89.54 89.41 89.30 94.50 Common Shs Outst'g n 100.80 
23.4 11.9 16.3 14.4 12.0 12.4 14.0 16.9 15.3 17.7 

.69 
19.1 
1.00 

20.0 
1.01 

18.4 
,99 

22.3 
1.19 

16.6 17.7 17,9 Avg Ann'I PIE RaUo 18,5 
1.05 

3.5% 
1.26 ,63 .98 .96 .76 .78 ,89 .95 .81 .85 .95 1.04 Re!allve PIE Ratio 

2.5% 3.3% 4.3% 5.4% 5.2% 4.4% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 
Total Debl $3623 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $186 mill. 
LT Debt $3582 mm, LT Interest $128 mill. 
Incl. $296 mill. finance leases. 
(Total fnlerest Coverage: 3.0x) 
leases, Uncapl!allzed Annual rentals $4 mill. 
Pension Assets-12/21 $800 mill. 

Pfd Stock Nona 

Common Stock 89,272,904 shs. 
as of 10/20/22 

Oblig $972 mill. 

MARKET CAP: $4.4 b!lllon (Mid Cap) 

4.1% 3.7% 3.3% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 3.3% 2.8% 
1805,0 

141.0 
1810.0 
137,0 

1900.0 
175.0 

1898.0 1923.0 2009,0 1991.0 2123.0 
172.0 193.0 204.0 212.0 214,0 

31.4% 23.2% 26.0% 20.7% 20.6% 
7.1% 14.6% 33.7% 19.8% 16.6% 

47.1% 51.3% 52.7% 47.8% 48.4% 
52.9% 48.7% 47.3% 52.2% 51.6% 
3264.0 3735.0 4037.0 4329.0 4544.0 
4392.0 4880.0 5679.0 6012.0 6434.0 

25.3% 7.4% 11.2% 
8.8% 8.0% 7.0% 

50.1% 46.5% 51.3% 
49,9% 53.5% 48.7% 
4842.0 4684,0 5323.0 
6741.0 6887.0 7161.0 

3.5% 3.5% 
2145.0 2396.0 
247,0 244.0 

12.4% 8.6% 
9.7% 10.2% 

53.6% 56.8% 
46.4% 43.2% 
5628.0 6265.0 
7539.0 8005.0 

3.6% 
2590 2700 
250 270 

17.5% 17.5% 
10.0% 9.0% 
55.5% 55.0% 
44.5% 45.0% 

6325 6975 
8325 8625 

Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 
Revenues ($mHI) 
Net Profit t$mm\ 
Income Tax Rale 
AFUDC % lo Net Profit 
Long•Term Debt Ratio 
Common Eouitv Ratio 
Tola! Capital ($mlll) 
Net Pfan-1 !$mill\ 

3800 
350 

17.5% 
9.0% 

55.0% 
45.0% 

8250 
9525 

5.9% 5.1% 5.8% 5.4% 5,6% 5.5% 5.8% 5.1% 5.5% 5.6% 4.9% 5.0% 5,0% Re!urn on To!al Cap'] 
8.2% 7.5% 9.2% 7.6% 8.2% 8.4% 8.5% 8.3% 9.5% 9.5% 9.0% 9.0% 8.5% Re!um on Shr, Equity 
8.2% 7.5% 9.2% 7.6% 8.2% 8.4% 8.5% 8.3% 9.5% 9.5% 9,0% 9.0% 8.5% Relurn on Com Eoullv E 

4.1% 3.5% 3.5% 3.0% Re!ain!Ml lo Com Eq 3.5% 2.9% 4.6% 3,3% 3.5% 3.6% 3.5% 3.1% 3.5% 
57% 61% 64% 64% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

2019 2020 
+1.2 +.4 

17827 18472 

All Div'ds to Net Prof ~ ~• m • ~ n • n • 
2~~ f-B_U_S~INiE_S_S:_P_oirt~l,-nd_Gi,n_e_ra_l_Eil,-,1-ric-Coim_p_a_~_1_(P_G_E_)_prLoa-·d-,-s-'-G-,-ne-ra~,Ling-,o-u~~-,s-:-9a-,~,,-7-%_:_w~ind-,-,-%-;c-,-,1-,s-%_;_h_~-ro-,i4_%_;p_u_e~ 

26062 electricity to 917,000 customers in 51 cities in a 4,000-square-mile chased, 42%. Fuel costs: 34% of revenues. '21 reported deprecia• 
4.75 4.99 

NA NA 
3765 3771 

NA NA 
+1.1 +1.5 

5.22 area of Oregon, inc!uding Portland and Salem (population: 1.9 mil• Hon rate: 3.4%. Has 2,800 full•time employees. Chairman: Jack E. 

44~~ lion). The company Is In the process of decommissioning 1he Trojan Davis. President and Chief Executive Officer: Maria M. Popa. In• 
NA nuclear plant, which it closed !n 1993. Electric revenue breakdown: corporated: Oregon, Address: 121 S.W. Salmon Street, Portland, 
+.6 residential, 47%; commercial, 29%; Industrial, 11%; other, 13%. OR 97204. Tel.: 503-464-8000. lntema!: www.portlandgeneral.com. 

R(e,jCha:gaCov.(%) 205 187 261 Portland General Electric (PGE) stance1 it may be a win for both PGE and 
CA'"N"'N"'u"'"A"-L""R':'AT"'E'-S-P-,-,-1-'=P,-,-1"',",'-1,-,-,1-"9".,2!...J1 should post a decent bottom~line gain its customers, as the utility has been 
ofchange(persh) 1ov,s. 5Y,s. to'25-'27 in the year ahead, In 2022, the utility paying exorbitant prices for electric power 
Revenues .5% 2.0% 3,0% secured a 3.2% electric rate increase, but during periods of peak demand. And un-
"Cash Flow" 5.0% 5.0% 3.5% that didn't take effect until midway like natural gas, which is a direct pass 
5~{;l~~Js ~'.~~ ~:5~ ~:8~ through the second quarter. Thus1 corn- through to customer bills in most in-
Book Value 3.5% 3.0% 4.0% parisons should be relatively easy over the stances, outsized electric power costs often 

Cal-
endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal-

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal-

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 

QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) 
Mar,31 Jun,30 Sep.30 Dec.31 
573 460 542 548 
573 469 547 556 
609 537 642 608 
626 591 743 630 
650 620 775 655 

EARNINGS PER SHARE A 
Mar.31 Jun,30 Sen,30 Oec.31 

,82 ,28 ,61 ,68 
,91 .43 .84 .57 

1.07 .36 .56 ,73 
.67 .72 ,65 ,76 
,78 ,74 ,66 ,77 

QUARTERLY DIVIDENDS PAID•• t 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec.31 
.3625 .3625 .385 .385 
,385 ,385 .385 .4075 
.4075 .4075 .43 .43 
.43 .43 .4525 .4525 
.4525 

Full 
Year 

2123 
2145 
2396 
2590 
2700 

Full 
Year 
2.39 
2.75 
2,72 
2.80 
2,95 

Full 
Year 
1.50 
1.56 
1,68 
1,77 

first half of this year. Incremental volume have to be justified to regulators. PGE 
gains should also be a factor. wants to add at least 375 to 500 mega
The company raised its long-term watts of renewables and "nonemitting" an
earnings growth targets f:ron1 4%-6% nual capacity. Thus far, it's agreed to 
to 5% .. 7%. Leadership cited accelerating partner with NextEra Energy (NEE) to 
load growth as a key factor. PGE benefits construct a 311 mw wind energy facility in 
from a healthy economy in its service ter- eastern Montana. PGE will own two
ritory, where there is a vibrant tech sector, thirds of the project and will have a 30-
The payoff from renewable-energy invest- year contract with NEE to purchase the 
ments is also expected to provide a lift. rnmaining power generated. Project com
The utility is in the process of: adding pletion is expected to be in December. 
"green" power generation projects to This issue, however, is untimely. Utili
its rate base (RB). (The value of property ty investors may find its total return pros
on which a regulated utility is permitted pects worthwhile at the recent quote, but 
to earn an economic return is its RB.) we'd wait for a pullback. To secure equity 
This should have dual bottom-line benefits financing later, PGE did a forward sale 
down the road. First, whenever a utility with bankers for 10.1 million shares priced 
gets the okay from regulators to expand its at $43 each. This means there will be new 
RB, the earnings power of the company supply added to the float in the next two 
grows. The investment is usually recouped years1 which may provide a better entry. 
through higher electric rates. In this in- Anthony J. Glennon January 20, 2023 

IAj Diluted earnings. Exel. nonrecurring (B) DMdands paid mid-Jan,, Apr,, July, and $5.96/sh. (D) In mill. ;~ompany's Flnanclal Strength 8++ 
ga ns/(losses): '13, (42¢); '17, (19¢); '20, be!. • Dividend relnveslmenl plan• available. t (E) Raia base: Ne! original. cost.. Rate allowed Stock's Prlce Stabllity 95 
j$1.03); '22, (14¢). Next earnings report due Shareholder investment plan available. on common equ!ty In '22: 9.5%. Regulatory Price Growth Persistence 45 
mid-February. (C) Incl. defeired charges. In '21: $533 mill., Climate: Average. Earnings Predlctab!llly 95 
© 2023 Value Una, Inc. All rights reserved. Factual material Is obta·ned from sources bel:eved 10 ba rer;ab!e and Is pro'1ided ll'ilhout warranLies of MY kind. 
TrlE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR AN¥ ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This publiCaEon Is slrictly for subscnber's own, non-wmmercial, internal use. No part t I I • • l I I ' 
of il ma be re roduced resold stored or l1ansm:tted In any prin!ed, elcckon!c or o'.her fom, or used for enei-afn or ma~et'ng MY printed or eiet!ron'c ubka\-On, ser.i:ce or mducL 
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PPL CORPORATION NYSE-PPL IRECENT 26 49 IP/E 18 5 (Tialllng: 23.4) RELATIVE 1 20 DIV'O 3.4% . 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 13.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 4 Lowere-0 9/23122 High: 30.3 30.2 33.6 38.1 36.7 39.9 40,2 32.5 36.3 36.8 30.7 31.0 Target Price Range 
Low: 24.1 26.7 28.4 29.4 29.2 32.1 30.7 25.3 27.8 18.1 26.2 23.5 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY 3 lo;vere<i 3/18122 LEGENDS 

3 Loi.rered 11111/22 
- 25.00 x Div:dends p sh 

80 TECHNICAL , , , , ~~;~~eb~~~~ei~!fi~1~8 
' 60 BETA 1.!0 (1.00,,,Ma(iel) 0]~~~!~ ~r!a ind,Cates recesston 50 

18-Monlh Target Price Range 
''I 

40 
Low-High Midpoint(% lo Mid) ' ,,,11111 I" • Ill 1)11

11 

"" ' 

,,, 
30 

" '" "'" • ' 
,, 

25 $23-$38 $31 {15%1 II . . 20 
2025·27 PROJECTIONS 

.. ... .. ............ ' 15 Ann'I Tota! '••·· ........... ........... '•···· . ......... Price Ga!n Return . 10 High 40 (+50%l 14% • ......... .......... . ~-. Low 25 (-5% 3% -7.5 
Institutional Decisions 

• ! % TOT. RETURN 10/22 
' ........... ......... lHIS VlAflfTH.' 

lQl-021 102-0ll 2Q1022 Percent 30 STOCK INDEX 
'-!~Buy 377 354 345 shares 20 1 yr. -4.4 ·13.4 
~ 

~J!l~o 4a4lgi 4aairi~ s12ggg 
.. . • 3yr. -9.3 35.8 !raded 10 5 yr. -9.9 45.6 

~ 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 @VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5-27 
17.92 17.41 21.47 20.03 17.63 22.02 21.11 18.82 17.27 11.38 11.06 10.74 10.81 10.13 9.89 7.87 10.00 10.30 Revenues per sh 11AO 
4.26 5.10 4,71 3.47 3.66 4.59 4.84 4.64 4.58 3.78 4.28 3,68 4.16 3.94 3.81 2.07 3.05 3.30 "Cash Flow" per sh 3.65 
2.29 2.63 2A5 1.19 2.29 2.61 2.61 2.38 2.38 2.37 2.79 2.11 2.58 2.37 2.04 .53 1.37 1.55 Earnings per sh A 1.95 
1.IO 1.22 1.34 1.38 1.40 1.40 1.44 1.47 1.49 1.50 1.52 1.58 1.64 1.65 1.66 1.66 1.07 ,96 D!v'd Decl'd per sh a ■ 1.18 
3.62 4.51 3.79 3.25 3.30 4.38 5.34 6.68 6.14 5.24 4.30 4.52 4.50 4.02 4.23 2.68 2.45 3.10 Cap'I Spending per sh 3.10 

13.30 14,88 13.55 14.57 16.98 18.72 18.01 19.78 20.47 14.72 14.56 15.52 16.18 16.93 17.39 18.67 19.25 20.05 Book Va!ue per sh c 22.35 
385.04 373.27 374.58 377.18 483,39 578A1 581.94 630.32 665.85 673,86 679.73 693.40 720.32 767.23 768.91 735.11 737.00 739.00 Common Shs Ouls\'g 0 745.00 

14.1 17.3 17.6 25.7 11.9 10.5 10.9 12.8 14.1 13.9 12.8 17.6 11.3 13,3 13.9 NMF Bold Ilg res are Avg Ann'I PIE Ra!lo 17.0 
,76 .92 1.06 1.71 .76 ,66 ,69 .72 .74 ,70 .67 .89 .61 .71 .71 NMF Value Lfne Ref alive PIE Ratio .95 

3.4% 2.7% 3.1% 4.5% 5.1% 5.1% 5.1% 4.8% 4.4% 4.5% 4.2% 4.2% 5.6% 5.2% 5.8% 5.8% esl/r 11/e,; Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yleld 3.6% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 6!30/22 12296 11860 11499 7669.0 7517.0 7447.0 7785.0 7769.0 7607,0 5783.0 7360 7600 Revenues ($mil!) 8500 
Tola! Debi $13642 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $3000 mill. 1536,0 1541.0 1583,0 1603.0 1902.0 1449.0 1827.0 1746.0 1571,0 401.0 1010 1180 Net Profit 1$mlll 1455 LT Debt $12153 mill. LT Interest $427 mill. 26.2% 23.1% 33,0% 22,5% 25.4% 24.2% 20.0% 19.0% 20.3% 23.0% 23.0% 23.0% Income Tax Rate 23.0% Ind. 23 mill. units 7,75%, $25 liq, value; 82,000 4.1% 3.7% 2.8% 1.6% 1.6% 1.9% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 6.0% 2.0% 2,0% AFUDC % lo Net Prom 2.0% units 8.23%, $1000 face value. 
(LT interest earned: 2.0x) 64.1% 62.3% 58.0% 65.2% 64.3% 64.8% 63.3% 61.5% 61.7% 43.7% 45.5% 47,5% Long-Term Debt Ratio 49.5% 

35.9% 37.7% 42.0% 34.8% 35.7% 35.2% 36.7% 38.5% 38.3% 56.3% 54.5% 52.5% Common Eau!tv Ral!o 50.5% 
Leases, Uncapllaflzed Annual rentals $23 mill. 29205 33058 32464 28482 27707 30608 31726 33712 34926 24389 25975 27775 Tola! Capllal {$mill) 31900 Pension Assets-12121 $3887 mlll. 30032 33087 34597 30382 30074 33092 34458 36482 38892 25470 25900 26050 Nol Plan1 ($mllll 25900 Obllg $3989 mill, 
Pfd Stock None 7.0% 6.2% 6.5% 7,1% 8.4% 6.2% 7.2% 6.6% 5.9% 2.6% 4.5% 4.5% Return on Total Cap'! 5.0% 
Common Stock 736,184,769 shs. 14.7% 12.4% 11.6% 16.2% 19.2% 13.5% 15.7% 13.4% 11.7% 2,9% 7.0% 7,0% Return on Shr. Equity 7.5% 
as of 7129/22 14.6% 12.4% 11.6% 16.2% 19.2% 13.5% 15.7% 13.4% 11.7% 2.9% 7.0% 7.0% Return on Com Eoullv E 7.5% 
MARKET CAP: $19,5 b!lllon (Large Cap) 6.7% 5,3% 4.5% 6.0% 8.8% 3.5% 6.0% 4.3% 2.2% NMF 2.5% 2.5% Retained lo Com Eq 3.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 54% 57% 61% 63% 54% 74% 62% 68% 81% NMF 78% 60% AU Dlv'ds to Net Prof 60% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: PPL Corporation (formerly PP&L Resources, !nc.) is a sub. in '15. Sold efeclric dislribulion sub. ln U.K. in '21. Electric rev. ¾ C\;;lie Retl.il S&es r,<WH) -3.4 -5.2 +3.0 
A1~.I usl.Uw(Mll\ NA NA NA holding company for PPL Electric Utilities, which distributes e!ectri- breakdown: res'I, 46%; comm'I, 22%; Ind'!, 11%; other, 21%. Fuel 
Avg. lr.dusl Re-,~~>€l' .rH(cl NA NA NA city to 1 .4 mill. customers in eastern & central Pennsylvann!a. Ac- costs: 25% of revs. '21 reporled deprec, rate: 3.6%. Has 6,700 em-
C~6'.y al Pea~ .fa) NA NA NA quired Kentucky Utilities and Louisville Gas and Electric (1,3 mill. ployees. Chairman: William H. Spence. President & CEO: Vincent Pe.a~ load, Wn'.€1 \fh.1 NA NA NA customers) 11/10. Acq'd Narragansett Electric (770,000 customers, Sorgi. Inc.: PA. Address: Two North Ninth St., Allentown, PA Ar,'U!al loed f,1ctc,1 (% NA NA NA 
%Chm.Je0;s!aner> Hnd) NA NA NA renamed Rhode Island Energy) 5/22, Spun off power•generating 18101-1179. Tel.: 800-345·3085. Jnlernet: www.pplweb.com. 

Ried C~a.-9,1 f'.m. (½) 283 278 154 PPL Corporation affirmed its upbeat transmission assets against, among other 
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Est'd '19-'21 near-term outlook with the August things, adverse weather events. To that 
of change (per sh) 10Y1s, 5 Yrs. lo '25-'27 release of inid-2022 results, Indeed, point, over 70% of the utilitis transmis-
Revenues ·7.5% -7.0% 3.0% inanagement went on record saying it still sion structures in Pennsylvania are now 
"Cash Flow'' ·1.5% •5,0% 2.0% expects full-year adjusted earnings of be- made of steel, up from less than 50% a Earnings -2.0% -8.0% 3.0% tween $1.30 and $1.45 a share, up sharply decade ago, when wood construction was Dividends 1.5% 2.0% -5.5% 
Book Value .5% 1.5% 4.0% from the low $0.53 that the electric and more prevalent. 

Cal• QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) Full gas utility ta11ied in 2021. Importantly, the The utility recently solicited propo-
endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep,30 Dec,31 Year target range reflects a roughly seven- sals for replacing its coal-fueled 
2019 2079 1803 1933 1954 7769,0 month contribution from Narragansett power plants. If leadership has it right, 
2020 2054 1739 1885 1929 7607.0 Electric, the Rhode Island utility that PPL coal will represent Jess than 15% of PPL's 
2021 1498 1288 1512 1485 5783.0 acquired in late May. It is also worth overall rate base by 2026, down from 
2022 1782 1696 1930 1952 7360 noting that bottom-line comparisons are roughly 21% at the end of last year. 
2023 1840 1750 1995 2015 7600 fairly easy, as 2021 results included a one- \Vhat's more, additional reductions in its 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full time charge related to the early ex- carbon footprint are expected in the next 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.JO Dec.31 Vear tinguishment of debt. decade or SO, The moves may broaden 
2019 ,64 ,60 ,65 .48 2.37 Leadership continues to target 6%-8% PPL's appeal among institutional inves-
2020 ,72 .45 .50 .38 2.04 EPS growth for the next several tors, especia1ly those with ESG mandates. 
2021 .26 d.20 .27 .19 ,53 years. Key to that goal is the realization Shares of PPL Corp. are 1.·aulced 4 (Be-
2022 .37 .30 .45 .25 1.37 of significant cost savings. To wit1 PPL ex- low Average) for relative year-ahead 
2023 .42 .31 .54 ,28 1.55 pects to lower annual operating and price performance, The major draw here 
Cal• QUARTERLY DMDENDS PAIO "• Full maintenance expense as much as $60 mil- remains the dividend, which is well cov-

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec.31 Vear lion by the end of 2023. Furthermore, it ered. Still, at 3.4%, the recent payout 
2018 .395 .41 .41 .41 1.63 hopes to increase that figure to $150 mil- trails the electric utility average by 
2019 ,41 .4125 .4125 .4125 1.65 lion 24 months thereafter, As we under- several basis points, With that in mind, 
2020 .4125 .415 .415 .415 1.66 stand it, a good portion of the savings will income-oriented investors may want to 
2021 .415 .415 .415 .415 1.66 come from infrastructure improvements, look elsewhere for now. 
2022 .415 .20 ,225 such as the additional uhardening" of Nils C. Van Liew November 11, 2022 

f
A} Di!. EPS. Exel. nonrec. gain (losses): '07, 23¢; '15, ($1.36); '21, {$1.9~. '20 & '21 EPS lntang. In '21: $3.12/sh, {D) !n mi1L (E/ Ra1e Comrany's Financial Strength Btt 
12¢1; '10, (8¢); '11, 8¢; '13, (62¢); '20, (13¢); don't sum due to rounding. ext els. rep\. due base: Fair val. Rate all'd on com, eq. n PA In Sloe 's Price Stablllty 75 

'21, 50¢); gains (losses/ on disc. ops.: '07, early March. (B) Div'ds paid In oary Jan., Afr,, '16: none spec.; In KY In '19: 9.725%; earned Price Growth Persistence 15 
me; '08, 3¢; '09, (10¢); 10, (4¢); '12, (1¢); '14, July, & Oct ■ Div'd relnv. plan avail. (C) Inc. on avg. com. eq., '21: 2,8%. Reg. Clim.: Avg. Earnings Pred!clabllity so 
© 2022 Va1ue Line, lno. All '/!' hts resewed. factual material Is obla'ned from sources be'.eved lo be reFab1e and Is p<0v:ded witnoul wanMfes of an; kind. -
TifE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESP NSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th·uub!,cation Is s!ricl/y !or subscnba~s own, non-rommetclal, Internal use. 10 part t 1 • , l I l ' 
of ii ma be re rodoced, resold, stored or tiansm'tled in a rlnted, elecllon'c or o!her form, or us tor era[n or maiket1n an inled or electror.'c b!it-alion, st/\1ce or product l)ffi 9 y po 
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P.S, ENTERPRISE GP. NYSE-PEG IRECENJ 56 07 !PIE 16 4 (Trailing: 15.9) RELATIVE 1 06 DW'D 
PRICE , I RATIO , IJedlan: 15.0 PHAJIO , YLD 4.0% 

TIMELINESS 3 Raised 31!1f22 High: 35.5 34,1 37,0 43.8 44.4 47.4 53.3 56,7 63.9 62.2 67.1 75.6 Target Price Range 
'-'L"o,,w~, '--"'""·0~~2e8~.9~---"29.7 31.3 36.8 37.8 41.7 46.2 50.0 34.8 53.8 52.5 2025 2026 2027 

SAFETY 1 Ralse<l 11/23112 LEGENDS 

TECHNICAL 2 Lowe1ed10/28t22 :-:--:-: ~~·!!li~.ft~~eni1rfnt~h f-+---+--+---+--+---+--1-·-·-+--f--+---l--+---!--+160 

I •a~•~r•~·'°'°..'11C1.0COO>a,l/l.llrua,1"k•'l_tl __ ~~o~~½i'~~~~i~~er!~,f!;''c'!:d.•C~•:!;"'~'~""'"'!;''"'~t:±:=::±==±::=::±==±::=±==l=:t=±=:::Jl=:t=±=:::J==±:=:::J==±"o 1' 100 
18-Monlh Targel Price Range - • • • - - • • • • BO 
Low•Hlgh Mldpo!nt{%toMld) : , .. i1l 111 ' i!j..,.

1
,-~·--+--1-·-·_·_·_· ,_._._._._. 1-60 

$49-$81 $65 [15%) , "IIJ, [II ' ,Ill ~~ 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS 4 'h, 1 ' I (11"IIJ ,i,,, ,,

11 ,111 11 , ii •• 11 " I, 30 
Ann'I To1af •,,:·•·•, ••· 

Price Gain Return 1---''1'""''""-h.!':C"''-'•..h~-<---l-----1-,---l-----1---J...--....l-.,;'_-+--1---l---e---1---<e---1-20 
High 85 (+50%) 14% •• • ............... ,• • .,,,, .. •., ••••• , .. ., ,.,,, ,,, ... ,:•', • • •, ::,• .. •, 
Low 70 {+25% 10% ••"••••••• •' % TOT. RETURN 10/22 >--15 
lnslltutlonal Decisions mis VLArurn.• 

1o8ey 4~: 1~~~ 20J6j 1 yr. s~-~K ~~~~4 : Percent 30 
shares 20 
traded 10 

2010 2011 
24.07 25.28 27.94 24.57 23.31 22.42 
3.91 4.36 4.88 4.98 5.27 5.36 
1.85 2.59 2.90 3.08 3.07 3.11 
1.14 1.17 1.29 1.33 1.37 1.37 
2.01 2.65 3.50 3,65 4.27 4.12 

13.35 14.35 15.36 17.37 19.04 20.30 
505.29 508.52 506.02 505.99 505.97 505,95 

17.8 16.5 13.6 10.0 10.4 10.4 
,96 ,88 .82 .67 .66 .65 

3.5% 2.7% 3.3% 4.3% 4.3% 4.2% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as ol 6/30/22 
Total Debi $20984 mill. Due !n 5 Yrs $9069 mill. 
LT Debi $16471 mill. LT lnterest$475 mill. 
(Total ln!erest coverage: 3.6x) 

Leases, Uncapltallzed Annual rentals $40 mill. 

2012 2013 2014 
19.33 19.71 21.52 
4,87 5.17 5.82 
2.44 2.45 2.99 
1.42 1.44 1.48 
5.09 5.56 5.58 

21.31 22,95 24.09 
505.89 505,86 505,84 

12.8 13.5 12.6 
.81 .76 .66 

4.6% 4.4% 3.9% 
9781.0 9968,0 10886 
1239.0 1243.0 1518,0 
36.2% 39.5% 38.2% 
4.8% 4.6% 4.5% 

38.3% 40.4% 40.4% 
61.7% 59.6% 59.6% 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
20.61 18.22 18.14 19.24 19.99 19.05 19.29 18.15 19.65 Revenuespersh 22.25 
5.75 5.07 5.30 5.81 6.14 6.37 6.46 6.45 6.70 "Cash Flow" per sh 7.75 
2.91 2,83 2.82 3.12 3.28 3.43 3.65 3.48 3,60 Earnings per sh A 4.35 
1.56 1.64 1.72 1.80 1.88 1.96 2.04 2.16 2.28 Div'd Decl'd per sh a •t 2.72 
7.65 8.32 8.30 7.76 6.28 5.80 5.39 6.25 7.55 Cap'I Spending per sh 7.25 

25.86 26.01 27.42 28.53 29.94 31.71 28.65 27.25 29.00 Sook Value per sh c 33.75 
505.28 504.87 505.00 504.00 504,00 504,00 504.00 496.00 496.00 Common Shs Outsl'g o 496.00 

14.1 15.3 16.3 16.6 18,0 15.7 16.8 Bold fig res ere Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 17.5 
.71 .80 ,82 .90 .96 .81 ,90 

3.8% 3.8% 3.7% 3.5% 3.2% 3.6% 3.3% 
Valu line Relallve P/E Ral!o .95 
es/I ates Avg Ann'I Dlv'd Yield 3.6% 

10415 9198,0 9161.0 9696,0 10076 9608,0 9722.0 9000 9750 Revenues ($mUI) 11000 
1476,0 1436,0 1431.0 1582.0 1666,0 1741.0 1853,0 1750 1795 Net Prolilllmllll 2170 
37.4% 31.7% 37.3% 23.7% 32.2% 14.3% 19.5% 20.0% 20.0% Income Tax Rate 20.0% 
6.2% 8.4% 10.6% 8.7% 6.5% 7.0% 5.5% 8.0% 7,0% AFUDC % to Nel Profit 6,0% 

40.3% 45.3% 46.6% 47.8% 47.7% 47.6% 51.3% 55.0% 55.5% Long-Term Debt Ratio 57,5% 
59.7% 54.7% 53.4% 52.2% 52,3% 52.4% 48.7% 45.0% 44.5% Common Eaultv Ratio 42.5% 

17467 19470 20446 21900 24025 25915 27545 28832 30480 29657 PensionAssets-12/21 $6906mill. 29950 32325 TolalCapltaI($mlU) 39500 
Oblig $7240 mltl. 36050 38350 Net Plant 1$mllll 44300 Pfd Stock Nona 19736 21645 23589 26539 29286 31797 34363 35844 37585 34366 

8.1% 7.5% 8.4% 7.6% 6.8% 6.4% 6.7% 6.7% 6.6% 7.1% 1-"~+-"'"""-+-"'""'-+-"'""'-+-"'~+-"'-""-+-"'"""-+-"'=+-"'""-+-"'""'-+-"'""'-+-"'""'-~-""'"-"'"'4~--!--"'':"'-j 7.0% 6.5% Return on Tola! Cap'I 6.5% 
11.5% 10.7% 12.5% 11.3% 10.9% 10.3% 11.0% 11.0% 10,9% 12.8% Common Stock 498,860,141 shs. 13.0% 12.5% Relurn on Shr. Equity 13.0% 
11.5% 10.7% 12.5% 11.3% 10.9% 10.3% 11.0% 11.0% 10,9% 12.8% 
4.8% 4.4% 6.3% 5.3% 4.6% 4.1% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 5.7% 

as of 7/19/22 13.0% 12.5% Relurn on Com Eoultv E 13.0% 
MARKET CAP: $28,0 bl Hi on (Large Cap) 5.0% 4.5% Relalned to Com Eq 5.0% 

56% 59% 49% 53% 58% 61% 58% 57% 57% 56% ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 62% 63% All D!v'ds lo Net Prof 62% 

'hChar11JeRt.alSa!~(KWH) 2i~~ 2i~g 2+~~1 BUSINESS: Public Service Enterprise Group Inc. Is a holding com- pany no longer breaks out detailed data on electric and gas operat-
A1-g. hdi,sl, Usep,WH) NA NA NA pany for Public Service Electric and Gas Company (PSE&G}, which ing statistics. Fuel cos ls: 36% of revenues, '21 reported deprecia-
A1,g. bdvsl. Revs. perKl'.'H(c) NA NA NA serves 2.3 million electric and 1.9 million gas customers in NJ, and lion rates (utility}: 1.8%-2,6%. Has 12,700 employees. Executive 
~~'!yelPea~(fh{ NA NA NA PSEG Power LLC, a nonregula\ed power generator with nuclear Chair; Dr. Ralph Izzo, Chair, Pres. & CEO: Ralph A. LaAossa. !nc.: t~~~forli~li'1!kJ'~l 9WX 99~X 100~1 plants in the Northeast (sold Its fossil-fuel generating plants, 2/22). New Jersey. Address: 80 Park Plaza, P.O. Box 1171, Newark, New 
¾CharigeCusiom~rs(a·.,g.) +.9 +.6 + 1.0 PSEG Energy Holdings Is Involved in renewable energy. The com• Jersey 07101-1171. Te!.: 973-430-7000. Internet: \WJW.psag.com. 
foOOCfia:gaCov.{%! 361 298 273 Public Service Enterpdse Group cally a purely regulated utility, with only 
ANNUAL RATES Past Pas! Esl'd ,19.,21 (PSEG) bas a new chief executive at its nuclear plants likely to stay on as non-
ofchange(persh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs. to'25-'27 the helm, Ralph A. LaRossa, who pre- regulated assets. Thus, capital will be 
Revenues -2.0% -.5% 2.5% viously served as the chief operating of- directed mainly at regulated ventures it 
"Cash Flow" 2.0% 2.5% 4.0% ficer, has been elevated to president and earns a solid rate of return on. It's a low-
6f:J1~1~~ds !:i~ ig~ t:~~ CEO. Mr. LaRossa will also have a seat 1·isk strategy that should yield consistently 
Book Value 5.0% 3.5% 2.0% on the board of dll'ectors, while the prior good results as long as there are regulated 
Cal- QUARTERLYREVENUES($mlll,) Full CEO, Dr. Ralph Izzo, will stay on as exec- projects to invest in. With state govern-

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year utive chair of the board. The transition ment officials on board, PSEG will be up-
2019 2980 2316 2302 2478 10076 has been smooth, with the succession plan grading the grid as it prepares its territory 
2020 2781 2050 2370 2402 9603.0 having been in the works for some time. for a renewable-energy future and the 
2021 2889 1874 1903 3056 9722.0 PSEG will likely remain a well-run utility. electrification of the transportation sys-
2022 2313 2076 2272 2339 9000 Profits should be back on a growth tem. The IRA is expected to speed up the 
2023 2500 2250 2460 2540 9750 trajectory in 2023. This year's decline transition and make it less painful for con-
Cal- EARNINGSPERSHAREA Full stemmed from PSEG's February sale of its sumers. 'l'he act also provides incentives 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Year nonregulated natural-gas based generat- that will help utilities keep their nuclear 
2019 1 08 58 98 64 3.28 ing plants. The loss of income associated plants economically viable. 
2020 1:03 :79 :96 :65 3.43 witth the dives

1
titurbe ,v;asbonly pkmb·tialbly o

1
ff- U:tility in

1 
ves

1
tdors wit?-da lon

1
g:ter1;11 hoR 

2021 1.28 .70 .98 .69 3.65 se on a per-s 1are as1s y stoc uy ac rs. r1zo11 s 1ou cons1 er t ns issue. 
2022 1.33 .64 .86 .65 3.48 With the gas assets off the books for most PSEG's risk-adjusted 3- to 5-year total re-
2023 1.20 .70 .95 .75 3.60 of 2022, next year's earnings comparisons turns compare favorably to the peer group. 
Ca!- QUARTERLYDIVIOENOSPAID B ■ t Full will be easier. Plus utility income is rising It's also notable that the dividend yield is 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se".30 Dec,31 Year due to regulatory mechanisms that allow 20 basis points higher than the industry 
2018 for contemporaneous returns on capital median, while the payout's growth rate is 
2019 .45 .45 .45 .45 1.80 used for certain grid improvements. about 50 basis points in excess of the peer-
2020 :ti :ti :!~ :ti u: New Jersey's renewable-energy group average. We also like the direction 
2021 .51 ,51 .51 ,51 2.04 transition and the Inflation Reduction of the New Jersey regulatory environment. 
2022 .54 .54 .54 Act (IRA) are positives. PSEG is practi- Anthony J. Glennon Noveniber 11, 2022 

(A) DIiuted EPS. Exel. nonrec, gains 0osses): '22, ~$2.35); disc. ops.: '06, (3¢); '07, 3¢; '08, plan avail. {C) lncl.1ntang. In '21: $7.19/sh. Company's Financial Slrenglh A++ 
'06, (35¢1; '08, (96¢); '09, 6¢; '11, (34¢1; '12, 40¢; 10, 1¢; '11, 19¢, Next earnings report due {D) In m1!1., adj. for '08 split. (El Rate base; Net Stock's Price Stabll!ly 95 
7c; '15, 39¢; '16, ($1.08); '17, 28¢ (net; '18, early Feb. (B) Div'ds historically paid In la!a original cost. Rats allowed on comon equity Jn Price Growth Persistence 70 
{29¢); '19, Sc: '20, 33¢; '21, ($4.94); 10·30 Mar., June, Sept., & Dec.• Div'd reinvestment '18: 9.6%; Regulatory Climate: Average. Earnings Predictability 95 
© 2022 Value Une, Inc. All righls reseived. Faclual material Is obtained from souretis befeved to be reliab:e and is provided without warranUes of any k;nd. -
THE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th:s pub::catioo is strictly tor subscriber's owo, non-t0mmerctal, lnlemal use. No part 1 1 I • , : 11 ' 
of tt may be re roduced, rewtd, stored or 1/ansm"l\ed In any piin!e<l, electrnn!c or o'.ller form, or used for generat'ng or marKe~ng any rin:ed or eleclron'o ubrcat:on, seN.ce or product. 
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SEMPRA ENERGY NYSE-SRE I
RECENT 157 13 IP/E 17 3 (T,alllng: 17.4) RELATIVE 1 03 DIV'D 3.1% ' 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 20.0 PIB RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 3 lowered 12/30.'22 High: 56.0 72.9 93.0 116.3 116.2 114,7 123.0 127,2 154.5 161.9 144.9 176.5 Target Price Range 
2 Ralsed7t29116 

Low: 44.8 54.7 70.6 86.7 89A 86.7 99.7 100.5 106.1 08.0 114.7 129.7 2025 2026 2027 
SAFETY LEGENDS 

2 Raised 1161'23 
- 33.30 x Oiv;crands p sh 320 TECHNICAL , , , , Re!al1va Price Sllength 

BETA .95 (1.00- Markel) 
0B~~~~';r~a lnif.cates recession '. ---. - ----- 200 

18•Monlh Target Price Range ,,,.,,, -,. 160 
I 

low-High Midpoint(% lo Mid) 1, .. , 1' "Ii 120 'I 11,, ,. ,. 
100 

$115-$191 $153(-5%) ' . ' 80 
2025-27 PROJECTIONS --- ;1••,11' 60 

Ann'I Total I)~ ,w-: ! ' •l''''I!!'.'. ... ···• .... .......... , ........... .......... , . ......... ........ ,. . ., ........ /', 
Prlce Gain Relurn . .... 40 

High 225 (+45%) 12% 
.. 

low 165 (+5% 5% ......... ,. 
% TOT. RETURN 12122 Institutional Decisions ll"S VLA!lml.' 

102022 202022 302022 Perce11t 24 STOCK INDEX :: 18 
lo Buy 476 441 476 shares 16 1 yr. 20.3 ·14.0 -
m:~ooo 21sJg~ 25al6Z 261li~ 

traded 8 ' . , 

2~1 )ill~~\t~lll 2019 

, . .. ' 3yr. 11.7 28.1 
5yr. 68.1 40,0 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB. LLC 5•27 
44.89 43.79 44.21 32.88 37.44 41.83 39.80 43.18 44.80 41.20 40.71 44.59 42.69 37.12 39.41 40.57 47.00 49.50 Revenues per sh 57.40 
6.74 6.93 7.40 7.94 7.76 8.58 8.92 8.87 9.41 10.32 9.50 to.57 11.07 11.14 13.22 14.17 15.20 16.60 "Cash Flow" per sh 20.15 
4.23 4.26 4.43 4.78 4.02 4.47 4.35 4,22 4.63 5.23 4.24 4.63 5.48 5.97 7.38 8.43 8.85 9.30 Earnings per sh A 11.25 
1.20 1.24 1.37 1.56 1.56 1.92 2.40 2.52 2.64 2.60 3.02 3.29 3.58 3.87 4.18 4.40 4.58 4.80 Dlv'd Decl'd per sh 8 ■ 5.82 
7.28 7.70 8.47 7.76 8.58 11.85 12.20 10.52 12.68 12.71 16.85 15.71 13.82 12.71 16.21 15.82 18.05 13.75 Cap'I Spending per sh 13.75 

28.66 31.87 32.75 36.54 37.54 41.00 42.42 45.03 45.99 47.56 51.77 50.41 54.35 60.58 70.11 79.17 83.35 92.15 Book Value per sh c 102.65 
262.01 261.21 243.32 246.51 240.45 239.93 242.37 244.46 246.33 248.30 250.15 251.36 273.77 291.71 288.47 316.92 315.00 305.00 Common Shs Outsl'g o 305.00 

11.5 14.0 11.8 10.1 12.8 11.8 14.9 19.7 21.9 19.7 24.4 24,3 20.4 22.5 17.5 15.4 17.5 Avg Ann'I PIE Rallo 17.5 
.62 .74 .71 .67 .80 .74 .95 1.11 1.15 .99 1.28 1.22 1.10 1.20 .90 .83 1.02 Relative PIE Ratio .95 

2.5% 2.1% 2.6% 3.2% 3.1% 3,6% 3.7% 3.0% 2.6% 2.7% 2.9% 2.9% 3.2% 2.9% 3.2% 3.4% 3.0% Avg Ann'I Div'd Yield 3.0% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 9647.0 10557 11035 10231 10183 11207 11687 10829 11370 12857 14800 15100 Revenues (Smlll) 17500 
Total Debt$25580 mill, Due in 5 Yrs $7358 mill, 1079.0 1060.0 1162.0 1314.0 1065.0 1169.0 1607.0 1825.0 2316.0 2701.0 2850 2940 Net Profit ($mill) 3485 
LT Debi $23830 mi!!, LT lnlerest $791 mill, 18.2% 26.5% 19.7% 19.2% 14.4% 24.5% 20.1% 17.9% 18.0% 25.5% 19.0% 19.0% Income Tax Rate 19,0¾ Incl. $1335 mill. finance leases, 
(Total Interest Coverage: 3.4x) 17.2% 11.2% 14.4% 15.3% 22.2% 21.9% 12.6% 10.0% 8.7% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% AFUDC % lo Net Profit 7.0% 

52.8% 50.5% 51.7% 52.6% 52.7% 56.4% 55.7% 51.0% 48.2% 44.8% 46.0% 47.0% Long-Term Debt Ralio 46,0¾ 
Leases, Uncapltallzed Annual rentals $73 mill, 46.7% 49.4% 48.2% 47.3% 47.3% 43.5% 38.4% 43.4% 44.8% 53.3% 52.5% 51.0% Common Eouitv Ratio 52.5% 
Pension Assels-12121 $3182 mill. 22002 22281 23513 24963 27400 29135 38769 40734 45174 47069 50175 52025 Total Capital ($mlll) 59800 Oblig $3857 mill. 25191 25460 25902 28039 32931 36503 36796 36452 40003 43894 46950 49000 Net Plant /$mill\ 54000 Pfd Stock $889 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $45 mill. 6.1% 6.0% 6.1% 6.4% 5.0% 5,1% 5.1% 5.5% 6.1% 6.6% 6.5% 6.5% Return on Total Cap'I 7.0% 900,000 shs. 4.875%, cumulative, 
Common Stock 314,333,363 shs. 10.4% 9.6% 10.2% 11.1% 8.2% 9.2% 9.4% 9.1% 9.9% 10.4% 10.5% 10.5% Return on Sht. Equity 11.0% 
as of 10/31122 10.4% 9.6% 10.3% 11.1% 8.2% 9.2% 10.0% 9.5% 10.6% 10.5% 10.5% 11.0% Return on Com Equ!ty e 11.0% 
MARKET CAP: $49,4 blllfon (Large Cap) 5,1% 4.1% 5.0% 5.8% 2.9% 3.3% 4.1% 3.9% 4.8% 5.2% 5.0% 5.5% Retained to Com Eq 5.5% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 52% 58% 52% 48% 65% 65% 62% 62% 58% 52% 52% 52% All Dlv'ds to Net Prof 52% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: Sempra Energy is a holding company for San Diego available. Purchases most of its power; the rest is gas. Has non• % Char~• Re+il Sa!es (KWH) -4.3 -.4 -3.7 
Avg. lndi..~t Use (M1,'H~ NA NA NA Gas & Elec!ric (SDG&E), which sells electricity & gas mainly in San utility subsidiaries, inc!. IEnova in Mexico. Sold commodities bus-
A1~. lndl.ost Rl:',S.!'€1 1,'H(C) NA NA NA Diego County, & Southern California Gas (SoCa!Gas), which dislri· iness in '10. Power costs: 20% of revenues, '21 reported deprec. 
~Wty al Pea~ ( .ti;I NMF NMF NMF butes gas to most of Southern California. Owns 80% or Oncer rates: 2.6%•7,2%. Has 15,400 employees. Chairman, President & Pea.~ lood, S:imrne-q h) NMF NMF NMF 
Af,t1af loaj F.:ctc, ('J,I NMF NMF NMF (acq'd 3/18), which distributes electricity In Texas. Customers: 5.2 CEO: Jeffrey W, Martin. Inc.: CA. Address: 488 8th Ave., San 
% Clifil'I\Je OjSJOO'te!S Hld) +.8 +.8 +.9 million electric, 7.0 million gas. Electric revanue breakdown not Diego, CA 92101. Tel.: 619-696·2000, Internet: www.sempra.com. 

fued C~a~ge Cn1. (¼) 181 159 NMF Sempra Energy stock was the top per- Its Texas utility is apt to continue to 
ANNUAL RATES Pas! Past Est'd '19-'21 former within its industry in 2022. The prosper from strong demographic trends 
of cl!ange (per sh) 10Yrs. 5 Yrs. lo '25·'27 price was up 17%1 comparing favorably to and a vibrant state economy, The compa-
Revenues .5% -1.5% 6.5% the electric utility median (-2%) and S&P ny will also benefit from. its utility subsidi-
"Cash Flow'' 4.5% 5.5% 8.0% 500 (-19%). Sempra's ability to prosper in aries in California, as they grow their rate Earnings 5,0% 9.0% 7.5% difficult economic times partially explains base (property, plant, and equipment on Dividends 9.5% 8.0% 6.0% 
BookVa!ue 6.0% 7.5% 6.5% this, although other utilities are capable of which utilities are allowed to earn an eco-

Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill.) Full the same, and most were down in value nomic rate of return) to fulfill the state's 
endar Mar,31 Jun,30 Seo.30 Dec.31 Year last year. The company's liquefied natural renewable-enel'gy initiatives. The IRA (In-
2019 2898 2230 2758 2943 10829 gas (LNG) export operation has investors flation Reduction Act), with its n1any 
2020 3029 2526 2644 3171 11370 excited about its growth prospects, as the clean-energy incentives, should be suppor-
2021 3259 2741 3013 3844 12857 demand for LNG has soared with Russian tive of this. Lastly, the long-term pros-
2022 3820 3547 3617 3816 14800 gas mostly closed to the West. While the pects of the LNG export business looks 
2023 3950 3600 3675 3875 15100 long-term fundamentals of this business very promising, as well. Sempra has had 

Cal• EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full look appealing, it's a methodical operation no problem signing up customers to 
endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec.31 Year based on multiyear capital-intensive lengthy contracts for the future production 
2019 1.78 .85 2.00 1.34 5.97 projects and long-term fixed contracts. of projects in the construction phase. The 
2020 2.53 1.58 1.31 1.88 7.38 We thinlc the company will deliver company is partnering with key industry 
2021 2.95 1.63 1.70 2.16 8.43 decent bottom~line results in 2023. participants such as ConocoPhillips to help 
2022 2.91 1.98 1.97 1.99 8.85 With the final reporting for 2022 due late develop this burgeoning n1arket. 
2023 3.00 2.10 2.10 2.10 9.30 February, we expect Sempra will post The shares, however, appear fairly 
Cal- QUARTERLY DM0ENDS PAID•• Full earnings of about $8.85 per share. That valued from the recent quotation. The 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen.30 Dec.31 Year represents 6% profit growth. This year dividend yield is 50 basis points below the 
2019 .895 .9675 .9675 .9675 3.80 should be a simi1ar showing, with in" industry median, but growth prospects are 
2020 .9675 1.045 1.045 1.045 4.10 cremental gains coming mainly from dis- superior to most peers. Utility investors 
2021 1.045 1.10 1.10 1.10 4.35 tribution and transmission projects. with a long-term slant may find the 3" to 
2022 1.10 1.145 1.145 1.145 4.54 Sempra's 6%-8% long-term. earnings 5-year total return potential worthwhile. 
2023 1.145 growth target still looks achievable. Anthony J. Glennon January 20, 2023 

(A) Oil. egs, Exel. nonrec. gainljloss/:'06, (6¢); '22, t$1.64); disc. ops.: '06, $1.21; '07, (10¢); avail.JC~lnc!. lnlan~ In '21: $12.57/sh. lD) ln Comr'"i's F/nanclal Strength A 
'09, 126¢1; '10, ($1.04); '11, SI. 5;' 2, (87C); '19, 1.16; '20, $6.30. EPS may not sum due lo mi!I, ( ) ate base: et orig. cos!. Rate a lowed Sloe 's rice Stabil!ty 90 
'13, 21¢; '15, 14¢; '16, $1.22; '17, ($3.62); 
'18, $2.06); '19, 18¢; '20, (80¢); '21, ($4.42); 

chi,, In shs. Next egs. report: Feb. (B) Div'ds 
pad mid-Jan., Apr., July, Oct. • Dlv'd reinv. 

on com. eq.: SDG&E In '20: 10.2%; SoCalGas 
In '20: 10.05%. Regulatory Climate: Average, 

© 2023 Value Line, Inc. All oghts reserved. Factual malenal Is oblaned from sources bel;eved lo be rei;ab!e and Is prov,ded w,lhout wariant,es of any k•nd. 
lHE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRO_RS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. Th'.s pub!:Cat'on Is strtct:Y for subscriber's cmn, non-0:immerc_:a1, internal use. No part 
of i1 may be reprodi!Ced, resold, stored or 1ransm't\ed in any pnn\ed, e!e<l!on'c 01 o'.her form, or used for ger,erating or marke(ng any prlnied 01 electronic publ-caron, seri.ce or pmduct. 

Price Growth Persistence 50 
Earnings Predictability 85 

To subscribe call 1·800•VALUELINE 
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SOUTHERN COMPANY NYSE-SO IRECENT 65 48 IIP/E 19 5 (l"iling:17,3) RELATIVE 1 27 DIV'D 4.2% . 
PRICE , RATIO , Median: 17,0 P~ RATIO , YLD 

TIMELINESS 3 Lo,1-ered 11111122 High: 46.7 48.6 48.7 51.3 53.2 54.6 53.5 49.4 64.3 71.1 68,9 80.6 Target Price Range 
2 Lw,ered2t21/14 

Low: 35.7 41.8 40.0 40.3 41A 46.0 46.7 42.4 43.3 42.0 56.7 60.7 2025 2026 2027 SAFETY LEGENDS 
: 1 Aa!sed10121fll. 

- 23.8 x o;v:dends p sh 160 TECHNICAL , • •. • Re!ative Price S1renglh 

BETA .95 (1.00" Markel) 
0B~~~!~ '::r!a ind.Cates recession 120 

100 
18-Monlh Targel Price Range -. -. - .. -.. 80 
Low-High Midpoint(% lo Mid) • u,.1 i'Jl~l, . - -. --- ----- 60 

•" 11111, 50 $57-$91 $74(15%) ,, .. , ,111,,,I' .. ,,11,111 ,,111'!1111 I 40 I''" " 
' 2025-27 PROJECTIONS '::::! ... •'•• 30 Ann'I Total ...... ........ Price Gain Return .. ....... .. 

20 High 90 (+35%l 12% ... ,. . ..... , ..... .... •·· . ..... ,••··· . low 65 (NII 4% ~15 ... , ......... , .. % TOT. RETURN 10/22 Institutional Decisions lHIS vtARmt.• 
402021 10~02.( 20102.1 Percent 

18-
SlOCK INDEX C. loSuy 856 770 774 shares 12 1 yr. 9.2 -13.4 

~ 

~J.~ooo 643~lf as1ili 662~~g traded 6 3 yr. 17.0 35.8 ~ 5yr. 55.0 45.6 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 5·27 

19,24 20,12 22.04 19.21 20.70 20.41 19.0li 19.26 20.34 19,18 20,09 22.86 22.73 20.34 19.29 21.80 24.30 24,65 Revenues per sh 26,75 
4.01 4.22 4.43 4.43 4.51 4.91 5.18 5.27 5.28 5.47 5.69 6.64 6.41 6.33 6.98 7.20 7.30 7.65 "Cash Flow" per sh 9.25 
2.10 2.28 2.25 2.32 2.36 2.55 2.67 2.70 2.77 2.84 2.83 3.21 3.00 3.17 3.25 3.42 3.55 3.70 Earnings per sh A 4.75 
1.54 1.60 1.66 1.73 I.BO 1.87 1.94 2.01 2.08 2.15 2.22 2.30 2.38 2.46 2.54 2.62 2.70 2.78 Div'd Decl'd per sh 8 • 3.10 
4.01 4.65 5.10 5.70 4.85 5.23 5.54 6.16 6.58 6.22 7.38 7.37 7,74 7.17 7,04 6.83 7.55 7,85 Cap'l Spending per sh 7.50 

15,24 16.23 17.08 18.15 19.21 20.32 21.09 21.43 21.98 22.59 25.00 23.98 23.92 26.11 26.48 26.30 27,05 28.00 Book Value per sh c 32,25 
746.27 763.10 777.18 819.65 843.34 865.13 867,77 887.09 907,78 911.72 990.39 1007,6 1033.8 1053.3 1056,5 1060,0 1070,0 1070,0 Common Shs Oulsl'g 0 1070,0 

16.2 16.0 18.1 13.5 14.9 15.8 17,0 16.2 16.0 15.8 17,8 15.5 15.1 17.6 17,9 18.4 80/dl/g res are Avg Ann'l PIE Ratio 16,5 
.87 .85 .97 .90 ,95 ,99 1.08 .91 ,84 ,80 ,93 .78 .82 ,94 .92 1.08 Value Line RelaUve PIE Ral!o ,90 

4.5% 4.4% 4.6% 5.5% 5.1% 4.6% 4.3% 4.6% 4.7% 4.8% 4.4% 4.6% 5.3% 4.4% 4.4% 4.2% es/11 ales Avg Ann'l Div'd Yield 4.0% 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 16537 17087 18467 17489 19896 23031 23495 21419 20375 23113 26000 26600 Revenues (Smlll) 30850 
Tolal Debt $55066 mill. Due In 5 Yrs $15427 m/11. 2415.0 2439.0 2567,0 2847,0 2757.0 3269.0 3096,0 3354,0 3481.0 3670,0 3695 3875 Net Profit 1$ml!ll 4980 LT Debi $50427 mill, LT Interest $1754 mill. 35.6% 34.8% 33.8% 33.4% 28.5% 25.2% 21.3% 15.9% 14.3% 16.3% 15.0% 15.0% Income Tax Rate 15.0% !ncl. $215 mlll. finance leases. 

9.4% 11.6% 13.9% 13.2% 11.9% 7.6% 6.8% 6.0% 6.6% 7.7% 8.0% 8.0% AFUDC % lo Net Profit 6.0% (l T interest earned: 3.3x) 
leases, Uncapllallzed Annual rentals $307 mill. 49.9% 51.5% 49.5% 52.8% 61.5% 64.5% 62.0% 60.1% 61.5% 64.0% 83.5% 84.0% Long•Term Debt Ral!o 63.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $17225 mill. 47.3% 45.8% 47.3% 44.0% 35.7% 35.0% 37.6% 39.5% 38.1% 35.6% 36.0% 36.0% Common Eouitv Rallo 37.0% 

Oblig $16382 mill. 38653 41483 42142 46788 69359 68953 65750 69594 73336 78285 80550 83500 Tola! Capllal ($mill) 93500 Pfd Stock $242 mill, Pfd Div'd $15 mill. 48390 51208 84868 61114 78446 79872 80797 83080 87634 91108 95150 99350 Ne! Plan! 1$mllll 110000 !ncl. 1 O mill shs. 5.83% cum. pfd. ($25 staled 
value): 475,115 shs, 4,2%-5.44%cum. pfd. ($100 7.3% 6.8% 7.1% 6.6% 4.9% 5.9% 5.9% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 5.5% Return on Tola! Cap'I 6.5% 
par), 12.5% 12.1% 12.1% 12.0% 10.3% 13.3% 12.4% 12.1% 12.3% 13.0% 12.5% 13.0% Return on Shr, Equity 14.5% 
Common Stock 1,088,672,828 shs. 12.8% 12.5% 12.5% 12.6% 11.0% 13.4% 12.5% 12,1% 12.4% 13.1% 13.0% 13.0% Return on Com Eaultv e 14.5% 
MARKET CAP: $71.3 bllllon (Large Cap) 3.6% 3.2% 3.2% 3.1% 2.5% 3.9% 2.6% 2.8% 2.8% 3.1% 3.0% 3.5% Retained to Com Eq 5.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 73% 75% 75% 76% 78% 72% 79% 77% 78% 76% 78% ti% All Div'ds lo Net Prof 87% 

2019 2020 2021 BUSINESS: The Soulhern Company, through Hs subsidiaries, sup- Generating sources: gas, 44%; coal, 20%; nuclear, 16%; o1her, % Chart~e Rel.ii Salt.s (KWH) ·8.5 ·5,3 +2.0 
Avg, In usl Use(MNH~ 2947 NA NA plies electricity lo 4.4 mill. customers in GA, AL, and MS. Also has a 11%; purchased, 9%. Fuel costs: 29% of revenues. '21 reported 
Avg, lndusl Revs.per 'JH (C) 6.03 NA NA compelitive generation business. Acq'd AGL Resources (renamed deprec. ra1es (u!i!ity): 2.7%-3.6%. Has 27,300 employees. Chair-
Cap:ac,':y el Yearerid jh;j 41940 NA NA Southern Company Gas, 4.4 mill. customers in GA, NJ, IL, VA, & man, President and CEO: Thomas A. Fanning. Inc.: Delaware. Ad-PeaHood,Scrrr:ier ~!w 34209 NA NA TN) 7/16. Sold Gulf Power 1/19. Electric revenue breakdown: dress: 30 Ivan Allen Jr. Blvd., N.W., At!anta, Georgia 30308. Tel.: An~:JJI Lo~d f.:c!Or (½( 60.3 NA NA 
½C~~◊JS!-Orr'.€1$ Hrid) ·8,9 +1.3 +1.5 residential, 37%; commercial, 30%; industrial, 19%; other, 14%. 404-506-0747. Internet: www.southerncompany.com. 

Rxed Charge Ciov. (%) 281 270 275 Shares of Southern Company have business investments grew 237% com-
ANNUAL RATES Past Past Est'd '19-'21 declined significantly in value since pared to 2021 levels. 
of change (pe1 sh) 10Yrs. 5Yrs. to '25·'27 our August report, along with many of The utility is making progress on add-
Revenues .. .5% 6.0% its peers in the utilities industry. Al- ing units 3 and 4 at the site of the 
"Cash Flow" 4.0% 4.5% 5.0% though utility stocks have far out- Vogtle station. Management expects unit Earnings 3.0% 3.0% 6.5% performed the broader market averages 3 to be placed into service by the end of Dividends 3,5% 3.5% 3.5% 
Book Value 3.0% 2.5% 3.5% this year, due to rising interest rates, it the first quarter of 2023, and unit 4 is es-
Cal- QUARTERLY REVENUES (mill,) Full has been the worst-performing sector of timated by the end of next year. The 

endar Mar,31 Jun.30 Se•.30 Dec.31 Year the S&P 500 over the past month. How- project will greatly help the transition 
2019 5412 5098 5995 4914 21419 ever, Southern shares are outpacing their towards cleaner, more reliable energy and 
2020 5018 4620 5620 5117 20375 peers, as the company is up 5.5%, while being carbon-free, as well as provide divi-
2021 5910 5198 6238 5767 23113 the S&P Utility index is down nearly 2% <lend and earnings growth moving for-
2022 6648 7206 8378 3768 26000 this past year. ward. Construction timing will greatly in-
2023 6700 6700 7000 6200 26600 The company delivered solid financial fluence growth and project delays could 
Cal- EARNINGS PER SHARE A Full results in the fiscal third quarter cause future full-year estimates to be 

endar Mar.31 Jun,30 Sen,30 Dec,31 Year (ended September 30th). Southern lowered. 
2019 ,75 ,85 1.25 ,32 3,17 posted earnings of $1.31 a share, a penny These shares are ranked to n1irror the 
2020 .81 ,75 1.18 ,51 3.25 better than our estimate. Management ex- broader market averages in the com-
2021 1,09 ,67 1.22 .44 3.42 pects adjusted full-year earnings to reach iug six to 12 months, The stock's 'l'imeli-
2022 ,97 1.07 1.31 .20 3.55 the high end of its range of $3.50 to $3.60, ness rank was lowered one notch to 3 
2023 1.00 ,85 1.35 ,50 3,70 due to its solid first-half performance. (Average). Capital-appreciation potential 
Cal- QUARTERLY DMDENDS PAID'• Full Higher retail pricing and increased usage over the next 18 rnonths and 3 to 5 years 

endar Mar.31 Jun.30 Se•,30 Dec,31 Year of utilities were the main drivm·s in the does not stand out compared to the indus-
2018 ,58 ,60 ,60 .60 2.30 period. Retail sales grew 1.8% year over try median. On the other hand, the shares 
2019 ,60 ,62 .62 ,62 2.46 year and Southern Company added 11,000 hold an Above Average (2) Safety rank, 
2020 ,62 ,64 ,64 ,64 2,54 electric and 8,000 gas customers in the and the dividend yield of 4.2% is above the 
2021 ,64 ,66 ,66 ,66 2.62 quarter. 1'hrnugh the first tluee quarters utility average of about 3. 7%. 
2022 ,66 ,68 .68 of 2022, job additions increased 170% and Zachary J. Hodgkinson November 11, 2022 

(A~ Diluted EPS. Exe!. nonrec. gain (losses}: mid-Feb. JB) Div'ds paid In early Mar., June, FL, GA, orig. cost. A!!owed return on common Comrany's Financial Strength A 
'O , (25¢); '13, (83¢); '14, (59¢); '15, (25¢); '16, Sept., an Dec.• Div'd reinvestment plan eq, (blended): 12.5%; earned on avg, com. eq., Sloe 's Price Slabl!lty 95 

f
'"I; '17, fS2.37); 18, {78¢); 19, $1.30; '20, avail. (Cj Incl. derd charges. In '21: $19.83/sh. '21: 12.8%. Regulatory Climate: GA, AL Abovo Price Growth Persistence 45 
17¢; '21, 54¢), Next earnings report due In (0) In m IL (E) Rate base: AL, MS, fair value; Average; MS, FL Average, Earnings Pred!clab!lity 95 

© 2022 Value Una, Inc. All rights reserv(t(!. Factual malarial Is obla'ned from sources be':eve<l to be iel;ab:a and Is prol'lded without warrenres of any kind. -
THE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. To~s ub'.'cation is stricLiy for subscriber's own, non-rommerc_:al, Internal use. No part I 1 • , : 11 ' 
o1 it may be reproduce<I, resold, s1ornd or transm'lted In an rin'.ed, e!c'Ctron!c or o\her form, or u· for geoerarng 01 marl(etn tinted 01 electroo:c ub!-ca~on, serv:ce or product. yp 
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WEC ENERGY GROUP [RECENT 97 54TP~ 21 9 (T,alling:22.3) RELATIVE 1 34 [DIV'D NYSE-WEC PRICE , I RATIO , Median: 20.0 PIE RATIO , YLD 3.0% 
TIMELINESS 
SAFETY 
TECHNICAL 

3 Raised1nf22 High: 35.4 4i .5 45.0 55.4 
40.2 

58.0 
44.9 

66.1 
50.4 

70,1 
56.1 

75.5 
58.5 

98.2 109.5 99.9 108.4 Target Price Range 

1 Raised 3./23112 
5 Lowere<l 12/Slll 

LJaLQOCtfl,_j_~2e,7',',0u_~3e;3>,!,6u__,37 .0 
LEGENDS 

67.2 68.0 80.6 80,8 2025 2026 2027 
- 29.40 x o:v;dands ll: sh 
, , , , ~Ji1t~e b~J~!ait!~e l---l----l---l----l---1----l--+.-.--+--l----+--l----1---e----1-200 

1---1--+--l---+----+---1--L,~ ,-+----+~--1--1----1---+---l-160 L'c:'c:":__::·'°c:c:1c::LOO:::..._•::M::•"="'-i __ _,2.for-1 sp!1t 3/11 
18-Monlh Target Price Range 

0~fi~~~~r~a lnd:cates recesslon 

Low-High Midpoint(% to Mid) 
" 

JI' I 
100 
80 
60 
50 
40 
30 

$90·$140 $115 (20%) 

2025·27 PROJECTIONS 
Ann'! Tolal " 

Pflce Ga!n Return .. _,,•·.:.: r •• 
High 125 (+30%l 9% •:ill~. .. ...... • ... .,•,.,. .. ••', ••••• ••••• ............... . ... ...... '• . . 
Low 100 (+5% 4% ....- -.., ..... .. ..... 

% TOT. RETURN 10/22 
,20 

lnstllullonal Decisions 
102022 202-022 302022 Percent 

:~~ ;:6 ;~g ;gi sha/8s 
H1fdOOo 233922 237581 235657 traded 

30 
20 
10 

nus VLAllfllt' 
STOCK INDEX 

1 yr. 4,4 •13.4 
3yr. 4,7 35.8 
5 yr. 56.2 45,6 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 ©VALUE LINE PUB, LLC 5·27 
17.08 
2.90 
1.32 
.46 

4.17 
12.35 

233.94 
16,0 
.86 

18.12 
2.98 
1.42 
.50 

5.28 
13.25 

233,89 
16.5 

,88 

18.95 
2.95 
1.52 
.54 

4.86 
14.27 

233.84 
14.8 
.89 

17.65 
3,11 
1.60 
.68 

3.50 
15.26 

233.82 
13.3 
.89 

17.98 
3.30 
1.92 
.80 

3.41 
16.26 

233.77 
14.8 
.89 

19.46 
3.68 
2.18 
1.04 
3.60 

17.20 
230,49 

14.2 
.89 

18.54 20.00 22.16 18.77 23.68 24.24 24.34 23.85 22.96 26.36 29.20 29,50 Revenuespersh 33.00 
4.01 4.33 4.47 3.87 5.39 5.69 6.04 6.53 6.90 7.53 8.10 8.60 "Cash Flow" per sh 10.25 
2.35 2.51 2.59 2.34 2.96 3.14 3.34 3.58 3.79 4,11 4.40 4.70 Earnlngspersh A 5.50 
1.20 1.45 1.56 1.74 1.98 2.08 2.21 2.36 2.53 2.71 2.91 3.11 Dlv'dDec\'dpersh a. 3.80 
3.09 3.04 3.26 t01 t51 6.21 6.71 7.17 7.10 7.14 9.35 9.30 Cap'ISpend!ngpersh 9.25 

18.05 18.73 19.60 27.42 28.29 29.98 31.02 32.06 33.19 34.60 35.90 37.35 BookValuepersh c 42.00 
229.04 225.96 225.52 315.68 315.62 315.57 315.52 315.43 315.43 315.43 315.43 315.43 Common Shs Outsl'g o 315.43 

15.8 16.5 17.7 21.3 19.9 20,0 19.6 23.5 24.9 22.3 Bo!d fig res Bre Avg Ann'I PIE Ratio 20.5 
1.01 .93 ,93 1.07 1.04 1.01 1.06 1.25 1.28 1.19 Va/uellne Re!allveP/ERaUo 1.15 

2.2% 2.1% 2.4% 3.2% 3.0% 3.3% 3.2% 3.5% 3.4% 3.5% 3.4% 3.3% 3.4% 2.8% 2.7% 3.0% es// ates AvgAnn'IDlv'dYie!d 3.4% 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE as of 9/30/22 4246.4 4519.0 4997.1 5926, 1 7472,3 7648.5 7679.5 7523.1 7241.7 8316.0 9200 9300 Revenues ($mU1) 10400 
Tota!Debl$16337mill. Dueln5Yrs$4611.7mi11. 547.5 578.6 589.5 640,3 940,2 998.2 1060.5 1134.2 1201.1 1301,5 1390 1485 NetProfitt$mtni 1750 
LT Debt $14910.7 mll!. LT Interest $452• 7 mill. '-as" ... 9%~, +-'3~6.9"3/.~, +-'38"'.o~¾~, +-'40".4~%'-'-~37~.6"'%'-'-3~7",2"%'-l-1"'3",8"%'"'"9,"9•"¼-'-"'15",9"%+'1"'3".4"%-'-1~9",8"'%-'-1~9, .. o•cc%.ilecncc.o"m"'e "1a"'x"R"'a1"', __ .,_1~9 ... 8%..._, 
lncLS12•1 mill.finance leases, 9.4% 4.5% 1.3% 4.5% 3.8% 1.6% 2.1% 1.8% 2.4% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0% AFUDC¾toNelProm 2.0% {LT interest earned: 4.4x) 
Leases, Uncap!laflzed Annual rentals $6.8 mm. 51.7% 50.6% 48.5% 51.2% 50.5% 48.0% 50.4% 52.5% 52.8% 55.3% 55,0% 55.0% Long-Term Debi Ratio 55.5% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $3328.9 milL 48.0% 49.1% 51.2% 48.6% 49.3% 51.9% 49.4% 47.4% 47,1% 44.6% 44.5% 44.5% Common Eoultv Ratio 44.5% 

Obll9 S3136.6 mill. 8619.3 8626.6 8638.5 17809 18118 18238 19813 21355 22228 24467 25375 26375 Total Capita) ($mill) 29800 
Pfd Slock SJ0.4 mill. Pfd Dlv'd $1.2 mill. 10572 10907 11258 19190 19916 21347 22001 23620 25707 26982 28800 3050b Net Plan.ll$mlll 35100 
260,000 shs. 3.60%, $100 par, callable $101; ,, 4_5.,, 6_3., 6,6.,, 6,5.,, 6,5., 7,"' 44,498shs.6%,$100par, 7.9°10 8.1% 8.1% 1, "' 1< " 1-0 6,5% 6.3% 6.5% 6.5% RetumonTolalCap'I v10 

Common Slock 315,434,531 shs. 13.1% 13.6% 13.2% 7.4% 10.5% 10.5% 10.8% 11.2% 11.4% 11.9% 12.0% 12.5% Return on Shr. Equity 13.0% 
13.2% 13.6% 13.3% 7.4% 10,5% 10,5% 10.8% 11,2% 11.5% 11.9% 12.5% 12,5% RelurnonComEnuliv E 13.0% 

MARKET CAP: $30.5 blll!on (Large Cap) 6.5% 5.9% 5.3% 2,1% 3.5% 3.6% 3.7% 3.8% 3.8% 4.1% 4.0% 4.5% Retained to Com Eq 4.0% 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 51% 57% 60% 71% 67% 66% 66% 66% 67% 66% 66¾ 66% All Dlv'ds to Net Prof 69% 
% Change Retil Sal~ (K\\'H) 2~~§ 2i~g 20s2 J 1--8-U-S~INJ.E_SS_:_W_EJ.C_E_o_a_,gJ.y_G_,o_u_p,Lln_c_. (-f,-,mL,-,f-y_Wi_,sLco_o_sl-n .JELn,-,9-y-) c:L,-, 0-¼,-o-'fu-,-,, -6-%-'. G_e_n_e,_a.1\in_g_s-ou_,c.1,-s,-,-0,-1,-3-6_%_; 9-,-s-, ,-8-%.l: -,,-n,-,,,'--. 
A19.lnd•Jst.Use(IM/H) NA NA + N'A Is a holding company for utilities that provide electric, gas & s!eam ables, 5%; pu1chased, 31%. Fuel costs: 40% of revenues. '21 
A19.lg.C&lRMF,1kl',H(c) 7.25 6.61 7.51 service In WI & gas se!Vice In IL, MN, & Ml. Customers: 1.6 mil!. reported deprec. rates: 2.4%-3.1%. Has 6,900 employees. Chair-
QaNc!'.)lalPeak(l,.~j NA NA NA elec., 2.9 mm. gas. Acq'd lritegiys Energy 6/15. Sold Po!rit Beach man: Gale E. Klappa. President & CEO: Scott J. Lauber. Inc.: WI. 
~~~fodat,~f(W') ~! ~! ~! nuclear plant in '07, Electric revenue breakdown: reslden!!al, 39%; Address: 231 W. Michigan St., P.O. Box 1331, Milwaukee, WI 

1%_C»l__c~:.·_c,_s!o_"'_"::."'-'°..:"l ___ + • .:.6 __ +.:.,.:.7 __ +,:_·.:.' l--s"m"all.:.c:.co.cm.cm.:.".:.cl:.:al_:&.:.l:.cnd:cu.:.st"ria:ct,c:3:::2:.:%.:.: '=""'9::.'::.'°:::m::.mc:ec:":::ia::.I ::.•::.tn:::d:::usc:h:::ia,_I, __:5.:.32:.:0.:.1...:T::.et::.·'..:4.:.14.:.·2c:2.:.1·::.23::.4:::5.:.. lc:nl=".:."':.:1:c:"'="'c:·w:.:e.:.ce::.n::.":"9"Y9c:'°:::"c:P·:::'°:::m::..__j 
WEC Energy Group posted a solid transition, fo:00 Cha-ge C/Jv. {½) 300 338 357 

ANNUAL RATES 
of change (per sh) 
Revenues 
"Cash Flow" 
Earnings 
Dividends 

Past 
10Yrs. 

3.0% 
7.5% 
7.5% 

11.5% 
7.5% 

Past Esl'd '19·'21 
5 Yrs, to '25-'27 
2,5% 5.0% 
9.0% 6.5% 
8.0% 6.0% 
7.5% 7.0% 

Book Value 6.0% 4.0% 

Cal• 
endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal-

endar 
2019 
2820 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal• 

endar 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 

QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) 
Mar,31 Jun.30 Sep.30 Dec,31 
2377 1590 1608 1947 
2108 1548 1651 1933 
2691 1676 1747 2202 
2908 2128 2003 2161 
3000 /900 1950 2450 

EARNINGS PER SHARE A 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Seo.30 Dec,31 

1.33 .74 ,74 .77 
1.43 ,76 .84 .76 
1.61 ,87 .92 .71 
1.79 ,91 .96 .74 
1.80 .95 1.05 .90 
QUARTERLY DMDENDS PAID 8 • 

Mar.31 Jun.30 s, ... 30 Dec.31 
.5525 ,5525 .5525 .5525 
,59 .59 .59 .59 
,6325 ,6325 .6325 .6325 
. 6775 ,6775 .6775 ,6775 
,7275 .7275 .7275 ,7275 

Full 
Year 

7523.1 
7241.7 
8316,0 
9200 
9300 
Ful! 
Year 
3,58 
3.79 
4,11 
4.40 
4.70 

Full 
Year 
2.21 
2,36 
2.53 
2.71 

thirdNquarter performance and seems Manageinent now expects the botto1nN 
poised to finish 2022 on a strong note, line to reach the high end of its upM 
Profits of $0.96 a share surpassed our es- dated guidance range of $4.38 to $4.40 
timate of $0.90 a share and the year- a share. This is the second consecutive peM 
before ta11y of $0.92. The company contin- riod that management has raised its full
ues to benefit from positive developments year 2022 share-earnings estimates by 
in its infrastructure segment as well as $0.02. Our 2022 and 2023 estimates of 
the passing of the Inflation Reduction Act. $4.40 and $4. 70, respectively, are in line 
In late October, WEC acquired an 80% in- with WEC Energy's annual goal of 6%-7% 
ternst in the Maple Flats Solar Enei·gy earnings growth. 
Center for $360 million. The 250- The stock price has decreased nearly 
megawatt facility is the company's first 10% in value since our earlyR 
solar investment in its infrastructure seg- September review, along with many 
ment, and is expected to host 800,000 of its peers, Indeed, the utilities industry 
solar panels by 2024. Rate base growth has been among the worst-performing sec
was also a primary driver in the quarter tors recently due to rising intei·est rates, 
and contributed $0.09 to EPS. leading income-oriented investors to the 
WEC 1·emains commited to its goal of 'risk free', climbing bond market. Despite 
net-zero methane emissions from nat- the recent price struggles, 18-month and 
ural gas distribution by 2030 through long-term capital appreciation potential 
its partnership with the Electric remains subpar and the dividend yield is 
Power Research Institute. In Novem- below-average for a utility. On the other 
ber, the partnership successfully com- hand, conservative investors should be 
pleted the largest hydrogen test on a natu- drawn to the equity's strong Price 
ral gas engine. This project will provide Stabi1ity and Earnings Predictability 
the utility with solutions to reduce carbon scores as well as its top-notch Safety rank . 
emissions and support in its clean energy Zachary J. Hodgkinson Deceniber 9, 2022 

(A) Diluted EPS. Exel. ~aln on discontinued 
ops.: '11, 6C; nonrecurrmg gain: '17, 65¢. Naxt 
earnings report due earty Februaiy. (B) Div'ds 
paid In early Mar,, June, Sep!. & Dec. • Div'd 

reinvestment plan avafl. (C) Incl. in tang. In '21: 
$20.03/sh. (D) In mlll., adj, tor splH. (E) Rata 
base: Net orig. cos!. Rates all'd on com, eq, In 
WI In '15: 10.0%-10.2%; in IL!n '21: 9.67%; In 

MN In '19: 9.7%; In Ml In '22: 9.85%; earned on 
avg. com. eq., '21: 12.2%. Regulatory Climate: 
WI, Above Average; IL, Below Average; MN & 
Ml, Average, 

Company's Financial Slrenglh 
Stock's Price Stability 
Price Growth Persistence 
Earnings Predlclabllity 

A+ 
90 
70 

100 
© 21)22 Viua Une, Inc. All righls reserved. Factual material Is obl~ne<l trom sources betieved to be re::able and is provided without warranres ol any ~ind. 
TllE PUBLISHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. To:s pub~<:afon Is strictly for subscnbe(s own, non-commercial, Internal use. No part 
of It may be reproduced, reso!d, s!ored or lransm.tled In any prin'.ed, elecllon'c or o~e1 form, or used for generafng or mai1.:efog any prin!ed or eleclron!c pub]:catioo, sel\\ca or pioduc1. 

To subscribe call 1-BOO·VALUELINE 
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XCEL ENERGY NDQ-XEL !RECENT 71 98 Ip~ 221 (Tralllng:23.5) RELATIVE 1 32 DIV'D I PRICE , RATIO , Median: 19.0 P~ RATIO , YlD 2.9% 
TIMELINESS 3 Rase<l 1213W1 
SAFETY 1 Rase<l 5/1/15 
TECHNICAL 4 Rruse<l 1/13"3 
BETA .80 (1.00" Mar~e!) 

High: 27.8 29.9 31.B 37.6 38.3 45.4 52.2 54.1 66.1 76.4 72.9 77.7 Target Price Range 
2025 2026 2027 Low: 21.2 25.8 26.8 27.3 31.8 35.2 40.0 41.5 47.7 46.6 57.2 56.9 

LEGENDS 

-.. -.. ~i!!M i:~t:i1:e~91~ 1-+---+--+--+--+---+--+-"-+--1--+--,1--+----,--+160 
Options: Yes l-+---+--+---+--+---+--+-·-+--l--+----,l---l---l---1-Shaded area ind.Cates recessl'?f.l 16~ 

18-Monlh Target Price Range 
Low•Hlgh Midpoint(% to Mid) 
$58·$97 $78(10%) 

,I 1,, 111 11111 

II Ii' 

::::: 80 
60 
50 
40 

2025-27 PROJECTIONS 
Ann'I Total 

Prlce Gain Relurn 
,, ,,,,,,-r,.1, ' ,r,, .~ 30 

,, .,,"' ·"''fl •.,,., 
L=,i;;,.J-..!..,,h-=l--l--l--k-c~+--+-~h"""ILO'""-l--l--l--l--l--l--l--20 
'•,••"'•• •• ••• "' "' ,.•, "•• ., .... ,, "••• • • ••••"•••• ,. .. ,.,,,, •' ,: ,,,. • '• ., •,,• ','•"' • % TOT. RETURN 12/22 - l 5 

I , nus VL AlllTH.' 

High 90 (+25%! 9% 
low 75 (+5% 4% 
lnstllul!onal Decisions 

102-022 2QW21 302-022 30 to Buy 458 453 436 Percent 
shares 20 ' '' 

1 yr. STi.~K ~;~~ii ~ 
3yr. 19.9 28.1 1-' . 

traded 10 - " 
5 yr. 67.9 40.0 

24.18 
3.61 
1.35 
,88 

4.00 
14.28 

407.30 
14.8 
,80 

23.40 
3.45 
1.35 
.91 

4.89 
14.70 

428.78 
16.7 
,89 

24.69 
3.50 
1.46 
,94 

4.66 
15.35 

453.79 
13.7 
.82 

21.08 
3.48 
1.49 
.97 

3.91 
15.92 

457.51 
12.7 
.85 

21.38 
3.51 
1.56 
1.00 
4,60 

16.76 
482.33 

14.1 
.90 

21.90 
3.79 
1.72 
1.03 
4.53 

17.44 
486.49 

14.2 
.89 

20.76 
4.00 
1.85 
1.07 
5.27 

18.19 
487.96 

14.8 
.94 

21.92 
4.10 
1.91 
1.11 
6.82 

19.21 
497.97 

15.0 
,84 

23.11 
4.28 
2.03 
1.20 
6.33 

20.20 
505.73 

15.4 
.81 

21.72 
4.56 
2.10 
1.28 
7.26 

20.69 
507.54 

16.5 
.83 

21.90 
5.04 
2.21 
1.36 
6.42 

21.73 
507.22 

18.5 
.97 

22.46 
5.47 
2.30 
1.44 
6.54 

22.56 
507.76 

20.2 
1.02 

22.44 
5.92 
2.47 
1.52 
7,70 

23.78 
514.04 

18.9 
1.02 

21.96 
6.25 
2.64 
1.62 
8.05 

25.24 
524.54 

22.3 
1.19 

21.45 
6.61 
2.79 
1.72 
9.99 

27.12 
537.44 

23.9 
1.23 

24.69 
7.08 
2.96 
1.83 
7.80 

28.70 
544,03 

22.5 
1.23 

@ VALUELINE PUB, LLC 5-27 

26.20 26.35 Revenues per sh 28.50 
7.75 8.25 "Cash Flow" per sh 10.00 
3.15 3.35 Earnings per sh A 4.00 
1.95 2.07 Div'd Dec!'d per sh B • t 2.52 
9.65 9.00 Cap'I Spending per sh 9.00 

30.15 31,65 Book Value per sh c 37.00 
547.50 550.00 Common Shs Oulsl'g O 561.00 

22.3 Avg Ann'I PIE Ratlo 20,5 
1.30 Relative PIE Aallo 1.15 

4.4% t0% 4.7% 5.1% 4.5% 4.2% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8% 3.7% 3.3% 3.1% 3.3% 2.7% 2.6% 2.8% 2.8% AvgAnn'IDiv'dVleld 3.1% 

CAPITALSTAUCTUREasof9/30/22 10128 10915 11686 11024 11107 11404 11537 11529 11526 13431 14350 14500 Revenues{$mlll) 16000 
TotaIDebt$24118mill. Dueln5Yrs$4911 mill. 905.2 948.2 1021.3 1063,6 1123,4 1171.0 1261.0 1372.0 1473.0 1597.0 1725 1850 Ne1Profil/$milll 2255 
LT Debi $23309 mill, LT Interest $809 mill. 33_2% 33.S% SS.9% 3S.8% 34.1% 30.7% 12.6% 8.5% 8.5% . . NMF NMF Income Tax Rate - NMF 
Incl. $73 mill. finance leases. 7_7,. 6.2" '.0% 5.0% (Total Interest Coverage: 2.sx) 10.8% 13.4% 12.5% /0 7.8% 9.4% 12.4% 8.3% 10.7% IC ,, 6.0% AFUDC % lo Ne! Profit 

53.3% 53,3% 53.0% 54.1% 56.3% 55.9% 56.4% 56.8% 57.4% 58.2% 58.0% 58.0% Long•Term Debt Ra!lo 58.0% 
Leases, Uncaplta!lzed Annual rentals $69 mil!. 46.7% 46.7% 47.0% 45.9% 43.7% 44.1% 43.6% 43.2% 42.6% 41.8% 42.0% 42.0% Common Eou!tv Ratio 42.0% 
Pension Assets-12/21 $3670 mill. 19018 20477 21714 23092 25216 25975 28025 30646 34220 37391 39200 41600 To!al Capita! ($m!ll) 49200 

Obll9 $3718 mill. 23809 26122 28757 31206 32842 34329 36944 39483 42950 45457 48225 50475 Nel Plan11$mllll 57000 Pfd Stock None 

Common Stock 547,248,496 shs. 
as of 10/21/22 
MARKET CAP: $39.4 bllllon (Large Cap) 
ELECTRIC OPERATING STATISTICS 

f---":~+-='~+-='""'-+-"""'-.f-'°'"=--i-'C'"'-.f-'°""'-.f-'°"""-+-':~+-':~+-':e,;,.µce;.~="-'e'~~--+--""""-l 6.1% 6.0% 6.0% 5.8% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.4% 5.3% 5.5% 5.5% ReturnonTola!Cap'I 5.5% 
10.2% 9.9% 10.0"/4 10.0% 10.2¾ 10,2% 10.3% 10.4% 10.1% 10.2% 10.5% 10.5% Return on Shr, Equity 11.0% 
10.2% 9.9% 10.0% 10.0% 10.2% 10.2% 10.3% 10.4% 10.1% 10.2% 10.5% 10.5% Return on Com Eaultv E 11.0% 
4.7% 4.5% 4.5% 4.3% 4,0% 3.9% 4.3% 4.4% 4.2% 4.2% 4.0% 4.0% Retained to Com Eq 4.0% 
54% 54% 55% 57% 61% 62% 58% 58% 58% 5S% 62% 62% All Div'ds to Net Prof 62% 

%Cnal'rjJeRe!alSales(K\',1-1) 2~1.~ 2i~g ~~~J BUSINESS: Xcel Energy Inc. is the parent of Northern States revenue breakdown: residential, 31%; small comm'/ & lnd'I, 36%; 
lzgeC&IUse(W/Hl NA NA NA Power Company (NSP), which supplies electricity lo MN, WI, ND, large comm'I & ind'I, 18%; other, 15%. Genara!ing sources not 
l.argeC&IR~'S.rKWH(i) 5.96 5,78 6.60 SD & Ml & gas lo MN, WI, ND & Ml; Public Seivice Company oi available. Fuel costs: 43% of revenues. '21 reported deprec. rate: 
~~~ta~ h

