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·1· · · · · · · · · · · · · ******

·2· · · · · · ·Friday, April 3, 2026, 9:30 a.m., via Zoom video

·3· ·conference, the following UTC Proceeding was held before

·4· ·JUDGE HARRY FUKANO:

·5

·6· · · · · · · · · · · ·(All parties present via Zoom)

·7

·8· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Good morning.· My name is

·9· ·Harry Fukano, and I am an administrative law judge with the

10· ·Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.

11· ·Co-presiding with me in this matter is Administrative Law

12· ·Judge Bijan Hughes.

13· · · · · · ·The time is approximately 9:31 a.m.· We are here

14· ·today for a pre-hearing conference in Dockets UE-260005 and

15· ·UG-260006, which is captioned Washington Utilities and

16· ·Transportation Commission v. Puget Sound Energy.

17· · · · · · ·Let's start by taking brief appearances starting

18· ·with the company.

19· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· Good morning, Sheree Strom

20· ·Carson, with Perkins Coie, representing Puget Sound Energy.

21· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And for commission staff.

22· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Thank you, Your Honor.· Nash

23· ·Callaghan, AAG, on behalf of commission staff.

24· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Public counsel.

25· · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Thank you.· Rob Sykes, AAG, on
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·1· ·behalf of public counsel.

·2· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· For AWEC.

·3· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· Sommer Moser on behalf of AWEC.

·4· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· For Microsoft Corporation.

·5· · · · · · · · · MR. PEPPLE:· Tyler Pepple on behalf of

·6· ·Microsoft.

·7· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· For Nucor Steel.

·8· · · · · · · · · MR. ZANOPOLIS:· Damon Zanopolis and Laura

·9· ·Baker for Nucor Steel.· Thank you.

10· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· For The Energy Project.

11· · · · · · · · · MR. ZAKAI:· Yochan Zakai, with Shute,

12· ·Mihaly & Weinberger, for The Energy Project.

13· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And for Kroeger.

14· · · · · · · · · MR. BOEHM:· Kurt Boehm for Kroeger.

15· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And for Joint Environmental

16· ·Advocates or JEA.

17· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· Good morning, Jan Hasselman

18· ·and Jim Dennison for Joint Environmental Advocates.

19· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· This brings us to first two

20· ·petitions for intervention.· The commissioner received six

21· ·petitions to intervene in this matter.· I would like to

22· ·request whether any party has an objection to any of the

23· ·individual petitions for intervention starting with the

24· ·company.

25· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· PSE has no objection.
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·1· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And commission staff.
·2· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· No objection, Your Honor.
·3· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And public counsel.
·4· · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· No objection.
·5· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· I have reviewed all of the
·6· ·petitions for intervention, and given my review and the lack
·7· ·of objection from the parties, I will grant the petitions to
·8· ·intervene for AWEC, Microsoft Corporation, Nucor Steel, The
·9· ·Energy Project, Kroeger and JEA.· This grant will be
10· ·reflected in the pre-hearing conference.

11· · · · · · ·Next, let's turn to participatory funding.
12· ·Section 6.2 of the currently effective funding agreement
13· ·provides that parties seeking intervenor funding shall file
14· ·a request for certification and a notice of intent to
15· ·request funding grant on or before the date of the
16· ·pre-hearing conference.
17· · · · · · ·The commission has received two requests for case
18· ·certification from both TEP and AWEC.· I would also like to
19· ·inquire whether JEA intends to seek case certification at

20· ·this time.
21· · · · · · · · · ·MR. HASSELMAN:· We filed ours yesterday
22· ·evening.· Maybe it's just not reflected in the docket.
23· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· It perhaps has not updated to
24· ·the commissions docket, but let me check that right now.
25· · · · · · ·I don't see that it has been posted yet, but I
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·1· ·take your representation.
·2· · · · · · ·Have the other parties -- just to inquire, have
·3· ·the other parties had an opportunity to review the request
·4· ·for case certification, including the case certification
·5· ·committed by JEA?· We'll start with the company.
·6· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· I have not specifically
·7· ·reviewed JEA's request that was filed, I guess, yesterday.
·8· ·I don't think PSE has any objection, however.
·9· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
10· · · · · · ·Perhaps then, before we proceed, just in the
11· ·interest of clarifying the record, Mr. Hasselman, would you
12· ·be able to perhaps orally describe your -- the contents of
13· ·your certification petition just to touch upon the factors
14· ·that are listed in the participatory funding agreement?
15· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· Sure.· The JEA have applied
16· ·for and received funding in the past.· We meet the criteria
17· ·under the agreement of being non-profit organizations that
18· ·are not -- whose perspectives are not represented by any
19· ·other party.· Somewhat complicatedly, four of the JEA
20· ·entities are seeking funding under the customer
21· ·representation subfund.· One of them, front and center,
22· ·meets the criteria for funding under the prioritized
23· ·organization's subfund.
24· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.· And with that
25· ·additional explanation, I just wanted to return to the
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·1· ·company, of whether any of that would change your position.

·2· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· No, Your Honor.

·3· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

·4· · · · · · ·And turning to commission staff, are there any

·5· ·objections to the request for case certifications including

·6· ·TEP, AWEC and JEA.

·7· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· No, Your Honor.

·8· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And to public counsel.

·9· · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· None from public counsel.

10· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Do any of the other

11· ·intervenors wish to voice any objection to the case

12· ·certification?

13· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· This is Sommer Moser.· Not an

14· ·objection, I might have missed it; which organizations are

15· ·seeking funding under the customer representation subfund?

16· ·I just wasn't clear.

17· · · · · · · · · ATTY HASSELMAN:· I think that's directed to

18· ·me.· It's Sierra Club, NW Energy Coalition, Climate

19· ·Solutions, and Washington Conservation Action.

20· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· All of those organizations would

21· ·be seeking -- seeking a customer representation, not the

22· ·public interest organization fund?

23· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· My recollection is that

24· ·there's two of them.· I don't remember that there's a

25· ·separate public interest fund.
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·1· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· I might be misremembering.
·2· ·Because I deal in the customer representation that's what
·3· ·I'm remembering.· I just wasn't sure.
·4· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· You might be referring to the
·5· ·prioritized organization.
·6· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· Prioritized organization.· That's
·7· ·the one, yes.
·8· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· Yeah, only one of the JEA
·9· ·groups, front and centered, is seeking funding under the
10· ·prioritized entity's subfund.
11· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· Okay.· I think AWEC would just
12· ·like the ability to review before taking a position on that.
13· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· Did everyone receive it?· We
14· ·did file it and serve it yesterday.
15· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· I don't -- I don't think I saw
16· ·it, but I'm going back.
17· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· All right.· If there was a
18· ·problem, I think the rules say the day of the hearing,
19· ·rather than before the hearing.· So if there was a hangup
20· ·with our filing, we'll make sure we get that taken care of
21· ·by the end of the day.
22· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· No concerns from AWEC for a
23· ·little delay in getting it filed, but I think we would like
24· ·to review.
25· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· And just to clarify for our
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·1· ·record, are you requesting ability to review the case
·2· ·certification or perhaps the budgeting component that will
·3· ·come following case certification?
·4· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· I think we just -- to be honest
·5· ·with you, I haven't thought about what it is we would be not
·6· ·objecting to.· So I think I just want to read it to see.· We
·7· ·have just never -- I don't recall that we've seen a budget
·8· ·request for Sierra Club seeking to qualify as a customer --
·9· ·anyone other than NWEC, actually, seeking to qualify under
10· ·the customer representation subfund.· So I just want to take
11· ·a look at that and make sure that we don't have any issues.
12· · · · · · ·So I'm not saying that we do, but I just -- I
13· ·would like the ability to review, and I'm not seeing it in
14· ·my email.
15· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Very good.· Then I would like
16· ·to set a deadline for any response or objection to the JEA's
17· ·request for case certification.· Would a one-week deadline,
18· ·or perhaps by next Wednesday, the 8th, be a reasonable
19· ·deadline?
20· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· That's very reasonable from
21· ·AWEC's perspective.
22· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Very good.
23· · · · · · ·Was there a comment?
24· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· Yeah.· We would like --
25· ·PSE would like the opportunity to review it, too, so I think
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·1· ·the 8th is reasonable.

·2· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Very good.· Then I will set a

·3· ·deadline for April 8, 2026, for any response to the JEA's

·4· ·request for case certification.

·5· · · · · · ·To clarify then, are there any other objections to

·6· ·the request for case certification from TEP or AWEC at this

·7· ·time?

·8· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant

·9· ·case certification to TEP and AWEC and we'll reserve ruling

10· ·on the request for case certification for JEA for the

11· ·pre-hearing conference order.

12· · · · · · ·This then brings us to the motion for

13· ·consolidation filed by PSE on March 24, 2026, PSE's motion

14· ·to consolidate these two dockets with Docket UE-260113,

15· ·regarding this petition for deferred accounting which

16· ·requests deferred accounting treatment for interest expense

17· ·PSE is required to accrue and pay transmission network

18· ·interconnection customers on deposits received for network

19· ·upgrades pursuant to PSE's jurisdictional open access

20· ·transmission tariff until rates to recover this interest are

21· ·addressed as part of this UFC.

22· · · · · · ·Are there any objections from the parties

23· ·regarding a request to consolidate Docket UE-260113 with the

24· ·present dockets?

25· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, then let the record reflect no
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·1· ·objection -- oh, I see some people coming off camera.· Is

·2· ·there discussion on this matter?

·3· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant

·4· ·the motion for consolidation and will consolidate Docket

·5· ·UE-260133 with these dockets.

·6· · · · · · ·Would the parties like to have discovery rules

·7· ·made available?· Presumably, yes, but...

·8· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Yes, Your Honor.

·9· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

10· · · · · · ·During proceedings of the commission, parties

11· ·often issue a first data request asking that any subsequent

12· ·data requests and responses are shared with every other

13· ·party.· It would make it easier on the parties if I included

14· ·this requirement as part of the pre-conference hearing

15· ·order.

16· · · · · · ·Is there any objection to including this

17· ·requirement?

18· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, then I will include this

19· ·requirement as part of the pre-hearing conference order and

20· ·discovery will otherwise be conducted in accordance with the

21· ·commission's procedural rules.

22· · · · · · ·On March 26, 2026, the commission issued a

23· ·corrected Order 02 protective order with highly confidential

24· ·provisions.· I noted -- I know that public counsel had

25· ·previously objected to the erroneous version of Order 02
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·1· ·that was previously issued.· I wanted to confirm with public

·2· ·counsel whether the objections initially raised in its email

·3· ·are being maintained with respect to corrected Order 2.

·4· · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· No, not with corrected Order 2.

·5· ·Corrected Order 2 resolves public counsel's objection.

·6· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you for that

·7· ·clarification.

·8· · · · · · ·Do any of the other parties have any concerns with

·9· ·Corrected Order 2?

10· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, then we will proceed.

11· · · · · · ·I have received the two versions of the proposed

12· ·procedural schedules from the parties.· Has there been any

13· ·further discussion or would it be helpful to perhaps allow

14· ·the parties some additional time to discuss the two

15· ·schedules or has that sort of discussion already occurred?

16· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Thank you, Your Honor.· So we

17· ·have had some significant back and forth through email

18· ·communications.· I think it would be helpful if we went off

19· ·the record for the parties to discuss -- looking at the most

20· ·up-to-date versions now, I see that they're not actually all

21· ·that different.· Um, but, yeah, I think that going off the

22· ·record could potentially be helpful.

23· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Very good.· Then let's take

24· ·about a 10- to 15-minute recess.· I will deafen and mute

25· ·myself and wait to be called.· So please message me and
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·1· ·Judge Hughes when the parties are done discussing.
·2· · · · · · ·And we are off the record.
·3· · · · · · · · · · · ·(Off record 9:45-10:00 a.m.)
·4· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· The time is approximately

·5· ·10 a.m.· I understand that the parties have had an
·6· ·opportunity to confer about the various procedural schedules
·7· ·and that the parties still are maintaining their
·8· ·respective -- or at least PSE and staff are maintaining
·9· ·their respective proposed schedules subject to modification.
10· ·Is that correct?
11· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· That's correct, Your Honor.
12· ·So we did work out, as much as we could, whether there is a
13· ·serious problem with each schedule for any of the parties.

14· ·I will note the timing of both of the schedules are
15· ·extremely close, and given that the commission often needs
16· ·to make modifications based on its own schedule, we felt
17· ·that either of these, you know, are -- staff would prefer
18· ·its schedule; the company would prefer its schedule.· But
19· ·given how close they are, we didn't feel that it was worth
20· ·spending too much time and energy over, although there are
21· ·some outstanding issues that we'd like to discuss.
22· · · · · · ·First is, of course, the externally indexed
23· ·revenue cap workshop that staff is proposing and the issue

24· ·of whether or not to include a reply brief in the proposed
25· ·schedule.· But other than that, I think the general
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·1· ·consensus was that just giving these two options to the

·2· ·commission would be preferable to spending a lot of time

·3· ·just going back and forth on each individual date.

·4· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.· You mentioned that

·5· ·there were some issues to discuss about the externally

·6· ·indexed revenue cap workshop and the reply brief.· Would now

·7· ·be a reasonable time to take up those issues and hear

·8· ·parties' positions on those?

·9· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· I believe so, yes.

10· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Okay.· Would you like --

11· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Okay, thank you.

12· · · · · · ·So first I'll address the reply brief.· So given

13· ·the rest of the schedule, staff felt that it would be more

14· ·beneficial to devote more time in the schedule to discovery

15· ·and working on testimony and preparing for the evidentiary

16· ·hearing.· I also will note that reply briefs can -- that

17· ·decision whether or not to include a reply brief can be

18· ·re-evaluated, either at the evidentiary hearing or, let's

19· ·say initial filing -- initial briefs, post-hearing briefs

20· ·get filed, a party really feels like there's something that

21· ·they need to respond to, they can move that the commissioner

22· ·amend the schedule to allow for a reply brief.

23· · · · · · ·So in staff's mind, because the reply brief

24· ·essentially pushes everything else on the schedule back, we

25· ·think that it would be more beneficial to just not have
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·1· ·reply briefs, at least at this point in the schedule.

·2· · · · · · ·As for the externally indexed revenue cap

·3· ·workshop, so staff is proposing that the commission hold a

·4· ·workshop on externally indexed revenue caps in the

·5· ·performance-based rates policy docket.· This would be about

·6· ·a half day, and it would include an impartial informational

·7· ·presentation from Current Energy Group, which is the firm

·8· ·that's advised the Oregon PUC on the same topic.

·9· · · · · · ·Just for background, as I stated in my email, this

10· ·is something that many of the non-company parties are --

11· ·intend to either present a specific proposal or to support

12· ·the general concept of -- within this rate case and my

13· ·understanding is also the Avista rate case.

14· · · · · · ·So our proposal would be that the commission issue

15· ·a notice of potential ex parte contacts in this case and --

16· ·while I can't speak for the Avista case, I assume that would

17· ·be necessary in that one as well, and hold a workshop

18· ·related to this issue because it is something that many of

19· ·the non-company parties are interested in proposing, and we

20· ·think that this would be helpful to prepare and just have a

21· ·general common base of understanding before reviewing and

22· ·litigating these proposals.

23· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

24· · · · · · ·Now I'd like to turn to PSE for a response to both

25· ·the issue regarding reply briefs and the proposed workshop.
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·1· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· Thank you, Your Honor.

·2· · · · · · ·Regarding staff schedule and the lack of a reply

·3· ·brief, I think, first of all, it's important to note that

·4· ·there is actually the usual amount of time between rebuttal

·5· ·testimony and the evidentiary hearing.· I think there's

·6· ·something like -- there's more than a month; there's 40 days

·7· ·or so.· So with PSE's schedule, there is adequate time for

·8· ·the parties to review rebuttal, prepare for hearing,

·9· ·consistent with other cases.

10· · · · · · ·It's also interesting that with PSE's proposed

11· ·schedule, which has been endorsed by others as well, we do

12· ·have a reply brief and yet the reply brief gives plenty of

13· ·time for the commission -- the evidentiary hearing, as well

14· ·as the reply brief, give the commission plenty of time

15· ·before the suspension date and, in fact, are earlier -- the

16· ·reply brief in PSE's schedule is earlier than the initial

17· ·briefing and staff schedule, which cuts it really close.

18· ·Staff schedule cuts it really close.· I think it leaves less

19· ·than six weeks between briefing and the suspension date;

20· ·whereas, PSE's is closer to two months between the reply

21· ·brief and the suspension date.

22· · · · · · ·So, you know, we think our schedule is consistent

23· ·with past schedules in terms of the time frames.· It gives

24· ·the commission more time between the evidentiary hearing and

25· ·the suspension date and the briefing and the suspension
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·1· ·date.· And it's just been in past bench bar conferences

·2· ·we've heard that the commission finds reply briefs helpful

·3· ·in terms of clarifying issues that arise in initial brief,

·4· ·so we think there's enough time in this schedule; there's no

·5· ·reason not to have the reply brief.

·6· · · · · · ·In terms of -- in terms of the workshop, we do

·7· ·have concerns with this.· As we understand staff's proposal,

·8· ·it seeks to lift the ex parte wall in this case and in

·9· ·Avista's case to hold the workshop in a policy docket.

