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PROCEEDI NGS

MR FITZSIMMONS: |'Il introduce nmyself. Thank you
all for coming. This is inmportant review for the region and
for Bonneville.

| am Dave Fitzsi nmons, the account executive and the
primary point of contact in regards to this review

Can everybody hear?

On ny right is Allen Burns, who you probably all
know, vice president of requirenents nmarketing at Bonneville;
Robert Anderson with the power business line; and Tom M| er
with our office of general counsel.

I think, because the group is pretty small, it would
be hel pful, probably, for everybody in the roomand nyself if
we just real quickly go around the room and introduce
oursel ves and who we represent. W don't have to tell
sonet hi ng about oursel ves.

M5. DAVISON. Are you looking at nme to start? | am
Melinda Davison. | amwth the law firm of Davison, Van
Cleave. | will be submitting coments today on behal f of
Dougl as El ectric Cooperative.

MR. SANGER. M nane is Irion Sanger. | amalso
with the law firm of Davison, Van Cleave. | amsubmtting
comments on behalf of the industrial custoners of Northwest

Uility.
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MR HAYES: | am G| Hayes. |[|'ll be comenting on
behal f of the Steel Workers and Northwest Al um num

MR. LEBRUN. | am Ed Lebrun, and I'Il be doing
the -- basically the same on the Washi ngton side for
Gol dendal e Nort hwest .

MR CARR MW nane is Geoff Carr. And | work with
the Northwest Requirenents Utilities.

MR, ESSEX: Bob Essex, Cowlitz PUD

MR. BRAWEY: Doug Brawl ey with Pacific Northwest
CGener ati ng Cooperative.

MR. SCHWARTZ: Howard Schwartz, Washi ngton
Department of Econom c Devel opnent, energy policy division

M5. WLLIAVMS: Lynn WIlians, PGE

MS5. PARR Tami Parr, PCE. W wll be submt
submitting witten coments.

MR STAUFFER. Mark Stauffer, Mntana Power. We
will be subnmitting witten coments.

MR SIGFRINIUS: Mark Sigfrinius, Gty of
Gol dendal e.

MR. PECK: Dana Peck, Klickitat County, Washi ngton

MR. SPEER: | am Jack Speer with Al coa.

MR. EARLY: Mchael Early for Al coa, Kaiser

M5. BAKER: Nancy Baker on behal f of Northern Wasco
PUD. | will be subnmitting witten conments and offering

conments, as well.
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MR SVENDSEN. Tom Svendsen, Klickitat PUD.

MR. SPI GAL: Harvey Spigal, representing Klickitat

PUD.

MS. SEWIN  Kate Sevvin, Brian Baird.

M5. BENNETT: Jeanne Bennett for Congressnman Brian
Bai rd.

MR. STERN: Brian Stern for Congressman Brian Baird.

MR. MJRPHY: Paul Mirphy submitting -- | won't be
submtting oral coments, but will be submitting witten
conment s.

MR. REDVAN:  Eric Rednman. |'m here today for Col den

Nor t hwest Al um num

MR. Pl EDMONT: Joe Piednont, consultant for the
al um num conpani es.

MR. PARKER: Rick Parker, Longview Fi ber Conpany.

MR. SABACO Dave Sabaco, Dougl as Electric Coop.

MR FITZSIMMONS: | believe that's it. Thank you.

Just a real quick review of the agenda here. W
will talk about the process. Allen will talk today about the
pur pose of the review that brought us here today. W wll go
through a series of just clarification on the process, the
time lines for that, or anything that was included in the
docunents that have been posted on the website or mail ed out
that you want sone clarification on prior to nmaking comrent.

Then we will move into taking comment itself. And
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we will ask, for ease of the court reporter, if everybody
woul d step up to the mic to make their coment.

I will be going through the list. As you signed in
you rmade note whether you wanted to comment or not. We will
just call you up to keep sone orderly fashi on noving through
W want to get all the commrents and get them as accurately as
possi bl e.

When you neke conments, step up to the mic and state
your name again, please, for the court reporter and who you
represent. That would be really hel pful

Al l en.

MR. BURNS: Dave said thanks for taking tine out. |
know fol ks on a day |ike today woul d probably be out at your
favorite place with your favorite cold beverage.
appreciate you taking time with us.

These are inportant issues, | think. 1'mgoing to
go over the three issues that we are asking for comment on
But, | think, probably all of you realize these are issues
that affect ultimtely the rates that custonmers pay and, as
such, the jobs, workers and the like. So even those
custonmers maybe who are not directly inpacted by one of these
i ssues would be potentially indirectly inpacted.

So glad to see a lot of you here so we can get
comment s.

As | indicated, we were not taking coment on the
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entire new large single load policy. W really wanted to
focus on the three issues that all of you have seen in the
written docunents.

And the reason for that primarily was during the
subscription process, where we signed up the custoners | ast
fall, we had a couple issues customers raised regarding the
application of the new large single | oad policy and whether a
custonmer would pay a PF rate or an NR rate.

Things were fairly busy back then. W have been
involved with the rate case, a nunber of things. W
i ndi cated we thought it was appropriate to take a | ook at
that prior to the start of the next five-year period, but,
gi ven everything we had on our screen, we decided to put it
towards the end of this rate period right before the next go
around.

Anot her reason why a couple of these issues, not
that they got raised subscription, but probably another thing
sort of unique -- they probably really are circunstances we
have not experienced. In the 1980s, when the Act was passed
and the first application of the new | arge single |oad
policy, and a number of things were done in the nineties,
there was sone determ nations.

But a couple of the issues we are taking comment on
today are probably a different version or somewhat different

t han the factual circunstances we feel that we have | ooked at
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in the past. Because they are inmportant issues and a
somewhat different |ook at the facts, we thought it was
i mportant to hear from everyone.

So let nme just go through the three issues. Before
| say that, | just want to point out to folks, this is not an
i ssue about whether or not somebody gets service from
Bonneville and the right to buy BPA power or the quantity of
that rate. |It's about the rate. It's about whether or not
you pay the new resources rate or the PF rate. It's not an
i ssue of entitlement for power, but the application of the
right rate.

So the three issues that we are going to tal k about
today and want to hear, the first one is a situation where a
preference utility begins to provide service to direct
service industry that fornerly was taking power from
Bonneville. Should that be a new large single load? What is
the applicable rate?

