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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

OF OREGON 

 

UM 1654 

 

   

In the Matter of 

 

NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS 

COMPANY, dba NW NATURAL 

 

Investigation of Interstate Storage and 

Optimization Sharing 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon’s 

Amended Motion to Compel NW 

Natural to Respond to CUB’s Data 

Requests  

 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

Pursuant to OAR 860-001-0500(7) and Administrative Law Judge Michael 

Grant’s April 22, 2014 Memorandum and Ruling in docket UM 1654, the Citizens’ 

Utility Board of Oregon (“CUB”) hereby moves the Commission to compel NW Natural 

Gas Company (“NW Natural” or “Company”) to produce information concerning NW 

Natural’s MIST (North Mist, Emerald, MIST Expansion, other name for same geographic 

area) storage responsive to CUB’s data requests 33, 92 and 93 to NW Natural.
1
  

  The Motion to Compel results from NW Natural's decision not to respond to 

discovery requests made by CUB in CUB Data Requests 33, 92 and 93, issued on March 

6, 2014.
2
  Indeed rather than responding to CUB’s data requests NW Natural immediately 

filed a two page email motion with the Commission, dated March 10, 2014, requesting an 

expedited telephone conference to discuss whether or not it should have to respond to 

                                                 
1
 CUB notes that the Company was also not responsive to CUB Data Requests 65-77, but CUB has 

determined, unlike the information sought in CUB Data Requests 33, 92 and 93, that this information is not 

critical to its analysis in this docket at this time. 
2
 The data requests issued on March 6, 2014, were incorrectly numbered, which was subsequently corrected 

by CUB’s re-issued data requests on March 14, 2014.   
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CUB’s data requests at all.
3
  The expedited telephone conference was held on March 11, 

2014.  On March 13, 2014 ALJ Pines issued her ruling in which she stated: 

After reviewing the parties' arguments, I find that data requests resulting from 

information discussed during the Commission Examination that took place on 

February 3, 2014 are within the scope of permissible discovery, regardless of 

whether that information could have been requested prior to the Commission 

Examination. However, discovery regarding matters that were not discussed at 

the Commission Examination falls outside the scope of permissible discovery at 

this stage.4 
 

As a courtesy to NW Natural, CUB agreed to reissue its data requests with 

corrected numbering and any duplicative data requests eliminated.  This was done and the 

corrected set of data requests was issued on March 14, 2014.  NW Natural then requested 

additional time to respond to those requests and responses/objections were ultimately 

received on April 10, 2014.  On April 16, 2014, while CUB was still reviewing the data 

responses it had received and determining which of the objected data requests required 

further review, ALJ Pines set another Prehearing Conference for April 21, 2014.  On the 

morning of April 21, 2014, CUB Counsel Catriona McCracken received a telephone call 

from Lisa Rackner and Adam Lowney.  Ms. Rackner stated that NW Natural’s decision 

on future process rested on CUB’s determination of whether to pursue the objected to 

data requests.  Ms. McCracken responded that CUB was still reviewing the data requests 

and determining how many to pursue.  At the Prehearing Conference on April 21, 2014, 

CUB advised ALJ Pines and the parties that it had decided to pursue the data requests 

related to Mist storage.  Discussion was had and it was determined that a written Motion 

to Compel should be filed.  An order was issued thereafter providing that CUB must 

submit its Motion to Compel by April 25, 2014.  This constitutes CUB’s Motion to 

                                                 
3
 See Attachment A Email from Lisa Rackner to ALJ Pines dated March 10, 2014. 

4
 See Attachment B Ruling of ALJ Pines dated March 13, 2014. 
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Compel filed pursuant to ORCP 36; ORCP 46; OAR 860-001-0500(7); and OAR 860-

001-540. 

