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Meeting Report
2011 Integrated Resource Plan

First Public Input Meeting

Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, April 28, 2010 9:00 am — 3:00 pm (Pacific)
Location: Portland, Oregon; Salt Lake City, Utah; and telephone conference

Organizations Attending:

e Citizens Utility Board (CUB) e Portland General Electric (PGE)

¢ Consultant, Utah Office Of Consumer Services (OCS) o Renewable Northwest Project (RNP)

e CRD Energy Services (CRD) ¢ The Brattle Group (TBG)

e EnCana Power and Processing ULC (EnCana) ¢ Utah Association of Energy Users (UAE)

¢ Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO) ¢ Utah Clean Energy (UCE)

e |berdrola Renewables (IR) ¢ Utah Department of Air Quality (UT-DAQ)

¢ ldaho Power (IDPwr) ¢ Utah Division of Public Utilities (DPU)

e |daho Public Service Commission (ID-PSC) ¢ Utah Office Of Consumer Services (OCS)

e Industrial Customers Northwest Users (ICNU) ¢ Utah Public Service Commission (UT-PSC)

¢ Kennecott Utah Copper (KUC) ¢ Utah State Energy Program (USEP)

o National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) ¢ Washington Customer (WA Customer)

¢ Northwest Gas Association (NWGA) ¢ Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission (WUTC)

¢ Northwest Pipeline GP (NWPGP) o West Wind Wires (WWW)

¢ Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) e Western Resource Advocates (WRA)

e Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) ¢ Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocates (WY -
OCA)

e Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) ¢ Wyoming Public Service Commission (WY-PSC)

e PacifiCorp

The list of individual meeting attendees is provided as Appendix A.

Meeting Minutes
Summary
PacifiCorp’s first public meeting on the 2011 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) reviewed the
acknowledgement status of the 2008 IRP, the publication of the 2008 IRP update, and new
requirements and planned improvements for the 2011 IRP. The first half of the meeting was devoted
to review of the methodology of the 2010 Wind Integration Study.

Wind Integration Study

e Rick Link and Devon Williams of PacifiCorp presented the methodology for the 2010 Wind
Integration Study that was published as a white paper on April 16, 2010. Other project
milestones for the study were outlined including opportunities for public comment.
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Certain parties reiterated the recommendation that PacifiCorp engage a technical review
committee based on guidelines published by the Utility Wind Integration Group (UWIG); if not
for this study because of time constraints, then for future studies. For expediency, the Utah
DPU requested that comments be posted to PacifiCorp’s Web site separately in their original
form as they are received rather than compiled into a single document.

The Company agreed to state its policy regarding work paper and data distribution as an
action item. Other parties wanted PacifiCorp to ensure that the methodology used and costs
being measured are appropriate for other anticipated uses by the Company.

PacifiCorp staff commented that the study methodology follows that of the recently released
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) Eastern Wind Integration and Transmission
Study (EWITS). The parties discussed differences in definitions used in various studies,
including the Bonneville Power Administration.

Parties discussed the methods and challenges of synthesizing wind data for future wind plants
and incomplete historical time series. PacifiCorp and its technical consultant will review other
sources of data, including NREL’s mesoscale dataset, and use them where appropriate, and
emphasized that data exploration will guide refinement of the synthesized data development.
PacifiCorp will also establish statistical procedures to validate the synthesized data as
recommended by some parties.

A number of parties asked for clarification on how the wind integration study will be
incorporated into the IRP given the near-term forecast period (2011-2013). Because
additional wind penetration analysis (post-2013) will come well after the August 2, 2010 study
delivery deadline, the Company will need to extrapolate wind integration costs for use in the
20-year System Optimizer runs. Oregon participants requested that the cost extrapolation
approach be documented in the methodology white paper.

IRP Regulatory Compliance

Pete Warnken of PacifiCorp led the discussion of the 2011 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). He
noted that the 2008 IRP was acknowledged in Idaho, Oregon, Utah, and Washington.

PacifiCorp reviewed new regulatory requirements for the 2011 IRP by state. Discussion also
included timing of load forecasts, investigations of modeling non-traditional and renewable
technologies, modeling demand-side management (DSM), distribution efficiency assessment,
the geothermal potential study, market reliance, and price hedging analysis.