The reason why that's a somewhat different
circunmstance, in the past we have | ooked at sister situations
where what if a DSI wanted to take service fromthe |oca
public utility, but its contract demand is from Bonneville.
That's an issue we have dealt with. W have tal ked about
i ssues where Bonneville was offering service to the DSIs
bel ow contract demand. What woul d happen if a DSI wanted to

deal with that situation?
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But the one today we are interested in is a change
of circumstance. |It's an issue where Bonneville isn't
offering service. |It's below contract demand, but it's a
service we are not offering.

If a DSI were to nove over to a pickup utility and
take service, what is the appropriate rules and how should we

adm ni ster the new | arge single |oad policy?

So on that one, | believe, you all have coments.
But a couple of things | hope folks will coment on during
the next portion of this nmeeting would be -- the first one

is, isthis a situation that fol ks believe we define and
confine to a separate situation? Is it one that's easily
wal | ed of f?

Are the facts and circunstances we are dealing with
here different enough, for exanple, froma situation where a
greater than ten negawatt |oad of an industrial utility that
may be facing market prices now or maybe in the future, as
the industry evolves, is actually out facing narket prices?

What if a customer like that were to nove over? |Is
that a different enough circunstance? Can we deal with the
DSI situation separate?

Then the second sub-question on the DSI issue of
taki ng service from preference custoner that we woul d be
interested in is thoughts about your view on what the

implications are both for the rates that other custoners
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woul d pay and al so Bonneville's role.

We just went through a big effort on our rate case
and our | oad reduction where we are exposed to quite a bit of
augrment ation. We went out, and all of you participated and
hel ped us out so we could get out of market.

If we tend to nmove in the direction of picking up
this additional |oad, even though it's ten negawatts a year
we woul d be interested in your thoughts and coments if we
have nine or ten applications at the end of a five-year
peri od you could be | ooking at an additional five, 600
nmegawatts of | oad Bonneville m ght be serving.

We're just interested in what your thoughts are if
we ought to be nobre into an augnentation role.

The next issue, the second one, is dealing with if a
custoner that is greater than ten negawatts, but had the
contracted for-conmitted to deternination made where it was
actual ly being served before Septenber 1st, | believe, of
1979 -- is that right, Tonf

MR. MLLER That's correct.

MR. BURNS: Whiat happens in a particular
ci rcumnst ance?

We have | ooked at that issue before, where it
i nvol ves custoners nmaybe shifting froman I1OQU to a public
preference utility. W have been pretty clear that the

determ nation really applies to the utility and the custoner,
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that relationship that existed on Septenber 1st, 1979.

However, we had at |east one instance |'mfamliar
with -- there may be another one or two -- where rather than
bet ween investor owned utility and a public utility it was
between two public utilities. W are dealing with a |oad and
t he possible shifting of a CFCT

So we are | ooking and want to take comment on that
guesti on.

What happens, the differential here may be that the
current end use consuner through the public utility is
al ready getting PF service. So since there is no inpact, if
they were to shift over the question has arisen, why woul d
Bonnevill e continue to follow through with the application in
t hat circunstance?

So a coupl e questions there to think about on that
i ssue, once again, is it unique enough, simlar to the first
issue, or is it really hard to distinguish and draw a
distinction for this issue?

Probably the other thing on this second issue we
woul d be interested in, is this really confined to a few
uni que circunstances so it's not really a big deal for fol ks?
There is maybe a half a dozen or fewer cases like this, so
nost fol ks would say: No sweat off our back. It doesn't
seemto be a big application across the board. W would be

interested in your thoughts.
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The third issue, then, is not one that canme out of
subscription, but we are raising. |It's been 20 years now
under the Act and the CFCT deternminations. The way we've
applied this in the past has been the need for folks to
actually put in reliable, factually accurate, and tinely
information to get the CFCT determ nation. W really haven't
forced that issue for 20 years, going out and saying: You
really need to get the information. It's tine to close that
out .

W think with a ot of interest in this issue right
now -- you have been given a couple issues we are dealing
with -- it really probably is tinmely to figure out a way to
close this off.

So questions there would be, do you see any mmj or
problens with us actually deciding it's tinme to close it off
t hat woul d be caused?

Secondly, what is a reasonable tine |line and process
to do that? Should we try to do sonething over a matter of a
month or two, fairly expeditiously, or should we stretch it
out over a year or two if we deternine we want to go ahead
and cl ose of f and have fol ks submit their fina
det erm nati ons?

The last thing | would just like to nention is, what
we are here for today is basically to listen to all of you.

It's a snall enough group. W have until 4:00 o'clock if we
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need that. W really wanted to |listen and take comrent.

We are not here to debate and nmake a decision. W
may ask sone questions when we get into the comrent period,
but they will be questions along the lines: Do we understand
what your view point is, what your opinion on that is, so we
can fully consider it over the next several weeks as we are
goi ng through this process.

MR. FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Allen

So we will go ahead and nove right into
clarification. No particular order. |If there are
clarification questions on either the purpose that Allen just
went through or the process itself or the schedule, nowis
the tine to get those out of the way so we can nove on to the
conment peri od.

So feel free, if there are any, to step up to the

MR, STAUFFER  Mark Stauffer from Montana Power.

Could you all expand a bit on the particular
circunst ances that have caused the second itemto becone an
issue? I'mnot entirely famliar with the two publics and
the industrial customer that is presently the focus of this
issue. Is it possible that you could expand on that?

MR. MLLER  Just briefly, one of our custoners,
Central Lincoln PUD, was serving a | oad and Dougl as El ectric

Co-op offered to provide service to the sane load. The | oad
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was on a border area dividing line, or whatever, between the
two, the PUD and the co-op. There was approxi mately a year-
and- a-hal f process both before the Oregon courts and the
Oregon PUC in terns of who had the right to serve the | oad.

The | oad is now being served by Douglas Electric
Co-op. And thus, the question of the transfer of the | oad,
whet her or not it retains its contracted for-conmitted to
service or not, arose.

It was a | oad that was served by Central Lincoln PUD
on Septenber 1, 1979, and under a contract. And it had a
determination fromthe administrative to that effect.

