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Please state your name, business address, and present position with Pacific
Power & Light Company (Pacific Power or Company), a division of PacifiCorp.
My name is R. Bryce Dalley and my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street,
Suite 2000, Portland, Oregon 97232. | am currently employed as Vice President,
Regulation for Pacific Power.

QUALIFICATIONS
Please describe your education and professional experience.
| received a Bachelor of Science degree in Business Management with an emphasis
in finance from Brigham Young University in 2003. | completed the Utility
Management Certificate Program at Willamette University in 2009, and | have also
attended various educational, professional, and electric industry-related seminars.

I have been employed by Pacific Power since 2002 in various positions within
the regulation and finance organizations. | was appointed Manager of Revenue
Requirement in 2008 and was promoted to Director, Regulatory Affairs and Revenue
Requirement in 2012. | assumed my current position as Vice President, Regulation,
in January 2014. | am responsible for all regulatory activities in Washington, Oregon,
and California.

Additionally, | oversee a number of other departments in the Company,
including the Customer and Regulatory Liaison Department. The ten members in that
department work closely with the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission (Commission) Staff in resolving customer complaints. The members of
that team ensure internal processes and systems comply with all tariffs. Additionally,

they represent the Company in the process of seeking approval of tariff revisions.
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PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?
My testimony addresses a number of issues arising from the general competitive
practices of Columbia Rural Electric Association (Columbia REA), as well as its
specific actions to secure the Walla Walla Country Club (WWCC or Club) as its
customer. Those general practices and specific actions have further highlighted the
operational and safety reasons for removal of facilities when a customer requests
permanent disconnection.
Please list the topics addressed in your testimony.
Mr. William G. Clemens, Pacific Power’s Regional Business Manager, addresses the
significant safety reasons for removal of facilities when a customer requests
permanent disconnection." My testimony addresses the following:

e The unique circumstance resulting from Columbia REA exceeding its
historical mandate and capitalizing on the absence of a service area agreement
with Pacific Power by aggressively pursuing Pacific Power’s customers;

e The terms and application of Pacific Power’s net removal tariff; and

e The operational reasons for removing facilities when a customer requests
permanent disconnection.

WALLA WALLA—HISTORICAL CONTEXT
Does Pacific Power provide electric utility service to communities in Eastern
Washington?

Yes. In 1910, four small electric companies in Astoria and Pendleton, Oregon, and

! pacific Power Exhibit No. WGC-1T.
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Walla Walla and Yakima, Washington, became Pacific Power. The new company
served 7,000 customers. Since that time, Pacific Power has grown to serve
communities throughout Eastern Washington.

Is Washington unique among the states served by PacifiCorp?

Although PacifiCorp serves customers in six states (California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming), its tariff provisions related to permanent disconnection
and removal of facilities are unique to Washington. Unlike any other state
jurisdiction in which PacifiCorp provides electric service, Washington does not have
statutory provisions granting exclusive service areas to electric utilities. Because
PacifiCorp’s service areas in its other states are exclusive, it does not face safety or
operational concerns related to customer requests for permanent disconnection arising
from competition with other utilities for customers.

Pacific Power’s net removal tariff is not only unique among PacifiCorp’s state
jurisdictions, but it is also unique among electric utilities in Washington. To protect
customers, avoid duplicative facilities, and prevent disputes over service area, most
utilities in Washington have service area agreements. Although Washington does not
have allocated service areas, the Washington Legislature has stated that it is in the
public interest for cooperatives and public utilities to establish service area
agreements to prevent duplication of facilities. Pacific Power agrees with the
legislature, and all neighboring utilities in Washington have successfully negotiated
service area agreements—including public utility districts, municipal utility districts,
rural electric associations and cooperatives, and other investor-owned utilities—

except Columbia REA.
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In just two counties in Washington (Columbia and Walla Walla), the regulated
electric utility (Pacific Power) has been unable to negotiate a service area agreement
with the rural electric association (Columbia REA), despite engaging in
negotiations—including negotiations mediated by Commission Staff. Pacific Power
customers can therefore choose to permanently discontinue receiving service from the
Company and switch electric service providers. This unique situation requires a tariff
governing the terms of permanent disconnection, including appropriately charging
departing customers for the total actual costs of disconnection. Such a tariff is
necessary to protect Pacific Power’s remaining customers from cost shifting.

Is Pacific Power party to any service area agreements with a rural electric
association in Eastern Washington?

Yes. For 20 years, Pacific Power and the Benton Rural Electric Association (Benton
REA) have enjoyed a great working relationship under a service area agreement. In
fact, the Company and Benton REA just renewed the agreement with another 20-year
term.

What is the Rural Electrification Act of 19367

The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 was enacted to provide federal loans to further
“rural electrification and the furnishing of electric energy to persons in rural

areas who are not receiving central station service[.]"?

When did Columbia REA first begin its efforts to compete in the greater Walla
Walla area serviced by Pacific Power?

As mentioned previously, Pacific Power has served customers in Columbia and Walla

Walla counties since 1910. Pacific Power did not have any customers requesting

27 U.S.C. 902, Sec. 2 (emphasis added).
Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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permanent disconnection to switch electric utility providers until 1999, which
ultimately necessitated the filing of the net removal tariff. My understanding is that
Pacific Power and Columbia REA had an informal agreement that whichever utility’s
facilities were closer to a customer would serve that customer. This agreement
prevented duplication of facilities and safety and operational concerns. Columbia
REA respected that agreement until a management change in 1999.
Since 1999, have there been any efforts to establish a service area agreement
with Columbia REA?
Pacific Power filed a motion to suspend proceedings in Docket UE-001734 on July
27, 2001, indicating an interim service area agreement had been reached with
Columbia REA. The Commission granted Pacific Power’s request to suspend
proceedings, approved the interim service area agreement in Docket UE-011085, and
appointed a mediator to assist with the negotiations of a permanent service area
agreement. Between July 2001 and May 2002, Pacific Power and Columbia REA
had several meetings to discuss the terms of a permanent service area agreement but
were unable to reach such an agreement. The details of the negotiations are protected
under a confidentiality agreement. On May 21, 2002, the Company notified the
Commission that negotiations were unsuccessful and requested to proceed with
Docket UE-001734.

Pacific Power and Columbia REA resumed service area negotiations starting
on May 15, 2003. Those negotiations formally ended July 29, 2004, again with no
agreement being reached. The details of those negotiations are also protected under a

confidentiality agreement.
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In 2007, Pacific Power reached out to the CEO of Columbia REA about a
service area agreement. The CEO of Columbia REA informed Pacific Power’s
President that Columbia REA would not solicit customers served by Pacific Power
but declined to sign an agreement. From 2007 to the present, the number of
permanent disconnections requested has increased significantly, making it clear that
Columbia REA actively solicited Pacific Power’s customers in spite of the informal
agreement that had been reached. This has resulted in numerous safety and
operational concerns about the effect on rates for Pacific Power’s remaining
customers. Given these safety and operational concerns, in September 2013, Pacific
Power’s President requested in writing that the Columbia REA CEO work with
Pacific Power to negotiate a service area agreement. Columbia REA did not
acknowledge the request in a written response, although Pacific Power and Columbia
REA communicated by telephone. The Pacific Power President raised the issue and
requested support from the mayors of Walla Walla, College Place, and Dayton, which
are communities that have been adversely affected by Columbia REA’s active
solicitation and installation of duplicate facilities. Each mayor committed to support
a service area agreement. In addition, the Mayor and City of College Place
recommended including a requirement for a service area agreement as part of a right-
of-way safety ordinance.

Please describe some of the competitive practices employed by Columbia REA in
Walla Walla and Columbia counties since 1999.
The Company is aware of direct solicitations that Columbia REA has made to

existing Pacific Power customers by in-person visits to businesses, media ads and
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direct electronic mail. These solicitations have included offers of rates that are lower
than Pacific Power’s authorized rates, offers to cover the line extension expenses,
offers to pay the cost of removing facilities such as the offer in this case, as well as
offers to lock rates for five years.

What is the direct result of the Columbia REA’s competitive practices in Walla
Walla and Columbia Counties since 1999?

The most concerning result is the unnecessary and unsafe duplication of facilities
caused by Columbia REA’s aggressive pursuit of Pacific Power’s customers. The
competitive practices employed by Columbia REA have drastically changed the
landscape in Walla Walla. To illustrate this impact, | have provided maps of Pacific
Power’s Walla Walla service area as it existed in 1997, 2007, 2010 and 2013, as
Exhibit No. RBD-2.

Columbia REA’s practices also have resulted in a drastic increase in
permanent disconnections. As reported in the thoroughgoing report filed in
November of 2013 in Docket UE-132182, between 2003 and 2012, Pacific Power
permanently disconnected 68 customers. In 2013 alone, Pacific Power provided 44
estimates for permanent disconnection.

WWCC IS ANOMINAL PARTY
How is the context regarding Columbia REA and its actions in Walla Walla
relevant in this proceeding?
While the WWCC is the named Complainant, as reflected by its prior actions before

the Commission on the topic of Pacific Power’s net removal tariff, as well as the
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documents produced in this proceeding, Columbia REA is the driving force and the
real party in interest in this docket.

Has Columbia REA been active before the Commission on the topic of Pacific
Power’s net removal tariff?

Yes. Columbia REA has intervened in all proceedings relating to the net removal
tariff. Most recently, it intervened in Docket UE-132182 and proposed a number of
changes to Schedule 300 and Rule 6, all pertaining to facilities removal. Clearly,
Columbia REA seeks a more favorable environment to continue its pursuit of
customers, unimpeded by the cost of necessarily removing facilities.

