BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

UM 1209

THE JOINT PARTIES” MOTION FOR
CERTIFICATION

In the Matter of

MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS
COMPANY

Application for Authorization to Acquire
Pacific Power & Light, dba PacifiCorp.
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I. Introduction

Pursuant to OAR 860-013-0031, 860-012-0035(1)(i), and 860-014-0091, the
Citizens’ Utility Board (“CUB”), the Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities
(“ICNU”), Community Action Directors of Oregon and the Oregon Energy Coordinators
Association (“CADO/OECA”), Renewable Northwest Project (“RNP”), and NW Energy
Coalition (“NWEC”) (collectively, the “Joint Parties”)1 submit this Motion for
Certification of the August 4, 2005 Ruling (the “Ruling”) establishing the procedural
schedule in Public Utility Commission of Oregon (“OPUC” or the “Commission’)
Docket No. UM 1209. The Commission Staff does not oppose this motion. The Joint
Parties request that the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) certify the Ruling to the
Commission because the schedule adopted in the Ruling will result in unnecessary and

undue prejudice to Intervenors such as the Joint Parties. The parties at the prehearing

! The City of Portland also has stated that it supports this Motion. Counsel for the City attended the

prehearing conference on August 2, 2005, but the City has not submitted a petition to intervene as
of the date of this Motion.
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conference agreed to, and proposed that the ALJ adopt, a schedule that was less expedited
than the one established in the Ruling (the “Proposed Schedule). The Ruling rejected
the Proposed Schedule without explanation2 and adopted a more expedited schedule that
shortens these proceedings by approximately four weeks (the “Adopted Schedule”). The
shortening of the schedule comes largely at the expense of Intervenors, which unduly
prejudices the Joint Parties’ ability to fully and adequately participate in all aspects of this
proceeding. In the event that the ALJ certifies the Ruling to the Commission, the Joint
Parties request that the Commission consider the arguments in this Motion and adopt the

Proposed Schedule agreed to at the prehearing conference.
I1. Motion for Certification

The Joint Parties move that the ALJ certify to the Commission the question of the
procedural schedule for this proceeding. OAR §§ 860-014-0091 and 860-012-0035(1)(1)
govern certification of ALJ rulings to the Commission. OAR § 860-012-0035(1)(1)
authorizes an ALJ to “[c]ertify a question to the Commission for consideration and
disposition.” OAR § 860-014-0091(1)(a) provides:

A ruling of the [ALJ] may not be appealed during the
proceeding except where the ALJ certifies the question to
the Commission pursuant to OAR § 860-012-0035(1)(1),
upon a finding that the ruling: (a) May result in substantial
detriment to the public interest or undue prejudice to any
party; or (b) Denies or terminates any person’s
participation.

On August 5, 2005, an errata ruling regarding the schedule was issued. The errata ruling states: “I
understand the parties have concerns that I did not adopt the schedule proposed at the prehearing
conference. The schedule ultimately adopted uses some of the dates and events in the proposed
schedule, but modified other events to better serve the needs of the Commission to develop a
sound factual record and arguments in a timely fashion.”

UM 1209 — Joint Parties’ Motion for Certification 2



In addition to the grounds for certification stated in this rule, ALJs have granted motions

for certification for other reasons. See Re Qwest Corp., OPUC Docket No. UM 1025,

Order No. 03-533 at 1 (Aug. 28, 2003). For example, a motion for certification was
granted in UM 1025 because the ALJ found that the disputed issue concerned a matter of
first impression for the Commission. Id. Certifying the question of the procedural
schedule in this proceeding is appropriate because the Adopted Schedule will result in

undue prejudice to the Joint Parties.

A. The More Expedited Adopted Schedule Unnecessarily and
Unduly Prejudices the Joint Parties

The parties at the August 2, 2005 prehearing conference agreed to an expedited,
but acceptable, schedule to review MidAmerican Energy Holding Company’s
Application to Acquire PacifiCorp in this proceeding.” The parties agreed on the
Proposed Schedule only after extended discussions that involved compromise on the part
of all those involved. The Ruling, however, rejected the Proposed Schedule and adopted
a more expedited schedule without providing any explanation for doing so. The more
truncated Adopted Schedule accelerates these proceedings by roughly four weeks, and
the shortening of the schedule comes largely at the expense of the time that Staff and
intervenors have to prepare initial testimony. This modification, along with the
shortening of the intervals in the second half of the schedule in general, will result in

unnecessary and undue prejudice to Intervenors such as the Joint Parties.