So the question has arisen as to whether or not it
shoul d continue to have that status.

GECOFF CARR:  Ceoff Carr here with NRU

Al'l en, perhaps you could help me a little bit nore
on the first issue, 1A that you raised. Gve nme alittle
nore of an exanple. You tal ked about wanting to separate the
DSI issue fromand you tal ked about an I QU custoner that
nm ght want to nove in under a market rate environnent.

Could you help me out a little bit nore on that,
gi ve us an exanpl e?

MR. BURNS: Well, typically the way our practice has
been and policy for new large single loads is |ooking at the
entire size of the facility inits entirety. So if you were

to apply that, just a straightforward application of that, of
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course, in this case a DSI |oad noving over, even if it's
bel ow the contract demand that we are not serving at 9.9,
woul dn't be a new | arge single |oad.

So what I'mjust raising is if we decide the
ci rcunstances are unique enough with the DSI situation, is it
possi ble to distinguish that fromthe situati on where you
have an industrial customer of an investor owned utility who
maybe is a sinlar area where they are eligible to take
service fromboth parties? And if they were clearly, you
know, above ten megawatts, but wanting to start phasing in
some of their load and were facing a simlar circunstance
where they were exposed to the market, job inplications, and
the like, those two seemsinmilar to us.

| was just interested in people's thoughts about
whet her those two coul d be distingui shed. Because in the
| atter case you are tal king about a | ot of possible |oad that
m ght migrate on. 1It's a nuch bigger issue.

Paul .

MR. MURPHY: Paul Murphy.

When you gave your introduction of the facts to be
considered you didn't really nmention the statutory provision
that was involved. | assume that was an oversight.

I, uh -- the response, one of the things that
strikes me about the response you just nmade was that

Bonnevill e has already | ooked at the facility. But the
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provision in the law tal ks about a new | arge single |oad
means any | oad associated with the new facility, existing
facility, or the expansion of an existing facility which will
result in an increase of power requirenments of such custoner.

It does seemto ne that it's the | oads on the
utility custoner that is the statutory criteria. | assume
that Bonneville is going to include in its deternination the
statutory criteria to the extent that there are statutory
criteria and then policy presunably only where there is not
an express coverage of the issue by statute.

Is that an incorrect assunption?

MR. BURNS: No. W will be looking at all that. |
didn't nean to confine either the scope of the things on
t hese three issues.

| particularly was interested in those sub-questions
that people would state an opi nion, because | was interested.
But other areas, clearly the statute and its application are
things that we need to consider and are interested in.

MR MJRPHY: |I'mglad to hear that.

MR. MLLER  Obviously, the whole policy of the new
large single load is inplenentation of section 3(13) of the
Nort hwest Power Act. We understand that and we have had
prior interpretation of that.

So we will take your question as a coment and

consider that, as well as the rest of this. There are past
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interpretations that we have had. W have tried to summarize
sone of themin terms of the policy docunment here and those
are things that we will consider.

Thanks for naking us aware what the context is of
the statute.

MR FITZSI MMONS: Any other clarification?

One nore? Okay.

MR, SCHWARTZ: | am Howard Schwart z

Just to help me understand this better, on the first
issue if nothing is done and the existing policy is kept in
pl ace, what happens if a DSI previously gained power from
Bonneville wants to get sone of its |load served by a | ocal
utility?

MR MLLER | think included in the federa
register note is a statenent that if we applied the current
policy and we are not considering a distinction between the
portion of |oad served by Bonneville and the portion of |oad
served by other suppliers, that the treatnent would be the
| oad woul d be a new | arge single | oad and woul d be paying the
hi gher NR service if it was being served through a utility
custormer of Bonneville.

MR. SCHWARTZ: Ckay.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Seeing no other hands, it | ooks
like we can nmove on to the comment portion of the neeting.

And, Melinda, did | hear you have to be sonepl ace?
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M5. DAVI SON:  Good afternoon. | am Melinda Davison
| am appearing on behal f of Douglas Electric Cooperative.

| appreciate the opportunity to present coments to
you this afternoon. | particularly appreciate the fact that
Bonnevil |l e has schedul ed this neeting to take public coment.

| was reviewing the materials that you had provided
i n advance of the neeting. | thought they were very hel pfu
materials. Again, | want to express our appreciation for you
putting that together.

I amjust going to limt nmy conments to the second
i ssue, which is the issue of a custoner that's served by one
public agency custoner of Bonneville switching to receiving
its electric service from another public agency custoner of
Bonneville. W believe that in that instance that that
custoner's | oad should not be considered a new | arge single
| oad.

As your comments earlier this afternoon suggested,
that is sonething that does not present any kind of net
i mpact on Bonneville and the power that they have to plan to
serve. BPA has not previously interpreted this issue, to ny
know edge.

| think that a finding in favor of new -- of no new
large single load is consistent with the fact. | think it's
consistent with some previous interpretations of the act by

Bonnevi |l | e.
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I would Iike to answer the two questions that you
posed earlier this afternoon with regards to this issue.
Wth regard to the first question, | believe that this is a
uni que and specific set of facts that you can define that
apply to the second issue and that you can easily define this

and apply it consistently in the future.

And the second question that you posed, | believe
that this is a very limted circunstance. | don't think that
it's going to be a broad application. | think that is proven

by the fact in the 20 years that this has been a factor it's
very rarely cone up.

Thank you.

MR FITZSI MMONS:  Thank you.

G| Hayes. | may m spronounce sone of these nanes.
Bear with ne.

MR. HAYES: | am G| Hayes, executive board officer
fromthe Steel Wrkers Local 9170. | work in the Northwest
Al um num plant in The Dall es.

| am here today because ny job and 700 ot her jobs
directly associated with producing al um num are dependi ng on
the plant getting a fair share of the benefits of the Pacific
Nort hwest hydropower sold by BPA. The steel workers do not
believe the BPA is offering a fair deal, beginning with its
refusal to sell Northwest Alum numthe full amount of power

it needs to operate these facilities.
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Nort hwest Al umi num has been a | ong-standi ng,
necessary custoner since 1958. Now BPA says that its policy
is that if the Northwest Al um numplant tries to buy power
from Northern Wasco PUD and the local utility buys power from
BPA, BPA will hit the local utilities with the new | arge
single load rates and double its price.