1
J,.) 201~~ 196~~ 198~~ Colorado (PSCo), which supplies elec!ricity & gas lo CO; & South• 3.5%. Has 11,300 employees. Chrmn: Ben Fowke. Pres. & CEO: 

~~~alLQ.ad~;;r(¾t NA NA NA western Public Seivlce Company (SPS), which supplies electricity Bob Frenzel. Inc.: MN. Address: 414 Nicolle\ Mall, Minneapolis, MN 
_%_Cta_n.cg•_~_s!_o,_"'_:i>'--H_odi:_ __ +_1_.o __ N_A __ N_A '-lo_TX __ an_d_N_M_._c_us_10_m_a_m_: _3._7_m_ll_l, _ol_ec_tn_·c~, 2_._1 _m_i!I_. 9~a_s._E_lec_lfi_c_5_54_0_1._T_al_.:_6_12_-3_3_0-_5s_o_o_. I_nI_ar_no_l:_WI_W1_,x_ce_le_n_ar~9y'-.c_o_m_. __ _ 
Fl(edCha"9afui.(¾) 272 252 262 Xcel Energy should continue to Xcel has multiple 1.·enewable-energy 

"A"N"N"'u"'A"L"R"A"'re'"s--P,-,-1--'=P-as-,""'E,"1,-d-,1-'9"".,2'-'1 prosper from rising electric rates. The projects in the works. The Colorado 
olchange(peish) I0Yrs, 5Yrs, lo'25,'27 company has been able to add renewable- commission approved the company's re-
Revenues .5% .5% 4.0% energy projects to its rate base (the prop- source plan, which includes about 4,000 
"Cash Flow" 6.5% 7.5% 7.0% erty, plant, and equipment for which a megawatts (mw) of renewable (e.g., wind 
E0'1v'i"ct1enngds, B.O% 6.0% 6•0% utility is allowed to earn an economic re- and solar) additions and the conversion of 5,5% 6,0°/o 6.5% 
Book Value 5.0% 5.0% 5.5% turn). Xcel has also been effectively keep- a major plant from coal to natural gas, 

Cal• 
endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
Cal-

endar 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 

QUARTERLY REVENUES($ mill,) 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Sep.JO Dec.31 
3141 2577 3013 2798 
2811 2586 3182 2947 
3541 3068 3467 3355 
3751 3424 4082 3093 
3875 3450 4000 3175 

EARNINGS PER SHARE A 

Mar,31 Jun.JO Seo,30 Dec.31 
.61 .46 1.01 .56 
,56 .54 1.14 ,54 
.67 .58 1.13 .58 
. 70 .60 1.18 .67 
.75 .65 1.25 ,70 

QUARTERLY DMDENDS PAID'• j 
Mar.31 Jun.30 Sen,30 Dec.31 
.38 .405 .405 .405 
.405 .43 .43 .43 
,43 .4575 .4575 .4575 
. 4575 .4875 .4875 .4875 
.4875 

Full 
Year 

11529 
11526 
13431 
14350 
14500 

Full 
Year 
2,64 
2,79 
2.96 
3.15 
3.35 

Full 
Year 
1.60 
1.70 
1.80 
1.92 

ing its costs under control. For 2022, all This is in addition to the approved Min
that remains is the final reporting, due at nesota plan, which adds 6,000 mw of re
the end of this month, We think the com- newables. RFPs (request for proposals) are 
pany will post full-year earnings of at least being filed and commission decisions on 
$3,15 per share, representing a 6% year- the finer details are expected in the second 
over-year gahi. Profit growth this year half of this year. In the electric-vehicle 
and thereafter is based on the same fac- (EV) arena, Xcel is making progt·ess on its 
tors. Namely, growing the rate base of its goal to power 1.5 million EVs by 2030. It 
utility subsidiaries as Xcel works with Hs filed transportation plans in Minnesota 
regulatory commissions to bring about a and Wisconsin last summer. Tho utility is 
green-energy future within its territories, looking to accelerate EV adoption through 
Last year's Inflation Reduction Act is sup- the development of high-speed public 
portive of this transition, as it provides charging infrastructure in its territories . 
plenty of tax incentives and subsidies to do This high-quality issue, however, does 
so. The company's 6%-7% earnings and not look appealing from the 1·ecent 
dividend growth objectives appear achiev- quote. We like XEL shares as a core hold
able. The utility has been a model of con- ing for utility investors, but advise waiting 
sistency with a track record few of its for a better entry point. Risk-adjusted to
peers can match (see Annual Rates box). tal 1.·eturn potential would be worthwhile 
A consistently good return on equity following a 10% price col'l'ection . 
reflects this point as well. Anthony J, Glennon January 20, 2023 

(A) Diluled EPS. Exel. nomecurring gain Next earnings report due late January. Intangibles. In '21: $2738 mill., $4.42/sh. Company's Financial Strength A+ 
(losses): '10, 5¢; '15, (16¢); '17, (5¢); gains (B) Dlv'ds h1storica1Jy pald mid-Jan., Apr., July, (D) In mill. (E} Rate base: Varies. Rate allowed Stock's Price Stability 95 
(loss) on discontinued ops.: '06, 1 ¢; '09, (1 ¢); and Oct. ■ Div'd reinvestment plan available. t on common equity (bltlnded): 9.6%. Regula to~ Price Growth Persistence 70 
'10, 1 ¢. '20 EPS don't sum due to rounding, Shareholder Investment plan available. (C) Incl. Climate: Average. Earnings Prediclablfity 100 
© 2023 Va'ue Lina, Inc. All rlgtils reserved. Factual material ls ob1a'ned 1rom sources bel'eved to be reii.lble and is pro'tlded without warranres of any kind. -
TI-IE PU BUSHER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS HEREIN. This pubrcatioo is strictly for subscr,ber's own, non-wmmerclal, lnlemal use. No par1 1 1 1 • , , 11 ' 
of tt may bo re roduced, resold, stored or lransm'!ted in any prin!ed, electron1c or o'.her form, 01 used for gen~rafog or markct'ng any prln!ed or efeclronic ub!lcafam, service or pmduct. 
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Topic: Consideration of Use of PGE FERC Transmission Rate Case Deferral UM 2217 
Amount as Offset for PGE General Rate Case UE 416 Revenue Requirement. 

PGE Response to DR 785 
Request: 

Please provide PGE’s best estimate of the dollar value of PGE’s deferral as 
authorized in Docket No. UM 2217, by month from January 1, 2023, through 
December 31, 2023, with and without interest.  If the balance is not projected to 
exceed $15 million at that time, please explain why. 

Response: 
Attachment 785-A provides actual amounts deferred from February 2022 through 
April 2023 and a monthly estimate from May 2023 through December 2023. PGE 
notes that May 2023 through December 2023 are rough estimates and that actual 
amounts will change. 

– 
PGE Response to DR 786 

Request: 
If the deferral balance in UM 2217 as of December 31, 2023, including interest, 
were to be used as a credit in UE 416, what would the resulting reduction in 
revenue requirement in UE 416 be? 

Response: 
Assuming an amortization period of one year and using the 2023 blended treasury 
rate, the estimated December 31, 2023, deferred balance provided in PGE’s 
response to OPUC Data Request No. 785, Attachment 785-A would reduce PGE’s 
2024 test year request by $18,391,138 for one year. 
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PGE Response to DR 786 – Attachment A 
Staff Note: PGE’s calculations to support conclusion on prior page. 

 

Accrual / Interest on
Month Year Deferral Amortization Avg Balance Balance

January 2022 -                      . -                      
February 2022 (846,919.95)       (642.25)                (847,562.20)       
March 2022 (770,524.15)       (1,869.78)             (1,619,956.13)   
April 2022 (820,042.68)       (3,078.80)             (2,443,077.61)   
May 2022 (875,391.61)       (4,369.17)             (3,322,838.39)   
June 2022 (567,551.00)       (5,470.03)             (3,895,859.42)   
July 2022 (435,523.25)       (6,238.99)             (4,337,621.66)   
August 2022 (613,057.66)       (7,043.63)             (4,957,722.95)   
September 2022 (810,774.60)       (8,134.05)             (5,776,631.60)   
October 2022 (781,071.77)       (9,353.54)             (6,567,056.91)   
November 2022 (648,409.82)       (10,451.75)           (7,225,918.48)   
December 2022 (754,955.84)       (11,531.82)           (7,992,406.14)   
January 2023 (1,328,236.47)   (37,006.64)           (9,357,649.25)   
February 2023 (780,171.70)       (41,671.57)           (10,179,492.52) 
March 2023 (544,248.72)       (44,680.66)           (10,768,421.90) 
April 2023 (569,201.39)       (47,251.67)           (11,384,874.96) 
May (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (50,285.20)           (12,190,651.53) 
June  (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (53,729.90)           (12,999,872.80) 
July (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (57,189.32)           (13,812,553.49) 
August (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (60,663.53)           (14,628,708.39) 
September (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (64,152.59)           (15,448,352.35) 
October (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (67,656.57)           (16,271,500.29) 
November (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (71,175.53)           (17,098,167.19) 
December (Estimated) 2023 (755,491.37)       (74,709.53)           (17,928,368.09) 

PGE UE 2217 TRC Revenue Deferral
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Itayi Chipanera.  I am a Senior Financial Analyst employed in 2 

the Accounting and Finance Section of the Rates, Safety, and Utility 3 

Performance Program (RSUP) of the Public Utility Commission of 4 

Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, 5 

Salem, Oregon 97301. 6 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work 7 

experience. 8 

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/501. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A. I am the summary revenue requirements witness.  I summarize the 11 

adjustments proposed by other Staff to PGE’s Test Year expense and 12 

rate base and the revenue requirement effect.  I also discuss my own 13 

review of Test Year expense for income taxes, and the rates PGE uses 14 

for escalation. 15 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 16 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 17 

 
1. Introduction ............................................................................. 2 18 
2. Summary Of Revenue Requirement ........................................ 3 19 
3. Overall Rate Base ................................................................... 6 20 
4. Escalations ............................................................................. 9 21 
5. Income Taxes ....................................................................... 11 22 
6. Conclusion ............................................................................ 14 23 
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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. What is the adjustment in revenue requirement recommended by 2 

Staff? 3 

A. Staff proposes to reduce the Company’s requested revenue requirement 4 

increase from $337.8 million to $205.9 million.  This is categorized into 5 

two parts, a base revenue requirement proposed by PGE of roughly 6 

$228.8 million, for which Staff proposes $121.4 in adjustments for a total 7 

base increase of $107.4 million; and, a power cost increase, of roughly 8 

$109 million, Staff adjustments of $10.5 million, and a net increase of 9 

$98.5 million.  The PGE-proposed power cost increase will get updated a 10 

few times during 2023.   11 

Q. Are additional adjustments for other issues proposed by other 12 

Staff? 13 

A. Yes.  The Company’s filing is complex, and a thorough review can 14 

involve multiple Staff members looking at each issue.  In particular, 15 

individual Staff are reviewing additions to different categories of utility 16 

plant (e.g. production, transmission, distribution, etc.) and the effects of 17 

escalation on individual accounts. 18 

Q. What adjustments are you proposing to the Company’s revenue 19 

requirement? 20 

A. I am proposing a reduction to apprentice training in utility operations 21 

expenses. 22 
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SUMMARY OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT 1 

Q. Please provide background on how the Commission reviews a 2 

utility’s general rate case filing. 3 

A. The rates charged by a utility are based on the utility’s “revenue 4 

requirement.”  To determine a utility’s revenue requirement, the 5 

Commission determines for a specified test year: 6 

1. The utility’s forecasted gross revenues; 7 

2. The utility's operating expenses to provide utility service; 8 

3. The rate base on which a return should be earned; and 9 

4. The rate of return to be applied to the rate base.1 10 

Once a utility’s revenue requirement is established, the Commission 11 

determines the rates the utility must charge different classes of 12 

customers to collect that revenue requirement, considering the different 13 

costs different classes of customers impose on the utility’s system.  14 

Q. What is the revenue requirement increase proposed by PGE in this 15 

docket? 16 

A. PGE proposes an overall increase of $337.8 million or 14.0 percent.2  17 

The Company further states that the price increase is comprised of the 18 

following: 4.5 percent Net Variable Power Cost (NVPC) and 9.5 percent 19 

base rate increase.3 20 

 
1  Pacific Power and Light, UE 116, Order No. 01-787, pp.5-6 (September 7, 2001). 
2  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/2. 
3  PGE/100, Pope – Sims/2. 
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Q. Have the parties agreed to adjust certain components of the 1 

$337.8 million overall increase? 2 

A. No. The parties have not agreed to the resolution of any issue arising 3 

from PGE’s general rate case. 4 

Q. What is the overall adjustment to the Company’s revenue 5 

requirement proposed by Staff and what specific topics are 6 

involved? 7 

A. Staff propose to reduce the Company’s revenue requirement by $131.9 8 

million.  The specific rate case topics, responsible Staff and proposed 9 

changes in revenue requirement are summarized in the following table: 10 
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Power Cost Incremental Revenue Requirement on the Company's Filed General Rate Case 109,000$       

Testimony Staff Proposed Staff Adjustments Revenue Expense Rate Base

Revenue 
Requirement 
Effect

100/200/300 Jent/Dlouhy/Ahmed Net Variable Power Costs           -     (10,168)             -            (10,521)
Staff-Calculated Power Cost Revenue Requirements Change           98,479 

Base Cost Incremental Revenue Requirement on the Company's Filed General Rate Case          228,807 

Testimony Staff Proposed Staff Adjustments Revenue Expense Rate Base

Revenue 
Requirement 
Effect

400 Muldoon Cost of Equity           -             -               -            (34,540)
500 Chipanera Escalations on Miscellaneous Accounts           -         (108)             -                 (112)

800 Young/Stevens
Change from average of monthly averages to 
year end in rate base calculation           -             -               -            (21,703)

900 Beitzel
A&G Expense (1. Employee Pension and 
Benefits, 2. Office Supplies)           -       (3,611)             -              (3,736)

1000 Bolton
Franchise Fees & Amortization of Trojan 
Nuclear Decommissioning           -             -               -                    -   

1100 Dlouhy Adminstrative and General Salary           -       (1,000)             -              (1,035)
1200 Farrell Uncollectible Accounts           -       (5,289)             -              (5,473)
1300 Jent Wages & Salaries           -                    
1500 Mondragon Customer Service Expense           -       (2,056)             -              (2,127)
1600 Moore Non-Fuel Material and Supplies           -             -         (1,410)               (121)
1600 Moore Other Revenues 13,240             -               -            (13,700)

1700 Peng
Amortization Expense (Cloud Licence and 
Hosting)           -             -               -                    -   

1800 Pileggi Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project           -             -                  
1800 Pileggi Faraday Cost of Equity Adjustment           -             -               -                 

1800 Pileggi
Cost of Debt (Includes Interest 
Synchronization)           -             -               -               1,214 

1900 Shierman Fleet Electrification - Fleet Charging           -             -         (6,909)               (594)

1900 Shierman

P36394 – Vintage Vehicle Replacement, 
P36412 – Incremental Added Vehicles and 
Fleet Charging           -             -       (12,203)            (1,049)

1900 Shierman Line Extension Allowances           -             -            (212)                 (18)

1900 Shierman
Capital Expenditures on Line Extension 
Allowances           -             -            (743)                 (64)

1900 Shierman Capital Expenditures on TE Investments           -             -            (400)                 (34)
1900 Shierman Capital Expenditure on Electric Island           -             -         (1,600)               (138)
1900 Shierman Capital Expenditure on TE Database           -             -            (125)                 (11)
1900 Shierman TE Operating Expenses           -       (3,154)             -              (3,263)
1900 Shierman Stranded Charging Assets           -             -         (1,700)               (146)
2000 Stevens Vegetation Management           -                     -                 
2100 Young OH FITNES T&D Plant           -             -       (33,578)            (2,887)

2100 Young
T&D Plant - Project Sample Based 
Adjustment           -             -       (23,884)            (2,053)

2100 Young Cloud Expenses in Rate Base           -             -         (8,277)               (712)
2700 Ankum/Fischer Fuel Stock (Major only)           -             -       (17,413)            (1,497)

2700 Ankum/Fischer
Maintenance of  Generation and Electric Plant 
(Major)           -       (1,015)             -              (1,050)

2700 Ankum/Fischer MMA Deferral Balance Adjustment           -             -               95                   8 
(121,410)$      
107,397$       

Total Incremental Revenue Requirement on the Company's Filed General Rate Case 337,807$       
(131,931)$      
205,876$       

Total Staff-Proposed Base Cost Adjustments
Total Staff-Calculated Base Cost Revenue Requirements Change

Total Staff Proposed Adjustments
Total Staff-Calculated Revenue Requirements Change

.................................. ! ....................................................................................................... ............................ .1 I 

I 
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OVERALL RATE BASE 1 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s rate base filing. 2 

A. The Company provides Exhibit 208 showing how rate base has changed 3 

compared to the amounts approved in UE 394. 4 

• Plant in service increased by $1.298 billion. 5 

• Net utility plant increased by $768 million (net of accumulated 6 

depreciation and deferred taxes). 7 

The Company also testifies that “[t]he increase is primarily attributable to 8 

the growth in distribution plant as discussed in PGE Exhibit 700, the 9 

Faraday Repower Project as discussed in PGE Exhibit 800, and major 10 

software investments as discussed in PGE Exhibit 600.”4 11 

Q. Please discuss Staff’s overall approach to review plant additions. 12 

A. To determine the inclusion of new capital investment in rate base, a utility 13 

must make two showings.  “First, it must show that the investment is 14 

presently used for providing utility service.  Second it must show that the 15 

investments were prudently made, based on the information that it knew 16 

or should have known at the time.”5 17 

Q. What is the Oregon law requiring utility plant to be presently used 18 

before it may be included in rates? 19 

A. ORS 757.355 requires utility plant to be presently used for providing 20 

utility service to customers and creates what is generally referred to as a 21 

 
4  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/25. 
5  See e.g., In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power’s, Request for a General Rate 

Revision, UE 246, Order No. 12-493 (December 12, 2020). 
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“used and useful” standard, requiring the property to be placed into 1 

service prior to the effective date of the rates. ORS 757.355 provides: 2 

(1) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this section, a 3 
public utility may not, directly or indirectly, by any device, 4 
charge, demand, collect or receive from any customer 5 
rates that include the costs of construction, building, 6 
installation or real or personal property not presently used 7 
for providing utility service to the customer. 8 
 9 
(2) The Public Utility Commission may allow rates for a 10 
water utility that include the costs of a specific capital 11 
improvement if the water utility is required to use the 12 
additional revenues solely for the purpose of completing 13 
the capital improvement. [1979 c.3 §2; 2003 c.202 §2] 14 

 
Q. Please discuss the Commission’s standard of review for prudence. 15 

A. The purpose of the prudence review has been succinctly stated by the 16 

Commission in prior rate cases: 17 

[W]e take this opportunity to clarify the prudence standard 18 
in ratemaking.  Parties have raised questions about how 19 
the Commission applies the prudence standard, 20 
particularly with regard to the relevance of the decision-21 
making process that a utility uses to make an investment. 22 
 
The prudence standard is traditionally used to address the 23 
proper valuation of utility investment in rate base.  Any 24 
investment found to be unreasonable is deemed 25 
imprudent and subject to partial or full disallowance. An 26 
example of a modern articulation of the prudence 27 
standard is as follows: 28 
 
A prudence review must determine whether the 29 
company's actions, based on all that it knew or should 30 
have known at the time, were reasonable and prudent in 31 
light of the circumstances which then existed. It is clear 32 
that such a determination may not properly be made on 33 
the basis of hindsight judgments, nor is it appropriate for 34 
the [commission] to merely substitute its best judgment for 35 
the judgments made by the company's managers.  The 36 
company's conduct should be judged by asking whether 37 
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the conduct was reasonable at the time, under all 1 
circumstances, considering that the company had to solve 2 
its problems prospectively rather than in reliance on 3 
hindsight.  In effect, our responsibility is to determine how 4 
reasonable people would have performed the task that 5 
confronted the company. 6 
 
Although the Oregon courts have not expressly discussed 7 
the applicability of the prudence standard in this state, this 8 
Commission has long used the standard when examining 9 
utility investments.  Through various orders, the 10 
Commission has confirmed that prudence of an 11 
investment is measured from the point of time of the 12 
utility's actions and decisions without the advantage of 13 
hindsight, that the standard does not require optimal 14 
results, and the review uses an objective standard of 15 
reasonableness.6 16 

 
Q. Please explain the Commission’s application of used and useful 17 

standard to PGE’s new plant. 18 

A. The application of the used and useful standard supports the inclusion in 19 

rate base only of capital investment in facilities that will be used and 20 

useful in providing utility services to customers. 21 

Q. Is Staff proposing adjustments to utility plant in service based on 22 

the used and useful standard.? 23 

A. Yes.  Several Staff are reviewing additions to different categories of utility 24 

plant.  Adjustments resulting from those reviews are presented in their 25 

respective testimonies. 26 

  

 
6  Id. at 25. 
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ESCALATIONS 1 

Q. Why is it necessary to evaluate the effects of escalation for 2 

particular accounts? 3 

A. The Company does not simply escalate actual costs for the 2022 base 4 

year. 5 

As PGE explained in testimony: 6 

We developed the revenue requirement based on PGE’s 7 
2023 budgets, which were originally based on a 2022 8 
budget that reflected our best estimate of PGE’s 2022 9 
general rate case result as approved in Commission 10 
Order No. 22-129, The 2023 budgets were escalated for 11 
inflation to 2024 and adjusted for known measurable 12 
changes.7 13 

 
Accordingly, the 2023 budget associated with a particular topic may have 14 

been increased (escalated) before PGE applied the 2024 escalation 15 

factors noted in the Company’s testimony. 16 

Q. What is the source of Staff’s escalation factor? 17 

A. Staff developed an escalation factor based on the Bureau of Labor 18 

Statistics’ seasonally adjusted, “All items in the US City Average All 19 

Consumers” (All Urban CPI) consumer price index for 2022 and the 20 

Oregon Department of Economic Analysis inflation forecast for years 21 

2023 and 2024. 22 

Q. What is Staff’s proposal regarding the escalation of costs? 23 

A. Staff proposes using an escalation factor based on inflation measured 24 

from the mid-point of 2022 to the mid-point of 2024.  The rationale for 25 

 
7  PGE 200, Batzler – Ferchland/5-6. 
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selecting the change in the CPI index from the middle of 2022 is to avoid 1 

over-escalating future costs with inflation rates from the first half of 2022 2 

when observed inflation was much higher than in the second half of the 3 

year. Using this approach, we estimate an escalation factor of 6.6 4 

percent. 5 

Q. Which accounts did you review escalation on? 6 

A. I reviewed escalation on apprentice training in utility operations.  PGE 7 

forecasts a total of $7.2 million on apprentice training in utility operations 8 

for test year 2024.  Staff estimates an implied escalation factor of 8.1 9 

percent over the 24-month period.  Staff proposes to reduce the 10 

escalation factor to 6.6 percent, resulting in a downward adjustment of 11 

$108 thousand. 12 
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INCOME TAXES 1 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s filing related to income taxes. 2 

A. Calculation of Test Year income tax expense of $108.8 million is 3 

presented in PGE Exhibit 205.  The total tax includes a credit of $8.457 4 

million appearing on Exhibit 205 labeled as “ITC Amortization.” PGE’s 5 

testimony states this amount is the ongoing return of excess deferred 6 

income taxes.8  7 

PGE’s Exhibit 208 presents a decrease in the amount of 8 

accumulated deferred income taxes (ADIT) from $690.748 million to 9 

$667.288 million.  PGE testifies that deferred income taxes have been 10 

reduced by $18.4 million for the tax impact of production tax credits not 11 

used due to the 2020 energy trading losses.9  Staff notes that unused 12 

PTC creates a deferred tax asset and the net deferred tax overall is a 13 

liability, removing the PTC related asset increases the net liability 14 

therefore reducing rate base. 15 

Q. What are the requirements of Oregon law regarding the inclusion of 16 

income taxes in utility rates? 17 

A. Income taxes in utility rates are subject to the requirements of ORS 18 

757.269: 19 

757.269 Setting of rates based upon income taxes paid by utility; 20 
limitation on use of tax information; rules. 21 
(1) When establishing schedules and rates under ORS 757.210 for an 22 
electricity or natural gas utility, the Public Utility Commission shall act to 23 
balance the interests of the customers of the utility and the utility’s 24 

 
8  PGE/205, Batzler – Ferchland/1. 
9  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/26-27. 
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investors by setting fair, just and reasonable rates that include amounts 1 
for income taxes. Subject to subsections (2) and (3) of this section, 2 
amounts for income taxes included in rates are fair, just and reasonable if 3 
the rates include current and deferred income taxes and other related tax 4 
items that are based on estimated revenues derived from the regulated 5 
operations of the utility. 6 
(2) During ratemaking proceedings conducted pursuant to ORS 757.210, 7 
the Public Utility Commission must ensure that the income taxes included 8 
in the electricity or natural gas utility’s rates: 9 
(a)  Include all expected current and deferred tax balances and tax 10 

credits made in providing regulated utility service to the utility’s 11 
customers in this state; 12 

(b)  Include only the current provision for deferred income taxes, 13 
accumulated deferred income taxes and other tax related items that 14 
are based on revenues, expenses and the rate base included in 15 
rates and on the same basis as included in rates; 16 

(c)  Reflect all known changes to tax and accounting laws or policy that 17 
would affect the calculated taxes; 18 

(d)  Are reduced by tax benefits generated by expenditures made in 19 
providing regulated utility service to the utility’s customers in this 20 
state, regardless of whether the taxes are paid by the utility or an 21 
affiliated group; 22 

(e)  Contain all adjustments necessary in order to ensure compliance 23 
with the normalization requirements of federal tax law; and 24 

(f)  Reflect other considerations the commission deems relevant to 25 
protect the public interest. 26 

(3) During a ratemaking proceeding conducted under ORS 757.210 for 27 
an electricity or natural gas utility that pays taxes as part of an affiliated 28 
group, the Public Utility Commission may adjust the utility’s estimated 29 
income tax expense based upon: 30 
(a) Whether the utility’s affiliated group has a history of paying federal or 31 

state income taxes that are less than the federal or state income 32 
taxes the utility would pay to units of government if it were an 33 
Oregon-only regulated utility operation; 34 

(b) Whether the corporate structure under which the utility is held affects 35 
the taxes paid by the affiliated group; or 36 

(c) Any other considerations the commission deems relevant to protect 37 
the public interest. 38 

(4)(a) Because tax information of unregulated nonutility business in an 39 
electricity or natural gas utility’s affiliated group is commercially sensitive, 40 
and public disclosure of such information could provide a commercial 41 
advantage to other businesses, the Public Utility Commission may not 42 
use the tax information obtained under this section for any purpose other 43 
than those described in this section, in ORS 757.511 and as necessary 44 
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for the implementation and administration of this section and ORS 1 
757.511. 2 
(b) The commission shall adopt rules to implement paragraph (a) of 3 

this subsection that: 4 
(A) Identify all documents and tax information that an electricity or 5 

natural gas utility must file in its initial filing in a proceeding to 6 
change rates that include amounts for income taxes, 7 
recognizing that any party may object to providing such 8 
documents on the grounds that they are not relevant; and 9 

(B) Determine the procedures under which intervenors in such 10 
proceedings may obtain and use documents and tax 11 
information to fully participate in the proceeding. 12 

(5) As used in this section, “affiliated group” means a group of 13 
corporations of which the public utility is a member and that files a 14 
consolidated federal income tax return. [2011 c.137 §1] 15 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s review of income taxes in this case. 16 

A. Staff initially reviewed tax information in the Company’s filing and 17 

reviewed the Company’s responses to data requests issued by 18 

intervening parties.  Staff concludes that the Company’s provision for tax 19 

appears to be correctly calculated for rate making purposes.  Staff’s 20 

examination and discovery included confirming the federal and state tax 21 

rates, apportionment calculations, calculation of current and deferred 22 

income tax expense, application of federal and state tax credits, and the 23 

ongoing amortization of excess deferred income taxes (EDIT) resulting 24 

from the 2017 Tax Act. 25 

Q. Is Staff proposing adjustments to income tax expense other than 26 

those necessary to finalize the Company’s revenue requirement? 27 

A. Not at this time.  28 
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CONCLUSION 1 

Q. What are your total proposed adjustments? 2 

A. My total proposed adjustments are a reduction to expenses of $108,000. 3 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 4 

A. Yes. 5 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 

Staff/600 
Scala /1 

A. My name is Michelle Scala. I am the Energy Justice Program Manager 

employed in the Strategy Integration Division of the Public Util ity Commission 

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

Salem, Oregon 97301 . 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/601 . 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. The purpose of Staff's testimony is to provide and val idate energy justice 

considerations as they intersect with the proposals and potential impacts of 

Portland General Electric's general rate case. 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 

A. Yes. I prepared the following supporting exhibits: 

Exhibit Staff/601 . ................ ...... ..... Scala Witness Qualifications Statement 
Exhibit Staff/602 . ............... Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 

Summary and Staff Recommendations .......................... ......................... .. 2 
Issue 1. Energy Justice in Ratemaking ........ ............ ............. ............ ......... 5 
Issue 2. Energy Justice in Rate Design ...... .................. ....... .................. ... 24 
Issue 3. Energy Justice in Customer Programs ........................................ 34 
Issue 4. Energy Justice in Automatic Adjustment Clauses ............... ...... .. 48 
Issue 5. Energy Justice in Schedule 300 Customer Charges .............. ..... 52 
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SUMMARY AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s testimony.2 

A. This testimony provides general guidance and elaborates on the role of energy3 

justice in the rate case.  This testimony will discuss how energy justice in4 

ratemaking is needed to advance equitable distribution of energy costs,5 

access, and benefits among all socioeconomic groups.  It also explains the6 

significance of energy justice in terms of ensuring that low-income and7 

marginalized communities are not disproportionately affected by energy8 

policies, prices, and infrastructures.9 

With some exceptions, specific recommendations relative to discrete 10 

issues contained in Portland General Electric’s (PGE) proposed rate revision 11 

defer to other Staff exhibits and will be noted as such. 12 

Q: Please summarize Staff’s recommendations relative to this Exhibit. 13 

A: Staff outlines its recommendations as follows: 14 

Energy Justice in Ratemaking: 15 

 Staff strongly encourages PGE to incorporate more intentional and 16 

tangible incorporations of energy justice into the Company’s future rate 17 

proposals. Recognizing the significance of energy justice in ratemaking is 18 

crucial for promoting fairness and equity among all customers. 19 

Energy Justice in Rate Design: 20 

 Staff defers to Exhibit 2000 Stevens for specific recommendations on 21 

PGE’s proposed changes to rate design, but in addition to, Staff strongly 22 

encourages parties to consider the inherent bias built into assumptions of 23 
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homogeneity in the residential class, particularly regarding cost causation and 1 

cost allocation. Recognizing and challenging these biases is essential to 2 

ensure equitable outcomes in rate design. 3 

Customer Programs: 4 

• Staff recommends that PGE provide the commission with a low-income needs5 

assessment that includes, but is not limited to, data on household6 

demographics, energy burden, environmental justice metrics, and customer7 

participation in assistance and energy assistance programs by customer8 

segment to inform the next rate case and other proceedings.9 

• Staff recommends that PGE initiate a separate proceeding to implement a10 

higher discount level into its Schedule 115 Income-Qualified Bill Discount11 

(IQBD) program informed by community needs and the environmental justice12 

community engagement.13 

Automatic Adjustment Clauses: 14 

 Staff defers to Exhibit 2200 Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens for specific 15 

recommendations relative to automatic adjustment clauses in this rate case, 16 

but in addition to, Staff strongly encourages future AAC requests include an 17 

inclusive discussion between parties that includes a holistic view of ongoing 18 

rate pressures on impacted customers. 19 

Schedule 300 Customer Charges: 20 

Staff defers, in part, to Exhibit 2400 Nottingham-Shearer regarding 21 

proposed changes to Schedule 300 Customer Charges in this rate case, but in 22 

addition to, Staff recommends PGE provide a study that assesses disparate 23 
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impacts relative to pre-AR 653 reconnection charges and a discussion on 1 

alternative designs that are more responsive to equity for cost recovery 2 

associated with reconnection. 3 
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ISSUE 1. ENERGY JUSTICE IN RATEMAKING 1 

Q. Please describe to what extent PGE’s proposal in UE 416 reflects an2 

energy justice.3 

A. PGE’s opening testimony acknowledges the importance of affordability in rate4 

design and recognize the need to ensure that changes in rates and charges do5 

not disproportionately burden vulnerable customers, particularly low-income6 

households.  PGE also highlights the Income-Qualified Bill Discount (IQBD)7 

Program as an initiative aimed at providing assistance to eligible customers8 

facing financial challenges.9 

Q. Does the Company provide detailed analyses or data on the potential10 

impacts of their proposed changes on different customer segments?11 

A. No.  While PGE acknowledges the importance of affordability considerations,12 

their opening testimony does not provide extensive analyses or data on the13 

potential impacts of their proposed changes on different customer segments.14 

PGE Exhibit 1300 included a chart visualizing customer billing data as percent15 

of residential bills with month usage greater than 1,000 kWh in an effort to16 

evidence the Company’s assumption that “low-income customers are more17 

likely than non-low-income customers to exceed 1,000 kWh per bill;”1 however18 

as Staff discusses in Exhibit 2000 Stevens,  the use of IQBD participants as a19 

proxy for low-income customers overall is vulnerable to selection bias because20 

the higher the bill the more likely a low-income customer is likely to seek out21 

help through support payments.22 

1 UE 416 / PGE / 1300 Macfarlane – Pleasant / 16. 
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Staff is actively analyzing several data responses that provide more 1 

granular customer-level data to better understand the specific implications for 2 

different customer segments and evaluate whether the proposed changes 3 

sufficiently incorporate energy justice concerns.2 4 

Q. What did Staff’s data requests reveal about the information the Company5 

collects and how does it inform this proceeding?6 

A. While some analyses have been performed relative to customer billing and7 

usage data, the Company does not currently collect robust demographic8 

information that can be integrated into a comprehensive analysis of9 

disaggregated customer impacts.  In response to Staff DR 437, PGE indicated10 

that it collects customer data from three primary sources: directly from the11 

customer, program enrollments and surveys.3  Secondary and tertiary sources12 

are through third party modeling and the U.S. Census Bureau.4 PGE provided13 

the following table to display demographic data points currently collected by14 

the Company:15 

2 OPUC Staff DR 325 and 779. 
3 OPUC Staff DR 437. 
4 Id. 
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Table 1. PGE Demographic Data Points Collected5 1 

To Staff’s inquiry as to whether any such data was used to inform 2 

proposals in UE 416, PGE only indicated the use of PGE’s IQBD participant 3 

usage as the aforementioned low-income proxy in PGE Exhibit 1300. 4 

Q. Has PGE provided specific strategies or measures in their opening5 

testimony to mitigate the potential disparate impacts of their proposal?6 

A. No.  Despite acknowledging the importance of affordability, the Company does7 

not provide specific strategies or measures to mitigate potential disparate8 

impacts. The Company does reference the bifurcated basic charge6 as an9 

indirect source of relief to low-income households.7  Staff agrees with this point10 

to the extent that low-income households represent the majority of multi-family11 

customers.  The Company also points to the IQBD program as a means to12 

mitigate some of the rate increase for low-income households.  The IQBD13 

5 Id. 
6 Order No. 22-129 approved a bifurcated basic charge for residential customers. Multi-family 

dwellings are currently charged $8.00 under PGE’s current Schedule 7 tariff while Single-family 
homes are charged $11.00.  

7 UE 416 / PGE / 1300 Macfarlane – Pleasant / 14. 

All Residential Customers Portion of Residential Customers 

• Address (PGE, new service) • Home ownership stah1s (PGE, surveys) 

• Dwelling type {PGE, new service) • Household size (PGE, surveys & IQBD 

• Preferred language (PGE, new account) enrollment) 

• Preferred communication method (PGE, • Household income (PGE, surveys & IQBD 
new account) enrollment) 

• Home ownership stanis (Yd party) • Respondent race (PGE, surveys & IQBD 

• Household size (3rd parry) enrollment) 

• Income range (3rd party) • Respondent age (PGE surveys) 

• Whether household includes (3rd party): • Education level (PGE, surveys) 
) Seniors • Medically dependent on electricity (PGE, 

Children Medical Ce11ificate enrollment) 
0 Non-White 
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provides participating customers a percentage-based discount, between 15-25 1 

percent from their monthly bill amounts.8 2 

Q. Describe how energy justice is implicated in this rate case.3 

A. Portland General Electric’s (PGE) 2023 rate revision proposal puts forth a $2304 

million increase to Company revenues, excluding power costs.  It is the largest5 

rate increase for PGE in the last twenty years.  The proposed changes would6 

result in a 12.1 percent increase in the average residential customer electricity7 

bill for households served by PGE; or 16.0 percent including power costs.  The8 

UE 416 proposal continues the upward trajectory (Figure 1) of PGE’s9 

residential monthly bills, putting increasingly greater amounts of rate pressure10 

on customers.11 

Figure 1. PGE Average Residential Customer Monthly Bill9 12 

13 

8 Id. 
9 OPUC Staff DRs 236 and 385. 
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The proposed rate increases on residential bills are expected to have 1 

meaningful and disparate impacts impact across different customer groups.  2 

Considering energy justice in the context of the rate case would help inform 3 

decisions that may mitigate potential disparities. 4 

Q. How do these rate changes trend with recent inflationary pressures? 5 

A. Figure 2 shows average change in inflation with average change in monthly 6 

customer bill over the same time period. Staff notes that the comparison is not 7 

apples to apples, since changes to bills are influenced heavily by discrete 8 

events such as rate cases, power cost cases, or deferrals associated with 9 

extreme weather events, while inflation evolves continuously. Nevertheless, 10 

Staff is concerned about the forward outlook of PGE’s rate proposal versus the 11 

Consumer Price Index (CPI) forecast. Although the historic variance between 12 

average bill change and inflation is not always consistent, the two measures 13 

have typically trended in the same direction. As of the 2022 rate increase, this 14 

relationship has diverged and now rate increases are not only outpacing 15 

inflation, but also increasing exponentially at a time when inflation is projected 16 

to cool off, thus applying more dramatic rate pressure on residential customers. 17 
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Figure 2. CPI Changes versus Average Bill Changes 10 
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Q. Does energy justice in ratemaking align with current State and 

Commission policy? 

A. Yes. Energy justice in rate proceedings is closely intertwined with State and 

Commission policy in Oregon. The State's pol icy framework plays a significant 

role in shaping the regulatory environment and guiding the decision-making 

process of the PUC regarding energy rates and practices. Some key 

connections between energy justice and state policy in Oregon include the 

following: 

• Legislative Mandates: The 2021 legislature passed numerous equity 

focused measures impacting util ity regulation; among them, House Bill 

1° CPI data sourced from: https://beta.bls.gov/dataViewer/view/timeseries/CUSR0000SA0; PGE 
average billing data derived from OPUC Staff DR 236 and 385. 
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(HB) 202111, which, in part, centers environmental justice communities in 1 

clean energy plans, and, significantly, HB 2475,12 the Energy Affordability 2 

Act, which explicitly authorizes the Commission to consider energy 3 

burden in comprehensive classifications, tariff schedules, rates, bill 4 

credits, and bill reduction measures or programs. HB 2475 is of particular 5 

relevance because prior to its passage, consideration of differential 6 

energy burden and socioeconomic factors impacting affordability was 7 

determined “discriminatory.”  Without going into detail about the 8 

institutional biases that likely informed this language, the revisions 9 

adopted in HB 2475 represent explicit inclusion of equity considerations in 10 

rates.  HB 2475 also authorizes funding to facilitate the engagement of 11 

intervenors representing environmental justice communities across PUC 12 

proceedings.  Tangentially, HB 407713 advanced the statewide 13 

Environmental Justice Council, of whom is charged with advising the 14 

Governor on environmental justice issues and elevating the voices, 15 

experiences, and priorities of environmental justice communities. 16 

• Policy Guidance: In 2021, the State of Oregon (State) put forward a17 

Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Action Plan14 that calls for state agencies,18 

including the PUC, to explicitly work on dismantling institutional and19 

structural racism in state government.  Among the many relevant values20 

11 https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2021/Enrolled 
12 https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2475  
13 https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2022R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB4077  
14 https://www.oregon.gov/das/Docs/DEI Action Plan 2021.pdf  
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the document outlines are the following: “[to] prioritize equity, anti-racism, 1 

and racial justice actions. Commitment to prioritizing equity and 2 

eliminating racial disparities involves taking action in our policies, 3 

budgets, decision-making and daily work.”15  In 2020, the State also 4 

established a Racial Justice Council to use policy and budget to 5 

dismantle the structures of racism that have created disparities in virtually 6 

all our social systems and structures.16 7 

• Public Interest: Members of the public present at the May 3, 2023, PGE8 

UE 416 Public Comment hearing indicated to the Commission that9 

affordability concerns were paramount for many households and that the10 

proposed increases to monthly rates would be too much for some to bear.11 

Serving “in the public interest” is largely discretionary from a regulatory12 

decision-making standpoint; but to the extent the Commission’s13 

interpretation aligns with statutory goals, such as those set forth in the14 

aforementioned legislation, and wishes to be responsive to experiences15 

shared by the public, energy justice tenets are requisite considerations.16 

It is evident that the state is actively pursuing racial equity and environmental 17 

justice with urgency17 and intentionality.  Excluding energy justice from rate 18 

proceedings obscures the disproportionate impacts of PUC regulatory 19 

decisions on environmental communities and disregards the state’s efforts to 20 

advance equity. 21 

15 Id. at page 10. 
16 https://www.oregon.gov/gov/policies/Pages/racial-justice-council.aspx 
17 https://www.oregon.gov/das/Docs/DEI Action Plan 2021.pdf 
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Q. How does energy justice in ratemaking advance State goals and 1 

mitigate potential disparities relative to the PUC? 2 

A. Considering energy justice in rate proceedings can help mitigate potential3 

disparities by addressing systemic issues and incorporating equity focused4 

principles into the decision-making process.  Some of the ways in which this5 

may be achieved include:6 

• Equitable Rate Structures: Energy justice considerations can guide the7 

development of rate structures that promote fairness and affordability.8 

Flatting rates and time-of-day (TOD) rates like those proposed in UE 4169 

can be tailored to affect different outcomes.  Under the design as10 

proposed, the primary beneficiaries of rate flattening will be customers11 

who consume more energy, which as Staff indicated, tend to be higher12 

income households.18  It is important to consider the potential for13 

disparate impacts resulting from different energy needs, load profiles, and14 

affordability thresholds when determining the efficacy of these and other15 

rate designs.16 

• Systemic Analysis: Energy justice in rate proceedings prompts a systemic17 

analysis of the factors contributing to disparities.  It involves examining18 

the distributional impacts of rate designs and capital investments,19 

considering the assumptions and value estimates the Company puts20 

forward in the marginal cost study, and evaluating the reasonableness of21 

18 UE 416 Staff Exhibit 2000 Stevens. 
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costs and returns that will come from customers.  By exploring potential 1 

root causes of disparities, decision-makers can intervene to rectify 2 

systemic imbalances and promote more equitable outcomes. 3 

• Inclusive Decision-Making Processes: Integrating energy justice4 

considerations into rate proceedings encourages more inclusive decision-5 

making.  Systemic barriers rooted in racial biases and socioeconomic6 

marginalization have made it so Commission decisions are largely7 

informed by a technocracy that lacks diversity and effect disproportionate8 

impacts on environmental justice communities.  These negative outcomes9 

are exacerbated by the procedural injustice that can occur from unequal10 

access, participation, and influence in regulatory proceedings.11 

Incorporating the energy justice principles of equity, affordability, access, 12 

environmental justice, and inclusive decision-making into the rate proceeding 13 

centers customer impacts and informs the Commission to effect outcomes that 14 

advance state policy and promote the public interest. 15 

Q. The Commission has prioritized energy justice in other proceedings and16 

advanced a number of equity-driven programs and decisions at the PUC,17 

including residential bill discounts; why does the Commission need to18 

specifically consider it in the rate proceeding.19 

A. While it is true that energy justice considerations are being introduced in other20 

PUC proceedings and decisions, it is essential to address energy justice in rate21 

proceedings as well. Relegating energy justice to ad hoc or program specific22 

endeavors fails to recognize the significance of ratemaking on system equity.23 
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Taking an enterprise-wide approach reflects state guidance and is crucial to 1 

advancing toward a more equitable system rather than maintaining the status 2 

quo and existing equity gaps.  Discount and assistance programs, such as 3 

PGE’s IQBD Program play a valuable role in addressing energy affordability 4 

and providing support to disadvantaged communities. 5 

However, programs like the IQBD rely on participation, meaning they are 6 

only effective for those who enroll.  This creates a potential limitation as not 7 

everyone who could benefit from such programs may be aware of them or able 8 

to navigate the enrollment process.  While PGE has reported promising 9 

enrollment of over 50,000 participants since the launch of the IQBD in April of 10 

last year, even at full maturity, which is expected in 2026, roughly 25 percent of 11 

eligible households may still remain unenrolled.19 Income-based bill discount 12 

programs are also limited in their ability to address energy insecurity across 13 

diverse and overlapping community groups. 14 

For example, a household may possess multiple characteristics that are 15 

correlated with higher energy insecurity.  These characteristics include race, 16 

age, disability status, and immigration status.  There are also intersectional 17 

energy security impacts from environmental justice metrics such as housing 18 

quality, geographic location, and various climate related vulnerabilities.20  19 

19 For comparison the 2019 data on the Federal Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) show a national participation rate of 82 percent with Oregon reporting approximately 
100 percent participation among eligible households. To this end a higher participation rate to 
benchmark program maturity is achievable (https://www.fns.usda.gov/usamap). 

20 https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html. 
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Altogether, these intersections can have a multiplier effect on disparate 1 

impacts and energy insecurity. 2 

Including energy justice considerations in rate proceedings allows for a 3 

broader evaluation of rate designs, pricing structures, and utility practices that 4 

can remove barriers and increase access to affordable energy for all 5 

customers, not just those enrolled in specific programs.  By considering energy 6 

justice enterprise-wide, the Commission is better able to advance strategies 7 

that go beyond targeted assistance programs and encourage a holistic and 8 

equity conscious rate approach.  9 

Q. Should energy justice considerations replace cost causation principles in10 

ratemaking?11 

A. No.  Energy justice considerations should be integrated into the decision-12 

making process alongside cost causation principles. Cost causation allocates13 

costs based on the causal relationship between costs and specific customer14 

classes and their usage patterns. As a regulatory tool, it provides a rational15 

basis for rate design and decision-making.  Abandoning these principles16 

entirely would risk compromising the economic viability and stability of the17 

energy sector.18 

That said, cost-causal rates are informed by cost-of-service studies which 19 

include assumptions and resulting cost allocations are often “a zero-sum 20 

process where lower costs for any one group of customers lead to higher costs 21 

for another group.”21  Further still, as Justice William O. Douglas (1945) 22 

21 Regulatory Assistance Project, Electric Cost Allocation for a New Era: A Manual. 
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remarked, “allocation of cost is not a matter for the slide rule.  It involves 1 

judgement of a myriad of facts. It has no claim to an exact science.”22  Thus, it 2 

is crucial to recognize that cost causation is not the sole factor that should 3 

inform ratemaking nor is it an infallible determination of fair cost allocation. 4 

In addition, Staff may recommend in the future that specific schedules be 5 

established to address IQBD issues such as energy burdens.  Staff envisions 6 

the design of such programs would be coordinated/accounted for in cost-based 7 

rate schedules.  By having specified schedules that will offset any claims 8 

parties may have with regards to any conflict IQBD design goals with any cost-9 

based ratemaking goals.  Potential conflicts are discussed in Staff’s testimony 10 

below. 11 

Q. What additional factors should be considered?12 

A. The benefits of service and ability to pay should also be considered as these13 

are not uniform experiences for those subject to uniform rates.23  It is well-14 

established that environmental justice communities experience15 

disproportionate rates of energy poverty and energy insecurity.16 

22 Justice William O. Douglas, U.S. Supreme Court; Colorado Interstate Das Co. v. Federal Power 
Commission, 324 US 5581, 589 (1945). 

23 Chan, G. & Klass, A. B. (2022). Regulating for energy justice. New York Law Review, 5(97); 
https://www.nyulawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/NYULawReview-Volume-97-Issue-
5-ChanKlass.pdf
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Figure 3. U.S. Households reporting some form of energy insecurity (2020) 1 

percentage of U.S. households in each category242 

3 

Moreover, these same communities tend to be disproportionately 4 

represented in areas and housing stock more vulnerable to extreme 5 

temperatures, greenhouse gas levels, and historic underinvestment.25  While 6 

energy justice may be harder to quantify in traditional economic terms using 7 

currently available data, it is essential to embrace a more comprehensive 8 

approach that considers both economic efficiency and equity.  This may involve 9 

compelling the utility or Staff to adopt metrics and indicators that capture the 10 

24 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS). 
25 https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/past-racist-redlining-practices-increased-climate-

burden-on-minority-neighborhoods/ 
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social and distributional impacts of rate decisions, thus ensuring that the 1 

burdens and benefits are distributed more fairly across and within customer 2 

classes and communities. 3 

Q. Are there any other points to be made with regard to how energy justice4 

considerations are an imperative in this rate proceeding?5 

A. Yes.  This testimony has touched on the relevance of energy justice that can6 

be applied in all rate proceedings.  This includes public policy goals, inclusive7 

decision-making, equitable outcomes, and the importance of a system-wide8 

approach.  Two final points Staff would offer in the interest of energy justice9 

are: 1) to highlight the weaknesses of a homogeneity assumption; and 2) to10 

emphasize the reality of procedural injustice.11 

Q. Please elaborate on what is meant by “the weaknesses of a homogeneity12 

assumption.”13 

A. This concept can be illustrated using the example of how the revenue14 

requirement26 is spread in traditional ratemaking practices.  Consider that15 

current cost allocation practices determine rates based on 1) assumptions16 

relative to the cost of serving a single, hypothetical, “average” residential17 

customer; and 2) assigning a portion of the revenue requirement to the18 

residential class as a whole based on total usage.  This approach excludes19 

any sensitivities that would account for the tangible heterogeneity and20 

26 The revenue requirement is a dollar amount, approved by Commission, which determines how 
much revenue the utility is authorized to bring in each year. 
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disparate experiences with energy insecurity and system benefits across 1 

customer segments within the residential class. 2 

As a result, changes to rates, in both degree and design, will have limited 3 

recognition of the unique challenges faced by distinct groups. Were the 4 

relevant data disaggregated to expose these systemic issues, higher rates and 5 

cost allocation formulas would likely face greater scrutiny as homogeneity is 6 

the enemy of equity.27 7 

Q. Does PGE’s residential customer base include distinct customer8 

segments that may be disproportionately vulnerable to the impacts of9 

this proceeding?10 

Yes.  PGE serves approximately 44 percent of Oregon residents, comprising11 

roughly 900,000 households. 28  Within this customer base are profound12 

disparities relative to different demographic groups’ experiences with the13 

energy system.  Notably, approximately one third of these households fall14 

under the low-income category and are more likely to spend a greater portion15 

of their income on their electricity bill.  Moreover, EPA demographic indices16 

reveal additional environmental justice disparities across census blocks, such17 

as varying levels of air toxin related cancer risk, traffic proximity, particulate18 

matter exposure, and other indicators, many of which correlate with income19 

and measures of racial and ethnic diversity.29  Although less granular than20 

what is needed to fully inform this conversation, Figure 4 provides an21 

27 DiAngelo, Robin (2018). White Fragility. Beacon Press. 
28 https://portlandgeneral.com/about/info/service-area.  
29 Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Justice Tool Kit. 
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Environmental Justice Screen report revealing some of the disparities for 1 

Oregonians residing in Multnomah County relative to the State and the Nation. 2 

Figure 4. EJ Screen Report- Multnomah County, OR30 3 

Recognizing and addressing these disparities constitutes a fundamental 4 

component of energy justice considerations in the rate proceeding.  It 5 

necessitates moving beyond the complicit assumption of uniformity among 6 

residential customers and avoiding the moral hazard of assuming that bill 7 

discount programs alone will be sufficient to achieve energy justice for 8 

underserved communities.  Instead, it is important to undertake comprehensive 9 

30 Id. 

Selected Variables 
Value State %ile in USA %ilein 

Avg. State Avg. USA 

Pollution and Sources 
Particulate Matter 2.5 (µgJm' ) 8.62 8.69 41 8.67 51 
Ozone (ppb) 36.3 37 48 42.5 15 
Diesel Particulate Matter• (µg/m' ) 0.651 0.337 86 0.294 90-95th 
Air Toxics Cancer Risk• (lifetime risk per million) 41 32 97 28 95-100th 
Air Toxics Respiratory HI• 0.58 0.47 91 0.36 95-100th 

Traffic Proximity (daily t raffic count/d istance to road) 1400 660 88 760 86 
Lead Paint(% Pre-1960 Housing) 0.42 0.24 75 0.27 67 
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance) 0.16 0.081 89 0.13 80 
RMP Facility Proximity (facil ity count/km distance) 1.2 0.78 78 0.77 80 
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facil ity count/km distance) 3.9 1.6 87 2.2 83 
Underground Storage Tanks (count/km' ) 5.6 3.8 76 3.9 79 

Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance) 0.0017 0.0046 76 12 54 

Socioeconomic Indicators 
Demographic Index 30% 27% 64 35% 51 
Supplemental Demographic Index 13% 13% 56 15% 51 

People of Color 31 % 25% 73 40% 51 

Low Income 28% 29% 51 30% 51 

Unemployment Rate 5% 5% 58 5% 60 

Limited English Speaking Households 4% 2% 80 5% 71 

Less Than High School Education 8% 9% 57 12% 49 

Under Age 5 5% 5% 57 6% 53 

Over Age 64 13% 18% 37 16% 42 

Low Life Expectancy 18% 19% 41 20% 38 
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measures and consider rate proposals that duly account for the diverse energy 1 

needs and circumstances of different segments within the residential class.  By 2 

embracing such an approach, the rate proceeding can strive to achieve an 3 

equitable distribution of costs and benefits, thereby ensuring that the burdens 4 

of rate changes are not disproportionately borne by vulnerable households and 5 

communities and that the system as a whole is moving towards a more 6 

equitable design. 7 

Q. Please elaborate on what is meant by “the implications of procedural8 

injustice.”9 

A. Procedural injustice has significantly hindered the ability of energy justice10 

perspectives to enter and wield influence within the decision-making process.11 

Despite efforts to adjust rules and promote equity and inclusivity, the playing12 

field remains uneven.  This inequity is evident when we consider the power of13 

precedent, whom has been at the decision-making table historically, and the14 

inevitable disparities in skill level and familiarity with process as new15 

perspectives enter the space.16 

Q. How does the power of precedent impact energy justice in rate cases?17 

A. The power of precedent plays a substantial role in shaping decision-making.18 

Often parties will point to previous decisions as justification for a proposal.  For19 

example, in pursuing an increased return on equity, PGE points to national20 

trends for similarly sized utilities.  Another is in cost allocation; where, utilities21 

and parties will often refer to what was approved in other proceedings to set a22 

starting point for discussions.  Unfortunately, historical precedent in general,23 
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often reflects biases and a lack of diverse perspectives, perpetuating the non-1 

inclusive status quo.  Energy justice perspectives with their focus on 2 

addressing disparities and systemic inequities face resistance and opposition 3 

as they challenge established norms. 4 

Q. What about the role of the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board in the interest of5 

energy justice?6 

A. Staff’s perspective is that the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board (CUB) does7 

advocate for energy justice.  As a residential consumer advocate, CUB plays a8 

valuable role in in its participation in Commission proceedings. CUB’s role as a9 

residential consumer advocate provides an essential perspective to the rate10 

case and advances fairness and affordability for residential customers as a11 

whole. And while Staff represents the interests of all customer classes,12 

including residential customers in its responsibilities as a regulator, there are13 

challenges associated with the current class and advocacy structure in allowing14 

for differential considerations within classes. These challenges are particularly15 

salient in a complex rate case, that covers a broad range of issues, includes16 

settlement, and can be highly contentious.17 

To effectively pursue energy justice within the residential class, it is 18 

important to have dedicated advocacy, voices, and intervenors that can 19 

specifically champion the cause of energy justice. This ensures that the 20 

nuances and disparities within the residential customer base are adequately 21 

addressed and receive the attention necessary to achieve material outcomes. 22 
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ISSUE 2. ENERGY JUSTICE IN RATE DESIGN 1 

Q. Please identify which components of PGE’s proposed tariff changes2 

relevant to this testimony.3 

A. Please refer to Staff Exhibit 2000 Stevens for a complete list and summary of4 

PGE’s proposed tariff changes.  Staff 2000 also provides Staff’s position and5 

recommended actions.  For the purposes of this testimony, Staff will be6 

presenting energy justice considerations relative to:7 

• Residential Basic Charge Increase8 

• Flattening Residential Rates9 

• Time-of-Day (TOD) adoption10 

• Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM)11 

Staff will discuss Schedule 300 changes later in testimony at Staff/600 12 

Scala/52. 13 

Q. Please discuss the potential energy justice implications of PGE’s14 

proposal to increase the residential basic charge.15 

A. Staff refers to Exhibit 2000 to introduce the equity concerns relative to PGE’s16 

proposal to increase the basic charge for residential customers.  In addition to17 

the discussion therein, Staff would make the following considerations relative to18 

energy justice in the determination of a basic charge:19 

• PGE’s embedded basic charge represents an average that allows for the20 

recovery of fixed costs regardless of individual usage levels. This21 

approach argues for a higher charge that is not necessarily proportional22 

to the actual costs of providing service for different customer classes.23 
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This can have regressive effects placing a larger burden on energy 1 

insecure households and exacerbating energy affordability issues. 2 

• Low-income and other energy insecure households with lower energy3 

consumption may bear a disproportionate burden of the basic charge as it4 

represents a larger portion of their overall energy costs.5 

• Behavioral energy insecurity may drive certain households to intensify6 

limiting their usage in an effort to off-set the increase to the fixed portion7 

of this bill. This behavior worsens sub-optimal indoor heating and cooling8 

conditions that contribute to heat- and cold-related illness, excess indoor9 

moisture, mold growth, and other adverse health effects (e.g. respiratory10 

illness and asthma).3111 

• Other states are exploring more equitable basic charge designs that12 

incorporate equity considerations. Discussions in California have13 

introduced the idea of an income-graduated fixed charge,32 and some14 

proposals include exempting the most energy insecure completely.3315 

While the proposal is not without controversy, the intent is equity. An16 

exploration of more equitable and less regressive designs relative to fixed17 

charges is not a conversation that need wait.18 

31 Cong, S., Nock, D., Xing, Bo, & Yueming, L. Q. (2022). Unveiling hidden energy poverty using the 
energy equity gap. Nature Communications. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-3014 

32 Borentein, S., Fowlie, M., Sallee, J. (2021). Designing electricity rates for an equitable energy 
transition. Energy Institute at Haas. WP 314 

33 https://www.publicadvocates.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cal-advocates-website/files/reports/220425-
public-advocates-office-income-graduated-fixed-charge-qa.pdf 
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Q. Does Staff have any other comments relative to the proposed basic 1 

charge?2 

A. Yes.  Staff acknowledges that the bifurcation of the basic charge between3 

single and multi-family dwellings is both an equitable design and more4 

reflective of cost causation, as demonstrated in UE 394.  However, the current5 

cost causation calculation does not take into account the deficiencies of6 

distributional justice within the energy system.  Many environmental justice7 

communities are plagued by underinvestment and are paying disproportionate8 

costs relative to their service.34  Limitations in both infrastructure (e.g. drafty9 

and/or leaky housing stock, heat islands) and access (e.g. energy efficiency10 

upgrades and rooftop solar) have enabled a rate structure where certain11 

communities are forced to pay more for less.  As the Commission evaluates12 

proposed changes to the basic charge, it should consider both the merits of13 

both the assignment of costs and the presumed system benefits.14 

Q. Please discuss the potential energy justice implications of PGE’s15 

proposal to eliminate the residential increasing block rate?16 

A. The potential energy justice implications of removing the final inclining block in17 

PGE's inverted residential rates are multifaceted.  While Staff acknowledges18 

PGE's argument that the inclining block may complicate the effectiveness of19 

time-of-day (TOD) rates, it is crucial to consider the potential benefits and20 

equity considerations associated with the inclining block.21 

34 https://www.pbs.org/wnet/peril-and-promise/2020/01/redlined-neighborhoods/ 
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Q. Can you elaborate on how the inclining block may be more useful from 1 

an energy justice perspective? 2 

A. Research suggests that low-income customers, particularly in urban areas,3 

tend to have lower volume and flatter load shapes, while high-volume peak4 

usage is more likely in high-income, suburban areas.  Staff’s analysis of PGE’s5 

billing data, discussed in Staff Exhibit 2000, somewhat reinforces this by6 

correlating consumption volume with volatility.7 

To the extent high peak usage is a large driver of system costs, these 8 

findings would suggest that low-income customers tend to overpay while high-9 

income high-usage customers underpay for energy costs. In this regard, the 10 

inclining block structure would provide a more equitable rate structure than 11 

both the proposed flattened rate structure as it recognizes the lower system 12 

impacts of low-volume flat customer loads. 13 

Q. PGE argues that the inclining block needs to be removed to maintain14 

Schedule 7’s revenue neutrality and effectively implement time-of-day15 

(TOD) rates. Does Staff agree?16 

A. Staff discusses considerations relative to the price signal component of17 

this argument in Staff Exhibit 2000. In addition to those points, Staff also notes 18 

that there are alternative perspectives in the available literature that support the 19 

retention of the inclining block and support energy justice considerations 20 

relative to equity.  For example, the implementation of an increasing block rate 21 

offers simplicity and affordability benefits for low-use customers.  This rate 22 

structure is designed around baseline consumption levels associated with 23 
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essential household appliances and lighting.  By focusing on these basic 1 

energy needs, customers can keep their bills stable and enjoy lower-tier rates. 2 

As refrigeration and lighting are typically the main energy consuming 3 

elements for these low-use customers, opportunities for load-shifting are 4 

minimal, making TOD rates less effective in reducing their bills. Some studies 5 

indicate that the inclining block and TOD rates can be complementary.35  The 6 

inclining block provides a more accessible usage-based bill management 7 

mechanism for low-usage flat load household than TOD, which tends to appeal 8 

to high-use customers with the capacity to invest in energy conservation 9 

measures, load shifting, and renewable generation without necessarily 10 

reducing load. 11 

Q. PGE argues that low-income households are disproportionately impacted12 

by the inclining block as they have a higher percentage of users that13 

consume above the first discounted block. What does Staff's analysis14 

show about this presumption?15 

A. Staff discusses its position regarding the weaknesses of the PGE low-income16 

proxy earlier in this testimony and in Staff Exhibit 2000. PGE's argument relies17 

on their low-income proxy data, which may be vulnerable to selection bias.18 

Globally, research indicates that low-income households tend to use less19 

energy due to multiple factors, including but not limited to smaller square20 

footage dwellings, fewer high consumption amenities, and energy-limiting21 

35 https://www.publicpower.org/blog/using-tiered-and-time-use-structures-residential-rate-design. 
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behaviors.36 This suggests that low-income households are more likely to fall 1 

within the lower usage blocks and benefit from the discounted rates. Staff 2 

believes it is important to consider these broader findings and avoid drawing 3 

conclusions solely based on the data provided by PGE. 4 

Q. Please discuss the potential energy justice implications of PGE’s5 

proposal regarding Time-of-Day (TOD) rates?6 

A. PGE launched its new TOD rate in May of 2021 which provided a larger7 

differential between on- and off- peak prices, purportedly muting the8 

conservation signal from the energy charge blocking.37 UE 416 incorporates9 

the TOD design into Schedule 7 as an opt-in rate, replacing legacy time-of-use10 

rates.11 

Generally, TOD rates are most beneficial to customers with flexible 12 

schedules, the ability to shift their energy usage to off-peak periods, and 13 

access to energy management tools or technologies. These types of 14 

customers are best poised to take advantage of lower rates during off-peak 15 

hours. Low-income households and certain customer groups may face 16 

challenges or be disadvantaged by TOD. These include customers with limited 17 

flexibility in their energy usage due to work schedules or household routines 18 

and limited access to energy management tools or relatively more expensive 19 

appliance technology, often related to renter status or financial limitations. 20 

36 https://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2020/c&e/pdf/ce1.5.pdf. 
37 UE 416 / PGE / 1300 Macfarlane – Pleasant / 17. 
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There is notable disagreement among experts regarding the equity 1 

implications of TOD rates as pilot data remains limited. Even in the case of 2 

PGE, an analysis of the Company’s TOD participation indicated zip codes 3 

associated with low median incomes were underrepresented while high median 4 

income zip codes were overrepresented.38 While some findings out of a TOU 5 

pilot offered by Sacramento Municipal Utility District indicated high customer 6 

satisfaction with low opt out rates and significant load shifting, other California 7 

pilots found significant misconceptions about the benefits of TOU and that 8 

customers who use less electricity and pay the lowest rate on tiered rates will 9 

end up paying more on TOU rates because they tend to have flatter load 10 

profiles that still require some level of electricity during high-priced peak 11 

periods.  12 

Q. Is there a way to implement TOD rates that mitigates these issues?13 

A. The findings suggest that customer education and the use of support programs14 

like “energy coaches” can help improve but likely not eliminate the distributional15 

equity of TOD benefits. For PGE, TOD rates remain an opt-in feature for16 

Schedule 7 customers meaning households at a disadvantage with TOD can17 

remain on the standard rate schedule. That said, the TOD rate taken together18 

with the retirement of the inclining block, may be present a design package that19 

seems to favor high-usage customers with flexible loads. If certain customer20 

segments disproportionately benefit from these rates, it can exacerbate21 

existing inequities in the energy system.22 

38 OPUC Staff Exhibit 600 Scala/35 Table 2. 
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Q. Does Staff have any other considerations to offer regarding energy 1 

justice in rate design? 2 

A. Yes.  Staff believes an exploration of more equitable rate designs and cost 3 

allocations are crucial to a just transition and equitable energy system. For 4 

example, as briefly mentioned earlier, a separate class of customers based on 5 

characteristics that contribute to higher energy insecurity could help tailor rates 6 

and services to the specific needs of these households. In any rate design 7 

targeted based on differential energy burden, it is important to avoid the risks 8 

associated with deficit framing39 and othering40 community groups. These 9 

negative actions stigmatize households and provide a framework that paints 10 

them as inferior, thus exacerbating social prejudices. 11 

There is also a risk of moral hazard that may arise if the existence of an 12 

alternate rate class leads to disregard for equity in other aspects of the utility’s 13 

service. The complexities of innovative rate design that dismantles the status 14 

quo are robust and any such a change should involve a process that adheres 15 

to all the principles of energy justice, including procedural justice. This requires 16 

transparency, inclusiveness, and fairness in the decision-making process. Staff 17 

finds that with the backdrop and composition of current regulatory practices, 18 

justice would be better served by taking on major changes to rate design in the 19 

Energy Affordability Act Implementation docket, UM 2211 rather than UE 416. 20 

 
39 Trabian Shorters, “Deficit-framing is “defining people by their challenges, ignoring their aspirations 

or contributions, then remediating them to be less burdensome on society.” 
40 Othering also involves attributing negative characteristics to people or groups that differentiate 

them from the perceived normative social group. 
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Q. Please discuss the potential energy justice implications of PGE’s 1 

proposal regarding the PCAM structure. 2 

A. Staff refers to Exhibit 2300 to discuss PGE’s proposals relative to the PCAM in 3 

detail.  In addition to the discussion therein, Staff would make the following 4 

consideration relative to energy justice: 5 

• Disproportionate impacts associated with the shifting of risk:  Staff’s 6 

analysis of the PCAM proposal finds that if implemented, the changes 7 

would effectively shift business risk from the Company and its 8 

shareholders to customers. To the extent that Staff has established that 9 

rate and cost impacts upon the residential customer class are 10 

disproportionately born by low-income and environmental justice 11 

communities, the negative outcomes detailed in Staff Exhibit 2300 are no 12 

exception. 13 

Q. Please elaborate on the how the negative outcomes Staff discusses in 14 

Exhibit 2300 will exacerbate intra-class disparities. 15 

A. In Staff Exhibit 2300, Staff discusses that risk should reside with the party most 16 

empowered to manage the risk and that customers typically do not have the 17 

ability to manage unexpected power costs that the Company is endeavoring to 18 

insulate itself from with the PCAM proposal.  Staff further discusses how the 19 

best way, if any at all, for customers to manage unexpected power costs would 20 

be if they chose direct access, installed energy efficiency measures, or chose 21 

to consume less energy.  For residential customers, direct access is not an 22 

option.  In terms of energy efficiency measures, low-income households tend to 23 
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face greater barriers relative to accessing these programs.  Lastly, low-income 1 

household already disproportionately engaged in energy limiting behavior, any 2 

further pressure to do so may further compromise well-being and exacerbate 3 

poorer health-outcomes. 4 

Q. Does Staff have any recommendations on how to take a more equitable 5 

approach in the Company’s PCAM proposal? 6 

A. Staff Exhibit 2300 discusses this issue in length and does not recommend the 7 

Commission approve PGE’s proposed changes to this mechanism.  If Staff’s 8 

recommendations are adopted, the additional risk associated with the 9 

Company’s PCAM proposal described herein will be mitigated. 10 
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ISSUE 3. ENERGY JUSTICE IN CUSTOMER PROGRAMS 1 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s analysis of PGE’s customer programs 2 

relative to energy Justice.  3 

A. PGE offers several customer programs aimed at providing benefit and 4 

incentives to residential customers. Staff’s analysis looked across participation 5 

rates and reviewed program offerings in terms of equitable access for 6 

customers to participate and derive the benefits as well as how they may or 7 

may not mitigate energy burden and/or system inequities. 8 

Q. Why does this matter to this proceeding? 9 

A. PGE typically recovers the costs for administering customer programs through 10 

rates. Consistent with Staff’s arguments that ratemaking should take a more 11 

holistic and enterprise-wide approach, particularly in terms of equity, the rate 12 

case is an appropriate venue to perform a general review of equity in PGE’s 13 

program offerings. Doing so allows Staff to assess whether programs are being 14 

administered equitably and to the benefit of customers. 15 

Q. What did Staff find in terms of equitable participation in PGE’s 16 

customer programs? 17 

A. PGE does not typically collect data on customer characteristics that is tracked 18 

with program participation. An exception to this is in the IQBD program where a 19 

post-enrollment survey offers customers the option of providing additional 20 

demographic and other qualitative measures that PGE aggregates and shares 21 

with stakeholders (Figure 5). In an effort to approximate participation rates by 22 

income level, Staff used zip code level data provided by the Company and 23 
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stratified participation by median income levels, as reported by the United 1 

Census Bureau using the American Community Survey. Table 2 illustrates this 2 

analysis.  3 

Table 2. PGE Customer Program Participation Rates 4 

 

The median income brackets serve as a proxy for differently situated 5 

participants and provided more granular data, these percentages may change. 6 

That said, the analysis does appear to approximate what Staff would expect to 7 

see in terms of higher participation rates in energy assistance programs among 8 

lower median income zip codes. The “Total Res” column to the far right depicts 9 

what portion of customers those zip code groups represent and is useful as a 10 

benchmark to compare program participation. For example, 10.1 percent of 11 

TOD participants reside in zip codes with $140,000+ median income levels, but 12 

these same zip codes only represent 5.95 percent of PGE’s residential 13 

customer base. 14 

To this end, the high-income zip codes are overrepresented in the TOD 15 

program compared to others. The same observation can be made with TOU 16 

and rooftop solar. Conversely, low-income zip codes tend to be 17 

underrepresented in these programs. These findings suggest potential 18 

r- Percent of Total Customers by Income Bracket I 
Income Brac,k@t Programs 

I EA IQBD TPA EP OBR RT SOLAR TOU TOD Tota/Res 

$ (10,000) 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.07% 
IS 30,000 0.1% 12.5% 0.2% 0.1% 1.03% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.10% 
Is 50000 12.5% 14.7% 9.3% 4.7% 8.76% 2.0% 3.6% 3.5% 4.83% 

$ 60000 14.7% 14.8% 12.8% 9.0% 7.22% 6.1% 5.6% 6.1% 8.39% 
s 70,000 14.8% 21.0% 14.8% 12.2% 15.46% 8.2% 10.5% 9.6% 11.20% 
s 80,000 21.0% 17.9% 20.7% 21.4% 30.93% 19.3% 19.3% 19.7% 21.31% 

s 90,000 17.9% 9.3% 20.1% 22.8% 14.43% 27.0% 21.3% 19.7% 21.44% 

IS 100,000 9.3% 6.6% 10.5% 11.6% 10.31% 13.4% 15.2% 15.1% 13.39% 
IS 110,000 6.6% 0.4% 7.9% 11.2% 8.76% 13.3% 12.8% 13.7% 11.49% 
s 120,000 0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 1.5% 0.52% 1.7% 1.0% 1.1% 1.17% 
s 130000 0.2% 2.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.52% 0.7% 1.2% 1.3% 0.68% 

IS 140,000 2.~ 0.0% - 2.6~ 4.~ _ 2.06% 8.1% 9.4% 10~ - 5.95% 
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inequities. They may be the result of insufficient outreach and education 1 

regarding TOU/TOD rates among these groups or that TOU/TOD rates tend to 2 

be more beneficial for higher income high usage households. Rooftop solar 3 

participation rates are likely indicative to high barriers to entry relative to 4 

upfront costs and in some cases, historically limited access to renewable 5 

generation upgrades afforded to renters. Equal Pay is depicted as “EP” and 6 

captures levelized payment programs. This participant distribution appears to 7 

track very closely with the actual residential customer distribution across zip 8 

codes. 9 

Q. What are Staff’s findings regarding the demographic data PGE collects 10 

through IQBD post-enrollment surveys? 11 

A. Staff finds that PGE’s IQBD appears to be providing some degree of 12 

distributional equity relative to targeted relief.  However, Staff notes that the 13 

post-enrollment survey data does not capture a full year of enrollments and 14 

was completed by approximately 40 percent of participants.41  To this end, it is 15 

important that Staff continue to monitor IQBD enrollments and program 16 

performance to inform future evaluations and equity assessments.  Figure 542 17 

shows PGE’s most recently available enrollment data, relative to demographic 18 

information.  19 

 
41 CUB DR 065 Attachment F. 
42 Id. 
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Figure 5. IQBD Enrollment Survey Data 1 

 

Q. Please elaborate on Staff’s review of PGE’s survey data relative to 2 

distributional equity. 3 

A. Staff compared PGE’s survey information with census data (Figure 6) to draw 4 

some high-level insights. For example, Staff reviewed the U.S. census bureau 5 

racial distribution across counties within PGE’s service territory.  When 6 

comparing the two information sets, Staff observed that Black, Indigenous, and 7 

People of Color (BIPOC) communities generally show a higher representation 8 

in the IQBD proportional to their population in the selected counties. Given what 9 

The following statistics reflect cumulative enrollments as of January 31st, 2023.

Single Family 36%
Multifamily 55%
Mobile Home 9%

1 48%
2 18%
3 12%
4 10%
5+ 12%

Yes 34%
No 66%

% English 89%
% Non-English 11%

White or Caucasian 56%
Latino/a, Hispanic, or Spanish 21%
Black or African American 8%
Asian or Asian Indian 5%
Native American and/or Alaska Native 2%
Native Hawaiian and/or Pacific Islander 2%
Slavic 1%
African Immigrant or Refugee 1%
Middle Eastern 1%
Other 4%

Demographic Information

Housing Type

Household Size

Race/Ethnicity of Enrolled Applicant (optional)*

Preferred Language 

On a Fixed Income



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/600 
 Scala /38 

 

we know about the marginalization and historic injustices contributing to racial 1 

wealth gaps and higher rates of energy insecurity among BIPOC households, 2 

this is likely a positive sign in terms of distributional justice that mitigates 3 

disparate impacts.  That said, Staff reiterates that this assessment is not 4 

absolute, nor particularly robust, given the limitations of the IQBD survey data. 5 

Figure 6. United States Census Bureau- Quick Facts (PGE Counites) 6 

 7 

Staff also combined income data from the American Community 8 

Survey with the IQBD survey to assess IQBD participation across median 9 

income levels.  This analysis is displayed in Figure 7. 10 
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Figure 7. IQBD Participation Across Median Household Income 1 

 2 

Q. What is Staff’s overall assessment of PGE’s IQBD and how it operates? 3 

A. The IQBD offers a monthly discount of up to 25 percent off energy use for 4 

qualifying customers. The eligibility for this program is based on household 5 

size and the average annual gross income for all members of the household 6 

who are 18 years or older. The application process is designed to be a low 7 

barrier, requiring no financial documents from applicants. Once approved, 8 

the discount is applied for a period of two years. Customers need to re-9 

enroll after this period, but PGE sends reminders to facilitate this process. 10 

Q. Does the IQBD program have an impact on energy justice? 11 

A. Yes.  One of the main advantages of PGE's IQBD program is its low-barrier 12 

enrollment process. This approach, combined with the income self-13 

attestation requirement, makes the program more accessible to those in 14 

need. Additionally, the program provides consistent assistance, rather than 15 
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one-time aid, which can help households better manage their energy costs 1 

over time. Further, targeted assistance programs, such as the IQBD are 2 

often cited in the literature as a useful practice to enhance affordability and 3 

social equity within the energy sector. By mitigating energy poverty, these 4 

programs contribute to public health and housing stability. They can also 5 

reduce the incidence of service disconnections due to unpaid bills, reduce 6 

uncollectibles, and help maintain a consistent revenue stream for utilities. 7 

Q. Are there any concerns or areas that could be improved in the IQBD 8 

program? 9 

A. Yes. Staff believes PGE should increase the level of discounts offered using 10 

either increases within its existing three tier structure, or by the addition of a 11 

fourth discount greater than 25 percent.  Although a discount of up to 25 12 

percent may provide some relief, this is not sufficient for many energy-13 

burdened households. 14 

Another concern is the lack of granular data to inform equity analyses 15 

of customer groups.  A comprehensive low-income needs assessment 16 

(LINA) within PGE's service territory would be of great value to Staff, 17 

stakeholders, and the utility relative to program evaluations and equitable 18 

ratemaking.  Such an assessment could provide critical data on the extent 19 

and distribution of energy poverty and energy insecurity, enabling more 20 

targeted and effective interventions.  This is a step that has been taken by 21 

most of Oregon's other investor-owned utilities, some of which have found 22 
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that energy discounts of up to 90 percent are appropriate in areas of 1 

extreme energy poverty. 2 

Q. Why is it so important for utilities to engage in a LINA? 3 

A. A comprehensive LINA can provide a detailed understanding of the energy 4 

needs and burdens faced by low-income households in a utility's service 5 

area. This data can then be used to design assistance programs that are 6 

more accurately targeted to meet those needs. Without this data, there's a 7 

risk of either insufficiently assisting those in need or misallocating 8 

resources. Most of Oregon's other investor-owned utilities have conducted 9 

such assessments, and believe it is time for PGE to do the same. 10 

Q. How could PGE improve its IQBD program to better address energy 11 

insecurity and energy burden? 12 

A. There are a few steps that PGE could take. First, the company could 13 

conduct a comprehensive low-income needs assessment to better 14 

understand the needs of its customers. This could inform a potential 15 

adjustment in the level of the discount offered through the IQBD program. 16 

 Additionally, PGE could consider offering an additional tier with a 17 

greater discount for households with the least means to pay. This approach 18 

was adopted by both PacifiCorp and Northwest Natural absent a completed 19 

LINA at the time the discount programs were before the Commission. 20 

Moreover, Staff believes that PGE should consider the inclusion of an 21 

arrearage management program (AMP) to support the effects of the IQBD 22 

and further reduce energy insecurity. Arrearages exacerbate energy burden 23 
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issues by compounding monthly bill amounts. Time payment arrangements 1 

do not include any offset to the total debt, and customers already struggling 2 

to pay will fall deeper into arrears, regardless of the bill discounts. 3 

Q. Please describe Staff’s role in supporting the IQBD. 4 

A. The IQBD, as well as all the investor-owned utility administered bill discount 5 

programs in Oregon, was designed to provide near-term energy burden relief 6 

to customers following the implementation of the Energy Affordability Act. To 7 

this end, it is regarded as an “interim program” and a final iteration may or may 8 

not involve significant evolutions or departures from the current design. Staff 9 

intends to pursue an inclusive process with utilities and stakeholders through 10 

UM 2211, the Energy Affordability Act Implementation docket to identify 11 

relevant guidance and practices that will inform long term energy burden 12 

mitigation rates and programs. 13 

Staff is currently partnering with the Regulatory Assistance Project to 14 

determine the scope and flow of this work and expects to engage utilities and 15 

stakeholders later this summer. Staff is also utilizing the time between the 16 

implementation of the interim designs and the UM 2211 investigation to collect 17 

and analyze utility program data, such as that displayed in Figure 5, above. 18 

Staff continues to engage with PGE and stakeholders on the perceived efficacy 19 

of the IQBD through monthly check-ins and data discussions. 20 

Q. The IQBD is currently recovered in an automatic adjustment clause, 21 

should this program be rolled into base rates? 22 
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A. Not at this time. As noted earlier in testimony, this is an interim program that 1 

just completed its first year. Program maturity (75 percent eligible enrolled) is 2 

forecasted to occur in 2026. Thus, program costs and tier distributions are still 3 

being established. It is appropriate to monitor IQBD program costs through an 4 

AAC and associated deferral until there has been more time to review and 5 

finalize a permanent program where annual costs are well-established. 6 

Q. Does Staff have comments regarding the current IQBD cost recovery 7 

practices in the automatic adjustment clause? 8 

A. Yes.  All customers contribute towards the costs of the IQBD programs.  The 9 

Schedule 118 PGE Bill Adjustment Recovery Mechanism for the IQBD 10 

program is currently assessed at a flat rate of $1.14 per bill for residential 11 

customers and a 0.114 cent per kWh for all other schedules, up the first 12 

877,193 kWh, effectively a $1,000 per month, per Site cap. 13 

Q. Please explain why non-residential customers should be expected to 14 

fund residential customer assistance programs. 15 

A. Staff is cognizant that the IQBD can only be accessed by qualifying residential 16 

households while costs are shared by non-residential household.  The statute 17 

authorizing differential rates and programs states that: “the cost of tariffs, 18 

schedules, rates, bill credits or program discounts allowed pursuant to 19 

subsection (1) of this section must be collected in the rates of an electric 20 

company through charges paid by all retail electricity consumers.”  To this end, 21 

and further reinforced by other residential program cost-recovery proceedings 22 
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with this Commission,43 it is appropriate for all utility customers to contribute to 1 

the costs of reducing residential energy burden. 2 

Q. Did the Commission recently approved the current structure including3 

the $1,000 cap?4 

A. Yes.  The Commission approved the current Schedule 118 terms, with the5 

$1,000 cap in ADV 1447.  There was an interest in expediency for this6 

proceeding as PGE had already begun paying into the program and Staff did7 

not want to allow significant deferrals to accrue.8 

Q. What does Staff recommend regarding the IQBD cost-recovery cap?9 

A. Staff recommends this cap be revisited at such a time that enrollment, costs, or10 

other relevant metrics or design elements of the IQBD have changed to11 

warrant an adjustment to this feature.12 

Q. Please describe the relevance of energy efficiency programs to UE 416.13 

A. The Company is not proposing recovery of any energy efficiency costs through14 

the general rate case, as all energy efficiency funds are recovered through15 

previously approved Schedules 108, 109, and 110.  PGE’s Schedule 109,16 

Energy Efficiency Customer Service, was recently approved in Docket17 

No. ADV 1337, and Schedule 110, Energy Efficiency Customer Service, was18 

likewise approved in Docket No. UM 2039.4419 

Effective energy efficiency programs can have meaningful implications for 20 

customers at the household level and average customer loads at the system 21 

43 COVID-19 Residential Bill Assistance cost-recovery. 
44 UE 416 OPUC Staff DRs 388-390 
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level. It has the potential to lower energy costs for low-income households, 1 

thereby reducing energy poverty and potentially peak load demands. Further, it 2 

is imperative that residential customers are afforded equitable access to 3 

energy efficiency program benefits to the extent funding is provided by a 4 

uniform rate assigned to the class of customers. To this end, Staff finds it 5 

appropriate to discuss energy efficiency programs in this proceeding. 6 

Q. What did Staff find in its analysis?7 

A. In general, Staff found that there is an opportunity for the Company to initiate8 

more robust data collection practices regarding energy efficiency that can be9 

used to inform their program and customer coordination with Energy Trust of10 

Oregon (ETO). Based on responses provided by the Company, Staff found that11 

the PGE does not track energy efficiency spending at a granular level;12 

therefore, beyond total funding and overall programming with the ETO, Staff13 

was unable to obtain a better sense of the allocation of funds.14 

A recent ETO Customer Participation and Awareness survey showed a 15 

2.7 percent statewide participation rate, but it remains unclear the percentage 16 

of PGE customers utilizing energy efficiency funds.45  The approved 2022 ETO 17 

budget revealed that 21.8 percent of funding goes to residential customers, 18 

however, again there is a lack of granularity relative to demographic data 19 

points for customers served.46  20 

45 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 404. 
46 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 409. 
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Additionally, while the Company does use promotional advertising, 1 

business and residential outreach, and overall website content to increase the 2 

customer enrollment of energy efficiency programming, PGE does not currently 3 

track energy efficiency spending at the zip code or more granular level.47 Nor 4 

does PGE does not track the number of Income Qualified Bill Discount 5 

customers participating in other energy efficiency programs or overall 6 

reductions in household energy usage attributable to energy efficiency 7 

programs.48 8 

Q. Is PGE able to effectively provide outreach to deploy energy efficiency to9 

its customers?10 

A. Partially.  PGE provided Staff several examples of outreach and11 

communications used to inform and educate its customers about energy12 

efficiency programs and practices that would help reduce monthly energy13 

bills.49  PGE continues to work with ETO and external community action14 

agencies to increase customers’ awareness and participation in energy15 

efficiency programs through marketing and outreach activities.  All of these16 

materials appeared helpful, informative, and accessible in terms of simple17 

language and language options.  PGE also uses Senate Bill 838 funding to18 

enhance trade-ally awareness of the ETO Heat Pump program and installation19 

standards.5020 

47 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 405. 
48 UE 416 OPUC Staff DRs 406-408. 
49 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 439.
50 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 411.
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However, as noted earlier, data on the efficacy of these measures is 1 

either not collected or not analyzed.  Additionally, as noted, participation rates 2 

reported by ETO for energy efficiency programs is only 2.7 percent.  To this 3 

end, Staff points out that there seem to be issues with enrollment and 4 

potentially distributional equity51 within energy efficiency programs.  These 5 

matters may be served by more intentional data collection around outreach and 6 

customer engagement in energy efficiency. 7 

Q. Does Staff have a proposed adjustment for energy efficiency? 8 

A. No.  Staff does not currently propose any modifications or adjustments to 9 

PGE’s overall energy efficiency programming.  However, Staff does plan to 10 

utilize the UM 2211 investigation to explore enrollment, participation rates, 11 

program designs, and utility-ETO partnerships more deeply. Staff is interested 12 

in taking a more strategic approach to evaluating energy efficiency to improve 13 

these areas, particularly in the interest of energy justice. 14 

 
51 Distributional equity in ETO programs is currently being addressed as a result of HB 3141, where 
the Commission was charged with implementing equity metrics to “assess, address and create 
accountability for environmental justice.” 
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3141. 
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ISSUE 4. ENERGY JUSTICE IN AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT CLAUSES 1 

Q. Please summarize your testimony relative to PGE’s use of Automatic 2 

Adjustment Clauses (AAC). 3 

A. Please refer to Staff Exhibit 2200 Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens for a 4 

complete analysis of the role of AACs in utility regulation. Staff Exhibit 2200 5 

also provides Staff’s position and recommended actions regarding PGE’s use 6 

of AACs as a cost recovery mechanism. For the purposes of this testimony, 7 

Staff will offer a limited discussion on the implications of PGE’s AAC activity 8 

relative to energy justice. 9 

Q. What perspectives do energy justice principles offer in the context of 10 

Staff’s desire to more actively regulate the use of AACs for cost 11 

recovery? 12 

A. While AACs and other single-issue ratemaking tool can be useful in some 13 

contexts, their efficacy may be tempered when implemented without earnings 14 

tests and/or in excess. For example, the absence of an earnings test can result 15 

in reduced transparency and oversight. Without adequate checks and 16 

balances, it may be challenging to ensure that costs recovered through AACs 17 

are reasonable, necessary and in the best interest of customers. 18 

There is also an increased risk of over-recovery, where utilities may 19 

collect more revenue that justified by their actual costs. This can place 20 

unnecessary burden on customers, particularly energy burdened households. 21 

AAC regulatory proceedings are less rigorous than traditional ratemaking 22 
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procedures and have a myopic lens that prevents holistic perspectives 1 

regarding rate pressures. 2 

Q. In Staff Exhibit 2200, Staff indicates the PGE’s number of AACs have 3 

more than tripled since 2010, how does this rate of growth impact 4 

customers? 5 

A. Figures 8 and 9 depict the increasing impact of AACs on customer bills.  As the 6 

portion of customer bills attributable to AACs grows, the more vulnerable rates 7 

are to the potential procedural and distributional injustices of AACs.  Once an 8 

AAC has been established, parties have largely agreed on a forecast 9 

methodology and rate spread.  To this end, the rate adjustment, by design, 10 

does not accommodate a robust and inclusive decision-making process 11 

relative to subsequent review and continuation of the mechanism.  This 12 

deficiency (in the interest of efficiency) is exacerbated when an earnings test is 13 

not commensurate with approval.  The impact on customers is greater 14 

exposure to the risk of overcollection and fragmented rate spreads that 15 

potentially exacerbate inequities. 16 
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Figure 8. Overall Residential Bill Breakdown52 1 

2 

Figure 9. Percent Change in Residential Bill Component 3 

4 

Figure 8 shows the average residential customer bill for each year 5 

beginning 2010 through 2022 by cost category, while Figure 9 captures how 6 

52 OPUC Staff DR 328. 
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elements of the residential bill have changed over the same period.  As can be 1 

observed in blue line of Figure 9, the percentage change in AACs is most 2 

profound.  Taken together with the large increases to base rates Figure 10, the 3 

average residential customer bill has increased a little over 20 percent.  Figure 4 

5 provides a look at AAC as a portion of the average residential customer bill. 5 

Figure 10. Average AAC Percent of Bill53 6 

7 

Q. What risk mitigation measures does Staff recommend?8 

A. Staff has proposed a series of controls to help provide a regulatory strategy9 

relative to AACs. These recommendations are detailed in Staff Exhibit 220010 

Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens.11 

53 Id. 
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ISSUE 5. ENERGY JUSTICE IN SCHEDULE 300 CUSTOMER CHARGES 1 

Q. Please describe how this testimony will address PGE’s proposal for2 

Schedule 300 customer charges.3 

A. Please refer to Staff Exhibit 2400 Nottingham-Shearer for a complete analysis4 

of PGE’s proposed Schedule 300 changes. Staff Exhibit 2400 also provides5 

Staff’s position, recommended actions and introduces potential equity6 

implications of PGE’s proposal. For the purposes of this testimony, Staff will be7 

presenting energy justice considerations relative to reconnection rates more8 

generally.9 

Q. What are the implications of PGE’s proposed increase in reconnection10 

charges in UE 416?11 

A. Reconnection charges tend to be largely born by low-income households and12 

other communities at greater risk for credit related disconnection. For example,13 

in response to a Staff inquiry, PGE reported that approximately 11 percent of14 

IQBD participants had experienced disconnection between August 2021 and15 

March 2023.54 To this end, increases to these charges will further exacerbate16 

inequities associated with who is most likely to pay.17 

Similarly, Staff argues that reconnection charges can be unnecessarily 18 

punitive because they impose an additional financial burden on customers who 19 

are likely already struggling to pay. This injustice is particularly salient when the 20 

charges assessed significantly exceed the actual cost of providing the service, 21 

54 UE 416 OPUC Staff DR 447. 
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which appears to be the case with PGE.55 AR 653 adopted additional customer 1 

protections adopted to provide some relief from reconnection charges for low-2 

income customers,56 however, the protections are limited to those who qualify 3 

under OAR 860-021-0180. 4 

It is unclear to Staff if the level of the charge is assessed by the Company 5 

such that aggregated collections are sufficient to cover the cost of service, 6 

including no-charge reconnections (and disconnections). Staff’s continued 7 

review will look into this issue further.  8 

Q. Are reconnection charges a necessary disincentive? 9 

A. No.  Reconnection charges exacerbate disparities by imposing higher costs 10 

disproportionately on energy insecure households. Community focus groups 11 

have collectively described how disconnection resulting from inability to pay is 12 

a significant source of stress and anxiety for households. Additionally, studies 13 

have linked higher disconnection rates to poorer health outcomes and greater 14 

incidence of homelessness.57 To this end, Staff finds these anecdotes and 15 

research outcomes contribute more to the argument that reconnection charges 16 

are unnecessarily punitive than a warranted or functional disincentive. 17 

Q. Does Staff have any other concerns relative to Schedule 300 charges? 18 

 
55 Staff Exhibit 2400 Nottingham-Shearer. 
56 OAR  860-021-0330;  

https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/viewSingleRule.action;JSESSIONID OARD=8VdEZ7rV eK
OgzASD01Qcr08MvLECDGiOrRLCFT-WKBWHxBWUgso!-1586339682?ruleVrsnRsn=294410.  

57 Hernández, Diana & Laird, Jennifer. (2021). Surviving a Shut-Off: U.S. Households at Greatest 
Risk of Utility Disconnections and How They Cope. American Behavioral Scientist. 66. 
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A. Yes.  The proposed increases to Schedule 300 customer charges are 1 

significant. They include but are not limited to reconnection charges with 2 

graduations based on whether or not they occur at the meter base and on or 3 

outside of normal business hours and wasted trip charges. In some instances, 4 

the increases are upwards of 100 percent of the current cost. 5 

Staff is concerned that PGE’s Schedule 300 estimates, in general, are 6 

excessive and inadequately capture both the cost savings from AMI meters 7 

and the energy justice perspectives relative to nuanced charges. Staff Exhibit 8 

2400 Nottingham-Shearer Staff’s analysis of the cost savings element. To the 9 

latter point, Staff is concerned that there may be relevant correlations to the 10 

incidence of graduated reconnection charges. For example, are environmental 11 

justice communities more likely to need an off hour reconnect? Are there 12 

infrastructure deficiencies that relate to the incidence of reconnects not at 13 

meter base? What is the relationship between customer trust in the utility and 14 

not at meter base reconnects. 15 

Staff is not aware of any data PGE collects that would sufficiently inform 16 

these concerns, however, in the context of energy justice they are relevant as 17 

significant finds would indicate intersectional disparities that exacerbate current 18 

conditions. Staff suggests that in the interest of advancing a more equitable 19 

system overall, a review of customer charge structures and practices be 20 

considered. 21 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 22 

A. Yes. 23 
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EDUCATION: BA Economics, University of Hawaii, Manoa; Honolulu, Hawaii 

BA Political Science, University of Hawaii, Manoa; Honolulu, 
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EXPERIENCE: I have been employed by the Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon since July 2020 as a Senior Utility Analyst. I initially 
began work at the Commission in the Energy Rates, Finance 
and Audit Division and later transitioned to the Strategy 
and Integration Division upon its inception. In May of 2022, 
I was made Energy Justice Program Manager to the Utility 
Division. I have provided expert testimony as Commission 
Staff in general rate cases UE 394, UG 433, and UG 435, and 
have consulted on others.  I have over eight years of 
experience in policy analysis and program evaluation for 
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the Oregon Department of Human Services and Economist 
at the Oregon Employment Department. Prior to that I was 
employed at the Hawaii State Legislature as the Senior 
Analyst to the Senate Committee on Ways and Means. 

                                



 
 CASE:  UE 416 

 WITNESS:  SCALA 
 
 
 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 602 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023  



March 27, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236 
Dated March 13, 2023 

Request: 

Referring to the Company’s testimony UE 416 / PGE / 900 / Lynn – Nestel / 17 
a. Provide the underlying calculation of the each of the values listed in “Table 2

Uncollectible Rate Forecast Itemized” in an Excel spreadsheet.  In the response,
please provide the supporting summary data for each of the years 2017, 2018, 2019,
2020, 2021, 2022.

b. Explain any year-to-year variance of more than 10 percent for either the actual write-
offs or revenues.

c. Please describe how PGE recovers on a rate spread basis the uncollectible revenues.
For example, is each rate schedule responsible for its respective share of uncollectible
revenues or is it spread across all customer classes?

Response: 

PGE objects to this request for being overly broad and unduly burdensome in that it requires new 
analysis to be performed. Without waiving said objections, PGE states as follows: 

a. The underlying calculations in Table 2 are primarily based on the most recent information
available through November 2022 and do not rely on historical time series. Where data is
available, historical years are also provided. Attachment 236-A shows the underlying
calculations for the values listed in 900/Lynn-Nestle/17 Table 2. For the Recovery Rate
Trend adder, the initial 2022 estimate of 16.5% was based on data through November 2022,
15.85% is a full year of data for 2022.

In October 2022, there were numerous additional customer protections added into OAR
Division 21 which will result in changes to uncollectibles. Particularly, Severe Weather
Moratorium which added significant protections for customers from November through
March and hasn’t completed its first cycle since implementation. Also, Notice of Pending
Disconnection perspective changing the 15-day disconnection notice to a 20-day notice
will be implemented by June of 2023 however any additional time has a direct impact of
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 236 
March 27, 2023 
Page 2 

increasing arrears outstanding. PGE made a good faith effort to approximate impact with 
the partial historical data available. 

b. Please refer to UE 416 OPUC DR 235-Attach_A for the annual write-offs and revenues
with explanations for annual variations greater than 10 percent.

c. PGE recovers uncollectible expense based on the Marginal Cost Study in the Allocation of
Uncollectibles. Please see UE 416 PGE Exhibit 1201.
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April 12, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 325 
Dated March 16, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide raw anonymized household-level billing data for all Schedule 7 customers for the 
calendar year 2022.  Please provide this in an MS Excel file.  If necessary, multiple Excel files can 
be used.  Please include any bill for which the billing period or due date starts or ends in calendar 
year 2022. An example as to how the data should generally be structured is shown in Attachment 
1 of this DR.  If PGE does not track any of these data elements, please indicate this in your response 
and return the rest of the data elements.  If you have any questions about this request, please reach 
out to the Staff Initiator, Bret Stevens, as soon as possible. Please include the following data 
elements – the preferred data type are in parentheses: 

a. Anonymized customer account ID (string or numeric)
i. Anonymized site ID (string or numeric)

ii. Please ensure that the anonymized customer ID and anonymized site ID are
persistent across different bills.

iii. Please ensure that the key linking the anonymous account and site IDs to their
respective accounts and sites are retained by the company after anonymization.

b. Bill start date (string or data variable in excel)
c. Bill end date (string or data variable in excel)
d. Bill total (numeric)
e. Energy consumption for billing period (numeric)
f. Customer payments made for billing period (numeric)
g. Affected by any PSPS? (binary or string)

i. If yes, start date of PSPS event (date or string)
ii. If yes, end date of PSPS event (date or string)

iii. If yes, duration of PSPS event (numeric)
h. ZIP code (numeric or string)
i. City (string)
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 325 
April 12, 2023 
Page 2 
 

j. Heating fuel type (binary or string)  
k. Cooking fuel type (binary or string)  
l. EV ownership (binary or string)  
m. Multi family or single family (binary variable or string) 
n. Enrolled in income qualified bill discount program? (binary or string) 
o. Enrolled in bill assistance program? (binary or string) 
p. Customer has been previously disconnected (binary or string) 
q. Customer account has received LIHEAP (binary or string) 
r. Customer arrears balance for billing period (numeric) 
s. Participate in net metering? (binary or string) 

 

Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and calls for 
speculation. Subject to and without waiving said objections, PGE responds as follows: 
  
Attachment 325-A provides the raw anonymized household-level billing data for all Schedule 7 
customers for the calendar year 2022. Per a phone conversation with OPUC Staff on 
March 27, 2023, PGE is providing data files in a CSV format. Data on customer EV ownership 
status was not available for inclusion at this time and will be supplied upon approval that sharing 
this data, even anonymously, is permitted under any applicable limitations on sharing such 
information imposed by law, regulation or agreement between PGE and the Oregon Department 
of Transportation. Data on cooking fuel is not tracked by PGE. This data has not been prepared 
for analytic use and may contain anomalies. 
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March 30, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 328 

Dated March 16, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
From 2010 to 2022, please provide the total annual revenue generated from rates charged to each 
customer class broken down base rates, power cost cases, non-power cost AACs, other deferral 
amortizations, and any other mechanisms not identified. 

 

Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request as being overly broad and unduly burdensome in that it requires the 
development of new information. Without waiving said objections, PGE states the following: 
 
On March 20, 2023, PGE and Staff discussed this DR in a phone call, and Staff agreed due to time 
limitations that PGE could provide forecasted annual revenue.  
 
Attachments 328-A through 328-N provide the forecasted annual revenue from 2010 to 2022 
generated from rates charged to each customer class broken down by base rates, power costs, 
non-power cost AACs, other deferral amortizations, and other mechanisms.  
 
PGE is providing two files for 2022. Attachment 328-M contains the forecasted revenues effective 
January 1, 2022. The revenues are calculated using the 2022 load forecast and present a full 12 
months of revenue, but are only in effect until May 8, 2022. Attachment 328-N contains the 
forecasted revenues effective May 9, 2022 when the rates from UE 394 became effective. The 
revenues in Attachment 328-N also present a full 12 months of revenue.   
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April 10, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 385 

Dated March 27, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please refer to Schwartz–Outama–Cristea/29-30: “Therefore, beginning January 1st, PGE must 
anticipate incurring a carbon obligation for many of the trades that PGE transacts under the 
standard Mid-C trading product, because the energy supply supporting PGE’s trading activity is 
often the economic dispatch of PGE’s thermal resources that are not located in the state of 
Washington (i.e., PGE would anticipate being the responsible importer).” 

i. Please confirm whether it is correct to interpret the phrase “many of the trades 
that PGE transacts…” as saying that not all trades at Mid-C will incur a carbon 
obligation. If so, please provide a narrative description and workbook 
demonstrating how PGE models the proportion of trades that will incur carbon 
obligations.  If not, please provide an alternative correct interpretation. 

a. Please provide a monthly forecast of the total power sold by PGE in WA that will be 
transacted at the Mid-C trading hub broken down by thermal and non-thermal 
resources. 

b. Please provide a monthly forecast of the total power sold by PGE to a non-WA buyer 
that will be transacted at the Mid-C trading hub broken down by thermal and non-
thermal resources.  Please discuss whether the thermal resources would be subject to 
a carbon obligation. 

c. Please provide a monthly forecast of the total power bought by PGE from a generator 
in WA that will be transacted at the Mid-C trading hub broken down by thermal and 
non-thermal resources. Confirm whether the price PGE would payfor this energy is 
directly or indirectly affected by any carbon obligations. 

d. From the PGE’s statement above, Staff is interpreting that PGE will supply energy to 
WA from thermal resources located outside WA. Please confirm whether the 
interpretation is correct and identify which thermal resources PGE will use to supply 
energy to Washington.  

e. Please provide the following figures by month in the following format, with cell 
references and formulae intact for the test period: 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 385 
April 10, 2023 
Page 2 
 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Mid-C MWh eligible for 
Carbon Obligation (from 
resources in WA) 

            

Mid-C MWh eligible for 
Carbon Obligation (from 
resources outside WA) 

            

Total Market Sales (WA) $              
Total Market Sales (outside 
WA) $ 

            

Total Market Sales (WA) MWh             
Total Market Sales (outside 
WA) MWh 

            

WA Carbon Obligation cost 
(generated from WA resources) 
$ 

            

WA Carbon Obligation cost 
(generated from resources 
outside WA) $ 

            

Total WA Carbon Obligation 
cost $  

            

 
Response: 
 

i. Correct. Since the MONET model prices all sales at the Mid-C price curve there is an 
implied model assumption that transactions are executed under the standard Mid-C 
trading product, which is the Mid-C physical product listed on the Intercontinental 
Exchange (i.e., ICE).  Currently, parties selling the standard product assume a carbon 
obligation risk, because the standard product does not preclude delivery at a 
Washington sink point.  Therefore, the price curve used in MONET presently includes 
price uplift for carbon risk and this price is applied to all sales and purchases in the 
MONET model. 
 
While priced at the Mid-C price curve, PGE noted in PGE Exhibit 300 at 33 that not 
all sales resulting from the MONET model dispatch will ultimately sink in Washington 
and create a carbon obligation for PGE.  PGE used its estimate of COB transactions as 
a basis for reducing the MONET model sales volume eligible for incurring a 
compliance obligation. The workbook demonstration is in the MFRs, Vol 10 - New 
Items and Enhancements\Step 00n - Washington Cap and Invest, file “#WA Cap and 
Trade”. 

 
a. The MONET model does not identify unit-specific sales. However, in the forecast of Mid-

C MWh eligible for carbon obligation, PGE assigns an unspecified emission factor of 0.437 
metric tons of CO2 equivalent per MWh to all eligible MWhs. 

 
A breakdown of hourly dispatch and portfolio sales can be found in PGE’s MFRs filed on 
February 15, 2023, folder “ToPUC”, file “#2024GRC-B000n-HourlyDiagnostics”, tab 
“hrlydiagnosticenergy”.  
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 385 
April 10, 2023 
Page 3 

b. A forecast for power sold by PGE to a non-WA buyer transacted at Mid-C would be 0
MWh in each month, because the modeled transactions in the MONET model are first
priced at the standard Mid-C product. See PGE’s response in part (i.). In practice, if PGE
sells a non-standard Mid-C product (i.e., parties agree that the power will not sink in
Washington) the sale will not incur a carbon obligation, including sales associated with
emitting sources such as thermal resources.

c. The MONET model does not identify unit-specific purchases. See the description of how
the MONET model economically dispatches PGE’s portfolio in PGE Exhibit 300, Section
II. As described in PGE Exhibit 300, given thermal output, expected hydro and wind
generation, and contract purchases and sales, MONET fills any resulting gap between total
resource output and PGE’s retail load with hypothetical market purchases (or sales) priced
at the forward market price curve. Market purchase volumes and costs are provided in the
MONET model output worksheets, “PwrEnOut”, “PwrAEOut”, and “PwrCsOut”, under
row “Market Purchases”. See PGE’s response in part (i.).  The price curve used in MONET
presently includes price uplift for carbon risk and this price is applied to all sales and
purchases in the MONET model.

d. Yes. In PGE Exhibit 300 at 30, PGE is describing the fact that PGE’s opportunity to sell
power can be a function of PGE’s thermal resources being economical for dispatch, which
then results in PGE’s total supply of economical dispatch being greater than its load
obligation.  Our examples in PGE Exhibit 300 at 30 focus on the summer months when the
MONET model monetizes generation length from our peaking resources through
wholesale market sales.  In instances where PGE would need to import electricity into
Washington to meet these modeled sales levels the source would likely be unspecified,
because the source would not be known prior to time of entry into the transaction (i.e., the
source would come from PGE’s portfolio).  In these instances, PGE’s sales would carry
the unspecified emission factor of 0.437 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per MWh.

e. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is vague. Subject to and without waiving
this objection, PGE responds as follows:

Confidential Attachment 385-A uses the MONET model results from its initial filing as
the basis for populating the table provided by Staff.

Mid-C MWh eligible for Carbon Obligation (from resources in WA): Values reported are
MWhs from resources located in WA when the resource volume is produced in the same
hour that a sale is made in MONET.

Mid-C MWh eligible for Carbon Obligation (from resources outside WA): Values reported
are MWhs from non-WA resources when the volume from WA resources is not large
enough to meet the hourly volume sold in MONET.

Total Market Sales (WA) $: This is all MONET sales reported in the MFR.  Since MONET
prices all sales at Mid-C, the dollar amount reported is for all sales.
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 385 
April 10, 2023 
Page 4 
 

Total Market Sales (outside WA) $:  This value is 0. MONET prices sales as if all were 
sold at Mid-C. 
 
Total Market Sales (WA) MWh:  This is all MONET sales reported in MFR.  Since 
MONET prices all sales at Mid-C, the MWh amount reported is for all sales. 
 
Total Market Sales (outside WA) MWh:  This value is 0.  MONET prices sales as if all 
were sold at Mid-C. 
 
WA Carbon Obligation cost (generated from WA resources) $:  This value is 0 if the 
resources located in WA (i.e., hydro and wind resources) are assigned an emission factor 
of 0 MTCO2e/MWh. 
 
WA Carbon Obligation cost (generated from resources outside WA) $:  This value is the 
result of MWh from resources outside WA multiplied by an unspecified emission factor 
(0.437 MTCO2e/MWh) and an allowance price of $48.50 per MTCO2e.    

 
Attachment 385-A is protected information subject to Protective Order No. 23-039. 
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April 11, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 388 

Dated March 28, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please list and describe any energy efficiency costs the Company has proposedto recover through 
this docket. At a minimum please include: 

a. The requested amount to be distributed to the Energy Trust of Oregon.  
b. The requested amount which will be retained by the Company. 
c. The requested amount to be distributed to entities administering low-income 

weatherization programs. 
d. The requested amount to be distributed to entities administering energy efficiency in 

schools through ORS 757.612. 
e. Explanation of the difference in amounts requested for (a) – (d) as compared to the 

Company’s last rate case.  
f. Location of the funds requested for energy efficiency in the Company’s filed rate case 

application and/or associated tariff.  
g. Please identify any prior and outstanding dockets related to the dispersal of these funds.  
 

 
Response: 
 
The Company is not proposing to recover any energy efficiency costs through this docket. 
Energy efficiency costs are recovered separately through Schedules 109 and 110.  
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April 11, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 389 

Dated March 28, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please identify whether the energy efficiency funding is being recovered through base rates or an 
outside funding source, including an automatic adjustment clause or deferral account. If the 
funding is being recovered through an outside funding source, please identify the source. 
 
Response: 
 
Energy efficiency funding is not recovered through base rates.  
 
Energy efficiency funding for activities conducted by the Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO) for the 
benefit of PGE’s customers is collected through Schedule 109 and disbursed to ETO each month.  
 
Energy efficiency funding for activities conducted by PGE to enable our customers to achieve 
energy efficiency is recovered through an automatic adjustment clause plus deferral. Docket No. 
UM 2039 for Energy Efficiency-Customer Service. The cost recovery schedule is Schedule 110. 
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April 11, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 390 

Dated March 28, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For the costs identified in DR 388, please provide total actual and budgeted expenditures for energy 
efficiency.  Please include data on the Oregon-allocated amount of each total.  Please provide the 
data in electronic, Excel format with all formulae and cell references intact.  
 

For example, the level of detail requested would be satisfied by completing the following 
chart: 

 

Year Actual ($) Budget 
($) 

2020   
2021   
2022   
2023 N/A  
2024 N/A  

 
Response: 
 
There are no costs identified in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 388 that PGE is 
seeking cost recovery for in UE 416.   
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 404 

Dated March 30, 2023 
Request: 
 
To summarize the development of energy efficiency funding and outreach over the last 10 years, 
please provide a table substantially similar to the table below that includes the following elements: 

a. Overall Funding of Energy Efficiency Programming. 
b. Percentage of Customers Served by Energy Efficiency Programming. 

 

Response: 
 
The table below provides the overall funding of energy efficiency programming. The percentage 
of customers served by energy efficiency programming is not available.   
 

Year Energy Efficiency Funding ($) 
2013 $67,632,144 
2014 $81,072,821 
2015 $87,490,968 
2016 $96,346,463 
2017 $96,970,919 
2018 $91,984,107 
2019 $95,633,932 
2020 $91,327,503 
2021 $85,694,542 
2022 $89,065,646 

 
The funding provided above includes only Energy Trust of Oregon actuals as disclosed in their 
Annual Reports, not Schedule 110 promotion or outreach spend. PGE does not track the percentage 
of customers served by energy efficiency programming, and ETO does not provide this 
information by utility. Although all PGE customers, participants and non-participants, benefit from 
investment in energy efficiency, a recent Energy Trust 2022 Customer Participation and 
Awareness survey shows a 2.7% rate of participation per year statewide for 2015-2021. 
PGE customer participation, derived from Program Participation Information, is in line with this 
rate if aggregated across all segments.  
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April 13, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 405 
Dated March 30, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide total energy efficiency spending by the Company in the 2022 calendar year by zip 
code.  

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 
Notwithstanding its objection, PGE responds as follows:  

PGE does not track total energy efficiency spend at this level of granularity nor is PGE provided 
total spend by zip code in the monthly Program Participation Information provided to PGE from 
the Energy Trust of Oregon.  
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 406 

Dated March 30, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide the number of customers participating in the Income-Qualified Bill Discount 
program currently participating in the energy efficiency programs supported or administered by 
the Company.  
 
Response: 
 
PGE public purpose charge (PPC) dollars fund Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) 
low-income affordable housing and low-income weatherization. The allocation for these dollars 
tripled following the passage of House Bill (HB) 3141 in 2021, from approximately $16M to $46M 
annually. These dollars are allocated to income eligible customers for: 1.) bill payment assistance 
via the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and Oregon Energy Assistance 
Program (OEAP) and 2.) energy efficiency via the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) and 
Energy Conservation Helping Oregonians (ECHO). PGE’s Income-Qualified Bill Discount 
(IQBD) program income eligibility aligns to the same 60% state median income (SMI) as the 
LIHEAP/OEAP programs. At present, PGE does not track the number of IQBD customers that 
participate in LIHEAP, OEAP, WAP, ECHO, or Energy Trust of Oregon programs, though it is 
piloting an effort to deploy no-cost ductless heat pumps in partnership with Energy Trust of 
Oregon, to IQBD customers in the 2023 planning year.  
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 407 

Dated March 30, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide the current number of customers successfully connected to energy efficiency and 
weatherization programs through their participation in the Income-Qualified Bill Discount 
program. 
 
Response: 
 
See PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 406.  
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 408 

Dated March 30, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
On average, over the 2020 to 2022 calendar period, please provide the average (in percentages) 
reduction household energy use for the Company’s customers accessing energy efficiency 
programs.  Please also provide the ratio of $/kwH for reduction in household energy usage for the 
Company’s customers accessing energy efficiency programs. 
 
Response: 
 
PGE does not track reductions in household energy use due to participation in energy efficiency 
programs, generally, or Energy Trust of Oregon programs, specifically. Given PGE does not track 
reductions in use there is currently no ratio of $/kWh to associate. The Energy Trust of Oregon is 
preparing their 2022 Customer Participation and Awareness survey results which will describe bill 
savings per year for participants. This survey will be made available, alongside annual reports 
here, Documents - Energy Trust of Oregon. 
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April 13, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 409 
Dated March 30, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide the calendar 2022 distribution of energy efficiency funds and participation rates 
across PGE’s service territory by residential customer segments including but not limited to, racial 
or ethnic background, and income brackets. 

Response: 

The distribution of energy efficiency funds to the residential segment was 21.8% of the approved 
2022 Energy Trust of Oregon Budget1. Energy Trust of Oregon has yet to release actuals in its 
Annual Report for 2022.  

PGE does not currently track participation by racial or ethnic background nor income. 
Energy Trust upcoming 2022 Customer Participation and Awareness survey will provide program 
participation by race, income, ownership and building type. The annual report and previous annual 
reports can be found here, Documents - Energy Trust of Oregon. 

1 Retrieved from: 2022-Approved-Budget-Binder.pdf (energytrust.org) (p.89) 
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 411 

Dated March 30, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please explain the 2022 general usage of funds for energy efficiency and efforts taken by both the 
Company and Energy Trust to increase energy efficiency outreach and usage for the Company’s 
customers as compared to the Company’s last general rate case, Docket No. UE 394. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE collaborates with the Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) to increase our customers’ 
awareness of and participation in Energy Trust residential and small-to-mid-sized business energy 
efficiency (EE) programs through marketing and outreach activities. In addition, PGE uses Senate 
Bill (SB) 838 funding to enhance trade-ally awareness of the Energy Trust Heat Pump program 
and Heat Pump installation standards. As a utility with existing customer relationships and 
communication channels, PGE can enhance SB 838-funded activity through newsletters and 
additional communications channels. 
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April 17, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 437 

Dated April 3, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Does the Company use demographic data or customer segmentation data to inform proposals 
impacting the residential customer base?  
If so: 

a. Please cite all demographic data sources utilized to inform the Company’s on its 
residential customer base, including, but not limited to information on age, race, 
ethnicity, income, and geographic location;   

b. Please indicate if the data was collected by the Company or a third-party and how; and 
c. Please indicate how if at all, this data was used to inform proposals in the UE 416 rate 

case and cite and relative language in PGE’s testimony. 
If no, 

a. Please describe if PGE plans to collect demographic or other customer segmentation 
data to inform proposals and programs in the future. 

 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is vague and calls for speculation in that OPUC 
Staff’s use of “proposals” is unclear. Notwithstanding its objection, PGE responds as 
follows: PGE’s response is written with the assumption that “proposals” includes activity outside 
of UE 416.  

a. PGE collects and uses customer demographic data from three primary sources.  
• One source is data collected directly from customers, at service connection, during 

program enrollments, and via surveys. Some data items are collected from all 
residential customers, while certain data points solicited via enrollment processes or 
surveys, are collected voluntarily only for a portion of residential customers.  

• A second source of demographic data is modeled data obtained from third party data 
providers.  
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• The third source of demographic data is that from the US Census Bureau.    
 

For data that PGE solicits directly from customers, collection points include:  
• New service connections, new accounts and account transfers.  
• PGE survey research, which includes the following categories of research study: 

– Ongoing survey efforts which are conducted on a regular basis, often quarterly, 
an example of which is the quarterly residential tracking survey.   

– Residential customer segmentation research efforts which are conducted every 
few years.   

– Ad-hoc survey efforts which are executed as needed often in support of program 
development, program management, marketing, or other efforts.    

– OPUC mandated program evaluation surveys.  
• Application to PGE’s IQBD program; however, customer specific income and race 

data are narrowly used to inform program outreach and ensure program is reaching 
all of the communities we serve. These specific data points are not used to inform 
other programs or customer outreach efforts, as stated on the IQBD application. 
 

Data points collected: 
 

All Residential Customers Portion of Residential Customers 
• Address (PGE, new service) 
• Dwelling type (PGE, new service) 
• Preferred language (PGE, new account) 
• Preferred communication method (PGE, 

new account) 
• Home ownership status (3rd party) 
• Household size (3rd party) 
• Income range (3rd party) 
• Whether household includes (3rd party): 

o Seniors 
o Children 
o Non-White  

• Home ownership status (PGE, surveys) 
• Household size (PGE, surveys & IQBD 

enrollment) 
• Household income (PGE, surveys & IQBD 

enrollment) 
• Respondent race (PGE, surveys & IQBD 

enrollment) 
• Respondent age (PGE surveys) 
• Education level (PGE, surveys) 
• Medically dependent on electricity (PGE, 

Medical Certificate enrollment) 

 
b. See response to (a) above. 

 
c. Enrollment in PGE’s IQBD program was used as a proxy indicator of low income 

households and used to inform on the impacts of discontinuing inclining block rates for 
residential customers (UE 416, Exhibit 1300, pages 15-16).  
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April 17, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 439 

Dated April 3, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please describe what PGE does to educate customers on understanding of their energy bills and 
the factors that impact monthly bills and price changes such as tariff riders, power cost, rate cases, 
etc. 

Response: 

PGE uses a variety of methods to communicate rate changes to residential customers, explaining 
high-level drivers of the changes and educating customers on ways they can help manage their 
consumption or participate in PGE programs to lower their electric bills.  
 
The primary communication methods are: 
 

• Updates to the PGE website 
• Social media posts 
• On-bill messaging 
• Customer newsletters 
• Bill inserts (both digital and print) 

 
Residential customers can also view their own usage data by hour or day though PGE’s Energy 
Tracker tool, illustrating when they tend to use more or less electricity.  
 
In January 2023, given the price increase and high-load season, PGE communications focused on 
bill assistance, energy savings and ways homeowners and renters can reduce their bills. 
 

1. PGE’s paper and paperless bills focused on bill assistance programs directing customers to 
several pages on PGE’s website with content on bill assistance, weatherization assistance 
and more, but primarily portlandgeneral.com/help/help-topics/energy-assistance-
programs-residential. 

a. In 2023 Q1 we drove 27,675 distinct users to PGE’s bill assistance web page, a 
13% increase over the prior year’s traffic at that time. The bill inserts drove 39% of 
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this traffic and newsletters (see response 3 below) drove 52%. Visitors stayed on 
the page an average of 2.4 mins. 

2. PGE’s home page focused on energy savings; we rotated the message weekly to test
message effectiveness and drive repeat attention. The hero image at the top drove
customers to portlandgeneral.com/save-money/save-money-home/high-bill-help.

a. In 2023 Q1 we drove 2,200 distinct users to that page, a 98% increase over the prior
year’s traffic at that time. They stayed on the page an average of 6 mins.

3. PGE’s residential newsletters (print and digital) focused on energy savings and bill
assistance programs. These communications featured video stories and efficiency tips for
both homeowners and renters and directed customers to relevant pages on
portlandgeneral.com.

a. The homeowner-targeted web page received 3,160 unique visitors, who stayed on
the page an average of 2.1 mins, with 1,492 video views across several videos.

b. The renter-targeted web page saw 2,300 users, who stayed on the page an average
of 1.4 mins, with 454 video views of the single video.

Attachments 439-A through 439-H are the customer communications referenced in this response. 
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May 24, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 779  

Dated May 10, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Please provide raw anonymized customer-level billing data for all Schedule 83, Schedule 85, and 
Schedule 89 customers for the calendar year 2022.  Please provide this in an .csv file.  If necessary, 
multiple Excel files can be used.  Please include any bill for which the billing period or due date 
starts or ends in calendar year 2022.  Please format this data similarly to the response to DR 325.  
Please provide the data for the data elements listed below.  If PGE does not track any of these data 
elements, please indicate this in your response and return the rest of the data elements.  If you have 
any questions about this request, please reach out to Staff Initiator, Bret Stevens, as soon as 
possible.  Please include the following data elements – the preferred data type are in parentheses: 

a. Anonymized customer account ID (string or numeric) 
i. Anonymized site ID (string or numeric) 

ii. Please ensure that the anonymized customer ID and anonymized site ID are 
persistent across different bills. 

iii. Please ensure that the key linking the anonymous account and site IDs to their 
respective accounts and sites are retained by the company after anonymization. 

b. Bill start date (string or data variable in excel) 
c. Bill end date (string or data variable in excel) 
d. Bill total (numeric) 
e. Energy consumption for billing period (numeric) 

i. On-peak consumption 
ii. Off-peak consumption 

f. Demand (Highest metered kW reading for a 30-minute period) 
i. On-peak  

ii. Off-peak  
iii. Average of the two greatest monthly demands within a 12-month period 

g. NAICS Code 
 
Response: 
 
Confidential Attachment 779-A provides the requested anonymized customer data for 2022, as 
well as fields indicating rate schedule and service delivery level (class). Regarding, part (g), PGE 
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notes that NAICS classification accuracy is inconsistent and recommends this field be used with 
caution. 
 
Attachment 779-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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April 17, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 447 

Dated April 3, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Among IQBD participants, please provide the total number of customers and percent of IQBD 
participants who have been disconnected for non-payment between 2014-2023 (*noting the 
moratorium period and 2018 PGE billing issue as exceptions).  
 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request as it is unduly burdensome and requires new analysis. Without waiving 
said objections, PGE states as follows: 
 
PGE cannot readily access and provide data on individual service points that were disconnected 
for non-payment prior to the COVID-era disconnection moratorium that spanned April 2020 
through July 2021. The accessible data aggregates disconnection data for all residential customers 
by month and year. 
 
Among the 51,444 customers who received an IQBD discount on their March 2023 bill, 5,877 had 
been disconnected for non-payment between August 2021 and March 2023. This equates to nearly 
11% of IQBD participants. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Dr. Ishraq Ahmed.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst employed in the 2 

Energy Costs Section of the Rates, Safety, and Utility Performance Program of 3 

the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 4 

201 High Street SE., Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/701. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I present Staff’s analysis regarding Portland General Electric’s (PGE or 9 

Company) 2024 proposal to modify the Schedule 125 guidelines to include net 10 

variable power cost (NVPC) forecast modeling enhancements in non-GRC 11 

years and an overview of PGE’s plans to join the Extended Day Ahead Market 12 

(EDAM).  I have made some recommendations, but I have no adjustments to 13 

the Company’s revenue requirement. 14 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 15 

A. Yes, in addition to my witness qualification statement in Exhibit Staff/701, I 16 

prepared Exhibit Staff/702, which includes non-Confidential Data Request (DR) 17 

Responses.  18 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 19 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 20 

Issue 1. Schedule 125 Guidelines Update .................................................. 2 21 
Issue 2. EDAM ............................................................................................ 6 22 
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ISSUE 1. SCHEDULE 125 GUIDELINES UPDATE 1 

Q. What is PGE’s proposal? 2 

A. PGE proposes to modify the Schedule 125 guidelines to include net variable 3 

power cost (NVPC) forecast modeling enhancements in non-GRC years.  This 4 

would give parties the flexibility to propose modeling enhancements in Annual 5 

Update Tariff (AUT) dockets.  PGE believes this allows them to address 6 

evolving market and operational challenges that can impact NVPC forecasts 7 

and suggests that the current energy market dictates that there is an increased 8 

need for year-to-year NVPC forecast modeling flexibility.1  9 

Q. When did the Commission adopt the Annual Update Tariff (AUT) and 10 

Schedule 125 guidelines? 11 

A. The Commission adopted the AUT in Docket Nos. UE 180, UE 181,and 12 

UE 184 through Order No. 07-015 and subsequently established Minimum 13 

Filing Requirements (MFRs) in Docket No. UE 198 through Order No. 08-505. 14 

Q. What does Order No. 07-015 say concerning modeling enhancements? 15 

A. The Commission adopted PGE’s proposal “to limit the number of model 16 

enhancements. Model changes or updates could be considered, not in the 17 

Annual Update process, but in a separate docket.”2  PGE’s compliance Tariff, 18 

Schedule 125, reflects this ruling, listing the permissible updates that may be 19 

 
1  PGE/300, Schwartz-Outama-Cristea/11-12. 
2  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 

180, Order No. 07-015, p. 19 (January 12, 2007).  
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made in the annual AUT filing and specifying “[n[o other changes or updates 1 

will be made in the annual filings under this schedule.”3 2 

Q. PGE testifies that the prohibition on modeling changes and updates was 3 

adopted as a “guideline” in Order No. 08-505 when the Commission 4 

adopted the requirement for Minimum Filing Requirements.  Do you 5 

agree? 6 

A. No.  I do not think this is an accurate reflection of the history.  The prohibition 7 

on updates other than those specifically allowed by Schedule 125 is in the tariff 8 

itself and was specifically adopted as part of the AUT in Order No. 07-015.  9 

The language in Order No. 08-505, referred to by PGE, is intended to specify 10 

when information regarding modeling enhancements and updates must be 11 

filed.  Order No. 08-505 specifies this information is not required in years when 12 

PGE only files an AUT update, presumably because such updates are not 13 

permissible in this circumstance under Order No. 07-015.  However, the 14 

language in Order No. 08-505 does confirm that modeling enhancements are 15 

not permissible inyears when the AUT is updated in a stand-alone proceeding.  16 

Q. Does it matter whether Commission policy is a prohibition or guideline 17 

with regards to when model enhancements can be proposed significant 18 

to deciding the merits of PGE’s proposal? 19 

A. Probably not.  However, Staff thought it was important to clarify the history of 20 

the limitation on updates to the AUT. 21 

  

 
3  PGE Advice No. 07-05 (Schedule 125). 
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Q. Why is PGE proposing this change to the AUT? 1 

A. PGE testifies that it recommended the limitation on updates and modeling 2 

enhancements when it proposed the AUT in 2006 based on its prior experience 3 

with the NVPC forecast process which indicated that any modeling changes led 4 

to very small changes in NVPC forecast at the time.  PGE stated that there 5 

may be “process efficiency gains” by handling modeling enhancements in GRC 6 

years instead of AUT years, and parties would have sufficient time to evaluate 7 

changes.  However, PGE now believes that in the current energy market 8 

environment, there is an increased need for year-to-year NVPC forecast 9 

modeling flexibility to address new and evolving operational challenges and 10 

market changes.4 11 

Q. What is Staff’s position on PGE’s proposal? 12 

A. Staff agrees with the reasons PGE states about more frequent modeling 13 

enhancements or updates for the AUT mechanism.  However, Staff does not 14 

agree that the current process for stand-alone AUT proceedings is sufficent to 15 

allow parties an adequate opportunity to vet modeling enhancements. 16 

Q. Does Staff have other concerns? 17 

A. Yes.  PGE implies that giving stakeholders the opportunity to propose modeling 18 

enhancements on an annual basis can lead to a more accurate NVPC forecast 19 

for the test year.5  While Staff sees value in engaging stakeholders to seek 20 

modeling enhancements in stand-alone AUT years, it is unclear whether Staff 21 

 
4  PGE/300, Schwartz-Outama-Cristea/12. 
5  PGE/300, Section III.A. 
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and other intervenors will have an ability to propose modeling enhancements in 1 

the relatively abbreviated procedural schedule allowed for a stand-alone AUT 2 

update.6 3 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding the Schedule 125 update? 4 

A. Staff only supports allowing modeling changes and enhancements under 5 

Schedule 125 and outside of a GRC, if the timing of PGE’s filing is such that 6 

there is enough time for a thorough review.  Staff does not believe there is 7 

sufficient time in the current process for stand-alone AUT proceedings.  If PGE 8 

suggests complex modeling changes to respond to the evolving market and 9 

operational challenges as pointed out by PGE, the abbreviated schedule is 10 

likely not sufficient to allow all parties time to review changes and make 11 

recommendations.  Accordingly, if the Commission agrees to PGE’s proposal 12 

to allow modeling changes in years when there is no GRC, Staff recommends 13 

PGE be required to file all of its proposed modeling enhancements or changes 14 

by no later than February 15, with discovery commencing thereafter.  Staff also 15 

recommends that PGE be required to hold workshops at Staff and 16 

stakeholders’ request during each AUT proceeding so that all parties involved 17 

have the opportunity to raise questions and seek clarifications on modeling 18 

changes.  This February 15 date applies only to the modeling changes and 19 

enhancements and not to the AUT filing date, which can remain on its current 20 

schedule. 21 

 
6  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 276. 
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ISSUE 2. EDAM 1 

Q. Please describe the EDAM. 2 

A. The proposed EDAM is a voluntary day-ahead electricity market where 3 

renewable resources will be more efficiently and effectively integrated to 4 

address operational challenges presented by what PGE describes as a rapidly 5 

changing resource mix, new technologies, and the impacts of climate change.  6 

EDAM builds on the ability of the Western EIM to increase regional 7 

coordination, support state policy goals, and meet demand cost-effectively.7 8 

Q. Does PGE plan to participate in the EDAM? 9 

A. Although the EDAM is expected to go live in 2024, PGE has not yet decided to 10 

participate.  The Commission’s Order in PGE’s last AUT proceeding required 11 

PGE to (1) submit written quarterly updates in this docket at the same time 12 

PGE holds Quarterly Power Supply Update meetings with stakeholders;  13 

(2) hold a workshop on the CAISO EDAM before filing the 2024 AUT; and, 14 

(3) Provide testimony in the 2024 AUT regarding i) Resource Sufficiency 15 

Evaluation, Greenhouse Gas accounting and costs, and Transmission impacts; 16 

and ii) Potential costs and benefits from EDAM participation, based on the 17 

most recently available information.8  PGE filed the reports and held a 18 

workshop on the EDAM in February 2023. 19 

Q. What requirements would PGE need to meet to participate in the 20 

EDAM? 21 

 
7  PGE/300, Schwartz-Outama-Cristea 48. 
8  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, 2023 Annual Power Cost Update, UE 402, 

Order No. 22-427, p. 3 (November 1, 2022). 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/700
 Ahmed/7 

 

A. Potential EDAM participants are required to meet BAA (Balancing Authority 1 

Area) requirements in meeting forecasted demand, uncertainty, and ancillary 2 

service requirements before engaging in transfers with other participating BAAs 3 

through the day-ahead market.  These requirements are summarized in the 4 

EDAM resource sufficiency evaluation (RSE).  The EDAM RSE tests whether 5 

each participating BAA has sufficient capacity and flexibility ahead of 6 

participating in the day-ahead market at 10 a.m. and imposes penalties for a 7 

BAA that fails the evaluation. 8 

The EDAM RSE in the CAISO EDAM Final Proposal outlines the 9 

following requirements to determine whether there is sufficient generation 10 

capacity available to meet forecasted demand for electricity during the 11 

day-ahead timeframe:9 12 

a. Forecasted Demand 13 

b. Imbalance Reserves 14 

c. Flexibility Requirement 15 

d. Ancillary Services Requirement  16 

e. Reliability Capacity Bidding 17 

Q. Describe Staff’s analysis of EDAM. 18 

A. Staff analyzed whether for each RSE criteria there is a benchmark used to 19 

determine whether a utility meets the critera.  Staff concluded there are no 20 

static benchmarks.10  At this time, Staff cannot tell whether PGE can meet the 21 

 
9  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 292 and PGE/300, Schwartz-Outama-Cristea 49-50. 
10  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 292. 
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RSE criteria.  However, while PGE has not committed to joining the EDAM, 1 

they indicated that they would plan, procure, and operate to adhere to the 2 

required standards. 3 

Q. Has Staff identified any issues that need to be considered if PGE joins 4 

EDAM? 5 

A. Yes.  PGE indicated that there could be a reduction in operational flexibility in 6 

the market if PGE participates in the EDAM.11  It is not evident how any 7 

reduction in such flexibility from potentially joining the EDAM will affect 8 

customers.  PGE notes that more time may be needed to evaluate the 9 

operational impacts of the EDAM and PGE will continue to provide EDAM 10 

updates in the Quarterly Power Supply Update (QPSU).12  PGE indicated that 11 

since the Company has not decided yet whether it will participate in the EDAM, 12 

PGE has not estimated any impacts on the NVPC forecast yet.  The Company 13 

does acknowledge that NVPC modeling may need changes in the future to 14 

address the market complexities associated with the EDAM.13 15 

Q. Does Staff have any recommendations? 16 

A. No.  Staff does not have any recommendations at this time but has identified 17 

some issues that need to be considered when PGE decides to participate in 18 

EDAM.  First, it is unclear how a reduction in operational flexibility from 19 

participating in the EDAM will affect customers.  Since CAISO would control 20 

transmission rights available to the market by 10 a.m. every day seeking to 21 

 
11  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 293. 
12  Ibid. 
13  PGE/300, Schwartz-Outama-Cristea 51. 
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maximize the amount of transmission available in EDAM, this design could 1 

impact the COB margins.14  It is therefore unclear how participating in the 2 

EDAM will lead to customers being affected by transmission being maximized 3 

in one market and not in the other.  PGE indicated that it is in discussions with 4 

the CAISO to better understand the operational impacts of the EDAM on the 5 

COB and the details are not known at this time. 15 6 

Second, PGE did not provide information on whether it has possible plans 7 

to remedy operational constraints from joining EDAM if and when they arise.  8 

As PGE stated, they will provide EDAM updates in the QPSU. 9 

Finally, PGE’s suggestion that they may incorporate some NVPC 10 

modeling changes in the future to take into account EDAM participation may 11 

pose added complexities when all parties can review MONET modeling 12 

enhancements in non-GRC years in the timeframe PGE suggested (discussed 13 

in Issue 1.  Schedule 125 guidelines update). 14 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 15 

A. Yes.  16 

 
14  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 293 and PGE/300 Schwartz-Outama-Cristea 50. 
15  See Staff/702, PGE Response to DR 293. 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 

 
 

NAME: Dr. Ishraq Ahmed 
 

EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 

TITLE: Senior Utility Analyst 
     Energy Costs Section 

  
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
 Salem, OR.  97301 
 
EDUCATION: I have a Ph.D. in Economics from Southern Illinois University, 

Carbondale. I also hold a Master’s degree in Economics from the 
University of Nottingham, UK, and a Bachelor’s degree in 
Financial Economics with a minor in Mathematics from Centre 
College, KY.   

 
EXPERIENCE: I have been employed as a Senior Utility Analyst at the Oregon 

Public Utility Commission (PUC) since August 2022 in the Rates, 
Finance, and Audit Division where I am the Staff lead on gas 
utility rate issues. I have worked on annual Purchased Gas 
Adjustments, and Compliance filings and am currently working 
on Annual Power Cost filings and general rate cases UE 416 and 
UG 461. 

 
Before joining the PUC, I was an Assistant Professor of 
Economics at Black Hills State University and Dickinson College 
from 2017 through 2022. I have worked as a Graduate Research 
and Teaching Assistant during my Ph.D. training in conducting 
research with my Ph.D. supervisor and teaching graduate-level 
and undergraduate-level economics classes. I was previously 
employed as a Research Associate at the Institute of South 
Asian Studies with the National University of Singapore and 
before that, I served as an Economist with the Policy Research 
Institute coordinating a team of research assistants and working 
on research projects. I have additionally worked as a consultant 
with various multilateral organizations such as the International 
Labor Organization (ILO) and the World Bank. 
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March 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 276 
Dated March 14, 2023 

Request: 

See PGE/300, Schwartz—Outama—Cristea/11, which states, “The approval of this 
proposal will ensure that PGE has the modeling flexibility to address the increased 
operational challenges and market changes due to both new design, regulations, and 
fundamentals that we expect in future years and allow for a NVPC forecast that is as 
accurate as possible.” Please elaborate and specify how modeling flexibility is increased 
in the context of the proposed specific modeling enhancements in this testimony. 

Response: 

The paragraph refers to PGE’s proposal to modify Schedule 125 guidelines and 
allow all stakeholders to propose NVPC forecast modeling enhancements and new items in 
non-GRC years. The paragraph is not specific to modeling enhancements and new items 
proposed within the 2024 NVPC forecast. 

The approval of this proposal will provide all stakeholders the flexibility to propose 
modeling enhancements in non-GRC years, and therefore allow PGE to address new and 
rapidly evolving operational challenges and market changes that are expected to impact 
PGE’s power operations in the near-term. As described in PGE Exhibit 300, Section III.A, 
PGE has limited opportunity to propose modeling enhancements in AUT years, unless 
directed by a Commission Order or agreed between parties. 

The proposed enhancements and new items for the 2024 NVPC forecast do not 
expand the MONET modeling flexibility but simply allow for a more accurate NVPC 
forecast that captures costs and benefits that are expected to be incurred in the test year. 
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March 28, 2023 

 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 292 

Dated March 14, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

PGE / 300, Schwartz – Outama – Cristea / 49 discusses the EDAM RSE requirements, 
where EDAM participants have to meet BAA requirements. Regarding the maintenance 
of Imbalance Reserves, Flexibility Requirement, Ancillary Services Requirement, 
Reliability Capacity Bidding; are there stated benchmarks that PGE needs to follow? 
Please provide numbers and describe in detail. 

 
Response: 
 
"The EDAM RSE will test an EDAM entity’s ability to meet its BAA requirements, 
including demand and ancillary service obligations, in each of the 24 hours of the day-
ahead market run, as well as the flexibility to ramp between the requirements in each 
hour."1 Therefore, there isn't a static benchmark that PGE would follow. PGE has not 
made a commitment to join EDAM. If we were to, we would plan, procure, and operate 
with the intention to adhere to all standards as required by the market. 

 
The EDAM Final Proposal provides the following details regarding the EDAM RSE: 

 
The EDAM RSE ensures that each participating BAA is separately able to meet its 
obligation prior to participating in the EDAM. The EDAM RSE will test an EDAM entity’s 
ability to meet its BAA requirements, including demand and ancillary service obligations, 
in each of the 24 hours of the day-ahead market run, as well as the flexibility to ramp 
between the requirements in each hour. The following summarizes the elements of the 
EDAM RSE: 

 
(1) Forecasted Demand: Each EDAM BAA’s ability to meet its forecasted 

demand requirement ensures sufficient supply is available to meet forecasted 
energy usage and prevent leaning on the capacity or flexibility of other 
participating EDAM BAAs. The ISO will offer a demand forecast for each 
EDAM BAA. If an EDAM entity chooses not to utilize the ISO forecast, it 
can submit its own forecast with the understanding that 

 
 

1 CAISO EDAM Final Proposal at page 62, available at: 
http://www.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/FinalProposal- ExtendedDay-AheadMarket.pdf 
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referencing the most accurate forecast is the objective. The proposal is that the 
forecast contain the average loss factors as defined by each EDAM entity in its 
OATT; EDAM generation-only BAA’s will have an average loss factor applied 
based on their forecast or bid in resource output. This will ensure the most 
accurate forecast is used for the EDAM RSE and RUC process; metrics will be 
maintained to ensure the most accurate forecast is being used. 

(2) Imbalance Reserves: The proposal is that each EDAM BAA possess sufficient 
supply and flexibility necessary to meet its imbalance reserve obligations. 
Procuring sufficient imbalance reserves will increase the reliability of EDAM 
transfers, thus maximizing the chances each EDAM BAA will have sufficient 
reserves to cover its upward and downward uncertainty requirements. Potential 
generation-only EDAM BAA’s may receive imbalance reserve obligations if they 
operate variable energy resources that drive the intraday uncertainty imbalance 
reserves are designed to address. 

(3) Flexibility Requirement: The EDAM will create an optimal schedule across 24 
hours. An EDAM BAA’s ability to meet forecasted ramping requirements across 
the 24-hour period is an integral component of being resource sufficient. The 
EDAM RSE application indirectly will assess this ramping capability by testing 
whether an EDAM BAA has a feasible schedule, ramping between hourly 
requirements across this same time period. 

(4) Ancillary Service Requirements: Each EDAM BAA will define its ancillary 
service requirements consistent with its reliability requirements. These 
requirements will be provided to the market operator prior to running the EDAM 
RSE, and the EDAM entity can update them until 9:00 a.m. when all test inputs 
are fixed. The EDAM RSE will then test and validate whether an EDAM BAA has 
self-provided sufficient capacity to meet its requirements that does not overlap with 
supply made available to the EDAM. The EDAM will accommodate ancillary 
service requirements that are satisfied through participation in a reserve sharing 
group. If multiple EDAM BAAs participate in a reserve sharing group, the 
proposal is to require them to identify the transmission that will be utilized to 
ensure delivery of the shown reserve capacity, consistent with existing practices the 
entities have in place today for delivery of the reserves. This transmission capacity 
will be withheld from the market optimization to ensure the deliverability of the 
reserve sharing obligations in real time. 

(5) Reliability Capacity Bidding: The proposal is that all entities participating in 
EDAM that submit a day-ahead energy bid into the Integrated Forward Market 
(IFM) also submit a bid for a matching quantity of reliability capacity in the RUC 
process of the day-ahead market. Availability bids for any portion of the forecasted 
supply of variable energy resources will be inserted for any forecasted quantity that 
does not have a bid. This will ensure RUC has sufficient capacity and accurately 
considers the impact of variably energy resources when clearing against the 
forecasted obligation.2 

 
 

2 Supra at 62-63 
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To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 293 

Dated March 14, 2023 
 
Request: 

 
PGE states that there may be expected transmission constraints from participating in the 
EDAM and suggests the COB margins might be affected. Please explain in detail: 

(6) How COB margins will be affected. 
(7) What impact it will have on NVPC. 
(8) How it will affect consumers. 
(9) Possible plans PGE has to remedy possible constraints to meeting load. 

 
Response: 
 

a. PGE assumes that the referenced statement is the following: “However, this design 
could impact the California-Oregon Border (COB) transaction margins as CAISO 
would control the transmission rights available to the market by 10:00 a.m.”1 In 
this statement, PGE is referring to a potential reduction in operational flexibility in 
the market, not a “transmission constraint” which assumes congestion on a 
flowpath. As PGE is in active discussions with the CAISO to better understand 
operational impacts of the EDAM on the COB, the details of these potential  
changes  in  flexibility  are  relatively  unknown  at  this  point. Moreover, 
PGE notes that unlike the Western Energy Imbalance Market, EDAM is not an 
incremental market. Therefore, more time is needed to assess the potential benefits 
to PGE customers. PGE will continue to provide updates on the EDAM and impacts 
to PGE in the Quarterly Power Supply Update. 

 
b. See part a. 

 
c. See part a. 

 
d. See part a. 

 
 

1 PGE Exhibit 300, page 50. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Bret Stevens.  I am a Senior Economist employed in the Rates, 2 

Safety, and Utility Performance Program of the Public Utility Commission of 3 

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

Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2001. 7 

Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 8 

A. My name is Robert Young.  I am Managing Director at Economists.com, a 9 

consulting firm located in Portland, Oregon.  My business address in 7380 SW 10 

Kable Lane, Portland, Oregon 97224. 11 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 12 

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2101. 13 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 14 

A. Yes.  We prepared the following supporting exhibits: 15 

• Exhibit Staff/801, which contains Staff’s revenue requirement adjustment 

calculation. 

• Exhibit Staff/802, Which contains non-confidential PGE responses to Staff 

data requests.  

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 16 

A. We recommend the Commission reject the pre-test period snapshot (PTPSS) 17 

method used by PGE to calculate rate base for purposes of establishing the 18 
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return component of PGE’s revenue requirement.1  Staff recommends the 1 

Commission calculate rate base using the “average of monthly averages” 2 

method, which historically has been the method most commonly used by the 3 

Commission. 4 

For purposes of calculating the return component of revenue requirement 5 

PGE uses the PTPSS rate base value.  The PTPSS method is more 6 

advantageous to utilities.  Accordingly, using the average of monthly averages 7 

method for determining rate base will result in a reduction to the required net 8 

operating income proposed by PGE.  Here, the difference between the PTPSS 9 

and the average of monthly averages methods yields a reduction to PGE’s 10 

proposed revenue requirement by roughly $21.7 million.2  11 

Q. Please explain the PTPSS method of rate base calculation. 12 

A. The PTPSS method of rate base calculation uses values for gross plant, 13 

accumulated depreciation, accumulated deferred income taxes, and 14 

depreciation expense as of the year ended just prior to the proposed effective 15 

date for new rates.  In UE 416, PGE’s rate base calculation is based on 16 

December 31, 2023.3  In previous cases, this method has been called the 17 

“year-end method.” 18 

 
1  This method has historically been known as the year-end method.  Staff is calling this method 

pre-test period snapshot (PTPSS) to clarify the year-end in question is before the Test Year 
starts. 

2  This estimate is based off 2023 forecasted depreciation expense.  Staff requested forecasted 
depreciation expense for 2024 in OPUC DR 819. PGE misinterpreted this request.  Staff will 
resubmit the DR and be able to provide a more accurate figure in a future round of testimony. 

3  PGE/200, Batzler-Ferchland/3 (Rate base is established as of December 31, 2023). 
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Q. Please generally explain the average of the monthly averages method of 1 

rate base calculation. 2 

A. Here, for the Test Year ending on December 31, 2024, the average of monthly 3 

averages rate base is calculated using a 13-month average for 2024 rate base 4 

amounts, without new capital additions that cannot be included in accordance 5 

with ORS 757.355.  This 13-month average is the sum of the monthly balances 6 

from December of 2023 through December of 2024, less one-half of each 7 

December balance, divided by 12.   8 

Q. Please elaborate on the differences between the PTPSS method PGE 9 

proposes and the average of monthly averages method that Staff has 10 

proposed?  11 

A. To do so, we will start with the similarities.  Both methods are intended to 12 

calculate the appropriate rate base for plant-in-service for the 2024 Test Year.  13 

Neither method includes plant that will not be in service by the rate effective 14 

date of January 1, 2024.  The difference between the two is that PTPSS 15 

method holds the January 1, 2024, rate base level static through the Test Year, 16 

while the average-of-monthly averages method recognizes that the plant in the 17 

rate base depreciate during the Test Year. 18 

The difference can be seen most plainly with assuming the only plant the 19 

Company has is all new plant that comes on-line in December 2023.  If rate 20 

base is determined with the PTPSS method, the customer rates will be 21 

calculated assuming this new plant is not reduced due to depreciation at all 22 

throughout the Test Year.  If rate base is determined with the average-of-23 
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monthly averages method, customer rates will be calculated assuming the new 1 

plant is reduced during the test year as a result of depreciation.   2 

Q. Is it important that the Test Year rate base reflect actual depreciation 3 

during the Test Year? 4 

A. Yes.  Otherwise, ratepayers will overcompensate PGE for the return PGE is 5 

allowed to earn on its rate base.  The key is that retail customers are paying for 6 

depreciation expense that occurs in 2024 but do not see any benefit of those 7 

payments in net plant and the return required associated with that net plant. 8 

Q. Has the Commission previously recognized that it is appropriate to use 9 

the average of monthly averages method to match revenues and costs as 10 

opposed to the PTPSS (aka year-end method)? 11 

A. Yes.  In Order No. 74-898 the Commission wrote: 12 

The company proposes a year-end adjusted rate base of 13 
$14,117,688.  Staff proposes an average of the monthly 14 
averages, which results in an adjusted rate base of 15 
$13,174,075.  16 
 17 
…Staff’s method has long been approved for use in utility rate 18 
making in Oregon because an average rate base more closely 19 
relates to the operating results during the test year.  The use of 20 
average rate base tends to preserve the significance of the test 21 
period as a basic regulatory tool.  The average rate base is 22 
adopted.4 23 

24 

 
4  In re Cascade Natural Gas Company, UF 3094, UF 3129, Order No. 74–898 (November 21, 

1974) (1974 WL 391913).  See also, In re: Northwest Natural Gas Company, UF 3222, Order 
No. 76-954 (August 30, 1976) (1976 WL 421881) (Rate base computed on a 
monthly average basis). 
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In 1976, the Commission wrote: 1 
 2 

The commissioner's staff recommends adoption of an average-3 
of-monthly averages rate base.  The company's adjustments 4 
pertaining to 1974 rate base have not been subjected to audit 5 
by the commissioner's staff.  The staff's average-of-6 
monthly averages rate base approach provides the most 7 
certain method for determining the company rate base and, 8 
absent detailed and persuasive evidence from the company 9 
concerning the need for adoption of a rate base, should be 10 
accepted. 11 
 12 
An average-of-monthly averages rate base is adopted.  It 13 
protects the interest of the ratepayers by preserving the 14 
relationship of known revenues and expenses to rate base.  As 15 
applied in this case, it does not deny the company the 16 
opportunity to enjoy a reasonable return on its investment.5 17 

 
Q. Are there many cases in which the Commission has discussed use of the 18 

average of monthly averages for determining rate base?  19 

A. There are several from the 1970s.  They demonstrate the average of monthly 20 

averages method was used by the Commission in dockets dating back to 21 

before 1970.  For example, in Order No. 70-797, the Commissioner wrote:  22 

Staff, on the other hand, adopts for its computation 23 
of rate base the monthly average of the test-year months 24 
divided by twelve, or what is sometimes called ‘average-of-25 
monthly-averages‘ method. 26 
 27 
The commissioner has recently used the average-of-monthly-28 
averages method in two major rate cases.  Portland General 29 
Electric Company urges that the end-of-the-year method more 30 
fairly reflects plant valuation as of the effective date of new tariff 31 
schedules.  No compelling reason has been presented in the 32 
instant case to justify departure from the averaging method long 33 
approved for utility rate making in Oregon.6 34 

 35 
 

5  In re Continental Telephone Co. of the Northwest, Inc., UF 3162, Order No. 76-061 (January 24, 
1976) (1976 WL 419228). 

6  In re Portland General Electric Company, UF 2811, Order No. 70-797 (December 11, 1970) 
(1970 WL 224163). 
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Staff is unaware of any order in an energy rate case since 1976 in which 1 

the Commission addressed whether an average of monthly averages or PTPSS 2 

calculation should be used to calculate rate base.  Staff is also unaware of any 3 

docket in which the end-of-year method was used to determine rate base until 4 

PGE did so in 2014.  There were multiple rate cases between 1976 and 2014 5 

resolved by stipulations.  The orders Staff reviewed in stipulated cases all 6 

reflect the stipulations were based on “average rate base.”  Lastly, no order in a 7 

non-stipulated energy rate case, to Staff’s knowledge, addresses this issue or 8 

authorizes a utility to use the PTPSS method to calculate rate base.   9 

Q. In what docket did PGE begin using the year-end method for the rate 10 

base calculation? 11 

A. In 2014, in the GRC docketed as UE 283.  In that case, the rate base proposed 12 

by PGE in its initial filing used the PTPSS rate base calculation. 13 

Q. Did PGE provide a rationale at that time for departing from the average of 14 

monthly averages method?  15 

A. No.  PGE proposed the PTPSS method with a statement that rate base is 16 

calculated on a PTPSS base but did not mention that this represented a 17 

change in long established average of the monthly averages rate base 18 

calculation formula and no discussion on the reason for the change.  The rate 19 

base stipulated to by parties was $80 million less than that proposed by PGE in 20 

its initial filing.  Of that $80 million reduction, $42.7 million related to correcting 21 

deferred income taxes and $10 million was for removing capitalized financial 22 

incentives.  The remainder of the adjustment was not supported by any 23 
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rationale and the methodology used to calculate the rate base was not 1 

discussed in the stipulation or Commission order.7 2 

Q. Why did Staff not oppose PGE’s change in rate base change UE 283?  Did 3 

Staff provide testimony opposing PGE’s proposed calculation of rate 4 

base? 5 

A. In talking with Dr. Marc Hellman, currently Administrator of the Rates, Safety 6 

and Utility Performance Division, he stated that he did not recall this change 7 

and only became aware of the change in practice in early 2023 discussions 8 

with PGE on a wildfire AAC mechanics.  Those discussions led to this Staff 9 

review and testimony on the proper method to calculate rate base. 10 

In all PGE rate cases since UE 262 filed in 2013, the rate base has been 11 

agreed to through stipulation.  This means that the Commission has accepted 12 

the rate base figures as part of a package of other agreed-to terms.  There has 13 

been no meaningful discussion of this issue in testimony.  Staff believes that 14 

this issue is of sufficient importance to warrant a full discussion of the topic in a 15 

rate case proceeding.  Whatever the Commission’s choice on the method to 16 

calculate rate base, we think it is best to base it on an informed discussion and 17 

be done so explicitly and evaluated in a Commission order. 18 

As noted above, the revenue requirement difference between the PGE-19 

proposed and the Staff-proposed approaches is over $20 million. 20 

 
7  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 

283, Order No. 14-422, Att. B, p. 2 (December 4, 2014). 
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Q. Did you review recent OPUC Orders to look for language authorizing the 1 

change from average of the monthly averages to PTPSS rate base, and 2 

did you review testimony in OPUC Dockets from 2012 to present to look 3 

for discussion either supporting or opposing the change in rate base 4 

calculation? 5 

A. Yes.  We did.  Table 1 below shows the OPUC Dockets we examined between 6 

2012 and 2023.  We could not find any testimony from a utility, Staff, or any 7 

intervenor which thoroughly discusses changing the rate base calculation from 8 

average of the monthly averages to PTPSS.    9 

Table 1. OPUC Docket Search 10 

PGE PacifiCorp Avista 
UE 262 UE 246 UG 201 
UE 294 UE 263 UG 256 
UE 319 UE 374 UG 284 
UE335 UE 399 UG 325 
UE 394 - UG 366 

- - UG 389 
- - UG 433 

 

Q. What is PGE’s explanation its choice to use the PTPSS calculation? 11 

A. In DR 203 Staff asked why PGE thought the PTPSS methodology was 12 

appropriate.  PGE responded with the following statement: 13 

As we note in PGE Exhibit 200, page 3, “[r]ate base is 
established as of December 31, 2023.” PGE selected this point 
in time for establishing rate base amounts because it is prior to 
the start of PGE’s proposed price effective date of January 1, 
2024.  This complies with ORS 757.355(1), which states in part 
“…a public utility may not, directly or indirectly, by any device, 
charge, demand, collect or receive from any customer rates that 
include the costs of construction, building, installation or real or 
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personal property not presently used for providing utility service 
to the customer.”8  
 

Q. Does Staff agree with this logic? 1 

A. No.  While Staff agrees that capital additions in the Test Year should not be 2 

included, to be in compliance with ORS 757.355(1), Staff disagrees that it is 3 

appropriate to exclude the effects of Test Year depreciation from the Test Year 4 

rate base.  Because customers are paying for the depreciation, they should get 5 

the benefit of that depreciation on its effect on rate base.  The average of 6 

monthly averages approach better aligns the costs the utility incurs with the 7 

revenues it receives.  In Staff’s view, PGE’s explanation looks like an attempt 8 

to make up a remedy for the regulatory lag that may be due to ORS 9 

757.355(1), as opposed to calculating the rate base in the most accurate way 10 

possible in light of ORS 757.355(1). 11 

Even if the Commission were inclined to expressly adopt PGE’s proposal, 12 

Staff believes it could turn ORS 757.355 on its head in the sense that customer 13 

rates could end up higher than a world where ORS 757.355 did not exist. 14 

Q. Are there any other considerations that argue against using the PTPSS 15 

approach given ORS 757.355(1)? 16 

A. Yes.  There are two.  First, PGE is in control as to the timing of when it files its 17 

general rate cases.  To the extent PGE is aware of a new large capital 18 

investment being constructed, it can time its rate case so that new rates 19 

incorporate this new capital investment.  This shortens the regulatory lag 20 

 
8  Staff/802, PGE Response to Staff DR 203. 
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between the time that the project is completed and the effective date of the 1 

Commission-ordered rates. 2 

The second consideration is what is known as a “tracker” which is 3 

essentially a “second” rate increase that would be authorized to go into effect 4 

after the effective date of new rates as a result of a general rate increase.  5 

Examples of recent PGE requested trackers are Carty and Faraday.  Staff has 6 

been supportive of trackers if the large capital project, typically new electrical 7 

power projects, will come on-line relatively soon after the end of the 8 

suspension period.  In docket UE 394, Staff was not supportive of a Faraday 9 

tracker because it was not expected to be on-line within six months of the end 10 

of the suspension period.  In this sense, “relatively soon” means within six 11 

months. 12 

Continuing with this analogy, if a tracker were to be authorized it seems 13 

particularly egregious that the revenue requirement of that new project would 14 

have rates reflect a return component that is essentially the first-day rate base 15 

value as opposed to the rate base value reflecting half a year’s worth of 16 

depreciation.  In any case, the availability of trackers, further reduces any 17 

argument of unfairness of ORS 757.355 with respect to utility recovery of costs.  18 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s position. 19 

A. The methodology used to determine a utility’s rate base in a GRC can have a 20 

significant impact on the utility’s revenue requirement.  The Commission 21 

previously determined that the average of monthly averages method is 22 

appropriate as discussed in previous Commission orders.  There has not been 23 
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a thorough discussion into the change in rate base calculation that PGE began 1 

using in UE 283.  Staff does not support PGE’s approach and recommends the 2 

Commission use its past practice of average of monthly averages method used 3 

by the Commission for decades. 4 

Staff also is not opposed to filings that include distribution-related capital 5 

additions tied to customer load growth.  For example, Avista practices this 6 

approach and Staff has agreed in prior cases.  Staff recommends including 7 

these capital additions to address the lack of symmetry that would occur if 8 

PGE’s revenue requirement included revenue from forecasted load growth 9 

during the test year but not new distribution facilities to serve the load. 10 

Q. Please discuss your adjustment as it applies to this specific filing and the 11 

resulting revenue requirement reduction. 12 

A. At this time, Staff is recommending a revenue requirement reduction of $21.7 13 

million.  This represents the reduction to PGE’s required return based on 14 

Staff’s proposed rate base calculation.  Staff does note that this is not the final 15 

adjustment.  In OPUC DR 819, Staff asked PGE for the information necessary 16 

to make Staff’s preferred calculation.  This request was misinterpreted by PGE 17 

and the information was not available in time for publication.  Staff is following 18 

up with PGE to retrieve the requisite data.  The $21.7 million adjustment Staff 19 

is proposing here is based on half of PGE’s 2023 depreciation expense given 20 

in PGE/201 and Staff’s proposed ROE of 9.0 percent.  The calculation can be 21 

seen in Staff/801. 22 
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SUMMARY 1 

Q. What methodology should the Commission use to calculate PGE’s rate 2 

base in UE 416? 3 

A. For the purposes of calculating PGE’s required return, Staff recommends 4 

changing PGE’s proposed rate base calculation to reflect an average of the 5 

monthly averages based on gross plant in service, accumulated depreciation, 6 

accumulated deferred income taxes and depreciation expense for the Test 7 

Year excluding major capital additions.  This change produces an adjustment 8 

of roughly $21.7 million.  Staff’s adjustment is currently an estimate and will be 9 

modified in future testimony.  Staff’s recommendations may change based on 10 

further review and as informed by the testimonies offered by other parties. 11 

Table 2. Staff Adjustments 12 

Adjustment Change to Revenue 
Requirement 

Change from PTPSS to 
Average of the Monthly 
Averages Rate Base 
Calculation  

$21,703,000 

 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 13 

A. Yes.  14 
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Exhibit 801 

 
Adjustment to Change from Year End to 

Adjustment for Average of the Monthly Averages 
for Rate Base Calculation 

PGE 2023 
Depreciation 

Half 2023 
Depreciation 

Net Income 
Required 

Gross up 
Factor 

Revenue Requirement 
Adjustment 

$339,638 $169,819 $15,284 1.42 $21,703 
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OPUC Data Request 203 
 

Referring to Exhibit/200, Batzler-Ferchland/25, what method does PGE use to 
determine rate base value does PGE use in UE 416 to determine, in part, the net 
income required to provide shareholders the Commission determined cost of 
equity?  Is it: a) December 31, 2023, rate base, (b) December 31, 2024, (c) 
average-of-monthly-averages for the months of calendar 2024, (d) average-of-
monthly-averages for December 2023 through the months of calendar 2024 (13 
months), or (e) some other rate base value?  If the answer is (e), please explain 
the methodology used by PGE. 

a) Please explain why this is the appropriate rate base amount from a 
conceptual viewpoint. 

b) Please explain why each of other options identified are not 
appropriate. 

 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 203 
 

a) As we note in PGE Exhibit 200, page 3, “[r]ate base is established as of 
December 31, 2023.” PGE selected this point in time for establishing rate 
base amounts because it is prior to the start of PGE’s proposed price 
effective date of January 1, 2024.  This complies with ORS 757.355(1), 
which states in part “…a public utility may not, directly or indirectly, by any 
device, charge, demand, collect or receive from any customer rates that 
include the costs of construction, building, installation or real or personal 
property not presently used for providing utility service to the customer.” 
 

b) PGE objects to this data request on the basis that it calls for speculation.  
The request seeks an analysis on matters that we did not express an 
opinion and is consequently irrelevant.  Without waiving said objections, 
please see the response to request (a) above. 

 
OPUC Data Request 819 
 

Referring to PGE/200 Exhibit 20.  Please provide this schedule with Accumulated 
Depreciation, Accumulated Deferred income taxes and depreciation expense 
calculated using the average of the monthly averages methodology last used by 
PGE in UE 262.  Please provide all supporting work papers for the calculation in 
an Excel file with all formulas and links intact. 

 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 819 
 

PGE objects to this request as it is overly burdensome and requires significant 
new work.  Subject to and without waiving its objection, PGE responds as follows: 

 
The above requests information that PGE has not prepared or forecast and that is 
not included within this proceeding.  Specifically, using an average of averages for 
2024 accumulated depreciation and accumulated deferred income taxes (ADIT), 
requires a monthly forecast of plant closings from January 1 through December 
31, 2024, which PGE has not yet developed as PGE has based its current request 
on plant closings as of December 31, 2023.  Furthermore, as described in PGE 
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Exhibit 200, normalization rules in the Internal Revenue Code, Section 168(i)(9) 
require consistency in the calculation of tax expense, book depreciation expense, 
accumulated book depreciation, and ADIT for ratemaking purposes.  As such, if 
PGE were to have the necessary information to perform the above requested 
calculation, it would also be necessary to consistently apply this methodology to 
PGE’s rate base and depreciation expense. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Russ Beitzel.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst in the Rates and 2 

Telecommunications Section of the Rates, Safety, and Utility Performance 3 

Program of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business 4 

address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/901. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I present Staff analysis in the general category of non-labor administrative and 9 

general expenses (A&G).  10 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 11 

A. Yes.  I prepared the following supporting exhibits: 12 

Exhibit Staff/902.  ..........................  PGE Responses to Staff Data Requests  13 
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ISSUE 1. A&G EXPENSES (NON-LABOR) 1 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s adjustments for A&G expense. 2 

A. Staff recommends two separate adjustments to 2024 non-labor A&G expenses 3 

totaling ($3,610,613).  These adjustments, and Staff’s recommendations on 4 

each of the accounts reviewed herein, may change as a result of reviewing 5 

other parties’ testimonies filed in this docket. 6 

Q. What are A&G expenses? 7 

A. Administrative and general (A&G) expenses include human resources, 8 

accounting and finance, insurance, contract services and purchasing, 9 

corporate security, regulatory affairs, legal services, information technology 10 

(IT), research and development (R&D), employee benefits and incentives, 11 

support services, and regulatory fees that fall within the Federal Energy 12 

Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) definition of A&G.1 13 

Regarding non-labor A&G expenses, Staff performed individual analysis 14 

on various subcomponents of A&G. In my testimony, I address the following 15 

A&G subcomponents: Office Supplies and Expenses (FERC 921), 16 

Administrative Expenses Transferred – Credit (FERC 922), Outside Services 17 

Employed (FERC 923), Property Insurance (FERC 924), Injuries and Damage 18 

(FERC 925), Employee Pension and Benefits (FERC 926), Regulatory 19 

 
1  Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), title 18, Chapter I, Subchapter C, Part 101 - Uniform 

System of Accounts (USOA) Prescribed for Public Utilities and Licensees Subject to the 
Provisions of the Federal Power Act, Accounts 920 – 935. Available at: 
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-18/chapter-I/subchapter-C/part-101. 
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Commission Expense (FERC 928), Miscellaneous General Expenses (FERC 1 

930.2), and Memberships. 2 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s overall request for A&G expenses. 3 

A. In the Company’s filing, PGE reports actual A&G expenditures (inclusive of 4 

Labor costs) of $213.4 million in 2022 and a forecasted 2024 Test Year amount 5 

of $209.9 million. According to PGE, the primary drivers of the $3.5 million 6 

decline in Test Year A&G expenses (from 2022 actuals to the 2024 Test Year) 7 

are reductions to corporate and incentives expense of $6.8 million and $22 8 

million, offset by increases to other A&G expense, most notably a $4.2 million 9 

increase to insurance expense and a $16.2 million increase to benefits 10 

expense.2 11 

Without Labor included,3 Staff’s calculation of PGE’s A&G expenses 12 

related to FERC Accounts 920–935 shows actual expense of $155 million in 13 

2022, a budget of $154.8 million in 2023, and a forecasted 2024 Test Year 14 

amount of $140.9 million.  The reduction of $14.1 million will be discussed in 15 

more detail below. 16 

Q. How did Staff analyze A&G expenses? 17 

A. Staff analyzes the labor and non-labor components of A&G separately and by 18 

FERC account. Labor expenses receive specific Staff review and analysis and 19 

are addressed by Staff witness Julie Jent in Staff/1300.  Additionally, certain 20 

 
2  See PGE / 600, Ajello – Batzler / 2, Table 1. 
3  PGE Response to SDR 058, Attach A. 
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labor loading expenses (i.e. pension and retirement benefits, payroll taxes, 1 

incentive pay, etc.) are analyzed separately by various Staff. 2 

To determine the reasonableness of the Company’s Test Year forecast 3 

for non-labor A&G, Staff often relies on its analysis of actual A&G expense in 4 

previous years and compares Base Year actuals to the Company’s forecasted 5 

Test Year expense.  To do this, Staff reviews PGE’s expenses by FERC 6 

account. OAR 860-027-0045 specifies that PGE must adhere to the Uniform 7 

System of Accounts (USOA) adopted by FERC for accounting.  Under USOA, 8 

expense for A&G is recorded in FERC Accounts 920–935. 9 

To facilitate its review of the labor and non-labor components of A&G, 10 

Staff created Standard Data Requests (SDRs) that each utility must answer at 11 

the time it files a general rate case (GRC).  SDR 057 requires the Company to 12 

provide all of its actual non-labor expenses and revenues, by FERC account, 13 

for the Base Year. SDR 058 requires the Company to provide forecasted 14 

summaries of expense for the Test Year, by FERC account. SDR 058 also 15 

requires the Company to provide all expenses and revenues, by FERC 16 

account, for the Base Year and the preceding two years.  SDR 057 instructs 17 

that only non-labor expenses be reported, and SDR 058 instructs utilities to 18 

separately report labor and non-labor expenses. 19 

Q. How did Staff review PGE’s non-labor A&G expenses at issue in 20 

Testimony? 21 

A. Staff relied on PGE’s actual expenses recorded in the FERC accounts to 22 

review year-to-year changes in non-labor expenditures for major functional 23 
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areas by FERC account. Staff issued 28 DRs related to A&G expenses and 1 

used the responses as part of the overall analysis. 2 

Staff also relied upon the Company’s responses to SDR 057 to verify 3 

SDR 058 Base Year non-labor dollar figures for 2022 and to investigate 4 

expense recorded in A&G accounts by line-item cost detail information using 5 

individual cost elements (CE). 6 

Q. What are Staff’s conclusions related to the significant A&G FERC 7 

accounts? 8 

A. Staff’s conclusions are noted below by FERC account and detail any proposed 9 

adjustments. 10 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 921, A&G Office 11 

Supplies? 12 

A. The net Non-Labor reduction of $3.1 million from 2022 to 2024 in A&G Office 13 

Supplies is related to:4 14 

• A one-time COVID-19 deferral write-off in 2022; 15 

• Fewer IT costs allocated to account 921 compared to 2022; and 16 

• Savings from switching to a lower-cost enterprise printer/copier vendor 17 

in 2022.  18 

Staff has no adjustment related to this expense. 19 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 922, A&G Admin 20 

Expense Transfer? 21 

 
4  See Staff/902, PGE Response to DR 126, page 1. 
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A. This is a credit allocation account, so a reduction in the credit amount 1 

increases the expense for the account.  The net credit decrease (expense 2 

increase) of $4.6 million from 2022 to 2024 in A&G Admin Expense Transfer is 3 

related to:5 4 

• Miscellaneous accounting adjustments and Non-Labor allocations 5 

related to corporate governance expenses; and 6 

• A $3 million pre-filing incentives adjustment. 7 

Staff notes that allocations do not change the overall expenses for a 8 

company, just where the expenses are shown on the income statement.  The 9 

incentives adjustments are noted above in FERC Account 920 and reflect a 10 

change of where the expense resides.  Staff has no objection to this reduction 11 

in expense allocation.  12 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 923, A&G Outside 13 

Services? 14 

A. Staff continues to analyze this issue and has not yet reached a conclusion. 15 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 924, A&G Property 16 

Insurance? 17 

A. The Non-Labor increase of $3.7 million from 2022 to 2024 in A&G Property 18 

Insurance is related to yearly increases in property insurance premiums. PGE 19 

expects premiums to increase at a 27.6 percent annualized rate.6 20 

 
5  See Staff/902, PGE Response to DR 127, page 2. 
6  See PGE / 600, Ajello – Batzler / 5-6. 
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Staff accepts that insurance premiums are increasing in essentially all 1 

categories. Staff notes that in response to a Staff DR about the Company 2 

investigating a ‘self-insured’ model of Property Insurance, the Company 3 

stated:7  4 

PGE annually investigates self-insurance cost-savings 5 
strategies. PGE incorporates self-insurance into portions of our 6 
insurance program through various self-insured retentions 7 
(SIRs) and deductibles. 8 
 9 
In the 2022 policy year, PGE raised our property insurance 10 
deductible from $2.5 million to $5.0 million to reduce premium 11 
expenses.  When evaluating higher SIRs and deductible 12 
options, PGE must weigh the potential premium savings 13 
against the amount of risk assumed. 14 
 15 

Staff does not have an adjustment to PGE’s proposed increase in Property 16 

Insurance. 17 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 925, A&G Injuries 18 

and Damages? 19 

A. The Non-Labor increase of $2.5 million from 2022 to 2024 in A&G Injuries and 20 

Damages is related to:8 21 

• Increase in Workers’ Compensation administration fees; 22 

• Accrual expenses related to injuries and damages insurance; and 23 

• Amortization of expenses related to injuries and damages insurance.  24 

Staff does not have an adjustment to the increase in Injuries and Damages. 25 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 926, A&G 26 

Employee Pension and Benefits? 27 

 
7  See Staff/902, PGE Response to DR 554, page 7. 
8  See Staff/902, PGE Response to DR 129, page 3. 
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A. The Non-Labor increase of $15.7 million from 2022 to 2024 in A&G Employee 1 

Pension and Benefits is related to: 2 

• Post-Retirement benefits related to 401(K) increase of $12.3 million; 3 

• Post-Retirement benefits related to pension decrease of $5.2 million; 4 

and 5 

• Health and Dental Plan increase of $7 million. 6 

Staff notes that the Company explains at length the change in employee 7 

demographics related to increase in 401(K) contributions vs. pension 8 

expenses.9  As employees turn over or retire, the legacy pension plan 9 

expenses decrease while the 401(K) expenses increase.  Additionally, the 10 

Company chose to increase the matching percentage for the 401(K) plan by 11 

one percent as an incentive to employees.  12 

Staff has no objection to these changes related to post-retirement 13 

benefits. 14 

Below, Staff discusses proposed adjustments to the Health and Dental 15 

portion of FERC account 926.  16 

Q. Please provide more information related to Staff’s position on Health 17 

and Dental expenses. 18 

A. Related to the Health and Dental portion of Employee Pension and Benefits, 19 

Staff did not find the Company’s justification sufficient to warrant such a large 20 

increase, specifically in 2024.  Staff issued several DRs related to this topic 21 

 
9 See PGE/500, Mersereau - Neitzke/34-39. 
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requesting detailed calculations and narrative justification of the proposed 1 

increase. 2 

The Company provided the sub account balances, showing yearly 3 

amounts in spreadsheet form, but provided no evidence for how the amounts 4 

were calculated.  Similarly, the Company deferred to its health and welfare 5 

benefits provider (Mercer) for the narrative justification beyond what was 6 

provided in the Company’s application; but PGE provided no calculations for 7 

the increase. 8 

Q. To what does PGE, or its provider, attribute the increase? 9 

A. PGE responded to Staff’s inquiry for numeric justification with a narrative 10 

response that included “Overall inflation, contract increases due to general 11 

inflation, healthcare wage inflation, etc., pent-up demand, a potential rush on 12 

services if there is a recession, lower utilization due to a continued shortage of 13 

healthcare workers, and lower utilization of preference sensitive services when 14 

in a recession”.10  15 

Q. What issues does Staff have with the proposed increase in Health and 16 

Dental expenses? 17 

A. Based on the numeric information provided by the Company (see Table 1 18 

below), Staff finds inconsistency in the application of the narrative justification 19 

found in the Company’s application. 20 

 
10  See Staff/902, PGE response to DR 245, page 4. 
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Staff notes that despite the narrative justification, using the Willis Towers 1 

Watson (WTW) survey of health care inflation being 9.1 percent, 9.4 percent 2 

and 6.5 percent for 2021-2023 respectively,11 the actual costs and budgeted 3 

amounts for Health and Dental expenses are significantly different, based on 4 

the Company’s information summarized above in Table 1.12  If the Company is 5 

using the WTW survey as noted in its application for health care inflation 6 

percentages, then Staff would expect to see similar amounts in the actual costs 7 

and budget request for 2021 to 2023.  As shown in Table 1, these inflationary 8 

amounts and actual costs do not match.  For example, despite the WTW 9 

survey showing health care inflation being 9.1 percent in 2021, PGE’s actual 10 

expenses went down compared to 2020 for medical union and non-union.  11 