What did Columbia REA do when Pacific Power elected to withdraw the portion
of its proposed tariff revision pertaining to Schedule 300 and Rule 6, to allow for
gathering additional information regarding the costs of removal and other
operational and safety considerations presented by customer requests for
permanent disconnection?

First, it objected to the withdrawal. Shortly after the Commission granted Pacific
Power’s motion to withdraw and dismissed Columbia REA as a party, a civil lawsuit
was initiated against Pacific Power in Walla Walla County Superior Court.

Was the WWCC the named plaintiff in that action?

Yes. Pacific Power has since learned, however, that Columbia REA was entirely
responsible for funding that action, which was ultimately removed to the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of Washington and dismissed by the

Honorable Lonny R. Suko.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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Specifically, what has Pacific Power learned about the relative roles of Columbia
REA and the WWCC in prior civil litigation and in this proceeding against
Pacific Power?

Initially, two law firms were listed as counsel to the WWCC in this proceeding,
Witherspoon Kelley and Reese Baffney Frol & Grossman. The lead attorney was
Stanley Schwartz, who is General Counsel to Columbia REA.® When the civil action
was dismissed by Judge Suko and this proceeding was initiated, a third law firm was
added to the team, Davison Van Cleve. It appears that Columbia REA’s General
Counsel, Mr. Schwartz, remains the lead attorney. Columbia REA is responsible for
paying the fees of all three law firms as well as all court costs and other litigation-
related expenses.”

Additionally, Columbia REA has agreed to be responsible for all costs
associated with disconnection from Pacific Power, with the exception of the WWCC
paying $271.00 per month on a thirty-six month, no-interest loan of $9,790.50.°

Under the terms of their Electric Service Agreement, Columbia REA
anticipates the cost of constructing necessary facilities on the WWCC property will
total $318,732.50.° Columbia REA is entirely responsible for all of the actual
construction costs.” Securing the use of facilities installed by Pacific Power at net

book value would save Columbia REA considerable expense. That is one of the

® Exhibit No. RBD-3 (Complainant’s Response to DR 35) and Exhibit No. RBD-4 (Professional resume of Mr.
Schwartz).
* Exhibit No. RBD-5 (January 3, 2013 Agreement between WWCC and Columbia REA).

® Exhibit No. RBD-6 (November 30, 2012 Electric Service Agreement).

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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primary policy issues presented in this proceeding—whether Columbia REA should
enjoy a competitive advantage at the expense of remaining Pacific Power customers.
Is the true issue presented bigger than what is reflected in Complainant’s
testimony?
Certainly. Columbia REA is a real party in interest. It is paying three law firms to
prosecute its position, through the nominal Complainant, the WWCC. Pacific Power
understands there are a number of other customers who have been solicited by
Columbia REA and are simply sitting on the sidelines, while awaiting the outcome of
this matter.

PACIFIC POWER’S NET REMOVAL TARIFF
What was the impetus for Pacific Power seeking to implement a tariff to charge
a customer for the cost to permanently disconnect from Pacific Power’s system
when switching utility providers?
As | mentioned previously, Columbia REA’s aggressive solicitation of Pacific Power

customers necessitated the filing of a net removal tariff.

Procedural History of the Net Removal Tariff

Q.
A.

What is the procedural history of the net removal tariff?

On November 9, 2000, in Docket UE-001734, Pacific Power filed a request to
implement a tariff to charge a customer for the cost to permanently disconnect from
Pacific Power’s system when switching utility providers. The Commission
suspended the tariff revisions on November 29, 2000, pending hearings on the

Company’s proposal.
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On May 11, 2001, the Company filed direct testimony.® Commission Staff
filed testimony on July 2, 2001, which included alternative tariff language, referred to
as the “Modified Tariff Proposal.” Under the Modified Tariff Proposal, the
Company would charge all customers requesting to permanently disconnect service if
the Company’s facilities used to provide service would not likely be reused by Pacific
Power at the site. Commission Staff also proposed a sunset date and reporting
requirements. Testimony was filed by Columbia REA, which had been granted
intervention in the proceeding on a limited basis on July 3, 2001.%

On August 20, 2002, Pacific Power filed rebuttal testimony, which included
acceptance of the Modified Tariff Proposal sponsored by Staff.** An evidentiary
hearing was held on September 20, 2002.

The Commission issued the Eighth Supplemental Order in Docket UE-001734
approving the Company’s filing on November 26, 2002. In the order, the
Commission referenced the sunset date and reporting requirement discussed with the
Modified Tariff Proposal; however, neither provision was included in the ordering
paragraphs or Appendix A of the order. The Company filed its compliance tariff on
December 12, 2002, Advice No. 02-010, Docket UE-021649. The Company later
filed substitute pages in Docket UE-021649 on December 20, 2002, and December
23, 2002. On December 30, 2002, the Commission issued its Ninth Supplemental
Order in Docket UE-001734 approving the Company’s compliance tariffs. The

Company began filing annual reports with the Commission in 2004.

8 Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens on behalf of Pacific Power, Docket UE-001734.

® Testimony of Henry B. Mclntosh on behalf of Commission Staff, Docket UE-001734.

19 Testimony of Thomas Husted on behalf of Columbia REA, Docket UE-001734.

' Rebuttal Testimony of William G. Clemens on behalf of Pacific Power, Docket UE-001734.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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In 2006, the Company reviewed the Commission’s eighth and ninth
supplemental orders in Docket UE-001734 and contacted Mr. Henry Mcintosh,
Commission Staff’s witness in that docket, regarding the sunset date and reporting
requirements. The Company asked Mr. Mclntosh whether any action was required to
address the order’s discussion of the sunset date. Mr. Mclntosh agreed with the
Company that the ordering paragraphs did not include the sunset date and therefore
no action was required. Mr. MclIntosh recommended the Company continue to file its
annual report. Given this guidance from Commission Staff, the Company did not
take any further action related to the sunset date. As advised by Commission Staff,
the Company has continued to file an annual report each year.

The first change to the Company’s net removal tariff was filed June 7, 2012,
Advice 12-04, Docket UE-120846, in accordance with RCW 80.28.060 and WAC
480-80-105. The purpose of the filing was to relocate the rule from Rule 4,
Application for Electric Service, to Rule 6, Facilities on Customer’s Premise, add
clarity to the methodology used to calculate the net removal costs, and add time for
the Company to complete the reconciliation of the estimate to actual costs. Before
submitting this filling, Pacific Power met with Michael Foisy of Commission Staff to
discuss all the changes, using the cover letter it had drafted for the filing as a guide.
Commission Staff did not have any objections to the proposed changes, and the
proposed filing was added to the No Action Agenda for the Commission’s July 12,
2012 Open Meeting. The tariff revisions became effective on July 13, 2012.

The only other proposed change to the net removal tariff was filed on

January 11, 2013, as part of the Company’s general rate case (Docket UE-130043).

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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The initial filing included proposed revisions to Pacific Power’s Schedule 300,
Charges as Defined by the Rules and Regulations, and Rule 6, General Rules and
Regulations. Schedule 300 and Rule 6 relating to the costs charged to customers for
permanent disconnection, removal of facilities, and reconnection.

Commission Staff, Public Counsel, the Energy Project, and the Columbia
REA filed testimony in Docket UE-130043 on June 21, 2013. Public Counsel, the
Energy Project, and Columbia REA objected to the Company’s proposed changes to
Schedule 300 and Rule 6. Specifically, all three parties questioned the use of
estimates of the costs associated with disconnection and reconnection of service,
rather than actual cost data, to support the proposed revisions.

In response to the parties’ concerns, Pacific Power filed a motion to withdraw
its proposed revisions to Schedule 300 and Rule 6 from Docket UE-130043 on July
11, 2013. In the motion, Pacific Power acknowledged the lack of actual cost data to
support its proposed tariff revisions and moved to withdraw the changes to allow the
Company to collect and analyze information regarding the actual costs of removal.
The Company also took the opportunity to analyze the other operational and safety
considerations associated with customer requests for permanent disconnection.

The Commission granted the Company’s motion to withdraw its proposed
revisions to Schedule 300 and Rule 6 from Docket UE-130043 in Order 04, issued
July 29, 2013. In that order, the Commission noted that a thoroughgoing review of
Schedule 300 and Rule 6 was overdue. Further, reports regarding experience under
the tariff would help ensure reasonable conduct by all concerned, and provide data to

evaluate the tariff’s operation. Accordingly, Pacific Power was directed to file a new

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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docket a thoroughgoing report detailing its experience in applying Schedule 300 and
Rule 6.

On November 27, 2013, Pacific Power filed its “Report on Permanent
Disconnection and Removal of Facilities under Schedule 300 and Rule 6” in

compliance with Order 04.

Terms of the Net Removal Tariff

Q. What does the net removal tariff provide regarding the allocation of costs in the
event a customer requests permanent disconnection?

A. Pacific Power’s net removal tariff is contained in Rule 1, Rule 6 and Schedule 300.
Permanent Disconnection is defined as follows: *“Disconnection of service where the
customer has either requested the Company permanently disconnect the Company’s
facilities or chosen to be served by another electric utility provider.”** Rule 6
provides: “When Customer requests Permanent Disconnection of Company’s
facilities, Customer shall pay to Company the actual cost for removal less salvage of
those facilities that need to be removed for safety or operational reasons ...."*
Pacific Power is required to provide an estimate of the cost of removing facilities,
before initiating the work.* The customer is required to pay the estimated amount,
before disconnection and removal of the facilities™ No later than 60 days after
disconnection and removal, Pacific Power determines the actual cost for removal less
salvage, and issues either an invoice or refund.*®

Schedule 300 of Pacific Power’s tariff also provides that the rate charged for

“ Rule 1.

B Rule 6.

“1d.

d.

*1d.
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A

removal of facilities for “non-residential service removals” is the “actual cost less
salvage.”’