We think this is grossly unfair. W know our plant
cannot continue to operate with double the electrical cost.

BPA asked us whether it should change its policy to
| et Northwest Al um num buy power from Northern Wasco PUD
wi thout being hit with the double price for electricity. |If
the plan really is to penalize these plants, then, of course,
BPA shoul d change the policy.

There is no cause to treat these plants worse or
di fferent than any other long-term enployer that seeks to buy
electricity froma local utility. Indeed, we understand that
Congress put this new large single |load provision in the | aw
because Congress expected BPA to keep selling power to the
al um num conpani es.

We weren't happy that BPA decided to cut them off.
W are going to be very, very unhappy if, after having cut
them of f, BPA interjects thenselves in a discrimnatory
fashion into dealings between al um num conpani es and t he
local utilities to force themto charge such high rates

alumnumcan't afford to stay in business.
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We think if BPA doesn't want to sell the power to
al um num conpani es they should get out of the way and |l et the
local utility custoners treat alum numlike any ot her
cust oner.

Thanks for your tine.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you.

A rem nder, when we introduce ourselves, please
repeat who we are representing. Thank you

Dana Peck.

MR. PECK: M nane is Dana Peck. | amthe resource
devel opnent director for Klickitat, Washington

I would like to just say | was a thoroughly
bef uddl ed Senate energy staffer when this bill was going
t hrough the Senate somewhat nore than 20 years ago. | was
working for a Mdwestern senator and trying to learn what it
was like in an area where peaki ng was cheap, quite backward
fromthe rest of our experience, at least in that part of the
country.

| have to say | have sone fairly strong menories of
the legislative history, as well as the statute itself, on
some of these things. Some of the definitions |I'm hearing
today are sure different fromwhat | remenber. | sure don't
renmenber new | arge single |oad being explained in the terns
I've heard this norning or this afternoon

| strongly encourage to you look to the |egislative
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history, as well as the specifics of the statute itself, for
gui dance on sone of these things. That's just sort of my own
little historical perspective on that.

G ven the sorts of folks that are here today, | am
not going to read the whole thing. | amhere to support the
positions of Klickitat PUD and Northern Wasco PUD on issues
concerning BPA's new |l arge single load policy. Each of these
utilities serves a conpany that is also a direct service
customer of BPA, Gol dendal e Al um num Conpany in the case of
Klickitat PUD and Northwest Al um num Conpany in the case of
Nort hern Wasco PUD.

Bot h of these conpani es depend heavily upon the
availability of |ow cost hydropower for their continued
econom ¢ existence. It is nmy understanding that sone of the
interpretations of the new large single |oad policy could
double the price that our utilities will have to pay for
electricity to serve these conpanies, forcing themto cease
operations, as our unique counterparts quite clearly stated.

A recent study of the economic benefits to Klickitat
County, Washington and Wasco County, Oregon, which I have
submitted for the record, just now arising from operations of
these two plants shows that they enploy nore than 1,225
highly paid workers, a full 7.7 percent of Klickitat County's
enpl oyment -- about half of the CGol dendal e Al uni num wor k

force lives in CGol dendal e, Washi ngton, popul ati on 3500 and
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declining -- and 4.3 percent of Wasco County's enpl oyment.

The average pay at these two plants is about $61, 633
in wages, salaries, and benefits, roughly twi ce the average
for Washi ngton and Oregon and al nost three tines the average
of Klickitat County. Actually, slightly nore than three
times the average if you really wanted to delve into the
statistics. Fam |y wage jobs such as these are scarce in
Klickitat and Wasco Counties; indeed, they are scarce
ever ywher e.

The unenpl oynment nmultiplier for these jobs in a
rural area is about 3.9, which is -- if you are into these
sorts of things -- a relatively high enploynent, which | eaves
us about 3900 jobs which are dependent upon these two plants.
Because of the dominant role of Northwest and Col dendal e
Al um num Conpani es in our region, a region with the
popul ati on, roughly, of a small suburb in the netro area --
Gresham about ten years ago if you want a frame of
reference -- a full or even partial closure of these plants
woul d have a devastating inpact on Wasco and Kli ckitat
Count i es.

BPA asks whether it should change its policy to
allow the plant load it no |onger wi shes to serve to seek
service fromthe utilities in Klickitat and Wasco Counti es
wi t hout new |l arge single |load status for the transferred

load. As far as we can tell, BPA has never had a policy on
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this question, because it had not previously refused to serve
the | oad of these plants.

We don't believe that the BPA should discrimnate
against the ability of our local utilities to serve these
pl ants, but should instead treat themlike all other |ong-
standing industries in the region. Local utilities can buy
the power they want from BPA to serve ot her |ong-standing
i ndustries at the lower PF rate and they should be allowed to
buy power to serve these plants on the sane basis.

Thanks.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Dana.

Ed LeBrun.

MR. LEBRUN. M nane is Ed LeBrun and | amfromthe
local office of the United Steel Workers 8147 in Gol dendal e,
Washi ngton. | live in The Dall es.

| am here today because ny job and 700 other jobs
directly associated w th producing al um num are dependi ng
upon the snelter getting a fair share of the benefits of the
Paci fic Nort hwest hydropower supplied by BPA. The stee
wor kers do not believe BPA is offering a fair deal, beginning
with its refusal to sell Coldendale the full amount of power
it needs to operate these facilities.

Nort hwest Al umi num has been a | ong- standi ng

customer since 1958. Now BPA says that its policy is that if

Col dendal e snelters or Northwest Alum numsnelters try to



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

purchase their power fromlocal utilities, then BPA will

i npose the local utilities with a special new single |oad
rate. That doubles electricity costs, which, in turn, we
couldn't afford to produce any alum num at that cost. W do
not think that either plant can continue to operate with this
doubl e jeopardy increase in electric cost.

BPA i s now aski ng whet her they shoul d change their
policy to allow Gol dendal e Al um num or Nort hwest Al umi numto
pur chase power from PUD or Northwest Klickitat PUD without
bei ng penalized with a double price for electricity. |If the
policy really is meant to penalize these plants, then, of
course, BPA should change that policy.

