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BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON

UTI LI TIES AND TRANSPORTATI ON COWM SSI ON

WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND UE- 031725
TRANSPORTATI ON COVM SSI ON Vol ume |
Pages 1-50

V.

PUGET SOUND ENERGY, I NC.,

— N N N N N N N

A prehearing conference in the
above-entitled matter was held at 1:37 p.m on
Thur sday, Novenber 6, 2003, at 1300 South Evergreen
Park Drive, Southwest, O ynpia, Washington, before

Admi nistrative Law Judge DENNI S MOSS.

The parties present were as follows:

PUGET SOUND ENERGY, by Todd d ass and
Lisa Hardie, Attorneys at Law, Heller Ehrman White &
McAul i ffe, LLP, 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6100,
Seattl e, Washington 98104.

BP WEST COAST PRODUCTS and TRANSCANADA
PI PELI NE, LTD., by John A. Cameron, Attorney at Law,
Davis Wight Tremaine, 1300 S.W Fifth Avenue,
Portl and, Oregon 97201.

| NDUSTRI AL CUSTOMERS OF NORTHWEST
UTI LI TIES and M CROSCOFT, by Matthew Perkins, Attorney
at Law, Davison Van Cleve, 1000 S.W Broadway, Suite
2460, Portland, Oregon 97205.

COWM SSI ON STAFF, by Robert L.
Cedar baum Assistant Attorney General, 1400 S.
Evergreen Park Drive, S.W, P.O Box 40128, O ynpia,
Washi ngt on, 98504-1028.

Barbara L. Nel son, CCR

Court Reporter



0002

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUBLI C COUNSEL, by Sinmon ffitch,
Assi stant Attorney General, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite
2000, Seattle, Washington, 98164 (via tel econference
bri dge).

FEDERAL EXECUTI VE AGENCI ES' CONSUMER
| NTERESTS, by Norman J. Furuta, Attorney at Law, 2001
Juni pero Serra Boul evard, Suite 600, Daly City,
California 94014 (via tel econference bridge).
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JUDGE MOSS: We'll go on the record. Good
afternoon, everyone. W are assenbled today for our
first prehearing conference in the natter styled
Washi ngton Utilities and Transportati on Conmmi ssion
agai nst Puget Sound Energy, Inc., Docket Nunber
UE- 031725. | think our business today will be
exclusively procedural, and we'll start with
appear ances and the conpany.

MR. GLASS: Good afternoon, Your Honor. My
name i s Todd G ass, Heller, Ehrman, Wite and
McAuliffe, 701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6100, Seattle,
Washi ngton, 98104. Phone nunber, 206-389-6142;
e-mai | address tglass@ewmcom Wth ne today at
counsel table is ny coll eague, Lisa Hardie, and two
directors of the rate departnent of Puget Sound
Energy, Karl Karzmar and John Story.

JUDGE MOSS: And your facsimle nunber?

MR. CGLASS: 206-515-8968.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay. Let's go ahead with our
Intervenors. For |ICNU and M crosoft, | believe.

MR. PERKINS: Thank you, Judge Mdss. MWy
nane is Matthew Perkins, from Davison Van Cl eve, P.C
Qur address is 1000 Sout hwest Broadway, Suite 2460,
Portl and, Oregon, 97205. Phone nunber is

503-241-7242; our facsimle nunber is 503-241-8160;
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and our e-mail address is mail @vcl aw.com And al so
appearing in this proceeding will be Brad Van C eve
fromour office for ICNU and Melinda Davison for

M crosoft.

JUDGE MOSS: Cogeneration Coalition of
Washi ngton. Anyone present on the bridge |line for
t hat organi zation?

MR. GLASS: Your Honor, M. Brookhyser |eft
me a nessage yesterday stating that he would not be
present at today's prehearing conference.

JUDGE MOSS: Is the client still interested
in the proceeding, as far as you know?

MR. GLASS: | believe so. | just don't
think he was able to attend today.

JUDGE MOSS: | see, all right. And for BP
and TransCanada.

MR. CAMERON: Hello, Your Honor. 1'm John
Caneron. | tendered to the Conm ssion today a joint
i ntervention petition on behalf of BP and
TransCanada. |1'd |ike to enter my appearance and
that of counsel for TransCanada. Again, |'m John
Cameron, Davis, Wight, Tremaine, LLP, Suite 2300,
1300 Sout hwest Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon, 97201
My phone nunber is 503-778-5206; fax nunber,

503-778-5299; and ny e-mail|l address is
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j ohncamer on@wt . com

JUDGE MOSS: Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Co-counsel is Ms. Angela
Avery, TransCanada Pipelines, Linmted, 450-First
Street Sout hwest, Calgary, Alberta, and their
equivalent of a zip code is all caps, T2P 5H1. M.
Avery's phone nunber is 403-920-2171; her fax nunber
i s 403-920-2354; and her e-nmil address is
angel a_avery@ranscanada. com

JUDGE MOSS: |Is Ms. Avery an attorney?

MR. CAMERON: She is, Your Honor.

JUDGE MOSS: Admitted in the U S ?

MR. CAMERON: | can't say with certainty.

JUDGE MOSS: All right. It does not appear
that we have anyone present for Public Counsel today.
Is there a representative from Public Counsel on the
bri dge |ine?

MR. FFITCH: Yes, thank you. Good
afternoon, Your Honor. Sinmon ffitch, Assistant
Attorney Ceneral, Public Counsel Section, Washington
Attorney Ceneral, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2000,
Seattl e, Washington, 98164. Phone nunber is
206- 389- 2055; fax nunber is 206-389-2058; e-mail is
si monf @t g. wa. gov.

JUDGE MOSS: Thank you, M. ffitch. And for
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1 Staff.

2 MR, CEDARBAUM  Thank you, Your Honor

3 Robert Cedar baum Assistant Attorney GCeneral

4 representing Staff. M business address is the

5 Heritage Pl aza Buil ding, 1400 South Evergreen Park
6 Drive Sout hwest, O ynpia, Washington, 98504. W

7 t el ephone nunber is 360-664-1188; the fax nunber is
8 360-586-5522; and ny e-mail address is

9 bcedar ba@wt c. wa. gov.