How is Pacific Power’s net removal tariff applied?

The net removal tariff is necessarily applied in conjunction with safety standards and
codes, such as the National Electric Safety Code (NESC), municipal requirements, as
well as Company standards and policies.

In general, how would you describe the history of Pacific Power’s application of
the net removal tariff?

The Company has been applying the net removal tariff since its approval in 2002.
Because this tariff is so unique, and because Pacific Power’s focus is providing safe
and reliable electric service to its customers at just and reasonable rates (and not
permanently disconnecting service), the Company has been learning how to
appropriately implement the tariff as disconnections are performed. The Company’s
focus is safety issues related to duplicate facilities and preventing remaining
customers from subsidizing the costs created by departing customers. As reflected in
Pacific Power’s thoroughgoing report in Docket UE-132182, application of the net
removal tariff has been inconsistent as the Company’s experience and knowledge has
increased. As an example, for a period of time, Pacific Power agreed to sell and
transfer underground facilities upon permanent disconnection as an accommodation
to disconnecting customers.

Please provide an example of a circumstance in which a former customer
requested or insisted upon purchasing underground facilities.

A good example is the City of Walla Walla hydro/water facility. Consistent with

17 Schedule 300.
Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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Section 4.A of Pacific Power’s franchise agreement with the City of Walla Walla,
Pacific Power provided the accommodation. The City contractually assumed
ownership of certain facilities. An effort was made to relieve Pacific Power of future
liability relating to those facilities. But in light of a provision of the NESC that I will
later discuss, there remains a significant issue as to whether Pacific Power is actually
relieved of liability, particularly as to third parties. The governing bill of sale
included a provision prohibiting use of the facilities by another electric service
provider.

Does Pacific Power continue to accommodate customers requesting permanent
disconnection by agreeing to sell and transfer underground facilities?

No. As | will later address, Pacific Power interprets the NESC to obligate the
Company to remove or perpetually maintain the underground facilities upon
disconnection. The NESC does not provide for contractually transferring the duty to
maintain facilities that are not removed and any resulting liability.

Please provide an example of a circumstance in which Pacific Power removed
underground conduit, on the property of a customer requesting permanent
disconnection.

On October 31, 2013, Columbia REA submitted a Customer Requested Work
Agreement, by which Pacific Power was requested to remove its facilities including
underground conduit, on Columbia REA’s property located at 115 East Rees, Walla
Walla County, State of Washington.'® Columbia REA submitted a check for the
entire estimated cost of removal. As reflected in the additional documents relating to

that removal, Columbia REA has failed to pay the outstanding balance of $2,588,

'8 Exhibit No. RBD-7 (Columbia REA Customer Requested Work Agreement).
Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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reflected in the final invoice."”

At any point during the process of removal of conduit from its property, did
Columbia REA take any of the positions now advocated in this matter through
the WWCC?

No. Columbia REA never contended that the conduit should be left in the ground in

exchange for payment of net book value.

EVOLUTION OF COST CALCULATIONS UNDER THE NET REMOVAL TARIFF

Q.

Has Pacific Power’s method of calculating costs under the net removal tariff
evolved over time?
Because implementation of the net removal tariff has been a learning process for the
Company, the Company’s cost calculation methods have been refined over time.
New issues have also arisen as permanent disconnection requests have increased.
When the Company’s tariff was initially approved in 2002, the charges for
removal of residential service drops and meters only were set at $200 for overhead
service and $400 for underground service. These charges were based on the
Company’s estimated cost for performing the work. For all other removals, the
charge was set at “Actual Costs, Less Salvage.” The Company initially considered
net removal costs as the labor cost to remove the facilities less any salvage value.
This charge was intended to be reasonable and fair, but to also avoid or lessen the
impact on remaining customers. Net book value of the removed facilities was not
included in the calculation. The salvage value was determined from the Company’s

Retail Construction Management System (RCMS).

9 Exhibit No. RBD-8 (Additional documents relating to the removal of conduit on Columbia REA property).
Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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As the Company gained experience in applying the net removal tariff, the
methodology for the calculation was refined. In 2003, the Company identified
situations where the salvage value exceeded the actual (labor) costs. In this situation,
using the actual (labor) cost less salvage resulted in a credit to the customer. This
made it clear that not all costs were being included using this calculation
methodology. Pacific Power therefore modified how it determined salvage value and
began to offset salvage by the net book value of the removed facilities. If the
calculation resulted in a positive number, then the customer was credited a salvage
value. If it resulted in a negative number, no credit for salvage would be applied to
the job. The Company followed this policy until late 2012.

With the significant increase in removal work performed in 2010 and 2011,
the Company again reviewed its calculation methodology and determined that it
needed to update its calculation of net book value because the remaining net book
value of the removed facilities was not being appropriately captured in the
calculation. Since the net book value of the removed facilities is a cost that the
Company incurs as a result of the customer’s request to permanently disconnect
electric service, the Company considers net book value a component of the actual cost
of the removal. Beginning in late 2012, the Company included the remaining net
book value of the removed facilities in the actual cost for removals. The method used
to calculate net book value is further described below.

The Company also determined that a more consistent approach to establishing
salvage value of electric facilities for removal work was necessary. The Company

therefore developed a template worksheet to determine salvage value.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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A. Method to Calculate Net Book Value

Net Book Value Calculation:
Net Book Value = Retirement Amount (Gross Plant) — Accumulated Depreciation
The Company uses the group depreciation method for its fixed assets; the estimated
accumulated depreciation for an asset within an asset group is the calculated
depreciation for the asset based on its vintage and the retirement characteristics (the
approved survivor model or lowa Curve) for the asset group.
The retirement amount of the asset is determined as follows:

Specific Asset Identification (gross cost):
The removed asset is specifically identified from the Company’s property records.
Assets Using Handy Whitman Index (gross cost):
If the removed asset is not specifically identified in the Company’s property records,
then the Company will apply the Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility
Construction Cost (HW). The HW was developed specifically for electric utility
construction and used to trend earlier valuations and original cost records to estimate
reproduction cost at prices prevailing at a certain date. The index consists of prices
and cost trends for basic materials, labor, and equipment.

The calculation for a removed asset using the HW is:
0 Retirement amount = Vintage year HW (1) / Current year HW * Cost of new asset
(1) Vintage year is the estimated year that the removed asset was originally installed.
Mass Assets (gross cost):
Mass assets are typically referred to as poles and conductor where the assets are

tracked by location, vintage year, and asset class. Mass assets are retired based on the

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
Page 19



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26

average costs of all assets for the given location, vintage year, and asset class. The

calculation for a removed Mass Asset is:

0 Retirement amount = Average costs of installed asset for a given location, vintage
year (1), asset class * quantity retired.

B. Method of Salvage Value Calculation

The Company provides a full salvage value if facilities are to be reused by the
Company in their current condition. This value is the average price from Pacific
Power’s material management accounting system (SAP MM). For transformers older
than two years, the Company sends the transformers in for maintenance before
redeploying them. For these transformers, the salvage value used is a percentage of
the SAP MM price.

The Company performs annual inventory audits at all of its locations.
Additionally, every three to four years there is an internal audit performed by an
internal finance team. The last internal audit conducted for the Company’s Walla
Walla district occurred in 2011. The Company completed its internal audit of its
Yakima district September 2013.

C. Other Cost Calculation Issues

1. Line Extension Costs
Pacific Power’s Washington Rule 1, approved by the WUTC, defines “extensions”
as:

[A] branch from, a continuation of, or an increase in the capacity of Company
owned transmission or distribution lines or facilities that have not been
removed, at customer request, within the last five years. An Extension may be
single-phase, three-phase, or a conversion from single-phase to three-phase.
The Company will own, operate and maintain all Extensions made under
these Rules. (Emphasis added)

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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Facilities are those things designed, built, installed, or otherwise used to serve the
specific function of providing electric power and service. The demarcation point
between a customer’s facilities and the Company’s facilities is the point of
attachment. The Company owns all facilities up to the point of attachment, as well as
the meter. Customers own the facilities beyond the point of attachment, excluding
metering.

The Company does not have a specific reporting process that provides a
summary of all the facilities that were paid for or provided by customers through a
line extension. The Company can identify the facilities provided by customers
through a line extension through a manual review of individual work orders. The
Company does not include facilities that were provided or installed by customers in
the original line extension when determining net book value.

In the context of its various interventions in proceedings before the
Commission, Columbia REA has questioned whether the Company provides a credit
to those customers who paid a portion of the installation costs for the facilities being
removed. The Company has not historically included line extensions that were paid
for by customers in its calculations for permanent disconnection. In reviewing the
actual cost calculation methodology, the Company made a change to incorporate
customer contributions made toward the original installation as a credit towards the
net book value of the facilities removed. Removal requests made within five years of
the line extension installation are eligible for a proportional line extension credit.

This five-year timeframe is consistent with the duration used for customer refunds on

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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line extensions.?’ It is important to note, however, that facilities that were paid for as
part of a line extension could be removed at no cost to the departing customer if the
facilities are located within the public right-of-way. Since 2003, the Company has
completed a total of 9,514 line extensions in Washington. Of those line extensions,
two had permanent disconnections completed within five years of the line extension

being installed.

OPERATIONAL REASONS FOR REMOVING UNDERGROUND FACILITIES
UPON A CUSTOMER’S REQUEST FOR PERMANENT DISCONNECTION

Has Pacific Power ultimately concluded that operational reasons require
removal of underground facilities when any customer requests a permanent
disconnection?

As | previously mentioned, Mr. Clemens addresses the safety reasons necessitating
removal of underground facilities when a customer requests permanent disconnection.
In addition to those safety reasons, Pacific Power has concluded that operational
considerations necessitate removal of underground facilities whenever a customer

requests permanent disconnection.