There is no cause to treat these plants any
di fferent than any other l[ong-term enployer that seeks to
purchase electricity fromits local utilities. W understand
that Congress put this new large single |oad provision in the
| aw, but Congress expects BPA to keep selling power to the
al um num conpani es.

W are not happy that BPA has decided to cut them
off and we are going to be very, very unhappy if, after
cutting themoff, BPA reaches out to discrinm nate against the
al um num conpani es and forces the local utilities to charge
them such high rates that they cannot afford to stay in
busi ness. W think that if BPA does not want to sell the

power to the al um num conpani es they should get out of the
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way and let their local utilities treat themlike any other
custoner.

Thank you.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Ed.

Mark with the City of Gol dendal e.

MR SIGFRINIUS: | didn't think you'd attenpt ny
| ast nane.

My nane in Mark Sigfrinius. That's Swedish, if
anybody gives a hoot. | amthe mayor of Goldendale. | am
here representing both the interests of the Cty of
ol dendal e and t he surroundi ng ei ght or 9,000 people that
live around the entire area there.

Gol dendal e Al umi num plant is the |argest enployer in
the conmunity. You've heard this before. Wen it's fully
operational, like 700 jobs.

If you want to buy a house cone to Gol dendal e ri ght
now. We've got 155 houses for sale right now Buy them
pretty cheap. People are noving out. Good famlies. |
mean, you know, guys with two or three kids in the schoo
district and they are noving out.

It's kind of like seeing your good friends are
leaving. 1've lived there nine years, nade a | ot of good
friends. M neighbor next door has worked at the plant for
23 years and now he is going to be working in a convenience

store at $6.80 an hour.
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Qur comunity has a vital interest in supporting the
pl ant and we believe that -- | nean, |'mnot going to repeat
what these other people have said; you probably heard it
enough -- the BPA |l eft Goldendale Aluminum It wasn't the
ot her way around.

There is no way they should be charged -- Klickitat
PUD shoul d be charged at a newrate. |It's ridiculous.
They' ve been supplying power to the al um num pl ant way before
1979.

You just got to conme to Goldendale to see the
di fference the closing of these two plants have made. Sone
of the guys that worked in The Dalles |ived in Gol dendal e.
Sonme of the guys that lived in Gol dendal e worked in The
Dal | es plant, back and forth.

There has been a study by the Md Col unbia Econonic
District that said that we will be at 31 percent unenpl oyment
real soon, by the end of sumer. W are already at 21. |
mean, like if Seattle loses 500 jobs it's easy to absorb
Well, we have lost 700 and where do they go? They have to go
out of town.

I just -- | think everybody knows whose ni stake it
was about overselling the power. |'mnot blaning you
i ndividually. But how nany of you are elected officials? |If
| had had a policy that | inplemented that | tore a road out

so a conpany couldn't have any goods delivered to his
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busi ness, man, |'d be voted out of office in a hurry.

There is no accountability here. Even the head of
the BPA is not el ected.

| think that it's a sad day when a government
agency, through its policies, tells private businesses
whet her they nake it or not. That's exactly what happened
here.

It happened with the Endangered Species Act. What
happened to the | ogging industry? It's gone. Then we have
agriculture in Goldendale. You can buy wheat for what you
could buy it for in 1970. Then we had al uminum Strike
three.

We are tal king about people that have noved to that
area because of two things, the quality of life and the jobs
that were available, especially at the al um num plant, plus
the four other jobs that it creates.

So cone on to Gol dendal e and buy yourself a cheap
house.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Mark

Mark Stauffer.

MR STAUFFER: | am Mark Stauffer, Montana Power
Conpany. We will be sending any coments in by the 27th

Just sone general observations, though. In
particul ar a response to your question, Allen

In general, we support a relatively strict
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interpretation of new large single |oad and we woul d

encourage you to take a very broad regional policy

perspective regarding this. Wat's in the best interests of

the regi on as a whol e?

I think this in your publication you have this

par agr aph here,

restrictions.

the origin of the new large single Ioad

It was very informative in terns of the

| egislative history, why it was put into the Act. And

think that while you mentioned that this was in the 1970's,

it seens to be

rat her pertinent today, as well.

In response to your question, Allen, howto treat

the various |l oads, is there a distinction between a public

switching to another public, a DSI switching to a public, or

an QU load switching to a public? 1 don't think you

i ncluded the Iast one in the category, but | would suggest

that perhaps it should be included and that, if you rmake sone

distinctions here, they are going to be difficult to keep

The real question is if a load noves to a public, it

doesn't really

matter where it cones from So if you nake

this deci sion based on one of them it may very well carry

over to all of them

So the idea that there is no net inpact regarding

the novenent of a public to a public, | don't knowif that's

necessarily the case. It could be that you will have set a

precedent that

if aload noves to a public they have rights.
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So | think, in response to your question, perhaps it
shoul d be put in a broader context.

Again, | encourage you to look at this froma
regi onal perspective, what it's going to do for the region as
a whole. This particular energy crisis that we are
experiencing, some comunities are getting hit with rmuch nore
i mpact than others. But it is relatively broad.

I think that, depending on how you interpret the new
large single load, it could cause Bonneville to becone -- to
beconme nore expansionary once again. | think we've seen from
just recent history that perhaps that's not in the best
interests of the region as a whole. Having just spent a
quarter billion dollars to -- of the rate payers' noney to
buy down load that it is not econonmic for you to serve,
think that's a val uabl e | esson there.

Thank you.

MR FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you

Tom Svendsen.

MR. SVENDSEN: | am Tom Svendsen. | amthe power
manager at Klickitat PUD.

The PUD treats very seriously its statutory
responsibility to provide Iow cost, reliable electric
services to the citizens of our county and to support the
overal |l econonmic health of our conmunity. |In particular, we

believe there is a significant responsibility to work with
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enpl oyers to support the enpl oyment base of our county.

This job really hasn't been very easy. Klickitat
County has one of the | owest househol d i ncones and the
hi ghest rates of unenployment in Washington. ol dendal e
Al um num Conpany is one of the few significant private
enpl oyers in Klickitat County.

Col dendal e Al umi num and its predecessors have been
custoners of our PUD since they began operation in 1971. W
have been providi ng additional power to Col dendal e Al um num
since the end of 1999, in reliance upon BPA' s previously
articulated policies concerning |large single |oad status.

