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· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.· Good
morning.· We're here today for a prehearing conference in

Docket UE-250224.· This case is captioned Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission versus

PacifiCorp, doing business as Pacific Power and Light
Company.· This is a power cost only rate case, which also
involves a new allocation proposal from the company.

· · · · · My name is Connor Thompson.· I am an
administrative law judge with the commission, and I will

be presiding in this matter along with Administrative Law
Judge Bijan Hughes, who's also on the line; and the
commissioners.· The commissioners will not be joining us

at this prehearing conference.
· · · · · Let's go ahead and start by taking appearances.
And we'll go ahead and begin with PacifiCorp.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Thank you, Judge Thompson.
Appearing on behalf of PacifiCorp, my name is Ajay Kumar.

And I don't think I need to go through my address or
phone number, any of that.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· We don't need to do that, but

I appreciate the offer.· Thank you.
· · · · · And for staff.



· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Good morning, your Honor.
Colin O'Brien appearing for staff; also, co-counsel is
Josephine Strauss.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.
· · · · · And for public counsel?

· · · · · ATTORNEY SYKES:· Good morning, your honor. This
is Rob Sykes with the Attorney General's Public Counsel
Unit.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.
· · · · · And how about for AWEC?

· · · · · ATTORNEY MADSEN:· Good morning, Judge Thompson.
Michelle Madsen with Davison Van Cleve on behalf of AWEC.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Wonderful, thank you.

· · · · · And The Energy Project?
· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· Good morning, your Honor.

Yochi Zakai with Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger on behalf of
The Energy Project.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.

· · · · · And I'll go ahead and check now.· We'll check
again here in just a minute.· But are there any other
organizations on the call that want to give a verbal

notice of appearance at this time?
· · · · · And I'm just looking through the participants

list.
· · · · · Okay, hearing none, that brings us to the

petitions for intervention.· Are there any petitions for
intervention other than AWEC and TEP's which have been

filed in writing?
· · · · · Okay.· Hearing none, I have reviewed the
petitions to intervene from AWEC and TEP.· And I'll ask

the parties, are there any objections to those petitions
at this time?

· · · · · And I'll go ahead and start with the company.
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· There are no objections to the
petitions to intervene.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.
· · · · · And staff and public counsel.

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· No objections from staff,
your Honor.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

· · · · · ATTORNEY SYKES:· No objections from public
counsel.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you very much.

· · · · · Just double checking, I do not believe I've
received a proposed schedule before the conference call

today.· And I checked with Judge Hughes this morning.  I
don't believe that he has either.
· · · · · Have the parties had an opportunity to discuss

a proposed schedule in this matter?
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Yes, your Honor.· I think we

have discussed a proposed schedule.· I think overall we
generally have two procedural schedules that are pretty
well aligned.

· · · · · I think there's some disagreement among the
parties, specifically between PacifiCorp and the other

parties with regards to a hearing date and a briefing
schedule.· But otherwise, I think the two schedules are
generally consistent.

· · · · · And I think I have those dates if we're
prepared to talk through that, and then also prepared to

present our concerns to you, but however you want to
handle it.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Yeah.· Let me ask -- it sounds

like it wouldn't be helpful for me to go off the record.
It sounds like the parties have discussed this, and so I

just want to confirm that that's the case before doing
that, as we usually do.
· · · · · Perhaps it's best to just hear both schedules

and talk through the potential sticking points.· Does
that make the most sense to the parties?
· · · · · I'm seeing some head nods.

· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· Yes, your Honor.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Yes.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Okay.· Wonderful. Let's
go ahead and start with PacifiCorp's proposed schedule

then.
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Yes.· And before I get into

that, I would like to just -- I mean, I'm sure everyone's
already aware of this, but just note for the record that
the timelines in these cases are all kind of determined

because of the statutory deadline to pull coal from
Washington rates, which is sort of one of the major, if

not the major, driving factor in the filing of this case.
· · · · · And so all the schedules sort of account for
that.· And I wanted to kind of set that stage at the

beginning.
· · · · · I'll start with PacifiCorp's proposed schedule.

