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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

AR 506

In the Matter of a Rulemaking to Amend and 
Adopt Permanent Rules in OAR 860, 
Divisions 024 and 028, Regarding Pole 
Attachment Use and Safety

SECOND ROUND COMMENTS OF 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
COMPANY

Portland General Electric (PGE) appreciates the opportunity to participate in the 

workshops and formally comment in AR 506.  We take this opportunity to commend all the 

parties involved in this proceeding for continuing to earnestly seek understanding and agreement. 

Our May 1, 2006, comments responded to the Oregon Joint Use Association’s (OJUA) 

issues list, the issues raised by the City of Portland, and the rules drafted at the inception of this 

docket.  Since that time, both Public Utility Commission of Oregon Staff (Staff) and other parties 

have suggested modifications to the proposed rule language.  These comments address the draft

rules issued by Staff on May 23, 2006.  In addition, we note that one of the challenges of a 

rulemaking docket is that there is a limited opportunity to adequately address “facts” raised by 

other parties in Comments.  We point out in these Comments some of the “facts” raised in this 

docket that we believe may be misinterpreted or misunderstood.  

1. OAR 860-024-0001 Definitions for Commission Safety Rules

OJUA proposes to revise the definition of “Commission Safety Rules” to acknowledge 

the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) as the default safety standard that utilities must 

meet, except where the rules expressly adopt a different standard.  We agree with the OJUA’s 

proposed modification to this section.
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As Staff noted in its May 1, 2006 Comments in this docket (Staff Comments), Oregon 

has a longstanding legal tradition of adoption of the NESC, and the NESC remains the “required 

safety standard” of this state.  Staff Comments at 2.  For this reason, we were troubled when the 

NESC standards were eclipsed in Division 24 by “Commission Safety Standards.”  Utilities must 

have clear directives and no ambiguity about which safety standards they are required to 

maintain.  If the Commission believes that an NESC rule is insufficient, or that a different rule 

should be adopted in the place of an NESC standard, this difference should be called out and 

expressly noted.  Utilities must be able to rely upon the NESC as the default standard, and 

modification of those standards must be the exception, not the rule.

2. OAR 860-024-0011 - Prioritization of Work

Where it is practical, pole owners and occupants will work together to achieve economic 

efficiencies.  Indeed, OJUA has invested significant time and energy in crafting procedures that 

will achieve these efficiencies, and has made remarkable steps in working with all participants to 

craft an economical and efficient system.  We support OJUA’s proposal with regard to 

prioritization of work and joint scheduling of inspections.  

3. OAT 860-024-0012 - Prioritization of Repairs

We also support OJUA’s proposal regarding priorization of repairs.  Repairing all 

infractions within two years (with a tiny fraction to be deferred for an additional year) is a much 

higher standard than that prescribed by the NESC.  It is reasonable and cost-effective to defer 

repair of incidental infractions and non-hazardous conditions where repair can be accomplished 

with greater efficiency at some point in the future. 

4. OAR 860-024-0014 – Duties of Electric Supply and Communications Structure 
Owners

We support Staff’s proposal to move this rule to Division 28.
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5. Vegetation Clearance Requirements – OAR 860-024-0016

PGE has a number of concerns with the proposed vegetation clearance requirements, 

many of which were addressed at the May 18, 2006 workshop.  PGE’s primary concern is that 

the proposed rules dramatically increase the minimum clearance standards, which have been part 

of Staff’s Tree to Power Line Clearance Policy for over twenty years. These changes would 

result in substantial cost increases to utilities and their customers.  PGE believes, and the data 

support its belief, that Oregon utilities are among the best in the nation in effective vegetation 

management, and that the current rules are more than sufficient to ensure that we maintain this 

excellent track record.  We do not support adoptions of more stringent rules that will raise rates 

for customers in a time of rising energy and fuel prices, when those cost increases are not 

accompanied by a demonstrated incremental benefit.  Our customers deserve a safe system and

an efficient system.  We do not believe they would support any requirement that the utility spend 

millions of extra dollars a year without a known increase in levels of safety or reliability. 

a. Staff Provides Statistics that do not Support Its Proposed Rules

Staff defends its proposed rules by citing a need to protect the “safety of people and 

property,” and referring to statistics related to tree-related injuries.  Staff Comments at 18, 21.  

