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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE SCHAER: Let's be on the record. W
are here this nmorning for a prehearing conference in
Docket No. UG 021584. This is a petition by Avista
Uilities for an order approving the extension of the
conpany's natural gas benchmark incentive nmechani sm and
approvi ng proposed nodifications to the nmechani sm

We are in the Comm ssion's hearing room 108,
Conmi ssi on headquarters building in Oynpia,

Washi ngton. Today is February 27th, 2003. |I'm
Marjorie Schaer, and |I'mthe administrative | aw judge
assigned by the Commission to this proceeding. W'l
start by taking appearances fromall the parties, so
this is your first appearance. Please state for the
record your nane, your client's nane, your address,

t el ephone nunber, fax nunmber, and your e-nmil address,
if you have one, and we'll start with you, please,

M. Meyer.

MR. MEYER | think | can renenber all that.
David Meyer for Avista, and the address is East 1411
M ssi on Avenue, 99220; phone number, (509) 495-4316;
fax nunber, (509) 495-4361, and the e-mail is
dneyer @vi st acor ps. com

JUDGE SCHAER: Then for Public Counsel ?
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MR. CROWELL: Robert Cromaell on behal f of
Public Counsel. |1'mhere today to enter the appearance
of M. ffitch, who will be lead attorney on this matter
but was unable to appear due to a conflict of
scheduling, so | would prefer to put in his information
for clarity. Sinon J. ffitch, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite
2000, Seattle, Washington, 98164-1012. Hi s phone
nunber is (206) 389-2055. Hi s fax number is (206)
389-2058, and his e-mail address is sinonf@tg.wa. gov.

JUDGE SCHAER:  For Commi ssion staff?

MR, TROTTER: For the Comm ssion, ny nane is
Donald T. Trotter, assistant attorney general. MW
address is 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest,
P. 0. Box 40128, dynpia, Washington, 98504-0128. M
phone nunber is (360) 664-1189; fax, (360) 586-5522.
My e-mail address is dtrotter@wtc.wa. gov.

JUDGE SCHAER: At this point, we would be
| ooking to see if there is anyone who wants to
i ntervene, and since | recognize everyone in the room
as either being with the Cormission or with Avista, |et
me just quickly ask. | have not seen any written
petitions for intervention. Do the parties have any
know edge of any intervenors?

MR. CROWELL: Your Honor, |'ve had no

comuni cation with NWGU, who would probably be the
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1 nost expected intervenor, Ed Finklea or someone el se
2 there, but | have not heard fromthem | don't know if

3 M. ffitch has had any communi cation with them

4 JUDGE SCHAER: Anyone el se?

5 MR. TROTTER: |'ve had no contact, Your

6 Honor .

7 JUDGE SCHAER: | will indicate there are no
8 intervenors in this proceeding. Are there any

9 prelimnary matters to cone before the Commi ssion at

10 this time?

11 MR, MEYER: Not by way of prelimnary, but

12 anong the things to be discussed woul d be the entry of
13 a protective order, standard form

14 JUDGE SCHAER: |ssues are next and then the
15 protective order. | would like at this point,

16 M. Meyer, if you could just outline sonme of the issues
17 you see in your petition and let the other parties

18 indicate if there are additional issues that need to be
19 framed so | have a capsule of what this case is going
20 to be about, and if there are any of those issues that
21 you think I mght be able to resolve, you could

22 indicate that and |let us know

23 MR, MEYER: | would be happy to do that. As
24 you know, this benchmark nechani sm has been in place

25 for several years. | believe it's three years -- since
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Septenber of '99? Thank you -- and it has been

nodi fied over time to take account of Staff and

I ntervenor concerns, and as we've expressed before,
even in the course of setting this matter for hearing,
we've noted that we've refined it. W think we've

i mproved it, but Staff has raised certain concerns
about how this nechanism even as we believe it has
been refined, how that squares with the Comm ssion's
policy on incentive nmechani sns and whether it's
structured to neet those policy concerns.

Perhaps Staff and Public Counsel shoul d speak
nore precisely to their concerns beyond the incentive
policy statenment. | know they' ve also expressed
concerns about the auditability of transactions, and
should just leave it at that. | won't presune to speak
for all of their concerns.

