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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE MOSS: Good norning, everyone. |'m
known to all of you so | don't need to introduce
nyself. W are convened this norning for our first
prehearing conference in the matter styled Washi ngton
Uilities and Transportation Conm ssion agai nst Avista
Cor poration, doing business as Avista Uilities, No.
UE- 011595, that being Avista's general rate filing and
al so enconpasses a request for interimrates. W are
al so convened in our second prehearing conference in
the matter of the petition of Avista Corporation, doing
busi ness as Avista Utilities for an order finding
Avista's deferred power costs were prudently incurred
and are recoverable, and that's Docket UE-011514.

W will take appearances, and we do have one
prefile petition to intervene in the 595 docket. W
will take up the various notions and requests, and we

will focus on the process and procedural schedul e that
we want to follow and then have a few other remarks
fromeveryone. W'II|l see if the parties have any other
busi ness that we need to conduct today.

Since this is the initiation of the genera
rate filing docket, I'Il ask that the appearances be in
the full formso that the information will be reflected
in the transcript for everyone's use throughout the



case. So we will start with the conpany; M. Meyer?

MR. MEYER  Appearing on behalf of petitioner
and applicant, Avista Corporation, David Meyer, genera
counsel for Avista Corporation. M address is East
1411 M ssion Avenue, Spokane, Washington, 99220. W
phone nunber is (509) 495-4316. M fax nunber is (509)
495-4361, and ny e-nmmil address is
dneyer @vi st acor p. com

JUDGE MOSS: M. Van C eve?

MR. VAN CLEVE: |'m Brad Van Cl eve appearing
on behalf of the Industrial Custoners of Northwest
Utilities. I"'mwith the firmof Davison Van Cl eve, PC,

1000 Sout hwest Broadway, Suite 2460, Portland Oregon
97205. M tel ephone nunber is (503) 241-7242. M fax
nunber is (503) 241-8160, and ny e-mail|l address is

mai | @vcl aw. com

JUDGE MOSS: M. ffitch?

MR. FFI TCH: Good norning, Your Honor and
commi ssioners. Sinon ffitch, assistant attorney
general for public counsel, 900 Fourth Avenue, Suite
2000, Seattle, Washington, 98164. Phone nunber is
(206) 389-2055. Fax is (206) 389-2058. E-mmil is
si monf @t g. wa. gov.

JUDGE MOSS: M. ffitch, we previously had
M. Crommel |'s appearance in the prudence matter. \Who



will be |ead on these?

MR. FFITCH: M. Cromaell, Your Honor. Thank
you for rem nding ne. He was unavail able today so I'm
appearing for public counsel, but M. Crommell will be
| ead counsel on these matters.

JUDGE MOSS: The address information is the
same with the exception being that the e-mail contact
for M. Cromnell would be robertcl@tg. wa. gov.

MR, FFITCH: And M. Crommell's phone nunber
is (206) 464-6595. He will be appearing in the Avista
interimand general dockets, the deferred accounting
docket, and the prudence docket for public counsel.

JUDGE MOSS: | missed a portion of the open
neeting yesterday and was under the inpression that the
deferred accounting docket may have been taken care of ?

CHAl RAMOMAN SHOWALTER: We aut hori zed the
deferred account. There doesn't need to be a hearing
to determ ne whether they are there.

JUDGE MOSS: |Is that what we are referring
to, M. ffitch, Docket No. UE-0115977?

MR. FFITCH: That's correct, Your Honor.

JUDGE MOSS: As | understand it, that matter
has not been set for hearing. The Commi ssion approved
that deferred accounting yesterday in the open neeting.

MR, FFITCH: That's correct. | just wanted



to make sure that M. Crommel |'s appearance was noted
in all those dockets for conpl eteness.

JUDGE MOSS: | want to avoid any confusion
about what we are here for. W're here just in the two
dockets. For staff?

MR, TROTTER. My nane is Donald T. Trotter
assistant attorney general. Wth nme is Jonathan
Thonpson, al so an assistant attorney general. Qur
address is 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Southwest,
P. 0. Box 40128, O ynpia, Washington, 98504-0128. Qur
fax nunber is (360) 586-5522. M telephone is (360)
664-1189. M. Thonpson is the sanme prefixes, except
his last four digits are 1125. MW e-mmil is
dtrotter @wtc.wa.gov, and M. Thonpson is
j thompso@wt c. wa. gov, appearing for Conm ssion staff.

JUDGE MOSS: |'Il just note that the
I ndustrial Custoners of Northwest Utilities has
petitioned and had its petition granted for
intervention in No. UE-011514. | al so have the
organi zation's petition to intervene in Docket No.
UE-011595. That was filed sonme days ago, so | suspect
everyone has had a chance to read it, and let ne ask if
there is any objection to the petition to intervene.

MR, MEYER: None.

JUDGE MOSS: There being no objection, the



petition by the Industrial Custoners of Northwest
Uilities in this proceeding is granted.

Now, also I'Il note that we did invoke the
di scovery rule and had sone di scussion regarding
di scovery procedures in the 514 docket, and | believe
the discovery rule was invoked at the Commission's
openi ng neeting suspending the rate docket, and that is
notated in the suspension order. | believe that | have
that correct.

MR. MEYER: You do; although, | have a couple
of discussion points around that if you would like to
take it up now.

JUDGE MOSS: | woul d.

MR, MEYER: |In part, this may depend upon the
schedule that's ultinately adopted, but in terns of
di scovery, for purposes of not only the prudence but
also the interimincrease, we would suggest that we
clarify and establish that there be instead of a
t hree- cal endar-day turnaround that there be a
t hr ee- busi ness-day turnaround. Although |I wasn't here
yesterday, | understand that is the operative rule that
you di scussed yesterday, the three-business-day
t ur nar ound.

JUDGE MOSS: Let's hear if there is any
di scussion on that, but | have once again failed to ask



if there is anyone on the conference bridge |ine that
wi shes to make an appearance. W do have the
appropriate switches today, and | hear no one.

MR, CROWELL: Your Honor, I'mtrying to
listen in before | board ny plane.

JUDGE MOSS: We had noted your appearance in
the proceeding and had a discussion with M. ffitch
that you would be the lead, so thank you. Anyone el se?

Let me ask to hear from other parties
regardi ng the suggestion that the three-busi ness-day
response period be adopted in lieu of a
t hr ee- cal endar-day response period for discovery, and,
of course, there is sone interplay here. W' ve adopted
that in the prudence case. | would think it would be
appropriate to adopt it for the purposes of the
interim and the question is cal endar versus business
days. Any discussion on that?

MR. TROTTER:  Your Honor, it's highly
dependent on the schedule. |If the cal endar day nethod
is the best efforts basis, and | think Your Honor gave
an exanple that if something cones in |late on a Friday,
it's not expected to be responded to at 8 a.m Nbnday
norning. We try to be responsive. | think all parties
have tried. The problemthat we are facing is
nunmer ous, a few holidays conmi ng up plus weekends plus a



schedul e that's going to be very aggressive
potentially. So we would like to stick with the three
cal endar days on a best efforts basis. There is a
holiday situation. W understand that, but again,
dependi ng upon the schedule that's set, it appears to
be very aggressive, and the discovery process needs to
mat ch that.

JUDGE MOSS: Anybody el se?

MR. FFITCH: We woul d concur with staff, Your

Honor .

JUDGE MOSS: | think having a
t hree-cal endar-day rule as an aspirational goal is
fine. |1 would not want to be entertaining conplaints

about violations of Commission rules if sonmebody failed
to respond on a Monday to a Friday request, and so
we' Il nmake the rule three business days, but as we

di scussed in our prudence prehearing, the expectation
fromthe Bench is that the parties will endeavor to
respond at the earliest opportunity, and when they have
answers avail able, not wait until even the third day.