Qur contract with Gol dendal e Al um num was
specifically designed to insure that the amount of power sold
to Gol dendal e did not increase nore than 9.9 negawatts in any
consecutive 12-nonth period. W designed the contract in
reliance on the BPA's decision in the Atochem case, where the
BPA decl ared that DSIs could increase the |oad on | ocal
utilities over and above the | oad served by BPA up to the 9.9
megawatts wi thout triggering new | arge single |oad status.

Even before we entered this contract we specifically
advi sed BPA about it and designed the contract to assure
BPA's right to nmonitor the | oad growh. Qur contract with
Col dendal e doesn't provide nmore favorable treatnment to
ol dendal e than any other electric custoner would get.

Frankly, we think the primary purpose of the new



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

32

| arge single | oad provision was to ensure the DSIs woul d
continue to buy power from BPA, because Congress expected BPA
woul d continue to sell power. Neither Congress nor BPA have
previ ously addressed what shoul d happen when BPA does not

wi sh to sell DSIs power any |onger.

At an absol ute m ni mum BPA shoul d not discrimnate
against Klickitat PUD's effort to phase in service to the
conpany w th purchases of PF power or try to treat us worse
than it treats the nany brand new | oads on the west side of
t he Cascades.

In conclusion, Coldendale Alumi numis and has been a
custonmer of Klickitat PUD s service territory. Klickitat PUD
has a statutory obligation to serve this |oad once the GAC
requests service.

BPA has historically restricted Klickitat PUD s
ability to serve this load. Now that BPA no |onger wants to
serve this load it should not alter its historical NLSL
policy to again block Klickitat's ability to serve its
cust oners.

This is basically a fairness issue. |If Klickitat
PUD isn't able to serve custoners in a service territory at
PF rates, should any of the other public utilities be all owed
to serve new | oads at PF rate?

Thank you.

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Tom
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M5. BAKER: | am Nancy Baker. | amwth the

Nort hern Wasco PUD.

| think | said originally I

had nore comments. |

think we are going to reserve our comments nostly for the

witten.

| did want to say that we are in support of the

statenents made today by the steel workers, the mayor of

ol dendal e, and the gentleman from Klickitat PUD.

Suffice it

to say that we are not happy with the policy proposals that

we all received. We will be naking comments on them

Thank you.

MR. FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you, Nancy.

Howar d Schwart z.

MR, SCHWARTZ: No comment .

MR FI TZSI MMONS: Ri ck Parker.

MR. PARKER: Rick Parker from Longvi ew Fi ber.

Agai n, thank you for the opportunity to coment. |

only want to make just a few short comments and will have

witten material, too.

But | do think that

, inreference to the first

i ssue, that a new large single |oad policy needs to be

adm ni stered fairly and that
shoul d be available for all

And if you | ook at

however it does cone down, it

i ndustrial customers.

it wwth sone speci al

arrangenments
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for certain custoners, then that's not fair. It's at the
sanme tine special privileges for other industrial custoners
nakes it a burden on the ones that are not able to benefit.

The second item 1'I1 just reference the fact that
Mel i nda nade coment -- coments already that were very
applicable. Again, the opportunities that that particular
i ssue addresses seemto be few and far between. And that it
could be, as M. Burns asked, in ny mnd, at |east, sonething
t hat woul d be uni que and easily separat ed.

Then, finally, on the third bullet, | would say that
the contracted for and committed to | oads that do exist and
that are in place need to be | ooked at, also, froma fairness
i ssue. And going forward, certainly it doesn't seemto ne
that it can just be arbitrarily taken away if that was the
intent here. And at the sane tinme, when policy is finally
decided it should be | ooked at with that fairness issue in
m nd.

Again, industrial custoners that have that ability,
that have that contracted for and committed to currently
should not then be inpaired or, let's say, put into a
position where they are in an unfair position.

Ckay. Thank you.

MR FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you

Eri c Rednan.

MR. REDMAN. Thank you. | amEric Rednman. | am
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appearing here on behal f of Gol den Northwest Al um num and in
nmy capacity as the person who gave Brett WIlIlcox his first
job. lronically, it was to help draft and enact the very
provisions that are giving rise to the discussions we are
havi ng today.

W will be subnitting comrents for the record today,
but also making witten comments, including our contracts
with the PUDs and so forth on the 27th.

Let me run through, in summary, what | have to say
here. First, as you know, Col den Northwest owns and operates
the former Martin Marietta at Gol dendal e and The Dalles. The
CGol dendal e snelter is the newest snelter in the Northwest.
Both of themare highly efficient and technol ogically
advanced.

They have in normal operations 1,225 jobs, which
makes them anong the | argest enployers in Eastern Washi ngton
and Eastern Oregon. The |ocal econonies of both snelters
depend on those jobs.

Both snmelters were built to aid the construction of
federal dans. | happened to have been present for the
dedi cation of the damin Col dendal e and the connection, how
they were connected |I'msure you are all fanmliar with at the
time.

They are -- both snelters are willing to continue

buyi ng Bonneville power directly and Bonneville is authorized
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to continue selling, but has chosen to stop doing it in 2006.

Both of the snelters are using the entirety of the
remarketing proceeds of their current power supply solely for
t he assi stance of the enpl oyees, covering costs that are
being curtail ed, and devel opi ng new non- Federal sources of
power; the so-called Ciffs Project, which is going to be a
conbi ned cycle gas fired plant at Col dendale, and the Summt/
Westward Project, which is being built here in Oregon. The
nost efficient gas plant in the United States, by the way.

Both of the snelters also buy power fromthe | oca
PUD. In the case of the Goldendale snelter it has fromthe
begi nning, since it was first built, purchased power fromthe
PUD.

And in 1999, the snelter and Klickitat County PUD
anended the existing contract that they had to provide for
service to up to 9.9 nmegawatts a year of additional processed
power, but strictly limted it to that anmount, and further
limted it by saying that none of the power could be used to
serve any portion of the | oad that Bonneville chose to serve
directly. So it was only for that portion Bonneville chose
not to serve.