A discussion of modeling carbon dioxide regulations included the geographic extent of
assumptions, the type of constraints to be applied, alternative technologies, the number and
range of scenarios (including a zero cost scenario), and new improvements to the Company’s
capacity expansion optimizer model, System Optimizer, for representing carbon policies.
PacifiCorp mentioned that it would include analysis of a zero carbon price scenario in the IRP
as a base-line for estimation of carbon policy costs.
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In response to questions regarding modeling coal plant retirement scenarios, PacifiCorp
mentioned that it intends to discuss such analysis in a public meeting and provide a
methodology description for review by public participants.

Utah participants reiterated the Utah commission’s requirement that no resources be hard
wired in resource portfolios considered as preferred portfolio candidates unless they have a
signed final procurement contract or received a certificate of public convenience and
necessity.

IRP Preparation and Public Process Schedule

As part of its public process, PacifiCorp plans four general public meetings (tentatively July 22,
2010; August 31, 2010; October 2010; and January 2011). Additional, state-specific meetings
are planned to be held through June 2010. In response to queries, PacifiCorp confirmed that
states are free to set agenda items. Ad-hoc conference calls may be scheduled to address
other issues.

A one-day model tutorial for the PaR and System Optimizer models (IRP models) will be
scheduled for 2010. The Utah DPU requested that the tutorial be conducted as soon as June
2010. PacifiCorp stated that current and planned study work and other conflicts would rule
out scheduling for June. The Company will try to schedule the event as soon as possible.

In response to a Utah commission staff question on accessing PacifiCorp’s IRP models
remotely, PacifiCorp mentioned that the models are proprietary and not designed to be
portable. As an action item, PacifiCorp agreed to contact Ventyx on this issue and summarize
for participants the third-party model access policy.

Parties requested that future public meeting dates be finalized as soon as possible and that
agency and other utility calendars be reviewed in advance for conflicts. PacifiCorp stated that
the Company will lock in dates as soon as possible for meetings scheduled for the first half of
2010. The Utah DPU requested a more detailed IRP project timeline than was presented in
the slide presentation (slide no. 8). PacifiCorp agreed to provide an updated project timeline
chart once work activities have been solidified and study completion dates determined.

PacifiCorp outlined its plan to post information and feedback on the IRP and wind integration
study on its IRP Web site (www.pacificorp.com/es/irp.html). Given the potential volume of
information and the administrative requirement, PacifiCorp intends to carefully phase in its
expansion of document postings.

IRP Modeling Plan and New Initiatives

PacifiCorp outlined the general IRP modeling process and planned modeling projects for the
2011 IRP. The Company mentioned that the modeling process would be similar to the one
used for the 2008 IRP, with the possible exception of developing a System Optimizer portfolio
as a combination of two 10-year model runs to address an Oregon commission
acknowledgment order requirement. Highlights include:
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o Implementation of custom “enhanced’ System Optimizer functionality for carbon
dioxide tracking and representation of both state and federal renewable portfolio
standards.

o Imputation of stochastic cost and risk reduction benefits for resources modeled in
System Optimizer.

o Potential use of a stochastic carbon dioxide cost variable in Monte Carlo simulation
using the Planning and Risk production cost model.

o Potentially implementing the System Optimizer’s capital budget constraint
functionality for the initial ten-year simulation period to align with the Company’s
annual business plan budgeting process.

o Updating the DSM potential study.

o Updating stochastic model volatility and correlation parameters for conducting Monte
Carlo production cost modeling.

o Review of resource adequacy modeling including Loss of Load Probability (LOLP)
constraints in System Optimizer and use of WECC building block guidelines for capacity
reserve margins.

e Regarding resource adequacy, RNP commented that LOLP, when used as a constraint, should
not also be used as a risk parameter, and suggested establishing a resource adequacy level
and then relying on a market risk factor. The DPU asked whether stakeholders will be given
the opportunity to comment on the DSM potential study update being conducted this
summer. PacifiCorp responded that stakeholders can provide comments, but that the study
schedule does not afford a comment and response process to be incorporated given the need
to have inputs ready for late August IRP modeling work.