The matter has been set for hearing. The
Commi ssion's prior order recognized that through this
process, the benchmark would remain in place unti
essentially the end of January of '04 while these
heari ngs woul d take place, unless it were sooner to
term nation.

JUDGE SCHAER: Just to ask a couple of quick
guestions. Your petition indicates you are seeking an

extension and asking the Commi ssion to approve the
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proposed nodifications. Can you briefly describe what
those proposed nodifications m ght be?

MR, MEYER: | can't at this point. | can't
be very precise about that. 1'Il ask Liz, who is a
little nore famliar to speak to some of this, Liz
Andr ews.

MS. ANDREWS: |'m Liz Andrews with Avista.
Qur last petition filing, the only changes we had
proposed to make were to renove sone tables fromthe
tariffs at the request of Staff, and we plan to provide
additional auditability for the current mechani sm by
tagging volunes that will make it easier for Staff to
audit. We are currently reviewi ng the nechanismto see
what ot her changes we could make that will bring us
closer to Staff's concerns.

JUDGE SCHAER: Are any of the portions of
your proposal in the petition to limt any of the
changes that have taken place since Septenber of 1999
at the request of Staff or any other party? Are you
taki ng anything out that's been put in in the | ast
three years?

MR. MEYER: No. | think the purport of the
question is it has not been structurally nodified in
such a way as to essentially redo the proposal. More

in the nature of what | will call "refinenents" al ong
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t he way.

JUDGE SCHAER: M. Trotter, | ask you the
same question. What issues does Staff see in this
proposal ?

MR, TROTTER: In general, the issues Staff
sees at this noment in tine are whether and to what
extent the so-called incentive mechanismis an
i ncentive mechanismand how it jives with the
Conmi ssion's policy statenent in Docket Nos. UG 900778
and UG 970001. There is a certain affiliated interest
i ssues that are raised because many of the activities
under the tariff are performed by an affiliate, Avista
Ener gy.

This tariff mechanismstarted out as a pil ot
or experinent and never has been reviewed on its nerits
at a hearing, so this is our opportunity to engage in
that process and fully devel op what this nechanismis
how it actually works, and how it should work. Of
course, the core issue, | think, is whether the tariff
ought to be maintained at all. Wat would be the
inmplications if it was elimnated entirely and just
have Avista use a PGA |like other natural gas public
servi ce conpanies in the State of Wshi ngton.

The issue of auditability in determning

whether the affiliate is perfornmng or a determination



0008

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

of what is the |lower of cost or market in dealing with
an affiliate transaction is at issue as well, but |
think I've given you the broad overview of the issues
we are interested in.

JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. Public Counsel ?

MR, CROWELL: | don't have anything to add
to M. Meyer's or M. Trotter's statenents.

JUDGE SCHAER: | believe M. Meyer nentioned
a nonment ago that you do see a need for a protective
order in this matter.

MR. MEYER  That is correct.

JUDGE SCHAER: Does anyone have any concerns
about the entry of a protective order; M. Trotter?

MR. TROTTER: | do not, Your Honor

MR. CROWELL: No.

JUDGE SCHAER: Then | woul d expect that we
will issue a protective order in somewhat standard
format that | think you are all famliar with fromthe
Conmmission. Is any party going to seek to trigger the
di scovery nethods provided i n WAC 480-09-4807?

MR. TROTTER:  Your Honor, the notice of
hearing already invoked that rule, and we are sensitive
to the fact that the conpany is preparing its direct
case, so if we do data requests, we don't anticipate

themto be extensive prior to the tinmne we actually see
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their direct testinony, which has not been filed.

In terns of depositions, the rule requires
those to be taken pursuant to a schedul e established by
you. At this point, it's premature for us to say
whet her we will need such a schedule, so if we do --
speaking for Staff here, and other parties can speak
for thenselves on this point, but if we feel we do need
them we will work with the parties and come back to
you for a scheduling order if it's necessary.

JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you, M. Trotter. |Is
there a suspension date in this matter?

MR. MEYER Not that |I'm aware of, other than
the fact that the tariff was continued by the
Commi ssion's order until January, was it 29th of '04,
so that's the end date, if you will, for the tariff,
and our concern is that we do have a determination in
this proceedi ng approximately two nmonths prior to the
end of that.

| say "approximately" two nonths prior to end
of January of '04 so that if we are directed to unw nd
this mechani sm and do things differently, then we wll
have tinme to do that efficiently in the best interest
of our customers.