There is no evidence, however, suggesting that the new rules are necessary to protect safety, or 

that the proposed rules would have prevented the tree-related injuries that have occurred in the 

past.  Staff also provided in its Comments general statistics about power line fires, claiming,

“This illustrates that maintaining clearances from power lines for the purpose of preventing fires 

alone is a valid reason for this rule.”  Id. at 19.  Yet here also, there is no necessary correlation 

between the statistics presented and the proposed rules.  

Environmental Consultants, Incorporated (ECI), nationally recognized experts in 

vegetation management, independently examined the statistics cited by Staff and presented their 
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findings in a report attached to PGE’s May 1, 2006 Comments (PGE First Round Comments).  

ECI noted that of the 74 “incidents” included in Staff’s report for a ten year period, only a small 

percentage resulted in significant injury or death. See PGE Comments at Exhibit A page 5. ECI 

also noted that based on industry practice, utilities generally address these risks through “public 

education, warning signs and responsiveness to customer requests for assistance in partial 

clearing of trees away from power lines…”  Id. Moreover, when PGE personnel examined the 

incident records publicly available from the OPUC, they found that only a tiny percentage of the 

total tree-related incidents—less than one incident per year—related to NESC code violations 

and adequate tree clearance.  Rather than justifying an increase in the current standards, these 

statistics appear to demonstrate that the current standards have been extremely effective in

keeping injuries to minimal levels.

PGE personnel also examined available data regarding power line-related fires to 

determine whether those fires generally were caused by excessive tree growth or poor vegetation 

management practices.  Individual detail of all fires was not available.  However, PGE was able 

to obtain information detailing the cause of all power line related fires in 1993 and 1996.  See 

Exhibit 1.  In 1993, there were 43 total power line related fires, only one of which could be 

determined to have been caused by inadequate vegetation management or excessive tree growth.  

In 1996, there were 37 total power line related fires, four of which could be determined to have 

involved tree growth.  Unfortunately, these are the only years for which PGE was able to obtain 

detailed data.  However, based on conversations with Rick Gibson, the Oregon Department of 

Forestry Fire Prevention Manager, we believe these years to be representative of longer-term 

experience.  Thus the number of fires related to vegetation management is extremely small, in 

comparison to the total numbers of power line related fires cited by Staff as justification for their 

proposed rules.
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We would like to eliminate injuries and fires, but the proposed rule will not accomplish 

that task.  People commit unsafe acts, and if the statistics are to be believed, we could prevent far 

more injuries by continuing to focus our attention on ways to prevent these unsafe acts, rather 

than spending millions of additional dollars on additional tree-trimming.

b. History of the Rule

It is important to know the evolution of Staff’s rule proposal, so that the departure from 

existing policy can be clear.  As Staff notes in its Comments, the original Staff Tree to Power 

Line Clearance Policy was developed over two decades ago.  Staff Comments at 17.  This 

original policy contained the following clause, which described an exception to the rule requiring 

that minimum clearance areas be kept free of new tree growth between scheduled trimming 

cycles:

Intrusion of limited small branches and new tree growth into this minimum 
clearance area can be tolerated so long as it does not contribute to a safety hazard 
to a person climbing the tree or cause interference with the conductors. 

Id. at Exhibit 11 page 6.  It is the various modifications Staff has made to this original clause, 

which appears at draft rule OAR 860-024-0016(5)(c)(B), that PGE continues to dispute.

i) Dispute Over “Interference”

Over the years, Staff and PGE have differed over the proper interpretation of the term 

“interference.”  PGE contended that as used in the NESC, “interference” meant damage.  Staff 

interpreted this term to mean “ ‘tickling,’ ‘brushing’ contacts, brown leaves, desiccation, or any 

other descriptions, or results of, direct or arching contact with primary conductors…”  Id. at 

Exhibit 11 page 3(5) (PGE Stipulation). 

This controversy has since been resolved for purposes of determining NESC intent: the 

Edison Electric Institute Vegetation Management Task Force (“Task Force”) recently found that 

the term “interfere” was being widely misinterpreted, and decided to remove the term from 
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Rule 218 of the revised NESC, which will be effective January 1, 2007. In comments discussing 

this decision, the Task Force stated, “The word ‘interfere’ is removed because it has been 

interpreted to mean all, even incidental, vegetation contact with electric apparatus.  ‘Interfere’ 

has also been used by some regulatory commissions to suggest that incidental contact causes 

reliability issues.  In these instances the regulatory commissions are using NESC -under the 

guise of safety- to enforce otherwise unjustifiable clearance for reliability purposes.”  See

Exhibit 2.