I suppose | should note, given the discussion
of holidays, that we did adopt a convention in our
prehearing conference in another matter yesterday that
Christmas Eve and New Year's Eve woul d not be
consi dered busi ness days. So we will extend that



speci al definition for purposes of these proceedings,
but again, those of you who are working on Christnas
Eve and New Year's Eve should go ahead and tend to

di scovery just as you woul d other business.

MR, MEYER. |'mnot trying to slice this too
thin, but since we are still on a cal endar day node,
can we pretend that Decenber 24th and Decenber 31st
don't exist on the cal endar?

JUDGE MOSS: | think we'll |eave the
aspirational goal in place. For purposes of anyone
comng forward with a conplaint that a Conmi ssion order
has been violated, we'll stick with the business days.

MR, TROTTER: | think people have behaved
reasonably so far, so we are confident it can work.

JUDGE MOSS: | appreciate that coment. Are
there other discovery matters you wish to raise,

M. Meyer?

MR. CROWELL: | would like to be heard on
one issue. One issue arose that M. Meyer and | have
di scussed and not been able to agree on. | had asked
that M. Fink, who is processing discovery for the
conpany, add our secretary to the e-mail |list so she
could nost directly forward those docunments into our
server where we file them and of course, she does the
same with the hard-copy paperwork. M. Meyer in
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response asked that she execute a confidentiality
agreenent. It was my understanding that that was not
common practice, so | guess | place the matter to you
to decide.

JUDGE MOSS: M. Trotter?

MR, TROTTER: | just wanted to comment. W
typically for staff nmenbers that do nothing nore than
log in data requests, we check them off but do no
anal ysi s, because they have no reason to deal with them
in an appropriate way.

MR. MEYER: We are not trying to be
doctrinaire about this, but just in ternms of our own
housekeepi ng, typically, of course, if we have the
protective order certificate signed by various parties
and they beconme the designated recipient, by signing
that certificate, those people pledge that they wll
take adequate precautions within their own shop, with
their own paral egals and secretaries, and that's good
enough.

But this is a bit of a horse of a different
col or because -- and this is perhaps where the
di sagreenent lies -- here we are being asked to add yet
anot her person as the primary recipient, the initia
reci pient of confidential information, and so | think
it puts this particular person in a sonewhat different



situation. | don't have a problemsending it directly
to M. Cromwell, and if he has this person process it
in the ordinary course, that's understandable, but |
think this is a horse of a different color

JUDGE MOSS: M. Crommell, I'mprepared to
rule on this, and | don't really need to hear further
about it. Do you have another point?

MR. CROWAELL: | will be out of the state for
t he next week or so, and that and just the risk during
what | anticipate will be a rather tight schedul e that
sonmething e-mailed to me won't get processed in our
office if I happen to be out ill or down at the
Conmi ssi on on another matter that this is really
hel pful if our secretary has that directly by e-nuil
fromthe conpany. That's all

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE MOSS: | don't really see a significant
distinction in terms of ministerial function of the
staff of the attorneys who are responsible for these
docunents, and of course, under our ethica
requi renments in Washington state for |awers |icensed
to practice in this state, the attorneys are
responsi bl e for supervising their staff and assuring
that they conduct thensel ves appropriately, and the
confidentiality matter would certainly be an inportant



one that the attorneys would need to instruct their
staff in proper handling of those docunents, and | just
frankly don't want to open the door to having to extend
this principle to paral egals and secretaries and
support staff who typically handle these docunents on a
routine basis, and to ny know edge, we've never had a

problemarise fromthis sort of thing. It does not
seem unreasonable to nme that the matter be directed by
e-mail to the support staff person, so we will not

extend the rule to require themto execute the
docunent .

MR. MEYER: Thank you.

JUDGE MOSS: Anything el se on discovery? The
next matter | have is the question of protective order
| believe it's already been entered, the protective
order in UE-011514, and let ne ask if that is also
required in the 011595 docket?

MR. MEYER  Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: Would the same form of
protective order be adequate in that case?

MR. MEYER: Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: Then the Commission will enter a
protective order in the standard form and just
t hi nki ng about the demands on everybody's schedul e
today, | don't think that will occur today, or it may



be next week, but the parties may conduct their

di scovery if that order was in place. Everyone is
famliar with its ternms and of course will be expected
to behave consistently with that. | don't want the

di scovery held up.

MR. MEYER:. May | raise one other very mnor
processi ng poi nt back on di scovery, and the only reason
| raise it here is it was raised yesterday, and there
seemed to be some acceptability. Keeping track of
di fferent turnaround deadlines on discovery, keeping
track of the three-day turnaround as opposed to a
10-day turnaround, it mght be hel pful to designate in
the discovery request itself whether it's a prudent or
interimrequest requiring a quick turnaround if that
request is P-whatever or |-whatever as opposed to a G
which is a general. Apparently, that was the process
accepted yesterday, and | just throwit up for
consi derati on.

JUDGE MOSS: M. Trotter?

MR. TROTTER: Typically, what we do is sinply
in the cover letter indicate to what docket they refer
whether it's related to the general rate case, which
woul d be on the 10-day rule or the interimor prudence
case and just let it flowfromthat. |If you want a
| etter designation, | suppose we can do it. | don't



think it would be necessary.

JUDGE MOSS: We will follow that convention.
| suppose since the prudence and interimare very
likely to proceed jointly -- we will discuss that in a
noment -- the nobst appropriate thing perhaps woul d be
to sinmply mark the ones for the general case with a G
and everything also can be regarded as either within
the prudence or the interimmatter, and they wll
therefore be subject to the three-day turnaround rule;
whereas the ones marked with a Gwill be subject to the
10-day turnaround rule. WIIl that work? | see nods of
af fi rmance.

Anyt hing el se on discovery, protective order?
Any other prelimnary notions -- | do not have any
busi ness al ong those lines -- before we | aunch into our
di scussi on of process and procedural schedul e? Turning
to that subject, we had sonme discussion at our
prehearing conference in the prudence matter about
proceeding jointly in the prudence and the interim
matters, and everybody seened to think that m ght be a
good idea, and given the tight schedules that we are
all facing in these dockets as well as others, let ne
just ask if proceeding jointly in those two processes
is a mtter of proceeding that you would fee
confortable with.
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MR. MEYER  Not only confortable with but
woul d strongly recomrend.

MR, FFITCH: | don't knowif M. Crommell is
still on the line, but | don't believe that we have
ever expressed a confort level with proceeding jointly
on the interimand the prudence case. |In fact, it's ny
understandi ng that we argued for a different and a
| onger schedul e at the | ast prehearing conference on
the prudence case; i.e., a longer schedule for prudence
than for interim so we can talk in nore detail about
this particular schedule, but in general, we have a
concern about tying the prudence case to an interim
schedul e.

JUDGE MOSS: Anybody el se want to be heard on
the question of whether we should proceed jointly or
separatel y?

MR. VAN CLEVE: Yes, Your Honor. [|CNU
doesn't have a problemw th proceeding jointly except
for the due date for the staff and intervenor
testimony. M. Schoenbeck has expressed a concern that
the two cases involve totally different back sets, and
he thinks the quality of the testinony would be a | ot
better if there could be a week between when the
testinmony is due on the prudence issue versus the
interimrate issue, but otherwi se, we don't have a



probl emw th proceeding jointly.

JUDGE MOSS: |In response to that concern by
M. Schoenbeck as related by you, M. Van Cl eve, would
a single due date that's sonewhat |ater work in the
sanme fashion as a separate due date for the filing?
Woul d that accommopdate the concern?

MR. VAN CLEVE: | think that would be
hel pful. As | noted yesterday, M. Schoenbeck has sone
testimony due in Oregon, and one problem | see with the
current proposed schedule is we have four pieces of
testinony due in about 10 days, so if the date could be
del ayed for the last two pieces of testinony, that
woul d be hel pful.

JUDGE MOSS: But a single date woul d work?

MR. VAN CLEVE: Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: Anybody el se want to be heard on
the question of joint versus single?