JUDGE SCHAER: M. Trotter?

MR. TROTTER: The effective date of the
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tariff was March 31st, 2003. |[If the suspension statute
applied, the Comm ssion would have ten nonths fromthat
date, which | believe would be the end of January 2004.

It's uncl ear whether that suspension period
applied. The conpany's filing said this filing does
not change a rate, and the suspension period arises
fromtariffs that change a rate. | think that's
probably a noot question here, perhaps, because we are
sensitive to the conpany's concern about having sone
time to put into effect the Conm ssion order, and we
are committed to trying to resolve this before January
29th of 2004, in any event.

If there is a concern as things play out that
t he conpany does have a problem that the order isn't
out, and we hope it will be, then we will not oppose a
reasonabl e conpany request to extend the effective date
of the current tariff for a short period of tine. I
think we can work through those issues, but to answer
your question directly, it's not clear whether the
suspensi on statute applies, but if it did, we would
still have until the end of January 2004.

JUDGE SCHAER: It wasn't clear to ne either
and that's why | asked the question. |[If other things
got held up, | didn't want to wake up February 1st,

2004 and di scover that this tariff had gone into effect
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wi t hout anyone intending it to do so. | don't know if
you are willing to waive that on the record, M. Meyer,
and go ahead with planning the schedul e as we have been
doi ng?

MR. MEYER. So there is no nystery about it,
we understand fromthe Conmission's orders setting this
matter for hearing that they do want this to go to
hearing, obviously, unless it's settled or otherw se
resolved with the approval of Conmi ssion and if the
tariff was to termnate on or before January, and those
are the directions, and we understand that, and so we
don't have a problemw th that.

JUDGE SCHAER: | just don't |ike anmbiguity.
Then after we have put together a schedule, | think we
may briefly want to discuss if the tine line in the
di scovery rule needs to be nodified in any part of this
schedul e, so when you have your scheduling di scussions,
I would like you to include that topic, see where we
conme out.

At this point, | would |ike the parties to
work together to see if they can cone up with a
proposed schedul e that woul d nmeet the needs expressed
for getting the matter resolved, and would you prefer
to do that on the record or off the record?

MR. MEYER: | think off the record. It
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shoul dn't take too | ong because we've had di scussions.

MR, TROTTER: Your Honor, | would like to say
on the record that because this is not a -- for
what ever reason, the conpany did not file its direct
case and has not filed it yet, nor has it been required
to by any rule of the Comm ssion, and no requirenent of
them filing today was nmade because we understood they
woul d not have been ready, so we've been trying to
accommodate. | have heard from M. Meyer that the
conpany projects a filing date of April 21st, which is
al nrost two nonths from now.

Qur ability to work a schedul e depends on
what their direct case is, and since we do have sone
staff that nmay be called in and assigned to this case
depending on issues that they raise in their testinony
and exhibits, so our ability to work a schedule will
depend on what staff is going to be assigned.

Now, we know M. Parvinen and one or two

others will be assigned. There nay be one or two other
key staff people that will need to be brought in, so
can't today -- | can anticipate those people comng in

and set a schedul e accordi ngly, perhaps, but certainly,
the nost expeditious thing is to set a schedul e once
their direct case is filed.

So one option for you to consider is to set a
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filing date for their direct case and then hold a
prehearing conference shortly thereafter to determ ne
the schedule, but we will certainly work within
what ever paranmeters you direct us to work within, but
that's the burden that we face here in terns of putting
together a schedule. 1It's even conceivable we may need
to hire a consultant. That sort of problemis
presented when we don't have the direct case.

JUDCGE SCHAER: Do you have anything you w sh
to say, M. Cromwell?

MR. CROWELL: Yes. | think |I concur with
M. Trotter's analysis in ternms of it's difficult to
set a schedule in a vacuum wi t hout knowi ng the scope of
the i ssues that the conmpany wi shes to present. [|I'm
under the additional disability of not being the
attorney who will be working this case, and | do not
have M. ffitch's calendar for the rest of the year, so
| suppose | should make it clear that | cannot agree to
a schedule today. |'m happy to take back proposed
dates and make the commitnent that M. ffitch would get
in contact with M. Trotter and M. Meyer or directly
with you if there is a tentative schedule, which |
think we are pretty close on. Whether that works with
his schedule, | have no know edge of M. ffitch's

availability this year.