10 JUDGE MOSS: | always get your e-nmil

11 address wong, M. Cedarbaum

12 MR. CEDARBAUM  So do | sonetimes.

13 JUDGE MOSS: Always R instead of B. 1've
14 got to correct it now Al right. Are there any
15 ot her persons who wish to enter an appearance today,

16 either present in the hearing roomor on the bridge

17 line?
18 MR. FURUTA: Yes, Your Honor, on the bridge
19 line, my nane is Norman J. Furuta, and I'd wish to

20 appear for the Federal Executive Agencies' consuner

21 interest. M business address is 2001 Juni pero Serra
22 --

23 JUDGE MOSS: You'll need to spell that one
24 for us.

25 MR, FURUTA: Yes. Spelled J-u-n-i-p-e-r-o
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1 S-e-r-r-a Boulevard, that's Suite 600, in Daly City,
2 California, Daly is spelled D-a-I-y, 94014.

3 Tel ephone is 650-746-7312; fax is 650-746-7372; and
4 unfortunately | have a long e-nmail address. It's

5 furutanj @f awest. navfac.navy.ml. They tell me next
6 nonth 1'mgoing to be getting a nmuch shorter e-mail
7 address. You'll have to bear with ne.

8 JUDGE MOSS: Well, yours isn't as bad as

9 some. All right. Anyone else? Okay. Thank you.

10 MR, GURTLER: Judge, this is Gerry Gurtler.
11 JUDGE MOSS: Sorry. Can't hear you.

12 MR, GURTLER: Judge, this is Gerry Gurtler,
13 with Mcrosoft. |'mbeing represented by Davi son Van

14 Cleve. Wuld you like ny contact information?

15 JUDGE MOSS: | f you have counsel

16 representing you here, we don't really need you to
17 enter a formal appearance.

18 MR. CGURTLER: Great. Thank you.

19 JUDGE MOSS: Thank you. Any other party
20 wi shes to enter an appearance? All right. Thank
21 you. | do have witten petitions to intervene, sone
22 of which I received this norning, fromIndustrial
23 Customers of Northwest Utilities, Mcrosoft

24 Cor poration, Cogeneration Coalition of Washington,

25 who is not represented today, BP West Coast Products



0008

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

and TransCanada Pi pelines, Limted. That would seem
to be the full set, based on the appearances we've
had.

Let me just ask generally if there's any
opposition to any of these petitions to intervene?

MR. GLASS: Your Honor, the conpany does not
-- the conpany does not object to the intervention of
any of these parties. | would note that | think M.
Furuta is al so seeking intervention

JUDGE MOSS: M. Furuta, I'msorry |I mssed
you. You're sinply not down on nmy sheet and |I'm
havi ng that kind of a day. Federal Executive
Agenci es.

MR, FURUTA: Thank you.

JUDGE MOSS: | do not have a written
petition fromyou. However, | assunme you do wish to
i ntervene?

MR. FURUTA: That's correct.

MR, GLASS: Your Honor, | have two points of
clarification. One is that while we do not object to
the intervention, we do not necessarily agree with
the statenents in some of the notions to intervene.
So by our agreeing, we're not agreeing with those
statenments.

The second thing is that of primry
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i nportance to us is that the protective order with
the highly confidential provisions will be enforced
with regard to all of these intervenors. Thank you.

JUDGE MOSS: Yes, that's our next order of
busi ness, is to discuss the nmotions and so forth.
Because we all recognize that this proceeding springs
fromthe settlenent the Conm ssion approved and
adopted in connection with the last rate case that
called for an expedited process -- an agreenent anong
the parties, at least, for an expedited process for
this type of proceeding, we did take sone prelimnary
steps in consultation with Staff, Public Counsel and
Puget Sound Energy to get a procedural order in place
so that discovery could conmence

That was done a week or so ago, and it's
essentially our standard form of protective order.

We will have an opportunity today to tal k about any
adj ustnents that need to be nade to that, but of
course it is an order effective in this proceeding
and governs the conduct of all the parties.

Di scovery, as | nentioned, has commenced.
woul d say, technically, it's conmmenced informally, so
we'll make it formal and invoke the Comm ssion's
di scovery rule for purposes of this proceeding.

Let me ask, though, are there any -- do we
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need to have any discussion about the protective
order? | believe | did have one e-mail from Public
Counsel expressing some concern, but perhaps it turns
out there is no concern

MR, FFITCH:  Yeah, thank you, Your Honor
This is Simon ffitch. We did have an issue we wanted
to discuss.

JUDGE MOSS: Well, go ahead.

MR. FFI TCH: Thank you. | -- and we have
had a chance to discuss this matter with M. G ass,
for the conpany, and M. Cedarbaum and attenpted to
work it out. I'mafraid that we still have a bit of
a difference and I wanted to bring that forward
today. 1'Il try to be concise as possible.

The basic formof the protective order
that's been entered in the case is acceptable to
Public Counsel, but with the understanding that the
order be interpreted in the sane fashion that simlar
orders have been interpreted in recent tel ecom
proceedi ngs.

And as | explained to M. d ass, we actually
address in the series of notions and orders in the
current pending Qnest conpetitive classification
docket whether or not Public Counsel was subject to

the full panoply of outside counsel, outside expert
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and affidavit requirements of the protective order
and ultimately the Conmi ssion ruled that and
interpreted the order to nean that we were treated
and received information under the order identically

to the Comm ssion Staff, and that the specia

requirenents in those -- essentially the affidavit
and outside counsel, outside party -- outside expert
requi renents did not apply to Public Counsel, just as

they did not apply to Staff.

The -- | think the unresol ved di spute we
have here, maybe the only unresol ved dispute with the
conpany is that they would like to kind of nodify
that prior approach by requiring Public Counsel's
out si de experts be subject to the affidavit
requi renents. Again, we believe that's inconsistent
with the Comrission's orders in the Qwvest conpetitive
classification docket that were just issued earlier
this sunmmer.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay. | will say that the way
| read and read and indeed conmunicated to the
parties informally in response to an e-mail from M.
Cedar baum ny understandi ng was that the intent was
to have the protective order treat Public Counse
identically to Staff with respect to in-house

personnel, but with the -- in the case of an outside
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1 expert, that person would be required to execute the
2 affidavit in Appendix Cto the protective order, so
3 that's how | had been reading it. [|'mnot the

4 presiding officer in the Qwest conpetitive

5 classification case, so | don't have any particul ar
6 i nsight to what the Commi ssion may or nmay not have
7 done there, not that it would necessarily govern

8 here, in any event.

9 So | guess | would like to hear why we

10 shoul d treat an outside expert hired either by Public
11 Counsel or, for that matter, one hired by Staff,

12 differently from soneone el se?

