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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY1
OF2

WILFRED ARNETT3
4

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.5

A. My name is Wilfred (“Wil”) Arnett.6

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY IN THIS7

PROCEEDING?8

A. Yes. I submitted pre-filed direct testimony in this matter on October9

16, 2017, in support of Blue Ridge Electric Membership Corporation (“Blue10

Ridge”).11

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?12

A. I would like to respond to portions of the testimony submitted by13

Charter Communications Properties, LLC (“Charter”) in this matter. In14

particular, , I want to respond to statements made by Patricia Kravtin and15

Michael Mullins, who submitted testimony on behalf of Charter on October16

30, 2017.17

18

I. THE KEY ECONOMIC AND PUBLIC POLICY PRINCIPLES OF19
EFFECTIVE POLE RATE REGULATION20

Q. ARE BLUE RIDGE’S POLES “ESSENTIAL FACILITIES” FOR21

CHARTER AND CABLE COMPANIES?22

A. Cable operators have often referred to utility and incumbent local23

exchange carrier (“ILEC”) poles as “essential facilities.” Nonetheless, after24

considering the existing physical conditions and how many utilities own25
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poles, even in the same areas, one cannot help but question if poles on a rural1

electric cooperative’s system are in fact “essential facilities.” Instead,2

attaching to a cooperative’s poles is one of many options a cable company has3

in providing its services. The option to attach to a cooperative’s poles actually4

presents an opportunity for cable companies, like Charter, to gain the benefits5

that come from sharing the costs of a commonly used asset.6

Comparing Charter’s assertions to the actions of ILECS, shows that7

rural cooperative’s utility poles are not “essential facilities” for8

communications attachers. ILECS serve the same areas (and customers) as9

Charter and provide substantially similar services. Yet, in contrast to Charter,10

ILECs have chosen to own their own poles, enter joint use contracts (as11

opposed to pole attachment agreements), and in the many instances, have12

chosen to bury their facilities – even in places where power companies have13

existing pole networks that the ILECS could use to attach their facilities.14

I have attached several pictures showing places where Charter has15

attached to Blue Ridge poles, but the ILEC (in this case, AT&T) has chosen to16

bury its distribution facilities along the same route. (See WA Exhibit Nos.17

25.1 through 25.3.) In fact, AT&T, and other former Bell System Companies18

such as Verizon, have demonstrated a preference for decades for buried19

distribution facilities, over aerial construction, for economy, safety and20

reliability issues. In fact, buried distribution plant is first choice for AT&T.21

(See WA Exhibit No. 22, AT&T’s 1994 Outside Plant Engineering Handbook22

related to Buried Plant). Telephone companies make plant investments based23
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on the total cost, or “present worth of expenditures” over the service life of the1

asset, while cable companies appear more likely to make their investment2

decisions based on the “installed first cost” of plant. As an example, one of3

the ILEC’s serving the Blue Ridge EMC area has recently begun a program to4

convert existing overhead plant to underground/buried facilities. Blue Ridge’s5

recently completed inventory reflected a significant decrease in the number of6

Skyline attachments to Blue Ridge poles (a decrease of 1,446 poles) since the7

previous inventory in 2010.8

The fact that Blue Ridge has an average of 2.35 attachers on its poles9

further disproves Charter’s claim that Blue Ridge’s poles are “essential10

facilities.” Charter’s entire service territory also receives service from ILECs.11

If Blue Ridge’s poles were truly “essential facilities,” and communications12

attachers had to attach in order to provide their services, the average number13

of attaching entities would be three at a minimum, because the Blue Ridge,14

the ILEC, and Charter would all have to connect to the pole. However, the15

2015-2016 inventory identified 7,889 Blue Ridge poles where Charter is the16

only attacher. If Blue Ridge poles are truly “essential facilities,” and the17

telephone companies serve the same areas as Charter, one would expect the18

ILECs to also have attachments Blue Ridge’s poles. This shows that other19

communications companies also have an alternative instead of attaching to20

Blue Ridge’s poles.21

ILECs also have chosen to install their own poles in areas where22

Charter is the only attacher on Blue Ridge poles. Indeed, at the end of 2016,23
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AT&T owned 235,763 poles in North Carolina. (See WA Exhibit No. 26,1

AT&T NC 2016 Armis Report 4301.) In those areas where both the Blue2

Ridge and an ILEC own poles, the ILECs’ poles are also available for Charter3

to make its attachments. This means that Charter has a choice whether to seek4

an attachment to the ILECs poles or Blue Ridge’s poles, which means that5

Blue Ridge’s poles are not essential facilities.6

Further, I know of no North Carolina regulation, or law, that prohibits7

Charter from owning and sharing use of joint poles with other utilities such as8

Blue Ridge. If, in fact, the ownership of joint use poles provides other9

benefits to the owner, as Ms. Kravtin claims, why shouldn’t Charter be a pole10

owner, and the power company a licensee?11

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MS. KRAVTIN’S AND MR. MULLINS’12

REPEATED ASSERTIONS THAT CHARTER ONLY USES13

“SURPLUS SPACE” ON BLUE RIDGE’S POLES?14

A. I found no documentation in Ms. Kravtin’s and Mr. Mullins’ testimony15

to support of their repeated claims that Charter only uses “surplus space” on16

Blue Ridge’s poles, even though Ms. Kravtin made that claim at least eleven17

times in her testimony. The records, instead confirm that their claim there is18

“surplus space” on Blue Ridge’s poles is incorrect. In fact, Blue Ridge does19

not have a policy to design and install poles with surplus space. Blue Ridge20

instead designs its poles, which typically have a service life of 30 years, to21

support Blue Ridge’s existing and future facilities over the life of the asset.22

What Ms. Kravtin and Mr. Mullins refers to as “surplus space” is instead23
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space planned for future use. When a utility invests in a 30-year asset,1

engineering practice, and economics, dictates that the asset should be2

sufficient to provide for the utilities’ present needs as well as the facilities it3

may need to add in the future to serve its customers.4

Q. IS THERE EVIDENCE THAT FURTHER SHOWS THERE IS NO5

SURPLUS POLE SPACE ON BLUE RIDGE’S POLES?6

A. Yes, there is. First all, Blue Ridge’s average pole height has already7

been established to be less than the industry presumed average of 37.5 feet.8

We determined from Blue Ridge’s continuing property records at yearend9

2016 that the average distribution pole is 36.87 feet in height. We also10

determined that the average span length on the Blue Ridge system is 257.0111

feet. Longer spans require a higher point of attachment to meet NESC, and12

NC DOT, ground clearances at mid span. Shorter average poles further limit13

the space available on the pole for communications attachments.14

Mr. Booth, in his October 16 direct testimony , provides an example of15

Blue Ridge’s typical distribution design. (See Booth, Direct Testimony, p. 15,16

Figure 1). Blue Ridge legacy distribution specifications requires 8.5 feet for17

distribution facilities in its typical configuration (9.5 feet in the new/current18

specification). The average height of distribution pole on Blue Ridge’s19

system is 36.87 feet. The depth of placement for both 35 feet and 40 feet20

poles is 6 feet under RUS specifications. Subtracting 6 feet from the average21

pole leaves 30.87 feet above ground and available to support facilities. Blue22

Ridge’s legacy design requires 8.5 feet for distribution facilities (9.5 feet23
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currently), on a typical pole over its service life, as stated above. Subtracting1