e PacifiCorp indicated that the focus for the 2011 IRP will be on capturing gas plant stochastic
value as well as risk reduction benefits for energy conservation. In response to a discussion
regarding the scope of the analysis and issues with modeling dynamics, the Company noted
that a stochastic value assessment of all resources could not be accommodated for this IRP,
and noted that the described approach is a reasonable approximation method for capturing
this resource value. As an action item, PacifiCorp agreed to provide a description of the
methodology as described in an internal paper.

e |n discussing the approach that the NWPCC applies to capture the risk reduction benefits of
energy conservation (i.e., assigning a price adder or “insurance premium” to the market
prices used to determine conservation’s relative cost-effectiveness), NPCC staff mentioned
that Avista Corporation was attempting to do something similar with generation resources. A
request was made to provide information on Avista’s risk assessment approach. As an action
item, PacifiCorp agreed to provide a Web hyperlink and references to Avista’s latest IRP.

e PacifiCorp then described the Oregon commission’s IRP acknowledgment requirement to
investigate a modeling approach that does not ascribe undue weight to resource choices in
the out-years that impact investment decisions covered by the IRP action plan time horizon.
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The Company suggested that conducting a System Optimizer run as a composite of two 10-
year runs, with resources selected in the first 10-year run fixed in the second 10-year run, was
a possible approach that will be discussed in a future public meeting.

e Parties expressed concern that a capital budget constraint may result in a sub-optimal
portfolio and compromise the independence of the IRP process. Washington commission
staff raised the issue of capital budget constraints affecting DSM resource selection given
Washington’s conservation target rules under Initiative 937. PacifiCorp responded that the
capital constraint would only be applied to plant capital projects. PacifiCorp indicated that
analysis of how the capital budget constraints would be implemented has yet to be
performed. If the constraints are implemented, the Company would, at a minimum, conduct
model runs without constraints for comparison.

e Parties requested that more information on the derivation of the capital budget constraints,
as well as the approach for assessing coal plant retirements, be provided to participants.
PacifiCorp agreed to provide a description of the capital budget constraint functionality as an
action item.

2008 IRP Update

e PacifiCorp reviewed differences between the 2008 IRP and the 2008 IRP Update. National
and regional economic conditions have prompted reexamination of capital investment needs
and timing. The deferral of gas resources has been influenced by lower load growth
expectations and short-term import capability from Nevada. Wyoming wind acquisitions
have been postponed by changes in the planned in-service dates for the Energy Gateway
West project.

e Inresponse to a question about state processes for the 2008 IRP update, PacifiCorp explained
that Oregon has rules that apply during changes to action plan items. Utah commission staff
added that Utah rules initiate a comment period schedule when changes to an action plan
occur.

e Cory Scott of PacifiCorp Transmission Strategy and Policy provided an overview of
transmission assumptions and the impact of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between PacifiCorp and Idaho Power Company. The MOU is not a final agreement; rather, it
provides notice and outlines the scope of discussions between the companies. In response to
party queries, Scott noted that the MOU Summary is available on the OASIS websites of both
PacifiCorp (www.oasis.pacificorp.com) and Idaho Power. PacifiCorp agreed to provide the
Web hyperlink to the MOU Summary as an action item.
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Responses to Parking Lot Questions
IRP Public Meeting — April 28, 2010

2010 Wind Integration Study

1. Why was the IRP Planning and Risk production cost model selected for estimating wind
integration costs rather than the GRID model?

PacifiCorp Response:

System Balancing - PacifiCorp considered both the GRID and IRP Planning and Risk (PaR)
models for estimating wind integration costs. The PaR model is able to import unit-specific
commitment states from one simulation into another simulation. This functionality is needed
to estimate day-ahead system balancing costs, which involves committing generation units
based on day-ahead forecasts and dispatching them based on actual loads and wind
generation. GRID does not have this functionality, so PaR was determined to be the best tool
for calculating system balancing cost for both planning and ratemaking purposes.

Load Following and Regulation — In the document describing the Company’s 2010 wind
integration study, “Project Method for 2010 Wind Integration Cost Study”, the Company
indicates that “once the amount of Operating Reserves is established for different levels of
wind penetration, the cost of holding these reserves on PacifiCorp’s system will be calculated
using the Planning and Risk (PaR) model”. This statement is intended to describe how the
Company will conduct its IRP. For rate making purposes, the Company expects to use the
GRID model to determine these values.