13 MR. FFITCH  Well, | knowthis is sort of
14 the first answer doesn't necessarily always nake a
15 very persuasive point, but we think it's inportant
16 that we thoroughly address these issues with the --
17 with the Conmission in this current case, and it's
18 been a perennial issue and it was ny understanding
19 that we had finally resolved it. That's point one.
20 | -- as | indicated to M. dass, I'ma

21 little frustrated with having to go back and revisit
22 and reinvent the wheel on this issue when we really
23 had hammered it out pretty well in the conp class
24 case. But to your point specifically, the basis of

25 our position is that obviously Public Counsel does
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1 not represent conpetitors, and for that reason, we're
2 -- we believe we're so simlarly situated with Staff,
3 we don't think Staff has ever been subject to this

4 speci al affidavit requirenment.

5 We are subject to the protections of the

6 order, so that our Staff and our outside experts are
7 maki ng a conmmi tnent by signing the expert agreenent

8 to protect the information and maintain it in a

9 hi ghly confidential fashion. And we believe that

10 gi ves adequate protection to the conpany.

11 In addition, they do have an opportunity, if
12 they have a special basis for concern, they can

13 al ways object to the experts that we name in a

14 particul ar case. So we're not suggesting that the
15 i nformati on be unprotected, but we're, | guess,

16 j eal ous of our position, as a statutory party who's
17 not representing conpetitors, and reluctant to be

18 placed in that sort of general category with the

19 speci al requirenents, particularly as to the

20 affidavits.

21 The last point | would rmake is that the

22 affidavit requirement itself has been completely

23 di spensed with in the very recently-initiated nass
24 mar ket i nmpai rment docket on the tel ecom side, which

25 i nvol ves a | arge nunber of conpetitors and a very
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| arge anpbunt of very conpetitively-sensitive
informati on. The approach there has sinply been to
have everybody sign the standard agreenent to abide
by the protective order, but it's ny understanding, |
can check it while we're on |ine here, because | have
a copy of the order right here, that they've

di spensed with the affidavit requirenment in that
proceedi ng.

So that's kind of an alternate nodel that we
have out there that says it's enough if you commt to
abide by the terns of the order, limt the use of the
information to the purposes of the docket, agree not
to use it for any anticonpetitive purposes, and
that's sort of been deenmed sufficient in that case.

So that's essentially a statenent of why we
take this position.

JUDGE MOSS:  Well, 1'll say that, M.
ffitch, while |I share your frustration in returning
to this issue it seens perennially, | also recognize
that each case nmay have its own subtleties that
sonmetines requires us to nodify terns. W do that
fromtime to time, so | don't know that there's any
such thing as the perfect protective order that wll
allow us to avoid having this conversation again in

the future.
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I guess my concern, while |I have heard you
argue what essentially seens to be a point of
principle, I"'mnore concerned with the practical side
of things. |Is there any practical difficulty caused
for you by the protective order in its current fornf
It seens to ne that it's fairly unrestrictive, and
sinmply provi des a nechani sm whereby those who are not
directly in your enploy, and therefore not directly
under your control in terns of their professiona
activities, are having to verify, if you will, by
affidavit, that they will not use this information in
some other setting in which they may find thensel ves
wor king for a conmpetitive conpany, for exanple

So is there any practical difficulty posed
by -- and again, as far as treating Public Counse
evenhandedly with Staff, a statutory party, that is
my understanding of the current order. It treats you
evenhandedly, in that if Staff went out and hired an
outsi de expert, that person also would be required to
execute an affidavit and the Appendix C. So tell ne
if there's a practical problem here.

MR, FFITCH: Well, with respect, Your Honor
Staff -- this formof highly confidential protective
order has not previously been interpreted to require

Staff outside witnesses to sign affidavits. So
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that's a new reading.
JUDGE MOSS:  Well, | don't know that we've
ever been put to meking that interpretation, not in

any cases |'ve sat in.

MR FFITCH It's also a new reading as to
Public Counsel. W have -- | realize that, Your
Honor, | haven't had a chance to provide you with the

copi es of the pleadings and orders fromthe other
case which lay this out in nore detail, but in recent
-- in two recent significant tel ecomrunications
dockets we have used outside consultants and have not
been required to follow this, you know, this
affidavit requirenent.

So it is a matter of principle, and al so, as
a practical matter, it can be an onerous requirenent
for consultants if we can't tell, when we present
this affidavit requirenent to consultants, and it
will be a new requirenent for us, whether we're going
to -- whether the consultant's going to be willing to
sign off on it. Because it has some el enents of sort
of a non -- you know, restrictions on enploynment to
it that can potentially interfere with the
consul tants' livelihood and practice. W' ve had sone
consul tants express sonme real concerns about that.

Now, | don't know if that would happen for
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us in this case, because we haven't nmade a fina
det erm nati on about who we would retain, and so it's
possible that in this case it mght not be a
practical issue, but, you know, having, | thought,
establ i shed how this order was going to be
interpreted with respect to our office, I'mvery,
very reluctant to retreat fromthat interpretation
just on sort of a case-by-case basis for the
conveni ence of, you know, Puget Sound Energy. We'l
be litigating this in every single case that cones
before us. | know the Conm ssion has preferred to
have a standard approach to protective orders.

JUDGE MOSS: A preference that we have so
far failed to satisfy, it seens.

MR, FFITCH: Well --

JUDGE MOSS: Well, it says -- it appears to
me, and I'mfamliar -- of course, |'ve been involved
in this discussion for years, and we have nodified
the protective order, what we call the standard form
of protective order fromtinme to tine to address sone
of these very concerns. |'mjust |ooking now at page
seven of the protective order. Paragraph 12 is
probably the operative paragraph in terns of any
concerns that an outside consultant mght have with

respect to accepting enploynment with you and
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therefore being foreclosed from potential enploynment
el sewhere, and all this appears to require is that
such a person not involve thenselves in conpetitive
deci si on-making with respect to which docunments or
information in this proceeding may be rel evant.

| nmean, this is at the very heart of the
purpose of a protective order, is to protect such
informati on, and so | guess ny thinking on that is if
there's anybody who's reluctant to agree to that,
then I would be reluctant to have them | ooking at the
mat eri al

Well, 1'I'l hear from anybody el se who wants
to be heard on this, and | don't think we'll try to
anmend the protective order fromthe bench, but let nme
go ahead and conplete the record on this if anybody
el se wants to be heard. And | guess the appropriate
thing to do would be to ask if there's anyone who
supports Public Counsel's position on this?

MR. CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, this is Robert
Cedarbaum |I'mnot sure if this is a statement of
support or not, but just let ne state nmy concern.

The reason why Staff did not object to the protective
order that was issued with respect to the highly
confidential information was really just a reality

check, and that was that we weren't planning and have
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no intention on -- no plan to hire any outside
expert, so this was sort of a no harm no foul
situation fromour point of view That was the
basis, really, in large part for Staff not objecting.