8.5 feet from the above ground portion of an average Blue Ridge pole (30.872

feet) leaves 22.37’ of pole below Blue Ridge distribution facilities, in the3

legacy configuration, and 21.37 feet under the new specification. If a4

communications attachment is placed on the pole, the NESC requires 3.33 feet5

(40 inches ) separation between supply facilities and communications6

facilities. By subtracting the NESC required Communications Workers’7

Safety Space (3.33 feet), we determine that the highest possible point of8

attachment for communications is 19.04 feet (legacy Blue Ridge9

specifications). As shown in WA Exhibit No. 13.3, I previously determined10

Charter’s calculated sag to be 5.76 feet (using CommScope’s Spanmaster11

program - on a typical ¼ inch (6.6 mm) strand; on Blue Ridge’s typical span12

of 257.01 feet; under NESC Medium loading). The NESC also requires 15.513

feet minimum ground clearance for communications attachments on the14

overwhelming majority of Blue Ridge’s system. Subtracting the calculated15

sag for Charter’s facilities (5.76 feet) from the highest possible point of16

attachment (19.04 feet) for communications, leaves 13.28 feet of calculated17

ground clearance under ice loading. This exercise demonstrates that Charter18

cannot attach its facilities to an average Blue Ridge pole and meet NESC19

ground clearance requirements with ice loading without encroaching into Blue20

Ridge’s designed space. Said another way, there is no “surplus space” on21

Blue Ridge’s average poles for communications facilities. Another example22

of this calculation, using Pole Foreman’s Sag Line calculations is also23
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provided as WA Exhibit No. 27. The Pole Foreman analysis also yields a1

midspan ground line clearance of 13.2 feet for Charter’s facilities under the2

same conditions.3

Q. MS. KRAVTIN ALSO REFERS TO THE “ECONOMIC PRINCIPLES4

OF COST CAUSATION AND SUBSIDY AVOIDANCE UNDERLYING5

COST BASED RATES.” DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS6

RELATED TO COST AVOIDANCE THROUGH JOINT USE?7

A. Joint use of poles originated in the early 1900s because there were two8

entities (communications and power) constructing outside plant facilities on9

separate pole lines to serve the same customers. Safety was the initial concern10

of the parties because there were concerned about structural and inductive11

interference between facilities installed on two separate pole lines. Joint use12

of poles was studied almost 100 years ago by the National Electric Light13

Association, predecessor of the Edison Electric Institute, and the Bell System14

and determined to be a feasible alternative to construction of individual pole15

lines. Three joint use practices were developed and published in the 1920s.16

“Principles and Practices for the Inductive Coordination of Supply and Signal17

Systems”, December 9, 1922; “Principles and Practices for the Joint Use of18

Wood Poles of Supply and Communications Companies,” February 15, 1926;19

and, “Allocation of Costs between Supply and Communications Companies”20

published October 15, 1926. The third publication addressed the economics21

of joint use construction and established agreement between the parties as to22
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cost sharing for joint use. All three publications were reissued in their entirety1

in July 1945, and are provided here as WA Exhibit No. 28.2

With respect to the economics of joint use, the parties recognized that3

the true costs of joint use are not related to the rental rate, but rather the costs4

of ownership and maintenance of joint use poles. The representatives of the5

two industries agreed that the appropriate allocation of cost was a 50-506

ownership ratio. (See WA Exhibit No. 28, p. 42, “Ownership of Poles under a7

Space Rental Agreement”). The parties/industries agreed to an equal sharing8

of the costs of owning and operating pole plant for their mutual benefit, and9

by extension, to the benefit of the rate base.10

EEI and the Bell System subsequently issued, in October 1951, a joint11

practice entitled “Joint Use of Poles in Rural Areas.” A copy is attached as12

WA Exhibit No. 29. The report referred back to the prior 1926 practice and13

concluded that, as to joint use in rural areas, “Joint Use Agreements should14

preferably be of a type under which each of the parties shares equitably in the15

cost of joint poles.”16

What Ms. Kravtin has proposed is not a sharing of the economics of17

joint use, nor is it a formula under which Charter would pay for the cost of the18

poles or portions of the poles it uses. Instead, she offers only a token rental19

payment, equivalent to 7.41% of the costs of ownership, even though her20

client, Charter, is one of only 2.35 attachers on the pole, on average. Charter,21

now provides all the same enhanced services, at similar rates as local22

telephone company. With respect to cost avoidance, her proposal would23
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create a cost avoidance of 92.6% of the costs associated with the ownership of1

poles.2

3

II. THE TVA RATE FORMULA4

Q. MS. KRAVTIN ASSERTS THAT “THE OUTLIER TVA APPROACH5

IS HIGHLY FLAWED AND WAS DEVELOPED EXPRESSLY TO6

SERVE THE LIMITED INTERESTS OF ITS POLE OWNING7

CUSTOMERS IN CHARGING THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE POLE8

ATTACHMENT RATES.” DO YOU AGREE WITH HER9

STATEMENT?10

A. Absolutely not. TVA fully explained its goals and rationale in the11

2016 resolution adopted by the TVA Board of Directors. (Exhibit WA-3).12

Specifically, TVA stated that its goal was “to insure that electric systems are13

being appropriately compensated for use of the electric system assets.” As the14

TVA observed, “[f]ailure to do so has a direct impact on the retail rates15

charged by LPCs because electric rate payers will be forced to subsidize the16

business activities of those entities attaching to the assets of LPCs [that is,17

their poles] for non-electric purposes.’ The other published statements in18

support of the adopted resolution speak for themselves—it is clear TVA’s19

intent was to protect electric rate payers from subsidizing communications20

attachers.21

If the intent of the TVA Board of Directors was to generate the22

“highest possible” pole attachment rates, as Ms. Kravtin alleges, there are23
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other formulas and methods it could have adopted that generate higher rates1

than that ultimately approved by the TVA. For instance, The APPA rental2

model described in my Direct Testimony, and WA Exhibit No. 15, using Blue3

Ridge financials, and a “gross calculation” as provided for in the model,4

produces a higher rental rate than the TVA formula. See rental calculations5

for Blue Ridge using that model at WA Exhibit No.s 30.1, 30.2 and 30.3 for6

2014, 2015 and 2016.7

The TVA formula, however, only requires a cable attacher to share8

28.44% of the annual costs of a pole when there are three attachers and all the9

assumptions are used. And in the case of Blue Ridge, where there is only an10

average of 2.35 attachers per pole, Charter would only be required to share11

41.25% of the annual costs of the pole when actual data is used. (See Exhibit12

WA-2.) This is appropriate and what one would typically expect in designing13

formula to fairly share the costs of the pole: When there are three attachers, a14

cable attacher pays less than a third of the pole costs, and when there are only15

2.35 average attachers, the cable attacher pays approximately two-fifths of the16

pole cost. The TVA Method is also much more closely aligned with the17

industry practices on cost sharing and the original REA philosophy regarding18

joint use of poles.19

TVA acted in the best of interests of electric ratepayers, and20

consequently developed a rental methodology that fairly allocates the costs of21

ownership and maintenance of poles between the owner and the users.22
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Q. MS. KRAVTIN ALSO STATES THAT THE TVA METHOD IS AN1

“UNECONOMIC, UNTESTED, UNPREDICTABLE, AND2

UNREASONABLE RATE METHOD.” HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO3