MR. TROTTER: The staff does require
additional time for the prudence case. W tal ked about
a schedule last time of a distribution date around
March 8th for our case. In view of the Comm ssion's
proposed schedul e that you handed out today, that does
not appear to be in the cards, but if it is in the
cards, if the Conm ssion would consider that, that is
staff's wi sh.



I think we can process the interimcase nore
qui ckly than that because of the difference in issues,
but staff believes that March 8th, the schedul e that we
proposed to you last tine, is the one that's
appropriate for the prudence case, and we can handl e
the interimrate relief matter nore expeditiously than
t hat .

CHAl RWOMVAN SHOWALTER: M. Trotter, you
handed out a proposed schedule, and the first colum on
it says "prudence/interimcases,” and if staff
intervenor direct is 2/15, is that what you nean or
not ?

MR, TROTTER: Turn to Page 2. The third
bull et says, Staff needs nore tine if even this -- is
proposi ng assunption on the order is required by Apri
1. Qur proposed schedule last tinme was staff and
i ntervenors March 8th, rebuttal the 15th, hearings the
25th through 27th, and briefs April 8th, or if you
don't need briefs, then an order could flow, perhaps,
inmd April.

We didn't presuppose when the order woul d be
i ssued. That's your issue. But that's what staff felt
it needed to produce an acceptable case. W understand
that may not be doable, so that's why we came up with
this one.



CHAI RWOMAN SHOMLTER: | understand what this
| atest draft is now.
JUDGE MOSS: | think we will defer a ruling

on whether to proceed jointly or separately because the
matter seens to be tied up in the whole schedule in
guestion. So perhaps we should conplete all of that
di scussion first.

I do want to note before we go on with this
di scussion that as we have our discussion on
scheduling, it's inportant for everyone to be m ndfu
that there is a considerable press of business before
the Commi ssion at this time. Not only do we have the
Avi st a dockets, but we have before us general rate case
and interimrate request by Puget Sound Energy. W
have the O ynpic Pipe Line Conpany rate proceedi ng
agai n, both general and interimrates involved there,
various dockets in the tel ecomruni cations sector that
are of sone significance, a host of other matters that
require the Commission's attention during cal endar year
2002 and for the bal ance of 2001

So we have prepared a proposed schedule with
all of these matters in mnd, and |I've passed out a
handout that shows sone of our thoughts with respect to
the three rate proceedings | nmentioned, and al so
passed out before we began today a proposed schedul e



both for the interimrate and prudence proceedi ng and
also for the general rate proceeding that's before us
t oday.

So we would |ike to have sonme nore discussion
by the parties on the question of scheduling in Iight
of these documents, and M. Trotter has nentioned too
that he did distribute a staff-proposed schedule, so
you have those proposals before you as well. So let's
open the floor for discussion about schedul e.
M. Meyer?

MR. MEYER: Two observations. First of
all -- and I'Il leave aside the general rate portion of
the handout, and | assune we are just tal king now about
interimrates and prudence -- I'mquite confortable
with the proposed schedule that you've laid out here.
In terns of the timng, | have a couple of questions
that don't necessarily go to the overall timng but the
need for prehearing briefs, need for oral argunent, and
t hen perhaps a substitution of witten briefs after the
hearing, but |eaving that aside because that can be
woven into this schedule that you ve set forth, we are
confortable with that.

| believe | nentioned at the |ast prehearing
conference, and | think at the urging of the Bench, if
there was a consolidation of the prudence case with the



interimcase, and at that tine, it was unsure whether
we woul d al so be dealing with the request for a
tenporary accounting nmechanism if you were to
essentially consolidate all three together that if
those three itens could be resolved by the first of

April, that would be acceptable to the conmpany. In
fact, | gave you a schedule then that would lead us in
that direction. |In fact, | have extra copies of that
now.

VWhat we have today in |light of yesterday's
di scussion is the fact that at |east one of those three
i ssues is no |longer set for hearing, so we are dealing
with the prudence and the interim My | distribute
this? | hate to add nore paper to this process. In
part, you will see that this adds an extra week to the
date by which staff and intervenors would file their
direct case, so at least in part, it's responsive to
sonme concerns already expressed that that first filing
date for staff and intervenors is just too close.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: What |1've noticed is
everyone seenms confortable with squeezing the tinme the
Conmi ssion has to wite the orders.

JUDGE MOSS: The gained tinme here would
suggest squeezing a couple of weeks out of that
opportunity.



MR. MEYER: Frankly, I'mnore in favor of
what you initially proposed, but | was just passing
this out as an acconpdation to those who argue they
need a little nore tine to get their staff and
i ntervenor direct case filed.

JUDGE MOSS: When you say "we" proposed, you
mean the Conmi ssion-proposed schedul e?

MR, MEYER:  Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: You say you are nore confortable
with that than even your own?

MR. MEYER. Yes, | am wth the caveats we
deal with the issue on briefs and oral argunents.

JUDGE MOSS: What are your views on that?

MR, MEYER. | wasn't in attendance yesterday,
but | think there were sone sinmilar reservations
expressed by certain parties yesterday at the
prehearing is that | think a posthearing brief my be
nor e neani ngful than a prehearing nenorandum or even an
oral argunent follow ng right on the heels of the
hearing. Again, it's a preference of the conm ssioners
and yourself that matters what you would find nost
hel pful, but it seens to ne the tine taken to craft a
brief, even though it's fairly short tinme franme, m ght
be nmore useful, but again, it's what you would find
hel pful .



CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: We are bal ancing tinme
on the far end. Actually, a prehearing brief helps
conprehend the hearing. Posthearing briefs hel ps
conprehend what you heard, but it noves out the tinme we
have to deal with the order because we probably wait to
hear different briefs.

JUDGE MOSS: |If we followed the Commi ssion
proposed schedul e and conducted hearings in the
February 25 through March 1 tinme frane, it appears
under your proposal, M. Meyer, that you are |ooking at
about a 12-day period between the hearing and the
briefs. If we did briefs instead of oral argunent, |
assune you would want to nove out into the md March
time frame to do briefs under our schedul e.

MR, MEYER: Yes. And speaking for myself, |
woul d shave a few days off the briefing allotted tine
as wel | .

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: Is it possible to
require a posthearing brief one week after the
concl usi on of the hearing, because that would nmove --
with your tine table where the hearing actually
coincides with staff's tine table for a hearing, it
woul d require a posthearing brief March 15th, which
woul d give us two weeks rather than the one week.

MR. MEYER. | would be happy to neet that



deadl i ne. Expedited transcripts being what they are,
woul d be happy to meet that.

JUDGE MOSS: Let's hear from others before we
get too far afield here. W've nentioned severa
i ssues.

MR. TROTTER:  Your Honor, first all, | think
the oral argunent is fine. Later on, expedited
transcript and trying to put a brief together in a
week, | think we would be nmuch better off responding
live to your pointed questions about what the issues
are and how they ought to be resol ved.

As | indicated prior, and | think
distributed nmy schedule at the last prehearing in the
prudence case, Your Honor, and | reiterated it to you
today, a March 8th distribution for the staff case and
ot her nonconpany parties, that's the request, but if
April 1 is the deadline, then we prefer our schedul e.
It gives staff a few extra days and gives the conpany a
few extra days less on rebuttal. The hearing tine is
virtually the same as M. Meyer handed out and gives
the Commi ssion nore time after oral argument to issue
its order, but | need to say that our schedule is
conditioned on the April 1 nandate or perceived
mandat e.

CHAl RWOVAN SHOWALTER: M. Trotter, your
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coments regarding the posthearing briefs, we want to
have either pre or post, one or the other. Did your
comrents take into account that if you don't do
posthearing briefs you will be doing prehearing briefs?

MR. TROTTER:  Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: Anybody el se want to be heard on
t hese points?

MR. FFI TCH: Your Honor, we do have a couple
of thoughts. First of all, just for the record, as we
argued in the first prehearing on the prudence case, we
bel i eve the prudence case should be scheduled on a
| onger schedul e, and we believe that's consistent with
the expectations and i ndeed the conpany representations
that led up to the interimrelief order in this case.