While health care inflation isn’t the only component of the Health and Dental 12 

expenses, it should be similar in form if it’s being used as a justification for 13 

future increases. 14 

Q. Do you have other concerns with PGE’s support for the increase to 15 

Health and Dental expenses? 16 

 
11  See PGE / 500, Mersereau - Neitzke / 32. 
12  See Staff/902, PGE response to DR 547, Attach A, page 5. 

Table 1
2020 2021 2022 2023 2023 Staff 2024 2024 Staff

9260018: BenefitExp-EmployeeWellness 91,039 8,663 2,421 153,075 89,075 155,028 91,028
9260004: Benefit Exp - Medical Union 15,516,602 15,461,666 15,177,563 15,227,200 15,227,200 16,701,270 15,562,198

Vs. Prior Year -0.4% -1.8% 0.3% 0.3% 9.7% 2.2%
9260005: Benefit Exp - Medical NonUnion 32,959,915 30,355,423 33,320,188 34,796,400 34,796,400 37,878,200 35,561,921

Vs. Prior Year -7.9% 9.8% 4.4% 4.4% 8.9% 2.2%
9260031: OtherPostEmplBene-ServiceCost 79,446     
9260032: OtherPostEmployBene-NonSvcCost (936,018) (1,046,413) (730,770)   
Grand Total 47,710,985 44,779,340 47,769,403 50,176,675 50,112,675 54,734,498 51,215,147

Staff Proposed Adjustment (64,000)       (3,519,351)
Total Adjustment (3,583,351)   

f f f f 
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A. Yes. PGE relies on speculation regarding future costs, citing to “deferred 1 

treatment,”13 “[a] potential rush on services if there is a recession,”14 and 2 

“pent-up demand”15 for portions of the proposed increase without 3 

corresponding numeric components.  In Staff’s opinion, speculation about 4 

possible health care trends is not sufficient to support an increase in expense 5 

paid for by customers.  Staff rejects the narrative information provided by 6 

Mercer without corresponding calculations when the terms mentioned above 7 

are used. 8 

Further, Staff notes that under Wellness (9260018 below) an Employee 9 

Picnic is requested for 2023 and 2024.  While aspects of employee health and 10 

wellness are important, Staff does not agree that a picnic provides a medically 11 

beneficial justification and suggests removing that amount as noted in Table 1. 12 

Q. Does Staff have a proposed adjustment related to FERC Account 926, 13 

A&G Employee Pension and Benefits? 14 

A. Yes.  Staff proposes using the full year predicted inflation rate related to the All 15 

Urban CPI for 2024 of 2.2 percent, as compared to PGE’s proposed rates of 16 

9.7 percent and 8.9 percent for Medical Union and Non-Union benefits 17 

expense.  With this rate and the removal of Company Picnic mentioned above, 18 

the proposed adjustment is a reduction of $3,583,351. 19 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding FERC Account 928, Regulatory 20 

Commission Expense? 21 

 
13  See PGE / 500, Mersereau - Neitzke / 32. 
14  See Staff/902, PGE response to DR 245, page 4. 
15  Id. 
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A. The Company removed the revenue sensitive regulatory fees related to the 1 

Oregon Public Utility Commission. These fees are automatically calculated for 2 

the rate case based on the proposed revenue.  3 

Staff has no adjustment to this account.  4 

Q. What is Staff’s conclusion regarding memberships included in various 5 

A&G accounts? 6 

A. Staff requested and received detailed information regarding the memberships 7 

and the corresponding amounts related to the Test Year.  The Company’s DR 8 

responses allowed Staff to verify both the amount included in FERC account 9 

930.2, Miscellaneous General Expense, and those membership embedded in 10 

other FERC accounts. 11 

Q. Does Staff have a proposed adjustment related to Memberships? 12 

A. Yes. Based on the Company’s DR response, Staff calculated a reduction of 13 

$27,262 related to Memberships.16  This amount is accumulated for those 14 

memberships that were not utilized in 2022 or were forecasted to have 15 

significant increases in 2024 related to the actual 2022 expense.  Staff 16 

removed all amounts related to memberships that had no corresponding 17 

expenses in 2022 and the full amount for a membership labeled ‘Opera’.  18 

There were two memberships that had significant increases without a provided 19 

justification that Staff reduced to the 2022 amounts. 20 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s adjustments to the Test Year forecast for 21 

non-labor A&G expense.  22 

 
16  See Staff/902, PGE response to DR 550, page 6. 
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A. Staff proposes two separate A&G adjustments. 1 

Adjustment No. 1. Reduce the increase in Health and Dental expenses by 2 

$3,583,351. 3 

Adjustment No. 2. Reduce the amount associated with Memberships by 4 

$27,262. 5 
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SUMMARY 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations, identifying any adjustments 2 

you propose. 3 

A. Related to the Non-Labor A&G accounts, Staff proposes a total reduction, as 4 

detailed above, of $3,610,613.  5 

As noted earlier in my testimony, my recommendations may change 6 

based on further review and as informed by the testimonies offered by other 7 

parties. 8 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 9 

A. Yes.  10 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 

NAME: 

EMPLOYER: 

TITLE: 

ADDRESS: 

EDUCATION: 

EXPERIENCE: 

Russell (Russ) Beitzel 

Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Senior Util ity Analyst 
Telecommunications and Water Division 

201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
Salem, OR. 97301 

Bachelor of Science in Accounting, Otterbein University 

I have been employed with the Public Utility Commission of Oregon since 

2018. I am currently a Senior Utility Analyst in the Rates and 

Telecommunications Section of the Rates, Safety, and Utility Performance 

Program. Regarding water utilities, I have analyzed and addressed numerous 

issues including tariff changes, property sales, affiliated interest transactions, 

revenue requirement calculations, deferred tax calculations, rate spread , and rate 

design. I have also served as case manager on multiple water rate cases, and 

have provided testimony in UW 185, UW 182, UW 175, UW 177, UE 374, and 

UG 388. 

Additionally, I worked at Ashland, Inc. for twenty years as a manufacturing 

and corporate accountant and business analyst for a business unit with 

approximately one billion dollars in global annual sales. My accountant duties 

included product cost analysis, general ledger account analysis, SOX 

compliance, and internal and external audit compliance. My analyst duties 
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included budgeting, forecasting, financial statement analysis, acquisition tracking, 

and division financial support for a global business unit. 
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March 22, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 126 
Dated March 8, 2023 

Request: 

Related to the Company’s response to SDR 58, please provide a narrative explanation for the 
causes of the year over year 2023 decrease and 2024 increase for account 921 Non-Labor. 

Response: 

The year-over-year 2023 decrease for account 921 Non-Labor is primarily driven by: 
a) A one-time COVID-19 deferral expense write-off in 2022;
b) Fewer IT costs allocated to account 921 Non-Labor in 2023 compared to 2022 actuals,

which were higher than expected as a result of IT contract labor coupled with outside
services to support cloud-based solutions (e.g., payments to Amazon for end-user
application and other IT support on an as-needed basis); and

c) Savings from switching to a lower-cost enterprise printer/copier vendor in mid-2022.

The year-over-year 2024 increase for account 921 Non-Labor is primarily driven by increased IT 
costs allocated to account 921 Non-Labor in 2024 as a result of increased software and hardware 
license expenses coupled with increased outside services expenses to support PGE’s cybersecurity 
programs and processes. 

PGE would like to note that administrative and general (A&G) IT costs (direct and allocated), 
which include account 921 Non-Labor, are expected to decrease by approximately $0.2 million 
from 2022 to 2024 as shown in PGE Exhibit 601. 

PGE Exhibit 500, Section III details PGE’s labor budgeting further. PGE Exhibit 600, Section III 
details PGE’s IT allocation methodology further. 

Staff/902 
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March 22, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 127 
Dated March 8, 2023 

Request: 

Related to the company’s response to SDR 58, please provide a narrative explanation for the year 
over year 2023 and 2024 credit decreases for account 922 Non-Labor. 

Response: 

The year-over-year 2023 increase (i.e., credit decrease) for account 922 Non-Labor is primarily 
driven by: 

a) Miscellaneous accounting adjustments related to the allocation of corporate governance
expenses;1 and

b) Non-labor allocations related to corporate governance expenses.

The year-over-year 2024 increase for account 922 Non-Labor is primarily driven by an 
approximate $3.0 million pre-filing incentives adjustment as shown in PGE Exhibit 200 
Workpaper “Exhibit Support_2024” tab “A&G” column E.  

Without this adjustment, account 922 Non-Labor decreases by approximately $0.4 million from 
2023 to 2024, primarily driven by similar miscellaneous accounting adjustments related to 
corporate incentive expenses and non-labor allocations related to corporate governance expenses. 

PGE’s response to OPUC Standard Data Request No. 080, Attachment 080-A provides a detailed 
description of PGE’s Corporate Governance allocation. 

PGE Exhibit 500, Section IV provides further detail on incentives adjustments.  

1 Corporate governance expenses are associated with activities such as cash management, financial management, 
processing and reporting functions, corporate credit risk management, purchasing, accounts payable, business 
support, internal auditing, technology maintenance, mail services, corporate phone and conference room 
management and employee communications.  
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March 22, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 129 
Dated March 8, 2023 

Request: 

Related to the company’s response to SDR 58, please provide a narrative explanation for the year 
over year increases in 2023 and 2024 for account 925 Non-Labor. 

Response: 

The year-over-year increase in 2023 for account 925 Non-Labor is primarily driven by: 
a) Outside services expenses associated with workers’ compensation administrative fees; and
b) Accrual expenses related to insurance, specifically injuries and damages.

The year-over-year increase in 2024 for account 925 Non-Labor is primarily driven by 
amortization expenses related to insurance, specifically injuries and damages. 

PGE Exhibit 600, Section II and Confidential Exhibit 603 provide further detail on insurance cost 
increases, including workers’ compensation coverage. 
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March 27, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 245 
Dated March 13, 2023 

Request: 

See PGE/500 Mersereau—Neitzke/12, which discusses how a Willis Towers Watson survey of 
healthcare providers had results that are consistent with projections provided by your health and 
welfare benefits provider.  Can you provide these projections in an electronic workbook with all 
cells and formulae intact and detail the steps that were used to arrive at your projections? 

Response: 

The projections were not provided to PGE in a workbook format. Through discussions with 
Mercer, PGE’s health and welfare benefits provider, Mercer indicated that an 8-9% renewal 
increase (2023 to 2024) for both Kaiser and Providence plans was a reasonable expectation. 
This aligned with their balance of 2023 self-funded trend guidelines and anticipated impacts to 
trends. Some factors impacting their view of 2024 trends were:  

• Overall inflation
• Contract increases due to general inflation, healthcare wage inflation, etc.
• Pent-up demand
• A potential rush on services if there is a recession
• Lower utilization due to a continued shortage of healthcare workers
• Lower utilization of preference sensitive services when in a recession

Confidential Attachment 245-A contains communications with Mercer, PGE’s health and welfare 
benefits provider, including future cost projections.  

Attachment 245-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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UE416 
PGE's Response to OPUC OR 547 

Attachment A 

Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: BenefrtExp-EmployeeWellness 2101: Storerm Material lssue/Returr N/A:. N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2110: Other Materials & Equipment 7000000845: Employee Wellness RBOCH 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2110: Other Materials & Equipment 7000001235: Personal Protective Equipment 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWeUness 2200: OUtside Services 7000001237: Ocrupational Fitness 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2250: Other Outside Services 7000000210: Woocers Comp - Medical Costs 

Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Senefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 2250: Other OUtside Services 7000000845: Employee Wellness RBOCH 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 2250: Other Outside Services 7000001237: Ocrupatiooal Fitness 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2250: Other OUtside Services N/A: N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 2400: B<Jsiness Expense N/A: N/ A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2401: Mileage - Non-taxable 7000000845: Employee Wellness RBOCH 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: BenefrtExp-EmployeeWellness 2401: Mileage - Non-taxable N/A: N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2403: lodging N/A: N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2404: Business Meals & Entertainme N/A:. N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2406: Airfare N/A: N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2407: Coot and Course Rgst Fees 7000000643: Employee Training KTRNG 

Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2411: Other Business Travel ExpensE N/A:. N/ A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2450: Other Employee Business Exp 7000000643: Employee Training KTRNG 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2450: Other Employee Business Exp 7000000845: Employee Wellness RBOCH 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2450: Other Employee Business Exp N/A: N/ A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: BenefrtExp-EmployeeWeUness 2701: Memberships 7000000552: Individual Utiity Membersllips 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-EmployeeWellness 2850: Other Miscellaneous Expense 3000000482: O&M B<Jdget Transfer 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 2850: Other Miscellaneous Expense 7000000552: Individual Utility Memberships 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 2850: Other Miscellaneous Expense 7000000845: Employee Wellness RBOCH 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 2850: Other Miscellaneous Expense 7000002028: Company Pirnie 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefitfxp-EmployeeWellness 5106: Payrol Taxes 3000001964: COVID Vaccine pay 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: Benefltfxp-£mployeeWellness 5599: Non-lallor Allocation N/A: N/A 
Employee Wellness Pr 9260018: BenefrtExp-EmployeeWellness N/A: N/A N/A: N/A 
Health & Dental Plan 9260004: Benefit Exp - Medical Union 2200: Outside Services 3000001703: COBRA coverage under VERIP an< 
Health & Dental Plan 9260004: Benefit Exp - Medical Union 2200: Outside Services 7000001219: Health & Dental Admin Fees 
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Health & Dental Plan 9260005: Benefit Exp- Medical NonUnion 5404: Accrual 700CXl01991: NonUnion Health Reimbursemen 

Health & Dental Plan 9260005: Benefit Exp - Medical NonUnion 5498: Misc Accounting Adjustments N/A: N/ A 
Health & Dental Plan 9260031: OtherPostEmpl8ene-ServiceCos 5404: Accrual 1000008210: 120PEB Non-SVC Cost Medical Un 
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Health & Dental Plan 9260032: OtherPostEmployBene-NonSvcC 5404: Accrual 1000008211: DPfB Non-Svc Cost Medical Nonl 
Health & Dental Plan 9260032: OtherPostEmployBene-HonSvcC 5406: Amortization 1000008210: 120PEB Non-SVC Cost Medical Un 
Health & Dental Plan 9260032: OtherPostEmployBene-NonSvcC 5406: Amortization 1000008211: DP£8 Non-Svc Cost Medical Nonl 
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 550 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

See attached related to the Company’s response to DR 133 Attach A, for all FERC Account/Dept 
ID combinations except account 930.2, Staff has modified the spreadsheet to show all Dept IDs 
that have budget and forecast amounts (shown in red) without corresponding amounts in 2022 or 
there was a significant increase. Please provide a narrative explanation for all items shown in red 
related to why they are forecasted without corresponding amounts in 2022. If there was an amount 
in 2022, but it’s still shown in red, please provide a narrative justification for the increase.  

Response: 

The following narrative explanations pertain to items shown in red and are related to FERC 
Account/Dept ID combinations with no corresponding amounts in 2022 or significant increases: 

Rows 14, 17, 65, 67, 92, 170, 237, 257, 260, and 275 - These are legacy budget items associated 
with individual employee memberships that were not utilized due to staffing changes or turnover. 
As a result, there was no activity in 2022 for these rows. 

For the items below, the budget was allocated to FERC Account 921, but the actual payments were 
inadvertently made from different FERC accounts: 

• Row 11: $940 actuals paid to FERC Account 557
• Row 81: $383 actuals paid to FERC Account 426.5
• Row 97: $668 actuals paid to FERC Account 924
• Row 174: $3,939 actuals paid to FERC Account 184
• Row 204: $682 actuals paid to FERC Account 924
• Row 286: $2,550 actuals paid to FERC Account 930
• Row 323: $1,549 actuals paid to FERC Account 926
• Row 414: $4,295 actuals paid to FERC Account 930

These discrepancies explain the red-highlighted items with no corresponding amounts in 2022 or 
those that show significant increases. 
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 554 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

Staff notes that seemingly across the board insurance rates are increasing at rates higher than even 
the recently high inflation rates (e.g. property insurance and injuries and damage insurance). In 
general, has the Company investigated the cost to switching to a self-insured model? If the answer 
is no, please explain why. If the answer is yes, please provide a narrative explanation for why that 
option wasn’t chosen.  

Response: 

PGE would like to note that comparing insurance rates to inflation rates is not a like-for-like 
comparison, as they are fundamentally different in terms of their underlying drivers, objectives, 
influencing factors, purposes, time horizons, and sensitivities to economic changes and risk 
factors, rendering them incomparable on a direct basis. 

Yes. PGE annually investigates self-insurance cost-savings strategies. PGE incorporates self-
insurance into portions of our insurance program through various self-insured retentions (SIRs) 
and deductibles. Additionally, PGE benchmarks insurance limits and deductibles against peer 
utilities each year. The average deductible among our peer group (15 utilities1) is approximately 
$5.12 million, with a median of $5.0 million.  

In 2020, we increased the self-insured retention for Auto & General Liability from $2.0 million to 
$5.0 million, and we continue to be a qualified self-insured employer for Workers' Compensation. 
In the 2022 policy year, PGE raised our property insurance deductible from $2.5 million to $5.0 
million to reduce premium expenses. When evaluating higher SIRs and deductible options, PGE 
must weigh the potential premium savings against the amount of risk assumed. Generally, a 
payback period exceeding four to five years may not be financially prudent. In fact, increasing the 
property insurance deductible above $5.0 million would result in a payback period of 6.1 years, 
indicating that the premium savings did not justify assuming an additional $5.0 million of risk.  

1 PGE participates in an annual Risk Management Survey conducted by Edison Electric Institute (EEI) and identifies 
peers based on similar market capitalization and asset base.  
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Madison Bolton.  I am a Senior Energy and Policy Analyst 2 

employed in the Utility Strategy and Integration Division of the Public Utility 3 

Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 201 High Street SE., 4 

Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1001. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I describe Staff’s analysis of issues including Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning 9 

Trust, Unbundling, and Franchise Fees for direct access. 10 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 11 

A. Yes.  I prepared Exhibit Staff/1002, PGE responses to Staff data requests, 12 

Exhibit Staff/1003 PGE confidential responses to Staff data requests, and 13 

Exhibit Staff/1004, PGE’s Errata 2024 ROO workpaper.     14 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 15 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 16 

Issue 1. Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning Trust......................................... 2 17 
Issue 2. Unbundling and Franchise Fees .................................................... 6 18 
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ISSUE 1. TROJAN NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING TRUST 1 

Q. Please describe the Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning Trust (Trojan 2 

NDT). 3 

A. PGE is required to maintain a financial assurance mechanism for 4 

decommissioning obligations for the Trojan nuclear generating unit, consistent 5 

with federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements.1  The Trojan 6 

NDT was established as an external sinking fund to be separate from PGE’s 7 

assets and outside PGE’s administrative control. PGE collects funds at an 8 

annual accrual rate that is sufficient to pay for radiological decommissioning 9 

costs.  NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(ii) includes the requirements for 10 

the management of an external sinking fund, stating:  11 

An external sinking fund is a fund established and maintained by 12 
setting funds aside periodically in an account segregated from 13 
licensee assets and outside the administrative control of the 14 
licensee and its subsidiaries or affiliates in which the total amount 15 
of funds would be sufficient to pay decommissioning costs at the 16 
time permanent termination of operations is expected. An external 17 
sinking fund may be in the form of a trust, escrow account, or 18 
Government fund, with payment by certificate of deposit, deposit of 19 
Government or other securities, or other method acceptable to the 20 
NRC. This trust, escrow account, Government fund, or other type 21 
of agreement shall be established in writing and maintained at all 22 
times in the United States with an entity that is an appropriate State 23 
or Federal government agency, or an entity whose operations in 24 
which the external linking fund is managed are regulated and 25 
examined by a Federal or State agency. 26 
 

Q. What types of decommissioning costs does the Trojan NDT pay for? 27 

 
1  Staff/1002, Bolton/1, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 311. 
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A. The Trojan NDT pays for some non-radiological decommissioning costs such 1 

as building demolition and site restoration after the spent nuclear fuel is 2 

transferred away from the site.  The trust also pays for radiological 3 

decommissioning expenses in Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation 4 

(ISFSI) Construction.  These include: 5 

• Costs for infrastructure to enable the transfer of spent fuel via rail cars to 6 

a United States Department of Energy (DOE) facility. 7 

• Costs for the long-term storage of the spent fuel until it is transferred to a 8 

DOE facility. 9 

• A contingency amount in case of unexpected variation in future estimated 10 

costs.2 11 

Q. What expenses has the Company proposed to amortize related to the 12 

Trojan NDT? 13 

A. PGE has requested that the $1.9 million annual collection rate be maintained 14 

for the Trojan NDT.3  This is the same accrual rate allowed in UE 394 and 15 

originally agreed upon by parties in the second partial stipulation in UE 335.4  16 

In the stipulation, parties agreed that the annual collection rate should be 17 

decreased from $3.5 million to $1.9 million to account for expected 18 

reimbursements from the United States DOE for ISFSI costs.  19 

 
2  Staff/1002, Bolton/2, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 313. 
3  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/15. 
4  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 

335, Order No. 18-464, at 6. 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/1000 
 Bolton/4 

 

For the current case, PGE conducted an analysis of the latest Trojan NDT 1 

balances, the expected rate of return on trust assets, United States DOE 2 

reimbursements, and cost estimates, which did not indicate that any change to 3 

the accrual rate was necessary. 4 

Q. Please describe Staff’s analysis. 5 

A. Staff reviewed the assets in the Trojan NDT compared to the cost estimates 6 

and financial assumptions in the Company’s response to Staff DR No. 317.5  7 

The trust is made up of 100 percent fixed income assets including corporate 8 

bonds, government bonds, mortgage-backed securities, collateralized 9 

mortgage obligations, municipal bonds, and cash.6 10 

Staff did not find any significant outliers in the Company’s analysis of cost 11 

estimates and assumptions.  Staff reviewed the ISFSI-related 12 

decommissioning expenditure schedule containing historical and projected 13 

data up to year 2059.  The Company’s financial assumptions used in the 14 

calculation of the accrual rate appear reasonable compared to current market 15 

conditions.  Staff did not find any irregularities between the projected DOE 16 

reimbursements, assets in the trust, or in the application of the allowed NRC 17 

growth rate for annual collection in decommission trust funds.  This growth rate 18 

is specified in NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(ii), which states: “A licensee 19 

that has collected funds based on the formulas in § 50.75(c) of this section may 20 

take credit for collected earnings on the decommissioning funds using up to a 21 

 
5  Staff/1003, PGE confidential Response to Staff DR No. 317, Attachment A. 
6  Staff/1002, Bolton/3, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 316. 
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two percent annual real rate of return up to the time of permanent termination 1 

of operations.  A licensee may use a credit of greater than two percent if the 2 

licensee's rate-setting authority has specifically authorized a higher rate.” 3 

Q. What is your recommendation for the amortization of Trojan NDT 4 

expenses? 5 

A. Staff does not propose any adjustments for the Trojan NDT at this time but 6 

may alter this recommendation after reviewing other parties’ testimony. 7 
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ISSUE 2. UNBUNDLING AND FRANCHISE FEES 1 

Q. Please describe the Company’s unbundling requirements. 2 

A. The Commission’s rules for unbundling and franchise fees are located in 3 

Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Division 38, which pertain to Oregon’s 4 

direct access program.  More specifically, 860-038-0200 requires the revenue 5 

requirement be unbundled into functional categories.  The rules also specify 6 

allocation methodology including direct assignment of costs to the functional 7 

areas when possible. 8 

Franchise fees are also required to be unbundled and are applied to the 9 

distribution category as directed by OAR 860-038-0200(9)(c)(B)(i)(IV). 10 

Q. Please compare the Company’s unbundled revenues in this case to the 11 

UE 394 filing. 12 

A. Staff reviewed the Company’s Results of Operations (ROO) summaries and 13 

provides the differences below: 14 

 

Staff found very minimal variance in the overall percentage of each 15 

function out of total revenue.  The source of variance is further informed by 16 

UE 394 UE 416

Function Proposed Function Proposed Variance

Production 1,117,765 53% Production 1,472,190 55% 2%

Transmission 87,205 4% Transmission 106,751 4% -0.2%

Distribution 723,480 34% Distribution 882,240 33% -1%

Ancillary 5,119 0.2% Ancillary 8,450 0.3% 0.1%

Billing 37,795 2% Billing 47,205 2% 0.0%

Metering 6,216 0.3% Metering 3,386 0.1% -0.2%

Consumer 127,424 6% Consumer 153,623 6% -0.3%

Total Regulated 2,105,003 100% Total Regulated 2,673,845 100%

Franchise Fees 157,051 Franchise Fees 192,628
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OAR 860-038-200(9)(d), which states that “required revenues must be 1 

calculated for each unbundling category using the traditional revenue 2 

requirement calculation methodology (recovery of costs plus a return on 3 

investment).  For reporting purposes, revenues must be assigned to the 4 

appropriate category per the underlying tariff for which they were collected. 5 

Common revenues that cannot be directly assigned must be functionalized 6 

using the Net Plant allocation factor.” 7 

The variance in the unbundled results is mostly proportional to the 8 

share of rate base in a functionalized area.  Any remaining variance is due 9 

to the Company’s other allocation methods such as using the net plant 10 

factor or labor allocator.7  Staff notes that production, transmission, and 11 

distribution make up about 92 percent of the unbundled functions.  Staff 12 

verified with the Company that the unbundling methodologies used in this 13 

case are consistent with the methodologies used in UE 394.8 14 

Q. Please explain some of the increases in certain functional categories. 15 

A. Staff noted that the distribution and transmission categories have increased 16 

due to higher O&M costs including additional wildfire mitigation procedures. 17 

Staff believes that higher power costs compared to previous cases are 18 

applicable to a portion of the increase in the production category. 19 

Franchise fees increased in part because of a slightly higher fee rate than 20 

in UE 394 (a 0.09 percent increase).  However, the Company explains that 21 

 
7  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/29. 
8  Staff/1002, Bolton/4, PGE response to Staff DR No. 321. 
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because franchise fees are a function of PGE’s revenue requirement, most of 1 

the increase is tied to the overall increase in revenue requirement.9  2 

Pursuant to OAR 860-038-0200, franchise fees are calculated as a 3 

percentage of applicable city revenues based on three years of historical data.  4 

Staff verified the accuracy of the Company’s calculation for both the franchise 5 

fee rate and the total franchise fee amount included in the ROO. 6 

Q. Did Staff have any concerns with the unbundling workpapers? 7 

A. Staff initially found an error in multiple rows of the Company’s “2024 Unbundled 8 

ROO” workpaper that caused certain transmission revenues to be allocated to 9 

the distribution function.  The Company was aware of this error at the time of 10 

Staff’s discovery and corrected the mistake in an errata filing on 11 

April 21, 2023.10  Staff examined the errata and reviewed all of the individual 12 

unbundled transactions data for accuracy.  Staff did not find any further errors. 13 

Q. Is the Company’s unbundling methodology in accordance with OAR 14 

860-038-0200? 15 

A. After reviewing the work papers and verifying the Company’s calculations, it 16 

appears that the Company has met the unbundling requirements in the 17 

Division 38 OARs. 18 

Q. What is your recommendation on this issue? 19 

 
9  PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland/23, at 11-14.  
10  Staff/1004, PGE’s Errata 2024 ROO workpaper. 
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A. Staff does not propose an adjustment to the Company’s unbundling 1 

methodology at this time.  However, Staff may change this recommendation 2 

after reviewing other parties’ testimony. 3 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 4 

A. Yes.5 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Madison Bolton 
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Utility Analyst 
 Utility Strategy & Integration Division 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
 Salem, OR.  97301 
 
EDUCATION: B.A.  Carroll College, Helena, Montana 
     Major: Biology, 2017 
 
 M.ENV.  University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 
           Specialization: Renewable and Sustainable Energy, 2020 
 
  
EXPERIENCE: Since September 2021, I have been employed by the Oregon Public 

Utility Commission. I currently hold the position of Utility Analyst 3 
in the Utility Strategy and Integration Division, where I’ve evaluated 
utility voluntary renewable energy products and direct access 
issues. 
 
I have provided witness testimony on multiple general rate case and 
power cost dockets, including: UG 433, UG 435, UE 399, UE 400, and 
UE 402. 

 
From 2019 to 2020 I worked as a graduate research analyst at E Source 
where I conducted research for utility clientele on large non-residential 
energy consumers.  
 
Additionally, in 2020 I assisted Camus Energy in researching the feasibility of 
electric grid management software. 
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Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 311  
Dated March 15, 2023  

 
Request:  
 
Please provide a narrative description of the purpose of the Trojan Nuclear 
Decommissioning Trust (NDT).  
 
Response:  
 
PGE is required to provide financial assurance for decommissioning obligations for 
the Trojan nuclear generating unit, consistent with federal Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) requirements. As allowed by 10 CFR 72.30(e)(5), PGE provides 
ISFSI radiological decommissioning funding assurance using the method provided in 
10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(ii). Specifically, PGE has established and maintains an external 
sinking fund in the form of a trust, which is segregated from PGE's assets and 
outside PGE's administrative control, and into which funds are set aside such that 
the total amount of funds will be sufficient to pay radiological decommissioning 
costs. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 313 
Dated March 15, 2023 

 
Request:  
 
Please provide a narrative description of the types of expenses paid with Trojan 
(NDT) funds.  
 
Response:  
 
The expense categories of the Trojan NDT are as follows: 
  

• Non-Radiological Decommissioning: Represents the cost of building 
demolition and site restoration once all the spent nuclear fuel has left the site.  

• Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) Construction: 
Represents the expected amounts to be incurred to decommission the Trojan 
ISFSI.  

• ISFSI Long-term: These costs include the following: (1) ISFSI-NRAD DECO, 
(2) ISFSI-LONG, and (3) PMRESERVE.  

- ISFSI-NRAD DECO; This represents the non-radiological 
decommissioning for the ISFSI, which includes the cost of constructing 
(and removing) various infrastructure to facilitate the transfer of the 
spent fuel to rail cars for transportation to a Department of Energy 
(DOE) facility. This also includes the cost for transferring the sealed 
multi-purpose canisters from the concrete casks to a rail car.  

- ISFSI-LONG: This represents costs for the long-term management of 
the spent fuel, until it is shipped to a DOE facility.  

- PMRESERVE: Following Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
guidance, PGE includes a contingency amount to account for major 
unexpected variations in future estimated costs. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 316 
Dated March 15, 2023 

 
Request:  
 
Please provide a percentage breakout of NDT assets by asset type/class and the 
values of those assets.  
 
Response:  
 
The asset allocation of the Trojan Nuclear Decommissioning Trust (NDT) Qualified 
and Non-Qualified NDT plans consists of 100% Fixed income. Within the fixed 
income there are Corporates, Government, Mortgage-Backed securities, 
Collateralized Mortgage Obligations, Municipal bonds, and Cash.  
 
Confidential Attachments 316-A and 316-B provide the Trojan (NDT) non-qualified 
and qualified outstanding securities as of December 31, 2020. The asset summary 
included in each of these documents provides the types of assets and what percent 
of the portfolio they represent.  
 
Attachments 316-A and 316-B are protected information and subject to Protective 
Order No. 23-039. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 321 
Dated March 15, 2023  

 
Request:  
 
Please explain whether PGE has changed any of the methodologies used in 
unbundling the revenue requirement since the Company’s previous rate case.  
 
Response:  
 
PGE’s overall methodology for unbundling has not changed since Docket No. UE 
394. 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1100 DLOUHY V3 

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

A. My name is Curtis Dlouhy.  I am an economist and senior utility analyst 2 

employed in the Utility Strategy and Integration Division of the Public Utility 3 

Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 201 High Street SE., 4 

Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

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

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address two issues: 9 

1. Transmission and Distributions Operating and Maintenance Expense 10 

2. Proposed Schedule 122 Update 11 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 12 

A. Yes.  I prepared the following exhibits: 13 

• Exhibit Staff/1101, Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests used 14 

in Support of Testimony, 15 

• Exhibit Staff/1102, Confidential Data Responses used in Support of 16 

Testimony, 17 

• Exhibit Staff/1103, News Used In Support of Testimony. 18 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 19 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 20 

Issue 1. Grid Modernization O&M ............................................................... 2 21 
Issue 2. Proposed Schedule 122 Update .................................................... 9 22 
Summary. ................................................................................................. 22 23 

 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1100 
Dlouhy/2 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1100 DLOUHY V3 

ISSUE 1. GRID MODERNIZATION O&M 1 

Q. Please describe the components of the Company’s grid modernization2 

initiative that you will address in your testimony.3 

A. The Company’s grid modernization initiative is a broad, long-term effort to4 

evolve the capabilities of its grid through physical infrastructure and information5 

technology.  These capabilities range from planning and forecasting to controls6 

and automation. One focus of the strategy is enabling and managing7 

distributed energy resources (DER), which is reflected in many interconnected8 

investments and activities.  In this testimony, I will address only the O&M9 

components associated with grid modernization.  The Company proposes to10 

spend approximately $14.0 million in grid modernization O&M in 2024, which is11 

an increase of approximately $3.4 million from the actual 2022 amount spent.112 

Q. What is driving the $3.4 million increase?13 

A. The increase is driven by filling four unfilled positions that were included in the14 

Company’s last general rate case as well as requesting funds to fill eight15 

additional positions related to the Company’s proposed virtual power plant16 

(VPP) and the Advanced Distribution Management System (ADMS) which is17 

needed to implement the VPP among other grid modernization investments18 

and activities.219 

1  PGE/700, Bekkedahl – Jenkins/21. 
2  Id. 
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Q. Do you take issue with the Company requesting funding for eight new 1 

positions when it was unable to fill four positions in 2022? 2 

A. Yes.  Staff questions why the Company is expecting that the four unfilled3 

positions would be filled and an additional eight new positions.  Holding aside4 

these concerns about whether the Company is even able to fill these twelve5 

total positions, Staff has also reviewed the Company’s proposal on merit.6 

Q. What is a VPP and how large is PGE’s current VPP?7 

A. A VPP is a set of DERs and flexible load that can be managed by the8 

Company to provide services valuable to the grid, such as ramping up to meet9 

load during high demand times of day where renewable resources are not10 

producing.  PGE’s current VPP is 230 MW consisting of a combination of11 

customer-sited diesel generators, batteries, flexible load, and demand12 

response programs.313 

Q. Are the current programs associated with the 230 MW able to operate14 

without the VPP investments and added O&M expenses?15 

A. Yes.  The Company is currently able to operate these components without any16 

of the new requested VPP positions.  The VPP desk and newly created17 

positions work only to centralize the dispatch of these various pilot programs18 

and DERs.  While this may assist in the expansion of the VPP, the VPP is19 

currently functioning at its current level without the eight requested additional20 

positions or dispatch desk.21 

3  PGE/700, Bekkedahl – Jenkins/22. 
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Q. Does PGE include any VPP investments in this rate case? 1 

A. No.  As stated in the Company’s opening testimony, the Company does not2 

plan on the VPP platform being operational until the first quarter of 2024, which3 

is after the rate effective date of this general rate case.44 

Q. What is the VPP platform?5 

A. As described in the Company’s opening testimony, the VPP platform will allow6 

the Company to centrally operate all the disparate customer-sited generation,7 

DER, and DR programs that make up the current VPP portfolio.58 

Q. Is the Company currently able to operate these disparate programs9 

without a VPP platform?10 

A. Yes.  Even without a central location to dispatch the 230 MW that make up the11 

Company’s current VPP, the Company is able to operate these programs.12 

Q. Has the Company discussed the VPP with the Commission in any other13 

contexts?14 

A. Yes.  The VPP was presented to the Commission as part of the Flexible Load15 

Multi-Year Plan in November 2021 in Docket No. UM 2141.6  In a September16 

2022 filing in UM 2141, the Company outlined its Flexible Load Multi-Year Plan17 

timeline that includes a goal of integrating various Energy Partner assets into a18 

VPP in the 2024 calendar year.7  The VPP was also introduced as a non-wires19 

solution in the Company’s Distribution System Plan (DSP) Part 1 and Part II20 

4 PGE/700, Bekkedahl – Jenkins/24. 
5 PGE/700, Bekkedahl-Jenkins/23. 
6 See page 30 of the Company’s November 3, 2021, UM 2141 filing here. 
7 See Table 3 of the Company’s September 23, 2022, UM 2141 filing here. 
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filings in UM 2197, where the Company’s Action Plan states that designing a 1 

VPP with expansion capabilities will be needed to meet HB 2021.8  The VPP 2 

has also been briefly presented in the Company’s ongoing Integrated Resource 3 

Plan (IRP), LC 80, but is not included in the modeling or action plan. 4 

Q. Have any of these proceedings weighed in on the prudency of5 

investing into a VPP?6 

A. No.  Order No. 22-023, the Commission approved some budgets associated7 

with pilot programs that will eventually feed into the VPP but did not make any8 

determination of whether investing in a VPP platform to aggregate these DER9 

and DR programs was a prudent investment.  The DSP Part I and Part II filings10 

were accepted, but acceptance does not carry the same weight when11 

discussing prudence.  Further, Staff notes in its February 21, 2023, Staff report12 

on UM 2197 that the DSP Action Plan does not provide specific actions13 

regarding grid modernization and recommends that the Company provide14 

better clarity and specificity in a future action plan.9  As stated previously, these15 

pilot programs are currently able to provide flexible load benefits without a16 

centralized VPP framework.17 

8  See page 22 of the Company’s DSP Part II filing here. 
9  See page 21 of the February 21, 2023, UM 2197 Staff Report here. 
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Q. Has the VPP been introduced in any proceeding that has weighed the1 

costs, risks, and benefits of the VPP as a component of the Company’s2 

resource strategy?3 

A. Indirectly, yes.  The Company’s 2023 IRP was filed on March 31, 2023, and4 

describes the VPP in its description of resource options.10  While the5 

Company’s IRP does not model the VPP as a resource option, the portfolio6 

modeling:7 

• reflects customer-sited DER growth in its needs assessment;8 

• includes demand response (DR), DER, Community-Based Renewable9 

Energy (CBRE), and battery proxies; and10 

• assumes that all resource types can be integrated into PGE’s system and11 

orchestrated to deliver their full potential system value.12 

The IRP further states that the VPP platform is required to ensure realization of 13 

the full value of its DER resources.11 14 

The resulting IRP Action Plan does not request acknowledgement of a 15 

VPP action, but includes the acquisition of 211 MW of summer DR, 158 MW of 16 

winter DR by 2028, 155 MW of CBRE by 2030, and over 600 MW of additional 17 

capacity actions by 2028.12  In its Action Plan, the Company explains that, 18 

“While the CBRE and other energy resources described previously could help 19 

10  See page 193 of the Company’s 2023 IRP here. 
11  Id. 
12  See Section 12 of the Company’s 2023 IRP here. 
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meet this need, resource additions beyond the CBRE and energy actions are 1 

required to maintain resource adequacy.”13 2 

Q. Have any parts of the Company’s 2023 IRP been acknowledged?3 

A. No.  As previously stated, the Company filed its 2023 IRP in Docket No. LC 804 

on March 31, 2023.  Staff has just filed its initial Phase 0 comments on the5 

Company’s 2023 IRP on May 4, 2023.  Acknowledgement decisions on the6 

Company’s IRP are scheduled to occur in January 2024 after the rate effective7 

date of this rate case proceeding.8 

Q. What does this mean for the prudency of the VPP and PGE’s overall9 

grid modernization investments included in the Company’s general10 

rate case?11 

A. The timing of the IRP and the lower “acceptance” threshold of the DSP Part I12 

and Part II filings means that the Company is proposing to integrate costs13 

related to the VPP before the Commission, Staff, or stakeholders have had a14 

chance to rigorously weigh in on the reasonableness of pursuing a VPP as part15 

of its resource and grid modernization actions.  Furthermore, even16 

acknowledgement of an IRP is not a prudence decision on its own.17 

Further, the investment associated with the VPP is not scheduled to be 18 

operational until well after the rate effective date.  Although the Company is not 19 

requesting to include the VPP capital in rates, I find it to be inconsistent to 20 

allow O&M costs associated with an asset that will neither be operational by 21 

the rate effective date nor has been part of an acknowledged IRP.  Based on 22 

13  See page 310 of the Company’s 2023 IRP here. 
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this, I believe that it is premature to put any O&M costs associated with the 1 

VPP into rates. 2 

Q. Do you believe that the VPP should be placed into rates at a later date?3 

A. Perhaps, if the company can demonstrate it is prudent, used and useful to do4 

so and expanding VPP capabilities is part of an acknowledged resource or grid5 

modernization strategy.  However, I do not recommend the company try to6 

make this case until the Commission makes an acknowledgement decision in7 

the Company’s 2023 IRP and the Company articulates the role that a VPP will8 

play in its roadmap of decarbonization resource actions.9 

Q. Given that you believe that it is premature to put any VPP O&M costs10 

into rates, what do you recommend be done to the Company’s grid11 

modernization O&M costs?12 

A. I recommend that the eight new positions related to the grid modernization not13 

be placed into rates.  According to the Company’s response to Staff DR 303,14 

this amounts to approximately $1 million.1415 

Q. What is your overall recommended adjustment to grid modernization16 

O&M?17 

A. I recommend decreasing the grid modernization O&M expense by $1 million to18 

reflect disallowing the cost of the eight new positions.19 

14  Staff/1101, Dlouhy/1. 
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ISSUE 2. PROPOSED SCHEDULE 122 UPDATE 1 

Q. What is PGE’s Schedule 122? 2 

A. PGE’s Schedule 122 contains its Renewable Resources Automatic Adjustment 3 

Clause (RAC).  The RAC was put into place in response to SB 838 in 2007, 4 

which established the state’s renewable portfolio standard (RPS) and required 5 

the Commission to establish an automatic adjustment clause (AAC) or other 6 

mechanism that allows timely recovery of costs prudently incurred by an 7 

electric company for acquiring renewable energy resources and for associated 8 

transmission.15  In 2016, SB 1547 raised the state RPS requirements and 9 

modified the AAC language to allow associated storage to be included. 10 

Q. What is the exact language that allows the inclusion of associated 11 

storage in the RAC? 12 

A. The exact language can be found in ORS 469A.120, which is contained in the 13 

Chapter 469A rules governing Renewable Portfolio Standards.  The language 14 

reads: 15 

The Public Utility Commission shall establish an automatic 16 

adjustment clause as defined in ORS 757.210 or another 17 

method that allows timely recovery of costs prudently incurred 18 

by an electric company to construct or otherwise acquire 19 

facilities that generate electricity from renewable energy 20 

sources [and for], costs related to associated electricity 21 

transmission and costs related to associated energy storage. 22 

 
15  ORS 469A.120(2). 
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Q. How does PGE propose modifying the RAC? 1 

A. PGE asks that the Commission clarify that standalone storage be considered 2 

“associated energy storage” and therefore qualify as an asset whose costs can 3 

be recovered in the RAC.16  In its opening testimony, PGE states that it 4 

believes an on-system energy storage facility provides system benefits by 5 

firming and integrating renewables. 6 

Q. Did SB 838 mandate that the Commission necessarily create an AAC? 7 

A. No.  Much like the modifications that were put into statute due to SB 1547, 8 

SB 838 only mandates that the Commission establish an AAC or “another 9 

method that allows timely recovery of costs prudently incurred by an electric 10 

company to construct or otherwise acquire facilities that generate electricity 11 

from renewable energy sources and for associated electricity transmission.”  12 

Staff reads this to mean that the Commission has discretion to allow some 13 

other form of recovery that could use other ratemaking mechanisms. 14 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s assertion that standalone storage 15 

investments are high priority elements of PGE’s near-term resource 16 

strategy? 17 

A. Yes.  It is now common knowledge that one of the largest hurdles to fully 18 

decarbonizing the utility sector is the intermittency of renewable energy 19 

sources.  As such, one of the solutions to this intermittency is to invest in 20 

energy storage options in tandem with renewable resources.  PGE has already 21 

done so with its Wheatridge Renewable Energy Facility, which combines 350 22 

 
16  PGE/130, Macfarlane – Pleasant/45. 
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MW of renewable energy with a 30 MW four-hour battery.17  The Wheatridge 1 

Renewable Energy Facility was included in the RAC as part of Commission 2 

Order No 20-321, although the Commission noted that it would take into 3 

consideration fair allocation of risk when it comes to cost recovery in the 4 

future.18  When discussing regional solutions to resource adequacy in their 5 

2023 IRP filing, the Company states that the policy landscape “will likely 6 

accelerate the transition from coal and natural gas fired generation to wind, 7 

solar, storage and other non-emitting resources.”19 8 

Q. Based on this, do you believe that the Commission should clarify that 9 

standalone storage be included in the RAC? 10 

A. No.  I do not think a standalone storage asset clearly qualifies for the RAC in 11 

the same way that Wheatridge did based on the language included in 12 

ORS 469A.120.  Given this gray area, the Commission’s discretion in 13 

interpreting ORS 469A.120 and current rate pressure, I recommend that the 14 

Commission not allow standalone storage into the RAC.  Further, I recommend 15 

that the Commission should consider how the RAC should be used most 16 

optimally moving forward. 17 

Q. Why do you believe that the language of ORS 469A.120 permits the 18 

exclusion standalone storage assets? 19 

A. Staff believes that the rule governing the RAC leaves a lot of room for 20 

discretion.  The language of ORS 469A.120 reads that the RAC will be used to 21 

 
17  See the fact sheet on PGE’s website here. 
18  See Commission Order No 20-321, Page 12 here. 
19  See PGE’s 2023 IRP filing, Page 25 here. 
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recover costs used to “construct or otherwise acquire facilities that generate 1 

electricity from renewable energy sources, costs related to associated 2 

electricity transmission and costs related to associated energy storage.”  This 3 

implies that a storage resource co-located with renewable generation should 4 

be allowed, not unlike the Wheatridge Renewable Energy Facility that was 5 

allowed into the RAC in Commission Order No. 20-321.  A standalone storage 6 

facility that is not fed directly from a renewable energy generation facility could 7 

in fact be charged by energy from the grid does not seem to have such a clear 8 

classification and can be up for interpretation.  Given this gray area and Staff 9 

view that the Company relies too heavily on AACs in general, Staff 10 

recommends against allowing standalone storage to qualify for the RAC. 11 

Q. Why does Staff believe that the Company relies too heavily on AACs in 12 

overall ratemaking? 13 

A. Staff explains In Staff Exhibit 2200 that the Company’s total number of AACs 14 

outside of power costs have risen from four to 13 since 2010 and now make up 15 

over 5 percent of a residential customer’s bill.  In that testimony, Staff 16 

recommends that more guardrails should be placed on the Company’s ability to 17 

use AACs, such as by using earnings more frequently tests and more 18 

periodically moving things into base rates.  I believe that it is inconsistent to 19 

condemn the overuse of AACs in general while also permissive about which 20 

resources that qualify for the RAC.  21 
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Q. Are there arguments for using a broader definition of “associated 1 

storage” that may have merit? 2 

A. Given changes to the policy landscape, using a broader definition would 3 

recognize the interdependence of renewable resources, standalone storage, 4 

and transmission investments in a cost-effective, reliable near-term resource 5 

strategy. It would also align with changes other policy makers are making to 6 

the applicability of polices to standalone storage. 7 

For example, prior to the passage of the IRA, energy storage resources 8 

were only eligible to receive investment tax credits (ITCs) if they were co-9 

located with renewable generation.  That has since changed, with standalone 10 

storage now eligible to receive ITCs between 30 and 70 percent of the project’s 11 

total cost as part of the IRA.20   12 

These arguments, however, are not compelling enough to subject 13 

ratepayers to the risks of including more resource types in the RAC. Were the 14 

Commission to consider incorporating standalone storage in a single-issue 15 

ratemaking mechanism, it should only do so if the mechanism helps the utility 16 

be nimbler in its decarbonization investment strategy, while applying greater 17 

cost and risk protections for customers. It should also consider if there are 18 

differences in the ability of on-system and off-system standalone storage to 19 

integrate renewables.   20 

 
20  Staff/1103, Dlouhy/1. 
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Q. Why do you still believe that the RAC should not allow standalone 1 

storage even with the change in ITC eligibility? 2 

A. As stated previously, I recommend against allowing standalone storage in the 3 

RAC at this time because of the risks to ratepayers from the over-proliferation 4 

of AACs in overall ratemaking and because the Commission has the discretion 5 

determine whether standalone storage qualifies for the RAC.  For these 6 

reasons, I still believe it to be problematic to consider standalone storage as 7 

“associated energy storage” for the purposes of the RAC. 8 

Q. Even if ORS 469A.120 is interpreted to allow stand-alone storage, are 9 

there other reasons that the Commission should limit the ability of to 10 

allow a standalone energy storage resource to be recovered through 11 

the RAC? 12 

A. Yes.  I have previously discussed that allowing standalone storage would be 13 

improper and violate both the intent of the RAC and the assumed allocation of 14 

risk between customers and shareholders.  Further, expanding the use of the 15 

RAC at this time increases customer rate pressure at a time when the 16 

Company is proposing many new items that exacerbate this rate pressure.  17 

Staff Witness Michelle Scala discusses the overall rate pressure in her 18 

testimony and the rate pressure caused by the over-proliferation of AACs is 19 

discussed in Exhibit Staff 2200.  Given the rate pressures faced by current 20 

customers, the use of the RAC to recover costs associated with standalone 21 

storage seems to unfairly shift risk from shareholders to ratepayers. 22 
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Q. Given that the IRA appears to now treat standalone storage similarly to 1 

co-located storage and that you believe it is possible that the 2 

Commission has the authority to apply an AAC to standalone storage, 3 

why do you recommend against the Commission clarifying that 4 

standalone storage can be recovered through the RAC or another 5 

mechanism? 6 

A. I recommend against using the RAC or a similar mechanism to recover costs 7 

associated with standalone storage for three main reasons: 8 

1. The RAC was established as an instrument to recover costs associated 9 

with Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) compliance, but the Company 10 

is clearly acquiring standalone storage for non-RPS reasons given how 11 

little RPS is driving resource acquisition. 12 

2. Allowing standalone storage in the RAC could undermine key aspects of 13 

the rate case process and fundamentally shifts cost recovery risk from 14 

shareholders to customers. 15 

3. The Commission has discretion to define “associated storage” under 16 

ORS 469A.120, and the Commission should take a limited interpretation 17 

to mitigate the over-proliferation of AACs in ratemaking by the Company. 18 

Q. Please explain your first point that the RAC is an instrument to recover 19 

costs associated with RPS compliance? 20 

A. SB 838 was fundamentally a bill that establish RPS standards in Oregon, and 21 

the section of SB 1547 that modified the RAC to include “associated energy 22 

storage” is titled the “Recovery of Costs for Complying with Renewable 23 
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Portfolio Standards”.  This indicates that the RAC’s initial intention was to tie it 1 

directly to costs associated acquiring resources for RPS compliance. 2 

Q. Why do you say that storage is being acquired for non-RPS reasons? 3 

A. While utilities are still obligated to meet its RPS needs, the requirements for HB 4 

2021 essentially make RPS irrelevant in resource acquisition.  The existing 5 

RPS levels approved in SB 1547 call for 35 percent of the Company’s 6 

generation to come from renewable sources by 2030, while HB 2021 requires 7 

that 80 percent of the Company’s generation come from renewable sources.  8 

Therefore, any resources acquired that are meant to meet this 2030 target are 9 

necessarily being acquired for HB 2021 reasons or as a general least-cost, 10 

least-risk portfolio.  While it may be the case that RPS levels could be driving 11 

resource acquisitions prior to 2030 and that a portion of the cost of a 12 

standalone battery could be attributed to meeting RPS compliance, this does 13 

not appear to be the case. 14 

Q. Why do you believe that current RPS levels are not driving resource 15 

acquisition and that a standalone battery cannot be even partially 16 

attributed to meeting RPS compliance? 17 

A. Based on PGE’s most recent RPS compliance docket, UM 2241, PGE’s RPS 18 

obligation was 3,631,537 MW in 2021.  The Company met this obligation using 19 

approximately 1.6 million MW of banked, bundled RECs and 400,000 banked, 20 

unbundled RECs.21  Based on the Company’s response to Staff DR 752, 21 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  22 

 
21  See Commission Order No. 22-433, Appendix A Page 3, here. 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL],  

enough to meet its RPS obligation for multiple years without any additional 2 

generation.22  This large cushion of banked RECs indicates that RPS 3 

obligations are not currently driving resource acquisition in the near term, 4 

indicating that any near-term acquisition of storage – which is not currently an 5 

RPS-eligible resource – is not done for RPS purposes and should not qualify 6 

for the RAC. 7 

Q. What non-RPS reasons exist that the Company would continue to 8 

acquire renewable resources and storage? 9 

A. The Company could be acquiring these resources for HB 2021 compliance or 10 

simply as a part of a least-cost, least-risk portfolio.  Renewable resources have 11 

become cost effective with thermal resources when discussing available 12 

incentives and total power generated, making them easy candidates for a 13 

preferred portfolio regardless of renewable energy generation mandates.  14 

Pairing renewables with standalone storage may prove to be at least as cost 15 

effective as a thermal generator. 16 

Storage could also be acquired for HB 2021 compliance.  Asdiscussed 17 

above, the obvious drawback of renewable resources in their current form is 18 

their intermittency, which has the potential to cause large reliability concerns 19 

during peak demand hours.  This concern should be evident given the recent 20 

rise of Energy Emergency Alerts referenced by the Company in its opening 21 

 
22  Staff/1102, Dlouhy/1. 

I 
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testimony23 and the many regionwide resource adequacy initiatives, such as 1 

the Western Resource Adequacy Program.  A possible zero-carbon way to firm 2 

and integrate renewables is through storage installations, much like the 3 

Company proposes to do in its IRP.  On-system storage can also mitigate the 4 

serious hurdle that transmission constraints pose to electric decarbonization, 5 

which is examined at length in the Company’s current IRP and associated 6 

Clean Energy Plan. 7 

Q. Does this prevent the Commission from authorizing the use of the RAC 8 

for the cost recovery of renewable-related assets acquired for other 9 

purposes? 10 

A. No, it does not.  The statute leaves the definition of associated storage to the 11 

Commission.  The Commission could choose to allow utilities to use the RAC 12 

to do so in lieu of creating another mechanism meant to recover costs for HB 13 

2021 compliance.  However, I recommend against making a determination on 14 

that issue in this docket, as the Company has not proposed any changes to the 15 

RAC that would be needed to protect ratepayers under a landscape of frequent 16 

clean resource procurements. In addition, a decision in this docket would not 17 

consider the perspective of PacifiCorp and its stakeholders.  18 

 
23  PGE/300, Schwartz – Outama – Cristea/20. 
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Q. The Commission has generally been permissive about allowing 1 

renewable investments into the RAC.  Are you advocating that the 2 

Commission rethink its approach to the RAC? 3 

A. Yes.  As I’ve pointed out previously, I believe the Commission has broad 4 

discretion to interpret ORS 469A.120 and determine what to allow in the RAC 5 

and whether to modify the current AAC structure.  Since its creation in 2007, 6 

the RAC has changed very little, but the policy landscape around the RAC has 7 

changed dramatically with the passage of HB 2021 and vastly different 8 

resource economics.  Now is an ideal time to rethink how to use and possibly 9 

restructure the RAC with input from other stakeholders and utilities. 10 

Q. Regarding your second point, why do you say that allowing standalone 11 

storage in the RAC in this rate case could undermine the rate case 12 

process and fundamentally shift cost recovery risk to customers? 13 

A. Taking a permissive interpretation of ORS 469A.120 may incentivize the 14 

Company to stay out of rate cases for abnormally long stretches of time during 15 

a period of accelerated investment.  If the Commission were to allow 16 

standalone storage in the RAC, then the Company would be able to recover 17 

essentially all new energy and capacity resources outside of the rate case.  18 

The same logic used to justify that standalone storage in the RAC could then 19 

be used to justify essentially any transmission line should also go into the RAC, 20 

which is another large area of investment in the Company’s 2023 IRP. 21 

If these two items were allowed in the RAC, there could be long stretches 22 

where the Company has no substantive reasons to come in for a rate case, 23 
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potentially saddling customers with an unrepresentative capital structure, ROE, 1 

O&M allocation, escalation factor, or series of mature investments that would 2 

otherwise be taken out of rates much sooner. 3 

Q. Based on your view that the standalone batteries should not qualify as 4 

“associated energy storage” in the RAC, that the RPS obligations are 5 

not driving resource acquisition, and that the Company’s proposed 6 

changes would shift cost recovery risk, what is your recommendation 7 

regarding the RAC in this rate case? 8 

A. I recommend that the Commission clarify that standalone storage does not 9 

qualify for the RAC at this time.  I also recommend that the Commission not 10 

authorize the creation of an alternative cost recovery mechanism for 11 

standalone storage in this docket. 12 

Q. Do you recommend that the Commission look into the use of the RAC 13 

outside of this docket? 14 

A. Yes.  I do not think that the RAC necessarily needs to be entirely eliminated as 15 

a ratemaking tool and can in fact still be beneficial.  However, as I’ve previously 16 

stated, the RAC is not something specific to just PGE and should therefore be 17 

handled outside of this general rate case to allow stakeholders and PacifiCorp 18 

to engage with changes to the RAC more substantively. 19 

Q. Why do you believe that the RAC might be beneficial? 20 

A. When it was first introduced in 2007, the RAC was meant to aid in the 21 

procurement of renewable resources in a changing policy landscape.  Although 22 

RPS legislation has now been around for many years and might not deserve 23 
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such generous cost recovery options, HB 2021 is a new policy that may 1 

deserve the same treatment.  While I am not necessarily advocating for this 2 

outcome at the moment and believe that customer protections should be a key 3 

part of the conversation, adapting the RAC to be a mechanism meant to enable 4 

the utilities to remain nimble in their investments during an aggressive 5 

decarbonization push may prove to be valuable in a post-HB 2021 Oregon. 6 

Further, there are possible downstream externalities of providing more 7 

secure financing in large and risky utility investments.  For example, bond 8 

rating agencies tend to look more favorably on utilities that employ AACs, 9 

which can in turn lower the utility’s cost of issuing debt.  While Staff has taken 10 

the stance that the Commission-regulated utilities are overusing AACs, Staff 11 

believes that AACs still serve a purpose in overall ratemaking, as evidenced in 12 

Staff Exhibit 2200. 13 

It is unclear whether the potential downstream effects of lower cost of 14 

debt and aiding the decarbonization push outweigh the shift of cost-recovery 15 

risk from shareholders to ratepayers.  These outstanding concerns and other 16 

possible future outcomes of the RAC are best explored outside of this rate 17 

case where other utilities and stakeholders can fully participate. 18 
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SUMMARY. 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations, identifying any adjustments 2 

you propose. 3 

A. I recommend reducing the Company’s Grid Modernization O&M Expense by $1 4 

million to reflect disallowing the costs associated with the eight new positions 5 

meant to support the virtual power plant. 6 

I also recommend that the Commission not allow standalone storage to 7 

qualify for Schedule 122 at this time.  Given that the policy landscape around 8 

renewable generation and decarbonization has changed substantially since the 9 

implementation of the RAC, I also recommend that the Commission reevaluate 10 

the role of the RAC in a proceeding that contains both stakeholders and 11 

PacifiCorp. 12 

My recommendations may change based on further review and as 13 

informed by the testimonies offered by other parties. 14 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 15 

A. Yes.  16 



CASE:  UE 416 
WITNESS:CURTIS DLOUHY 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

STAFF EXHIBIT 1101 

Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests 

June 13, 2023 



March 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 303 
Dated March 14, 2023 

Request: 

Refer to PGE/700, Bekkedahl – Jenkins/21. Please provide the position description, posted salary, 
and initial position listing date for each of the unfilled positions referenced. 

Response: 

The cited testimony references an increase in 2024 forecast grid modernization operations and 
maintenance costs of $3.4 million compared to 2022 actuals, driven by labor costs. 

The table below summarizes the drivers of the increase: 

Category $ millions* Notes: 
Eight incremental Grid Modernization positions $1.0 See, PGE’s response to OPUC Data 

Request No. 304 

Delays in staffing the Outage Communications 
department (RC 039) 

$0.3 

Grid Modernization positions that were unfilled for 
six or more months 

$2.2 See, Confidential Attachment A 

TOTAL $3.4 
* May not sum due to rounding

Confidential Attachment A provides the position descriptions for the Grid Modernization positions 
that were unfilled for six or more months. 

Attachment 303-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039.  

Docket No. UE 416
Staff/1101 
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IRA sets the stage for US energy storage to thrive 
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Daniel Balakov via Getty Images 

SPONSORED CONTENT BY , ....... .,,. 

The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) signed into law in August significantly improves the 

economics for large-scale battery storage projects in the U.S. For the first time, 

standalone storage systems will be eligible for a 30 percent investment tax credit (ITC) 

- and up to 70 percent with additional incentives. 

"It's a really big deal," said Peter Cavan, Director of Market Development for battery 

storage developer Convergent Energy and Power. "Previously federal tax credits were 

only available for storage when it was paired with renewable generation, like solar. 

This change will likely drive up to $1 trillion in storage investments by the early 

2030s." 

https://www.utilitydive.com/spons/ira-sets-the-stage-for-us-energy-storage-to-thrive/635665/ 1/8 
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From an investment standpoint, the potential impact of the IRA is largely due to the 

mid-term certainty it creates. Rather than renewing investment and production tax 

credits for only a year or two, as Congress has repeatedly done in the past, the IRA 

cements the incentives in place through 2032. This gives investors and developers a 

generous timeline for generating returns. In addition, the new law expands the limits 

of what can be included in calculating total project costs. According to Cavan the tax 

credit will now cover interconnection, microgrid controllers and a broader scope of 

components often used in clean energy systems. 

Behind the ITC numbers 

To maximize tax credits under the IRA, energy storage projects must meet two labor 

requirements. The first ensures that developers and operators pay prevailing wages -

as determined by the Secretary of Labor - during the construction and first five years 

of system operation. The second requires projects to meet registered apprenticeship 

requirements. (Companies can find information on joining or creating an 

apprenticeship program at .a1wrenticeshig_,gov.) 

If projects meet the wage and apprenticeship requirements, they can then potentially 

boost the tax credit eligibility as high as 70 percent through three potential further 

incentives - domestic content, energy communities and low-medium income (LMI) 

projects. 

One of the bonus incentives, worth an additional 10 percentage points, is for projects 

constructed with equipment and material produced in the U.S. This follows a long

term trend in U.S. policy previously bolstered by the Eiden Administration in 2021 

with the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA). That law created a new Made 

in America Office under the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), which is tasked 

with updating and streamlining how domestic content requirements will be calculated 

in the years ahead. 

"Currently, it's difficult to meet domestic content requirements for storage due to the 

lack of domestic production," Cavan said. "But it should be substantially easier by the 

second half of this decade, as domestic battery manufacturing ramps up and 

manufacturing for other components returns to the U.S." 

https://www.utilitydive.com/spons/ira-sets-the-stage-for-us-energy-storage-to-thrive/635665/ 2/8 
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Another incentive, also worth 10 percentage points, is for projects located in so-called 

"energy communities." An energy community is defined as a brownfield site; the site of 

a coal mine or coal-fired power plant; or an area that has or had direct employment or 

local tax revenue related to oil, gas, or coal activities (Further guidance on the 

employment and revenue requirements will likely be issued before the end of 2022.) 

Finally, storage projects paired with wind or solar and installed in low-income 

communities or on tribal land can receive an additional 10 percentage points. Or, the 

project can receive an additional 20 percentage points - for a possible total of a 70 

percent ITC - if they are part of a low-income residential building project or qualified 

low income economic benefit project. 

Applying the ITC for storage 

The ITC for energy storage created by the IRA will be similar to current law with a five

year period for modified accelerated cost recovery system (MACRS), which is a more 

beneficial approach that allows for faster depreciation in the first years of an asset's 

life. The law also aims to simplify investment structures behind clean energy projects 

through the transferability of tax credits. 

Previously, clean energy developers often had to partner with larger corporations or 

financial institutions, because they often do not have significant tax liabilities to take 

full advantage of the tax credits their projects produced. "This treatment is 

unnecessarily complicated and requires a battalion oflawyers," Cavan said. "Going 

forward it should be simpler and more cost-effective for a developer like us to monetize 

the tax credits by having the option to transfer them when the project size or capital 

expenditure doesn't justify entering into long-term partnerships with tax equity 

investors that come with complicated deal structures." 

The IRA also has a "direct pay" option for state or local governments, which don't have 

tax obligations, to take advantage of the ITC. These entities would essentially receive 

refund checks from the federal government after their systems are in service. 

The impact on utilities and operators 

Beyond the nuts-and-bolts logistics of the ITC, the changed playing field has larger 

implications for utilities and for the owners and operators of energy storage. "The ITC 

for energy storage will ultimately require utilities to rethink what their systems look 

https://www.utilitydive.com/spons/ira-sets-the-stage-for-us-energy-storage-to-thrive/635665/ 3/8 
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like - what they're paying for and rate basing and what they're expecting customers 

and third-parties like us to do," Cavan said. "Some utilities are reopening their 

integrated resource plans and preparing to engage regulators in setting new terms." 

More energy storage will eventually mean greater resilience and carbon reductions for 

the power grid. But it also means an upsurge in citing, permitting and interconnections 

- challenges the industry is working hard to overcome. "We already have 

interconnection queues at the wholesale and utility levels that will take years to work 

through at the current pace," Cavan said. "The hope is that new rules and processes, 

like FERC's RM22-14, will pave the way for faster deployment." 

As more energy storage comes online, Cavan said it will also change the market 

dynamics for storage system operators. Currently, the highest revenue opportunities 

for large-scale battery systems are in supplying ancillary services, like frequency 

regulation and non-spinning reserve, to the grid. "As more storage increases 

competition for ancillary services, their price will be driven down," Cavan said. "That 

will be the next phase in the maturity of our industry, as battery storage systems focus 

more on other areas such as arbitrage to shift renewable generation to when it is most 

useful." 

The Eiden administration's goal is for the U.S. power sector to operate without carbon 

emissions by 2035. Ultimately, that will require massive amounts of energy arbitrage 

to store renewably generated electricity from the time when it is produced by wind and 

solar, to the time when it is needed by residential and commercial users. The IRA sets 

the stage for the energy storage industry to step into this critical role over the next 

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

Staff/1200 
Farrell/1 

A. My name is Bret Farrell. I am a Senior Util ity and Energy Analyst employed in 

the Utility Strategy and Integration Division of the Public Utility Commission of 

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

Salem, Oregon 97301. 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1201 . 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. I provide background, analysis, and recommendations regarding the 

Company's proposals for Uncollectible Expense, Level Ill Outage Accrual 

Mechanism, and Research and Development. 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 

A. Yes. I prepared the following exhibits: 

• Staff Exhibit 1201 - Witness Qualifications 
• Staff Exhibit 1202 - PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236 
• Staff Exhibit 1203 - PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 595 
• Staff Exhibit 1204 - Staff Workpaper 
• Staff Exhibit 1205 - PGE Response to Staff Data Request 599 
• Staff Exhibit 1206 - PGE Response to Staff Data Request 598 
• Staff Exhibit 1207 - PGE Response to Staff Data Request 600 
• Staff Exhibit 1208 - Staff Workpaper 
• Staff Exhibit 1209 - Staff Adjustment Workpaper 
• Staff Exhibit 1210 - PGE Response to Staff Data Request 3541 

Attachment A 
• Staff Exhibit 1211 - PGE Response to Staff Data Request 3541 

Attachment A 
• Staff Exhibit 1212 - PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 3541 

Attachment B 
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• Confidential Staff Exhibit 1213 - PGE Response to Staff Data 
Request 356 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 

Issue 1. Uncollectible Expense ..... ................... ...... ..... ...... ................... ....... 3 
Issue 2. Level Il l Outage Accrual Mechanism .. ...... .... ....... ........ ...... ..... ..... 18 
Issue 3. Research and Development ........ ...... ....... ............ .................. ..... 24 
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ISSUE 1. UNCOLLECTIBLE EXPENSE 1 

Q. Please provide a summary of the Commission’s historical treatment of2 

uncollectible expense.3 

A. It is a long-standing policy of the Commission Staff to apply a three-year4 

average methodology to determine the Test Year uncollectible expense for a5 

utility’s revenue requirement.1  Commission Staff also examines other evidence6 

to determine whether this approach results in a reasonable forecasted Test7 

Year result.  The amount included in a utility’s revenue requirement for8 

uncollectible expense is revenue sensitive because it depends on the amount9 

of forecasted revenue.  That is, the total uncollectible expense included in the10 

revenue requirement is a function of the Test Year revenue and the11 

uncollectible rate.12 

Q. Describe the Company’s proposal for Test Year uncollectible expense.13 

A. The Company’s 2024 Test Year forecast for uncollectible expense is14 

$13.4 million which is $6.4 million higher than 2022 uncollectible expense of15 

$7.0 million.  The Company forecasts a Test Year uncollectible rate of16 

0.5272 percent but states that “to mitigate the customer price increase in this17 

1 See, e.g., In the Matter of Avista Corporation, UG 246, Order No. 14-015 at 3 (January 21, 2014) 
and In the Matter of Avista Corporation, Docket UG 186, Order No. 09-422, Appendix A at 4 
(October 26, 2009) (adopting stipulations for Avista general rate increase with uncollectible 
expense in revenue requirement based on three-year average); but see In the Matter of Idaho 
Power Company, UE 167, Order No. 05-871 (January 28, 2005) (adopting stipulation for Idaho 
Power Company general rate increase with uncollectible expense based on four-year average) 
and In the Matter of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, UG 287, Order No. 15-412 (December 28, 
2015) (adopting stipulation for Cascade Natural Gas general rate increase with uncollectible 
expense based on three-year average, removing an anomalous year). 
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GRC, we have assumed a lower uncollectible rate of 0.5 percent which is 1 

applied to the 2024 Test Year revenue requirement.”2 2 

Q. Does the Company use the three-year average methodology to derive its3 

proposal for the Test Year uncollectible expense?4 

A. No.  The Company’s proposed 2024 uncollectible expense is calculated using5 

an uncollectible rate that is forecasted using a combination of historical6 

uncollectible rate trends, with adjustments for forward looking economic7 

conditions, Division 21 rulemaking changes, and factoring in bill assistance8 

programs.39 

Q. Please explain the Company’s process for forecasting the 202410 

uncollectible rate.11 

A. The Company’s starting point for the uncollectible rate forecast is the UE 33512 

approved uncollectible rate which is also the three-year average of the13 

uncollectible rate between 2015-2017 (0.3262 percent).  The Company claims14 

this period of time is a proxy for an uncollectible rate during strong economic15 

conditions.4 The Company then adds seven distinct adjustments to the16 

baseline uncollectible rate of 0.3262 percent, six of which increase the17 

uncollectible rate.  The Company’s adjustments are as follows:18 

• Economic Conditions19 

• Covid Bill Assistance Expiring20 

• Deposit Adder21 

2 PGE/900, Lynn-Nestel/16-17. 
3 PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/16. 
4 PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/17, Table 2. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

Division 21: Weather Disconnect Protections 

Division 21: 15-day notice to 20-day notice 

Collection Agency Recovery Rate 

Income-Qualified Bill Discount (IQBD) Program 

Figure 1 provides an overview of the Company's proposed adjustments 

and the associated calculated adjustment amount to the basel ine uncollectible 

rate. 

Figure 1. 

Description 
UE-335 (2019 GRC Workpaper, used in the 2022 GRC), Uncollectible 
Rate in Strong Economic Conditions 

lmpact of mild recession/balanced economic conditions assumption 

COVID bill assistance going away 

Deposit Adder 

Division 21 : Weather Disconnect Provisions 

Division 21 : Notice perspective I 5 day to 20 day 

Collection Agency Recovery Rate trending lower 

IQBD (lowers bi ll amounts) 

Forecasted Uncollectible Rate 

Proposed Uncollectible Rate in Revenue Requirement 

Uncollectible Rate 

0.3262% 

0.0842% 

0.0265% 

0.0258% 

0.0544% 

0.0272% 

0.0545% 

-0.0716% 

0.5272% 

0.5000% 

Q. Please describe the Company's Economic Conditions Adjustment. 

A. The Company states in testimony that "[u]ncollectible expense typically 

increases during periods of economic downturn and is lowest during strong 

economic conditions."5 In the Company's response to Staff Data 

5 

6 

Request 236,6 the Company provides the calculation for the 0.0842 percent 

increase in the uncollectible rate which they bel ieve represents the impact of a 

PGE/900, Lynn - Nestel/17. 
Staff/1202, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236. 
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mild recession.  The Company uses the average uncollectible rate between 1 

2013-2017 as the base period then uses the average uncollectible rate 2 

between 2008-2011 as a proxy period for an economic downturn.  The 3 

Company then takes the difference between these two values and reduces it 4 

by 50 percent to arrive at a 0.0842 percent increase in the baseline 5 

uncollectible rate. 6 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Economic Conditions7 

adjustment?8 

A. No.  Staff believes that the Company fails to adequately justify the use of the9 

“proxy period for economic downturn” used in the calculation for the Economic10 

Conditions adjustment.  The Company states in response to Staff Data11 

Request 5957 that “the time period of 2008 to 2011 was chosen as12 

representative of recessionary or weak economic conditions.”13 

The Company claims that “[t]he 2008 recession officially began in 14 

December 2007 and officially ended in June 2009, according to the National 15 

Bureau of Economic Research US Business Cycle Dating Committee.  A 16 

four-year time period was also chosen so as to not overly bias the recessionary 17 

period to the worst year of the economic downturn (depth of the recession).” 18 

Staff believes the time period selected by PGE represents too severe of 19 

an economic recession to be used by PGE in the calculation for this rate case. 20 

The 2008 recession saw US gross domestic product (GDP) decrease by 21 

4.3 percent, making it the deepest recession since World War II. 22 

7 Staff/1203, PGE Response to Staff Data Request 595. 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1200 
Farrell/7 

Although the recession technically ended June 2009, many significant 1 

economic indicators took several years to return to their pre-recession levels.  2 

For example, real GDP fell $650 billion (4.3 percent) and did not recover its 3 

$15 trillion pre-recession level until 2011.8  Household net worth, which reflects 4 

the value of both stock markets and housing prices, fell $11.5 trillion 5 

(17.3 percent ) and did not regain its pre-recession level of $66.4 trillion until 6 

2012.9  Even with the Company applying a 50 percent weighting to the 7 

uncollectible rate experienced in the 2008 recession Staff finds the use of this 8 

time period improper and over states any needed adjustment. 9 

Q. Please describe the Company’s adjustment for COVID Bill Assistance10 

Expiring.11 

A. The Company states in testimony that “the expiration of COVID-19 bill12 

assistance will increase the uncollectible rate by approximately 0.0265%.13 

There was approximately $1.5 million in write offs that were associated with14 

accounts that received bill assistance after February 2021.  During that same15 

time period, there were $18.5 million in gross write offs.  Therefore, gross write16 

offs would have been 8.1% higher. Applying the 2021 collection agency17 

recovery percentage of 28.5% results in a 2.6% increase.  The COVID-1918 

8 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (January 1, 1947). "Real Gross Domestic Product". FRED, 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. Retrieved January 16, 2019. 

9 Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (US) (October 1, 1945). "Households and 
Nonprofit Organizations; Net Worth, Level". FRED, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. 
Retrieved January 16, 2019. 
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related bill assistance was in addition to strong federal fiscal policies that also 1 

mitigated gross write-offs over the past two years.”10 2 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed COVID Bill Assistance3 

Expiring Adjustment?4 

A. No.  The Company argues that due to the expiration of the funds provided to5 

customers through the Company’s Arrearage Management Program (AMP) the6 

uncollectible rate will increase.  The Company’s AMP was developed in7 

response to the economic hardship faced by many individuals who lost the8 

ability to pay their utility bills due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  The AMP was9 

meant as a temporary stopgap measure to alleviate arrears balances which10 

had increased during the pandemic.  The expiration of the program does not11 

necessarily indicate that the uncollectible rate will increase.  The economic12 

conditions that caused arrears to increase during the pandemic have subsided,13 

and the Company’s arrears have come down considerably since its peak in14 

February 2021.11  (See Figure 2.)15 

10  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/18-19. 
11  Docket No. RE 188, PGE COVID-19 Monthly Report. 
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Figure 2. 

PGE Residential Arrears Balance 

■ 3o+ days ■ Go+ days ■ 9o+ days 

Additionally, when looking at historical PGE energy assistance data, the 

uncollectible rate stayed relatively low even during years of lower energy 

assistance (See Figure 3).12 

Staff/1204, Staff Workpaper. 
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Figure 3. 1 

Therefore, Staff believes that the Company has not provided sufficient 2 

evidence that the expiration of these programs will lead to an increase in 3 

uncollectible expense. 4 

Q. Please describe the Company’s Deposit Adder Adjustment.5 

A. The Company states in testimony that “[w]ith respect to the end of deposits for6 

residential customers, an adjustment of 0.026% was added to the uncollectible7 

rate.  This represents the residential deposits that were associated with write8 

offs in 2019, the last year before the COVID-19 pandemic.  In 2019 there were9 

approximately $0.5 million deposits paid that were associated with write offs.10 

Thus, these balances were deducted from PGE’s write offs.”1311 

13  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/19. 

Energy Assistance (left) vs . Uncollectible Rate (right) 
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Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Deposit Adder 1 

Adjustment?2 

A. No.  The Company fails to provide any evidence that the end of deposits has3 

led to an increase in uncollectible expense to date.  Additionally, the4 

Company’s deposit adder adjustment calculation assumes that the level of5 

write-offs associated with residential deposits that occurred in 2019 will remain6 

constant and unchanged into the Test Year.  The Company’s calculation does7 

not allow for any year-over-year variance and fails to consider that the end of8 

deposits coupled with other measures targeted at alleviating residential9 

customers’ energy burden will lead to a lower overall level of write-offs for10 

customers.11 

Q. Please describe the Company’s Division 21 Weather Disconnection12 

Protection Adjustment.13 

A. The Company states in testimony that “[w]ith respect to the weather credit14 

limitations, an adjustment of 0.054% was added to the uncollectible rate.  This15 

represents 90 extra days of balance rollover caused by the expected reduced16 

ability to disconnect in the winter months.”14  The Company is referring to17 

updated rules adopted by the Commission in Order No. 22-353 that18 

established protections for customers during severe weather conditions.  The19 

updated rules require a disconnection moratorium for residential customers20 

14  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/19. 
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anytime a temperature of less than 32 degrees is forecasted to occur in an 1 

area.15 2 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Division 21 Weather3 

Disconnection Protection Adjustment?4 

A. No.  The Company claims that “additional weather disconnection protections5 

will delay and not reduce the number of disconnects.  The longer customers6 

are not disconnected will increase the arrears on accounts that become7 

uncollectible.”16  The Company provides no data to validate the claim that8 

these protections will increase the uncollectible rate.  The Company’s9 

adjustment calculation broadly assumes that all customers will accrue balances10 

uniformly and that these protections will have no effect at reducing overall11 

disconnections.  Staff finds this adjustment to be presumptuous and not12 

backed by any evidence to date.  Staff believes that the impacts of the rule13 

change on the uncollectible rate is yet to be fully understood and therefore14 

disagrees with the proposed adjustment.15 

Q. Please describe the Company’s Division 21 Notice Prospective 15 to 2016 

Day Adjustment.17 

A. The Company states in testimony that “[w]ith respect to the additional18 

notification days, an adjustment of 0.027% was added to the uncollectible rate.19 

This represents five extra days of balance rollover caused by the expected20 

15  In the Matter of Revisions to Division 21 Rules to Strengthen Customer Protections Concerning 
Disconnections, AR 653, Order No. 22-353 (September 29, 2022). 

16  Staff/1205, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 599. 
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inability to disconnect in the winter months.”17  The Company is again referring 1 

to updated rules adopted by the Commission in Order No. 22-353.  This update 2 

to Division 21 rules requires that energy utilities provide written notice to the 3 

customer at least 20 days before disconnecting residential service, previously 4 

the notice was provided 15 days before disconnection.18 5 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Division 21 Notice6 

Prospective 15 to 20 Day adjustment?7 

A. No.  The Company argues that increasing the disconnection notice period from8 

a 15-day notice to a 20-day notice will increase the number of billing days9 

written off by an additional five days, or 8.33 percent increase.19  Similarly to10 

the weather disconnection protection adjustment, the Company does not11 

provide any evidence that the updated rules have increased uncollectible12 

expense to date.  PGE fails to consider that the updated Division 21 rules were13 

designed to offer greater protection to customers and ultimately help avoid14 

further disconnections.  The increased notice period may allow customers15 

more time to make payments and ultimately avoid disconnection, thereby16 

avoiding becoming uncollectible expense.  Staff believes that the impacts of17 

the rules change on the uncollectible rate is yet to be fully understood and18 

therefore disagrees with the proposed adjustment.19 

17  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/19. 
18 In the Matter of Revisions to Division 21 Rules to Strengthen Customer Protections Concerning 

Disconnections, AR 653, Order No. 22-353 (September 29, 2022). 
19  Staff/1206, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 598. 
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Q. Please describe the Company’s Collection Agency Recovery Rate 1 

Adjustment.2 

A. The Company states in testimony that “[w]e have seen a reduction in collection3 

agency recovery percentage in recent years.  Additionally, in response to4 

inflationary pressures, the Federal Reserve has implemented policies and5 

Federal Fund Rate increases to raise interest rates.  Higher interest rates and6 

economic uncertainty reduces collection agency recovery rates.  Changes to7 

Fair Debt Collection Regulation enacted in late 2021 have further eroded8 

collection agency recovery rates through provisions addressing and limiting9 

collectors’ use of email, text messages, and other electronic media.  With10 

respect to reduced collection agency recovery percentage, an adjustment of11 

0.055% was added to the uncollectible rate.  This represents the change from12 

a recovery percentage in 2021 of 28.5% to 16.5% in 2022.”2013 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Collection Agency14 

Recovery Rate adjustment?15 

A. No.  The following formula displays the calculation for how the Company16 

arrives at an increase in the uncollectible rate of 0.0575 percent attributed to17 

the collection agency recovery rate trending lower:2118 

(
𝑊𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑂𝑓𝑓𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 (𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟)

(1 − 2021 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑦 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)
) ∗  (1 − 2022 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑦 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)

− 𝑊𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑂𝑓𝑓𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 (𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟)

20  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/20. 
21  Staff/1202, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236. 
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The Company’s calculation uses only two years of collection agency 1 

recovery rates to arrive at the recommended increase in the uncollectible rate.  2 

Staff believes that the inclusion of only the 2021 and 2022 recovery rates in 3 

this calculation is insufficient to justify the Company’s proposed increase.  Staff 4 

has examined the historic trend of recovery rates provided by the Company in 5 

Staff Data Request 600,22 and while there is a decrease in 2021 and 2022, 6 

there is not a long enough time trend from which to infer that the recovery rate 7 

will not return to a historic baseline.  The Company argues that the use of only 8 

the 2021 and 2022 recovery rates is due to the timeframe of the 9 

implementation of new Fair Debt Collection Act regulations.23  However, Staff 10 

believes that there has not been adequate data to evaluate whether the Fair 11 

Debt Collection regulations will impact collection agency recovery rates at the 12 

same levels moving forward. 13 

Q. Please describe the Company’s IQBD Adjustment.14 

A. The Company states in testimony that “[t]he Income Qualified Bill Discount15 

Program (IQBD) reduces the billed amount for certain eligible residential16 

customers.  While this program has not had a discernible impact on the17 

uncollectible rate so far, a program that reduces billed amounts could lower18 

uncollectible expense in the future.  Therefore, we decreased the estimated19 

uncollectible rate by −0.072 percent to take into account the potential impact20 

from IQBD.  This was estimated by extrapolating the potential reduction in21 

22  Staff/1207, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 600. 
23  Staff/1207, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 600. 
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uncollectible expense based on enrollees in IQBD which are 61 plus days 1 

arrears.”24  2 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed IQBD adjustment?3 

A. No.  Staff believes that the methodology used by the Company to arrive at the4 

IQBD adjustment fails to accurately capture the impact the program will have5 

on the uncollectible rate.  The Company’s calculation fails to include any6 

growth in the IQBD program participation between December 31, 2022, and7 

the Test Tear.25  Staff believes there is insufficient data to date to be able to8 

accurately assess the total impact of the IQBD program on the uncollectible9 

rate.  If IQBD program participation increases at a faster rate than anticipated10 

by the Company, PGE’s proposed adjustment may be vastly underestimating11 

the impact of the program on the uncollectible rate.12 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s analysis of the overall methodology PGE uses13 

to forecast the uncollectible rate.14 

A. Staff finds that the methodology put forth by the Company to forecast the15 

uncollectible rate using distinct itemized adjustments is not sufficiently robust to16 

justify deviating from the Commission’s historic precedent of a three-year17 

average.  Historically, the three-year average has tracked the overall trend of18 

the uncollectible rate while smoothing out year-over-year variances.  Figure 419 

shows the Company’s actual uncollectible rate plotted against the average20 

uncollectible rate of the three preceding years.2621 

24  PGE/900, Lynn – Nestel/20. 
25  Staff/1202, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236. 
26  Staff/1208, Staff Workpaper, Uncollectible Rate. 
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Figure 4. 1 

Q. What is Staff’s proposed adjustment for the uncollectible rate and2 

uncollectible expense for the 2024 Test Year?3 

A. Staff proposes using the three-year average of the uncollectible rate between4 

2020-2022.  PGE provided this average, an uncollectible rate of 0.33 percent,5 

in response to Staff Data Request 595.27  Staff proposes applying this rate to6 

the final agreed-upon general revenues to calculate the appropriate level of7 

uncollectible expense to be included in the 2024 Test Year.  At this time, based8 

on the Company’s proposed general revenues in its Exhibit 201,28 Staff9 

proposes a decrease to the Company’s Test Year uncollectible expense of10 

$5,289,000.2911 

27  Staff/1203, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 595. 
28  PGE/201, Batzler-Ferchland/1. 
29  Staff/1209, Staff Adjustment Workpaper. 
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ISSUE 2. LEVEL III OUTAGE ACCRUAL MECHANISM1 

Q. Please describe PGE’s Level III Outage Mechanism.2 

A. In 2010, the Commission authorized PGE to collect $2.0 million annually in3 

rates to pay for service restoration following severe outage events, referred to4 

as Level III storms or outages.30  At least one of the following criteria must be5 

met for an event to be considered Level III outage:316 

1. Impacts at least 50,000 customers;7 

2. Qualifies for Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) Major8 

Event Day exclusion; or9 

3. Several substations and feeders are out of service.10 

The annual amount included in PGE’s Test Year is based on a rolling11 

10-year average of Level III outage costs, adjusted to reflect present value12 

costs.  To the extent that amounts collected are not used in a given year, the 13 

funds are accrued and used to offset costs related to Level III outages in future 14 

years.  In Docket No. UE 319, the Commission approved the parties’ stipulation 15 

increasing the annual amount recovered in rates from $2.0 million to 16 

$2.6 million based on an updated rolling 10-year average of Level III outage 17 

costs from 2007-2016.  In Docket No. UE 335, the Commission increased the 18 

amount recovered annually for Level III outage costs to $3.8 million, based on 19 

an updated 10-year rolling average.  In both UE 319 and UE 335, the 20 

Commission rejected PGE’s request to create a “balancing account” that would 21 

30  Docket No. 215, Commission Order No. 10-478. 
31  PGE/800, Bekkedahl-Jenkinds/60. 
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allow PGE to defer costs that exceed those PGE had accrued for Level III 1 

outages and offset them against future accruals. 2 

Q. Please describe the most recent updates to the Company’s Level III3 

Outage Accrual Mechanism.4 

A. In Order 22-129 (Docket No. UE 394), the Commission adopted changes to the5 

Level III Outage Accrual Mechanism that allow PGE to carry a negative6 

balance for the Level III account, subject to a hard cap of twice the annual7 

accrual.  This altered previous Commission precedent that did not allow PGE8 

to carry a negative balance.  The Commission also found that the Level III9 

outage events can include wildfire impacts that meet the definition of a Level III10 

outage.  However, to the extent that a state of emergency is declared as a11 

result of the weather event or PGE has insurance coverage for the damage,12 

PGE may not recover through the Level III mechanism any costs associated13 

the event.3214 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Level III Outage Accrual15 

Mechanism.16 

A. The Company states in testimony that “PGE experienced a number of17 

significant storms during 2022 that increased the current ten-year moving18 

average by approximately $2.7 million resulting in an updated annual accrual of19 

approximately $6.2 million.”33  The Company is not requesting any changes to20 

the structure of the Level III Outage Accrual Mechanism in this case.21 

32  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 
394, Order No. 22-129, pp. 31-32 (April 25, 2022). 

33  PGE/700, Bekkedahl – Jenkins / 20. 
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Q. What is the Company’s proposed balance for the Level III Outage Accrual 1 

Mechanism?2 

A. The Company’s proposed balance for the Level III Outage Accrual Mechanism3 

for 2022 would be ($7,050,700).  This would be the first time that the4 

Company’s balance for the mechanism would be negative, following the5 

Commission’s Order adopted in Docket No. UE 394 (see Figure 5).  The6 

proposed 2022 balance is less than twice the annual amount and therefore7 

within the bound of the changes adopted in Commission Order 22-129.8 

Figure 5.34 9 

Q. Please describe Staff’s analysis of the Company’s Level III Outage10 

Accrual Mechanism proposal.11 

A. Staff reviewed the descriptions and impact of each event as described by PGE12 

in the response to Staff Data Request 354 to ensure that each event qualified13 

as a Level III event.35  There were six storms that PGE lists as Level III Events:14 

34  Staff/1210, PGE Response to CUB DR 031. 
35  Staff/1211, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 354, Attachment A. 

Collection Withdrawals Balance 

2011 $ 2,000,000 $ $ 2,000,000 
2012 $ 2,000,000 $ $ 4,000,000 .................................................................................. .................................................................................. 
2013 $ 2,000,000 $ $ 6,000,000 ......................................... ................................................................................... ......................................... 
2014 $ 2,000,000 $ 5,623,875 $ 2,376,125 ......................................... ........................................................................................................................... 
2015 $ 2,000,000 $ 5,161,601 $ ................................................................................... ......................................... ......................................... 
2016 $ 2,000,000 $ 4,504,081 $ .................................................................................................................................................................... 
2017 $ 2,000,000 $ 11 ,351,424 $ ................................................................................... .................................................................................. 
2018 $ 2,600,000 $ $ 2,600,000 .................................................................................................................................................................... 
2019 $ 3,804,696 $ 1,772,198 $ 4,632,498 ..................................................................................................................................................................... 
2020 $ 3,804,696 $ $ 8,437,194 .................................................................................................................................................................... 
2021 $ 3,804,696 $ 3,594,072 $ 8,647,818 ..................................................................................................................................................................... 
2022 $ 3,618,465 $ 19,853,552 $ (7,050,700) .................................................................................................................................................................... 
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four of the six impacted at least 50,000 customers, and all six rendered a 1 

minimum of 11 feeders out of service and qualified as Major Event Days. 2 

Figure 6 outlines each of the storms considered to be Level III events. 3 

Figure 6. 4 

Staff found that all events met the criteria of a Level III outage.  5 

Additionally, Staff reviewed historic Level III event costs and detailed 6 

restoration costs associated with each Level III event in 2022.  Unlike in 7 

previous years,36  there was not one significant storm in 2022 that 8 

encompassed most of the restoration costs.  The total restoration costs for 9 

Level III storms in 2022 was $19.9 million (see Figure 7).  The two highest cost 10 

events were the September 9, 2022, Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) that 11 

was initiated due to high winds, and the December 27, 2022, wind and 12 

snowstorm, each of which had roughly $5.0 million in restoration costs.37 13 

36 See In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, 
UE 394, Order 22-129 (February 2021 Ice Storms). 

37 Staff/1212, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 354, Attachment B. 

Event Customers Impacted
Major Event Days 

(TMED = 6.5 SAIDI)
Substations Out of Service Feeders Out of Service

Wind Storm - January 7th, 2022 31,294 1/7/22 - 8.97 SAIDI 1 11

Snow/Rain Storm - April 11th, 2022 50,201 4/11/22 - 29.2 SAIDI 0 11

Wind Storm/Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) - 

September 9th, 2022
38,057 9/9/22 - 88.5 SAIDI 1 17

Wind/Rain Storm - November 4th and 5th, 2022 69,035
11/4/22 - 14.62 SAIDI 

11/5/22 - 11.9 SAIDI
2 31

Wind/Freezing Rain/Snow Storm - December 22nd, 2022 63,881 12/22/22 - 17.78 SAIDI 1 17

Wind/Rain Storm - December 27th, 2022 156,761 12/27/22 - 125.28 SAIDI 3 46
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Figure 7. 1 

Historically, 2022 represents the highest Level III storm costs incurred by 2 

PGE in the last 14 years.  Both 2020 and 2021 would have been higher, but 3 

costs associated with wildfires and major ice storms ultimately did not go 4 

through the Level III storm mechanism and were separately deferred.38  5 

(See Figure 8.) 6 

38 See In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Application for Deferral of Wildfire 
Emergency Costs and Lost Revenues, UM 2115, Order No. 20-389 (October 27, 2020); and In 
the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Application for Authorization to Defer 
Emergency Restoration Costs, Docket No. UM 2156, Order No. 22-020, (January 26, 2022).  
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Q. Please summarize Staff's review of the Company's Level Ill Outage 

Accrual Mechanism. 

A. Staff found that each of the events listed by the Company in the response to 

Staff DR 354 met the necessary definition of a Level Il l event.4° Furthermore, 

Staff found that a state of emergency was not declared for any of the events 

listed by the Company and therefore are allowed to be put through the Level Ill 

mechanism. 

Q. Does Staff have a proposed adjustment for the Level Ill Outage Accrual 

Mechanism? 

A. No. Staff has no proposed adjustment at this time. 

39 Staff/1210, PGE Response to CUB DR 031. 
40 Staff/1211, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 354, Attachment A. 
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ISSUE 3. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT1 

Q. What are R&D expenses?2 

A. R&D expenses are expenses for research, development, and demonstrations3 

that are related to the utility’s current or future business.  These expenses4 

include work with technologies that are not yet technically and commercially5 

viable.  These activities may be conducted directly by the utility or through a6 

third party.7 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s overall request for R&D expense.8 

A. The Company is proposing an R&D budget increase from $2.8 million in 20229 

to $3.3 million in 2024.4110 

Q. How did the Company calculate the budget for R&D expenses?11 

A. The Company used the methodology stipulated in UE 335:12 

PGE will determine the percentage of fixed Transmission and 13 

Distribution (“T&D") and Generation Operations and 14 

Maintenance ("O&M") costs (excluding Boardman) in the test 15 

year forecast that $2.6 million represents and the Stipulating 16 

Parties agree to apply that percentage from this rate case to 17 

determine a presumptive reasonableness of R&D costs in 18 

PGE's next three rate cases, or 10 years, whichever occurs 19 

first.42  20 

41  PGE/201, Batzler-Ferchland/1. 
42  Order No. 19-129, UE 335, Appendix A, pages 2-3. 
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In Docket No. UE 335 the stipulated $2.6 million budget represented 1 

0.825 percent of final UE 335 T&D and generation fixed O&M, excluding 2 

Boardman.  The Company applied this percentage to the 2024 Test Year 3 

forecast and calculated an R&D budget of $3.3 million.  4 

Q. How did Staff review these costs?5 

A. Staff reviewed the data provided by the Company in response to Staff DR 3566 

and additional DRs.43  Staff reviewed historic R&D costs and individual R&D7 

project costs for 2022 to determine if costs are appropriately categorized for8 

R&D spending.  Staff reviewed relevant processes the Company established to9 

manage the R&D budget.10 

Q. Is Staff proposing adjustments for R&D costs?11 

A. No.  The method to calculate a presumptive reasonable budget amount was12 

set in UE 335 for this rate case, and the amount proposed by the Company13 

appears to be consistent with this presumed reasonable amount.44  As a result,14 

I propose no adjustments in my testimony.15 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?16 

A. Yes.17 

43  Staff/1213, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 356. 
44  Order No. 19-129, UE 335, Appendix A, pages 2-3. 
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Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236 

Dated March 13, 2023 
 
Request: 

 

Referring to the Company’s testimony UE 416 / PGE / 900 / Lynn – Nestel / 17 
a. Provide the underlying calculation of the each of the values listed in “Table 2 

Uncollectible Rate Forecast Itemized” in an Excel spreadsheet. In the response, 
please provide the supporting summary data for each of the years 2017, 2018, 2019, 
2020, 2021, 2022. 

Response: 
 

PGE objects to this request for being overly broad and unduly burdensome in that it requires new 
analysis to be performed. Without waiving said objections, PGE states as follows: 

 
a. The underlying calculations in Table 2 are primarily based on the most recent information 

available through November 2022 and do not rely on historical time series. Where data is 
available, historical years are also provided. Attachment 236-A shows the underlying 
calculations for the values listed in 900/Lynn-Nestle/17 Table 2. For the Recovery Rate 
Trend adder, the initial 2022 estimate of 16.5% was based on data through November 2022, 
15.85% is a full year of data for 2022. 

 
In October 2022, there were numerous additional customer protections added into OAR 
Division 21 which will result in changes to uncollectibles. Particularly, Severe Weather 
Moratorium which added significant protections for customers from November through 
March and hasn’t completed its first cycle since implementation. Also, Notice of Pending 
Disconnection perspective changing the 15-day disconnection notice to a 20-day notice 
will be implemented by June of 2023 however any additional time has a direct impact 
increasing arrears outstanding. PGE made a good faith effort to approximate 
impact with the partial historical data available 
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PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 236, 
Attachment A is provided in Electronic Format 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 595 
Dated April 20, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

As it pertains to PGE’s response to Staff DR 236 Attachment A, Part A, tab “236.a Economic 
Conditions”: 

a. Please explain the Company’s rationale for using the years 2013-2017 as a “base period” 
for strong economic conditions. 

b. Please explain the Company’s rationale for using the 2008-2011 as a “proxy period for 
economic downturn”. 

c. Please explain the Company’s rationale for using 50% of the write off increase that was 
calculated. 

d. Does the Company believe that the economic conditions in the test year (Proposed 
uncollectible rate of 0.5000%) will be worse than the economic conditions during the 
Company’s proxy period for economic downturn (Uncollectible rate of 0.4923%)? 

e. Has the Company ever had an uncollectible rate higher than 0.5000%? If yes, please 
provide a narrative explanation of the causes which led to the rate. 

f. For the years 2000 to 2021, please provide the Company’s uncollectible rate. 
 
Response: 

 

In email conversations, OPUC Staff agreed to a one-week extension to allow PGE additional time 
to respond to this request. 

 
a. PGE used the 2013-2017 time period for the uncollectible rate in the past two general rate 

cases. This is due to the anomalous write off and collection process in 2018 and 2019 
following the billing system implementation, for the 2019 General Rate Case (UE 335) and 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, where PGE did not propose a change in the uncollectible 
rate in the 2022 GRC (UE 394) to mitigate the customer price increase. The years 2013- 
2017 also happen to coincide with extremely strong economic conditions as shown in 
standard economic measures such as GDP, unemployment, inflation, labor force growth. 

 
The time period of 2008 to 2011 was chosen as representative of recessionary or weak 
economic conditions since the impact of a recession on write offs can have lingering 
impacts. The 2008 recession officially began in December 2007 and officially ended in 
June 2009, according to the National Bureau of Economic Research US Business Cycle 
Dating Committee. A four-year time period was also chosen so as to not overly bias the 
recessionary period to the worst year of the economic downturn (depth of the recession). 
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b. PGE applied a 50% weighting to the uncollectible rate experienced in the 2008
recession to reflect more balanced economic conditions compared to the strong
economic conditions in the 2013-2017 timeframe. This has the effect of averaging
out economic conditions into the uncollectible rate and was chosen as another way
to reduce and mitigate the adder for economic conditions.

c. PGE relies on economic forecasts from IHS Markit and the Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis. These forecasts were predicting a mild recession in 2023 into
2024 which would not be worse than the 2008 recession as measured by GDP,
unemployment, however inflation and interest rates are expected to be higher in the
test year. The proposed uncollectible rate is higher than in the 2008 recession not
just from economic conditions, but also due to changes in the credit and collection
processes which have significant impact on arrears and uncollectibles.

d. Yes. PGE had an uncollectible rate of 0.61% in 2005. PGE had an uncollectible rate
of 0.55% in 2008 and 0.59% each year from 2009 through 2011 due to the 2008
economic recession. PGE had an uncollectible rate of 0.60% in 2019, as a result of
suspending certain credit and collection activities following the implementation of a
new billing system. Attachment 595-A provides these rates by year. PGE does not
have data regarding the uncollectible rate prior to 2005.

e. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome. Notwithstanding
this objection, PGE responds as follows:
Attachment 595-A provides PGE’s bad debt (i.e., uncollectible) rates from 2005 to
2022.



CASE:  UE 416 
WITNESS: BRET FARRELL 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

STAFF EXHIBIT 1204 

Staff Workpaper 

June 13, 2023 



Docket No. UE 416  Staff/1204 
  Farrell/1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff Workpaper is provided in Electronic 
Format 



 
 CASE:  UE 416 

WITNESS: BRET FARRELL  
 

 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 1205  
 
 
 
 
 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 599 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023 
 
 



Docket No. UE 416  Staff/1205 
  Farrell/1 

 
 
 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 599 
Dated April 20, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

As it pertains to PGE’s response to Staff DR 236 Attachment A, Part A, tab “236.a Div 21 
Weather Protection”: 

a. Please explain the rationale for the methodology used to arrive at the 
Company’s calculation of a 0.0544% increase. 

b. Does the Company believe that additional weather disconnection protections will 
reduce the number of disconnections and therefore reduce the amount of 
uncollectible expense? 

 
Response: 

 

In email conversations, OPUC Staff agreed to a one-week extension to allow PGE additional 
time to respond to this request. 

 
a. The rationale in this methodology reflects that weather protections will have the 

impact of increasing the number of (unpaid) billing days before disconnection an 
additional 30 days for four months of the year. Unadjusted billing days to 
disconnection are assumed to be 60 days, making the 30-day increase a 50% increase 
in the number of billing days before disconnection. Since this will only affect 33.33% 
of the year, an annual increase to billing- days-before-disconnect is calculated as 
16.7% (50% x 33.33%). 

 
b. PGE believes that additional weather disconnection protections will delay and not 

reduce the number of disconnects. The longer customers are not disconnected will 
increase the arrears (outstanding balance) on accounts that become uncollectible. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 598 
Dated April 20, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

As it pertains to PGE’s response to Staff DR 236 Attachment A, Part A, tab “236.a Div 21 
15-20 day notice”: 

a. Please explain the rationale for the methodology used to arrive at the 
Company’s calculation of a 0.0272% increase. 

b. Does the Company believe that the increased notification period will have any 
effect on the number of customer accounts becoming uncollectible? 

 
Response: 

 

In email conversations, OPUC Staff agreed to a one-week extension to allow PGE additional 
time to respond to this request. 

 
a. The rationale in the methodology reflects that increasing the notification period from 

15 to 20 days will increase the average written off balance amount from 60 days to a 
total of 65 days. Increasing the 15-day notice to a 20-day notice is assumed to increase 
the number of billing days written off by an additional five days, or 8.33% increase. 

 
b. PGE does not necessarily believe that the number of accounts that become 

uncollectible will increase. Rather, PGE believes that the longer notification period 
will increase the arrears (outstanding balance) on accounts that become 
uncollectible. It is the higher balances accruing and not the number of uncollectible 
accounts that was considered by PGE in the forecast. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 600 
Dated April 20, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

As it pertains to PGE’s response to Staff DR 236 Attachment A, Part A, tab “236.a Recov 
Rate Trending”: 

a. Please explain the rationale for the methodology used to arrive at the 
Company’s calculation of a 0.0575% increase. 

b. Please explain the Company’s rationale for using only the recovery rate in the 
years 2021 and 2022 in the calculation. 

c. Please provide the Company’s recovery rate for the years 2000 to 2022 in an excel 
format. 

 
Response: 

 

In email conversations, OPUC Staff agreed to a one-week extension to allow PGE additional 
time to respond to this request. 

 
a. See UE 416 /PGE / 900 Lynn-Nestel /20 lines 10-19. 

 
b. The rationale for using the recovery rate in 2021 and 2022 in the calculation is due 

to the corresponding time period with the implementation of new Fair Debt Collection 
Regulation guidelines. See UE 416/PGE/900 Lynn-Nestel/20 lines 10-19. 

 
c. PGE objects to this request as it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and to the extent 

it requests data that is not available. Subject to and without waiving its objection, 
PGE responds as follows: Attachment 600-A provides the recovery rate calculated 
from calendar year gross placements and calendar year recoveries for 2015 to 2022. 
PGE notes that based on additional review of data from one of the collection 
agencies, the 2021 recovery rate is revised from 28.5% as stated in UE 
416/PGE/900/Lynn—Nestel/20/19 to 31.6%. 
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Staff Uncollectible Rate Workpaper is provided 
in Electronic Format 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Julie Jent.  I am a Senior Economist employed in the Energy Costs 2 

Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance Program of the Public 3 

Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 201 High 4 

Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/101. 7 

Q.  What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to describe Staff’s analysis of the Company’s 9 

forecast of Test Year Wages & Salaries, Full-Time Employees (FTEs), and 10 

non-labor Generation Overhead and Maintenance (O&M) expense and PGE’s 11 

proposal to modify its Automatic Update Tariff (AUT) to create a total pass-12 

through of costs PGE incurs to purchase from Qualifying Facilities.  I 13 

separately filed testimony on this year’s NVPC Update under the AUT 14 

(Staff/100) on May 24, 2023, and am filing joint testimony with other Staff on 15 

PGE’s proposed changes to its Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM) 16 

(Staff/2300).  My recommendations, along with other Staff recommendations, 17 

may change based on further review and based on the testimonies offered by 18 

other parties. 19 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 20 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 21 

Issue 1. QF Pass Through Proposal in NVPC ............................................ 3 22 
CONF Figure 1. Qualifying Facilities Forecast and Actuals .................................... 4 23 

Issue 2. Wages & Salaries, Bonuses, Incentives ........................................ 8 24 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1300 
 Jent/2 

 

Figure 2. Total Compensation As Per PGE ............................................................ 8 1 
Figure 3. W&S Model Adjustments ....................................................................... 14 2 
Figure 4. Non-Officer Incentives (Actuals, Budget, Forecast) .............................. 15 3 
Figure 5. Staff Non-Officer Incentives Adjustment ................................................ 16 4 

Issue 3. Full-Time-Equivalents (FTEs) ...................................................... 17 5 
Figure 6. FTE by Division ..................................................................................... 20 6 
Figure 7. FTE Growth by Class ............................................................................ 21 7 
Figure 8. Contract Labor ...................................................................................... 22 8 
Figure 9. PGE Contract Labor .............................................................................. 23 9 
Figure 10. Customers per FTE ............................................................................. 23 10 

Issue 4. Generation Expenses (Non-Labor) .............................................. 26 11 
Figure 11. Generation Non-Labor O&M Changes ................................................ 26 12 
CONF Figure 12. Generation Non-Labor O&M expenses. ................................... 27 13 
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ISSUE 1. QF PASS THROUGH PROPOSAL IN NVPC 1 

Q. Does Staff have any additional discussion topics regarding the 2 

Company’s AUT filing aside from what is included in Staff/100? 3 

A. Yes.  As discussed in testimony submitted by Ishraq Ahmed in Staff/200, 4 

proposed changes to the AUT itself are appropriately addressed in a 5 

General Rate Case to allow more time to investigate and review the 6 

proposed changes than is offered in the more abbreviated process for 7 

reviewing NVPC updates.  For this reason, Staff did not respond to PGE’s 8 

Qualifying Facility pass through proposal in testimony evaluating PGE’s 9 

updates to NVPC filed on May 24, 2023.  Staff addresses PGE’s proposal 10 

here.  11 

Q. Why is PGE proposing a change to the AUT related to QF costs? 12 

A. As was discussed in PGE’s most recent AUT proceeding, in Docket 13 

No. UE 402, forecasts of QF costs in PGE’s NVPC forecast have been 14 

historically inaccurate.  QF forecasting began in 2009.  Figure 1 below 15 

summarizes the Company’s forecasted QF costs and actual QF costs since 16 

2015, highlighting how the Company has [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  17 

 18 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL]. 19 

  

-
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CONF FIGURE 1. QUALIFYING FACILITIES FORECAST AND ACTUALS1 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]2 

Due to the nature of the contracts, QF costs can be more difficu lt to forecast 

accurately than other power costs. The uncertainty creates significant 

incentive for the Company to over forecast QF costs in the AUT, as it has 

frequently done over the past decade. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]-

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 3 

See Staff/1302, PGE CONF response to Staff DR 330 Attachment A (electronic spreadsheet), 
which was used to create this chart. 

2 Staff was concerned that this table from Staff DR 330-A did not match Staff's analysis from UE 
402 using DR 22 and 23. See Staff/1302, PGE CONF response to Staff DR 584 (pdf) for a 
response. It is important to note that there were two reasons wh these numbers do not match. 
BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL 

3 See CONF PGE Work paper Table 9 Comparison NVPC. 
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Q. What is the Company’s proposal to address the issue identified 1 

above? 2 

A. The Company proposed adjusting the treatment of QF costs in PGE’s AUT 3 

filing by introducing the following pass-through mechanism.4  The Company’s 4 

proposed methodology would work as follows: 5 

- PGE would forecast QF costs for the following NVPC test year 6 

based on the rolling average of the most recent full years of QF 7 

generation, up to three historical years. 8 

- PGE would file a deferral application to defer for later recovery or to 9 

refund the variance between forecasted and actual QF costs.  10 

- After the conclusion of the forecasted year, PGE’s actual QF costs 11 

would be compared to forecasted costs. 12 

- The resulting surplus or deficit would be passed through to 13 

customers the following AUT proceeding as either a charge or a 14 

refund to customers based on the difference between the contract 15 

price collected from customers in the NVPC forecast and the day-16 

ahead Mid-C power price.  Additionally, this variance would capture 17 

any delay damages the QF pays for failing to meet the contractual 18 

online date. 19 

- The price for the Mid-C would include a weighting of the light load 20 

and heavy load hours by the respective hours in the day. 21 

 
4  See UE 416/PGE/300, Schwartz—Outama—Cristea/51. However, this was proposed initially by 

Staff in UE 402.  
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Q. Staff made a QF cost pass-through proposal in PGE’s last AUT Update 1 

in UE 402.  Does the Company’s proposal differ from Staff’s?  2 

A. Yes.  Staff proposed to address the variance in the PCAM, whereas PGE 3 

proposes to address any over or under forecast in a subsequent AUT.  PGE 4 

states that its proposal would ensure that any variations are not subject to 5 

the PCAM framework and would avoid additional administrative burden 6 

since PGE already uses the annual AUT to amortize deferred amounts from 7 

the QF track and true-up mechanism used to capture variances between the 8 

forecasted and actual costs of new QFs.5 9 

Q. What is Staff’s position on the need for a pass-through for QF costs?  10 

A. Staff agrees with PGE that it is appropriate to treat QF costs differently than 11 

other power costs and that a pass-through mechanism is a reasonable 12 

approach.  The forecasting of QF costs in the AUT has been a contentious 13 

issue for many years, and has required significant input from Staff, parties, 14 

and the Commission each year.  A pass-through will remove the incentive to 15 

over-forecast costs, and by establishing a set procedure for calculating the 16 

forecast and pass-through payments, this proposed approach will ultimately 17 

benefit consumers by reducing the workload of intervening parties in each 18 

docket.  Therefore, Staff approves PGE’s recommendation.   19 

Q. What is the overall effect of Staff’s approval of PGE’s 20 

recommendations for the 2024 QF Generation forecast? 21 

 
5  See Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 331 (pdf).  



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1300 
 Jent/7 

 

A. During this GRC, PGE will determine the 2024 QF generation forecast 1 

based on a rolling average.  Before the end of 2023, PGE will submit a 2 

request for deferred accounting reauthorization under UM 1988, to ensure 3 

all QF generation and cost is subject to deferred accounting.  At the end of 4 

2024, PGE will compare forecast QF generation with actual and will 5 

calculate a collection to or refund from customers.  Any collection or refund 6 

will be amortized in the 2026 NVPC forecast to be processed during 2025. 7 

In addition, a QF track and true-up mechanism would no longer be 8 

necessary.  Therefore, PGE would stop tracking and trueing up new QFs 9 

coming online in the test year.6  10 

 
6  PGE/300 Schwartz—Outama—Cristea/52-53.  
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ISSUE 2. WAGES & SALARIES, BONUSES, INCENTIVES 1 

Q. Please summarize Company’s proposal for wages, salaries, incentives 2 

and overtime expense in this case. 3 

A. The Company’s 2024 Test Year includes $433 million in wages and salaries 4 

(base pay), $20.3 million in incentive compensation, and $19.8 million in 5 

overtime.7  The Oregon allocation factor is 100 percent with a 6 

59.1/40.9 percent split for O&M and Capital.8  The Company claims to have 7 

removed all incentive compensation paid to the executive group as well as 8 

50 percent of non-officer incentives based on 2022 actuals, a reduction of 9 

$22.1 million, as illustrated below in Figure 2.9 10 

FIGURE 2. TOTAL COMPENSATION AS PER PGE 11 

 

Q. How does the Company determine the compensation for employees? 12 

A. PGE testifies that it compares its wages and salaries to relevant markets using 13 

compensation surveys via third-party consulting companies.10  The Company 14 

 
7  PGE/500, Mersereau—Neitzke/19.  
8  See Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 93 (pdf). 
9  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/2. 
10  See Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 248 (pdf), which lists these surveys.  

Table 1 
Esmnat,ed Total Compi'usation Costs (S~ lilliorn) 

2,02,2 20_4 
Compo neut Actuals Te-st )ear 

Total Labor 28,.1 '433 .0 

Incentives $42.4 $20.3 

Benefi1s 

T,otal Compe-nsadou* 

* Numbers ma) • not s11m due to rou11di11g. 

241r2 2-2024 
Delta 

.4.9 
($22.1) 

$B.0 

( 4. l ) 
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uses these data points to benchmark the salaries of positions and roles against 1 

similar PGE positions, determining a midpoint for each compensation grade 2 

within the pay structure.  Pay ranges are then established around the midpoint 3 

and actual salaries for each position level must fall within a specific range of 4 

PGE’s pay structure as determined by these mid-points.  Pay above or below 5 

the median may still occur based on experience, scope, and impact of the 6 

role.11  In 2022, the Company adjusted the midpoints of its pay structure to 7 

align with the market, which increased by an overall average of 3.87 percent.12 8 

In terms of incentives, the Company now offers three types: 9 

• Annual Cash Incentive (ACI) Plan,13 which offers cash payouts to 10 

eligible employees tied to several goals such as Corporate Strategy, 11 

Customer Satisfaction, Electric Service Power Quality and Reliability, 12 

and Generation Availability and Financial Performance; 13 

• Long-Term Stock Incentive Program, which provides directors, 14 

officers, and key employees with long-term incentives paid out in 15 

three-year cycles; and  16 

• One-time recognition and Miscellaneous, which provides employees 17 

individualized cash rewards based on exceptional performance.14 18 

 
11  PGE/300, Mersereau – Neitzke/17. 
12  PGE/300, Mersereau – Neitzke/18. 
13  PGE/500, Mersereau—Neitzke/23. PGE previously utilized two different incentive programs, the 

Annual Cash Incentive (ACI) for executives and key non-represented employees and the 
Performance Incentive Compensation (PIC) for all other incentive-eligible employees.  These 
are now both joined together under the ACI program. 

14  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/24. 
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Q. What adjustments did the Company make to its actual 2020 Base Year 1 

salaries and wages to forecast the 2022 Test Year? 2 

A. The Company escalates its 2022 Base Year pay of non-union employees by 3 

four percent in 2023 and four percent in 2024.  For union wages and salaries, 4 

PGE started with a 2022 Base Year and also applied a rate of four percent for 5 

2023 and 2024 based on expected collective bargaining increases for the 6 

Company’s two unions in IBEW Local No. 125.15  PGE has also reduced its 7 

Test Year O&M expenses by $11.8 million to account for vacancies or unfilled 8 

positions.16 9 

Q. Please provide a summary of the Commission’s historical method for 10 

determining the amount to include in a utility’s revenue requirement 11 

for wages, salaries, incentives, and overtime expense. 12 

A. The Commission’s methodology has many components.  The Commission 13 

determines the appropriate level of wages and salaries for employees in the 14 

Test Year using its three-year wage and salary (W&S) model to estimate union 15 

and non-union payroll levels for energy utilities.17,18   The model determines an 16 

appropriate level Test Year expense and capital investment for wages and 17 

salaries by escalating the Company’s base year wages and salaries by annual 18 

 
15  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/19. 
16  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/20. 
17  In the Matter of Northwest Natural, Docket No. UG 132, Order No. 99-697 at 43 (November 12, 

1999), In the Manner of PacifiCorp, Docket No. UE 375, Order No. 20-473 at 102 
(December 18, 2020). 

18  See Pacific Power & Light, UE 116, Order No. 01-787 at 40; In the Matter of Northwest Natural, 
Docket No. UG 132, Order No. 99-697 at 43 (November 12, 1999); In the Matter of PGE, 
Docket No. UE 102, Order No. 99-033 at 61 (January 27, 1999); In the Matter of PGE, 
Docket No. UE 88, Order No. 95-322 at 10 (March 29, 1995). 
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changes to the All Urban CPI and applying a sharing mechanism between the 1 

wages and salaries determined by the W&S model and the wages and salaries 2 

proposed by the utility. 3 

To determine the appropriate amount to include in revenue requirement 4 

for incentives paid to employees, the Commission’s policy is to disallow 5 

100 percent of officers’ bonuses because they are typically based on increased 6 

earnings, which benefits shareholders.19  It is also Commission policy to 7 

disallow 75 percent of performance-based bonuses because they are generally 8 

focused on increased earnings and therefore bring more benefit to 9 

shareholders.  The Commission disallows 50 percent of merit-based bonuses 10 

because they equally benefit shareholders and ratepayers.  Union bonuses are 11 

treated in the same manner as non-union bonuses.20 12 

Finally, the Commission determines the appropriate ratio of expense and 13 

capital to apply to the total forecasted compensation and applies it to determine 14 

what compensation expense that is included in Test Year expense and what 15 

compensation is included rate base. 16 

Q. What additional claims does PGE make regarding wages and salaries? 17 

A. PGE claims that, “if they were to increase wages strictly based on CPI and 18 

OEA nominal wage forecasts were to come to fruition, PGE would be at a great 19 

disadvantage in the job market and would likely face a higher level of turnover 20 

 
19  See Order No. 99-033 at 62; and In the Matter of the Application of US West, Docket No. UT 

125, Order No. 97-171 at 74-76 (May 19, 1997). 
20  See Order No. 20-473 at 97; Order No. 99-697 at 44-45; Order No. 99-033 at 62. 
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difficulties filling key positions, leading to inefficiencies and likely greater costs 1 

for customers in the long-term.”21  2 

Q. Why has the Commission used the W&S model to determine Test Year 3 

expense for non-union wages and salaries?  4 

A. The Commission has explained its rationale in previous orders.  For example, 5 

in an order issued in 1999, the Commission explained: 6 

The [Three Year] model incorporates actual market-based data 7 
by using, as a starting point, actual historic wages.  We also 8 
agree with Staff’s use of the All-Urban CPI index to adjust 9 
historic wages and salaries.  Adjusting payroll levels by 10 
changes in inflation provides the employees the same real level 11 
of compensation as in the base year and provides an incentive 12 
to companies to minimize labor costs.  Contrary to the 13 
assertions by NW Natural, local economic conditions are 14 
represented in the All-Urban CPI, as the Bureau of Labor 15 
Statistics includes prices in Oregon when it conducts its survey.  16 
Moreover, Staff’s method of sharing the difference between 17 
payroll projections equally between ratepayers and 18 
shareholders also allows NW Natural some ability to increase 19 
wages above the rate of inflation in response to changes in 20 
market conditions without allowing unchecked escalation.22 21 

Moreover, the All-Urban CPI captures local economic conditions as the 22 

Bureau of Labor Statistics includes Oregon prices in its survey.23  Further, the 23 

methodology of equally dividing between ratepayers and shareholders the 24 

difference between the utility’s Test Year forecast and the forecast obtained by 25 

the model allows for some adjustments to reflect changes in market conditions 26 

without allowing unchecked escalation.24 27 

 
21  See Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 246 (pdf).  
22  Ibid. 
23  Ibid. 
24  Order No. 95-322 at 10. 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1300 
 Jent/13 

 

Wages, Salary, and Overtime 1 

Q. Please explain how Staff used the Three-Year W&S model to arrive at 2 

its recommendation for wage and salary levels for the Test Year. 3 

A. As previously stated, PGE escalated its Base Year 2022 non-union and union 4 

wages and salaries by four percent for 2023 and 2024.25  Staff, consistent with 5 

the W&S model, starts with a Base Year that is three years prior to the Test 6 

Year (2021), and escalates to the Test Year using All-Urban CPI (CPI) rates, 7 

which are 8.0 percent for 2022, 3.9 percent for 2023, and 2.2 percent for 8 

2024.26  Staff escalated union salaries and wages in the same manner as the 9 

Company, applying a rate of 7.0 percent for 2022 and 4.0 percent for 2023 and 10 

2024 based on expected collective bargaining increases.27 11 

Staff then applied the sharing principle to its and the Company’s projected 12 

2024 test year amounts.  The sharing principle, which allows the Company to 13 

share 50/50 the lesser of the difference between the Company's and Staff's 14 

calculated projections, or a 10 percent band around Staff's calculated 15 

projection, results in a reduction to Staff’s projection. 16 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation for Test Year wages and salary, 17 

including overtime? 18 

A.  Based on application of the Three-Year Wages and Salary Model, Staff 19 

proposes the following adjustments to PGE’s proposed wages and salaries 20 

levels: ($52 thousand) to Officer salaries, ($110,000) to Exempt salaries, and 21 

 
25  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/19. 
26  Oregon Economic & Revenue Forecast March 2023, Volume XLIII, No. 1, Table A.4, page 44. 
27  Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 94 (pdf) and 95 (pdf).  
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($1.26 million) to non-Exempt salaries.  This results in an overall adjustment of 1 

($1.43 million).  Lastly, Staff made no adjustments to union salaries or overtime 2 

since the Company’s filed proposal was less than Staff’s calculation.28   3 

FIGURE 3. W&S MODEL ADJUSTMENTS 4 

 5 

Incentives29 6 

Q. What does PGE propose for employee incentives? 7 

A. For non-Officer incentives, PGE includes $20.3 million in the Test Year. PGE 8 

testifies that it removed 50 percent of its budgeted Non-Officer Incentives to be 9 

consistent with the Commission’s policy regarding incentives and 100 percent 10 

of officer incentives. 11 

Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s removal of 50 percent of non-Officer 12 

Incentives? 13 

 
28  See Staff/1303, Staff electronic work paper, UE 416 Exhibit 1303 Wage and Salary Model 

CONF.xlsx, tab PUC 3-year W&S.  Historically, the adjustments from Staff’s model have been 
public/non-confidential but the model itself is published as confidential.  

29  See Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 255 attachment A (electronic spreadsheet) provides 
underlying data for incentives and Response to DR 256 Attachment A (electronic spreadsheet), 
which provides the information on total aggregate labor costs by division.  

Description Officers Exempt Non Exempt Union Total
Actual Base Payroll (2021) calendar year 4,793,841$ 196,141,176$  23,765,080$     67,081,985$ 291,782,082$  
Ave. # of Employees (FTE) (2021) 11 1675 404 630 2719
Average Salary 443,874$     117,127$          58,825$             106,564$       
Allowable % Increase 1.14680664 1.14680664 1.14680664 1.157312
Ave. # of Employees (FTE) (Test Year) 10 1881 435 680 3006
Projected Payroll 5,090,379$ 252,660,154$  29,345,242$     83,862,823$ 370,958,597$  
Test Period Payroll 5,193,708$ 252,881,730$  31,870,957$     80,991,764$ 370,938,159$  
Total Difference for Sharing 103,329$     221,576$          2,525,715$       -$                
10% Band - Allowable 509,038$     25,266,015$    2,934,524$       -$                
50% Sharing of Lesser of Difference or Band 51,665$       110,788$          1,262,857$       -$                
Staff Proposed Level 5,142,043$ 252,770,942$  30,608,100$     80,991,764$ 369,512,849$  
Net Payroll Adjustment (51,665)$      (110,788)$        (1,262,857)$      -$                (1,425,310)$     

I ... I ... I ... I ... I ... I ... 
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A. Staff agrees with the underlying principle of removing 50 percent for non-1 

officers, but believes PGE started with an unreasonably high forecast of 2 

incentives for the 2024 Test Year, similar to what was found in UE 394.  3 

Accordingly, PGE’s downward adjustment of half of that forecast ($22.1 million) 4 

still leaves an unreasonably high forecast expense of the Non-Officer 5 

Incentives that are recoverable in rates.30  It appears the Company’s base 6 

calculation of non-Officer incentives was based upon its 2023 Budget and not 7 

its 2022 actuals, as illustrated below in Figure 4. 8 

The Company has stated that they take the projected base pay for 2024 9 

and forecast incentives utilizing the bonus target percent for each position, with 10 

the assumption that final payouts will meet the target.31  Because the increases 11 

starting in 2020 were 41.8 percent to 2021 and negative 6.85 percent to 12 

2022—having an expected increase of 21.91 percent to 2023 and only 13 

5.26 percent to 2024, seem low.  Its 2024 Forecast represents what the 14 

Company has left in the revenue requirement for Non-Officer Incentives. 15 

FIGURE 4. NON-OFFICER INCENTIVES (ACTUALS, BUDGET, FORECAST) 16 

 17 
 

 
30  Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 92 Attach A (pdf).  See also Staff electronic work paper, 

UE 416 Exhibit 1303 Wage and Salary Model CONF.xlsx, tab Nonofficer Incentive Analysis.  
See also Staff/1301 PGEs response to DR 255 Attach A (electronic spreadsheet). 

31  Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 416 (pdf).  

Employee Class 2020Actual 2021 Actual 2022 Actual 2023Budget 2024ForecastAdjusted
Exempt 23,072,047$        32,481,003$        30,559,188$        37,227,773$        19,427,632$                              
Hourly 990,113$              1,638,690$          1,223,445$          1,519,340$          965,224$                                    
Officer 5,512,715$          10,215,340$        10,606,729$        9,137,580$          
Union n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total 29,574,875$        44,335,033$        42,389,362$        47,884,694$        20,392,856$                              
Total (non-officer) 24,062,160$        34,119,693$        31,782,633$        38,747,113$        20,392,856$                              

I· I· I· I· I· I· 
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 Q. Does Staff propose an adjustment? 1 

A. Yes.  Staff averaged the actual amounts of incentives paid to non-officer and 2 

non-union employees in 2020, 2021, and 2022 to forecast the amount of 3 

incentives PGE would pay to non-Officer employees in the Test Year and 4 

halved that amount, to arrive at Test Year expense of $15 million.  Accordingly, 5 

Staff proposes a ($5.4 million) adjustment to PGE’s 2022 Test Year expense 6 

for non-Officer incentives. 7 

FIGURE 5. STAFF NON-OFFICER INCENTIVES ADJUSTMENT 8 

 9 

Non-Officer Incentives Amounts
2020-2022 Average 29,988,162$        
50% of Actuals 14,994,081$        
PGE's TY Non-Officer Incentives 20,392,856$        
Staff Adjustment (5,398,775)$         

~ ~ 
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ISSUE 3. FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENTS (FTES) 1 

Q. What is the Company’s main claim with regards to FTE? 2 

A. PGE claims that it should analyze overall employee compensation and no 3 

longer focus on determining Test Year expense by the number of FTEs.32 PGE 4 

states it would like to focus on total labor dollars instead of FTE in terms of 5 

defining total labor requirements, as this is more consistent with the approach 6 

their management takes when viewing resources.33  That is, total labor dollars 7 

are more in line with PGE’s “continually shifting and evolving project work” from 8 

lower wage developers to highly skilled analysts to temporary contract 9 

employees.  Labor dollar metrics allows the flexibility for managers to 10 

continually change their workforce composition. PGE claims looking at FTEs in 11 

isolation tends to mask overall changes to labor needs as contractor hours and 12 

overtime hours are excluded.34 13 

 PGE provided work papers with Exhibits 600, 700, 800, and 900 to 14 

provide account detail by operating unit, department, and accounting work for 15 

all total labor expense requested in PGEs case.35   16 

Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s proposal to shift focus away from FTEs to 17 

determine appropriate levels of Test Year expense for PGE’s revenue 18 

requirement?  19 

 
32  It in this context is referring to PGE, itself.  
33  PGE/500, Mersereau – Neitzke/14. 
34  Ibid. 
35  See Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 244 (pdf). 
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A. No.  First, it is unclear whether there has always been a high correlation 1 

between FTE and salary totals, given that PGE failed to provide a year-by-year 2 

breakdown, but they did identify that salaries and FTE have a correlation of 3 

0.80.  Given this high correlation, Staff believes the increase in labor needed 4 

by PGE is being captured by their total number of FTE.36  Second, using FTE 5 

allows Staff to more easily identify how many positions have gone unfilled. For 6 

example, as discussed below, PGE states that the increase in grid 7 

modernization O&M costs is driven by filling positions that were included in the 8 

last GRC but have gone unfilled due to a tight labor market for required 9 

skillsets and adding eight new positions.37  In their DR response, PGE failed to 10 

reject Staff’s assumption that the cost for these positions were collected in 11 

rates but absorbed by the Company in other capacities given that these 12 

positions were not filled.38  Third, Staff does not just focus on FTE, but also 13 

evaluates labor dollars in our wages and salaries model by escalating the 14 

values by the all-urban CPI.  Our analysis does not limit the Company choosing 15 

to allow more contract labor, for example, so business needs can still be met 16 

without any issues.39  Lastly, there would be an increase in administrative 17 

burden given that the current standard data requests (SDRs) are focused on 18 

evaluating both FTE and dollar value totals.  Staff finds that use of FTEs does 19 

not detract from the evaluation of wages and salaries.  20 

 
36  See Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 363 (pdf).  
37  PGE/700, Bekkedahl—Jenkins/21.  
38  See PGE/700 Bekkedahl—Jenkins/21.  See also Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 249 

(pdf).  
39  See Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 244 (pdf).  
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Q. Has PGE been correct in assessing how many FTE they need to operate? 1 

A. No.  PGE states, “We spent approximately $10.7 million on grid modernization 2 

O&M in 2022.  We expect to spend $14.0 million in 2024, which is an increase 3 

of $3.4 million.  The increase in grid modernization O&M costs is driven by 4 

filling positions that were included in the last GRC but have gone unfilled due to 5 

a tight labor market for the required skillsets and adding eight new positions.”40  6 

The Company also did not answer the DR directly when asked whether Staff is 7 

correct in their assumption that the cost for these positions was collected in 8 

rates but absorbed by the Company in other capacities given that these 9 

positions were not filled.  10 

Q. Please provide the background for this issue. 11 

A. PGE’s 2024 Test Tear forecast includes costs for approximately 190 more FTE 12 

than its most recent year of actuals (2022) and an additional 97 more FTE than 13 

its 2021 actuals.41  The proportion of FTE by Division is illustrated in the chart 14 

below. Noteworthy is the significant growth of Transmission and Distribution 15 

(T&D) and Customer Service. 16 

 
40  See PGE/700 Bekkendahl—Jenkins/21. See also Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 249 

(pdf), DR 250 (pdf), and DR 250 Attachment A (electronic spreadsheet). Attachment 250-A 
provides the number of FTE, straight-time labor, overtime labor, and contract labor dollars 
request for PGE’s previous four general rate cases along with the respective actual amounts 
over the same time period. Note that the general rate case amounts provided are what PGE 
included within its initial filing and do not include any adjustments made during the proceeding 
to PGE’s initially filed amounts. 

41  Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 92 Attach A (pdf).  
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FIGURE 6. FTE BY DIVISION42 

FTE by Division 2019-2024 

a-Dec - 2019 a-Dec - 2020 a-Dec - 2021 a-Dec - 2022 Dec - 2023 Dec - 2024 

■ IT ■ A&G ■ Customer Accounts ■ Customer Service ■ Generat ion ■ T&D 
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Division Dec-19 Dec-20 Dec-21 Dec-22 Dec-23 Dec-24 

IT 337 329 311 309 309 317 
A&G 398 348 356 345 358 359 
Customer Accounts 370 307 293 286 258 259 
Customer Service 78 86 101 121 149 154 
Generation 528 483 437 445 429 450 
T&D 1206 1222 1230 1312 1433 1466 

Total 2916 2775 2728 2818 2936 3006 

The growth in FTEs has been concentrated in the Exempt or Straight-

time/salaried category as illustrated by the chart below, which examines 

actuals from 2019 to 2022 alongside budgeted 2023 FTE and adjusted 2024 

FTE (FTEs after PGE's O&M reduction). While officer and union have 

remained somewhat stable, hourly and exempt FTEs have proliferated in 

recent years. 

42 See Staff/1301 , PGE Response to Staff DR 258 Attachment A ( electronic spreadsheet). The 
chart is from DR 258 Attachment A which appear to not have exact whole numbers for FTE at 
one point in time but rather an average for the year. 
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FIGURE 7. FTE GROWTH BY CLASS 

FTE Growth by Class 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 (budget) 2024 
(forecast) 

■ Exempt ■ Hourly ■ Officer ■ Union 

Why is Staff concerned about the FTE increase? 

Staff has noted its concern in PGE's FTE growth since Docket No. UE 319 

in which "PGE proposed growing its FTE by 270 FTE from 2016 to its 2018 

test year. "43 Moreover, PGE has historically budgeted more FTEs than is 

necessary as can be shown from an examination of its Budgeted and Actual 

FTE where PGE overestimated its 2020, 2021 , and 2022 budgets by 292, 

276, and 121 FTE , respectively. 44 

Has the increase in payroll costs been offset by a reduction in 

contractor costs? 

While PGE does project a decrease in contract labor from $77 million in 2022 

actuals to $36 mill ion in the test year (see below), comparisons between 

43 UE 319 Staff/400, Gardner/37 at 15-19 and /38 at 1-23. 
44 See Staff/1301, PGE Response to Staff DR 250 Attachment A ( electronic spreadsheet) and DR 

418 Attachment A (electronic spreadsheet). 
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budgeted and actual labor does not bear th is out. From Figure 8 below, we 

can see two issues. One, contract costs have continually increased in their 

actual dollar values- indicating that rising payroll costs for FTEs are not 

replacing contracted costs. Two, the Company has consistently under 

forecasted costs for contract labor. 

FIGURE 8. CONTRACT LABOR45 

Contract Labor Forecasted and Actuals 
$100,000,000 

$80,000,000 

$60,000,000 

$40,000,000 II I I 11 I I $20,000,000 

$0 I I 
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

■ Forecast ■ Actuals 

45 See Staff/1301 , PGE Response to DR 250 Attach A revised (electronic spreadsheet). This was 
submitted since DR 250 Attach A inadvertently included both Level Ill storm amounts and FERC 
Accounts 417,418, and 426 in actuals and PGE exhibit 500 did not. They were properly 
excluded from Attachment 256-A. 
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FIGURE 9. PGE CONTRACT LABOR 
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Q. How does this increase in FTEs impact customers? 
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A. Not only do customers have to bear the brunt of excessive labor spend ing, 

but the ratio of customers per FTE has actually declined since 2020; this 

issue was also identified in their last GRC. A more pronounced drop in the 

number of customers per FTE is seen when viewing customers per non-

Union FTE, as indicated in the charts below.46 

FIGURE 10. CUSTOMERS PER FTE47 

r Customers per FTE Customers per Non-Union FTE 
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46 Ibid. 
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47 See Staff/1301 , PGE Response to Staff DR 366 Attach A ( electronic spreadsheet). 
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Q. Does Staff propose an adjustment to the proposed 2024 test year FTE?  1 

A. Given the trend of PGE over forecasting FTEs, Staff proposes an adjustment to 2 

PGE’s FTE level as included in this general rate filing.  Staff proposes reducing 3 

the Company’s FTE count down to its most recent head count (in March), a 4 

difference of 91 from the Hourly and Exempt category.  This excludes any 5 

reduction to union FTE numbers.  The adjustment is in alignment with the 6 

Commission’s conclusion in UE 116, which supported Staff’s reduction of 7 

PacifiCorp’s manpower levels to actual levels.  The resulting Order No. 01-8 

78748 stated that employee levels should be based on actual levels at a 9 

specified date.  Staff recommends a reduction of 34 exempt positions, or 10 

$4.57 million, and 57 hourly positions, or $4.01 million.49  Together, this is an 11 

adjustment of 91 FTE and $8.58 million.  12 

Q.  Summarize Staff’s adjustments.  13 

A. In summary, Staff’s adjustments to salary, wages, incentives and FTE are: 14 

• Decrease salaries by $1.4 million (allocated $842 thousand O&M and  15 

$582 thousand Capital). 16 

• Decrease incentives by $5.4 million (allocated $3.2 million O&M and 17 

$2.2 million Capital). 18 

• Decrease FTE by $8.6 million (allocated $5.1 million O&M and  19 

$3.5 million Capital). 20 

 
48  Order No. 01-787 at 41-42. 
49  See Staff electronic work paper, UE 416 Exhibit 1303 Wage and Salary Model CONF.xlsx, tabs 

FTE adjustment, FTE. 
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• Small decreases for payroll taxes ($76 thousand) and Depreciation  1 

($175 thousand).  Commensurate with the wage and salary model, Staff 2 

adjusts the test year payroll tax to reflect the decrease in taxable gross 3 

wages while also reducing depreciation expenses to reflect the reduction in 4 

capitalized compensation.50 5 

 

 
50  See Staff electronic work paper, UE 416 Exhibit 1303 Wage and Salary Model CONF.xlsx, tab 

PUC Misc. Labor. 
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ISSUE 4. GENERATION EXPENSES (NON-LABOR) 1 

Q. Describe PGE’s proposal for generation expenses (non-labor). 2 

A. Generation non-labor operations and maintenance (O&M) expense reflects 3 

the non-labor costs required to perform corrective and preventative 4 

maintenance on generation assets, site and equipment management, and 5 

health and safety measures.  This includes costs reflected in FERC 6 

Accounts 500 through 557. PGE’s proposal for generation expenses in non-7 

labor for test year 2024 is $86.5 million (including IT expenses of 8 

$15.1 million), this is an increase of $15.4 million, or 21.6 percent.51  9 

FIGURE 11. GENERATION NON-LABOR O&M CHANGES 10 

 

Q. Describe Staff’s analysis of non-labor Generation expense. 11 

A. Staff reviewed Company testimony and work papers, as well as historical 12 

expenses for calendar years 2020, 2021, and the Base Year. From my review 13 

 
51  See PGE/800 Jenkins-Bekkedahl/7 and CONF GRC Production Workpaper 2022-2024 

Variance in Exhibit 800. See also Staff/1301, PGE response to Staff DR 345 (pdf). See also 
Table 2 of Exhibit 800.  
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of historical figures with and without IT expenses (workpaper GRC production 1 

work paper 2022-2024) it appears that the increase in Generation (non-labor) 2 

expenses can be attributed mostly to Gas-Fired Plants and Major Maintenance 3 

Accrual (MMA).  It is important to note that the MMA mechanism is addressed 4 

in another Staff testimony. 5 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding PGE’s generation expenses 6 

(non-labor)? 7 

A. Staff finds PGE’s Test Year expense is above recent years. See Figure 12 8 

below showing the generation non-labor O&M for gas plants, hydro plants, 9 

wind plants, MMA, general & miscellaneous, and environmental. 10 

CONF FIGURE 12. GENERATION NON-LABOR O&M EXPENSES. 11 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 12 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 13 
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Q. Does Staff have an adjustment?  1 

A. Staff proposes an adjustment to bring the 2024 forecast more in line with 2 

actuals from 2020-2022. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  3 

 4 

 5 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] this is compared to a Base Year 6 

value of $71.1 million and a Test Year value of $86.5 million.  Staff believes the 7 

increase to 2023 is artificially inflated, since it is a 17.82 percent increase and 8 

to 2024, there is an increase of 3.22 percent.   9 

Q. What is the amount of Staff’s adjustment?  10 

A. Staff proposes to halve the increase proposed by PGE by [BEGIN 11 

CONFIDENTIAL]  12 

 13 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].   14 

Overall, Staff believes costs are not being managed prudently.  15 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 16 

A. Yes.  17 
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March 30, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 331  
Dated March 16, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
Please state what changes are different from the Company’s QF pass through 
proposal in UE 416 to Staff’s proposal in UE 402, and B) For each difference, 
explain the rationale.  

  
Response:  
  
The modifications proposed by PGE to the QF pass-through proposed by Staff in UE 
402 are the following:  
  
Staff Proposal in UE 402: In the AUT, “PGE would forecast QF costs using a three-
year moving average of historical QF generation while also including new QFs with 
CODs in the test year.”1   

PGE modification: PGE proposed to calculate the QF forecast based on a rolling 
average of the most recent full years of QF generation, up to three historical 
years because there are QFs that do not have three full years of historical 
results. Using partial years, as it would be needed under Staff’s initial proposal, 
may impact the annual forecast generation profile due to seasonality of 
generation.   

  
Staff Proposal in UE 402: “In the Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM), PGE’s 
actual QF costs would be compared to the forecasted costs, and the resulting 
surplus or deficit would be passed through as either a charge or a refund to 
customers based on the day-ahead Mid-C power price for replacement power, or the 
difference between the Mid-C price and the QF contract price in the event of surplus 
generation. The price for the Mid-C would include a weighting of the light load and 
heavy load hours by the respective hours in the day until a better method is 
identified.”2  

 
1 UE 402, Staff/500 at 10.  
2 Id.  
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PGE proposed modification: Amortize collections or refunds through AUT annual 
filings instead of PCAM. This would ensure any variations are not subjected to the 
PCAM framework and would avoid additional administrative burden since PGE 
already uses the annual AUT to amortize deferred amounts from the QF track and 
true up mechanism.   
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February 24, 2023  
  
To:  Kay Barnes  
  Public Utility Commission of Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  Manager, Revenue Requirement  
    

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Standard Data Request 
093 Dated March 10, 2015  

  
Request:  
  
For the Test Year, please provide the breakout between O&M and rate base for all 
labor expense expressed as percentages. If applicable, please also provide the 
breakout for all labor expense between Total Company and Oregon expressed as a 
percentage.  
  
Response:  
  
The breakout between O&M and rate base for all 2024 labor3 cost is as follows:  

  
40.9% - Capital,  
59.1% - O&M.  

  
All labor relates to Oregon retail prices.  
  

 
 

 
3 The methodology used to split labor between O&M and capital for this data request is consistent with the methodology 
used for FERC Form 1 pages 354-355 reporting, which does not include contract labor.  
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March 27, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 248  
Dated March 13, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
See PGE/500 Mersereau—Neitzke/17, stating “PGE continues to use well 
established industry and function-based national, regional, and local benchmarks.” 
Please identify each benchmark referred to in this sentence, explain each 
benchmark in detail, and provide written copies of documents in the Company’s 
possession regarding these benchmarks.   
Response:  
  
Please see identification and explanation of each compensation benchmark source 
and their usage below. The below information is accessed electronically through 
proprietary third-party online portals on an as needed basis.   
   
WTW Energy Services Middle Management, Professional and Support Survey  

• PGE utilizes the results from this survey to establish the non-executive, non-
represented hourly and salary pay ranges. This industry specific compensation 
survey provides market data to an array of benchmark jobs specific to the 
energy/utility industry as well as jobs that are common to all industries. The 
compensation survey consists of 65 job functions and more than 540 
disciplines. Compensation elements collected and reported on include but not 
limited to:  

– base salary  
– base salary pay range midpoints  
– actual performance bonus payouts  
– target performance bonus opportunity  
– total annual compensation  
– long-term incentive (LTI) target opportunity  
– actual total direct compensation  
– total direct compensation  

   
WTW Energy Services Executive  

• PGE utilizes the results from this survey as an input to determine executive 
compensation. This industry specific compensation survey provides market 
data to an array of benchmark jobs specific to the energy/utility industry as well 
as jobs that are common to all industries.   
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 248  
March 27, 2023  
Page 2  
  

The compensation survey consists of over 190 executive benchmark jobs in 
53 functions. Compensation elements collected and reported on include but 
not limited to:  

– base salary  
– base salary pay range midpoints  
– actual performance bonus payouts  
– target performance bonus opportunity  
– total annual compensation  
– long-term incentive (LTI) target opportunity  
– actual total direct compensation  
– total direct compensation  

   
AON U.S. Energy Marketing and Trading Compensation Survey  

• PGE utilizes the results from this survey for our energy trading and origination 
roles. This industry and function specific compensation survey provides market 
data to an array of benchmark jobs related to energy marketing and trading 
operations. Compensation elements collected and reported on include but not 
limited to:  

– base salary  
– base salary pay range midpoints  
– actual performance bonus payouts  
– target performance bonus opportunity  
– total annual compensation  
– long-term incentive (LTI) target opportunity  
– actual total direct compensation  
– total direct compensation  

   
WTW Salary Budget Planning Survey  

• PGE utilizes this survey as input into our salary budget planning process. This 
crossindustry survey is mainly focused on gathering forecasted salary budget, 
prior year actual salary increases and various other HR compensation practices 
(i.e., Salary review timing and type). Results for this survey are summarized in 
aggregate and by industry.   
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March 27, 2023  

  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  
  

Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 246  
Dated March 13, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
Explain why salaries for 2023 and 2024 are escalated at a faster rate than historical 
escalations given that the CPI is expected to be 4.2 percent in 2023, 2.5 percent in 
2024, and 2.2 percent in 2025.   
Response:  
  
PGE does not budget or forecast wage escalations based on the consumer price 
index (CPI). However, PGE does note that the CPI of 4.2% for 2023 and 2.5% for 
2024, coupled with actual CPI of 4.7% for 2021 and 8.0% for 2022 is markedly 
higher than the 2014-2020 average of 1.5%. As described in PGE Exhibit 500 pgs. 
17-18, wage decisions are ultimately driven by the labor market. The current 
environment of accelerated wage growth is driven by a shortage of labor supply to 
meet demand. The Oregon Department of Economic Analysis (OEA) forecasts 
Oregon’s nominal wages and salaries to increase by 5.1% and 3.9% for 2023 and 
2024, respectively. In fact, PGE’s actual wage escalation for 2022 of 7% for 
bargaining and 6% on average for non-bargaining employees was considerably 
higher than the 4.0% PGE has included for 2023 and 2024. Additionally, OEA also 
projects nominal wage growth to increase between 4.7% to 5.8% from 2025 – 2030. 
If PGE were to increase wages strictly based on CPI and OEA nominal wage 
forecasts were to come to fruition, PGE would be a great disadvantage in the job 
market and would likely face a higher level of turnover and difficulties filling key 
positions, leading to inefficiencies and likely greater costs for customers in the long-
term.   
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February 24, 2023  
  
To:  Kay Barnes  
  Public Utility Commission of Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  Manager, Revenue Requirement  
    

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Standard Data Request 
094 Dated March 10, 2015  

  
Request:  
  
For the Test Year and preceding 4 calendar years, please provide a summary table 
in the format as shown on Union Salary Information (Attachment 94A) that includes:  

a. The union name;   
b. All positions represented by a particular union;   
c. The number of FTE for each position (excluding FTE created by overtime 

hours.);   
d. The contracted hourly wage or salary for each position as of December 31 of 

each year; and   
e. The percent change from the previous year’s hourly wage or salary.  

  
Response:  
  
Attachment 094-A provides a listing of all Local Union No. 125 of International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Worker positions, rates, and number of employees for the 
years 2020, 2021, 2022, and February 8, 2023.    
  
Please note: In order to provide the information as requested, Attachment 94-A lists 
employee counts for each position, rather than full-time equivalent employees 
(FTEs).  
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February 24, 2023  
  
To:  Kay Barnes  
  Public Utility Commission of Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  Manager, Revenue Requirement  
    

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Standard Data Request 
095 Dated March 10, 2015  

  
Request:  
  
For each calendar year included above, please provide a copy of the portion of each 
union’s contract that specifies the hourly wages and the percent increase the wages 
or salaries represent, for each job classification. Please label and organize the 
copies to mirror the order of the job classifications as shown in the summary table.  
  
Response:  
  
Attachments 095-A provides excerpts of all union contracts that pertain to specific 
wages for the years included in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 094.    
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PGE’s Response to DR 255 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only. 
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PGE’s Response to DR 256 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



FTEs, Wages & Salaries 2019-2023 

2019 Act uals 2020 Actuals 

Class FTE W&S W&S 
Actuals Actuals FTE Actuals 

Actuals 

Exempt 1,627.4 1,634.6187,290,392 
193,108,287 

Hourly 499.5 416.8 24,206,219 
28,760,085 

Officer 11.9 11.1 4,510,023 
4,737,159 

Union 707.4 654.7 66,895,465 
69,529,325 

Total 2,846 2, 717282,902,099 
296,134,856 

2024 Pro Rata 2024 FTE 
Class 

FTE 
% 

Adjustments Adjust ed 

Exempt 1,941.3 62.78% (61) 
252,881,730 

Hourl y 449.2 14.52% (14) 
31,870,957 

Officer 10.0 
Union 702.0 22.70% (22) 

80,991,764 

Total 3,102 100.00% (97) 
370,938,158 

Staff/1301 
JenU11 

UE 416 PGE Response to OPUC SOR No. 092 
Attachment 092-A 

Page 1 

2021 Actuals 2022 Actuals 2023 Budget 

FTE W&S W&S FTE PGE 
Actuals Act uals 

FTE Actuals 
Actuals Actuals Share 

1,674.6 1,775.2 221,116,961 1,934.3 
196,141,176 250,693,133 

404.0 389.0 24,184,834 390.1 
23,765,080 25,289,128 

10.8 10.2 4,841,318 10.0 
4,793,841 5,000,653 

629.5 641.4 71,950,473 702.0 
67,081,985 80,476,790 

2,719 2,816322,093,587 3,036 
291,782,083 361,459,704 

2024 
Pro Rata 

2024 
W&S % 

Adjustment s 
W&S 

Forecast Adjust ed 

1,881 261,000,550 69.14% (8,118,820) 

435 32,894,180 8.71% (1,023,224) 

10 5,193,708 5,193,708 
680 83,592,021 22.14% (2,600,257) 

3,006 382,680,459 100.00% (11,742,302) 
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UE 416 PGE Response to OPUC SOR No. 092 
Attachment 092-A 

Page2 

Incentives by Employee Class 2020-2024 

2020 2023 2024 Forecast 2024 Forecast 
Actual 2021 Actual 2022 Actual Budget Unadjusted Adjustment 

2024 
Forecast 
Adjusted 

Exempt 23,072,047 32,481,003 30,559,188 37,227,773 38,855,268 (19,427,636) 19,427,632 Hourly 990,113 

1,638,690 1,223,445 1,519,340 1,930,448 (965,224) 965,224 

Officer 

Union 

Total 

5,512,715 10,215,340 10,606,729 9,137,580 10,678,114 (10,678,114) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

29,574,875 44,335,033 42,389,362 47,884,694 51,463,830 (31,070,974) 20,392,856 

Overtime by Employee Class 2020-2024 

2020Actual 2021 Actual 2022 Actual 2023 Budget 2024 Forecast 

Hourly 812,674 1,807,636 1,228,398 1,038,912 1,080,944 
Union 26,317,950 33,462,764 32,788,520 22,316,477 23,205,000 
Exempt n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Officer n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Total 27,130,624 35,270,399 34,016,918 23,355,389 24,285,943 
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April 14, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 416  
Dated March 31, 2023  

  
Request:  

State whether your incentives for the 2024 forecast were based on 2022 actuals or 
the 2023 budget. Also explain how you escalated the incentives. Provide an excel 
document that shows this escalation.   

  
Response:  
  
Non-stock incentives for the 2024 forecast are based directly upon the projected 
base pay for 2024. Base pay projections for 2024 are based upon the employee 
population annualized base salary as of Sept. 22, 2022. That total employee 
population annualized base salary is then escalated by the wage increase 
assumption for 2023 of 4%. The resulting 2023 wage base assumption then 
escalated by the annualized 2024 escalation rate of 3.67% (i.e., 4% escalation 
assuming a February 1st increase for 2024). Finally, with a projected full-year base 
pay for 2024 PGE then forecasts incentives utilizing the Bonus Target Percent for 
each position, with the assumption that final payouts will meet that target. Stock 
incentives for non-officer plan participants are based on employee level at the time 
stock grants are awarded and the 2024 forecast is based on the expected vesting 
period.    
  
Confidential Attachment 416-A provides the details of this calculation. Please note 
that Attachment 416-A includes amounts prior to accounting for co-owned facilities.  
  
Attachment 416-A is protected information and subject to Protective Order No. 23-
039.  
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 March 27, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 244  
Dated March 13, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
Explain PGEs decision to use total forecasts and to not include information on FTE 
in the written portion of your testimony.   
Response:  
  
PGE’s testimony focuses on labor costs, rather than full time equivalent employees 
(FTEs). Focusing on labor dollars, as opposed to FTEs, is consistent with most other 
elements of PGE’s regulatory accounting for operating expenses. Focusing on FTE 
can often be misleading as FTEs are calculated using straight-time PGE labor hours, 
whereas PGE relies on a mix straight-time labor, overtime labor, and contract labor 
throughout the business. At times, even though PGE has budgeted for work to be 
accomplished using straight-time PGE labor, through turnover and a tight labor 
market, coupled with the specialized skills required to be successful at PGE, greater 
than budgeted overtime and/or contract labor may be necessary to ensure the work 
gets done. PGE’s work papers provided with Exhibits 600, 700, 800, and 900 
provide account detail by operating unit, department, and accounting work order for 
all total labor expense requested in PGE’s case. These sections of testimony also 
discuss labor related costs throughout. PGE’s aggregate labor costs are discussed 
in PGE Exhibit 500.   
  
PGE Exhibit 500, pages 15-17 provide additional detail regarding PGE’s total labor 
philosophy.   
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April 10, 2023  

  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 363  
Dated March 27, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
A) What has been the correlation between total amount spent on salaries and 
amount of FTE for each of the years from 2014 to 2022? B) What is the projected 
relationship for FTE and total amount spent for 2023 and 2024? (Spent includes 
wages, incentives and benefits.)  
  
Response:  
  

A) The total amount spent on salaries and number of FTEs has a correlation 
coefficient of 0.80 – which is generally considered to be a strong positive 
correlation.   

B) The projected relationship between FTEs and total amount spent in 2023 and 
2024 continues this positive correlation.   



Staff/1301 
Jent/16 

 
March 27, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 249  
Dated March 13, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
See PGE/700 Bekkedahl—Jenkins/21, stating “We spent approximately $10.7 
million on grid modernization O&M in 2022.  We expect to spend $14.0 million in 
2024, which is an increase of $3.4 million. The increase in grid modernization O&M 
costs is driven by filling positions that were included in the last GRC but have gone 
unfilled due to a tight labor market for the required skillsets and adding eight new 
positions.” Is Staff correct in their assumption that the cost for these positions were 
collected in rates but absorbed by the Company in other capacities given that these 
positions were not filled?   
  
Response:  
  
PGE utilized incremental outside services to help support the above work given the 
challenges in hiring PGE labor.  
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April 21, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Revised Response to OPUC Data Request 250  
Dated March 10, 2015  

  
Request:  
  
Provide information on the positions that were asked for in the previous four general 
rate cases and not filled and how that compares with the request for the current rate 
case. Include information on the number of positions that were requested and the 
number of positions that were unfilled after each GRC.  
  
Response:  
  
Initial Response (dated March 27, 2023):  
  
PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome. Subject to 
and without waiving its objection, PGE responds as follows:   
  
Attachment 250-A provides the number of FTE, straight-time labor, overtime labor, 
and contract labor dollars request for PGE’s previous four general rate cases along 
with the respective actual amounts over the same time period. Note that the general 
rate case amounts provided are what PGE included within its initial filing and do not 
include any adjustments made during the proceeding to PGE’s initially filed amounts.  
  
Revised Response (dated April 21, 2023):  
  
Labor dollar amounts in Attachment 250-A inadvertently included actual Level III 
Storm amounts, as well as FERC accounts 417, 418, and 426.  
  
Attachment 250-A Revised removes these amounts. Additionally, and in response to 
OPUC Data Request No. 418, Attachment 250-A Revised now provides the following:  

• Budget FTE for 2017, 2021, and 2023  
• Forecast FTE for 2024  
• Total labor budgets for 2017, 2020, 2021, and 2023  
• Forecast total labor for the 2024 test year  
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 250  
April 21, 2023  
Page 2  
  
Please note that PGE does not budget FTE consistent with FTE reported for general 
rate case purposes outside of rate case filings. As such, there is no 2020 budget of FTE 
consistent with FTE calculated for general rate case purposes.   
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PGE’s Response to DR 250 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
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PGE’s Response to DR 258 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only. 
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PGE’s Response to DR 418 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
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PGE’s Response to DR 366 Attachment A is 
available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
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March 30, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 345  
Dated March 16, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
Regarding the Company’s non-labor generation expenses:  

a. Please provide a narrative explanation of what specific expenses are 
included in the Company’s non-labor generation expenses.  

b. Please specify the value of non-labor generation expenses that the 
Company is requesting recovery for in this filing in US dollars. Include a 
reference to where this value is reflected in the Company’s work papers 
and indicate whether and when this value will be updated during the 
course of this filing.  

c. Please provide a breakdown showing the specific expenses included in 
the Company’s non-labor generation expenses in the test year, and the 
value of each.  

d. Please provide a narrative explanation of how non-labor generation 
expenses are forecasted in the Company’s filing.  

Response:  
  
PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad. Notwithstanding its 
objection, PGE responds as follows:   

a. Non-labor Production O&M costs are all costs provided within PGE’s Exhibit 
800 confidential work paper “GRC Production Workpaper 2022-2024 
Variance.” These costs include both non-labor and labor-loadings costs. 
Effectively, these represent all plant and generation-related costs that are not 
otherwise capitalizable or included within PGE’s Net Variable Power Costs as 
defined within PGE Exhibit 300 and included in MONET. Confidential 
Attachment 345-A provides a list of PGE cost elements used to categorize non-
labor expenses. In addition, PGE follows FERC Uniform System of Accounting 
guidance for defining generation expense, which can be found here: eCFR :: 18 
CFR Part  
101 -- Uniform System of Accounts Prescribed for Public Utilities and Licensees 
Subject to the Provisions of the Federal Power Act.  
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b. PGE is requesting $86,474,542 for non-labor generation expenses. For the 

source of this value, please see the workpaper titled “GRC Production 
Workpaper 2022-2024 Variance,” which was filed along with Exhibit 800 – 
Production. The total can be found on the sheet  

PGE's Response to OPUC DR 345  
March 30, 2023  
Page 2  
  

“Generation O&M Summary,” in the total row for Table 2. PGE does not plan 
on adjusting this value as it remains our best estimate of the 2024 test year.  

c. Confidential Attachment 345-A provides a breakdown of specific expenses and 
their associated values.  

d. PGE forecasts its non-labor generation expenses based on a large number of 
factors, all in order to ensure energy reliability and safety. Forecasting occurs 
by department, and is based on department expectation of materials, supplies, 
and anticipated work. Specifically, PGE power plants will forecast based on the 
expectation of upcoming maintenance, making forward looking budgets for 
maintenance items. Certain PGE plants have Long Term Service Agreement 
(LTSA) obligations that incur costs as plants age and require maintenance 
work. Similarly, PGE’s plants have time-based maintenances that occur based 
on the age or run time of the plant.  

  
Attachment 345-A contains protected information and is subject to General 
Protective Order No. 23-039.  
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May 2, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 

Req11est: 

Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 584_CONFIDENTIAL 
Dated April 18, 2023 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 
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Response: 

PGE's Response to OPUC DR 584 
May 2, 2023 
Page 2 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Staff/1302 
Jent/3 



 
 CASE:  UE 416 

WITNESS: JULIE JENT  
 

 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 1303 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Exhibits in Support 
Of Opening Testimony 

 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023 
 



Staff/1303 
Jent/1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff’s CONF Workpaper UE 416 Exhibit 1303 
Wage and Salary Model is available in 
electronic spreadsheet format only.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



  
 CASE:  UE 416 

WITNESS:  CHARLES LOCKWOOD 
 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 1400 
 
 
 
 
 

OPENING TESTIMONY 
Advertising and Marketing 

Promotional Activities and Concessions 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1400 
 Lockwood/1 

 

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

A. My name is Charles Lockwood.  I am a Utility Analyst employed in the Utility 2 

Strategy and Integration Division of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon 3 

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

Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1401. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I provide background, analysis, and recommendations regarding the 9 

Company’s 2024 Test Year expense for advertising and marketing, as well as 10 

promotional activities and concessions. 11 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 12 

A. Yes. I prepared Exhibit Staff/1402, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 351 Attach 13 

B, Exhibit Staff/1403, PGE confidential Response to Staff DR No. 352A, and 14 

Exhibit Staff/1404, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 487-89. 15 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 16 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 17 

Advertising and Marketing .......................................................................... 2 18 
Promotional Activities and Concessions ..................................................... 8 19 
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ISSUE 1. ADVERTISING AND MARKETING 1 

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

advertising expenses are treated? 3 

A. Yes.  OAR 860-026-0022 specifies how advertising expenses are treated in a 4 

utility rate case.  The rule details five categories (A-E), each with a different 5 

standard for inclusion in rates. Category "A" includes energy efficiency or 6 

conservation advertising expenses that do not relate to a Commission-7 

approved program, utility service advertising expenses, and utility information 8 

advertising expenses.1  Advertising expenses in this category are presumed 9 

reasonable when expenses are twelve and one-half hundredths of one percent  10 

(0.125 percent) or less of the gross retail operating revenues determined in that 11 

proceeding.2 12 

Category "B" includes legally-mandated advertising expenses, which are 13 

assumed to be reasonable for rate-making purposes.3  Category "C” includes 14 

institutional advertising expenses, promotional advertising expenses, and any 15 

other advertising expenses not fitting into Category "A," "B," or "D".4  Utilities 16 

must demonstrate these expenses are just and reasonable for inclusion in 17 

rates, as well as separately state the amount of advertising expenses in this 18 

category.  Category "D" includes political advertising expenses and nonutility 19 

advertising expenses, which are presumed to be not just and reasonable for 20 

 
1   OAR 860-026-0022(2)(a). 
2     OAR 860-026-0022(3)(a). 
3   OAR 860-026-0022(2)(b). 
4   OAR 860-026-0022(2)(c). 
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ratemaking purposes.5  Finally, Category "E" includes energy efficiency or 1 

conservation advertising expenses that relate to a Commission-approved 2 

program.  Utilities must show these expenses are reasonable and recoverable 3 

in rates.  With Commission approval, advertising expenses in Category "E" 4 

may be capitalized.6 5 

Q. Please describe the Company’s Test Year expense for advertising. 6 

A. The Company proposes to include approximately $2.8 million in Category A 7 

and $0 in its mandated Category B advertising in the 2024 Test Year as 8 

illustrated in Figure 1.7 9 

FIGURE 1. TOTAL ADVERTISING IN THE TEST YEAR      10 

 
Q. Does PGE include advertising expense for any other category in its Test 11 

Year expense? 12 

A. No, although PGE has budgeted for other advertising during 2024.  PGE has 13 

excluded from the Test Year approximately $800 thousand in Category C 14 

 
5    OAR 860-026-0022(2)(d). 
6    OAR 860-026-0022(2)(e). 
7  Staff/1402, Lockwood/1, PGE’s Response to Staff DR No. 351 Attach B (electronic 

spreadsheet). 

Category FERC Account Included in Rates? 2024 Expenditures $ 

A 909 YES $2,770,128 

B 909 YES $0 

C 930.1 NO $828,929 

D 417.1 NO $12,368 

E 182.3 NO $0 

TOTAL $3,611,425 
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Institutional/Promotional Advertising (FERC 930.1) budgeted for 2024 as well 1 

as approximately $12 thousand in political advertising or Category D (FERC 2 

417.1).8  PGE has not included any Category E Advertising expenses (FERC 3 

182.3) in its 2024 Test Year.  In total, the Company has budgeted 4 

approximately $3.6 million for its 2024 advertising budget, with $2.8 million 5 

being included as Test Year expense and be added into rate base, as 6 

illustrated above. 7 

Q. Please describe your analysis of the Company’s proposed advertising 8 

expenses. 9 

A. First, Staff analyzed the Company’s transactional data shown in the 10 

Company’s response to Standard Data Request Nos. 57 and 104, which 11 

inquired further about PGE’s largest advertising expenditures in the base year 12 

of 2022.  Staff confirmed the advertisements were entirely related to consumer 13 

safety, energy efficiency, conservation, and billing assistance.  Staff also notes 14 

that the Company utilized the same Category A Vendors as in previous years, 15 

all of which were audited and reviewed in the Company’s previous rate case, 16 

UE 394.  While this does not guarantee the credibility of the Vendors in future 17 

agreements, this provides Staff with a measure of confidence that will be 18 

reassessed periodically.  The largest Category A Vendors are illustrated below, 19 

in Figure 2.9 20 

 21 

 
8  Id. 
9     Staff/1403, Lockwood/1, PGE Confidential Response to Staff DR No. 352 Attach A (electronic 

spreadsheet). 
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10 

Docket No: UE 416 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]j 

Staff/1400 
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Due to the scale of PGE's advertising spending with [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] [END CONFIDENTIAL], Staff analyzed 

the Company's media purchases. Staff reviewed the various 

advertisements and the advertisements related to safety and bill assistance 

for the Company throughout all of 2022. 10 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

10 Id. 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] 1 

Q. How does the Company’s advertising expenses compare to historical 2 

spending?  3 

A. PGE’s request for approximately $2.7 million budgeted for Category A 4 

expenses is a 36 percent increase from the approximately $2 million in 5 

Category A expenses approved by the Commission in the Company’s last 6 

GRC, Docket No. UE 394.11  This proposed increase is larger than the overall 7 

21 percent increase between the 2022 and 2024 total revenue requirements in 8 

this docket and Docket No. UE 394.12  The requested amount is presumed just 9 

and reasonable according to OAR 860-026-0022, as seen in Figure 4. 10 

Staff’s review found that while PGE’s 2024 Test Year Budget for Category A 11 

advertising is increasing, there is no evidence to rebut the presumption the 12 

amounts spent on Category A advertising are reasonable. . 13 

 
11  Staff/1402, Lockwood/1, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 351 Attach B (electronic spreadsheet). 
12  Id. 
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FIGURE 4. 2024 TEST YEAR CATEGORY A ADVERTISING CALCULATION 1 

Q. After Staff’s review, does Staff believe the Company has properly 2 

categorized its advertising expense?  3 

A. Yes.  The Company’s budgeted Category A expenses are presumed to be just 4 

and reasonable as the expenses are less than twelve and one-half hundredths 5 

of 1 percent (.125 percent) of PGE’s operating revenues, as seen below.13  6 

PGE is not seeking to include any expenses in Category B or E, has removed 7 

all expenses in Category C from base rates, and has no included Category D 8 

expenses in base rates. 9 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding advertising expense? 10 

A. PGE has not exceeded the 0.125 percent limit of Category A Advertising and 11 

all expenses appear to be prudent.  Therefore, Staff has no adjustment. 12 

 
13  Id. 

I Category A Calculations: 

FERC 9090001: 
**Less: Legally Mandated Advertising (Cat B): 
Net Category A: 

2024 Tota] Revenue Requirement: 
*Factor per OAR: 
Presmned Reasonab]e (Cat A) Costs: 

Difference between Presumed and Proposed: 

*OAR 860-26-022 Rule = l /& of 1 % of sales is presumed re--as onable 

* *1 e ally :11.fandated Advertistin e e.ns e occurs as ans es, 

2-.770,128, 
$0 

$2,770,128 

2,671,544,933 

0. 125% 
3,339,431 

S.56'9,304 

less than S:i,000/ ear_ 
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ISSUE 2. PROMOTIONAL ACTIVITIES AND CONCESSIONS 1 

Q. What are promotional activities and concessions? 2 

A. A promotional activity or concession is intended to promote the use of the 3 

utility’s product or service among present or prospective customers. 4 

ORS 860-026-0010 defines promotional activity as:  5 

[A]ction by an energy or large telecommunications utility or its 6 
affiliate with the objective of increasing or preventing a decrease 7 
in the quantity of the energy or large telecommunications utility’s 8 
service used by present and prospective customers; inducing 9 
any person to use an energy utility’s service rather than a 10 
competing form of energy[.] 11 

 
OAR 860-026-0015 defines promotional concession as: 12 
 13 

[A]ny consideration offered or granted by an energy or large 14 
telecommunications utility or its affiliates to any person with the 15 
object, express or implied, of inducing such person to select or 16 
use the service or additional service of such utility, or to select 17 
or install any appliance of equipment designed to use such utility 18 
service. 19 

 
Examples of promotional concessions include rebates, provision of free 20 

goods or services, or providing financing for a natural gas appliance at a 21 

lower-than-market interest rate.14  Utilities are required to file a description 22 

of all promotional concession expenses with the Commission before making 23 

them.15  Utilities are also required to file, concurrently with their annual 24 

report, a report detailing the previous year’s promotional activities and 25 

concessions and a statement of the benefits achieved from each.16 26 

 
14  OAR 860-026-0015(2). 
15  OAR 860-026-0025(1). 
16  OAR 860-026-0035(1). 
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Q. What are the standards for reviewing promotional activities and 1 

concessions? 2 

A. Promotional activities and concessions should benefit both the utility and its 3 

customers.  ORS 860-026-0020 provides the following direction for 4 

promotional activities and concessions: 5 

All promotional activities and concessions shall be just and 6 
reasonable, prudent as a business practice, economically 7 
feasible and compensatory, and reasonably beneficial both to 8 
the energy or large telecommunications utility and its 9 
customers.  The cost of promotional activities and 10 
concessions must not be so large as to impose an undue 11 
burden on the energy or large telecommunications utility’s 12 
customers in general and must be recoverable through 13 
related sales stimulation within a reasonable time.17 14 

Q. Has the Company filed its annual promotional concessions report with 15 

the Commission for the 2024 Test Year? 16 

A. No.  In compliance with OAR 860-026-0035, PGE submits the required 17 

Reporting of Promotional Concessions and Activities for the prior year on or 18 

before May 1 of each year in RE 46.  Any information regarding the 2024 Test 19 

Year will be available at that time.18  20 

Q. Is PGE seeking to include any promotional activities or concessions in 21 

the GRC, including but not limited to FERC Accounts 909-913 and 930.1? 22 

A. No.  PGE is not seeking any promotional activities or concessions in its UE 416 23 

proposal.  The Company stated that if any promotional activities arise, such as 24 

 
17  OAR 860-026-0020. 
18  Staff/1404, PGE Non-Confidential Response to Staff DR Nos. 487-489.  
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PGE’s Tool Exchange events,19 the Company will utilize the budget from FERC 1 

Account 930.1, or Category C from Advertising and Marketing.20  Further, as 2 

stated above, PGE has completely excluded the FERC Account 930.1 budget 3 

from base rates.  4 

Q. Does Staff propose an adjustment to promotional activities and 5 

concessions? 6 

A. No.  Staff does not find any adjustment is needed or recommended as there 7 

were no promotional activities or concessions included in PGE’s UE 416 8 

proposal. 9 

Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

 

 
19    PGE’s Tool Exchange Events provide an opportunity for community members to recycle gas-

powered lawnmowers, leaf blowers, chainsaws, and trimmers for free and receive a gift card to 
purchase a new electric tool from Ace Hardware. 

20  Id. 
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April 20, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 487 
Dated April 6, 2023 

Request: 

Is the Company required to submit a promotional report to the Commission?  If so, please submit 
detailed expenses for the items in this report in an excel document.  

Response: 

Yes. In compliance with OAR-860-026-0035, PGE submits the Reporting of Promotional 
Concessions and Activities for the prior year on or by May 1st of each year in RE 46. 
The information requested will be available at that time.  

        Staff/1404 
Lockwood/1



April 20, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 488 
Dated April 6, 2023 

Request: 

Please state and explain the proposed change from previous base years to the current test year for 
any FERC accounts encompassing promotional activities and concessions, including FERC 
accounts 909-913. 

Response: 

There are no actual or forecasted expenses in the base year or current test year for FERC accounts 
909-913 and therefore no change. Budget from FERC Account 930.1 are used for promotional
activities when the opportunities arise.

        Staff/1404 
Lockwood/2



April 20, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 489 
Dated April 6, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide: 
a. A list of expenditures for promotional activities and concessions projected to be charged

to accounts during the test year; and
b. A description of all programs related to sales promotions included in the test year

Response: 

a. PGE does not have a detailed test year budget for promotional activities and concessions.
When opportunities arise, for example the Tool Exchange events in recent years, budget
from FERC Account 930.1 is used for promotional activities and concessions.

b. PGE does not have a test year budget for promotional activities and concessions.

        Staff/1404 
Lockwood/3
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Luz Mondragon.  I am a Senior Financial Analyst employed in the 2 

Accounting and Finance Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance 3 

Program (RSUP) of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My 4 

business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Staff Exhibit 1501. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. My opening testimony discusses Staff’s analysis and position on the following 9 

issues: 10 

 Test Year expenses for Customer Services – (Operations and Maintenance 11 
(O&M) – Non-Labor) 12 

 Test Year expenses for Customer Service: Information and Sales Expense 13 
(Operations and Maintenance Non-Labor) 14 

 
Q. How is your testimony organized? 15 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 16 

Issue 1. Customer Account Expenses (O&M Non-Labor) ........................... 2 17 
Issue 2. Cust Assistance Expense (O&M Non-Labor) ................................ 7 18 

Q. Please outline your supporting exhibits for this testimony? 19 

A. My testimony is supported by the following exhibits: 20 

 Staff Exhibit 1501: Witness Qualifications 21 
 Staff Exhibit 1502: Exhibits in Support of Opening Testimony 22 
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ISSUE 1. CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSES (O&M NON-LABOR) 1 

Q. Please describe customer account expenses. 2 

A. Customer account expenses are recorded in FERC Accounts 901, 902, 903, 3 

and 905.  These accounts track expenses related to supervision, meter 4 

reading, customer records and collection, as well as miscellaneous customer 5 

accounts.  Uncollectibles, Account 904, has been analyzed separately in a 6 

Staff testimony 1200. 7 

Q. Please describe the Company’s customer account expense in the Test 8 

Year. 9 

A. For customer account expense, excluding uncollectibles (FERC Accounts 902, 10 

903, and 905), the Company forecasted a 2024 Test Year total of $15.7 million 11 

(non-labor).  There were no pre-filing adjustments performed for these 12 

accounts.  The Company includes no FERC Account 901 expense in its Test 13 

Year. 14 

Q. What is the methodology used by the Company to forecast the Test 15 

Year? 16 

A. PGE’s 2023 budget is the basis of the 2024 Test Year values.  The 2023 17 

budget is developed from the 2022 budget with escalations.  The 2023 budget 18 

is then escalated using non-labor escalation factors to create the 2024 budget 19 

along with discrete adjustments to 2024.1  20 

Q. How did Staff perform its analysis of the Company’s customer account 21 

expense? 22 

 
1  Staff 1502. PGE’s response to Staff DR 185. 
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A. Staff reviewed transactional information as well as historic trends. Staff 

compared the Test Year forecast to the Base Year actuals and to a three-year 

average of budgeted amounts. Staff analyzed data requests responses for 

additional details as wel l. 

Q. How does the amount requested in the Test Year differ from historical 

trends? 

A. Staff reviewed historic actuals and budgets in the area of customer accounts. 

Based on the information provided in discovery, Staff calculated a three-year 