2011 Integrated Resource Plan

2. Can the IRP models be setup outside the company in a fashion similar to PacifiCoN1.JQa DwL 5
model?

PacifiCorp Response:
No. The two primary models used for preparation of the IRP—System Optimizer and Planning

and Risk (PaR)—are proprietary software products that are not designed to be portable
applications. According to the model vendor, Ventyx Energy LLP, for outside parties to gain
access and use the PacifiCorp’s models, the outside party would need to purchase an
“engagement license” and training services. The estimated software license cost for both
models is in the range of $8,000-510,000 per month. A five-day training program is required,
and the estimated cost of this training is about $9,000. Finally, an outside party would need to
show proof of minimum specification hardware. In the case of the Planning and Risk model,
the outside party would also require the Microsoft SQL Server database server system and
have requisite experience installing, configuring, and operating client-server applications as
well as database administration expertise.
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3. Did PacifiCorp change the blending methodology for preparation of its forward price curves
from a multi-year to single-year blending period?

PacifiCorp Response:
The forward price curve blending methodology has been unchanged since March 2005, at

which time the Company increased the market data period from 36 months to 72 months and
reduced the blending period for market and fundamentals forecast data from 36 months to
12 months. The March 2005 changes were made in response to increased market liquidity
further out in time observed by PacifiCorp’s front office as well as other market factors.

4. Why are there no additions assumed for the Utah Cool Keeper load control program after
2012? With continuous load growth forecasted, one would expect at least some program
expansion to occur.

PacifiCorp Response:

The current planning assumption for Cool Keeper is that by 2012, the program will have
reached its practical maximum number of participants under the current opt-in voluntary
program design and vendor contract with Comverge.

5. Please reconcile the disparity between the coincident peak-hour load forecast differences
shown on slide #18 with the change in the system capacity positions shown on slide #19.
(The decreases in the annual capacity deficits are much larger than the decreases in annual
coincident peak loads)

PacifiCorp Response:
Slide 18 does not account for changes in projected resources and reserve requirements,

whereas Slide 19 does account for these components of the capacity balance. The difference
between the two slides is largely due to a forecasted increase in resources during the 2010
through 2013 period, combined with a decrease in reserve requirements stemming from the
lower peak load forecast. The resource increase averaged just over 300 MW per year during
this period, driven mainly by acquisition of east-side firm market purchase capacity (front
office transactions). These firm short-term contract resource additions are summarized in
Table 3.6 of the 2008 IRP Update. On the west side, the return energy from the Bonneville
Power Administration attributable to the Southeast Idaho exchange contract increased due to
an update to Bonneville’s southeast Idaho loads. The associated peak-hour capacity impact is
shown in Table 3.10 of the 2008 IRP Update (The west-side “purchase” line item). Finally,
PacifiCorp incorporated the operating reserve component of the Monsanto interruptible load
contract into the load & resource balance, resulting in a 90 MW resource increase.

6. What sampling methods does the Planning and Risk model use for stochastic simulation?
Does it include the Latin Hypercube technique?
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PacifiCorp Response:
For stochastic variables other than plant outages, the Planning and Risk model uses

conventional Monte Carlo sampling. The model user can select the following probability
distribution types for the random sampling: normal, lognormal, and Markov regime-
switching. The Monte Carlo draws can be made on a daily, weekly, or monthly basis. For plant
outages, the model user can select from a variety of sampling approaches. The approach
recommended by the model vendor, and used for PacifiCorp’s production cost modeling, is
called convergent Monte Carlo. This proprietary approach employs an algorithm that rejects
highly unlikely outage combinations and inappropriate outage allocation in peak and off-peak
hours. The model vendor claims that this approach yields accurate results with fewer
sampling iterations and thus shorter model run-times.

Action Item Follow-up

1. t NEGARS GKS /2YLIyeQa LRfAOE F2N) LRAGAY3T GAYy
light of discovery requirements associated with the Oregon Transition Adjustment
Mechanism (TAM) proceeding

For IRP purposes, the Company will provide the following materials to stakeholders as
postings to the PacifiCorp IRP Web site or in emails sent to individuals on the IRP participant
list:

Draft and final versions of the methodology white paper

Public comment and PacifiCorp response documents

Public meeting PowerPoint presentations and minutes

Draft and final study results

Final reports and sample data/calculations prepared by PacifiCorp’s Technical Advisor
(The Brattle Group)

Only non-confidential information will be posted on the PacifiCorp IRP Web site.