2 Rule 14, Section 11.B. and Section IV.C.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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Duty Imposed Under the NESC

Q.

Please identify and discuss the operational reasons for necessarily removing all
underground facilities upon a customer’s request for permanent disconnection.
First, Pacific Power interprets the NESC to require removal of all underground
facilities unless the utility provider is willing to assume the duty to perpetually
maintain those facilities after permanent disconnection.

NESC Part 3, Safety Rules for the Installation and Maintenance of
Underground Electric Supply and Communication Lines, Section 313.B.3, requires
that the Company’s unused underground lines and equipment either be removed or
maintained in a safe condition. Because the Company has an obligation both to
reduce costs for its customers and comply with the requirements of the NESC, the
Company determined that all Company facilities not likely to be reused by Pacific
Power to serve its customers would be removed as part of a customer’s request to
permanently disconnect service, including underground facilities. This eliminates the
need for the Company to track or to maintain the facilities or to remove them at a
later date.

I have reviewed the testimony of Mr. Marne, submitted on behalf of the
Complainant. Mr. Marne essentially concedes that NESC Section 3 does not provide
for the sale of underground facilities to a departing customer or the new utility
provider, with termination of the duty of perpetual maintenance. Specifically, Mr.
Marne avoids that issue by stating: “NESC Rule 313.B.3 does not provide specific
details for individual circumstances.”* Pacific Power has carefully reviewed the

NESC and there is absolutely no limitation upon the duty of the disconnecting utility

21 Exhibit No. DJM-1CT, p. 2, II. 17-18.
Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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provider to remove or maintain the underground facilities in a safe condition. Pacific
Power is simply not prepared to expose its remaining customers to the potential
negative financial ramifications of failing to strictly adhere to the governing
provisions of the NESC.

You previously mentioned that Pacific Power no longer agrees to accommodate
a disconnecting customer by selling underground facilities. Did the terms of the
net removal tariff play any role in that ultimate decision?

Yes. The net removal tariff does not provide for the sale of underground facilities
upon permanent disconnection. Pacific Power concluded that the few
accommodations afforded to departing customers since the net removal tariff was

initially approved in 2002 were inconsistent with the net removal tariff.

Net Book Value Does Not Capture All of the Actual Costs Resulting from a Customer’s

Request to Permanently Disconnect

Q.

Columbia REA, through the Club in this matter, argues that departing
customers should be allowed to purchase underground facilities for just net book
value. Would that be sufficient to cover all of the actual costs to Pacific Power’s
remaining customers?

No. Other fixed costs of providing service to customers would be shifted to other
Pacific Power customers. In effect, even in a circumstance where a customer pays the
net book value associated with facilities on a customer’s property, Pacific Power’s
other customers would absorb fixed transmission and generation costs no longer

borne by the departing customer. Although the net removal tariff is intended to hold

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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Pacific Power’s remaining customers harmless from the effects of a departing
customer, not all costs can be captured in the cost calculation.

In addition, the Company’s tariff states the actual cost for removal of facilities
may not include any amount for facilities located on a public right-of-way, except for
the service drop and meter or unless the customer specifically requested that those
facilities to be removed. In 2012, the Company also excluded the removal of area
lights from the costs that departing customers would pay, provided that the customer
had been billed for the light for a minimum of three years. The Company has been
encouraging the removal of area lights due to the costs associated with maintaining
and replacing them. By excluding the removal of area lights from the amounts a
customer would pay, the Company eliminated any barrier a customer might have
from requesting that only the area light be removed.

Because net book value is insufficient to capture the full financial impact
resulting from a customer requesting to disconnect from Pacific Power’s system,
additional stranded costs should be evaluated as part of the net removal tariff to
ensure remaining customers are not negatively harmed by a departing customer. As
the Company has gained more experience with the application of the net removal
tariff, these issues have surfaced. The Company intends to address these items in a
future revision to the net removal tariff, but Pacific Power is not proposing those

modifications in this docket.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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In the very unique competitive environment resulting from Columbia REA
aggressively pursuing customers of a regulated utility, in this case Pacific Power,
all in the absence of a service area agreement, would Columbia REA enjoy a
competitive advantage by acquiring facilities installed by Pacific Power for just
net book value?

Yes. Using the immediate circumstance as an example, to install just the
underground facilities (conduit and vaults) would cost roughly $94,500. Through the
WWCC and its paid experts, Columbia REA seeks to acquire all existing (above-
ground and underground) facilities for net book value, $24,049. The total current net
book value is $30,813.46 but that includes $6764 of WWCC-provided facilities.

As | mentioned previously, under the terms of their Electric Service
Agreement, Columbia REA anticipates the cost of constructing necessary facilities on
the WWCC property will total $318,732.50.%* Columbia REA is entirely responsible
for all of those construction costs.”® Securing the use of Pacific Power owned
facilities at net book value would save Columbia REA considerable expense. Pacific
Power’s remaining customers should not be required to subsidize Columbia REA’s
expansion of its service area.

Does this conclude your direct testimony?

Yes.

22 Ex. RBD-6 (November 30, 2012 Electric Service Agreement).
2d.

Direct Testimony of R. Bryce Dalley Exhibit No. RBD-1T
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is relevant, and (2) is intended to harass and cause unnecessary or to needlessly
increase the cost of this litigation. Without waiving said objections, WWCC
responds that the document speaks for itself and is subject to further interpretation by
the parties as the need arises.

The authorities cited in your Joint Representation Agreement were all decided in the
context of criminal prosecutions. Set forth any authority you have for your
contention that your communications with CREA and its counsel Witherspoon,
Kelley, Davenport & Toole P.S. after the date the Joint Representation Agreement
was executed by all the signators are protected from disclosure under the attorney-
client privilege.

RESPONSE: WWCC objects to this Data Request on the ground that it seeks
to discover information that (1) is not relevant to the issues in this proceeding, nor
will it lead to the discovery or production of information that is relevant, and (2) is
intended to harass and cause unnecessary or to needlessly increase the cost of this
litigation. WWCC further objects to this Data Request on the ground that it seeks a
legal conclusion and is outside the scope of permissible discovery in this matter.
Please refer to Attachment I, page 44. Scott Peters of CREA states that “our attorney
has spoken to Tom....” Who is the individual referred to as CREA’s attorney?
RESPONSE: WWCC objects to this Data Request on the ground that it seeks to
discover information that (1) is not relevant to the issues in this proceeding, nor will it
lead to the discovery or production of information that is relevant, and (2) is intended
to harass and cause unnecessary or to needlessly increase the cost of this litigation.
Without waiving said objection, WWCC responds that it is likely Scott Peters of
CREA was referring to Stanley M. Schwartz, who on behalf of Witherspoon Kelley,
is general counsel to CREA.

Please refer to Attachment I, page 14. A representative of The Walla Walla Country

RESPONSES TO PACIFIC POWER'S SECOND SET Minnick « Hayner
OF DATA REQUESTS TO THE WALLA WALLA P.0. Box 1757

Walla Walla, WA 99362

COUNTRY CLUB - 6 (509) 527-3500
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STANLEY M. SCHWARTZ

Spokane
Phone: 509.624.5265

Legal Assistant: Karina Hermanson

Practice Areas:
e Business and Corporate
e Environmental, Land Use and Zoning
e Litigation
e Municipal Law
o Real Estate

PRINCIPAL
Primary Practice: Land Use, Municipal Law, Real Estate, Business & Corporate

Education:

e J.D., Gonzaga University, 1984, Gonzaga Law Review Technical Editor

e B.A., University of Denver, 1980
Stanley Schwartz has been recognized as one of the country’s Best Lawyers in Land Use
& Zoning, Municipal, and Real Estate law. Best Lawyers, a partner publication of U.S.
News & World Report, is the oldest and most respected peer-review journal in the legal
profession.

Stanley practices in the areas of land use, municipal, real estate,

environmental, business and corporate law. Stanley acts as the City Attorney for the
Cities of Cheney and Airway Heights and handled the legal work that led to the
successful incorporations of the cities of Liberty Lake in 2001 and Spokane Valley in
2003. He also serves as General Counsel to the Spokane Public Facilities District and
Columbia Rural Electric Association. He has special expertise in real estate
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development, land use entitlements permits and related transactional,
administrative, and litigation issues.

For 15 years, Stanley was employed by the City of Spokane as an Assistant City Attorney,
representing the City departments of engineering and construction services, capital
programs, real estate, economic and community development, zoning and planning,
environmental programs, waste water management, and transportation. During his
tenure, he represented the City in numerous real estate transactions, land use issues
involving the development of significant public and private projects, eminent domain
actions, and environmental law issues.

o Licensed to practice in Washington and Idaho
o Joined Witherspoon Kelley in 2000

Highlights/Achievements
e Gonzaga University School of Law, Adjunct Professor of Zoning and Land Use
e Presenter of “A Short Course on Local Planning” for the Washington State
Department of Commerce
e Author and presenter at Washington State Bar Association seminars and other
professional associations

Representative Work

e Incorporations of Liberty Lake, 2001, and Spokane Valley, 2003

e Pinecrest Homeowners Association v. City of Spokane, Court of Appeals Case
No. 20916-4 (2003) (Zoning)

e Spokane Research and Defense Fund v. City of Spokane, 96 Wn.App. 568 (1999)
(Lease disclosure)

e Priorities First v. City of Spokane, 93 Wn.App. 406 (1998) (Legality of initiative
as to reelection of public officials)

e« C.L.E.AN.v.City of Spokane, 133 Wn.2d 455 (1997) (Spokane downtown
redevelopment)

Professional/Civic Activities
e Washington State Bar Association — Land Use and Environmental Law Section
and Corporate Counsel
o United States District Court, Eastern District of Washington and Idaho District
Court
e Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals

DISCLAIMER: These materials have been prepared by Witherspoon Kelley for
informational purposes only and are not legal advice. This information is not intended
to create, and receipt of it does not constitute, a lawyer-client relationship. Internet
subscribers and online readers should not act upon this information without seeking
professional counsel. Do not send us information until you speak with one of our
lawyers and get authorization to send that information to us.
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BEFORE THE
WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WALLA WALLA COUNTRY CLUB,

Complainant, Docket UE-143932

V.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
a division of PacifiCorp

Respondent.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
EXHIBIT OF R. BRYCE DALLEY

January 3, 2013 Agreement between WWCC and Columbia REA

July 2015
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Columbia Rural
Electric Assoeiation

January.3,2013.