10· · · · · · ·From a legal perspective, rule-makings and policy

11· ·statements are intended to be forward-looking, provide rules

12· ·or a policy statement which governs future cases.· That

13· ·would not be the case here.· These attempts to shoehorn this

14· ·policy workshop into two ongoing adjudications, PSE's and

15· ·Avista's, is an improper use of a policy docket and it

16· ·threatens the integrity of litigated proceedings.

17· · · · · · ·And let's be clear.· There will be no policy

18· ·statement issued on externally indexed revenue cap proposals

19· ·before response or rebuttal testimony.· Under staff's

20· ·procedural schedule what we'll have is a workshop.

21· · · · · · ·So what does a workshop get us?· Well, it simply

22· ·gives parties an opportunity to preview their litigated

23· ·positions before the commission in advance of filing their

24· ·litigated position and preview PSE's response to their

25· ·litigated positions in advance of filing.· It gives them a
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·1· ·second bite at the apple, and, ultimately, whatever policy
·2· ·statement the commission may issue could be very different

·3· ·than whatever the results of the workshop are.· Having this
·4· ·workshop leaves PSE with the potential to be saddled with
·5· ·something very different from what the commission ultimately
·6· ·provides in its policy statement.
·7· · · · · · ·And we have concerns with lifting the ex parte
·8· ·wall in terms of the unwieldy evidentiary record filings
·9· ·from the policy docket becoming part of the litigated
10· ·proceedings, and your workshop will turn into, instead of a
11· ·collaborative workshop, it will be a litigated workshop with
12· ·attorneys actively participating.· So -- and ultimately,

13· ·with no policy statement being issued before filing
14· ·testimony, it's just not clear what -- how this benefits the
15· ·record and the adjudication.
16· · · · · · ·And a better approach is to do one of two things.
17· ·Allow the commission to consider these proposals in a
18· ·litigated proceeding, and then based on what we all learn,
19· ·consider the matter later in the policy docket or hold off
20· ·on proposals for externally indexed rate caps in this GRC
21· ·and wait for the commission to issue a policy statement.

22· · · · · · ·So that is PSE's position, and we respectfully
23· ·request that this workshop not be held during the course of
24· ·the case and the ex parte wall not be lifted.
25· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
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·1· · · · · · ·I see that commissioner staff has raised their
·2· ·hand, so go ahead, Mr. Callaghan.
·3· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Thank you, Your Honor.
·4· · · · · · ·Just briefly to respond, so just to be clear, the

·5· ·workshop that's being proposed would not be a presentation
·6· ·of staff or any other party's litigated position.· It would
·7· ·be a presentation, an educational presentation on the
·8· ·general concept of externally indexed revenue caps, a review
·9· ·of what they look like in other jurisdictions.· It would not
10· ·be presenting anything that would violate ex parte.· This is
11· ·just a presentation on the general concept.
12· · · · · · ·We believe that's in the public interest, because
13· ·as I've stated, all party -- many non-company parties are

14· ·intending to make proposals in these GRCs.· And just to be
15· ·clear, this is something that the commission has done
16· ·before.· Last year, while litigated cases, water rate cases
17· ·were going on, the commission was reviewing cost of capital
18· ·in, I believe, a rule-making, and they, out of an abundance
19· ·of caution, even though they weren't discussing the specific
20· ·facts of any individual case, they issued a notice of
21· ·potential ex parte context for a workshop like this.
22· · · · · · ·So there is commission precedent for this kind of
23· ·arrangement.· I can send a copy of that notice to

24· ·Your Honors, if you'd like, but there is precedent for this.
25· ·This is not -- the workshop is not intended to be something
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·1· ·that would be included in the record in the litigated cases.

·2· ·This is just so that all the parties have a common base of

·3· ·understanding before these -- before the non-company parties

·4· ·file their response testimony.

·5· · · · · · ·We think that that's extremely beneficial, because

·6· ·under both proposed schedules, response testimony does

·7· ·not -- wouldn't be filed in this case until the -- about the

·8· ·end of July, and at that point the procedural schedule

·9· ·really picks up.· And we're just cognizant of the fact that

10· ·the commission and all parties have a very busy schedule

11· ·this year, and so we think it would be beneficial to have a

12· ·common base of understanding about these concepts prior to

13· ·having this litigated in these general rate cases.

14· · · · · · ·Thank you.

15· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

16· · · · · · ·And I am familiar with the water workshop that you

17· ·referenced, as far as the workshop regarding cost of

18· ·capital.

19· · · · · · ·I see that Mr. Zakai has his hand up.· Before I

20· ·turn to you, I just wanted to turn quickly to the company to

21· ·see if there's any further response regarding staff's, kind

22· ·of, additional clarification.

23· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· Well, that's helpful.  I

24· ·think it's a great suggestion for a policy docket to have

25· ·that.· It just doesn't really fit with a litigated
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·1· ·proceeding where you have an external person coming in to
·2· ·get -- to some degree, I guess, advocate for externally
·3· ·indexed revenue cap, which the company opposes, is my
·4· ·understanding.
·5· · · · · · ·And so, you know, it's fine.· It's something that
·6· ·we can look at in terms of a policy docket outside of a
·7· ·general rate case, but it's not appropriate for a general
·8· ·rate case where the parties are going to take what this
·9· ·person says and build on it in their litigated case.· So we
10· ·continue to object.
11· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
12· · · · · · ·And, Mr. Zakai.
13· · · · · · · · · MR. ZAKAI:· Thank you.· Yochi Zakai for The
14· ·Energy Project.
15· · · · · · ·I just want to reiterate that the proposal is not
16· ·intended to present a litigated position.· Um, from my
17· ·perspective, um, the goal is really to develop a common
18· ·baseline for terminology, um, and understanding so that
19· ·parties are not -- and the parties and the commissioner are
20· ·not talking past each other, um, in terms of the
21· ·presentation of concepts.
22· · · · · · ·Um, and I would add there are multiple examples,
23· ·you know.· Mr. Callaghan brought up, um, some concerns --
24· ·you know, where something similar has happened, and in
25· ·particular, in the current, um, performance-based
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·1· ·rate-making policy docket there were just comments recently

·2· ·due on, um, return on PPAs within the past week.· And while

·3· ·this is -- and that is a topic that ratepayer advocates have

·4· ·opposed, but there has been active policy, um, docket

·5· ·activity concerning that during these litigated cases.

·6· · · · · · ·So similarly, we think, you know, even though we

·7· ·understand, we didn't object to the fact that there was

·8· ·policy docket activity going on there.· We submitted our

·9· ·comments and, um, you know are going to let that run its

10· ·course.· And similarly, we think it would be appropriate,

11· ·um, to have activity concerning, you know, developing a

12· ·baseline of common understanding for externally indexed

13· ·revenue caps as well.

14· · · · · · ·Um, moving on to the other schedule issues, I

15· ·would note The Energy Project generally supports staff's

16· ·proposal to use the, kind of, two to three weeks that were

17· ·currently reserved for reply briefs earlier in the schedule.

18· ·We think that that is a better place for the development of

19· ·the record and the presentation of a full case.

20· · · · · · ·And then, finally, I'd just like to discuss the

21· ·case date of proposed budgets.· I brought this up while we

22· ·were offline.· I think it makes sense because we are not

23· ·going to have a decision on the JEA's petition for case

24· ·certification until after this conference, that the proposed

25· ·budgets be due 30 days after we have a decision on the JEA's
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·1· ·petition for case certification so that parties have

·2· ·sufficient time to confer after that decision is issued.

·3· ·It's my understanding that that would be consistent with the

·4· ·participatory funding agreement, and when I brought that up

·5· ·earlier, no party objected.

·6· · · · · · ·Thank you.

·7· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

·8· · · · · · ·And that does seem reasonable to allow for as much

·9· ·time as possible for case-certified parties to discuss

10· ·potential budgeting.· Given the lack of other -- objection

11· ·from other parties, I will include that requirement to that

12· ·deadline -- or rather, modify that deadline in the

13· ·pre-hearing conference order.

14· · · · · · ·Ms. Moser.

15· · · · · · · · · MS. MOSER:· Thank you, Your Honor.

16· · · · · · ·I thought I would just jump in briefly.· AWEC is

17· ·also supportive of having a workshop on externally indexed

18· ·revenue caps.· We agree with, you know, the sentiments and

19· ·the arguments that have been made by staff and by TEP, so I

20· ·won't belabor those points here.

21· · · · · · ·I'll just say, I think there are a number of

22· ·examples where issues are being considered in a policy

23· ·docket.· They ultimately get addressed ahead of policy

24· ·dockets in contested case proceedings.· I think PSE has been

25· ·an advocate of several of those circumstances, so I think we
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·1· ·just don't view this as particularly different from the

·2· ·status quo in that regard.

·3· · · · · · ·And again, just want to reiterate that the idea of

·4· ·the workshop is to just provide a baseline level of

·5· ·education.· It's not to advocate in any way; it's not my

·6· ·understanding that this third-party that would be presenting

·7· ·would be advocating in any way.

·8· · · · · · ·I think parties are going to raise issues and

·9· ·make -- take positions and testimony that they're going to

10· ·take.· It's not -- I think we either are or getting very

11· ·educated on this concept, so I don't think it's going to

12· ·change anything in a contested case.· I think it's just

13· ·what's going to be beneficial perhaps for the commission and

14· ·others.· So I just wanted to state that.

15· · · · · · ·And then I'll just say briefly, AWEC does support

16· ·the reply brief.· There are a number of policy issues that

17· ·are in this case.· We only have one round of testimony that

18· ·allows the ability to respond to PSE on those policy issues,

19· ·so I think, you know, having a reply brief just allows at

20· ·least some of those policy arguments to be rounded out.

21· · · · · · ·So for that reason we feel fairly strongly about a

22· ·reply brief and are supportive of PSE's schedule, with the

23· ·exception of adding that workshop the staff has proposed.

24· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

25· · · · · · ·Mr. Sykes.
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·1· · · · · · · · · MR. SYKES:· Thank you, Your Honor.
·2· · · · · · ·The public counsel does not -- I think it's
·3· ·generally supportive of the company's schedule.· We do not
·4· ·feel strongly about a reply brief.· So if there's consensus
·5· ·towards striking that, then we would have no problem
·6· ·stretching the schedule out.
·7· · · · · · ·Public counsel does support, um, having a workshop
·8· ·on the externally indexed revenue caps.· I think it's --
·9· ·from my understanding, it's more than one party is going to
10· ·propose them in response testimony, and I think it is
11· ·helpful to the commission and other parties if all of us
12· ·understand them before we actually see the testimony.
13· · · · · · ·It's not going to be -- it's going to be a
14· ·workshop; it's not going to be a hearing.· We're not going
15· ·to be discussing our respective positions.· I think that is
16· ·a totally -- I think that's entirely appropriate, so public
17· ·counsel would support that.
18· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
19· · · · · · ·Mr. Hasselman.
20· · · · · · · · · MR. HASSELMAN:· Yes.· Joint Environment
21· ·Advocates want to weight in, as well, in favor of the
22· ·revenue cap discussion.· We did sponsor testimony on this
23· ·specific issue in the '22 rate case and have thoughts to add
24· ·to it.· So we're in favor of that.· That's all.
25· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
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·1· · · · · · ·Would any other party like to make a comment or

·2· ·response to two proposals that have been under discussion or

·3· ·any other matter related to the proposed procedural

·4· ·schedules?

·5· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· Yes, I would like to

·6· ·briefly respond.

·7· · · · · · ·I guess, you know, if there is no advocacy going

·8· ·on here and it's strictly informational, I guess I'm not

·9· ·understanding why the ex parte wall needs to be removed.· So

10· ·that's one thought.

11· · · · · · ·I do think, though, that it will make your

12· ·workshop less collaborative than it would be if it's in a

13· ·separate policy docket not tied in with these rate cases.

14· ·So I think that's something to keep in mind as well.

15· · · · · · ·One other point that I raised with the parties

16· ·when we had had our break was that it is important to PSE to

17· ·have a date certain for the public comment hearing, and

18· ·we've proposed that.· I don't think anybody opposes it.

19· ·We're not definitely tied to the date that we have there,

20· ·but we would like the commission to set the date in the

21· ·schedule, preferably fairly close to the evidentiary

22· ·hearing.

23· · · · · · ·It's just, it's a long process to give all the

24· ·customers notice and meet all the requirements, and so the

25· ·sooner we know the date, the sooner we can get started on
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·1· ·that.· So that is an additional request that we have.
·2· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
·3· · · · · · ·And to verify, you said that none of the other
·4· ·parties had an objection to the proposed October 6, 2026,
·5· ·date?
·6· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· That's my understanding.
·7· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.
·8· · · · · · ·Are there any other responses or comments
·9· ·regarding matters concerning the procedural schedule from
10· ·any party?
11· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, I did have one question.· In the
12· ·two proposed procedural schedules I noted there are
13· ·different suspension dates in each proposed procedural
14· ·schedule.· Could the parties explain why -- is there
15· ·disagreement about what the suspension date is?
16· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· So, Your Honor, my
17· ·understanding of the statutory deadline is that it is, in
18· ·essence, 11 months from the date of the initial filing.· In
19· ·this case that was February 27th.· So I had just included
20· ·that as January 27th.· Obviously, it's the company's date to
21· ·waive, if they would like, but I just wanted to include what
22· ·I believe to be the correct statutory date.
23· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· We have no objection to
24· ·January 27th for suspension date.
25· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you for that
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·1· ·clarification.· Then I will take the proposed procedural

·2· ·schedules under advisement and subject to further check with

·3· ·the commission's calendars, thank you for the proposals.

·4· · · · · · ·I would like to remind the parties that the

·5· ·document should be filed online through the electronic

·6· ·filing link on the commission's web page.· If parties intend

·7· ·to submit exhibits, there will be requirements for filing

·8· ·exhibits and an exhibit list in advance of the hearing,

·9· ·which will also be done only electronically.· I will enter a

10· ·pre-hearing order with details on this topic.

11· · · · · · ·Also, the commission's rules provide for

12· ·electronic service of documents.· The commission will serve

13· ·the parties electronically and the parties will serve each

14· ·other electronically.· If you have any corrections or

15· ·updates to our main service list in this docket, please file

16· ·a written notice of appearance or email Judge Hughes and

17· ·myself.

18· · · · · · ·Judge Hughes' email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and

19· ·my email is Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.

20· · · · · · ·I am aware that in the Avista GRC docket, the

21· ·commission has suspended or otherwise not required paper

22· ·filings to be filed in that docket, subject to its

23· ·discretion to modify the requirement at a later date, should

24· ·the commission determine that papers copies are necessary.

25· · · · · · ·Does any party have an objection to suspending the
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·1· ·requirement for paper copies in the GRC?

·2· · · · · · · · · MS. STROM CARSON:· PSE has no objection and

·3· ·would, in fact, encourage that.· If there is a later

·4· ·determination that paper copies are needed, we would request

·5· ·that they not be due the next business day after the filing.

·6· ·It's quite an expensive process and timely.· It takes a lot

·7· ·of time to prepare the confidential, highly confidential

·8· ·redacted versions and get them printed.

·9· · · · · · ·So we would -- if, at a later time, paper copies

10· ·are required, we would ask for, you know, maybe five days to

11· ·provide them, as opposed to the next business day.

12· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Understood.· Any other

13· ·position or response from the parties?

14· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing -- just one moment, please -- then

15· ·I will -- the commission intends to waive the requirement

16· ·for the filing of paper copies in this docket.· If that

17· ·modification changes, it will be subject to further notice

18· ·to the parties.

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

20· ·representative for service, please do so via email to Judge

21· ·Hughes and myself as soon as possible.· Again, Judge Hughes'

22· ·email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and my email is

23· ·Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.

24· · · · · · ·Also, if anyone would like to add the names and

25· ·email addresses of other representatives or support staff
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·1· ·who should receive electronic courtesy copies of all

·2· ·documents filed in this proceeding, please email them to us

·3· ·as well.

·4· · · · · · ·Under WAC 480-07-461B, the deadline for filing

·5· ·errata sheets to exhibits may be established in the

·6· ·pre-hearing conference order.· Does any party have an

·7· ·objection to setting that deadline a week prior to the

·8· ·evidentiary hearing?

·9· · · · · · ·Hearing none, we will incorporate that date into

10· ·the pre-hearing conference order.

11· · · · · · ·And I wanted to just address the other matter that

12· ·staff raised in its March 31st email.· Has staff and the

13· ·company reached an understanding with respect to access to

14· ·the modeling software?

15· · · · · · · · · MR. CALLAGHAN:· Yes, Your Honor.· I apologize

16· ·for neglecting to mention that.· We have been able to secure

17· ·a contract for those -- for at least the general rate case.

18· ·If the rest of that isn't resolved by the end of this case,

19· ·then we will renew the request, but at this point we have no

20· ·request for the pre-hearing conference order.

21· · · · · · ·Thank you.

22· · · · · · · · · JUDGE FUKANO:· Thank you.

23· · · · · · ·Is there any other matter that we should discuss

24· ·before we adjourn today?