The Ruling states that the following parties attended the prehearing conference: Mid American
Energy Holdings Company, PacifiCorp, Idaho Power Company, the City of Portland, Pacific
Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations, the Yurok Tribe, the Utility Workers Union of
America, the Karuk Tribe, the Utility Reform Project, and the Hoopa Valley Tribe, and each party
listed as one of the “Joint Parties” submitting this Motion. Ruling at 1.
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Both the Proposed Schedule agreed to by the parties at the prehearing conference

and the Adopted Schedule are depicted in the following table.

Proposed Adopted
Event Schedule (P) Schedule (A) | ntervals
Application Filed July 15, 2005 July 15, 2005
Applicants letter on effects of
PUHCA repeal on Application Not Included Aug 22, 2005
Deadline for Petitions to Intervene
and Submit Intervenor Budgets Not Included Aug 29, 2005
Workshops Aug. 29-30, 2005 | Aug. 29-30, 2005
Opening Comments Oct. 14, 2005 Oct 14, 2005
Settlement Conference Oct. 24, 2005 Oct. 24, 2005
Workshop/Issues Presentation Nov. 3, 2005 Oct. 25, 2005*
App!lcants Supplemental Direct Oct. 28, 2005 Oct 28, 2005 P: 104 days
Testimony A: 104 days
Settlement Conference Nov. 7, 2005 Nov. 7, 2005
Staff & Intervenor Testimony Dec. 12, 2005 Nov. 21,2005 | L 4> days
A: 24 days
All Parties’ Rebuttal Testimony Jan. 9, 2006 Dec. 12,2005 | L+ 28 days
A: 21 days
Executive Summary and Cross- P: 4 days
Examination Statements Jan. 13, 2006 Dec. 21, 2005 A: 9 days
Opening presentations to Not Included Jan. 4,2006 | A: 14 days
Commissioners
Hearings Jan. 23-24, 2006 Jan. 5-6, 2006 A: 1 day
Opening brief (all parties) TBD Jan. 27, 2006 A: 22 days
Reply brief (all parties) TBD Feb. 10, 2006 A: 11days

1. The Shortening of the Time for Staff and Intervenors to

Submit Initial Testimony Prejudices the Joint Parties

As this table demonstrates, the Adopted Schedule is more accelerated than the

Proposed Schedule beginning with the due date for Staff and Intervenor initial testimony.

Under the Adopted Schedule, Staff and Intervenor initial testimony is due twenty-one
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days sooner than under the Proposed Schedule. This change is unnecessarily prejudicial
given that the Applicant and PacifiCorp, which were the only parties supporting a six-
month schedule, agreed to the less expedited process in the Proposed Schedule. This
change is unduly prejudicial in that the shortening of the time for Staff and Intervenors to
prepare initial testimony is the primary means by which the Adopted Schedule shortens
the Proposed Schedule, and this modification affects only Staff and Intervenors. There is
no reduction in time for a particular event in the Adopted Schedule that applies uniquely
to the Applicant and PacifiCorp; any shortening of the schedule that applies to the
Applicant and PacifiCorp under the Adopted Schedule applies to Intervenors as well.
Intervenors should not bear the burden of achieving a shortened schedule when no
Intervenor supported such a schedule.

The fact that the Adopted Schedule retains the same date as the Proposed
Schedule for the Applicants’ supplemental testimony only highlights the undue prejudice
to Staff and Intervenors. The Adopted Schedule provides the Applicant and PacifiCorp
the same amount of time to prepare supplemental testimony as they would have had
under the Proposed Schedule, but ensures that Staff and Intervenors have three weeks less
time to review the supplemental testimony and prepare a response. Indeed, the Proposed
Schedule provided forty-five days between the dates that the Applicants file supplemental
direct testimony and Staff and Intervenors file initial testimony. The Adopted Schedule,
however, provides only twenty-one days.

This shortened interval between the Applicant’s supplemental testimony and the

Staff and Intervenor initial testimony will severely curtail the opportunity to conduct

The Proposed Schedule included a workshop with the Commission to be held on November 3,
2005. The Ruling indicates that issues presentations were scheduled in lieu of this workshop.
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meaningful discovery regarding any new issues raised in the supplemental testimony. In
fact, given the ten-business-day response time for data requests under the OPUC rules,
the Adopted Schedule provides only a five-day window after the Applicant files
supplemental testimony for Staff and Intervenors to submit data requests in order to
receive responses prior to the due date for Staff and Intervenor initial testimony.
Furthermore, even if a party submits a data request within the five-day window and
receives the response in ten business days, the Adopted Schedule provides no ability to
submit follow-up requests regarding that response and receive responses prior to filing
testimony. In other words, Staff and Intervenors are uniquely prejudiced by the more
expedited process in the Adopted Schedule in a way that the Applicants and PacifiCorp
are not.