 CUB hereby certifies that its Counsel has been attempting to work with NW 

Natural since the issuance of CUB’s data requests on March 6, 2014, but has been 

unable to resolve this discovery dispute.
5
   

Attachment C contains the CUB Data Requests/NW Natural Data Responses and 

Objections related to CUB Data Requests 33, 92 and 93.  All three of the data requests 

that NW Natural is objecting to, in whole or in part, “result[] from information discussed 

during the Commission Examination that took place on February 3, 2014” which are 

considered to be “within the scope of permissible discovery, regardless of whether that 

information could have been requested prior to the Commission Examination.”
6
  In short, 

NW Natural is objecting to each of these three data request because it believes the 

requests to be outside of the scope of the discovery ordered by the ALJ and not relevant 

to this proceeding.  CUB does not agree with NW Natural.  The discovery issued in this 

docket was “reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,”
7
 

“commensurate with the needs of the case, the resources available to the parties, and the 

importance of the issues to which the discovery relates,”
8
 and was not “unreasonably 

cumulative, duplicative, burdensome or overly broad.”
9
  In short, the data requests at 

issue are highly relevant to this proceeding and are within the scope of discovery ordered 

by the ALJ.  CUB respectfully requests that NW Natural be ordered to produce the full 

                                                 
5
 Attachment C - Affidavit of Catriona McCracken. 

6
 UM 1654 – ALJ Pines’ March 13, 2014 Ruling – Attachment B to this Motion to Compel. 

7
 ORCP 36B(1). 

8
 OAR 860-001-0500(1). 

9
 OAR 860-001-0500(2). 
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and complete information being requested by CUB. 

II. ARGUMENT. 

 

A. Legal Standard  

 

The application of the Oregon Rules of Civil Procedure (“ORCP”) to proceedings 

before the Commission is plainly required by the Commission’s administrative rules.  

OAR 860-001-0540(1) states, in relevant part, that “[a] party may submit data requests to 

any other party, subject to the discovery rules in ORCP.”  Additionally, OAR 860-001-

0000 states that “[t]he Oregon Rules of Civil Procedure (ORCP) also apply in contested 

case and declaratory ruling proceedings unless inconsistent with these rules, a 

Commission order, or an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) ruling.   

ORCP 36 discusses general provisions regarding discovery.  ORCP 36A discusses 

the different types of discovery methods available to parties, which is not at issue in this 

case.  ORCP 36B discusses the scope of discovery, stating, in relevant part: 

Unless otherwise limited by order of the court in accordance with 

these rules, the scope of discovery is as follows: 

B(1) In general.  For all forms of discovery, parties may inquire 

regarding any matter, not privileged, which is relevant to the claim or 

defense of the party seeking discovery or to the claim or defense of any 

other party, including the existence, description, nature, custody, 

condition, and location of any books, documents, or other tangible things, 

and the identity and location of persons having knowledge of any 

discoverable matter.  It is not ground for objection that the information 

sought will be inadmissible at trial if the information sought appears to be 

reasonably calculated to lead the discovery of admissible evidence.
10

 

 

Therefore, the two factors that determine whether a response to discovery is required 

pursuant to ORCP 36B(1) are scope, which may only be limited by the court, and 

                                                 
10

 ORCP 36B (emphasis added). 
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relevance.
11

 

The scope of discovery in this case was explicitly limited by ALJ Pines in her 

March 13, 2014 Ruling.  Specifically, Judge Pines ruled: 

I find that data requests resulting from information discussed during the 

Commission examination that took place on February 3, 2014 are within 

the scope of permissible discovery, regardless of whether that information 

could have been requested prior to Commission Examination.  However, 

discovery regarding matters that were not discussed at the Commission 

Examination falls outside the scope of permissible discovery at this 

stage.
12

 

 

As made clear by Judge Pines, so long as data requests were based on information 

discussed at the Commissioner Examination, it was and is within the permissible scope of 

discovery in this docket.   

With regard to relevance, Oregon courts have interpreted ORCP 36B to provide 

for broad and expansive discovery.  In Vaughan v. Taylor, the Oregon Court of Appeals 

stated, with regard to ORCP 36B, “that the material sought is inadmissible is not a 

ground for objection if its discovery appears to be reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  A request for discovery must often be couched in 

broad terms, because the significance of the material cannot always be determined until it 

has been inspected.”
13

  Oregon courts have also emphasized the importance of disclosure, 

even when relevancy has been contested.
14

   

In short, so long as the evidence sought is both reasonably calculated to lead to 

                                                 
11

 ORCP 36B(2) and (3) discuss disclosure requirements for insurance agreements/policies and trial 

preparation materials, neither of which are at issue in this case. 
12

 UM 1654 – ALJ Pines’ March 13, 2014 Ruling. 
13

 Vaughan v. Taylor, 79 Or App 359, 364-65 (1986). 
14

 See e.g. Oregon Orchards v. Ins. Co. of N.A., 239 Or 192, 198 (1964) (commenting that the trial court 

should have required the records at issue to be produced and then should have made a determination of 

relevancy, rather than ruling preemptively that such evidence, if produced, would not be relevant or 

material.).  
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the discovery of admissible evidence and is not otherwise limited by order of the court 

(or in this case, the Commission), such evidence is within the scope of discovery.     

