BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

	In the matter of the Joint Application of 
PUGET HOLDINGS LLC AND
PUGET ENERGY, INC.
For an Order Authorizing Proposed Transaction

	DOCKET U-072375
JOINT MOTION FOR INTERLOCUTORY REVIEW

OR RECONSIDERATION


I. MOTION

1. Pursuant to WAC 480-07-810, the Public Counsel Section of the Washington State Attorney General’s Office (“Public Counsel”), The Energy Project, and the NW Energy Coalition respectfully request interlocutory review, or alternatively reconsideration, of the denial of Public Counsel’s motion recommending four public comment hearings in the above-captioned dockets and Docket U-072375.
  

II.
MEMORANDUM

2. On January 11, 2008, Public Counsel filed a motion requesting that the Commission hold four joint public hearings in these dockets and in Docket U-072375.
  On January 18, Administrative Law Judge Dennis Moss notified all parties that the Commission had denied Public Counsel’s motion and would hold only two joint hearings.
  
3. Holding only two hearings would substantially prejudice PSE customers because it would significantly restrict customers’ opportunity to testify before the Commission.  While the Commission certainly cannot hold hearings in every community, the circumstances of these cases warrant a broader opportunity for comment across PSE’s service territory.  Given the significance of and public interest in these cases, we do not believe holding only one hearing outside Olympia is sufficient.
4. PSE customers have already shown significant interest in both cases.  Local news media have published numerous stories on the rate case and sale, demonstrating their communities’ heightened interests in these cases.
  For example, in an editorial entitled “PSE rate hike plan needs close scrutiny,” the Skagit Valley Herald stated, “[w]e trust that Skagit and Whatcom counties will be on the list of stops for the commission so those most affected by the proposed increases can express themselves.”
  Additionally, the Commission has already received an unusually high number of public comments.  Even before PSE’s initial filing, the Commission received six letters voicing concerns about the sale.
  As of January 24, before issuance of a public notice in either case, the Consumer Affairs Division had received forty-two written comments; which we understand far exceeds the normal number for this stage of a case.  Once the official customer notices are issued, even broader interest and participation can be expected.  
5. The joint movants are concerned that the public may be disadvantaged due only to the close relation of these cases.  If hearings for these cases were held separately instead of jointly, it is likely, under recent Commission practice, that there would be two public hearings in each case, or a total of four hearings.
  Seen in this light, holding four joint hearings would not be a major, additional commitment.  

6. The joint movants are aware that holding hearings places some administrative and logistical burdens on the Commission and its staff, and that the Commission has concerns about poor attendance.  Accordingly, Public Counsel will commit to efforts to improve public awareness and participation in the hearings and will work with the Consumer Affairs staff to that end.  
III.
CONCLUSION
7. For the reasons discussed above, the joint movants respectfully request that the Commission reconsider its decision to hold only two joint hearings in these cases.  The parties request that the Commission schedule four joint public hearings as outlined in Public Counsel’s motion.
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Senior Policy Associate
� WAC 480-07-810 allows parties to file a petition for review of an interlocutory order.  Subpart 480-07-810(b) states that the Commission may accept review of interim or interlocutory orders in adjudicative proceedings if it finds that “[a] review is necessary to prevent substantial prejudice to a party that would not be remediable by post-hearing review.”  Because the ruling was received from Judge Moss, this motion is filed as a request for interlocutory review, or in the alternative, a request for reconsideration, of the Commission’s ruling.


� See Public Counsel’s Motion to Adopt Public Hearing Schedule filed January 11, 2008.  The Consumer Affairs Division supported the proposed schedule.  Commission Staff did not object to the motion.


� See e-mail from Judge Moss titled “PSE Dockets UE-072300, UG072301, and U-072375: Public Comment Hearings,” sent January18, 2008 at 9:23 AM.  


� Dan Richman, “Puget Sound Energy to be sold,” Seattle P-I¸ Oct. 26, 2007; John Stark, “Puget Energy to go private in $7B deal,” The Bellingham Herald, Oct. 27, 2007; Jessica Mintz, “No changes in rates expected from Puget Sound Energy sale,” Kitsap Sun, Oct. 27, 2007; Jeff Chew, “Jefferson PUD leaders to look at taking over electricity service from PSE,” Peninsula Daily News, Oct. 29, 2007; John Stark, “PSE Seeks 9.5% rate hike,” The Bellingham Herald, Dec. 3, 2007; John Dodge, “PSE asks state for rate raise in 2008,” The Olympian, Dec. 3. 2007; Bill Virgin, “Gas, electrical bills could go up,” Seattle P-I, Dec. 3, 2007; “Gas company seeks OK to raise rates,” Herald (Everett), Dec. 4, 2007; Bill Virgin, “Puget Sound Energy’s rate request needs ‘a hard look,” Seattle P-I Dec. 4, 2007; Brian Alexander, “PSE seeking increase in rates,” Seattle Times¸ Dec. 4, 2007; “Puget Energy buyer completes $296 investment,” The Seattle Times, Dec. 5, 2007; Dawn Hagerman, “PSE rate hike plan needs close scrutiny,” Skagit Valley Herald¸ Dec. 16, 2007; Nancy B. Johnson, “Closely scrutinize PSE’s buyer,” Skagit Valley Herald¸ Dec. 25, 2007 (letter to the editor).


� Dawn Hagerman, “PSE rate hike plan needs close scrutiny,” Skagit Valley Herald¸ Dec. 16, 2007.


� Puget Holdings LLC and Puget Sound Energy, Inc. For an Order Authorizing Proposed Transaction¸ Docket U-072375, letters dated Oct. 30-Nov. 5, 2007.  Some of these letters were originally sent to the Governor’s Office and forwarded to the Commission.


� In recent rate cases, the Commission has held two public hearings—one in Olympia during the evidentiary hearing and one in a different location within the respondent company’s service area.
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