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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is Roger White. I am a Senior Cost Analyst for the Public Utility Commission 2 

of Oregon. My business address is 550 Capitol Street NE Suite 215, Salem, Oregon 3 

97301-2551.  4 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND WORK 5 

EXPERIENCE. 6 

A. My Witness Qualification Statement is found in Exhibit Staff/2. 7 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 8 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to sponsor a stipulated agreement between staff and 9 

PacifiCorp (Company), in the matter of setting appropriate depreciation rates for 10 

allocating depreciation expense of PaciCorp's Oregon assets and of PaciCorp's assets 11 

located in other states and allocated to Oregon.  12 

Q. DID YOU PREPARE EXHIBITS FOR YOUR TESTIMONY? 13 

A. Yes. I prepared two exhibits. The first, labeled Staff/3, is a copy of the Stipulation. The 14 

second, labeled Staff/4, is a copy of Schedule 1 that will be filed with the Stipulation. 15 

Schedule 1 provides the details of the agreement for each account. 16 

Q. HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 17 

A. My testimony is organized as follows: 18 

BACKGROUND...................................................................................................... 2 19 
DISTRIBUTION AND GENERAL PLANT ............................................................... 6 20 
RECOMMENDATIONS .......................................................................................... 9 21 
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BACKGROUND 1 

Q. WHY DID THE COMPANY FILE THIS STUDY? 2 

A.  The Public Utility Commission of Oregon (“Commission”) Order No. 03-457, July 24, 3 

2003,  required the Company to file a new depreciation study within five years of the  4 

order issue date. In compliance with the order, the Company filed a new depreciation 5 

study on August 31, 2007. 6 

Q.  WAS THIS APPLICATION TO CHANGE DEPRECIATION RATES PART OF A 7 

BROADER RATE CASE? 8 

A.  No, this application to change rates is not part of a broader rate case. The Company 9 

proposes changes to authorized depreciation rates for accounting purposes only. 10 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCOPE OF THE STUDY SUBMITTED BY THE 11 

COMPANY. 12 

A.  The Company’s study updated parameters and depreciation rates for 323 different 13 

accounts encompassing all of the major categories of plant: Production, Transmission, 14 

General, and Distribution plant.1 Similar depreciation studies were filed in Washington, 15 

Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming. 16 

                   The Production plant category consists of steam and hydraulic power generation 17 

facilities located at 49 different sites distributed among the states2 served by the 18 

Company. The power generated by the production plant is not state specific; that is, the 19 

power generated in Oregon could be consumed in Washington or one of the other 20 

states the Company serves. Likewise, Transmission plant is also not state specific. 21 

                                                 
 1 Below each general category of plant are the corresponding Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) electric plant accounts and in some cases the sub-accounts. 
 2  California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming. 
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Transmission plant consists of the high voltage3 facilities linking the power generation 1 

plant and the distribution hubs.4 The depreciation expense for Production and 2 

Transmission plant is allocated to the states based on a number of different allocation 3 

rules. The General plant category, consisting of support equipment, such as 4 

communications equipment or furniture, has some accounts that are allocated and 5 

others that are state specific. The final general category, Distribution plant, is state 6 

specific.  This consists of the local facilities used to distribute power to the end users. 7 

Q.   BASED ON THE STUDY ORIGINALLY FILED, WOULD THE COMPANY HAVE AN 8 

INCREASE OR DECREASE IN ITS OREGON-ALLOCATED DEPRECIATION 9 

EXPENSE? 10 

A.   As filed, the Company's annual Oregon-allocated depreciation expenses would 11 

decrease by $7.7M from $125.3M to $117.6M, based on December 31, 2006 plant 12 

balances.  13 

Q.   IF THE COMMISSION ADOPTS THE STIPULATION, WHAT IS THE IMPACT ON 14 

THE COMPANY'S DEPRECIATION EXPENSES? 15 

A.    If adopted, use of the stipulated rates would decrease the Company's annual 16 

depreciation expense by $16.1M, from $125.3M to $109.2M, based on December 31, 17 

2006 plant balances. 18 

Q. WHAT IS THE EFFECTIVE DATE FOR THIS RATE CHANGE? 19 

A.   The stipulated effective date is January 1, 2008.  20 

                                                 
 3  The high voltages associated with Transmission are usually in excess of 100,000 Volts (100 KV). 
 4  The transition point between Transmission and Distribution is a substation made up of 

transformers that reduce the voltage to a level that can be distributed to the end-users or the remote 
transformers located near the end-users. 
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Q. ARE THE STIPULATED RATES FOR PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION THE 1 