The shortening of the time for Staff and Intervenors to submit initial testimony is
especially problematic given that the initial testimony is the only opportunity that Staff
and Intervenors will have to submit evidence to respond to the Applicant’s testimony.
Although the Proposed Schedule and the Adopted Schedule provide Staff and Intervenors
the opportunity to submit rebuttal testimony, that testimony will respond to issues raised
by Staff and other Intervenors rather than the Applicant.” The Staff and Intervenor
response to the Applicant’s proposals likely will be much more important and helpful for
the Commission than the Staff and Intervenor responses to each other. Under these

circumstances, shortening the time for Staff and Intervenors to respond to the Applicant’s

Ruling at 3.

Rebuttal testimony typically is reserved for responding to issues raised in the immediately
preceding round of testimony. The testimony that will immediately precede the Staff and
Intervenor rebuttal testimony is the Staff and Intervenor initial testimony. As a result, Staff and
Intervenor Rebuttal testimony will respond to issues raised by parties other than the Applicants.
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testimony by over three full weeks was among the most prejudicial modifications to the

Proposed Schedule that could have been made.

2. The Burden of Holding Opening Presentations One Day
Before the Hearing Outweighs the Benefit

The addition of the opening presentations to Commissioners one day before the
hearing is prejudicial in that it will limit the time to prepare for the hearing, but will
consist only of argument based on an incomplete record that already will have been
summarized in writing. Scheduling the opening presentation to the Commissioners the
day before the hearing limits the time to prepare cross-examination exhibits and questions
immediately before the hearing. Considering that the opening presentations and hearing
under the Adopted Schedule immediately follow the holiday season during late
December and early January, the prejudice that results from limiting hearing preparation
by even one day is undue and unnecessary. No party is served by limiting hearing
preparation time, because limiting such preparation will ensure that the hearing does not
produce the most complete record possible.

In addition, scheduling the opening presentations to the Commission one day
before the hearing is procedurally awkward. The opening presentations will be based on
a limited evidentiary record that likely will be substantially supplemented the very next
day at hearing. The Ruling indicates that no evidence will be accepted into the record
during the opening presentations. Ruling at 2 (“If factual questions arise [in the opening
presentations], the Commissioners may also participate in the hearing to ask questions of
appropriate witnesses on supplemental direct examination.”) Thus, the arguments
presented to the Commission will be limited to those based on evidence in the record. At

that point, the only evidence in the record will include prefiled testimony and exhibits
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and the parties already will have provided written arguments regarding that evidence in
testimony and summarized those arguments in the executive summaries. As a result,
parties will make opening arguments based on a limited evidentiary record on January 4,
2006, but will submit new evidence into the record the very next day. Although the Joint
Parties do not object to holding opening presentations to the Commissioners, the
prejudice that results from limiting the preparation time for hearing one day after the New
Year holiday far outweighs the benefit of orally presenting arguments about a limited

subset of evidence that the parties already will have summarized in writing.

B. The Adopted Schedule Departs Significantly From The
Schedule Followed in UM 1121

The prejudice to the parties of the truncated Adopted Schedule is evident in light
of the substantially more lengthy schedule adopted by the Commission in Docket UM
1121, in which Oregon Electric Company and Texas Pacific Group submitted an
ORS § 757.511 application to acquire Portland General Electric. The UM 1121
proceedings took approximately one year to complete and Intervenors had significantly
more time to conduct discovery and prepare testimony in that proceeding than they will

under the Adopted Schedule. Re Oregon Electric et al., OPUC Docket No. UM 1121,

Order No. 05-114 at 10-14 (Mar. 10, 2005). Furthermore, the UM 1121 applicants also
requested a six-month process to review their application; however, the schedule in that
proceeding clearly placed the burden of expediting any process on the applicants rather
than Staff and Intervenors. The schedule adopted in UM 1121, along with the Adopted