The IRP Web site is not intended to be used for discovery in the Oregon TAM or any other
contested regulatory proceeding. Requests for information in all contested proceedings
should be made through the appropriate discovery processes for each respective proceeding.

22t NPOGARS G(GKS KELISNIAyYy]l G2 ' @gradlQa LyGdSaNIGs
addresses risk assessment

The link to Avista’s publicly available 2009 integrated resource plan is:
http://www.avistautilities.com/inside/resources/irp/electric/Documents/Avista%202009%20I

RP.pdf
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To support IRP development, Avista developed a linear-programming based resource
expansion optimization model that incorporates “risk tolerance” as an objective function
constraint. The objective function also incorporates a weighting scheme that emphasizes
near-term portfolio costs over costs in the out-years. A description of Avista’s resource
expansion model is found on pages 8-2 through 8-5 of their 2009 IRP.

3. Provide a more detailed version of the IRP activity timeline

PacifiCorp will distribute a revised activity timeline with more details at the next general IRP
public meeting, tentatively scheduled for July 22, 2010.

4. Provide a methodology paper on assessing coal plant retirement scenarios

PacifiCorp will develop the methodology over the next several months. A methodology white
paper will be distributed to IRP participants prior to the tentatively scheduled August 31,
2010 public input meeting. This meeting will cover carbon risk modeling and coal plant
retirement analysis.

5. Describe the methodology for deriving the gas plant stochastic cost reduction

To derive the stochastic cost reduction for a gas-fired generation technology, both
deterministic and stochastic operating costs for the gas unit are determined using the
Planning and Risk model. The difference in costs, expressed in dollars per kilowatt-year,
represents the cost adjustment to apply to the gas resource options modeled in System
Optimizer.

PacifiCorp developed stochastic cost reduction adjustments for the two gas unit technologies
reflected in its 2008 IRP preferred portfolio: an intercooled aeroderivative simple-cycle
combustion turbine (IC aero SCCT) and a combined-cycle combustion turbine (CCCT).
PacifiCorp’s methodology consisted of the following steps, using the 2008 IRP preferred
portfolio as the base portfolio for conducting the simulations:

e Run the PaR model in deterministic mode for each gas technology added in 2014

e The October 2008 forward price curves and $45/ton carbon dioxide tax value were
used as simulation inputs

e The simulation period was 2009-2028
e Run the PaR model in stochastic mode for each gas technology added in 2014

e Extract the gas plant net operating revenues (opportunity costs) for 2014 through
2028 from the four simulations, defined as wholesale market sales revenues less the
resource’s variable operating cost (fuel, startup, variable operation and maintenance
cost, and emission cost)

e Convert the net operating revenues to nominal present values in 2009 dollars

e Divide the net operating revenues by the resources’ megawatt capacities to calculate
dollar-per-kilowatt-year amounts,
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e For each gas technology, determine the difference between the stochastic net
operating cost and deterministic net operating cost; this difference represents the
stochastic cost reduction for the gas technology

The following table summarizes the results obtained from the simulations.

Net Operating Revenues, IC Aero ACCT CCCT

Levelized, SkW-year (2009 $) (522 MW) (570 MW) Difference
Deterministic simulation (23) (4) 9
Stochastic simulation (5) 179 184
Stochastic Cost Reduction Adjustment 8 183 175

The gas plant stochastic cost reduction adjustments were then tested in System Optimizer. A
base portfolio was developed using the 2008 IRP preferred portfolio input assumptions with
no gas plant cost adjustments or resource constraints applied, such as fixing gas plants in
certain years. For this portfolio, System Optimizer selected an east-side IC aero SCCT (261
MW) in 2014, and a west-side IC Aero SCCT (130 MW) in 2016. PacifiCorp ran System
Optimizer again, but with the stochastic cost reduction adjustments applied to the resource
capital costs." For this portfolio, System Optimizer chose a 2014 wet-cooled CCCT in 2014 (570
MW) lieu of the two IC aero SCCT units (391 MW combined). The difference in resource size
(570MW versus 391MW) was offset by reductions in firm market purchase and wind capacity.
This test indicates that a stochastic cost reduction adjustment for System Optimizer’s gas
resources successfully addresses the gas plant selection bias in System Optimizer.