25· · · · · · ·Hearing nothing, thank you very much for your
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·1· ·participation.· We will issue an order, shortly, containing
·2· ·the procedural schedule and other guidelines for the
·3· ·disposition of this case.
·4· · · · · · ·We are adjourned and off the record.
·5· · · · · · · · · · · ·(Proceedings concluded 10:31 a.m.)
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·2

·3

· · ·STATE OF WASHINGTON )· ·I, Ann Marie G. Allison, CCR,
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·5
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 1                          ******

 2             Friday, April 3, 2026, 9:30 a.m., via Zoom video

 3   conference, the following UTC Proceeding was held before

 4   JUDGE HARRY FUKANO:

 5

 6                       (All parties present via Zoom)

 7

 8                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Good morning.  My name is

 9   Harry Fukano, and I am an administrative law judge with the

10   Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.

11   Co-presiding with me in this matter is Administrative Law

12   Judge Bijan Hughes.

13             The time is approximately 9:31 a.m.  We are here

14   today for a pre-hearing conference in Dockets UE-260005 and

15   UG-260006, which is captioned Washington Utilities and

16   Transportation Commission v. Puget Sound Energy.

17             Let's start by taking brief appearances starting

18   with the company.

19                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Good morning, Sheree Strom

20   Carson, with Perkins Coie, representing Puget Sound Energy.

21                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for commission staff.

22                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Nash

23   Callaghan, AAG, on behalf of commission staff.

24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Public counsel.

25                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you.  Rob Sykes, AAG, on
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 1   behalf of public counsel.

 2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For AWEC.

 3                  MS. MOSER:  Sommer Moser on behalf of AWEC.

 4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Microsoft Corporation.

 5                  MR. PEPPLE:  Tyler Pepple on behalf of

 6   Microsoft.

 7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Nucor Steel.

 8                  MR. ZANOPOLIS:  Damon Zanopolis and Laura

 9   Baker for Nucor Steel.  Thank you.

10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For The Energy Project.

11                  MR. ZAKAI:  Yochan Zakai, with Shute,

12   Mihaly & Weinberger, for The Energy Project.

13                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for Kroeger.

14                  MR. BOEHM:  Kurt Boehm for Kroeger.

15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for Joint Environmental

16   Advocates or JEA.

17                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Good morning, Jan Hasselman

18   and Jim Dennison for Joint Environmental Advocates.

19                  JUDGE FUKANO:  This brings us to first two

20   petitions for intervention.  The commissioner received six

21   petitions to intervene in this matter.  I would like to

22   request whether any party has an objection to any of the

23   individual petitions for intervention starting with the

24   company.

25                  MS. STROM CARSON:  PSE has no objection.
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 1                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And commission staff.

 2                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  No objection, Your Honor.

 3                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And public counsel.

 4                  MR. SYKES:  No objection.

 5                  JUDGE FUKANO:  I have reviewed all of the

 6   petitions for intervention, and given my review and the lack

 7   of objection from the parties, I will grant the petitions to

 8   intervene for AWEC, Microsoft Corporation, Nucor Steel, The

 9   Energy Project, Kroeger and JEA.  This grant will be

10   reflected in the pre-hearing conference.

11             Next, let's turn to participatory funding.

12   Section 6.2 of the currently effective funding agreement

13   provides that parties seeking intervenor funding shall file

14   a request for certification and a notice of intent to

15   request funding grant on or before the date of the

16   pre-hearing conference.

17             The commission has received two requests for case

18   certification from both TEP and AWEC.  I would also like to

19   inquire whether JEA intends to seek case certification at

20   this time.

21                   MR. HASSELMAN:  We filed ours yesterday

22   evening.  Maybe it's just not reflected in the docket.

23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  It perhaps has not updated to

24   the commissions docket, but let me check that right now.

25             I don't see that it has been posted yet, but I
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 1   take your representation.

 2             Have the other parties -- just to inquire, have

 3   the other parties had an opportunity to review the request

 4   for case certification, including the case certification

 5   committed by JEA?  We'll start with the company.

 6                  MS. STROM CARSON:  I have not specifically

 7   reviewed JEA's request that was filed, I guess, yesterday.

 8   I don't think PSE has any objection, however.

 9                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

10             Perhaps then, before we proceed, just in the

11   interest of clarifying the record, Mr. Hasselman, would you

12   be able to perhaps orally describe your -- the contents of

13   your certification petition just to touch upon the factors

14   that are listed in the participatory funding agreement?

15                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Sure.  The JEA have applied

16   for and received funding in the past.  We meet the criteria

17   under the agreement of being non-profit organizations that

18   are not -- whose perspectives are not represented by any

19   other party.  Somewhat complicatedly, four of the JEA

20   entities are seeking funding under the customer

21   representation subfund.  One of them, front and center,

22   meets the criteria for funding under the prioritized

23   organization's subfund.

24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.  And with that

25   additional explanation, I just wanted to return to the
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 1   company, of whether any of that would change your position.

 2                  MS. STROM CARSON:  No, Your Honor.

 3                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

 4             And turning to commission staff, are there any

 5   objections to the request for case certifications including

 6   TEP, AWEC and JEA.

 7                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  No, Your Honor.

 8                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And to public counsel.

 9                  MR. SYKES:  None from public counsel.

10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Do any of the other

11   intervenors wish to voice any objection to the case

12   certification?

13                  MS. MOSER:  This is Sommer Moser.  Not an

14   objection, I might have missed it; which organizations are

15   seeking funding under the customer representation subfund?

16   I just wasn't clear.

17                  ATTY HASSELMAN:  I think that's directed to

18   me.  It's Sierra Club, NW Energy Coalition, Climate

19   Solutions, and Washington Conservation Action.

20                  MS. MOSER:  All of those organizations would

21   be seeking -- seeking a customer representation, not the

22   public interest organization fund?

23                  MR. HASSELMAN:  My recollection is that

24   there's two of them.  I don't remember that there's a

25   separate public interest fund.
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 1                  MS. MOSER:  I might be misremembering.

 2   Because I deal in the customer representation that's what

 3   I'm remembering.  I just wasn't sure.

 4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  You might be referring to the

 5   prioritized organization.

 6                  MS. MOSER:  Prioritized organization.  That's

 7   the one, yes.

 8                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Yeah, only one of the JEA

 9   groups, front and centered, is seeking funding under the

10   prioritized entity's subfund.

11                  MS. MOSER:  Okay.  I think AWEC would just

12   like the ability to review before taking a position on that.

13                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Did everyone receive it?  We

14   did file it and serve it yesterday.

15                  MS. MOSER:  I don't -- I don't think I saw

16   it, but I'm going back.

17                  MR. HASSELMAN:  All right.  If there was a

18   problem, I think the rules say the day of the hearing,

19   rather than before the hearing.  So if there was a hangup

20   with our filing, we'll make sure we get that taken care of

21   by the end of the day.

22                  MS. MOSER:  No concerns from AWEC for a

23   little delay in getting it filed, but I think we would like

24   to review.

25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And just to clarify for our
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 1   record, are you requesting ability to review the case

 2   certification or perhaps the budgeting component that will

 3   come following case certification?

 4                  MS. MOSER:  I think we just -- to be honest

 5   with you, I haven't thought about what it is we would be not

 6   objecting to.  So I think I just want to read it to see.  We

 7   have just never -- I don't recall that we've seen a budget

 8   request for Sierra Club seeking to qualify as a customer --

 9   anyone other than NWEC, actually, seeking to qualify under

10   the customer representation subfund.  So I just want to take

11   a look at that and make sure that we don't have any issues.

12             So I'm not saying that we do, but I just -- I

13   would like the ability to review, and I'm not seeing it in

14   my email.

15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then I would like

16   to set a deadline for any response or objection to the JEA's

17   request for case certification.  Would a one-week deadline,

18   or perhaps by next Wednesday, the 8th, be a reasonable

19   deadline?

20                  MS. MOSER:  That's very reasonable from

21   AWEC's perspective.

22                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.

23             Was there a comment?

24                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Yeah.  We would like --

25   PSE would like the opportunity to review it, too, so I think
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 1   the 8th is reasonable.

 2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then I will set a

 3   deadline for April 8, 2026, for any response to the JEA's

 4   request for case certification.

 5             To clarify then, are there any other objections to

 6   the request for case certification from TEP or AWEC at this

 7   time?

 8             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant

 9   case certification to TEP and AWEC and we'll reserve ruling

10   on the request for case certification for JEA for the

11   pre-hearing conference order.

12             This then brings us to the motion for

13   consolidation filed by PSE on March 24, 2026, PSE's motion

14   to consolidate these two dockets with Docket UE-260113,

15   regarding this petition for deferred accounting which

16   requests deferred accounting treatment for interest expense

17   PSE is required to accrue and pay transmission network

18   interconnection customers on deposits received for network

19   upgrades pursuant to PSE's jurisdictional open access

20   transmission tariff until rates to recover this interest are

21   addressed as part of this UFC.

22             Are there any objections from the parties

23   regarding a request to consolidate Docket UE-260113 with the

24   present dockets?

25             Hearing nothing, then let the record reflect no
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 1   objection -- oh, I see some people coming off camera.  Is

 2   there discussion on this matter?

 3             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant

 4   the motion for consolidation and will consolidate Docket

 5   UE-260133 with these dockets.

 6             Would the parties like to have discovery rules

 7   made available?  Presumably, yes, but...

 8                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.

 9                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

10             During proceedings of the commission, parties

11   often issue a first data request asking that any subsequent

12   data requests and responses are shared with every other

13   party.  It would make it easier on the parties if I included

14   this requirement as part of the pre-conference hearing

15   order.

16             Is there any objection to including this

17   requirement?

18             Hearing nothing, then I will include this

19   requirement as part of the pre-hearing conference order and

20   discovery will otherwise be conducted in accordance with the

21   commission's procedural rules.

22             On March 26, 2026, the commission issued a

23   corrected Order 02 protective order with highly confidential

24   provisions.  I noted -- I know that public counsel had

25   previously objected to the erroneous version of Order 02
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 1   that was previously issued.  I wanted to confirm with public

 2   counsel whether the objections initially raised in its email

 3   are being maintained with respect to corrected Order 2.

 4                  MR. SYKES:  No, not with corrected Order 2.

 5   Corrected Order 2 resolves public counsel's objection.

 6                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that

 7   clarification.

 8             Do any of the other parties have any concerns with

 9   Corrected Order 2?

10             Hearing nothing, then we will proceed.

11             I have received the two versions of the proposed

12   procedural schedules from the parties.  Has there been any

13   further discussion or would it be helpful to perhaps allow

14   the parties some additional time to discuss the two

15   schedules or has that sort of discussion already occurred?

16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  So we

17   have had some significant back and forth through email

18   communications.  I think it would be helpful if we went off

19   the record for the parties to discuss -- looking at the most

20   up-to-date versions now, I see that they're not actually all

21   that different.  Um, but, yeah, I think that going off the

22   record could potentially be helpful.

23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then let's take

24   about a 10- to 15-minute recess.  I will deafen and mute

25   myself and wait to be called.  So please message me and
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 1   Judge Hughes when the parties are done discussing.

 2             And we are off the record.

 3                       (Off record 9:45-10:00 a.m.)

 4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  The time is approximately

 5   10 a.m.  I understand that the parties have had an

 6   opportunity to confer about the various procedural schedules

 7   and that the parties still are maintaining their

 8   respective -- or at least PSE and staff are maintaining

 9   their respective proposed schedules subject to modification.

10   Is that correct?

11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  That's correct, Your Honor.

12   So we did work out, as much as we could, whether there is a

13   serious problem with each schedule for any of the parties.

14   I will note the timing of both of the schedules are

15   extremely close, and given that the commission often needs

16   to make modifications based on its own schedule, we felt

17   that either of these, you know, are -- staff would prefer

18   its schedule; the company would prefer its schedule.  But

19   given how close they are, we didn't feel that it was worth

20   spending too much time and energy over, although there are

21   some outstanding issues that we'd like to discuss.

22             First is, of course, the externally indexed

23   revenue cap workshop that staff is proposing and the issue

24   of whether or not to include a reply brief in the proposed

25   schedule.  But other than that, I think the general
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 1   consensus was that just giving these two options to the

 2   commission would be preferable to spending a lot of time

 3   just going back and forth on each individual date.

 4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.  You mentioned that

 5   there were some issues to discuss about the externally

 6   indexed revenue cap workshop and the reply brief.  Would now

 7   be a reasonable time to take up those issues and hear

 8   parties' positions on those?

 9                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  I believe so, yes.

10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Okay.  Would you like --

11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Okay, thank you.

12             So first I'll address the reply brief.  So given

13   the rest of the schedule, staff felt that it would be more

14   beneficial to devote more time in the schedule to discovery

15   and working on testimony and preparing for the evidentiary

16   hearing.  I also will note that reply briefs can -- that

17   decision whether or not to include a reply brief can be

18   re-evaluated, either at the evidentiary hearing or, let's

19   say initial filing -- initial briefs, post-hearing briefs

20   get filed, a party really feels like there's something that

21   they need to respond to, they can move that the commissioner

22   amend the schedule to allow for a reply brief.

23             So in staff's mind, because the reply brief

24   essentially pushes everything else on the schedule back, we

25   think that it would be more beneficial to just not have
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 1   reply briefs, at least at this point in the schedule.

 2             As for the externally indexed revenue cap

 3   workshop, so staff is proposing that the commission hold a

 4   workshop on externally indexed revenue caps in the

 5   performance-based rates policy docket.  This would be about

 6   a half day, and it would include an impartial informational

 7   presentation from Current Energy Group, which is the firm

 8   that's advised the Oregon PUC on the same topic.

 9             Just for background, as I stated in my email, this

10   is something that many of the non-company parties are --

11   intend to either present a specific proposal or to support

12   the general concept of -- within this rate case and my

13   understanding is also the Avista rate case.

14             So our proposal would be that the commission issue

15   a notice of potential ex parte contacts in this case and --

16   while I can't speak for the Avista case, I assume that would

17   be necessary in that one as well, and hold a workshop

18   related to this issue because it is something that many of

19   the non-company parties are interested in proposing, and we

20   think that this would be helpful to prepare and just have a

21   general common base of understanding before reviewing and

22   litigating these proposals.

23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

24             Now I'd like to turn to PSE for a response to both

25   the issue regarding reply briefs and the proposed workshop.
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 1                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 2             Regarding staff schedule and the lack of a reply

 3   brief, I think, first of all, it's important to note that

 4   there is actually the usual amount of time between rebuttal

 5   testimony and the evidentiary hearing.  I think there's

 6   something like -- there's more than a month; there's 40 days

 7   or so.  So with PSE's schedule, there is adequate time for

 8   the parties to review rebuttal, prepare for hearing,

 9   consistent with other cases.

10             It's also interesting that with PSE's proposed

11   schedule, which has been endorsed by others as well, we do

12   have a reply brief and yet the reply brief gives plenty of

13   time for the commission -- the evidentiary hearing, as well

14   as the reply brief, give the commission plenty of time

15   before the suspension date and, in fact, are earlier -- the

16   reply brief in PSE's schedule is earlier than the initial

17   briefing and staff schedule, which cuts it really close.

18   Staff schedule cuts it really close.  I think it leaves less

19   than six weeks between briefing and the suspension date;

20   whereas, PSE's is closer to two months between the reply

21   brief and the suspension date.

22             So, you know, we think our schedule is consistent

23   with past schedules in terms of the time frames.  It gives

24   the commission more time between the evidentiary hearing and

25   the suspension date and the briefing and the suspension
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 1   date.  And it's just been in past bench bar conferences

 2   we've heard that the commission finds reply briefs helpful

 3   in terms of clarifying issues that arise in initial brief,

 4   so we think there's enough time in this schedule; there's no

 5   reason not to have the reply brief.

 6             In terms of -- in terms of the workshop, we do

 7   have concerns with this.  As we understand staff's proposal,

 8   it seeks to lift the ex parte wall in this case and in

 9   Avista's case to hold the workshop in a policy docket.

10             From a legal perspective, rule-makings and policy

11   statements are intended to be forward-looking, provide rules

12   or a policy statement which governs future cases.  That

13   would not be the case here.  These attempts to shoehorn this

14   policy workshop into two ongoing adjudications, PSE's and

15   Avista's, is an improper use of a policy docket and it

16   threatens the integrity of litigated proceedings.

17             And let's be clear.  There will be no policy

18   statement issued on externally indexed revenue cap proposals

19   before response or rebuttal testimony.  Under staff's

20   procedural schedule what we'll have is a workshop.

21             So what does a workshop get us?  Well, it simply

22   gives parties an opportunity to preview their litigated

23   positions before the commission in advance of filing their

24   litigated position and preview PSE's response to their

25   litigated positions in advance of filing.  It gives them a
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 1   second bite at the apple, and, ultimately, whatever policy

 2   statement the commission may issue could be very different

 3   than whatever the results of the workshop are.  Having this

 4   workshop leaves PSE with the potential to be saddled with

 5   something very different from what the commission ultimately

 6   provides in its policy statement.

 7             And we have concerns with lifting the ex parte

 8   wall in terms of the unwieldy evidentiary record filings

 9   from the policy docket becoming part of the litigated

10   proceedings, and your workshop will turn into, instead of a

11   collaborative workshop, it will be a litigated workshop with

12   attorneys actively participating.  So -- and ultimately,

13   with no policy statement being issued before filing

14   testimony, it's just not clear what -- how this benefits the

15   record and the adjudication.

16             And a better approach is to do one of two things.

17   Allow the commission to consider these proposals in a

18   litigated proceeding, and then based on what we all learn,

19   consider the matter later in the policy docket or hold off

20   on proposals for externally indexed rate caps in this GRC

21   and wait for the commission to issue a policy statement.