The Subcommittee #4 of the NESC voted 23 to 0 to recommend to the full committee a 

change to the code.  Where the NESC currently reads, “Trees that interfere with ungrounded 

supply conductors should be trimmed or removed,” the revised code will read, “Vegetation that 

may damage ungrounded supply conductors should be pruned or removed.” Id.

PGE advocated for removal of the term “interference” from these proposed rules because 

it believed, and continues to believe, that Staff’s Policy and interpretation of this term exceeds 

NESC standards and is not necessary to maintain a safe system.  PGE stipulated in 1999 to 

Staff’s definition of the term interference, and PGE intends to fully comply with that Stipulation

as long as it is in force.  However, PGE strongly disagreed with Staff’s original proposal to 

memorialize its misunderstanding of the NESC in the Oregon Administrative Rules. If the 

proposed rules were intended to honor “Oregon’s long standing legal adoption of the NESC,” 

(Staff Comments at 2)  and maintain these basic national safety standards, the term interference 

should be replaced with damage, and the new and more stringent clearance standards should not 

be adopted.

ii)  Staff’s Current Proposal 

PGE appreciates Staff’s efforts to make an alternative proposal and Staff’s recognition 

that the NESC no longer will include any reference to the term “interference.”  However, Staff’s 
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new proposed rule is even more prescriptive and sets an even higher standard than the old rule.  

Staff’s proposed rule OAR 860-024-0016(5)(c)(B) reads, 

Infrequent intrusion of small new vegetation growth into these minimum 
clearance areas is acceptable provided the vegetation does not come closer than 
eighteen inches to the conductor.

Whereas before Staff’s Policy was to categorically prohibit any contact with a conductor, 

or damage to the tree that might be caused by contact, the new rule moves that standard back 

18 inches.  In workshops, no rationale was offered for this rule change, other than to 

acknowledge that the NESC no longer uses the term “interference.”  Staff also suggested that 

they picked the 18-inch standard because that standard is used in California. 

Two things are important to note about the standards adopted in California.  First, those 

rules were adopted after a number of major storm-related outages, and a major power outage and 

catastrophic fire in mid-1996.1 Oregon has not had similar concerns about reliability or safety, 

and in fact, ECI concluded in its evaluation of over 7,000 trees in Oregon that the percentage of 

tree-to-conductor contact was well below what ECI has observed to be the industry norm.  PGE 

First Round Comments at Exhibit A page 1.  These standards translate into outstanding 

reliability. In its report ECI states, “the number of tree-caused interruptions on the PGE 

overhead primary system…was found to be among the lowest of any utility in the United States 

that ECI has examined.”  Id. at 2.  Oregon has no need to change its standards simply to mimic 

those used in California.  

Second, the standards adopted in California came at considerable cost.  At the May 18, 

2006 workshop, Philip M. Charlton, ECI President, noted that Pacific Gas & Electric has had to 

  
1 See Investigation on the Commission’s own motion and order to Show Cause to determine if San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company should be held in violation of the Commission’s General Order 95 for failure to have 
exercised reasonable tree trimming practices and procedures at 3; I.94-06-012; California Public Utility 
Commission Decision 97-10-056 (Oct. 22, 1997). 
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move to a one-year trimming cycle to maintain the mandated clearances, and as a result, has a 

consulting and trimming staff that numbers in the hundreds. 2 PGE similarly estimates that to 

comply with the new rules it would have to move to a one-year trimming cycle, at an added cost 

of approximately $4 to $5 million annually.  Such substantial cost increases may have been 

justified in California, where the lack of appropriate vegetation management practices led to 

significant reliability and safety concerns, but what justifies this cost increase in Oregon? 

iii) “Limited small branches and new tree growth” v. “Infrequent intrusion 
of small new vegetation growth”

The other difference between Staff’s original Policy and the proposed rule is in the first 

few words:  the original policy begins “Intrusion of limited small branches and new tree 

growth…can be tolerated” whereas the new rule would read, “Infrequent intrusion of small new 

vegetation growth…is acceptable.”  This may appear an insignificant change, but in fact, this 

wording alone could cost PGE customers millions of dollars a year.  