B. CUB’s Data Requests are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence and are within the scope of discovery ordered by 

ALJ Pines. 

 

NW Natural’s objections to CUB’s data requests primarily fall within two 

categories:  scope and relevance.  For ease of reference, CUB’s Data Requests 33, 92 and 

93, along with NW Natural’s responses, are provided below: 

CUB Data Request 33 

Is “Emerald” a separate storage facility? Is Emerald the storage facility being 

constructed for PGE?  

a. If so where is it located? 

b. What is its purpose? 

c. Who is paying for its development? 

d. How much is development of Emerald anticipated to cost? 

e. What pipeline will feed/be used for extraction of gas from the Emerald 

storage facility? 

f. Where will this pipeline begin? 

g. Where will this pipeline terminate? 

h. When is the pipeline construction anticipated to begin? 

i. Who will pay for the building of this pipeline? 

j. How many cubic feet of gas will the pipeline be able to carry per second? 

 

NW Natural’s response to CUB DR 33 is as follows: 

NW Natural objects to this request as outside the scope of the discovery 

ordered by the ALJ, and not relevant to UM 1654.  Notwithstanding this 

objection, NW Natural notes that in the past, NW Natural has, in other 

forums, used the term Emerald to describe the storage project that will 

serve PGE.  NW Natural also notes that the details regarding the storage 

facility discussed are not yet finalized, and will be the subject of a future 

proceeding at the OPUC. 

 

CUB Data Request 92 

February 3, 2014 Hearing Transcript at page 35, Mr. White discusses how 

the 53-47 sharing will change due to recall. 

a. Does NW Natural currently have a contract with PGE for 
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additional storage associated with PGE’s Port Westward 2.  If so, please 

provide a copy of that contract. 

 

NW Natural’s response to CUB DR 92 is as follows: 

On page 36 of the transcript, Mr. White explains that recalling Mist 

capacity changes the 47/53 allocation over time.  NW Natural objects to 

the question presented under subpart “a” because it does not seek 

information related to the issues in this docket, or to the provisions cited 

in the request. 

 

CUB Data Request 93 

February 3, 2014 Hearing Transcript at page 92 of the transcript, NW 

Natural’s witness states that the new storage for PGE will not use any 

shared facilities.   

a. Will it be included in the Mist Storage sharing? If yes, please explain 

how it will impact Mist Storage sharing. 

b. Will it’s capacity or deliverability be included in storage optimization? 

If yes, please explain how it will impact Mist Storage optimization 

sharing. 

c. Will it share any staff with NW Natural’s core business at Mist? 

d. Will any of Mr. White time be allocated to it? 

e. How is it being financed and who at NW Natural is involved in 

obtaining the financing? 

f. Is NW Natural tracking the time of all employees who are employed 

by the utility (core side of the business) to ensure that their time is 

properly accounted for? 

 

NW Natural’s response to CUB DR 93 is as follows: 

NW Natural objects to this question as outside the scope of permissible 

discovery.  The ALJ’s March 13
th

 Ruling clarified that “discovery 

regarding matters that were not discussed at the Commission Examination 

falls outside the scope of permissible discovery at this state.” None of the 

items about which this question seeks information were discussed at the 

hearing.  Additionally, the question asks about materials that have not yet 

been developed or presented for Commission review, and which will be 

the subject of future process at the OPUC. 

