BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF OREGON

AR 506
AR 510

In the Matter of

Rulemaking to Amend and Adopt Permanent
Rules in OAR 860, Divisions 024 and 028,
Regarding Pole Attachment Use and Safety (506).

Rulemaking to Amend Rules in OAR 860,
Division 028 Relating to Sanctions for
Attachments to Utility Poles and Facilities (510).
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REPLY COMMENTS OF CENTRAL LINCOLN PUD AND
NORTHERN WASCO COUNTY PUD REGARDING
DIVISION 28 RULES

Pursuant to the procedural schedule in this docket, Central Lincoln Peoples’
Utility District (CLPUD) and Northern Wasco County Peoples’ Utility District
(NWCPUD) (collectively, “Utilities™) submit these reply comments.
1. Introduction

a. Objectives. One of CLPUD’s and NWCPUD’s objectives in this
rulemaking is to achieve rental rates rules that (1) minimize disputes because rate
calculations are transparent, (2) are fair to the Utilities” consumers, who invest in these
poles, and (3) do not result in cross subsidies between pole owners’ customers and pole

user customers or among pole attachers. A second objective is achieve rules regarding
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terms and conditions of utility pole joint use that permit reasonable management of utility
poles by owners so that the poles can be maintained safely and reliably.

b. OJUA. The Utilities joined in discussions with Oregon Joint Use
Association (OJUA) regarding Division 28 rules, including sanctions rules. Regarding
new proposed sanctions rules, CLPUD and NWCPUD can accept the resolutions of
sanctions rules (proposed rules OAR 860-028-0120 through 860-028-0230) proposed by
OJUA. CLPUD and NWCPUD hope that as a result of the bargaining among pole
owners and users at OJUA on sanctions issues, the new rules will result in a clean-up of
old violations, and that there will be no new violations of construction standards or safety
rules. The Utilities also generally support the conclusions of the OJUA regarding
Division 28 (non-sanctions) rules except where these comments propose alternative
resolutions.

C. Workshops. The Utilities also participated in workshops in this docket.
In some instances, based on those workshop discussions, the Utilities’ positions
submitted in Opening Comments may have changed. If there has been a change to the
Utilities’ position in Opening Comments, then the change will be identified in these
Reply Comments.

2. Carrying Charges

In Opening Comments® at pages 2-10, the Utilities addressed various issues in
this docket regarding carrying charges, found in the definitions section of the
Commission’s rules, OAR 860-028-0020. The Utilities’ position has not changed

substantially since Opening Comments. However, CLPUD and NWCPUD have the

! See, Opening Comments of Central Lincoln PUD and Northern Wasco County PUD Regarding Division
28 Rules, dated September 28, 2006.
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following additional comments in light of Staff’s new proposed rules and in light of
workshop discussions.

a. OAR 860-028-0020(3). Staff urges a definition of Carrying Charges that

calculates carrying charge percentages on both distribution and transmission plant. This
is because Staff has defined “pole” to include both distribution poles and transmission
poles. See, Staff proposed OAR 860-028-0020(21).% It also appears, however, that the
Staff proposed rule would not preclude owners (such as the Utilities) from calculating
and separately stating distribution pole rental rates and transmission pole rental rates,
provided that the “carrying charge” calculations were based on separate accounting data.
The Utilities prefer to calculate separate carrying charges (and separate rental rates) for
distribution poles and for transmission poles. The Staff proposed definition of “Carrying
Charge” appears to be flexible enough to permit either a “rolled-in” rental rate including
both distribution and transmission pole costs, or separately stated distribution pole rates
and transmission pole rates.

If that is what Staff intended, then the Utilities can support the Staff definition of
carrying charge. However, the Utilities urge the Commission to adopt specific language
to indicate that this is permitted, as follows:

OAR 860-028-0110(XX) Pole owners may charge transmission pole
rental rates separately from distribution pole rental rates, provided that the

owner can demonstrate that calculations are consistent with these rules and
are based on separately stated distribution and transmission account data.

b. OAR 860-028-0020(32) & 028-0100(6) Based on comments at the first

workshop in this docket, the Utilities propose amending two rules to better state how

applications for pole attachments are to be processed when the application involves more

2 Staff Second Round of Comments, dated November 6, 2006, Attachment C, page 2
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than the “threshold number of poles” or when multiple applications in any 30-day period
involve more than the “threshold number of poles.”

As Staff’s rules are currently proposed, the definition of “threshold number of
poles” contains a phrase “in any 30-day period.” The Utilities understand that the phrase
“in any 30-day period” was added to the definition of “threshold number of poles” to
capture the concept that multiple applications for pole attachment can be submitted
consecutively in a short period of time, each application under the threshold number of
poles, but cumulatively the applications could request access in numbers that exceed the
“threshold.” That would be problematic for pole owners, who may be unable to respond
to those applications in the time frames that are established in these rules at 860-028-
0100.

In workshops, pole attachers commented that the addition of “in any 30-day
period” to the definition of threshold number of poles is without meaning or context, but
should be addressed in the rule where “threshold number of poles” has substantive
meaning. CLPUD and NWCPUD agree with those comments. The Utilities therefore
propose to amend both OAR 860-028-0020(32) (definition of threshold number of poles)
and 860-028-0100(6) (regarding the application process for pole attachments) to clarify
the intent of the parties and Staff, as follows:

OAR 860-028-0020(32): “Threshold number of poles” means 50 poles,
or one-tenth of one percent (0.10 percent) of the owner’s poles, whichever

is less, in any 30 day period.