As part of the team that drafted the original Policy, PGE interpreted the Policy to allow 

for new tree growth and some small branches in the minimum clearance areas, as limited3 by the 

requirement that the new growth not interfere with conductors.  The proposed rule, on the other 

hand, would require that new growth into the clearance area be “infrequent,” meaning “not 

occurring regularly; occasional or rare.”4 This is a far higher standard, and as Staff has described 

in workshops, it is only meant to cover those unique trees, referred to as “cycle busters,” that 

grow in an unexpected or unusual fashion.  

  
2 Not all trees are trimmed annually, but all trees must be inspected annually, and the majority of trees in urban 

areas and many of the trees in rural areas require annual trimming to maintain the mandatory clearance. 
3 “Limited: Confined or restricted within certain limits,” The American Heritage Dictionary of the English 

Language, Fourth Edition (2000) Houghton Mifflin Company.
4 The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition (2000) Houghton Mifflin 

Company.
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To maintain this new clearance requirement, PGE will have to trim its trees further and 

more frequently, most likely moving to a one-year cycle of trimming—precisely what occurred 

in California when they adopted an 18-inch standard.  This will be a very costly change. PGE 

will have to increase its tree trimming budget by approximately $4 to $5 million dollars annually 

to comply with the proposed rule.  Other costs are less easily quantified, but no less important: 

they are the costs of a damaged urban forest, potential injury to tree health, diminished property 

values, and disgruntled customers and residents who will want to know why their trees are being 

trimmed so severely.  See Oregon Department of Forestry’s (ODF) letter, AR 506 (May 12, 

2006).  

ECI reviewed PGE’s vegetation management program for the entire service territory in 

the fourth quarter of 2005 and considered the impact of the proposed rules on PGE’s current 

vegetation management practices.  As described in ECI’s Report, PGE’s vegetation management

practices already demonstrate exceptional safety and have resulted in exceptionally low numbers 

of tree-related interruptions.  ECI states, “Of the tree-caused interruptions that do occur on the 

PGE system, few have been the result of trees growing into the conductor.  The vast majority of 

interruptions have been attributed to unforeseen or non-preventable tree failure…ECI’s 

experience shows that most utilities experience a much higher proportion of outages due to tree 

growth than has PGE.”  PGE First Round Comments, Exhibit A at 3.  In fact, PGE’s four year 

average performance exceeded that of a comparable California utility in 2005 for number of 

primary tree-related interruptions. Id.  These conclusions lead us back to the same questions—if 

our record of safety and reliability is so strong, why ask us to spend millions of additional 

dollars? 
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iv) PGE’s Proposal

PGE proposes two alternatives for compromise on this issue.  However, in either case we 

believe it is imperative that the rule contain the beginning of the original Staff Policy language,

which states, “Intrusion of limited small branches and new tree growth…can be tolerated.”  We 

see absolutely no reason to modify or deviate from this language.  It is not necessary for safety or 

for general compliance with the NESC.  As previously noted, Staff’s original Policy far exceeded 

the NESC, and the NESC only requires trimming of vegetation that will actually damage

conductors.  The proposed standard is not necessary to improve reliability, address any known 

safety hazard, or protect the public.  It will cost millions of dollars. It simply should not be 

included in the proposed rule. 

We do believe there is room for compromise around the rest of the standard.  If Staff 

believes it is important to remove the term “interference” from the rule, we would suggest a 

more reasonable minimum acceptable intrusion area of 6 inches, rather than 18 inches.  This 

proposal exceeds the old “interference” standard, but would not result in the extreme cost (both 

financial and environmental) that would result from Staff’s current proposed rule.5

Alternatively, although we do not believe it is necessary for safety, PGE would propose

going back to Staff’s old Policy language defining interference and including that standard in the 

rule.6  Though it would not mirror the NESC, none of Staff’s proposals have been modeled after 

the NESC.  In addition, going back to the old proposal would not require massive changes in 

current utility tree-trimming programs, increased costs or increased damage to trees.

  
5 The new OAR 860-024-0016(5)(c)(B) would read:  “Intrusion of limited small branches and new tree growth 

into these minimum clearance areas is acceptable provided the vegetation does not come closer than six inches 
to the conductors.”