Jeffery C. Thomas, General Manager.
Walld Wallf Country. Club
1644:Plaza Way, #508.

Walla Walla, WA: 99362

Rer  Bleotric Servies with Colunbia Rural Hlecti Association
Dear Mr, Thomas;
This Jetter sets forth the. understanding a agrecment between the Walld Walla Conntry Club
("WWCC") and Columbia Rural BElectric Associition ("CREA"), jointly referred to as

"Parties", with regard to expenses related to the installation and delivery of electric service
undet the Electric Scivice Agreement, sigred by WWCC and CREA on October 31, 2012 fo

Page 1 of 2

include disconnection charges assessed by Pacific Power and reagonable copts, affotney fees and -

other réfated expenses incurred by WWEC, _
1. Background, WWCCkas igceivid an estimate from PacifiCiorp to disconnect it existing

electiical service, The disconnection may- melude removal; refention of purchase. of existing
underground condiit that cottains-elechiic Tines and related facilities, A dispute exdsts between
WWCC and PacifiCoryy with regard to the ownership and zenioval of the-underground ondisit
PacifiCorp claims # holds right, ﬁt{.t:‘nﬁgi:im@;ﬁt&tﬂn the conduit and may eiffier rémave condyit

Partie believe PacifiCorp's action will unnecessarily dameg the golf bourse property and resalt
1n ‘waste 6f materials, CREA further believes refise of the. conduit wonld expedite installation of
newutility service, déorease the cost to extend service and dvoid wasting the condiir,

2. Costssind Bipenses,
r Pacific Power. has provided WWQC ‘with an

A Disconnect > Poy ) V3
estimpfe stating that the disconneption fes’ Will be dpproximately. §19,581.00 ("Disconnection
Fee'): EREA agices 1o (1) reimbiise: WWCE the full arounit of the Disconnection Feo aiid (i)
xecover from WWCC the amount of $9,970.50 (“Loaw Ampunt"). WWCT agress and promiges
10 pay the Loan Amount to UREA, over a period of thirty sk (36) months through monthly
payments. of $271,00 that will be aifled to-the WWCC charges for eleotric servige. The first
paynient will bg due upon receipt of the fitst Bill for electdo service: No interest will be charged
on tlie Loat Amount provided: jinely payments aré fmiede: In the-event the Lots Atnount isnof

O R Jei €
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J, Thomas
Wells Walle.Country Club
January 3, 2013,

paid as sef.forth herein, the Parties apiee that CREA thay-excivise all remedies provided by the-
CREA Bylaws, fules and.policies-ingluding all remedies avdilable: at-laye br imeduity,

. B Aflorney Fees, Court Costs and Related Bxpenses. To assist;in esolving the
disgute. with PacifiCorp, WWCC has engaged itsattorney, Thomes JK, Baffasy; CREA ngrees to

teimiburss WWCT' fta vedsoniable attorney fees,. contt costs and. related: expenses incurred for
legal services delivered to WWCC that xelats fo the:removal, acquisition, retention op stmilar
clairiig involvingthe-owiership, conitrol, ¥ight or interest of WWEC in fhie undeterownd conduit.
‘WWCCrauthorizes Mr. Baffiiéy to periodically constilt with CREA managenent-and attorneysin
-Gider tq: review anid. discnsy this matfer, inclnding WWCC's reasonablg attoriey fees, CREA
:shall reimbutse WWEC directly for reasoriable attorney fees upon presentation of an‘invaiee,

. C.  Miscellancous, This Lefter of Undersianding is an amenidment o the, Eiectric.
‘Service Apreement,

The Parties acknowledpe by signing below that the above matters are understond and dgreed on
the day and year sef*forth below.

Smcmly:\L/Q
LesTeel

CEQ Columibia Rural Blectric Associafion

——ry .‘Ihtf'abméeé :lsjadmowledged dhd agreed by the ‘Walla WaHa Gounty Cluh this gi-diy of

A, Totchwme Enzggy” Cooperattvg FQ;F

U5 £ MainStrest o p.0.BDKAE » Dayion, WA 98328 - Phoné! 3093842578 » Fax SDEB2736 « wew.eclumblures cbit

Page 2 of 2
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Witness: R. Bryce Dalley

BEFORE THE
WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WALLA WALLA COUNTRY CLUB,

Complainant, Docket UE-143932

V.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
a division of PacifiCorp

Respondent.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
EXHIBIT OF R. BRYCE DALLEY

November 30, 2012 Electric Service Agreement

July 2015
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Name: _ Walls Walla Countey Club
Location #: ~ C02-44-0100, 0103, 0704,

0105 0110, 0115, D120
Account #; 5

_ ELECTRIC SERVICE AGREEMENT
COLUMBIA RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION
PO Box 46, Dayton, WA: 99328-0046

This Agreement is made and entered into this 3™ day  of November, 2012 (the
"Effective Date"); by and between COLUUMBIA RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
(hereinafter "Cooperative") and Walla Walla. Country Cluly (hereinafier “Member"), jointly
referred to as "parties",

NOW, THEREFORE, thé Cooperative agrees to sell and deliver to the Member, and the
Member agrees to purchase and receive all of Member's requirements for electric power and
energy, (excepting that which may be furnished by facilities qualifying under the Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA)) on the following terms and conditions: '

1, . - p/Exclusivity ~ The electric energy and related
or agreed services (the "Electtic Service") to be furnished under this Agreement will be delivered
and received at a mutually agreed points on the Member's property located at (if available):
1390 Country Ciub Road, Walla Walla, Washington, parcel ho.'s 360731 140057,
360731540055, 360731140009, 360731510115

in the SE 1/4 of the NW 1/4 Section 31, Township 07 N, Range 36 EWM, in Walla Walla
County: ‘ . W o
A'legal description of the property is dttached as Exhibit A (the “Property ).

The Member shall not use the Electric Service as an auxiliary or supplement to any other source
of electiic power, except that which qualifies under PURPA, nor resell the Eleciric Service. The
electtical lines, conduit, facilities, components and all related equipment installed by the
Cooperative (the. "Facilities"), for the purpose of providing Electric Service to the Property, are
and shall remain the property of the Cooperative.

During the term of this Agreement, and as part of the consideration exchanged by the partigs, the
Coopérative shall be the sole and exclusive provider-of Electric Service to the Property.

2,  Service Charaeteristics — The Electric Setvice shall be:

Multiple connections of ;

(@) | 3 phase | 277/480 secoridary | at43kva. | Rate40 | 400.Amps | 1o serve:Plazd Way 15 HP Pump.
' vollage : S epmeme £02-44-0100
(b): |3 phase | 277/480secondary | at300kva | Rate 5. 800.Amps | to serve:330 HP Purap
Yoltage —_— ; C02-44:0105
(c) | 1phase | 120/240 secondaty | mt37.5kva | Rate 13 | 200 Amps | fo serve:Tennis Lig
N | voltage — C02-44-0110 ik
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(d) [3phase | 120/208 secondary | at225kva | Rate-3.2: | 1600 Amps | toserve:Club House

.| voltage . : C02-44-0115
© |3 phese | 277/480secondary | atdSkva | Rate3.0. |400 Amps | toserve:14" Fairway 30 HP

voltage Pump & Bathroom

i . | C02-44-0120
(@ |3 phase | 120240 secondary | at25kva | Rafe 1.3 | 200 Amps | to serve:6™ Tee Box Bathrooms
- ) ‘yoltage Y C02-44~0103. o
(@) | 3phase | 120/240 secondary | at45kva. | Rate 3. | 200 Ampé | to serve:Maintenance Bldg
il % oltage | | L €02-44-6104. |

Electric Service will be measuted by meteriig devices installed, maintained and owned by the
Cooperative. Additional Bm{ice eonnections may be added to the Property through Cooperative
work oider aceepted by the Meniber:

3,  Payment — The Member shall purchase the Blectric Service at the rates and upon the
terms periodically established, and revised, by the Cooperative’s. Board of Directors., The
presently effective rates are attached hereto and made a part of this Agreement.

The billing period shall commence upon use of Electric ‘Service, or ninety (90) days after the
date the: Cooperative makes Electric Service available to Member, whichever first occurs,
" Available" means the ability of the Coopcrutiw to deliver electrical power throtugh Copperative
lines, facilities and appurtenances t6 the Property regardless of Member's use of Electric Service,

Invoices (or Billing Statements) shall be paid at the office.of the Cooperative in Dayton or Walla
Walla, Washington. Payments shall be made upon the terms set forth in the Billing Statement.
Upon a failure fo make payment when due, the Coopetative may discontinue service to' the.
Property following written notice to the Member. Discontinuance of:service shall not relieve the
Member of any obligations under this Agreement. Member. further agrees to pay all expenses;
intcluding reasonable attorney fees, which the Cooperative incurs in the collection of all
obligations due the Cooperative from the Member. At the sole option of the Coopeérative, patron.
equities, earnings and credits may be applied against any delinquent ot past due charges, fees or
costs related to Blectric Service,

4. Membership — Prior to delivery and receipt of Electric Service, the Member shall make
application and become a member of the Cooperative, Thereaftér, the terms of this Agreement,
the Cooperative Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, Resolutions, Rules and Policies shall govern
the provision of Electric Service.