HER ASSERTIONS?4

A. I disagree with all those assertions. As I explain in my direct5

testimony, the TVA rate formula fairly allocates pole costs among electric6

utilities and cable attachers based on a true understanding of how they use7

space on the pole in the real world. Ms. Kravtin has no experience with pole8

plant. Instead, she insists the Commission should adopt the FCC rate because9

she believes it will help achieve a public policy objective she endorses—the10

subsidization of broadband internet—and obviously would result in an11

economic benefit to her client.12

The results under the TVA method are just as “predictable” as under13

the FCC cable rate. Under both methodologies, annual pole attachment rates14

will only change as cost inputs change. Those inputs are the same under both15

formulas. Moreover, the only basis Ms. Kravtin appears to have for asserting16

that the TVA rate is “unreasonable” is her disagreement with its space17

allocation formula, particularly its requirement that cable attachers bear an18

equal share of the costs of the support space, which benefits all attachers19

equally, and that they pay for the costs of the forty-inch Communications20

Worker Safety Zone, which would not be required if there were no21

communications attachers on the pole.22
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Likewise, Ms. Kravtin’s assertion that the TVA rate is “untested” is1

simply incorrect. The TVA formula resulted from a review by a federal2

agency with responsibility for regulating more than 160 non-profit electric3

cooperatives and municipally-owned utilities in seven states. Its analysis is4

thus directly relevant here, and far more appropriate than a rate formula5

adopted by the Federal Communications Commission to regulate the pole6

attachment rates charged by for-profit, investor-owned utilities (IOUs).7

Q. IS THE TVA FORMULA CONSISTENT WITH OTHER GUIDANCE8

REGARDING POLE ATTACHMENT RATES CHARGED BY9

ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES?10

A. Yes, it is. TVA stated that its underlying intent was to ensure that11

electric cooperatives and other LPCs are appropriately compensated so their12

members are not required to subsidize the business of communications13

attachers. This is consistent with the earliest guidance provided by the14

Rural Electrification Administration (REA) of the US Department of15

Agriculture. In its early years, REA issued guidance to its member16

cooperatives regarding acceptable joint use contract terms, including a rental17

rate method, for telephone attachments. Telephone companies were essentially18

the only communications companies at that time.19

Attached as WA Exhibit No. 31 is a copy of an early REA document20

titled “Joint Use of Facilities by REA Borrowers and Telephone Companies,”21

secured from the National Archives. On page 2, the REA explains that, “even22

though power system poles are already in place, and can accommodate23
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telephone facilities with little, if any, extra cost, telephone companies should1

be required to make payments representing their fair share of the costs of the2

poles so that the savings can accrue to the consumers of electricity as well as3

the telephone subscribers. In other words, the power consumers should not be4

asked to subsidize telephone subscribers.”5

Thus, REA recognized long ago that communications attachers should6

bear an appropriate share of the full costs of the poles they use, not just the7

supposed “incremental” costs incurred as a result of their attachments. If not,8

communications attachers, like Charter here, would be able to obtain the9

benefit of fully-constructed, fully-maintained pole plants, constructed using10

capital contributed by the cooperatives’ members, without fairly contributing11

their costs.12

Q. MS. KRAVTIN FURTHER STATES THAT THE TVA FORMULA13

BEARS NO RESEMBLANCE TO THE FCC CABLE RATE14

FORMULA. DO YOU AGREE?15

A. Absolutely not. Both the FCC and the TVA formulas are based on a16

three-component calculation. The first component is the historical bare pole17

cost, the second factor is the total of the annual charges related to the costs of18

ownership and maintenance of poles, and third is the space allocation for each19

of the parties. The dispute arises only as to the third element—the allocation20

of space (or cost responsibility) that each party includes in their rental method.21

As I have explained before, the FCC Cable Rate requires cable attachers to22

pay for only a small amount of the “Support Space” necessary to install the23
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pole in the ground and achieve ground clearance, even though all attachers1

benefit equally from this space. It also allocates the forty-inch2

Communications Worker Safety Zone, needed to provide separation between3

communications attachments and electrical facilities, entirely to the electric4

utility, even though this space is needed solely to protect communications5

works and would not be required if communications attachers were not on the6

pole.7

Q. MS. KRAVTIN ASSERTS IT IS INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE TVA8

FORMULA TO ALLOCATE COSTS OF THE SUPPORT SPACE ON A9

“PER CAPITA” BASIS, BECAUSE POLE OWNERS GET THE10

BENEFIT OF “OWNERSHIP RIGHTS” IN THE POLE, WHILE11

COMMUNICATIONS ATTACHERS DO NOT. DO YOU BELIEVE12

OWNERSHIP OF THE POLE IS A REASON NOT TO ALLOCATE13

THE COSTS OF THE SUPPORT SPACE ON A “PER CAPITA”14

BASIS?15

A. Absolutely not. The TVA Method allocates the costs associated with16

the various portions of the pole to the parties that occupy and benefit from that17

space. As I have stated multiple times, all parties require, and benefit equally18

from, the common space (the portion of the pole buried in the ground for19

stability and the portion necessary for minimum ground clearance to comply20

with the NESC).21

In her testimony, Ms. Kravtin, argues that the Support Space ought to22

be allocated in the same way that common area maintenance charges are23
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allocated in typical commercial leases—and that a tenant who leases one story1

in a ten story building should only have to pay ten percent of the common area2

charges. Ms. Kravtin’s example, however, does not reflect how poles are3

actually used in real life. All pole owners must have the Support Space to4

establish ground clearance, and they use that space even if there are no other5

attachers on the pole. Thus, if Charter constructed its own poles, it would6

need the full Support Space—not just a percentage of it. A better example7

therefore would be a building where no tenant will rent space unless it is at8

least ten stories off the ground and where each tenant insists that the first ten9

stories remain vacant. Accordingly, Ms. Kravtin’s building example simply10

does not reflect reality.11

Moreover, Charter uses the Support Space on a regular basis to attach12

risers, communications boxes, and amplifiers, and its employees and13

contractors use the Support Space as climbing space to install and maintain14

Charter’s facilities. Ms. Kravtin’s insistence that Charter only uses one foot15

of space, or possibly even less, fails to account for these uses of the Support16

Space.17

As to Ms. Kravtin’s comments about the advantages being a pole18

“owner”: Ownership also comes with responsibility. The pole owner is also19

responsible for the maintenance, taxes, rights of way maintenance, insurance,20

record keeping, and eventual replacement at the end of a pole’s service life.21

While a pole has a definite service life, the pole location is (essentially) there22

in perpetuity. This means the responsibilities of the pole owner never go23



PUBLIC

Rebuttal Testimony of Wil Arnett
Page 16

away. For instance, even if Charter pays to install a taller pole, Blue Ridge1

incurs the ensuing maintenance costs, and is fully responsible for replacing the2

pole at the end of its service life, even though the pole is taller and more3

expensive than Blue Ridge would need for its own its own purposes.4

If pole ownership was such a great thing, I am certain that Charter5

would construct and own a large number of poles, but obviously it has not6

chosen to do so.7

III. APPLICATION OF THE TVA RATE FORMULA TO BLUE RIDGE8

A. USE OF ACTUAL FIGURES –POLE ATTACHMENT RATES9

Q. WHY DID YOU USE ACTUAL FIGURES IN CALCULATING A POLE10

ATTACHMENT RATE FOR CHARTER’S ATTACHMENTS TO11

BLUE RIDGE’S POLES INSTEAD USING THE ASSUMPTIONS IN12

THE TVA FORMULA?13

A. TVA adopted its formula for use by 160+ LPCs across the seven-state14

area served by TVA. The level of detail those LPCs keep in their records15

varies, and many do not have sufficient data to determine the average number16

of attachers, average pole height, or whether the LPC’s average span between17

poles requires more or less support space. Blue Ridge has sufficient data to18

obtain this information, and so it is appropriate to use real figures to generate19

a rate that more accurately reflects Blue Ridge’s actual pole plant as opposed20

to relying on assumptions.21

Indeed, the TVA Board recognized that it is appropriate to use actual22

figures regarding a power company’s poles where they are available when it23
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adopted the TVA formula. (See Exhibit WA-3, at p. 4 (approving use of1