average using budgeted expenses in 2023, 2022, and 2021 .2 Staff than 

compared the Test Year expense to the Base Year actuals and the average to 

get a better idea of the trend. 

Figure 1. Customer Service Account Expenses Test Year Comparisons 

Actual 3yr Projection % Change from ~ Change from 

2022 average 2024 Base year Average Base year Average 

902-Meter readin~ 254,204 . . ·100% 0% (254,204) . 
90Hustomer Receipls/Collections B,510,B9 12,141,343 15,578,238 15% 28% 2,067,899.79 j,436,895.30 

905-Misc. Customer Accounls 94,798 45,005 98,403 4% 119% 3,605.48 53,398.55 
- -

While the Test Year amounts represent a 29 percent overall increase 

from the Company's three-year budgetary average (2021 - 2023), PGE saw the 

budget for meter reading (FERC Account 902) expenses disappear completely. 

In its response to DR 490, PGE stated that the 902 account is used to budget 

2 Staff/1502, PGE Response to Staff DR 183, Att A. 
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known or planned research and development (R&D) projects, none were 1 

planned at the time of budget.  The actuals in its historical data reflect 2 

unplanned projects. 3 

Customer receipts/collections expenses (FERC Account 903) are seeing 4 

growth as a result of increased payment processing fee and volume of 5 

transactions.  The projected increase is also associated with printing and 6 

mailing due to postage rate increases, 3 and a net of $1.8 million decrease for 7 

miscellaneous accounting adjustment for write-offs of unreconciled cash 8 

balances.4  In comparing with the three-year average budget, the 2024 forecast 9 

is 28 percent greater with an increase of $3.4 million.  Looking at percentage 10 

change between Base Year and average, the increases do not appear 11 

unreasonably large, but being that the 903 account makes up 60 percent of the 12 

Non-Labor Customer Service O&M Expenses ($26 million), such variances 13 

result in large dollar values, as shown in Figure 2. 14 

 
3  Staff/1502. PGE’s response to DR 184. 
4  Staff/1502. PGE’s response to DR 491D. 
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Figure 2. Customer Receipts/Collections Trends5 1 

Miscellaneous customer accounts (FERC Account 905) is seeing a large 2 

percentage increase from the three-year average at 119 percent.  Although the 3 

percentage variances in this account are large, because misc. customer 4 

accounts make up less than one percent of the proposed non-labor customer 5 

service O&M expenses ($26M), the dollar amounts are small, and the overall 6 

effect is nominal.  The increases are the result of the reallocation of the 7 

VP Customer Solutions to Account 905. 8 

Analysis of PGE’s actuals to budget show that the 2023 budget appears 9 

to be closer in line with the 2022 actuals.  This explains why the percentage 10 

change from the Base Year to the Test Year is only four percent.  The 2023 11 

budget deviates from the budgeting philosophy given in their response in 12 

 
5  The “Tentative” bars are calculated based on average variances in actuals to budget, from 

previous years. 
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DR 185, which states “The 2023 budget is developed from the 2022 budget 1 

with escalations.” 2 

Figure 3. Misc. Customer Account Trends 3 

Q. Did Staff find any issue with customer account expense in the 4 

Company’s application? 5 

A. No. 6 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony on customer accounts O&M 7 

Non-Labor expense? 8 

A. Yes 9 

270,000 

220,000 

170,000 

120,000 

70,000 45,005 I 
20,000 I I ■ I I -
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ISSUE 2. CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE EXPENSES (O&M NON-LABOR) 1 

Q. What are the customer assistance expenses addressed in this section of 2 

your testimony and what amount does PGE include in the 2024 Test Year 3 

for customer assistance O&M Non-Labor? 4 

A. Customer assistance expenses are recorded in FERC Account 908, which is 5 

for “the cost of labor, materials used and expenses incurred in providing 6 

instructions or assistance to customers, the object of which is to encourage 7 

safe, efficient and economical use of the utility's service.”  The Company has 8 

proposed to increase total customer assistance O&M (non-labor) costs for the 9 

2024 Test Year relative to the Company’s 2022 actual costs by approximately 10 

$26 million.  Of this amount, $7.6 million is associated with Customer 11 

Assistance Expense O&M Non-Labor.  The primary drivers of the increase 12 

include the Company’s Clean Energy target communication and outreach, as 13 

well as support for the Transportation Electrification (TE) of their fleet. 14 

Q. How does the amount requested in the Test Year differ from historical 15 

trends? 16 

A. Staff reviewed historical actuals and budgets trends in the area of customer 17 

assistance expense. Based on the information provided in discovery, I 18 

calculated a three-year average of amounts budgeted for customer assistance 19 

in 2023, 2022 and 20216.  Staff than compared the Test Year to the Base Year 20 

actuals and the average to get a better idea of the trend. 21 

 
6 Staff/1502, PGE Response to Staff DR 182, Attachment A. 
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Figure 1. Customer Assistance Expenses Test Year Comparisons 

Actual 3 YR Projection % Change from ~ Change from 
2022 Average 2024 Base year Average Base year Average 

908-CustSvc-Customer Assistance Exp 4,442,177 
, 

5,505,483 7,561,358 70% 37% 3,119,181 2,055,875 
909-Custsvc-Advertising 922,821 ' 1,263,524 2,770,128 200% 119% 1,847,307 1,506,604 

In analyzing budget trends for Account 908, Customer Service Assistance 

Expense, we see quite a variance from the 2022 to 2023 budget and to 2024 

Forecast. There is $4 mill ion increase from 2022 to 2023's budget, which is 

primarily due to customer communication and outreach marketing in support of 

the transportation electrification strategy and implementation as well as energy 

efficiency initiatives. The change from 2022 to 2023 is 112 percent while the 

2024 forecast is decreased by six percent. Although we see a decrease in the 

Test Year forecast from the 2023 budget, th is is mainly made up of neutral 

shifts to other departments. There is, however, a $615,000 increase for 

Transportation Electrification in PGE's Fleet program. Comparing to the Base 

Year and the three-year average, the 2024 forecast is considerably more, as 

seen in Figure 1 above. 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/1500 
 Mondragon/9 

 

Figure 2.  Customer Assistance Expenses 1 

Q. Please describe Staff’s evaluation of primary cost drivers behind the 2 

O&M/NL increase. 3 

A. Staff reviewed the Company’s Customer Services work papers and SDRs 57 4 

and 58 to identify and verify allocation of costs as described in PGE’s opening 5 

testimony.  As will be described below, the $1.2 million in non-labor TE 6 

program costs were allocated to FERC Account 908.  Staff is proposing these 7 

costs be reallocated to the appropriate FERC account and subject to 8 

adjustments. 9 

The proposed amount in the Test Year for communication and marketing 10 

for Clean Energy Targets was also analyzed.  PGE proposed $2.56 million 11 

increase for the educational campaign “Path to 2030”.  This will be a multi-year, 12 
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multi-channel campaign for customers which will include social, digital, video, 1 

radio, and community events.7 2 

Q. Please elaborate on the increased costs associated with the TE program. 3 

A. In the Company’s response to DR 624, PGE indicated that the increase of 4 

$615,000 would be used for the customer programs and PGE fleet and 5 

workspace charging.  Additionally, the Company’s 2023 budget contains 6 

$1 million to support this program.8  The Company acknowledges that the TE 7 

program more closely aligns with PGE’s transportation service provider 8 

allocation and in the future will be tracked in the FERC account that aligns with 9 

the activity.  The funds requested will be used for outside services, 10 

maintenance, materials, and tools for supporting PGE’s fleet and workplace 11 

charging stations. 12 

Q. Please describe the increased costs associated with Path to 2030 13 

communication and outreach. 14 

A. PGE’s 2023 budget includes $2.56 million for customer communication and 15 

outreach marketing.  Two million dollars is being used for 2030 Clean Energy 16 

Target communications, while $259,000 will be used in customer research and 17 

$250,000 for web-based communications.  The Company states that,  18 

“[C]ommunications and outreach is included in PGE’s customer base 19 

rate request because this is an educational and awareness campaign 20 

aimed to engage customers and increase their needed participation 21 

 
7  Staff/1502. PGE response to DR 623 
8  Staff/1502. PGE response to DR 187 
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to achieve decarbonization targets. Customer awareness and 1 

participation must increase significantly and consistently through the 2 

2040 time horizon.  Customer participation in customer-sited actions 3 

like demand response, energy efficiency and other programs directly 4 

support PGE’s efforts to reach is Clean Energy Targets.”9 5 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s proposed adjustment to PGE’s customer 6 

assistance O&M/NL expense. 7 

A. Staff recommends the Commission decrease the Test Year forecast by 8 

$2.1 million to the three-year average of $5.5 million for customer assistance 9 

expenses to eliminate expense for activities that are not related to 10 

“encourage[ing] safe, efficient and economical use of the utility’s service,” but 11 

rather activities aimed at promotion of PGE. 12 

The budgeted TE program amount will be primarily used to fund O&M 13 

costs related to the Company’s fleet program and workspace charging stations.  14 

PGE has not explained why it is necessary to provide “assistance” to 15 

customers regarding electrification of the PGE fleet or why it is appropriate to 16 

include expense for materials and supplies related to the program in the 17 

customer assistance expense FERC Account.  The details of the 18 

transformation of PGE’s fleet do not count as “instructions or assistance to 19 

customers, the object of which is to encourage safe, efficient and economical 20 

use of the utility’s service.” 21 

 
9  Staff/1502. PGE response to DR 623. 
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Staff also recommends adjusting the 908 expenses to the three-year average 1 

of the budgeted expense because the amounts PGE has planned for 2 

communications and outreach to customers about the 2030 targets seems 3 

excessive in light of the other unavoidable cost pressures that PGE must 4 

account for in rates.  Staff recommends implementing cost saving strategies. 5 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony on Customer Service O&M/NL 6 

expenses? 7 

A. Yes. 8 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME:  Luz Mondragon 
 

EMPLOYER:  Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 

TITLE:  Senior Financial Analyst 
Rates, Safety and Utility Performance Program  (RSUP) 

 
ADDRESS:  201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
  Salem, OR.  97301 
 
EDUCATION:   Western Governors University 

 Bachelors of Science in Accounting 
 
EXPERIENCE:   I have been employed with the PUC since March of 2023 as a   

Senior Finance Analyst tasked primarily with research and analysis 
of utility company filings, including, affiliated interests and rate case 
dockets.   
I have over 15 years of accounting/finance experience, most 
recently working for Northern Wasco County PUD as a Finance 
Analyst. My duties included financial reporting, internal and 
external, as well as budgeting.  I also worked very closely with the 
Engineering team on work orders, inventory, capital budgets and 
Plant assets. 
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Attachment A” 

 
Is filed in electronic format 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 184 

Dated March 10, 2023 
 
Request: 

 

For each subcomponent or subcategory of the account’s data, for Customer Account 
Expenses described in the immediately prior DR, where there is a 5 percent or greater 
change, year-to-year, in actuals or budgets, please explain the reasons for the variance. 

 
Response: 

 

The reasons for year-over-year variance in actuals greater than 5% are as follows: 
 

For FERC Account 902, 2020 actuals to 2021 actuals had an overall increase of $174K, 
or 7% related to: 

 
 $200K increase for Corporate R&D (Electric Power Research Institute) for 

Transmission Planning and DER Integration 
 Net amount due to items below scope 

 
For FERC Account 903, 2020 actuals to 2021 actuals had an overall increase of $3,313K, 
or 28% with key increases related to: 

 
 $2,100K increase for payment processing 
 $1,500K increase for customer digital outside services 
 $1,200K increase for call center, contracts for Internet Virtual Assistant 

Interactions 
 $400K increase for customer experience and analytics 
 $200K increase for printing/mailing (postage/forms) 
 $1,800K decrease for miscellaneous accounting adjustment for write-off of 903 

balances 
 Net amount due to items below scope 

 
For FERC Account 904, 2020 actuals to 2021 actuals had an overall decrease of 
$1,092K, or 15% related to: 

 $1,092K decrease in uncollectible expense reflecting COVID deferral for 9 months 
(March to December) in 2020 compared to 2021 which had a full year of COVID 
uncollectible expense (bad debt) deferral above the amount in customer rates. 

 
For FERC Account 905, 2020 actuals to 2021 actuals had an overall decrease of $3.6K, 
or 15% related to: 

 
 Miscellaneous variances, totaling $3.6K 
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For FERC Account 902, 2021 actuals to 2022 actuals had an overall increase of $78K, or 
45% related to: 

 
 $200K increase due to a meter services data plan expense, which began in 2022 
 $125K decrease due to lower R&D expense to FERC account 902 in 2022 
 Net other miscellaneous 

 
For FERC Account 903, 2021 actuals to 2022 actuals had an overall decrease of 
$1,490K, or 10% related to: 

 
 $1,000K increase for payment processing 
 $300K increase for call center, Internet Virtual Assistant Interactions 
 $200K increase for printing/mailing 
 $1,500K decrease for customer digital outside services, due to completion of 

work from 2021 
 $1,300K decrease for lower amortization related to dispatchable standby 

generation project 
 
For FERC Account 904, 2021 actuals to 2022 actuals had an overall increase of $1,008K, 
or 17% related to: 

 
 $1,008K related to end of COVID bad-debt deferral in 2022 compared with a full year of 

bad-debt deferral in 2021 
 
For FERC Account 905, 2021 actuals to 2022 actuals had an overall increase 
of $ 75K, or 379% related to: 

 $55K related to the Response Recognition Program, which was a new program in 2022 
 Net amount due to items below scope, escalations 

The reasons for year-over-year budget variances greater than 5% are as follows: 

For FERC Account 904, comparing the 2020 budget to the 2021 budget there was an 
overall $470K decrease, or 7% change. The primary reasons for the decrease in 2021 
budget were related to: 

 
 Full year of COVID bad debt deferral in 2021, compared with 2020 budget that 

was created prior to the COVID-19 pandemic 
 
For FERC Account 905, comparing the 2020 budget to the 2021 budget there was an 
overall $1K decrease, or 22% change. Though this variance is over 5%, the dollar amount 
is $1K and there is no material discrete cause of this variance. 

 
For FERC Account 905, comparing the 2021 budget to the 2022 budget there was an 
overall $29K increase, or 593% change. The primary reasons for the decrease in 2021 
budget were related to: 

 
  $81K increase for VP Customer Solutions budgeted to FERC 905 due to 
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 budget reallocation from reorgs and allocation to FERC 905 
 $53K decrease related to an offsetting credit out of FERC 905 to offset 

reallocation and reorgs 
 Net amount due to items below scope 

 
For FERC Account 904, comparing the 2022 budget to the 2023 budget there was an 
overall 
$6,297K increase, or 105% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2023 budget 
were related to: 

 
 2022 budget assumed COVID bad-debt deferral for all of 2022 compared with 

2023 being the first post-COVID-19 pandemic without bad debt (uncollectible 
expense) deferral. The increase in 2023 also reflects that uncollectibles is a 
revenue sensitive item with higher revenues in 2023. 

 
For FERC Account 905, comparing the 2022 budget to the 2023 budget there was an 
overall $63K increase, or 190% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2023 
budget are related to: 

 
 $53K related to the 2022 budget containing a decrease as an offsetting credit 

and 2023 budget is “flat” or zero without a credit 
 Net amount due to items below scope, escalations 

 
For FERC Account 903, comparing the 2023 budget to the 2024 budget there was an 
overall 
$2,194K increase, or 16% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2023 budget 
are related to: 

 

 $2,100K increase in payment and processing due to increased payment 
processing fees and volume of transactions, net 

 $900K increase in printing and mail due to escalations and postage rate 
increases in 2023 and 2024 

 $1,000K decrease due to regulatory amortizations 
 Net amount due to items below scope, escalations 

 
For FERC Account 904, comparing the 2023 budget to the 2024 budget there is an overall 
$1,060K increase, or 9% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2024 budget is 
related to: 

 $1,060K variance is from the proposed uncollectible expense rate (%) for 2024 
and an increase due to being a revenue sensitive item. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 185 

Dated March 10, 2023 
 

Request: 
 

Please provide a narrative explaining the base year values, adjustments and escalation 
to test year values for each of Customer Accounts Expenses (Non-Labor, Accounts 901-
905), expanding on PGE/900 Lynn-Nestel/7-8. Please also point to and attach work 
papers with highlighted cells referenced in the narrative provided. 

 
Response: 

 

The base year values are 2022 actuals. The 2023 budget is the original basis of the 2024 
test year values. The 2023 budget is developed from the 2022 budget with escalations. 
Please see PGE’s response to OPUC DR 184 for the discrete changes from 2022 budget 
to 2023 budget. The 2023 budget is then escalated using non-labor escalation factors to 
create the 2024 budget along with discrete adjustments to 2024. The discrete 
adjustments for 2024 compared to the 2023 budget are 
$2,100K for payment processing and $900K for printing and mail (postage) in FERC 
account 903. FERC account 904 is a revenue sensitive item that is calculated by applying 
the uncollectibles rate proposed in PGE/900 Lynn-Nestel in the revenue requirement 
calculation PGE/200 Ferchland- Batzler. No adjustments were made to FERC account 
902 or FERC account 905. 
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“PGE Response to OPUC DR 186 Attachment A” 
 

Is filed in electronic format
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 187 

Dated March 10, 2023 
 

Request: 
 

For each subcomponent or subcategory of the account’s data, for Customer Account 
Expenses described in the immediately prior DR, where there is a 5 percent or greater 
change, year-to-year, in actuals or budgets, please explain the reasons for the variance. 

 
Response: 

 

The reasons for year-over-year variance in actuals greater than 5% are as follows: 
 
For FERC Account 908, 2020 actuals to 2021 actuals had an overall increase of $343K, 
or 7% related to: 

 $547K increase to Distributed Resource Planning preparing for DRP Integrated 
Resource Plan, partially offset by 

 $209K reduction in external digital communication 
 
For FERC Account 908, 2021 actuals to 2022 actuals had an overall $680K reduction, or 
15% decrease related to: 

 $223K increase to conferences, training and travel, offset by 
 $294K reduction to Distributed Resource Planning department related to DRP 

Integrated Resource Plan timing 
 $540K reduction to external professional/outside services usage 
 $80K reduction in collections fees 

 
For FERC 909 the 2021 Actual to 2022 Actual change was overall $618K reduction, 67% 

 $714K reduction in Category A spending, partially offset by 
 $92K increase in community safety communications 

 
The reasons for year-over-year budget variances greater than 5% are as follows: 

 
For FERC Account 908, comparing the 2021 budget to the 2022 budget there was an 
overall $880K increase, or 19% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2022 
budget were related to: 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 187 
March 24, 2023 
Page 2 

 
 $431K increase to external marketing 
 $289K increase to Distributed Resource Planning 
 $200K increase to community battery storage projects 

 
For FERC Account 908, comparing the 2022 budget to the 2023 budget there was an 
overall 
$4,249K increase, or 112% change. The primary reasons for the increase in 2023 budget 
were related to: 

 $2,563K increase to customer communications and outreach marketing 
o $2,000K was reduced in 2022 to temporarily support increase for 

transmission and distribution accounts and was restored in 2023 budget for 
communications to customers about the 2030 Clean Energy Targets and 
how customers can participate, partially offset by 

o $259K increase to customer research 
o $250K increase to web based communications 

 $600K increase to support transportation electrification strategy and 
implementation 

 $300K budget transfer from non-customer FERC accounts to support customer 
related energy efficiency initiatives 

 $410K budget transfer from non-customer FERC accounts to support material 
purchases and equipment rentals for electric vehicle charging installations 

 $200K increase to community battery storage projects 
 $160K increase to business expense primarily for conferences, training, and travel 

 
For FERC Account 908, comparing the 2023 budget to the 2024 budget there was an 
overall $483K decrease, or 6% decrease due to escalations offset by miscellaneous 
decreases all immaterial. 

 $615K increase for transportation electrification, due primarily to growth in Fleet 
program 

 $798K decrease for a budget neutral shift in Distribution System Planning from 
FERC account 908 to a distribution FERC account 588 

 $241K decrease for a budget neutral transfer for Transmission and 
Interconnect from FERC account 908 to a transmission FERC account 560 

 
For FERC Account 909, comparing the 2020 budget to 2021 budget there was an overall 
decrease of $137K, or a 10% decrease related to: 

 $100K reduction in external advertising 
 $22K reduction related to software implementation which was completed in 2020 

 
For FERC Account 909, comparing the 2023 budget to 2024 budget there was an overall 
increase of $1,544K, or a 126% increase related to: 

 $1,500K increase related to outreach and education to customer of how the 
electrical grid is evolving and the decarbonization path to 2030 
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Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data 

Request 188 
Dated March 10, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

Please provide a narrative explaining the base year values, adjustments and escalation 
to test year values for each of Customer Service & Informational; Sales Expenses (Non-
labor, Accounts 906- 917) expanding on PGE/900 Lynn-Nestel/7-8. Please also point to 
and attach work papers with highlighted cells referenced in the narrative provided. 

 
Response: 

 

The base year values are 2022 actuals. The 2023 budget is the original basis of the 2024 
test year values. The 2023 budget is developed from the 2022 budget with escalations. 
Please see PGE’s response to OPUC DR 187 for the discrete changes from 2022 budget 
to 2023 budget. The 2023 budget is then escalated using non-labor escalation factors to 
create the 2024 budget along with discrete adjustments to 2024. The discrete 
adjustments for 2024 compared to the 2023 budget is 
$615K in FERC Account 908 related to transportation electrification department, $798K 
budget neutral shift from Customer FERC account 908 to Distribution FERC account for 
Distribution System Planning and $241K budget neutral shift from Customer FERC 
account 908 to Transmission FERC account 560 for Transmission and Interconnection 
department, and $1,500K increase in FERC Account 909 related to outreach and 
education to customers on how the electrical grid is evolving and the decarbonization path 
to 2030. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 490 

Dated April 6, 2023 
 
Request: 

 

Referring to the Company’s response to DR 183 with DR 183_Attachment A 
a. Please explain the reasoning behind not budgeting for FERC account 902, 

historical figures show there has been activity in this account. 
b. Explain the differences in the 202 budget ($15,761,968) provided at the top of 

the excel spreadsheet versus the 2021 budget in the “Year-over-Year Change-
Budget” section ($18,743,578) at the bottom of the spreadsheet. 

 
Response: 

 

a. FERC 902 is budgeted based on known or planned R&D projects during the 
budget process. In recent years there have not been planned projects at the time 
of budget, and historical activity reflects unplanned R&D related projects. 

 
b. This difference is in FERC account 903 related to the inclusion of the CET deferral 

amortization1 in 2020 and 2021 in the “Year-over-Year Change-Budget” section, 
whereas the budget in the top of the excel spreadsheet did not include the CET 
deferral amortization. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 This is the expense amortization from Schedule 112 which recovers the unamortized 2014-2016 deferred 
costs and the estimated 2017 and 2018 operations and maintenance costs related to PGE’s Customer 
Engagement Transformation (CET) project consistent with OPUC Order No. 17-511. 
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Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data 

Request 491 
Dated April 6, 2023 

 
Request: 

 

Referring to the Company’s response to DR 184 
a. Regarding the $200K increase in Corporate R&D for Transmission Planning 

and DER Integration in the account 902, has the company filed for deferrals 
for this activity? 

b. Please expand on the reasoning behind the variances 2020 actuals to 2021 
actuals for FERC account 903. 

c. For the variances behind FERC account 903 actuals, please identify whether 
any of the expenses were captured in your covid deferral. 

d. Provide more detail behind the miscellaneous accounting adjustment for 
write-off in the 903 balance for 2020-2021 actuals. 

e. Provide all instances where commercial customers paid their bill, all or in part, 
with a credit card. 

f. Provide an explanation for any variances greater than 5% in the “Annual 
Variance to Budget” section of the DR 183_Attach A provided by the 
Company. 

 
Response: 

 
 

a. No, PGE did not file a deferral for the difference in actuals between 2020 and 2021 
for the Corporate R&D for Transmission Planning and DER Integration (EPRI) in 
account 902 as referenced in OPUC DR No. 184. 

 
b. Additional sources of variances for FERC account 903 from 2020 to 2021 actuals 

are as follows: 
 $2.1M - Credit Card, ACH payment processing, customer payments, 

remittances 
 $1.2M for Internet Virtual Assistants Interactions (2021 was the first full 

year of usage) 
 $1.5M Customer Digital for Web and Mobile Outage Map and 

Reporting functionality changes including display of the outage 
information to decrease 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 491  
April 21, 2023 
Page 2 

customer friction in seeing, reporting and getting updates on outages 
impacting them. Web Start/Stop/Move self-service changes to increase 
customer success rates online when initiating a request to PGE. Changes 
within the public Web designed to improve ease of information access by 
customers to PGE programs, offerings, services such as net metering, as 
well as PGE’s stewardship of community resources such as parks 

 $0.4M Customer Experience engagement (Medallia survey platform 
 

c. No, these are not captured in the COVID deferral account and COVID Deferral 
AWO. 

 
d. This was a write-off of unreconciled cash balance for a multi-year period. 

 
e. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome and calls for 

information not in PGE’s possession as each vendor would need to provide 
transaction by transaction data. Notwithstanding this object PGE answers as 
follows: 

 
Attachment 491-A provides the number of instances where commercial customers 
paid their bill, all or in part, with a credit card, shown by credit card vendor. 

 
f. The explanations for variances greater than 5% for the Annual Variance to Budget 

are as follows: 
 
2020 Budget Variances: 

 
 FERC account 903 2020 budget variance is due to: 

o $1.8M higher than budget from Write-off of unreconciled Acct 903 cash balances 
o $0.7M higher than budget Payment Processing fees and related expenses 
o $0.1M higher than budget Customer Experience support 
o $0.3M lower than budgeted EV O&M and DSG reimbursement of DEQ fees 
o $0.1M lower than budget Printing & Postage 
o $0.1M lower than budget Automated Outbound Credit call fees 

 
 FERC account 904 2020 budget variance is due to budget being set in 2019 prior 

to COVID-19 and 2020 COVID-19 pandemic resulting in deferral of uncollectible 
expense in excess to the amount in customer prices for March 2020 to end of year. 

 
 FERC account 905 2020 budget variance, while this variance is over 5%, the total 

dollar variance is $17K, as is due primarily due to vehicle allocations. 
 
2021 Budget Variances: 

 
 FERC account 902 2021 budget variance due to Corporate R&D projects related 

to DER Integration and Transmission Planning 
 

 FERC Account 903 2021 budget variance is due to:
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o $1.2M higher than budget for Call Center: Internet Virtual Assistant 

Interactions (first year using new service) 
o $1.7M higher than budget Payment processing costs 
o $0.4M higher than budget Project Customer 360 
o $1.4M higher than budget Customer Digital for Web and Mobile Outage 

Map and Reporting functionality changes including display of the outage 
information to decrease customer friction in seeing, reporting and getting 
updates on outages impacting them. Web Start/Stop/Move self-service 
changes to increase customer success rates online when initiating a 
request to PGE. Changes within the public Web designed to improve 
ease of information access by customers to PGE programs, offerings, 
services such as net metering, as well as PGE’s stewardship in of 
community resources such as parks 

o $0.5M higher than budget Printing/Postage 
o $0.2M higher than budget Customer Analytics project work 

 FERC account 905, 2021 budget variance was primarily due to vehicle 
allocations and language interpreter service. 

 
2022 Budget Variances: 

 
 FERC account 902 2022 budget variance due to Corporate R&D project, OUS 

Oregon State University and meter services data plan. 
 FERC account 905, 2022 budget variance, primarily due to language interpreter 

service. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 623 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 

Request: 
 

Regarding to your response to DR 187, 2022 to 2023 budget comparison of account 908 
(Customer Assistance Expense) please explain 

a. Why would the 2030 Clean Energy Targets communication and outreach 
need to be included in the rate base? 

b. Expand on what the $2,563K in customer communications and outreach 
marketing expenditures would entail in 2023. Provide samples of the 
communication if available. 

 
Response: 

 

b. PGE assumes Staff’s intended question is regarding amounts included in base 
rates and not in rate base. The Path to 2030 communications and outreach is 
included in PGE’s customer base rate request because this is an educational 
and awareness campaign aimed to engage customers and increase their 
needed participation to achieve decarbonization targets. Customer awareness 
and participation must increase significantly and consistently through the 2040 
time horizon. Customer participation in customer-sited actions like demand 
response, energy efficiency and other programs directly support PGE’s efforts 
to reach is Clean Energy Targets. Additionally, these actions have been 
identified in the preferred CEP/IRP portfolio. 

 
c. The 2023 budget for customer communications and outreach marketing is 

related to the Path to 2030 educational campaign, which is currently being 
developed and also related to safety outreach campaigns. In 2023, we have 
partnered with a strategic communications and creative agency to plan and 
launch a multi-year, multi-channel campaign for customers including social, 
digital, video, radio, out of home, and community events for the Path to 2030. 
Communications will be developed beginning in late Q2-Q3 2023. No samples 
of communications are available at this time. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data 
Request 624 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 

Request: 
 

Regarding your response to DR 187, 2023 and 2024 budget comparison of account 
908, Please explain why Transportation Electrification in your Fleet program would 
be a major driver? How will the increase of $615K be used? 

 
Response: 

 

The EV Field Operations department O&M is budgeted to FERC account 908 because 
this department was originally funded through a budget transfer from customer 
programs when it was created in 2022. The EV Field Operations department supports 
both customer programs and PGE fleet and workplace charging. However, PGE fleet 
and workplace charging more closely aligns with PGE’s transportation service provider 
allocation. In the future, budget and actuals will be in the FERC account that aligns with 
the activity. The increase of $615K will primarily fund outside services for maintenance 
activities, materials, tools for supporting PGE fleet and workplace charging and training 
of staff in the new department. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Mitchell Moore.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst employed in the 2 

Accounting and Finance Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance 3 

Program (RSUP) n of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My 4 

business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301.  5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1601. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to address PGE’s request for Test Year 9 

expenses for Miscellaneous Operating Revenue, Non-fuel Materials and 10 

Supplies, and Deferred Debits.  I also review Affiliated Interest activity since the 11 

last General Rate Case. 12 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 13 

A. Yes. I prepared Exhibit Staff 1602, PGE Responses to Staff Data Requests, 14 

and Staff/1603, Staff workpaper.  15 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 16 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 17 

Issue 1. ------Miscellaneous Operating Revenue  ....................................... 2 18 
Issue 2. ------Non-Fuel Materials and Supplies ........................................... 2 19 
Issue 3. ------Deferred Debits ...................................................................... 2 20 
Issue 4. ------Affiliated Transactions ............................................................ 2 21 
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ISSUE 1. OTHER OPERATING REVENUE 1 

Q. Please summarize this issue. 2 

A. PGE forecasts revenue for the Test Year in various categories as a component 3 

of a general rate case.  FERC accounting rules classifies revenue into several 4 

different components: 5 

• Retail Sales (accounts 440-446); 6 

• Sales to other entities intended for resale (account 447); 7 

• Intracompany transfers (account 448); and 8 

• Other operating revenues, including miscellaneous service revenues, 9 

rents and revenues from the use of transmission and other facilities 10 

(accounts 450-456). 11 

In this testimony, I evaluate the Test Year revenues for “other operating 12 

revenues,” or the final bullet above.  Other Revenue is a substantive 13 

component of a rate case in that Other Revenue is an offset to expenses and 14 

reduces the overall revenue requirement. 15 

In this case, PGE proposes Test Year Other Revenues of $39.7 million, 16 

which is a decrease of ($2.5 million) from the base year actuals.1  PGE states 17 

that the primary sources of Other Revenue are pole attachment rental revenue, 18 

third-party transmission revenue, late payment fees, and rent of electric 19 

property.  PGE arrives at its forecast by using historic revenues to forecast 20 

2024 revenues, and making pro-forma adjustments for deferred items, Green 21 

 
11 PGE/200, Batzler-Ferchland/8. 
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Power Administration revenue, transmission sales to electric service suppliers 1 

(ESS) that sell energy directly to customers based on the outcome of its FERC 2 

2021 transmission rate case. 3 

Q. How does PGE explain the reduction in Other Revenue over the base 4 

year? 5 

A. PGE identifies 3 major downward adjustments to its 2022 actuals: 6 

1. Removal of transmission intertie reimbursement revenues – ($64,794).  7 

2. Removal of steam sales revenue (due to one-off increase in 2022) – 8 

($2.75 million). 9 

3. Removal of offset to expenses for 3rd party facility access – ($3.9 million). 10 

Q. DOES STAFF AGREE WITH PGE’S TRANSMISSION INTERTIE 11 

ADJUSTMENT? 12 

A. Perhaps.  Staff believes the removal of such revenues is reasonable given that 13 

the costs they are meant to reimburse are not included in power cost rates.  14 

However, Staff is still in the process of investigating transmission-related 15 

revenues totaling approximately $17.5 million that were included in the base 16 

year, and aren’t included in either the test year, nor in years previous to the 17 

base year. 18 

Q. DOES STAFF AGREE WITH PGE’S STEAM SALES REVENUE 19 

ADJUSTMENT? 20 

A. No. Staff believes PGE underestimated its forecast for steam sales revenue.  21 

PGE explained that 2022 revenues were abnormally high because one of its 22 

large steam customers had a failure in its on-site boiler, which necessitated the 23 

customer purchasing more steam than normal.  For the Test Year, PGE 24 
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forecasts steam sales revenue at $2.3 million, an amount lower than received 1 

in 2021, $2.56 million.  However, looking at historical steam sales revenue for 2 

the years 2010-2022, it is clear that steam revenue can vary significantly from 3 

year to year. 4 

Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s removal of offset revenues to expenses for 5 

3rd party facility access? 6 

A. As a matter of principle, no.  However, in this case PGE has removed the costs 7 

of providing the services from the case.  Staff reviewed the historical costs and 8 

revenues for this category and finds that the positive value of offsetting 9 

revenues is consistent, but relatively de minimis.  For the years 2020 through 10 

2022, the revenues exceed the costs by an average of $21,757.2 11 

Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s overall Test Year forecast for Other 12 

Revenues? 13 

A. No.  After reviewing PGE’s filing, responses to Staff data requests, and historic 14 

forecast versus actuals, Staff believes PGE has under-estimated its Test Year 15 

forecast for Other Revenues, as it consistently has in each of the last four 16 

general rate cases that staff reviewed. 17 

Q. Explain PGE’s history of Other Revenue forecast versus actuals? 18 

A. PGE has underestimated its forecast of Other Revenues in each of the last four 19 

general rate cases that Staff reviewed.  The following table illustrates the 20 

differences in forecast Test Years and actual revenues: 21 

 
2  Staff/1602, Moore/1 - PGE response to DR No. 210. 
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Table 1 – Other Revenue, Forecast vs Actuals 1 

 2 
Historically, PGE has underestimated its Test Year Other Revenue 3 

forecast by an average of 33.37 percent. 4 

It is also notable that Other Revenue actuals have steadily increased 5 

every year since 2016, with the exception of a substantive drop in 2020.  This 6 

was attributed in UE 394 mainly to the decrease in account 4500001 – 7 

Forfeited Discounts as a result of the effects of COVID-19 when the 8 

Commission suspended utility disconnections and late payment charges.3 9 

Q.  What does Staff conclude from its review of Other Revenues? 10 

A.  Staff concludes that PGE’s Other Revenue consistently increases year-over-11 

year, and that PGE consistently underestimates its forecast.  It is reasonable to 12 

conclude that PGE has underestimated Other Revenue in this case also. 13 

Q. Does Staff recommend an adjustment? 14 

A. Yes.  Based on historical performance in underestimating Other Revenue, Staff 15 

recommends an adjustment that would increase Other Revenue by $13.24 16 

million.  This amount is based on the average percentage of under-forecasted 17 

Test Year estimates in UE 294, UE 335, UE 319, and UE 394. 18 

  19 

 
3 See UE 394 Staff/1300, Zarate/8. 

2016 - UE 294 2017 2018 - UE 335 2019 - UE 319 2020 2022 - UE 394

Other Revenue Actuals $26,154,793 $25,326,933 $31,644,096 $41,172,048 $32,074,214 $42,155,091

PGE Forecast $25,100,000 $25,800,000 $25,300,000 $29,300,000

Percentage of underforecast 4.20% 22.65% 62.74% 43.87%

PGE - OTHER REVENUEr r r 

t t t 
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Issue 2. Non-Fuel Materials and Supplies 1 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s proposal for non-material fuel and supplies 2 

A. The Company forecasts a year-end balance of $59.7 million in non-fuel 3 

material and supplies inventory for 2023.  Actual year-end balance for 2022 4 

was 62.8 million.4  5 

Q. Please summarize the Commission’s historical treatment of non-fuel 6 

materials and supplies in rate base. 7 

A. The Commission typically authorizes utilities to include an allowance for non-8 

fuel materials and supplies in rate base. 9 

Q. Please describe staff’s analysis of this issue. 10 

A. Staff reviewed historical balances for the years 2020 through 2023 and 11 

compared the average of monthly average balances for each year with the 12 

year-end forecast for 2023.  Staff believes that using an average of monthly 13 

averages balance for rate-based items provides a more accurate picture of 14 

yearly rate-based components that earn a rate of return. 15 

I took the average of monthly average balances for 2020, 2021, and 2022 16 

and escalated for inflation factor of 6.6 percent to 2023 to arrive at a Test Year 17 

forecast 2023 of $58.3 million.5 18 

Q. Does Staff propose an adjustment? 19 

A. Yes.  Staff believes PGE has overestimated the non-fuel material and supplies 20 

by ($1.4 million), and therefore recommends an adjustment of this amount. 21 

  22 
 

4 PGE/208, Batzler-Ferchland/1. 
5 See Staff/1603, Moore/Workpaper. 
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Issue 3. Miscellaneous Deferred Debits 1 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s proposal with regard to Miscellaneous Deferred 2 

Debits. 3 

A. PGE proposes $17.8 million under miscellaneous deferred debits to be 4 

included in rate base for the test year.  This represents an increase of $6.9 5 

million over the UE 394-approved rate base amount.  Of the total, PGE 6 

includes $8.2 million for cloud-based software license and hosting fees and 7 

$1.3 million in the Major Maintenance Accrual (MMA).  These items are 8 

addressed by Staff consultant Robert Young in Staff/2100, and Staff consultant 9 

QSI in Staff/2700.  The remaining miscellaneous deferred debits represent an 10 

approximately $1.3 million decrease from the existing rate base. 11 

 The individual deferred debit accounts reviewed in this testimony include: 12 

• Glass insulators - $5.8 million 13 

• Dispatchable Standby Generation - $4.2 million 14 

• Wheatridge O&M Start-up costs - $1.4 million 15 

Q. Please describe your review of this issue. 16 

A. For glass insulators, Staff relies on Commission Order No. 10-478 that allowed 17 

glass insulators to be classified as capital costs, rather than O&M expense, 18 

because their useful life exceeds one year.  The rate base amount increases 19 

by $369,000, or 6.8 percent.  This appears a reasonable increase, given that 20 

overall net utility plant increases 14.3 percent over the same period. 21 

For Dispatchable Standby Generation (DSG), Staff issued several data 22 

requests to review the costs and the amortization schedule.  DSG refers to a 23 
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program defined in Schedule 200, that provides for 3rd party-owned emergency 1 

backup generators that PGE is able to deploy in an emergency. PGE funds 2 

some of the costs for upgrades and enhancements to the generators to enable 3 

program participation.  Staff reviewed the costs and amortization amounts and 4 

is satisfied that they match the program guidelines and DSG agreement period 5 

of 10 years. 6 

For Wheatridge start-up costs, Staff reviewed Company responses to 7 

data requests that asked for the forecast vs actuals of the start-up costs as well 8 

as the amortization schedule.  Staff is satisfied that the actual costs match the 9 

forecast/budgeted amounts, and that the amortization is proceeding as 10 

previously approved by the Commission.6  11 

Q. Does Staff have a recommended adjustment for this issue? 12 

A. No. 13 

  14 

 
6 In UE 370, Order No. 20-321 the Commission approved the Wheatridge project and adopted the 
proposal to capitalize the start-up costs as a regulatory asset included in rate base, to be amortized 
over 30 years.  
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Issue 4. Affiliated Interest Transactions 1 

Q. What transactions between PGE and its affiliates are forecasted for the 2 

2024 test year? 3 

A. PGE forecasts Administrative and General (A&G) expenses totaling $5 million 4 

to be billed to one of its affiliates in the 2024 Test Year, namely 121 Southwest 5 

Salmon Corporation, (121SWS) owner of the World Trade Center (WTC) 6 

building where PGE has its headquarters.7  121SWS charges PGE rent based 7 

on PGE’s percentage of occupancy of the rentable space in the WTC. 8 

PGE forecasts that it will be billed $7.64 million for rent by its affiliate 121 9 

Southwest Salmon Corporation. There are no transactions forecasted between 10 

PGE and its affiliate Salmon Springs Hospitality Group.8 11 

Expenses will be billed between affiliates in accordance with the 12 

Company’s Cost Allocation Manual, and approved Master Services 13 

Agreement.9 14 

Q. Does Staff have an adjustment related to Affiliated Transactions? 15 

A. Not at this time.  However, there are some outstanding Staff data requests to 16 

inquire into variations in rent per square footage costs from 2019 through the 17 

2024 test year that may result in a Staff recommended adjustment in future 18 

testimony. 19 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 20 

A. Yes.  21 

 
7 Staff/1602, Moore/2 Company response to Staff DR No. 521 Attachment A. 
8 Ibid. 
9 See June 1, 2023 filing in Docket No RE 64 for PGE’s current Cost Allocation Manual. 
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March 27, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 210 
Dated March 13, 2023 

Request: 

Referencing PGE 200, pg 9, lines 4-8, please : a) Provide the amount of revenue recorded to Other 
Revenue in 2020 – 2022 as offsets to expenses incurred for each year for the referenced project; 
and b) Provide, for each year in 2020-2022 the amount of expense incurred that the revenue 
recordings offset. 

Response: 

The below table provides the 2020-2022 project expense and revenue referenced in PGE 
Exhibit 200, page 9, lines 4-8. 

Account 2020 Actuals 2021 Actuals 2022 Actuals 
4560001: Other Electric Revenues ($5,342,471) ($4,515,841) ($3,883,684) 
5800001: DistOp-Engineering & Design $1,159 $0 $0 
5800002: DistOp-OpSupv-General Support $0 $373 $0 
5800038: Distribution OPS - Non Alloc $5,146,336 $3,948,023 $3,334,359 
5930001: DistMaint-Overhead Lines $162,251 $551,253 $532,965 
5940001: DistMaint-Underground Lines $0 $2 $0 
Total ($32,724) ($16,189) ($16,360) 

UE 416 
Staff/1602 

Moore/1



April 24, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 521 
Dated April 10, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide the Company’s forecast of payments to its affiliated interests during the 2024 
test year. Please provide this information in electronic workbook format with all cells and 
formulas intact. Further, please: 

a. Show payments to each affiliated interest separately.

b. Break the requested data down to show different categories of payments to each
affiliated interest separately.

c. Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number.  Once you have
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the “Sharing”
feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them that the
response has been posted.  In the body of the generated email, list the Data Request
number associated with your response.

d. For each transaction that the Company has indicated as valued at the market price in
response to section “c,” please provide a narrative explanation of what market price
is used by the Company, including reference to specific sources used.

Response: 

Attachment 521-A provides all 2024 forecast affiliate amounts billed to and from PGE. All 
transactions are valued at cost.  

UE 416 
Staff/1602 

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

A. My name is Ming Peng.  I am a Senior Economist employed in the Accounting 2 

and Finance Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance Program 3 

(RSUP) of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business 4 

address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1701. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I discuss my analysis of the depreciation expense and accumulated 9 

depreciation, or depreciation reserve, and portions of Portland General 10 

Electric’s (PGE or Company) revenue requirement for this rate case as 11 

documented by the Company witnesses in PGE/200, Batzler – Ferchland, 12 

PGE/600, Ajello – Batzler, and PGE/800 Jenkins – Bekkedahl.  I also discuss 13 

my review of the Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) 14 

portion of revenue requirement for this rate case. 15 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 16 

A. Yes.  In addition to my witness qualifications statement, I prepared Exhibit 17 

Staff/1702, PGE Responses to Staff Data Requests. 18 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 19 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 20 

 Issue 1. Depreciation Expense ……………….….…….……...…………...2 21 
 Issue 2. Amortization Expense...…………….…….………………………10 22 
 Issue 3. Depreciation Reserve …………….…………...……...……….…13 23 
 Issue 4. Amortization Reserve...………………………..……………….…14 24 
 Issue 5. Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC)..…..15 25 
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ISSUE 1. DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 1 

Q. What is depreciation? 2 

A. “Depreciation” is defined by the National Association of Regulatory Utility 3 

Commissioners (NARUC) in relevant part as follows: 4 

As applied to the depreciable plant of utilities, the term 5 
depreciation means the loss in service value not restored by 6 
current maintenance, incurred in connection with the 7 
consumption or prospective retirement of utility plant in the 8 
course of service from causes that are known to be in current 9 
operation, against which the company is not protected by 10 
insurance, and the effect of which can be forecast with 11 
reasonable accuracy. Among the causes to be considered are 12 
wear and tear, decay, action of the elements, inadequacy, 13 
obsolescence, changes in the art, changes in demand, and the 14 
requirement of public authorities.1 15 

 
Q. Why is depreciation important in a revenue requirement? 16 

A. NARUC states that:  17 

Depreciation has a profound effect on the revenue requirement 18 
of a utility, and for many utilities, depreciation expense 19 
represents a large percentage of total operating expenses. In 20 
addition, deferred income taxes, rate base, and cost of capital 21 
are all affected by the depreciation practices of a utility.2 22 

 
1. From a valuation perspective, depreciation is the loss in service value not 23 

restored by current maintenance. 24 

2. From an accounting perspective, depreciation is the allocation of the cost 25 

of fixed assets less net salvage to accounting periods, which is a capital 26 

recovery concept. 27 

 
1  NARUC, Public Utility Depreciation Practices, p.318 (1996). 
2  NARUC, Public Utility Depreciation Practices, p.195 (1996). 
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3. From a ratemaking perspective, both the valuation (rate base) and 1 

accounting (capital recovery) concepts of deprecation are important. 2 

Q. Do Oregon statutes address utility depreciation rates?   3 

A. Yes. ORS 757.140(1) states: 4 

Every public utility shall carry a proper and adequate 5 
depreciation account. the public utility commission shall 6 
ascertain and determine the proper and adequate rates of 7 
depreciation of the several classes of property of each public 8 
utility. the rates shall be such as will provide the amounts 9 
required over and above the expenses of maintenance, to keep 10 
such property in a state of efficiency corresponding to the 11 
progress of the industry.  Each public utility shall conform its 12 
depreciation accounts to the rates so ascertained and 13 
determined by the commission.  The commission may make 14 
changes in such rates of depreciation from time to time as the 15 
commission may find to be necessary. 16 

 
Q. What is the Commission’s historical treatment of a depreciation 17 

calculation in a revenue requirement? 18 

A. A utility should use the Commission-authorized depreciation parameters and 19 

rates to calculate the depreciation and amortization expense and reserve.  A 20 

Company’s Depreciation Expense is determined by (OPUC-Authorized 21 

Depreciation Rate) x (Oregon net plant in service) x (allocation factor).  22 

Q. Has PGE complied with the OPUC Order by using the Commission- 23 

authorized depreciation rates in the calculation of revenue requirement 24 

for the UE 416 general rate case? 25 

A. PGE used the depreciation rates that were authorized in Order No. 21-463, 26 

except that PGE updated the depreciation rates for Faraday Hydro Plant after 27 
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the plant got repowered. The updated depreciation rates for Faraday Plant 1 

include the following FERC Accounts: 2 

FARADAY HYDRO PLANT 
FERC Account 
331.00 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS 
332.00 RESERVOIRS, DAMS AND WATERWAYS 
333.00 WATER WHEELS, TURBINES AND GENERATORS 
334.00 ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT 
335.00 MISCELLANEOUS PLANT EQUIPMENT 
336.00 ROADS, RAILROADS, AND BRIDGES 

 

Q. How did you review the depreciation and amortization expenses? 3 

A. I sent Data Request 223 to PGE asking the Company to provide the Test Year 4 

depreciation and amortization expenses and reserves in Excel format based on 5 

the Commission-authorized depreciation parameters under Order No. 21-463, 6 

UM 2152.  The calculation links and formulas should all tie to the Revenue 7 

Requirement Model. However, in Data Response 223 and Exhibit 200, I did not 8 

see that the depreciation parameters and rates used matched the study rates 9 

in tab “UM-2152,” and there were no calculation links. 10 

Q. How did PGE calculate the depreciation expenses? 11 

A. According to PGE, the Company used the third party “PowerPlan” software to 12 

calculate the depreciation expense based on the OPUC-authorized 13 

depreciation rates.  PGE explained in an email on April 12, 2023, that 14 

“PowerPlan, our software system generates our depreciation expense based 15 

on the parameters we enter into it, which are from the UM 2152 study 16 

(provided it was part of the study).”  17 
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Q. What did you do when you could not verify if the Commission order had 1 

been followed? 2 

A. The PowerPlan software does not show the data link and the calculation 3 

formula, it only provides the results.  Therefore, for the purpose of compliance 4 

verification, I had several email exchanges and a meeting with PGE to clarify 5 

the depreciation rate application.  I asked PGE to use a traceable formular to 6 

recalculate the depreciation expense.  By using this method, PGE could get 7 

identical results of a depreciation expense of $300.4 million each year as of 8 

2021, as the company filed in UE 416.  It turns out that PGE recalculated 9 

expense matched the filing result.  Based on my review, PGE implemented the 10 

depreciation rates in UM 2152, Order No. 21-463 in the UE 416 filing.  The one 11 

exception is that PGE proposed a new life-span and net salvage percent for 12 

Faraday Hydro Plant.  13 

Q. What is PGE’s new depreciation rate proposal for Faraday Hydro Plant? 14 

A. PGE proposes to extend the depreciable life from June 2055 to June 2085 for 15 

the Faraday hydro plant, due to the replacement of a 100-year-old plant with 16 

new Faraday Units 7 and 8. 17 

Q. Did you make an adjustment to the PGE-proposed survival curve and net 18 

salvage rate for Faraday? 19 

A. No.  I did not make an adjustment to Faraday’s repowering investment for the 20 

following reasons: First, the PGE-proposed survival curves for FERC Account 21 

331-336 are basically the same as the Commission-authorized existing curves.  22 

Second, PGE recalculated the net salvage rates by adding in the terminal 23 
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decommissioning cost for which Staff verified the calculation and finds 1 

reasonable. Third, the industry average service life for Account 331-Structures 2 

and Improvements is 98 years and the maximum service life is 125 years, so 3 

PGE’s proposed service life is within the industry range.  Fourth, based on the 4 

survival curve and updated net salvage rate, Staff considers the new 5 

depreciation rate and the extended remaining life are reasonably derived for 6 

Faraday hydro plant. 7 

Q. How did you review the decommissioning cost recovery for Faraday 8 

Hydro Plant? 9 

A. Decommissioning cost is a terminal retirement in a net salvage rate. A 10 

Weighted Average Net Salvage Percent consists of two parts of retirements: 11 

Terminal Retirements (i.e., Decommissioning Cost), and Interim Retirements 12 

(the retirements that take place before the final retirement of all property).  This 13 

is because the depreciation rates are derived by two depreciation parameters: 14 

Survival Curve3  and Net Salvage4 Percentage Rates.     15 

 To verify the decommissioning cost for Faraday Plant, I sent Data Request 16 

DR No. 484 to PGE. In PGE's Response to OPUC DR 484, the Company 17 

provided 1. Calculation Of Terminal and Interim Retirements As A Percent Of 18 

Total Retirements, and 2. Decommissioning Costs Related To Generating 19 

 
3 “Survivor Curve" is a curve that shows the number of units or cost of a given group which is 
surviving in service at given ages.  The survivor curves were developed by the Engineering Research 
Institute of Iowa State University. These curves are frequently referred to as "Iowa Curves". 
 
4 Net Salvage is the gross salvage of the property retired less the cost of removal.  This will be 
negative if the cost of removal exceeds the gross salvage. 
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Units, and Terminal Net Salvage Percent. After reviewing the new rates, I 1 

consider the Company’s calculations are detailed enough to support the 2 

depreciation rate calculation for Faraday plant in this filing.  3 

Q. How did PGE treat the existing plant depreciation during the 2019-2021 4 

Faraday repowering period? 5 

A. I sent Data Request No. 234 to PGE, and PGE sent its Response on March 13, 6 

2023. The following below clarified the questions: 7 

Staff Request No. 234a: 8 

The existing Faraday Hydro plant was not fully depreciated when the 9 

repowering project started. Under FERC Accounts 331-336, the total 10 

estimated future capital to be recovered was $59 million and the annual 11 

depreciation expense was $1.8 million, as of December 2019.  During the 12 

re-powering period, how did PGE treat the Faraday’s pre-existing 13 

depreciation? 14 

a. Did PGE continue to depreciate the unrecovered the cost for all six 15 

FERC accounts during the repowering period?  If not all 6 accounts, 16 

did you continue to depreciate for some of these 6 accounts (see 17 

Table below)? 18 

PGE Response No. 234a: 19 

Without acknowledging the accuracy of any statements or information 20 

presented in this data request, PGE responds as follows: 21 
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a. Yes, PGE continued to depreciate the existing Faraday plant 1 

balances in their related FERC Hydraulic Production accounts during the 2 

re-powering period. 3 

Staff Request No. 234b: 4 

Did PGE put Faraday repowering cost under the CWIP (Construction 5 

Work In Progress) that was not recovered through rate base 6 

depreciation? 7 

PGE Response No. 234b: 8 

b. Yes, costs for the re-powering project were accumulated in CWIP 9 

during the construction period and were not included in rate base 10 

during the construction period. 11 

Staff Request No.234c: 12 

Did PGE treat the repowering cost as a capital addition, and put Faraday 13 

repowering cost into the rate base to get recovered from depreciation? 14 

PGE Response No. 234c: 15 

c. Yes, upon achieving commercial operation in January 2023, the cost 16 

of the re-powering project was transferred from CWIP to Utility Plant 17 

in Service as a capital addition. 18 

Staff Request No.234d: 19 

Did PGE use the same depreciation parameters that were authorized by 20 

OPUC?  If so, the decommissioning cost is included in the depreciation. 21 

PGE Response No. 234d: 22 
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d. No, for test period depreciation expense, PGE has proposed modified 1 

depreciation rates for the Faraday Plant.  The proposed depreciation 2 

rates are based on the assumed extension of the FERC license 3 

from 2055 to 2085. 4 

Q. How are hydro licensing fees treated in depreciation? 5 

A.  Hydro power license fee revenue enables the hydropower industry to meet 6 

federal licensing requirements that protect water quality and also protect, 7 

mitigate, and enhance fish, wildlife, and habitat, and therefore, utilities make 8 

use of these fees to fund construction, renovation, or real property projects to 9 

meet federal requirement. These project costs are normally depreciated 10 

through the depreciation schedule in Summary Table 1. For example, the 11 

license fees that are used in these projects listed above are included in FERC 12 

Account 331-336, specifically in Account 332- Reservoirs, Dams And 13 

Waterways - Fish And Wildlife Conservation. 14 

Historically, hydro power licensing fees have been recovered through a 15 

“depreciation schedule” under FERC Accounts 331-336 for Faraday, North 16 

Fork, Oak Grove, Pelton, River Mill, Round Butte, and Sullivan.  These hydro 17 

power license fees were included in depreciation expense as tangible assets in 18 

UM 2152 and Order No. 21-463. 19 

Q. How does PGE’s 2024 total depreciation expense forecast compare to  20 

2022 actuals? 21 
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A. PGE estimates $339.6 million in depreciation expense for 2024.  The total 1 

forecasted depreciation for 2024 reflects a $26.8 million increase over 2022 2 

actuals. 3 

Q. Has PGE explained what the primary drivers are for the increase in 4 

depreciation expense? 5 

A. Yes. In its initial filing, PGE explained that the primary drivers of the increase in 6 

depreciation expense are:5 7 

• $16.2 million for transmission and distribution facilities; 8 

• $4.3 million for Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project; 9 

• $3.3 million for Beaver plant due to the Beaver modernization 10 

project; 11 

• $3.7 million in general plant; and 12 

• $0.1 million in Coyote Springs generation plant. 13 

These increases are partially offset by: 14 

• $0.6 million net reduction in wind and other generation plant. 15 

Q. Do you propose an adjustment to depreciation expense in UE 416? 16 

A. No.  After reviewing PGE’s work paper for the total depreciation expense and 17 

Faraday life-extension calculation, and with my Data Requests being 18 

answered, I consider that PGE complied with the Commission Order No. 21-19 

463, and its calculated depreciation expense is reasonable.  Therefore, I do not 20 

make an adjustment to PGE’s depreciation expense in UE 416. 21 

 
5 UE 416 / PGE / 200, Batzler - Ferchland / 12. 
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Q. Please explain if the depreciation expense in this testimony is final. 1 

A. No.  If any adjustments are made to Plant-In-Service (which is being 2 

reviewed by other Staff witnesses), the Company’s final depreciation 3 

expense and accumulated depreciation would be changed accordingly. 4 
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ISSUE 2. AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 1 

Q. What is Amortization? 2 

   A. Amortization is the practice of spreading an intangible asset's cost over that 3 

asset's useful life. Amortization and depreciation are two methods of 4 

calculating the value for industrial assets over time. The formula for calculating 5 

the amortization on an intangible asset is similar to the one used for 6 

calculating straight-line depreciation: dividing the initial cost of the intangible 7 

asset by the estimated useful life of the intangible asset. 8 

Q. How did you review PGE’S 2024 amortization expense? 9 

A. My review was focused on the assets that are included in FERC Accounts 10 

300s—Detailed Plant Accounts, in Table 1. Summary Of Estimated Survivor 11 

Curves, Net Salvage Percent, Original Cost, Book Depreciation Reserve 12 

And Calculated Annual Depreciation Accruals Related To Electric, Gas And 13 

Common Plant As Of December 31, 2021. 14 

Q. What is the PGE-proposed 2024 amortization expense? 15 

A. PGE Exhibit 204 details the total 2024 amortization expense of $82.9 million 16 

summarized in Table 3 below. 17 

Table 3 

Amortization Expense 

($millions) 

Category 2022 Actuals 2024 Forecast 

Software Amortization 3-10 years $56.6 $78.3 
Other Intangible Amortization 3.5 3.5 
Trojan Decommissioning 1.9 1.9 
Regulatory Credits  (0.5) 
Retail Allocation  (0.2) 
Total Amortization* $62.0 $82.9 
* May not sum due to rounding   
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Q. What is PGE’s proposal for cloud-based software cost recovery? 1 

A. PGE proposes to include the unamortized balance of applicable license and 2 

hosting fees associated with prepaid cloud-based solutions with a contract 3 

length of three years or greater as a regulatory asset in rate base.  The current 4 

forecast of this amount as of December 31, 2023 totals approximately 5 

$8.2 million.6 6 

Q. Does Staff agree that PGE should put the cloud-based software into a 7 

rate base and gain a return on this software? 8 

A. No.  Staff witness Robert Young addresses this issue in Staff/2100 and 9 

recommends disallowance of the $8.2 million. 10 

Q. Does Staff make any other adjustments to amortization? 11 

A. No.  FERC states that Account 303 - Miscellaneous Intangible Plant “shall 12 

include the cost of patent rights, licenses, privileges, and other intangible 13 

property necessary or valuable in the conduct of utility operations and not 14 

specifically chargeable to any other account.”  Based on FERC guidance, I 15 

reviewed amortization in the FERC Account 300s and found that the other 16 

amortization calculations are reasonable.  17 

Q. Please explain if the amortization expense in this testimony is final. 18 

A. No.  If any adjustments are made to Plant-In-Service (which is being reviewed 19 

by other Staff witnesses), the Company’s final amortization expense and 20 

accumulated amortization would be changed accordingly. 21 

  

 
6  UE 416 / PGE / 600, Ajello – Batzler / 21. 
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ISSUE 3. DEPRECIATION RESERVE 1 

Q. What is Depreciation Reserve? 2 

A. Depreciation Reserve is Accumulated Depreciation at a point in time, which 3 

includes the total amount of recorded depreciation, retirements, gross salvage, 4 

cost of removal, transfer asset, and other adjustments. 5 

Q. What is the Commission’s historical treatment of this issue? 6 

A. Depreciation Reserve is also called Accumulated Depreciation Reserve. In a 7 

revenue requirement, as an average depreciation reserve increases, the Rate 8 

Base decreases.  The Rate Base is the value of property/assets of a utility 9 

minus the accumulated depreciation of those assets. 10 

Q. Have you made adjustments to Depreciation Reserve? 11 

A. Not at this time.  The depreciation reserves are affected by depreciation 12 

expenses, asset retirements, sales, transfers, gross salvage, cost of removal, 13 

and other adjustments.  If depreciation expense is changed, the accumulated 14 

depreciation should be changed accordingly.  I did not make an adjustment to 15 

depreciation expense, therefore, the accumulated depreciation would not be 16 

changed.  There is one exception, like I stated in previously: if any adjustments 17 

are made to Plant-In-Service (which is being reviewed by other Staff 18 

witnesses), the Company’s final depreciation expense and accumulated 19 

depreciation reserve would be changed accordingly. 20 
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ISSUE 4. AMORTIZATION RESERVE 1 

Q. Describe Amortization Reserve. 2 

A. Amortization Reserve is accumulated amortization at a point in time, which 3 

includes the total amount of recorded amortization, retirements, gross salvage, 4 

cost of removal, transfer asset, and other adjustments. 5 

Q. What is the Commission’s historical treatment of this issue? 6 

A. Amortization Reserve is also called Accumulated Amortization Reserve.  In a 7 

revenue requirement, as an amortization reserve increases, the Rate Base 8 

decreases.  Rate Base is the value of property/assets of a utility minus 9 

accumulated amortization of those assets. 10 

Q. Have you made any adjustments to Amortization Reserve? 11 

A. As noted above, Staff witness Robert Young is proposing an adjustment for 12 

cloud-based software. Therefore, the accumulated amortization is changed 13 

accordingly. 14 
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ISSUE 5. AFUDC 1 

Q. What is AFUDC? 2 

A. Electric (Gas) Plant Instruction No. 3(17) provides a formula for computing 3 

rates used to capitalize Allowances for Funds Used During Construction 4 

(AFUDC).7  The formula includes a component for the weighted average cost 5 

of long-term debt.  The entire issue of the use-restricted long-term debt should 6 

be included with other long-term debt used in calculating AFUDC rates. 7 

Average balances of the trust or other special funds should be included in the 8 

computation of the average balance of Construction Work In Progress (CWIP) 9 

used in the formula. 10 

AFUDC assigned to the project should be determined by applying 11 

AFUDC rates to the eligible project expenditures and also balances in the trust 12 

or special funds. Fund earnings during construction should be credited to the 13 

cost of construction of the project facilities. 14 

Q. What is the purpose of the AFUDC review? 15 

A. The purpose of this review is to address whether the Company complied with 16 

guidance8 related to AFUDC and the capitalization of assets based on the 17 

regulations of both the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and 18 

the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) in this filing. 19 

Q. Please provide more details regarding AFUDC. 20 

 
7  https://www.ferc.gov/enforcement-legal/enforcement/accounting-matters/allowance-funds-used-

during-construction. 
8  FERC 18 C.F.R. Part 101 (17). https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/18/part-101. 
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A. AFUDC is a non-cash item that is included in the cost of Utility Group utility 1 

plant and represents the cost of borrowed and equity funds used to finance 2 

construction.  AFUDC is the cost of both the debt and equity funds used to 3 

finance utility plant additions during the construction period for such additions, 4 

determined in accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles 5 

(GAAP). 6 

FERC has prescribed two formulas for calculating maximum allowable 7 

AFUDC rates:9  8 

1. DEBT: This formula determines the maximum rate that can be used to 9 

capitalize an allowance for borrowed funds (i.e., debt) used for 10 

construction purposes. 11 

2. COMMON EQUITY: This formula determines the maximum rate that can 12 

be used to capitalize an allowance for other funds (e.g., common equity) 13 

used for construction purposes. 14 

FERC has indicated that if the FERC AFUDC rate is different than the 15 

state-approved rate, the AFUDC capitalized should be split between utility plant 16 

and a regulatory asset.  The amount capitalized in utility plant would be based 17 

on the FERC AFUDC rate.  The amount included in the regulatory asset would 18 

be the difference between the State AFUDC rate and the FERC AFUDC rate. 19 

The FERC formula and elements for the computation of the allowance for 20 

funds used during construction are:10 21 

 
9  FERC 18 C.F.R. Part 101 (17). https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/18/part-101. 
10  FERC 18 C.F.R. Part 101 (17) Allowance for funds used during construction (a), (b): 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/18/part-101. 
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Ai=s*(S/W)+d*(D/D+P+C)*(1-S/W) = Gross allowance for borrowed 1 

funds used during construction rate 2 

Ae=[1-S/W]*[p*(P/D+P+C)+c*(C/D+P+C)] = Allowance for other funds 3 

used during construction rate 4 

• S=Average short-term debt  5 
• s=Short-term debt interest rate  6 
• D=Long-term debt 7 
• d=Long-term debt interest rate  8 
• P=Preferred stock  9 
• p=Preferred stock cost rate  10 
• C=Common equity  11 
• c=Common equity cost rate 12 
• W= Average balance in construction work in progress, less asset 13 

retirement costs related to plant under construction 14 

Q. Did you make any adjustments after the review?  15 

A. No.  Staff proposed no adjustment to PGE’s original filing for the following 16 

reasons: 17 

• Compliant monthly AFUDC rates: The Company’s calculation of its 18 

monthly AFUDC Rates complies with the FERC AFUDC rate formulas 19 

and accounting requirements.  The monthly calculation method has been 20 

authorized by FERC. Per FERC Order No. 561, on April 8, 1982, PGE 21 

was granted FERC approval to calculate AFUDC rates on a monthly 22 

basis utilizing balances and applicable cost levels, as of the end of 23 

preceding month, for all components of capital, and utilize estimates of 24 

construction work in progress balances and short-term debt balances and 25 

cost rates in the month that the AFUDC rate is to be used.  In general, 26 

FERC’s approval to calculate AFUDC rates is on a semiannual basis. 27 
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• Meets FERC guidelines:  Under FERC’s AFUDC calculation guide, PGE 1 

calculates AFUDC rates in accordance with FERC guidance in 18 C.F.R. 2 

pt. 101 Electric Plant Instruction.  When construction funding is not met by 3 

short-term debt, PGE calculates the maximum allowable AFUDC rates 4 

relevant to long-term debt by multiplying the total long-term debt cost rate 5 

by the ratio of total long-term debt to total capitalization. The maximum 6 

allowable AFUDC rates relevant to other funds (common equity & 7 

preferred stock) are calculated by multiplying the current authorized 8 

return on equity (ROE) by the ratio of total common equity to total 9 

capitalization.  Lastly, cost rates for debt and equity sources of financing 10 

are each multiplied by one minus the ratio of weighted average short-term 11 

debt to CWIP to reflect that short-term debt financing is assumed to be 12 

the first source of financing in capital construction. 13 

• Meets OPUC’s rate of return: PGE’s AFUDC rates are not higher than the 14 

authorized rate of return (Weighted Average Cost of Capital - WACC). Its 15 

authorized rate of return is 6.81 percent, and PGE’s actual AFUDC rate is 16 

6.51 percent (see the table below). 17 

  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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AFUDC AFUDC AFUDC Authorized Authorized Autho1ized 

Year Debt Equity 
Total 

LT Debt 
Common 

WACC OPUC 
AFUDC Equity 

Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Order# 

2017 2.46% 4.82% 7.28% 5.20% 9.50% 7.35% 17-511 

2018 2.52% 4.79% 7.30% 5.10% 9.50% 7.30% 18-467 

2019 2.40% 4.73% 7.13% 5.10% 9.50% 7.30% 18-467 

2020 2.30% 4.56% 6.86% 5.10% 9.50% 7.30% 18-467 

2021 2.28% 4.40% 6.68% 5.10% 9.50% 7.30% 18-467 

2022 2.43% 4.08% 6.51 % 4.13% 9.50% 6.81% 22-129 

• The Company's pol icy for AFUDC complies with the FERC requirement. In 

the month after it is placed in service, the faci lity being constructed is 

excluded from AFUDC base and thus, AFUDC accrual for the facility ceases. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes. 

UE416 

OPUC 

Docket# 

UE 319 

UE 335 

UE 335 

UE 335 

UE 335 

UE394 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 

 
 

NAME: Ming Peng (Ms.) 
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Senior Economist 

Accounting and Finance Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility 
Performance Program 

 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
 Salem, OR  97301 
 
EDUCATION & TRAINING: 
 
 M.S. Applied Economics 
 University of Idaho, Moscow 
 
 B.S. Statistics  
 People’s University of China, Beijing 
 
 CRRA Certified Rate of Return Analyst in 2002 
 Society of Utility and Regulatory Financial Analysts 

 
 Depreciation studies – the Society of  
 Depreciation Professionals 
 
 NARUC Annual Regulatory Studies Program 
 Michigan State University, East Lansing 

 
 400+ credit hours on 30+ training topics in the public utility 

industry 
 
EXPERIENCE: 1/11/1999 – Present, Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
I have been employed by the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission) 
for 24 years.  My roles include: 
 
Expert Witness, Case Manager, Principal Analyst, Econometrician, 
Economist, Utility Analyst, and Policy Analyst. 

I have testified in various formal state hearings and performed numerous 
analyses, including economic, financial, statistical, mathematical, marketing, and 
policy analyses in the public utility industry.  
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Principal Analyst and Case Manager, Settlement Lead/Negotiator for 
Depreciation Ratemaking: 

I have served as a Principal Analyst and Case Manager for the determination of 
Energy Property Depreciation Rates (Oregon Revised Statute 757.140) for the 
past 15 years.  In this role, I’ve had a strong focus on Depreciation Rate 
Determination (fixed cost allocation, and capital recovery). I was also a Principal 
Analyst and Case Manager for the determination of Energy Property 
Depreciation Rates (Oregon Revised Statute 757.140) during this time period.  

In this position, I investigated, analyzed, and calculated energy asset retirement 
cost and impact, as well as power plant decommissioning cost and impact, on 
customer rates.  I reviewed, calculated, and analyzed fixed asset depreciation 
and proposed depreciation parameters for each of FERC accounts on 
Generation, Transmission, Distribution, General, and Coal Mining Plants.  The 
energy sources I have worked on Steam/Coal, Hydraulic, Natural Gas, Wind, 
Solar, and Geothermal. 

 
My analyses of “Power-Plant-Shutdown” activities (accelerated plant retirement, 
and decommissioning cost recovery) include the following cases: 

1. PGE closes Boardman Coal-fired plant (UM 1679 & UE 215).  
2. PacifiCorp closes Carbon Coal Plant in Utah (UE 246). 
3. Multi-state PacifiCorp Klamath Hydro Dam Removal Cost recovery 

for (1) J. C. Boyle Dam, (2) Copco 1 Dam, (3) Copco 2 Dam, and 
(4) Iron Gate Dam removal under the ORS 757.734 – Recovery of 
investment in Klamath River dams in OPUC UE 219. 

4. Idaho Power Valmy Coal-fired power plant Shutdown (UE 316). 
5. PGE Colstrip Coal-fired power plant Shutdown (UM 1809). 

 
I conduct case investigations and analyses on Utility’s filings, make rate 
adjustments, lead settlement negotiation, prepare testimony, and appear on 
behalf of the Commission.  The energy companies I work with are: (1) PacifiCorp 
(serves 6 states), (2) PGE, (3) Northwest Natural Gas (NWN), (4) Idaho Power, 
(5) Avista Corp (Washington), and (6) Cascade Gas (CNG; Montana). 

 
Lead Analyst and Case Manager on Financial Dockets:  

Prior to my current position, I was a Lead Analyst and Case Manager for cost of 
debt capital for nine years.  I reviewed market risks, derivatives and hedging, 
debt issuance, and stock flotation.  My analysis directly informed utility and 
energy policy. 

 
I advised the Commission on over 60 financial dockets.  The Commission 
incorporated all of my recommendations into final orders.  
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I was certified by the Society of Utility and Regulatory Financial Analysts as a 
Certified Rate of Return Analyst in 2002. 
 
Public Utility & Policy Analyst: 

Rulemaking: I have formulated energy regulation rules for utility performance 
incentives and cost-of-service regulation. 

 
Energy Utility Merger & Acquisition: I have testified in formal state hearings 
involving utility mergers & acquisitions.  I conducted Acquisition Premiums & 
Credit Risk Analysis and testified on behalf of the Commission in MidAmerican 
Energy Company’s application to purchase PacifiCorp. I also reviewed Scottish 
Power’s earlier purchase of PacifiCorp, and PGE’s emergence from Enron after 
the Enron bankruptcy. 
 
Integrated Resource Planning (IRP, Least Cost Planning): I provided comments 
to the Commission for decision making on Boardman to Hemingway (B2H), a 
500-kV transmission power line, which included a cost and benefit list, a pros and 
cons list, alternatives, and the relevant legal risks. I also provided comments on 
utility’s IRPs, such as total cost for power generation, power capacity (MW) 
replacement cost, avoided cost for free fuel, and emission trading cost. 
 
Clean Energy – Dollar Impact on Customer Rates: I analyzed and calculated the 
rate impact and comparative advantage of clean energy. I built the portfolio 
optimization models to analyze the coal-fired generating capacity replacement.   
 
General Rate Cases: I have been a part of almost every energy rate case since I 
joined the Oregon PUC on January 11, 1999. Historically, my reviews included 
fuel price forecasting, property sales, load forecasting, weather normalizations, 
cost of debt, and capital structures. Currently, my reviews are focused on 
depreciation and reserve, and AFUDC Capitalization Policy. 
 
Survey Sampling Design: Results of my statistical sampling design and sampling 
procedures are incorporated into my revenue requirement testimony in 
Commission Docket No. UM 1288. 
 
Auditing, Interest Rate, Late Payment: I audited cost of capital and financial 
components.  My survey report and analyses are published annually for Oregon 
(UM 779). 
 
Survey for Market Competition & Economic Policy: I conducted and wrote the 
report on Telecommunications, “Market Competition and Economic Policy Survey 
Analysis” for House Bill 2577.  This report has been published on the OPUC web 
annually for 15 years. 
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Mentor in the ICER - International Confederation of Energy Regulators: I was 
selected to act as a mentor in the ICER (International Confederation of Energy 
Regulators) Women in Energy (ICER WIE) pilot mentoring program.  My 
mentoring topics focus on Incentive Regulation; Rate and Economic Impacts of 
“Cost-of-Service” regulation in the U.S.; “Price-Cap Performance Based 
Regulation” in UK; Cost of Capital, Energy Demand and Price Forecasting 
Modeling; Least Cost Planning; Regulatory Policy; and Renewable Energy issues 
within regulated rate structures. 
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March 27, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 234 
Dated March 13, 2023 

Request: 

The existing Faraday Hydro plant was not fully depreciated when the repowering project started. 
Under FERC Accounts 331-336, the total estimated future capital to be recovered was $59 million 
and the annual depreciation expense was $1.8 million, as of December 2019. During the 
re-powering period, how did PGE treat the Faraday’s pre-existing depreciation? 

a. Did PGE continue to depreciate the unrecovered the cost for all six FERC accounts
during the repowering period? If not all 6 accounts, did you continue to depreciate
for some of these 6 accounts (see Table below)?

b. Did PGE put Faraday repowering cost under the CWIP that was not recovered
through rate base depreciation?

c. Did PGE treat the repowering cost as a capital addition, and put Faraday repowering
cost into the rate base to get recovered from depreciation?

d. Did PGE use the same depreciation parameters that were authorized by OPUC?
If so, the decommissioning cost is included in the depreciation.

Staff/1702 
Peng/1

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE PERCENT, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK DEPRECIATION RESERVE AND CALCULATED 

ANNUAL DEPRECIATION ACCRUALS RELATED TO ELECTRIC PlA.NT AS OJ: DECEMBER 31, 2019 Tota l Capital 
PROBABLE NET ORIGINAL CO~NET BOOK to be recovered CALCULATED A1i1era1e COMPOSITE 
RETIREMENT SURVIVOR SALVAGE ASOF SALVAGE DEPRECIATION FUTURE ANNUAL ACCAU DEPA. " REMAINING 

ACCOUNT DATE CURVE PERCE.NT 12.31.2019 RATE RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE 
11) (2) (31 I•> (SI =N•lj100 <•I 17) (Bl t•)=IB)/(5 (101=17)/IB) 

l=ERC Ac:count HYDRAULIC PRODUCTION PLANT 
331.00 STRUCTURES ANO IMPROVEMENTS 

FARADAY 6/30/2055 lOS - R2.5 -42 l4,1S4,712 (5,944,9791 2,289,524 17,810,167 536,884 3.79 33.2 
332.00 RESERVOIRS, DAMS AND WATt.RWAYS 

FARADAY 6/30/2055 105 - •• -42 32,440,590 (13,625,048) 16,545,932 29,519,705 872,8S7 2 .69 33.8 

333.00 WATER WHEELS, TURBINES AND GENERATORS 

FARADAY 6/30/2055 95 • 50.5 -42 617521412 (:Z18361oul 21871,859 6,716,565 218,146 3.23 30.8 

334.00 ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT 

FARADAY 6/30/2055 60 . R2 -42 2,737,870 (1,149,9051 1,527,591 2,360,184 86,631 3.16 27,2 
33S.OO MISCELLANEOUS PLANT EQU IP MENT 

FARADAY 6/30/2055 55 - RO.S -42 257,629 1108,2041 147,345 218,489 10,553 4.10 20.7 

336.00 ROADS, RAILROADS, ANO BRIDGES 

FARADAY 6/30/205S 80 . Rl -42 2,441,325 (1,025,3561 996, 114 2,470,567 86,381 3.S4 28.6 
TOTAL FARADAY 58,784,537 (24,689,5061 24,378,365 59,095,ti,77 1,811,452 3.08 32.6 



PGE Faraday Hydropower 
2022 Projection Life vs Remaining Life (Years) 
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Without acknowledging the accuracy of any statements or info1mation presented in this data 
request, PGE responds as follows: 

a. Yes, PGE continued to depreciate the existing Faraday plant balances in their related FERC 
Hydraulic Production accounts during the re-powering period. 

b. Yes, costs for the re-powering project were accumulated in CWIP during the constmction 
period and were not included in rate base during the constmction period. 

c. Yes, upon achieving commercial operation in Janua1y 2023, the cost of the re-powering 
project was transfetTed from CWIP to Utility Plant in Service as a capital addition. 

d. No, for test period depreciation expense, PGE has proposed modified depreciation rates for 
the Faraday Plant. The proposed depreciation rates are based on the assumed extension of 
the FERC license from 2055 to 2085. 



April 19, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 484 
Dated April 4, 2023 

Request: 

With regard to Staff data request 234 d, please provide the following Tables 1-4 with the weighted 
average net salvage percent PGE used in the depreciation rate calculation, in Excel format: 

Table 1. Calculation of Terminal and Interim Retirements as a Percent of Total Retirements 

Table 2. Calculation of Weighted Net Salvage Percent 

Table 3. Decommissioning Cost, Terminal Retirement, Terminal Net Salvage 

Table 4. Interim Net Salvage, Original Cost 

Staff/1702 
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TABLE 1, CALCULATION OF TEl'!MINAL AND INTEl'!IM RETIREMENTS AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL RETIREMENTS 

LOCATION 
(1) 

LOCATION 
(1) 

LOCATION 
(1) 

PROJECTED RETIREMENTS 
TERMINAL INTERIM 

(2) (3) 

TOTAL Of ALL 
RETIREMENTS 

(4)=-(2)+(3) 

TEl'!MINAL 
RETIREMENT ¾ 

(5)-'(2)1(4) 

TABLE 2. CALCULATION OF WEIGHTED NET SALVAGE PERCENT 

TERMINAL RETIREMENTS INTERIM RETIREMENTS 

INTERIM 
RETIREMENT % 

(6J=-PJl(4) 

RETIREMENTS NET SALVAGE RETIREMENTS NET SALVAGE 
WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE NET 
SALVAGE % 

ACCOUNT 
(1) 

(%) ('/,) (%) (¾) 
(2) (J) (4 ) (5) (6)=(2)'(3)+(4).(5) 

TERMINAL NET SALVAGE 

DECOMMISSIONING 
COST 

(2) 

INTERIM 
NET SALVAGE 

(%) 
(2) 

TERMINAL 
RETIREMENTS 

(3) 

INTERIM NET SALVAGE 

TERMINAL 
NET SALVAGE% 

(4)=(2)/(3) 

ORIGINAL 
COSTAS OF 
12/311202x 

202x ORIGINAL COST 
ASA PERCENT 

WEIGHTED AVERAGE 
OF INTERIM 

OF TOTAL 
(3) (4) 

NET SALVAGE (%) 
(5)=(2)' (4) 



PGE's Response to OPUC DR 484 
April 19, 2023 
Page 2  

Response: 

Attachments 484-A, 484-B, 484-C, and 484-D provide the requested tables demonstrating the 
development of the weighted net salvage value of (14)% used for the calculation of Faraday 
depreciation rates. 

Attachment 484-A provides Table 1. Calculation of Terminal and Interim Retirements as a Percent 
of Total Retirements. 

Attachment 484-B provides Table 2. Calculation of Weighted Net Salvage Percent. 

Attachment 484-C provides Table 3. Decommissioning Cost, Terminal Retirement, Terminal Net 
Salvage. 

Attachment 484-D provides Table 4. Interim Net Salvage, Original Cost. 

Staff/1702 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Rose Pileggi.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst employed in the Energy2 

Costs Section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance (RSUP) Program of3 

the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 2014 

High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301.5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1801.7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?8 

A. The purpose of this testimony is to address the Company’s testimony on the9 

Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project, Capital Structure, and Cost of10 

Long-Term Debt.11 

Q. Did you prepare any additional exhibits for this docket?12 

A. Yes. I prepared the following exhibits:13 

• Staff/1802, PGE’s non-confidential responses to DRs14 

• Staff/1803, PGE’s confidential responses to DRs15 

• Staff/1804, PGE’s highly confidential responses to DRs16 

• Staff/1805, Staff workpapers17 

• Staff/1806, PGE’s confidential reports to FERC18 

• Staff/1807, Major Program and Project Monitoring Updates19 

• Staff/1808, Faraday Repowering Project Updates.20 

Q. How is your testimony organized?21 

A. My testimony is organized as follows:22 

Issue 1. Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project ................................. 3 23 
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 ........ 11 1 
Issue 2. Capital Structure .......................................................................... 35 2 
Issue 3. Cost of Long-Term Debt .............................................................. 37 3 

Figure 2. Utility and Treasury Curves ................................................................... 39 4 
Table 1. PGE Debt Maturity Profile ...................................................................... 40 5 

6 
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ISSUE 1. FARADAY RESILIENCY AND REPOWERING PROJECT 1 

Q. Please provide some background on the Faraday Resiliency and2 

Repowering Project.3 

A. The Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project (Faraday, Repowering or4 

Project) replaced the original 1907 Faraday Powerhouse, one of PGE’s West5 

Side Hydro plants on the Clackamas River.  The Project involved the complete6 

demolition of the original 1907 Faraday Powerhouse, removal of Units 17 

through 5, construction of a new reinforced concrete powerhouse and flood8 

protections, and the addition of two new turbines (Units 7 and 8).  Faraday Unit9 

6 was deemed to not require upgrades.  Units 7 and 8 were placed in service10 

during January 2023, and the costs related to the Faraday Project were11 

included in PGE’s 2024 GRC rate base.112 

Q. Has the Commission dealt with this issue prior to the current GRC?13 

A. Yes.  The Faraday Repowering Project was included in the Company’s14 

Docket No. UE 394 GRC filing and was removed from the rate base due to15 

delays in the Project timeline.  The power cost impacts of the Project have16 

been considered in the Company’s 2021, 2022 and 2023 AUT filings.2  The17 

Faraday Project was not addressed in an IRP filing.18 

19 

1  See PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/18. 
2  See Docket Nos. UE 377, UE 391, and UE 402. 
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Q. What is the total expected cost of the Project? 1 

A. The latest cost estimate of the project, including project cost loadings and2 

allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC), is $189.7 million.33 

This total cost is comprised of:4 

• $146.1 million in construction costs5 

• $1.7 million as cost of removal within PGE’s total accumulated6 

depreciation7 

• $22.6 million in project cost loadings8 

• $19.3 million in AFUDC9 

Q. What is the standard by which the Faraday Project is analyzed?10 

A. Two standards of review are applied, that the plant is used and useful prior to11 

the effective date of rates, and the prudence of the Company’s investments.12 

As stated in Staff/1000, Enright, under PGE’s previous GRC filing, Docket No.13 

UE 394, “The prudence standard revolves around the question of whether an14 

action is reasonable given the facts that are known and knowable at the time15 

that the decision is made.”  And, “[f]urther, NARUC stresses that a utility must16 

follow a course of conduct that a capably managed utility would have followed17 

in light of existing and reasonably knowable circumstances. NARUC also18 

presents the following factors that should be considered when determining19 

prudence:20 

• Utility executives are financial and technical experts;21 

3  See Staff/1802, Pileggi/1-5, PGE Response to Staff DR 358, updating response to Staff DR 963 
issued under UE 394. 
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• 
• 

• 

• 

Prevail ing practice is relevant but not determinative; 

The utility's legal obligation to provide safe, reasonable, and adequate 

service at lowest cost; 

The initial utility decision and its subsequent utility response to changing 

circumstances; and 

Prudence analysis is not based on hindsight." 4,5 

Q. Will the Faraday Project be substantially complete and "used and 

useful" by the rate effective date, January 1, 2024? 

A. Yes. Work on the Faraday Project was substantially completed on March 31 , 

2023. Faraday Units 7 and 8 were placed into service and deemed used and 

useful on January 31 , 2023. 6 

Q. Did the Project face delays that caused the Project to miss the targeted 

completion date? 

A. Yes. The Project faced many challenges that pushed the completion date 

several times to a date more than two years after the original scheduled 

completion date. In the Company's Opening Testimony, PGE includes several 

contributing factors to the delays including: 7 

• " . .. the added complexities inherent for a hydro project that involves 

repowering a 100+ year old plant. .. "8 

4 See Docket No. UE 394 Staff/1000, Enright/12 and Docket No. UE 246, Order No. 12-493. 
5 "Management Audits / Prudency," NARUC, 2014. See: 

https:1/pubs.naruc.org/pub .cfm?id=537CC901-2354-D714-5154-339AD3909936 
6 See Staff/1802, Pileggi/6, PGE's response to Staff DR 358, Attachment A, update to Staff DR 

965 issued under UE 394. 
7 PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkedahl/42 
8 PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkedahl/44, lines 6-7. 
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• Limited in-water work window caused a delay of a few weeks to push the 1 

entire project back one year.2 

• COVID-19 caused loss of qualified personnel, delays in supply chain, and3 

delays in other aspects of construction.4 

• 2020 Labor Day wildfire causing flooding from loss of power, repairs,5 

cleanup, and loss of access to the site via the wooden bridge.6 

Q. Have issues with the prudence of the Faraday Resiliency and7 

Repowering Project been identified?8 

A. Yes.  Staff has identified several issues in the prudence of the Project.  These9 

issues are discussed later in Staff’s testimony, and summarized here:10 

• PGE has provided little testimony to support the prudence of this project.11 

While various reasons are provided for why the project was undertaken—12 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, regional capacity shortages of13 

dispatchable generation, and insufficiency of the powerhouse and14 

difficulties in maintaining Units 1 through 5—the Company dedicates just15 

20 lines to the economic prudence of undertaking the Faraday Resiliency16 

and Repowering Project.917 

• The initial analysis grossly overestimated the Net Present Value (NPV) of18 

the Faraday Repowering Project and did not include an analysis of19 

decommissioning.  PGE chose to not evaluate decommissioning of20 

Faraday as it was a reduction in resources and would forgo the eligibility21 

9  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/29 lines 10-15, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/36 lines 7-19, and Jenkins 
– Bekkedahl/48
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of the Company to earn Production Tax Credits associated with the 1 

incremental energy from repowering.10 2 

• Mismanagement of the Company’s contracting for construction.113 

Q. Please provide more information on why Staff has indicated that PGE4 

has provided little evidence establishing the prudency of the decision5 

to undergo the Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project?6 

A. The issues with the Faraday powerhouse were known for many years prior to7 

the decision to undertake the Project and yet PGE did not include the project in8 

any Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) filing.  As already noted, the9 

Company’s decision to undergo the Project with its $189.7 million price tag is10 

justified by only 20 lines of PGE testimony.  While many pages of the11 

Company’s testimony are dedicated to providing reasons to undergo the12 

project, the economic prudency is severely limited.13 

Q. What is the significance of the Project not being considered in an IRP14 

filing?15 

A. The significance of the Project not being considered in an IRP was addressed16 

in Staff Opening Testimony in Docket. No. 394. Staff states, “[t]he IRP process17 

helps to identify the lowest practical and least risk cost at which a utility can18 

deliver reliable energy services to its customers.  This requires utilities to use19 

analytical tools that are capable of fairly evaluating and comparing the costs20 

and benefits of various resource options.  The IRP process also allows the21 

10  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/29-30. 
11  See Docket No. UE 394, Staff/1000, Enright/22. 
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Commission, Staff, and other stakeholders to be involved in decisions affecting 1 

ratepayers. 2 

By excluding the Repowering from an IRP filing, and conducting an 3 

extremely limited analysis of its options, as detailed below, the Company 4 

engaged in an expensive project without taking advantage of an IRP review 5 

process.”12    The benefit of an IRP analysis is that projects can be evaluated 6 

as part of an overall generation mix which allows any synergies and operating 7 

complexities to be analyzed.   8 

While it is not required that any specific project be evaluated within an 9 

IRP context, it is at least expected that a utility undertake an analysis of the 10 

cost/benefits of a multimillion-dollar decision related to a 100-year old resource 11 

considering all reasonably available alternatives, including decommissioning. 12 

Q. Why should the Company have considered the NPV of all possible13 

options including decommissioning?14 

A. Given the scope of the various options, and the capital outlays required to15 

conduct the Repowering, it would have been appropriate for the Company to16 

evaluate all options available.  As the Repowering required the complete17 

removal and replacement of the Faraday powerhouse, much of the same work18 

would be involved in the decommissioning of the 1907 Faraday powerhouse,19 

decommissioning should have been evaluated.20 

Q. General construction costs were [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 21 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].  Is Staff attempting to judge the22 

12  Docket No. UE 394, Staff/1000, Enright/15-16 
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A. 

Company in hindsight, rather than what was known or knowable at the 

time? 

No. At the time of the Project selection, general construction costs were 

estimated to total [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]- [END 

CONFIDENTIAL]. The general construction costs were revised [BEGIN 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] [END HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL] during the first GC's tenure course of the project, a [BEGIN 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] [END HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL] and ultimately increased to over $150 million after the 

second GC was contracted. 13 PGE's executives, financial and technical 

experts, should have been capable of providing a more accurate cost estimate 

of the general construction costs. Under Staff Opening Testimony in the 

previous GRC, Staff indicated that it was [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]-

- [END CONFIDENTIAL]. As a result, PGE's financial and technical 

experts committed to fund the project spend while paying insufficient attention 

to its analysis of the costs and benefits of the project itself ." 14 

13 See Staff/1803. Pileggi/4-7, PGE's response to Staff DR 358, providing PGE's response to Staff 
DR 814 Confidential Attachment A, and Staff/1804. Pileggi/ 11 PGE's response to DR 963 
Highly Confidential Attachment A issued under Docket No. UE 394. Also, see Staff/1803, 
PGE's response to AWEC's DR 57 Confidential Attachment A, available in electronic format 
only. 

14 Docket No. 394, Staff/1000, Enright/19-20 
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Q. The Company states in their testimony that additional economic1 

analysis was performed in April 2019, after actual bids were received.2 

What was the NPV of selecting the Faraday Resiliency and Repowering3 

Project, versus the NPV of maintaining the Status Quo, when PGE4 

conducted this analysis?5 

A. Construction bids and subsequent total project cost were based on a 90%6 

design.  The expected accuracy of such a cost estimate would be consistent7 

with a Class 1 probable cost estimate.   Under normal circumstances, a Class8 

1 probable cost estimate can be expected to vary as much as 10% below or9 

15% over the cost estimate.  The cost estimate of $84 million was used to10 

generate economic analysis.15  At a cost estimate of $84 million, the NPV11 

analysis of the Repowering Project was calculated to be $8.4 million below that12 

of the status quo.16  The acceptable cost variances at this level, not13 

accommodating for the risks caused “complexities inherent for a hydro project14 

that involves repowering a 100+ years old plant,”17 provided a range of NPVs15 

that dipped as low as [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 16 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].17 

Absent any adjustments for these inherent complexities, immediately prior to18 

the start of construction, PGE considered the range of NPVs shown in19 

Confidential Figure 1 to be acceptable:20 

15 PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/36. 
16 Ibid. Also, see Staff/1803, AWEC DR 59, Confidential Attachment A, NPV Analysis – 2019, 
available in electronic spreadsheet format only. 
17 PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/44. 
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 1 

 2 

3 
4 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding the adjustment to the5 

Faraday related costs?6 

A. Staff’s recommended adjustment to the Faraday plant is comprised of eight7 

parts.  Staff recommends a disallowance [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 8 

 [END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] on general construction9 

costs paid to the initial general contractor, for a disallowance of [BEGIN10 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]  [END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] a11 

disallowance of the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 12 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL], a13 

disallowance of [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 14 

I 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Docket No: 

[END CONFIDENTIAL], a 
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disallowance of [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL], a disallowance of 

for a total disallowance of [BEGIN HIGHLY 

[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] from rate 

base. Additionally, Staff recommends that an amount of Project costs included 

in Rate Base, equal to the balance of the overall [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL], be included in Rate Base at the 
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Company's Cost of LT Debt. The overall [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]_ 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. After Staff's 

recommended disallowances, the balance is [BEGIN HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL] [END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL], th is is the 

amount of Project costs included in Rate Base that Staff recommends be 

recovered at the Company's Cost of LT Debt. Each of these parts of Staff's 

recommendation are discussed further in the testimony below. 

Q. Why does Staff recommend the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]? 

A. Staff maintains the disallowance recommended under the prior GRC. The 

rationale provided for this has not changed . The Company's original contract 

for construction services [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 

The outcome of th is [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

- [END CONFIDENTIAL].21 

20 

21 See Docket No. UE 394, Staff/1000, Enright/22; and Staff/1803, Pileggi/30-33, PGE 
Confidential responses to Staff DRs 820, 821 and 825 issued under Docket No. UE 394 
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Q. Was it “known or knowable” at the time that PGE signed the contract1 

to include “critical milestones” in contracts with third parties and that2 

the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 3 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL]?4 

A. Yes.  The usage of critical milestones in contracting is common and well5 

established.  As documented in Staff Opening Testimony under the prior GRC6 

filing, PGE was aware of their usage as early as 2016 and included them in a7 

draft Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) submitted to the Commission in 2016.8 

PGE included critical milestones to ensure that the energy producer would9 

meet a required Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date, imposing damages10 

for non-compliance.  This draft PPA is directly equivalent to the contract that11 

PGE signed with its construction contractor for Faraday. 22  [BEGIN12 

CONFIDENTIAL] 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

22  See Docket No. UE 394, Staff/1000, Enright/22; and Docket No. UM 1773, filing dated July 13, 
2016, Appendix C, “Wholesale Renewable Power Purchase Agreement Between Portland 
General Electric Company And [Seller].” 
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Staff/1800 
Pileggi/15 

Q. Did Staff consider the utility's response to the changing 

circumstances, as recommended by NARUC, in the prior GRC and 

does Staff maintain this position? 

A. Yes. Staff considered the response of PGE to the changing circumstances 

under the prior GRC, Docket No. UE 394, and Staff maintains the same 

position. Staffs analysis on this subject, under the prior GRC fil ing, is 

presented here: 

"Once the Company real ized the contractor [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

. ee a 1 1 eggI , on I en Ia response o e taff DR 
908, section (a), issued under Docket No. UE 394; and Staff/1803, Pileggi/4-7, Confidential 
Attachment C to PGE's response to Staff DR 591 , page 8, issued under Docket No. UE 394. 

24 See Staff/1803. Pileggi/30, PGE's Confidential responses to Staff DR 820, issued under the 
prior GRC, Docket No. UE 394. 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 [END 6 

CONFIDENTIAL].  Staff’s opinion is that PGE should have been capable of 7 

correctly contracting from the outset, or at the very least recognized the 8 

shortcomings of its abilities, drawing on the help of outside experts at that early 9 

stage.27 10 

Q. Why does Staff recommend the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 11 

12 

13 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL]?14 

A. In PGE’s [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 15 

16 

17 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].  The18 

breakdown of this budget adjustment was [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 19 

20 

25  Liquidated damages are an estimate of the actual damages that would likely be sustained in the 
event of a delay. 

26  See Staff/1803, Pileggi/31-32, PGE’s Confidential responses to Staff DR 821, issued under the 
prior GRC, Docket No. UE 394. 

27  See Docket No. UE 394, Staff/1000, Enright/24. 

--
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[END CONFIDENTIAL].28 It was "known or knowable" at this time that the 

impacts of [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

- [END CONFIDENTIAL]. Due to the nature of compounding of 

interest and property taxes, the full impacts are experienced at the end of a 

project. This disallowance is justified in the same manner as the disallowance 

of the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END 

CONFIDENTIAL]-it is an effect experienced by the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

28 See Staff/1803, Pileggi/8-9, PGE's Confidential response to Staff DR 592, issued under 
Docket No. UE 394, and reissued under Staff DR 358 of this GRC. 
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Q. Why does Staff recommend a [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]. 

[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] disallowance on 

the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]- [END CONFIDENTIAL] to general 

construction costs paid to the initial general contractor? 

A. Staff recommends that the Commission disallow 10% of the [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL]- [END CONFIDENTIAL] in general construction 

costs, representing approximately [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]. 

- [END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] in capital costs. This percentage 

disallowance is maintained from Staffs recommendation under the prior GRC 

docket. Staffs recommended disallowance is intended to reflect PGE's over-

reliance on "known" estimated construction costs, to correct for PGE's financial 

and technical experts relying upon an NPV calculation [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL], greenlighting the project cost estimate 

change to $84 million while aware that the NPV analysis was now $8.4 

million- and under normal circumstances could increase to [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]29, and PGE's lack of inclusion of a project of this size 

in an IRP filing. 

29 This number does not account for the knowable risk posed by "complexities inherent" to repowering 
a hydro plant of this age. 
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Absent the “unparalleled extreme events,” PGE still attributes “the added 1 

complexities inherent for a hydro project that involves repowering a 100+ years 2 

old plant” as cause for ultimately severely impacting the project schedule and 3 

costs.30  Complexities inherent to a project present a known or knowable risk.  4 

The exact complexities faced may vary, but this inherent risk increases the risk 5 

to cost overruns.  Some complexities faced included site issues “that would not 6 

be easily identifiable prior to starting the project.”  PGE provides an example of 7 

such with the mention of additional construction work required because sub-8 

surface geotechnical conditions and the state of the concrete supports were 9 

not as expected and required significant modifications to the project design.31  10 

As an additional complexity given the age, PGE notes in the same section that 11 

the project “entailed demolishing the 1907 Faraday Powerhouse concrete 12 

structure while ensuring that the adjacent Faraday Units [Sic] 6 was not 13 

damaged.”  Given that the project was undertaken to address seismic 14 

instability, poor concrete structural integrity, and with the intent to maintain Unit 15 

6, these site issues present good examples of the “complexities inherent.”  In 16 

PGE’s NPV analysis, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 17 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].  Had 18 

the Company made an effort to investigate the “knowable,” included 19 

protections for “knowable” risks, its NPV analysis would have been better 20 

30 See PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/44. 
31 See PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkedahl/40-41. 
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informed.  Had this analysis been better informed with “known or knowable” 1 

risks and costs, it may have resulted in an alternative project at Faraday. 2 

At the time of the 2016 NPV analysis, the NPV of pursuing this project 3 

over that of doing nothing was approximately [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  4 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].  The increases in costs arising from 5 

foreseeable risks [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  6 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL], and costs not included in the 7 

initial analysis, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  8 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL], may have significantly changed the NPV 9 

of pursuing this project and resulted in undertaking an alternative project at 10 

Faraday. 11 

At the time of the 2019 NPV analysis, the NPV of pursuing this project 12 

versus that of “Status Quo” option was approximately negative $8.4 million.  13 

The increases in costs arising from foreseeable risks, such as “complexities 14 

inherent for a hydro project that involves repowering a 100+ years old plant,” 15 

and evaluating the full range of NPVs considered acceptable at the Class 1 16 

cost estimate—absent these inherent complexities—provided by the contractor 17 

who won the bid, an NPV [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  18 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL], may have 19 

significantly changed the NPV of pursuing this project, changed the perception 20 

of the NPV, and resulted in undertaking an alternative project at Faraday. 21 

Q. Why does Staff recommend the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 22 

23 

■ -
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A. 

- [END CONFIDENTIAL] at the $84 million project cost 

estimate? 

In PGE considered it acceptable to take on the Project and approved the 

budget at a cost estimate of $84 mill ion, with the knowledge of the 2019 

economic analysis. PGE was aware that the cost estimate had a level of 

variance to project costs up to 15% above the point estimate. PGE's BOD, as 

technical and financial experts, were also aware that there were inherent 

complexities that presented abnormal risks beyond those of a typical project. 

PGE considered it acceptable to conduct the project at a cost to customers, 

beyond that of the "Status Quo" option, of up to [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. PGE chose to pursue th is project that 

provided a marginal increase of 2.8 MW of capacity beyond the capacity of 

Units 1-5, 18.8 MW of overall capacity, at a project cost estimate of $84 mill ion 

and a cost to customers expected to be as high as [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. PGE pursued this without an IRP fil ing, 

and in Staff's opinion, without thoroughly analyzing other options or knowable 

risks. For reference, PGE's entire West Side Hydro project represents 178 

MW of capacity. 32 As justif ication for this Project, PGE states that Faraday 

Units 7 and 8 are important to decarbonization, and that PGE expects to 

procure and integrate at least 3,000 MW of non-emitting capacity by 2030. 33 

32 PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkedahl/19. 
33 PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkedahl/49. 
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PGE considers Faraday particularly valuable in this context as it is a non-

emitting capacity resource. Of the 3,000 MW needed by 2030, the new units 

represent 18.8 MW, or a 2.8 MW increase on the former Units 1-5. The total 

MW capacity of Units 7 and 8 equates to 0.63% of the total needed, and the 

increase of 2.8 MW equates to 0.09% of the capacity needed by 2030. This 

miniscule percentage, greenlit at a considerable cost to customers, is perhaps 

not as characterized in PGE's testimony stating: "PGE needs resources like 

Faraday Units 7-8 to achieve significant emissions reductions while maintaining 

reliable and affordable electric service for customers. 34 

Q. Why does Staff recommend a disallowance of [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

-A. 

34 Ibid. 
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Q. 

[END 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

Please explain Staff's rationale for disallowing [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

R No. 61 , [BEGIN CONFIDENTIALJIIII 
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 

onse to AWEC DR No. 58, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 
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- [END CONFIDENTIAL] Although PGE cites the complexity of 

working on a 100+ year old facility and external events (wildfire, ice storm, 

flooding, and Covid-19) as the causes of the delay, this explanation of the delay 

is not borne out by discovery. Instead, the documents Staff has reviewed 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

-
Q. Please elaborate on Staff's conclusions regarding the delays in the 

Faraday Project. 

A. The first General Contractor (GC) began construction 2019. [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL]. 

37 • • - to AWEC DR No. 60, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Docket No: 

-

Staff/1800 
Pileggi/25 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Docket No: 

A. 

Staff/1800 
Pileggi/26 

au Staff 1808, P1iegg1/14, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 060, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END 
CONFIDENTIAL]. 
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43 Staff/1806, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 65, Monthly Report to FERC, November 2Q....._ 
44 • • ...,.,.,,nnn o AWEC DR No. 60, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL],_ 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 
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as Staff!1803, P1iegg1/47-53, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 60, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL
[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 

46 Id. 
47 id. 
48Staff/1807. Pileggi/83, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 61 , [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]IIII 

- [END CONFIDENTIAL]. 
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Q. PGE asserts in its testimony that the delays in the Project were caused by 

events beyond its control. If this is true, does that mean a disallowance is 

not appropriate? 

A. No. First, Staff disagrees that most of the delay was due to events beyond PG E's 

control. However, Staff agrees that delays and unanticipated circumstances were 

bound to occur. And, as PGE notes, demolishing and rebuilding a 107-year-old 

has "intrinsic complications." Notwithstanding the complicated nature of the 

project, PGE's contract with the general contractor had insufficient protections for 

ratepayers. 

CONFIDENTIAL]. 

IDENTIAL]
[END 
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1 Furthermore, PGE's assertions regarding, the reasons for delay, particularly 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

for the eleven-month delay for in-water work, are not well supported. PGE asserts, 

[t]he Faraday Resil iency and Repowering Project construction was 
impacted by multiple extraordinary events that occurred during the 
2020 and 2021 timeframe. It began with a flood ing event in January 
2020, followed by the COVID-19 pandemic, which caused construction 
delays associated with mobilizing and demobilizing crews for safety 
reasons when COVID-19 outbreaks occurred. These events were soon 
followed by the 2020 Labor Day wildfire, which was followed by another 
flood ing event in early 2021 , as well as the historic 2021 February ice 
storm emergency event. These unprecedented and catastrophic events 
were not foreseeable when PGE entered the original construction 
contract. Consequently, these events contributed to delays in the 
anticipated in-service date of the project, which went from the initial 
completion estimate of Q3 2021, to 01 2022, to Q4 2022, and the 
project came on line in January 2023. 50 

Review of PGE's quarterly reports to its Board's Finance Committee 

reflect [Begin Confidential] 

so PGE/800, Jenkins-Bekkedahl/41. 
BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] Ill 

[END 
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Q. Why does Staff recommend that a portion of project costs included in 

Rate Base, equal to the difference of recommended disallowances and 

the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL], a 

dollar value of [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] [END 

i/12 PGE Res onse to AWEC DR No. 61 [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]-
[END CONFIDENTIAL] (emphasis 

ENTIAL]
[END 

. 61 , [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]IIII 
END CONFIDENTIAL]. 



Docket No: Staff/1800 
Pileggi/33 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL], be recovered at the Company’s Cost of LT 1 

Debt? 2 

A. Staff finds PGE did not conduct a diligent enough process in decision-making,3 

nor did the Company employ processes like the IRP process to protect4 

ratepayers from unwarranted costs.  Staff’s proposed adjustment is not new5 

and has been approved by the Commission under similar circumstances, such6 

as in Order No. 20-473, in which PacifiCorp was not allowed to earn a return7 

on the investment, and that PacifiCorp should not be entitled to profit on its8 

investment made.  Page 81 of the order states: “Instead of Staff's primary9 

proposal, we adopt a version of Staff's alternative proposal.  We will allow the10 

Oregon-allocated remaining book value of the investment into rates, but will not11 

allow PacifiCorp to include a return on equity in its "return on" the investment.12 

Instead, we will limit its return on the investment to its cost of long-term debt,13 

which will apply to the entire remaining investment.  We expect the company to14 

approach significant capital investments in a way that thoroughly examines all15 

reasonably available alternatives, incorporates a consideration of risks and16 

changing circumstances, and demonstrates a well-documented commitment to17 

ensure that the investment is in its customers' interests.  This remedy is18 

appropriate because PacifiCorp did not diligently enough undertake its19 

decision-making process in order to protect ratepayers from unwarranted20 

costs, and should not be entitled to profit in the typical manner from the21 

investments it made as a result of that process.”  PGE’s decision-making22 

process regarding this project faced shortcomings including:23 
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• Not diligently weigh risks, 1 

• Incorrect contracting,2 

• Readily greenlit a project that would saddle customers with a significant3 

cost—both the reasonably expected cost based on the project cost estimate4 

in 2019 and the much greater final cost arising, in part, due to unmitigated5 

risks of such a project—for a marginal increase to capacity and marginal6 

portion of PGE’s anticipated 2030 non-emitting capacity.7 

Staff recommends that it is fitting for ratepayers to be protected from such 8 

unwarranted costs, and the Company not profit in the typical manner on this 9 

investment, by recovering the entirety of this portion of Faraday Rate Base, 10 

[BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]  [END HIGHLY 11 

CONFIDENTIAL], at the Company’s Cost of LT Debt. 12 
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ISSUE 2. CAPITAL STRUCTURE 1 

Q. Has the Commission recently considered this issue?2 

A. Yes.  The Commission issued Order No. 22-129 in Docket No. UE 394.  In3 

Docket No. UE 394, the Commission adopted a settlement among parties that4 

maintained PGE’s regulated capital structure at 50% equity and 50% debt.5 

Q. What is the Company’s proposed regulatory capital structure?6 

A. PGE proposes that the capital structure be maintained at 50% equity and 50%7 

debt.  The Company acknowledges that this is a long-term goal, and the exact8 

equity ratio fluctuates above and below the 50% target “due to the phasing and9 

sizing of debt and equity issuances.”5510 

Q. How has the Commission recently treated capital structure for other11 

utilities in Oregon?12 

A. In Docket No. UE 399, the Commission adopted a settlement among the13 

parties that maintained PacifiCorp’s 50% equity capital structure.56  The14 

adoption of this settlement by the Commission maintained PacifiCorp’s existing15 

structure of 50% common stock equity, 49.99% long-term debt, and 0.01%16 

preferred stock equity.17 

Q. Have there been circumstances that would indicate a change to the18 

existing capital structure of the Company is necessary?19 

55 PGE/1000, Liddle – Villadsen/73 
56 In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, Transition Adjustment Mechanism, UE 339, Order 
No. 22-491 (December 16, 2022). 
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A. No.  The Company maintains a long-term capital structure of 50% equity and 1 

50% debt as the Company states that the “…capital structure is important 2 

because it represents how PGE finances its cash needs.”57 3 

Q. What does Staff recommend for capital structure?4 

A. Staff recommends that the last adopted capital structure of 50% equity and5 

50% long-term debt be maintained.6 

57 PGE/1000, Liddle – Villadsen/73. 
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ISSUE 3. COST OF LONG-TERM DEBT 1 

Q. What does Staff recommend for the Cost of Long-Term Debt for the2 

Company?3 

A. Staff recommends a Cost of Long-Term Debt (Cost of LT Debt) for the4 

Company of 4.293 percent.  This reflects the cost of servicing outstanding LT5 

Debt as well as the forecasted issuances in October 2023 and January 2024.6 

No other issuances are forecasted through the end of the 2024 Test Year.7 

Q. How is the Cost of LT Debt determined?8 

A. The Cost of LT Debt is the cost to an organization to service outstanding debt.9 

This may include costs to call or refinance the debt when advantageous to do10 

so, coupon payments, and embedded costs to debt such as issuance fees, and11 

whether the bonds were sold at par, discount, or a premium.58  To provide a12 

reasonable Cost of LT Debt, any outstanding issuances that will have a13 

maturity of less than 1 year, at the end of the 2024 Test Year, must be14 

removed from the calculation.  One such series, CUSIP 736508N*9, was15 

removed from the outstanding debt before Staff performed analysis.5916 

Additionally, a reasonable Cost of LT Debt must be informed with values for17 

forecasted debt issuances.  Forecasted debt issuances are reviewed for18 

impacts to maturity profile, and a reasonable expected coupon is calculated for19 

each forecasted issuance date.20 

58 The face value of a bond is the lump sum of money the investor receives at the maturity of the 
bond, generally $1,000.  Par is a whole number percentage of price paid relative to the face value of 
the bond.  A bond purchased at face value would have a par value of 100.  A bond purchased above 
face is at a premium, and below face is at a discount. 
59 See Staff/1803, Pileggi/35, PGE Response to Staff DR 360. 
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Q. How is a reasonable expected coupon on future issuances calculated? 1 

A. To forecast an expected coupon on a future debt issuance, Staff looks at the2 

utility’s credit rating, expected risk free rate, and calculates the current credit3 

spread of similarly rated utility bonds over an appropriate risk-free rate.60  This4 

credit spread is applied to the forecasted risk-free rate to generate a5 

reasonable coupon required by the market at the time of the debt issuance.6 

Q. Please explain how Staff calculates an appropriate forecasted risk-free7 

rate and credit spread.8 

A. Staff utilizes a Bloomberg terminal to review forward curves of risk-free rates,9 

at various tenors, and takes a 5-week average of these forecasted rates to10 

provide a well-informed estimate of future rates that is reasonably assumed to11 

be free from exogenous and endogenous shocks that might be captured if the12 

forecasted rates were taken from a single data point.  To calculate the current13 

credit spread, Staff uses the Bloomberg terminal to review market indices of14 

utility debt instruments with similar ratings and deducts the current active15 

Treasuries yield.  The indices and active Treasuries curves, as well as their16 

spreads, are shown below in Figure 2:17 

60 A credit spread is simply the premium required by investors to invest in a given debt instrument 
instead of in a risk-free alternative, such as a US Treasury instrument. 
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FIGURE 2. UTILITY AND TREASURY CURVES 1 

2 

Q. Did Staff perform other analysis on the forecasted issuances?3 

A. Yes.  Staff also reviewed the outstanding debt profile of the Company and4 

reviewed the forecasted issuances for their fit in the profile.  Staff has reviewed5 

the outstanding debt and forecasted issuances and recommends that the6 

Company consider a 14-year maturity for the 2024 forecasted debt issuance,7 

as shown in Table 1.8 
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TABLE 1. PGE DEBT MATURITY PROFILE 

Forecasted Debt Maturity Profile 

$50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000 $350,000 $400,000 

Amount Oustanding ($1,000s) 

■ Staff Position ■ Company Position 

Includes two 
proforma debt 
issuances: 

- $200,0000,000 
issuance in 
October 
2023 

- $190,000,000 
issuance in 
January 
2024 

Q. Please summarize Staff's recommendation on the Cost of Long-Term 

Debt. 

A. Staff recommends an overall Cost of LT Debt of 4.293%, comprised of a Cost 

of LT Debt of 4.233% for outstanding LT Debt, and 4.815% for forecasted 
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issuances.  This represents a decrease in the Cost of LT Debt of 0.024%, or 24 1 

basis points, from the Company’s proposed Cost of LT Debt of 4.317%.61 2 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?3 

A. Yes.4 

61 See PGE/1000, Liddle – Villadsen/20.  Also, see Staff/1805, workpaper for cost of long-term debt—
available in electronic spreadsheet form only—for the Table 1 and Figure 2.  This workpaper 
incorporates PGE’s Confidential Attachment in response to Staff DR 359. 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 

NAME: Rose T. Pileggi 

EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

TITLE: Senior Utility Analyst 
Energy Costs Section 

ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
Salem, OR. 97301 

EDUCATION: In 2013, I rece ived a Bachelor of Science in Business 
Administration from Thomas Edison State University. In 
2017, I received a Master of Science in Finance from the 
University of Portland. 

EXPERIENCE: I have been employed by the Commission since July of 
2022 analyzing finance, power cost, rate case and 
affiliated interest dockets. 

From July 2021 through June 2022, I worked as an 
Analyst for the Oregon Judicial Department. Duties 
included data analysis, ensuring compl iance with 
pertinent statutes and rules to ensure that data was being 
handled in accordance with requirements and 
recommending process improvements. 

From 2017 to 2021 , I worked as an Investment Analyst, 
Portfolio Manager, and Systems Manager for Northwest 
Capital Management. My work included analysis of the 
markets and investments, the management and 
rebalancing of portfolios, creating reports as required by 
the SEC, as well as managing software integrations for 
operational and reporting purposes. 
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April 6, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 358 
Dated March 23, 2023 

Request: 

For the DRs 584 through 593, 812 through 826, 908, and 962 through 968 issued by 
Staff under UE 394, please: 

a. Provide the responses to these DRs; and
b. Please provide updates to the Company’s responses in a) above where best

available information has changed.

Response: 

Attachment 358-A provides public responses and attachments to the data 
requests issued by Staff under UE 394 and within the scope of this data request. 

Confidential Attachment 358-B provides confidential responses and attachments 
to the data requests issued by Staff under UE 394 and within the scope of this 
data request. 

Please note that the responses to data requests that include updated, 
supplemental, and revised information include the word “UPDATED” in the name 
of the file. 

Confidential Attachments 358-C provides supplemental information in response to 
OPUC Data Request Nos. 908 and 967, submitted in Docket No. UE 394 

Confidential Attachments 358-D and 358-E provide supplemental information in 
response to OPUC Data Request Nos. 591, 822, and 966, submitted in Docket 
No. UE 394. 
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Attachments 358-B, 358-C, 358-D, and 358-E are protected information 
subject to Protective Order No. 23-039. 
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February 15, 2022 

To: Moya Enright 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 
 Portland General Electric Company 
 UE 394 
 PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 963 
 Dated February 1, 2022 

 

Request: 
With regard to the cost of the Faraday project. Please: 

a. Provide the Company’s most recent estimate of the total cost of the Faraday 
project in US dollars. 

b. Provide a breakdown of the amount shown in response to section (a). 
c. Indicate what amount in US dollars the Company is currently proposing to 

recover for the Faraday project. 
d. Provide a breakdown of the amount shown in response to section (c). 
e. Provide a narrative explanation of any difference between the values 

shown in response to sections (a) and (b). 
f. Indicate the total amount that will be paid to the Company’s original 

construction contractor in US dollars. If this amount is offset by liquidated 
damages or other amounts, please provide the total value, and a 
breakdown showing each value separately. If the total amount is not yet 
known, please provide the Company’s most recent estimate. 

g. Indicate the total amount that will be paid to the Company’s new 
construction contractor in US dollars. If the total amount is not yet 
known, please provide the Company’s most recent estimate. 

 
Original Response in Docket No. UE 394: 
 

a. PGE’s most recent estimate for Faraday Repowering Project total construction 
cost is approximately $98.2 million. Including loadings and allocations, the total 
project cost as currently budgeted for year 2022 is approximately $124.4 million. 
The current budget is higher than the $119.4 million amount that PGE originally 
included in its initial filing of the 2022 general rate case due to increased 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) that reflect the 
expected in-service date delay. 

b. The following is a breakdown of the estimated project cost: 
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• PGE Labor, Other Contracts and Materials (miscellaneous 
materials, Geotech surveys, trailer leases, janitorial cleaning, 
etc.) - $5.6 million 

• Design/ Engineering - $5.5 million 
• Owner Furnished Equipment/Materials - $13.1 million 
• Construction Costs - $71.0 million 
• Contingency - $3.0 million 
• AFUDC and other allocations and loadings - $26.2 million 

 

c. PGE is proposing to recover all prudently incurred costs associated with 
the Faraday Repowering Project. While the current estimate is 
approximately $124.4 million as provided in part a, this is subject to 
change in accordance with the construction contract executed with the 
new general contractor and the amendment of that contract which will be 
executed by the end of February 2022. 

d. See PGE’s response to part b. 
e. Not-applicable. 
f. See Attachment 963-A. 
g. PGE and the new contractor are currently in active negotiations and expect 

to execute an amendment to the original contract by the end of February 
2022 that will contain a target price for the contract, construction schedule, 
estimated online date, and other contractual terms. Because PGE is in 
active negotiations at this time, it will be inappropriate for PGE to create an 
estimate of the cost. 

 

Attachment 963-A is highly confidential information subject to Modified 
Protective Order No. 21-237. 

 
 

Supplemental and Revised Response in Docket No. UE 416: 
 

a. PGE’s most recent estimate for Faraday Repowering Project total 
construction cost is approximately $147.8 million. Of this total amount, 
$146.1 million represents construction costs and approximately $1.7 
million is reflected as cost of removal within PGE’s total accumulated 
depreciation. Additionally, PGE incurred project cost loadings of 
approximately $22.6 million and Allowance of Funds Used During 
Construction (AFUDC) of approximately $19.3 million. 

b. See PGE’s response to AWEC Data Request No. 056, Attachment 056-A. 
c. PGE is proposing to recover all prudently incurred costs associated 

with the Faraday Repowering Project, provided in supplemental 
responses to parts a and b. 

d. See supplemental response to part b. 
e. Not-applicable. 
f. PGE inadvertently misstated the amount paid to the general contractor in 
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the original response to the OPUC Data Request No. 963, Attachment 963-
A, submitted in Docket No. UE 394. Additionally, PGE considered the 
original information submitted in Attachment 963-A as highly confidential in 
Docket No. UE 394. This information is no longer highly confidential but 
continues to be confidential subject to Protective Order No. 23-039. See 
PGE’s response to AWEC Data Request No. 057 submitted in Docket No. 
UE 416, Confidential Attachment 057-A for the final amount paid to the 
original general contractor. 

g. See PGE’s response to AWEC Data Request No. 057, Confidential 
Attachment 057-A. Additionally, Confidential Attachment 358-E provides 
the construction contract with BVCI, including the contract price (see 
Section C) and costs associated with allowance for other works (Section 
D). 
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February 8, 2022 

To: Moya Enright 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 Portland General Electric Company 
 UE 394 
 PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 965 
 Dated February 1, 2022 

 
Request: 
With regard to the project schedule for the Company’s agreement with its new 
construction contractor, please provide an updated project schedule, equivalent to 
that provided by PGE in the table in response to Staff DR 817, section (a), part (iii). 
In this response, please include: 

a. All project milestones (i.e. not limited to those with liquidated damages). 
b. The scheduled completion date. 
c. The Company or contractors most recent estimated completion date. 
d. Indicate whether the milestone has associated liquidated damages. 
e. Indicate whether the milestone is a critical milestone. 

 
Original Response in Docket No. UE 394: 
 

Attachment 965-A provides PGE’s response to this data request. Also, please see 
PGE’s responses to OPUC Data Request Nos. 962 and 964. 

 
Attachment 965-A is protected information subject to Protective Order No. 21-206. 

 
Supplemental Response in Docket No. UE 416: 

a. Confidential Attachment 358-E provides the current construction 
agreement with BVCI, including project schedule. 

b. Faraday Units 7 and 8 were placed in service and deemed used and useful 
on January 31, 2023. The Faraday Resiliency and Repowering Project was 
substantially completed on March 31, 2023. 

c. See part b. 
d. See Attachment 965-A. 
e. See Attachment 965-A. 

 
Attachment 358-E is protected information subject to Protective Order No. 23-039. 
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Staff’s CONF Workpaper UE 416 Cost of Long-
Term Debt is available in electronic 

spreadsheet format only. 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1900 SHIERMAN REDACTED 

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

A. My name is Eric Shierman.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst employed in the 2 

Energy Resources and Planning Division of the Public Utility Commission of 3 

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

Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/1901. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. My opening testimony discusses issues associated with transportation 9 

electrification (TE) covering PGE’s fleet electrification, line extension 10 

allowances of TE-related customers, and expenditures in support of 11 

transportation electrification. 12 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 13 

A. Yes.  I prepared the following supporting exhibits: 14 

Exhibit Staff/1902 – Select PGE Discovery Responses ..................... 91 pgs 15 
Exhibit Staff/1903 – PGE’s Fleet Benefit/Cost Analysis.  ................... 18 pgs 16 
Exhibit Staff/1904 – PGE’s EV-Related Capital Expenditures  .............  1 pg 17 
Exhibit Staff/1905 – Fleet EV Comparison ........................................... 9 pgs 18 
Exhibit Staff/1906 – UE 394 Line Extension Allowances ................... 27 pgs 19 
Exhibit Staff/1907 – New Line Extension Allowances ........................ 19 pgs 20 
Exhibit Staff/1908 – UE 395 TE-Related Capital Expenditures .............. 1 pg 21 
Exhibit Staff/1909 – PGE-owned Charging Infrastructure .................... 3 pgs 22 

 
 
 23 

 24 

 25 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 26 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1900 SHIERMAN REDACTED 

A. My testimony is organized as follows:  1 

Summary of Recommendations .................................................................. 3 2 
Issue 1. UE 394 Fleet Electrification ........................................................... 4 3 
Issue 2. New Fleet Electrification ................................................................ 8 4 
Issue 3. UE 394 Line Extension Allowances ............................................. 10 5 
Issue 4. New Line Extension Allowances .................................................. 12 6 
Issue 5. UE 394 Order No. 19-385 Budget Violations ............................... 14 7 
Issue 6. UE 394 Electric Island ................................................................. 16 8 
Issue 7. TE Database ............................................................................... 20 9 
Issue 8. TE Operating Expenses .............................................................. 21 10 
Issue 9. Stranded Charging Infrastructure ................................................ 23 11 
  12 

 13 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 1 
Q. Please summarize the recommendations included in your opening 2 

testimony. 3 
A. Staff recommends the Commission: 4 

1. Permanently remove $6.9 million from the rate base for imprudent capital 5 
expenditures on charging infrastructure for PGE's fleet that were 6 
excluded from rates in UE 394. 7 

2. Permanently remove $2.4 million for imprudent capital expenditures on 8 
electric vehicles for PGE's fleet. 9 

3. Permanently remove $9.8 million for imprudent capital expenditures on 10 
charging infrastructure for PGE's fleet since the last rate case. 11 

4. Permanently remove $212 thousand from the rate base for imprudent line 12 
extension allowances that were excluded from rates in UE 394. 13 

5. Permanently remove $743 thousand for imprudent line extension 14 
allowances incurred since the last rate case. 15 

6. Permanently remove $400 thousand from the rate base for above-budget 16 
capital expenditures on TE programs that were excluded from rates in UE 17 
394. 18 

7. Permanently remove $1.6 million from the rate base for imprudent capital 19 
expenditures on Electric Island that were excluded from rates in UE 394. 20 

8. Permanently remove $125 thousand from the rate base from imprudent 21 
capital expenditures on a TE-dedicated database integration. 22 

9. Approve an O&M budget for TE-related operating expenses of $2.2. 23 
10. Remove $1.7 million from the rate base for decommissioned charging 24 

infrastructure. 25 
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ISSUE 1. UE 394 FLEET ELECTRIFICATION 1 

Q. What is fleet electrification? 2 

A. Fleet electrification is when PGE procures an electric vehicle (EV) for the 3 

Company’s fleet of motor vehicles and fleet charging infrastructure to refuel 4 

Company-owned EVs. 5 

Q. Has the Commission authorized PGE’s fleet electrification? 6 

A. No. However, the Company has tried to recover some expenses for fleet 7 

electrification in UE 394. 8 

Q.  What capital expenditures on fleet electrification did PGE seek to 9 

recover in UE 394? 10 

A. PGE sought to recover [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]   [END 11 

CONFIDENTIAL] for the price of purchasing [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  12 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] EVs and approximately $6.9 million in capital 13 

expenditures for construction of fleet charging infrastructure. 14 

Q.  What was Staff’s recommendation in UE 394? 15 

A. Staff recommended the Commission permanently remove $6.9 million in 16 

capital expenditures on new fleet charging sites from the rate base. 17 

Q. How was this issue ultimately resolved in UE 394? 18 

A. A black-box settlement reduced PGE’s proposed revenue requirement by an 19 

amount greater than $6.9 million in capital expenditures.  Based on the filing 20 

in this rate case, it is clear that PGE is treating the black-box adjustment as 21 

a one-time event as no permanent rate base adjustment is reflected on 22 

PGE’s regulatory books. 23 

■ 
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Q. Does utility investment in fleet electrification without prior 1 

Commission approval mean the Commission should automatically 2 

deny recovery of these costs? 3 

A. No.  PGE purchases vehicles for its fleet on an ongoing basis. Staff’s 4 

analysis in UE 394 and in this proceeding has looked at whether fleet 5 

electrification has been an investment a reasonable person would make. 6 

Staff looked for what the Company knew and reasonably should have known 7 

at the time these investments were made. 8 

Q. How did Staff evaluate the net benefit of electrifying the Company’s 9 

fleet? 10 

A. Staff asked PGE to share all research in the Company’s possession on EV 11 

total cost of ownership (TCO) and all planning workpapers for the 12 

procurement of EVs for PGE’s fleet.1  Of the documents PGE shared, two 13 

included net assessments of the electrification of the Company’s fleet.  14 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]        15 

            16 

               17 

            18 

            19 

           20 

 
1  See Docket No. UE 394, OPUC Staff, Staff/1706, October 25, 2021, Shierman/111. 

See Docket No. UE 394, OPUC Staff, Staff/1705, October 25, 2021, Shierman E32 in the sheet 
titled “TCO”. 

2  Staff/1902, Shierman/02 (PGE response to OPUC DR 263). 
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              1 

                2 

             3 

           4 

           5 

           6 

        [END CONFIDENTIAL] 7 

Q. Are any of PGE’s EV purchases expected to give ratepayers net long-8 

term savings? 9 

A. No.  The EV models PGE procured for UE 394 could roughly breakeven 10 

were the Company to only use existing workplace chargers for refueling, but 11 

the construction of dedicated fleet charging ports has led to a net loss.  Staff 12 

performed a total cost of ownership (TCO) analysis on the EVs PGE 13 

purchased in comparison to their equivalent internal combustion engine 14 

(ICE) vehicle. Of the [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  [END CONFIDENTIAL] 15 

EV purchases, 20 show a slightly favorable TCO if the costs of PGE’s fleet 16 

charging sites are excluded. 17 

Q. How does UE 394 impact this proceeding? 18 

A. PGE has included the test year 2024 book value of this plant in the amount 19 

which remains approximately $6.9 million into the rate base as if this asset 20 

had been approved by the Commission in the last rate case.  Since PGE 21 

 
3  Staff/1902, Shierman/15 (PGE response to OPUC DR 263). 
4  Staff/1903, Shierman/S4 in the sheet titled “Assump” (PGE response to OPUC DR 236). 

■ 
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continues to include, in the Company’s rate base, amounts that Staff 1 

continues to dispute, and the matter was not permanently resolved in UE 2 

394 due to the use of a black-box approach, the Staff analysis conducted in 3 

UE 394 must be repeated for this docket since we are dealing with a 4 

plant/rate base issue.  To do otherwise would mean that capital 5 

expenditures Staff found to be imprudent would nevertheless be included in 6 

the rate base and the costs for the non-prudent investment would be 7 

included in rates charged to customers. 8 

Q. What type of adjustment does Staff recommend for this issue? 9 

A. Staff recommends the Commission make a permanent rate base adjustment 10 

and such investments would be removed from the rate base, rather than 11 

simply removed for earnings test purposes.  The amount of the permanent 12 

rate base adjustment is $6.9 million. 13 
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ISSUE 2. NEW FLEET ELECTRIFICATION 1 

Q. What new fleet electrification costs does PGE seek to recover in this 2 

proceeding? 3 

A. PGE seeks recovery of approximately $12.5 million in capital costs from the 4 

procurement of 133 EVs, including internal combustion engine vehicles with 5 

electrified Altec Job Energy Management System (JEMS).5  6 

PGE seeks recovery of $9.8 million in capital costs from the construction of 7 

fleet charging infrastructure.6  And the Company seeks approximately $1 8 

million in O&M for the expense of maintaining fleet charging infrastructure.7 9 

Q. How much would PGE need to recover if the Company were to instead 10 

purchase the equivalent vehicles with an internal combustion engine 11 

rather than EVs? 12 

A. Approximately $6 million.  The capital cost from equivalent vehicles with 13 

combustion engines is roughly half what PGE spent, and PGE would not 14 

require the added $12.5 million in capital expenditures on fleet charging 15 

infrastructure or an annual expense of $1 million maintaining fleet charging 16 

infrastructure.8  17 

Q. Does Staff recommend the removal of the entire cost premium of EVs 18 

from PGE’s rate base? 19 

 
5     Staff/1905, Shierman F135 in the sheet titled “EV”. 
6  Staff/1904, Shierman F33 in the sheet titled “TE Charging Plant Adds UE 416”. 
7     See Docket No. UE 416, PGE, Response to OPUC DR 751, May 23, 2023, p 1. 
8  Staff/1905, Shierman H135 in the sheet titled “EV”. 
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A. No. Staff’s analysis in Exhibit 1905 identifies the net cost premium by 1 

crediting PGE’s rate base with the EVs’ fuel savings, maintenance savings, 2 

federal subsidies, state subsidies, and Oregon Clean Fuels Program credit 3 

revenue. Staff considers the net number to be the more appropriate cost 4 

premium figure, representing the remaining excessive cost these vehicles 5 

impose on ratepayers after consideration of the total cost of ownership of 6 

the internal combustion alternatives. 7 

Q. What is the net cost premium from just comparing the TCO of EVs with 8 

their ICE alternatives before considering the added cost of fleet 9 

charging infrastructure? 10 

A. The EVs PGE has purchased since the last rate case or is currently purchasing 11 

cost approximately $2.4 million more than their ICE alternatives after taking the 12 

O&M savings of the EVs into account.9 13 

Q. What adjustment does Staff recommend? 14 

A. Staff recommends that $2.4 million be permanently removed from the rate 15 

base from the imprudent net EV premium associated with the purchase of EVs, 16 

$9.8 million be permanently removed from the rate base for the imprudent 17 

construction of fleet charging infrastructure, and that $1 million in operating 18 

expenses associated with maintaining the fleet charging infrastructure be 19 

removed from the O&M budget. 20 

 
9  Staff/1605, Shierman O115 in the sheet titled “EV Comparison”. 
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ISSUE 3. UE 394 LINE EXTENSION ALLOWANCES 1 

Q. What is a line extension allowance? 2 

A. When a customer requests service, the Company may be required to add 3 

facilities to reach the customer’s location.10  Each utility is authorized to 4 

provide customers a line extension allowance that covers a portion of the 5 

costs associated with the extension.  Costs for new connections that are 6 

equal to or less than the line extension allowance are treated as the utility’s 7 

costs and recovered through general rates.  If the line extension allowance 8 

does not cover all the costs incurred to add facilities to the customer’s 9 

location, the remaining portion of the cost is paid for by the customer 10 

seeking to connect. 11 

Q. What costs for customer line extensions on TE projects did PGE seek 12 

to recover in UE 394? 13 

A. Approximately $605 thousand in capital expenditures. 14 

Q. Were all these expenditures reasonable? 15 

A. No.  Staff engaged in analysis and concluded that PGE used unreasonably 16 

high load forecasts for some projects in determining the line extension 17 

allowance. 18 

Q. What was Staff’s recommendation on line extension allowances for TE 19 

projects in UE 394? 20 

 
10  OAR 860-021-0045(1). 
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A. Staff recommended the Commission permanently remove approximately 1 

$212 thousand in capital expenditures on line extension allowances from the 2 

rate base. 3 

Q. How did UE 394 resolve this issue? 4 

A. The revenue requirement from the $212 thousand in excess capital 5 

expenditures Staff found in reviewing PGE’s site load forecasts was 6 

excluded from rates. 7 

Q. How has the decision in UE 394 impacted this proceeding? 8 

A. PGE has included these capital expenditures into the rate base as if the full 9 

value of these assets had been approved by the Commission in the last rate 10 

case. 11 

Q. What adjustment does Staff recommend in this proceeding? 12 

A. Permanently remove $212 thousand from the rate base. 13 
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ISSUE 4. NEW LINE EXTENSION ALLOWANCES 1 

Q. What line extension allowance costs from nonresidential TE-related 2 

projects does PGE seek to recover in this proceeding? 3 

A. Approximately [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]   [END 4 

CONFIDENTIAL].11 5 

Q. Has PGE’s method of forecasting the site load forecasts for line 6 

extension allowances changed since the last rate case? 7 

A. Yes. In 2022, PGE performed an empirical review of the Company’s 8 

assumed demand factors (DF) and made changes to site load forecast 9 

assumptions. 10 

Q. What is a DF? 11 

A. A DF is the percentage of maximum potential load (kWh) the customer is 12 

expected to use during a certain time. 13 

Q. What DF did PGE find to be appropriate for EV charging sites? 14 

A. 4 percent.12 15 

Q. Does Staff find that assumption reasonable? 16 

A. Yes. 17 

Q. How did Staff review PGE’s site load forecasts in this proceeding? 18 

A. Staff used PGE’s 4 percent. 19 

Q. Did PGE consistently use a 4 percent DF? 20 

A. No. 21 

 
11  Staff Exhibit 1907, Shierman E20 in the sheet titled “Summary”.  
12  Staff Exhibit 1902, Shierman 90-91 (PGE’s response to OPUC DR 349).  

-
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Q. Where can Staff’s review of PGE’s site load forecasts be found? 1 

A. Staff Exhibit 1907. 2 

Q. If PGE consistently used a DF of 4 percent, what would the total line 3 

extension allowances for nonresidential EV charging sites be? 4 

A. Approximately $261 thousand. 5 

Q. What does Staff recommend? 6 

A.  Staff recommends the Commission remove the excess capital expenditures 7 

beyond the prudent amount of $261 by permanently removing $743 8 

thousand from the rate base. 9 
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ISSUE 5. UE 394 ORDER NO. 19-385 BUDGET VIOLATIONS 1 

Q. What budget did Order No. 19-385 set? 2 

A. Order No. 19-385 established a budget for three TE pilot programs: 3 

Outreach and Technical Assistance, TriMet Pilot, and the Electric Avenue 4 

Network.13  The Commission approved a stipulation that set maximum 5 

capital expenditures for each program.  PGE exceeded the maximum 6 

expenditure permitted in Order No. 19-395. 7 

Q. What capital costs did PGE seek to recover in UE 394 for these 8 

programs? 9 

A. Approximately $3.4 million. 10 

Q. What was the maximum capital expenditure authorized by Order No. 11 

19-385? 12 

A. Approximately $3 million. 13 

Q. What was Staff’s recommendation? 14 

A. Staff recommended the Commission permanently remove the above-budget 15 

capital expenditures of $400 thousand from the rate base. 16 

Q. What was the outcome of UE 394? 17 

A. Capital expenditures on TE pilots was included in the “bundled issues” 18 

resolved in the $10 million dollar settlement for revenue requirement. 19 

Q. How has the budget for TE pilot programs emerged in this proceeding? 20 

 
13  See Docket No. UM 1811, OPUC, Order No. 19-385, November 7, 2019, Appendix A, p 4. 
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A. PGE has included the full amount of capital expenditures into the rate base 1 

as though the full value of these assets had been approved by the 2 

Commission in the last rate case. 3 

Q. What adjustment does Staff recommend?  4 

A. Permanently remove $400 thousand from the rate base. 5 
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ISSUE 6. UE 394 ELECTRIC ISLAND 1 

Q. What is Electric Island? 2 

A. Electric Island is a joint project between PGE and an EV manufacturer to 3 

build a public charging station that can refuel heavy-duty EVs at a charging 4 

capacity of more than 1 MW. 5 

Q. Was PGE’s capital expenditure on Electric Island authorized under 6 

Schedule 53, PGE’s Nonresidential Heavy-Duty Electric Vehicle 7 

Charging Program? 8 

A No.  PGE executed a contract with this manufacturer on September 15, 9 

2020, committing the Company to make these expenditures before the 10 

Commission approved Schedule 53 nine months later.  Tariffs cannot apply 11 

retroactively to a subsidy the utility already made.14  Therefore, Schedule 53 12 

does not apply to the expenditures PGE made on Electric Island prior to the 13 

approval of Schedule 53.  Staff recommended the Commission approve 14 

Schedule 53 at the June 15, 2021, Public Meeting because the program 15 

offers needed support to the heavy-duty charging sites that might follow the 16 

Electric Island project.  The construction of an established manufacturer’s 17 

product demonstration site is qualitatively different from any expected future 18 

projects ratepayers may help fund through Schedule 53. 19 

Q. How has Staff expected future heavy-duty charging projects to be 20 

different than the construction of Electric Island? 21 

 
14  ORS 757.210. 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1900 
 Shierman/17 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1900 SHIERMAN REDACTED 

A. The manufacturer made the decision to enter the heavy-duty EV market and 1 

develop charging at MW speeds before receiving subsidies from PGE.15  In 2 

contrast, the expensive infrastructure needed to fuel heavy-duty EVs is 3 

expected to remain a significant barrier to fleet customers building charging 4 

stations with 1 MW or more of demand capacity, particularly small and 5 

medium sized fleets.16  Schedule 53 is available to fleet operators that may 6 

otherwise choose not to electrify their fleets without such subsidies from 7 

PGE. Schedule 53 is also available to other truck manufacturers that might 8 

not otherwise choose to site a charging facility in PGE’s service territory.17  9 

Staff recommended the Commission approve Schedule 53 with the 10 

expectation that future heavy-duty projects will have less free ridership than 11 

subsidizing an established multinational corporation to build a site it already 12 

needed to build for the development and marketing of heavy-duty EVs. 13 

Q. What are the prudence implications of providing services without a 14 

tariff? 15 

A. It is inherently imprudent.  A main tenant of the utility regulatory process in 16 

Oregon is that utilities are subject to rate regulation and required to file 17 

tariffs and schedules for all services they provide with the Commission.18  18 

This tenant is a statutory requirement in ORS 757.205(1). The reason that 19 

 
15  Rogoway, Mike. Daimler will convert Portland factory to make electric trucks The Oregonian,  

April 24, 2019, p 1. 
16  NREL. R&D Insights for Extreme Fast Charging of Medium and Heavy-Duty Vehicles March 

2020, p 10. 
17  See Docket No. ADV 1239, PGE, Supplemental Filing, March 4, 2021, Sheet No. 53-1. 
18  See Northwest Climate Conditioning Ass’n v. Lobdell, 79 Or. App. 560 (1986) at p. 565. 
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the legislature required tariffs to be on file is so all activities by the utility are 1 

open to public inspection. This transparency seeks to prohibit public utilities 2 

from entering into discriminatory deals and preferential treatment for one 3 

customer over another.19  4 

PGE did not file a tariff for its investment in Electric Island prior to 5 

making capital expenditures that the Company then sought recovery for in 6 

UE 394. In a regulated market, it is not prudent for a utility to provide a 7 

subsidy, with the intention to recover that investment from ratepayers if that 8 

investment does not comply with the applicable rules and laws that the utility 9 

must abide by.  Therefore, this investment would not be prudent even if the 10 

investment benefitted ratepayers. 11 

Q. Beyond the inherent imprudence of providing subsidies without a 12 

tariff, how prudent was PGE’s capital expenditure on Electric Island 13 

from an investment perspective? 14 

A. Staff has found that PGE’s subsidy of the construction of Electric Island was 15 

not a prudent investment.  Staff’s prudency analysis on the merit of the 16 

investment in UE 394 looked at whether this was an investment a 17 

reasonable person would make.  A reasonable person would not provide 18 

such a large incentive to meet objectives that are expected to occur without 19 

the subsidy, especially since this capital expenditure provided no 20 

incremental benefit to ratepayers. 21 

Q. Were any of the expenditures PGE made on Electric Island prudent? 22 

 
19  See Docket No. ADV 1239, OPUC Staff, Staff Report, March 1, 2021, p 4-7. 
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A. Yes.  PGE provided technical assistance to this project, a previously 1 

approved TE activity under the Company’s Outreach and Technical 2 

Assistance Pilot.20  3 

Q. What did Staff recommend in UE 394? 4 

A.  Staff recommended the Commission allow PGE to recover, through the 5 

Company’s UM 1938 deferral, the full [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  6 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] in operating expenses the Company 7 

incurred in 2020 for providing technical assistance to the Electric Island 8 

project.21 The incremental benefits to ratepayers from this project stem from 9 

that expenditure.  Staff also recommended the approximately $1.6 million in 10 

capital expenditures be permanently removed from the rate base because 11 

those capital expenditures funded an investment that would be reasonably 12 

expected to occur without the ratepayer-funded subsidy. 13 

Q. How has this issue from the prior rate case had an impact on this 14 

proceeding? 15 

A. PGE has included its Electric Island investment into the rate base as if this 16 

asset had been approved by the Commission in the last rate case. 17 

Q. What adjustment does Staff recommend? 18 

A. Staff recommends that this investment’s current value of $1.3 million be 19 

permanently removed from the rate base. 20 

 
20  See Docket No. UM 1811, OPUC, Order No. 19-385, November 7, 2019, p 11. 
21  See Docket No. UE 394, PGE, response to OPUC DR 419, August 25, 2021, Attachment A, cell 

C3. 

■ -
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ISSUE 7. TE DATABASE 1 

Q. What is the TE Database? 2 

A. PGE describes this capital investment as the integration of program 3 

information, charger maintenance, and usage information into the 4 

Company’s corporate database.22 5 

Q. Has PGE demonstrated this was a reasonable investment? 6 

A. No.  PGE was unable to provide workpapers showing this investment will 7 

benefit ratepayers.23   Any need or justification for a capital expenditure to 8 

avoid using separate databases for some TE data has never been approved 9 

by the Commission or communicated to Staff before the nature of this 10 

investment was uncovered through discovery in this proceeding. PGE 11 

claims this integration will save labor in TE reporting. However, it takes labor 12 

to query data from the Company’s corporate data base as well. PGE has not 13 

provided evidence that the difference in labor cost is greater than the cost of 14 

the capital expenditure. 15 

Q. What does Staff recommend? 16 

A. Staff recommends that $125 thousand be permanently removed from the 17 

rate base for insufficient evidence it was prudently incurred. 18 

 
22 See Docket No. UE 394, PGE, Response to OPUC DR 579, May 1, 2023, p 1.  
23 See Docket No. UE 394, PGE, Response to OPUC DR 810, June 5, 2023, p 1. 
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ISSUE 8. TE OPERATING EXPENSES 1 

Q. What operating expenses is PGE seeking to recover in base rates? 2 

A. $5.4 million. 3 

Q. Is this consistent with what the Commission has approved? 4 

A. No.  The Commission has only approved approximately $740 thousand of 5 

operating expenses for base rate recovery of TE-related O&M in ADV 1239 6 

and ADV 1261. 7 

Q. Does Staff recommend the rest be disallowed? 8 

A. No.  Staff supports a greater use of base rates to collect TE-related 9 

operating costs.  Four years ago, TE O&M was entirely recovered through 10 

deferrals. Now that PGE’s TE planning and the surrounding TE market have 11 

become more mature, base rates have become a more appropriate funding 12 

source of TE operating expenses. 13 

Q. What does Staff recommend? 14 

A. Staff recommends the Commission align PGE’s TE operating expenses in 15 

base rates with PGE’s new TE Budget. On June 1, 2023, the Company filed 16 

a new draft TE Plan which contains a three-year of $94 million.24  At a public 17 

workshop last year, PGE presented a three-year budget more than three 18 

times what PGE has ultimately proposed in UM 2033.25 PGE’s O&M budget 19 

for TE in this proceeding appears more designed for the larger expenditures 20 

the Company was contemplating last year than what PGE has more recently 21 

 
24  See Docket No. UM 2033, PGE, Draft TE Plan, June 1, 2023, pp 143-154.  
25  PGE. Draft 2023-2025 Transportation Electrification Roadmap June 14, 2022, slide 15. 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1900 
 Shierman/22 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1900 SHIERMAN REDACTED 

filed. Therefore, Staff recommends the Commission approve a budget for 1 

TE O&M in base rates of $2.2 million. Staff’s recommended TE O&M budget 2 

includes test year deferrals in UM 1938 and UM 2003. Staff also 3 

recommends the Commission discontinue the approval of TE deferrals in 4 

UM 1938 and UM 2003 for operating expenses that occur after this 5 

proceeding’s rates go into effect. Staff will bring more detailed budget 6 

numbers from PGE’s UM 2033 filing into the UE 416 record. 7 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/1900 
 Shierman/23 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 1900 SHIERMAN REDACTED 

ISSUE 9. STRANDED CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE 1 

Q. What is the current book value of EV charging infrastructure in PGE’s 2 

rate base? 3 

A. The current book value of PGE-owned charging infrastructure in the 4 

Company’s rate base is approximately $20 million.26 5 

Q. Have any of these assets been decommissioned? 6 

A. Yes.  PGE has decommissioned seven of the ten public charging stations 7 

the Company procured from the former EV charging firm ECOtality.27  PGE 8 

has decommissioned private charging infrastructure at the Tualatin Contact 9 

Center and the Salem Smart Power Center.28 10 

Q. Are these decommissioned assets still included in PGE’s rate base? 11 

A. Yes.29  These assets are found within the current value of UE 335 projects 12 

P36276 and P36462. 13 

Q. What is Staff’s estimate of the current asset value of these 14 

decommissioned capital assets that remain in the rate base? 15 

A. Approximately $1.7 million.30  Staff applied a reduction in the amount of 70 16 

percent for the public chargers and 33 percent for the private chargers. 17 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation? 18 

 
26  Staff/1909, Shierman D40 in the sheet titled “DR 272 Attach A”.  
27  Staff/1909, Shierman C135:C141 in the sheet titled “DR 272 Attach C”.  
28  Staff/1909, Shierman C80:C81 and C89 in the sheet titled “DR 272 Attach C”. 
29  Staff/1909, Shierman D37 and D39 in the sheet titled “DR 272 Attach C”.  
30  Staff/1909, Shierman D46.  
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A. The Commission should permanently remove $1.7 million from the rate 1 

base. PGE can record this amount as a regulatory asset and earn the time 2 

value of money on any undepreciated balance in this account. 3 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 4 

A. Yes. 5 
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March 27, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 264 
Dated March 13, 2023 

Request: 

Regarding the procurement of vehicles for PGE’s fleet that the Company is seeking recovery, 
please share the:  

a. make,
b. model,
c. year,
d. date of purchase,
e. odometer reading at purchase,
f. purchase price of vehicle, and
g. for any electric vehicle please also provide the comparable internal combustion

vehicle and the expected price of the comparable internal combustion vehicle.

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome and requires new analysis. 
Notwithstanding this request, PGE responds as follows: 

In this rate case, PGE is seeking recovery of approximately $35.0 million in capital costs associated 
with the procurement of vehicles for our fleet. These costs are specifically tied to the two following 
projects: 

• P36394 – Vintage Vehicle Replacement
– 2022: $915,000
– 2023: $18,777,608

• P36412 – Incremental Added Vehicles
– 2022: $1,596,461
– 2023: $13,641,776

Confidential Attachments 264-A and 264-B provide the Project Justification Forms for the above 
projects. 

Attachment 264-C provides the requested information for vehicles added to, or ordered for, PGE’s 
fleet from May 2022 and to March 2023. The $35.0 million referenced above consists of vehicles 

Staff/1902 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 264 
March 27, 2023 
Page 2 

that PGE expects to pay for upon delivery between May 2022 and December 2023, some of which 
may have been ordered several years prior.  

Please note that any information not shown in Attachment 264-C is because the vehicle has been 
ordered but not yet received, is an older vehicle that was not tracked at the time, or because PGE 
does not have data on all comparable internal combustion vehicles because electric vehicle 
offerings (and costs) are not always directly comparable to internal combustion vehicles.  

Attachments 264-A and 264-B contain protected information and are subject to General Protective 
Order No. 23-039.  

Staff/1902 
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September 28, 2021 

To: Eric Shierman   
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 394 

PGE First Supplemental Response to OPUC Data Request 738 
Dated September 14, 2021 

Request: 

Referencing Attachment A of PGE’s response to DR 427, please share the analysis that derived 
each site’s combined factor, and please explain why: 

a) M2206760, M2493753, M2514850, M2540673, M2575320, M2592820, M2684298,
M2732401, M2733476, M2733478, M2768915, M2886696, M2894003, M2932283,
M2957731, and M3001633 have combined factors of 1.

b) M2287965, M2638861, M2865157, M2924449, and M2974826 have combined factors
of 0.49.

c) M2330041 has a combined factor of 0.1.
d) M2769397 has a combined factor of 0.5.
e) M2875615 has a combined factor of 0.38.

Original Response in Docket No. UE 394: 

PGE used Demand Factors and Combined Factors as shown in the Table 1 below to 
determine/calculate the estimated annual kWh.   
When determining the Adjusted kWh per year we use a combination of Load Summary 
(Connected load and Demand Factor), Combined Factor and/or Hours/Year of Usage. 

Hours per year of usage can either be determined upfront (ex: 1.25 hours per day, 365 days/year 
= 455 hours per year) or the entire year is entered and then adjusted based on the Demand Factor 
and/or Combined factor calculations. 

The Combined Factor is used based on types of services/businesses to determine estimated 
operating hours. 

Staff/1902 
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Load Summruy 
Collllect Demru1d 

Load Type kw factors* 

Cooking 0 0.30 

Lighting 0 0.90 

Receptacles 0 0.10 

Waerhe . ' 1g 0 0. 0 

Electric heat 0 0.75 

Air conditioning 0 0.75 

Refrigeration 0 0.75 

Motors 0 0.50 

Computers 0 0.67 

elde1s 0 0.10 

Elevators 0 0.10 

In-igation 0 0.75 
Miscellaneous 0 0.50 

I ~1 st co ct d 0 

Table 1 

Estimated 
demru1d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

Combined Factor 

Public assembly 

Offices 

Food Stores 

Hospitals & health cru·e 

Hotels & Motels 

K-12 Schools 

Medical offices 

Misc commercial 

Restamants 

Retail stores 

Wru·ehouses 

Hobbv Shop 

Home Based Business 

0.50 

0.52 

0.59 

0.62 

0.61 

0.38 

0.53 

0.49 

0.57 

0.55 

0.56 

0.10 

0.37 

Staff/1902 
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* If none of the above are appropriate, use a 
reasonable factor based on knovm operating 
homs. (Examples. large pnma1y customer, 
irrigation, lighting, etc.) 

PGE is in the process of evaluating om Demand Factors and Combined Factors to detennine if 
adjustments might be needed for any of these values in these tables. 

Supplemental Response in Docket No. UE 416: 

Prior to 2022, the quantity of dedicated charging stations on the PGE network was fairly small 
and PGE had not perfo1med the research and analysis to dete1mine a specific combined factor 
values for vehicle charging stations. As a result of this, the design project managers perfonning 
the allowance calculations utilized combined factors at their discretion, without actual load data 
upon which to base the values. A combined factor of 1.0 was used in many of the work orders 
referenced, which was a ve1y conservative approach. The value of 0.49 that was utilized in some 
of the work orders was the default "Other" value that was often utilized if no data was available. 

In calendar year 2022, PGE perfo1m ed a detailed analysis of customer energy utilization and 
revised the combined factors for all commercial customer groupings. Actual annual Peak KW 
and annual kWh from 2019 (pre-COVID) for 30,000 commercial customers was utilized to 
calculate actual Combined Factor values. The revised combined factors were implemented for 
new customer load requests commencing in the summer of 2022. Confidential attachment UE 
416 _ OPUC DR 349 _ Supp 1 Response to UE 394 DR 738-A provides the cmTent table of 
combined factors. Confidential Attachment UE 416 _ OPUC DR 349 _ Supp 1 Response to UE 394 
DR 738-B provides the data utilized in this analysis for the EV Charging Stations. New customer 
load requests where allowances were calculated and provided to customers prior to 
implementation of these new combined factors were not revised. 

This analysis resulted in the adoption of a combined factor of 0.04 for electrical vehicle charging 
installations, based on 8,760 homs per year of operation. The results show a wide variation in 



actual factors by individual customers. Some of the larger dedicated manufacturer installations 
can have higher values and the Design Project Managers can utilize actual load data provided by 
the customer for similar installations.    

Attachments UE 416_OPUC DR 349_Supp 1 Response to UE 394 DR 738-A and B are 
protected information subject to Protective Order No. 23-039.   
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Bret Stevens.  I am a Senior Economist employed in the Rates, 2 

Safety, and Utility Performance Program of the Public Utility Commission of 3 

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

Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2001. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. I discuss and review several issues in Portland General Electric’s (PGE) 9 

general rate case.  This includes PGE’s test-year load forecast, budget and 10 

accounting for routine vegetation management, marginal cost study and rate 11 

spread, and rate design. 12 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 13 

A. Yes.  I prepared Exhibit Staff/2002, consisting of six pages.   14 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 15 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 16 

Issue 1. Load Forecast ............................................................................... 2 17 
Issue 2. Routine Vegetation Management ................................................ 18 18 
Issue 3. Marginal Cost Study & Rate Spread ............................................ 35 19 
Issue 4. Rate Design ................................................................................. 41 20 
Summary .................................................................................................. 72 21 
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ISSUE 1. LOAD FORECAST 1 

Q. How Does PGE’s 2024 load forecast compare to the previous general 2 

rate case, UE 394? 3 

A. On a total Company basis, the 2024 load forecast is expected to increase by 4 

8.89 percent compared to 2021 using weather normalized loads.  This is an 5 

increase of 1,803 GWh from 20,281 GWh to 22,084 GWh.  For further 6 

comparison, the weather normalized load for 2022 at 20,772 GWh.  By far the 7 

largest forecasted increase by segment was industrial load, which is 8 

responsible nearly the entirety of the increase.  The industrial load forecast 9 

increased by 33.8 percent or 1,799 GWh.  This growth in the industrial load is 10 

largely related to the expansion of tech companies and data centers.  The 11 

residential load is expected to increase by 32 GWh or 0.4 percent, while the 12 

Commercial segment is expected to decrease by 29 GWh or 0.4 percent. 13 

Q. Please describe the Company’s general approach to load forecasting. 14 

A. PGE utilizes a generally accepted standard for forecasting each customer 15 

class separately, which are further broken out by dwelling type for residential 16 

customers.  Residential forecasts are the product of a separate use-per-17 

customer forecast and customer count forecast, while the commercial and 18 

small industrial customer load is estimated at a schedule-wide level.  Large 19 

industrial customer forecasts are based on information gathered from individual 20 

customers regarding their expected load in the coming years. 21 

PGE utilizes Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average (ARIMA) models 22 

for its residential customer and demand forecasts.  ARIMA models are used by 23 
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all Oregon-regulated utilities.  ARIMA models work well for forecasting 1 

electricity demand because of their ability to model data with trends.  This is 2 

because the model can be made to handle non-stationarity through 3 

differencing if necessary.  4 

Non-stationarity can be a number of things, but in general it means that 5 

the predicted variable does not have constant statistical properties over time.  6 

For example, in variables that increase over time such as population, the 7 

average value would not remain constant.  Regression models attempt to 8 

identify constant relationships between variables in order to predict future 9 

values; if the relationship of two variables does not remain constant because of 10 

a trend, then the result of the regression could be spurious. 11 

Q. What inputs go into the ARIMA model? 12 

A. There are three main choices a modeler must make when estimating an ARIMA 13 

model: how many autoregressive lags to include, how many times they 14 

difference the data, how many lags of the error term to include.  Typically, the 15 

different combinations of these choices are compared using model selection 16 

criteria such as the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information 17 

Criterion (BIC).  These metrics help decide how to balance the benefit of 18 

additional predictors with the parsimony of the model.   19 

Q. Please describe autoregressive lags in the ARIMA model? 20 

A. First, the modeler must choose the number of autoregressive lags to include in 21 

the regression.  This accounts for the “AR” portion of ARIMA term.  An 22 

autoregressive lag assumes that each subsequent observation of the 23 
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dependent variable is, at least partially, based on the previous observation(s).  1 

The simplest analogy of this involves a “stock” variable.  For example, if you 2 

were to predict the number of residents of a city at the end of each year, it 3 

would be fair to characterize the population in any given period as the 4 

population in the previous year plus or minus any changes in the current year. 5 

The modeler could then find covariates that effect population such as city-6 

wide macroeconomic conditions and building permits to forecast the following 7 

year’s population, using the previous year’s population as a starting point.  The 8 

modeler can choose to include multiple lags if they think that periods beyond 9 

the most recent have an effect on the current observation as well. In PGE’s 10 

models, they typically choose to use either one or no autoregressive lag. 11 

Q. Please describe data differencing in the ARIMA model? 12 

A. The modeler must decide how many times, if it all, to difference the data.  The 13 

“I” in the ARIMA model stands for integration and represents the number of 14 

times the data was differenced.  Differencing time-series data involves simply 15 

subtracting the observation(s) preceding the current data point.  Using the city 16 

population example, this would mean that the modeler subtracts the city 17 

population in the previous year from the city’s present population – effectively 18 

finding the change in the population from one year to the next.  If for example, 19 

two differences are used, the yearly change is found, then the change in the 20 

yearly changes is found and so on.  In PGE’s models, they typically choose to 21 

use no differences. 22 

Q. Please describe error term lag in the ARIMA model? 23 
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A. The modeler must choose whether or not to incorporate a lag of the error term. 1 

This parameter accounts for the “MA” portion of the ARIMA term.  This concept 2 

is slightly more complicated to understand.  The error term is the difference 3 

between the fitted and actual observation for a dependent variable in any given 4 

period.  For instance, if the population of Portland was 640,000 in 2021, but 5 

your model would have guessed that there were 630,000 people, the error 6 

would be 10,000.  When including a lag of the error term, the modeler assumes 7 

that the error in the previous period(s) influences the realized value in the 8 

future.  Effectively the modeler would be choosing to include the lagged error 9 

term(s) as an independent variable in a regression.  In PGE’s models, they 10 

typically choose to use no moving average term. 11 

Q. Has the general approach to load forecasting changed since UE 394? 12 

A. Yes, in UE 394 PGE estimated many more models in its load forecast.  In 13 

addition to separating residential customers out by dwelling type, separate 14 

regressions were also estimated by heating type.  Further, commercial and 15 

light industrial customers were separated by one of eighteen North America 16 

Industrial Classification System (NAICS) segments.  The segmentation of 17 

these classes was initially done to allow for heterogeneity within schedules.  18 

That is, it was expected that customers in these different segments would 19 

respond differently to weather, seasonal trends, and grow at different rates 20 

over time. 21 

Q. Why did PGE decide to reduce the number of models in its load 22 

forecast?  23 
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A. PGE states in its opening testimony that the changes were made as the 1 

performance of the models they had used in UE 394 deteriorated.  Since each 2 

division of the data shrinks the number of customers that comprise the time-3 

series, they are more subject to anomalies in the data.  For the residential 4 

schedules PGE also recognized that its data on heating type is not reliable as it 5 

is rarely tracked.  PGE also states that when breaking the data into many 6 

groups, regressors that according to basic economic theory, should influence 7 

load are being returned as not significant.  This issue is not present using its 8 

more aggregated models. 9 

Q. Do you generally agree with the logic behind these changes?  10 

A. At this time, Staff does not take issue with these changes. PGE is correct to 11 

say that as sample sizes decrease, idiosyncratic shocks have an outsized 12 

effect on regression results.  These seemingly random fluctuations increase 13 

the standard error of regression coefficients and make it difficult to link drivers 14 

to outcomes.  In turn, this muddies model selection.  Grouping non-residential 15 

customers by rate schedule is a relatively natural division as customers are 16 

divided into rate schedules based on their energy consumption patterns.  It 17 

also seems reasonable to keep the dwelling-type division for residential 18 

customers as customers in different dwelling types have different consumption 19 

patterns and will likely grow at different rates.  Further, because PGE now has 20 

a bifurcated basic charge, internal data about dwelling type is relatively 21 

accurate. 22 

Q. Should PGE divide residential customers by any other categories? 23 
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A. Yes.  At this time, the energy industry is dynamic both in production and 1 

consumption.  If in the future it becomes clear that different groups consume 2 

energy in very different ways and are growing at different rates PGE should 3 

consider estimating a different model both for energy consumption and 4 

customer growth for this segment.  An example of a division that PGE should 5 

consider is electric vehicle (EV) and non-EV owners.  EV owners consume 6 

more energy and have a much different load profile than non-EV owners.  7 

Further, the relative share of EV owners in the service territory is projected to 8 

increase over time. 9 

This distinction is particularly important if decoupling is not readopted.  In 10 

the absence of decoupling, PGE will be able to increase its net income by 11 

increasing sales beyond what the load forecast predicts.  As I discuss in Issue 12 

4 of my testimony, Staff does not support PGE’s current vision of decoupling.  13 

Staff finds it acceptable for PGE to increase net revenue on the basis of 14 

exceeding transportation electrification goals.  However, Staff does not find it 15 

acceptable for PGE to increase net revenue simply due to poor load forecasts.  16 

To properly capture the anticipated trend in EV adoption, PGE must use both 17 

accurate historical and unbiased forecast data in order to properly calibrate 18 

their models. 19 

Further, the recent market trends have spurred an increased 20 

electrification of heating.  On top of this, recent extreme heat events have 21 

increased air conditioning penetration in the region.  PGE claims that their data 22 

on heating fuel is inaccurate.  Staff strongly recommends that PGE make an 23 
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effort to improve its customer-level data on heating and cooling in order to 1 

better understand and account for these trends in their load forecasts.  While 2 

Staff understands PGE not using inaccurate heating fuel information in their 3 

load forecasts in this rate case, Staff strongly encourages PGE to increase the 4 

accuracy of this data so that it can be used in the near future. 5 

Q. How does PGE model the effects of COVID-19? 6 

A. PGE models the effect of COVID-19 pandemic in a few ways.  For models 7 

forecasting Single-Family (SF) Residential, Multi-Family (MF) Residential, 8 

Schedule 38, and Schedule 83 a COVID-19 lockdown indicator variable is 9 

estimated.  This variable effectively estimates the average change in 10 

consumption for a class of customers during the COVID-19 lockdowns (April 11 

2020-October 2020) holding all else constant.  In some models, PGE assumes 12 

that the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic are persistent beyond the 13 

lockdowns.  For example, in the SF and MF residential models, PGE includes 14 

an interaction term between a COVID-19 pandemic indicator variable and 15 

heating and cooling degree days.  It is important to note that this indicator 16 

variable remains on in perpetuity.  This effectively estimates the permanent 17 

change in how residential customers respond to temperature in response to the 18 

COVID-19 pandemic.  This variable was added to the model to account for 19 

behavioral changes related to a larger proportion of customers working from 20 

home compared to pre-pandemic levels.  Lastly, in their model forecasting 21 

Schedule 85 energy consumption, PGE includes an indicator variable only for 22 
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April of 2020.  This assumes that the effect of the pandemic on these industries 1 

was short lived and only at the beginning of the pandemic. 2 

Q. Does Staff agree with how PGE models for COVID-19?  3 

A. At this time, Staff has no specific recommendations for how to model the 4 

COVID-19 pandemic.  Staff sees the current method as a vast improvement 5 

over the method that was used in UE 394.  UE 394 was filed in the middle of 6 

the pandemic.  As such, it was difficult to tell what the eventual effects of the 7 

COVID-19 pandemic would be.  Because of this, strong assumptions were 8 

imposed on the data.  The current methods, while still somewhat restrictive, do 9 

more flexibly control for the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.  There is no 10 

“correct” way to model the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and all methods 11 

should be compared to relevant alternatives.  Staff is still investigating these 12 

alternative modeling techniques and may suggest adjustments in later 13 

testimony. 14 

Q. How does PGE model energy efficiency programs (EE) in their load 15 

forecast? 16 

A. PGE models EE programs by simply including the estimated amount of savings 17 

from Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO) activities as a linear regressor in their 18 

model.  This data comes from the ETO and reflects the incremental savings 19 

estimated in each quarter.  PGE than interpolates this data to the monthly 20 

level.  PGE also uses forecasted data from the ETO in order to estimate its 21 

test-year forecast. 22 
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Q. Does Staff agree with this approach to modeling the effects of EE 1 

programs? 2 

A. Staff sees this method as a vast improvement over the previously used 3 

outboard adjustment.  The best data to use for estimating the impact of EE 4 

programs would be household-level causal estimates of pre- and post-5 

intervention consumption.  Collecting these estimates would be extremely 6 

difficult and costly - if even possible.  Including ETO’s estimated level of 7 

savings is likely the best proxy for the true level of energy efficiency savings 8 

customers experience.  Including it as an independent variable in the 9 

regression will even account for systematic over- or under-estimation from ETO 10 

if the bias from ETO’s estimates is consistent over time.  It should be noted that 11 

the coefficients for the estimated effect of ETO savings should not be 12 

interpreted as causal.  That is, if the coefficient on ETO’s estimated savings is 13 

above or below 1, it should not necessarily be interpreted as ETO’s estimates 14 

being biased, nor is Staff implying that ETO’s estimates are biased.  Rather, 15 

Staff is simply stating that PGE’s new method for modeling EE savings would 16 

be robust to certain forms of measurement bias. 17 

Q. How does PGE model distributed energy resources (DERs) in their load 18 

forecast? 19 

A. PGE accounts for the effect incremental DER adoption by using an out-board 20 

adjustment, similar to how they handled EE investment in past rate cases.  The 21 

DER forecast was developed as part of PGE’s Distributed System Planning 22 

process.  This model is discussed at length in UM 2197. 23 
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Q. Why does PGE use an outboard adjustment for forecasting DERs? 1 

A. Currently, DER adoption across PGE’s service territory is fairly new and 2 

relatively uncommon.  As such, little historical data can be used in order to 3 

reliability parameterize a regression model.  PGE developed a specialized DER 4 

forecasting tool in order to provide a forecast given limited data. 5 

Q. Does Staff support the use of this outboard adjustment? 6 

A. Yes, as caveated below, Staff does not object to the use of the outboard 7 

adjustment.  The DER forecasting tool was reviewed by Staff in UM 2197 and 8 

again in this rate case.  Staff sees it as a reasonable tool given the lack of 9 

historical data.  However, Staff does expect PGE to transition to include DER 10 

adoption in its regression specifications as an independent variable as more 11 

historical actuals can be measured. 12 

Q. How does PGE model outliers in their data? 13 

A. PGE uses indicator variables to control for large short-lived shocks to a 14 

schedule’s demand.  These indicator variables effectively net out the effect of 15 

the shock from the model.  This essentially has the model ignore the spike in 16 

energy consumption when calculating the relationship between usage and 17 

other variables. 18 

Q. Does Staff agree with this treatment of outliers? 19 

A. Partially.  In some cases this type of modeling can be beneficial if an event is 20 

truly random but is correlated with a spike in another covariate.  These outliers 21 

have high leverage and can be overly influential when estimating the 22 

relationship between a dependent variable and an independent variable.  23 
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Outliers can also increase the standard deviation of regression coefficients 1 

which can make it difficult to identify which variables are important regressors. 2 

That said, if a spike in energy consumption was caused by a regressor, 3 

say a large spike in temperature, then not including an indicator variable in the 4 

regression may be helpful for understanding the relationship between weather 5 

and energy consumption.  It is unclear from PGE’s testimony and workpapers 6 

why each outlier was chosen and if the cause of the spike is known.  If for 7 

instance, these changes in consumption were related to a relatively large 8 

customer entering or leaving the schedule, it would be valid to include these 9 

types of controls.  Staff may address this issue in upcoming testimony. 10 

Q. Does Staff have any proposals to improve the load forecast? 11 

A. Yes.  Staff’s primary proposal is to automate the parametrization of the ARIMA 12 

models that PGE uses in its load forecast.  PGE says in their opening 13 

testimony,  14 

For each forecast group, PGE reviews a variety of alternate 15 

model specifications.  Model residuals were reviewed, 16 

confirming that they appeared uncorrelated and normally 17 

distributed.  PGE also reviewed regression output statistics, 18 

such as the Durbin Watson (DW) statistic, adjusted r squared 19 

(R2), and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC).  PGE inspected 20 

the time series plots to assess model performance and to look 21 

for outliers.  An evaluation of the autocorrelation for each 22 
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series was performed and an autoregressive (AR) term was 1 

added when applicable.1 2 

To be clear, it seems like PGE is generally following industry standard 3 

guidelines for load forecasting.  However, some the decisions discussed above 4 

involve subjective decision making.  With the dissolution of PGE’s decoupling 5 

mechanism in UE 394, PGE has a financial incentive to lower its load forecast.  6 

Staff would prefer to increase the transparency in these types of decisions and 7 

automate these decisions, when possible, in order alleviate concerns of PGE 8 

suppressing the load forecast.  Staff has no reason to believe that PGE is 9 

suppressing the load forecast at this time.  The suggestion to automate the 10 

ARIMA parameterization is purely preemptive. 11 

There are many algorithms which can automate these choices.  In Staff’s 12 

analysis, it first replicated PGE’s load forecast in the statistical language R.  13 

Staff then used the “auto.arima()” function, which was created by Professor 14 

Robin Hyndman, a forecasting expert at Monash University in Australia, and is 15 

widely used in forecasting. This function applies the Hyndman-Khandakar 16 

algorithm to automatically parameterize ARIMA models.  In short, this algorithm 17 

iterates over possible variations of ARIMA parameterizations to find the 18 

combination of parameters that minimizes the AIC and BIC.2  Staff re-ran every 19 

regression used by PGE to construct their load forecast using this algorithm.  In 20 

many cases, the algorithm chose different ARIMA parameters than those 21 

 
1 PGE/1100, Riter-Greene/13. 
2 Hyndman, R. & Yeasmin, K. (2008). Automatic Time Series Forecasting: The forecast Package for 
R. Journal of Statistical Software, 3(27); https://www.jstatsoft.org/article/view/v027i03 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2000 
 Stevens/14 

 

chose by PGE.  Table 1 depicts the parameters chosen by PGE and Staff.  In 1 

each cell is an ordered triple.  This is the standard way of listing ARIMA 2 

parameters.  The first number indicates the number of autoregressive lags, the 3 

second number indicates the number of differences, and the third number 4 

indicates the number of lags of the error term are included in each regression. 5 

Table 1. Staff vs PGE ARIMA Parameterization 6 

Model PGE Parameters Staff Parameters 

Single-Family Building Permits  (0,0,0) (3,0,2) 

Multi-Family Building Permits (1,0,0) (1,0,1) 

Single-Family Housing Connects (1,0,0) (1,0,0) 

Multi-Family Housing Connects (0,0,0) (0,0,0) 

Single-Family Usage (1,0,0) (0,0,1) 

Multi-Family Usage (1,0,0) (1,0,1) 

Mobile Home Usage (1,0,0) (2,0,2) 

Other Residential Usage (1,0,0) (1,0,1) 

Schedule 32 Usage (1,0,0) (2,0,2) 

Schedule 38 Usage (0,0,0) (0,0,0) 

Schedule 83 Usage (1,0,0) (1,0,1) 

Schedule 85 Usage (1,0,0) (1,0,1) 

Schedule 89 Usage (0,0,0) (0,0,0) 
 

Using this method does mildly affect the base load forecast.  Table 2 7 

displays Staff’s proposed change in the base forecast for each schedule.3  8 

Figure 1 depicts the difference between Staff and PGE’s forecasts. 9 

 
3 Table 2 displays the change in the forecast for customers that do not have individual load forecasts 
before the outboard adjustment for DER adoption. PGE’s base residential forecast is taken from 
PGE/1101 Riter-Greene/1.  
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Table 2. Difference in Base Load Forecast by Schedule 1 

Schedule PGE Forecast Staff Forecast Change 
Schedule 7 7,891 7,902 0.13% 

Schedule 32 1,540 1,520 -1.29% 
Schedule 38 27 27 - 
Schedule 83 2,867 2,857 -0.35% 
Schedule 85 3,161 3,151 -0.32% 
Schedule 89 387 387 - 

Total 15,873 15,844 -0.18% 
 

Figure 1. Staff vs PGE Load Forecast 2 

 3 

Q. Is Staff proposing that PGE strictly follow the Hyndman-Khandakar 4 

algorithm when forecasting loads? 5 

A. No.  However, Staff does believe that a transparent and automated ARIMA 6 

parameterization algorithm should be used as a starting point for any short-7 

16200· 

~ 16000 · 
.c 
~ 
':2, 
ell 
C) 
ro "' ::i 

00 15800 • 

;§ 

15600 · 

15400 · 

2016 2016 2020 
Year 

2022 

,·. 
\ • 

\ . ,· .. 
\ ·. 
\ "• . 

\ .. ... - ......... ---~ 

2024 

Legend 

-- Historical Actuals 

• • • PGE Forccasl 

-+- Stoff Forccost 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2000 
 Stevens/16 

 

term load forecast.  Any deviation from this algorithm should be flagged and 1 

explained in detail with sufficient justification. 2 

Q. Are there any other decisions in PGE’s load forecast methodology that 3 

should be automated? 4 

A. Potentially.  Staff is also looking into automating outlier identification as that 5 

process can also be subjective.  Staff has not come to any conclusions on this 6 

subject.  In general, Staff believes that removing as many subjective decisions 7 

as possible from the forecasting process will lead to more trustworthy load 8 

forecasts. 9 

Q. Are there any other potential methodological improvements that Staff 10 

is investigating? 11 

A. Yes.  Staff is also looking into using out-of-sample prediction evaluation 12 

methods such as cross-validation to improve model selection. 13 

Q. Is Staff recommending a revenue requirement change based on the 14 

analysis presented above? 15 

A. No.  Staff is continuing to evaluate load forecast related issues.  As such, we 16 

are not currently recommending an adjustment to the load forecast.   17 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s recommendations regarding PGE’s load 18 

forecast. 19 

A. Staff recommends that PGE use, in this and future rate cases, the Hyndman-20 

Khandakar algorithm for parameterizing ARIMA models.  Any deviations from 21 

this algorithm should be flagged and explained in testimony and/or work 22 

papers.  For future rate cases, Staff recommends that PGE collect better data 23 
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on household-level heating fuel, A/C adoption, and EV ownership.  These data 1 

should be used to either estimate separate models or used as control variables 2 

to account for trends in electrification.  Staff also expects that as DER adoption 3 

matures, that PGE will move away from an outboard adjustment and use 4 

actuals to parameterize its regression models.  5 
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ISSUE 2. ROUTINE VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 1 

Q. Please explain PGE’s proposal regarding routine vegetation 2 

management. 3 

A. PGE is requesting an incremental increase to its vegetation management 4 

budget of $23.6 million.4  This is an 89 percent increase over their current 5 

budget, bringing their total projected spend on routine vegetation management 6 

(RVM) to [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  7 

 8 

   9 

 10 

 11 

 [END 12 

CONFIDENTIAL]. 7  No wildfire mitigation (WM) costs will be handled through 13 

this rate case, but instead in the recently created Schedule 151. 14 

Q. Does this proposal represent a departure from how vegetation 15 

management was handled in past rate cases? 16 

A. Yes.  In all previous rate cases any funds for WMVM were grouped in with all 17 

other RVM costs.  In UE 412, these costs were disaggregated, and costs 18 

associated with compliance with the Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP) are now 19 

handled through Schedule 151.  RVM are more traditional utility vegetation 20 

 
4 Bekkedahl-Jenkins/11 
5 Bekkedahl-Jenkins/12 
6 Bekkedahl-Jenkins/13 
7 Bekkedahl-Jenkins/15 
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management costs. While vegetation may still pose a contact risk outside of 

the HRFZs, the focus of th is type of work is system reliability. 

Q. Please describe PGE's cost forecast for RVM. 

A. [BEGIN CONFIENTIAL] 

I 

I 

I 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] Staff 4 

is continuing to look into to the cost drivers behind this budget increase. 5 

Q. Please explain PGE’s methodology for estimating the price of [BEGIN 6 

CONFIDENTIAL]  [END CONFIDENTIAL]. 7 

A. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

  [END CONFIDENTIAL] 18 

Q. Does Staff agree with the proposed budget for RVM? 19 

A. While extremely high, Staff does not have any adjustments to the proposed 20 

budget at this time.  Staff is currently looking into whether certain aspects of 21 

PGE’s outside labor budget are appropriately parameterized.  If Staff finds any 22 

discrepancies, it will be addressed in future testimony.  Given the increased 23 

-



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2000 
 Stevens/21 

 

demand for tree trimmers across their system and the region as a whole, Staff 1 

generally understands why there is a cost increase.  Since 2022 PGE has 2 

begun implementing its annual WMPs.  These plans require a significant 3 

amount of funds to implement and draw from the same pool of labor resources 4 

as RVM, so a temporary increased reliance on outsource crews is somewhat 5 

expected. 6 

Q. Does Staff have any additional recommendations or adjustments? 7 

A. Yes.  Staff recommends that a balancing account be established for RVM 8 

costs, a performance based ratemaking mechanism be established for RVM 9 

costs, a performance based ratemaking mechanism be established for system 10 

performance, and suggests a managerial disallowance. 11 

Q. Please explain Staff’s balancing account proposal. 12 

A. Staff is proposing that any incremental or decremental costs compared to 13 

PGE’s RVM budget in base rates be amortized in the following year.  PGE 14 

would submit their yearly actual RVM costs to Staff.  Incremental costs would 15 

be subject to a prudence review and the account would accrue interest at the 16 

Commissions Modified Blended Treasury Rate.  The prudence review would 17 

ensure that any costs beyond what is set in base rates is truly incremental to 18 

the RVM program and not related to any other functions of the Company. 19 

Q. Why is a balancing account appropriate for RVM expenditures? 20 

A. First, the future costs of the RVM program are relatively uncertain.  [BEGIN 21 

CONFIDENTIAL]  22 

 23 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2000 
 Stevens/22 

 

 1 

 2 

  [END 3 

CONFIDENTIAL] If the labor market for tree trimmers adjusts to the increased 4 

demand and higher wages, setting this budget in stone could allow PGE to 5 

profit from a short-term market fluctuation. 6 