22             So that is PSE's position, and we respectfully

23   request that this workshop not be held during the course of

24   the case and the ex parte wall not be lifted.

25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.
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 1             I see that commissioner staff has raised their

 2   hand, so go ahead, Mr. Callaghan.

 3                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 4             Just briefly to respond, so just to be clear, the

 5   workshop that's being proposed would not be a presentation

 6   of staff or any other party's litigated position.  It would

 7   be a presentation, an educational presentation on the

 8   general concept of externally indexed revenue caps, a review

 9   of what they look like in other jurisdictions.  It would not

10   be presenting anything that would violate ex parte.  This is

11   just a presentation on the general concept.

12             We believe that's in the public interest, because

13   as I've stated, all party -- many non-company parties are

14   intending to make proposals in these GRCs.  And just to be

15   clear, this is something that the commission has done

16   before.  Last year, while litigated cases, water rate cases

17   were going on, the commission was reviewing cost of capital

18   in, I believe, a rule-making, and they, out of an abundance

19   of caution, even though they weren't discussing the specific

20   facts of any individual case, they issued a notice of

21   potential ex parte context for a workshop like this.

22             So there is commission precedent for this kind of

23   arrangement.  I can send a copy of that notice to

24   Your Honors, if you'd like, but there is precedent for this.

25   This is not -- the workshop is not intended to be something
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 1   that would be included in the record in the litigated cases.

 2   This is just so that all the parties have a common base of

 3   understanding before these -- before the non-company parties

 4   file their response testimony.

 5             We think that that's extremely beneficial, because

 6   under both proposed schedules, response testimony does

 7   not -- wouldn't be filed in this case until the -- about the

 8   end of July, and at that point the procedural schedule

 9   really picks up.  And we're just cognizant of the fact that

10   the commission and all parties have a very busy schedule

11   this year, and so we think it would be beneficial to have a

12   common base of understanding about these concepts prior to

13   having this litigated in these general rate cases.

14             Thank you.

15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

16             And I am familiar with the water workshop that you

17   referenced, as far as the workshop regarding cost of

18   capital.

19             I see that Mr. Zakai has his hand up.  Before I

20   turn to you, I just wanted to turn quickly to the company to

21   see if there's any further response regarding staff's, kind

22   of, additional clarification.

23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Well, that's helpful.  I

24   think it's a great suggestion for a policy docket to have

25   that.  It just doesn't really fit with a litigated
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 1   proceeding where you have an external person coming in to

 2   get -- to some degree, I guess, advocate for externally

 3   indexed revenue cap, which the company opposes, is my

 4   understanding.

 5             And so, you know, it's fine.  It's something that

 6   we can look at in terms of a policy docket outside of a

 7   general rate case, but it's not appropriate for a general

 8   rate case where the parties are going to take what this

 9   person says and build on it in their litigated case.  So we

10   continue to object.

11                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

12             And, Mr. Zakai.

13                  MR. ZAKAI:  Thank you.  Yochi Zakai for The

14   Energy Project.

15             I just want to reiterate that the proposal is not

16   intended to present a litigated position.  Um, from my

17   perspective, um, the goal is really to develop a common

18   baseline for terminology, um, and understanding so that

19   parties are not -- and the parties and the commissioner are

20   not talking past each other, um, in terms of the

21   presentation of concepts.

22             Um, and I would add there are multiple examples,

23   you know.  Mr. Callaghan brought up, um, some concerns --

24   you know, where something similar has happened, and in

25   particular, in the current, um, performance-based
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 1   rate-making policy docket there were just comments recently

 2   due on, um, return on PPAs within the past week.  And while

 3   this is -- and that is a topic that ratepayer advocates have

 4   opposed, but there has been active policy, um, docket

 5   activity concerning that during these litigated cases.

 6             So similarly, we think, you know, even though we

 7   understand, we didn't object to the fact that there was

 8   policy docket activity going on there.  We submitted our

 9   comments and, um, you know are going to let that run its

10   course.  And similarly, we think it would be appropriate,

11   um, to have activity concerning, you know, developing a

12   baseline of common understanding for externally indexed

13   revenue caps as well.

14             Um, moving on to the other schedule issues, I

15   would note The Energy Project generally supports staff's

16   proposal to use the, kind of, two to three weeks that were

17   currently reserved for reply briefs earlier in the schedule.

18   We think that that is a better place for the development of

19   the record and the presentation of a full case.

20             And then, finally, I'd just like to discuss the

21   case date of proposed budgets.  I brought this up while we

22   were offline.  I think it makes sense because we are not

23   going to have a decision on the JEA's petition for case

24   certification until after this conference, that the proposed

25   budgets be due 30 days after we have a decision on the JEA's
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 1   petition for case certification so that parties have

 2   sufficient time to confer after that decision is issued.

 3   It's my understanding that that would be consistent with the

 4   participatory funding agreement, and when I brought that up

 5   earlier, no party objected.

 6             Thank you.

 7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

 8             And that does seem reasonable to allow for as much

 9   time as possible for case-certified parties to discuss

10   potential budgeting.  Given the lack of other -- objection

11   from other parties, I will include that requirement to that

12   deadline -- or rather, modify that deadline in the

13   pre-hearing conference order.

14             Ms. Moser.

15                  MS. MOSER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

16             I thought I would just jump in briefly.  AWEC is

17   also supportive of having a workshop on externally indexed

18   revenue caps.  We agree with, you know, the sentiments and

19   the arguments that have been made by staff and by TEP, so I

20   won't belabor those points here.

21             I'll just say, I think there are a number of

22   examples where issues are being considered in a policy

23   docket.  They ultimately get addressed ahead of policy

24   dockets in contested case proceedings.  I think PSE has been

25   an advocate of several of those circumstances, so I think we
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 1   just don't view this as particularly different from the

 2   status quo in that regard.

 3             And again, just want to reiterate that the idea of

 4   the workshop is to just provide a baseline level of

 5   education.  It's not to advocate in any way; it's not my

 6   understanding that this third-party that would be presenting

 7   would be advocating in any way.

 8             I think parties are going to raise issues and

 9   make -- take positions and testimony that they're going to

10   take.  It's not -- I think we either are or getting very

11   educated on this concept, so I don't think it's going to

12   change anything in a contested case.  I think it's just

13   what's going to be beneficial perhaps for the commission and

14   others.  So I just wanted to state that.

15             And then I'll just say briefly, AWEC does support

16   the reply brief.  There are a number of policy issues that

17   are in this case.  We only have one round of testimony that

18   allows the ability to respond to PSE on those policy issues,

19   so I think, you know, having a reply brief just allows at

20   least some of those policy arguments to be rounded out.

21             So for that reason we feel fairly strongly about a

22   reply brief and are supportive of PSE's schedule, with the

23   exception of adding that workshop the staff has proposed.

24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

25             Mr. Sykes.
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 1                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 2             The public counsel does not -- I think it's

 3   generally supportive of the company's schedule.  We do not

 4   feel strongly about a reply brief.  So if there's consensus

 5   towards striking that, then we would have no problem

 6   stretching the schedule out.

 7             Public counsel does support, um, having a workshop

 8   on the externally indexed revenue caps.  I think it's --

 9   from my understanding, it's more than one party is going to

10   propose them in response testimony, and I think it is

11   helpful to the commission and other parties if all of us

12   understand them before we actually see the testimony.

13             It's not going to be -- it's going to be a

14   workshop; it's not going to be a hearing.  We're not going

15   to be discussing our respective positions.  I think that is

16   a totally -- I think that's entirely appropriate, so public

17   counsel would support that.

18                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

19             Mr. Hasselman.

20                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Yes.  Joint Environment

21   Advocates want to weight in, as well, in favor of the

22   revenue cap discussion.  We did sponsor testimony on this

23   specific issue in the '22 rate case and have thoughts to add

24   to it.  So we're in favor of that.  That's all.

25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.
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 1             Would any other party like to make a comment or

 2   response to two proposals that have been under discussion or

 3   any other matter related to the proposed procedural

 4   schedules?

 5                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Yes, I would like to

 6   briefly respond.

 7             I guess, you know, if there is no advocacy going

 8   on here and it's strictly informational, I guess I'm not

 9   understanding why the ex parte wall needs to be removed.  So

10   that's one thought.

11             I do think, though, that it will make your

12   workshop less collaborative than it would be if it's in a

13   separate policy docket not tied in with these rate cases.

14   So I think that's something to keep in mind as well.

15             One other point that I raised with the parties

16   when we had had our break was that it is important to PSE to

17   have a date certain for the public comment hearing, and

18   we've proposed that.  I don't think anybody opposes it.

19   We're not definitely tied to the date that we have there,

20   but we would like the commission to set the date in the

21   schedule, preferably fairly close to the evidentiary

22   hearing.

23             It's just, it's a long process to give all the

24   customers notice and meet all the requirements, and so the

25   sooner we know the date, the sooner we can get started on
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 1   that.  So that is an additional request that we have.

 2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

 3             And to verify, you said that none of the other

 4   parties had an objection to the proposed October 6, 2026,

 5   date?

 6                  MS. STROM CARSON:  That's my understanding.

 7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

 8             Are there any other responses or comments

 9   regarding matters concerning the procedural schedule from

10   any party?

11             Hearing nothing, I did have one question.  In the

12   two proposed procedural schedules I noted there are

13   different suspension dates in each proposed procedural

14   schedule.  Could the parties explain why -- is there

15   disagreement about what the suspension date is?

16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  So, Your Honor, my

17   understanding of the statutory deadline is that it is, in

18   essence, 11 months from the date of the initial filing.  In

19   this case that was February 27th.  So I had just included

20   that as January 27th.  Obviously, it's the company's date to

21   waive, if they would like, but I just wanted to include what

22   I believe to be the correct statutory date.

23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  We have no objection to

24   January 27th for suspension date.

25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that
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 1   clarification.  Then I will take the proposed procedural

 2   schedules under advisement and subject to further check with

 3   the commission's calendars, thank you for the proposals.

 4             I would like to remind the parties that the

 5   document should be filed online through the electronic

 6   filing link on the commission's web page.  If parties intend

 7   to submit exhibits, there will be requirements for filing

 8   exhibits and an exhibit list in advance of the hearing,

 9   which will also be done only electronically.  I will enter a

10   pre-hearing order with details on this topic.

11             Also, the commission's rules provide for

12   electronic service of documents.  The commission will serve

13   the parties electronically and the parties will serve each

14   other electronically.  If you have any corrections or

15   updates to our main service list in this docket, please file

16   a written notice of appearance or email Judge Hughes and

17   myself.

18             Judge Hughes' email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and

19   my email is Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.

20             I am aware that in the Avista GRC docket, the

21   commission has suspended or otherwise not required paper

22   filings to be filed in that docket, subject to its

23   discretion to modify the requirement at a later date, should

24   the commission determine that papers copies are necessary.

25             Does any party have an objection to suspending the
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 1   requirement for paper copies in the GRC?

 2                  MS. STROM CARSON:  PSE has no objection and

 3   would, in fact, encourage that.  If there is a later

 4   determination that paper copies are needed, we would request

 5   that they not be due the next business day after the filing.

 6   It's quite an expensive process and timely.  It takes a lot

 7   of time to prepare the confidential, highly confidential

 8   redacted versions and get them printed.

 9             So we would -- if, at a later time, paper copies

10   are required, we would ask for, you know, maybe five days to

11   provide them, as opposed to the next business day.

12                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Understood.  Any other

13   position or response from the parties?

14             Hearing nothing -- just one moment, please -- then

15   I will -- the commission intends to waive the requirement

16   for the filing of paper copies in this docket.  If that

17   modification changes, it will be subject to further notice

18   to the parties.

19             If any party has not yet designated a lead

20   representative for service, please do so via email to Judge

21   Hughes and myself as soon as possible.  Again, Judge Hughes'

22   email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and my email is

23   Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.

24             Also, if anyone would like to add the names and

25   email addresses of other representatives or support staff
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 1   who should receive electronic courtesy copies of all

 2   documents filed in this proceeding, please email them to us

 3   as well.

 4             Under WAC 480-07-461B, the deadline for filing

 5   errata sheets to exhibits may be established in the

 6   pre-hearing conference order.  Does any party have an

 7   objection to setting that deadline a week prior to the

 8   evidentiary hearing?

 9             Hearing none, we will incorporate that date into

10   the pre-hearing conference order.

11             And I wanted to just address the other matter that

12   staff raised in its March 31st email.  Has staff and the

13   company reached an understanding with respect to access to

14   the modeling software?

15                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.  I apologize

16   for neglecting to mention that.  We have been able to secure

17   a contract for those -- for at least the general rate case.

18   If the rest of that isn't resolved by the end of this case,

19   then we will renew the request, but at this point we have no

20   request for the pre-hearing conference order.

21             Thank you.

22                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.

23             Is there any other matter that we should discuss

24   before we adjourn today?

25             Hearing nothing, thank you very much for your
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 1   participation.  We will issue an order, shortly, containing

 2   the procedural schedule and other guidelines for the

 3   disposition of this case.

 4             We are adjourned and off the record.

 5                       (Proceedings concluded 10:31 a.m.)
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		72						LN		3		10		false		          10   Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.				false
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		75						LN		3		13		false		          13             The time is approximately 9:31 a.m.  We are here				false

		76						LN		3		14		false		          14   today for a pre-hearing conference in Dockets UE-260005 and				false

		77						LN		3		15		false		          15   UG-260006, which is captioned Washington Utilities and				false

		78						LN		3		16		false		          16   Transportation Commission v. Puget Sound Energy.				false

		79						LN		3		17		false		          17             Let's start by taking brief appearances starting				false

		80						LN		3		18		false		          18   with the company.				false

		81						LN		3		19		false		          19                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Good morning, Sheree Strom				false

		82						LN		3		20		false		          20   Carson, with Perkins Coie, representing Puget Sound Energy.				false

		83						LN		3		21		false		          21                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for commission staff.				false

		84						LN		3		22		false		          22                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Nash				false

		85						LN		3		23		false		          23   Callaghan, AAG, on behalf of commission staff.				false

		86						LN		3		24		false		          24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Public counsel.				false

		87						LN		3		25		false		          25                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you.  Rob Sykes, AAG, on				false

		88						PG		4		0		false		page 4				false

		89						LN		4		1		false		           1   behalf of public counsel.				false

		90						LN		4		2		false		           2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For AWEC.				false

		91						LN		4		3		false		           3                  MS. MOSER:  Sommer Moser on behalf of AWEC.				false

		92						LN		4		4		false		           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Microsoft Corporation.				false

		93						LN		4		5		false		           5                  MR. PEPPLE:  Tyler Pepple on behalf of				false

		94						LN		4		6		false		           6   Microsoft.				false

		95						LN		4		7		false		           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Nucor Steel.				false

		96						LN		4		8		false		           8                  MR. ZANOPOLIS:  Damon Zanopolis and Laura				false
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		102						LN		4		14		false		          14                  MR. BOEHM:  Kurt Boehm for Kroeger.				false
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		135						LN		5		21		false		          21                   MR. HASSELMAN:  We filed ours yesterday				false
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		194						LN		8		2		false		           2   Because I deal in the customer representation that's what				false
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		229						LN		9		11		false		          11   a look at that and make sure that we don't have any issues.				false
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		231						LN		9		13		false		          13   would like the ability to review, and I'm not seeing it in				false

		232						LN		9		14		false		          14   my email.				false
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		234						LN		9		16		false		          16   to set a deadline for any response or objection to the JEA's				false

		235						LN		9		17		false		          17   request for case certification.  Would a one-week deadline,				false
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		250						LN		10		6		false		           6   the request for case certification from TEP or AWEC at this				false
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		252						LN		10		8		false		           8             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant				false

		253						LN		10		9		false		           9   case certification to TEP and AWEC and we'll reserve ruling				false

		254						LN		10		10		false		          10   on the request for case certification for JEA for the				false

		255						LN		10		11		false		          11   pre-hearing conference order.				false

		256						LN		10		12		false		          12             This then brings us to the motion for				false

		257						LN		10		13		false		          13   consolidation filed by PSE on March 24, 2026, PSE's motion				false
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		262						LN		10		18		false		          18   interconnection customers on deposits received for network				false

		263						LN		10		19		false		          19   upgrades pursuant to PSE's jurisdictional open access				false

		264						LN		10		20		false		          20   transmission tariff until rates to recover this interest are				false

		265						LN		10		21		false		          21   addressed as part of this UFC.				false
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		267						LN		10		23		false		          23   regarding a request to consolidate Docket UE-260113 with the				false
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		273						LN		11		3		false		           3             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant				false
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		276						LN		11		6		false		           6             Would the parties like to have discovery rules				false

		277						LN		11		7		false		           7   made available?  Presumably, yes, but...				false

		278						LN		11		8		false		           8                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.				false
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		282						LN		11		12		false		          12   data requests and responses are shared with every other				false

		283						LN		11		13		false		          13   party.  It would make it easier on the parties if I included				false

		284						LN		11		14		false		          14   this requirement as part of the pre-conference hearing				false
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		286						LN		11		16		false		          16             Is there any objection to including this				false
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		288						LN		11		18		false		          18             Hearing nothing, then I will include this				false