actual data for average pole height and appurtenance factors)). Ms. Kravtin2

has also testified in prior cases before the Commission involving Charter’s3

affiliate, Time Warner Cable Southeast, LLC, that it is appropriate to use4

actual data for space allocation figures where it is available and that the FCC5

Cable Rate approves of doing so. (See WA Exhibit No. 32 (“As with any6

presumptive value in the formula, to the extent there is actual (or statistically7

significant) utility or attacher specific data to support use of alternative space8

presumptions those can be used in lieu FCC’s established space presumptions9

. . . .”)).10

Q. YOU TESTIFIED BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON BEHALF OF11

SEVERAL COOPERATIVES IN A CASE AGAINST CHARTER’S12

AFFILIATE, TIME WARNER CABLE SOUTHEAST, LLC. WHY DID13

YOU NOT USE ACTUAL AVERAGE POLE HEIGHT,14

APPURTENANCE FACTOR, OR SUPPORT SPACE FIGURES IN15

THAT CASE?16

A. The cooperatives in those cases did not have sufficient data to17

determine actual figures for their system. For instance, instead of listing how18

many poles of each height and class were in their system, only one of those19

cooperatives had data in its CPRs with specific pole height data. The others20

merely listed the number of poles by categories of poles, such as poles that21

were “35 feet and under,” which is a common practice. Blue Ridge, however,22

breaks down all of its poles by height in its continuing property records. It23
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also has sufficient data to determine actual figures for each of the assumptions1

I have rebutted in calculating a pole attachment rate under the TVA formula—2

average number of attachers, average pole height, appurtenance factor, and3

required Support Space.4

Q. WHICH PRESUMPTIONS IN THE TVA FORMULA HAVE YOU5

REBUTTED WITH ACTUAL FIGURES?6

A. First, I have used the actual average of attachers on the poles in Blue7

Ridge’s system that have communications attachers—2.35 attachers—rather8

than the assuming there are three attachers. I have also used (1) the actual9

average distribution pole height of 36.83’, 36.85’ and 36.87’ for 2014, 201510

and 2016 respectively, (2) a “bare pole” or, appurtenance factor, of 87.0%,11

87.29% and 87.41% for 2014, 2015, and 2016, respectively; (3) an “occupied”12

space allocation of 1.11’ for Charter in all 3 periods; and (4) an allocation of a13

greater support space, 27.3’, 27.28’ and 27.26’ for 2014, 2015, and 2016,14

which is required to maintain ground clearance given the longer than average15

span length between poles on Blue Ridge’s system.16

B. SPACE ALLOCATION USING ACTUAL FIGURES17

Q. WHAT HAPPENS TO THE SPACE ALLOCATION PERCENTAGE18

UNDER THE TVA FORMULA WHEN THESE ACTUAL FIGURES19

ARE USED?20

A. As I said before, by default, the TVA formula allocates 28.4% of the21

annual pole costs to a cable attacher when there are three attachers on a pole22

(an electric utility, a telephone company, and a cable attacher). However,23
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because there are only 2.35 average attachers on the poles in Blue Ridge’s1

system that have communications attachments. Thus, there are fewer2

attachers to share the costs of the pole. When the actual number of attachers3

is used along with the other figures described above, Charter’s actual space4

allocation percentage increases to 41.25% for FY 2014, 41.21% for FY 2015,5

and 41.16% for FY 2016. (See WA Exhibit No.s 2.1 – 2.3).6

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THE SPACE ALLOCATION FACTOR THAT7

RESULTS FROM USE OF ACTUAL FIGURES IS FAIR?8

A. Yes. When there are three attachers and all the assumptions are used,9

the TVA formula allocates less than a third of the costs of the pole—28.4%—10

to a cable company. That figure is fair and about what you would expect11

when there are three attachers. In Blue Ridge’s case, the result is12

approximately 41.2%, or just around two-fifths, which is about what you13

would expect when there are only 2.35 attachers.14

C. BLUE RIDGE’S POLE COSTS15

Q. WHAT WERE BLUE RIDGE’S AVERAGE ANNUAL DISTRIBUTION16

POLE COSTS FOR 2014, 2015, AND 2016?17

A. Based on the figures shown in WA Exhibit Nos. 2.1 – 2.3, Blue18

Ridge’s average annual pole costs for distribution poles (including19

maintenance and other carrying charges), were // BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL //20

$65.65 per pole in FY 2014, $64.92 per pole in FY 2015, and $64.52 for FY21

2016. // END CONFIDENTIAL22
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Q. DO THESE FIGURES REFLECT THE FULL COSTS OF THE POLES1

TO WHICH CHARTER HAS ATTACHED?2

A. While these figures reflect the annual costs of the distribution poles to3

which Charter has attached (as shown in Blue Ridge’s accounting records kept4

in accordance with Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”) standards and generally5

accepted accounting principles) they do not reflect the actual full cost of the6

poles to which Charter has attached for at least two reasons: (1) These figures7

only reflect the annual costs of Blue Ridge’s distribution poles. However, as I8

stated in my direct testimony, the 2015-16 pole attachment inventory shows9

that Charter is attached to at least 442 transmission poles on Blue Ridge’s10

system, which cost many times more than distribution poles. (2) Because of11

the accounting methods used to retire poles from Blue Ridge’s books as they12

are removed or replaced, Blue Ridge’s financial records understate the true13

costs of even the distribution poles in Account 364 (poles, towers and14

fixtures), even though they have been booked properly in accordance with15

generally accepted accounting standards.16

Q. ARE THE COSTS OF TRANSMISSION POLES TO WHICH17

CHARTER HAS ATTACHED INCLUDED IN THE TVA RATE18

FORMULA?19

A. No. The rates I calculated under the TVA formula in my direct20

testimony only take into account the cost of distribution poles, not21

transmission poles. RUS requires its borrowers, such as Blue Ridge, to keep22

their books in accordance with uniform system of accounts. Account 364,23
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which is used to calculate pole costs under both the TVA and the FCC1

formula, only includes the cost of distribution poles. Transmission poles are2

booked in a separate account (Account 355).3

Q. IS THERE A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN THE COSTS OF4

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION POLES?5

A. Absolutely. As I explained in my direct testimony, in 2016, Blue6

Ridge’s average installed cost of a transmission pole was // BEGIN7

CONFIDENTIAL // $3,633.24 (see WA Exhibit No. 2.4), compared to8

$258.30 for a distribution pole (see WA Exhibit No. 2.3). // END9

CONFIDENTIAL //10

Q DO ANY OF BLUE RIDGE’S OTHER AGREEMENTS WITH11

ATTACHERS INCLUDE A SEPARATE TRANSMISSION RATE?12

Yes. Blue Ridge’s 2002 agreement with SkyBest includes an $83.5013

per pole rate for attachments to Blue Ridge’s transmission poles. (See WA14

Exhibit No. 34, Article 8). I also know of IOUs that charge separate rates for15

attachments to transmission poles. For instance, I know that16

Q. DOES THE RUS ACCOUNTING METHOD RESULT IN THE VALUE17

OF BLUE RIDGE’S DISTRIBUTION POLES BEING UNDERSTED?18

A. As I said above, Blue Ridge’s financial records, which are audited19

annually and filed with RUS on Form 7, correctly reflect the costs of Blue20

Ridge’s poles as they were booked in Blue Ridge’s accounting records using21

the accounting process originally developed and approved by the Rural22

Electrification Administration (REA). However, the REA method of retiring23
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poles from the plant significantly understates the asset base related to Account1