The interimrelief surcharge was put in place
for 15 nmonths, in our view, specifically in recognition
of the fact that that would allow a nore careful and
del i berate review of prudence. The conpany is now
proposi ng a much qui cker review of prudence. W
believe that's a change of position and really differs
fromthe prem se of the surcharge status that we have
now. So mnimally, we would support staff's position
that a | onger schedul e woul d be appropriate for
prudence. W don't believe that the April 1st deadli ne
for an order on prudence is a real deadline. W know



t he conpany woul d prefer that. W don't believe that's
a critical deadline.

If the Conmmi ssion does determine that it
needs to work with an April 1st deadline, we are
confortable with the staff's proposed schedul e that was
offered today with staff intervenor direct due on
February 15th and the hearing the week of March 4th
through 8th. There is substantial overlap between that
and the schedule that M. Meyer just passed out, but
the staff proposal does allow at least a bit nmore tinme
for us to prepare our direct testinony, and that's
pref erabl e.

We al so prefer posthearing briefs over ora
argunent. We don't believe that, particularly given
the expedited schedul es we are working with, that sort
of cost benefit calculation for prehearing briefs is
nmet. We don't believe they are of sufficient value to
warrant the tinme that would go into them Posthearing
briefs are nuch nore useful, and we would be willing to
try to meet a one-week deadline, as difficult as that
is, for a posthearing brief if there are expedited

transcripts available. | don't knowif M. Cromell is
still listening in. |'mnot hearing a screamfrom him
All | can say is that I'mnot asking himto go

somewhere | wouldn't go, but we would be prepared to
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nmeet a shorter posthearing briefing schedule in the
Puget matters.

Addi ti onal thoughts, we would ask that a
public comrent hearing be set for the interimphase of
the case in Spokane. | would note, actually, that one
of the schedul es the Commi ssi on passed out does provide
for such a hearing on March 4th, so it nay have been
just an oversight that it didn't make it into the other
schedul e, the schedul e that doesn't include Puget
matters or the Aynpic matters. | don't think that has
a public hearing on it.

| think another observation is that the
evidentiary hearing on the Avista-only schedule that's
been passed out, on either one of them the
Conmmi ssion's proposed schedul es here for a hearing in
the week of February 25th could conflict with hearing
dates that were suggested yesterday in the Puget
di scussions in which there was an effort to perhaps
slip the Puget interim hearings back a week or so,
whi ch woul d place themin that week. |If the Commi ssion
adopts staff or the conpany's alternative schedul es
with hearings in the first week of March 4th or 5th,
that woul d sol ve that problem

JUDGE MOSS: We won't set a schedul e today.
As we discussed at yesterday's prehearing conference,
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we have a nunber of matters under consideration for
schedul es, and we will take everybody's coments. W
are taking careful notes and rework things as we can to
satisfy all the concerns. CObviously, we will not
schedul e si mul taneous hearings so you don't need to be
concerned about that. Anything else, M. ffitch?

MR, FFITCH: | don't see anything here in ny
notes. | will try to pipe upif | come across any, but
those are the main points.

JUDGE MOSS: M. Van Cl eve?

MR. VAN CLEVE: Your Honor, I'min conplete
support of the comments that M. ffitch nmade, and we
woul d prefer the staff-proposed schedul e over the
conpany's with respect to the due date for staff and
i ntervenor testinony. It's only a few days, but if you
| ook at the calendar, it's alnost a full business week,
and | think those few extra days would be critical

We woul d al so support posthearing briefs
rat her than prehearing briefs or oral argunent and
would conmit to turn those around in a week, and
woul d just note in the schedule that was proposed by
the Bench that there is only a week between the
conpany's rebuttal case and the due date for prehearing
briefs, and in ny experience, the conpany's rebutta
case can be quite voluminous. |In fact, it can be the
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bul k of their case, would probably require discovery,
and | think it would be hard to have a neaningful brief
out in a week follow ng that.

MR, MEYER. May | have further comment before
we are finished?

JUDGE MOSS:  Sure.

MR. MEYER: Again, unless the Conmi ssion
wants nore argunent on the issue that was di scussed at
length in our last prehearing conference on the need
for an order by the latest April 1, and | got into that
on the record last time. | won't bel abor that point
now. Assuming a schedule that |eads up to an April 1
order on a consolidated basis, and | guess | have the
foll owi ng comments and response.

I''mconcerned, and part of the reason that |
did pass this schedul e around was that it not only

provides -- it does tend to shorten up on the tai
end -- and | apol ogi ze for that, and maybe we can neke
ot her accommodati ons -- of the decision, but it does

provide a little nore time for staff and intervenors to
get their direct case in, but just as inportantly from
the conpany's perspective, there is nore tinme in
between the staff filing and our rebuttal in the
schedul e that | distributed.

You will see in their proposed schedule of --
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"their" being staff's -- staff intervenor direct in the
conmbi ned prudence and interimcases would be filed on
February 15th. One week | ater, we would have to have
our rebuttal in in both dockets. That's just too
tight. | understand they need to be tight, but that's
just too tight. | think with the schedule that |
distributed, there is enough breathing roomin between
those two dates of February 11th and 25th so the issues
can be adequately responded to. Again, the hearing
dates as we've discussed, briefs we can accelerate, if
need be, and so all things considered, if we are

| ooki ng at what staff proposes as opposed to what we
are proposing, | think ours is the better schedul e.

MR, FFITCH: If | could be heard briefly on
t hat issue, Your Honor

JUDGE MOSS: Yes, you may.

MR, FFITCH: One of the experts we woul d
intend to use in this phase of the case is unavail able
the week of February 4th through the 8th; in other
words, the final week before the February 11th date
that M. Meyer is proposing here. It's not
particularly great even with a February 15th filing
date for us to have that w tness gone, but we can work
with that. He will be back before a week before the
due date. If the due date is the 11th, he's basically



| ost a week of tine to prepare his testinony, so that's
anot her reason why we woul d support the staff proposa
of February 15th. | understand the conpany's need to
have tinme to work on their rebuttal, but we just have a
witness availability issue | wanted to do commruni cate.

JUDGE MOSS: |Is this a witness who will be
testifying or an expert who will be supporting your
efforts otherw se?

MR. FFI TCH: We woul d expect himto be filing
written testinony.

CHAIl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: | have a question.
This may cone down to a choice between giving you a
little nore tinme to file your direct but less time to
prepare for hearing after rebuttal, or an earlier
direct date but a little nore tinme after rebuttal to
prepare your hearing. |In other words, which interva
is nmore inportant to you; to get alittle nore tine at
the beginning if it means not so much tine after the
end of the rebuttal and hearing?

For exanple, if you only have a week -- one
of the things that occurs to ne in |ooking at all the
dates here is that if you had, as you request, and
i ncluding staff here, until the 15th to file your
direct, but the conpany had until 25th as opposed to
the 22nd to file it's rebuttal, that only gives you a



week to prepare for the hearing if the hearing date is
as you are both actually requesting. W just have a
limted nunber of days to shove things around.

MR, TROTTER: |f your question is which do we
prefer, | would say for staff that we need the nost
time to get a case filed. The conpany's deadline is
the end of May, which gives themtwo full nmonths after
April 1, and if that gives thema little less tine for
rebuttal, frankly, | say, so be it.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: The question | was
posing to you is it gives the conpany a little |less
time then they had asked for getting in rebuttal, but
it would give you one week between the filing of the
conpany's rebuttal and the hearing.

MR, TROTTER:. Right. | think that's doabl e,
but I think also, as M. Van Cl eve pointed out,
sonmetinmes the rebuttal case | ooks nothing like the nmain
case. Maybe the Comm ssion and the parties need to be
di sciplined that rebuttal is truly point by point,
short, concise, direct rebuttal instead of |ots of new
i ssues, but if the conmpany can commit to a pointed
rebuttal case, | think it's doable.