0014

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

JUDGE SCHAER: Go ahead, M. Meyer.

MR, MEYER: Just in light of the comments,
and | still would |like an opportunity to caucus a bit,
to save you the suspense, these are the dates | had
proposed and just a brief explanation of why. As | had
alluded to earlier, |I suppose one could work backwards
froma decision date fromthis conm ssion, around the
end of Novenber. | say around the end of Novenber
because | realize there are sone real scheduling
conflicts with the conmi ssioners' availability mdto
end of Novenber, but essentially our objective, and
think Staff concurs in it, that there ought to be sone
reasonabl e period of time within which to nake
adjustnments if we have to prior to the end of January.

Having said all that, let's back up to the
front end of the proposed schedule as | see it. Apri
21 would be the date for the conpany filing, and if you
are wondering why it should take that |ong, what we are
doi ng now i s thinking through what changes, if any,
what further changes, if any, and | want to stress "if
any" because we are still in the formative process of
are there adjustnents, further adjustnents or
refinements to the nechani smthat woul d address some of
the nore recent staff concerns that really triggered

this hearing, and we are in the process of working
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through that, and | think it will be time well spent if
we do that on the front end internally. It may serve
to minimze issues. Again, | don't want to overpronise

on what we would come up with, but we are actively at
work on that, and so to do that job and do it right and
have it before you in a prefiled conpany direct, Apri
21 is the date that we would need.

Fol I owi ng that, mindful of Staff's reasonable
concerns that they don't know what they are going to be
responding to if they haven't seen the case, |'ve tried
to allow for a substantial interval of approximtely
three nonths. So July 18th would be the proposed date
for Staff and Intervenor filing, about three nonths
after they see our case, followed by conpany rebutta
to be filed on August 18th.

Then | had proposed hearings, thinking three
days woul d suffice, September 3rd through the 5th, and
| understand the next opportunity on the conmm ssioners
cal endar might be the week of Septenber 22nd, and we
can work with either of those Septenber dates;
al t hough, that Septenber 22nd date, it will tend to
conpress briefing and decision making to still allow
for a decision by around the end of Novenber.

JUDGE SCHAER: So what date were you saying

for the briefs?
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MR. MEYER  You know, we hadn't arrived at a
date in our discussions, but that woul d depend on -- we
are sort of letting that date float for awhile until we
deternmi ne what was a reasonable end date for a
Commi ssi on deci sion and what was a reasonabl e heari ng
date, and then sonmewhere in the mddle we would | and.
"' mthinking usually anywhere fromfour to five weeks
after the close of the record is the typical tinme, but
if we are being conpressed because of the end of
Novenber, |'m prepared to shorten that briefing
schedul e up sonewhat .

I don't have a specific date to give you.

That sort of depends on when the hearing date is. But
t hose were ny thoughts, and I have shared that with the
parties, and we mght talk a little nore off the record
about this, but that was my thinking. | thought you
ought to know early on

MR. CROWELL: That does not sound
unreasonable to ne, but then again, that's in the
abstract since |I'mnot tal king about ny own cal endar

JUDGE SCHAER: Let nme nmke a coupl e of
coments that perhaps will guide your discussions.
Looki ng at the commi ssioner cal endar, the week of
August 4th | ooks really good for hearings, which would

nmove things up a nonth, and that would nean that filing
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dates woul d have to be within the three periods
col l apse a nonth, and |I'm wondering if that isn't
possi bl e to do.

I don't know your strategies for going
forward, but it may be that the conmpany is going to
need to present a case and then continue to talk to
Staff before they file or after they file to see if
they can resolve sone issues, but when you bring in
sonmething along this tinme line, 1'mconcerned that we
have enough tinme at the end.

I'"m al so concerned that we don't have -- the
other really good week we have is July 21st, which
don't think is doable, but | would like you to at |east
meke that part of your conversation to see if you could
use those dates instead of a nonth later, and if you
decide you would like the other tinme instead, | would
have to check with the commi ssioner cal endars and see
if we can do that.

MR, TROTTER: My under st andi ng, Your Honor
the conpany informed me that | believe it was August
1st through 15th were bl ackout dates for themin terns
of the availability of their own staff. Perhaps
M. Meyer can comrent on that.