6. Provide a description of the capital budget constraint functionality included in the System
Optimizercapacity expansion model

Users of the System Optimizer model have the option of applying a capital budget constraint
to the portfolio cost minimization objective function. The constraint is a maximum limit,
stated in millions of dollars, on total turn-key capital investment in a given year. The
constraint does not consider amortized capital recovery, year-to-year capital spending on
each project, or debt imputation for power purchase agreements. (For PacifiCorp, total turn-
key capital investment includes AFUDC and loadings.) To avoid an infeasible solution, the
annual constraints must be set high enough, or sufficient market purchases made available,
to ensure that enough resources can be selected to meet load and planning reserve
requirements.

! Given the small size of the IC Aero SCCT adjustment, PacifiCorp chose to apply the difference between the CCCT and
IC Aero SCCT stochastic cost reduction adjustments ($175/kW-year, shown in the table) as a downward adjustment
to the CCCT capital cost.
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7. Provide a Web hyperlink for the PacifiCorp-ldaho Power transmission Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) documents

Web hyperlinks for two MOU documents posted on PacifiCorp’s OASIS Web site include the
following:

Summary of the MOU:
http://www.oasis.pacificorp.com/oasis/ppw/PACIPCMOUOASISSummary.pdf

Update to MOU Summary:
http://www.oasis.pacificorp.com/oasis/ppw/MOU Agreement Update 20100506.docx
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Appendix A: Meeting Attendance List, Individuals

| Organization

Name

Citizen Utility Board (CUB)

Gordon Feigher

Consultant for Utah Office Of Consumer Services (OCS)

Phil Hayet

Encana / (Encana)

Rod Crockford
Roger Belland

Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO)

Matt Braman

Iberdrola Renewables (IR) Matt Dennis
Idaho Power (IDPwr) Phil DeVol
Idaho Public Service Commission (ID-PSC) Rick Sterling
Industrial Customers Northwest Users (ICNU) Irion Sanger
Kennecott Utah Copper (KUC) Ross Olsen

National Renewable Energy Labs (NREL)

Brendan Kirby

Northwest Gas Association (NWGA)

Dan Kirschnes

Northwest Pipeline GP (NWPGP)

Teresa Hagins
Jami Harrison

Michael
Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) Schilmoeller

Ken Corrum
Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) Vijay Satyal

Robin Straughan

Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC)

George Compton
Kelcey Brown
Matt Mulldoon

PacifiCorp

Brian Osborn
Cory Scott
Susan Farmer
Teresa Tang
Romita Biswas
Stacey Kusters
Irene Heng
Dan Swan
Brian Fritz
Shay LaBray
Michael Liljenwall
Stefan Bird
Eric Arzola
Barry Bell
Dave Taylor
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| Organization

Name

PacifiCorp , continued

Terrell Spackman
Rick Link

Devon Williams
Pete Warnken

Portland General Electric (PGE)

Israel Santiago

Renewable Northwest Project (RNP)

Ken Dragoon

The Brattle Group (TBG)

Judy Chang
Kamen Madjarov

Utah Association of Energy Users (UAE)

Gary Dodge
Don Hendrickson

Utah Clean Energy (UCE)

Sarah Wright

Utah Department of Air Quality (UT-DAQ)

Glade Sowards

Utah Division of Public Utilities (DPU)

Joni Zenger

Phil Powlick

Sam Liu

Doug Wheelwright
Artie Powell
Charles Peterson
Thomas Brill
Abdinasir Abdulle

Utah Office Of Consumer Services (OCS)

Dan Gimble

Utah Public Service Commission (UT-PSC)

David Clark
Jerry Maio
John Harvey
Becky Wilson
Carol Revelt

Utah State Energy Program (USEP)

Jason Berry

Washington Customer (WA Customer)

John Klingele

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
(WUTC)

Ryan Dyer
David Nightingale

West Wind Wires (WWW)

Roger Hamilton

Western Resource Advocates (WRA)

Steve Michel

Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocates (WY- OCA)

Denise Parrish

Wyoming Public Service Commission (WY-PSC)

Susan Flobeck
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