And we have, I believe, staff and -- the next date is, is
there's a settlement conference that we have not yet set
a date for, but the parties would like to set among

themselves.· I don't think that needs the commission to
set a timeline for that.
· · · · · But the next date I have on my schedule is

staff and intervenor testimony for August 6th.
· · · · · JUDGE HUGHES:· Okay.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· And then PacifiCorp rebuttal
and party cross-answering testimony for September 8th.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· The discovery cutoff being
September 22nd.



· · · · · And then I'd like to note that after staff and
intervenor testimony is filed on August 6th, the
discovery turnaround time drops to seven business days.

· · · · · And then cross-examination, witness lists,
exhibits, and cross-estimates are October 1st.

· · · · · An evidentiary hearing on October 6th or
sometime that week.
· · · · · And then an initial brief for October 29th,

2025.
· · · · · And then a reply brief for November 12th, 2025.

· · · · · And then, you know, I know this is sometimes
not included in prehearing conference orders from
Washington, and I don't know it necessarily needs to be

in this one.
· · · · · But I would like to make the commission kind of

aware of, you know, a suggested target date for the order
just because -- because we have that January 1st
statutory deadline, we want to make sure that we do have

about two weeks before that that we can receive an order
from the commission so that we can go through any issues
so that PacifiCorp can make the appropriate filing -- has

about, you know, a couple days to make the appropriate
compliance filing on that order.

· · · · · And then there's enough time for the parties to
review the compliance filing consistent with the

Washington regulations. And then we can all make sure
that, you know, the rates are actually going to be

effective then, Jan 1, 2026.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· So you're aiming --
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· -- target --

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· -- for December 19th at the
latest?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Yeah.· Ideally, like, maybe a
few days before that.· But yeah.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· And then do you want to

proceed with staff's proposed schedule, or would you
rather have staff do that?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· I have staff's schedule.· I'm
happy to do it, but I don't want to -- I'll defer to
staff, as long as we have the opportunity to then discuss

the reasons that we feel our schedule is appropriate.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Mr. O'Brien, do you
have any preference there?

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· I can proceed with staff's
schedule, or really the non-company party schedule.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· This is an agreed-upon
schedule for everyone but PacifiCorp.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Go ahead and proceed.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· So the first few dates are

going to be the same. We've got a to-be-decided
settlement conference.
· · · · · The next date would be staff and intervenor

response testimony on August 6th.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· PacifiCorp's rebuttal
testimony and cross-answering testimony on September 8th.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Discovery cutoff on
September 26th.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Very good.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Cross-exam witness list,
exhibits, and time estimates on October 10th.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Evidentiary hearing, October

20th, 21st or 22nd.· And there's been noted that there's
a preference for October 20th specifically for the first
day of the hearing.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Post-hearing briefs on
November 21st.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· And staff and the

non-company parties are requesting not to have a reply
brief.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Give me just a moment,
and then I'll turn back to Mr. Kumar for discussion of

the problems that the company sees here.
· · · · · What I'm doing in the interim is just pulling
up commissioner calendars so that I can be transparent

and tell you right off the bat if any of these proposed
dates are just not going to work.

· · · · · Okay.· One thing I'll ask staff and public
counsel, I think -- well, if I recall correctly, I'm not
sure that public counsel is actively involved in that

case at this point in time.· But we do have the Cascade
hearing that same week of the proposed hearing on Friday,

and just wanted to make sure that that was accounted for
in everybody's calculus of dates, hearing prep, and
briefing.· That one is PG-230800.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Judge Thompson, just to
clarify, is that the -- the week of October 20th?
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· That one is currently set for

the 24th.
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Okay.· Thank you.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· You're welcome.· Which, you
know, I think that we could accommodate.· I just want to
make sure that everyone is aware because that will

obviously, if anybody is working on both of those cases,
it's going to put pressure to prepare for both of those



during the same week.· Okay?
· · · · · And one other thing I want to suggest is
perhaps building in a second settlement conference

sometime in mid-September, if the parties are open to
that, after we have staff's testimony and rebuttal.  I

think it might be helpful to have that built into the
procedural schedule.
· · · · · But at this time, I'll go ahead and turn back

to the company.· And feel free to share your concerns
with the alternative proposed schedule.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Yes, thank you, Judge
Thompson.
· · · · · I think I'll start by maybe doing two

clarifying sort of comments on what you said earlier.  I
think the company has a slight preference for actually

the 21st or the 22nd in staff's schedule, but I think
that's just for our witness availability's sake.· We
would prefer that.· We could make the 20th work, but we

would prefer the 21st and the 22nd.
· · · · · And then, of course, we're not involved in the
Cascade hearing, so I can't speak to that.· But I would

note that I do think this is a complex case, and I do
think it would be prudent to reserve at least two days

for an evidentiary hearing here.· And so I'll just state
that.