SAME AS THOSE PROPOSED IN OTHER STATES SERVED BY THE COMPANY? 2 

A.  Yes. The rates proposed for adoption in Oregon for the various categories of Production 3 

and Transmission plant are the same as the rates adopted by the Utah Commission. 4 

Q. WHY DID STAFF ELECT TO USE THE RATES ESTABLISHED BY THE UTAH 5 

COMMISSION FOR PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION? 6 

A.  Staff elected to use rates established by the Utah Commission for categories of plant 7 

that need to be consistent across all states and to avoid unduly complicating the 8 

company’s books. Staff adopted Utah’s rates for a number of reasons: the Utah and 9 

Oregon staffs have a history of cooperation on depreciation studies, the Utah and 10 

Oregon depreciation expenses are comparable in magnitude, and the Utah staff had 11 

access to an outside depreciation consultant hired by the Utah Committee of Consumer 12 

Services (UCCS), a consumer advocate group. 13 

Q.   DID YOU INDEPENDENTLY REVIEW EITHER THE PRODUCTION OR THE 14 

TRANSMISSION PLANT DEPRECIATION STUDIES? 15 

A.  I developed a set of proposed Iowa Curves, average service lives, salvage rates and 16 

depreciation rates for each of the Transmission plant accounts. The rates calculated in 17 

this study were not significantly different from those found in the Utah Stipulation. No 18 

studies were conducted to review the Production rates, since it would have been very 19 

time consuming and of little value replicating the work done by the Utah depreciation 20 

consultant.   21 

Q.  HOW DID DEPRECIATION EXPENSE FOR PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION 22 

PLANT CHANGE UNDER THE UTAH STIPULATION?  23 
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A.  On a combined basis, the Company proposed decreasing  Production and Transmission 1 

plant depreciation expense allocated to Oregon by $14.0M. The Utah stipulation 2 

decreased the expense by $14.2M, an additional reduction of $118K. 3 
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DISTRIBUTION AND GENERAL PLANT 1 

Q. WAS THE STUDY FILED BY THE COMPANY ADEQUATE FOR YOUR REVIEW? 2 

A. Yes it was. The Company study, which was conducted by Depreciation Specialty 3 

Resources located in Dallas Texas, contained all of the necessary data needed to 4 

perform a detailed review of the study. 5 

Q. DID YOU REVIEW ALL OF THE COMPANY'S DISTRIBUTION AND GENERAL 6 

PLANT ACCOUNTS FOR OREGON? 7 

A.   Yes. I reviewed the depreciation studies for all of the Distribution and General plant 8 

accounts for Oregon. 9 

Q. WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR ANALYSIS IN COMPLETE AGREEMENT WITH 10 

THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED LIFE AND SALVAGE FACTORS? 11 

A.  No. Initially we disagreed on fourteen of the twenty-two General and Distribution 12 

accounts. The Company originally proposed an $8.3M dollar increase in Distribution 13 

depreciation expense and a $1.3M decrease in General depreciation expense. My 14 

analysis indicated that Distribution depreciation expense should be decreased by $6.0M 15 

and General depreciation expense should be decreased by $2.6M.    16 

Q. WERE YOU AND THE COMPANY ABLE TO RESOLVE YOUR STUDY 17 

DIFFERENCES FOR THE GENERAL PLANT ACCOUNTS? 18 

A.   Yes, we were able to resolve our differences and reach a compromise position. At the 19 

beginning of the settlement process, the Company requested to use the same rates for 20 

General Plant across all the states because a significant amount of the plant is shared 21 

across the states the Company serves.  Since staff and the company only differed on 22 

two accounts, and the differences were relatively small, staff adopted the Company’s 23 

study results for all accounts.  24 
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Q. HOW DID STAFF’S AND THE COMPANY’S STUDY RESULTS FOR DISTRIBUTION 1 

PLANT COMPARE AT THE BEGINNING OF THE SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE? 2 