5, Code Combpliaice — The Member represents and warrants that the premises and Property
to be served are, atall fimes, in conformance with the National Electrical Code and all applicable.
city, county-and state.codes.

6. Right Of Access — Representatives of the: Cooperative shall be permitted to enter the:
Propetty at all reasonable times in order to. perform’ work and maintenance, and to make
inspections related to the Electtic Service. The Cooperative's activity or work on the Property
shall be performed with minimal disturbance to the Property, Upon completion of the work: or
‘activity; the Property shall. be restored to the condition in which it was found with reasonable
‘wear and tear excepted.

69
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7. Easement — Member hereby grants. to the Cooperative an easement over, under, across
and through Member’s premises aid Property for utility purposes, including, without limitation,
the Tight 1o consiruct, operate and maintain. such undergronnd lines, poles, anchors, ites,
facilitics, and attachments thereto, as may be required fot the purpose of delivering power,
energy and service to Member. Member covénants not to remove ot alter lateral support from
any such poles, anchors or wires, To the extent required by law, Member shall, upon the request
of the Cooperative, execyte a separate recordable: easetnent in substantial conformance with the
terms of this section,

8. Confinuity Of Service — The Cooperative shall make reasonable efforts and diligence to
provide a constant and uﬁintermptcd_ supply of electric power and energy to Member. If the
supply ‘of Eleotric Service shall fail, be interrupted of become defective through, without
limitation;: an act of God, governmental action, weathier, acts of third parties, accident, mzike-,l
labor disruption,. operational/maintenance/construction work on the eléctrical distribution or
seryice system, equipment failure, inability to secure right of way, permits, or any other cause
beyond the reasonable control of the Cooperative, the Cooperative shall not be liable thereforfor
any damage or loss that may be caused. thereby. Member, except for Cooperative's willful or
negligent misconduct, hereby waives its right to recover, and irrevocably releases Cooperative
from and against all claims that it may now have or heteafter acquire against the Cooperative for,
any costs, expenses; damage, liability or cause of action arising from or related to the provision.
of Electric Service to the Property or any portion theteof,

9. Term - This Agreement shall commience on tlie date service is available and shall remain
in effect for a period of _10_ years (the "Inifial Term"). After the Initial Term, this Agreement
shall automatically renew, without action of the parties, for one (1) yeat tetms, This Agreement
may be terminated by: (a) either party upon 180 days advance written notice ("Termination") or
(b) upon thirty (30) days notice from Membet if CREA electric rates exceed the rates charged by
PacifiCorp for similar clectric setvice during:a six (6) month period ("Rate Termination"). Upon
Termination; the Cooperative reserves the right, but not the obligation, to remove the Electfic
Service and all related improyements, appurtenances and equipment, to include assessment for
costs, of removing the Electric. Service and,. if applicable, a rgasonable: disconnection charge
against Member (see Séction 10(¢)). Prior to a Rate Termination, the Partics shall meet and
confer in good faith to review electric rates (past and forecasted), service demands and other cost
considerations. If this Agteement is terminated tnder the Rate Termination provision above,
Member shall not bg responsible to pay the early termination charge set forth in section. 10 (©)
below,

10, Construction ~ ConStruction costs for the Facilities service total $318.732.50.  This
estimated cost.is valid for 30 days from the date of this agreement, Payment of the costs are
allocated as follows:

(@  The Cooperative will pay or provide a credit of $318.732.50 as set forth in the
Cooperative Line Extension Policy.

(6)  The Member will pay $.0 toward construction: of the Facilities.

[ Hnfal _ _
[ ]Or Amortized ay set forth on Exhibit C (which may include a promissory
note and security interest in the Property). 70
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(¢  Bary Termination Charge: In the ovent this Agreement is terminated prior to the
Initial Term set forth in Section 9, Member shall pay a termination charge which
shall be determined as follows: Cost of construction contributed by CREA (i.e.,
the line extension credit, Section 10(a)) divided by the Initial Tetm, with the sum
multiplied by the number of months remaining in the term of this Agreement,
The early termination charge shall be paid by ‘Member within thirty (30) days of
termination, Interest, at the maximum amotint legally permissible, shall accrue on
the unpaid and due amotisit;

and Service Trenching.

(d) I
The ‘Cooperative shall furnish all engineering, labor and materials for the
Facilities and Elecirical Service. Customer shall cooperate and allow entry onto
the Property as is reasonable and necessary for the Facilities and Electrical
Service. Construction by the Cooperative shall commence followitig satisfaction
of the conditions set forth in subsections (a) and (b), above,

11.  Succession And Approval — This Agreement shall be binding upon and inute to the
benefit of the Hieirs, sicoessors, legal représentatives and assigs of the respective parties hereto.

12,  Compliance - Fajlure on the part of the Member to accept service from: the Cooperative,
or o comply with the Articles of Incorpotation, Bylaws, Rules and Regulations of the
Cooperative, of to carry ont the terms and conditions of this Agreement,. shall not relieve the
Member from the obligation to make the payments as required herein or the conditions set forth
in this Agreement:.

13,  Interconnection — The Cooperalive reserves the right to connect additional Members
onto of beyond the-end of the service described herein: or,- when applicable, the line extension
covered by the Agreement:without affecting the amount or payment of the amounts due herein.

14,  Notices — All notices required, or permitted to be given under this: Agreement, shall be in
writing and. ‘and delivered when received at the address set forth below.

To the:Member: Walla Welld Counnfry Club -
Namg; iy
, 1644 Plaza Way #508, Walla Walla, WA 99362
Address: _
, 509-520-8282.
Phone
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To the Cooperative: Columbia Rural Electric Association
Attn: Manager of Finaricial Services
PO Box 46, Dayton, WA, 99328-0046
(800) 642-1231

15,  Representation Of Member — Member répresents that, as of the Effective Date, the
person signing this Agreement has authority and, to the-extent necessiry, has received consent
from the entity described below to éxecute this Agreement and bind Member to this Agreement,
This Agreement is a valid and binding obhg_atmn enforceable by the Cooperative in accordance
with its terms. ' B

LSS
16. Géverning YLaw — This' Agreement shall be governed by 1he laws 0f the Statc of
Washington, Venue shall be Walla Walla County, Washington, > 5

v IJ" 4,_,, e
..

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties heteto have caused this. Agrcement to be cx&cu’ted“by their
duly authorized représentatives as of the day and year first above wnﬁcn, i ERty

COLUMBIA RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION

By: | i Title: GBO~ (Jrsi, (P7324%,
y ‘//1‘% _ e %2( ;44/5 }{/ﬁf/ﬂ{'ﬂf Séwub

Partnership, Corporation or Other Entity

Name: Walla Walla Country Club

Fed 1.D. # (if applicable) -
7/ - 045 T70ED
City, State & Zip Code: ~ Walla Walla, WA 99362

IN WITNESS whereof the Walla Walla Country
service to be-executed by its:duly authorized officers.

Club has caused this conract for electric

Pa'i‘tn;:r!()‘iﬁder!ﬁiiember
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STATE OF Wd, L7/§ 14 Z.Lé’/f/ )

COUNTYOFI/- A )_SS'

, 2012, before mie, the undersigned, a

St ALATL )] ., duly commissioned and sworn,

personally appeared ZARY 1K ) ‘ to me known to be the individual that

éxecuted the foregoing instréin ent and ackuowlcdgcd that he signed the same as his free and
voluntaty act and deed, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.

‘WITNESS MY HAND and official seal hereto affixed the day and year first above

"Hmm\“
STATE OF )
B _ ) ss.
COUNTYOF — )
On this _ _ day of __ . _ , 2012, before me; the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for the State of , duly commigsioned and sworn,
peérsonally appeared , to me known to be the individual that

executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that he sighed the same as his free and
voluntary act and deed, for the-uses and purposes therein mentioned.

WITNESS MY HAND and official seal hereto affixed the day and year first above
‘written:

Notary Public in and for the
Stateof i

Residing at:.
Commission expires:
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STATE OF WASHINGTON )
COUNTY OF COLUMBIA )

On this, /3 .r S day of /Q( &’// 1464 __+ 2012, before me, the undersigned, &
Notary Public in and for the Staté: of Washinigton, duly commissioned and sworn, personally

Jim _(’u,afﬂappearad Les-T¢el; to- me known to be the CEO/Cen danager,of COLUMBIA RURAL &
@ ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, the Corpo_ration% ; t”é‘a?e_‘c‘uf’?d %%‘iﬁ?ﬂiﬁ ' f6fégbing instrament,

and acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and yoluntary act and deed of said
Corporation,. for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath stated that he is
authorized to execute the said instrument on behalf of the Corporation.

~ WITNESS MY HAND and official scal hereto affixed the day and year first above
writteti,

) ss.

Notary Publl —’Z/M ﬂ" ng‘z/ W/ﬁ?{)
sste o} \,{,-“mn;tﬂn_ L Nichelle A. Gilbertspii
_ NICHELLEAGILBERTSON = &  Notary Public in and for
My Appointment Explras Nov 22,2018  §  the State of Washington
ki L  Residing-at Dayton Washington.
My comitnission expires: 74 2ot I/

74



Exhibit No. RBD-7
Docket UE-143932
Witness: R. Bryce Dalley

BEFORE THE
WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Complainant, Docket UE-143932

V.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
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PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
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,10) "
Work Ordar #: 5777704
Cust, Acqt, #:44350051-001

PACIFIC POWER, a division of PACIFICORP
CUSTOMER REQUESTED WORK AGREEMENT

This Customer Requested Work Agreement (this ‘Agreement”), dated October 30, 201 3, Is between Pacific Power, a
division of PacifiCorp, ("Company") and COLUMBIA RURAL ELECTRIC, ("Customer"), for work to be performed by
Company for Customer at or near 115 E Rees in Walla Walla County, State of Washington,

Description:

Remove Company facillty

Company facilltles, that will no longer be used to provide service due to Customer switching from taklng service
from Company to taking service from another utility, will be removed at Customer's expense, less salvage value In excess
of book value, if any.