If Staff were to | ook to outside help on
this case or any other case, it may very well be that
we woul d have some difficulty with the | anguage
that's in the protective order. | personally have
never tendered that |anguage to an outside expert to
ask that person if they would have any problemwith
it, and maybe they would and maybe they wouldn't. |
don't know. But there's certainly a potential that
there woul d be sone difficulty.

That's not -- from Staff's perspective,
that's not this case yet, since, again, we're not
| ooking to hire any outside expert, but | wouldn't
want the record to show by ny -- that Staff was
necessarily agreeing with your statenment, with all
due respect, that Staff outside experts would be
required to sign this affidavit or that a better
approach nmight be to revise this protective order in
nor e accept abl e | anguage al ong the lines of Public
Counsel ' s suggesti on.

JUDGE MOSS: Hopefully we will soneday

achi eve perfection, but we are not there yet. | wll
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say this. |In specific cases, we have in the past
made accommmodati ons to neet the unique circunstances
of a party where we have counsel traveling to Africa,
for example. W night have to make sone al |l owances
for co-counsel when we have restrictive ternms with
respect to the nunbers of people, for exanple, which
was a prior formof our protective order that people
had difficulties with and we nodified.

So although I don't l|ike to spend so nuch
time as we are spending on this type of issue,
sonetines it's necessary to spend that kind of tine,
and so | don't mnd doing it and | don't mnd
entertaining the idea of making some specific
adjustnments if they're needed. For exanple, if
Publ i ¢ Counsel were to propose to hire a specific
expert and canme forward and said that this expert we
want to hire says she will not serve if required to
sign this affidavit and so forth, then we might want
toinquire a bit further into that, see if there's
some acconmopdati on that can be nmade and so forth, but
that's a specific case, rather than the abstract.
Maybe it is inpossible to resolve this in the
abstract and have the perfect standard form of
protective order. |'mnot sure.

If no one el se wishes to be heard
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essentially in support or at least in that direction
with respect to Public Counsel, I'd like to hear from
M. dass. Co ahead, M. 4 ass.

MR. GLASS: Thank you, Your Honor. As M.
ffitch accurately states, the conpany has no argument
with regard to Public Counsel's carveout, their
| awyers, their in-house staff, and that is due to
Public Counsel's statutory obligations. W do have
an objection to outside consultants and experts being
gi ven the same access to highly-confidentia
informati on wi thout an affirmative statenent
acknow edging that they're not going to turn around
and use that information with their other clients,
their other conpetitors.

Publ i ¢ Counsel has, in other proceedings,
engaged consulting firnms such as R W Beck and others
who have very active consulting practices for other
conpani es that conpete with the type of project
owners and energy project devel opers that we are
trying to guard their information.

Consequently, | have no doubt in nmy nind
that R W Beck is going to be consulting conpetitors.
Consequently, we object to letting them have the
i nformati on without that affirmative statement. The

very reluctance, as | think you've pointed out, the
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very reluctance and refusal to sign because they
think of it as a nonconpete is exactly why and
evi dence of the reason for this very conmmtnent.

I've read the pleadings in UT-030614, and
with due respect to M. ffitch, | don't see that it
squarely deals with the question of outside
consul tants.

Finally, | have here in this binder the -- |
think 50 different confidentiality agreenents that
the conpany signed with project devel opers in order
to obtain the information that we have now cl assified
as highly confidential. |If we are to, in this
proceedi ng, give that information to the |ikes of
R. W Beck or other types of consultants that do
advi se conpetitors, the conpany m ght seek sone --
they m ght receive sonme | egal action and even
possibly the Conmmission in the form of externa
protective orders to nmake sure that that doesn't
happen, because | have a feeling that the 40 or so
proj ect devel opers that handed this information over
would not like to have it in the hands of sonebody
that hasn't made that affirmative comm tnent.

JUDGE MOSS:  All right. Well, 1I'll do this.
"Il go back and study the protective order again and

see if | have any further concerns in light of the
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argunents |1've heard. In the nmeantime, M. ffitch, |
invite you, if you wish, to furnish ne with the
determinations, | believe you described them or
rulings or whatever orders they were fromthe
Commi ssion in these other proceedings that resol ved
this matter in a way contrary to what | expressed as
nmy understandi ng of the agreement as witten. Then
"Il certainly be happy to | ook at that, as well

If you wish, you may, of course, file a notion
to anmend the protective order, and we'll take that up
formally. And again, | nmust say that my concern with
this sort of thing is very nuch a practical concern.
My goal is to facilitate the free exchange of
information that is required for people to access and
study and anal yze for purposes of devel oping a record
satisfactory to the Conm ssion's needs. And so
absent practical problens, and you know, granted a
practical problem m ght be that you have a hard tinme
hiring a consultant because there's sonething the
consulting conmunity regards as onerous here, you
know, that's -- evenhanded treatment, | think that's
a fairly inportant principle and one that we have
conformed to here. [It's just that we have a
di fferent understanding or interpretation perhaps of

what the treatnment is, not -- | think you do
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understand that, in nmy view, we are treating Public
Counsel and Conmmi ssion Staff identically.

So again, I'"'mnot going to sit here and try
to tweak the protective order today, but those are
the options that we have available to us and it's
sonmething that | spent perhaps a bit nore tine than
I'd care to spend on internally, as well as in
proceedi ngs, but | will certainly discuss it further
with nmy coll eagues and the Conm ssioners and we' |
see what we might need to do.

MR. FFI TCH: Thank you, Your Honor. | would
be happy to send the docunments that |'d nentioned
el ectronically just for efficiency, and because we're
not actually asking to have the order anended per se,
but sinply an interpretation of it, 1'd be happy to
just have that be taken under advisenent. | don't
know i f any of the other parties would want service
of those documents. We don't have a full service
list set up yet.

JUDGE MOSS: Well, if you wanted -- yeah,
think the electronic service would be perfectly
adequate. Indeed, you can -- if it's -- if sending
t he docunents thenselves is in any way difficult, you
can sinply give ne the docket nunbers and the dates

or the order nunmbers or whatever, and | can access
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them nysel f and just copy our group on that. As far
as the service list is concerned, if you were here
today, | could provide you with one. 1'Ill send you
one electronically. How about that?

MR, FFITCH. Thank you very nuch, Your

Honor. 1'Ill send out the copies to everybody.

JUDGE MOSS: |'Il send out -- as part of the
prehearing conference order, |I'Il include a service
list that will have all the rel evant contact
information, so you'll all have that probably

tomorrow and certainly by Monday. Al right. Well
thank you all very much

MR. CAMERON: Your Honor, | did want to make

JUDGE MOSS: Oh, |I'msorry. M. Caneron.