· · · · · With regards to the reason that PacifiCorp
supports a two-round schedule, I think that the key

difference here is we have a slightly earlier hearing
date and then two rounds of briefing.· And PacifiCorp
supports a two-round briefing schedule because we do

think that this is a rather complex case.· There are
significant issues to be decided in this case.

· · · · · PacifiCorp has the burden of proof.· And we
feel like we are going to be able to create a better
record for the commission to make a decision on,

especially if there are going to be some significant
points of legal briefing that need to be addressed

through briefing with a two-round briefing schedule.
· · · · · And that's our goal here, is to ensure that the
commission has the best record to make its decision on,

and that PacifiCorp is able to carry our burden of proof
as the moving party in this proceeding.· And that is why
we are supporting a briefing schedule here that has

initial and reply briefs.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you for that.

· · · · · So I'll just note that I'm going to have to
confer with the commissioners on this and ask their
preference.· Like I mentioned, we do have an evidentiary

hearing on the 24th, but we also have an evidentiary
hearing on Friday the 3rd.· So either way, it doesn't

stack up all that nicely for the commissioners, and I
will have to ask them for their preference.
· · · · · We will take into account the potential to

build in potentially two rounds of briefing.· Either way,
it may have to be on a slightly abbreviated basis.

· · · · · I do see we have about a month built in in the
staff, public counsel, and intervenor proposed schedule;
and about 23 days built in in PacifiCorp's schedule.

· · · · · We can't proverbially split the baby here
because the week of the 13th, one of the commissioners,

it looks like will be out of the country.· And so it will
likely fall in one of the suggested weeks.· I'll just
have to confer with the commissioners and take it under

advisement as to how they want to handle this one, which
hearings they want to handle back to back.

· · · · · And I do have noted that we're asking for two
days here.· And I'll just briefly run through, does staff
agree with two days?

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Staff can agree with two
days, your Honor.
· · · · · We were hoping to briefly -- briefly reply

concerning the necessity of the reply briefing.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Please go ahead.

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· So, as far as the necessity
of the reply briefing and the two rounds of briefing

schedule the company is requesting, I don't think
anybody's disputing that there's a lot of issues to be

resolved in this case, but they're factual issues, not
legal issues.
· · · · · Staff and the non-company parties -- I believe

I can speak for everyone when I say that the problems
that we are seeing and the issues that need to be

resolved wouldn't be handled with a reply brief as well
as they would be handled better with more time to develop
factual testimony and develop the factual issues in this

case.
· · · · · The schedule that the staff and the non-company

parties are presenting would give more time for parties
to discuss issues, to write testimony, and wouldn't
actually -- and would not actually impact any of Pac's

procedural rights to present their legal arguments, while
also giving more factual time for everyone to resolve the
actual issues in this case.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you for that.
· · · · · And I'll ask, what's your perception as it

stands right now?
· · · · · We won't hold you to this, but where are the
primary issues lying?· Are they with the PCORC itself or

the proposed allocation methodology?
· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· I'm not sure I'm able to



speak to that at the moment, your Honor.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· That's fine.
· · · · · And then I'll come back to you Mr. Kumar, here

in just a moment.
· · · · · But I'll go ahead and turn to public counsel

first on agreement on the two days being necessary, and
then if you have any reply to the company's proposed
schedule or the need for two rounds of briefing.

· · · · · ATTORNEY SYKES:· Thank you, your Honor.
· · · · · We agree.· I think a two-day hearing is best in

this case, considering the issues involved.· I think just
the allocation methodology itself could take a whole day.
· · · · · As far as briefing, we agree with staff that

the better way to get these issues in front of the
commission is for a longer hearing schedule or a longer

procedural schedule with more chance to develop evidence.
· · · · · A reply brief doesn't really develop evidence.
It just restates what the commission's already heard.

