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1 By motion filed March 18, 2008, Seattle Steam requests permission from the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission to notify certain Schedule 57 interruptible transportation customers of the rate increases they would receive under Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s proposed rates and rate design.  Such permission is required because the identities of those customers are contained in the Company’s confidential work papers that are subject to the Protective Order in this case.

2 Commission Staff is generally supportive of complete and accurate customer notice in cases where the rates, terms and conditions of utility service are at issue.  Therefore, Staff does not expressly oppose Seattle Steam’s motion.

3 Nevertheless, Staff does question the necessity of the additional notice Seattle Steam asks the Commission to authorize.  The Company already provided notice of the proposed rate increases for all customer classes by publicly filing its proposed revised tariffs with the Commission.  Such notice appeared sufficient for Schedule 57 customer Nucor Steel Seattle, Inc. to intervene at the outset of the case.

4 The Company, with Staff and Public Counsel, also prepared a bill insert for use in March and April that describes the proposed rate increase and its impact on customer classes of service.  The rate increase (24%) for Schedule 57 transportation customers is specifically itemized, as is a summary of the Company’s transportation rate design proposal that Seattle Steam also wishes to address in its notice.
  Seattle Steam fails to address why the bill insert is deficient.  It also fails to address why it did not express its concerns at the prehearing conference when preparation of the bill insert was specifically discussed.

5 Staff also questions the use of confidential information that Seattle Steam proposes.  The motion states:

The amount at issue for Seattle Steam, however, is not enough to allow it to justify retaining the sort of experts who are needed in order to be able to fully analyze Puget’s work.  Therefore it is important that Seattle Steam have the ability to communicate with other similarly situated companies which may wish to join with it in responding to Puget’s proposal before this Commission.
  
A party’s litigation strategy is typically not an appropriate justification for disclosing protected information.

6 Staff also notes that the Northwest Industrial Gas Users is already a full party in this proceeding.  Before the Commission decides Seattle Steam’s motion it may wish to determine if any of the customers Seattle Steam seeks to notify are already represented through the NWIGU.
7 Finally, should the Commission grant Seattle Steam’s motion, Staff reserves the right to object to any late-filed petition to intervene from a customer receiving that notice.  Staff is concerned that such intervention may impede litigation or settlement efforts in the case, but understands that the merits of intervention will be determined if and when the need arises.
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� Order 02 at ¶¶ 6 and 10.





� Because Seattle Steam has intervened in prior Puget rate cases, it was served with the Company’s Advice letter in the current case.  See Advice Letter, Addendum H (December 3, 2008).  However, Nucor did not receive the same service.


� Attachment at 2.  


� TR. 40-41.  Seattle Steam is concerned that the bill insert will go to an employee in the accounts payable department of a Schedule 57 customer and, thus, will be overlooked by management.  See Motion at n.1.  The flow of mail through the hierarchy of a company is not an issue the Commission can or should address.


� Motion at ¶ 3.





� Staff also reserves the right to object to any Schedule 57 customer that may attempt to present detailed, expert testimony at one of the public comment hearings scheduled in this case.
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