MR. CAMERON: | did want to make one
comment, please. And it does not bear on Public
Counsel's issues. W don't have any problemwth
signing the protective order materials.

| did want to rai se one point, though, and
that is it's our position that Puget's choice of
resources has a necessary bearing on its avoi ded cost
under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act. W
don't have the joint issue on that today, but to the

extent that is true, we think it's incunbent on Puget
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to publish that information and nmake it publicly
avail abl e for the benefit of qualified facilities
under PURPA. Again, it's not sonething that we would
di sclose; it would be, we believe, incunbent on the
Commi ssi on or Puget to do that, but | don't know yet
the position Puget will take on information regarding
the cost of its Frederickson | proposed acquisition
which is really the only resource we're tal king about
her e.

| did want to nake note of the fact that we
don't necessarily agree that all the information
shoul d be kept confidenti al

JUDGE MOSS:  All right. Thank you. That's
noted for the record. All right. Are there any
ot her notions or requests that we have today that we
need to take up or shall we nove on to process and
procedural schedul e?

MR. CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, there's one --
I guess one issue that is noted on the proposed
schedule that | distributed this norning, but you
referenced the discovery rule earlier before, so
maybe to single that one issue out, Staff, the
conpany and | believe Public Counsel have agreed
prior to today to reduce the turnaround tine for data

request responses fromthe 10 busi ness days, as it
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states under the rule, to five business days, and
perhaps we can just get a ruling on that single item
before we nove on to nore pure process type itens.

JUDGE MOSS: And Puget's in agreement?

MR, GLASS: Yes, Your Honor.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay. Well, Puget will tend to
carry the principal |aboring oar in the discovery
response stage, although others, of course, will need
to respond, also, unless there's an objection, and
heari ng none, we will reduce the response tine to
five business days effective i mediately. And I'|
include that in the prehearing order

Anyt hi ng el se? GCkay. Process and
procedural schedule, you know, we seemto be headed
down a nore or less traditional path for this type of
case with prefiled testinony and exhibits, and
don't see anything in the proposed schedul e that
Staff, Public Counsel, and Puget have put up here --
did | get that right? 1Is it those three?

MR. CEDARBAUM  Yes, it is.

JUDGE MOSS: -- that woul d suggest anything
ot her than that sort of traditional process. I'm
sure you'll tell nme if I'm m staken about that. But

the proposal that's before ne is to have the Staff,

Publ i ¢ Counsel and Intervenor direct testinony -- or



0028

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

actually, I would call it response testinony and
exhibits January 16th, which is a Friday, and then
t he Puget Sound Energy rebuttal testinony and

exhi bits on January 30t h.

Now, the hearing schedule, and | had
previously discussed this with M. Cedarbaum off the
record, it being a wholly procedural matter, and he
had suggested to ne the possibility of hearings
conmenci ng on the 16th, which is a state holiday.

While | personally have no particul ar
problemw th that, in all candor, | have not cleared
that with the Conm ssioners, and | know they'll be
sitting at hearing. So |I'mnot prepared today to
endorse that day. It is -- the week is avail able
otherwise, it appears. | had actually suggested to
M. Cedarbaum and | think he passed that on at | east
to Puget, probably to Public Counsel, as well, the
i dea of going on the 9th. That would -- or the week
of the 9th. That would just give you a week, but we
could make it maybe 10 days and start on the
afternoon of the 11th or sonmething like that.

Do we anticipate we're going to need five
days? | mean, we've got a huge volunme of materia
here, to be sure. On the other hand, the

testinmonies, at this juncture, are relatively brief.



0029

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

|"ve even had tine to read themall, and so it's not
too nuch.

MR. CEDARBAUM There's a bal anci ng act
here, | guess.

JUDGE MOSS:  Sure.

MR. CEDARBAUM Between -- and the main
pl ayers, in Staff's mnd, or the nmain points that
we' re bal ancing are trying to keep the prefiling of
Staff, Public Counsel and Intervenor responsive
testinmony no earlier than m d-January, because,
especially with all the holidays thrown in there,
it's very difficult to accelerate that, which would
have been necessary had we moved the hearings up to
the week of the 9th. So that's why we canme up with
the week of the 16th of February. M gut reaction is
that we woul dn't need nore than that week for the
hearings, but | haven't read as much of the case,
guess, as you have, Your Honor. | -- the company has
how many wi tnesses? Five wi tnesses?

JUDGE MOSS:  Five.

MR. CEDARBAUM My understanding from Staff
is that we will have no nore than three, is ny
current understanding. M. ffitch can speak for
hi msel f, but |I'massunm ng one or two, and | don't

know about the Intervenors, so | guess froma head
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1 count, it seened |like five days woul d be enough.

2 JUDGE MOSS: Let's see if we can get sone
3 better idea about that. M. ffitch, has your

4 t hi nki ng gone far enough that you know how many

5 wi t nesses you m ght have?

6 MR. FFITCH: | think one or two is a fair
7 esti mate, Your Honor.

8 JUDGE MOSS: Let's call it two, so we're

9 usi ng a conservative estimate. M. Caneron, do you
10 anticipate that you'll put on a wtness?

11 MR. CAMERON. | believe so, Your Honor. |
12 can't tell you at the nonent how many that m ght be.
13 JUDGE MOSS: |'Il give you one for the tinme

14 bei ng for purposes of count.

15 MR, CAMERON. Okay. Seens fair.
16 JUDGE MOSS: How about you, M. Perkins?
17 MR. PERKINS: | think at this point we

18 antici pate having one witness.

19 JUDGE MOSS: | saw M. Schoenbeck's nane on
20 the pleading. | assune he's your expert.

21 MR. PERKINS: That's correct.

22 JUDGE MOSS: How about the Federal Executive

23 Agencies, M. Furuta? Are you anticipating that
24 you'll put on a w tness?

25 MR, FURUTA: At this point, it's nore likely
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that we'll not have a witness, but we would just be
crossi ng.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay. Thank you. Well, that's
12 witnesses all together, then. W could probably
do that in a week. Again, always depends on how
extensive the testinony is or how nuch exam nation
there needs to be with respect to the exhibits,
because that really is the bulk of the material that
we have, and it is a considerable bulk, as personne
fromHeller Ehrman will testify, because they were
here today hel ping us arrange it for our files and
t hey spent many hours doing that, which we
appreci ate.

Is the tine after the 30th of January -- do
you feel like you need the full two weeks to prepare,
M. Cedarbaun? | realize you get the rebuttal there
at that last step, and so you may not know.