860-028-0100(6): If the application involves more than the threshold
number of poles, or if multiple applications in any 30-day period
cumulatively would involve more than the threshold numbers of poles, or
if the application involves requests for access to transmission poles, then
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the parties must negotiate a mutually satisfactory longer time frame to
complete the approval process.’

C. OAR 860-028-0020(3)(e)(C) (Cost of Money for COU)* Oregon’s

statutes say the following about calculating just and reasonable attachment rental rates:
A just and reasonable rate shall ensure the public utility, telecommunications
utility or consumer-owned utility the recovery from the licensee of not less than
all the additional costs of providing and maintaining pole attachment space for the
licensee nor more than the actual capital and operating expenses, including just
compensation, of the public utility, telecommunications utility or consumer-
owned utility attributable to that portion of the pole, duct or conduit used for the
pole attachment [...].
See, ORS 757.282(1) (emphasis added). The statute thus authorizes the Commission to
fix a rental rate for consumer owned utilities that includes “just compensation.”

Some parties have argued that the language “actual capital and operating
expenses, including just compensation” prohibits consumer owned utilities from
recovering anything other than their “actual” debt costs, stating that the statute allows
only “actual” costs.” Based on its reading of the statute, OCTA argues that the
Commission is precluded from awarding any cost of money that might reflect an equity-
type investment by consumer owned utilities and their customers, as that would be a
“hypothetical” “actual” cost. OCTA misreads the statute.

OCTA appears to confuse “capital expense” with the concept of *“cost of capital,”

which is an aspect of determining just compensation. In interpreting ORS 757.282(1),

the Commission must first look to the text and context of the statute. PGE v. Bureau of

® This proposed rules also addresses issues that the Utilities have with whether the permit application
process for new or modified attachments (see, proposed OAR 860-028-0100) are workable for transmission
poles. The rule is proposed again, infra at pp. 10-12 of these Reply Comments, to address the issue of
processing requests for access to transmission poles.

* This section of the Utilities’ Reply Comments represents a departure from our Opening Comments, in
which we supported the original Staff formulation of cost of money for a consumer owned utility.

®> Comments of OCTA, Dated September 28, 2006, pp. 3-4 (“But the law limits rental rates to a portion of
“actual” costs, not hypothetical costs.” (emphasis in original))..
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Labor & Industries, 27 Or. 606, 610-612 (1993). In the absence of a statutory definition,
the common meaning of words should apply. 1d, 27 Or at 611. There is no definition in
the statute of what “capital and operating expense” means, but the common meaning of
these words, as well as common industry usage, is clear. In public utility regulation, the
term “capital expense” is a known term with a known meaning, as is “cost of capital.”
The two concepts are not synonymous. Capital expenses, in ordinary usage® and also
within the utility industry,” mean investment in capital assets. In other words, the ORS
757.282(1) language “actual capital [...]” expense” therefore means the utility’s actual
investment in the capital asset, or the utility pole. The statute then goes on to authorize
recovery of “just compensation” in the calculation of the rental rate (“the actual capital
and operating expenses, including just compensation[.]” 1d.) What OCTA urges the
Commission to do is to apply the adjective “actual” to “just compensation,” apparently
assuming that “capital expense” has the same meaning as “cost of capital.”®

This interpretation of the statute is not called for by the language of the statute,
and indeed could lead to an absurd result. Consumer owned utilities vary greatly in their

choices of financing, and their financial statements reflect a wide variety of debt to equity

ratios.® Some utilities have a great deal of debt; some have very little. Some consumer

® See, Webster’s New Universal Unabridged Dictionary, 1996 (“capital expenditure” is “an addition to the
value of fixed assets, as by the purchase of a new building.”). In Oregon, dictionaries provide a useful
starting point for determining what words mean, at least in the abstract. State v. Holloway, 138 Or.App.
260, 265; 908 P.2d 324, 327 (1995).

" Courts also recognize that technical terms, or terms of art, used in statutes may be understood to have the
meaning given the words by the “art or science” to which they apply. Corning Glass Works v. Brennan,
417 US 188, 201-202 (1973).

® Indeed, applying the adjective “actual” to “just compensation” is almost a contradiction in terms.
Certainly debt costs can be measured, but measuring equity costs is more art than science. When the
Commission determines the “just compensation” for an 10U, it employs the tools it can, but ultimately, the
compensation that is “just” is a judgment call by the OPUC. This is why state commissions sometimes
award equity returns that are substantially different from the equity returns awarded by FERC for the same
utility.

% “Equity” for a consumer owned utility is calculated by subtracting liabilities from total assets.
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owned utilities have no outstanding debt at all. Some of these utilities, such as
cooperatives, must go to private lending markets at market-based rates for their financing
and must return capital to their members, who have provided capital to the cooperative.
Some public utility districts revenue finance many capital investments. We urge the
Commission to consider that limiting “just compensation” for a consumer owned utility
to actual cost of debt, without any consideration of the capital these utilities and their
customers have already invested in their utility poles, could result in some instances in
there being no “just compensation” awarded to the utility at all, which would be the
logical extreme compelled by OCTA’s interpretation of the statute.'® Clearly the
Legislature did not intend that result, as the statute directs the Commission to calculate
just and reasonable rental rates, including just compensation, for consumer owned
utilities.