More importantly, Staff is concerned about cost-shifting incentives 7 

created by the new WMVM mechanism.  In UE 412, PGE, Staff, and AWEC 8 

entered into, and the Commission adopted, a stipulation which creates a cost 9 

recovery mechanism for PGE’s WM costs.  This mechanism, among other 10 

things, tracks PGE’s spending on WMVM O&M in a balancing account and 11 

allows for full cost recovery on prudently incurred costs.  This new mechanism 12 

has interactions with PGE’s current method for RVM cost recovery as the labor 13 

pools and type of work done with RVM and WMVM funds are similar.  Given 14 

the current cost recovery mechanism for RVM and the proposed cost recovery 15 

mechanism in UE 412, PGE has an incentive to shift costs and responsibilities 16 

from RVM to WMVM responsibilities between rate cases. 17 

Since the WMVM mechanism allows for full recovery of prudent costs and 18 

is evaluated in isolation of RVM costs, PGE may be able to attribute more 19 

costs to its WMVM program while “cutting” costs in its RVM program in order to 20 

increase earnings.  For instance, if PGE prioritizes lower cost crews to work on 21 

RVM assignments, while utilizing more higher cost crews for WMVM 22 

assignments, costs may exceed forecasts in the WMVM mechanism while 23 
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being below forecasts for their RVM work.  PGE would then be allowed to 1 

recover the excess costs in the WMVM budget and retain the underspent 2 

dollars in the RVM budget. 3 

Of course, the recovery of O&M costs in the WMVM are subject to a 4 

prudence review by Staff.  However, it will be difficult for Staff to effectively do 5 

a prudence review both for the WMVM and RVM simultaneously to ensure that 6 

no double recovery is taking place.  Further, in their yearly Wildfire Mitigation 7 

Plans (WMP) PGE proposes changes to their WM strategy including which 8 

areas are covered by their Advanced Wildfire Risk Reduction (AWRR) 9 

program.  Between rate cases, if their High Fire Risk Zones (HFRZ) increase in 10 

size or change their boundaries, then RVM costs in newly encapsulated areas 11 

would decrease while WMVM costs would increase.  This would also allow 12 

PGE to save on RVM costs and collect unearned gains. 13 

A balancing account will fully alleviate both of these issues as PGE will 14 

have reduced incentives to cost shift between programs and if labor prices fall 15 

this will be captured and returned to ratepayers.  On the other hand, if RVM 16 

costs increase, these costs will also be borne onto ratepayers.  Staff believes 17 

that the benefit of the balancing account will outweigh this potential risk. 18 

Q. Please explain Staff’s performance-based ratemaking (PBR) proposal 19 

for RVM. 20 

A. Staff is proposing to implement a PBR mechanism that applies to PGE’s 21 

RVM expenditures.  This proposal is coupled with Staff’s proposal for a 22 

balancing account.  However, Staff’s balancing account proposal is not 23 
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dependent on the RVM PBR mechanism.  Even if the Commission does not 1 

adopt the RVM PBR mechanism, Staff has a strong preference towards the 2 

movement to a balancing account for RVM spend. 3 

Staff’s proposed PBR mechanism would impose an earnings test on 4 

the first $6 million of incremental RVM expenditure beyond what is included 5 

base rates.  The amount of prudently incurred costs subject to amortization 6 

would be based on OPUC vegetation management violations.  The purpose 7 

of this PBR mechanism is to ensure that PGE’s expenditure in RVM is well 8 

spent and equally benefitting customers. 9 

The earnings threshold varies based on the number of vegetation 10 

management violations identified by Commission Staff.  As a starting point, 11 

Staff suggests simply using the violations thresholds applied to PacifiCorp in 12 

Order No. 22-491.  Table 3 below displays the basis point reductions from 13 

the Commission authorized return on equity that would apply to any 14 

earnings review for the first $6 million in incremental WMVM O&M expenses 15 

subject to this proposed mechanism.  As is consistent with Order No. 22-16 

491, any amount beyond $6 million would not be subject to an earnings test. 17 

Table 3. Proposed RVM PBR Thresholds 18 

Level Threshold Penalty 
Level I 150 100 bps 
Level II 225 150 bps 
Level III 325 200 bps 

 

Staff proposes this mechanism on an initial trial basis for three years 19 

(2024-2027), to be amended or revised by the Commission as appropriate 20 
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for purposes of the ongoing mechanism.  However, Staff supports keeping 1 

the balancing account discussed above beyond this point even if the PBR is 2 

dissolved. 3 

Q. Please explain Staff’s rationale for proposing a PBR Mechanism for 4 

RVM expenditures. 5 

A. Staff is proposing this PBR mechanism to increase PGE’s accountability 6 

when it comes to RVM.  As it stands, if PGE’s RVM performance is not 7 

acceptable, there will be significant regulatory lag in imposing any sort of 8 

incentive for the Company to respond.  Staff believes that a PBR 9 

mechanism that is focused on vegetation violations will act as a quick and 10 

efficient way of incentivizing PGE to improve its performance if it declines. 11 

Q. Has Staff proposed a PBR mechanism for PGE’s vegetation 12 

management in the past? 13 

A. Yes.  In UE 394 Staff also proposed a PBR for PGE’s WMVM and RVM 14 

expenditures.  In UE 394 the Commission adopted neither Staff or PGE’s 15 

proposals relating to WMVM and RVM. 16 

Q. Is this mechanism similar to the mechanism proposed in UE 394? 17 

A. Somewhat.  The mechanism that was proposed in UE 394 would have 18 

encapsulated all of PGE’s spend both for RVM and WMVM.  The proposal 19 

that Staff presents here only applies to PGE’s RVM expenditure.  The 20 

stipulation that was adopted in UE 412 explicitly forebode any PBR in 21 

relation to WM costs for at least three years.  Further, the intention of the 22 

PBR in UE 394 was to decrease vegetation contacts that pose a risk of 23 
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ignition.  This PBR is not focused on wildfires but instead is purely focused 1 

on safety, reliability, and program performance.  This is why Staff has 2 

reintroduced the concept with a narrower focus. 3 

Q. Why does Staff propose that tree contacts should be used as a 4 

performance metric? 5 

A. Staff chose tree contacts the preferred performance metric for two reasons.  6 

First, the point of RVM is to reduce vegetation contacts.  As such, 7 

vegetation violations are a natural metric for performance.  Second, 8 

probable violations and the OPUC’s safety audit program for vegetation 9 

management performance has been in place for some time and are already 10 

in use in PacifiCorp’s WMVM mechanism.  Staff has experience applying 11 

this metric and the Commission has already expressed some support for the 12 

metric as a reasonable proxy for VM success. 13 

Q. Please explain Staff’s performance-based ratemaking (PBR) proposal 14 

for system performance. 15 

A. Staff is proposing, in addition to a Routine Vegetation Management 16 

Performance Mechanism, to implement a PBR mechanism that applies to 17 

PGE’s non-RVM distribution revenue requirement (DRR).  Performance 18 

standards would be set based on array of holistic Service Quality Measures 19 

(SQMs).  Potential SQMs and their importance for system reliability and safety 20 

are discussed in Staff/2500.  Table 4 displays Staff’s proposed SQMs for this 21 

mechanism. 22 

  23 
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Table 4. Proposed System Performance PBR SQMs 1 

SQM Description 

At Fault Customer 
Complaints 

Number of “At Fault” customer complaints as 
defined by current OPUC Customer Service 
Division practices. 

 SAIDI 
Sustained Average Interruption Duration Index 
as defined and calculated by IEEE standards.   

SAIFI 
Sustained Average Interruption Frequency 
Index as defined and calculated by IEEE 
standards. 

MAIFI 
Momentary Average Interruption Frequency 
Index as defined and calculated by IEEE 
standards. 

CAIDI 
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index 
as defined and calculated by IEEE standards. 

Inspection & Repairs 
Performance 

Yearly review of utility repair times by OPUC 
Safety Staff. Revenue requirement reduction 
would be based on Staff recommendation 
within set range.  

Major Safety Violations 
Achievement of zero patterns of noncompliance 
as defined in Division 24. 

 

Two tiers of performance metrics would be created for each of these 2 

metrics, except the Pattern of Noncompliance measure.  The first tier would 3 

be associated with a relatively small reduction in DRR, while the second tier 4 

would represent a more severe violation and in turn have a larger reduction 5 

in DRR.  The sum of these reductions would be accumulated in a deferral 6 

and the balance would be used in a way that is decided by the Commission. 7 

The purpose of this PBR mechanism is to ensure that PGE’s 8 

expenditure and investment in its distribution network is well spent and 9 

equally benefitting customers.  Rates are set based on an expected level of 10 
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system service quality and network integrity.  If PGE does not meet these 1 

expectations or has deteriorating service, rates should decrease to reflect 2 

the lower quality service customers are receiving.  Staff proposes this 3 

mechanism on an initial trial basis for three years (2024-2027), to be 4 

amended or revised by the Commission as appropriate for purposes of the 5 

ongoing mechanism. 6 

Q. Please explain Staff’s rationale for proposing a PBR Mechanism for 7 

system performance. 8 

A. Similar to the RVM PBR mechanism above, Staff is proposing this PBR to 9 

increase PGE’s accountability when it comes to the entirety of service 10 

quality.  As it stands, if PGE fails to achieve each of the SQM goals, there 11 

will be significant regulatory lag in imposing any sort of incentive for the 12 

Company to respond.  As discussed in Staff/2500, Staff has relatively limited 13 

insight into PGE’s performance as they do not regularly report on all of the 14 

metrics Staff is proposing for this PBR mechanism. 15 

Q. Is Staff proposing particular targets for its proposed PBR mechanism 16 

in Opening Testimony? 17 

A. No.  Staff is currently evaluating PGE data in order to propose a set of SQM 18 

thresholds.  Staff plans to suggest specific threshold recommendations in a 19 

future round of testimony.  Staff welcomes threshold recommendations from 20 

PGE and interveners. 21 

Q. Is Staff open to other performance metrics? 22 
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A. Yes.  Staff is open to and actively exploring other potential metrics.  1 

Specifically, Staff is looking into the application of regionally disaggregated 2 

metrics.  For example, evaluating PGE’s reliability performance at the 3 

regional or circuit level.  This would ensure that all customers across PGE’s 4 

service territory are receiving adequate service quality and that neglected 5 

regions are not masked by system averages.  Staff would like to work with 6 

PGE and other interveners in a collaborative way for establishing which 7 

SQM's and also ensure proper application of major events in this 8 

mechanism. 9 

Q. Is this proposal based on a degradation of PGE’s service quality? 10 

A. No.  While Staff would like to see improvements in PGE’s service quality, 11 

Staff is not necessarily recommending this PBR mechanism in response to a 12 

precipitous drop in service quality.  Although, as mentioned above, Staff 13 

currently has a limited view of PGE’s network integrity.  Staff does not 14 

believe that the implementation of a PBR must be reactionary.  A PBR 15 

mechanism is a form of sound proactive regulation and is meant to be 16 

preventative and provide adequate incentives to improve or maintain service 17 

quality.  Second, since there is an embedded expectation of system 18 

reliability and integrity built into customer rates, it is reasonable to lower 19 

prices if service quality deteriorates.  Lastly, the Commission has a set a 20 

precedent of crafting proactive performance metrics.  Staff believes that a 21 

mechanism that clearly outlines SQM targets and penalties for breaking 22 
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those targets will benefit PGE, Staff, and ratepayers.   Staff is looking 1 

forward to comments from PGE and interveners on this proposal. 2 

Q. What is Staff’s proposed managerial disallowance? 3 

A. Staff is proposing a managerial disallowance of [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 4 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] for annual RVM costs.  5 

Q. Does PGE’s large forecasted RVM budget play a role in Staff’s decision 6 

to recommend this disallowance? 7 

A. Yes.  As discussed above, RVM costs have exploded over the past two rate 8 

cases.  In 2022 PGE spent $28.2 million in RVM.  This represents a 96 9 

percent, or $13.8 million, increase compared to actuals in 2014.  Most of 10 

that increase happened within the 5-year span leading up to 2022.  [BEGIN 11 

CONFIDENTIAL]  12 

 13 

  [END CONFIDENTIAL] This is an unprecedented increase in 14 

costs.  Figure 2 depicts this rise.  The black line depicts PGE’s actual RVM 15 

spend in the years 2014-2022 while the red line depicts its forecasted costs 16 

in 2024.  [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 17 

  18 
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 1 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 2 

Q. Does Staff believe that this price increase could have been tempered 3 

by better management by PGE? 4 

A. Yes.  As stated above, roughly half of this forecasted cost increase is 5 

coming from PGE’s increasing reliance on [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 6 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].  In its testimony the Company 7 

states:8 8 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  9 

 10 

 
8 PGE/700, Bekkedahl-Jenkins/15 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

  [END 6 

CONFIDENTIAL] 7 

In OPUC DR 508, Staff asked [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

  [END CONFIDENTIAL] PGE is projecting to double its RVM budget 21 

over a 5-year period.  [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  22 

 23 

-

-
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  [END 1 

CONFIDENTIAL] In a response to Bench Request 7 in UE 394, PGE 2 

discussed its difficulties finding local skilled workers.  PGE also stated that 3 

this shortage was because of the influx of new work due to new WM and 4 

extreme storms.  Based on PGE’s testimony and response to DR where 5 

Staff explicitly asked [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  6 

  [END 7 

CONFIDENTIAL] Staff believes that there was much more PGE could have 8 

done to deflate these prices.  Further, WMVM work will continue into at least 9 

the medium term – and may even expand.  Since the number of crews 10 

needed will likely not decrease, PGE should be doing everything in its power 11 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  12 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] 13 

and decrease costs in the future. 14 

It is impossible to know [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  15 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] if PGE had 16 

given this issue the attention it deserved.  However, Staff contends that 17 

there was more PGE could have done.  As such, Staff is proposing a 18 

disallowance equal to the forecasted incremental cost of [BEGIN 19 

CONFIDENTIAL]  [END 20 

CONFIDENTIAL].  By recommending this disallowance, we are recognizing 21 

that PGE has not done everything in its power to lower RVM costs and that 22 
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more emphasis needs to be focused on [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  1 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL].   2 -
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ISSUE 3. MARGINAL COST STUDY & RATE SPREAD 1 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposed rate spread.  2 

A. Table 5 displays PGE’s proposed rate spread at its proposed revenue 3 

requirement.9 4 

Table 5. PGE’s Proposed Rate Spread 5 

Schedule CoS Rate Base Impacts  
w/ Schedules 122, 125, and 146 

Schedule 7 – Residential 15.7% 
Schedule 32 – Small Non-Residential  15.9% 
Schedule 83 – 31-200 kW 12.5% 
Schedule 85 – 201-4,000 kW 14.1% 
Schedule 89 – over 4,000 kW 10.0% 
Schedule 90 – over 30 MWa 10.8% 
CoS & DA Overall 14% 

 
Q. Please briefly review how PGE calculated this rate spread.  6 

A. Since 1974, the Commission has used marginal costs as one of the principal 7 

factors for spreading revenue requirement among customer classes.  PGE 8 

explains that its marginal study results in “unit costs, expressed as costs per 9 

customer, costs per kilowatt (kW) of demand, or costs, per kilowatt hour 10 

(kWh) are then used to allocate the functional revenue requirement.”10  The 11 

marginal cost methodology is needed because book values do not have a 12 

comparable basis of depreciation and differ from replacement costs – thus 13 

book values would not clearly indicate which schedules are more costly to 14 

serve.  In 1998, the Commission adopted a stipulation under which the 15 

marginal costs and revenue requirement should be separated into 16 

 
9 PGE/1300, Macfarlane-Pleasant/2. 
10 PGE/1200, Macfarlane-Keene/1. 
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generation, transmission, and distribution components and then reconciled 1 

on a functional basis to calculate class revenue requirement responsibility.  2 

Accordingly, PGE computes the incremental cost of replacing each major 3 

category of its system. 4 

Q. Schedule 89 and Schedule 90 are seeing a smaller increase than other 5 

schedules.  Does this necessarily imply that other schedules are 6 

subsidizing Schedule 89 and Schedule 90? 7 

A. In general, no.  Often Schedule 89 and Schedule 90 will see smaller 8 

increases compared to other schedules.  This is largely a product of how 9 

these customers consume energy. These are large industrial customers and 10 

have relatively “flat” loads.  This means that they consume roughly the same 11 

amount of energy throughout the year as their consumption is related to 12 

production as opposed to heating and cooling.  13 

In the marginal cost study, costs that are related to capacity, 14 

transmission, and distribution are spread across all customers based on 15 

how much they contribute to peak demand throughout the year.  This is 16 

done to represent the fact that many of the costs PGE incurs to build or 17 

upgrade transmission and distribution infrastructure are done in order to 18 

meet capacity needs. Since these larger customers have relatively flat 19 

loads, their contribution to these peaks is relatively less, and as such they 20 

are attributed less of these costs compared to “peaky” schedules.  As a 21 

result, large industrial schedules will often see lower price increases, but 22 

this is often because they contribute less to system costs.  However, as I 23 
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discuss later, Staff does have some concerns about misallocation of costs 1 

for these schedules in this case.   2 

Q. Have there been any changes made to PGE’s marginal cost study since 3 

UE 394? 4 

A. Yes.  The primary change in the marginal cost study is in the generation 5 

marginal cost study.  In UE 394, PGE calculated capacity marginal costs 6 

using a simple-cycle combustion turbine natural gas plant as the proxy 7 

capacity resource and a weighted average of a combined-cycle combustion 8 

turbine natural gas and a wind turbine for its marginal cost of energy.  In UE 9 

394, Staff suggested using a generation marginal cost study using only non-10 

emitting resources to be in line with mandates from HB 2021.  PGE was not 11 

able to implement this change in UE 394 but has made this change in this 12 

rate case. 13 

In its new generation marginal cost study, PGE is using a stand-alone 14 

four-hour battery storage as its proxy capacity resource and wind turbines 15 

as its proxy energy resource.  To calibrate its energy model, PGE is using 16 

its recently awarded bid for the Clearwater wind facility.  For its capacity 17 

model, PGE is currently using its results from its draft Integrated Resource 18 

Plan (IRP).11 19 

Q. Besides the generation marginal cost study, were there any other 20 

significant changes made to PGE’s marginal cost study? 21 

 
11 PGE’s Draft IRP can be found here: https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAA/lc80haa8431.pdf 
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A. No.  The rest of the marginal cost study is largely the same as what was 1 

used in UE 394. 2 

Q. Does Staff have any concerns about the generation marginal cost 3 

study? 4 

A. Not at this time.  Staff agrees with the use of the Clearwater wind plant bid 5 

as a relevant proxy for wind.  Staff also tentatively agrees with the 6 

parameters used to parameterize the capacity cost study but may suggest 7 

alterations as the IRP process continues. 8 

Staff also notes its appreciation that PGE produced a marginal cost 9 

study that did not include any fossil-fueled resource.  Given Oregon’s 10 

statutory framework, it is unclear whether any new fossil-fueled generation 11 

resource would be a resource of choice in an IRP. 12 

Q. Does Staff have any other concerns about the transmission marginal 13 

cost study? 14 

A. Yes.  In the PGE’s transmission marginal cost study and Near-Term Local 15 

Transmission Plan, Staff noticed that that roughly 70 percent of transmission 16 

upgrade dollars from 2020-2024 were or are planned to be spent in the 17 

Hillsboro area to meet increased load.  These transmission projects also 18 

included significant upgrades to the local distribution system. 19 

In DR 477 Staff asked for the energy usage for each Schedule for the 20 

Hillsboro area.  Staff found that the recent load growth in the Hillsboro area 21 

was significant, a roughly 80 percent increase from 2015-2022, but was 22 
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concentrated in a few schedules.  Table 6 below displays the share of the 1 

load growth by rate schedule. 2 

Table 6. Hillsboro Load Growth by Schedule 3 

Schedule Load Growth 
2015-2022 

Schedule 7 1.77% 
Schedule 32 0.05% 
Schedule 83 0.4% 
Schedule 85 -1.75% 

Schedule 485 3.55% 
Schedule 89 15.68% 

Schedule 489 13.81% 
Schedule 90 66.78% 

 
The vast majority of this load growth came from very large industrial 4 

customers.  These schedules with the largest growth, Schedule 89, 5 

Schedule 489, and Schedule 90 have a total of 22 accounts.  It is likely that 6 

some of these accounts are owned by the same company, meaning the total 7 

number of customers is likely less.  Staff questions the logic that the costs of 8 

these transmission and distribution upgrades should be spread to all 9 

customers, since they are necessary to handle the growth of so few 10 

customers.   11 

Q. Do you have any adjustments to the marginal cost study? 12 

A. Not at this time.   13 

Q. Do you have any adjustments to rate spread? 14 

A. Yes.  Staff proposes that the transmission and distribution revenue 15 

requirement related to the Hillsboro Reliability Project and the Horizon-16 

Keeler #2 230kV line be removed from all schedules excluding Schedules 17 
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89, 489, and 90.  The costs of these projects would then be spread between 1 

these two schedules by 12-CP for revenue requirement related transmission 2 

and 4-CP for revenue requirement related to distribution.  Staff believes that 3 

it is unjust to place the costs of these system upgrades on all customers 4 

when the costs were very directly costs by a handful of large customers.  5 

Staff has an outstanding DR that will allow for the calculation of the rate 6 

spread impact.  The result of this adjustment will be to spread a relatively 7 

larger amount of the transmission and distribution revenue requirement to 8 

Schedules 89, 489, and 90.  Staff also has outstanding DRs looking into 9 

other T&D projects and may discuss them in future testimony.  10 
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ISSUE 4. RATE DESIGN 1 

Q. Please describe the changes PGE is proposing to make to its tariffs. 2 

A. PGE proposes the following changes: 3 

Residential Basic Charge Increase: PGE proposes to increase the single-family 4 

(SF) and multi-family (MF) residential basic charges by $2.  Currently the 5 

basic charges for SF and MF customers are $8.00 and $11.00, 6 

respectively. 7 

Flattening residential rates: PGE proposes to fully eliminate the increasing 8 

block design of Schedule 7.  Currently the differential between the tariff 9 

rate applicable to the first 1,000 kWh per month and all other kWh is 0.36 10 

cents per kWh or 5 percent. 11 

Elimination of Schedule 7 Legacy Time-of-Use (TOU): PGE proposes to close 12 

this option to new enrollment by the effective date of this rate case then 13 

retire the option entirely on December 31, 2024. 14 

Schedule 7 Time-of-Day (TOD) Peak Hours Change: PGE proposes to adjust 15 

the peak hours of its new TOD offering such that the transition from on-16 

peak to mid-peak is at 4 p.m.  Currently, the transition is at 5 p.m.  This 17 

would expand the on-peak window by one hour and reduce the mid-peak 18 

window by one hour. 19 

Schedule 32 and Schedule 83 Basic Charge Increase: PGE proposes to 20 

increase the Schedule 32 basic charge for both single and three-phase 21 

customers by $2.  Currently the basic charge is at $20 for single-phase 22 

and $29 for three-phase customers.  PGE is proposing to increase the 23 
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Schedule 83 basic charge for both single and three-phase customers by 1 

$5.  Currently the basic charge is at $35 for single-phase and $45 for 2 

three-phase customers. 3 

Schedule 83 and 85 Generation Demand Charge Increase: PGE is proposing 4 

to increase the generation demand charge for both Schedule 83 and 5 

Schedule 85 to $3.80 and $4.28 per kW of monthly on-peak demand, 6 

respectively.  This represents roughly an 80 percent increase in the 7 

demand charge for both schedules. However, other rates applicable to 8 

those customers are adjusted accordingly. 9 

Decoupling: PGE proposes a decoupling mechanism that is contingent on the 10 

Commission approving PGE’s proposed revisions to the PCAM rate 11 

mechanism.  This proposal is similar to the decoupling mechanism that 12 

was in place prior to UE 394.  The primary differences are that this new 13 

mechanism would have a symmetric 3 percent limiter that carries forward 14 

into the subsequent year as opposed to the asymmetric 2 percent limiter 15 

that was in place prior to UE 394. 16 

Rules and Regulations Changes: PGE proposes changing the language 17 

around certain Rules and Regulations undergrounding line extensions for 18 

resiliency. 19 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s argument for increasing the residential basic 20 

charge. 21 

A. PGE is proposing to raise the residential basic charge such that the share of 22 

the average customer’s bill that is recovered through the basic charge remains 23 
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constant.  Since PGE proposes increasing the revenue requirements that make 1 

up the volumetric portions the Schedule 7 bill, the volumetric charge has also 2 

increased.  Without increasing the basic charge, the relative weight of the basic 3 

charge would decrease. 4 

Q. Does this mean that the amount recovered by customers will increase 5 

as a result of raising the basic charge? 6 

A. No.  The projected amount of revenue raised by any class is set at the revenue 7 

requirement allocated to that class.  Increases/decreases to the basic charge 8 

are offset by decreases/increases to the distribution charge.  The effect of 9 

changing the relative weight of the basic charge is that it changes the size of a 10 

customer’s bill given how much they consume.  Lower basic charges result in 11 

lower bills for customers who use less than average, but higher bills for 12 

customers who use more than average.  If the basic charge remains 13 

unchanged, customers who consume less than roughly 800 kWhs a month 14 

would see a lower bill relative to PGE’s proposal.  The opposite is true for 15 

customers that consume more than 800 kWhs a month.  Figure 3 depicts the 16 

monthly average billing distribution.  Customers whose average consumption is 17 

in the shaded region will see a lower bill because of this change, while 18 

customers whose average consumption is in the unshaded region will see a 19 

higher bill on average because of this change.12 20 

  21 

 
12 Figure 3 is derived from customer billing data supplied by PGE in DR 325.  The data was truncated 
to only include customers who consumed less than 4,000 kWh per month for ease of reading.  This 
represents the 99.9th percentile of consumption.  
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Figure 3. Effect of Basic Charge Increase by Monthly Usage 1 

 

Q. Is the price of the residential basic charge set by cost causation 2 

principles? 3 

A. To some extent.  The “embedded basic charge” for the entire residential class 4 

is calculated by PGE to be roughly $30.13  The residential embedded basic 5 

charge represents the average amount that all residential customers would pay 6 

to recover the costs related to distribution infrastructure and other customer 7 

related costs if each customer was charged the same amount.  As noted in 8 

Staff testimony in UE 335, this does not represent the marginal cost of each 9 

 
13 PGE/1300, Macfarlane-Pleasant/14. 
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additional customer, but instead the average cost of each customer including 1 

shared costs.  The current basic charges are roughly 65-75 percent below this 2 

amount.  In the past, Staff has argued that the basic charge should be set to 3 

represent the marginal cost of each customer as opposed to the average.  So 4 

that shared costs are recovered more by customers that consume more. 5 

Q. Are there equity concerns regarding a higher basic charge?  6 

A. Yes.  Economics identifies electricity use as a normal good, meaning that 7 

income and energy consumption are positively correlated.  There are many 8 

papers in the economic literature which find, in absolute terms, that lower 9 

income customers consume less on average that higher income customers.  10 

The cause of this relationship is often linked to lower-income customers having 11 

smaller dwelling sizes, less electric appliances, and stricter budgets. 12 

A lower basic charge allows these customers to better manage their bill 13 

and makes essential energy more affordable.14  However, given PGE’s claims 14 

in its opening testimony, this link between income and consumption may not be 15 

as strong as previously thought.  This does cast doubt on the assumption that 16 

lower basic charges are beneficial for low-income customers as a whole and 17 

indicates that the story may be more nuanced.  Staff is currently investigating 18 

these claims and more rigorous analysis will have to be done before 19 

suggesting a break from precedent. 20 

Q. Does Staff oppose this increase? 21 

 
14 See also Staff/600.  
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A. Currently, Staff does not oppose this proposal.  However, Staff may change 1 

this stance if research into customer billing data shows a different charge may 2 

be preferable on equity grounds.  Staff would like to point out that if the 3 

revenue requirement increase to the residential class is materially less than 4 

PGE proposes, that would translate into reduced increases in the basic charge 5 

rate. 6 

Q. Please describe PGE’s current energy blocking structure. 7 

A. For many years PGE has had an inverted tiered energy rate.  This means that 8 

the price charged for a kWh of energy increases at specified levels of kWh 9 

monthly-billing usage.  PGE currently charges 5 percent less per kWh for the 10 

first 1,000 kWh a customer consumes in a month compared to all subsequent 11 

kWhs consumed in the same billing cycle.  As stated in PGE’s opening 12 

testimony, this was originally done to encourage conservation and to ensure 13 

that customers could purchase the minimum amount of energy needed to 14 

participate in modern life at a relatively low rate.  The idea was that the 15 

marginal cost of supplying electricity was above average cost and therefore to 16 

charge prices closer to marginal cost, an inverted rate design was necessary. 17 

Q. Have there been any recent changes to PGE’s Schedule 7 increasing 18 

block structure? 19 

A. Yes.  In UE 335, the cutoff for the residential exchange credit at 1000 kWh a 20 

month, provided for in Schedule 102, was eliminated.  Instead, the residential 21 

exchange credit, which provides the benefit of the federal Columbia hydro-22 

electric system provided by the Bonneville Power Administration was provided 23 
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to all residential kWh use regardless of how many kWhs a customer might use.  1 

Further, in UE 394 the increasing block differential was roughly cut in half. 2 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s argument for flattening residential rates. 3 

A. PGE cites three main reasons for wanting to flatten residential rates.  First, 4 

they cite equity concerns claiming that low-income households are 5 

disproportionately negatively affected by the increasing block structure.  Using 6 

customers who participate in the Income Qualified Bill Discount (IQBD) 7 

program as a proxy for low-income customers, PGE finds that low-income 8 

customers have monthly bills in which the average usage is above 1,000 kWh 9 

at a higher proportion than non low-income customers.  10 

PGE’s second argument for flattening rates is that the increasing block is 11 

detrimental to customers who own EVs and charge at home.  Since both the 12 

default and TOD rate are subject to the increasing block, this may make EVs 13 

look less desirable to customers. 14 

Lastly, PGE argues that the price signal that the increasing block sends to 15 

customers encouraging them to conserve is muted by the TOD rate.  They 16 

claim that by including the increasing block in the TOD option, the TOD rate 17 

becomes burdensomely complicated for customers. 18 

Q. Do you agree with these arguments?  19 

A. No.  I will begin with the equity argument.  In its analysis, PGE uses IQBD 20 

program participants as a proxy for low-income customers as a whole.  This 21 

has an inherent bias.  Customers enrolled in the IQBD program are required to 22 

have an income at or below 60 percent of State Median Income meaning that it 23 
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is likely true that all customers in the IQBD are in fact low-income.  However, 1 

this does not mean that all low-income customers are enrolled in the program.  2 

The IQBD program is still in its infancy and growing rapidly.  Staff was able to 3 

independently verify using customer billing data obtained in OPUC DR 325 that 4 

IQBD participants did generally consume more than non-IQBD participants.  A 5 

graph of the monthly consumption data can be seen below in Figure 4.  6 

Figure 4. Bill Distribution by IQBD Participation 7 

 

One reason that IQBD participants may consume more at this stage in 8 

the program is that current participants are early adopters.  This likely 9 

introduces selection bias into PGE’s analysis because the higher the bill the 10 
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more likely a low-income customer is likely to seek out help through support 1 

payments.  While the program is free, there is still a cost to enrolling – time and 2 

effort.  This is not to say that enrollment is difficult, but it does take customers 3 

taking time out of their day to enroll.  The customers most likely to do this are 4 

customers who have the most to gain from enrollment.  Since the program 5 

reduces a customer’s bill by a certain percentage based on income, customers 6 

with higher average bills will save more by enrolling than customers who have 7 

lower bills.  As such, customers with higher average bills have a larger 8 

incentive to enroll.  Therefore, looking at the consumption patterns of program 9 

participants early in the program’s maturity will make it seem as if low-income 10 

customers consume more than they actually do. 11 

To be clear, Staff does not have direct evidence that this sample selection 12 

issue is at play because data that provides the usage characteristics for all low-13 

income customers has not been provided to Staff.  Further, effectively all 14 

academic studies looking at the issue find a positive relationship between 15 

income and energy consumption.  If PGE’s claim is true, then the PGE service 16 

territory would be a national outlier in this respect.  Staff believes that the IQBD 17 

program needs more time to mature before participation will become a valid 18 

proxy for the low-income population as a whole.  Staff intends to continue its 19 

investigation into the equity impacts of rate flattening as the rate case 20 

proceeds. 21 

The consumption issue is at the heart of the equity discussion as the 22 

primary beneficiaries of rate flattening will be customers who consume more 23 
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energy.  Staff finds that customers who consume more than 1,200 kWhs a 1 

month will have lower average bills as a result of this change. 2 

Q. Do you agree with PGE’s argument about the increasing block 3 

discouraging EV adoption? 4 

A. No.  Assuming that EV owners have monthly bills above 1,200 kWh a month, 5 

an increasing block would make home charging more expensive.  However, if a 6 

household has a monthly bill below 1,200 kWh per month, an increasing block 7 

would make charging relatively cheaper.  Flattening rates will likely have a 8 

mixed effect on EV adoption given a household’s characteristics. 9 

For example, the median SF household in PGE’s service territory 10 

consumes roughly 750 kWh per month according to billing data provided by 11 

PGE.  A 2021 Chevy Bolt has an EPA fuel efficiency of 29 kWh per 100 12 

miles.15 According to the Oregon Metro the average person in Portland drove 13 

roughly 18.5 miles per day or roughly 560 miles per month in the years directly 14 

before the pandemic.16  This implies that if this representative Chevy Bolt 15 

owner charged exclusively at home their monthly consumption would increase 16 

by 163 kWhs per month.  This hypothetical EV customer would be better off 17 

under the current increasing block regime than under flat rates.  18 

While this example is not perfect, it does illustrate an important point.  19 

This hypothetical Chevy Bolt owner would have to drive roughly 51 miles per 20 

day and charge exclusively at home in order for the flattened rate to be 21 

 
15 The EPA’s fuel rating for the 2021 Chevy Bolt can be found here.  
16 Report can be found here. 
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beneficial for them.  For a more energy intensive 2022 Rivian R1T pick-up 1 

truck, this number becomes roughly 30 miles per day.17  While the exact billing 2 

distribution of current EV owners isn’t well known, it seems reasonable to 3 

assume that flattening rates will not unequivocally improve EV adoption.  For 4 

flattening to encourage adoption, a customer would have to already consume a 5 

relatively large amount of energy, purchase a relatively inefficient EV, and/or 6 

drive a relatively large amount. 7 

Q. Do you agree with PGE’s argument about the increasing block’s price 8 

signal is muddled by the TOD rate’s price signal? 9 

A. Perhaps.  In UM 1708, the independent evaluator that analyzed PGE’s first 10 

TOD pilot program found that simpler TOD offerings had similar outcomes than 11 

more complex rates and as such were preferable.  Staff does also see a 12 

benefit to simpler rates as they may help encourage adoption. 13 

However, Staff does not necessarily agree that the price signals are 14 

muddled.  The increasing block and TOD rates send different price signals and 15 

do not counteract each other.  The TOD rate sends the price signal related to 16 

capacity costs while the increasing block sends price signals related to energy 17 

costs.  Both are valid price signals to send and achieve different goals. 18 

Q. Are flattened residential rates more closely aligned with cost causation 19 

principles? 20 

A. There are two aspects to this issue.  First, we should look to see if marginal 21 

cost is above average cost.  If the revenue requirement at marginal cost is 22 

 
17 The EPA’s fuel rating for the 2022 Rivian R1T can be found here. 
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higher than the total revenue requirement, it would suggest that the marginal 1 

cost of generating unit is increasing, thus providing justification for the inverted 2 

block rates.  Using PGE’s marginal cost study, I find that the revenue 3 

requirement at marginal cost for residential customers is approximately $1,250 4 

million.  PGE’s full residential revenue requirement is $1,378 million and they 5 

are proposing to recover roughly $120 million from the residential basic charge.  6 

This means that the portion of PGE’s residential revenue requirement that is 7 

recovered through variable charges is roughly $1,257 million.  This shows that 8 

the PGE’s marginal cost are roughly equivalent to its average cost.  This 9 

analysis supports PGE’s proposal for flattening rates.  10 

The second aspect of this issue is whether there is a cost differential per 11 

kWh of serving small versus large residential users.  Staff is still investigating 12 

this issue.  To answer this question we can ask, “are customers that consume 13 

more energy, regardless of when, more costly to serve?” If the answer to this 14 

question is yes, then increasing block rates are justified under cost causation 15 

principles. 16 

One way to investigate this is to look at the month-to-month variability of 17 

consumption for customers across the consumption spectrum.  The Figure 5 18 

plots the customer-level yearly variance against average monthly 19 

consumption.18 20 

 21 

 
18 The billing data in Figure 5 has been truncated at the 95th percentile of customer usage and 2000 
kWh of average monthly usage for ease of interpretation.  
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Figure 5. Monthly Customer Variance on Average Customer Usage 1 

 

Figure 5 shows that as customers consume more energy per month, their 2 

monthly variance increases.  This means that month-to-month consumption is 3 

more volatile as average monthly consumption grows.  Customers with volatile 4 

consumption are more costly to serve.  Because of their occasionally large 5 

demand, distribution upgrades may be necessary sooner to accommodate their 6 
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load as well as additional generation capacity to serve a kWh of use due to a 1 

lower load factor for higher usage customers. 2 

Further, in the months where their load decreases, they will be paying 3 

less towards those distribution upgrades due to the volumetric nature of the 4 

cost recovery for those costs.  Customers who consume less per month have 5 

fairly consistent levels of consumption, are easy to plan for, and are less likely 6 

to have large drops in consumption.  Together, this indicates that customers 7 

with large loads regardless of the time of day they are consuming may be more 8 

costly to serve than customers with small average loads.  Staff is continuing to 9 

look into this issue and this investigation is not final. 10 

Q. Do you agree with PGE’s proposal to flatten residential rates? 11 

A. Likely not, however Staff has not come to a definite conclusion on this issue 12 

and is planning on continuing its investigation into the cost causation issues 13 

associated with flattening rates.  Staff is looking forward to PGE’s future 14 

testimony.  15 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s argument for retiring the Legacy TOU option 16 

for Schedule 7 customers.  17 

A. PGE argues that the schedule is complicated and unappealing to customers, 18 

which has led to low uptake over its 20-year history. 19 

Q. Do you support the retirement of the Legacy TOU option? 20 

A. Staff does not have reservations about ending new enrollment in the Legacy 21 

TOU option.  It has had ample time to mature, and the vast majority of 22 

customers have chosen not to enroll.  PGE has made an effort to calibrate its 23 
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new TOD option and it is fair to assume that it will be the natural successor to 1 

the Legacy TOU option. 2 

That said, many of the Legacy TOU customers have been on the 3 

schedule for a long period of time.  Further, the current subscribers have had 4 

the opportunity to switch to the new TOD option.  These customers have 5 

revealed their preference to stay on this option compared to their alternatives.  6 

Ending new enrollment would reduce the costs associated with educating 7 

customers on the nuances between the schedules, while allowing customers 8 

who prefer the Legacy TOU option to remain on it.  Staff is interested to see if 9 

PGE can demonstrate a need to fully retire the Legacy TOU. 10 

Q. Please describe PGE’s argument for modifying the TOD on-peak 11 

window. 12 

A. PGE argues that by increasing the size of the peak window, they will be able to 13 

temper the price increase for peak hours. 14 

Q. Do you support extending the on-peak window? 15 

A. No.  The philosophy behind TOD rates is that it allows retail rates faced by 16 

customers to better mirror the system prices faced by the utility at a more 17 

granular level.  This incentivizes customers to behave in ways that lower 18 

overall system costs by lowering power costs and delaying investment in new 19 

plant. 20 

PGE is requesting to change the structure of the TOD rate to smooth a 21 

price increase.  PGE does not offer any evidence that this change will send 22 

more clear price signals to customers or that there has been any structural 23 
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change in the hourly power costs faced by the Company.  Staff believes that 1 

these are the only two valid reasons for changing the structure of the TOD rate. 2 

PGE also stresses the importance of simplicity and education about TOD 3 

rates in its testimony.  Changing what is arguably the most important aspect of 4 

a TOD rate to communicate, the on-peak window, to temper a price change 5 

seems to run counter to PGE’s stated goals for the TOD rate.  PGE should 6 

strive for consistency in the structure of the program and only make structural 7 

changes to the TOD rate when there are structural changes to PGE’s costs. 8 

Staff sent DRs asking for information about PGE’s hourly system costs 9 

and loads.  A copy of the PGE responses to these data requests is attached as 10 

Staff/2002.  Staff is currently analyzing this data.  If Staff finds, or PGE can 11 

provide, sound evidence that this change will better align retail costs with 12 

system costs, then Staff may support this change. 13 

Q. Are there any additional impacts from the proposal to change the on-14 

peak hours? 15 

A. Yes.  PGE has requested that the allowable event hours within the Peak Time 16 

Rebate (PTR) align with its proposed changes to the TOD on-peak window.  17 

Staff agrees that the PTR hours and the on-peak window hours should be 18 

aligned with or without PGE’s proposed change to the TOD on-peak window. 19 

Q. Please describe PGE’s argument for increasing the basic charges for 20 

Schedule 32 and Schedule 83. 21 

A. PGE provides a similar argument for increasing these basic charges as it does 22 

for increasing the residential basic charge.  For Schedule 32, PGE states that 23 
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the last time that the basic charge was changed was in UE 335.  At that time, 1 

the basic charge made up 14 percent of the average Schedule 32 customer’s 2 

bill.  With this proposed change, the average bill would account for roughly 12 3 

percent of the average customer’s bill.  PGE claims that by increasing the 4 

Schedule 83 basic charge by $5, they will recover the same proportion of the 5 

average bill from the basic charge as was done in UE 335.  Again, if the overall 6 

rate increase for these schedules is less than what PGE requested, the amount 7 

of increase to the basic charges should be revisited to ensure proportionality. 8 

Q. Do you support increasing the basic charge for Schedule 32 and 9 

Schedule 83? 10 

A. Staff does not object to these changes at this time.  Staff is also currently 11 

looking into whether a higher basic charge, and conversely lower volumetric 12 

charge, is a more just rate design.  13 

Q. Does Staff have any concerns about the way that the current basic 14 

charge is set for Schedule 32 and Schedule 83? 15 

A. Yes.  Currently the basic charge for both Schedule 32 and Schedule 83 are set 16 

well below the embedded basic charge calculated by PGE.  Table 7 depicts 17 

this discrepancy. 18 

Table 7. Commercial Basic Charges 19 

Schedule Proposed Basic 
Charge 

Embedded Basic 
Charge % Under 

32 (Single Phase) $22 $45 51% 
32 (Three Phase) $31 $55 44% 
83 (Single Phase) $40 $161 75% 
83 (Three Phase) $50 $242 79% 
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Schedule 32 and Schedule 83 generally encompass small commercial 1 

customers.  Electricity for these companies is an input into the product that 2 

they create, whether that be a service or good.  By depressing the basic 3 

charge for these customers, PGE is implicitly lowering the cost of this input for 4 

companies where energy is a less intensive input and raising the cost for 5 

companies that rely more on electricity for their product.  To be clear, the 6 

marginal unit cost of electricity for these different types of businesses is the 7 

same, but the lower basic charge explicitly benefits companies who use less 8 

energy at the expense of companies who use more. 9 

While this status quo may be justified if customers who use more total 10 

energy cost the system more to serve, the equity justifications for the lower 11 

basic charge for residential customers do not hold for these commercial 12 

businesses as there is not as strong of a link between profitability and energy 13 

use.  Staff has issued DRs on this issue and is continuing to investigate as 14 

the case proceeds.  Staff welcomes PGE to conduct its own analysis of this 15 

issue and discuss in future rounds of testimony. 16 

Q. Please briefly review PGE’s history with decoupling. 17 

A. In UE 197 the Commission adopted a decoupling mechanism for PGE.  This 18 

included the Sales Normalization Adjustment (SNA) for Schedule 7 and 19 

Schedule 32 customers and the Lost Revenue Recovery Adjustment (LRRA) 20 

for some nonresidential customers.  This mechanism in included an 21 

asymmetric 2 percent cap on collections from customers but no cap on 22 

refunds. 23 
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In UE 335 and UE 394, PGE proposed to modify the cap such that any 1 

amount of collections that would exceed the 2 percent cap would be rolled over 2 

into the next year in a balancing account.  This would create full, although 3 

delayed, pass through of fixed costs.  The Commission denied this request in 4 

UE 335 and in UE 394 a stipulation was submitted which proposed to terminate 5 

the decoupling mechanism.  The dissolution of the decoupling mechanism was 6 

opposed by the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and Northwest 7 

Energy Coalition (NWEC), although the Commission ultimately adopted the 8 

stipulation.  Since the termination of the decoupling mechanism was not 9 

thoroughly discussed in testimony, the Commission, in Order No. 22-129, 10 

requested that PGE discuss decoupling in this rate case.  11 

Q. What is PGE’s proposal regarding decoupling? 12 

A. PGE is not technically proposing a new decoupling mechanism.  PGE does, 13 

however, describe a decoupling mechanism that they would be willing to 14 

accept.  The acceptance of which hinges on the Commission accepting PGE’s 15 

PCAM proposal.  The hypothetical decoupling mechanism PGE describes has 16 

a 3 percent symmetric annual limit on refunds and collections that roll over 17 

from year to year.  This mechanism is largely similar to what was proposed by 18 

the Company and rejected by parties in UE 394. In UE 394, PGE proposed a 2 19 

percent rolling limiter to collections and no cap on refunds. 20 

Q. What is decoupling? 21 

A. Put simply, decoupling is a mechanism that divorces volumetric utility sales 22 

and revenue.  There is not a monolithic method for applying decoupling as a 23 
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concept, but a revenue per customer decoupling mechanism is the norm.  1 

There are many examples of variations of decoupling mechanisms across and 2 

even within states.  The issue that decoupling attempts to solve stems from 3 

how most energy rates are set.  As noted above, the volumetric charge in 4 

Oregon does not simply include costs related to net variable power costs 5 

(NVPC).  PGE also recovers costs related to grid maintenance and customer 6 

service through its variable charge.  This variable charge is set to allow PGE 7 

recovery of its approved revenue requirement given an accurate load forecast.  8 

If the load forecast used to set rates is lower than is actually observed, PGE 9 

will over-recover its revenue requirement leading to excess profits and vice 10 

versa.  This provides an incentive to increase sales between rate cases – 11 

which may run counter to conservation goals. 12 

Q. What were the arguments for a decoupling mechanism in UE 394? 13 

A. The NRDC and NWEC had three main arguments.  First, they argued that 14 

investments in energy efficiency would decrease – even though public energy 15 

efficiency programs are not administered by PGE.  Second, they argued that 16 

decoupling actually increases utility support for electrification and distributed 17 

energy resources.  Lastly, they claimed that eliminating decoupling would 18 

decrease PGE’s profits if electric vehicles become more energy efficient. 19 

Q. Do you agree with the general idea that getting rid of decoupling will 20 

hinder environmental goals? 21 

A. No.  While Staff agrees that eliminating decoupling PGE will have an incentive 22 

to sell more electricity, this sale of electricity can be to enhance environmental 23 
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goals - not hinder them.  Transportation electrification is one example of this.   1 

The main benefit to Staff of removing decoupling is that general economic risk 2 

will be returned to PGE as it was before the decoupling mechanisms were 3 

adopted.  Staff believes that shielding investors from this risk and pushing it 4 

onto customers runs counter to the contract between a customer and business. 5 

Q. Do you agree with the argument that removing decoupling will 6 

decrease energy efficiency and DER investments? 7 

A. Staff disagrees with the argument that removing decoupling will decrease 8 

energy efficiency investments in PGE’s service territory.  The ETO serves as 9 

an unbiased manager of public investment in energy efficiency.  This differs 10 

from many other states who rely on utilities to run and fund energy efficiency 11 

programs.  In those states, Staff would agree that removing decoupling would 12 

serve as a major disincentive for utilities to properly administer energy 13 

efficiency programs.  NRDC and NWEC argue that this is not a sufficient 14 

barrier, and that PGE will be able to dissuade customers from investing in 15 

energy efficiency.  We disagree as there is no evidence on this point that Staff 16 

has seen. 17 

By all accounts, dissolving the decoupling mechanism in UE 394 has had 18 

little to no effect on energy investments in PGE’s service territory.  Interest in 19 

publicly funded energy efficiency has not faltered due to the diminished 20 

incentive for PGE to advertise ETO programs.  The ETO actually exceeded its 21 

conservation goals in PGE’s service territory in 2022.  Further, a private 22 

customer’s investment to invest in energy efficiency is largely driven by the 23 
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volumetric price of energy as opposed to PGE’s net income.  The recent spike 1 

in western power prices have translated to higher power costs and have driven 2 

up volumetric rates.  This makes energy efficiency investments more enticing 3 

to private customers as well.  This logic also extends to DERs.  A customer’s 4 

decision to invest in a distributed solar resource, for instance, will largely 5 

depend on the benefit received form net metering.  The larger the volumetric 6 

charge from PGE, the more enticing DER investments will become. 7 

Q. Do you agree with the argument that decoupling will increase utility 8 

support for transportation electrification and DERs?  9 

A. Staff agrees with NRDC and NWEC that PGE has incentive, through the 10 

language of SB 1547, to invest in electrification even with a decoupling 11 

mechanism in place.  However, by removing decoupling PGE is incentivized to 12 

further exceed the anticipated growth of transportation electrification as it may 13 

be able to increase its net income – within bounds.  That said, Staff agrees that 14 

any gains from transportation electrification should not be earned through sub-15 

par load forecasting.  In my testimony above, I stress the importance of further 16 

collection of historic EV ownership and heating data to use in PGE’s load 17 

forecasting models.  Given this data, we can help to ensure that any profits 18 

stemming from increased transportation electrification come from increased 19 

efforts by PGE and not through poor forecasting of previously anticipated 20 

trends. 21 

Q. Do you agree with the argument that decoupling will increase utility 22 

support for transportation electrification and DERs?  23 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2000 
 Stevens/63 

 

A. Staff disagrees that PGE’s incentives will change if EVs become more efficient.  1 

First, PGE has little to no control over the efficiency of mass produced EVs.  2 

Second, in the absence of decoupling PGE has an incentive to increase sales.  3 

Whether this comes from an efficient compact or inefficient truck, PGE will be 4 

better off.  Staff also does not believe that PGE has undue influence on 5 

consumer’s preferences for vehicles.  Customer’s choices will largely depend 6 

on their personal preferences, what is available on the market, and the cost to 7 

purchase and charge the vehicle. 8 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding decoupling? 9 

A. Staff does not support restoring the decoupling mechanism.  Further, Staff 10 

does not support PGE’s PCAM proposal, which PGE states is prerequisite for 11 

its decoupling mechanism.  Staff also believes that there are sufficient guard 12 

rails to ensure continued investment in energy efficiency in the absence of 13 

decoupling and believes that this policy will further transportation electrification 14 

goals.  Staff believes that when UE 394 shifted the business risk from 15 

customers to the utility, that result is largely beneficial to consumers.   16 

Staff also recognizes that by not reinstating decoupling, increased 17 

scrutiny must by placed on PGE’s load forecast.  Absent of decoupling, PGE 18 

has an incentive to decrease its load forecast.  Staff will continue to make an 19 

effort to make PGE’s load forecast more transparent and accurate in this and 20 

future rate cases.  21 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s proposal regarding Rule I Section 3A.2, 22 

Applicability of 1 Special Conditions for Underground Line Extensions. 23 
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A. PGE is proposing that a change be made to Rule I Section 3A.2 which would 1 

include resiliency as a reason to mandate the undergrounding of a line 2 

extension. 3 

Q. Does Staff believe that this rate case is the appropriate venue for this 4 

topic? 5 

A. No.  Addressing this now is premature.  Staff believes that this topic should be 6 

discussed in more detail within the context of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan 7 

Review.  Undergrounding new line extensions can be costly and capital 8 

intensive.  This decision should have careful review both by safety staff and 9 

Staff’s independent evaluator to ensure that the proper guard rails are placed 10 

on this power. 11 

Q. Does Staff have any additional proposals on rate design? 12 

A. Yes.  Staff has proposals regarding Schedules 7, 83, 85, 89, 90, and 102.  13 

Q. Please describe Schedule 102. 14 

A. Schedule 102 provides to residential and small farm customers the benefits of 15 

the Residential Exchange Program (REP) administered by the Bonneville 16 

Power Administration (BPA).  The REP allows Oregon customers to have their 17 

bills reduced as a reflection of the low-cost power generated by the federally 18 

owned dams whose power is marketed by BPA. 19 

Q. Please describe Schedule 102’s recent history. 20 

A. In UE 335, Schedule 102 was modified to apply to all kWhs consumed by 21 

customers as opposed to being capped at the first 1,000 kWhs.  This was done 22 

as PGE’s first step to flattening residential rates. 23 
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Q. What is Staff’s proposal regarding Schedule 102?  1 

A. Staff is proposing that the REP credit be distributed to customers on a per-2 

customer basis as opposed to a per-kWh basis.  Staff believes this to be a 3 

more equitable distribution of the credit as currently large users recover 4 

unequal portion of the credit.  The amount of funds distributed by the BPA to 5 

each qualifying investor-owned utility is fixed per year.  As such, the credit itself 6 

is not truly a per kWh discount on energy, but a transfer from the BPA to each 7 

participating utility.  While it is true, that the share of the fixed amount each 8 

utility receives is partially determined by each utility’s load, it only determines 9 

PGE’s share of the pie, while the size of the pie remains fixed. 10 

As Staff argued in UE 397 and UE 399, it is more equitable have some 11 

limit to the amount of funds an individual customer may receive.  As a result of 12 

UE 399, a cap 2,000 kWh was placed on REP credits given to customers in 13 

PacifiCorp’s service territory.  Staff could support a similar outcome in this rate 14 

case.  However, as mentioned above, Staff believes that the most equitable 15 

outcome would be to apply the BPA credit on a per-customer basis.  Staff 16 

believes that this better reflects the fixed nature of the credit and would likely 17 

lead to smaller yearly deltas rolled over in the balancing account. 18 

Q. What would be the impact of this proposal? 19 

A. The impact of a per-customer distribution of the REP credit would be 20 

twofold.  First, it would ensure that each customer received the same 21 

amount of monthly benefit from the REP credit.  The median bill discount 22 
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from the REP credit is roughly $4.60. Figure 6 below depicts the share of 1 

customers who receive a certain amount of benefit from the REP program.19 2 

Figure 6. Distribution of REP Credit 3 

 

There are a handful of extreme cases where customers consume an 4 

extremely large amount of energy and as a result receive a large benefit from 5 

the REP credit.  The maximum amount of REP benefits seen by any one 6 

customer was about $288.  Under a per-customer regime, each customer 7 

would receive the same amount of bill reduction each month. 8 

 
19 The billing data in Figure 6 has been truncated at the 99.9th percentile of customer usage for ease 
of interpretation. 
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This would also effectively lower the residential basic charge.  The net 1 

effect would be a decrease in the basic charge by roughly $5.50.  This would 2 

also result in an analogous increase of 0.676 cents per kWh.  Given all other 3 

adjustments proposed by PGE, this would lower bills for all customers who 4 

consume less than 800 kWhs per month on average.  This represents roughly 5 

56 percent of all PGE residential customers and 50 percent of customers 6 

currently enrolled in the IQBD program. 7 

Q. Is Staff only amenable to a per-customer credit? 8 

A. No.  While Staff does prefer a per-customer credit, a cap similar to that 9 

adopted in UE 399 is also acceptable.   10 

Q. Please describe PGE’s current TOD structure for Schedule 83, 11 

Schedule 85, Schedule 89, and Schedule 90. 12 

A. These schedules, which Staff will collectively call “industrial schedules” for 13 

the purpose of this testimony, all have a mandatory TOD rate.  The structure 14 

for these schedules is simple in comparison to the residential TOD rate.  15 

The on-peak window is from 6:00am until 10:00pm Monday through 16 

Saturday.  The off-peak window encompasses all other hours within the 17 

week.  This effectively amounts to a “day and night” on- and off-peak 18 

breakdown.  Some of these schedules have an additional increasing block 19 

structure to their energy charge. 20 

Q. What is Staff’s proposal for regarding Schedules 83, 85, 89, and 90? 21 

A. Staff is proposing that the on- and off-peak windows for these schedules be 22 

restructured to better reflect system costs.  The result of the large on-peak 23 
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window is that the price of the on-peak period is diluted.  It becomes a 1 

weighted mix of the relatively low system costs associated with the morning 2 

hours and the relatively high system costs associated with the evening 3 

hours.  On net, the on-peak price signal is diluted and ultimately does not 4 

send the appropriate price signals to these large consumers.  5 

Shortening this window, and potentially adding an additional mid-peak 6 

window to mirror the residential TOD rate, would send stronger price signals 7 

to these customers and induce more conservation in hours when the system 8 

is expensive to serve.  This is particularly important as these schedules 9 

contain a small number of very large users.  Together, they are projected to 10 

contribute roughly 44 percent of the 12 Coincident Peak (CP).  11 

Staff has not had sufficient time to analyze system cost and tightness 12 

data recently received via DR 778 in order to propose an exact schedule.  13 

Staff welcomes PGE to offer its own analysis of the issue and potential 14 

schedule in its future testimony. 15 

Q. What guiding principles did Staff use to create the recommendations 16 

regarding rate design? 17 

A. For rate design, Staff is always trying to provide recommendations to the 18 

Commission that will attribute costs to cost causers and not be overly 19 

burdensome to customers both from an equity and rate shock perspective.  20 

Cost causation principles are important to follow as they provide price 21 

signals to customers that will incentivize them to consume in a manner that 22 

lowers overall system costs.  Without these price signals, customers may 23 
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consume energy in ways that are personally beneficial in the short run, but 1 

detrimental to the system as a whole and therefore, harm other customers. 2 

HB 2021 directed the Commission to consider equity in rate making.  3 

Staff also recognizes that energy is an essential part of modern life and 4 

should be affordable for all customers.  It is important to ensure that all 5 

customers have access to healthy home environment and fully participate in 6 

society. 7 

Q. Are the means for achieving these goals always aligned? 8 

A. No, as is extensively discussed in Staff Exhibit 600/Scala, these goals are 9 

often in conflict with each other.  There are policies that would align rate 10 

design more closely with cost causation principles that would also increase 11 

energy burden for energy insecure customers.  This is particularly true when 12 

the residential class is treated as a homogenous group of customers.  As 13 

such, many aspects of PGE’s current rate design are effectively a 14 

compromise between cost causation and equity principles.  This creates 15 

muddled price signals to customers and encourages inefficient consumption 16 

for customers who are adaptable while also allowing for slightly more 17 

affordability for energy insecure customers.  Another issue Staff faces is 18 

understanding magnitude of these conflicts.  Given the limited personal 19 

customer data available to both Staff and the utilities it is difficult to discern 20 

the magnitude of a policy decision for a particular group. 21 

Q. Can you provide an example of a rate design issue that is affected by 22 

this conflict? 23 
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A. Yes.  TOD pricing is a relevant example.  TOD pricing objectively sends 1 

better price signals to customers to reduce consumption in peak hours, 2 

which in turn reduces system costs related to capacity expansion and 3 

expensive market purchases during hours where the system is tight.  4 

However, many of the tools that allow customers to seamlessly load shift 5 

like updated dishwashers and laundry machines are potentially too 6 

expensive for energy insecure customers to purchase.  Further, customers 7 

in well insulated houses may be able to pre-cool or heat their houses during 8 

times of extreme temperatures whereas customers who live in areas with 9 

older housing stock have less-insulated houses may not have this ability.  10 

There are many potential socioeconomic factors that may inhibit a 11 

customer’s ability to respond to these price signals.  This leads energy 12 

insecure customers to have to make decisions between high bills or 13 

potential negative health outcomes. 14 

Staff is interested in pursuing an opt-out TOD rate for PGE customers 15 

as opposed to the opt-in option that is offered now.  However, given the 16 

potential negative equity impacts Staff has some reservations.  One 17 

potential solution for these types of conflicts is the creation of an entirely 18 

separate equity minded tariff.  This would allow for a more targeted 19 

approach to rate design which would both allow for energy to be more 20 

affordable for energy insecure customers while also sending stronger price 21 

signals to more adaptable customers. 22 
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Staff does not have an explicit plan regarding how to implement this 1 

new tariff at this time.  We wanted to give PGE and interveners an 2 

opportunity to respond in future testimony and let the Commission decide 3 

how to ultimately respond - if at all. 4 

Q. Do you have any additional thoughts? 5 

A. Staff would like to thank PGE for its effort and willingness to provide large 6 

and detailed datasets to Staff with relatively small turnaround times.  We 7 

understand that these take a considerable amount of time to compile and 8 

want to recognize this effort. 9 

  10 
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SUMMARY 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations, identifying any adjustments 2 

you propose. 3 

A. Staff has three primary suggestions regarding PGE’s load forecast.  If possible, 4 

Staff recommends that PGE estimate separate load forecasts for EV and non-5 

EV owners.  If this is not possible given current data, Staff encourages PGE to 6 

develop this data set along with more accurate household-level data regarding 7 

heating fuel and A/C adoption.  Second, Staff suggests that PGE use the 8 

Hyndman-Khandakar algorithm to automatically parameterize ARIMA models.  9 

Lastly, Staff suggests that as DER adoption matures, the DER data be 10 

integrated into PGE’s regression specifications as opposed to the continued 11 

use of an outboard adjustment.  12 

For routine vegetation management, Staff has four primary 13 

suggestions.  First, Staff suggests that a balancing account be created to 14 

track routine vegetation management costs.  Second, Staff suggests that a 15 

RVM PBR mechanism be put in place to incentivize consistent vegetation 16 

management performance.  Third, Staff suggests that a system performance 17 

PBR mechanism be established to incentivize consistent service quality and 18 

network resilience.  Lastly, Staff recommends a managerial disallowance of 19 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  [END CONFIDENTIAL] be imposed.  20 

Staff does not have direct recommendations regarding the marginal 21 

cost study at this time.  However, Staff does recommend an adjustment to 22 
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rate spread that would shift the cost for certain transmission and distribution 1 

projects to the schedules that necessitated the investments.    2 

For rate design, Staff has several recommendations.  Responding to 3 

PGE’s proposals: Staff suggests that the Legacy TOU schedule not be fully 4 

retired, the peak hours for residential TOD not be changed, decoupling not 5 

be reimposed as suggested by PGE.  Staff also recommends that the RAP 6 

credit be applied on a per-customer basis, the on-peak window for 7 

Schedules 83, 85, 89, and 90 be modified to better reflect system costs, and 8 

that the potential for an equity focused rate schedule and an opt-out TOD 9 

schedule be discussed.  These, and all other stances, may change based 10 

on further review and as informed by the testimonies offered by other 11 

parties. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 13 

A. Yes. 14 



 
 CASE:  UE 416 

WITNESS: Bret Stevens 
 

 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 2001  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Witness Qualifications Statement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023  



Docket No: UE 416  Staff/2001 
  Stevens/1 
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OPUC Data Request 325 
 

Please provide raw anonymized household-level billing data for all Schedule 7 
customers for the calendar year 2022.  Please provide this in an MS Excel file.  
If necessary, multiple Excel files can be used.  Please include any bill for which 
the billing period or due date starts or ends in calendar year 2022.  An example 
as to how the data should generally be structured is shown in Attachment 1 of 
this DR. If PGE does not track any of these data elements, please indicate this 
in your response and return the rest of the data elements.  If you have any 
questions about this request, please reach out to the Staff Initiator, Bret 
Stevens, as soon as possible.  Please include the following data elements – 
the preferred data type are in parentheses:  

a) Anonymized customer account ID (string or numeric)  
i) Anonymized site ID (string or numeric)  
ii) Please ensure that the anonymized customer ID and 

anonymized site ID are persistent across different bills.  
iii) Please ensure that the key linking the anonymous account and 

site IDs to their respective accounts and sites are retained by 
the company after anonymization. 

b)  Bill start date (string or data variable in excel)  
c) Bill end date (string or data variable in excel)  
d) Bill total (numeric)  
e) Energy consumption for billing period (numeric)  
f) Customer payments made for billing period (numeric)  
g) Affected by any PSPS?  (binary or string)  

i) If yes, start date of PSPS event (date or string)  
ii) If yes, end date of PSPS event (date or string)  
iii) If yes, duration of PSPS event (numeric)  

h) ZIP code (numeric or string)  
i) City (string)  
j) Heating fuel type (binary or string)  
k) Cooking fuel type (binary or string)  
l) EV ownership (binary or string)  
m) Multi family or single family (binary variable or string)  
n) Enrolled in income qualified bill discount program?  (binary or 

string)  
o) Enrolled in bill assistance program?  (binary or string)  
p) Customer has been previously disconnected (binary or string)  
q) Customer account has received LIHEAP (binary or string)  
r) Customer arrears balance for billing period (numeric)  
s) Participate in net metering?  (binary or string)  

 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 325 
 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad, unduly 
burdensome and calls for speculation.  Subject to and without waiving said 
objections, PGE responds as follows: 
 



Docket No: UE 416  Staff/2002 
  Stevens/2 
 

Attachment 325-A provides the raw anonymized household-level billing data for 
all Schedule 7 customers for the calendar year 2022.  Per a phone 
conversation with OPUC Staff on March 27, 2023, PGE is providing data files 
in a CSV format.  Data on customer EV ownership status was not available for 
inclusion at this time and will be supplied upon approval that sharing this data, 
even anonymously, is permitted under any applicable limitations on sharing 
such information imposed by law, regulation or agreement between PGE and 
the Oregon Department of Transportation.  Data on cooking fuel is not tracked 
by PGE.  This data has not been prepared for analytic use and may contain 
anomalies. 

 
OPUC Data Request 477 
 

The description of the Horizon-Keeler BPA #2 230 kV Project in the 2023 Near-
Term Local Transmission Plan states, “Significant load growth in the Hillsboro 
area has accelerated the need for another 230 kV source in the Near-Term 
Planning Horizon”.  Please provide data showing the load growth in the 
Hillsboro area for each year of the past 10 years by schedule.  Please also 
provide an average customer count in the area for each year and schedule. 

 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 477 
 

Attachment 477-A includes a summary of kWh and year-end customer count 
for service addresses in Hillsboro for the last 10 years by rate schedule.  Some 
schedules have been consolidated to protect customer confidentiality; these 
consolidations are clearly marked with two rate schedules (ex. 585/589).  The 
summary shows energy deliveries growth of 115% over 10 years, or a 
compound annual growth rate of 8.0%. 

 
OPUC Data Request 496 
 

Please provide all relevant workpapers used to derive PGE’s routine vegetation 
management forecasted test year budget. 
 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 496 
 

Confidential Attachment 496-A provides the requested information.  
 
Attachment 496-A contains protected information and is subject to General 
Protective Order No. 23-039. 

 
OPUC Data Request 778 
 

Please provide the average monthly generation capacity cost, energy cost, and 
probability of loss of load for each hour of the day for each month over the past 
5 years.  For reference, the final product should look similar to the “12x24 
Blocks” tab of the workpaper titled “UM 1912 PGE Compliance Filing to Update 
RVOS Values_Distributed Workbook_12.11.2020.xlsx” that was submitted in 
UM 1912. 
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PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 778 
 

PGE does not have historical datasets with the requested metrics: generation 
capacity cost, energy cost, and loss of load probabilities by month and hour of 
day.  Per a conversation with OPUC Staff on May 17, 2023, PGE’s 
understanding is that the OPUC Staff would like the detailed data used in 
allocating revenue from an average residential bill to the three TOD time 
periods. 
 
The revenue allocation across TOD’s on-peak, mid-peak and off-peak windows 
is based on a mix of the forecasted loss of load probability modeled for 2026, 
as an indication of relative capacity value, and average residential load 
between 2019-2021, as an indication of relative energy value.  Confidential 
Attachment 778-A provides the 2026 loss of load probability matrix by month, 
weekday/weekend and hour of day.1 Residential load profiles for 2019-2021 
are provided in PGE’s response to OPUC DR 783.  
 
Staff also indicated they would like to see historical data on the cost to serve by 
month and hour.  PGE determined that this would require significant new 
analysis and was outside the scope of a data request.  
 
Attachment 778-A contains protected information and is subject to General 
Protective Order No. 23-039. 

 
OPUC Data Request 779 
 

Please provide raw anonymized customer-level billing data for all Schedule 83, 
Schedule 85, and Schedule 89 customers for the calendar year 2022.  Please 
provide this in an .csv file.  If necessary, multiple Excel files can be used.  
Please include any bill for which the billing period or due date starts or ends in 
calendar year 2022.  Please format this data similarly to the response to DR 
325.  Please provide the data for the data elements listed below.  If PGE does 
not track any of these data elements, please indicate this in your response and 
return the rest of the data elements.  If you have any questions about this 
request, please reach out to Staff Initiator, Bret Stevens, as soon as possible.  
Please include the following data elements – the preferred data type are in 
parentheses:  

a) Anonymized customer account ID (string or numeric)  
i) Anonymized site ID (string or numeric)  
ii) Please ensure that the anonymized customer ID and 

anonymized site ID are persistent across different bills.  
iii) Please ensure that the key linking the anonymous account and 

site IDs to their respective accounts and sites are retained by 
the company after anonymization.  

 
1 The 2026 loss-of-load probability matrix is from draft IRP analysis done in December 2022.  The 
final matrix in the IRP may differ slightly (for example, winter 2026 capacity need in this analysis is 
429 MW, whereas it is 430 MW in the final IRP runs). 
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b) Bill start date (string or data variable in excel)  
c) Bill end date (string or data variable in excel)  
d) Bill total (numeric)  
e) Energy consumption for billing period (numeric)  

i) On-peak consumption  
ii) Off-peak consumption  

f) Demand (Highest metered kW reading for a 30-minute period)  
i) On-peak  
ii) Off-peak  
iii) Average of the two greatest monthly demands within a 12-

month period g. NAICS Code  
 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 779 
 

Confidential Attachment 779-A provides the requested anonymized customer 
data for 2022, as well as fields indicating rate schedule and service delivery 
level (class).  Regarding, part (g), PGE notes that NAICS classification 
accuracy is inconsistent and recommends this field be used with caution. 
 
Attachment 779-A contains protected information and is subject to General 
Protective Order No. 23-039. 

 
OPUC Data Request 781 
 

 Please provide the residential Schedule 7 hourly loads for a representative 
subset of customers for each month from January 2021 through December 
2021.  Please stratify the data such that a sufficient number of customers from 
each of the following groups are represented:  

a) Solar  
b) ZIP Code  
c) IQBD and EA Participants  
d) Legacy TOU  
e) TOD  
f) Customers with an average monthly usage of less than 300 kWhs  
g) Customers with an average monthly usage approximately the 

median usage level  
h) Customers with an average monthly usage approximately 2000 

kWhs  
i) Customers with an average monthly usage of more than 15,000 

kWhs  
j) Customers who are likely EV owners  

 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 781 
 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it requires new analysis and is 
unduly burdensome.  Subject to and without waiving its objection, PGE 
responds as follows:  
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Following a discussion with OPUC Staff on May 17, 2023, this request was 
adjusted from 2021 “hourly loads for a representative subset of customers” for 
each residential subgroup to 2022 hourly statistics that show the distribution of 
load among each subgroup.  The profiles provided in response to this request 
reflect new analysis summarizing raw interval load data for the full population 
of customers within each subgroup.  They are not based on curated samples 
and could include data anomalies.  
 
Attachment 781-A contains data points (a) and (c)-(j).  Attachment 781-B 
contains data point (b).  
 
For each subgroup of residential customers identified in items (a) through (j), 
the following data fields are provided: 
 

DATE  2022 date  

HOUR  Hour of the day where hour=0 
represents 12 a.m. to 1 a.m.  

CUST COUNT  Total number of distinct customers 
represented in the hourly statistic  

DEMAND_AVE  Average kWh per hour  
DEMAND_10  10th percentile kWh per hour  
DEMAND_50  50th percentile kWh per hour  
DEMAND_90  90th percentile kWh per hour  

 
The following assumptions and adjustments were made when developing 
aggregate hourly profiles:  

a) Solar: the solar profile reflects net-metered customers and excludes 
the small number of residential customers on PGE’s Solar Payment 
Option tariff.  

b) ZIP Code: zip codes with fewer than 5 Service Points were 
excluded.  

c) IQBD and EA Participants: Energy Assistance participants have 
been auto enrolled in PGE’s IQBD program and are thus included 
in the aggregate profile for IQBD participants. Statistics are 
calculated from historical usage data for current IQBD participants 
with the assumption that the income status of these customers was 
relatively consistent between early 2022 and now. Actual IQBD 
enrollment numbers were provided in PGE’s response to CUB DR 
65.  

d) Median usage level: customers with annual usage within +/-10% of 
the 2022 median residential usage (700 kWh) are included in the 
aggregate profile.  

e) 2,000 kWh usage level: customers with annual usage within +/-10% 
of 2,000 kWh are included in the aggregate profile.  

 
 
OPUC Data Request 783 
 

By industrial schedule, please provide the load for each hour of 2022. 
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PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 783 
 

Per a conversation with OPUC Staff on May 17, 2023, this data request was 
revised to include historical hourly profiles for years 2019-2021 for the following 
rate schedules: 7, 32, 83, 85 and 89. This data is included in Attachment 783-
A. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Robert Young.  I am a Managing Director of Economists.com of 2 

Portland, LLC, a consulting firm based in Portland, Oregon.  My business 3 

address is 7380 SW Kable Lane, Portland, Oregon 97224. 4 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2101. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. I present Staff’s analysis and recommendation regarding PGE’s proposal to 8 

include in rate base certain cloud computing-related expenses as well as 9 

review PGE’s proposed rate base projects relating to transmission and 10 

distribution.   11 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 12 

A. In addition to my witness qualifications statement, I prepared the following 13 

exhibits: 14 

Exhibit Staff/2101.  ...............................................  Resume of Robert Young  15 
Exhibit Staff/2102.  ...............................................  Representative Staff DRs 16 
Exhibit Staff/2103.  ..............................  Representative PGE DR Responses 17 
Exhibit Staff/2104.  ...........  Response to Staff DR No. 586-OH FITNES Dist. 18 
Exhibit Staff/2105.  .......... Response to Staff DR 586-Brookwood Substation 19 
Exhibit Staff/2106.  .......... Response to Staff DR 792-Brookwood Substation 20 
Exhibit Staff/2107.  ................ Response to Staff DR 586-Orenco Substation  21 
Exhibit Staff/2108.  ............... Response to Staff DR 590-Helvetia Substation  22 
Exhibit Staff/2109.  ..............  Response to Staff DR 586-Helvetia Substation 23 
Exhibit Staff/2110.  .............  Response to Staff DR 586- OH FITNES Trans. 24 
Exhibit Staff/2111.  ..............  Response to Staff DR 789- OH FITNES Trans 25 
Exhibit Staff/2112.  ...................  Response to Staff DR 586-Downtown Core 26 
Exhibit Staff/2113.  ...............  Response to Staff DR 586-Blue Lake Phase II 27 
Exhibit Staff/2114.  ............  Response to Staff DR 586-Memorial Substation 28 
Exhibit Staff/2115.   PGE’s March 2023 OH FITNES Program Health Report 29 
 30 
 31 
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Q. Please present a summary of your testimony and adjustments. 

A. I find that PGE's recommendation to rate base certain cloud costs is not 

necessary and should not be adopted by the Commission. With respect to 

transmission and distribution plant, I find that PGE has significantly increased 

its spending on plant and does not seem to consider the impact of such 

spending on rates and the energy burden of customers. Further, significant 

dollars are being built ahead of need and that the explosive growth in OH 

FITNES capital expenditures are the resu lt of revised inspection criteria that 

Staff believes resu lts in excessive amounts of OH FITNES equipment 

classified prematurely as non-compliant. 

A table showing a summary of my adjustments appears below. 

Table A 
Summary of Adjustments in Staff 2100 

($millions} 
Category Additions 

Cloud Expenses in Rate Base 8.3 
OH FITNES Distribution 27.7 

OH FITNES Transmission 1.5 
Project Sample Based Adjustment 23.9 
T&D Gross Plant Additions 61.4 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2100 
 Young/3 

 

ISSUE 1. RETURN ON CLOUD-BASED IT EXPENSES  1 

Q. Please explain PGE’s proposal to include certain cloud-based IT 2 

expenses in rate base. 3 

A. PGE proposes to include the unamortized balance of applicable license and 4 

hosting fees associated with prepaid cloud-based solutions with a contract 5 

length of three years or greater as a regulatory asset in rate base.  The current 6 

forecast of this amount as of December 31, 2023, totals approximately $8.2 7 

million.1   8 

Q. What are the four components of cloud computing solutions? 9 

A. Cloud based solution costs can be broken down into four basic components: 10 

Implementation Costs, which under current accounting guidelines can be 11 

capitalized; 12 

License Fees; which can be capitalized under certain conditions, 13 

Hosting Fees; which are an O&M expense; and 14 

Maintenance/Support, also an O&M expense. 15 

Q. What arguments did PGE provide to support inclusion of certain cloud-16 

based costs in rate base. 17 

A. PGE’s primary argument in support of their proposal to include certain cloud-18 

based costs in rate base is that accounting guidelines have not kept pace with 19 

the technological advancements in cloud computing that make it the preferred 20 

solution when compared to on premises solutions.  PGE states:2  21 

 
1  PGE/600, Ajello-Batzler/21. 
2  Id. at 20 
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Because accounting guidelines have failed to keep pace with 1 
this changing technology environment, there is an inherent 2 
disincentive for utilities to invest in superior cloud-based 3 
solutions. 4 

 
And further states: 5 

 
Our proposal also provides the proper incentive for us to 6 
engage in pre-paid contracts for cost-effective cloud-based 7 
solutions, which are the better option for PGE and our 8 
customers as opposed to more costly monthly or annual 9 
payments for cloud-based solutions that do not result in any 10 
savings. 11 

 
PGE testifies that several other state regulatory commissions permit utilities to 12 

include certain cloud-based costs in rate base and that two California utilities 13 

recently requested rate base treatment for pre-paid license fees.3  In addition, 14 

PGE stated that NARUC advocated for: 15 

…utilities to not only invest in cloud-based solutions, but for 16 
regulators to allow O&M expenses, such as license fees, 17 
associated with these cloud-based solutions to be rate based.4 18 

 

Review of the NARUC resolution indicates that it does not advocate for rate 19 

base treatment of cloud expenses, it simple suggests that regulatory 20 

commissions consider rate base treatment of cloud expenses as shown below:  21 

RESOLVED, That NARUC encourages state regulators to 22 
consider whether cloud computing and on-premise solutions 23 
should receive similar regulatory accounting treatment, in that 24 
both would be eligible to earn a rate of return and would be 25 
paid for out of a utility’s capital budget.5 26 

  27 

 
3  Id. at 24. 
4  Id. at 21. 
5  See NARUC November 16, 2016 “Resolution Encouraging State Utility Commissions to 

Consider Improving the Regulatory Treatment of Cloud Computing Arrangements,” available at: 
https://pubs.naruc.org/pub.cfm?id=2E54C6FF-FEE9-5368-21AB-638C00554476 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2100 
 Young/5 

 

Q.  What are the benefits identified by PGE of cost-effective cloud computing 1 

as compared to on premises computing? 2 

A. Cloud computing is less expensive, more secure, provides greater reliability, is 3 

able to scale much faster when demands for computer processing increase 4 

significantly, can be and is updated more frequently at lower cost, provides 5 

built in redundancy in the event of natural disasters, and is more energy 6 

efficient.6 7 

Q.  Does Staff think it is necessary or appropriate to adopt rules that grant 8 

special accounting treatment for certain cloud-computing costs as 9 

proposed by PGE? 10 

A. No.  It is clear from PGE’s own testimony that cloud computing is a superior 11 

and lower cost alternative to on premises computing, so no special incentive is 12 

required for PGE to invest in cloud computing.  PGE’s argument that they need 13 

an additional incentive to migrate to cloud computing because of a capital bias 14 

or that they need to “level the playing field” conflicts with the regulatory 15 

compact that a utility’s duty is to manage their costs in a reasonable, business 16 

like and just manner.  Utilities that fail to utilize modern and efficient services 17 

would be failing to operate reasonably irrespective of profit to shareholders. 18 

Staff does not think PGE’s shareholders should be provided an additional 19 

return for making the correct economic decision to migrate their IT operations 20 

to the cloud, with the added return paid for by PGE’s customers.  PGE appears 21 

 
6  PGE/600, Ajello-Batzler/19; PGE/605. 
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to be embracing migration to the cloud and they do not need any additional 1 

incentive to continue the migration. 2 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s position on PGE’s proposal to rate base 3 

certain cloud-related expenses. 4 

A. Staff believes that PGE does not need additional incentives to continue its 5 

migration to cloud computing.  PGE’s testimony states clearly that cloud 6 

computing is a far superior product and is a lower cost alternative than on 7 

premises solutions.  PGE’s proposal should be rejected. 8 

My recommendations may change based on further review and as 

informed by the testimonies offered by other parties. 

 

 9 

 10 

 

Account 182.3 Other regulatory assets. ($000) -$8,277 
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ISSUE 2. OVERVIEW OF PGE'S INVESTMENT IN TRANSMISSION AND 

DISTRIBUTION PLANT 

Q. Please provide an overview of PGE's investment in transmission and 

distribution plant in this Docket. 

A. Between May 1, 2022 and December 31 , 2023, PGE projects $754 .8 million 

in new transmission and distribution plant, net of plant for wildfire mitigation . 

The investment categories are shown in Table 1 below: 

Table 1. 
PGE Transmission and Distribution Capital Additions Net of WM 

($millions) 
Category Additions 

Poles and Wires 481 .2 
Substation 200.1 

Grid Modernization 68.2 
Other 5.3 

T&D Gross Plant Additions $754.8 

This is a significant increase in capital additions and continues the 

recent rap id growth in PGE's grid investment over the past five years. 

Transmission net plant in service increased by 34.3 percent, from $849 

mill ion in 2019 to an estimated $1.14 billion by 2023. Distribution net plant 

in service increased by 32.4 percent, from $3.92 billion in 2019 to an 

estimated $5.19 bill ion by 2023 . This growth is shown in Chart 1 below: 
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Q. Did PGE provide a list of the new T&D projects in their testimony or 

exhibits? 

A. No. After some back and forth in discovery, Staff ascertained through 

discovery a list identifying al l new T&D projects in excess of $3 mill ion that 

PGE proposes to be included in rate base in this general rate filing. The list 

includes 38 projects over $3 mill ion comprised of eight transmission projects 

that total $72.1 mill ion, and 30 distribution projects that tota l $561.8 mill ion , 

for a total of $633.9 million, as shown in Table 2 below. 

Table 2. 
PGE.Transmission and Distribution Capital Additions Net of WM 

Greater than $3 million 

Category #of Additions Proj. 

Transmission 8 $72,099,908 
Distribution 30 $561,785,712 

Total Transmission and Distribution 38 $633,885,620 

Q. Please discuss your review of PGE's T&D projects in this docket. 
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A. Staff asked a series of data requests for information on project need, benefit to 1 

PGE customers, management briefings, NERC compliance requirements, 2 

method used to forecast project need, resource loaded project management 3 

reports, load/transmission service request studies, T&D risk assessment and 4 

risk reduction reports, project justification reports, economic analysis that 5 

supports project need, project line item budgets, monthly status reports and 6 

project post completion reports, among other documents.  A representative list 7 

of T&D related data requests is attached as Staff Exhibit 2102. 8 

Initially, Staff sought information on all T&D projects over $1 million but 9 

soon realized that for practicality purposes of review the project size was 10 

increased to $3 million. 11 

Q. Was Staff able to obtain detailed cost information on the 38 T&D projects 12 

at various points of the project to determine in the project was managed 13 

prudently? 14 

A. Staff DRs 788 through 790 asked for detailed line-item budgets for all projects 15 

(including generation and general plant) with a projected cost of over $3 million 16 

(at the date the project was approved), and the quarterly and monthly project 17 

status reports from the project start date through project completion, or the 18 

most recent month available for projects still in construction.  PGE responded 19 

via email that: 20 

Given that there are 81 capital projects greater than $3M not 21 
currently in rate base and included in UE 416, this is a large 22 
and time-consuming request. We would like to work with you 23 
to provide information in a way that provides useful and timely 24 
information to you in a less burdensome manner. We would 25 
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like to suggest that we provide the requested information for a 1 
sampling of 10-15 projects. If you find this agreeable, would 2 
you please provide the project numbers for the selected 10-15 3 
projects? 4 
 5 

Staff agreed, identified 15 projects, and asked PGE to send the requested 6 

information.  The responses were provided on June 6, 2023.  Staff has not yet 7 

had time to review all of the information and may revise this testimony based 8 

on PGE’s response. 9 

Q. Please discuss Staff’s efforts to obtain information related to the 10 

progression and cost of projects to determine whether they were 11 

reasonably managed. 12 

A. Staff asked for resource loaded project management schedules for all new 13 

completed and in progress T&D capital projects that PGE plans to include in 14 

rate base in this docket. 15 

Q. What is a resource loaded project management schedule? 16 

A. A resource loaded project schedule is a tool to help companies manage 17 

large construction projects.  A resource loaded project schedule includes the 18 

cost of, labor, equipment and supplies assigned to each task in the project 19 

plan, which results in a project schedule with resource allocation and 20 

workload information and provides a detailed view of the project status and 21 

relationship to budget at any point in time.  Resource loaded project 22 

schedules help management allocate resources, identify resource or 23 

schedule conflicts, allow accurate estimates of project costs, and provide 24 

accurate budget variance information over the duration of the project. Other 25 
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benefits include workload balancing and the ability to make informed 1 

decisions to minimize schedule conflicts. 2 

Q. Does PGE prepare resource loaded project schedules for its T&D capital 3 

projects? 4 

A. Based on PGE’s response to Staff DR 590, they do not: 5 

PGE currently does not resource or cost load its schedules 6 
due to lack of system integration capabilities and labor 7 
constraints.  Instead, PGE utilizes a project schedule to 8 
manage discrete capital projects for projects within its 9 
Generation, Transmission, and Distribution Project 10 
Management Organization (PMO) Department.  PGE does not 11 
utilize project schedules for repeated, programmatic work. 12 
Confidential Attachment 590-B provides the project schedules 13 
for the applicable capital projects at the beginning of the 14 
project, at the midpoint of the project, and at the end of the 15 
project. 16 

 

Q. Did the information provided in response to Confidential 590-B provide 17 

any useful information? 18 

A. No.  PGE’s response to Staff DR 590 contained well over one hundred pages 19 

of truncated, color coded Gannt Charts, without any cost information.7  Staff 20 

could have requested the project schedules as computer files in Oracle 21 

Primavera or the program used to prepare the schedules, but since they did 22 

not contain cost information, Staff saw little value in pursuing this line of inquiry. 23 

Analysis of Individual T&D Projects 24 

Q. What Individual T&D projects did Staff review? 25 

 
7  See e.g., Staff/2103, Representative PGE Response to Staff DR 590. 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2100 
 Young/12 

 

A. Staff performed a more detailed review of seven T&D projects; three 1 

transmission projects totaling $42.8 million, and four distribution projects 2 

totaling $255.6 million.  Because of the small size of the sample, there 3 

are 35 T&D projects in excess of $3 million, and the diversity of the 4 

projects, which include substation construction/upgrades, ongoing facility 5 

replacement and purchase of equipment such as meters and 6 

transformers, the sample was based on informed judgement of projects 7 

from ongoing facility replacement, and substation upgrades.  Routine 8 

equipment purchases were excluded.  The total cost of projects reviewed 9 

by Staff was $298.5 million. 10 

Reviews were based on information contained in PGE’s Projects 11 

Justification Forms (PJF) supplied in response Staff DR 586, detailed line-item 12 

budgets in response to Staff DR 788, Monthly Project Status Reports in 13 

response to Staff DR 789, truncated project schedules in response to Staff DR 14 

590, Attach-B, cash flow net present value analyses in response to Staff DR 15 

787 (except for Memorial substation where one was not prepared), and a Post 16 

Completion Review for the Brookwood Substation in response to Staff DR 792 17 

and PGE’s March 2023 OH FITNES Program Health Report to the OPUC.  18 

None of the cash flow net present value analysis for the projects reviewed by 19 

Staff contained any information on the project benefits when completed and 20 

placed in service. 21 

While this absence of information about project benefits is 22 

understandable for projects such as meter, transformer and other equipment 23 
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purchases, it is surprising in the case of new substations built to serve load 1 

growth, particularly when a substation is built or expanded for a customer that 2 

signs a minimum load agreement.  The list of the reviewed T&D project names, 3 

number, plant category and cost are shown in Table 3 below.8 4 

 

Q. Please discuss the results of your review of sample projects. 5 

A. Staff believes that the proposed investment OH FITNES Transmission and OF 6 

FITNES Distribution are excessive and based on a recent change in OH Pole 7 

and equipment hardware criteria that results in far more out of compliance 8 

reviews.  This results in plant being replaced prematurely.  We made a 9 

separate adjustment for those projects and based our disallowance on the cost 10 

of the sample projects, $298.4 million, less OH FITNES Transmission and OH 11 

FITNES Distribution, for a net reviewed plant amount of $116.1 million.  Our 12 

review of the Helvetia Substation Phase 2 (Helvetia) resulted in a $4.352 13 

million adjustment because a portion of it was built in advance of need.   The 14 

 
8  PGE response to OPUC DR 588 Attach A. 

Table 3
Staff Reviewed T&D Projects

Project Name Proj. # Area Cost
OH FITNES Distribution P37218  Distribution $173,079,692

Brookwood Substation Conversion P36680  Distribution $61,196,673
Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild P36679 Transmission $29,671,871

Helvetia Substation Phase 2 P37160  Distribution $10,879,955
OH FITNES Transmission P37061 Transmission $9,228,514

Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement P35995  Distribution $6,709,540
Blue Lake Phase II P36373 Transmission $3,925,092

Memorial Substation Build P36953  Distribution $3,763,187
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ratio of the Helvetia adjustment to the net reviewed plant is 3.747 percent.  1 

Staff will apply this ratio to the UE 416 Total T&D plant additions, $754.8 2 

million, less OH FITNES Transmission and Distribution, $182.3 million, for net 3 

T&D plant additions of $638.2 million.  The resulting sample-based adjustment 4 

to total T&D capital additions less OH FITNES T&D is $23.9 million. 5 

 6 

Q. Please discuss your review of the OH Fitness Distribution project. 7 

A. The OH Fitness Distribution project in an ongoing program, with $173.1 million 8 

proposed for inclusion in UE 416 rate base.  PGE testifies the project, 9 

is designed to meet the requirements of OAR 860-024-10 
00ll(l)(b).  FITNES results in the detailed inspection of 10 11 
percent of PGE's poles and related overhead facilities each 12 
year, 100 percent of poles and facilities every 10 years.  13 
FITNES inspectors use a detailed visual inspection of structure 14 
and support systems (poles, crossarms, insulators, guys, 15 
anchors, etc.), grounding, conductor clearances and 16 
conditions, etc., as well as hammer sounding or actual 17 
measurement of remaining pole shell from grade to six feet 18 
above grade.  Poles older than five years also receive 19 
remedial internal treatment The FITNES inspection is 20 
performed by contract inspection personnel who annually walk 21 
PGE's overhead electric supply lines.9 22 

 

The project includes tasks such as pole, cross-arm and bollard replacements, 23 

which are performed by a mix of internal and external resources. The OH 24 

Fitness Distribution Project Justification Form is attached as Confidential 25 

Exhibit Staff/2104, it is only six pages of tables and provides little probative 26 

 
9  PGE/810, Bekkedahl-Jenkins/36. 

Transmission and Distribution Plant ($000) -$23,913 



1 

2 

3 

I 
I 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
25 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2100 
Young/15 

information. The "Justification" consists of statements of the amount to spent 

on capital and O&M at 3-month intervals through November of 2022. 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Staff is waiting on a response from PGE to a data request to reconcile the 

budget amounts include in the PJF to the amount included in the rate case. 

The OH FITNES Monthly Project Status Reports (MPSR) provide additional 

information and it appears from the Project Description on page one of all of 

the OH FITNES MPSRs is: 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] 1 

The OH FITNESS Distribution program is the largest single category of 2 

capital spending in UE 416 and the documentation and support for the 3 

spending is limited and PGE did not explain in sufficient detail the need for 4 

such a significant investment in this program, which is close to the cost of a 5 

small wind generation facility.  Staff reviewed the March 2023 FITNES Program 6 

Health report to the Oregon PUC, attached as Exhibit Staff 2115.  It provides 7 

six years of OH FITNES capital investments from 2016 through 2022, plus 8 

projected capital expenditures for 2023, as shown in the Chart 2 below: 9 

 10 

The information in Chart 2 raises three significant issues.  First, the total 11 

OH FITNES capital expenditures for 2022 and 2023 are $137.5 million, yet the 12 

UE 416 proposed rate base values are $182.3 million.  Staff requested a 13 

reconciliation of the OH FITNES capital expenditures shown in the table above, 14 

with the UE 416 proposed T&D OH FITNES amounts.  The second concern is 15 
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the dramatic increase in OH FITNES capital expenditures beginning in 2021 1 

when OH FITNES capital expenditures increased 52 percent over the 2020 2 

capital expenditures.  Staff’s third concern is that there was likely a change 3 

recently in the criteria for pole and overhead equipment inspection, which may 4 

be a driver of the explosive in OH FITNES investment.  Staff sent a series of 5 

data requests to PGE requesting information and rationale on changes in pole 6 

inspection criteria and more detailed information on work order completion and 7 

the number of out of compliance pole and overhead equipment. 8 

Staff believes that the recent explosive growth in OH FITNES capital 9 

expenditure is the result of changes in inspection criteria and needs to review 10 

the information.  Staff used the annual 2016 through 2020 OH FITNES capital 11 

expenditures from Chart 2 to develop a forecast for the 2022 and 2023 OF 12 

FITNES capital expenditures.  The forecast values for 2022 and 2023 OH 13 

FITNES capital expenditures are shown in Table 4 below: 14 

 15 

Table 4
Forecast Values of OH FITNES

Year Actual Forecast
2016 1,857,361 
2017 5,875,673 
2018 9,513,222 
2019 17,187,255 
2020 18,674,188 
2021 28,515,946 25,779,954 
2022 59,709,251 30,123,719 
2023 77,748,000 35,580,907 

OH FITNES Capital Expenditures  ($)
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The T&D OH total capital expenditures for 2022 and 2023 are $65.7 1 

million, versus the UE 416 proposed values for T&D capital expenditures of 2 

$182.3 million.  Staff believes that the forecast values are a more accurate 3 

representation of what OH FITNES capital expenditures should be based on 4 

historic data.  As a result, Staff believes that there are excess expenditures of 5 

$116.6 million included in the UE 416 T&D portion of rate base. Using the ratio 6 

of OH FITNES Distribution and OH FITNES Transmission to Total OH FITNES, 7 

the OH FITNES Distribution is $110.7 million.   Because the plant appears to 8 

be replaced prematurely, Staff’s adjustment is to have a permanent rate base 9 

adjustment equal to 25 percent of the total amount representing the time value 10 

of replacing plant ahead of need.  Therefore the adjustment amount is $27.7 11 

million.  Staff reserves the right to adjust this amount based on responses to 12 

Staff data requests.  The OH Fitness Distribution Project Justification Form is 13 

attached as Confidential Exhibit Staff/2104. 14 

 15 

 

Q. Please discuss your review of the Brookwood Substation Conversion 16 

Project. 17 

A. The Brookwood Substation Conversion Project (Brookwood) is a proposed 18 

$61.2 million increase to rate base and is a component of PGE’s Hillsboro 19 

Reliability Project.  The Brookwood Substation supports industrial, 20 

manufacturing and data center load growth and was placed in service in 21 

Distribution Plant ($000) -$27,675 
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December 2022.10  The PJF for this project contains 39 pages of tables dating 1 

back to June 2021. 2 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 3 

  

  

  

  

  

 9 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 10 

Staff reserves judgment on the reasonableness of costs until it completes 11 

a review of responses to Staff data requests.  The Brookwood Project 12 

Justification Form is attached as Confidential Exhibit Staff/2105.  The 13 

Brookwood Post Completion Review is attached as Confidential Exhibit 14 

Staff/2106.  15 

Q.  Please discuss your review of the Orenco Substation 115 kV Rebuild. 16 

A. The Orenco Substation 115 kV Rebuild is a $29.7 million project and is also a 17 

part of PGE’s Hillsboro Reliability Project. PGE states the Orenco Substation is 18 

designed to improve T&D reliability, alleviate existing heavily loaded 19 

equipment, provide operational flexibility and addresses a potential NERC 20 

 
10  PGE/200, Bekkedahl-Jenkins/7. 
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compl iance issue.11 The PJF contained 40 pages of tables dating from 

January of 2019 and contains the following description of the project: 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

The narrative in the Orenco PJF identified several instances of both relatively 

minor positive and negative variances from the original estimates, which were 

reasonable considering the size and complexity of this project. 

Based on review of the documentation provided by PGE, the costs of the 

Orenco project are reasonable. The Orenco Substation 115 kV Rebuild Project 

Justification Form is attached as Confidential Exhibit Staff/2107. 

Q. Please discuss your review of the Helvetia Substation Phase 2. 

11 Id. at 7. 
12 Staff/2106, PGE Confidential Response 586_A, page 2 of 9. 
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A. The Helvetia Substation Phase 2 (Helvetia) is a $10.9 mill ion project intended 

to serve additional load to a large customer under a Minimum Load Agreement. 

The project will add a third and fourth 50 MVA transformer at the Helvetia 

substation.13 The project was placed in service in 2023. The PJF contained 

15 pages of tables dating from May of 2021 and contains the following 

description of the project: 

BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

13 PGE/200, Bekkedahl-Jenkins/8. 
14 Exhibit Staff/2108, page 3. 
15 Exhibit Staff/2109, page 3. 
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Because the MLA agreement shows that the 2024 customer load is well 1 

below the additional capacity installed at Helvetia, Staff believes that only 60 2 

percent of the Helvetia substation capacity is need to serve 2024 customer 3 

loads.  It will adjust Helvetia Substation rate base by 40 percent, or $4.352 4 

million, which will be used to calculate the sample-based adjustment to total 5 

T&D capital additions discussed above.  Staff reserves the right to modify this 6 

adjustment based on review of DR from PGE.  The Helvetia PJF for this project 7 

is attached as Highly Confidential Exhibit Staff/2108.  The Helvetia MLA is 8 

attached as Highly Confidential Exhibit Staff/2109. 9 

Q.  Please discuss your review of the OH FITNES Transmission. 10 

A. The OH FITNES Transmission is a proposed $9.2 million ongoing project and 11 

is the transmission equivalent of the OH FITNES Distribution project discussed 12 

above.  The PJF for this project contains 12 pages of tables. 13 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 14 

  

  

  

    

  

  

 21 

 
16 Exhibit Staff/2110, Page 8. 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2100 
Young/23 

    

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 9 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 10 

Based on the discussion in OH FITNES Distribution above, Staff believes 11 

As a result, Staff believes that there are excess expenditures of $5,902 million 12 

to OH FITNES Transmission include in UE 416 rate base. Again, taking 25 13 

percent of the value for premature replacement results in a permanent rate 14 

base reduction of $1.5 million.  This is a permanent rate base adjustment.   15 

Staff may adjust this amount based on responses to Staff data requests.  The 16 

OH FITNESS Transmission PJF is attached as Confidential Staff Exhibit 2110.  17 

The OH FITNES Transmission Project Status Reports are attached as 18 

Confidential Exhibit Staff 2111. 19 

17 Exhibit Staff/2111, Pages 2, 5, 8, 11, 14. 
18 Id., Page 3. 

Transmission Plant ($000) -$1,475
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Q. Please discuss your review of the Downtown Core UG Cable 

Replacement. 

Staff/2100 
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A. The Downtown Core UG Cable Replacement (Downtown Cable) is a proposed 

$6.7 million ongoing project that began in 2013. The fifteen-page PJF 

describes the history of the project: 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

The PJF indicates that there are no alternatives to th is project: 

I - 2112, Young/3 
20 icrl"age 3. 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Staff/2100 
Young/25 

Based on review of the PJF and the MPSRs the costs of the Downtown 

Cable project are reasonable. 

The Downtown Core UG Cable Replacement PJF is attached as 

Confidential Exhibit Staff/2112. 

Q. Please discuss your review of the Blue Lake Phase II. 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

A. 

21 Id. Page 4 
22 Id., Page 4 

[END CONFIDENTIAL 
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The project was completed in 2022. There also is a distribution 

component to th is project that will be completed in 2024 that is not included in 

this docket. The PJF was descriptive and provided a good overview of project. 

The costs of the projects appeared reasonable. The 21-page Blue Lake Phase 

II PJF is attached as Confidential Exhibit Staff/2113. 

Q. Please discuss your review of the Memorial Substation Build. 

A. The Memorial Substation Build (Memorial) is a proposed $3.8 mill ion project to 

build a new substation in Wilsonville to support area load growth and 

BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

-
23 Staff Exhibit 2114/5, Potential Project Consequences, Justification 1. 
24 Id., Page 8 
25 Id., Page 13 
26 Id., Page 13 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2100 
 Young/27 

 

  

  

  

 4 

[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 5 

After review of the responses to Staff data requests, Staff believes the 6 

project is reasonable.  The Memorial Substation 14-page PJF is attached as 7 

Highly Confidential Staff Exhibit Staff/2114. 8 

Q. Does this conclude your review of PGE’s T&D Projects?  9 

A. Yes.  My recommendations may change based on further review and as 10 

informed by the testimonies offered by other parties. 11 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

I 
I 
I -
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ROBERT E. YOUNG 
Economists.com  
 

 Managing Director 
Portland, Oregon   

         

 

“Innovative Solutions for  
21st Century Infrastructure Industries” 
 

 
 

 

 

SUMMARY:   
Mr. Young has extensive experience in economic, regulatory and financial and information 
technology consulting for the utility industry.  Mr. Young advises several Pacific Island Electric 
utilities on diesel and solar generation, integrated resource planning, cost of service and rate 
design, and fuel adjustment clause design.  He served recently as Staff of the Guam Public Utility 
Commission on water and wastewater regulation.   
As part of the Glarus Group Team, Mr. Young used the AURORAxmp electric market forecasting 
and resource planning model to estimate the benefits of increased power sales between the 
Mountain West Transmission Group (MWTG) and the Southwest Power Pool (SPP).   
Mr. Young worked as part of the Modern Grid Solutions team which advised Puget Sound Energy 
on the redesign of the distribution grid in preparation for high penetration of distributed energy 
resources such as roof-top solar, electric vehicles, and energy storage. Projects included 
development of ADMS business case, integration of distribution planning into an integrated 
resource plan, prepared a feeder level forecasting whitepaper, distributed energy resource (DER) 
vision and strategy and preparation of IRP chapter in integration of distribution planning, 
He served recently as Staff of the Guam Public Utility Commission on water and wastewater 
regulation.  Prepared expert testimony in regulatory proceedings filed by Guam Waterworks 
Authority, Guam Public Utility Commission Docket 19-08, Phase 1 and Phase 2.   
Mr. Young serves on the Advisory Board of Digital Iron Network, a startup that plans to build a 
global network of Nvidia DGX-H100 supercomputers. 
Mr. Young worked with Intel on a high-performance computing initiative to improve the 
performance of computer models used to prepare Integrated Resource Plans.  He consulted with 
electric utilities concerning entry into the telecommunications business and developed a fiber optic 
strategy for Bonneville Power Administration.  In addition, he developed a financial model of the 
fiber program for BPA and provided litigation support for a dispute with a telecom company that 
leased some of BPA’s fiber.   
Mr. Young has provided expert testimony on cost allocation and rate design before the Oregon 
Public Utility Commission, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC), 
Guam Public Utilities Commission, Commonwealth Public Utilities Commission of the US 
Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Islands, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), 
and the U.S. Department of Commerce.   
Robert Young served as the lead damages witness for Isolux, a large multi-national construction 
company that built over $800 million of transmission plant for an independent transmission 
company as part of the $7 billion Texas Competitive Renewable Energy Zone project, designed to 
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integrate wind generation from west Texas into central Texas, the location of most of the state’s 
electric load. 
Assisted Rio Tinto in the $38 billion acquisition of Alcan Aluminum in 2007.  Working directly 
for CFO, Mr. Young provided a valuation of Alcan’s over 4,100 MW of hydro generation and 
other merger related issues.  
Mr. Young prepared an expert report and reply report in a contract dispute between two aluminum 
companies before the International Chamber of Commerce, International Court of Arbitration.    
Developed an information systems architecture plan for the Transmission Business Line (TBL).  
Mr. Young advised TBL on the development of new transmission billing, metering, scheduling, 
and contracts systems.  He has also provided strategic consulting to US Generating Co. and 
PacifiCorp.  Mr. Young has assisted large high-tech manufacturing companies with negotiating 
open access electric power sales agreements and advised a large independent power producer on 
electric power pricing issues for a proposed new aluminum smelter.   
Mr. Young taught a variety of classes on engineering economics, regulatory economics and 
accounting, rate of return, cost allocation and rate design, and economic and financial analysis at 
numerous utilities in the US and in small Pacific Island utilities.  He enjoys teaching classes to the 
next generation of electric utility industry leaders throughout the world and has in excess of 500 
in-class hours of electric utility training experience.    
Represented the Oregon Department of Corrections (DOC) in contract negotiations and 
mediation of rates for fire service at the Snake River Correctional Institution (SRCI).  Worked 
with DOC management and Oregon Department of Justice attorneys to research comparable rates 
for SRCI fire service and developed a financial model of the Ontario Fire Department to determine 
their cost of fire service for SRCI.     
Developed a comprehensive capital budgeting methodology for the transmission group of Saudi 
Electricity Company. 
Represented Energy Northwest (then Washington Public Power Supply System, Portland 
General Electric, and Xcel Energy (then Public Service of Colorado) on setting rates for disposal 
of low-level-radioactive waste before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission. 
Mr. Young taught a variety of classes on engineering economics, regulatory economics and 
accounting, rate of return, cost allocation and rate design, and economic and financial analysis at 
numerous utilities in the US and small Pacific Island utilities.  He enjoys teaching classes to the 
next generation of electric utility industry leaders throughout the world and has more than 500 in-
class hours of electric utility training experience.    
Mr. Young received a B.S. and a M.S. in Economics from Southern Illinois University. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
ECONOMISTS.COM                                   Portland, Oregon 

Managing Director        

 

• Analyzed engineering, economic, and regulatory issues related to competitive alternatives to 
Commonwealth Utilities Corporation (CUC) energy services to its customers, including 
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solar, wind, liquefied natural gas, and new diesel generation.  Provided estimates of the costs 
to customers of alternative energy supplies, and assisted CUC with the development of their 
first integrated resource plan. Testified in Commonwealth Public Utility Commission Dockets 
13-01, 15-01 and 16-01 

• Assisted Commonwealth Utilities Corporation with analysis of responses to a fuel supply 
contract.  Served on CUC’s Source Selection Committee that awarded a new six-year fuel 
supply contract that represents almost 70% of CUC’s annual operating expense.  

• Provides rate design, financial strategy, resource planning, fuel supply, and other services to 
the Guam Power Authority, Commonwealth Utilities Corporation, American Samoa 
Power Authority, Electric Power Corporation of Samoa, and the Palau Public Utilities 
Corporation.  

• Developed a comprehensive information systems strategic plan for Bonneville Power 
Administration Transmission Business Line.  Elements included business imperatives for 
change, assessment of existing technology, new information technology architecture, data 
governance, and data stewardship, and implementation plan.  

• Advised Bonneville Power Administration on the development of new transmission billing, 
metering, scheduling, and contracts systems. 

• Assisted in the development of an IT strategic plan for Guam Power Authority. Reviewed 
existing IT governance processes, operations, software and data architecture, networks, 
hardware assets, and controls. Compared to industry best practices for similar utilities. 
Recommended changes in IT funding levels and priorities. Assisted in resolving network 
performance issues.  

• Assisted Bonneville Power Administration with the development and implementation of the 
2008 Average System Cost Methodology (ASCM).  Researched accounting issues and 
prepared issue papers related to the use of the FERC Form 1 as the basis for the new ASCM.  
Appeared as an expert witness in WP-07S and WP-10 BPA Rate Cases on ASC technical and 
policy issues.  Identified regulatory and financial concerns of participating public and private 
utilities, and analyzed economic, legal, and political factors.  Reviewed transfer pricing 
arrangements between PacifiCorp and its mining subsidiaries.  Addressed customer and party 
concerns in resolving complex program issues.  Reviewed and analyzed over 60 ASCM filings 
by participating utilities. 

• Provided a variety of energy management services for Nordstrom.  Reviewed electric and gas 
commodity contracts, assessed performance vs. regulated tariffs, and recommended a revised 
portfolio strategy.  Prepared annual electricity budget and quarterly variance report for over 
200 Nordstrom facilities nationwide. The electricity budget for kWh sales and revenue were 
consistently within 1% on kWh sales and 2% on cost.  Defined requirements for a new energy 
information management system and processing of energy bills, identified viable vendors and 
assisted in vendor selection. 

• Reviewed energy risk management policies and practices at Snohomish PUD.  Identified 
board objectives for risk management and clarified risk preferences, reviewed risk 
management manual and formalized practices, and tested risk metrics and analytical methods. 
Reviewed governance structure, controls, trading book documentation, and trading processes 
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for both physical and derivative transactions.  Recommended appropriate risk management 
improvements, and outlined methods for integrating risk management and resource planning 
more effectively.    

• Provided litigation support for Snohomish PUD in litigation before the FERC.  Litigation 
focused on alleged overcharges, unreasonable contractual terms, and exercise of market power 
by certain power marketers during the Western power crisis of 2000-2001.  Quantified 
economic impacts on clients, identified bounds for just and reasonable terms based on 
competitive market fundamentals, and accepted industry practices demonstrated compelling 
public interest to justify contract modification, and outlined proposed remedies.  Supported 
client counsel in case strategy, discovery, and briefing. 

• Developed North American market strategy for Alstom’s Energy Management and Markets 
business unit.  EMM is a leading vendor of critical operations control and telecommunication 
systems for electricity and gas companies.  Identified critical business issues facing Alstom’s 
customers, assessed profitability and attractiveness of available segments of the customer value 
chain, analyzed competing vendors and recommended break-out growth strategy.  Developed 
business case tool and assisted in the rollout of the sales campaign.  Drove a major strategic 
alliance with a global electronics manufacturer 

• Served as an expert witness in an arbitration proceeding for Kaiser Aluminum against Rio 
Tinto/Comalco before the International Chamber of Commerce, International Court of 
Arbitration concerning legal disputes related to the enforceability of commodity supply 
contracts in unusual market conditions during the West Coast electricity crisis.  Identified key 
issues to be addressed, used electric industry market data and personal expertise to compile the 
documentary record, analyzed market fundamentals and related price behavior, and drafted 
initial and reply reports. Considered issues related to client bankruptcy filings. Coordinated 
with outside and inside counsel in case strategy, discovery, depositions, hearings, and briefs.  

• Provided acquisition integration assistance to the President of US Generating Co. for the 
transformation of the Boston, MA. office of the former J. Makowski & Associates into US 
Generating’s first major regional office.  Defined overall organizational structure for the 
regional office, integrated and refined strategic direction and intent of the consolidated 
organization, and communicated results to Boston office staff. 

• Successfully represented Norsk Hydro Canada, Inc., (NHCI) owner of the largest 
magnesium plant in North America, in defense of a counter-veiling duty petition filed by a 
U.S. Magnesium producer.  The petition argued that the variable rate power contract between 
NHCI and Hydro Quebec constituted a government subsidy.  Prepared a report and briefed 
U.S. Commerce Department staff on utility rate design and cost allocation for large industrial 
customers and the worldwide development and use of variable rate power contracts for large, 
nonferrous metal smelters.  Presented Oral Argument before the US Department of Commerce 
during the hearings phase of this dispute. 

• Reviewed energy risk management policies and practices at Snohomish PUD.  Identified 
board objectives for risk management and clarified risk preferences, reviewed risk 
management manual and formalized practices, tested risk metrics and analytical methods. 
Reviewed governance structure, controls, trading book documentation, and trading processes 
for both physical and derivative transactions.  Recommended appropriate risk management 
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improvements, and outlined methods for integrating risk management and resource planning 
more effectively.    

• Provided litigation support for Snohomish PUD in litigation before the FERC.  Litigation 
focused on alleged overcharges, unreasonable contractual terms, and exercise of market power 
by certain power marketers during the Western power crisis of 2000-2001.  Quantified 
economic impacts on clients, identified bounds for just and reasonable terms based on 
competitive market fundamentals and accepted industry practices, demonstrated compelling 
public interest to justify contract modification, and outlined proposed remedies.  Supported 
client counsel in case strategy, discovery, and briefing. 

• Assisted the City of Portland with determining the effects of electric utility restructuring on 
franchise fee revenues after Oregon Senate Bill 1149 was signed into law.  Analyzed the effect 
of a volumetric approach to franchise fee collection on revenues and customer classes for SB 
1149.  Prepared report for the City of Portland analyzing various volumetric franchise fee 
scenarios consistent with the provisions of SB 1149. 

• Assisted an Independent Power Producer in preparation of responses to utility resource RFPs.  
Reviewed and analyzed responses to public utility resources RFPs.  Assisted in the development and 
sale of a proposed wood-fuel resource in British Columbia. 

• Assisted PacifiCorp in the development of their least-cost plan, Resource and Market Planning 
Program-3. 

• Negotiated open market electric power sales contracts under PGE’s Customer Choice Pilot Program 
for Komatsu Silicon America and Integrated Device Technology.  Assisted NEC America with 
contract negotiations and analysis for an open market electric power sales contract. 

• Represented the Port of Morrow, an Oregon port district in economic, financial, and regulatory matters 
for the construction of two 220 MW cogeneration units. 

• Reviewed cable TV rate filings for a variety of cities across the US.  Analyzed rate design, cost 
allocation, and rate of return for compliance with FCC regulations. 

• Assisted BPA in preparation of its Business Plan Environmental Impact Statement (BPEIS).  Faced 
with continuous radical changes in the electric utility industry, BPA engaged in an intensive and 
thorough review of its business strategy.  The result was BPA’s Business Plan and the associated 
BPEIS, which were published in 1995. The BPEIS was used as the basis for several BPA Record of 
Decisions including new transmission agreements for BPA’s large industrial customers (DSIs).  These 
new contracts were challenged at the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals by a group of BPA customers and 
others.  The 9th Circuit affirmed BPA’s right to offer new transmission agreements and the validity of 
the BPEIS. 

• Advised major European energy company on West-coast electric market economics and performed 
feasibility analysis on location of new generating capacity in the Pacific Northwest. 

• Reviewed and external benchmarking study for Portland General Electric. 
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DELOITTE & TOUCHE CONSULTING                      Portland, Oregon 

Manager         

• Managed consulting team of over 15 financial analysts, auditors, and economists to assist Bonneville 
Power Administration in administering the Average System Cost rate equalization program.  This 
program distributes over $150 million annually to Northwest utilities for equalizing residential electric 
rates.  Identified regulatory and financial issues relating to participating public and private utilities, and 
analyzed economic, legal, and political factors.  Incorporated customer and party concerns in 
successfully resolving complex issues facing the program.  Reviewed and analyzed over 75 
cost allocation and rate design studies for compliance with Average System Cost Methodology 
procedures. 

• Assisted Bonneville Power Administration’s Transmission Business Line with the development of a 
revenue forecasting system.  Specified business objectives and functional requirements for actual and 
forecasted revenue by product, customer, and contract.  Evaluated software and hardware options, and 
developed high-level system design.  Planned package modification, programming, testing, and roll-
out of the completed system. 

• Conducted a study for Bonneville Power Administration comparing transmission operations and 
maintenance practices and management at five large North American utilities.  Conducted on-site visits, 
developed engineering and accounting information consistently across utilities, analyzed system 
characteristics, and compared key practices and performance measures. 

• Directed a team of consultants which developed a comprehensive model of the resource plans, finances, 
and rates of over sixty Northwest utilities for Bonneville Power Administration.  Developed 
load/resource balance models, reviewed and revised load forecasts, developed resource stacks ordered 
by cost-effectiveness, projected long-term resource additions and financial impacts, and analyzed key 
sensitivities. 

• Directed Bonneville Power Administration team in analysis and position development in utility 
merger regulatory proceedings before state PUCs and FERC.  Determined operational and financial 
effects of the PP&L/UP&L merger, reviewed transfer pricing arrangements between PacifiCorp and 
Utah Power and Light and their coal mining subsidiaries, reviewed filings, and drafted testimony.  
Assessed competitive implications. 

• Managed the development of the Financial Strategy for Bonneville Power Administration.  
This strategy was used as the basis for the development of BPA's long-term financial plan, 
resulting in positive Net Revenues (retained earnings) for the first time in over 10 years. 
 

• Directed an analysis to determine the price for the sale of long-term transmission rights for 
Bonneville Power Administration. Identified highest-value transactions over the line, 
determined net benefits, evaluated private opportunity costs, considered market constraints on 
pricing, assessed regulatory and technological risks, and developed positions on financing and 
contractual issues.  
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DIRECT SERVICE INDUSTRIES, INC.     Portland, Oregon 
Director of Rates and Technical Issues         

• Responsible for the coordination of policy analysis on all energy issues affecting member 
companies of Direct Service Industries, Inc., a trade association consisting of 11 members with 
15 energy-intensive plants whose annual electric energy cost exceeded $700 million per year 
and purchased over 3,200 AvMW of electricity at full production.   

• Participated in the development of a detailed production-costing model of the Pacific 
Northwest aluminum industry. The model forecasts aluminum industry electricity loads and 
revenues. 

Portland General Electric Company     Portland, Oregon 
 Rate Analyst       
 

• Developed a 20-year generation-expansion model to determine the need for future generating 
resources.  

• Designed electric rates and prepared cost-of-service studies. 
 

 

Professional Memberships (and Offices Held) 

Western Energy Institute Executive Committee, Board of Directors 2016  

Western Energy Institute Board of Directors   2003 – 2006, 2013 – 2016 

American Nuclear Society 
 

Civic/Charitable Organizations (selected, and offices held) 

Ainsworth Public School Foundation 

 Co-Chair Board of Directors 2003 - 2005 

 Board of Directors, 2002 - 2005 

Oregon Ballet Theatre 

 Treasurer, Board of Directors, 1992 - 1993 

 Board of Directors, 1989 - 2002 

Pacific Ballet Theatre 

 Vice-President, Board of Directors, 1986-1988 

 Treasurer, Board of Directors, 1985-1986 

 Board of Directors, 1984-1988 
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April 19, 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pqe.opuc.filings@pqn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 586-593 
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Response Due By 

May 3, 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with all cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Topics or Keywords: Project Management, T&D Capital Projects 
Contains Standing Data Requests 

586. Please provide any briefings to PGE management on the status of all capital 
transmission and distribution projects in excess of $1 million that PGE proposes 
to be included in UE 416 rate base that reflects capitalized plant not included in 
current rates. 

587. Please provide a list of project management software programs used by PGE to 
manage capital projects. If there is more than one project management software 
program used, please explain the factors that influence which project software is 
chosen to be used for capital projects. 

588. For all capital transmission and distribution projects in excess of $1 million that 
are included in UE 416 rate base please provide the following information: 
a. Project number and description including why it was necessary and how 

ratepayers will benefit; 
b. Date the project was placed into service or is expected to be placed into 

service; 
c. Final cost of the project at the time it was placed into service or the 

estimated final cost for projects not yet in service; 



d. FERC account category for each project (Intangible, Steam, Hydraulic, 
Other Production Plant, Transmission, Distribution, or General); 

e. Capital spending by month; 
f. Date and amounts of transfers to plant; 
g. Documents associated with project approval, including approval of any 

substantial changes (such as project justification forms); 
h. One-line diagrams, as applicable; and 
i. Reference the Company’s direct testimony and exhibits in this case if 

applicable. 
589. For each capital transmission and distribution project included in UE 416 rate 

base where the Company determined a project was needed to meet NERC 
compliance requirements, please provide the following information: 
a. A narrative description of how the need to meet NERC compliance 

requirements factored into decision-making for the project; 
b. Any analysis associated with meeting NERC compliance requirements for 

the project; and 
c. A narrative description of any unresolved NERC compliance requirements, 

and future projects which may result. 
590. For all capital transmission and distribution projects in excess of $1 million 

constructed by PGE that that are included in UE 416 rate base: 
a. A narrative explanation of how the Company forecasted growing need or 

load for each particular project. 
b. All applicable distribution or transmission planning documents, such as 

load service request/transmission service request studies or Minimum 
Load Agreements, demonstrating forecasted load growth. 

c. Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all completed 
capital projects at the beginning of the project, at the midpoint of the 
project and at the end of the project. 

d. Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all in-progress 
capital projects at the beginning of the project, at the midpoint of the 
project and the most recent version of the resource-loaded schedule. 

591. For all capital transmission and distribution projects constructed by other 
companies for PGE in excess of $1 million that PGE proposes to be included in 
UE 416 rate base that reflects capitalized plant not included in current rates: 
a. A narrative explanation of how the Company forecasted growing need or 

load for each particular project. 
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b. All applicable distribution or transmission planning documents, such as 
load service request/transmission service request studies or Minimum 
Load Agreements, demonstrating forecasted load growth. 

c. Please provide copies of all sections of the contract between PGE and the 
companies constructing the project that pertain to project management. 

d. Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all completed 
capital projects at the beginning of the project, at the midpoint of the 
project and at the end of the project. 

e. Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all in-progress 
capital projects in excess of $10 million at the beginning of the project, at 
the midpoint of the project and the most recent version of the resource-
loaded schedule. 

592. Please provide the Strategic Asset Management department's annual T&D risk 
assessment, and the associated portfolio of recommended risk reduction projects 
for 2021, 2022 and 2023 (indicating if projected or actuals). 

593. For all capital transmission and distribution projects in excess of $1 million that 
are included in UE 416 rate base please provide the following information: 
This is a Standing Data Request to be supplemented with any new 
reporting as that is available. 
a. Project Justification Report; 
b. Any Change Orders; and 
c. Any Project Post Completion Report. 

 
 
Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number.  Once you have 
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the 
“Sharing” feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them 
that the response has been posted.  In the body of the generated email, list the Data 
Request number associated with your response. 
 
You must mark confidential responses as such and post them to Huddle in the 
appropriate “Confidential” folder.  Access to Confidential folders is limited to individuals 
who have signed the protective order.  You should not send confidential documents 
(hard copy or electronic) separately to the Commission or its Staff; you should post 
confidential responses only to the Huddle account. 
 
Should you need to request an extension to the due date for the data responses you will 
need to contact the staff attorney assigned to the case for approval. 
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May 11 , 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 784 
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Response Due By 

May 25, 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with all cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Topics or Keywords: Project Management, Information Technology Capital Projects 

784. Please provide PGE's 2023 projected Transmission and Distribution plant 
balances by FERC Account based on the format of the attached Excel File UE 
416 OPUC DR 784 Attachment A. 

Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number. Once you have 
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the 
"Sharing" feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them 
that the response has been posted . In the body of the generated email, list the Data 
Request number associated with your response. 

You must mark confidential responses as such and post them to Huddle in the 
appropriate "Confidential" folder. Access to Confidential folders is limited to individuals 
who have signed the protective order. You should not send confidential documents 
(hard copy or electron ic) separately to the Commission or its Staff; you should post 
confidential responses only to the Huddle account. 

Should you need to request an extension to the due date for the data responses you will 
need to contact the staff attorney assigned to the case for approval. 



May 15, 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pqe.opuc.filings@pqn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 787-793 
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Response Due By 

May 29, 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Overall Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects 
Testimony Reference: PGE/700; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II Capital Projects Since 
UE 394 and PGE/800; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II PGE's Generation Resources 

Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects 

787. For each capita l project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE's rate 
base, that PGE plans to include in rate base in UE416, please provide all 
economic analysis used to prepare the Project Justification Forms produced in 
response to OPUC Request Nos. 586 and 628. 

788. For each capita l project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE's rate 
base, that PGE plans to include in rate base in UE416, please provide a detailed 
line-item budget from the date the project was approved . 

789. For each capital project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE's rate 
base, that PGE plans to include in rate base in UE416, please provide the 
Monthly Project Status Report quarterly, from the date the project was started 
until it was placed in service. 

790. For each capital project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE's rate 
base, that PGE plans to include in rate base in UE416, that is still under 
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construction, please provide the Monthly Project Status Report quarterly, from 
the date the project was started until the most recent report available. 

791. See the excerpt below from UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach A, projects in FERC 
Form 1 CWIP at 12/31/2022 and the two highlighted columns referencing Project 
Total amounts from PGE's New Construction Budget Report for the 2023 
calendar year filed with the OPUC on April 3, 2023. 

New 
New Construction 

Construction Budget Report 
FERC aca>unt 

Reference to PGFs 
CWIP@ Final Project 

Line No. FP Description (PP) Funding Project In-Service Date(s) Budget Report Project Total direct testimony, as 
12/31/11122 

1 

2 

s 

6 

10 

12 

13 

18 

21 

25 

Cost 
2023(filed Greater (Less) 

category 
applicable 

4/3/'1!1Z3) Than Final . . . . . . • T Project Cost • . . 
FY: Repower Faraday 

P36167 168, 332,602 
March 2017 

188,067,480 173,838,281 (14,229, 199) Hydro Production 
PGE Exhibit IIOO, Section 

Units l ·S January 2023 V 

powERPlay P37346 22,953,607 August2023 37,595,820 33, 142,867 (4,452,953) Intangible Plant 
PGE Exhibit 600, Section 
11 1.B 

Hydro Control System 
P36134 13,928,197 Oea,mber 2018-0ctober 2024 35,224,139 36,260,289 1,036,150 Hydro Production 

Not explicitly 
Up2rade referenced 

Build Evergreen 
P36666/P36422 22,236,911 May2024 116,595,680 34,903,843 (81,691,837) Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416 

Substation 

December 2022 
February 2023 

Facilities Upgrades-EV 
June 2023 

Not e xplicitly 
P37017 8,314, 688 August2023 16,137,739 19,619,074 3,481,335 General Plant 

Readiness 
June 2024 

referenced 

February 2025 

December 2025 

Substation November-Oec<!mber 2020 PGE Exhibit 700, Section 
Communication P36101 7, 794, 3S4 July2021 47,011,909 55,283,032 8,271,123 Gene ral Plant IV, discussed generally 
IUnerade December 2026 on pa2es 21-27 

RB: Replace Turbine 
January 2023 

Not explicitly 

Shut-off Valves 
P36838 7, 716, 73S December 2023 35,130,724 10,553, 110 (24,Sn,614) Hydro Production 

referenced 
Januarv 2025 

PGE Exhibit 700, Section 

South Milliken Line 
II, "Poles and Wires" 

Rebuild 
P36617 4, 524,716 November 2023 - June 2027 11,660,623 14,093,496 2,432,873 Distribution Plant category, included in 

"Poles/Towers/Fixtures 
"on pa2e S 

July 2022 
PGE Exhibit IIOO, Section 

BR: Beaver 
August2023 

II, "PGE's Generation 
Pv1odernization 

P36836 3,897,887 April-December 2024 122,585,726 57,406,880 (65, 178,846) Other Production 
Resources" on pages 2· 

May-Oea,mber 2025 
3. 

January 2026 

PW2-. Top End Engine 
P37417 3, 206,684 December 2024 12,578,000 10,615,088 (1,962,912) Other Production Not incl uded in UE 416 

Parts and lnsta 

Provide the following information concerning the above table. 

a. Explain why all projects listed in PGE's New Construction Budget Report for 
the 2023 calendar year with start dates of 2023 or earlier are not included in 
CWIP at 12/31/2022 if the project is not yet completed or is ongoing? 

b. Explain what the Final Project Cost amount in UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach 
A represents. 



c. Explain what the Project Total amount in PGE’s New Construction Budget 
Report for the 2023 calendar year represents. 

d. Explain what the variances between Final Project Cost and Project Total 
represent. 

e. For each project listed in Schedule B:  Electric Company New Construction 
Budget (System) in PGE’s New Construction Budget Report for the 2023 
calendar year, explain why the Total amount reflecting the sum of actual to 
date and all current and future budget years is different from the Project Total 
amount in the Project Narrative section of the report for those projects where 
a variance exists. 

792. Referring to PGE’s response to UE 416 OPUC DR 706, part (e), provide post 
completion reports for all capital projects in excess of $3 million other than 
transmission and distribution in the UE 416 rate base. 

793. Referring to PGE’s response to UE 416 OPUC DR 706, part (h), explain the 
following excerpts in more detail in PGE’s statement in the second sentence of 
the response and provide relevant sections of PGE’s accounting manual that 
describes the asset unitization process. 
a. “After a reasonable trailing charge period,…” 
b. “…PGE will unitize the related assets to their final utility accounts, units of 

property (retirement units), and asset locations.” 
 
Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number.  Once you have 
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the 
“Sharing” feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them 
that the response has been posted.  In the body of the generated email, list the Data 
Request number associated with your response. 
You must mark confidential responses as such and post them to Huddle in the 
appropriate “Confidential” folder.  Access to Confidential folders is limited to individuals 
who have signed the protective order.  You should not send confidential documents 
(hard copy or electronic) separately to the Commission or its Staff; you should post 
confidential responses only to the Huddle account. 

 
Should you need to request an extension to the due date for the data responses you will 
need to contact the staff attorney assigned to the case for approval. 
 
Questions regarding the use of Huddle should be directed to 
puc.datarequests@puc.oregon.gov 
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May 17, 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pqe.opuc.filings@pqn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 796-801 

Staff/2102 
Young/8 

Response Due By 

May 31 , 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Overall Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects - 2023 Forecasted Plant Additions 
Testimony Reference: PGE/700; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II Capital Projects Since 
UE 394 and PGE/800; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II PGE's Generation Resources 

Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects 

796. Explain how 2023 forecasted capital additions by project greater than $3 million 
provided in U E 416 _ OPUC DR 627 _Attach A can be traced to PG E's listing of all 
2023 forecasted capital additions in UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A, tab "2023 
FCST Plant Activity - Adds". 

797. Provide a reconciliation of 2023 forecasted plant additions for each project listed 
in UE 416_OPUC DR 627 _Attach A to the relevant line items that comprise each 
project in UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A, tab "2023 FCST Plant Activity -
Adds" and explain all differences in 2023 forecasted plant additions by project. 

798. Referring to UE 416_OPUC DR 588_Attach A, confirm whether all transmission 
and distribution capital projects in excess of $3 million included in the UE 416 
rate base were initiated in 2023. 

a. If the answer is no, explain why each of these projects are not included in 
the Construction Work in Progress project listings for the years 2021 
and/or 2022 in UE 416 OPUC DR 626 Attach A. - -



b. If the answer is yes, confirm whether each of these projects should be 
included in the 2023 plant additions listing in UD 416_OPUC DR 
627_Attach A.  If not, explain why not. 

799. Referring to UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach A, explain whether the Final Project 
Cost amounts in column (b)  

800. Referring to UE 416 OPUC DR 586, Confidential Attachment 593-A, explain why 
PGE provided a post completion report for only one project, P36439.  PGE’s 
response should include an explanation of how soon a post completion report is 
issued once a project is ready to be transferred to plant-in-service. 

801. Referring to PGE’s Project Justification Forms produced in response to UE 416 
OPUC DR 586 and 628, explain which amount or amounts in the Revision 
Summary section of each form should be used to compare to (1) PGE’s Final 
Project Cost amounts in UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach A for projects in 2021 
and 2022 Construction Work in Progress and (2) PGE’s proposed 2023 
Forecasted Plant Additions in UE 416_OPUC DR 627_Attach A to identify 
whether a project’s actual expenditures exceeded or are less than the approved 
funding. 
 

Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number.  Once you have 
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the 
“Sharing” feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them 
that the response has been posted.  In the body of the generated email, list the Data 
Request number associated with your response. 
You must mark confidential responses as such and post them to Huddle in the 
appropriate “Confidential” folder.  Access to Confidential folders is limited to individuals 
who have signed the protective order.  You should not send confidential documents 
(hard copy or electronic) separately to the Commission or its Staff; you should post 
confidential responses only to the Huddle account. 

 
Should you need to request an extension to the due date for the data responses you will 
need to contact the staff attorney assigned to the case for approval. 
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May 22, 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pqe.opuc.filings@pqn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 807-809 

Staff/2102 
Young/10 

Response Due By 

June 5, 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with all cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Overall Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects - 2023 Forecasted Plant Additions 
Testimony Reference: PGE/700; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II Capital Projects Since 

UE 394 and PGE/800; Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II PGE's 
Generation Resources 

Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects 

807. Referring to UE 394_OPUC DR 311_Attach A, provide a schedule of all UE 416 
plant additions by project number from April 30, 2022 through December 31 , 
2023. Additions should be broken out in the same manner as UE 394 OPUC 
DR 311_Attach A such as Table 1 Grouping fields, By Function f ields, and In 
Service Dates. 

808. Refer to PGE's response to UE 416 OPUC DR 628, Confidential Attachment A, 
containing Project Justification Forms for capital projects other than transmission 
and distribution greater than $3 million. Produce the Project Justification Forms 
for the following projects listed in PGE's response to UE 416 OPUC DR 626, 
Attachment A, that were not produced in response to UE 416 OPUC DR 628. 

a. P36101 - Substation Communication Upgrade; 

b. P36838 - RB: Replace Turbine Shut-Off Valves; and 



c. P37477 – Zero Trust 
809. Refer to PGE’s response to UE 416 OPUC DR 628, Confidential Attachment A, 

containing Project Justification Forms for capital projects other than transmission 
and distribution greater than $3 million.  Also, refer to the Attachment A 
workbooks produced in response to UE 416 OPUC DRs 626 and 627.  Confirm 
whether each project listed below has an amount representing the cost being 
included in the UE 416 rate base that was part of either 2021 CWIP, 2022 CWIP, 
or 2023 Forecasted Capital Additions in UE 416 OPUC DRs 626 and 627.  If the 
answer is yes, provide the amount.  If the answer is no, explain why not. 
a. P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet.pdf; 
b. P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund.pdf; 
c. P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program.pdf; 
d. P36394 - Vintage Vehicle Replacement II.pdf; 
e. P36449 - PRB Upgrade Governors & Exciters.pdf; 
f. P36501 - Integrated Operations Center - IOC.pdf; 
g. P37162 - Bill Redesign.pdf; 
h. P37176 - Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty.pdf; 
i. P37251-PACS 2.0.pdf; 
j. P37314 - Project 360 Bundle 1_Redacted.pdf; 
k. P37336 - Operational Technology Visibility_Redacted.pdf; 
l. P37347 - Risk Technology Optimization.pdf; 
m. P37376-CS Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG.pdf; 
n. P37509 - Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program.pdf; and 
o. P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement_Redacted.pdf 
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May 23, 2023 

JAKI FERCHLAND 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
MANAGER, RATES & REGULATORY 
121 SW SALMON ST, 3WTC-0306 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

pqe.opuc.filings@pqn.com 

RE: Docket No. OPUC Request Nos. 

UE 416 PGE UE 416 OPUC DR 813-817 

Staff/2102 
Young/12 

Response Due By 

June 6, 2023 

Please provide responses to the following request for data by the due date. Please 
note that all responses must be posted to the PUC Huddle account. Contact the 
undersigned before the response due date noted above if the request is unclear or if 
you need more time. In the event any of the responses to the requests below include 
spreadsheets, the spreadsheets should be in electronic form with all cell references and 
formulae intact. 

Overall Topic or Keyword: Capital Projects - 2023 Forecasted Plant Additions and 
Rate Base 

Testimony Reference: PGE/700, Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II Capital Projects Since 
UE 394; PGE/800, Bekkadahl, Jenkins, Section II PGE's 
Generation Resources; and PGE/200, Batzler, Ferchland , 
Section IV Rate Base 

Topic or Keyword: Rate Base 
813. Referring to UE 416-21-23 Exhibit Supporl_2024_Errata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base 

Delta, provide the following linked Microsoft Excel workbooks referenced on this 
sheet: 

a. Integrated PGE RevReq_ 4-25-22_Final Order_net Colstrip.xlsx 
referenced in cells C9-C11 , C16, and C20. 

b. Exhibit Support 2022_Errata.xlsx referenced in cells C19-C20, C22-C23, 
and C26-C30. 

814. Referring to UE 416-21-23 Exhibit Support_2024_Errata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base 
Delta, provide a reconciliation between the amounts in column UE 394 Approved 
Order No. 22-129, Lines 1-27 and the amounts in the stipulated integrated 
revenue requirement schedule for rate base in UE 394 Order No. 22-129, 



Appendix C, Stipulating Parties/302/2.  Provide all of the reasons for the 
differences. 

815. Provide a breakout of the UE 394 Approved Order No. 22-129 Plant in Service 
amounts by FERC account category similar to UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach 
A.xlsx, tab Unbundling Source Data. 

816. Refer to UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A.xlsx, tabs Unbundling Source Data, 
Net Plant Recon Detailed and CPR Controls.  Explain why PGE used its general 
ledger balances as of December 31, 2022, instead of the balances reflecting the 
rate effective date of May 1, 2022 from UE 394 as the beginning balance of these 
reconciliations. 

817. Refer to UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A.xlsx, tabs Unbundling Source Data, 
Net Plant Recon Detailed and CPR Controls.  Revise these schedules to add 
PGE’s plant balances as of May 1, 2022 by the same FERC account categories 
as the starting point and then showing actual additions, retirements, and other 
adjustments to get to the actual December 31, 2022 plant balances that currently 
serve as the starting point for each schedule. 

Please name your responsive file to include the Data Request number.  Once you have 
posted your response to the Data Request to the PUC Huddle account, use the 
“Sharing” feature of Huddle to generate an email to authorized parties notifying them 
that the response has been posted.  In the body of the generated email, list the Data 
Request number associated with your response. 
You must mark confidential responses as such and post them to Huddle in the 
appropriate “Confidential” folder.  Access to Confidential folders is limited to individuals 
who have signed the protective order.  You should not send confidential documents 
(hard copy or electronic) separately to the Commission or its Staff; you should post 
confidential responses only to the Huddle account. 

 
Should you need to request an extension to the due date for the data responses you will 
need to contact the staff attorney assigned to the case for approval. 
 
Questions regarding the use of Huddle should be directed to 
puc.datarequests@puc.oregon.gov 
 
/s/ Marc Hellman 
Administrator 
 
 
Staff Initiator: Warren Fischer wfischer@gsiconsulting.com 1 (303) 883-9014 

 Robert Young robert@economists.com 1 (503) 816-5103 
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CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2103 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Representative PGE response to Staff DR 590 
Shute Capacity Addition P36866, as of 

November 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2024 
  











CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2104 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P37218 OH FITNES - Distribution 

 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2024 
 
  















CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2105 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P36680 Brookwood Substation Conversion  

 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2024 
  



















































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2106 

PGE response to Staff DR 792 
P36680 Brookwood Substation Conversion 

June 13, 2024 















CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2107 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P36679 Orenco Substation 115 kW Rebuild 

June 13, 2024 





























































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
STAFF EXHIBIT 2108 

PGE response to Staff DR 590 
P37160 Helvetia Substation Phase 2 

June 13, 2024 

































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
STAFF EXHIBIT 2109 

PGE response to Staff DR 590 
P3716 Helvetia Substation Phase II 

June 13, 2024 















CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2110

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P367061 OH FITNES Transmission 

June 13, 2024 



























CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2111 

PGE response to Staff DR 789 
P37061 OH FITNES Transmission

June 13, 2024 

































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2112 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P35995 Downtown Core Cable Replacement 

June 13, 2024 

































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2113 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P36373 Blue Lake Phase II  

June 13, 2024 













































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

CONFIDENTIAL STAFF 
EXHIBIT 2114 

PGE response to Staff DR 586 
P36953 Memorial Substation Build 

June 13, 2024 































CASE: UE 416 
WITNESS: Young 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

STAFF EXHIBIT 2115 

PGE March 2023 OH FITNES Program 
Health Report to OPUC 

June 13, 2024 
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Utility Asset Management: FITNES Program 

March 2023: Program Health ~9 
Program Updates 
• Continuous Improvement: 

o GIS Technology 
• Transition from A rcGIS Online Field Maps to IQGeo 

• Joint Use: Rtduced Rtntal Rate Eli&lbllltV and QUitlfltation Rt'SAJIU 
Ye.ars20Z2 - l023 

• 

o On average, pole occupant vio lations comprise 40-50% 
of FITNES-identified violations 

o Enforcement mechanism to address non-compliance 
• Sanctions for safety violations 
• Penalties for unauthorized attachments 
• Assessment of the non-compliant renta l rate 

o Joint Inspection Program 
• PGE Poles and ILEC poles, 

including commun ications only 
poles 

• Partici pants include: Ziply; 
Lumen; Level 3; Comcast; and 
Wave Broadband 

Heightened Quality Control (QC): 
o PGE continues to implement weekly, systematic 

QC activities of Tape & Shape work and 
inspect ion work, wit h an accuracy rate trending 
above 95-percent. 

201!! 
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Join, uie sanctions Reveniue 
Yeats 2019·202.2 

2011 

FITNES QC Progress 
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• PGE Correction Work Tracking and Throughput: 

100% 

95% 

90%· 

85% 

80% 

75% 
- Tape & Shape Corrections 
- Inspections 

70% 

65% 
o Monthly cross-departmental stand-ups (FITNES; 

Project Management Office; Line Design and 
Crew Coordination). ,..,,1:,v ,..,,r:,v :~'°' ..,,# ~v ..,,r:,v ..,,# ~'°' ~'°' ..,,r:,v -,,<:>,::, ~,::, 

~ ,. "r'"" ~,..., ,,,,,. ,;;. 't'..,.. <I'"" ofl- ./ <!'" ,,.,,. .. ~ 
o Enhanced work order status visibility and 

accountably using work queue dashboard software. 
o Accelerated FITNES Capital Investments 

FITNES OH Capital Investments 
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

8000 

7000 

6000 

5000 

4000 ,$,}a,Sl:i,94<1 

3000 S17, 1!7,255 !,lS,r.?•, tS!I 

.S9,SH.U 2 
I 

2000 SSJf/~.613. 

I ' $1.951.)61 
1000 

--■-Iii 0 

2023 
suo,000,000, 

$100,000,0001 
$77,1.tli,(100 

$90,000,000 

$80,000,000 

$70,000,000 

$60,000,000 . ' $50,000,000 

1 ··" I $40,000,000 

$30,000,000 

l l $20,000,000 

~ $10,000,000 

so 

• cap,tal Work Orders Completed Remaining work :::,Remaining Work - Budget 

" Year 2023 represents both a forecasted budget and capital work order q uantity 



CASE:  UE 416 
WITNESSES:  Curtis Dlouhy, Matt Muldoon, 

Michelle Scala and Bret Stevens 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 

STAFF EXHIBIT 2200 

OPENING TESTIMONY 
Automatic Adjustment Clauses (AAC) 

Role in Regulation, and 
Need for Deferrals with AACs 

June 13, 2023



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2200 
Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens/1 

Q. Please introduce yourselves. 1 

A. I, Dr. Curtis Dlouhy introduce myself in Exhibit Staff/300 and provide my2 

witness qualifications in Exhibit Staff/301.3 

I, Matt Muldoon introduce myself in Exhibit Staff/400 and provide my 4 

witness qualifications in Exhibit Staff/401. 5 

I, Michelle Scala introduce myself in Exhibit Staff/600 and provide my 6 

witness qualifications in Exhibit Staff/601. 7 

I, Dr. Bret Stevens introduce myself in Exhibit Staff/2000 and provide my 8 

witness qualifications in Exhibit Staff/2001. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?10 

A. This testimony examines two policy issues regarding Automatic Adjustment11 

Clauses (AAC), namely the role of AACs in utility regulation and the need for12 

deferrals with AACs.13 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket?14 

A. Yes.  We prepared the following exhibits:15 

• Exhibit Staff/2201, Responses to Data Requests used in Support of16 

Testimony,17 

Q. How is your testimony organized?18 

A. My testimony is organized as follows:19 

Issue 1. The Role of AACs in Utility Regulation .......................................... 2 20 
Issue 2. Deferrals and Automatic Adjustment Clauses ............................. 20 21 
Summary. Staff Recommendations .......................................................... 31 22 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2200 
 Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens/2 

 

ISSUE 1. THE ROLE OF AACS IN UTILITY REGULATION 1 

Q. What is an AAC? 2 

A. According to ORS 757.210(1)(b): 3 

“[A]utomatic adjustment clause” means a provision of a rate 4 

schedule that provides for rate increases or decreases or both, 5 

without prior hearing, reflecting increases or decreases or both 6 

in costs incurred, taxes paid to units of government or 7 

revenues earned by a utility and that is subject to review by the 8 

commission at least once every two years. 9 

Put differently, an AAC allows a utility to periodically update rates for certain 10 

cost categories without going through the typical, more rigorous ratemaking 11 

process where overall costs are considered. 12 

Q. Does Staff believe that AACs and single-issue ratemaking are a useful 13 

tool in ratemaking? 14 

A. Yes, Staff believes that AACs and single-issue ratemaking can be useful tools 15 

in ratemaking in some contexts.  One example is pilot programs.  The costs 16 

associated with pilot programs can be hard to forecast, as enrollment, asset 17 

rollout, and success of these programs is uncertain.  In this context, an AAC is 18 

a useful way to ensure costs associated with these programs are fairly 19 

collected and any lessons learned from the pilot aren’t obfuscated by potential 20 

funding issues. 21 

Another instance where AACs and single-issue ratemaking are useful is a 22 

program that involves a pass-through of costs or benefits of State-imposed 23 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2200 
 Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens/3 

 

programs.  One such example is Schedule 137, which is the Company’s 1 

Customer-owned Solar Payment Cost Recovery Mechanism.  This program 2 

was implemented under ORS 757.365, which requires utilities to pay “incentive 3 

rates” for solar energy produced by customers and that “prudently incurred 4 

costs associated with compliance with this section are recoverable in the rates 5 

of an electric company.”  6 

A benefit of AACs in that they may have led to a reduction in general rate 7 

case (GRC) filings.  This can be good when utility earnings have not exceeded 8 

authorized levels as utilities may have made a GRC filing absent the AAC.  An 9 

AAC allows for yearly changes in rates where the utility rate filing does not 10 

allow other parties to make a collateral attack on revenue requirement for other 11 

costs, or at least minimizes the opportunity for such collateral attacks. 12 

The AACs appear to be increasing one or several per year, so it has been 13 

a gradual increase.  However, the current volume of AACs now rises to a level 14 

that merits Commission attention. 15 

Q. Why are you bringing up AACs in this the context of this rate case? 16 

A. Stakeholders have recently brought up concerns that utilities are overusing 17 

deferrals and AACs for ratemaking, citing concerns that the use of these two 18 

mechanisms unfairly shifts the cost recovery risk to customers from 19 

shareholders.  In particular, the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board (CUB) 20 

highlighted this concern during the Commission’s deliberation on ADV 1453, 21 

the Advice Filing for PGE Schedule 153, Community Benefits and Impact 22 

Advisory Group Cost Recovery Mechanism, at the regular public meeting on 23 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2200 
 Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens/4 

 

March 7, 2023.  While also decrying the sheer volume of single-issue 1 

ratemaking proposals brought forth by PGE, CUB recommended that the 2 

Commission open an investigation into ADV 1453 and apply an earnings test to 3 

the AAC and balancing account related to ADV 1453.1 4 

Ultimately, the Commission chose to approve ADV 1453 in Order No. 23-5 

088 and also stated: 6 

We note that the automatic adjustment clause at issue in this 7 

filing is one of many such mechanisms, and we urge parties to 8 

Portland General Electric Company’s open rate proceeding, 9 

docket UE 416, to review the prevalence of these mechanisms 10 

and welcome discussion of the issues associated with that 11 

prevalence in that docket.2 12 

Q. When you address AACs, are you also addressing the Company’s 13 

AACs associated with Net Variable Power Costs (NVPC)? 14 

A. No.  While the Company does technically have AACs associated its NVPC 15 

forecast and true-up, Staff views these as separate issues from the issues of 16 

AACs and deferrals considered “single-issue ratemaking.”  Staff’s concern in 17 

this testimony series is just single-issue ratemaking issues.  18 

 
1  See CUB’s March 3, 2023, comments on ADV 1453 here. 
2  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Advice No. 22-36 (ADV 1453), Establishes 

Schedule 153, Community Benefits and Impact Advisory Group Cost Recovery Mechanism, 
Order No. 23-088 (March 14, 2023).  
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Q. How has the prevalence of AACs changed in the Company’s overall 1 

ratemaking? 2 

A. Based on Staff’s analysis of the Company’s tariffs and the Company’s 3 

response to Staff DR 328, the Company only had four schedules associated 4 

with AACs in 2010.3  After the approval of ADV 1453, this number has risen to 5 

thirteen included in its revenue requirement forecast according to the 6 

Company’s response Staff DR 328.4 7 

Q. Are there reasons external to the Commission that the number of AACs 8 

has risen so dramatically? 9 

A. Yes.  There are many examples of recent legislation that has been passed in 10 

Oregon that mandate that the Commission establish a method for 11 

contemporaneous recovery for certain initiatives that the legislature cares 12 

about.  HB 2021 establishes Oregon’s mandate to decarbonize the electricity 13 

sector by 2040 and states: 14 

The commission shall establish a process for an electric 15 

company to contemporaneously recover the costs associated 16 

with the development of biennial reports and the costs 17 

associated with compensation or reimbursement for time and 18 

travel of members of a Community Benefits and Impacts 19 

Advisory Group. 20 

 
3  These were Schedules, 105, 109, 110, 126. 
4  These are Schedules 103, 105, 106, 110, 118, 125, 135, 136, 137, 138, 150, 151, and 153.  

PGE does not include Schedule 126, which is the PCAM, because PGE seeks to eliminate this 
AAC.  When it is included, there are fourteen AACs.  
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This language was used to create the AAC that was the subject of CUB’s 1 

comments in ADV 1453.  The language of HB 2021 does not directly use the 2 

term “automatic adjustment clause,” but many other recently enrolled laws use 3 

the term more directly, such as SB 1547, which establishes the Renewable 4 

Resources Automatic Adjustment Clause (RAC) used to recover investment 5 

costs associated with Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) compliance, and 6 

SB 762, which mandates that the Commission establish an automatic 7 

adjustment clause or similar mechanism to recover costs associated with 8 

developing a wildfire mitigation plan. 9 

Q. Does the language in these bills necessarily mandate that the 10 

Commission needs to use an AAC in lieu of some other cost recovery 11 

method. 12 

A. No.  The language of these laws discusses contemporaneous cost recovery 13 

broadly or explicitly say that the Commission could establish “another method 14 

for timely recovery of costs.” 15 

Q. What are some alternatives to AACS or modifications of AACs that you 16 

believe would still satisfy the requirements and spirit of these laws? 17 

A. Staff holds the position that “timely” or “contemporaneous” cost recovery does 18 

not necessarily mean “risk-free” cost recovery.  As such, methods that allow 19 

the utility to recover the costs for these programs over the same period that 20 

they are incurred but allow some deviations in the recovery of these costs due 21 

to acceptable business risk would still satisfy this legislative language.  Two 22 
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possible ways to accomplish this are to either move some of these costs into 1 

base rates or apply earnings tests to the deferrals associated with these AACs. 2 

Q. Do you believe that the role of AACs is sub-optimal as they are 3 

currently being used. 4 

A. Yes, for a few reasons: 5 

1. The increasing number of AACs makes it difficult for Staff and 6 

stakeholders to keep track of the filings and view them as a part of holistic 7 

ratemaking.  Exhibit No. Staff/2201 provides a list of AACs. 8 

2. The dollars recovered by AACs have increased far more quickly than the 9 

Company’s overall revenue requirement. 10 

3. AACs now comprise a non-trivial portion of customers’ bills and rarely 11 

contain an earnings test, fundamentally shifting the traditional allocation 12 

of risk between the Company’s shareholders and customers in manner 13 

that Staff believes to be unfair. 14 

Q. Regarding your first point, why do you believe that the volume of AACs 15 

makes it difficult for Staff and stakeholders to view them in the context 16 

of holistic ratemaking? 17 

A. Although the AACs allow “automatic adjustments,” utilities must make an 18 

annual advice filing to make the automatic adjustment.  Further, the majority of 19 

these AACs have an associated deferral or deferrals to track expenses and 20 

potentially offset them with any over- or under-earning from a previous year 21 

that also needs to be approved.  Both of these processes require a public 22 

meeting, meaning that PGE’s current array of AACs requires at least 26 23 
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separate Staff Reports in addition to any other public engagement associated 1 

with the docket.  In the few instances where a deferral has an earnings review, 2 

Staff and potentially stakeholders also need to inspect the Company’s earnings 3 

to determine whether to advocate for a refund or additional collection of costs, 4 

further adding to the Staff’s and stakeholders’ burden to evaluate rate 5 

holistically. 6 

On top of that, many of these schedules with AACs are tied to planning 7 

initiatives or pilot programs where the forward-looking budgets that get rolled 8 

into the final rate are evaluated.  All told, this means that the current setup of 9 

13 separate AACs can potentially involve a budget forecast, a deferral approval 10 

or reauthorization, an earnings review, a prudence review, and an advice filing.  11 

While many of these are necessary parts of the regulatory process that merit 12 

their own process, many of them can be consolidated to lessen the regulatory 13 

burden on Staff and stakeholders while also lessening the filing requirements 14 

for utilities. 15 

Q. What parts of the process does Staff believe could be consolidated? 16 

A. Staff believes that related AACs can easily be consolidated into one schedule 17 

where appropriate.  In Staff’s view, this accomplishes two things.  First, it 18 

makes the Company’s filed tariffs far easier to read. Rather than searching for 19 

every AAC on a single topic, someone can instead read through one document 20 

that succinctly summarizes multiple AACs.  There is precedent for this already, 21 

as PacifiCorp’s Schedule 291 consolidates the AACs for four separate 22 
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programs into a single tariff.  In addition, because AACs can have different 1 

timing within a year, there would need to be revisions to achieve similar timing. 2 

Second, this would make an application of an earnings test far easier for 3 

Staff and stakeholders if multiple AACs with earnings tests are handled 4 

together when it comes to the ratemaking phase.  In this scenario, the 5 

collective over- or under-recovery of funds for various AACs could offset each 6 

other, and an earnings test would only need to be assessed once rather than a 7 

multitude of times. 8 

Q. Is Staff concerned that this may provide fewer opportunities for 9 

intervenors to engage in a particular program, pilot, or proceeding they 10 

may care about? 11 

A. No.  As we stated previously, most of these AACs have associated planning 12 

phases where budgets are presented and approved, and overall project goals 13 

are discussed.  Staff believes that these should be separated and does not 14 

believe that collecting AACs together into a single schedule hinders a 15 

stakeholder’s ability to participate on the planning side.  As an additional 16 

benefit, if a stakeholder sees concerns in multiple planning proceedings 17 

associated with an AAC, then the stakeholder could potentially bring these 18 

concerns up in a single ratemaking proceeding rather than having to engage in 19 

multiple proceedings.  Combining into a single schedule will not change the 20 

amount of deferral applications required, or prudence evaluation, but it will 21 

consolidate the timing of review into a single timeframe and make it less likely 22 
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any party would “miss” a filing because it may have been distracted due to 1 

other pressing workload or activities. 2 

Q. Regarding your second point, excluding the power cost related AAC, 3 

how much has forecasted revenue collected through AACs changed 4 

recently? 5 

A. Figure 1 shows annual forecast of AAC revenue for each year since 2021. Staff 6 

Witness Michelle Scala presents a similar chart showing overall rate pressure 7 

from all sources in her testimony contained in Staff Exhibit 600.  The data for 8 

this figure were compiled using the Company’s response to Staff DR 328.  Staff 9 

chose to focus on the forecasted amount of each of these rather than actual 10 

collected amount for two reasons. 11 

First, the Company explained to Staff that collecting the required data on 12 

actual revenue collected to create this figure would be exceptionally 13 

burdensome. 14 

Second, rates are set on a forward-looking basis, so the forecasted 15 

revenues give at least as good of an approximation of bill impacts as actual 16 

revenue collected. 17 

  18 
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Figure 1 1 

 2 

Over this time, forecasted AAC revenue has risen from just over $10 3 

million in 2010 to over $50 million in 2022 for non-power cost AACs. 4 

Q. How much has the dollars recovered through AACs increased relative 5 

to the overall revenue requirement, without including power costs and 6 

purchase gas adjustments (PGA)? 7 

A. Figure 2 was also created using the Company’s response to Staff DR 328 and 8 

shows the percent change in overall forecasted revenue requirement and 9 

forecasted revenue collected through AACs from the residential customer class 10 

from 2010 through 2022.  11 
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Forecasted Revenue Growth 
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- Revenue Requirement - AAC 

In Figure 2, it can be clearly seen that the growth rate of forecasted 

revenue collected through AACs dwarfs the growth rate of overall forecasted 

revenue requirement. While overall forecasted annual revenue requirement 

has only risen 35 percent over th is period, the forecasted AAC revenue has 

grown a shocking 398 percent. 

Q. How has this change affected the makeup of residential customers' 

bills? 

A. Figure 3 shows the annual portion of forecasted revenue requirement that can 

be attributed to AACs. This was also compiled from the Company's response 

to Staff DR 328. 
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Figure 3 1 

 2 

This figure shows that AACs covered less than two percent of residential 3 

customer bills in 2010, but over five percent of customer bills in 2022.  While in 4 

itself not significant now, this demonstrates that not only has the overall 5 

amount collected through AACs increased non-trivially both when it comes to 6 

total amount and growth rate, AACs are also responsible much larger portion of 7 

a customer’s bill.  Given that many of the existing AACs do not contain any 8 

form of earnings test, this guarantees that a much larger portion of the 9 

Company’s overall collection from customers is essentially risk free. 10 

Q. Regarding your third point, why does the prevalence of AACs unfairly 11 

shift the allocation of risk from shareholders to customers given the 12 

Company’s current and requested Return on Equity (ROE)? 13 

A. The ROE and overall rate of return (ROR) are set to allow the Company to 14 

attract investment by allowing them the opportunity to earn a fair return on the 15 

assets they currently hold and may pursue in the future.  Any ROR or ROE that 16 
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is above the risk-free rate, which is often assumed to be the U.S. Treasury 1 

(UST) yield on 10-year note (about 3.5 percent) or 30-year bond (about 3.8 2 

percent) and is far below the Company’s current ROE of 9.5 percent and 3 

PGE’s requested ROE of 9.8 percent,5 is chosen assuming that there is some 4 

risk associated with cost recovery.  Relying more heavily on AACs that rarely 5 

have earnings tests shifts this risk away from shareholders, which should result 6 

in a lower ROE if the same fairness is to hold.  Instead, the Company that has 7 

largely maintained the same ROE while increasing its AAC collection, is 8 

requesting a higher ROE, and is proposing to further mitigate cost recovery risk 9 

through its PCAM proposal discussed in Staff Exhibit 2300. 10 

Table 1 identifies which AACs identified in Staff DR 328 have and do not 11 

have earnings tests and how many dollars are associated with these.  While 12 

we focus only on single-issue ratemaking in this testimony, it is worth noting 13 

that power costs and Purchase Gas Agreements (PGAs) have earnings tests 14 

on the backward looks.  15 

 
5  See Exhibit PGE/100, Pope-Sims/19 at line 11. 
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Table 16 1 

Tariff Deferral Docket(s) 2022 Forecast (000) Earnings Test 
Schedule 105 UM 1103, 2046, 1301 -1096 Yes 
Schedule 106 UM 1986  No 
Schedule 109  76642   
Schedule 110 UM 2039 1082 No 
Schedule 112 N/A 3010 No 
Schedule 135 UM 1294, 1514, 1827, 2234 10093 Yes, in part 
Schedule 136 UM 1977 1180 No 
Schedule 137 UM 1482 743 No 
Schedule 138 UM 2078, 2113 697 No 
Schedule 145 N/A 0 No 
Schedule 150 UM 2218 7751 No 
Schedule 153 UM 2249 N/A No 

 2 

Q. Given that all these changes seem to shift cost recovery risk away 3 

from shareholders and onto customers, what does Staff recommend 4 

the Commission do regarding the Company’s use of AACs? 5 

A. Staff has not opposed establishing AACs to date but now recommends that the 6 

Commission broadly do three things: 7 

1. Consider moving more mature pilots into base rates. 8 

2. Consolidate current schedules associated with AACs into fewer 9 

schedules based on topic matter to improve efficiency and readability. 10 

3. Increase the number of deferrals and AACs that have earnings tests on 11 

the retroactive ratemaking portion.7 12 

Staff notes that the first recommendation is done largely for efficiency and to 13 

make it easier for stakeholders to engage in the ratemaking process.  The 14 

 
6  Earnings Test information compiled from the Company’s responses to Staff DRs 540 and 806 

contained in Staff Exhibit 2201. 
7  We identify which AACs should have an earnings test later on in this testimony. 
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latter two recommendations are done to maintain a fair allocation of risk 1 

between shareholders and ratepayers. 2 

Q. Which existing schedules does Staff believe can be consolidated into a 3 

single tariff? 4 

A. As a first step, Staff recommends that existing tariffs that recover costs from 5 

the same customer groups be consolidated into a single tariff.  This is not 6 

unlike what PacifiCorp has done with its System Benefits Charge in Schedule 7 

291.  The following tariffs recover costs from all schedules except Schedule 8 

76R and 576R: 9 

• Schedule 137 – Customer-Owned Solar Payment Option Cost Recovery 10 

Mechanism 11 

• Schedule 136 – Oregon Community Solar Program Start-Up Cost 12 

Recovery Mechanism 13 

• Schedule 150 – Transportation Electrification Cost Recovery 14 

• Schedule 153 – Community Benefits and Impacts Advisory Group 15 

(CBIAG) Cost Recovery Mechanism 16 

The following tariffs also have identical customer group exceptions and could 17 

be grouped together: 18 

• Schedule 135 – Demand Response Cost Recovery Mechanism 19 

• Schedule 138 – Energy Storage Cost Recovery Mechanism 20 

Combining the first group of five schedules into a single tariff and the second 21 

group of two into a single tariff would reduce confusion and administrative 22 

burden without having any impact on the recovery of costs. 23 
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Q. How would a new program added to a consolidated tariff, or a defunct 1 

program be removed? 2 

A. Not unlike PacifiCorp’s Schedule 291, a new program could be easily added in 3 

the annual tariff update that already happens with AACs.  As an example, 4 

PacifiCorp seamlessly integrated the CBIAG funding that was required by HB 5 

2021 into an existing tariff in ADV 1490 with next to no duplicated work.8 6 

Q. Would this make it any harder to review the budgets associated with 7 

pilots or programs that have an AAC? 8 

A. No.  As previously discussed, these pilots and legislatively mandated programs 9 

have their own planning dockets where budgets and program updates are 10 

proposed.  Consolidating these into a single tariff would have minimal if any 11 

effect on these planning dockets. 12 

Q. Which AACs do you think should have an earnings test on their 13 

retroactive portions? 14 

A. Staff recommends that, unless prohibited by specific statutory language, all 15 

legislatively mandated AACs or AAC-adjacent mechanisms have an earnings 16 

test on their respective deferral portions.  Further, any AAC and deferral 17 

associated with capital investments should also have an earnings test. 18 

As a reminder, Staff interpretation of this language is that the requirement 19 

for contemporaneous cost recovery does not necessarily also mean risk-free 20 

recovery.  As such, Staff believes that a utility that under-recovers (over-21 

recovers) the costs for a legislatively mandated or authorized program but has 22 

 
8  Commission Order No. 23-004. 
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adequate (inadequate) overall earnings should not be able to recover (refund) 1 

the differences in forecasted and actual program costs. 2 

Q. Using this logic, which tariffs does Staff believe should have an 3 

earnings test? 4 

A. The following existing tariffs are associated with legislatively mandated 5 

contemporaneous cost recovery and thus should be subject to an earnings 6 

test: 7 

• Schedule 150 – Transportation Electrification Cost Recovery 8 

• Schedule 153 – CBIAG Cost Recovery Mechanism 9 

While two such examples may not seem a big problem now, it could be easier 10 

for the Commission to consider best practices before this number grows. 11 

Q. Moving forward, how do you think the Commission should determine 12 

whether an emerging program should be left as an AAC or be moved to 13 

base rates? 14 

A. As discussed previously, Staff believes that programs whose costs can be 15 

projected somewhat accurately and that do not have large variance year-to-16 

year are good candidates for base rate items.  This could be an AAC to collect 17 

an annual tax or for a program that has legislatively mandated requirement for 18 

contemporaneous cost recovery or a pilot program that has reached maturity.  19 

In any event, Staff recommends that Staff and Stakeholders discuss whether a 20 

program’s costs are becoming consistent enough to move to base rates in 21 

each program’s respective planning or reporting docket.  Staff also proposes 22 
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that any new pilot have a maximum three-year term at which it either ceases 1 

through the tariff sunsetting or is folded into base rates. 2 
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ISSUE 2. DEFERRALS AND AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT CLAUSES 1 

Q. What is PGE’s claim with respect to deferrals for AACs? 2 

A. PGE testifies that the current process by which Staff requires PGE to file 3 

deferral applications to support an established automatic adjustment clause 4 

(AAC) is administratively burdensome and unnecessarily duplicative.  PGE 5 

testifies that “Staff has taken the position that a deferral is needed for any AAC 6 

and balancing account usage.”  PGE testifies that AACs and deferrals are 7 

separate and distinct mechanisms and should not be used together.”9 8 

Q. What is Staff’s position on this issue?  9 

A. PGE is incorrect that Staff “requires” PGE to file deferral applications for all 10 

AACs.  First, the requirement is statutory, not imposed by Staff. Second, Staff 11 

does not assert a deferral application must be filed for every AAC.  Instead, 12 

Staff believes a deferral is required for AACs that have a retroactive 13 

component that would violate the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking if a 14 

deferral, which is an exception to that prohibition, is not used. 15 

The issue presented by PGE is one of statutory interpretation and we are 16 

not attorneys.  Accordingly, we will not attempt to make legal arguments but 17 

will attempt to describe the types of AACs or balancing accounts for which Staff 18 

believes deferrals are required and those for which Staff believes deferrals are 19 

not required and explain the difference. 20 

 21 

 22 

 
9  PGE/1400, Ferchland-Batzler/1-2. 
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Q. What is the difference between an AAC with a retroactive component and 1 

one without? 2 

A. A good example of the dichotomy between AACs with a retroactive component 3 

and those without are the AACs PGE uses to recover net variable power costs, 4 

the Automatic Update Tariff (Schedule 125) and Power Cost Adjustment 5 

Mechanism (Schedule 126).  Other than the recently adopted pass-through for 6 

a subset of costs for new Qualifying Facilities scheduled to come on-line during 7 

the forecasted Test Year, the AUT is “forward-looking,” or as PGE would 8 

describe, allows contemporaneous recovery for costs. Under the AUT, PGE 9 

recovers revenue for its power cost as it is incurring power costs.  Other than to 10 

implement the true-up of a small subset of costs of new QFs in the Test Year, 11 

Staff has never suggested PGE must file a request to defer in connection with 12 

the AUT. 13 

In contrast, PGE’s PCAM is a backward-looking mechanism that is not 14 

contemporaneously recovering costs as they are being incurred. Instead, the 15 

PCAM tracks the variance between the NVPC collected under Schedule 125 16 

and actual NVPC in a calendar year for recovery or refund to customer rates in 17 

a subsequent calendar year.  This is “retroactive ratemaking.”10  18 

Q. What is the significance of retroactive ratemaking?  19 

A. The Commission has determined that it is “generally prohibited from adjusting 20 

rates retroactively to address deviations between forecast and actual 21 

 
10   In re Portland General Electric Company, UE 47, Order No. 87-1017 (September 30, 1987) 

(“Rates lawfully in effect are not revisited or “trued-up” to match actual costs incurred. Such 
true-up is retroactive ratemaking[.]”). 
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costs.”11  The Commission has also concluded that ORS 757.259(2)(e) creates 1 

a statutory exception to the rule against retroactive ratemaking by authorizing 2 

this Commission to allow “utilities to track identifiable expenses or revenues 3 

through the use of ‘deferred accounting’ for possible inclusion in a future rate 4 

proceeding.”12  5 

With respect to AACs, the Commission has previously concluded that it is 6 

necessary for a utility obtain deferral authority under ORS 757.259 when 7 

implementing an automatic adjustment clause mechanism with a true-up 8 

component.13 9 

Q. Does ORS 757.210 also provide statutory authority for retroactive 10 

ratemaking? 11 

A. It is our understanding that it does not.  Staff counsel will address this point in 12 

legal briefs.  13 

Q. PGE states that AACs and deferrals are not the same thing and serve 14 

different purposes.  Does Staff agree? 15 

A. Yes.  That is why in certain circumstances, both are necessary. When the 16 

AAC has a retroactive component, i.e., a true-up mechanism, a deferral is a 17 

necessary tool/step to implement the AAC.  This is because the statute that 18 

authorizes the Commission to implement AACs, ORS 757.210, does not by 19 

 
11  In the Matter of Oregon Public Utility Commission, Investigation of the Scope of the 

Commission’s Authority to Defer Capital Costs, UM 1909, Order No. 20-147, p. 2 (April 30, 
2020). 

12  Id. p. 3. 
13  In the Matter of Idaho Power Company, UE 195, Order No. 08-491 (October 6, 2008) 

(Commission rejecting Idaho Power’s argument that Idaho Power’s PCAM is not retroactive 
ratemaking and requiring that Idaho Power defer costs under ORS 757.259 to implement 
PCAM). 
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itself, authorize retroactive ratemaking.  Instead, that authority is found in 1 

ORS 757.259.  Accordingly, a utility seeking to implement an AAC with a 2 

retroactive component under ORS 757.210 must also receive separate 3 

authority under ORS 757.259.  As noted above, this is not the case when the 4 

AAC does not have a retroactive component. 5 

Q. PGE complains that the requirement to obtain deferral authority with 6 

AACs is administratively burdensome.  Does Staff agree? 7 

A.  Staff understands PGE feeling burdened by the statutory obligation to procure 8 

annual deferral authority for each of its AACs with a retroactive component.  9 

PGE lists multiple dockets for which it must request deferral authority to 10 

support recovery of incurred costs.  However, Staff disagrees the burden is 11 

caused by fulfilling the statutory requirement for a deferral. Instead, the burden 12 

is due to the proliferation of deferral requests and AACs.  13 

Q. PGE provides a list including sixteen “Deferral + AAC” combinations14 in 14 

which it files an annual deferral request to support an AAC and asks the 15 

Commission to conclude a deferral is not necessary to implement these 16 

AACs.  What is Staff’s response? 17 

A. First, the list should have included an additional “Deferral + AAC.” PGE’s list 18 

indicates that PGE’s PCAM is a deferral only.  It is not.  It is a “Deferral + AAC.”   19 

Second, Staff’s response to PGE’s claim that deferrals are not needed to 20 

implement the AACs varies, depending on the AAC.  21 

 
14  See PGE/1401, Ferchland – Batzler/1 (PGE List of Anticipated 2023 Deferrals). 
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Q. Please elaborate. 1 

A. Whether an AAC must be supported by a deferral depends on whether the 2 

AAC has a retroactive component.  Almost all the AACs included in PGE’s list 3 

have a retroactive component.  Accordingly, PGE must file a request to defer to 4 

implement the AACs.  One of the listed “Deferrals + AACs” may not actually 5 

have a retroactive component.  To the extent it does not, Staff agrees it is not 6 

necessary for PGE to ask for a deferral to support the AAC.  7 

Q. Please identify the AACs for which PGE believes deferrals are not 8 

necessary  9 

A.  The list of sixteen “Deferral + AAC” combinations provided by PGE includes 10 

thirteen different AACs.  There are only thirteen is because one of the AACs is 11 

supported by three deferrals and another is supported by two deferrals.  With 12 

the addition of PGE’s PCAM, there are fourteen different AACs at issue:  13 

Schedule 103 – Metro Supportive Housing Services Business Income Tax 14 

Recovery (UM 2132); Schedule 105 – Regulatory Adjustments (UM 1991); 15 

Schedule 106 – MCBIT Recovery (UM 1986); Schedule 110 – Energy 16 

Efficiency Customer Service (UM 2039); Schedule 118 – Bill Adjustment Cost 17 

Recovery Mechanism (UM 2119); Schedule 125 – Annual Power Cost Update 18 

(UM 1988); Schedule 126 – Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism; Schedule 19 

135 –Demand Response Cost Recovery Mechanism (UM 1827, UM 1514, and 20 

UM 2234); Schedule 136 – Community Solar Program Start-Up Cost 21 

Recovery Mechanism (UM 1977); Schedule 137 – Owned Solar Payment 22 

Option Cost Recovery Mechanism (UM 1482); Schedule 138 – Energy 23 
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Storage Cost Recovery Mechanism (UM 2078 and UM 2113); Schedule 150 – 1 

Transportation Electrification Cost Recovery Mechanism (UM 2218); 2 

Schedule 151 – Wildfire Mitigation Cost Recovery (UM 2019); and Schedule 3 

153 – CBIAG Cost Recovery Mechanism (UM 2249).15   4 

Q. Please explain your position that deferrals are necessary for most of 5 

these AACs. 6 

A. Schedules 135, 136, 137, 150, 151, and 153 are AACs with both a forward-7 

looking rate based on a forecasted revenue requirement and a retroactive 8 

component that allows PGE to track the variance between PGE’s actual costs 9 

and those forecasted in the forward-looking rate and amortize that variance in 10 

customer rates.  A deferral is not necessary for the forward-looking component 11 

of these six AACs, but for the reasons discussed above, PGE must defer the 12 

variances to make previously incurred costs or previously received revenues 13 

eligible for future recovery or refund. 14 

As discussed above, Schedule 125 is a forward-looking AAC that does 15 

not, for the most part, require a deferral.  The exception is the pass-through of 16 

the variance between the previous year’s forecast and actuals for certain QF 17 

costs.  Again, a deferral is necessary to support this one retroactive element 18 

that allows PGE to include in future rates actual costs or revenues incurred or 19 

received in the past. 20 

Schedules 103, 106, and 118 are worded differently than the schedules 21 

discussed above, but the effects are the same.  These three schedules have a 22 

 
15  Some of the deferrals support the same AAC so there are only 13 AACs for the 16 deferrals.  
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forecasted rate and the variances between actual costs and costs in forecasted 1 

rates are tracked.  In these three schedules, however, the variance is not 2 

specifically amortized but is subtracted or added to the forecasted revenue 3 

requirement when the forward-looking rate is re-set.  Rolling the variance 4 

balance forward for collection or refund in a future rate period is, as a practical 5 

matter, the same as amortizing the balance though a rate schedule dedicated 6 

to that purpose.  In either case, PGE is refunding or charging customers for 7 

revenues and costs incurred in a past period. 8 

Schedule 126, PGE’s PCAM, is a purely retroactive AAC. Under the 9 

PCAM, PGE changes rates every year to recover or refund incremental costs 10 

or revenues in a previous year.  To implement this retroactive AAC, the 11 

Commission must rely on its authority under ORS 757.259 and a deferral is 12 

necessary. 13 

The remaining AACs and deferrals in PGE’s list are Schedule 105 – 14 

Regulatory Adjustments and UM 1991, Schedule 110 – Energy Efficiency 15 

Customer Service and UM 2039, and Schedule 138 – Energy Storage Cost 16 

Recovery Mechanism and UM 2113 and UM 2078. 17 

 Schedule 105 has a retroactive component. Schedule 105 states it “will 18 

be trued up annually as necessary to recover nonrecurring Regulatory 19 

Adjustments.” The associated deferral identified in PGE’s list, UM 1991, 20 

captures the variance between the amounts in revenue requirement for R&D 21 

credits and actual R&D credits received by the Company for later true-up.  It is 22 

unclear to Staff how a true up for a past variance between costs in rates and 23 
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actual costs could be accomplished without a deferral.  Accordingly, Staff 1 

disagrees with PGE’s claim the AAC for R&D Tax Credits could be 2 

accomplished without a deferral. 3 

Schedule 138 is used for two purposes, to allow PGE to amortize the 4 

deferred costs of demand response pilot programs and to allow PGE to 5 

track the variance between costs recovered under the schedule and actual 6 

costs in a balancing account.  Unlike almost all the schedules discussed 7 

above, Schedule 138 does not appear to have a forward-looking 8 

component.  Instead, it is used to amortize costs to start-up and implement 9 

pilot programs that PGE has deferred under Docket Nos. UM 2078 and UM 10 

2113.  PGE’s claim that it can track its costs to implement demand 11 

response pilots for later recovery in rates, without a deferral, is incorrect.  12 

Given that Schedule 138 is a backward-looking AC, it is unclear what 13 

the second component, the balancing account, is for.  Since Schedule 138 14 

is written to collect costs that have already been incurred, the variance 15 

between PGE’s actual costs and what PGE collects in rates will be due to 16 

the unpredictability of PGE’s actual revenues, not the accuracy of the 17 

revenue requirement used to establish the rate. 18 

In any event, it is Staff’s reading of Schedule 138 that Schedule 138 19 

does not allow PGE to amortize the Schedule 138 balancing account into 20 

rates.  In this case, PGE need not seek a deferral to place the variance 21 

between the amounts collected under Schedule 138 and PGE’s actual 22 

costs in a balancing account.  And, in fact, PGE has not sought to defer the 23 