		289						LN		11		19		false		          19   requirement as part of the pre-hearing conference order and				false

		290						LN		11		20		false		          20   discovery will otherwise be conducted in accordance with the				false

		291						LN		11		21		false		          21   commission's procedural rules.				false

		292						LN		11		22		false		          22             On March 26, 2026, the commission issued a				false

		293						LN		11		23		false		          23   corrected Order 02 protective order with highly confidential				false
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		298						LN		12		2		false		           2   counsel whether the objections initially raised in its email				false

		299						LN		12		3		false		           3   are being maintained with respect to corrected Order 2.				false

		300						LN		12		4		false		           4                  MR. SYKES:  No, not with corrected Order 2.				false

		301						LN		12		5		false		           5   Corrected Order 2 resolves public counsel's objection.				false

		302						LN		12		6		false		           6                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that				false
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		304						LN		12		8		false		           8             Do any of the other parties have any concerns with				false

		305						LN		12		9		false		           9   Corrected Order 2?				false

		306						LN		12		10		false		          10             Hearing nothing, then we will proceed.				false

		307						LN		12		11		false		          11             I have received the two versions of the proposed				false

		308						LN		12		12		false		          12   procedural schedules from the parties.  Has there been any				false

		309						LN		12		13		false		          13   further discussion or would it be helpful to perhaps allow				false

		310						LN		12		14		false		          14   the parties some additional time to discuss the two				false

		311						LN		12		15		false		          15   schedules or has that sort of discussion already occurred?				false

		312						LN		12		16		false		          16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  So we				false

		313						LN		12		17		false		          17   have had some significant back and forth through email				false

		314						LN		12		18		false		          18   communications.  I think it would be helpful if we went off				false

		315						LN		12		19		false		          19   the record for the parties to discuss -- looking at the most				false

		316						LN		12		20		false		          20   up-to-date versions now, I see that they're not actually all				false

		317						LN		12		21		false		          21   that different.  Um, but, yeah, I think that going off the				false

		318						LN		12		22		false		          22   record could potentially be helpful.				false

		319						LN		12		23		false		          23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then let's take				false

		320						LN		12		24		false		          24   about a 10- to 15-minute recess.  I will deafen and mute				false

		321						LN		12		25		false		          25   myself and wait to be called.  So please message me and				false

		322						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		323						LN		13		1		false		           1   Judge Hughes when the parties are done discussing.				false

		324						LN		13		2		false		           2             And we are off the record.				false

		325						LN		13		3		false		           3                       (Off record 9:45-10:00 a.m.)				false

		326						LN		13		4		false		           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  The time is approximately				false

		327						LN		13		5		false		           5   10 a.m.  I understand that the parties have had an				false

		328						LN		13		6		false		           6   opportunity to confer about the various procedural schedules				false

		329						LN		13		7		false		           7   and that the parties still are maintaining their				false

		330						LN		13		8		false		           8   respective -- or at least PSE and staff are maintaining				false

		331						LN		13		9		false		           9   their respective proposed schedules subject to modification.				false

		332						LN		13		10		false		          10   Is that correct?				false

		333						LN		13		11		false		          11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  That's correct, Your Honor.				false

		334						LN		13		12		false		          12   So we did work out, as much as we could, whether there is a				false

		335						LN		13		13		false		          13   serious problem with each schedule for any of the parties.				false

		336						LN		13		14		false		          14   I will note the timing of both of the schedules are				false

		337						LN		13		15		false		          15   extremely close, and given that the commission often needs				false

		338						LN		13		16		false		          16   to make modifications based on its own schedule, we felt				false

		339						LN		13		17		false		          17   that either of these, you know, are -- staff would prefer				false

		340						LN		13		18		false		          18   its schedule; the company would prefer its schedule.  But				false

		341						LN		13		19		false		          19   given how close they are, we didn't feel that it was worth				false

		342						LN		13		20		false		          20   spending too much time and energy over, although there are				false

		343						LN		13		21		false		          21   some outstanding issues that we'd like to discuss.				false

		344						LN		13		22		false		          22             First is, of course, the externally indexed				false

		345						LN		13		23		false		          23   revenue cap workshop that staff is proposing and the issue				false

		346						LN		13		24		false		          24   of whether or not to include a reply brief in the proposed				false

		347						LN		13		25		false		          25   schedule.  But other than that, I think the general				false

		348						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		349						LN		14		1		false		           1   consensus was that just giving these two options to the				false

		350						LN		14		2		false		           2   commission would be preferable to spending a lot of time				false

		351						LN		14		3		false		           3   just going back and forth on each individual date.				false

		352						LN		14		4		false		           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.  You mentioned that				false

		353						LN		14		5		false		           5   there were some issues to discuss about the externally				false

		354						LN		14		6		false		           6   indexed revenue cap workshop and the reply brief.  Would now				false

		355						LN		14		7		false		           7   be a reasonable time to take up those issues and hear				false

		356						LN		14		8		false		           8   parties' positions on those?				false

		357						LN		14		9		false		           9                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  I believe so, yes.				false

		358						LN		14		10		false		          10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Okay.  Would you like --				false

		359						LN		14		11		false		          11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Okay, thank you.				false

		360						LN		14		12		false		          12             So first I'll address the reply brief.  So given				false

		361						LN		14		13		false		          13   the rest of the schedule, staff felt that it would be more				false

		362						LN		14		14		false		          14   beneficial to devote more time in the schedule to discovery				false

		363						LN		14		15		false		          15   and working on testimony and preparing for the evidentiary				false

		364						LN		14		16		false		          16   hearing.  I also will note that reply briefs can -- that				false

		365						LN		14		17		false		          17   decision whether or not to include a reply brief can be				false

		366						LN		14		18		false		          18   re-evaluated, either at the evidentiary hearing or, let's				false

		367						LN		14		19		false		          19   say initial filing -- initial briefs, post-hearing briefs				false

		368						LN		14		20		false		          20   get filed, a party really feels like there's something that				false

		369						LN		14		21		false		          21   they need to respond to, they can move that the commissioner				false

		370						LN		14		22		false		          22   amend the schedule to allow for a reply brief.				false

		371						LN		14		23		false		          23             So in staff's mind, because the reply brief				false

		372						LN		14		24		false		          24   essentially pushes everything else on the schedule back, we				false

		373						LN		14		25		false		          25   think that it would be more beneficial to just not have				false

		374						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		375						LN		15		1		false		           1   reply briefs, at least at this point in the schedule.				false

		376						LN		15		2		false		           2             As for the externally indexed revenue cap				false

		377						LN		15		3		false		           3   workshop, so staff is proposing that the commission hold a				false

		378						LN		15		4		false		           4   workshop on externally indexed revenue caps in the				false

		379						LN		15		5		false		           5   performance-based rates policy docket.  This would be about				false

		380						LN		15		6		false		           6   a half day, and it would include an impartial informational				false

		381						LN		15		7		false		           7   presentation from Current Energy Group, which is the firm				false

		382						LN		15		8		false		           8   that's advised the Oregon PUC on the same topic.				false

		383						LN		15		9		false		           9             Just for background, as I stated in my email, this				false

		384						LN		15		10		false		          10   is something that many of the non-company parties are --				false

		385						LN		15		11		false		          11   intend to either present a specific proposal or to support				false

		386						LN		15		12		false		          12   the general concept of -- within this rate case and my				false

		387						LN		15		13		false		          13   understanding is also the Avista rate case.				false

		388						LN		15		14		false		          14             So our proposal would be that the commission issue				false

		389						LN		15		15		false		          15   a notice of potential ex parte contacts in this case and --				false

		390						LN		15		16		false		          16   while I can't speak for the Avista case, I assume that would				false

		391						LN		15		17		false		          17   be necessary in that one as well, and hold a workshop				false

		392						LN		15		18		false		          18   related to this issue because it is something that many of				false

		393						LN		15		19		false		          19   the non-company parties are interested in proposing, and we				false

		394						LN		15		20		false		          20   think that this would be helpful to prepare and just have a				false

		395						LN		15		21		false		          21   general common base of understanding before reviewing and				false

		396						LN		15		22		false		          22   litigating these proposals.				false

		397						LN		15		23		false		          23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		398						LN		15		24		false		          24             Now I'd like to turn to PSE for a response to both				false

		399						LN		15		25		false		          25   the issue regarding reply briefs and the proposed workshop.				false

		400						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		401						LN		16		1		false		           1                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		402						LN		16		2		false		           2             Regarding staff schedule and the lack of a reply				false

		403						LN		16		3		false		           3   brief, I think, first of all, it's important to note that				false

		404						LN		16		4		false		           4   there is actually the usual amount of time between rebuttal				false

		405						LN		16		5		false		           5   testimony and the evidentiary hearing.  I think there's				false

		406						LN		16		6		false		           6   something like -- there's more than a month; there's 40 days				false

		407						LN		16		7		false		           7   or so.  So with PSE's schedule, there is adequate time for				false

		408						LN		16		8		false		           8   the parties to review rebuttal, prepare for hearing,				false

		409						LN		16		9		false		           9   consistent with other cases.				false

		410						LN		16		10		false		          10             It's also interesting that with PSE's proposed				false

		411						LN		16		11		false		          11   schedule, which has been endorsed by others as well, we do				false

		412						LN		16		12		false		          12   have a reply brief and yet the reply brief gives plenty of				false

		413						LN		16		13		false		          13   time for the commission -- the evidentiary hearing, as well				false

		414						LN		16		14		false		          14   as the reply brief, give the commission plenty of time				false

		415						LN		16		15		false		          15   before the suspension date and, in fact, are earlier -- the				false

		416						LN		16		16		false		          16   reply brief in PSE's schedule is earlier than the initial				false

		417						LN		16		17		false		          17   briefing and staff schedule, which cuts it really close.				false

		418						LN		16		18		false		          18   Staff schedule cuts it really close.  I think it leaves less				false

		419						LN		16		19		false		          19   than six weeks between briefing and the suspension date;				false

		420						LN		16		20		false		          20   whereas, PSE's is closer to two months between the reply				false

		421						LN		16		21		false		          21   brief and the suspension date.				false

		422						LN		16		22		false		          22             So, you know, we think our schedule is consistent				false

		423						LN		16		23		false		          23   with past schedules in terms of the time frames.  It gives				false

		424						LN		16		24		false		          24   the commission more time between the evidentiary hearing and				false

		425						LN		16		25		false		          25   the suspension date and the briefing and the suspension				false

		426						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		427						LN		17		1		false		           1   date.  And it's just been in past bench bar conferences				false

		428						LN		17		2		false		           2   we've heard that the commission finds reply briefs helpful				false

		429						LN		17		3		false		           3   in terms of clarifying issues that arise in initial brief,				false

		430						LN		17		4		false		           4   so we think there's enough time in this schedule; there's no				false

		431						LN		17		5		false		           5   reason not to have the reply brief.				false

		432						LN		17		6		false		           6             In terms of -- in terms of the workshop, we do				false

		433						LN		17		7		false		           7   have concerns with this.  As we understand staff's proposal,				false

		434						LN		17		8		false		           8   it seeks to lift the ex parte wall in this case and in				false

		435						LN		17		9		false		           9   Avista's case to hold the workshop in a policy docket.				false

		436						LN		17		10		false		          10             From a legal perspective, rule-makings and policy				false

		437						LN		17		11		false		          11   statements are intended to be forward-looking, provide rules				false

		438						LN		17		12		false		          12   or a policy statement which governs future cases.  That				false

		439						LN		17		13		false		          13   would not be the case here.  These attempts to shoehorn this				false

		440						LN		17		14		false		          14   policy workshop into two ongoing adjudications, PSE's and				false

		441						LN		17		15		false		          15   Avista's, is an improper use of a policy docket and it				false

		442						LN		17		16		false		          16   threatens the integrity of litigated proceedings.				false

		443						LN		17		17		false		          17             And let's be clear.  There will be no policy				false

		444						LN		17		18		false		          18   statement issued on externally indexed revenue cap proposals				false

		445						LN		17		19		false		          19   before response or rebuttal testimony.  Under staff's				false

		446						LN		17		20		false		          20   procedural schedule what we'll have is a workshop.				false

		447						LN		17		21		false		          21             So what does a workshop get us?  Well, it simply				false

		448						LN		17		22		false		          22   gives parties an opportunity to preview their litigated				false

		449						LN		17		23		false		          23   positions before the commission in advance of filing their				false

		450						LN		17		24		false		          24   litigated position and preview PSE's response to their				false

		451						LN		17		25		false		          25   litigated positions in advance of filing.  It gives them a				false

		452						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		453						LN		18		1		false		           1   second bite at the apple, and, ultimately, whatever policy				false

		454						LN		18		2		false		           2   statement the commission may issue could be very different				false

		455						LN		18		3		false		           3   than whatever the results of the workshop are.  Having this				false

		456						LN		18		4		false		           4   workshop leaves PSE with the potential to be saddled with				false

		457						LN		18		5		false		           5   something very different from what the commission ultimately				false

		458						LN		18		6		false		           6   provides in its policy statement.				false

		459						LN		18		7		false		           7             And we have concerns with lifting the ex parte				false

		460						LN		18		8		false		           8   wall in terms of the unwieldy evidentiary record filings				false

		461						LN		18		9		false		           9   from the policy docket becoming part of the litigated				false

		462						LN		18		10		false		          10   proceedings, and your workshop will turn into, instead of a				false

		463						LN		18		11		false		          11   collaborative workshop, it will be a litigated workshop with				false

		464						LN		18		12		false		          12   attorneys actively participating.  So -- and ultimately,				false

		465						LN		18		13		false		          13   with no policy statement being issued before filing				false

		466						LN		18		14		false		          14   testimony, it's just not clear what -- how this benefits the				false

		467						LN		18		15		false		          15   record and the adjudication.				false

		468						LN		18		16		false		          16             And a better approach is to do one of two things.				false

		469						LN		18		17		false		          17   Allow the commission to consider these proposals in a				false

		470						LN		18		18		false		          18   litigated proceeding, and then based on what we all learn,				false

		471						LN		18		19		false		          19   consider the matter later in the policy docket or hold off				false

		472						LN		18		20		false		          20   on proposals for externally indexed rate caps in this GRC				false

		473						LN		18		21		false		          21   and wait for the commission to issue a policy statement.				false

		474						LN		18		22		false		          22             So that is PSE's position, and we respectfully				false

		475						LN		18		23		false		          23   request that this workshop not be held during the course of				false

		476						LN		18		24		false		          24   the case and the ex parte wall not be lifted.				false

		477						LN		18		25		false		          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		478						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		479						LN		19		1		false		           1             I see that commissioner staff has raised their				false

		480						LN		19		2		false		           2   hand, so go ahead, Mr. Callaghan.				false

		481						LN		19		3		false		           3                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		482						LN		19		4		false		           4             Just briefly to respond, so just to be clear, the				false

		483						LN		19		5		false		           5   workshop that's being proposed would not be a presentation				false

		484						LN		19		6		false		           6   of staff or any other party's litigated position.  It would				false

		485						LN		19		7		false		           7   be a presentation, an educational presentation on the				false

		486						LN		19		8		false		           8   general concept of externally indexed revenue caps, a review				false

		487						LN		19		9		false		           9   of what they look like in other jurisdictions.  It would not				false

		488						LN		19		10		false		          10   be presenting anything that would violate ex parte.  This is				false

		489						LN		19		11		false		          11   just a presentation on the general concept.				false

		490						LN		19		12		false		          12             We believe that's in the public interest, because				false

		491						LN		19		13		false		          13   as I've stated, all party -- many non-company parties are				false

		492						LN		19		14		false		          14   intending to make proposals in these GRCs.  And just to be				false

		493						LN		19		15		false		          15   clear, this is something that the commission has done				false

		494						LN		19		16		false		          16   before.  Last year, while litigated cases, water rate cases				false

		495						LN		19		17		false		          17   were going on, the commission was reviewing cost of capital				false

		496						LN		19		18		false		          18   in, I believe, a rule-making, and they, out of an abundance				false

		497						LN		19		19		false		          19   of caution, even though they weren't discussing the specific				false

		498						LN		19		20		false		          20   facts of any individual case, they issued a notice of				false

		499						LN		19		21		false		          21   potential ex parte context for a workshop like this.				false

		500						LN		19		22		false		          22             So there is commission precedent for this kind of				false

		501						LN		19		23		false		          23   arrangement.  I can send a copy of that notice to				false

		502						LN		19		24		false		          24   Your Honors, if you'd like, but there is precedent for this.				false

		503						LN		19		25		false		          25   This is not -- the workshop is not intended to be something				false

		504						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		505						LN		20		1		false		           1   that would be included in the record in the litigated cases.				false

		506						LN		20		2		false		           2   This is just so that all the parties have a common base of				false

		507						LN		20		3		false		           3   understanding before these -- before the non-company parties				false

		508						LN		20		4		false		           4   file their response testimony.				false

		509						LN		20		5		false		           5             We think that that's extremely beneficial, because				false

		510						LN		20		6		false		           6   under both proposed schedules, response testimony does				false

		511						LN		20		7		false		           7   not -- wouldn't be filed in this case until the -- about the				false

		512						LN		20		8		false		           8   end of July, and at that point the procedural schedule				false

		513						LN		20		9		false		           9   really picks up.  And we're just cognizant of the fact that				false

		514						LN		20		10		false		          10   the commission and all parties have a very busy schedule				false

		515						LN		20		11		false		          11   this year, and so we think it would be beneficial to have a				false

		516						LN		20		12		false		          12   common base of understanding about these concepts prior to				false

		517						LN		20		13		false		          13   having this litigated in these general rate cases.				false

		518						LN		20		14		false		          14             Thank you.				false

		519						LN		20		15		false		          15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		520						LN		20		16		false		          16             And I am familiar with the water workshop that you				false