The question the Commission must deal with is the meaning of “just
compensation” as it applies to a consumer owned utility and is probably one of first
impression for this Commission. CLPUD and NWCPUD acknowledge that peoples’
utility districts do not have “equity” costs in the same way that investor owned utilities
do. However, their customers have invested considerably in the utility plant that supports
pole attachments. There is value to that investment, and there is an opportunity cost to
the consumer owned utilities of that capital that should be reflected in pole rental rates.
The Commission should recognize that value and calculate “just compensation” to the

state’s consumer owned utilities with those investments in mind.

191t could also signal to pole owners whether to invest in poles that have capacity for attachments. CLPUD
and NWCPUD currently install oversized distribution poles on the expectation that there will be requests
for attachments. Investing in oversized poles at the outset makes attachment request processing easier for
all involved, but it does impose additional costs on the pole owner and their customers. The Commission
should not send a signal to these utilities that the investment is not valued by this Commission.
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Given the variety of financing approaches of Oregon’s consumer owned utilities,
CLPUD and NWCPUD urge the Commission to adopt a measure of cost of capital for
these utilities that adjusts to fairly reflect their actual circumstances, as follows:
OAR 860-028-0020(3)(e)(C): For a consumer-owned utility, the cost of
money is equal to the weighted average of the utility's embedded cost of
long term debt and the most recent cost of equity authorized by the
Commission for ratemaking purposes for an electric company as defined
in OAR 860-038-0005, minus 200 basis points. The assumed equity cost
is also adjusted to reflect the actual capital structure of the Cooperative,
Municipal Utility, or Peoples’ Utility District. For each 1% difference in
capital structure from that associated with the most recent cost of equity
decisions, the assumed cost of equity is adjusted by a factor of 4 basis
points.

This formula was developed by OPUC Staff as a way of accommodating the various

financing situations of the state’s consumer owned utilities. It is also a formula that

produces results that appear fair.

The formula begins with a recent cost of equity awarded by this Commission to
an Oregon investor owned utility and then subtracts 200 basis points. This aspect of the
formula recognizes at the outset the differences between investor-owned and consumer-
owned utilities in capital costs for utility investment. The formula then adjusts the
“equity” cost further to reflect the varying capital structures (debt-to-equity ratios) of the
consumer owned utilities, assuring that those utilities without debt (or with very low debt
levels when compared to equity) do not recover the adjusted equity cost based on a
capital structure that is weighted too heavily to equity. Finally, the result of this formula
appears to be “fair” across a wide spectrum of consumer owned utilities’ and their actual
circumstances. For instance, for those consumer owned utilities with no debt, the

formula permits the Commission to determine a cost of money that avoids also choosing

a proxy “cost of debt” for the utility. Attachment A to these comments is a spreadsheet
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showing how the formula would adjust for the varying situations of consumer owned
utilities.

An alternative would be to begin with cost of debt and add basis points to reflect
the investment consumer owned utilities’ customers have made in utility plant. The
Utilities understand that the OPUC Staff will propose an alternative approach that begins
with a consumer owned utilities’ debt costs and adds 100 basis points. Alternatively, if
the consumer owned utility lacks actual debt, then the Staff formula uses a “proxy” cost
of debt, the 10-year U.S. Treasury Rate, and adds 200 basis points. The Utilities prefer
the first formula, referenced above and in Attachment A, due to the fact that the equity
based formula can accommodate more variety in consumer owned utility legal structures
and financing situations, and thus accommodates cooperatives as well as municipal
utilities and peoples’ utility districts.

In sum, the Utilities urge the Commission to reject interpretations of ORS
757.282(1) which would permit consumer owned utilities to recover only actual debt
costs in their rental rates. Such an approach does not result in “just compensation” to the
customers of consumer owned utilities, which have funded investments in utility poles. It
does not take into account “the interests of the customers of the public utility,
telecommunications utility or consumer-owned utility that owns the facility upon which
the attachment is made.” ORS 757.279(1).

3. Staff Definition of “Pole” (OAR 860-028-0020(21)

Staff has proposed a definition of “pole” to include a “transmission pole or a

distribution pole owned or controlled by a public utility, telecommunications utility or a
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consumer owned utility.”** This definition could be problematic in the future, as new
materials and engineering are resulting in transmission tower structures that resemble
“poles.” Newly constructed transmission towers carry many hundreds of kV of power
and are indeed “transmission towers”, even though they may resemble “poles” more than
they resemble the large, bulky lattice type structures that are pictured in Staff’s
comments.*? These new facility designs, however, do not change the need to
individually negotiate terms and conditions of access to transmission towers. Access to
these structures will continue to cause all of the safety, reliability, and permit processing
issues that coordination raised in Staff’s comments and in the comments of pole owners.
See these Reply Comments, infra, at pp. 14-15.