MR. CEDARBAUM | don't know. | mean,
can only be -- | can only be cautious and assune that
two weeks is the ninimum anmount because, well
anything less than two weeks is just difficult with
-- you can barely get one round of data requests in
anyway, with that amount of tinme. Two weeks just
isn't that |ong.

JUDGE MOSS: | understand.
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MR. CEDARBAUM  And likew se, it's not that
I ong. The conpany has the sanme two weeks to put its
rebuttal case and it's expressed concern to ne that
that's a short tine, as well

JUDGE MOSS: Sure

MR, CAMERON:.  Your Honor, | would join M.
Cedarbaum and try to preserve the two weeks between
rebuttal and hearing. It occurs to ne that we night
propose now to convene the hearing on the 16th. If
t he Conmi ssioners' schedul es can't accommpdate that,
we coul d al ways consi der going Iong on the four days,
Tuesday through Friday, as necessary, to finish off
the hearing within that week. W' ve done that
bef ore.

MR. GLASS: Yes, we have.

MR, CEDARBAUM W' ve al so spent tine in the
hearing room on holidays before.

JUDCGE MOSS: Yes, we have. |'ve nissed
several in the last two years, as well as being
i nvol ved in what one Conmi ssioner refers to as the
Bat aan death march heari ngs.

MR. CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, | guess | would
just only ask that if, for sonme reason, the entire
week of the 16th is unacceptable and if the

Commi ssion was inclined to accelerate that to the
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9th, that you convene anot her prehearing conference
by phone, if necessary, to tal k about that, because
that -- you know, quite honestly, we cane up with the
schedul e keeping in nmnd the four-nmonth process.

JUDGE MOSS: Sure.

MR, CEDARBAUM  But honestly, we've had
di sagreenents anong the three parties who proposed
this as to what that four-nonth comm tnent was, but
we're here trying to acconmodate the company, and
that's fine, but if we have to accelerate the hearing
and |ikewi se accelerate prefiling of the Staff case,
that's kind of not the deal we came in -- kind of the
deal and sort of the expectations that we were acting
upon. |If we were going to accelerate that, we m ght
want to have nore argunent about the schedul e than
agreenent about the schedul e.

JUDGE MOSS: Well, | guess | was just
| ooking to see if there might be sone little bit of
room here to adjust without ruffling anybody's
feathers, and so | was thinking, as | nentioned,
perhaps starting on the afternoon of the 11th or even
starting on the 12th. That way, if we started, for
exanpl e, on the norning of the 12th, then we'd have
two full days of hearing, the parties would have a

rel axi ng three-day weekend in which to sharpen and
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hone their cross-exam nation, and we m ght finish by
Wednesday, the 18th, say. You would lose a little
time in ternms of preparing cross-examnination after
the rebuttal testinony, but you'd gain a little extra
time on the briefs. |Is sonething |like that

unwor kabl e, from your view?

MR, CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, |'mjust not
expecting this to be easy no matter how we slice and
dice it. Again, I just -- | think it's difficult to
agree that we're -- that we don't need the full two
weeks in between filing of rebuttal and cross.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay.

MR. CEDARBAUM | just don't see -- | nean,
unless the -- it seenms to ne that | guess | would
rat her have |ong days the 17th through the 20th if
the 16th is out than to quicken that up

JUDGE MOSS: Yeah, you know, | can't say the
16th is out. | don't know.

MR, CEDARBAUM Right. So | guess | --
Staff's proposal would be that for you -- to ask you
to take this to the Conmi ssioners and find that out
before we worry too nmuch about alternatives.

JUDGE MOSS: Sure. Al right. Well, 1"l
do that. [I'lIl go ahead and -- well, | haven't asked

if others have any conments on the schedule, and |'|
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do that, but my inclination is to take this to the
Conmi ssi on and see what they want to do. And they
may decide we'll just start on the 17th and cross our
fingers. Although there is some opportunity to slip
into the following week. | don't see anything

prohi bitive on the calendar. There's sone activity
that week, but | think we can arrange for a hearing
day if we needed it.

Does anyone el se -- okay. To recapitul ate,
January 16 for Staff, Public Counsel and Intervenor
direct; January 30 for rebuttal; February 16 through
20 for hearings, and then sinultaneous post-hearing
briefs on March 5th.

Does anybody el se have a problemw th any of
those dates?

MR. GLASS: Your Honor, | don't have a
problemwith it and |'ve been staying quiet because
think that the agreed-to schedule here, at |east as
anong Staff, PSE and Public Counsel, is a give and
take product.

I would say this, that note two is very
important, | think to all the parties, in that if we
have 14 days to prepare the rebuttal case, then
there's 14 days for everybody else to prepare after

our rebuttal case. W'd rather not expend that tine
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1 with the discovery, so we have placed in a note two
2 in which all parties would provide nodels, source

3 docunents, work papers and outsource docunents -- or
4 out put docunents at the time of the filing of their
5 cases so that we don't need to waste a week waiting
6 for that data, because 14 days is short.

7 The second thing I'd like to note is that

8 t he conpany acknow edges the daunting size of the

9 filing and acknow edges that that takes sonme tine to
10 work through. W're trying to do it this way in

11 order to accelerate the schedule and allow the

12 consideration to go forward nore quickly.

13 I would say that later this nonth we will be
14 having a neeting -- offering a neeting to the
15 i ndustrial custoners first off to explain the filing

16 to them Early in Decenber we are offering to have
17 anot her meeting with other folks, to the extent that
18 they're interested, to conme discuss with the conpany
19 and have us, in an off-the-record type of setting,
20 expl ai n what we were thinking, what we were doing,
21 where we were going and where they' Il find the

22 answers if they're looking for it, which I'm hoping
23 will also assist in discovery.

24 Finally, we're hoping that sonetinme in

25 Decenber, at |east the parties can conme together and
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di scuss whether there's sonme common ground in the
potential of limting the anmount of issues going
forward in the case because none of us need to spend
time on things that aren't issues.

So we'll -- all of those things we are
hopeful that the schedule neet -- are a very
i mportant objective of the four nonths of process.
Thank you.

JUDGE MOSS: Okay. And I will include the
note two in the prehearing order, as well. As soon
thereafter as possible is a little bit susceptible to
interpretation. Do the parties want nme to put sone
kind of time frane on that? | mean, it strikes ne
the work papers are going to be done before
testinmony, so | don't know why it would be a probl em
to meet this.

MR. CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, it took ne -- it
t ook how many people this norning to just put
toget her your filing?

JUDGE MOSS: Delicate instrument here.