· · · · · And there's no real legal issues here to
develop.· So I think it's better to have longer to build
cases, and less -- and really no need for a reply brief.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay, thank you for that.
· · · · · AWEC?

· · · · · ATTORNEY MADSEN:· Thank you, your Honor.· AWEC
is fine with a two-day hearing period.

· · · · · And we have no real preference versus the reply
brief.

· · · · · We do agree more with staff schedule as noted
by counsel, but we are willing to do whatever the
commission is doing.

· · · · · I would just like to note for the record that
since we discussed our schedule, we have had another

hearing scheduled.· And AWEC is no longer available on
October 21st if that is chosen as a hearing day.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· Your Honor, The Energy Project
doesn't have much more to add.· We support the

non-company schedule for the reasons stated.· Thank you.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you very much.
· · · · · And for AWEC, is it just the 21st that you're

unavailable?
· · · · · ATTORNEY MADSEN:· Yes.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Okay.· We will get this

sorted out.· I'll give the company a chance to reply.
· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Thank you, your Honor.

· · · · · First, I'd like to address the development of
factual issues in this record.· PacifiCorp strongly
believes that that is essentially important, and we agree

with the non-company parties that that is going to be a
primary force in this case.

· · · · · But I think that the distinction here is that
both the proposed -- company's proposed schedule and
parties' proposed schedule have the same timeline for

initial, kind of direct testimony from the parties and
reply testimony from the company.· So the same timelines

are there for the development of that factual prefiled
testimony.
· · · · · The only change here is a slightly earlier

hearing date and the two briefing.
· · · · · And with regards to, then, the legal issues in

the case and, you know, the parties, you know, kind of
expressed a concern that there may not be legal issues in
this case.· And, you know, I think it's a little too

early to say that.
· · · · · I've maybe had the fortunate or unfortunate

experience of being involved heavily in some of the past
proceedings where PacifiCorp has had approval of our cost
allocation methodologies.· And I mean, going back to the

creation of the WCA in, I think, 2008 when it was
adopted, the reason the WCA was adopted was in order to
ensure compliance with the Used and Useful statute in

Washington.· And so that was the creation of the WCA.
· · · · · And then, of course, the WIJAM, there was a

significant amount of commission litigation and
commission precedent on the interpretation of that Used

and Useful statute, and the standards that the commission
has used to apply when they approve a cost allocation

methodology.· These are all legal issues.
· · · · · And so we think that those legal issues are
going to still be, you know, front and centered.· And the

ability to be able to respond to those legal issues and
to provide the commission with significant information on

the development of those legal issues is absolutely
essential.
· · · · · And so that's why we feel that a two-round

briefing schedule will provide sort of the fullest and
best ability of the commission to resolve those issues.

· · · · · And so I think that's what I have to say there.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you for that.
· · · · · Yes, I see Ms. Strauss.· You have something to

add?
· · · · · ATTORNEY STRAUSS:· Yes, your Honor.· Sorry
about earlier. My computer froze and then crashed.

· · · · · I would like to point out that staff's briefing
schedule does allow for a slightly longer discovery

period, but also time for the parties to actually see
that discovery before we have to file exhibits, and have
time to actually look at them and digest them and those

responses and any discovery that does come later in this
hearing, before the hearing, which I think will lead to a



much smoother hearing if parties are allowed to review
their discovery prior to making exhibits, rather than
just throwing in all the discovery they get at the very

end of a discovery period because they haven't had a
chance to review it because of how shortened the time

frame is between the discovery cutoff and a hearing,
which I think in the end would create a much more smooth
hearing process, but also a better, cleaner record for

the commissioners.
· · · · · You know, in reality we are dealing with a

truncated timing schedule here just because of when this
was filed and when it has to go into effect.· So allowing
the parties that extra time before a hearing is critical

to making sure that parties are getting the opportunity
they need to, first of all, complete their discovery, but

also assess that discovery and really judge its worth.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you for that.
· · · · · I appreciate all the input regarding the

procedural schedule.· Ultimately, I think it is going to
come down to commissioner preference on this one.
· · · · · And I'll note that that may or may not be

favorable for Judge Hughes and myself.· I'd note that if
we are aiming for a December 19th order date and we do go

with the later schedule, that will, with the way things
work internally, will give us maybe 10 to 14 days to

hammer out a hundred-plus page order, which I'm assuming
this might be in the realm of.