The Utilities propose the following alternative definition of pole:

OAR 860-028-0020(21): “Pole” has the following meanings. For electric
facilities, “pole” means an electric transmission pole owned or controlled
by the public utility or consumer owned utility and carrying voltages
greater than 34.5 kV but less than 230 kV, or an electric distribution pole
owned or controlled by a public utility or consumer owned utility and
carrying voltages less than 34.5 kV. “Pole” does not include electric
transmission towers carrying voltages greater than 230 kV, regardless of
the shape of the transmission tower structure. For telecommunications
facilities, “pole” means a transmission pole or a distribution pole owned or
controlled by the telecommunications utility.

4. Application Process (OAR 860-028-0100)

For many practical reasons, the Utilities believe that transmission pole owners
should be permitted to process applications for access to transmission poles using more
flexible procedures than those Staff has proposed for distribution poles. Consumer
owned utilities have adopted the practice of installing distribution poles in anticipation of

pole attachment requests. In other words, wooden distribution poles intentionally have

1 Staff Second Round of Comments, dated November 6, 2006, Attachment C, page 2.
121d., Staff Comments, Attachment A, page 3 of 5.
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extra capacity for pole attachments, and processing requests for these attachments is
fairly straightforward. Attachments themselves are more easily installed on a wooden
distribution pole than on a transmission pole. The attachment application process rules
(in OAR 860-028-0100) are workable for purposes of processing applications for
attachments to distribution poles.

That is not the case for transmission poles. Electric transmission poles are
individually engineered structures of wood, metal, concrete, composite material or metal.
They are designed and installed to carry only the loading the electric utility planned for it
to carry. There is no excess capacity on transmission poles for attachments. As well,
installations of attachments are not simple due to the fact that the transmission pole
structures may not be made of wood. As a consequence, when a joint user requests
access to the transmission pole, processing the request requires individual evaluations and
engineering. This work cannot be accomplished in the time frames and under the
application processing rules we are establishing in OAR 860-028-0100.

The Utilities request that the Commission adopt revisions to OAR 860-028-
0100(3)(e) and -0100(6) which clarify that the time frames for processing permit requests
for access to transmission poles may be longer than required for processing permit
requests regarding distribution poles. The Utilities request that the Commission amend
Staff’s proposed OAR 860-028-0100(3)(e) to clarify that there is no automatic right on
the part of applicants to undertake installation of attachments on transmission poles if the
applicant has not heard from the owner within 45 days, as this rule is currently proposed
by Staff. The Utilities request the following language be added to Staff’s proposed rule:

OAR 860-028-0100(3)(e): If the owner does not provide the applicant
with notice that the application is approved, approved with conditions, or
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denied within 45 days from its receipt, then the applicant may begin
installation; except that the applicant may not begin installation of
attachments on transmission poles in any case without the notice from the
owner.

The Utilities further request that the Commission amend Staff’s proposed rule
860-028-0110(6), as follows:

860-028-0100(6): If the application involves more than the threshold
number of poles, or if multiple applications in any 30-day period
cumulatively would involve more than the threshold numbers of poles, or
if the application involves requests for access to transmission poles, then
the parties must negotiate a mutually satisfactory longer time frame to
complete the approval process.

5. Rental Rate Calculations (OAR 860-028-0110)*®

Regarding rental rate calculations, the traditional Commission rental rate
calculation, generally reflected in Staff’s proposed rules, bears reconsideration. It
appears that the Staff proposal applies a kind of FCC-based “cable-only” rental rate to all
joint users, both cable television providers and telecommunications providers. The
original FCC cable rate formula has been superceded by a two formulae, one for “cable
only” providers, and a second for telecommunications providers and cable television
providers that also provide telecommunications services. The new formula for
telecommunications providers, and cable providers also providing telecommunications or
internet services, results in a more proportionate sharing of pole costs than the “cable
only rate” formula used by Oregon.**

It is difficult to understand the policy justification for having consumers of

electricity, an essential service, subsidize consumers of non essential services such as

3 In Opening Comments, CLPUD and NWCPUD supported Staff’s proposed calculation of a rental rate,
found in Staff’s proposed OAR 860-028-0110(2). See, Opening Comments, p. 21.

Y The FCC “cable rate” is found at 47 C.F.R. § 1.1409(e)(1). The FCC formula for telecommunications
providers and cable operators providing telecommunications services is found at 47 C.F.R. § 1.1409(e)(2).
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cable television or telecommunications services. This result is not compelled by
Oregon’s statute, as indicated in the Reply Comments of Idaho Power. At a minimum, it
is time for the Oregon Commission to reexamine the statute and adopt a rule that is fair to
pole owners’ customers.

Idaho Power has proposed a rental rate formula that CLPUD and NWCPUD
support, for the reasons stated in Idaho’s Supplemental Comments™ and in their Reply
Comments.*® Alternatively, the Commission should consider outright adoption of the
FCC telecommunications rental rate formula, which would result in a fair sharing of pole
OWner costs.