		521						LN		20		17		false		          17   referenced, as far as the workshop regarding cost of				false

		522						LN		20		18		false		          18   capital.				false

		523						LN		20		19		false		          19             I see that Mr. Zakai has his hand up.  Before I				false

		524						LN		20		20		false		          20   turn to you, I just wanted to turn quickly to the company to				false

		525						LN		20		21		false		          21   see if there's any further response regarding staff's, kind				false

		526						LN		20		22		false		          22   of, additional clarification.				false

		527						LN		20		23		false		          23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Well, that's helpful.  I				false

		528						LN		20		24		false		          24   think it's a great suggestion for a policy docket to have				false

		529						LN		20		25		false		          25   that.  It just doesn't really fit with a litigated				false

		530						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		531						LN		21		1		false		           1   proceeding where you have an external person coming in to				false

		532						LN		21		2		false		           2   get -- to some degree, I guess, advocate for externally				false

		533						LN		21		3		false		           3   indexed revenue cap, which the company opposes, is my				false

		534						LN		21		4		false		           4   understanding.				false

		535						LN		21		5		false		           5             And so, you know, it's fine.  It's something that				false

		536						LN		21		6		false		           6   we can look at in terms of a policy docket outside of a				false

		537						LN		21		7		false		           7   general rate case, but it's not appropriate for a general				false

		538						LN		21		8		false		           8   rate case where the parties are going to take what this				false

		539						LN		21		9		false		           9   person says and build on it in their litigated case.  So we				false

		540						LN		21		10		false		          10   continue to object.				false

		541						LN		21		11		false		          11                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		542						LN		21		12		false		          12             And, Mr. Zakai.				false

		543						LN		21		13		false		          13                  MR. ZAKAI:  Thank you.  Yochi Zakai for The				false

		544						LN		21		14		false		          14   Energy Project.				false

		545						LN		21		15		false		          15             I just want to reiterate that the proposal is not				false

		546						LN		21		16		false		          16   intended to present a litigated position.  Um, from my				false

		547						LN		21		17		false		          17   perspective, um, the goal is really to develop a common				false

		548						LN		21		18		false		          18   baseline for terminology, um, and understanding so that				false

		549						LN		21		19		false		          19   parties are not -- and the parties and the commissioner are				false

		550						LN		21		20		false		          20   not talking past each other, um, in terms of the				false

		551						LN		21		21		false		          21   presentation of concepts.				false

		552						LN		21		22		false		          22             Um, and I would add there are multiple examples,				false

		553						LN		21		23		false		          23   you know.  Mr. Callaghan brought up, um, some concerns --				false

		554						LN		21		24		false		          24   you know, where something similar has happened, and in				false

		555						LN		21		25		false		          25   particular, in the current, um, performance-based				false

		556						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		557						LN		22		1		false		           1   rate-making policy docket there were just comments recently				false

		558						LN		22		2		false		           2   due on, um, return on PPAs within the past week.  And while				false

		559						LN		22		3		false		           3   this is -- and that is a topic that ratepayer advocates have				false

		560						LN		22		4		false		           4   opposed, but there has been active policy, um, docket				false

		561						LN		22		5		false		           5   activity concerning that during these litigated cases.				false

		562						LN		22		6		false		           6             So similarly, we think, you know, even though we				false

		563						LN		22		7		false		           7   understand, we didn't object to the fact that there was				false

		564						LN		22		8		false		           8   policy docket activity going on there.  We submitted our				false

		565						LN		22		9		false		           9   comments and, um, you know are going to let that run its				false

		566						LN		22		10		false		          10   course.  And similarly, we think it would be appropriate,				false

		567						LN		22		11		false		          11   um, to have activity concerning, you know, developing a				false

		568						LN		22		12		false		          12   baseline of common understanding for externally indexed				false

		569						LN		22		13		false		          13   revenue caps as well.				false

		570						LN		22		14		false		          14             Um, moving on to the other schedule issues, I				false

		571						LN		22		15		false		          15   would note The Energy Project generally supports staff's				false

		572						LN		22		16		false		          16   proposal to use the, kind of, two to three weeks that were				false

		573						LN		22		17		false		          17   currently reserved for reply briefs earlier in the schedule.				false

		574						LN		22		18		false		          18   We think that that is a better place for the development of				false

		575						LN		22		19		false		          19   the record and the presentation of a full case.				false

		576						LN		22		20		false		          20             And then, finally, I'd just like to discuss the				false

		577						LN		22		21		false		          21   case date of proposed budgets.  I brought this up while we				false

		578						LN		22		22		false		          22   were offline.  I think it makes sense because we are not				false

		579						LN		22		23		false		          23   going to have a decision on the JEA's petition for case				false

		580						LN		22		24		false		          24   certification until after this conference, that the proposed				false

		581						LN		22		25		false		          25   budgets be due 30 days after we have a decision on the JEA's				false

		582						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		583						LN		23		1		false		           1   petition for case certification so that parties have				false

		584						LN		23		2		false		           2   sufficient time to confer after that decision is issued.				false

		585						LN		23		3		false		           3   It's my understanding that that would be consistent with the				false

		586						LN		23		4		false		           4   participatory funding agreement, and when I brought that up				false

		587						LN		23		5		false		           5   earlier, no party objected.				false

		588						LN		23		6		false		           6             Thank you.				false

		589						LN		23		7		false		           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		590						LN		23		8		false		           8             And that does seem reasonable to allow for as much				false

		591						LN		23		9		false		           9   time as possible for case-certified parties to discuss				false

		592						LN		23		10		false		          10   potential budgeting.  Given the lack of other -- objection				false

		593						LN		23		11		false		          11   from other parties, I will include that requirement to that				false

		594						LN		23		12		false		          12   deadline -- or rather, modify that deadline in the				false

		595						LN		23		13		false		          13   pre-hearing conference order.				false

		596						LN		23		14		false		          14             Ms. Moser.				false

		597						LN		23		15		false		          15                  MS. MOSER:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		598						LN		23		16		false		          16             I thought I would just jump in briefly.  AWEC is				false

		599						LN		23		17		false		          17   also supportive of having a workshop on externally indexed				false

		600						LN		23		18		false		          18   revenue caps.  We agree with, you know, the sentiments and				false

		601						LN		23		19		false		          19   the arguments that have been made by staff and by TEP, so I				false

		602						LN		23		20		false		          20   won't belabor those points here.				false

		603						LN		23		21		false		          21             I'll just say, I think there are a number of				false

		604						LN		23		22		false		          22   examples where issues are being considered in a policy				false

		605						LN		23		23		false		          23   docket.  They ultimately get addressed ahead of policy				false

		606						LN		23		24		false		          24   dockets in contested case proceedings.  I think PSE has been				false

		607						LN		23		25		false		          25   an advocate of several of those circumstances, so I think we				false

		608						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		609						LN		24		1		false		           1   just don't view this as particularly different from the				false

		610						LN		24		2		false		           2   status quo in that regard.				false

		611						LN		24		3		false		           3             And again, just want to reiterate that the idea of				false

		612						LN		24		4		false		           4   the workshop is to just provide a baseline level of				false

		613						LN		24		5		false		           5   education.  It's not to advocate in any way; it's not my				false

		614						LN		24		6		false		           6   understanding that this third-party that would be presenting				false

		615						LN		24		7		false		           7   would be advocating in any way.				false

		616						LN		24		8		false		           8             I think parties are going to raise issues and				false

		617						LN		24		9		false		           9   make -- take positions and testimony that they're going to				false

		618						LN		24		10		false		          10   take.  It's not -- I think we either are or getting very				false

		619						LN		24		11		false		          11   educated on this concept, so I don't think it's going to				false

		620						LN		24		12		false		          12   change anything in a contested case.  I think it's just				false

		621						LN		24		13		false		          13   what's going to be beneficial perhaps for the commission and				false

		622						LN		24		14		false		          14   others.  So I just wanted to state that.				false

		623						LN		24		15		false		          15             And then I'll just say briefly, AWEC does support				false

		624						LN		24		16		false		          16   the reply brief.  There are a number of policy issues that				false

		625						LN		24		17		false		          17   are in this case.  We only have one round of testimony that				false

		626						LN		24		18		false		          18   allows the ability to respond to PSE on those policy issues,				false

		627						LN		24		19		false		          19   so I think, you know, having a reply brief just allows at				false

		628						LN		24		20		false		          20   least some of those policy arguments to be rounded out.				false

		629						LN		24		21		false		          21             So for that reason we feel fairly strongly about a				false

		630						LN		24		22		false		          22   reply brief and are supportive of PSE's schedule, with the				false

		631						LN		24		23		false		          23   exception of adding that workshop the staff has proposed.				false

		632						LN		24		24		false		          24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		633						LN		24		25		false		          25             Mr. Sykes.				false

		634						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		635						LN		25		1		false		           1                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Your Honor.				false

		636						LN		25		2		false		           2             The public counsel does not -- I think it's				false

		637						LN		25		3		false		           3   generally supportive of the company's schedule.  We do not				false

		638						LN		25		4		false		           4   feel strongly about a reply brief.  So if there's consensus				false

		639						LN		25		5		false		           5   towards striking that, then we would have no problem				false

		640						LN		25		6		false		           6   stretching the schedule out.				false

		641						LN		25		7		false		           7             Public counsel does support, um, having a workshop				false

		642						LN		25		8		false		           8   on the externally indexed revenue caps.  I think it's --				false

		643						LN		25		9		false		           9   from my understanding, it's more than one party is going to				false

		644						LN		25		10		false		          10   propose them in response testimony, and I think it is				false

		645						LN		25		11		false		          11   helpful to the commission and other parties if all of us				false

		646						LN		25		12		false		          12   understand them before we actually see the testimony.				false

		647						LN		25		13		false		          13             It's not going to be -- it's going to be a				false

		648						LN		25		14		false		          14   workshop; it's not going to be a hearing.  We're not going				false

		649						LN		25		15		false		          15   to be discussing our respective positions.  I think that is				false

		650						LN		25		16		false		          16   a totally -- I think that's entirely appropriate, so public				false

		651						LN		25		17		false		          17   counsel would support that.				false

		652						LN		25		18		false		          18                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		653						LN		25		19		false		          19             Mr. Hasselman.				false

		654						LN		25		20		false		          20                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Yes.  Joint Environment				false

		655						LN		25		21		false		          21   Advocates want to weight in, as well, in favor of the				false

		656						LN		25		22		false		          22   revenue cap discussion.  We did sponsor testimony on this				false

		657						LN		25		23		false		          23   specific issue in the '22 rate case and have thoughts to add				false

		658						LN		25		24		false		          24   to it.  So we're in favor of that.  That's all.				false

		659						LN		25		25		false		          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		660						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		661						LN		26		1		false		           1             Would any other party like to make a comment or				false

		662						LN		26		2		false		           2   response to two proposals that have been under discussion or				false

		663						LN		26		3		false		           3   any other matter related to the proposed procedural				false

		664						LN		26		4		false		           4   schedules?				false

		665						LN		26		5		false		           5                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Yes, I would like to				false

		666						LN		26		6		false		           6   briefly respond.				false

		667						LN		26		7		false		           7             I guess, you know, if there is no advocacy going				false

		668						LN		26		8		false		           8   on here and it's strictly informational, I guess I'm not				false

		669						LN		26		9		false		           9   understanding why the ex parte wall needs to be removed.  So				false

		670						LN		26		10		false		          10   that's one thought.				false

		671						LN		26		11		false		          11             I do think, though, that it will make your				false

		672						LN		26		12		false		          12   workshop less collaborative than it would be if it's in a				false

		673						LN		26		13		false		          13   separate policy docket not tied in with these rate cases.				false

		674						LN		26		14		false		          14   So I think that's something to keep in mind as well.				false

		675						LN		26		15		false		          15             One other point that I raised with the parties				false

		676						LN		26		16		false		          16   when we had had our break was that it is important to PSE to				false

		677						LN		26		17		false		          17   have a date certain for the public comment hearing, and				false

		678						LN		26		18		false		          18   we've proposed that.  I don't think anybody opposes it.				false

		679						LN		26		19		false		          19   We're not definitely tied to the date that we have there,				false

		680						LN		26		20		false		          20   but we would like the commission to set the date in the				false

		681						LN		26		21		false		          21   schedule, preferably fairly close to the evidentiary				false

		682						LN		26		22		false		          22   hearing.				false

		683						LN		26		23		false		          23             It's just, it's a long process to give all the				false

		684						LN		26		24		false		          24   customers notice and meet all the requirements, and so the				false

		685						LN		26		25		false		          25   sooner we know the date, the sooner we can get started on				false

		686						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		687						LN		27		1		false		           1   that.  So that is an additional request that we have.				false

		688						LN		27		2		false		           2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		689						LN		27		3		false		           3             And to verify, you said that none of the other				false

		690						LN		27		4		false		           4   parties had an objection to the proposed October 6, 2026,				false

		691						LN		27		5		false		           5   date?				false

		692						LN		27		6		false		           6                  MS. STROM CARSON:  That's my understanding.				false

		693						LN		27		7		false		           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false

		694						LN		27		8		false		           8             Are there any other responses or comments				false

		695						LN		27		9		false		           9   regarding matters concerning the procedural schedule from				false

		696						LN		27		10		false		          10   any party?				false

		697						LN		27		11		false		          11             Hearing nothing, I did have one question.  In the				false

		698						LN		27		12		false		          12   two proposed procedural schedules I noted there are				false

		699						LN		27		13		false		          13   different suspension dates in each proposed procedural				false

		700						LN		27		14		false		          14   schedule.  Could the parties explain why -- is there				false

		701						LN		27		15		false		          15   disagreement about what the suspension date is?				false

		702						LN		27		16		false		          16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  So, Your Honor, my				false

		703						LN		27		17		false		          17   understanding of the statutory deadline is that it is, in				false

		704						LN		27		18		false		          18   essence, 11 months from the date of the initial filing.  In				false

		705						LN		27		19		false		          19   this case that was February 27th.  So I had just included				false

		706						LN		27		20		false		          20   that as January 27th.  Obviously, it's the company's date to				false

		707						LN		27		21		false		          21   waive, if they would like, but I just wanted to include what				false

		708						LN		27		22		false		          22   I believe to be the correct statutory date.				false

		709						LN		27		23		false		          23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  We have no objection to				false

		710						LN		27		24		false		          24   January 27th for suspension date.				false

		711						LN		27		25		false		          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that				false

		712						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		713						LN		28		1		false		           1   clarification.  Then I will take the proposed procedural				false

		714						LN		28		2		false		           2   schedules under advisement and subject to further check with				false

		715						LN		28		3		false		           3   the commission's calendars, thank you for the proposals.				false

		716						LN		28		4		false		           4             I would like to remind the parties that the				false

		717						LN		28		5		false		           5   document should be filed online through the electronic				false

		718						LN		28		6		false		           6   filing link on the commission's web page.  If parties intend				false

		719						LN		28		7		false		           7   to submit exhibits, there will be requirements for filing				false

		720						LN		28		8		false		           8   exhibits and an exhibit list in advance of the hearing,				false

		721						LN		28		9		false		           9   which will also be done only electronically.  I will enter a				false

		722						LN		28		10		false		          10   pre-hearing order with details on this topic.				false

		723						LN		28		11		false		          11             Also, the commission's rules provide for				false

		724						LN		28		12		false		          12   electronic service of documents.  The commission will serve				false

		725						LN		28		13		false		          13   the parties electronically and the parties will serve each				false

		726						LN		28		14		false		          14   other electronically.  If you have any corrections or				false

		727						LN		28		15		false		          15   updates to our main service list in this docket, please file				false

		728						LN		28		16		false		          16   a written notice of appearance or email Judge Hughes and				false

		729						LN		28		17		false		          17   myself.				false

		730						LN		28		18		false		          18             Judge Hughes' email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and				false

		731						LN		28		19		false		          19   my email is Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.				false

		732						LN		28		20		false		          20             I am aware that in the Avista GRC docket, the				false

		733						LN		28		21		false		          21   commission has suspended or otherwise not required paper				false

		734						LN		28		22		false		          22   filings to be filed in that docket, subject to its				false

		735						LN		28		23		false		          23   discretion to modify the requirement at a later date, should				false

		736						LN		28		24		false		          24   the commission determine that papers copies are necessary.				false

		737						LN		28		25		false		          25             Does any party have an objection to suspending the				false

		738						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		739						LN		29		1		false		           1   requirement for paper copies in the GRC?				false

		740						LN		29		2		false		           2                  MS. STROM CARSON:  PSE has no objection and				false

		741						LN		29		3		false		           3   would, in fact, encourage that.  If there is a later				false

		742						LN		29		4		false		           4   determination that paper copies are needed, we would request				false

		743						LN		29		5		false		           5   that they not be due the next business day after the filing.				false

		744						LN		29		6		false		           6   It's quite an expensive process and timely.  It takes a lot				false

		745						LN		29		7		false		           7   of time to prepare the confidential, highly confidential				false

		746						LN		29		8		false		           8   redacted versions and get them printed.				false

		747						LN		29		9		false		           9             So we would -- if, at a later time, paper copies				false

		748						LN		29		10		false		          10   are required, we would ask for, you know, maybe five days to				false

		749						LN		29		11		false		          11   provide them, as opposed to the next business day.				false

		750						LN		29		12		false		          12                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Understood.  Any other				false