Gol den Northwest through Northwest Al umi num has al so
bought power from Northern Wasco PUD for many, nany years.
Nor t hwest Al umi num and Northern Wasco PUD anended their

contract in the year 2000 to do the sane thing Klickitat PUD
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did and Col dendal e had done. Also, Bonneville always has the
right of first refusal under both contracts. Both contracts
al so given Bonneville the express contractual right to
enforce the 9.9 nmegawatt limt and to di splace the PUD
servi ce whenever Bonneville wants.

By statute, as you know, this is our position
These are not new large single loads. | want to enphasize in
1999 and 2000, there was no existing Bonneville policy
agai nst ex-DI'S | oad that BPA declined to serve beconming a PUD
| oad, without being a NLSL if annual increases on PUD do not
exceed ten megawatts.

I think the proposed policy has at |east three nyths
behind it that | want to point out. One is that it's not a
change in existing Bonneville policy.

| respect TomMIler very, very nuch, but | couldn't
disagree with himnore. | think it's a huge change in
Bonneville policy. It singles out DSIs uniquely. | think
you can't find anything in 21 years where Bonneville has ever
prescribed or suggested that it would prescribe new | arge
single load treatnent for under ten negawatt increnents of
DSl | oad that Bonneville chose itself to continue not
serving.

I think the second myth is Bonneville has statutory
authority for this policy. GObviously, many people are tired

of me tal king about the Regional Power Act. This is the |aw
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I don't think that under the definition you can get yourself
to this policy.

You can't cite any Congressional intent for this
policy. | think you are going to have particular trouble
trying to extend it in terms of what you think are the
pur poses of the act.

Up to now the only new large single |oad
announcenent BPA has nade have been used to justify those
policies that Congress intended Bonneville to go on serving
its |oad.

| think the third nyth -- naybe it's not a nyth --
is the idea this is needed to protect Bonneville's rate. As
a practical natter, only a tiny fraction of DSI |load is at
stake here. The anmount of power involved, | believe, is
trivial for both Bonneville and its preference custoners, but
is absolutely vital to the two snelters.

Let nme turn to that one. That's the question you
asked. Wiy is the anount of power involved trivial for
Bonnevill e preference custonmers? | think you have to start
with the fact even at the theoretical limt, if all of the
al umi num snelters were operating now in the Pacific Northwest
and all could sonehow take advantage of this provision
i mediately, at the rate things would be phased in you would
be tal ki ng about, on average, 250 average negawatts a year

woul d be the maxi num
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Moreover, as Pal ner just pointed out to ne, there is
no way you can even count three of the snelters as being
theoretically possible. You are tal ki ng about an average of
210 as a maxi mum theoretical average.

I think I would suggest that gets totally swanped at
that level by other variations. You have 15 negawatts of
preference custoner |oad you didn't expect. You are
projecting one and a half percent actual |oad growth and you
have lots of fluctuations because of econonic cycles, the
weat her, and ot her things.

The realistic maxi mum anmount is a lot |ess than the
theoretical maxi mumfor a whol e bunch of reasons.

First of all, at the noment nobst of these snelters
are going to be shut down for at |east two of the next five
years. During a prescription period you can't run that up
very quickly from zero

Second, we all know sone of these snelters may not
restart at all. You mght think of the nost |ikely case.
You can meke your own judgnment as to what is nost likely
t here.

| can tell you this affects a lot of snelters now
None of themcan start on 9.9 negawatts per year. None of
themwould restart, even if they didn't know where they are
going to get a power supplier after 2006.

If you look at the snelter | oad and you think about
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how it's inpacted through this process, inmagine, if you will,
how each of themis going to get a power supplier for the
remai nder of their load after 2006. That's the key question

You can't start themon 9.9 negawatts a year. It
can't be done. So sone of them have to have a | ot of power
from ot her sources.

Finally, as you know, an awful |ot of the DSI | oad
is either not or, in the case of several of the others, the
local utility that might theoretically serve them would be
the targeted adjustnent clause, whether or not they were new
large single load. As a practical matter, those |oads aren't
com ng on either.

So far, unless I'"'mwong, anong all the DSIs -- we
are tal king theoretical possibility -- only Gol den Northwest
has actually got contracts with the local utilities. There
may be others. | don't know.

| think that this is what we are really down to at
this point, is two snelters pretty nuch

Why does it mean so much to the snelters and their
enpl oyees and their comunities? Well, as you know, we are
going to get half our power between now and 2006. Once the
load is restored, Bonneville proposes to sell none at al
after 2006. W have to make a transition fromdirect service
or have to die. Those are the two options.

We are investing all of the noney fromthe
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remarketing proceeds that | nentioned in the snelter in the
enpl oyees and to get these through non-Federal resources
built. "Northwest power for Northwest jobs," that's our
notto now.

We need hel p. Bonneville has provided sonme help
that's very valuable, but this is an inportant piece of help
not to cut off. The 9.9 negawatt annual increnents that we
buy fromthe PUD or resune buying are inportant and possibly
critical to the econonmic survival of the snelters.

Finally, forgetting about the snelters for a m nute,
turning around and | ooking at the PUD, who also testified
here today, | would say, again, know ng sonething about the
statute, that it's the statutory rights of the preference
customers that are really at issue in your policy on numnber
one.

Because the Northwest Power Act entitled those
preference custoners to have their general requirenents mnet
by Bonneville at the | owest rate; total requirenments mnus
any new |l arge single loads. They could have contracted --
chosen a contract fornula that woul d have voluntarily wai ved
some of that contract right, but they didn't.

Under the Act | don't think you can characterize DS
| oad that Bonneville doesn't want to serve that noves off to
PUD as a new | arge single |load. The actual announced policy

is -- statutorily this was not sonething Bonneville could do
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at all -- in Atochemnore than ten years ago, Bonneville
created an exception. |If Bonneville did want to serve the
load, then it was going to treat it as a new |large single
| oad because there had been a Congressional purchase.

Qobviously, that rationale no |onger applies since
Bonnevil | e deci ded not to serve the |oad.

Finally, we worked very hard in drafting these
contracts to rely on the fact of the actual |egislative
history, all of Bonneville policies that we were able to
obtain, what we ask you to do and not do.

First of all, we think you should stop trying to
treat the DSI |oads differently. [It's not only
discrimnatory, but it's not necessary to protect
Bonneville's rates in the real world. It's very harnful to
t hese di stressed communities.