364, (Poles, Towers & Fixtures), and other distribution accounts as well.2

Q. COULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU BELIEVE BLUE3

RIDGE’S AVERAGE NET POLE COST IS UNDERSTATED?4

A. The original method developed by REA for retiring poles from a5

cooperative’s books when they were removed or replaced involved “average”6

unit values. This system was developed in the 1930s, an era when the7

cooperatives had limited accounting personnel and when plant costs were8

stable and there was little inflation. REA and the cooperatives selected this9

accounting system because it required minimal record keeping to maintain.10

Under this system, each time the cooperative adds a pole to its books, the11

pole’s cost is added to all the others in the account. However, when a pole is12

retired from the account, it is retired at the then-current average of the value13

of all poles in the system—even though the actual value of the pole being14

retired, which was installed many years ago, is likely much less than the15

average. The result is that, over time, the value of a cooperative’s pole16

account ends up being understated.17

Q. DO THE INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES AND ILECS USE THIS18

METHOD OF RETIREMENT ACCOUNTING?19

A. No, both IOUs and ILECs use “vintage retirement” accounting. I20

know this because of my experience representing IOUs and also through 3021

years of service at BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Under a “vintage”22

system, when a pole is retired and taken off the books, it is “retired” at the23
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same cost at which it was installed. If a pole was installed 20 years ago for1

$100, that same amount will be removed from the account (364 for IOUs or2

2411 for ILECs) when the pole is retired. In comparison, under an “average”3

retirement system, a pole installed twenty years ago by a cooperative for $1004

would be retired at a current average value of $300 in this example. IOUs5

utilize vintage accounting processes for obvious reasons.6

Q. WHAT DOES THE USE OF AVERAGE RETIREMENT MEAN FOR7

THE VALUE OF A COOPERATIVES’ POLE PLANT?8

A. As the installed cost of plant rises, an “average retirement cost” system9

materially understates the value of a cooperative’s pole plant. Typically, older10

poles are retired first, and when an older pole is removed at an inflated11

retirement value, the remaining balance for the account is eroded. RUS has12

stated that where RUS borrowers have performed system wide inventories to13

establish “vintage retirement record systems, the existing recorded plant14

values have ranged from 50% to 65% of the original cost.” (See WA Exhibit15

No. 35, 1998 Correspondence between R Nichols, CPA, Auditor for Georgia16

Electric Membership Corporation, and RUS Program Accounting and17

Regulatory Analysis).18

Q. AND WHAT IS THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS ACCOUNTING19

METHOD IN THIS PROCEEDING?20

A. Under all cost-based formulas—including both the FCC Cable Rate21

and the TVA formula—the first input into the formula is the “average net bare22

pole cost.” Blue Ridge has historically used the REA/RUS “average”23
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accounting method for tracking pole costs in their continuing property1

records. Therefore, I am confident that Blue Ridge’s pole costs are2

significantly understated. Blue Ridge is currently considering whether to3

commission an accounting study to determine the impact of this accounting4

method to determine what action should be taken.5

IV. THE FCC CABLE RATE IS INSUFFICIENT TO COMPENSATE6
BLUE RIDGE AND IS AN OUTLIER AMONG ACCEPTED RATE7
METHODOLOGIES8

9
Q. RETURNING TO MS. KRAVTIN’S TESTIMONY, SHE ASSERTS10

THE TVA RATE FORMULA IS AN “OUTLIER.” IS THAT11

CORRECT?12

A. No. The FCC Cable Rate is actually the outlier.13

In my direct testimony, I described a number of accepted rate14

formulas used by pole owners or approved by different jurisdictions around15

the country. These include (1) the American Public Power Association rate16

(the “APPA Rate”), which is based on rates adopted in court proceedings in17

Seattle, Washington; (2) the “Telecom Plus Rate” considered by the United18

States House of Representatives (3) the rate methodology adopted by the19

Arkansas Public Service Commission (the “Arkansas Rate”). (See Direct20

Testimony of Wil Arnett, pp. 25-35).21

Exhibit WA-24 includes diagrams comparing the space allocation22

percentages under each of these formulas to the percentage allocated under the23

TVA and Cable rate. As this exhibit shows, assuming there are three24

attachers, the space allocation percentages under these formulas range from25
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18.9% in the case of the Arkansas Rate to 27% in the case of the APPA rate.1

This places the FCC Cable Rate, which allocates only 7.4% of the costs of the2

pole to the cable attacher, on the extreme low end of the range.3

I have also prepared calculations showing the annual pole attachment4

rates that would result under each of these formulas, which are set forth in5

WA Exhibit No. 33. Once again, the comparison shows that the FCC Cable6

Rate is the significant outlier. These formulas produce pole attachment rates7

using 2016 data that range from $17.05 dollars per pole in the case of the8

Arkansas Rate to $28.54 in the case of the APPA Rate—which is even higher9

than under the TVA rate formula. In contrast, the FCC Cable Rate would10

result in a rate of $5.33 per attachment using the formula’s assumptions (see11

WA-Exhibit No. 2.5), and a rate of $8.31when using actual data.12

Thus, if anything, the FCC Cable Rate, and its exceptionally low,13

subsidized rate, represents the “outlier” approach.14

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?15

A. Yes.16
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WA Exhibit No. 14

Pole Attachment

Rental Formula Comparisons

POLE SPACE TVA APPA ARKANSAS FCC CABLE Telecom Plus - US HR

P O L EHEIGHT 37.5' 37.5' 37.5' 37.5' 37.5'

P O W ER 7.17'Allocated
P artof10.17'of"Assignable"

(U sable)S pace
8.17'Allocated

N otS pecified-P artof13.5'of

"U sable"S pace

N otS pecified-P artof13.5'of

"U sable"S pace

CO M M U N ICAT IO N S W O R KER S AFET Y S P ACE
AllocatedEqually to2

Com m unicationsEntities

3.33'Allocatedto"Com m on

S pace"
Includedinthe"U n-U sable"S pace Includedinthe"U sable"S pace Includedinthe"U sable"S pace

CO M M U N ICAT IO N S S P ACE
AllocatedtoCom m unications

Attachers

AllocatedtoCom m unications

Attachers

AllocatedtoCom m unications

Attachers

AllocatedtoCom m unications

Attachers-P artof13.5'of

"U sable"S pace

AllocatedtoCom m unications

Attachers-P artof13.5'of

"U sable"S pace

CAT V 1'Allocated 1'Allocated 1'Allocated 1'Allocated 1'Allocated

T EL CO 2'Allocated 1'Allocated 1'Allocated N /A 1'Allocated

S U P P O R T S P ACE
S haredEqually By AllAttachers

(IncludingO w ner)
Includedin"Com m on"S pace

IncludedasP artofthe"U n-

usable"S pace
Know nas"U n-usable"S pace Know nas"U n-usable"S pace

M IN IM U M AT T ACHM EN T HEIGHT T O GR O U N D L IN E 18' 18' 18' 18'

IN GR O U N D FO R S T ABIL IT Y 6' 6' 6' 6'

P R ES U M ED N U M BER O FAT T ACHER S (IN CL U DIN G

O W N ER )
3 3 3 N /A 3

% O FAN N U AL CHAR GEAL L O CAT ED T O CAT V 28.44% 26.96% 18.86% 7.41% * 24.00%

RENTAL FORMULAE

27.33'W hichincludestheS afety

S pace. 1/3 AllocatedFully to

O w nerand2/3 AllocatedEqually

toAllAttachersIncludingO w ner

* 1'Dividedby 13.5'of"U sable"

S pace

CAL CU L AT IO N
1 +

3.33
2

+
24
3

37.5

1 +
27.33

3
37.5

1 +
2
3
	�

27.33
3

37.5

1

13.5
1 +

24
3

37.5
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S pac e alloc ation is 28 . 44% based

on assu m ed 37 . 5 footpole with 3

average u sers

S U P P O R T

(24.0')

Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

NOT TO SCALE

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al
T EL EP HO N E

(2.0')

TVA

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L

(7.17')

A lloc ates u sable spac e

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers attac hing for

c om m u nic ation pu rposes

S A FET Y

(3.33')

CA BL E

(1.0')

13.5'

24'
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Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

20' CLEARANCE

6' IN GROUND

NOT TO SCALE

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al
T EL EP HO N E

(1.0')

S pac e alloc ation is 28 . 7 4% based

on assu m ed 37 . 5 footpole with 3

average u sers

S U P P O R T

(26.0')

(1.0')

D EL A W A RE FO RM UL A

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L

(6.17')

A lloc ates u sable spac e

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers attac hing for

c om m u nic ation pu rposes

S A FET Y

SPLIT EVENLY TO

ALL ATTACHERS

(3.33')

CA BL E

11.5'

26'
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A lloc ates u sable spac e

IND IA NA 40'P O L E -2 P arty P ole

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L
(3.5')

(35.5')

S EP A R A T IO N

(3.33')

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers
CA BL E

(1.0')

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al

S pac e alloc ation is 46. 8 8 % based

on assu m ed 40 footpole with 2

average u sers

S U P P O R T *

Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

afterproration based on the # of2

& 3 party poles

* Includes Separation

Space

NOT TO SCALE
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A lloc ates u sable spac e

(3.33')

IND IA NA 40'P O L E -3 P arty P ole

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L
(3.5')

NOT TO SCALE

S EP A R A T IO N

CA BL E

(1.0')

Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

afterproration based on the # of2

& 3 party poles

* Includes Separation

Space

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al

T EL EP HO N E

(1.0')

S pac e alloc ation is 31 . 25% based

on assu m ed 40 footpole with 3

average u sers

S U P P O R T *

(34.5')

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers
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S pac e alloc ation is 24. 11% based

on assu m ed 47 footpole with 3

average u sers & C A TV u sing 1'of

spac e

S U P P O R T *

(27.0')

Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

NOT TO SCALE

* SHARED

EQUALLY BY ALL

ATTACHERS

20' CLEARANCE

7' IN GROUND

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al
T EL EP HO N E

(2.0')

C ITY O F S EA TTL E

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L

(13')

STANDARD 47' POLE

A lloc ates, d irec ta/k/au sable

spac e

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers attac hing

S A FET Y *

(4.0')

CA BL E

(1.0')
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Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

18' CLEARANCE

6' IN GROUND

NOT TO SCALE

Equ alsharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong allu sers inc lu d ing

elec tric al
T EL EP HO N E

(1.0')

S pac e alloc ation is 26. 96% based

on assu m ed 37 . 5 footpole with 3

average u sers

S U P P O R T

(24.0')

(1.0')

A P P A C A B L E RA TE

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L

(8.17')

A lloc ates u sable spac e only

Equ alsharing ofsafety spac e

am ong allu sers attac hing for

c om m u nic ation pu rposes

S A FET Y

(3.33')

CA BL E

13.5'

24'
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NOT TO SCALE

S pac e alloc ation is 18 . 8 6% based

on assu m ed 37 . 5 footpole with 3

average u sers, inc lu d ing the

O wner
S U P P O R T

(24.0')

Resu lts in afairalloc ation ofc osts

am ong pole ownerand pole u sers

18' CLEARANCE

6' IN GROUND

P ole owneralloc ated 1/3 of

u nu sable spac e. Equ alsharing of

2/3 su pportspac e am ong allu sers

inc lu d ing elec tric al

(1.0')

T EL EP HO N E

(1.0')

A RKA NS A S FO RM UL A

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

EL ECT R ICA L

(8.17')

A lloc ates u sable spac e

S afety spac e is inc lu d ed in the

" Unu sable" spac e.

S A FET Y

(3.33')
"Unusable" in

Arkansas Formula

CA BL E

13.5'

24'
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NOT TO SCALE

S pac e alloc ation is 7 . 41% based

on one footofspac e ou tof13. 5'of

u sable spac e

S U P P O R T

(24.0')

Resu lts in u nfairalloc ation of

c osts

18' CLEARANCE

6' IN GROUND

No sharing ofsu pportspac e

am ong u sers

(1.0')

FC C C A B L E RA TE

S P A CEA L L O CA T IO N IL L U S T R A T IO N

A lloc ates u sable spac e only

S afety spac e is inc lu d ed in the

" Unu sable" spac e.

S A FET Y

(3.33')
Considered "Usable"

by FCC

CA BL E

13.5'

24'

PUBLIC
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COSA:  SBNC

SUBMISSION: 1

Page 1 of 1

Row Row Title Amount
(a) (b)

Financial Information ($000)

100   Telecommunications Plant-in-Service 8,009,850      

101   Gross Investment - Poles 108,196         

102   Gross Investment - Conduit 244,189         

200   Accumulated Depreciation - Total Plant-in-Service 6,494,987      

201   Accumulated Depreciation - Poles 105,230         

202   Accumulated Depreciation - Conduit 118,800         

301   Depreciation Rate - Poles 5.70               

302   Depreciation Rate - Conduit 1.90               

401   Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Poles -                 

402   Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Conduit -                 

403   Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Total -                 

404   Net Non-Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Poles 2,343             

405   Net Non-Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Conduit 5,288             

406   Net Non-Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Total 173,460         

501.1   Pole Maintenance Expense 2,449             

501.2   Pole Rental Expense 15,030           

501   Pole Expense 17,479           

502.1   Conduit Maintenance Expense 1,109             

502.2   Conduit Rental Expense 36                  

502   Conduit Expense 1,145             

503   General & Administrative Expense 39,194           

504   Operating Taxes 96,185           

Operational Data (Whole numbers)

601   Equivalent Number of Poles 235,763         

602   Conduit System Trench Kilometers 2,732             

603   Conduit System Duct Kilometers 15,842           

700   Additional Rental Calculation Information N/A

STUDY AREA:  NORTH CAROLINA

PERIOD:  From: Jan 2016 To: Dec 2016

Pole and Conduit Rental Calculation Information
(Dollars in thousands & Operational Data in whole numbers)

COMPANY:  AT&T / BELLSOUTH CORPORATION
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 Space occupied 1.11 Per audit

2 Unusable Space 30.63 Calculation-Includes Safety Space

3 Unusable Space Factor 35.39% Line 2 / Line 6 / Line 7

4 Usable Space 6.2 (Pole Height - Unusable)

5 Usable Space Factor 3.01% (Line 1 / Line 4) x (Line 4 / Line 6)

6 Pole Height 36.83 Calculated with CPR Detail

7 Number of Attachers 2.35 Calculated using GIS data

8 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.40% Line 3 plus Line 5

9 Gross pole investment (Acct. 364) 49,295,043

10 Appurtenance factor 87.00%

11 Gross pole investment allocable to attachments 42,886,688 Line 9 x Line 10

12 Total number of poles 107,751

13 Gross cost of a bare pole $398.02 Line 11/Line 12

14 Total general and administrative 10,164,119

15 Total electric plant in service 425,883,764

16 Administrative carrying charge 2.39% Line 14 / Line 15

17 Maintenance expense for overhead lines 7,674,619

18 Pole investment in Accts. 364, 365, & 369 158,218,973

19 Maintenance carrying charge 4.85% Line 17 / Line 18

20 Depreciation rate for gross pole Investment 3.60%

21 Depreciation carrying charge 3.60% Line 20

22 Taxes (Accts. 408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 - 411.1) 2,160,782

23 Total utility plant in service 425,883,764

24 Taxes carrying charge 0.51% Line 22 / Line 23

25 Applicable rate of return (default) 11.25% Presumption

26 Gross Pole Investment 49,295,043.19$   Line 9

27 Net Pole Investment 32,539,753.16$   

28 Return carrying charge 7.43% (Line 25 x Line 26) / Line 27

29 Total carrying charges 18.77% Line 16 + Line 19 + Line 21 + Line 24 + Line 28

30 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.40% Line 8

31 Gross cost of a bare pole $398.02 Line 13

32 Total carrying charges 18.77% Line 29

33 Pole attachment rental rate 28.69 Line 30 x Line 31 x Line 32

RATE

WA Exhibit No. 30.1 - APPA Rental Rate Calculation

Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2014 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Gross Cost of a Bare Pole