		751						LN		29		13		false		          13   position or response from the parties?				false

		752						LN		29		14		false		          14             Hearing nothing -- just one moment, please -- then				false

		753						LN		29		15		false		          15   I will -- the commission intends to waive the requirement				false

		754						LN		29		16		false		          16   for the filing of paper copies in this docket.  If that				false

		755						LN		29		17		false		          17   modification changes, it will be subject to further notice				false

		756						LN		29		18		false		          18   to the parties.				false

		757						LN		29		19		false		          19             If any party has not yet designated a lead				false

		758						LN		29		20		false		          20   representative for service, please do so via email to Judge				false

		759						LN		29		21		false		          21   Hughes and myself as soon as possible.  Again, Judge Hughes'				false

		760						LN		29		22		false		          22   email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and my email is				false

		761						LN		29		23		false		          23   Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.				false

		762						LN		29		24		false		          24             Also, if anyone would like to add the names and				false

		763						LN		29		25		false		          25   email addresses of other representatives or support staff				false

		764						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		765						LN		30		1		false		           1   who should receive electronic courtesy copies of all				false

		766						LN		30		2		false		           2   documents filed in this proceeding, please email them to us				false

		767						LN		30		3		false		           3   as well.				false

		768						LN		30		4		false		           4             Under WAC 480-07-461B, the deadline for filing				false

		769						LN		30		5		false		           5   errata sheets to exhibits may be established in the				false

		770						LN		30		6		false		           6   pre-hearing conference order.  Does any party have an				false

		771						LN		30		7		false		           7   objection to setting that deadline a week prior to the				false

		772						LN		30		8		false		           8   evidentiary hearing?				false

		773						LN		30		9		false		           9             Hearing none, we will incorporate that date into				false

		774						LN		30		10		false		          10   the pre-hearing conference order.				false

		775						LN		30		11		false		          11             And I wanted to just address the other matter that				false

		776						LN		30		12		false		          12   staff raised in its March 31st email.  Has staff and the				false

		777						LN		30		13		false		          13   company reached an understanding with respect to access to				false

		778						LN		30		14		false		          14   the modeling software?				false

		779						LN		30		15		false		          15                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.  I apologize				false

		780						LN		30		16		false		          16   for neglecting to mention that.  We have been able to secure				false

		781						LN		30		17		false		          17   a contract for those -- for at least the general rate case.				false

		782						LN		30		18		false		          18   If the rest of that isn't resolved by the end of this case,				false

		783						LN		30		19		false		          19   then we will renew the request, but at this point we have no				false

		784						LN		30		20		false		          20   request for the pre-hearing conference order.				false

		785						LN		30		21		false		          21             Thank you.				false

		786						LN		30		22		false		          22                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.				false
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           1                          ******



           2             Friday, April 3, 2026, 9:30 a.m., via Zoom video



           3   conference, the following UTC Proceeding was held before



           4   JUDGE HARRY FUKANO:



           5



           6                       (All parties present via Zoom)



           7



           8                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Good morning.  My name is



           9   Harry Fukano, and I am an administrative law judge with the



          10   Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.



          11   Co-presiding with me in this matter is Administrative Law



          12   Judge Bijan Hughes.



          13             The time is approximately 9:31 a.m.  We are here



          14   today for a pre-hearing conference in Dockets UE-260005 and



          15   UG-260006, which is captioned Washington Utilities and



          16   Transportation Commission v. Puget Sound Energy.



          17             Let's start by taking brief appearances starting



          18   with the company.



          19                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Good morning, Sheree Strom



          20   Carson, with Perkins Coie, representing Puget Sound Energy.



          21                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for commission staff.



          22                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Nash



          23   Callaghan, AAG, on behalf of commission staff.



          24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Public counsel.



          25                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you.  Rob Sykes, AAG, on
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           1   behalf of public counsel.



           2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For AWEC.



           3                  MS. MOSER:  Sommer Moser on behalf of AWEC.



           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Microsoft Corporation.



           5                  MR. PEPPLE:  Tyler Pepple on behalf of



           6   Microsoft.



           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For Nucor Steel.



           8                  MR. ZANOPOLIS:  Damon Zanopolis and Laura



           9   Baker for Nucor Steel.  Thank you.



          10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  For The Energy Project.



          11                  MR. ZAKAI:  Yochan Zakai, with Shute,



          12   Mihaly & Weinberger, for The Energy Project.



          13                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for Kroeger.



          14                  MR. BOEHM:  Kurt Boehm for Kroeger.



          15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And for Joint Environmental



          16   Advocates or JEA.



          17                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Good morning, Jan Hasselman



          18   and Jim Dennison for Joint Environmental Advocates.



          19                  JUDGE FUKANO:  This brings us to first two



          20   petitions for intervention.  The commissioner received six



          21   petitions to intervene in this matter.  I would like to



          22   request whether any party has an objection to any of the



          23   individual petitions for intervention starting with the



          24   company.



          25                  MS. STROM CARSON:  PSE has no objection.
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           1                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And commission staff.



           2                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  No objection, Your Honor.



           3                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And public counsel.



           4                  MR. SYKES:  No objection.



           5                  JUDGE FUKANO:  I have reviewed all of the



           6   petitions for intervention, and given my review and the lack



           7   of objection from the parties, I will grant the petitions to



           8   intervene for AWEC, Microsoft Corporation, Nucor Steel, The



           9   Energy Project, Kroeger and JEA.  This grant will be



          10   reflected in the pre-hearing conference.



          11             Next, let's turn to participatory funding.



          12   Section 6.2 of the currently effective funding agreement



          13   provides that parties seeking intervenor funding shall file



          14   a request for certification and a notice of intent to



          15   request funding grant on or before the date of the



          16   pre-hearing conference.



          17             The commission has received two requests for case



          18   certification from both TEP and AWEC.  I would also like to



          19   inquire whether JEA intends to seek case certification at



          20   this time.



          21                   MR. HASSELMAN:  We filed ours yesterday



          22   evening.  Maybe it's just not reflected in the docket.



          23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  It perhaps has not updated to



          24   the commissions docket, but let me check that right now.



          25             I don't see that it has been posted yet, but I
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           1   take your representation.



           2             Have the other parties -- just to inquire, have



           3   the other parties had an opportunity to review the request



           4   for case certification, including the case certification



           5   committed by JEA?  We'll start with the company.



           6                  MS. STROM CARSON:  I have not specifically



           7   reviewed JEA's request that was filed, I guess, yesterday.



           8   I don't think PSE has any objection, however.



           9                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          10             Perhaps then, before we proceed, just in the



          11   interest of clarifying the record, Mr. Hasselman, would you



          12   be able to perhaps orally describe your -- the contents of



          13   your certification petition just to touch upon the factors



          14   that are listed in the participatory funding agreement?



          15                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Sure.  The JEA have applied



          16   for and received funding in the past.  We meet the criteria



          17   under the agreement of being non-profit organizations that



          18   are not -- whose perspectives are not represented by any



          19   other party.  Somewhat complicatedly, four of the JEA



          20   entities are seeking funding under the customer



          21   representation subfund.  One of them, front and center,



          22   meets the criteria for funding under the prioritized



          23   organization's subfund.



          24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.  And with that



          25   additional explanation, I just wanted to return to the
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           1   company, of whether any of that would change your position.



           2                  MS. STROM CARSON:  No, Your Honor.



           3                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



           4             And turning to commission staff, are there any



           5   objections to the request for case certifications including



           6   TEP, AWEC and JEA.



           7                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  No, Your Honor.



           8                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And to public counsel.



           9                  MR. SYKES:  None from public counsel.



          10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Do any of the other



          11   intervenors wish to voice any objection to the case



          12   certification?



          13                  MS. MOSER:  This is Sommer Moser.  Not an



          14   objection, I might have missed it; which organizations are



          15   seeking funding under the customer representation subfund?



          16   I just wasn't clear.



          17                  ATTY HASSELMAN:  I think that's directed to



          18   me.  It's Sierra Club, NW Energy Coalition, Climate



          19   Solutions, and Washington Conservation Action.



          20                  MS. MOSER:  All of those organizations would



          21   be seeking -- seeking a customer representation, not the



          22   public interest organization fund?



          23                  MR. HASSELMAN:  My recollection is that



          24   there's two of them.  I don't remember that there's a



          25   separate public interest fund.
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           1                  MS. MOSER:  I might be misremembering.



           2   Because I deal in the customer representation that's what



           3   I'm remembering.  I just wasn't sure.



           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  You might be referring to the



           5   prioritized organization.



           6                  MS. MOSER:  Prioritized organization.  That's



           7   the one, yes.



           8                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Yeah, only one of the JEA



           9   groups, front and centered, is seeking funding under the



          10   prioritized entity's subfund.



          11                  MS. MOSER:  Okay.  I think AWEC would just



          12   like the ability to review before taking a position on that.



          13                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Did everyone receive it?  We



          14   did file it and serve it yesterday.



          15                  MS. MOSER:  I don't -- I don't think I saw



          16   it, but I'm going back.



          17                  MR. HASSELMAN:  All right.  If there was a



          18   problem, I think the rules say the day of the hearing,



          19   rather than before the hearing.  So if there was a hangup



          20   with our filing, we'll make sure we get that taken care of



          21   by the end of the day.



          22                  MS. MOSER:  No concerns from AWEC for a



          23   little delay in getting it filed, but I think we would like



          24   to review.



          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  And just to clarify for our
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           1   record, are you requesting ability to review the case



           2   certification or perhaps the budgeting component that will



           3   come following case certification?



           4                  MS. MOSER:  I think we just -- to be honest



           5   with you, I haven't thought about what it is we would be not



           6   objecting to.  So I think I just want to read it to see.  We



           7   have just never -- I don't recall that we've seen a budget



           8   request for Sierra Club seeking to qualify as a customer --



           9   anyone other than NWEC, actually, seeking to qualify under



          10   the customer representation subfund.  So I just want to take



          11   a look at that and make sure that we don't have any issues.



          12             So I'm not saying that we do, but I just -- I



          13   would like the ability to review, and I'm not seeing it in



          14   my email.



          15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then I would like



          16   to set a deadline for any response or objection to the JEA's



          17   request for case certification.  Would a one-week deadline,



          18   or perhaps by next Wednesday, the 8th, be a reasonable



          19   deadline?



          20                  MS. MOSER:  That's very reasonable from



          21   AWEC's perspective.



          22                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.



          23             Was there a comment?



          24                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Yeah.  We would like --



          25   PSE would like the opportunity to review it, too, so I think
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           1   the 8th is reasonable.



           2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then I will set a



           3   deadline for April 8, 2026, for any response to the JEA's



           4   request for case certification.



           5             To clarify then, are there any other objections to



           6   the request for case certification from TEP or AWEC at this



           7   time?



           8             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant



           9   case certification to TEP and AWEC and we'll reserve ruling



          10   on the request for case certification for JEA for the



          11   pre-hearing conference order.



          12             This then brings us to the motion for



          13   consolidation filed by PSE on March 24, 2026, PSE's motion



          14   to consolidate these two dockets with Docket UE-260113,



          15   regarding this petition for deferred accounting which



          16   requests deferred accounting treatment for interest expense



          17   PSE is required to accrue and pay transmission network



          18   interconnection customers on deposits received for network



          19   upgrades pursuant to PSE's jurisdictional open access



          20   transmission tariff until rates to recover this interest are



          21   addressed as part of this UFC.



          22             Are there any objections from the parties



          23   regarding a request to consolidate Docket UE-260113 with the



          24   present dockets?



          25             Hearing nothing, then let the record reflect no
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           1   objection -- oh, I see some people coming off camera.  Is



           2   there discussion on this matter?



           3             Hearing nothing, then the commission will grant



           4   the motion for consolidation and will consolidate Docket



           5   UE-260133 with these dockets.



           6             Would the parties like to have discovery rules



           7   made available?  Presumably, yes, but...



           8                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.



           9                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          10             During proceedings of the commission, parties



          11   often issue a first data request asking that any subsequent



          12   data requests and responses are shared with every other



          13   party.  It would make it easier on the parties if I included



          14   this requirement as part of the pre-conference hearing



          15   order.



          16             Is there any objection to including this



          17   requirement?



          18             Hearing nothing, then I will include this



          19   requirement as part of the pre-hearing conference order and



          20   discovery will otherwise be conducted in accordance with the



          21   commission's procedural rules.



          22             On March 26, 2026, the commission issued a



          23   corrected Order 02 protective order with highly confidential



          24   provisions.  I noted -- I know that public counsel had



          25   previously objected to the erroneous version of Order 02
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           1   that was previously issued.  I wanted to confirm with public



           2   counsel whether the objections initially raised in its email



           3   are being maintained with respect to corrected Order 2.



           4                  MR. SYKES:  No, not with corrected Order 2.



           5   Corrected Order 2 resolves public counsel's objection.



           6                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that



           7   clarification.



           8             Do any of the other parties have any concerns with



           9   Corrected Order 2?



          10             Hearing nothing, then we will proceed.



          11             I have received the two versions of the proposed



          12   procedural schedules from the parties.  Has there been any



          13   further discussion or would it be helpful to perhaps allow



          14   the parties some additional time to discuss the two



          15   schedules or has that sort of discussion already occurred?



          16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  So we



          17   have had some significant back and forth through email



          18   communications.  I think it would be helpful if we went off



          19   the record for the parties to discuss -- looking at the most



          20   up-to-date versions now, I see that they're not actually all



          21   that different.  Um, but, yeah, I think that going off the



          22   record could potentially be helpful.



          23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Very good.  Then let's take



          24   about a 10- to 15-minute recess.  I will deafen and mute



          25   myself and wait to be called.  So please message me and
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           1   Judge Hughes when the parties are done discussing.



           2             And we are off the record.



           3                       (Off record 9:45-10:00 a.m.)



           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  The time is approximately



           5   10 a.m.  I understand that the parties have had an



           6   opportunity to confer about the various procedural schedules



           7   and that the parties still are maintaining their



           8   respective -- or at least PSE and staff are maintaining



           9   their respective proposed schedules subject to modification.



          10   Is that correct?



          11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  That's correct, Your Honor.



          12   So we did work out, as much as we could, whether there is a



          13   serious problem with each schedule for any of the parties.



          14   I will note the timing of both of the schedules are



          15   extremely close, and given that the commission often needs



          16   to make modifications based on its own schedule, we felt



          17   that either of these, you know, are -- staff would prefer



          18   its schedule; the company would prefer its schedule.  But



          19   given how close they are, we didn't feel that it was worth



          20   spending too much time and energy over, although there are



          21   some outstanding issues that we'd like to discuss.



          22             First is, of course, the externally indexed



          23   revenue cap workshop that staff is proposing and the issue



          24   of whether or not to include a reply brief in the proposed



          25   schedule.  But other than that, I think the general
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           1   consensus was that just giving these two options to the



           2   commission would be preferable to spending a lot of time



           3   just going back and forth on each individual date.



           4                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.  You mentioned that



           5   there were some issues to discuss about the externally



           6   indexed revenue cap workshop and the reply brief.  Would now



           7   be a reasonable time to take up those issues and hear



           8   parties' positions on those?



           9                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  I believe so, yes.



          10                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Okay.  Would you like --



          11                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Okay, thank you.



          12             So first I'll address the reply brief.  So given



          13   the rest of the schedule, staff felt that it would be more



          14   beneficial to devote more time in the schedule to discovery



          15   and working on testimony and preparing for the evidentiary



          16   hearing.  I also will note that reply briefs can -- that



          17   decision whether or not to include a reply brief can be



          18   re-evaluated, either at the evidentiary hearing or, let's



          19   say initial filing -- initial briefs, post-hearing briefs



          20   get filed, a party really feels like there's something that



          21   they need to respond to, they can move that the commissioner



          22   amend the schedule to allow for a reply brief.



          23             So in staff's mind, because the reply brief



          24   essentially pushes everything else on the schedule back, we



          25   think that it would be more beneficial to just not have
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           1   reply briefs, at least at this point in the schedule.



           2             As for the externally indexed revenue cap



           3   workshop, so staff is proposing that the commission hold a



           4   workshop on externally indexed revenue caps in the



           5   performance-based rates policy docket.  This would be about



           6   a half day, and it would include an impartial informational



           7   presentation from Current Energy Group, which is the firm



           8   that's advised the Oregon PUC on the same topic.



           9             Just for background, as I stated in my email, this



          10   is something that many of the non-company parties are --



          11   intend to either present a specific proposal or to support



          12   the general concept of -- within this rate case and my



          13   understanding is also the Avista rate case.



          14             So our proposal would be that the commission issue



          15   a notice of potential ex parte contacts in this case and --



          16   while I can't speak for the Avista case, I assume that would



          17   be necessary in that one as well, and hold a workshop



          18   related to this issue because it is something that many of



          19   the non-company parties are interested in proposing, and we



          20   think that this would be helpful to prepare and just have a



          21   general common base of understanding before reviewing and



          22   litigating these proposals.



          23                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          24             Now I'd like to turn to PSE for a response to both



          25   the issue regarding reply briefs and the proposed workshop.
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           1                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.