6 Under this proposal, the new OAR 860-024-0016(5)(c)(B)  would read:  “Intrusion of limited small branches 
and new tree growth into these minimum clearance areas is acceptable provided the vegetation does not cause 
interference with a conductor.”
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v) Creating a Threshold

As we worked through the rulemaking process, we became increasingly concerned that 

the new vegetation management standards would be extremely difficult for Staff to administer 

without a consistent and unbiased mechanism for evaluation of utility tree-trimming programs.  

It would obviously make little sense for Staff to evaluate the overall compliance of a utility 

program based on clearance measurements in one or two trees.  But what would be fair?  Ten 

trees? One hundred? 

Trees are not like poles; by their very number and dynamic characteristics, they cannot be 

subjected to a prioritization of repairs standard like the one Staff proposes for other NESC and 

Commission Safety Staff violations. Yet the rules provide no guidance for the manner in which 

Staff might systematically determine what constitutes an acceptable vegetation management 

program.  Without such standards, one cannot determine if assessments of vegetation 

management programs are statistically sound, or what threshold standards should apply before 

the Commission should determine a vegetation management program to be out of compliance 

with the OARs.

We asked ECI to provide some guidelines that Staff could use to develop a compliance 

sampling method and have attached their recommendations as Exhibit 3.  Some basic principles 

of their recommendations include:  1) the utility’s service territory should be sampled on a 

random basis, using a method that excludes observer bias; 2) sample sizes should be determined 

based on desired sampling error and level of confidence; and 3) a reasonable compliance 

threshold might be between 90-95% compliance.  These principles are very flexible and could be 

adapted for the specific needs of Oregon and the Safety Staff.

Developing a specific sampling method and compliance threshold seems beyond the 

reach of the present rulemaking, but we believe it is a necessary part of the adoption of these 
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rules.  We therefore recommend that the Commission adopt the following addition to OAR 860-

024-0016:  

(8)  Within one year of the establishment of these rules, Commission Safety 
Staff shall provide to the Commission and interested parties a draft 
compliance sampling method for evaluation of vegetation management 
programs, and recommendations for threshold requirements for compliance.

c. Placement of Tree Trimming Requirements in Division 28 –
OAR 860-024-0016

We believe it is not necessary to extend tree trimming requirements to communication 

companies, and recommend this section be deleted.  However, we do not oppose moving this 

proposal to Division 28 and continuing the discussion regarding this proposal with those rules.

6. Generic Waiver – OAR 860-024-0012(4)

We support the addition of this section.  It is necessary for situations in which a pole

owner does not strictly adhere to a particular safety rule, but is able to maintain an equivalent 

level of safety.  However, we feel it is important to acknowledge that the waiver provision does 

not replace the need for a reasonable rule regarding prioritization of repairs.  Many infractions 

that could qualify for a waiver recur, and seeking a waiver for each specific installation would be 

costly and time-consuming.  Particularly for cases in which a rule infraction does not pose a 

significant hazard to the public or utility employees, it would be more efficient and cost-effective 

to have a prioritization standard that allows for routine deferral than to rely on a waiver 

provision.

7. Costs Benefit – All Proposed Rule Changes

After multiple workshops, it continues to be unclear what incremental benefit customers 

would be buying for the additional costs that the implementation of this draft rule would require. 

PGE estimates that the vegetation rules alone would require a $4 to $5 million dollar increase in 

our annual budget.  We urge the Commission to adopt reasonable rules that maintain Oregon’s 
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current exceptional safety and reliability, without unnecessarily burdening utilities and their 

customers with additional costs and heightened standards.

Conclusion

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and we look forward to further participating 

in this rulemaking.   We have only commented on the language where our viewpoints diverge.  

We thank Staff for their willingness to consider the industry’s viewpoint and we commend

ALJ Smith for encouraging consistent forward movement and compromise among parties.  