Schedule, is depicted in the table below.
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Event (DT LI e Intervals
Schedule (U)° Schedule (A)
Application Filed Mar. 8, 2004 July 15, 2005 U/A: 0 days
Applicants letter on effects of
PUHCA repeal on Application Not Included Aug 22, 2005
Deadline for Petitions to Intervene
and Submit Intervenor Budgets Apr. 29,2004 Aug 29, 2005
Workshops May 6-7, 2004 Aug. 29-30, 2005
Opening Comments Not Included Oct 14, 2005
Settlement Conference Not Included Oct. 24, 2005
Applicants’ Supplemental Direct U: 80 days
Testimony May 27, 2004 Oct 28, 2005 A: 104 days
Settlement Conference June 8, 2004 Nov. 7, 2005
. U: 55 days
Staff & Intervenor Testimony July 21, 2004 Nov. 21, 2005 A: 24 days
Applicants’ (U) or All Parties’ (A) U: 26 days
Rebuttal Testimony Aug. 16, 2004 Dec. 12, 2005 A: 21 days
Staff & Intervenor Surrebuttal Sept. 22, 2004 Not Included | U: 37 days
Testimony
Applicants’ Sursurebuttal Testimony Oct. 11, 2004 Not Included U: 19 days
Executive Summary and Cross- Not Included Dec. 21,2005 | A: 9 days
Examination Statements
Opening presentations to Not Included Jan. 4,2006 | A: 14 days
Commissioners
Hearings Oct. 19-21,2004 | Jan. 5-6,2006 | - 8days
A: 1 day
. . . U: 27 days
Opening brief (all parties) Nov. 17, 2004 Jan. 27, 2006 A: 22 days
. . U: 16 days
Reply brief (all parties) Dec. 3, 2004 Feb. 10, 2006 A: 11days
Oral Argument Dec. 13, 2004 Not Included U: 10 days
Commission Order Mar. 10, 2005 TBD U: 87 days

The comparison of the UM 1121 schedule with the Adopted Schedule is

informative in several respects. From a broad perspective, the UM 1121 schedule

included 158 business days from when the application was filed to the hearing date. In

6 The schedule initially set in UM 1121 was amended on June 23, 2004. This table reflects the

amended dates for those dates that occurred after June 23, 2004.
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contrast, the Adopted Schedule includes only 118 working days, and this period
encompasses the Thanksgiving, December, and New Year holidays, which decreases the
practical number of working days by an even greater amount. Developing the record on
all aspects of the proposed transaction will be extremely important in this proceeding, and
that development will occur only if parties have adequate time to conduct and analyze
discovery, prepare testimony, and present arguments to the Commission. The Adopted
Schedule achieves an expedited process at the expense of Intervenors opportunity to
complete these tasks. No entity involved in this proceeding, including the Commission,
will be served by a decision made on an incomplete record. The UM 1121 order includes
a summary of the substantial factual record developed in that proceeding. OPUC Docket
No. UM 1121, Order No. 05-114 at 10-14.

The Adopted Schedule also does not reflect the amount of time that was devoted
to settlement in UM 1121 and that likely will be devoted to that cause in this case. The
Adopted Schedule provides for two days of settlement conferences; however, settlement
discussions likely will actually take up significantly more time. In UM 1121, parties
participated in a total of twelve days of settlement conferences, along with additional
meetings between the applicants and individual parties. The Ruling indicates that a
moderator may be used in this Docket to, among other things, “smooth the progress of
talks between the parties,” indicating an emphasis on creating the opportunity to reach
agreement in this proceeding. Ruling at 2. The Adopted Schedule provides the parties
time to create the record to contest the Application or to work toward a settlement, but

not both.
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In addition, the applicants in UM 1121 also requested review according to a six-
month schedule; however, in attempting to achieve a more expedited review, the schedule
in UM 1121 shortened the response times specific to the applicants rather than those for
Staff and Intervenors. Indeed, the Applicants’ supplemental testimony was due eighty
days after the application was filed in UM 1121, whereas in this case it is due 104 days
later. Staff and Intervenor initial testimony in UM 1121 was due fifty-five days after the
applicants filed supplemental testimony, and Staff and Intervenors had thirty-seven days
to respond to the applicants’ rebuttal testimony. In contrast, the UM 1121 applicants had
only twenty-six days to respond to Staff and Intervenor initial testimony and only
nineteen days to respond to surrebuttal testimony. In UM 1209, however, the Applicant
and PacifiCorp do not bear the burden of any shortened response time that does not apply
to all other parties as well. The UM 1121 applicants’ acceptance of the burden of moving
the schedule along in that proceeding is much different than in this Docket, in which the
burden of an expedited schedule has been forced upon Staff and Intervenors.