Third-Party Relocation Costs: This work does not include any third-party relocation costs. Customer shall be
solely responsible for obtaining cost estimates from any third-parties attached to the existing facllities, and Gustomer shall
be solely responsible for making all necessary arrangements to transfer third-party facllities to the replacement facllities,
or any alternative arrangements to accommodate all such third-parties.

' Payment to Company: In consideration of the work to be performed by Company, Customer agrees 1o pay the
estimated costs of $14,426.00, in advance. Payment to Company will be adjusted to actual cost after completion of work, If

estimated cost the Company will bill Customer and Customer will pay the additional amount to Company, Estimated cost is
valid for 90 days from the agreement date,

Any corespondence regarding this work shall be directed to the appropriate party as shown below:

Columbla Rural Eleetric Paclfic Power

Scott Peters Mike Gavin

PO Box 96 650 Douglas

Dayton, WA 99328 Walla Walla, WA 99362
Phone ( ) Phone (509) 5§22-7008
Cellular () Cellular ( )

Fax ( ) Fax ( )

This Agreement, upon execution by both Company and Customer, shall be a binding agreement for work performed
by Company to accommodate Customer at the Customer’s expense, The provisions of Appendix A General Terms and

Conditions are an Integral part of this Agreement.

COLUMBIA RURAL ELECTR PACIFIC POWER, a d| n of PACIFICORP
By_tmyé.w Qj_ﬁ By e L
Ced

Title Titie _m #752'7@9/ ) //‘f&ﬁ, ,z,%

Eﬁgg rﬂ_ﬂ{%, L)AL 7S
nama of Sfaning Diticer %&mﬂwﬁ
10-3¢-/3 L5203

R
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Appendix A
GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

LIABILITY AND INDEMNIFICATION

The Customer shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the Company to this Agreement and the
Company's officers, directors, agents, employees, successors and assigns from any and all claims, demands, suits,
Iosses, costs, and damages of any nature whatsoever, including attorney's fees and other costs of litigation brought
or made against or incurred by the Company and resulting from, arising out of, or in any way connected with any
act, omission, fault or negligence of the Customer, its employees or any officer, director, or employee or agent of
the same and related to the subject matter of this Agreement. The indemnity obligation shall include, but not be
limited to, loss of or damage to property, bodily or personal injury to, or the death of any person. The Customer's
obligation under this provision of the Agreement shall not extend to liability caused by the sole negligence of the

Company.

WORK COMPLETION

Company agrees to use commercially reasonable efforts to begin performance of the work on the date(s) specified
above. In those instances where by reason of unanticipated events or emergencies which cause power outages or
threaten the Company's ability to continuously provide electric service as it Is required to do by law or by contract, then
the Company personnel assigned to perform the work may be withdrawn from the work until such time as the
unanticipated event or emergency is concluded. In the event that the Company personnel are removed from the work
in response to such an event or emergency, then the time for completion of the work shall be extended by a period of
time equal to that period from the time the personnel are removed from the work until they are available to complete

the work plus 48 hours.

Itis expressly agreed that the Company and those persons employed by the Company in connectlon with the work
described hereln are not employed by or employees of the Customer.

" Company warrants that its work shall be consistent with prudent utility practices. COMPANY DISCLAIMS ALL
OTHER WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE WARRANTY OF
MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND SIMILAR WARRANTIES. Company's liability
for anyaction arising out of its aclivities relating to this Agreement shall be limited to repair or replacement of any non-
operating or defective portion of the work. Under no circumstances shall Company be liable for economic losses,
costs or damages, including but not limited to special, indirect, incidental, punitive, exemplary or consequential

damages.

The Customer may, at reasonable times and by written agreement with the Company, request additional work
within the general scope of the work as described in this Agreement or request the omission of or variation in the
work, provided, however, that the Customer and Company agree to increase or decrease the amount the Customer is
to paythe Company and such changes in scope are reasonably acceptable to the Company. Any such change to the
scope of the work and the associated adjustment of costs shall be in writing and shall be submitted when obtained as
an addendum to this agreement after being signed by both parties.

GENERAL

PAYMENTS: All bills or amounts due hereunder shall be payable to Company on the 25th day following the
postmarked date of the bill. In the event that all or a portion of Customer's bill is disputed by Customer, Customer
shall pay the total bill and shall designate that portion disputed. If it is later determined that Customer Is entitled to a
refund of all or any portion of the disputed amount, Company shall refund that portion of the amaount of which
Customer is found to be entitied. All billing statements shall show the amount due for the work performed.

COLLECTION: Customer shall pay all costs of collection, including court costs and reasonable attorney's fees
upon default of customer, in addition to interest at a rate of 1.5 percent per month on any amounts not paid within

thirty (30) day of invoice.

ASSIGNMENT: Customer shall not assign this Agreement to any successor without the written consent of
Company, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. if properly assigned, this Agreement shall inure to the
benefitof and be binding upon the successors and assigns of the party making the assignment.

20of2
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WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WALLA WALLA COUNTRY CLUB,

Complainant, Docket UE-143932

V.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
a division of PacifiCorp

Respondent.

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
EXHIBIT OF R. BRYCE DALLEY

Additional Documents Relating to the Removal of Conduit
on Columbia REA Property
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T‘WU\&, wP Tavoic .
A PACFICORP COMPANY
Walla Walla Office
650 E Douglas
Walla Walla, Washington 99362
Customer
Name Columbia REA - Date 2/14/2014 o
. Request # 8777704
Address 115 E Main o - - WO # 5777704
City Dayton State WA ZIP | | Acct # 44360051 001
Site ID # 437724653 003
Employee: P81558
Actuals Reconcilation
REMOVE 3 PHASE LINE EXTENSION, 180°X4 #2AAAC, 180' PARLEY
2 D/GUYS & ANCHORS, A 45'DE POLE, 4"RISER, 180 350TPX UG
'SERVICE CABLE, 150' 4" CONDUIT AND CT METER.
TRANSFER TRANSFORMER at 115 E Rees AVE, Walla Walla, WA.
Description TOTAL
Customer Related Portion for Removal of Pacific Power Facilities = ~'$16,319.00 |
Net Book Value of Pacific Power Facilities to be Removed $1,201.00
Less Salvage Value of Removed Facilities ($536.00)
Less Advance paid from Preliminary Estimate ($14,426.00)
Total Additional Invoice $2,558.00

(Office Use Only

Invoice costs are valid for only 90 days from invoice date!
Please remit payment to address at top of invoice.

wCalc

Updated 12/3/2013
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Please state your name, business address, and present position with Pacific
Power & Light Company (Pacific Power or Company), a division of PacifiCorp.
My name is William G. Clemens and my business address is 650 East Douglas
Avenue, Walla Walla, Washington 99362. | am currently employed as a Senior
Regional Business Manager.
QUALIFICATIONS
Please describe your professional experience.
| have worked for 33 years in a variety of positions for Pacific Power, including
Customer Service Representative, Conservation Inspector, Industrial Account
Manager, Program Field Manager, Area Energy and Community Service Manager,
and General Business Manager. In those roles, | have been based in communities
throughout Washington and Oregon.
PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY
What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?
My testimony addresses the safety reasons necessitating removal of facilities when a
customer requests permanent disconnection, the issues inherent with abandoned and
duplicate facilities, the removal costs associated with the disconnection of the Walla
Wall Country Club (WWCC), and the testimony of Complainant witnesses
Mr. Bradley G. Mullins and Mr. Jeffrey C. Thomas.
SAFETY ISSUES PRESENTED IN WALLA WALLA
What circumstance in Walla Walla leads to the Company’s principal safety
concerns?

The majority of Pacific Power’s safety concerns arise from duplicate facilities. The

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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Washington Legislature has declared that the duplication of electric facilities

of public utilities and cooperatives is “uneconomical, may create unnecessary hazards
to the public safety, discourages investment in permanent underground facilities, and
is unattractive, and thus is contrary to the public interest.”* But the statute only
discourages duplication of facilities; it does not specifically prohibit duplication.
Because the Company has been unable to successfully negotiate a service area
agreement with Columbia Rural Electric Association (REA), the Company is faced
with operating in a service area where duplicate facilities exist. PacifiCorp does not
contend with this issue with any other electric service provider in Washington or in
any of its other five state jurisdictions.

Addressing the safety issues associated with Columbia REA duplication of
Pacific Power’s existing facilities is critical to the safety of the public as well as the
Company’s employees. | have provided a number of pictures illustrating some of the
safety issues encountered in Walla Walla.?

Is delayed utility response to emergency or potentially dangerous situations one
of Pacific Power’s safety concerns?

Yes. As an example, Pacific Power was contacted regarding a substation fire.
Company personnel immediately responded and determined it was a Columbia REA
substation. Company personnel then contacted Columbia REA to report the fire and
facilitate a response. Obviously, such delays can have dire consequences.

Pacific Power also responded to a report of a primary line too close to the

ground. Upon arrival, Company personnel determined that the line belonged to

! RCW 54.48.020 Legislative declaration of policy.
2 pacific Power Exhibit No. WGC-2 (Photos illustrating safety issues).

