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Request for Permission to Reply



Seattle Steam Company respectfully requests permission to file the attached Reply Of Seattle Steam Regarding Its Motion For Leave To Provide Notice To Schedule 57 Customers.  Seattle Steam believes that the attached reply will assist the Commission in understanding and ruling on its motion.
DATED this 26th day of March, 2008.

GRAHAM & DUNN PC



By



Elaine L. Spencer

WSBA# 6963

Email:  espencer@grahamdunn.com

Attorneys for Seattle Steam Company
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REPLY OF SEATTLE STEAM REGARDING ITS MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROVIDE NOTICE TO SCHEDULE 57 CUSTOMERS




1.

Puget Sound Energy (“Puget”) cannot dispute that on average it is asking that its current Schedule 57 interruptible transportation customers receive a 23.89% rate increase in this proceeding, which on average is the largest increase of any rate class.  That is plain from the fine print on the back page of the flyer Puget says it has inserted in its March and April bills.  Exhibit 1, attached.  It also admits that some of its Schedule 57 customers will get rate decreases, because they will be migrated to a new Schedule 85T.  Puget’s response p. 5, ¶ 10.  The obvious implication if the average increase is 23.89% is that some current Schedule 57 customers will have less impact and others will experience a rate increase greater than 23.89%.

2.


Nonetheless Puget claims that its Schedule 57 customers have received all the notice of this proceeding they are entitled to receive, as a result of Puget filing its proposed rates on the Commission web site and Puget’s insertion of the proposed flyer in the March and April bills.
  With all due respect to the Commission’s remarkably informative web site, Seattle Steam submits that it provides no notice at all to Schedule 57 customers who don’t realize the magnitude of the rate increase they are facing and thus do not search the web for information about it.  Seattle Steam further submits that the envelope stuffers in the company’s March and April bills are unlikely to provide effective notice to Schedule 57 customers.

3.


When you send a bill to a company, particularly a major company, it ends up with an accounts payable clerk in the accounting department.  When it is being sent to a homeowner, there is a reasonable likelihood of the homeowner reading it and responding if they want to.  But an accounts payable clerk is unlikely to read a bill stuffer.  If he/she does read it, they are unlikely to know that their employer gets its gas transportation service under Schedule 57.  And if they do know that, they may not read past the average rate increase of 5.1% or know who within the company to tell about what they have received.  And they certainly are not going to know more than that.  So the effectiveness of the envelope stuffer to provide actual notice to Schedule 57 customers is close to zero.

4.


Puget argues that Seattle Steam has gotten its facts wrong: some customers using more than a million therms a year will be migrated to its new Schedule 85T and some using less than a million therms a year will stay on Schedule 57.  Seattle Steam’s proposed letter does not purport to tell customers what the impact on them would be; it simply proposed to send some of the largest Schedule 57 customers the legislative-format version of the revised tariff sheets Puget has filed for Schedule 57 and Schedule 87, so that the Schedule 57 customers could determine that for themselves.  

5.


As an alternative, Puget’s work papers show that it has calculated the best future rate schedule for each of its Schedule 57 customers.  It could also undoubtedly calculate the expected increase for each of its Schedule 57 customers.  Each of Puget’s Schedule 57 customers has an account representative at Puget.  The Commission could order Puget, through the account representatives, to notify each Schedule 57 customer of the increase or decrease Puget expects the customer to receive as a result of this proceeding.

6.


Several parties claim Seattle Steam’s proposed letter is a misuse of confidential information.  Under the Confidentiality Order, customer names are confidential information.  Order, p. 2, ¶ 3.  Seattle Steam’s counsel cannot provide those names – and has not provided those names – to Seattle Steam.  It does not propose to provide a list of who receives the letter to anyone.  Each Schedule 57 customer would be able to decide whether to respond or not.  Seattle Steam fails to see where confidential information would be disclosed.

7.


The information would be “used” for purposes of this case.  None of the seventeen large Schedule 57 customers are located anywhere near Seattle Steam’s steam distribution network, so this is not an effort by Seattle Steam to “market” those customers.  It is, potentially, an effort to find similarly situated parties to join forces with, to be better able to respond in this proceeding.  The Company has multiple attorneys and experts engaged in this proceeding, as does Commission Staff.  Residential customers’ interests are protected by public counsel.  Although Seattle Steam is one of Puget’s largest individual customers, annual Puget’s proposal will raise its bill by less than $70,000 annually, meaning that it cannot possibly bring the resources to this proceeding as a single company that are needed to fully respond to what the Company is proposing.  Puget understandably may prefer that the customer group for which it is proposing the largest increase is not able to respond effectively, but there is nothing about that disparity of resources that increases the likelihood that the rates this Commission ultimately establishes will be fair, just, reasonable and sufficient.  

8.


NWIGU says that it doesn’t know which customers Seattle Steam is proposing to notify, and some of them might be NWIGU members.  NWIGU’s statement is a bit disingenuous.  On March 19 counsel for Seattle Steam discussed exactly which seventeen customers it had in mind with Don Schoenbeck, NWIGU’s expert.  Neither he nor counsel for NWIGU have claimed that any of those customers are NWIGU members.  Seattle Steam’s concern about NWIGU is that because it may have Schedule 57 members that Puget is proposing to migrate to Schedule 85 and get a rate cut, NWIGU potentially has a conflict of interest that may limit its advocacy for the largest Schedule 57 customers.  Nonetheless, Seattle Steam will be happy to modify its letter as shown on Exhibit 3 and let Schedule 57 customers determine whether to join forces with any of the parties, and if so, with whom.
9.


While nominally recognizing that “rate shock” is to be avoided in rate proceedings, Puget has proposed rate increases for its largest transportation customers that are shocking by any measure.  Those customers deserve to know what is being proposed.  Seattle Steam cannot notify them without the Commission’s permission, because their identity is confidential.  They unquestionably are entitled to more effective notice than they have received thus far, however, and Seattle Steam asks this Commission to either require Puget to specifically notify Schedule 57 customers of the individualized impact of this proceeding on each customer, or to allow Seattle Steam to provide notice to at least the largest customers.


DATED this 26th day of March, 2008.

GRAHAM & DUNN PC



By



Elaine L. Spencer

WSBA# 6963

Email:  espencer@grahamdunn.com

Attorneys for Seattle Steam Company






�  Puget also claims that it provided notice to Schedule 57 customers of its gas schedule review.  Puget response p. 4, ¶ 7.  Attached as Exhibit 2 is a copy of the email notice sent by Puget and the subsequent email exchange between Puget and counsel for Seattle Steam.  We trust the Commission will agree that provided no notice of the nature and extent of the rate increase that is proposed for Schedule 57.
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