6. Rental Rates v. Individual Charges (Staff 860-028-0110(4))

CLPUD and NWCPUD prefer rules that permit ready calculation of a uniform
rental rate. The Utilities also prefer a system that does not result in cross subsidies, even
among joint users. In the experience of the Utilities, some joint users are more prolific
than others in the sense that they request many more new and modified attachments to
than do other joint users. It does not seem fair to the Utilities that the costs that these
more prolific joint users impose on the pole owners in make ready work, inspections, and
processing, should be spread to all joint users. The Utilities prefer to charge individual
joint users through permit fees or individually assessed charges for the actual costs they
uniquely impose, rather than spreading those costs to all attachers through rental rates.
Therefore, the Utilities prefer the Staff rule 860-028-0110(4)*’, which defines what is in

rental rates and what will be collected through direct charges.

15 Filed October 25, 2008, in this docket.
8 To be filed.
" From Staff’s November 11, 2006 Filing.
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The Utilities are mindful of the need to keep clear records so that demonstrations
can be made that costs have been fully recovered, but not double recovered, through this
process.

7. Transmission Towers

The Utilities urge the Commission to thoughtfully consider whether access to
transmission towers at the same terms and conditions as will apply to access to electric
distribution systems is a good idea and should be mandated in the rules being developed
in this docket. The Oregon statutes do not seem to mandate access to transmission
towers. ORS 757.270(1) states:

Attachments are “installed upon any pole or [...] right of way, duct, conduit,

manhole or handhole or other similar facility or facilities owned or controlled,

in whole or in part [...]” by utilities.
The question is whether “any similar facility” could encompass transmission towers.
There’s no legislative history in Oregon that the Utilities could find that addresses this
issue. Transmission towers, however, are megastructures that sometimes carry many
hundreds of megawatts of power in interstate commerce and therefore affect electric
reliability across large sections of the country. For that reason, interstate transmission
systems are subject to coordination, control, and reliability regulations of multi-state
reliability organizations and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Transmission
towers therefore do not seem to be similar to “poles, rights of way, ducts, conduits,
manholes, or hand holes.” There does not seem to be a compelling need expressed in

statute to establish rules governing access to transmission towers, and indeed that result

would probably be unwarranted.
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The Utilities urge the Commission to permit transmission tower owners to grant
access to transmission towers at individually negotiated terms and conditions that reflect
the necessary safety and reliability concerns of transmission tower owners, and at rates
that reflect the significant costs that would accompany evaluations of transmission tower
access. The rules should be amended to clarify that Division 28 rules do not govern
access, rates, terms, and conditions regarding attachments to transmission towers, but that
such matters may be mutually agreed upon by the owner and applicant:

OAR 860-028-0050(a): OAR Chapter 860 Division 028 governs access to
utility poles, conduits, and support equipment by occupants in Oregon,
and it is intended to provide just and reasonable provisions for when the
parties are unable to agree on certain terms. OAR Chapter 860 Division

028 does not govern access to electric transmission towers, which shall be
a matter for negotiation between the transmission tower owner and the

applicant.

If the Commission believes that rules need to be established for access to
transmission towers, then the Utilities urge the Commission to take these issues up in a
separate rulemaking.*®
8. Wireless

CLPUD & NWCPUD support opening a new rulemaking to deal with wireless
issues. The Utilities agree with Oregon Staff and OJUA that wireless issues were raised
very late in this docket. Wireless attachments raise many issues related to service
continuity, safety, pole engineering, and cost recovery that simply were not contemplated
by any of the parties when AR 506 began. The Utilities recommend that these issues be
taken up in a separate docket, or a third phase of this docket, to consider wireless issues.
1

I

'8 These issues could be taken up with wireless issues.
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9. Conclusion
For all the reasons stated herein, CLPUD and NWCPUD request that the
Commission adopt rules consistent with the Utilities” Opening and Reply Comments.
DATED: November 17, 2006.
CENTRAL LINCOLN PUD
NORTHERN WASCO COUNTY PUD

/s/ Susan K. Ackerman

Susan K. Ackerman, OSB #83138
Attorney for CLPUD and NWCPUD
P.O. Box 10207

Portland, Oregon 97296-0207

(503) 297-2392 (ph)
susan.k.ackerman@comcast.net
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ATTACHMENT A: (C) For a consumer-owned utility, the cost of money is equal to the weighted average of the utility's
embedded cost of long term debt and the most recent cost of equity authorized by the Commission for ratemaking purposes for an
electric company as defined in OAR 860-038-0005, minus 200 basis points. The assumed equity cost is also adjusted to reflect
the actual capital structure of the COOP, MUNI, or PUD. For each 1% difference in capital structure from that associated with
the most recent cost of equity decisions, the assumed cost of equity is adjusted by a factor of 4 basis points.

Cost 10%
Examples: Percentage of Equity 50%
4bps/1% capital structure change based on UE 115
Most Recent Authorized ROE (UE 179 PacifiCorp)
Fictitious PUD* Cost Percentage wt. percent
*Estimated Debt 0.00% 0% 0.00%
Equity 6.00% 100% 6.00% Premium over embedded debt 6.00%
Total ROR 6.00% (ROR - Debt Cost)
Northern Wasco PUD* Cost Percentage wt. percent
*Estimated Debt 5.25% 75% 3.94%
Equity 9.00% 25% 2.25% Premium over embedded debt 0.94%
Total ROR 6.19% (ROR - Debt Cost)
Central Lincoln* Cost Percentage wt. percent
*Estimated Debt 5.00% 10% 0.50%
Equity 6.40% 90% 5.76% Premium over embedded debt 1.26%
Total ROR 6.26% (ROR - Debt Cost)
Oregon Trail Coop Cost Percentage wt. percent
(ficticious) Debt 5.54% 47% 2.60%
Equity 7.96% 51% 4.06% Premium over embedded debt 1.12%
Total ROR 6.66% (ROR - Debt Cost)
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Certificate of Service

| certify that | have this day served the foregoing document upon all
parties of record in AR 506 and AR 510 by delivering a copy in person or by
mailing a copy properly addressed with first class postage prepaid, or by
electronic mail pursuant to OAR 860-13-0070, to all parties or attorneys of parties
listed on the Commission’s service list in this matter.