DATED this 25th day of May, 2006.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ INARA K. SCOTT____________________
Inara K. Scott, OSB # 01013
Portland General Electric Company
121 SW Salmon Street, 1WTC1301
Portland, OR  97204
(503) 464-7831 (telephone)
(503) 464-2200 (telecopier)
inara.scott@pgn.com
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PO BOX 758
LA GRANDE OR 97850-6462
kmutch@p1tel.com
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JERRY MURRAY
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
PO BOX 2148
SALEM OR 97308-2148
jerry.murray@state.or.us

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

JEFF KENT
QWEST
8021 SW CAPITOL HILL RD
ROOM 180
PORTLAND OR 97219
jeffrey.kent@qwest.com

ALEX M DUARTE
QWEST CORPORATION
421 SW OAK ST STE 810
PORTLAND OR 97204
alex.duarte@qwest.com

ROGER KUHLMAN
SALEM ELECTRIC
PO BOX 5588
SALEM OR 97304-0055
kuhlman@salemelectric.com

BARBARA YOUNG
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO LP
902 WASCO ST - ORHDRA0412
HOOD RIVER OR 97031-3105
barbara.c.young@mail.sprint.com

LINDA L SPURGEON 
COOS CURRY ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE
PO BOX 1268 
PORT ORFORD OR  97465
spurgeon@cooscurryelectric.com

BRIAN THOMAS
TIME WARNER TELECOM OF OREGON 
LLC
223 TAYLOR AVE N
SEATTLE WA 98109-5017
brian.thomas@twtelecom.com

STEVEN LINDSAY
VERIZON
PO BOX 1033
EVERETT WA 98206
steve.lindsay@verizon.com

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

RENEE WILLER
VERIZON NORTHWEST INC
20575 NW VON NEUMANN DR MC 
OR030156
HILLSBORO OR 97006
renee.willer@verizon.com

MARTY PATROVSKY
WANTEL INC
1016 SE OAK AVE

ROSEBURG OR 97470
marty.patrovsky@comspanusa.net

DAVID LUCHINI 
CENTURYTEL OF OREGON, INC
PO BOX 327 
AURORA OR 97002
dave.luchini@centurytel.com 

RONALD W JONES 
IBEW LOCAL 659
4480 ROGUE VALLEY HWY # 3
CENTRAL POINT OR 97502-1695
ronjones@ibew659.org
RICHARD W. RYAN, PRESIDENT
HUNTER COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
801 ENTERPRISE DR. STE 101 
CENTRAL POINT OR 97502
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rryan@coreds.net 

CHRISTOPHER S. HUTHER
PRESTON GATES ELLIS RUVELAS & 
MEEDS
1735 NEW YORK AVE NW STE 500 
WASHINGTON DC 2006-5209
chuther@prestongates.com 

ANDREA L. KELLY, VICE PRESIDENT
REGULATION DEPARTMENT
PACIFICORP DBA PACIFIC POWER & 
LIGHT
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97232
andrea.kelly@pacificorp.com 

KEVIN O’CONNOR 
TIME WARNER TELECOM 
520 SW 6TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR 97031
kevin.oconnor@twtelecom.com 

JIM MARQUIS, DIRECTOR 
O & M SUPPORT
860 OLD SALEM ROAD 
ALBANY OR  97321
James_I.marquis@pacificorp.com 

FRANK MCGOVERN 
QUALITY TELEPHONE INC
PO BOX 141048
DALLAS TX 75214
fmcgovern@qtelephone.com 

NANCY JUDY 
SPRINT/UNITED TELEPHONE CO 
OF THE NORTHWEST
902 WASCO ST A0412
HOOD RIVER OR 97031
nancy.judy@sprint.com 

TOM MCGOWAN
SPRINT/UNITED TELEPHONE CO 
OF THE NORTHWEST
902 WASCO ST
HOOD RIVER OR 97031
tom.a.mcgowan@sprint.com 



May 25, 2006

Via Electronic Filing and U.S. Mail

Oregon Public Utility Commission
Attention:  Filing Center
PO Box 2148
Salem OR  97308-2148

Re: In the Matter of a Rulemaking to Amend and Adopt Permanent Rules in OAR 860, 
Divisions 024 and 028, Regarding Pole Attachment Use and Safety
OPUC Docket No. AR 506

Attention Filing Center:

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned docket is Portland General Electric’s Second 
Round Comments. This document is being filed by electronic mail with the Filing Center.

An extra copy of this cover letter is enclosed.  Please date stamp the extra copy and return 
it to me in the envelope provided.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,

/s/ INARA K. SCOTT

Inara K. Scott

IKS:am

cc:  AR 506 Service List

Enclosure


