JUDGE MOSS: It goes without saying, but
since M. Trotter raises it, that's the purpose of
rebuttal is to respond to the case put in by the staff



00033

and intervenors, so | think everybody understands that.
| see nods of acknow edgnent from the conpany, so

just will nake that comment.

MR, MEYER: | think the suggestion was to,
say, change the rebuttal date fromthe 22nd to the
25th. If nmy calendar is correct, that would be

changing it froma Friday to a Mnday, so that hel ps,
but it's essentially five business days plus a weekend,
and not knowi ng what we are going to be rebutting, it's
al ways hard to commt we will turn that around.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: Bot h of you have the
question, you don't know what you are going to rebut,
and they don't know what they are going to get in
rebuttal, and there are only so many days if you want
to keep that April 1st. You have to work backwards.

JUDGE MOSS: There are always uncertainties
as we go forward. | do want to nmake one renark.

M. Trotter nmade reference to a date, the end of My.

I think that that would be to reference sonething that
woul d be discussed at the prudence case, but the

comm ssioners were not sitting, so | just want to
clarify the reference that M. Trotter made to the end
of May was a reference to a discussion had in the other
prehearing conference concerning the conpanies
renegoti ati on of various credit instrunents, and
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M. Meyer, you also alluded to that, and I want to ask
the Bench if the Bench would |ike to hear anything
further about the conpany's timng issues and why they

are urging the early order date and so forth. |If not,
we can nove on, but | want to have that opportunity.
CHAl RA\OMAN SHOWALTER: | don't want to take

up a lot of time. We could read what you have to say.
It mght be helpful to give us a five-m nute version

MR. MEYER: | would be happy to do that. The
reason for an expedited schedule, and I'll sumarize
here, and this is set forth in some detail in the

prefile testinony of Eliason and Peterson in the
interimcase and al so the prudence case, we have the
need to resecure, if you will, our short-termcredit
lines, which expire at the end of May, and that
process, as our CFO and our other financial officer
expl ai ned, begins really in earnest in the March tine
frame, and so we have accounts receivable financing
with a short-termcredit line.

In order for us to make sufficient headway in

t hose negotiations -- and it is an ongoi ng process; in
fact, I"'mtold we are already starting sone of those
di scussions -- there needs to be sone certainty, sone

resolution around certain key issues, the sane key
i ssues that we're all aware of that the investnent



comunity tal ks repeatedly about, they need to know
where we are headed with respect to prudence recovery,
interimrate relief, and also the tenporary deferra
mechani sm

It won't suffice just to say, well, by md
May or toward the end of May, that should be good
enough for an order date because it's not, because if
the order is adverse to the conpany, then the conpany
is left in a position of trying to scranble to repl ace
banks that m ght otherwi se be part of such credit |ine,
and it doesn't allow sufficient time to go to Plan B
So you need to get sooner resolution rather than |ater
resolution to better position the conpany, and that's
just in terns of positioning ourselves with respect to
the short-termcredit renewal and the accounts
recei vabl e fi nanci ng.

There are the other pressures, of course,
that you are well aware of in terns of financia
comunity concerns, the need for pronpt resolution on
t hese issues for those reasons, in addition to just the
near-term concerns over the credit lines. So that's
the very short version of it.

MR, TROTTER: Brief response, Your Honor?

JUDGE MOSS: Brief.

MR, TROTTER: | wish they would have told us



when they were testifying |ast summer when M. Eliason
said, Let's take our time with the prudence review, and
let's take the full stand of the rate case, and we
relied on that, and | believe the Comri ssion relied on
that when they deferred the rate case filing date.

So the conpany knew they had to refinance at
the end of May when they floated these notes a year
ago, and nowit's a crisis today, so we feel, as the
Conmmi ssion issue states in its order, extraordinary
times require extraordi nary measures, and ei ght weeks
after an order for themto get financing seems plenty
nmore than enough, and we think our proposed schedul e
woul d satisfy those concerns.

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER:  Woul d you address
yourself a little bit nore to how things stand today?
| understand your comments on the conpany's position in
earlier nmonths, but it's also the case that the conpany
was asking for significantly greater rate increase than
we gave, so that worked into their assunption,
assune, about when they needed what, but as things
stand today with the increase they did get, the bonds
ratings they do have, etcetera, is it your opinion that
they are not adverse effects froma later ruling on our
part?

MR. TROTTER: | don't believe that it



requires a full eight weeks for the conpany to
refinance their credit lines. Also, they knew what you
ordered when you issued your order, and if they felt
this was going to cause a tinme crunch, they should have
filed their cases earlier. There was no inpedi nent
fromthe Comrission to file it earlier. The Commi ssion
filed an outside deadline which they nore or |ess net.

I guess our concern would be you are correct.
You granted them | ess than what they requested. |If
that was causing thema problem then it was fully
within their control to file earlier, but if you are
aski ng nme about today, yes, we have a problem but I
remai n unconvi nced that eight full weeks is necessary
for their end at the cost of less time for us to
adequately prepare our case.

MR, FFITCH: May | be heard briefly?

JUDGE MOSS:  Yes.

MR. FFI TCH: W whol eheartedly agree with
M. Trotter's comments for staff. | want to state in
the strongest terns public counsel's objection to the
approach that appears to be suggested here by the
conpany with regard to the treatnent of the prudence
i ssues for the reasons that M. Trotter mentioned,
anong ot hers.

I would I'ike to make one particul ar point



here, and that is that if we take a step back and | ook
at the history of the Avista deferred accounting
matter, staff, public counsel, and other intervenors
have been told fromthe very begi nning of the proposals
for deferred accounting by Avista that the significant
i ssues that we have raised fromthe very beginni ng
about the deferred account woul d be addressed in an
appropriate time. We are now finding as this matter is
devel opi ng that apparently we are going to have to
address those issues now involving 200 mllion dollars
in the tinmespan of 60 to 90 days.

This i ssue has been devel oping for two years.
The parties have been waiting for 18 nonths to two
years to essentially have our day court on these very,
very significant issues that in many ways conpletely
overshadow the issues in the interimand geNeral case.
It's extrenely unfortunate in our view that we are now
squeezed into a 90-day schedule or perhaps a little
| onger than that to consider those issues. W think
it's a disservice to the Commission. W think it's a
di sservice to the parties and to the conpany's
cust omers.

Even the March 31st deadline and the
conpany's time squeeze we are tal king about here, we
don't have any evidence about that. W have assertions



by the conpany and its counsel about their situation
their timng, their needs, their abilities, and we just
have to rely on those, but | would suggest that we
don't have any sort of independent verification that we
really are under that tinme line, and as M. Trotter has
poi nted out, the conpany nade quite different
representation to this Conm ssion very recently with
regard to the prudence issue.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: Haven't, in effect, we
bi furcated the deferred account? |If you |ook at |ast
August -- | really don't remenber the dates, but the
conpany's proposal or status quo at that tine was a
deferred account. The conpany's request was to carry
it forward into the future nmonths, and those future
nont hs goi ng past their emergency relief date would
have gone past this interimdate, but that didn't exist
at that time, but it went into what would be a genera
rate case timng period, but then in the energency
docket, we cut off that deferred account, and aren't we
now engaged in | ooking at the prudency of sone matters
in that account? Meanwhile, we have authorized a new
deferred account or another start date, which are those
events that will continue through the general rate
case.

| think what |'mgetting at is, we haven't



squeezed into this 90 days the full review of what
originally was proposed to be in that |ong spanned
account? We now have a bifurcated time period. Isn't
this the case that what we are |looking at is the
prudency of certain expenditures to a certain date, and
we have authorized a deferred account for other
expenses after the date, i.e., January 1, 2002, and we
aren't going to be | ooking at those in this short tine
period. Correct nme if |I'm wong.