Gross Carrying Charge
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 Space occupied 1.11 Per audit

2 Unusable Space 30.61 Calculation-Includes Safety Space

3 Unusable Space Factor 35.35% Line 2 / Line 6 / Line 7

4 Usable Space 6.24 (Pole Height - Unusable)

5 Usable Space Factor 3.01% (Line 1 / Line 4) x (Line 4 / Line 6)

6 Pole Height 36.85 Calculated with CPR Detail

7 Number of Attachers 2.35 Calculated using GIS data

8 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.36% Line 3 plus Line 5

9 Gross pole investment (Acct. 364) 50,390,546

10 Appurtenance factor 87.29%

11 Gross pole investment allocable to attachments 43,984,989 Line 9 x Line 10

12 Total number of poles 108,086

13 Gross cost of a bare pole $406.94 Line 11/Line 12

14 Total general and administrative 9,870,339

15 Total electric plant in service 440,866,858

16 Administrative carrying charge 2.24% Line 14 / Line 15

17 Maintenance expense for overhead lines 7,951,569

18 Pole investment in Accts. 364, 365, & 369 164,546,374

19 Maintenance carrying charge 4.83% Line 17 / Line 18

20 Depreciation rate for gross pole Investment 3.60%

21 Depreciation carrying charge 3.60% Line 20

22 Taxes (Accts. 408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 - 411.1) 1,477,001

23 Total utility plant in service 440,866,858

24 Taxes carrying charge 0.34% Line 22 / Line 23

25 Applicable rate of return (default) 11.25% Presumption

26 Gross Pole Investment 50,390,545.70$   Line 9

27 Net Pole Investment 32,466,328.65$   

28 Return carrying charge 7.25% (Line 25 x Line 26) / Line 27

29 Total carrying charges 18.25% Line 16 + Line 19 + Line 21 + Line 24 + Line 28

30 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.36% Line 8

31 Gross cost of a bare pole $406.94 Line 13

32 Total carrying charges 18.25% Line 29

33 Pole attachment rental rate 28.50 Line 30 x Line 31 x Line 32

RATE

WA Exhibit No. 30.2 - APPA Rental Rate Calculation

Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2015 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Gross Cost of a Bare Pole

Gross Carrying Charge
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 Space occupied 1.11 Per audit

2 Unusable Space 30.59 Calculation-Includes Safety Space

3 Unusable Space Factor 35.31% Line 2 / Line 6 / Line 7

4 Usable Space 6.28 (Pole Height - Unusable)

5 Usable Space Factor 3.01% (Line 1 / Line 4) x (Line 4 / Line 6)

6 Pole Height 36.87 Calculated with CPR Detail

7 Number of Attachers 2.35 Calculated using GIS data

8 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.32% Line 3 plus Line 5

9 Gross pole investment (Acct. 364) 51,209,182

10 Appurtenance factor 87.41%

11 Gross pole investment allocable to attachments 44,762,968 Line 9 x Line 10

12 Total number of poles 108,330

13 Gross cost of a bare pole $413.21 Line 11/Line 12

14 Total general and administrative 9,666,925

15 Total electric plant in service 454,916,323

16 Administrative carrying charge 2.12% Line 14 / Line 15

17 Maintenance expense for overhead lines 8,486,535

18 Pole investment in Accts. 364, 365, & 369 168,093,587

19 Maintenance carrying charge 5.05% Line 17 / Line 18

20 Depreciation rate for gross pole Investment 3.60%

21 Depreciation carrying charge 3.60% Line 20

22 Taxes (Accts. 408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 - 411.1) 1,698,970

23 Total utility plant in service 454,916,323

24 Taxes carrying charge 0.37% Line 22 / Line 23

25 Applicable rate of return (default) 11.00% Presumption

26 Gross Pole Investment 51,209,181.87$   Line 9

27 Net Pole Investment 32,011,587.29$   

28 Return carrying charge 6.88% (Line 25 x Line 26) / Line 27

29 Total carrying charges 18.02% Line 16 + Line 19 + Line 21 + Line 24 + Line 28

30 Attacher responsibility percentage 38.32% Line 8

31 Gross cost of a bare pole $413.21 Line 13

32 Total carrying charges 18.02% Line 29

33 Pole attachment rental rate 28.54 Line 30 x Line 31 x Line 32

RATE

WA Exhibit No. 30.3 - APPA Rental Rate Calculation

Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2016 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Gross Cost of a Bare Pole

Gross Carrying Charge

PUBLIC



EXHIBIT WA-31

PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



PUBLIC



EXHIBIT WA-32
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2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016

Space Allocation:

S paceoccupiedby attacher 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

S afety S pace 3.33 3.33 3.33

U sableS pace 6.20 6.24 6.28 9.53 9.57 9.61

U sableS paceFactor 3.01% 3.01% 3.01%

U nusablespace(S upport) 30.63 30.61 30.59 27.30 27.28 27.26 30.63 30.61 30.59 27.30 27.28 27.26

U nusableS paceAllocationFactor 66.67% 66.67% 66.67% 35.39% 35.35% 35.31% 1.00 1.00 1.00

N um berofattachingentities 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.35

P oleheight 36.83 36.85 36.87 36.83 36.85 36.87 36.83 36.85 36.87 36.83 36.85 36.87

Space Allocation % - Licensee 26.61% 26.58% 26.55% 41.25% 41.21% 41.16% 38.40% 38.36% 38.32% 34.56% 34.51% 34.47% 11.65% 11.60% 11.55%

Net Cost of Bare Pole $262.73 $262.19 $258.30 $262.73 $262.19 $258.30 $398.02 $406.94 $413.21 $262.73 $262.19 $258.30 $262.73 $262.19 $258.30

Carrying Charges:

Adm inistrative 3.49% 3.33% 3.24% 3.49% 3.33% 3.24% 2.39% 2.24% 2.12% 3.49% 3.33% 3.24% 3.49% 3.33% 3.24%

M aintenance 6.81% 6.84% 7.30% 6.80% 6.83% 6.91% 4.85% 4.83% 5.05% 6.81% 6.84% 7.30% 6.81% 6.84% 7.30%

Depreciation 5.45% 5.59% 5.76% 5.45% 5.59% 5.76% 3.60% 3.60% 3.60% 5.45% 5.59% 5.76% 5.45% 5.59% 5.76%

T axes 0.74% 0.50% 0.57% 0.74% 0.50% 0.57% 0.51% 0.34% 0.37% 0.74% 0.50% 0.57% 0.74% 0.50% 0.57%

R eturnonInvestm ent 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.50% 8.50% 8.50% 7.43% 7.25% 6.88% 11.25% 11.25% 11.00% 11.25% 11.25% 11.00%

Total Carrying Charges 24.49% 24.26% 24.87% 24.99% 24.76% 24.98% 18.77% 18.25% 18.02% 27.74% 27.51% 27.87% 27.74% 27.51% 27.87%

Rate $17.12 $16.91 $17.05 $27.08 $26.75 $26.56 $28.69 $28.50 $28.54 $25.19 $24.90 $24.81 $8.49 $8.37 $8.31