Dated this 17" day of November, 2006.

/s/ Susan K. Ackerman
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Attorney for CLPUD & NWCPUD
P.O. Box 10207

Portland, Oregon 97296
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CLEAR CREEK MUTUAL
TELEPHONE CO
BILL KIGGINS
OPERATIONS MANAGER
CN UTILITY CONSULTING
STEPHEN R CIESLEWICZ
PRESIDENT
COLE RAYWID & BRAVERMAN
LLP
SCOTT THOMPSON
ATTORNEY
COLE, RAYWID, &
BRAVERMAN, LLP

JILL VALENSTEIN

COMCAST

mwilson@cencoast.com

707 13TH ST STE 280
SALEM OR 97301
doug.cooley@centurytel.com

4031 VIA ORO AVE
LONG BEACH CA 90810
suzanne.curtis@chartercom.com

521 NE 136TH AV
VANCOUVER WA 98684
glee@chartercom.com

PO BOX 97061
REDMOND WA 98073
cindy.manheim@cingular.com

1120 SW 5TH AVE RM 800
PORTLAND OR 97204
richard.johnson@pdxtrans.org

PO BOX 216
CLATSKANIE OR 97016
kbasso@clatskaniepud.com

18238 S FISCHERS MILL RD
OREGON CITY OR 97045-9612
bkiggins@clearcreek.coop

PO BOX 746
NOVATO CA 94948-0746
steve@cnutility.com

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW STE 200
WASHINGTON DC 20006
sthompson@crblaw.com

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW, STE 200
WASHINGTON DC 20006
jvalenstein@crblaw.com



DAWNA FARRELL

NANCY MARSTON

COMCAST PHONE OF OREGON
LLC

SCOTT WHEELER

COMSPANUSA

SEBASTIAN MC CROHAN

CONSUMER POWER INC

STUART SLOAN

COOS CURRY ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE

LINDA L SPURGEON

COOS-CURRY ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE INC

SCOTT ADAMS

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

SARAH K WALLACE
ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE
LLP

MARK P TRINCHERO

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
MICHAEL T WEIRICH

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE

PHIL CHARLTON

dawna_farrell@cable.comcast.com

nancy_marston@cable.comcast.com

9605 SW NIMBUS AVE
BEAVERTON OR 97008
scott_wheeler2@cable.comcast.com

sebastian.mccrohan@comspanusa.net

PO BOX 1180
PHILOMATH OR 97370
stuarts@cpi.coop

PO BOX 1268
PORT ORFORD OR 97465
spurgeon@cooscurryelectric.com

PO BOX 1268
PORT ORFORD OR 97465
scotta@cooscurryelectric.com

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE
SUITE 2300

PORTLAND OR 97201
sarahwallace@dwt.com

1300 SW FIFTH AVE STE 2300
PORTLAND OR 97201-5682
marktrinchero@dwt.com

REGULATED UTILITY & BUSINESS
SECTION

1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096
michael.weirich@doj.state.or.us



EMBARQ COMMUNICATIONS
INC

WILLIAM E HENDRICKS
ATTORNEY

NANCY JUDY
STATE EXEC
EMERALD PUD
CRAIG ANDRUS
CUSTOMER ENGINEERING
SUPERVISOR

ESCHELON TELECOM OF
OREGON INC

CATHERINE A MURRAY

MGR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
EUGENE WATER & ELECTRIC
BOARD (EWEB)

MARK OBERLE

PROPERTY MANAGER
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
OF AMERICA INC

KEVIN L SAVILLE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GRAHAM & DUNN PC

RICHARD J BUSCH

HUNTER COMMUNICATIONS
INC

RICHARD W RYAN
PRESIDENT / CEO
IBEW LOCAL 659

RONALD W JONES

IDAHO POWER COMPANY

JEANNETTE C BOWMAN

SANDRA HOLMS

pcharlton@eli-consulting.com

902 WASCO ST A0412
HOOD RIVER OR 97031
tre.hendricks@embarg.com

902 WASCO ST A0412
HOOD RIVER OR 97031
nancy.judy@embarg.com

33733 SEAVEY LOOP RD
EUGENE OR 97405-9614
craig.andrus@epud.org

730 SECOND AVE S STE 900
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402-2489
camurray@eschelon.com

PO BOX 10148
EUGENE OR 97440
mark.oberle@eweb.eugene.or.us

2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.
MOUND MN 55364
ksaville@czn.com