MR. FFITCH: | believe | understand your
point, and it is correct that this prudence case is not
-- | haven't really thought a whole | ot about that,
about whether this prudence case would al so affect
recovery of deferred ampunts pursuant to this new
approved deferred account nechani sm

My comrents were directed to the deferred
account which was established 18 nonths, two years
ago -- | don't have the dates in mnd -- that has
accurul ated approxi mately 200 nmillion dollars of
deferred costs, which is the subject of the company's
prudence petition filing, and those are the issues that
have been continually deferred, and in response to
opposition that's been rai sed by a nunmber of parties,
the response has al ways been we will get a chance to
litigate those issues, and now when it cones tinme to



finally neet those issues, we find there is basically
not adequate tine in the schedule, and that's a very
serious concern to us. It's an unfortunate

devel opnent .

CHAl RWOVAN SHOWALTER: It wasn't your
proposal, but | think it was staff's in the earlier
proceedi ng that they wanted to cut the deferred account
as of last June but have a prudency proceeding, |
think, before the end of this year. 1In other words,
thi nk everyone has been tal ki ng about different spans
but also different time lines for determ ning prudency
that some were correlated to a shorter or |onger span

MR, TROTTER: | think the proposal was to cut
it off either effective July 1 of |ast sumer or
Sept enber 30th, and to have the conpany file its
prudence case in Septenber and have it resolved by the
time they closed their books, which | think is in
February, which is nore tine than we are getting in the
current proposal, but that is what we were proposing.

MR. MEYER  Two very brief rejoinder points.

JUDGE MOSS: Sure.

MR, MEYER. What has happened since the
surcharge order issues? W have been downgraded by
three different agencies. In the course of those
downgrades, the recurring thenme is the need for



resol ution and pronpt resolution on issues of prudency
and interimrate relief.

So no, at the time we were before you in the
surcharge case, we had reason to believe that what we
were proposing then would be acceptable pretty nmuch as
proposed. W thought that's what we needed. That's
why we proposed it. W aren't awarded everything we
needed. There has been a reaction for better, for
worse, and that's why we are here before you on an
expedi ted basis.

The extraordinary circunstances that you
tal ked about are upon us requiring in these tinmes
extraordi nary schedul e nmaking, but | rem nd you that we
filed a prudence case Novenber 13th. W are asking for
an April 1 resolution. That's four-and-a-half nonths.
That shoul d be doable. That's all | have.

MR. VAN CLEVE: Can | nmeke one conment?

JUDGE MOSS: Yes, M. Van C eve.

MR. VAN CLEVE: | think the discussion we had
at the public neeting yesterday was sort of the
begi nning of the process, and what we are talking about
here is what the end of the process |ooks Iike. W
raised a lot of issues that we had with deferred
accounting in general and specifically with deferred
accounting related to power costs, and | think the



message that we got back is all those issues can be
addressed later in a prudence proceeding, and that's
what we are tal king about now, |ooking at the prudence
of the conpany's conduct over an 18-nonth period, which
ends at the end of this year, and | think part of the
concern with the shortened schedule is that you have to
| ook at what the conpany did on an hour-by-hour basis
over an 18-nonth period. |It's a huge volunme of data,
but you have to | ook at things |ike I nentioned

yest erday about whether costs are noved into certain
peri ods and things |ike that.

It's quite a great undertaking, and I think
the shorter the schedule, the less the quality of the
anal ysis you are going to see in the testinony will be,
and we do think this is an enornous issue. | agree
with all of the comments that staff and public counse
made. There is a |large anmobunt of nobney at issue that
wi |l have a big inpact on custonmers in Spokane.

JUDGE MOSS: | think our record is clear, but
just to be certain it is abundantly clear, as I
understand the situation, the prudence proceedi ng that
we are tal king about conducting on an expedited
schedule is one that will concern costs incurred
t hrough Decenber 31, 2001.

MR, MEYER: End of Septenber.



JUDGE MOSS: Even shorter. So we would then
be | ooking at the post-Septenber costs and costs in the
new deferred account, if you will, in the context of
the general rate case. Am| correct in that
presunption?

MR, MEYER: Yes.

JUDGE MOSS: So that's the split. So for
exanpl e, one point of significance, | believe, in a
docunent that public counsel filed in connection with
yesterday's proceedi ngs was the Coyote Springs expense.
That woul d be sonething the prudence issue would be
considered in the context of the general proceeding.

' m seei ng nods of acknow edgnent fromthe conmpany. So
does that clarify things a little bit? It does for ne,
anyway.

MR. VAN CLEVE: | guess | have a question
foll owing up on what the chai rwoman asked, and are
there, in effect, three deferred accounts, one through
Sept enber, one through the end of the year, and one
that was authorized yesterday?

JUDGE MOSS: It sounds to nme that the
prudence of the costs is trifurcated in that fashion,
but as M. Meyer just indicated, the prudence filing as
to which an expedited schedul e has been urged woul d
concern costs incurred through the end of Septenber



MR. MEYER  Yes.

JUDCGE MOSS: Then the costs incurred after
Septenber 2001 and into 2002, while those are the costs
post - Sept enber t hrough Decenber 31 renmain in the prior
deferred account, if you will, because the Conmi ssion
in the surcharge order authorized that to continue
until the end of this year, and then there is a
separate deferred account, if you will, for the January
1 forward costs. So there are some separate accounts
i nvol ved, but does that answer your question with
respect to what costs we are tal king about in what
case?

MR. VAN CLEVE: | think so. It's alittle
confusing, because | think the nethodol ogy on the
account that was authorized yesterday was different
than the one in place before, so it m ght have --

JUDGE MOSS: There might have to be sone
nuances in the testinony to reflect that, but that
woul d be in the general case for the proposed Septenber
time frame. Any other questions on that?

MR, FFITCH. | appreciate your clarification.
| think it's accurate. | would just respond briefly
that it doesn't really address the concerns that |
rai sed as the anticipation was that the prudence issues
woul d be resolved in the context of the full genera



rate case on roughly that kind of tine frane and not an
expedi ted up-front procedure for that past deferra
account .

JUDGE MOSS: | was just trying to clarify the
time franmes. | wasn't trying to satisfy your concerns.
We recogni ze those as concerns we need to take into
account as we consider the scheduling.

Is there anything el se on scheduling that we
need to discuss? M. Trotter?

MR. TROTTER: Do you want to nove to the
general rate case?

JUDGE MOSS: Let's me pause nonentarily.

COWM SSI ONER HEMSTAD: So what is the burden
of your concern? That the approved order date of Apri
1 shoul d be pushed back to April 7 or April 15th? |Is
t hat now what concerns you presented?

MR. TROTTER: In terms of the interim
schedule, | think that can be handled with an April 1
order date in mnd. W had proposed a schedul e which
I've outlined which would have briefs to you -- have
the hearings March 25th through 27th, and on the
prudence case, you could have briefs a week | ater and
then get an order out, and perhaps in md April -- and
still give the conpany six weeks, then have the interim
order on April 1. They will have a prudence order a



few weeks later and still have six weeks to deal with
their | enders.

COW SSI ONER HEMSTAD: Back to the conpany.
In view of all the pressures here, why wouldn't six
weeks be enough?

MR, MEYER: Six weeks in terns of the Apri
15th vis-a-vis end of May, two points | would like to
make. What M. Trotter has suggested is really a
separation, not a consolidation, of the twod, and that
creates its own issues in ternms of your schedul e as
wel | as everyone el ses. Wuld another week or two --
it conplicates things. 1It's not inpossible, and when
say it's acceptable, it's acceptable in the sense that
when we filed this case, we had hoped for a md March
order date.

At the urging of the Bench in the | ast
proceedi ngs after consultation, | think, on April 1,
and now it looks like we are going to slip it yet again
just further conpresses our tinme frame within which we
have to do business. W' ve got the prefiled testinony.
It's just not the comments of counsel. [It's what
M. Eliason and M. Peterson say in their prefile
testinmony, and they are stressing the urgency, but |
won't tell that you April 1 is an absol ute deadline,
but a week or two beyond that, if that's what it takes,



and we hope it doesn't, but if that's what it takes, so
be it.