 

 With regard to scope, all of the questions at issue relate to NW Natural’s 

expansion of Mist (Emerald, North Mist, MIST Expansion – whatever the current name 

is for the project) for PGE.  Details of this were first discussed at the Commissioner 
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Examination by the Company itself.  In fact, Mr. White explicitly states “[s]o we are 

looking at an expansion as part of supporting PGE’s Port Westward Project…It will be a 

whole new compression station, new reservoir, and new pipeline going from Mist up to 

Port Westward.”
15

  As such, CUB’s follow-up questions regarding more details 

surrounding the proposed project (CUB DR 33), whether a contract is in place with PGE 

(and if so, to provide a copy of that contract) (CUB DR 92), and the impacts that such an 

agreement could be anticipated to have on storage sharing and optimization (CUB DR 

93)—the central issue in this docket—are directly within the scope of what was discussed 

during the Commissioner Examination.  Additionally, with regard to CUB Data Request 

92, the sharing percentages forecast do not include the expansion of Mist for PGE.  If that 

expansion is included, the forecast could go in the other direction than the Company’s 

forecast (i.e. less sharing to customers).  Therefore, CUB needs to know the status of the 

expansion to understand whether the forecast of sharing allocation (currently 47/53) was 

accurate or not.   

Moreover, the Company has since been discussing this project openly with the 

Commission outside of the scope of this docket.
16

 So while the Company seems fine with 

                                                 
15

 UM 1654 Transcript of Proceedings February 3, 2014, pg. 92.  
16

 At a Public Meeting held at the Commission on April 2, 2014, discussion was had between the 

Commissioners and NW Natural in regard to slide 21 contained in the Company’s presentation 

http://www.puc.state.or.us/meetings/pmemos/2014/040214/SPM%20Presentation%20NW%20Natural%20

04022014.pdf .  Chair Ackerman asked the Company what the small pink sliver at the top of the “Capital 

Expenditures” for 2014 chart represented and was told by Alex Miller 

http://apps.puc.state.or.us/audio/040214/1004.mp3 at 8.08 et seq., “[t]hat is, is, is the start of working on 

new expansion of MIST which is related to serving PGE that’s not been agreed to yet so we’re still working 

with them on whether to move forward or not.” Ms. McCracken for CUB then asked “Is that also called 

MIST or is that called by another name?”  Mr. Miller responded, “North MIST Expansion.”  Ms. 

McCracken “That’s not Emerald, that’s something else?”  Mr. Anderson “Yes, that’s it.”  Ms. McCracken 

That’s Emerald?”  Mr. Anderson:  We are actually calling that the North MIST Expansion since it’s more 

explanatory of what’s going on but it used to be, we used to call it Emerald now its . . .”  Mr. Miller: “So as 

soon as you get used to that we’ll change it again.” 

http://www.puc.state.or.us/meetings/pmemos/2014/040214/SPM%20Presentation%20NW%20Natural%2004022014.pdf
http://www.puc.state.or.us/meetings/pmemos/2014/040214/SPM%20Presentation%20NW%20Natural%2004022014.pdf
http://apps.puc.state.or.us/audio/040214/1004.mp3%20at%208.08
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the project being publically discussed it is not willing to present requested details of the 

project to CUB when such details are within the scope of the ALJ’s ruling and are highly 

relevant to the case at hand. 

 Regarding relevance, NW Natural argues that because the “details regarding the 

storage facility discussed are not yet finalized, and will be the subject of a future 

proceeding at the OPUC”
17

 questions related to NW Natural’s build-out of Mist for PGE 

are not relevant in this docket. But plans for that build out and discussions between the 

companies are ongoing today.  The effect that such planning could have on future sharing 

is relevant today as the Commission determines what sharing percentages to impose on 

the parties in this docket. Moreover, the threshold for relevance, as articulated by Oregon 

courts and discussed above, has been applied broadly and has tended to favor disclosure.  

CUB has specifically asked these questions because it is trying to ascertain exactly what 

the arrangement between PGE and NW Natural currently is and could be, in the future.  It 

is necessary for CUB to obtain information related to plans for storage expansion and 

sharing so that CUB can analyze for itself  the implications that such planning may have 

on customers now and in the future, especially with regards to sharing percentages which 

are being discussed in the context of this docket.  NW Natural appears to argue that 

because the prudence of such a project might have to be reviewed in the future that there 

is no need for discovery today.  But the fact that NW Natural seems so sure that this 

expansion project will one day come to fruition makes it all the more important to CUB 

that correct sharing percentages are set today and the only way to set correct sharing 

percentages is to know who is planning to pay for what, whether it will include use of 

                                                 
17

 NW Natural response to CUB DR 33. 
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customer paid resources and whether customers should be being compensated for the use 

of those resources.  All of the information that CUB is seeking to compel disclosure of 

today is relevant to those issues. 