PIER 70

2801 ALASKAN WAY STE 300
SEATTLE WA 98121-1128
rbusch@grahamdunn.com

801 ENTERPRISE DR STE 101
CENTRAL POINT OR 97502
rryan@coreds.net

4480 ROGUE VALLEY HWY #3
CENTRAL POINT OR 97502-1695
ronjones@ibew659.org

PO BOX 70
BOISE ID 83707
jbowman@idahopower.com

PO BOX 70



LEGAL ADMINISTRATIVE
ASSISTANT

BARTON L KLINE
SENIOR ATTORNEY

LISA D NORDSTROM
ATTORNEY

BRENT VAN PATTEN
JOINT USE ENGINEER

INTEGRA TELECOM OF
OREGON INC

ROBERT DAVIDSON

LEE GUSTAVSON

MANAGER, OUTSIDE PLANT
ENGINEERING

SHEILA HARRIS

MANAGER, GOVERNMENT
AFFAIRS

JAY NUSBAUM

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
ATTORNEY
LEAGUE OF OREGON CITIES

ANDREA FOGUE
SENIOR STAFF ASSOCIATE

MCMINNVILLE CITY OF
WATER & LIGHT

SCOTT ROSENBALM

ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
SUPERINTENDENT
MILLENNIUM DIGITAL MEDIA

EUGENE A FRY

MILLER NASH LLP
BROOKS HARLOW
ATTORNEY

MONMOUTH CITY OF

J WHITE

DAVE WILDMAN

BOISE ID 83707-0070
jbutler@idahopower.com

PO BOX 70
BOISE ID 83707-0070
bkline@idahopower.com

PO BOX 70
BOISE ID 83707-0070
Inordstrom@idahopower.com

PO BOX 70
BOISE ID 83707
bvanpatten@idahopower.com

1200 MINESOTA CTR 7760 FRANCE AVE

BLOOMINGTON MN 55435

robert.davidson@integratelecom.com

lee.gustavson@integratelecom.com

1201 NE LLOYD BLVD, STE 500
PORTLAND OR 97232
sheila.harris@integratelecom.com

1201 NE LLOYD BLVD - STE 500
PORTLAND OR 97232

jay.nusbaum@integratelecom.com

PO BOX 928

1201 COURT ST NE STE 200
SALEM OR 97308
afogue@orcities.org

PO BOX 638
MCMINNVILLE OR 97128-0638
sgr@mc-power.com

3633 136TH PL SE #107
BELLEVUE WA 98006
gfry@mdm.net

601 UNION ST STE 4400
SEATTLE WA 98101-2352
brooks.harlow@millernash.com

151 W MAIN ST
MONMOUTH OR 97361
jwhite@ci.monmouth.or.us

401 N HOGAN RD



NATIONAL RURAL UTILITIES
COOPERATIVE

WILLIAM K EDWARDS

OREGON CABLE AND
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSOCIATION
MICHAEL DEWEY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
OREGON HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

THE HONORABLE ROBERT
ACKERMAN

OREGON JOINT USE
ASSOCIATION

GENOA INGRAM

JOHN SULLIVAN

WILLIAM C WOODS

OREGON MUNICIPAL
ELECTRIC UTILITIES ASSOC

TOM O'CONNOR

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

OREGON PUD ASSOCIATION

DON GODARD

OREGON RURAL ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE ASSN

SANDRA FLICKER

OREGON
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSN

BRANT WOLF
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

OREGON TRAIL ELECTRIC

MONMOUTH OR 97361
dwildman@ci.monmouth.or.us

2001 COOPERATIVE WAY
HERNDON VA 20171-2035
bill.edwards@nrucfc.coop

1249 COMMERCIAL ST SE
SALEM OR 97302
mdewey@oregoncable.com

900 COURT ST NE RM H-389
SALEM OR 97310

1286 COURT ST NE
SALEM OR 97301
genoa@westernadvocates.com

2213 SW 153RD DR
BEAVERTON OR 97006
john.sullivan@pgn.com

9605 SW NIMBUS AVE
BEAVERTON OR 97008
william_woods@cable.comcast.com

PO BOX 928
SALEM OR 97308-0928
toconnor@teleport.com

727 CENTER ST NE - STE 305
SALEM OR 97301
dgodard@opuda.org

707 13TH ST SE STE 200
SALEM OR 97301-4005
sflicker@oreca.org

707 13TH ST SE STE 280
SALEM OR 97301-4036
bwolf@ota-telecom.org



COOPERATIVE

ANTHONY BAILEY PO BOX 226
BAKER CITY OR 97814
abailey@otecc.com

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT

CECE L COLEMAN 825 NE MULTNOMAH STE 800
PORTLAND OR 97232
cece.coleman@pacificorp.com

WILLIAM EAQUINTO 825 NE MULTNOMAH - STE 1700

VICE PRESIDENT OF PORTLAND OR 97232
OPERATIONS bill.eaquinto@pacificorp.com

COREY FITZGERALD 825 NE MULTNOMAH STE 800

PORTLAND OR 97232
corey.fitz-gerald@pacificorp.com

RANDALL MILLER 1407 W N TEMPLE STE 220
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84116
randy.miller@pacificorp.com

PACIFICCORP

BILL CUNNINGHAM 825 NE MULTNOMAH STE 1500
MANAGING DIRECTOR - PORTLAND OR 97232
ASSET MANAGEMENT bill.cunningham@pacificorp.com
PACIFICORP
HEIDI CASWELL 825 NE MULTNOMAH ST