1"
1"

1"
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For all the reasons stated above, the Joint Parties request that the ALJ certify the

Ruling to the Commission, and that the Commission adopt the Proposed Schedule stated

in this Motion.

Dated this 10th day of August, 2005
Respectfully submitted,
Citizens’ Utility Board

/s/ Jason G. Eisdorfer

Jason G. Eisdorfer

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon
610 SW Broadway, Suite 308
Portland, OR 97205

(503) 227-1984
jason@oregoncub.org

Community Action Directors of Oregon
and the Oregon Energy Coordinators
Association

/s/ Jim Abrahamson

Jim Abrahamson

4035 12t Street Cut-Off, Suite 110
Salem, Oregon 97302

(503) 316-3951

(503) 363-0113
jim@cado-oregon.org

NW Energy Coalition

/s/ Steven Weiss

Steven Weiss

4422 Oregon Trail Ct. NE
Salem, Oregon 97305
Phone: 503 851-4054
Salem, OR 97305
steve@nwenergy.org
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Davison Van Cleve, PC

/s/ Melinda J. Davison

Melinda J. Davison

333 SW Taylor, Suite 400

Portland, OR 97204

(503) 241-7242 phone

(503) 241-8160 fax

mail@dvclaw.com

Of Attorneys for the Industrial Customers of
Northwest Ultilities

Esler, Stephens & Buckley

/s/ John W. Stephens

John W. Stephens, Esq.

888 S.W. Fifth, Suite 700

Portland, Oregon 97204-2021

stephens @eslerstephens.com

Of Attorneys for Renewable Northwest
Project
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 10th day of August, 2005, I served the foregoing Joint
Motion for Certification of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon, the Industrial
Customers of Northwest Utilities, Community Action Directors of Oregon and the
Oregon Energy Coordinators Association, the Northwest Energy Coalition, and the
Renewable Northwest Project in docket UM 1209 upon each party listed below, by email,
or, when not available, by mail, postage prepaid, and upon the Commission by email and
by sending 6 copies by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, to the Commission’s Salem offices.

Respectfully submitted,

/ﬂz Zw‘/a/___

Jason Eisdorfer #92292
Attorney for Citizens' Utility Board of Oregon

AMERICAN RIVERS
1025 VERMONT AVE NW, SUITE 720
WASHINGTON DC 20005

RATES & REGULATORY AFFAIRS
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC

121 SW SALMON STREET, 1WTC0702
PORTLAND OR 97204
pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com

UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA
PO BOX 37

SAN CLEMENTE CA 92674-0037
uwua@redhabanero.com

DOUGLAS L ANDERSON
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS CO
302 S 36 ST STE 400

OMAHA NE 68131
gerickson@midamerican.com

CURTIS G BERKEY

ALEXANDER, BERKEY, WILLIAMS & WEATHERS
2000 CENTER STREET, SUITE 308

BERKEY CA 94704

cberkey@abwwlaw.com
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NW ENERGY COALITION
219 FIRST ST STE 100
SEATTLE WA 98104

TROUT UNLIMITED
1300 N 17TH ST, SUITE 500
ARLINTON VA 22209

JIM ABRAHAMSON

COMMUNITY ACTION DIRECTORS OF OR
4035 12TH ST CUTOFF SE STE 110
SALEM OR 97302

jim@cado-oregon.org

ADAM S ARMS

MCKANNA BISHOP JOFFE & SULLIVAN LLP
1635 NW JOHNSON ST

PORTLAND OR 97209

aarms@mbijlaw.com

MAGGIE BRILZ

IDAHO POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 70

BOISE ID 83707-0070
mbrilz@idahopower.com



LOWREY R BROWN

CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON
610 SW BROADWAY, SUITE 308
PORTLAND OR 97205
lowrey@oregoncub.org

PHIL CARVER

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
625 MARION ST NE STE 1

SALEM OR 97301-3742
philip.h.carver@state.or.us

JOHN CORBETT

YUROK TRIBE

PO BOX 1027

KLAMATH CA 95548
jcorbett@yuroktribe.nsn.us

CHRIS CREAN

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

501 SE HAWTHORNE, SUITE 500
PORTLAND OR 97214
christopher.d.crean@co.multnomah.or.us

MICHAEL EARLY

INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS OF NW UTILITIES
333 SW TAYLOR STE 400