It is CUB’s opinion that it is not for NW Natural to decide what is relevant to this 

docket but for the ALJ to decide.  And the ALJ’s decision on CUB’s Motion to Compel 

need relate only to whether the information sought “appears reasonably calculated to lead 

to the discovery of admissible evidence.”  For as ORCP 36B(1) provides:  “It is not 

ground for objection that the information sought will be inadmissible at the trial if the 

information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence.”
18

  Moreover, the “the significance of the material cannot always be 

determined until it has been inspected.”
19

  CUB has had no opportunity to inspect the 

material or to offer it into evidence; the ALJ should order disclosure of this material for 

review by CUB.  

C. It is important that CUB ascertain the appropriate information regarding 

NW Natural’s expansion of Mist for PGE in this docket. 
 

As stated above, NW Natural represents that “the details regarding the [PGE 

storage facility] are not yet finalized, and will be the subject of a future proceeding at the 

OPUC.”
20

  CUB, however, is concerned that the Company will not make a filing before 

the OPUC for review of the issues relevant to this docket because NW Natural claims 

that there will be no sharing with regard to the MIST expansion
21

 and because the project 

                                                 
18

 ORCP 36B(1). 
19

 Vaughan v. Taylor, 79 Or App 359, 365 (1986). 
20

 NW Natural Response to CUB DR 33.  See also NW Natural Response to CUB DR 93. 
21

 Statement by Ms. Rackner during the April 21, 2014 hearing. 
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is apparently being developed by a subsidiary of NW Natural.
22

 The Commission is 

deciding now, not at a later date, how the revenues from NW Natural’s storage and 

optimization activities are to be shared among the parties.  CUB, as well as the 

Commission, needs the ability to analyze the information that exists with regard to the 

NW Natural/PGE agreement in order to determine for itself whether there are 

implications that should be considered in the context of this docket and in the context of 

future development and sharing of MIST revenues, as opposed to a possible later tariff 

filing that may be limited to issues such as prudence.  CUB does not want to be told in a 

future docket, assuming one is even filed, that it should have addressed any storage and 

optimization sharing issues in docket UM 1654.  CUB strongly believes that this docket 

is the better docket to address any possible sharing of storage and optimization revenues 

associated with future Mist expansion. 

III. CONCLUSION. 

All of the information necessary to determine the appropriate sharing percentages 

related to NW Natural’s storage and optimization activities is in NW Natural’s possession 

and control.  Contrary to NW Natural’s objections, the information sought by CUB is 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as required by ORCP 

36(B)(1), and is within the scope of discovery ordered by ALJ Pines in her March 13, 

2014 Ruling.   

CUB respectfully moves the Commission to compel NW Natural to respond to 

CUB Data Requests 33, 92 and 93.   

                                                 
22

 UM 1654 Hearing Transcript at 21-22.  See also Attachment D - Re: Application to Amend Site 

Certificate Agreement for the Mist Natural Gas Storage Site, Energy Facility Siting Council of the State of 

Oregon (April 8, 2013). 
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DATED this 25
th

 day of April, 2014. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
G. Catriona McCracken, Attorney #933587 

General Counsel/Regulatory Program Dir.  

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 

610 SW Broadway Ste 400 

Portland, OR 97205 

     (503) 227-1984 

Catriona@oregoncub.org 

mailto:Catriona@oregoncub.org










 
 

Rates & Regulatory Affairs 
 

Investigation of 
Interstate Storage and Optimization Sharing 

UM 1654 
 

Data Request Response 
 

 
Request No.  UM 1654-CUB-DR 33: 
Is “Emerald” a separate storage facility? Is Emerald the storage facility being 
constructed for PGE? 
a. If so where is it located? 
b. What is its purpose? 
c. Who is paying for its development? 
d. How much is development of Emerald anticipated to cost? 
e. What pipeline will feed/be used for extraction of gas from the Emerald storage 
facility? 
f. Where will this pipeline begin? 
g. Where will this pipeline terminate? 
h. When is the pipeline construction anticipated to begin? 
i. Who will pay for the building of this pipeline? 
j. How many cubic feet of gas will the pipeline be able to carry per second? 
 