· · · · · And so we will take all of this under
advisement and work with the commissioners and get a
prehearing conference order out following those

discussions.
· · · · · Pursuant to rule, we likely will set at least a

week to have the first settlement conference.· I note
that everybody has said that they will have that
settlement conference, but I do believe our rules require

us to establish a date, or at least a range of dates, by
which to have that first settlement conference.· Do the

parties have any idea of when that first settlement
conference is perhaps anticipated?
· · · · · And I'll go ahead and start with the company.

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· I don't think we have a
preference for the first settlement conference.
· · · · · I think the way we've handled this in some

other jurisdictions is if the commission is setting that
week, then maybe there's a footnote that says that the

first settlement conference can be adjusted by agreement
among the parties without any motion practice before the
commission.· And I think that will allow us the

flexibility to, you know, adjust the settlement
conference so that the timing of that works with all the

parties.
· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Did you have anything else to
add with the raised hand?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· I just have maybe one slight
comment on -- I noted -- we also kind of noted that the

timing seemed a little tight in both schedules for the
commissioner, the timing for the writing of the decision.
· · · · · I think we would be okay with a slightly

earlier schedule, and that I think -- you know, to the
extent that, you know, the commission feels it's

appropriate, if they could -- we'd be more than happy to
adjust the two-round briefing schedule to, you know, a
little less time in that vein to allow the -- more time

for the commission to consider the case and develop their
order.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.
· · · · · Mr. Zakai?
· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· Yes, thank you, your Honor.

· · · · · To respond to what you -- to what Ajay just
noted about the schedule -- I was just searching for it;
I don't have it in front of me.· But I believe that there

is something in the administrative code that allows us to
-- the parties to adjust the timing of the settlement

conference without commission approval.
· · · · · The reason I had my hand up, though, was to

request that before we adjourn, we request we address
intervenor funding and case certification as well.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· We absolutely will do that.
That's next on my to-do list.
· · · · · Okay.· Well, I think that is probably enough

discussion about the schedule.
· · · · · With that, we can go ahead and move to

intervenor funding.· The commission has recently approved
the extended agreement, or the third agreement, for
intervenor funding in Docket U-210595.

· · · · · Following the terms of that agreement, any
notices of intent to seek funding and requests for case

certification were due today.
· · · · · The deadline for proposed budgets will be 30
days from today.· From today.

· · · · · We have received notices of intent to seek
funding from AWEC and The Energy Project.
· · · · · I plan to rule orally on the record today that

AWEC and TEP are case certified, and I would ask that
they submit any proposed budget within 30 days.

· · · · · Do the parties have any concerns or questions
that they would like to address now in regards to
intervenor funding or case certification?

· · · · · Okay.· Hearing none, AWEC and TEP are each
granted case certification status for this proceeding.



· · · · · And with that, we will go into sort of the

boilerplate from all of our prehearing conferences.

· · · · · First, let's discuss -- Mr. Kumar?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Thank you.

· · · · · I wanted to make sure that we raised this

issue, that we have filed, I believe a motion for a

protective order in our initial filing.· And we just

request that the -- after the -- at some point after the

prehearing conference, the commission rule on that.

It'll make things easier.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Will do.

· · · · · Okay.· Data requests: If the parties have

discovery disputes, we would ask that you attempt to work

those out in good faith.· But if you cannot, then please

bring any motions to the commission for resolution.· In

those motions, I would ask that you provide that you did

make a good faith attempt to resolve any discovery

dispute in the motion. With that in mind, I'd encourage

any party to pick up the phone or schedule a Zoom call

with opposing counsel before filing a motion to compel or

a motion to strike testimony for a discovery violation.

· · · · · I'm going to go ahead and presume that the

parties would not like to adopt the procedure that was

previously adopted in an Avista GRC for discovery

requests, whereby each party identifies each data request

by subject.