PORTLAND OR 97232
heide.caswell@pacificorp.com

PETE CRAVEN 825 NE MULTNOMAH - STE 300
PORTLAND OR 97232
pete.craven@pacificorp.com

JIM MARQUIS 830 OLD SALEM RD
DIRECTOR - O&M SUPPORT ALBANY OR 97321
james_l.marquis@pacificorp.com

LAURA RAYPUSH 825 NE MULTNOMAH, STE 1700
PORTLAND OR 97232
laura.raypush@pacificorp.com

PACIFICORP DBA PACIFIC
POWER & LIGHT

ANDREA L KELLY 825 NE MULTNOMAH ST STE 2000
VICE PRESIDENT - PORTLAND OR 97232
REGULATION andrea.kelly@pacificorp.com

PIONEER TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE

GENERAL MANAGER 1304 MAIN ST PO BOX 631
PHILOMATH OR 97370

PORTLAND CITY OF - OFFICE
OF TRANSPORTATION

RICHARD GRAY 1120 SW 5TH AVE RM 800
PORTLAND OR 97204
richard.gray@pdxtrans.org



PORTLAND GENERAL
ELECTRIC

JENNIFER BUSCH 121 SW SALMON ST
PORTLAND OR 97204
jennifer.busch@pgn.com

RANDALL DAHLGREN 121 SW SALMON ST 1WTC 0702
PORTLAND OR 97204
randy.dahlgren@pgn.com

BARBARA HALLE 121 SW SALMON ST 1 WTC-13
PORTLAND OR 97204
barbara.halle@pgn.com

DOUG KUNS 121 SW SALMON ST
PORTLAND OR 97204
doug.kuns@pgn.com

INARA K SCOTT 121 SW SALMON ST
PORTLAND OR 97204
inara.scott@pgn.com

ALEX TOOMAN 121 SW SALMON ST
PORTLAND OR 97204
alex.tooman@pgn.com

DAVID P VAN BOSSUYT 4245 KALE ST NE
SALEM OR 97305
dave.vanbossuyt@pgn.com

KARLA WENZEL
karla.wenzel@pgn.com

PRIORITYONE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC

PO BOX 758
LA GRANDE OR 97850-6462
kmutch@pltel.com

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

JERRY MURRAY PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
jerry.murray@state.or.us

GARY PUTNAM PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
gary.putnam@state.or.us

JOHN WALLACE PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
john.wallace@state.or.us

QUALITY TELEPHONE INC

FRANK X MCGOVERN PO BOX 7310
DALLAS TX 75209-0310
fmcgovern@gtelephone.com

QWEST

JEFF KENT 8021 SW CAPITOL HILL RD
ROOM 180



QWEST CORPORATION

ALEX M DUARTE

SPEER, HOYT, JONES,
FEINMAN, ET AL

CHRISTY MONSON

SPRINGFIELD UTILITY BOARD

TAMARA JOHNSON

SPRINT NEXTEL

KRISTIN L JACOBSON

T-MOBILE

ANDREW NENNINGER

T-MOBILE USA INC

TERI OHTA

TIME WARNER TELECOM

KEVIN O'CONNOR

TIME WARNER TELECOM OF
OREGON LLC

BRIAN THOMAS

UNITED TELEPHONE
COMPANY OF THE
NORTHWEST

TOM MCGOWAN

UNITED TELEPHONE
COMPANY OF THE
NORTHWEST/EMBARQ

BARBARA YOUNG

PORTLAND OR 97219
jeffrey.kent@qwest.com

421 SW OAK ST STE 810
PORTLAND OR 97204
alex.duarte@qwest.com

975 OAK STREET, SUITE 700
EUGENE OR 97401
christy@speerhoyt.com

PO BOX 300
SPRINGFIELD OR 97477
tamaraj@subutil.com

201 MISSION ST STE 1400
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
kristin.l.jacobson@sprint.com

andrew.nenninger@t-mobile.com

teri.ohta@t-mobile.com

520 SW 6TH AVE
PORTLAND OR 97204
kevin.oconnor@twtelecom.com

223 TAYLOR AVE N
SEATTLE WA 98109-5017
brian.thomas@twtelecom.com

902 WASCO ST
HOOD RIVER OR 97031
tom.a.mcgowan@sprint.com

902 WASCO ST - ORHDRA0412
HOOD RIVER OR 97031-3105



barbara.c.young@embarg.com
VERIZON
SUSAN BURKE
susan.burke@verizon.com

VERIZON CORPORATE
SERVICES

THOMAS DIXON 707 17TH STREET
DENVER CO 80202
thomas.f.dixon@verizon.com

VERIZON NORTHWEST INC

RICHARD STEWART 600 HIDDEN RIDGE
HQEO3J28
IRVING TX 75038
richard.stewart@verizon.com

RENEE WILLER 20575 NW VON NEUMANN DR STE 150
MC OR030156
HILLSBORO OR 97006
renee.willer@verizon.com

WANTEL INC

MARTY PATROVSKY 1016 SE OAK AVE
ROSEBURG OR 97470
marty.patrovsky@comspanusa.net