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variance between actual costs and amounts collected under Schedule 138. 1 

PGE’s deferral applications related to Schedule 138 seek only to defer 2 

PGE’s actual costs for later amortization under Schedule 138 and make no 3 

mention of deferring the variance between amounts collected under 4 

Schedule 138 and actual costs.16  5 

The fourteenth AAC on PGE’s list of “Deferrals + AACs, Schedule 6 

110, is a forward looking AAC that collects costs to fund Company activities 7 

associated with enabling customers to achieve energy efficiency.  Schedule 8 

110 also specifies that PGE will track the variance between amounts 9 

collected under Schedule 110 and actual costs.  Schedule 110 does not 10 

specify that the balancing account will be amortized. 11 

On its face, it appears that PGE does not need a deferral to support 12 

the AAC in Schedule 110 because there is no retroactive component.  The 13 

rate is a forward-looking rate and the amounts in the balancing account do 14 

not appear to be subject to amortization through a rate adjustment. 15 

Q. Why did PGE ask to defer the variance for the Schedule 110 16 

balancing account. 17 

A. Staff notes that there may have been a misunderstanding between Staff and 18 

PGE when PGE filed its first request to defer the variance under Schedule 110.  19 

In PGE’s 2018 application to defer the variance between amounts collected 20 

 
16  See UM 2113 PGE’s Application to Reauthorize Deferred Accounting of Costs Associated with 

the Energy Storage Pilots (August 31, 2022); and UM 2078 PGE’s Application to Reauthorize 
Deferred Accounting of Costs Associated with the Residential Battery Energy Storage Pilot 
(April 24, 2023).  
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under Schedule 110 and actual costs, PGE stated that it did not believe there 1 

was a need for a deferral because PGE did not intend to amortize the variance, 2 

but also described the accounting treatment as follows: 3 

EE Customer Service accounting treatment: the balancing account is 4 
recorded in either FERC 182.3 (Regulatory Assets), when qualified 5 
expenses incurred exceed revenue collected from customers, or FERC 6 
Account 254 (Regulatory Liabilities) when qualified expenses incurred 7 
are less than revenue collected from customers. PGE amortizes the 8 
balancing account based on the rate collected from customers 9 
through Schedule 110, adjusted by revenue sensitive costs.17 10 

    11 

In Staff’s first public meeting memorandum recommending approval of 12 

PGE’s request, Staff noted that it had asked utilities with balancing accounts 13 

used to incorporate past costs and revenues into future rates, to file deferrals 14 

for those balancing accounts.  Staff further noted PGE had filed the Schedule 15 

110 in response to Staff’s position “on balancing accounts used to set rates 16 

with carry-forward balances.”18  Based on this history, it appears Staff may 17 

have believed that PGE would actually amortize the variance between amounts 18 

collected under Schedule 210 and actual costs rather than allowing the over-19 

collections and under-collections to balance out over time.  But, if PGE does 20 

not amortize the variance between amounts collected under Schedule 110’s 21 

 
17  UM 1986 PGE's Application for Deferral of Costs to Support PGE's Use of Balancing Accounts, 

p. 5 (December 7, 2018) (emphasis added).  PGE included this language in the three 
subsequent requests to defer the variance between Schedule 110 amounts and actual costs. 
See UM 2039 PGE's Amended Application for Reauthorization to Defer Costs to Support PGE's 
Use of the Balancing Account Associated with the Energy Efficiency Customer Service, p. 3 
(December 10, 2019); UM 2039 Application for Deferral Reauthorization to Support the Use of a 
Balancing Account Associated with the Energy Efficiency Customer Service, p. 2 (December 6, 
2021); and UM 2039 Application for Reauthorization to Defer Costs to Support Use of Balancing 
Account Associated with the Energy Efficiency Customer Service, p. 3 (December 6, 2022). 

18  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Application for Deferral of Costs to Support 
the Use of Balancing Accounts, UM 1986, Order No. 09-020, Att., p. 2 (emphasis added). 
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forward-looking rate and actual costs, Staff does not think PGE needs to 1 

support the AAC in Schedule 110 with a deferral request. 2 

Q. Please summarize your testimony on the issue of deferrals and AACs.  3 

A. As PGE testifies, deferrals and AACs are two separate mechanisms with 4 

different purposes.19 ORS 757.210, the statute that authorizes the Commission 5 

to establish AACs, does not authorize the Commission to create AACs with a 6 

retroactive component. Instead, this authority is found in ORS 757.259, under 7 

which the Commission can authorize a utility to defer costs or revenues for 8 

later amortization in rates.  Accordingly, AACs with a retroactive component 9 

must be supported by a deferral.  To the extent the AAC does not have a 10 

retroactive component a deferral is not necessary. 11 

 
19  PGE/100, Pope – Sims /20. 
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SUMMARY. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations, identifying any adjustments 2 

you propose. 3 

A. Staff makes the following recommendations 4 

1. Consolidation of AAC Schedules: 5 

Staff recommends that the existing schedules associated with AACs be 6 

consolidated into fewer schedules where the tariffs recover costs from the 7 

same customer groups.  Staff has identified the following schedules as 8 

eligible for consolidation under this proposal: schedules like 137, 136, 9 

150, and 153 as a single tariff, and separately, schedules 135 and 138 as 10 

a single tariff.  This consolidation would bring greater efficiency and 11 

readability to stakeholders and streamline the ratemaking process. 12 

2. Increased Earnings Tests: 13 

Staff recommends requiring earnings tests of deferred balances for all 14 

legislatively mandated AACs or AAC-adjacent mechanisms and any AAC 15 

and deferral associated with capital investments.  This recommendation 16 

aims to align the Company's ROE with the associated level of risk in cost 17 

recovery. 18 

3. Moving Pilots into Base Rates: 19 

Staff recommends the Commission consider shifting mature pilot 20 

programs from separate AACs into base rates, making the associated 21 

costs subject to the regular ratemaking process.  By incorporating these 22 
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costs into the base rates, a comprehensive evaluation of overall costs 1 

and fairness in cost recovery can be achieved. 2 

Together, these measures aim to address concerns regarding the proliferation 3 

of deferrals and AACs, as well as the potential imbalanced transfer of cost 4 

recovery risk from customers to shareholders. 5 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding the need for deferrals with 6 

AACs? 7 

A. Given that this is essentially a legal issue, it will be addressed in brief.  It is 8 

Staff’s view that AACs with a backward-looking aspect that can result in the 9 

change in rate, require a deferral. 10 

Our recommendations may change based on further review and as 11 

informed by the testimonies offered by other parties. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 13 

A. Yes. 14 



 
 CASE:  UE 416 

WITNESS: CURTIS DLOUHY, MATT MULDOON, 
MICHELLE SCALA, BRET STEVENS 

 
 
 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF 

OREGON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF EXHIBIT 2201  
 

 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Data Requests used in Support 
of Opening Testimony 

 
 
 
 
 
 

June 13, 2023 



March 30, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 328 
Dated March 16, 2023 

Request: 

From 2010 to 2022, please provide the total annual revenue generated from rates charged to each 
customer class broken down base rates, power cost cases, non-power cost AACs, other deferral 
amortizations, and any other mechanisms not identified. 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request as being overly broad and unduly burdensome in that it requires the 
development of new information. Without waiving said objections, PGE states the following: 

On March 20, 2023, PGE and Staff discussed this DR in a phone call, and Staff agreed due to time 
limitations that PGE could provide forecasted annual revenue.  

Attachments 328-A through 328-N provide the forecasted annual revenue from 2010 to 2022 
generated from rates charged to each customer class broken down by base rates, power costs, 
non-power cost AACs, other deferral amortizations, and other mechanisms.  

PGE is providing two files for 2022. Attachment 328-M contains the forecasted revenues effective 
January 1, 2022. The revenues are calculated using the 2022 load forecast and present a full 12 
months of revenue, but are only in effect until May 8, 2022. Attachment 328-N contains the 
forecasted revenues effective May 9, 2022 when the rates from UE 394 became effective. The 
revenues in Attachment 328-N also present a full 12 months of revenue.   

Docket No. UE 416
Staff/2201 

Dlouhy-Muldoon-Scala-Stevens/1



UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 540

Attachment A

Tariff Last Approved Deferral Docket Last Approved Tariff Filing Has an Earnings Test?
Schedule 103-Metro Supportive Housing Services Business Income Tax UM 2131 - 3/11/2022 ADV 1442 No
Schedule 106-Multnomah Counting Business Tax Recovery UM 1986 - 2/10/2022 ADV 1444 No
Schedule 110 Energy Efficiency Customer Service UM 2039 - 1/10/2023 ADV 1448 No
Schedule 118-Bill Adjustment UM 2219 - 12/30/2022 ADV 1447 No
Schedule 122-Renewable Resources  AAC UM 1724 - 10/2/2015 UE 394/ADV 22-08 No

Schedule 125-Annual Power Cost Update
UM 1988 - 11/18/2022
UM 2263 - pending ADV 1439 No

Schedule 126 PCAM* UM 1294 - 2/10/2022 ADV 1460 Yes

Schedule 135-Demand Response

UM 1514 - 12/14/2022
UM 1827 - 9/23/2022
UM 2234 - 4/2/2022 ADV 1460 No

Schedule 136-Community Solar Program Start-Up Costs UM 1977 - 12/2/2021 ADV 1454 No
Schedule 137-Customer Owned Solar Payment Option UM 1482 - 11/18/2022 ADV 1343 No

Schedule 138-Energy Storage Cost Recovery
UM 2078 - 6/2/2022
UM 2113 - 12/14/2022 ADV 1441 No

Schedule 145-Boardman Decommissioning N/A - no associated deferral ADV 1328 No
Schedule 146-Colstrip N/A - no associated deferral ADV 1440 No
Schedule 150-Transportation Electrification Cost Recovery UM 2218 - 6/2/2022 ADV 1459 No
Schedule 153-Community Benefits and Impacts Advisory Group UM 2249 - 9/8/2022 ADV 1453 No

* As previously stated in this docket, Schedule 126 - PCAM is named an AAC, however, PGE does not agree that it operates or functions as an AAC.

Docket No. UE 416
Staff/2201 
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June 2, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 806 
Dated May 18, 2023 

Request: 

Refer to Attachment N to the Company’s response to Staff DR No 328.  For each Schedule 
identified as “Deferral” or “AAC + Deferral”, please identify the docket number where the deferral 
was last approved and indicate whether an earnings test was a condition of approval. 

Response: 

See PGE’s response to Staff data request No. 540 for the requested information for AAC + 
Deferral. The following table contains the requested information related to deferrals without an 
AAC.  

Tariff Last Approved Deferral Docket Has an 
Earnings 
Test? 

Schedule 105 - Regulatory 
Adjustments 

UM 1103, UM 2046, UM 1301 Yes 

Schedule 112 - Customer 
Engagement Transformation 
Adjustment 

Not applicable, subject to an accounting 
order established in Order No. 17-511 

N/A 

Schedule 123 - Decoupling UM 1417 No 

Docket No. UE 416
Staff/2201 
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Q. Please state your names, occupations, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Dr. Ishraq Ahmed, Ph.D.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst in the 2 

Energy Costs section of the Rates, Safety and Utility Performance (RSUP) 3 

Program at the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC). 4 

My name is Dr. Curtis Dlouhy, Ph.D.  I am an Economist and Senior 5 

Utility Analyst employed in the Strategy and Integration Division at the OPUC. 6 

My name is Julie Jent.  I am a Senior Economist in the Energy Costs 7 

section of the RSUP Program of the OPUC.   8 

My name is Rose Pileggi.  I am a Senior Utility Analyst at the OPUC in 9 

the Energy Costs section of the RSUP Program at the OPUC.  10 

All of the above Staff have the same business address, which is 201 High 11 

Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 12 

Q. Please describe your each of your expertise and educational 13 

backgrounds. 14 

A. Our witness qualifications statements can be found in Exhibits Staff/101, 15 

Staff/201, Staff/301, and Staff/1801. 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 17 

A. The purpose of our testimony is to address the Company’s testimony on the 18 

Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM). 19 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this testimony? 20 

A. Yes.  Staff prepared Exhibit 2301 for PGE’s response to non-confidential DRs, 21 

2302 for PGE’s response to confidential DRs, and Exhibit 2303 for Staff 22 

workpapers. 23 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2300 
 Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/2 

 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 1 

A. Our testimony is organized as follows: 2 

Issue 1. Proposed Updates to the PCAM Principles ................................... 3 3 
Figure 1. Summarized Proposed Changes to PCAM PRinciples ........................... 4 4 
Figure 2. NVPC in Residential Revenue Requirement ........................................... 6 5 
Figure 3. Sources of Energy as a Percent of Load ................................................. 7 6 
Figure 4. Natural Gas Prices .................................................................................. 9 7 
Figure 5. PercentAGE of Residential Revenue Requirement ............................... 17 8 

Issue 2. Proposed Removal of PCAM Deadbands ................................... 21 9 
Table 1. Average Annual Sharing of NVPC Variances ......................................... 25 10 
Table 2. Deadband values on proposed 2024 test year ....................................... 26 11 
Table 3. Staff Proposed Nvpc variance sharing structure .................................... 28 12 

Issue 3. Proposed Removal of the Earnings Test ..................................... 29 13 
Issue 4. Proposed RCE Pass Through ..................................................... 36 14 

Figure 6. Monthly Wholesale Price Variability ...................................................... 38 15 
Issue 5. Proposed PCAM Rolling Cap ...................................................... 44 16 
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ISSUE 1. PROPOSED UPDATES TO THE PCAM PRINCIPLES 1 

Q. When were the PCAM and its governing principles established? 2 

A. In 2005, the Commission established a set of principles that were designed 3 

to ensure an appropriate balance of power cost forecast risk between PGE 4 

and customers.  Initially, the Commission stated four principles in Order 5 

No. 05-12611 addressing PGE’s request for a Hydro Generation Power Cost 6 

Adjustment and reiterated these principles when it adopted the original 7 

PCAM in Order No. 07-015.2  The Commission subsequently added an 8 

additional principle when it established a PCAM for PacifiCorp in Order 9 

No. 12-493.3  In its current form, the five existing PCAM principles are: 10 

1. The PCAM’s application should be limited to unusual events and 11 

capture power cost variances that exceed those considered normal 12 

business risk. 13 

2. There should be no adjustment if the utility’s overall earnings are 14 

reasonable. 15 

3. The PCAM’s application should result in revenue neutrality. 16 

4. The PCAM should operate in the long-term to balance the interest of 17 

the utility’s shareholders and ratepayers. 18 

 
1  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Application for a Hydro Generation Power 

Cost Adjustment Mechanism, UE 165, Order No. 05-1261 (December 21, 2005). 
2  In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 

180, Order No. 07-015 (January 12, 2007). 
3  In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba, Pacific Power, Request for a General Rate Revision, UE 246, 

Order No. 12-493 (December 20, 2012). 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2300 
 Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/4 

 

5. The PCAM should provide an incentive to the utility to manage its costs 1 

effectively. 2 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposed changes to the PCAM 3 

principles. 4 

A. The Company’s proposed changes are shown in Figure 1.4  In short, the 5 

Company’s proposal includes language that would allow the Company to pass 6 

through more risks, and likely more costs, to customers than the existing 7 

PCAM principles. 8 

FIGURE 1. SUMMARIZED PROPOSED CHANGES TO PCAM PRINCIPLES 9 

 

Q. What reasoning does the Company give to update the PCAM? 10 

A. The Company cites the following reasons as to why the PCAM mechanism 11 

needs to be updated and the principles need to be changed: 12 

 
4  See PGE/400, Sims—Outama/27, Section III. PGE’s Proposal.  
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1. Regional diversity provides new advantages, 1 

2. Climate change is leading to more severe weather and load events, 2 

3. The Company’s and the general western region’s portfolio are changing 3 

as variable energy resources (VER) are being integrated, 4 

4. The Company’s resource mix is changing to accommodate more VER, 5 

5. Wholesale market dynamics are changing, with large price spikes 6 

becoming more common, and  7 

6. The policy landscape is changing with the passage of House Bill 8 

(HB) 2021.5  9 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s stance that an increase in severe 10 

weather and load events supports changing to a mechanism that allows 11 

all NVPC to passed through to customers with no Company assumption 12 

of costs related to normal business risk? 13 

A. No.  First, the PCAM was created in the 2000s to capture exceptional 14 

deviations in NVPC.  Accordingly, to the extent changing weather leads to 15 

increases in costs beyond the utility’s normal business risk, the current 16 

mechanism allows PGE to recover those costs, subject to sharing.   17 

Second, the Company’s statement that it is facing a current and future state 18 

of increased weather and load events in which PGE will be expected to absorb 19 

power cost variability that goes beyond normal business risk in not well 20 

supported. The Company cites the upward trend in the number of days with 21 

highs of 90 degrees or greater since 1980 in the Portland metro area to support 22 

 
5   PGE/400, Sims—Outama/2.  
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its point regarding increasing power costs.6  PGE has not established a 1 

correlation between the count of 90+ degree days in the Portland metropolitan 2 

area and increased power costs, particularly given that the Company’s total Net 3 

Variable Power Cost (NVPC) has drastically fallen in the last decade. 4 

Q. How has the Company’s overall NVPC forecast changed recently? 5 

A. Figure 2 shows the Company’s NVPC forecast that was used to set residential 6 

rates.  A similar trend can be seen for all customer classes.  As can be seen in 7 

Figure 2, the Company’s forecasted NVPC has fallen by over $50 million since 8 

2010.  While there is an upward trend beginning in 2018, overall, even with this 9 

uptick power costs are still over $100 million lower than they were in 2010. 10 

FIGURE 2. NVPC IN RESIDENTIAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT  11 

 

  12 

 
6  PGE/400, Sims—Outama/16.  
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Ahmed - Dlouhy - Jent - Pileggi/? 

Q. Does Staff agree with PGE's stance that there has been a transition in its 

resource portfolio? 

A. Staff does not believe PGE has establ ished th is point. PGE shows Northwest 

Power Pool (NWPP) and California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 

generation but fails to provide their own. 7 Figure 3, based on information 

provided in discovery, shows that PGE's resource mix has remained relatively 

stable and does not evidence conditions that would support the Company's 

PCAM proposals, even with the inclusion of many renewable power purchase 

agreements (PPAs). 

FIGURE 3. SOURCES OF ENERGY AS A PERCENT OF LOAD! 
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7 PGE/400, Sims-Outama /14. 
8 See Staff/2302, which is fi led electronically. 
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Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s stance that there have been changing 1 

wholesale market dynamics? 2 

A. Wholesale market dynamics have indeed changed, but this does not entirely 3 

capture the Company’s power costs related to external entities.  Regarding 4 

changing wholesale market dynamics, the Company depicts the on-peak 5 

coefficient of variance for Mid-C and Sumas to support its point and also details 6 

scarcity pricing events.  In its opening testimony, the Company fails to detail 7 

the implementation of Energy Day Ahead Market (EDAM), Western Energy 8 

Imbalance Market (WEIM), and other methods that are meant to protect 9 

against volatility.  At the time the PCAM was adopted in 2007, there was also a 10 

great degree of market volatility.  Figure 4 displays the Henry Hub natural gas 11 

spot prices between 1997 and 2023 and reveals the volatility during 2007, 12 

which was associated with tension in the Middle East and higher demand from 13 

transportation and other industries.  In addition, “[t]he 2008 financial crisis and 14 

the Great Recession that followed had a pronounced negative impact on the oil 15 

and gas sector.  These events led to steep declines in oil and gas prices and 16 

a contraction in credit.  The decline in prices resulted in falling revenues for oil 17 

and gas companies.”9 18 

 
9  https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/052715/how-did-financial-crisis-affect-oil-and-gas-

sector.asp. 
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FIGURE 4. NATURAL GAS PRICES10 1 

 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s stance that there have been policy 2 

landscape changes leading to the need for a changing resource mix? 3 

A. The policy landscape has indeed changed, but the impact to the Company’s 4 

resource mix is likely overstated. Regarding policy landscape changes and the 5 

changing resource mix, the Company points to Senate Bill (SB) 838, SB 1547, 6 

and HB 2021, which establish renewable portfolio standards (RPS) and call for 7 

reductions in Green House Gas (GHG) emissions.  However, as PGE points 8 

out, HB 2021 is technology neutral.  SB 1547 specifies that by 2035, customers 9 

cannot be served by coal, and the renewable portion of PGE’s resource 10 

portfolio must reach 50 percent for 2040 and beyond.  This deadline allows for 11 

time for continued progress and supports the move to renewables, including 12 

PPAs. Finally, as discussed in Staff witness Dr. Dlouhy’s Exhibit 800 testimony, 13 

PGE is well ahead of the benchmarks in the RPS and does not need to make 14 

resource decisions in the near future in order meet its compliance obligations. 15 

 
10  https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/rngwhhdd.htm. 
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Q. Are there circumstances that have changed that are directly pertinent to 1 

whether it is appropriate to eliminate the PCAM?  2 

A. Yes. What PGE fails to discuss is the extent to which the financial heft of the 3 

Company has grown since implementation of the PCAM, and with it, its ability 4 

to absorb greater risk.  For example, in 2007, the deadband11 was +150/-70 5 

basis points12 (bps) of ROE, yet the upper deadband of $30 million has not 6 

increased since that time, despite a dramatic increase in rate base.13 7 

Q. Does Staff support PGE’s proposed revisions to the principles guiding 8 

the PCAM, and the changes to the PCAM itself? 9 

A. No.  None of the four principles proposed by the Company is consistent with 10 

Staff’s recommendations in the remaining sections of this testimony.  In short, 11 

the Company’s proposed changes to the PCAM are entirely out of step with 12 

current principles governing the PCAM.  Staff is not opposed to updating the 13 

PCAM principles when there is good reason.  That said, Staff does not agree 14 

with the reasons the Company has put forth to justify its proposed updates to 15 

the PCAM principles, nor does Staff agree with the changes themselves.  16 

 
11  In this context “deadband” refers to a level of cost recovery variance, including levels of under-

recoveries and over-recoveries to be borne by the utility. 
12  Basis points are a unit of measure used to describe the percentage change in value. One basis 

point is equivalent to 0.01 percent or 0.0001. 
13  See Staff/2301, Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/1-4, Attachment A to PGE’s Response to Staff 

DR 181, and Attachment B to PGE’s Response to Staff DR 182. The latter two of these are filed 
electronically. 
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Q. Please remind us how the Company proposes to change the existing 1 

PCAM Principles 1 and 2. 2 

A. 3 

  

Q. Does the original purpose underlying Principle 1 still apply? 4 

A. Yes.  Principle 1 is still relevant since the PCAM was designed to capture 5 

power cost variations that exceed those considered part of normal business 6 

risk.  Prior to the PCAM, the Commission has, in prior cases, examined 7 

whether the event impacted the utility’s earnings beyond a reasonable range to 8 

determine whether an event is extraordinary and had a substantial financial 9 

impact.  The intent of this principle was to memorialize that practice.  Staff still 10 

believes that this framework is a valid way to share risk between shareholders 11 

and customers. 12 

Q. Why does Staff disagree with the proposed change to the original 13 

Principle 1? 14 

A. We acknowledge that business risks are constantly changing.  We recognize 15 

this change by supporting inclusion of Reliability Contingency Events (RCEs)-16 

related costs associated with new business risk and other measures of volatility 17 

on the front end, in PGE’s Annual Update Tariff (AUT).  In summary, we 18 

Principle #1 

The PCAJ.'\1: 's application should be limited to 
unusual events and caprure power cost \·ariances 
that exceed those considered normal business 
risk. 

There should be no adjustments if the utility's 
overall earnings are reasonable. 

➔ Prudently incurred power costs should be fully 
recoverable / refundable. 
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account for new business risks with ratemaking treatment that categorizes 1 

them as normal business risks. 2 

The current deadband is small (-/+ 15M and 30M) relative to the 3 

Company’s earnings.  Any extraordinary event will likely fall outside of this 4 

deadband and be captured (ex. wildfires and ice storm, which resulted in huge 5 

deferrals).  A move to completely remove the deadband could bring us away 6 

from this principle and is addressed more in Issue 2.  Further, as stated in the 7 

recent order in UE 412 regarding PGE’s request for an automatic adjustment 8 

mechanism for wildfire mitigation costs:   9 

[The Commission] appreciates [the Oregon Citizens’ Utility 10 
Board’s (CUB)] position that a utility's rates continue to be just 11 
and reasonable if, overall, they allow the utility to cover its 12 
expenses and investment costs while earning a rate of return 13 
consistent with that authorized in its last rate case. However, it 14 
is also well established that there is not one just and 15 
reasonable rate but rather a range of just and reasonable 16 
rates. Therefore, [the Commission] do[es] not think an 17 
earnings test is mandatory in this case. The record does not 18 
show that PGE or PacifiCorp are likely to over-recover without 19 
one such that their rates will become inherently unjust and 20 
unreasonable.14 21 

Staff views this text to mean that there is a range of returns that support 22 

the notion of just and reasonable rates that result directly from a range of 23 

reasonable rates.  This notion applies to power cost mechanisms as well.  With 24 

the presence of a deadband, where costs or benefits are absorbed by the 25 

14 In the Matter of PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, Advice No. 22-18, New 
Schedule 151, Wildfire Mitigation Cost Recovery, UE 412, Order 23-173, page 5 (May 10, 
2023). 
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Company, resulting changes in earnings still result in just and reasonable 1 

rates.  2 

Q. What is the purpose of the original Principle 2 and does it still apply? 3 

A. Principle 2, adopted in Order No. 07-015, is that there should be no 4 

adjustments if the utility’s overall earnings are reasonable.  The purpose of this 5 

principle is essentially what it says. The Commission designed the PCAM so 6 

that a utility would not be allowed to collect excess NVPC in a particular year if 7 

its earnings within that year were in a reasonable range.  Similarly, a utility 8 

would not be required to refund an overcollection of NVPC if its overall 9 

earnings are below the reasonable range.  This principle reflects that single-10 

issue ratemaking is generally disfavored in Oregon.  In a 2012 order, the 11 

Commission explained why single-issue ratemaking is disfavored:  12 

Concerns about single-issue ratemaking are grounded in the 13 
idea that the ratemaking formula is designed to determine a 14 
company's revenue requirement based on the aggregate costs 15 
and demands of the utility. Except in limited circumstances, it 16 
is improper to consider changes to components of the revenue 17 
requirement in isolation. As Staff notes, a change to one item 18 
of the revenue requirement is often offset by a corresponding 19 
change in another item. If rates are increased based solely on 20 
the fact that one type of expense is higher than expected, 21 
without considering changes to other elements of revenue 22 
requirement, the company's reasonable revenue requirement 23 
could be overstated. 15  24 

 
15  In the Matter of Northwest Natural Gas Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, 

UG 221, Order No. 12-437, p. 26 (November 16, 2012). 
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Q. Why does Staff disagree with the proposed change to the original 1 

Principle 2?2 

A. PGE’s proposed change to Principle 2 speaks to its proposal to remove the3 

earnings test.  By removing the earnings test, this allows the Company to raise4 

rates to collect additional power costs even if its overall earnings are5 

abnormally high.  Similarly, removing the earnings test would allow the6 

Company to pass back to customers large cost savings even if the utility is7 

significantly underearning its cost of capital.  The proposal to remove any8 

earnings tests associated with NVPC while also touting the rollout of low-9 

income rate design16 and DEI initiatives17 is utterly inconsistent and shifts risk10 

of unexpected power costs and resulting rate changes to the same customers11 

the Company claims to be protecting.  Staff supports the concept that risk12 

should reside with the party that is most empowered to manage the risk.  That13 

is the Company, as PGE is able to manage risk through power sales contracts,14 

building resources, promoting demand-side management, and entering15 

hedges.  Customers on the other hand have no such ability unless they choose16 

direct access and find an Electric Service Supplier (ESS) that is willing to offer17 

fixed priced power long-term.18 

It is true that some customers may install conservation and/or choose to 19 

consume less or more electricity.  However, as noted above, many customers 20 

may not be able to exercise those choices due to lack of information or ability 21 

16  PGE/1300 Macfarlane – Pleasant/15. 
17    See Staff/600. 
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to react to that information in a speedy manner.  There is an asymmetry of 1 

information between the Company and its customers with the Company having 2 

more information and better access and timeliness to that information.  Still, 3 

regardless of the information available, there will still be some customers who 4 

do not have the means to access energy conservation installations or inflexible 5 

loads. Therefore, any impacts to the residential customer class that hits 6 

affordability in any way will have disproportionate impacts on low-income and 7 

marginalized communities. That is why the Company is better enabled to 8 

manage the power cost risk.  Having a direct passthrough, via removing 9 

earnings tests and deadbands, inappropriately shifts risks from the Company to 10 

its customers.  11 

Staff also notes that power cost risk may be a diversifiable risk by 12 

shareholders, and hence even the market is better able to manage the risk 13 

than customers.  For example, if one region experiences higher power costs 14 

and another region lower power costs due to weather events, that might imply 15 

there is some diversification ability with respect to power cost risks and 16 

therefore keeping the risk with the utility does not imply a higher cost of equity 17 

is required.  18 
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Q. Please restate the proposed change to original Principle 3.18 1 

A.  2 

 

Q. What is the purpose of original Principle 3 and does it still apply? 3 

A. The purpose of Principle 3 is to ensure that any refunds or collection due to 4 

power cost variance are fair to both shareholders and customers.  This still 5 

should apply today.  In the original Commission Order No. 07-015, the 6 

Commissioners was persuaded by CUB’s arguments that an asymmetric 7 

deadband and sharing bands would be necessary in order to ensure that the 8 

PCAM is revenue neutral, therefore establishing Principle 2.19 9 

Q. Why does Staff disagree with the Company’s second proposed 10 

principle, which would replace original Principle 3? 11 

A. The Company’s proposal says nothing about revenue neutrality, which was a 12 

key feature of the PCAM.  Further, the Company’s proposal to manage “long-13 

term customer price volatility” assumes that power cost variance is driving 14 

changes in customer prices.  In reality, revenue requirement is being 15 

increasingly driven by rate base, meaning that the power cost price volatility is 16 

not as relevant.  Figure 4 shows the breakdown of residential revenue 17 

requirement by source as compiled from the Company’s response to Staff DR 18 

 
18  It is important to note that revenue neutrality is not defined explicitly in any of the earlier 

testimonies or orders. 
19  See UE 165/UM 1187, Order No. 05-1261, 10. 

The PCAM's application should result in 
revenue neutrality. 

Principle #2 

The PC.Ai\1 should incorporate reasonable 
➔ pricing tools to manage long-term customer 

price volatility. 
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328. This is further discussed in the testimony of Staff Witness Michelle Scala. 

It should be noted that in this figure it appears that some years result in a 

percent of the residential revenue requirement less than 100 percent; this is 

driven by deferrals that result in net refunds to customers. 

FIGURE 5. PERCENTAGE OF RESIDENTIAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
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Figure 5 demonstrates that power costs have been a decreasing share 

of overall revenue requirement and customer rates. 

Q. Please restate the proposed change to original Principle 4. 

A. 

Principle #3 

The PC.AM should operate in the long-term to 
balance the interests of the utility shareholders ➔ 
and ratepayers. 

The PC.AM should fairly balance the interests 
of the utility and its customers. 

Q. What is the purpose of original Principle 4 and does it still apply? 

A. Principle 4 recognizes that the interests of the Company's shareholders and its 

customers need to be balanced over the long-term. This should still apply 
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today.  Staff recognizes that both shareholders and customers interests are 1 

important in the operation of a successful utility. 2 

Q. Why does Staff disagree with the Company’s third proposed principle, 3 

which would replace the original principle 4? 4 

A. While the spirit of PGE’s proposal appears similar to that of the original 5 

principle, on the surface, the Company omits a couple key phrases.  The 6 

Company’s proposed principle is vague and could be interpreted in different 7 

ways.  The proposal also fails to take into account the long-term financial 8 

viability of PGE or the health of its customers.  In particular, the removal of the 9 

word “long-term” could allow the Company to recover costs from a single bad 10 

period that would saddle customers with overly burdensome rates for an 11 

extended period of time.  This would also continue to shift the business risk 12 

away from the Company and onto customers.  Staff will discuss how this 13 

relates to the Company’s proposal for a 2.5 percent rolling cap later in this 14 

testimony.  15 

Q. Please restate the proposed change to original Principle 5.  16 

A.  17 

 

Q. What is the purpose of original Principle 5 and does it still apply? 18 

A. Principle 5 ensures responsibility and accountability for costs by establishing 19 

that the Company should be making cost-effective decisions to operate 20 

Principle #4 

The PCAM should provide an incentive to the 
utility to manage its costs effectiwly. ➔ 

The PCAM·s design should incentivize 
efficient operations and managen1ent of costs 
that are within the utilitv ' s control. 
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efficiently to keep costs down for customers.  This should still apply today.  1 

Staff believes that the utility’s earnings should be viewed holistically.  2 

Therefore, the recovery or refunding of power costs variations are and should 3 

be impacted by the performance of other operational areas. 4 

In its current form, 90 percent of prudently incurred power cost variation 5 

outside the deadband is eligible for collection from or refund to customers and 6 

PGE will bare 10 percent of adjustment. The sharing mechanism provides PGE 7 

with an incentive to manage costs effectively. 8 

Q. Why does Staff disagree with the Company’s fourth proposed principle? 9 

A. The intent of the Company’s fourth principle appears to be to allow the 10 

Company to recover abnormal costs beyond its control even if the structure of 11 

the PCAM would not otherwise allow the recovery of these costs.  As stated 12 

before, Staff believes that power costs and the Company’s overall earnings 13 

should be viewed holistically, which is inconsistent with the Company’s fourth 14 

proposed principle.  Staff will discuss how this principle relates to the 15 

Company’s detailed PCAM proposal later in this testimony.  Further, it is 16 

somewhat ambiguous as to what is beyond the Company’s control.  Are high 17 

market prices beyond the Company’s control?  Perhaps not in the sense that 18 

exposure to high market prices can be reduced through hedges and resource 19 

acquisition such that the utility is not as reliant on the market.  The utility would 20 

also be motivated to recommend market monitoring take place in the case of 21 

wholesale market manipulation, assuming of course the utility was not the party 22 

manipulating the market. 23 
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Q. Does Staff believe that any changes should be made to the existing 1 

five PCAM principles? 2 

A. No.  While Staff is open to reasonable changes to the existing five PCAM 3 

principles, Staff does not find the Company’s proposed changes to be an 4 

improvement to the existing principles or even reasonable. 5 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding the five existing PCAM 6 

principles? 7 

A. Staff proposes the Commission keep the existing PCAM principles as they are.  8 

If the Commission is inclined to modify the principles, then Staff would add a 9 

principle that leaves the price and market risk with the party best able to 10 

manage the risk.  For the remainder of this testimony, Staff will discuss how the 11 

Company’s proposed updates to the PCAM align with the existing PCAM 12 

principles. 13 
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ISSUE 2. PROPOSED REMOVAL OF PCAM DEADBANDS  1 

Q. Please summarize PGE’s proposal to remove the PCAM deadbands. 2 

A. In PGE’s filing, the Company proposes to remove the deadbands, arguing, 3 

“[t]he existence of the deadband construct motivates parties to act in their own 4 

self-interest and not consistent with a key objective of the AUT process: to as 5 

accurately as possible predict power needs for the coming year and to include 6 

in rates the forecasted costs for reliably serving customers.”20  In lieu of the 7 

deadbands, the Company proposes a 90/10 sharing mechanism between 8 

customers (90 percent) and PGE (10 percent) to allow recovery or refund of all 9 

prudently incurred NVPC above or below those recovered in base rates.21 10 

Q. How does this proposal align with the current PCAM principles? 11 

A. The existing first and second PCAM principles are: 12 

1. The PCAM’s application should be limited to unusual events and capture 13 

power cost variances that exceed those considered normal business risk. 14 

2. There should be no adjustments if the utility’s overall earnings are 15 

reasonable. 16 

These two principles allow utilities to recover costs associated with 17 

circumstances outside of normal business risk while also taking into 18 

consideration the Company’s earnings.  The new proposal does not align with 19 

these two PCAM principles in that it is designed to recover all prudently 20 

incurred power costs, subject to the sharing mechanism, without regard to 21 

 
20  See PGE / 400, Sims—Outama/8.  
21  See PGE / 400, Sims—Outama/30.   
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earnings and places the normal business risks that investors are compensated 1 

for via Return on Equity (ROE) onto customers.22 2 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed change? 3 

A. No.  Normal business risks are not meant to be captured under the existing 4 

framework.  As normal business risk represents the basis for a return on 5 

investment at a rate higher than that of the risk-free rate, recovery of such risks 6 

would warrant lowering the Company’s ROE to keep customers from providing 7 

a hedge that benefits investors only.   8 

Q. What was the original deadband construct when it was created in 2007 9 

and when it was revised in 2011? 10 

A. Under UE 180, the initial deadband was an asymmetric -75/+150 bps23 of 11 

ROE.  In 2011, the upper end of the deadband was set at $30 million, which 12 

represented 116 bps of ROE. 13 

Q. What would be the dollar value if the same basis points of ROE were 14 

applied to the 2024 proposed rate base? 15 

A.  Applying the same 150 bps to the proposed rate base for the 2024 test year 16 

would result in an upper bound of over $64 million, more than double the 17 

current limit.  Application of the 116 bps upper limit adopted in 2011 on the 18 

2024 test year would result in a dollar value of roughly $50 million.24 19 

 
22  Investors in a company are compensated for the normal business risk a company incurs via a 

return on equity.  The return on equity provides an incentive for an individual to invest in a 
company rather than in a risk-free asset such as treasury bills.  Utilities are regulated and their 
allowed ROEs are set by PUCs. 

23  One basis point is one hundredth of 1 percent, or 0.01%. 
24  See Staff/2301, Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/4 and Attachment A to PGE’s response to 

Staff DR 182 which is filed electronically.  
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Q. Explain why the basis points of ROE is an important standard for 1 

evaluation of the deadband. 2 

A. The deadband construct, in accordance with the current PCAM principles, only 3 

allows for sharing when the earnings are no longer reasonable, and the 4 

variance is outside that which was determined to be normal business risk.  In 5 

2007, under Docket No. UE 180, normal business risk was set at +150/-75 bps 6 

of ROE.  Under Docket No. UE 215, the deadband was set to a dollar value of 7 

+$30/-$15 million, or roughly +116/-58 bps.  This normal business risk has not 8 

been adjusted for the size of the Company and the deadbands represent less 9 

than half of the risk that they were created to capture in 2007. 10 

Q. Does the Company’s proposed change cause additional administrative 11 

burden? 12 

A. Yes.  The current deadband construct results in Staff and Intervenors 13 

performing analysis on the prudently incurred NVPC variances when those 14 

exceed the deadband amounts, which has happened once in the last seven 15 

years.25  Removal, or even a significant decrease to the deadband amounts, as 16 

PGE has proposed, would require Staff and Intervenors to analyze for 17 

prudence in the NVPC variance at each annual filing. 18 

Q. How does the 90/10 sharing and deadband construct impact NVPC 19 

hedges? 20 

A. The 90/10 sharing structure and deadband construct places the benefit of any 21 

hedges on the parties in an uneven fashion.  Any hedges upon NVPC 22 

 
25  See Staff/2301, PGE response to DR 181 Attachment B which is filed electronically.  
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variances should reflect the sharing arrangements set by the Company 1 

between customers and the Company. 2 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation? 3 

A. Staff does not support removing the deadbands and the splitting of all refunds 4 

or incremental recovery 90/10 between customers and stakeholders, as PGE 5 

proposed. Instead, Staff has two options to recommend:  6 

• Option One: Maintain the existing deadband construct in its current 7 

form; or  8 

• Option Two: Adopt a multi-tiered sharing construct, including applying 9 

an earnings test, as follows: 10 

o Tier 1: 11 

A symmetrical $60 million tier shared at a 30/70 ratio between 12 

customers and PGE. 13 

o Tier 2: 14 

Sharing of any variances beyond Tier 1 at an 80/20 ratio between 15 

customers and PGE. 16 

Staff only recommends Option Two if it is paired with a sharing of hedging 17 

costs between customers and the Company at the same rate as the Tier 1 18 

sharing and the existing 100 basis point earnings test is maintained. 19 

Q. Why has Staff proposed the first option? 20 

A. Staff has proposed Option One to maintain the current deadband construct, as 21 

it is the NVPC variance method last approved by the Commission.  As PGE 22 

indicated, the current deadband construct is outdated.  The deadband has sat 23 
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at a static fixed dollar amount for over a decade.  Option One is Staff’s less 1 

favored recommendation, as it has not been adjusted for the growth the 2 

Company has experienced, causing customers to start assuming risks on an 3 

ROE adjusted basis sooner than the Commission originally intended.  The 4 

current deadband construct is now causing customers to assume normal 5 

business risks rather than sharing the risks of abnormal events. 6 

Q. Why has Staff proposed an additional second option? 7 

A. Staff has proposed Option Two, a two-tiered sharing structure, as a solution 8 

that acknowledges the decreasing amounts of overall business risks 9 

represented by the current construct and the increased volatility in NVPC 10 

variances over recent years.  The impacts of the current deadband structure, 11 

PGE’s proposal, and Staff’s recommended Option 2 NVPC variance sharing 12 

structure, on the variances in the last seven PCAM filings—years 2015 through 13 

2021, can be found in Staff Exhibit 2303 and are summarized in Table 1.26   14 

TABLE 1. AVERAGE ANNUAL SHARING OF NVPC VARIANCES 15 

 

 
26  See Staff/2303 Workpaper (UE 416 Deadband Analysis and Historical Values), which is 

available in electronic format only.  This workpaper incorporates PCAM variances provided by 
PGE in response to Staff DR 181 Attachment B, and deadband values as bps of ROE under 
UE 180 and UE 215, as provided by PGE in response to Staff DR 182 Attachment A. 

Current Method PGE Proposal Staff Proposal
Customer Share 4,056,910$         6,805,476$   2,379,474$    
PGE Share 3,504,731$         756,164$      5,182,167$    
$ Change in Customer Burden Relative to Current -$                     2,748,567$   (1,677,436)$   
% Change in Customer Burden Relative to Current 0% 68% -41%
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In designing the multi-tiered approach, Staff considered previous deadband 1 

structures.  On a bps of ROE basis, if the deadband had been adjusted at the 2 

2007 GRC (UE 180) or 2011 GRC (UE 215) rates for the growth of the 3 

company, it would appear as shown in Table 2 below (current $30M/-$15M 4 

deadband bounds are shown for comparison). 5 

TABLE 2. DEADBAND VALUES ON PROPOSED 2024 TEST YEAR 6 

 

Staff believes that the first tier of the two tiered approach is reasonable at 7 

$60 million, rather than either $50 million or $64.6 million, for the reasons that: 8 

the first tier contains sharing that would not exist under the deadband 9 

construct; and, this split, paired with the sharing ratios of the two tiers, finds a 10 

mid-ground between customer interests and Company interests.  That said, 11 

Staff only recommends Option Two if it is paired with a sharing of hedging 12 

costs between customers and the Company at the same rate as the Tier 1 13 

sharing.  Staff belives that the existing earnings test must be maintained to 14 

ensure that the power cost variance sharing arrangement does not cause 15 

customers to compensate PGE stakeholders when earnings  16 

Q. How did Staff develop the tier one threshold for Option Two? 17 

A. In Option Two, Staff sought to balance the concerns raised by the Company, 18 

and the impacts to the Company that would be caused by increasing the 19 

deadband to capture a similar amount of risk as it did under previous rate 20 

Upper Bound bps Upper Bound $ Lower Bound bps Lower Bound $
At Current Deadband bps of ROE 69.7 $30.0 M -34.8 -$15.0 M
At UE 180, 2007 GRC, bps of ROE 150.0 $64.6 M -75.0 -$32.3 M
At UE 215, 2011 GRC, bps of ROE 116.0 $50.0 M -58.0 -$25.0 M
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cases.  Staff evaluated the impacts of many tier thresholds and sharing ratios. 1 

The $60 million symmetric threshold for the first tier was selected for reasons 2 

including: 3 

• The threshold is inside the range created by applying the bps of ROE 4 

from the 2007 GRC and 2011 GRC to the 2024 Test Year proposed 5 

rate base. 6 

• The first tier is anticipated to capture the majority of NVPC variances 7 

so that normal business risks would not be born primarily by 8 

customers. 9 

• The symmetric structure and early sharing provide an equal incentive 10 

to forecast NVPCs while limiting the volatility of variances born by 11 

customers. 12 

Q. Why are the sharing ratios and the tier one threshold of Option Two 13 

Reasonable? 14 

A. The sharing ratios were developed to provide a balance between PGE and 15 

customer interests.  Staff believes it has achieved this balance via a multi-16 

tiered sharing structure, with the threshold between the two tiers described 17 

above.  Sharing ratios in this recommendation were optimized in tandem with 18 

the threshold.  Staff evaluated many options before settling on the 19 

recommended structure provided in Table 3 below.  20 
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TABLE 3. STAFF PROPOSED NVPC VARIANCE SHARING STRUCTURE 1 

 

PGE’s previous sharing, outside of the deadband, was a 90/10 ratio 2 

between customers and the Company, respectively.  Staff has set Tier 1 of our 3 

recommended variance sharing structure to a 30/70 ratio between customers 4 

and the Company.  This was done in order to minimize the shock to PGE of 5 

adjusting the NVPC variance sharing to reflect the growth of the Company, 6 

minimize the volatility experienced by customers of shared NVPC variances, 7 

and allow for earlier sharing without shifting business risk onto customers.  As 8 

customers are sharing in NVPC variances throughout the entire first tier, Staff 9 

has set the sharing ratio outside of Tier 1 at an 80/20 ratio between customers 10 

and the Company, respectively. 11 

Staff also notes that the split shown above may not be the ultimate split 12 

under regulation as the Company may apply, and the Commission may 13 

approve, deferrals for extraordinary events.  To the extent that occurs, the 14 

likely result will be that the deferrals will be for above-normal costs; and, 15 

therefore, the amount of costs being recovered from customers will be greater 16 

than 80 percent. 17 

Upper Bound Lower Bound
$60,000,000 $ (60,000,000)

Sharing Party Customers PGE
Tier 1 Sharing 30% 70%
Tier 2 Sharing 80% 20%

Tier 1 Threshold
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ISSUE 3. PROPOSED REMOVAL OF THE EARNINGS TEST 1 

Q. Summarize the purpose of the earnings test. 2 

A. The Commission applies an earnings test to determine whether the utility is 3 

earning an acceptable rate of return in various proceedings including the 4 

PCAM, but also allows for deferrals.  An earnings test serves to protect 5 

customers from paying for higher-than-expected power costs or deferred 6 

amounts when the utility’s earnings are reasonable.  The earnings test also 7 

protects the Company from refunding power cost savings or deferred amounts 8 

when it is underearning.  For the purposes of the PCAM, the Commission 9 

established an earnings deadband (discussed above) of ± 100 basis points 10 

around the company’s allowed ROE.  Under this structure, if the Company’s 11 

earnings fall more than 100 basis points below its authorized ROE, it will have 12 

the opportunity to recover excess power costs.  This recovery is subject to the 13 

application of the deadband in the described 90/10 sharing structure and will 14 

be limited to an earnings level that is 100 basis points less than the authorized 15 

ROE. 16 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s proposal to remove the earnings test 17 

in the PCAM. 18 

A. The Company proposes that power costs prudently incurred and necessary to 19 

provide service to customers be recoverable and not subject to an earnings 20 

test.  21 
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Q. Why does the Company believe that it should recover or refund all 1 

prudently incurred PCV without an application of an earnings test?  2 

A. PGE dedicates a considerable amount of testimony to the argument that 3 

changes to its resource mix, changes to state policies relating to emissions, the 4 

introduction of the EIM market, and even climate change have changed the 5 

business risk that it faces, and that they are “…expected to absorb power cost 6 

variability that goes far beyond the Commission’s original notions of normal 7 

utility business risk”.27  They also give the following additional reasons: PGE 8 

has decreasing ability to influence expenditures, the expenditures offer no 9 

return for risks incurred, there is extreme market volatility and prices, and the 10 

power cost risk is now inequitably balanced and unfairly borne by PGE.”28   11 

Q. How does the Company’s proposal and logic align with the current five 12 

PCAM principles? 13 

A. Its proposal is at odds with the current five PCAM principles and even the 14 

condensed principles that PGE proposed.  Specifically, existing Principle 2 15 

states that there should be no adjustments if the utility’s overall earnings are 16 

reasonable.  Removing the earnings test is inconsistent with this principle 17 

because the Company would be able to pass through almost all of its power 18 

costs to ratepayers no matter its overall earnings.  19 

Principle 3 is concerned with the long-term interests of shareholders and 20 

ratepayers, in which there is a delicate balance between.  By proposing to 21 

 
27  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/2 and 8.  
28  PGE400, Sims – Outama/32. 
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recover all costs every year, there could be shocks to the system that could 1 

have disproportionate impacts to ratepayers negatively in the short and long-2 

term.29  3 

Principle 4 states that the PCAM should operate in the long-term to 4 

balance the interests of the utility shareholder and ratepayer. The recovery of 5 

refunding of power costs variations are impacted by the performance of other 6 

operational areas.  7 

Lastly, it is unclear how this fourth principle would be reconciled with the 8 

first principle that it proposes in which PGE says prudently incurred power 9 

costs should be fully recoverable/refundable.  In short, they are contradictory. 10 

Q. What evidence has the Company presented that removing the earnings 11 

test associated with the PCAM is warranted?  12 

A. The Company provides narrative arguments in their opening testimony, which 13 

is exemplified by four quotes below. 14 

1. “PGE is facing a current and future state where we are expected to absorb 15 

power cost variability that goes far beyond the Commission’s original 16 

notions of normal utility business risk.”30  17 

2. PGE goes on to say, “This level of uncertainty exceeds the normal utility 18 

business risk contemplated when the PCAM was originally developed and 19 

implemented.”31 20 

 
29  See Staff/600 for a more thorough discussion on these disproportionate impacts.  
30  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/8.  
31  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/2.  
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3. PGE also states that, “The earnings test under the PCAM is not an 1 

appropriate tool because it allows the recovery or refunding of power cost 2 

variations (positive and negative) to be unreasonably impacted by the 3 

performance of other operational areas.  If PGE does not perform 4 

effectively in other areas, our earnings would be reduced, and hence, we 5 

would earn a lower ROE.” 6 

4. PGE concludes by stating:  7 

…an earnings test in any PCAM construct does not promote 8 
overall efficiency and is not the appropriate tool to fairly balance 9 
cost and risk while also ensuring reasonable utility earnings...  10 
These are expenditures over which PGE will have decreasing 11 
ability to influence due to changing external factors and evolving 12 
market structures; they are also expenditures that offer no return 13 
for risks incurred.  Moreover, we are exposed to increasingly 14 
extreme market volatility and prices, thus, increased power cost 15 
risk that is now inequitably balanced and unfairly borne by 16 
PGE.32 17 

In essence, the Company believes that the elimination of the earnings 18 

test better aligns interests, appropriately balances risks and benefits, and 19 

incentivizes operational efficiency and effective management of controllable 20 

costs. This structure would allow for potential power cost refunds to be retained 21 

by PGE and effectively offset poorer performing operations elsewhere.  22 

Similarly, should PGE overperform in other operational areas and earn a higher 23 

ROE, it could result in a reduced recovery of prudently incurred power costs 24 

necessary to serve customers.   25 

  26 

 
32  PGE/400, Sims – Outama /32.  
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Q. Does Staff agree with PGE’s proposal? 1 

A. No.  PGE’s proposal effectively removes the holistic nature of rates by 2 

segmenting off power costs from other utility operations.  This is not 3 

appropriate.  PGE is a vertically-integrated utility and has chosen to be a 4 

vertically integrated utility through its continued purchasing and building 5 

generation resources.  Staff does not view it as appropriate to have customers 6 

absorb additional, unexpected power costs when other parts of utility operation 7 

result in above normal returns.  Customers pay for utility services and the rates 8 

that they pay should be just and reasonable.  PGE’s proposal would result in 9 

rates no longer being assured as just and reasonable. 10 

Further, as discussed previously, the Company has much smaller net 11 

variable power costs and higher rate base, creating greater overall financial 12 

heft that is less reliant on power cost.  Financial heft of the company should be 13 

considered then versus now and ability to absorb risk. 14 

Q. Why does Staff support keeping the earnings test? 15 

A. The earnings test ensures rates are just and reasonable, as basic tenet of 16 

regulatory law.  As such, the earnings test precludes raises rates when the 17 

Company is earning excessive profits; and the earnings test allows the utility to 18 

recover prudently incurred excess power costs in the event that overall 19 

earnings are low.  Keeping the earnings test also ensures transparency and 20 

accountability by requiring that overall Company health is considered in more 21 

targeted Company actions. 22 



Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2300 
 Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/34 

 

In addition, Staff does not have a valid counterfactual of what power costs 1 

would have been if there had been no earnings test from the PCAM’s 2 

inception.  Therefore, Staff cannot assume that power costs would have only 3 

allowed for recovery by PGE in one of the last seven years. 4 

Q. Why does Staff not support the Company’s proposal to remove the 5 

earnings test? 6 

A. The mechanism is working as intended and was designed to “exclude normal 7 

variation from triggering the mechanism.”  It has consistently worked as 8 

intended, including through the 2023 PCAM, discussed below.  The PCAM was 9 

not designed to fully mitigate the power cost risk to the Company but instead to 10 

incentivize the Company to manage its costs while providing balanced 11 

protections.  As stated in the deadband discussion, the financial heft of the 12 

Company should be considered then versus now. 13 

Q. Do you have additional comments on PGEs testimony regarding the 14 

PCAM and their proposal to remove the earnings test? 15 

A. Staff is not compelled by the Company’s assertion that it faces greater 16 

uncertainty under current market conditions.  The various risks referred to by 17 

PGE are a part of normal business risk of operating as a utility in 2023.  With a 18 

requested rate base of $6.3 billion33 and a greater ratio of overall costs 19 

recovered through base rates, the Company has significantly higher capacity to 20 

absorb variation in power costs.  Finally, PGE’s narrative assumes that the 21 

AUT filing will not be improved by the many modeling changes proposed in its 22 

 
33  PGE/100, Pope—Sims/19.  
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2023 AUT, which drive a large increase in NVPC in 2023.  By ignoring these 1 

changes, the Company implies that the elimination of ratepayer protections that 2 

exist in the PCAM are preferential to resolving the recognized issues of its 3 

NVPC forecast.  4 

Staff addresses a trend of utilities trying to offload power cost risk through 5 

the removal of deadbands and earnings tests here, NVPC modeling updates in 6 

the UE 416 NVPC testimony, and the proliferation of deferrals and AACs in 7 

Staff Exhibit 220.  8 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding the Company’s proposal to 9 

remove the earnings test associated with the PCAM?  10 

A. Staff does not support the Company’s proposal and recommends the 11 

Commission maintain an earnings test in the PCAM. 12 
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ISSUE 4. PROPOSED RCE PASS THROUGH 1 

Q. Please summarize the Company’s proposal regarding the treatment of 2 

Reliability Contingency Events (RCEs) in the PCAM. 3 

A. The Company proposes to collect or refund 100 percent of all incremental or 4 

decremental power costs associated with RCEs outside the PCAM.34 5 

Q. Why does the Company believe that it is appropriate to collect or 6 

refund any incremental/decremental NVPC prudently incurred during 7 

qualifying RCEs outside the PCAM? 8 

A. The Company provides various reasons to support this proposal.  First, the 9 

Company notes that its resource mix has changed since the PCAM was first 10 

introduced in the mid-2000s with the addition of various Variable Energy 11 

Resources (VERs) that address renewable portfolio standard (RPS) 12 

legislation.35 13 

Second, PGE states the number of extreme weather events that are 14 

associated with RCEs are increasing due to climate change.36 15 

Third, the Company states that the emergence of VERs has led to 16 

changing wholesale market dynamics, including a large increase in the market 17 

heat rate that makes the heat rate of PGE’s historic peaker plants often lower 18 

than market heat rate,37 and an increase in scarcity pricing events that lead to 19 

 
34  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/4. 
35  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/12. 
36  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/15. 
37  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/17. 
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higher market price volatility.38  Based on these factors, the Company claims 1 

that there is no longer any “normal” business risk, particularly during RCEs.39 2 

Q. How has the emergence of VERs changed power costs and power 3 

operations? 4 

A. The Company's net variable power costs have decreased since RPS legislation 5 

mandated the use of renewables.  According to PGE’s confidential response to 6 

Staff DR 279B, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  7 

 8 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. 9 

Q. Do you believe the Company’s claim that climate change is increasing 10 

the number of extreme weather events? 11 

A. Yes.  Staff does not dispute this claim and in fact supports the inclusion of a 12 

forecast of costs associated with RCEs in PGE’s NVPC forecast.  The 13 

increased presence of extreme weather events, however, does not necessarily 14 

fundamentally change how to fairly allocate risk between shareholders and 15 

customers. 16 

Q. Do you believe the Company's claim that the emergence of VERs 17 

changes wholesale market dynamics? 18 

A. Yes.  Staff analyzed the change of the within-month standard deviation of both 19 

the flat and on-peak Mid-C price.  Figure 6 contains the within-month estimate 20 

 
38  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/19. 
39  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/25. 
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of the standard deviations of both these prices.  It is apparent from these 1 

figures that the price variability has substantially risen in the last few years. 2 

FIGURE 6. MONTHLY WHOLESALE PRICE VARIABILITY 3 
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Q. Does this increased wholesale price volatility necessarily mean that 1 

the Company is experienced greater wholesale price exposure during 2 

extreme weather events? 3 

A. No.  As Staff Witness Curtis Dlouhy discusses in his UE 416 power cost 4 

testimony in Staff Exhibit/300, the Company is committed to joining the 5 

Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP), which has a forward showing 6 

program meant to ensure that its members are planning sufficiently for these 7 

extreme weather events and an operational program that forces WRAP 8 

participants to share some amount of excess capacity with other WRAP 9 

participants, thus mitigating the Company’s need to transact at wholesale 10 

trading hubs.  Additionally, the Company is exploring membership in the 11 

Extended Day-Ahead Market, which would further insulate them from 12 

wholesale price exposure related to RCEs. 13 

Q. Do you agree with the Company’s claim that the above factors mean 14 

that there is no longer any “normal” business risk? 15 

A. No.  The Company’s testimony indicates that the costs of doing business are 16 

increasing due to the increased price volatility and increased frequency of 17 

extreme weather.  Staff is supportive of including a fair forecast of these 18 

increased costs of doing business that are not easily modeled, as evidenced by 19 

Staff Witness Dr. Dlouhy’s power cost testimony on the Company’s proposed 20 

RCE forecast.  It may also be the case that the cost associated with RCEs are 21 

more volatile than other line items associated with the overall NVPC estimate.  22 

However, allowing a forecast of RCE costs in PGE’s NVPC forecast effectively 23 
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turns this abnormal business risk into a normal business risk that is fungible 1 

with the rest of the NVPC forecast.  As previously discussed in this testimony, 2 

base rates now comprise a much larger portion of revenue requirement than 3 

NVPC than in the early days of the PCAM. 4 

Further, Staff does not agree that the RCEs are risky enough that they 5 

should be considered as an entirely separate line item from all other NVPC 6 

items.  As discussed in Staff’s evaluation of the PCAM principles, Staff views 7 

overall NVPC as something that should be considered holistically.  Staff 8 

believes that the NVPC associated with an RCE need not be recovered if the 9 

overall NVPC is otherwise reasonable. 10 

Q. How does the Company propose to define and implement their 11 

proposal to collect or refund 100 percent of RCE NVPC? 12 

A. The Company proposes at least two of the three following conditions must be 13 

met for an event to be called an RCE and thus eligible for full refund or 14 

collection: 15 

1. The day-ahead Mid-Columbia index prices must exceed $150/MWh. 16 

2. PGE is eligible to request or acquire resource adequacy (RA) assistance 17 

through a regional RA program in which it participates. 18 

3. A neighboring Balancing Area Authority (BAA) has declared an event that 19 

indicates impending or realized RA constraints.40 20 

 
40  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/33-34. 
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The Company states that it can foresee an instance in which two of the 1 

conditions are met but the Company does not declare the event to be an 2 

RCE.41 3 

Q. How would allowing perfect pass-through of RCE costs align with the 4 

PCAM principals proposed by Staff earlier in this testimony? 5 

A. In short, it would not.  PGE’s proposed RCE pass-through appears to directly 6 

violate many of the existing PCAM principles. Allowing perfect pass-through of 7 

RCE costs violates the following PCAM principles created by the Commission: 8 

• Principle 1: The PCAM’s application should be limited to unusual events 9 

and capture the power cost variance that exceed those considered 10 

normal business risk. 11 

• Principle 2: There should be no adjustments if the utility’s overall earnings 12 

are reasonable. 13 

• Principle 5: The PCAM should provide an incentive to the utility to 14 

manage its costs effectively. 15 

Q. Why do you believe that PGE’s proposal violates the first PCAM 16 

principle? 17 

A. While RCEs can be associated with high market prices, Staff’s proposal to 18 

allow a forecast of RCEs in the NVPC forecast essentially makes this a normal 19 

business risk that can be quantified in a NVPC line item that can have 20 

expected deviations just like any other NVPC line item.  Further, PGE’s 21 

 
41  PGE/400, Sims – Outama/34. 
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proposed criteria gives them discretion to call an RCE regardless of how much 1 

it actually adds to its costs. 2 

Staff is not persuaded by the Company’s claim that it may choose to not 3 

declare an RCE.  In the event that actual overall NVPC is significantly higher 4 

than forecasted NVPC and this is due to RCEs, then the current PCAM 5 

structure provides a framework for the Company to recover these abnormal 6 

costs.  In addition, the RCE is one-sided.  PGE has not proposed a similar 7 

proposal for when power costs are exceptionally low, which presumably could 8 

occur in the instance of very low natural gas prices, reduced loads and high 9 

hydroelectric availability.  Therefore, PGE’s proposal is not balanced. 10 

Q. Why do you believe that PGE’s proposal violates the second PCAM 11 

principle? 12 

A. As Staff has mentioned before in this testimony, Staff views RCEs to be a 13 

fungible portion of the Company’s overall NVPC forecast.  Allowing the 14 

recovery of RCE costs during an otherwise banner year could potentially lead 15 

to the Company charging customers for RCE costs while it is already 16 

overearning. 17 

Q. Why do you believe that PGE’s proposal violates the third PCAM 18 

principle? 19 

A. Perfect pass-through of RCE costs removes incentives for the Company to 20 

prudently manage costs during an RCE.  Although the Company’s proposal 21 

specifies that it would only request the recovery or refund of prudently incurred 22 
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costs, Staff struggles to picture a scenario in which the Company would claim 1 

that it incurred costs imprudently during an RCE. 2 

Q. Based on this, what is your recommendation regarding the Company’s 3 

proposal to allow perfect pass-through of all prudently incurred costs 4 

associated with RCEs? 5 

A. Staff recommends that the Commission reject the Company’s proposal to 6 

refund or recover all decremental or incremental costs associated with RCEs 7 

outside of the PCAM. 8 
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ISSUE 5. PROPOSED PCAM ROLLING CAP 1 

Q. Please describe the rolling cap structure in the Company’s PCAM 2 

proposal. 3 

A. PGE believes its PCAM proposal allows for a better balancing of risks and 4 

rewards associated with power cost variations while allowing it to compete for 5 

capital more effectively and providing incentives for them to operate and 6 

manage power operations efficiently. One of the four proposed adjustments to 7 

the PCAM includes the establishment of a +/-2.5 percent rolling cap on 8 

customer price changes year over year. Amounts beyond the cap that will roll 9 

over to the next year will be subject to either continued amortization in 10 

customer prices or netted against future PCAM credits.42 11 

Q. Why does the Company believe that this +/- 2.5 percent rolling cap is 12 

appropriate? 13 

A. PGE’s rationale for this cap is to smooth impacts and mitigate against large 14 

single-year customer price changes due to power costs.  Any amounts that 15 

would result in price impacts greater than 2.5 percent will be deferred until the 16 

following year. PGE indicates that power costs incurred can be amortized over 17 

a longer period to provide customer price stability if the need arises.  PGE’s 18 

proposed rolling cap was set at +/- 2.5 percent since from their standpoint, it 19 

strikes a balance between amortizing as soon as practicable after the year 20 

costs are incurred and maintaining customer price stability.  To that end, PGE 21 

 
42  PGE/400 Sims-Outama/30. 
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based the +/- 2.5 percent on the 10-year average all-urban inflation rate 1 

observed at the time of filing (i.e., 2013-2022), which was 2.5 percent.43 2 

Q. How does the rolling cap interplay, if at all, with any overall statutory rate 3 

cap for amortizations? 4 

A. The statutory cap limits the amortization of deferred amounts under the PCAM 5 

in any year to 6 percent of PGE’s revenues for the preceding calendar year 6 

(ORS 757.259). PGE’s proposed price cap does not interplay with 7 

ORS 757.259 as Schedule 126 would be an automatic adjustment clause 8 

pursuant to ORS 757.210.44  In effect, this means that the total cap of 9 

amortization would rise to 8.5 percent. 10 

Q. How does this align with the current PCAM principles? 11 

A. PGE’s rolling cap proposal violates Principle 4, which states the PCAM should 12 

operate in the long-term to balance the interests of the utility shareholders and 13 

ratepayers.  The proposal to institute a rolling cap in effect would allow one 14 

period of exceptionally high costs in a single year to affect ratepayers for many 15 

years, and vice versa. 16 

Q. Do you agree with this proposed change? 17 

A. No. 18 

Q. Why do you believe that a rolling cap is a poor choice for ratemaking? 19 

A. Staff worries that ratepayer interests will not be maintained with the rolling cap 20 

and potentially causes intergenerational equity concerns.  For example, 21 

 
43  See Staff/2301, Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/6. 
44  Ibid. 
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assume that the rolling cap is met in one year, which would trigger 1 

recovery/refund of costs into a second year.  Suppose further that a new 2 

customer comes onto the system in the second year where the rolling cap 3 

would recover costs from the previous PCAM year.  In this scenario, costs 4 

would be recovered from the new customers that had no role in creating the 5 

previous year’s costs.  It appears PGE has not considered this aspect. 6 

Q. Did PGE specify the length of time over which it would amortize the 7 

power costs? 8 

A. No. PGE had indicated that the power costs incurred can be amortized over a 9 

longer period to provide customer price stability, and the period can be longer 10 

than one year.  The company thinks it is unlikely that any single-year variance 11 

would need to be amortized over a longer period, as the year 2021 was the 12 

only instance where the total PCAM variance would have resulted in an 13 

amount greater than 2.5 percent of PGE’s total revenues.  PGE also noted that 14 

the 2021 power cost variance was approved for a two-year amortization in 15 

Docket No. UE 406.  In a related example, the amounts deferred through 16 

UM 2115 and UM 2156 were recently approved for amortization over seven 17 

years, even though costs associated with the extreme weather events in these 18 

deferrals were incurred over just a couple years.45 19 

Q. Do you have any other concerns with the rolling cap proposal? 20 

A. Yes. PGE had stated that power costs could be amortized over a longer period 21 

if the situation arises. If costs are amortized over a longer period, this can lead 22 

 
45  See Staff/2301, Ahmed – Dlouhy – Jent – Pileggi/7.  
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to customers paying these costs in rates for a longer period. Added to this, 1 

PGE indicated that intergenerational issues when costs are recovered from 2 

non-cost causers were not raised as a major concern concerning the time 3 

length of amortization.46  PGE has not specified how and why this is not an 4 

issue worth considering in light of recent DEI initiatives and focus on equity 5 

issues. Staff on the other hand is aware of the effect this will have on future 6 

customers.  These customers are likely subject to higher rates in general, 7 

which compounds the effects of this proposal on intergenerational equity.  8 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding the proposed rolling cap? 9 

A. Staff does not support the rolling cap proposal and recommends the 10 

Commission not adopt PGE’s proposal. At the highest level, PGE’s proposed 11 

PCAM rolling cap violates Principle 4. There are intergenerational equity 12 

concerns about whether PGE has considered tradeoffs regarding power costs 13 

incurred by cost causers and recovered from new potential customers. In their 14 

testimony, PGE has not identified and conveyed why there should be no 15 

intergenerational issues when costs are amortized, and has not put forward 16 

compelling reasons that would have assuaged the mismatch issues. 17 

Furthermore, the length of time over which incurred power costs are amortized 18 

can result in such costs being in rates longer and customers having to pay for a 19 

longer period.  20 

 
46  Ibid. 
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Q. Does Staff support any changes to the PCAM? 1 

A. Yes, in Staff/1300, Issue 1 Staff discusses their support of PGE’s proposal to 2 

have a passthrough of qualifying facilities (QFs) costs.  3 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 4 

A. Yes. 5 
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March 24, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 181  
Dated March 10, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
Please refer to PGE/400, Sims–Outama/30. If PGE’s proposal to remove the 
deadband, eliminate the earnings test, and have 90/10 sharing was in effect from 
calendar 2015 to the present, please provide a table that displays for each year the 
true-up power cost amount that retail customers would have been charged in rates 
as well, as what retail customers were charged under the current framework. Please 
provide the electronic workbook with all cells and formulae intact used in reply to this 
question.  

  
Response:  
  
Attachment 181-A provides the estimated PCAM collections and refunds had PGE’s 
proposal to remove PCAM deadbands and the earnings test been in effect for years 
2015 through 2021.   
Attachment 181-B provides PGE’s actual PCAM collections/refunds for years 2015-
2021.  
PGE’s 2022 PCAM is not yet complete.   



Staff/2301 
Ahmed—Dlouhy—Jent—Pileggi/2 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PGE’s CONF Response to DR 181 Attachment 
A is available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Staff/2301 
Ahmed—Dlouhy—Jent—Pileggi/3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PGE’s CONF Response to DR 181 Attachment 
B is available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only. 
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March 24, 2023  
  
To:  Marc Hellman  
  Public Utility Commission of 

Oregon  
    
From:  Jaki Ferchland  
  

  
Manager, Revenue Requirement  

Portland General Electric Company  
UE 416  

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 182  
Dated March 10, 2023  

  
Request:  
  
When the positive power cost variance of $30 million from the deadband was set in 
2007, how many basis points in terms of return on equity did that represent?   

 a.  For UE 416, how many basis points return on equity does $30 million 
represent?  

  
Response:  
  
The $30 million upper power cost deadband was established in PGE’s 2011 general 
rate case (Docket No. UE 215). The power cost deadbands for the PCAM originally 
established by the Commission in PGE’s 2007 GRC (UE 180) ranged from 75 basis 
points ROE below the NVPC baseline to 150 basis points ROE above the baseline.  
  
Based on the 2007 GRC rate base and the 50/50 capital structure approved by the 
Commission in UE 180, a $30 million power cost variance represented 181 basis 
points ROE.   
Based on the 2011 GRC rate base and the 50/50 capital structure approved by the 
Commission in UE 115, a $30 million power cost variance represented 116 basis 
points ROE.  

  
a. Based on the 2024 rate base and 50/50 capital structure proposed by PGE, 

a $30 million power cost variance represents 70 basis points ROE.  
  
See Attachment 182-A for related calculations.   
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PGE’s CONF Response to DR 182 Attachment 
A is available in electronic spreadsheet format 

only.  
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April 12, 2023 

 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 399 

Dated March 29, 2023 
 
Request: 

 
Refer to Sims – Outama/36. Company discusses the +/- 2.5% rolling cap to smooth impacts 
from large single year customer price changes due to power costs. Please explain the 
basis of how Company arrived at the 2.5% threshold. If there was any quantitative 
analysis to inform this number, please provide the electronic workbook with all cells and 
formulae intact used in reply to this question. How does this Cap interplay with, if at all, 
with any overall statutory rate cap for amortizations? Please explain. 

Response: 
 
PGE’s proposed rolling cap was set at +/- 2.5% as it strikes a balance between 
amortizing differences as soon as practicable after the year incurred and maintaining 
customer price stability. In attempting to strike the above balance, PGE based the +/- 2.5% 
on the 10-year average all-urban inflation rate observed at the time of filing (i.e., 2013-2022), 
which was 2.5%. 

 
PGE’s proposed price cap does not interplay with any statutory price caps pursuant 
to ORS 757.259, as Schedule 126 would be an automatic adjustment clause 
pursuant to ORS 757.210. 
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April 12, 2023 

 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 400 

Dated March 29, 2023 
 
Request: 

 

Refer to Sims – Outama/36. Company suggests amortizing power costs over a long period 
to help provide customer price stability from year-to-year. Does PGE have a specific length 
of time over which it would spread the amortization? If so, please explain in detail 
including what trade-offs are being considered such as costs being paid for by the cost 
causers. 

Response: 
 
PGE Exhibit 400, page 36 refers to the rolling cap of +/- 2.5% as a means of allowing 
amortization over a longer period (i.e., longer than one year); not necessarily a long period. 
In the history of PGE’s PCAM,1 2021 is the only instance where the total PCAM 
variance (i.e., prior to the application of any sharing or deadbands) would have resulted 
in an amount greater than 2.5% of PGE’s total revenues and after the application of PGE’s 
proposed 90/10 sharing, the 2021 variance would have also been below 2.5%.2 As such, it 
is unlikely that any single year variance would need to be amortized over a long period. 
However, PGE did not consider a specific length of time, though we do note that the 2021 
power cost variance was approved for a two-year amortization through Docket No. UE 
406. Additionally, amounts deferred through Docket Nos. UM 2115 and UM 2156 totaling 
approximately $100 million were recently approved for amortization over a seven-year 
period. Intergenerational issues were not raised as a major concern over that length of time 
and it is doubtful that any PCAM variance would be amortized over a longer period of time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

1 2007 to present. 
2 The total power cost variance of $61.6 million was approximately 2.6% of PGE’s 2022 revenues and 
approximately 2.4% after the application of PGE’s proposed 90/10 sharing. 
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PGE’s CONF Response to DR 169 Attachment 
A is available in electronic spreadsheet format 

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

A. My name is Melissa Nottingham. I am the Consumer Services and Residential 2 

Service Protection Fund (RSPF) Manager for the Public Utility Commission of 3 

Oregon (Commission).  Our business address is 201 High Street SE, Suite 4 

100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2401. 7 

Q. Please state your name, and occupation. 8 

A. My name is Scott Shearer.  I am an analyst employed in the Rates and 9 

Telecommunications Services Section of the OPUC’s Rates, Safety and Utility 10 

Performance Program. 11 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 12 

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2402. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 14 

A. Staff examined the charges and updates proposed in PGE’s Schedule 300. 15 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 16 

A. Yes.  We prepared the following supporting exhibits: 17 

Exhibit Staff/2403 (Data Requests and Responses). 18 
 
Q. How is your testimony organized? 19 

A. Our testimony is organized as follows: 20 

Issue 1. Schedule 300 Billing Rates ............................................................ 2 21 
Issue 2. Submersible Transformers ............................................................ 7 22 
Issue 3. Reconnect Fees ............................................................................ 9 23 
Summary. Staff Recommednations .......................................................... 13 24 
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ISSUE 1. SCHEDULE 300 BILLING RATES 1 

Q. What items related to Schedule 300 Billing Rates did Staff examine? 2 

A. Staff examined the proposed price increases for Special Meter Reading 3 

charge, Meter Test Charge, Field Visit Charge, Customer Interval Data to 4 

Customers, and the Qualified Facility Monthly Service Charge.  Table 1 shows 5 

the breakdown of each of these charges, the current rate, the proposed rate, 6 

and any proposed change to the charge. 7 

Q. What methodology was used by PGE to calculate the increase charges? 8 

A. PGE used the hourly rate of the employee completing the work, a four percent 9 

expected annual labor increase, the administrative costs for the employee 10 

including transportation costs to calculate a loaded hourly rate for the labor. 11 

Once the labor cost was determined, the new charge was calculated by 12 

multiplying the loaded labor costs by the average duration to complete the task. 13 

Q. Does staff have any concerns with this approach? 14 

A. The method is a standard utility practice for this type of charge. The goal is to 15 

approximate an amount closest to actual costs for the work. While variations 16 

may occur due to the distance traveled by the employee to complete the work 17 

or the additional complexity for a particular customer’s bill, using an average for 18 

the time to complete the work is reasonable. Staff does note when asked for 19 

additional information on the time to complete a record or .5 hours at the meter, 20 

PGE was unable to provide the shortest, longest, and medium reconnect time. 21 

See DR 482. PGE stated it does not track the time for each reconnection. 22 

Without the reconnection times, an average of .5 hours cannot be validated. 23 
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While Staff had some concerns with PGE's statement, the time is reasonable 

considering travel time and the time to complete a reconnection at the meter. 

Table 1 

Schedule 300 - Billing Rates Current Proposed Price Percentage 
Price Price Increase Increase 

Special Meter Reading Charge (non-network) $17.00 $25.00 $8.00 47% 
Meter Test Charge $75.00 $140.00 $65.00 87% 
Field Visit Charge $20.00 $50.00 $30.00 150% 
Customer Interval Data (12 months) to Customers $100.00 Remove N/A NIA 
Qualified Facility Monthly Service Charge $10.00 $151 .00 $141.00 1410% 

Q. Please describe PGE's proposal for the Special Meter Reading Charge? 

A. PGE is proposing to increase the price customers who have non-network 

meters installed from $17.00 to $25.00. PGE used a labor cost analysis to 

calcu late the proposed rate. 

Q. What is the purpose for the Special Meter Reading Charge? 

A. When PGE first implemented Automated Metering Infrastructure (AMI), the 

Commission determined that customers should have the option to opt-out of 

having an AMI Meter installed. The Commission also required those 

customers to pay the costs to install a non-AMI meter and pay the costs PGE 

incurred to read the meters each month. 

Q. Why doesn't the charge adopted in Commission's Order No. 08-245, in 

Docket No. UE 189, PGE's AMI implementation, stay in place as 

determined at that time? 

A. The charge was originally determined based on the actual costs PGE incurred 

to send personnel to the individual customer location, read and record the 

meter reading, and input the reading back into PGE's system for billing. 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2400 NOmNGHo\NSHEARER 
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The original charge was never intended to be static, but for PGE to 1 

recover the additional costs incurred to perform the system.  To this end, the 2 

Company may request to change the amount of the customer charge based on 3 

the current costs to provide the service. 4 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Special Meter Reading 5 

Charge? 6 

A. Yes. Staff reviewed the charge, PGE workpapers, and responses to Staff’s 7 

Data Requests. Staff agrees with PGE’s proposed calculations, as they 8 

accurately depict PGE’s increased costs to provide the service. 9 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Meter Test Charge?  10 

A. PGE is proposing to increase the price charged to customers who request a 11 

second meter test in a twelve-month period from $75.00 to $140.00. PGE used 12 

a labor cost analysis to calculate the proposed rate. 13 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Special Meter Reading 14 

Charge? 15 

A. Yes. Staff reviewed the charge, PGE workpapers, and responses to Staff’s 16 

Data Requests. Staff agrees with PGE’s proposed calculations, as they 17 

accurately depict PGE’s increased costs to provide the service. 18 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Field Visit Charge? 19 

A. PGE is proposing to increase the price charged to customers who request a 20 

second meter test in a twelve-month period from $20.00 to $50.00. PGE used 21 

a labor cost analysis to calculate the proposed rate. 22 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Field Visit Charge? 23 
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A. Yes. Staff reviewed the charge, PGE workpapers, and responses to Staff’s 1 

Data Requests. Staff agrees with PGE’s proposed calculations, as they 2 

accurately depict PGE’s increased costs to provide the service. 3 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Customer Interval Data?  4 

A. PGE is proposing to remove this completely from the tariff. Per PGE, this data 5 

is readily available to all customers through its online portal, via the customer’s 6 

account page. 7 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Customer Interval 8 

Data? 9 

A. Yes. Staff reviewed the charge and PGE workpapers. Staff agrees with PGE’s 10 

explanation and reasoning, as the data and information related to meter 11 

reading is now available online, and PGE is no longer required to do extra work 12 

to complete an interval data review to provide this information to customers. 13 

Staff recommends the Commission direct PGE to communicate to all 14 

customers the information is available upon request to inform customers 15 

without or with limited internet access.  16 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Qualified Facility Monthly 17 

Service Charge? 18 

A. PGE is proposing to increase the monthly charge for customers who have a 19 

Qualified Facility installation from $10.00 to $151.00. In addition, they propose 20 

moving the charge from the Schedule 201 Tariff to the Schedule 300 Tariff. 21 

PGE used a labor cost analysis to calculate the proposed rate. 22 
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Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed Qualified Facility 1 

Monthly Service Charge? 2 

A. Yes. Staff reviewed the charge, PGE workpapers, and responses to Staff’s 3 

Data Requests. Staff notes that while this increase appears extreme at 1,410 4 

percent, the last time this charge was reviewed and approved was in Docket 5 

No. UE 180, Order No. 07-015, nearly 17 years ago. In 2022, the monthly 6 

charge was applied 638 times representing approximately 53 customers. 7 

Staff agrees with PGE’s proposed calculations, as they accurately depict 8 

PGE’s increased costs to provide the service.  Staff also agrees that moving 9 

the charge into Schedule 300 makes sense as it consolidates where these 10 

charges are found in the tariff. Staff notes that this charge will be applicable to 11 

new contracts going forward. 12 

As such, Staff recommends clarifying language be added to the tariff, that 13 

specifies the charges apply to contracts signed after the effective date of the 14 

tariffs only, and that previously signed contracts retain the original billing rate. 15 
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ISSUE 2. SUBMERSIBLE TRANSFORMERS 1 

Q. Please describe PGE’s proposal for the Submersible Transformers? 2 

A. PGE is requesting the Commission approve removing the option for customers 3 

to choose installation of a Submersible Transformer for aesthetic purposes. 4 

Q. What is a Submersible Transformer? 5 

A. Also known as an underground transformer or vault, it is a style of transformer 6 

that is flat and even with the ground. It is designed to provide reliable and 7 

efficient power distribution in underground or submerged environments. 8 

Q. Who is responsible for the costs to install and maintain a Submersible 9 

Transformer? 10 

A. PGE and its customers share these costs. Per PGE, customers are charged a 11 

fee for choosing the option of a Submersible Transformer based on the cost of 12 

the transformer itself, and the estimated costs to maintain the transformer. 13 

However, PGE also states that the cost to maintain these transformers is 14 

greater than other transformer options and extrapolates that the rest of the 15 

customers are paying for these customers choice. Per the Company’s 16 

response to OPUC DR 148, PGE estimates costs for Annual submersible 17 

transformer maintenance - $50.29 and Utilization Transformers, submersibles - 18 

$782.00, however, there does not appear to be a formal cost study showing the 19 

full maintenance costs differences between Pad-mount and submersible 20 

transformers.  21 

Q. Does Staff agree with the Company’s proposed removal of the 22 

Submersible Transformer option? 23 
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A. Ultimately, no. While Staff agrees with PGE argument that customers should 1 

pay the costs attributable to their choice, Staff disagrees that the answer is to 2 

simply no longer offer the option. Staff believes there may be other valid 3 

reasons for removing the option for customers, but based on the information 4 

and data PGE provided there is not sufficient evidence to for Staff to agree with 5 

PGE’s request to remove this item from the tariff. 6 

Staff recommends the Commission deny PGE’s request to remove the 7 

customer’s choice to have a submersible transformer for aesthetic reasons. 8 

Staff further recommends the Commission require PGE to conduct a cost study 9 

on the long-term incremental maintenance costs for submersible transformers 10 

along with a cost differential between these and standard Pad-mount 11 

transformers and submit the request to update the costs for a submersible 12 

transformer in a future rate proceeding. 13 
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Q. 

A. 

ISSUE 3. RECONNECT FEES 

Please describe Schedule 300's Reconnect Fees. 

Currently, PGE charges all customers the same reconnect fee to turn on power 

after the meters are disconnected for nonpayment of bills. The reconnect fees 

are based on an estimated average of the cost to send the appropriate 

employee to the meter and manually reconnect the meter. Fees vary based on 

the day and time the activity occurs reflecting the costs for various labor rates 

for work occurring during business hours, after business hours, on weekends, 

and holidays. The labor costs are multiplied by the average time calculated for 

the employee to complete the work. 

The company is proposing an increase in the reconnect fee from $27 to 

$50 for a reconnection during business hours and $80 to $190 for 

reconnects outside of business hours. The cause of the is due to increased 

labor costs. The company does not charge for disconnecting the meter 

either at the customer's request or if the disconnection is based on non-

payment of bills. 

Table 2 
Credit Related Disconnection and Reconnection Rates (Rule H) 
Disconnection No Charae 
Reconnection Durina Business Hours Current Proposed 

At Meter Base $27 $50 
Reconnection After Hours 

At Meter Base $80 $190 

Q. Does the proposed fee approximate the cost of the service provided to 

the company? 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2400 NOmNGHo\NSHEARER 
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A. The proposed reconnect fee is based on the costs for an employee to drive to 

the meter and complete the activity is reasonable. Based on PGE's response 

to OPUC DR 144, Staff ca lculates approximately 32 percent of PGE's meters 

have the ability for a remote reconnect eliminating the need a visit to the meter, 

as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Meter Type Remote Non-Remote Non-Smart Total 

M eter Count 298,538 621,351 158 920,047 

Percentage 32% 68% 0% 100% 

However, based on an analysis of PGE's response to OPUC DR 726 

provided as Attachment A, Staff finds that the number of reconnections 

accomplished via remote capabi lities is 79 percent of all reconnections 

(Table 4). 

Table 4. 
YEAR Meter Reconnection by Yearly Totals Percentage 

Type 
2019 Non-Remote AMI Meter 8657 33% 

Remote AM I Meter 17824 67% 

2020 Non-Remote AMI M eter 987 22% 

Remote AMI Meter 3586 78% 

2021 Non-Remote AMI Meter 341 18% 

Remote AMI Meter 1565 82% 

2022 Non-Remote AMI Meter 1330 10% 

Remote AMI Meter 11780 90% 

Totals Non-Remote AMI Meter 11315 10% 

Remote AMI M eter 34755 90% 

In the first 4 months of 2023, the remote reconnection rate goes up to 94 

percent of all reconnections. 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2400 NOmNGHo\NSHEARER 
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The cost to the Company for a remote reconnect is significantly lower 

than the current amount charged to customers. Per the PGE's response to 

OPUC DR 482 in Attachment A, the remote reconnect cost to the Company is 

$4.43 and does not vary based on the time of day the reconnect occurs. 

Based on reconnect data provided by the company, Staff is concerned 

that applying the same fee for metering with differing reconnect capabilities is 

not equitable. Using reconnect data provided by the company and the number 

of meters with remote connect capabilities, Staff estimates the Company has 

saved a significant amount by charging fees which do not represent the costs 

the company has incurred to complete the work. 

Table 51 

2019 2020 2021 2022 Total 

Total Reconnects 26481 4573 1906 1311 0 46074 

Remote Reconnects 17824 3586 1565 11 780 34755 
Fees Charged for Remote $481,248 $96,822 $42,255 $318,060 $938,385 
Actual Costs for Remote $78,960 $15,885 $6,932 $52,185 $153,964 

Difference $402,287 $80,936 $35,322 $295,892 $784,420 

Q. When is a remote disconnect meter is installed? 

A. In response to OPUC DR 728, PGE states it installs remote reconnect AMI 

meters on all new residential premises limited to form 2S (120/240V) or 12S 

(120/208V) and class 200 meters. If an existing residential meter without 

remote connect capabil ity is removed or exchanged, it will be replaced with a 

remote reconnect capable meter. PGE also began exchanging non-remote 

residential meters with remote capable disconnect meters in 2020 at non-

1 Per PGE, these numbers include Covid moratorium figures as well as standard year figure. 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2400 NOmNGHo\NSHEARER 
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owner-occupied locations, sites without a contract, and any site visited for 1 

credit purposes. 2 

Q. What are the potential impacts for low-income customers?2 3 

A. As of the time of drafting this testimony, it is unclear the specific impact on low-4 

income customers. That said, low-income customers experience higher rates 5 

of disconnection than non-low-income customers. Historically, this has 6 

effectively made low-income households the largest contributor to credit-7 

related reconnection charges. 3 Further, remote capable AMI meters are 8 

disproportionately installed on credit challenged customers. The criteria PGE 9 

uses to install a remoted enabled AMI meter is targeted to renters and meters 10 

with a history of prior disconnections for nonpayment per Staff DR 728. To the 11 

extent these customers can be reconnected remotely, but are charged a higher 12 

fee, low-income reconnect fees disproportionately subsidize non-remote 13 

reconnections and contribute to excess recovery by the utility. 14 

  By charging the nonremote reconnect charge to all customers, low-15 

income customers are not receiving the full benefit of OAR 860-21-330(1), 16 

which requires reconnect fees to be waived two times per calendar year for 17 

meters with remote capability.  Meters without remote reconnect capability, the 18 

reconnect fee is waived once a year for low-income customers.  PGE’s practice 19 

of charging all customers a nonremote reconnect fee allows the company to 20 

 
2 See also, Staff/2200, Exhibit Scala 600 
3 This disparity is partially mitigated by the outcomes of AR 653 which revised Division 21 rules, 
effective September 30, 2022, OAR 860-21-330(1) provides additional protections to qualified low-
income household, including two no-cost reconnections per year for remote capable meters and one 
on-cost reconnection per year for non-remote capable meters. 
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waive the fee one time per calendar year even if the customer has a remote 1 

reconnect capable meter.   2 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding the reconnection fees? 3 

A. Staff recommends the reconnection fee be set at $4.43 based on PGE’s 4 

reported cost to perform a remote AMI reconnection.  Based on the information 5 

provided in the application and data requests, it appears PGE is moving 6 

towards rolling out remote capable AMI meters throughout its territory, thus 7 

further reducing the need for manual intervention to reconnect service. 8 

  9 
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SUMMARY. STAFF RECOMENDATIONS 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations, identifying any adjustments 2 

you propose. 3 

A. Staff recommends the following:  4 

1. Direct PGE to communicate with all customers the ability to receive usage 5 

data from the company upon request. 6 

2. Add clarifying language to Schedule 300, that specifies the charges apply 7 

to contracts signed after the effective date of the tariffs only, and that 8 

previously signed contracts retain the original billing rate. 9 

3. Deny PGE’s request to remove the customer’s choice to have a 10 

submersible transformer for aesthetic reasons and require PGE to 11 

conduct a cost study on the long-term incremental maintenance costs for 12 

submersible transformers along with a cost differential between these and 13 

standard Pad-mount transformers and submit the request to update the 14 

costs for a submersible transformer in a future rate proceeding. 15 

4. Set the reconnection fee to $4.43 for all standard AMI reconnections, 16 

regardless of remote capabilities, based on PGE’s reported cost to 17 

perform a remote AMI reconnection. 18 

Our recommendations may change based on further review and as informed 19 

by the testimonies offered by other parties. 20 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 21 

A. Yes.  22 
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Witness Qualification Statement 

 

Name:  Melissa Nottingham 

Employer: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Title:  Consumer Services and Residential Service Protection Fund (RSPF) Manager 

Address: 201 High Street SE, Suite 400 
  Salem, Oregon 97301 
 
Education: Bachelor of Arts in English, Arizona State University 
 
Experience:  
 
 My employment at the Public Utility Commission began on May 1, 2022. During my 

tenure, I manage a team of 14 employees overseeing consumer complaints, the Oregon Lifeline 

Program, and the Telecommunication Devices Access Program. Part of my role includes 

sponsoring and participating in dockets related to Oregon Administrative Rules Division 21 and 

other consumer protection by regulated utilities in Oregon. I have provided testimony for UM 

1908 and UM 2203, and provided comments for AR 653, UM 2237, and ADV 1391. 

 Prior to my employment at the Public Utility Commission, I worked for PacifiCorp for 25 

years. PacifiCorp is a multi-jurisdictional regulated electric utility.  From 2010 until my departure 

in 2022, I was a Regulatory Manager. My responsibilities included ensuring regulatory 

compliance in six states including Oregon. I provided testimony in general rate cases in six 

states focusing on the company’s Schedule 300 fees and any company tariff modifications. 

Other duties included: representing the company in formal customer complaints and small 

claims court, overseeing contracts for new service for loads more than 1 megawatt, sponsoring 

modifications to the company’s rules, and participating in each state’s administrative rule 

dockets. 
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NAME: Scott Shearer  
 

EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Utility Analyst 
 Rates, Safety, and Utility Performance Program 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE. Suite 100 
 Salem, OR.  97301 
 
EDUCATION: Corban University Salem, Oregon  
 Bachelor of Science in Business, Organizational Leadership 
  
EXPERIENCE: 2014 - Current - Heritage Grove Credit Union 
 Board of Directors 
 Provide strategic direction for a credit union with assets of  

130 million dollars.  
 Reviewing and approving monetary expenditures and budget.  
 
 2007 - Current - Oregon Public Utility Commission 
 Utility Analyst  
 Research and analysis of utility company filings; including 

rulemaking, affiliated interests, utility purchase and sale, 
jurisdiction, and rate case dockets.     

 Telecommunications Specialist/Consumer Specialist/Senior 
Compliance Specialist 

 Reviewing and applying Oregon Administrative Rules to tariffs 
in relation to consumer complaints. 

 
 2006 - 2007 - Oregon Department of Justice/Division of Child 

Support, Administrative Specialist 
 Researching responsible parties in Child Support orders  
 
 1999 - 2006 - EPIQ Systems/Poorman Douglas Corp.  
 Claims Analyst/Senior Claims Analyst  
 Reviewing and implementing orders and settlements for the 

largest Class Action Lawsuit administrator in the United 
States. Auditing and processing class action lawsuits with 
payouts from two-hundred thousand to over one billion dollars 
to claimants. 

 



March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 140 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

For each of the service fees listed below, please provide the cost analysis for how PGE calculated 
the proposed new rate(s). Please include the origin of the 4% increase for labor rates applied to 
increases, payroll loading, tool loading, transportation loading, and how the amount of labor 
needed to perform each service was determined:  

a. Special Meter Reading Charge (non-network) – Rule H.4E
b. Meter Test Charge – Rule M.1C
c. Field Visit Charge – Rule H.2
d. Monthly Service Charge – Schedule 201 and 202
e. Disconnection/Reconnection – Rule H

Response: 

For each of the services listed above the cost analysis is provided in the workpapers contained in 
Exhibit 1300.  

Confidential Attachment 140-A provides the origin for the 4% increase in labor rates The increase 
in labor rates comes from the August 2022 Global Insights Report, in tab P&W1A, “Wages & 
Salaries.” 

Attachment 140-B provides the loading percentages for all the service fees listed above except the 
Monthly Service Charge. The loading percentages are from PGE’s 2022 Accounting Practices and 
Procedures Bulletin effective September 9, 2022.  

Confidential Attachment 140-C provides the non-union loading percentages for the Monthly 
Service Charge The non-union loading percentages are provided by PGE’s corporate accounting 
department.  

The amount of labor needed to perform each service is the estimated average time it takes to 
perform each service. 

Attachments 140-A and 140-C are protected information and subject to Protective Order 
No. 23-019 
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Nottingham-Shearer/1



Page 1 of 4 

Portland General Electric Company 
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES BULLETIN 

2022 RATES FOR BILLING JOBS  APPB: 2022‐01 
August 30, 2022 

This APPB establishes the current rates for billing jobs.  For instructions and procedures for the billing of 
goods and services, refer to APPD 5‐201‐1 (General Instructions for Billing Jobs).  These rates should be 
used in accordance with guidelines established in the abovementioned APPD.  The effective date of the 
rate change is September 9, 2022. 

Exhibit 1 
Loading and Transportation Rates 

Staff/2303 
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Regio nal Line Crew Labor Rates (Maximo) 

Premium Pay 
St ra ight Time Overtime High Tim e ("Golden Time") 

Rate [1] Rate Rat e [2] Adder [3] 
Average -crew member hourly rat e $ 55.51 $ 111.02 $ 111.02 $ 55.51 
DOSE overhead [4] 99,_35 9·9•.36 9·9•. 36 
Payrnll loa di11g 3·9,_41 18.87 48.85 9•.44 
Tool lo,ad ing 8.88 8.88 8.88 
Tra nsportat ion loading [5] 22.20 22.20 22.2:0 

Region a I Lin e Orew hourly rates to 

be used [6] $ 225.36 $ 260.33 $ 290.31 $ '64.95 

Substation Operat ions and other Distribut ion Departments 

St ra ight Time Overtime 
Rat e Rate 

Labor Actual Labor Actu al Labor 
DOSE overhead 179% 90% 
Payrnll load i11g 71% 17% 
Tool lo,ad ing 16% 8% 
Tra 11 sportat ion loading [5] 40% 20% 

Stores loading (all departments) [7] 17% 

Automobile m ile,age rate (all departments) [5] $0.585 per m ile 
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Portland General Electric Company 
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES BULLETIN 

2022 RATES FOR BILLING JOBS  APPB: 2022‐01 
August 30, 2022 

[1] Average crew member hourly rate, updated annually per union agreement, is determined
by a calculation of crew members (March 1, 2022 – February 29, 2024).  Rates were updated
as of February 21, 2022.

[2] “High Time” – Per Article 18.1.16 of the agreement, work performed at a height of eighty
(80) feet or more shall be paid at the Overtime Rate for a minimum of one hour.  Per Article
20.2 of the agreement, Overtime Rate is two (2) times regular rate of pay.

The payroll loading rate is calculated using a blended straight time/overtime loading rate. 

[3] “Premium Pay” adder to be charged to customer when billing job from previous day causes
line crew members to be paid premium pay on the following day.

A combined payroll tax and injuries‐and‐damages loading of 17% is applied to the straight‐
time average crew member hourly rate.

“Premium Pay” – Per Article 20.6 of the agreement, work shall be paid at the overtime rate
for the regular shift when an employee has not had 8 ½ hours relief from previous overtime
work and must include 6 hours OT outside the employee’s regular schedule.

[4] DOSE overhead covers the cost of engineering and support functions for line crews. The rate
is determined by calculating the average of two years actuals of the amount of DOSE
balance divided by the amount of line crew labor.

[5] Transportation loading covers the cost of all vehicles other than automobiles, regardless of
type. The rate is determined by calculating the five‐year average of the amount of
transportation charges charged to crew work divided by the actual amount of line crew
labor. Automobiles are charged at the IRS Standard Mileage Rate for the current year.

[6] These are the rates to be used for both estimates and actual billings when detailed labor
breakdown is not required or available.

[7] Stores Issues ‐ Obtain the pricing for materials from the PeopleSoft Materials Management
System.  Multiply the total price of materials by the stores loading rate.

NOTE:  For the sale of surplus items or storeroom materials not related to a billing job, use
the Purchasing & Material Form MDSR (Material Disposal and Sales Request) in the
Storeroom Procedures Manual (SPD 700‐1).

Corporate Planning has an Excel template to assist with billings. If additional charges or fees are to be 
applied these should be discussed with your Corporate Planning Analyst prior to finalizing the billing 
document. 
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Portland General Electric Company 
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES BULLETIN 

2022 RATES FOR BILLING JOBS  APPB: 2022‐01 
August 30, 2022 

Exhibit 2 
ELECTRIC & SERVICES FOR  

STONE CREEK AND PORT OF SAINT HELENS 
EFFECTIVE 9/9/2022 

[1] Tools and vehicle rates are applied to generation crews only.  All other vehicle expenses are
charged directly to the applicable operating unit.

[2] Stone Creek loading rates are billed under the Operating and Maintenance Agreement
between PGE and Eugene Water & Electric Board effective April 1, 2010 (PGE Audit # 40426‐
00), Amendment No. 1 effective July 1, 2020.

[3] Port of St. Helens loading rates are billed under the Project Operations Agreement between
PGE and Port of St. Helens effective August 30, 2006 (PGE audit # 50152‐00).

Staff/2303 
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St on e Creek Port of St 
[2] Helens [3] 

P,arm ll l oad ing: 
S r.a ighttime 76% 76% 
Overtime 17% 17% 

Tool load ing [1] 1!6% :1!6% 

S ores l oad ing 17% 17% 

Ve hide - light- duty trucks 
Under 14,000 GVW [1] $12.80/hr $12.80/hr 



Page 4 of 4 

Portland General Electric Company 
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES BULLETIN 

2022 RATES FOR BILLING JOBS  APPB: 2022‐01 
August 30, 2022 

Exhibit 3 
ELECTRIC & SERVICES FOR  

PELTON REG‐DAM EFFECTIVE 9/9/2022 

Vehicle expenses incurred by non‐distribution departments are charged directly to the Pelton Reg‐Dam 
operating unit. 

Labor, tools, vehicles and store loadings are determined annually and are effective January 1.  Union 
labor rates change based on the Union labor agreement, typically March 1 but can also occur more or 
less frequently.  Changes in union labor rates require a corresponding update to loadings. 

Pelton Reg‐Dam loading rates are billed under the Operating and Maintenance Agreement between PGE 
and Warm Springs Power Enterprises Agreement effective November 2000 (PGE Audit # 45646‐00) and 
the Change Order Agreement between PGE and Warm Springs Power Enterprises Agreement effective 
June 1, 2004 (PGE Audit # 45646‐01). 

Approved by:  ____________________________________  ___________________ 
Jeff Stevens Date 
Manager, Corporate Accounting 

8/30/2022
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I. Non-Distribution labor loading rat es (includes hydro plant departments, engineering, environmental services): 

St ra ight time 
Overtime 

76% 
17% 

II. Dist ribution labor load ing rat es (transmission and distribution departments): 

St ra ight time 
Overtime 
Tools 
Vehides 

St ores l oad ing 

76% 
17% 
16% 

$12.80/hr (Light-duty tru cks udner 14,000 GVW) 

17% 

Jeff Ste ve11s 



March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 141 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

For each of the service fees listed below, please provide details on often each fee was charged for 
calendar years 2019 through 2022, please note any anomalies in the data, such as the effect the Covid-19 
moratoriums had on these fees, if applicable:  

a. Special Meter Reading Charge (non-network) – Rule H.4E
b. Meter Test Charge – Rule M.1C
c. Field Visit Charge – Rule H.2
d. Monthly Service Charge – Schedule 201 and 202
e. Disconnection/Reconnection – Rule H

Response: 

Service Fees 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Special Meter Reading 
Charge (non-network)  

           966            1,451          1,616           1,956 

Meter Test Charge1 0 0 0 0 
Field Visit Charge2           9,795           2,263            965  64 
Monthly Service Charge 
– Schedule 201 and 2023

241 402 628 638 

Reconnections4          25,263            4,250            156           4,689 

1 Rule M.1C: “Charge is only imposed if a Customer or ESS requests such a meter test more than once in a 12-month 
period.” 
2 PGE’s Second Supplemental Filing of Advice No. 22-21 added language for low-income exclusions to Rule H in 
accordance with the Division 21 rulemaking, effective September 30, 2022. Rule H.2: “The first Field Visit Charge 
within a rolling 12-month period will be waived for Residential Customers who qualify as an eligible Low-Income 
Residential Customer as that term is defined in OAR 860-021-0008.” 
3 Existing QFs under PGE’s proposal would not be charged under the proposed rate in Schedule 300. 
4 PGE’s Second Supplemental Filing of Advice No. 22-21 added language for low-income exclusions to Rule H in 
accordance with the Division 21 rulemaking, effective September 30, 2022. Rule H.3A: “The reconnection charge for 
the first two remote reconnections or first nonremote reconnection in a calendar year will be waived for Residential 
Customers who qualify as an eligible Low-Income Residential Customer as that term is defined in 
OAR 860-021-0008.” 
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The Covid19 moratorium reduced the number of Field Visit Charges and Reconnection Fees. 
See the Stipulated Agreements in Commission Order No. 20-401 related to the Field Visit Charge 
and Disconnections/Reconnections and updates made in Commission Order Nos. 21-057, 21-164, 
21-236 and 21-483.
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 142 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

Please explain the reasoning for the site visit fee and the reconnection fee to be the same. What incentive 
does the customer have to pay to avoid disconnection?  

Response: 

1. The Field Visit Charge and Standard Reconnection Fee at Meter Base are the same rate
because these tasks are both performed by a Field Connect Representative and are
estimated to take the same amount of time regardless of the task. To avoid treating
customers within the same rate class differently based on their meter’s ability to remotely
reconnect, the same standard reconnection fee is applied.

2. Access to electricity and possible future reconnection fees are incentives for customers to
avoid disconnection.
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 143 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

For the Monthly Service Charges listed in Schedule 201 and 202, please provide:  
a. Will each Qualifying Facilities contract be updated to reflect the new fee and;
b. If not, what is the justification for grandfathering prior contracts

Response: 

A. Prior Qualifying Facilities (QF) contracted with PGE will not be updated to reflect the new
fee.

B. PGE cannot update the Monthly Service Charge for QFs with executed Power Purchase
Agreements (PPA) because the PPA includes the vintage of Schedule 201 effective at the
time the PPA was signed. PGE’s Schedule 201, which is incorporated into the PPA,
establishes a $10 monthly service charge. As part of the PPA contract, PGE is unable to
update or change the monthly service charge.
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 144 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide the following data, broken down by zip code, for each customer class 
(i.e. residential, commercial, etc.):  

a. Count of Smart Meters that support remote disconnect/reconnect functionality;
b. Count of Smart meters that do not support remote disconnection/reconnect

functionality; and
c. Count of Non-network meters that require a site visit to read, disconnect, and

reconnect service.
d. For each of the items listed in a-c above, please provide a monthly breakdown, by

zip code, for all non-payment disconnections, dated to the end of the Covid-19
moratorium.

Response: 

Attachment 140-A provides the response to parts a, b and c. 

In response to part d, PGE did not perform any disconnections for non-payment during the 
Covid-19 moratorium. 
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ZIP CODE CUSTOMER CLASS 
97002 

Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97003 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97004 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
Summary Billing 

97005 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97006 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97007 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
Summary Billing 

97008 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97009 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 
State 
Summary Billing 

97011 
Commercial/Industrial 
Residential 

97013 
Commercial/Industrial 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

REMOTE CONNECT AMI METER Attachment A 
329 

35 
292 

2 

5,499 
35 

5,464 

142 
37 

105 

7,700 
64 

7,636 

10,544 
25 

10,519 

6,578 
22 

6,556 

5,707 
3 

5,704 

430 
49 

380 
1 

91 
2 

89 
228 

39 



UE 416

PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144
Attachment AResidential 189 

State
Summary Billing

97015 3,606 
Commercial/Industrial 20 
Residential 3,585 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97017 109 
Commercial/Industrial 17 
Residential 91 
Summary Billing 1 

97019 181 
Commercial/Industrial 12 
Residential 169 
State
Summary Billing

97020 78 
Commercial/Industrial 1 
Residential 77 

97022 248 
Commercial/Industrial 28 
Residential 220 
Summary Billing

97023 1,253 
Commercial/Industrial 65 
Residential 1,188 
State
Summary Billing

97024 2,399 
Commercial/Industrial 29 
Residential 2,370 
State
Summary Billing

97026 317 
Commercial/Industrial 5 
Residential 312 
State
Summary Billing

97027 1,538 
Commercial/Industrial 13 
Residential 1,525 
State
Summary Billing
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment A
97028 193 

Commercial/Industrial 5 
Residential 188 
State

97030 7,497 
Commercial/Industrial 30 
Residential 7,465 
State
Summary Billing 2 

97032 394 
Commercial/Industrial 14 
Residential 380 
State
Summary Billing

97034 2,083 
Commercial/Industrial 38 
Residential 2,045 
State
Summary Billing

97035 4,467 
Commercial/Industrial 19 
Residential 4,446 
State
Summary Billing 2 

97036
Commercial/Industrial
Residential

97038 1,439 
Commercial/Industrial 66 
Residential 1,373 
State
Summary Billing

97041
Commercial/Industrial
State

97042 141 
Commercial/Industrial 21 
Residential 119 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97045 5,494 
Commercial/Industrial 149 
Residential 5,345 
State

Staff/2303 
Nottingham-Shearer/13



UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment ASummary Billing
97049 225 

Commercial/Industrial 16 
Residential 208 
State 1 

97051
Commercial/Industrial

97055 1,563 
Commercial/Industrial 59 
Residential 1,500 
State
Summary Billing 4 

97056 2 
Commercial/Industrial 1 
Residential 1 

97060 2,411 
Commercial/Industrial 43 
Residential 2,368 
State
Summary Billing

97062 5,398 
Commercial/Industrial 27 
Residential 5,371 
State
Summary Billing

97067 335 
Commercial/Industrial 12 
Residential 323 
State
Summary Billing

97068 2,203 
Commercial/Industrial 39 
Residential 2,164 
State
Summary Billing

97070 5,657 
Commercial/Industrial 26 
Residential 5,630 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97071 3,245 
Commercial/Industrial 69 
Residential 3,176 
State
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment ASummary Billing
97078 3,954 

Commercial/Industrial 19 
Residential 3,935 
Summary Billing

97079
Commercial/Industrial

97080 4,621 
Commercial/Industrial 24 
Residential 4,597 
State
Summary Billing

97086 4,878 
Commercial/Industrial 37 
Residential 4,841 
State
Summary Billing

97089 620 
Commercial/Industrial 44 
Residential 576 
State
Summary Billing

97101 251 
Commercial/Industrial 16 
Residential 235 
State

97106 337 
Commercial/Industrial 10 
Residential 326 
State 1 

97109 17 
Commercial/Industrial 3 
Residential 14 
State

97111 332 
Commercial/Industrial 26 
Residential 306 
State
Summary Billing

97113 2,106 
Commercial/Industrial 30 
Residential 2,076 
State
Summary Billing
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment A97114 223 
Commercial/Industrial 14 
Residential 209 
State

97115 367 
Commercial/Industrial 24 
Residential 343 
State

97116 125 
Commercial/Industrial 16 
Residential 109 
State

97117 59 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 50 
State

97119 344 
Commercial/Industrial 24 
Residential 320 
State
Summary Billing

97123 7,091 
Commercial/Industrial 88 
Residential 7,002 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97124 10,728 
Commercial/Industrial 75 
Residential 10,652 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97125 1 
Commercial/Industrial 1 
Residential

97127 454 
Commercial/Industrial 3 
Residential 451 

97128 80 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 71 

97132 4,273 
Commercial/Industrial 77 
Residential 4,179 
State
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment ASummary Billing 17 
97133 508 

Commercial/Industrial 19 
Residential 489 
State
Summary Billing

97137 84 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 75 
State

97140 2,528 
Commercial/Industrial 50 
Residential 2,478 
State
Summary Billing

97148 271 
Commercial/Industrial 20 
Residential 251 
State
Summary Billing

97201 2,312 
Commercial/Industrial 7 
Residential 2,304 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97202 8,207 
Commercial/Industrial 74 
Residential 8,132 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97203 5,415 
Commercial/Industrial 39 
Residential 5,375 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97204 174 
Commercial/Industrial 13 
Residential 159 
State 1 
Summary Billing 1 

97205 1,120 
Commercial/Industrial 6 
Residential 1,114 
State
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment ASummary Billing
97206 7,184 

Commercial/Industrial 73 
Residential 7,111 
State
Summary Billing

97208
Commercial/Industrial

97209 7,918 
Commercial/Industrial 27 
Residential 7,890 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97210 2,861 
Commercial/Industrial 25 
Residential 2,836 
State
Summary Billing

97211 3 
Commercial/Industrial
Residential 3 
State

97212
State

97213 914 
Commercial/Industrial 8 
Residential 906 
State
Summary Billing

97214 6,707 
Commercial/Industrial 78 
Residential 6,625 
State 3 
Summary Billing 1 

97215 2,131 
Commercial/Industrial 36 
Residential 2,095 
Summary Billing

97216 786 
Commercial/Industrial 13 
Residential 773 
State
Summary Billing

97217 4,909 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment ACommercial/Industrial 45 
Residential 4,862 
State
Summary Billing 2 

97218
Commercial/Industrial
Summary Billing

97219 4,387 
Commercial/Industrial 41 
Residential 4,345 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97221 1,641 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 1,632 
State
Summary Billing

97222 6,129 
Commercial/Industrial 42 
Residential 6,086 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97223 9,368 
Commercial/Industrial 40 
Residential 9,328 
State
Summary Billing

97224 6,446 
Commercial/Industrial 19 
Residential 6,427 
State
Summary Billing

97225 5,086 
Commercial/Industrial 28 
Residential 5,057 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97227 115 
Commercial/Industrial 3 
Residential 111 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97229 9,595 
Commercial/Industrial 44 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment AResidential 9,551 
State
Summary Billing

97230 5,201 
Commercial/Industrial 33 
Residential 5,167 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97231 263 
Commercial/Industrial 19 
Direct Access Retail Account
Residential 243 
State 1 
Summary Billing

97232 2,546 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 2,536 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97233 6,515 
Commercial/Industrial 36 
Residential 6,479 
Summary Billing

97236 4,173 
Commercial/Industrial 41 
Residential 4,132 
State
Summary Billing

97239 3,766 
Commercial/Industrial 19 
Residential 3,747 
State
Summary Billing

97240
Commercial/Industrial

97251
Commercial/Industrial

97266 3,719 
Commercial/Industrial 53 
Residential 3,665 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97267 3,200 
Commercial/Industrial 34 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment AResidential 3,166 
State
Summary Billing

97280
Commercial/Industrial

97286
Commercial/Industrial

97291
Commercial/Industrial

97294
Commercial/Industrial

97301 10,086 
Commercial/Industrial 103 
Residential 9,980 
State 2 
Summary Billing 1 

97302 6,936 
Commercial/Industrial 93 
Residential 6,840 
State
Summary Billing 3 

97303 3,869 
Commercial/Industrial 32 
Residential 3,837 
State
Summary Billing

97304 221 
Commercial/Industrial 12 
Residential 209 
State

97305 7,766 
Commercial/Industrial 81 
Residential 7,685 
State
Summary Billing

97306 5,327 
Commercial/Industrial 43 
Residential 5,284 
State
Summary Billing

97310
State
Summary Billing

97311
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment AState
97312

Commercial/Industrial
97317 3,169 

Commercial/Industrial 59 
Residential 3,109 
State
Summary Billing 1 

97325 25 
Commercial/Industrial 2 
Residential 23 

97338 26 
Commercial/Industrial 2 
Residential 24 

97347 310 
Commercial/Industrial 9 
Residential 301 
State

97352 19 
Commercial/Industrial 5 
Residential 14 

97362 455 
Commercial/Industrial 17 
Residential 438 

97371 18 
Commercial/Industrial 1 
Residential 17 

97373
Commercial/Industrial

97375 118 
Commercial/Industrial 13 
Residential 105 

97378 627 
Commercial/Industrial 28 
Residential 599 
State

97381 1,818 
Commercial/Industrial 50 
Residential 1,768 
State

97385 34 
Commercial/Industrial 6 
Residential 28 
State
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144

Attachment A
97392 514 

Commercial/Industrial 29 
Residential 481 
State
Summary Billing 4 

97396 433 
Commercial/Industrial 14 
Residential 419 
State

Grand Total 298,538 
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NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI METER NON-AMI METER 

3,058 1 
1,088 
1,944 1 

25 
1 

6,360 1 
735 

5,616 1 
1 
8 

2,108 2 
425 

1,673 2 
10 

7,042 2 
2,372 
4,589 2 

17 
64 

10,084 1 
1,618 
8,437 1 

12 
17 

13,161 1 
906 

12,220 1 
35 

7,376 4 
1,128 
6,204 4 

13 
31 

4,174 1 
1,120 
3,025 1 

5 
24 

466 
66 

400 

3,189 1 
1,008 
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TOTAL 

UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 

3,388 

1,123 
2,237 

27 

1 

11,860 

770 
11,081 

1 
8 

2,252 

462 
1,780 

10 

14,744 

2,436 
12,227 

17 
64 

20,629 

1,643 
18,957 

12 
17 

19,740 

928 
18,777 

35 

13,087 

1,131 
11,912 

13 
31 

4,605 

1,169 
3,406 

6 
24 

557 
68 

489 

3,418 

1,047 



2,172 1 
7 
2 

7,546 1 
1,917 
5,537 1 

39 
53 

1,248 

205 
1,033 

10 

1,317 2 
250 

1,052 2 
14 

1 

374 
76 

298 

1,630 1 
399 

1,229 1 
2 

4,815 5 
987 

3,781 5 
26 
21 

2,788 
494 

2,281 
4 
9 

1,381 

464 
897 

10 
10 

3,868 4 
450 

3,402 4 
7 
9 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
2,362 

7 
2 

11,153 

1,937 
9,123 

39 
54 

1,357 

222 
1,124 

11 

1,500 

262 

1,223 
14 

1 

452 
77 

375 

1,879 
427 

1,450 
2 

6,073 

1,052 
4,974 

26 
21 

5,187 

523 
4,651 

4 
9 

1,698 

469 
1,209 

10 
10 

5,410 

463 
4,931 

7 
9 



758 
125 
619 

14 

10,143 2 
2,088 
7,966 2 

6 
83 

1,954 1 
587 

1,360 1 
6 
1 

7,227 2 
749 

6,379 2 
1 

98 

8,227 4 
1,268 
6,900 4 

11 
48 

23 
21 

2 

6,186 1 
1,172 

4,984 1 
4 

26 

7 
5 
2 

1,421 1 
310 

1,099 1 
7 
5 

20,355 8 
3,265 

16,961 8 
31 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 144 

951 
Attachment A 

130 
807 

14 

17,642 
2,118 

15,433 
6 

85 

2,349 
601 

1,741 
6 
1 

9,312 
787 

8,426 
1 

98 

12,698 
1,287 

11,350 
11 
so 
23 
21 

2 

7,626 
1,238 

6,358 
4 

26 

7 
5 
2 

1,563 
331 

1,219 
8 
5 

25,857 
3,414 

22,314 
31 



98 

1,580 
146 

1,430 
4 

6 
6 

8,012 2 
1,458 
6,515 2 

9 
30 

35 
7 

28 

6,827 

1,059 
5,737 

22 
9 

8,036 5 
2,017 
5,999 5 

15 
5 

1,441 

401 
1,037 

2 
1 

10,714 

1,160 
9,524 

8 
22 

7,683 2 
1,753 
5,825 2 

20 
85 

9,104 

1,924 
7,162 

17 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
98 

1,805 

162 
1,638 

5 

6 
6 

9,577 

1,517 
8,017 

9 
34 

37 
8 

29 

9,238 

1,102 
8,105 

22 
9 

13,439 

2,044 
11,375 

15 
5 

1,776 

413 
1,360 

2 
1 

12,917 

1,199 
11,688 

8 
22 

13,342 

1,779 
11,457 

21 
85 

12,349 

1,993 
10,338 

17 



1 

5,662 2 
497 

5,160 2 
5 

1 
1 

12,909 4 
905 

11,985 4 

3 
16 

9,261 4 
967 

8,262 4 
7 

25 

5,190 4 
741 

4,434 4 
5 

10 

1,683 1 
363 

1,319 1 
1 

1,634 5 
361 1 

1,259 4 
14 

85 
15 
68 

2 

1,546 
354 

1,187 
2 
3 

4,014 
706 

3,297 
1 

10 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

1 
Attachment A 

9,618 
516 

9,097 
5 

1 
1 

17,534 
929 

16,586 
3 

16 

14,143 
1,004 

13,107 
7 

25 

5,814 
785 

5,014 
5 

10 

1,935 
379 

1,555 
1 

1,976 
372 

1,589 
15 

102 
18 
82 

2 

1,878 
380 

1,493 
2 
3 

6,120 
736 

5,373 
1 

10 



2,358 
785 

1,569 
4 

1,717 1 
337 

1,371 1 
9 

1,066 1 
333 
732 1 

1 

288 
71 

216 
1 

1,701 2 
391 

1,306 2 
1 
3 

14,254 
2,587 

11,504 
9 

154 

14,079 2 
3,074 

10,880 2 

22 
103 

23 
5 

18 

1,174 
94 

1,080 

654 
227 
427 

9,784 1 
1,849 
7,842 1 

8 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
2,581 

799 
1,778 

4 

2,085 
361 

1,715 
9 

1,192 
349 
842 

1 

347 
80 

266 
1 

2,047 
415 

1,628 
1 
3 

21,345 
2,675 

18,506 
9 

155 

24,809 
3,149 

21,534 

22 
104 

24 
6 

18 

1,628 
97 

1,531 

734 
236 
498 

14,058 
1,926 

12,022 
8 



85 

2,364 3 
476 

1,881 3 
4 
3 

871 
448 

412 
11 

8,661 1 
1,639 
7,008 1 

9 
5 

1,455 
340 

1,105 
1 
9 

5,703 1 
634 

4,991 1 
72 

6 

14,533 5 
2,511 

11,984 5 
6 

32 

9,106 
1,389 
7,702 

6 
9 

832 1 
571 1 
250 

11 

2,427 
307 

2,117 
1 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 144 

102 
Attachment A 

2,875 
495 

2,373 
4 
3 

955 
457 
487 

11 

11,190 
1,689 
9,487 

9 
5 

1,726 
360 

1,356 
1 
9 

8,016 
641 

7,296 
73 

6 

22,745 
2,585 

20,121 
6 

33 

14,521 
1,428 

13,077 
6 

10 

1,007 
585 
409 

1 
12 

3,547 
313 

3,231 
1 



2 

16,471 5 
1,516 

14,926 5 
5 

24 

1 
1 

9,460 

2,097 
7,342 

12 
9 

6,905 3 
1,815 
5,069 3 

5 
16 

16 

9 
4 
3 

1 
1 

2,457 
244 

2,206 
5 
2 

11,551 6 
2,802 1 
8,708 5 

9 
32 

6,056 4 
477 

5,577 4 
2 

3,919 2 
458 

3,448 2 
8 
5 

9,706 2 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 144 

2 Attachment A 

23,660 

1,589 
22,042 

5 
24 

1 
1 

17,378 

2,124 
15,232 

12 
10 

9,769 

1,840 
7,908 

5 
16 

19 

9 
7 
3 

1 
1 

3,371 

252 
3,112 

5 
2 

18,264 

2,881 
15,338 

12 
33 

8,191 

513 
7,676 

2 

4,707 

471 
4,223 

8 
5 

14,617 



1,592 
8,056 2 

22 
36 

4 
3 
1 

14,446 12 
1,251 

13,144 12 
33 
18 

4,228 2 
302 

3,911 2 
10 

5 

11,398 5 
1,865 
9,482 5 

25 
26 

14,125 1 
2,370 

11,709 1 
37 

9 

11,192 5 
1,622 
9,557 5 

11 
2 

7,607 6 
1,101 
6,467 6 

30 
9 

366 
51 

312 
2 
1 

20,252 4 
1,505 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
1,637 

12,920 
22 
38 

4 
3 
1 

18,845 
1,292 

17,501 
34 
18 

5,871 
311 

5,545 
10 

5 

17,532 
1,907 

15,573 
25 
27 

23,494 
2,410 

21,038 
37 

9 

17,643 
1,641 

15,989 
11 

2 

12,699 
1,129 

11,530 
31 

9 

481 
54 

423 
2 
2 

29,851 
1,549 



18,733 4 

11 
3 

12,493 1 
2,027 

10,442 1 
11 
13 

2,346 4 
584 

1 
1,740 4 

19 
2 

3,555 

776 
2,753 

7 
19 

9,913 1 
1,085 
8,797 1 

31 

10,721 

925 
9,769 

1 
26 

6,964 

749 
6,200 

13 
2 

1 
1 

12 
12 

11,116 

1,360 
9,699 

24 
33 

10,737 5 
1,031 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

28,288 Attachment A 

11 
3 

17,695 

2,060 
15,610 

11 
14 

2,613 

603 
1 

1,987 
20 

2 

6,101 

785 
5,289 

7 
20 

16,429 

1,121 
15,277 

31 

14,894 

966 
13,901 

1 
26 

10,730 

768 
9,947 

13 
2 

1 
1 

12 
12 

14,835 

1,413 
13,364 

24 
34 

13,942 

1,065 



9,674 5 
6 

26 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

12,141 2 
2,754 1 
9,194 1 

104 
89 

13,104 7 
2,612 

10,405 7 
25 
62 

8,030 
1,125 
6,851 

11 
43 

1,464 
330 

1,128 
6 

10,129 3 
2,131 
7,953 3 

8 
37 

9,407 1 
779 

8,609 1 
2 

17 

31 
30 

1 

1 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
12,845 

6 
26 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

22,229 
2,858 

19,175 
106 
90 

20,047 
2,705 

17,252 
25 
65 

11,899 
1,157 

10,688 

11 
43 

1,685 
342 

1,337 
6 

17,898 
2,212 

15,641 
8 

37 

14,735 
822 

13,894 
2 

17 

31 
30 

1 

1 



1 

3 

3 

6,572 4 

1,229 
5,298 4 

26 
19 

211 
78 

133 

302 
80 

222 

695 1 
199 
493 1 

3 

142 
34 

108 

1,538 

456 
1,082 

139 
51 
88 

1 
1 

528 
113 
415 

2,823 

572 

2,243 
8 

6,072 5 

1,375 
4,665 5 

32 

177 
so 

125 
2 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 144 

1 Attachment A 

3 

3 

9,745 

1,288 
8,411 

26 
20 

236 
80 

156 

328 
82 

246 

1,006 

208 
795 

3 

161 
39 

122 

1,993 

473 
1,520 

157 
52 

105 

1 
1 

646 
126 
520 

3,450 

600 

2,842 
8 

7,895 

1,425 
6,438 

32 

211 
56 

153 
2 



1,863 

392 
1,464 

6 
1 

1,196 1 
241 
950 1 

5 
621,351 185 
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UE 416 
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 144 

Attachment A 
2,377 

421 
1,945 

6 
5 

1,630 

255 
1,370 

5 
920,074 



March 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE’s First Revised Response to OPUC Data Request 144 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide the following data, broken down by zip code, for each customer class 
(i.e. residential, commercial, etc.):  

a. Count of Smart Meters that support remote disconnect/reconnect functionality;
b. Count of Smart meters that do not support remote disconnection/reconnect

functionality; and
c. Count of Non-network meters that require a site visit to read, disconnect, and

reconnect service.
d. For each of the items listed in a-c above, please provide a monthly breakdown, by

zip code, for all non-payment disconnections, dated to the end of the Covid-19
moratorium.

Original Response (dated March 23, 2023): 

Attachment 140-A provides the response to parts a, b and c. 

In response to part d, PGE did not perform any disconnections for non-payment during the 
Covid-19 moratorium. 

Revised Response (dated March 28, 2023): 

Attachment 144-A provides the response to parts a, b and c. 

In response to part d, PGE did not perform any disconnections for non-payment during the 
Covid-19 moratorium. 
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 145 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide the cost analysis used to determine the fee charges for remote disconnection/ 
reconnection capable meters versus manually disconnection/reconnection (requires PGE personnel 
to go out to the customers location). Please include in the analysis, details and data related to 
differences to the internal processes for Smart meters versus non-network meters.  

Response: 

The cost analysis for reconnection fees is provided in the Schedule 300 workpapers contained in 
Exhibit 1300. 

PGE charges the same reconnection fee to all customers regardless of whether their meter is able 
to be disconnected/reconnected remotely or manually. PGE does not charge different amounts 
based on meter type because the customer does not choose their meter type in most cases.  
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 146 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

What options are available for customers requesting a submersible transformer? 

Response: 

For a residential single phase submersible request, PGE offers options such as a standard pad 
mount transformer, standard overhead transformer, or screening options if the customer is 
concerned about aesthetics. For commercial applications, PGE offers a Class A vault option, which 
puts the transformer inside the building, standard pad mount and standard overhead transformers. 
In all instances, the submersible is considered a non-standard installation. 
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 147 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

How many requests has the company received for a submersible transformer over the past five years?  

Response: 

PGE does not track requests for submersible transformers. In the last 5 years PGE has installed 58 
single phase submersible transformers for customer requested jobs.  
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 148 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

What is the estimated costs for ongoing upkeep of a submersible transformer? Could these costs 
be included in the installation estimate to avoid the concern about other customers paying for the 
ongoing upkeep?  

Response: 

The estimated costs for ongoing upkeep of a submersible transformer are: 
• Annual submersible transformer maintenance - $50.29
• Utilization Transformers, submersibles - $782.00

PGE does include these costs in the submersible transformer installation charges as described in 
Schedule 300, page 3.  
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 149 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

Please describe the fee to research PCB content in a transformer. 
a. How often was this fee charged for each calendar year from 2019 to 2022.
b. How many PCB containing transformers does PGE still maintain in its service

territory?

Response: 

a. The PCB Inquiry Fee was charged for 5 transformers in 2019, 1 in 2020, 1 in 2021, and
0 in 2022.

b. As a practice, PGE has historically not purchased or installed PCB transformers in its
system. However, over the years, PGE has acquired other utility infrastructure with PCB
contamination, or there has been cross-contamination in the transformer fluids from
manufacturers or installers. PGE has approximately 193,600 total distribution transformers
in service. From 2016-2020, PGE undertook significant efforts to assess and remove PCB
and PCB-Contaminated transformers from its system under the PCB Transformer
Replacement Program; however, PCBs do remain mostly in very low concentrations. The
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) defines “PCB-Contaminated Transformers” as
those with 50 - 499 parts per million (ppm) PCBs and “PCB Transformers” as those with
concentrations over 500 ppm. In PGE’s distribution system, we have approximately 760
known PCB-Contaminated Transformers remaining in service. In addition to the
concentrations defined and regulated by TSCA, PGE has used laboratory tests of mineral
oil to determine PCB concentrations down to as little as 1 ppm. We estimate that PGE has
approximately 17,500 transformers in service with detectable levels of PCBs between the
testing level and 50 ppm. Approximately 17,400 transformers have unknown PCB content
or concentration.
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 150 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

How does PGE estimate the cost to install conduit on a wood pole for the purposes of street 
lighting? 

Response: 

PGE estimates the cost to install a 1” conduit on a wood pole for the purpose of streetlighting 
based on the cost of materials and labor needed per installation. Material costs are variable 
depending on pole height. The minimum cost for the 1” conduit unit installation today is $313.00. 
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March 23, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 151 
Dated March 9, 2023 

Request: 

How often does the company install conduit on a wood pole for street lighting (annual estimate)? 

Response: 

PGE performs the Schedule 300 installation of conduit on a wood pole for street lighting on 
average 9 times annually. 
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April 18, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 482 
Dated April 4, 2023 

Request: 

The company provided Schedule 300 rates based on an average of costs for the activity. The reconnect 
rate provided average company costs for a non-network reconnect. Please provide the cost per 
transaction for a remote reconnect during business hours and if applicable, after hours. 
Include workpapers. 

Response: 

Attachment 482-A provides the cost to PGE per remote reconnect. 
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2023 Average Meter Operations Coordinator 
Hourly Rate $33.82

Expected Annual Labor Rate Increase 4.0%

2024 Forecasted Average Meter Operations 
Coordinator Hourly Rate $35.17

Budgeted Labor Loadings 1.51

2024 Forecasted Average Meter Operations 
Coordinator Loaded Hourly Rate $53.11

Average Job Duration 5 minutes

2024 Average Cost to PGE per Remote 
Reconnection $4.43 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
Remote Reconnect Cost per Transaction

2024
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April 18, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 483 
Dated April 4, 2023 

Request: 

Schedule 300 Workpapers filed with the Reconnect Rate state the duration for a business hours 
reconnected is .5 hours. Of the data the company averaged what was the shortest, longest, and the 
median reconnection time. 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request in that it is unduly burdensome and requires new analysis since PGE 
does not track the time for each reconnection. Without waiving said objection, PGE states as 
follows:  
The duration of a reconnection depends on the distance of the crew dispatched and the location of 
the meter. PGE does not collect data on the duration of each reconnection trips.  
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 542 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide a sample copy of the current standard QF contract, that includes the monthly fee charges. 

Response: 

All of PGE’s standard QF contracts and related schedules can be found at the following link: 
https://portlandgeneral.com/renewable-installers/interconnection-resource-library 

The monthly fee charge can be found in Schedule 201: Qualifying Facility 10 MW or Less Avoided 
Cost Power Purchase on Sheet No. 201-20. Schedule 201 is incorporated by reference in the 
standard QF contracts.  
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 543 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide a sample copy of the proposed standard QF contract, that includes the monthly fee 
charges.  

Response: 

See PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request 542 for the current contract. PGE proposed a change 
to Schedule 201 that would move the Monthly Service Charge to Schedule 300 – for details, please 
see PGE Exhibit 1309. 
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 544 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

For QF contracts: 
a. What is the process for renegotiation of QF contracts?

i. Would a QF’s renegotiated contract continue to receive the monthly service
charge based on the current rate/original contract.

Or, 
ii. Would they be subject to the new, proposed rate?

Response: 

The process for renegotiation of a QF contract is the same as that for an initial QF contract and 
included in Schedule 201. See also PGE’s response to OPUC Data Requests 542 and 543. 
The monthly service charge for which the QF would be responsible will depend upon the terms 
and conditions of the QF contract and Schedule 201 in effect at that time. Most QFs execute a 
standard PURPA contract that is reviewed and approved by the Commission. In the next few 
months, PGE will be updating its standard PURPA contract in light of the recent changes to 
OAR 860-029 adopted in Order No. 23-152 (April 25, 2023).  
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April 28, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 545 
Dated April 14, 2023 

Request: 

Please describe the reasons, and any supporting contract text from existing contracts, as to why 
the proposed revised monthly fee cannot be applied to existing contracts. 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it seeks a legal conclusion. Without waiving its 
objection, PGE responds as follows. 

See PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request 544. The proposed monthly fee cannot be applied to 
existing contracts because the “then current Schedule 201” is included as part of the contract at 
execution. In other words, existing contracts contain language from the Schedule 201 in effect at 
execution that the monthly service charge will be $10 per month. PGE cannot change or update 
that provision for existing contracts which were signed when the then-current Schedule 201 
specified the monthly service charge at $10 per month.  
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May 19, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 726 
Dated May 5, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide a monthly breakdown for each of calendar years 2019-2023 inclusive, of the 
following:  

a. Number of reconnects for:
i. Remote connect AMI meters,

ii. Non-remote connect AMI meters, and
iii. Non-AMI meters.

Response: 

Attachment 726-A provides a monthly breakdown of the number of reconnects for remote connect 
AMI meters, non-remote connect AMI meters and non-AMI meters from 2019 through April 2023. 
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YEAR DEVICE DESCRIPTION January February March April May June 
2019 NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 743 583 980 1,395 1,175 922 

REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 1,103 709 1,324 2,087 1,860 1,636 
2020 NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 386 393 133 8 3 1 

REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 1,454 1,462 605 10 1 2 
2021 NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 4 4 18 46 33 40 

REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 11 15 8 8 7 9 
2022 NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 70 35 52 29 92 239 

REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 404 635 932 988 1,069 982 
2023 NON-AMI METER 1 

NON-REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 107 35 131 52 
REMOTE CONNECT AMI M ETER 1,609 735 2,180 633 

July August September 
734 575 479 

2,079 1,428 1,358 
2 17 9 
2 2 7 

39 36 38 
6 39 201 

185 192 111 
978 1,556 1,188 
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UE 416 
PG E's Response to OPUC DR 726 

Attachment A 

October November December 
482 325 264 

1,798 1,289 1,153 
3 16 16 
4 4 33 

30 30 23 
326 465 470 
153 93 79 

1,394 951 703 



May 24, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 727 
Dated May 5, 2023 

Request: 

For 2022 and 2023 calendar years inclusive, by meter type (Remote connect AMI meters, Non-
remote connect AMI meters, and Non-AMI meters), please provide the number of reconnect fees 
charged for: 

a. All customers,
b. Customers designated as low-income who had charges waived, and
c. Customers designated as low-income who were charged reconnect fees.

Response: 

PGE objects to this request as it is unduly burdensome and requires new analysis to the extent the 
data was not available to track waived charges until February 2023. Subject to and without waiving 
its objections, PGE responds as follows:  

Attached 727-A provides the number of reconnect fees charged by meter type (remote connect 
AMI meters, non-remote connect AMI meters, and non-AMI meters) for all customers, customers 
designated as low-income who had charges waived, and customers designated as low-income who 
were charged reconnect fees. PGE followed the COVID-19 Stipulation Agreement in Docket No. 
UM 2114 approved by Order No. 20-401, in which PGE and other utilities agreed to not apply 
reconnection fees to residential customers before October 1, 2022. Although the OAR Chapter 
860, Division 21 rule revisions was effective on September 30, 2022, PGE requested and was 
granted a temporary waiver for the remainder of 2022 from OAR 860-021-0330(1)(2) due to 
ongoing customer care and billing system upgrades. While low-income customers were not 
charged reconnection fees, on January 31, 2023, PGE implemented system changes to track the 
low-income protections for waived charges and reconnect fees. 

The number of reconnect fees in 2022 provided in PGE’s response to Staff Data Request No. 141 
included waived reconnect fees. 
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UE 416

PGE's Response to OPUC DR 727
Attachment A

a. All Customers
b. Customers designated as low-
income who had charges waived

c. Customers designated as low-income
who were charged reconnect fees

2022 Remote connect AMI meters 864 N/A 3 
2022 Non-remote connect AMI meters 236 N/A 1 
2022 Non-AMI meters - N/A - 
2023 Remote connect AMI meters 4,988 848 99 
2023 Non-remote connect AMI meters 387 25 5 
2023 Non-AMI meters - - - 
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May 19, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 728 
Dated May 5, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide PGE’s criteria for installing remote reconnect AMI meters, including, but not 
limited to: 

a. Standard procedure for determining installation,
b. Special criteria such as number of reconnects, etc.,
c. Other criteria, such as access/location of meter base,
d. Any other scenarios/situations that PGE would use to determine the need to install a

remote capable smart meter.

Response: 

a. PGE installs remote reconnect AMI meters on all new residential premises limited to form
2S (120/240V) or 12S (120/208V) and class 200 meters. If an existing residential meter
without remote connect capability is removed/exchanged, it will be replaced with a remote
reconnect capable meter.

b. See response to part c.
c. Attachment 728-A provides the minimum requirements for AMI meters at PGE that will

meet or exceed the latest applicable ANSI C12 standards. PGE’s Electric Service
Requirements,
https://downloads.ctfassets.net/416ywc1laqmd/2PmrU1CptipEQUJAD1Ooyb/a117078d490246f0
0770e34bed073a62/ESR_Current_Book.pdf, Section 3.9 provides meter installation
guidelines, and section 5 provides meter locations and clearances guidelines.

d. PGE began exchanging non-remote residential meters with remote disconnect meters in
2020 at non-owner occupied locations, sites without a contract, and any site visited for
credit purposes. The initial phase of the project consisted of 25,000 meters exchanged in
2020. The exchanges decreased through 2022 due to supply chain delays experienced in
2021 and 2022. Also, there are a small number of commercial customers with remote
reconnect AMI meters. If a commercial customer has a meter base with 120/240V and class
200 (i.e., shops, barns), they may have a remote capable meter.
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AMI Meter Requirements 

2-25-2020 Meter Operations Standard Doc 2.2.3 

© 2020 Portland General Electric. All rights reserved. Page 1 of 6 

Purpose 
Meter Operations Standard 2.2.3 — AMI Meter Requirements —provides minimum 
requirements for AMI revenue meters at PGE Meters that will meet or exceed latest 
applicable ANSI C12 standards. 

References 
ESR PGE Electric Service Requirements 
ANSI C12.1 Electric Meters – Code for Electricity Metering 
ANSI C12.10 Physical Aspects of Watthour Meters – Safety Standard 
ANSI C12.18 Protocol Specification for ANSI Type 2 Optical Port 
ANSI C12.20 Electricity Meters – 0.1, 0.2, and 0.5 Accuracy Classes 

Definitions 
Delivered ............... Energy that is supplied by PGE to the customer 
Received ............... Energy that is produced by the customer and supplied to PGE 
TOU ...................... Time of Use 

Meter Requirements 
Forms 
The following meter forms will be available: 

Form Class Voltage Notes 

1S 200 120V Indicated by voltage in bold with shaded 
background, e.g. 120V 

2S 200 240V 

2S 200 120-480V

2S 320 240V 

3S 20 120-480V

4S 20 120-480V

5S (35S) 20 120-480V

6S (36S) 20 120-480V

9S (8S) 20 120-480V

12S 200 120-480V

16S 200 120-480V
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 AMI Meter Requirements 
2-25-2020 Doc 2.2.3 

© 2020 Portland General Electric. All rights reserved. Page 2 of 6 

Voltage Range 
Operating voltages are required to be between 120VAC to 480VAC. 

Adjustment 
Meters shall not have any calibration or accuracy adjustment. 

Functions and Upgrades 
The following functions and upgrades will be available: 

• TOU
• VAr
• Bi-directional quantities (e.g. Net metering)
• External outputs (e.g. KYZ pulses), for non-residential meters
• Non-volatile memory storage of meter program and billing quantities

Demand 
• Meters will be capable of a 30-minute demand interval
• Demand will be capable of being electronically reset using PGE’s current AMI

system
• Meter will be capable of deactivating the demand reset plunger using manufacturer

software
• Demand reset plunger will be sealable
• Demand will be programmable to reset as a recurring event on a specific date and

time

TOU Option 
• Meters will be capable of registering TOU energy
• Meters will have minimum four TOU rates
• Calendar will be capable of being electronically updated using PGE’s current AMI

system

Load Profile 
• Residential meters will have minimum two channels of load profile data
• Non-residential meters will have minimum eight channels of load profile data

KYZ Option 
• Non-residential meters will have option of KYZ functionality
• KYZ option will have minimum of two KYZ outputs
• KYZ pulse weight will be scalable from 0.075 to 100000 using manufacturer

software.
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 AMI Meter Requirements 
2-25-2020 Doc 2.2.3 

© 2020 Portland General Electric. All rights reserved. Page 3 of 6 

Optical Port 
• Non-residential meters will have an ANSI Type 2 optical port, as specified in ANSI

C12.18
• Optical port will be accessible without removal of meter cover

Remote Connect/Disconnect 
• Residential meters (Form 2S, class 200 and Form 12S, class 200) will have remote

connect/disconnect capability.
• Meters will have visible indication of switch status
• Meters will be identified on faceplate as remote connect

Cover 
• Cover will be made of acrylic or polycarbonate materials
• Cover will be sealable with “T” type seals
• Faceplate will be visible through front of cover
• For non-residential meters, cover will have an ANSI Type 2 optical port

Ring 
• Meters will seal with a standard socket ring

Blades 
• Meter terminal blades will be beveled and meet ANSI C12.10 dimensions

Operating Conditions 
• Meter will be capable of operating within temperature range of -40°C to +85°C, as

measured inside meter cover
• Meter will be capable of operating within humidity range of 0% to 95%

noncondensing humidity

Frequency 
• Meters will operate at 60Hz

Display Modes 
Meters will have three display modes: normal, alternate, and test. 
Registers will have minimum two-digit ID number  

Normal Displays 
The following displays will be available in normal display mode: 

• Total kWh
• Shoulder kWh
• On-peak kWh
• Off-peak kWh
• Total peak kW
• Shoulder-peak kW
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 AMI Meter Requirements 
2-25-2020 Doc 2.2.3 
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• On-peak kW
• Off-peak kW
• Total kVArh
• Shoulder kVArh
• On-peak kVArh
• Off-peak kVArh
• Total peak kVAr
• Shoulder-peak kVAr
• On-peak kVAr
• Off-peak kVAr
• Current date
• Current time
• Remote connect status, if applicable

Alternate Displays 
Alternate mode will be activated on the external of the meter and/or using manufacturer 
software. The following displays will be available in alternate display mode: 

• All displays listed in Normal Displays section
• Date of last reset
• Program ID
• Transformer ratio/Meter multiplier
• Demand interval length
• Number of power outages
• Number of demand resets
• Power factor
• Total kVA
• Per phase voltage
• Per phase current

Test Mode Displays 
Test mode will be activated on the external of the meter and/or using manufacturer 
software. The following displays will be available in alternate display mode: 

• All displays listed in Normal Displays section
• Date of last reset
• Program ID

Load Indicator 
• Meter will indicate and display energy flow direction

Voltage Indicator 
• Meter will indicate and display nominal voltage
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Display 
• Meter will have LCD or equivalent display
• Display will be readable from 10 feet
• Display will be readable when exposed to direct sunlight
• Display will be capable of operating within temperature range of -40°C to +85°C, as

measured inside meter cover

Battery 
All removable batteries will meet following requirements: 

• Minimum operational life of two years
• Minimum shelf life of ten years

All permanent batteries will meet following requirements: 
• Minimum operational life of fifteen years
• Minimum shelf life of ten years

Factory Program 
• Meters will be programmed at factory per PGE program requirements

Warnings/Errors/Failures 
• Meters will be capable of detecting internal hardware failure and communicating

failure(s) using PGE’s current AMI system

Communication Module 
• Communication modules will be FCC compliant and compatible with PGE’s current

AMI system
• Information transmitted to PGE’s current AMI system will include:

o Unique meter identifier(s)
o Register data
o Interval data
o Instantaneous measurements, e.g. voltage, current, frequency
o Demand reset date/time
o Tamper indicators

Inspection 
PGE will inspect a sample lot of meters upon delivery from supplier and perform testing per 
ANSI/ASQ Z1.4 to ensure compliance with requirements. 

Documentation 
Manufacturer will provide hardware, software, and manuals.  
ANSI C12 certification and test results will be provided upon request. 

Staff/2303 
Nottingham-Shearer/61

PGE Internal Use 

Access Limited to PGE 



 AMI Meter Requirements 
2-25-2020 Doc 2.2.3 

© 2020 Portland General Electric. All rights reserved. Page 6 of 6 

Revision History 
Revision Revised on Description Authored by Approved by 

0 2/25/2020 Initial document creation J. Wilson B. Simpson
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May 24, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 773 
Dated May 10, 2023 

Request: 

In additional to the information provided in Staff’s Data Request 757, please provide the same 
breakdown based on Standard versus After Hours reconnect fees for:  

a. All customers,
b. Customers designated as low-income who had charges waived, and
c. Customers designated as low-income who were charged reconnect fees.

Response: 

PGE objects to this request as it is unduly burdensome and requires new analysis to the extent the 
data was not available to track waived charges until February 2023. Subject to and without waiving 
its objections, PGE responds as follows:   

Attached 773-A provides the data provided in Attached 727-A additionally separated out by 
Standard versus After Hours reconnect fees. PGE followed the COVID-19 Stipulation Agreement 
in Docket No. UM 2114 approved by Order No. 20-401, in which PGE and other utilities agreed 
to not apply reconnection fees to residential customers before October 1, 2022. Although the OAR 
Chapter 860, Division 21 rule revisions was effective on September 30, 2022, PGE requested and 
was granted a temporary waiver for the remainder of 2022 from OAR 860-021-0330(1)(2) due to 
ongoing customer care and billing system upgrades. While low-income customers were not 
charged reconnection fees, on January 31, 2023, PGE implemented system changes to track the 
low-income protections for waived charges and reconnect fees.  

The number of reconnect fees in 2022 provided in PGE’s response to Staff Data Request No. 141 
included waived reconnect fees. 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 773

Attachment A

a. All Customers
b. Customers designated as low-
income who had charges waived

c. Customers designated as low-income
who were charged reconnect fees

2022 Remote connect AMI meters Standard Hours 775 N/A - 
2022 Remote connect AMI meters After Hours 89 N/A 3 
2022 Non-remote connect AMI meters Standard Hours 227 N/A - 
2022 Non-remote connect AMI meters After Hours 9 N/A 1 
2022 Non-AMI meters Standard Hours - N/A - 
2022 Non-AMI meters After Hours - N/A - 
2023 Remote connect AMI meters Standard Hours 4,371 825 13 
2023 Remote connect AMI meters After Hours 617 23 86 
2023 Non-remote connect AMI meters Standard Hours 337 25 3 
2023 Non-remote connect AMI meters After Hours 50 - 2 
2022 Non-AMI meters Standard Hours - - - 
2022 Non-AMI meters After Hours - - - 
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May 24, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 774 
Dated May 10, 2023 

Request: 

Please review PGE Exhibit 1300, Schedule 300 Calculations Temporary Services 2021 Rate 
workpapers, which lists two separate Outside Services for temporary overhead services. 
The worksheet named Final Calculations 2024, item U (cell F40), lists $60.00 for temporary over 
service, however, the worksheet named Temp OH Perm Service 2024 (cell F34) lists the Outside 
Services as $83.00. Please explain the discrepancy and clarify which amount is correct. 

Response: 

The $83 figure in cell F34 on worksheet ‘Temp OH Perm Service 2024’ is the correct amount. 
See cell R26 on worksheet 'Unit Costs_As of 12-01-22' for the source of the $83 figure.  

The ‘Final Calculations 2024’ tab was not fully updated and does not provide the correct amount.  
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Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2500 
 Gorsuch/1 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 2500 GORSUCH SQM AND PHYSICAL SECURITY VERSION WITH REVIEW COMPLETED 

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

A. My name is Lisa Gorsuch.  I am a manager employed in the Emergency 2 

Management Section of the Utility Safety, Reliability and Security Division of 3 

the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC).  My business address is a 201 4 

High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301. 5 

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

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2501. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. My Testimony addresses two issues: 9 

Issue 1. Physical Security ........................................................................... 2 10 
Issue 2. Service Quality Measures (SQM) .................................................. 5 11 

 
Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 12 

A. No. 13 
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 Gorsuch/2 

PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 2500 GORSUCH SQM AND PHYSICAL SECURITY VERSION WITH REVIEW COMPLETED 

ISSUE 1. PHYSICAL SECURITY 1 

Q. Did you review PGE’s physical security testimony in this docket? 2 

A. Yes, I did. 3 

Q. Do you have any perspectives on either the expected spend or the 4 

general direction outlined in PGE’s testimony? 5 

A. Yes.  I do.  PGE is correct that physical security issues seem to have increased 6 

over the recent past.  While PGE outlined its staffing experience as it 7 

transitioned from an outsourced security firm to an internal team, they provided 8 

very limited information about the scope of work this team is responsible for, 9 

the measurable deliverables it is required to produce, and how this work moves 10 

forward investment in security expenditures which will result in more physically 11 

security assets, notably the 561 locations to which they point. 12 

Q. Do you have other concerns about the high-level plan laid out by PGE? 13 

A. Yes, I do.  I believe that the staffing and its cost is merely the beginning of a 14 

large potential set of costs customers will be expected to fund to make PGE’s 15 

facilities more secure.  I am not comfortable that Staff will have sufficient 16 

insight into the decisions being made and the investments being undertaken to 17 

help ensure the best investment choices are being made.  I look forward to 18 

seeing evidence of the decision-making process that prioritizes various assets 19 

and establishes the best possible mitigations for the risks and the facilities. 20 

Q. How do you propose PGE provide such information? 21 

A. First, I think it is important for the utilities to maintain relationships and 22 

awareness as the industry evolves its security practices, which includes 23 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 2500 GORSUCH SQM AND PHYSICAL SECURITY VERSION WITH REVIEW COMPLETED 

calibration of critical security with industry workgroups.  To this end, updates 1 

provided confidentially could maintain Staff awareness as PGE gains such 2 

knowledge.  Additionally, as investments are chosen and made, Staff and 3 

decision makers should be informed, also in a secure manner.  I would point to 4 

the annually filed Gas Safety Plans as a potential model which could be used 5 

to summarize such activities. 6 

Q. What should these plans include? 7 

A. At minimum they should have some form of risk ranking for each location, the 8 

planned mitigation, when it is anticipated to be completed, its cost, and any 9 

interim mitigation measure the Company will use to maintain security given the 10 

current risks.  Realistically it would also be helpful that this risk ranking be 11 

dovetailed with other investments that the Company would be considering, 12 

such as resilience investments, such as storm hardening.  The plans should 13 

also provide an understanding of the progress made to date regarding overall 14 

security needs and a full description of how much more is needed. 15 

Q. Do you take issue with the aspect regarding staffing and these 16 

positions being treated as new costs within this rate case? 17 

A. Yes.  I have some concerns with the manner in which this cost estimation 18 

appears to augment a very large change in rates charged to customers.  There 19 

seems to be no recognition of available FTEs positions within PGE overall 20 

which were included in the most recent general rate case and were not filled.  21 

Such vacancy savings are not discussed at all in determining the incremental 22 

cost of this program but rather accrue to the Company. Further, it does not 23 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 2500 GORSUCH SQM AND PHYSICAL SECURITY VERSION WITH REVIEW COMPLETED 

seem that PGE’s cost estimates recognize a corresponding reduction in the 1 

amount paid to the outsource vendors to perform this work as PGE itself takes 2 

on more of that workload. 3 
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PGE UE 416 STAFF OT EXH 2500 GORSUCH SQM AND PHYSICAL SECURITY VERSION WITH REVIEW COMPLETED 

ISSUE 2. SERVICE QUALITY MEASURES (SQM) 1 

Q. Please explain Service Quality Measures and their use? 2 

A. Service quality measures act as objective service level agreements that can be 3 

used to establish performance for specific time periods.  They serve as 4 

thermometers to gauge how the utility is completing its core mission in 5 

delivering safe, reliable energy to customers. 6 

Q.  Please discuss the history of SQMs in Oregon? 7 

A During the late 1990s, in the midst of potential deregulation of the electric 8 

industry, there was concern about how deregulation might diminish customer 9 

service and other core activities that electric utilities must perform. 10 

During that time, the Commission opened stipulations among parties, 11 

including Staff and the Company, that contained performance standards that 12 

were called Service Quality Measures, or SQMs.  The SQMs included 13 

consequences such that if a utility fell below an acceptable performance level, 14 

the utility was assessed a minor penalty, through a slight reduction in revenue 15 

requirement.  If the utility failed to achieve the extreme performance band, 16 

there was a much more substantial reduction in revenue requirement. 17 

Q. What was PGE’s history with SQMs? 18 

A. In UM 814, PGE reported annually on a group of measures demonstrating its 19 

performance against the objective criteria. 20 

Q. What areas were there SQMs designated for? 21 

A SQMs were outlined for reliability performance measures, including sustained 22 

and momentary outage frequency as well as sustained outage duration and 23 
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average restoration duration.  There were also measures related to customer 1 

complaints where the utility was found to be “at fault”, as well as performance 2 

against inspection/correction, vegetation management, and safety goals. 3 

Q. How did the SQMs support operational efficiency and transparency in 4 

how well the utilities were performing their functions? 5 

A. They supported operational efficiency and transparency for the utilities by 6 

clearly outlining what targets they were expected to achieve.  Further, SQMs 7 

had required reporting provisions which enabled the OPUC and others to 8 

recognize when and where utilities were meeting performance standards.  9 

Utilities, including PGE, were required to report performance and spending, 10 

both actual and budgets, relative to those key operational elements.  This 11 

allowed laser focus for the companies, while also allowing OPUC to help 12 

ensure that performance objectives for dollars planned and expended were in 13 

harmony. 14 

Q. Do you perceive these measures have relevance given the current 15 

pressures within the electric utility environment? 16 

A. Yes, these measures are relevant and can achieve the transparency and line-17 

of-sight related to operational performance that would be useful.  Specifically, 18 

SQMs (or a similar performance measure) could be set which would help act 19 

as a “mile marker” to explain objectively how the utility is performing its 20 

obligations to provide safe, reliable power, in between rate cases. 21 

Q. Why do you see this as better than discovery during rate cases? 22 
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A. It’s important to clarify expectations with regards to performance, which SQMs 1 

provide.  It is also valuable to have interim reporting to gauge how the utility is 2 

achieving the primary performance.  We also consider it highly useful to have 3 

an organized set of data from which to judge how well the utility is achieving 4 

each and all of those key measures. 5 

Q. Does the OPUC have interim check-ins with utilities? 6 

A. Yes.  There are a variety of ways that the utilities and OPUC maintain 7 

alignment, however there is not a comprehensive “report card” which affords 8 

certainty to the customers about what has been judged critical.  Nor has this 9 

been clearly outlined between the utility and the OPUC.  The development of 10 

SQMs and agreement of specific performance levels against those SQMs 11 

could drive better outcomes for all. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 13 

A. Yes. 14 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Lisa Gorsuch    
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Emergency Preparedness Manager 
 Safety, Reliability, and Security Division 
 
ADDRESS: 201 High Street SE Suite 100 
 Salem OR  97302-1166 
 
EDUCATION: College-level coursework in financial accounting, 

business law, business management, and economics. 
Degree in Fire Science and Paramedic Certification. 
Training program with the Center for Public Utilities at 
New Mexico University. Training programs with the 
National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners' (NARUC) and the Annual Regulatory 
Studies Program at Michigan State University. I have 
completed 9 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Incident Command System (ICS) Emergency 
Management Certifications including, ICS 100, 120, 
200, 230, 235, 700, 702, 706, and 800. I have 
completed training and received certification from the 
US Department of Homeland Security for Protected 
Critical Infrastructure Information (PCII) as a PCII 
authorized user. 

   
EXPERIENCE:        Relevant experience while working for the Public Utility  

       Commission of Oregon (PUC) as the current Emergency       
       Preparedness Manager and previously serving as in the     
       capacity of Senior Utility Analyst is as follows: 
       
       I have managed technical staff as the lead of many complex      
       cases, including, but not limited to, Integrated Resource Plans,    
       Purchased Gas Cost Adjustments, Legislative Investigations,       
       Rulemakings, and Emergency Operation Plans. I have     
       approximately 20 years of work experience in analyzing     
       complex energy utility industry issues, identifying key drivers    
       and devising options and proposed actions to resolve defined    
       problems. I have performed economic and financial analysis of  
       electric and natural gas utility issues. I have been responsible    
       for analyzing and developing recommendations on issues   
       including, but not limited to, renewable energy, energy     
       efficiency, safety and customer service, service quality         
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       measures, main and service line extensions, advertising,  
       customer communications and various tariff applications,  
       setting appropriate rates, wildfire mitigation, energy security,  
       and emergency response and recovery. I have analyzed  
       various utility proposals that I recommended for approval,  
       rejection, or alternative actions to the Administrator, Director of  
       the Utility Program, and Commissioners. In addition, I have    
       written technical reports, training materials, public comments,  
       staff reports, testimony, conference presentations, statistical  
       reports, case status reports, administrative rules, and  
       emergency operation plans. I currently serve as natural gas   
       subcommittee vice chair and serve on the critical infrastructure  
       subcommittee as a member for NARUC. 

 
OTHER EXPERIENCE:  Senior Enforcement Agent with the Oregon Department  
                                        of Revenue as a member of a multijurisdictional organized      
                                        crime task force from 1999 - 2004. My responsibilities        
                                        included, but we’re not limited to, investigating criminal cases   
                                        for prosecution. In addition, served as liaison between the task  
                                        force and Oregon State Legislators. 
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is Scott C. Lundquist.  I have been a Consultant with QSI Consulting,2 

Inc. for sixteen years.   My business address is 107 Murphy Drive, Pennington,3 

NJ 08534.4 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2601.6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?7 

A. My testimony addresses PGE’s cybersecurity strategy, practices, and8 

performance, to inform the Commission as to whether PGE is taking the right9 

actions to protect its operations from cyber-oriented breaches and other harms,10 

and the efficacy of its cybersecurity spending.11 

To that end, my testimony reviews the Company’s experiences with 12 

cybersecurity breaches/events, its recent and planned changes to its 13 

cybersecurity defenses, the year-by-year cost trends for its cybersecurity 14 

functions, and the reasonableness and prudence of the cybersecurity 15 

expenses and investments that are claimed in its 2024 Test Year. 16 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket?17 

A. Yes.  I prepared the following supporting exhibits:18 

Exhibit Staff/2602.  ...... PGE Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests 19 
Exhibit Staff/2603.  ............. PGE Confidential Responses to Data Requests 20 

Q. How is your testimony organized?21 

A. My testimony is organized as follows:22 
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1 

ISSUE 1. OVERVIEW OF CYBERSECURITY THREATS AND PGE’S DEFENSIVE STRATEGY ............................. 4 2 
ISSUE 2. PGE COMPLIANCE WITH NERC’S CIP RELIABILITY STANDARDS ................................................ 16 3 
ISSUE 3. CYBERSECURITY BREACHES AND THEIR COST IMPACTS ON PGE .............................................. 18 4 
ISSUE 4. PGE’S PROPOSED INCREASE IN CYBERSECURITY COSTS ........................................................... 20 5 
ISSUE 5. PGE’S STAFFING OF ITS CYBERSECURITY ORGANIZATION ........................................................ 26 6 

7 
Q. Please summarize your testimony.8 

A. My principal findings and recommendations are as follows:9 

• The threats posed to PGE and similarly-situated energy companies from10 

cyberattacks are real and growing.  While the relative magnitude of the11 

Company’s cybersecurity costs is quite small in the context of this general12 

rate case, Staff believes that PGE’s planned cybersecurity expenditures13 

must be examined to ensure that they are being applied in the most effective14 

manner.15 

• PGE has an established cybersecurity strategy that is aligned with industry16 

standards, and PGE appears to be taking appropriate actions to execute17 

that strategy.18 

• PGE did not experience any cybersecurity breaches over the past five19 

years, nor incur any costs from such breaches.  PGE also appears to be in20 

compliance with NERC’s requirements for critical infrastructure protection.21 

• PGE is seeking a $4.1-million increase in its total cybersecurity O&M22 

spending in the test year relative to 2022, a 27 percent increase.  After23 

examining its O&M expenses and major capital project investments relating24 
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to cybersecurity, I have found no need for any disallowances from rate base 1 

or expenses associated with cybersecurity. 2 

• One area of potential concern is that PGE currently has several important3 

positions in its cybersecurity staffing that are unfilled, and some have been4 

vacant for many months.  I recommend that the Commission direct the5 

Company to report at the end of each quarter through 2023-2024 on its6 

progress towards filling each of those vacant positions.7 

• I also recommend that the Company share the results of its next8 

benchmarking assessment with the Commission as soon as they become9 

available.  This will allow the Commission to stay apprised of PGE’s10 

cybersecurity performance as the Company continues to adapt to the latest11 

challenges the industry confronts.12 

• Of course, the other energy companies that the Commission regulates are13 

also facing similar cybersecurity challenges. Rather than address those14 

challenges in individual company rate cases or other separate proceedings,15 

I recommend that the Commission consider opening an investigation that16 

would include all of the energy companies it regulates, plus other17 

stakeholders, to obtain additional information and formulate actions it could18 

take to encourage further progress in strengthening the cybersecurity19 

defenses of their critical infrastructure in Oregon.20 

21 
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Issue 1. Overview of Cybersecurity Threats and PGE’s Defensive Strategy 1 

Q. How does cybersecurity fit into the overall objectives of this proceeding?2 

A. PGE’s cybersecurity expenditures represent a small fraction of the Company’s3 

proposed overall revenue requirement at issue in this proceeding.14 

Nevertheless, if spent effectively, those dollars can significantly reduce PGE’s5 

vulnerability to potential cyberattacks on its IT systems and other critical6 

infrastructure systems.  For that reason, Staff believes that PGE’s planned7 

cybersecurity expenditures must be examined to ensure that they are being8 

applied in the most effective manner, taking into account the Company’s cyber9 

defense strategy and the changing conditions in the cyber domain.  My10 

testimony is intended to provide that examination.11 

Q. What is the current status of cyberattacks and threats for companies12 

such as PGE?13 

A. Unfortunately, the threats posed to PGE and similarly-situated utilities by14 

cyberattacks are real and growing.  The most recent Annual Threat15 

Assessment of the U.S. Intelligence Community (“Assessment”) continues to16 

identify both aggressive nation states, including Russia, North Korea, and17 

China, and trans-national criminal organizations as sources of cyberattacks18 

that could harm companies such as PGE that possess important assets of the19 

1 PGE has proposed approximately $19 million in cybersecurity expenses in the 2024 Test Year. 
(Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 660, Attachment B, tab d.)  This amount is under 
one percent of its total proposed revenue requirement of $2,671.5 million as shown in PGE/200, 
Batzler – Ferchland/ 1.  ($19 million / $2,671.5 million = 0.7 percent.) 
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U.S. energy infrastructure.2  For example, the Assessment states “China 1 

almost certainly is capable of launching cyber attacks that could disrupt critical 2 

infrastructure services within the United States, including against oil and gas 3 

pipelines, and rail systems.”3  It also concludes that “[t]ransnational organized 4 

ransomware actors continue to improve and execute high-impact ransomware 5 

attacks, extorting funds, disrupting critical services, and exposing sensitive 6 

data.”4 7 

Q. What is the actual recent experience of energy sector companies, are8 

they being targeted for cyberattacks?9 

A. Yes, they are. Leading vendors of cyberattack detection and incident response10 

services have confirmed these threats with statistics based on their clients’11 

experiences with cyberattacks.  IBM Security’s latest X-Force Threat12 

Intelligence report based on its year 2022 data states that “10.7% of [IBM’s] X-13 

Force incident response cases occurred in the energy sector.  Energy14 

organizations, including electric utilities and oil and gas companies, were the15 

fourth-most attacked industry—the same as 2021...”5  While IBM offers its X-16 

Force services worldwide, 46 percent of the energy sector incidents it17 

responded to had occurred in North America.6  And when the sector was18 

ranked against other business sectors in North America, “Energy firms rose to19 

2 Office of the Director of National Intelligence, Annual Threat Assessment, 2/6/2023.  Available 
from: https://www.dni.gov/index.php/newsroom/reports-publications/reports-publications-2023  

3 Id. at page 10. 
4 Id. at page 31. 
5 IBM Security, X-Force Threat Intelligence Index 2023, at page 46.  Available from: 

https://www.ibm.com/downloads/cas/DB4GL8YM  
6 Id. 
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the top of the victim list in North America, constituting 20% of all attacks to 1 

which X-Force responded in 2022.”7 2 

Moreover, while energy companies’ IT systems have been the traditional 3 

target of these cyberattacks, the Operational Technology (OT) systems of 4 

energy companies are facing increasing risks as well. 5 

Q. What are Operational Technology (OT) systems?6 

A. One leading cybersecurity vendor, Fortinet, has defined OT systems in these7 

terms:8 

Operational technology (OT) is the use of hardware and 9 
software to monitor and control physical processes, devices, 10 
and infrastructure. Operational technology systems are found 11 
across a large range of asset-intensive sectors, performing a 12 
wide variety of tasks ranging from monitoring critical 13 
infrastructure ICIJ to controlling robots on a manufacturing floor. 14 
OT is used in a variety of industries including manufacturing, oil 15 
and gas, electrical generation and distribution, aviation, 16 
maritime, rail, and utilities.8 17 
In the electrical sector, these systems control many components of bulk 18 

power systems and the electric grid, and therefore are integral parts of that 19 

critical infrastructure. 20 

Q. What has been the long-term trend in the vulnerability of OT systems to21 

cyberattacks?22 

A. The IBM’s X-Force report also provides information on those trends, based on23 

data IBM has been collecting for nearly 30 years.  As shown in my Figure 124 

7 Id. at page 36. 
8 Fortinet, “What is Operational Technology (OT)?”  Available at: 

https://www.fortinet.com/solutions/industries/scada-industrial-control-systems/what-is-ot-
security#:~:text=Operational%20technology%20(OT)%20is%20the,processes%2C%20devices
%2C%20and%20infrastructure  
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below, the cumulative number of identified OT vulnerabilities logged in IBM's 

tracking database remained low until the early 2000s, when it began to become 

significant, and it has continued to rise steadily until the present day. On a 

compound average growth rate (CAGR) basis, the 2004 to 2022 cumulative 

number of OT vulnerabilities has risen 19% annually,9 to a total of 228,167 in 

2022.10 While growing at a lower rate, the number of those vulnerabilities 

known to have been exploited has risen to 78,156 by 2022.11 

Figure 1. Operational Technology Vulnerability Trends 
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Q. What factors have been driving this increasing vulnerability for OT 

systems? 

A. There are several factors increasing the vulnerability of OT systems and their 

attractiveness as cyberattack targets. 

9 Using the standard formula for CAGR and assuming the 2004 value was approximately 10,000, 
I have calculated this CAGR as (228,167 / 10,000) A (1/18) - 1 = 19.0%. 

10 Source: IBM Security, X-Force Threat Intelligence Index 2023, at p. 15. Available from: 
https://www.ibm.com/downloads/cas/DB4GL8YM 

11 Id. 
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• First, compared to IT, these systems tend to be longer-lived and slower to1 

change, so that the software that runs them is often old and unsupported,2 

without the benefit of security patches to protect against vulnerabilities as3 

attackers discover them.4 

• Second, the cost savings and flexibility afforded by internet-enabled5 

digitization is driving many companies to interconnect their OT to their IT6 

systems and the internet.  While the benefits of doing so are undeniable,7 

that also opens up new attack surfaces on those OT systems, which can be8 

accessed remotely through those interconnections.9 

• And third, the potential disruptions that successful attacks on OT could10 

cause are immense, putting lives as well as property and revenues at risk.11 

For these reasons, the companies operating critical infrastructure, 12 

including energy companies, should make protecting their OT from 13 

cyberattacks an urgent priority. 14 

Q. Is there any recent illustration of the damage that a cyberattack on an15 

energy company’s OT could cause?16 

A. Yes.  To date, the most damaging cyberattack on a U.S. energy company was17 

the ransomware attack on Colonial Pipeline in May 2021.  The attacker used a18 

compromised password to break into the company’s IT systems and block19 

access to its servers until a multi-million dollar ransom was paid in bitcoin.20 

Colonial’s management feared that the lock-out could spread to the OT21 
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controlling its pipelines, so they decided to preemptively shut down their 5,500 1 

mile pipeline network for five days.12  2 

Hence while the actual cyberattack never reached the company’s OT, its 3 

consequences unfolded as if it had, with severe impacts far beyond the 4 

company.  At that time, Colonial was transporting nearly half of the East 5 

Coast’s gasoline, diesel and jet fuel along the East Coast, from the Gulf of 6 

Mexico to New York City.  The shut-down of its pipeline network had ripple 7 

effects across the region, including panic-buying of gasoline by consumers, 8 

localized gas shortages, short-term price increases and even price gouging.13 9 

While those disruptions fortunately proved to be of short duration, this 10 

dramatic exposure of the vulnerability of the energy sector spurred additional 11 

federal and state governmental actions.  These included not only the imposition 12 

of new regulations by the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) on 13 

pipeline operators, but also new cybersecurity initiatives by the White House, 14 

the Department of Homeland Security and states including Colorado, New 15 

York, and Utah – all aimed at encouraging energy companies and other 16 

12 See “Cyberattack Forces a Shutdown of a Top U.S. Pipeline”, The New York Times, 5/8/2023 
(updated 5/13/2023).  Available from: 
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/08/us/politics/cyberattack-colonial-pipeline.html And Kimberly 
Wood, “Cybersecurity Policy Responses to the Colonial Pipeline Ransomware Attack”, the 
Georgetown Environmental Law Review, 3/7/2023. Available from: 
https://www.law.georgetown.edu/environmental-law-review/blog/cybersecurity-policy-
responses-to-the-colonial-pipeline-ransomware-attack/  

13 Id. 
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operators of critical U.S. infrastructure assets to strengthen their protections 1 

against cyber threats.14  2 

Q. What is the industry’s current cybersecurity framework as devised by the3 

National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST)?4 

A. NIST administers a comprehensive framework of cybersecurity protections that5 

is intended to reduce cyber-related risks to critical infrastructure in the U.S.6 

Developed in collaboration with industry stakeholders, the framework includes7 

standards, guidelines, and practices, but is voluntary rather than government8 

mandated or enforced.  The current version, 1.1, was adopted in 2018 and is9 

complex, with a Core consisting of five Functions, 23 Categories, and 10810 

Subcategories, along with 6 supporting Informative References.15  In response11 

to the evolving nature of cyber technology and cybersecurity issues, NIST is12 

also working on a successor version 2.0 Framework, with a Core 2.013 

discussion draft issued for comment in April 2023.1614 

Q. Does PGE have an established cybersecurity strategy that is aligned with15 

the NIST version 1.1 Framework?16 

A. Yes.  In response to Staff discovery, PGE provided its latest cybersecurity17 

planning and strategy document on a confidential basis.17 [BEGIN18 

14 Id.  See also, Mike Elgan, “One Year After the Colonial Pipeline Attack, Regulation Is Still a 
Problem,” Security Intelligence (IBM Security), July 11, 2022.  Available from: 
https://securityintelligence.com/articles/colonial-pipeline-federal-regulation-update/ 

15 NIST, Framework for Improving Critical Infrastructure Cybersecurity, SP 800-53 Rev 1.1 (2018). 
Available from: https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/CSWP/NIST.CSWP.04162018.pdf  The counts 
of Core features are from the associated NIST Framework v1.1 Presentation, available from: 
https://www.nist.gov/cyberframework/framework . 

16  See https://www.nist.gov/cyberframework/updating-nist-cybersecurity-framework-journey-csf-20 
17  Staff/2603, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 661, Confidential Attachment 661-A. 
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PGE touched on this key initiative in its opening testimony, stating that 

"PGE is also completing a significant buildout of cybersecurity capabilities in 

the Operational Technology space," which is occurring in the context of its 

deployment of grid modernization technologies that can increase potential 

cyberattack surfaces.18 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

• 
[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

18 PGE/610/1. 
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This initiative is reflected in PGE's response to discovery on its Zero Trust 

Architecture (ZTA) plans, where the Company states: "PGE has been 

incorporating ZTA into our cybersecurity strategy to enhance security for all 

network access, including internal and remote access, for all devices 

connecting to the PGE network. Our current rate case proceeding includes a 

$652,000 capital ask related to ZTA (P37477 - Zero Trust). This project 

specifically focuses on deploying zero-trust network access (ZTNA) network 

architecture."19 

While I have not attempted to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of 

PGE's cybersecurity strategic plan and related actions, these through-lines 

from its overall strategy to specific plans and approved capitalized projects 

provide some reassuring evidence that the Company has a mature 

cybersecurity strategy that it is executing. 

Q. Has PGE benchmarked its cybersecurity performance against that of 

other energy companies? 

A. Yes, it has. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

19 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 662. ZTNA is designed to grant remote users (as 
well as on-premises employees) access to a corporate IT network's applications, data, and 
other resources on a "need-to-know'' basis, to prevent unauthorized and potentially malicious 
activities. Implementing ZTNA is an important fi rst step towards establishing a comprehensive 
"zero trust" security posture. 
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20 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 661, Confidential Attachment A, page 7. 
21 Id. 
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Q. Should the Commission direct PGE to submit to it the results of the 

Company's next cybersecurity performance benchmarking? 

A. Yes. Benchmarking exercises of this kind are valuable and worth repeating on 

a regular basis. While the results discussed above were encouraging at the 

time, given the quickly-evolving nature of cyberattacks and defenses they may 

not be representative of PGE's current cybersecurity status. I recommend that 

the Commission direct the Company to share the results of its next 

cybersecurity benchmarking assessment with it as soon as they become 

available. Doing so will help keep the Commission apprised of PGE's 

cybersecurity performance as the Company continues to adapt to the latest 

challenges the industry confronts. 

Q. Given the growing importance of ensuring that the energy companies 

regulated by the Commission are adequately protecting themselves from 

cyberattacks on their critical infrastructure, should the Commission 

consider a further investigation of that issue? 

A. Yes. While this testimony provides some initial insight into PGE's performance 

with respect to this issue, all of the energy companies regulated by the 

Commission are confronting simi lar challenges in this area. Rather than 

address those challenges in individual company rate cases or other separate 

proceedings, I recommend that the Commission consider opening an 

22 Id. 
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investigation that would include all of the energy companies it regulates, plus 1 

other stakeholders, to obtain additional information and formulate actions it 2 

could take to encourage further progress in strengthening the cybersecurity 3 

defenses of their critical infrastructure in Oregon. 4 
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Issue 2. PGE Compliance With NERC’s CIP Reliability Standards  1 

Q. Is PGE subject to any standards for its cybersecurity systems and 2 

practices? 3 

A. Yes.  While the Commission does not impose any direct cybersecurity 4 

standards on PGE, FERC applies certain standards to the cybersecurity 5 

systems and practices of Bulk Electric System (BES) operators, including PGE, 6 

pursuant to Section 215 of the Federal Power Act (FPA).23  FERC’s designated 7 

Electric Reliability Organization (ERO), the North American Electric Reliability 8 

Corporation (NERC), develops cybersecurity-focused Critical Infrastructure 9 

Protection (CIP) standards, as part of the larger suite of BES reliability 10 

standards that it administers.24  PGE has been subject to those CIP standards 11 

for cybersecurity since the first set of such standards became effective in July 12 

2008.25  13 

Q. Has PGE generally been in compliance with these CIP standards? 14 

A. Yes, that is my understanding.  As these standards continue to evolve over 15 

time, PGE and other BES operators are subject to periodic audits to assess 16 

their ongoing compliance.  PGE has been subject to triennial audits by the 17 

Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) for that purpose.  PGE’s 18 

most recent WECC audit occurred in June 2020.  That audit evaluated PGE’s 19 

compliance with 14 CIP requirements for a three-year period ending in March 20 

 
23  The reliability section of the FPA has been codified at 16 USCS § 824o. 
24  See NERC, U.S. Reliability Standards, at: 

https://www.nerc.com/pa/Stand/Pages/USRelStand.aspx  
25  See id., downloadable “One-Stop-Shop” spreadsheet, at row 49. 
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2020.  The audit found one instance of potential non-compliance, but no 1 

enforcement action was taken.26  PGE’s next triennial WECC audit of CIP 2 

standards is currently scheduled for the third quarter of 2023.27 3 

 
26  Staff/2603, UE 394 PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 450, 8/30/2021.  The CIP standard at 

issue for potential partial non-compliance, CIP 010-2, related to certain alleged omissions in 
PGE’s documented plan for Transient Cyber Assets and Removable Media used with its high 
impact BES Cyber Systems.  This CIP became inactive on 9/30/2020.  See NERC’s “One-Stop-
Shop” spreadsheet, at row 132.   

27  See WECC’s draft audit schedule for 2023, at:  https://www.wecc.org/Pages/Compliance-
UnitedStates.aspx  
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Issue 3. Cybersecurity Breaches and Their Cost Impacts on PGE   1 

Q. Have you investigated PGE’s experience with cybersecurity breaches 2 

over the past several years, including any costs it has incurred due to 3 

such breaches?  4 

A. Yes.  In discovery, Staff asked PGE to identify and provide key details of each 5 

cybersecurity breach or other incident it had experienced from 1/1/2021 to date 6 

that resulted in a disruption to an internal IT system, its billing system(s), or any 7 

Critical Infrastructure Systems.28  Second, Staff also asked PGE to provide 8 

details of any costs that it had incurred as a result of each such cybersecurity 9 

breach and incident.29  And third, Staff asked PGE to provide its responses to 10 

Staff’s DR No. 453 in the Company’s previous GRC, Case UE 394, that also 11 

addressed its experience with cybersecurity breaches. 12 

Q. What information did PGE provide in response to those questions? 13 

A.  In its responses to those questions, PGE indicated the following: 14 

• It had not experienced any cybersecurity breach or other incident of that 15 

kind from 1/1/2021 to 5/9/2023 (its Data Response date);30 16 

• Consequently, it had not incurred any such incremental expenditures 17 

(costs) resulting from such a breach or incident during that timeframe; 18 

nor had it included any such incremental expenditures in the 2024 test 19 

year; 31 and 20 

 
 
 

30  Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 664. 
31  Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 665. 
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• As of 8/30/2021, the Company also had not experienced any data 1 

breach or damage to its digital or physical systems due to an external 2 

cyber intrusion for the past five years (i.e., back to at least 8/30/2017).32 3 

While informative, one cannot infer from these responses that there have 4 

been no attempted cyberattacks on PGE’s critical systems, as such incidents 5 

might have gone undetected, and/or might not have caused disruption (e.g. as 6 

might occur with a data loss incident).  Nevertheless, the absence of known 7 

incidents and adverse consequences suggests that the Company’s 8 

cybersecurity strategy and defenses are offering some significant protection. 9 

 
32  Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DRs No. 663 (containing PGE response to PUC DR No. 

453 in Case UE 394). 
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Issue 4. PGE's Proposed Increase in Cybersecurity Costs 

Q. How much spending on cybersecurity O&M has PGE included in the 2024 

Test Year? 

A. PGE's has indicated that its budgeted spending on cybersecurity O&M 

expenses in the 2024 Test Year totals $19.286 million.33 

Q. How does that spending level compare to its historical trends for 

cybersecurity O&M expense? 

A. The following table presents PGE's reported figures for its Operations and 

Maintenance (O&M) cybersecurity spending for 2018 through to the 2024 Test 

Year. The orange dots represent PGE's year-to-year expense values and the 

blue line illustrates their trend over the 2018-2024 timeframe. As shown on the 

chart, in 2019 PGE had nearly doubled its expenditure level in 2019, as it 

ramped up its [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. The figures for 2018-2022 are 

actual expenditures, 34 whereas years 2023 and TY2024 are budgeted 

expenses.35 Note that the 2021 and 2022 actual spending amounts were well 

under their budgeted levels, by $2.6 million and $1 .5 million, respectively. 

Based on the expense values shown below (including the corrected 2024 

33 See Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 660-d, Attachment B, at tab d. , column K 
(total budgeted TY2024 expense for cybersecurity = $19.286 million). In fact, that figure 
appears to be slightly understated due to a calculation error, with the actual amount based on 
the departmental figures PGE has provided equaling $19.520 million. (This is simply the sum of 
cells K47-K55 in tab d.) 

34 Staff/2602, UE 394 PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 451, dated August 16, 2021 (for 
years 2018-2020) and Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 660, Attachment 
B, at tab "d." (for years 2021 and 2022). 

35 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 660, Attachment B, at tab "d." 
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value), PGE is seeking a $4.1 million increase in its total cybersecurity O&M 

spending in the test year relative to its $15.4 million actual expenditures in 

2022, a 27 percent increase. 

Figure 3: PGE's O&M Expenses for Cybersecurity 
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Q. Does that 27 percent spending increase appear reasonable? 

2024 

A. Yes. The additional $4.1-mill ion in O&M spending appears reasonable in light 

of PGE's augmentation of its cybersecurity activities as I have described 

above. Some of the spending amounts associated with those activities are: 