Blue Ridge EMC
Rental Rate Formula Comparison

FY 2014, 2015, 2016

APSC TVA APPA FCC Telecom Plus FCC Cable Only
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 S paceoccupied 1.11 P eraudit

2 T otalusablespace 9.53 Calculation-includesS afety S pace

3 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.65% L ine1/L ine2

4 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 49,295,043

5 Accum ulateddepreciationforpoles 16,755,290

6 Accum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

7 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,539,753 L ine4 -L ine5 -L ine6

8 Appurtenancefactor 87.00%

9 N etpoleinvestm entallocabletoattachm ents 28,309,585 L ine7x L ine8

10 T otalnum berofpoles 107,751

11 Net cost of a bare pole $262.73 L ine9/L ine10

12 T otalgeneralandadm inistrative 10,164,119

13 T otalelectricplantinservice 425,883,764

14 T otalelectricplantaccum ulateddepreciation 134,648,942

15 T otalelectricplantaccum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

16 Administrative carrying charge 3.49% L ine12/(L ine13 -L ine14 -L ine15)

17 M aintenanceexpenseforoverheadlines 7,674,619

18 P oleinvestm entinAccts.364,365,& 369 158,218,973

19 Depreciation(poles)relatedtoAccts.364,365,& 369 45,505,682

20 Accum ulateddeferredincom etaxesfor364,365,& 369 0

21 Maintenance carrying charge 6.81% L ine17/(L ine18-L ine19 -L ine20)

22 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 49,295,043

23 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,539,753 L ine7

24 DepreciationrateforgrosspoleInvestm ent 3.60%

25 Depreciation carrying charge 5.45% (L ine22/L ine23)x L ine24

26 T axes(Accts.408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 -411.1) 2,160,782

27 T otalutility plantinservice 425,883,764

28 T otalcom pany accum ulateddepreciation 134,648,942

29 T otalcom pany accum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

30 Taxes carrying charge 0.74% L ine26/(L ine27-L ine28-L ine29)

31 Applicablerateofreturn(default) 11.25% P resum ption

32 Return carrying charge 11.25%

33 Total carrying charges 27.74% L ine16 + L ine21 + L ine25 + L ine30 + L ine32

34 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.65% L ine3

35 Net cost of a bare pole $262.73 L ine11

36 Total carrying charges 27.74% L ine33

37 Pole attachment rate for cable-only 8.49 L ine34 xL ine35xL ine36

RATE

FCC CABLE-ONLY RATE

Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2014 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Net Cost of a Bare Pole

Carrying Charge
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 S paceoccupied 1.11 P eraudit

2 T otalusablespace 9.57 Calculation-includesS afety S pace

3 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.60% L ine1/L ine2

4 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 50,390,546

5 Accum ulated depreciationforpoles 17,924,217

6 Accum ulated deferred incom etaxes 0

7 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,466,329 L ine4 -L ine5 -L ine6

8 Appurtenancefactor 87.29%

9 N etpoleinvestm entallocabletoattachm ents 28,339,266 L ine7x L ine8

10 T otalnum berofpoles 108,086

11 Net cost of a bare pole $262.19 L ine9/L ine10

12 T otalgeneraland adm inistrative 9,870,339

13 T otalelectricplantinservice 440,866,858

14 T otalelectricplantaccum ulated depreciation 144,871,920

15 T otalelectricplantaccum ulated deferred incom etaxes 0

16 Administrative carrying charge 3.33% L ine12/(L ine13 -L ine14 -L ine15)

17 M aintenanceexpenseforoverhead lines 7,951,569

18 P oleinvestm entinAccts.364,365,& 369 164,546,374

19 Depreciation(poles)related toAccts.364,365,& 369 48,323,315

20 Accum ulated deferred incom etaxesfor364,365,& 369 0

21 Maintenance carrying charge 6.84% L ine17/(L ine18-L ine19 -L ine20)

22 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 50,390,546

23 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,466,329 L ine7

24 DepreciationrateforgrosspoleInvestm ent 3.60%

25 Depreciation carrying charge 5.59% (L ine22/L ine23)x L ine24

26 T axes(Accts.408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 -411.1) 1,477,001

27 T otalutility plantinservice 440,866,858

28 T otalcom pany accum ulated depreciation 144,871,920

29 T otalcom pany accum ulated deferred incom etaxes 0

30 Taxes carrying charge 0.50% L ine26/(L ine27-L ine28-L ine29)

31 Applicablerateofreturn(default) 11.25% P resum ption

32 Return carrying charge 11.25%

33 Total carrying charges 27.51% L ine16 + L ine21 + L ine25 + L ine30 + L ine32

34 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.60% L ine3
35 Net cost of a bare pole $262.19 L ine11
36 Total carrying charges 27.51% L ine33

37 Pole attachment rate for cable-only 8.37 L ine34 x L ine35 x L ine36

RATE

FCC CABLE-ONLY RATE

Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2015 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Net Cost of a Bare Pole

Carrying Charge
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Line # Description Amount Definition

1 S paceoccupied 1.11 P erAudit

2 T otalusablespace 9.61 Calculated-IncludesS afety S pace

3 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.55% L ine1/L ine2

4 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 51,209,182

5 Accum ulateddepreciationforpoles 19,197,595

6 Accum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

7 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,011,587 L ine4 -L ine5 -L ine6

8 Appurtenancefactor 87.41%

9 N etpoleinvestm entallocabletoattachm ents 27,981,967 L ine7 x L ine8

10 T otalnum berofpoles 108,330

11 Net cost of a bare pole $258.30 L ine9/L ine10

12 T otalgeneralandadm inistrative 9,666,925

13 T otalelectricplantinservice 454,916,323

14 T otalelectricplantaccum ulateddepreciation 156,430,349

15 T otalelectricplantaccum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

16 Administrative carrying charge 3.24% L ine12/(L ine13 -L ine14 -L ine15)

17 M aintenanceexpenseforoverheadlines 8,486,535

18 P oleinvestm entinAccts.364,365,& 369 168,093,587

19 Depreciation(poles)relatedtoAccts.364,365,& 369 51,825,495

20 Accum ulateddeferredincom etaxesfor364,365,& 369 0

21 Maintenance carrying charge 7.30% L ine17/(L ine18 -L ine19 -L ine20)

22 Grosspoleinvestm ent(Acct.364) 51,209,182

23 N etpoleinvestm ent 32,011,587 L ine7

24 DepreciationrateforgrosspoleInvestm ent 3.60%

25 Depreciation carrying charge 5.76% (L ine22/L ine23)x L ine24

26 T axes(Accts.408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 -411.1) 1,698,970

27 T otalutility plantinservice 454,916,323

28 T otalcom pany accum ulateddepreciation 156,430,349

29 T otalcom pany accum ulateddeferredincom etaxes 0

30 Taxes carrying charge 0.57% L ine26/(L ine27 -L ine28 -L ine29)

31 Applicablerateofreturn(default) 11.00% P resum ption

32 Return carrying charge 11.00%

33 Total carrying charges 27.87% L ine16 + L ine21 + L ine25 + L ine30 + L ine32

34 Attacher responsibility percentage 11.55% L ine3
35 Net cost of a bare pole $258.30 L ine11
36 Total carrying charges 27.87% L ine33

37 Pole attachment rate for cable-only 8.31 L ine34 x L ine35 x L ine36

RATE

FCC CABLE-ONLY RATE
Blue Ridge EMC

FY 2016 Data

Attacher Responsibility Percentage

Net Cost of a Bare Pole

Carrying Charge
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EXHIBIT WA-34
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CONFIDENTIAL
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EXHIBIT WA-35
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