PORTLAND OR 97204

mearly@icnu.org

JOHN R GALE

IDAHO POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 70

BOISE ID 83707-0070
rgale@idahopower.com

ANN ENGLISH GRAVATT
RENEWABLE NORTHWEST PROJECT
917 SW OAK - STE 303

PORTLAND OR 97205

ann@rnp.org

JASON W JONES

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

REGULATED UTILITY & BUSINESS SECTION
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096
jason.w.jones@state.or.us

BARTON L KLINE

IDAHO POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 70

BOISE ID 83707-0070
bkline@idahopower.com

KATHERINE A MCDOWELL
STOEL RIVES LLP

900 SW FIFTH AVE STE 1600
PORTLAND OR 97204-1268
kamcdowell@stoel.com
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JOANNE M BUTLER
IDAHO POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 70

BOISE ID 83707-0070
joutler@idahopower.com

RALPH CAVANAGH

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER ST FL 20

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
rcavanagh@nrdc.org

JOAN COTE

OREGON ENERGY COORDINATORS ASSOC.
2585 STATE ST NE

SALEM OR 97301

cotej@mwvcaa.org

MELINDA J DAVISON
DAVISON VAN CLEVE PC
333 SW TAYLOR, STE. 400
PORTLAND OR 97204
mail@dvclaw.com

JASON EISDORFER

CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON
610 SW BROADWAY STE 308
PORTLAND OR 97205
jason@oregoncub.org

ANN L FISHER

AF LEGAL & CONSULTING SERVICES
2005 SW 71ST AVE

PORTLAND OR 97225-3705
energlaw@aol.com

BERNARDO R GARCIA

UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA
215 AVENDIA DEL MAR, SUITE M

SAN CLEMENTE CA 92672
uwua@redhabanero.com

DAVID E HAMILTON

NORRIS & STEVENS

621 SW MORRISON ST STE 800
PORTLAND OR 97205-3825
davidh@norrstev.com

ANDREA L KELLY

PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST STE 800
PORTLAND OR 97232
andrea.kelly@pacificorp.com

KAITLIN LOVELL

TROUT UNLIMITED

213 SW ASH ST, SUITE 205
PORTLAND OR 97204
klovell@tu.org



MARK C MOENCH

MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS CO
2755 E COTTONWOOD PARKWAY, STE 300
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0400
mcmoench@midamerican.com

MICHAEL W ORCUTT

HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE FISHERIES DEPT
PO BOX 417

HOOPA CA 95546

LISA F RACKNER

ATER WYNNE LLP

222 SW COLUMBIA ST STE 1800
PORTLAND OR 97201-6618
lfr@aterwynne.com

GREGORY W SAID

IDAHO POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 70

BOISE ID 83707
gsaid@idahopower.com

GLEN H SPAIN

PACIFIC COAST FEDERATION OF FISHERMEN'S
PO BOX 11170

EUGENE OR 97440-3370

fishtifr@aol.com

DOUGLAS C TINGEY

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
121 SW SALMON 1WTC13
PORTLAND OR 97204
doug.tingey@pgn.com

SARAH WALLACE

ATER WYNNE LLP

222 SW COLUMBIA STE 1800
PORTLAND OR 97201-6618
sek@aterwynne.com

STEVEN WEISS

NORTHWEST ENERGY COALITION
4422 OREGON TRAIL CT NE
SALEM OR 97305
steve@nwenergy.org
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WILLIAM MILLER

IBEW

17200 NE SACRAMENTO
GRESHAM OR 97230
bill@ibew125.com

BARBARA LEE NORMAN
KARUK TRIBE OF CALIFORNIA
PO BOX 657

YREKA OR 96097

JANET L PREWITT
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096
janet.prewitt@doj.state.or.us

STEVE ROTHERT
AMERICAN RIVERS

409 SPRING ST, SUITE D
NEVADA CITY CA 95959
srothert@americanrivers.org

THOMAS P SCHLOSSER

MORISSET, SCHLOSSER, JOZWIAK & MCGAW
801 SECOND AVE, SUITE 1115

SEATTLE WA 98104-1509
t.schlosser@msaj.com

JOHN W STEPHENS

ESLER STEPHENS & BUCKLEY
888 SW FIFTH AVE STE 700
PORTLAND OR 97204-2021
stephens@eslerstephens.com

SANDI R TRIPP

KARUK TRIBE DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PO BOX 1016

HAPPY CAMP CA 95546

MICHAEL T WEIRICH

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

REGULATED UTILITY & BUSINESS SECTION
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096
michael.weirich@state.or.us