MR. CEDARBAUM It took ne three hours on
Monday to put together ny filing. | think it's just
-- Staff is going to do its best to provide all of
our work papers to the conpany when we file, but as a

practical matter, with that |ast couple days of
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| ogi stics, especially with all the confidential and
hi ghly confidential information, we just nmay not get
there. So we tal ked about our filing day is a
Friday. If we mssed Friday, it would be Mnday or
Tuesday the follow ng week. That's what we thought
is as soon thereafter as possible.

JUDGE MOSS: We'll cone in on Monday norning
and find hanks of hair all over the carpets and so
forth, | suspect. Al right. | understand. | think
we can rely on the parties' good faith and nmy sense
that there's a high | evel of cooperation here and the
nmut ual interest of noving this proceeding along on a
fast track. So I'mgoing to rely on that good faith,
as | always try to do in these proceedings, and to
the extent there's a problem I'msure it will be
brought to ny attention and we'll deal with it at the
time. We won't anticipate problens.

Al right. Then | think we'll tentatively
go with this schedule, with the caveat that we may
not have a hearing on the 16th, but otherwi se | think
we'll be able to neet this. [1'Il probably schedule a
coupl e of extra days that week of the 23rd just to be
sure and reserve the appropriate resources.

The briefs on the 5th, I'mgoing to include

that those need to be filed here by noon on the 5th,
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and that's inportant in ternms of logistics if we're
going to get our order conpleted in an expeditious
way.

So as we get closer to that date, | won't do
it now, but as we get closer to that date, if the
parties tell me that this is going to be a problem
what we can do is allow for electronic subm ssion by

noon on the Friday followed by paper copies on the

Monday.

MR. CAMERON: Could we do that now?

JUDGE MOSS: Want ne to go ahead and --

MR. CAMERON: Yes, please.

JUDGE MOSS: -- allow for that? The only
reason |'mhesitating at all, M. Canmeron, is that it

does present certain logistical difficulties for ne,
but I will overcone them okay. W'Ill do it that
way.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you.

JUDGE MOSS: At the sane time, |I'll ask that
the briefs be kept short, but I won't inpose a page
l[imtation. The Conmission's rules, | believe, allow
for 60 pages, which is usually excessive and you
don't need it, so don't use it if you don't have to.

Okay. Do we need to resolve anything el se

in ternms of process or procedural schedule, or does
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that take care of it?

MR. GLASS: Your Honor, | have one
admi ni sterial announcenent, that, once again, the
daunting file, we found in the |ast few days a few
pages di sappeared into the copier and didn't conme out
into the copies. W'Il be making another sort of
followup filing with the Comm ssion and with all the
parti es hopefully tonmorrow, possibly Mnday, but we
do acknow edge that there are a few pages missing and
we'l | be making that correct.

JUDGE MOSS: And it is quite literally a few
pages, | believe?

MR. GLASS: No nore than 10 to 15, sonething
i ke that.

MR, CAMERON. May | inquire? |Is this really
in the nature of errata, just filing a few pages?

MR, GLASS: Well, they fall into two
categories. Sonme are just pages that just
di sappeared and didn't nmake it into the copies. The
second set is that we found that we overdesignated a
few pages as either confidential or highly
confidential and, upon further consideration, we
don't think they're confidential at all. So we're
goi ng to backtrack and put those into the correct

cat egory.
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1 JUDGE MOSS: All right. Do we have any

2 ot her business that the parties wish to raise?

3 MR. CEDARBAUM  Your Honor, | just have one
4 guestion. You distributed an exhibit list --

5 JUDGE MOSS: Ah, yes.

6 MR, CEDARBAUM -- this nmorning. | was

7 wondering, were you going to provide us with the

8 nunbers associ ated with those or --

9 JUDGE MOSS: Well, | don't do that unti
10 later. And the reason is that | like to nunber the
11 -- use sequential nunbers to the extent possible. So

12 of course, at this juncture all we have is the direct
13 testinonies and exhibits. W'I|l no doubt have
14 cross-exam nation exhibits for each of these

15 Wi t nesses or nost of them and |Iikew se, when we get

16 I ntervenor, Staff and Public Counsel witnesses, so
17 need to -- | can't nunber them at this point.
18 For the present purposes, to the extent you

19 need to communi cate about these anpbng yoursel ves or
20 with us, you can sinply use the identification marks,
21 WAG- 1T, for exanple, that sort of thing, and that's
22 adequate to our needs.

23 Let's do discuss this, however. As you al
24 know, in recent proceedi ngs, probably over at |east

25 the course of the last two years, it has been our
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practice to have a final prehearing conference
usual | y about two business days before the hearing to
exchange cross-exam nation exhibits and to mark al
exhibits in the proceeding. In a recent case in
which | presided, | took the bold step of trying to
do that by mail, and it worked. W were actually
abl e to exchange all the cross-exan nation exhibits,
they were all neatly packaged by witness with

di viders, tabbed dividers between each exhibit,
between all the exhibits, all the materials were
furnished to nme, | was able to -- oh, | also had the
parties give the descriptions, so | didn't have to
come up with a description for each exhibit. And
had themdo it on an electronic version of the
exhibit lists that | have distributed today. Wthin
a very short period of tinme, | was able to assenble
all of that material into a single exhibit list. It
went very snoothly.

So I"'mputting it to you whether you want to
follow through with this experinent in this
proceedi ng or whet her you would actually prefer to
have a final prehearing conference approximately two
busi ness days before the commencenent of the hearing.
Anybody?

MR, CEDARBAUM | guess | just have a



0043

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

question of clarification. Ws that -- were the
exhi bits received by you and the parties on the sane
day or was it received by you?

JUDGE MOSS: Sanme day. W set a date for
that, and it was a receipt date. Everybody got the
-- now, granted this is the next step. The
proceeding |'mreferring to in which this succeeded
is one in which there are only two parties. So
that's why | chose that proceeding for this
experinment that |'ve been wanting to try for sone
time. And so this would be the next step, where we
have a nmulti-party proceeding, and if you all think
it would be sinmpler, |I'mopen to your ideas.

MR, CAMERON: Just a question, please. This
mai | process, that was sinply for purposes of
desi gnating exhibits and not receiving theminto
evi dence?

JUDGE MOSS: Ch, correct. W don't ever
receive the exhibits into evidence until the live
heari ng.

MR, CAMERON: So you weren't that bol d?

JUDGE MOSS:  ©Ch, no. Well, | don't think
legally could be. W have to have those subject to
obj ections, so we do that at the hearing and we did

that in this instance, as well, and woul d do that
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1 here. It's just sinply a replacenent for that fina

2 prehearing conference where the parties all cone

3 together and bring their boxes of exhibits and pass

4 them up and exchange them and so forth. It's just

5 doi ng that by mail.