           2             Regarding staff schedule and the lack of a reply



           3   brief, I think, first of all, it's important to note that



           4   there is actually the usual amount of time between rebuttal



           5   testimony and the evidentiary hearing.  I think there's



           6   something like -- there's more than a month; there's 40 days



           7   or so.  So with PSE's schedule, there is adequate time for



           8   the parties to review rebuttal, prepare for hearing,



           9   consistent with other cases.



          10             It's also interesting that with PSE's proposed



          11   schedule, which has been endorsed by others as well, we do



          12   have a reply brief and yet the reply brief gives plenty of



          13   time for the commission -- the evidentiary hearing, as well



          14   as the reply brief, give the commission plenty of time



          15   before the suspension date and, in fact, are earlier -- the



          16   reply brief in PSE's schedule is earlier than the initial



          17   briefing and staff schedule, which cuts it really close.



          18   Staff schedule cuts it really close.  I think it leaves less



          19   than six weeks between briefing and the suspension date;



          20   whereas, PSE's is closer to two months between the reply



          21   brief and the suspension date.



          22             So, you know, we think our schedule is consistent



          23   with past schedules in terms of the time frames.  It gives



          24   the commission more time between the evidentiary hearing and



          25   the suspension date and the briefing and the suspension

�



                                                                          17







           1   date.  And it's just been in past bench bar conferences



           2   we've heard that the commission finds reply briefs helpful



           3   in terms of clarifying issues that arise in initial brief,



           4   so we think there's enough time in this schedule; there's no



           5   reason not to have the reply brief.



           6             In terms of -- in terms of the workshop, we do



           7   have concerns with this.  As we understand staff's proposal,



           8   it seeks to lift the ex parte wall in this case and in



           9   Avista's case to hold the workshop in a policy docket.



          10             From a legal perspective, rule-makings and policy



          11   statements are intended to be forward-looking, provide rules



          12   or a policy statement which governs future cases.  That



          13   would not be the case here.  These attempts to shoehorn this



          14   policy workshop into two ongoing adjudications, PSE's and



          15   Avista's, is an improper use of a policy docket and it



          16   threatens the integrity of litigated proceedings.



          17             And let's be clear.  There will be no policy



          18   statement issued on externally indexed revenue cap proposals



          19   before response or rebuttal testimony.  Under staff's



          20   procedural schedule what we'll have is a workshop.



          21             So what does a workshop get us?  Well, it simply



          22   gives parties an opportunity to preview their litigated



          23   positions before the commission in advance of filing their



          24   litigated position and preview PSE's response to their



          25   litigated positions in advance of filing.  It gives them a
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           1   second bite at the apple, and, ultimately, whatever policy



           2   statement the commission may issue could be very different



           3   than whatever the results of the workshop are.  Having this



           4   workshop leaves PSE with the potential to be saddled with



           5   something very different from what the commission ultimately



           6   provides in its policy statement.



           7             And we have concerns with lifting the ex parte



           8   wall in terms of the unwieldy evidentiary record filings



           9   from the policy docket becoming part of the litigated



          10   proceedings, and your workshop will turn into, instead of a



          11   collaborative workshop, it will be a litigated workshop with



          12   attorneys actively participating.  So -- and ultimately,



          13   with no policy statement being issued before filing



          14   testimony, it's just not clear what -- how this benefits the



          15   record and the adjudication.



          16             And a better approach is to do one of two things.



          17   Allow the commission to consider these proposals in a



          18   litigated proceeding, and then based on what we all learn,



          19   consider the matter later in the policy docket or hold off



          20   on proposals for externally indexed rate caps in this GRC



          21   and wait for the commission to issue a policy statement.



          22             So that is PSE's position, and we respectfully



          23   request that this workshop not be held during the course of



          24   the case and the ex parte wall not be lifted.



          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.
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           1             I see that commissioner staff has raised their



           2   hand, so go ahead, Mr. Callaghan.



           3                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.



           4             Just briefly to respond, so just to be clear, the



           5   workshop that's being proposed would not be a presentation



           6   of staff or any other party's litigated position.  It would



           7   be a presentation, an educational presentation on the



           8   general concept of externally indexed revenue caps, a review



           9   of what they look like in other jurisdictions.  It would not



          10   be presenting anything that would violate ex parte.  This is



          11   just a presentation on the general concept.



          12             We believe that's in the public interest, because



          13   as I've stated, all party -- many non-company parties are



          14   intending to make proposals in these GRCs.  And just to be



          15   clear, this is something that the commission has done



          16   before.  Last year, while litigated cases, water rate cases



          17   were going on, the commission was reviewing cost of capital



          18   in, I believe, a rule-making, and they, out of an abundance



          19   of caution, even though they weren't discussing the specific



          20   facts of any individual case, they issued a notice of



          21   potential ex parte context for a workshop like this.



          22             So there is commission precedent for this kind of



          23   arrangement.  I can send a copy of that notice to



          24   Your Honors, if you'd like, but there is precedent for this.



          25   This is not -- the workshop is not intended to be something

�



                                                                          20







           1   that would be included in the record in the litigated cases.



           2   This is just so that all the parties have a common base of



           3   understanding before these -- before the non-company parties



           4   file their response testimony.



           5             We think that that's extremely beneficial, because



           6   under both proposed schedules, response testimony does



           7   not -- wouldn't be filed in this case until the -- about the



           8   end of July, and at that point the procedural schedule



           9   really picks up.  And we're just cognizant of the fact that



          10   the commission and all parties have a very busy schedule



          11   this year, and so we think it would be beneficial to have a



          12   common base of understanding about these concepts prior to



          13   having this litigated in these general rate cases.



          14             Thank you.



          15                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          16             And I am familiar with the water workshop that you



          17   referenced, as far as the workshop regarding cost of



          18   capital.



          19             I see that Mr. Zakai has his hand up.  Before I



          20   turn to you, I just wanted to turn quickly to the company to



          21   see if there's any further response regarding staff's, kind



          22   of, additional clarification.



          23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Well, that's helpful.  I



          24   think it's a great suggestion for a policy docket to have



          25   that.  It just doesn't really fit with a litigated
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           1   proceeding where you have an external person coming in to



           2   get -- to some degree, I guess, advocate for externally



           3   indexed revenue cap, which the company opposes, is my



           4   understanding.



           5             And so, you know, it's fine.  It's something that



           6   we can look at in terms of a policy docket outside of a



           7   general rate case, but it's not appropriate for a general



           8   rate case where the parties are going to take what this



           9   person says and build on it in their litigated case.  So we



          10   continue to object.



          11                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          12             And, Mr. Zakai.



          13                  MR. ZAKAI:  Thank you.  Yochi Zakai for The



          14   Energy Project.



          15             I just want to reiterate that the proposal is not



          16   intended to present a litigated position.  Um, from my



          17   perspective, um, the goal is really to develop a common



          18   baseline for terminology, um, and understanding so that



          19   parties are not -- and the parties and the commissioner are



          20   not talking past each other, um, in terms of the



          21   presentation of concepts.



          22             Um, and I would add there are multiple examples,



          23   you know.  Mr. Callaghan brought up, um, some concerns --



          24   you know, where something similar has happened, and in



          25   particular, in the current, um, performance-based
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           1   rate-making policy docket there were just comments recently



           2   due on, um, return on PPAs within the past week.  And while



           3   this is -- and that is a topic that ratepayer advocates have



           4   opposed, but there has been active policy, um, docket



           5   activity concerning that during these litigated cases.



           6             So similarly, we think, you know, even though we



           7   understand, we didn't object to the fact that there was



           8   policy docket activity going on there.  We submitted our



           9   comments and, um, you know are going to let that run its



          10   course.  And similarly, we think it would be appropriate,



          11   um, to have activity concerning, you know, developing a



          12   baseline of common understanding for externally indexed



          13   revenue caps as well.



          14             Um, moving on to the other schedule issues, I



          15   would note The Energy Project generally supports staff's



          16   proposal to use the, kind of, two to three weeks that were



          17   currently reserved for reply briefs earlier in the schedule.



          18   We think that that is a better place for the development of



          19   the record and the presentation of a full case.



          20             And then, finally, I'd just like to discuss the



          21   case date of proposed budgets.  I brought this up while we



          22   were offline.  I think it makes sense because we are not



          23   going to have a decision on the JEA's petition for case



          24   certification until after this conference, that the proposed



          25   budgets be due 30 days after we have a decision on the JEA's
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           1   petition for case certification so that parties have



           2   sufficient time to confer after that decision is issued.



           3   It's my understanding that that would be consistent with the



           4   participatory funding agreement, and when I brought that up



           5   earlier, no party objected.



           6             Thank you.



           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



           8             And that does seem reasonable to allow for as much



           9   time as possible for case-certified parties to discuss



          10   potential budgeting.  Given the lack of other -- objection



          11   from other parties, I will include that requirement to that



          12   deadline -- or rather, modify that deadline in the



          13   pre-hearing conference order.



          14             Ms. Moser.



          15                  MS. MOSER:  Thank you, Your Honor.



          16             I thought I would just jump in briefly.  AWEC is



          17   also supportive of having a workshop on externally indexed



          18   revenue caps.  We agree with, you know, the sentiments and



          19   the arguments that have been made by staff and by TEP, so I



          20   won't belabor those points here.



          21             I'll just say, I think there are a number of



          22   examples where issues are being considered in a policy



          23   docket.  They ultimately get addressed ahead of policy



          24   dockets in contested case proceedings.  I think PSE has been



          25   an advocate of several of those circumstances, so I think we
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           1   just don't view this as particularly different from the



           2   status quo in that regard.



           3             And again, just want to reiterate that the idea of



           4   the workshop is to just provide a baseline level of



           5   education.  It's not to advocate in any way; it's not my



           6   understanding that this third-party that would be presenting



           7   would be advocating in any way.



           8             I think parties are going to raise issues and



           9   make -- take positions and testimony that they're going to



          10   take.  It's not -- I think we either are or getting very



          11   educated on this concept, so I don't think it's going to



          12   change anything in a contested case.  I think it's just



          13   what's going to be beneficial perhaps for the commission and



          14   others.  So I just wanted to state that.



          15             And then I'll just say briefly, AWEC does support



          16   the reply brief.  There are a number of policy issues that



          17   are in this case.  We only have one round of testimony that



          18   allows the ability to respond to PSE on those policy issues,



          19   so I think, you know, having a reply brief just allows at



          20   least some of those policy arguments to be rounded out.



          21             So for that reason we feel fairly strongly about a



          22   reply brief and are supportive of PSE's schedule, with the



          23   exception of adding that workshop the staff has proposed.



          24                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          25             Mr. Sykes.
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           1                  MR. SYKES:  Thank you, Your Honor.



           2             The public counsel does not -- I think it's



           3   generally supportive of the company's schedule.  We do not



           4   feel strongly about a reply brief.  So if there's consensus



           5   towards striking that, then we would have no problem



           6   stretching the schedule out.



           7             Public counsel does support, um, having a workshop



           8   on the externally indexed revenue caps.  I think it's --



           9   from my understanding, it's more than one party is going to



          10   propose them in response testimony, and I think it is



          11   helpful to the commission and other parties if all of us



          12   understand them before we actually see the testimony.



          13             It's not going to be -- it's going to be a



          14   workshop; it's not going to be a hearing.  We're not going



          15   to be discussing our respective positions.  I think that is



          16   a totally -- I think that's entirely appropriate, so public



          17   counsel would support that.



          18                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          19             Mr. Hasselman.



          20                  MR. HASSELMAN:  Yes.  Joint Environment



          21   Advocates want to weight in, as well, in favor of the



          22   revenue cap discussion.  We did sponsor testimony on this



          23   specific issue in the '22 rate case and have thoughts to add



          24   to it.  So we're in favor of that.  That's all.



          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.
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           1             Would any other party like to make a comment or



           2   response to two proposals that have been under discussion or



           3   any other matter related to the proposed procedural



           4   schedules?



           5                  MS. STROM CARSON:  Yes, I would like to



           6   briefly respond.



           7             I guess, you know, if there is no advocacy going



           8   on here and it's strictly informational, I guess I'm not



           9   understanding why the ex parte wall needs to be removed.  So



          10   that's one thought.



          11             I do think, though, that it will make your



          12   workshop less collaborative than it would be if it's in a



          13   separate policy docket not tied in with these rate cases.



          14   So I think that's something to keep in mind as well.



          15             One other point that I raised with the parties



          16   when we had had our break was that it is important to PSE to



          17   have a date certain for the public comment hearing, and



          18   we've proposed that.  I don't think anybody opposes it.



          19   We're not definitely tied to the date that we have there,



          20   but we would like the commission to set the date in the



          21   schedule, preferably fairly close to the evidentiary



          22   hearing.



          23             It's just, it's a long process to give all the



          24   customers notice and meet all the requirements, and so the



          25   sooner we know the date, the sooner we can get started on
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           1   that.  So that is an additional request that we have.



           2                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



           3             And to verify, you said that none of the other



           4   parties had an objection to the proposed October 6, 2026,



           5   date?



           6                  MS. STROM CARSON:  That's my understanding.



           7                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



           8             Are there any other responses or comments



           9   regarding matters concerning the procedural schedule from



          10   any party?



          11             Hearing nothing, I did have one question.  In the



          12   two proposed procedural schedules I noted there are



          13   different suspension dates in each proposed procedural



          14   schedule.  Could the parties explain why -- is there



          15   disagreement about what the suspension date is?



          16                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  So, Your Honor, my



          17   understanding of the statutory deadline is that it is, in



          18   essence, 11 months from the date of the initial filing.  In



          19   this case that was February 27th.  So I had just included



          20   that as January 27th.  Obviously, it's the company's date to



          21   waive, if they would like, but I just wanted to include what



          22   I believe to be the correct statutory date.



          23                  MS. STROM CARSON:  We have no objection to



          24   January 27th for suspension date.



          25                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you for that
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           1   clarification.  Then I will take the proposed procedural



           2   schedules under advisement and subject to further check with



           3   the commission's calendars, thank you for the proposals.



           4             I would like to remind the parties that the



           5   document should be filed online through the electronic



           6   filing link on the commission's web page.  If parties intend



           7   to submit exhibits, there will be requirements for filing



           8   exhibits and an exhibit list in advance of the hearing,



           9   which will also be done only electronically.  I will enter a



          10   pre-hearing order with details on this topic.



          11             Also, the commission's rules provide for



          12   electronic service of documents.  The commission will serve



          13   the parties electronically and the parties will serve each



          14   other electronically.  If you have any corrections or



          15   updates to our main service list in this docket, please file



          16   a written notice of appearance or email Judge Hughes and



          17   myself.



          18             Judge Hughes' email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and



          19   my email is Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.



          20             I am aware that in the Avista GRC docket, the



          21   commission has suspended or otherwise not required paper



          22   filings to be filed in that docket, subject to its



          23   discretion to modify the requirement at a later date, should



          24   the commission determine that papers copies are necessary.



          25             Does any party have an objection to suspending the
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           1   requirement for paper copies in the GRC?



           2                  MS. STROM CARSON:  PSE has no objection and



           3   would, in fact, encourage that.  If there is a later



           4   determination that paper copies are needed, we would request



           5   that they not be due the next business day after the filing.



           6   It's quite an expensive process and timely.  It takes a lot



           7   of time to prepare the confidential, highly confidential



           8   redacted versions and get them printed.



           9             So we would -- if, at a later time, paper copies



          10   are required, we would ask for, you know, maybe five days to



          11   provide them, as opposed to the next business day.



          12                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Understood.  Any other



          13   position or response from the parties?



          14             Hearing nothing -- just one moment, please -- then



          15   I will -- the commission intends to waive the requirement



          16   for the filing of paper copies in this docket.  If that



          17   modification changes, it will be subject to further notice



          18   to the parties.



          19             If any party has not yet designated a lead



          20   representative for service, please do so via email to Judge



          21   Hughes and myself as soon as possible.  Again, Judge Hughes'



          22   email is Bijan.Hughes@UTC.wa.gov and my email is



          23   Harry.O.Fukano@UTC.wa.gov.



          24             Also, if anyone would like to add the names and



          25   email addresses of other representatives or support staff
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           1   who should receive electronic courtesy copies of all



           2   documents filed in this proceeding, please email them to us



           3   as well.



           4             Under WAC 480-07-461B, the deadline for filing



           5   errata sheets to exhibits may be established in the



           6   pre-hearing conference order.  Does any party have an



           7   objection to setting that deadline a week prior to the



           8   evidentiary hearing?



           9             Hearing none, we will incorporate that date into



          10   the pre-hearing conference order.



          11             And I wanted to just address the other matter that



          12   staff raised in its March 31st email.  Has staff and the



          13   company reached an understanding with respect to access to



          14   the modeling software?



          15                  MR. CALLAGHAN:  Yes, Your Honor.  I apologize



          16   for neglecting to mention that.  We have been able to secure



          17   a contract for those -- for at least the general rate case.



          18   If the rest of that isn't resolved by the end of this case,



          19   then we will renew the request, but at this point we have no



          20   request for the pre-hearing conference order.



          21             Thank you.



          22                  JUDGE FUKANO:  Thank you.



          23             Is there any other matter that we should discuss



          24   before we adjourn today?



          25             Hearing nothing, thank you very much for your
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           1   participation.  We will issue an order, shortly, containing



           2   the procedural schedule and other guidelines for the



           3   disposition of this case.



           4             We are adjourned and off the record.



           5                       (Proceedings concluded 10:31 a.m.)
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