Response: 04/10/2014 
 
NW Natural objects to this request as outside the scope of the discovery ordered by the 
ALJ, and not relevant to UM 1654.  Notwithstanding this objection, NW Natural notes 
that in the past, NW Natural has, in other forums, used the term Emerald to describe the 
storage project that will serve PGE.  NW Natural also notes that the details regarding 
the storage facility discussed are not yet finalized, and will be the subject of a future 
proceeding at the OPUC. 
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Rates & Regulatory Affairs 
 

Investigation of 
Interstate Storage and Optimization Sharing 

UM 1654 
 

Data Request Response 
 

 
Request No.  UM 1654-CUB-DR 92: 
February 3, 2014 Hearing Transcript at page 35, Mr. White discusses how the 53-47 
sharing will change due to recall. 
a.  Does NW Natural currently have a contract with PGE for additional storage 
associated with PGE’s Port Westward 2. If so, please provide a copy of that contract. 
 
Response: 04/10/2014 
 
On page 36 of the transcript, Mr. White explains that recalling Mist capacity changes the 
47/53 allocation over time.  NW Natural objects to the question presented under subpart 
“a” because it does not seek information related to the issues in this docket, or to the 
provisions cited in the request.    
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Rates & Regulatory Affairs 
 

Investigation of 
Interstate Storage and Optimization Sharing 

UM 1654 
 

Data Request Response 
 

 
Request No.  UM 1654-CUB-DR 93: 
February 3, 2014 Hearing Transcript at page 92 of the transcript, NW Natural’s witness 
states that the new storage for PGE will not use any shared facilities. 
a.  Will it be included in the Mist Storage sharing? If yes, please explain how it will 
impact Mist Storage sharing. 
b.  Will it’s capacity or deliverability be included in storage optimization? If yes, please 
explain how it will impact Mist Storage optimization sharing. 
c.  Will it share any staff with NW Natural’s core business at Mist? 
d.  Will any of Mr. White time be allocated to it? 
e.  How is it being financed and who at NW Natural is involved in obtaining the 
financing? 
f.  Is NW Natural tracking the time of all employees who are employed by the utility 
(core side of the business) to ensure that their time is properly accounted for? 
 
Response: 04/10/2014 
 
NW Natural objects to this question as outside of the scope of permissible discovery.  
The ALJ’s March 13th Ruling clarified that “discovery regarding matters that were not 
discussed at the Commission Examination falls outside the scope of permissible 
discovery at this stage.”  None of the items about which this question seeks information 
were discussed at the hearing.  Additionally, this question asks about materials that 
have not yet been developed or presented for Commission review, and which will be the 
subject of future processes at the OPUC.   
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UM 1654 - Certificate of Service - Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon’s Amended Motion 

to Compel NW Natural to Respond to CUB’s Data Requests 

UM 1654 – CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that, on this 28
th

 day of April, 2014, I served the foregoing Citizens’ 

Utility Board of Oregon’s Amended Motion to Compel NW Natural to Respond to 

CUB’s Data Requests in docket UM 1654 upon each party listed in the UM 1654 PUC 

Service List by email and, where paper service is not waived, by U.S. mail, postage 

prepaid, and upon the Commission by email and by sending one original and two copies 

by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, to the Commission’s Salem offices. 
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PORTLAND OR 97204-1136 

cstokes@cablehuston.com  

 

NORTHWEST NATURAL 

MARK R THOMPSON (HC) 

220 NW 2ND AVE 

PORTLAND OR 97209 

mark.thompson@nwnatural.com  

 

 

PUC STAFF--DOJ 

JASON W JONES (HC) 

1162 COURT ST NE 

SALEM OR 97301-4096 

jason.w.jones@state.or.us     
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

Sommer Templet, OSB #105260 

Staff Attorney 

Citizens' Utility Board of Oregon 

610 SW Broadway, Ste. 400 

Portland, OR 97205 

(503) 227-1984 phone 

(503) 224-2596 fax 

sommer@oregoncub.org 
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