· · · · · And I'll just go ahead and ask the company

first.· Do you want to proceed with discovery as normal?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Yes, I'd like to proceed with

discovery as normal.· I think we used that process in our

last general rate case.· And there was some discussion

among the parties kind of deciding on those topics

beforehand.

· · · · · And I would note that none of that discussion

has happened here.· So if we were to proceed down that

path, I would like an opportunity to sort of go through

that process with the parties.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· And staff?

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· Staff would prefer to not

have the discovery process of listing DRs by topic.· That

just creates a lot of extra confusion and work that

doesn't actually benefit the discovery process or really

give any sort of value add to the process.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · And public counsel?

· · · · · ATTORNEY SYKES:· Public counsel agrees that

discovery should proceed as normal.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay, very well.

· · · · · AWEC?

· · · · · ATTORNEY MADSEN:· AWEC agrees.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.

· · · · · And The Energy Project?

· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· Thank you, your Honor.· The

Energy Project has no problem doing away with

categorization in this case; although, I would just note

for the record that we find it very helpful in general

rate cases where the issues are numerous.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Thank you for that.

· · · · · And I assume that under the staff and

intervenor proposed schedule, we also have the reduction

in time for discovery responses on August 6th.

· · · · · Do we have a second date whereby discovery

responses are shortened in either schedule, or just that

first one?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· Speaking for the company, I

don't believe we've discussed a second date in either

schedule.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· So we'll go ahead and

keep it with moving from 10 to 7 days on August 6th

regardless of the hearing date.· And we won't worry about

a five-day response, if I'm right on that.· I'm not

seeing anybody raised their hand.

· · · · · Okay.· We're also aware that parties often

request that any data requests and responses are shared

with every other party.· Would it make it easier on the

parties or more convenient for the parties to have this

requirement in the prehearing conference order, or would

there be any objection to doing so?

· · · · · ATTORNEY KUMAR:· PacifiCorp has no objection to

doing so in the prehearing conference order.

· · · · · ATTORNEY O'BRIEN:· No objection from staff.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

· · · · · ATTORNEY SYKES:· None from public counsel.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Thank you.

· · · · · ATTORNEY MADSEN:· AWEC has no objection.

· · · · · ATTORNEY ZAKAI:· No objection.· Thank you.

· · · · · JUDGE THOMPSON:· Okay.· Very well.

· · · · · And protective orders:· PacifiCorp is asking

for a protective order in the docket.· Does any party

have any objection to that?

· · · · · Okay.· Hearing none.

· · · · · Electronic filing:· The commission requires

electronic filing of documents for formal filings. Do the

parties see any need for submission of paper copies in

this proceeding?

· · · · · Okay, very well.· I will be sure to double

check on that with the commissioners.

· · · · · The commission's rules provide for electronic

service of documents.· The commission will serve the

parties electronically, and the parties are expected to



serve one another electronically.

· · · · · If any party has not yet designated a lead

representative for service, please do so via email to me

as soon as possible.· My email address is

connor.thompsont@utc.wa.gov, and Judge Hughes is

bijan.hughes@utc.wa.gov, if there is any additions for

support staff.

· · · · · Otherwise, if you would like to add anyone,

names and email addresses of other representatives or

support staff who should receive electronic courtesy

copies of all documents filed in this proceeding, please

email that to us as well.

· · · · · Under WAC 480-07-460(1)(b), the deadline for

filing errata sheets to exhibits may be established in

the prehearing conference order.· Does anybody have an

objection to setting the deadline a week prior to the

evidentiary hearing?

· · · · · I believe that's built into both schedules, so

I'll assume the answer is no.· Okay.· Very well.· We will

incorporate that date into the prehearing conference

order.

· · · · · And finally, is there anything else we need to

address today?

· · · · · Okay.· We will issue an order shortly

containing the procedural schedule and other guidelines

for disposition of this case, as well as a protective

order.· That procedural schedule, we'll have to confer

with the commissioners, and so it might take a couple of

days.· But we will get that out as soon as we hear from

the commissioners on that.

· · · · · With that, we are adjourned. I hope you all

have a good rest of your day and a good weekend as well.

Thank you for your appearances this morning.

· · · · · · (Proceedings concluded at 10:07 a.m.)
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