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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Columbia REA.

Emergency responders are increasingly confused by duplicate facilities. Itis
imperative that the responders know which utility to call for an immediate and
appropriate response.

Has Columbia REA or a former customer’s electrician connected service before
Pacific Power has had a reasonable opportunity to disconnect?

Yes. When Pacific Power is in the process of permanently disconnecting a customer,
the Company requests that neither Columbia REA nor the customer’s electrician
connect service until the permanent disconnection of facilities is entirely complete.
On multiple occasions, Pacific Power has arrived to remove its facilities and
Columbia REA has already connected and commenced serving the customer. On one
occasion, Pacific Power found its meter spinning backwards, indicating there was a
power feed from the building into the Company’s system. In the process of
completing the duplicate connection, Columbia REA or the customer’s electrician
connected two systems to a common ground, causing a power flow between the two
providers.

What safety concerns does Pacific Power have regarding installation of buried
lines directly under Pacific Power’s overhead facilities?

Both utilities have arrived to requested excavation locates and painted “No CREA” or
“No PP+L” directly on top of the other provider’s high voltage cables. Underground
locates for the Company are performed by Locate Inc. Underground locates

for Columbia REA are performed by Columbia REA. The Company has also seen

examples where the utility locate conducted by Locate Inc. or Columbia

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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REA identifies only one electric utility’s facilities when two electric utilities are
present. Repairs to Company facilities (such as a distribution pole hit by a car) could
be delayed because Columbia REA must come locate its facilities before any
digging can begin.
What safety issues arise from multiple electric providers serving the same
structure?
The Company received a request from a customer to permanently disconnect service
so the customer could switch utility providers. The customer was located in a multi-
tenant building served by Pacific Power. It is unsafe for one building to be served by
two utilities. For example, firefighters or electricians may be unaware the building
has a second source of electricity. The Company cannot permanently disconnect a
service to a multi-tenant structure unless all of the tenants choose to switch providers.
The Company also discovered a single-family residence receiving electrical
service from Columbia REA while still connected to Pacific Power’s energized
facilities.
Have safety concerns arisen from violations of clearance standards?
Yes. Columbia REA’s contractor planned to bury a new high voltage line 12 inches
from one of the Company’s 7,200 volt lines. The Company contacted Columbia REA
and requested the line be located at least six feet from the Company’s facilities, which
is Pacific Power’s construction standard. Columbia REA was reluctant to move its
facilities, but addressed the clearance issue after local authorities and Labor and
Industries became involved. Columbia REA was required to lower a distribution line

under the Company’s Walla Walla to Wallula 230 kV line because required

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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clearances were not met. The Company is currently working to address
another clearance issue involving Columbia REA’s distribution line under the
Company’s Walla Walla to Hurricane 230 kV line.
Have municipalities begun to address safety concerns arising from duplicate
facilities?
Pacific Power has a duty to its customers, employees, other utility workers,
emergency first responders and the public to develop and enforce standards to ensure
their safety. Although the Company uses the National Electric Safety Code (NESC),
which are the minimum requirements that utilities must meet, as a guide, the
Company’s standards are construction standards and may exceed the minimum
requirements of the NESC. In the interest of safety, NESC guidelines themselves
defer, as appropriate, to local utility standards. Since the issue of multiple utilities
serving the same area without a service area agreement or dedicated service territory
is unigue to Washington, the NESC does not specifically address some of the issues
facing the Company, such as multiple electric utilities serving the same structure. In
these situations, if the Company does not already have a standard or policy to address
the issue, one is created. Unfortunately, the Company cannot compel another utility
to follow these same standards and has only received a modest amount of cooperation
from Columbia REA in addressing its safety concerns.

Certain cities have started working with Pacific Power to address these safety
concerns. Pacific Power has provided comments and recommendations—in addition
to committing its full support to the highest level—in draft standards developed by

the City of College Place. Once adopted, these standards can be an example for other

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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affected cities. The Company has also urged the cities to require service area
agreements between utilities as part of these new standards.

PROBABLE FUTURE SAFETY ISSUES
In addition to the over-arching safety issues that you just addressed, are there
other safety reasons for removing Pacific Power’s underground facilities from
the WWCC property?
Yes. As addressed in Mr. R. Bryce Dalley’s testimony, the NESC imposes
continuing duties and liability. Pacific Power would have no access to the facilities
on the property of the WWCC. Abandoning facilities poses a risk of harm to workers
performing excavation and/or other tasks in the area. If a worker performing
excavation discovers empty conduit, he or she may continue digging, on the
assumption that there is only abandoned conduit in the area. However, in the process
of additional digging, he or she may encounter an energized circuit. Failing to
remove underground facilities creates a safety risk, as a worker may fail to perceive a
necessity of securing locates. Empty conduit only increases that possibility. The
WWCC would have no means to locate the subject facilities.
Has the WWCC submitted a Customer Requested Work Agreement?
No. The WWCC has never requested that Pacific Power proceed with removal of its
facilities and permanent disconnection.
When did Pacific Power last provide a detailed estimate of the cost to remove its
facilities to effectuate a permanent disconnection?

On January 25, 2013, Pacific Power provided a detailed removal estimate.

Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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What was the total estimated cost of removal, at that time?

$104,176.

Has the Company updated the associated net book value?

Yes. The updated net book value is $24,049.

Has Pacific Power secured any updated quotes for the physical removal of the
facilities?

No. The remaining cost components of the estimate have not been updated. Pacific
Power’s estimates are valid for 90 days.

If the WWCC had timely submitted a Customer Requested Work Agreement
shortly following receipt of the January 25, 2013 estimate, would $104,176 have
been the final cost of removal?

Not necessarily. Once Pacific Power completes removal of its facilities and
permanent disconnection of service, the actual costs of removal are reconciled to the
estimate. The WWCC would have either received a final invoice or a refund for the
difference, depending upon whether the actual costs exceeded or came in under the
estimate.

RESPONSE TO TESTIMONY OF MR. MULLINS AND MR. THOMAS

Mr. Mullins asserts that the Company has not demonstrated safety or
operational reasons that require removal of facilities on the Complainant’s
premises.> How do you respond?

Mr. Dalley has addressed the numerous operational reasons necessitating removal of
underground facilities upon permanent disconnection, while I have addressed the

safety reasons for removal. Mr. Mullins is arguing for a result which is not provided

® Testimony of Bradley G. Mullins, Exhibit No. BGM-1CT at 11-12.
Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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for in the net removal tariff, namely the sale of Pacific Power’s facilities at a figure
that would aid Columbia REA in its competitive practices in Walla Walla and
Columbia counties.

The WWCC asserts its decision to change electric utility service providers was
mainly a result of deteriorating customer service. How do you respond?

The WWCC has been a customer of Pacific Power for nearly a century. In my
experience, the relationship between the Company and the WWCC has been positive
and cooperative. | am unaware of any customer service-related complaints made by
the WWCC and am surprised at the characterization that customer service has
deteriorated. In fact, I was originally told by WWCC personnel that the Club would
not be switching to Columbia REA. Only when Columbia REA committed to cover
the majority of the costs of the removal of the Pacific Power facilities did the WWCC
decide to switch to Columbia REA.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

* Testimony of Jeffrey C. Thomas, Exhibit No. JCT-1T at 10.
Direct Testimony of William G. Clemens Exhibit No. WGC-1T
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PacifiCorp and Columbia REA facilities are located along both sides of JB George. A county road
widening job on JB George required both PacifiCorp and Columbia REA to work on facilities at the same
time. At various times, PacifiCorp crews, Columbia REA crews and county road contractor were working

within the road right-of-way at the same time.

[Rryacy
| <" !

Columbia REA Facilities

PacifiCorp Facilities
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Columbia REA trenched in close proximity of PacifiCorp anchors at Dell and Bowman. PacifiCorp was
required to be on site to ensure pole did not fall.
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Example of Locate at Canberra: Locate performed by Columbia REA shows “No CREA”. Locate
performed by Locate Inc. shows that there are PacifiCorp facilities present.
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Example of Locate at Cottonwood: Locate performed by Locate Inc. indicates “No PPL”. However, there
is a Columbia REA vault present.
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Columbia REA’s proposed underground line does not meet PacifiCorp’s six foot minimum clearance for
separation of facilities. Columbia REA’s proposed primary underground line is staked to run between
PacifiCorp’s pole and guy wire.

Proposed location for
Columbia REA
primary underground
line

~ | PacifiCorppole [
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CREA Conduits

Columbia REA bored conduit (six) between PacifiCorp’s and another utility’s facilities. In doing so,
Columbia dug into PacifiCorp’s buried conduit, requiring PacifiCorp to make repairs.

Columbia REA conduit
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Pine Street Trenching

Columbia REA is trenching within 6 feet of PacifiCorp’s facilities. Note the close proximity of the
backhoe to PacifiCorp’s distribution pole.

PacifiCorp facilities

| Columbia REA trench —
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Pine Street (Looking West)

Columbia REA has staked a proposed location for their underground line and a junction box. Both are
located within close proximity of PacifiCorp’s facilities.

PacifiCorp overhead facilities

Proposed location of /
Columbia REA "%, | proposed location of

underground line I I . 1™ -+ Columbia REA junction




Exhibit No. WGC-2
Page 9 of 9

Columbia REA staked their primary line to be located approximately 2.5 feet from the locate mark of
PacifiCorp’s facilities. Columbia REA was reluctant to move their line to provide at least 6 feet of
separation from PacifiCorp’s facilities, stating that their proposed location met the minimum NESC
requirements. After city and Labor and Industries were involved, Columbia REA moved the line and
provided the 6 feet of separation.

Location of PacifiCorp
underground line

Proposed location of
Columbia REA
underground line
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