MR. MEYER Yes. W have at |east one of our

Wi t nesses unavail abl e during that period of August 4th,
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a key witness, and | think there are other reasons that
mlitate in favor of still a Septenber hearing, because
my viewis that we ought to build sone breathing room
into this schedul e between dates so rather than rush,
necessarily, to hearing on the issues that we have
time. Staff has tinme and Public Counsel has tinme to do
their work, their discovery, their case fornul ation.

We have tinme to work with themduring these intervals
to see if we can settle out certain issues along the
way, and in the end, we will get a better product; if
not a settlenent, at |east a better litigation product
to present to the Conmission with this nore extended
schedule, and if a decision date slips into the first
week of Decenber, that's understandable. [It's not our
preference, but given the constraints you' ve tal ked
about .

JUDGE SCHAER: You indicated you would like
to have further discussions off the record, so it's
five after ten and I"'mgoing to call our norning recess
so that the court reporter knows when she doesn't have
to be here, and let's take a recess until 10:20, and if
you need nore time at that point or need a recess for a
few m nutes, you can let me know | will be in ny
office right across the hall, and if there is any point

that you think would be hel pful to include nme in the
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di scussions, | will gladly cone back, but otherw se,
think the parties need to discuss this.

As |'ve expressed to you informally, the
conmi ssioners are pretty nmuch not available in the tine
period from Novenber 11th until the end of Novenber,
through the 28th, so with that tinme excluded, | think
that | ooking at what we need to do with sonmething |ike
that, we need to have at |east 60 days. So when you
are setting a briefing date, either, as | say, nove it
back or nove your requested order date forward, if you
can, so that we can all do our jobs as well as
possi bl e. Any questions before we go off the record?
W are off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE SCHAER: Let's be back on the record
after our nmorning recess. At this point, do the
parti es have anything they wish to report; M. Trotter?

MR. TROTTER:  Yes, Your Honor. | did have
di scussions with the parties off the record. In terns
of neeting a hearing schedule for hearings, the week of
August 4th, three days during that week, the only
schedul e that works is if the conpany files their
direct case before April 21st, and the conpany coul d
not commt to that, but we did put forth a schedul e

that woul d nmeke that hearing work, but that is one
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i ssue, and then the other is they do have one witness
who is not available that week, and | do understand
it's a witness from Avista Energy that will obviously
be an inportant wtness.

Wth those two problens, we then took a | ook
at the schedule that M. Meyer had proposed, and in
that regard, that would be filing of Avista direct on
the 21st of April; Staff and Public Counsel direct on
July 18th, and conpany rebuttal on August 18th.
Because we do not know staff assignnents until we get
their direct case, we would prefer a Septenber 22nd
week for hearing as opposed to Septenber 3rd, and we
believe that staff and other witness availability wll
be achieved if we can do that with a brief due Cctober
15th and then an order sonetinme in early Decenber, not
setting a date for that but recognizing the conditions
the comni ssioners and yourself are operating under

JUDGE SCHAER: So the brief date again was..

MR. TROTTER: October 15th. Now, with
respect to the conpany's need for two nonths to
potentially have a need to unwi nd certain transactions
and so forth, we would have sone flexibility in terns
of not objecting to a reasonable request to extend the
termination date if that's the situation we are in at

that time. Whenever the order was issued, the conpany
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woul d make a notion for whatever time it felt
necessary. M. Meyer felt very confident it would be
not be in excess of two nmonths from an order, and we
woul d certainly be reasonable in responding to that.

We are not crystal clear on exactly what is
required for the conpany to do in that two-nonth period
should this tariff be rejected, for exanple, but the
conmpany woul d make a good-faith showi ng of what is
required at that tine, and if additional tinme was
needed, | can say the staff would respond to a
reasonabl e request.

JUDGE SCHAER: Do the other parties agree
this would be a reasonable schedule to enter into at
this point?

MR. MEYER  Yes. That reflects our
di scussions, and again | should note that if the order
were even to slip into md Decenber, that would only
add -- and if all we needed were the two nonths, that
woul d only necessitate just a few additional weeks
beyond the schedul e of January of '04 term nation of
this.