• A $1.85 million increase in the budget for Dept. 226-OT Cybersecurity in 

2023 (and sustained into the test year), which appears justified in view 

of the expanded OT monitoring requirements created by its recent OT 

visibility project. 36 

36 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 660, Attachment B, at tab "d"; and 
Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 668, part a. 
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Q. 

A. 

• Approximately $115,000 annually for PGE's new service contract with 

Mandiant, which is providing an enhanced level of cybersecurity incident 

response and recovery support services.37 

• Another anticipated $225,000 in 2024 expenditures to improve the 

Company's SIEM capabil ities.38 

Finally, as I had observed above, PGE's actual 2022 cybersecurity 

expenses were $1.5 million less than its budgeted amount. Some of that 

reduction was presumably related to the seven unfilled job positions within its 

cybersecurity departments at that time, an issue that I address in more detail in 

the next section of my testimony (see Issue 5 below). To the extent that PGE 

is successful in fi lling those positions, they will need to be funded, which will 

eliminate some of the interim cost savings the Company experienced from that 

situation in 2022. 

In addition to examining the O&M expenses you have just discussed, 

have you also evaluated the reasonableness of its capital investments 

supporting cybersecurity? 

Yes. PGE has indicated that its annual spending on cybersecurity-related 

capital investments totaled $0.47 mill ion in 2021 , $2.19 million in 2022, and is 

forecasted to total $1.1 million in 2023.39 [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]-

37 UE 416 PGE/ 610, Ajello - Bat zler/ 1. 
38 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 668, part b. 
39 Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request No. 660, Attachment B, at tab "d." 
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Q. Please describe PGE's Operational Technology Project. 

A. 

40 UE 416 PGE/ 600, Ajello - Batzler/ 34 and UE 416 PGE/ 610, Ajello - Batzler/ 1. 

Staff/2600 
Lundquist /23 

41 Staff/2603, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 628, Confidential Attachment 628-A, PJF 
#P37336 (excerpts). 

42 Id. 
43 Id. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

How do you assess the benefits from this project? 

This project's cybersecurity benefits to the Company, and by extension its 

ratepayers, are significant. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

I 

I 

I 

I 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Did you find that the costs of this project were likely to have been 

reasonably incurred? 

Yes. My review of this project's PJF did not find any evidence of imprudent 

spending, cost over-runs or other adverse consequences to rate payers. My 

understanding is that the major vendors and products selected for this project 

are well-suited for its requirements and that they operate in competitive 

44 Id. 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
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markets.  For example, Nozomi is recognized as an industry leader in OT 1 

cybersecurity and its Guardian product has been given consistently high ratings 2 

by customers, according to Garter’s product review platform.47  No capital costs 3 

for this project are included in the 2024 test year, and the test year O&M 4 

expenses for these new capabilities are relatively small and appear 5 

reasonable.48  Consequently, I find no need for any disallowances from rate 6 

base or expenses associated with this project. 7 

 
47  See Gartner Peer Insights, Nozomi Networks Reviews, where the Guardian project received 4.8 

stars out of 5.0 on 91 verified peer reviews. Available from: 
https://www.gartner.com/reviews/market/operational-technology-security/vendor/nozomi-
networks/reviews?marketSeoName=operational-technology-
security&vendorSeoName=nozomi-networks&sort=-helpfulness&pid=68906   

48  PGE Response to OPUC DR #668. 
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Issue 5. PGE’s Staffing Of Its Cybersecurity Organization  1 

Q. Have you reviewed PGE’s staffing of its cybersecurity departments? 2 

A. Yes.  PGE has supplied supplemental information in this area in response to 3 

Staff discovery.  That information disclosed that the Company has several 4 

important positions in its cybersecurity staffing that are unfilled, and some have 5 

been vacant for many months.  PGE has listed 53 cybersecurity positions within 6 

its organization, and it reported that seven of them are currently unfilled, for 7 

more than a year on average.49  Those unfilled positions are listed in the 8 

following table. 9 

Table 1. Vacant Positions within PGE's Cybersecurity Departments 10 

  11 
As shown in the table above, they include the key role of PGE’s Chief 12 

Information Security Officer (CISO), which has been vacant since 12/2/2022 13 

(five months).  In addition, three Analyst/Senior Analyst positions within the 14 

Operational Technology (OT) Cybersecurity group (Dept. 226) are vacant and 15 

have been unfilled for long periods of time (8 months, 21 months, and 37 16 

months).  The OT Cybersecurity group is responsible for safeguarding the 17 

 
49  Staff/2602, PGE Response to OPUC DR No. 660, Attachment B, at tab c. 

  Department   Unfilled Positions

# Headcount 

budgeted 2023

226 - OT Cybersecurity P009147 6167 - Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

P009159 IRM Cyber Security Analyst/Senior IRM Cyber Security Analyst (Unfille 1

P009479 IRM or Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

608 - Enterprise Security P013175 CISO, Cyber Security & IT Governance (Unfilled) 1

P009135 Manager Information Risk (Unfilled) 1

773 - Info Security Operations P009277 ISOC Operational Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

775 - Cybersecurity P009619 Enterprise Security Business Systems Analyst (Unfilled) 1
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cybersecurity of the Company’s Operational Technology, which as I have 1 

explained is critical infrastructure. 2 

Q.  Should the Commission be concerned about these vacancies? 3 

A.  Yes.  While certainly concerning, the problem is not surprising, as the rise in 4 

cybersecurity attacks on corporate, government and other institutional IT 5 

systems in recent years has meant that demand for qualified IT personnel with 6 

cybersecurity training and skills has generally outpaced the supply, on an 7 

industry-wide basis.  The severity of this issue had caused the state of 8 

Connecticut to include “Address the cybersecurity skills shortage” as one of 9 

four major objectives for its state Cybersecurity Strategy issued in March 10 

2022.50  11 

Given the importance of maintaining effective cybersecurity protections, I 12 

recommend that the Commission direct the Company to report at the end of 13 

each quarter through 2023-2024 on its progress towards filling each of those 14 

vacant positions identified in Table 1, and any additional cybersecurity-related 15 

positions that open up subsequently. 16 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

 
50  See State of Connecticut Cybersecurity Strategy, Version 3.14, March 9, 2022 (“CT 

Cybersecurity Strategy”), at pages 4 and 7-8.  Available from: https://portal.ct.gov/connecticut-
cybersecurity-resource-page  
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Biography 
 
Mr. Lundquist serves as a consultant to QSI, performing regulatory, technical, and economic analysis, 
project management, and client support services for projects involving telecommunications regulation and 
economics.  Prior to joining QSI in 2007, Mr. Lundquist served as a Vice President and Partner of 
Economics and Technology, Inc. (ETI), a Boston-based consulting firm.  Over the course of his 36-year 
career in the field, Mr. Lundquist has participated in hundreds of contested state-level and federal 
telecommunications regulatory proceedings, often preparing and/or sponsoring expert testimony, reports, 
and comments.  He has developed expertise in virtually all areas of modern telecommunications regulation 
and policy, including service costs and pricing, network interconnection, implementation of competition 
policies, incentive regulation, and next-generation broadband, enterprise and wireless services.   
 
Mr. Lundquist has worked extensively with computerized cost models for telecommunications networks 
and services, including most of the major cost models introduced in U.S. regulatory proceedings.  He also 
has participated in dozens of state PUC cases to apply incentive regulation to incumbent local exchange 
carriers, and advised on the criteria for when reduced regulation is appropriate.  He has gained in-depth 
knowledge of all aspects of incentive regulation, including measurement of carrier productivity gains and 
the specification of productivity offsets, monitoring of service quality, indexing and pricing rules, and 
impacts on investment and innovation.  In addition, Mr. Lundquist has substantial experience with 
traditional ratemaking issues, including general rate cases, revenue requirement and rate design, cost 
allocation, and tariffing matters.  Other areas in which Mr. Lundquist has significant professional 
experience include universal service, broadband and Internet access issues, intercarrier compensation, and 
next-generation enterprise services for medium/large commercial and government users (SD-WAN, SASE, 
ZTA).  
 
Mr. Lundquist has served as an expert witness on these types of issues in over 35 proceedings before 20 
state public utility commissions.  He regularly works with a wide range of clients including competitive 
services providers, consumer advocates, and regulatory commission staff.  Mr. Lundquist has served as 
QSI’s lead consultant on telecommunications matters to the New Mexico Attorney General’s Office 
(NMAGO) for over a decade.  Mr. Lundquist also has played a central role in QSI’s work on behalf of the 
U.S. General Services Administration since 2011, including extensive analysis of carriers’ invoiced taxes 
and fees, and co-authoring a series of white papers on new telecommunications technologies and their 
impacts on federal government agencies.  He has also advised regulatory agencies and foreign ministries 
on regulatory practices, and has developed and undertaken on-site training programs for regulatory staff in 
China and the Philippines.  
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Selected Reports 
The following are several illustrative QSI reports to which Mr. Lundquist contributed substantial 
research, analysis, and/or writing. 
 
Bringing Zero Trust Architecture Solutions to EIS Customers: Market Research and Pricing 
Models, prepared by QSI for the U.S. General Services Administration, November 2022. 
 
Network-as-a-Service (NaaS) Overview and Ordering Guide, prepared by QSI on behalf of the 
U.S. General Services Administration. January 2021. 
 
QSI Evaluation of Frontier’s Second Quarter Service Quality Metrics Report, prepared for the 
Minnesota Department of Commerce and filed in MNPUC Docket P405-P407/CI-18-122, 
October 2020. 
 
SD-WAN Overview and Ordering Guide, for Enterprise Infrastructure Solutions (EIS), version 
2.0, prepared by QSI for the U.S. General Services Administration, August 2020. 
 
SD-WAN Implementation Guide, for Enterprise Infrastructure Solutions (EIS), prepared by QSI 
for the U.S. General Services Administration, October 2019. 
 
Modernizing Communications Infrastructure in Federal Buildings: Strategies for Managing 
Technology Transition for Building Management and Life Safety Applications, prepared by QSI 
for the U.S. General Services Administration, November 2018. 
 
Network Services 2025, Strategic Telecommunications Planning & Analysis:  Industry Trends 
and Emerging Technologies and the Potential Impact on Federal Acquisitions, prepared by QSI 
for the U.S. General Services Administration, December 2017. 
 
Audit Report:  The Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Kansas Universal Service Fund, prepared 
by QSI for the Kansas Department of Revenue, October 2014. 
 
The Ohio Telecom Modernization Act (S.B. 162): Examining the Impacts of Telecom 
Deregulation on Ohio’s Economy and Residential Consumers, prepared by QSI for the Ohio 
Consumers’ Counsel, June 2012. 
 
Verizon Networx Universal – CDRL 106 for March 31, 2011: An Analysis of State and Local 
Taxes/Surcharges Applied to US Government Invoices, prepared by QSI on behalf of the U.S. 
General Services Administration, December 2011. 
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Expert Testimony – Profile 
The information below is Mr. Lundquist’s best effort to identify all proceedings wherein he has either 
sponsored pre-filed written testimony, an expert report or provided live testimony at hearing. 
 
 
Before the Alabama Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 27178 
Re:  Generic Proceeding:  Costs and Rates of BellSouth's Operations Support System (OSS) 
On behalf of National ALEC Association/Prepaid Communications Association 
Direct Testimony          May 20, 2000 
Cross-examination         June 13, 2000 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission  
Application 01-12-026 
Re:  Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon 
California Inc. F/K/A GTE California, Inc. (U-6449-C) Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony         December 20, 2001 
Cross-examination        February 11, 2002 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Application 01-11-045 
In Re:  Petition by GNAPS, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Pacific 
Bell Telephone Company Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony         November 30, 2001 
Cross-examination         February 11, 2002 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 98-11-024 
Re:  Petition by Pacific Bell (U 1001 C) for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with 
Pac-West Telecom, Inc. (U 5266 C) Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act 
 of 1996 
On behalf of Pac West Telecom, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          February 8, 1999 
Cross-examination         February 24, 1999 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. A.96-08-41 
Re:  Petition of AT&T Communications of California, Inc. for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 
252 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement 
with GTE California, Inc. 
On behalf of AT&T of California, Inc. 
Oral Testimony         October 3, 1996 
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Before the Connecticut Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 95-06-17 
Re:  Application of SNET for Approval to Offer Unbundled Loops, Ports, and the Associated 
Interconnection Arrangements and Application of SNET for Approval to Offer Wholesale Local 
Basic Service and Certain Related Features and to Implement a Universal Service Fund 
On behalf of New England Cable Television Association 
Direct Testimony          September 8, 1995 
 
Before the Delaware Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 02-235 
Re:  Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon 
Delaware Inc. f/k/a Bell Atlantic-Delaware, Inc. 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony        September 18, 2002 
Rebuttal Testimony          October 2, 2002 
Cross-examination         November 4, 2002 
 
Before the District of Columbia Public Service Commission 
Formal Case No. 1011 
Re:  In the Matter of Review by the Commission Into Verizon DC’s Compliance with the 
Conditions of 47 U.S.C. §271(c) 
On behalf of the Office of People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia 
Affidavit          September 30, 2002  
Cross-examination waived 
 
Before the Federal Communications Commission, Washington, D.C. 
CC Docket No. 01-318, CC Docket No. 98-56, et al 
Re:  Performance Measurements and Standards for Unbundled Network Elements and 
Interconnection; and  
Performance Measurements and Reporting Requirements For Operations Support Systems, 
Interconnection, and Operator Services and Directory Assistance  
On behalf of Focal Communications Corp., Pac-West Telecomm, Inc., and US LEC Corp. 
Declaration          January 21, 2002 
 
Before the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 7702 
Re:  Instituting a Proceeding on Communications, Including an Investigation of the 
Communications Infrastructure of the State of Hawaii 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Hawaii, Inc. 
Rebuttal Testimony          August 28, 1997  
Cross-examination         October 17, 1997 
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Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 02-0253 
Re:  Global NAPs Illinois, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon North 
Inc. f/ka/ GTE North Incorporates and Verizon South Inc. f/k/a GTE South Incorporated 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony        May 16, 2002 
Rebuttal Testimony          June 4, 2002  
Cross-examination         June 11, 2002 
 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 01-0786 
Re:  Petition of Global NAPs, Inc. for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of The 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          December 28, 2001  
Cross-examination waived 
 
Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 9123 
In the Matter of the Commission’s Inquiry Into Verizon Maryland Inc.’s Provision of Local 
Exchange Telephone Service Over Fiber Optic Facilities 
On behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel 
Direct Testimony        June 19, 2008 
Rebuttal Testimony        July 17, 2008 
Surrebuttal Testimony        August 12, 2008 
Cross-examination        August 26, 2008 
 
Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8879 
Re:  Investigation into Rates for Unbundled Network Elements Pursuant to the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel 
Rebuttal Testimony          September 5, 2001 
Surrebuttal Testimony         October 15, 2001  
Cross-examination         December 7, 2001 
 
Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy 
DTE 01-70 
Re:  Complaint of Fiber Technologies Networks, LLC Pursuant to G.L.c.166 § 45.00 et seq. 
Regarding access to poles owned or controlled by Shrewsbury’s Electric Light Plant 
On behalf of Fiber Technologies Networks, LLC 
Direct Testimony        November 9, 2001 
Cross-examination waived 
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Office of Administrative Hearings 
PUC Docket No. P-421/CI-01-1371 
Re:  In the Matter of a Commission Investigation into Qwest’s Compliance with Section 
271(c)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Checklist Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 11, 13, and 14, 
On behalf of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 
Affidavit         June 10, 2002 
Cross-examination         September 9, 2002 
 
Before the Minnesota State Office of Administrative Hearings for the Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. P-421/CI-01-1370, OAH Docket No. X-2500-14485-2 
Re: Commission Investigation into Qwest’s Compliance with Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996: Checklist Items 3, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 12 
On behalf of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 
Affidavit          January 28, 2002 
Cross-examination        March 6, 2002 
 
Before the Nevada Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 01-10018 
Re:  Petition of Global NAPs, Inc. for the Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with 
Central Telephone Company - Nevada, d/b/a Sprint of Nevada, Pursuant to Section 252 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          December 4, 2001  
Cross-examination waived 
 
Before the Nevada Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 96-9035 
Re:  A Petition by the Regulatory Operations Staff to Open an Investigation into the Procedures 
and Methodologies that Should Be Used to Develop Costs for Bundled or Unbundled Telephone 
Services or Service Elements in the State of Nevada 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Nevada 
Direct Testimony          May 9, 1997 
Rebuttal Testimony          May 23, 1997  
Cross-examination         June 11, 1997 
 
Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TO00060356 
Re:  Review of Unbundled Network Elements Rates, Terms and Conditions of Bell Atlantic-New 
Jersey, Inc. 
On behalf of the State of New Jersey, Division of the Ratepayer Advocate 
Direct Testimony          October 12, 2000  
Cross-examination         January 26, 2001 
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Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TO99120934 
Re:  Application of Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc. for Approval of a Modified Plan for an 
Alternative Form of Regulation and to Reclassify All Rate Regulated Services as Competitive 
Services 
On behalf of the State of New Jersey, Division of the Ratepayer Advocate 
Direct Testimony          September 8, 2000  
Cross-examination waived 
 
Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-1141 Sub1 
Re:  Global NAPs North Carolina, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon South, 
Inc. f/ka/ GTE South Incorporated  
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc., Direct Testimony  April 19, 2002 
Rebuttal filed          May 24, 2002 
Cross-examination         July 23, 2002 
 
Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-08-61 / PU-08-176 
Re:  Midcontinent Communications, a South Dakota partnership, Complainant v. Missouri 
Valley Communications, Inc., Respondent; and Missouri Valley Communications, Inc. 
Application for Suspension or Modification Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 251(F)(2)  
On behalf of Midcontinent Communications 
Direct Testimony        July 2, 2008 
Cross-examination        July 9, 2008 
 
Before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. 02-876-TP-ARB 
Re:  In the Matter of Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §252(b) of 
Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions with Verizon North Inc. f/k/a GTE North 
Direct Testimony          May 30, 2002  
Cross-examination         June 6, 2002 
 
Before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. 01-3096-TP-ARB / Case No. 01-2811-TP-ARB 
Re: Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b) of Interconnection 
Rates, Terms and Conditions with Ohio Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Ohio; and 
Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b) of Interconnection 
Rates, Terms and Conditions with United Telephone Company of Ohio d/b/a Sprint 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          February 12, 2002  
Cross-examination         February 19, 2002 
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Before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 96-922-TP-UNC  
Re:  Review of Ameritech Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection, Unbundled Network 
Elements, and Reciprocal Compensation for Transport and Termination of Local 
Telecommunications Traffic  
On behalf of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 
Direct Testimony          January 17, 1997 
 
Before the Rhode Island and Providence Plantations Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 3437 
Re:  Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish and Interconnection Agreement with Verizon New 
England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Rhode Island, Inc. f/k/a New England Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
d/b/a Bell Atlantic - Rhode Island  
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          August 28, 2002 
Rebuttal Testimony          September 6, 2002  
Cross-examination         September 26, 2002 
 
Texas Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 18509 
Re:  Public Utility Commission, Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for Rate 
Group Re-Classification Pursuant to Section 58.058 of the Texas Utility Code  
On behalf of the Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel 
Direct Testimony        August 18, 1998  
Cross-examination         September 9, 1998 
 
Before the Vermont Public Service Board 
Docket No. 6742 
Re:  Global NAPs, Inc. Petition For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon New 
England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Vermont, Inc. f/k/a New England Telephone & Telegraph Co. d/b/a 
Bell Atlantic – Vermont 
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Direct Testimony          September 11, 2002 
Rebuttal Testimony          October 7, 2002  
Cross-examination         October 25, 2002 
 
Before the Vermont Public Service Board 
Docket No 6209 
Re:  Investigation Into The Acquisition and Use of Central Office Codes by Local Exchange 
Carriers in Vermont  
On behalf of Global NAPs, Inc. 
Affidavit          October 17, 2002 
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Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-023003 
Re:  In the Matter of the Review of:  Unbundled Loop and Switching Rates; the Deaveraged 
Zone Rate Structure; and Unbundled Network Elements, Transport, and Termination (Recurring 
Costs) 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Pacific Northwest, Inc. 
Responsive Testimony         April 20, 2004  
Cross-examination         May 28, 2004 
 
Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-950200 
Re:  In the Matter of the Request of US West Communications, Inc. for the Increase in its Rates 
and Charges  
On behalf of Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission Staff 
Direct Testimony          August 11, 1995  
Cross-examination         January 15, 1996 
 
Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-941464, et al 
Re:  WUTC, Complainant vs. US West, Respondent; TGC Seattle and Digital Direct of Seattle, 
Inc., Complaint vs. US West, Respondent;  TCG Seattle, Complainant v. GTE Northwest, Inc., 
Respondent; GTE Northwest, Inc., Third Party Complainant v. US West, Third Party 
Respondent; Electric Lightwave, Inc., Complaint v. GTE Northwest, Inc., Respondent  
On behalf of Staff of the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Direct Testimony          April 17, 1995 
 
Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket Nos. U-89-2698-F, U-89-3245-P 
Re:  Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, Complainant vs. US WEST 
Communications, Inc., Respondent; Application of US WEST Communications, Inc., for an 
Alternative Form of Regulation 
On behalf of TRACER 
Direct Testimony          June 23, 1993 
Cross-examination         July 1, 1993 
 
Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 5846-TR-102 
Re:  Application of CenturyTel of Central Wisconsin, LLC, as a Telecommunications Utility, for 
Authority to Establish Permanent Telephone Rates, Docket No. 2055-TR-102; Application of 
Telephone USA of Wisconsin, LLC, as a Telecommunications Utility, for Authority to Establish 
Permanent Telephone Rates 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, L.P. 
Direct Testimony          May 31, 2002 
Rebuttal Testimony          June 21, 2002  
Cross-examination         June 26, 2002 
 

Staff 2601 / Lundquist /Page 10 of 11

~. QSI 
•• consulting, inc. 



Scott C. Lundquist 
 
 

Page 11 of 11 

 
Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2815-TR-103 
Re:  Application of CenturyTel of the Midwest-Kendall, Inc. for Rate Increase and Petition for 
Emergency Order for Rate Increase 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, L.P. 
Direct Testimony          June 19, 2001 
Rebuttal Testimony          July 3, 2001  
Cross-examination waived 
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OF
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UE 416

WITNESS:  Scott C. Lundquist

STAFF EXHIBIT 2602

PGE Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests



 
 

May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 628 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For all capital projects other than transmission and distribution in excess of $3 million constructed 
by PGE that that are included in the UE 416 rate base: 
Please provide all briefings to PGE management on the status of all capital projects in excess of 
$3 million that PGE proposes to be included in the UE 416 rate base that reflects capitalized plant 
not included in current rates. 
 
Response: 
 
OPUC Data Request Nos. 628-633 ask PGE to delineate capital projects by those “constructed by 
PGE” and those “constructed by other companies for PGE.” PGE objects to these data requests on 
the basis that they are unduly burdensome, vague and calls for speculation as the phrase 
“constructed by PGE” is undefined. 
 
PGE often uses third-party contractors and vendors to perform work on capital projects. PGE does 
not track capital projects by the undefined categories of “constructed by PGE” and “constructed 
by other companies for PGE,” making it unduly burdensome for PGE to attempt to categorize 
capital projects that way. 
 
Notwithstanding its objections, PGE responds as follows: 
 
PGE provides the project justification forms (PJF) for all capital projects other than transmission 
and distribution in excess of $3 million included in the UE 416 rate base (excludes P22449-P22449 
Colstrip Capital Proj PPL) here: 

• PGE’s response to CUB Data Request No. 025 provides the PJF for P36167 - FY: Repower 
Faraday Units 1-5. 

• Confidential Attachment 628-A provides the remaining PJFs. 
 
PGE management (specifically, the Business Sponsor Group) receives a copy of the PJF for each 
in-flight project when the project manager submits a proposed budget revision.  
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 628 
May 8, 2023 
Page 2 
 
Attachment 628-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039.  
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 660 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Identify each PGE internal group that deals with cybersecurity issues, and provide the information 
requested below. This should include the Integrated Security Operations Center (ISOC), any sub-
groups with ISOC, and also any additional groups or personnel within other areas of the Company 
who regularly address cybersecurity issues. 

a. An organizational chart showing how each group fits into the PGE management and 
organizational structure;  

b. The current staffing of each group, by job title, area of responsibility, and number of FTE 
employees in each job role. 

c. Explain if PGE considers each group to be fully-staffed currently, and identify any 
positions that are currently unfilled; if unfilled positions exist, indicate how many weeks 
they have been unfilled. 

d. The total annual budget for each group for calendar years 2021 through 2023, and what 
PGE forecasts for the 2024 test year; also provide those budget figures broken out between 
O&M expense and capital investments. 

Response: 
 

a. Attachment 660-A provides the requested information. 
 

b. Attachment 660-B, tab “b” provides the requested information.  
 

c. Not every group is currently fully staffed. Attachment 660-B, tab “c” provides further 
detail. 

 
d. Attachment 660-B, tab “d” provides the requested information.  
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Excerpt from

Attachment B

to PGE Response to OPUC DR. No. 660

Cybersecurity Staffing and Budget
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 660 Att B

p. 1 of 4, Tab b

Full Dept Title # Headcount budgeted 2023

226 - OT Cybersecurity Senior Cyber Security Control Systems Analyst 1

IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

Senior Operational Compliance Analyst 1

IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

P009147 Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

P009159 IRM Cyber Security Analyst/Senior IRM Cyber Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

P009479 IRM or Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

Staff Service Asset & Configuration Analyst 1

IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

Senior Cyber Security Control Systems Analyst 1

Senior Operational Compliance Analyst 1

IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

Senior Operational Compliance Analyst 1

IT Change Analyst 1

Senior Service Asset & Configu 1

226 - OT Cybersecurity Total 15

608 - Enterprise Security Office Administrator 1

Senior IT Project Manager 1

P013175 CISO, Cyber Security & IT Governance (Unfilled) 1

IT Project Manager 1

P009135 Manager Information Risk (Unfilled) 1

Senior Director Security 1

608 - Enterprise Security Total 6

756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

Disaster Recovery Specialist 1

Senior Cyber Security Operations Analyst 1

Senior Cyber Security Operations Analyst 1

Senior Disaster Recovery Specialist 1

Business Systems Analyst 1

756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services Total 6

773 - Info Security Operations Senior ISOC Operational Security Analyst 1

P009277 ISOC Operational Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1

IRM Cyber Security Analyst 1

Staff Cyber Security Control Systems Analyst 1

Staff ISOC Operational Security Analyst 1

ISOC Operational Security Analyst 1

ISOC Operational Security Analyst 1

Staff ISOC Operational Security Analyst 1

773 - Info Security Operations Total 8

775 - Cybersecurity Senior IT Project Manager 1

Principal IT Project Manager 1

Senior Service Asset & Configuration 1

P009619 Enterprise Security Business Systems Analyst (Unfilled) 1

Manager IT Resilience & Disaster Recovery 1

Senior IT Project Manager 1

Manager Project Management 1

Manager Cyber Security Control 1

Manager Integrated Security Operations 1

775 - Cybersecurity Total 9

786 - Integrated Security Program Staff Application Developer 1

Application Developer 1

Senior Application Developer 1

Senior Application Developer 1

Application Developer 1

Senior Cyber Security Control 1

Senior Application Developer 1

Disaster Recovery Specialist 1

Senior IT Solutions Architect 1

786 - Integrated Security Program Total 9

Total Cybersecurity current Headcount 53
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 660 Att B

p. 2 of 4, Tab c

Full Dept Title # Headcount budgeted 2023 Date became vacant Current Date Weeks unfilled

226 - OT Cybersecurity P009147 6167 - Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1 4/21/2020 5/1/2023 158

P009159 IRM Cyber Security Analyst/Senior IRM Cyber Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1 8/14/2021 5/1/2023 89

P009479 IRM or Senior IRM Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1 9/10/2022 5/1/2023 33

226 - OT Cybersecurity Total 3

608 - Enterprise Security P013175 CISO, Cyber Security & IT Governance (Unfilled) 1 12/2/2022 5/1/2023 21

P009135 Manager Information Risk (Unfilled) 1 9/1/2022 5/1/2023 35

608 - Enterprise Security Total 2

773 - Info Security Operations P009277 ISOC Operational Security Analyst (Unfilled) 1 5/30/2022 5/1/2023 48

773 - Info Security Operations Total 1

775 - Cybersecurity P009619 Enterprise Security Business Systems Analyst (Unfilled) 1 9/10/2022 5/1/2023 33

775 - Cybersecurity Total 1

7
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 660 Att B

p. 3 of 4, Tab d

  Year  Year  Year Year

  2021  2022  2023 2024

Cybersecurity O&M Dept plus Description Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Budget

 226 - OT Cybersecurity $1,297,589 $1,216,922 $1,406,416 $1,463,032 $3,259,397 $3,423,240

608: Enterprise Security 608 - Enterprise Security  $                                              $                                            $                                            $                                             $1,100,080 $1,469,976

 708 - Digital Programs $2,643,015 $2,223,025 $2,301,167 $1,871,124 $1,425,038 $1,522,007

 756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services $829,503 $933,051 $891,345 $1,349,563 $1,326,010 $1,410,058

 771 - Information Risk Management $2,225,150 $1,888,249 $1,902,648 $1,466,429  $                                                                        $                              -  

 772 - Integrated Security Ops Ctr $1,943,353 $1,910,456 $1,687,853 $1,407,915  $                                                                       $2,234,000

 773 - Info Security Operations $3,051,869 $2,657,484 $2,347,000 $2,048,371 $2,346,469 $2,460,103

 775 - Cybersecurity $4,018,356 $3,930,133 $2,426,631 $3,335,588 $4,457,309 $4,659,801

 786 - Integrated Security Program $3,778,313 $2,384,443 $3,996,272 $2,483,400 $2,246,967 $2,340,617

Cybersecurity O&M Total  $19,787,150 $17,143,763 $16,959,332 $15,425,424 $16,161,270 $19,285,802

Year

2021 2022 2023

Cybersecurity Capital Dept plus Description Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget

226 - OT Cybersecurity  $-   98,998$           5,394,815$          5,754,672$          529,352$                  

737 - IT Governance  $-   127,804$          $-   1,066,892$          507,273$                  

756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services  $-   (2,202)$             $-   1,029$                  

771 - Information Risk Management  $-   2,418$             

772 - Integrated Security Ops Ctr  $-   74,866$            $-   43,432$                

773 - Info Security Operations  $-   9,092$              $-   61$                       7,757$                      

775 - Cybersecurity  $-   144,280$          $-   512,254$             

786 - Integrated Security Program  $-   13,284$           29,232$                233,517$             63,718$                    

Cybersecurity Capital Total  $-   468,540$         5,424,047$          7,611,857$          1,108,100$              
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 660 Att B

p. 4 of 4, Tab d

 

 

Dept plus Description

226 - OT Cybersecurity

608 - Enterprise Security

708 - Digital Programs

756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services

771 - Information Risk Management

772 - Integrated Security Ops Ctr

773 - Info Security Operations

775 - Cybersecurity

786 - Integrated Security Program

 

Dept plus Description

226 - OT Cybersecurity

737 - IT Governance

756 - IT Disaster Recovery Services

771 - Information Risk Management

772 - Integrated Security Ops Ctr

773 - Info Security Operations

775 - Cybersecurity

786 - Integrated Security Program

This $2.2 million was inadvertently budgeted to dept. 772 (which closed in 2023 due to a re-org) and should have been budgeted to dept. 773.
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 661 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide PGE’s latest cybersecurity planning and strategy document(s) that describe the 
Company’s approach to identify, protect, detect, respond, and recover from cybersecurity breaches 
and disruptions of its systems.1 
 
Response: 
 
Confidential Attachment 661-A provides the requested information.  
 
Attachment 661-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
 

 
1 Ref: NIST Cybersecurity Framework (version 1.1), at:  https://www.nist.gov/cyberframework 
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 662 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Has PGE been implementing Zero Trust Architecture (“ZTA”) as part of its cybersecurity strategy? 
To the extent not addressed in the document(s) provided in response to DR 661 above, explain in 
detail, PGE’s implementation plan for ZTA, including:  

a. The Company’s planned steps towards ZTA; 
b. Its timeline for those steps; 
c. Its budget projections for ZTA-implementing projects; and 
d. Any impediments PGE believes exist for implementing ZTA throughout its IT 

infrastructure.   
e. If PGE has no plans to implement ZTA, please explain in detail why not. 

 
Response: 
 
Yes, PGE has been incorporating ZTA into our cybersecurity strategy to enhance security for all 
network access, including internal and remote access, for all devices connecting to the PGE 
network. Our current rate case proceeding includes a $652,000 capital ask related to ZTA (P37477 
– Zero Trust). This project specifically focuses on deploying zero-trust network access (ZTNA) 
network architecture. PGE is also planning further investments in ZTA to integrate principles of 
identity and access governance, device health, network protection, and application and data 
protection. However, the scope, budget, or timelines for these additional components of ZTA 
beyond the ZTNA project have not been fully developed.  
 

a. ZTNA: Project Zero Trust consists of several main workstreams necessary to initiate 
PGE’s journey towards a zero-trust network: 

a. Upgrade existing Palo Alto Firewalls to version 10.1 or higher and deploy within 
PGE’s private and public cloud networks.  

b. Deploy Global Protect for remote access users and internal communications. 
c. Configure Firewalls to segregate endpoint traffic from datacenter assets. 
d. Additional application specific micro-segmentation within PGE’s datacenters and 

cloud environments. 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 662 
May 9, 2023 
Page 2 
 

ZTA: PGE is planning further investments in ZTA to integrate principles of identity and 
access governance, device health, network protection, and application and data protection. 
PGE also plans to invest in logging, detection, and response capabilities, enabling 
automation of functions currently performed through manual log correlation. While the 
scope of the projects and timelines for this effort have not yet been fully defined, PGE 
intends to include enhancements to identity verification, certificate and secrets 
management, rationalization of identity stores, network inspection, data classification and 
protection, and anomaly detection and response. 
 

b. ZTNA: Expected in-service date is November 2023.  
 

ZTA: No specific timeline(s) have been defined.  
 

c. ZTNA: As stated earlier, our current rate case proceeding capital ask includes $652,000 
for the Zero Trust project.   

 
d. ZTNA: Potential network outages for PGE users, including customers, during planned 

maintenance windows might occur. These will be managed through the PGE change 
control process. Additionally, there may be a learning curve for PGE users to utilize the 
new Global Connect client and extra firewall rules review/remediation to ensure necessary 
access for all PGE devices.  

 
ZTA: Challenges for PGE in implementing ZTA include required architectural changes to 
PGE’s cloud PaaS and IaaS deployments, a proliferation of identity stores related to cloud 
deployments, and competing IT-related priorities that impact the availability of 
implementation resources. PGE has not defined a timeline for extending ZTA into 
operational technology (OT) networks and we are currently assessing the network 
architecture to determine the scope and challenges of an OT implementation.   

 
e. Not applicable, as PGE is implementing ZTA. 
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 663 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide PGE’s complete responses to Staff’s Data Requests 449 through 453 in its prior 
general rate case UE 394, including any confidential attachments. 
 
Response: 
 
Attachment 663-A provides PGE’s responses to OPUC Data Request Nos. 449 through 453 from 
Docket No. 394. 
 
Confidential Attachment 663-B provides Confidential Attachment 453-A from Docket No. 394.  
 
Attachment 663-B contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039.  
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Excerpt from

Attachment A

to PGE Response to OPUC DR. No. 663

PGE Responses to Staff's Data Requests 450 and 451 in UE 394
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August 30, 2021 
 
To: Brian Fjeldheim 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 
  

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 394 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 450 
Dated August 24, 2021 

 
Request: 
 
Has PGE ever had a cybersecurity audit performed by a federal or state agency? If yes, please 
provide a summary of the most recent cybersecurity audit findings. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE has not been subject to a federal or state agency cybersecurity audit and neither is it subject 
to a periodic federal or state agency cybersecurity audit. PGE, however, has had audits of our 
compliance with North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards, 
including the Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) standards.  Those Reliability Standards are 
made mandatory by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  Western Electricity 
Coordinating Council (WECC) conducts triennial audits of PGE’s compliance with a subset of 
the NERC standards.  PGE’s most recent WECC audit was held in June of 2020.  That audit 
evaluated PGE for compliance with 14 CIP requirements for the period of April 12, 2017, to 
March 16, 2020.  The audit found one instance of potential non-compliance.  The audit alleged 
that PGE had a potential non-compliance with CIP-010-2 Requirement 4 because PGE failed to 
include Sections 2.3 and 3.2.2 security objectives in its documented plan for Transient Cyber 
Assets and Removable Media used with its high impact BES Cyber Systems.  WECC has yet to 
take any further action regarding this alleged violation. 
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August 30, 2021 
 
To: Brian Fjeldheim 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 
  

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 394 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 451 
Dated August 16, 2021 

 
Request: 
 
On an annual basis, for each of the past five years, how much money did PGE spend on 
cybersecurity? Please indicate whether these expenditures were recorded as expenses or capital 
additions/rate base. 

 
Response: 
    
Expenses in the table below identify cybersecurity O&M expenses. Please see PGE’s response to 
Data Request No. 461 for capital investment in cybersecurity.  
 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
 $ 10,514   $ 19,115   $ 15,333   $ 18,924   $ 19,606 

 

Staff 2602 / Lundquist /Page 15 of 20



 
 

May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 664 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For years 2021, 2022, and 2023 to date, identify each cybersecurity breach or other incident that 
resulted in a disruption to a PGE internal IT system, its billing system(s), or any Critical 
Infrastructure Systems. In your response, provide the following information: 

a. The starting date of the incident and its total duration (hours/minutes); 
b. The type of incident (e.g., a systems breach, a DDoS attack, data theft/loss, ransomware 

attack). 
c. Identify the specific PGE systems that were impacted by the incident.   
d. Provide all reports produced by PGE or any of its third party cybersecurity services vendors 

concerning the incident. 
 
Response: 
 
For the years 2021, 2022, and 2023 to date, PGE has not experienced a cybersecurity breach or 
other incident that resulted in a disruption to a PGE internal IT system, its billing system(s), or any 
Critical Infrastructure Systems. 
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 665 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For years 2021, 2022, and 2023 to date, provide the incremental expenditures incurred by PGE as 
a result of the cybersecurity breaches and incidents identified in response to DR 664. Also provide 
any forecast of such incremental expenditures that PGE has developed for the test year 2024.   
 
Response: 
 
For the years 2021, 2022, and 2023 to date, PGE has not incurred any incremental expenditures as 
a result of cybersecurity breaches and incidents identified in response to OPUC Data Request 
No. 664. Consequently, PGE has not included any such incremental expenditures in the 2024 test 
year.   
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 668 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Ref: PGE Exhibit 610 (“PGE is also completing a significant buildout of cybersecurity capabilities 
in the Operational Technology space”), provide and explain PGE’s latest plans for this initiative. 
Your response should include further discussion of, but not be limited to, PGE’s projects involving 
the following systems cited in Exhibit 610: Nozomi Networks' Guardian system and Verve 
Industrial's Security Center. In addition: 

a. Specify the costs of all programs within the scope of this buildout that are included in test 
year 2024, broken out by capital investments vs. expenses. 

b. Ref: PGE Exhibit 610, specify the costs of the Company’s initiative to improve the SIEM 
capabilities of its existing LogRhythm or potential successor technology that are included 
in test year 2024, broken out by capital investments vs. expenses. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE is focusing on enhancing cybersecurity capabilities in the Operational Technology (OT) 
space throughout 2023 and 2024. This includes deploying Nozomi Networks' Guardian technology 
to networks at PGE's generating facilities and ingress/egress points between the control center and 
other operational systems. The Guardian technology is a passive detection system that allows 
PGE's security operations staff to detect anomalous communications and misconfigurations early 
on. Verve Industrial's Security Center is an active polling technology specifically designed for 
operational technologies and is being deployed to communicate with all primary operational 
technology systems at PGE. This system provides notifications of vulnerabilities, configurations, 
accounts, and other security-relevant information, which is then used to establish and monitor a 
secure baseline. 
 

a. No capital costs are included in the 2024 test year. The following expenses associated with 
the buildout of cybersecurity capabilities in the OT space are included in the 2024 test year: 

a. $0.5 million for support and maintenance of the Verve Security Center.  
b. $0.2 million for applying security patches and software updates to servers and 

workstations that operate PGE’s generation plants.  
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b. No capital costs are included in the 2024 test year. The following expenses associated with 
PGE’s initiative to improve the SIEM capabilities are included in the 2024 test year: 

a. $100,000 for co-pilot services, such as collaborating with vendors to optimize tools 
for increased alarming and response capabilities. 

b. $50,000 for a cloud-based artificial intelligence subscription, which enables alarms 
to determine if a suspicious or malicious event is occurring based on the 
normalization of PGE's environment. 

c. $50,000 to enhance alarms and rules for incident response 
d. $25,000 to parse logs from the OT environment and new technologies 
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 670 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Ref: PGE Exhibit 610, provide Mandiant’s “current service level agreement” cited therein, and 
any replacement ”enhanced pre-paid contract” that PGE has executed with Mandiant (as “expected 
in early 2023”).  In addition: 

a. Specify the costs of Mandiant’s services (pursuant to either agreement) that are included 
in test year 2024 expenses. 

 
Response: 
 
Confidential Attachment 670-A provides Mandiant’s enhanced pre-paid contract which is the 
current service level agreement.  
 
PGE has included approximately $115,000 in 2024 test year expenses associated with the costs of 
Mandiant’s services.  
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Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A. My name is August Ankum, Ph.D.  I am the Chief Economist and a founding 2 

partner of QSI Consulting, Inc., a consulting firm engaged in this proceeding by 3 

the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC).  My business address is 626 4 

Avenue B, Trevose/Feasterville, Pennsylvania 19053. 5 

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

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2701. 7 

Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 8 

A. My name is Warren R. Fischer, C.P.A., C.G.M.A. I am a Certified Public 9 

Accountant, and I serve as the Chief Financial Officer of, and partner in, QSI 10 

Consulting, Inc., a consulting firm engaged in this proceeding by OPUC.  My 11 

business address is 2500 Cherry Creek South Drive, Suite 319, Denver, 12 

Colorado, 80209-3279. 13 

Q. Please describe your educational background and work experience. 14 

A. My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2702. 15 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 16 

A. The purpose of our testimony is as follows: 17 

1. Evaluate PGE’s actual and forecasted additions to plant-in-service since 18 

its last Commission-approved rate base was established in Docket No. 19 

UE 394 (UE 394) Order No. 22-129 excluding the Transmission and 20 

Distribution Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) plant 21 
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categories, the Faraday Repowering Project, and all non-cyber security 

related Information Technology (IT) investment, 1 

2. Major maintenance accruals ("MMAs"), 

3. Fuel stock, and 

4. CO2 allowances.2 

Q. Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket? 

A. Yes. We prepared the following supporting exhibits: 

Exhibit Staff/2703 . ........... ..... ...... .. PGE Workbook (UE 416 4-21 -23 Exhibit 
Support_2024_Errata) 

Exhibit Staff/2704 . ...... PGE Non-Confidential Responses to Data Requests 
Exhibit Staff/2705 . ........... .. PGE Confidential Responses to Data Requests 
Exhibit Staff/2706 .... PGE i hi Confidential Responses to Data Requests 
Exhibit Staff/2707 . ........... ..... ...... .......... . Summary of PGE's Plant Additions 
Exhibit Staff/2708 . ........... ..... ... List of Project Justification Forms Examined 
Exhibit Staff/2709 . .......... Confidential Project Justification Form Evaluation 

Tables 
Exhibit Staff/2710 . ........... ... Summary of Project Justification Form Results 
Exhibit Staff/2711 . .. Testing of Sample Confidential Monthly Project Status 

and Other PGE Program Reports 
Exhibit Staff/2712 . ........... ..... ......... Summary of Restated MMA Ad·ustment 
Exhibit Staff/2713 . ... Restated GRC MMA Workpaper (Hi hi Confidential 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 

A. Our testimony is organized as follows: 

Issue 1. Plant Additions Other Than Transmission, Distribution, 
Faraday Re powering Project, and Non-Cyber Security IT ........ ..... 5 

Issue 2. Major Maintenance Accruals .......... ........... ........... ..... ..... ...... ....... 33 

1 Staff witness Robert Edmond Young addresses Transmission , Distribution, and IT capital 
additions in Staff/2100. Staff witness Rose Pileggi addresses the Faraday Repowering Project 
in Staff/1800. 

2 Mr. Fischer discusses plant capital additions and balances. Dr. Ankum discusses the issues of 
MMAs, fuel stock and CO2 allowances. CO2 allowances are discussed only to the extent that 
they are included in PGE's Fuel Stock. Dr. lshraq Ahmed discusses Cap-and-Trade / Invest 
programs and associated CO2 allowances. 
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Issue 3. Fuel Stock ................................................................................... 45 1 
Issue 4. CO2 Allowances .......................................................................... 90 2 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations.3 

A. For the issues discussed herein, we make the following recommendations:4 

Issue 1—Plant Additions Other than Transmission, Distribution, Faraday5 

Repowering Project, and Non-Cyber Security IT:6 

1. PGE needs to identify all proposed capital additions from the plant7 

balances approved in UE 394 as of April 30, 2022 through the forecast8 

period ending December 31, 2023, of the current GRC.  Currently, it has9 

identified additions from its actual FERC balances as of April 30, 2022,10 

which are different than its UE 394 plant balances.11 

2. PGE needs to provide officer attestations for projects greater than $312 

million expected to close by December 31, 2023, or where the closing13 

date is unclear in its PJFs.14 

3. PGE should explain whether the projects having potential cost overruns in15 

our PJF review are due to events beyond PGE’s control or whether they16 

are due to a lack of adequate oversight.17 

4. PGE should identify all capital projects where cost reimbursement is18 

pending from insurance or warranty claims.19 

Issue 2—Major Maintenance Accruals (MMA): 20 

1. We recommend a reduction in MMAs of approximately $1 million.  This21 

adjustment is driven by corrections of several inaccuracies in PGE’s22 

projections of major maintenance costs and balances.23 
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2. We also recommend a corresponding reduction of the test year MMA 1 

balances of approximately $95 thousand (an increase in rate base by the 2 

equivalent amount). 3 

Issue 3—Fuel Stock:  4 

1. We found a large number of methodological errors in PGE’s fuel stock 5 

calculations.  They caused us to adjust both the quantities of PGE’s gas 6 

and oil stock (in terms of dth and barrels) as well as the prices PGE used 7 

for valuations. 8 

2. For all the reasons discussed herein, we recommend reducing fuel stock 9 

in the rate base by approximately $17.4 million. 10 

Issue 4—CO2 Allowances: 11 

1. PGE’s filing did not include CO2 allowances, but PGE indicated in 12 

discovery that it inadvertently omitted including $3 million CO2 13 

allowances in its fuel stock.  The Company noted that it will update its 14 

filing to correct this omission.  As the Company prepares its rebuttal 15 

testimony, we urge the Company to provide more substantial support for 16 

its stock of CO2 allowances.  Like Staff did in UE 394, we look for a clear 17 

demonstration that CO2 allowances are in fact used and useful before 18 

they are included in the rate base, as PGE proposes. 19 

2. For now, in the absence of substantive support for its stock of CO2 20 

allowances and given that the Company does not necessarily need to 21 

hold a substantial stock at this point, we provisionally recommend that 22 

PGE’s $3 million in CO2 allowances be disallowed. 23 
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ISSUE 1. PLANT ADDITIONS OTHER THAN TRANSMISSION, DISTRIBUTION, 1 
FARADAY REPOWERING PROJECT, AND NON-CYBER SECURITY IT 2 

Q. What tasks did you perform to test the propriety of PGE’s plant 3 

additions? 4 

A. We performed the following. 5 

1. Compared the plant balances from UE 394 rate case Order No. 22-129 6 
with the 2023 forecasted plant balances in the current case. 7 

2. Attempted to identify all plant additions by plant category made since the 8 
rate effective date of the UE 394 rate case order or plant additions not 9 
previously included in rates except for: 10 

a. Transmission and Distribution plant, 11 

b. the Faraday Repowering Project, and 12 

c. all non-cyber security related IT plant. 13 

3. Reviewed documents for plant additions in the assigned scope of work 14 
and developed narrative summaries of projects in excess of $3 million. 15 

a. Reviewed project budgets by year. 16 

b. Identified completed projects at the time of PGE’s filing and those 17 
PGE asserts will be placed in service before the rate effective date 18 
of January 1, 2024. 19 

c. Flagged projects not yet in service that require PGE officer 20 
attestation. 21 

Q. Were you able to perform each of the assigned tasks with the 22 

information filed by PGE with its General Rate Case (GRC) application 23 

including its responses to the OPUC’s Standard Data Requests (SDR)? 24 

A. No.  All of the information we relied upon to evaluate the propriety of PGE’s 25 

proposed additions to its Plant in Service was produced through multiple 26 

rounds of data requests propounded by Staff and other intervenors in the case. 27 
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Q. Please provide a summary of the documents you reviewed to perform 1 

the tasks you listed above. 2 

A. We reviewed the following documents in the current case and in PGE’s most 3 

recent GRC, UE 394.  We reference specific documents relied upon by 4 

footnote throughout our testimony. 5 

1. The direct testimony and supporting exhibits on revenue requirement, 6 
rate base, capital projects for transmission, distribution, and production 7 
projects in this case.3 8 

2. PGE’s direct and reply testimony on revenue requirement, rate base and 9 
capital budgeting for transmission, distribution, and production projects in 10 
UE 394 and Staff’s opening testimony on PGE’s transmission and 11 
distribution projects.4 12 

3. Data request responses in the current case and in UE 394. 13 

4. Commission Order No. 22-129 in UE 394. 14 

Q. How is this section of your testimony organized? 15 

A. We address each of the three primary tasks listed above in subsections (A), 16 

(B), and (C). 17 

Issue 1(A) Plant in Service Comparison from UE 394 to 2023 Forecasted 18 
Plant in Service at December 31, 2023 19 

Q. Were you able to reconcile PGE’s plant balances from UE 394 to PGE’s 20 

forecasted 2023 plant balances at December 31, 2023 in this case? 21 

A. No. 22 

 
3  See PGE/200, Batzler-Ferchland, PGE/700, Bekkedahl-Jenkins, and PGE 800, Jenkins - 

Bekkedahl. 
4  See UE 394 PGE/200, Tooman-Batzler, UE 394 PGE/800, Jenkins-Bekkedahl, UE 394 

PGE/1800 Bekkedahl–Ewers, UE 394 Staff/700, Hanhan, and UE 394 Staff/800, Sayen. 
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Q. Why is this an important task to perform? 

A. It is necessary to ascertain the universe of PGE's capital additions placed in 

service or that are still under construction but expected to be in service from 

the rate effective date of PGE's last GRC in UE 394 to the end of its rate base 

forecast period in UE 416- December 31 , 2023. 

Q. Why were you unable to perform this reconciliation with the 

information filed by PGE in its application? 

A. No. We were unable to perform the reconciliation for two reasons. First, 

PGE's calculation of the rate base comparison between (1) its asserted 

Commission-approved amounts from UE 394 Order No. 22-129 and (2) its 

current Test Year amounts do not agree with those in the stipulated schedules 

in the order. For example, PGE's Ex. 208 in this case contains the following 

values for Plant in Service and Net Utility Plant. 

Table 1. 
PGE's Schedule of UE 394 Plant in Service and Net Utility Plant5 

UE 394 
Line 

Line 
App roved Test Yea r at 2024 Va ri ance 

No. Order No. 22- GRC Rates to Approved 
129 .. L 1 Plant in Servi ce 10,951,085 12,249,545 1,298,460 ,. 

2 Less : Accumulated Depre ci at i on/Amortization (4,887,187) (5,441,309) (554,122) ,. 
3 Accumulated Defe rred Taxes (690,748) (667,288) 23,460 .,. 
4 Accumulated Defe rred ITC ,. 
5 ,. 

i 6 Net Utility Plant 5,373,150 6,140,947 767,798 

5 Staff/2703, UE 416 4-21-23 Exhibit Support_2024_Errata.xlsx, tab Ex 208 Rate Base Delta. 
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Conversely, Ex. 302 from Appendix C to UE 394 Order No. 22-129 reflects the 1 

following amounts. 2 

Table 2. UE 394 Order No. 22-129 Gross Plant and Net Utility Plant 3 
($000s)6 4 

 5 
 

PGE provided the following reasons for the difference between the two 6 

schedules in Tables 1 and 2 in its response to Staff DR No. 814.7 7 

 8 

 9 

 
6  See In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, Request for a General Rate Revision, 

UE 394, Order No. 22-129, Appendix C, p. 14 (April 25, 2022). 
7  Staff/2704. 

Base Business Total 
2022 Blank Results 

( 1) (2) (3) 
25 Avg. Gross Plant 1 t ,465,733 11,465,733 
26 Avg. Accum. Depree. / Amort (5,279 ,126) (5,279, 126) 
27 Avg. Aceum. Def Tax (696,026) (696 026) 
28 Avg. Accum , Def lTC - -
29 Net Utility Plant 5,490,58 1 - 5,490,581 

30 Misc. Deferred Debits 6,294 6,294 
31 Operating Materials & uel 67,724 67,724 
32 Misc. Deferred Credi s (73,887) (73,887) 
33 Working Cash 68,379 - 68,379 
34 Rate Base 5,559,092 - 5,559,092 

35 Rate of Retuzn 6.813% 6.813% 
36 Implied Ret urn on Equity 9.500% .500% 

Response: 

There are tv.ro differences that account for the delta between Order o. 22-129, Appendix C, 
Stipulating Parties/302/2 (Appendix C) and PGE Exhibit 200 work paper Exhibit 
Support_2024_EITata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base Delta, Column C. 

1. Colstrip is included in Appendix C but not in Ex 208. The amounts attributed to Colstrip 
can be found in PGE's response to OPUC Data Request o. 813, Attachment 813 -A. 

2. Appendix C reflects settled amotmts prior to PGE 's final ovember 15, 2021 net variable 
power cost (NVPC) update for 2022. This update reduced PGE's 2022 NVPC by 
approxinrntely $375,000, which had a co1Tesponding impact to PGE's working cash 
amount included in rate base. The fina l NVPC amount and conesponding changes to 
PGE's revenue sensitive amotmts, including working cash can be found in PGE's response 
to OPUC Data Request o. 813 , Attachment 813 -A. 



1 

2 

3 

4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2700 
An kum-Fischer/9 

The following excerpt from PGE's response to Staff DR No. 813, Attachment 

A, confirms PGE's qualitative description of the reconciliation difference with 

the amounts in question tying to Tables 1 and 2. 

Table 3. PGE Reconciliation of UE 394 Rate Base 
Pre-Colstrip Exclusion to Post-Colstrip Exclusion 

Line I 
No. 

Line I Tot al Results I Colst rip I Total Net of 
Colstrip 

33 Average Rate Base 
34 Avg. Gross Plant 11,465,733 514,648 10,951,085 
35 Avg. Accum. Depree. / Amort (5,279,126) (391,939) (4,887,187) 
36 Avg. Accum. Def Tax (696,026) (5,278) (690,748) 
37 Avg. Accum. Def ITC 
38 Avg. Net Utility Plant 5,490,581 117,432 5,373,150 

Q. What is the second reason that you could not reconcile PGE's plant 

balances from UE 394 to PGE's forecasted 2023 plant balances as of 

December 31 , 2023, in this case? 

A. The UE 394 Plant in Service amount in PGE/208 fi led w ith PGE's application in 

this rate case was not disaggregated into the FERC plant categories necessary 

to compare the forecasted 2023 additions and ending plant balances in UE 416 

to their functional equivalents in the UE 394 case. 

Q. What could PGE have produced with its application that would have 

provided the information necessary to perform this reconciliation? 

A. PGE could have produced schedules that started with its UE 394 plant 

balances as of May 1, 2022 and then detailed all additions, retirements, and 

adjustments through December 31, 2023 similar to schedules it produced in its 

response to AWEC DR No. 39. The excerpts below reflect PGE's 

reconciliations from actual Plant in Service as of December 31 , 2022, instead 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 



1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/1 0 

of May 1, 2022, to forecasted Plant in Service as of December 31 , 2023 at both 

an aggregated and disaggregated level. 

Table 4. PGE's 2024 GRC - Net Plant Reconciliation - Exe. Colstrip 
Steam & RFP Projects8 

Il l Adjustments to FtRC Basis Net 
Plant Mn 2023 - Dec 2023 121 

Fon!casted Provision Acd'lfty 
Depreda tion & ~ ated to Vetdcles 

IERC Basis Remove Amortb:atlon Expense Cnot In o&A Exp) ll/11/20'3 
Gl.8allilnce Leases In Accounts AAO Adjustment Adjusted 12/11/22 Forecasted (Annuabed less Annuallt:ed lets Vintage Foretasted ARO Adjustment Fotecasted EncUnc 
ll/11/22 1011" to Rate 8ase Balance Addttions Vi1tq:e Rol off) Roloff) Retirements to Rate Base Balance 

I Gross Plant $ 11 .831.(X:)7,710 $ {350,587.7- $ 127.383.533 $ 11.453.036.421 $ 916,742,327 $ $ $ 1116,6S8.204 $ $ t> Z53 120 5-44 

IAccumuf.a ted Reserve $ l5.Dn.11 1,9411 $ $ l64.418,'T71'1' $ 15. 136,530,3 121 $ s C4Zl ,60S,Z83) $ (8,968,083) $ 116,6S8.204 $ 7,320,360 $ (S,443,llS,lll) 

IKetPlant $ 675&.895769 $ (lS0,587 756 $ 19L801 .... $ 6316506109 $ 916 742,327 $ {421605 283 $ l&-..,Oll $ $ 7 320,360 $ 6809 995 431 

Gross Plant 

Functional Class 
Hydro 

Other Production 

Table 5. PGE's 2024 GRC - Plant/Reserve Unbundling - Forecasted 
Ending Balances9 

Ramove 
Leases in ARO Adjustmont Forecasted Forec:asted 

AClCDUntS 1011" toRato Base Add. ions Retirement s 
(167,294,823) 217,613,039 (1,134,021 

179 524 545 66 278 555 
Steam Production 1 
Generati on 346 819 368 27 383 533 283 891 594 1134 021 

374 930 777 35 114 675 
945 499 575 3 768 388 941 731 187 91 031 589 75 266 486 
632 346 660 632 346 660 137 445 160 
197 901 158 197 901 158 824 011 

1,116,027,843 1,116,027,843 28,619,196 (5,143,022 
11,831,007,710 (350,587,756) (27,383,533 11,453,036,421 916,742,327 (116,658,204 

From Not Plant Rtton Tab 11453 36 21 
Ch«lc 

Q. Does PGE acknowledge that May 1, 2022, is the relevant start date to 

evaluate its proposed capital additions to rate base? 

A. Yes. Messrs. Bekkedahl and Jenkins reference May 1, 2022, as the relevant 

start date for the new capital projects PGE includes in its proposed rate base in 

UE 416. 

8 

9 

Staff/2703, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 039, UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A.xlsx, tab 
Net Plant Recon Detailed. 
Staff/2703, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 039, UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A.xlsx, tab 
Unbundling Source Data. 
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Issue 1(B) Examination of Plant Additions by Plant Category Made Since the 
UE 394 Rate Case Order and plant additions not previously 
included in rates. 

Q. Are the forecasted plant additions in Tables 3 and 4 the total plant 1 

additions at issue in this case? 2 

A. No.  The $916.7 million excludes capital additions from May 1, 2022, through 3 

December 31, 2022. 4 

Q. What are the total plant additions PGE seeks Commission approval 5 

for? 6 

A. According to the numbers presented in this GRC, new plant additions total 7 

$1.298 billion.  This amount is the difference between UE 394 approved Plant 8 

in Service (excluding Colstrip plant balances in Table 3) and its UE 416 Test 9 

Year Plant in Service in Table 1 above.  However, combining PGE’s forecasted 10 

plant additions from December 31, 2022, through December 31, 2023, with 11 

actual plant additions from April 30, 2022, through December 31, 2022, that 12 

PGE identified in its response to Staff DR No. 817 results in a total of $1.416 13 

billion or $118 million more than in PGE’s Test Year as shown in the excerpt 14 

below from PGE’s response. 15 
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Table 6. 

Gross Plant 

PGE Plant Additions - 4/30/2022 through 12/31/202310 

May 2022-December 2022 
Activity 

(additions only) 1 

(1) 
,, 

(2) (3 = 1 + 2) 
TOTAL ADDITIONS -

FERC Balance -Actuals Additions Adjusted Forecasted 4/30/2022 THROUGH 
Functional Class 4/30/22 Additions (ARC) 12/31/22 Balance Additions 
Hvdro 723,090,966 11,606,657 - 217,613,039 

Other Production 3,384,597,478 32,635,201 1,459,436 66,278,555 

Steam Production (1 I 536,785,321 9,553,296 -
Generation 4,644,473,764 53,795,154 1,459,436 3,752,389,435 283,891,594 
Distr ibution 4,563,260,983 259,444,915 - 4,812,640,139 374,930,777 
General Plant 922,494,019 54,558,855 - 941,731,187 91,031,589 
Intangible - Software 598,467,051 33,879,609 - 632,346,660 137,445,160 
Intangible - Other 197,802,202 98,955 - 197,901,158 824,011 
Transmission 1,021,774,422 95,644,178 - 1,116,027,843 28,619,196 

Endine: Balance 11,948,272,441 497 421 665 1,459,436 11,453,036,421 916 742 327 

1 Columns containing retirements, accounting adjustments and the Colstrip exlusion were omitted for presentation purposes. 

Q. Has PGE explained the difference between the two capital addition 

totals? 

A. No. PGE should address th is difference in its rebuttal testimony. 

Q Is there another difference PGE needs to explain in its rebuttal 

testimony? 

12/31/2023 
229,219,696 

98,913,756 

9,553,296 

337,686,748 
634,375,692 
145,590,443 
171,324,768 

922,967 
124,263,374 

1 414 163 992 

A. Yes. PGE needs to reconcile the $483 million difference between its final 

approved gross plant balances as of April 30, 2022, per the UE 394 order 

shown in Table 2 above ($1 1.4657 billion) with its actual FERC balance 

($1 1.9483 bill ion) as of April 30, 2022, noted in Table 6 above. Since the 

Colstrip plant balances are included in both amounts, it is not clear what the 

reasons for the difference are. This $483 mill ion difference may represent 

another pool of capital additions that need to be evaluated since the end of the 

UE 394 GRC. 

10 Staff/2704, PGE response to Staff DR No. 817, Attachment A. 
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Q. Were you able to break out PGE’s Test Year plant additions in more 1 

detail? 2 

A. Yes.  We first reviewed PGE’s direct testimony in this case on capital projects, 3 

which is found in PGE/600 (IT projects), PGE/700 (Transmission & Distribution 4 

projects), and PGE/800 (Production projects).  We then filled in gaps for 5 

projects not explicitly referenced in PGE’s direct testimony from listings of 6 

capital projects provided in discovery.  The table below from Staff/2707 is a 7 

summary breakout of PGE’s proposed capital additions. 8 

Table 7. Summary of PGE’s UE 416 Gross Plant Additions11 9 

 10 

 
11  Staff/2707. 

LINE # CAPITAL ADDITION CATEGORIES

FULLY LOADED 
COSTS

($ MILLIONS) REFERENCE

1 TRANSMISSION, DISTRIBUTION AND GRID MODERNIZATION 754.8$                  PGE 700/4, Table 1

2 CORPORATE IT 87.5$                    PGE 600/25, Table 5 and

3 OTHER IT NOT EXPLICTLY REFERENCED IN TESTIMONY 28.5$                    

4 PRODUCTION

5      BEAVER EMISSIONS REDUCTION PROGRAM 56.9$                    PGE 800/3/LINE 9

6      BIGLOW PHASE I WIND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 7.3$                      PGE 800/4/LINE 6

7      TUCANNON WIND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 1.7$                      PGE 800/4/LINE 20

8      FARADAY REPOWERING PROJECT 189.7$                  PGE 800/47/LINES 7-21 

9
ALL OTHER CAPITAL ADDITIONS IN UE 416 RATE BASE > $3 
MILLION 161.1$                  STAFF DR NO. 807, ATTACHMENT A

10
ALL OTHER CAPITAL ADDITIONS IN UE 416 RATE BASE < $3 
MILLION 11.1$                    

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TOTAL ADDITIONS ON LINE 11 AND 
THE SUM OF LINES 1 - 9

11 TOTAL UE 416 CAPITAL ADDITIONS 1,298.5$               

SUMMARY OF PGE PLANT ADDITIONS IN UE 416
5/1/2022 - 12/31/2023
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Q. What portion of PGE’s capital additions are you addressing in this 1 

testimony? 2 

A. We address all capital additions greater than $3 million except transmission 3 

and distribution, the Faraday Repowering Project, and all non-cyber security 4 

related IT plant.  This represents approximately $227 million,12 or 17 percent, of 5 

the $1.299 billion in Table 7. 6 

Issue 1(C) Project Document Review for Plant Additions 7 

Q. What were your criteria in evaluating PGE’s UE 416 plant additions? 8 

A. We used five criteria in evaluating the individual projects that comprise PGE’s 9 

UE 416 plant additions in our assigned scope of work. 10 

1. How much, if any, of the project is or will be in service by December 31, 11 
2023, before the proposed January 1, 2024 rate effective date in 12 
accordance with ORS 757.355(1)? 13 

2. Are there cost overruns that Oregon ratepayers should not bear? 14 

3. Are there costs for which PGE is getting reimbursed, i.e., by insurance or 15 
warranties? 16 

4. Are there indications of any capital project failures within PGE’s 17 
supporting documentation that ratepayers should not be liable for? 18 

5. What amount, if any, of the proposed costs could be deferred to future 19 
years without jeopardizing plant safety or reliability? 20 

 
Q. What actions did you take address these criteria? 21 

A. We first reviewed PGE’s direct testimony and workpapers supporting its UE 22 

416 capital additions.  We found that neither provided the level of detail 23 

necessary to evaluate the propriety of the individual projects that comprise total 24 

 
12  Sum of Lines 5-7 and 9 Table 7. 
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plant additions. We then proceeded to do the following to obtain the more 

granular information necessary to evaluate PGE's capital projects. 

1. We requested lists of PGE's capital projects greater than $3 mill ion in 
value that are included in the U E 416 rate base along with the expected 
in-service dates, the actual or estimated final cost, the FERC account 
category the plant was or will be assigned to, and copies of the Project 
Justification Forms (PJFs) supporting the project.13 

2. We requested briefings issued to PGE management on the status of each 
project as well as resource loaded schedules.14 

3. We reviewed PGE's capital budgeting process documentation and 
testimony filed in UE 394 and issued discovery in UE 416 to probe deeper 
into th is process and to ascertain if any changes had occurred.15 

4. We requested copies of all post-completion reports for the selected 
projects in our scope of work.16 

5. We requested detailed line-item budgets, 17 PGE Project Manager reports 
for projects where actual costs exceeded the forecast by 10 percent or 
more,18 and the Monthly Project Status Reports prepared by PGE Project 
Managers.19 

6. We reviewed PGE's New Construction Budget Report for 2023 filed with 
the OPUC to compare project costs to PGE's UE 416 costs and 
propounded discovery seeking explanations for differences between the 
two data sets.20 

Q. Did you receive all the documents you requested from PGE in 

discovery? 

A. No. PGE was forthcoming with some of its responses to discovery requests for 

capital project lists, PJFs supporting those capital projects, and its capital 

13 Staff/2704, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 626, 627, 634, 635, 807, and 809. 
14 Staff/2704, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 628, 629, 630, and 808. Staff/2705, PGE 

Confidential Attachments to Staff DR Nos. 628 and 808. 
15 UE 394 PGE/1800, Bekkedahl - Ewers; Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 706. 
16 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 706. 
17 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 788. Staff/2705, PGE Confidential Attachment 788 

A. 
18 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 707. 
19 Staff/2704, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 789 and 790. 
20 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 791. 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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budgeting process.  However, when we requested a comprehensive list of all 1 

capital projects in its UE 416 rate base, PGE only listed projects valued at $3 2 

million or greater in plant categories other than transmission, distribution, and 3 

grid modernization as noted in its response to Staff DR No. 807 below.21 4 

 5 

PGE also failed to provide the requested Project Manager reports on all 6 

projects where actual costs exceeded forecasts by 10 percent or more and 7 

failed to provide all post completion reports. 8 

Q. What are PJFs? 9 

A. PJFs are the primary reporting tool used by PGE to manage its capital projects 10 

throughout the planning, funding, execution, and close-out stages.  The 11 

 
21  Staff/2704, PGE response to Staff DR No. 807 and Attachment A. 

Request: 

Referring to 394 OP DR 11 _ ttach , pro idea chedule of all UE 416 plant addition 
by project number from April 30, _022 through December 31, 2023. Addition hould be broken 
out in the ame manner a UE 394_ OP C DR 311 ttach uch a Table l Grouping field . B 
Function field , and In ervice Date . 

Response: 

PGE object to thi reque t on the ba i of ambigui ty and lack of clarit given that PGE' re pon e 
to OPUC Data Reque t o. 311 in "94 wa pecific only to tran mi ion and di tribution 
capital addition . Notwith tanding it objection, PGE re pond a follow : 

Attachment 07-A pro ide the following infonnation for all tran mi ion and di tribution and 
grid modernization capital project : Fw1ding Project nw11ber. Funding Project ame, Capital 
Additions, Bu ine Spon or Group. and categorization a de cribed in PGE Exhibit 700. 

Attachment 07- al o provide the following information for all other capital project greater 
than 3 million: F1mding Project munber, Funding Project ame, apital ddition , and Bu ine 
Spon or Group. 
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following excerpt from PGE’s reply testimony in UE 394 summarizes how PJFs 1 

are used by PGE.22 2 

 3 

 
22  UE 394 PGE/1800, Bekkedahl – Ewers/25. 

Q. Please summarize what a PJF is and what it p1·0,ides. 

6 A. The PJF is a form populated by Project anagers and maintained within PGE s project 

management softwaJe. PowerPlan. For ea h prnjecc. the PJF ontaii1s the business 

8 justifi ation. s ope. budget. s hedule. proje t altematives onsidered. and possible proje t 

9 risks. This is also where any reYisions to the proje t are input for approYal or reje tion by the 

10 ham of approvers. 

11 The PJF contains a nmning list of all requested and approved hano-es to apital fi.111d':. 

L and a brief sunnnaiy of why tl1e hano-e was requested. To be !ear. when the revision shows 

13 an iii rease or de rease to an ai1m1al budget or the total proje t budget. this is the net sum of 

14 all changes requested dunno tha revision . In some cases. there may be increases and 

1 decreases to certain items. but only the net change is shown in the revision stmuuary. 

16 Typi ally. the justifi atiou text boxes will briefly des ribe the ause for both wcreases and 

1 de reases but may not des r-ibe eve1y hange if they are relatively small. 

18 The "Revision Smu11.ia1y· shows the apprnYed budge hanges. refen-ed to by a revision 

19 number. Finally. the PJF sw111na1-izes the need for the proje t and the risks of not ompleting 

_Q the proje t. ome proje ts. su h as reliability-driven proje ts. will also have a whitepaper 

_} providin~ a more extensive justifi ation of the proje t need and ri':.ks of not ompleting the 
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Q. What are the Project Manager reports you had difficulty getting from 1 

PGE? 2 

A. PGE refers to these as Monthly Status Project Reports, and it describes them 3 

as follows in comparison to the PJFs.23 4 

 5 

The Monthly Project Status Reports track spending and cost variances 6 

monthly on a more granular level for each project than the PJFs.  The PJFs 7 

primarily track project and funding approval along with budget changes during 8 

the various phases of the project.  We discuss our review of the PJFs 9 

supporting each project valued at $3 million or more first and then separately 10 

discuss our review of a sample of Monthly Project Status Reports on select 11 

projects. 12 

 
23  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 706(f). 

f. While in the execution pha e. on a montW ba i . the Proje t Manager re, ·iew acnial pend 
compared to budget: update foreca t of pend timing: repo11 and take action on 
ignificant Yariance : and update in- erYice date . Confidential Attachment 06-A 

pro,·ide an example of a monthly rep011 prepared by a Project Manaoer for a project in the 
Generation. Transmi ion and Di tribution Project anagement Office. 

Project Ju tification Fonn . prO\ ided in PGE' re pon e to OPUC Data Reque t 
and 6_8_ are produced " ·hen Project Manager reque t approYal to modify the budget of a 
project. The PIT pro,·ide documentation of the bu ine ju tification. project chedule and 
approved budget. 
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EVALUATION OF PROJECT JUSTIFICATION FORMS 1 

Q. What general approach did you take to evaluate the PJFs supporting2 

PGE’s capital projects?3 

A. At our request, PGE produced confidential copies of PJFs for all capital4 

projects other than transmission and distribution greater than $3 million that5 

PGE included in the rate base in this GRC.24 This totaled 37 PJFs for projects6 

including 14 IT and two distribution projects we culled from the group since7 

they are in Mr. Young’s scope of work.8 

We then listed each of the projects in our assigned scope of work in a 9 

spreadsheet to summarize the project descriptions and to cross reference the 10 

projects to other schedules produced by PGE that reflect actual costs closed to 11 

plant or forecasted costs expected to close to plant by December 31, 2023.25  12 

This allowed us to test the population in two directions by:  (1) assessing 13 

whether projects PGE asserts are included in the UE 416 rate base are listed 14 

on its schedules containing amounts that comprise its additions to rate base, 15 

and (2) assessing whether projects on PGE’s schedules of capitalized project 16 

costs or forecasted capital additions have a supporting PJF produced for 17 

review.  The table below summarizes the 21 projects we evaluated. 18 

24  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628, Confidential Attachment A. 
25  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 807, Attachment A. -
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Table 8. Summary of PGE Capital Projects by FERC Plant Category 1 

 2 

 
Q. What steps did you take to evaluate the PJFs produced by PGE? 3 

A. We performed a page-by-page review of the PJFs produced in response to 4 

Staff DR Nos. 628 to examine approved spending and budget revisions, project 5 

justification reasons, cost summaries, project description and scope, 6 

alternatives considered, benefits of the project, and project ranking codes.26  7 

Each of these are sections within a PJF.  We then summarized project 8 

descriptions, the expected in-service date, and the actual or expected fully 9 

 
26  Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628.  Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 

to Staff DR No. 628. 

LINE PROJECT NAME
PROJECT 
NUMBER

HYDRO 
PRODUCTIO

STEAM 
PRODUCTIO

GENERAL 
PLANT

OTHER 
PRODUCTIO

INTANGIBLE 
PLANT TOTAL

1 Hydro Control System Upgrade P36134 11.9$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 11.9$               

2 Vintage Vehicle Replacement II P36394 -$                 -$                 32.4$               -$                 -$                 32.4$               

3 Field Area Network Project P36723 -$                 -$                 6.5$                 -$                 -$                 6.5$                 

4 BR  Beaver Modernization P36836 -$                 -$                 -$                 56.9$               -$                 56.9$               

5 Facilities Upgrades-EV Readiness P37017 -$                 -$                 9.5$                  $                  -   -$                 9.5$                 

6 Facilities Management Fitness P37093 -$                 -$                 7.0$                 -$                 -$                 7.0$                 

7 WSH Restore Facilities post-fire P37118 10.1$               -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 10.1$               

8 Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty P37176 -$                 -$                 -$                 7.8$                 -$                 7.8$                 

9 Salem LC EIFS Replacement P37240 -$                 -$                 6.2$                 -$                 -$                 6.2$                 

10 CY  Purchase 2023 Outage Components P37353 -$                 -$                 -$                 3.8$                 -$                 3.8$                 

11 PN  Rewind Unit 2 Generator P37416 4.1$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 4.1$                 

12 TR - Rebuild Tower I-10 P37459 -$                 -$                 -$                 3.8$                 -$                 3.8$                 

13 Energy Tracker Replacement P37487 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 3.8$                 3.8$                 

14 Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program P37509 -$                 -$                 -$                 7.3$                 -$                 7.3$                 

15 P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet P23528 -$                 -$                 3.1$                 -$                 -$                 3.1$                 

16 P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund P35172 -$                 -$                 4.2$                 -$                 -$                 4.2$                 

17 P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program P36116 -$                 -$                 8.7$                 -$                 -$                 8.7$                 

18 P36449 - PRB Upgrade Governors & Exciters P36449 -$                 -$                 3.5$                 -$                 -$                 3.5$                 

19 P37162 - Bill Redesign P37162 -$                 -$                 6.2$                 -$                 -$                 6.2$                 

20 P37251-PACS 2.0 P37251 -$                 -$                 4.4$                 -$                 -$                 4.4$                 

21 P37376-CS Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG P37376 -$                 -$                 5.9$                 -$                 -$                 5.9$                 

TOTAL CAPITAL ADDITIONS 26.1$           -$            97.6$           79.5$           3.8$             206.9$         

ESTIMATED FULLY LOADED UE 416 COSTS ($ MILLIONS)

l . I· I· I· l • I· I· I· l • 
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loaded capital additions from other PGE schedules produced in discovery since 

the amounts in the PJFs reflect only incurred or direct costs, before labor 

loadings, allocated overhead, and AFUDC are added . Finally, we addressed 

each of the five criteria listed above at the beginning of section Issue 1 (C). The 

confidential excerpt below from Confidential Staff/2705 is an illustrative 

example of the table we created for each PJF produced in response to Staff 

DR No. 628, Confidential Attachment A, documenting the results of our review. 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE 416 STAff JOINTOTEXH 2700 AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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Q. What are the results of your PJF review? 1 

A. The following table summarizes our findings from the review of the PJFs. 2 

Table 10. Summary of PJF Review27 3 

 4 

Table 10 shows the capital additions we reviewed by number of projects 5 

and total cost, and how the projects measure up against the five criteria 6 

described above. For example, the first criterion is whether the project will be in 7 

in service by the rate effective date. The row titled Criterion #1 shows the 8 

number of projects that have or are expected to close by December 31, 2023, 9 

and those projects for which the forecasted close date is unclear.  Criterion 10 

#1A shows the number of projects with forecasted plant closing dates by 11 

December 31, 2023, but after PGE’s application date for this GRC.  We are 12 

advised that the OPUC’s practice in prior cases is to require Company officer 13 

 
27  Staff/2709. 

CAPITAL ADDITIONS AT 
ISSUE IF FLAG IS "YES"

(MILLIONS)

Criteria of Review
YES NO UNCLEAR TOTAL

Approximate Actual or Expected Capital Addition 
(may exclude loadings, overheads, and AFUDC) N/A N/A N/A N/A

Criterion #1 – In service by 12/31/2023?
90.9$                                11 0 10 21

Criterion #1A – Officer Attestation Required
192.4$                               19 2 0 21

Criterion #2 – Evidence of Cost Overruns?
22.8$                                3 18 0 21

Criterion #3 - Are there costs PGE is getting 
reimbursed for by insurance or warranties? 14.0$                                2 19 0 21

Criterion #4 – Evidence of any project failures?
14.0$                                2 19 0 21

Criterion #5 – Possibility of deferral to future years 
with jeopardizing safety or reliability? 35.5$                                2 18 1 21

COUNT OF PROJECTS WHERE CRITERIA ARE MET / 
NOT MET



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2700 
 Ankum-Fischer/23 

PGE UE 416 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2700 ANKUM FISCHER CONF 

attestations for projects that are not completed before the final round of 1 

testimony but are forecasted to be in service before the rate effective date.  2 

Q. What is the significance of the results for Criterion #1 and Criterion 3 

#1A? 4 

A. Criterion #1 indicates that 11 projects have specific anticipated closing dates 5 

by December 31, 2023 and 10 other projects were marked as “UNCLEAR” due 6 

to ambiguous language in the PJF or the lack of a clear in-service date in 7 

PGE’s supporting capital additions schedules.  A total of only $90.9 million in 8 

forecasted capital additions associated with the 11 projects has specific plant-9 

in-service dates by December 31, 2023.28 10 

In Criterion #1A, there are 19 projects that may require officer attestation 11 

due to (1) a closing date after February 15, 2023 (the GRC application date) or 12 

(2) an unclear closing date.  Some of the 11 projects above with closing dates 13 

on or before December 31, 2023, and all of the other 10 projects in Criterion #1 14 

are included in Criterion #1A’s findings.  As noted in Table 10, the forecasted 15 

capital additions associated with the projects evaluated under this criterion is 16 

approximately $192.4 million. 17 

Q. What are the issues with the three projects you flagged as having 18 

potential cost overruns in Criterion #2? 19 

A. Each of the three flagged projects had unexpected cost increases during the 20 

project’s life cycle, which requires an evaluation and determination of ratepayer 21 

 
28  The dollar value associated with each criterion is distinct from all other criteria and should not 

be considered cumulative. 
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liability. The first project, noted in confidential Table 9 above, experienced an 

increase in the total expected budget of $3.46 million in June 2021 due to the 

escalation in material prices between construction estimates prepared by PGE 

personnel as well as increased labor costs due to the inefficiencies caused by 

the COVID-19 pandemic. It also experienced an increase in engineering costs 

is driven by changes in the balance between internal engineering resources 

and external resources. After an initial reduction in the total project budget of 

$0.43 million in January 2022, an increase of $1.35 mill ion was authorized four 

months later in May 2022 due to changes in material availabil ity increasing 

lead times. It is not clear whether ratepayers should bear 100% of these cost 

increases. We will evaluate th is issue further based on PGE's rebuttal 

testimony on capital project issues. 

The second project, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

29 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 
to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

The third project, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/25 

As noted in Table 10 above, the total capital additions associated with 

these three projects exhibiting cost overrun issues is approximately $22.8 

mill ion. 

Q. What is the issue with the two projects in Table 1 0 flagged for pending 

cost reimbursements in Criterion #3? 

A. PGE incurred damages to plant for which it is seeking reimbursement from 

insurance and/or warranties in connection with the following projects: (BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

30 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 
to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] As noted in Table 10 above, the total capital additions 

associated with these three projects exhibiting cost overrun issues is 

approximately $14 mill ion. We will continue to evaluate the appropriate 

ratemaking treatment to address any reimbursement PGE may receive from 

insurance to avoid double recovery, and if necessary, to determine the 

reasonableness of requiring ratepayers to bear costs associated with the 

damages. 

Q. Describe the two projects you flagged as having some indication of 

potential project failure in Criterion #4. 

A. [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

CONFIDENTIAL] As noted in Table 10 above, the total capital additions 

31 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 
to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

- [END CONFIDENTIAL] 
32 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 

to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 
[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE 416 STAff JOINTOT EXH 2700 AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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associated with these two projects exhibiting cost overrun issues is 

approximately $14.0 million. 

Q. Are there projects that could have capital spending deferred to future 

years that you evaluated under Criterion #5? 

A. Yes. There are two projects with the potential of capital spending deferral. 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

.34 [END 

CONFIDENTIAL] As noted in Table 10 above, the total capital additions 

associated with these two projects that could have deferred spending is 

approximately $35.5 million . 

33 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 
to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 
- [END CONFIDENTIAL] 

34 Staff/2704 and PGE Response to Staff DR No. 628. Staff/2705 and Confidential Attachment A 
to Staff DR No. 628, [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE 4 16 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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Monthly Project Status Report Selection 1 

Q. What was PGE’s objection to providing the monthly Project Manager 2 

reports? 3 

A. PGE asserted that the request was overly broad and unduly burdensome since 4 

the request covered monthly reports for several hundred capital projects.35  5 

After receiving PGE’s response, we realized that the request applied to all 6 

capital projects supporting its UE 416 additions to rate base instead of the 7 

project threshold of $3 million or more that we are evaluating.  However, PGE 8 

did not propose an alternative to narrow the scope of projects meeting this 9 

criterion. 10 

Q. Did PGE propose such an alternative for its post completion reports? 11 

A. Yes.  While objecting on similar grounds to the monthly Project Manager 12 

reports, PGE stated it was providing post completion reports for transmission 13 

and distribution projects in excess of $3 million.36  While our request was not 14 

limited to transmission and distribution projects, at least PGE agreed to an 15 

alternative scope of reports. 16 

Q. Did you issue additional discovery to narrow the scope of your 17 

request? 18 

A. Yes.  We narrowed the scope of our request to projects greater than $3 million 19 

in cost and to PGE producing Monthly Project Status Reports on a quarterly 20 

 
35  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 707(a). 
36  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 706(e). 
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basis for the selected projects.37  This reduced the number of capital projects to 1 

less than 100.38 2 

Q. How did PGE respond to your follow-up data requests? 3 

A. PGE contacted us informally before the data request response deadline to 4 

determine whether a sample of 10-15 projects would be acceptable to reduce 5 

the volume of reports it would have to produce.  We agreed to select 15 6 

projects with the caveat that we may request reports for additional projects if 7 

we find issues of concern regarding PGE’s project management. 8 

Q. Did you receive the requested information in time to evaluate it before 9 

filing this testimony? 10 

A. Yes.  PGE produced confidential reports in response to Staff DR No. 789, 11 

Confidential Attachment A, which are included in Staff/2705. 12 

Q. What was the universe of projects you selected projects from to create 13 

the sample? 14 

A. There are a total of 81 capital projects meeting the $3 million or greater 15 

threshold.  In our assigned scope of work, there are 29 projects in the 16 

Production, General Plant, and Intangible Plant FERC categories.39  In Mr. 17 

Young’s scope of work, there are 38 Transmission and Distribution Plant 18 

projects and 14 IT projects.40 19 

 
37  Staff/2704, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 789 and 790. 
38  Staff/2704.  Based on the number of projects listed in PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 588, 

626, and 627. 
39  Sum of projects in these FERC categories from Staff/2704, PGE’s responses to Staff DR Nos. 

626, 627, and 628 excluding the Faraday Repowering Project and non-cyber security IT 
projects. 

40  Staff/2704, PGE Responses to Staff DR Nos. 588, 626, and 627. 
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In our scope of work, we were able to identify 21 of the projects PGE is 1 

proposing to include in the UE 416 rate base meeting the $3 million or greater 2 

criterion.  These 21 projects total approximately $206.9 million in fully loaded 3 

costs as shown in the table below.  These projects span the following FERC 4 

category types with the term “fully loaded” defined as direct costs plus 5 

overheads and AFUDC. 6 

Table 11. Assigned Capital Projects by FERC Category 7 

 8 

Q. How was the sample constructed? 9 

A. We added the number of projects in both Mr. Young’s scope of work (52) and 10 

ours (29) to calculate a universe of 81 projects.  Using a sample size of 15 11 

projects, we determined that Mr. Young’s proportional share was nine projects 12 

(56.7% X 15), and our proportional share was six (43.3% X 15) rounded to the 13 

nearest integer.  Mr. Young describes how he selected his nine projects in Ex. 14 

2100.  Our selections were based on the proportion of project counts within five 15 

distinct groups and use of a Microsoft Excel random number generator. 16 

Ultimately, we selected the project or projects within the following groups with 17 

# OF 
PROJECTS

HYDRO 
PRODUCTION

STEAM 
PRODUCTION

GENERAL 
PLANT

OTHER 
PRODUCTION

INTANGIBLE 
PLANT TOTAL

3 26.1$               26.1$               

0 -$                 -$                 

12 97.6$               97.6$               

5 79.5$               79.5$               

1 3.8$                 3.8$                 

21 26.1$           -$            97.6$           79.5$           3.8$             206.9$         

ESTIMATED FULLY LOADED UE 416 COSTS ($ MILLIONS)
FROM CWIP OR FORECASTED 2023 BALANCES

(OTHER THAN T&D, FARADAY REPOWERING, & IT PROJECTS)
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the highest random number: (1) Hydro Production, (2) General Plant, (3) 1 

Intangible Plant, (4) Other Production, and (5) Projects not listed on PGE’s rate 2 

case capital addition schedules.  The following table is the sample of projects 3 

chosen for testing with the six projects we evaluated highlighted. 4 

Table 12. Staff Sample of 15 Projects to Evaluate Monthly Reports41 5 

 6 

Q. Did you receive the Monthly Project Status Reports for the sample of 7 

projects? 8 

A. Yes, we did in PGE’s response to Staff DR No. 789, Confidential Attachment A. 9 

 
41  Confidential Staff/2711. 

SELECTION # PROJECT PROJECT DESCRIPTION FERC CATEGORY

1 P37218 OH FITNES Distribution Distribution

2 P36680 Brookwood Substation Conversion Distribution

3 P36679 Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild Transmission

4 P37160 Helvetia Substation Phase 2 Distribution

5 P37061 OH FITNES Transmission Transmission

6 P36417 Replace/Rewind Failed Transformers Transmission

7 P35995 Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement Distribution

8 P36373 Blue Lake Phase II Transmission

9 P36953 Memorial Substation Build Distribution

10 P36838 RB: Replace Turbine Shut-off Valves Hydro Production

11 P37133 CTO Network Fitness General

12 P37176 Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty Other Production

13 P37314 Project 360 Bundle 1 Intangible

14 P37251 P37251-PACS 2.0 General

15 P37533 P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement Intangible

STAFF SAMPLE OF 15 PROJECTS FROM THOSE REQUESTED IN STAFF DR NOS. 789 AND 790
FOR MONTHLY PROJECT STATUS REPORTS ON A QUARTERLY BASIS

L:.. L:.. L:.. I T 
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Q. What did your evaluation of the Monthly Project Status Reports reveal? 1 

A. We found no material variances in any of the reports supporting the six projects 2 

selected for testing.  Each of the reports showed the progression of actual or 3 

actual plus committed spending versus either budgeted, allocated, or 4 

forecasted spending based on the type of report used to support the specific 5 

project.  Confidential Staff/2711 contains tables for each of the six projects 6 

summarizing our review of the monthly reports produced by PGE. 7 
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ISSUE 2. MAJOR MAINTENANCE ACCRUALS 1 

Q. Please describe the Major Maintenance Accruals (MMA) Mechanism. 2 

A. Major Maintenance Accruals is an accounting treatment used by PGE to 3 

smooth certain “major” maintenance expenses.  According to PGE, major 4 

maintenance costs are “lumpy” and “vary dramatically from year to year.” 42  5 

Under the MMA mechanism PGE develops a multi-year forecast of major 6 

maintenance expenses and calculates yearly accrual amounts (constant over 7 

the forecast period) to be collected through customer rates.  These yearly 8 

accrual amounts are designed to better balance and synchronize expenses 9 

and collections over the multi-year forecast period. 10 

Q. Has the Commission previously reviewed and approved this 11 

mechanism for PGE? 12 

A. Yes.  The Commission previously authorized PGE to use this mechanism for 13 

five facilities: Carty, Coyote Springs, Port Westward 1 and Port Westward 2, as 14 

well as the Kelso-Beaver (KB) B Pipeline.43  The Commission also previously 15 

approved the mechanism for Colstrip and Boardman, but PGE is not including 16 

any costs associated with these coal plants in its GRC filing.  In UE 394, the 17 

Commission approved annual MMA amounts for these facilities totaling 18 

approximately $15.7 million.44   19 

 
42  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkdahl/13. 
43  Commission added MMA mechanisms for the above listed facilities through the following 

orders: Orders No. 95-1216 (Coyote Springs), Order No. 13-459 (Port Westward 1), Order No. 
14-422 (Port Westward 2), Order No. 15-356 (Carty) and Order No. 22-129 (KB Pipeline). 

44  PGE/804, Jenkins – Bekkdahl. 



Docket No:  UE 416 Staff/2700 
 Ankum-Fischer/34 

PGE UE 416 STAFF JOINT OT EXH 2700 ANKUM FISCHER CONF 

Q. What time horizon does PGE use for its MMA mechanism? 1 

A. PGE uses a five-year forecast and amortization period for its MMA mechanism. 2 

Q. Has PGE provided documents supporting its proposed increases in 3 

MMAs? 4 

A. Yes. PGE’s calculations in support for the requested increase in MMA annual 5 

amount are contained in PGE’s confidential workpaper “2024 GRC MMA Work 6 

Paper_Final.xlsx” (“2024 GRC MMA Work Paper”).  We included this 7 

workpaper in Staff/2713, where we also inserted additional Tabs to restate 8 

PGE’s analysis. 9 

Q. What does PGE propose regarding MMAs in this filing? 10 

A. As can be seen in Table 10 below, PGE is proposing to set MMAs for the five 11 

facilities at $17.2 million,45 which is an increase of approximately $1.5 million 12 

compared to MMAs authorized in UE 394,46 and an increase of $1.8 million if 13 

compared to 2022 actuals.47  14 

PGE testimony further explains that the total requested increase over 15 

2022 actuals ($1.8 million) is comprised of two amounts:  16 

1. An increase of $5.3 million in MMA expense charged to generation 17 

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expense accounts; and  18 

 
45  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkdahl/15. 
46  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkdahl/15. 
47  PGE/800, Jenkins – Bekkdahl/15. Amounts approved in UE 394 MMAs became effective in May 

2022. 
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2. A decrease of $3.4 million to MMA amounts recorded under Account 

456, Other Revenue.48 

The following table summarizes the changes in MMAs and the two 

components proposed by PGE: 

Table 13. 

Measure 

TOTAL 

Including: 

MMAs in Other 
Revenue Account 
4560002 

MMAs in 
Generation O&M 
Accounts 

Comparison of PGE's Proposal with Amounts Authorized in UE 
39449 

($1 ,000,000) 

UE 394 Approved 2022 Actual 2024 GRC 
Delta: Requested Delta: Requested 

minus UE 394 minus 2022 
MMAs MMAs Requested MMAs 

Approved Actuals 

$15.7 $15.3 $17.2 $1.5 $1.8 

[BEGIN [BEGIN 
CONFIDENTIAL] CONFIDENTIAL] - $2.0 -$1.5 - -$3.4 

[END [END 
CONFIDENTIAL] CONFIDENTIAL] 

[BEGIN [BEGIN 
CONFIDENTIAL] CONFIDENTIAL] - $13.4 $1 8.6 - $5.3 

[END [END 
CONFIDENTIAL] CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Why is PGE separating the proposed MMAs into two components, O&M 

expense, and Other Revenue? 

A. As PGE explained in UE 394, PGE is required to separate the cost associated 

with MMA into these two components (O&M Expense and Other Revenue) so 

that Other Revenue captures a true up of under- or over-collected MMA-related 

48 PGE/804, Jenkins - Bekkdahl. See also PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkdahl/15. 
49 Compiled from PGE/804, Jenkins - Bekkdahl and Staff/2705, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 

113, Confidential Attachment I, Tab "2020-2022 MMA Adjustment." Amounts approved in UE 
394 exclude Colstrip. 

PGE UE416 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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costs since the last GRC.50  PGE also clarified that this amount is still part of 1 

the overall MMA amount to be recovered in rates.51 2 

Q. What is the primary driver behind PGE’s proposed increases in MMAs? 3 

A. PGE estimates an increase in major maintenance expense during 2024-2028, 4 

which is the forecasting period for which MMAs in this case are developed.  5 

The increase is approximately [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  [END 6 

CONFIDENTIAL] 52 compared to PGE’s forecast of major maintenance 7 

expense it developed for period 2022-2026 in docket UE 394. 8 

Q. Do you agree with PGE’s estimate of its future major maintenance 9 

expenses during the relevant five-year forecast period? 10 

A. No.  We identified several inaccuracies in PGE’s calculations that caused the 11 

Company to overstate its forecast for major maintenance expenses.  Our 12 

correction of these inaccuracies reduced the five-year total forecasted major 13 

maintenance expense by approximately four percent. 14 

Q. Please summarize the inaccuracies you found.  15 

A. We found the following inaccuracies: 16 

 Escalation Factors used to forecast major maintenance contract costs are 17 

overstated.  18 

 
50  UE 394 PGE/1400, Tooman – Batzler/13-14. 
51  UE 394 PGE/1400, Tooman – Batzler/14.  
52  This percent was derived from PGE’s confidential MMA workpapers: 2024 GRC MMA 

Workpaper (included in Staff/2713), and workpaper for case UE 394, which was provided in this 
docket in response to AWEC DR No. 113 as attachment I and included in Staff/2705.  In both 
workpapers, PGE’s forecast for major maintenance expense (contained in Tab Summary) was 
summed up across the five forecast years and five facilities, and then the total from this case 
was divided by the total from UE 394. 

-
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 For one facility, vendor rates for year 2022 (listed in the PGE’s 2024 GRC 1 

MMA Workpaper) did not agree with the historical-year-2022-accounting 2 

paper for this facility. 3 

 Two inaccuracies in the calculations of year 2023 overall MMA balances.  4 

In both cases PGE confirmed in a data response that corrections were 5 

due. 6 

o For one facility, year 2023 beginning balance did not agree with the 7 

value found in the historical year 2022 accounting paper for this 8 

facility. 9 

o For another facility, year 2023 amortization contained what appears 10 

to be a typographical error—a positive rather than a negative sign—11 

in the PGE’s 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper. 12 

 PGE’s projection of the rate base portion associated with MMAs is 13 

inconsistent with its forecast of the expense side of MMAs. 14 

o PGE’s forecast starts with October 2022 actuals, while more recent, 15 

December 2022 data are available and were utilized in PGE’s 16 

“main” MMA analysis. 17 

o PGE’s forecast does not match the estimates of MMA Deferral 18 

Balances that appear within PGE’s “main” MMA analysis.  In other 19 

words, the two sources appear to forecast the same thing, but the 20 

results are different. 21 

In what follows, we discuss each of these in more detail. 22 
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Q. Please elaborate further on the inaccuracies you found in PGE's 

forecast of major maintenance expenses. 

A. PGE's 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper shows forecast expenses by facil ity, 

month, and type of major maintenance expense. While PGE's testimony 

represented these expenses as "lumpy" and "cyclical,"53 they are in fact mostly 

attributable to regular and relatively stable payments that are dictated by PG E's 

Long Term Service Agreements (LTSAs) with equipment vendors. 54 

Q. Please discuss these L TSA related payments/fees. 

A. The L TSA related payments/fees [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]-

I 
I . [END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. How does PGE forecast these L TSA related fees? 

A. PGE's calculations start with [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

. [END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Did you audit PG E's forecast of its L TSA fees? 

A. Yes, we took several steps to audit PGE's forecasts. First, in order to verify 

rates and escalation factors contained in PGE's 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper, 

we requested and received from PGE its actual vendor L TSAs. 55 

53 PGE/800, Jenkins - Bekkdahl/13. 
54 This is evident from the examination of PGE's 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper, which is included in 

Staff/2713. 
55 Staff/2706, PGE Supplemental Response to Staff DR No. 611 (containing highly confidential 

vendor contracts). 

PGE UE416 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 
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Next, we reviewed historical accounting papers detailing MMA-related 

additions and amortizations in 2019-2022 provided by PGE in response to 

AWEC DR No. 113.56 

Q. What did you find? 

A. Based on the review of these highly confidential vendor L TSAs, we established 

that in some cases, [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]. 

A. For two facilities, PGE assumed [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] for each 

year between 2022 and 2028. However, in reality, these facil ities' L TSAs 

[BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]. 

Q. Is there further evidence that [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] _ I 
[END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL]? 

A. Yes. A recent forecast by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 57 projects 

that CPI for U.S. Urban consumers will increase between 2022 and 2023 by 

56 Staff/2705, Attachments A through D and F to PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 113. 
57 Oregon Economic and Revenue Forecast, Office of Economic Analysis, March 2023 available 

at https://www.oregon.gov/das/OEA/Documents/forecast0323.pdf, p. 44. 

PGE VE416 STAff JOINTOTEXH 2700ANKUM flSCKERCONf 
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3.9%, and after that it will be increasing annually at even more modest rates of 

under 2.2%. 

Q. How did you correct the above-discussed inaccuracies in PGE's 

forecast of major maintenance expenses? 

A. We restated [BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

U [END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL] 58 

Q. Did you find another inaccuracy that needed correcting? 

A. Yes. We found another deficiency. Specifically, we found that for one facility 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END 

CONFIDENTIAL] for year 2022 (listed in the PGE's 2024 GRC MMA 

Workpaper59) did not agree with the historical-year-2022-accounting paper for 

this facility. (This paper was provided by PGE in its response to data request 

AWEC 113.60) The discrepancy is especially problematic since year 2022 is 

the starting year to which [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL]. Thus, because the starting values are incorrect, the 

forecasts for all subsequent years are invalid. 

58 Staff/2713, Tab "Assumptions QSI" containing this update. 
59 Staff/2713. 
60 Staff/2705. 

PGE VE416 STAff JOINTOTEXH 2700ANKUM flSCKERCONf 
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Q. How did you correct this inaccuracy? 1 

A. We updated these inaccurate values in the PGE’s 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper 2 

forecast with the values observed in the historical year 2022 accounting 3 

paper.61 4 

Q. Did you correct any other inaccuracies in the PGE MMA calculations? 5 

A. Yes.  We found and corrected two inaccuracies related to the calculation of the 6 

year 2023 overall MMA balances (difference between cumulative life-to-date 7 

MMA collections and major maintenance expense).  In both cases, PGE 8 

confirmed in data responses that corrections were due. 9 

First, Port Westward 1, year 2023 beginning balance (which is the same 10 

as year 2022 ending balance) did not agree with the value found in the 11 

historical year 2022 accounting paper for this facility provided by PGE in 12 

response to AWEC DR No. 113.62  PGE confirmed in a data response to our 13 

data request63 that the amounts contained in PGE attachment responsive to 14 

AWEC DR No. 113 are more accurate (newer) numbers.   15 

Second, with regard to Port Westward 2, its year 2023 amortization 16 

contained what appears to be a typographical error—a positive rather than a 17 

negative sign—in the PGE’s 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper.  PGE confirmed in a 18 

data response to our data request64 that this correction is appropriate. 19 

 
61  Staff/2713, Tab “Assumptions QSI” containing this update. 
62  Staff/2705, PGE Response to AWEC DR No. 113, confidential attachment C. 
63  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 615. 
64  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 775. 
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Q. What is the cumulative, overall impact of all of the above corrections? 1 

A. The overall impact of all above-discussed corrections is a reduction of MMAs 2 

by approximately $1 million.  Staff-adjusted MMAs represent an increase over 3 

MMAs approved in UE 394 of approximately $0.5 million.  The following table 4 

summarizes this impact: 5 

Table 14. Comparison of PGE's Proposal with Amounts Authorized in UE 6 
39465  7 

($1,000,000)  8 

 9 

Q. Did you find any other material inaccuracies in the PGE filing related to 10 

MMAs? 11 

A. Yes.  We found that PGE’s projection of the rate base portion associated with 12 

MMAs is inconsistent with its forecast of the expense side of MMAs.   13 

 By way of background, MMAs affect not only PGE’s income statement 14 

(O&M expense and Other Revenue accounts), but also PGE’s balance sheet.  15 

MMA Deferral Balances are included in the PGE’s rate base in this case, with 16 

 
65  Developed by comparing PGE-requested amounts contained in PGE/804, Jenkins – Bekkdahl 

with Staff/2712 (which is a restated version of PGE/804, Jenkins – Bekkdahl).  Staff/2713 
(highly confidential) for the restatement calculations. 

Measure
UE 394 Approved 

MMAs 
2022 Actual 

MMAs
2024 GRC 

Requested MMAs

Delta: Requested 
minus UE 394 

Approved

Delta: Requested 
minus 2022 

Actuals

TOTAL - PGE 
Filing

$15.7 $15.3 $17.2 $1.5 $1.8

TOTAL - 
ADJUSTED BY 
STAFF

$15.7 $15.3 $16.2 $0.5 $0.8

Delta: Adjusted 
by Staff minus 
PGE Filed

$0.0 $0.0 -$1.0 -$1.0 -$1.0
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the total amount being negative $1.871 million in the Test Year and composed 1 

of balances for four plants.66  PGE explained in response to our data request 2 

how this amount is developed and provided the underlying workpaper: 67  For 3 

each facility at issue, PGE took October 2022 actual balances (cumulative life-4 

to-date differences between collections and expenses) and then forecasted 5 

forward to December 2023 by estimating collections and expenses for each 6 

month between November 2022 and December 2023. 7 

Q. What is deficient in PGE’s method of forecasting the rate base portion 8 

associated with MMAs? 9 

A. There are two deficiencies.  First, PGE’s forecast starts with October 2022 10 

actuals, while more recent, December 2022 data are available and were 11 

utilized in PGE’s “main” MMA analysis – the analysis that develops the 12 

requested MMAs (PGE 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper).   13 

  Second, this forecast does not match the estimates of MMA Deferral 14 

Balances that appear within PGE’s “main” MMA analysis.  In other words, the 15 

two sources appear to forecast the same thing, but the results are different.  16 

Based on our restated version of PGE 2024 GRC MMA Workpaper 17 

(Staff/2713), a more accurate forecast of MMA Deferred Balances for year end 18 

2023 is negative $1.775 million, or an increase in rate base of approximately 19 

$95,000. 20 

 
66  PGE/208 includes sub-item MMA under category “Deferred Debits.” PGE’s workpaper to Exhibit 

200 (Staff/2703) provides additional detail, showing how it is split between four facilities, Carty, 
Coyote Springs and the two Port Westward plants in Tab “Rate Base Data”. 

67  Staff 2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 617. 
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Q. Please summarize your proposed adjustments for MMAs. 1 

A. The following table summarizes our proposed adjustments. 2 

Table 15. Comparison of PGE's Proposed MMAs with OPUC Staff 3 
Adjustments 4 

($1,000,000)  5 

 6 

Measure PGE Filing Adjusted by Staff
Delta: Staff minus 

PGE Filing
Expense/Revenue accounts:
MMAs in Other Revenue Account 
4560002

-$1,461,881 -$1,461,881 $0

MMAs in Generation O&M 
Accounts 

$18,629,700 $17,614,731 -$1,014,969

TOTAL 2024 MMAs $17,167,819 $16,152,850 -$1,014,969

Rate Base:

2023 MMA Deferred Balances -$1,870,761 -$1,775,320 $95,441
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ISSUE 3. FUEL STOCK 1 

Q. What is fuel stock. 2 

A. In simple terms, fuel stock is a stock—i.e., an “inventory”—of fuel that PGE 3 

keeps on hand for certain of its thermal generating plants.  In the instant 4 

proceeding, PGE’s fuel stock is associated with its Westside Thermal Plants, 5 

the PW/Beaver complex: this complex is comprised of PGE’s gas thermal 6 

plants PW1, PW2, Beaver Units 1-7, and Beaver Unit 8.68  7 

Fuel stock as fuel reserves differs from the Company’s Annual Tariff 8 

Update (“AUT”) fuel in that instead of being a pass-through expense it is 9 

treated as a stock and included in the rate base; i.e., the Company earns a 10 

return on its fuel stock. 11 

Of course, there is no fuel stock associated with PGE’s hydro-, solar- and 12 

wind-power plants. 13 

Q. What type of fuels does PGE keep in stock? 14 

A. There are three types of fuel that PGE keeps in stock: 15 

 Gas  16 
 Oil   17 
 Coal  18 

 
Two qualifications are in order here.  19 

First, PGE does not include coal in its GRC filing. (In fact, PGE notes that 20 

all costs associated with its coal plants—Boardman and Colstrip—are 21 

 
68  See, UE 416 / PGE / 300 / Schwartz – Outama – Cristea / 34 / Footnote 26. 
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excluded).69 While coal is still identified in the workpapers, there are zero 1 

balances.  2 

Second, PGE also keeps a “stock” of CO2 allowances that is grouped in 3 

with the fuel stock.  However, while CO2 allowances are related to certain PGE 4 

power sales and the associated greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions, CO2 5 

allowances are essentially different from stocks of thermal fuels (i.e., gas, oil, 6 

and coal). CO2 allowances are discussed separately in the next section. 7 

An added complication with respect to CO2 allowances is that PGE 8 

claims to inadvertently have omitted them in its GRC filing.  While the CO2 9 

allowances are included as a category in the workpapers, the workpapers do 10 

not carry the dollar balances forward to be included in the rate base. Per its 11 

response to discovery, the Company intends to correct this omission in its 12 

rebuttal testimony.70  13 

Q. Where in PGE’s filling is the fuel stock found?  14 

A. The money PGE has invested in its fuel stock is found in the rate base.  It is 15 

grouped in with PGE’s inventory of operating materials under “Operating 16 

Materials and Fuel Stocks,” as can be seen in Table 13, below. 17 

 
69  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 640, April 25, 2023. 
70  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 642 (d), April 25, 2023. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/4 7 

Table 16. Fuel Stock Location in Rate Base 

PGE 
UE 416 

Exhibit 207 

Rate Base 
Scaled (Thousands) 

1 Plant in Service 

Line 

2 Less: Accumulated Depreciation/Amortization 

3 Accumulated Deferred Taxes 
4 Accumulated Deferred ITC 

5 
6 Net Utility Plant 

7 
8 Operating Materials and Fuel Stocks 

9 

Based on Ending Balances 

12,249,545 

(5,441,309) 

(667,288) 

6,140,947 

[ 91,22s] 

Q. How much of $91 million in Operating Materials and Fuel Stock is 

related to fuel? 

A. About one third ($31.5 million) is related to PGE's fuel stock- to be precise, it 

is $31,484,573.71 

Q. What is the composition on PGE's fuel stock in this case? 

A. About [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

71 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 340 (e). 
72 Table constructed from information provided in Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 

639_Attachment A_CONF, Excel column P. 
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Table 17. Composition of PGE's Fuel Stock in UE 416 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Again, PGE excludes cost associated with its coal plants, Colstrip, and 

Boardman;73 accordingly, there is no coal and PGE removed oil associated 

with Colstrip. 

Q. In which account is PGE's fuel stock, $31 ,484,573, found? 

A. The figure is a combination of two accounts: 

• 
• 

1510001 : Fuel Stock-Purchase & Transport Oil 

1510008: Fuel Stock-Store Natural Gas 

The two accounts were rolled up into one line item for reporting purposes, 

specified as Fuel Oil & Gas. 

73 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 640, April 25, 2023. 
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Q. How did PGE calculate the $31,484,573?  1 

A. The $31,484,573 above was forecast (for December 2023) by PGE using the 2 

starting point of actual October 31, 2022 ending balances for accounts 3 

1510001 and 1510008: 4 

 For gas inventories, actual period ending (October 31, 2022) inventory is 5 

used as the starting basis. This is then adjusted on a monthly forecast 6 

basis using (i) a forecast % change in inventory multiplied against (ii) a 7 

forecast weighted average cost of gas to adjust the monthly balance.74   8 

 For oil inventories, PGE made no adjustments since October 31, 2022.  9 

The variation in PGE’s forecasted fuel balances75 is seen in Figure 1, below.76  10 

The value, $31,484,573, of the terminal period (December 2023) is included by 11 

PGE as the fuel stock value in its rate base. 12 

 
74  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, April 25, 2023. 
75  These values do not represent PGE’s actual balances, but rather as based on various 

assumptions. We will examine these assumptions and make recommendations for select 
adjustments.  

76  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, Attachment A_CONF, April 25, 2023. -
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Figure 1. PGE's Forecasted Fuel Balances Since October 2022 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Is all of PGE's fuel stock assigned to Production? 

A. Yes. In unbundling its rate base, PGE's notes that "fuel inventories are 

assigned to Production."77 

Q. Have you reviewed PGE's fuel stock calculations? 

A. Yes. We have reviewed PGE's GRC fil ing (testimony and work papers) as well 

as the Company's answers to various discovery served by OPUC and other 

parties. 

77 PGE / 200, Batzler - Ferchland / 30 / lines 7-8. 
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Q. Do you consider all of PGE’s fuel stock investments to be prudent? 1 

A. No.  A significant portion of PGE’s fuel stock is imprudent and should be 2 

disallowed.  Specifically, we recommend adjustments to PGE’s stock of gas 3 

and oil. 4 

Overview of Adjustments and Summary of Results 5 

Q. On a conceptual level, what adjustments did you make?  6 

A. On a conceptual level, it is useful to think of PGE’s fuel stock in terms of the 7 

following equations: 8 

 Gas Stock ($) = Price ($) x Quantity (dth)  9 

 Oil Stock ($) = Price ($) x Quantity (dth)  10 

For each (gas and oil), we make adjustments to both the price and the quantity. 11 

Q. What adjustments are you making to PGE’s gas stock?  12 

A. PGE reports a gas stock of about [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] .78  13 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] This is made up of three components—fixed, semi-14 

fixed and variable: 15 

1) Fixed—Cushion gas79  16 

2) Semi-Fixed—Contingency gas80 17 

3) Variable—Gas for PGE’s Westside Thermal Facilities (gas turbines) 18 

 
78  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639_Attacment A_CONF. 
79  As is discussed below, cushion gas supports gas pressure in underground reservoirs, keeps out 

lower quality gas, water, etc.  Cushion gas is a fixed amount to remain constant.  
80  As is discussed below, contingency gas is backup to cover for possible interruptions of North 

Mist’s access to the Northwest pipeline, the sole gas supply for North Mist. Contingency gas is a 
fixed amount to remain constant.  

-

-



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/52 

Again, for each of these components we make adjustments to both the quantity 

(dth) and the price ($). 

The composition of PGE's gas stock can be seen in the chart below. 

Figure 2. Composition of PGE's Gas Stock81 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. What adjustments are you making to gas and oil stocks? 

A. Following the conceptual notion that Stock= P x Q, we make the following 

adjustments.:. 

Gas Price Adjustments: 

• Cushion gas should be priced at historic prices (when it was purchased), 

not forecasted prices (replacement costs) as proposed by PGE. 

81 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647 Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023. 
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 Contingency gas should be priced at United States Energy Information 1 

Administration (“EIA”) forecasted lower prices. 2 

 Variable gas should be priced at EIA forecasted lower prices. 3 

Gas Quantity Adjustments:  4 

 Variable gas is adjusted downward to reflect average balances as 5 

opposed to peak balances as proposed by PGE. 6 

 Contingency gas is adjusted down because PGE has other means of 7 

covering for contingencies (pipeline interruptions). 8 

Oil Price Adjustments: 9 

 Contingency oil should be priced at EIA forecasted lower prices. 10 

Oil Quantity Adjustment 11 

 Contingency oil is adjusted down because PGE has other means of 12 

covering for contingencies (pipeline interruptions). 13 

 Contingency oil is adjusted down to reflect that it will be phased out, as 14 

Beaver is converted to single-source gas only.  15 

Q. Please provide the results of your adjustments and your recommended 16 

fuel stock balances. 17 

A.  The results of our adjustments and our recommended fuel stock balances are 18 

summarized in the table below. 19 

  20 
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Table 18. Comparison of PGE's and Staff's Fuel Stock 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

For comparison, it is worthwhile to compare the above results with those 

reported by PGE in previous years and proceedings (see table below).82 Note 

that coal stock is now being excluded by PGE. 

Table 19. Comparison to PGE Fuel Stock Balances in Prior Years 

UE 394 DR 779 - Fuel Inventories - Forecast Ending Balances 
UE 319 UE 335 Mar 2019 Mar2020 UE 394 

Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast 
Dec-17 Dec-18 Dec-19 Dec-20 Dec-21 

Gas & Oil $ 9,216,707 $ 9,575,000 $ 20,889,113 $ 16,946,317 $ 16,730,697 

Coal $ 21,162,543 $ 16,151 ,000 $ 17,016,022 $ 3,421 ,384 $ 8,571,894 
Fuel Totals $ 30,379,251 $ 25,726,000 $ 37,905,135 $ 20,367,701 $ 25,302,590 

In what follows, we will discuss each of our adjustments in detail. 

82 Staff/2704, PGE Response to UE 394 Staff DR No. 779, PGE states: 
Attachment 779-A provides forecast 2017 and 2018 year-end balances as filed in 
PGE's last two general rate cases (Docket Nos. UE 319 and UE 335) and a forecast 
2021 year-end balance consistent with the forecast used in PGE's current general rate 
case. Additionally, as PGE did not fi le a general rate case between UE 335 and UE 
394, Attachment 779-A provides a year-end 2019 forecast balance, based on a March 
2019 forecast, with actuals through February 2019 and a year-end 2020 forecast 
balance, based on a March 2020 forecast, with actuals through February 2020. (UE 
394 Staff DR No. 779). 
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Q. Do you have preliminary observations on PGE’s fuel stock policies? 1 

A. Yes; we have two. 2 

First, it is important to note that PGE’s fuel stock investments are not an 3 

absolute technical or operational necessity but mostly driven by financial 4 

considerations. In fact, PGE’s North Mist gas storage facility—which holds all 5 

of PGE’s gas stock—went into operation only in 2018; thus, prior to 2018 the 6 

Company operated without this storage facility.83  Moreover, PGE’s fuel stock 7 

only serves about half of PGE’s Westside Thermal Plants (PW1, PW2, and 8 

Beaver) with roughly 1100MWa of generation.84  Specifically, the fuel oil for 9 

Beaver and the North Mist gas reserves for PW1 currently provide fuel 10 

redundancy for 51 percent of the west side generating facilities in on-peak 11 

hours.  The 51 percent represents the average capacity of PW1 (i.e., 12 

approximately 400 MW) and two Beaver units (i.e., approximately 160MW).85  13 

The other plants of the PW/Beaver complex operate without fuel stock. 14 

Second, there is a divergence between PGE’s financial interests and the 15 

ratepayers’ interests.  That is, given that the fuel stock is included in rate base, 16 

the Company will earn a return on the investment, irrespective of whether the 17 

magnitude of the fuel stock is optimal.  As such, the Company has a financial 18 

interest in over-stocking fuel.  For this reason, among others, it is important to 19 

 
83  The Company did operate a separate, smaller facility, Mist.  
84  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 650, Dated April 25, 2023. 
85  Id. 
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evaluate whether PGE’s investments in fuel stock are prudent: i.e., are the 1 

permanent portions of the fuel stock investments used and useful. 2 

Q. Does PGE have a clearly defined policy for its fuel stock? 3 

A. No.  As the Company states: “PGE does not have a company policy regarding 4 

fuel stock requirements.”86  5 

The Company also notes that it has not performed a financial analysis 6 

that balances / weighs the costs of permanently maintaining fuel stocks against 7 

alternative means of accommodating its electricity demand.87  In other words, 8 

there is no demonstration that the Company’s fuel stock is financially optimal. 9 

As discussed herein, we demonstrate that it is in fact not optimal, and we 10 

recommend select adjustments to protect the interest of ratepayers. 11 

Adjustment #1. Price of Cushion Gas 12 

Q. What is cushion gas? 13 

A. Cushion gas is a volume of gas that is maintained at a constant pressure in an 14 

underground gas storage facility. This gas cushion serves primarily two 15 

purposes. 16 

First, cushion gas is used to maintain the pressure in a storage reservoir 17 

at a constant level.  This pressure in the reservoir also determines the amount 18 

of gas that can be stored as well as the rate at which gas can be withdrawn. 19 

 
86  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 342, Dated March 16, 2023. 
87  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 653, Dated April 25, 2023. 
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Second, cushion gas provides a buffer between the stored gas and the 1 

walls of the storage reservoir.  This helps to protect the reservoir from damage 2 

and prevents the stored gas from escaping into the surrounding rock. 3 

On an incidental basis, cushion gas can also be used in the event of an 4 

emergency to balance the supply and demand for gas.  During such an 5 

emergency,  the stored cushion gas can be temporarily withdrawn from the 6 

reservoir to be replenished by injecting gas at a later point. 7 

Q. What is North Mist’s maximum storage capacity and how much of it is 8 

cushion gas. 9 

A. North Mist’s maximum storage capacity is about 4,100,000 dth.  PGE asserts 10 

that about 1,200,000 dth is the minimal level that needs to be maintained.88  11 

This minimal level in turn is comprised of two categories: cushion gas and 12 

contingency gas.  The latter (discussed separately below) is to ensure that 13 

certain Westside Thermal Plants have fuel in the event North Mist’s access to 14 

the Northwest Pipeline is disrupted. 15 

The relative magnitude of PGE’s cushion and contingency gas levels are 16 

shown below in Table 17.89  17 

 
88  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 341, Dated March 16, 2023. 
89  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647_ Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023. -
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Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/58 

PGE's Cushion and Contingency Gas 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE's North Mist is typically not filled to maximum capacity. We will treat 

PGE's gas stock in three separate categories: (i) cushion gas, (ii) contingency 

gas, and (i ii) gas stock net of cushion and contingency gas. 

Q. What is the dollar value of cushion gas that PGE includes in rate base? 

A. As the table below shows, PGE includes about [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

90 The dth data are from Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. Staff DR No. 341, Dated 
March 16, 2023. 

90 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647, Attach A_CONF, Dated Apri l 25, 2023. The 
$/dth is from Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 
2023, Cell PS. 
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[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Is this figure incorrectly inflated? 

A. Yes, by about half. 

Q. Please explain. 

Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/59 

A. PGE incorrectly uses projected replacement prices for cushion gas that are 

high while it should have used the lower historic prices at which the cushion 

gas was acquired. 

Q. Please discuss how PGE bases its cushion gas stock on replacement 

prices. 

A. PGE calculates its gas fuel stock by multiplying gas prices times quantities 

(i.e., P x Q). For price, the Company uses the gas prices from the 15-month 

period October 2022 through December 2023. As noted above, this is not 

correct. 

Due in part to geopolitical events (e.g., Russia's invasion of Ukraine), gas 

prices over th is 15-month period are unusually high from a historic perspective 

91 The dth data are from Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647, Dated Apri l 25, 2023. 
The $/dth is from Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, Attach A_CONF, Dated Apri l 
25, 2023, Cell PS. 
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(See Figure 3, below).  More importantly, they are also not the correct prices to 1 

be used. 2 

Figure 3: Henry Hub Natural Gas Spot Prices from 1/2018 – 12/202392 3 

 4 

Q. What would be the correct price(s) to use for cushion gas?  5 

A. As noted, cushion gas should be valued at historic prices. 6 

Q. Please explain why cushion gas should be valued at historic prices. 7 

A. Cushion gas represents a permanent investment—i.e., it is permanently stored 8 

at North Mist and does not get used as fuel for the Westside Thermal Facilities.  9 

As such, it should be valued at historic prices. 10 

Q. What are the historic prices for valuing cushion gas? 11 

A. Cushion gas should be valued at the historic prices that prevailed when PGE 12 

purchased gas at the inception date of North Mist’s operation in 2018 and 13 

 
92  The figure is taken from the EIA website. https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/rngwhhdD.htm There 

was a tremendous spike in U.S. natural gas prices in the week of February 19, 2021 following 
an arctic storm that resulted in the Texas power crisis. 
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2019. As noted in Figure 3 above, those historic gas prices were less than half 

than the October 2022 - December 2023 prices PGE used in its calculations. 

To wit, the average implied gas price (per dth) paid by PGE over the 

historic acquisition period (2018-2019) was $2.93.93 This contrasts starkly with 

the implied gas price (per dth) used by PGE of $6.50, which is more than twice 

as high.94 (See table below.) Although we do not use them, the table below 

also shows EIA's referenced Henry Hub gas prices for comparison. 95 

Table 22. PGE's Implied Gas Prices at North Mist 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

93 The corrected $/dth of $2.93 is the average $/dth for 2018 and 2019. These were calculated 
from PGE Response to Staff DR No. 344_Attach B, Dated March 16, 2023. Cell I19/H19 and 
K19/J19, for dth 2018 and 2019, respectively. 

94 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 344_Attach B, Dated March 16, 2023. Cell 
Q19/P19. 

95 https:/lwww.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/rnqwhhdD.htm 
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Q. What revision in PGE's fuel stock is needed to reflect a corrected 

valuation of North Mist's cushion gas? 

A. Using historic prices for cushion gas, PGE's fuel stock is reduced by about 

$2.8 mill ion, as shown in the table below.96 

Table 23. Staff Adjustment to PGE's Fuel Stock 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Adjustment #2. Contingency Gas and Variable Gas 

Q. Does PGE overstate its contingency and variable gas stock balances? 

A. Yes. Aside from the cushion gas adjustment (d iscussed above), the Company 

further overstates its gas stock of $24 million by about another $10.864 million. 

Following the conceptual notion that Stock = P x Q, this figure reflects a 

quantity adjustment and a price adjustment. (For ease of calculations, we 

discuss these two adjustments in reverse order.) They are: 

96 As before, the dth data are from Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647 _Attach 
A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023. The $/dth is from Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 
639_Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023, Cell PS. As noted above, the corrected s/dth were 
calculated from Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 344_Attach B, Dated March 16, 
2023. Cell I19/H19 and K19/J19, for dth 2018 and 2019, respectively. 
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Adjustment 2(a):  Average Balances 1 

 PGE’s gas stock should reflect average balances and not 2 

just a year-end balance (December), which is a peak 3 

month.   4 

Adjustment 2(b):  EIA Prices 5 

 PGE’s gas stock should reflect that the EIA predicts 6 

considerably lower prices for 2023 and 2024 than PGE’s. 7 

In what follows, we will discuss these two necessary adjustments in more 8 

detail.  9 

Q. Please discuss Adjustment 2(a)—Average Balances. 10 

A. As discussed previously, PGE uses the projected end-of-year gas balances for 11 

December 2023.97  This is incorrect. 12 

Q. Please explain why this is incorrect.  13 

A. December 2023 balances—which are balances in one of PGE’s peak 14 

months—are significantly higher than the average gas balances for 2023.98  In 15 

fact, December 2023 is projected to be the highest gas balance of the entire 16 

year, 2023. 17 

 
97  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, April 25, 2023. 
98  As discussed earlier, PGE forecasts its gas fuel stock using the starting point of actual October 

31, 2022 ending balances for accounts 1510001 and 1510008. For gas fuel stock, actual period 
ending inventory is used as the starting basis, which is then adjusted on a monthly forecast 
basis using a forecast % change in inventory multiplied against a forecast weighted average 
cost of gas to adjust the monthly balance. The forecast is projected through December 2023. 
Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, April 25, 2023.  
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Figure 4, below, shows the variation in PGE's gas balances projected for 

2023.99 

Figure 4. PGE's Projected 2023 Natural Gas Balances 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. How should PGE have valued its contingency and variable gas stock? 

A. The Company should instead have used average gas balances for 2023. 

Q. Please explain why PGE should have used average gas balances. 

A. The contingency and variable gas fuel stock balance is included in the rate 

base to allow stockholders a return on money invested in gas stock. But since 

gas balances will vary over the course of 2023, the December 2023 figure will 

significantly overstate the amount investors have actually invested in PG E's 

99 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639_Attachment A_CONF, April 25, 2023. 
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gas fuel stock over the course of a year (the test year).  They will in effect over 1 

earn. 2 

Q. Why does PGE’s method of picking December 2023 (a peak month) 3 

lead to overearnings? 4 

A. The notion is simple.  The peak month does not represent an accurate 5 

estimate of how much PGE’s investors have invested in fuel stock over the 6 

course of a year. 7 

Q. Can you graphically illustrate the stockholders’ overearnings under 8 

PGE’s method? 9 

A. Yes.  Stylizing the variations in PGE’s fuel stock as a sinus function, oscillating 10 

around an average level of investment, the notion may be graphically depicted 11 

as shown in the figure below.  Theoretically, PGE’s investors should be earning 12 

the shaded area under curve, which would be at any point in time the dollar 13 

value in fuel stock times a Commission approved rate of return (“RoR”): Return 14 

= $Fuel Stock x RoR.   15 

Figure 5. PGE’s Approved Rate of Return on Fuel Stock 16 

 17 

Sine wave Return= S Stockx RoR ~ 
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By contrast, PGE's method results in earnings greatly in excess of what 

would be the theoretically correct amount. The resulting overearnings are 

illustrated in the figure below. 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

Figure 6. PGE's Forecasted Rate of Return on Fuel Stock 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Would the use of average gas stock balances correct for this error? 

A. Yes. As is seen in the figure below, the use of average balances corrects for 

this error. That is, by using average balances, PGE's investors will on average 

receive the correct return on their investments. 
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Figure 7. PGE’s Rate of Return on Fuel Stock Average Balances 1 

 2 

Q. In correcting this error, should you exclude adjustments to the 3 

previously adjusted cushion gas portion of the gas stock? 4 

A. Yes.  The adjustment should only be made to the gas stock net of cushion gas. 5 

The portion100 to which the adjustment should be made is shown in Figure 8, 6 

below.101 7 

 
100  Note that the percentages do not add to 100 percent because North Mist is rarely filled to 

maximum capacity.  
101  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647_Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023. 
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Figure 8. 
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PGE's Fuel Stock Balance Net of Cushion Gas 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Have you recalculated PGE's gas stock (net of cushion gas) based on 

average balances? 

A. Yes. Our calculations are found in Table 24, below.102 

102 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639_Attch A...iCONF, Dated April 25, 2023. Cushion 
gas was previously calculated under Adjustment #1. 
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Table 24. PGE's Adjusted Fuel Stock Net of Cushion Gas at Average 
Balances 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Turning to Adjustment 2(b)-EIA Prices, what gas prices did PGE use? 

A. PGE bases its gas stock on balances calculated over 15 months (October 

2022 - December 2023) with a weighted average price per dth of $5.60.103 

This is considerably higher than what is projected by the EIA. 

103 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639_Attch A...iCONF, Dated April 25. Excel: 
AVERAGE(B5:PS). 
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Q. By contrast, what are the EIA’s projected gas prices for 2023 and 1 

2024? 2 

A. As seen in Table 25 (below), the EIA’s projected gas prices for 2023 and 2024 3 

are $2.91/ dth and $3.72/ dth, respectively. These prices are lower than the 4 

weighted average $5.60 / dth that PGE uses. In fact, PGE’s projected per dth 5 

gas prices are about 91% and 59% higher than the EIA’s. 6 

Table 25 EIA’s Forecasted Gas Prices in 2023 and 2024104 7 

 8 

Q. Do the EIA’s lower gas prices for 2023 and 2024 make intuitive sense? 9 

A. Yes.  First, the world is gradually adjusting to the turmoil in energy markets 10 

brought about by Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.105  Next, as can be seen in the 11 

above table, U.S. supply of natural gas is projected to increase while U.S. 12 

 
104  Short-Term Energy Outlook - U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA): 

https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/report/natgas.php  
105  For example, see https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/why-russia-s-ukraine-invasion-spiked-

energy-prices-4-charts-n1289799  

Natural Gas 

2021 2022 2023 2024 

Natural gas price at 
Henry Hub 3.91 6.42 2.91 3.72 
(dollars per million 
Btu) 

U.S. dry natural gas 
production 94.57 98 .13 101.09 101.24 
(billion cubic feet per 
day) 

U.S. natural gas 
consumption 83.90 88.53 87.54 86.05 (billion cubic feet per 
day) 
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consumption of natural gas is projected to decrease. These developments are 

also seen in Figure 9, below.106 

Figure 9. 
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Thus, with increased U.S. gas suppl ies (production) and a slight fallback 

in U.S. demand (consumption) for gas, simple market dynamics suggest that 

per dth gas prices should come down, as projected by the EIA. 

Q. Have you adjusted PGE's gas stock for EIA-based prices? 

A. Yes. We used EIA's price projection for 2024 as the relevant price per dth for 

natural gas. This resulted in a further downward adjustment of 34% of PGE's 

gas fuel stock. The 34 percent adjustment factor is calculated as shown in 

Table 26, below.107 

106 Based on data from EIA: https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/data/browser/#/?v=3 
107 Based on data from EIA: https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/data/browser/#/?v=3 ; PGE's $/dth 

was previously discussed. 
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Table 26. Adjustment Factor Based on EIA 2024 Forecast 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Adjustment #3. PGE's Contingency Gas is Excessive 

Q. Does PGE maintain a gas stock for contingencies? 

A. Yes. As discussed above, PGE maintains a gas stock to keep PW1 going for 

seven peak days in case of an emergency in which North Mist's access to the 

Northwest Pipeline is disrupted . As previously shown in Table 20 (repeated 

here for convenience), PGE's contingency gas stock constitutes [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

-END CONFIDENTIAL] 

108 Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 647 _Attach A_CONF, Dated April 25, 2023. 
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Table 20. PGE's Cushion and Contingency Gas 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. Does PGE overstate its stock of contingency gas? 

A. Yes. The Company overstates its stock of contingency gas by about $1.687 

million. 

Following again the conceptual notion that Stock= P x Q, this $1.687 

million reflects: (i) an adjustment of quantity (dth); and (i i) an adjustment in 

price (per dth). 

Q. Please discuss the quantity and price adjustments that are necessary. 

A. Specifically, the following price and quantity adjustments are needed: 

Adjustment 3(a)-Price: 

PGE's stock of contingency gas should reflect that the EIA 

predicts considerably lower prices for 2023 and 2024 than 

PGE. 
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Adjustment 3(b)—Quantity: 1 

 PGE’s stock of contingency gas volumes (dth) (quantity) 2 

should be adjusted by 50 percent to reflect the following 3 

three considerations: 4 

 There are many ways in which PGE can meet its 5 

energy demand in the event of a contingency.  Also, in 6 

incidental situations of extreme emergencies, North 7 

Mist’s cushion gas can temporarily be used as well; 8 

 PGE fails to provide adequate support for the likelihood 9 

that emergencies will occur during peak days; and, 10 

 PGE fails to provide an analysis that maintaining a 11 

permanent stock of contingency gas is cheaper than 12 

purchasing power. 13 

Q. Turning first to Adjustment 3(a)—Price, have you already provided a 14 

discussion of why EIA prices should be used? 15 

A. Yes.  We have already discussed that the EIA projects lower gas prices than 16 

those used by PGE. There is no need to repeat that discussion. 17 

Q. Have you also already made the necessary price adjustment in your re-18 

calculation of PGE’s gas stock (net of cushion gas). 19 

A. Yes.  When we re-valued PGE’s gas stock, we applied EIA’s lower prices to all 20 

of PGE’s gas stock net of its stock of cushion gas (which we separately re-21 

priced based on the historic prices of the cushion gas purchases).  Therefore, 22 

no further price adjustments are needed. 23 
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Q. Turning to Adjustment 3(b)—Quantity, you noted three reasons that 1 

warrant an adjustment to PGE’s stock of contingency gas.  Please 2 

discuss the first of those.  3 

A. PGE’s stock of contingency gas should be reduced because the Company fails 4 

to consider that there are many ways in which the Company can meet energy 5 

demand in the event of a pipeline outage.  First, North Mist’s generally holds 6 

enough gas supply to accommodate temporary pipeline outages. Second, 7 

PGE’s other facilities may be used to compensate for a disruption of gas 8 

supplies. Third, PGE can purchase power.  Last, North Mist’s cushion gas can 9 

temporarily be used in case of extreme emergencies. 10 

Q. Please explain how cushion gas can temporarily be used in extreme 11 

emergencies. 12 

A. This aspect of cushion gas—its availability during emergencies—is well-13 

recognized. For example, Pacific Gas & Electric (“PG&E”) notes the following 14 

in its discussion of cushion gas: 15 

According to EIA, base gas (or cushion gas) is defined as the 16 

volume of natural gas intended as permanent inventory in a 17 

storage reservoir to maintain adequate pressure and 18 

deliverability rates throughout the withdrawal season. 19 

Measures of base gas, working gas, and working gas capacity 20 

also can also change from time to time. These changes occur, 21 

for example, when a storage operator reclassifies one 22 

category of natural gas to the other, often as a result of new 23 
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wells, equipment, or operating practices (such a change 1 

generally requires approval by the appropriate regulatory 2 

authority). Finally, storage facilities can withdraw base gas for 3 

supply to market during times of particularly heavy demand, 4 

although by definition, this gas is not intended for that use.109  5 

(Emphasis added.)  6 

That is, PG&E recognizes—along with the EIA—that in case of emergencies 7 

cushion gas can be used to temporarily meet peak energy demand.  Again, 8 

PGE ignores this in its fuel stock calculations. 9 

Q. Did PGE provide an assessment of the likelihood of emergencies, 10 

motivating the need to permanently maintain a stock of contingency 11 

gas? 12 

A. No.  When asked to list examples of outages that warrant maintaining a sizable 13 

stock of contingency gas the PGE could not provide a single instance of a 14 

significant outage that over a sustained period affected the Northwest Pipeline. 15 

(The Northwest pipeline provides gas to the Company’s North Mist storage 16 

facility.) The Company’s answer was as follows: 17 

Because there is no business need or requirement, PGE did 18 

not maintain records of all instances in the last ten years when 19 

there were gas pipeline disruptions.  However, one example is 20 

 
109 

https://www.pge.com/pipeline/news/newsdetails/index.page?title=20210610 2445 news#:~:text
=According%20to%20EIA%2C%20base%20gas%20%28or%20cushion%20gas%29,also%20c
an%20also%20change%20from%20time%20to%20time.  
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the October 2018 gas pipeline rupture near Prince George in 1 

Canada, British Columbia, that caused natural gas supply 2 

shortages in the Pacific Northwest region.  Additionally, as 3 

described in PGE Exhibit 300, Section III.F, natural gas prices 4 

in Western US have soared in Q4 of 2022 due to several 5 

factors, including pipeline constraints and reduced natural gas 6 

flows, according to the U.S. Energy Information 7 

Administration.110 8 

Q. Would the potential of an occasional pipeline outage of relatively short 9 

duration warrant PGE’s stock of contingency gas? 10 

A. No.  North Mist is typically already well stocked to accommodate demand 11 

surges or interruptions in gas supply, if such an interruption were to occur.  12 

Moreover, as noted previously, PGE’s fuel oil for Beaver and the North Mist 13 

gas reserves for PW1 currently provide fuel redundancy only for 51% of the 14 

Westside Thermal Plants in on-peak hours.  The 51% represents the average 15 

capacity of PW1 (i.e., approximately 400 MW) and two Beaver units (i.e., 16 

approximately 160MW).111  The other plants of the PW/Beaver complex 17 

operate without a contingency fuel stock. 18 

 
110  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 648, April 25, 2023. 
111  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 650, April 25, 2023. 
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Q. You noted that, in case of a sustained pipeline outage that interrupts 1 

North Mist’s gas supply during peak periods, PGE could also purchase 2 

power.  Please explain.  3 

A. Yes.  In fact, North Mist does not provide fuel for all of the Company’s 4 

Westside Thermal Facilities; thus, PGE may already have to purchase power in 5 

the event of a pipeline interruption. As PGE notes: 6 

During a contingency event, like a pipeline disruption that 7 

reduces or eliminates gas supply from the regional pipeline 8 

infrastructure, […] some portions of the generation (e.g., all of 9 

PW2 and up to four Beaver turbines) would need to be 10 

replaced with power purchases at potentially high market 11 

prices, because there would be no fuel supply available.112  12 

(Emphasis added.)  13 

Q. Does the possibility that PGE may have to purchase power at high 14 

prices necessarily justify maintaining a permanent stock of 15 

contingency gas?  16 

A. No.  Clearly, there is a trade-off between the permanent cost of maintaining a 17 

stock of contingency gas and the possibility that at some point in the future the 18 

Company may have to purchase power at high prices during a sustained 19 

interruption of gas supplies.  Indeed, for almost half of its Westside Thermal 20 

Facilities, PGE already has to rely on possible power purchases in the event of 21 

 
112  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 650, April 25, 2023. 
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a pipeline interruption.  But this does not prove the prudency of PGE’s 1 

permanent investment in contingency gas. 2 

Q. Did PGE do a financial analysis to examine this trade-off and to justify 3 

maintaining a stock of contingency gas? 4 

A. No, PGE did not. As the Company notes:  5 

“[…] PGE did not conduct specific financial analyses to 6 

compare maintaining storage reserves at North Mist that 7 

support PW1 plant dispatch during potential supply disruption 8 

events with the cost of equivalent market energy 9 

purchases.”113 (Emphasis added.) 10 

Q. In the absence of a financial analysis of this trade-off—between on the 11 

one hand the costs of maintaining a permanent stock of contingency 12 

gas and on the other the possibility of having to purchase power—13 

would the Company have an incentive to overstock North Mist?  14 

A. Yes.  As discussed, fuel stock is included in the rate base and earns a return. 15 

The Company has no incentive to minimize its stock of contingency gas.  The 16 

contrary is true. 17 

Q. In sum, given the various ways in which PGE can accommodate energy 18 

demand in the event of a power outage, is PGE’s permanent stock of 19 

 
113  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 653, April 25, 2023. 
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contingency gas for just seven days of peak demand for some of the 1 

Westside Thermal Facilities justified? 2 

A. No.  To summarize, in the event of a unique power outage that is not only 3 

sustained but also occurs during peak demand periods, the Company can 4 

accommodate energy demand without the need for permanent stock of 5 

contingency gas in the following ways: 6 

 PGE can use North Mist’s existing gas storage supplies. (Average gas 7 

balances are typically already well above the minimal level of cushion 8 

gas.)  9 

 If North Mist is running low, then PGE can temporarily tap into cushion 10 

gas supplies.  11 

 Except for at extreme peak periods, PGE’s other power plants may be 12 

able to absorb the deficiencies caused by the pipeline interruption. 13 

 The Company can purchase power. 14 

Q. Do you recommend a reduction in PGE’s stock of contingency gas? 15 

A. Yes.  We recommend a 50 percent reduction in PGE’s stock of contingency 16 

gas.  This still provides for an additional 3.5 days of peak demand in the event 17 

all other options are depleted. 18 

Q. Have you calculated the reduction in PGE’s fuel stock associated with 19 

this recommendation? 20 

A. Yes.  As shown in Table 29 (below), this recommendation regarding PGE’s 21 

stock of contingency gas would further reduce PGE’s fuel stock by about 22 

$1.687 million. 23 
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Table 28. OPUC Staff's Adjustments to PGE's Contingency Gas 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Adjustment #4. PGE Overvalues Oil Stock 

Q. What is the magnitude of PGE's Oil Stock? 

A. As shown in Table 14 (above), PGE reports an oil stock of almost [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] -END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. What is the purpose of PGE's oil stock? 

A. It is contingency fuel for PG E's Beaver generation faci lity. According to PGE, 

the purpose of its oil stock is as follows: 

Oil inventory levels are based on the amount required to fuel 

PGE's Beaver Plant operations at full load for approximately 

four to five days during heavy load hours. Oil (diesel) is used 

at Colstrip to start the units. Typically, Colstrip will store 

sufficient diesel on site to support three to five starts per year 

for each unit.114 

In other words, the purpose of PGE oil stock is twofold: 

114 Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 341, Dated Marcil 16, 2023. 
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1. PGE’s oil stock serves as a contingency fuel to power Beaver in case of 1 

gas pipeline interruptions (similar to the above description of PGE’s stock 2 

of contingency gas), and,  3 

2. PGE’s oil (diesel) stock serves to start Colstrip.  4 

Q. Has PGE indicated that all costs associated with Colstrip—including 5 

fuel costs (e.g., oil)—are excluded from its GRC filing? 6 

A. Yes.115  7 

Q. In sum, does this mean that PGE’s oil stock serves only one purpose: 8 

contingency fuel for Beaver in the event of a pipeline/gas supply 9 

interruption? 10 

A. Yes.  11 

Q. Do the same problems exist here that you just discussed with respect 12 

to PGE’s stock of contingency gas? 13 

A. Yes.  The same concerns apply here. In view of those concerns (and the many 14 

alternatives available to PGE), we find that [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]  15 

 [END CONFIDENTIAL] in permanent oil stock for a contingency—that 16 

may never happen—is excessive. (See our previous discussion of this issue 17 

with respect to PGE’s contingency gas.) 18 

Q. Do you have additional concerns regarding PGE’s oil stock balance? 19 

A. Yes.  Following, again, the conceptual notion that Stock = P x Q, we have two 20 

additional concerns: 21 

 
115  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 640, Dated April 25, 2023. 

■ -
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Adjustment 4(a)—Price:   1 

PGE’s oil stock is valued at $105 per barrel of oil.116 That 2 

price is too high in view of projected developments in oil 3 

markets.  4 

Adjustment 4(b)—Quantity: 5 

PGE plans to phase out Beaver’s ability to run on oil in 6 

2024 and 2025.  This invalidates the treatment of PGE’s oil 7 

reserves as a stock to be included in the rate base.  8 

Q. Turning to Adjustment 4(a)—Price, does EIA project oil prices well 9 

below the $105 used by PGE for its oil stock? 10 

A. Yes.  PGE’s oil stock reflects prices as of October 2022.117  As Figure 10 below 11 

shows, oil prices at the end of 2022 are significantly higher than what is 12 

projected by EIA for 2024. 13 

 
116  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 344_Attach B, Dated March 16, 2023. Calculated in 

Excel: Cells Q12/P12. 
117  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 639, Dated April 25, 2023. 
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Figure 10. EIA Oil Price Forecast for 2024118  1 

 2 

Specifically, EIA forecast prices around $80/barrel:  3 

EIA forecasts that oil prices will fall in 2023 and 2024.  We 4 

expect that Brent crude oil prices will average $83 per barrel 5 

(b) in 2023 and $78/b in 2024, down from $101/b in 2022, 6 

mainly because we expect global oil production to outpace 7 

consumption.  However, three key factors—Russia's oil 8 

production and ability to export petroleum products, several 9 

non-OPEC countries' ability to increase oil production, and 10 

China's loosening of COVID-related restrictions—could 11 

meaningfully affect our oil price outlook.119 12 

 
118  EIA forecast: https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/report/BTL/2023/01-

brentprice/article.php#:~:text=EIA%20forecasts%20that%20oil%20prices%20will%20fall%20in,
we%20expect%20global%20oil%20production%20to%20outpace%20consumption.  

119  EIA forecast: https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/report/BTL/2023/01-
brentprice/article.php#:~:text=EIA%20forecasts%20that%20oil%20prices%20will%20fall%20in,
we%20expect%20global%20oil%20production%20to%20outpace%20consumption.  
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Q. Does PGE itself assert that its oil stocks should be valued at the lower 1 

of cost or market (“LCM”)? 2 

A. Yes.  PGE states its oil stock is valued at the lower of cost or market (LCM).120  3 

Q. At a minimum, does this mean that PGE’s oil stock should be reduced 4 

to reflect the LCM? 5 

A. Yes.  At a minimum, PGE’s oil stock should be revalued at $80.50/barrel 6 

(average of $83 and $78 projected by EIA).  This implies a 23 percent 7 

reduction PGE’s oil stock from [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL]   8 

121 [END CONFIDENTIAL] 9 

Q. Turning to Adjustment 4(b)—Quantity, you noted that PGE’s oil 10 

reserves should no longer be treated as a stock to be included in the 11 

rate base.  Please explain.   12 

A. Yes.  The notion of treating fuel stock as a component of the rate base is that it 13 

represents a permanent investment over which stockholders should be allowed 14 

to earn a return.  That rationale is undermined by PGE’s plans to convert the 15 

Beaver plant into a single-source facility: i.e., it will no longer be able to use oil. 16 

As PGE explains:  17 

However, as part of the multi-year Beaver Emission Reduction 18 
Program (see PGE Exhibit 800), PGE is removing fuel oil firing 19 
capability at the Beaver plant. In 2024, fuel oil firing capability 20 
will be removed from an additional two Beaver turbines, 21 
resulting in four of the six Beaver turbines unable to consume 22 

 
120  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 340, Dated March 16, 2023. 
121  [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END 

CONFIDENTIAL] 
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fuel oil. Fuel oil firing capability will be removed from the final 1 
two Beaver turbines in 2025.122 2 

In other words, since the need for oil will disappear in 2023, over the Test 3 

Year period of 2024, and entirely in 2025, PGE’s stock of contingency oil lacks 4 

the permanence of a stock.123  5 

Q. Given that PGE is phasing out the use of oil for its Beaver plant, will 6 

PGE’s reported stock of oil still be “used and useful,” as required to be 7 

included in the rate base? 8 

A. No.  We must presume that as PGE’s is phasing out its ability to use oil for the 9 

Beaver plant, PGE’s reported oil stock by definition will no longer be used and 10 

useful.  As such, it should be disallowed, at least in part. 11 

While PGE’s oil stock may not be phased out in linear fashion, the 12 

problem is that over time PGE’s oil stock may either dwindle in volume, or as a 13 

matter of public utility accounting:  i.e., as the Beaver plant is converted, not all 14 

of PGE’s reported oil stock will be used and useful. The problem is graphically 15 

illustrated in Figure 11, below.  16 

  17 

 
122  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 650, Dated April 25, 2023. 
123  Also, see PGE’s discussion in UE 416 / PGE / 800 / Jenkins – Bekkedahl / 3.  PGE notes:  

“In order to keep this plant operating reliably within 1 emission requirements, 
upgrades to modernize the plant are necessary. Work on the Beaver Emissions 
Reduction Program is planned to be completed in the coming years and will entail 
upgrading the existing natural gas turbine combustion systems from a dual fuel 
system to a single fuel dry low nitrogen oxide (NOx) system, reducing the overall 
emissions for the plant as the turbines are upgraded. The upgraded units will operate 
on natural gas as the fuel source. The combustion upgrade will allow for greater 
availability and reliability while meeting PGE’s commitment to reduce emissions at 
the Beaver plant. The capital investment associated with the upgrades that is 
expected to close to plant by December 31, 2023, is $56.9 million.” 
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Figure 11. Illustrative Decline in PGE's Beaver Plant Oil Stock 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. What do you recommend for PGE's oil reserves? 

A. Our recommendation is twofold: 

1. We recommend that the Commission disallow 50 percent of PGE's oil 

stock. This reflects that not all of PGE's oil will continue to be used and 

useful-if any of it is used and useful at all . That is, as with PGE's stock 

of contingency gas, PGE has various means of meeting electricity 

demand in emergency situations, other than through contingency oil. 

These alternatives in themselves obviate the need for PGE's stock of 

contingency oil. 

2. Also, PGE may actually sell off its oil stock over time. (To the extent that 

PGE does sell off its oil stock, we presume that the rate payers will be 

credited with the proceeds from such sales.) 
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Q. Given that you have already revalued PGE's oil stock for a price 

adjustment (Adjustment 4(a)-Price), what is the residual oil stock that 

PGE should be allowed to include in the rate base? 

A. Recognizing that we have already reduced PGE's oil stock from [BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL] 

.124 [END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Cumulative Results of Adjustments #1 -#4 (Gas & om 

Q. You have recommended four adjustments to PGE's reported fuel stock 

of $31.485 million. Please present the cumulative impact of those 

adjustments. 

A. Tables 30 and 31 (below) summarize our recommended adjustments and their 

impact on PGE's (i) gas stock and (ii) oil stock. 

Table 29. Cumulative Impact of Gas Adjustment Nos. 1-3 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

124 [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END CONFIDENTIAL] 

PGE UE416 STAFF JOINT OTEXH 27DO AHKUM flSCKERCONf 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Docket No: UE 416 Staff/2700 
Ankum-Fischer/89 

Table 30. Cumulative Impact of Oil Adjustment Nos. 4{a) and 4{b) 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. How do your results compare to PGE's proposed fuel stock balances? 

A. Table 32, below, compares PGE's proposed fuel stock balances and Staff's. 

Table 31. PGE's vs. OPUC Staff's Fuel Stock Balances 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 

Q. What are your recommendations? 

A. For reasons discussed herein, we recommend that the Commission adopt our 

adjustments and approve PGE's fuel stocks for gas and oil as we calculated 

and identified in summary Tables 30 through 32, above. 
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ISSUE 4. CO2 ALLOWANCES 1 

Q. To the extent that CO2 allowances are associated with cap-and-trade / 2 

invest programs (i.e., California’s and Washington’s), are CO2 3 

allowances and those programs discussed by another member of the 4 

OPUC Staff? 5 

A. Yes; they are discussed by Dr. Ishraq Ahmed.  Our discussion here concerns 6 

only the extent to which PGE includes CO2 allowances as fuel stock in the rate 7 

base, in Operating Materials and Fuel Stock. 8 

Q. Does PGE list CO2 allowances as part of its actual fuel stocks? 9 

A. Yes.  As part of its fuel stock workpapers, PGE lists about $3 million in CO2 10 

allowances for December 2022.125  They are grouped in with coal fuel (for 11 

Colstrip and Boardman) as noted in Table 33 below.126 12 

Table 32. PGE’s CO2 Allowances at December 31, 2022 13 

 14 

Q. Are all of those CO2 allowances associated with California’s Cap-and-15 

Trade program? 16 

A. Yes.  PGE does not yet have CO2 allowances associated with Washington’s 17 

Cap-and Invest program.  As the Company notes: 18 

PGE has yet to purchase any Washington Cap-and-Invest 19 
Program allowances, there are no amounts recorded within 20 

 
125  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 344_Attach B, Dated March 16, 2023. 
126  As previously noted, PGE does not include any costs associated with its coal plants in its GRC.  

Coal $
Boardman -$               
Colstrip 3,494,977$   
CO2  Allowances 3,020,985$   
Total Coal 6,515,961     

+-------
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PGE’s actual inventory balances, nor any amounts forecast 1 
within PGE’s test year rate base.127 2 
 3 

Q. Oddly, does PGE claim that it failed to include CO2 allowances in its 4 

GRC filing? 5 

A. Yes.  In response to a OPUC data request, PGE stated: 6 

PGE’s fuel inventory test year forecast is derived from PGE’s 7 
financial forecasting modeling software, which summarizes fuel 8 
inventory into two primary categories (i.e., oil & gas and coal) for 9 
reporting and forecasting purposes. Because PGE’s carbon 10 
allowances are rolled up under coal in this software, they were 11 
inadvertently excluded from PGE’s test period revenue 12 
requirement forecast. PGE’s normal method of forecasting 13 
carbon allowances simply carries forward the most recent actual 14 
period ending balance. No additional assumptions are made. 15 
PGE will update its revenue requirement within reply testimony 16 
to correctly reflect the current balance of carbon allowances in 17 
inventory. As of March 31, 2023 the current inventory balance 18 
was $3,020,973.128 (Emphasis added.) 19 
 20 

Q. While PGE has not yet included CO2 allowances in its Fuel Stock 21 

(Operating Materials and Fuel Stocks) account in the rate base, should 22 

the Commission allow PGE to include the full $3,020,973 in Fuel 23 

Stocks? 24 

A. No,  allowances are essentially different from fuels, such as oil and gas. Unlike 25 

fuel that needs to be available to instantaneously meet the Company’s 26 

electricity demand, CO2 allowances can be purchased and sold at opportune 27 

times independent of the particular timing of electricity demand.  This 28 

 
127  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 732 (d), May 19, 2023. 
128  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 642 (d), May 9, 2023 
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characteristic of CO2 allowance warrants a different justification for building up 1 

and maintaining a stock. 2 

Q. What are CO2 allowances? 3 

A. CO2 allowances are “permits”, typically issued by a government entity (state or 4 

federal) under an emissions cap-and-trade regulatory program, that allow its 5 

owner to emit one ton of a pollutant, greenhouse gases (“GHG”), such as 6 

CO2e.  They are “tradable rights,” representing 1 ton of CO2-equivalent 7 

pollutants that were not released into the atmosphere.129 8 

Under a cap-and-trade system, the supply of GHG allowances is limited 9 

by the mandated ‘cap.’  Allowances can be allocated freely by the governing 10 

program, be purchased when auctions are held, or be purchased from other 11 

entities that have excess. 12 

Q. Are carbon markets growing and increasingly sophisticated? 13 

A. Yes.  The growth in carbon markets is discussed by the EIA and seen in the 14 

figure below.  While European carbon markets are more advanced, markets in 15 

the United States are growing, mostly due to California’s cap-and-invest 16 

program, but now also Washington’s cap-and-invest program. 17 

 
129  For example, PGE anticipates having to obtain CO2 allowances because it will likely exceed the 

threshold of 25,000 MTCO2e (metric ton of CO2 equivalent) of GHG emissions when it sells 
power that sinks in Washington.   
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Figure 12. EIA Average Monthly CO2 Allowances in Major Trading 1 
Programs130 2 

 3 

Q. Is PGE now subject to cap-and-trade regulations from Oregon’s 4 

neighboring states, causing it to consider the cost of CO2 allowance in 5 

its dispatch decisions? 6 

A. Yes.  Oregon’s neighboring states, California131 and Washington,132 have cap-7 

and-trade/invest programs in place.  This means that PGE should now 8 

consider the cost of CO2 allowances when it wheels power that sinks in those 9 

states.  It also raises the question of whether and to what extent PGE should 10 

hold a stock of CO2 allowances.  11 

 
130  U.S. Energy Information Administration - EIA - Independent Statistics and Analysis  
131  California adopted cap-and trade regulations in 2010 and 2022. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-

work/programs/cap-and-trade-program  
132  The states of Washington adopted a cap-and invest program as part of its Clean Energy 

Transformation Act (CETA), in 2019. https://ecology.wa.gov/Air-Climate/Climate-Commitment-
Act/Cap-and-invest  

Average monthly CO2 allowance price in select major emissions trading programs (Jan 
2005--Sep 2022) ~ 
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Again, the issue of cap-and-trade / invest programs is discussed in more 1 

detail by Staff witness Dr. Ahmed. 2 

Q. Have GAAP and FASB issued accounting rules for CO2 allowances?  3 

A. No.133  As PGE notes, “To the best of our knowledge, there are currently no 4 

standards under US GAAP that are specific to carbon offsets or credits.”134  5 

Q. How has PGE elected to treat CO2 allowances from an accounting 6 

perspective? 7 

A. We asked this question of PGE, and the Company answered that it is treating 8 

CO2 allowances as “inventory.”  Specifically, the Company answered as 9 

follows: 135 10 

[BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] 11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

[END CONFIDENTIAL] 28 

 
133  https://advisory.kpmg.us/articles/2023/carbon-offsets-credits-ifrs-accounting-standards.html  
134  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 738, Dated May 5, 2023. 
135  Staff/2705, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 642_Attachment A_CONF, Dated May 5, 2023. -
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Q. Would building up an “optimal” inventory of CO2 allowances involve a 1 

set of complex calculations?   2 

A. Yes.  As we noted, CO2 allowances are different from other fuel stock 3 

components in that the Company has considerable leeway in timing its 4 

acquisitions.  However, given that PGE needs to acquire CO2 allowances 5 

through auctions with an often-finite supply, prices can be volatile.  At the same 6 

time, holding an excess stock of CO2 allowances is costly too, and may 7 

become more so in the future.  8 

Q. You said that PGE has leeway in timing its acquisitions of CO2 9 

allowances.  Please Explain. 10 

A. As PGE itself notes, there are auctions and secondary markets where CO2 11 

allowances can be obtained:  12 

Auctions available to PGE are presently the auctions initiated by 13 
the Washington Department of Ecology. Secondary markets 14 
available to PGE would include brokers, bilateral trading 15 
partners, and exchanges (e.g., PGE anticipates the 16 
Intercontinental Exchange will facilitate trading of Washington 17 
allowances at a future date).136 18 

Of course, the ready availability of auctions and secondary markets 19 

mitigate against holding a substantial stock of CO2 allowances.  20 

 
136  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR No. 744, Dated May 5, 2023.  
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Q. Did PGE perform a financial analysis to support its $3 million stock of 1 

CO2 allowances?  2 

A. No.  We asked that question of PGE, and the Company answered as follows: 3 

“PGE does not have financial calculations used to determine an optimal stock 4 

of CO2 allowances.”137 5 

Q. What did Staff recommend with respect to PGE’s stock of CO2 6 

allowances in UE 394? 7 

A. Staff found that CO2 allowances do not meet the requirement that investments 8 

included in the rate base be “used and useful” and recommended disallowing 9 

them.  Given that UE 394 was settled, the Commission did not rule on this 10 

recommendation. 11 

Q. What are your recommendations? 12 

A. As noted, PGE inadvertently omitted including its stock of $3 million CO2 13 

allowances.  The Company noted that it will update its filing to correct this 14 

omission—as the Company prepares its rebuttal testimony, we urge the 15 

Company to provide more substantial support for its stock of CO2 allowances.  16 

Like Staff in U394, we look for a clear demonstration that CO2 allowances are 17 

in fact used and useful before they are included in the rate base, as PGE 18 

proposes. 19 

For now, in the absence of substantive support for its stock of CO2 20 

allowances and given that the Company does not necessarily need to hold a 21 

 
137  Staff/2704, PGE Response to Staff DR 744 (h), May 19, 2023. 
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substantial stock at this point, we provisionally recommend that PGE’s stock of 1 

CO2 allowances of $3 million be disallowed.   2 

 Of course, we reserve the right to review the Company’s rebuttal 3 

testimony, claims and work papers, and change our recommendation 4 

accordingly. 5 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 6 

A. Yes.  7 

 8 
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Dr. Ankum is a founding partner of QSI and serves as the fnm's Chief Economist. Dr. Ankum 
assists corporate and government clients with economic and financial analyses and issues related 
to public policy and public utility regulation. While there is a special focus on regulated 
industries, such as telecommunications, electric, gas and maritime shipping, and rate 
case/revenue requirement/cost allocation analyses, Dr. Ankum's work experience generally 
encompasses the following: 

• econometric modelling and economic growth and employment forecasts 
• industrial organization and competitive market analysis 
• due diligence and asset evaluations 
• complex litigation, breach of contrnct and damages calculations, intellectual prope1ty 

disputes 
• regulato1y policy, tariff issues, rate cases ( cost of se1vice, rate design, cost of capital) 
• interconnection and contract negotiations and billing disputes 

Dr. Ankum also assists corporate and government clients with antitmst issues related to proposed 
mergers and acquisitions, such as: 

• general market dominance/competitiveness analysis 
• application of U.S. DoJ/FTC standards for merger approvals 
• projected impact of mergers on affiliated transactions, economic and financial viability, 

quality and availability of products and se1vices, and end-user/retail and wholesale prices 

Before co-founding QSI in 1999, Dr. Ankum was President of Ankum & Associates, Inc., which 
provided economic consulting se1vices for a variety of companies and public agencies. Prior to 
that, in 1996, he se1ved as Senior Economist for MCI Telecommunications Corporation's Public 
Policy Division, and before that, in 1995, as a Manager in the Regulato1y and External Affairs 
Division ofTelepo1t Communications Group, Inc. (subsequently purchased by AT&T). While at 
MCI and TCG, Dr. Ankum worked as an economist and provided advice on public policy issues 
before the FCC and state public utility commissions. 

Dr. Ankum began his career at the Texas Public Utility Commission, in 1987, where he worked 
as an economist on electric utility and telecommunications issues. 
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Educational Background 

Ph.D. , Economics 
University of Texas, Austin, Texas 1992 

Master of Alts, Economics 
University of Texas, Austin, Texas 1987 

Bachelor of Alts, Economics 
Quincy College, Quincy, Illinois 1982 

Professional Experience 

QSI Consulting 
(1999 to Cunent) 

Ankum & Associates 
(1996 - 1999) 

MCI 
(1995 - 1996) 

TCG 
(1994 - 1995) 

Public Utility Commission of Texas 
(1987 - 1994) 

Founding Partner, Chief Economist 

Founding Paiiner and President 

Senior Economist 

Manager 

Chief Economist, and Economist. 
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EXPERT TESTIMONY 

The info1mation below is Dr. Ankum's best effo1t to identify all proceedings wherein he has provided pre
filed w1itten testimony, an expe1t repo1t , live testimony or pa1ticipated in some other meaningful way (e.g., 
affidavit, deposition). 

Civil Litigation and Arbitrations 

Ingham County Circuit Court 
Case No. 04-689-CK 
T&S Distributors, LLC Custom Software, Inc., Arq, Inc., Absolute Internet, Inc., CAC Medianet, Inc,. 
ACD Telecom, Inc., and Telnet Worldwide, Inc. V. Michigan Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a SBC 
Michigan. 
On behalf of ACD Telecom, Inc. and Telnet Worldwide, Inc. 

JAMS Reference No.1340005643 
Case No. 05-C-6250 
Cingular Wireless, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company V. PlatinumTel Communications, LLC, a 
Delaware Limited Liability Company 
On behalf of PlatinumTel Communications, LLC. 

U.S. District Court, Northern District oflllinois Eastern Division 
Case No. 05-C-6250 
Cingular Wireless, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company V Omar Ahmad 
On behalf of Omar Ahmad. 

United States District Court, Northern District of Texas Dallas Division 
Civil Action No. 09-CV-1268 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, et. al. Plaintiffs, vs. IDT Telecom, Inc., Entrix. Telecom, 
Inc., and John Does 1-10, Defendants. 
On behalf of IDT 

United States District Court, Northern District of Texas, Fort Worth Division. 
Case No. 4:09-cv-755-A 
Transcom Enhanced Sen1ices, Inc. v. Qwest Corporation 
On behalf of Transcom 

District Court for the Eastern District of Texas, Sherman Division 
Case Nos. 4:11-MC-0053, 4:11-MC-0054, 4:11-MC-0055; Case No. 11-42464, and Adversary 
Proceeding No. 11-4160 
IN RE: Halo Wireless, Inc. Debtor 
On behalf of Halo Wireless, Inc. 

Page 3 
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Superior Court Judicial District of Hartford 
Complex Litigation No. (Xo7) HHD-CV-10-6013996S, 
BTHRIFTY, LLC, Plaintiff, v. Comcast Spotlight, LLC, et al, Defendants 
On behalf of Comcast Spotlight, LLC 

United States District Court Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division 
Civil Action No. 09-CV-1268 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, et al, Plaintiffs, vs. IDT Telecom, Inc., ENTRIXTelecom, Inc., 
and John Does, 1-10, Defendants. 
On behalf of IDT Telecom, Inc. 

United States District Court for the Western District of Arkansas 
Civil Action No: 5:14-cv-5275-TLB 
In Re Global Tel*Link Corporation JCS Litigation. 
On behalf of Counsel for Plaintiffs 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania 
Civil Action No.: 2:12-cv-00859-JD 
Comcast Cable Communications, LLC; TVWorks, LLC; and Comcast MO Group, Inc., V Sprint 
Communications Company, L.P.; Sprint Spectrum L.P.; and Nextel Operation, Inc., Defendants: Sprint 
Communications Company, L.P. and Sprint Spectrum L.P., Counterclaim-Plaintiffs, V Comcast Cable 
Communications, LLC; Comcast IP Phone, LLC; Comcast Business Communications, LLC; and Comcast 
Cable Communications Management, LLC, Counterclaim- Defendants. 
At the request of counsel for the Comcast entities. 

State of Michigan, In the Circuit Court for the County of Washtenaw 
Civil Action: Case. 17-1024-CB 
MERIT NETWORK, INC. , a Michigan non-profit corporation, Plaintiff, v. AMCOMM 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. , a Michigan corporation, Defendant. 
At the request of counsel for Merit Network, hie. 

United States District Court District of South Carolina Charleston Division 
Case No: 2:17-cv-02562-DCN 
Crown Castle NG East LLC (Plaintiff) v. City of Charleston (Defendant) 
At the request of counsel for Crown Castle NG East LLC 

District Court, City and County of Denver, State of Colorado 
Case Number: 2018CV31548 
CORESITE DENVER, LLC (Counterclaim-Defendant) v. DGEB MANAGEMENT, LLC, a Colorado 
limited liability company, DGEB MMR, LLC, a Colorado limited liability company, and NANCY 
CASADOS, an individual. (Counterclaimants) 
On behalf of Counterclaimants 

In the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin 
Civil Case No. 2:08-CV-00724-LA 
UNITED STATED OF AMERICA, ex rel. TODD HEATH, Plaintiff-Relator, v. WISCONSIN BELL, INC. , 
Defendant, 
On behalf of Plaintiff-Relator 

Page4 
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American Arbitration Association, Arbitration No. 01-21-0002-4566 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Texas & AT&T Missouri 
Claimants v. USIC Locating Se1vices, LLC Respondent 

Superior Court of the State of California, County of Los Angeles 
Case No. 21STCV39637 
Smithfield Packaged Meats Corp. (Ilk/a John Morrell & Co.) 
On behalf of Smithfield Packaged Meats Co1p. 

U.S. District Court, Middle District of Florida- Orlando Division Case No. 6:17-cv-00236-PGB-TBS 
Local Access, LLC., Plaintiff, Counterclaim Defendant v. Peerless Network, Inc. Defendant, 
Counterclaim Plaintiffv. Blitz Consulting, LLC., Counterclaim Defendant 
On behalf of Peerless Network, Inc. 

Administrative Law Proceedings and Other Activities 

Chicago Clean Energy Coke/Coal Gasification to SNG Project, Analysis of Return on Equity per 
Section 9-220(h-3)(1)(B) of Public Act 97-96, October 12, 2011 
In re Proposed Contracts between Chicago Clean Energy, Inc. and Ameren Illinois Company and 
Between Chicago Clean Energy, Inc. and Northern Illinois Gas Company f or the Purchase and Sale of 
Substitute Natural Gas Under the Provisions of Illinois Public Act 97-0096. 
On behalf of Illinois Power Agency, presented in Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket 11-0710 

Cost of Capital Analysis for Cooperatives 
Cost of Capital f or Cooperatives and other Issues, prepared on behalf of the Utah Office of Consumer 
Se1vices, 2013. 

Before the Michigan House Committee on Energy and Technology 
Presentation on House Bills 4257 (Re: Switched Access Charges) 
On behalf of Michigan Internet and Telecommunications Alliance 

Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 15-011-U 
In the Matter of SourceGas Arkansas f or Approval of a General Change in Rates and Tariffs 
On behalf of Arkansas Office of the Attorney General 

Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Docket N. 15-034-U 
In the Matter of Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company Imposing a Surcharge to Recover all Investments 
and R"<penses in Compliance with Rules Regulations or Requirements Relating to the Public health, 
Safety, or Environment under the Federal Clean Air Act 
On behalf of Arkansas Office of the Attorney General 

Page 5 
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Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 15-015-U 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

In the Matter of the Application of Entergy Arkansas, Inc. for Approval of Changes in Rates for Retail 
Electric Service 
On behalf of Arkansas Office of the Attorney General 

Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 15-098-U 
In the Matter of the Application of CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp., DIBIA CenterPoint Energy 
Arkansas Gas, for a General Change or Modifkation in its Rates, Charges and Tariffs 
On behalf of Arkansas Office of the Attorney General 

Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 16-052-U 
In the Matter of the Application of Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company for Approval of a General 
Change in Rates, Charges and Tariffs 
On behalf of Arkansas Office of the Attorney General 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Colillilission 
Case No. 15-00261-UT 
In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of New Mexico for Revision of its Retail Electric 
Rates Pursuant to Advioce Notice No. 513, 
On behalf of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Colillilission 
Case No. 16-00276-UT 
In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of New Mexico for Revision of its Retail Electric 
Rates Pursuant to Advioce Notice No. 533, 
On behalf of the City of Albuquerque 

Before the State Corporation of the State of Kansas 
Docket No. 15-TKOG-236-COM 
In the Matter of the Complaint Against of Texas-Kansas-Oklahoma Gas, LLC, (Respondent) for an Order for 
Adjustment and Refund of Unfair, Unreasonable and Unjust rates for the Sale of Natural Gas for Irrigation 
based on Inaccurate and/or false pressure base measurements. By Circle H F anns, LLC, Richard L. Hanson, 
Rome Farms and Stegman Fanns Partnership (Complainants) 
On behalf of Texas-Kansas-Oklahoma Gas, LLC, (Respondent) 

Page 6 
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Before the Hawaii Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. 2019-0117 
Application for Approval of a General Rate Increase and Certain Tariff Changes 
On behalf of Young Brothers, LLC 

Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Consolidated Docket 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Joint Application of AT&T Communications of California, Inc. (U 5002 CJ and WorldCom, Inc. f or the 
Commission to Ree..wmine the Recurring Costs and Prices of Unbundled Switching in Its First Annual Review 
of Unbundled Network Element Costs Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 11 of D.99-11-050 
On behalf of ATT and MCI 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado 
Docket No. 10A-350T 
Joint Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc. and CenturyLink, Inc.for Approval of Indirect 
Transfer of Control of Qwest Corporation, et al. 
On behalf of Integra Telecom, Level 3 Communications, PAETEC Business Se1vices, Cbeyond 
Communications, and Covad Communications Company 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado 
Docket No. 08F-259T 
Q,vest Communications Company, LLC, (Complainant), v. MCIMetro, XO Communications Services, Time 
Warner Telecom, Granite Telecommunications, Esche/on Telecom, Arizona Dia/Tone, CAN Communications, 
Bullseye Telecom, Inc., Com Tel Telecom Assets, LP, Earnest Communications, Inc., Leve/3 Communications, 
LLC, and Liberty Bell Telecom, LLC. (Respondents) 
On behalf of Eschelon Telecom, XO Co1mnunications Se1vices, Granite Telecommunications, and ACN 
Communication Se1vices 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado 
Docket No. 07 A-211 T 
In the Matter of Q,41est Corporation 's Application, Pursuant to Decision Nos. C06-1280 and C07-0423, 
Requesting that the Commission Consider Testimony and Evidence to Set Costing and Pricing of Certain 
Network Elements Qwest Is Required to Provide Pursuant to 47 US.C. §§ 25l (B) and (CJ 
On Behalf of CBeyond Communications, Comcast Phone of Colorado, Covad Communications Company, 
Integra Telecom, P AETEC Business Se1v ices, XO Communications Se1vices 

Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control 
Docket No. 02-05-17 
DPUC Investigation of Intrastate Carrier Access Charges 
On behalf of AT&T and MCI 

Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control 
Docket Nos. 09-04-21 , 08-12-04 
DPUC Investigation into the Southern New England Telephone Company 's Cost of Service Re: Reciprocal 
Compensation and Transit Services 
On Behalf of the Connecticut Department of Utility Control 

Page 7 
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Before the Delaware Public Service Commission 
PSC Docket No. 00-025 
Petition of Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsy lvania For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Bell Atlantic -
Delaware, Inc. 
On behalf of Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsylvania 

Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia 
Formal Case No. 1040 
In the Matter of the Investigation into Verizon Washington, D.C. Inc. 's Universal Emergency Number 911 
Services Rates in the District of Columbia 
Advisor to the Public Se1vice Commission of the District of Colwnbia 

Before the Florida Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 990649B-TP 
Investigation into Pricing of Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of AT&T Commllllications of the Southern States, MCimet:ro Access Translnission Se1vices, MCI 
WorldCom Communications, and Florida Digital Network 

Before the Florida Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 030829-TP 
In the Matter of Complaint of FDN Communications f or Resolution of Certain Billing Disputes and 
Enforcement of UNE Orders and Interconnection Agreements with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
On behalf of Florida Digit.al Network d/b/a FDN Commllllications 

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6352-U 
A T&T Petition for the Commission to Establish Resale Rules, Rates and tenns and Conditions and the Initial 
Unbundling of Seniices 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Colillilerce Commission 
Docket No. 94-0048 
Adoption of Rules on Line-Side Interconnection and Reciprocal Interconnection 
On behalf ofTelepo11 Commllllications Group, Inc. 

Before the Illinois Colillilerce Commission 
Docket No. 94-0096 
Proposed Introduction of a Trial of Ameritech's Customer First Plan in Illinois 
On behalf ofTelepo11 Commllllications Group, Inc. 

Before the Illinois Colillilerce Commission 
Docket No. 94-0117 
Addendum to Proposed Introduction of a Trial of Ameritech '.s Customer First Plan in Illinois 
On behalf of Telepo11 Commlmications Group, Inc. 

Page 8 
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Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 94-0146 
AT&T's Petition for an Investigation and Order Establishing Conditions Necessary to Penni! Effective 
Exchange Competition to the Extent Feasible in Areas Served by Illinois Bell Telephone Company 
On behalf of Telepo11 Coffilllunications Group, fuc. 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 95-0315 
Proposed Reclassification of Bands B and C Business Usage and Business Operator Assistance/Credit 
Surcharges to Competitive Status 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket 94-480 
Investigation Into Amending the Physical Collocation Requirements of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 790 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 95-0458 
Petition for a Total Local Exchange Wholesale Tariff from Illinois Bell Telephone Company dlb/a Ameritech 
Illinois and Central Telephone Company Pursuant to Section 13-505. 5 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 95-0296 
Citation to Investigate Illinois Bell Telephone Company's Rates, Rules and regulations For its Unbundled 
Network Component Elements, Local Transport Facilities, and End office Integration Services 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 96-AB-006 
In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Petition f or Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish and Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell Telephone 
Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 96-AB-007 
In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Petition f or Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish and Interconnection Agreement with Central Telephone 
Company of Illinois 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 96-0486 
Investigation into f onvard looking cost studies and rates of Ameritech Illinois f or interconnection, network 
elements, transport and termination of traffic 
On behalf of MCI Telecoffilllmtications Corporation 
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Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 98-0396 
Phase II of Ameritech Illinois TELRIC proceeding 
On behalf ofMCIWorldCom 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 00-0700 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Illinois Commerce Commission On its Motion vs Illinois Bell Telephone Company Investigation into Tariff 
Providing Unbundled Local Switching with Shared Transport 
On behalf of AT&T Commwlications of Illinois, Inc., and WorldCom, Inc. 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 02-0864 
In the Matter of Illinois Bell Telephone Company, Filing to Increase Unbundled Loop and Nonrecurring 
Rates (Tariffs Filed December 24, 2002) 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. , McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., Covad Communications 
Company, TDS Metrocom, Allegiance Telecom of Illinois, RCN Telecom Services oflllinois, Globakom, Z
Tel Communications, XO Illinois, Forte Communications, and CIMCO Communications 

Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 39948 
In the matter of the Petition of MCI Telecommunications Corporation for the Commission to Modify its 
Existing Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and to Authorize the Petitioner to Provide certain 
Centrex-like Intra-Exchange Senlices in the Indianapolis LATA Pursuant to I. C. 8-1-2-88, and to Decline the 
Exercise in Part of its Jurisdiction over Petitioner's Provision of such Service, Pursuant to I. C. 8-1-2. 6 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 40178 
In the matter of the Petition of Indiana Bell Telephone company, Inc. For Authorization to Apply a Customer 
Specific Offering Tariff to Provide the Business Exchange Senlices Portion of Centrex and PBX Trunking 
Services and f or the Commission to Decline to Exercise in Part Jurisdiction over the Petitioner's Provision of 
such Services, Pursuant to J. C. 8-1-2.6 
On behalf of MCI Telecommmlications Corporation 

Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 40603-INT-01 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish and Interconnection Agreement with Indiana Bell Telephone 
Company d/b/a Ameritech Indiana 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 40611 
In the matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding on Ameritech Indiana 's Rates f or 
Interconnection Service, Unbundled Elements and Transport and Tem1ination under the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 and Related Indiana Statutes 
On behalf of MCI Telecommmlications Corporation 
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Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 40618 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

In the Matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding on GTE 's Rates f or Interconnection, 
Service, Unbundled Elements, and Transport under the FTA 96 and related Indiana Statutes 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunication Corporation 

Before the Indiana Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 40611-S1 
In the matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic proceeding on the Ameritech Indiana 's rates f or 
Interconnection, Unbundled Elements, and Transport and Temzination Under the Telecommunications Act of 
1996 and Related Indiana Statutes 
On behalf of WorldCom, Inc. , AT&T Communications of Indiana 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 42393 
In the Matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding of Rates and Unbundled Network 
Elements and Collocation for Indiana Bell dlb/a SBC Indiana Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 
1996 and Related Indiana Statues 
On Behalf of WorldCom, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1vices, Covad Communications Company, Z
Tel Communications 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. SPU-2010-0006 
In RE: Qwest Communications International, Inc. and CenturyTel, Inc. 
On behalf of PAETEC Business Se1vices 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No: RPU-00-01 
IN RE: US West Communications, Inc. 
On behalf of McLeodUSA Teleco1mnunications Se1vices 

Before the State of Maine Public Utilities Commission 
Dockets Nos. 2007-611, 2008-214 through 2008-218, 2009-41-44. 
CRC Communications of Maine, Inc., Investigation Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §251(/)(1) Regarding CRC 
Communications of Maine 's Request of Lincolnville, Telephone Company, UniTel, Inc., Oxford Telephone 
Company, Oxford West Telephone Company, Tidewater Telecom, Inc. 
On behalf of CRC Communications and Time Warner Cable 

Before the Maryland Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. 8988 
In the matter, The Implementation of the Federal Communications Commission 's Triennial Review Order 
On behalf of Cavalier Telephone 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Energy and Transportation 
D.P.U. 96-83 
NYNEX/MCI Arbitration 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
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Before the Massachusetts Department of Energy and Transportation 
Docket 01-20 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Investigation into Pricing based on TELRIC for Unbundled Network Elements and Combinations of 
Unbundled Networks Elements and the Appropriate Avoided Cost Discount/or Verizon New England, Inc. 
d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts' Resale Services 
On behalf of Allegiance, Network Plus, El Paso Networks, and Covad Communications Company 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Energy and Transportation 
Docket 01-03 
Investigation by the Department ofTelecommunications and Energy on its own Motion into the Appropriate 
Regulatory Plan to succeed Price Cap Regulation for Verizon New England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon 
Massachusetts ' intrastate retail telecommunications services in the Commomvealth of Massachusetts 
On behalf of Network Plus 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy 
D.T.E. 03-60 
Proceeding by the Department on its own Motion to Implement the Requirements of the Federal 
Communications Commission 's Triennial Review Order Regarding Switching for Mass market Customers 
On behalf of Conversent Communications of Massachusetts 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable 
D.T.E. 06-61 
Investigation by the department on its own Motion as to the Propriety of the Rates and Charges Set Forth in 
the following tariff: MD.T.E. No. 14,filed with the Department on June 16, 2006, to become Effective July 
16, 2006, by Verizon New England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts 
On behalf of Broadview networks, DSCI Co1poration, InfoHighway Communications, Metropolitan 
Telecommunications of Massachusetts a/k/a MetTel, New Ho1izon Communications, and One 
Communications 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable 
D.T.E. 07-9 
Department Investigation into the Intrastate Access Rates of Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 
On behalf of One Communications, P AETEC Communications, RNK Communications, and XO 
Communications Se1v ices 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable 
D.T.E. 10-2 
Petition of Choice One Communications of Massachusetts Inc., Conversent Communications of 
Massachusetts Inc., CTC Communications Corp. and Lightship Telecom LLC For Exemption.from Price Cap 
on Intrastate Switched Access Rates as Established in D.T.C. 07-9 