6 What it requires on the part of the parties
7 is a higher order or a higher |evel of organization

8 You have to be sure that you've got everything in

9 ni ce, neat stacks by witness with all the exhibits

10 separated by tabs, and then it can quickly be

11 processed by your counter-parties, and so that's --
12 and by ne, and of course |'m processing multiple

13 sets, so it's particularly inportant to me that it be
14 wel | -organi zed. But as | said, it worked well for

15 these parties, and since you all have been through

16 this process with us at | east once, if not nultiple
17 times, that famliarity hel ps.

18 But I"'mwilling to do it either way. [I'm
19 perfectly happy to hold it. I'mjust -- frankly, I'm
20 thinking this is perhaps nore of a benefit for the

21 parties than for the bench, in the sense that we

22 don't end up taking half a day out of your tine where
23 travel is required and so forth, so --

24 MR, CAMERON. Based upon your description

25 I'd prefer to try it by mail. 1'd also ask if you
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coul d make this docunent available to us
el ectronically?

JUDGE MOSS: Yes, ny practice is to share
the exhibit list that | prepare electronically. |
didn't do it this tinme because | just got it
finalized. 1'll go ahead and send you this version,
and then, as we update it with the addition of the
response testinony, the rebuttal testinony, and
ultimately the cross-exam nation testinmony, | wll
update it each tine and provide it to you. At the
rebuttal stage, you know, if you give ne descriptions
on the exhibit list, that's great, too. That saves
time, so -- and I'd require that at the
Cross-exam nati on stage, because | don't want to find
nyself sitting here for two days figuring out what to
call exhibits. So M. Cedarbaum does this work,
from your perspective?

MR. CEDARBAUM  You know, it's nuch easier
for me to wal k out of ny office and wal k across the
parking ot to cone to a prehearing conference than
it is for anybody else in the room because they have
to travel. So | guess ny first -- | guess ny first
reaction was | guess |I'd rather have the prehearing
conference because it doesn't inconvenience mne.

JUDGE MOSS: That's rather selfish, M.
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1 Cedar baum

2 MR. CEDARBAUM  And because -- well, and

3 actually, nostly because given the short two-week

4 turnaround time, we're probably going to be getting a
5 | ot of data request responses, you know, maybe after
6 that distribution of exhibit tine. And if you have
7 to put sonmething in the mail to be received on the

8 Thursday prior to the hearing, that nmeans we're only
9 getting it all ready on Wdnesday, which makes it

10 nore likely that you're going to have additiona

11 exhibits to come in on Monday at the hearing.

12 So | guess -- | nean, if all the parties
13 want to do it by mail, I'"mnot going to object to
14 that. | just think that we mght, in this situation

15 even though we're all used to this type of process,
16 we might end up with a ot nore exhibits straggling
17 in after that distribution date.

18 JUDGE MOSS: Well, let's do this, then. |
19 won't make a firmdecision on this for now 1|'ve

20 pl anted the suggestion, you all can think about it
21 some more, and it nmay depend in part on the vol une
22 that we're tal king about. If the volume of potentia
23 cross-exam nation exhibits is huge, it mght make

24 nore sense to hold the prehearing. If it's

25 relatively nore nodest, then the nmail or the
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overni ght delivery service mght be an effective way
to do it.

So let's reserve that decision. W can
probably have a prehearing conference by tel ephone,
or even, if this is a procedural matter, we can even
have an informal conference on the tel ephone anong
ourselves and resolve this closer in tine to the
hearing date. So I'll keep that in the back of ny
m nd and we'll decide the best way to proceed.

Al right. Any other business fromthe
parties that's going to tickle anything else in ny
m nd? | have a few closing remarks. On paper
filings in this proceeding, we do need an origina
and 19 copies, and | was trying to pare that down and
it kept getting pared back up, so we ended up at what
used to be the standard nunber, original plus 19 for
internal distribution needs.

Renenber to make all your filings through
the Conmmi ssion's Secretary, either by nmail to the
Secretary at WUTC, P.O. Box 47250, 1300 South
Evergreen Park Drive, Southwest, O ynpia, Wshington,
98504- 7250, or by other neans of delivery to the
Commi ssion's physical address that | just mentioned.

I want to stress that we do require that

filings of substance be provided to us
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electronically, as well as a paper copy. Soneday
we'll get to the point where we only require

el ectronically, but our statutes haven't caught up
with us yet, so we're not there.

It's very inportant to us to have the
el ectronic copy so that we can post the
nonconfidential materials to the Internet and al so
make them available internally to ease the processing
of the materials. So that includes testinony,
briefs, nmotions, answers, all that sort of thing.

You can furnish the electronic copy either by e-mail
attachment or on a three and a half-inch diskette,
preferably in a PDF type format, supplenmented by
either M5 Wrd or WordPerfect.

And | rem nd you that service on all parties
nmust be sinmultaneous with filings under our rules. |
will enter a prehearing conference order probably
tomorrow, but certainly by Monday, and I'Il -- it
wi |l have an appendix that will keep you m ndful of
format requirenents that | will stress. And I'll say
that Puget did -- I'Il give theman A naybe an A
m nus. You did very well in that only a few things
fell through the cracks. Considering the volume of
the filing, | guess |I'd have to give you an A

Do be careful to follow the requirements for
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confidential docunents being on col ored paper, yell ow
for confidential, blue for highly confidential

That's inportant to help us keep up with things and
make sure that we afford the documents the proper
treatnent. Be sure to three-hole-punch everything.
The vol une of paper that we have to process on a
daily basis is enornmous and it makes a big difference
to us to have that one little thing done.

MR. CAMERON: Does that go for npotions, as
well, the three-hole punch?

JUDGE MOSS: As far as |'m concerned, every
pi ece of paper that comes in to the Conm ssion should
be three-hol e-punched. Now, others night not agree
with me and people seemloath to puncture holes in
their letterhead for sonme reason. |'mnot sure why
that is. But, yeah, ny preference is that you
t hree- hol e- punch everything. Got one like that the
ot her day. Made nmy day, M. Caneron. So anyway, |
do ask that you be mndful of those formats.

We' ve di scussed the prospect of a fina
prehearing conference and we'll resolve that question
later. Al right. |If there's nothing further,

t hank you all for being here, and please feel free to
contact me with any procedural issues, and we'll | ook

forward to working together through the course of the
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1 next few nonths. Thank you.

2 (Proceedi ngs adjourned at 2:46 p.m)
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