A.   Table 1 contains the key parameters that determine depreciation rates for both Staff and 3 

the Company. At the beginning, Staff and the Company were in agreement on only one 4 

account, account 362.7. As a result of these differences staff proposed a  $6.0M 5 

reduction in Distribution depreciation expense while the Company  proposed an $8.3M 6 

increase in depreciation expense. 7 

Table 1 8 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNTS STAFF COMPANY

NAME ACCOUNT
IOWA 

CURVE
NET 

SALVAGE CURVE ASL
NET 

SALVAGE

Land Rights 360.20 S2.0-58 0 R4.0-50 50 0
Structures and Improvements 361.00 R1.5-65 (5) S0.5-60 60 (5)

Station Equipment 362.00 R2.5-66 (10) R1.0-52 52 (15)
Supervisory and Alarm Equipment 362.70 R2.5-23 0  R2.5-23 23 0

Poles, Towers and Fixtures 364.00 R3.5-55 (100) R1.5-45 45 (125)
Overhead Conductors and Devices 365.00 R1.5-65 (63) R1.5-50 50 (90)

Underground Conduit 366.00 R2.0-75 (45) R2.5-60 60 (60)
Underground Conductor Devices 367.00 R3.0-59 (40) R2.5-52 52 (60)

Line Transformers 368.00 R3.0-45 (15) R1.5-40 40 (25)
Overhead Services 369.10 R2.5-75 (25) R1.5-55 55 (25)

Underground Services 369.20 R4.0-55 (20)  R4.0-55 55 (40)
Meters 370.00 L1.5-28 (2) R2.5-26 26 (2)

Installations on Customer Premises 371.00 S1.0-25 (40)  S1.0-25 25 (60)
Street Lighting and Signal Systems 373.00 R1.0-40 (26)  R1.0-40 40 (35)  9 

 10 

Q. WERE YOU AND THE COMPANY ABLE TO RESOLVE YOUR STUDY 11 

DIFFERENCES FOR THE DISTRIBUTION PLANT ACCOUNTS? 12 

A.   Yes. Table 2 below shows the stipulated depreciation rates as well as the Company’s 13 

initially proposed depreciation rates. These stipulated rates produce a $37K drop in 14 

depreciation expense, versus the $8.3M increase proposed by the company and the 15 

$6.0M decrease proposed by Staff. The stipulated rates are the result of Staff and the 16 

Company working through the study results of each account. 17 
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Table 2 1 
Depreciation Rates 2 

 3 
DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNTS
NAME ACCOUNT  COMPANY STIPULATED
Land Rights 360.20 2.06 1.67
Structures and Improvements 361.00 1.81 1.58
Station Equipment 362.00 2.24 2.06
Supervisory and Alarm Equipment 362.70 4.49 3.99
Poles, Towers and Fixtures 364.00 5.07 3.95
Overhead Conductors and Devices 365.00 3.85 3.01
Underground Conduit 366.00 2.69 2.61
Underground Conductor Devices 367.00 3.11 2.44
Line Transformers 368.00 3.18 2.89
Overhead Services 369.10 2.30 1.88
Underground Services 369.20 2.57 2.14
Meters 370.00 4.00 3.64
Installations on Customer Premises 371.00 6.62 4.80
Street Lighting and Signal Systems 373.00 3.43 3.06  4 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q. WHAT ARE THE RATES, CURVES, PROJECTION LIVES, AND SALVAGE RATES 2 

AGREED TO BY STAFF AND THE COMPANY? 3 

A. Exhibit Staff/3 is a copy of Schedule 1 that will be attached to the Stipulation. Schedule 4 

1 contains account-by-account details of the depreciation rates, the Iowa Curves (where 5 

applicable), the average lives, the remaining lives, and the salvage rates agreed to by 6 

Staff and the Company.  7 

Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF RATE CHANGES AGREE TO BY STAFF AND THE 8 

COMPANY? 9 

 A. The rate changes agreed to by Staff and the Company will reduce the Company's annual 10 

depreciation expense by approximately $16.1M . 11 

Q.  WHAT IS THE EFFECTIVE DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW RATES? 12 

A.   The Company and staff agree that the effective date should be January 1, 2008. 13 

Q. DOES THIS STIPULATION FAIRLY TREAT THE COMPANY AND ITS 14 

CUSTOMERS? 15 

A.  Yes it does.  The rates are acceptable to the Company and annual depreciation expense 16 

will be lower in the next rate case resulting in a savings for the Company’s customers.   17 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THESE RATES? 18 

A.    I recommend that the Commission adopt the Stipulation and Schedule 1.  19 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 20 

A. Yes. 21 
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