JUDGE MOSS: M. Trotter, did you have
anot her comment ?

MR, TROTTER: No, but |'m prepared to speak
about the general.

JUDGE MOSS: Yes, we do need to have some
di scussi on about the general. Hopefully, we can do
that a little nore quickly and wap up this norning,
but let's go ahead and have that.

MR. FFITCH: |I'mwondering if we could have a
break for the personal conveni ence of the parties.

JUDGE MOSS: Let's break until 11 o'clock by
the wall clock.

(Recess.)

JUDGE MOSS: We were about to discuss the
parties' concerns, if any, respecting the general
schedule, and | believe, M. Trotter, we had given you
the fl oor.

MR. TROTTER: Thank you, Your Honor. A
coupl e observati ons about the schedule on the sheet
t hat was handed out, it does call for briefs to be
filed approximately four nonths before the suspension
period is over, so | think there is plenty of roomin
the schedul e for adjustnment. Having said that, |



understand this schedul e needs to be synchronized with
t he Conmi ssion's Puget docket.

The key date for us, really, and things fl ow
fromthat, is the filing of the staff intervenor direct
case. It's currently May 10th. The problemthat's
presented is that the currently conpressed schedul e on
the prudence case power supply issues is the same staff
that will be dealing with the rate case, which are
substantial, and it's very difficult to do both dockets
si mul taneously, so we need as much tine after the
prudence case is over to prepare our direct case in the
rate case. So our proposed schedul e adds a nonth,
slightly less, to the distribution date.

Now, we are not particularly wedded to any
other dates in that schedule that we proposed in that
handout. | will note that the hearing that we woul d
call for would be in late July, early August, and that
does not coincide very well with what staff proposed in
t he Puget case yesterday, which I think would have you
sitting in hearing the foll owi ng Monday, but perhaps
their cross could be set back, and nmaybe cross in this
case could be noved up to acconmpdat e.

The big picture here is that the suspension
period for Puget ends COctober 27th, and this ends
Novenber 15th, and the schedule calls for Avista to be



resolved, at |east submitted to you before the Puget
case, so that puts pressure, but | guess if | had to
advocate a single point here, it's the distribution
date we need additional tine, and so we've proposed
that, and how the dates flow fromthere aren't as
i mportant, but that's the real critical one.

JUDGE MOSS: Thank you, M. Trotter

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: The way you have it
set up, there would be two weeks between the filing of
Avista's rebuttal and the beginning of hearings, and
what if that were one week? How critical is that
peri od between the filing of rebuttal and hearing? And
| actually have the sane question to Avista.

MR, TROTTER: In this phase, it's nore
i mportant because there are so many, nmmeny nore issues,
so | think we need that additional tine to do discovery

of the rebuttal case. | didn't give you the sane
answer with respect to the other phases, and that's the
reason. |It's just so many nore issues and probably

addi ti onal need for the discovery.

CHAl RWOMAN SHOWALTER: The hearing dates
you' ve proposed are problematic, but it mght be
possi bl e to nove your set of two weeks back by one
week. |If that were the case, would you fee
confortable putting your filing date and the conpany's



filing date back one week?

MR. TROTTER: Perhaps, but perhaps there
could be a conprom se of half a week off so we could
distribute direct half a week earlier and they
distribute rebuttal a week earlier, and that way, you
could pick up the tine there, but certainly have sone
flexibility there.

JUDGE MOSS: You are saying you want two
weeks after their rebuttal case to prepare for hearing?

MR. TROTTER: Yes, if possible.

JUDGE MOSS: M. ffitch, do you have sone
coments for us?

MR. FFI TCH: Yes, Your Honor. W should ask
the BCS conputers to figure out our schedule here. W
don't have a general problemw th the extension of the
schedul e that staff has proposed. Although, the
Commi ssi on proposed schedul e that we have received this
norni ng al so | ooks acceptable in terns of genera
dates, and the public comment hearing we note is fine.
That woul d be after the testinony is filed and before
the briefs are filed so that there could be discussion
of the hearing, and any additional materials, witten
subm ssions could be placed in the record and then
mentioned in the briefs.

| guess the only other observation is while
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we are generally confortable with this set of dates,
"Il note that it doesn't include a first-round hearing
for cross-exam nation of the conpany's direct, which is
a departure fromthe general approach that we've had in
maj or rate cases. Maybe that that's necessary here
given the press of multiple dockets. W think that's a
di sadvant age but may be unavoi dable here. Those are
all my conments.
JUDGE MOSS: M. Van C eve?

MR. VAN CLEVE: | think we will work to
accomodat e what ever schedul e the Comm ssion cones up
with. | would just note we do plan to have the sane

| awyer and wi tness on both the Puget and Avista cases,
so to the extent those can be synchroni zed, we would
appreciate it.

COW SSI ONER HEMSTAD: | take it that |awer
is you?

MR. VAN CLEVE: Yes, it is.

JUDGE MOSS: And you reported to ne your
schedul e is already conplicated. M. ffitch, you gave
me sonme w tness bl ackout dates while we were off the
record. Does this inplicate the general case?

MR, FFI TCH: No, Your Honor

JUDGE MOSS: That was March 21st and 22nd and
April 8 through 10.



MR. FFITCH: Particularly for the prudence
docket .

JUDGE MOSS: | f anybody el se has witness
availability issues, | inmagine they've raised them by
now, except you, M. Meyer, but | was renenbering that
as | got to you so | wanted to make sure | got everyone
el se.

MR. FFITCH: Since you went back to ne, just
one additional comment just to echo M. Van Cl eve's
concern about the doubling up of dates with the Avista
general and Puget general. Wile we have different
counsel, there is obviously one set of support staff,
and there is sonme overlap in sone of the consultants
hel pi ng us on sone of the cases, so it nmakes it rea
tough if there is really identical very close dates. |
know t he commi ssioners can't sit on both at the same
time.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: It forces the two
proceedi ngs not to overlap

JUDGE MOSS: | think it's fair to say we al
face these sanme tine constraints. M. Myer, in terms
of the general schedul e?

MR, MEYER: The only blackout date |I'm aware
of is July 12th through the 19th. In terns of
conments - -



JUDGE MOSS: Let's el aborate on that. The
bl ackouts of July 12 through 19th, and when you say

"bl ackout,"” do you have a wi tness unavail able or
everyone is unavail abl e?

MR, MEYER. | will be unavailable. |If you
can schedul e around that, it would be appreciated. |If
you can't, |I'll be here.

JUDGE MOSS: Thank you.

MR. TROTTER: While we are on bl ackout dates,
staff witness Buckley is unavailable April 12th through
the 19th. | don't think that's a problem but | want
you to know.

JUDGE MOSS: Thank you. Back to you,

M. Meyer.

MR, MEYER: Your proposed Comn ssion schedul e
this nmorning works for us. | don't know if you want
further coment with regard to alternative discussions
or not. W don't have an alternative suggestion as we
did with the interim piece.

JUDCGE MOSS: Only to the extent sonething
poses a problem for you, we certainly need to know
t hat .

MR, MEYER. What you have proposed works.

JUDGE MOSS: | neant with respect to other
proposal s.



MR. MEYER: | think there was a suggestion
that staff had proposed in the general case shortening
somewhat the interval between staff and our rebuttal
They' ve given us essentially a full nonth there with
what they originally proposed. That's enough tine. |If
they want to shorten that a bit, that's acceptable.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER:  Shorten the tinme
between their direct and your rebuttal

MR. MEYER  Yes. They had proposed June 7th
with our rebuttal, and then July 8th, that interval is
nearly a nonth. |If you are trying to buy sone
additional time in the schedul e, you could squeeze
those together a little bit.

JUDGE MOSS: By a week?

MR, MEYER: Yes.