We think it violates the statutory rights of the
preference custoners that want to serve the load. | believe
it's contrary to the Act and your prior interpretation
It's, finally, just plain destructive of Northwest industry
j obs.

Finally, no matter what you do in doing your policy,
we hope that you will nmake sure to acknow edge explicitly
that we did enter into these contracts that | described to
you. We did so before you announced your policy. Let that

be taken into account in deciding how your policy applies.
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| have copies of this for anyone who would like it.

MR. BURNS: Quick question. The idea of being
treated fairly, a few fol ks have raised that point. The idea
that maybe this will actually be a small anobunt. You have
the theoretical 200 and sonme, but maybe practically 50 to
100. The distinguishing between an industrial custoner of an
i ndustry owned utility who might be exposed to narket rates

wanting to mgrate over.

MR. REDVAN: A perfectly reasonable question. 1'm
sorry. | intended to address it, anyway.

First of all, it seenms to ne you should recogni ze,
again, the statute is what the statute is. |If a load can

successfully nmake that transition at 9.9 negawatts a year to
t he public agency and the public agency has a contract with
you and it isn't hit by the target adjustment clause, if, if,
if, if, it seems to ne you have to accept that is the way the
statutory scheme works

But in the real world, | can tell you that there are
service territory restrictions, there are contract
restrictions, there are stranded cost provisions in those
contracts for |oads bei ng abandoned. You have to find a
willing public agency that wants to bring the load in. You
have to have all kinds of service arrangenents. There are
all kinds of linitations on that.

Again, | think once you grant your point that, yes,
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other | oads could al so take advantage of this provision
Congress understood that, too, pretty well. | think,

however, in the real world when you try to think what are the
mat hemati cal inmpacts of that, don't inmagine the worst cases,
100 percent of all the loads of all the industrial utilities
is sonehow going to find its way on the public system
because it's very, very difficult to nake that transition for

an i ndi vi dual | oad.

Thank you.
MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Thank you. | believe we are down
to, | believe, the last comenter. | wll give an

opportunity if anybody has changed their nind and would |ike
to make a comment. Irion Sanger

MR. SANGER: M nane is Irion Sanger. | amwth the
I ndustrial Customers of the Northwest Utilities, with the | aw
firmof Davison and Van C eave.

| appreciate this opportunity to conment on BPA's
proposed changes to the new large single load. It inpacts
upon Northwest industry.

BPA shoul d not change its policy to only all ow
current and former DSI custoners to receive power at 9.9
average negawatt increnents for the PUD agency custoners at
the PF rate. However, if BPA does decide to change its
policy to allow custonmers to receive incremental 9.9 average

megawatts of power, all industrial custoners, including those
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of the industrial owned utilities, should be eligible to
receive this new | arge single | oad exception.

There is no legal or policy distinction on which BPA
can rest to exclude investor owned utility |oads and all ow
district service industry loads into the large single |oad
exception.

On your second point, whoever supports the change
that would authorize the load of a facility that has been a
CFCT switch to public agencies and retain this status, this
change woul d not alter BPA's conmitnents and woul d pose no
har m upon Bonneville.

Finally, |1 CONW opposes any closure of the future
class of CFCT | oads because it could be anti-conpetitive to,
contrary to BPA's statutes. Northwest Power Act exenpts
| oads that have been contracted for-comitted to prior to
Sept ember 1st, 1979, of the new large single load linmitation.
The | aw does not provide a tined limtation that CFCT | oads
nmust verify their status and any BPA rules that linmts CFCT
rights of power would violate the Northwest Power Act.

Placing a tenporary date specific limtation on CFCT
status would be anti-conpetitive. Over the last 50 years
economi ¢ circunstances have not been appropriate for sone
CFCT | oads to seek | oad determinations. Northwest industries
eligible for CFCT status will continue to not seek |oad

[imtation by BPA until their econom c circunstances nay
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become appropriate by providing the CFCT eligible | oads from
requesting | oad deternination at the proper tinme and proper
ci rcumst ances.

In addition, Bonneville should not make this
determ nation without verification that there is an actua
burden upon the agency.

| have no further coments. Thank you

MR. MLLER Before you step away, could you, for
our edification, give us an exanple of an econonic
circunstance that a load or a consuner would not want to have
the deternination made of its contracted for-committed to
status?

MR. SANGER: Well, the econom c circunstance may be
an industry which nowis not the appropriate tinme. They may
have contracted for or comitted to prior, and econonic
ci rcunmst ances have changed, and they have not sought BPA
determ nati on that they have that status.

Ri ght now they may not -- economic circunstances may
not be such that they see the need to seek that
determ nation. But econonic circunstances nay change in
five, ten years. There m ght be industry contraction or new
opportunities. But if BPA sets an arbitrary limtation, six
nonths, a year fromnow, then their rights may have been
unfairly hindered.

MR. MLLER  Just one further question. Are you
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famliar with the retention docunentation for any of these
loads in ternms of whether they have -- would have contracts?
One of the practical problems we face is loss of infornmation
because retenti on docunents are not carried for 20, 30, 40
years.

So that's one of the core questions here, is is it
practical to continue making these deterni nations.

MR. SANGER:. Well, if those problens arise it seemns
like they can be dealt with at the time. |If there is
difficulty verifying this | oad was contracted for or
conmitted to and BPA nmakes a determination that they were not
contracted for or committed to because of insufficient
docunent ati on, then you can nake that determ nation in five
or ten years. You don't have to arbitrarily cut off the tine
peri od now.

MR MLLER So if |I'munderstanding, you would just
suggest continuing with a case-by-case review and, if
sufficient information isn't available, that would dictate
the result?

MR SANGER  Correct.

MR. MLLER  Thank you.

MR. SANGER: Thank you

MR, FI TZSI MMONS: Any other comments that you would
like to get on the record today? This is the |ast one we had

si gned up.
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Seeing no hands, just a little bit on the review
process. This coment period will remain open until the
deadl i ne of July 27th. You have heard that date a couple of
times today. | encourage you to wite letters, send e-nmails
to our website. | believe it's actually called
conment s@pa. gov.

If there are no other questions, we will close the
neeting of f and thank you very nuch for coming. It will be
very hel pful .

(The neeting adjourned at 2:25 p.m)
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