Agai n, that assunes, of course, that the
benchmark no | onger continues, so you have to make an
assunption on that, and it also assunmes that if it were

allowed to continue that there was substanti a
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nodi fications to it that we would need that full two
nonths just to readjust, and so both of those things
are a bit abstract now as we try to plan ahead, but |
appreciate Staff's willingness to accormmopdate a
reasonabl e request to allow sufficient transition tine,
and so that is appreciated. So yes, this is the
schedul e we woul d feel confortable wth.

JUDGE SCHAER: Do you think Sinon will 1ike

this schedule, M. Cromnel | ?

MR. CROWEELL: | have no basis on which to
speculate. In the abstract, it seens |like a reasonable
time franme. | sinply don't know what his schedule is

for the fall.

JUDGE SCHAER: It | ooks very reasonable to ne
al so. | actually had highlighted that week thinking
that that m ght solve sonme problens in terms of getting
peopl e where they needed to be. M. Trotter, will you
still want to reserve the ability to conme in on Apri
21st and say, "Boy, we sure got surprised by this. W
need nore tine"?

MR, TROTTER: | don't anticipate that right
now. | think this is sufficient tine if we need a
consultant. The particular staff people that | was
concerned about, this schedule will accommpdate, so

don't anticipate a problemat this time. |If one arises
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though, | will certainly tee it up at the earliest
possi bl e nonent .

JUDGE SCHAER: | think it's reasonable to go
forward with this plan. | would indicate that

sonmewhere around January 15th is where | woul d expect

an order.

MR, MEYER: January or Decenber?

JUDGE SCHAER: Decenber; |'msorry. But
somewhere around that time would, | think, be a

reasonable tinme for us to work towards this | ooking at
the other commitnents. |Is there anything else that we
need to go through at this time?

I will draw your attention, although it
appears you were doing this anyway, that the Conmm ssion
does encourage di scussions towards settlenent, and
parties in formal adjudications want to consi der
alternative methods to bring resolution can contact Bob
Wallis, who is the director of ny division, and if you
need soneone to nedi ate portions of what you are doing
or anything else we can do to nake this go nore
snmoot hly, please do call M. Wallis.

MR. TROTTER: One item and this doesn't just
apply to the conpany's filing on April 21st but to al
filing direct cases and rebuttal cases. | would

request that your prehearing conference order require
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the parties to file conplete work papers, and just cite
to the rule on general rate case work papers | think is
probably sufficient. That rule does not specifically
apply, but I will ask that you make it a requirement,
and | would ask also ask that that include if a w tness
relies on a particular docunment, a publication or
report or study, if the work paper rule is not
sufficient to cover that that be provided on the filing
date for the testinony. That will reduce discovery.
It will reduce the need for depositions, and | think it
woul d just make sense, and certainly all parties are in
the sane boat on this, so we are willing to neet that
commi tment and just ask other parties to neet the sane
commi tment and ask that you require it in your
prehearing order.

JUDGE SCHAER: M. Meyer, do you have any
concerns about that?

MR. MEYER It seens to make sense.

MR. CROWAELL: It's fine, Your Honor

JUDGE SCHAER: The only limtation | would
indicate is if sonebody refers to a page in a book
that's copyright material, it may be sufficient to tel
themthis is the book and this is where you can get it.
We still have a state library at this tine that is

accessible to all
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" mgoing to check with the conm ssioners and
their staff to nmake sure that we can have this hearing
ti me because the Commi ssion always has control of its
own schedule, and then | will be entering a prehearing
conference order. That order will have an appendi x
attached to it that indicates how filings should be
made. | think with the parties that are in the room
you probably are famliar with the nunbering rules and
if you need to three-hole punch things and all the
details that nmake the hearings run nore snoothly.

In |l ooking at the hearing schedule, | wll
probably the week before that set a prehearing
conference where cross-exhibits can be distributed and
the parties can bring in their estimates of tinme for
Wi t nesses and we can plan a witness order.

At this point, all of these dates are filing
dates, which would nmean | would expect that you would
have your hardcover copies here. | wll check with the
records center to see how many people are on the
distribution list and will include in the prehearing
order information on how many copies you need to file,
and then that order will govern our proceedings from
here forward unless there is an objection filed within
ten days. Are there any other matters to cone before

t he Commi ssion? Hearing none, then this natter is
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1 adj our ned.

3 (Prehearing conference adjourned at 10:34 a.m)
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