MR, TROTTER: Your Honor, | have a couple
nore bl ackout dates. W didn't reflect these because
they weren't conflicting with any schedul e, but we
realize the Conmm ssion may do ot herw se. M. Buckley
i s unavail able the week of February 18th through 22nd.
|'ve anot her witness unavail able on the 22nd, and
M. Paarvinen is unavail able the week of March 18
t hrough 22nd.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: O these bl ackout
dates, are any of these vacation tinmes versus
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nonvacation times?

MR, TROTTER: | believe M. Buckley's is a
prior schedul ed out-of-state vacation tine, yes.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER:  Bot h of then®

MR, TROTTER: | believe so. It's ny
under st andi ng these have been set for a long tine, and
as | said, they didn't conflict with any dates
her et of ore menti oned.

JUDCGE MOSS: Do we have anything el se on
schedul i ng before we nove on and concl ude our
conference today?

MR, FFITCH.  Your Honor, |'ve only given you
the bl ackout dates around hearings for prudence. |[|'ve
been working froma whole |ist of blackout dates for a
group of consultants, both for this case and the Puget
cases, and |I'mwondering if it makes sone sense to
provi de you with that information. W don't have to
take everyone's tine with it now

JUDGE MOSS: Do you have that witten down?
Coul d you just hand that up?

MR FFITCH It would need to be deciphered a
bit.

JUDGE MOSS: Then go ahead and lay it out for
us.

MR, FFI TCH: Right now?



JUDGE MOSS:  Yes.

MR. FFITCH 1'll just address Avista, Your
Honor. January 21st through 25th, February 4th through
8th, and February 1st also. I|I'msorry. W could neke
that February 1st through 8th.

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER:  |'m sorry. | mssed
what these dates are.

MR. FFITCH. These are dates when our
consul tant team for Avista dockets are not avail able.
It's nmost significant, | think, around when our
testinony would be due, and particularly just being
avai l abl e for cross-exam nati on heari ngs.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: So these are dates
that your consultants could not be present in that
heari ng?

MR. FFITCH. Correct. The other
consi deration, as | nentioned earlier, is if there was
a consultant gone for a week, and the |ast day of that
week is the day that person's testimony is due, we are
asking that be taken into account too as a softer
i ssue. Then |I have already given March 1st through
15th is a gray-out date. | would say it's not -- why
don't | wthdraw that one.

Then March 21st and 22nd, as | mentioned
those to you earlier, and April 8th through 10th.
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don't know if this is in the gray category. |'ve been
hoping to protect the July 29th through August 2nd for
myself. |1'mbeginning to | ose hope on that as these

schedul i ng heari ngs advance.

JUDGE MOSS: |Is that it?

MR. FFITCH: Yes, that's it. Should we
provide similar dates in the Puget matter, Your Honor?
I know that's not before us right now, but we could get
that to you today by e-mail or fax.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: I f you know now -- |
realize this is a different case, but our plan was as
soon as this is over to stare at our cal endar for an
hour .

MR. FFITCH: As soon as we are done, | could
sinmply come up and advise the Bench at that time rather
than take up other people's tine.

JUDGE MOSS: We will do that off the record.
Again, | want to reiterate a coment Chairwoman
Showal ter nade yesterday, which is that in proceedings
of this type magnitude involving the nunber of people
they do involve, it's literally inpossible to
accommodat e everyone's conflicts; particularly when
they involve things Iike vacations and so forth. W
have to have sone flexibility.

So the Commission will have to conduct itself



in this proceeding and in the rel ated other proceedings
that we are trying to schedule nore akin to what courts
often do, which is set the schedul e and everybody has
tolive with it. W are trying to gather as full a set
of information as we can fromthe parties as well as
consi dering the Comm ssion's own cal endar and
accompdate to the extent possible, but to the extent
someone i s inconvenienced, then they will have to be
i nconveni enced.

MR. FFI TCH: Thank you, Your Honor

JUDCGE MOSS: Anything el se on scheduling
then? All right. Then we have a couple of brief
points to make and then we can conclude for the day.
just will rem nd everyone quickly that the Commission's
rul es concerning settlement and alternative di spute
resolution, those processes are available to you.

The Conmi ssion has with sonme success offered
nmedi ati on services to parties in other proceedings, and
we woul d endeavor to do that here if you request it of

us. All you need to do is let ne know, and | will be
glad to see what | can arrange to pronote that process
for you. | have a few closing remarks. They are

largely ministerial, but let me ask first if thereis
any ot her business.
MR. FFI TCH.  Your Honor, one matter, and



that's the matter of the legal notice required to
customers under WAC 480-80-125. W have not had an
opportunity to discuss this informally with the
conpany, but I'massuming they will be planning to

i ssue the individualized customer notice. Now that
these matters have been suspended, it appears we wil |
have hearing dates, including a date for a public
hearing, so that could be included in the notice.

We woul d ask that the conpany issue a notice
both for the interimcase and a separate one for the
general case and that there be consultation with the
Commi ssion public affairs office on the text and an
opportunity for public counsel to have input as well on
the text of the notice as has been the practice in nmany
previ ous cases.

JUDGE MOSS: M. Meyer, | assune the conpany

will work in the usual fashion with the public affairs
staff and public counsel in the notice natters?
MR. MEYER: | would be happy to

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: Back on the
scheduling, all of the proposals have attenpted to have
two solid weeks of hearings. How problematic is it to
have one week of hearings, off a week, and then another
week of hearings? |Is that difficult for people? It's
obviously going to be difficult for those that night be
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at the end of the first week or the beginning of the
second week.

MR. MEYER: Not for us.

MR, FFITCH: The only concern | would have is
what's happening in the mddle. Not intrinsically, but
it mght be difficult if there is another hearing in
that gap or sonething else that requires a conplete
switch of gears, and in week one, you are in this
hearing so you are not preparing for what's happening
in the gap. That would be nmy only concern, but it
m ght be a false efficiency that way, but other than
that, I'"mnot sure | have any problemwth it.

MR, TROTTER: That's acceptable to staff.

JUDGE MOSS: Unless, of course, we split it
around your vacation, M. ffitch.

CHAl RWOVAN SHOWALTER: That nay be one of the
things that occurs, not necessarily solely for
someone's vacation, but there are a |lot of other issues
goi ng on.

MR. FFITCH: | see sone advantages. It gives
you nore time to prepare for the second phase of that
heari ng.

JUDGE MOSS: I n the prudence matter at our
| ast prehearing, we adopted an electronic filing
process, and | think we should continue that through



the interimphase, however that's constituted on the
basi s of the Conm ssion's consideration of all that
we've heard today in setting the schedule and so forth.
So everyone here was al so present then so | won't go
of f over the details of that again. W are working to
make it work internally, and by fits and starts, we
will get there.

To the extent we have paper filings required,
ei t her because the docunent is in a format that
requires it or it is the party's preference to file

paper rather than electronic, we will need the origina
and 19 for purposes of the rate proceeding, so you may
as well just file that for everything. | should

reiterate on that point, if you make a filing
el ectronically and there are certain attachnents that
need to be furnished in hard copy format because of

their nature, you will need to provide the full 19
copi es as opposed to just the four that we tal ked
about, and | don't want to go into the details. |If

there are any questions, you can call nme.

Everyone is famliar with the conventions for
filing through the Commi ssion secretary at our street
and P. O box addresses. | will again stress that
significant filings of substance should be provided
el ectronically. Even if you choose to file paper copy



as your official filing, we need an el ectronic version
of it for purposes of our Web Site and so forth.

We will enter a prehearing conference order
after due deliberation and consideration of the host of
factors that are before us in terns of scheduling and
other matters. We will no doubt have additiona
prehearing conferences, and certainly there will be one
shortly before the hearings to deal with the
preparation, nunbering of exhibits and that sort of
thing, and I will issue further direction to the
parties concerning those matters as we get closer to
hearing dates. That's all | have. Is there anything
else fromthe parties? |Is there anything further from
t he Bench? Then we will be off the record.

(Prehearing conference concluded at 11:30 a.m)