On behalf of One Communications 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10647 
In the Matter of the Application of City Signal, Inc.for an Order Establishing and Approving Interconnection 
Arrangements with Michigan Bell Telephone Company 
On behalf of Telepo11 Communications Group, Inc. 
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Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10860 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

In the Matter, on the Commission 's Own Motion, to Establish Pennanent Interconnection Arrangements 
Between Basic Local R'l'.change Providers 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11280 
In the Matter, on the Commission's Own Motion, to consider the total service long run incremental costs and 
to determine the prices for unbundled network elements, interconnection services, resold services, and basic 
local exchange services f or Ameritech Michigan 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11366 
In the matter of the application under Section 310(2) and 204, and the complaint under Section 205(2) and 
203, of MCI Telecommunications Corporation against Ameritech requesting a reduction in intrastate 
switched access charges 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-13531 
In the matter, on the Commission 's own motion, to review the costs of telecommunications services provided 
by SBC Michigan 
On behalf of AT&T, Worldcom, McLeodUSA, and TDS Metrocom 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11831 
In the Matter of the Commission 's own motion, to consider the total service long run incremental costs f or all 
access, toll, and local exchange services provided by Ameritech Michigan 
On behalf of MCIWorldCom, Inc. 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11830 
In the matter of Ameritech Michigan's Submission on Performance Measures, Reporting, and Benchmarks, 
Pursuant to the October 2, 1998 Order in Case No. U-11654 
On behalf of Covad Communications, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1v ices, LDMI 
Telecommunications, Talk Amedca, and XO Communications Se1v ices 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
MPSC Case No. U-14952 
In the matter of the f ormal complaint ofTDS Metrocom, LLC, LDMI, Telecommunications, Inc and X O 
Communications Services, Inc against Michigan Bell Telephone Company, dlb/a AT&T Michigan, or in the 
alternative, an application 
On behalf of TDS Met:rocom, LDMI Telecommunications, and XO Communications Se1v ices 
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-421, et al.IP A-10-456 
In the Matter of the Joint Petition for Approval of Indirect Transfer of Control of Qwest Operating 
Companies to CenturyLink 
On behalf of Cbeyond Communications, Chart er FiberLink, Integra Telecom, Level 3 Communications, 
PAETEC Business Se1vices, TDS Metrocom, Orbitcom and POPP.com 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. P-442, 421, 3012 /M-01-1916 
In Re Commission Investigation Of Qwest 's Pricing Of Certain Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of Otter Tail Telecom, Val-Ed Joint Venrure d/b/a 702 Communications, McLeodUSA 
Telecommunications, Eschelon Telecom, and USLink 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No . P-421/AM-06-713 
OAH Docket No. 3-2500-17511-2 
In the Matter of Qwest Corporation's App lication for Commission Review of TELRIC rates Pursuant to 47 
USC.§ 251 
On behalf oflntegra Telecom of Minnesota, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1vices, POPP.com, Covad 
Communications Company, TDS Metrocom, and XO Communications 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket #P-421/Cl-05-1996 
OAH Docket No. 12-2500-17246-2 
In the Matter of a Potential Proceeding to Investigate the Wholesale Rate Charged by Qwest 
On behalf of Integra Telecom, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1vices, POPP.com, Covad 
Communications Company, TDS Metrocom, and XO Communications 

Before the Montana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. D2010.5.55 
In the Matter of Joint Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc. and CenturyLink, Inc., f or 
Approval of Indirect Transfer of Control of Qwest Corporation, Qwest Communications Company, LLC, and 
Qwest LD Corp. 
On behalf of lntegra Telecom 

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Petition of Focal Communications Corporation of New Jersey For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 2 5 2 (b) of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Bell Atlantic 
On behalf of Focal Communications Corporation of New Jersey 

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TO00060356 
I/MIO the Board's Review of Unbundled NetworkElements Rates, Terms and Conditions of Bell Atlantic-New 
Jersey, Inc. 
On behalf of WorldCom, Inc. 
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Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TO03090705 
In The Matter, The Implementation Of the Federal Communications Commission 's Triennial Review Order 
On behalf of Conversent Communications of New Jersey 

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TX08090830 
In the Matter of the Board's Investigation and review of Local Exchange Carrier Intrastate Access Rates 
On behalf of One Communications, P AETEC Communications, US LEC of Pe1111sylvania, Level3 
Commllllications, and XO Communications Se1vices 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 11-00340-UT 
In the Matter of the Petition of Qwest Corporation d/bla CenturyLink QC For a Detennination That 
Telecommunications Services Are Subject to Effective Competition in New Mexico 
On behalf of the United States Department of Defense and all Other Federal Executive Agencies 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 11-00305-UT 
In the Matter of the Joint Petition f or Determination of MCI Communications Sen,ices, Inc. d/b/a Verizon 
Business Senlices, et al. to Eliminate Certain Filing Requirements 
On behalf of the United States Department of Defense and all Other Federal Executive Agencies 

Before The New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 96-307-TC 
Brooks Fiber Communications of New Mex.ico, Inc. Petition f or Arbitration 
On behalf of Brooks Fiber Communications of New Mexico, fuc. 

Before The New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 3495, Phase B 
In the matter of the consideration of costing and pricing mies f or OSS, collocation, shared transport, non
recurring charges, spot frames, combination of network elements and switching. 
On behalf of the Commission Staff 

Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case Nos. 95-C-0657, 94-C-0095, 91-C-1174 
Commission Investigation into Resale, Universal Service and Link and Port Pricing 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Cmporation 

Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case 99-C-0529 
In the Matter of Proceeding on Motion of the Commission To Reex.amine Reciprocal Compensation 
On behalf Of Cablevision LightPath, hie. 

Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case 98-C-1357 
Proceeding on the Motion of the Commission to &camine New York Telephone Company 's Rates for 
Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of Corecomm New York, fuc. 
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Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case 98-C-1357 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine New York Telephone Company 's Rates for Unbundled 
Network Elements 
On behalf of MCIWorldCom 

Before the State Of New York Public Service Commission 
Case 02-C-1425 
In The Matter, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine the Processes, and Related Costs of 
Performing Loop Migrations on a More Streamlined (e.g., Bulk) Basic 
On behalf of Conversent Commllllications of New York, LLC 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 96-888-TP-ARB 
In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish and Interconnection Agreement with Ameritech Ohio 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC. 
In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech Ohio 's Economic Costs for Interconnection, Unbundled Network 
Elements, and Reciprocal Compensation for Transport and Termination of Local Telecommunications Traffic 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 00-1368-TP-ATA 
In the Matter of the Revie1v of Ameritech Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection, Unbundled Network 
Elements, and Reciprocal Compensation for Transport and Tennination of Local Telecommunications 
Traffic. Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC and In the Matter of the Application of Ameritech Ohio for Approval of 
Carrier to Carrier Tariff 
On behalf ofMCIWorldCom and AT&T of the Central Region 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 97-152-TP-ARB 
In the Matter of the Petition of MCI Telecommunications Corporation for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 
252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Cincinnati 
Bell Telephone Company 
On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Co1poration 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 02-1280-TP-UNC 
In the Matter of the Revie1v of SBC Ohio 's TELRIC Costs for Unbundled Network Elements 
On Behalf of MCimetro Access Transinission Se1vices, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1vices, Covad 
Communications Company, XO Communications, and NuVox Commllllications 
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Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 08-45-TP-ARB 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

In the Matter of the Petition of Communication Options, Inc.for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Tem1s 
and Conditions and Related Arrangements with United Telephone Company of Ohio dlb/a Embarq Pursuant 
to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of Communications Options, Inc. 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket UM 1484 
In the Matter of Century Link, Inc. Application for Approval of Merger between CenturyTel, Inc. and Qwest 
Communications International, Inc. 
On behalf of Covad Commmlications Company, Cha1ter FiberLink, Integra Telecom, Level 3 
Co1mnunications and tw telecom 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket UM 1481 
In the Matter of Staff investigation of the Oregon Universal Senlice Fund 
On behalf of the Oregon Cable Telecommunications Association 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. 1-00940035 
In Re: Formal Investigation to Examine Updated Universal Service Principles and Policies for 
telecommunications Services in the Commonwealth Interlocutory order, Initiation of Oral Hearing Phase 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. M-0001352 
Structural Separation of Verizon 
On behalf of MCI WorldCom 

Before the Puerto Rico Telecolillilunications Regulatory Board 
Docket No. 97-0034-AR 
Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. & (b) and the Puerto Rico Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
regarding Interconnection Rates Terms and Conditions with Puerto Rico Telephone Company 
On behalf of Cellular Communications of Pue1to Rico, Inc. 

Before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina 
Dockets Nos. 2008-325-C, 2008-326-C, 2008-327-C, 2008-328-C, and 2008-329-C 
In Re: Docket No. 2008-325-C - Application of Time Warner Cable Infomwtion Services (South Carolina), 
LLC dlb/a Time Warner Cable to Amend its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Provide 
Telephone Services in the Seniice Area of Farmers Telephone Cooperative, Inc. and for Alternative 
Regulation 
On behalf of Time Warner Cable 

Before the Public Utility Commission of South Dakota 
Docket TC07-117 
In the Matter of the Petition of Midcontinent Communications for the Approval of its Intrastate Switched 
Access Tariff and for an Exemption.from Developing Company-Specific Cost-Based Switched Access Rates 
On Behalf of Midcontinent Commm1ications, Inc. 
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Before the State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 2252 
Comprehensive Review of Intrastate Telecommunications Competition 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations Public Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. 3550 and 2861 
In The Matter, Implementation of the Requirements of the FCC's Triennial Review Order ("TRO '') 
On behalf of Conversent Communications of Rhode Island, LLC 

Before the Tennessee Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 96-00067 
Avoidable Costs of Providing Bundled Services f or Resale by Local Exchange Telephone Companies 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 7790 
Petition of the General Counsel f or an Evidentiary Proceeding to Determine Market Dominance 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 8665 
Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company f or Revisions to the Customer Specific Pricing Plan 
Tariff 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 8478 
Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company to Amend its Existing Customer Specific Pricing Plan 
Tariff: As it Relates to Local Exchange Access through Integrated Voice/Data Multiplexers 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 8672 
Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company to Provide Custom Service to Specific Customers 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 8585 
Inquiry of the General Counsel into the Reasonableness of the Rates and Sen1ices of Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 9301 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company App lication to Declare the Service Market f or CO LAN Service to be 
Subject to Significant Competition 
On behalf of the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
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Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 10382 
Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company f or Authority to Change Rates 
On behalf of the Public Utility Co1mnission of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 14658 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, GTE Southwest, Inc., and Contel of Texas, Inc. For 
Approval of Flat-rated Local E'<change Resale Tariffs Pursuant to P URA 1995 Section 3.2532 
On behalf of the Office of Pt1blic Utility Counsel of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 14658 
Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, GTE Southwest, Inc., and Contel of Texas, Inc. For 
Interim Number Portability Pursuant to Section 3.455 of the Public Utility Regulatory Act 
On behalf of the Office of Pt1blic Utility Counsel of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket Nos. 16226 and 16285 
Application of AT&T Communications f or Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement 
Ben.veen AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and Petition of M CI f or Arbitration under the 
FTA96 
On behalf of AT&T and MCI 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 21982 
Proceeding to examine reciprocal compensation pursuant to section 252 of the Federal Telecommunications 
of 1996 
On behalf of Taylor Colllillunications 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 25834 
Proceeding on Cost Issues Severed from PUC Docket 24542 
On behalf of AT&T and MCIMetro 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
PUC Docket No. 31831 
Staff's Petition to Detennine whether Markets of Incumbent Local E'<change Carriers {ILECs) Should Remain 
Regulated 
On behalf of the Office of Pt1blic Utility Counsel of Texas 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
PUC Docket No. 34723 
Petition f or Review of Monthly Per-Line Support Amounts from the Texas High Cost Universal Service Plan 
Pursuant to PURA § 56. 031 and P. U. C. Subst. R. 26.403 
On behalf of the Office of Pt1blic Utility Counsel of Texas 
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Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Docket No. 33323 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Petition of UTEX Communications Corporation f or Post-Interconnection Dispute resolution with A T&T 
Texas and petition of AT&T Tex.as f or Post Interconnection Dispute Resolution with UTEX Communications 
Corporation 
On behalf of UTEX Communications Corporation 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas 
SOAH Docket No. 473-07-1365 
PUC Docket No. 33545 
Application of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. for Approval of Intrastate Switched Access 
rates Pursuant to PURA Section 52.155 and PUC Subst. R. 26.223 
On behalf of McLeod USA Telecommunications Se1v ices 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 10-049-16 
Joint Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc. and CenturyTel, Inc.for Approval of Indirect 
Transfer of Control of Qwest Corporation, Qwest Communications Company, LLC and Qwest W 
Corporation 
On behalf of lntegra Telecom, Level 3 Communications, PAETEC Business Se1vices and tw telecom 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 01-049-85 
In the Matter of the Determination of the Costs Investigation of the Unbundled Loop of Qwest Corporation, 
Inc. 
On behalf of AT&T and WorldCom 

Before the Public Service Commission of Utah 
Docket No. 09-049-37 
In the Matter of the Complaint of Qwest Corporation against McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, 
Inc., dlb/a PAETEC Business Services 
On behalf of McLeod USA Telecommunications Se1vices 

Before the Vermont Public Service Board 
Docket No. 5713 
Investigation into NET 's tariff filing re: Open Network Architecture, including the Unbundling of NET's 
Network, Expanded Interconnection, and Intelligent Networks 
On behalf of MCI Telecommunications Cmporation 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-100820 
In the matter of Joint Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc. and CenturyTel, Inc. f or 
Approval of Indirect Transfer of Control of Qwest Corporation, Qwest Communications Company LLC, and 
Qwest LD Corp. 
On behalf of Cbeyond Communications, Covad Communications Company, Integra Telecom, Level 3 
Communications, PAETEC Business Se1vices and tw telecom 
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Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-090892 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

Qwest Corporation (Complainant) v. McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., d/b/a PAETEC 
Business Services (Respondent) 
On Behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Se1vices 

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Cause No. 05-TI-138 
Investigation of the Appropriate Standards to Promote Effective Competition in the Local Exchange 
Telecommunications Market in Wisconsin 
On behalf of MCI Telecollllllunications Corporation 

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Docket 670-TI-120 
Matters relating to the satisfaction of conditions for offering interLATA services (Wisconsin Bell, Inc. d/b/a 
Ameritech Wisconsin) 
On behalf of MCI Telecollllllunications Corporation 

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Docket Nos. 6720-MA-104 and 3258-MA-101 
In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 2 5 2(b) of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Wisconsin Bell, Inc. 
d/bla Ameritech Wisconsin 
On behalf of MCI Telecollllllunications Corporation 

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Docket No. 05-TI-349 
Investigation Into The Establishment of Cost-Related Zones For Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of AT&T Collllllunications of Wisconsin, McLeodUSA Telecollllllunications Se1vices, TDS 
Metrocom, and Time Warner Telecom 

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Docket No. 6720-TI-161 
Investigation into Ameritech Wisconsin 's Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, WorldCom, Rhythms Links, KMC Telecom, and 
McLeodUSA Telecommunications Seivices 

Affidavits and Declarations Submitted to the Federal Communications Commission 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
File No. EB-04-1\ID-006 
EarthLink, Inc. (Complainant) v. SBC Communications Inc., SBC Advanced Solutions, Inc. (Defendants) 
On behalf of Earthlink, Inc. 
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Before the Federal Communications Commission 
CC Docket No. 04-223 

CV Dr. August H. A11k11m 

In the Matter of Petition of Qwest Corporation for Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S. C. §160(c) in the Omaha 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 
On behalf of McLeodUSA Teleco1mnunications Se1vices 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
CC Docket No. 01-92 
In the Matter of Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime 
On behalf ofNuVox Communications 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
CC Docket No. 01-92 
In the Matter of Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime 
On Behalf of Cavalier Telephone, Inc. 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
WC Docket No. 05-337 CC Docket No. 96-45 WC Docket No. 03-109 WC Docket No. 06-122 CC Docket 
No. 99-200 CC Docket No. 96-98 CC Docket No. 01-92 CC Docket No. 99-68 WC Docket No. 04-36 
In the Matter of High-Cost Universal Service Support Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service 
Lifeline and Link Up Universal Service Contribution Methodology, Numbering Resource Optimization 
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Developing a 
Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic IP-Enabled 
Sen1ices 
On behalf of PAETEC 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
WC Docket No. 07-97 
In the Matter of Petitions of Qwest Corporation for Forbearance Pursuant to 4 7 U.S. C. § l 60(c) in the Denver, 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Phoenix, and Seattle Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
On behalf of PAETEC 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
WC Docket No. 09-223 
In the Matter of Cbeyond, Inc. Petition for Expedited Rulemaking to Require Unbundling of Hybrid, FTTH, and 
FTTC Loops Network Elements Pursuant to 47 US.C. §25l(c)(3) of the Act 
On behalf of Covad Commlmications Company 

Before the Federal Communications Commission 
GN Docket Nos. 09-47, 09-51, 09-137 
Comments Sought on Broadband Study Conducted by the Berkman Center for Internet and Society, NBP Public 
Notice #13 
On behalf of Covad Communications Company 
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Warren R. Fischer, C.P.A., C.G.M.A. 
 
Chief Financial Officer 
QSI Consulting, Inc. 
 
2500 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Suite 319 
Denver, Colorado, 80209-3279  
(303) 722-2684 voice 
(303) 883-9014 mobile 
WFischer@QSIconsulting.com 
 
Biography 
 
Mr. Fischer is a QSI partner and currently serves as Chief Financial Officer.  Mr. Fischer has over 
25 years of experience in commercial litigation and regulatory matters involving the 
telecommunications, energy, maritime, and agricultural industries.  Mr. Fischer's professional 
experience includes two years in public practice with Deloitte LLP and over 10 years of managing 
financial analysis, reporting and forecasting processes for various multi-national corporations.  Mr. 
Fischer is also certified as both a C.P.A. and Chartered Global Management Accountant.   
 
Mr. Fischer’s litigation expertise centers on billing disputes, forensic accounting analyses, damages 
assessment, merger reviews, historical and forward-looking economic cost methodologies, 
management audits, and multi-state tax sourcing of income through cost of performance 
determination.  Mr. Fischer’s practice as a management consultant includes assisting clients with 
business planning, forecasting, operational and jurisdictional cost analyses, and building business 
intelligence platforms. 
 
Mr. Fischer is an experienced and effective expert witness who has provided expert testimony and 
reports in over 60 proceedings before state and federal courts, 35 state utility commissions, and 
other administrative agencies. 
 
Mr. Fischer holds active C.P.A licenses in the States of Colorado and California.  He earned his 
Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration with an emphasis in Accounting from the 
University of Colorado at Boulder.  He is also a member of the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants (AICPA) in the Forensic and Valuation Services Section. 
 
Educational Background 
 
Bachelor of Science, Business Administration (emphasis in Accounting) 
University of Colorado at Boulder, Boulder, Colorado 1984 
 
Certifications / Memberships 
 
Certified Public Account in the States of Colorado and California 
Chartered Global Management Accountant 
Member of the AICPA 
Member of the Forensic and Valuation Services Section of the AICPA 
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Professional Experience 

QSI Consulting, Inc. AT&T Corp. 
2000 - Current 1997 - 2000 
Chief Financial Officer Financial Manager 

1996 - 1997 
Supervisor 
Network Services Division 

AT&T Wireless Services E. & J. Gallo Winery
1995 - 1996 1994 - 1995
Marketing Analyst / Planner Senior Financial Analyst
Cellular Division 1991 - 1994

Operations Accountant

Century 21 Real Estate Corporation Deloitte LLP 
1987 - 1991 1985 - 1987 
Financial Analyst Audit-in-Charge 

Expert Testimony – Profile 
The information below is Mr. Fischer’s best effort to identify all proceedings wherein he has either provided pre-filed 
written testimony, an expert report or provided live testimony. 

American Arbitration Association, Commercial Arbitration Tribunal 
Case Number:  01-21-0002-4566 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and BellSouth Telecommunications, LLC, Claimants, vs. USIC 
Locating Services, LLC, Respondent 
On behalf of Respondent 
Expert Report October 15, 2021 
Rebuttal Expert Report November 5, 2021 
Deposition January 4, 2022 
Hearing March 9, 2022 

In the District Court, Nueces County, Texas, 117th Judicial District 
Case Number:  2020DCV-2014-B 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Texas, Plaintiff vs. USIC Locating Services, LLC, 
Defendant 
On behalf of Defendant 
Expert Report October 22, 2021 
Deposition  December 15, 2021 

In the United States District Court for the Norther District of Illinois, Eastern Division 
Case Number:  1:18-cv-03114 
CenturyLink Communications, LLC et. al., Plaintiffs/Counter Defendants v. Peerless Network, Inc. et. al., 
Defendants/Counter Plaintiffs 
On behalf of Defendants/Counter Plaintiffs 
Expert Report September 4, 2020 
Rebuttal Expert Report October 20, 2020 
Deposition December 10, 2020 
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In the United States District Court for the Northern District of Iowa, Central Division 
Case Number:  3:18-cv-03075 
BTC, Inc. d/b/a BTC, Plaintiff v. AT&T Corp., Defendant 
On behalf of Plaintiff 
Expert Report August 30, 2019 
Rebuttal Expert Report October 31, 2019 
 
In the District Court, City and County of Denver, State of Colorado 
Case Number:  2018CV31548 
CoreSite Denver, LLC, Plaintiff v. DGEB Management, LLC, DGEB MMR, LLC, and Nancy Casados, 
Defendants.  DGEB Management, LLC and DGEB MMR, LLC, Counterclaimants v. CoreSite Realty 
Corporation, CoreSite Denver, LLC, CoreSite, L.P., and John and Jane Does 1-10. 
On behalf of Defendants and Counterclaimants 
Expert Report June 7, 2019 
Supplemental Expert Report July 5, 2019 
Deposition July 18, 2019 
Jury Trial August 20, 2019 
 
In Support of Cross Telephone Company, L.L.C.’s Request for Review of Decision of 
The Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC Audit ID:  HC2016BE031) 
On behalf of Cross Telephone, L.L.C. 
Declaration January 4, 2019 
 
In the Matter of an Arbitration Under the Arbitration Rules of the ADR Institute of Canada Inc. 
Between Zayo Canada Inc. and Zayo Group LLC, Claimants, and Bell Canada and Manitoba Telecom 
Services Inc., Respondents 
On behalf of Claimants 
Expert Report July 28, 2017 
 
In the United States District Court of the Western District of Arkansas 
Civil Action No. 5:14-cv-5275-TLB 
In Re Global Tel*Link Corporation ICS Litigation 
On behalf of Plaintiffs 
Expert Report June 26, 2017 
Deposition December 20, 2017 
 
In the United States Bankruptcy Court, District of Nevada 
Bankruptcy Case Number:  15-11680-ABL 
Adversary Proceeding Number: 16-01003-ABL 
Qwest Communications Company, LLC, Plaintiff v. MegaMedia, LLC; Warren Jason; Ted Shpack; David 
Goodale; David Glickman; Cliff Kaylin; Off The Hook Productions; Syncronet, Inc.;  Stock Management 
Group, LP; Joy Enterprises, Inc; (JEI); Glickman Capital, Inc.; Does 1-10; and Roe Corporations 11 -20, 
Inclusive, Defendants 
On behalf of Defendants 
Expert Report January 20, 2017 
Rebuttal Expert Report February 17, 2017 
Deposition April 6, 2017 
 
In the Circuit Court, Fifth Judicial Circuit, State of South Dakota, County of Brown 
Case Number:  06CIV15-000134 
James Valley Cooperative Telephone Company, et. al. Plaintiffs vs. South Dakota Network, LLC, et. al., 
Defendants 
On behalf of Plaintiff 
Expert Report January 11, 2017 
Deposition March 3, 2017 
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In the United States District Court for the Southern District of New York 
Civil Action No. 15-CV-870-(VM) (DF) 
Peerless Network, Inc., et. al., Plaintiffs / Counter-claim Defendants, vs. AT&T Corp., Defendant 
On behalf of Plaintiffs 
Expert Report August 26, 2016 
Rebuttal Expert Report November 23, 2016 
Deposition January 31, 2017 
 
In the United States District Court for the District of South Dakota, Northern Division 
Case Number:  1:14-CV-01018-RAL 
Northern Valley Communications, L.L.C., a South Dakota Limited Liability Company; Plaintiff, vs. AT&T 
Corp., a New York Corporation; Defendant 
On behalf of Plaintiff 
Expert Report August 3, 2015 
Supplemental Expert Report January 8, 2016 
Rebuttal Expert Report March 4, 2016 
First Supplemental Rebuttal Expert Report May 11, 2016 
Deposition May 26, 2016 
Affidavit June 15, 2017 
 
In the United States District Court for the District of Minnesota 
Case No. 10-cv-00490-MJD-SER 
Qwest Communications Company, LLC, Plaintiff, v. Free Conferencing Corp.; Audiocom, LLC; Global 
Conference Partners; Basement Ventures, LLC; Vast Communications, LLC; Ripple Communications, Inc., 
Defendants 
On behalf of Defendants 
Expert Report June 26, 2014 
Deposition September 12, 2014 
Supplemental Expert Report October 19, 2015 
Deposition February 5, 2016 
Trial August 2, 2016 
 
In the United States District Court for The Middle District of Florida, Jacksonville Division 
Civil Action No. 3:13-CV-29-J-32JRK 
James D. Hinson Electrical Contracting Co., Inc.; Blythe Development Company; and Calloway Grading, 
Inc.; Individually and On Behalf Of All Others Similarly Situated; and National Utility Contractors 
Association, Plaintiffs v. AT&T Services, Inc. and BellSouth Telecommunications, LLC 
On behalf of Plaintiffs 
Declaration (summary of data within AT&T’s CAMS database) February 13, 2015 
Declaration (analysis of claims within AT&T’s CAMS database) July 10, 2015 
 
In the United States District Court for the Northern District of Iowa 
Case Number:  5:13-cv-4117 
Great Lakes Communication Corporation, an Iowa corporation, Plaintiff, v. AT&T Corp., a New York 
corporation, Defendant 
On behalf of Plaintiff 
Expert Report August 18, 2014 
Rebuttal Expert Report November 5, 2014 
Deposition November 17, 2014 
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In the United States District Court for the Southern District of Iowa 
Case Number:  4:07-cv-00078-JEG-RAW 
Qwest Communications, Corporation, Plaintiff, v. Superior Telephone Cooperative, et al., Defendants 
On behalf of Defendants 
Expert Report August 30, 2013 
Damages Phase On behalf of Free Conferencing Corp. 
Expert Report September 21, 2015 
 
In the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, County of Ada 
Case No. CV OC 1103406 
Cable One, Inc. v. Idaho State Tax Commission 
On behalf of Defendant 
Expert Report September 23, 2011 
Deposition January 31, 2012 
Trial February 25-27, 2013 
 
In the United States District Court for The Middle District of Florida, Jacksonville Division 
Civil Action No. 3:07-CV-598-TJC-MCR 
James D. Hinson Electrical Contracting Co., Inc. and Jensen Civil Construction, Inc., Individually and On 
Behalf Of All Others Similarly Situated, Plaintiffs, v. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Defendant 
On behalf of Plaintiffs 
Declaration September 18, 2007 
Expert Report August 1, 2008 
Deposition August 20, 2008 
Declaration for Class Certification June 15, 2010 
Supplemental Expert Report June 30, 2011 
 
United States District Court, Northern District of Illinois Eastern Division 
Case No. 05-C-6250 
Cingular Wireless, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company V Omar Ahmad  
On behalf of Omar Ahmad.  
Report on Disputes and Business Losses Caused by Cingular Wireless, LLC June 22, 2006 
 
Federal Communications Commission Cases 
 
Before the Federal Communications Commission 
File No. EB-11-MD-006 
In the matter of the formal complaint of Sprint Communications Company L.P. v. Tekstar Communications, 
Inc. 
On behalf of Tekstar Communications, Inc. 
Declaration August 19, 2011 
Amended Declaration September 7, 2011 
 
Before the Federal Communications Commission 
File Nos. EB-01-MD-001 and EB-01-MD-002   
In the matter of the formal complaints of AT&T corp. and Sprint Communications Company L.P., vs. 
Business Telecom, Inc. 
On behalf of Business Telecom, Inc. 
Affidavit February 23, 2001 
Deposition March 7, 2001 
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State Public Utilities Commission Cases 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado  
Docket No. 07A-211T 
In the matter of Qwest Corporation's application, pursuant to Decision Nos. C06-1280 and C07-0423, 
requesting that the Commission consider testimony and evidence to set costing and pricing of certain 
network elements Qwest is required to provide pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(b) and (c). 
On behalf of CBeyond Communications, Comcast Phone of Colorado, LLC, DIECA Communications, Inc. 
d/b/a Covad Communications Company, Integra Telecom, Inc., McLeodUSA Telecommunications 
Services, Inc. d/b/a PAETEC Business Services, and XO Communications Services, Inc. 
Rebuttal October 30, 2009 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado  
Docket No. 99A-161T   
In the matter of the application of U S WEST Communications, Inc., to reduce business basic exchange and 
long-distance revenues upon receipt of the Colorado high-cost support mechanism in accordance with 
Decision No. C 99-222 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct August 6, 1999 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado  
Docket No. 98A-068T 
In the matter of the application of U S WEST Communications, Inc., to restructure and reduce switched 
access rates pursuant to the stipulation in Docket No. 97A-540T 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Amended Direct May 17, 1999 
Supplemental June 9, 1999 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia 
Formal Case No. 1040 
In the Matter of the Investigation into Verizon Washington, D.C. Inc.’s Universal Emergency Number 911 
Services Rates in the District of Columbia. 
Advisor to the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia 2008 - 2010 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Florida 
Docket No. 041464-TP   
Petition of Sprint–Florida, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Florida Digital 
Network, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On Behalf of Florida Digital Network, Inc. d/b/a FDN Communications 
Direct May 27, 2005 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Florida 
Docket No. 990649B-TP   
In re: investigation into pricing of unbundled network elements 
On Behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc., MCImetro Access Transmission 
Services, LLC & MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc., and Florida Digital Network, Inc. (collectively 
called the “ALEC Coalition”) 
Rebuttal January 30, 2002 
 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 09-0315 
Illinois Commerce Commission on its Own Motion vs McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. 
d/b/a PAETEC Business Services: Investigation into Whether Intrastate Access Charges of McLeodUSA 
Telecommunications Service, Inc. d/b/a PAETEC Business Services are Just and Reasonable 
On Behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. d/b/a PAETEC Business Services 
Rebuttal April 6, 2010 
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Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 02-0864   
Illinois Bell Telephone Company:  Filing to increase unbundled loop and nonrecurring rates (tariffs filed 
December 24, 2002) 
On Behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc., WorldCom, Inc. (“MCI”), McLeodUSA 
Telecommunications Services, Inc., Covad Communications Company, TDS Metrocom, LLC, Allegiance 
Telecom of Illinois, Inc., RCN Telecom Services of Illinois, LLC, Globalcom, Inc., Z-Tel 
Communications, Inc., XO Illinois, Inc., Forte Communications, Inc., and CIMCO Communications, Inc. 
Direct May 6, 2003 
Rebuttal January 20, 2004 
Surrebuttal February 20, 2004 
Supplemental Surrebuttal May 5, 2004 
 
Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 42393   
In the matter of the commission investigation and generic proceeding of rates and unbundled network 
elements and collocation for Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a SBC Indiana pursuant 
to the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and related Indiana statutes 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Indiana, G.P. and TCG Indianapolis (“AT&T), WorldCom, Inc. 
(“MCI”), McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., Covad Communications Company, and Z-Tel 
Communications, Inc. 
Response August 15, 2003 
 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 2013-00340 
NORTHERN NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE OPERATIONS LLC d/b/a FAIRPOINT 
COMMUNICATIONS-NNE, Request for Increase in Rates and for Maine Universal Service Fund Support 
for Provider of Last Resort Service 
Advisor to the Maine Public Utilities Commission 
Examiner's Bench Analysis May 13, 2014 
 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. 2009-40 through 2009-44 
CRC Communications of Maine, Inc. Investigation Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(1) Regarding CRC 
Communication of Maine’s Request of Lincolnville Telephone Company, Oxford Telephone Company, 
Oxford West Telephone Company, Tidewater Telecom, Inc., and UniTel, Inc. 
On behalf of CRC Communications, Inc. d/b/a Pine Tree Networks 
Direct October 9, 2009 
Rebuttal March 10, 2010 
 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 2007-67 
Verizon New England Inc., Northern New England Telephone Operations Inc., Enhanced Communications 
of Northern New England Inc., Northland Telephone Company of Maine, Inc., Sidney Telephone Company, 
Standish Telephone Company, China Telephone Company, Maine Telephone Company, and Community 
Service Telephone Co., Re:  Joint Application for Approvals Related to Verizon’s Transfer of Property and 
Customer Relations to Company to be Merged with and into FairPoint Communications, Inc. 
Advisor to the Maine Public Utilities Commission 2007 - 2008 
 
  

Staff 2702 /  Fischer / Page 7 of 15
-~ ·~QSI 

•f consulting, inc. 



 

 
 

  Page 8 
 

Before the Public Service Commission of Maryland 
Case No. 8879 
In the matter of the investigation into rates for unbundled network elements pursuant to the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On Behalf of the Staff of the Public Service Commission of Maryland  
Rebuttal September 5, 2001 
Supplemental Rebuttal October 4, 2001 
Surrebuttal October 15, 2001 
 
Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable 
Docket DTC 10-2 
Petition of Choice One Communications of Massachusetts, Inc., Conversent Communications of 
Massachusetts Inc.,  CTC Communications Corp. and Lightship Telecom LLC For Exemption from Price 
Cap on Intrastate Switched Access Rates as Established in D.T.C. 07-9 
On Behalf of Choice One Communications of Massachusetts Inc., Conversent Communications of 
Massachusetts Inc., and CTC Communications Corp. and Lightship Telecom LLC 
Direct August 13, 2010 
Rebuttal December 15, 2010 
Sur-Response January 14, 2011 
 
Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy 
Docket DTE 06-61 
Investigation by the Department on its own motion as to the propriety of the rates and charges set forth in 
the following tariff: M.D.T.E. No. 14, filed with the Department on June 16, 2006, to become effective July 
16, 2006, by Verizon New England, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Massachusetts 
On Behalf of Broadview Networks, Inc.; DSCI Corporation; Eureka Telecom, Inc. d/b/a InfoHighway 
Communications; Metropolitan Telecommunications of Massachusetts, Inc., a/k/a MetTel; New Horizon 
Communications; and One Communications (collectively “CLEC Coalition”) 
Rebuttal Panel September 12, 2006 
 
Before the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy 
Docket DTE 01-20 
Investigation by the department on its own motion into the appropriate pricing, based upon total element 
long-run incremental costs, for unbundled network elements and combinations of unbundled network 
elements, and the appropriate avoided cost discount for Verizon New England Inc., d/b/a Verizon 
Massachusetts’ resale services 
On Behalf of the CLEC Coalition  
Rebuttal July 17, 2001 
 
Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-13531   
In the matter, on the commission’s own motion, to review the costs of telecommunications services 
provided by SBC Michigan 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc., and TCG Detroit (“AT&T”) 
Initial January 20, 2004 
Final Reply May 10, 2004 
 
Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11756   
In the matter of the complaint of Michigan Pay Telephone Association et al. Against Ameritech Michigan 
and Verizon North Inc., f/k/a GTE North Incorporated 
On behalf of Michigan Pay Telephone Association and the other payphone service provider Complainants 
Direct February 10, 2003 
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Before the Office of Administrative Hearings for the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
MPUC P-5096, 5542/C-09-265, OAH Docket No. 12-2500-21151-2  
In the matter of the Complaint by Qwest Communications Company, LLC against Tekstar Communications 
Inc. regarding Traffic Pumping. 
On behalf of Tekstar Communications, Inc. 
Direct October 3, 2011 
Rebuttal March 30, 2012 
Surrebuttal April 18, 2012 
 
Before the Office of Administrative Hearings for the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
MPUC Docket No. P-421/AM-06-713, OAH Docket No. 3-2500-17511-2  
In the matter of Qwest Corporation’s Application for Commission Review of TELRIC Rates Pursuant to 47 
U.S.C. § 251 
On behalf of Integra Telecom of Minnesota, Inc.; McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.; 
POPP.com, Inc.; DIECA Communications, Inc., d/b/a Covad Communications Company; TDS Metrocom; 
and XO Communications of Minnesota, Inc., (“The CLEC Coalition”) 
Direct August 24, 2007 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Montana 
Docket No. D97.5.87 
IN THE MATTER OF the Investigation into U S WEST Communications, Inc.’s Compliance with Section 
271(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States  
Direct June 1998 
Rebuttal June 1998 
Supplemental Rebuttal November 1998 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Montana 
Docket No. D96.12.220 
IN THE MATTER of the Application of U S WEST Communications, Inc. to Restructure its Prices for 
Regulated Telecommunications Service. 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct October 1997 
 
Before the Nebraska Public Service Commission  
Application No. C-1628   
In the matter of the Nebraska Public Service Commission, on its own motion, seeking to conduct an 
investigation into intrastate access charge reform and intrastate universal service fund 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. 
Direct October 20, 1998 
 
Before the Nebraska Public Service Commission  
Application No. C-1830   
In the Matter of US West Communications, Inc., filing its notice of intention to file Section 271(c) 
application with the FCC and request for Commission to verify US West compliance with Section 271(c) 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. 
Direct and rebuttal August 1998 
 
Before the Nebraska Public Service Commission  
Docket No. C-1519 
In the matter of the emergency petition of MCI Telecommunications Corporation and AT&T 
Communications of the Midwest, Inc. to investigate compliance of Nebraska LECs with FCC payphone 
orders 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. 
Direct January 20, 1998 
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Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TX08090830 
In the matter of the Board’s investigation and review of local exchange carrier intrastate exchange access 
rates 
On behalf of One Communications, PAETEC Communications, Inc., and US LEC of Pennsylvania, LLC 
Panel Reply April 20, 2009 
Panel Rebuttal June 22, 2009 
 
Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No.  15-00058-UT 
In the Matter of the Petition of Sacred Wind Communications, Inc. for Support from the New Mexico Rural 
Universal Service Fund 
On behalf of The New Mexico Attorney General’s Office 
Direct June 12, 2015 
Rebuttal June 30, 2015 
 
Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 11-00340-UT 
In the Matter of the Petition of Qwest Corporation d/b/a CenturyLink QC for a Determination that 
Telecommunications Services are Subject to Effective Competition in New Mexico 
On behalf of The New Mexico Attorney General’s Office 
Direct August 24, 2012 
Supplemental September 7, 2012 
 
Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 11-00305-UT 
In the Matter of the Joint Petition for Determination of MCI Communication Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon 
Business Services; MCImetro Access Transmission Services LLC, d/b/a Verizon Access Transmission 
Services; Teleconnect Long Distance Services and Systems Company; TTI National, Inc. Verizon Long 
Distance LLC; Verizon Enterprise Solutions LLC; and Verizon Select Services, Inc., to Eliminate Certain 
Filing Requirements 
On behalf of The New Mexico Attorney General’s Office 
Direct June 28, 2012 
Rebuttal July 16, 2012 
 
Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 10-00315-UT 
In the matter of the application of Sacred Wind Communications, Inc. for approval of initial rates, terms 
and conditions of service and support from the New Mexico Universal Service Fund, and petition for 
variance from the New Mexico Universal Service Fund rules 
On behalf of The New Mexico Attorney General’s Office 
Direct February 2, 2011 
Supplemental April 6, 2011 
Rebuttal May 4, 2011 
 
Before the New Mexico State Corporation Commission  
Docket No. 96-310-TC and Docket No. 97-334-TC 
In the matter of the consideration of the adoption of a rule concerning costing methodologies and In the 
matter of the implementation of new rules related to the rural, high-cost, and low-income components of 
the New Mexico universal service fund  
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct July 8, 1998 
Rebuttal August 5, 1998 
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Before the New Mexico State Corporation Commission  
Docket No. 97-106-TC 
In The Matter Of Qwest Corporation’s Section 271 Application And Motion For Alternative Procedure To 
Manage The Section 271 Process  
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct  July 1998 
Rebuttal July 1998 
Reply September 1998 
 
Before the New Mexico State Corporation Commission  
Docket No. 97-69-TC 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct March 20, 1997 
 
Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-100, Sub 133d, Phase I   
In the matter of general proceeding to determine permanent pricing for unbundled network elements 
On Behalf of New Entrants 
Direct August 11, 2000 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of North Dakota 
Case No. PU-05-451 
Midcontinent Communications, a South Dakota Partnership, Complainant vs. North Dakota Telephone 
Company, Respondent 
On behalf of Midcontinent Communications 
Direct December 21, 2005 
Rebuttal January 16, 2006 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of North Dakota 
Docket No. PU-314-97-465   
In the matter of U S WEST Communications, Inc., universal service costs investigation  
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. 
Rebuttal February 27, 1998 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 02-1280-TP-UNC, Phase II   
In the matter of the Review of SBC Ohio’s TELRIC Costs for Unbundled Network Elements 
On behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC, McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, 
Inc., Covad Communications Company, NuVox Communications of Ohio, Inc., and XO Ohio, Inc. 
Direct August 8, 2005 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina 
Docket Nos. 2008-325-C, 2008-326-C, 2008-327-C, 2008-328-C, and 2008-329-C 
Application of Time Warner Cable Information Services (South Carolina) LLC, d/b/a Time Warner Cable 
to Amend its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Provide Telephone Services in the Service 
Area of Farmers Telephone Cooperative, Inc. and for Alternative Regulation 
On behalf of Time Warner Cable Information Services (South Carolina) LLC 
Direct November 24, 2008 
 
Before the State of South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. TC07-117 
In The Matter of the Petition Of Midcontinent Communications For Approval Of Its Intrastate Switched 
Access Tariff And For An Exemption From Developing Company-Specific Cost-Based Switched Access 
Rates 
On behalf of Midcontinent Communications 
Direct July 15, 2008 
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Before the State Office of Administrative Hearings (Texas) 
SOAH Docket No. 473-07-1365, PUC Docket No. 33545  
Application of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. For Approval of Intrastate Switched Access 
Rates Pursuant To PURA Section 52.155 And PUC Subst. R. 26.223 
On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. 
Rebuttal May 24, 2007 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of West Virginia 
Case No. 10-0756-T-T 
FiberNet, LLC Petition For Consent and Approval of Switched Access Rate and Exhibit No.1-FiberNet 
Network Usage Costs Assessment 
On behalf of FiberNet, LLC 
Direct September 1, 2010 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin 
Docket No. 6720-TI-187    
Petition of SBC Wisconsin to determine rates and costs for unbundled network elements 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, L.P. and TCG Milwaukee (“AT&T”), and MCI, Inc. 
Rebuttal June 15, 2004 
 
Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 70000-TA-98-442   
In the matter of the second application of U S WEST Communications, Inc., for a finding that its 
interexchange telecommunications services are subject to competition 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct January 6, 1999 
 
Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 70000-TR-98-420   
In the matter of the application of U S WEST Communications, Inc., for authority to implement price 
ceiling in conjunction with its proposed Wyoming price regulation plan for essential and noncompetitive 
telecommunication services  
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct September 9, 1998 
 
Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
General Order No. 81 
In the matter of the investigation by the Commission of the feasibility of developing its own costing model 
for use in determining federal universal service fund support obligations in Wyoming 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct November 1997 
Amended Direct January 23, 1998 
Rebuttal February 6, 1998 
 
Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 72000-TI-97-107 and Docket No. 70000 TI-97-352 
In the matter of the petition of AT&T for the Commission to initiate investigation of U S WEST 
Communications, Inc.'s compliance with Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct 1998  
 
Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 72000-TC-97-99   
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Direct May 15, 1997 
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Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 70007-TR-95-15 
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
Adopted Pre-filed Direct October 1996 
 
Selected Reports, Presentations and Publications 
 
"The Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Kansas Universal Service Fund" 
Management audit report prepared on behalf of the Kansas Legislature addressing:  (1) the adequacy of 
state statutes and administrative rules governing the operation of the Kansas Universal Service Fund 
("KUSF"), (2) a detailed analysis of how monies distributed from the KUSF have been used by the 
telecommunications carriers for capital investment and operating expenses over a 17-year period, and (3) 
a detailed assessment of the economic benefit the KUSF has provided to the State of Kansas. 
October 2014 
 
"Assessment of the Vermont Universal Service Fund" 
Management audit report on the administration of the Vermont Universal Service Fund prepared on behalf 
of the Vermont Department of Public Service. 
May 2013 
 
"Telecommunications Cooperatives:  Cost of Capital Issues" 
Whitepaper prepared on behalf of the Utah Office of Consumer Services to identify cost of capital and 
patronage capital issues that are unique to cooperative rural local exchange carriers and the impact of 
these issues on state universal service fund support requests made by these carriers. 
April 2013 
 
"Weighted Average Cost of Capital Issues and Recommendations" 
Whitepaper prepared on behalf of the Utah Office of Consumer Services to examine Utah telecom cost of 
capital issues and to prepare a confidential white paper on the recommended cost of capital and capital 
structure for the rural incumbent local exchange carriers operating in Utah. 
April 2013 
 
"Status of Competition in CenturyLink QC's Certificated Areas in New Mexico" 
Expert report prepared on behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General's Office evaluating the status of 
competition within CenturyLink QC's certificated area in New Mexico.  The report was filed along with 
expert testimony in Case No. 11-00340-UT. 
August 2012 
 
"Chicago Clean Energy Coke/Coal Gasification to SNG Project - Analysis of Return on Equity per Section 
9-220(h-3)(1)(B) of Public Act 97-96" 
Whitepaper prepared on behalf of the Illinois Power Agency to recommend an appropriate return on equity 
for the Chicago clean energy coke/coal gasification to synthetic natural gas project proposed by Chicago 
Clean Energy, a subsidiary of Leucadia National Corporation. 
October 2011 
 
“In-Band Auction Cap:  Promoting Sustainable Competition in the Canadian Mobile Wireless Industry 
Through An Equitable Auction Design.” 
Expert Report filed in Canada Gazette Notice No. SMSE-018-10 Consultation on a Policy and Technical 
Framework for the 700 MHz Band and Aspects Related to Commercial Mobile Spectrum, in support of the 
Comments of Videotron G.P., a wholly-owned subsidiary of Quebecor Media Inc. and Shaw 
Communications (filed April 6, 2011). 
On behalf of Videotron G.P. and Shaw Communications 
April 2011. 
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"Management Audit of the Connecticut Light & Power Company" 
Audit Report prepared by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. (with QSI serving as independent 
contractors) on behalf of the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control to (1) investigate and assess 
the utility's business processes, procedures, and policies relating to management operations and system of 
internal controls in place, and (2) an identification of areas of the utility that might require further 
investigation. 
May 2009 
 
QSI Final Report to the District of Columbia Public Service Commission.  "Confidential Analysis and 
Recommendations Related to Case No. 1040." 
In the Matter of the Investigation of Verizon Washington DC, Inc.’s Universal Emergency 911 Service 
Rates in the District of Columbia 
March 2009 
 
Report and Conclusions and Recommendations on the Financial Audit of the Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. in 
Regard to Case No. 08-0074-GA-AIR. 
Audit Report prepared by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. (with QSI serving as independent 
contractors) in relation to Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Case No. 08-0074-GA-AIR In the Matter of 
the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Amend Filed Tariffs to Increase the Rates 
and Charges for Gas Distribution Service. 
August 2008 
 
Report and Conclusions and Recommendations on the Financial Audit of the East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a 
Dominion East Ohio in Regard to Case No. 07-0829-GA-AIR. 
Audit Report prepared by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. (with QSI serving as independent 
contractors) in relation to Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Case No. 07-0829-GA-AIR In the Matter of 
the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Authority to Increase Rates 
for its Gas Distribution Service 
April 2008 
 
Report of Conclusions and Recommendations on the Financial Audit of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. in Regard 
to Case No. 07-0589-GA-AIR. 
Audit Report prepared by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. (with QSI serving as independent 
contractors) in relation to Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Case No. 07-589-GA-AIR In the Matter of 
the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for an Increase in Gas Rates. 
November 2007 
 
QSI Technical Report No. 052507A “The State of Wireless Technologies in Canada: A Comparison of 
Wireless Technologies in Canada and the United States of America.” 
Expert Report filed in Canada Gazette Notice No. DGTP-002-07 Consultation on a Framework to Auction 
Spectrum in the 2GHz Rage including Advanced Wireless Services, in support of Bell Canada’s Reply 
Comments (filed June 27, 2007). 
On behalf of Bell Canada Enterprises. 
May 2007. 
 
"Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. Examination of NW Natural’s Rate Base and Affiliated Interests 
Issues In Support of Oregon Public Utilities Commission Docket UM 1148" 
Audit Report prepared by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. (with QSI serving as independent 
contractors) to assess the utility's rate base treatment and affiliated interest transactions to ensure they 
comply with orders, rules, and regulations of the Commission, with the utility's policies, and with Generally 
Accepted Accounting Principles. 
December 2005. 
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QSI Final Report to the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission “Analysis and Recommendations Related to 
Docket No. 04-0140 Merger Application Of Paradise Mergersub, Inc. (n/k/a Hawaiian telecom Mergersub, 
Inc.), Verizon Hawaii, Inc. and Related Companies” 
February 7, 2005 
 
QSI Technical Report No. 012605A “IP-Enabled Voice Services: Impact of Applying Switched Access 
Charges to IP-PSTN Voice Services” 
Ex Parte filing in FCC dockets WC Dockets No. 04-36 (In the Matter of IP-Enabled Services), 03-266 (In 
the Matter of Level 3 Communications LLC Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c) from 
Enforcement of 47 U.S.C. § 251(g), Rule 51.701(b)(1), and Rule 69.5(b); IP Enabled Services) 
Washington DC, January 27, 2005 
 
QSI Report to the Wyoming Legislature “The Wyoming Universal Service Fund. An Evaluation of the 
Basis and Qualifications for Funding” December 3, 2004 
 
QSI Management Audit Reports to the Wyoming Public Service Commission on the Wyoming Universal 
Service Fund: 

1. For the period October 28, 1999 through December 31, 2001 (issued May 15, 2002) 
2. For the period January 1, 2002 through December 31, 2004 (issued January 31, 2006) 
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STAFF EXHIBIT 2703

PGE Exhibit 208 Rate Base Delta



PGE 

UE416 

Exhibit 208 

Rate Base Comparison 

Scaled (Thousands) 

Line 
No. 

Line 

1 Plant in Service 

2 Less: Accumulated Depreciation/ Amortizat ion 

3 Accumulated Deferred Taxes 

4 Accumulated Deferred ITC 

5 

6 Net Utility Plant 

7 

8 Operat ing Materials and Fuel Stocks 

9 

10 Deferred Debits 

11 Glass Insulators 

12 Major Maintenance Accruals 

13 Cloud-Based License and Hosting Fees 

14 Dispatchable Standby Generat ion 

15 Wheatridge O&M Start-up Costs 

16 

17 Deferred Credits 

18 Injuries & Damages 

19 Customer Deposits 

20 Incentive Adjustment (UE 283) 

21 Post Retirement Liabilities 

22 Misc. Other 

23 

24 

25 Working Capital 

26 

27 Rate Base 

UE 394 Approved 
Order No. 22-129 

10,951,085 

(4,887,187) 

(690,748) 

5,373,150 

55,799 

5,477 

(3,163) 

7,069 

1,517 

(8,813) 

(11,737) 

(6,333) 

(46,213) 

(790) 

65,995 

5,431,958 

UE 416 / Staff / 2707 

Ankum-Fischer / Page 1 of 1 

Test Year at GRC 2024 Variance to 
Rates Approved 

12,249,545 1,298,460 

(5,441,309) (554,122) 

(667,288) 23,460 

6,140,947 767,798 

91,228 35,429 

5,847 369 

(1,871) 1,293 

8,227 8,227 

4,197 (2,872) 

1,429 (88) 

(8,240) 573 

(10,973) 765 

(5,500) 833 

(29,804) 16,409 

(714) 76 

95,817 29,821 

6,290,590 858,633 
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March 27, 2023 
 
To: Jesse Gorsuch 
 Alliance of Western Energy Consumers 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to AWEC Data Request 039 

Dated March 13, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please provide workpapers used to calculate and forecast depreciation expenses in the test period. 
Please provide this detail by FERC account and subaccount.   

Response: 
 
Attachment 039-A provides the requested information.  

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
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May 3, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 588 

Dated April 19, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For all capital transmission and distribution projects in excess of $1 million that are included in 
UE 416 rate base please provide the following information: 

a. Project number and description including why it was necessary and how ratepayers will 
benefit; 

b. Date the project was placed into service or is expected to be placed into service; 
c. Final cost of the project at the time it was placed into service or the estimated final cost for 

projects not yet in service; 
d. FERC account category for each project (Intangible, Steam, Hydraulic, Other Production 

Plant, Transmission, Distribution, or General); 
e. Capital spending by month; 
f. Date and amounts of transfers to plant; 
g. Documents associated with project approval, including approval of any substantial changes 

(such as project justification forms); 
h. One-line diagrams, as applicable; and 
i. Reference the Company’s direct testimony and exhibits in this case if applicable. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request on the basis of being overly broad and unduly burdensome. 
Notwithstanding its objection, PGE provides the requested information for all capital transmission 
and distribution projects in excess of $3 million (excluding wildfire mitigation capital projects 
because they are included in an isolated revenue requirement): 

a. Attachment 588-A provides the project number. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request 
No. 586 provides the project justification forms which describe the need for the project. 

b. PGE’s responses to OPUC Data Request Nos. 626 and 627 provide the requested 
information. 

c. Attachment 588-A provides the requested information. 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
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d. Attachment 588-A provides the requested information. 
e. Attachment 588-B provides the requested information. 
f. PGE’s response to AWEC Data Request No. 047 provides the requested information for 

calendar year 2023. Attachment 588-B provides the requested information for May through 
December 2022. 

g. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 586 provides the project justification forms, 
which provide this information. 

h. Highly Confidential Attachment 588-C provides the one-line diagrams, as applicable. 
i. Attachment 588-A provides the requested information. 

 
Attachment 588-C contains protected information and is subject to Modified Protective Order 
No. 23-138. 
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 626 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Similar to OPUC Request Nos. 142 and 198 in Docket No. UE-394, please provide the following 
information supporting the Construction Work in Process balances on PGE’s FERC Form 1, page 
216, for the years ended December 31, 2021, and December 31, 2022, when it is filed, for each 
listed project (>$3 million). 

a. The date the project was placed into service or is expected to be placed into service. 
b. The final cost of the project at the time it was placed into service or the estimated final cost 

for projects not yet in service. 
c. The FERC account category for each project (Intangible, Steam, Hydraulic, Other 

Production Plant, Transmission, Distribution, or General). 
d. A brief narrative description of the nature of the project including why it was necessary 

and how ratepayers will benefit. 
e. Complete Project Justification Forms for each project inclusive of project budgets and any 

change orders. 
f. Please reference the Company's direct testimony and exhibits in this case if applicable. 

 
Response: 
 

a. Attachment 626-A provides the requested information. 
 

b. Attachment 626-A provides the requested information. 
 

c. Attachment 626-A provides the requested information. 
 

d. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 586 provides the requested information for 
transmission and distribution capital projects greater than $3 million included in UE 416 
rate base. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 628 provides the requested 
information for the other capital projects greater than $3 million included in UE 416 rate 
base. 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
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e. Project justification forms are provided in in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request 

No. 586 and PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 628. As described in PGE’s 
response to OPUC Data Request No. 593, part (b), the most comprehensive source of 
documentation of changes to a capital project’s scope, budget, schedule, etc. is the project 
justification forms. “Change orders” provide an incomplete picture of PGE’s spending and 
budget management given that they are only used to document changes with outside 
vendors/contractors. 

 
f. Attachment 626-A provides the requested information. 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
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Attachment 626-A, parts (a)-(c) and (f)
For Year: 2021

(a) (b) (c) (f)
Line No. FP Description (PP) Funding Project CWIP @ 12/31/2021 In-Service Date(s) Final Project Cost FERC account category Reference to PGE's direct testimony, as applicable 

1 FY: Repower Faraday Units 1-5 P36167 109,262,275                       March 2017
 January 2023

188,067,480                          Hydro Production PGE Exhibit 800, Section V

2 Brookwood Substation Conversion P36680 43,360,316                         
July 2022

December 2022
September 2022

61,196,673                            Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, specifically 
on page 7

3 Shute Capacity Addition P36868 15,463,078                         June 2022
September 2022

20,468,316                            Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, specifically 
on page 8

4 Evergreen Property Land Purchase P36666/P36422 14,709,877                         May 2024 116,595,680                          Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416

5 Hydro Control System Upgrade P36134 9,184,333                            December 2018-October 2024 35,224,139                            Hydro Production Not explicitly referenced

6 P22449 Colstrip Capital Proj PPL P22449 6,658,993                            May 2004-May 2023 131,731,039                          Steam Production As described in PGE Exhibit 200, Section I, no Colstrip 
operations and maintenance (O&M) or plant-related costs are 

7 North Portland Conversion P36178 5,047,110                            

February 2022
April 2022

November 2022
March 2024

September 2024
December 2024

January 2025

10,854,046                            Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

8 Facilities Upgrades-EV Readiness P37017 5,001,172                            

December 2022
February 2023

June 2023
August 2023

June 2024
February 2025

December 2025

16,137,739                            General Plant Not explicitly referenced

9 Canyon-Urban 115kV Reconductor P36860 4,864,817                            April 2022
May 2022

8,202,830                              Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Reconductor/conversion" on page 6

10 WSH:Restore Facilities post-fire P37118 4,651,309                            

July 2021
September 2021

May 2022
August 2022

10,133,526                            Hydro Production Not explicitly referenced

11 Harborton Reliability Project PH2 P36916 3,772,147                            June 2023-December 2026 13,627,421                            Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 

12 Memorial Substation Build P36953 3,658,504                            February 2023
December 2024

12,309,252                            Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

13 Blue Lake Phase II P36373 3,341,052                            February-December 2020
September 2023

3,946,769                              Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

14 South Milliken Line Rebuild P36617 3,264,915                            November 2023 - June 2027 11,660,623                            Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 

PAGE 1 OF 2
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Attachment 626-A, parts (a)-(c) and (f)
For Year: 2022

(a) (b) (c) (f)
Line No. FP Description (PP) Funding Project CWIP @ 12/31/2022 In-Service Date(s) Final Project Cost FERC account category Reference to PGE's direct testimony, as applicable 

1 FY: Repower Faraday Units 1-5 P36167 168,332,602                             
March 2017

 January 2023
188,067,480                            Hydro Production PGE Exhibit 800, Section V

2 powERPlay P37346 22,953,607                                August 2023 37,595,820                               Intangible Plant PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B

3 Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild P36679 19,257,303                                

June 2020
April 2021
June 2021

July-Aug 2023

25,422,455                               Distribution Plant
PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, specifically 
on page 7

4 Oracle Utilities Upgrade P37272 18,501,037                                April 2023 23,208,486                               Intangible Plant PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B
5 Hydro Control System Upgrade P36134 13,928,197                                December 2018-October 2024 35,224,139                               Hydro Production Not explicitly referenced
6 Build Evergreen Substation P36666/P36422 22,236,911                                May 2024 116,595,680                            Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416
7 Coffee Creek, Energy Storage P36728 10,671,876                                September 2024 22,132,082                               Distribution Plant Not included in UE 416
8 Helvetia Substation Phase 2 P37160 10,234,681                                February 2023 10,879,955                               Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, specifically 
9 Horizon-Keeler BPA #2 230kV Line P37302 9,064,644                                  May 2024 9,609,171                                 Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416

10 Facilities Upgrades-EV Readiness P37017 8,314,688                                  

December 2022
February 2023

June 2023
August 2023

June 2024
February 2025

December 2025

16,137,739                               General Plant Not explicitly referenced

11 Digital Channel Uplift 22 P37312 8,167,436                                  April 2023 10,774,324                               Intangible Plant PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B

12 Substation Communication Upgrade P36101 7,794,354                                  
November-December 2020

July 2021
December 2026

47,011,909                               General Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section IV, discussed generally on pages 21-27

13 RB: Replace Turbine Shut-off Valves P36838 7,716,735                                  
January 2023

December 2023
January 2025

35,130,724                               Hydro Production Not explicitly referenced

14 Harborton Reliabilty Ph2 - 115kV P36916 6,342,012                                  June 2023-December 2026 13,627,421                               Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416
15 Reedville Substation Rebuild P37266 5,910,841                                  June 2023-March 2025 17,648,143                               Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
16 Tech Refresh P37344 5,265,320                                  May 2023 12,603,008                               Intangible Plant PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B

17 Tonquin Substation Build P36954 4,954,631                                  
January-June 2024

June-July 2025
9,774,212                                 Distribution Plant Not included in UE 416

18 South Milliken Line Rebuild P36617 4,524,716                                  November 2023 - June 2027 11,660,623                               Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
19 Shute WJ1 and WJ2 Upgrade P37366 4,273,056                                  October 2024 11,351,309                               Distribution Plant Not included in UE 416

20 Memorial Substation Build P36953 3,898,617                                  
February 2023

December 2024
12,309,252                               Distribution Plant

PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

21 BR: Beaver Modernization P36836 3,897,887                                  

July 2022
August 2023

April-December 2024
May-December 2025

January 2026

122,585,726                            Other Production
PGE Exhibit 800, Section II, "PGE's Generation Resources" on 
pages 2-3.

22 Blue Lake Phase II P36373 3,742,550                                  
February-December 2020

September 2023
3,946,769                                 Transmission Plant

PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

23 Salem LC EIFS Replacement P37240 3,594,301                                  August 2023 6,211,919                                 General Plant Not explicitly referenced

24 Bethel to Round Butte Fiber P36100 3,236,039                                  
May 2024

January 2025
4,355,733                                 General Plant Not included in UE 416

25 PW2: Top End Engine Parts and Insta P37417 3,206,684                                  December 2024 12,578,000                               Other Production Not included in UE 416
26 Zero Trust P37477 3,141,669                                  December 2024 5,118,022                                 Intangible Plant Generally discussed in PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 627 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Similar to OPUC Request Nos. 143 and 198 in Docket No. UE-394, for 2023 plant additions not 
separately listed in CWIP at December 31, 2022, please provide the following: 

a. A list of individual projects with an expected cost of $3 million or greater. 
b. The date the project is expected to be placed into service. 
c. The final cost of the project at the time it was placed into service or the estimated final cost 

for projects not yet in service. 
d. The FERC account category for each project (Intangible, Steam, Hydraulic, Other 

Production Plant, Transmission, Distribution, or General). 
e. A brief narrative description of the nature of the project including why it was necessary 

and how ratepayers will benefit. 
f. Complete Project Justification Forms for each project inclusive of project budgets and any 

change orders. 
g. Please reference the Company's direct testimony and exhibits in this case if applicable. 

 
Response: 
 
Excluding wildfire mitigation capital projects because they are included in an isolated revenue 
requirement, the following information is provided: 
 

a. Attachment 627-A provides the requested information. 
 

b. Attachment 627-A provides the requested information. 
 

c. Attachment 627-A provides the requested information. 
 

d. Attachment 627-A provides the requested information. 
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e. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 586 provides the requested information for 
transmission and distribution capital projects greater than $3 million included in UE 416 
rate base. PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 628 provides the requested 
information for the other capital projects greater than $3 million included in UE 416 rate 
base. 

 
f. Project justification forms are provided in in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request 

No. 586 and PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 628. As described in PGE’s 
response to OPUC Data Request No. 593, part (b), the most comprehensive source of 
documentation of changes to a capital project’s scope, budget, schedule, etc. is the project 
justification forms. “Change orders” provide an incomplete picture of PGE’s spending and 
budget management given that they are only used to document changes with outside 
vendors/contractors. 

 
g. Attachment 627-A provides the requested information. 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 627

Attachment A

Attachment 627-A, parts (a)-(d) and (g)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (g)

Funding Project In-Service Date(s) 2023 Forecasted Plant 
Additions

FERC account category Reference to PGE's direct testimony, as applicable 

P37218 - OH FITNES Distribution Monthly 108,334,383                    Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in  "Poles/Towers/Fixtures" on page 5

P36394 - Vintage Vehicle Replacement II Monthly 18,777,608                      General Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P36501 - Integrated Operations Center - IOC

March 2019
January 2021

February 2023
July 2023

December 2023

18,692,709                      General Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section IV, "Grid Modernization"

P14628 - Replace Failed Underground Cables Monthly 15,346,000                      Distribution Plant
PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Replace of upgrade underground cable" on page 
6

P35924 - Distribution System Construction II Monthly 14,169,775                      Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P37048 - Outage or Emergency Replacement Monthly 13,207,291                      Distribution Plant
PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Emergency distribution asset replacements" on 
page 6

P35890 - Purchase Distribution Transformers Monthly 12,733,049                      Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Blanket T&D projects" on page 6

P36770 - Street and Area Light Construction Monthly 11,148,325                      Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P36522 - Distribution Automation Monthly 10,142,329                      Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section IV, "Grid Modernization"

P35925 - Dist. Customer Line Construction II Monthly 8,666,102                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P36845 - McLoughlin Sub Security Upgrades December 2023 8,528,006                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

P37214 - Dist. Customer Line Construct III Monthly 8,168,475                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P37213 - Distribution System Construct III Monthly 7,952,862                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Blanket T&D projects" on page 6

P37176 - Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty August 2023
October 2023

7,796,428                        Other Production Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P37509 - Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program December 2023 7,297,603                        Other Production PGE Exhibit 800, Section II

P36913 - Trans. Line Clearance Mitigation Monthly 6,765,352                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category,  
included in "Poles/Towers/Fixtures" on page 5

P37314 - Project 360 Bundle 1 December 2023 6,486,805                        Intangible Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P37061 - OH FITNES Transmission Monthly 6,080,078                        Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category,  
included in "Poles/Towers/Fixtures" on page 5

P37331 - CMD Network Protector Replacements October 2023 6,000,770                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

P37133 - CTO Network Fitness Monthly 5,752,852                        General Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P35995 - Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement Monthly 5,496,996                        Distribution Plant
PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Replace of upgrade underground cable" on page 
6

P37347 - Risk Technology Optimization March 2023
May 2023

5,338,265                        Intangible Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

PAGE 1 OF 2
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 627

Attachment A

Attachment 627-A, parts (a)-(d) and (g)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (g)

Funding Project In-Service Date(s) 2023 Forecasted Plant 
Additions

FERC account category Reference to PGE's direct testimony, as applicable 

P37379 - New Dist Feed to Buildings 2-5 September 2022
March-August 2023

5,338,021                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P37364 - Newberg/Dundee Street Imprv/UG Conv December 2023 5,100,786                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Road Widening" on page 6

P37046 - T&D Asset Relocation Monthly 4,908,990                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Poles/Towers/Fixtures" on page 5

P36537 - Unjacketed Cable Replacement Prgrm Monthly 4,494,720                        Distribution Plant
PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Replace of upgrade underground cable" on page 
6

P37093 - Facilities Management Fitness Monthly 4,453,731                        General Plant

P37333 - Upgrade Pleasant Valley-Moon July 2023 4,320,796                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Reconductor/conversion" on page 6

P36417 - Replace/Rewind Failed Transformers Monthly 4,305,178                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
on pages 6-7

P36582 - Substation FITNES 2019-2021 Monthly 4,154,612                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

P37211 - Substation Cap Rplcmts 2022-2024 Monthly 4,073,061                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

P37416 - PN: Rewind Unit 2 Generator December 2023 4,055,939                        Hydro Production Not explicitly referenced in testimony
P37466 - EMS Upgrade Project December 2023 4,033,690                        General Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P37429 - PORTS - Package 1
February 2023

May 2023
December 2023

3,949,916                        Intangible Plant PGE Exhibit 600, Section III.B, "IT Capital Projects"

P37275 - Project Basie
January 2023

April 2023
November 2023

3,840,308                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Substation" category, discussed 
generally on pages 6-7

P37459 - TR - Rebuild Tower I-10 July 2023 3,833,915                        Other Production Not explicitly referenced in testimony
P37382 - ADMS CVR VVO December 2023 3,801,686                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section IV, "Grid Modernization"
P37487 - Energy Tracker Replacement July 2023 3,755,614                        Intangible Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony
P37353 - CY: Purchase 2023 Outage Components June 2023 3,750,800                        Other Production Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P35892 - Purchase Customer Meters Monthly 3,632,781                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Customer needs" on page 5-6

P37047 - Joint Pole Construction Monthly 3,609,213                        Distribution Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in  "Poles/Towers/Fixtures" on page 5

P37135 - Server Storage Fitness Monthly 3,529,440                        General Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony
P37539 - CISCO Contact Center to Cloud July 2023 3,311,082                        Intangible Plant Not explicitly referenced in testimony

P35834 - Round Butte Transmission Upgrades October 2023 3,045,839                        Transmission Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section II, "Poles and Wires" category, 
included in "Reconductor/conversion" on page 6

P36723 - Field Area Network Project Monthly 3,023,410                        General Plant PGE Exhibit 700, Section IV, "Grid Modernization"

PAGE 2 OF 2
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 628 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For all capital projects other than transmission and distribution in excess of $3 million constructed 
by PGE that that are included in the UE 416 rate base: 
Please provide all briefings to PGE management on the status of all capital projects in excess of 
$3 million that PGE proposes to be included in the UE 416 rate base that reflects capitalized plant 
not included in current rates. 
 
Response: 
 
OPUC Data Request Nos. 628-633 ask PGE to delineate capital projects by those “constructed by 
PGE” and those “constructed by other companies for PGE.” PGE objects to these data requests on 
the basis that they are unduly burdensome, vague and calls for speculation as the phrase 
“constructed by PGE” is undefined. 
 
PGE often uses third-party contractors and vendors to perform work on capital projects. PGE does 
not track capital projects by the undefined categories of “constructed by PGE” and “constructed 
by other companies for PGE,” making it unduly burdensome for PGE to attempt to categorize 
capital projects that way. 
 
Notwithstanding its objections, PGE responds as follows: 
 
PGE provides the project justification forms (PJF) for all capital projects other than transmission 
and distribution in excess of $3 million included in the UE 416 rate base (excludes P22449-P22449 
Colstrip Capital Proj PPL) here: 

• PGE’s response to CUB Data Request No. 025 provides the PJF for P36167 - FY: Repower 
Faraday Units 1-5. 

• Confidential Attachment 628-A provides the remaining PJFs. 
 
PGE management (specifically, the Business Sponsor Group) receives a copy of the PJF for each 
in-flight project when the project manager submits a proposed budget revision.  
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Attachment 628-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039.  
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 629 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For all capital projects other than transmission and distribution in excess of $3 million constructed 
by PGE that that are included in the UE 416 rate base: 
 
Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all completed capital projects at the 
beginning of the project, at the midpoint of the project and at the end of the project. 
 
 
Response: 
 
OPUC Data Request Nos. 628-633 ask PGE to delineate capital projects by those “constructed by 
PGE” and those “constructed by other companies for PGE.” PGE objects to these data requests on 
the basis that they are unduly burdensome, vague and call for speculation on the definitions of 
“constructed by PGE” and “constructed by other companies for PGE.”  
 
PGE often uses third-party contractors and vendors to perform work on capital projects. PGE does 
not track capital projects by the undefined categories of “constructed by PGE” and “constructed 
by other companies for PGE,” making it unduly burdensome for PGE to attempt to categorize 
capital projects that way. 
 
Notwithstanding its objection, for capital projects other than transmission and distribution greater 
than $3 million that are managed within its Generation, Transmission, and Distribution Project 
Management Office (PMO) Department, PGE responds as follows: 
 
PGE currently does not resource or cost load its schedules due to lack of system integration 
capabilities and labor constraints. However, PGE does utilize a project schedule to manage discrete 
capital projects for projects within its Generation, Transmission, and Distribution PMO 
Department. PGE does not utilize project schedules for repeated, programmatic work. Confidential 
Attachment 629-A provides the project schedules for the applicable capital projects within PGE’s 
Generation, Transmission, and Distribution PMO Department at the beginning of the project, at 
the midpoint of the project, and at the end of the project. 
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Attachment 629-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 630 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For all capital projects other than transmission and distribution in excess of $3 million constructed 
by PGE that that are included in the UE 416 rate base: 
 
Please provide a copy of a resource loaded schedule for all in-progress capital projects at the 
beginning of the project, at the midpoint of the project and the most recent version of the resource-
loaded schedule. 

 
 
Response: 
 
OPUC Data Request Nos. 628-633 ask PGE to delineate capital projects by those “constructed by 
PGE” and those “constructed by other companies for PGE.” PGE objects to these data requests on 
the basis that they are unduly burdensome, vague and call for speculation on the definitions of 
“constructed by PGE” and “constructed by other companies for PGE.”  
 
PGE often uses third-party contractors and vendors to perform work on capital projects. PGE does 
not track capital projects by the undefined categories of “constructed by PGE” and “constructed 
by other companies for PGE,” making it unduly burdensome for PGE to attempt to categorize 
capital projects that way. 
 
Notwithstanding its objection, for capital projects other than transmission and distribution greater 
than $3 million that are managed within its Generation, Transmission, and Distribution Project 
Management Office (PMO) Department, PGE responds as follows: 
 
PGE currently does not resource or cost load its schedules due to lack of system integration 
capabilities and labor constraints. However, PGE does utilize a project schedule to manage discrete 
capital projects for projects within its Generation, Transmission, and Distribution PMO 
Department. PGE does not utilize project schedules for repeated, programmatic work. Confidential 
Attachment 630-A provides the project schedules for the applicable capital projects within PGE’s 
Generation, Transmission, and Distribution PMO Department at the beginning of the project and 
the most recent version. 
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Attachment 630-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 634 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For the Beaver Emissions Reduction Program project on pages 2-3, please provide the following: 

a. Confirm that this is project P36836-BR: Beaver Modernization in file UE 416_AWEC DR 
048_Attachment A.xlsx. 

b. If the answer to part a. above is yes, confirm that $21.1 million listed in the Attachment A 
represents amounts closed to plant as of December 31, 2022. 

c. Confirm whether the $56.9 million noted on Exhibit 800, page 3, line 9, represents total 
costs expected to close to plant as of December 31, 2023, inclusive of those closed to plant 
as of December 31, 2022. 

d. If the answer to part c. above is yes, identify how much of the $25.8 million in additional 
capital expenditures in 2023 have closed to plant as of the filing date of PGE’s GRC 
application. 

e. Referring to Exhibit 800, page 3, line 3, when is this project expected to be completed and 
how much additional cost does PGE expect to incur? 

 
Response: 
 

a. Confirmed. 
b. Confirmed. 
c. Confirmed. 
d. As of the filing date of PGE’s GRC, an additional $173,000 closed to plant in January of 

2023, associated with the upgrade of Unit 6. 
e. The entire project is expected to be completed in 2025 with additional trailing costs likely 

incurred into 2026. The current project budget and timing of projected plant closings post-
2023 is as follows: $39.0M for 2024, $30.3M for 2025, and $0.9M for 2026. 
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May 8, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 635 

Dated April 24, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
For the Biglow Phase I Wind Enhancement Program project on page 4, lines 3-5: 

a. Provide all analyses and/or reports that PGE relied upon to conclude that its proposed plan 
resulted in lower customer cost impact, better economics (based on levelized costs per 
MWh), and reduced interruption to facility operations compared to repowering. 

b. The estimated completion date. 
c. The estimated project costs at completion. 

 
Response: 
 

a. Highly Confidential Attachment 635-A provides PGE’s analysis of the capital 
enhancement option, and Highly Confidential Attachment 635-B provides PGE’s analysis 
of the repowering option. These models were used to conclude that our currently proposed 
plan results in lower customer cost impact and better economics. As for reduced 
interruptions, a repowering would require shutting down entire strings of turbines at once 
while a capital enhancement program does not require this. 

b. The estimated completion date for Biglow Phase I is 2028. PGE will evaluate if we can 
expedite this project after construction in 2023 for future years. 

c. The estimated project costs at completion of Biglow Phase I is $70.2M, un-escalated and 
in 2023 dollars. 

 
Attachments 635-A and 635-B are protected information subject to General Modified Protective 
Order No. 23-138. 
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May 12, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 706 

Dated April 28, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Provide copies of PGE’s documentation supporting its standard capital process and/or its 

capitalization policy inclusive of the following in the Company’s response. 
a. Describe any changes in PGE’s capital budget process that have occurred since 

PGE Exh. 1800 was filed in UE 394 on December 2, 2021. 
b. Describe the composition of the Capital Review Group referenced in response to 

CUB Data Request 026 in this proceeding through a listing of the members by job 
title and/or board of director title. 

c. The level of management and/or board of directors’ approval for each dollar 
amount threshold by capital project or group of related projects. 

d. The documentation required to support each capital project such as Project 
Justification Forms, Issued for Construction (IFC) Design Estimates, Authorization 
to Spend (ATS) documents, Accounting Work Orders (AWO), change orders, etc. 

e. Standing Data Request: Please provide any post completion report for projects 
and other review of completed projects including any other analysis of project 
changes, corrections or remedies, and cost responsibility for same – as these reports 
are available. 

f. The Company’s procedures for tracking actual variances from budgeted project 
costs. Provide examples of monthly reports produced by PGE Project Managers as 
described in UE 394, Exh. 1800, page 9, lines 12-23. 

g. Describe of how the Company determines when the capital project is officially in 
service and when the project costs are transferred from CWIP to Plant-in-Service. 

h. Describe how existing plant-in-service that is to be retired after the capital 
project(s) being constructed or purchased to replace it are tied to or cross referenced 
to those capital additions to ensure that retired plant is promptly removed from 
plant-in-service. 

i. Please reference the Company's direct testimony and exhibits in this case or UE 
394 as applicable. 
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Response: 
 

a. There have been no changes to the capital budgeting process described in PGE Exhibit 
1800 filed in Docket No. UE 394 that would impact the capital projects included in the 
Docket No. UE 416 rate base. 
 

b. The titles of the members of the Capital Review Group are:  
• Chief Financial Officer  
• Senior Vice President Advanced Energy Delivery  
• Vice President Strategy Regulation & Energy Supply 
• Senior Director Engineering Services 
• Manager Financial Analysis Planning & Reporting 
• The Chairs of the five Business Support Groups (BSG): Grid Modernization; 

Transmission and Distribution; Information Technology/Customer; Generation and 
Power Operations; and Services. 

 
c. PGE has an annual process that must be followed before any money can be spent, called 

authorization to spend (ATS). This begins with PGE’s annual budgeting process in May, 
when each project submits its annual spending plan for the following year for consideration 
by the BSG and, ultimately, the CRG. This is called “Capital Call.” Between May and 
November, the Portfolio Manager analyzes the proposed spending requests and modifies 
the portfolio’s three- to five-year roadmap. Based on this analysis, the Portfolio Manager 
recommends to the BSG approval of funding for projects. Once each BSG has approved 
its annual spending plan, these are brought to the CRG for review and approval. 
 
Once the CRG approves the spending plan, there is one more step before funds are available 
to be spent. This is the ATS process, which occurs in November. ATS is the confirmation 
of budgets submitted in May. Depending on the size of the project’s budget, there are 
multiple layers of approval that are required before funds are authorized to be spent. In 
order to have funds released and allowed to be spent based on approved project funds, all 
projects require the approval of Corporate Planning, Asset Accounting, Environmental 
Services, the sponsoring department’s manager, and the Project Process Administrator.  
 
Additional approvals are required as a project increases in cost. If a project is more than 
$350,000, it needs the additional approval of the sponsoring department’s senior manager. 
If the project is more than $500,000, it needs the approval of the sponsoring department’s 
director. If the project is more than $1 million, it needs the approval of the organization’s 
vice president and lastly, if the project is more than $5 million, it needs the approval of the 
Chief Financial Officer. These approvals are sequential and cumulative. For example, if a 
project is more than $5 million, it will need approval from each layer of management prior 
to seeking approval from the next higher level of management. If any person in the 
authority chain rejects a project, the project does not progress up the chain and is sent back 
to the Project Manager for revision. 
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d. See response to part (c) above. 
 

e. PGE objects to this request on the basis of being overly broad and unduly burdensome. 
Notwithstanding its objection, PGE provides the following information for transmission 
and distribution capital projects in excess of $3 million included in the UE 416 rate base: 

 
PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 593 provides the post completion reports for 
transmission and distribution projects greater than $3 million included in the UE 416 rate 
base. 

 
f. While in the execution phase, on a monthly basis, the Project Manager reviews actual spend 

compared to budget; updates forecast of spend timing; reports and takes action on 
significant variances; and updates in-service dates. Confidential Attachment 706-A 
provides an example of a monthly report prepared by a Project Manager for a project in the 
Generation, Transmission and Distribution Project Management Office. 
 
Project Justification Forms, provided in PGE’s responses to OPUC Data Request Nos. 586 
and 628, are produced when Project Managers request approval to modify the budget of a 
project. The PJF provides documentation of the business justification, project schedule and 
approved budget. 

 
g. PGE classifies capitalized construction costs as Closed to Plant when the project and 

associated capitalized costs are determined to be used and useful for utility services. With 
the completion of the installation, modification, or construction of the elements essential 
to the project and that they are ready for their intended use or assigned function, the project 
costs are transferred from construction work in progress (CWIP) to Plant-in-Service. 

 
h. Upon completion of a capital work order, PGE will transfer the cost of the related assets 

from construction work in progress (CWIP) to utility plant in-service in utility plant, as 
appropriate. After a reasonable trailing charge period, PGE will unitize the related assets 
to their final utility accounts, units of property (retirement units), and asset locations. 
Related asset retirements are identified and recorded concurrently with the unitization 
process. 

 
i. PGE objects to this request on the basis of it being vague and overly broad. 

Notwithstanding its objection, PGE responds as follows: 
 

Confidential Attachment 706-B provides PGE’s detailed testimony on PGE’s capital 
budgeting and management processes provided in PGE’s last rate case, Docket No. UE 
394. 
 
Attachments 706-A and 706-B contain protected information and are subject to General 
Protective Order No. 23-039. 
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May 12, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 707 

Dated April 28, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Referring to Exh. 1800 in UE 394, page 18, lines 15-20, page 32, lines 4-12, and PGE’s 
attachments UE 416_AWEC DR 047_Attach A.xlsx and UE 416_AWEC DR 048_Attach A.xlsx 
filed in response to AWEC Data Requests 047 and 048 in UE 416, provide the following. 

a. Identification of each project where the PGE Project Manager identified variances 
exceeding 10% of the projects budget in the execution phase and whether additional 
funding was rejected or approved by the Portfolio Manager and/or BSG and CRG 
personnel. 

b. Copies of change orders issued for projects where actual external vendor costs 
incurred during the execution phase exceeded the 10% variance threshold that support 
the material changes noted on the related PJF for the project. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. There are several hundred 
capital projects listed in the referenced documents, many of which occurred over multiple years. 
Variances are tracked monthly, meaning there are thousands of records to review. 
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May 30, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 788 

Dated May 15, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

For each capital project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE’s rate base, that PGE 
plans to include in rate base in UE416, please provide a detailed line-item budget from the date 
the project was approved. 
 
Response: 
 
Confidential Attachment 788-A provides the detailed line-item budget for each of the 75 capital 
projects (excluding P36167 - FY: Repower Faraday Units 1-5; PGE provided the requested 
information in its response to AWEC Data Request No. 056) greater than $3 million included in 
UE 416 rate base at the time when UE 416 rate base plant additions were forecasted 
(e.g., December 2022). 
 
Attachment 788-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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May 30, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 789 

Dated May 15, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

For each capital project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE’s rate base, that PGE 
plans to include in rate base in UE416, please provide the Monthly Project Status Report quarterly, 
from the date the project was started until it was placed in service.   
 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome. Without waving its object, 
PGE responds as follow: 
 
PGE proposed providing the information requested in DRs 788-790 for a sampling of 10-15 
projects. Staff selected the following 15 projects as the sample: 
 

• P37218 OH FITNES Distribution      
• P36680 Brookwood Substation Conversion    
• P36679 Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild    
• P37160 Helvetia Substation Phase 2    
• P37218 OH FITNES Transmission      
• P36417 Replace/Rewind Failed Transformers   
• P35995 Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement     
• P36373 Blue Lake Phase II      
• P36953 Memorial Substation Build     
• P36838 RB: Replace Turbine Shut-off Valves   
• P37133 CTO Network Fitness        
• P37176 Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty    
• P37314 Project 360 Bundle 1       
• P37251 P37251-PACS 2.0     
• P37533 P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement    
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Due to internal systems and transitions issues, PGE was unable to locate monthly project status 
reports for P36417-Replace/Rewind Failed Transformers, and instead is provide the monthly 
project status reports for P36913-Trans. Line Clearance Mitigation.  
 
Confidential Attachment 789-A provides the monthly project status reports, on a quarterly basis, 
for the following projects: 

• P37218 OH FITNES Distribution      
• P36680 Brookwood Substation Conversion    
• P36679 Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild    
• P37160 Helvetia Substation Phase 2     
• P37218 OH FITNES Transmission      
• P35995 Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement     
• P36373 Blue Lake Phase II      
• P36953 Memorial Substation Build     
• P36838 RB: Replace Turbine Shut-off Valves   
• P37133 CTO Network Fitness        
• P37176 Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty   
• P37314 Project 360 Bundle 1       
• P37251 P37251-PACS 2.0     
• P37533 P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement1   
• P36913 Trans. Line Clearance Mitigation 

 
Attachment 789-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 

1 Given that there are not monthly project status reports for P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement because 
the funding project is for software licensing, Confidential Attachment 789-A instead provides information about the 
project. 
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May 30, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 790 

Dated May 15, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

For each capital project greater than $3 million that is not currently in PGE’s rate base, that PGE 
plans to include in rate base in UE416, that is still under construction, please provide the Monthly 
Project Status Report quarterly, from the date the project was started until the most recent report 
available. 
 
Response: 
 
Please see PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 789. 
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May 30, 2023 

To: 

From: 

Request: 

Marc Hellman 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 29 of 83 

Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 791 
Dated May 15, 2023 

See the exce1pt below from UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach A, projects in FERC F01m 1 CWIP 
at 12/31/2022 and the two highlighted columns referencing Project Total amounts from PGE 's 
New Construction Budget Repo1i for the 2023 calendar year filed with the OPUC on April 3, 2023. 

New 
New Construction 

CWIP@ Final Project 
Construction Budget Report Reference to PGE's 

FERC account 
Line No. FP Description (PP) Funding Project In-Service Oate(s) Budget Report Project Total direct testimony, as 

12/31/1JJ22 Cost 
2023 (filed Greater (Less) 

category 
applicable 

4/3/2m3) Than Final 

- ,- - - - ,- ;r Project Cost _ ,- -
FY: Repower Faraday 

P36167 168, 332,f,()2 
March 2017 

188,067,480 173,838, 281 (14,229,199) Hydro Production 
PGE Exhibit 9:lO, Section 

1 
Units 1-5 January 2023 V 

2 powERPlay P37346 22,953,f,()7 August2023 37,595,820 33, 142,867 (4,452,953) Intangible Plant 
PGE Exhibit f,00, Section 

11 1.B 

5 
Hydro Control System 

P36134 13,928,197 December 2018-0ctober 2024 35,224,139 36,2£,(),289 1,036,150 Hydro Production 
Not explicitly 

Uperade referenced 

6 
Build Evergreen 

P36666/P36422 22,236,911 May2024 116,595,680 34,903,843 (81,691,837) Transmission Plant Not included in UE 416 
Substation 

December 2022 
February 2023 

Facilities Upgrades-EV 
June 2023 

Not explicitly 
10 P37017 8, 314, 688 August2023 16,137,739 19,619,074 3,481,335 General Plant 

Readiness 
June 2024 

referenced 

February 2025 

December 2025 
Substation November-December 2020 PGE Exhibit 700, Secti on 

12 Communication P36101 7, 794, 354 July 2021 47,011,909 55,283,032 8,271,123 General Plant IV, discussed generally 
Upgrade December 2026 on pages 21-27 

RB: Replace Turbine 
January 2023 

Not explicitly 
13 P36838 7, 716,735 December 2023 35,130,724 10,553,110 (24,5n,614) Hydro Production 

Shut-off Valves 
January 2025 

referenced 

PGE Exhibit 700, Section 

South Milliken Line 
II, "Poles and Wires" 

18 
Rebuild 

P36617 4, 524, 716 Novembe r 2023 - June 2027 11,6£,(),623 14,093,496 2,432,873 Distribution Plant category, included in 

"Poles/Towers/Fixtures 
"on paR;e S 

July2022 
PGE Exhibit 9:lO, Section 

BR: Beaver 
August2023 

II, "PGE's Generation 
21 

~dernization 
P36836 3,897,887 April-December 2024 122,585, 726 57,406,880 (65,178,846) Other Production Res.ources" on pages 2-

May-December 2025 

January 2026 
3. 

25 
PW2: Top End Engine 

P37417 3, 206,684 December 2024 12,578,000 10,615,088 (1,962,912) Other Production Not incl uded in UE 416 
Parts and lnsta 



Provide the following information concerning the above table. 
a. Explain why all projects listed in PGE’s New Construction Budget Report for 

the 2023 calendar year with start dates of 2023 or earlier are not included in 
CWIP at 12/31/2022 if the project is not yet completed or is ongoing? 

b. Explain what the Final Project Cost amount in UE 416_OPUC DR 626_Attach 
A represents. 

c. Explain what the Project Total amount in PGE’s New Construction Budget 
Report for the 2023 calendar year represents. 

d. Explain what the variances between Final Project Cost and Project Total 
represent. 

e. For each project listed in Schedule B:  Electric Company New Construction 
Budget (System) in PGE’s New Construction Budget Report for the 2023 
calendar year, explain why the Total amount reflecting the sum of actual to date 
and all current and future budget years is different from the Project Total 
amount in the Project Narrative section of the report for those projects where a 
variance exists. 

 
Response: 
 
 

a. Attachment 626-A only includes projects that had a CWIP balance greater than or equal to 
$3 million at December 31, 2021 or December 31, 2022. Projects that started before 2023 
which had a CWIP balance less than $3 million at those reporting periods and projects that 
close to plant on a monthly basis were not included in the response to DR 626. 

 
b. For projects with in-service date(s) prior to 2023, the Final Project Cost includes actual 

2022 plant additions. For projects with a 2023 in-service date, Final Project Cost includes 
forecasted 2023 plant additions. For projects with spanning multiple years, Final Project 
Cost includes totals per the related project justification form. 

 
c.-e. The New Construction Budget Report represents project approvals at the time of the 

approval of PGE’s annual capital plan by the Board. The “Project Total” column in the 
New Construction Budget Report shows project total spend, including incurred and 
overhead costs. In contrast, UE 416 includes actual and forecasted close to plant capital 
additions from May 2022 through December 2023 at the time of the initial filing in the 
UE 416 docket. 

 
PGE files the New Construction Budget Report on an annual basis in accordance with 
Oregon Administrative Rule 860-027-0015. Questions specific to what is included in that 
report may best be addressed in the reporting docket.  
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June 5, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 807 

Dated May 18, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Referring to UE 394_OPUC DR 311_Attach A, provide a schedule of all UE 416 plant additions 
by project number from April 30, 2022 through December 31, 2023. Additions should be broken 
out in the same manner as UE 394_OPUC DR 311_Attach A such as Table 1 Grouping fields, By 
Function fields, and In Service Dates. 

 
Response: 
 
PGE objects to this request on the basis of ambiguity and lack of clarity given that PGE’s response 
to OPUC Data Request No. 311 in UE 394 was specific only to transmission and distribution 
capital additions. Notwithstanding its objection, PGE responds as follows: 
 
Attachment 807-A provides the following information for all transmission and distribution and 
grid modernization capital projects: Funding Project number, Funding Project Name, Capital 
Additions, Business Sponsor Group, and categorization as described in PGE Exhibit 700. 
 
Attachment 807-A also provides the following information for all other capital projects greater 
than $3 million: Funding Project number, Funding Project Name, Capital Additions, and Business 
Sponsor Group.  
 
PGE’s responses to OPUC Data Request Nos. 588, 626, and 796, and AWEC Data Request 
No. 213 provide other information, such as in-service dates, FERC functional class, and FERC 
account. 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 807

Attachment A

FP Funding Project Capital Additions BSG T&D Classification (PGE Exh 700)
P36167 P36167 - FY: Repower Faraday Units 1-5 188,067,480$            Gen & PO
P37218 P37218 - OH FITNES Distribution 173,079,692$            T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36680 P36680 - Brookwood Substation Conversion 61,196,673$               T&D Substation
P36836 P36836 - BR: Beaver Modernization 56,857,381$               Gen & PO
P37346 P37346 - powERPlay 37,595,820$               Services
P36394 P36394 - Vintage Vehicle Replacement II 32,419,385$               Services
P35924 P35924 - Distribution System Construction II 30,294,337$               T&D Blanket
P36679 P36679 - Orenco Substation 115kV Rebuild 29,671,871$               T&D Substation
P14628 P14628 - Replace Failed Underground Cables 29,374,403$               T&D Cable
P35925 P35925 - Dist. Customer Line Construction II 28,546,406$               T&D Customer
P37048 P37048 - Outage or Emergency Replacement 26,965,654$               T&D Outage / Emergency /Major Storm
P35890 P35890 - Purchase Distribution Transformers 25,364,565$               T&D Blanket
P36868 P36868 - Shute Capacity Addition 23,461,057$               T&D Substation
P37272 P37272 - Oracle Utilities Upgrade 22,914,997$               IT
P36501 P36501 - Integrated Operations Center - IOC 22,145,775$               Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37046 P37046 - T&D Asset Relocation 19,365,388$               T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36770 P36770 - Street and Area Light Construction 18,389,168$               T&D Customer
P36522 P36522 - Distribution Automation 17,752,440$               Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37344 P37344 - Tech Refresh 12,603,008$               IT
P36134 P36134 - Hydro Control System Upgrade 11,879,347$               Gen & PO
P37314 P37314 - Project 360 Bundle 1 11,766,500$               IT
P37160 P37160 - Helvetia Substation Phase 2 10,879,955$               T&D Substation
P37312 P37312 - Digital Channel Uplift 22 10,774,324$               Customers
P36913 P36913 - Trans. Line Clearance Mitigation 10,336,459$               T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P37214 P37214 - Dist. Customer Line Construct III 10,267,405$               T&D Customer
P37118 P37118 - WSH:Restore Facilities post-fire 10,131,661$               Gen & PO
P37133 P37133 - CTO Network Fitness 9,873,465$                 IT
P37213 P37213 - Distribution System Construct III 9,783,079$                 T&D Blanket
P37017 P37017 - Facilities Upgrades-EV Readiness 9,521,405$                 Services
P37061 P37061 - OH FITNES Transmission 9,228,514$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36417 P36417 - Replace/Rewind Failed Transformers 8,864,024$                 T&D Substation
P36116 P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program 8,699,629$                 Gen & PO
P35892 P35892 - Purchase Customer Meters 8,585,074$                 T&D Customer
P36845 P36845 - McLoughlin Sub Security Upgrades 8,528,006$                 T&D Substation
P37176 P37176 - Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty 7,796,428$                 Gen & PO
P37509 P37509 - Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program 7,297,603$                 Gen & PO
P37466 P37466 - EMS Upgrade Project 7,178,221$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37093 P37093 - Facilities Management Fitness 6,961,568$                 Services
P35995 P35995 - Downtown UG Core Cable Replacement 6,709,540$                 T&D Cable
P36723 P36723 - Field Area Network Project 6,521,968$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37336 P37336 - Operational Technology Visibility 6,468,184$                 IT
P37379 P37379 - QTS: New Dist Feed to Buildings 2-5 6,331,442$                 T&D Customer
P37135 P37135 - Server Storage Fitness 6,276,540$                 IT
P37240 P37240 - Salem LC EIFS Replacement 6,211,919$                 Services
P37162 P37162 - Bill Redesign 6,159,484$                 Customers
P36762 P36762 - Milliken Tower Reinforcement 6,152,652$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P37533 P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement 6,136,400$                 IT
P37331 P37331 - CMD Network Protector Replacements 6,000,770$                 T&D Substation
P37376 P37376-CS: Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG 5,898,411$                 Gen & PO
P36537 P36537 - Unjacketed Cable Replacement Prgrm 5,768,768$                 T&D Cable
P36582 P36582 - Substation FITNES 2019-2021 5,607,775$                 T&D Substation
P37347 P37347 - Risk Technology Optimization 5,338,265$                 IT
P37211 P37211 - Substation Cap Rplcmts 2022-2024 5,222,808$                 T&D Substation
P37047 P37047 - Joint Pole Construction 5,214,689$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P37049 P37049 - Dist. Crews Truck Stock Materials 5,137,357$                 T&D Blanket
P37364 P37364 - Newberg/Dundee Street Imprv/UG Conv 5,100,786$                 T&D Road Widening
P36178 P36178 - North Portland Conversion 4,409,825$                 T&D Substation
P37251 P37251-PACS 2.0 4,387,226$                 Services
P37333 P37333 - Upgrade Pleasant Valley-Moon 4,320,796$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P35172 P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund 4,159,570$                 Gen & PO
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 807

Attachment A

FP Funding Project Capital Additions BSG T&D Classification (PGE Exh 700)
P37416 P37416 - PN: Rewind Unit 2 Generator 4,055,939$                 Gen & PO
P37275 P37275 - Project Basie 4,017,860$                 T&D Substation
P37429 P37429 - PORTS - Package 1 3,949,916$                 IT
P36645 P36645 - DPU Relay Replacement Program 3,946,592$                 T&D Substation
P36373 P36373 - Blue Lake Phase II 3,925,092$                 T&D Substation
P37459 P37459 - TR - Rebuild Tower I-10 3,833,915$                 Gen & PO
P37382 P37382 - ADMS CVR VVO 3,801,686$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36953 P36953 - Memorial Substation Build 3,763,187$                 T&D Substation
P37487 P37487 - Energy Tracker Replacement 3,755,614$                 Customers
P37353 P37353 - CY: Purchase 2023 Outage Components 3,750,800$                 Gen & PO
P35484 P35484 - Repl Trans Structures & Insulators 3,669,307$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36449 P36449 - PRB: Upgrade Governors & Exciters 3,539,198$                 Gen & PO
P37539 P37539 - CISCO Contact Center to Cloud 3,311,082$                 IT
P35834 P35834 - Round Butte Transmission Upgrades 3,237,919$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36439 P36439 - Gresham Sub 115kV Rebuild 3,166,722$                 T&D Substation
P23528 P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet 3,075,682$                 Gen & PO
P37267 P37267 - Grid Operations Logging System 2,916,255$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36879 P36879-Advanced Dist Mgmt Sys(ADMS) Phs 1 2,852,358$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36564 P36564 - Stephens 11kV Conversion Project 2,721,979$                 T&D Substation
P36543 P36543-PRC-002 Protection Upgrades 2,649,287$                 T&D Substation
P36716 P36716 - Arleta-Holgate Ln Rebuild_SE PDX 2,640,166$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P37200 P37200 - Harmony Rd Reconductor 2,627,295$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P37404 P37404 - Bull Mt Reconductor 2,452,702$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36341 P36341-St Marys System Protection Upgrade 2,336,614$                 T&D Substation
P37128 P37128 - Tualatin Sherwood, phase 1-3 2,292,563$                 T&D Road Widening
P37104 P37104 - SW 209th Hillsboro Road Widening 2,252,428$                 T&D Road Widening
P37266 P37266 - Reedville Substation Rebuild 2,213,108$                 T&D Substation
P16567 P16567 - UG FITNES 1,951,424$                 T&D Cable
P36285 P36285 - PurchaseT&D - Tools & Lab Equipment 1,933,099$                 T&D Blanket
P37103 P37103 - ODOT OR213 Street Improvement 1,759,217$                 T&D Road Widening
P37167 P37167 - Mitigate Overdutied Breakers 1,722,437$                 T&D Substation
P37121 P37121 - Durham Substation Separation 1,713,899$                 T&D Substation
P36089 P36089 - Transm Full Pole Inspct & Replace 1,689,830$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36617 P36617 - South Milliken Line Rebuild 1,606,730$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36727 P36727 - Energy Storage, Microgrid 1,535,547$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36545 P36545-Tree Wire Installment Program 1,534,607$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36740 P36740 - Energy Storage Controls 1,358,320$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37427 P37427 - Expeto Wireless Platform & Service 1,292,135$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37406 P37406 - Critical Customer List (CCL) 1,263,863$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36641 P36641 - Oil Spill Containment Modifications 1,244,607$                 T&D Substation
P37504 P37504 - Smart Grid Chips Initial Deployment 1,240,810$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37112 P37112 - Kelley Point Reconfiguration 1,221,153$                 T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36101 P36101 - Substation Communication Upgrade 1,208,515$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37548 P37548 - Grand Ronde - Sheridan 57kV Upgrade 1,176,373$                 T&D Customer
P37178 P37178-ADMS Phase 2 1,122,676$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P35846 P35846 - CPP Switch Replacement 1,108,222$                 T&D Cable
P17443 P17443 - T&D Major System Inspect, Replace 1,104,955$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36235 P36235 - Install Low OH Services Guarding 1,079,067$                 T&D Other
P37204 P37204-AMI Improvement Project 1,052,706$                 Grid Mod Grid Mod
P35149 P35149 - Colstrip Transmission NW Energy 1,045,870$                 T&D Other
P35556 P35556 - Avian Protection Program 1,013,604$                 T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P37256 P37256 - Amity Transformer Replacement 997,208$                    T&D Substation
P35349 P35349 - Dist Line Sys - Equip Replacement 952,635$                    T&D Other
P37551 P37551 - Tualatin Sherwood, Phase 4 854,811$                    T&D Road Widening
P37421 P37421 - Foreign Utility Blanket 814,872$                    T&D Substation
P37020 P37020 - Marquam Fiber Project 712,512$                    T&D Communications
P14757 P14757 - Underground Locating 706,622$                    T&D Cable
P37521 P37521 - Distribution State Estimation 691,438$                    Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37232 P37232 - Communications Fitness II 681,230$                    T&D Communications
P37359 P37359 - Integrated Dist Planning Tools 519,031$                    Grid Mod Grid Mod
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 807

Attachment A

FP Funding Project Capital Additions BSG T&D Classification (PGE Exh 700)
P36205 P36205-Metal Streetlight Grounding 426,053$                    T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P37519 P37519 - Solar QF Metering Integration 391,401$                    Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37339 P37339 - Trojan Switchyard-Install Breaker 344,353$                    T&D Substation
P36860 P36860-Canyon-Urban 115kV Reconductor 336,867$                    T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36151 P36151 - Eagle Take Permitting 321,605$                    T&D Other
P36105 P36105 - 2016-2024 Dispatchable Standby Gen 275,948$                    Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36391 P36391-Willbridge Station 11kV Conversion 255,151$                    T&D Substation
P37494 P37494 - Livefront Switch Replacements 246,506$                    T&D Other
P37370 P37370 - Salem Smart Power Center Repower 194,930$                    Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37537 P37537 - Microchip Prelim Scope/Survey 166,384$                    T&D Substation
P36861 P36861-Division Transit Project (DTP) 139,168$                    T&D Road Widening
P36563 P36563-Battery Safety Improvements 127,722$                    T&D Substation
P36170 P36170 - OHSU Infrastructure Upgrades 114,036$                    T&D Customer
P37107 P37107-PBT Transmission Line Relocation 99,664$                      T&D Poles/Towers/Fixtures
P36209 P36209 - Silverton Capacity Addition 73,872$                      T&D Substation
P35650 P35650 - Emergent Radio Equipment 73,348$                      T&D Communications
P18834 P18834 - Station E:  River District Infrastr 73,213$                      T&D Cable
P37352 P37352 - Customer Reliability Improvement 71,755$                      T&D Other
P37337 P37337 - TD Utility Standards Eng. Redbook 50,682$                      T&D Other
P36039 P36039 - Harborton Reliability Project PH1 48,789$                      T&D Substation
P37143 P37143-Credit Remote Connect Meters 47,293$                      T&D Customer
P36708 P36708-Butler Substation Construction 41,554$                      T&D Substation
P36867 P36867-Remote Disconnect Project 29,989$                      T&D Customer
P35894 P35894-Communications Fitness 16,469$                      T&D Communications
P36714 P36714 - Dayton-Gr Ronde Conv Segment 2 14,109$                      T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P37109 P37109-Customer Data Centers 13,549$                      T&D Customer
P36527 P36527-TRIP (TripSaver II) Implementation 9,564$                        Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36907 P36907-Reconductor Murrayhill-St Marys 8,942$                        T&D Reconductor/Conversion
P36270 P36270-Roseway Substation Expansion 6,886$                        T&D Substation
P35096 P35096 - Dist Customer Line Construction 6,349$                        T&D Customer
P35938 P35938-Field Voice Communications System 5,357$                        T&D Communications
P36454 P36454-Substation Rerock - multiple sites 4,628$                        T&D Substation
P23970 P23970-Corporate Strategic Fiber Project 4,214$                        Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36693 P36693-Build Helvetia Substation 2,969$                        T&D Substation
P35980 P35980-PCB Transformer Replacement 2,332$                        T&D Other
P35351 P35351-Major Event Tracking 1,234$                        T&D Outage / Emergency /Major Storm
P35918 P35918-Purchase Vacuum Truck 755$                            T&D Other
P35914 P35914-Substation Fitness 2015-2018 712$                            T&D Substation
P36932 P36932 - Marquam Cap Addn - Terwilliger     397$                            T&D Customer
P36656 P36656-Energy Storage - PW2 Project 202$                            Grid Mod Grid Mod
P23077 P23077-Horizon 230kV - Phase 1 Constructio 52$                              T&D Substation
P36856 P36856-Malin Substation - Security 9$                                T&D Substation
P37114 P37114-Project BaT 1$                                T&D Customer
P37368 P37368 - Virtual Power Plant (VPP) -$                             Grid Mod Grid Mod
P37532 P37532 - WTC to IOC Move -$                             Grid Mod Grid Mod
P36901 P36901 - Minimum Load Agreement -MLA Reserve -$                             T&D Customer
P37126 P37126 - Walker Rd Beaverton-Road Widening -$                             T&D Road Widening
P36954 P36954 - Tonquin Substation Build -$                             T&D Substation
P37350 P37350-Waconda Substation Expand (1)$                               T&D Substation
P36324 P36324-Garden Home Substation Upgrade (3)$                               T&D Substation
P36322 P36322-King City - Substation Upgrades (19)$                             T&D Substation
P35679 P35679-Construct Marquam Project (66)$                             T&D Substation
P36722 P36722-Stephens Substation Demo (127)$                          T&D Substation
P36730 P36730-Harrison Sub Temp H Install_SE PDX (193)$                          T&D Substation
P35820 P35820-Estacada Capacity Addition (321)$                          T&D Substation
P35572 P35572-Build New Rock Creek Substation (349)$                          T&D Substation
P36036 P36036-Canemah-Sullivan 57kV Project (365)$                          T&D Substation
P35095 P35095-Dist System Line Construction (614)$                          T&D Blanket
P36710 P36710-Fairview Substation Upgrades (1,568)$                       T&D Substation
P36485 P36485-Intel D1X Add and Replace Cables (3,450)$                       T&D Customer
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 807

Attachment A

FP Funding Project Capital Additions BSG T&D Classification (PGE Exh 700)
P24723 P24723-Substation Arc Flash Mitigation (6,212)$                       T&D Substation
P36763 P36763-Install Horizon VWR3 Transformer (6,351)$                       T&D Substation
P36550 P36550 - Small Gen/QF/NM Interconnect Costs (25,189)$                     T&D Customer
P37168 P37168 - 2021-2022 QF Projects (263,863)$                   T&D Customer
P36859 P36859 - ODOT Outer Powell Ph2-Road Improv. (954,749)$                   T&D Road Widening
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June 5, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 808 

Dated May 18, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Refer to PGE’s response to UE 416 OPUC DR 628, Confidential Attachment A, containing Project 
Justification Forms for capital projects other than transmission and distribution greater than 
$3 million. Produce the Project Justification Forms for the following projects listed in PGE’s 
response to UE 416 OPUC DR 626, Attachment A, that were not produced in response to UE 416 
OPUC DR 628. 

a. P36101 – Substation Communication Upgrade; 
b. P36838 – RB:  Replace Turbine Shut-Off Valves; and 
c. P37477 – Zero Trust 

 
Response: 
 
Confidential Attachment 808-A provides the requested information. 
 
Attachment 808-A contains protected information and is subject to General Protective Order 
No. 23-039. 
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June 5, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 809 

Dated May 18, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Refer to PGE’s response to UE 416 OPUC DR 628, Confidential Attachment A, containing Project 
Justification Forms for capital projects other than transmission and distribution greater than 
$3 million. Also, refer to the Attachment A workbooks produced in response to UE 416 OPUC 
DRs 626 and 627. Confirm whether each project listed below has an amount representing the cost 
being included in the UE 416 rate base that was part of either 2021 CWIP, 2022 CWIP, or 2023 
Forecasted Capital Additions in UE 416 OPUC DRs 626 and 627. If the answer is yes, provide the 
amount. If the answer is no, explain why not. 

a. P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet.pdf; 
b. P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund.pdf; 
c. P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program.pdf; 
d. P36394 - Vintage Vehicle Replacement II.pdf; 
e. P36449 - PRB Upgrade Governors & Exciters.pdf; 
f. P36501 - Integrated Operations Center - IOC.pdf; 
g. P37162 - Bill Redesign.pdf; 
h. P37176 - Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty.pdf; 
i. P37251-PACS 2.0.pdf; 
j. P37314 - Project 360 Bundle 1_Redacted.pdf; 
k. P37336 - Operational Technology Visibility_Redacted.pdf; 
l. P37347 - Risk Technology Optimization.pdf; 
m. P37376-CS Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG.pdf; 
n. P37509 - Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program.pdf; and 
o. P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement_Redacted.pdf 
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Response: 
 
Attachment 809-A provides the requested information. 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 38 of 83



UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 809

Attachment A

OPUC DR 809, Attachment 809-A

12/31/2021 12/31/2022
May 2022- December 2022

(Actual)
2023 Plant additions

(Forecast)
Notes:

P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet.pdf 119,422$                 1,606,604$         119,622$                                   2,956,060$                   

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund.pdf; 429,906$                 728,852$            2,980,678$                               1,178,892$                   

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program.pdf 657,588$                 864,340$            7,982,649$                               716,980$                       

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P36394 - Vintage Vehicle Replacement II.pdf -$                         -$                     13,641,776$                             18,777,608$                 
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P36449 - PRB Upgrade Governors & Exciters.pdf 1,536,410$             832,900$            2,401,040$                               1,138,158$                   

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P36501 - Integrated Operations Center - IOC.pdf 148,946$                 2,073,325$         3,453,066$                               18,692,709$                 
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P37162 - Bill Redesign.pdf 1,721,499$             644,420$            3,792,441$                               2,367,043$                   

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P37176 - Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty.pdf -$                         1,885,497$         -$                                           7,796,428$                   
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P37251-PACS 2.0.pdf -$                         -$                     4,387,226$                               -$                               

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P37314 - Project 360 Bundle 1_Redacted.pdf -$                         -$                     5,279,695$                               6,486,805$                   
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P37336 - Operational Technology Visibility_Redacted.pdf -$                         1,954,122$         3,529,036$                               2,939,148$                   

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P37347 - Risk Technology Optimization.pdf -$                         2,940,488$         -$                                           5,338,265$                   
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P37376-CS Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG.pdf -$                         -$                     5,898,411$                               -$                               

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

P37509 - Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program.pdf -$                         -$                     -$                                           7,297,603$                   
Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Included in DR 627

P37533-2022 Microsoft Enterprise Agreement_Redacted -$                         -$                     6,136,400$                               -$                               

Not included in DR 626 as CWIP not greater than 
$3M. Not included in DR 627 as 2023 Forecasted 
Additions are less than $3M

CWIP Balances at Plant Additions

PAGE 1 OF 1
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June 6, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 813 

Dated May 23, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Referring to UE 416-21-23 Exhibit Support_2024_Errata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base Delta, provide 
the following linked Microsoft Excel workbooks referenced on this sheet: 

a. Integrated PGE RevReq_4-25-22_Final Order_net Colstrip.xlsx referenced in cells 
C9-C11, C16, and C20. 

b. Exhibit Support 2022_Errata.xlsx referenced in cells C19-C20, C22-C23, and C26-
C30. 

 
Response: 
 
Attachments 813-A and 813-B provide the requested files.  
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June 6, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 814 

Dated May 23, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Referring to UE 416-21-23 Exhibit Support_2024_Errata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base Delta, provide a 
reconciliation between the amounts in column UE 394 Approved Order No. 22-129, Lines 1-27 
and the amounts in the stipulated integrated revenue requirement schedule for rate base in UE 394 
Order No. 22-129, Appendix C, Stipulating Parties/302/2.  Provide all of the reasons for the 
differences. 
 
Response: 
 
There are two differences that account for the delta between Order No. 22-129, Appendix C, 
Stipulating Parties/302/2 (Appendix C) and PGE Exhibit 200 work paper Exhibit 
Support_2024_Errata.xlsx, Ex 208 Rate Base Delta, Column C.  

1. Colstrip is included in Appendix C but not in Ex 208. The amounts attributed to Colstrip 
can be found in PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 813, Attachment 813-A. 

2. Appendix C reflects settled amounts prior to PGE’s final November 15, 2021 net variable 
power cost (NVPC) update for 2022. This update reduced PGE’s 2022 NVPC by 
approximately $375,000, which had a corresponding impact to PGE’s working cash 
amount included in rate base. The final NVPC amount and corresponding changes to 
PGE’s revenue sensitive amounts, including working cash, can be found in PGE’s response 
to OPUC Data Request No. 813, Attachment 813-A. 

 

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 41 of 83



June 6, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 817 

Dated May 23, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Refer to UE 416_AWEC DR 039_Attach A.xlsx, tabs Unbundling Source Data, Net Plant Recon 
Detailed and CPR Controls.  Revise these schedules to add PGE’s plant balances as of May 1, 2022 
by the same FERC account categories as the starting point and then showing actual additions, 
retirements, and other adjustments to get to the actual December 31, 2022 plant balances that 
currently serve as the starting point for each schedule. 
 
Response: 
 
Attachment 817-A provides the requested information. 
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 817

Attachment A

OPUC DR 817

Gross Plant

Functional Class
FERC Balance - Actuals

4/30/22 Additions
Additions

(ARC) Retirements Transfers
Lease Activity 

(Accounts 1011%)
Remove Colstrip
Steam & General

Hydro 723,090,966                        11,606,657            -                    (526,320)               (29,922)                   (6,196,105)                -                           727,945,276          
Other Production 3,384,597,478                    32,635,201            1,459,436        (12,913,151)         -                           (7,131,904)                -                           3,398,647,060       
Steam Production [1] 536,785,321                        9,553,296               -                    (12,746,525)         -                           -                              (533,592,092)         
Generation 4,644,473,764                     53,795,154             1,459,436         (26,185,996)          (29,922)                    (13,328,009)               (533,592,092)          4,126,592,336           
Distribution 4,563,260,983                     259,444,915           -                     (10,065,759)          -                           -                              -                           4,812,640,139           
General Plant 922,494,019                        54,558,855             -                     (26,498,744)          29,922                     (367,302)                    (4,717,174)              945,499,575              
Intangible - Software 598,467,051                        33,879,609             -                     -                          -                           -                              -                           632,346,660              
Intangible - Other 197,802,202                        98,955                     -                     -                          -                           -                              -                           197,901,158              
Transmission 1,021,774,422                     95,644,178             -                     (1,390,757)            -                           -                              -                           1,116,027,843           
  Ending Balance 11,948,272,441                   497,421,665           1,459,436         (64,141,256)          -                           (13,695,311)               (538,309,266)          11,831,007,710        

Actuals
12/31/2022

May 2022-December 2022 Activity
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 817

Attachment A

OPUC DR 817

Gross Plant

Functional Class
Hydro
Other Production
Steam Production [1]
Generation
Distribution
General Plant
Intangible - Software
Intangible - Other
Transmission
  Ending Balance

Remove
Leases in Accounts 

1011%
ARO Adjustment 

to Rate Base
Adjusted 12/31/22 

Balance
Forecasted 
Additions

Forecasted 
Retirements [Not in Use]

ARO Adjustment 
to Rate Base

12/31/2023
Forecasted Ending Balance

(167,294,823)                     217,613,039          (1,134,021)                                         
(179,524,545)                  66,278,555            -                                                         

                                                                          
(346,819,368)         (27,383,533)            3,752,389,435          283,891,594           (1,134,021)              -                           -                           4,035,147,007                          

-                           -                           4,812,640,139          374,930,777           (35,114,675)            -                           -                           5,152,456,241                          
(3,768,388)              -                           941,731,187             91,031,589             (75,266,486)            -                           -                           957,496,290                             

-                           -                           632,346,660             137,445,160           -                           -                           -                           769,791,819                             
-                           -                           197,901,158             824,011                   -                           -                           -                           198,725,169                             
-                           -                           1,116,027,843          28,619,196             (5,143,022)              -                           -                           1,139,504,017                          

(350,587,756)         (27,383,533)           11,453,036,421       916,742,327           (116,658,204)         -                           -                           12,253,120,544                       

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 44 of 83
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May 12, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE’s Supplemental Response to OPUC Data Request 611 

Dated April 20, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Refer to Exhibit 800 Workpaper “2024 GRC MMA Work Paper Final for initial filing,” Tab 
“Assumptions,” table “LTSA Contract Assumptions” (cell range J1:U30), please provide: 

a. Actual vendor service agreements / contract documents / quotes / other sources 
(whichever are applicable) supporting the hard-coded dollar values and assumed annual 
escalations contained in this table. 

b. Please make sure the provided vendor documents include vendor name, effective dates, 
pricing payment terms/ fee schedules, as well as the description of services to be 
provided. 

 
Initial Response (dated May 4, 2023): 
 
The contract assumptions from our MMA workbook are created using the LTSA contracts. PGE is 
currently unable to provide the requested information due to contractual obligations with third 
parties. PGE will supplement this response if authorized by third parties to provide unredacted 
versions of the agreements. 
 
Highly Confidential Attachment 611-A provides our Carty LTSA contract as approved by PGE’s 
legal counsel. 
 
Attachment 611-A is highly confidential information subject to Modified Protective Order 
No. 23-138. 
 
Supplemental Response (dated May 12, 2023): 
 
Highly Confidential Attachment 611-B provides our Coyote Springs LTSA contract, which is the 
basis for PGE’s Coyote Springs LTSA contract assumptions. This contract also supports the 
vendor information requested in OPUC DR 612. 
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Highly Confidential Attachment 611-C provides our Carty LTSA contract, which is the basis for 
PGE’s Carty LTSA contract assumptions. This contract also supports the vendor information 
requested in OPUC DR 612. 
 
Highly Confidential Attachment 611-D provides our Port Westward LTSA contract, which is the 
basis for PGE’s Port Westward LTSA contract assumptions. This contract also supports the vendor 
information requested in OPUC DR 612.  
 
Attachments 611-B through 611-D are highly confidential information subject to Modified 
Protective Order No. 23-138. 
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May 4, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 615 

Dated April 20, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Please compare two tables: (i) an image of a table entitled “PW1 MMA Accrual & Deferral” found 
in Exhibit 800 Workpaper “2024 GRC MMA Work Paper Final for initial filing, Tab “Summary,” 
and, (ii) a table in “PW1 2022 JPR67P_202212_PWW LTSA”, Tab “1. PW1 MMA Rollforward,” 
provided in data response to AWEC Data Request 113.  These two tables appear to be very similar, 
with one major difference being entries for December 2022. 

a. Which version of this table is more accurate?   
b. Which version of this table flows into PGE’s proposed MMA adjustments? 

 
Response: 
 

a. The table included in PGE’s response to AWEC Data Request No. 113 is more accurate, 
as it has newer numbers than the numbers included in PGE’s Exhibit 800 MMA work 
paper. The Exhibit 800 MMA work paper is created as a snapshot in time during the 
development of PGE’s General Rate Case filing. 

b. The version included in PGE’s Exhibit 800 work paper, “2024 GRC MMA Work Paper 
Final for initial filing,” is what PGE used to develop the 2024 MMA collection amount. 
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May 4, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 617 

Dated April 20, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Referring to PGE non-confidential workpaper to Exhibit 200 entitled “Exhibit Support_2024” Tab 
“Rate Base Data,” line numbers 17 through 20 (Rate Base, Major Maintenance): 

a. How are these amounts derived? Please explain and provide supporting workpapers. 
b. Regarding line 20 “Carty Major Maintenance (AWO 7000000322); excluded from base:” 

Please explain whether this item is excluded from rate base in this case as this note appears 
to indicate. 

 
Response: 
 

a. The referenced amounts are calculated by PGE’s financial forecasting department. For the 
December 31, 2023 balances included in this case, actual October 2022 month-ending 
balances were used as the starting point. From there, PGE’s financial forecasting model 
assumes a net monthly change in balance based on an estimated collection (amortization) 
amount and spend (additions) amount. Attachment 617-A provides this data.  

b. No. This appears to be extraneous data and is not relevant to the referenced line. 
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May 24, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 775 

Dated May 10, 2023 
 
Request: 
 

Refer to Exhibit 800 Workpaper “2024 GRC MMA Work Paper_Final for initial filing,” Tab 
“Summary:” 

a. Confirm or deny that value in cell D34 (year 2023 Amortization for PW2) should be 
negative, rather than positive. To the extent you deny this observation, please 
explain why. 

b. To the extent you confirm (a), please (i) explain whether and how the correction 
would change the proposed MMA adjustment, as well as overall proposed revenue 
requirements and (ii) provide the updated workbook(s). 

c. To the extent you deny (b), please explain why. 
 
Response: 
 

a. PGE confirms that the value in cell D34 should be negative, rather than positive. 
b. This correction would reduce the proposed MMA amount from $1,160,459 to $773,805 

for PW2. PGE will provide an updated workbook in its reply to Staff’s opening testimony. 
c. Not applicable.  
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April 13, 2023 
 
To: Jesse Gorsuch 
 Alliance of Western Energy Consumers 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to AWEC Data Request 113 

Dated March 30, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
Reference Exhibit 800 Workpaper “2024 GRC MMA Work Paper_Final for initial filing,”  Tab 
“Summary”:   

a. Please provide accounting workpapers detailing the December 31, 2022 balancing 
account balances for each of PGE’s power plants or facilities identified in the 
referenced workpaper.  Please provide the balance on a monthly basis, detailing all 
additions and amortizations to the respective accounts since the accounts were 
initiated. 

b. Please provide transaction-level detail supporting all major maintenance expenses 
recorded to the balancing accounts identified in the referenced workpaper since the 
respective accounts were initiated through the most recent month available.  

c. Please explain how the adjustments in the referenced worksheet are included in 
revenue requirement in workpaper “Exhibit Support_2024” 

d. Please provide the workpapers from UE 394 that were used to establish the current 
amortization rate. 

Response: 
 

a. PGE objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 
Subject to and without waving its objection, PGE responds as follows: 
Confidential Attachments 113-A through 113-F provide accounting workpapers for each 
of PGE’s power plants referenced in the major maintenance accrual (MMA) workpaper, 
from 2019 to 2022. Please note that for Carty and Port Westward I from 2019-2020 and 
Port Westward II from 2019-2021, accounting workpapers allocated the MMA balance by 
invoice instead of by month. To provide more detail, PGE is providing Confidential 
Attachment 113-G which contains the monthly accrual for the previously mentioned plants 
and years. 

b. PGE objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 
Subject to and without waving its objection, PGE responds as follows:  
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Confidential Attachment 113-H contains transaction-level detail from 2019 through 2022 
for all major maintenance expenses as shown in the “YTD EXP” columns from the 
screenshots on the “Summary” tab of the referenced Exhibit 800 Workpaper: “2024 GRC 
MMA Work Paper_Final for initial filing.” These major maintenance expenses contain all 
expenses recorded to generation account 5530001, for each plant’s MMA accounting work 
order.  

c. The MMA adjustment in cell E19 of tab “2020-2022 MMA Adjustment” is included in the 
PGE Exhibit 200 work paper, “Exhibit Support_2024,” tab “Generation” as part of the total 
amount for account 5530001. The total amount included in “Exhibit Support_2024,” tab 
“Generation” matches the sum of 5530001 provided in the PGE Exhibit 800 work paper 
“GRC Production Workpaper 2022-2024 Variance,” tab “Core Data.” 

d. Confidential Attachment 113-I contains the workpaper from UE 394 that was used to 
establish the current amortization rate. 

 
Attachments 113-A through 113-I provide protected information subject to General Protective 
Order No. 23-039. 
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D
ated S
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ber 15, 2021 

R
equ

est:

W
ith regard to the C

om
pany’s historic “fuel stock”:

a.
P

lease provide the forecasted value of the C
om

pany’s fuel stock in each year from
 2016 

to 2021.

b.
P

lease provide the actual value the C
om

pany fuel stock in each year from
 2016 to 2020.

c.
P

lease provide a breakdow
n of the value provided in response to section “a,” show

ing 
each fuel type separately, providing both the U

S
 dollar value of the fuel stock, and its 

quantity and unit of m
easure (e.g. gallons or other).

d.
P

lease provide a narrative explanation of how
 the values provided in response to sections 

“a” and “b” w
ere calculated. Include a copy of the C

om
pany’s calculation w

ith this 
response in electronic w

orkbook form
at, w

ith all cells and form
ulas intact. 

e.
W

here fuel stock has been assigned to a specific generator, please provide” a breakdow
n 
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i.
T

he fuel types assigned to each generator.
ii. 

T
he quantity of each fuel type (including the unit of m
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ent) assigned to 

each generator 
iii. 

T
he U

S
 dollar value of each fuel type assigned to each generator. 
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and a forecast2021
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UE 394 PGE Response to OPUC DR 779 
Page 2 
 

Attachment 779-A provides a year-end 2019 forecast balance, based on a March 2019 
forecast, with actuals through February 2019 and a year-end 2020 forecast balance, based 
on a March 2020 forecast, with actuals through February 2020.  

b. Attachment 779-B provides actual year-end quantity and value of PGE’s fuel stock for 
2016 to 2020. 

c. PGE forecasts fuel stock based on the value and not based on quantity.  See PGE’s 
response to OPUC Data Request No. 778 for additional detail.  

d. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome and requires new 
analysis. Without waiving and notwithstanding this objection, PGE responds as follows: 

Values for part (a.) come from PGE’s historical general rate case records and from 
historical forecast information.  PGE no longer has the calculations used at that point in 
time.  PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 778 provides a narrative explanation 
and data in support on how PGE currently forecasts fuel inventories.  Values for part (b.) 
come from PGE’s accounting records.  Inventory values are calculated based on ending 
balances and the weighted average cost of the commodity at that point in time.  

e. All current gas inventories are stored at North Mist, which is used to fuel PGE’s Port 
Westward 1, Port Westward 2, and Beaver plants.  All current coal inventory is for 
Colstrip.  Oil inventories are currently used for Colstrip and Beaver.  CO2 allowance 
inventories are not assigned to a specific generator.  Attachment 779-B provides the 
historical breakout of these amounts. 
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March 30, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 340 
Dated March 16, 2023

Request: 

Regarding the Company’s fuel stock:

a. Please provide a narrative explanation of the purpose of fuel stock.

b. Please provide a narrative explanation of how existing fuel stock is valued in the
Company’s filing.

c. If fuel stock is not valued at the lower of average cost or net realizable value in this
filing, please explain why not.

d. If the calculation of fuel stock as included in the Company’s filing differs from the
calculation of fuel stock recorded on the Company’s FERC Form 1 filing, please
provide a narrative explanation of this difference.

e. Please specify the value of fuel stock that the Company’s is requesting recovery for
in this filing in US dollars.  Include a reference to where this value is reflected in the
Company’s work papers and indicate whether and when this value will be updated
during the course of this filing.

Response:

a. The purpose of fuel stock is to allow immediate availability of fuels needed to run PGE’s
generating plants to meet load demand.

b. For the MONET model, existing natural gas volumes at the North Mist storage facility are
used to forecast the January 2024 storage volume and weighted average cost of gas
(WACOG) based on anticipated gas injections and withdrawals at North Mist. The value
of stored gas is based on the forecasted WACOG for the month that PGE anticipates the
stored fuel will be burned. PGE’s oil stock is valued at the lower of cost or market (LCM).
PGE calculates the value of coal purchased that Talen reports, using the weighted average
cost method.

c. Regarding natural gas, North Mist stored gas is valued at the WACOG. There is no physical
access from North Mist to the Williams NW Pipeline due to the uni-directional nature of
the Kelso-Beaver pipeline, and thus, there is no realizable value for stored gas as it can
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March 30, 2023 

To: 

From: 

Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 341 
Dated March 16, 2023 

Request: 

Please provide a narrative explanation of how the Company dete1mines the most efficient and 
effective invento1y levels for fuel stock. In addition to this response, please provide the following 
info1mation: 

a. References to any relevant internal policies in response to the question above. 

b. A copy of any relevant internal policies with this response, and whether the Company 
is in compliance with its policies. Please explain. 

c. Indicate whether the optimal invento1y levels depend on the price of the fuel. If yes, 
please provide an explanation of this. 

d. Explain how the Company accounts for potential supply dismptions when planning its 
fuel stock. 

Response: 

PGE maintains adequate fuel stock levels for the primaiy pmpose of helping to facilitate the 
reliable operations of PGE's generation fleet. A secondruy pmpose, which pertains to PGE's gas 
inventories at North Mist, is to facilitate the most economic dispatch of PGE's Port Westwru·d 1, 
Port Westwai·d 2, ru1d Beaver plants (Westside Thennal Plants). 

North Mist, PGE's sole somce of gas storage, coupled with 111 ,805 dekathern1s (dth) of daily 
No1ihwest Pipeline transpo1t is the portfolio solution for fueling PGE's Westside The1mal Plants. 
With a total combined daily demand of approximately 220,000 dth PGE must rely on stored gas 
to operate these plants at full capacity. 

Based on cmTent fo1wru·d price curve info1mation and to meet reliability needs during heavier 
> usage seasons, No1th Mist, which has approximately 4,100,000 dth of capacity, is intended to be 

-----:'? full June 30th ru1d November 30th
. If a strnctural change occurs to the cmTent fo1ward price cmve 

the storage optimization will be adjusted, resulting in a different No1th Mist invento1y level 
---)+ throughout the yeai·. For reliability pmposes, North Mist invento1y is maintained at a minimum 

storage level of 1,200,000 dth. 



PGE's Response to OPUC DR 341 
March 24, 2023
Page 2

As it pertains to PGE’s coal supply for its ownership share in Colstrip Units 3 and 4, the co-owners 
of the Colstrip plant have a coal supply agreement with Westmorland, covering the period of 
January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2025. The terms of the agreement have a minimum take 
provision for tons of coal annually and tiered pricing. Coal is delivered directly from the mine to 
the plant for immediate consumption. Due to the proximity of the plant to the mine, a minimum 
amount of coal is on site at the plant. To determine the annual quantity of coal that will be utilized, 
the price of the delivered coal is used to determine the dispatch cost for the plant. Please note that 
all costs associated with Colstrip have been placed in a separate schedule (Schedule 146) and are 
not included in this general rate case. 

a. Not applicable.

b. Not applicable.

c. Optimal inventory levels do not depend on the price of fuel. For gas at North Mist, it
depends on the value derived from PGE’s gas storage modeling in MONET, coupled with
maintaining approximately 1.2 billion cubic feet (BCF), to ensure the Port Westward
thermal plant can be dispatched for seven days exclusively on storage gas should a gas
pipeline disruption occur.

Colstrip is a mine mouth plant.1 On site, a small quantity of coal is on hand to help regulate
the volume of coal entering the plant and to manage issues that arise at the plant or the
mine. For example, the plant may go off-line for a few hours or few days and coal from the
mine would be held on site to be burned when the plant resumes operation. Conversely if
there is an issue with the mine, the coal on hand could be utilized to keep the plant running
while the mine issues are resolved. In addition, the on-site coal can be blended with coal
coming directly from the mine to ensure that quality meets the standard needed for the
units. The coal on hand at the plant can vary from a few days’ supply up to several days’
supply for both units 3 and 4 at full operation.

Oil inventory levels are based on the amount required to fuel PGE’s Beaver Plant
operations at full load for approximately four to five days during heavy load hours. Oil
(diesel) is used at Colstrip to start the units. Typically, Colstrip will store sufficient diesel
on site to support three to five starts per year for each unit.

d. See PGE’s response to part (c.).

1 Colstrip is located directly next to a coal mine. 
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March 30, 2023 

To: 

From: 

Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 342 
Dated March 16, 2023 

Request: 

Regarding the Company's fuel stock requirements: 

a. Please provide a nru.rntive explanation of any applicable Company policies or 
procedures and provide a copy of sru.ne. 

b. Please specify the number of days/hours of plant operation at full capacity the fuel 
stock represents for each of the Company's applicable generating facilities. Include 
references to, and copies of, any applicable policies or procedmes which guide this. 

c. Please indicate whether the Company has unde1iaken any cost benefit, risk 
management, and/or other analyses to infonn its fuel stock requirements. If yes, 
please provide a copy of any such analyses. 

d. In general, how is fuel stock related to average historic operation, or intenuptions in 
fuel supply deliveries? 

e. Please provide a nanative explanation of the change in PGE' s fuel stock requirements 
following its entiy into the Energy Imbalance Mru.·ket. Include compru.·isons with 
December 31st coal fuel stocks held in prior years. 

Response: 

> a. PGE does not have a company policy regarding fuel stock requirements. See PGE's 
---'? response to OPUC Data Request Nos. 340, 341, and 344 for additional infonnation. 

b. See PGE's response to OPUC Data Request No. 341. 
c. Not applicable. 
d. Colstrip's fuel stock has remained relatively consistent year over year. Beaver's oil stock 

also remains relatively consistent yeru.· over year. Noti h Mist is based on PGE's seasonal 
injection and withdrawal cycles and consistent with amounts forecast in PGE's net variable 
power costs. Additionally, PGE stores gas in the lower-price times of yeru.· to ensure 
sufficient gas supply in the periods when the prices for power and gas will be higher. This 
operation is forecasted based on historical operation and power and gas prices. The actual 
operations will vru.y based on infom1ation that is available within the operating year. See 



PGE's Response to OPUC DR 342 
March 30, 2023 
Page 2 

PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request Nos. 340, 341, and 344 for additional information.
e. Entry into the EIM has not affected PGE’s fuel stock requirements. See PGE’s response to

OPUC Data Request Nos. 340, 341, and 344 for additional information.
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April 11, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 344 
Dated March 16, 2023

Request: 

With regard to the Company’s historic “fuel stock”:

a. Please provide the forecasted value of the Company’s fuel stock in each year from
2015 to 2024 at the time a forecast was made for that respective year for Company
operating purposes.

b. Please provide the actual value the Company fuel stock in each year from 2015 to
2022.

c. Please provide a breakdown of the value provided in response to section “a,” showing
each fuel type separately, providing both the US dollar value of the fuel stock, and its
quantity and unit of measure (e.g. gallons or other).

d. Please provide a narrative explanation of how the values provided in response to
sections “a” and “b” were calculated. Include a copy of the Company’s calculation
with this response in electronic workbook format, with all cells and formulas intact.

e. Where fuel stock has been assigned to a specific generator, please provide” a
breakdown showing:

i. The fuel types assigned to each generator.

ii. The quantity of each fuel type (including the unit of measurement) assigned to
each generator.

Response: 

a. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is vague, unduly burdensome, and requires
new analysis. Without waiving and notwithstanding this objection, PGE responds as
follows:
Attachment 344-A provides forecasted values that pull from PGE’s UI Financial Model
data. Forecasted values exist starting with 2016.

b. Attachment 344-B provides actual year-end quantity and value of PGE’s fuel stock for
2015 to 2022

UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 62 of 83



UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 63 of 83

PGE's Response to OPUC DR 344 
April 11 , 2023 
Page2 

c. PGE forecasts oil and gas inventories as one amount and coal and CO2 allowance 
inventories as one amount and these amounts of fuel stock are forecast based on value and 
not on quantity. 

d. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is unduly burdensome and requires new 
analysis. Without waiving and notwithstanding this objection, PGE responds as follows: 
Values for pait (a.) come from PGE's UI Planner Financial Model. Attachment 344-A 
provides the UI calculation used to anive at these values, on the "Data source
methodology" tab. On this tab, the calculation is described with a step by step fonnula for 
Januaiy 2023, as an example of how a forecast value gets created. Values for pait (b.) come 
from PGE's accOlmting records. Invento1y values ru.·e calculated based on ending balances 
and the weighted average cost of the commodity at that point in time. 

e. All cunent gas inventories are stored at No1th Mist, which is used to fuel PGE's Po1t 
Westward 1, P01t Westward 2, and Beaver plants. All cmTent coal invento1y is for Colstrip. 
Oil inventories ru.·e currently used for Colstrip and Beaver. CO2 allowance inventories ru.·e 
not assigned to a specific generator. Attachment 344-B provides the historical breakout of 
these amounts. 
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May 9, 2023 

To: 

From: 

Request: 

Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 640 
Dated April 25, 2023 

In its testimony, the Company states "PGE has removed all identifiable costs for the Colstrip 
generating plant from base rates and included them within Schedule 146. Consequently, no 
Colstrip operations and maintenance (O&M) or plant-Related costs are included in PGE's 2024 
revenue requirement." (UE 416 / PGE / 200 / Batzler - Ferchland / 3.) The Company goes on to 
note: "Similar to Colstrip, all Boru·dman-related costs have been removed from both actual and 
forecasted results." (Id.) 

a. Please discuss whether these statements hold with respect to fuel stocks for Colstrip. To 
the extent that there ru·e non-zero fuel stock costs for Colstrip in PGE's 2024 revenue 
requirement, please identify how much and where in PGE's workpapers the figure is 
found and derived. 

b. Please confnm that there are zero fuel stock costs for Boardman in PGE's 2024 revenue 
requirement. 

Response: 

--->~ a. Yes. All fuel stock assigned to Colstrip (coal and oil) have been removed from PGE's 
request in this case. 

b. Confnmed. 



 

May 9, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 642 
Dated April 25, 2023

Request: 

In Docket No: UE 394, Staff stated: “As for the Company’s determination of CO2 allowance stock, 
Staff believes that the forecasted CO2 allowance stock provides no value to customers and should 
be excluded in its entirety for the reasons explained below.” (Docket No: UE 394, Staff/1000 / 
Enright/3.) With respect to this issue, please answer the following questions: 

a. How was this issue resolved in the Stipulation in UE 394? 

b. With respect to the CO2 allowance stock in the instant proceeding, is it PGE’s position 
that the allowances are used and useful? Please explain.  

c. Please provide a discussion of PGE’s policies and practices with respect to CO2 
allowance stocks. Please provide all internal documents detailing such policies and 
practices.  

d. Please identify the total dollar value of CO2 allowance stock included in the rate base 
in the instant proceeding, where that figure is found in the work papers and how it was 
calculated.  

e. Per UE 416_OPUC DR 344_Attach B, the dollar value of CO2 allowance stocks has 
fluctuated dramatically. Please explain the fluctuations. Also, in view of the 
fluctuations, please explain how PGE determines an optimal CO2 allowance stock. 
Please provide all policy analyses and work papers supporting the answer.  

 

Response: 

a. The above referenced issue was a part of a bundled settlement listed as item 12 in Docket 
No. UE 394’s Second Partial Stipulation between PGE, Staff, CUB, AWEC, Kroger, and 
Walmart. PGE’s willingness to include this item in the bundled settlement should not be 
interpreted as an agreement to Staff’s arguments.  

b. Yes. PGE has a compliance obligation under California’s cap and trade program for GHG 
emissions associated with imported electricity into the state of California. Imported 
electricity into the state of California results in sales benefits in PGE’s net variable power 
costs from both a forecast perspective within MONET (e.g., EIM benefit methodology) 
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 642 
May 9, 2023 
Page 2 

and an actuals perspective as ultimately reflected within customer prices via PGE’s PCAM. 
c. Confidential Attachment 642-A provides PGE’s accounting & reporting white paper

regarding PGE’s accounting for carbon (i.e., CO2) allowances. PGE notes that the white
paper has not yet been updated to reflect Washington State’s cap-and-invest program and
PGE does not currently hold any Washington carbon allowances within its fuel inventories.

d. PGE’s fuel inventory test year forecast is derived from PGE’s financial forecasting
modeling software, which summarizes fuel inventory into two primary categories (i.e., oil
& gas and coal) for reporting and forecasting purposes. Because PGE’s carbon allowances
are rolled up under coal in this software, they were inadvertently excluded from PGE’s test
period revenue requirement forecast. PGE’s normal method of forecasting carbon
allowances simply carries forward the most recent actual period ending balance.
No additional assumptions are made. PGE will update its revenue requirement within reply
testimony to correctly reflect the current balance of carbon allowances in inventory. As of
March 31, 2023 the current inventory balance was $3,020,973.

e. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is vague and ambiguous. It is unclear what
Staff considers “fluctuated dramatically.” Notwithstanding its objection, PGE responds as
follows:
If the focus on fluctuation is the increase in allowances beginning year end 2019 (relative
to year end 2018) and then a fall in allowances in year end 2020 and year end 2021, the
changes in CO2 allowance stock result from PGE’s purchases of allowances throughout a
compliance period but retirements of allowances predominantly in November of the year
after the end of a compliance period.

For example, the third California Air Resources Board (CARB) compliance period began
January 1, 2018 and ended December 31, 2020. To meet requirements for the third
compliance period, PGE purchased compliance instruments in 2018 and 2019, and retired
compliance instruments equivalent to the following schedule:

30 percent of its 2018 obligation on November 1, 2019,
30 percent of its 2019 obligation on November 1, 2020, and
All remaining compliance period obligation (i.e., 70 percent of 2018, 70 percent
of 2019 and 100 percent of 2020) on November 1, 2021.

PGE monitors compliance obligations throughout the year to ensure year-to-date 
obligations incurred are consistent with PGE’s anticipated obligations based on prior 
year(s) results.  
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May 9, 2023 
 
To: Marc Hellman 
 Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
  
From: Jaki Ferchland 
 Manager, Revenue Requirement 

 
Portland General Electric Company 

UE 416 
PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 647 

Dated April 25, 2023 
 
Request: 
 
In UE 394, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 780, Dated September 15, 2021, states: “For 
reliability purposes, North Mist inventory is maintained at a minimum storage level of 
1,200,000dth.”  

a. Please explain what is meant by “reliability purposes.”  Reliability of what? Is it the 
reliability of the North Mist storage facility or the operations of PGE’s gas facilities 
(e.g., PW2)? If it is the latter, please explain why 1,200,000dth is the minimal storage 
level needed to maintain/ensure “reliability.” Please provide supporting documentation 
for your answer.  

 
Response: 
 
The North Mist minimum storage level of 1.2 billion cubic feet (BCF) ensures generation 
reliability at PGE’s Port Westward / Beaver complex as it is designed to support seven days of 
continuous operations at PW1 with North Mist as the sole source of fuel.  
 
The 1.2 BCF minimum storage level ensures that the North Mist capacity remains above the 
minimum capacity of 18% and meets expected gas supply demand at PW1 for seven days, based 
on expected 2024 summer and winter plant MONET output and heat rate. Attachment 647-A, tab 
“PW1 Gas Demand”, provides monthly gas supply demand forecast to support PW1 operations in 
2024 based on March 31, 2023 MONET update plant output and heat rate. As provided in the 
attachment, gas supply demand fluctuates between approximately 62,000 dth/day and 66,000 
dth/day in summer (i.e., July, August, September) and winter months (December, January, 
February). 
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May 9, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 648 
Dated April 25, 2023

Request: 

In UE 394, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 780, Dated September 15, 2021, states: 
“Optimal inventory levels do not depend on the price of fuel. For gas at North Mist, it depends on 
the value derived from PGE’s gas storage modeling in MONET, coupled with maintaining 
approximately 1.2 billion cubic feet (BCF), to ensure the Port Westward thermal plant can be 
dispatched for seven days exclusively on storage gas should a gas pipeline disruption occur.” 

a. Please explain and demonstrate how MONET determines the optimal fuel stock at North
Mist? In this explanation, please distinguish between (i) the optimal level of fuel
inventory/stock at North Mist, and (ii) the optimal dispatch of Westside Thermal Plants.
Also, please identify where in the work papers this analysis is found.

b. What is the basis for the requirement to be able to run Port Westward for “seven days”
on stored gas. Please provide supporting documentation.

c. Please provide all instances in the last ten years in which such “gas pipeline disruptions”
have occurred.

d. Please provide support for the statement that Port Westward requires “1.2 billion cubic
feet (BCF)” to run for seven days.

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is vague and overly broad. Subject to and without 
waiving this objection, PGE responds as follows: 

a. MONET does not determine the optimal fuel stock at North Mist. The stored gas balance
in the MONET model is based on storage cycle plan, which is dependent on a number of
considerations. Please see PGE’s response to OPUC Data Request No. 645 part (b).
In addition, PGE modifies the storage cycle plan input into the model based on discussion
with its Power Operations traders to confirm maintenance operations and storage
requirements.

b. PGE uses the seven days assumption consistent with actual operational practices.
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May 9, 2023 

To: 

From: 

Request: 

Marc Hellman 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 650 
Dated April 25, 2023 

In UE 394, PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 780, Dated September 15, 2021, states: "Oil 
invent01y levels are based on the amount required to fuel PGE's Beaver Plant operations at full 
load for approximately four to five days during heavy load hours." But the Company in same 
response stated that it is "maintaining approximately 1. 2 billion cubic feet (BCF), to ensure the 
Poli Westward thennal plant can be dispatched for seven days exclusively on storage gas should a 
gas pipeline dismption occur." 

a. Please explain how the two provisions - (i) the oil invento1y for "four to five days" 
and (ii) the gas fuel stock for "seven days" - are not duplicative to the same purpose 
of covering for potential contingencies. 

Response: 

Beaver fuel oil and North Mist gas storage reserves for P011 Westward 1 (PWl ) are not duplicative. 
--)~ PGE's west side thennal generation consists of three generating facilities (i.e., PWl , PW2, and 

Beaver) totaling roughly l l00MWa of generation, depending on ambient conditions. 

Natural gas supply for the west side thennal plants is delivered via a single interstate natural gas 
pipeline, No11hwest Pipeline. Therefore, any natural gas supply disrnption could significantly 
impact west side thennal plant reliability. 

The Beaver fuel oil and the No11h Mist gas storage reserves for PWl cmTently provide fuel 
redundancy for 51 % of the west side generating facilities in the on-peak hours. 1 However, as pa1t 
of the multi-year Beaver Emission Reduction Program (see PGE Exhibit 800), PGE is removing 
fuel oil firing capability at the Beaver plant. In 2024, fuel oil firing capability will be removed 
from an additional two Beaver turbines, resulting in four of the six Beaver turbines m1able to 
consume fuel oil. Fuel oil firing capability will be removed from the final two Beaver turbines in 
2025. 

----)'!JI- 1 51% represents the average capacity ofPWl (i.e., approximately 400 MW) and two Beaver units (i.e., 
approximately l 60MW) 



PGE's Response to OPUC DR 650 
May 9, 2023 
Page 2 

During a contingency event, like a pipeline disruption that reduces or eliminates gas supply from 
the regional pipeline infrastructure, fuel oil inventory would support operations of two Beaver 
turbines while gas storage reserves would support full operations of PW1 for 7 days. In this type 
of a contingency event, some portions of the generation (e.g., all of PW2 and up to four Beaver 
turbines) would need to be replaced with power purchases at potentially high market prices, 
because there would be no fuel supply available.
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ission of O

regon

From
:

Jaki Ferchland 
M

anager, R
evenue R

equirem
ent

P
ortland G

eneral E
lectric C

om
pany 

U
E

 416
P

G
E

 R
esponse to O

P
U

C
 D

ata R
equest 653 

D
ated

A
pril 25, 2023

R
equ

est: 

P
lease explain how

 P
G

E
 w

eighs/balances (i) the perm
anent cost of m

aintaining a fuel stock for 
“reliability purposes” against (ii) the incidental cost of pow

er purchases, to accom
m

odate 
contingencies.  P

lease also explain the extent to w
hich the C

om
pany view

s fuel stocks and pow
er 

purchases as tw
o alternatives for m

aintaining reliability. W
hat are the C

om
pany’s policies in this 

regard? H
as the C

om
pany conducted financial analysis to this effect?  If yes, please provide those 

analyses and supporting policy docum
ents.   

R
espon

se: 

P
G

E
 does not view

 relying on m
arket purchases (as a replacem

ent to a considerable am
ount of 

P
G

E
’s w

estside generation) as sound operational strategy to ensure reliability during potential 
supply disruptions, w

hen m
arket prices can increase dram

atically and expose P
G

E
 and custom

ers 
to large pow

er costs and even pow
er outages if there is no capacity available in the m

arket. 
T

herefore, P
G

E
 did not conduct specific financial analyses to com

pare m
aintaining storage 

reserves at N
orth M

ist that support P
W

1 plant dispatch during potential supply disruption events 
w

ith the cost of equivalent m
arket energy purchases. 

R
eference P

G
E

’s response to O
P

U
C

 D
ata R

equest N
o. 650: N

orth M
ist gas storage reserves

m
aintained for reliability purposes ensures fuel supply for

seven days of operation at
P

ort 
W

estw
ard 1

(P
W

1). If the gas storage reserve
for reliability purposes is no longer m

aintained, P
G

E
and its custom

ers w
ould be exposed to the risk of m

arket energy purchases at potentially 
prohibitive prices to cover the capacity that P

W
1 provides (i.e., approxim

ately 400 M
W

a) during 
supply disruption events or peak dem

and, w
hen m

arket prices are expected to be extrem
ely high. 

For reference, the total N
orth M

ist gas storage inventory included in P
G

E
’s 2024 forecast rate base 

is approxim
ately $22.2 m

illion (see P
G

E
’s response to O

P
U

C
 D

ata R
equest N

o. 639), w
hich 

translates to an annual revenue requirem
ent (i.e., cost of including

this fuel inventory in rate base) 
of approxim

ately $2.0 m
illion.  
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$000 

Forecast Dec 2016 Dec 2017 Dec 2018 Dec 2019 Dec 2020 Dec 2021 Dec 2022 Dec 2023 Dec 2024 
X:[Materials & Supplies:] 

Y:[Fuel Oil & Gas] 11,526 9,217 9,575 16,171 11,330 11,058 18,289 17,386 12,397 
Z:[Coal] 19,175 21,163 20,425 17,016 3,421 8,569 4,877 6,519 6,519 

AA:[Materials] 45,168 50,357 53,219 54,369 56,761 50,044 51,981 64,616 66,655 
AB:[Total] 75,869 80,737 83,219 87,555 71,512 69,671 75,147 88,521 85,570 



UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 344

Attachment  B

Year-End Fuel Inventory 
By Fuel and Year 2015-
2022

Coal Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $
Boardman 601,100                         24,330,780$                 422,612                         16,783,297$                283,876                         11,422,971$                 294,919                         11,760,874$                 

Colstrip 135,405                         2,753,044$                    133,525                         2,801,449$                   130,090                         2,678,764$                    132,955                         2,923,234$                    
CO2  Allowances 94,926                            1,162,155$                    160,004                         1,967,963$                   188,754                         2,331,408$                    222,741                         3,120,107$                    

Total Coal 28,245,979                   21,552,710                  16,433,143                   17,804,215                   

Oil Barrels $ Barrels $ Barrels $ Barrels $
Beaver 70,913                            7,568,278$                    70,346                            7,507,774$                   69,600                            7,428,145$                    74,201                            7,880,281$                    

Boardman 8,743                              633,270$                       4,055                              289,620$                      6,529                              549,065$                       7,550                              729,472$                       
Colstrip 2,156                              207,310$                       2,363                              167,892$                      2,297                              192,318$                       2,314                              241,636$                       

Natural Gas Decatherms $ Decatherms $ Decatherms $ Decatherms $

Mist 908,645                         2,251,001$                    1,219,144                      2,335,699$                   1,091,722                      1,896,668$                    722,758                         1,554,022$                    
N Mist -                                  -$                                -                                  -$                               -                                  -$                                797,315                         2,573,377$                    

Total Oil & NG 10,659,860$                 10,300,984$                10,066,196$                 12,978,788$                 

Total: 38,905,838$                 31,853,694$                26,499,339$                 30,783,003$                 

2015

2016 2017

2016 2017

2015

2015

2016 2017 2018

2018

2018
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UE 416
PGE's Response to OPUC DR 344

Attachment  B

Year-End Fuel Inventory 
By Fuel and Year 2015-
2022

Coal
Boardman

Colstrip
CO2  Allowances

Total Coal

Oil
Beaver

Boardman
Colstrip

Natural Gas

Mist
N Mist

Total Oil & NG

Total:

Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $ Tons/Units $
398,945                         17,280,888$                -                                  -$                               -                                  -$                                -                                  -$                                
132,372                         4,034,401$                   130,928                         3,565,188$                   133,174                         3,346,523$                    126,813                         3,494,977$                    
415,993                         6,121,955$                   333,414                         5,004,122$                   101,622                         1,525,215$                    146,683                         3,020,985$                    

27,437,244                  8,569,310                     4,871,738                      6,515,961                      

Barrels $ Barrels $ Barrels $ Barrels $
73,735                            7,717,332$                   73,382                            7,680,473$                   73,250                            7,666,653$                    71,006                            7,456,472$                    

6,264                              543,866$                      -                                  -$                               -                                  -$                                -                                  -$                                
2,386                              221,460$                      1,612                              119,116$                      2,109                              202,211$                       1,981                              303,533$                       

Decatherms $ Decatherms $ Decatherms $ Decatherms $

-                                  -$                               -                                  -$                               -                                  -$                                -                                  -$                                
1,671,868                      4,393,586$                   3,249,664                      6,522,163$                   3,544,746                      14,252,258$                 2,637,030                      17,143,446$                 

12,876,244$                14,321,752$                22,121,122$                 24,903,450$                 

40,313,488$                22,891,062$                26,992,860$                 31,419,411$                 

2021 2022

2021 2022

2019 2020

2021 2022

2019 2020

2019 2020
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May 19, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 732 
Dated May 5, 2023

Request: 

In its Form 10-K (page 82) for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2022, PGE states:

 PGE’s inventories, which are recorded at average cost, consist primarily of 
materials and supplies for use in operations, maintenance, and capital 
activities, as well as fuel, which includes natural gas, coal, and oil for use in 
the Company’s generating plants. Periodically, the Company assesses 
inventory for purposes of determining that inventories are recorded at the 
lower of average cost or net realizable value. (Emphasis added.) 

With respect to this statement, please answer the following questions: 

a) This statement about PGE’s inventories fails to mention CO2 / emission / carbon 
allowances. Is the omission because PGE has none, or are they included elsewhere?  
Please explain and provide references.  

b) To the extent PGE does own CO2 / emission / carbon allowances, where in its Form 
10-K are they reflected?   

c) To the extent that PGE anticipates being a covered entity under the Washington 
Cap-and-Invest Program (as noted in its GRC filing) in 2023, please indicate where in 
its Form 10-K for fiscal year 2023 the Company will book the required CO2 / emission 
/ carbon allowances to cover its obligations?  

d) Please provide PGE’s best estimate of the dollar value of its CO2 / emission / carbon 
allowances and obligations for 2023 under the Washington Cap-and-Invest Program as 
the Company anticipates reporting in its Form 10-K for 2023. To the extent this best 
estimate of the dollar value differs from that reported in its instant GRC filing, please 
explain the difference.    

Response: 

a) This language is included within PGE’s Note 2: Summary of Significant Accounting 
Policies section of the 2022 10-K. While PGE does have carbon allowances, they do not 
make up a significant portion of PGE’s inventory balance, as such, they are omitted from 
Note 2.
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 732 
May 19, 2023 
Page2 

> 

b) As described in PGE's Accounting for Carbon Allowances Whitepaper memo, provided in 
PGE's response to OPUC Data Request No. 642, Attachment 642-A, within section IV. 
Conclusion, "Financial Statement Classification - carbon allowances will be recorded in 
invent01y . The revenue and expense associated with carbon allowance transactions will be 
recorded in Net Variable Power costs for SEC repo1ting pmposes." The balance associated 
with PGE's owned carbon allowances is included within the Fuel line item within the 
fuventories, at average cost financial statement line item (page 75 of the 2022 10-K). 

c) PGE anticipates accounting for allowances to cover obligations m1der the Washington 
Cap-and-fuvest Program under the same methodology that allowances under the CARB 
cap-and-trade program are accom1ted for, which would result in carbon allowances being 
recorded in invento1y and the revenue and expense associated with carbon allowance 
transactions being recorded in Net Variable Power costs for SEC repoliing pmposes. 
Refer to PGE's response to OPUC Data Request No. 642, Attachment 642-A. 

d) Staff's request is premature. Actual carbon allowance and obligations for 2023 volumes 
will be included in the 2023 10-K, which will be issued in the first quarter of 2024. 
Additionally, PGE has yet to pm-chase any Washington Cap-and-fuvest Program 
allowances, there are no amounts recorded within PGE's actual invento1y balances, nor 
any amounts forecast within PGE's test year rate base. 



UE 416 / Staff / 2704 
Ankum-Fischer / 81 of 83

May 19, 2023 

To: Marc Hellman 

From: 

Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

Jaki F erchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement 

Portland General Electric Company 
UE416 

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 738 
Dated May 5, 2023 

Request: 

According to the accounting finn KPMG, ''there are currently no accounting requirements 
under IFRS Accounting Standards (or US GAAP) specific to carbon offsets or credits." 
(See, Carbon offsets and credits under IFRS® Accounting Standards (kpmg.us)) 

With respect to this statement, please answer the following questions: 

a) Please state whether PGE agrees or disagrees with this statement. 

b) Please provide a discussion of PGE's accounting treatment of compliance 
instruments (e.g. , emission/carbon allowances, carbon offsets and carbon 
credit.) Please provide supp011ing documents and Company policy 
documents/statements. 

Response: 

a. PGE objects to this request on the basis that it calls for speculation. Subject to and without 
waiving this objection, PGE responds as follows: 
To the best of our knowledge, there are cmTently no standards under US GAAP that are 
specific to carbon offsets or credits. PGE does not report under IFRS Accounting Standards 
and, therefore, has no opinion regarding this statement as it relates to IFRS. 

b. See PGE's response to OPUC Data Request No. 642, Attachment 642-A. 



 

May 19, 2023

To: Marc Hellman
Public Utility Commission of Oregon

From: Jaki Ferchland 
Manager, Revenue Requirement

Portland General Electric Company 
UE 416

PGE Response to OPUC Data Request 744 
Dated May 5, 2023

Request: 

At UE 416 / PGE / 300 / Schwartz – Outama – Cristea / 31, the Company describes aspects of the 
Washington’s Cap-and-Invest program as follows:

These allowances can be obtained through quarterly auctions or bought and sold 
on a secondary market. (Emphasis added.)   

With respect to this testimony, please answer the following questions:  

a) Please identify all auctions and secondary markets that PGE considers to be available 
to it for meeting its carbon obligations under the WA Cap-and-Invest program. 

b) Has PGE explored international carbon markets? If yes, please discuss.   

c) Please generally discuss PGE’s experience with carbon markets in the United States. 
Also, please discuss how liquid these markets are and whether PGE would be / is 
readily able to obtain compliance instruments. Please provide all relevant documents 
(e.g., policy discussions, memos, PowerPoint presentations) discussing such markets.  

d) For the last ten years, please identify all instances in which PGE has traded (bought or 
sold) compliance instruments (of any sort) and/or participated in auctions or secondary 
markets.  Please provide details, such as dates, auctions, allowances sold and 
purchased, quantities and prices.   

e) If PGE can readily purchase CO2 allowances, then generally explain why the Company 
needs to hold a fuel stock of CO2 allowances on which it proposes to earn a rate-of-
return (see, e.g., UE 416 / PGE / 208 / Batzler-Ferchland / 1).  

f) If there are time delays, timing issues or any other market imperfection, dictating that 
PGE hold a “stock” of CO2 allowances, please explain. For example, explain why PGE 
would (could) not simply purchase the necessary compliance instruments at the end of 
each compliance period, or at any other point when they are needed to avoid penalties 
under the WA Cap-and-Invest program?  

g) If there are pricing considerations that dictate the timing of CO2 allowance purchases, 
please explain and show how holding a stock of CO2 allowances is financially more 
advantageous to (i) PGE and/or (ii) PGE’s ratepayers.  
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PGE's Response to OPUC DR 744 
May 19, 2023 
Page2 

h) Please provide and explain in detail PGE's financial calculations to detennine the 
optimal stock of CO2 allowances in the instant GRC? Please provide suppo1ting 
documentation. 

Response: 

PGE objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad. Notwithstanding its objection, PGE 
responds as follows regarding CO2 allowances: 

a) Auctions available to PGE are presently the auctions initiated by the Washington 
Department of Ecology. Secondaiy markets available to PGE would include brokers, 
bilateral trading paitners, and exchanges (e.g. , PGE anticipates the Intercontinental 
Exchange will facilitate trading of Washington allowances at a future date). 

b) No, PGE has not explored international carbon markets. 

c) PGE's experience with carbon markets in the United States is based on its obligations under 
California's cap and trade program. PGE has a compliance obligation under California's 
cap and trade program for GHG emissions associated with impo1ted electricity into the 
state of California. To meet its compliance obligation, PGE can procure California 
compliance instmments through secondaiy markets or California allowance auctions. PGE 
is not presently encountering challenges with liquidity in the California carbon mai·ket. 

d) See Confidential Attachment 734-A in PGE's Response to OPUC Data Request No. 734. 

e) Should PGE only purchase compliance instnnnents at the point in which PGE is required 
to retire allowances to meet a compliance obligation, PGE and customers would be subject 
to the cunent prevailing market price, with no alternative. If PGE creates or maintains an 
invent01y balance due to purchases tln·oughout a compliance period (i.e. , not just the end 
of a period) PGE maintains some flexibility in procurement decisions as it monitors 
obligation balances and prevailing mai·ket prices for allowances. Using PGE's invento1y 
balance as of May 3, 2023, and PGE' s cunently requested weighted average cost of capital, 
PGE customers will incur a cost of approximately $215,000 in the test year for the 
allowance balai1ce that PGE cmTently holds. Based on allowances outstanding, this is a 
cost of$1.90 per unit (i.e., $/balance of allowances). 

f) See PGE's response to OPUC Data Request No. 733, part f. PGE does not cmTently have 
a stock of allowances that can be used for the WA Cap-and-Invest progran1, but as noted 
in paii e, a stock of allowai1ces allows PGE to maintain some flexibility in procurement 
decisions. 

g) See pali e. 

-----;,,,- h) PGE does not have financial calculations used to detemune an optimal stock of CO2 
allowances. 
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LINE # CAPITAL ADDITION CATEGORIES

FULLY LOADED 
COSTS

($ MILLIONS) REFERENCE

1 TRANSMISSION, DISTRIBUTION AND GRID MODERNIZATION 754.8$                     PGE 700/4, Table 1

2 CORPORATE IT 87.5$                       PGE 600/25, Table 5 and

3 OTHER IT NOT EXPLICTLY REFERENCED IN TESTIMONY 28.5$                       

4 PRODUCTION

5      BEAVER EMISSIONS REDUCTION PROGRAM 56.9$                       PGE 800/3/LINE 9

6      BIGLOW PHASE I WIND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 7.3$                         PGE 800/4/LINE 6

7      TUCANNON WIND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 1.7$                         PGE 800/4/LINE 20

8      FARADAY REPOWERING PROJECT 189.7$                     PGE 800/47/LINES 7-21 

9
ALL OTHER CAPITAL ADDITIONS IN UE 416 RATE BASE > $3 
MILLION 161.1$                     STAFF DR NO. 807, ATTACHMENT A

10
ALL OTHER CAPITAL ADDITIONS IN UE 416 RATE BASE < $3 
MILLION 11.1$                       

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TOTAL ADDITIONS ON LINE 11 AND 
THE SUM OF LINES 1 - 9

11 TOTAL UE 416 CAPITAL ADDITIONS 1,298.5$                  

SUMMARY OF PGE PLANT ADDITIONS IN UE 416
5/1/2022 - 12/31/2023
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LINE # PROJECT NAME
PROJECT 
NUMBER

HYDRO 
PRODUCTION

STEAM 
PRODUCTION

GENERAL 
PLANT

OTHER 
PRODUCTION

INTANGIBLE 
PLANT TOTAL SOURCE

1 Hydro Control System Upgrade P36134 11.9$                 -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   11.9$                 STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

2 Vintage Vehicle Replacement II P36394 -$                   -$                   32.4$                 -$                   -$                   32.4$                 STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

3 Field Area Network Project P36723 -$                   -$                   6.5$                   -$                   -$                   6.5$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

4 BR: Beaver Modernization P36836 -$                   -$                   -$                   56.9$                 -$                   56.9$                 PGE 800/3/LINE 9 AND STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

5 Facilities Upgrades-EV Readiness P37017 -$                   -$                   9.5$                    $                    -   -$                   9.5$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

6 Facilities Management Fitness P37093 -$                   -$                   7.0$                   -$                   -$                   7.0$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

7 WSH:Restore Facilities post-fire P37118 10.1$                 -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   10.1$                 STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

8 Eastern Gen Admin Building-Carty P37176 -$                   -$                   -$                   7.8$                   -$                   7.8$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

9 Salem LC EIFS Replacement P37240 -$                   -$                   6.2$                   -$                   -$                   6.2$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

10 CY: Purchase 2023 Outage Components P37353 -$                   -$                   -$                   3.8$                   -$                   3.8$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

11 PN: Rewind Unit 2 Generator P37416 4.1$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   4.1$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

12 TR - Rebuild Tower I-10 P37459 -$                   -$                   -$                   3.8$                   -$                   3.8$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

13 Energy Tracker Replacement P37487 -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   3.8$                   3.8$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

14 Biglow I Wind Enhancement Program P37509 -$                   -$                   -$                   7.3$                   -$                   7.3$                   PGE 800/4/LINE 6 AND STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

15 P23528 - Clackamas PME - Recreation, Aesthet P23528 -$                   -$                   3.1$                   -$                   -$                   3.1$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

16 P35172 - PSES - Generation Fitness Fund P35172 -$                   -$                   4.2$                   -$                   -$                   4.2$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

17 P36116 - Wind Generation Fitness Program P36116 -$                   -$                   8.7$                   -$                   -$                   8.7$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

18 P36449 - PRB Upgrade Governors & Exciters P36449 -$                   -$                   3.5$                   -$                   -$                   3.5$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

19 P37162 - Bill Redesign P37162 -$                   -$                   6.2$                   -$                   -$                   6.2$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

20 P37251-PACS 2.0 P37251 -$                   -$                   4.4$                   -$                   -$                   4.4$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

21 P37376-CS Rewind Unit 1 CTG & STG P37376 -$                   -$                   5.9$                   -$                   -$                   5.9$                   STAFF DR 807 ATTACHMENT A

TOTAL CAPITAL ADDITIONS 26.1$            -$              97.6$            79.5$            3.8$              206.9$          

ESTIMATED FULLY LOADED UE 416 COSTS ($ MILLIONS)

SUMMARY OF PGE CAPITAL PROJECTS BY FERC CATEGORY IN UE 416
(OTHER THAN TRANSMISSION, DISTRIBUTION, FARADAY REPOWERING, & IT PROJECTS)

5/1/2022 - 12/31/2023
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SUMMARY OF PGE CAPITAL PROJECTS BY FERC CATEGORY IN UE 416
(OTHER THAN TRANSMISSION, DISTRIBUTION, FARADAY REPOWERING, & IT PROJECTS)

5/1/2022 - 12/31/2023

# OF 
PROJECTS

HYDRO 
PRODUCTION

STEAM 
PRODUCTION

GENERAL 
PLANT

OTHER 
PRODUCTION

INTANGIBLE 
PLANT TOTAL

3 26.1$                 26.1$                 

0 -$                   -$                   

12 97.6$                 97.6$                 

5 79.5$                 79.5$                 

1 3.8$                   3.8$                   

21 26.1$            -$              97.6$            79.5$            3.8$              206.9$          

ESTIMATED FULLY LOADED UE 416 COSTS ($ MILLIONS)
FROM CWIP OR FORECASTED 2023 BALANCES

(OTHER THAN T&D, FARADAY REPOWERING, & IT PROJECTS)
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CAPITAL ADDITIONS AT 
ISSUE IF FLAG IS "YES"

(MILLIONS)

Criteria of Review
YES NO UNCLEAR TOTAL

Approximate Actual or Expected Capital Addition 
(may exclude loadings, overheads, and AFUDC) N/A N/A N/A N/A

Criterion #1 – In service by 12/31/2023?
90.9$                                    11 0 10 21

Criterion #1A – Officer Attestation Required
192.4$                                  19 2 0 21

Criterion #2 – Evidence of Cost Overruns?
22.8$                                    3 18 0 21

Criterion #3 - Are there costs PGE is getting 
reimbursed for by insurance or warranties? 14.0$                                    2 19 0 21

Criterion #4 – Evidence of any project failures?
14.0$                                    2 19 0 21

Criterion #5 – Possibility of deferral to future years 
with jeopardizing safety or reliability? 35.5$                                    2 18 1 21

COUNT OF PROJECTS WHERE CRITERIA ARE MET / NOT 
MET

SUMMARY OF PJF REVIEW
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SUMMARY OF RESTATED MMA ADJUSTMENT



UE 394 Approved Variance Annualized 
Plant 2022 actuals MMAs 2024 FILE 2024 GRC revised (2022 Actuals-2024 Variance (2022 

revised) GRC-2024 GRC) 

carty 6,398,086 6,850,948 6,850,947 7,170,646 772,559 319,697 
Coyote 3,188,850 3,464,004 3,464,005 1,875,942 (1,312,909) (1,588,062) 

PWl 4,980,351 4,453,956 3,710,378 6,228,562 1,248,211 1,774,606 
PW2 791,488 773,805 773,803 850,937 59,449 77,132 
Colstrip - -
KB Pipeline Pigging (38,422) 143,100 (104,558) 26,764 65,187 (116,336) 
Total 15,320,354 15,685,812 14,694,576 16,152,850 832,497 467,038 

Variance 
Variance 2022 FILE 

PGE Accounts 2022 actuals 2024 FILE 2024 GRC revised (2024 Actuals-2024 

revisedl 
vs 2024 Revised 

MMAs in Account 4560002 1,962,199 (1,461,881) (1,461,881) (3,424,080) -
MMAs in Generation O&M 
Accounts 13,358,155 16,156,456 17,614,731.10 4,256,577 1,458,275 

check 

PGE Exhibit 200 ( Revenue Requirement) MMA Adjustment in 

2024 FILE I 2024 REVISED I Adjustment 

14,694,576 I 16,152,850 I 1,458,275 
1. Total MMA amounts ,n Generation O&M Accounts and Account 4560002 (Other Revenue) 

PGE Exhibit 700 (Generation O&M) MMA Adjustment' 
2024 FILE I 2024 REVISED I Adjustment 

16,156,456 I 17,614,731 I 1,458,275 

2. Includes only Generation O&M Accounts 

UE 394 Approved Variance Annualized 
2022 actuals MMAs 2024 FILE 2024 GRC revised (2022 Actuals-2024 Variance (2022 

revised} GRC-2024 GRC} 

I Colstrip $ 625,616 $ 637,960 $ 637,960 $ 975,672 $ 350,057 $ 337,712 

O&M / 0th Revenue Split 
MMAs in Account 4560002 625,616 334,400 334,400 (291,216) -
MMAs in Generation O&M 
Accounts - 303,560 303,559.57 303,560 (O) 

Variance 2022 FILE vs 
2024 Revised 

319,698 
(1,588,064) 

2,518,184 
77,134 

-
131,323 

1,458,275 

Variance 2022 FILE vs 

2024 Revised 

$ 337,713 
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2022 GRC revised 

6,8S0,948 

3,464,004 

4,4S3,9S6 

773,805 

637,960 

143,100 

16,323,TT3 
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